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SUMMARY

This inquiry employs a purposefully designed proofreading protocol to obtain
empirical data on the ability of the target population (i.e. South African secondary
school learners aged 13 to 17 — grades 8 to 11 — with English first-language
proficiency from the upper-middle class socio-economic sphere in the urban Pretoria
region) to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. The proofreading
protocol is supplemented by a teacher survey to obtain attitudinal data on teachers’
views on textese and their learners’ written work, and the data obtained from the two

research instruments are compared.

It is argued that the target audience of secondary school learners, as part of the
‘digital native’ generation, might have reached the ‘point of saturation’ and will
therefore struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context because they are so
used to seeing them in informal writing contexts. Register theory is accordingly used
to argue that due to the target population’s frequent exposure to and use of textese,
they might not have a precise grasp of register and will therefore struggle to identify

textisms in formal written Standard English.

The results indicate that the 288 secondary school learners who participated in this
study do, in fact, have a precise grasp of register and will not struggle to identify
textisms in formal written Standard English. The results further suggest that textese
does not currently pose a threat to Standard English in South Africa as it merely
reveals English’s remarkable ability to adapt to its users’ ever-changing demands

and needs.
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1 OVERVIEW
1.1 Introduction

Textese, also called ‘textspeak’, ‘txtese’, ‘chatspeak’, ‘txt’, ‘txtspk’, ‘txtk’, ‘txto’, ‘texting
language’, ‘netspeak’, ‘Internet speak’, ‘txt lingo’, ‘SMSish’, ‘txtslang’, ‘txting’ or ‘txt
talk’, is the writing convention of shortening words so that the maximum amount of
information may be conveyed in the shortest possible time and at the lowest cost as
mobile phone users pay for each 160 character text message sent (Kemp 2010,
p.53). Due to the limitations of space and time, communicators try to maximise
expressivity of words, phrases and sentences without compromising
comprehensibility (Bodomo 2009, p.113, Balakrishnan & Yeow 2008, Hard af
Segerstad 2005, pp.40-46). While messaging platforms such as BlackBerry
Messenger and WhatsApp have lowered the cost of texting, the time constraints
remain. The use of textisms therefore remains as strong as it always has (Wood,
Kemp & Plester 2014, p.99). Accordingly, although textese has its origin in cellular
technology and used to refer predominantly to the writing conventions used when
typing a short message service (SMS), | use the term to refer to the linguistic
phenomenon of shortening and amending words by any intelligible means possible to
cram the maximum amount of information into the smallest possible space in the
shortest amount of time, irrespective of the medium or platform through which it is
used. | also focus in this inquiry on English textese exclusively. ‘Textese’ shall
therefore denote English textese specifically unless explicitly stated otherwise. In
addition, ‘textism’ shall denote the deliberate shortening of a word by either saving
the person typing the message time by minimising the amount of key presses (e.g. it
may require an additional key press to capitalise ‘I', but to save time it might be typed
as ‘'), or by saving characters (e.g. ‘great’ spelt as ‘gr8’, thus ‘saving’ two letters —
though this will save time too), subject to the condition that the textese form must still

be intelligible.

Some sources (see Wood et al. 2014a, p.5) place the date of the first SMS or ‘text’
message sent as early as the mid-1980s, with others (see Thomas 2012) placing it
as late as 1993. Irrespective of the date of its first use, since its introduction texting
has been steadily replacing voice calls as the preferred method of communication,
especially among the 13- to 24-year-old age group (Drouin & Davis 2009, p.49,
Gomez & Dudt 2009, p.84). More specifically, the International Telecommunications

Union (ITU 2010, p.3) estimates that global text messaging tripled between 2007 and

© University of Pretoria
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2010," from an estimated 1.8 trillion to an estimated 6.1 trillion text messages, or
approximately 200 000 per second. It is estimated that approximately 8 billion texts
were sent in 2013 (Gordon 2013). At the end of 2012, there were approximately
6.4 billion (ITU 2012) active cellular subscriptions worldwide. At the end of 2013,
there were 6.8 billion active cellular subscriptions worldwide (ITU 2013, p.2), and it is
expected that this number will reach approximately 7 billion by the end of 2014.
Moreover, the number of global Internet users has almost tripled between 2005 and
2013, from an estimated 1.1 billion in 2005 to approximately 2.8 billion users at the
end of 2013 (ITU 2014, p.5). It is estimated that approximately 1.6 billion people had
access to the Internet from their homes by the end of 2010 (ITU 2010, p.4), and it is
estimated that 3 billion people will have access to the Internet by the end of 2014
(ITU 2014, p.5). In the United Kingdom (UK) alone, more than 3 billion texts were
sent per week in 2012, an average of 50 texts per person per week (Thomas 2012).
However, among UK teenagers aged 12 to 15, the number of texts sent increased
drastically to an average of 193 texts per week during 2012 as the popularity of
texting as means of communication kept on growing (Cooke 2012). In the United
States of America (USA), young adults between the ages of 18 and 24 sent and
received an average of 109 text messages per day in 2011 (Pew Internet 2011, p.4).
This significant global increase in access to cellular telephone networks and Internet
services has been referred to as the ‘Knowledge Society’ and the ‘Information Age’
(Bodomo 2009, p.113), but will simply be referred to as the ‘technology explosion’ in

this thesis.

In moving to the local context, it may be noted that the technology explosion has not
only had a marked impact on global communications, but also specifically in South
Africa. By the end of 2009 an estimated 5.3 million South Africans had access to the
Internet (Internet World Stats 2009), while 12.3% of South Africa’s population was
using the Internet by the end of 2010, more than double the 5.4% reported in 2000
(ITU 20114, p.1). This subsequently almost quadrupled to 41% by the end of 2012
(ITU 2012). With regard to mobile phone usage, the number of South African
subscriptions increased from 8.3 million in 2000 to 50.3 million in 2010 (ITU 2011b,
p.1), to 68.4 million by the end of 2012, effectively meaning that there is more than

one mobile phone for each South African.

! statistics for up to 2014 included where available. Statistics used in this section are the most recent
available.

© University of Pretoria
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It may accordingly be expected that the introduction of what is today known as
textese (see section 1.9 for full definition) would have followed the introduction of the
mobile telephone and greater Internet accessibility following the aforementioned
technology explosion. However, the following poem by Charles Bombaugh (1867,

p.69), published in the late 1860s, proves otherwise:

“An Essay to Miss Catherine Jay”

An S A now | mean 2 write
2UsweetKTJ,
The girl without a ||,
The belle of U T K.
| 1 derif Ugotthat 1
lwrote 2 U B 4
| sailed inthe R KD A,
And sent by L N Moore. . . .
This SA, untiU I C
Ipray U2 X Q's
And do not burnin FE G
My young and wayward muse.

Now fare U well, dear K T J,
| trust that U R true--
When this U C, then you can say,
AnSAIOU.

Other observers (see Zimmer 2010), however, place the origins of textese-related
writing conventions as early as 1813. Textese may also be likened to telegraphese,
the language of telegrams used following the invention of the telegraph around 1800,
which also features abbreviations to minimise costs by using words economically
(Barton 1998, p.39). The concomitant question is then why did textese, to use an
anachronism, not catch on in the nineteenth century? The answer is simple: because
there was not a functional or social need for it. However, that has changed following
the technology explosion and the introduction of cellular, Internet and electronic
communication technology. The evolution of textese is therefore driven by functional
and technological demands (Shortis 2007a, Crystal 2005, p.363), in turn resulting in
language doing what it has to for efficiency, and being as it is because of what it has
to do (Halliday 2003, p.309). Since necessity is the most probable driver of language
change (Aitchison 2001, p.145), a change in the manner in which we communicate
will thus necessitate an attendant change in our language to keep on meeting our
needs (Crystal 2005, p.462).

© University of Pretoria
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1.2 Rationale

During my initial discussions in the second term (April to June) of 2012 with
secondary school English teachers on the potential impact of textese on their
learners’ formal written English, they confirmed that learners seemed to have
become desensitised regarding the use of textisms. The teachers did, however, not
believe learners added textisms intentionally as they knew they would be penalised
for using them. This ‘desensitisation’ is referred to as the ‘point of saturation’
(Nadeem, Mohsin & Ali 2012, p.1234, Hamzah, Ghorbani & Abdullah 2009, p.6,
O’Connor 2005, p.2, Brown-Owens, Eason & Lader 2003, p.17, Lee 2002, p.3), in
terms of which learners no longer notice textese spelling variations as they have
become so used to seeing them. Baron (2007) refers to this phenomenon as
‘linguistic whatever-ism’, which essentially means that less emphasis is placed on
writing ‘correctly’ when using textese for texting, electronic mails (e-mails) and social
media such as Facebook, Twitter, BlackBerry Messenger, Mxit, WhatsApp, Instant
Messaging, and Windows Messenger. Moreover, there is already a general and
increasing tendency to use informal forms of English in the public domain, with
‘public’ English increasingly using the linguistic resources of informal or ‘private’
discourse (Goodman 1996, p.145). Accordingly, my early hypothesis is that due to
the aforementioned ever-increasing popularity in the use of textese in different
electronic communication mediums, textese, as a driver of language change, could

be contributing to the general informalisation of English noted by Goodman (1996).

The notion of the informalisation of English is predicated upon the assumption that
the distinctive linguistic features used when writing textese are different (i.e.
necessarily more informal) than those used when writing formal Standard English.
But what is Standard English,? and what is formal written Standard English? From the
outset, it may be noted that ‘standardisation’ is a historical process that, to a greater
or lesser degree, is always in progress, and that the only fully standardised language
is a dead language (Milroy & Milroy 1999, p.19). According to Crystal (2003b, p.110),
the term resists easy definition but is used as if most educated people know precisely

what it refers to. However, in a broad sense, Standard English is generally accepted

2 initially used the term throughout this thesis as ‘Standard’ English to denote its protean qualities and
to remind the reader that the concept itself is fluid and dynamic (meaning that it can only describe what
Standard English is at a specific point in time and within a certain society or geographical location).
However, | have decided to use the term consistently without quotation marks to prevent any potential
ambiguity and confusion in this regard. Readers are thus reminded to keep the protean qualities
associated with the term in mind.

© University of Pretoria
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to represent the communicative norm throughout the English-speaking world at a

particular point in linguistic history (ibid.). In this regard, Shortis (2007a, p.26) notes:

We learn to write in [S]tandard English spelling for credibility and
transparency in formal ‘high stakes’ social contexts where failure to
comply will carry social and economic penalties. But other spelling options
are available, and in certain situations, with certain participants, such
options may be more pleasurable, efficient and appropriate. The teaching
of standard spelling is a project concerned with giving students credibility

and access rather than intelligibility.

However, Standard English today, in either its written or spoken form, is not the same
as it was a century ago, and will be different again a century hence — a considerable
amount of variability therefore still exists even in a supposed ‘standard’ variety
(Crystal 2004b, p.254). Gunn and Candelaria (2005, p.x) analogously use the term
‘snapshot’ to refer to instances where the definition of a term might change over time.
Although initially used in assigning a definition to the evolving genre of science
fiction, Gunn and Candelaria’s term is useful to distinguish between varying
perceptions of what constitutes Standard English. Evidently, the snapshot of
Standard English 30 years ago would be slightly different from the snapshot of it
today. It is therefore appropriate to speak of standardisation more abstractly as an
ideology; an idea in the mind rather than a reality and essentially a set of abstract
norms to which actual usage may conform to a greater or lesser extent (Milroy &
Milroy 1999, p.19). Standard English is therefore not identical everywhere — the
differences between American and British spelling being an obvious example (Crystal
2004c, p.37). However, for the purposes of this inquiry Standard English will denote

South African Standard English unless indicated otherwise.

Nevertheless, in order to describe a linguistic system, a linguist has to assume that
the target population and its use of language are largely homogenous, and that the
language system he or she wishes to investigate is more or less stable at a given
point in time (Goérlach 1997, p.9). Therefore, for the purposes of this inquiry a
satisfactory baseline definition of Standard English, or snapshot of contemporary
formal written Standard English, is required, and relevant markers of informal English
need to be identified for use as a point of reference for the remainder of this inquiry. It
may therefore be noted that Standard English is a term used in Sociolinguistics to
refer to the prestige variety of a language, with the opposite term being ‘non-
standard’ or ‘substandard’ (Crystal 2008d, p.450). The difference between Standard

© University of Pretoria
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and non-standard English is that Standard English is the codified variety generally
accepted as the ‘correct’ or most appropriate form of English typically used in formal
settings, when writing and for educational purposes, while non-standard English,
such as textese, is not (Campbell & Mixco 2007, p.192, Trask 2000, p.323).
Accordingly, the following characteristics of Standard English have been adapted
from Crystal (2008d, p.450):

Table 1: Characteristics of Standard English
Number | Characteristic

1 It is a variety of English and is a distinctive combination of linguistic features
with a particular role to play. It is in a sense a special kind of English dialect,
with the exception that it has no local base.

2 Its main written linguistic features relate to grammar, vocabulary and
orthography (spelling and punctuation).

3 It is the variety of English that carries the most prestige, with ‘prestige’ being
defined as a social concept.

4 The prestige attached to it is recognised by well-educated citizens and this

motivates them to recommend Standard English as a desirable educational
target. It is the chosen variety used by the community’s leading institutions,
such as government, law courts and the media.

5 Although Standard English is widely understood, it is not widely produced. Most
people reserve Standard English for writing — in itself a lesser-used activity —
only in certain tasks (such as a letter to a newspaper, but not necessarily to a
close friend). More than anywhere else, Standard English is found in print.

As a dialect, Standard English is referred to as ‘educated’ English (Freeborn 1998,
p.1). Similarly, for Quirk, Greenbaum and Leech (1985, p.18):

Educated English naturally tends to be given the additional prestige of
government agencies, the professions, the political parties, the press, the
law court and the pulpit — any institution which must attempt to address
itself to a public beyond the smallest dialectal community. It is codified in
dictionaries, grammars, and guides to usage, and it is taught in the school
system at all levels. It is almost exclusively the language of printed matter.
Because educated English is thus accorded implicit social and political

sanction, it comes to be referred to as Standard English ...

On this basis, Standard English may be defined as a minority variety, identified
chiefly by its vocabulary, grammar and orthography, which carries the most social
prestige and is most widely understood. Textese is therefore a special dialect of
Standard English, with dialect being defined as a socially distinctive variety of
language, characterised by a particular set of words and grammatical structures
(Crystal 2008d, p.142). In contrast to ‘standard’ language, which is prestigious,

correct, uniform and follows the rules of grammar, dialects generally lack prestige,
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are seen as incorrect, substandard and fail to obey grammatical rules (Hock &
Joseph 2009, p.308). For observers such as Spatafora (2008, p.34), Rankin (2010,
p.58) and Hamzah et al. (2009, p.6), the dialect (in this instance textese) is seen as
incorrect and having a corrupting influence on the presumed ‘standard’ of formal

written Standard English.

Formal language is measured on a scale or continuum (Heylighen & Dewaele 1999,
p.8), with ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ representing the two opposite sides of the scale.
Some of the markers of informal language include contractions of negatives
(wouldn’t, can’t etc.) and auxiliary verbs (he’ll, she’ll etc.); an increased use of more
informal vocabulary, such as colloquialisms and slang forms (for example so this guy
comes up to me and says...); and the use of active rather than passive verbs. The
characteristics of textese are as follows (adapted from Wood et al. 2014b, p.285,
Houser 2012, pp.66-69, Rosen et al. 2010, p.433, Rankin 2010, p.58, Freudenberg
2009, p.42, Plester, Wood & Joshi 2009, p.151, Crystal 2008a, pp.22-62, Hard af
Segerstad 2005, pp.40-46, Thurlow 2003, Bodomo & Lee 2002, p.23, Kasesniemi
2003, p.41).

Table 2: Characteristics of textese

Number | Characteristic Example
1 Shortenings, including omitted ‘bro’ for ‘brother’ and ‘tues’ for ‘Tuesday’
hyphenation

2 Contractions ‘plz’ for ‘please’ and ‘watcha’ for ‘what are
you’

3 G-clippings ‘goin’ for ‘going’ and ‘doin’ for ‘doing’

4 Other clippings ‘hav’ for ‘have’ and ‘wil’ for ‘will’

5 Omitted apostrophes ‘cant’ for ‘can’t’, ‘dads’ for ‘dad’s’, and ‘ur’ for
‘your/you’re’

Omitted articles Omission of both ‘the’ and ‘a/an’

Acronyms and initialisms ‘SA’ for ‘South Africa’ and the reduction of
words to their initial letters such as ‘ttfn’ for ‘ta
ta for now’

8 Symbols and emoticons ‘@’ for ‘at’, ‘&’ for ‘and’, ‘# for ‘number’ and
©IB

9 Letter and number homophones | 2moro’ for ‘tomorrow’ and ‘b4’ for ‘before’

10 Non-conventional spellings ‘fone’ for ‘phone’, ‘rite’ for ‘right/write’, and
‘skool’ for ‘school’

11 Informal tone and register Informal address such as ‘Hi’ instead of ‘Dear’
and slang terms used

12 Lack of capitalisation At the beginning of a sentence or for proper
nouns

13 Lack of punctuation Missing commas and full stops
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In contrast, Standard English is predominantly found in formal written expressions of
English, most notably in newspapers and books (Honey 1997, p.1). A quick glance at
the South African newspaper with the largest circulation, the Sunday Times, and the
printed version of the South African Minister of Finance’s 2013/14 budget speech, as
sources where standard language use could readily be expected to be found,
revealed none of the above-mentioned 13 characteristics of textese. This is mainly
because official or institutional English is generally associated with a formal,
impersonal style (Goodman 1996, p.144). Formal English involves carefully
organised discourse, often with complex syntax and vocabulary, which closely
follows the conventions of Standard English and is often sensitive to prescriptive
judgements (Crystal 2008d, p.195). By contrast, informal language is loosely
structured, involving a high level of colloquial expression and often departing from
standard norms (ibid.). The context will therefore dictate the formality of language
use, with ‘context’ denoting the physical surroundings, the relationship between
participants, their past shared experience and current conversational goals, the
social events of which the conversation is a part, and their broader cultural values

and expectations (Maybin 1996, p.12).

There are accordingly different ‘registers’ used for formal and informal contexts, with
‘register’ being a variety of language defined according to its use in social situations,
for example religious, scientific or formal register (Crystal 2008, p.409). Register is
essentially the set of linguistic features that characterises texts in different contexts
(Koester 2004, p.7). Similar to formal and informal language use, formal and informal
register also present the two opposite sides of a continuum. Depending on the
context and the person with whom they are communicating, language users will
switch between different registers appropriate for the context (Crystal 2008, p.410).
Although the term ‘code-switching’ is normally used to refer to the ability to use two
different codes (languages) seamlessly and without impeding intelligibility (Bullock &
Toribio 2009, p.1), Hock and Joseph (2009, p.360) and Campbell and Mixco (2007,
p.33) use it to refer to the ability to switch between two different registers. This ability
is also called ‘monolingual style-shifting’ (Bullock & Toribio 2009, p.2) and ‘border
crossing’ (Fairclough 1996, p.78), but this inquiry shall prefer ‘code-switching’.?

3 acknowledge that the term ‘code-switching’ is generally used to refer to linguistic code-switching,
namely language users’ ability to alternate successfully between two different languages in which they
are proficient (Bullock & Toribio 2009, p.1). | also acknowledge Giroux’s (1992, p.3) use of the term to
denote shared intellectual and political concerns of academic disciplines. However, for the duration of
this thesis | shall use the term specifically to refer to textese users’ ability to tailor their register
appropriately for different contexts.
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1.3 Contextualising the phenomenon of texting

Personally | frequently use textisms when | write text message communiqués to my
close friends and family. | do, however, like to think that | retain a more formal
register when communicating via SMS with someone | know professionally, for
example with acquaintances from the academic environment or colleagues from
work. Nevertheless, | have caught myself using textisms in decidedly inappropriate
situations, when a formal register was unequivocally required. Also, when | entered
the professional workplace in 2008, | noticed that attitudes towards the use of
textisms differed markedly: younger employees would think nothing of writing ‘thanx’
for ‘thanks’ and include emoticons (‘smiley faces’ — ©) in work-related e-mails, while
older employees (mostly the managers of the younger employees) would express
complete and utter surprise at the inclusion of such textisms. | remember my initial
aversion to using textisms, even when texting a close friend or relative, when |
received my first mobile phone in 2000 at the age of 16. | thought of myself as a
language purist and | remained optimistic that | would not bow to what | deemed to
be social pressure to use textisms. However, after only a few days | realised two
important things: one, it was taking me incredibly long to write a single text message,
and two, | had to pay for significantly more text messages because if | had used
textisms, | would be able to say in one text message what was taking me two or even
three messages using Standard English. | accordingly started using textese to save
myself both time and money. At first, it was not difficult to distinguish between the
informal register required when writing texts and when writing for school (and later
university). Even at 16, it was clear in my mind that there were various writing
contexts that accordingly required varying degrees of formality as per the
aforementioned formality continuum, with certain forms and lexical items decidedly

inappropriate in certain contexts.

It was only years later that | started wondering whether the distinction between formal
and informal contexts would be as clear for children who went to school after the year
2000 - approximately the time when mobile phone ownership became the norm
rather than the exception — than it would be for people who had finished their
schooling some years earlier. According to these children’s Weltbild,* there never
was a time before mobile phones. As a result, | was of the opinion that these

children’s sense of appropriateness of language use given the context would be

4 The German word Weltbild means ‘world view'. It is also called Weltanschauung, which means ‘world
outlook or perception’. Both words are used to denote a comprehensive world view and an informed
worldwide perception (Tulloch 1993, p.1786).
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different from mine, which, in turn, would most likely be different from the older
generation who were already adults prior to the technology explosion. | accordingly
started wondering: could textese, in fact, be a driver of language change, and if so,
among which age groups would this change be most apparent? Reading on the
subject revealed that children aged 6 to 12, or the so-called ‘pre-adolescents’,
gradually move away from parental influence and become progressively swayed by
their contemporaries (Aitchison 2003, p.738). Specifically with regard to English first
language acquisition, a significant leap in the size of children’s vocabulary is noted
around the age of 14 — an increase that is associated with the acquisition of rules for
word derivation (Aitchison 2003, p.739). It therefore comes as no surprise that the
age group that is responsible for the greatest increment of language change is
younger teenagers (Labov 2001, p.449). In the US, teenagers aged 13 to 17 also
send more text messages than any other age group, averaging 3 339 per month (The
Nielson Company 2010), and globally numerous studies have found that many of the
distinctive linguistic features used when writing textese are creeping into secondary
school learners’ formal writing (Rankin 2010, p.58, Hamzah et al. 2009, p.6,
Spatafora 2008, p.34, Massey, Elliott & Johnson 2005, p.435, O’Connor 2005, p.2,
Lee 2002, p.3). | therefore decided to narrow my scope to focus on this age group,
specifically South African secondary school learners aged 13 to 17 (grades 8 to 11)
(henceforth collectively referred to as ‘SASSLATS’).> Also, considering the possibility
that my target population may already have reached the point of saturation (Nadeem
et al. 2012, p.1234, Hamzah et al. 2009, p.6, O’Connor 2005, p.2, Brown-Owens et
al. 2003, p.17, Lee 2002, p.3),° | decided to focus on SASSLATS’ ability to identify
textisms in a formal writing context rather than on their actual production of textisms
when writing as | believe any desensitisation to textisms will be more evident using
this approach. Drawing on Jauss’s (1982, pp.21-22) ‘rezeptionsasthetik’ (reception
theory), | argue that written texts are not devoid of context and that their meanings
are contingent on the circumstances in which they are read (McCormick 1992, p.7).
Moreover, in view of the theory of recognition versus recall, in terms of which recall is
considered the more difficult of the two as no retrieval cues are provided as is the

case with recognition (Mickes, Wixted, Shapiro, Scarff 2009, p.755), testing

® | coined the term ‘SASSLATS’ to avoid clumsy, repetitive and wordy sentence constructions. In my
inquiry ‘SASSLATS’ shall invariably and specifically refer to SASSLATS with English first-language
Eroficiency from the upper-middle class socio-economic sphere in the urban Pretoria region.

It is acknowledged that these studies were conducted within a developed-country context while my
inquiry will be conducted within a developing-country context. Please refer to section 1.7.1 for a more
detailed discussion regarding the homogeneity of secondary school learners in a developed- and
developing-country context.
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SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms was deemed to be the most appropriate

approach for the purpose of my study.

As | immersed myself in my subject matter | went about obtaining a general sense of
what people’s perceptions were of textese and its potential impact on secondary
school learners’ formal written English. When | told friends, family members,
colleagues and acquaintances that | was conducting a study on textese, they would
invariably respond that it was a topical subject as children’s spelling and writing had
most assuredly deteriorated severely when compared to their own. Everyone, and |
really do mean everyone, | spoke to about textese had an opinion on the potential
impact it had on language in general and on English in particular. My acquaintances
would almost without fault produce a text message written in textese sent to them by
their child, niece, nephew or other younger acquaintance before lamenting the
difficulty they had in deciphering it.

In search of a more credible opinion, | approached the Head of the English
Department at the University of Pretoria in October 2011 via e-mail and asked his
opinion on questions relating to the standard of English observed in students’ written
essays compared to ten or twenty years ago. Other questions related to whether he
saw textisms in students’ essays; whether he thought students had difficulty in
distinguishing between the different registers required for formal and informal
contexts; and whether he thought that textese might have a permanent effect on
English and lead to English becoming more informal over time. While Wessels (2011,
pers. comm., 11 October) indicated that he had observed a general decline in
English students’ written essays compared to ten or twenty years ago, textisms such
as ‘gr8’ or ‘2morrow’ had not been widely noted. However, a lack of capitalisation and
omitted apostrophes were singled out as the most notable changes observed.
Wessels (ibid.) also confirmed that in his view, students were finding it increasingly
difficult to distinguish between when a more formal register was required and when
informal language was acceptable. However, despite these observations, he
reiterated that quality publications still maintained the distinction between formal and
informal register very effectively and those who ignored the distinction or appeared
unaware of it did so at their peril, and were still likely to be dubbed as ignorant or
uneducated, or at least as careless, by an educated public. While it could be argued

that such views are akin to linguistic imperialism, which in this inquiry means that one
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assumes one’s own use of language is superior to someone’s else’s,’ it does seem
that the line between formal and informal contexts might be becoming increasingly

blurred among students in the South African tertiary environment.

After considering the points raised by Wessels, and thinking back to my discussions
with friends, family, colleagues and acquaintances, it became apparent that cell-
phone owners broadly fell into two categories, hamely those who used textese and
those who did not. Moreover, the most notably difference between texters and non-
texters appeared to be age, with younger people being markedly more inclined to
employ textese than older people. Older people almost invariably confirmed that they
viewed text messages as a form of writing and thus typed text messages as they
would write, while younger people used textese to save time and cost; rather viewing
texting as talking as found by previous studies (UK Department of Education 2012,
p.5, Lenhart, Arafeh, Smith & Macgill 2008, p.13, Jacobs 2008, p.207).

1.4 Statement of the problem

Ever since the arrival of printing — thought to be the invention of the devil
because it would put false opinions into people’s minds — people have
been arguing that new technology would have disastrous consequences
for language. Scares accompanied the introduction of the telegraph,
telephone, and broadcasting. But has there ever been a linguistic
phenomenon that has aroused such curiosity, suspicion, fear, confusion,
antagonism, fascination, excitement and enthusiasm all at once as
texting?
(Crystal 2008b, p.1)

Since the development of the personal computer in the 1970s and the mobile phone
in the 1980s, there have been concerns about the negative impact of these
technologies on children’s language ability (Watt 2010, p.141, Turner 2009, p.61,
Subrahmanyam, Kraut, Greenfield & Gross 2000, p.124). Moreover, since the
introduction of textese, researchers from across the globe have been debating the
impact thereof on writing skills, specifically the impact of textese on secondary school
learners’ writing skills (Omar & Miah 2012, p.9, Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1234, Thomas
& McGee 2012, p.20, Freudenberg 2009, p.3, Bodomo 2009, p.24, Hamzah et al.
2009, p.6, Lenhart et al. 2008, p.13, Mphahlele & Mashamaite 2005, p.9). Other less

" “Linguistic imperialism’ may also denote the transfer of a dominant language to speakers of other, less-
dominant languages (Phillipson 1992, p.47), but this meaning shall not be used for the purposes of this
inquiry.
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scholarly observers such as James Billington (2008), the USA Librarian of Congress,
are concerned that the quality of American secondary school learners’ writing is
being degraded by their electronic communication, with its carefree spelling, lax
punctuation and grammar, and its acronym shortcuts. Contrastingly, researchers
such as Plester, Wood and Bell (2008, p.138) are treating this concern with suspicion
because it is merely based on anecdotes and reported incidents of text language
used in schoolwork. Rosen, Chang, Erwin, Carrier and Cheever (2010, p.421) add
that “educators and the media have decried the use of these [textese] shortcuts,
suggesting that they are causing youth ... to lose the ability to write acceptable

English prose”.

Previous research conducted mostly in the USA and the UK has confirmed that
secondary school learners with ready access to mobile phones are (1) exposed
frequently to texting, sending and receiving an average of 109 text messages per day
(Pew Internet 2011, p.4); (2) invariably use textese when writing text messages
(Rankin 2010, p.58, Spatafora 2008, p.34); and (3) are highly adept at reading and
writing textese (Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1233, Massey et al. 2005, p.435, O’'Connor
2005, p.2, Lee 2002, p.3). Secondary school learners may therefore already have
reached the point of saturation (Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1234, Hamzah et al. 2009,
p.6, O’Connor 2005, p.2, Brown-Owens et al. 2003, p.17, Lee 2002, p.3). The
concomitant unease about textese and its potential impact on formal written English

are captured succinctly by Wood et al. (2014a, p.41):

Today’s children are growing up learning to read and write text messages
soon after — or even during — the period in which they are developing the
skills to read and write conventionally. Children’s knowledge of sounds,
spellings and word structure continues to develop into adolescence, and
so there is scope for texting to influence standard literacy, or vice versa,
throughout the school years. However, most adults of today have largely
consolidated their conventional literacy skills before being introduced to
text messaging, which has meant that the two writing systems were

learned at different times, and in quite different ways.

By contrast, and in moving to empirical studies suggesting a positive correlation
between texting and literacy skills, there is evidence that “young adults are generally
aware of when it is appropriate to use textisms and when it is not” (Wood et al.
2014a, p.50), which displays metalinguistic knowledge on their part (Plester et al.

2008, p.143). Moreover, secondary school learners generally know that textisms are
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decidedly unacceptable in formal writing (Lee 2011, p.84). However, this does not
necessarily mean that they will be able to identify textisms in formal written English.
Accordingly, no study has yet tested SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal

written English, and no study has yet employed a proofreading protocol.

Furthermore, as noted earlier, the age group that is responsible for the greatest
increment of language change is younger teenagers aged 13 to 17 (Labov 2001,
p.449), thus my decision to focus on this age group. Evidence-based research (see
Bushnell, Kemp & Martin 2011, p.27, Pew Internet 2011, Plester & Wood 2009,
pp.1109-1112, Ling 2008, pp.335-336) also confirms that teenagers use more
textese than any other age group. My research problem is therefore to ascertain
whether the ability of SASSLATS to identify textisms in formal written Standard
English has been impeded in view of the fact that they might already have reached
the point of saturation and the supposedly detrimental effect of textese on teenagers’
traditional literacy skills as highlighted by Omar and Miah (2012, p.9), (Nadeem et al.
2012, p.1234), Thomas and McGee (2012, p.20) and Hamzah et al. (2009, p.6).

15 Research hypotheses and question

In view of my research problem described in the previous section, | formulate my null

hypothesis as follows:

SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing

context.
Concomitantly, my alternate hypothesis may be formulated as follows:

SASSLATS will not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing

context.

In order to quantify the opposing concepts of ‘struggle’ and ‘proficient’ in the context
of my inquiry, | have decided that a score of more than 50% on the research
instrument will indicate that learners are ‘proficient’ in terms of identifying textisms in
formal written English as it simply denotes that more textisms were corrected than
overlooked. By contrast, learners will be deemed to have ‘struggled’ to identify
textisms in a formal writing context if they did not correct more than 50% of the
textisms on the research instrument as they would then have ‘missed’ more textese
errors than they corrected. Although the ‘point of saturation’ cannot be related directly

to the rather narrow confines of ‘struggle’ or ‘proficient’ explained above, for the
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purposes of this inquiry, learners would not be seen to have reached the point of
saturation unless they failed to correct more than 50% of textisms on the research

instrument.

In addition, girls consistently outperform boys in spelling and writing tests (Sadowski
2010, p.10, Twist & Sainsbury 2009, p.283, Horne 2007, p.47, UK Department of
Education 2012, p.19, Denton & West 2002, p.35, Justice, Invernizzi, Geller, Sullivan
& Welsch 2005, p.24). | am therefore also interested in ascertaining whether female
SASSLATS will identify more textisms in formal written Standard English than their
male counterparts. Although studies have shown that girls send and receive more
text messages than boys (Faulkner & Culwin, 2005, p.183, Massey et al. 2005,
p.435), | am of the view that girls will identify more textisms in formal written Standard
English. | have therefore formulated the following secondary hypothesis:

Female SASSLATS will identify more textisms in formal written
Standard English than male SASSLATS.

Furthermore, a study by Wood, Jackson, Hart, Plester and Wilde (2011, p.436) and a
review of their work on children up to 12 years by Plester and Wood (2009) revealed
that from a target population of 9-to-12-year-old children, textism use was highest
among the 12-year-olds. This suggests that textism use among primary school
learners peaks at the end of primary school.? Although Plester and Wood (2009) did
not test for textism use beyond the age of 12, | am also interested in determining
whether secondary school learners’ ability to identify textisms in formal written
Standard English will increase as they progress academically from their first year in
secondary school (grade 8 and aged 13) to grade 11 (aged 17). | have therefore
formulated a second secondary hypothesis:

SASSLATS will identify more textisms in formal written Standard

English as they progress academically from grade 8 to grade 11.

8 To clarify an apparent contradiction between Labov’s (2001, p.449) claim that teenagers aged 13 to 17
are responsible for the greatest increment of language change and the claim that textism use among
primary school learners peaks at the end of primary school: it does not necessarily imply that even if
textese use generally peaks at the end of primary school (around the age of 12 years) this age group of
younger teenagers, as opposed to the age group aged 13 to 17 as posited by Labov, is responsible for a
greater increment of language change.
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In addition to my above-mentioned hypotheses, my research question is formulated

as follows:

What are the implications for formal written Standard English in
South Africa in terms of SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in

formal written Standard English?

1.6 Ethical considerations, reliability and validity
1.6.1 Ethical considerations

By means of the learner and parental consent letters (Addenda G and H
respectively), all learner respondents and their parents, caregivers or guardians were
informed fully of the nature and purpose of the research project. They also
understood that they were under no obligation to participate in my study. The letters
of consent stated explicitly that no learner was required to participate against his/her
will, and that no parent, guardian or caregiver was obliged to grant consent for the
relevant learner under his/her care to participate in the study. | also emphasised that
non-participating learners would not be penalised or discriminated against in any
way, and that participation was completely voluntary. Even if a parent, guardian or
caregiver granted consent for the learner to participate in my study, the final decision
of whether or not to participate vested with the learner.

Learners were also specifically instructed not to write their names on the research
instruments. | further labelled the different research sites as ‘Site A’, ‘Site B’ etc. and
the respondents sequentially as ‘1’, ‘2’, ‘3’ etc. to ensure that there was no way of
determining from which research site, grade, class or individual a particular response
had emanated. While | acknowledge that this might have resulted in a loss of
specificity as it gave only one score, it also ensured that no single response could be

traced back to any specific respondent, thus ensuring respondents’ anonymity.

1.6.2 Reliability and validity

In essence, reliability and validity testing aims to ensure replicability or repeatability
and accuracy of the results or observations (Golafshani 2003, p.598). Reliability
refers to the extent to which results are consistent over time and whether the results
of a study can be reproduced under a similar methodology, while validity determines
whether the research truly measures that which it was intended to measure and how
truthful the results are (Joppe 2000, p.1). Factors that could influence the reliability of

my research instruments could include some learners misreading the instructions (or
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in fact not reading them at all); some learners not having had a sufficient night’s
sleep before completing the research instrument; or environmental factors (such as
the instruments being completed on an excessively hot day or certain distractions
occurring, such as a draught bothering certain learners during the completion of the
instrument) (Frisbie 1988, p.25). Such random errors will unfortunately always be
present on a particular testing occasion (Frisbie 1988, p.26), but | believe my
approach to designing the actual research instrument as detailed in Chapter 3 will
address such concerns as far as possible. | also acknowledge that the authentic
classroom context in which the learners would complete the instruments might have
been reduced when completing my research instruments, it could influence my

instruments’ validity as explained in greater detail in Chapter 3.

Furthermore, in view of the fact that my proofreading protocol is an original and newly
designed instrument, it will benefit from a rigorous process to test both its validity and
reliability. In addition to the conventional statistical analysis | employed in Chapter 4, |
applied further statistical techniques to verify the instrument’s use and the inferences
that can be made from the results (Messick 1989, pp.29-34). To this end, and as for
reasons explained in Chapter 5, the Rasch measurement model was deemed to be

the most appropriate tool to achieve this objective.

1.7 Assumptions, limitations and delimitations
1.7.1 Assumptions

I acknowledge that secondary school learners (specifically the target age group of
13-to-17-year-olds) in South Africa, the USA and the UK with English first-language
proficiency are not homogenous, most notably as South Africa is a developing
country while the UK and the US are developed countries. | therefore concede that
there will be differences between the textese used by secondary school learners with
English first-language proficiency in the USA, the UK and South Africa (and other
English-speaking countries), and most likely even between the textese used in
various regions of the same country. Due to different accents and dialects used in,
for example, the states of Texas, Alabama and Mississippi in the USA; the north of
England, the south of England, Ireland, Scotland and Wales in the UK; and in the
provinces of Gauteng, the Free State and the Western Cape in South Africa, it is
highly likely that the textese used by secondary school learners in these various
geographical areas will differ. However, due to the fact that my proofreading protocol

will focus on SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms, | posit that secondary school
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learners with similar socio-economic backgrounds and English first-language
proficiency in my target age group across the world will be similarly proficient in
identifying textisms in a formal writing context. | postulate this theory as (1) there is
no ‘house style’ or ‘standard’ for textese (various textese variants may exist for the
same word) (Crystal, 2008a:32); (2) even though there is no ‘standard’ for writing
textese, it still needs to be understood as there is no point in sending a message fif it
breaks so many rules that it ceases to be intelligible (Crystal 2008b, p.1); and (3)
textese can be readily deciphered and understood by those who do not text (Drouin
& Davis 2009, p.60). Therefore even respondents without any knowledge of textese
will be able to identify the textisms in my proofreading protocol as being non-standard
even if they do not expressly know the textisms are textese. The texting behaviour of
my targeted age group across the globe should thus be similar as English remains
the base language, and it cannot be modified too drastically irrespective of accent or
dialect for fear of becoming unintelligible. My claims are supported empirically to
some extent by the research of Grace, Kemp, Martin and Parrila (2012), who
investigated whether conclusions about textism use are influenced by participant
country, text message collection method, and categorisation method. These
researchers (2012, p.167) found that “significantly higher proportions of textisms
were observed in messages written by Australians than Canadians, and in messages

collected experimentally than naturalistically”.

In view of the above, | have assumed that although secondary school learners
(specifically the target age group of 13-to-17-year-olds) in South Africa, the USA and
the UK with English first-language proficiency are not homogenous in terms of their
textese usage (i.e. their actual production of textese) due to different accents and
dialects, their ability to identify textisms (irrespective of accent or dialect) in a formal
writing context will be similar. Therefore while my inquiry will focus specifically on
SASSLATS, | posit that my proofreading protocol can be used with similar success
within an equivalent American, British or similar English secondary school context
with learners of the same age, background and English first-language proficiency.

This assumption will allow me to generalise my findings to a limited extent.

Furthermore, in 2013 more than 75% of South Africans with an income below R432
(approximately US$40) per month per household member who were 15 years or
older owned a mobile phone (Peyper 2013). | therefore assumed that this percentage
would increase further for upper middle-class households. | thus identified research

sites that formed part of the upper-middle class socio-economic sphere and assumed
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that the learners attending them would not only be likely to have their own mobile
phones, but also enough airtime (prepaid or contract) to use them as frequently as
they pleased. Although my study was conducted within a developing-country context,
while similar studies in the USA and UK had been conducted within a developed-
country context, | assumed that all respondents firstly either possessed or had ready
access to a mobile phone, and secondly that they would be able to identify textisms
in formal written English even if they did not use textese when writing text messages.
This assumption was based on similar studies (see Wood et al. 2014b and Plester et
al. 2009), which found that up to two thirds of children already owned their own
mobile phones by the age of ten. Although such similar studies were conducted in
the UK, for the reasons mentioned above | assumed that my target population would
either own or have ready access to a mobile phone.

For the purpose of my inquiry, | assumed that as the selected research sites formed
part of the upper-middle class socio-economic sphere, the learners attending them
would not only be likely to have their own mobile phones, but also enough airtime
(prepaid or contract) to use them as frequently as they pleased. In legal terms, to
draw a parallel, the term ‘judicial notice’ is used to denote that something is so
generally accepted as a truth that it needs no substantiation. More specifically,
judicial notice is the acceptance “of any fact which is so commonly known or so
easily or reliably ascertainable that it is virtually incontestable” (Joubert 2005, p.556).
According to my personal frame of reference, | assumed that my target population
texted, had cellular phones and used textese or at least could read textese even if
they did not use it. | based this decision on the fact that when | finished school in
2002, every single learner in my class had a cellular phone and used textese when
texting each other. Also, every single person | text frequently uses at least some
textisms sometimes. | also currently do not know a single person over the age of ten
who does not own a cell phone. The schools | selected were also more affluent than
the school | attended; | therefore simply did not consider the fact that the selected
learner respondents would not have a cell phone (or at least ready access to one). |
also did not want to include questions relating to respondents’ cellular phone
behaviour as | did not want to ‘cue’ respondents that they were looking specifically for
textese errors. Upon reflecting on my study it was perhaps not the right decision
simply to assume this and with the benefit of hindsight | would have included these

guestions in my survey as it would have been almost no effort to include them.
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The research sites were also limited to those where the medium of instruction was
English. | acknowledge that not all respondents at the various research sites
necessarily spoke English as their first language; however, | assumed that as they
were proficient enough in English to be educated via this medium, they possessed
English first-language proficiency. This assumption did, however, pose the question
as to whether non-native speakers of English in South Africa, whose home language
would most likely be either Afrikaans or one of the other nine official languages
(IsiNdebele [Ndebele], IsiXhosa [Xhosa], IsiZulu [Zulu], Sepedi [Northern Sotho],
Sesotho [Southern Sotho], Setswana [Tswana], SiSwati [Swati] Tshivenda [Venda]
and Xitsonga [Tsonga]), would then not send text messages in their home language
and thus be less exposed to English textisms. However, given (1) the status of
English as lingua franca in South Africa; (2) the concomitant higher prestige
associated with English; (3) different mother tongues among learners; and (4) the
extended system of agreement underlying the grammatical structure of South Africa’s
nine official indigenous languages seemingly complicating the shortening of words as
per textese conventions (E Taljard 2014, pers. comm., 31 July), learners indicated
that they rarely sent texts in their home language. Subject concord, for example, is
crucial to link the subject of a sentence to the verb. However, because the nine
official indigenous languages’ subject concord consists of either only a single vowel,
or a consonant and a vowel, it cannot be shortened by omitting (1) the vowel as it will
either mean omitting the subject concord entirely or rendering the remaining
consonant insufficient to transfer the intended meaning; or (2) the consonant as the
remaining vowel will not transfer the intended meaning in isolation (ibid.). This
concurs with a study conducted by Deumert and Masinyana (2008) on text messages
written by South Africans in English and Xhosa, who found that the Xhosa messages
differed markedly from the writers’ English messages in that the Xhosa text
messages contained no abbreviated material or non-standard spellings. However,
Bock (2013, p.82-84) provides an alternative position to the argument that Xhosa text
messages do not frequently employ shortening strategies, arguing that since the
study by Deumert and Masinyana (2008), new practices for texting in Xhosa
specifically have emerged with shortening strategies now more commonly employed
than previously thought. For the purposes of my inquiry, | nevertheless assumed that
non-native speakers of English, but with English first-language skills, would
frequently write text messages in English as English is the common language

denominator (Crystal 2003, pp.3-4).
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Previous studies (see Veater, Plester & Wood 2011) have focused on the impact of
textese on dyslexic children’s literacy skills; however, the scope of my inquiry is

limited to children with age-appropriate linguistic skills.

1.7.2 Limitations and delimitations

The objective of the study is not to investigate whether there is a direct causal
relationship between textese (and the use thereof) and respondents’ ability to identify
textisms. It is simply to investigate whether or not the target population of SASSLATS
will struggle to identify textisms from the aforementioned 13 categories of textese as
drawn from the relevant literature. My inquiry therefore does not focus on secondary
school learners’ ability to read or write (produce) textese, but only investigates their
ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. As Salem (2013, p.65)
points out, the actual act of physically writing is quite different from typing a message
on the various electronic communication devices (ECDs) such as mobile phones,
laptops, touch-screen tablets or desktop computers. For example, if | type a colon (:)
followed by a round bracket (either ‘(" or ‘)), the word processor | am using will
automatically change it to an emoticon:®  + ‘) = ©, while ' + ‘( = ®. However, a
colon followed by a bracket will obviously not automatically change into an emoticon
when physically writing on paper. The electronic devices are therefore conducive to
using certain textisms, whereas physical writing is not. | am therefore of the opinion
that written texts produced by SASSLATS will not necessarily contain certain
textisms (such as emoticons) as they are difficult to replicate in physical writing. This
feature influenced my decision not to use the written texts produced by secondary
school learners. It also prompted me to use a proofreading protocol compiled
electronically but printed for the purposes of my research because, from a visual
perspective, the research instrument (printed from the electronic version) resembles
more closely the typed font produced by electronic devices such as mobile phones,
laptops, touch-screen tablets and desktop computers. My target population’s ability to
produce textese on ECDs such as mobile phones, laptops, tablets and computers is
thus also excluded from my scope. Similarly, the possible impact of predictive text
input (where the device anticipates and provides possible words as one types) and

secondary school learners’ use thereof fall wholly outside the scope of this inquiry.

® This holds true for the Microsoft Office suite of programs. While it also holds true for most mobile
devices, there will be exceptions. This is also the default setting in the MS Office suite but it can be
switched off.
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| decided to focus only on urban respondents in Pretoria, thus wholly excluding the
rural, arguably poorer and possibly less exposed, population. | also deliberately
excluded schools that had historically not excelled academically from the scope of
my inquiry as | am of the view that these learners would have a less acute grasp of
formal written Standard English than learners attending stronger academic schools.
Moreover, my target population and research sites were not selected at random but
according to specific criteria as described in greater detail in Chapter 3. The texting
conventions associated with other languages and their potential impact on such
languages fall wholly outside the scope of this inquiry.

Given that the age group that is responsible for the greatest increment of language
change is younger teenagers (Labov 2001, p.449), the scope is limited specifically to
SASSLATS, thus wholly excluding primary school learners, final-year secondary
school learners (grade 12s) and university students. Moreover, in view of the fact that
language change largely occurs when casual styles of speech become accepted in
more formal settings (Aitchison 2003, p.739), the scope of inquiry is limited to
SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English, and not

their ability to identify formal written Standard English in textese.

1.8 Explanation of key terms

| elucidate the following key terms, listed alphabetically, as they are used in this study

so that readers may share my scientific frame of reference (Evans 2005, p.11).

1.8.1 Context
All use of language has a context (Halliday 1985, p.45). Halliday (2007, p.283) further

distinguishes between the context of the situation and the context of culture, which
he perceives not as two different concepts, but rather as the same concept seen from
two different depths of observation. This notion of what is ‘with the text’ goes beyond
what is said and written to make a bridge between the text and the situation in which
texts actually occur (Halliday 2007, p.271). Among other things, context thus dictates

a text’s required level of formality.

1.8.2 Digital immigrant/native

Prensky (2001a, p.1) believes that the technology explosion is viewed differently by
people from different age groups. He categorises people comprising the younger
generation, that is roughly people who entered secondary school from the year 2000

onwards, as ‘digital natives’ as they grew up being constantly exposed to mobile
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phones, e-mail, the Internet and computer games (2001a, pp.1-2). Concomitantly,
‘digital immigrants’ are people from the older generation, namely those people who
had already grown up by the year 2000, as they were not born into the digital world

(Prensky 2001a, p.1-2). See section 2.2 for a broader contextualisation of the terms.

1.8.3 Point of saturation

During initial discussions with the English teachers at the various research sites, they
confirmed that learners seemed to have become desensitised regarding the use of
textisms and that they did not believe learners added textisms on purpose as they
knew they would be penalised for using them. This ‘desensitisation’ is referred to as
the ‘point of saturation’ (Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1234, Hamzah et al. 2009, p.6,
O’Connor 2005, p.2, Brown-Owens et al. 2003, p.17, Lee 2002, p.3), in terms of
which learners no longer notice textese spelling variations as they have become so

used to seeing them.

1.8.4 Register

In Sociolinguistics, which is the context in which | use the term in this inquiry,
‘register’ refers to a variety of language defined according to its use in social
situations, for example religious, scientific or formal register (Crystal 2008, p.409).
Register essentially refers to grading linguistic use appropriately according to the
situation’s context and purpose (Crystal 2006a, p.6). The effectiveness of a selected
register should be assessed in relation to given aims and environments, thus a
monolithic register of ‘good’ or ‘proper’ English — a mythical register assumed to be
superior for all purposes and in all contexts — simply does not exist as a language
derives its dynamic qualities by its ability to assume various styles in response to
different needs (Halliday 2007, p.30).

1.8.5 SASSLATS

South African secondary school learners aged 13 to 17 (grades 8 to 11) with English
first-language proficiency from the upper-middle class socio-economic sphere in the

urban Pretoria region.

1.8.6 Standard English

| believe that Standard English may only be defined at a specific moment in time as
“Standard English today, in either its written or spoken form, is not the same as it was

a century ago, and will be different again a century hence” (Crystal 2004b, p.254). |
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therefore believe that Standard English is in a constant, although almost
imperceptible, state of flux and as a result its definition will vary according to whom
the question is posed. | therefore use the term to indicate this fluid quality | associate
with the concept. In addition, for the purpose of this inquiry, Standard English will,
where applicable, denote South African Standard English. See also pages 4 to 8 for

a more detailed discussion of Standard English.

1.8.7 Textesel/textism

‘Textese’ refers to the collective linguistic phenomenon of shortening and amending
words by any intelligible means possible to cram the maximum amount of information
into the smallest possible space in the shortest amount of time, irrespective of the
medium or platform through which it is used. Unless explicitly stated otherwise,
‘textese’ shall denote English textese specifically. ‘Textism’ shall denote a single
instance of textese use by deliberately shortening a word to either save the person
typing the message time by minimising the amount of key presses, or by saving
characters, subject to the condition that the textese form must still be intelligible.

1.9 Overview of study

Framed by an objective approach, my inquiry aims to answer my research question
of what the implications are for formal written Standard English in South Africa in
terms of SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. In
this chapter | provided an overview of the origins of texting, its rise to prominence,
concerns over its impact on formal written Standard English, a baseline definition of
Standard English and the characteristics of textese. In the next chapter | review the
existing global and South African-specific literature on textese in relation to
secondary school learners’ English literacy. Relevant studies conducted on younger
and older target populations (primary school learners and university students
respectively) are also considered where appropriate. Due to the limited number of
studies conducted on textese and secondary school learners in the South African
context (let alone on SASSLATS), studies conducted globally are also referenced
where appropriate. The main focus of Chapter 2 is on the portrayal of textese in the
media, on the conclusions reached by previous studies and on the validity of
research instruments used by previous studies. Chapter 2 concludes with a summary
of the relevant literature and of the salient findings, and an overview of the most
notable gaps identified. In the third chapter | justify the choice of a quantitative

research design and the methodology used to investigate the phenomenon of
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textese. Chapter 3 further explains my decision to use two theoretical frameworks. A
detailed discussion of the factors that informed the design of my research
instruments is also included in this chapter. Chapter 4 details the transcription,
verification, analysis and interpretation of my results. It also provides an overview of
the pilot study conducted and it addresses matters related to the reliability and
validity of my research instruments. Chapter 4 concludes with an overview of my
main findings and the mapping thereof onto my two theoretical frameworks.
Chapter 5 is dedicated to applying the Rasch measurement model to the data
obtained from the learner respondent cohort, providing a general overview of the
Rasch model and explaining how it is applied in the context of this inquiry. My sixth
and final chapter acknowledges the methodological limitations of my inquiry and
recommends avenues for further research. It also outlines the contribution my study
makes to the existing body of knowledge and highlights certain implications for the
classroom based on my findings.
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Textese and its potential negative impact on secondary school learners’ language
use have globally received substantial bad press in recent years, with articles by
Prigg (2012), Cooke (2012), Thomas (2012), Campbell (2008), Barker (2007), Uthus
(2007) and Bolowana (2005) all claiming that textese has a detrimental effect on
English, and in particular on secondary school learners’ ability to use Standard
English. In this chapter, | first consider whether textese and its potential impact on
English are viewed differently by people from different generations, followed by a
discussion of whether textese is more akin to writing or to talking. The most
substantial part of this chapter, however, is devoted to a critical overview of how
textese is portrayed in the media, the approaches employed by and findings of other
empirical studies both globally and specifically in the South African context, and the
validity of the research instruments employed in these studies. The findings and
possible limitations of such studies and instruments will accordingly be identified to

inform my research and instrument design in Chapter 3.

2.2 Protean perspectives

The distinction between when the use of textisms is appropriate or inappropriate is
not as clear for younger people as for older people (Schaller 2007, p.2). In this
regard, Crystal (2006c, p.408) is of the view that:

We seem to be at a transitional point between two worlds. The ‘old world’
is one where a tiny number of rules, selected and defined by prescriptive
grammarians, totally conditioned our sense of acceptable ‘standard’
usage, so that all other usages were considered to be inferior or corrupt,
and excluded from serious consideration. The ‘new world’ is one where
non-standard regional usage is achieving a new presence and
respectability within society ... It is not a question, in this new climate, of
non-standard replacing standard. Rather, the two dimensions of language
use are being brought into a new relationship, in which the essential role
of the standard language (as a means of guaranteeing intelligibility and
continuity among educated people) is seen to complement the essential
role of the non-standard language (as a means of giving expression to

local identities).
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Prensky (2001a, p.1) provides a plausible explanation for the different attitudes
between the ‘younger’ and ‘older’ generations towards textisms and their ability to
use formal and informal language appropriately given the context. Prensky (ibid.)
posits that the technology explosion mentioned earlier is viewed differently by people
from different age groups. He uses an analogy to argue that people comprising the
younger generation, that is people who entered secondary school from the year 2000
onwards, are ‘digital natives’ as they grew up being constantly exposed to maobile
phones, e-mail, the Internet and computer games, while people from the older
generation are ‘digital immigrants’ as they were not born into the digital world (2001a,
pp.1-2). The generation gap concomitantly develops when children identify more
strongly with peer groups than with their parents, which commonly happens in
adolescence (Aitchison 2003, p.738).

Specifically with regard to language change between generations, it is noted that
children’s Standard English vocabulary escalates in their teenage years and often at
this age starts to diverge from the language of their parents (Aitchison 2003, p.739).
For the most part, however, language changes because society changes (Crystal
2005, p.459), thus leading to variation between the different generations. These
differences between generations’ language use represent language change (Hale
2007, p.34).

This view is shared by Ringe and Eska (2013, p.56), who maintain that due to
imperfect language acquisition, children bring changes in the form of errors into the
language community, some of which are copied by peers. However, individuals who
are already adults will not copy those errors or participate in those changes. A child’s
mother may therefore be oblivious to the latest round of changes, thus viewing them
as errors rather than changes (ibid.). It is in this manner that changes in different
generations’ language usage may be accounted for, as well as their varying
perspectives on what constitutes ‘appropriate’ language use. Given the different
‘inputs’ that played a role in the language acquisition of the digital native generation
when compared to the inputs to the language acquisition of the digital immigrants,
most notably the ready availability of cellular, electronic and Internet technology, it is
to be expected that the language used by the two generations will vary. While not
suggesting that the answer to the research problem can simply be reduced to the

generation gap, the debate concerning textese as possible contributor to the
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informalisation of English certainly seems to be one in which personal frames of

reference play an integral part. Accordingly, for Bolter (1991, p.37):

Each culture and each age has its own economy of writing. There is a
dynamic relationship between the materials and the techniques of writing
and a less obvious but no less important relationship between materials
and technigues on the one hand and the genres and usage of writing on
the other.

| am therefore of the view that digital natives’ exposure to the more informal language
contexts offered by texting might, over time, result in the more formal aspects of
formal written Standard English becoming more informal. This informalisation was
also alluded to by Wessels (2011, pers. comm., 11 October), who indicated that
university students were increasingly likely to confuse the different registers required
by different contexts and would use words such as ‘kids’ and ‘dad’ in formal
academic writing rather than the conventionally acceptable ‘children’ and ‘father’.
Supporting this view is a 2005 study by the University of Cambridge, which found that
British secondary school learners were ten times more likely to use textisms in
written exams in 2005 than in 1980 (Schaller 2007, p.2). In fact, the registers of
English associated with certain situations are now also being used in other situations,
as evidenced by billboards and other written advertisements including textisms, with
informal English crossing over into professional relationships (Goodman 1996,
p.145). Professional encounters are also increasingly likely to contain informal forms
of English, thus becoming more ‘conversationalised’ (Fairclough 1994, p.147). It
should be noted, however, that the issue is not formal language use encroaching on
informal language use, but specifically informal language infringing upon formal
contexts. Moreover, although language change largely occurs when casual styles of
speech become accepted in more formal settings, and not the other way around, it
does not necessarily imply that language is becoming increasingly informal (Aitchison
2003, p.739).

2.3 Is textese writing or talking? Understanding how textese
functions

Through his now-famous sentence ‘you cn rd ths txt wtht vwis’ (even though there

are two vowels in the sentence), Pinker (1994, p.162) demonstrates that language

has redundancy built into it. This view is shared by Crystal (2008a, p.26), who

explains that consonants carry more information than vowels — a practice previously

unfamiliar to English, but perfectly normal in languages such as Arabic and Hebrew.
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Crystal (2008a, p.27) uses the following two sentences to show that words without

vowels can more easily be understood than words without consonants:

ths sntnc hsnt gt ny vwls.

i eee a 0 a ooa (= this sentence hasn’t got any consonants)

Textese therefore opportunistically exploits this redundancy inherent in English to
shorten the writing process, affirming that while texting may be a new technology, its
linguistic processes are centuries old (ibid.). The concern, however, remains that the
more informal aspects associated with textese might over time infringe upon the
more formal contexts of language use (Rankin 2010, p.58, Spatafora 2008, p.34,
Massey et al. 2005, p.435). Keeping in mind that textese is viewed as a more
informal dialect of formal written Standard English, Jacobs (2008, p.207) found that it
is possible to code-switch if textese users manage to keep the conventions of the two
worlds of textese and conventional English separate. Eschewing this view, however,
is Hansen (2011, p.7), who believes that code-switching is a myth and represents a
double standard which the brain can only cope with for so long before mixing
registers. Nevertheless, Jacobs’s (2008. p.208) findings support those of Lenhart et
al. (2008, p.2), namely that adolescents do not view online and textese
communications as writing, but rather as a way of talking. This finding is corroborated
by a study conducted by the UK Department of Education (2012, p.5), which found
that even though teenagers engage in technology-based writing, they do not think of
it as ‘writing’. These findings are also confirmed by a study by Houser (2012, p.81),
who found that university students write the way they talk. In turn, this view is shared
by Crystal (2005, p.138), who considers writing as a medium where there is time to
reflect, to re-think and to use language as a way of shaping thought. Learners
therefore need to allow sufficient time for drafting, revising and editing in order to
obtain the most desirable form of written expression. Moreover, Crystal (2005, p.147)
asserts that as the medium of literature, writing is a source of standards and linguistic
excellence, and it provides language with permanence and authority. Crystal (2005,
p.148) adds that as a medium of communication, writing and speaking should not be
compared by viewing the one as intrinsically ‘better than the other. However, if
secondary school learners do not view the ‘writing’ of textese as actually writing, they
will not apply the normal writing refinement process of revising and editing their

‘written’ textese.
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Identifying the actual differences between written and spoken language, Crystal
(2005, p.149) notes that the structure of written and spoken language varies
significantly, with the most obvious difference being that writing uses a graphic
structure, while talking uses a phonic structure. This is evidenced by the fact that
even a fluent speaker produces utterances that do not read well when written down
(ibid.). The most salient characteristics of writing are that it is space-bound, static and
permanent. Writing is also generally the result of a situation in which the recipient is
typically distant from the producer, and often the writer may not even know who the
recipient is. In contrast, talking is time-bound, dynamic, transient and part of an
interaction in which typically both participants are present, and the speaker has a
specific addressee in mind (Crystal 2005, p.149-150).

According to Crystal (ibid.), the differences between writing and talking hold the

following consequences:

1. The permanence of writing allows for repeated reading and close analysis. It
promotes careful organisation and more intricately structured expression.
Sentences and paragraphs are clearly identified through layout and
punctuation. The spontaneous and rapid nature of speech, on the other hand,
minimises the opportunity for complex preplanning and promotes looser
construction. Speaking also tends to include repetition, rephrasing and the
use of intonation.

2. Due to the fact that the participants in written interaction cannot usually see
each other, they cannot rely on the context to express themselves as clearly
as they could when talking. Writers also have to anticipate the delay between
production and reception, and therefore have to take care to minimise the
effects of vagueness and ambiguity in the absence of immediate feedback.

3. Written language displays unique features such as punctuation, capitalisation
and other spatial effects. There are no true corresponding features in talking
apart from the occasional prosodic feature, for example a question mark may
be indicated by rising intonation and an exclamation mark by increased
loudness.

4. Certain lexical items, such as arcane legal terms, are very rarely or never
spoken, while others are not normally written, such as slang or words with no
standard spelling (such as whatchamacallit).

5. Written language tends to be more formal than spoken language and it has a

special status mainly due to its permanence.
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Crystal (2005, p.153) posits that the electronic medium employed by textese is
neither exactly like talking nor exactly like writing. Although electronic communication
is text-based, such electronic texts do not display the characteristics of traditional
print genres — they rather display the spontaneity and informality of spoken language
(Yates 1996, p.118). Textese accordingly displays all the characteristics of talking as
it is time-bound (it is expected that the recipient of a text message will respond
sooner rather than later but often almost immediately), dynamic (by virtue of being
interactive), transient (as few messages would be kept for a long period of time) and
both participants are present (although not physically, both participate actively in the
communication). In contrast, textese does not conform to Crystal’s (2005, p.149)
characteristics of writing:

1. Textese does not really lend itself to repeated reading or close analysis, nor
does it promote careful organisation or intricately structured expression. The
spontaneity of speech is, however, retained when using textese as the focus
is on the conveyance of information rather than the manner in which it is
conveyed. In other words, textese, like talking, favours substance over form.

2. Following the introduction of instant messaging platforms such as BlackBerry
Messenger, WhatsApp and Mxit, which allow users to log on to a real-time
platform, there is a minimal, almost negligible, delay between production and
reception, which is more akin to talking than to writing (for example, when
sending a hand-written letter via post and waiting for a reply).

3. Unlike writing, textese does not always display the unique writing features
such as punctuation, capitalisation and other spatial effects. There is no use
of paragraphing when using textese, and textese writing conventions such as
a lack of capitalisation (‘" for ‘I’) and punctuation (omitted full stops, commas
guestion marks etc.) are common.

4. Textese is saturated with slang and non-conventional spellings, which are
normally associated with talking rather than writing. Similarly, the more
‘formal’ constructions (such as the passive voice) usually reserved for writing
do not often feature in textese.

5. Like talking, textese tends to be more informal than written language and it

does not really have a special status due to its temporary nature.

Wood et al. (2014a, p.2) agree that writing is different to talking as the writer is
unable to know the exact context in which the reader will read the words because the

recipient would read the words in a future unknowable at least to some extent to the
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writer, by which time the context in which the writer wrote the words would have
changed in ways similarly unknowable to the reader. However, cellular technology
and the resultant diminished time lag between producing and reading a text place
textese more firmly within the realm of talking. Consequently, although textese is a
medium of communication expressed in written guise, the processes used to create
such communiqués are decidedly more akin to those associated with talking. It can
thus be expected that the conventions used for textese ‘writing’ are different from
those used for school and academic writing (Jacobs 2008, p.207). Textese users
have therefore generally abandoned many of the constraints of formal written
language as they are not part of informal conversation (Wood et al. 2014a, p.7).

2.4 The portrayal of textese in the media

When textese first made its way into the public domain, the media coverage thereof
was generally negative and critical (Wood et al. 2014a, p.12). Public understanding
of how textese relates to traditional literacy skills therefore does not accurately reflect
empirical research evidence on the topic (Wood et al. 2014a, p.xiii). Similarly, public
opinion is mostly shaped by speculative media coverage, which has promoted
discussion of “how declining literacy standards amongst younger people must be
linked to their increased use of, and addiction to, new technologies and technological
practices” (ibid., emphasis original). Accordingly, instead of celebrating the linguistic
creativity exuded by textese, the popular media seem to have focused on the
assumed negative impact that the use of such language must inevitably be having on
language in general, and on children’s and young people’s literacy skills in particular
(Wood et al. 2014b, p.281). The following extract from Woronoff's (2007) online

article captures the most salient details of textese’s portrayal in the media:

There is no problem among older people because their spelling skills are
more established. Children are more prone to commit errors because they
have read less, and prefer to play games, or watch TV, etc. ... Texting has
come along with a flourish, making a big impact among them. This habit
forming menace can influence kids to spell incorrectly or get confused
about the correct usage. We should not tolerate these activities, else it
might endanger their progress. ... It is likely that it might affect much of

their ability to spell, since their minds are in the formation stage.

With regard to textese’s frequent portrayal as ‘misspellings’ in the media (Wood et al.

2011, p.432), one example is the publishing of a 13-year-old Scottish schoolgirl’s
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essay, which had been written completely in textese (“Text message essay baffles

British teacher” 2003). The textese version of the essay reads as follows:

My smmr hols wr CWOT. B4, we used 2go2 NY 2C my bro, his GF & thr 3
-@ kids FTF. ILNY, it's a gr8 plc.

Translated into Standard English, the essay reads as follows:

My summer holidays were a complete waste of time. Before, we used to
go to New York to see my brother, his girlfriend and their three screaming

kids face to face. | love New York. It's a great place.

Supporters of the decay theory such as John Humphrys (2007) pounced on it,
presenting it as irrefutable proof that textese was tantamount to language decay. In a
newspaper article entitled “I h8 txt msgs: how texting is wrecking our language”,
Humphrys (2007) asserts that people who use textese are “doing to our language
what Genghis Khan did to his neighbours eight hundred years ago. They are
destroying it: pillaging our punctuation; savaging our sentences; raping our
vocabulary”. Presumably the ‘they’ targeted by Humphrys is predominantly the digital
native generation of texters. Even celebrities, most notably actor Sir Ralph Fiennes,
have joined the chorus blaming textese for reducing the richness of the English

language to “a world of truncated sentences, soundbites and Twitter” (Jones 2011).

Eschewing Humphrys’s theory of textese wrecking English, Crystal (2008a, p.25)
notes that the sentences used in the textese essay are (informal) Standard English
grammar, and that the second sentence is quite complex in terms of tense, co-
ordination and word order. Crystal (ibid.) adds that he would have given the student
10 out of 10 for linguistic ingenuity, but 0 out of 10 for her sense of appropriateness,
which according to Wood et al. (2011, p.432) is exactly the problem: “Even where
children are observed to use textisms knowingly, the fear is that these ‘misspellings’
crossover [sic] into children’s schoolwork and replace their knowledge of
conventional forms”. Such concerns have resulted in there being a widely voiced

concern that textese is fostering a decline in literacy (Crystal 2008a, p.7).

In his reply to Humphrys’s above-mentioned article condemning the evils of texting,
Crystal (2008b, p.1) notes that “although many texters enjoy breaking linguistic rules,
they also know they need to be understood. There is no point in paying to send a
message if it breaks so many rules that it ceases to be intelligible”. Keller (1994,

p.108) concurs with this postulation, confirming that communication needs to follow a
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sufficient structure or run the risk of not being fully understood. This view is also
supported by Halliday (1985, p.40), who states that:

There is no situation in which the meanings are not to a certain extent
prescribed for us. ... Even the most informal spontaneous conversation
has its strategies and styles of meaning. We are never selecting with
complete freedom from all the resources of our linguistic system. If we
were, there would be no communication; we understand each other only
because we are able to make predictions, subconscious guesses, about

what the other person is going to say.

While Halliday might not have made the observation with textese in mind, his
premise is similar to that of Crystal’s (2008b, p.1) assertion that textese must follow
‘a’ set of rules to avoid being incomprehensible. Accordingly, despite the initial
observation that textisms are seemingly blatant ‘misspellings’, it should be noted that
they are (mostly) perfectly acceptable phonological and orthographical forms of
English (Plester et al. 2009, p.148).

Nevertheless, the popular perception created in the media is that textese is
detrimental to spelling and writing performance, with articles by Prigg (2012), Cooke
(2012), Thomas (2012), Campbell (2008), the Associated Press (2007), Barker
(2007), Uthus (2007), Bolowana (2005) and Sutherland (2002), among others, all
claiming that the use of textisms is negatively associated with school learners’
spelling and writing performance in their respective countries. In his article entitled
“How texting made history but ruined our language — and plenty of marriages”,
Thomas (2012) generalises that “texts have changed the way we write, obliterating
conventional punctuations and replacing properly spelled words with abbreviations,
initials and ‘emoticon’ smiley symbols.” Cooke’s article (2012), entitled “SMS SOS!”
asserts that “politicians have blamed the abbreviated language on the demise of
literacy among the youth as punctuation, grammar and capitalisation are largely
ignored in favour of brevity”. Conversely, two articles published within months of each
other by the same newspaper, the Daily Mail, entitled “OMG! Txts make u gd at
writing? Srsly? How ‘text speak’ can help pupils write essays” (Edwards 2012) and
“OMG: Researchers say text messaging really is leading to a generation with poor
grammar skills” (Prigg 2012), completely contradict each other regarding the impact
of textese on British school learners’ spelling and writing performance. Specifically
with regard to the South African context, Angela Bolowana'’s (2005) article entitled “R

2day’s teens eroding English?” states that textese is a cause for concern among
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English teachers and academics alike, and quotes an English lecturer from the
University of South Africa as expressing concern that English is deteriorating as a

result of South African secondary school learners’ textese use.

Eric Uthus (2007), in his article “Text messages ruining our language”, “knew the end
was near” when he first received a text message containing textese. However, he
inadvertently assumes an evolutionary view of language change, indicating that he
too would read older works and perceive the writing style as being decidedly dated.
However, his formal standpoint is that English has necessarily deteriorated since the
introduction of cellular technology and text messaging. What Uthus fails to observe,
however, is the fact that while he views the change from his conception of Standard
English (as predecessor of textese) to textese necessarily as decay, he does not
then also judge Standard English as being the decayed form of the older form of
English he referred to earlier, but rather views this as evolution. Similarly, another
article, published in The Pioneer (“SMS, Internet texts are destroying English” 2013),
laments the degeneration of ‘proper’ English and grammar and fears that if
something is not done soon, the younger generation will become completely

“habituated” to textese.

In a more comprehensive review of the portrayal of textese in the media, Thurlow
(2006) conducted a study of more than 100 media articles. Thurlow (2006, pp.671-
672) came to the conclusion that the perspective the media created regarding
textese was “decidedly negative and often exaggerated, published with little regard to
the actual uses of text messaging, and often in the face of evidence to the contrary”,
and that textese was portrayed as representing a “decisive and dramatic break with
conventional practice”. However, Thurlow (2006, p.677) acknowledges that later
media articles have started to report on academic work indicating a positive effect on
literacy. Nevertheless, it is fair to assume that, to the casual reader, the media
remains sceptical to some extent of any report suggesting a positive correlation
between textese, and spelling and writing attainment (Tagg, Baron & Rayson
2012, p.3).

In view of the above, it would seem that in general observers of textese display a
form of bias either one way or the other. The popular view, that is the one portrayed
in the media as per Humphrys’s article (2007), still seems to be that textese is a
derogatory evil that is pillaging Standard English (Tagg et al. 2012, p.4). However,

there is mounting evidence that texting can, in fact, aid literacy and actually requires
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advanced metalinguistic knowledge to read and write (Crystal 2008b, p.1, Plester et
al. 2008, 2009, Wood et al. 2014a). The debate then seems to be one of perception,
with the relevant inquirer’s view of Standard English playing an integral part in the
matter. Other empirical studies on the impact of textese on English are discussed

below.

2.5 Other empirical studies and gaps this inquiry aims to fill

As mentioned in Chapter 1, there is a global concern that textese could affect formal
written Standard English negatively and that many people, educators included,
believe that textese is destroying Standard English and secondary school learners’
ability to write ‘properly’ (Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1234, Omar & Miah 2012, p.9,
Thomas & McGee 2012, p.20). This, coupled with the above-mentioned negative
portrayal of textese in the media, has resulted in recent research considering how
knowledge and use of textisms might be related to ‘traditional’ literacy skills (Wood et
al. 2014b, p.283). In one of the first of these studies, Plester et al. (2008) assessed
knowledge of textisms via a simple translation task and found that the children aged
10 to 12 years who tended to use more textisms when converting a Standard English
sentence into a text message had better verbal reasoning and spelling ability.
Similarly, Plester et al. (2008) requested 10-to-12-year-olds to construct text
messages in response to hypothetical situations, and found that those who used
more textisms tended to have better reading skills, larger vocabularies and better
phonological awareness. Plester et al. (2008) theorised that the reason for this
finding was that decoding and creating most textisms required a certain level of

phonological awareness.

In general, however, research on textese has yielded variable results. Most notably, it
would appear that the link between textism use and traditional literacy skills is
different for children than for adults. The research conducted thus far may broadly be
categorised as focusing on three age groups, namely younger children aged 8 to 12
(see Bushnell, Kemp & Martin 2011, Wood et al. 2011, Coe & Oakhill 2011, Kemp &
Bushnell 2011, Plester, Wood & Bell 2008, Plester et al. 2009), teenagers or
adolescents aged 13 to 18 (see De Jonge & Kemp 2010, Durkin, Conti-Ramsden &
Walker 2011) and young adults aged 19 to 24 (see Drouin 2011, De Jonge & Kemp
2010, Drouin & Davis 2009, Kemp 2010, Ling & Baron 2007, Powell & Dixon 2011).
Research has, however, tended to focus on children (up to the age of 12) and young

adults (undergraduate students aged 19 to 24), with little research on the in-between
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age group of 13-to-17-year-olds being focused on in this thesis. Moreover, there is a
growing body of research that suggests textese use and literacy among children
show a positive correlation (see Bushnell et al. 2011, Wood et al. 2011, Coe &
Oakhill 2011, Plester et al. 2008, 2009), while textese use and literacy among young
adults and adults show either no correlation (see Drouin & Davis 2009, Massengill-
Shaw, Carlson & Waxman) or a negative correlation (see Drouin 2011, Rosen et al.,
De Jonge & Kemp 2010). Even though these studies had different focus areas, such
as grammar, spelling, reading, writing, or a combination of these elements, and
diverse means of assessing the relevant focus area, they yielded vastly different
results. It is therefore necessary to look more closely at the specific research
instruments employed, the approaches followed and the specific focus areas of these
studies. This section thus provides an overview of the approaches followed, the
various instruments employed, and the limitations and recommendations of previous

empirical studies on the potential impact of textese and literacy skills.

In what is arguably the most authoritative and complete review of the literature on
textese and its impact on the literacy skills of children and parents, conducted by
arguably the foremost authorities on the topic, Wood, Plester and Kemp (2014a,
pp.79-84) identified four approaches to data collection on the phenomenon of
textese: (1) self-reporting (the respondent provides information on his/her perceived
texting behaviour); (2) message translation (the respondent translates messages
from Standard English into textese and vice versa); (3) message elicitation (the
respondent writes a text message based on a scenario provided by the researcher);
and (4) naturalistic messages (the respondent provides examples of actual
messages sent without having been prompted to respond to a particular scenario).
For the purpose of this literature review, | include the completion of questionnaires
and similar research instruments under the self-reporting approach as by completing
such instruments, respondents ‘self-report’ to a certain extent. | also include studies
where teachers or lecturers were requested to rate their learners’ or students’ textese
use as per their perceptions under this approach. This section of the literature review
is therefore broadly grouped into previous studies that employed the same data
collection approaches. In instances where a combination of two or more of the
aforementioned approaches was used, the approaches are discussed jointly. Where
studies employed purposefully designed research instruments, these are discussed

where most appropriate.
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| therefore start with Drouin’s (2011) study, which | classify under the self-reporting
approach. Drouin requested 152 university students with a mean age of 21.2 years to
report on their own use of textese. Students’ actual production of textese was not
tested, but rather their own perceptions of their texting behaviour. Respondents
reported their use of text messaging and access to social networking sites on a
frequency scale ranging from ‘never’ to ‘very frequently’ (Drouin 2011, p.70). As my
scope does not include self-reporting of texting behaviour, it will suffice to note that
on reflection, Drouin (2011, p.73) concluded that a significant limitation of the study
was that “the texting behaviour measures were based on self-reports”. Should
respondents therefore have become desensitised in respect of textism use, they
would not be aware that this desensitisation had occurred and would therefore not
report this having happened.

Employing a mixture of the self-reporting and elicitation approaches, Rosen et al.
(2010) questioned 718 young adults about their use of textese and their texting
habits in general. Respondents were then asked to complete two writing exercises,

one formal and one informal. The formal writing task was contextualised as follows:

Pretend that you want to complain to a company from which you bought a
product. Write a letter to the company manager complaining about the
quality of service that you received or the product itself and what you want

them to do about it.
Moreover, the informal writing task was contextualised as follows:

Please describe in detail what it feels like to be unhappy. What should a
person do to become happy again? What have you done in the past when

you were unhappy?

While the informal writing task leans towards a reflective or philosophical narrative
and requires more explicit contextualisation, | share Rosen et al.’s (2010, p.435) view
that the respondents must be provided with the context in which to write so that it
may be investigated whether textese could potentially affect the more formal writing
registers. Importantly, Rosen et al. (2010, p.436) did not explicitly encourage or
discourage students to use or avoid textisms, but relied on the context they provided
to guide the students in terms of the appropriate register to use. Rosen et al. (2010,
p.433) also categorised respondents’ use of textese, and found that a lack of
capitalisation was the most prevalent textese-related error, followed by omitted
apostrophes. They also found that there was a difference in the relationship between

writing and textese for formal and informal writing, concluding that their “results
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suggest that there is a difference in the relationship between writing and textisms for
formal versus informal writing as well as a difference between those with differing
levels of education. There is a negative impact in writing a formal letter but a positive
relationship with informal writing” (Rosen et al. 2010, p.434). It would therefore seem
that while texting is negatively associated with formal writing, it is positively
associated with informal writing. However, by their own admission, Rosen at al.
(2010, p.437) found negative associations between the reported use of textisms in
everyday electronic communication and writing skills, particularly for formal writing,
while the reported daily use of textisms was, by and large, related to better informal
writing. Rosen et al. did thus not consider that respondents might have reached the
point of saturation and thus have become desensitised to identifying textisms in
formal written Standard English.

In a similar study on university students’ ability to distinguish between ‘appropriate’
and ‘inappropriate’ use of language in different contexts, Lee (2011) requested
33 Canadian university students to make certain acceptability judgements as to
whether certain textese spelling and writing forms were acceptable in formal
contexts. Respondents were presented with various words or phrases as part of a
task and were asked to judge these as either acceptable or unacceptable forms
given the context (Lee 2011, p.4). The textese errors included omitted apostrophes,
contractions (writing two words or a hyphenated word as one), shortenings (omitting
a letter or letters to shorten a word), clippings (omitting the last letter or letters to
shorten a word) and non-conventional spellings (usually phonetically plausible
alternative spellings such as ‘skool’ or ‘skul’ for ‘school’) (Lee 2011, p.47-48). Lee
(ibid.) found that students frequently identified textese forms, such as abbreviations,
non-conventional spellings, letter and number homophones and emoticons, as
decidedly unacceptable. However, students who admitted to more frequent textese
use in their personal time were more inclined to label textisms as acceptable than

those students who reported less frequent textism use (Lee 2011, p.ii).

Similar studies using the self-reporting approach on people’s distinctions between
appropriate and inappropriate uses of textese revealed that students’ use of
abbreviations in an e-mail had a significant influence on perceptions of the student
writer (Lewandowski & Harrington 2006, p.224). Lewandowski and Harrington (ibid.)
concluded that it is possible that the “abbreviated style activates a schema for
laziness that leads the perceiver to believe the sender put forth less effort, or is a less

motivated, less intelligent, or less dependable person”. In their study of 150
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undergraduate university students in Western Canada and 86 in South Eastern
Australia, Grace et al. (2013, p.1353) found Australian students who thought that
using textisms was more appropriate had poorer non-word reading and reported
having had more difficulty learning to read than those who found it less appropriate.
Grace et al. (2013, p.1367) further found that appropriateness ratings correlated
significantly and positively with textism use, and that students who rated textism use
as more appropriate used more textisms in their naturalistic messages. Other similar
studies on the appropriateness of textism use (Drouin 2011, Drouin & Davis 2009)
found that undergraduates considered it inappropriate to use textisms in their emails
to professors, but appropriate for writing to friends, and that 75% of students believed
that using textisms is appropriate in informal communication. Also, students who rate
textism use as less appropriate in more formal contexts tend to use fewer textisms in

their messages (Grace et al. 2012, p.180).

Also making use of the self-reporting approach, Houser (2012) set out to study
whether electronic communication impacted the written communication skills of
undergraduate American university students and whether there was a particular type
of electronic communication that was perceived as having a greater impact on these
students’ written communication. Although Houser (2012) does not demarcate her
study as focusing on formal writing skills, this is, in fact, the case. Houser (2012,
p.13) usefully includes both students and their lecturers in her research sample to
allow her to compare the two data sets. Houser’'s (2012, p.52) findings indicate that
the undergraduate students used in her study used texting as their preferred method
of electronic communication, with 91% indicating they did not use textese in formal
written communication. Moreover, 54% of student respondents indicated that they did
not believe that electronic communication media had any effect on their language
skills. Approximately 75% of student respondents reported that they noticed a
difference in their writing styles as they switched between formal and informal writing
(Houser 2012, p.58). These respondents explained that they carefully edited their
formal communication when compared to their informal communication. With formal
communication, respondents reportedly took the time to think through their messages
and use a broader vocabulary. In addition, respondents noted that they attempted to
sound more professional in their formal written communication, while they could be
more relaxed in terms of writing style in informal communication. With informal
communication, respondents felt they could be more expressive and often utilised

textese spelling and writing conventions (Houser 2012, p.58).
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With regard to the results obtained from the lecturers, Houser (2012, pp.66-67) found
that approximately 42% of the lecturer respondents had reported that their
undergraduate students did not incorporate text slang and abbreviations in their
written communication. This concurs with Wessels’s (2011, pers. comm., 11 October)
observations about the University of Pretoria’s undergraduate students. However,
52.6% of the lecturer respondents reported that they ‘often’ found misspellings, a lack
of capitalisation, a lack of a salutation (informal register), incorrect punctuation,
textisms, and abbreviations in their undergraduate students’ electronic written
communication (mainly e-mails and text messages). Houser (2012, pp.66-69) further
found that 68% of lecturers were of the view that textese negatively influenced their
undergraduate students’ formal written communication, and that lecturers identified a
lack of capitalisation (most notably lower case ‘i’ for the pronoun ‘I'), a lack of
punctuation (most notably run-on sentences) and letter homophones (for example ‘U’
for ‘you’) as being perceived in their students’ written work. Moreover, the lecturer
respondents indicated that students generally used informal writing in formal,
academic contexts and that students did not appear to differentiate between formal
and informal writing contexts. Lecturer respondents also indicated that students
struggled to distinguish between the different registers required for formal and
informal writing, with informal register often observed in their students’ formal writing
(Houser 2012, p.82).

Concurring with the views expressed by the lecturer respondents, student
respondents also indicated that they were of the view that textese had a negative
impact on their formal Standard English writing. This concurs with the findings of
Drouin and Davis (2009, p.59), who found that half of the 80 university
undergraduate respondents aged 18 to 48 in their study believed that texting might
have a negative influence on literacy. Although essentially individual, self-reported
comments, one student respondent indicated that he/she used textisms “in school
papers without realising [he/she] was doing so0]”; another admitted that textisms
carried “over into the writing in my papers”; while yet another indicated that he/she
often did not use capital letters because he/she did not use them when texting
(Houser 2012, pp.75-81). While no definitive conclusions can be drawn from such
limited, individual and self-reported comments, Houser’s findings appear to concur
with those of Drouin and Davis (2009) regarding perceptions on the impact of textese

on literacy.
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In a similar study, Clayton (2012, p.27) requested university students to self-rate the
appropriateness of textese use in different contexts and with different recipients.
Respondents indicated that textisms were more appropriate for friends than for fellow
students, and more appropriate for fellow students than for lecturers. Similarly,
respondents rated Standard English as more appropriate for communicating with
lecturers than for fellow students, and more appropriate for fellow students than with
friends (Clayton 2012, p.51). Clayton’s findings underscore Wood et al.’s (2014a,
p.96) recommendation that the intended recipient of each text message should be
taken into account when investigating appropriateness.

In moving to the South African context under the self-reporting approach, Geertsema,
Hyman and Van Deventer (2011, p.481) employed a qualitative research design to
determine secondary school teachers’ perspectives on the impact of textese on
learners’ written language skills regarding spelling, sentence length and punctuation.
One teacher respondent is quoted saying that “Learners make use of abbreviations.
This style is becoming the norm due to constant use of SMS language, especially
Mxit”, with the mean results indicating that teachers perceive textese as having a
negative effect on learners’ written English (ibid.). Making use of different categories
of textese use to classify textese, Geertsema et al. also found that grade 8 and 9
teachers had, ordered in descending order from the perceived most problematic to
the least problematic types of textisms, identified (1) non-conventional spellings
(‘skool’ for ‘school’), (2) g-clippings (‘goin’ for ‘going’), (3) letter homophones (‘b’ for
‘be’), (4) number homophones (2’ for ‘too/two/to’), (5) acronyms and initialisms (‘lol’
for ‘laugh out loud’), (6) shortenings (‘info’ for ‘information’), (7) contractions (‘gonna’
for ‘going to’), and (8) emoticons (©/®) (2011, pp.481-483). It was concluded that it
was probable that the use of textese would change academic formal writing into a
more informal style, and that textese use was negatively influencing the written
language skills of English first-language grade 8 and 9 learners’ written English
(2011, pp.481-485). However, a strong negative bias underscored Geertsema et al.’s
(2011, p.481) study, and the view that textese was necessarily having a degenerative
effect on learners’ written English was assumed from the outset. The questions used
in the research instrument were also decidedly negative, for example, respondents
were requested to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the statement “the
negative influence of SMS language on written language skills causes learners to
achieve poor grades in English Home Language as a subject” (2011, p.481), thus

underscoring the negative bias in Geertsema et al.’s inquiry.
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An earlier study in the South African context by Hyman and Van Deventer (2009,
p.45) investigated whether teachers were of the view that textese necessarily
negatively influenced grade 8 and 9 learners’ written English. They employed a
qualitative research design, using a questionnaire to obtain teachers’ views on the
frequency with which they observed several categories of textese use in their
learners’ writing and the impact that textese had on their learners’ writing. Hyman
and Van Deventer (2009, p.45) found that textese negatively influenced the selected
South African secondary school learners’ written English, identifying g-clippings and
non-conventional spellings as the most problematic categories of textese use. The
results concur with the later findings of Geertsema et al. (2011).

Also within the South African context, but making use of both the self-reporting and
naturalistic approaches, Freudenberg (2009) examined the impact of textese on the
written schoolwork of English first- and second-language secondary school learners
to establish how widespread textese use was among the selected secondary school
learners, and to assess whether there was any evidence of the use of textese in the
formal English writing of these learners. Also employing a qualitative research
design, Freudenberg (2009, p.29) used a questionnaire to ask the participating
secondary school learners how often they texted; whether they felt that texting had
an effect on their formal school writing; and to identify characteristics of textese that
they used when texting. Similar to the results obtained by Plester et al. (2008, 2009)
and Drouin and Davis (2009) discussed later in this section under the translation
approach, Freudenberg found that the South African secondary school learners who
participated in the study were, in fact, able to translate textese into Standard English
and vice versa with relative ease, and frequently used textese when texting.
Freudenberg obtained data from the learners on their reported use of textese, their
perception of the impact textese had on their formal writing and actual writing
samples. Freudenberg (2009, p.42) found that actual textisms most often produced
by learners were, in descending order, spelling errors, over-punctuation and a lack of
punctuation, while textisms least often produced were emoticons and slang.
Subsequent to Freudenberg’s study, Winzker, Southwood and Huddlestone (2009,
p.11) used Freudenberg’s data to reveal that the respondents were avid texters and
users of textese. Winzker et al. (2009, p.4) examined respondents’ English writings
for various features deviating from Standard English, and found that respondents
mostly made spelling and punctuation errors. Overall textisms did not occur

frequently. Winzker et al. (2009, p.13) inferred that textese had a modest negative
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effect on written schoolwork, but significantly also that students could generally

gauge when it was inappropriate to use textese.

In Cingel and Sundar’s (2012, p.1305) study, which for the purpose of this study |
include under the discussion of studies using the self-reporting approach, they used
the following instrument to determine whether there was a causal relationship

between poor scores on a standardised grammar test and excessive textese use:

Figure 1: Cingel and Sundar’s (2012) research instrument

Appendix A: Grammar assessment

There (is, are) two ways to make enemies.

One of the men forgot to bring (his, their) tools.

Gail and Sue (make, makes) friends easily.

The coach thought he had (tore, teared, torn) a ligament.

During the flood, we (dranked, drank, drunk, drunked) bottled water.

The boy called for help, and [ (swum, have swam, swam) out to him.

Fortunately, Jim’s name was (accepted, excepted) from the roster of those who

would have to clean bathrooms because he was supposed to go downtown to

(accept, except) a reward for the German Club.

8 1 don’t know how I could (lose, loose) such a big dress. It is so large that it is
(lose, loose) on me when [ wear it!
9. The man around the corner from the sandlots (come, comes) to our meetings.

10. The man and his little girls (was, were) not injured in the accident.

11. The pictures in this new magazine (shows, show) the rugged beauty of the West.

12. The orders from that company (is, are) on your desk there.

13. The (boys, boys’, boy’s, boys’s) hats were lost in the water because they were
careless in not tying them to the side of the boat.

14. (Its, It's, Its") an honor to accept the awards certificates and medals presented to
the club.

15. Worried, and frayed, the old man paced the floor waiting for his daughter.
(Correct/Incorrect)

16. The boy yelled, “Please help me’! (Correct/Incorrect)

17. She got out of the car, waved hello, and walked into the house. (Correct/Incorrect)

18. When Suzie arrived at the dance, no one else was there. (Correct/Incorrect)

19. Dad and I enjoyed our trip to new york city. (Correct/Incorrect)

20. The boy’s mother picked him up from school. (Correct/Incorrect)

e

My concern regarding the instrument is that it cannot be proven irrefutably that an
incorrect answer is specifically as a result of the relevant respondent’s exposure to
textese as the statements are not undeniably textese-related. An incorrect answer
may therefore be due to several other factors, such as poor grammar skills.
Nevertheless, Cingel and Sundar (2012, p.1305) found that “routine use of textual
adaptations by current and future generations of 13 to 17-year-olds may serve to
create the impression that this is normal and accepted use of the language and rob
this age group of a fundamental understanding of [S]tandard English grammar”.

Although Cingel and Sundar’s (2012, p.1315) results indicate a negative correlation
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between adolescents’ use of textese and their performance on a grammar test, their
research scope excluded a focus on register. Cingel and Sundar (2012, p.1313)
conclude that there is no doubt that textese has crept into classrooms, and that most
adolescents are unable to switch between writing text messages and using ‘correct’
English grammar for classwork, again emphasising their focus on grammar in
particular. Also suggesting that the point of saturation might already have been
reached, Cingel and Sundar (ibid.) posit that adolescents may not be using word
adaptations consciously, with a great deal of forethought, in real writing tests or
tasks. Recognising that it is impossible to stop the use of textese entirely, Cingel and
Sundar (ibid.) recommend that adolescents should be educated to understand the
differences between textese and Standard English grammar for them to recognise
that there are appropriate contexts for both forms of communication.

| share a similar concern over Gann, Bartoszuk and Anderson’s (2010) research
instrument to my concern voiced over Cingel and Sundar’s instrument discussed
above. Using a more traditional approach to assess spelling ability in the form of a
verbally dictated spelling test, Gann et al. selected 30 words to investigate the
correlation between textese use and spelling ability in 106 university and non-
university students (individuals of university-going age but not attending a tertiary
institution). Table 3 presents the 30 words selected by Gann et al., along with the
percentage of respondents who got the spelling correct.
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Table 3: Gann, Bartoszuk and Anderson’s (2010) 30-item word list

Number Word Percentage correct spellings
1 idiosyncrasy 3%
2 florescent (fluorescent) 10%
3 accommodate 15%
4 privilege 33%
5 discrepancy 34%
6 poignant 42%
7 rhythm 47%
8 definitely 51%
9 pageant 51%
10 interrogative 53%
11 exaggerate 56%
12 bankruptcy 57%
13 equilibrium 58%
14 guarantee 59%
15 withhold 59%
16 eligible 59%
17 catastrophe 61%
18 gauge 63%
19 haphazard 65%
20 defendant 66%
21 council 72%
22 necessary 74%
23 Scissors 75%
24 grotesque 76%
25 accumulate 77%
26 acknowledgment 57%

(acknowledgement)
27 arrangement 83%
28 numerator 86%
29 critique 91%
30 serial 92%

While the validity of the 30 lexical items in isolation cannot be disputed, a concern
regarding the appropriateness of the list may be raised in view of the fact that the
objective of the instrument is to determine whether the use of texting is related to
lowered spelling ability. There is little doubt that selected words such as
‘idiosyncrasy’, ‘fluorescent’, ‘discrepancy’, ‘poignant’, ‘interrogative’, ‘equilibrium’,
‘grotesque’ and ‘numerator’ would pose considerable problems for anyone to spell;
however, one can hardly imagine that the predominantly young adults who
participated in the study would be sending text messages containing many, indeed
any, of the 30 lexical items. It is simply not plausible that a young adult sending a text
to his/her friends would choose to use ‘idiosyncrasy’ over ‘weird’, ‘discrepancy’ over

‘difference’ (or most likely ‘diff’), and ‘poignant’ over ‘sad’. An upside down ‘smiley
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face’ or emoticon is certainly not called a ‘poignant’ face, but simply a ‘sad’ face. The
difficulty with selecting lexical items in instruments such as spelling tests not
generally used by respondents while texting is that it becomes difficult to trace the
origin of the erroneous spelling back to texting as the misspellings may be as a result
of various factors (including the selection of too complex a word list in the first place).
By their own admission, Gann et al. (2010, p.71) had specifically selected 15 of the
30 words for their instrument from a selection of the 100 most frequently misspelled
words in the English language. There can consequently be no irrefutable conclusions
drawn that the misspellings were due to the use of textese as the words may have
been misspelled regardless of textese use or not. Ultimately, Gann et al. (2010, p.75)
found no evidence that textese use was correlated to lowered spelling performance.
They did, however, retrospectively acknowledge that in addition to their 30-item word
list being too difficult, the specific words they selected would in all probability very
rarely, if at all, feature in text messages.

In moving towards the translation approach, Plester et al. (2008) requested sixty-five
11-year-old children to translate a passage written in textese into Standard English

and vice versa. Plester et al.’s research instruments are reflected as follows:

Figure 2: Plester et al.’s (2008) first research instrument
Box 1:

The children were asked to translate a standard
English passage into text language: Hello! What are
you up to? Would you like to go out tonight?

I have to stay in and look after niy little brother. Maybe
another night?

That's a shame. We were going to go and see a film. It is
the cheap night at the cinema tonight.

Some of them translated like this:

What r 1 up 2? Would u like 2 go out 2night. I av 2 stay
in 2 look after me bro mayb another night? dats ashame
we were going 2 ¢ a film it's a cheap night at the cine
2night.

LO! What r u 7 2 Woud u like 2 go out tonight I av 2 sta
in & look after mi brov mbe another night @ We wre goin
2 see a film It's the ceep night in da cinma tonit.

LO! WUU2? U wanna go out 2nite? I av 2 stay in & look
after lil bro. Mayb nother nite @ We were gunna c a film
cheap nite @ movies
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Figure 3: Plester et al.’s (2008) second research instrument
Box 2:

The children were asked to translate text language
into standard English:
LO! How R u? I havnt cn U 4 ages
hi m8 u k?-sry i 4gt 2 call u Ist nyt-y dnt we go c film
2moz. hav U dn yor hjw?
Im goin out w my bro & my best frNd tomorrow 4 a<).
Do U wnt 2 cum along?
Some of them translated it like this:
laugh out how are you I havnt seen you for ages hi mate
are you OK sorry I forgot to call you lats night why dont
we go and see a film tomorrow. have you done your
homework I am going out with my brother and my best
friend tomorrow for a walk. Do you want to come with us.
Hello How are you I havent seen you in ages hello mate
are you ok sorry 1 forgot to call you last night why dont
we go and see a film tomorrow have you done your
homework I'm going out with my brother and my best
friend tommyrow for a bit Do you want to cone along?
Hello! How are you? I havn't seen you for ages! Hi mate,
are you OK? Sorry I forgot to call you last night—why
don’t we go to see a film tommorrow? Have you done your
homework? I'm going out with niy brother and ny best
frent tomorrow for a bit Do you want to conie
along?\cell

Plester et al’s (2008, p.140) results indicate that respondents whose writing
contained a higher textism density (the ratio between textisms and words) when
translating from Standard English to textese and whose samples revealed fewer
errors when translating from textese to Standard English had higher verbal reasoning
scores. However, no relationship between verbal reasoning and textese translation
errors could be ascertained. Similarly, respondents who texted frequently scored
lower on verbal and non-verbal reasoning tests than those who had reported

infrequent texting.

In the same study, but with a different sample population, Plester et al. (2008) used a
sample of thirty-five 10-to-11-year-olds to perform similar translation passages as
described above, but with lengthier passages. This time, they found that the ratio of
phonological textisms (phonetically plausible textisms, for example ‘sum1’ for
‘someone’) was positively related to spelling. It was also found that respondents who
used the highest number of textisms in the translation exercise scored the highest on
standardised spelling tests. Moreover, Plester et al. (2008, p.148) found that
knowledge of textisms was positively associated with spelling attainment, and that
the more phonologically based forms of textisms accounted for the greatest variance

from conventional spellings. Although based only on anecdotal evidence from a few
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respondents (thus not specifically and systematically tested like the rest of the study),
Plester et al. (2008, p.143) also found that some respondents knew that textisms
were decidedly inappropriate, which displayed metalinguistic knowledge on their part
as they could switch between different registers depending on the context. Plester et
al.’s findings generally concur with those of Wood et al. (2014a, p.41), who found that
creating and deciphering textese are generally associated with better, not poorer,
reading and spelling skills, indicating that children who demonstrated the greatest
knowledge of textese also demonstrated the greatest knowledge of conventional
spellings.

Drouin and Davis (2009) followed a similar approach in designing their research
instruments. Although focusing on students in the tertiary environment in the USA,
they too requested respondents to translate a passage written in Standard English
into textese and vice versa as per the following research instruments:

Figure 4: Drouin and Davis’s (2009) first research instrument
Text Speak to Standard English

1. Ur not gonna bleve wot i saw 1 saw ur bro out w/ that grl frm gr8 xscape
im not 2 sure if he saw me tho i hope he saw me 2 cuz hes such a Qu!!!
bbfn!

2. Btw im not gonna bcum 1 of thOs stalker grls whol C a Qt boi & trn all
crAz like ur sis did w that boi n ur class but I cud! LOL 18r
3. Wassup? ur bros leving & 1 cant Bleve ur leving me 2 2nite do u no nel

who wans 2 C me wn ur away? 1 dont no Y im even frnds w u jk. ttyl!
4. 1 dont no wn ur gonna b hom but i cant wAt 2 ¢ u. ur trips lasted dever!
il admit that 1 mostly miss ur msgs cuz ther gr8 but I miss v 2 lIylas, ur
frnd carla.
5. Ruok? Doncha tink ur gonna get all dese rlt? im not 2 sure u r il bet dat
u dont no 2 or mayB more theres no wA im gonna hlp u w dese tho sry!

Figure 5: Drouin and Davis’s (2009) second research instrument

Standard English to Text Speak

1. You're not going to believe what I saw! I saw your brother out with that
girl from Great Escape. I'm not sure if he saw me though. I hope he saw
me too because he’s such a cutie! Bye, bye for now!

By the way, I'm not going to become one of those stalker girls who will
see a cutie boy and turn all crazy like your sister did with that boy in your
class. But I could! Laughing out loud. Later.

What’s up? Your brother’s leaving and I can’t believe you're leaving me
too. Tonight! Do you know anyone who wants to see me when you're
away? I don’t know why I'm even friends with you. Just kidding. Talk to
you later!

)

4l

4. Tdon’t know when you're going to be home, but I cannot wait to see you!
Your trip has lasted forever! I'll admit that I mostly miss your messages
because they are great, but I miss you too! Love you like a sister. Your
friend, Carla.

5. Are you ok? Don’t you think you're going to get all these right? I'm not
too sure you are. I'll bet that you don’t know two or maybe more. There’s
no way I'm going to help you with these though. Sorry!
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Drouin and Davis’s (2009, pp.58-60) results show that respondents’ scores did not
differ significantly between those who used textese and those who did not. However,
it should be noted that in addition to the translation exercise, Drouin and Davis (2009,
p.61) also requested students to report on their own use of textese — thus the
students’ actual textese use was not tested, but rather their own perceptions of their
texting behaviour. Nevertheless, they concluded that (1) there appeared to be no
significant differences in literacy between people who texted and people who did not;
(2) the written vocabulary of textese could be readily recognised by those who did not
use textese; (3) self-reported frequency of use of textese was not related to lower
levels of literacy, more spelling errors of common textese words, or slower literacy
processing; and (4) half the respondents indicated that they believed that texting
might have a negative influence on literacy. Drouin and Davis (2009, p.60) also found
that 18% of the 80 student respondents had used textisms in e-mails sent to
professors. While the study provides some empirical support for the media’s
assertion that textese has made its way into communication environments, 93% of
respondents indicated that they were aware that textese belonged to an alternative
register and that its use was inappropriate in formal communications. Reflecting on
their study, Drouin and Davis (2009, pp.62-63) indicated that the results had to be

interpreted with the following considerations in mind:

1. It was unlikely that textese abbreviations such as ‘you’ (‘u’) or ‘great’ (‘gr8’)
could lead to a deterioration of performance in standardised literacy tests.
Moreover, shorter words were often abbreviated, while longer words were not
as they ceased being comprehensible as posited by Crystal (2008b, p.1).

It was unlikely that a decline in performance would be seen immediately.

3. The data showed no negative relationship between textese and literacy.

Drouin and Davis (2009, p.65) further recommend that a protocol involving target
words be used because declines in literacy were more likely to be seen in this area
than in standardised tests. In other words, the research instruments should be
designed in such a manner that they reveal whether or not the error was made due to
the respondent’s exposure to textese. They also suggested that the topic be explored

in younger populations, that is, secondary school learners.

In a similar study by Plester et al. (2009), but using the elicitation approach, they
investigated the impact of textisms on eighty-eight 10-to12-year-olds’ writing skills by

requesting them to send text messages in response to a selection of 10 scenarios. In
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order to relate their approach to designing a research instrument to my argument, |

again present the research instrument:

Figure 6: Plester et al.’s (2009) research instrument

Situation 1

It is a Saturday morning, it is a sunny warm day, and you don’t have any plans, but you’d like to
go somewhere with your best friend. Your parents have told you its ok with them if you go out
with your friend.

Situation 2
You are on your way to meet your friend, waiting at the bus stop, and the bus has just gone by and
not stopped, so you are going to be late.

Situation 3

It is Tuesday. You just got home from school, and you have so much homework to do that you
don’t think that you will be able to go to the club you usually go to on Tuesday nights, but you
know one of the others in the club will be coming by to pick you up. [You decide what kind of
club: swimming, judo, tennis, music, scouts, guides, and the local youth club.]

Situation 4

Your best friend’s birthday is at the weekend, and he or she is having a party [you decide what
kind of party]. You aren’t sure what you want to wear to look great and another friend is always
good at helping you decide. You also aren’t sure what to get for a present, and want to see if you
might buy something together with this other friend if that’s ok with him or her.

Situation 5

There is a new person in your class at school, and he or she hasn’t talked to anyone yet, but you
know he or she is from another country somewhere. You think he or she looks nice enough but
you’re not sure about just going up and talking to them. Your best friend would also like to talk to
them, but is a little unsure. Both of you feel silly about feeling unsure because you’re usually
confident. Your friend has just sent a text saying maybe together somehow you could get to know
him or her, and wants to know what you think.

Situation 6

Your sister’s cat was just hit by a car up the road from your house. It was killed instantly, so you
couldn’t even try to take it to the vet. You know she doesn’t know, because she hasn’t come home
from school yet, but you don’t want her to see it on the way home.

Situation 7
You know a secret [you make one up], and you’re dying to tell someone you can trust not to tell
anyone else.

Situation 8

Your friend’s Gran has just presented him or her with a homemade jumper that she’s worked really
hard to knit, and you and your friend know that her arthritis makes it hard for her to use her hands.
But it’s a really awful and she’s going to insist that your friend wears it. Your friend has sent you a
text asking what he or she should do.

Situation 9
You’ve just had a text from your Mum. She’s in the middle of the supermarket and wants to know
what you’d like for dinner. She’s also forgotten to feed the dog and you know he’s out of food.

Situation 10

You’ve just seen your friend riding in his or her Dad’s brand new car [you decide what kind] and
it’s brilliant. You’d love to have a ride because it’s a really sporty, fast one and you love cars.
Your friend’s Dad is pretty good natured and very proud of his car.

While Plester et al.’s ten contextualisations vary and will therefore require slightly
different registers, the initial instruction is to communicate via textese. | am

accordingly of the view that one would be inclined to use textese when texting. |
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therefore believe that when contextualising the different scenarios, it must be stated
unambiguously to the respondent that the formal scenario is unequivocally formal as
Plester et al.’s 2009 study contextualises the scenarios as informal. Thus it might be
argued that their results do not reveal anything about the relationship between
textese and formal written Standard English. Nevertheless, similar to Plester et al.’s
2008 study, it was found that textism density was positively related to learners’ ability
to spell individual words, their vocabulary and their phonological awareness. The
children with the highest ratio of textisms to total words were found to also have the
highest verbal reasoning scores (Plester et al. 2009, p.148). Plester et al. concluded
that texting did not contribute to the demise of pre-teen children’s literacy.

Also using the elicitation approach in a PhD study in the USA, Wardyga (2012) set
out to determine whether there was a relationship between (1) students’ average
monthly volume of text messaging and their formal writing performance on the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) writing placement test; (2) male students’ average
monthly volume of text messaging and their formal writing performance on the SAT
writing placement test; (3) female students’ average monthly volume of text
messaging and their formal writing performance on the SAT writing placement test.
Wardyga (2012, pp.106-108) found no significant relationship between the average
number of text messages sent and received per month by the sample population and
their formal writing performance, and no significant relationship between the average
number of text messages sent and received per month by the male or female student
respondents and their formal writing performance. Wardyga’s (2012, pp.106-108)
study concluded that university students revealed mostly no positive correlation

between text message volume and formal university writing scores.

Employing a mix of data collection approaches, Kemp (2010) used 61 second- and
third-year Australian university students with a mean age of 22 years. Students were
first given five minutes to write down as many textisms and their conventional English
translations as they could. A spelling test and a textese questionnaire were then
administered to the students. Kemp (2010, p.67) found no evidence to suggest that
textese use was negatively related to writing ability. Kemp concluded, as did Perea et
al. (2009, p.1565) and Crystal (2004b, p.226), that there was a ‘reading cost’
associated with textese as it took longer to read than conventional English in normal

print, irrespective of textese writing proficiency.
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In moving to the naturalistic approach, Massey et al. (2005) investigated the quality
of writing samples obtained from standard language exams taken by all British 16-
year-olds between 1980 and 2004. Although Massey et al. (2005) did not collect
naturalistic text messages sent and received by respondents, they used actual
exams written under examination conditions (i.e. timed and supervised). They tested
three hypotheses: (1) that young female adults would use more linguistic and
contextual textisms more frequently than young male adults; (2) that there would be a
significant positive relationship between textism use and informal writing, and a
negative correlation with the quality of formal writing; and (3) that actual textism use
in writing samples would be low. Massey et al. (2005. p.435) concluded that
(1) young female adults did indeed use more textisms than their male counterparts,
although only marginally; (2) greater reported general use of textisms, specifically
shortenings, was related to worse formal writing, while the use of smileys (emoticons)
was specifically related to better informal writing; and (3) one in four respondents
used between two and three textisms in their writing samples, with respondents who
had progressed further academically using fewer textisms. Massey et al.’s findings
are similar to those of Grace et al. (2013, p.1370), who found that respondents’
textism appropriateness ratings were significantly positively related to their actual use
of textisms. Massey et al.’s results did, however, suggest that textism use might be
carried over into actual writing samples. Their results firstly suggest a difference in
the relationship between textese and writing for formal and informal contexts, and
secondly indicate that texting has a negative impact on formal writing but a positive
impact on informal writing. Massey et al.’s (2005. p.435) findings concur with the
findings of Androutsopoulos (2006), Ferreira da Cruz (2008), Paolillo (2001) and
Plester et al. (2008), namely that certain individuals are naturally more adept at code-

switching, that is, writing for a specific audience or context.

In a more recent study using the naturalistic approach, Wood et al. (2014b, p.281)
requested respondents to capture all text messages they had sent within a recent
two-day period, exactly as they had written them. The study examined (1) the
interrelationships between 243 children and undergraduate students’ grammatical
violations made when text messaging, and (2) these individuals’ performance on
assessments of spoken and written grammatical understanding, orthographic
processing and conventional spelling ability. Importantly, for the primary and
secondary school children there was no relationship between the tendency to make

grammatical violations when texting and their understanding of conventional
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grammar or orthography. For the young adult sample, there was some evidence of
an association between the tendency to make capitalisation and punctuation errors
when texting, and poorer performance in selecting the grammatically correct
orthographic representation of a pseudo-word. Overall, Wood et al. (2014b, p.285)
found little evidence that ungrammatical texting behaviour was linked to grammatical
understanding or knowledge of orthographic representations of language in children.
However, they did find some evidence that young adults’ violation of grammatical
conventions when texting might be linked to limited understanding of grammatically
related orthographic conventions.

In a similar study making use of the naturalistic approach, Wood et al. (2011)
investigated the textese use of 119 learners aged between 8 and 12 years in the UK.
The learners were asked to copy the text messages they had sent over a specified
weekend. Their results revealed that textism use peaked at the end of primary
school, with the lowest textism usage occurring among younger children (2011,
p.436). They also found that respondents’ textism use in spontaneous texting was
positively related to their concurrent and longitudinal reading and spelling skills. The
study suggests that textism use may contribute causally to changes in spelling

attainment.

Wood et al’'s 2014a synthesis of previous research saw them review different
instruments to test respondents’ orthographical and phonological attainment, and
texting behaviour. Wood et al. (2014a, p.93) found little relationship between mobile
phone behaviours and written language skills. What was significant in their study,
however, was that on reflection, one of Wood et al.’s (2014a, p.96) limitations was
that they did not take into consideration the intended recipient of each text message.
| have duly noted Wood et al.’s findings and recommendations, and | shall discuss
how this information contributed to shaping the rationale behind, and actual design

of, my research instruments in section 3.7.

In her PhD thesis within the American context, Rankin (2010) employed a mix of the
naturalistic and elicitation approaches. Rankin (2010, p.6) set out to answer (1) how
university students used language shortcuts in their academic writing; (2) how
language shortcuts influenced students’ spelling and grammar skills; (3) how well
students were able to differentiate between casual writing and academic writing; and
(4) how the use of language shortcuts influenced the amount of writing students

created. Using a qualitative research design framed within the social constructivist
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theory, Rankin (2010, p.4) argued that university students would use what they were
most familiar with, which broadly concurs with my postulation that SASSLATS might
fail to notice textisms because they might already have reached the point of
saturation and are so used to seeing them. Rankin (2010, p.58) found that (1)
respondents frequently used text messaging and language shortcuts; (2) language
shortcuts had become common in students’ academic assignments; (3) students
agreed that language shortcuts had hurt spelling skills; and (4) the respondents often
had academic deficiencies that went beyond errors presented through text
messaging and language shortcuts. Importantly, Rankin (2010, p.58) further found
that students sometimes used textisms without realising they were doing so, thus
supporting later claims (see Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1234, Hamzah et al. 2009, p.6)
that the point of saturation might already have been reached.

The studies discussed in this section reveal that there are humerous approaches to
conducting research on textese. Wood et al. (2014a, p.93) thus note that the wide
variation in data collection approaches and research instruments emphasises the
need for standardised instruments to be used. Having critically engaged with the
instruments and data collection approaches used in previous studies, | have duly
noted their successes and limitations. | shall use the insights gained from the
literature review and my engagement with the research instruments employed by

previous studies to inform my research design as discussed in the following chapter.

It is worth mentioning at this point that the rapidly changing nature of technology
contrasts sharply with the unquestionably longer time frame required to conduct and
publish research (by which time new technologies prompting new research scopes
might have been invented). While | have endeavoured to provide a succinct critique
of the available literature, | acknowledge that there may be new research that | am as
yet unaware of, specifically research conducted in Asia (a hub of technological
innovation), and that such research may not be accessible to me as it might not have
been translated into English. My research focus is therefore biased towards the
Western, English-speaking world. Similarly, studies conducted on English textese
within the Asian, African and South American contexts would possibly have focused
on English as a second or foreign language as per English’s status in these regions.
Accordingly, as mentioned in Chapter 1, textese in relation to English as a second or

foreign language falls wholly outside the scope of my inquiry.
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A summary of the most notable and relevant empirical studies reviewed as part of my
literature review is provided in the following table. As the various studies investigated
different aspects of textese in relation to literacy (for example reading, writing and
spelling attainment, phonological awareness, knowledge of conventional
orthography, literacy skills development and attainment on various standardised
literacy tests), the ‘findings’ column essentially only indicates whether the studies
found a positive, negative or no correlation between textese and literacy skills. The
studies are listed in descending order of publication date.

© University of Pretoria



N

IVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
IVERSITY OF PRETORI
s PRETO

57

Table 4: Summary of literature review pertaining to textese, and learners’ and students’ English language usage

Year |Researchers Location |Textese data |Literacy skill Target age group Number of Findings
(country) |collection tested respondents
method used
2014 |Wood, Kemp, Waldron |UK Naturalistic Spoken and written |89 primary school 243 Little evidence that ungrammatical
& Hart grammatical learners aged 8-10 (mean texting behaviour is linked to
understanding, age 9.9 years) grammatical understanding or
orthographic 84 secondary school knowledge of orthographic
processing and learners aged 11-15 representations of language in children.
conventional (mean age 12.8 years) Some evidence that young adults’
spelling ability 70 university violation of grammatical conventions
undergraduates aged 18- when texting may be linked to limited
30 (mean age 20.8) understanding of grammatically related
orthographic conventions.
2013 |[Salem Kuwait Self-reporting | Vocabulary, 118 intermediate school 211 Negative correlation between textese
spelling, grammar  |learners aged 11-15 and formal writing skills
93 secondary school
learners aged 16-18
2013 |Grace, Kemp, Martin & |UK and Naturalistic Reading and UK: 150 university 236 Inconsistent evidence for negative
Parrila Australia spelling undergraduates (mean relationships between adults’ use of

age 22.5 years) textisms and their literacy skills, and that
Australia: 86 university these associations may be influenced by
undergraduates (mean attitudes towards the appropriateness of
age 23.3 years) textism use.

2012 |Nadeem, Mosin & Ali | Pakistan Self-reporting |Spelling, grammar, | University graduates (age 100 Generally negative correlation between
and syntax range and mean age not textese and spelling, grammar and
naturalistic given) syntax skills.

2012 |Drouin & Driver USA Naturalistic Vocabulary, reading, | University undergraduates 183 Use of textese indicative of lower literacy

spelling and reading |(mean age 21.2 years) achievement.
fluency

2012 |Cingel & Sundar USA Self-reporting | Grammar 10-to-14-year-olds 228 General negative relationship between

the use of textese in text messages and
grammar assessment scores.

2012 |De Jonge and Kemp |Australia Translation Reading, non-word |52 secondary school 105 Use of textisms negatively correlated

and elicitation

reading, spelling
and morphological
awareness

learners aged 13-15
53 undergraduate univer-
sity students aged 18-24

with scores for reading, nonword
reading, spelling and morphological
awareness.
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Year |Researchers Location |[Textese data |Literacy skill Target age group Number of Findings
(country) |collection tested respondents
method used
2011 |Wood, Jackson, Hart, |UK Naturalistic Reading, spelling Primary school learners 114 Text messaging does not adversely
Plester & Wilde and phonological aged 9to 10 affect the development of literacy skills.
awareness Respondents’ use of textisms when text
messaging positively related to
improvement in literacy skills, especially
spelling.

2011 |Wood, Meachem, Bow- | UK Naturalistic Reading, spelling, Primary school learners 119 Some evidence of a causal contribution
yer, Jackson, Tarczyn- rapid phonological |aged 8-to-12-year-olds of textism usage to spelling performance
ski-Bowles & Plester retrieval, and in children

phonological aged 8-12 years. Positive correlation

awareness between textese and reading and
spelling skills both concurrently and
longitudinally.

2011 |Bushnell, Kemp & Australia Translated, Spelling and writing | 10-to-12-year-olds 227 Positive correlation between textese and
Martin elicited and general spelling ability.

self-reporting
2011 |Powell and Dixon UK Dictated Spelling Undergraduate university 94 Positive correlation between textese and
spelling test students with a mean age spelling skills.
of 24.4
2011 |Lee Canada Self-reported |Spelling Undergraduate university 33 Negative correlation between textese
acceptability students aged 18 to 21 and acceptability judgements.
judgements

2011 |Geertsema, Hyman & |South Africa | Self-reporting | Writing and spelling | Secondary school 22 Negative correlation between textese
Van Deventer teachers (age not given) and literacy skills.

2011 |Drouin USA Self-reporting | Spelling, reading Undergraduate university 152 Positive correlation between text
fluency, reading students with a mean age messaging frequency and spelling and
accuracy of 21.2 reading fluency, but negative correlation

with reading accuracy.

2010 |(Kemp Australia Translation Reading and writing | Undergraduate university 61 Positive correlation between textese and

students (age not given) reading and writing scores.

2010 |Gann, Bartoszuk & USA Dictated Spelling 62 university 106 No correlation between textese and
Anderson spelling test undergraduates and 44 lowered spelling performance.

young adults aged 18 to
78 (mean age 25.5)
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Year |Researchers Location |[Textese data |Literacy skill Target age group Number of Findings
(country) |collection tested respondents
method used

2010 |Rankin USA Naturalistic Spelling and Undergraduate university 25 Some negative correlation between

grammar students (age not given) textese and academic writing.

2010 |Rosen, Chang, Erwin, |USA Elicited and Writing Young adults aged 18 718 Negative correlation between textese

Carrier & Cheever self-reporting to 25 and formal writing but positive correlation
between textese and informal writing.

2009 |Winzker, Southwood & |South Africa | Self-reporting | Spelling and writing | Secondary school 88 Marginally negative correlation between

Huddlestone and learners grades 8 and 11 textese and literacy skills.
naturalistic (age not given)

2009 |Plester, Wood & Joshi |UK Elicited and Vocabulary, reading |10-tol2-year-olds 88 Ratio of textisms to total words used
self-reporting |and spelling positively associated with word reading,

vocabulary, and phonological
awareness.

2009 |Drouin & Davis USA Elicited and Reading fluency and | University undergraduates 80 No negative correlation between textese
translation spelling aged 18-48 (mean age and literacy skills

21.8)

2009 |Freudenberg South Africa | Self-reporting | Spelling and writing | Grade 8 and 11 learners 88 Marginally negative correlation between
and (aged 13/14 and 16/17) textese and literacy skills
naturalistic

2009 |Perea, Acha & Spain Naturalistic Reading University undergraduates 26 Negative correlation (reading cost

Carreiras with a mean age of 19 involved with reading textese)

2008 |Plester, Wood & Bell UK Translated, Spelling and writing |11-and-12-year-olds and 65 and 35 |Positive correlation between textese and
elicited and 10-and-11-year-olds respectively |spelling and writing skills; knowledge of
self-reporting textisms not associated with poor written

language outcomes

2008 |Spatafora Canada Naturalistic Writing 16-to19-year-olds 4 Negative correlation to formal writing but

positive correlation to informal writing

2005 |Massey, Elliott & UK Naturalistic Vocabulary, spelling | 16-year-olds Sample of all | Negative correlation between textese

Johnson and punctuation British 16- |and literacy skills
year-olds
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In view of the tabulated summary provided, the most salient findings of previous

studies may be generalised and summarised as follows:

1. In general, secondary school learners are “aware of when it is appropriate to
use textisms and when it is not” (Wood et al. 2014a, p.50), which displays
metalinguistic knowledge on their part (Plester et al. 2008, p.143). Secondary
school learners therefore generally know that textisms are decidedly
unacceptable in formal writing (Lee 2011, p.84). However, this does not
necessarily mean that they will be able to identify textisms in formal written
English.

2. However, despite knowing that textisms are inappropriate in formal and
academic writing, it has been found that secondary school learners in the
USA and the UK sometimes use textisms inadvertently (Rankin 2010, p.4,
Carrington 2005, p.161).

3. Actual textism use in writing samples produced by secondary school learners
in general is low (Freudenberg 2009, Baron 2008, Massey et al. 2005,
Thurlow & Brown 2003). This is due to the physical act of writing being
different from typing a message on the various ECDs (Salem 2013, p.65).

4. There is a difference in the relationship between textisms and writing for
formal and informal contexts: while texting is negatively associated with
formal writing, it is positively associated with informal writing (Plester et al.
2008, Spatafora 2008, Massey et al. 2005, p.435).

5. The written vocabulary of textese can be readily recognised by those who do
not use textese (Drouin & Davis 2009, p.60).

6. Itis possible to ‘code-switch’ if textese users manage to keep the conventions
of the two worlds of textese and conventional English separate (Jacobs 2008,
p.207), and certain individuals are naturally more adept at ‘code-switching’
than others (Ferreira da Cruz 2008, p.101, Plester et al. 2008, p.143
Androutsopoulos 2006, p.425, Massey et al. 2005, p.435, Paolillo 2001,
p.183). Accordingly, secondary school learners should be made aware of the
different registers available when making decisions about writing (Mohapatra
& Bose 2010, pp.138-139).

7. Itis unlikely that a decline in spelling and writing performance as a result of
textese use will be seen immediately (Drouin & Davis 2009, p.63).

8. Secondary school learners generally do not view online and textese

communications as writing, but rather as a way of talking (UK Department of
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Education 2012, p.5, Jacobs 2008, p.207, Lenhart et al. 2008, p.13). The
conventions used for ‘writing’ textese are therefore different from those used
for academic writing.

9. Shorter words are often abbreviated, while longer words are not because they
cease being comprehensible (Drouin & Davis 2009, p.63, Crystal 2008b, p.1).
Shorter words are therefore conducive to being shortened as textisms.

10. Children who demonstrate the greatest knowledge of textese also
demonstrate the greatest knowledge of conventional spellings (Wood et al.
2014a, p.92).

11. A protocol involving target words should be used because declines in literacy
are more likely to be seen in this area than in standardised tests (Drouin &
Davis 2009, p.65).

To conclude this section, | reiterate the following gaps identified after reviewing other
empirical studies on the impact of textese on literacy skills:

1. None of the studies tested secondary school learners’ ability to identify
textisms in formal written Standard English.

2. Previous studies employed four data collection approaches, namely self-
reporting, message translation, message elicitation and naturalistic messages
(Wood et al. 2014a, pp.79-84). While many studies employed different
purposefully designed research instruments, no study has therefore yet

employed a proofreading protocol.

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter | have shown that textese is generally portrayed in a negative light in
the media and that the public opinion on textese is that it has a degenerative effect
particularly on secondary school learners’ formal writing skills. The literature further
revealed that textese is more akin to talking than to writing despite it being expressed

in written form.

| have also critically engaged with the literature and specifically reviewed the
research instruments and data collection methods employed by previous empirical
studies in relation to the findings produced by these studies. Given my reservations
regarding the reliability and validity of some of the research instruments employed by

previous studies, | have meticulously noted the researchers’ conceded limitations
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and captured in detail the gaps that my research instruments will aim to fill. In
Chapter 3 | will therefore show how this information contributed to shaping the
rationale behind, and actual design of, my research instruments. This chapter
concluded with a succinct, tabulated review of previous empirical studies, including
their research design and main findings. In the next chapter | will first explain how the
two theoretical frameworks of register theory and historical linguistics underpin my

inquiry before detailing my research design.
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3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH DESIGN

3.1 Introduction

| frame my inquiry within two distinct theoretical frameworks: | use register theory to
argue that the distinction between when the use of textisms is appropriate or
inappropriate is not as clear for younger people as for older people (Schaller 2007,
p.2). | thus posited that SASSLATS would not have a precise grasp of register and
would therefore be inclined to read over textisms in a formal writing context. Register
theory is therefore used to test my research hypothesis that SASSLATS will struggle

to identify textisms in a formal writing context.

My second, supporting theoretical framework is historical linguistics — essentially the
study of language change. In this regard | argue that all living languages, including
English, are constantly changing and that textese is a driver of language change.
| then use historical linguistics to answer my research question of what the
implications are for formal written Standard English in South Africa in terms of
SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. A simplistic
illustration of how my two theoretical frameworks will be used to test my research

hypothesis and answer my research question is provided in the following figure:

Figure 7: Theoretical frameworks used in this study

Theoretical framework 1
Register theory

|

Research hypothesis
SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context.

!

Theoretical framework 2
Historical linguistics

!

Research question

What are the implications for formal written Standard English in South
Africa in terms of SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written
Standard English?

| have thus deemed it appropriate to use two theoretical frameworks as one was not
sufficient to test my research hypothesis and answer my research question. My two

theoretical frameworks are discussed in greater detail in the next sections.
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3.2 Register theory

In view of the point of saturation possibly already having been reached, | use register
theory for the first part of my inquiry as my research lens. Because all use of
language has a context (Halliday 1985, p.45), | am of the opinion that due to my
target population of SASSLATS’ constant and arguably excessive exposure to
textese, the different registers required for different contexts are not as clear to them
as digital natives, as it might be for digital immigrants. Observers such as Hansen
(2011, p.2) therefore fear that if secondary school learners in general are not properly
taught the importance of separating formal and informal register, the level of writing
skills as measured against the conventions of Standard English will continue to

decline significantly as the technology age flourishes.

| therefore deemed it appropriate to use register theory as first theoretical framework
as it endeavours to uncover the general principles that govern the various situation
types so that we can begin to understand which situational factors determine which
linguistic features (Halliday 1978, p.32). Register is determined by what is taking
place, who is taking part, and what part the language plays (ibid.). The term ‘register’
only came to prominence in the 1960s, and was succeeded by the introduction of the
term ‘context of situation’ (Halliday 2007, p.271). Malinowski first introduced the term
‘context of situation’ in 1923 to substantiate his claim that any given text is
necessarily always accompanied by a ‘con-text’, or ‘with-text’ (Halliday & Hasan
1985, pp.5-6), meaning that no text exists in isolation. Halliday (2007, p.283) further
distinguishes between the context of the situation (situational factors influencing
meaning) and the context of culture (social and cultural factors influencing meaning),
which he perceives not as two different concepts, but rather as the same concept
seen from two different depths of observation. According to Halliday (2007, p.271),
this notion of what is ‘with the text’ goes beyond what is said and written “to make a

bridge between the text and the situation in which texts actually occur”.

A decade later, Firth endorsed the theory purported by Malinowski and similarly
claimed in 1935 that all linguistics were the study of meaning, and that all meaning
was implicitly dependent on the context (Halliday & Hasan 1985, p.8). A theory of
language in context is therefore a theory about the nature and evolution of language
(Halliday 2007, p.274). Accordingly, while the above developments were essentially
precursors to the evolution of the term ‘register’, and subsequently to register theory,
the actual term ‘register was first used to indicate context by Reid in 1956, after

which it was taken up and further developed by Ure (Halliday 1978, p.110). The term
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was subsequently refined by Halliday and his associates in 1964, who formulated a

theory of register which holds that:

... the language we speak or write varies according to the type of situation.
This in itself is no more than stating the obvious. What the theory of
register does is attempt to uncover the general principles which govern
this variation, so that we can begin to understand what situational factors
determine what linguistic features. It is a fundamental property of all
languages that they display variation according to use; but surprisingly
little is yet known about the nature of the variation involved, largely
because of the difficulty of identifying the controlling factors.

(Halliday 1978, p.32, emphasis original)

Following the establishment of register theory by Halliday (1985, p.12), he identified

three factors that determine the choice of register:

1. The field of discourse: what is happening; what is the nature of the social
action taking place; and what are the participants engaged in?

2. The tenor of discourse: who is taking part; what is the nature of the
relationship between the participants; and what are the participants’ statuses
and rules?

3. The mode of discourse: what part is language playing; what is it that the
participants expect language to do for them in the situation; and what is the

channel of the communication (written, spoken or a combination of the two)?

These three factors are used to decide on the most appropriate register to be used
for a given context. Halliday (1985, pp.39-40) further distinguishes between ‘closed’
and ‘open’ registers: a closed register is one in which the total number of possible
messages is fixed, finite and without scope for individuality, while an open register is
one normally used for informal and spontaneous communication. However, we are
never completely free from the constraints of a linguistic system as messages would
otherwise cease being intelligible (Crystal 2008b, p.1). Textese thus would evidently

make use of an open register as it caters for individuality and is decidedly informal.

Leckie-Tarry (1995, p.2) further distinguishes between oral and literate registers, as
well as context of situation, context of text and context of culture. While certain
linguists are inclined to restrict the context of a text to the context of the situation,
Leckie-Tarry (1995, p.3) argues that “no precise understanding of the linguistic

process is possible without taking into account all levels of context”. The different

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&

<

66

components comprising register are depicted in Figure 8. Accordingly, Leckie-Tarry

(ibid.) argues that any text will principally be governed by any one of the components

of context of situation, context of text, and context of culture as depicted:

Figure 8: Leckie-Tarry’s (1995) model of register

Register

oral = * |iterate

context of situation +— co-text +— context of culture

Adapted from Leckie-Tarry (1995)

Furthermore, registers are defined in terms of their functional components, which
may usefully be captured on Leckie-Tarry’s (1995, p.63) ‘cline of register’.! Attributing
distinctly different characteristics to oral and literate (written) registers, Leckie-Tarry
(1995, p.64) distinguishes between the two registers:

Figure 9: Characteristics distinguishing oral and literate registers

REGISTER
Oral Literate
interpersonal ideational
verbal style nominal style
informal spoken formal written
unstable stable
propositional lexical
child adult

Adapted from Leckie-Tarry (1995, p.64)

The six characteristics of an oral register described in Figure 9 are applicable to
textese as it is indeed (1) interpersonal, as secondary school learners interact with
each other via the various social media contexts in which textese is used
predominantly; (2) verbal, as research has shown that secondary school learners
view texting as talking rather than writing (UK Department of Education 2012, p.5,
Jacobs 2008, p.207, Lenhart et al. 2008, p.13); (3) informal spoken, as secondary

! Although ‘cline’ is normally used to denote the graded sequence of differences within a species from a
biological point of view, Leckie-Tarry employs the word in a linguistic sense to denote different registers.
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school learners predominantly use the social media platforms to interact with friends
(thus not for academic purposes); (4) unstable, as various different textese
abbreviations may be used to denote the same word (for example, ‘mayb’, ‘mybe’,
‘myb’, ‘mab’, ‘mAB’, ‘mabe’, and ‘mAbe’ could all present the word ‘maybe’ (Crystal
2008a, p.32); (5) propositional, as textese frequently proposes new writing and
spelling conventions; and (6) uses a register preferred by the younger digital native
generation. Conversely, the more formal register associated with written Standard
English is (1) ideational, meaning that written English should represent the ideal form
of the language; (2) nominal, being the self-styled ideal form that language users
should strive to attain; (3) formal, signifying a decidedly more formal context of use;
(4) stable, as the lexical items used in formal written Standard English are
necessarily recognised in the English lexicon; (5) lexical, as the words used in formal
written Standard English have already been incorporated into the English lexicon;
and (6) the register predominantly used by adults.

Due to the fact that texting is viewed as an oral mode of expression, albeit in written
form, it employs a predominantly oral register, and thus relies heavily on phonetic
writing, that is, writing words as they would be spoken. Applying Halliday’s three
aforementioned factors to determine the most appropriate register to be used for a
given context, namely field, tenor and mode, it may be asserted that the field of
textese discourse is informal, social conversation; the tenor is the digital natives who
want to communicate as quickly and efficiently as possible with their peers; and the
mode is the use of language to convey information through an oral register, but
expressed in written form. It may thus be inferred that the collective perception of
secondary school learners, who globally comprise the most significant user group of
texters, view texting as talking, assigning all the above-mentioned elements
associated with an oral register to it. However, the digital immigrant generation views
texting as a form of writing, thus expecting that the more formal elements of a written
register will be retained by the younger generation of texters, but this evidently does

not happen.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, young adults in the USA between the ages of 18 and 24
sent and received an average of 109 text messages per day in 2011, which translate
into 763 per week, 3 270 per month and 39 785 per year (Pew Internet 2011, p.4).
This number will naturally far exceed the combined number of school assignments,
homework tasks, tests and exams written by any secondary school learner. While it

is difficult to estimate an accurate ratio of the number of times an act of texting
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exceeds a formal academic task, it will suffice to note that globally, both in developed
and developing countries, the average secondary school learner will engage in the
act of texting far more often than he/she will in completing an academic writing task
(Hansen 2011, p.3). This is due to digital communication allowing for a larger number
of people to be drawn into individuals’ communicative circles, in which casual writing
and a more informal register are often the norm (Wood et al. 2014a, p.96). It is then
natural that secondary school learners might sometimes confuse the two different
registers used for formal (academic) and informal (textese) writing, as they might
have become desensitised and potentially have reached the point of saturation
(O’Connor 2005, p.2, Brown-Owens et al. 2003, p.17), and could therefore use
textisms inadvertently (Rankin 2010, p.4, Carrington 2005, p.161). However, Crystal
(2008c), and Thomas and McGee (2012, p.20) disagree with this position, asserting
that children in general have a very precise grasp of context, with Kasesniemi (2003,
p.208) agreeing that most secondary school learners are in possession of several
different repertoires. It could then be that it is “the ability to modulate one’s use of
textisms according to the intended recipient” (Wood et al. 2014a, p.97) that requires
investigation. It is this ability of SASSLATS to modulate and decide on the most

appropriate ‘repertoire’ given the context with which my inquiry is concerned.

| have therefore identified register theory as my theoretical framework to test my null
hypothesis, namely that SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal
writing context. My research question, which relates to the potential of textese to
drive language change, will be considered within the ambit of my second theoretical

framework of historical linguistics as discussed in the next section.

3.3 Historical linguistics

For the second part of my inquiry | shall use historical linguistics to argue that textese
is a driver of language change. Historical linguistics is the branch of linguistics
concerned with the processes of language change and was also the first branch of
linguistics to be placed on a firm scholarly footing (Trask 2000, p.150). Relevant
aspects of sociolinguistics will also be discussed and included in my theoretical
framework as and when appropriate. As indicated by the extracts provided below of
formal written Standard English throughout the ages, it may be asserted with some
confidence that English has constantly been changing, and indeed is still changing
(Hock & Joseph 2009, p.8, Hale 2007, p.3, Denison & Hogg 2006, p.5, Crystal 2005,
p.357, Aitchison 2001, p.251).
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When looking at a language over an extended period of time, one notable
observation is that language change does not occur in distinct phases but may
instead be observed along an historical continuum (Schendl 2001, p.5). This
essentially means that users of the English language are able to understand easily
the language of generations immediately before and after them, but find it
increasingly difficult to understand language the further it is removed chronologically

from their own variant (ibid.).

Confirming that variability is inherent in language, some of my older colleagues at
work still write words such as ‘today’ and ‘tomorrow’ as ‘to-day’ and ‘to-morrow’.
There is no difference in meaning but when | saw the words written as such for the
first time | realised that the spellings must have been the Standard English (i.e. the
dictionary form) spelling some time ago before dropping the hyphen to constitute the
Standard English spelling we know today as ‘today’ and ‘tomorrow’. This example
accounts for variation in language use, albeit very simplistically. The mere fact that
textese spelling and writing conventions are different from Standard English indicates
that there is undoubtedly variation, and variation is, in turn, indicative of change
taking place (Schendl 2001, p.72). Language users will therefore have different
‘variants’ of many different lexical items at their disposal, which they will use at
different times depending on the situation and context (Schendl 2001, p.68). The
fluctuating use of these variants can be associated with certain groups of language
users so that the collective preference of a group of people of a certain age, race,
sex or social class may be generalised to reveal what their typical usage would
comprise (ibid.). Going back to my simplistic example of the spelling variation of the
word ‘to-day/today’, one may observe that there is a period of variation and
coexistence between new and old forms in the process of change. This period of
variation has often been ignored in historical linguistics under the assumption that
language change cannot be observed directly (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes 2003,
p.716). Croft (2010, p.2) describes language change as being a two-step process:
the first step is innovation, which inevitably leads to the second step, namely that of

variation.

Accordingly, Denison and Hogg (2006, p.37) describe the mechanism of language
change as being either innovative or diffusive in nature, with innovation being “the
introduction of a new variant, possibly initially characterisable as an error [emphasis
mine]”. Innovations may therefore either become preferred or not. In contrast,

diffusion is the spread of a variant from the point where it has become a viable option
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for a number of language users. Denison and Hogg (2006, p.37) use an idealised
S-curve to represent competition between two variants as depicted in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Denison and Hogg’s (2006) idealised S-curve

100%

number of times
innovation is used
rather than older
variant

(%% time

Adapted from Denison and Hogg (2006, p.37)

The horizontal axis represents linear time, while the vertical axis depicts the number
of available occasions, expressed as a percentage, on which an innovation is used
rather than the older variant. At first, the innovation is used sporadically, with its
frequency increasing very slowly while remaining low for an extended period of time.
Only once the innovation is used around 20% of the time does its rate of use begin to
increase dramatically (Denison & Hogg 2006, p.37). As the curve of the growth rate
of the use of the innovation becomes steeper, the innovation relatively quickly
replaces the older variant as the dominant form. However, once the use of the
innovation’s growth rate reaches approximately 80%, it starts falling again, thereby
allowing the older variant to survive at a low frequency (Denison & Hogg 2006, p.38).
Linguistic changes therefore tend to be the result of two equivalent forms coexisting
as variants for some time before one gives way to the other (Schendl 2001, p.3). The
steepest part of the S-curve, that is the point at which actual language change
essentially occurs, is driven predominantly by the subject group of this inquiry,
namely younger teenagers (Labov 2001, p.449). It is crucial to note, however, that
once a change has entered a language, it can be accelerated, slowed down or even

reversed by both social and linguistic factors (Aitchison 2000, p.161).

Specifically with regard to my inquiry, it may be noted that textese forms would
constitute ‘innovations’ as per Denison and Hogg’s model of language change, with

the perceived threat posed by textese to the digital immigrant generation’s Standard
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English being that the textese forms are slowly starting to replace the older Standard
English variants as the dominant form (Nadeem et al. 2012, p.1234, Omar & Miah
2012, p.9, Rankin 2010, p.58, Bodomo 2009, p.113). Because ‘standard’ language is
measured against a set, as opposed to an evolving, benchmark, language change is
generally perceived negatively and a view of language’s supposed ‘fall from grace’ is
generally assumed (Hock 1991, p.1-2). Not surprisingly, and concurring with the
popular view of textese portrayed in the media, the most prevalent view on linguistic
change is therefore that it is a matter of decay caused by:

... slovenly or imprecise speech habits which violate the rules of language.
And these rules, in turn, are considered sacrosanct, established for all
eternity, at a certain stage of the language which is believed to have been
its Golden Age. Or sometimes they are considered to have been
established in another language which is considered the most and whose
grammar is thought to be the model for the grammars of all other
languages.
(Hock 1991, p.627)

Similarly, the traditional canon of English literature, which includes the writings of
Chaucer, Spenser, Shakespeare, Milton, Pope, Wordsworth and Shaw, is often
invoked as an image of a better past — a set of standards from which contemporary
use has sadly fallen (Maybin 1996, p.239). Moreover, language users sometimes
compare one language to the rules established in another language — a practice that
holds true for English and is evidenced by the fact that to this day language purists
frown upon splitting infinitives because it is impossible to do so in Latin (a highly
prominent influence on English in the Elizabethan era). This despite there being no
conclusive argument for not splitting them in English (Birchfield 2004, pp.736-738).
For example, historical linguists in the nineteenth century would have been
introduced to the field of linguistics by means of a thorough study of the classical
European languages, namely Latin and Greek (Hock & Joseph 2009, p.6). They
would then have been persuaded that these tongues of classical antiquity were the
most perfect on earth, while their contemporary language was but a poor imitation of
the bygone perfection (ibid.). As a result, many language users tend to view their
language use as inferior or worse than that of their predecessors, viewing language
use as unavoidably decaying or declining as time passes (Schendl 2001, p.6). There
is therefore a widely held belief that language change must necessarily mean
deterioration and decay (Crystal 2005, p.458). The digital immigrants thus observe

the casual language use of the younger generation, and automatically conclude that

© University of Pretoria



&
g

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

72

standards have fallen markedly (ibid.). It is accordingly common for the digital
immigrant generation to perceive contemporary language usage as illustrating the

problem of ‘decay’ at its worst, but this view is shared by every generation (ibid.).

Furthermore, language change has historically been viewed as gradually declining
(Aitchison 2001, p.251), and users of English have a long tradition of complaining
about the way in which English is developing (Crystal 2004b, p.249). It therefore
comes as no surprise that “the conviction that [English] is decaying is so much more
widespread than the belief that it is progressing” (Aitchison 2001, p.7). Eighteenth
century England was particularly hostile to the idea of language change, advocating
regularity and order (Schendl 2001, p.6). Indeed, many of the foremost intellectual
and literary figures of the eighteenth century, including Jonathan Swift and Samuel
Johnson, vigorously opposed the idea of language change. In 1712, Jonathan Swift
wrote A Proposal for Correcting, Improving and Ascertaining the English Tongue in a
letter to the Earl of Oxford and Mortimer. Swift (1712, p.8) complains that “our
language is extremely imperfect; that its daily improvements are by no means in
proportion to its daily corruptions; and that the pretenders to polish and refine it, have
chiefly multiplied abuses and absurdities; and, that in many instances, it offends
against every part of grammar”. Summing up the prevailing perspective of the time,
Swift wanted to stop English from changing any further as he could “see no absolute
necessity why any language should be perpetually changing” (1712, p.16).
Resonating the assumed threat posed by textese, Swift (1712, p.22) informs us that
‘most of the books we see now a-days [sic], are full of ... manglings and
abbreviations [emphasis added]”. Swift (1712, p.31) was so opposed to language
change that he thought it “better a [[Janguage should not be wholly perfect, than that
it should be perpetually changing”.

In planning his famous Dictionary of the English Language (1755), entitled The Plan
for a Dictionary of the English Language (1747), Johnson labels all linguistic change
as being “of itself an evil” (1747, p.36), and wrote in the preface that “tongues
[languages], like governments, have a natural tendency to degeneration” (1755, pp.5-
6). Moreover, disgust about the ‘appalling’ state of the English language and
remedies to improve were at their height in the eighteenth century (Aitchison,
2001:8). In the nineteenth century, linguists and philologists were inclined to see
language change strictly as either progress or decay, with decay being the
predominant view (McMahon 1994, pp.315-316). Even professional linguists in the

nineteenth century were inclined to view language as a growing organism with an
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evolutionary stage, a brief period of evolutionary perfection, and inevitable
subsequent decay (Schendl 2001, p.7). Up to the 1870s, most historical linguists
subscribed to the idea that language change was tantamount to language decay
(Hock & Joseph 2009, p.6).

Later, in 1947, Sifferd (1947, p.340) noted that “for some years the question of
whether children are as proficient in spelling today as they were a generation or two
ago has been debated pro and con”, while Furness expressed the following opinion
in 1958 (1958, p.390): “Yes, it is true. Businessmen, industrialists, and laymen have
complained about the poor spelling of young people whom they employ”. Moreover,
in 1980, the literary editor of The Times complained that English grammar was
becoming “simpler and coarser’, while a 1982 newspaper article expressed the
opinion that “the standard of speech and pronunciation in England has declined so

much ... that one is almost ashamed to let foreigners hear it” (Aitchison 2001, p.5).

Language change and its perceived degeneration has even featured in poetry as
captured in Ogden Nash’s poem entitled “Laments for a Dying Language” (1962):

Coin brassy words at will, debase the coinage;
We’'re in an if-you-cannot-lick-them-join-them-age,
A slovenliness provides its own excuse age,
Where usage overnight condones misusage.
Farewell, farewell to my beloved language,

Once English, now a vile orangutanguage.

As evidenced by the extract from more than 50 years ago, concern over the standard
of English language use in general, and the younger generation’s language use in
particular, is not a new development. For centuries, books have lamented the
degeneration of the English language, with the authors warning that language use
will inevitably become worse should the conventions disapproved of by them run
rampant (Hock & Joseph 2009, p.5).

The proponents of the aforementioned language decay theory often hold up the
language of Shakespeare, and later Milton, as a standard against which subsequent
writings should be judged. However, Shakespeare himself was a linguistic innovator
and user of slang, popularising words such as ‘nervy’, ‘rancorous’, ‘puke’,
‘assassination’ and ‘sanctimonious’ (Webb 2010). Similarly, as part of a project
started in 2000, every single word in the Oxford English Dictionary is currently being

revised to ensure that the lexicon of the English language reflects its current usage
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(Oxford English Dictionary 2012). In addition to this substantial revision, the Oxford
English Dictionary republishes its entire database online every three months, with
“‘new words added for the first time and older entries revised according to the
exacting standards of modern historical lexicography” (Oxford English Dictionary
2012). In each quarterly revision, approximately 1 600 words are added or amended

to continually reflect the most relevant and current lexicon of the English language.

This approach followed by the Oxford English Dictionary of continually updating and
amending the English lexicon concurs with the position assumed by scholarly
observers on the topic of language change, such as Aitchison (2003, 2001), Baugh
and Cable (2012), Crystal (2008a, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2005, 2004b, 2001, 2000),
Hale (2007), Joseph and Janda (2003) and McMahon (1994), who are of the view
that any language that is spoken is alive and must therefore necessarily adapt and
evolve Crystal (2005, p.357). Indeed, as early as the Middle English period writers
started noticing that the English language was evolving (Crystal 2004b, p.169), and
McMahon (1994, pp.316-318) accordingly proposes that we assume an evolutionary
view of language as language should continually adapt to reflect the ever-changing
environment in which it is used. The call to assume an evolutionary stance on
language change is also shared by Baugh and Cable (2012, pp.2-3), according to
whom it is natural for a language to evolve constantly, incorporate new words and
spelling variations, and discard the outdated ones. This stands in stark contrast to
Jonathan Swift's (1712, p.31) view that language should rather be “imperfect than
constantly changing”. However, Crystal (2008a, 2005, 2004b), and Baugh and Cable
(2012) caution against viewing contemporary English in absolute terms as
representing the pinnacle of linguistic evolution rather than merely being part of a
larger, continuous process. Languages do not develop, progress, decay, evolve or
act according to any of the metaphors which imply a specific endpoint and level of
excellence: they simply change as society changes (Crystal 2005, p.459).

As mentioned in Chapter 1, | am therefore of the view that secondary school
learners’ exposure to the more informal language contexts offered by texting might,
over time, result in the more formal aspects of formal written Standard English
becoming informalised (Goodman 1996, p.145) or ‘conversationalised’ (Fairclough
1994, p.147). 1t is reiterated that although language change largely occurs when
casual styles of speech become accepted in more formal settings, and not the other
way around, it does not necessarily imply that language is becoming increasingly
informal (Aitchison 2003, p.739).
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Textese is therefore a driver of language change, with its detractors claiming it is
tantamount to language decay, while its supporters believe it is simply language
change, or even the natural evolution of language. Accordingly, my research
question of what the implications are for formal written Standard English in South
Africa in terms of SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard
English relates to this debate: if | can answer my research question satisfactorily, |
might be in a position to express an informed opinion on the debate of whether
textese constitutes language evolution or language decay. While language evolution
shall be dealt with presently, it may be noted that for the purpose of this inquiry
‘language decay’ shall necessary denote a deterioration in language’s ability to
perform its primary function, namely that of facilitating communication and ensuring
intelligibility. The notion of language decay is discussed hereunder as an opposing
concept to the notion of ‘language evolution’. Although not explicitly part of my
research scope, this precipitates the question: what is the difference between

‘language evolution’ and ‘language change’? Is there, in fact, a difference?

In order to provide satisfactory answers to these questions, | refer to Crystal's
(2008a, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2005, 2004b, 2001, 2000) numerous books on
language change, in which he assumes an evolutionary point of view in the post-
Darwinian sense of the term. Unlike pre-Darwinian, early nineteenth-century linguists
and intellectuals, who saw linguistic change as language necessarily progressing
from a more primitive to an ideal, necessarily more complex state of language,
followed by an inevitable period of decay (Schendl 2001, p.83), Crystal assumes a
post-Darwinian perspective: he does not see language evolution as either progress
or decay, but as a natural process leading to variation and natural selection among
the existing variants which, in turn, leads to language change. Crystal’s use of the
word ‘evolution’ does therefore not strictly correlate to the dictionary form, with a
synonym for Crystal’s use of ‘evolution’ being ‘change’, ‘adaptation’ or ‘development’,
rather than ‘progression’ or ‘improvement’. Crystal views language evolution,
specifically English evolution, as the language’s ability to adapt to the ever-changing
demands imposed upon it as a global language rather than becoming increasingly
adept at fulfilling its primary function of conveying meaning. This view is shared by
McMahon (1994, p.315), who recommends that a post-Darwinian view of evolution

be assumed when addressing the topic of language change.

It would therefore seem that, as a driver of language change, textese does not

represent language evolution in the pre-Darwinian sense of the word, nor does it
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represent language decay. This is the same conclusion reached by Aitchison (2001,
p.253), who found that “we must conclude therefore that language is ebbing and
flowing like the tide, but neither progressing nor decaying, as far as we can tell”.
Accordingly, in order to show that language is evolving in the pre-Darwinian sense of
the word, it must be shown that language is improving — thus becoming ‘better’ at
performing its primary function. The primary functions of language are to convey
meaning by acting as facilitator of communication, with the greatest threat to this
function being incomprehensibility (Crystal 2004b, p.222, Dunbar 2003, p.219), and
to communicate ideas and transmit information from one person to another (Crystal
2005, p.462). If the primary function of language is to convey meaning, it is extremely
difficult to prove that Modern (contemporary) English is more ‘evolved’ than Middle
English or Old English by virtue of the fact that it is better at fulfilling language’s
primary function of conveying meaning and facilitating communication. It accordingly
stands to reason that Old English would have been just as accessible to its target
audience (users of Old English) than Middle English would have been to its target
audience (users of Middle English) and than Modern English is to us as users of
Modern English. Therefore the actual function of language cannot evolve and the
effectiveness with which language fulfils its primary functions of conveying meaning
and facilitating communication cannot be determined in terms of varying degrees —
language simply conveys meaning or it does not (although it would presumably do so
with varying degrees of success). Aitchison (2001, p.13) concurs with this notion that
“the language of Chaucer’s or Shakespeare’s time was no better and no worse than

that of our own — just different”.

In view of the above, | consider my research question of what the implications are for
formal written Standard English in South Africa in terms of SASSLATS’ ability to
identify textisms in formal written Standard English within the debate of whether
textese, as a driver of language change, constitutes language evolution (in the post-

Darwinian sense of the term) or language decay.

3.4 Research philosophy

As per the key attributes of positivism (Phillips & Burbules 2000), | believe that
objective data, evidence and rational considerations shape knowledge, where the
researcher collects information through the use of instruments based on measures
completed by respondents or observations recorded by the researcher. However, as

absolute objectivity is ultimately unattainable, | subscribe more to the postpositivist
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worldview as it realises this truth; acknowledging that the social scientist can never
be absolutely certain about knowledge claims when studying the behaviour and

actions of humans (Mertens 2010a, p.12, Creswell 2009, p.7).

As mentioned in Chapter 1, | believe that my research hypothesis can be tested
objectively by means of statistical analysis of the data obtained. Accordingly,
although all efforts were made to ensure that | remained as objective as possible
during my research, | acknowledge that | cannot be completely ‘positive’ about my
claims of knowledge (Creswell 2009, p.7). Nevertheless, my ontological view is that
while absolute objectivity is impossible, there is indeed one ‘truth’ for my inquiry as |
believe that my results will reveal that SASSLATS either do or do not struggle to
identify textisms in a formal writing context. | accordingly believe in the postpositivist
assumption that there is one reality for my inquiry, but that this reality can only be
known within a certain level of probability (Mertens 2010a, p.12). Owing to the fact
that | focused heavily on the objective, statistical results provided by the data (as will
be discussed in Chapter 4), | opted for a quantitative research design as explained in
section 3.5. Postpositivism as philosophical worldview was deemed to be the most
appropriate worldview for my inquiry as its assumptions generally hold true more for

gquantitative than for qualitative research (Creswell 2009, p.6).

3.5 Research design

| employed a quantitative research design as such an approach is appropriate in
instances where the researcher intends to test objective theories by examining the
relationship among variables (Creswell 2009, p.4). These variables are usually
measured by instruments so that the data can be analysed using statistical
procedures. A quantitative approach was therefore used to test my null hypothesis
and answer my research question. Although not part of the explicit focus of my
inquiry, qualitative elements were included as and when appropriate. These elements
are discussed in greater detail when analysing and interpreting the results. A
diagrammatical presentation of the research design employed in this inquiry is

provided in Figure 11.
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Quantitative research design

!

Null hypothesis

SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context.

!

Research question

What are the implications for formal written Standard English in South Africa in terms of
SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English?

!

Theoretical framework 1: Register theory (to test hypothesis)

Theoretical framework 2: Historical linguistics (to answer research question)

l
Instrument 1: learners’ . Instrument 2: teachers’
: “«— Instrument design — X -
proofreading protocol guestionnaire
l

1. Ethics Committee of the
Faculty of Education of
the University of Pretoria

2.Gauteng Department of
Education

Ethical matters: Obtain

1. Ethics Committee of the
Faculty of Education of
the University of Pretoria

2.Gauteng Department of
Education

: A relevant approvals - .
3.Relevant research sites 3.Relevant research sites
4.Teacher respondents 4. Teacher respondents
5.Learner respondents 5.Learner respondents
6.Parents/guardians 6.Parents/guardians

|
Pilot learners’ research - Pilot stud N Pilot teachers’ research
instrument and amend y instrument and amend
J
Concurrent data collection | «— Data collection — | Concurrent data collection
l
1. Conventional statistical . .
. Conventional statistical
analysis “— — analvsis
2. Rasch analysis y
|
Present results in tables, . Present results in tables,
figures and statements A DAIE [UESEAIE - figures and statements
!
Results interpretation
!

Test null hypothesis and answer research question

!

s |

Legend:

1.

2.
3.
4

Words in bold indicate the null hypothesis, research question and theoretical frameworks.
Bold blocks indicate the various steps of the research design.
Down arrows (|) indicate one step preceding another.

Side arrows («/—) indicate actions happening concurrently.

Adapted from Creswell and Plano Clark (2011, p.205)
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3.6 Research sites and respondents
3.6.1 Research sites

For ease of reference, Pretoria’s geographical location in Gauteng Province (in red),

South Africa is provided in the figure below:

Figure 12: Map of South Africa

South Africa

Pretoria is South Africa’s administrative capital and is part of the province of Gauteng
— South Africa’s wealthiest province both in terms of per capita income and gross
domestic product measured by province. The Old East of Pretoria is home to many
embassies, upmarket shopping malls and restaurants, top schools (primary and
secondary) and the University of Pretoria, while the newer affluent southern suburbs
of Pretoria boast several new upmarket security and golf estates, and gated
communities. Pretoria has seen several English private schools open since
democracy in 1994, and several of these private schools were approached to
participate in the study. | approached a total of nine both private and public schools,
five of which agreed to participate in the study. Of these five schools, four furnished
me with completed instruments. Of these four schools, one school omitted to request
the learners and their parents to complete the letters of consent. The data obtained
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from this school were therefore inadmissible, meaning that three schools were

ultimately used as research sites: two public schools and one private school.

All the research sites excelled academically and were consistently placed within the
top 20 academic schools in the Pretoria region in terms of the number of distinctions
achieved per learner, exit examination pass rates and university exemption
(delivering students eligible to apply for university admission based on minimum
entry requirements). It was therefore assumed that their learners’ English writing and
spelling abilities represented the upper end of the spectrum, with the assumption that
schools that did not excel as much academically would probably have scored lower
on the learners’ proofreading protocol. At the time of the study, the three research
sites, henceforth labelled Site A, Site B and Site C, had had 100% exit examination
pass rates for the past several years, with one of the research sites boasting a 100%
exit examination pass rate since opening in 2007. In terms of learning resources, all
three research sites had computer laboratories, low staff-to-learner ratios of
approximately 1:25 and a wide variety of extramural activities ranging from business,
bridge, angling and film clubs, to diverse sports such as fencing and water polo.
Given that the public schools were situated in the affluent Old East of Pretoria, with
accompanying higher school fees, the selected public schools were more akin to a
private school in terms of the quality of education and school facilities.

3.6.2 Respondents

Learners

All the respondents used in my study attended the research sites discussed in
section 3.6.1. The respondents were selected based on their age (between 13 and
17 years old), their grade (from grade 8 to 11), the fact that they were schooled in
English and their socio-economic background (given their attendance of the research
sites mentioned above). Respondents’ gender was not a criterion for selection,
although one of the research sites was a single-sex boys’ school. One of the reasons
why | had elected to use respondents attending the historically stronger academic
schools in the Pretoria region was that, at least in my mind, learners attending these
schools would in years to come probably go on to fill numerous qualified positions in
leading institutions where one might expect to find Standard English to be used, such
as government, the professions, politics, law courts and the media (Crystal 2008d,
p.450, Quirk et al. 1985, p.18). | had therefore selected them as the most probable

standard-bearers of Standard English in years to come as the learners at upper
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middle class schools would likely have aspirations where mastery of Standard
English would be required. Furthermore, by virtue of the research sites being located
in the more affluent suburbs of Pretoria, | argued that respondents attending these
schools would most likely have their own mobile phones. | argued this based on the
fact that in 2013 already more than 75% of South Africans with an income of below
R432 (approximately US$40) per month per household member who were 15 years
or older owned a mobile phone (Peyper 2013). | therefore assumed that the learners
attending the selected research sites would be extremely likely to have their own
mobile phones, or at least ready access to one.

Based on the public image of the schools and after discussions with several
educators, | assumed for the purposes of this study that the academic proficiency of,
for example, a grade 10 learner in the selected private schools would be similar to
the academic proficiency of a grade 10 learner in the selected public schools. In
addition, | originally intended to include grade 12 learners as respondents; however,
given their preparation for their examinations, it was considered prudent not to

involve them. | therefore narrowed my scope to focus on SASSLATS specifically.

Teachers

As shown in section 3.6.1, the research sites were selected with very specific criteria
in mind. | accordingly deemed it appropriate to use teacher respondents who taught
the actual learner respondents at the selected research sites so as to draw the most
relevant comparisons between their responses and those of the learner respondents.
The teachers who participated in the study were therefore the teachers of the
participating learners. As a result, the teacher respondents were not selected at
random, but were approached based on the fact that they taught relevant subjects at
the selected research sites. To this end, ten teachers were approached from each
research site: four English language teachers, two History teachers, two Life Science
teachers and two Economic Science teachers. The English teachers were the
English teachers of the learner participants, while the teachers of the other subjects
(History, Life Science and Economic Science) were also from the selected research
sites but not necessarily the actual subject teachers of the learner respondents. The
English teachers therefore answered the questionnaire in terms of the exact same
learners who participated, while the teachers of the other subjects would have
answered the questionnaire in terms of a largely similar, but not identical, group of
students from the same research site. The rationale behind this decision was to

determine whether language teachers observed more textisms in their learners’
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writing than other subjects where substantial writing was produced by learners, such
as History or Economic Science. | postulated that content teachers would possibly
observe textisms more often as learners would focus more on content than form in
subjects such as History and Life Science. However, | also considered the possibility
that language teachers might be more sensitive to textese use and would thus
perceive instances of textism use to be more frequent or problematic. For the
purpose of my inquiry, the two groups of teachers are denoted ‘language’ and

‘content’ teachers respectively.

3.7 Instrument design
3.7.1 Learners: proofreading protocol
Rationale

As mentioned in Chapter 1, | decided to employ a proofreading protocol
(Addendum A). | also decided to compile the proofreading protocol electronically in
Microsoft Word, but to print it for the purposes of my research because, from a visual
perspective, it resembled more closely the typed font produced by electronic devices.
While | acknowledge that there are two different processes involved in writing and
proofreading, | believe that a proofreading protocol is more likely to reveal whether

SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in formal written English.

| further decided on a proofreading protocol as it would not ‘cue’ learners that there
was a specific error, as a dictated or word recognition writing exercise would.
A proofreading protocol would also allow me to include a protocol involving target
words as per Drouin and Davis’s (2009, p.65) recommendation by populating the
instrument with specific textese-related errors from the categories of textese use

discussed in the following section.
Categories of textese use and description of instrument

Based on the numerous studies discussed in Chapter 2 (particularly Rankin 2010,
p.58, Plester, Wood & Joshi 2009, p.151, Crystal 2008a, pp.22-62, Hard af
Segerstad 2005, pp.40-46, Thurlow 2003, Bodomo & Lee 2002, p.23, Kasesniemi
2003, p.41) and the aforementioned fears over the informalisation of English, | have
identified the following 13 categories of textese use with which | populated my

proofreading protocol:

© University of Pretoria



&
g

Table 5: Characteristics of textese

UNIVER
UNIVERS
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

SITEIT VAN PRETORIA
RSITY OF PRETORIA

83

Number | Characteristic Example

1 Shortenings, including omitted ‘bro’ for ‘brother’ and ‘tues’ for ‘Tuesday’

hyphenation

2 Contractions ‘plz’ for ‘please’ and ‘watcha’ for ‘what are
you’

3 G-clippings ‘goin’ for ‘going’ and ‘doin’ for ‘doing’

4 Other clippings ‘hav’ for ‘have’ and ‘wil’ for ‘will’

5 Omitted apostrophes ‘cant’ for ‘can’t’, ‘dads’ for ‘dad’s’, and ‘ur’ for
‘your/you’re’

6 Acronyms and initialisms ‘SA’ for ‘South Africa’ and the reduction of
words to their initial letters such as ‘ttfn’ for ‘ta
ta for now’

7 Symbols and emoticons ‘@’ for ‘at’, ‘& for ‘and’, ‘# for ‘number’ and
©IB

8 Letter and number homophones | ‘2moro’ for ‘tomorrow’ and ‘b4’ for ‘before’

9 Non-conventional spellings ‘fone’ for ‘phone’, ‘rite’ for ‘right/write’, and
‘skool’ for ‘school’

10 Informal tone and register Informal address such as ‘Hi’ instead of ‘Dear’
and slang terms used

11 Omitted articles Omission of both ‘the’ and ‘a/an’

12 Lack of capitalisation At the beginning of a sentence or for proper
nouns

13 Lack of punctuation Missing commas and full stops

All 13 categories listed above have been employed in or identified by previous
studies (see Wood et al. 2014b, p.285, Houser 2012, pp.66-69, Rosen et al. 2010,
p.433, Rankin 2010, p.58, Freudenberg 2009, p.42, Plester, Wood & Joshi 2009,
p.151, Crystal 2008a, pp.22-62, Hard af Segerstad 2005, pp.40-46, Thurlow 2003,
Bodomo & Lee 2002, p.23, Kasesniemi 2003, p.41). Using these 13 categories of
textese use, | populated my proofreading protocol with four textese errors from each
of the 13 categories. There were thus 52 errors in the proofreading protocol, with the
13 categories of textese use constituting the input variables in the learners’

proofreading protocol.

In order to contextualise the letter as formal, | chose a job application to arguably the
most renowned university in the world. My reasoning in this regard was that when |
attended school, we were often instructed to ‘apply’ for a position or write a letter as a
formal writing task. | had also hoped that selecting Oxford University would add to
contextualising the letter as decidedly formal given its status as one of the top
universities in the world. | wanted respondents to be able to understand that the
context was formal without stating this explicitly so as not to cue them regarding the

errors they might find. | then wrote the letter in Standard English first before editing it
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by replacing 52 conventional English spelling and grammar items with four textisms
of each of the aforementioned categories of textese. | initially intended to include only
three errors per textese category on the proofreading protocol but was advised by the

statistician to include a fourth for a wider data spread.
Criteria

| duly noted the challenges experienced by Gann et al. (2010) in drawing relevant
conclusions from the responses received due to their decision to include a selection
of words that might not be relevant in determining whether or not the misspelling
thereof was as a result of textese use. | was therefore mindful of designing an
instrument that would reveal whether or not the omission to correct a textese error
was likely to be as a result of textese use. | also heeded Omar and Miah’s (2012,
p.13) recommendation that the context of the instrument should make it clear that it
was an undeniably formal context, and that a formal register was accordingly
required. This recommendation was also highlighted as a limitation by Wood et al.
(2014a, p.96) as they did not take into consideration the intended recipient of each
text message. | therefore decided to include a detailed brief for the learners
(Addendum A), informing them that they were applying to Oxford University for a
position. This contextualised the exercise as decidedly formal, meaning that any
textisms would be inappropriate. | also phrased the instruction in such a manner so
as not to cue the learners which errors they might find in the passage. No mention of
textese was made, and the learners were merely requested to correct any errors that

they might find.

3.7.2 Teachers: questionnaire
Rationale

| decided to create a second research instrument, namely the teachers’ questionnaire
(Addendum D), to compare the results obtained from the learners’ proofreading
protocol and thus provide richer data. Since | had selected a quantitative research
design, | decided not to make use of qualitative research instruments such as open-
ended questionnaires, interviews, observations, documents or audio and visual
materials. Therefore, because | also wanted to restrict the teacher respondents’
responses, | used close-ended questions and statements to allow me to apply

guantitative data analysis tools, such as statistical analysis, to analyse the data.
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| identified a close-ended questionnaire using a Likert scale as the most appropriate
research instrument to obtain the teachers’ perspective on the potential impact of
textese on SASSLATS’ English. | was interested in obtaining actual attitudinal data
on whether teachers actually saw textisms in their learners’ written work given the
perception created by the media that textese use in learners’ written English was rife.
While | have taught secondary school learners previously, | have not taught them
since 2007 so | was highly interested in obtaining attitudinal data on teachers’ views
on textese and their learners’ written work. Given that | had also posited that learners
might have difficulty distinguishing between different registers (within the ambit of
‘appropriate’ and ‘inappropriate’ language use given the context), | was interested in
knowing whether teachers thought learners distinguished successfully between
formal and informal register. | therefore also added statements that would provide me
with attitudinal data on the perceived impact of textese specifically on learners’
written English and on English in general. | was also interested in obtaining a sense
of whether teachers had observed a decline in the quality of learners’ written English
compared to ten years ago (or since they had first started teaching). Furthermore, |
had posited that learners might be less inclined to proofread their formal written work
for errors as learners would presumably not proofread personal text messages. The
statements included in the teachers’ questionnaire were therefore grouped together,
but phrased differently and dispersed in random order, to answer the following

guestions:

Do teachers actually see examples of textisms in their learners’ written work?

Do teachers think that learners have become desensitised in respect of
textisms and therefore add textisms unintentionally and unwittingly?

3. Do teachers think learners distinguish successfully between formal and
informal register?

4. Do teachers think that textese has a negative impact on their learners’ writing
ability?

5. Do teachers think that textese has a negative impact on the English
language?
Do teachers teach register?

Have teachers observed a general decline in the quality of learners’ written
English compared to ten years ago (or since they first started teaching)?

8. Do teachers think that learners do not take care to proofread their written
work for errors?

9. Are there appropriate interventions available to teachers to address learners’
use of textese?
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Statements 7 to 36 on the teachers’ questionnaire therefore intended to answer the
nine questions listed above. Refer to Addendum P for a breakdown of which
statements on the teachers’ questionnaire were grouped together and aggregated to

answer the nine questions listed above.

Description of instrument

The 13 categories of textese use constituted the input variables to the teachers’
questionnaire. | accordingly employed a Likert scale and also included other
statements relating to the frequency with which teachers observed each of the
above-listed 13 categories of textese use in their learners’ written English. It should
be noted that the teacher respondents were requested to indicate the extent to which
they ‘agreed’ or ‘disagreed’ with statements regarding observed textism use in their
learners’ formal written English and how often they saw textisms in their learners’
writing. The teachers’ responses only provided me with attitudinal data as
respondents merely indicated their attitudes to and perceptions of textese and their

learners’ formal written English.

| also included specific statements regarding whether teachers taught register,
whether teachers had observed an increase in the number of textisms used in their
learners’ written English and whether teachers were concerned that textese had an
impact on learners’ formal written English. The teachers’ questionnaire further
requested teachers to provide general information such as the number of years they
had been teaching and subjects taught, and required teachers to indicate on a scale
of 1 to 6 whether they agreed with the statements made regarding textese and
SASSLATS’ written English. All statements had a six-point rating scale ranging either
from ‘never’, ‘almost never’, ‘sometimes’, ‘often’, ‘almost always’ to ‘always’ (thus
denoting frequency) or from ‘totally disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘somewhat disagree’,
‘'somewhat agree’, ‘agree’ to ‘totally agree’ (thus denoting agreement). A score of, for
example, four out of six would indicate that the respondent ‘agreed’ with the
statement or ‘often’ saw instances of the relevant instance of textese use. These
statements to which the teachers were requested to respond had been formulated to
answer certain questions such as whether teachers actually saw examples of
textisms in their learners’ written work; whether they thought that learners had
become desensitised in respect of textisms and therefore add textisms inadvertently;
whether teachers thought learners distinguished successfully between formal and

informal register; and whether they had observed a general decline in the quality of
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learners’ written English compared to ten years ago (or since they had first started

teaching).

In line with my initial personal bias, | had a preconceived notion that my target
population used textisms in their written school work more often than was likely to be
the case. | had therefore anticipated that teachers would indicate that they observed
textisms and textese-related writing issues in their learners’ formal written work more

often than turned out to be the actual case as discussed in section 4.3.
Criteria

As | intended to obtain attitudinal data from the teacher respondents, | had to ensure
that responses were as truthful as possible. The only way in which | could ensure
truthful responses was to make the same statements in essence but to phrase them
differently, thus providing me with at least three responses for each of the additional
questions the teachers’ questionnaire was intended to answer. The statements used
on the teachers’ questionnaire also needed to be phrased as neutrally as possible
not to display bias one way or the other (and thus potentially influencing
respondents). Unfortunately, upon reflection | have to concede that the manner in
which | phrased some of the statements in the teachers’ questionnaire was not as
neutral as | had originally thought them to be. While | thought | was being objective
and neutral in phrasing the statements, some bias is evident in the ultimate phrasing
| used for the statements. | used more negative word connotations (e.g. “I believe
textisms are increasingly infiltrating the English language” and “l frequently see
textisms in my learners’ writing”) than positive word connotations. Unfortunately this
apparent imbalance in the presentation of statements could have biased teachers’
responses as they completed the questionnaire. Other than this, the teachers’

guestionnaire simply needed to be clear, which | believe it was.

3.8 Ethical considerations

As can be seen from the learner and parental consent letters, attached hereto as
Addenda G and H respectively, it was stated explicitly that no parent, guardian or
caregiver was obliged to grant consent for the relevant learner under his/her care to
participate in the study. Moreover, respondents were informed that even if their
parents, guardians or caregivers granted consent for the learner to participate in the

study, the final decision of whether or not to participate vested with the learner.
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Learners were specifically instructed not to write their names on the research
instruments to protect their anonymity. My labelling of the different research sites as
‘Site A, ‘Site B’ and ‘Site C’ further ensured that there was no way of determining
from which school, class or individual a particular response had emanated. | did not
offer incentives to the learner respondents but | gave each participating teacher a
200g box of Lindt chocolates, and the contact person at each school who co-
ordinated the administration of the research instruments a 500g box of Lindt
chocolates as a small token of my appreciation.

3.9 Data collection procedure

Although | had standardised® my research instruments in terms of the marking rubric,
time allocated, conditions under which they were completed, instructions and
content, they had never been used in a study before as | had designed them myself. |
therefore deemed it appropriate to test them by conducting a pilot study at a different
but comparative research site to the research sites used in my actual study. For the
purpose of my pilot study, | requested five teachers to complete the teachers’
questionnaire as if they were completing it for the actual study, requesting that they
make notes regarding any potential ambiguity or unclear content in the teachers’
guestionnaire. Input from these teachers mostly resulted in minor amendments being
made, such as calling the content subjects by their appropriate names (as these
appellations had changed since | had finished school) and rephrasing one statement
that had been slightly ambiguous. The same five teachers each also identified two
learners in their classes to complete and comment on the learners’ proofreading
protocol. Comments received from the learner respondents participating in the pilot
study were encouraging as the instrument was completed accurately as per the task
brief. This confirmed that the brief itself was pitched at the right level and that the
learners knew exactly what was expected of them, and that they could identify the
textisms as | had anticipated. | had initially anticipated that the exercise might take up
to 35 minutes to complete; however, after receiving feedback from the teachers and
learners participating in the pilot study, it became evident that the learners’
proofreading protocol would take no longer than 25 minutes to complete. Since |

viewed it as critically important that the learners should finish completing the

2 For the purpose of this inquiry, ‘standardised testing’ shall be taken to denote the process of
administering a test that is the same for all students in the testing population, taken under the same
conditions and marked according to a commonly applied rubric (Matters 2009, p.211). While my
research instruments were thus standardised as per Matters’ definition, they had not been used
previously in any study.
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instrument (as missing data due to learners being unable to finish in the allowed time
would pose challenges when interpreting the results), | decided to allow 30 minutes
for the learners to complete the exercise. From the feedback received it also became
apparent that the older learners (i.e. the grade 10 and 11 learners) completed the
learners’ proofreading-type exercise slightly faster than the younger learners (i.e. the
grade 8 and 9 learners). In the interest of consistency, however, | decided that |
would allow all learner respondents the same amount of time to complete the
proofreading protocol (i.e. 30 minutes). This decision proved to be justified as all
information sheets collected from the teachers indicated that all learners had finished
within the allotted 30 minutes. The matter of missing data was therefore not a factor
that needed to be considered in interpreting the results.

In early July 2012 | contacted the nine proposed research sites via a formal letter
(Addendum E), inviting them to participate in my study related to the potential impact
of textese on SASSLATS’' written English. | also phoned the research sites,
requesting a meeting with the respective principals to explain the scope of the study.
The four research sites that participated in my study assigned their respective heads
of English as primary contact person and co-ordinator. | then personally met with the
respective heads of English during the second quarter of 2012 in their respective
classrooms or offices for approximately 30 minutes, explaining my approach and
answering any questions they had. | reiterated the ethical principles discussed under
section 3.8. Once | had met all the ethical requirements of the University of Pretoria’s
Faculty of Education Ethics Committee (Addendum K) and the Gauteng Department
of Education (Addendum L), | was ready to start collecting data.

At the time | thought it appropriate not to administer the learners’ proofreading
protocol myself, but rather have the teachers administer it on my behalf. | thought at
the time that my presence would somehow affect the learners’ performance on the
instrument; however, in retrospect this decision was not the right one as if | had
administered the instrument myself | would have been able to better ensure
consistency and likely have avoided problems such as one school administering the
instrument much later than the others. The detailed printed instructions were
discussed with them prior to the research instruments being administered to ensure
that they — as primary administrators of the learners’ proofreading instrument — knew

what was required (Addendum J).
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Prior to administering the learners’ instrument, the teacher respondents completed
the teachers’ questionnaire individually, unsupervised and in their own time as per
my request. The relevant English teachers administered the learners’ proofreading
protocol to one English class for each of the four grades involved in the study during
the third term of 2012. As the same teacher was responsible for at least two classes,
| could not stipulate that the instruments had to be administered during the same
period. Although | had specifically requested the research sites to administer the
learners’ instruments during the third term of 2012, one school elected to administer
the learners’ proofreading protocol only in January 2013. As requested during my
personal meetings with the respective heads of English, teachers completed an
information sheet (Addendum [) that accompanied the blank learners’ instruments
while their learners were busy completing the instrument to capture information
regarding the circumstances under which the instrument was completed. The
information sheets captured the start and end times, whether anything had happened
that could influence my interpretation of the results, and what the learners’ attitude
was towards completing the research instrument. The feedback obtained from these
information sheets revealed that nothing untoward had happened during the test
session and that learners were generally intrigued by and willing to complete the
proofreading protocol. The information sheets also confirmed that the learners had
taken approximately 25 minutes to complete the instrument, which was consistent

with the feedback obtained from the pilot study.

3.10 Data analysis

3.10.1 Transcription and verification

The responses provided by the teacher and learner respondents were captured on
data-capturing sheets (Addenda C and D), which were subsequently verified against
the original responses provided. For the purpose of categorising learners’ responses
as having been either ‘overlooked’ or ‘corrected’, all instances where learners failed
to correct the textese error appropriately were coded as ‘overlooked’ as they might
have marked ‘corrections’ on the instrument at random. The brief was also to correct
the errors identified, and thus partially correct responses were categorised as being
overlooked on account of them not having been corrected as requested.® The

completed data sheets were then submitted to the University of Pretoria’s

% | have duly noted Andrich’s (2008) argument for coding what he terms ‘distractors’ (i.e. partially correct
responses) on their own (i.e. as distinct from the relatively narrow confines of ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’).
This possibility is discussed under section 6.5 as a potential area for further study.
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Department of Statistics for electronic capturing and statistical analysis. The
electronically captured data were then once again verified against the original
research instruments completed by the respondents to ensure that all the data had

been captured correctly.

3.10.2 Analysis of data output

SAS (a statistical programming package) was used to obtain the data output. The
statistical analysis of the data performed by the University of Pretoria’s Department of
Statistics was used to calculate all percentages discussed below, with the probability
values, or p-values, quoted where appropriate. The statisticians also provided a
breakdown of the mean scores to individual and related statements expressed as a
percentage, as well as the accompanying p-values to indicate the statistical
significance of the variance between responses. In terms of the learners’
proofreading protocol, the statisticians provided a summary of the number of learners
who had respectively corrected and overlooked each textese error. The data were
also analysed according to research site, gender and grade. The mean scores of the
learner respondents for each of the 13 categories of textese use were also provided
by the statisticians.

3.10.3 Data reliability and validity

Also called the “trustworthiness, credibility, dependability and confirmability” of
research (Lincoln & Guba 1985, p.302), reliability and validity testing aims to ensure
replicability or repeatability and accuracy of the results or observations (Golafshani
2003, p.598). More specifically, reliability refers to the extent to which results are
consistent over time and whether the results of a study can be reproduced under a
similar methodology, while validity determines whether the research truly measures
that which it was intended to measure and how truthful the results are (Joppe 2000,
p.1). Within my postpositivist research philosophy, factors such as evidence,
objectivity, truth, deduction, reason, fact and mathematical data culminate in the
presentation of the results (Winter 2000, p.8). Accordingly, the SAS statistical
programming package was used to obtain the data output, thereby negating the
potential for human error in the calculations. After obtaining all the responses, every
effort was made to validate and verify that respondents’ responses had been
captured accurately. This was done by capturing the responses provided by the
teacher and learner respondents on data-capturing sheets (Addenda A and D), which

were subsequently verified against the original responses provided. The completed
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data sheets were then submitted to the University of Pretoria’s Department of
Statistics for electronic capturing and statistical analysis via the SAS programming
package. The electronically captured data were then once again verified against the
original research instruments completed by the respondents to ensure that all the
data had been captured correctly. | do, however, acknowledge that the natural
situation in which the learners had completed the research instruments had
necessarily been reduced, thus influencing data validity. Although such concerns will
unfortunately always be present on a particular testing occasion (Frisbie 1988, p.26),
| believe my actual research instrument as detailed in Chapter 3 addressed such
concerns to the extent possible.

With regard to reliability (replicability), | believe that both my research instruments
can be administered at different sites with relative ease as the instructions are quite
simple and the proofreading protocol itself merely requests respondents to identify
any errors they might find, while the teachers’ questionnaire only requests teachers

to express their opinion.

In moving to the validity of my instrument, | have to consider whether my instrument
measured what it was supposed to measure, namely whether or not SASSLATS
struggled to identify textisms in formal written English. In view of the evidence
provided above, | believe that my methodological process was transparent and
trustworthy, allowing my study to be replicated with relative ease. | am therefore of
the view that my results are reliable as they are replicable, and valid as they are
accurate and measured what they were designed to measure. However, my
instruments’ true reliability and validity will possibly only be revealed once used in

other samples in future.

3.11 Rasch analysis

As indicated in section 1.6.2, in order to gain further insights into the proofreading
protocol and its use, | analysed the data by applying the Rasch measurement model
to my data. The approach followed in this regard and the results of this analysis are

presented in Chapter 5.

3.12 Research constraints

In accordance with my postpositivist research philosophy, where the researcher
assumes a neutral-objective role (Rubin & Rubin 2012, p.23), | elected not to sit in

while the learners completed the proofreading protocol. | did this so as to simulate a
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timed test environment where respondents had a set amount of time to complete the
research instrument and where no talking was allowed. This meant that | was highly
reliant on the teachers to administer the learners’ proofreading protocol effectively.
However, in order to record any differences in the circumstances under which the
instruments were completed, | included a ‘fact sheet’ (Addendum 1) for each teacher
administering the proofreading protocol. After careful perusal of the information
sheets submitted by the teachers who presided over the administration of the
learners’ research instrument, | was satisfied that nothing untoward had happened

during the completion of the learners’ research instrument.

In accordance with the ethical principle of informed consent, which was fully
described and disclosed in the consent letters to the teachers (Addendum F), the
learners (Addendum G) and their parents, guardians or caregivers (Addendum H),
the learners knew that the proofreading protocol would not count towards their term
mark but was only for research purposes. | therefore expected that some learners
might not fully apply themselves when completing the test, which could influence the
results. | also expected that the completion of the proofreading protocol might not
have been viewed as ‘cool’ by especially the older learners. These learners might
have been either unwilling to participate in and complete the exercise, or they might
not have answered to the best of their abilities, which again could possibly skew my
interpretation of the results. However, these fears appear to be unfounded as the
results discussed in the next chapter are reflective of learners who took care to

complete the instrument to the best of their ability.

3.13 Conclusion

In this chapter | have shown that my inquiry was best framed by two distinct
theoretical frameworks. | motivated why | had elected register theory to argue that
the distinction between when the use of textisms was appropriate or inappropriate
was not as clear for the digital native generation as for the digital immigrant
generation. | accordingly postulated that SASSLATS would not have a precise grasp
of register and elucidated how | would use register theory to test my research

hypothesis.
The second theoretical framework that | explained in this chapter was historical

linguistics. Assisted by the relevant literature, | argued that all living languages,

including English, were constantly changing and that textese was a driver of
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language change. In Chapter 4 | shall use (1) register theory to test my research
hypothesis that SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing
context; and (2) historical linguistics to answer my research question related to what
the implications are for South African formal written Standard English in terms of
SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English.

This chapter also provided an overview of my research design and methodology,
including the various factors that, in conjunction with the literature review in
Chapter 2, informed the design of my research instruments. | also provided a
comprehensive overview of the research sites and respondents and my reasons for
selecting them. Having thus justified my decision to use two theoretical frameworks
and motivated the rationale behind the design of my two research instruments
discussed in section 3.7, the data yielded by my two research instruments are
analysed and discussed in the next chapter.
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4 DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a general overview of the respondent profiles and results
obtained after following the research design and methodology explained in the
previous chapter. As per my quantitative research design, | primarily use statistical
analysis to draw the most accurate and objective conclusions possible. Following an
overview of the results, | analyse and interpret the data before testing my hypotheses
and answering my research question. This chapter concludes with a summary of my

main findings and the mapping of my results onto my two theoretical frameworks.

4.2 Results obtained from the learner respondents
4.2.1 Learner respondent profile and overview of results

Tabled below is a breakdown of the number of respondents (n) according to research
site, the number of respondents per grade (from grade 8 to grade 11), and other
information relating to gender, highest and lowest scores, the mean (average) score
and the median score at the 50" percentile (the score at which the same number of
respondents achieved scores above and below the median) per research site, grade
and gender. A total of 288 learner respondents (n = 288) completed the learners’
proofreading protocol. As can be seen from Table 6, the mean score per learner for
all three research sites and across all four participating grades (i.e. grades 8 to 11,
n = 288) was 33 out of a maximum score of 52, with the median score of 34 out of 52
(at the 50" percentile) tracking the mean score closely. The close correlation
between the mean and median scores (at the 50" percentile) indicates that the
results are not skewed towards either the better- or poorer-performing learner
respondents. Expressed as percentages, the results represent a mean score of
63.5% (n = 288) and a median score of 65.4% (n = 288) at the 50" percentile on the
learners’ proofreading protocol. A total of 85, 92 and 111 respondents completed the
proofreading protocol from research sites A, B and C respectively, while there were

79, 75, 77 and 57 respondents from grades 8, 9, 10 and 11 respectively.

The learner respondent profile and overview of results are presented in the following
table:
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Table 6: Learner respondent profile and overview of results
Site A (n =85) Site B (n = 92) Site C (n = 111) Total

n Mean SD | Median n Mean SD | Median n Mean SD | Median n Mean SD | Median
Grade 8 (n =79)
Male 13 67.5% | 49 | 67.3% 27 69.8% 55 69.2% 6 44.8% 6.2 | 43.3% 46 60.8% 55 59.6%
Female 13 746% | 3.6 | 73.1% 0 N/A N/A N/A 16 46.2% 75| 46.2% 29 60.4% 55 59.5%
Total grade 8 27 | 70.6% | 46 | 71.1% 27 69.8% 55 69.2% 25 44.6% 72 | 44.2% 79 62.1% 5.1 65.3%
Grade 9 (n =75)
Male 7 61.3% | 6.3 | 67.3% 23 68.8% 3.6 69.2% 16 46.9% 42 | 46.2% 46 59.0% 4.7 63.5%
Female 11 68.3% | 3.0 | 69.2% 0 N/A N/A N/A 12 56.0% 7.4 | 53.8% 23 62.1% 5.2 61.3%
Total grade 9 23 67.1% | 45 | 69.2% 23 68.8% 3.6 69.2% 29 51.0% 6.0 | 50.0% 75 61.3% 5.8 63.5%
Grade 10 (n =77)
Male 6 721% | 45 | 69.2% 25 68.1% 7.4 67.3% 9 57.1% 5.6 | 55.8% 40 65.8% 5.8 63.5%
Female 15 75.2% | 6.4 | 78.8% 0 N/A N/A N/A 13 58.3% 7.3 | 59.6% 28 67.3% 6.9 69.2%
Total grade 10 25 72.9% 5.9 71.1% 25 68.1% 7.4 67.3% 27 55.8% 7.0 57.7% 77 65.2% 7.7 65.3%
Grade 11 (n =57)
Male 61.5% | 3.8 | 61.5% 17 78.1% 4.8 82.7% 12 59.2% 6.2 | 53.4% 32 66.3% 3.0 67.3%
Female 63.5% | 49 | 65.3% 0 N/A N/A N/A 17 60.8% 83| 57.7% 24 62.1% 6.6 61.3%
Total grade 11 10 62.9% | 45 | 63.5% 17 78.1% 4.8 82.7% 30 60.4% 74 | 56.7% 57 66.2% 7.4 | 65.3%
Total per site 85 69.4% | 5.2 | 69.2% 92 70.5% 5.8 69.2% | 111 53.3% 75 | 53.8% 288 62.5% 8.1 63.5%
Overall (n = 288)
Male 26 66.9% | 54 | 68.3% 92 70.5% 5.8 69.2% 43 52.3% 6.1 | 51.9% | 161** | 65.2% 7.1 67.3%
Female 46 715% | 52 | 71.2% 0 N/A N/A N/A 58 55.2% 8.1 | 53.4% 104 62.5% 8.1 63.5%
Total 288 288*** | 63.5% 7.6 65.3%

* Not all totals will add up as some respondents did not indicate their gender.
** As mentioned in Chapter 3, the high percentage of male respondents was as a result of a single-sex boys’ school participating in the study.
*** A total of 23 students did not indicate their gender, thus the two totals will not add up to 288.
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The highest score attained was 94.2%, with two learners achieving this score. In
contrast, the lowest score was 21.2%, with only one learner achieving this score. The
range — the difference between the highest (49 out of 52) and lowest (11 out of 52)
scores — of 38 indicates a relatively normal data distribution and reveals no
unexpected or significant outliers. Only 48 learners (16.7%) scored lower than 50%
(25 or fewer correct responses out of 52) for the learners’ proofreading protocol, with
only 20 learners (6.9%) obtaining less than 40%. The results reveal that on average,
four out of five learners (83.3%) scored more than 50% for the learners’ proofreading
protocol (thus denoting ‘proficiency’ within the context of this study), while only 16.7%
of respondents scored less than 50% for the learners’ proofreading protocol (thus
denoting ‘struggled’ within the context of this study). Moreover, a single standard
could also not be defined for all four target grades (grades 8 to 11) as it might be
expected that the grade 11s would outperform the grade 8s. My research instrument
could therefore have been perceived as being ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’, with varying
perceptions across the four target grades (for example, the grade 11s might have
perceived the instrument as being ‘easy’ while it might have been more challenging
for the grade 8s). However, as my research instrument had been designed to test a
specific construct (namely to determine whether or not SASSLATS would identify
textisms in formal written English), the difficulty rating of the instrument was thus
relative and therefore deemed to be irrelevant as long as it tested what it was
supposed to measure, which | believe it did as explained in section 3.10.3.
Accordingly, the percentages presented in this chapter merely give an indication of
attainment, while the Student t-test and a significance level of either 1% (a = 0.01) or
5% (a = 0.05) were used to analyse my research hypotheses and test the statistical

significance between different scores.

Furthermore, Table 6 indicates that the total mean scores of research sites A (n = 85)
and B (n = 92) were 69.4% and 70.5% respectively, while research site C’s (n = 111)
mean score was significantly lower at 53.3%. While the difference between the
scores of research sites A and B is not statistically significant at a 95% confidence
level (p < 0.05), it is statistically significant at an 80% confidence level (p < 0.2).
However, the differences between the scores of research sites B and C, and A and C
are statistically significant at a 99% confidence level (p < 0.01). This difference is
accordingly statistically significant as although | requested that the research
instruments be administered before the close of the third term of 2012, research site

C elected only to administer the learners’ proofreading protocol in the first quarter of
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2013, that is, after the summer holidays of approximately six weeks. The fact that the
mean scores of the two research sites who administered the learners’ proofreading
protocol in the third term of 2012 vary only 1.1% (which is not statistically significant),
while the mean score of the research site who administered the learners’
proofreading protocol only once the school had reopened in January 2013 varied
from the other two research sites by more than 16% (which is statistically significant),
is highly significant. As all three research sites were viewed as largely homogenous
by virtue of them all meeting the criteria used to select the research sites discussed
in section 3.6, they should theoretically have performed similar on the instrument (as
was the case for research sites A and B). | am accordingly of the opinion that the
significant variance observed between research sites A and B and research site C
may be attributed to the long layoff research site C’s learners would have had over
the summer holidays. Research site C’s learners would therefore have been exposed
to significantly more textese during the six-week summer holidays than during the
normal school year, and to significantly less writing and spelling instruction (most
likely none at all) during the summer holidays. My view is therefore that research site
C’s learners had become more desensitised to textese spelling and writing
conventions during the prolonged summer holidays. It is, however, also possible that
that learners who had just returned from holiday did not take the proofreading
protocol seriously and just rushed through it to complete it. Although it was never the
intention for research site C to administer the learners’ proofreading protocol only in

the first quarter of 2013, it has inadvertently provided me with richer data.

4.2.2 Testing my hypotheses

The descriptive statistics for all 288 learner respondents show a relatively standard
distribution for my hypothesis test. Before testing my null hypothesis, it is reiterated
that the learners’ proofreading protocol tested only the ability of SASSLATS to
identify textisms in a formal writing context, and not their actual production of
textisms in their own formal writing. Accordingly, as mentioned in Chapter 1, my null

hypothesis was formulated as follows:

SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing

context.
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Concomitantly, my alternate hypothesis was formulated as follows:

SASSLATS will not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing

context.

The normality of the distribution of the 288 learner respondents’ responses allowed
me to use the Student t-test to analyse my null hypothesis. The Student t-test
resulted in a p-value of p < 0.0001 and a t-statistic of 73.6. | decided to use a
significance level of 1% (a = 0.01) so that | could be 99% confident that my results
were statistically significant. In order to obtain a result for my hypothesis test |
compared the p-value to the a (0.01). If the p-value is less than a, then | can reject
my null hypothesis that SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing
context, while if the p-value is not less than a then | cannot reject my null hypothesis
(Guijarati & Porter 2009, pp.128-138). As indicated in Chapter 1, respondents were
deemed to have ‘struggled’ to identify textisms in a formal writing context should they
have failed to correct at least 50% of the textisms on the proofreading protocol. The
mean score of 63.5% achieved by the 288 learner respondents is statistically
significantly different from the 50% baseline measurement (denoting ‘proficiency’) at
a 99% confidence level (p < 0.01). | can therefore reject my null hypothesis that
SASSLATS will struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context and | can state
statistically that SASSLATS do, in fact, not struggle to identify textisms in a formal

writing context within the context of ‘struggle’ and ‘proficiency’ defined for this inquiry.

With regard to the first of my secondary hypotheses, namely that female SASSLATS
will identify more textisms in formal written Standard English than male SASSLATS,
the descriptive statistics for the 161 male and 104 female learner respondents show
a relatively standard distribution for my hypothesis test. In this regard, studies
conducted in the UK and USA have shown that girls consistently score higher in
spelling and writing tests than boys (UK Department of Education 2012, p.19,
Sadowski 2010, p.10, Twist & Sainsbury 2009, p.283; Horne 2007, p.47, Justice et
al. 2005, p.24 Denton & West 2002, p.35). While 23 learner respondents neglected to
indicate their gender (thus n in this instance will not add up to 288 but to 265), the
mean score for the 161 male respondents (n = 161) was 65.2%, with the 104 female
respondents (n = 104) achieving a mean score of 62.5%. Similarly, the median score
for male respondents (n = 161) was 67.3% at the 50" percentile and 63.5% at the
50" percentile for female respondents (n = 104). The difference between the mean

scores attained by the male (65.2%) and female (62.5%) respondents is statistically
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significant at a 99% confidence level (p < 0.01). | may accordingly reject my
secondary hypothesis as the data confirm that female SASSLATS identified fewer
textisms in formal written Standard English than male SASSLATS. One possible
reason for my finding in this regard could be that female SASSLATS send and
receive more text messages than their male counterparts (Faulkner & Culwin 2005,
p.183, Massey et al. 2005, p.435). However, | believe it is more likely that this result
was due to the single-sex boys’ school being extremely strong academically as it
consistently produced some of the top academic achievers in the provincial exit
examination, both state and independent. This assertion is corroborated by the fact
that for the two mixed-gender research sites, the female respondents outperformed
the male respondents, thus corroborating the findings of the aforementioned studies.
Research site A’'s male respondents achieved a mean score of 66.9% and its female
respondents achieved a mean score of 71.5%, while research site C’s male
respondents achieved a mean score of 52.3%% and its female respondents
achieved a mean score of 55.2%. The differences between the scores achieved by
research sites A and C’s male and female respondents are respectively statistically
significant at 99% (p < 0.01) and 95% (p < 0.05) confidence levels, which would
strongly seem to indicate that the overall results were skewed by the relatively higher

scores attained by the single-sex boys’ school.

The descriptive statistics for the 79 grade 8 learner respondents, 75 grade 9 learner
respondents, 77 grade 10 learner respondents and 57 grade 11 learner respondents
show a relatively standard distribution for my hypothesis test, namely that secondary
school learners will identify more textisms in formal written Standard English as they
progress academically from grade 8 to grade 11. Prior to obtaining the results, | had
expected to see a slight but consistent improvement in the mean scores achieved by
the grade 8 learner respondents to the scores achieved by the grade 11 learner
respondents. However, although an improvement is observed in the mean score of
61.3% achieved by the grade 9 respondents (n = 75) to the mean score of 65.2%
achieved by the grade 10 respondents (n = 77) and again to the 66.2% achieved by
the grade 11 respondents (n = 57), the mean score of the grade 8 respondents (n =
79) was marginally higher at 62.1% than the mean score of the grade 9 learners (n =
75) at 61.3%. The differences between the scores achieved by the grade 8 and
grade 11, the grade 9 and grade 10, and the grade 9 and grade 11 respondents are
significant at a 99% confidence level (p < 0.01). However, the differences between

the scores achieved by the grade 8 and grade 9 respondents, and by the grade 10
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and grade 11 respondents are not statistically significant at a 95% confidence level
(p < 0.05). While my results would therefore seem to suggest that learners generally
identified more textisms as they progressed academically, my overall results for this
hypothesis test have not reached statistical significance. | have therefore failed to
confirm or reject my secondary hypothesis that secondary learners will not
necessarily identify more textisms in formal written Standard English as they
progress academically from grade 8 to grade 11.

4.2.3 Ten most frequently overlooked and corrected textisms

The ten most frequently overlooked textisms, that is, the ten most ‘difficult’ textisms
to identify as per the 288 learners respondents (n = 288) are provided in the following
table.

Table 7: Ten most frequently overlooked textisms

Rank | Most-frequently over- Correct form Number of Percentage
looked textisms (category correct correct
indicated in brackets) responses out

of 288 (n)

1 masters (omitted master's 8 2.8%
apostrophe)

2 clearcut (contraction) clear-cut 23 8%
longterm (contraction) long-term 48 16.7%

4 admin (shortening) administration 57 19.8%
With regard to my personal | With regard to my

5 interest | enjoy... (lack of personal interest, 63 21.9%
punctuation) | enjoy...

6 schools (omitted school’s 84 29.2%
apostrophe)

7 unlv_ers_|ty _of Oxford (lack of | University of 84 29.20%
capitalisation) Oxford

8 Bye (informal register) Yours sincerely 86 29.9%
hanging out (informal spending time o

9 register) with 89 30.9%

10 at U_nlversny of Pretoria at the Un_|ver5|ty 94 32 6%
(omitted article) of Pretoria

The most frequently overlooked textism was only corrected by eight learners (2.8%),
while the two contractions ‘long-term’ (corrected 23 times or by 8% of learner

respondents) and ‘clear-cut’ (corrected 48 times or by 16.7% of learner respondents).

Similarly, the ten most frequently corrected or ‘easiest’ textisms to identify are

provided in Table 8.
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Table 8: Ten most frequently corrected textisms
Rank | Most frequently corrected Correct form Number of Percentage
textisms (category correct correct
indicated in brackets) responses out
of 288 (n)

1 skoql (non-conventional school 282 97.9%
spelling)
hav (other clipping) have 282 97.9%
b (letter/number homophone) | be 282 97.9%

4 wiv (non—convenuonal with 281 97.6%
spelling)

5 @ (symbol/emoticon) at 279 96.9%

6 u (letter/number homophone) | you 276 95.8%

7 playin (g-clipping) playing 273 94.8%

8 4 (letter/number homophone) | for 271 94.1%

9 workin (g-clipping) working 270 93.8%

10 livin (g-clipping) living 267 92.7%

More than 90% of the learner respondents (n = 288) corrected all ten of the ‘easiest’
or most frequently corrected textisms. The textisms of ‘skool and ‘wiv’ (non-
conventional spellings), ‘hav’ (other clipping), ‘b’ and ‘U’ (letter homophones), ‘@’
(symbol), ‘4’ (letter homophone) and ‘playing’, ‘workin’, and ‘livin’ (g-clippings) were
corrected most often. The mean scores achieved by the learner respondents for the
13 categories of textese use are provided in the next section.

4.2.4 The 13 categories of textese use

The 13 categories of textese use, ranked from the most difficult to the least difficult
based on the number of correct responses per category, are reflected in the following
table. | reiterate that the proofreading protocol had been populated with four textese
errors from each of the thirteen categories of textese use. The table thus reflects the
mean correct score out of four for each of the categories. For ease of interpretation,

the mean scores are also expressed as percentages.
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Table 9: Categories of textese use per mean number of correct responses
Rank | Textism category n Mean correct Number of Percentage
score out |textisms per correct
of 4 category
1 Contractions 288 1.8 4 45.0%
2 Omitted apostrophes 288 2.0 4 50.0%
3 Informal tone/register 288 2.3* 4 56.6%
4 Shortenings 288 2.3* 4 58.3%
5 Lack of punctuation 288 2.4* 4 59.4%
6 Omitted articles 288 2.4* 4 61.1%
7 Lack of capitalisation 288 2.6 4 65.0%
8 Other clippings 288 2.8 4 70.0%
9 Symbols/emoticons 288 3.0 4 75.0%
10 Acronymes/initialisms 288 3.1 4 77.5%
11 G-clippings 288 3.7 4 91.8%
12 Letter/number 288 3.8+ 4 94.6%
homophones

13 glsé}l-i%(;r;ventional 288 3.8+ 4 95.0%

* Percentages will vary due to the rounding of input figures.

Of the 13 categories of textese use, | found that contractions and omitted
apostrophes had posed the greatest difficulty to the learners, with the 288 learner
respondents (n = 288) reflecting a mean score of 45% and 50% textisms respectively
corrected out of the total number of four textisms in these two categories. This is not
consistent with the findings of Rosen et al. (2010, p.433), who found that a lack of
capitalisation was the most prevalent textese-related error, followed by omitted
apostrophes. On the other hand, letter and number homophones, and non-
conventional spellings posed the least difficulty for the learner respondents, with the
mean scores being 95% correct responses out of the four textisms in these two
categories. | had expected that the category of informal tone and register would pose
significant challenges to the learner respondents. However, although this category
was the third most ‘difficult’ category, the mean percentage of correct learner
responses in this category was still 56.6%, thus suggesting that SASSLATS have

quite a precise grasp of register.

My results are corroborated by the fact that several learner respondents explicitly
indicated that the letter was not formal enough. One respondent stated “Your letter
needs to be a formal one. You are not writing to your friend” and, referring to the

symbol “@”, indicated that there should be “none of this” (respondent B/139 — please
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refer to Addendum M). Two others respectively commented “No smiley [emoticon]!!!”
(respondent B/141 — please refer to Addendum N) and “DO NOT USE SMILEYS”
(respondent B/146 - please refer to Addendum O). Learner respondents
appropriately pointed out that the word “cool” constituted slang, reminding the writer
to “not use slang” (respondent B/146), while others signed off as “llliterate Applicant”
(respondent B/167), referring to the apparently obvious textese errors in the
proofreading protocol. However, the same respondent who indicated that the use of
an emoticon was inappropriate in a job application to the Head of Student Affairs at
the University of Oxford (respondent B/141) did not deem the opening address of “Hi
Sir/Madam” or the word “cool” to be inappropriate. Such qualitative results therefore
confirm the rejection of my null hypothesis that SASSLATS will struggle to identify
textisms in a formal writing context. My results reveal that while SASSLATS do
sometimes fail to identify textisms in formal written Standard English, in general they
do not struggle to identify such textisms as per the definition of ‘struggle’ applied in
this thesis. My results therefore seem to suggest that the concern expressed in the
media over the supposedly detrimental effect of textese on English appear to be
unfounded as SASSLATS appear to have a rather precise grasp of register.
However, | acknowledge fully that | cannot make any strong claims and that my

study’s design allows me only to speculate in this regard.

4.2.5 Conspicuous and subtle categories of textese use

Upon closer scrutiny of the categories of textese use and the learner respondents’
mean correct responses to them, | noticed that my 13 categories of textese use could
be broken down into two distinct categories, namely ‘conspicuous’ and ‘subtle’
categories of textese. | have therefore grouped the 13 categories of textese into two
broad categories according to those categories that are visually more conspicuous

and those that are presumably not.

Table 10: Conspicuous and subtle categories of textese

Conspicuous categories of textese Subtle categories of textese
Rank Category Rank Category
1 Letter and number homophones 1 Omitted apostrophes
2 Symbols and emoticons 2 Contractions
3 Non-conventional spellings 3 Shortenings
4 Other clippings 4 Lack of punctuation
5 G-clippings 5 Lack of capitalisation
o 6 Informal tone and register
6 Acronyms and initialisms - -
7 Omitted articles
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Textisms such as letter and number homophones (‘b4’, ‘I8r, ‘c’), symbols and
emoticons (‘@’, #, ‘©’), acronyms and initialisms (‘ttfn’, ‘SA’), and non-conventional
spellings (‘fone’, ‘skool’) are visually more conspicuous than, for example, the subtler
textisms such as an omitted apostrophe, a missing punctuation mark or a
contraction. When comparing the conspicuous and subtle categories of textese use
with the learner respondents’ mean scores for each of the 13 categories of textese
use, | further noticed that none of the textisms from the subtler categories of a lack of
punctuation, contractions (including omitted hyphenation), omitted apostrophes, and
shortenings made it onto the list of most frequently corrected textisms.

Learner respondents were highly successful at correcting the more conspicuous
categories of textese use of non-conventional spellings, acronyms and initialisms,
letter and number homophones, other clippings, g-clippings and symbols and
emoticons, achieving a mean score of at least 70% for these categories. For the five
conspicuous categories of symbols and emoticons, acronyms and initialisms, g-
clippings, letter and number homophones, and non-conventional spellings, the
learner respondents corrected at least three of the four (75%) textese errors.
However, the more subtle categories of textese use, such as contractions, omitted
apostrophes, informal tone and register, shortenings, and a lack of punctuation were
observed to pose the greatest challenges to the learners as learner respondents
achieved a mean score of less than 60% for these categories. The division between
the conspicuous and subtle categories of textese is apparent in the learners’ mean
scores, with the seven least frequently corrected categories correlating perfectly with
the above-listed seven subtler categories of textese, and the six most frequently
corrected categories correlating perfectly with the six conspicuous categories of
textese mentioned. This suggests that learners are more likely to correct the more

conspicuous textisms, and are thus more likely to read over the subtler textisms.

The newspaper articles referred to in Chapter 2 would, when giving examples of
textese, invariably refer to letter or number homophones such as ‘gr8’, ‘b4’ and ‘2day’
making their way into formal English. The numerous articles almost invariably
concluded that these textisms were taking over the English language. However, the
results from my study indicate that such conspicuous textisms were the most
frequently corrected as the learner respondents corrected the four letter and number
homophone textese errors 94.6% of the time. This confirms that SASSLATS most

definitely know that textisms are inappropriate in formal writing.
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My results regarding the conspicuous and more subtle categories of textese may be
related to Drouin and Driver's (2012, p.11) study, who similarly distinguished
between ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ categories of textese use. Drouin and Driver (ibid.)
found that the use of accent stylisation (included under non-conventional spellings in
my inquiry) and symbols was positively related to the literacy measures tested
(reading, spelling, reading fluency, vocabulary), while the use of omitted apostrophes
and omitted capitalisation was negatively related to the literacy measures. My results
concur to some degree with those of Drouin and Driver as the learner respondents in
my study were more adept at identifying ‘positive’ textisms such as symbols and non-
conventional spellings than ‘negative’ textisms such as omitted apostrophes and

omitted capitalisation.

Although section 4.2 essentially encapsulates the main results of my study and
confirms that | have rejected my hypotheses, | created a second research instrument
to compare it to the results obtained from the learners’ proofreading protocol and
thus provide richer data. The results obtained from the teachers’ questionnaire are

accordingly discussed in the following section.
4.3 Results obtained from the teacher respondents

4.3.1 Teacher respondent profile and overview of results

The following table provides a breakdown of the number of respondents according to
research site, grades taught (from grade 8 to grade 11), gender, number of years

taught and subjects taught (language or content subjects).
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Table 11: Teacher respondent profile

Site A (n) Site B (n) Site C (n) Total (n)

Respondents 9 10 8 27
Grade 8 teachers* 5 5 4 14
Male 1 1 0 2
Female 4 4 4 12
Grade 9 teachers* 6 5 4 15
Male 1 1 0 2
Female 5 4 4 13
Grade 10 teachers* 8 7 6 21
Male 1 1 1 3
Female 7 6 5 18
Grade 11 teachers* 4 7 4 15
Male 0 2 0 2
Female 4 5 4 13
Total: Male respondents 1 2 1 4
Total: Female respondents 8 8 7 23
Total: Language teachers 4 4 3 11
Total: Content teachers 5 6 5 16
Years spent teaching: 1to 9 3 3 5 11
years

Years spent teaching: 10 to 21 4 1 2 7
years

Years spent teaching: 21 to 32 2 6 1 9
years

* This number will necessarily exceed the total number of 27 respondents as almost all the
teachers taught at least two grades.

As can be observed from the table below, a total of 27 teacher respondents (n = 27)
from the three research sites participated in the study, including 11 language
teachers and 16 content (non-language) teachers. Of the 27 teacher respondents,
only 4 were male, with the remaining 23 being female. The respondent who had been
teaching the longest had been teaching for 32 years.

4.3.2 Teachers’ perspectives on textese and their learners’ written work

As mentioned in Chapter 3 regarding the design of the teachers’ questionnaire, the
teacher respondents were requested to indicate the extent to which they ‘agreed’ or
‘disagreed’ with statements regarding how often they saw textisms in their learners’
writing, thus providing me with attitudinal data only as the teachers merely indicated

their attitudes to and perceptions of textese and their learners’ formal written English.
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The teachers’ responses were grouped into nine categories to answer certain
gquestions. The teacher respondents’ responses were then aggregated to reveal a
mean score for the relevant question (refer to Addendum P for a breakdown of which
statements on the teachers’ questionnaire were grouped together and aggregated to
answer the nine questions listed in Table 12). The answers to the questions posed
are provided in Table 12, but it is again emphasised that the results do not reflect
actual data gathered, but rather a collective opinion of the teachers who participated
in my study. While | was aware that aggregating the data would result in a loss of
specificity, | was comfortable with the range of 2.3. Moreover, seeing that the
questionnaire employed open-ended questions on a fixed six-point Likert scale, | was
comfortable that the impact of outliers on such a relatively small scale would not
unduly skew my interpretation of the aggregated results.

It is nevertheless conceded that my choice to use relative words such ‘often’ makes
the data difficult to interpret. In retrospect it is further conceded that my word choice
did not make it clear whether teacher respondents should have interpreted ‘often’ as
meaning, for example, every day or every week; ‘often’ in the work of every student,
or ‘often’ in the work of one or two particular students as these definitions would likely

have varied among individual teachers.
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Table 12: Attitudinal mean results of teacher respondents

Number|Question n |Mean score] SD Legend

out of 6 (answer)

Do teachers actually see examples of Often

1 X . X o 27 3.6 0.9
textisms in their learners’ written work? (yes)
Do teachers think that learners have
become desensitised in respect of

2 textisms and therefore add textisms 27 43 0.7 | Agree (yes)
unintentionally and unwittingly?
Do teachers think learners distinguish

3 successfully between formal and informal 27 3.4 0.8 |Agree (yes)
register?
Do teachers think that textese has a

4 negative impact on their learners’ writing 27 4.4 0.8 |Agree (yes)

ability?

Do teachers think that textese has a
5 negative impact on the English language? 21 44 0.8 |Agree (yes)

6 Do teachers teach register? 27 4.0 1.3 | Often (yes)
Have teachers observed a general decline Stronal
in the quality of learners’ written English gy

7 . 27 4.6 1.0 agree
compared to ten years ago (or since they (definitely)
first started teaching)? y
Do teachers think that learners do not Strongly

8 take care to proofread their written work 27 5.0 1.0 agree
for errors? (definitely)

Are there appropriate interventions
9 available to teachers to address learners’ 27 3.8 0.6 |Agree (yes)
use of textese?

As evidenced by the above results, the 27 teachers indicated that they ‘often’ saw
examples of textisms in their learners’ written work. However, as confirmed by the
results from the learners’ research instrument, teachers were of the opinion that
learners distinguished successfully between formal and informal register. In view of
my argument around the point of saturation possibly already having been reached, |
expected teachers to have observed that their learners did not distinguish
successfully between formal and informal register, and that the learners would
therefore struggle to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. However,
the teachers’ observation proved to be accurate as the results from the learners’
research instrument rejected my hypothesis that SASSLATS would struggle to
identify textisms in formal written Standard English. Nevertheless, teachers agreed
that textese had a negative impact on their learners’ written English and that learners
took less care to proofread their written work for errors. This finding concurs with the

findings of Houser (2012, pp.66-69), who although focusing on university students
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and their lecturers found that lecturers ‘often’ observed textisms in their students’
formal writing and that 68% of lecturers were of the view that textese negatively
influenced their undergraduate students’ formal written communication. In my study
the 27 teacher respondents ‘strongly agreed’ with the statements on whether they
had observed a general decline in the quality of learners’ written English compared to
ten years ago (or since they had first started teaching). This might, however, be due
to the general inclination to view any language change as being tantamount to
language decay as explained in section 3.3.

Crystal (2006c, p.405) notes that most written forms in which textese will naturally
occur will not be edited, for example, text messages, instant messages, Internet
chats and e-mails. This observation is relevant as one of the questions to teachers
was whether they thought learners took less care to edit and proofread work. The
mean score of 5.0 out of 6, denoting ‘strongly agree’, indicates an emphatic ‘yes’. As
textese evolved due to the need to ‘say’ more in a shorter period of time, it would
accordingly be expected that editing and proofreading textese would be a low priority.
It would therefore appear that according to the teachers’ responses, this practice of
not editing and proofreading work might have spilled over to learners’ formal writing,
resulting in more negligent errors and what is interpreted by teachers as a general

carelessness.

4.3.3 Categories of textese use per teachers’ responses

The 13 categories of textese use have been ordered according to all 27 teachers’
responses based on which categories they perceived as being the most problematic
as per the Likert scale employed. The 27 teacher respondents’ mean scores are
tabled below and are ordered from the perceived most problematic (or most
frequently observed) category of textese use to the perceived least problematic (or
least frequently observed) category of textese use. The reason for providing this
breakdown was to allow me to compare the teachers’ and learners’ responses after |
had collated the learners’ responses to the 13 categories of textese use. It is again
reiterated that the teachers were requested to comment on the frequency with which
they saw actual examples of textese in their learners’ written work, and thus their

responses only represent attitudinal data.
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Table 13: Categories of textese use per teachers’ responses

Rank | Textism category n Mean SD Legend
score out
of 6
Lack of punctuation 27 4.2 0.9 Often
Contractions, including 27 4.0 1.3
. . Often
omitted hyphenation
3 Omitted apostrophes 27 3.9 1.2 Often
4 Shortenings 27 3.9 1.0 Often
5 Lack of capitalisation 27 3.6 1.0 Often
6 Informal tone and 27 35 1.2
i Often
register
7 Acronyms and 27 3.4 1.3 .
g Sometimes
initialisms
8 Non-conventional 27 3.3 1.0 .
. Sometimes
spellings
9 G-clippings 27 3.3 1.1 Sometimes
10 Letter and number 27 3.2 1.2 .
Sometimes
homophones
11 Omitted articles 27 3.0 1.2 Sometimes
12 Other clippings 27 2.9 1.0 Sometimes
13 Symbols and 27 2.7 1.5 .
X Sometimes
emoticons
Mean score for all 13 27 35 11 Often
categories

The teachers’ mean score regarding the frequency with which they saw textisms in
their learners’ writing was ‘often’. Moreover, the results concur with my initial
discussions with teachers, during which they identified a lack of capitalisation,
contractions, omitted apostrophes, shortenings and a lack of capitalisation as the
mistakes most frequently noted in their learners’ writing. The results also indicate that
the teachers ‘often’ saw a lack of punctuation, contractions (including omitted
hyphenation), omitted apostrophes, shortenings, lack of capitalisation, and informal
tone and register in their learners’ written work, while the remaining seven categories

of textese use were ‘sometimes’ observed.

The fact that symbols and emoticons were the least frequently observed by teachers
is significant because as indicated earlier, mobile phones are conducive to creating
certain textisms, most notably emoticons, whereas physical writing is not. My
postulation that written texts produced by SASSLATS would therefore not necessarily
contain certain textisms (such as emoticons) as they are difficult to replicate in

physical writing would therefore appear to hold true.
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4.3.4 Categories of textese use: language versus content teachers

While | was conducting initial discussions with the teachers at the various research

sites, one teacher suggested that learners would focus more on writing ‘correctly’ in

language subjects (where form is very important) than in content subjects (where

content supersedes form). | therefore added a question on whether the respondents

taught languages or content subjects to allow me to compare the two groups’

responses as tabled below:

Table 14: Categories of textese use: language versus content teachers

Language Content
Textism teachers (n = teachers (n =
RETS category 11): Mean score LEgEn 16): Mean EgET
out of 6 score out of 6
1 Lack of 4.5 Almost 4.0
. Often
punctuation always
2 Contractions, 4.4 3.6
including omitted Often Often
hyphenation
3 Omitted 4.1 Often 3.8 Often
apostrophes
4 Shortenings 4.1 Often 3.8 Often
s Lac!< O.f . 3.9 Often 34 Sometimes
capitalisation
6 Infqrmal tone and 3.8 Often 3.3 Sometimes
register
7 G-clippings 3.3 Sometimes 3.3 Sometimes
8 Non-_conven'uonal 3.2 Sometimes 3.4 Sometimes
spellings
9 _A?V_Of_‘yms and 3.1 Sometimes 36 Often
initialisms
10 Letter and 3.1 3.3
number Sometimes Sometimes
homophones
11 Omitted articles 2.9 Sometimes 3.1 Sometimes
12 Sympols and 2.9 Sometimes 26 Sometimes
emoticons
13 Other clippings 2.7 Sometimes 3.0 Sometimes
Standard 0.7 Standard 0.4
deviation deviation
Mean score for all 13 3.5 Often 3.4 Sometimes
categories
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As can be seen from the table, the 11 language teachers’ mean score regarding the
frequency with which they saw textisms in their learners’ formal written English was
3.5 out of 6 (denoting ‘often’), while the 16 content teachers’ mean score out of 6 was
slightly lower at 3.4 (denoting ‘sometimes’). While | had anticipated the score to be
significantly higher for the content teachers (as learners would be less concerned
about how they wrote but rather about what they wrote), the results may simply
reflect that the language teachers were possibly more susceptible to noticing textese
errors (as their primary teaching focus is on language) than content teachers and
might therefore have perceived learners’ use of textisms as being more frequent and
more problematic. The difference between the language and content teachers’
scores is, however, not statistically significant at a 95% confidence level (p < 0.05).
Although not conclusive as my statistics have not reached significance, this does
suggest that language teachers are more likely to notice textese use in their learners’
writing, or that they perceive textese intrusions as being more problematic and
accordingly scored them more severely on the teachers’ questionnaire than the

content teachers.

The results furthermore indicate that a lack of punctuation and the use of
contractions were perceived as the most problematic categories of textese use for
the language teachers, while a lack of punctuation, omitted apostrophes and
shortenings were identified as the most frequently observed categories by the
content teachers. The five categories rated higher by the content teachers, namely
non-conventional spellings, acronyms and initialisms, letter and number
homophones, omitted articles and other clippings all formed part of the more
conspicuous categories of textese use and might explain why they were scored

higher on the teachers’ questionnaire by the content teachers.

4.4 Comparison between learners’ and teachers’ responses
4.4.1 Comparison of the categories of textese use

A comparison of the teachers’ and learners’ responses to the 13 categories of
textese use is provided in Table 15. The 13 categories are ordered from what the
teachers perceived to be the most problematic category to the least problematic
category, and from the learners’ actual answers ranked from the most difficult to the
least difficult based on the number of correct responses per category. All categories

varying more than three positions are in bold and colour coded.
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Table 15: Categories of textese: Teachers vs learners
Teachers (n = 27): Perceived most Rank Learners (n = 288): Actual most
problematic problematic
Lack of punctuation 1 Contractions
Contractions 2 Omitted apostrophes
Omitted apostrophes 3 Informal tone/register
Shortenings 4 Shortenings
Lack of capitalisation 5 Lack of punctuation
Informal tone and register 6 Omitted articles
Acronyms and initialisms 7 Lack of capitalisation
Non-conventional spellings 8 _
G-clippings 9 Symbols/emoticons
Letter and number homophones 10 Acronyms/initialisms
Omitted articles 11 G-clippings
12 Letter/number homophones
I Symbols and emoticons 13 Non-conventional spellings

The teachers indicated that they perceived a lack of punctuation as being the
category of textese use most frequently observed in their learners’ writing. However,
a lack of punctuation was only the fifth most difficult category according to the actual
results. This could indicate that the teachers were either particularly sensitive to
punctuation errors, or perceived such errors to be made more often than was, in fact,
the case. The second discrepancy with regard to the above comparison between the
teachers’ and the learners’ responses is that the teachers indicated that they noted
non-conventional spellings quite often. However, on average, the learners correct
95% of the non-conventional spellings in the learners’ proofreading protocol. This
does not mean that the teachers did not observe non-conventional spellings in their
learners’ writing, but rather that the learners found it easy to correct these textisms
due to their visual prominence. While the teachers’ responses generally correlated
with those of the learners, it is reiterated that the textisms corrected by the learners in
a formal proofreading task are not necessarily indicative of the kinds of textisms they

produce in their own messages and formal written work.

4.4.2 Comparison of results with previous empirical studies

The following table compares my results (from both the teachers’ and learners’
responses) to the 13 categories of textese use in relation to the findings of
Geertsema et al. (2011, pp.481-483), who investigated secondary school teachers’
perspectives on the impact of textese on learners’ written language skills. It needs to
be noted that Geertsema et al. only selected data according to eight categories of

textese use. Once again, all categories varying more than three positions are in bold.
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Table 16: Comparison of Geertsema, Hyman and Van Deventer’s (2011) findings with the teachers’ and learners’ responses

Number | Geertsema et al. (2011): Teachers’ Rank Teachers (n = 27): Teachers’ Rank Learners (n = 288): Actual most
perceived most prob]ematic textism perceive_d most proplematic problematic textism categories
categories textism categories
1 Non-conventional spellings 1 Lack of punctuation 1 Contractions
Z_ 2 Contractions 2 Omitted apostrophes
3 Letter homophones 3 Omitted apostrophes 3 Informal tone/register
4 Number homophones 4 Shortenings 4 Shortenings
_ 5 Lack of capitalisation 5 Lack of punctuation
6 Shortenings 6 Informal tone and register 6 Omitted articles
7 Contractions 7 Lack of capitalisation
8 Emoticons 8 Non-conventional spellings

Letter and number homophones

Symbols and emoticons

13

Omitted articles

Letter and number homophones

Symbols and emoticons

13

Non-conventional spellings
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As can be observed from Table 16, Geertsema et al. (2011, pp.481-483) found that
grade 8 and 9 teachers had found g-clippings, non-conventional spellings, and letter
and number homophones to be the most problematic. However, this is almost the
exact opposite of the actual results of the learners’ proofreading protocol, accordingly
reiterating the importance of also obtaining data from the learners as without such
data the task of making meaningful deductions from the data is that much more
difficult (as the teachers’ perspectives only provide attitudinal data). The fact that the
actual results of the learners’ proofreading protocol revealed that the learners
corrected 91.8%, 94.6% and 95.0% of the errors in the categories of g-clippings,
letter and number homophones, and non-conventional spellings respectively
indicates that any further deductions made from the results obtained from Geertsema
et al.’s study (2011) would be highly questionable given the fact that their results
were neither substantiated nor compared to data obtained from actual learners.

4.5 Discussion and interpretation of results

In Chapter 1 | quantified the opposing concepts of ‘struggle’ and ‘proficient’ in the
context of my inquiry by indicating that a score of more than 50% on the research
instrument would indicate that learners were ‘proficient’ in terms of identifying
textisms in formal written English as it would simplistically indicate that more textisms
were corrected than overlooked. By contrast, learners would be deemed to have
‘struggled’ to identify textisms in a formal writing context if they did not correct more
than 50% of the textisms on the research instrument as they would then have
‘missed’ more textese errors than they corrected. Therefore learners would not be
seen to have reached the point of saturation unless they failed to correct more than
50% of textisms on the research instrument. Accordingly, as revealed by my results,
my null hypothesis was rejected at a 99.9% confidence level. This essentially means
that SASSLATS do, in fact, not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context
as per the aforementioned definition of ‘struggle’ provided for this inquiry. This
statistically significant finding is supported by the fact that the learner respondents,
on average, managed to correct two out of three textisms the proofreading protocol
had been populated with. | am of the view that a mean score of 63.5% for the
learners’ proofreading protocol indicate that although SASSLATS do not struggle to
identify textisms in formal written Standard English, the role that textese plays as a
driver of language change may not be discarded entirely. While my results essentially
indicate that the SASSLATS who participated in my study did on average manage to

correct an average of two out of every three textese errors (not language errors in
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general), they nevertheless on average overlooked one in three textese errors with
which the learners’ research instrument had been populated. | am accordingly of the
opinion that overlooking one in three textese errors still indicates that the SASSLATS
used in my study have become desensitised to some extent to identifying certain
textese errors in formal written Standard English. While it is acknowledged that |
cannot make any strong claims about the effects of textese on my target population’s
proofreading ability as their use of and exposure to textese were never measured,
my results would nevertheless seem to suggest that the concern expressed in the
media over the supposedly detrimental effect of textese on English appear to be
unfounded as SASSLATS appear to have a rather precise grasp of register.
However, | acknowledge fully that my study’s design allows me only to speculate in
this regard. SASSLATS also displayed the ability to distinguish between different
registers as they identified two out of three textisms (reflecting a mean score of
63.5%) in the proofreading protocol as being inappropriate for the decidedly formal
context attributed to the research instrument. It is acknowledged that the
proofreading protocol does not reveal anything about the effects of textese. It is
further conceded that the proofreading protocol could simply be seen as a ‘normal’
test of proofreading ability (the ability to identify and correct errors that contravene

conventional English spelling and grammar).

With regard to the first of my two secondary hypotheses, | posited that female
SASSLATS would identify more textisms in formal written Standard English than
male SASSLATS as research conducted in the UK and the USA revealed that girls
consistently outperformed boys in spelling and writing attainment. Although studies
have shown that female secondary school learners send and receive more text
messages than their male counterparts (Faulkner & Culwin 2005, p.183, Massey et
al. 2005, p.435), my results indicate that, on average, the male respondents in my
study marginally outperformed their female counterparts in terms of the number of
textisms identified. Moreover, given that the difference between the scores attained
by the male and female respondents is statistically significant at a 99% confidence
level (p < 0.01), | may accordingly reject my secondary hypothesis as the data
confirm that female SASSLATS identified fewer textisms in formal written Standard
English than male SASSLATS. However, as discussed in section 4.2.4, the overall
results were skewed by the relatively higher scores attained by the single-sex boys’

school.
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In moving to my final secondary hypothesis, based on research conducted in the UK,
| posited that SASSLATS would identify more textisms in formal written Standard
English as they progress academically from grade 8 to grade 11. However, although
an improvement was observed in the mean score achieved by the
grade 9 respondents to the mean score achieved by the grade 10 respondents and
again to the mean score achieved by the grade 11 respondents, the mean score of
the grade 8 respondents was marginally higher than the mean score of the grade 9
learners. However, given that the differences between the scores achieved by the
grade 8 and grade 11, the grade 9 and grade 10, and the grade 9 and grade 11
respondents were significant at a 99% confidence level (p < 0.01), but the differences
between the scores achieved by the grade 8 and grade 9 respondents, and by the
grade 10 and grade 11 respondents were not (at a 95% confidence level), my results
in this regard did not reach statistical significance and | could therefore neither
confirm nor reject this secondary hypothesis.

As mentioned in section 1.9, for the purposes of this inquiry | considered the
possibility that the point of saturation might already have been reached by the
SASSLATS who participated in my study. While investigating whether the point of
saturation had indeed already been reached did not form part of my research scope,
the rejection of my null hypothesis at a 99.9% confidence level would seem to
suggest that the point of saturation has, in fact, not been reached by SASSLATS as
my results would seem to indicate that they retain a precise grasp of register.
SASSLATS do not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context, which
would appear to be contrary to claims by Nadeem et al. (2012, p.1234), Hamzah et
al. (2009, p.6), O’Connor (2005, p.2), Brown-Owens et al. (2003, p.17), Lee (2002,
p.3) that the point of saturation has already been reached.

4.6 Answering of research question

When | started my study, | shared the popular conviction that textese had infiltrated
SASSLATS’ formal written English, and that they would therefore have difficulty in
determining when the context dictated a more formal register to be used. | had
therefore assumed that | would be making a recommendation similar to that of Turner
(2009, p.64), who is of the view that:

If teachers and parents can acknowledge that [textese] is indeed

appropriate in the digital world that students navigate daily, then perhaps

we can see its use in school as a difference, rather than a deficit, and
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teach students how to code-switch from this language [textese] that has
become part of their primary discourse into the more formal language of
school and the larger society.

With regard to answering my research question of what the implications are for
formal written Standard English in South Africa in terms of SASSLATS’ ability to
identify textisms in formal written Standard English: does the fact that the secondary
school learner respondents who participated in my study on average failed to identify
one in three textisms mean that textisms are becoming more acceptable in formal
written Standard English? Moreover, does it mean that textese is influencing or
infiltrating formal written Standard English, irrespective of how significant this
influence or infiltration is? While | accordingly now reject the popular view of textese
portrayed in the media, hamely that it has a decidedly negative impact on secondary
school learners’ language usage and that it is infiltrating English language usage at
an ‘alarming’ rate, | am of the view that textese is a driver of language change,
although not at the rate and to the extent | had anticipated when | started my study.
The fact that the learner respondents identified two out of three textisms in the formal
written proofreading protocol weighs more heavily than the fact that they overlooked
one in three textisms; however, this nevertheless indicates that the effect of textese
on SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English and on
formal written Standard English in general cannot be denied categorically.

My results suggest that the digital native generation might not have reached the point
of saturation and thus retains a precise grasp of context and the relevant register as
posited by Crystal (2008c), Thomas and McGee (2012, p.20), and Kasesniemi (2003,
p.208). However, through the process of linguistic diffusion explained in Chapter 3,
textisms enter the English language as innovations but then gradually reach a point
where they become viable lexical options for a significant number of users, as
evidenced by the fact that the textisms ‘LOL’ (laugh out loud), IMHO’ (in my
honest/humble opinion) and ‘OMG’ (oh my gosh/God), as well as the spelling of ‘thru’
for ‘through’, have been included as recognised English words in the Oxford English
Dictionary in 2011 (lonescu 2011, Denison & Hogg 2006, p.37). It has therefore been
shown that textese is indeed a driver of language change. While textese could
therefore over time result in the informalisation of English, the scope of my study and
the limitations of my research instruments prevent me from making any strong claims
about textese in relation to the debate of whether textese constitutes language

evolution or language decay. | do, however, maintain that textese users today are

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

120

able to use textese with the same effectiveness in the interest of communication than
English speakers in, for example, Elizabethan England were. | accordingly conclude
that while not conclusive, my results would suggest that textese, as a driver of
language change, constitutes neither language evolution nor language decay, but
simply language change as it is no better or worse at performing the aforementioned

primary function of language.

In terms of the implications that textese holds for formal written Standard English, it is
reiterated that although language change largely occurs when casual styles of
speech become accepted in more formal settings, and not the other way around, it
does not necessarily imply that language is becoming increasingly informal (Aitchison
2003, p.739). Although some of the more informal aspects of language use
associated with textese are making their way into Standard English via the process of
linguistic diffusion, my results indicate that the age responsible for the largest
increment of language change still has a precise grasp of register and is able to
identify textisms in formal written Standard English with relative ease. It therefore
seems likely that the distinction between formal and informal contexts will continue to
be made by secondary school learners. While the more informal contexts of English
are certainly affected by textese, it would appear that secondary school learners
possess sufficient ability to code-switch depending on the context. This suggests that
although informal language in the form of textisms might over time make their way
into formal written Standard English, such inclusions will not make its way into formal
written Standard English any faster than through the normal process of linguistic
diffusion. Textese’s effect on English is therefore not particularly pronounced, and

this effect should certainly not be treated with undue suspicion.

In generalising my findings to a wider population, | posited in Chapter 1 that although
the target age group in South Africa, the USA and the UK with English first-language
proficiency was not homogenous in terms of their textese usage (i.e. their actual
production of textese) due to different accents and dialects, their ability to identify
textisms (irrespective of accent or dialect) in a formal writing context would be similar.
| conceded that there would be differences between the textese used by secondary
school learners with English first-language proficiency in the USA, the UK and South
Africa (and other English-speaking countries), and most likely even between the
textese used in various regions of the same country. However, as my proofreading
protocol focused on my target population’s ability to identify textisms, | posited that

respondents with similar socio-economic backgrounds and English first-language
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proficiency in my target age group across the world would be similarly proficient in
identifying textisms in a formal writing context. | thus assumed that the texting
behaviour of my target population across the globe would be largely similar as
English remained the base language, and it could not be modified too drastically
irrespective of accent or dialect for fear of becoming unintelligible. | thus posited that
my proofreading protocol could be used with similar success within an equivalent
American, British or similar English secondary school context with respondents of the
same age, background and English first-language proficiency. While my proofreading
protocol was not administered to respondents in my target population outside South
Africa, or even outside Gauteng, based on the above | believe my findings may be
somewhat generalised to a wider population due to the reasons elucidated in
section 1.8.1. Although my research question only considered textese in relation to
the implications for formal written Standard English in South Africa, | believe that
globally my target population should retain a precise grasp of register. Textese
globally should thus also not pose a threat to Standard English as textisms are
unlikely to be absorbed into Standard English at a faster pace than the normal

process of linguistic diffusion.

4.7 Main findings

The main findings of my inquiry are listed below. It is conceded that given my
regrettable decision not to obtain data on respondents’ exposure to, and actual use
of, textese | cannot draw any truly definitive conclusions. The first three findings
relate to my null and secondary hypotheses, while the fourth and fifth findings relate
to my research question. The last two findings were not explicitly included in my
scope but my results have allowed me to draw certain additional conclusions as
listed:

1. Although no definitive conclusions can be drawn, my results seem to suggest
that the concern expressed in the media over the supposedly detrimental
effect of textese on English appear to be unfounded as SASSLATS appear to
have a rather precise grasp of register.

2. My results suggest that SASSLATS have, in fact, not reached the point of
saturation as they seem to have a precise grasp of register given that they
recognise textisms in formal written English.

3. Male SASSLATS identified more textisms in the proofreading protocol than
female SASSLATS, and SASSLATS did not consistently identify more

textisms as they progressed academically from grade 8 to grade 11.
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4. While no definitive claims can be made, my results suggest that textese does
not currently pose a threat to Standard English in South Africa as it merely
reveals English’s remarkable ability to adapt to the ever-changing demands
and needs of its users.

5. Although certain textisms have already become part of Standard English, the
absorption of textese into Standard English is unlikely to occur at a faster
pace than the normal process of linguistic diffusion.

6. Modern English is not more ‘evolved’ than Middle or Old English as it is no
better at fulfilling language’s primary function of conveying meaning and
facilitating communication. Textese users are thus able to use textese with
the same effectiveness than English speakers in, for example, Elizabethan
England were. Textese therefore constitutes neither language evolution nor
language decay, but simply language change.

7. Textisms naturally fall into two groups, namely conspicuous and subtle
categories of textese. SASSLATS are more adept at identifying the

conspicuous categories of textese use.

4.8 Mapping of results onto theoretical frameworks

In the previous chapter | explained that my inquiry was best framed by two distinct
theoretical frameworks. | justified why | had elected register theory to argue that the
distinction between when the use of textisms was appropriate or inappropriate was
not as clear for the digital native generation than for the digital immigrant generation.
| accordingly postulated that SASSLATS would not have a precise grasp of register
and would therefore be inclined to read over the textisms with which my proofreading
protocol had been populated. | had therefore identified register theory in order to test
my null hypothesis. The statistical modelling presented in this chapter, however,
rejected my null hypothesis at the 99.9% confidence level as the SASSLATS who
participated in my study did, in fact, not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing

context.

My second theoretical framework expounded upon in the previous chapter was
historical linguistics. | argued that all living languages, including English, were
constantly changing and that textese was a driver of language change. In answering
my research question, | considered the possibility that textese, as a potential driver of

language change, might over time lead to the gradual informalisation of specifically
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formal written English. Therefore (1) register theory was used to test my null

hypothesis; and (2) historical linguistics was used to answer my research question.

4.9 Rasch analysis

As indicated in section 3.11, seeing that the proofreading protocol was untested and
in order to gain further insights into it and its use, | analysed the data by applying the
Rasch measurement model to my data. The approach followed in this regard and the

results of this analysis are presented in the next chapter.

410 Conclusion

This chapter provided a description of the learner and teacher respondents’ profiles
as well as a discussion of the results obtained after following the research
methodology explained in Chapter 3. Statistical analysis was used to interpret the
data, whereafter my null and secondary hypotheses were tested. Finally, this chapter
concluded with the answering of my research question and the mapping of my results
onto my two theoretical frameworks discussed in Chapter 3. The next chapter
provides a general overview of the Rasch measurement model and its mathematical
underpinnings, details the approach followed in this regard and presents the results
of the Rasch analysis. The sixth and final chapter provides an overview of the study,
reflects on its shortcomings, highlights the contribution of my inquiry to the body of
knowledge, considers the findings in relation to the implications they hold for the

classroom and identifies areas for further research.
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5 RASCH ANALYSIS

51 Introduction and methodology

When constructing an assessment tool, it is imperative to ensure that the results will
provide consistent (i.e. reliable) and meaningful (i.e. valid) data for making
interpretations and drawing conclusions (Bradley & Sampson 2006, p.24).
Accordingly, in view of the fact that the proofreading protocol is an original
conception that would benefit from a rigorous approach to both validity and reliability,
| applied further statistical techniques to verify the instrument’s validity and therefore
inform the further use of the instrument and support the inferences that can be made
from the results (Messick 1989, pp.29-34). To this end, and as for reasons explained
below, the Rasch measurement model was deemed to be the most appropriate
theoretical and empirical tool to achieve this objective. Named after the Danish
mathematician Georg Rasch, Rasch analysis essentially operationalises the formal
axioms that underpin measurement (Perline, Wright & Wainer 1979, p.241).
Moreover, Rasch analysis provides the opportunity to examine the extent to which
the responses from a scale (a set of items; in this instance the 52 items on the
proofreading protocol) approach the requirements to satisfy the axioms, and thus
provide reliable measurement (Tennant & Conaghan 2007, p.1358).

The Rasch model may be classified as an ‘item response theory’ model, which is
particularly useful in assessing performance and achievement across groups in
which not all respondents need to respond to all items (Andrich 2004, p.7). The
Rasch model is therefore particularly suitable to analysing the data from the
proofreading protocol used in this study, as the respondents would not have
responded to every single error embedded in the instrument although responding to
each of the errors was the objective and instruction. The design of the instrument
was such that only those errors that were identified could be answered (see
section 3.7 for a more detailed discussion of the design of the instrument). Moreover,
as explained in greater detail in Chapter 1, the proofreading protocol was designed to
test a construct, namely ‘the ability to identify textisms in formal written English’, in
the target population (i.e. SASSLATS). The hypothesis is that there is a fairly
unidimensional construct (i.e. a line of enquiry) that has been identified. In support of
this requirement, Bond and Fox (2001, p.38) state “good tests have, as their basis, a
very clear and explicit understanding concerning the line of inquiry the test is trying to

put into practice”. This ‘line of inquiry’ is essentially the “construct, dimension or
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concept to be measured by the assessment; [and] such assessments are said to
have construct validity” (Bradley & Sampson 2006, p.26). In the case of this study,
the line of enquiry is to determine whether the target audience of SASSLATS are
proficient at identifying textisms in formal written English, with ‘proficient’ being

defined in section 1.5.

In this chapter the hypothesis that the proofreading protocol satisfies the criterion of
‘construct validity’ is explored through the application of the Rasch model to the data
obtained from the proofreading protocol. With regard to reliability, Rasch
measurement plots person ability and item difficulty along a common linear scale
through log transformations of the number of correct responses over the number of
incorrect responses. These estimates may be used to calculate means and variances
(Bradley & Sampson 2006, p.25). Unlike classical test theory, “Rasch measurement
produces a standard error for each person and item, specifying the range within
which each person’s ‘true’ ability and each item’s ‘true’ difficulty fall” (ibid.).
Furthermore, the Rasch analysis will provide information on whether the items on an
instrument are working consistently with each other, and whether in totality the test
items are able to separate respondents according to their individual ability along a

single continuum.

With regard to reconciling Rasch measurement with my research hypothesis, as
indicated in section 1.5, the null hypothesis of my inquiry was that SASSLATS would
struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context, with the concept of ‘struggle’
being defined for the purposes of this study as respondents failing to identify at least
50% of the textisms on the proofreading protocol. Similarly, respondents would be
deemed to be ‘proficient’ in terms of identifying textisms in formal written English
should they identify more than 50% of the textese errors (as it would simply denote
that more textisms were corrected than overlooked). In relating my wider null
hypothesis to what the Rasch model might reveal about my data and, in turn, my
proofreading protocol, the Rasch model would need to answer the following three

guestions satisfactorily (adapted from Bradley & Sampson 2006, pp.26-27):

1. How well are the items distributed along the continuum (i.e. the ‘proficiency in
recognising textisms in formal written English’ variable)?

2. How well is the test targeted in relation to the ability of the respondents?

3. Are the items (relating to the identification of textese errors) functioning as

expected?
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These three questions will be answered by discussing (a) the person-item map and
person-item distribution, (b) the overall targeting of the items on the proofreading
protocol as measured by the Rasch model, and (c) how well the items on the
proofreading protocol fit the Rasch model’'s expectations. These questions will be
answered in sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 respectively. However, a more detailed
overview of the theory and mathematical underpinnings of the Rasch model is
provided first, followed by a discussion of how the Rasch model was applied
specifically in the context of this inquiry.

According to Rasch (1960, p.18), “we can never know with certainty how a pupil will
react to a problem, but we may say whether he [or she] has a good or a poor chance
of solving it”. The Rasch probabilistic model therefore determines that the probability
of a correct answer is governed by only two parameters, namely (a) the respondent’s
ability, and (b) the item’s difficulty (Panayiotis, Robinson & Tymms 2009, p.7)." The
Rasch model thus aims to construct a workable mathematical form of the data-point
curve by aligning the parameters (person ability and item difficulty) through their
difference (person ability minus item difficulty); the probability of a successful
response ranges between 0 and 1 (Wright & Stone 1979, p.15). The relationship of
items to respondent ability along the continuum (i.e. the scale of measurement) is
such that when a respondent is located at the same level as the item, he/she has a
50% probability of answering the item correctly. The equation determining this
relationship is described below.

For respondent (v) and item (i), the probability of a correct response is governed by:
o (Bo=8:)

P{x,, = 1B, 6}= 110D

Equation 1

The left-hand side of the equation is read as “the probability of [respondent] v being
correct on item i given the [respondent’s] ability, 5, and the item’s difficulty, &,
(Andrich 2006, p.63). When the respondent’s ability is equal to the item difficulty,
then the right-hand side reads e® % = 1.2 The right-hand side is therefore read as

equalling ¥2 when an item’s difficulty and the respondent’s ability or proficiency are

! Crucially, the Rasch approach is the only one that uses the raw score as the sufficient statistic for
estimating item difficulty and respondent ability (i.e. the sufficient statistic for estimating respondent
ability is the sum or count of the correct responses for a person over all items) (Panayiotis, Robinson &
Tymms 2009, p.7). However, this sufficient statistic is assured retrospectively when the data fit the
model.

ZeP-% = 1 is the value set by the Rasch model.
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aligned on the scale. The probability calculated in Equation 1 is graphically
represented by the item characteristic curve (Figure 13) and displays how the
probability of achieving a score on an item depends on the difference between
respondent ability and item difficulty (Sjaastad 2014, p.215).

Figure 13: Probability of success given (B, - &) for persons of varying ability,
By, on item with difficulty, &;

1
0.9
0.8

0.7
0.6
P{xvi = 1} 0.5

1 2 3

ﬁv<6i ﬁv:6£ ﬁv>5i

The horizontal axis in Figure 13 above represents person location (i.e. respondent
ability), with the probability of a correct response located on the vertical axis. The
horizontal axis is measured in logits and indicates person ability, while the vertical
axis is measured in percentage to indicate the probability of a person with a given
ability (measured in logits) giving a correct response. The blue line in Figure 13 is the
item characteristic curve and represents the probability with which respondents with
varying ability will provide a correct response, as predicted by the Rasch model. For
example, if a person with O logit ability (represented by the dashed line) is tested,
he/she should theoretically have a 50% chance of giving a correct response on an
item of this difficulty. At the extreme right-hand side of the scale, however, a person
with 3 logit ability (i.e. high ability) would have an almost 100% chance of getting the
item correct. Contrastingly, at the extreme left-hand side of the scale, a person with
-3 logit ability would have an almost 0% chance of getting this item correct. The
probability of answering correctly will differ with items of greater of lesser difficulty.
Therefore, expressed in mathematical terms, the dashed lines illustrate how item
difficulties are defined by means of the item characteristic curve, which represents
the probability that a person (v), with given ability (8,), responds correctly to an item

(i) with difficulty level (&;). Thus, any person will have a 50% chance of achieving a

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

128

correct response to an item whose difficulty level is at the same location as the
person’s ability level. Similarly, if an item difficulty is above a person’s ability location,
then the person has a less than 50% chance of obtaining a correct response on that
item, while for an item whose difficulty level is below that of the person’s ability, the
person would have a greater than 50% chance of producing the correct response
(Long, Bansilal & Debba 2014, p.5). It is reiterated that the blue line in Figure 13
presents the ideal item characteristic curve showing where respondent ability and the
probability of a correct response intersects. Once the data have been analysed by
the Rasch model, items and persons that do not function as expected by the Rasch
model will be identified. Such misfitting items will later be discussed and reasons
given why they did not quite behave as predicted by the Rasch model.

In moving to a discussion of how the Rasch model was applied specifically in the
context of this inquiry, it may be noted that the same mark sheets? initially used for
the 288 learner respondents were used as input to the Rasch model. The scores
attained by each of the 288 learner respondents on each of the 52 items on the
proofreading protocol were initially recorded as either ‘0’ (overlooked) or ‘1’
(corrected) or 2’ (‘other’ or ‘partially correct’, e.g. the respondent identified the
textism but failed to correct it appropriately). However, for the purpose of categorising
learners’ responses as having either been ‘overlooked’ or ‘corrected’, all instances
where learners failed to correct the textese error appropriately were coded as
‘overlooked’ as they might have marked ‘corrections’ on the instrument at random.
Moreover, given that the brief on the proofreading protocol to respondents was to
correct any errors they might find, this coding convention was retained for the
purposes of Rasch analysis (i.e. all responses were marked as either ‘O’ [incorrect or
overlooked] or ‘1’ [correct or corrected]). Each respondent’s captured responses
according to the assigned categories of ‘0’ (overlooked) and ‘1’ (corrected) were then
added across the 52 items to give each person a total score as calculated by the
Rasch model. The Rasch analysis then produced certain outputs, including the
person-item map and person-item distribution, the overall targeting of the items on
the proofreading protocol, and provided information on how well the items on the

proofreading protocol fit the Rasch model’'s expectations. Importantly, given that the

® Refer to section 3.10 for a detailed discussion of the original data capturing, processing and verification
procedure.

* As mentioned in section 3.10.1, the possibility of coding ‘distractors’ (i.e. partially correct responses) on
their own (i.e. as distinct from the relatively narrow confines of ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’) as per Andrich’s
(2008) recommendation is discussed under section 6.5 as a potential area for future study.
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Rasch model expects the data to conform to the measurement principles, the model
will highlight any anomalies for further investigation (Long, Bansilal & Debba 2014,

p.3). These outputs of the Rasch model are discussed in the following sections.

5.2 Person-item distribution and person-item map

A defining characteristic of the Rasch model is that the difficulty of items is located on
the same scale (i.e. a common continuum) as the ability of the persons attempting
those items because the construct of interest (in this case SASSLATS’ ability to
identify textisms in formal written English) underpins both the design of the items and
the proficiency of respondents (Long, Bansilal & Debba 2014, p.4). The distribution of
persons and items along this scale is presented in the person-item threshold
distribution (Figure 14), an output of the RUMM software (Andrich, Sheridan & Luo
2010). The person-item threshold distribution shows the locations of both item
difficulty (the lower graph) and estimated respondent proficiency (the upper graph) on
the same scale after applying the Rasch model to the data. The units on the Rasch
scale are called ‘logits’ (log-odds transformation or log units), and the raw scores of
both item difficulty and respondent proficiency are transformed through an iterative
process and aligned on the common scale (Andrich & Marais 2009, p.8).

Figure 14: Person-item threshold distribution
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The person-item map presented in Figure 15 is equivalent to the person-item
threshold distribution (Figure 14). The person-item map is essentially a rudimentary

histogram with items arranged on the right of the dashed vertical line in the middle
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from relatively easy at the bottom to relatively difficult at the top. Similarly, on the left-
hand side of the vertical dashed line respondent proficiency is arranged from
relatively low proficiency at the bottom to higher proficiency at the top. As with
Figure 14, item difficulty is calibrated in relation to the item mean reference
(i.e. zero). Person proficiency is then estimated in relation to item difficulty. For full
details see Andrich (1988) and Dunne et al. (2012).

Figure 15: Person-item map
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The ‘I-coded’ items on the right reflect the specific items on the proofreading protocol
(e.g. ‘108’ indicates item 8). It may further be observed item 8, item 15, item 16 and
item 13 are at the difficult end of the continuum, while item 48, item 22 and item 33
are at the easier end of the continuum. The location values of these items essentially

indicate the level of difficulty of an item relative to the respondent cohort. Negative
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values indicate the relatively less challenging items, while positive values indicate
relatively more difficult items for the respondent cohort as a whole. The item locations
(difficulty range) of the ‘easiest’ and most ‘difficult’ items are tabled and discussed

below.

Table 17: Item location values

Item number | Error (correct form in brackets) Item location value
48 Letter/number homophone (‘b’ for ‘be’) -3.658
22 Other clipping (‘hav’ for ‘have’) -2.505
33 Symbol/emoticon (‘@' for ‘at’) -2.503
13 Shortening (‘admin’ for
‘administration’) +2.550
16 Contraction (‘longterm’ for ‘long-term’) +2.700
15 Contraction (‘clearcut’ for ‘clear-cut) +3.431
8 Omitted apostrophe (‘masters’ for
‘master’s’) +3.899

Seven of the fifty-two items on the proofreading protocol may be singled out as they
represent the range of the instrument (i.e. the most and least difficult items on the
instrument). As may be observed from Table 17, item 8 (omitted apostrophe; item
location value +3.899), item 15 (contraction; item location value +3.431), item 16
(contraction; item location value +2.700) and item 13 (shortening; item location value
+2.550) are at the difficult end of the continuum, while item 48 (letter homophone;
item location value -3.658), item 22 (other clipping; item location value -2.505) and

item 33 (symbol; item location value -2.503) are at the easier end of the continuum.

A possible reason for item 8 (omitted apostrophe — ‘masters’ for ‘master’s’), item 15
(omitted hyphenation — ‘clearcut’ for ‘clear-cut’), item 16 (omitted hyphenation —
‘longterm’ for ‘long-term’) and item 13 (shortening — ‘admin’ for ‘administration’) being
of relatively greater difficultly might be because these errors are not exclusively
attributable to textese, but might simply be language items with which many people
struggle. Given the ongoing elimination of hyphens and apostrophes (Stainton 2002,
p.63), it is clear that many people struggle with the rules governing the use of these
items despite them being taught at school. The arguably complex grammatical rules
governing the use of, for example, the apostrophe could also contribute to more
widely experienced difficulties with these items. Failure by the learner respondents to
identify an omitted apostrophe or hyphen might then be attributed to a combination of

the items simply being particularly challenging and them not being sufficiently
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textese-related. With regard to ‘administration’, this item might have been relatively
difficult because it is seldom used in its full form in spoken English. Respondents

may thus have found ‘admin’ acceptable in a formal writing context.

At the other end of the continuum, items 48 (letter homophone — ‘b’ for ‘be’), 22
(other clipping — ‘hav’ for ‘have’) and 33 (symbol — ‘@’ for ‘at’) were at the easier end
of the spectrum for respondents. Reasons for item 48 being relatively the easiest
item to identify could be that even though it is a letter homophone (‘b’ for ‘be’), it was
presented as a single-letter word in the proofreading protocol. Conventional
knowledge of English spelling would suggest few words only have one letter (as is
the case with ‘b’ for ‘be’), and therefore this item might have been relatively very easy
for the selected respondents.” Respondents could therefore immediately have
identified the use of a single consonant as inappropriate. For item 22 (other clipping —
‘hav’ for ‘have’), it may be argued that the carefully selected respondents would, due
to their implicit knowledge of English, know that few (indeed if any) English words
end on a ‘v.. The presumed implausibility of such a word could therefore have
attracted closer scrutiny by respondents, thus leading to this item being relatively
very easy. With regard to item 33 (symbol — ‘@’ for ‘at’), it is possible that the visual
element of the symbol may have been the reason why respondents successfully

identified this textism.

In view of the above, it may be noted that the four most challenging items all came
from the more subtle categories of textese,® while the three least challenging items alll
came from the more conspicuous categories. This finding further supports the
analysis and findings in Chapter 4, which showed that the respondents were more

adept at identifying items from the conspicuous categories of textese.

As the proofreading protocol was designed to provide information on both individual
items and the 13 categories of textese, the item location value per category of

textese is presented in Table 18.

® Refer to section 3.6 for a detailed discussion of how the respondents were selected.
® Refer to section 4.2.5 for a detailed discussion in this regard.
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Table 18: Item location value per category of textese ordered from least to

greatest difficulty

Item numbers comprising Name of textese category Item location value per
textese category category of textese
48, 37,11 and 46 Letter/number homophones -2.349
17, 4, 30 and 27 Non-conventional spellings -1.714
10, 42, 34 and 26 G-clippings -1.589
31, 33,52 and 50 Symbols/emoticons -0.752
38,32,41 and 3 Acronymes/initialisms -0.738

36,9,39and 2 Lack of capitalisation +0.303
12, 22, 40 and 45 Other clippings +0.485
13, 6, 47 and 43 Shortenings +0.732
23,5,19and 14 Omitted article +0.995
51,1, 21 and 29 Informal tone/register +1.276
28, 24,7 and 20 Lack of punctuation +1.276
8, 18, 49 and 44 Omitted apostrophes +1.520
25, 35,15 and 16 Contractions +1.525

While there are no particularly ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ categories as a whole, the most
significant outlier in the table above is the category of ‘letter/number homophones’
(with an item location value of -2.349 for this category of a whole). The relative ease
with which the respondent cohort as a whole identified textisms containing letter or
number homophones may be attributed to respondents having implicit knowledge
that numbers and single consonant words do not form part of the English lexicon.
The conspicuous nature of these textisms might also have contributed to the

respondent cohort as a whole not struggling to identify these textisms.

Furthermore, while not correlating perfectly with the conspicuous vs subtle categories
of textese identified following the conventional statistical analysis of the data revealed
in Chapter 4, the output of the Rasch model would seem to provide empirical support
for the claim that the conspicuous categories of textese (i.e. letter and number
homophones, symbols and emoticons, non-conventional spellings, other clippings, g-
clippings, and acronyms and initialisms) were generally easier for the respondents to
identify. Similarly, again while not correlating perfectly with the findings detailed in
Chapter 4, the more subtle categories of textese were apparently more difficult to

identify for respondents.

The overall targeting measured in terms of both the Rasch model and the Lexile

framework is discussed in the next section.
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5.3 Overall targeting in terms of the Rasch model and the Lexile
framework

The summary statistics of the Rasch analysis are tabled below:

Table 19: Rasch analysis summary statistics

Total item chi-square 382.074 Item mean 0.0000
Degrees of freedom 208 Item standard deviation 1.672
Chi-square probability 0.0 Person mean 0.972
Person separation index 0.866 Person standard deviation 1.040

The summary statistics tabled above (Table 19) indicate a high total item chi-square
and a low chi-square probability. This finding indicates some lack of fit to the model,’
perhaps indicating multidimensionality or response dependency. The person-
separation index indicates good spread across the continuum and high reliability. The
person-item threshold distribution and the person-item map, presented in Figures 14
and 15 respectively, show the test to be fairly well targeted to the respondent
proficiency, with the person location mean (0.972) somewhat above the item location
mean of zero (as set by the Rasch model). The 1.040 standard deviation (SD) of
respondent locations is marginally higher than the expected 1.00, while the item SD
of 1.672 is somewhat larger than the ideal around 1. This mean location and SDs
imply that the proofreading instrument was found to be relatively easy for the

respondent cohort as a whole.

While a person mean closer to zero and an SD of around 1 are generally thought to
provide greater precision about the instrument and the respondents, there are
exceptions depending on the purpose of the instrument. One such an exception is
the Lexile framework, which is used in the testing of reading skills.® Lexile Theory
holds that we use various symbol systems, such as language, music and
mathematics, to communicate, and that all symbol systems share two common
features: a semantic component and a syntactic component (Stenner & Burdick
1997, p.9). In language, the semantic units are words, which are organised according
to the rules of syntax into sentences and units of thought (Carver 1974, p.252).

Moreover, across different texts the semantic units will vary in familiarity, while the

" Further iterations of the Rasch analysis were conducted after removing misfitting items, with subtest
analyses being attempted. The conclusion was that the test was good enough for its intended purpose
and that further Rasch analyses were not necessary.

& While numerous other measures of reading skill and text readability exist, such as the Flesch—Kincaid
and the Dale—Chall readability formulas, the Gunning Fog Index and the Fry Readability Graph, the
Lexile framework was deemed to be the most appropriate as it matches students with appropriate texts.
The Lexile framework will therefore indicate whether the readability of the proofreading protocol is
appropriate for the target population of SASSLATS given their academic levels.
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syntactic structures will vary in complexity — the comprehensibility or difficulty of a
text is therefore determined by the familiarity of the semantic units and by the
complexity of the syntactic structures used in constructing the message (Stenner &
Burdick 1997, p.10). To measure the familiarity and complexity of a text, the Lexile
Analyser provides a useful scale to provide a text's Lexile measure. The Lexile
Analyser essentially allows measurements for all persons and all texts to be reported
in a common unit called a ‘Lexile’ (Stenner & Burdick 1997, p.14). The Lexile
framework is therefore a scientific way of matching readers with texts on the same
scale (ibid.). The higher the Lexile measure for a text, the more difficult the material is
to read and the greater the reading ability required to comprehend the text. The
Lexile scale runs from below O Lexile (L) to above 2000L, although there is not an
explicit bottom or top to the scale (White & Clement 2001, p.49). To contextualise,
Dr Seuss’s The Cat in the Hat has a lexile measure of 260L (i.e. an easy-reading
text), while Boccaccio’s The Decameron measures 1500L (i.e. quite difficult to read)
(Lexile 2013, pp.2&6). The central idea of the Lexile framework is that when a person
is reading with 75% comprehension, they are reading at optimal reading capacity.
The process then assesses a person’s level of reading comprehension and
accordingly calculates the Lexile value of texts they can read with 75%
comprehension (White & Clement 2001, p.3). Individuals reading within their Lexile
ranges (100L below to 50L above their Lexile reader measures) are likely to
comprehend approximately 75% of the text. This ‘targeted reading’ rate is the point at
which a reader will comprehend enough to understand the text but will also face
some reading challenge. The result is growth in reading ability and a rewarding
reading experience (Lexile 2013, p.1). To this end, the Lexile Map provides examples
of popular books and sample texts that are matched to various points on the Lexile
scale, from 200L for emergent reader text to 1600L for more advanced texts (ibid.).

Having run my proofreading protocol through the Lexile Analyser both with the
textese errors and after having corrected them, it measured 1200L (with the textese
errors) and 1070L (after correcting the textese errors) respectively. It is important to
note that the Lexile measure is, in fact, higher rather than lower for the text with the
textese errors than with the textisms corrected. Moreover, to further contextualise the
scores of 1070L to 1200L, it may be noted that classics such as The Great Gatsby
(2070L), David Copperfield (1070L), Pride and Prejudice (1100L), A Portrait of the
Artist as a Young Man (1120L), Northanger Abbey (1120L) Catch-22 (1140L), Animal
Farm (1170L) and War and Peace (1200L) all fall within this Lexile range.
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In relating the Lexile measures of corrected and uncorrected proofreading protocol to
the reading ability of the four target grades used in this inquiry (i.e. grades 8 to 11), it
may be noted that the “Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts &
Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects” is an American
convention that uses the Lexile framework to plot standard reading proficiency
measures for English first language speakers and in schools where English is the
medium of instruction for each grade from pre-school to the end of high school
(CCSS 2012, p.8). Similar to South Africa’s grading system, where learners are
required to complete school grades from grade R (the school-readiness year) to
grade 12 (the last year of secondary school), the American system ranges from
grade K (kindergarten year) to grade 12. Both the South African and American
schooling systems thus have 13 grades. Based on this correlation, and for the
purpose of defining a Lexile range for the four target grades used in this inquiry (i.e.
grades 8 to 11), the Lexile ranges used in America will be adopted and applied to the
South African context. The Lexile ranges as per the “Common Core State Standards
for English Language Arts & Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and

Technical Subjects” are tabled below:

Table 20: Adopted lexile ranges for the various target grades

Grade Lexile range
6-8 955L — 1155L
9-10 1080L — 1305L

11-12 1215L — 1355L

As the grades are grouped together, it is assumed that the higher grade in a grouping
would correlate more with the upper end of the given Lexile range. Accordingly, the
corrected proofreading protocol, with a Lexile measure of 1070L, would then have
been appropriately targeted or slightly difficult for the grade 8 respondents as the
Lexile framework allows for some deviation from readers’ actual Lexile measures
(100L below to 50L above the actual Lexile measure) as a compromise between
understanding the text and still facing some reading challenge. For the grade 9 and
10 respondents, however, the Lexile measure of the proofreading protocol correlates
almost perfectly with the recommended Lexile range for these grades. With the
permissible deviation of 100L below to 50L above readers’ actual Lexile measures,
the instrument was most appropriately targeted for grades 9 and 10. Given that the
Lexile range for grades 11 and 12 starts at 1215L, the corrected proofreading

protocol was targeted slightly below the recommended Lexile range for grade 11
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learners (i.e. not quite sufficiently challenging). It would therefore appear that the
corrected proofreading protocol was found more difficult by grade 8 respondents,
appropriately targeted for grade 9 and 10 respondents, and slightly easy for grade 11
respondents. However, with the uncorrected proofreading protocol (the one that
respondents were required to complete), the Lexile measure of 1200L means that the
instrument was appropriately targeted for grade 11 respondents, quite challenging for
grade 9 and 10 respondents, and very challenging for grade 8 respondents. It is,
however, reiterated that the Lexile framework uses a 75% pivot, while the Rasch
analysis uses a 50% pivot. Accordingly, while the person location mean of 0.972 as
per the Rasch analysis is somewhat higher than the zero expected by the model (and
therefore suggests that the proofreading protocol was not quite sufficiently
challenging for the target population as a whole), the respective Lexile measures of
1200L and 1070L for the uncorrected and corrected proofreading protocol suggest
that the proofreading protocol was appropriately targeted for the four target grades
(i.e. grades 8 to 11) as a whole. As a result, it would seem that while the proofreading
protocol was relatively well targeted with the 50% pivot used by the Rasch model, the
targeting of the proofreading protocol at the 75% pivot used by the Lexile framework

is more appropriate.

It has thus been shown that while the Rasch analysis pivoted around the 50% mark
(i.e. the item-learner alignment is at the point where a learner has a 50% probability
of getting the item correct), the Lexile framework pivots around 75% (i.e. the item-
learner alignment is at the point where a learner has a 75% chance of getting the
item correct). According to the Lexile framework, the proofreading protocol was

therefore appropriately targeted to provide maximum information.

54 Iltem fit

As explained in greater detail in section 1.2, close scrutiny of the relevant literature
allowed for the 13 categories of textese (made up of 4 items each, making 52 items
in total) to be identified. The identified categories and accompanying items are
essentially operationalisations of the theory drawn from the literature on the use of
textese. Moreover, the construct of ‘functioning as expected’ in the context of the
Rasch model means that each of the items elicited responses in accordance with the
test as a whole (Bradley & Sampson 2006, pp.27-32). In general, when an item does
not fit the Rasch model it suggests that the item may have been formulated unclearly,

may contain material that is outside the construct to be measured, or the respondent
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may have guessed the answer (Bradley & Sampson 2006, p.27). In the case of this
inquiry, the first two criteria do not apply as the items on the proofreading protocol
relate to text recognition; however, the Rasch model will be useful in determining
whether each item differs from the other items in some respects, and differs from the

test functioning as a whole.

It is further important to note that in a Rasch analysis test of fit’ to the model, the total
group of respondents is placed into class intervals or ‘cohorts’ of approximately equal
size. For this study five class intervals were used. The mean ability of each of the five
class intervals becomes the horizontal co-ordinate of points in the item characteristic
curve, depicting the probability of that particular class interval answering a particular
item correctly. Where the data conform to the model, the predicted item characteristic
curve and the observed proportions of each of the five class intervals will be in
alignment (Long, Bansilal & Debba 2014, p.8). Accordingly, where the theoretical
item characteristic curve and the observed proportions of each of the five class
intervals are in alignment, it is assumed that the data fit to the model. Contrastingly,
however, where the theoretical item characteristic curve and the observed
proportions of each of the five class intervals deviate substantially, it indicates some
kind of misfit between the data and the expected outcome of the Rasch model (ibid.).
While it is therefore expected that the items will work well and fit the Rasch model, it
may nevertheless be observed that some items are highlighted as problematic by the
Rasch analysis (ibid.). There are four broad categorisations that describe how the
five class intervals might relate to the theoretical expectation, namely fairly good fit,
under-discrimination, over-discrimination and haphazard misfit (Long, Bansilal &
Debba 2014, p.5). Accordingly, given that it is expected that the data will fit the
Rasch model, only the items that did not fit the model’'s expected outcomes by either
over-discriminating, under-discriminating or haphazardly misfitting are presented in
Table 21.

Table 21: Rasch item misfit

Iltem Error (correct form in brackets) Rasch item fit
number residual
24 Lack of punctuation (full stop) -2.838
52 Symbol/emoticon (no emoticon to be added) 2775
12 Other clipping (business) +2.872
45 Other clipping (will) +4.723
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The items with the greatest positive fit residuals (i.e. the most under-discriminating) in
the proofreading protocol were items 45 (‘wil’ — other clipping) and 12 (‘busines’ —
other clipping), with fit residuals of +4.723 and +2.872 respectively. Contrastingly, the
items with the greatest negative fit residuals (i.e. the most over-discriminating) in the
proofreading protocol were items 24 (omitted full stop) and 52 (emoticon added), with
fit residuals of -2.838 and -2.775 respectively. These four items are discussed below
by referring to their item characteristic curves in relation to the five class intervals
(respondent cohorts grouped together according to their estimated ability).

The mean scores of the five class intervals (as calculated by the Rasch model),
illustrated by the five black dots in Figures 16 to 19, are plotted together with the item
characteristic curve for the four misfitting items. The two over-discriminating items
(i.e. items 24 and 52) are discussed first, followed by the under-discriminating item
(item 12) and the haphazardly misfitting item (item 45).

Figure 16: Item characteristic curve for item 24
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Figure 17: Item characteristic curve for item 52
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Over-discrimination means that the item separates respondents according to the
latent variable, but more sharply than is expected by the Rasch model (Sjaastad
2014, p.222). Accordingly, as may be observed from Figures 16 and 17, the two
class intervals (respondent cohorts with the lowest estimated ability) are represented
by the two black dots on the left, while the three black dots on the right represent the
class intervals with the greatest estimated ability. The reason why these two items
are over-discriminating is because respondents with lesser ability according to the
Rasch model (i.e. the two black dots on the left below the curve) performed worse
than predicted by the Rasch model, while respondents with greater ability (i.e. the
three black dots on the right above the curve) performed better than predicted.

A reason for the over-discrimination of item 24 (omitted full stop) — a relatively difficult
item — could be that respondents with higher ability as predicted by the Rasch model
might have instinctively known a pause was required at that point in the sentence
(and thus identified the omitted full stop), coupled with fewer students of lower ability
identifying the omitted punctuation as it was a relatively difficult item. With regard to
item 52 (emoticon added), the over-discrimination could be attributed to respondents
of lower ability adjudging the emoticon at the end of the proofreading protocol to be
perfectly acceptable in formal writing, while respondents with greater ability, owing to
their more acute sense of distinction between formal and informal contexts, more
easily identified the inappropriateness of the emoticon at the end of the proofreading

protocol than predicted by the Rasch model.

The under-discriminating item (item 12) is discussed below in relation to its item

characteristic curve.

Figure 18: Item characteristic curve for item 12
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Under-discrimination occurs when the observed values do not increase as much as
the increase in ability would suggest (Sjaastad 2014, p.222). In contrast to over-
discriminating items, for under-discriminating items respondents with lesser ability
perform better than expected by the Rasch model, while respondents with greater
ability perform worse than expected. As may be observed from Figure 18, the two
class intervals with the lowest predicted ability (represented by the two black dots on
the left) were more successful at identifying this item, while respondents with the
highest ability (represented by the three black dots on the right) were less successful
at identifying this item. With regard to the under-discriminating item (item 12;
‘busines’ for ‘business’), it may be noted that it comes from the ‘other clippings’
category of textese. One reason for this is that respondents with lesser estimated
ability might read letter for letter (and were therefore more successful at identifying
the missing ‘s’ in ‘busines’), while respondents with greater predicted ability might
have read what there should be, and not what there actually is. Respondents with
greater estimated ability might then simply have read too quickly through the
proofreading protocol and thus have failed to identify these textisms as often as

predicted by the Rasch model.

The haphazardly misfitting item (item 45) is discussed below in relation to its item

characteristic curve.

Figure 19: Item characteristic curve for item 45
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With regard to the haphazardly misfitting item (item 45; ‘wil’ for ‘will’), it may be noted
that it, like item 12, comes from the ‘other clippings’ category. As may observed from
Figure 19, respondents with the lowest ability (i.e. in the lowest class interval;

depicted by the black dot most to the left) were more successful at identifying this
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textism than both the third and fourth lowest class intervals. This item is therefore
haphazardly misfitting as there is no clear pattern between which of the five class
intervals over-fit and which under-fit (as one cohort performed better than predicted
by the Rasch model and the other four worse than predicted). Similar to the under-
discriminating item (item 12; ‘busines’ for ‘business’) discussed above, one reason
for this haphazardly misfitting item could be that respondents with lower predicted
ability might read letter for letter (and were therefore more successful at identifying
the missing 1" in ‘wil’), while respondents with greater predicted ability might read

what there should be rather than what there actually is.

55 Conclusion

In relating the results of the Rasch measurement to my null hypothesis, namely that
SASSLATS would struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing context, it may be
noted that the person location mean of 0.972 suggests that the proofreading was
relatively easy for the ability of the group of learner respondents as a whole. This
conclusion is based on the 50% pivot (i.e. the alignment of an item with a respondent
is based on a 50% probability of answering correctly). However, based on the 75%
pivot (i.e. the alignment of an item with a respondent is based on a 75% probability of
answering correctly) used by the Lexile Analyser, the instrument is well targeted and
able to provide fairly accurate measures.

The reasoning above is further confirmed when considering that the uncorrected and
corrected texts used in the proofreading protocol measured 1200L and 1070L
respectively on the Lexile framework. It would therefore appear that the proofreading
protocol was, in fact, appropriately targeted compared to the “Common Core State
Standards for English Language Arts & Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science
and Technical Subjects” for the target grades (i.e. grades 8 to 11) employed in this
inquiry. Furthermore, given the fact that the learner respondent cohort as a whole
found the proofreading protocol relatively easy despite it being appropriately targeted
in terms of the Lexile framework for the selected target grades, my null hypothesis
may be rejected in the strongest terms as SASSLATS do, in fact, not struggle to
identify textisms in formal written English. This finding is consistent with the findings
of the conventional statistical analysis performed and explained in greater detail in
Chapter 4. In view of the above, the Rasch analysis essentially validated my

proofreading protocol, showing it to be appropriately targeted to respondent ability.
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As mentioned in section 5.1, the original transcription of data did not allow for
partially correct responses due to the reasons explained in section 3.10.1. However,
Andrich (2008, p.4) argues that responses he terms ‘distractors’ or partially correct
responses should be coded on their own as a separate category to provide richer
data. Andrich (ibid.) further argues that close analysis of the response process to
such items suggests that not all distractors function in the same way, and that some
may contain information relevant to the assessment. A closer analysis of each item
and the respondents’ answers would therefore show whether indeed more
information could be gleaned from some of the items. | have noted Andrich’s
recommendation in this regard and the possibility of re-analysing the data to allow for
partially correct responses is mentioned in section 6.5 as an area of future study.

The Rasch analysis therefore essentially validated my proofreading protocol,
answering the three questions posed at the beginning of this chapter by confirming
that (a) the items on the proofreading protocol were distributed appropriately along
the continuum (i.e. the ‘proficiency in recognising textisms in formal written English’
variable); (b) the proofreading protocol was appropriately targeted in relation to the
ability of the respondents, particularly in terms of the 75% pivot employed by the
Lexile Analyser; and (c) with the exception of only four items, all the items ‘fitted’ the

Rasch model (i.e. functioned as expected by the Rasch model).
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6 IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Overview of study

In Chapter 1 | showed that textese used linguistic processes that had been around
from at least the early nineteenth century and that textese was therefore not ‘new’.
After providing a comprehensive introduction to the phenomenon of textese, its
origins and its characteristics in the first chapter, Chapter 2 considered the difference
between how textese was viewed by the digital native and digital immigrant
generations. SASSLATS would therefore, at least in my view, struggle to identify
textisms in a formal writing context because they were so used to seeing them in
informal writing contexts. | further showed that although textese was a medium of
communication expressed in written guise, the processes used to create such
communiqués were decidedly more akin to those associated with talking. Chapter 2
further revealed how the portrayal of textese in the media shaped public opinion on
the topic before studies relevant to my inquiry were considered critically. Based on a
critical review of the relevant literature and the different approaches to collecting
data, Chapter 2 also identified the main findings and limitations of previous studies
and identified the gaps that my inquiry aimed to fill.

Chapter 3 justified why my inquiry was best framed by two distinct theoretical
frameworks: | explained that | had identified register theory to test my research
hypothesis, and historical linguistics to answer my research question. Register theory
was resultantly used in Chapter 3 to argue that due to their frequent exposure to and
use of textese, SASSLATS would not have a precise grasp of register and would
therefore struggle to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. My third
chapter also provided detailed information about the research sites, respondents and

the data collection procedure followed.

Chapter 4 first provided a general overview of the respondent profiles and results
obtained after following the research methodology explained in Chapter 3. | then
analysed and interpreted the data before testing my null and secondary hypotheses.
My null hypothesis was accordingly rejected at a 99.9% confidence level, meaning
that SASSLATS in the urban Pretoria region did, in fact, not struggle to identify
textisms in a formal writing context. My results thus indicated that the concern over
textese expressed in the media was most likely unfounded as SASSLATS seemingly

retained a precise grasp of register.
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In Chapter 4 | also answered my research question of what the implications were for
formal written Standard English in South Africa in terms of SASSLATS’ ability to
identify textisms in formal written Standard English. | explained that through the
process of linguistic diffusion elucidated in Chapter 3, textisms entered the English
language as innovations but then gradually reached a point where they became
viable lexical options for a significant number of users. | further indicated that my
results suggested that textese should not pose a threat to Standard English as
textisms were unlikely to be absorbed into Standard English faster than through the
normal process of linguistic diffusion. Moreover, | generalised my findings to claim
that contemporary Standard English globally was not more evolved in the pre-
Darwinian sense of the term than, for example, Old English was as it fulfilled its
primary function just as effectively. My results therefore indicated that textese was
indeed a driver of language change. This finding was considered within the debate of
whether textese, as driver of language change, constituted language evolution or
language decay. In this regard, it was concluded that textese, as a driver of language
change, was neither language evolution nor language decay, but simply language
change as textese was no better or worse at performing the primary function of
language, namely that of facilitating communication, than the English of, for example,

Shakespeare had been.

Chapter 5 reported on the data analysis after applying the Rasch measurement
model, in terms of which respondent proficiency was plotted in relation to item
difficulty. The results obtained following the Rasch analysis corroborated some of the
findings discussed in Chapter 4, specifically the finding that SASSLATS are more
proficient at identifying textisms from the conspicuous categories of textese, and
struggle relatively more to identify textisms from the more subtle categories of
textese. The Rasch analysis essentially validated my proofreading protocol,
confirming that it was appropriately targeted for the target audience and their
respective grades (i.e. grades 8 to 11) in terms of the Lexile framework, although the
results of the Rasch analysis, using the model’s 50% probability, suggested that the
proofreading protocol as a whole was relatively easy given the ability of the entire
learner respondent cohort to identify textisms in formal written English. Accordingly,
the fact that the learner respondent cohort as a whole found the proofreading
protocol relatively easy is countered by the fact that it was appropriately targeted in
terms of the Lexile framework for the selected target grades. Therefore the results of

the Rasch analysis support my initial finding that my null hypothesis may be rejected
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as SASSLATS do, in fact, not struggle to identify textisms in formal written English.
This finding is consistent with the findings of the conventional statistical analysis

performed in Chapter 4.

The Rasch analysis conducted in Chapter 5 thus validated my proofreading protocol
by confirming that the items on the proofreading protocol were distributed
appropriately along the continuum; the proofreading protocol was appropriately
targeted in relation to the ability of the respondents; and with the exception of four

items, all the items ‘fitted’ the Rasch model.

6.2 Methodological limitations

It is reiterated that the objective of the study was not to investigate whether there is a
direct causal relationship between textese (and the use thereof) and respondents’
ability to identify textisms, but simply to investigate whether or not the target
population of SASSLATS would struggle to identify textisms from the 13 categories of
textese as drawn from the relevant literature. Nevertheless, in retrospect the
following assumptions should have been asked directly of respondents rather than
being assumed so that this information can be presented as a finding rather than an

assumption:

¢ Respondents own, or have ready access to, a mobile phone.

¢ Respondents can use these phones as often as they please.

¢ Respondents can identify textisms even if they do not use them.

o Respondents are proficient in English, even if it is not their first language.

¢ Respondents write text messages in English.

As acknowledged in Chapter 1, the fact that | did not obtain the above information
directly from respondents, but rather made bold assumptions, remains the single
greatest limitation of my inquiry. Furthermore, although the scope of my research
was only to investigate SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal written
Standard English, obtaining actual writing samples produced by learners would have
allowed me to compare the 13 categories of textese use in terms of actual textese
errors produced by the SASSLATS versus the textisms overlooked in my
proofreading protocol. While my initial scope included analysis of actual writing
samples produced by SASSLATS, | later decided to focus on the results obtained
from my two research instruments. As acknowledged in Chapter 1, my decision in

this regard is one of the limitations of the inquiry as assessing actual writing samples
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would have strengthened the thesis and findings significantly. Similarly, in retrospect
my decision not to sit in while the learner respondents completed the research
instrument was the wrong one as sitting in would have allowed me to observe first

hand their reaction and attitude to completing the proofreading protocol.

While | remain of the view that using two research instruments provided me with
richer data as | could compare the responses received from the teacher respondents
with those of the learner respondents, in retrospect an initial lack of focus meant that
I now cannot draw strong conclusions or make definitive claims based on my results.
Instead of adding the 30 questions to answer the additional 9 questions listed in
Addendum P, in hindsight my inquiry could have been strengthened by employing
the proofreading protocol with the 13 categories of textese, the teachers’
gquestionnaire to obtain their views on the 13 categories, and then compared the
results with learners’ actual and self-reported use of the same 13 categories of
textese. The statements and questions used in the teachers’ questionnaire were not
focused enough, which meant that | sometimes had to use as few as seven
respondents’ responses to obtain a view on a particular aspect. Using simply
gquestions and statements relating to the 13 categories of textese use and comparing
the teachers’ responses with those of the learners would possibly have been more
useful. In addition, the relatively small number of teacher respondents (n = 27) in
relation to the large number of learner respondents (n = 288) resulted in a teacher-to-
learner ratio of approximately 10:1. Therefore comparing the data of two such groups
varying in size so significantly proved challenging. Using a larger number of teachers

would potentially have overcome this challenge.

The data | collected were also concurrent, meaning the data were broadly collected
at the same point in time. It therefore only provides a snapshot of my target
population’s attainment on my research instruments at a specific point in time rather
than of their literacy development over an extended period. This limitation was also
raised by Wood et al. (2014a, p.33) and is therefore discussed under possible further

research under point 6.5.

6.3 Contribution of inquiry to the existing body of knowledge

As far as | know, no previous study has yet considered secondary school learners’
ability to identify textisms in formal written Standard English, and not by employing a
proofreading protocol. The main contribution my study has thus made to the existing

body of knowledge is the design and successful application of a proofreading
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protocol populated with relevant and plausible examples of actual textese use. In
addition, to the best of my knowledge no study has yet investigated SASSLATS’
ability to identify textisms in a formal writing context. | have shown that SASSLATS
will not struggle to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. My results
thus suggest that the point of saturation has, in fact, not been reached by
SASSLATS, which would appear to be contrary to claims by Nadeem et al. (2012,
p.1234), Hamzah et al. (2009, p.6), O’'Connor (2005, p.2), Brown-Owens et al. (2003,
p.17) and Lee (2002, p.3). However, as this did not explicitly form part of my research
scope, | highlight this as a potential area for further research in section 6.5.

Furthermore, it has been shown that digital platforms lend themselves to producing
textisms such as emoticons, while paper-based writing does not, thus explaining why
previous studies, for example those by Freudenberg (2009), Baron (2008), Massey et
al. (2005) and Thurlow and Brown (2003), found actual textism use in writing
samples produced by secondary school learners to be quite low. This result
accordingly gives credence to my decision to use a proofreading protocol which had
been produced on a digital word processor to ascertain whether SASSLATS would
struggle to identify textisms in formal written Standard English. | have also found that
textisms naturally fall into two distinct categories, namely conspicuous and subtle
textisms. | have also shown that SASSLATS are more adept at identifying textisms

that are more conspicuous.

My results concur with those of Jacobs (2008, p.209) as | agree that textism ‘errors’
should rather be viewed as ‘miscues’ as although secondary school learners know
the use of textisms is decidedly inappropriate in formal writing, they might sometimes
fail to identify textese errors in formal written Standard English. Moreover, although
my results support Mohapatra and Bose’s (2010, pp.138-139) suggestion that
learners should be made aware of the different registers available when making
decisions about writing, my results indicate that SASSLATS in general retain a
satisfactory grasp of register to discredit media claims that textese is ruining the

formality of formal written English.

In view of my results, | also agree with the findings of Drouin and Davis (2009, p.63),
who believe it is unlikely that textese abbreviations such as ‘you’ (‘u’) or ‘great’ (‘gr8’)
will lead to a deterioration of performance in standardised literacy tests. My findings

also support Drouin and Davis’s (ibid.) claim that it is unlikely that a decline in
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performance will be seen immediately. Although | assumed this at the outset, |
confirmed that secondary school learners can read textese with relative ease as per

Drouin and Davis’s (ibid.) findings.

Furthermore, as explained in section 3.9, | do not suggest that my research
instruments were standardised; however, | do believe that my instruments might be
refined to become standardised instruments as the wide variation in data collection
approaches and research instruments used emphasises the need for standardised
instruments to be used as per Wood et al’s (2014a, p.93) recommendation.
Moreover, as one of the main shortcomings of my inquiry was a benchmark against
which | could compare my results, | believe that | have provided a reference point for

future studies.

Finally, the Rasch analysis conducted in Chapter 5 firstly validated the use of a
proofreading protocol in testing SASSLATS’ ability to identify textisms in formal
written English, and secondly showed that the Rasch measurement model may be
successfully used to analyse the data obtained from a textese identification
proofreading protocol. This results of this analysis further raises the question of
whether when applying the Rasch model to reading texts the pivot would be 75%

rather than the generally accepted 50%.

6.4 Implications for the classroom

My results indicate that the SASSLATS who participated in my study, and possibly
secondary school learners with similar backgrounds globally do, in fact, have a
precise grasp of register and will not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing
context. Teachers should, however, continue to sensitise secondary school learners
about the fact that different registers exist as all language teachers indicated that
they taught register. Learners therefore should, on a continual basis, be reminded
that while there are certain contexts where the use of textese is completely
appropriate, such as when communicating with friends on online platforms and
messaging applications (‘apps’) such as BlackBerry Messenger and WhatsApp, there
are other contexts where a formal register might be required and where any use of

textese will therefore be decidedly inappropriate.
It is further recommended that teachers should encourage learners to explore the

linguistically creative spelling and writing conventions associated with textese, but

reiterate that such conventions should remain in the informal sphere of language use.
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Therefore, “using [textese] as an example of code-switching may acknowledge the
legitimacy of the language while bringing its use to the conscious level, where
students can choose to use it or not, depending on the context” (Turner 2009, p.61).
It might therefore be useful to include exercises in which students might be instructed
to ‘condense’ a passage into a 160-character message to encourage the creative use
of language and highlight the dynamic qualities of English by exploring non-
conventional spellings and language use while at the same time alerting learners to

the appropriateness thereof given the context.

| believe that the use of cellular- and computer-mediated technology in the classroom
should be promoted rather than discouraged. For example, similar to a competition
run by the Guardian in 2002 for the best poem written in textese (Crystal 2008a,
p.13), teachers could periodically specifically brief learners to write a very short
‘essay’ in textese on a given topic, but then limit the maximum number of characters
to a single SMS (160 characters). Learners could even be requested to submit the
‘assignment’ or ‘essay’ directly to the teacher’'s mobile phone, or to a web-based
cellular platform designed for this purpose. Similarly, the use of e-mail could be used
every so often so that learners can become accustomed to using electronic
communication channels and devices to submit academic assignments, thus
reinforcing the idea that even though the assignment is being completed
electronically, a formal, academic register still needs to be maintained when using
the electronic device. This should aid teachers in sensitising learners to the fact that
cellular and computer technology is not strictly to be associated with informal
communication and an informal register, but that context, and not the device used,
should dictate the level of formality and the concomitant register required. This will
further sensitise learners to the dynamic nature of language in relation to technology
and teenage fads. The use of cellular- or computer-mediated communication is,

however, pivotal in achieving such objectives.

In addition, based on the results of the teachers’ questionnaire relating to teachers’
perceived observance of learners’ proofreading habits (in terms of which teachers
‘strongly agreed’ that learners did not take sufficient care to proofread written work
for errors), | recommend that the editing and proofreading of learners’ written work
should receive greater focus in the classroom. After a formal writing exercise or even

creative writing test, it might prove useful to allow time specifically for learners to
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proofread their written work should any textese (or indeed any other unintended)

error have made its way into the final product.

Finally, it should be noted that my results indicate that learners still retain a precise
grasp of register and therefore do not struggle to identify textisms in a formal writing
context. Accordingly, no drastic intervention is justified based on the results of my
study because, as the teachers indicated (by ‘agreeing’ that there were appropriate
interventions available to them to address the use of textese), existing interventions
would seem to be sufficiently robust to address SASSLATS’ textism use in formal
written English.

6.5 Further research

It is highlighted that the target population completed the proofreading protocol in
2012, when predictive text messaging and the so-called ‘free’ messaging platforms
(e.g. BlackBerry Messenger and WhatsApp) were perhaps less widely used.
Following the relatively recent popularisation of the free messaging platforms, it has
removed the problem of ‘paying per text message’ (which is the norm for sending
traditional SMSs), meaning that message length is no longer an issue, or at least less
of an issue. Although the time that could potentially be saved by using textese
remains a relevant factor, the introduction of smartphones with their predictive and
suggestive texting could mean that the need for using textese might in fact be
declining, although this would have to be tested empirically. The use of predictive
and suggestive texting and the potential impact thereof on messaging behaviour are

therefore highlighted as areas for further research.

Furthermore, in my inquiry | used respondents from schools from upper-middle class
socio-economic sphere whose learners would have ready access to and use of
mobile phones. | also only used schools where the medium of instruction was
English, and | specifically selected research sites that represented the historically
stronger academic schools in the Pretoria region. It is accordingly recommended that
a similar study be conducted with respondents from schools from the lower-income
socio-economic sphere or rural areas, whose learners would not necessarily have
ready access to and use of mobile phones. It is also recommended that the study be
repeated at schools where learners would not necessarily have English first-
language proficiency, and that the study be repeated among younger and older

respondents, specifically primary school learners aged 10 to 12 (grades 5 to 7) and
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university students aged 18 to 21 (undergraduate students). Further avenues of
potential research could therefore include investigating the phenomenon of textese
and secondary school learners’ formal written English by using a proofreading
protocol in South Africa (1) in other provinces; (2) among different economic classes,
specifically among the poorer population as all my research sites fell within affluent
suburbs; (3) among second-language English speakers; (4) among research sites
less familiar for their academic attainment; and (5) among younger and older age
groups respectively. Moreover, given Taljard’s (2014, pers. comm., 31 July) assertion
that the extended system of agreement underlying the grammatical structure of
South Africa’s nine official indigenous languages seemingly complicates the
shortening of words as per textese conventions, a study to investigate why this
appears to be the case should prove highly insightful.

Similarly, another area for further research could be to use a proofreading protocol to
investigate textese in other countries where English is spoken both as a native
language (for example England, the United States of America, Australia and New
Zealand), and as a second or foreign language (for example India, Japan, Taiwan,
Malaysia and the Philippines). Furthermore, | believe that my proofreading protocol
can be applied with great success in other languages to test similar research
hypotheses. However, the categories of textese use will necessarily have to be
adapted specifically for the target language. | thus believe that the concept of using a
proofreading protocol was sound, but that a uniform instrument translated verbatim
into different target languages would not be feasible as languages are not
homogenous. Due to disparities in spelling, syntax and morphology, different
languages will necessarily react differently to the demands imposed by textese to
shorten words. The use of a proofreading protocol in languages other than English

would therefore constitute an opportunity for further research.

| also believe that complementing the use of a proofreading protocol by focusing on
the actual textisms produced by respondents when writing physically and typing
electronically would be highly relevant. This was also highlighted as a limitation of my
inquiry and could therefore be a possible opportunity for future research. While
previous studies have investigated the textisms produced by various target
audiences, | believe it would be interesting to compare respondents’ actual writing
samples to their scores on the proofreading protocol. This essentially relates to Wood

et al’s (2014a, p.99) recommendation on investigating the relationship between

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

153

texting and the composition of formal connected text. Similarly, as mentioned in
Chapter 2, Drouin and Davis’s (2009, p.63) findings indicate that it is unlikely that a
decline in performance will be seen immediately. They therefore recommended that
the target population’s performance on their research instrument should be tracked
over a prolonged period of time, that is, several years. The fact that the data |
collected were concurrent was highlighted as a limitation in section 6.2 as my data
only provided a snapshot of my target population’s attainment on my research
instruments at a specific point in time. This limitation was also raised by Wood et al.
(2014a, p.33), and it is therefore recommended that the learners’ proofreading
protocol be administered to the same target population over several years. Such
further inquiries will accordingly reveal whether future SASSLATS have become
desensitised in respect of identifying textisms in formal written Standard English as
one of the main shortcomings of my inquiry was a benchmark against which | could

compare my results.

My results therefore suggest that SASSLATS have, in fact, not reached the point of
saturation and that it would appear that they retain a precise grasp of register as they
do not struggle to recognise textisms in formal written English. However, as this was
not explicitly part of my research scope, | recommend that further research be
conducted on secondary school learners and the point of saturation.

The focus of this inquiry was admittedly more on the learner respondents than on the
teacher respondents. It is therefore recommended that further empirical research be
conducted on a more focused comparison between the learners’ actual responses on
the proofreading protocol, and the teachers’ perceptions of their learners’ texting in

relation to their formal written work.

Finally, as indicated in sections 3.10.1 and 5.1, in line with Andrich’s (2008, p.4)
recommendation that partially correct responses should be coded separately to
provide richer data, the possibility of re-analysing the data to allow for partially correct

responses is a potential area for future study.
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6.6 Closing statement

In closing, | agree with Wood et al. (2014a, p.99) that it is unlikely text messaging will
replace traditional literacy practices, and | too see textese as “offering a new layer to

language use rather than supplanting standard literacy conventions”. Therefore:

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, the relationship between
standard and non-standard language is, evidently, still an uncertain one.
We are at a transitional point between two eras. We seem to be leaving an
era when the rules of Standard English, as selected and defined by
prescriptive grammarians, totally conditioned our sense of acceptable
usage, so that all other usages and varieties were considered to be inferior
or corrupt, and excluded from serious consideration. And we seem to be
approaching an era when non-standard usages and varieties, previously
denigrated or ignored, are achieving a new presence and respectability
within society... But we are not there yet. ... However, it is only a matter of
time. ... But changes in linguistic attitudes and practices do not come to be
accepted overnight, or even over decades. ... In a few years’ time, the
new generation of schoolchildren, well grounded in pragmatic principles,
will be out there in society, able to counter unthinking prescriptive
attitudes; and once they are in senior positions, the confrontation will be
over. ... We are coming towards the close of a linguistically intolerant
era...

Crystal (2004b, pp.523-525)
Although the technology that allowed textese to flourish is relatively new, textese
itself has its origins in the early nineteenth century. | personally do not foresee
textese making its way into formal language contexts (unless by accident) on a large
scale in the near future, if ever. | am convinced that “members of an educated
public’, to use Wessels’s (2011, pers. comm., 11 October) words, will continue to
make the distinction between formal and informal register, and continue to make this
distinction well. | therefore retain the view that should certain textisms continue
making their way into Standard English, it might lead to English becoming ever so
slightly more informal over time. Such a sequence of events is, however, in my
opinion more reflective of changing social factors than of changing linguistic factors.
Language is therefore indeed changing because society is changing (Crystal 2005,
p.459). In closing, | too believe that we are indeed mving twards th clse of a lingstcly

intlrnt era bcoz, as Crystal (2008a, p.26) sez, “f u cn rd ths thn wts th prbim?” ©

© University of Pretoria



&
g

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

155

REFERENCES

Abdullah, M. H. (2003). The Impact of Electronic Communication on Writing. ERIC:
The Clearinghouse on Reading, English, and Communication Digest #188. Online
article. Accessed 27 September 2012 from http://www.indiana.edu/~reading/ieo/
digests/d188.html.

Aitchison, J. (1991). Language Change: Progress or Decay? 2" ed. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Aitchison, J. (1996). The Seeds of Speech: Language Origin and Evolution.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Aitchison, J. (2001). Language Change: Progress or Decay? 3" ed. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Aitchison, J. (2003). Psycholinguistic perspectives on language change. In The
Handbook of Historical Linguistics, Joseph, B. D. & Janda, R. D. (eds). Oxford:
Blackwell.

Aitchison, J. & Lewis, D. M. (eds) (2003). New Media Language. London: Routledge.

Allred, R. A. (1977). Spelling: The Application of Research Findings. Washington DC:
National Education Association.

Allred, R. A. (1984). Comparison of proofreading-type standardised tests and written
spelling test scores. Journal of Educational Research, 77(5), 298—-303.

Allred, R. A. (1987). Spelling Trends, Content, and Methods: What Research Says to
the Teacher. Washington, DC: National Education Association.

Allred, R. A. (1990). Gender differences in spelling achievement in grades 1 through
6. The Journal of Educational Research, 83(4), 187-193.

Anderson, K. F. (1985). The development of spelling ability and linguistic strategies.
The Reading Teacher, 39(2), 140-147.

Andrich, D. (1988). Rasch models for measurement. California: Sage Publications.

Andrich, D. (1989). Distinctions between assumptions and requirements in
measurement in the social sciences, in Mathematical and Theoretical Systems. In J.
A. Keats, R. Taft, R. A. Heath & S. H. Lovibond (Eds.), Mathematical and Theoretical
Systems: Vol. 4 (pp. 7-16). North-Holland: Elsevier Science Publishers.

Andrich, D. (2004). Controversy and the Rasch model: A characteristic of
incompatible paradigms. Medical Care, 42(1): 7-16.

Andrich, D. (2006). On the fractal dimension of social measurements I. Perth:
Pearson Psychometric Laboratory, University of Western Australia.

Andrich, D., Sheridan, B. & Luo, G. (2010). RUMM2030. Perth, Australia: RUMM
Laboratory.

Andrich, D. & Marais, I. (Eds). (2009). Introduction to Rasch measurement of modern
test theory. Course material EDUC8638, semester 2, 2009: The University of
Western Australia.

Andrich, D. & Styles, I. (2008). Distractors with information in multiple choice items: a
rationale based on the Rasch model. Information in Distractors. Perth: University of
Western Australia.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.indiana.edu/~reading/ieo/%20digests/d188.html
http://www.indiana.edu/~reading/ieo/%20digests/d188.html

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

156

Androutsopoulos, J. K. (2000). Non-standard spellings in media texts: The case of
German fanzines. Journal of Sociolinguistics. 10(4): 419-438.

Androutsopoulos, J. K. (2006). Multilingualism, diaspora, and the Internet. Codes and
identities on German-based diaspora websites. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 10, 520—
547.

Anis, J. (2007). Neography: Unconventional spelling in French SMS. In The
Multilingual Internet: Language, Culture, and Communication Online, Danet, B. &
Herring, S. C. (eds). Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp.87-115.

Associated Press (2007, 26 April). Irish government blames text messaging for teen
illiteracy. Fox News.com. Retrieved 17 September 2011 from http://www.foxnews.
com/story/0,2933,268733,00.htmI?sPage=fnc.technology/personaltechnology.

Bakhtin, M. (2000). The problem of speech genres. In Modern Genre Theory, Duff, D.
(ed.). London: Longman.

Balakrishnan, V. & Yeow, P. H. P. (2008). Text entry factors and texting satisfaction:
An analysis among Malaysian users. Communications of the IBIMA, 6(22), 191-197.

Barker, I. (2007). Txts r gr8 but not in exams. Times Educational Supplement, 4723,
20.

Baron N. S. (1998). Letters by phone or speech by other means: The linguistics of
email. Language Communication, 18: 133-70.

Baron, N. S. (2000). Alphabet to E-mail: How Written English Evolved and Where It's
Heading. New York: Routledge.

Baron N. S. (2002a). Who sets e-mail style? Prescriptivism, coping strategies, and
democratizing communication access. Information Society, 18, 403-13.

Baron, N. S. (2002b) Whatever: A New Language Model? Paper presented at the
Convention of the Modern Language Association, New York, NY. Retrieved 15
August 2011 from http://www.american.edu/lfs/tesol/2002%20Conference-

Whatever.pdf.

Baron, N (2005). Instant messaging and the future of language. Communications of
the ACM, 48(7).

Baron, N. S. (2007). Whatever: Is the Internet Destroying Language? Lecture given
at the University of Karlstad, Department of English, Karlstad, Sweden, 5 October
2007. Retrieved 16 June 2011 from http://american.edu/cas/Ifs/faculty-
docs/upload/Baron-MLA-Whatever.pdf.

Baron, N. S. (2008). Always on: Language in an Online and Mobile World. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Baron, N. S. (2009). Are digital media changing language? Educational Leadership,
66(6), 42—-47.

Barton, A. (1998). The grammar of telegraphic structures: Sentential and
nonsentential derivation. Journal of English Linguistics, 26(1): 37—-67.

Bauer, L. (1983). English Word-formation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Baugh, A. C. (1965). A History of the English Language. 1* ed. London: Routledge &
Keagan Paul.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.american.edu/lfs/tesol/2002%20Conference--Whatever.pdf
http://www.american.edu/lfs/tesol/2002%20Conference--Whatever.pdf
http://american.edu/cas/lfs/faculty-docs/upload/Baron-MLA-Whatever.pdf
http://american.edu/cas/lfs/faculty-docs/upload/Baron-MLA-Whatever.pdf

o
e
-

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

157

Baugh, A. C. & Cable, T. (2012). A History of the English Language. 6™ ed. London:
Routledge.

Baynham, M & Maybin, J. (1996). Literacy practices in English. In Using English:
From Conversation to Canon, Maybin, J. & Mercer, N. (eds). London: Routledge.

Beard, A. (2004). Language Change. Oxford: Routledge.

Beaufort, R., Roekhaut, S., Cougnon, L. & Fairon, C. (2010). A hybrid rule/model-
based finite-state framework for normalizing SMS messages. In Proceedings of the
48th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics. Sweden:
Uppsala.

Bell, B. (2003). N. C. educators say instant messaging helps students write. The
Charlotte Observer. 13 July 2003. Retrieved 17 September 2011 from
http://www.charlotte.com/mlid/observer/news/local/6296395.htm.

Belsey, C. (1980). Critical Practice. London: Routledge.

Berg, A., Pretorius, R & Pretorius, L. (2013). The representation of Setswana double
objects in LFG. Proceedings of the LFG13 Conference. Butt, M. & Holloway King, T.
(eds). Accessed 1 May 2014 from http://csli-publications.stanford.edu.

Billington, J. (2008). Quoted in Dillon, S. In test, few students are proficient writers.
The New York Times, April 3, 2008. Retrieved 3 March 2012 from
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/03/education/03cnd-writing.html?em&ex=
1207454400&en=a866a90118b1f389&ei=5087%0A& r=0.

Bock, Z. (2013). Cyber socialising: Emerging genres and registers of intimacy among
young South African students. Language Matters, 44(2): 68-91.

Bodomo, A. B. (2009). Computer-Mediated Communication for Linguistics and
Literacy: Technology and Natural Language Education. Hershey: IGI Global.

Bodomo, A. B. & Lee, C. K. M. (2002). Changing forms of language and literacy:
Technobabble and mobile phone communication. Literacy and Numeracy Studies,
12(1): 23-44.

Bolowana, A. (2005). R 2day’s teens eroding English? iol. 18 May 2005. Online
article. Retrieved 31 July 2013 from http://www.iol.co.za/news/south-africa/r-2day-s-
teens-eroding-english-1.241471.

Bolter, J. D. (1991). Writing Space: The Computer, Hypertext, and the History of
Writing. Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bombaugh, C. C. (1867). Gleanings from the Harvest Fields of Literature: A Melange
of Excerpta, Curious, Humorous and Instructive. Baltimore: Newton Kurtz.

Bond, T. G. & Fox, C. M. (2001). Applying the Rasch model: Fundamental
measurement in the human sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bowdman, M. (2004). The Language of Websites. London: Routledge.

Bradley, K. D. & Sampson, S. O. (2006). Constructing a quality assessment through
Rasch techniques: The process of measurement, feedback, reflection and change. In
X. Liu and W. Boone (eds), Applications of Rasch measurement in science education
(pp.23-44). Maple Grove, MN: Jam Press.

Brinton, L. & Arnovick, L. (eds) (2005). The English Language: A Linguistic History.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.charlotte.com/mld/observer/news/local/6296395.htm
http://csli-publications.stanford.edu/
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/03/education/03cnd-writing.html?em&ex=%201207454400&en=a866a90118b1f389&ei=5087%0A&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/03/education/03cnd-writing.html?em&ex=%201207454400&en=a866a90118b1f389&ei=5087%0A&_r=0
http://www.iol.co.za/news/south-africa/r-2day-s-teens-eroding-english-1.241471
http://www.iol.co.za/news/south-africa/r-2day-s-teens-eroding-english-1.241471

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

P
g
158
Brown, M. (2010). ‘1 wrote 2U B4’! British Library shows up textspeak as soooo 19th

century. The Guardian. 18 August 2010. Online article. Retrieved 3 March 2012 from
http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2010/aug/18/british-library-textspeak-exhibition.

Brown-Owens, A., Eason, M. & Lader, A. (2003). What effect does computer-
mediated communication, specifically Instant Messaging, have on 8th grade writing
competencies? 6 November 2012. Retrieved 14 January 2012 from
http://web.archive.org/web/20030821214021/http://www.usca.edu/medtech/courses/e
t780/may03/grouprojects/cmc-im.html.

Buckland, L. (2011). Cripes! Too many bally English words are dying out as ‘text-
speak’ becomes the norm. 27 October 2011. Retrieved 28 April 2012 from
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2053670/Cripes-Traditional-British-words-
face-extinction-text-speak-norm.htmil.

Bullock, B. E. & Toribio, A. J. (eds) (2009). The Cambridge Handbook of Linguistic
Code-Switching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bushnell, C., Kemp, N. & Martin, F. H. (2011). Text-messaging practices and links to
general spelling skill: A study of Australian children. Australian Journal of Educational
and Developmental Psychology, 11: 27-38.

Cable News Network. (2003). Text message essay baffles British teacher. Retrieved
29 October 2011 from http://www.cnn.com/2003/EDUCATION/03/03/offbeat.text.

essay.reut/.

Calhoon, M. B., Greenberg, D. & Hunter, C. V. (2010). A comparison of standardised
spelling assessments: Do they measure similar orthographic qualities? Learning
Disability Quarterly, 33: 159-170.

Campbell, J. (2008). Educators worry text messaging hurts student writing. KSBA.
Retrieved 16 June 2011 from http://www.ksba.org/news/article/educators-worry-text-
messaging-hurtsstudents-writing.

Carrington, V. (2004). Txting: The end of civilization (again)? Cambridge Journal of
Education, 35(2): 161-175.

Carver, R. P. (1974). Measuring the primary effect of reading: Reading storage
technique, understanding judgments and cloze. Journal of Reading Behaviour, 6,
249-274.

CCSS. (2012). “Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts & Literacy
in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects”. Available online at
https://cdn.lexile.com/m/uploads/downloadablepdfs/CC _Appendix_ A Highlighted.pdf.

Christians, C. G. (2000). Ethics and politics in qualitative research. In Handbook of
Qualitative Research, Denzin, N. K. & Lincoln, Y. S. (eds). London: Sage
Publications.

Christiansen, M. H. & Kirby, S. (eds) (2003). Language Evolution. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Christie, F. (1986). Writing in schools: generic structures as ways of meaning. In
Functional Approaches to Writing Research, Couture, B. (ed.). London: Frances
Pinter.

Cingel, D. P. & Sundar, S. S. (2012). Texting, techspeak, and tweens: The
relationship between text messaging and English grammar skills. New Media
Society, 14(8): 1303-1320.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2010/aug/18/british-library-textspeak-exhibition
http://web.archive.org/web/20030821214021/http:/www.usca.edu/medtech/courses/et780/may03/grouprojects/cmc-im.html
http://web.archive.org/web/20030821214021/http:/www.usca.edu/medtech/courses/et780/may03/grouprojects/cmc-im.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2053670/Cripes-Traditional-British-words-face-extinction-text-speak-norm.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2053670/Cripes-Traditional-British-words-face-extinction-text-speak-norm.html
http://www.cnn.com/2003/EDUCATION/03/03/offbeat.text.%20essay.reut/
http://www.cnn.com/2003/EDUCATION/03/03/offbeat.text.%20essay.reut/
http://www.ksba.org/news/article/educators-worry-text-messaging-hurtsstudents-writing
http://www.ksba.org/news/article/educators-worry-text-messaging-hurtsstudents-writing
https://cdn.lexile.com/m/uploads/downloadablepdfs/CC_Appendix_A_Highlighted.pdf

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

o
e
-

159

Clarke, L. (2012). Text message slang ‘invading GCSEs and A-levels’ as teenagers
abandon basic grammar and punctuation. 23 October 2012. Retrieved 7 February
2013 from http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2221667/Text-message-slang-
invading-GCSEs-A-levels-teenagers-abandon-basic-grammar-punctuation.htmil#.

Clayton, J. (2012). Students’ use of and opinions on textisms in text messages,
Facebook, and emails. Unpublished honours thesis, University of Tasmania.

Coe, J. E. L. & Oaknhill, J. V. (2011). ‘txtN is ez f u no h2 rd’: The relation between
reading ability and text-messaging behaviour. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 27: 4-17.

Coleman, H. & Cameron, L. (eds) (1996). Change and Language. Clevedon: British
Association for Applied Linguistics.

Collot, M. & Belmore, N. (1996). Electronic language: A new variety of English. In
Computer-mediated Communication: Linguistic, Social and Cross-cultural
Perspectives, S. C. Herring (ed.). Amsterdam: Benjamins. pp.13-28.

Cook, S. E. (2004). New technologies and language change: Toward an
anthropology of linguistic frontiers. Annual Review of Anthropology, 33: 103—-115.

Cooke, H. (2012). SMS SOS! Text messages mark 20-year anniversary but have
ALREADY been overtaken by Twitter and instant messaging. Daily Mail. Online
article. 2 December 2012. Retrieved 2 January 2013 from http://www.dailymail.co.uk
[news/article-2241743/Text-messages-mark-20-year-anniversary-overtaken-Twitter-
instant-messaging.html.

Costello, F. (2009). Text messaging — the good, the bad, and the ugly. Boston Home
Technology Examiner. Retrieved 16 June 2011 from http://www.examiner.com/x-
1304-Boston-Home-Technology-Examiner~y2008m10d22-TEXT-MESSAGINGTHE-
GOOD-THE-BAD-THEUGLY.

Crace, J. (2008) Gr8 db8r takes on linguistic luddites. The Guardian. 16 September
2008. Retrieved 15 November 2011 from http://www.quardian.co.uk/education/2008/
sep/l16/academicexperts.languages.

Creswell, J. W. (1998). Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing among
Five Traditions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed
Methods Approaches. 2™ ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed
Methods Approaches. 3" ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating
Quantitative and Qualitative Research. 4™ ed. New York: Pearson.

Croft, W. (2000). Explaining Language Change: An Evolutionary Approach. Harlow:
Longman.

Croft, W. (2002). The Darwinization of linguistics. Selection 3, 75-91.

Croft, W. (2003). Mixed languages and acts of identity: An evolutionary approach. In
The Mixed Language Debate, Matras, Y. & Bakker, P. (eds). Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter. pp.41-72.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2221667/Text-message-slang-invading-GCSEs-A-levels-teenagers-abandon-basic-grammar-punctuation.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2221667/Text-message-slang-invading-GCSEs-A-levels-teenagers-abandon-basic-grammar-punctuation.html
http://www.examiner.com/x-1304-Boston-Home-Technology-Examiner~y2008m10d22-TEXT-MESSAGINGTHE-GOOD-THE-BAD-THEUGLY
http://www.examiner.com/x-1304-Boston-Home-Technology-Examiner~y2008m10d22-TEXT-MESSAGINGTHE-GOOD-THE-BAD-THEUGLY
http://www.examiner.com/x-1304-Boston-Home-Technology-Examiner~y2008m10d22-TEXT-MESSAGINGTHE-GOOD-THE-BAD-THEUGLY
http://www.guardian.co.uk/education/2008/%20sep/16/academicexperts.languages
http://www.guardian.co.uk/education/2008/%20sep/16/academicexperts.languages

o
e
-

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

160

Croft, W. (2010). The origins of grammaticalization in the verbalization of experience.
Linguistics, 48(1): 1-48.

Crystal, D. (1997). English as a Global Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Crystal, D. (2000). Language Death. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Crystal, D. (2001). Language and the Internet. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Crystal, D. (2003a). English as a Global Language. 2" ed. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Crystal, D. (2003b). The Cambridge Encyclopaedia of the English language. 2™ ed.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Crystal, D. (2004a). A Glossary of Netspeak and Textspeak. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press.

Crystal, D. (2004b). The Stories of English. London: Penguin.
Crystal, D. (2004c). The Language Revolution. Cambridge: Polity.
Crystal, D. (2005). How Language Works. London: Penguin Press.

Crystal, D. (2006a). Language and the Internet. 2™ ed. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Crystal, D. (2006b). The Fight for English: How Language Pundits Ate, Shot and Letft.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Crystal, D. (2006c). Into the twenty-first century. In The Oxford History of English.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Crystal, D. (2008a). Txtng: The Gr8 Db8. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Crystal, D. (2008b). 2b or not 2b. Newspaper article. 5 July 2008. Retrieved 9
October 2012 from http://www.quardian.co.uk/books/2008/jul/05/saturdayreviews
featres.guardianreview. Accessed 28 August 2011.

Crystal, D. (2008c). Interview with John Crace. Gr8 db8r takes on linguistic luddites.
The Guardian. 16 September 2008. Retrieved 12 October 2012 from
http://www.quardian.co.uk/education/2008/sep/16/academicexperts.languages.

Crystal, D. (2008d). A Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Cunningham, M. (2004). New technologies supporting teaching and learning.
Education Journal, 74: 24-26.

Dalby, A. (2002). Language in Danger. London: Penguin Books.

Davies, E. E. (1987). Eyeplay: On some uses of non-standard spelling. Language
and Communication, 7: 47-58.

Davis, E. B. (1941). English spelling. The Modern Language Journal, 25(8): 628-632.
De Chardin, P.T. (1959). The Phenomenon of Man. New York: Harper Perennial.

De Jonge, S. & Kemp, N. (2012). Text-message abbreviations and language skills in
high school and university students. Journal of Research in Reading, 25: 49-69.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.guardian.co.uk/books/2008/jul/05/saturdayreviews%20featres.guardianreview.%20Accessed%2028%20August%202011
http://www.guardian.co.uk/books/2008/jul/05/saturdayreviews%20featres.guardianreview.%20Accessed%2028%20August%202011
http://www.guardian.co.uk/education/2008/sep/16/academicexperts.languages

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

161

Denison, D. & Hogg, R. (eds) (2006). A History of the English Language. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Denton, K. & West, J. (2002). Children’s Reading and Mathematics Achievement in
Kindergarten and First Grade. Washington DC: National Centre for Education
Statistics.

Derrida, J. (1976). Of Grammatology. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

De Saussure, F. (1959). Cours de linguistique générale. Paris: Payot. English
translation by W. Baskin. Course in General Linguistics. New York: The Philosophical
Library. London: Fontana 1974.

Deumert, A. & Masinyana, S. O. (2008). Mobile language choices — The use of
English and isiXhosa in text messages (SMS): Evidence from a bilingual South
African sample. English 29(2): 117-147.

Dixon, M. & Kaminska, Z. (2007). Does exposure to orthography affect children’s
spelling accuracy? Journal of Research in Reading, 30: 184-197.

Drouin, M. A. (2011). College students’ text messaging, use of textese and literacy
skills. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 27(1): 67-75.

Drouin, M. A. & Davis, C. (2009). R u txting? Is the use of text speak hurting your
literacy? Journal of Literacy Research, 41(1): 46—67.

Drouin, M. A. & Driver, B. (2013). Texting, textese and literacy abilities: a naturalistic
study. Journal of Research and Reading, 00(00): 1-18.

Dudeney, G. (2000). The Internet and the Language Classroom. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Duff, D. (ed.) (2000). Modern Genre Theory. London: Longman.

Dunbar, R. I. M. (2003). The origin and subsequent evolution of language. In
Language Evolution. Christiansen, M. H. & Kirby, S. (eds). Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Dunne, T., Long, C., Craig, T. & Venter, E. (2012). Meeting the requirements of both
classroom-based and systemic assessment of mathematics proficiency: The
potential of Rasch measurement theory. Pythagoras 33(3), pp.1-16.

Durant, A. & Lambrou, M. (2009). Language and Media: A Resource Book for
Students. New York: Routledge.

Durkin, K., Conti-Ramsden, G. & Walker, A. J. (2011). Txt lang: Texting, textism use
and literacy abilities in adolescents with and without specific language impairment.
Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 27: 49-57.

Edgerton, D. (2007). The Shock of the Old: Technology and Global History since
1900. New York: Oxford University Press.

Edwards, A. (2012). OMG! Txts make u gd at writing? Srsly? How ‘text speak’ can
help pupils write essays. Daily Mail. Online article. 1 December 2012. Retrieved

1 June 2013 from http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2241325/0MG-Txts-make-
u-gd-writing-Srsly-How-text-speak-help-pupils-write-essays.html.

Ehri, L. C. (2000). Learning to read and learning to spell: Two sides of a coin. Topics
in Learning Disorders, 20(3): 19-36.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2241325/OMG-Txts-make-u-gd-writing-Srsly-How-text-speak-help-pupils-write-essays.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2241325/OMG-Txts-make-u-gd-writing-Srsly-How-text-speak-help-pupils-write-essays.html

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

162

Ehri, L. C., Gibbs, A. L. & Underwood, T. L. (1988). Influence of errors on learning
the spellings of English words. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 13: 236-253.

Evans, R. (2005). Explaining Low Learner Participation During Interactive Television
Instruction in a Developing Country Context. PhD thesis, University of Pretoria.

Ezarik, M. (2001). Charting the technology explosion. Curriculum Administrator, July
2001, 36-40.

Fairclough, N. (1994). Conversationalization of public discourse and the authority of
the consumer. In The Authority of the Consumer, Keat, R., Whiteley, N. &
Abercrombie, N. (eds). London: Routledge.

Fairclough, N. (1996). Border crossings: discourse and social change in
contemporary societies. In Change and Language, Coleman, H. & Cameron, L.
(eds). British Association for Applied Linguistics.

Faulkner, X. & Culwin, F. (2005). When fingers do the talking: A study of text
messaging. Interacting with Computers, 17: 167-185.

Ferreira da Cruz, M. R. D. (2008). Intercultural cybercommunication: Negotiations of
representations of languages and cultures in multilingual chatrooms. Journal of
Mulitcultural Discourses, 3: 98-113.

Fisher, D. & Frey, N. (2008). Improving Adolescent Literacy: Content Area Strategies
that Work. 2" ed. New Jersey: Pearson Education.

Fitch, W. T. (2010). The Evolution of Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Fowler, R. (1991). Language in the News. London: Routledge.

Freeborn, D. (1998). From Old English to Standard English. 2" ed. London:
Macmillan.

Fresco, A. (2005). Texting teenagers are proving “more literate than ever before”.
TimesOnline. Retrieved 16 June 2011 from http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/life_and
style/education/article584810.ece.

Freudenberg, K. (2009). Investigating the Impact of SMS Speak on the Written Work
of English First Language and English Second Language High School Learners. MA
dissertation. Stellenbosch University.

Frisbie, D. A. (1988). Reliability of scores from teacher-made tests. Instructional
Topics in Educational Measurement. Spring 1988.

Gann, R. R, Bartoszuk, K. & Anderson, J. H. (2010). If u txt 2 much, duz it mean u
cant spell: Exploring the connection between SMS use and lowered performance in
spelling. The International Journal of the Book, 7(2): 69-77.

Gannon, M. (2012). Texting may lead to bad grammar. Live Science. 26 July 2012.
Retrieved 1 February 2014 from http://www.livescience.com/21887-texting-bad-

grammar.html.

Geertsema, S., Hyman, C. & Van Deventer, C. (2011). Short message service (SMS)
language and written skills: Educators’ perspectives. South African Journal of
Education. 31(4): 475-487.

Ghadessy, M. (ed.) (1993). Register Analysis: Theory and Practice. London: Pinter
Publishers.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/life_and_%20style/education/article584810.ece
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/life_and_%20style/education/article584810.ece
http://www.livescience.com/21887-texting-bad-grammar.html
http://www.livescience.com/21887-texting-bad-grammar.html

&
g

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

163

Giroux, H. A. (1992). Border Crossings: Cultural Workers and the Politics of
Education. New York: Routledge.

Glass, R. (1982). The Guardian. Newspaper article. 13 July 1982.

Glotz, P., Bertschi, S. & Locke, C. (2006). Introduction: Mobile phones and mass
communications. Knowledge, Technology, & Policy, 19(2): 3—-6.

Golafshani, N. (2003). Understanding reliability and validity in qualitative research.
The Qualitative Report. 8(4): 597-607.

Goodman, S. (1996). Market forces speak English. In Redesigning English: New
Texts, New ldentities, Goodman, S. & Graddol, D. (eds). London: Routledge.

Gordon, B. (2013). Mobile Marketing Statistics 2013 That Will Blow Your Mind!
Online blog. 14 January 2013. Accessed 30 April 2014 from http://marketing.
anchormobile.net/blog/bid/202428/Mobile-Marketing-Statistics-2013-That-Will-Blow-
Your-Mind.

Gorlach, M. (1997). The Linguistic History of English. London: Macmillan.

Grace, A., Kemp, N., Martin, F. H., & Parrila, R. (in press). Undergraduates’ attitudes
to text messaging language use and intrusions of textisms into formal writing. New
Media & Society.

Grace, A., Kemp, N., Martin, F. H. & Parrila, R. (2013). Undergraduates’ text
messaging language and literacy skills. Reading and Writing. 26(8): 1353-1380.

Grace, A., Kemp, N., Martin, F. H., & Parrila, R. (2012). Undergraduates’ use of text
messaging language: Effects of country and collection method. Writing Systems
Research. 4(2): 167-184.

Graham, S. & Perin, D. (2007). Writing Next: Effective Strategies to Improve Writing
of Adolescents in Middle and High Schools — A Report to Carnegie Corporation of
New York. Washington, DC: Alliance for Excellent Education.

Graham, S., Harris, K. R. & Loynachan, C. (1993). The basic spelling vocabulary list.
The Journal of Educational Research, 86(6): 363—368.

Green, N. (2003). Outwardly mobile: Young people and mobile technologies. In Katz,
J. E. (ed.), Machines That Become Us: The Social Context of Personal
Communication Technology. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, pp.201—
218.

Grinter, R. E. & Eldridge, M. A. (2001). y do tngrs luv 2 txt msg? In Proceedings of
the Seventh European Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work
(ECSCW '01), pp.219-238. Bonn, Germany.

Grinter, R. E. & Eldridge, M. (2003). Wan2tlk?: Everyday text messaging. In
Proceedings of the CHI'03 Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
New York: ACM.

Grinter, R. E. & Palen, L. (2002). Instant messaging in teen life. Proceedings of the
2002 ACM Computer Supported Collaborative Work (CSCW) Conference, New
Orleans, LA, 21-30.

Guijarati, D. N. & Porter, C. D. (2009). Basic Econometrics. Columbus: McGraw Hill.

Gulneysel, T. (2010). Language Theory and Change: Very Recent Language
Change. Norderstedt: Grin.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.henryagiroux.com/books/border_workers.htm
http://www.henryagiroux.com/books/border_workers.htm
http://marketing.anchormobile.net/blog/bid/202428/Mobile-Marketing-Statistics-2013-That-Will-Blow-Your-Mind

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

164

Gunn, J. & Candelaria, M. (eds) (2005). Speculations on Speculation: Theories of
Science Fiction. Maryland: Scarecrow Press Inc.

Hale, C. & Scanlon, J. (1999). Wired Style: Principles of English Usage in the Digital
Age. New York: Broadway Books.

Hale, M. (2007). Historical Linguistics: Theory and Method. Oxford: Blackwell.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1965). The users and uses of language. In The Linguistic
Sciences and Language Teaching, Halliday, M. A. K., Mcintosh, P. & Strevens, P.
(eds). London: Longman. pp.75-100.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1973). Explorations in the Functions of Language. London:
Edward Arnold.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1978). Language as Social Semiotic: The Social Interpretation of
Language and Meaning. London: Edward Arnold.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1985). An Introduction to Functional Grammar. London: Edward
Arnold.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1989). Spoken and Written Language. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Halliday, M. A. K. (1994). An Introduction to Functional Grammar. 2" ed. London:
Edward Arnold.

Halliday, M. A. K. (2003). Written language, standard language, global language.
World Englishes, 22(4): 405-418.

Halliday, M. A. K. (2003). On Language and Linguistics. London: Continuum.
Halliday, M. A. K. (2005). Studies in English Language. London: Continuum.
Halliday, M. A. K. (2007). Language and Education. London: Continuum.
Halliday, M. A. K. & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in English. London: Longman.

Halliday, M. A. K. & Hasan, R. (1985). Language, Context, and Text: Aspects of
Language in a Social-Semiotic Perspective. London: Edward Arnold.

Hamzah, M. S. B., Ghorbani, M. R. & Abdullah, S. K. B. (2009). The impact of
electronic communication technology on written language. US-China Education
Review, 6.

Hansen, L. (2011). Why Should | Write when | can Text? ©: A Look at how Texting
affects Writing Skills in Students. Seminar Paper: Senior Writing and Critical Thinking
Seminar. Brigham Young University, Idaho.

Hard af Segerstad, Y. (2002). Use and adaptation of written language to the
conditions of computer-mediated communication. Department of Linguistics,
Goteborg University.

Hard af Segerstad, Y. (2005). Language in SMS: A socio-linguistic view. In The
Inside Text. Social, Cultural and Design Perspectives on SMS, Harper, R., Palen, L.
& Taylor, A. (eds). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers BV.

Hatch, J. A. (2002). Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings. Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press.

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

165

Helderman, R. S. (2003). Click by click, teens polish writing: Instant messaging
teaches more than TTYL and ROFL. The Washington Post. 20 May 2003. p. B.01.

Henry, J. (2004). Pupils resort to text language in GCSE exams. Telegraph.

7 November 2004. Online article. Retrieved 19 April 2011 from http://www.telegraph.
co.uk/ education/educationnews/3346533/Pupils-resort-to-text-language-in-GCSE-
exams.html.

Hertzog, N. & Klein, M. (2005). Beyond gaming: A technology explosion in early
childhood classrooms. Gifted Child Today, 28(3): 24—65.

Heylighen, F. & Dewaele, J. (1999). Formality of language: definition, measurement
and behavioral determinants. Internal Report, Center Leo Apostel, Free University of
Brussels.

Hickey, R. (ed.) (2003). Motives for Language Change. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Hock, H. H. (1991). Principles of Historical Linguistics. 2™ ed. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Hock, H. H. & Joseph, B. D. (2009). Language History, Language Change and
Language Relationship. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Honey, J. (1997). Language is Power: The Story of Standard English and its
Enemies. London: Faber & Faber.

Horne, J. (2007). Gender differences in computerised and conventional educational
tests. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 23: 47-55.

Hoflich, J. R. (2006). The mobile phone and the dynamic between private and public
communication: Results of an international exploratory study. Knowledge,
Technology, & Policy, 19(2): 58-68.

Hoflich, J. R. & Gebhardt, J. (2005). Changing cultures of written communication:
Letter — e-mail — SMS. In The Inside Text: Social Cultural and Design Perspectives
on SMS, Harper, R., Palen, L. & Taylor, A. (eds). Dordrecht, The Netherlands:
Springer. pp.9-32.

Holder, C. R. (2006). New media and new literacies: Perspectives on change.
EDUCAUSE Review, 41(6): 76-77.

Houser, L. A. C. Perceptions of Undergraduate Students and Faculty Regarding the
Impact of Electronic Communication on the Written-Communication Skills of
Undergraduate Students. PhD thesis. Marywood University.

Howard, P. (1980). Words Fail Me. London: Hamish Hamilton.

Humphrys, J. (2007). | h8 txt msgs: How texting is wrecking our language. Daily Mail.
Online article. 24 September 2007. Retrieved 3 January 2012 from http://www.daily
mail.co.uk/news/article-483511/I-h8-txt-msgs-How-texting-wrecking-language.html.

Hunt, B., Hadsell, A., Hannum, J. & Johnson, H. W. (1963). The elements of spelling
ability. The Elementary School Journal, 63(6): 342—350.

Huxley, J. (1959). Introduction. In The Phenomenon of Man, De Chardin, P.T. New
York: Harper Perennial.

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

o
e
-

166

Hyman, C. & Van Deventer, C. (2009). Short Message Service (SMS) Language and
Written Language Skills: Educators’ Perspectives. Undergraduate mini-dissertation.
University of Pretoria.

Ihnatko, A. (1997). Cyberspeak: An Online Dictionary. New York: Random House.

International Telecommunications Union. (2006). International Telecommunications
Union Internet Report 2006. Geneva: International Telecommunications Union.
Retrieved 30 November 2011 from www.itu.int/digitalife.

International Telecommunications Union. (2010). The World in 2010: The Rise of 3G.
Geneva: International Telecommunications Union. Retrieved 30 November 2011
from www.itu.int/digitalife.

International Telecommunications Union. (2011a). Percentage of Individuals Using
the Internet. Retrieved 13 April 2012 from http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statistics./.

International Telecommunications Union. (2011b). Mobile Cellular Subscriptions.
Retrieved 13 April 2012 from http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statistics./.

International Telecommunications Union. (2012). Key ICT 2005-2013 Data. Retrieved
3 June 2013 from http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statistics./.

International Telecommunications Union. (2013). The World in 2013: ICT Facts and
Figures. Retrieved 7 July 2014 from http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-
D/Statistics/Pages/facts/default. aspx.

International Telecommunications Union. (2014). The World in 2014: ICT Facts and
Figures. Retrieved 7 July 2014 from http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/
facts/default. aspx.

Internet World Stats. (2009). South Africa: Internet Usage and Marketing Report.
Retrieved 17 May 2012 from http://www.internetworldstats.com/af/za.htm.

lonescu, D. (2011). OMG! LOL: Internet slang added to Oxford English Dictionary.
PCWorld. Online article. 26 March 2011. Retrieved 10 May 2012 from
http://www.pcworld.com/article/223432/OMG _LOL Internet Slang Added To Oxfor
d_English Dictionary.html.

Jacobs, G. E. (2006). Fast times and digital literacy: Participation roles and portfolio
construction within instant messaging. Journal of Literacy Research, 38(2): 171-196.

Jacobs, G. E. (2008). We learn what we do: developing a repertoire of writing
practices in an instant messaging world. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy,
52(3): 203-211.

Jaffe, A. (2000). Non-standard orthography and non-standard speech. Journal of
Sociolinguistics, 4: 497-513.

Jary, D. & Jary, J. (1991). Collins Dictionary of Sociology. Glasgow: Harper Collins.

Jauss, H. R. (1982). Literary history as a challenge to literary theory: Toward an
aesthetic of reception. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota.

Johnson, S. (1747). Plan for a Dictionary of the English Language. London: J&P
Knapton.

Johnson, S. (1755). Dictionary of the English Language. London: J&P Knapton.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.itu.int/digitalife
http://www.itu.int/digitalife
http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statistics/
http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statistics/
http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statistics/
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/facts/default.%20aspx
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/facts/default.%20aspx
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/%20facts/default.%20aspx
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/%20facts/default.%20aspx
http://www.internetworldstats.com/af/za.htm
http://www.pcworld.com/article/223432/OMG_LOL_Internet_Slang_Added_To_Oxford_English_Dictionary.html
http://www.pcworld.com/article/223432/OMG_LOL_Internet_Slang_Added_To_Oxford_English_Dictionary.html

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

o
e
-

167

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J. & Turner, L. A. (2007). Toward a definition of
mixed method research. Journal of Mixed Method Research. 1(2): 112-133.

Jones, G. M. & Schieffelin, B. B. (2009). Talking text and talking back: My BFF Jill
from Boob Tube to YouTube. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 14(4):
1050-1079.

Jones, L. (2011). Ralph Fiennes blames Twitter for ‘eroding’ language. The
Telegraph. 27 October 2011. Retrieved 8 February 2012 from http://www.telegraph.
co.uk/technology/twitter/8853427/Ralph-Fiennes-blames-Twitter-for-eroding-

language.html.

Joppe, M. (2000). The Research Process. Retrieved 12 February 2014 from
http://www.ryerson.ca/~ mjoppe/rp.htm.

Joseph, B. D. & Janda, R. D. (2003). The Handbook of Historical Linguistics. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Joshi, R. M., Treiman, R., Carreker, S. & Moats, L. (2009). How words cast their
spell: Spelling is an integral part of learning the language, not a matter of
memoarization. American Educator, 32(4): 6—43.

Joubert, W. A. (ed.) (2005). The Law of South Africa. 2" ed. Durban: LexisNexis
Butterworths.

Justice, L. M., Invernizzi, M., Geller, K., Sullivan, A. & Welsch, J. (2005). Descriptive
development performance of at-risk preschoolers on early literacy tasks. Reading
Psychology, 26: 1-25.

Kasesniemi, E. (2003). Mobile Messages: Young People and a New Communication
Culture. Tampere, Finland: Tampere University Press.

Kasesniemi, E. & Rautiainen, P. (2002). Mobile culture of children and teenagers in
Finland. In Perpetual Contact: Mobile Communication, Private Talk, Public
Performance, Katz, J. & Aakhus, M. (eds). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kastovsky, R. (2006). Vocabulary. In A History of the English Language, Denison, D.
& Hogg, R. (eds). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Katz, L. & Frost S. J. (2001). Phonology constrains the internal orthographic
representation. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 14: 297-332.

Kelley, S. (2010). Texting, Twitter contributing to students’ poor grammar skills, profs
say. The Globe and Mail. Retrieved 16 June 2011 from http://www.theglobeandmail.
com/news/technology/texting-twitter-contributing-to-students-poor-grammar-skills-
profs-say/article1452300/.

Keller, R. (1994). On Language Change: The Invisible Hand in Language. London:
Routledge.

Kelly, A. E., Lesh, R. A. & Baek, J. Y. (eds) (2008). Handbook of Research Design:
Methods in Education. New York: Routledge.

Kemp, N. (2010). Texting versus txtng: reading and writing text messages, and links
with other linguistic skills. Writing Systems Research, 2(1): 53-71.

Kemp, N. & Bushnell, C. (2011). Children’s text messaging: abbreviations, input
methods and links with literacy. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 27: 18-27.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.ryerson.ca/~%20mjoppe/rp.htm

o
e
-

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

168

Kesseler, A. & Bergs, A. (2003). Literacy and the new media: vita brevis, lingua
brevis. In New Media Language, Aitchison, J. & Lewis, D. (eds). London: Routledge.

Knapstein, K. (2007). Cell-phone-savvy kids. Scholastic Parent & Child, 14(6): 62.

Knight, C., Studdert-Kennedy, M. & Hurford, J. A. (eds) (2000). The Evolutionary
Emergence of Language: Social Function and the Origins of Linguistic Form.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Koester, A. (2004). The Language of Work. London: Routledge.

Kreiner, D. S., Schnakenberg, S. D., Green, A. G., Costello, M. J. & McClin, A. F.
(2002). Effects of spelling errors on the perception of writers. The Journal of General
Psychology, 129(1): 5-17.

Kress, G. (2003). Literacy in the New Media Age. London: Routledge.

Kress, G. & Hodge, R. (1979). Language as ldeology. London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

Kress, G. & Leeuwen, T. (2001). Multimodal Discourse: The Modes and Media of
Contemporary Communication. London: Edward Arnold.

Kul, M. (2007). Phonology in text messages. Poznan Studies in Contemporary
Linguistics, 43: 43-57.

Labov, W. (1994). Principles of Linguistic Change: Vol. 1: Internal Factors. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Labov, W. (2001). Principles of Linguistic Change: Vol. 2: Social Factors. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Lavelle, E. & Zuercher, N. (2001). The writing approaches of university students.
Higher Education, 42(3), 373-391.

Lee, J. (2002). | Think, Therefore IM. New York Times. Retrieved 16 June 2011 from
http://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/i-think-therefore-im.html?page
wanted=1

Lee, J. H. (2011). What Does Txting do 2 Language? The Influences of Exposure to
Messaging and Print Media on Acceptability Constraints. MA dissertation. University
of Calgary, Alberta.

Lee, Y. J. & Greene, J. (2007). The predictive validity of an ESL placement test: A
mixed methods approach. Journal of Mixed Methods Research. 1(4): 366—-389.

Lehmann, W. P. (ed.) (1976). A Reader in Nineteenth-Century Historical Linguistics.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Lenhart, A., Arafeh, S., Smith, A. & Macgill, A.R. (2008). Writing, Technology, and
Teens. Washington, DC: Pew Internet & American Life Project. College Board: The
National Commission on Writing. Retrieved 27 July 2011 from http://pewresearch.
org/pubs/808/writingtechnology-and-teens.

Lewandowski, G. W. & Harrington, S. (2006). The influence of phonetic abbreviations
on the evaluation of student performance. Current Research in Social Psychology,
11(15): 215-226.

Lewis, C. & Fabos, B. (2005). Instant messaging, literacies, and social identities.
Reading Research Quarterly, 40(4): 470-501.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/i-think-therefore-im.html?page%20wanted=1
http://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/i-think-therefore-im.html?page%20wanted=1

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

169

Lewis, L. C. (2009). Writing in the Age of Speed. Doctoral thesis, University of
Oklahoma.

Lexile. (2013). The Lexile framework for reading map: Matching readers with texts.
MetaMetrics. Available online at http://cdn.lexile.com/m/cms page media/123/
Lexile%20Map 8.5x11 FINAL Updated May 2013 Grayscale.pdf.

Lincoln, Y. S. & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic Enquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications.

Ling, R. (2005). Mobile communications vis-a-vis teen emancipation, peer group
integration and deviance. In The Inside Text: Social Perspectives on SMS in the
Mobile Age, Harper, R., Taylor, A. & Palen, L. (eds), Vol. 4, The Kluwer International
Series on Computer Supported Cooperative Work. Amsterdam: Springer.

Ling, R. (2008). Should we be concerned that the elderly don’t text? The Information
Society. 24: 334-341.

Ling, R. & Baron, N. S. (2007). Text messaging and IM: Linguistic comparison of
American college data. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 26(3): 291-298.

Loftis, K. (2009). The pros and cons of texting and IM. Tech & Learning. Retrieved 25
August 2011 from http://www.techlearning.com/article/15078.

Long, C. Bansilal, S. & Debba, R. (2014). An investigation of Mathematical Literacy
assessment supported by an application of Rasch measurement. Pythagoras. 5(1),
26 pages.

Mackinnon, D. (1996). Good and bad English. In English: History, Diversity and
Change, Graddol, D., Leith, D. & Swann, J. (eds). London: Routledge.

Mair, C. (2006). Twentieth-Century English: History, Variation and Standardization.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mander, G. (2001). wan2tlk? Itl bk of txt msgs. London: Michael O’Mara Books
Limited.

Massengill Shaw, D., Carlson, C. & Waxman, M. (2007). An exploratory investigation
into the relationship between text messaging and spelling. New England Reading
Association Journal, 43: 57-62.

Massey, A. J., Elliott, G. L. & Johnson, N. K. (2005). Variations in aspects of writing
in 16+ English examinations between 1980 and 2004: Vocabulary, spelling,
punctuation, sentence structure, non-standard English. Research Matters: A
Cambridge Assessment Publication, Special Issue. Retrieved 27 February 2012 from
http://www.cambridgeassessment.org.uk/ca/digitalAssets//113937 Variations in_Asp
ects _of Writing.pdf.

Masterson, J. J. & Apel, K. (2000). Spelling assessment: Charting a path to optimal
intervention. Topics in Language Disorders, 20(3): 50—65.

Matters, G. N. (2009). A problematic leap in the use of test data. From performance
to inference. In Educational Assessment in the 21° Century, Wyatt Smith, C. &
Cummings, J. J. (eds). New York: Springer Science and Business Media.

Maybin, J. (1996). An English canon? In Using English: From Conversation to
Canon, Maybin, J. & Mercer, N. (eds). London: Routledge.

© University of Pretoria


http://cdn.lexile.com/m/cms_page_media/123/%20Lexile%20Map_8.5x11_FINAL_Updated_May_2013_Grayscale.pdf
http://cdn.lexile.com/m/cms_page_media/123/%20Lexile%20Map_8.5x11_FINAL_Updated_May_2013_Grayscale.pdf
http://www.techlearning.com/article/15078
http://www.cambridgeassessment.org.uk/ca/digitalAssets/113937_Variations_in_Aspects_of_Writing.pdf
http://www.cambridgeassessment.org.uk/ca/digitalAssets/113937_Variations_in_Aspects_of_Writing.pdf

&
g

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

170

Maybin, J. (1996). Everyday talk. In Using English: From Conversation to Canon.
Maybin, J. & Mercer, N. (eds). London: Routledge.

Maybin, J. & Mercer, N. (eds) (1996). Using English: From Conversation to Canon.
London: Routledge.

McCormick, K. (1992). Teaching, studying, and theorizing the production and
reception of literary texts. College Literature, 19(2): 4-15.

McMahon, A. M. S. (1994). Understanding Language Change. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

McMurray, S. (2006). Learning to spell: raising standards in spelling and independent
writing. Support for Learning, 21(2), 100-107.

McWilliam, L., Schepman, A. & Rodway, P. (2009). The linguistic status of text
message abbreviations: An exploration using a Stroop task. Computers in Human
Behavior, 25(4): 970-974.

Melchers, G. & Shaw, P. (2003). World Englishes: An Introduction. London: Arnold.

Merritt, A. (2013). Text-speak: Language evolution or just laziness? The Telegraph.
3 April 2013. Retrieved 21 August 2012 from http://www.telegraph.co.uk/education
/educationopinion /9966117/Text-speak-language-evolution-or-just-laziness.html.

Mertens, D. M. (2010a). Philosophy in mixed methods teaching: The transformative
paradigm as illustration. International Journal of Multiple Research Approaches,
2010(4): 9-18.

Mertens, D. M. (2010b). Research and Evaluation in Education and Psychology:
Integrating Diversity with Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed Methods. 3 ed.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. Linn (Ed.), Educational Measurement (3rd ed., pp.
13-103). Washington, DC: American Council on Education / Macmillan.

Millar, R. M. (2012). English Historical Sociolinguistics. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press.

Milroy, J. & Milray, L. (1999). Authority in Language: Investigating Standard English.
3" ed. London: Routledge.

Mickes, L., Wixted, J. T., Shapiro, A. & Scarff, J. M. (2009). The effects of pregnancy
on memory: Recall is worse but recognition is not. Journal of Clinical and
Experimental Neuropsychology. 31(6): 754—761.

Mohapatra, S. & Bose, V. (2010). Impact of electronic media on the language used
for communication — an exploratory study. SIES Journal of Management, 7(1): 132—
140.

Moran, C. & Selfe, C L. (1999). Teaching English across the technology/gap. The
English Journal, 88(6): 48-55.

Mouton, J. (2001). How to Succeed in Your Master’s and Doctoral Studies: A South
African Guide and Resource Book. Pretoria: Van Schaik’s.

Mphahlele, M. L. & Mashamaite, K. (2005). The impact of short message service
(SMS) language on language proficiency of learners and the SMS dictionaries: A
challenge for educators and lexicographers. IADIS International Conference, 2005.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.telegraph.co.uk/education%20/educationopinion%20/9966117/Text-speak-language-evolution-or-just-laziness.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/education%20/educationopinion%20/9966117/Text-speak-language-evolution-or-just-laziness.html

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

o
e
-

171

Mufwene, S. S. (2008). Language Evolution: Contact, Competition and Change.
London: Continuum.

Murray, D. E. (2000). Protean communication: The language of computer-mediated
communication. TESOL Quarterly, 34(3): 397—421.

Nadeem, M., Mohsin, M. N. & Ali, M. S. (2012). SMS: Short message service or
sharp mutating service? Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in
Business. 4(6): 1232-1248.

Nielsen, L. & Webb, W. (2011). Teaching Generation Text: Using Cell Phones to
Enhance Learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

O’Connor, A. (2005). Instant messaging: Friend or foe of student writing? New
Horizons for Learning, Retrieved 2 September 2011 from http://www.newhorizons
.org/strategies/literacy/oconnor.htm

O’Connor, J. D. (1973). Phonetics. Harmondsworth, Middelsex: Penguin.

Ofcom. (2008). Media Literacy Audit: Report on UK Children’s Media Literacy.
Retrieved 7 December 2012 from http://www.ofcom.org.uk/advice/media literacy
/medlitpub/medlitpubrss/michildrens08/.

Omar, A. & Miah, M. (2012). Impact of technology on teens’ written language.
International Journal of Advanced Trends in Computer Science and Engineering.
1(1): 9-17.

Oxford English Dictionary. (2012). Rewriting the OED. Oxford English Dictionary.
Online article. Retrieved 2 May 2013 from http://public.oed.com/the-oed-
today/rewriting-the-oed/.

Panayiotis, P., Robinson, C. & Tymms, P. (2009). The assessment revolution that
has passed England by: Rasch measurement. British Educational Research Journal,
1: 1-16.

Paolillo, J. (2001). Language variation on Internet relay chat: A social network
approach. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 5(2): 180-213.

Penn State News. Image. Retrieved 4 June 2013 from http://news.psu.edu/photo/
147777/2013/02/08/untitled.

Perea, M., Acha, J. & Carreiras, M. (2009). Eye movements when reading text
messaging (txt msgng). The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 62(8):
1560-1567.

Perline, R., Wright, B. D. & Wainer, H. (1979). The Rasch model as additive
conjoint measurement. Applied Psychology Measurement, 3: 237-256.

Pew Internet & American Life Project. (2011). Americans and Text Messaging.
Washington D.C.: Pew Research Center.

Peyper, L. (2013). Mobile phone usage in SA. Finweek. 13 February 2013. Retrieved
6 December 2013 from http://finweek.com/2013/01/22/mobile-phone-usage-in-sa/.

Phillips, D. C. & Burbules, N. C. (2000). Postpositivism and Educational Research.
New York: Rowman & Littlefield.

Phillipson, R. (1992). Linguistic Imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Phillipson, R. (2009). Linguistic Imperialism Continued. London: Routledge.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.ofcom.org.uk/advice/media_literacy%20/medlitpub/medlitpubrss/mlchildrens08/
http://www.ofcom.org.uk/advice/media_literacy%20/medlitpub/medlitpubrss/mlchildrens08/
http://public.oed.com/the-oed-today/rewriting-the-oed/
http://public.oed.com/the-oed-today/rewriting-the-oed/
http://news.psu.edu/photo/%20147777/2013/02/08/untitled
http://news.psu.edu/photo/%20147777/2013/02/08/untitled
http://finweek.com/2013/01/22/mobile-phone-usage-in-sa/

o
e
-

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

172

Pinker, S. (1999). Words and Rules: The Ingredients of Language. New York:
Perseus.

Plag, 1. (2003). Word-formation in English. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Plester, B. & Wood, C. (2009). Exploring relationships between traditional and new
media literacies: British preteen texters at school. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 14; 1108-1129.

Plester, B., Wood, C. & Joshi, P. (2009). Exploring the relationship between
children’s knowledge of text message abbreviations and school literacy outcomes.
British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 27: 145-161.

Plester, B., Wood, C. & Bell, V. (2008). Txt msg n school literacy: Does texting and
knowledge of text abbreviations adversely affect children’s literacy attainment?
Literacy, 42(3): 137-144.

Powell, D. & Dixon, M. (2011). Does SMS text messaging help or harm adults’
knowledge of standard spelling? Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 27: 58—66.

Prensky, M. (2001a). Digital natives, digital immigrants. On the Horizon, 9(5): 1-6.

Prensky, M. (2001b). Digital natives, digital immigrants, Part II: Do they really think
differently? On the Horizon, 9(6): 1-9.

Preston, D. R. (2000). Mowr and mowr bayud spellin’: Confessions of a sociolinguist.
Journal of Sociolinguistics. 4(4): 614—621.

Prigg, M. (2012). OMG: Researchers say text messaging really is leading to a
generation with poor grammar skills. Online article. 27 July 2012. Retrieved 10 March
2013 from http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-2179808/OMG-
Researchers-say-text-messaging-really-leading-generation-poor-grammar-skills.html.

Quinn, C. N. (2012). The Mobile Academy: mLearning for Higher Education. San
Francisco: John Wiley & Sons.

Quirk, R., Greenbaum, S., Leech, G. & Svartvik, J. (1985). A Comprehensive
Grammar of the English language. London: Longman.

Rankin, S. L. (2010). The Impact of Text Messaging Language Shortcuts on
Developmental Students’ Formal Writing Skills. Doctoral thesis, Walden University.

Rasch, G. (1960). Probabilistic models for some intelligence and attainment tests.
Chicago: MESA Press.

Rasch, G. (1961). On general laws and meaning of measurement in psychology.
Proceedings of the Fourth Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical Statistics and
Probability, (4): 321-333. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Reid, D. J. & Reid, F. J. M. (2004). Social effects of text messaging. 160 Characters.
Retrieved 1 June 2011 from http://www.160characters.org/documents/SocialEffects
OfText Messaging.pdf.

Reid, D. J. & Reid, F. J. M. (2005). Textmates and text circles: Insights into the social
ecology of SMS text messaging. In Mobile World: Past, Present and Future, Lasen,
A. & Hamill, L. (eds). London: Springer. pp.105-118.

Reid, D. J. & Reid, F. J. M. (2010). The expressive and conversational affordances of
mobile messaging. Behaviour and Information Technology, 29(1): 3-22.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-2179808/OMG-Researchers-say-text-messaging-really-leading-generation-poor-grammar-skills.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-2179808/OMG-Researchers-say-text-messaging-really-leading-generation-poor-grammar-skills.html
http://www.160characters.org/documents/SocialEffects%20OfText%20Messaging.pdf
http://www.160characters.org/documents/SocialEffects%20OfText%20Messaging.pdf

&
g

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

173

Richards, K., Ross, S. & Seedhouse, P. (2012). Research Methods for Applied
Language Studies. New York: Routledge.

Ringe, D. & Eska, J. F. (2013). Historical Linguistics: Toward a Twenty-First Century
Reintegration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Roberts, P. (1995). Defining literacy: Paradise, nightmare or red herring? British
Journal of Educational Studies, 43(4): 412-432.

Roschke, K. (2008). The text generation: Is English the next dead language? Online
article. Retrieved 18 August 2011 from http://mwtc.composing.org/grad/projects/

roschke.pdf.

Rosen, L. D., Chang, J., Erwin, L., Carrier, L.M. & Cheever, N. A. (2010). The
relationship between ‘textisms’ and formal and informal writing among young adults.
Communication Research, 37: 420-440.

Ross, K. (2007). Teachers say text messages r ruining kids’ riting skills. American
Teacher, 92(3), 4.

Rubin, H. J. & Rubin, I. S. (2012). Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data.
3" ed. California: Sage Publications.

Rugg, G. & Petre, M. (2007). Research Methods. Berkshire: Open University Press.

Sadowski, M. (2010). Putting the ‘boy crisis’ in context. Harvard Education Letter, 26:
10-14.

Salem, A. A. M. S. (2013). The impact of technology (BBM and WhatsApp
applications) on English linguistics in Kuwait. International Journal of Applied
Linguistics & English Literature, 2(4): 64—69.

Schaller, R. C. (2007). Litorality: Text Messaging as a Hybrid Written-Spoken form of
Communication in Technological Appropriation among Young People. Master’s
dissertation, University of Wyoming.

Schendl, H. (2001). Historical Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schwarz, F. (2009). Keep it short: How SMS messages and e-mail are influencing
expression. Goethe Institute. March 2009. Retrieved 18 January 2011 from
http://www.goethe.de /ges/spa/siw/en4230428.htm.

Schymkiw, G. (2000). Proofreading and Editing: Grades 7-8. Massachusetts: Didax
Inc.

Sebba, M. (2007). Spelling and Society: The Culture and Politics of Orthography
Around the World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sefton-Green, J. (2006). Youth, technology, and media cultures. Review of Research
in Education, Special Issue on Rethinking Learning: What Counts as Learning and
What Learning Counts, 30: 279-306.

Selber, S. (2004). Multiliteracies for a Digital Age. Carbondale: Southern lllinois
University Press.

Selfe, C. L. (1999). Technology and Literacy in the Twenty-First Century: The
Importance of Paying Attention. Carbondale: Southern lllinois University Press.

© University of Pretoria


http://mwtc.composing.org/grad/projects/%20roschke.pdf
http://mwtc.composing.org/grad/projects/%20roschke.pdf

o
e
-

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

174

Shaw, D. M., Carlson, C. & Waxman, M. (2007). An exploratory investigation into the
relationship between text messaging and spelling. New England Reading Association
Journal, 43(1): 57-62.

Shirin, B. (2013). SMS, Internet text are destroying English. Manipur Times. 13 June
2013. Retrieved 31 August 2013 from http://www.manipurtimes.com/news-article/the-
peoples-chronicle-article/item/360-sms-internet-text-are-destroying-english.

Shortis, T. (2001). The Language of ICT. London: Routledge.

Shortis, T. (2007a). Revoicing txt: Spelling, vernacular orthography and
‘unregimented writing’. In The Texture of Internet: Netlinguistics in Progress,
Posteguillo, S., Esteve, M. J. & Gea-Valor, M. L. (eds). Newcastle: Cambridge
Scholars Publishing.

Shortis, T. (2007b). Gr8 txtpectations: The creativity of text spelling. English Drama
Media, June 2007.

Singer, D. G. & Singer, J. L. (eds) (2012). Handbook of Children and the Media. 2"
ed. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

Sjaastad, S. (2014). Enhancing measurement in science and mathematics education
research through Rasch analysis: Rationale and properties. Nordina. 10(2), 212-230.

Smith, R. (2012). Text speak does not affect children’s use of grammar: Study. The
Telegraph. 5 September 2012. Retrieved 16 November 2012 from
http://www.telegraph.co.uk /health/healthnews/9520111/Text-speak-does-not-affect-
childrens-use-of-grammar-study.html.

Spatafora, J. N. (2008). IM Learning 2 Write? A Study on How Instant Messaging
Shapes Student Writing. Master’s dissertation. Queens University: Ontario.

Spiechler, S., Van der Spuy, A. & Flach, P. A. (2010). Ukwabelana — An open-source
morphological Zulu corpus. Proceedings of the 23" International Conference on
Computational Linguistics (Coling, Beijing, 2010), pp.1020-1028.

Srivastava, L. (2006). Mobile mania, mobile manners. Knowledge, Technology, &
Policy, 19(2): 7-16.

Starker, S. (2012). Evil Influences: Crusades against the Mass Media. New
Brunswick: Transaction Publishers.

Stenner, A. J. & Burdick, D. S. (1997). The objective measurement of reading
comprehension in response to technical questions raised by the California
Department of Education Technical Study Group. California: Durham University
Press.

Stainton, E. M. (2002). The Fine Art of Copyediting. New York: Columbia University
Press.

Stocking, G. W. (1995). The Ethnographer’s Magic and other Essays in the History of
Anthropology. Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin.

Stols, G., Long, C. & Dunne, T. (2015): An application of the Rasch measurement
theory to an assessment of geometric thinking levels. African Journal of Research in
Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, DOI: 10.1080/10288457.2015.
1012909.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.manipurtimes.com/news-article/the-peoples-chronicle-article/item/360-sms-internet-text-are-destroying-english
http://www.manipurtimes.com/news-article/the-peoples-chronicle-article/item/360-sms-internet-text-are-destroying-english

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

175

Street, B. V. (1984). Literacy in Theory and Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Styles, I., & Andrich, D. (1993). Linking the standard and advanced forms of the
Raven’s progressive matrices in both the pencil-and-paper and computer-adaptive-
testing formats.Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53(4), 905-925.

Subrahmanyam, K., Kraut, R. E., Greenfield, P. M. & Gross, E. F. (2000). The impact
of home computer use on children’s activities and development. The Future of
Children, 10: 123-144. Children and computer technology. Los Altos, CA: The David
and Lucille Packard Foundation.

Sutherland, J. (2002). Can u txt? The Guardian. 11 November 2002. Retrieved 25
August 2011 from http://www.guardian.co.uk/technology/2002/nov/11/mobile

phones2.
Sweeny, S. M. (2010). Writing for the instant messaging generation: using new

literacies to support writing instruction. Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy,
54(2), 121-130.

Sweet, R. (1899). The Practical Study of Languages. London: Dent.

Swift, J. (1712). A Proposal for Correcting, Improving and Ascertaining the English
Tongue. London: Benj. Tooke.

Tagg, C. (2009). A corpus linguistic study of SMS text messaging. Unpublished PhD
thesis, English Department, University of Birmingham (March 2009).

Tagg, C. (2012). The Discourse of Text Messaging: Analysis of SMS
Communication. London: Continuum.

Tagg, C., Baron, A. & Rayson, P. (2012). i didn’t spel that wrong did i. Oops: Analysis
and normalisation of SMS spelling variation. Lingvisticee Investigationes, 35(2), 367—
388.

Tagliamonte, S. A. & Denis, D. (2008). Linguistic ruin? LOL! Instant messaging and
teen language. American Speech, 83(1), 3—-34.

Tapscott, D. (1998). Growing up Digital: The Rise of the Net Generation. New York:
McGraw Hill.

Taylor, A. & Vincent. J. (2005). An SMS history. In Mobile World: Past, Present and
Future, Hamill, L. & Lasen, A. (eds). New York: Springer. pp.75-91.

Tennant, A. & Conaghan, P. G. (2007). The Rasch measurement model in
rheumatology: What is it and why use it? When should it be applied, and what should
one look for in a Rasch paper? Arthritis & Rheumatism (Arthritis Care & Research),
57(8): 1358-1362.

Texley, S. & DeGennaro, D. (2005). Should we ban instant messaging in school?
Learning and Leading with Technology, 32(7): 6-8.

The Nielsen Company. (2010). US Teen Mobile Report: Calling Yesterday, Texting
Today, Using Apps Tomorrow. Online report. Retrieved 10 September 2011 from
http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/online _mobile/u-s-teenmobile-report-calling-
yesterday-texting-today-using-apps-tomorrow/.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.guardian.co.uk/technology/2002/nov/11/mobile%20phones2
http://www.guardian.co.uk/technology/2002/nov/11/mobile%20phones2
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/people/alistair-baron(c2cac390-65d6-4cd1-93d5-44e811a0f158).html
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/people/paul-rayson(6611fec2-9b31-44f5-90c7-f84cfbfb6884).html
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/i-didnt-spel-that-wrong-did-i-oops-analysis-and-normalisation-of-sms-spelling-variation(0e2fd495-e1d2-4ed3-b3ec-1158d20af189).html
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/i-didnt-spel-that-wrong-did-i-oops-analysis-and-normalisation-of-sms-spelling-variation(0e2fd495-e1d2-4ed3-b3ec-1158d20af189).html
http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/online_mobile/u-s-teenmobile-report-calling-%20yesterday-texting-today-using-apps-tomorrow/
http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/online_mobile/u-s-teenmobile-report-calling-%20yesterday-texting-today-using-apps-tomorrow/

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

P
g
176
The Pioneer. (2013). SMS, Internet texts are destroying English. 1 June 2013.

Retrieved 21 September 2012 from http://www.dailypioneer.com/state-
editions/dehradun/sms-internet-texts-are-destroying-english.html.

The Telegraph. (2012). Texting more popular than face-to-face conversation. 18 July
2012. Retrieved 25 August 2012 from http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/
9406420/Texting-more-popular-than-face-to-face-conversation.html.

The Telegraph. (2012). Texting is fostering bad grammar and spelling, researchers
claim. 27 July 2012. Retrieved 30 October 2012 from http://www.telegraph.co.
uk/education/ educationnews/9432222/Texting-is-fostering-bad-grammar-and-
spelling-researchers-claim.html.

Thomas, D. (2012). How texting made history but ruined our language — and plenty
of marriages. Daily Mail. Online article. 2 December 2012. Retrieved 1 May 2013
from http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-2241980/How-texting-history-ruined-
lang uage --plenty-marriages.html.

Thomas, K. M. & McGee, C. D. (2012). The only thing we have to fear is... 120
characters. TechTrends. 56(1): 19-33.

Thurlow, C. & Brown, A. (2003). Generation txt? The sociolinguistics of young
people’s text-messaging. Discourse Analysis Online, 1(1). Retrieved 10 September
2011 from http://www.shu.ac.uk/daol/articles/vl/n1/a3/thurlow2002003-paper.html.

Thurlow, C. (2006). From statistical panic to moral panic: The metadiscursive
construction and popular exaggeration of new media language in the print media.
Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 11(3): 667—701.

Thurlow, C. & Poff, M. (2009). The language of text messaging. In Handbook of the
Pragmatics of CMC, Herring, S. C., Stein, D. & Virtanen, T. (eds). Berlin and New
York: Mouton de Gruyter. Retrieved 16 June 2011 from http://faculty.washington.
edu/thurlow/papers/ thurlow&poff(2009).pdf.

Tian, L., Shi, J. & Yang, Z. (2009). Why does half the world’s population have a
mobile phone? An examination of consumers’ attitudes toward mobile phones.
Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 12(5): 513-516.

Tilley, C. L. (2009). Texting. School Library Monthly, 26(1): 40—42.
Toffler, A. (1980). The Third Wave. New York: Bantam Books.

Trask, R. L. (2000). The Dictionary of Historical and Comparative Linguistics.
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Tulloch, S. (ed.) (1993). The Oxford Dictionary and Thesaurus. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Turner, K. H. (2009). Flipping the switch: Code-switching from text speak to Standard
English. The English Journal, 98(5): 60—65.

Twist, L. & Sainsbury, M. (2009). Girl friendly? Investigating the gender gap in
national reading tests at age 11. Educational Research, 51(2): 283—-297.

UK Department of Education. (2012). What is the Research Evidence on Writing?
Research Report DFE-RR238.

Unicef. (2012). South African Mobile Generation: Study on South African Young
People on Mobiles. New York: Unicef.

© University of Pretoria


http://www.dailypioneer.com/state-editions/dehradun/sms-internet-texts-are-destroying-english.html
http://www.dailypioneer.com/state-editions/dehradun/sms-internet-texts-are-destroying-english.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/%209406420/Texting-more-popular-than-face-to-face-conversation.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/%209406420/Texting-more-popular-than-face-to-face-conversation.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-2241980/How-texting-history-ruined-lang%20uage%20--plenty-marriages.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-2241980/How-texting-history-ruined-lang%20uage%20--plenty-marriages.html
http://www.shu.ac.uk/daol/articles/v1/n1/a3/thurlow2002003-paper.html

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&
g

177

University of Pretoria. (2010). Postgraduate Research Policy, Guidelines and
Procedures for Master’s and Doctoral Students and Supervisors. S4308/10. Pretoria:
University of Pretoria.

Uthus, E. (2007). Text messages destroying our language. 7 May 2007. The Daily.
Retrieved 24 May 2011 from http://dailyuw.com/archive/2007/05/07/imported/text-
messages-destroying-our-language#.UORjW 9kwow.

Varnhagen, C. K., McFall, G. P., Pugh, N., Routledge, L., Sumida-MacDonald, H. &
Kwong, T. E. (2010). lol: new language and spelling in instant messaging. Reading
and Writing, 23: 719-733.

Veater, H. M. Plester, B. & Wood, C. (2011). Use of text message abbreviations and
literacy skills in children with dyslexia. Dyslexia: An International Journal of Research
and Practice, 17(1), 65-71.

Walker, M. & Thomson, P. (eds) (2010). The Routledge Doctoral Supervisor’s
Companion. New York: Routledge.

Wardyga, B. J. (2012). The Relationship between Text Message Volume and Formal
Writing Performance among Upper Level High School Students and College
Freshmen. PhD thesis. Liberty University.

Watt, H. J. (2010). How does the use of modern communication technology influence
language and literacy development? Contemporary Issues Communication Science
and Disorders, 37: 141-148.

Webb, B. (2010). There’s nowt wrong with slang. The Guardian. 8 October 2010.
Retrieved 25 April 2012 from http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/oct
/08/emma-thompson-slang.

White, S. & Clement, J. C. (2001). Assessing the Lexile framework: Results of a
panel meeting. Working Paper No. 2001-08. National Center for Education Statistics.
August 2001.

Willis, J. W., Jost, M. & Nilakanta, R. (2007). World views, paradigms, and the
practice of social science research. In Foundations of Qualitative Research.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. pp.1-26.

Winter, G. (2000). A comparative discussion of the notion of validity in qualitative and
quantitative research. The Qualitative Report, 4(3): 1-21.

Winzker, K., Southwood, F. & Huddlestone, K. (2009). Investigating the impact of
SMS speak on the written work of English first language and English second
language high school learners. Per Linguam, 25: 1-16.

Wolfram, W. & Schilling-Estes, N. (2003). Dialectology and linguistic diffusion. In The
Handbook of Historical Linguistics. Joseph, B. D. & Janda, R. D. (eds). Oxford:
Blackwell.

Wolsey, T. D. & Grisham, D. L. (2012). Transforming Writing Instruction in the Digital
Age: Techniques for Grades 5 — 12. New York: Guilford Press.

Wood, C., Jackson, E., Hart, L., Plester, B. & Wilde, L. (2011). The effect of text
messaging on 9- and 10-year-old children’s reading, spelling and phonological
processing skills. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 27: 28—36.

© University of Pretoria


http://dailyuw.com/archive/2007/05/07/imported/text-messages-destroying-our-language#.UORhjW9kwow
http://dailyuw.com/archive/2007/05/07/imported/text-messages-destroying-our-language#.UORhjW9kwow
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/oct%20/08/emma-thompson-slang
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/oct%20/08/emma-thompson-slang

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

o
e
-

178

Wood, C., Kemp, N. & Plester, B. (2014a). Text Messaging and Literacy — The
Evidence. Florence, KY USA: Taylor & Francis.

Wood, C., Kemp, N., Waldron, S. & Hart, L. (2014b). Grammatical understanding,
literacy and text messaging in school children and undergraduate students: A
concurrent analysis. Computers and Education, 70: 281-290.

Wood, C., Meachem, S., Bowyer, S., Jackson, E., Tarczynski-Bowles, M.L. & Plester,
B. (2011). A longitudinal study of children’s text messaging and literacy development.
British Journal of Psychology, 102: 431-442.

Wood, C., Plester, B. & Bowyer, S. (2009). Liter8 Lrnrs: Is txting valuable or
vandalism? British Academy Review, 14: 52-54.

Woronoff, P. (2007). Cell Phone Texting can Endanger Spelling. Retrieved 8 January
2012 from http://www.articlesbase.com/cell-phones-articles/cell-phone-texting-can-
endanger-spelling-276413.html.

Weiss, K. J. (2009). An Exploration of the use of Text Messaging by College
Students and its Impact on their Social and Literacy Behaviors. Online article.
Retrieved from http://www.reading/org/downloads/WC handouts/Weiss.ppt.

World Bank. (2012). Population Total. Online article. Retrieved 17 March 2014 from
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL.

Wright, B. D. & Stone, M. H. (1979). Best test design. Chicago: MESA Press.

Yates, S. (1996). English in Cyberspace. In Redesigning English: New Texts, New
Identities, Goodman, S. & Graddol, D. (eds). London: Routledge.

Young, L. & Harrison, C. (eds) (2004). Systemic Functional Linguistics and Critical
Discourse Analysis. London: Continuum.

Yvon, F. (2010). Rewriting the orthography of SMS messages. Natural Language
Engineering, 16(2): 133-159.

Zimmer, B. (2010). The origins of text-speak, from 18287 Vocabulary.com. 20 August
2010. Retrieved 17 February 2012 from https://www.vocabulary.com/articles/
wordroutes/the-origins-of-text-speak-from-1828/.

© University of Pretoria


http://0-www.sciencedirect.com.innopac.up.ac.za/science/article/pii/S036013151300256X
http://0-www.sciencedirect.com.innopac.up.ac.za/science/article/pii/S036013151300256X
http://0-www.sciencedirect.com.innopac.up.ac.za/science/article/pii/S036013151300256X
http://0-www.sciencedirect.com.innopac.up.ac.za/science/article/pii/S036013151300256X
http://www.articlesbase.com/cell-phones-articles/cell-phone-texting-can-endanger-spelling-276413.html
http://www.articlesbase.com/cell-phones-articles/cell-phone-texting-can-endanger-spelling-276413.html
http://www.reading/org/downloads/WC_handouts/Weiss.ppt
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL
https://www.vocabulary.com/articles/%20wordroutes/the-origins-of-text-speak-from-1828/
https://www.vocabulary.com/articles/%20wordroutes/the-origins-of-text-speak-from-1828/

&
E’a UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
0 UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
P YU

NIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

179

Addenda

© University of Pretoria




UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

o
e
-

180
Addendum A: Learners’ proofreading protocol
[Front]
School: Grade: Gender: M/ F (please circle)
Scenario

You are applying for a job as the Head of Student Affairs at the University of Oxford
in the United Kingdom. You have written the cover letter on the back of this page to
accompany your curriculum vitae (CV). Knowing that your application will be
discarded immediately should the cover letter contain any errors, you read it one

last time to ensure that you have corrected all the errors.

The letter on the back of this page might contain errors. Please correct all the
errors that you find on the paper. Note that it is not necessary to rewrite any of the

sentences.
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[Back]

Hi Sir/Madam

Re: Application for the position of Head of Student Affairs at the university of
Oxford

| am from Pretoria in SA and | heard about your university thru the Internet. |
believe | would be suitable candidate for the above-mentioned position cause my
qualifications fit the job description perfectly | hold a masters degree in educational
psychology and i am goin 2 register for a further degree in busines admin in year
2013. When | saw your advertisement, | knew it was a clearcut decision for me to

apply as | have always thought of the tertiary environment as a longterm career.

My working experience includes two years as my skools student counsellor and
another three years working at University of Pretoria. | liked working with the
students they are really cool. | hav found that | can make real difference in their
lives | also do alot of voluntary work and | enjoy workin with people. | particularly

enjoy doing a wide variety of tasks and am of the opinion that | rite particularly well.

With regard to my personal interests | enjoy hanging out wiv my friends & family,
we always have a great time lol. | am good @ sports and | absolutely love playin
tennis. | am also one day gonna climb Mount everest — it has been an ambition of
mine 4 a very long time. Btw, | also have a great sense of humour and i can tell
jokes that literally have peopl rotfl. | am also committed to livin each day to the

max.
| guarantee you wont be sorry should | be given the opportunity — I wil not let you
down. | truly look forward to hearing from u and | would be particularly disappointed

should | not be your chosen candidate.

Should any further info b required, please dont hesitate to contact me (my phone #

can be found in my curriculum vitae).

Bye ©
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Addendum B: Key to the learners’ proofreading protocol

Hi® Sir/Madam

Re: Application for the position of Head of Student Affairs at the university?
of Oxford

| am from Pretoria in SA® and | heard about your university thru* the Internet. |
believe | would be °suitable candidate for the above-mentioned position cause® my
qualifications fit the job description perfectly’ | hold a masters® degree in

educational psychology and i am goin'® 2

register for a further degree in
busines' admin®® in **year 2013. When | saw your advertisement, | knew it was a
clearcut'® decision for me to apply as | have always thought of the tertiary
environment as a longterm™ career.

1718 student counsellor and

My working experience includes two years as my skools
another three years working at **University of Pretoria. | liked working with the
students *°they are really cool®. | hav®? found that | can make **real difference in

their lives® | also do alot?®® of voluntary work and | enjoy workin®® with people. |

! Informal tone/register (Dear)

Z Lack of capitalisation (University)

® Acronym/initialism (South Africa)

* Non-conventional spelling (through)
® Omitted article (a)

® Shortening (because)

" Lack of punctuation (full stop)

& Omitted apostrophe

° Lack of capitalisation (I)

1% G-clipping (going)

™ |etter/number homophone (to)

12 Other clipping (business)

'3 Shortening (administration)

4 Omitted article (the)

'® Contraction (hyphenation)

'8 Contraction (hyphenation)

" Non-conventional spelling (school)
'8 Omitted apostrophe

% Omitted article (the)

20 | ack of punctuation (semi-colon)
2! Informal tone/register (interesting/fascinating to work with)
22 Other clipping (have)

2 Omitted article (a)

2 Lack of punctuation (full stop)

% Contraction (a lot)

?® G-clipping (working)
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particularly enjoy doing a wide variety of tasks and am of the opinion that | rite?’

particularly well.

With regard to my personal interests® | enjoy hanging out® wiv¥® my friends &*
family, we always have a great time lol*”>. | am good @* sports and | absolutely
love playin® tennis. | am also one day gonna®® climb Mount everest® — it has been
an ambition of mine 4*" a very long time. Btw®, | also have a great sense of

|4O

humour and i* can tell jokes that literally have peopl® rotfl**. | am also committed

to livin** each day to the max™*.

1** not let

| guarantee you wont* be sorry should | be given the opportunity — | wi
you down. | truly look forward to hearing from u*® and | would be particularly
disappointed should | not be your chosen candidate.

47 1548

Should any further info required, please dont*® hesitate to contact me (my

phone #* can be found in my curriculum vitae).

Bye51©52

" Non-conventional spelling (write)

%8 |Lack of punctuation (comma)

% Informal tone/register (spending time)
% Non-conventional spelling (with)

*1 Symbol/emoticon (and)

% Acronym/initialism (laugh out loud)

¥ Symbol/emoticon (at)

% G-clipping (playing)

% Contraction (going to)

% Lack of capitalisation (Everest)

%7 Letter/number homophone (for)

¥ Acronym/initialism (by the way)

% Lack of capitalisation (1)

“0 Other clipping (people)

1 Acronym/initialism (rolling on the floor laughing)
2 G-clipping (living)

3 Shortening (maximum)

4 Omitted apostrophe (won't)

“ Other clipping (will)

“5 |_etter/number homophone (you)

*" Shortening (information)

“8 |_etter/number homophone (be)

“9 Omitted apostrophe (don't)

% Symbol/emoticon (number)

*! Informal register (Yours sincerely)

®2 Symbol/emoticon (no emoticon to be added)
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Addendum C: Data-capturing sheet for the learners’ proofreading
protocol

Mr Herco Steyn - T12029 - Data Capturing Sheet

Respondent WA | 1
School VB S

Grade VG [
Gender VD 10
Informal tonefregister (Dear) W 12 Coding for V1 to \
Lack of capitalisation (University} W2 15
Acronymdinitialism [South Africa) W3 18 00 = Owerlocked
Mon-comventional spelling (through) W4 il
Omitted article (a) W 4 01 = Cowrrect
Shortening (because) L] 7
Lack of punctuation (full stop - ... perfectly.) T 30 02 - B8 = Other
Omitted apostrophe (master's) Ve 3
Lack of capitalisation (1} e -]
G-clipping (going) W10 k=l
Letter'mumber homophone (o) Wi 42
Other clipping (business) Wiz 45
Shaortening (administration) W3 45
Omitted article (the) Wid 5
Contraction (hyphenation - clear-cut) W15 54
Contraction (hyphenation - long-term) W16 57
Mon-conventional spelling (school) W7 B0
Omitted apostrophe (school's) V1B B3
Omitted article (the) wig EB&
Lack of punctuation (semi-colon - ... the students; they are ...} W20 B2
Infarmal tonefregister (interesting/fascinating to work with) W21 T2
Other clipping (hawe) W22 75
Omitted article (a) W23 T8
Lack of punctuation (full stop - ... lives.) W24 Bl
Contraction (a lot) W25 B4
G-clipping (working) W26 BT
Mon-comventional spelling (write) W27 50
Lack of punctuation (comma - ... interests, ...} V2B 53
Informal tonefregister (spending time} W2 56
Mon-comventional spelling (with) Wao ==l
Symbol/emoticon (and) WA e
Acronymdinitialism (laugh out loud) Waz2 105
Symbol/lemoticon (at) W33 108
G-clipping (playing) W4 11
Contraction (going to) Was 114
Lack of capitalisation (Everest) WG 17
Letter'mumber homophone (for) WaT 120
Acronymdinitialism (by the way) V3B 123
Lack of capitalisation (I} e 126
Other clipping (people) W40 12
Acronymdinitialism (rolling on the floor laughing) W41 132
G-clipping (living) W42 1%
Shortening (maximum} W43 13
Omitted apostrophe (won't) W44 141
Other clipping (will} W45 144
Letter'mumber homophone (you) W46 47
Shortening (information) W4T LE]
Letter'mumber homophone (be} W48 13
Omitted apostrophe (don't) W4m 156
Symbol/emaoticon (number) WED 13
Informal register (Yours sincerely) WE1 162
Symbol/emaoticon (no emoticon to be added) Wh2 165
Total annotaicns made on answer sheet W53 |:|:[163
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Addendum D: Teachers’ questionnaire

For Office Use
TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE
Respondent number wl T T ]t
Please answer all the questions by encircling the appropriate number in the shaded boxes
to indicate your answer ar by wrifing your answer in the shaded space provided.
1. What is the name of your school?
2. How many years have you been teaching?

W3 &
3. What level of learners are you currently teaching?
Grade & 1 W4 11
Grade 9 2 W5 12
Grade 10 3 Ve 5
Grade 11 a V7 17
Grade 12 5 Ve 18
4. What is your gender?
Male 1 EEE
Female 2
5. What is your highest qualification?
Diploma 1 vie] [
Bachelor's degree 2
Honour's degree 3
Master's degree 4
Doctoral degree 5
6. What subjects do you currently teach?
Languages 1 Wil 25
Arts 2 V12 28
Saocial Sciences (Geography, Histony) 5N RE 3
Matural Sciences (Biology, Science) 4 V14 2
Life Sciences 5 | vis i
Mathematics b | vig 40
Accounting [ i 43
Ecenomic Sciences (Economics, Business Economics) 8 V18 48
Other (please specify): V18 48
Question T follows on the next page ...

1
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Please decide on one particular class you teach and answer all the questions
that follow specifically with this class in mind.

Please note that "textese” is used to denote the collective phenomenon of
short message service (SMS) spelling variations, while “textism(s)" is
used to denote instances of textese use.

Please provide an answer for each of the statements below

For Office Use

i. | see examples of textese spelling conventions in my learners” writing.
Never Almost never | Sometimes Often Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 v a2
8. | believe that textisms are added intentionally although leamers
know they will be penalised for using them.
Totally strongly Disagree Agree  |Strongly agree| Totally agree
disagres disagree
1 2 3 4 B [ vzt | | 54
9. Leamners always know when the use of textisms is inappropriate.
Totally Strangly Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
disagree disagree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vz | | 58
10. Learners seem to be losing the ability to distinguish between formal
and informal register (the formality of language use required depending
on the context).
Totally Strongly .
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vzz| | se
11. | believe textese negatively influences leamers” writing ability.
Totally strongly Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
disagree disagree
1 2 K] 4 5 [§ vz | a0
12. | am concemed about the impact of textisms on English language
usage.
Totally Strongly Disagree Aqree Strongly agree | Totally agree
disagres disagree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vas | a2
13.  Textese use in school writing is commonplace nowadays.
Never Almost never | Sometimes Often Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [J vae | | es
Question 14 follows on the next page ...
2
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For Office Use

14. | believe leamers have become so used to using textisms that they
often forget that they are not acceptable in formal writing.
Totally strongly Disagree Agree  [Strongly agree | Totally agree
disagres disagree
1 2 3 4 5 [ var | | es
15. | teach the difference between formal and informal language.
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [ vaa | e
16. | believe that lzarners take care to use formal language in formal
contexts.
Totally Strongly .
diaacree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vae [ 7o
17. | believe learners know when it is inappropriate to use textisms.
Totally Strongly .
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 van] |2
18. | am concerned that English language usage is getting laxer due to the
use of textisms.
Totally Strongly .
disaqree disaqree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 i | | 7e
19. | have seen a decline in the general quality of leamers’ written
English compared to ten years ago.
Totally Strongly .
disaqree disaqree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 viz] e
20. | see textese as a genuine impediment to writing in formal contexts.
Totally strangly Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
disagree disagree
1 2 3 4 5 [ G I
21. | teach the contexts in which it i1s appropnate to use formal and
informal language.
Never Almost ngver | Sometimes Often Almost always|  Always
1 pl 3 4 5 6 vae | Jeo
Question 22 follows on the next page ...

© University of Pretoria




UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

&

&

s‘ UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
<

188

For Office Use

22. Learners seem to think that if the writing can be understood then it is
acceptable.
Totally Strongly -
disaqree disaree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 [ V35 | 82
23. | believe that if textism use remains unchecked, it might permanently
infiltrate the English language (e.g. apostrophes and articles being
done away with, “I" as the first person singular being acceptabls, atc.).
Totally Strongly -
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 [ V36 | | ae
24. | see textisms in my leamers’ formal writing.
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [ var [ | ea
25.  |think the use of textese could aid leamers’ writing.
Totally Strongly .
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 [ vaa | |ea
26. | am comfortable with the impact that textese has on leamers’
English usage.
Totally Strongly -
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 [ V3 | | =0
27. | teach register.
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 ] [} van [ ez
28. Learners take less care to proofread written work for errors.
Totally Strongly .
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 var | s
29. | believe textisms have already permanently infiltrated the English
language.
Totally Strongly .
disagree disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vaz | Joe
30. | ses textese spelling variations in my leamers’ writing.
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 vas [ | em
Question 31 follows on the next page ...
4
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3. Learmers successfully distinguish between formal and informal
contexts.
diTs?églrlge j’r;:gii Disagree Aqree Strangly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vas [ | 1m0
32. | believe textese has an impact on my leamers’ writing ability.
d}-fgglrlge 3};23%2 Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vas | | 102
33. As a teacher, there are appropriate interventions available to me to
address learmners’ use of textese.
d}-s?;glrlge {Ej’;[;:;rgeli Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 [ vae | [ 104
34. Learners think it is acceptable to use textisms in formal writing contexts
diTsI.} ;:Irlge jﬂgggi Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 [ v IR
35. | believe textisms are increasingly infiltrating English language usage.
d}—:i:glrlge gltgjgili Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 vas [ | 108
36. | frequently see textisms in my learners’ writing.
d}-:;glrlge j’};g;?ﬁli Disagree Agree Strongly agree | Totally agree
1 2 K] 4 5 b vas | [ 110
In each of the following instances, please indicate how frequently you see
each of the 13 categories of textese used in your learmers’ writing
37. Shortenings (e.g. ‘causelcoz/cos’ for ‘because’; ‘max’ for ‘maximum’;
‘info” for ‘information’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 vso | [ 112
38. Contractions, including omitted hyphenation (e.g. “alot’ for ‘a lat’;
‘longtermy’ for long term’; ‘goingto’ for ‘going to').
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 p 3 4 5 6 vel | ] 11e
Question 39 follows on the next page ...

5
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39, G-clippings (e.g. ‘goin’ for ‘geing’, “doin’ for ‘doing’).

For Office Use

Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 vsz| [ 1e
40.  Other clippings (2.g. ‘hav’ for ‘'have’; ‘wil' for ‘will’).
Newver Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 ves | [
41. Omitted apostrophes (e.g. ‘dont’ for "don’t’; *want’ for ‘'won't’; “cant’ for
‘can't’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 ki) [ ve4 | [1m
42. Omitted articles (e.9. ‘he is man’ for *he is a man’; ‘walk through door’
for “walk through the door’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [ e | | 122
43, Acronyms and initialisms (e.g. "SA’ for "South Africa’; ‘btw’ for “by the
way'; fyi' for for your information’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Often Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [} vee | [ 124
44, Symbols and emoticons (e.g. '@ for ‘at’; '# for ‘number’; "&" for ‘and’;
" for 'smilefhappy’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
i 2 3 4 5 [ ver | [ 1ze
43, Letter and number homophones (e.g. 2" for ‘toc/twolto’; ‘grd” for
‘great’; “any 1’ for ‘anyone’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 b vea | [1za
46. Mon-conventional spellings (e.g. ‘skool’ for ‘school’; ‘thru” for
‘through’; ‘rite’ for “write’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [ v [ 1m0
47, Informal tone and register (e.g. ‘hi‘bye’ in formal communication
instead of ‘dear Mrfyours sincerely’; use of inappropriate words given
the context, e.g. ‘hanging out’ instead of ‘spanding time with’).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 ven | [ 1a
Question 48 follows on the next page ...
6
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48.  Lack of capitalisation (e.g. T instead of 'I'; ‘john’ instead of ‘John’).

For Office Use

Never Almost never | Sometimes Often Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 [§ ver] ]34
49, Lack of punctuation (e.g. excessively long sentences; no full stops;
lack of commas and colons; etc.).
Never Almost never | Sometimes Otten Almost always|  Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 ez | | 128

Thank you for your time and co-operation
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Addendum E: Letter of invitation to schools to participate in study on
textese

=

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA

YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA
Qe

Faculty of Education

Faculty of Education
University of Pretoria
Groenkloof Campus

Pretoria

moo2

+27 12 420 5895

Dear Sir/Madam

Invitation to participate in a study on “textese” (SMS spelling and writing
conventions) and secondary school learners’ written English

As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Pretoria. I am investigating whether
“textese” or SMS spelling variations occur in the written English of secondary school
learners. Details of the research project are outlined below for your convenience.

Title
Evolution or decay? Textese and secondary school learners” written English
Purpose

The purpose of the study is to deternune whether textese wniting conventions have made
its way into high school leamers” formal written English and, if this 1s mdeed found fo be
the case, to what extent. Should it be found that textese use 15 prevalent in secondary
school learners” writing, possible interventions will be identified to address the issue.

EResearch questions

The quintessential research problem of my proposed research is thus to determine how.,
indeed if at all, are textisms vsed in secondary school leamers” written English.

My secondary research questions are as follows:

1. What are the teachers” views on textese and secondary school learners” writing?

2. How. indeed if at all, does textese influence secondary school leamers’ written
English?

3. How effectively do secondary school leamners distinguish befween formal and
informal writing contexts?

4. What, if any. are the specific challenges associated with textese and secondary
school learners” written English?
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Methodology

I intend to employ a two-phase study. In the first phase of the study, teachers at selected
secondary schools within the Pretoria region will be requested to complete a
questionnaire on their general observations and individual perspectives with regard to
textese and learners” written English. This questionnaire will require teachers to answer
35 questions on a six-point scale (the appropriate box is merely ficked for all the
questions). This questionnaire should take approximately 30 minutes fo complete. One
teacher per school will also be requested to furnish me with 10 essays in which fextisms
are particularly prevalent.

Durning the second phase of the study, one class of learners in each grade of selected
secondary schools within the Preforia region will be asked to complete a proofreading-
fype spelling test populated with 40 fextese errors. Learners will be requested to correct
the 40 errors contained m the proofreading-type spelling test. Tlus test would take
approximately 30 minutes to complete.

In order to ensure complete anonymify, no names will be requested on either the
teachers” questionnaire or the learmers’ proofreading-type spelling test. All data collected
will be encoded and collated fo ensure that the results may not be related to a specific
school, let alone to individual leamers.

All participating schools will be provided with comprehensive feedback with regard fo
the results of the study, with proposed interventions suggested following the conclusions
reached in liew of the study. One-on-one feedback sessions may be requested by any

participant or his'her parent(s)/guardian(s)/caregiver(s).

The results of the study will be duly transcribed and collated in a doctoral thesis. which
will be submitted in accordance with the requirements for the degree of PhD Humanities
Education at the Faculty of Education of the University of Pretoria.

Time frame

The study will be conducted during the third term of 2012 and will be conducted during
normal school hours during an English lesson to cause the minimum amount of
dismption.

Ethical principles

The University of Pretoria subscribes to the following ethical principles in the pursuit of
research excellence:

1. Voluntary participation and trust: No learner is under any obligation to participate
in the study. Nothing will happen to any learner who does not wish to parficipate
in the study. Any learner may discontinue his'her participation in the study at any
time. You are at liberty to discuss any part of the study with me to help yvou make
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an informed decision All findings will be disclosed completely and truthfillly
without any misrepresentation. I will not fabricate data or alter findings to suit
interest groups. Credit will be given where due and acknowledgements will be
made where appropriate. No learner will be party to any acts of deception or
betrayal in the research process or its published outcomes.

2. Informed consent: All the details of the study are provided in this letter. No
learner will be subjected to any other form of participation other than the
anonymous proofreading-type spelling test described in this lefter.

3. Captive audience: I have no affinity to any of the schools approached for the
study and have therefore no interest in coercing anyone into participating in the
study. Participation is completely voluntary and I will accordingly exert no
pressure on any of the teachers to persuade the children to participate in the study.

4. Safety in participation and adverse affects: Leamers will not be at risk of physical
of psychological harm of any kind resulting from participating in the study. No
child will be placed in circumstances that may cause undue stress, embarrassment,
of loss of self-esteem.

5. Rights of minors: The final decision of whether or not the learners wish to
parficipate in the study vests with the clildren They are under no obligation to
participate in the study and may withdraw from the study at any time without any
CONSeqUEences.

6. Anonymuitv and confidentiality: No names are to be used on the proofreading-type
spelling test. All data will be collated and transcribed to present the aggregated
results of the study. It will therefore not be possible to identify a single leamer’s

response fo the proofreading-type spelling test.

I would like to reiterate that neither the learners nor the teachers are under any obligation
fo participate in the study. All participants are also welcome to discontimue their
participation in the study at any time, no questions asked.

Please contact me should vou have any queries regarding the study.

Yours sincerely

Herco Steyn
084 872 6813
herco stevn@resbank co.za
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Addendum F: Teacher consent letter

<&~

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA

YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA
A 4

Faculty of Education

Faculty of Education
University of Pretoria
Groenklocf Campus

Pretoria

Dooz

+27 12 420 5685

Dear SirMadam

Letter of consent to participate in a study on “textese™ (SAMS spelling and writing
conventions) and secondary school learners’ written English

As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Pretoria, [ am investigating whether
“textese” or SM5 spelling variations occur in the wnffen English of secondary school
learners. Details of the research project are outlined below for vour convenience.

Title

“Evolution or decay? Textese and secondary school learners” written English”™

Purpose

The purpose of the study is to determine whether textese wniting conventions have made
its way into lugh school leaners” formal written English and. if this is indeed found to be
the case, to what extent. Should it be found that textese use is prevalent in secondary
school learners’ writing, possible interventions will be identified to address the issue.

Research questions

The quintessential research problem of my proposed research is thus fo determine how,
indeed if at all. are fexfisms used in secondary school leamers” written English.

My secondary research questions are as follows:

1. What are the teachers” views on textese and secondary school learners” writing?

2. How, indeed if at all. does textese influence secondary school leamers” written
English?

3. How effectively do secondary school leamers distingmish between formal and
informal writing confexts?

4. What, if any, are the specific challenges associated with textese and secondary
school learners” wrnitten English?
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Methodology

I intend to employ a two-phase study. In the first phase of the study, teachers at selected
secondary schools within the Pretoria region will be requested to complete a
questionnaire on their general observations and individual perspectives with regard fo
textese and learners” written English. This questionnaire will require teachers to answer
40 guestions on a six-point scale (the appropriate box is merely ficked for all the
questions). This questionnaire should take approximately 30 minutes to complete.

During the second phase of the study, one class of leamers in grades 8 to 11 of selected
secondary schools within the Pretoria region will be asked to complete a proofreading-
type spelling test populated with 52 textese errors. Learners will be requested to correct
the 52 emrors contained in the proofreading-type spelling test. This test would take
approximately 30 minutes to complete.

In order to ensure complete anomymity, no names will be requested on either the
teachers” questionnaire or the learners” proofreading-type spelling test. All data collected
will be encoded and collated to ensure that the results may not be related to a specific
school, let alone to individual learners.

All participating schools will be provided with comprehensive feedback with regard to
the results of the study, with proposed mterventions suggested following the conclusions
reached in liew of the study. One-on-one feedback sessions may be requested by any
participant or his'her parent(s)/guardian(s)/caregiver(s).

The results of the study will be duly transcribed and collated in a doctoral thesis, which
will be submitted in accordance with the requirements for the degree of PhD Humanities
Education at the Faculty of Education of the University of Pretoria.

Time frame
The study will be conducted during the third term of 2012
Ethical principles

I have obtained ethical clearance from both the University of Pretoria and the Gauteng
Department of Education to conduct the study.

The Umiversity of Pretoria subscribes to the following ethical principles in the pursuit of
research excellence:

1. Voluntary participation and trust: Wo teacher or learner is under anv obligation to
parficipate in the study. Nothing will happen to any teacher or leamner who does
not wish fo participate in the study. All findings will be disclosed completely and
truthfinlly without any misrepresentation. I will not fabricate data or alter findings
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to suit interest groups. Credit will be given where due and acknowledgements will
be made where appropriate. No teacher or learner will be party to any acts of
deception or betraval in the research process or its published outcomes.

2. Informed consent: All the details of the study are provided in this letter.

3. Captive audience: I have no affinity to any of the schools approached for the
study and have therefore no inferest i coercing anyone into participating in the
study. Participation is completely voluntary and I will accordingly exert no
pressure on any of the teachers to persuade the children to participate in the study.

4 Safety in participation and adverse affects: Teachers will not be at risk of physical
or psychelogical harm of any kind resulting from participating in the study.

5. PRaghts of munors: The final decision of whether or not the teachers and learners
wish to participate in the study vests with them

6. Anonynuty and confidentiality: No names are to be used on the questionnaire. All
data will be collated and franscribed to present the aggregated resulis of the study.

Please contact me should vou have any queries regarding the study.

Yours sincerely

Herco Steyn
084 872 6813
textese thesis 201 2@ omail com

Consent to partcipate in a study on textese to be conducted at the school

L (full name and surname). teacher at
(full name of school) hereby declare that I
have been made fully aware of the study to be conducted by Herco Steyn and I am fully
apprised of the nature and purpose of the research project entifled “Evolution or decay?
Textese and secondary school leamers” written English™. I hereby agree to participate in
the study and acknowledge that T do so willingly.

Signature:

Contact mumber(s):

E-mail: Date:

EFesearcher’s signature: Diate:
Herco Stevn

Supervisor s signature: Date:
Dr F Evans

If you would like to discuss any aspect of the research or have guestions about your rights as a research
participant. please contacr either the ressarcher ar relsphone number 034 372 6313 or e-mail addrezs
textese. thesis. 201 X smail.com, or his academic superviszor, Dr R Evans, at telsphone mumber 012 420
4272 or e-mail addresz rinelle. evansigup.ac.za.

Ifyou have any complainmt concerming the mamer in which this research praject is conducted, please speak to
the researcher or hiz supervizor. Should an mdependemt persom be praferved, consult wirh the Chairperson af
the Ethics Committes (Faculty of Education, Univerzity af Pretorial, Praf I Ebsrzéhn, at telephons number
012420 2337
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Addendum G: Learner consent letter

£
Faculty of Education
UNMIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA University of Pretoria
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA G‘ru&‘nklmfg:mp'lil:-,
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA etora
=¥ ; f Educal 0002
aculty of Educalion <27 12 420 5605
Dear Learner

Invitation to participate in a study on “textese™ (SMS spelling and writing
conventions) and secondary school learners” written English

Introduction

Your school has been idenfified to parficipate in the above-mentioned study on SMS
spelling and writing conventions and high school learners” written English. You have
been approached to participate in the study because your parent(s)/guardian(s)/
caregiver(s) have agreed to let you participate in the study.

What will happen to me?

Nothing will happen fo you. You will only be expected to complete one exercise as part
of the smdy. The exercise will be completed anonymously and it should take
approximately 30 minufes to complete. The results of the exercise will be aggregated by
means of statistical analysis. Becanse the tests will be completed anonymously, it will be
impossible to relate any part of the results to your specific responses to the exercise.

Will the study help me?

Yes. The results of the study will be collated to reveal to your teacher which areas should
receive particular attention when teaching writing. The study ultimately aims to identify
certain interventions that will ultimately help vou to improve your writing.

Do my parent(s)/'cuardian(s)/caregiver(s) know about this project?

Yes. This study was explained to vour parent(s)/guardian(s)/caregiver(s) and they gave
permussion that vou could be part of the study if vou wanted to.

Do I have to participate in the project?

No. You have the ultimate choice of whether or not vou want to participate in the project.
No one will be upset if you do not want to participate i the study. The choice remains
vours and yours alone. You are at liberty to disconfinue your participation at any time
during the study.
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What if I have any questions?

You can ask any questions you have about the study. You or your parent(s)/guardian(s)/
caregiver(s) can also phone the researcher. Mr Herco Stevn. at telephone number
084 872 6813 or send im an e-mail at textese thesis 2012@omail com at any time
should vou have any questions regarding the study.

(3) Signing your name below means that you agree to be in the project in the
manner described above. If you decide to quut the project all you have to do is tell

the person in charge.
Signature of the learner: Diate:
Researcher s signature: Date:
Herco Stevn
Supervisor s signature: Date:
Dr R Evans

If you would like to discuss any aspect of the research or have questions about your rights az a research
participant, pleaze contact either the researcher at telesphens number 054 872 6813 or e-mail addrezs
textese. thesis 201 Jimgmail. com, or his academic supervisor., Dr R Evans, at telsphone mumber
012 420 4272 or e-mail address rinelle.evansigup ac.za.

Ifvou have any complaint concerning the marmer in which thiz research praject is conducted, please speak o
the researcher or his supervizor. Should an independent person be preferred, consuls with the Chairperson of
the Ethics Committes (Faculty of Education, Univerzity of Pretorial, Prof I Eberzéhm, at telephone number
012 420 2337
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Addendum H: Parental consent letter

4 Faculty of Education
Unrversity of Pretonia

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
6 UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA Groenkloof Campus
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA Pretoria
had Foculty of Education 0002
+27 12 420 5695

Dear Sir/Madam

Request for consent to participate in a study on “textese™ (SMS spelling and writing conventions)
and secendary school learners’ written English

As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Pretoria, [ am investigating whether “textese™ or SMS
spelling variations occur in the written English of secondary school learners. Details of the research
project are outlined below for your convenience.

Title

“Evolution or decay? Textese and secondary school leamers” written English”

Purpose

The purpose of the sindy 1s to determine whether textese writing conventions have made its way info high
school leamers” formal written English and. if this is indeed found to be the case. to what extent. Should it

be found that textese use is prevalent in secondary school learners” writing, possible interventions will be
identified to address the issue.

Methodology

As part of the study, ene class of learners in grades 8 to 11 of selected secondary schoels within the
Preforia region will be asked to complete a proofreading-type spelling test populated with textese errors.
This test will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.

In order to ensure complete anonymity, no names will be requested on the proofreading-type spelling test.
All data collected will be encoded and collated to ensure that the results may not be traced to a specific
school, let alone to individual leamers.

All participating schools will be provided with comprehensive feedback with regard to the results of the
study, with proposed interventions suggested following the conclusions drawn m lien of the study.

The results of the study will be duly transeribed and collated in a doctoral thesis, which will be submitted
in accordance with the requirements for the degree of PhD Humanities Eduvcation at the Faculty of
Education of the University of Pretoria.

Time frame
The study will be conducted during the third term of 2012,
Ethical principles

I have obtained ethical clearance from both the University of Pretoria and the Ganteng Department of
Education to conduct the sdy.

More specifically, the University of Pretoria subscribes to the following ethical principles in the pursuit of
research excellence:
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1. Volwmtary participation and trust: Neither vou nor vowr child(ren) is under any obligation fo
participate in the study. Nothing will happen to your child(ren) should vou not wish himer to
participate in the study.

2. Informed consent: Your child{ren) will not be subjected to any other form of participation other
than the anonymons proofreading-type spelling test described in this letter.

3. Captive andience: [ have no affinity to any of the schools approached for the study and have
therefore no interest in coercing anyone into participating in the study. Participation is completely
voluntary.

4. Safety in participation and adverse affects: Youwr child(ren) will not be at risk of physical or
psvchological harm of any kind resulting from participating in the study.

5. PRights of minors: Even if vou do agree to allow yowr child{ren) to participate i the study. the
final decision vests with the children. They are under no cbligation to participate in the study and
may withdraw from the study at any time without any consequences.

6. Anonymity and confidentiality: No names are to be used on the proofreading-type spelling test.
All data will be collated and transeribed to present the aggregated results of the study.

Please contact me should vou have any queries regarding the study.

Yours sincerely

Herco Steyn
084 872 6813

textese thesis 2012momail com

L (full pame and swoame), parent/gpardian/caregiver of
(full name of child[ren]) hereby declare that I
have been made fully aware of the study to be conducted by Herco Steyn and that I hereby grant
permission / do not grant permdssion for ooy child{ren) to participate m the study (please delete what is not
applicable).

Signature: Date:

Besearcher’s sipnature: Date:
Herco Steyn

Supervisor’s signature: Date:
Dr F_Evans

If vou would like to dizcuzz any aspect of the research or have guestions regarding the research, please comtact
cither the ressarcher ar tslephone number 084 872 6313 or e-mail address textese.thesiz. 2012 a email com, or his
academic supervizor, Dr R Evans, at telephone number 012 420 4272 or e-mail addrezs rinslle svansiaup ac.za.

If vou have any complaini concerning the mammer n which this research project iz conducied, please speak to the
rezearcher er his supervisor. Should an independent person be praferred. consult with the Chairperson of the Ethics
Committes (Faculty of Education, University of Pretoria), Praf I Eberzéim, at telephone number 012 420 2337,
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Addendum |: Teachers’ information sheet
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Dear English Teacher

UNIVERSITEIT VAN
UNIVERSITY OF
YUMIBESITHI YA

Foculty of Education

Thank vou for agreeing fo participate in the study on textese.

Faculty of Education
Unrversity of Pretona
Groenkloof Campus
Pretona

002

+27 12420 5695

In order to analyse appropriately the data that I obtain, vou are requested fo indicate briefly the

following in terms of the circumstances i which the test was conducted:

1. Time at which the test was started:

2. The time allowed to complete the test:

3. The general attitude of learners towards the test (e.g. bored, excited, uninterested etc.)

4 Did anything out of the ordinary happen dunng the test:

5. Is there absolutely anything that you would like to add that might be relevant or that voun

would like to bring to my attention (something that mav influence my interpretation of the

results)?

Please contact me should vou have any queries regarding the study.

Yours sincerely

Herco Steyn
084 872 6813
textese thesis 201 2@ email com
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Addendum J: Instructions to teachers

1. Teachers’ questionnaire {completed anonymous by}

The following ten teachers are requested to complete the teachers’
questionnaire:

* The four English teachers in charge of English for grades & to
11 (or most appropriate English teachers if not possible or if the
samme person is responsible for two or more grades).

» Two History teachers (any two teachers irrespective of grades
taught).

« Twno Life Sciences teachers (any two teachers irrespective of
grades taught).

* Two Economics Sciences teachers (any twa teachers teaching
either Business Economics or Economics).

2. Learners’ proofreading-type research instrument {completed
anonymousy)

Four English classes, one per grade from grades 8 to 11, are
requested to complete the learners’ proofreading-type research
instrument during a normal English class (or whenever is muost
convenient). Flease complete the information sheet [Addendum 1]
to record any unusual event or circumstances that could influence
my interpretation of the results.

© University of Pretoria
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Addendum K: Ethics approval

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
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Faculty of Education
Faculty of Education

Ethics Committee
18" July 2012
Dear Mr. Steyn,
REFERENCE: HU 12/06/02

Your application was carefully considered and the final decision of the Ethics Committee is:

Your application is approved on the following conditions:

1. Please change the last paragraph of the letter to the teachers and update the guestionnaire as
instructed by Dr van der Linde.

This letter serves as notification that you may continue with your research. You do not have to re-
submii an application. The above-mentioned issues can be addressed in consultation with your
supervisor who will take final responsibility. Please note that this is not a clearance certificate. Upon
completion of your research you need to submit the following documentation to the Ethics Committee:

1. Integrated Declarations form that you adhered to conditions stipulated in this letter — Form D08
Please Note:

« Any amendment fo this conditonally approved protocol needs to be submitted to the Ethics
Committee for review prior to data collection. Non-compliance implies that approval will be null
and void.

¢ final data collecion protocols and supporting evidence (e.g.: quesfionnaires, inferview
schedules, observation schedules) have to be submitted to the Ethics Committee before they
are used for dafa collection.

+ Onrecsipt of the above-mentioned documents you will be issued a dearance certfficate. Please
quote the reference number HU 12/06/02 in any communication with the Ethics Committee.

Best wishes,
-

,f.’é?f-?-f-‘j{_ >
Prof 'Ij-v:asel Ebersohn

Chair: Ethics Committee
Faculty of Education
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education

E : : : For administrative use:
: Department; Educat
' i . GETWEE;G pngﬁ;‘m Reference no. D2013/119

GDE RESEARCH APPROVAL LETTER

Date: 10 July 2012
Validity of Research Approval: 10 July 2012 to 30 September 2012
Mame of Researcher: Steyn H.J.
Address of Researcher: Postnet Suite 3
Private Bag X025
Lynnwood Ridge
0040
Telephone Number: 012 313 3302 /084 8726813
Fax Number: 086 651 3453
Email address: herco.steyn@resbank.co.za
- Evolution or decay? Textese and Secondary
Research Tapic: scheol learners’ written English
Number and type of schools; NINE Secondary Schools
Districtis/HO Gauteng North

Re: Approval in Respect of Reguest to Conduct Research

This letter serves to indicate that approval is hereby granted to the above-mantioned
researcher to proceed with research in respect of the study indicated above, The ohus rests
with the researcher to negotiate appropriate and relevant time schedules with the schoolls
andior offices involved to conduct the research. A separate copy of this lstter must be
presented 1o both the Schoaol (both Principal and SGB) and the DistrictHead Office Senior
Manager confirming that permission has been granted for the research to be conducted.

The following conditions apply to GDE research. The researcher may proceed with the
above study subject to the conditions listed below being met. Approval may be
withdrawn should any of the conditions listed below be flouted:

1. The DistriciHead Offfice Senior Managers concerned must be presented with & copy of this
laffer that would indicate thet the said researchers hasthave heen granfed parmiszion from the
Gauteng Deparment of Education fo conduct the research study.

Waking education & socictal priority

Office of the Director: Knowledge Management and Research
" Flgar, 111 Cammissionsr Sireet, Johannesburg, 2001
F.0. Box 7710, Johannesburg, 2000 Tel: (011} 355 0508
Email: David MakhadoiBaauieng. gov.za
Wabsie: waw edecation.gpg.pov.za
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The DistrictHead Office Senior Manager's musl be approached separately, and in writing, for
permizsion to fvvolve DistrictHead Office Officfals in the project,

3 A copy of this leller must be forwarded to the school pringipal and the chairperson of the School
Governing Body (SGB) that would indicale that the researcher’s have been granfed permizsion
from the Garteng Department of Education fo conduct the research study

4, A lefter / document thet outines the purpase of the research and the anticipated outeomes of
such research must be made avallable fo the principals, SG8s and DistrictHead Offce Senior
Managers of the schools and districis/offices concermed, respectively.

& The Researcher will make every effort oblaln the goodwi¥f and co-operation of all the GDE
offfcials, principals, and ehairpersons of the 5GBS, teachers and leamers invoived. Parsons who
offer their co-aperation will nof recefve addifional remuneralion from the Department whife those
that apt not to participate will not be penslised i any wWay.

& Research may only be conducted aftor school hours sa that the normal school programme Js nol
imferrupled. The Principal! (f af & school) andfor Direclor (F at a disiricthead office) must be
consullad abool an appropriafe time when the researcher’s may cary owt their research at the
giteg fhal they manade

7. Research may only commence from the second week of Febriary and must be concluded before
the beginning of the last guarder of the academic year.

& itemms 6 and 7 will not apply to any research effart being undertaken on behalf of fhe GDE. Such
resgarch will have been commissioned and he paid for by the Gawleng Department of Education.

g, it Is the researcher's responsibifly fo oblain wiitten parental consert of aff learners fhal are
axpected o panticipate in the sfudy.

10, The researcher is responsibe for supplying and willising hisher own research resources, such as
sfafionery, photocopies, franspor?, faxes and lefaphonas and showd not depend on fhe gooawill
of the nstifutions andior the offices visited for supplying such resoumces.

1. The names of the GDE officials, schools, principals, parenfs, feachers and feamers that
participate in the study may not appear in the research report withow! (he wriffen consent of each
of these individuals and/or organisalions.

12, On complelion of the study the researcher musl supply the Director: Knowladge Managament &
Research with one Hard Cover bound and an electronic copy of the research,

13 The researcher may be expecled o provide shont preseniations on the purpose, findings and
recommandations of hisher research io both GDE officials and the schools concemad.

14. Should the researcher frave been invalved with research &t a schoof andfor a districthead office
levad, tha Director concermed must 2iso he suppiied with a brief summary of the purpose, fndings
and recommendsiions of the research study.

The Gauteng Department of Education wishes you well in this important indertaking and looks
forward to examining the findings of your research study.

Kind regards

JLéefed©

Dr David Makhado

Director. Knowledge Management and Research
20i12f 07 /1t

Making education & societal prioffty

Office of the Director: Knowledge Management and Research
4" Floor, 111 Commissioner Skest, Jahannesburg, 2001
F O Box 7710, Joharmestorg, 2000 Tal: (011) 355 0506
Email; David Makhado@oauleng, gov.2a
Wizbsile: wanw education.gpa.gov.2a

© University of Pretoria




207
Addendum M: Example 1 of a completed learners’ instrument
Spelin gy = A\
pe \“S 25T |
B39
._% \
Pl LNIG'-"-’ 1&5&&; v, %0 e o Corwal one, hecauge. uyou ave ok
Hi SirMadam wrbiy oo Yoot Ererdh.

Re: Application for the position of Head of Student Affairs at the university of Oxford
SodknAbea Iders
I am from Pretoria in SA aeél [ heard about your university @ﬂ%e Internet. [ believe [ would be
Hoove  warened
suitable candidate for the above-mentioned position cause my qualifiéatiuns ﬁ;ﬂthc job
description perfectly, [ hold a masters degree in educational psychology and i am goin 2 register
boswness
for a further degree in busines admin in % 2013. When [ saw your advertisement, [ knew il was
a clearcut decision for me to apply as | have always thought of the tertiary environment as a

longterm career. }

]of\:f: here Cehools

My working experience includes two years as my skools student counsellor and another three
years working at University of Pretoria, [ liked working with the students they are really cool. 1
it o ek

hav found that [ can make real difference in their lives [ also do alot of voluntary work and [ enjoy

workin with people. | particularly enjoy doing a wide variety of tasks and am of the opinion that |

rite particularly well. s

{-E"‘-.‘;' u_-.--g,.’r“-.

With regard to my personal mSerests [ enjoy hanging out wiv my friends & family, we always
\iEJ. i -, 20 :‘\. oy P S 1-—‘ ,_r, II""L

have a great time I ol. I am good (& sports and [ absolutely love Iagm‘l%nms [ am also one day

st for E ke U-}-:-J

gonna climb Mount €verest - it has been an ambition of mine 4 a very long time Witw I a[so have
ladhino Cor ours

a great sense of humaur and i can tell jokes that literally hawe pecpl zﬁﬁ Fam also committed to

Yin ) Colegh peope

livin each day to the max.

[ guaramtee you wont be sorry should I be given the opportunity — [ wil not let you down. [ truly
L=l

look forward to hearing from u and I would be particularly disappointed should I not be your

chosen candidate. i '
whodmarion Pl

Should any further info b required, please dont hesitate to contact me (my phone # can be found
et b —

in my curriculum vitae), _

-— e .’\ |
Uyt l-mqr‘v ey .
o

B s
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Addendum N: Example 2 of a completed learners’ instrument

B | 1h&

Hi SirY'Madam

Re: Application for the position of Head of Student Affairs at the university of Oxford
gl

[ am from Pretoria in SA and [ heard about your university thru the Internet. [ believe I would be

suitable candidate for the above-mentioned position cause my qualifications fit the job
I P™Hh
description perfectly. [ hold a masters degree in educational psychology and i am goi oin 2 2 register
admmealratian
for a further degree in busines admin in year 2013. When | saw your advertisement, [ knew it was

a clearcut decision for me to apply as [ have always thought of the tertiary environment as a

Cang om0
longterm career.
' o ekoots.
My working experience includes two years as my skools student counsellor and another three

years working at University of Pretoria. I liked working with the students they are really cool. I
Rave.

hay found that I can make real difference in their lives,[ also do alot  alot of voluntary work and [ enjoy

)
workm[zvnth people. | particularly enjoy doing a wide variety of tasks and am of the opinion that I
wede
rite particularly well.
with and
With regard to my personal interests [ enjoy hanging out wiv my friends & family, we always

[;an,) L o ol at (y f

have a great time lol. I am good @ sports and [ absolutely Jove playin tennis. I am also one day
Yoty T Giecit vt &uev Wiy

gonna climb Mount cvcrcsl — it has been an ambition of mine 4 a very long time. /uey [ also have
e e X \ Ik oy %

- "
T w i

i vl" A 9,

a great sense of humour and i can tell jokes that literally have peopl_rgpﬂ. I am also committed 16
DAy ™! s ;.’}”‘ "

livin each day to the max.

wddf vt

[ guarantee, you wont be sorry should [ be given the opportunity — [ wil not let you down. [ truly

{
look forward to hearing fromy_lz’and I would be particularly disappointed should I not be your

chosen candidate.

1 ..'i;.f-"l/ k i 7 d -'-'3{ fien A
Should any further info b required, please dont hesitate to contact me (my phone_#{.can be found
s —

in my curriculum vitae).

Bye ® /o WU’—/’"’% ,/./ -/
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Hi SirMadam
Re: Application for the position of Head of Student Affairs at the university of Oxford

I am from Pretoria in SA and [ heard about your univcrsity. thru ;he Internet, [ believe | would be
suitable candidate for the above-mentioned position cause my qualifications fit the job
description perfectly, | hold a masters degree in educational psychology ana iam éoin 2 register
for a further degree in businés admin in year 2013. When [ saw your advertisement, [ knew it was
a qlcaricpt decision for me to apply as [ have always thought of the tertiary environment as a

longterm career.

My woll"king experience includes two years as my skools student counsellor and another three
years working a{ Uﬁiversity of Pretoria, I liked working with the students they are really cool. |
hay f-ound that I can make real difference in their lives,] also do ;lot_ of voluntary work and [ enjoy
workin with people. I particularly enjoy doing a wide variety of tasks and am of the opinion that [
rite particularly well.

With regard to my personal imerests [ enjoy hanging out ‘\;'iv my friends & fz.amily, ‘we always
have a great time lol I am good @ sports and | absolutely Iove playin tennis. [ am also one day
gonna climb Mount cvcrcst — it has been an ambition of mine 4 a very long time. Btw, | afso have

a great sense of humour and i can tell jokes that literally have peapl rotﬂ. [ am also committed to |

livin each day to the max.

1

[ guar;mtee you \;"og_t be sorry should [ be given the opportunity — I wil not let you down. [ truly
look forward to hearing from q.and I would be particularly disappointed should I not be your
chosen candidate. <

Should any further info _t_;‘rcquircd, please dont.hesitatc to contact me (my phone # can be found

in my curriculum vitae).

Bye®' —v &
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Addendum P: Statements aggregated on the teachers’ questionnaire

The following statements were aggregated to answer the following nine
questions as listed in Table 12:

1. Do teachers actually see examples of textisms in their learners’
written work? Statements 7, 13, 24, 30, 36.

2. Do teachers think that learners have become desensitised in
respect of textisms and therefore add textisms unintentionally and
unwittingly? Statements 8, 14, 22, 34.

3. Do teachers think learners distinguish successfully between
formal and informal register? Statements 9, 10, 16, 17, 31.

4. Do teachers think that textese has a negative impact on their
learners’ writing ability? Statements 11, 20, 25, 26, 32.

5. Do teachers think that textese has a negative impact on the
English language? Statements 12, 18, 23, 29, 35.

6. Do teachers teach register? Statements 15, 21, 27.

7. Have teachers observed a general decline in the quality of
learners’ written English compared to ten years ago (or since they
first started teaching)? Statement 19.

8. Do teachers think that learners do not take care to proofread their
written work for errors? Statement 28.

9. Are there appropriate interventions available to teachers to

address learners’ use of textese? Statement 33.
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