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ABSTRACT 

	This study explored how language exposure, language learning, and reading strategies are connected to grammatical competence among 400 Grade 9 students in public schools in Region XI. Using a non-experimental, quantitative approach with Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), the researcher collected data through a validated questionnaire to understand these relationships.
The findings showed that students generally had high language exposure (mean = 3.82), with school being the main source (mean = 4.01) and home exposure being slightly lower (mean = 3.65). In terms of language learning, students also performed well (mean = 3.96), with reading emerging as the strongest skill (mean = 4.01) and listening as the weakest (mean = 3.92). For reading strategies, students scored high overall (mean = 4.01), with cognitive strategies slightly ahead of metacognitive strategies, showing that students actively engage with texts to improve their understanding. Grammatical competence was extreme (mean = 4.29), with subject-verb agreement being the most consistently applied skill (mean = 4.52).
However, the study also found some weak negative correlations between language exposure, language learning, reading strategies, and grammatical competence, suggesting that these factors don’t always have straightforward effects on each other. The best-fitting model, Structural Model 3, showed that while these factors are all important for developing grammatical competence, the relationships are more complex than initially expected.
The study highlights the need for stronger language education, more effective teaching strategies, and supportive learning environments. It also suggests that future research should include other educational levels, explore the impact of digital and social media, and test practical grammar teaching methods. Developing local teaching materials based on these insights could improve students’ grammatical competence.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Grammatical competence is an important part of effective communication. It helps people express their thoughts clearly and correctly, whether speaking or writing. In school, having good grammar skills is especially important because students need to explain complex ideas clearly to do well. Even though grammar is so important, many students still find it difficult. This affects their confidence and their performance in tasks that require language. Research shows that understanding grammar helps not only with using language correctly but also with becoming more fluent and understanding different types of communication (Amroune & Charik, 2020; Ismail & Dedi, 2021).
Still, many students show low grammar skills. Studies by Bentsen (2021) and Alsied et al. (2018) found that many students do not receive enough or proper grammar instruction. Because of this, they often make the same mistakes and struggle to express themselves. This can make them afraid to speak or write, especially in school or social situations. As a result, their language skills and academic success are affected.
To help solve this problem, this study suggests a new approach that combines language exposure, language learning, and reading strategies to improve students’ grammatical competence. It aims to understand how these three parts works together and how they can be used to help students improve their grammar and communication. The goal is to create a teaching method that works well for students in public secondary schools.
Many studies support the idea that grammar is best learned when students use the language actively. Swain’s (2008) Output Hypothesis shows that speaking and writing help students learn grammar better. Ellis (2009) also believes that grammar is learned best when both direct teaching and natural use of language are combined. Theories from Vygotsky, Chomsky, Piaget, and Flavell also explain how grammar learning is supported by social interaction, natural ability, and thinking skills. In addition, research by Zhang and Wu (2019) and Bardovi-Harlig (1999) shows that reading and real-life language exposure help students learn grammar more effectively.
This study is important because most local research has focused on college students or those in private schools. Public high school students, who often have fewer resources and support, are not as well studied. By focusing on this group, the study hopes to close this gap and improve grammar teaching in public schools. The results will help teachers, school leaders, and program planners create better ways to teach grammar. This supports the goal of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG)#4: providing quality education for all.

1.1 RESEARCH OBJETIVES

Objectives of the Study
This study aims to identify the most appropriate model for students’ grammatical competence. Specifically, it seeks to:
1. Assess students’ level of language exposure in terms of home, friends, school, and media.
2. Evaluate students’ language learning abilities in speaking, listening, reading, and writing.
3. Determine students’ proficiency in reading strategies, focusing on cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
4. Measure students’ grammatical competence in subject-verb agreement, prepositions, verb aspects, and modals.
5. Establish significant relationships among language exposure, language learning, reading strategies, and grammatical competence.
6. Identify the most suitable model for students' grammatical competence.
2. literature review

Grammatical Competence
Grammatical competence is essential for effective language use. It enables us to construct clear and accurate sentences and understand complex ideas without confusion. This competence encompasses everything from basic sentence structure to the detailed rules of syntax and morphology (Chomsky, 1965). In their research, Alova and Alova (2023) emphasized that this competence significantly affects students' academic writing, especially in situations where precision and clarity are crucial.
Language Exposure and Grammatical Competence
The more you hear and use a language, the better you become at its grammar. This connection is logical—just as athletes improve through consistent practice, language learners develop their grammatical competence through regular exposure. Magno et al. (2009) found that students who had more exposure to English in their daily lives had a stronger understanding of grammar.
Similarly, Salas and Legaspi (2020) discovered that intermediate students with greater language exposure performed better on grammar tests. This underscores the importance of regular language use for mastering grammar. These findings support the idea that the more we interact with a language, the more our grammatical competence becomes second nature.
Language Learning and Grammatical Competence
Learning a language involves more than just memorizing vocabulary; it also requires mastering its grammar. According to Ellis (2009), this mastery occurs through both explicit learning, such as studying grammar rules, and implicit learning, which involves naturally picking up patterns through exposure.
Gamez (2015) supported this perspective by demonstrating that classroom-based learning, where students engage with structured language input, significantly enhances grammatical competence. Achieving a balance between conscious practice and natural absorption is essential for becoming truly proficient in a language.
Reading Strategies and Grammatical Competence
Reading is not just about understanding the content; it also enhances our grammar skills. When we read, we are exposed to correct sentence structures and complex syntax, which gradually improves our grammatical competence. Magogwe (2013) found that students who were more aware of their reading strategies developed better grammatical skills, likely because they paid closer attention to how sentences are constructed.
Furthermore, Torres et al. (2021) expanded on this idea by demonstrating that cognitive strategies used during reading such as predicting and summarizing—contribute not only to comprehension but also to strengthening grammatical competence, especially in academic settings.
3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Participants

[bookmark: _Hlk198067627]The total population of Grade 9 students for the school year 2024–2025 in Region XI is 3,512. The respondents were selected from public schools across various divisions within Region XI, specifically: 93 from Davao del Norte, 72 from Davao del Sur, 83 from Mati City, 72 from Davao Occidental, and 80 from Davao City. Using the RAOSOFT Sample Size Calculator, a total of 400 respondents voluntarily participated in this study. Students from other grade levels—such as Grades 7, 8, 10, 11, and 12—as well as those enrolled in private schools were excluded from the research.
Grade 9 students were chosen as respondents because, according to Lopez (2021), this stage represents a critical period in their academic development as they face the challenges of high school. Moreover, the researcher is currently a public-school teacher who teaches Grade 9, which further justifies the focus on this level.
All participants in the study participated voluntarily and were not coerced in any way into answering the questionnaire. They willingly gave their time and effort to complete the research tool without any threats or intimidation. The researcher fully respected any participant’s decision not to take part in the study. It was clearly explained that there would be no penalties for those who chose not to participate, and that no legal rights or freedoms would be taken away due to their decision regarding participation in the research.
Stratified random sampling involves dividing the population into specific subgroups or strata based on characteristics such as age, gender, or income level and then randomly selecting samples from each subgroup. This method allows for a more accurate representation of the overall population because it ensures each subgroup is included in the sample. By reducing potential bias and ensuring proportional representation across different strata, researchers can draw more valid conclusions about the entire population (Cooper & Schindler, 2019).
3.2 Instrument

The researcher developed a questionnaire based on online references, which was translated and reviewed by the research adviser. To ensure reliability, the instrument was validated by six experts. It aimed to measure students’ language exposure, language learning, reading strategies and grammatical competence, and was divided into four parts.
The first part, Language Exposure, consisted of 23 items across four indicators: home, friends, school, and media (Magno et al., 2009). The second part, Language Learning, had 80 items covering speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills (Setiyadi, 2006). The third part, Reading Strategies, included 20 items addressing cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Semtin, 2011; Maniam, 2010). The fourth part, Grammatical Competence, included 100 items on prepositions, subject-verb agreement, verb aspects, modals, and voice (Balones & Gempes, 2022).
Items were rated on a five-point Likert scale: 4.20–5.00 (Very High), 3.40–4.19 (High), 2.60–3.39 (Moderate), 1.80–2.59 (Low), and 1.00–1.79 (Very Low). After validation, the instrument received an overall mean score of 4.50, indicating excellent validity. A pilot test with 30 students showed strong reliability, with Cronbach's alpha scores of .962 for the entire instrument, .927 for reading strategies, .953 for language learning, and .950 for grammatical competence. Revisions were made based on expert suggestions, and a statistician confirmed item reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha. The researcher then obtained approval from the Dean of the Professional Department to begin data collection.

3.3 Procedure and Design

This study utilized a non-experimental quantitative research design, employing Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to examine the relationships among language exposure, language learning, reading strategies and grammatical competence. SEM was selected for its strength in analyzing complex interactions between exogenous variables, those that are directly measurable—and endogenous variables, which are identified based on their relationship with observed variables. According to Civelek (2018), SEM is more systematic and theoretically grounded compared to other statistical methods, making it suitable for testing hypotheses and theoretical models (Bollen & Long, 1993; Hoyle & Smith, 1994; Kline, 2016; Weston & Gore, 2006). It not only relies on data but also integrates theoretical concepts to explore the underlying processes among variables. The SEM process followed five essential steps: model specification, identification, parameter estimation, model evaluation, and model modification (Kline, 2016; Hoyle, 1995; Byrne, 2013; Fan, 2003; Chen, 2007; Sherkey, 2010; John, 2010; Wu, 2010; Park & Shao, 2010).
The data collection procedure began with the acquisition of permission to conduct the study. The researcher submitted formal letters requesting approval to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs of UM Main to carry out the study in Region XI. Upon approval, the validated questionnaire was administered and distributed to the target respondents. Following this, the completed instruments were collected, tabulated, and analyzed. The confidentiality of participants' responses was strictly observed, and data storage adhered to the five-year retention policy for future publication and research use.
The analysis and interpretation of data were conducted by a statistician using SEM, after which the researcher interpreted and discussed the findings. Various statistical tools were applied to analyze the data: the mean was used to describe students’ language exposure, language learning and reading strategies; standard deviation measured the dispersion of responses; Pearson r determined the strength and direction of relationships among the variables; and simple linear regression analysis evaluated the predictive influence of language exposure, language learning and reading strategies on grammatical competence.
Throughout the entire research process, the researcher complied with ethical research standards and institutional protocols, especially concerning the management and protection of participant data. The study underwent review by the University of Mindanao Ethics Review Committee (UMERC), where all necessary documents—including the questionnaire and ethical forms—were submitted. Based on UMERC's feedback, Form 2.2 was revised once. The study received ethical clearance on April 15, 2024, with the reference number UMERC–2024-098. Ethical considerations such as participant consent, data confidentiality, and participant protection were strictly upheld.

4. results and discussion

Table 1 presents the level of language exposure among students in public schools in Region XI. The overall mean score is 3.82, with a descriptive level of "high" and a standard deviation of 0.62. 
Among the four indicators, school had the highest mean score of 4.01, with a descriptive level of high, and a standard deviation of 0.68, while the indicator home had the lowest mean score of 3.65, also with a descriptive level of high, and a standard deviation of 0.97. The results indicate that respondents frequently engage in Filipino language activities, and their classmates and teachers often speak in Filipino.
Table 1
Level of Language Exposure of Students
	Indicator
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Home
	0.97
	3.65
	High

	Friends
	0.96
	3.66
	High

	School
	0.68
	4.01
	High

	Media
	0.63
	3.95
	High

	Overall
	0.62
	3.82
	High



The results indicate that students’ language exposure significantly influences their communicative competence across different contexts. However, communicative competence involves more than just knowing the language—it also requires the ability to use it appropriately in various social settings, both formal and informal. Language development extends beyond the classroom and is shaped by interactions in social and digital environments, which play a crucial role in enhancing students’ language and communication skills.
This finding aligns with Hart and Risley’s (1995) study, which emphasized that students perform better in language development when they engage in activities that strengthen their reading, writing, and speaking skills. However, without a language-rich home environment, such as regular reading or conversations, students struggle to reinforce and build upon what they learn in school. Similarly, Scheele et al. (2010) highlighted that home language exposure is vital for sustaining and improving the language skills gained at school. Cummins (2000) further supported this by asserting that consistent support at home, in addition to school, is essential for establishing a solid foundation for language learning.

Table 2
[bookmark: _Hlk189770395]Level of Students' Language Learning 
	Indicator
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Speaking
	0.57
	3.99
	High

	Listening
	0.60
	3.92
	High

	Reading
	0.55
	4.01
	High

	Writting
	0.55
	3.93
	High

	Overall
	0.52
	3.96
	High



Table 2 presents the level of language learning among students in public schools in Region XI. The overall mean score was 3.96 with a descriptive level of high and a standard deviation of 0.52. On the other hand, the indicator with the highest mean score was reading, with a mean of 4.01 and a standard deviation of 0.55. In contrast, the indicator listening had the lowest mean score of 3.92 and a standard deviation of 0.60. Both indicators had a descriptive level of high, indicating that the items being measured were frequently demonstrated by the students.
Students' strong performance in reading can be attributed to their active engagement with language learning strategies, such as recognizing and repeating key vocabulary, consulting dictionaries to understand word meanings, and practicing conversations with peers and teachers. These practices not only enhance vocabulary acquisition but also bolster reading comprehension skills.
Research consistently demonstrates that students with strong reading abilities tend to perform better academically. For instance, Bashir and Mattoo (2012) emphasized that effective reading habits are fundamental to academic success. Similarly, Bibi et al. (2020) found a significant positive association between students' study habits, including reading, and their academic achievement. Ehsan and Sultana (2020) also highlighted that reading habits significantly influence students' academic performance.
Building upon these findings, the study by Aballe et al. (2024) underscores the pivotal role of vocabulary development in enhancing reading skills among elementary learners, further reinforcing the link between vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension.
Meanwhile, listening scored the lowest among all the indicators, a skill often overlooked in traditional teaching methods. However, it is crucial in the learning process, as strong listening skills enable students to effectively process information from various sources of knowledge.
The results are supported by Napil and San Jose (2022), who affirm that students exhibit a high level of language learning, particularly in their confidence in their ability to learn and their recognition of the importance of language for success in higher education and their contribution to community development. This reflects the successful implementation of language teaching methods and demonstrates a high level of language learning among students, indicating an effective teaching system and successful learning outcomes (Dewi et al., 2012; Vodopija-Krstanović and Marinac, 2019).
Although the results are high, it remains essential to continue efforts to improve listening and other aspects of language learning. The integration of additional activities and interventions can help students continuously enhance their language skills.

[bookmark: _Hlk197476044]Table 3
Level of Student’s Reading Strategies
	Indicator
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Cognitive
	0.52
	4.02
	High

	Metacognitive
	0.58
	4.00
	High

	Overall
	0.51
	4.01
	High




Table 3 presents the level of reading strategies among students in public schools in Region XI. The overall mean score was 4.01 with a descriptive level of high, and a standard deviation of 0.51.
On the other hand, the cognitive strategy indicator had a slightly higher mean score of 4.02 and a standard deviation of 0.52, compared to the metacognitive strategy indicator, which had a mean score of 4.0 and a standard deviation of 0.58. Both indicators had a descriptive level of high, indicating that the respondents agreed that they reread texts when they found them difficult to understand, tried to identify their weaknesses in reading tasks and evaluated how they could improve their reading proficiency.
Additionally, the level of strategy indicates that the respondents summarized key information and main ideas of the text and analyzed the relationships between the given reading texts. In fact, reading is not merely a mechanical process of recognizing words but a complex activity involving deep comprehension, analysis, and evaluation of texts.
The results are consistent with the findings of Villaruz and Napil (2022), which indicate that each reading strategy, including problem-solving, global and reading support strategies, has a notable influence on students' overall motivation to read in the Filipino language. Additionally, these strategies show significant connections with various personality traits, such as openness to new experiences, conscientiousness, extroversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. Furthermore, these personality traits themselves are closely associated with the overall motivation of students to engage in Filipino language reading.

Furthermore, the overall mean score of 4.01 indicates that students possess a strong ability to integrate both strategies in their reading, which improves their comprehension and analysis. Students with high proficiency in both cognitive and metacognitive strategies have a more solid foundation in reading and thus exhibit better academic performance (Eser, 2021; Mesrabadi, Erfani, & Adab, 2021). Training in both cognitive and metacognitive strategies provides a deeper and more comprehensive approach to learning how to read.

Table 4 presents the grammatical competence of students in public schools in Region XI. The overall mean score was 4.29 with a descriptive level of very high and a standard deviation of 0.46.
Among the four indicators, subject-verb agreement ranked the highest, with a mean score of 4.52 and a standard deviation of 0.45, described as highest, indicating that the skill is consistently demonstrated by the students. On the other hand, the aspect of the verb ranked lowest, with a mean score of 4.19 and a standard deviation of 0.61, and a descriptive level of high, meaning it is frequently demonstrated.
Table 4
Level of Students' Grammatical Competence
	[bookmark: _Hlk193150720]Indicator
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Prepositions
	0.55
	4.30
	Very High

	Subject Verb-Agreement
	0.45
	4.52
	Very High

	Verb Aspects
	0.61
	4.19
	High

	Modal 
	0.64
	4.22
	Very High

	Passive Voice
	0.60
	4.21
	Very High

	Overall
	0.46
	4.29
	Very High 



The high level of grammatical competence among the students clearly indicates that they possess sufficient understanding of basic grammatical rules and are capable of applying them in constructing more complex sentences. Bardovi-Harlig (1999) affirmed that students learn grammar more effectively when exposed to comprehensible materials that are relevant to their lives, and that well-taught grammar can serve as a foundation that enhances the overall learning experience. It provides clear guidance on correct language usage, boosts confidence, and opens up more opportunities for deeper understanding and effective communication.
Subject-verb agreement emerged as the highest among the indicators, which was supported by Balones and Gempes (2022). This finding aligns with Chomsky’s Transformational-Generative Grammar theory of language acquisition, which posits that humans possess an innate ability to comprehend and use language in a flexible manner—an attribute that highlights the uniqueness of human communication skills.
This was further supported by Lutviana (2020), who emphasized that improving grammatical competence significantly contributes to higher scores in writing, as grammar forms the foundation of effective communication. Students with weak grammatical competence often struggle to express their ideas clearly and coherently, which can negatively impact the quality of their writing. Conversely, those with strong grammatical competence are better able to organize their thoughts, utilize various sentence structures, and convey their messages clearly. This competence not only improves their writing but also increases their confidence and capability as writers. Thus, mastering grammar is a crucial step toward writing excellence and academic success.

The significant relationship between language exposure and the grammatical competence of students is shown in Table 5, with a total r-value of .018 and a p-value lower than the .05 level of significance set in this study. Therefore, the null hypothesis—which states that there is no significant relationship between language exposure and the grammatical competence of students—is rejected.

Table 5
[bookmark: _Hlk183203170]Correlation Between Language Exposure and Grammatical Competence	
	Language Exposure 
	Grammatical Competence

	
	Preposition
	Subject Verb-Agreement
	Verb Aspects
	Modal
	Passive Voice
	Overall

	Home
	-.066
.187
	-.056
.268
	-.123*
.014
	-.130**
.009
	-.180**
.000
	-.142**
.004

	Friend
	-.042
.404
	.024
.633
	-.025
.621
	-.062
.219
	-.109*
.030
	-.057
.253

	School
	.029
.558
	-.048
.340
	-.048
.340
	-.102*
.042
	-.101*
.043
	-.070
.165

	Media
	-.024
.629
	-.086
.085
	-.002
.968
	-.092
.065
	-.115*
.021
	-.079
.116

	Overall
	-.037
.459
	-.049
.324
	-.072
.149
	-.129**
.010
	-.171**
.001
	-.118*
.018



It can be inferred that there is a weak and negative relationship between the first exogenous variable and the endogenous variable, which means that excessive language exposure at home does not always contribute positively to language learning. The use of informal language at home (such as slang or non-standard expressions) results in limited opportunities to develop formal grammatical competence. If language exposure at home showed a negative correlation with grammatical competence, this suggests that higher exposure to language in the home may be associated with a lower level of grammatical competence. The resulting p-value of .018 is lower than the tabular value of .05; therefore, the relationship is significant, and the hypothesis is rejected.

This result is supported by Ellis (2008), who found that the significant relationship between language exposure and grammatical competence aids in the development of implicit grammatical knowledge— the ability to use correct grammatical structures without direct or formal instruction. Frequent listening and reading enhance natural acquisition of grammatical rules, as implicit learning occurs through real-life usage and interaction, making understanding and use of grammar more automatic. Additionally, while language exposure is important, the context and quality of that exposure must also be considered. Greater exposure from informal sources such as home and media may negatively impact students’ grammatical competence. Therefore, it is essential to have a balanced exposure to both formal and informal language environments to enhance students’ overall grammatical proficiency (Bahrani 2012; Sim 2012; Nekoueizadeh 2012).

This result is further supported by the study of Salas and Legaspi (2021), conducted among sixth-grade students in a Catholic school in Bacolod City, which revealed that despite high levels of language exposure from various sources such as home, peers, school, and media, students’ grammatical competence remained low. The results highlight the complexity of the relationship between language exposure and grammatical competence. Using a descriptive-correlational research design with 137 participants, the study found that the amount of exposure does not guarantee grammatical skills development. This indicates that the quality of exposure, instructional methods, and individual learner differences are also important. Hence, a more comprehensive approach to language instruction is necessary, considering not only the quantity but also the context and quality of language use.

Table 6
Significant Correlation Between Language Learning and Grammatical Competence
	Language Learning 
	Grammatical Competence

	
	Preposition
	Subject Verb-Agreement
	Verb Aspects
	Modal
	Passive Voice
	Overall

	Speaking
	.003
.956
	.039
.439
	-.054
.277
	-.104*
.038
	-.155**
.002
	-.075
.132

	Listening
	.001
.988
	-.050
.323
	-.092
.065
	-.123*
.014
	-.189**
.000
	-.117*
.019

	Reading
	.010
.841
	-.012
.803
	-.074
.140
	-.074
.138
	-.169**
.001
	-.084
.093

	Writing
	-.015
.772
	-.006
.905
	-.098
.051
	-.092
.065
	-.192**
.000
	-.106*
.034

	Overall
	.000
.997
	-.009
.864
	-.088
.080
	-.110*
.029
	-.194**
.000
	-.106*
.035



Table 6 presents the results of the analysis regarding the relationship between language learning and the grammatical competence of students. According to the stated hypothesis, the relationship was examined at the 0.05 level of significance. The overall r-value of .035 with a p-value lower than 0.05 indicates that the null hypothesis is rejected.

It can be inferred that there is a weak and negative correlation between the third exogenous variable and the endogenous variable, suggesting that as language learning increases, grammatical competence decreases. The resulting p-value of .035 is lower than the tabular value of .05; therefore, the relationship is statistically significant, and the hypothesis is rejected.

Therefore, Swain’s (1995) Output Hypothesis confirms that there is a significant relationship between language learning and grammatical competence, where listening and reading alone are not sufficient to achieve a high level of grammatical competence. To develop grammatical ability, it is essential to actively use the language through speaking and writing, as it is in this process that learners become aware of their errors, which leads to deeper understanding of grammatical rules.
Furthermore, Akbarov et al. (2010) affirmed that responses or feedback help correct mistakes and further strengthen grammatical competence. Through the continuous use of language in actual communication, the use of grammar becomes more automatic and accurate in verbal exchanges.
Table 7 presents the results of the analysis regarding the relationship between the second exogenous variable—reading strategies—and the endogenous variable—students’ grammatical competence, which was examined at the 0.05 level of significance. The overall r-value of .037 with a p-value lower than 0.05 indicates that the null hypothesis is rejected.
It can be inferred that there is a weak and negative relationship between the second exogenous variable and the endogenous variable, suggesting that as the use of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies increases, grammatical competence decreases. Since the resulting p-value of .037 is lower than the tabular value of .05, the correlation is considered significant, and the hypothesis is therefore rejected.
Table 7
Significant Correlation Between Reading Strategies and Grammatical Competence
	Reading Strategies
	Grammatical Competence 

	
	Prepositions
	Subject Verb-Agreement
	Verb Aspects
	Modal
	Passive Voice
	Overall

	Cognitive
	.008
.866
	-.002
.973
	-.042
.403
	-.117*
.019
	-.187**
.000
	-.090
.071

	Metacognitive
	-.045
.371
	-.004
.931
	-.037
.455
	-.132**
.008
	-.165**
.001
	-.101*
.043

	Overall
	-.021
.673
	-.003
.947
	-.043
.392
	-.136**
.007
	-.190**
.000
	-.104*
.037



The results confirm the findings of Zhang and Wu (2009) and Pamuji et al. (2017) regarding the use of reading strategies, which help students identify and internalize grammatical competence, leading to more accurate and appropriate language use. It was found that students who employ metacognitive reading strategies such as predicting, inferring, and monitoring their own comprehension tend to have greater grammatical awareness and stronger language skills. These strategies also enhance awareness and regulation of one’s own learning process. The study by Pamuji et al. (2017) similarly shows that reading aids students in recognizing and internalizing grammatical competence, resulting in more precise and effective language use.
The findings are further supported by the study of Siregar et al. (2020), which examined the relationship between the use of reading strategies and students’ reading comprehension. It revealed that even though students use various reading strategies, these have little effect on their ability to understand texts, as indicated by the very weak correlation (r = 0.033). This suggests that merely using reading strategies is not sufficient to improve comprehension, nor does it necessarily enhance grammatical competence. This could be due to a lack of grammatical competence or the incorrect use of strategies. The study shows that a higher use of reading strategies does not always lead to better outcomes, especially if not supported by a solid linguistic foundation.
Three models were developed to determine the most optimal model for students’ grammatical competence. These models were evaluated using the provided fit indices, which served as the basis for accepting or rejecting the model.
Table 8
Summary of Goodness of Fit Measures of the Three Developed Models
	
Model
	P-value
(>0.05)
	CMIN / DF
(0<value<2)
	GFI
(>0.95)
	CFI
(>0.95)
	NFI
(>0.95)
	TLI
(>0.95)
	RMSEA
(<0.05)
	P-close
(>0.05)

	
1
	.000
	9.347
	.795
	.796
	.778
	.753
	.145
	.000

	2
	.000
	4.790
	.889
	.909
	.889
	.888
	.097
	.000

	3
	.146
	1.215
	.978
	.997
	.981
	.994
	.023
	.994



Legend:  CMIN/DF – Chi Square/Degrees of Freedom		     NFI –Normed Fit Index
	   GFI         – Goodness of Fit Index			     TLI -Tucker-Lewis Index
RMSEA –   Root Mean Square of Error Approximation	     CFI  ComparativeFit Index
Table 8 presents the results of the goodness-of-fit measures for the three developed models. According to the results, all model fit values successfully met the standards set for each index: CMIN/DF < 2; GFI, CFI, NFI, and TLI > 0.95; and RMSEA < 0.05 with P-Close > 0.05. These outcomes align with the established criteria, which emphasize that the CMIN/DF should be below 2, and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) should all exceed 0.95 (Arbuckle & Wothke, p. 115). Moreover, the values of RMSEA and P-Close are supported by benchmarks showing that 0.01, 0.05, and 0.08 represent excellent, good, and moderate fit, respectively, with P-Close values greater than 0.05 (Browne & Sugawara,1996).
Based on the summary in Table 8, structural model 1 shows that the exogenous variables such as language exposure, language learning, and reading strategies do not significantly explain the students’ grammatical competence, as the P-value exceeds 0.05.
Furthermore, according to the goodness-of-fit results, the model fit values do not meet the criteria for acceptable indices. This is evident in the CMIN/DF being greater than 2, and GFI, CFI, NFI, and TLI all falling below 0.95, while the RMSEA exceeds 0.05 and the P-Close is less than 0.05. These results indicate that the model does not reach an acceptable level, thus making it weak and unsuitable.
Meanwhile, the structural model 2, also shows the direct effect of predictors—language exposure, language learning and reading strategies—on the causal relationship with the endogenous variable, which is the grammatical competence of students. This model is deemed inappropriate because the p-value = 0.000 and RMSEA = 0.97 with a p-close = 0.000. All index values failed to meet the criteria and were found to be weak since none of the indices reached acceptable levels.
Figure 1: Model 2 of the Grammatical Competence of the Students[image: A diagram of a computer generated diagram

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
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Finally, structural model 3, illustrates the relationship between the exogenous variables (language exposure, language learning, and reading strategies) and the endogenous variable (students’ grammatical competence)—was identified as the most appropriate model. The best-fitting model was measured as highly acceptable, as shown in Table 8. The chi-square divided by degrees of freedom is 1.215, with a p-value of .146, indicating a well-fitting model. This is strongly supported by the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) index of .023, which is below the 0.05 level of significance and has a corresponding p-close of .994.
Moreover, other indices such as the Normed Fit Index (NFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) also strongly indicate that this is the best-fitting model, as all measurements met the required standards.
Based on the results in Table 9, the regression weights of the three developed models indicate that Models 1 and 2 revealed three variables with clearly negative outcomes. These changes show how the variables can influence and must be considered in the field of education.

[bookmark: _Hlk197469640]Table 9
Regression Weights of the Three Developed Models
	
	Exogenous Variables to Endogenous Variable

	Model
	Language Exposure
	Reading Strategies
	Language Learning

	1
	-.033
	-.048
	-.063

	2
	-.034
	-.051
	-.053

	3
	-.005
	-.079
	.044


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p=0.000
Model 3 presented a more complex result, where one indicator of the exogenous variable—media—was removed, which may have had an impact. Language learning, despite showing a positive result, did not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate its effect. Meanwhile, the ability in reading strategies showed a deeper change and a significant effect.

On the other hand, language learning—comprising speaking, reading, listening, and writing—was found to significantly influence students’ grammatical competence. Based on the results, it can be determined that students' grammatical competence primarily depends on the influence of school, friends, and home; and the four language skills: speaking, reading, listening, and writing and cognitive and metacognitive strategies.

The direct relationship shows that school, friends, and home play a crucial role in language exposure. The findings highlight that reading strategies, including cognitive and metacognitive aspects, are essential in students’ understanding and organization of knowledge. The connection between school education, home support, and peer interaction serves as a foundation for their learning.














Figure 2. The Most Suitable Model for Students' Grammatical Competence
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As a result, focusing on these elements suggests an integrated approach to teaching, in which collaboration among teachers, parents, and the community is vital to improving students’ reading and analytical skills—ultimately aiming to achieve a higher level of learning and comprehension through school, friends, and home; the four language skills—speaking, reading, listening, and writing; cognitive and metacognitive strategies—toward the development of students’ grammatical competence (Espinosa 2008 and Cardenas-Hagan et al.,2007).
5. Conclusion

The study showed that school has the biggest role in students’ language exposure, while the home has the least. This means that students are encouraged to speak Filipino at school, use Filipino as the language of instruction in class, do school activities in Filipino, read Filipino books, and talk to their friends in Filipino.
In terms of language learning, reading was at the highest level, while listening had the lowest. This is because students recognize key words and repeat them to themselves, use a dictionary to understand meanings and practice speaking with friends or teachers.
Students also showed a high level of using both cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies. This means they understand texts better because they can summarize important ideas, see how the parts of the text are connected, and quickly find the needed information in a reading task.
Overall, there is a strong connection between language exposure, language learning, reading strategies and with students’ grammatical competence. This supports Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, which says that people learn languages better when they interact with others. With the help of teachers or classmates, students can learn things they can't do alone—this is called the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Support or guidance, also known as scaffolding, is important during learning. A rich and interactive environment also helps because language is easier to understand when used in real-life situations.

Meanwhile, Noam Chomsky’s Nativist Theory says that people are born with a natural ability to learn language. He introduced the idea of the Language Acquisition Device (LAD), which is a part of the brain that helps children learn to speak. According to him, even if a language is not fully taught, children can still learn it because they are born with a Universal Grammar—basic knowledge about how language works. This helps children form correct sentences, even if the language they hear isn’t perfect.
Reading strategies are also based on the Cognitive and Metacognitive Theories. According to Piaget and Mayer, readers learn by connecting new ideas to what they already know and by organizing and understanding the information clearly. Flavell and Brown also said that it’s important for readers to know if their reading methods are working. When readers are aware of this, they can change or improve their strategies to understand what they read better.
In Chomsky’s Transformational-Generative Grammar theory, he also said that people naturally learn and use language. He explained that all languages share basic rules, which he called Universal Grammar. Chomsky made a difference between “competence,” which means knowing the language, and “performance,” which means using it. His theory shows that humans have a special ability to create new sentences and understand unfamiliar language using simple grammar rules.

Among the three models studied, Model 3 was found to be the best fit for explaining the students’ grammatical competence in Region XI. This model shows that language exposure (from school, friends, and home), language learning (speaking, reading, listening, and writing) and reading strategies (thinking about what they read and how they understand it) directly affect how well students use grammar. It also shows that language exposure has a small effect but reading strategies—especially thinking about how they read—help improve their understanding and use of language. Support from the environment, like from school, friends, and home, helps make this skill stronger. The results of this study can help teachers, parents, and schools find better ways to teach and support students in learning languages and improving their grammatical competence.

[bookmark: _Hlk197472665][bookmark: _Hlk197472705]6. RECOMMENDATIONs

It is suggested to make the use of formal and academic language stronger at home and in the community to avoid too much use of informal language, which can affect students’ grammatical competence. Teachers should be encouraged to create lessons that connect reading strategies with grammar, so that students can use their thinking skills better when reading. Special grammar programs should also be offered to students, especially those with weak grammar, to help them improve in areas that reading strategies alone cannot fix.

Next, schools should start a classroom program that promotes reading and writing through fun and meaningful activities. One example is a book-sharing contest where students can show their understanding and storytelling skills. To prepare, each student should keep a notebook where they write important details, lessons, and personal thoughts from what they read. This program will help students get better at reading, writing, and expressing themselves, while also encouraging a love for books.

Lastly, schools should hold activities to improve students’ speaking and language learning. Events like storytelling, debates, and quick speeches can help students become more confident in using the language.

Also, there should be a program where students can explain a concept or story through art and explain it in Filipino. These activities will help students understand the language better and build their creativity and communication skills.

Based on the findings of the study, it’s suggested that future research expand its focus by including different educational levels, like elementary and senior high school, to compare language exposure, reading strategies, language learning, and grammatical skills across these groups. It would also be helpful to use a mixed-method approach, which would not only enhance the statistical analysis but also provide a deeper understanding of students’ experiences in context.

Additionally, more attention should be given to how digital and social media exposure affects grammatical skills, especially since these platforms are so widely used by young people today. It might also be valuable to conduct action research to test out effective teaching strategies for grammar in real classroom settings.

Lastly, creating local and context-specific teaching materials in Filipino, based on the study’s findings, would be a great way to further improve students' grammatical competence.
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