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Computer mediated communication (CMC) has a grovgirggence in
modern communication. This paper discusses linguissearch in the
field of CMC and explores how non-verbal communarat

particularly instant messaging and texting, matsféea CMC. CMC

has been found to be more conservative than spdéethless

conservative than written language. Emoticons andnmtopoeic
expressions in CMC seem to play a role similar tn-werbal

communication in face-to-face conversation; howen®re research is
necessary to confirm this.
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1 Introduction (signing in)

With the advent of personal computers and affol@iternet connections, more
and more people have begun to utilize computer atedi communication
(CMC). These methods range from videoconferenaniptum boards to email,
but this paper will focus on texting and instantssaging (IM). “Many teachers
believe that students' wide use of "text speal"dikey factor in their students’
negative performance” (Ross, 2007), claiming thé& form of communication
has negatively impacted the way students writes Phaiper will not focus on the
concern that CMC is destroying the English langudmé instead upon the
potential problems of non-verbal expression in CMiGw can a speaker convey
the depth of emotion present in non-verbal cuesh &s facial expression and
tone of voice, in a purely textual medium?

As a necessary precursor to further discussiongsamportant terms used
in this paper must be defined. CMC shall be comsilieany method of
communication between two or more sentient indiglduoccurring via
interaction with a computational device (computer cell phone) across a
physical separation between interlocutors. Fomntlst part, the form of CMC of
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greatest interest will be IM, which constitutesoanenunication event that is text-
based and synchronous, and which occurs betwepically, two participants,
driven by a messaging client such as AIM, MSN Megse, or Facebook Chat.
Another important form of CMC is texting, which Indes all textual messages
sent via handheld devices to other handheld dewdgésout any additional
instant messaging client. Non-verbal communicasioall be taken to encompass
paralinguistic cues such as vocal tone and nom#désounds, proxemics, haptics,
posture, eye contact, gestures, and facial expressin the context of CMC,
traditional non-verbal communication is limited as result of the spatial
displacement of the participants; as such, fomptlmposes of this paper, the most
relevant non-verbal communicators will be paralisjo cues defined as
onomatopoeic items and textual variation such gstalaletters indicative of
loudness, facial expression translated into emio$icor icons representing
common facial expression, and gestures, also shgvemoticons.

2  Research and backgroundfinding contacts)

Early forms of synchronous CMC arose in the 1968safg, Yen & Zhang,
2008) but did not become widespread until 1993uroige with texting (Ling &
Baron, 2007), and 1996 with the advent of ICQ irrtNé&merica (Huang et al.,
2008). Given the relative newness of CMC, it is sotprising that there is a
fairly small pool of research. Not only is the #akle research fairly limited, it
is also fairly diffuse. Researchers interestedhia topic range from computer
scientists to psychologists and sociologists, &iflew linguists to round out the
field. CMC research has begun to deal with a wariet common myths,
including the idea that IM is primarily composedaifbreviations and that it is
encouraging poor English. Less research has beea wovards understanding
how non-verbal communication translates into CM@isTpaper will explore
some of this research as well as the impact ofrtezaction between CMC and
non-verbal communication.

Linguistic myths abound in many communicative damaiCMC is no
exception. Some have even gone so far as to calC Ciie linguistic ruin of
[the] generation” (Axtman, 2002, p. 1). Researcheeve made numerous
findings that discredit this notion. For exampler&n (2004) found that only
1.5% of words (in a large sampling of IM conversati) are replaced by
stereotypical IM abbreviations (el§r ‘later’), initialisms (e.gjk ‘just kidding’),
and emoticons (e.@). Tagliamonte & Denis (2008) found a slightly héghrate
of characteristic forms at 2.44%, but this wad stifar lower percentage than
expected. Given the popular conception that CMQttls more than acronyms
and emoticons such as 18r <later>, kk <okay>,<tglk to you later>, lol <laugh
out loud>, brb <be right back>, ag, these findings are extremely significant.
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If only 1.5-2.44% of words are being reduced toliztg IM speech, there
remains a significant quantity of words used in enopnservative, traditional
linguistic expression. The reduction ydu to u has also been observed to occur
far less often than assumed by the general popubdtie 91.4% of all instances
of you retaining the full spelling and only 8.6% reducittgu (Tagliamonte &
Denis, 2008). Ling & Baron (2007) also found simlijalow percentages of
shortenings and emoticon use in texting corporasélresults strongly suggest a
need to reconsider the notion that CMC is reduced &iddled with
hieroglyphics, many of which [readers] simply coulat translate”(BBC, 2003).
It is, however, also important to note the samjde ef the corpora used to draw
these conclusions. Though comprised of many thalssahwords, Tagliamonte
& Denis’s (2008) corpus (one of the largest usedhis area of research) was
comprised of the conversations of only seventy-seeondary school students.
Until larger corpora are created, it is potentialdeceptive to make
generalizations. Seventy-one students are harglyesentative of the entire
community of IM users, particularly given that thecondary school students in
question had volunteered to work with a mentorgiripgram based out of the
University of Toronto. These students are likelyresentative of a certain type of
individual with interest in post-secondary educatamd academic research, and
who may place greater emphasis on academic vdiaaesaould other youth.

A number of researchers have also used their catpdind similarities and
differences between speech and CMC as well as batweitten language and
CMC. In the same 2008 work, Tagliamonte & Denisatoded that, though not
nearly as conservative as standard written comratiait, IM remains noticeably
more conservative than speech in a variety of aréhat speakers choose to
intensify only 12% of eligible adjectives in IM b2d% in speech suggests that
IM tends towards a more conservative written-laiggustyle (lacking intensifiers
such asvery andsg). However, given that there is a strong preferdincenore
modern intensifiers (e.geally andsog) in IM, it must still be a more progressive
speech-like form than standard written English ({Bagonte & Denis, 2008).
Similarly, Tagliamonte & Denis (2008) found langeagsed in IM to be more
conservative than speech but also more progrefisare written English in the
domains of quotative verbs (e.be like versussay3, future references (e.g.
gonnaversuswill), and deontic modals (e.gwst, have o In all of these cases,
IM seems to exist somewhere between the cutting etlgpoken communication
and the fairly static standard written medium. CMdgespite being more
conservative than traditional spoken communicatiso seems to take a fairly
pragmatic approach compared to many written stalsddiexting and IM both
tend towards using contracted forms, contracting%4and 68.1% of potentials
respectively (Ling & Baron, 2007), which mirrorsrere speech-like or informal
style. Texting also tends to omit apostrophes intremtions (likely due to
complicated input methods), using only a third equired apostrophes (Ling &
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Baron, 2007). Punctuation is also commonly drogpdzbth texting and IM with
the sole exception of question marks, which appawing 73% of questions
in texts and 100% of questions in IM (Ling & Baro2Q07). This sort of
behaviour seems to support an efficiency and niggesgsproach to punctuation
and may change as input technology improves. Urles® is the possibility of
ambiguity without the punctuation — for exampleguestion being taken as a
statement and thus not being answered — it is giigplred for speed and ease
of input.

Not only is CMC stylistically unique, it is alsogsiificantly removed from
other communication mediums by physical manneriotisins. Where face-to-
face conversation allows for a full range of nomba communication, phone
conversations remove physical cues but still alfowparalinguistic cues, and
signing conversations remove auditory/tonal cudsabaw proxemic and visual
cues. On the other end of the spectrum, lettelingritacks auditory and visual
cues but tends to use far more advanced literadyrhetorical cues to evoke
emotion. This occurs as a consequence of greaer b consider and revise
utterances before sending. IM is like none of thétskacks auditory and visual
cues; and, being synchronous, requires relativaydr responses, leaving less
time for consideration and rephrasing. This is whenomatopoeic utterances
and emoticons come in. Just as facial expressimhdaaghter punctuate face-to-
face, phone, and sign language conversations atrsmnand phrase breaks,
utterances such asaha and lol appear in IM almost exclusively at these
junctures, forming a similar sort of punctuatiorrd®ne, Spencer & Mandell,
2007). This suggests that despite the significaiffierdnces in mode of
expression, emotional cues are still present in TWe implication is that
emoticons and facial expressions may indeed beogoa$ forms, just as the
textual onomatopoeias may be serving faithfullysagndless representations of
paralinguistic cues. Nevertheless, a differencenténtion does remain as IM
emotional cues tend to be much more consciouslyesgpd since they must be
actively entered into a device, as opposed to fadaee cues (Derks, Bos &
Grumbkow, 2008). This allows for a more purposefpplication of emotional
quality than does an unconscious grin in face-tefaonversation. This,
however, does not break the analogy suggested byptrallel patterning,
allowing emoticons and onomatopoeia to be consiléMdC analogues of non-
verbal cues present in other types of speech. Thsepce of these iconic
representations differentiates CMC from other rittanguage forms, as most
other forms use purely linguistic means to conveyo#on without iconic
emotional representation.

Given that emoticons and onomatopoeia seem toitumas emotional cues
in a purely textual environment, and given that gomal cues tend to be fairly
common in face-to-face communication, it is strikithat both Tagliamonte &
Denis (2008) and Ling & Baron (2007) report such jgercentages of emoticon
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and onomatopoeia use in IM. This may be a resuh®hature of the corpora or
the possibility that volunteers chose not to submdre emotionally charged
conversations. This again highlights the need &gdr and more diversely
constituted corpora of CMC to be developed in ortecapture data that is
representative of all manner of natural CMC, spagriige and conversation
functions. Ethical issues may stand in the wayasfyecollection, but until a more
substantial corpus is collected it will remain diffit to properly generalize
trends, including those surrounding emotional esgioe.

Regardless of emoticons in IM, emoticon use has lfeend to correlate
positively with enjoyment and degree of persontgrixction perceived by users
(Huang et al., 2008). It seems that, when “spe&kese emoticons, they feel
more connected and also (perhaps as a result)ierpergreater enjoyment in
the interaction. This may support the idea of eownts as being analogous to
facial expressions as, when people smile and betvguessively, they also tend
to report greater enjoyment in interaction (Huahgle 2008). On the other hand,
people who are generally enjoying an interactiony m&se more positive
emoticons, just as people who are enjoying a caatien tend to smile more. As
such, it is hard to tease out the cause and e#&ttonship.

Derks, Fischer & Bos (2008) take a slightly difiereapproach to
investigating reasons for emoticon use by propodimgead, that speakers use
emoticons to clarify and intensify messages justhay use non-verbal cues in
face-to-face contexts. In this view, emoticons play pivotal role in
communicative clarity and depth. Enjoyment is ndtnary in this theory. They
also claim (in opposition to the findings of Taghiante & Denis, 2008) that
“emoticons are used very often, especially in symobus chat devices such as
MSN” (Derks, Fischer & Bos, 2008). Though emoticarnot elicit mimicry
(Derks, Fischer & Bos, 2008), they do apparentliilfthe need for emotional
contact, allowing CMC participants to develop irdicg and emotional
connection to an equal or perhaps even greateeddgan face-to-face speakers
and listeners (Walther, 1995). In light of thise@asch, it seems reasonable to
suggest that emoticon use in IM may, in fact, bal@yous to non-verbal
communication in face-to-face contexts.

Beyond speakers’ motives for using an emoticonaor-verbal display, it is
important to consider the listeners’ interpretatidrihe stimulus. Using artificial
email messages (either positively or negativeljined) with smiling, frowning,
winking or no emoticons, Walther and D’Addario (2p@ound emoticons unable
to change the positivity or negativity of a messagthe eyes of a reader. This
does not support the idea of emoticons as equivédefacial expression. These
results may, however, be skewed by the strong gatenf the statements which
may have made them too absolute to be effectetidopddition of a single non-
verbal cue. Later work by Derks, Bos & Grumbkow G8)) with an added
neutral condition and somewhat less absolute s&ttsmn both the positive and
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negative conditions, found that emoticons were ablencrease ambiguity and
sarcasm when they contradicted the valence of tegsage. Smile emoticons
also increased the positivity of a message thay there paired with, while

negative emoticons increased negativity for positvd neutral conditions but
not for negative conditions. This complicated iptay of emoticons and

interpretation suggests that, like a physical esgion of emotion, emoticons can
help mediate message interpretation.

Both Derks, Bos & Grumbkow (2008) and Walther & Didario (2001)
used artificial messages set in the context ofraaile(and not an IM). Though
offering valuable insights, these research contestsnewhat reduce the
generalizability of the results. Artificial messagae contrived, and as such may
not accurately represent the cases wherein an laspemker would apply
emoticons to manipulate interpretation. The usaroemail carrier also impacts
the interpretations, as email is an asynchronowtiumewhich allows for longer
consideration and is less analogous to face-to-fageversation than is
synchronous IM. Ideally, to fully investigate themverbal cues inherent in
emoticons one must observe and test them in nasyrathronous conversational
settings.

Though research has been done on a number of aggesrnoticon use and
CMC, it remains incomplete and unable to fully explthe communicative
application and impact of emoticons and onomat@poEhe field remains open
for future research.

3 Conclusion(hitting ‘send’)

CMC is becoming ever more prevalent in contempocammunication, and this
increasing prevalence seems to be leading to desglestigmatisation of the
medium. Nonetheless, there are still those whabelthat CMC, such as texting
and IM, is an inadequate and even harmful methadwimunication. CMC is an
area of interest that is, as of yet, fairly undesearched. It leaves plenty of room
for new discoveries and insights and, as suchpdeedibly inviting for young
linguists. More and more people are building andntaiing relationships via
CMC; subsequently, it is important to understand tfifferences between
traditional letter writing, face-to-face communioat and CMC. How exactly we
communicate emotion in a synchronous yet displaaed purely textual
environment is a worthy field of study. Every time gain new insight into the
function of CMC we validate its use and preventspriptivist tendencies from
hiding and even condemning the exciting new devaknis of the English
language as it is used in a new medium of expressio
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