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Abstract In this study, I examined reported frequency of text messaging, use of textese and literacy skills
(reading accuracy, spelling and reading fluency) in a sample of American college students. Par-
ticipants reported using text messaging, social networking sites and textese more often than was
reported in previous (2009) research, and their frequency of textese use varied across contexts.
Correlational analyses revealed significant, positive relationships between text messaging fre-
quency and literacy skills (spelling and reading fluency), but significant, negative relationships
between textese usage in certain contexts (on social networking sites such as MySpace™ and
Facebook™ and in emails to professors) and literacy (reading accuracy). These findings differ
from findings reported in recent studies withAustralian college students, British schoolchildren
and American college students. Explanations for these differences are discussed, and future
directions for research are presented.

Keywords literacy, textese, text messaging, undergraduates.

Introduction

As anyone might notice as he or she walks down the
street, sits on a bus or even sits in a lecture hall, cell
phones are not used for voice calls exclusively any
more. Instead, text messaging is the trend in mobile
communication, having surpassed voice calls in popu-
larity in the United States (where the present study is
based) and abroad (Reardon 2008). Until recently,
Americans have lagged behind their European and
Asian counterparts in the use of text messaging;
however, they are quickly catching up. According to the
2008 Nielsen report, Americans increased their use of
text messaging by a staggering 450% over 2 years
(Reardon 2008). Although text messaging trends are
just beginning to be examined in the United States (e.g.
Lenhart et al. 2010), they have been a focus of the inter-
national media for some time (see Thurlow 2006).

Many of these reports have been distressing, suggest-
ing, for example, that young people are involved in a
‘texting craze’ (Visco 2008), which has incited outcry
among parents and educators. However, in the midst of
the media frenzy, linguistic and learning theorists have
become interested in an offshoot of this text messaging
‘craze’ – a written vocabulary that has emerged in its
wake . . . ‘textese’.

Textese is an abbreviated vocabulary that includes
initialisms (e.g. lol for laughing out loud), letter/number
homophones (e.g. gr8 for great), contractions or short-
enings (e.g. cuz for because), emoticons (symbols rep-
resenting emotions (e.g.: (for sad), and the deletion of
unnecessary words, vowels, punctuation, and capitali-
zation (Thurlow 2003; Carrington 2004; Varnhagen
et al. 2010). Some textese features are similar to the fea-
tures of standard English (SE) (Crystal 2006); therefore,
even those who do not know the vocabulary may be able
to decipher it (e.g. Ur gr8 into ‘You’re great’) because
the abbreviations are relatively transparent and contain
SE features. In fact, many of the contracted linguistic
forms of textese resemble children’s early spellings,
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where only salient sounds of words are encoded (e.g. pls
for please) and single letters are used to represent whole
words (e.g. u for you) (see Gentry 1982; Ehri 1986 for
spelling models). This may be one reason why media
reports have indicated that nearly two-thirds of British
teachers understand their students’ textese in papers
(Rogers 2008). However, some textese abbreviations
are not as transparent and easily decipherable, espe-
cially those from the initialism category (Kemp 2010).
For example, those not familiar with textese may not
understand that idc wots ur add cwot is ‘I don’t care
what your address is – complete waste of time’.

Much of the international media attention surround-
ing textese has been quite negative. Educators claim that
students are using textese in their formal writing assign-
ments (Lee 2002; Barker 2007; Rogers 2008), and the
media suggests that textese is having a detrimental
effect on people’s use of SE (Thurlow 2006; Crystal
2008). Linguist David Crystal attempted to debunk
these media assertions, suggesting that (1) text messag-
ing, which requires both reading and writing, would
likely be unappealing and burdensome to those with
deficient literacy skills (Crystal 2008) and (2) textese
simply represents the dynamic nature of literacy, and
shorthand abbreviations emerged long before the exist-
ence of cell phones (Crystal 2006). Others have sug-
gested that textese may serve specific, beneficial
communicative functions, such as allowing users to use
a ‘hybrid register’ that includes both formal and infor-
mal language (Tagliamonte & Denis 2008) and allow-
ing them to vary their tone within the context of a
written message (Lewis & Fabos 2005). Additionally,
adolescents may use textese to navigate their social rela-
tionships, intentionally using textese to establish social
identities (Lewis & Fabos 2005). Consequently, as
Crystal (2006) asserts, the negative media attention that
has been directed towards textese may be overblown
and unfounded.

A theoretical perspective

From a theoretical perspective, the fears expressed by
parents, educators and media sources may not be
entirely unfounded. Within the known texting literature,
various theories have been presented that could support
the assertion that the use of textese may have a negative
effect on literacy. Drouin and Davis (2009) discussed
two memory theories that may be relevant to this issue:

retroactive interference and decay. Retroactive interfer-
ence suggests that information presented at a later time
may interfere with information presented at an earlier
time (McGeoch 1932; Britt 1935). Meanwhile, decay
theory states that learned information that is not
accessed may be less accessible over time (Brown
1958). Applied to the present scenario, perhaps con-
tinued exposure to the textism prolly makes it more
difficult to remember the SE spelling ‘probably’.
Alternatively, in cases where the SE ‘probably’ is not
being accessed, it becomes more difficult to remember
over time. Numerous studies over the past few decades
have supported both theories, but more recent conceptu-
alizations are more complex, suggesting that with inter-
ference, learners may confuse contexts, improperly
inhibit irrelevant information or make implicit choices
based on the familiarity of incorrect items (e.g. Lindsay
& Johnson 1991; Anderson & Neely 1996; Jacoby et al.
2001). More recent conceptualizations of decay have
presented it as an adaptive function, complementary to
interference, allowing one to forget previous, irrelevant
information so that it does not interfere with newly
learned, relevant information (e.g. Altmann & Gray
2002).

In studies that have examined these memory pro-
cesses with regard to spelling ability in adults, research-
ers have shown that even a single exposure to a
misspelled word can have a detrimental impact on
future spellings of that word (e.g. Jacoby & Hollings-
head 1990; Dixon & Kaminska 1997; Katz & Frost
2001). This suggests that orthographic representations
in adults are not stable; instead, there may be multiple
representations, and incorrect representations can be
primed by exposure to misspellings (e.g. Jacoby &
Hollingshead 1990). This effect is especially pro-
nounced when the misspelled word is a plausible pho-
nological alternative (Katz & Frost 2001), as would be
the case for textisms such as bcuz and ur. Thus, it is pos-
sible that continued exposure to textisms (interference)
could lead to forgetting (or decay) of the SE representa-
tion. However, the research presented by Powell and
Dixon in this issue actually suggests that exposure to
textisms might instead have an immediately positive
effect on the spelling of the standard form. Further
research is clearly needed.

Rosen et al. (2010) also proposed theories that could
explain the route by which the use of textese could have
a negative effect on literacy: the Low-Road/High-Road
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Theory of Transfer of Learning (Salomon & Perkins
1989) and ‘situated learning’ (Brown et al. 1989).
According to the Low-Road/High-Road Theory, those
exposed to textese might transfer these abbreviations
unconsciously to tasks that require similar processes,
such as informal writing (low-road), but may make a
conscious decision to use the appropriate SE spellings
where appropriate, as in formal writing (high-road).
Meanwhile, the theory of situated learning suggests that
the use of textese would transfer to more general writing
simply because the abbreviated lexical representation is
learned and then transferred unintentionally. The find-
ings from their study supported both the Low-Road and
the situated learning theories; use of textese (contracted
words) was significantly and negatively related to
quality of formal writing. Thus, it is possible that these
transfer theories could account for decreases in literacy
among users of textese.

Empirical studies of texting and literacy

The empirical work that has been done on the topics of
text messaging, textese and literacy has done more to
support the assertions of Crystal (2006) than it has to
support the negative views propagated by the media.
These areas of research have sometimes been com-
bined, but there are actually two distinct lines of inquiry
within this work: (1) the relationship between text mes-
saging practices and literacy, and (2) the relationship
between the use of textese and literacy.

The first line of inquiry concerns the relationship
between text messaging practices and literacy. This
research question is typically not of primary interest; in
fact, an explicit research question regarding text mes-
saging and literacy is noticeably absent within the
known literature. Nonetheless, relations between text
messaging and literacy are often reported (e.g.
Massengill-Shaw et al. 2007; Plester et al. 2008; Kemp
2010; Rosen et al. 2010). Studies addressing this topic
have given mixed results. Plester et al. (2008) found
that 10- and 11-year-old British children who sent three
or more text messages per day had significantly lower
literacy scores (verbal and non-verbal reasoning) than
children who sent fewer than three text messages per
day. However, Massengill-Shaw et al. (2007) and
Kemp (2010) found no significant relationships
between text message frequency and literacy in their
samples of college students. In their sample of 86

American students, Massengill-Shaw et al. (2007)
found that text messaging frequency was not signifi-
cantly related to spelling ability. Meanwhile, in her
sample of 61 Australian students, Kemp (2010) found
that there were no significant differences between
groups of frequent texters (sent or received >5 mes-
sages per day) and infrequent texters (sent or received
<5 messages per day) in measures of reading, spelling
or linguistic awareness. Extending this line of inquiry
to samples of writing, Rosen et al. (2010) found a sig-
nificant, positive relationship between text messaging
frequency and informal writing skills in American
adults. However, for adults with some college experi-
ence, there was also a significant negative relationship
between text messaging frequency and formal writing
skills.

The second line of inquiry concerns the relation
between the use of textese and literacy. Studies in both
the United States and Britain have shown that there are
no significant, negative relationships between the use
of textese and standard measures of literacy (Plester
et al. 2008, 2009; Drouin & Davis 2009). In fact, the
studies by Plester et al. (2008, 2009) have shown sig-
nificant, positive relationships between the use of
textese and literacy skills among British schoolchil-
dren. They found that children, aged 10–12, who are
better at text translation exercises and who have a
higher textism density in their text messages score
better in spelling, reading, writing, phonological
awareness and vocabulary. Meanwhile, in a sample of
American college students, Drouin and Davis (2009)
found that reported use of textese was not significantly
related to literacy skills. In their study, students who
classified themselves as ‘textese users’ were not signifi-
cantly different in reading, spelling and reading fluency
from students who classified themselves as ‘textese
non-users’. Participants in this study also reported
using textese with different frequencies within differ-
ent contexts. More specifically, they used textese most
often in text messages and emails to friends (although
the reported average use was only ‘rarely’), and least
often on social networking sites (SNS) and in emails to
professors (reported average use of ‘very rarely’ and
‘never’, respectively). Additionally, most stated that it
was appropriate to use textese in communications with
friends but inappropriate to use textese with professors.
These findings suggest that the use of text speak may
involve conscious decisions, and also highlights the
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need for research that delineates the use of textisms in
these different contexts and examines each separately
in relation with literacy.

A notable and somewhat contradictory finding from
the Drouin and Davis (2009) study was that more than
half of the college students in their sample were con-
cerned that their use of textese was having a detrimental
effect on their memory of SE. Although it is possible
that the participants’ opinions may have been influ-
enced by the negative media attention directed towards
texting and literacy, it is also possible that the partici-
pants believed that their own textese usage was making
it more difficult for them to remember SE. Therefore,
textese usage may be having a negative effect on lit-
eracy, but the cross-sectional design of the study did not
allow for this type of analysis.

The present study

In the wake of the proliferation of textese in the United
States, it is necessary to re-examine the relationship
between texting, textese and literacy, especially in a
population that has suggested that textese is negatively
impacting their memory of SE (i.e. college students;
Drouin & Davis 2009). The two main research ques-
tions of interest are

1 Is there a negative relationship between text messag-
ing frequency and literacy?

2 Is there a negative relationship between textese use in
different contexts (e.g. text messages, email and
SNS) and literacy?

Further studies on the relationship between text mes-
saging, textese and literacy may serve to support previ-
ous work or highlight the importance of re-evaluation of
these issues within the ever-changing landscape of
computer-assisted communication.

Method

Participants

Participants were 152 students who were enrolled in
an introductory psychology class at a midsize Mid-
western university and participated in the study to
fulfil a research requirement. The participants (99
women; 53 men) had an average age of 21.2 (sd = 5.0)

and an average reported grade point average
equivalent to a B grade (M = 3.15 on a 4.0 scale,
sd = 0.6). All participants were native speakers of
English.

Materials

Standardized reading
Letter-Word Identification and Reading Fluency, from
the Woodcock Johnson III achievement tests (Wood-
cock et al. 2001), were administered. Letter-Word Iden-
tification is a measure of reading accuracy that requires
participants to read aloud words from a list of words of
increasing difficulty (maximum score = 76). Reading
Fluency is a timed measure of reading speed that
requires participants to read a series of sentences and
make a judgement about whether the information is
correct or not (maximum score = 98).

Standardized spelling
The Spelling sub-test from the Woodcock Johnson III
(Woodcock et al. 2001) was administered. For this task,
participants were asked to write words of increasing dif-
ficulty (maximum score = 76).

Survey
The survey included questions related to the partici-
pants’ text messaging, access of SNS and use of textese.
Participants were asked to indicate their frequency of
use (on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from never to very
frequently) of text messaging, accessing SNS such as
MySpace™ and Facebook™, and using textese in dif-
ferent contexts: text messages, SNS, emails to friends
and emails to instructors.

Procedure

Participants were recruited for a study entitled ‘Long-
and short-term memory of grammatical rules’. Partici-
pants first engaged in a grammar exercise (results not
reported here). The experimenter then administered the
literacy tasks (reading, reading fluency and spelling)
and then the survey. Finally, the participants completed
a textese checklist (results not reported here). All tasks
were administered individually in a private room with
the experimenter and, aside from the standardized lit-
eracy tasks, were computer delivered.
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Results

Participants’ reported use of text messaging, SNS and
textese (in different contexts) were analysed in relation
to their reading and spelling scores. Table 1 shows the
means, standard deviations and ranges for all variables.

As shown in the table, the literacy means were
appropriate for the students’ grade level, but there was
a wide range of achievement levels within those mea-
sures. With regard to the texting and textese measures,
participants reported using the different media types,
and textese within the different contexts, with different
frequencies. Participants reported using text messaging
frequently and SNS occasionally. Meanwhile, they
reported using textese in text messages and emails to
friends occasionally, on SNS rarely and in emails to
professors very rarely.

Pearson’s correlations were then calculated to deter-
mine whether there were any significant relationships
between the variables. The correlation matrix is dis-
played in Table 2.

Text messaging frequency was significantly related
to SNS frequency, use of textese in text messaging and
use of textese on SNS (P < 0.001 for all variables). Text
messaging frequency was also significantly and posi-
tively related to spelling (P < 0.001) and reading
fluency (P < 0.001). Meanwhile, SNS access was sig-
nificantly related to use of textese in text messaging
(P = 0.01), on SNS (P < 0.001), and in emails to both
friends (P = 0.02) and professors (P = 0.03), but was
not significantly related to reading accuracy, spelling or
reading fluency.

With regard to the textese usage variables, only the
frequency of use of textese on SNS and in emails to

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, observed ranges, and grade equivalent scores and ranges (where applicable) for all measures.

Measure M (SD) Range GE M (SD) GE range

SMS frequency 4.65 (1.65) 1–6
SNS frequency 3.47 (1.89) 1–6
Textese SMS frequency 3.93 (1.72) 1–6
Textese SNS frequency 2.82 (1.74) 1–6
Textese email friend frequency 3.26 (1.66) 1–6
Textese email professor frequency 1.47 (1.00) 1–6
Reading 69.64 (3.91) 54–76 14.57 (3.35) 5.1–18.0
Spelling 49.39 (4.49) 36–59 13.86 (3.08) 5.7–18.0
Reading fluency 79.44 (13.10) 43–98 13.71 (3.65) 4.5–18.0

All frequency measures are scored on a 6-point Likert scale; 1 = never, 6 = very frequently.
GE, grade equivalent score; SNS, social networking sites; SMS, text messaging; M, mean; SD, standard deviation.

Table 2. Relationships between participants’ reported SMS, SNS access, textese frequency, and reading and spelling.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. SMS -
2. SNS 0.33** -
3. Textese SMS 0.52** 0.21* -
4. Textese SNS 0.29** 0.57** 0.63** -
5. Textese email friend 0.11 0.20* 0.59** 0.67** -
6. Textese email professor 0.05 0.18* 0.26** 0.39** 0.42** -
7. Reading accuracy 0.09 -0.09 -0.12 -0.24** -0.12 -0.24** -
8. Spelling 0.29** 0.15 0.05 -0.04 0.02 -0.11 0.71** -
9. Reading fluency 0.24** -0.01 0.08 -0.05 -0.03 0.05 0.46** 0.58** -

Variables 1–6 are frequency measures.
*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01
SMS, text messaging; SNS, social networking sites.
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professors had significant relationships with measures
of literacy. In both cases, the relationships were nega-
tive. Those who reported using more textese on SNS
and those who reported using more textese in emails to
professors had significantly lower reading accuracy
scores (P = 0.003 for both measures).

Discussion

As an extension of previous empirical work on the
topics of text messaging, textese and literacy (e.g.
Massengill-Shaw et al. 2007; Plester et al. 2008, 2009;
Drouin & Davis 2009; Kemp 2010; Rosen et al. 2010), I
examined the relationships between texting and literacy
in an American undergraduate sample. The goal of the
study was to disentangle text messaging from textese
and examine the relations between these variables and
literacy. Thus, participants’ reported use of text messag-
ing and SNS and their use of textese in different con-
texts (in text messaging, on SNS, and in emails to
friends and professors) was assessed and examined in
relation to their literacy abilities (reading accuracy,
spelling and reading fluency).

In comparison with past research with a similar popu-
lation (e.g. Drouin & Davis 2009), participants in this
study reported using text messaging, SNS and textese
more often. This finding is not surprising considering
the boom in text messaging and SNS that has taken
place in the United States in the last few years. However,
it is surprising that although participants reported using
textese more frequently, their relative use of textese
within the different contexts remained unchanged: par-
ticipants reported using textese more in text messages
and emails to friends, but rarely on SNS and in emails
to professors. Assuming the self-reports are accurate
reflections of actual use, the stable order of textese use
within these different contexts suggests that people are
making conscious decisions on whether or not to use
textese. In other words, it does not appear that textese
just seeps out into writing everywhere and in equal
amounts; instead, the average person uses textese
thoughtfully, and more often within the contexts
deemed ‘appropriate’ (see Drouin & Davis 2009). This
finding supports the High-Road Theory of Learning.
And because text messages and emails to friends are
popular means of social communication, it also sup-
ports the theory that textese may be used intentionally to
establish social identities (Lewis & Fabos 2005).

Reported text messaging frequency, but not SNS fre-
quency, was also positively and significantly related to
literacy skills (spelling and reading fluency) in this
sample, which contradicts previous research that shows
either significant, negative relationships between text
messaging and literacy skills (e.g. Plester et al. 2009)
or no significant relationships between text messaging
and literacy (e.g. Massengill-Shaw et al. 2007; Kemp
2010). These contradictory findings may be attribut-
able to different samples and methodologies. Plester
et al. (2009) tested British schoolchildren using verbal
and non-verbal reasoning tasks; Kemp (2010) mea-
sured spelling and reading scores of frequent and non-
frequent texting Australian college students; and
Massengill-Shaw et al. (2007) measured spelling in
American college students. As noted in Rosen et al.
(2010), these different samples have the potential to
produce contradictory results, as do the different meth-
odologies used (e.g. literacy tasks and methods of
analysis). Moreover, it is possible that the text messag-
ing boom that has taken place in the United States in
the last few years may have affected the relationships
between texting and literacy, which may account for
differences found between Massengill-Shaw et al.
(2007) and the present study. It is possible, for
example, that as text messaging has become more per-
vasive in the United States, college students with
greater reading and spelling abilities may be using text
messaging more frequently, or that those with poorer
literacy skills may be using text messaging less fre-
quently. The latter supposition is in line with Crystal’s
(2008) assertion that text messaging would likely be an
unappealing medium for those with deficient literacy
skills.

With regard to the textese variables, the frequency of
use of textese on SNS and in emails to professors had
significant relationships with measures of literacy. In
both cases, the relationships were negative. Those who
reported using more textese on SNS and those who
reported using more textese in emails to professors had
significantly lower reading accuracy scores. This
finding contradicts previous work reporting no signifi-
cant negative relationships between textese usage and
reading among college students (i.e. Drouin & Davis
2009). The probable explanation for this conflicting
finding is different methodologies. Drouin and Davis
(2009) contrasted the literacy scores of self-declared
textese users and non-users and found non-significant
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relationships between textese and literacy. However,
this study used a frequency measure that delineated
the use of textese in different contexts (text messages,
on SNS and in emails) and compared these different
usage variables with literacy. It is possible that stu-
dents’ use of textese in specific contexts (i.e. on SNS
and in emails to professors) is significantly and nega-
tively related to literacy, but their use of textese overall
is not.

This suggestion is intriguing, especially when
one considers another finding from this study – that
participants reported using textese least frequently in
these same two contexts (SNS and emails to profes-
sors). Applying the Low-Road/High-Road Theory
to these findings, one might expect individuals to
consciously choose SE in contexts where they deem
textese less appropriate, such as emails to professors
(high-road). Therefore, those who do use textese in
emails to professors and on SNS may not view these
contexts as inappropriate, indicating a more limited
pragmatic knowledge. Or perhaps for these indivi-
duals, textese is surfacing in these contexts uninten-
tionally, supporting the Low-Road and situated
learning theories, and suggesting a failure to code
switch. Clearly, more work on this topic will be neces-
sary to determine which of these learning theories is
most relevant.

Limitations and conclusion

This work does have limitations that need mention.
Most notably, all of the literacy tasks administered
were experimental, and the texting behaviour measures
were based on self-reports. Thus, it is possible that the
results found here may not accurately reflect real world
trends. Additionally, as the self-reports used Likert
scales, it is possible that they may not have been inter-
preted similarly across participants. For example, one
person’s rarely may have been another’s occasionally;
or one person may have rated his texting frequency
against that of his friends’, while another may have
rated his texting frequency against his perception
of a societal norm. However, because the sample size
was large and the results were consistent, variation in
participants’ interpretations of the Likert scales is
likely not a confounding factor. To improve upon this
study’s methodology, actual writing samples and
observations of text messaging behaviour are neces-

sary. Although privacy issues have made it difficult to
gather this type of naturalistic data in the past, future
studies have been designed that will use text message
and writing samples to validate the experimental
findings.

Another limitation of the study concerns the
sample population. As this study included only Ameri-
can college students, the results may not be generaliz-
able to other English speakers (e.g. those from Britain
or Australia) or to other age groups (e.g. children
and teenagers). In fact, it is possible that the relation-
ships between texting and literacy might be positive
among children (as in Plester et al. 2008, 2009) but
negative among adults. This is a direction for future
research.

Finally, it is important to note that the negative rela-
tionships found between use of textese and literacy are
based on correlational research. Therefore, although
these findings are negative and alerting, they do not
support the media’s assertions that textese usage is
having a deleterious effect on people’s use of SE.
Although it is possible that those who are using more
textese, specifically on SNS and in emails to professors,
are forgetting SE representations either through decay
or retroactive interference, it is probable that those stu-
dents who use textese more frequently in these contexts
have (and always have had) lower literacy scores than
those who use textese less frequently in these contexts.
Longitudinal studies will be necessary to confirm
whether this is indeed the trend.

In sum, this study showed that text messaging and
textese have separate, and significantly different, rela-
tionships with literacy. Whereas those who send more
text messages may actually be more skilled readers and
spellers, the use of textese does not have such positive
relations with literacy, at least in some contexts. More
specifically, there appear to be significant, negative
relationships between the use of textese (within SNS
and emails to professors) and reading accuracy. In
other words, those college students whose Facebook
messages and emails to professors consist of ‘c u l8r’
rather than ‘See you later.’ may have lower literacy
scores. Although this finding does not support the
media assertions that textese usage is having a deleteri-
ous effect on SE usage (because this was a correlational
analysis and gives no information about causality), the
findings do suggest that further, longitudinal research
in this area is warranted.

College students’ text messaging 73

© 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd



References

Altmann E.M. & Gray W.D. (2002) Forgetting to remember:
the functional relationship of decay and interference. Psy-
chological Science 13, 27–33.

Anderson M.C. & Neely J.H. (1996) Interference and inhibi-
tion in memory retrieval. In Memory (eds E.L. Bjork & R.A.
Bjork), pp. 237–311. Academic, San Diego, CA.

Barker I. (2007). Txts r gr8 but not in exams. Times Educa-
tional Supplement 4723, 20. 9 February. Available
at: http://www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=2341958
(last accessed 29 November 2010).

Britt S.H. (1935) Retroactive inhibition: a review of the litera-
ture. Psychological Bulletin 32, 381–440.

Brown J. (1958) Some tests of the decay theory of immediate
memory. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology
10, 12–21.

Brown J.S., Collins A. & Duguid D. (1989) Situated cognition
and the culture of learning. Educational Researcher 18,
32–42.

Carrington V. (2004) Texts and literacies of the Shi Jinrui.
British Journal of Sociology of Education 25, 215–228. doi:
10.1080/0142569042000205109.

Crystal D. (2006) Language and the Internet, 2nd edn. Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Crystal D. (2008) Txting: The Gr8 Db8. Oxford University
Press, Oxford, UK.

Dixon M. & Kaminska Z. (1997) The spell of misspelled
words: susceptibility to orthographic priming as a function
of spelling proficiency. Reading and Writing: An Interdisci-
plinary Journal 9, 483–498.

Drouin M. & Davis C. (2009) R U txting? Is the use of text
speak hurting your literacy? Journal of Literacy Research
41, 46–67.

Ehri L.C. (1986) Sources of difficulty in learning to spell and
read. In Advances in Development and Behavioural Paedi-
atrics (eds M.L. Wolraich & D. Routh), pp. 121–195. Jai
Press, Greenwich, CT.

Gentry J.R. (1982) An analysis of developmental spelling in
GNYS AT WRK. The Reading Teacher 36, 192–200.

Jacoby L.L. & Hollingshead A. (1990) Reading student essays
may be hazardous to your spelling: effects of reading incor-
rectly and correctly spelled words. Canadian Journal of
Psychology 44, 345–358.

Jacoby L.L., Debner J.A. & Hay J.F. (2001) Proactive interfer-
ence, accessibility bias, and process dissociations: valid
subjective reports of memory. Journal of Experimental Psy-
chology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition 27, 686–700.

Katz L. & Frost S.J. (2001) Phonology constrains the internal
orthographic lexicon. Reading and Writing: An Interdisci-
plinary Journal 14, 297–332.

Kemp N. (2010) Texting vs. txtng: reading and writing
text messages, and links with other linguistic skills.
Writing Systems Research 2, 53–71. doi:10.1093/wsr/
wsq002.

Lee J. (2002). Nu shortcuts in school r 2 much 4 teachers. The
New York Times 19 September. Available at: http://
www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/circuits/
19MESS.html# (last accessed 29 November 2010).

Lenhart A., Ling R., Campbell S. & Purdell K. (2010) Teens
and Mobile Phones. Pew Internet and American Life
Project, 20 April 2010, Available at: http://pewinternet.
org/Reports/2010/Teens-and-Mobile-Phones.aspx (last
accessed 29 November 2010).

Lewis C. & Fabos B. (2005) Instant messaging, literacies, and
social identities. Reading Research Quarterly 40, 470–501.
doi:10.1598/RRQ.40.4.5.

Lindsay D.S. & Johnson M.K. (1991) Recognition memory
and source monitoring. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society
29, 203–205.

Massengill-Shaw D., Carlson C. & Waxman M. (2007) An
exploratory investigation into the relationship between text
messaging and spelling. New England Reading Associa-
tion Journal 43, 57–62.

McGeoch J.A. (1932) Forgetting and the law of disuse. Psy-
chological Review 39, 352–370.

Plester B., Wood C. & Bell L. (2008) Txt msg n school
literacy: does texting and knowledge of text abbrev-
iations adversely affect children’s literacy attainment? Lit-
eracy 42, 137–144. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-4369.2008.
00489.x.

Plester B., Wood C. & Joshi P. (2009) Exploring the relation-
ship between children’s knowledge of text message abbre-
viations and school literacy outcomes. British Journal of
Developmental Psychology 27, 145–161. doi: 10.1348/
026151008X320507.

Reardon M. (2008) Text messaging explodes in America.
CNET Tech News. 23 September. Available at: http://
www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/09/23/tech/cnettechnews/
main4471183.shtml (last accessed 29 November
2010).

Rogers D. (2008) We know what u mean, m8. Innit? The Times
Educational Supplement. 12 December. http://www.tes.
co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=6006244 (last accessed 29
November 2010).

Rosen L.D., Chang J., Erwin L., Carrier L.M. & Cheever N.A.
(2010) The relationship between ‘textisms’ and formal and
informal writing among young adults. Communication
Research 37, 420–440. doi: 10.1177/0093650210362465.

Salomon G. & Perkins D.N. (1989) Rocky roads to transfer:
rethinking mechanisms of a neglected phenomenon. Edu-
cational Psychologist 24, 113–142.

74 M.A. Drouin

© 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd

http://www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=2341958
http://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/circuits/19MESS.html#
http://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/circuits/19MESS.html#
http://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/19/technology/circuits/19MESS.html#
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2010/Teens-and-Mobile-Phones.aspx
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2010/Teens-and-Mobile-Phones.aspx
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/09/23/tech/cnettechnews/main4471183.shtml
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/09/23/tech/cnettechnews/main4471183.shtml
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/09/23/tech/cnettechnews/main4471183.shtml
http://www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=6006244
http://www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=6006244


Tagliamonte S.A. & Denis D. (2008) Linguistic ruin? LOL!
Instant messaging and teen language. American Speech 83,
3–34. doi: 10.1215/00031283-2008-001.

Thurlow C. (2003) Generation txt? The sociolinguistics of
young people’s text-messaging. Discourse Analysis Online
1. Available at: http://www.shu.ac.uk/daol/articles/v1/n1/
a3/thurlow2002003-paper.html (last accessed 29 Novem-
ber 2010).

Thurlow C. (2006) From statistical panic to moral panic: the
metadiscursive construction and popular exaggeration of
new media language in the print media. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication 11. Available at:
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol11/issue3/thurlow.html (last
accessed 29 November 2010).

Varnhagen C.K., McFall G.P., Pugh N., Routledge L.,
Sumida-MacDonald H. & Kwong T.E. (2010) lol: new lan-
guage and spelling in instant messaging. Reading and
Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal 23, 719–733. doi:
10.1007/s11145-009-9181-y.

Visco F. (2008) Time for a text etiquette; take this message:
texting is everywhere, texting can be rude. And we’ve yet to
figure out a code of conduct for addicts who click, click,
click. The Philadelphia Inquirer. 16 March. Available at:
http://businesscommunicationblog.com/bia/view_cache.
php?id=267000 (last accessed 29 November 2010).

Woodcock R.W., McGrew K.S. & Mather N. (2001) Wood-
cock Johnson III Tests of Cognitive Abilities. Riverside
Publishing, Itasca, IL.

College students’ text messaging 75

© 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd

http://www.shu.ac.uk/daol/articles/v1/n1/a3/thurlow2002003-paper.html
http://www.shu.ac.uk/daol/articles/v1/n1/a3/thurlow2002003-paper.html
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol11/issue3/thurlow.html
http://businesscommunicationblog.com/bia/view_cache.php?id=267000
http://businesscommunicationblog.com/bia/view_cache.php?id=267000

	jcal_399 67..75

