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ABSTRACT
There is much debate about the influences of text and instant messaging on
language skills and abilities. On the other hand, it is widely accepted that exposure to
traditional print media is beneficial to one‟s knowledge of language. This research
investigated the influences of messaging and print media on acceptability judgments to
determine whether there are differences in what people find grammatical based on their
messaging and print media exposure. Acceptability judgments and media exposure
measures (such as the number of text messages received per month and the number of
books read in the past year) were collected from 33 university students. Acceptability
judgments were collected for both existing Standard English word forms and other novel
or deviant forms. Generally speaking, participants with higher levels of print media
exposure accepted more test items and participants with higher levels of text messaging
exposure accepted fewer items.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background
With the increasing usage of messaging media (e.g. text and instant messaging), a
new written language, which I refer to here as text speak (Crystal, 2008b), has emerged.
Text speak uses shortened or other unconventional versions of Standard English words
and phrases. For example, text speak may involve using abbreviations or omitting letters
or punctuation in order to reduce the amount of space, time, effort, or cost required to
send a message. Text speak is also motivated by a desire to be spontaneous, loosely
structured, socially interactive, ludic, playful or creative with language (Crystal, 2006). It
is encouraged by a lack of enforced standards (Baron, 2009) which allows for deviant or
unusual forms to appear in messaging media when they would not usually appear in print
media (e.g. books, magazines, or newspapers).
There have been numerous newspaper articles and a limited number of academic
articles published since the turn of the 21st century about the effects of messaging media,
in particular text messaging, on language use and ability as measured by a multitude of
reading and writing tests. Many articles in popular media express negative viewpoints
towards messaging media (Thurlow, 2006). While some studies point to messaging
media as beneficial to or having no effect on language skills (Neville, 2003; Massengill
Shaw, Carlson, & Waxman, 2007; Plester, Wood, & Bell, 2008; Plester, Wood, & Joshi,
2009; Plester & Wood, 2009; Drouin & Davis, 2009; Varnhagen, McFall, Pugh,
Routledge, Sumida-MacDonald, & Kwong, 2009; Rosen, Chang, Erwin, Carrier, &
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Cheever, 2009; Kemp, 2010), others emphasize its negative effects (Lee, 2002; O‟Connor,
2005; Ross, 2007; Loftis, 2009; Olliges, 2010).
This debate on messaging media is unlike the general consensus about print media.
It is widely accepted in the literature that exposure to print media improves an
individual‟s knowledge of the English language.
There are evident differences between messaging and print media language which
may contribute to perceptions of the influences that these media have on the linguistic
knowledge of individuals. Messaging media generally occurs among peers (Grinter &
Eldridge, 2001; Barlow, 2008) and the messages are spontaneous and lacking in structure
(Crystal, 2006). Conversely, books, magazines, and newspapers are written and edited by
experts who diligently remove errors and ensure the correctness of the language used.
This research distinguished between the languages of messaging and print media to
determine whether exposure to the different media causes differences in people‟s
individual grammars. Assuming that people‟s linguistic knowledge are affected by the
language, and the patterns of the language to which they are exposed, this research
investigated whether people who experience high levels of exposure to messaging media
have differences in their language acceptability judgments compared to people who
experience low levels of exposure to messaging media or high levels of exposure to print
media.
I assumed that print media provides more exposure to normative and prescriptive
Standard English forms while the peer-to-peer messaging media provides more exposure
to incorrect forms. I therefore hypothesized that participants who experienced high levels
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of print media exposure would have highly constrained grammars which would allow
them to accept few forms as defined by rigid rules that form their linguistic knowledge
and would reject unconventional word forms. Participants with high levels of messaging
media exposure would have more relaxed acceptability constraints and accept more
forms that are incorrect according to Standard English. A trade-off between print and
messaging media exposure would have facilitated the categorization of participants into
“readers” and “messagers”. However, as this research demonstrated, no clear-cut tradeoff was evident and the participants‟ resulting acceptability judgments were generally the
opposite from what was hypothesized.
Media Exposure
In the design of the experiment, exposure to messaging media was treated as
analogous to print exposure (Stanovich & West, 1989) which has been found to be a
predictor of various language skills and abilities. Stanovich and West‟s most reliable
print exposure indicators measured exposure to traditional print materials that participants
might read. Similarly, this study used indicators to measure exposure to messaging media
which would be read or received from peers assuming that norms in writing are
established and reinforced by text written by others.
Messaging media exposure, as defined by this research, is only one of many
aspects of participants‟ experience with messaging media. Other studies have, for
example, measured use of mobile phones and text speak, frequency of messaging
behavior, and knowledge of text speak (Plester et al., 2008) as indicators of messaging
media experience. Plester, Wood, and Bell (2008) noted that conflicting results point to
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the need to distinguish between these different concepts relating to messaging media
experience.
Acceptability
In terms of investigating differences in linguistic knowledge, this research
specifically looked at differences in acceptability constraints as measured by acceptability
judgments. Using acceptability judgments are a standard means of testing grammaticality
in the field of linguistics. They enable the examination of “reactions to sentence types
that might occur only very rarely in spontaneous speech or recorded corpora. This is a
standard reason for performing experiments in social science – observational study does
not always provide a high enough concentration of the phenomena […] most interested
in” (Schütze, 1996, 2). They are also used “to obtain a form of information that scarcely
exists within normal language use at all – namely negative information, in the form of
strings that are not part of the language” (Schütze, 1996, 2).
Participants were presented with various words or phrases as part of a task and
asked to judge these as acceptable or unacceptable. When participants judged words or
phrases, it was assumed that their individual linguistic knowledge determined whether
they found these items to be acceptable. Individual participants‟ knowledge of language
includes rules or constraints which dictate what is grammatical or acceptable in language.
Rigid constraints cause people to accept only certain forms while relaxed constraints
enable people to accept variant forms. People may accept different forms or phenomena
in language based on the constraints of their individual grammars and what some people
find to be acceptable or grammatical, others may not. According to this research, the
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language of the media to which people are exposed affects people‟s individual
acceptability constraints and therefore what they find acceptable in language. Differences
in acceptability constraints and judgments among participants were assumed to indicate
fundamental differences or changes in language and linguistic competence.
However, there are potential shortcomings of acceptability judgments as an
empirical means for constructing theories of language use. Schütze (1996) names many
of these including the variability of participants‟ intuitions, the fact that judgments may
be subject to bias and other factors or contaminants which obscure underlying
competence, the lack of “standard experimental control techniques” (Schütze, 1996, 4),
and the ecological validity of artificially soliciting metalinguistic judgments. Schütze
(1996) nevertheless argues that studying variation among speakers may uncover facts
with theoretical implications quoting Elliot, Legum, and Thompson (1969, 58) who stated
that “some variation is not completely mysterious and seems amenable to statement in
terms within the realm of linguistic theory. At the same time, linguists have a
responsibility to determine what kinds of variation exist rather than ignoring variations by
basing syntactic descriptions on trivially small numbers of informants”. This research
tested the acceptability of multiple types of word forms in order to place the acceptability
of these various items in context and in comparison with one another. Furthermore, this
research attempted to test enough participants such that relationships between different
acceptability judgments and other factors could be found to be statistically significant.
These relationships however did not surface in a consistent and easily predictable manner
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suggesting that noise in the data may have affected results and the method was unable to
control for all influences.
As for addressing the concern that acceptability judgments do not represent
competence and the ecological validity of these judgment tasks, I adopted the view that
differences in underlying knowledge could be inferred from differences in acceptability
judgments similar to Grimshaw and Rosen (1990). They found that participants
performed above chance in acceptability judgment tasks and reasoned that “to determine
properties of the underlying knowledge system requires inferential reasoning” (188) and
that “the inevitable screening effects of processing demands and other performance
factors do not prevent us from establishing the character of linguistic knowledge; they
just make it more challenging… An analysis of these performance factors makes it
possible to see, if only dimly, through the performance filter.” (217) as quoted by Schütze
(1996).
The fact that this research related media exposure to acceptability judgments
distinguished it from other research on messaging media which focused on investigating
the effects of the media on language skills and abilities as demonstrated through either
standardized or custom designed reading and writing tests. Participants‟ performance
according to traditional literacy measures did not matter for the current study. This
research was concerned with how messaging and print media influenced acceptability of
linguistic phenomena on the part of participants. When participants were presented with
various forms to judge based on acceptability, there were no prescriptively right or wrong
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answers. This research aimed to characterize the influences of the messaging and print
media in terms of acceptability differences from a descriptive point of view.
Testing text speak forms.
Some of the phenomena tested for acceptability by this study are acceptable in the
text speak language of messaging media, but not in Standard English. They deviate from
Standard English orthography or punctuation. I expected that participants with more
exposure to messaging media would find these forms acceptable compared to participants
with less exposure to messaging media or more exposure to print media.
In text speak, for example, some unconventional orthographic forms are
acceptable. Phrases such as they’re may be written without apostrophes (e.g. ?theyre)
(Crystal, 2008a). The acceptability judgment tasks in this study contained words which
both correctly included or incorrectly excluded apostrophes according to Standard
English. Similarly, inserting spaces which separate morphemes of compound words
(e.g. ?news paper) (Baron, 2009) or combining words which are not usually together
(e.g. ?ina) (Wortshatz, 2010) by omitting spaces are common in messaging media. The
acceptability tasks included both compound words which were correctly and incorrectly
spaced in between morphemes, and words which were formed by incorrectly excluding
spaces between morphemes which are not normally combined into single words.
Although it was observed that these unconventional orthographic forms occur in text
speak, no assumptions were made as to the mental representations of these forms. This
research simply noted that these unusual omissions of apostrophes and inclusions or
exclusions of spaces are acceptable in messaging media.
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Testing morphological acceptability constraints.
Other phenomena tested in this study do not appear in messaging media. These
phenomena included novel, unusual, or deviant morphological forms. Morphological
phenomena in words and phrases lend themselves well to being used in acceptability
judgment tasks.
More importantly, the research tested whether acceptability of unconventional
words in text speak generalized across domains of grammar and related to acceptability
of various morphological patterns. In order to address the question of whether exposure
to messaging or print media affect linguistic knowledge or cause a base change in
language acceptability, it was important to test linguistic phenomena in domains of
grammar (and not just orthography and punctuation), even though the tested forms do not
typically occur in messaging media. Three major morphological phenomena were tested
in this study: compounds, derivational suffixation, and inflectional suffixation.
For example, tri-morphemic compounds, or stem-stem-stem items, were included
in the acceptability judgment tasks. Unusual variants of these forms are not known to
appear in messaging media. Forms such as newspaper carrier were judged for
acceptability in comparison to forms such as ?news paper carrier, ?newspapercarrier,
or ?news papercarrier. In English, orthographic conventions require that a space be
placed in these forms at the major constituent boundary in order to represent the correct
interpretation as shown by the form newspaper carrier. Conversely, the other forms
orthographically represent illegal morphological patterns by failing to both attach the
morphemes of the internal compound and keep the morpheme carrier separate at the
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same time. It was reasonable to expect that participants would show significant
tendencies to prefer morphologically conventional forms such as newspaper carrier over
the morphologically and orthographically illegal forms unless acceptability of unusual
forms was generalizing to the morphological domain.
Additionally, the research tested whether the acceptability of unusual forms in
messaging media generalized to morphological domains unrelated to orthography and
punctuation such as the use of derivational and inflectional suffixes. Derivational suffixes
–ity and –ness have been examined in linguistic research to determine their
morphological productivity, the extent to which they can be used to create words
(Aronoff, 1978). While –ness can create more words than –ity, both are subject to
selectional restrictions in that they may only attach to adjectives in English. The
acceptability judgment tasks included existing and novel words using real adjectival roots
suffixed by –ity and –ness (e.g. ?omissivity or ?dilativeness). These examples all had
adjectival bases in –ive and were taken from Aronoff (1978) who used acceptability
judgment to measure the morphological productivity of the two suffixes.
The acceptability judgment tasks also included forms which violated selectional
restrictions such as words which did not have adjectival roots and were derivationally
suffixed by –ity and –ness (?canality or ?groundness). These examples were fabricated
for the acceptability judgment tasks, but the roots were selected because they rhyme with
adjectival roots which form existing words with the suffixes –ity and –ness (e.g. banality
or roundness). Unlike Aronoff (1978), the purpose of the current research was not to test
the productivity of the two suffixes but to test acceptability differences among
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participants and whether media exposure changes morphological constraints in a way that
weakens restrictions and promotes the ability of suffixes to create novel words or results
in more rigid constraints and reduces morphological productivity. The two suffixes were
selected because of the available literature on them.
Finally, the research tested whether acceptability generalized to unusual uses of
inflectional suffixes in double past test and double plural inflected forms. These included
irregular verbs in the past tense and irregular plural forms which were correctly and
incorrectly inflected. The incorrectly inflected verbs were double inflected by adding the
past tense suffix –ed after the correct irregular past tense form (e.g. broughted). The
incorrectly inflected plural words were double inflected by adding the plural suffix –s
after the correct irregular plural form (e.g. mices).
By testing compound words and stem-stem-stem items, derivational suffixation,
and inflectional suffixation, this study investigated acceptability constraints for multiple
major morphological phenomena. This would provide some indication as to whether
messaging and print media exposure broadly influence acceptability constraints in the
morphological domain overall.
Measuring Acceptability and Media Exposure
The study included multiple tasks for collecting acceptability judgments and
indicators of messaging and print media exposure. These tasks were administered using a
web-based test that the participants could access from the Internet.
The forms that were tested for acceptability were presented in the context of
sentences and in a checklist. In two of the tasks, the participants were presented with
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paragraphs and asked to identify forms in each paragraph which were unacceptable to
them. These two tasks involved 12 short paragraphs each. The paragraphs in the first of
these tasks made up a print media style narrative written in Standard English. The
paragraphs in the second task were part of a messaging media dialogue. In the checklist
task, participants were asked to place a checkmark beside the items that were acceptable
to them. Using these different tasks it was possible to identify acceptability differences
and similarities between forms presented in the context of sentences and without
sentences (e.g. in a checklist). The study was also designed to identify whether there were
differences in acceptability based on whether the forms appeared in print or messaging
media genres.
To measure messaging and print media exposure, it was important to identify
indicators that would not produce socially desirable responses. Stanovich and West
(1989) found that using the Author Recognition Test (ART), a checklist task that
contained both real authors‟ names and foils, prevented participants from exaggerating
their levels of print exposure. Participants could not cheat on this task by checking off all
of the names. Similarly, using a fluency task asking participants to name two authors was
also found to be a predictor of print media exposure and certain language abilities
(Stanovich & West, 1989). Participants were either able to name one or two authors or
they could not. This study used both the Author Recognition Test to measure print media
exposure and fluency tasks to measure both print and messaging media exposure. The
print media fluency task asked participants to name the books, magazines, or newspapers
they had read in the past year. The messaging media fluency task asked participants to
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name as many text abbreviations (e.g. LOL) as possible. For these tasks, it was not the
specifically named items that mattered, but rather the numbers of items listed by the
participants and how these related to other messaging and print media exposure measures
and the participants‟ acceptability judgments.
In addition to these tasks, participants were asked various other questions
designed to measure their messaging and print media exposure. Participants were asked
when they got their first cell phone (Plester et al., 2009) and about characteristics of their
cell phone, cell phone plan, and the numbers of text messages they received. They were
also asked how frequently they engaged in instant messaging and how much time they
spent on instant messaging. To ensure that participants‟ messaging media exposure
predominantly involved receiving messages from peers, participants were asked from
whom they received most of their text and instant messages. Measures of print media
exposure that were collected included data about library, newspaper, and magazine
subscriptions, how frequently participants visited bookstores or libraries, and the number
of books (aside from textbooks) they had read in the past year.
Finally participants were asked to provide demographic information about
themselves to determine whether certain factors other than media exposure could account
for results. This included providing their gender, age, number of years in university,
major, GPA, and information about languages spoken.
Research Implications
By examining the influences of exposure to messaging and print media, this
research probed the extent to which messaging and print media have the capacity to effect
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changes in acceptability constraints which are linked to grammatical knowledge. It
probed the value of distinguishing between the constructs of messaging media
“experience” and “exposure”, and between the constructs of “language ability” (e.g.
performance on Standard English reading and writing/spelling tests) and “language
acceptability” in the literature of text and instant messaging media. Simultaneously, by
measuring the acceptability of forms with properties associated with messaging media
and novel, unusual, or deviant morphological forms this research offered the possibility
of revealing the extent to which phenomena generalize across a person‟s grammatical
system.
The research was designed to have implications for educators, parents, and the
general public. The effects of messaging and print media on acceptability constraints may
be perceived as beneficial or detrimental and knowledge of these effects may inform the
decision-making of educational institutions, families, and individuals. This is especially
true because people have some degree of control over their messaging and print media
exposure.
Furthermore, the findings from this research may be of interest to the industries
that provide the media that support our communication and are involved in both leading
and adapting to changes in language.
What lies ahead?
This thesis provides more detail on the background and literature preceding this
study, the method used to answer the research question, the results, recommendations,
and conclusions. The following paragraphs briefly describe the chapters that follow.
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Chapter 2 reviews the literature and summarizes the main arguments presented by
the media and previous academic work on the influences of messaging media on
language and places this research in the context of this debate.
Chapter 3 discusses the test (e.g. tasks and questions) used to answer the research
question, including the goals of each task, method of administration, and design
considerations and compromises in the development of the test.
Chapter 4 describes the method used to answer the research question including the
recruitment of participants and the procedure for administering the various tasks and
questions used to collect data.
Chapter 5 presents the results of the study including observations and significant
findings and describes the relationships that were found in the data.
Chapter 6 interprets and accounts for the results from the previous chapter and
compares findings with those from previous literature, summarizing the conclusions
which follow from this study. It then proposes recommendations and further research for
addressing certain unanswered questions related to this research.
References follow this last chapter, and finally any additional instruments and
tables are appended at the end.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review on the Influences of Messaging Media on Language
This chapter provides a brief overview and description of messaging media and
text speak and how experience with messaging media has been shown to influence
language according to the literature and the media.
What is Messaging Media?
This research focuses on the influences of only two types of computer mediated
communication: text messaging (texting) and instant messaging (IM). These are generally
referred to here as messaging media. Text messaging is otherwise referred to as short
messaging service and involves sending and receiving instant messages of less than 160
characters from one cell phone to another. Crystal (2006) provided a short description of
text messaging in his book entitled Language and the Internet and elaborated on this with
an entire book, Txting: The Gr8 Db8 (Crystal, 2008a). Instant messaging on the other
hand involves sending and receiving instant messages via instant messaging software on
computers connected to the internet. There are no character limits to messages sent via
instant messaging and participants normally participate in real time conversation. Refer to
Spatafora (2008) or Varnhagen et al. (2009) for more information on instant messaging.
Although Ling and Baron (2007) noted qualitative and quantitative differences in
the languages of text and instant messaging (Plester et al., 2009), what is important here
is that text speak (described in the introduction and below in more detail) is commonly
used in both of these media which are generally used for peer to peer communication.
(Grinter & Eldridge, 2001; Barlow 2008). It is assumed here that the language used is
similar enough in these two media, but different enough from that used in other media to
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motivate a study which focuses on both text and instant messaging at the exclusion of
other computer mediated communication.
What is Text Speak?
Text speak, the language used in these media, is most commonly characterized by
a number of phenomena, generally referred to here as “textisms”, which shorten the
amount of time or space required to convey the message. (Note that the term “textism”
may also specifically refer to text abbreviations or initialisms such as LOL, but is used
here to refer to any of the phenomena listed below that are associated with text speak.)
Categorizations of these textisms adapted from the literature (Thurlow, 2003; Carrington,
2004; Plester et al., 2009; Baron, 2009; Varnhagen et al., 2009; Wortschatz, 2010) are
shown here:


Contractions (e.g. txt, plz, hmwrk)



Shortened words (e.g. tues)



G clipping (e.g. goin)



Other clippings (e.g. hav, wil, couldn)



Formal acronyms (e.g. BBC),



Initialisms, text abbreviations (e.g. LOL)



Symbols (e.g. &)



Omitted apostrophes (e.g. dont)



Emoticons (e.g. )



Letter/number homophones (e.g. 2nite)



Non-conventional spellings e.g. (e.g. fone)
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Accent stylization (e.g. elp)



Separated words which are normally together (e.g. news paper)



Combined words which are normally apart (e.g. ina)
Text speak is motivated by specific characteristics of text and instant messaging

and governed by constraints which do not apply in other spoken and written language.
Text and instant messaging require people to type which is slower and more error prone
than speaking (Varnhagen et al., 2009; Herring, 1999, 2003). To make matters worse,
many mobile phones only have a 9-digit keypad used for typing so that multiple keypresses must be made for a single character (Crystal, 2008b) which makes the process of
sending a text message even slower and more cumbersome. Furthermore, in text
messaging there is a constraint on space where mobile phones have generally only
allowed 160 characters per message (Plester & Wood, 2009). Ling and Baron (2007)
found text messages to be much shorter on average, only 35 characters. Instant messaging,
on the other hand, is time bound (Plester & Wood, 2009) given that there is a need to
send messages rapidly as part of real time communication. Due to these types of
characteristics and contraints, text speak uses the above textisms to compensate for these
issues (Varnhagen et al. 2009). There are, however, no clearly defined standards for
creating textisms and many different spellings or patterns of punctuation may be used for
the same word or phrase as shown by Kemp (2010).
At the same time, text speak must still allow for the sender to communicate to the
receiver. In order to do so, messages must be written in a way such that the receiver can
decipher the intended meaning of the text.

18
Much of the earlier literature on text speak has focused on whether computermediated communication is more like speech or more like writing (Crystal, 2006;
Tagliamonte & Denis, 2008). It is uncertain, however, whether conclusions drawn about
the language used in early instant messaging such as Internet Relay Chat (IRC) from the
1990s apply to today‟s instant messaging and text messaging language.
Text speak has properties associated with both speech and writing. Text speak,
like speech, is socially interactive and used spontaneously (Crystal, 2006). Tagliamonte
and Denis (2008) also showed that instant messaging language uses more 1st and 2nd
person pronouns than 3rd person pronouns like speech, whereas written language uses
more 3rd person pronouns. At the same time, text speak is communicated graphically in
written form. However, it also has elements that distinguish it from both speech and
writing such as the textisms listed above and the omission of entire words (Thurlow
2003; Carrington, 2004). Tagliamonte and Denis (2008, 25) suggested (of instant
messaging) that “the consensus in the literature is that IM is a hybrid”. Roschke (2008)
pointed out that instant messaging is like a verbal conversation in which people write as
they talk, but that writing is less prone to change than speech. This is supported by
Tagliamonte and Denis (2008) who stated that text speak reflects the same changes
occurring in English speech, but to a lesser extent.
Tagliamonte and Denis (2008) showed that teenagers use the intensifiers really
and so more frequently than very in their instant messages just as they do in speech, but at
a lower rate. In the same way, their data showed that the teenagers used have to more
frequently than must, got to / gotta, have got to / gotta, or need to in their instant
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messages just as they do in speech, but they used have to less frequently in their instant
messages than they do in speech. Tagliamonte and Denis (2008) also found that be like
(as in the example shown in (1) a below) was the preferred form in teenage speech over
say or Ø. In instant messaging, on the other hand Ø and say were preferred over be like
forms. Similarly, they found that teenagers preferred to use the standard variant will in
their instant messages more frequently than in speech and used going to and gonna less
frequently in instant messages than in speech. From this they concluded that instant
messaging is a more formal mode of communication with a “wider range of variants and
greater use of formal and standard variants than spoken language” (Tagliamonte & Denis,
2008, 20).
1.

He‟s like “come on come on”
Ø “pow”
Ø “oh god”
(Tagliamonte & Denis, 2008, 19)

It seems plausible, however, that the teenagers‟ choices of phrases were not
determined by the formality instant messaging, but rather due to time constraints during
real-time communication. In instant messaging, the teenagers in the study preferred the
orthographically shorter word so over really and very even though really is more
frequently used in spoken language. They also preferred the shorter word said over be
like forms in instant messaging. Usage of the phrases will and got to or gotta in instant
messaging was also higher in relation to usage of variants compared to spoken language.
Some studies have documented the frequency of textisms (Thurlow, 2003; Baron,
2004; Ling & Baron, 2007; Crystal, 2008b; Tagliamonte & Denis, 2008; Kemp, 2010)
and have reported that textisms make up varying percentages, as low as 2% and as high
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as 19%, of all words in text or instant messages. Ling and Baron (2007) analyzed text and
instant messaging corpuses composed of 1,473 and 1,146 words respectively and
summarized their findings on the lengths of messages and the frequencies of textisms in
two tables shown below.
Table 1.
Similarities between American Text Messaging and Instant Messaging (Ling &
Baron, 2007)
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Table 2.
Differences between American Text Messaging and Instant Messaging (Ling &
Baron, 2007)

It would be interesting to characterize messaging media language in other
quantitative terms. For example, if text speak uses colloquial language like speech
(Plester &Wood, 2009), then what is the range and size of the vocabulary used in text
speak compared to formal written language? How frequently are new words (other than
textisms) used as a percentage of all words, or how many different words are used in
messaging media text compared to print media text of the same length? In other words,
how productive is the language used in messaging media? Through corpus studies, what
else can be said about messaging media language apart from what is known about textism
use? This information would help to formulate predictions of the influences of messaging
media on language.
Many linguistic aspects of text speak are still unclear. For example, Carrington
(2004) and Thurlow (2003) noted that entire words may sometimes be omitted. Parallels
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may be drawn between text speak and telegraphese, the language of telegrams, which
according to Max Isserline (1922) is “not faulty or imperfect language… Telegram style
is… the expressive form… of educated normal adults in certain conditions” (quoted in
Tesak, 1994, 326). Telegraphese also features abbreviations and ellipsis in order to
minimize costs by using words economically (Barton, 1998), but only systematic
investigation could confirm whether similarities between text speak and telegraphese are
more than superficial. It is not evident which words are omitted and how frequently these
words may be excluded from text speak. Furthermore, if words can be omitted, how does
this affect the syntactic structures of phrases, clauses, and sentences in text and instant
messaging language? It seems possible that sentence fragments may be permitted. If this
is the case then in what contexts and how frequently does this occur? Additionally, how
do the space and time constraints affect the syntax of messaging media language? Does
messaging media deter people from using complex structures such as embedded clauses
for example? In considering questions such as these, it appears that text speak, like
telegraphese, may not be as loosely structured as it seems.
Additionally, text speak may not necessarily demonstrate as much creativity in
language compared to formal written language in terms of its syntax and range of lexical
items. This may be associated with the peer-to-peer nature of messaging media among a
specific demographic. The colloquial language use of “Generation Txt” may differ in
many aspects from the formal writing and even the telegraphese of adults. These
differences must be further investigated in order to be qualified and quantified.
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What is the Issue with Messaging Media and Text Speak?
The dominant issue in linguistics pertaining to the adoption of messaging media is
whether and how text or instant messaging affects language use and abilities/skills. The
media, educators, and parents are in particular concerned with the influence of messaging
media on the reading and writing abilities of youth, referred to here as “Generation Text”,
members of society born between 1990-1999 who grew up with cell phones from a young
age (Wikipedia, 2010), or “Generation Txt” (Thurlow, 2003, 1). The Pew American &
Internet Life Project found that good writing is perceived by parents and teens to be
important to teens‟ success later in life (Lenhart, Smith, & Macgill, 2008), but many
people believe that text and instant messaging are negatively affecting important
language skills as described below. There is an underlying concern that messaging media
is causing a fundamental change in language.
Do Messaging Media and Text Speak Influence Language? If So, How?
Newspapers have published headlines supporting both the positions that
messaging media help language skills and that messaging media are detrimental to
language skills. The Globe and Mail for example published one article entitled “Texting
helps teens‟ grammar” (Alphonso, 2006) and another one entitled “Texting, Twitter
contributing to students‟ poor grammar skills, profs say” (Kelley, 2010).
Academic researchers in the field of linguistics have taken a closer look at the
relationships between messaging media and language abilities and have also reported
mixed findings. Specific studies, however, have focused on children, teens, or
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college/university students of limited age ranges, and it cannot be assumed here that the
findings from the various studies may apply to any and all members of Generation Text.
Positive influences of messaging media and text speak on language.
The most influential academic works to date appear to support the position that
the use of messaging media helps rather than harms language abilities. Many of these
studies linked the usage of textisms with other language skills.
Studies by Neville (2003) and Kemp (2010), who recruited high school and
university students respectively, looked at the speed and accuracy of reading and writing
messages with and without textisms. They reported that textism use was associated with
faster composition and slower reading of messages. In Neville (2003), textism use was
positively related to spelling. Kemp (2010) found that faster composition of text
messages was positively related to spelling, and fewer errors in reading messages was
related to better morphological and phonological awareness as well as better standardized
reading scores.
Plester et al. (2008) asked 10-11 year-olds to translate English sentences into text
speak and to translate text speak into Standard English. They found that the participants
who had high ratios of textisms to words when translating to text speak had higher verbal
reasoning, spelling, and reading scores based on standardized tests for measuring
language achievement in school. Participants who provided accurate translations of
textisms also had higher verbal reasoning scores. In a later study, Plester et al. (2009)
asked 10-12 year olds to write text messages in response to 10 scenarios and found that
the ratio of textisms to words was positively related to vocabulary, phonological
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awareness, and word reading after controlling for age, short-term memory, vocabulary,
phonology awareness, non-word reading ability, and the age they got their first mobile
phone. Greater use of certain intentional textisms such as homophones (e.g. 2 instead of
to or too), g clippings (e.g. goin instead of going) were positively related to better word
reading scores and spelling, while misspellings (e.g. are instead of our) were negatively
related to word reading scores and spelling. Additionally, the age at which children
received their first phone was associated with reading and spelling scores. In another
study, Plester and Wood (2009) found that the textism ratio was a better predictor of
language abilities than the literacy measures were of textism usage. This indicated the
direction of causality in their study such that the use of textisms influenced language
ability scores rather than the reverse.
Varnhagen et al. (2009) collected instant messages from 12 to 17 year-old
participants to develop a taxonomy of “new” text speak language and measure the text
speak use in the instant message conversation samples they collected. They also asked
participants to complete a spelling test. Participants were average to above average in
spelling ability according to the standardized spelling test. They concluded that true
spelling errors in conventional written language were not related to text speak use.
Rosen et al. (2009) asked young adults with varying college experience to
compose an informal essay on happiness and a formal complaint letter. These were
graded based on specific criteria also used to grade their campus Graduation Writing
Exam. They also questioned the participants about their messaging media usage.
Participants stated how often they used various types of textisms by rating these on a
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scale including the options “never”, “rarely”, “sometimes”, and “often”. They also
provided the number of text messages sent per month and the number of hours spent text
and instant messaging per day. Among participants with no college education,
participants who reported that they used textisms such as omitting apostrophes performed
better on the task to produce the informal essay.
An important question to ask is why the use of text speak would be related to
performance on tests which measure reading and writing ability. Similar to how exposure
to the printed word is associated with learning to read (Stanovich & West, 1989), Plester
et al. (2009) explained that exposure to messaging media increases meaningful exposure
to text (Helderman, 2003; O‟Connor, 2005). Despite unconventional spellings, textisms
require a level of phonological and orthographical awareness. Phonological awareness
allows children to detect, isolate, and manipulate patterns of sound in speech which are
believed to be necessary to map speech sounds to written letters and words (Wood,
Plester, & Bowyer, 2009). Textisms “demonstrate awareness of alternative legitimate
orthographic spellings within English (e.g. „ite‟ is pronounced the same as „ight‟), […]
and for children, there is no evidence that knowledge or use of them would cause
interference with their learning of conventional English” (Plester et al., 2009, 147-148).
As Jacobs (2008, 203) put it, messaging is a “part of a repertoire of literary practices”.
Additionally, according to Plester et al. (2009), texting is fun and motivates
children to become literate through creative wordplay and written language activity in
order to communicate with friends. Since normal conventions do not apply in texting
contexts, children are free to gain both pleasure and confidence through writing activities
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in less risky situations where there are no repercussions for using text speak (Plester et al.
2009).
Rosen et al. (2009) suggested a performance-based account such that text speak
facilitates communication by allowing greater output through the use of textisms which
express large chunks of information in short forms.
No influences of messaging media and text speak on language.
Although the studies described above support the view of texting as a positive
influence on language abilities, there have been some academic findings that indicate that
texting has no effect on language. For example, Massengill Shaw et al. (2007) found that
the number of text messages sent by participants made no difference to spelling scores in
a study of 86 university students.
Drouin and Davis (2009) tested 34 college students who used text speak and 46
college students who did not use text speak on their proficiency and familiarity with text
speak. They also used tasks requiring participants to translate Standard English sentences
to text speak and vice versa. Additionally, they used an email composition task to
evaluate the differences in text speak use between emails sent to friends and professors.
They found no significant differences in standardized literacy (reading fluency and
spelling) scores or misspellings of common words between the two groups of texters and
non-texters.
Since more of the studies with college and university students did not report
differences in language abilities due to texting, this raises the question as to whether
messaging media benefit people who otherwise have little exposure to text or poor
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language skills (e.g. children, teens, or young adults with little or no college education)
more than people who have exposure to other written language or who can already read
and write Standard English.
Negative influences of messaging media and text speak on language.
Some limited academic findings indicate that text speak worsens language
abilities. As mentioned above, Rosen et al. (2009) found that textism use positively
affected informal writing among participants with little college education; however, they
also found that textism use negatively influenced formal writing. This seemed to be more
so the case for participants with some or no college experience rather than for participants
with college degrees. According to Rosen et al. (2009), participants without college
education were worse at writing a formal complaint letter if they used more textisms than
participants who used fewer textisms. Lacking the language skills acquired through a
college degree while being involved in daily communication that made use of textisms
made it difficult to express a formal complaint. This may suggest that textism use enables
better writing in informal situations, but results in worse writing or writing that “isn‟t
good enough” in formal situations.
Plester et al. (2008) also found an instance in which texting was negatively related
to language skills. Frequency of text use showed the opposite effect compared to the
proportion of text abbreviations used. They noted that participants who texted more than
the median number of messages per day scored significantly lower on a test of verbal and
nonverbal reasoning than participants who sent text messages less frequently. The results
conflicted however with Rosen et al. (2009) who reported that sending more text
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messages was associated with better informal writing and Massengill Shaw et al. (2007)
who reported no difference based on the number of messages sent.
The table below summarizes the academic literature on how messaging media and
text speak influence language as described above.
Table 3.
Summary of Academic Literature
Reference
Neville, 2003
Massengill Shaw et
al., 2007
Plester et al., 2008

Drouin and Davis,
2009

Plester et al., 2009

Rosen et al., 2009

Varnhagen et al.,
2009
Kemp, 2010

Messaging Media
Measure
Textism use
Number of text messages
sent
Number of text messages
sent
Textism to word ratio
Textism translation
accuracy
Textism usage frequency

Textism to word ratio

Early phone age
Number of text messages
sent, Textism usage
frequency
Number of text messages
sent, Textism usage
frequency
Textism usage frequency
Text message composition
speed
Fewer errors in reading
messages

Language Ability
Measure
Spelling
Spelling

Relationship
Found
Positive
None

Verbal and nonverbal
reasoning
Verbal reasoning, spelling,
and reading
Verbal reasoning

Negative

Translation to and from
text speak, email
composition, reading
fluency, and spelling
Vocabulary, phonological
awareness, and word
reading
Reading, spelling
Composition of formal
essay

None

Composition of informal
essay

Positive

Spelling

Positive

Spelling

Positive

Morphological and
phonological awareness,
and reading

Positive

Positive
Positive

Positive

Positive
Negative
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What do the Media, Public Opinion, and Anecdotal Evidence Suggest?
Despite the existing literature, the media and the general public are predominantly
of the opinion that text speak hinders language skills and contributes to poor spelling,
punctuation, and grammar (Lenhart et al., 2008). Thurlow (2006) reported analyzing over
100 media articles about computer mediated discourse and highlighted the negativity of
the vast majority of these articles towards it. Not only educators and parents share this
view. Drouin and Davis (2009) found that approximately half of both students who used
and did not use text speak believed that text speak hindered their ability to remember and
use Standard English. The Pew American & Internet Life Project (Lenhart et al., 2008),
reported that 49% of the teens that they surveyed (compared to 45% of the parents that
they surveyed) thought that using computers makes students more likely to take short
cuts and not put effort into writing. Furthermore, 42% of the surveyed teens (compared to
40% of surveyed parents) thought that using computers makes students more likely to use
poor spelling and grammar. If some linguists are finding text speak to be related to better
reading and writing skills, why is it that popular opinion favours the opposing position?
One of the main reasons for the dim view of messaging media is that there is
growing anecdotal evidence to prove that teens and students use textisms in formal
contexts. This is supported by Drouin and Davis (2009) who found that 18% of the 80
college students they tested included text speak in emails to professors. According to
Ross (2007) children are also including textisms in school assignments. The most famous
example of this was reported in Scotland where a 13 year-old girl wrote a school
assignment of how she spent her summer using text abbreviations (Johnston, 2003). In

31
2003, Steve Friess wrote in an article for USA Today that “the lingo [instant messaging
shortcuts] now infiltrates every part of youth culture”. A study by Massey et al. (2005)
found that British teens in 2004 were ten times more likely to use colloquial words,
informal phrases, and text-messaging shorthand than in 1980. A study of 12-17 year-olds
in the U.S. by the Pew American & Internet Life Project (Lenhart et al., 2008) found that
64% of students claim to incorporate informal writing from text-based communication
into their schoolwork. One high school career development coordinator was quoted as
saying, “employers as well as college representatives are reporting that some students are
using text messaging terminology as they are filling out applications, writing essays and
even term papers. It is becoming more and more of a problem as our students create their
own shortcuts to communicate.” (Loftis, 2009).
Unconventional forms are legitimate in text and instant messaging as long as the
recipient can understand the message (Crystal, 2008a; Roshke, 2008; Wikipedia, 2008). It
is problematic if people overestimate the acceptability of these forms in contexts where
recipients do not understand the meanings of these forms. This results in breakdowns in
communication as demonstrated by Neville (2003) and Kemp (2010) who showed that
textisms took longer to read and caused reading errors. Additionally, people who use text
speak in formal writing may be viewed poorly by teachers, instructors, and employers
(Wilson, 2010).
Olliges (2010) stated that “teachers and older students agree that using the
abbreviations in textings or emails can build a bad habit that bleeds into schoolwork” and
an eighth grader was quoted as saying “I think kids already know they shouldn‟t put
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things in paper but they do it accidentally because they‟re so used to texting” (Olliges,
2010). A 15 year-old high school student was quoted by Lee (2002, 1) saying “You are so
used to abbreviating things, you just start doing it unconsciously on schoolwork and
reports and other things”. O‟Connor (2005) suggested that “these mistakes are often
unintentional – when students use IM frequently, they reach a saturation point where they
no longer notice the IM lingo because they are so used to seeing it” referring to Lee
(2002, 3) who reported on a 16 year-old who “was so accustomed to instant-messaging
abbreviations that she often read right past them” and whose “ability to separate formal
and informal English declined the more she used instant messages”.
Baron (2007) offered an explanation that allows this phenomenon to be attributed
to an attitude of accepting increasingly informal standards or “linguistic whatever-ism”.
Baron (2009, 6) reasoned that since no one is policing what is written on the internet, no
one will correct errors. People are therefore more confused about whether words are
compounds, hyphenated words, or single words. Furthermore, splitting compounds or
hyphenated words into separate words will be sure to pass spell checks and may be the
preferred form for those who are uncertain as to what is correct. Spell checking functions
in fact allow people to use incorrect forms and still produce the desired result by
automatically making corrections or suggestions.
Plester and Wood (2009) highlighted the need to investigate the extent of
awareness of language register conventions of various written genres. It seems that
textisms are appearing in schoolwork even though some research indicates that children,
teens, and students know that they are inappropriate in formal writing. Plester et al.
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(2009) observed that children seemed to know that accent stylizations such as dat fing
belonged to an alternative register and were inappropriate in formal contexts. The Pew
Internet and American Life Project also concluded that students know what kind of
language is appropriate in various contexts (Lenhart, et al., 2008). Ninety-three percent of
the participants in the study conducted by Drouin and Davis (2009) said that text speak
was inappropriate in formal communications (e.g. emails to professors).
From a linguist‟s perspective, it makes sense to systematically test why textisms
are appearing in formal writing. It is unclear from the media‟s reports and from the
existing literature whether this is occurring due to linguistic competence and not knowing
the differences between textisms and Standard English conventions, or performance in
order to gain efficiencies as suggested by Neville (2003), Spatafora (2008), Rosen et al.
(2009) and Kemp (2010).
There is some disagreement as to whether text speak is affecting linguistic
competence. Drouin and Davis (2009) suggested that text speak would neither interfere
with knowledge of Standard English as per the interference theory of memory (Britt,
1935) nor cause Standard English to become less accessible over time as per the decay
theory of memory (Loftus & Loftus, 1980). Drouin and Davis (2009) point to research
demonstrating that information in long term memory, especially that which is practiced
beyond the point of mastery over many sessions, is retained over time (Bahrick, 1984).
Conversely, according to Plester et al. (2009), exposure to misspellings are inhibited by
children‟s learning of correct spellings, but exposure to misspellings after learning correct
spellings can be deleterious for adult readers (c.f. Dixon & Kaminska, 2007 and Ehri,
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Gibbs, & Underwood, 1988). Plester et al. (2009) also suggested that text speak may be
used unintentionally in formal writing because experienced texters have multiple graphic
forms emerge for the same meaning.
Performance accounts point to the speed and efficiency gained by using text speak
in writing (Neville, 2003; Spatafora, 2008; Rosen et al., 2009; Kemp, 2010). This seems
to be supported by Jacobs (2008) who described the case of a teenage girl who spent
several hours per day sending and receiving instant messages, but was also a highachieving student and award-winning teen writer. The girl admitted that messaging
conventions crept into schoolwork when she was in a rush or under pressure.
Although some of the existing literature has effectively shown that textism use
and texting skills are related to other language skills measured by standardized tests, there
appears to be some disconnect between the interests of the general public and researchers.
Parents and educators want to know whether a base change is occurring in language and
how this affects linguistic competence to the extent that formal writing is affected. By
investigating the influences of messaging media exposure on acceptability constraints,
the research described in this thesis explored one competence-based account to address
these questions.
Is There Value in Measuring Messaging Media Exposure?
Academic research has focused on specific questions concerning the associations
between certain aspects of texting experience (e.g. text speak knowledge or proficiency,
or frequency and patterns of text speak use) and performance on some type of language
test. Plester et al. (2009) suggested exploring the relationships between exposure to
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texting and exposure to print (Stanovich & West, 1989), and standard literacy measures.
As described above, Plester et al. (2008) noted that frequency of text use, unlike the
textism ratio, was negatively related to language abilities. They recognized the distinction
between different measures of texting experience and that the effects of different
experience with texting needed further study.
Messaging media exposure is distinguishable from other measures of text speak
understanding, familiarity, use, and proficiency. We have seen from Plester et al. (2008)
that just because people send many messages does not mean that they use many textisms.
Some people do not use any textisms in their text messages at all (Crystal, 2008b). It has
been shown in multiple studies that textisms make up a small percentage of words used in
messaging media. Although Thurlow (2003) found 19% of words in texts to be textisms,
some studies have found even smaller proportions such as 10% or lower (Crystal, 2008b).
The language of messaging media is subject to constraints which limit the proportion of
textisms in order for messages to be accurately communicated from senders to receivers
(Crystal, 2008a). Otherwise textisms can make it difficult for recipients to read the
messages that they receive (Neville, 2003; Kemp, 2010). The use of textisms in
messaging media is limited and does not show great variability regardless of the volume
of messages received or sent. Knowing this, the qualifiers used by Rosen et al. (2009) to
classify textism use (rarely, etc.) appear subjective given that people who “rarely” or
“often” use textisms still only use them for a small percentage of words, and one person‟s
“rarely” could be another person‟s “often”.
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The concept of text speak proficiency is also difficult to measure given the loose
structure of text speak where any form for the same word and any number of textisms is
acceptable so long as the receiver can understand what the sender intended to say. One
person may find one form more acceptable than another while someone else considers a
different form more acceptable. Similarly, one may find more or fewer textisms in a
sentence more acceptable.
Furthermore, assuming that text speak is relatively commonplace among
Generation Text a large percentage of participants from this group would score high on
measures of understanding or familiarity as they have at least had some exposure to
messaging media. Drouin and Davis (2009) found that both self-proclaimed “texters” and
“non-texters” were familiar with text speak. Participants were asked to translate certain
textisms into standard English. This task could conceptually provide a measure for
messaging media exposure assuming that a person who has been more exposed to
messaging media would know more textisms. However, the most common textisms are
so few and so commonplace that very little variability was found among participants for
this task.
Nevertheless, it is possible to find large variability in some messaging media
exposure measures which make them advantageous as measures of messaging media
experience. For example, a measure of text messages sent or received could be 0 for
some participants, but in the thousands for others. In 2009, one teen was reported to have
sent and received a total of 14,528 text messages in one month (Matyszczyk, 2009).
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Since the media exposure measures used for this research were supposed to
indicate the level of exposure to the specific language of the media, it seemed that the
number of text messages received from others would be a better indicator of messaging
media language exposure than the number of text messages sent. This avoided the
problem of misrepresenting the text speak exposure of participants who do not send many
messages or do not use textisms, but are still familiar with text speak as a result of
receiving messages from others. It also provided a measure analogous to print media
exposure assuming that norms in writing are established and reinforced by text written by
others. Just as the ability or likelihood to write Standard English would not be used as an
indicator of print exposure, the ability or likelihood to write text messages or write in text
speak was not used as an indicator of messaging media exposure.
Is There Value in Measuring Language Acceptability?
Even though parents and educators are ultimately concerned with the performance
of Generation Texters on schoolwork, job applications, and exams, it is difficult to
identify and explain differences and changes in linguistic knowledge by measuring
language abilities according to standardized tests alone. This is why the construct of
language acceptability was important. Using acceptability judgments to determine
whether and how constraints were different or changing permitted an investigation of the
suspected fundamental shifts in language resulting from messaging media. Language
acceptability allowed the research on this issue to be tackled from a different angle.
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Chapter 3: Experiment Design Considerations
As was discussed above, the fundamental goal of this study was to determine if
exposure to messaging and print media is related to differences in acceptability
judgments. In order to achieve this goal, an experiment was needed to collect measures of
media exposure and acceptability judgments of test items from participants.
This section reviews the types of words or forms that were tested for acceptability
and discusses the characteristics of these items that were identified as important to the
analysis of the data and determining factors which affected acceptability. It also describes
the experiment developed to test acceptability judgments, and messaging and print media
exposure. The tasks and questions that formed this experiment are outlined in terms of
their individual goals, administration, design considerations, and any compromises that
were made in designing or administering the test or task.
Acceptability Judgment Task Test Items
The experiment employed acceptability judgment, one of the most robust and
accepted ways to test grammaticality differences in the field of linguistics. The
acceptability judgment tasks basically asked participants to judge whether they
considered certain words to be well-formed, or acceptable in English.
Various types of unusual or unconventional uses of English words were tested by
the acceptability judgment tasks in this study as described in Chapter 1. Some of these
phenomena, in particular the orthographically incorrect forms, are acceptable in the text
speak language of messaging media. Other phenomena, such as morphological deviations,
are not known to appear in messaging media. The research tested whether acceptability of
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unusual or unconventional words generalizes from text speak to other linguistic
phenomena.
The numbers of the various types of test items used for the different tasks are
shown below.
Table 4.
Number of Test Items Per Type and Task

Type

Sub Type

Apostrophe
(Present or Missing)

Form

Compound (Correctly or
Incorrectly Spaced)

Correct With Space
Compound Total
Word Sequence With No
Spaces
Word Sequence With
No Space Total
Stem-Stem-Stem
(Correctly or Incorrectly
Space)

9
9

5

5

19

Existing Word
Possible Word
Existing Word
Possible Word

18
4
4
2
2
12

10
2
2
1
1
6

10
2
2
1
1
6
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8
8
4
4
24

9

9

18

9

9

18

7

7

Possible Word
Existing Word

25
32
8

8

8

25
32
24

Possible Word

20

8

8

36

Existing Word

10

6

6

22

Possible Word

8

8

8

24

46

30

30

106

Existing Word

16

8

8

32

Possible Word

20

14

14

48

Existing Word

7

5

5

17

Possible Word

22

12

12

46

65

39

39

143

173

94

94

361

Derivational Suffixation
Total

Inflectional Suffixation

Inflectional Suffixation
Total
Grand Total

Past Tense (Correct
Irregular Past Tense or
Double Past Tense)
Plural (Correct
Irregular Plural or
Double Plural)
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Existing Word

Stem-Stem-Stem Total

Derivational Suffixation

Grand
Total

Possible Word

Possible Word

Testing Novel Words
with No Selectional
Restriction Violation
Testing Novel Words
with Selectional
Restriction Violation

In Context
Print
Messaging
Media Media
5
5

Existing Word

Apostrophe Total
Correct With No
Space

Checklist
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The test items themselves are shown in Appendix A. As mentioned in Chapter 1,
the test items were presented in a checklist task as well as in the context of sentences in
separate print media and messaging media style narratives. Each type of item was
presented using some existing words that were correctly spelled, spaced, derived, or
inflected, and some possible words that violated Standard English conventions.
It was important to test as many items of each type as possible in order to
determine differences in acceptability among participants. At the same time, some types
of items (such as words which usually contain apostrophes of the type theyre) are limited
in number in English. Only a few of these items could be used in each task in order to not
re-use the same test items from one task to another and avoid acceptability judgments on
a task based on participants having seen the same test items in previous tasks. The
number of test items used in the tasks was also limited to make it possible to complete all
of the tasks within a couple of hours to prevent fatigue and avoid discouraging
participation.
Characteristics of Test Items Identified for Analysis
In order to help understand acceptability judgments of the test items,
characteristics of the test items were identified to determine whether certain factors
contributed to participants‟ acceptability judgments. The test items were characterized
using data from the CELEX lexical database. Since this experiment tested the
acceptability of different lemmas, but not different forms of the same lemma, the data
retrieved from CELEX was for individual lemmas.
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Characteristics such as the frequency and family sizes of items were thought to
affect familiarity with items or be related to the productivity of items, both of which
could influence acceptability judgments of existing and novel forms. The frequency of
the lemma of each test item was identified. For test items composed of multiple stems,
the frequency of each stem was identified, and for compound words, the frequency of the
compound word as a whole was identified in addition to the frequencies of each stem.
Similar to Plag and Kunter (2009), the left and right family sizes of each of the stems of
compound word and stem-stem-stem test items were identified by counting the number of
times that the stem appeared to the left and right of lemmas in the CELEX lexical
database.
For the non-compound test items that combined two morphemes into a single
word without a space and the –ness and –ity words which violated selectional restrictions
by not having adjectival stems, the class of the morphemes or stems were identified using
the CELEX database. The class refers to whether the item is a noun, adjective, verb, etc.
This was done because the reason that these test items violate Standard English
conventions is because of unusual usage of words of certain classes. Identifying the
classes of these items allowed the analysis to help determine whether the classes of the
items affected acceptability.
The irregular plural forms were characterized according to whether they were
countable or uncountable nouns according to CELEX to assess whether this affected
acceptability of correct forms and incorrectly double plural inflected forms.
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The number of spellings was checked for items for which the basis of
participants‟ acceptability judgments could be orthography, such as the items correctly
including apostrophes or incorrectly omitting them and the compound words which were
correctly or incorrectly spaced according to Standard English. CELEX indicated that
there was only one spelling for the items requiring apostrophes, but that there could be
one or two spellings for the compound words. The various spellings for some of the
compound words showed that they could be spelled without a space, with a space, or with
a hyphen between the two morphemes.
Experiment
This research made use of a web-based test to administer tasks and questions to
participants. This test was very similar to a survey with the exception that there were time
limits for completing the various tasks. Barlow (2008) cited many advantages of using
web-based surveys which also apply to this web-based test. They are low cost and easy to
administer, and the data is immediately accessible upon survey completion and easy to
process and analyze. Web-based surveys may also reduce bias due to socially desirable
responses and have higher completion rates than telephone surveys (Parks, Pardi, &
Bradizza, 2006). Additionally, web-based surveys increase respondents‟ perception of
anonymity since they can be completed at a place and time of the respondent‟s choice
(Ardalan, Ardalan, Coppage & Crouch, 2007; Parks et al., 2006).
Barlow (2008) stated the drawbacks of using web-based surveys to be possible
technical malfunctions and lack of understanding of navigating online surveys on the part
of the respondents. Additional drawbacks include the possibility that participants could
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cheat on responses by accessing other online or print resources such as dictionaries. The
risk of this was reduced by setting time limits on tasks which would make it more
difficult to look up other references during the test.
A brief pilot of the test was conducted with a few friends of the researcher who
completed the web-based survey. From this, no technical malfunctions or problems with
navigation arose. Additionally, although the pilot participants had a maximum time limit
of 2 hours to complete the test, none required more than 1.5 hours.
The goals, administration, design considerations, and compromises of the overall
web-based test and each of the tasks (including sets of questions) are summarized below.
Web-based test.
Goal.
The goal of the web-based test was to administer tasks and questions which
facilitated the collection of data for this research.
Administration.
In order to participate in the study, participants entered the website for the webbased test into their web browser. All instructions, tasks, questions, and other information
delivered as part of the web-based test were presented on the screen once the participant
went to the website where the test was hosted.
The questionnaire started off by instructing participants not to use any dictionaries
or print or online resources while participating in the test. It also reminded participants to
have a recent phone bill on hand in order to answer the questions about the text messages
they receive. Additionally, it stated that the test must be completed within 1.5 hours in
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one sitting as there was no option to save responses and return to them at a later time. To
proceed, the participant clicked on a button labeled with the text Next.
The participant was then shown the entire consent form on the screen and asked to
read this as part of the informed consent process. The participant was informed of the
purpose of the study and what their participation would involve. The risks and benefits of
participating were mentioned. They were also told what type of personal data would be
collected, who would have access to the data, and how it would be stored. The participant
was also told that they could refuse to participate in any task or question and withdraw
from the research at any time. If the participant agreed to participate in the research, they
were asked to type their name in the space provided to give consent.
This was followed by a multiple choice question asking whether the participant is
a native speaker of English. Participants could choose to click either Yes or No in
response to the question. The participant could then click Next to continue to the first task.
If the participant did not type their name to give informed consent, the web-based test
would not allow them to continue to the first task. The participant could however choose
not to answer the question about whether they were a native speaker of English and still
continue to the test.
There were 11 tasks that made up this test. The tasks were always presented in the
same order to all participants. All of the tasks had time limits. After completing each task,
participants could click Next to proceed to the next task, or wait until the time ran out so
that the test automatically went to the next page.
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Design Considerations.
Since participants had the option of withdrawing from the study at any time and
leaving remaining questions unanswered, critical questions appeared near the start of the
questionnaire to increase the likelihood of them being answered by participants. These
included the question requesting the participant‟s name to ensure that the participant
agreed to participate in the research and gave informed consent. Most of the personal
information to be collected (e.g. gender, age, number of years in university, major, GPA,
and information about languages spoken) appeared at the end of the test with the
exception of whether the participant was a native speaker of English. This is because the
ability to speak English as a native speaker was assumed to be the single most important
demographic factor affecting acceptability judgments in the tasks.
Compromises.
Certain tasks such as the checklist and fluency tasks required time limits to
capture online judgments and thoughts, and avoid analysis on the part of the participants.
The other tasks had time limits only because the test software required time limits for all
tasks following the first task and to prevent participant fatigue. The time limits assigned
to tasks that did not require time limits by design were ample.
Task 1: Checklist practice task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to provide the participants with practice answering
checklist questions which appeared later in the test.
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Administration.
The participants were informed that they would be asked to complete a practice
activity and that the practice activity would give them a sense as to how much time they
would have to complete checklist tasks which would appear later in the test. They were
told that they would see a checklist on the following page and that they must place a
checkmark in the boxes beside the items that were words. The participants were told that
they would have three seconds per item to decide whether each item was a word and that
there would be 20 items in the checklist. This meant that they would have one minute to
complete this task. Participants were told that the test would go to the next page after one
minute, therefore it would be important to stick to their initial responses and not spend
too much time on any question. By clicking Next, participants were taken to the page that
displayed the checklist items. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the screen
starting at 00:01:00 (format hours:minutes:seconds) and counted down to show the
amount of time remaining for the task. The participants could then place a checkmark
beside each of the items that were words.
Design Considerations.
The checklist included 20 items of which ten were existing words. These items
are listed in Appendix B. The items appeared in a random order for each participant to
prevent biases resulting from the order of the items.
Compromises.
The test software required that maximum time limits for tasks be specified in at
least one minute increments, therefore a minimum of 20 items were included in this task.
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Much more than three seconds per item was not allowed for any checklist task in this
study because the tasks were required to measure immediate online responses rather than
responses involving analysis or meta-linguistic knowledge.
Task 2: Print media acceptability judgment task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to identify the number and types of items that
participants found acceptable/unacceptable in the context of Standard English sentences.
Administration.
The participants were informed that they would be presented with paragraphs that
contained several unusual words. They were asked to list all of the words that they found
unacceptable in the space provided beneath each paragraph. There was a time limit of 24
minutes to complete this task. The participants were required to click Next to view the
paragraphs and begin the task. There were 12 short paragraphs that appeared on the next
page with a space underneath each one for the participants to list the words that they
found unacceptable. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the screen starting at
00:24:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining for the task.
Each paragraph contained some test items which were either correct according to
Standard English and some test items that were incorrect or unusual. The types of test
items used for this task are listed below.


Words which correctly included or incorrectly excluded apostrophes



Compound words which were correctly and incorrectly spaced in between
morphemes
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Words which were formed by incorrectly excluding spaces between morphemes
which are not normally combined into single words



Existing and novel words suffixed by –ity and –ness which did not violate
selectional restrictions



Existing and novel words suffixed by –ity and –ness such that the novel words
violated selectional restrictions



Irregular verbs in the past tense which were correctly and incorrectly inflected:
The incorrectly inflected verbs were double inflected by adding the past tense
suffix –ed after the correct irregular past tense form, and



Irregular plural forms in the past tense which were correctly and incorrectly
inflected: The incorrectly inflected words were double inflected by adding the
plural suffix –s after the correct irregular plural form.

Participants could list any of the test items or any other words in the paragraphs that
they found unacceptable in the spaces provided.
Design Considerations.
This task was specifically chosen as the first acceptability judgment task in order
to obtain Standard English acceptability judgments from participants before they were
exposed to many unusual forms later in the test which could affect participants‟
acceptability constraints. Textisms were not included in the print media acceptability task
in order to avoid the narrative from being too dense with unusual forms and to
differentiate between formal print media writing and messaging media writing.
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The paragraphs were written as though they were each part of a fictitious
scientific magazine article and appeared in the order that they would in the article. The
first sentence of the first paragraph started with “In this issue of Natural Affirmativeness,
Dr. John Brown shares how […]” to set the participants in the context of a magazine
article. This created the expectation that the style of writing that appeared in this task
would be similar to that found in print media which follows Standard English
conventions.
An effort was made to include both unusual/incorrect and correct Standard
English test items. The 12 paragraphs contained a total of 59 incorrect/unusual (but
possible) word items and 35 correct (existing) word items from the test items. All of these
test items were included in Standard English sentences composed of other words which
were not test items. Including the test items, the 12 paragraphs contained a total of 599
words. It was important to test as many items and types of items as possible, but avoid
having sentences so densely packed with unusual/incorrect forms that the sentences could
not be read as Standard English sentences. In this task, 9.8% of words appearing in the
text were unusual/incorrect test items.
Compromises.
It was important to ensure that this task could be completed within a reasonable
amount of time to prevent participant fatigue. Although it would have been desirable to
test more items of each type, the length of the text was limited to allow the participant to
complete the task within a short duration.
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Task 3: Messaging media acceptability judgment task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to identify the number and types of items that
participants found acceptable/unacceptable in the context of text speak sentences.
Administration.
Similar to the previous task, the participants were informed that they would be
presented with paragraphs that contained several unusual words. They were asked to list
all of the words that they found unacceptable in the space provided beneath each
paragraph. There was a time limit of 24 minutes to complete this task. The participants
were required to click Next to view the paragraphs and begin the task. There were 12
short paragraphs that appeared on the next page with a space underneath each one for the
participants to list the words that they found unacceptable. Participants could list any of
the test items or any other words in the paragraphs that they found unacceptable in the
spaces provided. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the screen starting at
00:24:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining for the task.
Each paragraph contained some test items which were either correct according to
Standard English and some items that were incorrect or unusual. The types of test items
used for this task were the same as for the previous task. The individual test items used
for this task however were not the same as those used for the previous task. For example,
among the test items that correctly included or incorrectly excluded apostrophes, didn’t
and arent appeared in the previous task, but not in this one, and aren’t and didnt appeared
in this task but not in the previous one. For most types of test items, there were enough
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possible stimuli items to choose from such that an item used for the previous task did not
appear correctly nor incorrectly in this task and vice versa. For example, the double plural
form oxens appeared in the previous task, but did not appear as either oxen or oxens in
this task.
Design Considerations.
The paragraphs in this task were written as though they were part of a fictitious
instant messaging dialogue and appeared in the order that they would in the dialogue. The
first sentence of the first paragraph started with “Geek_Boy: Hey, we shoulda […]” to set
the participants in the context of an instant messaging dialogue. This created the
expectation that the style of writing that would appear in this task would be similar to that
found in messaging media which allows for text speak. Aside from the test items, the text
speak sentences included non-standard forms such as text abbreviations (e.g. LOL for
laugh out loud, or u for you), non-conventional spellings (e.g. tho for though, or kno for
know), letter/number homophones (e.g. 2 for to), emoticons (e.g. , , :p), and other
stylizations (e.g. meee!, EASY!). Participants could list these text speak forms as
unacceptable in the space provided; however these were not counted as test items,
although any patterns with respect to selecting text speak forms as unacceptable were
noted.
An effort was made to include both unusual/incorrect and correct Standard
English test items. Like the previous task, the 12 paragraphs in this task also contained a
total of 59 unusual/incorrect (possible) word items and 35 correct (existing) word items.
Including the test items and text speak forms, the 12 paragraphs contained a total of 574
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words. It was important to test as many items as possible, but avoid having sentences so
densely packed with unusual/incorrect forms that the sentences could not be read as text
speak sentences. In this task, 10.3% of words appearing in the text were unusual/incorrect
test items. The difference in the total number of words and the percentage of
unusual/incorrect test items compared to the previous task was assumed to be negligible.
Compromises.
It was important to ensure that this task could be completed within a reasonable
amount of time to prevent participant fatigue. Although it would have been desirable to
test more items of each type, the length of the text was limited to allow the participant to
complete the task within a short duration.
Task 4: Checklist acceptability judgment task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to identify the number and types of items that
participants found acceptable/unacceptable in a checklist (not in the context of sentences).
Administration.
Similar to the checklist practice task, the participants were informed that they
would see a checklist on the following page and that they must place a checkmark in the
boxes beside the words that were acceptable to them. The participants were told that they
would have three seconds per item to decide if it was acceptable and that there would be
173 items in the checklist. This meant that they would have a maximum of nine minutes
to complete this task. Participants were told that the test would go to the next page after
nine minutes, therefore it would be important to stick to their initial responses and not
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spend too much time on any question. By clicking Next, participants were taken to the
page that displayed the checklist items. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the
screen starting at 00:09:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining for
the task. The participants could place a checkmark beside each of the items that were
acceptable to them.
The types of test items used for this checklist task were the same as for the
previous two acceptability judgment tasks with the exception that the checklist task also
included forms of the type stem-stem-stem. The individual test items used for this task
were again not the same as those used for the previous two acceptability judgment tasks.
For example, none of didn’t/didnt, aren’t/arent, or oxen/oxens appeared in the checklist
task.
Design Considerations.
The checklist included both unusual/incorrect (possible word) and correct
Standard English (existing word) test items. The checklist contained a total of 111
unusual/incorrect test items and 62 correct test items for a total of 173 checklist items.
The items appeared in a random order for each participant to prevent biases resulting
from the order of the items.
Compromises.
It was important to ensure that this task could be completed within a reasonable
amount of time to prevent participant fatigue. Although it would have been desirable to
test more items of each type, the number of checklist items was limited to allow the
participant to complete the task within a short duration. Although nine minutes is longer
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than three seconds per item, the test software only allowed time limits for tasks to be
entered in one minute increments. It was important to round up to the next minute in
order to allow for more time for participants to get to the end of the checklist.
Task 5: Messaging media exposure questions.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to measure the participants‟ levels of exposure to text
and instant messaging.
Administration.
This task included nine multiple choice and short answer questions which
appeared on a single page. The participants were instructed to answer these questions.
They had nine minutes to complete this task. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner
of the screen starting at 00:9:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining
for the task.
Design Considerations.
The questions attempted to objectively measure text and instant messaging
exposure by asking participants


Whether they had a cell phone,



The number of text messages they received in a month according to a recent
phone bill,



The number of free text messages they received per month according to their cell
phone plan,



Their age when they received their first mobile phone,
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Whether they had a numerical key pad or a QWERTY keyboard on their cell
phone,



How frequently they participated in instant messaging, and



How many hours per day they spent on instant messaging.
The questions assumed (for example) that participants who received more free

text messages per month or had a QWERTY keyboard placed more value on messaging
capabilities, which may have affected messaging exposure.
The questions also asked the participants who they received most of their text and
instant messages from. Participants could select one of the following answers: 1)
friends/peers, 2) parents, 3) employers/colleagues, or 4) businesses, institutions or other
organizations. It was assumed that text speak would be most common in messages from
friends or peers and messages from friends or peers would have the most influence on
acceptability judgments.
Compromises.
The participants were asked how many text messages they received in a month
according to a recent cell phone bill. They were informed to have one of their last three
cell phone bills on hand in the consent form and at the beginning of the test. If they did
not have a recent bill on hand then they could estimate the number of text messages they
received. It is possible for their estimates to have been inaccurate; however it was not
possible to verify the accuracy of estimates and it was assumed that these estimates could
still provide useful data.
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Task 6: Fluency practice task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to provide the participants with practice performing
fluency tasks which appeared later in the test.
Administration.
The participants were informed that they would be asked to list as many items as
possible of a certain category and that this would be a practice activity. They were told
that this task would serve to measure their exposure to the particular category being asked
about in the question. The participants were told that they would have one minute to
complete this task and were instructed to click Next to begin the task. By clicking Next,
participants were taken to the page that displayed the category from which they must list
as many items as possible. In this practice activity, the participants were asked to list as
many objects as possible that are round. There was a large space in which participants
could type in their answers. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the screen
starting at 00:01:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining for the task.
Design Considerations.
None
Compromises.
None
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Task 7: Messaging media exposure fluency task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to measure messaging exposure by the number of text
abbreviations or textisms participants could list in this fluency task.
Administration.
Similar to the practice fluency task, the participants were informed that they
would be asked to list as many items as possible of a certain category. They were told
that this task would serve to measure their exposure to the particular category being asked
about in the question. The participants were told that they would have one minute to
complete this task and were instructed to click Next to begin the task. By clicking Next,
participants were taken to the page that displayed the category from which they must list
as many items as possible. For this task, participants were asked to list all of the text
abbreviations or textisms that they knew. The example, LOL is given. There was a large
space in which participants could type in their answers. A timer appeared in the bottom
left corner of the screen starting at 00:01:00 and counted down to show the amount of
time remaining for the task.
Design Considerations.
This test was designed to be analogous to the Print Media Exposure Fluency Task
described below, in that it tested what the participants knew and avoided socially
desirable responses. This followed from Stanovich and West (1989) who found that a
similar author naming task could not be faked: the participants could either think of the
names or they could not and guessing did not work as a strategy.

58
Compromises.
None
Task 8: Author recognition task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to measure print media exposure using the Author
Recognition Test (Martin-Chang & Gould, 2008).
Administration.
Similar to the checklist tasks, the participants were informed that they would see a
checklist of names on the following page. They were instructed to place a checkmark
beside the names of authors they recognize. The participants were told that not all of the
names in the list would be names of authors. They were informed that their print media
exposure score would be determined by adding up the checkmarks beside the names of
authors and subtracting the checkmarks beside the names that do not belong to authors.
The participants were told that they would have three seconds per name to decide if it is
an author‟s name and that there would be 150 items in the checklist. This meant that they
would have a maximum of eight minutes to complete this task. Participants were told that
the test would go to the next page after eight minutes, therefore it would be important to
stick to their initial responses and not spend too much time on any question. By clicking
Next, participants were taken to the page that displayed the checklist items. A timer
appeared in the bottom left corner of the screen starting at 00:08:00 and counted down to
show the amount of time remaining for the task. The participants could then place a
checkmark beside each of the authors‟ names they recognized.
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Design Considerations.
Similar to the fluency tasks, this task tested what the participants knew and
avoided socially desirable responses. The test was first designed with foils which are not
actually authors‟ names by Stanovich and West (1989) for this purpose. The names used
for this task were taken from Martin-Chang and Gould (2008) who updated the list to
include the names of more recent authors.
Compromises.
Although eight minutes is longer than three seconds per item, the test software
only allowed time limits for tasks to be entered in one minute increments. It was
important to round up to the next minute in order to allow for more time for participants
to get to the end of the checklist.
Task 9: Print media exposure fluency task.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to measure print exposure by the number of books,
magazines or newspapers that participants could list in this fluency task as having read in
the past year.
Administration.
Similar to the other fluency tasks, the participants were informed that they would
be asked to list as many items as possible of a certain category. They were told that this
task would serve to measure their exposure to the particular category being asked about
in the question. The participants were told that they would have two minutes to complete
this task and were instructed to click Next to begin the task. By clicking Next, participants
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were taken to the page that displayed the category from which they must list as many
items as possible. For this task, participants were asked to list all of the books, magazines,
and newspapers that they had read in the past year. There was a large space in which
participants could type in their answers. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the
screen starting at 00:02:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining for
the task.
Design Considerations.
This test was designed to test what the participants knew and avoid socially
desirable responses. This followed from Stanovich and West (1989) who found that a
similar naming task could not be faked: the participants could either think of the names or
they could not and guessing did not work as a strategy.
Compromises.
None
Task 10: Print media exposure questions.
Goal.
The goal of this task was to measure the participants‟ levels of exposure to print
media such as books, newspapers, and magazines.
Administration.
This task included four multiple choice questions which appeared on a single page.
The participants were instructed to answer these questions. They had four minutes to
complete this task. A timer appeared in the bottom left corner of the screen starting at
00:04:00 and counted down to show the amount of time remaining for the task.
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Design Considerations.
The questions attempted to objectively measure print exposure by asking
participants


Whether they had a public library card aside from their campus library card,



The number of newspapers or magazines they (not their household) were
currently subscribed to,



How frequently they visited a library, bookstore, or magazine newspaper stand
aside from the campus library or bookstore, and



How many books they had read in the past year aside from textbooks.

The questions assumed (for example) that those who had a public library card,
subscribed to newspapers or magazines, or visited libraries or bookstores placed more
value on print media, which may have affected their exposure.
Compromises.
None
Task 11: Demographic questions
Goal.
The goal of this task was to identify demographic characteristics of participants
which may be related to their acceptability judgments.
Administration.
This task included four multiple choice questions and three short answer
questions which appeared on a single page. The participants were instructed to answer
these questions. They had seven minutes to complete this task. A timer appeared in the
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bottom left corner of the screen starting at 00:7:00 and counted down to show the amount
of time remaining for the task.
Design Considerations.
The questions asked about demographic factors which may be related to
acceptability judgments including their


Gender,



Age,



Years in university,



Major,



GPA,



Native language, and



Number of languages spoken.
Compromises.
None
Debrief.
After completing this task, participants were thanked for their participation and

asked if they would like to know more details about the tasks and questions in the test.
Participants could click Yes if they wished to know more, or No if they were not
interested. Participants who clicked Yes were presented with a few short paragraphs
which briefly described the test items which appeared in the acceptability judgment tasks.
All participants were presented with a statement which suggested that if they had any
questions or required clarification about the research they should contact the researcher or
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her supervisor. Contact information was provided. Below this information, the final
sentence said the test was now complete and that participants may close their browsers.
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Chapter 4: Method
This chapter outlines the procedure and materials used to recruit participants and
administer the study in order to answer the research question. Furthermore, it describes
the participants that were recruited for this research
Procedure
The participants were recruited using recruitment notices which were posted on
bulletin boards on the university campus at the University of Calgary. A copy of the
recruitment notice used for this study is shown in Appendix C. The recruitment notices
offered a $15 reward as incentive for participating and specified that native speakers of
English 18-21 years of age were being recruited. In order to control for participants who
fit the definition of being part of Generation Text (born between 1990-1999), but for
whom parental consent would not be required, 18-21 year-olds were specifically recruited
for this study. It was also critical to recruit only native speakers in order to test the
boundaries of grammaticality constraints in English without introducing non-native-like
acceptability judgments.
Since this study required participants to have internet access and a basic level of
computer literacy in order to complete the web-based test (Dillman, Tortora, & Bowker,
1998b), it was beneficial to recruit university students as a high percentage of them were
likely to meet these requirements (Barlow, 2008). According to a telephone survey of
2000 individuals, 84% of adults with some college education use the internet and 90% of
adults age 18-29 use the internet (Pew Internet, 2008).
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The recruitment notices instructed participants to go to the specific website
address where the web-based test was hosted on the Internet, complete the test, and then
contact the researcher to receive the $15 incentive. The researcher‟s contact information
was provided on the recruitment notice and at both the beginning and end of the webbased test. Once the participant contacted the researcher, they were asked whether they
preferred to pick up cash at the University of Calgary or if they preferred to have a
cheque mailed to them.
The recruitment notices also informed participants that they would first be
required to read the consent form at this website which would describe the research and
their participation. A copy of the consent form that appeared at the website is shown in
Appendix D. The consent form stated that their participation would be voluntary and that
they had the right to refuse to participate altogether, refuse to participate on any task or
question or withdraw from the study at any time. As mentioned in the previous chapter, if
participants agreed to consent they were instructed on the consent form to type their name
into a space provided at the bottom of the consent form. They could then continue to
complete the tasks and questions in the test. If they did not populate the space at the
bottom of the consent form, the test would not allow them to continue to the tasks and
questions.
Informed consent was collected on the same website as the test in order to
streamline the process for participants and avoid a multi-step process in which
participants would otherwise be required to submit a paper copy of the signed consent
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form. Participants were more likely to participate if they could give consent and perform
the test in one sitting at a time and place convenient for them.
The test was set to “active” status for 35 days between August 5, 2010 and
September 8, 2010, after which it was disabled so that no more participants would be
recruited. During this period, 38 participants agreed to consent by entering their name in
the space provided in the consent form. One additional participant populated this space
with random characters instead of his or her name which allowed the participant to
procede to the test without properly giving consent.
Using this procedure, it was not possible to screen the participants before they
went to the website to complete the consent form and test online unless they contacted
the researcher beforehand to inquire about eligibility for the study. Furthermore, anyone
could view the consent form and all of the tasks and questions simply by entering any
value into the space provided at the bottom of the consent form. Due to this not all of the
participants‟ were included in the data analysis and in the reporting of the results. The
participant who did not enter a name, and one other participant, only completed the
practice questions and neither of them were included. Another participant whose age was
entered as 22 was also not included. Additionally, three of the participants were identified
as non-native speakers either because they selected “No” when asked whether they were
a native speaker or because they did not list English as a native language in the test. None
of these participants were included in the study. After removing these participants‟ data,
33 participants were included in the analysis and the reporting of results.
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All participants who contacted the researcher in order to receive their $15
incentive were paid nevertheless, even if their data would not be included in the study.
Not all participants contacted the researcher to receive payment, but all of the participants
who requested to be paid had attempted all of the tasks and questions.
During the analysis, some simple checks were performed to ensure that
participants had performed tasks as requested. For the acceptability judgment tasks in
which participants had to identify unacceptable items in the context of sentences, all
participants identified more deviant forms than Standard English forms. For the checklist
task in which participants were asked to place a checkmark beside items they judged to
be acceptable, it was reasonable to expect that participants would select more items
conforming to Standard English than they would select deviant items. Three participants,
however, selected more deviant items. It was assumed that these three participants had
selected the items that they judged to be unacceptable rather than acceptable. Therefore,
for this task, these three participants‟ data was excluded from the study.
Additionally, five of the participants appeared to have skipped paragraphs at
either the end of the messaging media or print media acceptability judgment tasks due to
fatigue. They did not enter any items as unacceptable for at least one paragraph at the end
of either of these tasks. For these participants, acceptability judgments for the paragraphs
that they skipped at the end of the tasks were not included in the study. It was not
assumed that they found all of the items in the paragraphs acceptable. However, if
participants did not enter unacceptable items for a paragraph in one of these tasks, but
entered unacceptable items for a paragraph that appeared later in the same task, it was
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assumed that they found all of the test items in the earlier paragraph to be acceptable
rather than having skipped the paragraph altogether.
Materials
As described above, the materials used for this study included the recruitment
poster shown in Appendix C and the web-based test which required participants to read
the consent form shown in Appendix D and also administered the tasks and questions
designed to collect data in order to answer the research question.
The selection of the software provider for the web-based test was determined by
considering factors such as the company‟s privacy statement, reviews posted online from
other users, the cost of administering the test, and the capabilities of the software. The
chosen software was available at no cost for the number of participants recruited and in
particular, allowed the researcher to set time limits for the various tasks.
For the analysis, MS Excel was used to format the data and save the data table as
a .csv file. R! Project was then used to read the .csv file and identify relationships and the
significance of trends in the data. The data table included a row for every acceptability
judgment test item per participant and a column for every variable, representing the
messaging and print media exposure measures, the demographic data, and the
acceptability judgments of the participants. It also included a column for every
characteristic gleaned from the CELEX lexical database about the acceptability judgment
test items. In total 63 variables were included in the data set. These are listed and briefly
described in Appendix E.
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Participants
This section presents the data collected about the participants, beginning with an
introduction to the sample of participants and an overview of their messaging and print
media exposure measures.
As mentioned above, 33 participants were included in this study, 11 males and 22
females. The participants were between 18-21 years old with a mean and median age of
20 for both males and females. The number of years in university of the participants
ranged between zero and four years with a mean of two years although the females had
more years in university on average. Higher percentages of females also had GPAs
greater than 3.0 compared to the males. The female participants also spoke more
languages on average.
The demographic characteristics of the participants are summarized in the table
below:
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Table 5.
Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Females

Males

Both

Age
Min: 18.0
Median: 20.0
Mean: 20.0
Max. 21.0

University
Years
Min: 0.0
Median: 2.0
Mean: 2.3
Max: 4.0

Min: 18.0
Median: 20.0
Mean: 19.6
Max. 21.0

Min: 0.0
Median: 2.0
Mean: 1.7
Max: 3.0

Min: 18.0
Median: 20.0
Mean: 19.9
Max. 21.0

Min: 0.0
Median: 2.0
Mean: 2.1
Max: 4.0

GPA
>2.5-3.0: 7
>3.0-3.5: 9
>3.5-4.0: 4
NA: 2
Total: 22
>2.0-2.5: 1
>2.5-3.0: 5
>3.0-3.5: 1
>3.5-4.0: 1
NA: 3
Total: 11
>2.0-2.5: 1
>2.5-3.0: 12
>3.0-3.5: 10
>3.5-4.0: 5
NA: 5
Total: 33

Additional
Languages
Min: 0.0
Median: 1.0
Mean: 0.9
Max: 4.0
Min: 0.0
Median: 0.0
Mean: 0.5
Max: 2.0

Min: 0.0
Median: 0.5
Mean: 0.8
Max: 4.0

All of the participants had cell phones except for one female participant.
Participants reported receiving between two and 3000 text messages per month. The
female participants on average received more text messages per month and acquired their
first phones at earlier ages. The youngest age at which a participant received her first cell
phone was at the age of 12. Additionally, a higher percentage of female participants had
unlimited text messaging. On the other hand a slightly higher percentage of male
participants had QWERTY keyboards on their phones rather than numerical keypads. All
participants reported receiving most text messages from friends or peers except for one
female participant who reported receiving most texts from parents and one male
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participant who reported receiving most texts from businesses, institutions or other
organizations.
Although the web-based test asked participants how many free text messages
came with their cell phone plans, the majority of participants responded that they had
unlimited text messages. It therefore made sense to categorize the participants into those
that had limited or no free text messaging and those that had unlimited text messaging,
rather than analyzing the responses based on the number of free text messages.
The text messaging exposure measures of the participants are summarized in the
table below:
Table 6.
Text Messaging Exposure Measures of Participants

Females

Males

Both

Has Cell
Phone
No: 1
Yes: 21
Total: 22

Number of
Texts Received
Per Month
Min: 2.0
Median: 500.0
Mean: 827.8
Max: 3000.0

Texts Free
Limited: 3
Unlimited: 18
NA: 1
Total: 22

First Phone
Age
Min: 12.0
Median: 14.0
Mean: 15.1
Max: 19.0

Keyboard
Numerical: 11
QWERTY: 10
NA: 1
Total: 22

No: 0
Yes: 11
Total: 11

Min: 8.0
Median: 121.0
Mean: 461.7
Max: 3000.0

Limited: 3
Unlimited: 8
Total: 11

Min: 14.0
Median: 16.0
Mean: 17.0
Max: 20.0

Numerical: 5
QWERTY: 6
Total: 11

No: 1
Yes: 32
Total: 33

Min: 2.0
Median: 350.0
Mean: 701.9
Max: 3000.0

Limited: 6
Unlimited: 26
NA: 1
Total: 33

Min: 12.0
Median: 16.0
Mean: 15.7
Max: 20.0

Numerical: 16
QWERTY: 16
NA: 1
Total: 33

Texts From
Friends/Peers:
20
Parents: 1
NA: 1
Total: 22
Businesses/
institutions/
organizations: 1
Friends/Peers:
10
Total: 11
Businesses/
institutions/
organizations: 1
Friends/Peers:
30
Parents: 1
NA: 1
Total: 33

Although there was not much difference in the number of hours spent instant
messaging per day, a higher percentage of female participants reported participating in
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instant messaging multiple times per day or at least daily compared to male participants.
All participants reported receiving most of their instant messages from friends or peers
except for one male participant who reported receiving most instant messaging from
business, institutions, or other organizations.
The instant messaging exposure measures of the participants are summarized in
the table below:
Table 7.
Instant Messaging Exposure Measures of Participants

Females

Males

Both

Instant Messaging
Frequency

Daily Instant
Messaging Hours

Multiple Times Per
Day: 9
Daily: 6
Weekly: 1
Month: 2
Less Than Monthly: 4
Total: 22

0 Hours: 4
1 Hour: 5
2 Hours: 5
3 Hours: 3
4 Hours: 2
5 Hours: 1
6 Hours: 1
7 Hours: 1
Total: 22
0 Hours: 1
1 Hour: 4
2 Hours: 1
3 Hours: 2
6 Hours: 2
7 Hours: 1
Total: 11
0 Hours: 5
1 Hour: 9
2 Hours: 6
3 Hours: 5
4 Hours: 2
5 Hours: 1
6 Hours: 3
7 Hours: 2
Total: 33

Multiple Times Per
Day: 3
Daily: 2
Weekly: 2
Month: 2
Less Than Monthly: 2
Total: 11
Multiple Times Per
Day: 12
Daily: 8
Weekly: 3
Month: 4
Less Than Monthly: 6
Total: 33

Instant Messages
From
Friends/peers: 21
NA: 1
Total: 22

Businesses/
institutions/
organizations: 1
Friends/peers: 10
Total: 11

Businesses/
institutions/
organizations: 1
Friends/peers: 31
NA: 1
Total: 33
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On average there was little difference in the fluency measures between males and
females. The messaging fluency measure may have been affected by the fact that some
participants listed many emoticons for the messaging fluency task. These were not
counted in the messaging fluency scores as text abbreviations or textisms because it
appeared that the participants who entered emoticons were listing the emoticons in a
systematic fashion rather than recalling text speak items as a measure of fluency and
therefore performing a different task from those who only entered initialisms such as
LOL.
The fluency measures of the participants are summarized in the table below:
Table 8.
Fluency Measures of Participants

Females

Males

Both

Practice Fluency
Min: 5.0
Median: 8.0
Mean: 8.7
Max: 14.0
Min: 4.0
Median: 10.0
Mean: 9.6
Max: 16.0
Min: 4.0
Median: 8.0
Mean: 9.0
Max: 16.0

Messaging Fluency
Min: 4.0
Median: 9.0
Mean: 9.5
Max: 11.0
Min: 2.0
Median: 9.0
Mean: 10.0
Max: 19.0
Min: 2.0
Median: 7.0
Mean: 9.6
Max: 19.0

Print Fluency
Min: 5.0
Median: 10.5
Mean: 11.1
Max: 24.0
Min: 4.0
Median: 11.0
Mean: 9.5
Max: 15.0
Min: 4.0
Median: 11.0
Mean: 10.6
Max: 24.0

There was also little difference in the print media exposure measures between
males and females with the exception of whether participants possessed a library card.
Most of the female participants reported that they had library cards while most of the
male participants reported that they did not have library cards.
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The print media exposure measures of the participants are summarized in the table
below:
Table 9.
Print Media Exposure Measures of Participants

Females

Males

Both

Author
Recognition Test
Score
Min: 2.0
Median: 12.0
Mean: 12.4
Max: 24.0

Has Library
Card
No: 4
Yes: 18
Total: 22

Subscriptions
Min: 0.0
Median: 0.0
Mean: 0.4
Max: 2.0

Min: 5.0
Median: 16.0
Mean: 15.4
Max: 25.0

No: 9
Yes: 2
Total: 11

Min: 0.0
Median: 0.0
Mean: 0.5
Max: 2.0

Min: 2.0
Median: 14.0
Mean: 13.4
Max: 25.0

No: 13
Yes: 20
Total: 33

Min: 0.0
Median: 0.0
Mean: 0.4
Max: 2.0

Library /
Bookstore Visit
Frequency
Daily: 1
Weekly: 6
Monthly: 8
Less Frequently
than Monthly: 7
Total: 22
Weekly: 5
Monthly: 2
Less Frequently
than Monthly: 4
Total: 11
Daily: 1
Weekly: 11
Monthly: 10
Less Frequently
than Monthly: 11
Total: 33

Books Read in
Past Year
0: 3
1-2: 3
3-5: 5
6-12: 5
13-25: 3
>=26: 3
Total: 22
1-2: 4
6-12: 4
13-25: 3
Total: 11
0: 3
1-2: 7
3-5: 5
6-12: 9
13-25: 6
>=26: 3
Total: 33

In order to determine the correlations between various measures and the linear
relationships between certain measures and acceptability judgments, numerical values
were assigned to discrete categories for some measures. For example, frequency
measures such as the instant messaging frequency and the frequency of library/bookstore
visits were assigned values to represent days between exposures. A participant who
responded “multiple times per day” received a value of 0 (to represent 0 days between
exposures), a participant who responded “daily” received a value of 1 (day). A participant
who responded “weekly” received a value of 7 (days). A participant who responded
“monthly” received a value of 30 (days), and a participant who responded “less
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frequently than monthly” received a value of 60 (days) for the frequency measure. The
interpretation of “less frequently than monthly” as 60 days between exposures was
plausible, but somewhat arbitrary. It however allowed certain analyses to be performed
that would not have been possible using discrete categories.
In a similar way, categories that involved ranges were assigned values
representing the lower bounds of the categories. For example, a participant who
responded that they had a GPA between “>2.0-2.5” received a value of 2.0. A participant
who responded that they read 1-2 books in the past year received a value of 1. It is
possible that some accuracy in the data was compromised by applying these
interpretations to the data, in order to perform the required analyses. In future research it
would be advisable to ask participants for exact values and collect integral data rather
than using multiple choice questions to solicit categorical responses.
Furthermore, in order to measure correlations, certain measures were recalculated such that the highest values would represent the highest levels of exposure.
This was done for the First Phone Age and the instant messaging and library/bookstore
frequency measures. For the First Phone Age measure, the calculation (max(First Phone
Age) – First Phone Age) was used so that the participant who received a cell phone at the
earliest age had the highest value for First Phone Age. For the frequency measures, the
calculation (max(frequency) – frequency) was used to ensure that participants who
responded “multiple times per day” had the highest values.
The correlation matrix of the participants‟ demographic and media exposure
measures is shown below:
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Table 10.

0.64

0.01
0.33

0.13

0.35

1.00

0.34

0.21

0.32

0.66

0.34

1.00

0.44

0.64
0.53
0.34
0.01

0.21
0.13
0.14
0.28

0.44
0.32
0.31

1.00
0.45
0.38

0.00

0.09
0.47
0.36
0.20

0.32

0.17
0.19

0.00
0.15
0.15
0.34

0.20

0.43

0.39

0.56

0.54

0.39

0.12

0.04
0.08

First Phone Age

0.24

1.00

0.32

0.02

0.27

IM Frequency

0.01
0.04

0.32

1.00

0.55

0.33

0.02

0.55

1.00

0.47

0.27
0.37

0.47
0.26
0.05

Subscriptions
Library/Bookstore
Visits
Books Read in
Past Year

0.01
0.29
0.02

0.33
0.48
0.04
0.06
0.23
0.14

1.00
0.36

Print Fluency

0.12
0.54
0.05

Age

0.05
0.06
0.20
0.07

University Years
GPA
Additional
Languages

0.25
0.17
0.10
0.13
0.35
0.38

0.04

0.54
0.37
0.48
0.26
0.36

0.05

0.12

1.00

0.12

0.06
0.24

0.12
0.12
0.31
0.17

0.25
0.04
0.05

0.01
0.17
0.06
0.06

0.00
0.09

0.32

0.05
0.35

0.06
0.38

0.04
0.15
0.47

0.17
0.15
0.36

0.12
0.53
0.13
0.32
0.45

0.12
0.34
0.14
0.31
0.38

1.00

0.85

0.20
0.05

0.85
0.05
0.47

1.00

0.03

0.03
0.43

1.00
0.15

Additional
Languages

0.66

0.12

GPA

0.35

0.04

University Years

Books Read in Past
Year

1.00

0.01

Age

Library/Bookstore
Visits

0.18

0.24

Subscriptions

0.32

1.00

Print Fluency

0.32

Messaging Fluency

0.13

Daily Instant
Messaging Hours

0.18

Instant Messaging
Frequency

0.13
0.14

0.01

0.10
0.23
0.24
0.33

First Phone Age

0.02

Texts Received

0.29

Texts Received

Daily IM Hours
Messaging
Fluency
Author
Recognition Task

Author Recognition
Task

Correlation Matrix of Demographic and Media Exposure Measures

0.20

0.07

0.00
0.19
0.34
0.20

0.43

0.31
0.01
0.28
0.04

0.39
0.56
0.54
0.17
0.39
0.12
0.08
0.32
0.47
0.43
0.15
1.00

The strongest positive correlation was found between age and years in university
(correlation = 0.85).
The messaging media exposures in the matrix were for the most part positively
correlated with one another, but the text messaging measures showed almost no
correlation with the instant messaging measures. Daily instant messaging hours were
even negatively (although weakly) correlated with the number of text messages received.
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The strongest correlation among the messaging media measures was between instant
messaging frequency and daily instant messaging hours (correlation = 0.55).
The print media measures in the matrix were all positively correlated. The
strongest correlations among the print media measures were between print fluency and
the frequency of library/bookstore visits (correlation = 0.66) and between print fluency
and the number of books read in the past year (correlation = 0.64). Strangely, print
fluency and age were rather negatively correlated (correlation = -0.53) for no apparent
reason.
The strongest negative correlation was between the number of text messages
received per month and the author recognition task scores (correlation = -0.54). In fact,
the author recognition test scores (and GPA scores) were negatively correlated with all of
the messaging media exposure measures in the matrix.
The number of additional languages was also positively correlated with daily
instant messaging hours (correlation = 0.56) and messaging fluency (correlation = 0.54).
One could perhaps reason that participants who speak additional languages would make
more use of instant messaging to keep in touch with friends in other countries and may
perform better on the messaging fluency task because they are more able to learn other
languages including the language of text speak.
A principle components analysis was attempted in order to reduce the number of
meaningful measures and create composite measures that could account for variances.
However, the principle components analysis resulted in as many components as the
number of demographic and media exposure measures in the correlation matrix rather
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than reducing the number of measures. The components that were identified through this
analysis were neither intuitive nor easy to describe. For example, one component which
accounted for the largest variance among all of the principle components (27%) included
younger age, higher fluency scores, and more additional languages as its most important
characteristics. Due to these difficulties, it was decided against using the principle
components analysis to calculate composite demographic and media exposure scores.
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Chapter 5: Results
This chapter presents the findings that resulted from the data collection and
analysis in this research.
Media Exposure Measures and Acceptability Judgment Task Responses
At the beginning of this research in the formulation of the research question, I
predicted that higher levels of exposure to messaging media would cause participants to
accept more items as a result of having relaxed acceptability constraints or “linguistic
whatever-ism”. I also predicted that participants with higher levels of print media
exposure would have more constrained grammars and tend to reject more items. Instead,
the results of this study showed that this is not true. There was one messaging media
exposure measure negatively related to accepting possible (e.g. unconventional, unusual,
or deviant) items, and there were two print media exposure measures positively related to
accepting existing words at significant levels across all of the different tasks and test item
types overall.
The number of texts that participants received in the last month was related to a
significant trend such that participants who had received more text messages tended to
accept fewer items as shown by the table below. Instead of having more relaxed
constraints and accepting more of the unconventional, unusual, or deviant forms, they
rejected them more frequently than participants who received fewer text messages. This
raises the question of why participants who received more texts were sensitive to these
forms and did not find them acceptable.
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Table 11.
Effects of the Number of Texts Received on Acceptability Judgments of Possible
Words

Texts Received

Slope
Adjustment
Std. Error
z value
Pr(>|z|)
-0.000195
0.00004255
-2.575

0.01

The number of texts received in the last month was not significantly related to the
acceptability of existing words however. This is perhaps because most of the existing
words were familiar to the participants regardless of their levels of exposure to messaging
media.
On the other hand, none of the print media exposure measures were significantly
related to the acceptability of the possible word test items. Unlike the participants who
received more text messages, neither the participants who read more nor less print
materials were particularly sensitive to the possible word items.
Print fluency scores and the number of books read in the past year were,
nevertheless, positively related to acceptability of existing words at significant levels as
shown in the table below. Instead of having more constrained grammars as a result of
reading print materials, participants who scored high on these print media exposure
measures tended to accept more of the existing words. This seemed reasonable
considering that these participants would have more exposure to more variety of Standard
English words and would therefore have an advantage at recognizing existing words over
participants who did not read print materials.
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Table 12.
Effects of Print Fluency and Books Read on Acceptability Judgments of Existing
Words
Slope
Adjustment
Print Fluency
Score
Books Read in
Past Year

Std. Error

z value

Pr(>|z|)

0.07074

0.03092

2.288

0.022

0.03901

0.01949

2.001

0.045

It made sense that the number of texts received, the number of books read, and
print fluency would relate significantly to acceptability judgments. Among all of the
messaging media exposure measures, the number of texts received was the most
representative measure of text speak exposure from peers. Similarly, the number of books
read in the past year and the print fluency scores which also indicated the number of print
materials read in the past year were the most direct measures of print media exposure.
The other messaging and print media measures were not significantly related to
acceptability judgments of existing and possible words across all of the tasks and test
items overall. Some measures were, however, related to acceptability of certain types of
items as shown in the table below. A (-) in the table denotes a significantly negative
relationship while a (+) denotes a significantly positive relationship between the media
exposure measure (c.f. Appendix E) and the item type. The messaging media exposure
measures were significantly related to accepting fewer of both existing and possible word
items and print media exposure measures were significantly related to accepting more of
both existing and possible word item types. These relationships are described in more
detail in the paragraphs below.
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Table 13.
Significant Relationships Between Acceptability and Media Exposure by Item Type

Apostrophe
Compound
Stem-Stem-Stem
Non-Compound
With No Space
Derivational
Suffixation
Irregular Past
Tense
Irregular Plural
Texstpeak

(-)
(-)
(+)
(-)

(-)

Possible
Existing
Possible
Existing
Possible
Existing
Possible

Books Read

Library/Book-store Visits

Subscriptions

Has Library Card

Print Fluency

Author Recognition Test

Print Media Exposure Measures

Messaging Fluency

Daily Instant Messaging
Hours

Instant Messaging
Frequency

Has QWERTY Keyboard

Early Phone Age

Form
Existing
Possible
Existing
Possible
Existing
Possible

Unlimited Texts Free

Item Type

Texts Received

Messaging Media Exposure Measures

(-)

(+)

(+)

(+)

(+)

Possible

Apostrophe (present or missing).
Author Recognition Test scores were positively related to acceptability of items
that were missing apostrophes in the checklist task only, r(33) = 0.0531, P = 0.010.
Additionally, texts received were negatively related to acceptability of missing
apostrophes across all tasks, r(33) = 0.0003, P = 0.044.
Compound.
Messaging fluency was negatively related to acceptability of compound words
that were incorrectly spaced, r(33) = 0.0473, P = 0.049 regardless of whether the
compound words were normatively written with a space or not.

(+)
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Stem-Stem-Stem.
The number of books read in the past year was positively related to the
acceptability of stem-stem-stem items that were correctly spaced with only one space
between the internal compound and the right-most stem (e.g. football team), r(30) 0.0379,
P = 0.030.
Acquiring a phone at a young age and having a QWERTY keyboard were
negatively related to acceptability of stem-stem-stem items that were incorrectly spaced
by having two spaces (e.g. ?foot ball team), no spaces between each pair of stems
(e.g. ?footballteam), or one space between the two stems in the internal compound
(e.g. ?foot ballteam). The later the participants received their first cell phones, the more
of these items they accepted, r(30) = 0.1249, P = 0.034. Participants who had QWERTY
keyboards were less likely to accept the incorrectly spaced items, r(30) = 0.5037, P =
0.012.
Non-Compounds with No Space.
All of the bi-morphemic non-compound sequences with no spaces were deviant
forms. The number of books read in the past year was positively related to these items,
but only in the messaging media sentences task, r(33) = 0.0435, P < 0.001. Due to the
large variety of these word sequences, it was difficult to compare the acceptability of
these test items.
Derivational suffixation.
Only the existing derivationally suffixed words were significantly related to any
of the messaging and print media exposure measures. Acquiring a cell phone at an earlier
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age was negatively related to acceptability of existing derivationally suffixed words (e.g.
acquiring a cell phone at a later age was positively related to accepting these items, r(33)
= 0.0872, P = 0.023). On the other hand, print fluency was positively related to accepting
existing derivationally suffixed words, r(33) = 0.0398, P = 0.026. Acceptance of novel
derivationally suffixed words was not significantly related to any of the messaging and
print media exposure measures.
Irregular past tense.
Print fluency was positively related to acceptability of double inflected irregular
past tense verbs at a significant level, r(33) = 0.0380, P = 0.039. Acceptability was also
higher for double past tense items based on having a library card, r(33) = 0.3644, P =
0.020, and the frequency of library and bookstore visits (the more time between library
and bookstore visits, the less double past tense items accepted, r(33) = 0.0079, P = 0.049).
Irregular plural.
Print fluency was also positively related to acceptability of double inflected items
for the irregular plural words at a significant level r(33) = 0.0405, P = 0.042.
Text speak.
In the messaging media acceptability judgment task, participants frequently
selected the text speak items such as the text abbreviations, non-conventional spellings,
letter/number homophones, emoticons, and other stylizations as unacceptable. With the
exception of emoticons, these judgments were recorded. None of the messaging or print
media exposure or demographic measures showed a significant effect with respect to
acceptability of these text speak items.
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Demographic Factors and Acceptability Judgment Task Responses
Among the demographic factors, neither gender nor the number of languages
spoken appeared to have any notable effects.
Age and years in university were related to higher acceptability for some types of
items, but insignificant for other types of items. Acceptability of contracted existing word
items with apostrophes (e.g. don’t) was positively related to age, r(33) = 0.4009, P =
0.018 and years in university, r(33) = 0.4164, P = 0.040, at significant levels.
Acceptability of items presented without the apostrophe (e.g. ?dont) was not significantly
related to age and years in university.
Acceptability of existing compound words was also positively related at a
significant level to age, r(33) = 0.2121, P = 0.041, and years in university, r(33) = 0.2021,
P = 0.023. Acceptability of possible compound words that were incorrectly spaced either
by including or excluding the space was only positively related to age at a significant
level, r(33) = 0.1991, P = 0.048, and not to years in university.
GPA was not significantly related to acceptability of most types of items, but
there was a significant positive relationship between GPA and acceptability of words that
were incorrectly presented without a space such as compound words that normatively
have a space between the two constituents (e.g. ?figleaf), r(33) = 0.5848, P = 0.040.
There was also a significant positive relationship between GPA and acceptability of twoword non-compound phrases (e.g. ?underachieving), r(33) = 0.6389, P = 0.020.
Conversely, there was a significant negative relationship between GPA and derivationally
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suffixed words which violated selectional restrictions by having a noun or verb as the
base (e.g. ?groundness), r(33) = 0.6657, P = 0.030.
Acceptability Judgment Tasks and Responses
This section discusses the differences in responses observed in the various tasks
used to collect acceptability judgments. It compares the responses received from tasks
that listed test items in a checklist to tasks that presented them in the context of
messaging and print media style sentences.
The following figures show the percentages of existing and possible word items
accepted in each task. The light-coloured bands represent the items accepted by
participants and the dark bands represent the items that were not accepted.
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Figure 1. Percentages of Existing and Possible Word Items Accepted and Not
Accepted Per Task
Participants were best at identifying the existing words and avoiding the nonwords in the practice task. They had significantly more difficulty identifying existing
words in the checklist task, r(30) = 0.8059, P = 0.002. The items in the checklist task
were more difficult to discern as acceptable or unacceptable than in the practice task and
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there were many more items in the checklist task than in the practice task such that it
could be easy to overlook items.
Compared to the practice task, participants also selected significantly more
possible (e.g. unconventional, unusual, or deviant) words as acceptable in the checklist
task, r(30) = 0.7731, P = 0.001, and in both the messaging media, r(33) = 0.7746, P <
0.001, and print media, r(33) = 0.7830, P < 0.001, sentence tasks.
The tasks did not appear to affect participants‟ acceptability judgments except that
participants found a smaller percentage of items to be acceptable in the checklist task
than in the messaging and print media sentence tasks. This occurred for both existing and
possible words because participants had to actively place a checkmark in the box beside
the checklist items that they found acceptable and the rest of the items that were judged
or overlooked were considered to be judged unacceptable. In the case of the items
presented in the context of sentences, participants had to actively type in the items that
they found unacceptable and any other items were considered acceptable by default.
Acceptability judgments were more sensitive to print and media exposure scores
in the checklist task than in the messaging and print media sentence tasks. Acceptability
judgments for both existing and possible words in the checklist task were positively
related to print fluency, r(30) = 0.2656, P = 0.003. Acceptability of existing words in the
checklist task also showed a significant negative relationship with daily instant
messaging hours, r(30) = 0.0818, P = 0.048, and a significant positive relationship with
the number of books read in the past year, r(30) = 0.0215, P = 0.048. Acceptability of
unconventional possible words in the checklist task showed a significant negative
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relationship with texts received, r(30) = 0.0001, P = 0.029, and a significant positive
relationship with having a library card, r(30) = 0.3085, P = 0.048.
Test Item Types and Acceptability Judgment Task Responses
This section highlights linguistic properties relevant to acceptability of the
specific types of items that were tested. It first presents the responses received for both
the existing Standard English word items and the unconventional possible word items. As
the stem-stem-stem items were accepted at the lowest rates, this chapter analyzes the
significant factors related to acceptability of these test items.
In comparing the acceptability of different types of items, the frequency and (if
applicable) the number of spellings, or family sizes of constituents, were considered in
order to rule out these factors. It was found that acceptability was affected by the
logarithmic frequencies of the items as per the CELEX database for existing words r(33)
= 0.2097, P<0.001, but not for possible words overall. Many of the possible word items
had frequencies that were relatively low in comparison to the existing words (if they were
even listed in the CELEX database) or frequencies of 0.
Existing vs. possible words.
As expected, participants accepted the possible items significantly less than the
existing Standard English items, r(33) = 0.2097, P < 0.001. This was the case for all types
of test items except for the compound word items as shown in the table below.
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Table 14.
Acceptability of Existing Words in Comparison to Acceptability of Possible Words

Item Type
Item Sub Type
Apostrophe
Stem-Stem-Stem
Did Not Test Selectional
Restriction Violation
Derivational Tested Selectional
Suffixation
Restriction Violation
Irregular Past Tense
Irregular Plural

Slope
Std.
Adjustment Error z value Pr(>|z|)
0.6949 0.6459 10.759 <0.001
5.2448 0.7135
7.351 <0.001
4.2264

0.4235

9.980

<0.001

4.3104
5.9691
4.9141

0.4523
0.3785
0.4657

9.529
15.770
10.551

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

The positive slope adjustment values suggest that acceptability of existing words
was higher than acceptability of possible words. The low p-values indicate the strong
significance of these relationships.
Existing words.
The following figure shows the percentages of existing word items accepted per
type of item as represented by the light-coloured bands. The dark bands represent items
that were not accepted.
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Figure 2. Percentages of Existing Word Items Accepted and Not Accepted Per Item
Type
Using the acceptability of items in the practice activity as a baseline, it was found
that participants perceived certain types of items to be significantly worse than the
existing words in the practice activity, even after taking the frequency of the items into
account. Acceptability was particularly lower for correctly spaced stem-stem-stem items,
r(30) = 1.0288, P = 0.002, and compounds, r(33) = 1.0131, P = 0.044. The existing words
in the practice task were accepted at a rate of 97.3%, but the stem-stem-stem items were
only accepted at a rate of 73.8% in the checklist task (they did not appear in the other
tasks) and the compound words were accepted at a rate of 77.8% across all tasks, and
66.7% in the checklist task. This may indicate that there was some confusion as to
whether there should be spaces in the compound words as suggested by Baron (2009).
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The low acceptability rates for these items may have also been caused by participants
perceiving the task to ask whether the items were acceptable as single words, thus
causing them to reject items composed of multiple words.
Another reason for the low acceptance of the stem-stem-stem items is that they
only appeared in the checklist task. As mentioned above, acceptability of items in the
checklist task was lower than for the tasks in which test items appeared in the context of
sentences. Participants were required to actively select acceptable items in the checklist
task and the items that they did not select were labeled unacceptable by default. It
therefore makes sense to compare the acceptability of correctly spaced stem-stem-stem
items in the checklist items to the acceptability of other items appearing in the checklist
task. In this case, although the acceptability of the correctly spaced stem-stem-stem items
(73.8%) was higher than the acceptability of the correctly spaced compound words in the
checklist task (66.7%), the difference was not significant.
Participants also perceived the existing derivationally suffixed words to be
significantly worse than the existing words in the practice activity regardless of whether
the derivationally suffixed items had adjectival bases in –ive (Aronoff, 1978) or not, r(33)
= 0.7516, P = 0.005. These items were also worse even after considering item frequency.
There was one significant trend identified in the data for the derivational
suffixation items; existing –ness items were accepted at a lower rate than existing –ity
items, r(33) = 0.4983, P < 0.001. The trend was most significant for items with adjectives
in –ive, r(33) = 0.6858, P < 0.001.
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The other Standard English items were not shown to be accepted at a significantly
higher or lower rate than the existing words in the practice activity.
Possible words.
In the case of the possible word items that were unconventional, unusual or
deviant, all of the test items types were accepted at significantly higher rates than the
non-word items in the practice activity as shown by light-coloured bands in the chart
below. These represent the percentages of items that were accepted. The dark bands again
Percent by Possible Item Type
represent the items that were notResponse
accepted.
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Figure 3. Percentages of Possible Word Items Accepted and Not Accepted Per Item
Type
Among the items that were unconventional, unusual, or deviant either
orthographically or morphologically, participants accepted the incorrectly spaced
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compound words at the highest rate of 61.0%, followed by the double plural items at
37.1%. This seemed to indicate that the participants had the weakest constraints for these
types of items.
Strangely, the double plural items were judged to be significantly more acceptable
than the double past tense items, r(33) = 0.2325, P<0.001. They were even more
acceptable than the text speak items which only appeared in messaging media
acceptability judgment task in the context of sentences. In that task alone the text speak
items were judged to be significantly less acceptable than the double plural items, r(33) =
0.3121, P = 0.026.
In analyzing whether there were differences in acceptability based on whether the
irregular nouns for the plural test items were count or uncount nouns according to the
CELEX lexical database, it was determined that there were no such differences in
acceptability.
Among the derivationally suffixed items testing selectional restriction violations,
there was no significant difference in acceptability based on whether the base was a noun
or a verb. There was also no significant difference in acceptability based on whether the
derivational suffixation violated a selectional restriction or was simply a novel word with
an adjectival base.
The incorrectly spaced stem-stem-stem items were judged to be least acceptable
at the lowest rate of 10.7% (although still significantly more acceptable than the nonwords in the practice activity, r(33) = 0.7456, P = 0.046) mainly due to the low
acceptability of items that joined the internal compound to the right-most stem. All of the
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stem-stem-stem test items were left branching in their correct Standard English forms.
Stem-stem-stem items with a space in the internal compound, but no space between the
internal compound and the right-most stem were accepted at a rate of 3.8% and items
with no spaces between the three stems were only accepted at a rate of 0.8%. This was
even lower than the non-compound words composed of two words with no space in
between, which were accepted at a rate of 21.0%. However the stem-stem-stem items
only appeared in the checklist task and the non-compounds with no spaces did not appear
in the checklist task, therefore a like-for-like comparison was not possible.
The correct spacing of the stem-stem-stem items was judged significantly more
acceptable than any of the unconventional spacings for stem-stem-stem items as shown in
Table 14 above and in the figure below. The next most acceptable form was to insert two
spaces, one between each pair of stems, but these items were judged to be significantly
less acceptable than the correct spacing, r(30) = 0.4383, P < 0.001.The items that joined
the internal compound with the right-most stem by inserting only one space between the
constituents of the internal compound were even less acceptable compared to the standard,
r(30) = 0.7007, P < 0.001. The items inserting no spaces between any stems were the
worst compared to the correct forms, r(30) = 0.9557, P < 0.001. The items presented with
two spaces were significantly more acceptable than the two types of deviant items that
joined the internal compound to the right-most stem, r(30) = 0.6437, P < 0.001. There
was no significant difference in acceptability between the least two accepted spacings
which both joined the internal compound to the right-most stem.

95
Response Percent Per Stem-Stem-Stem Form
100%
90%

Percent of Acceptability Judgments

80%
70%
60%
1
0

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Space Between Compound
and Final Stem
ExistingWord

No Spaces

Space in Compound

Two Spaces

PossibleWord
Stem-Stem-Stem Form

Figure 4. Percentages of Stem-Stem-Stem Items Accepted and Not Accepted Based
on Spacing
Incorrectly spacing items of the type stem-stem-stem was also worse than
incorrectly spacing compound words. For example, in comparing compound words that
are normally not written with a space and presented with one in between the two
morphemes and stem-stem-stem items presented with a space between the two
morphemes of the internal compound, the compound words were accepted at a rate of
71.9% across all tasks and 70.8% in the checklist task alone. However, the stem-stemstem items were only accepted at a rate of 27.5% when presented with two spaces
(e.g. ?foot ball team), and a rate of 3.8% when presented with only one space in the
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internal compound (e.g. ?foot ballteam) as mentioned above. The acceptability judgments
of the correct forms of these two types of items were more comparable. The compound
words which were correctly presented without a space were accepted at a rate of 78.5%
across all tasks and 74.2% in the checklist task while the stem-stem-stem items with no
space in the internal compound were accepted at a rate of 73.8%.
The following figure shows the acceptability rates in the checklist task of the
correct forms of the compound word and stem-stem-stem items with no spaces in the
internal compounds and compares these to the acceptability rates for items that had a
space incorrectly inserted between the two constituents of the internal compounds.
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Figure 5. Acceptability of Compound Words and Stem-Stem-Stem Items
Why is it unacceptable to incorrectly space stem-stem-stem items?
The fact that participants judged most of the compound words as acceptable and
most of the stem-stem-stem items as unacceptable when incorrectly spaced indicates that
the presence of the right-most morpheme in the stem-stem-stem item causes structural
analysis of the stem-stem-stem items based on the spacing of constituents. Participants
were more sensitive to deviant spacings in the stem-stem-stem items because they
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represented morphological violations by separating morphemes of the internal
compounds or combining the internal compounds with the right-most morphemes.
Acceptability of compound words not part of stem-stem-stem items did not change
significantly because the incorrect spacing did not represent a structural difference.
Figures 6 and 7 below show how the structural analysis of compound words
remains constant despite differences in spacing, while the structural analysis of the stemstem-stem items varies with the spacing of constituents.
1)

a. No space in compound word
N
N
N
grasshopper
b. Space in compound word
N
N
N
? grass hopper

2)

a. Space in compound word
N
N
test

N
tube

b. No space in compound word
N
N
N
?testtube
Figure 6. Structural Analysis of Compound Word Items
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Figure 6 above shows that grammatical readings are possible for compound words
regardless of whether they normatively appear with or without a space and whether they
are correctly or incorrectly spaced. The structural representation of the compound word
does not change based on the orthographical spacing. In the absence of a third constituent,
two unanalyzed noun constituents that make up a compound word default to the
compound word structure shown in each example of Figure 6.
Overall, there was no significant difference in acceptability between the existing
word compounds which were normatively spaced (with or without a space) and the
possible word compounds which were incorrectly spaced (with or without a space).
Unlike the items that were presented with or without apostrophes or the stem-stem-stem
items, the spacing of written compound words may not orthographically or grammatically
matter. These results contradict the suggestion made by Baron (2009) that there is a
preference towards forms with spaces that would pass spell checks as there was no such
bias towards accepting compound words with spaces.
Stem-stem-stem items are unlike compound words in that multiple structural
representations are possible depending on the orthographical spacing of constituents as
shown below in Figure 7.
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3)
a. One space between internal compound and right-most morpheme:
correctly
suggests left branching morphological structure
N
N
N N
football

N
team

b. One space in internal compound: incorrectly suggests right-branching
morphological structure
N
N
N
? foot

N N
ballteam

c. No spaces: incorrectly suggests ambiguous structure with respect to
morphological branching structure
N
N
N N
?footballteam
d. Two spaces: unanalyzed for morphological branching structure
N
? foot

N
ball

N
team

Figure 7. Structural Analysis of Stem-Stem-Stem Items
The Standard English left-branching form of the test items is shown in example
(a). Example (b) shows that by placing a space in the internal compound and omitting the
space between the two right-most morphemes, a right-branching structure is represented.
Examples (c) and (d) show spacing patterns which represent structures that are
ambiguous with respect to branching direction by including or omitting all spaces

100
between constituents. Participants found Standard English items of the type (a)
significantly more acceptable than items of the types (b), (c), and (d). However, items of
the type shown in example (d) with spaces between all constituents were accepted at a
significantly higher rate than items of the types shown in (b) and (c) that combined the
two right-most morphemes as described above. Among items that did not show the
correct Standard English spacing, and could consequently represent morphological
violations, participants preferred the unanalyzed pattern shown in (d). Items that
embedded the two right-most morphemes either at the exclusion of, or to the same extent
as, embedding the two left-most morphemes were rejected at the highest rates.
As was seen with the compounds, participants judged a high proportion of
compounds to be acceptable when they were presented with a space even if they were
normatively written without a space. It should therefore be no surprise that the stemstem-stem items with the additional space in the internal compound would be judged as
the next best alternative to the correct form. These noun constituents, as shown in (3d),
could be analyzed to resemble the Standard English structure in (3a) by having the two
left-most constituents form the internal compound and then joining the noun of the
internal compound to the right-most constituent. However, it was also possible for these
unanalyzed constituents to form either of the two morphologically ungrammatical
structures shown in (3b) and (3c) by joining the two right-most nouns into a constituent.
Having two spaces in a stem-stem-stem item was ambiguous as to the correct structural
analysis and ungrammatical analyses were possible. Therefore items of this type were
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accepted at a lower rate than two-constituent compound words that incorrectly had a
space between the two morphemes.
Among the unconventionally spaced stem-stem-stem items, properties such as
family sizes and frequencies of constituents based on the CELEX lexical database were
found to be related to acceptability. Using the generalized linear mixed model fit by the
Laplace approximation1 in R, it was possible to identify a combination of significant
factors that co-determine acceptability of these items.
This analysis indicated that the more frequently the left constituent of the internal
compound appeared to the left of compounds in the CELEX lexical database (e.g. the
larger the family size of the left constituent of the internal compound), the less likely the
unconventionally spaced item would be accepted. Similarly, the analysis showed that the
more frequently the right constituent of the internal compound appeared to the right of
compounds in the CELEX lexical database (e.g. the larger the family size of the right
constituent of the internal compound), the less likely the unconventionally spaced item
would be accepted. Additionally, the higher the logarithmic frequency of the internal
compound, the less the unconventionally item would be accepted. In other words, the
more familiar the left and right constituents were as left and right constituents
respectively, and the more familiar the internal compound as a compound word, the more
likely participants would correctly reject the unconventional spacing of the item.
On the other hand, the higher the logarithmic frequency of either the left or right
constituent of the internal compound, the more likely the unconventionally spaced stem1

The Laplace approximation is a computational method used for estimation in generalized linear mixed
models (Joe, 2008).
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stem-stem item would be accepted. Table 15 summarizes the effects of the most
significant variables on acceptability of the unconventionally spaced stem-stem-stem
items. Refer to Appendix E for descriptions of the listed variables.
Table 15.
Significant Effects on Acceptability of Unconventionally Spaced Stem-Stem-Stem
Items

(Intercept)
Left Constituent Family Size of Morpheme 1
Right Constituent Family Size of Morpheme 2
Left Constituent Family Size of Morpheme 3
Right Constituent Family Size of Morpheme 3
Logarithmic COBUILD Frequency of Compound Word
Logarithmic COBUILD Frequency of Morpheme 1
Logarithmic COBUILD Frequency of Morpheme 2
Instant Messaging Frequency
Early Phone Age
Messaging Fluency Score
Has QWERTY Keyboard
Has Library Card

Slope
Adjustment
-4.8311
-0.0875
-0.0415
0.1831
-0.0416
-1.0476
2.0306
2.7786
-0.0356
-0.4446
-0.0867
-1.1413
1.0889

Std. Error
1.3804
0.0201
0.0114
0.0509
0.0139
0.5001
0.5203
0.4651
0.0093
0.1076
0.0444
0.3398
0.3931

z value
-3.500
-4.351
-3.649
3.591
-2.997
-2.095
3.902
5.975
-3.828
-4.131
-1.952
-3.358
2.770

Pr(>|z|)
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.003
0.036
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
0.051
<0.001
0.006

By analyzing multiple variables that together influenced acceptability judgments,
it was possible to find more significant effects of media exposure on acceptability of test
items. Table 15 shows that higher instant messaging frequency, earlier phone age, and
messaging fluency were related to lower acceptability of unconventionally spaced stemstem-stem items. This is consistent with the overall conclusion that messaging media
exposure decreases the likelihood of accepting test items. Having a library card was
positively related to accepting these items, supporting the idea that print media exposure
increases acceptability.
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Chapter 6: General Discussion and Conclusions
Influences of Messaging and Print Media Exposure on Acceptability
The findings from this study support the idea that the language to which people
are exposed does influence acceptability judgments. Ironically, the results of this study
are opposite to what was initially expected. I had predicted that text speak would
influence participants who experience more exposure to text and instant messaging so
that they would accept more deviant or unusual forms. Conversely, I had predicted that
the participants with higher levels of exposure to print media, in which normative
Standard English appears, would accept fewer of the unconventional forms.
Generally speaking, the study yielded the opposite results such that texting was
associated with more rigid acceptability constraints while reading relaxed constraints.
Exposure to text messaging was negatively correlated with acceptability of deviant forms
violating rules of orthography or morphology and also some Standard English forms (e.g.
derivationally suffixed words). Exposure to instant messaging was not significantly
related to acceptability of items and, given that the instant messaging measures were not
highly correlated with the text messaging measures, they could not be expected to pattern
with acceptability in the same way. Overall, it seemed that exposure to text speak, with
its many deviations from standard punctuation and spelling, did not influence people such
that they would make exceptions to Standard English norms in the various tasks
presented to them in this study. This opposed the view that texting is associated with
“linguistic whatever-ism”.
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On the other hand, participants who scored higher on the print media exposure
measures accepted more of the existing Standard English items and also accepted more of
some items that did not conform to Standard English norms (e.g. double past tense and
plural forms). The results may be explained by considering the wide range of vocabulary
found in print media and various types of literature. Reading, rather than texting, may
provide more exposure to variety and creativity in language and new word forms. This
could encourage flexibility in language use and tolerance of different lexical forms
among those who read more. It could also help readers to develop skills that allow them
to generate interpretable readings of novel, unusual, or even deviant word forms.
On the other hand, the range of vocabulary and morphological phenomena in text
speak is limited to the colloquial language used among Generation Text friends.
Although text speak has been described as playful, ludic, and creative (Crystal, 2006),
one could argue that, despite some variations in spelling and punctuation, it does not offer
the variety of language crafted by professional writers in print media. It may not be best
characterized as “loosely structured” as it appears to be subject to constraints and
limitations.
Even in speech, age (for example) has been found to be related to the occurrence
of new word forms. In one study (Lancaster University, 2006), children/teens produced
13 new wordforms while 25-34 year-olds produced 17 wordforms for every 1000 words
uttered (T. McEnery, personal communication, February 8, 2010). Participants who had
higher levels of exposure to text messaging or for whom text messaging conversations
held with friends were a major source of written language experience may have
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experienced more of limited written language including less variety of wordforms. As a
result, they might have been less comfortable with and more wary of many of the words
presented in the test.
By measuring acceptability in this study, it was possible to test the linguistic
knowledge of different participants and demonstrate that messaging and print media
affect constraints that determine the grammaticality of various linguistic forms. For the
purposes of determining whether there are differences in the grammars of participants as
a result of exposure to various media, this study has shown that acceptability is a valuable
concept separate from language ability.
One might interpret acceptability as the ability to tolerate and understand word
forms, in which case, accepting more items would be perceived as favourable. Those with
more experience with written language or less experience with text messaging, as
measured by the various print and messaging media exposure measures respectively,
therefore derive benefit. They have the flexibility in their grammars to read more variety
in language and the ability to interpret new forms. They may also have a comfort level
with written language that others do not have. This validates the concerns of some
parents, educators, and the media who believe that text messaging is negatively affecting
the language of Generation Text, not because it is affecting language ability as measured
by standard reading and writing tests, but because it is affecting acceptability.
The results however, do not necessarily show that people should read more and
text less. The participants whose scores were above the median for print fluency or the
number of books read in the past year and below the median for texts received in the past
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month did not accept significantly more items than participants who had received more
texts and had lower print media exposure scores. Nor did they accept significantly more
items than participants who had higher or lower than the median scores for both text
messaging and print media exposure measures. Even though reading was associated with
higher acceptability and text messaging was associated with lower acceptability, it was
not possible to conclude from this study that there is an optimum pattern of media
exposure.
This may be due to not capturing the relative levels of different media exposure
compared to one another and their influences on language. It was not entirely evident
from the participant data that there was a trade-off between texting and reading, as the
correlations between the text messaging and print media exposure measures were
relatively low with some positive and others negative. Such a trade-off may be
complicated by the fact that participants also spend time on other activities. Additionally,
despite the absolute levels of exposure to different media, participants‟ language may
have been affected by certain media more than others. Other factors such as reading
certain genres instead of others, or exposure to other media not included in this study
could have also affected results. Take for example a participant who achieved the highest
print fluency score of 16 and received the highest number of text messages of 3000 per
month. Either print media or messaging media language could have influenced the
participant‟s linguistic knowledge to a greater extent, contributing to the greater
acceptability of items by those with the highest print media exposure scores or those with
the lowest messaging media exposure scores despite the lack of an evident trade-off.
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Perhaps with a larger sample size, more variability in the sample, and more
comprehensive measurement of media exposure and their relative influences, one might
be able to determine whether a certain pattern of media exposure is more beneficial for
language acceptability than others.
Nevertheless, measuring messaging media exposure allowed the study to
demonstrate that certain experience with media such as text messaging affects
acceptability of items and made it possible to compare these influences to the effects of
exposure to print materials on acceptability constraints. Using messaging media exposure
measures also avoided the challenge associated with some other text speak experience
measures as described in Chapter 2, namely that participants did not differ much from
each other in terms of these text speak experience measures to the extent that any
relationship with language ability could be determined (Massengill Shaw 2007; Drouin &
Davis 2009). There was enough variability among participants in terms of their exposure
to different types of media and their acceptability judgments to show significant effects in
this study.
This research also showed that measuring messaging media exposure in this study
resulted in some different conclusions from studies that used measures of text speak use
or proficiency to predict changes to language from text and instant messaging. Studies
that attempted to associate text speak use or proficiency to language ability found, in the
majority of cases, that texting or instant messaging either helped language skills or did
not have any significant effect. This study found that the opposite is true, that texting
hinders language abilities used to read existing and new words. Measuring messaging
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media exposure provided insight into effects of text messaging on language from a
different perspective.
This demonstrates how it is possible for the media to publish opposing headlines
such as “Texting helps teens‟ grammar” (Alphonso, 2006) and “Texting, Twitter
contributing to students‟ poor grammar skills, profs say” (Kelley, 2010). It is easy to
conflate many aspects of texting or to reduce all linguistic phenomena to “grammar”, and
then to report that texting has some effect on grammar without identifying what exactly is
changing about grammar and why. It is therefore important to continue to systematically
investigate the effects of various media on language through academic research to
promote understanding of the factors associated with texting and how they influence
“grammar”.
Does Acceptability Generalize Across a Person’s Grammatical System?
The messaging media exposure measures were negatively related to acceptability
for both forms that appear in text speak, such as those that were missing apostrophes, and
forms displaying other morphological phenomena such as derivationally suffixed words.
This showed that messaging media exposure affected acceptability of language
phenomena in multiple domains of grammar. However, the notion of “generalizing
across” the grammatical system may not have been accurate. Rather than the acceptance
or rejection of certain forms extending to other forms, the study did not show that there
was a tendency that started with textisms or any text speak forms and then extended to
others. It was especially not the case that messaging media exposure caused acceptance
of text speak forms and that this generalized to other phenomena. As described above, the
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study showed that participants with higher levels of text messaging exposure tended to
reject more of the unconventional items overall.
Why are Textisms Used in Formal Contexts?
As described in Chapter 2, one of the main issues concerning the influence of text
speak on language is that textisms are appearing in children‟s and teens‟ formal writing
and schoolwork. This research showed that higher acceptability of text speak forms due
to exposure to messaging media does not account for the occurrence of textisms in formal
writing. The results from this study showed that exposure to messaging media did not
affect acceptability of certain textisms (text abbreviations, non-conventional spellings,
letter/number homophones, and other stylizations) as mentioned in the previous chapter
and contributed to lower acceptability of some text speak forms (e.g. contractions with
missing apostrophes).
Nevertheless, it is still possible that textisms are appearing in formal writing due
to some difference or change in linguistic competence. Since this study found that text
messaging negatively affected participants‟ ability to accept words, and Plester et al.
(2008) found that text messaging negatively affected other language abilities, there seems
to be support for the idea that some fundamental change is happening in language
because of certain aspects of experience with text messaging. It is uncertain whether this
base change is affecting linguistic competence to the extent that it is causing textisms to
appear in schoolwork and job applications. It would be interesting to explore whether and
how negative effects on language due to text messaging are causing the appearance of
textisms in formal contexts.
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A difference in the acceptability of items presented in the print and messaging
media sentence tasks would have indicated that participants differentiate between what is
acceptable in formal and informal contexts. However, no such difference was found in
this study as shown in the previous chapter. Items were generally as good or as bad
regardless of whether they appeared in the print or messaging media style narratives, or
participants‟ levels of exposure to print and messaging media. This does not support
claims that students know what language is appropriate in different contexts (Lenhart et
al., 2008; Drouin & Davis, 2009; Plester et al. 2009) given that it appears that they could
not tell the difference between the acceptability judgment tasks. At the same time, this
does not mean that participants could not differentiate between Standard English and text
speak. It may instead mean that the tested phenomena were not context-dependent.
Another possibility is that the two narratives were not significantly different in formality
or at least not different enough to cause differences in acceptability among participants.
Perhaps the messaging media narrative was not similar enough to an interactive, real-time
instant messaging conversation and perhaps the print media narrative was too much
unlike an actual article as it contained many deviations from Standard English. The fact
that the sentences appeared in a test in which participants were asked to identify
unacceptable items rather than in natural settings may have also affected results. In any
case the, study did not show that participants accepted more or fewer test items based on
appropriateness of the items in different contexts.
Spatafora (2008) offered a performance-based explanation for why textisms
appear in formal writing. She stated that text speak enables students to gain efficiencies
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while writing freely without being encumbered with the task of editing at the same time.
Spatafora (2008) referred to the concept of freewriting (Elbow, 2008), an exercise in
writing which involves writing a constant stream without compulsive and pre-mature
editing. Freewriting makes it easy to capture ideas and represent what people actually
mean to write without being too concerned with correctness. It avoids the difficulty and
frustration associated with “proper” writing. If this is the case, then students gain a real
benefit from using textisms in their drafts in order to efficiently communicate their
thoughts in writing and there may not be any reason to condemn this.
What may be lacking is in the proofreading, revising, and editing process
(Spatafora, 2008). Spatafora (2008) found that students simply did not care about writing
properly in some instances, or did not know what editing or formal writing processes
required. They would rely on spellcheckers in the editing process. Her participants‟ views
of the editing process seemed limited to touching up their writing through proofreading
rather that rereading and rewriting. For whatever reason, even if students are capable of
eliminating all of the errors and idiosyncrasies in their writing, they may not be taking
due care to do this. The fact that textisms are appearing in formal writing may not have
any relationship to linguistic competence and may instead be a result of non-linguistic
factors such as time spent rereading and rewriting, or methods used for proofreading and
editing. At the same time, students may not find rewards to sufficiently motivate them to
write using proper Standard English forms, or they may not find the punishments severe
enough to deter them from using text speak.
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Recommendations
The remainder of this chapter highlights certain unanswered questions related to
this research and proposes recommendations and further research.
What Are Linguistic Properties of Text Speak?
As suggested in the literature review, it would be helpful to further investigate the
lexical and syntactic properties of text speak. In particular, it would be of interest for the
current study to find that space and time constraints as well as the peer to peer nature of
messaging media limit the range and frequency of lexical items and syntactic structures
used in text speak. This would support the account presented in this thesis that
participants with higher levels of text messaging exposure are wary of accepting word
forms due to the limited range of word forms and morphological combinations to which
they are exposed.
How Do Different Patterns of Media Exposure Affect Language
Acceptability?
One question that arose during the analysis of the data collected in this study was
whether a certain pattern of media exposure was better for language acceptability than
others. For example, the results showed that participants who had more than the median
print media exposure score and less than the median text messaging exposure score were
more accepting of items than participants who had less than the median print media
exposure score and more than the median text messaging score. This was true regardless
of whether print fluency, the number of subscriptions, the frequency of library/bookstore
visits, or the number of books read in the past year were used for the print media score,
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and whether the number of texts received or the first phone age were used for the text
messaging score. The effects, however, were not significant.
As shown by the correlation matrix in Chapter 4, however, there was not a simple
trade-off between messaging and print media exposure. There were a number of
participants who were below the median score for both messaging and print exposure
measures or above the median score for both messaging and print exposure measures. For
these participants, it was not as easy to assume that one of the media (either messaging or
print) was or was not more influential on the participants‟ linguistic knowledge.
Therefore, it was not possible to conclude that reading more than the median and texting
less than the median always results in more acceptability than both texting and reading
little or both reading and texting a lot.
It could be the case that the amount of exposure to the two media with respect to
each other is more important than the absolute exposure to either media. Furthermore, the
role of certain media in one‟s life could change with time. For example, print media
could play a dominant role in influencing language prior to receiving a cell phone and
could play less of a role as texting becomes more important. In order to better understand
the acceptability judgments of participants who scored low on both texting and reading or
high on both texting and reading, it would have been helpful to ask participants questions
to identify which media had been more prevalent in their lives or had given them more
exposure to written language. It would also have been helpful to have known their levels
of media exposure during different time slices such as during childhood or teenage years,
or before and after they received a cell phone.
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Additionally, other media which were not included in this study may have
influenced participants. For example, reading website content provides exposure to print
media but may not have been captured by any of the print media exposure measures used
in the study. On the other hand, watching TV may not provide exposure to messaging or
print media, but could influence the trade-offs between spending time on various media.
Measuring levels of exposure to many different media would help to gain a
comprehensive view of the various influences on participants‟ language.
How Do Age, Education, and Genre Affect Language Acceptability?
Previous studies that were mentioned in earlier chapters found that texting could
be beneficial for the language abilities of children (Plester & Wood, 2009; Plester et al.,
2009; Plester et al., 2008) and people with little college education (Rosen et al., 2009).
Varnhagen et al. (2009) and Drouin and Davis (2009) found that texting did not help the
language abilities of teenagers and college students respectively, raising the question as
to whether age and education play a role in the influence of texting.
It would be interesting to investigate the interactions among age, education, and
media exposure on acceptability judgments. This study controlled for age and education
by only recruiting university students between 18-21 years of age as participants. It may
be helpful to conduct similar studies with children, teenagers, and adults with varying
levels of education. Although the present research did not find that genre (e.g. informal
vs. formal) affected acceptability judgments, perhaps it would have made a difference for
younger participants or those who received less education.
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Do Textisms Appear in Formal Writing Because of Competence or
Performance?
The anecdotal evidence brought forward by the media showing that students are
using textisms in schoolwork and job applications is a primary concern for parents,
educators, and the general public. The question as to why this is happening is still
unanswered.
This study rules out the possibility that textisms are appearing in formal writing
because of exposure to messaging media contributing to greater acceptability of textisms
or other unconventional forms. It may still be worthwhile to investigate other
competence-based accounts. Since frequency of texting was associated with worse
language abilities in some previous studies (Drouin & Davis, 2009; Plester, Wood, &
Bell, 2008), it is possible that text messaging exposure is affecting language abilities in a
way that this would contribute to textisms appearing in formal writing. It would be
helpful to conduct a study designed to investigate this. In particular, if participants are
told that the written language must adhere to Standard English conventions and exposure
to texting prevents participants from identifying and correcting textisms in formal writing
despite a rigorous editing process, this would show a difference in linguistic competence.
The question, however, may be a matter of performance as suggested by
Spatafora (2008). Students may be justified in using textisms in their writing if they gain
efficiencies by doing so. The problem of textisms appearing in formal writing may
instead be caused by shortcomings in the editing process that are unrelated to linguistic
competence such as the amount of time and attention taken, or the tools used, to revise
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and re-write. It would then be helpful to investigate the editing practices of students to
understand how these affect the likelihood of textisms appearing in writing.
What Real Life Implications Does this Research Have?
Although this research informs that reading more or texting less improves abilities
to accept word forms, it does not identify how much reading or how much texting, or
how much more reading than texting people should do. Nor does it address whether the
same conclusions apply towards children‟s messaging and print media exposure.
Moreover, it is unclear how parents, educators, and industry should influence people‟s
exposure to various media.
Perhaps, first and foremost, the consequences of differences in linguistic
knowledge should be explored. Does language acceptability or ability, or using textisms
in formal writing make a significant difference to people‟s lives? For example, does it
affect academic scores, job prospects, abilities to make a living or form relationships, or a
person‟s well-being or happiness over time? If so, then it could be worthwhile to invest in
research and programs that help people make choices about their media exposure that
will benefit them and society overall. If not, perhaps there is little need to worry about the
effects of texting.
Technology is quickly changing various aspects of people‟s lives before we can
fully understand the implications of these media on what we know and how we learn and
interact with one another. It is important to continue investigating these many questions
related to the influences of different media on language to continue to inform decisionmaking in a meaningful way.
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Appendix A: Acceptability Judgment Task Test Items
Apostrophe
Item

Type

Correct form

Presented form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

wouldn't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

where's

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

she‟s

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

isn‟t

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

they‟re

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

shouldn‟t

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

who‟s

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

when's

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

that's

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

Checklist

wasn't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

don't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

couldn't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

should've

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

aren‟t

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

I'm

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

Checklist
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Print Media

can't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

could've

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

weren't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

didn't

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

hes

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

youre

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

whats

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

whys

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

doesnt

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

wont

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

wouldve

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

hows

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

lets

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

Checklist

Im

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

cant

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

couldve

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

werent

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

didnt

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

wasnt

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

Checklist
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Print Media

dont

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

couldnt

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

shouldve

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

arent

Apostrophe

Apostrophe

No Apostrophe

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media
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Compound Correctly or Incorrectly Spaced
Item

Type

Correct form

chickpea

Compound

No Space

Presented
Form
No Space

touchline

Compound

No Space

greyhound

Compound

No Space

blockbuster

Compound

lowlife

Form Status

Test

Subtest

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No Space

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No Space

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No Space

No Space

No Violation

Checklist

Compound

No Space

No Space

No Violation

In Context

washroom

Compound

No Space

No Space

No Violation

In Context

waterborne

Compound

No Space

No Space

No Violation

In Context

Checklist
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Print Media

airport

Compound

No Space

No Space

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

cry baby

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

leap frog

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

cheese cake

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

nut cracker

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

Checklist

bumble bee

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

In Context

sun glasses

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

In Context

pigeon hole

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Checklist
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Print Media

grass hopper

Compound

No Space

Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

hobby horse

Compound

Space

Space

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

pin money

Compound

Space

Space

No Violation

Checklist

test tube

Compound

Space

Space

No Violation

In Context

pot belly

Compound

Space

Space

No Violation

In Context

Checklist
Messaging
Media
Print Media

waterbed

Compound

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

applepie

Compound

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

Checklist

icecream

Compound

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

figleaf

Compound

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Checklist
Messaging
Media
Print Media

Subtest

Non-Compound Word Sequence with No Spaces
Item
wellspent
twominutes
ubercool
moreso
afold
universitynerd
movieat
dogate
onthe
lowrated
allnight

Type
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence

Correct form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Item
underachieving
moreso
ahold
beautyproducts
paperon
girlsent
ina

Type
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence
Non-Compound
Sequence

Correct form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Space

No Space

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Form Status

Test

Subtest

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Stem-Stem-Stem
Item

Type

Correct Form

football team

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

Presented
Form
SS_S

notebook coil

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

halftime show

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

handcuff knot

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

laptop bag

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

lifeboat vest

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

loanword name

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

suitcase lock

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SS_S

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

rail road line

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

sail boat sale

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

headachecure

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

downtowncore

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

door bellring

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

back bonepain

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

camp fire song

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

work shop plan

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

raincoathood

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

pantsuitsize

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

wash roomsink

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

shoe lacehole

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

tea potlid

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

hot dog bun

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

batmanhat

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

flag ship deal

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

pork chopmeat

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

softwaredisk

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

snow plowjeep

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

wire less card

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

passportfont

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

play listfile

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_SS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

bath room robe

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

S_S_S

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

homestayfood

Stem Stem Stem

SS_S

SSS

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist
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Derivational Suffixation
Item
sensitivity
captivity
nativity
perceptivity
expansiveness
expressiveness
possessiveness
permissiveness
negativity
relativity
activity
creativity
compulsiveness
offensiveness
aggressiveness
exclusiveness
objectivity
productivity
festivity
Positivity
decisiveness
responsiveness
explosiveness
massiveness
implosivity
errosivity
recursivity
deflectivity
accessivity
egressivity
supplicativity
explicativity
domesticativity

Type
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation

Selectional
Restriction
Test Item?

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Item
reciprocativity
granulativeness
reformativeness
rheumativeness
emanativeness
subordinativeness
contaminativeness
illuminativeness
agglutinativeness
emancipativeness
reverberativeness
obsessivity
amplificativity
dilativity
extrapolativity
inflammativeness
mutativeness
reflectiveness
exploitiveness
abrasivity
omissivity
refusivity
indicativity
affirmativeness
combinativeness
culminativeness
inchoativeness
purity
capacity
gravity
parity
acuity
roundness

Type
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation

Selectional
Restriction
Test Item?

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

No

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Item
rudeness
quietness
Madness
calmness
disparity
quality
uniformity
lateness
goodness
absurdness
ability
banality
varsity
kindness
ableness
coldness
tability
canality
hairity
crawlity
findness
hoodness
fableness
palmness
derivativity
wrapity
reformity
farcity
groundness
rateness
moodness
holdness
curity

Type
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation

Selectional
Restriction
Test Item?

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

-ity

-ity

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

-ness

-ness

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Print Media
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Item
surpassity
repairity
renewity
giveness
riotness
hadness
wordness

Type
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation
Derivational
Suffixation

Selectional
Restriction
Test Item?

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ity

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Yes

?

-ness

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Sub Type

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

zero

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

zero

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut+

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut+

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

zero

zero

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut+

No Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut+

No Violation

In Context

Inflectional Suffixation
Item
awoke
bet
bought
drove
forsook
knit
led
met
sank
slew
spoke
sped
sprung
swept
throve
drew
hung
kept
meant
said
spit
took
thought
fled

Type
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Print Media
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Item
flung
knew
leapt
lent
shook
shot
split
hid
broked
crepted
dranked
grewed
letted
pledded
rosed
soughted
setted
shedded
slidded
slitted
strunged
stroved
taughted
threwed
woked
woved
wedded
wrunged
bledded
blewed
clunged
didded
fedded
foughted

Type
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation

Sub Type

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Subtest

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut+

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut+

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

zero

zero

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

-ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

-ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

-ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

-ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut++ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

zero

-ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut++ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Item
frozed
gotted
wented
hitted
quitted
slepted
stunged
stanked
bented
bidded
bitted
bredded
broughted
caughted
chosed
flewed
litted
shranked
slunged
spreaded
swunged
wepted

Item

curricula
nebulae
lice
automata
deer
jewellery
wheat
criteria
those

Type
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation

Type
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation

Sub Type

Correct
Form

Presented
Form

Form Status

Test

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

change

change+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

zero

zero+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

zero

zero+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut++ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut++ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

zero

zero+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

change

change+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

change

change+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

zero

zero+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut

ablaut+ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Past Tense

ablaut+

ablaut++ed

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Sub Type

CELEX
Count
Noun

CELEX
Uncount
Noun

Form

Test

Subtest

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

N

Y

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

N

Y

No Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

In Context

Plural

N

N

No Violation

In Context

Subtest
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Item
antennae
information
silver
media
vitae
these
offspring
gold
mens
womens
corporas
stratas
mices
dices
erratas
gymnasias
algaes
alumnaes
pupaes
polyhedras
aquarias
sheeps
fishes
swines
mooses
aircrafts
kins
legislations
trousers
trouts
childrens
bacterias
datas

Type
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation

Sub Type

CELEX
Count
Noun

CELEX
Uncount
Noun

Form

Test

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

In Context

Plural

N

Y

No Violation

In Context

Plural

N

Y

No Violation

In Context

Plural

N

N

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Subtest
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media

Plural

N

N

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

N

Y

No Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural
Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

N

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

N

N

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

Checklist

Checklist

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Item
phenomenas
teeths
vertebraes
peoples
formulaes
shrimps
advices
evidences
lucks
oxens
generas
memorandas
feets
geeses
ovas
larvaes
amoebaes
bisons
equipments
luggages
musics

Type
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation
Inflectional
Suffixation

Sub Type

CELEX
Count
Noun

CELEX
Uncount
Noun

Form

Test

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

N

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

Y

N

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Plural

N

Y

Possible Violation

In Context

Print Media

Subtest
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
Messaging
Media
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Appendix B: Practice Task Items
Item
speaker
persistent
elephant
afraid
should
element
stapler
beautiful
difficult
newspaper
clalphed
flieped
phighce
klowthed
nylked
boodged
dosts
dwargnth
scwaughnts
phaughthe

Form
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
No Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation
Violation

Test
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
Practice
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Appendix C: Recruitment Notice
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Appendix D: Consent Form

Linguistics Study
0%

Please read the following consent form and answer the questions at the bottom
of this page to participate in this research.
This consent form, presented here, is only part of the process of informed
consent. If you want more details about something mentioned here, or
information not included here, you should feel free to ask. Please take the time
to read this carefully and to understand any accompanying information.
The University of Calgary Conjoint Faculties Research Ethics Board has
approved this research study.
Purpose of the Study:
The purpose of this research is to understand the influences of exposure to
messaging and print media on grammar. For the purposes of this research,
exposure to messaging media will include reading instant messages and cell
phone texts. Exposure to print media will include reading books, magazines,
and newspapers. The data collected for this study will be used to inform a
Master’s degree project.
You are invited to participate in this research. By participating, you will receive
$15.
What Will I Be Asked To Do?
To participate in this research, you are asked to complete tasks and questions
administered online at this website.
You will be presented with real and fabricated words and asked whether these
are acceptable as English words. You will also be asked to answer questions
about your messaging and print exposure and demographic questions about
yourself which will be used to help understand results. For this, you are asked
to have one of your last three phone bills on hand during this activity in order to
answer questions about the text messages you receive. Furthermore, you will
be asked to complete tasks to measure your level of print exposure. All of these
tasks and questions will take no more than 1.5 hours. For certain tasks you will
have a time limit on the amount of time available to complete the task.
Therefore, it is important to stick to your initial responses and not to over-
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analyze or spend too much time on any question. There will not be any follow
up to your participation.
Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to participate altogether,
refuse to participate on any task or question, or withdraw from the study at any
time. If you withdraw from the study, you will still receive $15 however any
information you provide prior to withdrawal will be retained and used for the
purpose of the study.
What Type of Personal Information Will Be Collected?
Should you agree to participate, you will be asked to provide your gender, age,
year in university, major, GPA, and information about languages you speak.
You will also be asked to provide your name at the end of this consent form to
ensure that each person who participates in the study has given consent. Your
name will not be used for any other purposes.
Data will be reported in aggregate, however, the researcher may choose to
include any of your specific responses or individual quotes in the reporting of
results by removing all possible identifiers so that you are not identifiable in
reporting of results.
Are there Risks or Benefits if I Participate?
The risks of participating in this research are minimal. You may experience
fatigue or stress while completing the requested tasks and questions similar to
what you may experience while writing any test. The online survey is being
administered by hostedtest.com©, an American software company. As such,
your responses are subject to U.S. laws, including the USA Patriot Act. The
risks associated with participation are minimal, however, and similar to those
associated with many e-mail programs, such as Hotmail© and social utilities
spaces, such as Facebook© and MySpace©. As stated above you may refuse
to participate in any task or refuse to answer any question.
This research will benefit participants who are interested in learning about
linguistics research.
What Happens to the Information I Provide?
Participation is completely voluntary and confidential. You are free to
discontinue participation at any time during the study. Any information you
provide prior to withdrawal will be retained and used for the purpose of the
study. No one except the researcher and her supervisor will be allowed to see
any responses you provide. Since data will be collected using online test
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software, refer to http://www.hostedtest.com/hosted-test-privacy.html for the
software provider’s privacy statement. Any data downloaded from the online
software will only be stored on a USB stick and kept in a locked filing cabinet for
three years after which it will be deleted or destroyed. Data stored online will be
deleted no later than one year after the data is collected.
Please type your name in the box below to indicate that you 1) understand to
your satisfaction the information provided to you about your participation in this
research project, and 2) agree to participate as a research participant. In no
way does this waive your legal rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or
involved institutions from their legal and professional responsibilities. You are
free to withdraw from this research project at any time. You should feel free to
ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation.

Do you speak English as a native language?
Yes
No

Next
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Appendix E: List and Descriptions of Variables
Variable Name
Participant ID
Number

Has Cell Phone
Number of Texts
Received Per
Month

Texts Free
First Phone Age
Early Phone Age
Has QWERTY
Keyboard
Texts From
Instant
Messaging
Frequency
Daily Instant
Messaging Hours
Instant Messages
From
Practice Fluency
Score
Messaging
Fluency Score
Author
Recognition Test
Score
Print Fluency
Score

Description

Example

A unique identifier for each participant
Whether or not the participant had a cell phone. The
value is "Yes" if the participant had a cell phone.
The value is "No" if the participant did not have a
cell phone.

1124804

Yes

The number of text messages received by the
participant in a month
300
Whether the participant has unlimited free text
messages or whether they have a limit to the number
of free texts according to his/her cell phone plan.
Unlimited
The age at which the participant received his/her
first cell phone.
17
Max(First Phone Age) – First Phone Age
3
The type of keypad (e.g. QWERTY keyboard, or
numerical keypad) on the participant's cell phone.
QWERTY
The person or group of people from whom the
participant receives most of his/her text messages.
Friends/Peers
The number of days between instant messaging
sessions, e.g. a value of 0 indicates multiple times
per day, a value of 1 indicates a frequency of daily, a
value of 7 indicates a frequency of weekly, etc.
1
The number of hours spent instant messaging per
day.
1
The person or group of people from whom the
participant receives most of his/her instant
messages.
Friends/Peers
The number of items that participants were able to
list in the practice fluency task. They were asked to
list as many round items as possible.
4
The number of textisms (excluding emoticons) that
participants were able to list in the messaging
fluency task.
2
The number of authors' names that participants were
able to recognize, minus the number of foils that
participants selected from a list of names.
2
The number of books, magazines, and newspapers
that participants were able to list as items that they
had read in the past year.
4
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Variable Name

Has Library Card
Subscriptions

Library/Bookstore
Visit Frequency
Books Read in Past
Year
Gender
Age
University Years
Major
GPA
Native Language
Additional
Languages
Item Number
Item
Morpheme 1

Morpheme 2

Morpheme 3
Compound Word

Item Type

Description
Whether or not the participant had a library card
other than his/her campus card. The value is
"Yes" if the participant had a separate library
card. The value is "No" if the participant did not.
The number of magazine or newspaper
subscriptions that the participant had.
The number of days between library/bookstore
visits, e.g. a value of 0 indicates multiple times
per day, a value of 1 indicates a frequency of
daily, a value of 7 indicates a frequency of
weekly, etc.

Example

The number of books read in the past year.
Whether the participant is male or female.
The age of the participant.
The number of years of university that the
participant has completed.
The major field of study of the participant.
The GPA of the participant.
The native language of the participant
The number of languages spoken by the
participant in addition to their native language.
A unique identifier for each acceptability
judgment task item.
The acceptability judgment task item
The leftmost morpheme of the acceptability
judgment task item
The morpheme second to the left in the
acceptability judgment task item (NA if the item
only has one morpheme)
The morpheme third to the left in the
acceptability judgment task item (NA if the item
only has one or two morphemes)
The compound word in the acceptability
judgment task item if applicable
The orthographical or morphological phenomena
being tested by the item (e.g. missing
apostrophes or spaces, derivational or
inflectional suffixation, etc.)

1
Male
18

Yes
1

1

2
Economics
3.5
English
2
473
footballteam
foot

ball

team
football

Stem-StemStem
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Variable Name

Compound Type
Selectional
Restriction Item

Stem-Stem-Stem
Variant

Item Form
Acceptability
Judgment Test

Acceptability
Judgment Subtest

Ortho Count
COBUILD
Frequency of
Morpheme 1
COBUILD
Frequency
(1,000,000) of
Morpheme 1
Logarithmic
COBUILD
Frequency of
Morpheme 1
COBUILD
Frequency of
Morpheme 2

Description
For compound words, whether the compound word
is normatively written with or without a space
For derivationally suffixed items, whether the item is
testing a selectional restriction violation
For stem-stem-stem items, the spacing of the item in
the acceptability judgment task (e.g. one space
correctly between the internal compound and the
rightmost morpheme, one space incorrectly in the
internal compound, no spaces, or two spaces)
Whether the item was presented in its correct
Standard English form or whether the item was
unconventional in any way. Standard forms were
labelled as "Existing Words", non-standard forms
were labelled as "Possible Words".
The acceptability judgment task in which the item
appeared
The acceptability judgment subtask in which the
item appeared. For items presented in the context of
sentences, items could appear in either the print
media subtest or the messaging media subtest.
From CELEX, the number of spellings for the item.
For example, compound words could appear with or
without a space, therefore it could have 2 spelling
variants according to CELEX

Example
Correct
with no
space
Yes

No spaces

Possible
Word
Word
Checklist

Print
Media

1

The COBUILD frequency of the leftmost morpheme
in the item according to CELEX

5655

The COBUILD frequency (1,000,000) of the
leftmost morpheme in the item according to CELEX

340

The logarithmic COBUILD frequency of the
leftmost morpheme in the item according to CELEX
The COBUILD frequency of the second to leftmost
morpheme in the item according to CELEX (NA if
the item only has one morpheme)

2.5315

1941

142
Variable Name
COBUILD
Frequency
(1,000,000) of
Morpheme 2
Logarithmic
COBUILD
Frequency of
Morpheme 2
COBUILD
Frequency of
Morpheme 3
COBUILD
Frequency
(1,000,000) of
Morpheme 3
Logarithmic
COBUILD
Frequency of
Morpheme 3
COBUILD
Frequency of
Compound Word
COBUILD
Frequency
(1,000,000) of
Compound Word
Logarithmic
COBUILD
Frequency of
Compound Word

Word Class of
Morpheme 1
Version 1

Description
The COBUILD frequency (1,000,000) of the second to
leftmost morpheme in the item according to CELEX
(NA if the item only has one morpheme)
The logarithmic COBUILD frequency of the second to
leftmost morpheme in the item according to CELEX
(NA if the item only has one morpheme)
The COBUILD frequency of the third to leftmost
morpheme in the item according to CELEX (NA if the
item only has one or two morphemes)

Example

117

2.0682

1609

The COBUILD frequency (1,000,000) of the third to
leftmost morpheme in the item according to CELEX
(NA if the item only has one or two morphemes)

97

The logarithmic COBUILD frequency of the third to
leftmost morpheme in the item according to CELEX
(NA if the item only has one or two morphemes)

1.9868

The COBUILD frequency of the compound word in the
item according to CELEX if applicable

491

The COBUILD frequency (1,000,000) of the compound
word in the item according to CELEX if applicable

29

The logarithmic COBUILD frequency of the compound
word in the item according to CELEX if applicable
The class of the leftmost morpheme or root of the
derivationally suffixed item (e.g. noun, adjective, verb,
adverb, preposition, etc.). The roots of the derivationally
suffixed words that violated selectional restrictions
could be either nouns or verbs so in version 1 they were
classified as nouns and in version 2 they were classified
as verbs.

1.4624

Noun

143

Variable Name

Word Class of
Morpheme 1
Version 2

Word Class of
Morpheme 2
Count Noun
Uncount Noun
Left Constituent
Family Size of
Morpheme 1
Right
Constituent
Family Size of
Morpheme 1
Left Constituent
Family Size of
Morpheme 2
Right
Constituent
Family Size of
Morpheme 2
Left Constituent
Family Size of
Morpheme 3
Right
Constituent
Family Size of
Morpheme 3

Response

Description
The class of the leftmost morpheme or root of the
derivationally suffixed item (e.g. noun, adjective, verb,
adverb, preposition, etc.). The roots of the derivationally
suffixed words that violated selectional restrictions could
be either nouns or verbs so in version 1 they were
classified as nouns and in version 2 they were classified
as verbs.
The class of the second to leftmost morpheme or root of
the derivationally suffixed item (e.g. noun, adjective,
verb, adverb, preposition, etc.). The roots of the
derivationally suffixed words that violated selectional
restrictions could be either nouns or verbs so
For irregular plural items, whether the item is a count
noun or not according to CELEX.
For irregular plural items, whether the item is an uncount
noun or not according to CELEX.
The number of times that the leftmost morpheme
appeared as the left constituent in CELEX lemma

The number of times that the leftmost morpheme
appeared as the right constituent in CELEX lemma
The number of times that the second to leftmost
morpheme appeared as the left constituent in CELEX
lemma
The number of times that the second to leftmost
morpheme appeared as the right constituent in CELEX
lemma
The number of times that the third to leftmost morpheme
appeared as the left constituent in CELEX lemma

The number of times that the third to leftmost morpheme
appeared as the right constituent in CELEX lemma
Acceptability judgment per participant per item. If the
participant accepted the item, the response is a value of 1.
If the participant did not accept the item, the response is a
value of 0.

Example

Verb

Noun
Yes
Yes

42

28

13

39

3

0

1

