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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to explore the ways in which Hebrew is currently being manipulated
online through a linguistic deviation called Fakatsa. In this study, participants were
asked to rate random statements of frivolous or serious topics in either standard
grammatical Hebrew or Fakatsa Hebrew conditions on specific judgment values. It was
hypothesized that participants would rate the Fakatsa writer negatively on certain
characteristics, such as intelligence, education, religiosity, and nationalism and
positively on other characteristics, such as femininity and creativity. Twenty-four
participants completed this experiment. Results showed that participants responded as
expected for certain negative attributes typical of Fakatsa and deviations to computer-
mediated communication and did not respond as expected for any the positive
attributes typical of Fakatsa. The results showed that fluent Hebrew speakers viewed
users of the Fakatsa manipulation differently than users of standard Hebrew and may
suggest personal biases and perceptions when encountering computer-mediated
communication.

Keywords: Hebrew, linguistic manipulations, computer-mediated communication, perceptions
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INTRODUCTION

Research on computer-mediated communication has expanded to include the
new and diverse ways in which humans connect and communicate with the each other
online. These methods range to include text messages, instant messages, blog posts,
status updates and other posts on social media. This line of research focuses on the
specific type of communication that occurs between two or more humans through the
use of computers or electronic devices, often regarded as computer-mediated
communication (CMC) or computer-mediated discourse (Herring, 1996). CMC is often
considered as a part of a “cyberculture”, or an expression of customs, values, and norms
on the Internet that reflects an extension of everyday communication (Thurlow, Lengel,
& Tomic, 2004). This cyberculture expanded with the introduction of faster and more
efficient methods of communication, such as text messaging or instant messaging.

It is thought that the goal of the revolutionary communication technologies was
not to go against traditional methods of communication, but to personalize
communication with regards to authentic portrayals of identity (Matei, 2005).
According to Matei (2005), this cyberculture promoted the ideals of using open
communication to tie a community together while also allowing members to remain

individualistic. However, due to this freedom of experimentation with language and



communication, deviations to linguistic principles arose to subvert normative
communication methods.

Researchers differ in opinion on whether these deviations create a harmful
counterculture in different cybersocieties or whether these deviations merely express
natural and purposeful methods of individualistic experimentation with linguistics.
Those that view these deviations as harmful to language and linguistic forms have
concern regarding the long-term effects of CMC and whether newer technologies and
methods of communication are continually degrading languages (Baron, 2005). This
preoccupation has mainly centered on English and its various uses and CMC variations
online, as English predominantly dominated the Internet throughout history.

With the introduction of the Internet came English’s use as the online
communities’ lingua franca, or an adopted language between two speakers with
different native languages (Danet & Herring, 2006). With such common and dominant
use, English became vulnerable to grand shift in communicative function online, with
many deviations done to its form over the years. An example of this is Netlingo, a
generalized manipulation of language that utilizes speed, efficiency, informality, and
creative uses of typography to communicate online (Thurlow, 2001). Acronyms such as
‘LOL’ (laugh out loud), ‘OIC’ (oh, I see), and IRL (in real life) are not uncommon on the
Internet and are examples of the effects of Netlingo on English phrases (Thurlow, 2001).

In 2002, Jansen and James published Netlingo: the Internet Dictionary as a guide to aid the



understanding of the then novel various linguistic manipulations, including acronyms
and shorthand sayings such as “r u” for “are you” and “g2g” for “got to go”.

A significant manipulation to English online includes leet speak, or as it is
known to the community of its creators of mainly Internet hackers and gamers, “1337”
(Engert, 2009). This deviated form of English relies on the use of alphanumeric
switching, or the replacement of numbers in place of similar looking letters, which
allows for the change from “leet” to “1337”, and a significant use of acronyms. Leet
speak deviated even further than the Netlingo and contributed to large debates among
its creators, its users, and researchers about its purpose. Although leet was mainly
intended to be used an encryption code for elite computer users (“leet” stems from the
word “elite”), it became an informal communication system among those who desired
to assimilate into the changing online subcommunity and culture of experienced
hackers and gamers (Sherblom-Woodward, 2002).

The original users of leet speak were generally young, educated males with
experience in technological communication, specifically hacking (Engert, 2009).
However, those who adapted leek speak as a communicative form tended to be
teenagers that lacked any real hacking skills but were adept at transferring its use to the
general online counterculture in gaming and instant messaging (Engert, 2009).
Sherlbom-Woodward (2002) notes that these kids were often seen as clueless with
regards to the intended purposes of leetspeak and that they were often ridiculed for

their use of leet as a legitimate method of communication. Leetspeak is currently



considered an outdated form of CMC with many of its users continuing to subscribe to
a subculture of mocking its very existence and those who use it seriously (Andreeva,
2014). However, it appears that the impact of leetspeak allowed for the continued
freedom of creation and experimentation among other subcommunities in the
cyberculture with regard to manipulating language, regardless of opinion.

Researchers who view CMC as a natural byproduct of a changing culture
consider these linguistic manipulations as important in helping young people
experiment with and develop their identities. Most English speakers with access to
Internet technologies or cellphones would be familiar with the overall netlingo,
especially teenagers who are said to experiment with online linguistics as a means of
expressing their identity or personalities (Baron, 2005). As seen with leetspeak, those
who determined the manipulated lingo as a legitimate form of communication were
teenagers who did not fit the characteristics of “elite”, educated hackers but were
determined to express their personalities regardless of the mockery.

As noted by Varnhagen, et al. in 2009, most adolescents in the United States
were actively engaged in multiple forms of electronic communication, with instant
messaging being the most popular. This popularity for netlingo and electronic
communication had even found its way into classrooms. As reported by Engert (2009),
schools and teachers cited problems with their teenage students” writing due to the use
of abbreviations and spellings generally reserved for online use. However, many

researchers have stated multiple benefits for using CMC and other communication



technologies in classrooms and universities, such as increased participation, more
“think-time” before writing, more purposeful writing and conversation, and a safer
communicative environment when compared to face-to-face discussion (Comeaux &
McKenna-Byington, 2003). It is thought that there may be benefit for the
implementation of CMC in academic settings with adolescents who are already familiar
with the online linguistic landscape and use it as an efficient means of identity
expression.

The feeling of safety is noted as an important aspect for the function of CMC in
classroom discussion but also in adolescents’ lives and experimentation with linguistics
in the general online community. It is thought that the online world for an adolescent
resembles their bedroom, and is a self-created, self-managed location for them to
experiment with their identity in a personal, private manner (Hodkinson, 2015). Thus,
the websites used and the methods in which adolescents choose to communicate with
others online allow for safe exploration without fear or judgment, allowing for
continued experimentation and consequently, linguistic deviations to arise.

With the advent of newer technologies, methods of communication, and trends,
newer generations of adolescents continue to experiment with their identities through
newer forms of deviated or manipulated computer-mediated communication.
However, it is important to note that the netlingo or other online language
manipulations do not only occur in English, as adolescents across the world experiment

with language in a similar manner for a similar purpose.



According to a report by Cyberatlas in 2003, English had come to encompass
only one-third of the languages used online, signifying a cultural shift in
communication and languages used online since. However, these languages were not
guarded from the effects of adolescent-driven online manipulations of English. These
deviations have extended to the other cultures, despite significant differences in the
phonologies, orthographies, and morphologies among the different languages. This can
be seen in the deviated form of Hebrew used on online blogs among adolescent females

in Israel. The focus of this study examines this specific manipulation.

Fakatsa Hebrew

In Israel, fluent Hebrew-speaking adolescent girls are utilizing a specific
manipulation of the Hebrew language dubbed “Fakatsa”. In Hebrew, “Fakatsa” is
considered to be a derogatory term mainly used to describe loud and annoying girls
who employ this specific CMC manipulation online (Vaisman, 2014). Another definition
for Fakatsa style includes a “silly, fashion conscious girl” (Tannen & Trester, 2013). This
written manipulation is categorized by the purposeful distortion of Hebrew lexical rules
and overt femininity (Vaisman, 2014). Fakatsa is very similar to the English deviation of
leetspeak, utilizing alphanumeric switching for certain Hebrew letters. However, it is

discussed that Fakatsa does not resemble leetspeak due to direct contact within the



languages, but because of the easy reproductive quality of alphanumeric switching in
computer-mediated languages (Cameron & Panovic, 2014).

The major deviations used in Fakatsa Hebrew include consonant devoicing to
increase sibilant quality and the use of excessive suffixes, or endings to words
(Vaisman, 2014). The purpose of consonant devoicing to increase sibilant quality is to
produce speech that sounds silly and more like baby-talk (Vaisman, 2014). This includes
replacing hard constants, like “v” with softer sounding ones, like “f” in the written text.
When read, this manipulation increases the vocalization of syllables to resemble a
California speech style, or a valley-girl type of dialect (Vaisman, 2014). Fakatsa also uses
the addition of multiple suffixes to contribute to the juvenile or cute nature of the text,
even though this addition that may seem to misspell or mispronounce the word entirely
(Vaisman, 2014). These deviations do not occur randomly and serve a specific and
creative linguistic purpose to produce childlike speech that could be perceived as cute
or endearing.

Fakatsa is mainly used on Israblog, a website used by Hebrew speakers for
blogging or sharing social updates. The content of their blogs tends to be overshadowed
by the text used. However, the content typically includes “feminine” aspects of life and
self-promotion (Vasiman 2014). According to Thurlow and Mroczek (2011), Fakatsa
began inundating the front pages of Israblog in 2004 in a style that others described as

“scribbled” and “meaningless”. Many have condemned the use of this linguistic

manipulation, citing it as hazardous (Thurlow & Mroczek, 2011). As discussed



previously with regard to English deviations, this concerned attitude is in line with
applying negative attributes to linguistic manipulations. However, Fakatsa, like
leetspeak and other CMC variations, serves a specific purpose for its in-group/out-
group linguistic community.

The main concern with Fakatsa is primarily focused on the look of the text and
not so much the meaning. Fakatsa girls often exaggerate their posts with ornamental
text and characters that serve no purpose but for decoration (Thurlow & Mroczek,
2011). They also may use the same number for different letters, disregarding the
meaning of the sentence or word in favor for the overall look of the text (Thurlow &
Mroczek, 2011). Therefore, Fakatsa text requires a deeply context-based comprehension
that can easily alienate a reader who may not be able to decipher the complex yet
unique text in a meaningful manner (Thurlow & Mroczek, 2011). However, this context-
based comprehension is precisely what also allows the in-group of Fakatsa users to
remain as the subculture that purposefully remains distinguished from the out-group of
those who cannot understand the text.

Thus, the overarching purpose of Fakatsa lies in the idea that it is a deviation
used in a cyberculture that can both produce and understand such linguistic variations.
These variations are meant as a means of excluding those who may not fit in with the
user while simultaneously creating a subcommunity of people with similar
personalities, identities, and ideals that reflects the climate of modern adolescent

societies. As discussed in length by Vaisman (2011, 2014) and Thurlow and Mroczek



(2011), Fakatsa is a complex, rule-based linguistic system that allows for
experimentation and exploration among modern adolescent females to counter the
society of women that are expected to adhere to traditional, modest, and religious ways
of living. This idea is especially of interest regarding the culture of Hebrew speakers, a

language with a deeply historical and religious history.

History of Hebrew

Prior to examining the effects of Fakatsa in the current modern technological
society, it is important to understand Hebrew’s complicated history and why such a
linguistic manipulation could potentially strike a negative chord in many. An
important fact to consider is that Hebrew is an ancient but understudied language
spoken by 7-9 million people worldwide (Avni, 2014). Although this may not seem like
a lot of people, Hebrew has remained as one of oldest languages still in use today.

The language’s religious origin stated that God created Hebrew and the world
simultaneously, as the conversations between Adam, Eve, and God were thought to be
in Hebrew (Chomsky, 1957). The historical origin of Hebrew dates back 3000 years,
with its construction stemming from a writing system similar to that of the Phoenicians
(Hoffman, 2004). Due to its religious connections, the Jewish people had begun to
consider it the holy tongue (Sdenz-Badillos, 1996). Ancient Hebrew was mainly spoken

among the Jewish people who had previously been enslaved by the Egyptians and were



later freed and led by Moses to what is now known as modern day Israel (Horowitz,
1993). It was in Israel that these Jews lived for 1700 years and the Hebrew bible, or
Torah, was created (Horowitz, 1993).

Hebrew did not remain a spoken language after 70 C.E due to the Roman caused
diaspora, but it remained the language of sacred religious acts, such as prayer and
reading the Torah (Horowitz, 1993). Most of the spoken languages of Jews at this time
were the local languages of their country mixed with certain Hebrew elements
(Fellman, 1973). An example of this type of language is Yiddish, which was spoken
among Jews in Central and Eastern Europe (Fellman, 1973). Hebrew was therefore
regarded as a “half-language”, with its purposes and uses divided (Fellman, 1973). It
was at this time that Hebrew could have been considered near extinction as a spoken,
usable language. It was only until Eliezer Ben-Yehuda, a Jewish man with a mission,
helped revive and create what is now known as Modern Hebrew.

In the 1880’s, Israel was known as Palestine, and Hebrew was used as a lingua
franca, or common language (Sdenz-Badillos, 1996). It was the goal of Eliezer Ben-
Yehuda to change the state of Hebrew from a lingua franca to a standard language. Ben-
Yehuda is often given the credit for the success of Hebrew’s revival as he implemented
many steps to achieve his vision, such as creating Hebrew-speaking societies,
establishing Hebrew classes in schools, publishing a newspaper in Hebrew and many

more (Fellman, 1974).
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After much work, Hebrew officially became the national language of Israel after
the creation of the State of Israel in 1948. The largest accomplishment for Modern
Hebrew is regarded as its status as a “genuine mother tongue” for the generation of
children born in Israel and learning Hebrew since birth (Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Hasan
Amara, & Trumper-Hecht, 2006). However, despite the strong positive and secure
feelings regarding Hebrew’s status as the national language, English has commanded
strong attention in the country and has infiltrated many important arenas of Israeli life
(Safran, 2005). Therefore, to understand Hebrew CMC it is important to consider the

effect of English on the Fakatsa cyberculture.

Lexical Borrowings and Fakatsa

A major component of Fakatsa is its frequent use of lexical borrowings. Vaisman
(2014) describes these lexical borrowings as the addition of English, and even
sometimes Spanish, letters, suffixes, symbols, and phrases in Fakatsa text. Examples of
these types of borrowings include “ugly”, “of course”, “boyfriend”, “mommy and
daddy”, “muy” (very), and “obvio” (obviously). Fakatsa girls frequently switch
between codes, or languages, in a single sentence and tend to include English

placeholder words such as “like” in their posts (Vaisman, 2014). Fakatsa girls so often

use the word “like” as a placeholder word that the Hebrew community aware of
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Fakatsa often attribute the use of “like” to this specific linguistic subcommunity and
those who use it outside of the cyberculture as a Fakatsa girl (Vaisman, 2014).
Although Hebrew is the official language of Israel, many street and
governmental signs in Israel have both Hebrew-English translations. English is
considered a mandatory subject in high school for graduation and eventual job
placement (Ben-Rafael et al., 2006). The increased use of English in the Israeli
community is generally attributed to the globalization of Israel and its strong ties to the
United States” culture and government. Fakatsa girls are especially sensitive to
American popular culture, often immersing themselves in American media portrayals
of rich girls, such as Reese Witherspoon’s portrayal of Elle Woods in Legally Blonde
(Vaisman, 2014). With increased exposure of the exaggerated American lifestyle, either
through television or through the Internet, Fakatsa girls find inspiration from the
fictional and glamorous life of these California, valley-girl types of characters and their

exaggerated way of speaking.

Feminism and Fakatsa

Vaisman (2011, 2014) states that Fakatsa girls explore their identity and
experiment with feminism with this manipulation. However, it has been noted that
Fakatsa girls receive much criticism from those who see no purpose in the linguistic

deviation. Vaisman'’s (2014) research discussed briefly the negative perceptions of
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young male bloggers concerning Fakatsa, which they called meaningless and hazardous
to the blogosphere. This type of reaction to females from males on the Internet is not
uncommon.

According to Herring (2003), females post fewer messages and are less persistent
in posting in mixed-gender group discussions. There also is tension between the
argumentative nature of men and the polite nature of women online (Herring, 2003).
This tension often leads to aggression trumping over politeness and perceptions of
female censorship (Grossman, 1997). However, it is important to note that recent trends
show women using social networking sites more than men (Tsitsika et al., 2014),
keeping their profiles more private compared to men (Madden et al., 2013), and
engaging in cyberbullying more often than men (Slonje, Smith, & Frisén, 2013).
Although Fakatsa girls have experienced expected prejudices from their fellow male
bloggers, some of them have attempted to reclaim the negative term associated with
them and turn it into something desirable and pride-worthy (Vaisman, 2014). This is
similar to women who have attempt to reclaim the word “bitch” and use it among
themselves in a more positive way (Kleinman, Ezzell, & Frost, 2009).

This positive movement is starkly different from the notion that some researchers
have regarding the idea that women using CMC tend to mask their identity to eliminate
gender-based bias online (Kacen, 2000). Fakatsa girls do not follow this hypothesis, as

they employ their overt femininity to purposefully create a bias between their
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exaggerated girlhood and others who do not define themselves with such a quality.
This is similar in nature to the typically male-based users of leetspeak with regards to
non-elite users of computers (Vaisman, 2014).

There are also those who do not consider the reclamation of Fakatsa as a forward
feminist move, but rather as going backwards, promoting the same negative stereotypes
used at female generations before them (Thurlow & Mroczek, 2011). Many have
claimed that Fakatsa is a degradation of Hebrew and shows poor education and literacy
skills in shallow young girls, an opinion that contrasts previous positive perceptions of
the male leet users, despite similar linguistic variability between the two (Vaisman,
2014).

As discussed previously, because adolescents so often use CMC as a means of
experimenting or expressing their identity, it is believed that Fakatsa girls represent the
negative stereotypical side of womanhood. They are more concerned with how their
blogs and text look instead of how they are read by their audience, as they often discuss
trivial things such as romance, fantasy, fashion, and other “girly” subjects. However,
Vaisman (2014) notes that Fakatsa girls implement such exaggerated phonological,
morphological, and orthographical deviations to display an authentic gender
performance, a staunch feminist movement, in a seemingly limited environment.

Despite such an acceptance of a normally derogatory term, it does not necessarily
mean that the girls are succumbing to the stereotypes assigned to them. This action

could be a sign of rebellion against the notion that a fashion-conscious, girly-girl cannot
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make educated or important decisions for herself. By accepting a term such as
“Fakatsa” or “bitch”, one removes the negative power associated with it and thus
creates a new semantic landscape for the term to be used in association with acceptance
and pride. Therefore, Fakatsa girls may be just as important to the worldwide feminist
movement by implementing a CMC manipulation that asserts an aggressive
dominance, masked behind a potent and seemingly harmless girlhood that mindfully
alters the societal identities and portrayals of women online.

Overall, the current research does an excellent job in describing the different
types of linguistic manipulations in Fakatsa. Vaisman (2011, 2014) also discusses well in
length the effects of gender on CMC. What the literature lacks is a more in-depth
understanding of the perceptions other Hebrew speakers may have, not just males with
negative opinions. There also is a lack of experimentation and discussion as to how
Fakatsa users may be viewed in comparison to those who do not use Fakatsa.

This study will focus on how readers perceive users of Fakatsa in comparison to
users of standard Hebrew. For the purposes of clarity, this study will not use the
alphanumeric switching quality of Fakatsa, and will focus instead on the other overtly
feminine orthographical, morphological, and typographical deviations and lexical
borrowings typical of Fakatsa text. Based on Vaisman’s research (2011, 2014), these
deviations to the form of the text and the inclusion of lexical borrowings distinctly
characterize the Fakatsa manipulation from other types of manipulations, such as

hacker leetspeak.
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According to the literature (Thurlow and Mroczek, 2011; Vaisman, 2011, 2014),
there are certain attributes that would be perceived negatively in a Fakatsa user,
including level of intellect, education, literacy, and comprehensibility. However, there
are other factors that would be perceived positively with regards to Fakatsa users,
including creativity, overt femininity and feminist ideals, and use of social media and
the Internet. This study will examine the effect of Fakatsa on these variables compared
to the effect of standard Hebrew on these same variables. There will also be the addition
of variables with regards to the Jewish religion and overall religiosity, Israeli
nationality, and respectfulness between Fakatsa and standard Hebrew writers. The
inclusion of these variables reflect the literature that discusses the intricate and
powerful connection between Hebrew and Judaism and Hebrew’s long-standing
history in Jewish texts, communities, and government.

This study will also examine whether there are significantly different perceptions
within participants when the topic of the sentence discusses serious topics or frivolous
topics. This within-subject manipulation will help determine whether participants are

influenced more by the way the text is written or by what is written.

Hypotheses

It is hypothesized that participants will rate the supposed Fakatsa users

negatively on all of the variables associated with intellectuality, education, literacy, and

16



comprehensibility when compared to the supposed standard Hebrew writers. These
results would be in line with the previous research discussed on manipulated CMC and
Fakatsa girls. It is also hypothesized that participants will rate the supposed Fakatsa
users positively on all of the variables associated with creativity, Internet use, and
femininity when compared to the supposed standard Hebrew writers. These results
would be in line with the previous research discussed on the Fakatsa style text and the
purpose of this manipulation for its specific subculture.

As discussed, Hebrew is almost exclusively associated with Judaism and Israel,
as it is the original language of the religious texts and national language of the state. The
culture surrounding Hebrew is often protective and encourages Jewish people to learn
Hebrew through Ulpan institutions, or schools that teach Hebrew to immigrants, and
Aliyah (“going up”) programs that aid in the immigration of people with Jewish
ancestry back to Israel (Cath, 2011). Due to this strong connection between Judaism and
Hebrew, this study will examine how participants rate Fakatsa users on the variables
associated with religion, nationality, and respectfulness when compared to standard
Hebrew writers. It hypothesized that participants will rate Fakatsa users negatively on
all of the variables associated with religion, nationality, and respectfulness when
compared to the standard Hebrew text, as Hebrew speakers may not perceive the
manipulated version of Hebrew as in line with the deeply religious and integrated

nature of Hebrew’s history.
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The within-subject measure of sentence type (serious vs. frivolous) will be
analyzed to determine if there are any significant differences within participants on the
tifteen dependent variables. It is hypothesized that there will be no significant
differences within participant ratings on sentence type regarding the variables that
involve intelligence and religion. However, it is hypothesized that there will be
significant differences within participant ratings on sentence type regarding the
variables that involve femininity and creativity, as the frivolous sentences will represent
common and typically “girly” musings of Fakatsa girls.

This study will also examine whether there are any significant differences
between participant ratings in both conditions regarding the statement “I am protective
of my language”, which is included for rating in the twenty-six personality statements.
If participants between conditions show significant differences on this statement, their
responses on the survey may be influenced by their unwillingness to accept change or

deviations to their language.
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METHOD

Participants

Twenty-four participants (14 females, 10 males) from Israel and the United States
partook in this online survey study with no monetary compensation. One participant
accessed this survey through the University of Central Florida’s SONA system and
received extra credit for their psychology course. The participants ranged from 16 to 62
years of age. Twelve (4 male, 8 female) participants were assigned to the Standard
condition. Twelve (6 male, 6 female) participants were assigned to the Fakatsa
condition. Participants were, on average, females (58 %), native speakers of Hebrew
(88%), and living in Israel (50%). They were also born in Israel (83%), with Israeli
citizenship (88%). These participants, on average, had a Bachelor’s degree (42%), used
social media between 1-2 hours per day (9%), text messaging less than one hour per day
(50%), and the Internet between 2-4 hours per day (42%). One (4%) participant had
learned Hebrew past the age of thirty. Only 38% participants have heard of Fakatsa
before. Four of these participants were assigned to the Fakatsa condition and five were
assigned to the standard condition. Those who claimed to be familiar with Fakatsa were
on average, 35 years old and female. The youngest participant who claimed to be
familiar with Fakatsa was 16 and male. The two participants who claimed to have used

Fakatsa before were 27 and 29 years old and a female and male, respectively.
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These sample demographics are presented in Table 1.

Social Media: 1-2 hours per day
Social Media: 2-4 hours per day

Demographics Frequency

Males 45% (10)

Females 58% (14)
Fluent in Hebrew 96% (23)
Declined to Answer 4% (1)
Native speaker 88% (21)
Learned Hebrew between 7-10 years of 8% (2)
age
Learned Hebrew at age 30 or older 4% (1)
Living in Israel 50% (12)
Living in United States 42% (10)
Living in other locations 8% (2)
Born in Israel 83% (20)
Born in United States 8% (2)
Born in other locations 8% (2)
Israeli citizens 88% (21)
Citizens from other countries 12% (3)
High school 38% (9)
Bachelor's 42% (10)
Master's 16% (4)
Doctorate 4% (1)
Social Media: less than 1 hour per day 33% (8

Text messaging: less than 1 hour per day
Text messaging: 1-2 hours hour per day

Text messaging: 2-4 hours hour per day 21% (5
Text messaging: 5-7 hours hour per day 4% (1)
Internet: less than 1 hour per day 4% (1)
Internet: 1-2 hours per day 25% (6)
Internet: 2-4 hours per day 42% (10)
Internet: 5-7 hours per day 12% (3)
Internet: 7 plus hours per day 17% (4)
Heard of Fakatsa before 38% (9)
Used Fakatsa before 8% (2)
Known someone to use Fakatsa 21% (5)

Table 1. Participant Demographics
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Recruitment for this study occurred primarily online through the use of
Facebook, Reddit, e-mail, UCF’s SONA system, and through word-of-mouth. The
participants were tested in a between-subjects experiment with randomized blocks and
questions. This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the University

of Central Florida (see Appendix A).

Design

This study used a 2 x 2 mixed ANCOVA design: type of Hebrew (Standard
Hebrew or Fakatsa Hebrew) x type of sentence (serious or frivolous). The
understandability of the text was covariated. The study also included a demographic
questionnaire (see Appendix C) and 26 agree/disagree statements about religion,
politics, technology, and personality on a 5-point Likert scale (see Appendix D). The
dependent measures were judgment values participants needed to rate regarding the
writer of a specific frivolous or serious sentence either in standard Hebrew or Fakatsa
Hebrew (see Appendix E). Participants were required to rate fifteen different judgment

values. This survey was translated from English by a fluent Hebrew speaker.

Apparatus

Qualtrics, the survey building software, was used to construct the online

questionnaire. All participants received the demographic questions in the same order
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and the 5-point Likert statements in a randomized order. The condition, either standard
Hebrew or Fakatsa Hebrew was programmed in Qualtrics to be randomized among
participants. The experimental frivolous and serious statements were also randomized

for each participant’s condition.

Procedure

Participants could access the survey through a link provided online. Participants
required Internet access to partake in this experiment. Once directed to the page,
participants first read an informed consent in Hebrew and were asked whether they
agreed to partake in the experiment (see Appendix B).

Once the participant agreed to partake in the experiment, they were asked to
answer a series of demographic questions (see Appendix C). After completion of the
demographic questions, participants were asked to answer 26 agree/disagree
personality statements (1 = strongly agree; 5 = strongly disagree) with regard to their
religiosity, political identity, use and understanding of technology, awareness of current
trends, and other attributes on a 5-point Likert scale (see Appendix D). After completion
of these statements, participants were guided to a page with instructions to read the
statements provided and answer questions, or judgment values, based on their
perception of the supposed writer of these statements. No contextual information about

the supposed writer of the sentences was given.
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Each participant had 12 sentences to read and rate (see Appendix E). Six of these
statements discussed serious matters such as school, politics, and the economy. The
other six statements discussed frivolous topics such as fashion, boys, or music. These
frivolous sentences were inspired by and modeled off of the previous literature and
research on current Fakatsa girl writings on Israblog. These sentences were presented in
random order. No information about the supposed writer was given to the
participants. One set of these 12 statements was written in standard Hebrew and was
translated from English by a native Hebrew speaker. The other set of these 12
statements were written in Fakatsa Hebrew and was translated from English by a native
Hebrew speaker and manipulated with examples from Vaisman (2011, 2014). Each
Fakatsa style statement included common manipulations typically attributed to Fakatsa
girls. Participants were randomly assigned to either the standard Hebrew condition or
the Fakatsa Hebrew condition.

Participants were asked to rate the supposed writer of each sentence on 15
judgment values, the dependent variables, regarding the supposed writers” intellect and
education, personality, heritage, level of religiosity, femininity, legibility of Hebrew
writing, creativity, appearance of the text, internet/social media use, and degree of
influence on language and other factors on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very
much so). These questions were presented in random order (see Appendix E).

Once participants completed the experimental sentence portion, they were asked

whether they had ever heard of Fakatsa and whether they or someone they know uses
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Fakatsa (see Appendix F). After this portion, participants were notified of completion of

the survey. Participants took between 10 to 20 minutes to complete the survey.

RESULTS

Results were collected through Qualtrics. Twenty-two participants had dropped
out of this study prior to completion. The mean age of these participants was 37.57 with
a standard deviation of 15.07. Eleven were male and nine were female. Fifteen were
currently living in Israel. Three had dropped out prior to the 5-point Likert scale
personality statements portion. Nineteen had dropped out prior to the experimental

sentences portion.

Comparison of Groups

Independent t-tests were conducted to measure any significant differences
between the twenty-four participants due to random assignment. The variables
measured included age and Likert-scale personality statements. Participant ages in the
Standard condition (M = 37.42, SD = 14.22) and the Fakatsa condition (M = 44.17, SD =

14.46) were not significantly different, #(22) = -1.15, p = .862.
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Three of the twenty-five personality statements showed significant differences
between participants. Participants in the Standard condition (M = 2.83, SD =.79) agreed
more with the statement “I am very religious” than participants in the Fakatsa
condition (M =4.42, SD =.79), t(22) = -3.19, p = .005. Participants in the Standard
condition (M = 2.50, SD = .91) also agreed more with the statement “I am very
conservative” than participants in the Fakatsa condition (M = 3.33, SD =.99), #(22) = -
2.16, p = .042. Lastly, participants in the Standard condition (M = 2.33, SD = 3.92) agreed
more with the statement “I am protective of my religion” than participants in the
Fakatsa condition (M = 3.92, SD =1.00), #(22) = -3.24, p = .004.

Regarding the statement “I am protective of my language”, there were no
significant differences between participant ratings in the Standard condition (M = 2.42,
SD =.79) and the Fakatsa condition (M = 2.08, SD =1.17), #(22) = .82, p = .186.

The descriptive statistics for the twenty-six personality statements are presented

in Table 2.
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Statement M SD

I am very religious 3.63 1.439
I am very conservative 2.92 1.018
I enjoy watching the news 2.79 1.250
I am very knowledgeable of current affairs 2.33 761
I keep up to date with the news 2.42 929
I enjoy reading tabloids 3.50 1.251
I enjoy communication via text messages 2.38 1.245
I enjoy communication via email 2.63 1.209
I enjoy communicate via social media 2.87 1.180
I am very liberal 2.46 1.062
I enjoy American culture 2.71 1.042
I like to talk about myself 3.17 963
I like to keep up with current trends 2.79 932
I am open to new things 217 963
I am competent using a computer 2.33 1.465
I am competent using social media 2.79 1.382
I enjoy reading about others’ lives online 2.88 947
I am competent using a smartphone 2.21 1.285
I communicate via tech every day 217 1.274
I enjoy watching reality TV 3.13 1.424
I prefer to read things online in Hebrew 2.96 1.042
I only speak Hebrew in my home 3.17 1.551
I am protective of my traditions 3.04 1.546
I am protective of my religion 3.13 1.424
I am protective of my language 2.25 989
Jewish holidays are important to me 2.42 1.018

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Likert Statements

Understandability

Participants were asked to rate how understandable the text was after each

sentence. A one-sample t-test was conducted to determine if participant ratings on
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understandability of the text and sentences were significantly different from the
midpoint (test value = 4). With regard to the Standard condition, participant ratings on
the serious sentences (M = 5.89, SD = 1.05) were significantly different from the
midpoint, t(11) = 6.22, p < .001. Participant ratings in the Standard condition, frivolous
sentences (M = 5.85, SD = 1.05) were also significantly different from the midpoint, #(11)
= 5.94, p <.001. With regard to the Fakatsa condition, participant ratings on the serious
sentences (M = 4.49, SD = 1.18) were not significantly different from the midpoint, #(11)
=1.43, p = .181. Participant ratings in the Fakatsa condition, frivolous sentences (M =

4.53, SD =1.41) were also not significant from the midpoint, #(11) = 1.30, p = .221.

Perceptions

A mixed 2 (Condition: Standard vs. Fakatsa) x 2 (Sentence type: Serious vs.
Frivolous) ANCOVA, or analysis of covariance, was conducted on the data. The
dependent variable “understandability” was used as a covariate and was controlled to
ensure ratings were not due to participants’ inability to understand the text. The scores
for understandability were calculated by averaging responses for each participant for
both types of sentences (see Appendix G). In this analysis, condition was between-
subjects and sentence type was within-subjects. The responses for each judgment value

for each participant were averaged for both types of sentences (see Appendix H). Of

27



the fourteen remaining dependent variables, four were significantly different for
condition and two were significantly different for sentence type.

For the question “How smart is the writer?”, there was a main effect for
condition, F(1,21) = 6.30, p = .020. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa
Hebrew (M = 2.06, SD =1.23) were perceived as less smart than the supposed writers of
the Standard Hebrew (M = 3.67, SD = 1.24). The main effect for serious (M = 3.14, SD =
1.45) and frivolous (M = 2.59, SD = 1.46) sentence types were not significant. There was
no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 1, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.

Smart

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 1. Effects for Variable "Smart"

For the question “How intelligent was the writer?”, there was a main effect for

condition F(1,21) = 6.96, p = .015. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa
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Hebrew (M =2.02, SD =1.17) were perceived as less intelligent than the supposed
writers of the Standard Hebrew (M = 3.76, SD = 1.37). The main effect for serious (M =
3.19, SD =1.54) and frivolous (M = 2.60, SD = 1.51) sentence types were not significant.
There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 2, with the

means and standard errors covariated for understandability.

Intelligent

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 2. Effects for Variable "Intelligent"

For the question “How educated was the writer?”, there was a main effect for
condition F(1,21) =4.59, p = .044. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa
Hebrew (M =2.18, SD = 1.24) were perceived as less educated than the supposed
writers of the Standard Hebrew (M = 3.69, SD = 1.34). The main effect for serious (M =

3.23, SD =1.53) and frivolous (M = 2.64, SD = 1.42) sentence types were not significant.
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There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 3, with the

means and standard errors covariated for understandability.

Educated

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 3. Effects for Variable "Educated"

For the question “How literate was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M =1.69, SD = .98)
were not significantly perceived as less literate than the supposed writers of the
Standard Hebrew (M = 2.99, SD = 1.36). The main effect for serious (M = 2.38, SD = 1.35)
and frivolous (M = 2.31, SD = 1.36) sentence types were not significant. There was no
significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 4, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Literate

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 4. Effects for Variable "Literate"

For the question “How Jewish was the writer?”, there was a main effect for
condition F(1,21) =4.33, p = .050. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa
Hebrew (M = 2.50, SD = 1.44) were significantly perceived as less Jewish than the
supposed writers of the Standard Hebrew (M = 3.57, SD =1.18). The main effect for
serious (M = 3.35, SD = 1.32) and frivolous (M = 2.72, SD = 1.45) sentence types were not
significant. There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 5,

with the means and standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Jewish

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 5. Effects for Variable "Jewish"

For the question “How religious was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M =1.83, SD =
1.19) were not significantly perceived to be less religious than the supposed writers of
the Standard Hebrew (M = 2.76, SD = 1.37). The main effect for serious (M = 2.40, SD =
1.37) and frivolous (M = 2.19, SD = 1.32) sentence types were not significant. There was
no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 6, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Religious

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 6. Effects for Variable "Religious"

For the question “How Israeli was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M =3.05, SD =
1.48) were not significantly perceived as less Israeli than the supposed writers of the
Standard Hebrew (M = 4.14, SD = 1.37). The main effect for serious (M = 3.76, SD = 1.48)
and frivolous (M = 3.43, SD = 1.56) sentence types were not significant. There was no
significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 7, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Israeli

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 7. Effects for Variable "Israeli"

For the question “How nice was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M = 3.05, SD =
1.29) were not significantly perceived as less nice than the supposed writers of the
Standard Hebrew (M = 4.06, SD = 1.12). The main effect for serious (M = 3.67, SD =1.35)
and frivolous (M = 3.43, SD = 1.27) sentence types was significant, F(1,21) =729 p =
.013. There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 8, with the

means and standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Nice

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 8. Effects for Variable "Nice"

For the question “How respectful was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M =2.83, SD =
1.23) were not significantly perceived as less respectful than the supposed writers of the
Standard Hebrew (M = 3.87, SD = 1.11). The main effect for serious (M = 3.58, SD =1.31)
and frivolous (M = 3.11, SD = 1.21) sentence types was not significant. There was no
significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 9, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Respectful

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 9. Effects for Variable "Respectful"

For the question “How feminist was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M = 2.81, SD =
1.49) were not significantly perceived as more feminist than the supposed writers of the
Standard Hebrew (M = 3.48, SD = 1.22). The main effect for serious (M = 3.11, SD = 1.43)
and frivolous (M = 3.17, SD = 1.38) sentence types was not significant. There was no
significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 10, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Feminist

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 10. Effects for Variable "Feminist"

For the question “How girly was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M = 4.08, SD =
1.45) were not significantly perceived as more girly than the supposed writers of the
Standard Hebrew (M = 4.42, SD = 1.09). The main effect for serious (M = 3.89, SD =1.03)
and frivolous (M = 4.61, SD = 1.42) sentence types was significant, F(1,21) =10.72 p =
.004. There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 11, with

the means and standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Girly

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 11. Effects for Variable "Girly"

For the question “How creative was the writer?”, there was no main effect for
condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M = 2.53, SD =
1.58) were not significantly perceived to be more creative than the supposed writers of
the Standard Hebrew (M = 3.14, SD = 1.37). The main effect for serious (M = 2.85, SD =
1.43) and frivolous (M = 2.81, SD = 1.58) sentence types was not significant. There was
no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 12, with the means and

standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Creative

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 12. Effects for Variable "Creative”

For the question “How often did the writer use social media?”, there was no
main effect for condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M =
4.29, SD = 1.70) were not significantly perceived as more active on social media than the
supposed writers of the Standard Hebrew (M = 4.34, SD =1.55). The main effect for
serious (M = 4.00, SD = 1.58) and frivolous (M = 4.63, SD = 1.62) sentence types was not
significant. There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 13,

with the means and standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Social Media Use

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 13. Effects for Variable "Social Media Use"

For the question “How often did the writer use the Internet?”, there was no main
effect for condition. In this case, the supposed writers of the Fakatsa Hebrew (M = 4.34,
SD =1.70) were not significantly perceived as more active on the Internet than the
supposed writers of the Standard Hebrew (M = 4.36, SD = 1.64). The main effect for
serious (M = 4.16, SD = 1.62) and frivolous (M = 4.54, SD = 1.70) sentence types was not
significant. There was no significant interaction. These results are shown in Figure 14,

with the means and standard errors covariated for understandability.
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Internet Use

Serious Frivolous

Fakatsa M Standard

Figure 14. Effects for Variable "Internet Use"

Correlations

A bivariate correlation was conducted on the data to test any relation between
age and the twenty-six Likert-scale personality statements. Results showed a positive
correlation between age and the statement “I am very religious”, r = .45, p = .029, with
younger participants agreeing more with the statement than older participants. The
statement “I am protective of my religion” also showed a positive correlation with age,
r= .46, p = .023. Results showed a negative correlation between age and the statement “I
prefer to read things online in Hebrew”, r = -.47, p = .022, with younger participants

disagreeing more with the statement than older participants. The statement “I am
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protective of my language” also showed a negative correlation with age, r =-.52, p =

.010.
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DISCUSSION

Results supported the hypotheses regarding negative perceptions for Fakatsa
users on only four variables. These variables included “smart”, “intelligent”,
“educated”, and “Jewish”. Participants viewed Fakatsa users as significantly less smart,
intelligent, educated, and Jewish when compared to users of standard Hebrew
regardless of the sentence type. These results are in line with the previous research on
Fakatsa and other computer-mediated communication typically used by females. The
result for “Jewish” provides support the notion that Hebrew and Judaism are related
for Hebrew speakers and thus do not view deviators of the language as Jewish in the
same sense.

Results did not show any significant differences between conditions on variables
expected to be more positive for the Fakatsa text, such as girly, feminist, and creative.
Participants did not agree with what the literature presented about Fakatsa girls and
did not seem to appreciate their linguistic complexity or overt femininity. However,
results did support the hypothesis for sentence type for the variable “girly”. In this case
participants viewed the writer of the more frivolous text as more girly than the writer of
the more serious text, regardless of condition. This falls in line with the previous

literature that states Fakatsa users typically portray overtly feminine personalities and

lives (Vaisman, 2014).
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Participants also responded significantly different for the variable “nice”
between sentence types. This result was not expected and may suggest that writers of
typically girly or frivolous things seem less nice than writers of serious things
regardless of the way it is written. However, overall, the sentence type did not matter
when considering the judgment values. This is especially true in the standard condition,
as the grammatically correct text may not have exaggerated the meaning in the same
manner as the Fakatsa text.

There were no significant differences between participants on the statement “I
am protective of my language”. Therefore, this study assumes that participant ratings
were unbiased with regards to a participant’s unwillingness to accept linguistic change
in their language. This may suggest that the ratings provided by participants between
conditions were significantly more negative on the expected variables because of the
Fakatsa text itself and not because of its overall deviation to Hebrew.

Although other variables did not see expected results, some followed the
presupposed directionality with regards to the means. The variables “literate”,
“religious”, “Israeli”, “nice”, and “respectful” all saw averages to be lower on the 7-
point scale (1 = not at all; 7 = very much so) in the Fakatsa conditions when compared
to the standard Hebrew conditions. Although these ratings were not statistically
significant, they provide insight into an expected trend.

However, on the variables such as “feminist”, “girly”, and “creative”, an

unexpected trend followed regarding the averages. Participants rated standard Hebrew
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users as higher on these variables, even though the literature suggests the opposite to be
true. This may be due to the overall older mean age of participants and their infrequent
use of social media and the Internet. Those who are farther away from adolescence may
have less exposure to current linguistic trends and online fads, and therefore may not
perceive these as positive.

This study did not look into whether familiarity with Fakatsa or previous use of
Fakatsa affected participant ratings. This is due to the possibility that these participants
may have lied about their exposure to Fakatsa or have simply heard of the term before
and did not possess real knowledge about the manipulation that could have affected
their responses.

There were no significant differences among participants during random
assignment of note and thus the results should be considered lacking any unintentional

biases that come with age.

Limitations

There are many limitations to this study that require attention. The sample size
for this study was relatively small (n = 24) and saw a relatively large attrition rate (n =
22). This may be due to a difficulty in finding fluent Hebrew speakers outside of Israel.
Although most of the participants in this study were from Israel, a small portion of

them were from or currently living in the United States. As this study was conducted in
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the United States, a strongly fluent population of Hebrew speakers may have been hard
to access.

The attrition rate may be due to many factors. As many of the participants
dropped out right before the experimental portion, they may have gotten fatigued or
did not care to continue the experiment. It is also important to note that most of the
survey was translated into English except the experimental sentences. This may be
another reason for the large drop-out rate, as participants may have claimed to be fluent
in Hebrew but could not read the manipulated, or even the standard text without
translations.

Another reason for this drop-out rate may be due to a lack of understanding that
some of the sentences may have been difficult to read. A note was placed in the survey
mid-experiment to suggest to participants that some of the sentences will not be easy to
read or will be more difficult than others.

Regarding the sentences, there may have been ceiling and floor effects in the
sentences created. Participants may have believed the frivolous sentences to be too over
the top and may have responded with these biases. For the specific variable “nice”, the
sentences may not have reflected accurate negative or mean attitudes typical of
adolescent females. The sentences in the Fakatsa condition may have also been

unbalanced, with some containing more of the typical deviations than others.
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Another confound of note concerns the serious sentences. This group of
sentences were not modeled off of real posts by girls on Israblog as these girls do not
typically discuss serious matters. The inauthenticity of these statements could have
affected participant results. The rest of the sentences were also not directly verified by a
Fakatsa user as being authentic to the way they would be expected to write.

This study also lacked a strong input from younger populations. As Fakatsa is
used mainly by adolescent females, this study would have benefited from a sample of

teenage participants.

Implications

The results of this study supported some of the previous literature and the
hypotheses presented and contradicted others. As stated by Vaisman (2011, 2014),
Fakatsa could be considered a highly creative and feminine form of linguistic deviation.
However, participants in this study did not appear to follow this notion, and instead
rated the supposed standard Hebrew writer as more girly, feminine, and creative. This
may be due to a general unawareness about Fakatsa and its purposes. Unless one dives
deep into the blogs of Fakatsa girls, one would assume from the surface of the text that
they are the opposite of the ideals they help promote. A sense of pride in the term

“Fakatsa” allows these girls to create an identity that is purposeful in its message of
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glamour, desirability, and acceptance (Vaisman, 2014). However, this message may be
subverted by an ignorance to the subcommunity.

These ratings may also be due to an overall incomprehensibility of the text.
Participants in the Fakatsa condition did not rate the sentences as significantly more
understandable than the midpoint. Although the averages were close, this may mean
that the ratings provided were influenced by an irritation due to the difficulty of the
reading. However, it is important to note that CMC and especially Fakatsa create a
sense of confusion and illegibility for a purpose. Users of CMC employ these
complicated linguistic strategies to create a subcommunity that is intentionally separate
from the larger online community (Thurlow and Mroczek, 2011; Vaisman, 2011, 2014).

The expected results regarding intellectuality and Judaism follow with the
previous literature and continue to suggest that CMC users with such exaggerated
qualities are perceived as less smart than users of standard Hebrew. This result is
expected, as correct grammatical and syntactical use often suggests linguistic
competence. This is also true with regards to hacker leet, a computer-mediated
language that was once attributed to educated males. This language, similar to Fakatsa,
is now mocked (Andreeva, 2014) by those who view its users as less intelligent.
However, this should not suggest that users of Fakatsa are less intelligent overall, as

Fakatsa and many other CMC manipulations employ very complex and coded
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deviations that would be difficult for an outsider to understand (Thurlow and Mroczek,
2011).

It is possible that a Fakatsa girl is less religious than a non-Fakatsa girl peer, but
this cannot be implied from text alone. Although participants in this study rated the
supposed Fakatsa user as less Jewish than the standard Hebrew user, this may be due to
personal definitions for the word “Jewish” as either an orthodox term or a cultural term.
This is even more interesting considering more participants who rated themselves as
very religious, conservative, and protective of their religion were assigned to the
standard Hebrew condition. These differences between participants may have
influenced the results in both conditions, with participants rating the standard Hebrew
user more Jewish because they subscribed to such a notion rather than because that is

what they unbiasedly perceived of the text.

Future Research

To be able to determine more accurately how Fakatsa may be affecting the
linguistic landscape online and in Hebrew speaking communities, more research is
required. Although older participants claimed to be more protective of their language
than younger participants, this does not necessarily mean that younger speakers of

Hebrew do not seek to preserve Hebrew while also embracing the changes online.
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Future studies should consider the limitations of this study and improve them by
collecting more participants, ensuring reliability and validity of the sentence used with
more testing, and seeking out the participation of adolescents. For example, a pre-test
taken by Fakatsa girls to determine the authenticity of statements, especially serious
ones, would allow for more reliable results. This would include examining the sentence
topic, length, and manipulations used. A pre-test taken by non-Fakatsa users could also
help ensure understandability of the text. The inclusion of other dichotomous variables,
such as “mean” (compared to nice) or “stupid” (compared to intelligent), and context
for the supposed writer of the sentences could assist in determining more
representative perceptions. Future studies should also examine more how real exposure
to Fakatsa affects responses. These changes will help ensure more varied and accurate
perceptions of Fakatsa as it is currently used today.

Any future experiments should also compare Fakatsa Hebrew to other known
computer-mediated manipulations, such as hacker leetspeak. This will provide more
insight into how different populations of different languages perceive CMC in general.

Research on Fakatsa and computer-mediated communication in general should
also examine differences between age groups. As manipulated forms of CMC are
typically used by adolescents, it may be prudent to determine if there are significant

differences between perceptions of CMC among younger or older populations.
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Overall, this study aimed to provide a quantitative approach to the Fakatsa
manipulation. Previous literature has mainly focused on the ways in which Fakatsa is
different from standard Hebrew. This experiment provided more insight into how
exactly this manipulation is perceived by Hebrew speakers compared to the correct
grammatical use of Hebrew in similar contexts. More knowledge and experimentation
regarding Fakatsa, its users, and its readers may provide a more representative portrait
of the current communities of online linguistics and how these communities may be
influencing the manner in which we use, perceive, and attempt to protect our language

on a day-to-day basis in the face of everlasting change.
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FWA00000351, IRB00001138

To: Valerie K. Sims and Co-PI: Tamar Nir
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Dear Researcher:

On 11/19/2015, the IRB approved the following modifications / human participant research until
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your department, or other entities. Access to data is limited to authorized individuals listed as key study personnel.
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Survey for Attitudes on Hebrew Text

Informed Consent

Principal Investigator: Valerie Sims, PhD
Co-Investigator(s): Tamar Nir
Faculty Advisor: Matthew Chin, PhD

Mason Cash, PhD

Investigational Site(s): University of Central Florida

Introduction: Researchers at the University of Central Florida (UCF) study many topics. To do this
we need the help of people who agree to take part in a research study. You are being invited to take
part in a research study which will include about 100 people. You have been asked to take part in this
research study because you speak Hebrew. You must be 15 years of age or older to be included in the
research study.

The primary investigator of the research is Dr. Valerie Sims of the Psychology Department at UCF.
Additionally, Tamar Nir, an undergraduate in the Psychology Department will be the co-investigator. |

‘What you should know about a research study:

A research study is something you volunteer for.

Whether or not you take part is up to you.

You should take part in this study only because you want to.
You can choose not to take part in the research study.

You can agree to take part now and later change your mind.
Whatever you decide it will not be held against you.

Feel free to ask all the questions you want before you decide.

Purpose of the research study: The purpose of this study is to examine Hebrew speakers’
perceptions of different types of Hebrew text.

‘What you will be asked to do in the study:

10f2
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* Answer demographic questions
* Read snippets of Hebrew text and rate them
* This should take about 45 minutes

Location: Online

Time required: Ths study should take about 45 minutes to complete.

Risks: There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts involved in taking part in this study.
Benefits: There are no expected benefits for taking part in this study.
Compensation or payment: .75 SONA Credits if taken through UCF SONA.

Confidentiality: We will limit your personal data collected in this study to people who have a need to
review this information. We cannot promise complete secrecy. Organizations that may inspect and
copy your information include the IRB and other representatives of UCF.

Anonymous research: This study is anonymous. That means that no one, not even members of the
research team, will know that the information you gave came from you.

Study contact for questions about the study or to report a problem: If you have questions,
concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, talk to Tamar Nir, by emailing her at
tnir@knights.ucf edu or the faculty supervisor, Dr. Valerie Sims, at Valerie sims@ucf.edu.

IRB contact about your rights in the study or to report a complaint: Research at the University
of Central Florida involving human participants is carried out under the oversight of the Institutional
Review Board (UCF IRB). This research has been reviewed and approved by the IRB. For information
about the rights of people who take part in research, please contact: Institutional Review Board,
University of Central Florida, Office of Research & Commercialization, 12201 Research Parkway,
Suite 501, Orlando, FL 32826-3246 or by telephone at (407) 823-2901. You may also talk to them for
any of the following:

*  Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team.

* You cannot reach the research team.

*  Youwant to talk to someone besides the research team.

*  Youwant to get information or provide input about this research.

Withdrawing from the study: If you decide to leave the research, there are no adverse consequences.

2 of 2
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Hebrew

Q13 Please read this page before you begin.
[Informed Consent PDF]

Q46 hwma XNjP7 9Tn N7 197 NRY 7'NNn
[Hebrew Informed Consent PDF]

Q47 Do you agree to take part in this study??nx/n n'on nnp? 72n Anna Nt
O Yes/p (1)
O No/X7(2)

Q1 .avpad nny? W nitkwn niroamTnPlease answer the following demographic
questions.

Q2 :7Age:

Q3 :'mGender:
O Malehor (1)
O Female/nam (2)

Q4 ?no'x nTmWhere were you bom?
O United States/nixax nMan (1)

QO lIsraelfxw (2)

O OtherAnx (3)

Q5 ?01pn nMian 'nonWhere are you currently living?
O United States/nixax mann (1)

O lIsraelfxw (2)

O OtherAnx (3)

Q6 70X NNR/NX MITR/M' X W' Are you an Israeli citizen?
O Yes/p (1)

O No/X7(2)

O Decline to answer /2n0on/n nny? (3)

Q7 ;0T X7 TRM et /vy v M ninrRnlf NO, please state your country of
citizenship:

Q8 70X NNN/TIX MIT/N N1y Nowd DXAre you a hative Hebrew speaker?
O Yes/p (1)

O No/X7(2)

O Decline to answer /anon/n niy? (3)
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Q9 ?NTMA NNAYI XN K7 NOY DX, NND DY NNXR/NX M2IT 1Ny If NO, how long have you
been speaking Hebrew?

Q10 ?(NDX NNR/NX MIT/N DMLY ALY (IT,ARR namd1)Are you a fluent Hebrew
speaker (speak, read, write)?

O Yes/p (1)

O No/x7(2)

O Decline to answer /anon/n nny? (3)

Q11 ?nrxa 72 n7nnn TIN%? nNayAt what age did you first begin to learn Hebrew?
Native to 3 years old/ 3 nnnn 727 (1)

3 -6 years old/ 3-6 7'an (2)

7 - 10 years old/ 7-10 7'an (3)

By 15 years of age/ 15 721 (4)

By 25 years of age / 25 7121 (5)

By 30 years of age/ 30 7'a1 (6)

Older than 30/ 30 "X 7a (7)

12 ?'nn nn n'Hwnn YwWhat is your education level?
High school/ji>'n (1)
Bachelors degreeAxin |lux (2)
Post-baccalaureate degree (Masters)/ "xn 1w (3)
DoctorateniopT (4)
Decline to answer/ 2non/n niy? (5)

(O ONONONON N CNONONONONONG)

Q16 ?|91X1 77, NNd NIYW DI'2 NNIX/AX D'YANYN D' D'NN2NN Generally
speaking, how many hours a day do you use social media (Facebook, Twitter, Blogger,
Tumblr, Israblog, YouTube)?

O Less than one hour a day/nins nwn nia (1)

O 1-2 hours per day/1-2 niyw ni2 (2)

O 2-4 hours per day/2-4 niyw nia (3)

O 5-7 hours per day/5-7 niyw nia (4)

O More than 7 hours per day~ni'n 7 niyw nia (5)

Q17 ?191X2 "7, NNd NIVY DIY DNAIX/NX YNNWN/N NA'MOL DIV TIN 19702

Generally speaking, how many hours a day do you spend using text messages and text
messaging apps (Whatsapp, Viber)?

Less than one hour a day/nins nwn oia (1)

1-2 hours per day/1-2 niyw ni1a (2)

2-4 hours per day/2-4 niyw nia (3)

5-7 hours per day/5-7 niyw ni (4)

More than 7 hours per dayAnr'n 7 niyw nia (5)

O

®)
O
O
O
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Q18 ?19IX1 7', NNd NIYY 110 ARX/NR wnnwn/n unvi1'xaGenerally speaking, how
many hours a day do you spending using the Internet?

Less than one hour a day/nins nwn oia (1)

1-2 hours per day/1-2 niyw ni1a (2)

2-4 hours per day/2-4 niyw ni (3)

5-7 hours per day/5-7 niyw ni1 (4)

More than 7 hours per dayAnr'n 7 niyw nia (5)

o

O
O
O
O
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APPENDIX D: PERSONALITY STATEMENTS ON 5-POINT LIKERT
SCALE

63



Q14 ?I1'K1 DTN ANN/TIX D'D0N/NNN'D0 DY D'USYNN D'XIN.ANY NLIWN NNX 757
mMIvw.To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
Please select one answer per row.

1 - Strongly 2- 3- 4 - 5 - Strongly

Agree/nnon | Agree/ndon | Neutral/non | Disagree/x? | Disagree/TiNn
TIxn (1) (2) (3) n'oon (4) X7 non (5)

| am very

religious X o O o o O
TIRn N7/ (1)

| am very
conservative o O O O O
IX MNY/M (2)

| enjoy

watching the

News X ©] ©] 0] 0] O
NINI/N NIXY?

niwTn (3)

| am very
knowledgeable
of current
affairs X TIXn o O] O] O] O]
X'7a/n nna
MY YK
n7wal (4)

| keep up to
date with the
news Ix
[PTIYR/n Nna
MIPY NIYTNA
©®)
| enjoy reading
tabloids x
MN/M RN7?
n21Inx (6)
| enjoy
communication
via text
messages X ©] @] 0] o @]
MN/NWWPN?
NIYTINN LOPL
(7)
| enjoy
communicating
via e-mail X
nINY/N PN
ANITL 1NOPIR

(8)
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| enjoy
communication
via social
media X
MN/MWWPN?
NIYXNXKI D' TN
n'n1an (9)

| am very
liberal aX TINn
"Nn1a2/n (10)
| enjoy
American
culture ax
nn/n
nnannn
N'RpPNKRN (11)

| like to talk

about myself
N NINA/NNAT?

v nxy (12)

| like to keep
up with the
current trends
IN XN NINY
[>TIyn/n
NN9OIXA NI'NdIR
(13)

| am open to
new things 1x
ninos/n 0MT?
n'wTn (14)
lam
competent
using a
computer ax
yTI/maon
wnnwn?
awnna (15)

| am
competent
using social
media 2x
yTIr/Mmanhn
UNNwn? n'ma
n'nann (16)
| enjoy reading
about others
lives online ax
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M/ XNpP7 Y
"N DINX
onoina (17)

| am
competent
using a
smartphone "Ix
yTI'/Mmaoa
YNnwnY |19701
non (18)

| communicate
via technology
every day Ix
wpnn/n
D'RXNXA
naI71ov P oI
(19)
| enjoy
watching
reality TV ax
M1N/n niox?
NIdIML DR
(20)
| prefer to read
things online in
Hebrew 1x
qrTYn/n KNP
DN1T L'
nnava (21)

| only speak
Hebrew in my
home ax 0
71TA/M NMay
n Nl (22)
| am protective
of my
traditions Ix
NIY/n nion
(23)
| am protective
of my religion
IX MIY/MN NT
(24)
| am protective
of my
language 1x
/M
nown (25)
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Jewish
holidays are
very important
to me n'an
D" TIN' TINN
nwn 7 (26)
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APPENDIX E: STANDARD HEBREW AND FAKATSA SENTENCES
WITH JUDGMENT VALUE QUESTIONS
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Read this quote and answer the following questions based on your perceptions of the
writer of this quote.

“Kim Kardashian and Kanye West have a new baby! I do not like the name North West,
though. What do you think, my people?

“I bought a new pair of pants today that are very cute. I can’t wait to wear them and show
my boyfriend!”

“I was worried my new haircut would be ugly, but it ended up being very perfect.

I love today’s new pop music because it’s so fun and it makes me happy. Of course it
makes me want to dance.

My dad told me not to listen to jealous fiiends. I just so, like, can’t believe I have friends
like this.

I’m sorry [ haven’t talked to youin a long time! Like well, like, duh, I have better things
to do. I’ve been starting a blog.

I’ve been doing really well at school. I am looking to go to Oxford university in ‘England, it
looks amazing and very pretty.

Yesterday, the president and his cabinet met to discuss some foreign policies. Oh my god,
listening to that news ruins my day.

Don’t forget people,to download our new news app. It’s not perfect, but it has potential.

About one quarter of a million people migrated to Israel between 1929 and the beginning
of WWII. My family has lived here since 1945.

I asked my boss if I could take the day off, but he said I couldn’t because we had many
important things to do.

Thanks to the booming economy and my success in the stock market, I can gift my mom
and dad a perfect present for the holidays.

Answer the following questions on a scale of 1 — 7, 1 being not at all and 7 being very.
How religious do you think the writer is?

How literate do you think the writer is?

How smart do you think the writer is?

How intelligent do you think the writer is?
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How educated do you think the writer is?

How nice do you think the writer is?

How Israeli do you think the writer is?

How girly do you think the writer is?

How feminist do you think the writer is?

How often do you think the writer uses social media?
How often do you think the writer uses the Internet?
How Jewish do you think the writer is?

How respectful do you think the writer is?

To what degree is this text understandable?

To what degree is the text creative?
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Have you heard of Fakatsa?
?0¥79 7V NYNY /DK DXRN

Yes/|>
No/x?

If yes, have you used Fakatsa?
70X WNNWN QYD 'X DX LD DX

Yes/|>
No/N7?

Do you know someone else who uses Fakatsa?
?N¥P91 WUNNWNW NN WM /20N n/NX

Yes/|p
No/x?7
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Participant Understandability

P01
P02
P03
P04
P05
P06
P07
P08
P09
P10
P11
P12
P13
P14
P15
P16
P17
P18
P13
P20
P21
P22
P23
P24

3.25
7.00
4.92
4.00
7.00
6.08
5.83
4.83
6.00
6.08
2.79
6.25
5.17
3.25
2.75
2.67
5.92
4.50
7.00
4.50
7.00
4.92
4.42
5.42
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Participant
P01
P02
P03
P04
P05
P06
P07
P08
P09
P10
P11
P12
P13
P14
P15
P16
P17
P18
P19
P20
p21
P22
P23
P24

1.00
383
383
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2,00
417
4.17
1.00
150
1.00
4.00
2.17
1.00
1.50
2,67
4.00
4.00
4.33
1.00
283
3.67

1.00
383
2.83
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2,00
283
3.83
150
1.00
1.00
3.83
1.00
1.00
1.00
150
3,67
3,67
400
1.00
3.67
433

94

1.00
417
3.50
117
1.00
1.00
117
2,67
417
417
1.00
117
167
117
167
1.00
2.00
2.33
433
333
4.00
117
3.00
4.67

1.00
3.83
3.83
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.50
3.33
4.00
1.00
1.00
2.17
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.33
2.67
3.67
3.33
4.50
1.00
3.83
4.50

1.00
550
3.83
3.17
2,00
117
2.33
417
4.67
4.50
2.33
133
3.17
117
2.33
1.00
4.83
4.00
433
4.67
400
150
283
5.00

Serious_Religious Friv_Religious Serious_Literate Friv_Literate Serious_SmariFriv_Smart

1.00
3.83
4.00
133
1.00
1.00
1.83
3.83
4.00
433
1.50
1.00
2.83
1.00
1.00
1.00
3.83
2.50
3.00
3.67
4.00
1.00
4.33
533



Serious_Intelligent Friv_Intelligent Serious_Educated Friv_Educated Serious_Nice Friv_Nice

1.00
550
4.00
3.00
233
167
2.00
417
433
5.00
283
133
283
1.17
2.17
1.00
4.67
283
450
4.833
4.00
150
3.50
6.33

1.50
3.83
4.00
1.33
1.00
1.00
1.67
3.83
4.00
4.17
1.50
1.00
2.83
1.00
1.00
1.00
3.67
2.33
2.67
3.83
4.00
1.00
3.83
6.33

1.00
567
383
233
150
2.17
2.00
4.17
4.17
4.833
333
1.33
3.50
117
2.50
1.00
5.00
433
4.50
433
4.00
150
333
6.00
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150
3.83
3.83
133
167
1.00
167
3.83
4.00
4.00
133
1.00
333
1.00
117
1.00
3.7
3,67
2.83
3.50
4.00
1.00
3.83
583

3.83
5.33
4.83
3.17
1.00
2.50
2.33
4.17
4.50
4.33
4.83
1.83
4.00
4.00
3.47
1.00
5.00
4.83
4.00
4.33
4.00
1.67
3.50
6.00

3.50
517
4.50
167
2,67
3.00
3.00
4.00
433
4.67
4.67
117
4.50
3.50
183
1.00
383
4.17
3.67
3,67
4.00
1.00
3,67
517



Serious_lIsraeli Friv_lsraeli

4.00
5.50
4.33
2.83
1.50
1.83
2.17
4.50
4.83
4.83
5.50
117
4.83
4.00
3.83
1.17
3.50
5.50
5.17
2,67
4.50
233
3.67
6.00

4.67
4.17
4.17
2.00
1.50
1.00
250
4.00
5.00
5.00
6.00
1.00
433
4.00
233
1.00
183
533
5.17
333
4.00
167
3.33
5.00

Serious_Girly Friv_Girly

4.00
4.50
5.00
3.00
2.00
4.67
2.17
5.00
4.17
4.17
4.83
3.00
4.50
4.00
2.50
3.83
3.17
533
4.67
4.17
4.50
1.83
3.33
5.00

433
4.50
6.33
250
383
6.00
4.00
550
5.00
483
6.33
517
583
4.00
283
217
4.50
583
583
550
6.00
1.00
350
533
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Serious_Femir Friv_Feminist Serious_Jewish

4.00
4.50
3.00
2.17
1.00
1.1}
1.67
4.00
4.17
4.17
4.00
1.50
4.50
4.00
1.50
1.00
1.00
4.33
4.50
4.17
4.50
1.50
3.50
4.83

433
433
383
2,00
2.00
2.00
2,67
4.00
4.00
383
350
1.00
550
4.00
133
1.00
1.00
433
4.00
4.00
4.00
1.00
383
4.67

4.17
4.00
4.83
2.50
2.00
117
133
4.67
4.50
4.50
5.00
150
3.83
4.00
2.83
1.00
2.83
3.50
4.67
4.00
4.50
133
3.83
3.83



Friv_Jewish  Serious_Respectful Friv_Respectful Serious_Creative Friv_Creative Serious_SocialMedia

3.50
333
4.83
133
1.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.17
1.00
183
4.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2,67
3.67
3.67
4.00
1.00
3.83
4.50

3.50
54
4.67
3.00
1.00
117
3.50
4.67
5.00
4.67
4.50
3.17
333
2.83
3.17
1.00
4.50
4.67
3.83
4.00
433
133
4.00
5.00

4.00
3.50
4.17
2.17
1.50
117
2.33
4.00
4.50
4.50
3.50
2.67
3.83
2.50
1.67
1.00
3.67
3.17
2.67
4.00
4.00
1.00
4.00
517
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1.00
4.67
3.83
3.00
1.00
117
4.83
3.00
4.33
4.00
2.00
1.00
4.00
2.83
L17
1.00
3.00
5.33
117
2.33
4.00
2.00
3.50
4.33

1.00
4.17
333
2.33
1.00
1.00
4.17
3.00
4.17
4.00
1.00
1.00
4.833
2.67
1.00
1.00
2.50
4.50
1.00
433
4.00
133
4.67
550

1.00
5.67
517
2.33
1.00
4.00
3.33
4.17
4.33
4.17
5.00
7.00
3.83
7.00
3.50
1.83
2.17
5.17
4.50
4.00
4.83
3.17
3.67
S



Friv_SocialMedia Serious_Internet Friv_Internet

2.00
6.33
5.50
2.50
2.00
4.67
3.00
517
5.67
5.00
6.50
7.00
4.83
6.83
3.83
2.50
2.17
5.67
5.83
5.17
6.33
3.00
4.50
517

1.00
S.67
5.50
2.33
1.00
4.00
3.33
4.17
4.50
5.00
5.00
7.00
3.67
7.00
4.33
1.83
2.50
5.50
5.00
4.00
4.83
3.33
3.67
5.67
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2.00
6.33
5.67
2.50
1.00
4.67
2.83
S.47
5.33
4.83
6.50
7.00
4.83
6.83
3.67
2.50
2.17
5.50
6.33
4.83
6.33
3.33
4.00
4.83
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