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 This study investigated the differences in speaking skills between students with high and 
low levels of neuroticism using a sequential explanatory mixed methods design with 
comparative approach. The research involved 41 senior high school students from SMA 
Muhammadiyah Batam who completed neuroticism assessments using adapted NEO-FFI 
questionnaire and speaking performance tests. Quantitative analysis through Independent 
Sample T-Test revealed statistically significant differences (p < 0.001) in speaking scores 
between high and low neuroticism groups, with low neuroticism students achieving higher 
performance. Qualitative interviews with selected participants were analyzed using 
thematic analysis, revealing three main themes: speaking anxiety, coping strategies, and 
motivation and learning attitudes. While low neuroticism students employed a variety of 
informal methods of learning and reacted positively to feedback, high neuroticism students 
showed more speaking anxiety, employed less efficient methods of preparation, and had 
more self-doubt. These results have practical implications for EFL teacher and advance our 
understanding of the links between personality and language learning within the Big Five 
framework. The findings highlight how crucial it is to take individual personality 
characteristics into consideration when creating speaking curriculum and putting classroom 
strategies into practice in order to maximize learning outcomes for each individuals. 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Speaking activity is an essential part of human life because it is able to facilitate 
communication, the expression of ideas, messages, feelings, and other things in various 
emotional conditions (Dahlia, Intiana, & Husniati, 2023). It is similar with speaking is one of 
productive skill that asks someone to combine their ideas, feeling and transfer message to others 
(Wulandari, 2024). In line with this, Mantra and  Maba (2018) defined speaking as the the 
ability to pronounce articulation sounds or words to express and convey thoughts, ideas and 
feelings. Speaking, in general, can be interpreted as conveying one's intentions to others by 
using spoken language so that others can understand these intentions.  

Speaking skills represent a persistent challenge in English as Foreign Language (EFL) 
classrooms globally, with students usually struggle with fear, reduced fluency, and reluctance 
to engage in oral activities (Hanifa, 2018). According to Alvarez et al. (2024) and Alrasheedi 
(2020), EFL students still face major psychological obstacles when speaking, such as lack of 
confidence with their language skills, fear of making mistake, and worry about peer criticism. 
Beside impact academic performance, speaking difficulties also limit students' future 
professional opportunities in an increasingly digitalized world (Atmojo & Nugroho, 2020).  

However, in practice, students usually have difficulties when engaging in English-speaking 
activities. When asked to speak in front of their peers, some students easily feel nervous, lack 
of vocabulary , and feel low confidence in term of structure, pronunciation, and intonation 
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(Putri, Jaya, & Marleni, 2023). This, in the end fail them to speak up their ideas or thoughts, 
even though they may have practised for many times before standing up in front of the 
audiences. There are also some students who are able to speak up their mind regardless the 
mistake they may make. The students just speak in English confidently, even with grammatical 
errors and lack of vocabulary knowledge. It indicates that they found speaking enjoyable and 
were able to speak more comfortably due to their high level of confidence (Dewi, Siahaan, & 
Putri, 2020).  

Researchers have looked into a number of contributing elements due to the complexity of 
speaking anxiety in EFL contexts, and personality traits have emerged as particularly significant 
predictors of speaking performance and communication willingness (Dewaele & Al-Saraj, 
2015). Similarly, Karim et al. (2016) also found that one of the most important factors 
influencing speaking performance is personality. Therefore, personality contributes to the 
learners’ learning process. Each student reacts differently to the same assignment, as evidenced 
by these disparate responses, which may be affected by their unique personalities. 

The Big Five Model is one of the psychological frameworks that has received the most 
attention due to its thorough approach to comprehending individual variations in educational 
contexts (Costa & Mccrae, 1992; John & Srivastava, 1999). Within this framework, 
neuroticism, which is typified by negative affectivity, anxiety proneness, and emotional 
instability, has shown a strong correlation with language acquisition results (Dawaele, 
Magdalena, & Saito, 2019). According to Ożańska-Ponikwia et al. (2020) individuals with high 
levels of neuroticism tend to be more sensitive to stress, more susceptible to anxiety, inducing 
circumstances, and more likely to experience negative emotional reactions. These traits can 
significantly affect their willingness and capacity to participate in oral communication 
activities. Considering that performance anxiety and the fear of receiving a low score are still 
prevalent concerns among students in EFL speaking contexts, this personality trait seems 
particularly relevant (Alrasheedi, 2020; Hanifa, 2018). 

Ożańska-Ponikwia et al.  (2020) noted that neuroticism affects language acquisition through 
a number of mechanisms, such as motivational elements, anxiety control, and cognitive 
processing effectiveness. Ebrahimi et al. (2018) highlight that High levels of anxiety, which are 
frequently linked to neurotic tendencies, can impede language learning by erecting emotional 
barriers to input processing and output production. Additionally, neurotic people frequently 
have perfectionist tendencies and high levels of self-awareness, which can limit their 
willingness to take chances when using language, particularly in high-risk speaking settings 
(Gragersen & Horwitz, 2010). Despite conflicting and context-dependent empirical evidence, 
this theoretical viewpoint contends that neuroticism can be an insightful indicator of speaking 
ability. 

Prior studies on neuroticism and second language proficiency have yielded contradictory 
results in different circumstances and populations. Numerous recent studies have shown that 
neuroticism and speaking performance are negatively correlated, with neurotic learners 
demonstrating decreased fluency, increased anxiety, and decreased speaking ability generally. 
Roslan et al. (2018) found that Speaking tasks might cause stress or anxiety in neurotic 
individuals. However, neuroticism is more likely to be linked to anxiety, emotional instability, 
and unfavorable stress effects (Paulus, Vanwoerden, Norton, & Sharp, 2016). This can lead to 
high academic pressure and a lack of commitment to learning English as a foreign language 
(Cao & Meng, 2020). According to Chen et al. (2021), among the five dimensions of the Big 
Five personality traits, neuroticism has the weakest correlation with English as a foreign 
language (EFL) learning achievement and makes people to be less prepared to acquire a second 
language. 
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On the other hand, other research has found an insignificant or positive correlation between 
speaking ability and neuroticism. According to Ebrahimi et al. (2018), emotional intelligence 
is one mediating or moderating element that can lessen the negative effects of neuroticism on 
speaking skills. Putri et al. (2023) observed that Indonesian EFL students with neuroticism 
tendencies use more intensive practice strategies, indicating that anxiety could serve as a 
motivating element in specific learning environments. These results suggest that even though 
students with high levels of neuroticism might feel more nervous when speaking, they usually 
use affective strategies which may partly explain the significant differences observed in 
speaking performance between students with high and low levels of neuroticism in this study. 

By exploring contextual elements that may influence the correlation between neuroticism 
and speaking performance, cross-cultural research has further complicated this relationship. 
Dewaele and Al-Saraj (2015) in a study with Arab EFL students discovered that the way 
neuroticism impacted speaking anxiety in various educational contexts was significantly 
affected by classroom culture and teacher feedback style. However, Astuti and Lammers  
(2017) indicates that when given a supportive classroom setting and organized feedback 
systems, neurotic learners frequently exhibit greater confidence while speaking. Furthermore, 
cultural dimensions in the expression of anxiety appear to influence how neuroticism manifests 
in different educational contexts (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2016).  

The relationship between neuroticism and speaking skills has also taken on new dimensions 
as an outcome of recent technological advancements. According to Gasc et al. (2020), compared 
to traditional face-to-face learning, neurotic learners frequently display different types of 
engagement and performance. Since many EFL learners have experienced higher speaking 
anxiety as a result of the virtual learning environment, the COVID-19 pandemic has brought 
these variances to forefront. Neurotic learner have shown various patterns of adaptability 
(Atmojo & Nugroho, 2020). 

Inconsistent results could also be explained by methodological variations among prior 
studies. While some studies use extensive performance assessments that include measures of 
fluency, accuracy, and complexity (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994), others rely on self-reported 
measures of speaking ability (Ożańska-Ponikwia, Piechurska-Kuciel, & Skałacka, 2020). 
Furthermore, there are considerable differences in how neuroticism is analyzed, some research 
use short personality tests, while others use extensive Big Five evaluations (Horwitz, 2001). 
The present dispute over the significance of neuroticism in speaking performance in English as 
a foreign language (EFL) is a result of these methodological variations as well as differing 
sample characteristics and cultural contexts. 

Although extensive study has been conducted on personality and language learning, there 
are still several critical gaps in our understanding of how neuroticism affects speaking skills in 
English as a foreign language (EFL). Most previous studies have focused on Western, East 
Asian, or Middle Eastern contexts, with little investigation into the EFL environment in 
Southeast Asia especially Indonesia,  where English functions primarily as a foreign language 
rather than a second language. Futhermore, few studies like Roslan et al. (2018) have 
specifically investigated the quantitative differences in speaking scores between high and low 
neuroticism groups, with most research focusing on correlational relationships rather than 
comparative performance analysis. 

This study is crucial because it is becoming increasingly clear that individual learner 
differences must be taken into consideration in EFL instruction, especially when it comes to the 
development of speaking skills, where psychological variables are important (Alrasheedi, 2020; 
Alvarez et al., 2024; Hanifa, 2018). Understanding how personality variables affect speaking 
performance is crucial for creating inclusive and successful pedagogical approaches, as 
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Indonesian educational policies place a greater emphasis on communicative competence and 
emotional intelligence in language learning (Marpaung & Widyantoro, 2020). Additionally, 
because of the COVID-19 pandemic's increased dependence on virtual learning platforms and 
decreased possibilities for in-person engagement, speaking anxiety among EFL learners has 
increased, underscoring the importance of personality-informed instruction (Atmojo & 
Nugroho, 2020; Gacs, et al., 2020). 

To address these gaps, the current study investigate speaking skill differences between 
Indonesian EFL students with high and low neuroticism levels focusing on the Indonesian EFL 
environment, where formal instruction is the main method used to teach English and naturalistic 
exposure is limited. Therefore, the research question guiding this study is, “Is there a significant 
difference in speaking skills between students with high and low levels of neuroticism?” and 
“How do speaking skills differ between students with high and low levels of neuroticism?”. 

 
METHOD 

A sequential explanatory mixed-methods design was used in this study to thoroughly 
investigate the connection between neuroticism levels and EFL speaking skills. Sequential 
explanatory design allows researchers to first collect and analyze quantitative data, followed by 
qualitative data collection to provide deeper explanations of the quantitative findings (Creswell 
& Creswell, 2018). This approach was chosen because it integrates rich, contextual insights 
from student experiences with statistical evidence to provide a broader view of how personality 
traits affect speaking abilities. In order to investigate the differences between the groups with 
high and low neuroticism, a comparative method was intergrated into this design.  

Participants in this study were 41 student of senior high school in Batam, Indonesia.  
researcher used a non-probability sampling technique with purposive sampling, 
considering that the class was approachable, cooperative, and represented the average level 
of students in the school. Student between the ages of 16 to 17 years who had been learning 
English as a foreign language for a minimum of six years were included in the sample. To 
classify participants into high and low neuroticism group, students’ scores from the 
neuroticism scale of the adapted questionnaire from the NEO-FFI were calculated. Those 
who scored above the median were classified as the high neuroticism group, while those 
who scored below the median were classified as the low neuroticism group. 

Three primary instruments were used for collecting the data. First, tudents were required to 
give a five to seven minute speech on a given prompt as part of an oral exam that was used to 
evaluate their speaking abilities. Brown's (2004) oral proficiency scoring rubric, which 
evaluates pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension across five 
proficiency levels, was used for assessing students’ speaking skills. Second, a modified version 
of the neuroticism subscale of the NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) was used to gauge 
neuroticism levels (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Eleven valid items on a four-point Likert scale 
made up the questionnaire, and Cronbach's alpha (α = 0.874) verified its reliability. Third, eight 
students, four from the low neuroticism group and four from the high neuroticism group, were 
purposefully chosen to take part in semi-structured interviews. This stage attempted to discover 
further about the students' personal experiences with speaking assignments, including their 
emotions, challenges, and coping mechanisms. 

Data collection proceeded in two sequential phases. In the quantitative phase, Data collection 
proceeded in two sequential phases. In the quantitative phase, all participants completed the 
neuroticism questionnaire via google form, followed by individual speaking performance 



155 
 

assessments conducted in classroom settings. In the qualitative phase, Selected participants 
were interviewed in a semi-structured manner in order to gain deeper about their speaking 
experiences and the mechanisms that underlie the quantitative results. 

Quantitative data analysis was performed using SPSS 27.0. The shapiro-wilk test was used 
to assess data normality, and the levene test was used to assess variance homogeneity before 
hypothesis testing. The independent samples t-test was used to compare speaking performance 
between high and low levels neuroticism. 

Qualitative data from interviews were analyzed using inductive thematic analysis following 
Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-phase framework. In order to completely comprehend the data, 
the researchers first took note of recurrent ideas and observations while closely reading and 
rereading the transcripts. Subsequently, the transcripts were categorized using the students' own 
words rather than using predetermined categories. Initial codes included topics like "afraid of 
making mistakes," "nervous before speaking," and "feeling more confident after practicing." 

Next, the codes were grouped into broader categories to identify potential themes that 
reflected patterns across the data. For instance, codes such as “nervous before speaking” and 
“afraid of mistakes” were clustered under the theme Speaking Anxiety, while codes like 
“confidence in delivering ideas” and “willingness to participate” were grouped under the theme 
Confidence and Engagement. The themes were then reviewed and refined to ensure they 
accurately represented the data and aligned with the research questions. 

Each theme was clearly defined to capture its core meaning. For example, the theme 
Speaking Anxiety illustrated students’ emotional struggles before and during speaking 
activities, while Confidence and Engagement reflected their ability to overcome nervousness 
and actively participate. Finally, the themes were supported by direct quotations from the 
interview transcripts, which provided rich and illustrative examples of students’ perspectives, 
ensuring that the analysis remained grounded in the data. 

 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

The results are provided in two stages: first, the quantitative results analyze statistical 
differences across groups; second, the qualitative results use thematic analysis of participant 
experiences to provide deeper insights of the quantitative outcomes. Table 1 shows the 
frequency analysis of the neuroticism level. 

 
Table 1. Demographic Information of Respondent’s Neuroticims Level 

Level  N Precentage 
High Neuroticism 22 53.7% 
Low Neuroticism 19 46.3% 

 
After spreading 11 items of adapted questionnaire from NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-

FFI) to the sample, the results showed that there were 22 students were categorized as having 
low neuroticism with a percentage of 53.7%. Conversely, there are 19 students were categorized 
as having high neuroticism with a percentage of 46.3%. The distribution of 41 participants was 
nearly equal between the high and low neuroticism groups. 

After the individuals were split into high and low neuroticism groups according to their 
questionnaire scores. Descriptive statistics, such as means, standard deviations, and ranges, 
were calculated separately for each group as indicated in table 2. 

 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
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High Neuroticism 22 40 90 59.09 11.612 
Low Neuroticism 19 60 95 74.47 10.788 
Valid N (listwise) 19     

 

With a mean speaking score of 59.09 (SD = 11.612), students with high neuroticism levels 
performed worse than those with low neuroticism levels, who performed better with a mean 
score of 74.47 (SD=10.788). Students with low levels of neuroticism performed significantly 
better on the speaking task than their peers with high levels of neuroticism, as evidenced by the 
mean difference of 15.38 points between the groups. 

Next step is to examine whether the speaking score data in each group meets the assumption 
of normality. This test needs to be conducted to determine the appropriate statistical analysis to 
be applied in comparing the speaking performance between students with low and high levels 
of neuroticism. The results of the Shapiro Wilk normality test are shown in table 3. 

 
Table 3. Normality Test (Shapiro Wilk) 

  Statistic df Sig. 
Speaking Score High Neuroticism .953 22 .365 
 Low Neuroticism .935 19 .216 

 
The results show that the significance value for the low neuroticism is 0.216 > 0.05, and the 

significance value for the High Neuroticism is 0.365 > 0.05. Since both significance values are 
greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that the speaking score data for both groups is normally 
distributed. Therefore, the appropriate statistical test used in this study is the parametric test, 
specifically the independent sample t-test. This test was used to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in speaking scores between students with high and low levels of 
neuroticism. 

 
Table 4. Independent Sample t-Test 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The results indicate that the significant difference was found in speaking skills between 
students with high and low levels of neuroticism. The analysis revealed a t-value of -4.370 with 
degrees of freedom (df) = 39 and a significance level of p < 0.001 (two-tailed), which is well 
below the alpha level of 0.05. The mean difference of -15.383 with a standard error difference 
of 3.520 indicates that students with low levels of neuroticism achieved higher speaking scores 
compared to students with high levels of neuroticism. The 95% confidence interval for the mean 
difference ranges from -22.530 to -8.263, thereby confirming a statistically significant 
difference. These findings indicate that the null hypothesis is rejected, and it can be concluded 
that there is a significant difference in speaking skills between students with high and low levels 
of neuroticism. 

Following the quantitative data analysis, a thorough thematic analysis of the interview 
transcripts identified three main themes that explained the mechanisms underlying the 
differences in quantitative performance. 

Statistics Value 
t-Value -4.370 
Dregrees of Freedom (df) 39 
Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 
Mean Difference -15.383 
Std.Error Difference 3.520 
95% Confidence Interval -22,530 to -8,263 
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Theme 1: Speaking Anxienty 

The primary subject that distinguished individuals who have high and low levels of 
neuroticism was speaking anxiety. This theme covered the physiological and emotional 
responses that students had both before and during speaking assignments, which had a big 
impact on the way they performed. Table 5 shows the coding framework on the theme of speech 
anxiety. 

 
Table 5. Coding Framework of Speaking Anxiety 

Theme Sub-Theme Code Sub-Code Respond 

Speaking 
Anxiety 

Physiological 
Responses 

Nervous before 
speaking 

Physical 
reactions 

“Yes, I feel a bit nervous and 
also anxious.” 

Nervousness 
affects fluency 

Speech 
disruption 

“Yes, it affects me a little 
because my speech becomes 
stuttered.” 

Social Anxiety Fear of being 
observed 

Peer 
observation 
anxiety 

“I am being nerveous because 
my friends are watching.” 

Performance 
Concerns 

Fear of making 
mistakes 

Error 
apprehension 

“Afraid of speaking incorrectly, 
it affects my performance.” 

Nervous due to 
lack of preparation 

Preparation 
anxiety 

“Preparation is usually at 
school, so I feel nervous.” 

Physical 
Manifestations 

Freezing and 
unstable voice 

Motor 
disruption 

“When I forget, I freeze and my 
voice becomes inconsistent.” 

 
Although both groups felt some level of anxiety throughout the speaking assignment, 

students with high levels of neuroticism were significantly more inclined to experience 
speaking anxiety. R1 state; “Afraid of speaking incorrectly, it affects my performance,” it was 
the primary focus of their anxiety of making mistakes. According to R3, this nervousness took 
on more incapacitating forms: “When I forget, I freeze and my voice becomes inconsistent,” 
which was also brought on by their lack of preparation. High neuroticism participants displayed 
more severe somatic symptoms and cognitive deficits that seriously hampered their confidence 
and fluency. 

On the other hand, students with low levels of neuroticism described controllable anxiety 
reactions, where R8 stated: “Yes, I feel a bit nervous and also anxious”.  it indicates that instead 
of being pervasive and debilitating, their anxiety seemed temporarily and controllable. They 
were able to control their emotions well and continue their presentation despite experiencing 
discomfort at the beginning. 

 
Theme 2: Learning Strategies 

The second theme revealed marked variations in the ways that students prepared for speaking 
assignments. Students' informal and formal learning preferences to prepare for improving their 
speaking skills were both covered under this theme. 

 
Table 6. Coding Framework of Leaning Strategies 

Theme Sub-Theme Code Sub-Code Respond 

Leaning 
Strategies 

Surface-level 
Strategies 

Minimal 
preparation 

Last-minute 
preparation 

“My preparation is just re-
reading, only 5-10 minutes.” 

Media-based 
Learning 

Learning through 
entertainment 

Multimedia 
exposure 

“I like to learning from songs, 
movies, streamers, or podcast, 
it really helps improve my 
English speaking skills.” 
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Prefers visual 
learning methods 

Visual 
comprehension 

“I prefer learning through 
videos, so I understand better 
visually.” 

Dependent 
Learning 
Approach 

Conditional 
motivation 

External 
dependency 

“I like English when I 
understand the teacher's 
explanation.” 

 
The second theme revealed marked variations in the ways that students prepared for speaking 

assignments. Students' informal and formal learning preferences to prepare for improving their 
speaking skills were both covered under this theme. 

Interestingly, despite having very different general learning styles, both groups employed 
similar methods for preparation. Minimum formal preparation was described by participants 
with low neuroticism, R6: “My preparation is just re-reading, only 5-10 minutes”. However, 
they displayed a wider variety of personal informal learning methods, as R8: “I like to learning 
from songs, movies, streamers, or podcast, it really helps improve my English speaking skills.” 
This indicates that even though their formal preparation was limited, students with low 
neuroticism were actively seeking out various learning opportunities through social media. 

On the other hand, students with high levels of neuroticism demonstrated a stronger reliance 
on teacher-driven, structured learning strategies in a class setting. R2 expressed conditional 
engagement; “I like English when I understand the teacher's explanation,” it suggesting that 
their motivation is more dependent on external factors.  

Both groups additionally displayed a preference for visual learning strategies. On the other 
hand, individuals with lower neuroticism scores shown more initiative for self-directed learning 
outside of the classroom. 

 
Theme 3: Motivation and Learning Attitudes 

The third theme focuses on how students utilize support systems, maintained motivation, 
and respond to feedback in order to improve their EFL speaking skills. 

 
Table 7. Coding Framework of Motivation and Learning Attitudes 

Theme Sub-Theme Code Sub-Code Respond 

Motivation and 
Learning 
Attitudes 

Positive 
Feedback 
Reception 

Correction seen as 
positive 

Constructive 
interpretation 

“I like my teacher to correct me 
if I make a mistake in my 
speaking performance, it means 
the teacher is really paying 
attention.” 

Asking teacher for 
help 

Seeking proactive 
support 

"When having difficulties, I 
usually ask teacher to help me." 

Peer 
Acceptance 

Resilience despite 
discouragement Self Motivation 

“When I feel hopeless, I will 
think everything is okay, just try 
again.” 

No insecurity with 
peers Social comfort 

“I do not feel insecure with 
friends who speak better than 
me.” 

 Active Coping Using coping 
strategies 

Self regulation 
techniques 

"If I forget what vocabulary I 
should say next, I usually 
distract myself by looking for 
another word. I am embarrassed, 
actually, but I am  just 
confident." 
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Participants' responses to challenges and feedback varied, highlighting significant 
differences between students with high and low levels of neuroticism. Positive attitudes toward 
feedback and correction were regularly displayed by those with low neuroticism as R7 stated: 
“I like my teacher to correct me if I make a mistake in my speaking performance, it means the 
teacher is really paying attention.” They interpreted teacher's correction as an indication of 
attention rather than criticism. 

Most extraordinary, when faced with disappointment, those with low levels of neuroticism 
demonstrated exceptional resilience and insightful coping strategies as R5 stated: “When I feel 
hopeless, I will think everything is okay, just try again.” They certainly require emotional 
control and a growth attitude to remain encouraged to learn even in the face of short-term 
challenges. 

Conversely, students with high level neuroticism displayed more complex responses. Their 
confidence were occasionally more brittle and contradictory, despite the fact that they showed 
some active coping mechanisms. Additionally, compared to those with low levels of 
neuroticism, they demonstrated a greater reliance on external support, as R4 stated: “When 
having difficulties, I usually ask teacher to help me,” indicating a lack of independent coping 
abilities. 

This study examined the differences in students’ speaking skills between students with high 
and low levels of neuroticism. The quantitative findings revealed a statistically significant 
difference between the two groups, suggesting that neuroticism is an important factor 
influencing students’ speaking performance in the EFL context. These results contribute to the 
growing body of literature on the relationship between personality traits and EFL learning 
achievement, specifically in relation to the Big Five model. 

According to these results, which are consistent with earlier research, students who exhibit 
high levels of neuroticism are more likely to experience nervousness and speech anxiety, which 
affects their confidence and fluency when speaking English in class (Babakhouya, 2019). 
According to Roslan et al. (2018), students with neurotic tendencies frequently experience 
stress from speaking assignments, which makes it harder for them to concentrate effectively in 
front of others. This statement is further supported by the study's qualitative findings. Students 
with high level neuroticism often described themselves as “nervous” and reported that anxiety 
made their speech “less fluent” and even caused them to “forget” the vocabulary they should 
have spoken. In addition, Paulus et al. (2016) found that neuroticism is highly correlated with 
psychological inflexibility, emotional dysregulation, and shame, all of which are associated 
with anxiety indicators. These responses demonstrate how neuroticism inhibits students’ ability 
to organize and convey their thoughts fluently by causing them to experience negative feelings. 

On the other hand, when performing speaking assignments, students with lower levels of 
neuroticism displayed more optimistic outlooks and affective coping strategies (Saracevic, 
2019). According to the results of the interviews, they frequently employed non-formal learning 
techniques, like watching movies, listening to podcasts, or listening to English-language music, 
in addition to the teacher's explanations in class. These techniques significantly improved their 
oral language proficiency while encouraging self-assurance. This is consistent with research by 
Lubis et al. (2024) and Marpaung and Widyantoro (2020), who highlight how personality 
variables affect how language learners perceive feedback and stay motivated. 

The majority of students agree that the primary causes of speech anxiety among students 
were low self-esteem, fear of ridicule, and a lack of preparation time. These were followed by 
feelings of nervousness or embarrassment and anxiety when giving a speech on their own. This 
is also in line with studies by Handayani et al. (2020), which discovered that speaking caused 
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a lot of anxiety among students.. This explains why fluency and confidence are more 
challenging for students with high levels of neuroticism.  

Interestingly, not all studies agree on the negative role of neuroticism. In line with Putri et 
al. (2023) that discovered that students with neuroticism performed better on speaking tests 
than students with other personality types, the study found that fear may occasionally act as a 
motivator, allowing students to perform effectively. According to Yerkes-Dodson's Law, as 
cited in Iruo et al. (2021), increased anxiety and enthusiasm levels may assist in focusing 
motivation and attention on the assignment at hand. The high stakes of the speaking exam and 
the presence of peers as an audience, however, possibly be the reason why the balance in this 
study appears to lean more toward inhibition than augmentation. These circumstances might 
have made students with high level of neuroticism feel more anxious, which would have 
hindered rather than improved their performance. 

These findings have significant implications for teaching English as a foreign language 
(EFL). Babakhouya (2019) suggests that EFL teachers are expected to be concerned of their 
students’ personality. According to this study, students who score high on neuroticism are more 
likely to experience anxiety associated with English, so understanding about every learner's 
personality in the classroom might help identify those students. Teachers must understand that 
students with high level of neuroticism need further support and strategies when participating 
in speaking activities. To reduce the dread of receiving a poor grade, it is crucial to establish a 
classroom that is secure and encouraging. Techniques like organized feedback, speaking 
projects in small groups or pairs, and a gradual introduction to public speaking would 
potentially help reduce anxiety. It has also been demonstrated that students with low level of 
neuroticism can improve their speaking abilities by using informal learning tactics, thus 
teachers should encourage its use outside of the classroom. 

In addition, these result increase the understanding of the Big Five Personality traits in 
relation to teaching English as Foreign Language (EFL). This study emphasizes the distinct 
impact of neuroticism in influencing students’ speaking experience, despite the fact that the 
majority of the literature has concentrated on characteristics like extroversion or self awareness 
in relation to language learning. This highlight how crucial it is to take consideration of 
individual differences in affective and cognitive capacities when developing classroom 
strategies in order to accomplish learning objectives. 

 
CONCLUSION 

Based to this study, neuroticism has a significant impact on students' speaking skills. 
Significant differences between students’ with high and low neuroticism are supported by 
quantitative analysis, and three fundamental mechanisms, such as speaking anxiety, learning 
strategies, and learning attitudes, are shown by qualitative interviews. While students with low 
neuroticism used a variety of informal learning strategies and reacted more positively to 
corrective feedback from the teacher and classmates, students with high neuroticism had higher 
speaking anxiety and employed less efficient strategies for preparing the speaking task. These 
results increase our understanding of the Big Five framework's relationship between personality 
and language learning, especially as it relates to EFL in Indonesia. This research has practical 
implications for EFL instruction as well as theoretical contributions to the literature on the 
acquisition of second languages. However, the scope of this study is limited to a single 
educational institution with specific demographics, which may limit generalizations to different 
cultural and academic settings. Future research should examine other personality traits that 
might interact with neuroticism in the setting of language learning, and should involve larger 
and more diverse populations. Furthermore, longitudinal research that tracks the connection 
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between speaking skills and personality over an extended period of time could provide 
significant insights into developmental patterns. In order to achieve optimal the learning 
outcomes for every student, these findings ultimately highlight how essential it is for English 
as a foreign language (EFL) teachers to take individual personality characteristics consideration 
when creating speaking curriculum and putting teaching strategies into application in the 
classroom.  
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