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Development of Internet English: Alternative Lexis,Syntax and Morphology

Goda Rumsieré

Abstract. The development of the Internet is parallel toeékpansion of the Internet culture mainly mediated
through the English language. Internet communicaisoinfluenced firstly by such physical limitat®as the
speed of typing which is lower than that of spegkithe amount of symbols, or the absence of prosaxli
paralinguistic features in the language, and sdgdndthe Internet culture. This leads to a langubgaring a
specific code of symbols together with alternateses and rules of syntax, grammar, and morphol@mgspite
the relative freedom of an individual and the speskgeographical / cultural variety, the languagatains a
codex of general rules, subconsciously followedskijful users. The Internet language aims at sifigaliion
of the traditional language code, but on the otfaerd a language code is introduced in order toeptioat one
belongs to the Internet society. The principle atunal selection when seeking to attract poteiiaklocutors’
attention leads to attempts of partial individuatian of language style, and to the pun as therapti means
of one’s self-expression. The above-mentioned featallow referring to the computer language as to
specific full-scale phenomenon, which is subordinat the English language and does not constittitéiya

independent language unit.

The application of computer technologies has became
universal phenomenon since the last decades of2@fie
century. A new culture based on the use of the dVafide
Web has been evolving parallelly. The following @apims
at defining the status of Internet English and eeing its
peculiar features; the present analysis is basé&thglish chat
conversations (27 different sites, approx. 2,20D@0rds of
conversations; icons not included).

A few language modes are used on the Internet,tizeid
system as a whole is still debatable. The preselathginant
attitude arising from the works of David Crystaggasts that
the computer language as a comprehensive phenome
consists of the language of short messages (SMBs)net
chat groups, virtual worlds, Internet websites, athe
technical slang (Crystal, 2002:10-17). Alternatigeggested
by other authors mainly operate on identical categoThe
above-mentioned situations are not mutually exetjsand
this ultimately results in the possibility of tagimll the five
media as a whole as well as in different mediaistyaimilar
or even identical stylistic peculiarities, includimistinctive
features of vocabulary and syntax.

The polemics on the relation between the Interregliage
and the spoken language has led to substanti@reiiftes
among the attitudes of different authors. Constadate
and Judie Scanlon call the Internet language “emitt
speech” and suggest that one should write the eaglks
(Hale and Scanlon, 1999:75). Boyd H. Davis andaleng
P. Brewer assert similarly that “electronic discmuris
writing that is very often read as if it is spokémat is as if
the sender was writing talking” (Davis and Brew397:2).
This is supported by observations that the eleictidiscourse
undergoes little or no editing (Johansson, 1991:B8itera et
al, 1991:25), is typical of informal lexis (Trofiraa, 2001:1),
is spontaneous and elliptical (Collot, Belmore,3:88-52).

The analysis of electronic Lithuanian correlateshwhe
inferences of English and Russian authors, stativeg
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“communication on the Internet in Lithuanian is cals
unofficial and informal, spontaneous and unconsider
and abrupt phrases, self-correction, bywords, sflip
inversion, means of economy, etc. are typical éfrimal
speech (Rykliety 2001:103). It is worth mentioning that
earlier works mostly define the Internet languageaa
intermediate version of the spoken and written leug:
“electronic discourse is aybrid of spoken and written
languages” (Ferrera et al, 1991:25), and the lds=stes
see it as a genuinely “third medium, which is neith
‘written speech’ nor ‘spoken writing’ ” (Crystal022:48).
The alteration of the tendency is supposedly cabgetthe

WLt that the evolutionary level of the Internesatiurse

had not been alienated from other language modebeyy
early 1990s, but is actually seen in up-to-dateglaige
representations.

The emergence of new form(s) of language is pédiedie

by the evolution of frameworks of linguistic anals
Adams Bodomo and Carmen Lee developed an approach
analyzing the distinctive features of tools and raed
information and communication technologies, whitbve
pervasive changes in language forms and uses, fibech
logy-Conditioned Approach to Language Change aref Us
(TeLCU) (Bodomo and Lee, 2001:10). The method
emphasizes bilateral causative influence exertedthey
processes, namely “New tools and media demand the
creation of new forms and ways of communicatioadieg

to changes in the way people use language in iisus
forms, including spoken and written forms (ibid )12

Bodomo and Lee have introduced the concepiterfacy.
The very use of the lexeme implies that the eledtro
discourse has developed to the level, where nemdaf
language and their associated practices emergeagélan
language literacy produce new tools of analysishsas
the model of New Literacy Studies (NLS) by the same
authors, which is a social approach to the literasya



whole, where it is explained in terms of differesdcial
contexts (ibid.:13).

The processes of the development of new formsngfulage
are self-inductive. Opportunities created by higlesels of
technologies result in new forms of language atetaky,
which consequently leads to the spreading of Huthfdrms
of the language and technology, together
development of new strata of the technology andrtbée of
the language. Electronic discourse thus gains jathdas the
language becomes more elaborated as well as idtbraa a
new type (or a combination of types) of technologplies a
new mode of the use of the electronic discourse. grasent
transformation is validated by general statemehlanguage
theories, e.g. by the principle that a languagengés in
response to the demands, which are made on itjf ahd

society of language users poses new challengelrtgeage
also has to become different in order to cope Heidliday,

1985:82).

Electronic discourse is usually written, and is seguently
deprived of prosodic and paralinguistic elementbe T
following insufficiency of means of self-expressi@sults in
various attempts to increase alternative possdsiliof the
limited set of symbols in use. It is achieved viarious
shortenings, certain signs or their combinatioapital / small
letters, etc. A high percentage of these symbolsnigs
exclusively to the electronic discourse, and nantelyhe
Internet, but some of them may also be encountared
other linguistic environments carrying identical aneng
values (Rumsien 2004).

Internet communication is hindered by the limitegidity
of typing. Although it usually exceeds the velociof
producing characters when writing by hand, it ii isferior

to the speed of audio-communication, and presunddbs
not correspond to one’s ability of developing ide@be
impediment results in the production and elaboratib a
code of symbols, permitting to express oneself hegt t
optimum tempo. The velocity becomes extremely ir@par
in group conversations, where every participanksde be
the first to react.

As well as the spoken language, Internet commuaoicéas
abundant in set phrases, which are often idionaauittypical
of the Internet discourse only. However, there ssilastantial
difference between the spoken and written discoufse
English resulting from the fact that the messaghencase of
Internet communication is received visually andptecess of
perception develops basic differences due to vaaeghitive
functions applied (ibid.).

Given that languages tend to avoid and reject wB®ECYy
elements and aim at fulfilling the needs of ther gseiety,
the specific features of the Internet languagetaneveal
the linguistic philosophy of the Internet societye herein
adopted technological
Internet culture is not merely a culture of infotioa, but
complementarily develops a culture of the
discourse skill, in which the message contentsparallel
to the message form. A question arises whethevahees
of the Internet discourse lead to new languagdsternet

communication still operates within the area of th
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standard language and just constitutes an alteenati
dialect.

The users of the World Wide Web can be specified as
advocates of a particular culture with any ethsiagial,
religious, etc. background and without any refeeeto
their sex and age. However, this theoretical statém

with  theseemingly leads to insurmountable difficulties iagiice.

First of all, the social stratum of the averagesinet user
should be taken into consideration. It is evidehatt
English is not the native language of many Internet
chatters, and generally, users, but still it is thain
language of international conversations. Consefyent
many of those participating in English conversagitrave
learnt it as a foreign language. A quality educatio
including the apprehension of at least average iEmgs
mostly available to those belonging to the elifeper and
middle classes of the society. Besides, the Intésnesually
unaffordable luxury for the socially disadvantagepaople in
the absolute majority of countries worldwide. Thosmost
cases one has to overcome two social barrierstey éme
so-called universally accessible club of the indional
English-spoken virtual world. Another factor of iorpance
is the quality (speed) of one’s Internet, whichoagzrtly
depends on the amount of finance one can afforis or
willing to invest into one’s personal computer ahd fee
for the Internet services (Rumsier2004:5). The above-
mentioned conditions depict the average user offbeld
Wide Web as a member of a prosperous society @nas
advantaged member of any society.

The established norms of the Internet society miéferd
from the values of traditional conversations anchtécal
operations. First of all, the Internet has devedoghe hacker
cult. Although the semantic value of the term “featkanges
from “a person who is especially proficient in pragming”
to “a computer user who attempts to get unauthorzEess
to proprietary computer systems” (Webster's Uniakers
College Dictionary, 1997:364), the second aspeatedining
occurs more frequently.

However, the concept of hacker as understood byoten
professionals acquires much more positive conratatiln
the New Hacker’'s Dictionary it is defined as “a s,
who enjoys exploring the details of programmablgteayns
and how to stretch their systems [...], who programs
enthusiastically, [...], quickly, [...] is an expertafparticular
program, [...] and enjoys the intellectual challengé
creatively overcoming or circumventing limitatior{slew
Hacker's Dictionary, 1996). When accepting thisini&bn,
though, one should take into consideration thatékewas
presumably devised by computer fan(s) situated fen t
right side of the law for those who are less faamilvith
the Internet culture. The authenticity of the seyposes no
doubt, but the potential addressee is presentel wit

perspective specifies that thbiased definition.

The traditional society officially estimates honeats one
of the essential values. The value system of tterret is
subjected to power. The one who is able to bread in
protected programs and computers is respected @ogt,
those who design computer viruses are almost cadpar
gods. This attitude affects the language as wed. &A
consequence, it has a higher percentage of lexic#



denoting the status of a person than other variahtbe
language (e.g. a weenie is a person with poor ctenpu
skills, almost an outsider), and members of therhst
society, despite sharing their secrets of hackagard the
Internet as a field of harsh competition or evemn.wa

Besides, the philosophy of individual freedom doebés
the Internet. Every user may devise special symhdiich
naturally leads to the situation that the amoumeaflogisms
both suggested by users and accepted by the Inkengeiage
during a definite period of time substantially eeds the
number of lexical units introduced into any “livehguage.

The existence of conventional symbols, which arteused
in other variants of English, not only marks thenaf an
interlocutor to express his idea with the optimurcision,
but also denotes certain xenophobia(s). It has beggested
that the community on the Internet is created thhou
symbolic strategies and collective beliefs. Theturel of
the Internet rejects state boundaries, restrigtseif to the
existence of a shared language among the partisipzn
the conversation. It also stresses the self-isolatf definite
cultural groups. Thus the general aim of the syiolmade is
twofold: first, to prove one’s belonging to a certaubgroup
of the society, and second, to conceal (at leaslypahe
information from the outsiders, namely from thoseovare
not “initiated” into the subgroup without any catesiation to
whether the textual information contains any se@etalue.

On the other hand, the inappropriate use of anypetts of
the Internet culture is considered to be the disfishing

mark of one’s belonging to the lowest ranks of liternet
stratification. Though writing in capital lettersvifich

means shouting) is considered to be just a kindidéness
/ impoliteness, cases of unsuitable (inappropriat® of
any conventional signs usually lead to contemptatols
the ignoramus.

Internet communication based on written texts adldar
the use of symbols external to the regular coderidten

Alternative rules of spelling are designed as vietljuding
omission of letters, which are not pronounced (gowvesnt

— goverment, Fin — Fin, Scach — Scoch, egellent—
exellent, excel — xcel). Sometimes alternative spelling
sequences employing fewer symbols are used and the
general rules of reading in English are not vialat®night

— tonite, love— luv, because~ ‘cause— coz, etc.). The
case ofxcel may also be related to the principle of
inclusion of homophonetic units as parts of longer
lexemes.

A user of a “traditional” language is expected toermate
within the thesaurus and the established gramrhatica
syntactical regulations. New lexical units usudiyelop only
in the case of an unfamiliar phenomenon or a fasthile
foreign / international lexeme, thus partly allogigin the
first case) for some contribution of an individlehguage
user whereas the alteration of spelling or pun@inat
systems is restricted to theoreticians (one mawgllrébe
recent alteration concernings and # in German). The
trend in the case of the Internet language is didcadly
different, namely, every user is expected to feet fwhen
using grammatical forms to devise alternative ways
spelling and punctuation as well as to introducalaggsms,
abbreviations and icons.

Another factor, which should be taken into consitien
when discussing the specificities of the electroliscourse, is
the mistake. Participants of English chat convéseatare
either native speakers of English or those speakérs
English as a foreign language, whose financial atier
resources have allowed for acquisition of the lagguand
the equipment. This suggests that when mistakemade,
usually both the addresser and the addressee Hye fu
familiar with the correct version. An experiment bgrrera
(Ferrera, 1991) showed that participants of antedaic
conference, who were filmed, were overlooking thet t
they were sending, but made very few changes. Meless,
about 2.6% of all words contained spelling mistakesrera

language. As a consequence, the substance of #he teoncluded that the participants did not aim at deally
cannot be exactly transmitted orally. There are ymanpresented text, which is typical of written (espégiformal)

examples of abbreviations consisting of traditicsyahbols,
which may be further divided into:

a) lexical units composed of the initial letters af thiords in a
phrase(the same way as acronyms are producitixhus

meansto tell the truth, lol corresponds téaughout loud,

andimhostands foin my humbleopinion;

b) symbols representing words
pronounced name of a symbol completely or apprdrisna
corresponds to the articulation of another lexicalit (such
pairs might be regarded as artificial homophonekg
cardinal number “4” is pronounced the same way h&s t
preposition “for”, “2” may substitute both “to” aritbo”, and
the letter “c” stands for “see” (it is of interak@t “c” never
reproduces the noun “sea” although “to see” and &éa” are
homophones);

¢) inclusion of homophonetic units as parts of loriggemes
or set phrases|8r’ means “later”, “1derful” / "1deful” stand
for “wonderful, and “cul” is correspondent to “sgau later”.
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in cases when th

communication, but only sought to make sure tha th
message would be perceived by the addressee orrect
(ibid.:25). This may be explained by the factotte desired
maximum speed of message production as well addwex
level of responsibility for the form of the message

It may also be that the mistake is subconsciowsgarded
as a way of development of the Internet Englishl tus
8s a kind of the creative process. When a texfpisd at a
very high speed and one’s consciousness concentipts
the message value, the sub consciousness may ueprtha
standard variant, and thus such forms as “looset™delite”

for “loser” and “delight” may have been devised nien:

“sooner” and “polite”), and consequently spreaératte law
of language simplification.

Some “traditional” languages allow for a phenomervanich
is presumably identical to electronic acronyms,, dRgissian
“By3” stands for ¥(eicuiee) y(uebnoe) 3(aBemenume)” (an
institution of higher education), English “radamida“laser”
abbreviate “ra(dio) d(etection) a(nd) r(anging)” dan
“I(ightwave) a(mplification by) s(timulated) e(miss of)
r(adiation)” respectively, and French “TGV” reprass



“t(rain) g(rande) v(itesse)” (a high velocity trairAlthough
the phenomenon is common
languages, in no case is it as common as in tharetsc
discourse.

The Internet English language uses a number ofifapec
lexical units, which may either substitute wordgn#iying
previously existing concepts or defining new on&
geek out” came into existence about a decade dgough
there was no obstacle to put it “to discuss techmitatters”
or otherwise. The Internet cliché “error 404" mewnthat a
website is unavailable due to technical reasonis igsno
more in service led to the formation of a nounrbveair a
404 |/ to 404 with no changes in the semantic vatue
comparison to the initial term. “To tron”, whichasids for
“to become inaccessible except via email” was farme
after the name of a movie. The examples show thatdst
cases of word building when a given root produces
derivative in a part of speech containing no presio
variants of the root, no affixes are added. In ¢hse of
“geek”, dictionaries refer to “a strange or ecdererson” or
“a special type of carnival performer” (Webster'sitérsal
College Dictionary, 1997:336) or “a stupid and weakson”
(Collins Cobuild English Dictionary, 1997:700), peating
“geek” as a noun only and in both cases indicatirag a
slang word. The primary version of “error 404" ey
“404” as an adjective in comparison to “a techniabr”,
“a typical error”, etc.,; the name of the film shduhus
presumably be regarded as a noun. According tedhee
principle, the electronic discourse has developedvierb
“to sorry”, which has been indicated in tNew Hacker's
Dictionary since 1996.

The pre-existence of a lexeme in the traditionaglsage
code may lead to the development of alternative$ovia
the process of suffixation. For example, the oppmsiof

generous: generosity
curious: curiosity

leads to

dubious: dubiosity
obvious: obviosity

ignoring the traditional forms “dubiety” and “obvisness”.
The general scheme may be defined (scheme 1):

Scheme 1

ROOT[-OUS}p+-NESS>ROOT[-OUS+NESS]ounassTract
ROOT[-OUS}p+[-OTHER}>ROOT[-OTHERounaesTRACT)

Is Substituted By (Scheme 2):
Scheme 2
ROOT ['OUSLDJ“"ITY _>ROOT[-OS-ITY]NOUN(ABSTRACT)

An important remark to be made is that alternatierd
building rules may be used, and whereas the ndiisn“af
os-ity” is not productive in the standard languaieis
productive in the Internet discourse nevertheless.

The absence of prosodic and paralinguistic elemeo¢s
not hinder Internet users to express their emotidine

or even “nnnNnoooooo00o0”, which is simply achieved b

in many Indo-Europeapressing a button for a longer span of time. Ermstiof

surprise, joy, disappointment and others may beesged
similarly.

Another way of one’s emotional expression is viotabf the
traditional rules of punctuation. Online users sjmadly
apply fewer punctuation marks than users of foranadven
informal written English, often omitting full stopsommas,
dashes, semicolons, etc., and similarly to the chdetter
reiteration, a group of marks reflects the strengthan

“yess!!”.

In case of an omitted symbol / word / idea, the @mamf
dots, asterisks, x's or spaces usually correspantfe length
of the excluded information, a typical example Bein
“f*king” or “bul**t". Similarly, in “the X-quali ty boss”,
fhe wider the gap between the definite article gawednoun,
the more negative the expression and the richeent@ions
are expected to be reproduced.

Ellipsis is much more common in the Internet lamguthan
in standard English. A 1000-symbol length span tefkamay
contain up to thirty episodes of ellipsis. Thisvasive use is
due to the fact that ellipsis has alternative fiamst (mostly
expressed by groups of dots), for example, it mayknthe
end of any sentence (e.g., it ain't fun...i've fatedyself...).

These dots are not necessarily used in standaid-dot

groups; their number is unconventional and onedésaiipon
it spontaneously. On the whole, ellipsis is expobeenliven
the language.

There are many alternative textual marks (icond)pse
functions are not restricted to punctuation. Theglude
emotional expressions (smileys), such as ‘“-e
(disappointment), or “:-(* (frowning), and separaterds
or phrases, e.g.{ X}" (hugging X), “%-X" (hangover), or
“*" (kisses). Marks denoting emotional expressicae
usually gradable, and a quadruple hug is of higitensity
than the one in single brackets. Kisses might dleo
reinforced if asterisks are multiplied.

Undoubtedly, this part of the Internet English e tleast

understandable to non-users. It is of importancenémtion

that although entire phrases and conversations b&y
constructed using this kind of symbols only, they aeither

abused nor overindulged, and seldom exceed some
conventional percentage limit. This implies th#hei the use
of icons is regarded as a fun game or a text altifdgcons
is too unaesthetic and unpleasant to read. Bediterg are
many pictures (caricatures) of various objects tpdinn

punctuation or textual marks, but they are seemjake, and
thus are beyond the scope of the present paper.

As it is evident from what has been stated abdwelagnguage
of the Internet mostly keeps to the standards kstteld in the
spoken language. No more than four or five tensesisually
used in oral communication, which corresponds te th
grammar patterns of the Internet English. In 25 gam
conversations and chat discussions, only severesensre
found: Present Simple, Present Continuous, Paspl&im

most common way is a reiteration of vowels or everfuture Simple, “Going to”, Present Perfect and feutn the

consonants. A passionate negative reply may sonnadd”
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Past. According to the analysis of Naomi S. BaBargn,



2000:251), present-tense forms are typical of rdeict
discourse, which in some cases substitute comgidxferms
in past and future tenses the same way as thanis it oral
conversation, but on the whole the syntax feateleraents of
both spoken and written variants of the Englisigleaye.

In case of complex tenses, short forms are predamttin
“gonna tell” instead of “I am going to tell”, or éen that”
standing for “I have seen that”. As well as in spok
language, context allowing, auxiliary verbs are ttexi if
they precede a participle form. In case the irifiaiform is
used to compose the tense where the absence of
auxiliary might cause an ambiguity, the shortenaranf of
the auxiliary is supplied with the subject omitteblenever
possible. The structure “I would like to go” (hetgo”
stands for any verb) is expressed in three vari@dtsimes
mentioned in total): “'d like to go” (17 times), “like to
go” (2 times), and “like to go” (15 times). Despgeme
irrelevance to the standard English, the absoluagority

These cases are of special interest because theragmf
symbols is one of the cardinal principles of théetnet
culture, but the substitution of the inverted corsrbg two
asterisks gives no improvement. The insertion ef pler
cent symbol may even require a few more clickkéf sign
is not available on the keyboard. One may thusladac
that the principle of foregrounding may surpass léve of
economy. This may be supplemented by such regatigriz
principles as freak- phreak, frown- phrown, or skin-
schin, skim- schim (aftephrase schemg It is of interest to
Eﬁntion that in the above-mentioned cases, theiplés of

nglish transcription of words originating from At
Greek are reiterated (or the principles of acaddariguage
are parodied?).

Re-interpretation of Latinate and other classieais is also
common, Thus “literat” are transformed to “digagt
(competent in electronic technologies), and “citizbas its
online version “netizen” (a citizen of the “Countrgf

of non-standard tense form use can be understood byinternet’). On the whole, both irony and auto ir@mg widely

person unfamiliar with the Internet culture.

The use of articles mostly accords with the above

mentioned principles of the Internet culture, nametost
articles are omitted. In the sample conversatiGeven
articles were used on average in a 1,000-symbajthen
span of a text, which is substantially less tha thean
amount of the written or even spoken variants gjlish.

accepted in the electronic discourse, and any bivjag be its
victim.

Cases of foregrounding are extremely typical ofisksy
user names (so-called “nicks”), many of which conta
various linguistic tricks, for example, “qt_gurle\te girl),
“angel_ice” (angel eyes) or “paradice” (paradiseida /
parade+ice / parade+dice / paradise+dice / parastdic.).

The situation with other parts of speech shows nn order to avoid monotony, many collocations are
considerable difference comparing to other variafithe  distorted and thus converted to mocking phrasess Th
language except for adverbs, which are often substi by  mostly concerns official names of organizations and
adjectives in the manner of conversational Americarnterprises, especially the ones, whose businessesin

English, “don’t speak so rude” being used instefdttion’t
speak so rudely”.

The electronic discourse also develops specifictions
of use. Verbs are reduplicated in standard Engfisised
as an exclamation: “knock knock!”, computer Englis
doubles usually imply an ironic or even sarcastimment,
and the structure terminates a conversation, famgie, if
an interlocutor suggests that one should retunnhat has
been discussed beforehand, and the partner isiliogvto
develop the previous topic, the most likely regyflame,
flame” (“a flame” in the Internet English standsr fta
verbal attack in the form of electronic text. Oseflamed
in response to a pointless message or to a madisignai
posting” (New Hacker's Dictionary, 1996). The refates
that the second interlocutor finds no sense inldpirg the
previous topic and suggests passing to a new one.

The Internet is an area of harsh competition asumey is
free to create websites or to express oneself groap
conversation. As a consequence, there is an esegri
need to attract other users’ attention; therefarguistic
means are used in this case. Linguistic meanseabply
the printed mass media are also common on thenktter
especially the play on words. As a result, elemenits
foregrounding are abundant in the electronic diss®u

in the field of Internet services, extending theaarof
mockery to their products and basic terminologyudthe
computer program “Internet Explorer” is converted t
“Internet Exploiter”, and “Microsoft” is referredot as

h“MicrosIoth”.

As one’s dependence to a certain social stratunosep
heavily on one’s speech and the Internet beinglement
of the culture of the privileged, the topics of gersations,
the spectrum of the ideas discussed, and the style
language are typical of the society of users artdohohe
society in general, although as it may be deduceth f
what has been stated above, there are societibsnwibr
slight distinction between a user and a membeteddt in

Lithuania, the results of replies to the same posed
questions received on the Internet and on the tstree

sometimes produce an incongruence of more thampeen
cent, which further underlines the social stradifion of
users and non-users of the Internet.

It is evident that the virtual world is heavily atted by the
social factor. Those who are able to pass the fneatorral
selection and thus belong to the Internet societg, no
further divided into any social classes. In theuat world,
one’s age, sex, marital and social statuses, oeligooks
and other personal details are of no importance @ally

One of the most common examples is the% sign (%kstimates the personal skills at computer operatind

which may substitute the double “0” (c%l, b%ty). ckmer
example is the use of the asterisk (*) insteadnekrited

how interesting and relevant one’s ideas are tdtuy of
the conversation (RumSigrn2004:5).

commas (&great* suggestion is a stupid suggestion, a *very*

important point is a point of no or very little irogpance).
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The English language has developed multiple regionavariation of a language (Shuy, 1994:534). Diffeesc

variants, presenting some hindrance for the comaoattioin
of representatives of different cultures. Althodlgére is no
centralizing (either an imposed law or a body ebtleticians,
whose decisions are compulsory) factor on theretewhich
might relate distinct language traditions so thaurdfied
system of symbols, syntax and lexical fundamestadsild be
gradually worked out, a certain kind of traditiarggests to an
experienced user the elements of text violatingestablished
standard and contributing to the wealth and varadtyhe
language.

The language of Internet websites and chat clubsots
supervised, or controlled otherwise. Consequenity,

development is subjected only to standard procesfes
language development. In comparison to “traditibnal

languages, where there is a tendency that relgtivere

between dialects are observed at all levels ofnguage;
pronunciation, grammar and meaning of separate svord
differ (Robins, 1996:51). One of the tests usedirmuists

to deal with the problem is the “mutual intellidib”
(Steinbergs, 1997:349). One checks whether represen
tatives of two different dialects / languages ustird
each other easily, and when two dialects tend to be
mutually unintelligible, they are considered to tweo
languages (Fromkin & Rodman, 1988:253). There is no
doubt that speakers of English are usually able to
understand the general message of an Internetatien,
and to extract some specific information as welhisT
seems to prove that the Internet English has tine status

as a regional variety of the English language.

The relation of the standard language and the neter

complicated phenomena are gradually substituted bkanguage is not a one-way road. It was computeass usko

simpler and less complex structures, the Interaeguage
shows different trends of evolution. The languageetbps
a code, fully understandable only to the repretigatof a
certain subculture, which is caused by the abowetioreed
xenophobia and other related reasons. Evidentlgh su

developed the shortening “Y2K” for the year 2,008”(
stands for “year” after the principle of acronynand “K”
signifies a thousand, which is commonly used in the
computer-related discourse, e.g. 1Kb / 1KByte =ilbliite),

or “thanks E6” (Thanks to power six) in spoken Esiygl

language possesses a relatively smaller complex a&bmetimes replaces the habitual “a million thanks”.

fundamental laws, but on the other hand, they ar

substituted by the multiplicity of variations anttividual
cases within the general regulations.

Although the electronic discourse usually proceedthe
“universal and worldwide accepted computer Englisisime
regional peculiarities exist nevertheless. For edamthere
are greetings, which are typical of particular ¢das: g'day
all (Australian), cheers all (British), or hiya kara (United

There are symbols which have crossed the boundefies
such groups, but they show a tendency towards the
expression of the wide amplitude of the given pimegioon
instead of the definite object / concept, which whe
initial meaning value. For example, the noun “lamer
probably originating from the adjective “lame” aoin the
idiomatic expression “a lame duck” with the meaniadue
“someone who is not successful and who has to Ipedhea

States) (Hock & Joseph, 1996:34). On the whole ehedot” (Collins Cobuild English Dictionary, 1997:929and

differences are of minor importance regarding titerhet
culture as a whole, and present little interesthévein

meaning an “online loser” (New Hacker’s Dictionahg96)
passed on to spoken (slang) English, and its egijgit is not

discussed issues. Besides, differences of the ralltu restricted to those who fail at using electronht®logies.
background of users may be processed by typicallfhe same process is noticed in the case of derasmif

Australian, American, etc. lexis used in the prece$

“click” as “one-click” broadened its primary meagin

communication. In some cases, where differences afsomething available at a single marking with tiesor” to

present between British and American English, Aogari
regularized forms “learned”, “fitted” (in all meangs),
“leaped” substitute the British English variantgdint”,

“it" (2" and & form in some meanings), or “leapt”. On

the whole it is unquestionable that the Interneglih is

accepted and understood worldwide, and hardly an

dialects within it can be observed presently.

Considering that communication activities on theeinet
take place within a melting pot of nations, the serd
conditions do not allow for evolution of dialects the
future as the basic precondition of their developims
territorial or any other communicational segregatio
Consequently, the cosmopolitan nature of the leters
contrary to any regional or social diversification.

Having taken into consideration the herein discdisssue,
a question arises what the status of the Interngtigh on
the map of the English language is. It is evidéatt the
majority of words of the Internet English and stamt
English coincide. Many grammatical rules differt ey
still have the same fundamentals. This proves that
Internet English is not (at least presently) arepehdent
language. A dialect is a common regular regionadamial
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the meaning “instantly available” without any fueth
reference to computers in spoken (slang) English.

The second part of the film “Fast and Furious” wafied
“2Fast2Furious” following the standard usage ofdugt “2”
instead of either the preposition or the infinitparticle “to”,

gr substituting “too”. Besides, the convention édlect the
exact pronunciation of plural, verb third persomgsiar
Present Simple as well as some roots (busésisiz; dogs-
dogz; loser- looser) is adopted in informal written English
as well, for example, in the name of the film “fatz”.

The concept of individual freedom implies that eiffnces
between speakers are more sizeable than in the afase
spoken and formal variants of the language, but the
existence of almost complete mutual understanding
verifies that the users of the Internet languageakphe
same variant of English, and besides, that a dpecia
universally acknowledged unwritten codex is to be
followed. Thus every experienced user subconsgiousl
conceives the basic laws and concepts of the latern
language, but the zone covered by fundamental raes
still be too narrow to let one expect that the pecsives of



the development of the Internet language are emntvdiégs 3
present situation.

From what has been stated above, the foIIowinéL
conclusions may be drawn:

1. The universal application of computer technasgi
has led to the development of the electronic dismu >
New models of language require adequate analytical
approaches, such as “Technology-Conditioned Approac®-
to Language Change and Use” (TeLCU) by Bodomo and
Lee (2001). Self-inductive processes within langugag 7.
cause the development of new types of literacy.

2. Prosodic and paralinguistic elements are neggat in - g
the Internet discourse, and the communication is
conditioned by material factors such as a limitedd$ 9
symbols or the speed of typing. '

3. The information-and-skill culture is denoted the 1o0.
key value of an individual's freedom to create.

4. Members of the Internet society are formallyaq 1.
despite the existence of the hacker cult. Therst&xi
an unwritten codex setting general rules. 1

5. Various symbol play, omission, abbreviations,
neologisms and other means of word building ands
transformation help create a unique vocabulary waith
very high innovation rate caused by the philosophy 4
creativity. The traditional language code is sitfigti,
but special means are introduced to increase the”
intensity and expressiveness of the language. "

6. The key features of an electronic discoursedex a)
foregrounding of particular elements. b) symbol and,;
word economy. c¢) understandability of the message.

7. The Internet English is close to spoken languaged, 18.
the two kinds of language are mutually influenced.
The Internet English should be treated as a dialect
because it does not constitute a fully independerito.
language unit.

20.
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Interneto vystymasis yra lygiagretus intern&titkuliros ekspansijai, kurioje angkalba yra dominuojanti. Internetibendravim visy pirma slygoja
tokie fiziniai apribojimai kaip spausdinimo greitisuris yra Zemesnis nei Srigikno, ribotas vartojam simboliy skatius ir prozodini bei paralingvisti-
niy iSraiSkos galimyhi nebuvimas kalboje iS vienos gasbei internetiss kultiros i$ kitos. Tai formuoja kadbsu specifiniu simbalj kodeksu, alterna-
tyvia leksika bei sintaks, gramatikos bei morfologijos taisykhis. Nepaisant santykis individo laises bei geografies ar kultirinés kalbos vartotey
ivairows, kalboje egzistuoja benghy taisykliy kodeksas, kurio pamoningai laikosiigud; vartotojai. Internetié kalba siekia supaprastinti tradien
kalbos sistemas, &&@u savo ruoztgveda kod, kurio laikymusi vartotojagrodo savo priklausomyhinternetinei bendruomenei. Niaalios atrankos prin-
cipas siekiant pritraukti potencialbendravimo partnaridémeg lemia dalin atskiro individo kalbos stiliaus personalizayitrei ZodZi, ir simboliy Zais-
mo kaip optimalios saviraiSkos priemaratsiradim. Aukiau pamirtti bruoZai leidZia kompiuterinkalba laikyti savarankisku kalbiniu reiSkiniu amngl
kalbos sferoje, nesudaran visiSkai nepriklausomo kalbinio vieneto.
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