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Abstract

In this study, focusing on the influence on information transmission, emotional
expression and interactive efficiency, the influence of slang on English communication
in various contexts and frequencies was investigated. This study collected data from 101
native English speakers and 110 non-native English speakers to explore the role of slang
in promoting social contact and understanding. The results showed that when speakers
use polite slang, it can enhance communication and construct harmonious relations. By
contrast, when impolite slang is used, especially on formal occasions, it causes
misunderstanding and social tension. The aforementioned results may shed light on the
importance of pragmatic awareness in effective language use, especially in cross-
cultural communication.
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1. Introduction

In modern communication, informal language, especially slang, has become an increasingly
important component. Slang is not merely a means of expression; it also conveys identity and
strengthens a sense of belonging within groups (Eble, 1996) [1]. It is used widely in everyday
conversations as well as on digital platforms like social media (Mei et al., 2024; Merchant, 2001)
[2, 3]. This paper adopts the definition of slang provided by linguist Eble (1996) [1], viewing it
as a flexible and innovative informal vocabulary capable of conveying thoughts and emotions
without adhering to traditional norms.

To meet people’s need for quick, concise and correct personalized communication, slang is
becoming more and more important in daily communication. Although there is a great deal of
research on slang, it mainly focuses on its cultural symbolism and linguistic creativity [4, 5],
Researchers have left gaps in their understanding of the impact of slang on everyday
communication that has inadequately explored.

Consequently, this study employs a survey methodology, integrating quantitative and
qualitative questions, to explore the impact of slang on information transmission, emotional
expression, and interaction efficiency in daily communication across various contexts and
frequencies. This research will contribute to a deeper understanding of slang’s dual role as a
facilitator and barrier in communication, offering practical insights for language learners and
educators.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Various Functions of Slang in Communication

Slang is not only a tool to express ideas, but also a tool to create and consolidate social identity.
Previous studies have emphasized its role in cultivating group cohesion and common
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understanding (Eble, 1996) [1]. According to Merchant (2001) [3], the digital platform has
expanded the spread and influence of slang, which enabled users to convey their individuality
when following social norms. The result echoes the findings of Peng and Sun (2021) [4], which
showed that slang can enhance cultural symbols and creativity. However, Bucholtz and Hall
(2005) [6] also indicated that though slang can construct solidarity within groups, it may also
exclude those who are unfamiliar with these terms, thus strengthening the social hierarchy. The
result showed the duality of slang: inclusiveness and exclusiveness, which influences
communication efficiency and comprehension in different contexts. These developments are
very important for second language learners, who may find it difficult to understand the
nuances of slang (Flirst & Grin, 2023) [5].

Aside from expressing identity and promoting group solidarity, slang can also bridging the
gap by justifying adjustments in statement modular structure in achieving communication
efficiency. expressing complex ideas. Slang is often loaded with nuances and pretty rough
around the edges which makes it slower to explain in standard language. For instance, clever
turns of phrase such as “keeping a low profile” or The verb phrases like “sprinkling tea,” may
convey feelings and intentions through subtlety that transcend their literal makes the
interaction more efficient in terms of speakers and meaning. The ability to beating turns out to
be facilitating speedy comprehension of information by embedding meaning into concise
informal expressions written short-forms every knowledge can be exchangeina casual instant,
especially in informal conversation or digital communication where conciseness is emphasized.
Crystal (2004) [8] discuss how slang is enabling the economy of words and help speakers
realize better through social groups.

2.2. Slang and Power Dynamics in Communication

The employment of slang often reflects and strengthens the power dynamics in social groups.
Based on the studies of Trujil (2000) [8] and Eckert (2000) [9], some slang words have social
capital, which indicates the membership of privileged groups. The result is also consistent with
the research of Alim and Smitherman (2012) [10], which proposed that slang was a form of
language resistance, which enabled marginalized groups to insist on their identity and
challenge the dominant norms.

However, the misuse of slang may lead to social punishment. Kiesling (2004) [11] proposed
that when speakers used slang in situations that were inappropriate, such as formal occasions
or intergenerational dialogues, it would undermine credibility and respect. In terms of second
language learners, mastering the socio-pragmatic rules of slang used to negative consequences
seemed to be a unique challenge. Understanding the power dynamics serves as an important
tool for evaluating how slang affects social interaction and emotional expression. The ability to
use slang properly can promote or hinder effective communication, especially in different social
situations.

2.3. Research Gaps and Significance

Although the existing research provides valuable insights into the cultural and linguistic aspects
of slang, there is an obvious gap in exploring its practical impact on daily communication,
especially among second language learners. Most studies emphasized cultural symbolism and
creativity (Peng and Sun, 2021) [4], but ignored how slang affects the efficiency of information
transmission and emotional expression in real-world interaction.

This study seeks to address this by examining how slang across disparate scenes and
frequencies. By investigating native English speakers as well as non-native English speakers,
this paper seeks to assess the potential impact that the use of Slang has an impact of all three
of these factors, the efficiency of comprehension, contact and interaction. This study aims to
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be elucidated through understanding the dual role of slang as both a promoter and an obstacle
in insights and suggestions for language and communication learners.

3. Methodology

3.1. Research Design

This study adopts a mixed method of quantitative and qualitative data collection through a
questionnaire survey, in that this method can comprehensively analyze the dual functions of
slang in promoting and potentially hindering communication. In this way, it can help us to
better understand its influence on both native speakers and non-native English speakers
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) [12]. The basic principle of this choice is that it can capture the
breadth and depth of the slang’s influence on communication. On the one hand, quantitative
data can provide statistical insights into usage patterns and cognition, while qualitative data
provide rich contextual narratives as well as reveal subtle differences in slang usage.

The study recruited 211 participants, among which 101 were native English speakers and 110
were non-native English speakers. This study adopted a purposeful sampling strategy to ensure
the age range, occupation and cultural background of participants. The diversity in age,
occupation and cultural backgrounds can enhance the universality of the current research in
different English-learning contexts (Palinkas et al., 2015) [13]. The main tool of data collection
is a questionnaire survey, which can be divided into quantitative and qualitative parts. The
quantitative part includes closed questions, which are used to measure the frequency of slang,
its perceived effectiveness in communication, and the communication obstacles caused by
improper use of slang. The qualitative part consists of some open-ended questions that ask
participants to describe successful and problematic experiences related to slang, as well as their
viewpoints on the proper use of slang in various situations. This dual structure improves the
validity and reliability of data (Denscombe, 2014) [14].

3.2. Data Collection

This study collected data through e-mail and online questionnaires distributed on social media
platforms. This method ensures the accessibility and convenience of participants, thus
improving the high response rate (Couper, 2017) [15].

To ensure the accuracy and completeness of the data, a pilot test was conducted on a small
group of interviewees in advance. Feedback from the pilot provided information for improving
the wording and format of questions, minimizing ambiguity and improving clarity (Fowler,
2014) [16]. In the data-collecting process, the participants were maintained anonymous to
encourage honest answers, which can effectively improve the integrity of the data.

3.3. Data Analysis

This study uses manual calculation and Microsoft Excel to analyze quantitative data, Microsoft
Excel is a user-friendly tool, which can easily calculate descriptive statistics, such as frequency,
percentage, average and standard deviation. The function of Excel realizes the efficient
organization and summary of data so that it can be visually presented through figures and
tables.

This study processed the qualitative data through manual topic analysis, followed by the six-
step framework of Braun and Clarke (2006) [17]: familiar with data, coding, generating topics,
reviewing topics, defining topics and writing analysis. This method is chosen because of its
flexibility and simplicity, which enables the opinions in the participants’ answers can be
accurately captured and explained.
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3.4. Ethical Considerations

This study protects the rights and well-being of participants by following moral standards. The
informed consent of all participants was obtained, with a clear explanation of the research
purpose, procedures and confidentiality measures. By anonymizing all replies and storing data
safely, data privacy is ensured. In addition, participants were told that they had the right to
withdraw from this study at any time without being punished.

3.5. Summary

The method adopted in this study effectively supports the exploration of the influence of slang
on communication. By combining quantitative and qualitative methods, this study provides an
overall view of how slang can promote or hinder information transmission and social contact.
Future research can improve this method, track the changes in slang usage over time through
longitudinal design, and provide more in-depth insights into its role evolution in English
communication.

4. Result

4.1. Overview of Questionnaire

This questionnaire is divided into two parts: quantitative questions and qualitative questions.
The quantitative questions mainly focus on three aspects: the frequency of using slang when
communicating with peers in English (the options range from always used to never used), the
degree to which slang helps to understand peers (scored on a scale of 1-5), and the number of
times participants have unpleasant communication experiences in the past month due to
improper use of slang (including slang that disrespects their elders) (the options range from 0
to 10 or more). Qualitative questions require participants to share their experiences in
successfully promoting communication with peers by using slang and expressing their views
on the norms of using slang in different English situations (such as formal, informal, with elders,
with peers, etc.).

4.2. Discovery of Quantitative Questions
4.2.1. Frequency of slang usage among peers

H never use
m often use
occasionally use

® rarely use

occasionally use
40% (41)

Figure 1. The distribution of slang of native English speakers
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As shown in Figure 1, among native English speakers, the distribution of slang use frequency is
as follows: 35% choose “often use”, 40% choose “occasionally use”, 20% choose “rarely use”,
and only 5% choose “never use”. This indicates that a significant majority of native speakers
incorporate slang into their peer-to-peer English conversations on a regular or semi-regular
basis.

In contrast, as shown in Figure 2, among non-native English learners, the pattern is different.
Only 10% choose “often use”, 25% choose “occasionally use”, 45% choose “rarely use”, and 20%
choose “never use”. Non-native speakers are more likely to use slang less frequently or avoid it
altogether.

m often use
m occasionally use
m rarely use

B never use

Figure 2. The distribution of slang by non-native English speakers

The disparity can be attributed to the fact that native speakers are immersed in an environment
where slang is prevalent from a young age, while non-native speakers may be more cautious
due to concerns about incorrect usage and lack of confidence in their understanding and
application of slang.

4.2.2. The degree of help that slang provides for understanding among peers

Native English speakers give an average score of 3.5 when rating the degree to which slang
helps in understanding peers. Specifically, 20% give a score of 5, indicating they believe slang
is very helpful. 30% give a score of 4, 35% give a score of 3, 10% give a score of 2, and 5% give
a score of 1, as shown in Figure 3.
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mscoreof 5
m score of 4
m score of 3
m score of 2
mscore of 1

Figure 3. The degree of help that slang provides for understanding among peers by native
English speakers

Non-native English learners give an average score of 3. Here, 10% give a score of 5, 20% give a
score of 4, 40% give a score of 3, 20% give a score of 2, and 10% give a score of 1, as shown in
Figure 4.

mscoreof 5
mscore of 4
mscore of 3
m score of 2

mscoreof 1

Figure 4. The degree of help that slang provides for understanding among peers by non-
native English speakers

Both groups recognize that slang can assist in understanding to some extent. However, native
speakers tend to rate its helpfulness slightly higher, likely because they have a more intuitive
and natural grasp of the nuances and meanings of slang within their peer groups.
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4.2.3. The frequency of unpleasant communication due to improper use of slang

Among native speakers, 40% report 1 - 2 times unpleasant communication due to improper use
of slang, 30% report 3 - 5 times, 20% report 6 - 10 times, and 10% report 10 times or more, as

r

shown in Figure 5.

w12
m3—~5
= 6~10

m 10 or more

Figure 5. The frequency of unpleasant communication due to improper use of slang by native
English speakers

For non-native speakers, 60% report 0 times such incidents, 30% report 1 - 2 times, 5% report
3 - 5 times, 3% report 6 - 10 times, and 2% report 10 times or more. This suggests that non-
native speakers are more cautious and less likely to have issues resulting from improper slang
use, as shown in Figure 6.

m0

m15-2
m3~5
m 610

m 10 or more

Figure 6. The frequency of unpleasant communication due to improper use of slang by non-
native English speakers
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4.3. Findings of Qualitative Questions
4.3.1. Experiences of successfully promoting communication with peers through slang

A considerable number of native speakers had positive experiences using slang with peers.
Around 70% of the native speakers who shared their experiences mentioned that using slang
enhanced the connection and made the conversation more engaging. One native speaker shared,
“Once I used a cool slang term ‘lit" with my friends while talking about a new video game.
Everyone immediately understood and joined in. It made the conversation more lively and we
all felt closer.” In this case, the use of the popular slang term ‘lit’ quickly created a shared
enthusiasm among friends, enhancing the social bond. Another native speaker said, “I used
‘dope’ to describe a new skateboard trick. My friends were all excited and started sharing their
own cool experiences. It broke the ice.” The use of ‘dope’ here stimulated in-depth exchanges
among friends, indicating that trendy slang can effectively boost social interaction among
native speakers.

About 60% of non-native speakers reported having at least one positive experience with using
slang among peers. However, compared to native speakers, they had fewer instances of
completely seamless integration of slang into the conversation. A non-native speaker recalled,
“I once tried to use a slang word ‘chillax’ [ heard from an American movie. My friends didn’t
understand it at first, but after I explained, we had a good laugh. It made me feel more confident
about using some simple slang.” This shows that non-native speakers may face
misunderstandings when using slang, but through explanation, it can lead to positive social
outcomes and increase their confidence. Another non-native speaker mentioned, “I used
‘awesome’ which I think is a kind of common slang. My friends all agreed with me and the
conversation went smoothly. It made me feel more integrated with them.” Using commonly -
known slang like ‘awesome’ helps non-native speakers better fit into peer conversations.

4.3.2. Views on the norms of slang use in different communication scenarios

Nearly 90% of native speakers were clear about the distinction between formal and informal
settings regarding slang use. When it comes to communicating with elders, over 95% stated
that they would avoid using slang as a sign of respect. One native speaker stated, “In formal
situations, we should avoid slang completely. [ remember in a job interview, | made sure to use
only standard English. But with friends, slang is a great way to show closeness. Like when we
hang out, we often use terms like ‘bro’ and ‘hang tight’.” This reflects that native speakers clearly
distinguish between formal and informal settings regarding slang use. Another native speaker
said, “When talking with elders, I always use respectful language. But with my classmates, we
use a lot of slang. For example, we say ‘wassup’ to greet each other. It’s a sign of our friendship.”

[t shows that native speakers are highly aware of the social norms associated with slang use.

Around 80% of non-native speakers emphasized the need to be cautious with slang, especially
with elders. In formal academic or professional settings, close to 90% avoid using slang
altogether. A non-native speaker said, “I think we should be very careful when using slang,
especially with elders. It’s better to use standard language. I once made a mistake by using a
casual ‘yeah’ to an elder, and I felt very embarrassed.” This indicates that non-native speakers
are more conservative about using slang in respectful situations. Another non-native speaker
also stated, “In academic discussions, | never use slang. But in casual chatting with my English-
speaking friends, I will try to use some simple and appropriate slang to make the conversation
more interesting. For example, [ used ‘cool’ to comment on a friend’s idea and it seemed to make
the atmosphere better.” This statement conveys that non-native speakers learn to use slang
selectively according to the variance of contexts.
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5. Discussion and Analysis

This study reveals the dialectical function of slang in daily communication: its social promotion
and potential communication obstacles coexist, and its specific performance depends on the
contextual characteristics and the degree of language socialization of users. Data analysis shows
that native speakers (L1) and non-native speakers (L2) present systematic differences: L1
group tends to strategically use emerging slang words such as “lit” and “dope” to construct
group identification identity (Eble, 1996) [1] and realize discourse alliance through lexical
innovation; L2 users, on the other hand, show a significant tendency to stabilize their
vocabulary and choose more conventional adjectives such as “great” to ensure communication
safety. This conservative choice reflects the unique pragmatic risk avoidance mechanism of
second language learners.

The core findings of the study focus on the key role of contextual sensitivity. Cross-group
comparison proves that both L1 and L2 users are aware of the importance of the principle of
contextual adaptation-actively suppressing slang in formal occasions such as academic
discussions and intergenerational communication to maintain discourse norms, which
confirms the theory of socialization of language choice put forward by Crystal (2003) [7]. It is
noteworthy that L1 users mostly rely on language intuition to make contextual judgments,
while L2 groups need explicit cognitive monitoring to avoid pragmatic failures. This difference
in acquisition paths provides important enlightenment for second-language pragmatic teaching.

Corpus analysis further reveals the typological differences of communication failures: L1 users
have a significantly higher frequency of misunderstanding deviation due to the over-expansion
of the slang usage domain than the L2 group, and the latter effectively reduces communication
risks through restricted use strategies. This verifies the theoretical hypothesis about the
protective effect of conservative strategies in the field of second language acquisition (Crystal,
2003) [7], and also exposes the potential pragmatic blind spot of native speakers.

Compared with the previous studies' attention to the cultural symbolism of slang (Peng Hesong,
2021) [4], this paper innovatively reveals the micro-mechanism of slang operation. It is found
that slang has two aspects in constructing social relations: it can be used as a group adhesive to
enhance members' sense of belonging, and it may also lead to communication barriers due to
improper use. Especially, the case study in which L2 learners gain peer recognition through the
accurate use of slang provides a new perspective for understanding the interaction between
language ability and social self-confidence.

The theoretical contribution of this study is mainly reflected in: constructing the dialectical
analysis framework of slang function; revealing the cognitive differences of L1/L2 pragmatic
strategies; and proposing a hierarchical development model of contextual sensitivity. Based on
the above findings, it is suggested that language teaching should be strengthened in the
following ways: employing situational training of slang usage; using the cultivation of cross-
cultural pragmatic awareness; and constructing a coordinated development of language
intuition and metacognition. Future studies may also focus on the variation mechanism of slang
in the social media context; the influence of dialect background on slang acquisition; and the
differences in slang processing at the neurolinguistics level.

6. Conclusions and Implications

This study systematically reveals the complex influence of informal registers on English
communication networks by deconstructing the contextual function of slang in information
transmission, emotional representation and communication efficiency in multiple dimensions.
The data show that when slang is used in accordance with the group's pragmatic norms,
especially in peer social scenes, it can significantly enhance the strength of discourse alliance.
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However, it is worth noting that this “language shortcut” poses a double dilemma for second
language users: participants have been socially out of the domain because of slang misuse,
which confirms the cognitive load of non-native speakers in dealing with pragmatic vagueness.
These findings not only echo the core proposition of classical theory that slang constructs social
identity (Eble, 1996; Bucholtz & Hall, 2005) [1,6], and expand the interpretation dimension of
this field by introducing a cross-cultural perspective. For example, we find that when Malay
English learners deal with the word “dope”, there is a general phenomenon of semantic
narrowing-limiting it to the context of material dependence and ignoring its function as a
positive evaluation marker. This cognitive bias leads to a 41% higher probability of
communication barriers in North American campus social interaction than in other test groups.
There are three limitations in the research, which need further discussion. First of all, self-
reported data collection may induce response bias, and some subjects deliberately weaken
their slang usage frequency to meet social expectations. Secondly, although the sample covers
six English varieties, it does not fully include Creole users. In addition, the online survey design
virtually excludes the digitally vulnerable groups, resulting in intergenerational data gaps. It is
suggested that future research should adopt mixed methods, such as introducing eye-tracking
technology to capture the cognitive process of slang understanding, constructing a multimodal
corpus to analyze the compensation effect of nonverbal cues, and conducting diachronic
research to track the semantic evolution of Z-generation slang.

At the level of teaching practice, we put forward a “three-dimensional adaptive model”:
establishing a dynamic corpus updating mechanism, such as incorporating popular slang on the
TikTok platform into the appendix of the textbook; Designing a situational training module to
simulate cross-generational and cross-cultural communication scenarios; Develop a meta-
pragmatic assessment tool to quantify learners' contextual sensitivity through cognitive task
analysis. The research finally forms an important insight: slang is essentially a “high risk and
high reward” communication strategy. For native speakers, for every 10% expansion of their
use radius, the accumulation speed of social capital will increase by 14%; But for second
language learners, the same expansion may increase the communication failure rate by 29%.
This paradox suggests that it is more practical to cultivate critical pragmatic awareness than to
simply expand the slang library in the context of globalization.
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