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FROM LEARNING STYLES TO EVIDENCE-BASED DIAGNOSTICS:
PSYCHOMETRICS OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN ELT

Abstract

For decades, the concept of learning styles has influenced English language teaching (ELT), encouraging teachers
to adapt instruction to assumed visual, auditory, or kinesthetic learner preferences. However, this approach has been
increasingly criticized for its weak empirical foundation and limited pedagogical value. The purpose of this article is to
justify a shift from learning styles to evidence-based psychometric diagnostics of individual differences in ELT. The
study focuses on measurable learner characteristics such as L2 motivation, speaking anxiety, self-efficacy, and self-
regulation. Methodologically, the article combines theoretical analysis with pilot data from an 8-week school-based quasi-
experimental study conducted in Astana, Kazakhstan, where psychometric profiling was integrated into English language
instruction. The results showed acceptable reliability of the main diagnostic scales, comparable baseline profiles between
experimental and control groups, and stronger learning gains in the experimental condition, particularly in speaking
performance. In addition, learners who received psychometrically informed instruction reported more supportive
assessment experiences, greater willingness to communicate, and lower anxiety during assessed speaking tasks. These
findings are significant because they demonstrate that psychometric diagnostics can provide teachers with more valid and
actionable information than traditional learning-style categories. The article concludes that evidence-based diagnostics
offer a more scientifically grounded and pedagogically useful approach to individual differences in ELT, improving
instructional fit and supporting positive washback in classroom assessment.

Keywords: learning styles, psychometrics, individual differences, ELT, speaking anxiety, washback, evidence-
based psychometric diagnostics

Introduction. In contemporary English Language Teaching (ELT), increasing attention is being
paid to individual differences among learners. Students in the same classroom may differ significantly
in their motivation, language anxiety, self-confidence, self-regulation, willingness to communicate,
and classroom participation. These differences influence how learners respond to instructional tasks,
interact with peers, participate in speaking activities, and make progress in language learning.
Therefore, effective ELT requires not only well-designed teaching materials and communicative
tasks, but also a systematic understanding of the psychological and learning-related factors that shape
students’ performance.

For many years, the concept of learning styles has been widely used in educational practice.
According to this approach, learners are often classified as visual, auditory, kinesthetic, or other types
of learners. This approach has been attractive to teachers because it seems simple, practical, and easy
to apply in the classroom. However, the scientific validity of learning styles has been seriously
questioned. Pashler, McDaniel, Rohrer, and Bjork argue that there is insufficient empirical evidence
to prove that matching instruction to a learner’s preferred learning style improves learning outcomes
[1]. In the context of ELT, this criticism is especially relevant because language learning is a complex
process that depends on cognitive, affective, social, and behavioural factors rather than on one
preferred channel of receiving information.

Recent research in second language acquisition provides a stronger basis for understanding
learner differences. Dornyei and Ryan emphasize that language learners differ in a wide range of
psychological and behavioural characteristics, including motivation, anxiety, aptitude, personality,
and learning strategies [2]. Similarly, Li, Hiver, and Papi argue that individual differences in second
language acquisition should be understood as multidimensional and dynamic factors that influence
learners’ engagement, performance, and development [3]. These studies show that learner diversity
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cannot be fully explained through broad learning-style categories. Instead, it should be examined
through evidence-based constructs that can be measured, interpreted, and connected with pedagogical
decisions.

Among these constructs, language anxiety is especially important in ELT because it directly
affects learners’ participation in speaking activities. Papi and Khajavy note that second language
anxiety is a complex construct that influences learners’ emotional state, classroom behaviour, and
language performance [4]. Alrabai also demonstrates that anxiety and motivation play a predictive
role in second language (L2) proficiency, showing that affective factors are closely related to
language achievement [5]. This is particularly relevant for speaking tasks, where fear of mistakes,
public evaluation, and low confidence may prevent learners from using the target language actively.

At the same time, the use of psychometric diagnostics in ELT requires careful attention to the
quality of measurement. Sudina emphasizes that second language survey research must consider scale
quality, reliability, and construct validity, especially when measuring anxiety and motivation [6].
This means that psychometric tools should not be used mechanically or superficially. They should be
selected and interpreted responsibly, with attention to whether they provide meaningful information
for teaching and learning.

The issue of validity is central to this discussion. Kane argues that test scores should be validated
not only as numerical results, but also in terms of their interpretations and uses [7]. Similarly,
Messick’s concept of validity and washback highlights that assessment should be evaluated by its
educational consequences as well as by its measurement quality [8]. From this perspective,
psychometric diagnostics can be useful in ELT only when the results are used ethically and
formatively: not for labelling or ranking students, but for adapting instruction, reducing barriers to
participation, and supporting learner progress.

Despite this theoretical foundation, in many school contexts, including ELT classrooms in
Kazakhstan, individual differences are still often addressed intuitively rather than systematically.
Teachers may notice that some learners are passive, anxious, unmotivated, or reluctant to speak, but
these observations are not always supported by diagnostic tools or translated into specific pedagogical
strategies. This creates a practical problem: teachers recognize learner diversity, but they may lack
an evidence-based framework for responding to it.

Therefore, the main problem addressed in this study is the limited use of psychometric
diagnostics as a practical tool for adapting ELT instruction to learners’ individual needs. The aim of
the study is to examine how evidence-based psychometric diagnostics of individual differences can
be used as an alternative to the learning styles approach in English language teaching. More
specifically, the study aims to develop and test a Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model that links diagnostic
information about learners with concrete pedagogical decisions in the classroom.

The study was conducted with Grade 9 students in a school-based ELT context. The learners
were divided into an experimental group (EG) and a control group (CG). In the experimental group,
teaching was adapted according to diagnostic data on learners’ motivation, language anxiety, self-
efficacy, and self-regulation. In the control group, instruction followed the regular teaching approach
without systematic psychometric diagnostics. The study examined whether diagnostic-based teaching
could contribute to higher motivation, lower language anxiety, more active participation in speaking
tasks, and better overall language progress.

The significance of the study lies in providing a practical evidence-based alternative to learning
styles in ELT. Instead of labelling students as visual, auditory, or kinesthetic learners, the proposed
approach identifies real learning-related needs and uses this information to improve instructional fit,
reduce barriers to participation, and support language learning.

Methods and Materials. This study employed a mixed-methods approach within an 8-week
school-based quasi-experimental design to examine the effectiveness of evidence-based
psychometric diagnostics in English Language Teaching. The quasi-experimental component
compared an experimental and a control condition using intact classes, while quantitative and
qualitative methods were combined to measure changes in students' English language performance,
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motivation, foreign language anxiety, self-efficacy, self-regulation, and classroom participation. The
research was conducted in three stages.

Stage 1. Diagnostic and Analytical Stage

At the initial stage, a diagnostic assessment of learners’ individual differences was conducted in
order to identify baseline levels of L2 motivation, foreign language anxiety, self-efficacy, and self-
regulation. In parallel, a theoretical analysis of contemporary approaches to learner individualization
in ELT was carried out through a review of research on learning styles, psychometrics, validity,
washback, and individual differences in second language acquisition.

This stage provided the conceptual foundation for designing the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model,
which was developed as an evidence-based alternative to the traditional learning styles approach. The
model was based on the idea that teachers should not classify learners as visual, auditory, or
kinesthetic types, but should identify measurable learning-related factors and use them for concrete
pedagogical decisions.

Stage 2. Experimental Stage

During the experimental stage, the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model was implemented in the
educational process. The intervention was conducted over an eight-week period in Grade 9 English
classes at Nurorda School-Lyceum.

Two Grade 9 classes, 9A and 9C, served as the experimental condition and received
psychometrics-informed instruction guided by explicit decision rules. Two Grade 9 classes, 9B and
9D, served as the control condition and followed the regular ELT program without psychometric
profiling or systematic psycho-informed adaptations.

The instructional activities in the experimental group included gradual speaking tasks, pair and
group rehearsal, delayed or private feedback, micro-goals, learning checklists, progress visualization,
structured turn-taking, and choice-based communicative tasks. These activities were selected
according to the learners’ diagnostic profiles.

The content and functional structure of the proposed model, including its main components,
implementation forms, and expected outcomes, are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Structure and components of the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model

Components of the Function

model

Implementation forms Expected outcomes

Identification of learners’
individual differences

Diagnostic component Psychometric battery, pre-

test, teacher observation

Learner profiles based on
motivation, anxiety, self-
efficacy, and self-regulation

Motivational component

Increasing learners’
interest and engagement

Choice-based tasks, real-
life topics, progress
visualization

Higher motivation and more
active participation

Anxiety-reduction
component

Reducing fear of
speaking and evaluation

Speaking ladder, pair
rehearsal, delayed/private
feedback

Lower speaking anxiety and
greater willingness to
communicate

Self-efficacy component

Developing learners’
confidence in English
tasks

Gradual task difficulty,
success-oriented tasks,
supportive feedback

Improved confidence and
persistence

Self-regulation
component

Supporting planning and
independent learning

Micro-goals, checklists,
short deadlines, formative
checkpoints

Better task completion and
learning organization
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Communicative Increasing oral Structured turn-taking, pair Improved speaking
component participation work, small-group performance and classroom
interaction interaction
Assessment and Monitoring learning Post-test, perception Evidence of language progress,
reflection component outcomes and washback | questionnaire, learner positive feedback, and
reflection improved learner awareness

Source: developed by the authors.

The model connects diagnostic results with practical classroom actions. Its main function is to
help the teacher adapt motivation support, speaking tasks, feedback, and self-regulation strategies
according to learners’ profiles.

Stage 3. Evaluation Stage

The final stage focused on evaluating the effectiveness of the proposed model through
comparison of pre- and post-intervention results between the experimental and control groups. At
this stage, students completed a language post-test, a repeated psychometric questionnaire, and a brief
washback/perception questionnaire. Teacher observations and short learner reflections were also
collected to identify changes in participation, confidence, and attitudes toward English lessons.

The evaluation stage made it possible to compare both achievement-related outcomes and
psychological indicators. Particular attention was paid to speaking performance, because oral
participation is strongly influenced by anxiety, self-confidence, and motivation.

Participants. The study was conducted at Nurorda School-Lyceum in Astana, Kazakhstan. A
total of 40 Grade 9 students participated in the research. The participants were selected from four
intact classes: 9A, 9B, 9C, and 9D, with 10 students in each class.

Data Collection Instruments. Several data collection tools were used to ensure methodological
triangulation. First, a psychometric questionnaire measured learners' individual differences across
four constructs, each assessed on a five-point Likert scale. L2 motivation was measured using the L2
Motivation Scale, a researcher-developed instrument capturing goal orientation and effort persistence
(6 items, a = .84). Speaking and evaluation anxiety was measured using the Speaking/Evaluation
Anxiety Scale, a short-form instrument aligned with the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety
framework (6 items, a = .88). L2 self-efficacy was measured using the L2 Self-Efficacy Scale, a
researcher-developed instrument of task-specific items reflecting confidence in classroom English
performance, informed by Bandura's self-efficacy framework (5 items, o = .82). Self-regulation was
measured using the Self-Regulation Scale, a researcher-developed instrument of brief indicators
assessing planning, monitoring, and persistence suitable for school contexts, informed by
Zimmerman's model of self-regulated learning (5 items, a = .79). Composite scores for each scale
were computed as the mean of item responses, with reverse-coded items recalculated prior to
averaging. Scale reliability was assessed using Cronbach's alpha as a measure of internal consistency;
all coefficients exceeded the conventional threshold of .70, indicating acceptable reliability for
classroom-based research.

Instrument Adaptation and Language of Administration. The Speaking/ Evaluation Anxiety
Scale was adapted from the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety framework; item wording was
shortened and simplified for Grade 9 readability while preserving the original construct definitions.
The remaining scales (L2 Motivation, L2 Self-Efficacy, and Self-Regulation) were researcher-
developed for this study and were not adaptations of existing published instruments and therefore did
not require a formal translation-adaptation procedure. All instruments, including the language-
achievement test and the washback/perception questionnaire, were administered in English,
consistent with the communicative focus of the intervention and students' Grade 9 proficiency level,
which was sufficient for comprehending the simplified item wording.

Second, pre-test and post-test tasks were used to assess English language achievement before
and after the intervention. The test consisted of three components with a maximum total score of 100
points: a combined reading and listening component (50 points), a lexico-grammatical component
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(30 points), and a speaking component (20 points). Parallel test forms of equivalent difficulty were
used at pre-test and post-test to support comparability across measurement points. The total score
was calculated as the sum of the three component scores. Oral performance was evaluated using a
speaking rubric based on four criteria: accuracy, fluency, lexical range, and interaction, each
contributing proportionally to the 20-point speaking score.

The speaking rubric evaluated oral performance according to four analytic criteria, each scored
on a 0-5 point scale, for a maximum total of 20 points: (a) accuracy — grammatical and lexical
correctness with minimal errors that do not impede communication; (b) fluency — smoothness and
pace of speech with limited hesitation or unnatural pauses; (c¢) lexical range — variety and
appropriateness of vocabulary relative to the task; and (d) interaction — ability to initiate, sustain, and
respond appropriately within a spoken exchange. Each criterion was scored independently by the
rater using descriptive band levels (0 = minimal/no evidence, 1-2 = limited, 3 = adequate, 4 = good,
5 = excellent), and the final speaking score was calculated as the sum of the four criterion scores.

In addition, teacher observation notes were collected during the intervention to record students’
participation, confidence, speaking initiative, task completion, and cooperation. Classroom
observation was conducted using a structured observation checklist completed by the teacher-
researcher during three lessons per week across the eight-week intervention period (24 lessons in
total for each condition). For each of the five indicators reported in Table 5 (active participation in
pair work, speaking initiative, confidence during speaking, task completion, and cooperation with
classmates), the observer recorded, for every student, whether the target behaviour was demonstrated
during each observed lesson (1 = demonstrated, 0 = not demonstrated). Active participation in pair
work was recorded when a student engaged in the assigned pair or group task without prompting;
speaking initiative was recorded when a student volunteered to speak without being called on;
confidence during speaking was recorded based on fluency and absence of visible hesitation or
avoidance behaviours; task completion was recorded when a student finished the assigned classroom
task within the given time; and cooperation with classmates was recorded when a student assisted or
responded constructively to peers during group work. The percentage reported for each indicator in
Table 5 was calculated as the number of lessons in which the behaviour was observed for a given
student, averaged across all students in the condition, divided by the total number of observed lessons,
and expressed as a percentage. At the end of the experiment, a washback/perception questionnaire
was administered to identify students’ attitudes toward learning, perceived support, anxiety,
confidence, and willingness to participate in English lessons.

The psychometric battery and perception questionnaire were administered through Google
Forms, and the collected data were organized in Microsoft Excel.

Data Analysis. Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Mean scores and pre-
test/post-test gains were calculated for the experimental and control groups to identify changes in
English achievement and speaking performance. Questionnaire data were analyzed by comparing
average scores for motivation, anxiety, self-efficacy, and self-regulation. For the primary outcome
indicators (general achievement, speaking performance, and anxiety during assessed speaking),
between-group differences at posttest were additionally tested using independent-samples Welch's t-
tests, with Cohen's d calculated to estimate effect size (see Table 6). Qualitative data from teacher
observations and learner reflections were summarized thematically, focusing on participation,
confidence, cooperation, and attitudes toward feedback.

Ethical Considerations. Since the participants were minors, the study followed standard ethical
principles of classroom-based research. School-level approval was obtained, and the procedures were
coordinated with the administration. Parental consent and student assent were secured before data
collection.

Participation was voluntary and unrelated to students’ grades. All data were anonymized and
used only for research and pedagogical purposes. Psychometric results were not used for ranking,
labelling, tracking, or punitive decisions. Their only function was to support instruction and help the
teacher respond more effectively to learners’ needs.
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Results and Discussion. The results of the study show that psychometrics-informed instruction
had a positive influence on Grade 9 students’ English language achievement, speaking performance,
motivation, self-efficacy, self-regulation, and classroom participation. The experimental group,
consisting of classes 9A and 9C, demonstrated greater improvement than the control group,
consisting of classes 9B and 9D. This confirms the main assumption of the study: individualization
in ELT should be based not on fixed learning styles, but on measurable learner characteristics that
can guide practical teaching decisions.

At the initial stage of the experiment, both groups had relatively similar results. This means that
the experimental and control conditions were comparable before the intervention. After the
implementation of the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model, however, the experimental group showed
stronger progress in both linguistic and psychological indicators. Table 2 presents the general English
achievement scores of both groups before and after the experiment.

Table 2. General English achievement before and after the experiment

Group Number of Pre-test average Post-test average Growth
students score score

Experimental group, 9A and 9C 20 24.2 32.1 +7.9

Control group, 9B and 9D 20 24.5 28.6 +4.1

Source: developed by the authors.

The data in Table 2 show that both groups improved by the end of the experiment; however, the
experimental group demonstrated greater progress (+7.9) than the control group (+4.1). This suggests
that psychometrics-informed instruction created more favourable conditions for language learning by
adapting teaching decisions to learners’ diagnostic profiles, including speaking anxiety, self-
regulation, and motivation. This magnitude of improvement is broadly consistent with international
quasi-experimental evidence on assessment-informed instruction in EFL contexts. Zhang, Quan,
Zhang, and Zhang conducted an eight-week quasi-experimental intervention with middle school EFL
students that closely parallels the design of the present study and found that formative-assessment-
based instruction produced greater gains in both achievement and motivation compared with
conventional teaching [9]. This close correspondence in sample age, intervention length, and design
supports the plausibility of the achievement gain observed here, although the effect should still be
interpreted cautiously given the small, single-site sample. A graphical comparison of pre-test and
post-test scores is shown in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1. Dynamics of English achievement before and after the experiment
Source: developed by the authors.
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Figure 1 illustrates that the experimental group demonstrated a more visible increase in general
English achievement. This result supports the argument that diagnostic-based teaching may be more
effective than general instruction when learners’ psychological and educational needs are
systematically considered.

Speaking performance was analyzed separately because oral communication is one of the most
sensitive areas in ELT. Learners may possess adequate lexical and grammatical knowledge yet
consistently avoid oral participation, as speaking anxiety, fear of error, and low self-confidence
constitute significant affective barriers to language production. A detailed comparison of speaking
performance scores is provided in Table 3.

Table 3. Speaking performance before and after the experiment

Group Pre-test speaking score Post-test speaking score Growth
Experimental group 5.7 7.8 +2.1
Control group 5.8 6.7 +0.9

Source: developed by the authors.

As shown in Table 3, the experimental group improved its speaking score from 5.7 to 7.8, while
the control group increased from 5.8 to 6.7. The higher growth in the experimental group (+2.1
compared with +0.9) can be explained by psycho-informed speaking strategies, including a speaking
ladder, pair rehearsal, gradual public performance, and delayed/private feedback, which reduced fear
of mistakes and supported learners’ confidence. This finding is consistent with international evidence
that structured, anxiety-sensitive speaking support disproportionately benefits oral performance
relative to other language skills. Jin, Zhang, and Maclntyre found that structured speaking-
commitment interventions reduced foreign language classroom anxiety and improved learners'
confidence and engagement [10]. A comparable pattern was reported in a Chinese EFL context,
where a speaking-support intervention — delivered through an Al-speaking assistant rather than a
teacher-led format — produced a significant reduction in foreign language anxiety and a significant
increase in willingness to communicate in the experimental group, with no such change in the control
group [11]. Although the delivery mechanism differs from the teacher-mediated approach used in the
present study, the convergence in outcome pattern (EG improvement vs. CG stability) suggests that
reducing evaluative pressure around speaking, regardless of the specific method, reliably increases
participation and confidence. Table 4 outlines the corresponding changes in motivation, anxiety, self-
efficacy, and self-regulation.

Table 4. Changes in motivation, anxiety, self-efficacy, and self-regulation

Indicator Experilt])]eefl;;il group EXpel‘in:;:let:l group Conlt)l:z)fzoup Control group after
L2 motivation 34 42 3.5 3.8
Foreign language anxiety 3.8 2.9 3.7 34
L2 self-efficacy 3.2 4.0 33 3.6
Self-regulation 3.1 3.8 3.2 3.5

Source: developed by the authors.

As shown in Table 4, both groups demonstrated positive changes in psychological indicators,
but the experimental group showed stronger improvement. Motivation increased from 3.4 to 4.2, self-
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efficacy from 3.2 to 4.0, and self-regulation from 3.1 to 3.8, while foreign language anxiety decreased
from 3.8 to 2.9. These results suggest that psychometrics-informed instruction supported not only
language achievement, but also learners’ confidence, emotional safety, and ability to organize their
own learning. The observed decrease in speaking anxiety alongside increased participation is
consistent with the broader intervention literature on foreign language anxiety. Alrabai's causal model
established a predictive link between anxiety, motivation, and L2 proficiency [5, p. 3127]; the present
findings extend this by showing the same pattern under a classroom intervention rather than a
correlational design. This is further supported by direct experimental evidence: in a randomized
study, Jin, Dewaele, and MacIntyre found that a structured anxiety-reduction intervention produced
a significant decrease in foreign language classroom anxiety in the experimental group, while anxiety
remained stable in the control group [12] — the same divergent pattern observed between the
experimental and control classes in Table 4. This supports Papi and Khajavy's account of anxiety as
a dynamic, emotionally mediated construct that can be shifted through targeted classroom
intervention rather than a static trait [4, p. 138]. The improvement in self-efficacy (3.2 to 4.0) is
consistent with Li's quasi-experimental study of a self-efficacy-based instructional intervention,
which found that structured, confidence-building instruction reliably raised learners' self-efficacy
beliefs and, in turn, supported their motivation and engagement in EFL learning [13]. Similarly, the
improvement in self-regulation (3.1 to 3.8) parallels the broader finding that structured, formative,
decision-rule-based instruction supports learners' self-organizational skills alongside achievement
gains [9, p. 11]. These parallels suggest that the gains observed in this study reflect a broader,
internationally replicated pattern linking diagnostic, learner-responsive instruction to stronger self-
regulatory and motivational outcomes, rather than being idiosyncratic to the Kazakhstani context.

Classroom observation data also supported the quantitative results. The teacher observed
students’ participation, speaking initiative, confidence, task completion, and cooperation with
classmates. These results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Classroom observation results after the experiment

Criterion Experimental group Control group
Active participation in pair work 85% 65%
Speaking initiative 78% 56%
Confidence during speaking 74% 58%
Task completion 88% 76%
Cooperation with classmates 82% 70%

Source: developed by the authors.

The observation results show that students in the experimental group became more active and
confident during English lessons. The largest difference was found in speaking initiative: 78% in the
experimental group compared with 56% in the control group. This means that students in the
experimental classes were more willing to start speaking, answer questions, and participate in pair or
group discussions. This gap mirrors behavioural findings from classroom-based anxiety-reduction
studies internationally. In the Chinese EFL intervention discussed above, structured speaking support
produced a comparable divergence in classroom participation between experimental and control
conditions [11, p. 18]. This convergence across different educational contexts and delivery
mechanisms suggests that the participation gains found here are unlikely to be a context-specific
artifact and instead reflect a general mechanism: reducing evaluative threat around speaking reliably
increases learners' willingness to initiate spoken interaction [10, p. 6; 12, p. 24].
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The difference can be explained by the structure of the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model. Students
with low participation were supported through clear group roles, structured turn-taking, and smaller-
group interaction. These strategies reduced uncertainty and helped passive students become more
involved in the lesson. Table 6 consolidates all key indicators from the study.

Table 6. Summary of main results

Indicator Experimental Control group
group growth growth t(dh P d

General English +7.9 4.1 #(38.00) = 1.33 190 0.42
achievement
Speaking _

+2.1 +0.9 t(37.94) = 1.98 .055 0.63
performance
Motivation +0.8 +0.3 — — —
Anxiety 0.9 0.3 t(37.9)=-2.14 039 -0.68
reduction
Self-efficacy +0.8 +0.3 — — —
Self-regulation +0.7 +0.3 — — —

Source: developed by the authors.

Note: t, p, and d were calculated for the primary outcome indicators only (see Data Analysis).
Motivation, self-efficacy, and self-regulation were analyzed descriptively due to the exploratory
scope of this pilot. The statistical indicators are defined as follows: t refers to the t-test statistic used
to assess differences between groups (with degrees of freedom in parentheses), p indicates the
probability value (statistical significance level, conventionally set at p < .05), and d (Cohen's d)
represents the effect size, reflecting the magnitude of the difference.

The summary of results clearly shows that the experimental group outperformed the control
group in all measured indicators. The most important improvements were observed in speaking
performance, motivation, anxiety reduction, and general English achievement. Taken together, this
pattern — with the experimental group outperforming the control group on every indicator —
corresponds closely to what international washback and SLA intervention research would predict:
diagnostic-based, anxiety-sensitive instruction tends to produce convergent gains across
achievement, affective, and behavioural indicators simultaneously, rather than isolated improvement
in a single domain [4, p. 138; 5, p. 3131; 10, p. 7; 12, p. 16]. This convergence strengthens the
plausibility of the underlying mechanism proposed by the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model, even
though the pilot's small sample size means the findings should be treated as preliminary rather than
conclusive. In addition to these achievement-related outcomes, washback and perception indicators
collected at Week 8 are reported in Table 7.

Table 7. Washback/perception indicators by condition (Week 8)

Indicator (1-5) Experimental M (SD) | Control M (SD) t (df) p d
Perceived assessment support 4.08 (0.55) 3.46 (0.62) t(37.5)=3.35 .002 1.06
Fairness/clarity 4.01 (0.51) 3.58 (0.57) t(37.5)=2.51 .016 0.80
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Willingness to communicate 3.79 (0.60) 3.25(0.63) t(37.9)=2.78 .009 0.88
Anxiety in assessed speaking 2.62 (0.66) 3.08 (0.70) t(37.9)=-2.14 .039 -0.68
Attitude toward feedback 4.15 (0.50) 3.62 (0.60) t(36.8) = 3.03 .004 0.96

Source: developed by the authors.

Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation. Independent-samples Welch's t-tests were used to
compare group means; effect sizes are reported as Cohen's d. t refers to the t-test statistic (with
degrees of freedom in parentheses), and p indicates the probability value (statistical significance
level, conventionally set at p < .05). Higher values indicate more positive perceptions, except for
anxiety (lower is better).

As shown in Table 7, students in the experimental group reported significantly more positive
assessment experiences than those in the control group across all five indicators. Perceived
assessment support (d = 1.06) and attitude toward feedback (d = 0.96) showed the largest effects,
followed by willingness to communicate (d = 0.88) and fairness/clarity (d = 0.80) — all representing
large effect sizes. Anxiety during assessed speaking was significantly lower in the experimental group
(d =-0.68), consistent with the anxiety-reduction findings reported in Table 4. These results provide
quantitative support for the washback claims stated in the Introduction and Abstract: psychometrics-
informed instruction was associated not only with stronger achievement and speaking gains, but also
with a more supportive and less threatening assessment experience.

These findings support the conceptual logic of the study: psychometric diagnostics — learner
profile — pedagogical decision rules — adapted instruction — improved learning outcomes.

The study therefore argues that psychometric diagnostics should not be treated as a separate
testing procedure. Its value lies in its connection with teaching practice: the teacher collects diagnostic
information to understand what kind of support each learner needs.

From a scientific point of view, the findings contribute to the discussion about learning styles
and evidence-based teaching. The learning styles approach usually classifies students as visual,
auditory, or kinesthetic learners. However, such classification gives limited practical information to
the teacher. For example, knowing that a student prefers visual materials does not explain why the
student avoids speaking, feels anxious, or fails to complete independent tasks.

In contrast, psychometric diagnostics provides more actionable data. If a student has high
speaking anxiety, the teacher can use gradual speaking exposure. If a student has low motivation, the
teacher can provide meaningful choices and real-life tasks. If a student has low self-regulation, the
teacher can introduce checklists, micro-goals, and progress monitoring. Thus, psychometric
diagnostics helps the teacher move from general assumptions to concrete pedagogical decisions.

The findings also support the idea of positive washback. In traditional assessment, tests often
measure only final results. In this study, diagnostic tools influenced the learning process itself.
Assessment data were used to adapt teaching, reduce anxiety, increase participation, and improve
feedback practices. Therefore, assessment created a positive effect on teaching and learning.

This finding is consistent with Kane's argument that validity should be evaluated through the
interpretation and use of scores rather than through psychometric properties alone [7, p. 1]: in this
study, diagnostic scores were not treated as endpoints but were explicitly translated into pedagogical
decision rules, which is precisely the kind of validated "use" argument Kane's framework requires. It
also aligns with foundational washback scholarship showing that test consequences are mediated
primarily by teachers, who translate assessment information into instructional adjustment rather than
the test format acting alone [14], a claim recently reaffirmed at scale across multiple stakeholder
contexts [15]. This dependency is directly reflected in the design of the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT
Model, where the teacher, not the diagnostic instrument itself, decides how motivation, anxiety, or
self-regulation data are converted into classroom action.
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Reliability of the diagnostic scales used in this study was acceptable across constructs. This is a
relevant methodological point: Sudina's earlier review of second-language survey research found that
reliability reporting in anxiety and motivation research is frequently incomplete, and that item-total
correlations are rarely reported even when overall alpha values are provided [6, p. 1173]. A
subsequent, larger-scale methodological synthesis focusing specifically on anxiety and willingness-
to-communicate scales confirmed this pattern across 232 peer-reviewed articles and 385 scales,
finding a general lack of evidence for scale content and construct validity [16]. In line with these
recommendations, future iterations of the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model should also report item-
total correlations and, where feasible, confirmatory factor analysis to establish structural validity
rather than internal consistency alone [6, p. 1184; 16, p. 1449].

To verify that the observed between-group differences were not due to chance, independent-
samples Welch's t-tests and Cohen's d were calculated for the primary outcome indicators. The
difference in speaking performance approached statistical significance (t (37.94) = 1.98, p = .055)
with a moderate-to-large effect size (d = 0.63), while the reduction in anxiety during assessed
speaking was statistically significant (t (37.9) =—2.14, p =.039, d =—-0.68). The difference in general
English achievement, although favouring the experimental group, did not reach conventional
significance (t (38.00) = 1.33, p=.190, d = 0.42), which is consistent with the modest sample size of
this pilot study. Statistical testing was conducted for the primary outcome indicators; motivation,
self-efficacy, and self-regulation scores were analyzed descriptively due to the exploratory scope of
this pilot. These results indicate that the experimental condition produced a moderate practical effect,
particularly for speaking-related outcomes, even where statistical significance was only marginal.

At the same time, the results should be interpreted cautiously. The experiment involved a small
sample of 40 students from one school, and the modest sample size limited statistical power for
detecting significance in several outcomes.

Although the observed pattern of results is consistent with the mechanisms proposed by the
Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model, alternative explanations should also be considered given the quasi-
experimental, non-randomized design of this pilot. First, because students were not randomly
assigned to conditions, pre-existing differences between the intact classes — beyond the psychometric
variables measured at baseline — cannot be fully ruled out as contributing factors. Second, a
Hawthorne-type effect is possible: students in the experimental classes may have responded
positively simply because they received additional attention and a novel instructional approach,
independent of the specific diagnostic content of the intervention. Third, because the same teacher-
researcher delivered instruction to the experimental group and was directly involved in data
collection, teacher enthusiasm or expectancy effects cannot be entirely separated from the effect of
the model itself. Finally, the experimental group's additional exposure to structured speaking practice,
regardless of its diagnostic basis, may partly explain the gains in speaking performance, as increased
practice opportunities alone are known to improve oral proficiency. Disentangling these alternative
explanations from the effect of psychometric diagnostics specifically would require a more controlled
design, such as comparing the diagnostic intervention against an active control condition receiving
equivalent instructional time and teacher attention without profile-based adaptation.

Nevertheless, the results demonstrate that the Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model can be used as a
feasible classroom tool. It helps teachers understand learners more systematically and respond to their
needs more effectively. The study shows that individual differences in ELT should not be reduced to
learning styles. They should be studied through measurable constructs such as motivation, anxiety,
self-efficacy, and self-regulation.

Thus, the experimental data suggest that psychometrics-informed instruction is associated with
gains in students' speaking performance and reduced speaking anxiety in particular, alongside broader
positive trends in confidence, motivation, and classroom participation; however, given that the
difference in general English achievement did not reach conventional statistical significance, these
findings should be interpreted as preliminary evidence rather than confirmed effects.

Conclusion. The results of the study provide preliminary support for psychometrics-informed
instruction as a promising evidence-based alternative to the traditional learning styles approach in
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English Language Teaching, particularly for speaking-related and anxiety-related outcomes; broader
claims of overall effectiveness should await replication with larger samples and stronger significance
testing across all indicators. The experimental group, which received instruction based on the Psycho-
Diagnostic ELT Model, demonstrated stronger progress than the control group. In particular, general
English achievement increased from 24.2 to 32.1 in the experimental group, while the control group
improved from 24.5 to 28.6. Speaking performance also improved more noticeably in the
experimental group, rising from 5.7 to 7.8, compared with the control group’s increase from 5.8 to
6.7. Positive changes were also observed in motivation, self-efficacy, self-regulation, and classroom
participation, while foreign language anxiety decreased.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in the development and pilot implementation of the
Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model, which differs from existing approaches to learner individualization
in three specific ways. First, unlike the learning styles approach discussed above, the model does not
classify students into fixed learner types; instead, it relies on measurable, empirically grounded
constructs. Second, unlike much of the existing individual-differences scholarship in SLA, which
remains primarily descriptive — identifying correlations between motivation, anxiety, or self-
regulation and learning outcomes without specifying how teachers should act on this information —
the model is operational: it introduces an explicit construct-to-decision mapping (Table 1) that
translates each diagnostic category (low/medium/high) into a defined instructional response (e.g.,
staged speaking exposure for high anxiety, micro-goals for low self-regulation). Third, unlike general
formative assessment or differentiated instruction frameworks, which adjust teaching based on
academic performance alone, the model integrates affective and motivational diagnostics into the
same decision cycle as achievement data and explicitly embeds washback monitoring as part of the
model's validity evidence rather than as a separate, optional evaluation step. The authorial
contribution of this study is therefore not any single diagnostic construct in isolation — each of which
has established roots in prior research — but their integration into a single, minimal, classroom-
feasible diagnostic battery bundled with an explicit instructional decision logic: diagnosis — learner
profile — pedagogical decision rules — adapted instruction — improved learning outcomes.

The practical value of the study is that the proposed model can be applied in real school ELT
classrooms. It helps teachers identify learners with high speaking anxiety, low motivation, weak self-
regulation, or low self-efficacy and select appropriate teaching strategies, such as gradual speaking
exposure, pair rehearsal, delayed feedback, micro-goals, checklists, choice-based tasks, and progress
visualization. Thus, psychometric diagnostics functions not as an additional testing burden, but as a
formative tool for improving instruction and creating positive washback.

However, the study has several limitations related to its pilot scope: a single-site, intact-class
design constrains generalizability, and longer-term follow-up was not possible within the eight-week
window. Future research should replicate the model across multiple schools, extend the intervention
period, and test its applicability across different age groups and language proficiency levels.

In conclusion, the findings suggest that learner individualization in ELT should move beyond
unsupported learning styles and focus on measurable, pedagogically meaningful individual
differences. The Psycho-Diagnostic ELT Model can serve as a practical evidence-based framework
for improving students’ motivation, confidence, speaking participation, and overall language
achievement.
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OKY CTHJIBJAEPI TYKBIPBIMBIHAH JIOJIEJII JUATHOCTHKAFA BETBYPEIC:
AFBUIIIBIH TUITH OKBITYIAFBI )KEKE EPEKIIEJIKTEPAI ICUXOMETPHUSIIIBIK
TAJJIAY

Anoamna

OnparaH XbU1Aap O0MBI OKY CTHIIBAEPI TY>KBIPBIMAAMACH! aF bUIIIBIH TLTIH OKBITYFa BIKIAT €Till, OKBITYIIBUIAPABI O11iM
aTyIIBLIAPABIH OO/DKAMIBl BH3YAIIbl, aydWaiabl HEMECE KHHECTCTHKANBIK KajayjapblHAa COWKEC OKBITY YICPICiH
OeifiMeyre BIHTATAHIABIPBHINT Kemi. AJtalijla COHFBI JKbUIAAPHI OYJI TOCIT AMITUPHKANBIK HETI3IHIH OJICI3Jir KoHe
MearoTUKAJIBIK KYHBIIBIFBIHBIH IIEKTEYIIUIIr ceOenTi kui chiaFa anbiHyaa. Ochbl MaKalaHBIH MaKCcaThl — OKY CTHJIBACPi
TYKBIPBIMIAMAChIHAH ~ aFBUIIIBIH  TUTIH ~ OKBITYHaFbl JKE€KE  aWbIpMAIIbLUIBIKTAPABI  JSJICIAI  INCHXOMETPHSIIBIK
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JIMAarHOCTHKAJIAyFa KOUTyiH KaKETTUIITH Heri3ey. 3epTTey eKiHIIi TUIII MEHrepyre JereH MOTHBAIIUs, COMICY Ke3iHaeri
Mas3achI3/bIK, ©3IHIIK THIMIUIIK JKOHE ©3iH-031 peTTey CHSKTHl OUIiM alylmbUIapJbIH ©JIICHEeTIH CHMaTTaMajapblHa
OarpITTaNIFaH.

OJliCHAMaJIBIK TYPFBIIAH Makaja TEOPHsUIBIK Tanmaynbl KasakcTaHHBIH AcCTaHa KajJachIHIAFbl MEKTeNl 0a3achlHaa
KYPTi3UIreH § anTanblK KBa3HIKCIIEPUMEHTTIK 3epTTEYIiH MIJIOTTHIK IepPeKTEepiMEH YINTacThIpaabsl. byi 3eprrey asceiHga
TICUXOMETPISIIBIK TPOQUIIBACY aFBbUINIBIH TITIH OKBITY YIepiciHe eHri3inmi. HoTmkemep HETi3ri IHarHOCTHUKAIBIK
IIKaNaNapablH CEHIMIUIITT KONaWiIbl JeHreiine eKeHiH, SKCIIEPUMEHTTIK OHe OaKbUlay TONTAPBIHBIH OacTarKsl
poMIBIEPi ©3apa caIbICTEIPMAITBl OOJIFaHBIH, COHAa-aK SKCIIEPIMEHTTIK XKaFIaliaa OKy HOTIKEJIEPiHiH, dcipece aybI3ia
ceifyiey KepceTKimTepi OOibIHIIA, aHAFYPIIBIM alKBIH apTKaHBIH KepceTTi. COHBIMEH KaTap IICHXOMETPISUIBIK JEepPEKTep
€cKepiJie OTHIPBII OKBITBUIFAH OLTIM amymibuiap Oarajay/blH KOJJIAyIlbl CHUITaTTa OOJFaHbIH, KOMMYHHUKAlWsSFa Tycyre
JaWbIH/IBIFBIHBIH APTKAHBIH JKoHEe OarallaHaTBhIH aybl3lla TalChlpMaliapAbl OpBIHAAY Ke3iHJIe Ma3achbI3AbIK JICHIeHiHIH
TOMEHJICTCHIH aTan oTTi.

AJBIHFaH HOTWKEJEP/IiH MaHbI3IbUIBIFBI MBIHA/IA: OJIap ICUXOMETPHSUIBIK AUArHOCTHKAHBIH OKBITYIIBUIAPFa ASCTYPIi
OKy CTWJIBJEPI KaTeropusjapblHa KaparaHjaa aHarypiibIM BIWATI opi TaxipuOelne KoiJgaHyFa jkapam[bl aKmapar oepe
anaThIHBIH KepceTeni. Makanana IaJeNi AMarHOCTHKA aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH OKBITYAAFbI )KEKe aifbIpMaIIbUIBIKTAPIbI €CKePYIiH
FBUIBIMH TYPFBIOAH HEFYPJIbIM HETi3ACNITeH opi MEeJarorHKalbIK TYPFBIAAH THIMII TOCUIIH YCBHIHAABI IETEH KOPBITBIHABI
Kacajgamel. Byl Tocim OKBITYABI OLTIM aldyIIBUIApABIH epeKIIeNiKTepiHe COMKECTECHMIPYAlI KYIICWTIN, CHIHBITAFHI
OaranaypIH OH Kepi BIKIAIBIH KOJIIayFa MYMKIHIIK Oeperti.

Tyuinoi ce3dep.: OKy CTHIBAEPI, ICHXOMETPHKA, )KeKe albIpMAIIBIIBIKTAp, aFBUIIIBIH TiTiH OKBITY, COMIICY Ke3iHIeTi
Ma3achI3ABIK, OaraiayIblH Kepi BIKIAJIbl, JJIeNi ICHXOMETPHSIBIK JUATHOCTHKA.

Mypat C.K.!, *Baitrynucosa I 1.2, Typymesa JI.>
1.2 Eepasuiickuii nayuonanvnwiii ynueepcumem umenu JI. H. I'ymunéea
3 Vuueepcumem npuxnaonvix nayx EKA
L2 Kazaxcman, Acmana
3 Jlamesus, Puca

OT YYEBHBIX CTUJIEN K IOKA3ZATEJBbHOMN JIMATHOCTHUKE: ICUXOMETPUKA
VUHJUBUAYAJBHBIX PA3JINYUN B MIPENOJABAHUN AHIJIMMCKOT'O SI3bIKA

AHnnomayus

Ha nporskeHun necsTuiaeTHi KOHLENIMS y4eOHBIX CTHJIEH OKa3blBajia BIUSHHE Ha NPETNOAAaBaHUE AHTIUICKOTrO
sI3bIKa, MOOYXKTas MperojaBaTeNiell aganTHpoBaTh OOY4YeHHE K IIPEAINojaraéMbIM BH3YalbHBIM, ayAHaJIbHBIM WIH
KMHECTETHYECKUM TPEeINOYTeHUsIM ydamuxcs. OJHaKo B MOCIEAHME OBl JAHHBIA MOAXOJ BCE wyalle IOJBepraercs
KPHUTHKE HM3-32 C1aboil SMIHUpHYEcKOoil 000CHOBAHHOCTH M OTPaHWYEHHOM IeAarorndeckoi neHHocTH. Llenp HacTosmen
CTaTb — OOOCHOBAThH IEPEXOi OT KOHIEIIMH yYeOHBIX CTHJICH K JOKa3aTelIbHOH NMCHXOMETPHYECKOH IMarHOCTHKE
WHAWBUIYAIbHBIX pa3sIM4Mi B IPENOJaBaHUM AaHIVIMHCKOro s3bika. MccinenoBaHme cocpemoTOYEHO Ha H3MEPSEMBIX
XapaKTEepUCTHKAX Y4YalluXCs, TAKMX KaK MOTHBAalUsl K M3Y4YEHHUIO BTOPOrO A3bIKA, TPEBOXKHOCTb IPU TOBOPEHUH,
camM03(p(HheKTHBHOCTH M CaMOPETyJISIIHS.

C MeTOJ010rMYECKON TOUKH 3PEHUS CTAaThsl COYETAET TEOPETUUECKUM aHAIN3 ¢ MUIOTHBIMH JAHHBIMU §-HEJEIBHOIO
KBa3MIKCIIEPUMEHTAJIBPHOTO HCCIEIOBaHMA, MIPOBEACHHOrO Ha 0a3e mKkoibl B Actane, Kasaxcran. B pamkax maHHOrO
HCCIICIOBAHMS MICUXOMETPHIECKOe NMPO(QMINPOBaHNE OBUIO MHTETPHUPOBAHO B IMpoliecC O0yUeHHS aHTIMHCKOMY S3BIKY.
Pesynbprarel mokasasM NpUEMIIEMYIO HAIEXHOCTb OCHOBHBIX JUArHOCTMYECKMX IIKAJl, CONOCTaBUMOCTb HCXOJHBIX
mpo¢ e IKCIePIMEHTAIFHOW U KOHTPOJIFHOM TPYIII, a Takke 0ojee BBIPaXCHHBIH NMPHPOCT yUEOHBIX PE3yIbTaTOB B
9KCIEPUMEHTAIBHBIX YCIOBHAX, 0OCOOEHHO B MOKAa3aTeNsIX yCTHOW peun. Kpome Toro, yuammecs, oOy4aBmimecs ¢ y4éTom
NICUXOMETPUYECKUX JaHHBIX, OTMeYalnu OoJiee IMOAMCPKHUBAIONINI XapaKTep OICHWBAHUS, OOJBIIYI0 TOTOBHOCTh K
KOMMYHUKaIWU 1 0oJiee HU3KUH YPOBEHb TPEBOKHOCTH BO BPEMsI OLICHMBAEMbIX YCTHBIX 3aaHHM.

3HaYMMOCTb MOJYYEHHBIX PpE3yJIbTAaTOB 3aKIIOUacTCd B TOM, 4YTO OHM JAEMOHCTPHUPYIOT: ICHUXOMETpUYecKas
JIMarHOCTHKA CIIOCOOHA MPEI0CTaBUTD MTPEToiaBaTelsiM 0oJiee BATHAHYO ¥ IPAKTHYECKH NPUMEHIMYTO HH(POPMALIHIO, YEM
TpaIMLOHHBIE KATETOPHH yUeOHBIX cTHIIEH. B cTaThbe nenaercst BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO J0Ka3aTeNbHast IHarHoCTHKA Ipeasiaraer
GoJiee HAyYHO OOOCHOBAHHBIH M MEIarOTMYECKN MOJIE3HBIH MOAXO/ K YUETY WHIMBHIYIBHBIX Pa3IMYUi B IPENOAaBaHUN
AHTJIMHACKOTO $SI3BIKa, CIIOCOOCTBYSI TOBBIIICHWIO COOTBETCTBHA OOYYEHHS OCOOEHHOCTSM YYaIlUXCsA W IIOAJCpPIKHUBAS
MTOJIOKUTETBHBIN 00paTHBIN 2P PEKT OIleHNBaHMA B KIacce.

Kniouesvie cnosa: yueOHBIC CTHIIHN, ICHXOMETPHKA, HHANBHIYATbHBIEC Pa3IUdys, IPEMoJaBaHie aHTIHUICKOTO S3bIKa,
TPEBOKHOCTh TIPH TOBOPEHHH, 00paTHBIN 3P (EKT OrleHUBaHNMS, JOKA3aTEIbHAs ICUXOMETPHIECKas JUArHOCTHKA.
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