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Abstract 
This paper investigates into texters’ capacity to phrase SMS texts and communicate in 

a second (foreign) language using standardised SMS language in this second language. It 
explores creativity features of SMS texts generated by Anglophone (Nigerian) teachers and 
learners of French as a foreign language (FLE). The paper is based on a content analysis of 
159 SMS messages formulated in French and randomly collected from over 88 Nigerian 
(Anglophone) texters.  It demonstrates that texters’ lack of foreknowledge in the standard 
SMS language in the foreign language coupled with the awkwardness of text input, may 
compel them to resort to subjective, arbitrary but highly innovative slangs to 
communicate their ideas through texting. Such texters forge new linguistic and 
communicative practices to express their thoughts and let the SMS technology work best 
for them. Some of the techniques often explored to overcome this lack of foreknowledge 
include the tendency of partially or completely phrasing SMS messages in the standard 
form of the foreign language (the use of purist language) as well as the act of intra-
sentential code-mix or tag-switching from the foreign language to the texter’s first 
language. Other creativity features observed in such texters’ communications include 
multiple forms of word and phrase shortening.   
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Introduction 
Beside engendering new forms and uses of language, the new information and 

communication technologies (NICT) have generated emergent forms of literacy 
that are closely associated with the introduction and uses of these new 
technologies (Barasa & Mous, 2014; Bodomo, 2009; Awoyemi, 2013; Bodomo & 
Lee, 2004; Ling, 2001). In effect, modern science and technology constantly need 
and create new words and expressions (terminologies and neologisms) to cover 
their concepts and ideologies. Development in science - such as inventions – has, 
in this respect, brought new vocabularies, new expressions and attitudes in the 
various linguistic communities (Feuba, 2009; Guth, 1980). The linguistic 
innovations closely associated with the development in new information and 
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communication technologies (computer mediated communication) have been 
variously labelled as ‘textese’, internet slang, ‘webslang’, ‘chattisch’, netspeak, 
netlingua, digital language and the like (Thurlow, 2007; Crystal, 2008; Russel, 
2010; Dansieh, 2013; Barasa & Mous, 2014). A number of linguists view these 
netlingua, textese and webslang as constituting a language on its own, and thus 
as an independent written register that is not necessarily based on the 
conventions of written living languages.  

However, linguists such as Sutherland (2008) view the language used in 
computer mediated communication as a kind of dialect of the standard of the 
respective languages from which they are based and arguably as veritable marks 
of illiteracy. He contends that “as a dialect, text (‘textese’?) is thin and –compared, 
say with Californian personalized license plates – unimaginative. It is bleak, bald, 
sad shorthand, Drab shrinktalk. In fact, linguistically, it’s all pig’s ear and best 
described as penmanship for illiterates”.  

Textese - notably the SMS language – is highly influenced by factors such as 
the technological context of text input, the goal of communication and the 
relationship between texters. It is often more or less considered as a 
standardised language or one that can be standardised (Awoyemi, 2013; 
Richardson & Lenarcic, 2009; Crystal, 2008). In effect, the texters or users of the 
language of computer mediated communication often have a foreknowledge of 
the codes used to communicate ideas in such a context. In line with this Awoyemi 
(2013) notes that users of the internet seem to have pre-knowledge of the codes 
they use for communicating ideas to their decoders. He further contends that this 
pre-knowledge of codes by users of netslang is a signal that one needs to be a 
member of the language community in which the netslang is employed to be able 
to decode the message and code switch as situation may demand. In the same 
light, Richardson and Lenarcic (2009) note, with respect to younger texters 
(students), that: 

 

Students do not need to be trained to use SMS they already do. To them 
it has become perhaps not a complete language but a generational 
register. The latter term in sociolinguistics, refers to a variant of natural 
language employed in a particular social setting. SMS is often a register 
that facilitates informal communication […] SMS to this cohort appears to 
be a code rather than an informal register […] The informal register that is 
SMS could allow creativity even in the composition of administrative text 
messages, however if it is perceived as a code then such users would feel 
more secure with a standardised list of message options. 
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It is observable that lexical innovations and dynamism in the use of internet 
slang have led to some standardised words (neologisms) and expressions in 
almost all languages. In English for instance, one may note such words and 
expressions as “luv” used for “love”; “u” standing for “you”; numerals such “4” 
and “2” used respectively for the English prepositions “for” and “to”;  
alphanumeric compositions such “B4” and “2d8” which stand respectively for 
“before” and “to date”. Similarly, in Chinese, one may note such standard SMS 
phrases and expression as “8807701314520” literally translatable as “hug hug 
you, kiss kiss you, whole life I love you”. “88” is similarly used in this language for 
“bye  bye”. “99” stands for “nite nite” which literally means “good night” among 
others (Wikipedia, 2010; Dansieh, 2011; Bodomo, 2009; Bodomo & Lee, 2004; 
Feuba, 2009; BBC-Focus on Africa, 2004). Similarly, in French, the shortened 
composition “G t’m” is often used for “Je t’aime” meaning “I love you”; “a 12c4” 
stands for “a un de ces quatres” meaning “see you around”; “RAS” stands for “rien 
a signaler” meaning “no comment” and “RDV” and “SVP” stand respectively for 
“Rendez vous” (meaning “see you …” in English) and “S’il vous plait” (meaning 
“please”). To these examples one may add “@+” standing for “à plus” meaning 
“see you later” in English. However, some texters have little or no knowledge of 
such standard words and expressions used in SMS languages to express 
particular concepts and ideas, especially when they are to use SMS in a foreign 
language. Such a cognitive deficit often causes them to resort to creativity, that is 
to “eventual, new, unexpected and relatively subjective” techniques that will 
enable them overcome the cognitive deficit and communicate their thoughts to 
their decoders in a more or less original and effective way. This study focuses on 
such creativity features in French SMS messages generated by some Anglophone 
learners and teachers of the French language. 

 
Conceptual framework 
Creativity, as a concept, has a high degree of slipperiness. Despite the myriad 

of investigations carried out on the subject in various academic and professional 
disciplines, it always seems commendable to rely on contextual definitions of the 
term in discourses involving its use. The concept of creativity can be defined from 
the neurological, psychological, pragmatic, psychometric, psychodynamic, 
biographical, cognitive and socio-cultural perspectives. Based on this 
multifaceted nature of the concept, a number of theorists have advocated the use 
of a “systems” approach which takes into consideration the different components 
of creativity (Bouillon & Busa, 2013; Szenrencsi, 2010; Tosey & Mathison, 2012; 
Chomsky, 2009; Cater, 2004; D’Agostino, 1984). Similarly, linguistic creativity 
(the topic of this paper) is viewable from multiple perspectives including 
generative, lexical, cultural and cognitive. The generative dimension of linguistic 



Journal of Language and Cultural Education, 2(3) 
ISSN 1339-4045 (print), ISSN 1339-4584 (online)  

SlovakEdu   

 

82 

creativity was mainly explored by Chomsky when he defined the phenomenon as 
the ability of particular language users to produce (create) and understand “an 
indefinite number of expressions which are new” to [their] experience “in an 
appropriate occasion, despite their novelty; and independent of detectable 
stimulus configurations”. The Chomskyan (generative) view of creativity has 
been criticized on grounds that it undermines the ability of all human beings to 
create and innovate in various ways and for various motivations. This view has 
therefore been replaced with the lexical perspective which views linguistic 
creativity, as human beings’ ability to create new meanings whenever necessary 
(Szerencsi, 2010; Cater, 2007). As Carter (2004, p. 13) succinctly remarks, 
“creativity is an all-pervasive feature of everyday language. It is not simply “a 
property of exceptional people but an exceptional property of all people”. 
Exploiting the lexical perspective of the concept, Fisher (2000) defines linguistic 
creativity as: 

 

An essential and pervasive, but multi-dimensional characteristic of all 
human beings (irrespective of age, education, intelligence, social status or 
(non)-artistic bent). Linguistic creativity is primarily the online activity of 
making new meaning by a speaker (in the broadest sense of the user of 
language in all forms and in all mediums), and the re-creation and re-
interpretation of meaning(s) by a receiver. Linguistic creativity is 
secondarily observable as a feature or product in a language. 

 
The cognitive perspective on the other hand, combines the two initial 

perspectives (namely generative and lexical). Irrespective of the perspectives, 
linguistic creativity involves a wide range of observable factors including novelty, 
value, appropriateness to context and unpredictability in terms of environmental 
circumstances. Fisher (in Bouillon & Busa, 2013) outlines three most principal of 
these factors/characteristics of linguistic creativity when he further opines that: 
a) Linguistic creativity is secondarily observable as a feature or product in a 

language. 
b) It is a graded phenomenon ranging from the more conventional and 

predictable to the less conventional and unpredictable, and 
c) It is manifested in all domains of language (lexis, grammar, text and discourse, 

as well as medium), the results of which may or may not become 
conventionalised and therefore entrenched in a particular language. 

 
Though not undermining the observations presented above, this essay hinges 

on a conception of creativity inspired by scholars such as Pablo (2010, p. 23) and 
Veale & Butnariu (2013). It contends that linguistic creativity visibly suggests the 
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idea of a user (creator) generating something (an output) that is somehow new 
but unexpected or different from what others, in normal circumstances, might 
have produced. This output (new usage) should satisfy specific goals which, 
circumstantially, might be clear or unclear. The expectation of novelty, value and 
appropriateness of context implies a second agent (an audience which usually 
involves more than one individual) that perceives or evaluates the result. 
Creativity features/techniques or linguistic adjustments include graphones, 
homophones, non-conventional spellings, accent stylization, omission of 
punctuation mark (punctuation “errors”), lack of word interspacing, complex 
capitalisation and use of onomatopoeic expression/exclamation among others 
(Barasa & Mous, 2013; Ricardson & Lenarcic, 2009; Dansieh, 2011; Feuba, 2009; 
Ling, 2005).   
 

SMS texting as a special communication context 
SMS texting is a pervasive linguistic and communication phenomenon in 

almost all the modern societies of the world. It has become part and parcel of 
many people, and is systematically revolutionising human communication 
system all over the world (Oluga & Babalola, 2013; Cater, 2004). Since the year 
2000, there have been a remarkable proliferation of mobile phones in Nigeria 
and this has been followed by an increase in the use of the SMS system. It is not 
surprising that, today, SMS texting is the most widespread communication 
method in Nigeria, especially among the youths. This is undoubtedly linked to the 
fact that it is highly affordable (Oluga & Babalola, 2013; Dansieh, 2013). In effect, 
most mobile phone networks present in the country (MTN, Airtel, Etisalat, 
Vodafone, etc.)  have made it cheaper and easier to communicate by SMS than by 
voice call. It is equally more cost effective and rapid to use an SMS than using the 
postal mailing system. Another advantage which distinguishes this method of 
communication from others is that SMS messages can be saved for future use or 
reference, unlike the spontaneous spoken word in a speech communication 
(voice call). Further, the SMS communication ensures simplicity as “it does not 
give room for unnecessary display of jaw-breaking vocabularies typical of a 
grandiloquent style. Messages are rather short and ideally in easy language. As 
Oluga and Babalola (2013, p. 337) insightfully observe, SMS messages “give room 
for simple, easy to abbreviate, comprehensible words and not necessarily ones 
that a line of the page of the text message will not contain or that will require an 
encyclopaedic dictionary for an encoder to get its correct spelling or for a 
decoder to get its intended meaning”. This indicates that the SMS system is 
conceived for purely simplified communication. Given the limited number of 
character (160), the encoder is always space and cost conscious to prefer mono 
or bi-syllabic words than “kilometric” words that may end up complicating the 
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decoding/interpretation of the message and render the communication 
ineffective.  

As earlier noted, the SMS language is highly influenced by factors such as the 
technological context of text input, the goal of communication and the 
relationship between texters. To this list of factors can be added socio-linguistic 
or cultural factors such as indigenous dialects, belief systems and customs. In his 
sociolinguistic study of mobile phone SMS usage in Cameroon and Nigeria, Feuba 
(2009, p. 39-40) corroborates this view as he notes that Nigerian SMS testers are 
influenced by their local languages, customs and belief systems “capable enough 
to give it a flavour and characteristics that could be identified as Cameroonian or 
Nigerian” Feuba further notes that the linguistic and cultural backgrounds of SMS 
texters  constitute veritable a pointer to the feature they are likely to incorporate 
into their messages. This therefore indicates that a thorough study of SMS 
language should go beyond the general and classical features of SMS linguistic 
specificities to cultural specificities.  

 
SMS texting and linguistic creativity 
As earlier mentioned, SMS texting allows for creativity, since the language 

used in the process is basically of an informal register. The very limited number 
of characters (160) per message coupled with the need to maximize cost as well 
as the ability of the encoder of the message to communicate effectively with the 
decoder, remarkably affect language use in text messaging. This is so as there 
naturally arises the need for the texter to achieve brevity and conciseness in his 
composition of the SMS message. Brevity or economy of language use is seen in 
the use of an abbreviated language which most often involves the use of short or 
contracted forms of basic words and expressions. Oluga and Babalola (2013) 
note that this characteristic (brevity) of SMS communication is very essential as 
“it is in line with the Shakespearean expression ‘the fewer, the merrier’”. It 
enables the communicator to go straight to the point, to avoid unnecessary 
digression and check inclusion of unwanted details and hit the nail on the head 
using comprehensible abbreviated language. 

According to Feuba (2009) the syntactic structure of SMS messages is most 
often highly disjoined and incoherent due to the fact that texters most often 
sacrifice form to content. He insightfully observes the priority given to content 
over style (format) when he notes that, in SMS text composition:  

 

Much attention is placed on what is to be communicated than on how it 
is communicated. This causes SMS to be credited with creating a language. 
Since most SMS communication is interpersonal, one may strongly rely on 
pragmatics and shared knowledge for interpretation. The character space 
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limitation of the messages themselves and the cumbersome text input 
make the terse and otherwise rude behaviour acceptable among texters.  

 
The awkwardness of text input calls for a great deal of creativity on the part of 

the encoder and really puts to test the latter’s capacity to phrase his message 
concisely, in an economy of words (Barasa & Mous, 2013, p. 236; Richardson & 
Lenarcic, 2009; Ling, 2005). As noted by Richardson and Lenarcic (2009), the 
relatively limited supply of 160 characters that constitute the expanse of a single 
text message very much compels the author of such a message to adopt a strategy 
to “relate cogent meaning and this becomes a shared approach to generate a 
dynamic mobile social network”. Linguistic creativity in SMS texting is therefore 
seen in the development by texters of a whole lot of imaginative and innovative 
techniques. In effect, new communication technologies notably the SMS system 
have empowered texters (especially the youths) to develop and explore 
imaginative ways and techniques of making the technology work best for them 
(Barasa & Mous, 2014; Thurlow, 2007, Thurlow & McKay, 2003). Some of these 
techniques aimed at making the technology work best for them include 
phenomena such as multilingualism, abbreviation, the use of numeral and 
graphones, the use of single pronounceable letters and multiple other forms of 
word and phrase shortening.  

 
Linguistic creativity and effective communication 
Communication can be defined as the sharing of human experiences, 

generally with another individual or a group (mass) of people. It entails the 
sending (by the communicator) of a message in a way that the ‘communicatee’ 
otherwise called decoder will clearly understand and possibly react to this 
message through feedback. The process, of course, depends heavily on careful 
utilisation of language. Indeed, language is linked to communication as the 
ultimate aim of language is communication. Awoyemi (2013, p. 35) observes that 
the two phenomena (communication and language) are complementary, people-
centred and conditioned by three principal factors including the particular place, 
the time and the physical or temporal setting at which they take place. He further 
demonstrates the complementariness between the two phenomena when he 
posits that “if communication is to be truly close and meaningful; if complex ideas 
are to be communicated with clarity and understood without any ambiguity, then 
it follows that the users of any language must be skilled in its use”. 

Therefore, for communication to be effective, the formulation and sending of 
the message by the encoder should be in such a way as to enable the receiver 
decode and clearly understand the full meaning of the message. It is based on this 
premise that one may argue that the use of certain language(s) within a social 
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circle or community requires mutual intelligibility of meanings (between the 
encoder and the decoder) for appropriate understanding and to avoid the 
problems of (mis)interpretations (Liali & Omobowale, 2011, p. 474). 

According to Nwamuo (2010, p. 21), multiple interferences or noises often 
occur in the process of communication and act as veritable barriers to effective 
communication. These interferences include social noise, environmental noise, 
psychological noise, semantic noise, syntactical noise and channel noise. Three of 
such noises can be observed in computer based communications namely 
semantic noise, syntactical noise and channel noise (Oluga & Babalola, 2013; 
Barasa & Mouss, 2014). The first (semantic noise) refers to the noise that arises 
from semantics, the meaning of words; the second refers to interferences arising 
from syntax and the context in which words are used in the communication. 
Meanwhile the third (channel noise) comes from communication accessories 
such as the SMS system (Nwamuo, 2010). 

Creativity features in SMS language can constitute veritable barriers to 
effective communication. Eventhough it is generally believed that users of the 
SMS system seem to have a foreknowledge of the codes they employ within their 
community (of meanings) to communicate their ideas to decoders, it is 
observable that occurrences of self-expression are common in SMS 
communication. These instances of self-expression (personalized styles of 
message composition) are serious causes of semantic noise. Richardson and 
Lenarcic (2009, p. 848) corroborate this view when they note that sometimes, it 
is a little bit hard to read SMS messages because of too many abbreviations. 
Messages formulated in ‘text speak’ are sometimes very hard to decipher, 
especially when personal and subjective linguistic creations are used in their 
composition. In the same line of argument, Oluga and Babalola (2013, p. 343) 
succinctly note that: 

 

One thing that is characteristic of the abbreviated language of mobile 
phone text messages is the vagueness/ambiguity of its abbreviated words 
or expressions used […]. As for text message language vagueness, some 
people use words that are difficult to decipher by some other people, may 
be because there is no general acceptability or common knowledge of some 
abbreviations while some are local ore esoteric abbreviations known only 
by people within a given group or place. 

 

There exist more or less standardized SMS expressions that may facilitate 
effective communication within particular community of texters. Nevertheless, 
the SMS system allows for self-expression and arbitrary and subjective linguistic 
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creativity that may only fuel semantic noise in a communication process and 
render, in some instances, communication relatively ineffective.         

 
Data and method 
This study is based on two principal data collection tools namely observation 

and content analysis of sampled SMS texts. A corpus of 159 texts messages in 
French was randomly gathered in a period of 3 months and considered for the 
study. The SMS messages considered were generated by over 88 Anglophone 
(Nigerian) teachers and learners of the FLE (French as foreign language) from 
the University of Calabar (Nigeria). The texters were randomly selected. Most of 
the students (texters) were in their third or fourth year of French language 
learning, meanwhile teachers considered were those with more than five years of 
teaching experience. The researchers considered third and fourth year students 
as the latter’s level of language in French ranged between intermediate and 
advanced. The two categories of texters, were all drawn from various tribal 
backgrounds notably Efik, Igbo, Ibiobio, Yoruba, Obudu, Tiv, Hausa among others. 
They were all bi/multilingual. The SMS collected were formulated for various 
purposes and done under varied circumstances such as informing students or 
teachers about language classes; extracurricular activities, relevant domestic and 
academic chores, socialising, or for networking purposes among others. The SMS 
texts were the products of unidirectional communication:  student to student, 
student to teacher, teacher to teacher and teacher to student.    

The SMS messages were analysed by researchers on the basis of language 
features and some sociolinguistic variables. The principal aim of the study was to 
explore creativity features in the SMS texts gathered. As earlier indicated, the 
researchers considered linguistic creativity as situations in which texters 
generated (created) something that is somehow new and unexpected or different 
from what French speaking texters, in normal circumstances, might have 
produced. This new usages of language (new creations) were considered to 
satisfy specific goals which, circumstantially were clear or unclear. Therefore, 
creativity features/techniques or linguistic adjustments considered for the study 
included multilingualism (intra-sentential code mix, tag/emblematic switching), 
graphones, homophones, non-conventional spellings, accent stylization, omission 
of punctuation mark (punctuation “errors”), lack of word interspacing, complex 
capitalisation and use of onomatopoeic expression/exclamation among others 
(Barasa & Mous, 2013; Ricardson & Lenarcic, 2009; Dansieh, 2011; Feuba, 2009; 
Babalola & Rotimi, 2009; Ling, 2005).    

 The researchers tried as much as possible to be faithful to the original SMS 
messages. In the same vein, in effecting the translations of the SMS messages into 
English, the researchers tried to retain the entire syntactic structures of the 
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original SMS in French. Such translation maintained the spelling, capitalization, 
punctuation as used in the original SMS. 

 
Discussion of findings 
Findings reveal that basically three forms of creativity features can be 

observed in the SMS in French considered for the study namely transferred 
patterns of English SMS language into French, pure French expression and 
subjective creation of word and expressions (individual creation) as indicated in 
Table 1 below. 

 
Table 1: Creativity Features in terms of Words 

Creativity Features Words and Symbols 

n % 

Pure French  10856 61.26 
Standard SMS language (In French) 103 0.58 
English expression 6761 38.16 
Total 17720 100 

 
As shown in Table 1 above and Table 2 below, most (61.26% [in terms of 

words and symbols] and 64.77% [in terms of number of text messages]) of the 
SMS texts were phrased in ‘pure’ French or rather in French expressions 
containing very minor mistakes that still reflected the texters’ intention to 
compose their SMS messages in relatively ‘pure’ French. This is an indication that 
most of the Anglophone texters considered for the study did not have a 
foreknowledge of the more or less standardised SMS French expressions and 
words. This lack of foreknowledge has made them to rather employ a relatively 
purist approach consisting in using standard or correct French expressions and 
words in their compositions of their SMS texts. As D’Agustino (1984, p. 89) has 
clearly pointed out, cognitive deficit (for instance lack of foreknowledge about 
standardised SMS language in French) may motivate linguistic creativity for 
some particular language users. While revisiting Chomsky’s concept of Cartesian 
creativity, he pointedly contends that “linguistic creativity is predictable on, but 
not of course exhaustively explainable in terms of a system of rules and forms, in 
part determined by intrinsic human capacities”. Relating this observation to our 
findings, we may argue that a certain number of texters showing cognitive deficit 
preferred more formal and purist language use than exploring other linguistically 
creative and personalised techniques.   
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Findings equally indicate that an insignificant portion of the SMS messages 
(0.58%) was phrased in standard SMS language (in French), with mostly features 
such as vowel deletion, graphones (letter homophony), alphanumeric 
homophony, punctuation ‘errors’ and initialisation. Vowel deletion, as an SMS 
feature, is often used for the purpose of brevity. A situation of vowel deletion is 
said to have occurred when the texter creates a contracted version of the word(s) 
he/she intends using. While the vowels of the intended word are omitted, the 
consonants are maintained to represent the whole word. Examples drown from 
our sample include ‘msg’ for ‘message’; ‘ns’ for ‘nous’ (we); ‘j t’m’ for ‘je t’aime’ (I 
love you), ‘d’ for ‘de’ (to); ‘ptit’ for ‘petit’ (small) and ‘dmain’ for ‘demain’ 
(tomorrow).   

As a feature of the SMS language, alphanumeric homophonies have to do with 
the more or less arbitrary blending of letter and number to represent word, 
phrases or clauses. In such situations, the texter often partially substitutes the 
word, phrase or sentence with phonetically similar letters or numbers that sound 
almost the same as the substituted word or phrase. Example drawn from our 
sample include ‘2min’ standing for ‘demain’ (tomorrow); ‘2’ used for the French 
preposition ‘de’ (to); ‘7 fam’ for ‘cette femme” (this/that woman) and ‘K7’ for 
‘cassette’ (cassette).  

Graphones (otherwise called letter homophones) were equally observed 
among the standardized SMS expressions used by the texters considered for he 
study. The word “graphone” is a neologism used to refer to a feature of SMS 
language in which words are written the way they are pronounced (spoken like 
written) (Barasa & Mous, 2013). Letter homophony is the type of graphones we 
found the most in the sample. Examples include ‘C’ for ‘ce’ (this); ‘d’ for ‘de’ (to); 
‘Q’, for ‘que’ (that) and ‘M’ for ‘aime’ (to love);                     

Punctuation ‘errors’ were equally observed among features of SMS messages 
in French. These punctuation ‘errors’ basically included violation of grammar 
rules at the level of punctuation. Our sample indicates ‘errors’ such as omission of 
punctuation markers and arbitrary use of these markers (commas for instance at 
the place of full stop or vice versa) to fragment sentences. Example include:  
(i) ‘Non!!!! dmain, Je viens’ standing for Non, je viens demain’ (‘no, I will come 

tomorrow)  
(ii) ‘M je vous souhaite bon moi’ standing for ‘Monsieur, je vous souhaite un bon 

début de moi’ (‘I wish you a happy new month, sir’) and  
(iii) ‘G vien d’avoir ton adresse Je viens quand.’ used for Je viens d’avoir ton 

adresse. Je viens quand ? meaning ‘I have just received your address. When 
can I come over?”   
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Initialisation as a feature of SMS language was equally noted. Intialisation is a 
word shortening process whereby letters are used to represent whole word or 
sentences. Example from the corpus include ‘SVP’ for ‘s’il vous plait’ (please) and 
‘RDV’ for ‘rendez-vous’. Texters also employed some English expressions (both 
SMS and non-SMS language) in their formulation of their texts. Expressions and 
words in English covered over 38.16% of the contents of the SMS messages. A 
remarkable phenomenon has been texters’ utilisation of French-English or 
pidging English-French code-mixing (tag-switching) or multilingualism in their 
texts. Table 2 below provides some statistics on the texters’ utilisation of this 
technique (code switching). 

 
Table 2: Creativity Features in terms of SMS Texts 

Creativity Features SMS Texts 

N % 

Pure French 103 64.77 
Tag switching/intra-sentential code-mix 56 35.23 
Standard SMS language (In French)  00 00 
Total 159 100 

 
Code switching/mixing consists of alternating between two or more 

languages in the same speech. As Crystal (2001) explains, code or language 
switching occurs when an individual who is bilingual alternates between two or 
more languages during his/her speech or message with another bilingual person. 
This type of alteration or code switching between languages occurs commonly 
amongst bilinguals and polyglots. It may take different forms, including 
alternations of sentences, phrases from both languages succeeding each other 
and switching in a long narrative. This study particularly considered inter-
sentential code-mix or tag-switching as a creativity feature (Feuba, 2009). 
Babalola and Rotimi (2009, p. 3) observe that ‘tag-switching’, ‘emblematic 
switching’ or ‘extra-sentential switching’ that are used to refer to a switching 
between an utterance and the tag or interjection attached to it. This type of code-
mix may involve a native tongue and a foreign language, or two foreign languages 
or dialects of the same language. It may equally be viewed in communication (a 
sentence) initiated with one language and concluded in the other (Milroy & 
Muysken, 1995, p. 8). For example, one could start a sentence in French and 
conclude it in English, or initiate a sentence in Standard English and complete it 
in a non-standard variety of the same language.  
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Texts considered in the study were generated from bi/multilingual texters 
who use multilingualism as one their multiple strategies to avoid gap in SMS 
communication. Multilingualism here is motivated by two principal factors 
namely (i) mutual intelligibility and (ii) lack of foreknowledge about 
standardised SMS language in French (foreign language). Conscious of the fact 
that they are communicating with fellow bi/multilingual interlocutors, the 
texters often alternate between local and foreign languages creatively and 
sometimes using lexical innovations in their communication.  Examples of 
multilingualism drawn from our sample include the following: 
a) Na Wa for u, Tu m’a menti! Standing for ‘C’est terrible! tu m’as menti!’ meaning 

“It’s terrible! You lied to me!  
b) ‘Je suis rentré B4 la fin de cours. caus je suis tro malade’ which stands for ‘Je 

suis rentré avant la fin du cours, parce que j’étais grièvement malade’ meaning 
‘I went home before the end of the class because I was seriously ill’ .  

c) Mr. le cours aujourd’hui ? à quelle heure ? Je ask caus, je ne suis là’ which 
stands for ‘Monsieur, le cours d’aujourd’hui se tiendra a quelle heure ? Je 
demande parce que je ne serai pas là.’ meaning ‘Sir, when will the class hold 
tomorrow ? I am asking this for I shall not be around. 

d) O Boy, tu e devien yahoozee ou columbi, monsieur. Je n’ai pas beaucoup Naira 
pour vous. Used for « Ça alors ! Monsieur, vous êtes devenu escroc ou coureur de 
jupons ? Je n’ai pas beaucoup d’argent à vous donner”, meaning. What! Sir, have 
you become a crook or wooer? I don’t have much money.  
   
Texters resorting to code-mixing may be attributed to such factors as reduced 

linguistic incompetence in French. In effect, some of the Anglophones texters 
considered for the study did not have a very good mastery of French meanwhile 
some of them visibly thought in English and did not have the equivalent of the 
French expressions in SMS language, to express the English concepts they had in 
mind. To avoid gap in communication, they resorted to tag-switching or 
emblematic switching as strategies to pass their messages across. 

The findings however indicate that most (64.77%) of the SMS texts were 
formulated in pure French visibly to simplify communication. It may be observed 
that it was easier and more practical for most of these texters to overcome the 
lack of foreknowledge of standardised SMS language in French by using coinages 
in pure French. The following illustrations may demonstrate this tendency: 
a) “On se voit demain au cours. Apporte ton ordinateur s’il te plait” meaning see 

you tomorrow in class. Please bring your laptop. 
b) “RDV plus tard après le cours. Je serai là” meaning see you later, after the class. 

I shall be there. 
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It is clear that a typical French speaking texter (especially one versed with 
SMS language in French) would have coined these sentences in a different way. 
He may have formulated example (a) as “on c voi dmain au cours. STP aporte ton 
ordi” and example (b) as “RDV + tard après le cours. G seré là”.        
 

Conclusion and suggestion 
This paper has attempted to explore creativity features in SMS texts in French 

produced by some Anglophone (Nigerian) teachers and learners of the French as 
a foreign language. It tried to demonstrate that composing an SMS text in a 
foreign language may be faced with a certain number of challenges among which 
the lack knowledge of SMS language in the said foreign language. As shown in this 
study, non native speaker/learners of a particular language tend to be extremely 
creative in their phrasing of SMS messages in foreign languages; more because of 
their lack of foreknowledge about the relatively standardized SMS expressions 
and words used in these foreign languages to communicate ideas as well as 
because of their desire to simplify communication. Some may even resort to 
multilingualism or code-mixing involving modern languages (first language and 
second language) or local/indigenous and vehicular languages in order to 
achieve conciseness in their SMS messages. 

Based on findings and observations made in this study is may be suggested 
that courses in SMS language be included in foreign language programmes at 
university level to groom students on communicating using this type of language. 
It is but obvious that SMS communication is today widely used and learners of 
foreign languages may be compelled to use such a language to communicate with 
people belonging to linguistic communities that use the second language and this 
type of informal written register (SMS language in French or any other foreign 
language). A relatively high proficiency in SMS language (in the foreign language) 
on the part of foreign language learners, would automatically be needed for 
communication to be effective.     
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