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Abstract
The design of the following research was initially intended to find the impact of the use of
textisms (abbreviated language used in text messages) on literacy across generations. It was later
found, however, that in order to find the effects of textisms on one’s literacy across generations,
one must first consider the generational differences in the use of textisms. Thus, the intent of the
following study is to discover more about the motivations and mindsets behind using textisms as
it may vary across different generations. A naturalistic study was conducted, collecting a total of
1,000 text messages, 500 each from both Generation X (48-50 year olds) and Generation Z
(14-16 year olds). Once this data was collected, a ratio of textism density was calculated by
comparing the number of textisms to the total number of words. This ratio was then compared
with results from a survey that asked a range of questions about participants’ texting habits and
perceived usage of textisms. In both Generation X and Generation Z, it was found that the use of
textisms is prompted by a number of social queues. For Generation X, those that use textisms,
do so mostly in order to fit in with a certain social group. On the other hand, Generation Z uses
textisms because there is no need for them to fit in with any social groups. While there are social
reasons to explain the use of textisms across both generations, the social reasons vary in each
generation.
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Generational Differences In The Use Of Textisms
Communication is one of the most basic aspects of societal interaction. There are two
simple types of communication: verbal communication and nonverbal communication. In both
types of communication, people have the ability to express their feelings to others, say what they
are thinking out loud, and practice interpersonal skills. While the purposes of each type of
communication are the same, methods of communication are beginning to change. With the
advent of computers and internet technology in the late 1970s and early 1980s, a new type of
communication, Computer Mediated Communication (CMC), has been rising in popularity ever
since. While computers and internet technology have previously been one of the largest
contributors to CMC in the past, texting has led to new studies on the effects of textisms. In an
article from Bagchi, Kirs, and López, published through Information & Management, it was
found that as the price of cell phones dropped, there was a steady increase of cell phones in the
U.S. between the years of 1981 and 2003. As cell phones become cheaper, people are more
likely to buy them, making phones more accessible to the public. Intel co-founder Gordon
Moore even hypothesized that the number of transistors per square inch on an integrated circuit
will double every two years (Lopes, Machado, Galhano, 2016). Known as Moore’s Law, Moore
holds the belief that computers will continue to become exponentially smaller and more
powerful. Since this technological advancement has allowed for the automation of processes, it
has caused the price of computers to decrease by about 30 percent per year (Moore’s Law, n.d.).
While the prices of desktop computers and laptops continue to fall, the same idea also applies to
phones and smartphones. Ultimately, this contributes to the idea of cell phones getting cheaper,
and therefore, more accessible, leading the way for the introduction of CMC to the masses.
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Nowadays, smartphones have almost equivalent processing power to that of modern
computers, and almost everyone holds a portable computer in their pocket without even realizing
it. Even at younger ages, kids are given cell phones and learning the habit of textisms for
themselves. In fact, according to Plester, Wood, and Bell (2008), in their report on children’s
literacy, 90 percent of school children owned cell phones and out of that same group, over 95
percent had used text messaging (Plester, Wood, & Bell, 2008). Evidently, many people use
CMC on a daily basis, whether it’s through email, texting, or other instant messaging services.
As a result of CMC, the use of textisms have become commonplace. Although considered an
informal form of writing, CMC was born out of the first creation of computers and cell phones.
In the early days of cell phones, people sending messages were forced to use a nine-button
numeric keypad, tapping once, twice, three, or four times to indicate a single letter. This method
of communication was slow, and it spawned the use of textisms. Defined by Drouin and Driver
(2014) and De Jonge and Kemp (2012) in their respective studies on textisms; textisms are “a
form of written language which has similar conventions to that of traditional English, but it
varies by means of abbreviated spelling, incorrect grammatical followings, and the use of
emoticons” (Drouin & Driver, 2014; De Jonge & Kemp, 2012). For the purposes of this study,
textisms will be defined by six specific categories used by Drouin and Driver (2014) in their
naturalistic study:
Contraction: (tmrw: tomorrow, sry: sorry) Letters (usually vowels) omitted from within
words.
Initialism: (hw: homework, wdym: what do you mean) Phrase/word represented by initial
letter of each word or morpheme.
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Symbol: ([emoji]: crying, [emoji]: surfing, [emoji]: happy) Graphemes/symbols used for
words, actions, or emotions.
Combined letter/number homophone: (gr8: great, m8: mate) Number/letter names
combined to represent words/phonemes.
Single letter/number homophone: (w: with, 8: ate) Single letters or numbers used to
represent words.
Nonstandard spelling: (luv: love, xcitd: excited) Irregular spellings, usually phonetic.
Although Drouin and Driver used twelve textism categories to define textisms, this study has
discounted the other six because of the following:
Shortening/other clipping: (prob: probably, def: definitely) People have used this type of
shortening for generations. It has reached the point where many people include
these words in spoken English.
g-clipping: (goin: going, leavin: leaving) People use g-clipping in speech, which means
that it is not specific to textisms.
Spelling error: (spellinf errpr: spelling error) Now mostly fixed by auto-correct, a
spelling error is a spelling error—not a textism. In addition, a mistake is without
intent, while textisms need to be used with intent. This alone discounts spelling
errors from being called a textism.
Omitted apostrophe: (didnt: didn’t, cant: can’t) Omitting apostrophes is usually fixed by
autocorrect and more closely relates to a spelling error. Also, omitting an
apostrophe does not change how the word is fundamentally formed, which
doesn’t warrant calling these words textisms.
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Omitted capitalization: (i: I) Omitting capitalization is more like style, and is not a
textism.
Accent stylization: (wanna: want to, didja: did you) Accent stylization is more like slang
very much like g-clipping. People have done this for years in speech.
As the use of computers and CMC have become available to the public over the years,
the use of textisms in society has evolved to serve new purposes. From its inception, efficiency
was crucial in shortening messages. Today, however, textisms can be seen as having more of a
social function in society. As textisms’ social impact continues to grow, the potential effects of
textisms on society’s understanding of standard language is worth examining in order to
eventually come to a conclusion about the generational differences in the use of textisms.
Literature Review
While there has already been a lot of research done on the topic of textisms in relation to
people’s literacy, there is no clear conclusion of its effects, and this may be the cause of
generational differences in the use of textisms. For this reason, this research is done in the hopes
that its findings will later be used to perform research in determining the effects of textisms on
literacy across generations.
While many have come to the conclusion that textisms have negative effects on one’s
literacy, others believe that textisms have positive influences on the understanding of language.
The media plays a large part in the long-held belief that the rise of texting is generally harmful
for one’s literacy. In a metadiscourse by Crispin Thurlow in 2006, he argues that the media
exaggerates many of the negative effects of texting usage (Thurlow, 2006). Further elaborated
by more research, Beverly Plester, Clare Wood, and Victoria Bell performed early research on
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finding children’s literacy affected by texting. They were one of the first to claim that an
increased use of textisms was not associated with poor language scores. In fact, they found that
“good writing attainment” was associated with the greater use of textisms (Plester et. al, 2008).
Despite the fact that these findings were in disagreement with what the media believed, there
were others who could affirm a positive correlation between literacy and the use of textisms. In
another study, for example, K. Durkin, G. Conti-Ramsden, and A. Walker, discovered that in
examining the reading abilities of “texters” and “non-texters,” those who were frequent texters
had a higher level of reading than those who did not text (Durkin, Conti-Ramsdent, & Walker,
2011). As further confirmation on this idea, Durkin was cited by N. Kemp (2011) in his editorial
published through The Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, in which he argued that “a
positive link was seen between facility with textese and literacy skills” (Kemp, 2011).
Although so many researchers have found a positive correlation between the use of
textisms and literacy, newer research aims to challenge this long-held belief. One of these
challenges comes from researchers S. De Jonge and N. Kemp, which is questionable because N.
Kemp, over the course of one year, disproved his own research. While Kemp in 2011 found that
the use of textisms increased literacy, De Jonge and Kemp performed a study that found a
negative correlation between the use of textisms and reading abilities (De Jonge & Kemp, 2012).
These findings point to a new shift in the research conversation, debating whether or not textisms
improve or worsen language understanding. In further investigation of this idea, researchers M.
Drouin and B. Driver performed a naturalistic study in which they measured the textism usage of
183 undergraduate students and compared it to aspects of language understanding. It was found
that while certain aspects of textisms were negatively correlated with reading and spelling, some
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categories of textisms had a positive correlation with reading and spelling (Drouin & Driver,
2014). This further illustrates the uncertainty of the effect of textisms on one’s language
understanding. As further uncertainty is revealed, the need for more research shows itself in the
form of naturalistic observation. L. Verheijen (2013), in his research review, similarly explains
that evidence for both positive and negative correlations between literacy and texting still exist.
However, there are no findings of a clear connection between textisms’ effects on literacy
(Verheijen, 2013).
This research study intends to not only respond to the lack of research in the field as
alluded to by Verheijen, but also incorporates elements from other researchers in the hopes that
comparable conclusions can be made about the use of textisms on one's literacy. As Drouin and
Driver’s naturalistic study grew out of the works of many others, many aspects of this paper will
be derived from others in order to keep data consistent, and results comparable. The main
question this paper intends to answer is: “Are there generational differences in the ways textisms
are used?” While many researchers have already considered textisms effects on individual
generations and specific age cohorts, there is new data to be found in a cross-generational study.
Not only will finding textism usage data contribute to the research conversation, but there is also
reason to believe that individuals in different generations will have different ideas on why they
text and why they use textisms.
Methods
In order to find generational differences in the use of textisms, research was performed
through naturalistic data and survey data. In both the naturalistic data and survey data, each
generation was labeled “Generation X” and “Generation Z.”
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Generation X & Z
Those who qualified to be a part of Generation X had to be between 48-50 years old and
have at least a four year college degree. Those who qualified to be a part of Generation Z had to
be 14-16 years old and be concurrently enrolled in high-school.
In order to increase the chances of obtaining varied data, age groups for each generation
were specified so that there would be the greatest difference in experience with textisms. For
example, those in Generation X (age 48-50) would have been born in the late 1960s, which
would put them in the era right before the release of the first commercially successful personal
computer, the Altair 8800 (1975). This is important because computers were the first devices to
introduce computer mediated communication, meaning that those in Generation X grew up in a
world without textisms, then later got introduced to them.
In contrast, those who qualified to be a part Generation Z (age 14-16) were born in the
early 2000s, a time where cell phones were rapidly rising in popularity. By the time they
reached about age 10, many kids were given cell phones with access to texting. The contrast
being made is the difference in available technology between the generations.
While Generation Z barely knows a world without text-capable cell phones right in their
pocket, Generation X grew up in a time where personal computers and the beginnings of CMC
gave birth to the first use of textisms.
Naturalistic Data
In the naturalistic data, text messages were collected from 40 total participants. With 10
males and 10 females in each generation, and 25 text messages collected per participant, this
amounted to a total of 1,000 text messages (7,581 words).
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In order to collect participants’ text messages, each participant sent screenshots of their
texting conversations to one phone number.
After receiving the screenshots of participants’ texting conversations, each of the
participants’ messages were manually transcribed into an Excel spreadsheet, where the number
of words per text could be calculated using Excel formulas. Although the number of words in
each text was calculated using a formula, the number of textisms in each text was counted by
hand. This was done because there is no way to create a formula that accurately counts the
number of textisms in a cell.
In addition to participants sending a screenshot of their texting conversations, they were
also instructed to categorize each of their conversations based on their relationship between them
and the person they were texting. Relationships were categorized on a scale from one to six:
1: Unrelated
2: Acquaintance
3: Friendship
4: Significant other/Love relationship
5: Family relationship
6: Co-worker/Professional relationship
After each screenshot, participants sent a number one through six indicating a specific
relationship for that conversation. Based on the relationship category of the given conversation,
each text from that conversation was put into the corresponding relationship category in the
Excel spreadsheet.
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It is important to note that only the participants’ texts were used, none were used from the
other person in the conversation, as their texts were “blacked out” to maintain the privacy of
those who did not agree to or may not be aware of the present study.
By using participants’ collected text messages, textism density was calculated by making
a ratio of total textisms to total words as done in similar naturalistic studies done in the past
(Thurlow & Brown, 2003; Ling & Baron, 2007; Drouin & Driver, 2014). In addition, similar to
Drouin & Driver’s naturalistic study, textism category density was found by calculating the
proportion of textisms per category to the total number of textisms. Not only was textism
category density calculated, but also text relationship category frequency was also calculated by
making a ratio of the number of texts sent with textisms in a specific relationship category to the
total number of texts sent to that relationship category. This was calculated in both generations
in order to discern differences in how often texts with textisms are sent to each relationship.
Survey Data
Using the same 40 participants who took part in the naturalistic data collection,
participants were also prompted to respond to a survey distributed through Google Forms. The
survey was divided into two sections: the textism translation section and the questionnaire
section.
Textism translation section. The textism translation section of the survey was modeled
after similar studies done in the past (Plester et. al, 2008; De Jonge & Kemp, 2012). While some
studied participants’ translations of standard english into textisms (De Jonge & Kemp, 2012),
others also measured participants’ performance on translating textisms into standard English
(Plester et. al, 2008; Drouin & Davis, 2009). The following research focused mainly on the
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aspect of translating textisms into standard English because it can offer concrete data on
participants’ understanding of textisms. While there could be an infinite number of correct
answers translating standard English into textisms, there can only be one answer that correctly
translates textisms into standard English. Additionally, translating standard English into textisms
doesn’t provide much insight into one’s use of textisms because similar data that could be found
from translations could also be found in naturalistic data of this study (such as textism category
density).
In terms of how the translation section was set up, each question was put into groups of
two. Each group of questions tested only one aspect textisms, whether that be contractions,
single letter/number homophones, symbols, etc. The first question was “easy,” containing a low
number of textisms (=1), and the second question was “hard,” containing a greater number of
textisms (>1). With only six categories defining a textism, there were 12 translation questions to
cover each category of a textism. There were also two more questions added, and these were
“wildcard” questions, which covered a wide variety of textism categories and did not follow the
“easy” and “hard” conventions as done in the prior questions. These two wildcard questions
were taken directly from Plester et. al’s (2008) study in order to keep the data similar and
comparable.
Coding. When analyzing textism translation responses, answers needed some ground for
standardization. For this reason, textism translations were either considered “right” or “wrong.”
For each question given in textisms, a corresponding sentence in standard English was regarded
as the “right” answer, and no other answer would be accepted. For example, when prompted
with the sentence in textisms “Wld you lik to go see a movie tmrw?” the only answer accepted
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was “Would you like to go see a movie tomorrow?” However, exceptions were made to this rule
because participants’ understanding of textisms was valued over their understanding of standard
English grammar.
For the most part, every translation question adhered to the grammar rules of standard
English. This was done in order to eliminate guessing, and the random addition of words or
phrases. This only caused a problem in one question where the grammar was not correct; to
combat this, all responses correcting the grammar were accepted as “right” since this did not
indicate a lack of ability to translate textisms. The participants were only doing what was told of
them, which was to translate each line into “standard English.”
Although responses with corrected grammar were accepted, this does not mean that
responses with incorrect grammar were not accepted. If the given text initially contained
incorrect grammar and the translated answer was also incorrect, but the textisms were translated
properly, this was also accepted as a correct answer.
Questionnaire section. Participants were also given a questionnaire in the second half of
the survey which collected basic demographic data and information regarding general text and
textism usage. This data is important to keep in mind when considering the results.
Results
Naturalistic Data
Although 1,000 text messages were collected, two text messages were discounted from
the data because they were written in a language other than English. On average, text messages
were 7.6 words per text and 37.2 characters per text. In total, there were 7,581 words and 426
textisms collected in the corpus. This came out to a total textism density ratio of 0.0562 (5.6%)
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for both Generation X and Generation Z. In Generation X, the textism density ratio was 0.0522
(5.2%) and for Generation Z it was 0.0615 (6.2%).
In terms of textism category density, Generation X found its highest textism category
density in single letter/number homophones with a ratio of 0.365 (37%). Generation Z on the
other hand, had its highest textism category density in initialisms with a ratio of 0.265 (27%).

Figure 1. Ratio of total textisms in each category to the total number of textisms in the
generation’s corpus.
This means that the greatest majority of textisms sent in Generation X are going to be
single letter/number homophones, and the majority of textisms sent in Generation Z are going to
be initialisms. This provides insight on the current usage rates on the types of textisms in each
generation, which could allow future research to analyze how using specific types of textisms
could impact or be revealing one’s literacy across generations.
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In addition to textism density and textism category density, text relationship category
frequency was calculated in order to determine the frequency that participants sent texts with
textisms to a specific relationship category.

Figure 2. Ratio of total texts sent with textisms in each relationship category to the total number
of texts in that relationship category.
In Generation X, the highest measured text relationship category frequency was
“Acquaintance” with a ratio of 0.462 (46%). Because of the fact that there were only a total of 6
text messages sent to “Acquaintance,” this ratio would be likely to be considered an outlier in
the data. Assuming this, the next highest text relationship category frequency was “Friend,” with
a ratio of 0.331 (33%) and 52 texts sent to this relationship category.
In Generation Z, The highest measured text relationship category frequency was also
“Friend,” with a ratio of 0.338 (34%) and 113 texts sent to this relationship category.
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Survey Data
In the survey, each participant translated textisms into standard English and responded to
a variety of questions (both open ended and not) inquiring about general text frequency and
textism usage. For the purposes of this study, only relevant data will be mentioned, the
remaining data will be listed in the appendix.
Questionnaire section. When prompted with the question “Why do/don't you use
textisms?” participants explained why they do or do not use textisms. In Generation X, 45%
responded that they do use textisms, while the other 55% responded that they do not. In
Generation Z, 75% of participants do use textisms, while 25% do not.
In addition to stating whether or not they do or do not use textisms, participants also
explained why. In Generation X, it was found that out of all participants who do use textisms,
89% use textisms because they are faster to type than standard English and they save time when
typing. In a similar sense, 100% of participants in Generation Z who do use textisms also
responded that they use textisms because they are faster to type than standard English. Out of
both generations, 96% of all participants who do use textisms do so because of the belief that
they are faster to type than standard English and they save time.
Participants were also asked whether or not they use textisms differently when texting
different age groups. It was found that there was a majority of participants who responded with
“yes” in both Generation X (65%) and Generation Z (90%). Those who responded with “yes”
then got redirected to a set of questions that asked about tendencies when texting individuals
younger or older than them.
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In Generation X, 53.8% of participants who do use textisms differently when texting
different age groups use “more textisms than average” when texting individuals younger than
them, while the other 46.2% use “about the same” amount of textisms.
Generation Z, on the other hand, received more varied responses than those in Generation
X. Thirty-three point three percent of participants who do use textisms differently when texting
different age groups use “more textisms than average” when texting individuals younger than
them, another 33.3% use “about the same” amount of textisms, 27.8% use “fewer textisms than
average,” and 5.5% use “no textisms at all.”
Discussion
The goal of this study was to discover more about people’s use of textisms and how they
vary across generations. Fueled by inconclusive findings in previous research, this study also
hopes to provide means for future research to be carried out studying the impacts of textisms on
literacy across generations.
Textism Density Ratio
Interestingly, it was found that the textism density ratio was similar in both generations.
With a ratio of 0.0522 (5.2%) in Generation X, and 0.0615 (6.2%) in Generation Z, this amounts
to only a one percent difference. Statistically speaking, one percent is negligible, and the results
can be seen as the same textism density ratio across both generations.
Although both generations may have similar textism density ratios, this only accounts for
how many textisms are used per word, and doesn’t fully explain generational differences in the
use of textisms. In looking at the survey data, there are other means to help determine
differences in the use of textisms across generations.
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Textism Motivations
According to data collected in surveys, the reason why people favor the use of textisms is
because it saves time. On the other hand, taking into account textism density, only about 5% of
an individual’s words are going to be textisms, and if the average text is only 7.6 words long, it
becomes clear that there isn’t much time to save by using textisms. From this point alone, one
can see that people’s perceptions on why they use textisms are flawed. While many use textisms
in order to save time, it is debateable whether or not the time saved is significant enough to
warrant the use of textisms. Perhaps further research examining the time saved when using
textisms would be helpful in confirming whether or not textisms save a significant enough
amount of time to explain their use.
Comparing Generation X & Z
While both generations received the highest text relationship category density ratio in the
“friends” category, Generation Z responded with “more textisms than average,” “about the
same,” “fewer textisms than average,” and “no textisms at all” when asked about their use of
textisms with younger age groups. In comparison, Generation X only received responses for
“more textisms than average” or “about the same.” These results have the implication that
age-gaps are the reason why different generations use textisms differently. Looking more
closely at age-gaps, these results can be attributed to the fact that there are a number of social
differences between the “young” and the “old.” Thus, one can come to the reasonable conclusion
that there are social reasons to explain the differing use of textisms across generations.
In terms of specific social differences, it can be assumed, but not concluded with
definition or certainty, that Generation X uses textisms for reasons of “fitting-in” with the
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younger generation. On the other hand, Generation Z feels no need to “fit in” because they are
the most socially updated individuals—the trend-setters.
Textism Densities
Calculating textism category density is important because it could reveal more
information about the types of textisms used in each generation. Based on what types of
textisms are used, one might be able to find how one’s use of textisms is representative of one’s
literacy (Drouin & Driver, 2014).
It is important to note that the textism densities in this study may not accurately reflect
textism densities calculated in other studies most probably because of a difference in the
definition of a textism.
In prior studies, researchers have used the definition of a textism originally suggested by
Thurlow and Brown (2003), with 12 categories to define textisms. Over the years, many more
researchers have come to use Thurlow and Brown’s (2003) suggested textism categories (Plester
& Wood, 2009; De Jonge & Kemp, 2012; Drouin & Driver, 2014). Other studies, on the other
hand, have not used the 12 textism categories typically used to define textisms. This can create
some large differences in data, ranging from calculated textism densities of .48 (48%) for
children ages 9-11 (Plester, Lerkkanen, Linjama, Rasku-Puttonent, 2011), about 19% for older
teenagers (Thurlow & Brown, 2003), and 5% as calculated by Baron (2008). While the ≈5%
textism density ratio found in this research resonates with few others findings, there could be a
wide variety of reasons why data is inconsistent. Taking into consideration cultural differences
through time, age gaps in study groups, and the different definitions of a textism, there are a
number of reasons to explain discordant findings among multiple studies.
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Limitations
The translation section of the survey might have worked better if each of the questions
were given in a random order. Because each textism category was tested one after the other, it
could have influenced participants answers to lie in that specific textism categorization. For
example, the following was to be translated when the preceding question dealt with textism
contractions: “I hV sm qstns bt te hw tnt, d u thnk u cn ansr thm?” The right answer in this
instance is: “I have some questions…” If this same question was given right after a question
regarding initialisms, perhaps, the right answer could be interpreted as: “I have so many
questions…”
Sources of error
While analyzing translation responses, some responses were considered to be “correct”
even though they were technically “wrong.” What this means is that the answers were
completely correct, but only one or two letters were incorrect. For example, when participants
were told to translate: “I hV sm qstns bt te hw tnt, d u thnk u cn ansr thm?” the correct answer
was: “I have some questions about the homework tonight, do you think you can answer them?”
One participant typed the entire translation correctly, but mistyped the word “them” by typing
“then.” Although they did not technically type out the exact answer, it was assumed that the
translation was correct anyway. This could lead to error in the data if the participant really did
believe that the correct translation used the word “then” and not “them.” In the context of the
sentence, “then,” did not make sense grammatically, and it was assumed that it was a simple
typing error, and the translation was correct.
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Appendix
Appendix 1: Naturalistic data

TEXTISM
DENSITY PER
PERSON

TEXTISM
DENSITY GEN
Z

TEXTISM
DENSITY GEN
X

TOTAL
WORDS
COLLECTED

TOTAL
CHARACTERS
COLLECTED

TOTAL
TEXTISMS
(GEN Z)

TOTAL
TEXTISMS
(GEN X)

0.023121387

0.061501357

0.052210724

7581

37150

204

222

AVG TEXTISM
DENSITY GEN
Z

AVG TEXTISM
DENSITY GEN
X

AVG WORDS
PER TEXT

AVG
CHARACTERS
PER TEXT

0.064163932

0.055751424

7.581

37.15
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TOTAL TEXTISMS COLLECTED PER RELATIONSHIP

GEN Z

GEN X

UNRELATED

ACQUAINTANCE

FRIEND

SO

FAMILY

PROFESSIONAL

1

44

334

14

92

15

UNRELATED

ACQUAINTANCE

FRIEND

SO

FAMILY

PROFESSIONAL

0

13

157

62

153

118
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TEXTS WITH TEXTISMS SENT PER RELATIONSHIP CATEGORY
GEN Z

GEN X

UNRELATED

ACQUAINTANCE

FRIEND

SO

FAMILY

PROFESSIONAL

0

8

113

4

26

2

UNRELATED

ACQUAINTANCE

FRIEND

SO

FAMILY

PROFESSIONAL

0

6

52

18

42

34
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RATIO OF TEXTS WITH TEXTISMS TO TOTAL TEXTS PER RELATIONSHIP CATEGORY
GEN Z

GEN X

UNRELATED

ACQUAINTANCE

FRIEND

SO

FAMILY

PROFESSIONAL

0

0.181818182

0.338323353

0.285714286

0.282608696

0.133333333

UNRELATED

ACQUAINTANCE

FRIEND

SO

FAMILY

PROFESSIONAL

0

0.461538462

0.331210191

0.290322581

0.274509804

0.288135593
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TEXTISM CATEGORY DENSITY
GEN Z

GEN X

Contraction

Initialism

Symbol

Combined
letter/number
homophone

Single
letter/number
homophone

Nonstandard
spelling

0.191176471

0.264705882

0.176470588

0.044117647

0.215686275

0.107843137

Contraction

Initialism

Symbol

Combined
letter/number
homophone

Single
letter/number
homophone

Nonstandard
spelling

0.211711712

0.072072072

0.292792793

0.036036036

0.364864865

0.022522523
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Appendix 2: Survey data
Translation section. The following is a copy of the survey administered to participants:
Textism Survey
Textisms are any and all types of abbreviations used when shortening words or phrases in text
messages. The following survey will examine to what extent participants use textisms.
* Required
1. Your name: *
Your name will not be reprinted or republished in any way. I only aim to connect previously
collected data with this survey.
2. Select your age range *
Mark only one circle.
○

14-16 years

○

48-50 years

TRANSLATE these text messages into standard English. DO NOT RESPOND TO THE TEXT.
Do your best to translate each of the following statements WORD FOR WORD.
If there is a word you can't translate or are unsure of, represent it with a "?".
Replace only the word with a "?" not the entire question.
3. Wld you lik to go see a movie tmrw? *
4. I hV sm qstns bt te hw tnt, d u thnk u cn ansr thm? *
5. ttyl bb I love you. *
6. wdym, I want to get afap from the admin bc I'm lazy af. Lmao *
7. I had a gr8 time. Thanks so much. *
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8. I 8 some of ur lunch 2day because I was hungry. Sry m8. *
9. Meet me at d store. *
10. y u leave wo him I'm v sad *
11. I luv my mom *
12. yeh ryt? I'm suh xcitd to see dem! Thx fer tha tix! *
13. Im goin out w my bro & my best frNd tomorrow. Do U wnt 2 cum along? *
14. hi m8 u k? sry i 4gt 2 call u lst nyt-y dnt we go c film2moz. hav U dn yor h/w? *
What is the meaning of the following?
15. :) *
16. ( ͡° ͜ʖ ͡°) *
Data. In Generation X, 67.5% of translations were “right,” and 32.5% were “wrong” (189
“right;” 91 “wrong”). Alternatively, in Generation Z, 76.8% of translations were “right,” and
23.2% were “wrong” (215 “right;” 65 “wrong”).
In Generation X, the the highest scoring question (100% “right”) was the “easy” symbol
question (#13). In contrast, Generation Z had many more high scoring questions (100% “right”)
including the “easy” contraction question (#1), the “easy” single letter/number homophone
question (#7), the “easy” nonstandard spelling question (#9), and the “easy” symbol question
(#13).
In Generation X, the lowest scoring question (100% “wrong”) was the “hard” symbol
question (#14). On the other hand, the lowest scoring translation question (85% “wrong”) in
Generation Z was the “hard” initialism question (#4).
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