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Abstract The recent increase in short messaging system (SMS) text messaging, often using abbreviated,
non-conventional ‘textisms’ (e.g. ‘2nite’), in school-aged children has raised fears of negative
consequences of such technology for literacy. The current research used a paradigm developed
by Dixon and Kaminska, who showed that exposure to phonetically plausible misspellings (e.g.
‘recieve’) negatively affected subsequent spelling performance, though this was true only with
adults, not children. The current research extends this work to directly investigate the effects of
exposure to textisms, misspellings and correctly spelled words on adults’ spelling. Spelling of a
set of key words was assessed both before and after an exposure phase where participants read
the same key words, presented either as textisms (e.g. ‘2nite’), correctly spelled (e.g. ‘tonight’)
or misspelled (e.g. ‘tonite’) words.Analysis showed that scores decreased from pre- to post-test
following exposure to misspellings, whereas performance improved following exposure to cor-
rectly spelled words and, interestingly, to textisms. Data suggest that exposure to textisms,
unlike misspellings, had a positive effect on adults’ spelling. These findings are interpreted in
light of other recent research suggesting a positive relationship between texting and some lit-
eracy measures in school-aged children.
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Introduction

Anecdotally, short messaging system (SMS) text mes-
saging using abbreviated non-standard written forms, or
‘textisms’, for example ‘C U l8er’, has been described
as having an adverse effect on children’s written lan-
guage production. To support this claim, there have
been reports from teachers that they have been handed
school coursework that includes SMS text intrusions
(Lenhart et al. 2008). Such claims have also been
widely reported in the media.

However, recent research into this issue has not sup-
ported these anecdotal claims, and in fact, has shown

that SMS texting may be positively associated with chil-
dren’s literacy (Plester et al. 2008, 2009). Two broad
accounts have been given for a possible positive rela-
tionship between texting and literacy. First, Plester et al.
(2009) suggested that texting can allow children access
to a form of written language which is not constrained
by standard grammar and spelling or produced for the
purposes of formal learning practice in school, but
rather as a means of easy communication with friends.
Crystal (2008) and Leake (2008) argue that this freeing
from conventional constraints and the additional neces-
sity of brevity to fall within the 160-character limit
allows children to use reading and writing in a much
more playful and economic manner.

Second, there may be something in the very nature of
the textisms that helps children with literacy. In order to
read or produce textisms, children need a good level of
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phonological awareness, that is, sensitivity to the under-
lying sound structure of spoken language. Many tex-
tisms are phonetically plausible versions of either
standard or accented (stylized) pronunciation, which
can only be understood by accessing phonology (e.g.
‘rite’ for ‘right’ and ‘wiv’ for ‘with’, respectively).
Another common form of textisms uses contractions,
which omit vowels and therefore relies on the phonetic
component of the consonants (e.g. ‘ppl’ for ‘people’).
The fact that texting may be heavily mediated by phono-
logical processes suggests that it may be linked to chil-
dren’s phonological awareness, which in turn has been
shown repeatedly to predict standard literacy measures
(see Adams 1990, for a review).

Plester et al. (2009) systematically examined the cor-
relations between knowledge of textisms and measures
of literacy in 10–12-year-old children, and included
tests of phonological awareness, short-term memory
and vocabulary. They discovered positive associations
between texting, reading and phonological awareness
but suggested that texting itself accounts for some of the
variance in reading ability even after age, phonological
awareness, vocabulary and age of acquiring a phone had
been partialled out. The authors suggested this unique
texting effect may be due to extended practice of lit-
eracy from frequent texting. This is in line with research
by Stanovich and colleagues (Stanovich 1986; Cun-
ningham & Stanovich 1990; Cipielewski & Stanovich
1992), who suggested that exposure to print indepen-
dently contributed to children’s reading ability after
accounting for phonological processing skills.

The above research on texting involved children.
Similar studies involving adults have revealed either no
significant associations between standard literacy skills
and texting performance (Massengill Shaw et al. 2007;
Drouin & Davis 2009; Kemp 2010) or some positive
associations, for example between standard literacy
measures and speed of text composition (Kemp 2010).
However, as participants were college students, it is
likely they represented just a small range of values at the
top end of literacy measures. Unfortunately this might
preclude the discovery of some possible correlations
should more participants nearer the middle and lower
end of the literacy scale be used. Interestingly, Drouin
and Davis (2009) discovered that despite the lack of evi-
dence for any effect of texting on literacy, over 60% of
the respondents claimed that they felt that texting was
undermining their written language performance.

Therefore, at present, it appears that in spite of anec-
dotal claims that texting is detrimental to standard
literacy, existing correlational research results demon-
strate that, at least in pre-teens and in highly literate
adults, this may not be the case. Our aim was therefore
to investigate possible effects of textisms using an
experimental paradigm.

A small number of studies have previously investi-
gated the effect of presenting misspellings on subse-
quent spelling performance using an item-specific
experimental approach. Using this method, a small but
significant deficit in subsequent spelling performance
was found following exposure to phonetically plausible
misspellings (Brown 1988; Jacoby & Hollingshead
1990; Dixon & Kaminska 1997; Katz & Frost 2001).
Conversely, a significant positive effect was found fol-
lowing presentation of a correct spelling (Jacoby &
Hollingshead 1990; Dixon & Kaminska 1997). It has
been suggested that the process by which this phenom-
enon takes place is implicit at the item-specific level of
the orthographic lexical representation (Jacoby & Holl-
ingshead 1990; Dixon & Kaminska 1997). This means
that both correct and incorrect orthographic information
can alter a word represented in the orthographic (spell-
ing) lexicon.

However, although this finding is robust in adults, a
comparable effect has not been found in children. Two
studies involving 10–11-year-old children and employ-
ing similar techniques to those used with adults revealed
no detrimental effect on spelling following presentation
of a misspelling but a significant positive effect follow-
ing presentation of a correct spelling (Bradley & King
1992; Dixon & Kaminska 2007). Unlike the implicit
process thought to underlie these effects in adults, it was
suggested that in children, the positive effect of seeing a
correct spelling was mediated by an explicit reflection
on the previous example in order to aid spelling (Dixon
& Kaminska 2007). Hence, it appears that these chil-
dren were at a stage where the orthographic lexicon was
not operating at full efficiency, and fresh information
from visual exposure (reading) did not easily impact on
orthographic representations.

Because textisms could be seen as a specific form of
misspelling, it could be predicted that using a similar
paradigm to investigate the effect of textisms on subse-
quent spelling ability would yield similar results to
those found in the misspelling literature, that is, a nega-
tive effect on spelling ability with skilled adult readers
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but little effect with 11-year-old children. The previous
texting literature would certainly suggest that textisms
have no detrimental effect on children’s spelling
(Plester et al. 2008, 2009), but interestingly, the adult
data so far have also revealed no detrimental effect of
textisms to parallel that found in the misspelling litera-
ture (Massengill Shaw et al. 2007; Drouin & Davis
2009; Kemp 2010).

Hence, in this study, we investigated the effect of pre-
senting commonly used textisms on adults’ knowledge
of standard spelling. The same experimental procedure
was adopted as has been used in the misspelling para-
digm, to investigate whether the effect of exposure to
textisms is equivalent to that of exposure to more tradi-
tional misspellings. If so, it would be premature to
suggest that texting does not have a detrimental impact
on standard literacy measures. If, however, textisms are
sufficiently different in form to elicit no adverse effect
on subsequent spelling ability, then the positive effects
of texting in childhood can be accepted without caveats.
Furthermore, should exposure to textisms have a
similar, positive effect on spelling in adults as has
recently been suggested in children, then this could even
have implications for interventions based on SMS text
technology for spelling difficulty.

Method

Design

A test–retest design was used involving two spelling
tests, each composed of the same 30 test words, which

were administered before and after an exposure phase.
In the exposure phase, participants read the same test
words as were used in the spelling tests, half of which
were presented in non-standard form (either textisms or
misspellings), and the remaining half formed a baseline,
presented either in standard spelling or not presented at
all. Pre-exposure and post-exposure spelling tests were
administered in two sessions, and the exposure phase
was carried out during the second session, immediately
prior to the post-exposure spelling test. The experimen-
tal design is presented in tabular form in Table 1.

Two between-participant factors determined the form
in which test items were presented to participants during
the exposure phase. The first, Non-standard Form (mis-
spellings, textisms), determined whether participants
encountered half (15) of the test items as misspellings or
as textisms during the exposure phase. The second,
Baseline Condition (correct spelling, no exposure),
determined whether during the exposure phase, in addi-
tion to either textisms or misspellings, the remaining 15
items presented were in correctly spelled form or were
not presented at all. The no exposure baseline condition
was included as previous research has shown that when a
spelling test is repeated, scores typically improve
slightly. It thus enabled us to determine the effects of
misspellings, textisms and correct spellings relative to
this repetition effect. As shown in Table 1, all combina-
tions of the above two factors resulted in four indepen-
dent groups for the purposes of the exposure phase.

Within-participant factors were Testing Occasion
(pre-exposure spelling test, post-exposure spelling test)

Table 1. Tabular representation of the experimental design, indicating test–retest design with interpolated exposure phase, which
involved the division of participants into four groups.

Session 1 Session 2 (around 1 week later)

Pre-exposure
spelling test

Exposure phase Post-exposure
spelling test

Non-standard form group
All participants

spelled 30 test
items to dictation1

Baseline condition Texting Group Misspellings Group All participants
spelled 30 test
items to dictation

No exposure Exposure to: Exposure to:
15 textisms 15 misspellings
15 items not presented 15 items not presented

Correct spellings Exposure to: Exposure to:
15 textisms 15 misspellings
15 correctly spelled items 15 correctly spelled items

1Twenty items from the Schonell spelling test (Schonell & Schonell 1952) were added to the pre-exposure spelling test. During Session 1
participants also completed a questionnaire relating to their mobile phone usage and texting habits.
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and Exposure Type (baseline, non-standard form),
which reflected the fact that during the exposure phase,
half of the test items were presented in non-standard
form (misspellings or textisms) with the remaining
items acting as a baseline.

A comparison of pre- and post-exposure spelling test
scores thus provided a direct measure of the effect of
exposure to test items in their various forms.

Participants

Participants were 94 undergraduate students (71
female; 23 male) attending Roehampton University,
London, with a mean age of 24.4 years [standard devia-
tion (sd) = 8.7 years]. Participants were randomly allo-
cated to one of the two non-standard form groups
(misspellings or textisms) and to one of the two baseline
conditions (correct spelling or no exposure). To ensure
that the groups did not differ on overall spelling ability,
participants’ scores on the 20 most difficult items on the
Schonell standardized test of spelling (Schonell &
Schonell 1952) were subjected to a 2 ¥ 2 (non-standard
form: misspellings, textisms ¥ baseline condition:
correct spelling, no exposure) analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The ANOVA confirmed that there were no a
priori between-group differences in spelling ability
(main effect of non-standard form: F(1, 90) = 0.59,
MSE = 22.66, NS; main effect of baseline condition:
F(1, 90) = 0.001, MSE = 22.66, NS; interaction: F(1,
90) = 1.70, MSE = 22.66, NS).

Materials

Thirty test words were selected for use in pre- and post-
exposure spelling tests and in the exposure phase.
Words were selected on the basis that (a) a phonetically
plausible misspelling (e.g. ‘tonite’); and (b) a known
textism (e.g. ‘2nite’) were available for each. In addi-
tion, the 20 hardest words from the Schonell standard-
ized spelling test (Schonell & Schonell 1952) were
added to the pre-exposure spelling test, to allow us to
control for the effects of prior spelling ability. The set of
30 test items was divided into two further lists to allow
for counterbalancing of items across baseline and non-
standard form conditions during the exposure phase.
Test words, along with their misspelled and text forms,
are shown in Appendix I.

Procedure

The first test session involved the pre-exposure spelling
test, which was a dictated, group-administered test com-
posed of the 30 test items and the 20 items from the
Schonell spelling test. Each item was first read aloud to
participants in isolation, and then embedded in a defin-
ing sentence, and finally again in isolation. For example,
‘excess . . . that’s in excess of our needs . . . excess’.

The second test session was administered to small
groups (five to 10 participants), and involved both the
exposure phase and the post-exposure spelling test. The
exposure phase involved the presentation of the test
items, half as misspellings or as textisms, and the
remaining half formed a baseline, presented either in
correctly spelled (standard) form, or not presented at all
during the exposure phase (see Table 1).

During the exposure phase, each item was presented
in 26 point Courier font on the 15-in. screen of a laptop
computer. Misspellings and correct spellings were
written in lower-case letters, and textisms in a combina-
tion of lower-case and upper-case letters and numbers.
Participants were instructed to read each item silently.
After 4 s, the experimenter read the item aloud, before
presenting the next item.

Immediately after the exposure phase, participants
completed the post-exposure spelling test. This test was
administered in the same way as the pre-exposure spell-
ing test (see above), and comprised the 30 test items.

Results

Table 2 presents mean (with sds in parentheses) spell-
ing scores (mean number of correctly spelled items) on
the 30 test words comprising the pre- and post-
exposure spelling tests, as a function of the way in
which those words were presented during the exposure
phase.

Focusing first on the Textisms Group, mean spelling
scores generally increased from pre- to post-exposure
test. Notably, improved spelling scores appeared to
follow exposure to textisms: for those items that par-
ticipants saw as textisms during the exposure phase,
mean spelling scores were higher at post- than at pre-
test. A different overall pattern was obtained for the
Misspellings Group. The means suggest that as pre-
dicted, exposure to misspellings had a negative effect
on spelling, while exposure to correctly spelled words

Does texting help or harm spelling? 61

© 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd



resulted in improved spelling at post- relative to pre-
exposure test. For those items that were not presented
at all during the exposure phase (no exposure condi-
tion), spelling scores remained rather stable from pre-
to post-exposure test.

To facilitate interpretation, the dataset was split into
two parts for the purposes of analysis, with data from
the Misspellings Group and the Textisms Group analy-
sed separately. Each set of data was subjected to a
three-way ANOVA where Testing Occasion (pre-
exposure; post-exposure), Exposure Type (baseline;
non-standard form) and Baseline Condition (no expo-
sure; exposure to correct spellings) were entered as
principle variables. Participant (F1) and item (F2) analy-
ses are reported. In the participant analysis, Baseline
Condition was a between-participant factor, and
Testing Occasion and Exposure Type were within-
participant factors. Exploratory analysis revealed nega-
tive skew and the presence of six statistical outliers.
The outliers were removed from the dataset and as a
result the skew resolved. For the item analysis of spell-
ing test scores (proportion of participants reading each
item correctly), all factors were treated as repeated
measures. Exploratory analysis again revealed negative
skew and two items (‘ecstasy’ and ‘embarrassed’) were
statistical outliers. The outliers were removed from the
dataset, and reflect and logarithm transformation was
applied to data, which improved the distribution of
scores. Results for the ANOVAs on data from both the
Textisms Group and the Misspellings Group are sum-
marized in Table 3.

Textisms Group

As shown in Table 3, for the Textisms Group, the main
effect of Testing Occasion (pre-exposure, post-
exposure) was significant both by participants and by
items, indicating that overall, participants’ spelling
scores improved following the exposure phase. The
main effect of Baseline Condition (no exposure, expo-
sure to correct spellings) was significant by items but
not by participants, indicating that overall spelling
scores were lower in the exposure to correct spellings
group than in the no exposure group, though this effect
was only found in the item analysis. None of the other
main effects and interactions were significant. The clear
finding of this data analysis, though, was that for partici-
pants in the Textisms Group, there was a significant
improvement in spelling performance from pre- to post-
exposure spelling test, indicating that far from having a
negative effect on subsequent spelling, the effect of
exposure to textisms had the same, positive effect as the
baseline condition.

Misspellings Group

The ANOVAs carried out on data from the Misspellings
group revealed a number of significant main effects and
two-way interactions, as shown in Table 3. These
effects were, however, moderated by a three-way inter-
action between Testing Occasion, Exposure Type and
Baseline Condition, which approached significance by
participants (P = 0.064) and was significant by items,

Table 2. Mean (with standard deviations in parentheses) scores on both pre- and post-exposure spelling tests as a function of the way in
which test items were presented during the exposure phase.

Baseline condition Exposure type Testing occasion

Pre-exp (of max. 15) Post-exp (of max. 15)

Textisms Group (N = 44)
No exposure baseline (N = 20) No exposure 12.55 (1.73) 12.70 (1.34)

Exposure to textisms 12.50 (2.16) 13.10 (1.29)
Correct spelling baseline (N = 24) Exposure to correct spellings 12.70 (1.33) 13.17 (1.76)

Exposure to textisms 12.29 (1.90) 12.54 (1.82)

Misspellings Group (N = 44)
No exposure baseline (N = 18) No exposure 12.39 (1.69) 12.33 (1.91)

Exposure to misspellings 11.61 (2.12) 11.22 (2.02)
Correct spelling baseline (N = 26) Exposure to correct spellings 12.00 (1.60) 12.96 (1.22)

Exposure to misspellings 12.62 (1.20) 12.15 (1.83)

Pre-exp, pre-exposure spelling test score; Post-exp, post-exposure spelling test score.
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and which was subjected to further analysis. The simple
interaction between Testing Occasion and Exposure
Type was significant in the correct spellings baseline
condition, F1 (1,25) = 2.083, MSE = 0.943, P < 0.001,
F2 (1,27) = 14.07, MSE = 0.001, P < 0.001. Inspection
of this interaction revealed that as has been previously
reported, spelling performance decreased following
exposure to misspellings, but increased following expo-
sure to correct spellings. However, in the no-exposure
baseline condition, the simple interaction between
Testing Occasion and Exposure Type was not signifi-
cant (both Fs < 1), and the data suggested a decrease in
performance both following exposure to misspellings
and also following no exposure.

Confirmation of the effect of misspellings was found
in the two-way interaction between Testing Occasion
and Exposure Type, which was significant by both par-
ticipants and items (see Table 3), and revealed that
overall, spelling scores decreased following exposure to
misspellings, but increased in the baseline Exposure
Type condition.

Discussion

The principal aim of the current study was to investigate
the effect of textisms on adults’ knowledge of standard

spelling. The effect of textisms was contrasted with the
effect of exposure to both phonetically plausible mis-
spellings and correct spellings, and we also obtained a
no-exposure baseline. With regard to textisms, results
were relatively clear cut: participants’ spelling scores
significantly improved following exposure to textisms,
relative to their spelling of the same items prior to expo-
sure. Furthermore, exposure to correct spellings had a
positive effect and exposure to misspellings a negative
effect on subsequent spelling ability, replicating previ-
ous findings (Brown 1988; Jacoby & Hollingshead
1990; Dixon & Kaminska 1997; Katz & Frost 2001).

The finding that exposure to textisms had a beneficial
effect on participants’ spelling performance is inconsis-
tent with anecdotal claims of negative effects of texting
on literacy. It also forms an interesting contrast to find-
ings reported in previous research (Brown 1988; Jacoby
& Hollingshead 1990; Dixon & Kaminska 1997; Katz
& Frost 2001) and obtained in the current study, of nega-
tive consequences of exposure to phonetically plausible
misspellings on subsequent spelling ability, given that
the textisms used in the current study could themselves
be considered a special form of phonetically plausible
misspelling. On the other hand, our results are consis-
tent with other recent research on the effects of texting,
which has found little evidence of negative links

Table 3. Three-way ANOVA, both by par-
ticipant and by item, for spelling test scores
obtained by the Textisms Group (top panel)
and the Misspellings Group (bottom
panel).

Source By participant ANOVA (F1) By item ANOVA (F2)

df MSE F df MSE F

Textisms Group
Baseline condition (B) 1, 42 8.53 0.01 1, 27 0.001 4.88*
Testing occasion (T) 1, 42 0.55 10.51** 1, 27 0.001 10.75**
Exposure type (E) 1, 42 1.66 0.78 1, 27 0.002 0.01
B ¥ T 1, 42 0.55 0.01 1, 27 0.001 0.95
B ¥ E 1, 42 1.66 3.18 1, 27 0.002 2.21
T ¥ E 1, 42 0.76 0.21 1, 27 0.001 0.06
B ¥ T ¥ E 1, 42 0.76 1.57 1, 27 0.001 0.64

Misspellings Group
Baseline condition (B) 1, 42 7.86 1.60 1, 27 0.001 37.43***
Testing occasion (T) 1, 42 0.76 0.01 1, 27 0.001 1.49
Exposure type (E) 1, 42 1.86 6.21* 1, 27 0.002 3.13
B ¥ T 1, 42 0.76 3.14 1, 27 0.001 3.39
B ¥ E 1, 42 1.86 4.12* 1, 27 0.002 1.49
T ¥ E 1, 42 0.87 9.42** 1, 27 0.001 5.08*
B ¥ T ¥ E 1, 42 0.87 3.63† 1, 27 0.001 6.37*

*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001; †P < 0.07.
ANOVA, analysis of variance; df, degrees of freedom; MSE, mean square error.
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between texting and literacy measures in either children
(Plester et al. 2008, 2009) or adults (Massengill Shaw
et al. 2007; Drouin & Davis 2009; Kemp 2010). Current
findings add to previous research through providing
direct, experimental evidence that even a single expo-
sure to textisms can have a positive effect on adults’
knowledge of those words’ standard spellings.

This research thus raises interesting questions about
the mechanism by which exposure to textisms may
have a beneficial effect on subsequent spelling. With
respect to misspellings and correct spellings, our find-
ings replicate Dixon and Kaminska (1997). With regard
to the effects of textisms, our findings could also be
considered in the light of this account. According to
Dixon and Kaminska, adults’ stored orthographic rep-
resentations are not stable, but rather dynamic and sus-
ceptible to the influence of incoming information. To
account for their findings, they argued that misspellings
actively impacted on abstract, stored orthographic rep-
resentations, with the consequence that subsequent
spelling ability was impaired while exposure to correct
spellings reinforced representations, and thus had a
positive effect on spelling. The current results suggest
that the effect of textisms was more similar to the effect
of correct spellings than the effect of misspellings, and
may thus also reflect the operation of an implicit, item-
based process.

According to the account given above, the beneficial
effects of textisms could arise because they provide
partial information of words’ orthography, which effec-
tively primes that word for subsequent spelling.
However, it is also true that the phonetically plausible
misspellings used in the current study also provided
partial cues, which raises the question of why textisms
had a positive effect, but misspellings a negative effect
on subsequent spelling. This is an empirical question,
but one answer could lie in the fact that the locus of the
error in the misspellings is often a subtle, orthographi-
cally legal alternative to the correct spelling, often of
that part of a word that is particularly prone to error,
such as the schwa. Textisms, on the other hand, are
visually distinct, often orthographically illegal, and
importantly often involve contractions that omit
vowels, which are a common source of error. Perhaps it
was for these reasons that textisms did not appear to
actively interfere with stored orthographic knowledge.
It is also worth noting that there exist a number of dif-
ferent types of textisms, which differ in the degree to

which they conflict with standard spelling. While
beyond the scope of the current research, the question
of whether different types of textisms have different
effects on spelling warrants further research.

While it is possible that the positive effect of expo-
sure to textisms resulted from implicit priming pro-
cesses, an alternative account is possible. In order to
decode textisms, particularly the relatively complex
and perhaps unfamiliar textisms used in the current
research, participants were led to explicitly reflect on
both the phonology and the orthography of the word in
question, in a way that was ultimately beneficial to the
spelling of that word. It is now established that phono-
logical awareness is one of the strongest correlates of
both reading and spelling ability in children and adults
with and without dyslexia. Plester et al. (2009) noted
the association between knowledge of textisms and
phonological awareness in children. There may be
gradually accruing benefits of texting in terms of pho-
nological awareness gains in children, which in turn
may relate to literacy gains. However, it is implausible
that this type of developmental process drove the posi-
tive effect of a single exposure to a set of textisms
reported in the current research, which involved adult
university students with presumably well-established
phonological awareness. It is possible that simply the
process of explicitly reflecting on words’ phonology
during exposure to textisms was beneficial to subse-
quent spelling.

An important additional question raised by this
research, which focussed on adults, is whether expo-
sure to textisms has the same, positive effect on spell-
ing in children, who are still acquiring knowledge of
standard spelling. It will be important for future
research to extend the current research to a child
sample. As noted earlier, Dixon and Kaminska (2007)
found that children did not appear to be susceptible to
the negative effects of misspellings, perhaps because of
their less well-established orthographic lexical repre-
sentations. However, they also reported that exposure
to correct spellings did have a positive effect on the
children’s spelling, raising the question of whether
exposure to textisms would be similarly beneficial to
children’s spelling. Given the growing popularity of
texting as a medium for written communication in chil-
dren, this research could provide the foundation for a
potentially powerful literacy intervention involving
textisms.
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Appendix I

Words, misspellings and textisms used as test stimuli

Correct spelling Misspelling Textism

accurate accurrate aQr8
beautiful beutiful bUtiful
busy Bizzy BZ
cassette casette ca$et
chocolate Choclate chocl8
deviate deveate DV8
earlier earlyer RlER
ecstasy Ecstacy XTC
excess exess XS
forty fourty 4T
library libary lbry
melody mellody mLOD
receive recieve reCv
tomorrow tommorrow 2moro
weird wierd wErd
element elament LMNt
embarrassed embarassed MbRSd
emergency emergancy MergNC
excellent exellent XLNt
extreme extreame XtrEm
generation genaration gNer8n
genius genious Gnys
jealousy jealosy jLSE
juicy juicey juC
lottery lotery lotRE
marvellous marvillous mRvLS
ninth nineth 9th
relieved releaved rLEvd
separate seperate sepr8
standard standerd st&rd
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