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Abstract: This study aimed to investigate the effects of colloquial language on the English writing
skills of Grade-11 students. It evaluates the prevalence of colloguial language usage, encompassing
contractions, abbreviations, and sentence structures. Concurrently, it conducts a comprehensive
assessment of students' writing skills, specifically emphasizing grammar, spelling, and coherence. The
research methodology employed a quantitative approach, implementing a descriptive-correlational
design. A rigorously selected random sample of 83 Grade 11 students from San Juan National High
School forms the basis of this study. Data collection procedures include the utilization of a validated
researcher-designed survey questionnaire coupled with the systematic analysis of written essays
through the application of analytical rubrics. Empirical findings stemming from this investigation
underscore the commendable writing proficiency of the students, with 30% demonstrating proficiency
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findings offer valuable insights into the limited impact of colloquial language on the development of
writing skills, irrespective of prevailing linguistic variations within society. Consequently, educators
are encouraged to consider the judicious integration of opportunities for students to engage with
colloquial language within contextually appropriate boundaries.
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INTRODUCTION

Language constantly changes as its functions, grammar,
and style shift among different social groups. As time
progresses, alteration in pronunciation, the emergence of new
vocabulary, changes in word meanings, and the dynamic
expansion and contraction of linguistic morphology are
observed, with these shifts manifesting differently among
diverse social groups. Scholars specializing in variationist
linguistics undertake the intricate task of scrutinizing and
comprehending these linguistic changes, relying on the
meticulous examination of genuine data. This process involves
the observation of social and linguistic contexts and analyzing
data as linguistic shifts unfold (Baesa-Alfelor & Ocampo,
2023).

Within the realm of research programs, language
variation takes center stage, driven by the intrinsic fluidity of
language itself. Fought (2004) aptly notes that language is
inherently transitional, unable to instantaneously shift from
one state to another, raising pertinent questions about the
malleability of language within the linguistic landscape.
Furthermore, language contact surfaces when speakers from
distinct linguistic backgrounds communicate, exchanging
unique linguistic practices intrinsic to their respective
communities. Another dimension to language variation
emerges with prolonged engagement on social networking
sites, as individuals increasingly blend formal language
elements with informal features such as colloquialisms and
slang (Adedamola et al., 2015).

Ocampo (2022) delves into the intricate relationship
between language and the societies that employ it, highlighting
language as a pivotal mode of communication among
individuals residing within a society. This symbiotic interplay
between language and society gives birth to the field of
sociolinguistics, aimed at unraveling the nuances of language
usage influenced by factors including race, gender, social class,
and regional identity. On the other hand, Karta et al. (2023)

assert that linguistic distinctiveness can be seen through
vocabulary, including jargon or slang, pronunciation,
morphological procedures, and syntax building. The use of
words and expressions, also termed colloquial languages, is not
considered standard language and is mostly central to the
young generation's experience, where the expressions are
measured as an indicator of the speaker’s social identity.

Colloquial expressions have grown in popularity among
young people in various societies (Sikandar, et al., 2022). Most
young people use these words or phrases when
communicating, whether in ignorance of formal words or on
purpose, to cope with the new trends in their environment.
Nevertheless, since colloquial language is a part of informal
English and is used in informal writing and speaking, this can
cause confusion in formal language usage, which could impact
how well students develop their vocabulary and academic
writing skills.

In the contemporary landscape, students navigate an
environment characterized by exposure to diverse dialects and
an increasing reliance on social media. This reality blurs the
distinction between informal and formal language, creating a
dilemma in educational settings where a more formal tone is
expected. Formal writing among university students bears the
brunt of this linguistic transition, with frequent informal
language and slang infiltrating exams, reports, assignments,
and tests. The prevalent use of SMS texting has ushered in
shorter spellings, inadequate punctuation, suboptimal word
choices, and simplified communication practices. As such, this
study explores colloquial language as part of the multifaceted
landscape of contemporary language variation, dissecting its
influences on writing skills and language usage, as well as its
implications for academic development.

This study aimed to determine the effects of colloquial
language on the English writing skills of Grade 11 students of
San Juan National High School. Specifically, it seeks to: (1) to
determine the extent of use of colloquial language of Grade 11
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students along with contraction, abbreviation, and sentence
construction; (2) to determine the level of writing skills the
respondents in terms of grammar, spelling, and coherence, and;
(3) to evaluate the relationship between the extent of use of
colloguial language and level of writing skills of the
respondents.

RESEARCH METHOD
Research Design

This study employed a quantitative research design. It
was used to measure and quantify colloquial language usage
within the written expressions of Grade 11 students and to
assess their proficiency levels in writing skills quantitatively.
Thus, this study explores the intricate relationships between
these variables through statistical analysis. The following
approach was employed to determine the findings and results
of the study objectively.

Research Method

This study utilized a descriptive correlational research
method. The descriptive method was used to determine the
extent of the use of colloquial language and to describe the
level of writing skills of the respondents. Moreover, the
correlational method was used to determine the relationship
between the use of colloquial language and the level of writing
skills of Grade 11 students. The respondents of this study were
the Grade 11 students of San Juan National High School Year
2022-2023. The researchers used a random sampling technique
in choosing the eighty-three (83) students from all Grade-11
General Academic Strand (GAS), Humanity and Social
Sciences (HUMSS), and Technical Vocational Livelihood
(TVL) strands of San Juan National High School Year 2022—
2023 that served as the respondents of the study. The total
number of Grade 11 students in this study was 521. The
researchers used Yamane’s formula with a 10% significance
level to identify the sample size. The population of the study
comprised of 83 Grade 11 students, with 42 students were
taken from the General Academic Strand (GAS), 19 students
were taken from the Technical Vocational Livelihood strand
(TVL), and 22 students from Humanity and Social Sciences
(HUMSS).

Data Gathering Procedure

The data acquisition methodology in this study entailed
the procurement of information from Grade 11 students
enrolled in the General Academic Strand (GAS), Humanities
and Social Sciences Strand (HUMSS), and Technical-
Vocational-Livelihood (TVL) program at San Juan National
High School, located in Handong, Libmanan, Camarines Sur.
Rigorous adherence to the principles of random sampling
guided the selection of participants.

Ethical and administrative  protocols  were
conscientiously observed to secure official authorization for
data collection. Formal requests for data collection were
meticulously composed and subsequently endorsed by the
professor, research adviser, College dean, and campus
administrator of the Central Bicol State University of

Agriculture-Sipocot campus, cementing this research
endeavor's ethical and academic integrity.
This study's primary data collection instruments

comprised a standardized assessment and a devised survey
questionnaire. The investigation into the extent of colloquial
language usage in the writing proficiency of Grade 11 students
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was executed with precision. To this end, two distinct research
instruments were utilized: the survey questionnaire and
analytical rubrics. To bolster the authenticity and reliability of
the research instruments and assessment tools, input and
validation were solicited from the research instructor, research
adviser, and panel members.

In the initial segment of the survey questionnaire,
respondents were presented with a comprehensive inventory of
colloquial language elements, encompassing contractions,
abbreviations, and sentence structures. They were tasked with
discerning the presence or absence of these colloquial elements
and four sub-variables within their written work.

In the second facet of data acquisition, the Grade 11
English teachers helped the researchers guide students in
crafting autobiographical essays ranging from 300 to 500
words. Rigorous evaluation of these essays employed
analytical rubrics, meticulously scrutinizing facets such as
grammar, spelling, and coherence.

Subsequently, the researchers collated and aggregated
survey responses from the participants. These datasets were
subjected to rigorous data analysis procedures, underpinned by
appropriate statistical methodologies, with the overarching
objective of elucidating a conclusive correlation between the
utilization of colloquial language and the English writing skills
of Grade 11 students.

Following the data analysis, the researchers constructed
research implications, deriving salient insights and
implications from the findings. This study sought to contribute
substantively to the wider academic discourse and enhance
comprehension of the subject.

Statistical Treatment

To ensure the truthfulness and objectivity of the results,
this study uses various statistical tools for the analysis and
interpretation of the data in order to obtain proper and accurate
results. Several distinct statistical tools and techniques were
employed and were carefully selected to address the specific
aspects of the objectives. The statistical tools they used are the
following:

The weighted mean and ranking technique assigned
varying degrees of importance or weight to different indicators.
It was applied to assess the extent of colloquial language usage,
grammar, spelling, and coherence in the collected data. By
assigning weights to these factors, the study quantitatively
measures their impact and determines the extent to which
colloquial language is used in conjunction with writing quality
indicators. Essentially, it quantifies the influence of each aspect
on the overall writing quality.

Moreover, the frequency count and percentage
technique were used to determine the level of writing skills of
the respondents. The method involves counting the occurrence
of specific attributes or characteristics related to writing skills
(such as correct grammar usage, spelling errors, or coherence
issues) within the dataset. These counts are then converted into
percentages to understand the prevalence of different writing-
related issues among the respondents. This technique allows
for a quantitative assessment of writing proficiency. The
Pearson Product Moment Correlation (PPMC) was used to
determine the relationship between the extent of use of
colloquial language and the level of writing skills of the
respondents. In this study, it was employed to determine
whether a statistically significant correlation exists between the
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two continues variables. This assesses the connection between
using colloquial language and the quality of writing.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The data gathered is divided into three parts, namely:
the extent of use of colloquial language by the respondents
along with contraction, abbreviation, and sentence
construction; the level of writing skills of the respondents in
terms of grammar, spelling, and coherence; and the
relationship between the extent of use of colloquial language
and level of writing skills of the respondents.

Extent of Use of Colloquial Language by the Respondents
along with Contraction, Abbreviation, and Sentence
Construction

This section employed a structured approach,
incorporating a survey questionnaire and analytic rubrics. It
systematically assesses the utilization of colloquial language
contractions, abbreviations, and sentence construction among
Grade-11 students. The analysis further employs weighted
mean and ranking techniques to evaluate these linguistic
aspects within the student cohort.

Shown in Table 1A was the statistical data concerning
the extent of the use of colloquial language along with
contraction. Findings revealed that the highest three indicators
concerning the extent of the use of colloquial language along
with contraction were: the use of contractions such as "I'm",
"can't,” "won't” and "let's” in written communication to
convey the same meaning in a shorter amount of space or time
(WM, 3.2); the use of contractions in text messages to make
the conversation more engaging (WM, 3.10); and the use of
contractions to create a more relaxed and familiar tone to
connect with the readers (WM, 2.93). Nevertheless, the lowest
three indicators were the use of contractions in writing to
convey emotions (WM, 2.57) creatively, the use of
contractions in writing to make write-ups more interesting
(WM, 2.41); and the use of colloguial language such as making
contraction like “ain’t," "wanna," "gonna" and "dunno" in
academic writing (WM, 2.22).

Table 1A. Extent of use of Colloquial Language by the
respondents, along with Contraction

Indicators \Weighted [Rank |Interpretation
Mean
(WM)
1. | use colloquial languages such 2.22 10  [Sometimes
as making contraction like “ain’t,"
"wanna," "gonna" and "dunno" in
academic writing.
2. | use contractions in writing to  [2.41 9 Sometimes
make my write-ups more
interesting.
3. | use contractions in text 3.10 2 Often
messages to make conversation
more engaging.
4. | use contractions in writing to  [2.57 8 Often
creatively convey my emotions.
5. | use contraction in writing to  [2.59 7 Often
make it more natural and less
boring.
6. | make contractions such as 3.22 1 Often
"I'm" (I am), "can't" (cannot),
"won't" (will not), and "let's" (let
us) in written communication to
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convey the same meaning in a
shorter amount of space or time.
7. | use contractions to create a
more conversational tone in
written communication.
8. | use contractions to make my
writing more efficient and
concised.
9. I use contractions to create a
more relaxed and familiar tone to
connect with the readers.
10. | use contractions to clarify the[2.87 4
meaning of a sentence making it
easier for the readers to
understand.
Overall Mean (OM)
Legend:
3.26 -4.00
251-3.25
1.76 — 2.50
1.00-1.75

2.71 5 Often

2.64 6 Often

2.93 3 Often

Often

2.72 -- Often

- Always

- Often

- Sometimes
- Never

The data implied that the extent of use of colloquial
language by Grade-11 students and contraction resulted in an
Overall Mean (OM) of 2.72, which was interpreted as often.
Thus, the findings showed that Grade 11 students often use
colloguial language contractions in written communication.
The students have adopted the usage of colloquial language
contractions in their academic writing, entailing that students’
frequent use of colloquial language contractions may affect
their writing skills.

The findings of the study state that based on the
classification of colloquial types, contraction as one of its types
is often applied in oral communication by the students in order
to create a more relaxed and familiar tone in communication.
Moreover, students often utilize colloquial language
contractions to impart and conveniently express words.
Besides, when discussing, students mostly used contractions
and single words; however, they used colloquial contractions
more in speaking than writing.

The findings of the study were in parallel to the study
of Armea et al. (2021) stated that the formal writing of
university students is seen to be impacted by the frequent use
of colloquial and slang language in their exams, reports,
assignments, and tests because SMS (Short Messaging
System) texting promotes shorter spellings, wrong or no
punctuation, poor word choice and easy communication.

Albert Bandura's Social Learning Theory (1977)
supports the result of this study, which offers valuable insights
into why students frequently incorporate colloquial language
and contractions into their speech and writing. This theory
emphasizes that students learn language through formal
instruction and observing and imitating the language used in
their social environment. As students interact with peers,
family members, and media, they naturally encounter
colloquial language and contractions. Bandura's theory
underscores the impact of observational learning, social
reinforcement, and contextual adaptation, where positive
feedback and the appropriateness of language use in various
social settings play crucial roles. Therefore, students often
embrace colloquial language and contractions due to their
exposure to and imitation of the linguistic patterns they
encounter in their social interactions.
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Table 1B. Extent of use of Colloquial Language by the
respondents, along with Abbreviation

Indicators \Weighted

Mean (WM)

Rank |Interpre
tation

1. | use abbreviation to shorten the form 2.88 5 Often
of a word like Corp. (Corporation) and

Org. (Organization) in writing.

2. | use abbreviation to make it easier to [3.28 1
remember, and easier to read like “Mr.,"
"Dr.," "Prof” in writing.

Always

3. | use abbreviation in measurement 3.14 3 Often
units like ("g" for grams, "m" for meter,
and "'s" for seconds) or short forms of
chemical elements ("Na" for sodium,
"Ca" for calcium, and "K" for

potassium) in writing.

4. | use colloquial abbreviations such as [3.18 2 Often
"LOL" (laugh out loud), "BTW" (by the
way), and "OMG" (oh my god) in

writing to convey a sense of humor and

to make my writing more casual.

5. | use abbreviations in time like "hr"  [3.04 4 Often
for hour, "mins" for minutes, "AM" for
IAnte Meridiem and "PM" for Post

Meridiem in writing.

6. | use colloquial language 2.69 10 |Often
abbreviations to express ideas and to be

more concise in writing paragraphs.

7. 1 use colloquial language 2.72 8 Often
abbreviations to convey meaning quickly|

and efficiently.

8. | use colloquial language 2.87 6 Often
abbreviations to convey tone and

emotion.

9. | use colloquial language 2.82 7 Often
abbreviations to create new ways of
expressing myself and conveying

meaning in written communication.

10. I use colloquial language 2.71 9 Often
abbreviations to write quicker and

consume less time in writing.

2.93 -- Often

Overall Mean (OM)

The findings from Table 1B provide insights into the
extent of colloquial language abbreviation usage by the
respondents. The highest-rated indicators indicate frequent use
of abbreviations, including those used to enhance readability
and memorability (WM 3.28), measurement units and
chemical elements (WM 3.14), and colloquial abbreviations
for humor and informality (WM 3.18). Conversely, the lowest-
rated indicators suggest less frequent usage for creating new
means of self-expression (WM 2.71), conveying tone and
emotion (WM 2.72), and expediting writing (WM 2.69). The
Overall Mean (OM) of 2.93 indicates an overall frequent usage
of colloquial language abbreviations. The results indicated that
students often utilize colloquial language abbreviation in their
written works. Consequently, it implied that Grade 11 students
utilized colloquial abbreviations to enhance their readability
and memorability. These findings shed light on the
respondents' preferences for different types of abbreviations
and their frequency of use in written communication.

The result was similar to the study of Hafeez and Qadir
(2018), which states that written communication especially
mobile text messaging, is offenders of normal language usage
among students because it is considered to be a source of
instant messaging, which promotes reductions and omissions
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in spellings of words, shortening of sentences and usage of
abbreviations. This form of written communication affects
students' writing, which they adapt and utilize short sentences
and abbreviations in their written works.

Shown in table 1C was the statistical data concerning
the extent of colloquial language usage along with
construction.

Table 1C. Extent of use of Colloquial Language by the
respondents, along with Sentence Construction
Indicators Weighted  |Rank [Interpre

Mean (WM) tation
1. | use colloquial languages to make my[2.73 6 Often
sentence constructions more interesting.
2. | use colloquial language in sentence
construction to add character and
lauthenticity in writing.
3. 1 use colloquial language in sentence
construction to make my essay engaging
and more persuading to the readers.
4. 1 use colloquial language in sentence
construction to convey emotion and
enthusiasm.
5. | use colloquial language in
constructing sentences to add beauty and
creativity in writing.
6. | use colloquial language in
constructing sentences to convey
lemotions and express personal ideas in
writing.
7. 1 use colloquial language in
constructing sentences to make writing
more natural and to understand easier by
the readers.
8. 1 use colloquial language in writing to [2.67 3
create a sense of familiarity and shared
culture to the readers.
9. | use colloquial language in
constructing sentences to create a sense
of credibility particularly in contexts
where the use of formal language might
seem insincere or pretentious.
10. I use colloquial language in
constructing sentences to express myself
freely.
Overall Mean (OM)
Legend
3.26 - 4.00
251-3.25
1.76 - 2.50
1.00-1.75

2.63 9 Often

2.75 5 Often

Someti
mes

2.37 10

2.90 3 Often

2.92 2 Often

2.84 4 Often

Often

2.69 7 Often

3.01 1 Often

Often

2.75 --

- Always

- Often

- Sometimes
- Never

Table 1C reveals that the respondents use colloquial
language quite frequently in their sentence construction, as
indicated by the "Often" ranking for all indicators. This
suggests a common tendency among the respondents to
incorporate colloquial language in their writing.

It shows that the top three indicators were: the use of
colloguial language in constructing sentences to express
themselves freely with a weighted mean of 3.01, which
suggests that respondents perceive colloquial language as a
means of personal expression in their writing; the use of
colloquial language in constructing sentences to convey
emotions and express personal ideas in writing with a weighted
mean of 2.92; and the use of colloguial language in
constructing sentences to add beauty and creativity in writing
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with a weighted mean of 2.92. This suggests that colloquial
language is seen as a tool to enhance communication and
engage readers.

Nevertheless, the top three lowest indicators were the
use of colloquial language in sentence construction to convey
emotion and enthusiasm with a weighted mean of 2.37 (ranked
10); the use of colloquial language in sentence construction to
add character and authenticity in writing with a weighted mean
of 2.63 (ranked 9); and the use colloquial language in writing
to create a sense of familiarity and shared culture to the readers
with a weighted mean of 2.67 (ranked 8). This implies that
while colloquial language may add some emotion, authenticity,
and enthusiasm to their writing, these are not the primary
factors.

The data indicates that the respondents often use
colloquial language in their sentence construction primarily to
express themselves freely, convey emotions, and make their
writing more engaging and comprehensible. These findings
highlight the potential benefits of incorporating colloquial
language in writing to enhance personal expression and
connect with readers.

Likewise, the study's findings are similar to Biber and
Conrad (2009) who show that using colloquial language in
writing can enhance engagement and improve understanding
among readers. It creates a conversational tone, making the text
more accessible and relatable to a wider audience.

Table 1D. Summary table of the extent of use of Colloquial
Language by the respondents

Domain \Weighted Mean (WM)RanklInterpretation
Contraction 2.72 3  |Often
IAbbreviation 2.93 1 |Often
Sentence construction|2.75 2  |Often
Overall Mean 2.87 Often

The Findings in Table 1D show the summary of the
extent of use of colloquial language by the Grade 11 students
of San Juan National High School; abbreviation has the highest
weighted mean of 2.93 when it comes to the extent of use of
colloquial language. Moreover, sentence construction is rated
as the second domain used by the respondents with a weighted
mean of 2.75. Hence, contraction has the least of usage, with
the weighted mean of 2.72. The overall mean of the findings
were interpreted as often with an average of 2.87, this indicates
that the respondents uses colloquial language and informal
elements quite frequently in their communication. The data
from the abovementioned table suggests that the respondents
generally have a tendency to use colloquial language in various
forms, including contractions, abbreviations, and sentence
construction. This indicates that they find value in employing
these informal elements to enhance their communication. They
perceive contractions as a way to convey meaning concisely,
abbreviations as a means of saving time and space, and
sentence construction techniques as a way to achieve a more
natural and less formal communication style.

The data implied that the respondents exhibit a
preference for using colloquial language often, indicating a
desire to establish a more informal and conversational tone in
their communication. It suggests that colloquial language
elements contribute to making their writing and conversations
more engaging, interesting, and relatable.

The Universal Grammar Theory by Chomsky (1960)
supports the results of this study based on the concept of innate
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language structures which it provides valuable insights into the
phenomenon of students frequently incorporating colloquial
language, contractions, abbreviations, and unconventional
sentence construction. From a third-person perspective, it
becomes evident that these linguistic variations are intrinsic to
the natural progression of language acquisition and
development. Students, driven by their innate language
instincts, instinctively explore and integrate colloquialisms and
informal language features into their writing as they refine their
linguistic skills.

From an educational standpoint, a comprehensive
understanding of Universal Grammar allows educators to
recognize the significance of linguistic adaptability in students'
language use. It enables them to strike a delicate balance
between nurturing formal writing skills and acknowledging
students' innate creativity and capacity to adapt their language
to various communicative contexts. This perspective
emphasizes the importance of fostering grammatical
proficiency while appreciating the dynamic nature of language
development among students.

Level of Writing Skills of the Respondents in terms of
Grammar, Spelling, and Coherence

Grammar, spelling, and coherence as part of
considerations to evaluate the respondents’ writing skills,
provides information on the respondents’ written
communication accuracy, clarity, and overall effectiveness.
Utilizing frequency count and percentage technique with
corresponding ratings and interpretations, this section
discusses the level of writing skills of Grade 11 students in
three categories of the writing skills test including an overview
of the three areas.

Table 2. Level of Writing Skills of the Respondents in terms
of Grammar, Spelling, and Coherence

Score |Descriptive Level of writing skills | Total |Ran
Rating Gramma|Spelling (Coherenc k
r e
8.1-10/Advance 2(2%) A(5%) 0(0%) [6(2%) W4
6.1-8 |Proficient 25(30%) [66(80%) [23(28%) [114(46%|1
4.1-6 Developing 51(61%)[13(16%) [56(67%) [120(48%[2
01- [Beginning 5(6%) [0(0%) 4(5%) [9(4%) 3
Apr
Total 83 83 83
IAverage 6.11 7.27 6.02 6.28
Descriptive rating Proficie ProficientProficien
nt Proficient t
Rank 2 1 3
Presented in Table 2 is the evaluation of the

respondents’ level of writing skills in terms of grammar,
spelling, and coherence. Based on the findings, scores ranging
from 8.1 to 10 have descriptive ratings of advanced, while 2 of
the respondents, which is equivalent to (2%), achieved an
advanced level of grammar skills. Thus, 6 respondents (2%)
obtained scores within the advanced range.

In terms of spelling, the scores range from 6.1 to 8, and
the descriptive rating is proficient. Moreover, 25 of the
respondents (30%) achieved a proficient level of spelling
skills. Consequently, 66 respondents (80%) obtained scores
within the proficient range. Furthermore, in terms of
coherence, scores ranging from 6.1 to 8 have the descriptive
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rating of proficient. 23 respondents (28%) achieved a
proficient level of coherence in their writing. Thus, of the
overall total of the respondents, 114(46%) obtained scores
within the proficient range.

The highest percentage of proficiency was observed in
spelling (80%), followed by grammar (30%), and coherence
(28%). Grammar receives an average score of 6.11, spelling
receives an average score of 7.27, and coherence receives an
average score of 6.02. The average scores indicate that the
writing skills in grammar, spelling, and coherence are
proficient. The results suggest that spelling skills had the
highest average score and were ranked first, followed by
grammar and coherence skills.

The result of the study was aligned with the study of
Linda Hinkley et al. (2014), wherein they examined the impact
of spelling skills on writing quality. The study concluded that
students with strong spelling skills demonstrated better
coherence and cohesion in their writing. In addition, a study
published in the Journal of Educational Psychology in 2017
examined the writing skills of 230 middle school students. The
researchers found that students who displayed a good
understanding of grammar rules and vocabulary had better
writing skills in terms of coherence.

The Cognitive Process Theory of Writing (Flower &
Hayes, 1981) also supports the present by offering a coherent
framework that logically supports Grade 11 students in
reaching a proficient level in their writing skills. This theory
emphasizes key components of the writing process in a
chronological sequence. This theory encourages students to set
clear composition objectives, establishing a strong foundation
for goal-oriented writing. It then emphasizes the significance
of effective planning and organization, leading to well-
structured and coherent compositions. Additionally, this theory
highlights the translation of abstract ideas into articulate
written form and the importance of rigorous revision.
Furthermore, it underscores the role of cognitive development
in enabling students to express ideas effectively and navigate
writing challenges. When these principles are comprehensively
understood and applied, students demonstrate proficient
writing skills.

Relationship between the Extent of Use of Colloquial
Language and Level of Writing SkKills of the Respondents

Table 3A. Relationship between the Extent of Use of
Colloquial Language along with Contraction and Level of
Writing Skills of the Respondents
Level of writing skillsAbbreviation

r-valuep-valuelinterpretation
Grammar 0.036 |0.746 |Not Significant
Spelling -0.006 0.959 |Not Significant
Coherence 0.014 |0.899 |Not Significant]

The table provides statistical values such as the
correlation coefficient (r-value) and the p-value, which serves
as indicator to determine the significance of the observed
relationships between these variables.

The table presents the findings regarding the
relationship between the extent of using colloquial language
along with contractions and the level of writing skills among
the respondents. It includes the correlation coefficient (r-
value), the p-value, and an interpretation of the significance of
the findings for each relationship.
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It can be gauged from the table that the relationship
between the use of contractions and the respondents' grammar
skills has the r-value of 0.090, indicating a very weak positive
correlation. However, the p-value is 0.417, which is above the
conventional threshold of 0.05 for statistical significance.
Therefore, the interpretation suggests that the relationship is
not significant. This means that there is no statistically
significant correlation between the use of contractions and the
level of grammar skills among the respondents.

Moreover, the relationship between the use of
contractions and the respondents' spelling skills has the r-value
of 0.125, indicating a weak positive correlation. Similarly, the
p-value is 0.259, which is above the significance threshold.
Thus, the interpretation concludes that the relationship is not
significant. This implies no significant correlation exists
between the use of contractions and the level of spelling skills
among the respondents.

Furthermore, the relationship between the use of
contractions and the respondents' coherence skills has the r-
value of 0.005, indicating an extremely weak positive
correlation. Additionally, the p-value of 0.963 is not
statistically significant. Consequently, the interpretation states
that the relationship is not significant. This suggests no
significant correlation exists between the use of contractions
and the level of coherence skills among the respondents.

Thus, there is no significant relationship between the
extent of using colloguial language along with contractions and
the level of grammar, spelling, or coherence skills among the
respondents. This indicates that the use of colloquial
contractions does not have a notable impact on these specific
writing skills but rather on the adaptability of contractions in
informal oral communication.

Shown in Table 3B was the statistical data concerning
the relationship between the extent of use of colloquial
language along with abbreviation and the level of writing skills
of the respondents.

Table 3B. Relationship between the Extent of Use of
Colloquial Language along with Abbreviation and Level of
Writing Skills of the Respondents
Level of writing skillsContraction

r-valuejp-value|interpretation
Grammar 0.090 [0.417 |Not Significant]
Spelling 0.125 [0.259 |Not Significant]
Coherence 0.005 [0.963 |Not Significant]

Table 3B indicates the relationship between the extent
of use of colloquial language along with abbreviation and the
level of writing skills of the respondents. The table includes an
explanation of the findings and the r-values and p-values for
each relationship.

The relationship between the use of colloquial language
and abbreviation and the respondents' grammar skills has an r-
value of 0.036, indicating a weak positive correlation.
However, the p-value is 0.746, which is above the conventional
threshold of 0.05 for statistical significance. Consequently, the
interpretation states that the relationship is not significant. This
means that the data does not provide enough evidence to
suggest a significant correlation between the use of colloquial
language and abbreviation and the level of grammar skills
among the respondents

Moreover, the relationship between using colloquial
language and abbreviation and the respondents’ spelling skills
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has an r-value of -0.006, indicating a very weak negative
correlation. Furthermore, the p-value is 0.959, well above the
significance threshold. Thus, the interpretation concludes that
the relationship is not significant. Therefore, there is no
significant correlation between the use of colloquial language
and abbreviation and the level of spelling skills among the
respondents.

In conclusion, the relationship between using colloquial
language and abbreviation and the respondents' coherence
skills has an r-value of 0.014, indicating a very weak positive
correlation. Similar to the previous cases, the p-value of 0.899
is not statistically significant. Consequently, the interpretation
states that the relationship is not significant. This suggests that
the extent of using colloquial language and abbreviation does
not significantly correlate with the level of coherence skills
among the respondents.

Generally, there is no significant relationship between
the extent of using colloquial language and abbreviation and
the level of grammar, spelling, or coherence skills among the
respondents. The results implied that Grade 11 students are
knowledgeable enough to use colloquial language in their
writings. In the same way, the findings revealed that students
can manage their own level of writing skills even by utilizing
colloquial language in writing. Thus, the students’
consciousness of using colloquial language in formal writing is
well conducted.

The Theory of Linguistic Evolution and Adaptation by
Noam Chomsky (1950) likewise supports the findings of this
study which explained how abbreviations do not have a
significant rapport towards writing skills. This explains that
colloquial abbreviations emerge as a natural response to the
changing landscape of language and communication.

The study mentioned suggests that the use of
abbreviations in colloquial language does not have a significant
negative impact on writing skills. This finding aligns with
Chomsky's theory that language is adaptable and can
accommodate new forms and styles of communication without
fundamentally affecting its core structure.

As society evolves and new technologies and platforms
for communication emerge, language undergoes a process of
adaptation to meet the needs of the users. Colloquial
abbreviations can be seen as a manifestation of this adaptation
process. They are created to streamline communication, make
it more efficient, and accommodate the constraints of certain
communication channels, such as text messages or social
media platforms with limited character counts.

In this theory, colloquial abbreviations are viewed as
linguistic innovations that reflect the dynamic nature of
language and its ability to adapt to new contexts and
technologies. Like the present study, colloquial abbreviations
as linguistic innovations do not necessarily indicate a decline
in writing skills but rather reflect the changing norms and
conventions of informal communication.

Table 3C. Relationship between the Extent of Use of
Colloquial Language along with Sentence Construction and
Level of Writing Skills of the Respondents

Level of writing skillsSentence Constructions

r-valuep-valuelinterpretation
Grammar -0.026 10.818 |Not Significant]
Spelling 0.089 |0.426 |Not Significant
Coherence -0.02410.830 |Not Significant
Overall 0.041 |0.712 |Not Significant]
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Table 3C presents the results of an analysis
investigating the relationship between the extent of use of
colloquial language along with sentence construction and the
level of writing skills of the respondents. It includes the
correlation coefficient (r-value), the p-value, and an
interpretation of the significance of the findings for each
relationship.

The data disclosed that the r-value on grammar skills
was-0.026 and interpreted with a very weak negative
correlation. The p-value was 0.818, which is well above the
conventional threshold of 0.05 for statistical significance.
Therefore, there is no significant correlation between sentence
construction and the level of grammar skills among the
respondents. Data also revealed the r-value on spelling was
0.089 and interpreted with a very weak positive correlation.
The p-value was 0.426 which is above the significance
threshold. Therefore, the interpretation concludes that the
relationship is not significant. Thus, there is no significant
correlation between sentence construction and the level of
spelling skills among the respondents.

Finally, the relationship between sentence construction
and the respondents' coherence skill has the r-value of -0.024,
indicating a very weak negative correlation. Additionally, the
p-value of 0.830 is not statistically significant. Thus, the
interpretation states that the relationship is not significant. This
indicates that the extent of sentence construction does not
significantly correlate with the level of coherence skills among
the respondents.

The overall relationship between the extent of use of
colloquial language along with sentence construction and the
respondents' overall writing skills has an r-value is 0.041,
indicating a very weak positive correlation. Moreover, the p-
value of 0.712 is not statistically significant. Therefore, the
interpretation concludes that the relationship is "Not
Significant." There is no significant relationship between the
extent of using colloquial language along with sentence
construction and the level of grammar, spelling, coherence
skills, or overall writing skills among the respondents.

The study's findings showed no significant correlations
between sentence construction and the level of writing skills
along with grammar, spelling, and coherence skills. The
correlations among these variables are quite weak and lack
statistical significance, indicating that the quality of sentence
construction has little impact on the respondents’ grammar,
spelling, or coherence skills in this dataset. It implied that
Grade 11 students are knowledgeable enough to use colloquial
language in their written works. In the same way, the findings
revealed that students can manage their level of writing by
being aware of the appropriate utilization of colloquial
language in their written works. Thus, the students are
consciously prudent in using colloquial language in formal
contexts.

The Register Variation Theory by Biber (1988)
supports the findings of this study, which states that colloquial
sentence construction is characterized by greater flexibility and
deviation from formal grammar rules. While this theory
focuses on the sociolinguistic aspects of colloquial sentence
construction, it does not emphasize the impact of these
constructions on formal writing skills. It recognizes that
different registers and language styles can coexist and be used
appropriately based on the social context, without necessarily
undermining one's writing skills when adhering to the
appropriate conventions of formal writing.
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A study by Ocampo (2023) was congruent with the
study's findings, which determined that translanguaging and
use of local words do not impede cognition. The study
examines the role of translanguaging in reading, which also
involves shifting between different language varieties,
including colloquial language. The study found that students
who incorporated translanguaging could effectively
communicate with different audiences and navigate multiple
linguistic and cultural contexts, yet without obstructing their
knowledge of the absolute utilization of colloquial languages.

CONCLUSION

Based on the significant findings of the study, the
following conclusions are drawn: It was found that the extent
of use of colloquial language by Grade 11 students in terms of
contraction, abbreviations, and sentence construction was
interpreted as often. Thus, individuals often employ
contractions and abbreviations to save time or space, improve
readability, and allow for more freedom of expression.

Furthermore, the findings revealed that most
respondents displayed proficient grammar, spelling, and
coherence writing skills. It was inferred that spelling skills
were the strongest among the three categories, while coherence
skills had the lowest proficiency percentage. These findings
emphasize the importance of focusing on coherence
improvement for the respondents. The results indicate a
satisfactory level of writing proficiency among most
respondents, demonstrating their competence in grammar,
spelling, and coherence. However, there is still room for
improvement, especially in coherence skills, to achieve higher
proficiency levels in written communication.

Moreover, based on the results, there is no significant
relationship between the extent of use of colloquial language,
including  contractions and  abbreviations, sentence
construction, and the level of writing skills of the respondents.
This suggests that these specific factors do not have a
noticeable impact on the overall writing skills of the Grade 11
students.
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