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BRNO STUDIES IN ENGLISH, Volume One (Praha 1959)

JOSEF VACHEK

TWO CHAPTERS ON WRITTEN ENGLISH

One of the noteworthy features of modern linguistic research has been the growing
interest taken in problems of written utterances, contrasted with their spoken coun-
terparts on the one hand and with phonematically transcribed utterances on the other.
The latest contribution in which reference is made to these and allied questions is
J. Berry’s paper read before the Oslo Congress of Linguists (1) held in August 1957.
The report registers eleven papers more or less closely connected with the subjeot-
matter of written utterances; it is highly sigificant that no less than eight of them
were published after the end of World War II (and there is a number of other papers
which might be added to the list, such as D. Jones’s Differences between Spoken
and Written Language, issued as a Supplement to Maitre Phonétique 1948).

For all this interest, however, many of the problems cannot be said to have been
definitely solved, and in some instances they do not even appear to have been ad-
equately formulated. It is for this reason that the present writer hasdecided to review
once more the lield he has covered in & number of his earlier papers (some of them
written in Czech, and therefore inaccessible to foreign workers in the field). In the
following two chapters he presents what he believes to be a modest contribution
to the solution of two partial problems which so far do not seem to have been satis-
factorily settled. It will be seen that he also revises or modifies some of his earlier
conclusions. The first of the two problems, a more general one, discusses the functional
hierarchy of spoken and written utterances, the other one, more specific, deals with
gome important trends ascertainable in the development of Written English.

[For technical reasons, the Irish shape of the OE grapheme g (a8 well as the ME
development of that shape) will be replaced here by its Roman shape; the fricative
phonic qualities corresponding to this grapheme will be denoted by the symbols y
(velar) and 9’ (palatal). ME long open e-vowel will be written ¢, while the letter e:
will stand for its long closed counterpart (analogously, o: will be used to denote the
long close o-vowel of ME).]

I. ON THE FUNCTIONAL HIERARCHY OF SPOKEN
AND WRITTEN UTTERANCES

The fact that a relatively high number of important paperson problems of written
English have appeared of late, should not be interpreted in the sense that the
general interest in these problems is a matter of relatively recent date. Quite the
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contrary is true. The long series of scholars approaching these problems from a new,
non-traditional angle, reaches far back into the early ’eighties of the rineteenth
century. Already at that time, Jan Baudouin de Courtenay, comparing the
graphical system of various Slavonic languages, succeeded in pointing out a number
of typical features characterizing each of the examined systems (2). He aptly re-
marked that such characteristic features allow of a purely external identification
of any concrete Slavonic context of some length as written in this or that particular
Slavonic language (in other words, that such identification can be effected even
by a person who is totally ignorant of the meaning of the concerned context and
of the given language in general). Baudouin’s observation concerning the possibility
of such purely formal identification is demonstrative not only of his ability to view
written utterances as structures sus generis, but also — at that time, at least — of his
disregard of the correlative relations undoubtedly existing between the written
utterances and their spoken counterparts.

Such relations were clearly observed and duly, if occasionally, noted later by
a number of other scholars, among whom the names of Henry Bradley and Antonin
Frinta should be particularly singled out. Bradley, though strongly critical of the
modern “unphonetic spelling” of English, admits that it has “the merit of saving
written English from a good many of the ambiguities of the spoken tongue” (3).
Bradley has in mind here the well-known instances of the type write — right — rite —
wright which remain differentiated in written utterances, while in the spoken utter-
ances their phonematic make-up, /rait/ in our case, is identical. Some five years
later Frinta credited the Czech spelling with an analogous merit. He even went an
important step further than Bradley (whose book had obviously been unknown to
kim) in trying to define the function of spelling in a linguistic community. As he
puts it, this function is, ‘“in a way to speak quickly and distinctly to the eyes, so that
the due idea can be mobilized without any difficulties’ (4).

Leaving aside the fact that what Frinta says about spelling really refers to written
utterances, one can hardly be in doubt that his above-quoted statement furnishes
an important clue to the solution of some basic problems relating to written utter-
ances, and especially to the relation in which they stand to their spoken counterparts.
Unfortunately Frinta, like Bradley, never developed his illuminating remarks into
a systematic theory. As a consequence, the vast majority of linguists of the ’twenties
and early ’thirties continued to regard “writing” as a kind of imperfect quasi-tran-
scription, hopelessly lagging behind scientifically accurate systems of phonetic tran-
scription. Most of them have expressed the belief (still held by many) that at some
future date phonetic transeription is bound to replace conventional, traditional writ-
ing systems, on the simple ground that such transcription constitutes an infinitely
finer, more consistent, and therefore more adequate, means for the fixation of spoken
utterances on paper.

The fallacy of such belief will become obvious to him who realizes that the aim of
the traditional writing system of language is not identical with that of its pbonetic
transcription. In one of his papers (5) the present writer hopes to have demonstrated
the different aims of the two: while any system of phonetic transcription provides
means for an optical recording of the purely acoustic make-up of spoken utterances,
the traditional writing system increasingly tends to refer to the meaning directly
without necessarily taking a défour via the corresponding spoken utterances (6). This
specific aim of traditional writing systems was undoubtedly implied by Frinta’s
statement about the “spelling” speaking quickly and distinctly to the eyes. Such
quick functioning is obviously averse to any défours, and it can be more safely
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achieved, if the reference to meaning is as direct as possible. Clearly, the more direct
such reference is, the less dependent an actual written utterance becomes upon its
spoken counterpart.

This conclusion appears to have been fully realized, for the first time, by the
Ukrainian linguist Agenor Artymovyé&. In the early 'thirties of this century (7),
he called the attention of scholars to the systematic character of what he calls
Written Language; what is even more important, he claims “writing” (die Schrift)
not only to possess a systematic structure, but to be a system which to some extent
is independent of Spoken Language (8). Although in some of his theses Artymovyé
undoubtedly went too far (as, e. g., in claiming for Written Language the autonomous
status), he should always be remembered as the first scholar who was able to rise
above the occasional observations of his predecessors and to view written utterances
as systematic entities, governed by their own rules. Prior to Artymovy¢, written
utterances had been regarded as poor relatives, almost caricatures, of their spoken
counterparts; he claims for them the status of respectable, co-equal partners.

Ingenious as Artymovyd’s remarks were, they failed to specify the hierarchical
relation of spoken and written utterances. We tried to establish these relations in
one of our papers (9); in our opinion Artymovy¢ failed to realize that the distinction
between Written Language wn abstracto and concrete written utterances should be
formulated as one existing between a norm and its concretizations (or, manifestations).
The existence of the written norm in language is amply evidenced by the unpleasant
feeling one experiences in reading written utterances primitive in handwriting, in
spelling (including punctuation), in the division of the text into paragraphs, or in
the use of the space available for writing, etc. This enumeration of some of the pri-
mitivisms that can be met with has made it clear that the written norm of language
should by no means be identified with its orthography; the facts covered by the
concept of written norm considerably outstrip those covered by the concept of
orthography. The difference of the two is not merely a quantitative one; essential
qualitative differences are involved which will be discussed in the latter part of this

chapter.

* »
*

|

The acknowledgement of the existence in language of a written norm besides
the spoken norm (whose existence has never been doubted) is of fundamental impor-
tance. Seen in its light, our above-mentioned task of formulating the hierarchical
relations existing between written and spoken utterances is best shifted to a higher
level and restated as a task of formulating the hierarchical relations of the two
language norms lying behind those utterances. It is obvious that speakers of cultural
communities have a greater or tmaller command of each of the two norms and that
in their concrete utterances they sometimes make use of the means supplied by the
one, but at other times switch over to the means supplied by the other. From this it
follows that each of the two norms has its functional justification in the given cultural
community. Under these conditions, it is clear that any hierarchic evaluation of the
mutual relation of the two norms must be based on the recognition of the functions
performed by them. As a consequence of this, two questions appear to be of fun-
damental importance:

(a) What exactly is the functional justification of each of the two norms?

(b) Does the answer to (a) allow of a functional subordination of one of the two
norms to the other?

The answer to (a) has been prompted, to some degree at least, by Bradley and
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Frinta. In some cases written word-forms certainly speak more quickly and meore
distinctly to the eye than the corresponding spoken forms speak to the ear. In other
words, the distinctness of perception of an isolated word form is often provided for
more efficiently by the means of the written norm than by those of its spoken equi-
valent. As, however, consumers of written utterances are usually faced with the ne-
cessity of perceiving not isolated written words, but more extensive contexts, such
as written sentences, paragraphs, pages and even books, it is imperative to view the
problem from a broader angle than was the one adopted by Bradley and Frinta.
A closer considerations of such longer written utterances reveals that, compared with
their spoken counterparts, they prove to be “distinet” to a much higher degree than
isolated written words. A concrete example will prove this.

Let us imagine a spoken utterance presenting a lecture which takes exactly one
hour to deliver: A written utterance corresponding to it is a short paper comprising
some 7 to 8 pages. The information supplied by the lecture and by the paper is
virtually identical. There is, however, one important difference in the way in which
the concerned information may be obtained from the two sources. In listening to
the lecture, the person obtaining the information is bound to follow the speaker
step by step, and under normal .conditions it is virtually impossible for that person
to check any of the previous points of the speaker’s arguments by having their
wordings presented again by the speaker. Likewise it is impossible to ‘skip’ some of
the passages to come and to get hold of the speaker’s conclusions before he has
worked out his way to them through a jungle of arguments and counter-argu-
ments. Whether the listening person likes it or not, he is bound to follow the speaker’s
rate of developing the theme; one might also say that he is the speaker’s fellow-
prisoner within the dimension of time.

Contrary to this, in reading the equivalent printed paper the person obtaining
the information finds himself emancipated from the chains of time, at least to a very
high degree. The reading person, thatis to say, may go through the paper in a quarter
of an hour if his sole purpose is to obtain a very general kind of information about
the problems discussed by the writer and about the solutions proposed. Or he may
read it in a couple of hours, if he wants his information to be more accurate. Or
again, he may study the paper for days (and possibly weeks), if he has embarked
on the same problem as the writer and if he wants to check every detailed point of
his line of arguments. Clearly the reading person, unlike the listening person, is
fairly independent of the dimension of time, as he may quicken or slow down the
rate of obtaining information according to the particular purpose he has in mind
when obtaining 1t. Moreover, unlike his listening colleague, he can check any previous
passage in the writer’s line of argument whenever he feels it necessary, and he can
skip any desired number of the following paragraphs in order to get an idea of the
‘conclusion the writer is aiming at. The above facts may seem somewhat trivial, but
it has been considered essential to register them here if the import of written utter-
ances (and consequently, of the written norm of language) is to be realized in
full. The conclusion that inevitably follows from those facts is that, as far as quickness
and distinctness are concerned, written utterances really rank much higher than
their spoken counterparts, and that with the increasing extent of the compared
contexts the superiority of the written utterances becomes ever more obvious. It
becomes particularly evident when a written utterance grows up to the size of a
printed book (10) with a table of contents and possibly also with indexes of words,
persons etc. The information presented by such an utterance can be surveyed in
a manner so quick and so efficient as cannot be matched by any spoken utterance
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(or series of utterances) of comparable length. In answering our above question (a)
one can assert, therefore, that quick and easy surveyability (if one may be pardoned
for coining this new term) constitutes a functional feature which may fully justify
the existence of the written norm in language, because in matters of surveyability
the spoken norm of language cannot supply the language user with means that
would serve the purpose with comparable efficiency (11).

Apart from surveyability, the written norm can claim another feature that makes
it highly useful and virtually indispensable. This other feature is the documentary,
preservable character of written utterances, so strikingly contrasting with the
ephemeral, easy-to-be-forgotten character of their spoken counterparts. This feature,
which one may perhaps term ‘preservability’, has been appreciated by men since
time immemorial, and in matters of law and in regulating human relations written
pacts have always been preferred to oral agreements (“‘Littera scripta manet”).
Most probably it was this very feature which was the most potent stimulus to call
the written norm into being.

We have thus ascertained that in at least two functional features (or, perhaps
better, in at least two kinds of situations) it is exactly the spoken utterances which
are undoubtedly lagging behind their written counterparts. It is, however, high
time to listen to the other party in the dispute. It will be only just to admit that
in a fairly large number of situations it is the spoken norm of language which supplies
the language user with more effective means that can be obtained from its written
equivalent. It is a matter of common everyday experience that people find it more
convenient to ccmmunicate in speaking than in writing. The reason of this is
certainly the immediateness of the spoken reaction to the given stimulus: it always
takes more time to resort to a written message than to express oneself orally. This
immediateness is made possible, among other things, by the readiness of the organs
of speech to function in any situation, while the instruments necessary for writing
must usually be looked for, or at least taken out of the pocket and adapted for use.

The two outstanding features of spoken utterances appear then to be the immediate-
nessand readiness of the reaction they provide. These features will be particularly appre-
ciated if the stimulus (i. e., the extralinguistic situation upon which the utterance
is to react) is felt to be urgent, as, e. g., if the language user wants to warn his
partner of some imminent danger. It will have been observed that the stimulus
enforcing a reaction by means of a written utterance is usually not very urgent. It
should be added, however, that even in situations devoid of urgency language users
regularly prefer to avail themselves of reactions based on the spoken norm, not
of those based on its written equivalent, unless the requirements of surveyability
andfor preservability should decide in favour of the latter. The regular preference of
the tormer is undoubtedly due to reasons of technical order alluded to above (viz.,
greater réadiness of the organs of speech compared with lesser readiness of wri ing
mstruments). But the fact of the preference undeniably points to some important
theoretical consequences. In its light one is led to regard the spoken norm, and the
spoken utterances based on it, as language facts of unmarked order, while the written
norm and the written utterances unquestionably belong to the category of marked
language phenomena.

The above conclusion already touches upon our question (b), concerning the hier-
archic relation of the two norms. Before, however, this other problem is discussed
at some length, it appears necessary to point out another important functional
distinction which can be observed between the two discussed norms (and, analog-
ously, the two kinds of utterances). This distinction lies in the fact that the spoken
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norm has at its disposal primary means not only for expressing the purely communi-
cative component parts (the ‘intellectual content’) of the extralinguistic reality to
be communicated, but also for expressing its emotional component parts; the means
are, e. g., different patterns of sentence melody, varying rate of speech, differences
of timbre in sounds, different degrees of intensity of sentence stress, etc. etc. The written
norm, on the other hand, regularly lacks such primary means signalizing emotional
component parts. If need is felt to express them (e. g. in books of fiction), this must
be done by employing secondary means. Passages written in direct speech are thus
often introduced or accompanied by descriptive insertions (sentences or sentence
groups) which should evoke the impression of the corresponding primary means found
in the spoken norm. (Here belong phrases like He asked bitingly; She said gently and
sadly; He cried out stubbornly in a voice of authority; etc.) As a result of their concen-
tration on the purely communicative component parts of the transmitted information,
written utterances are especially fitted to serve in those situations in which such
concentration upon the ‘intellectual content’ (and, therefore, greatest possible re-
striction of emotional component parts) appears particularly desirable, e. g. in trans-
mitting highly specialized information on scientific and allied subjects. On the other
hand, everyday-life topics, simple narratives and the like, which are always more
or less tinged with emotional elements, will be most efficiently conveyed by means of
spoken utterances. It is also worth pointing out that concentration on ‘intellectual
content’ is carried out most effectively in printed utterances which, unlike their
written counterparts, do not allow of direct identification of the author of the utter-
ance from the material make-up of the utterance alone (12), and are therefore “ob-
jectivized” to a distinctly higher degree than written utterances.

The facts that have so far been discussed here had served the present writer as
a basis on which he built up, more than ten years ago, his definitions of the spoken
and the written norms of language (13), without, however, specifying his arguments
in detail at that time, as has been done above. It may be found useful to give here
what the present writer believes to be the improved version of the two definitions:

The spoken norm of language is a system of phonically manifestable language

elements whose function is to react to a given stimulus (which, as a rule, is an
urgent one) in a dynamic way, i. e. in a ready and immediate manner, duly
expressing not only the purely communicative but also the emotional aspect of
the approach of the reacting language user.

The written norm of language is a system of graphically manifestable lan-

guage elements whose function is to react to a given stimulus (which, as a rule,
18 not an urgent one) in a static way, i. e. in a preservable and easily surveyable
manner, concentrating particularly on the purely communicative aspect of the
approach of the reacting language user.

It will be noticed that the two definitions supply an answer to the above ques-
tion (a), concerning the functional justification of the two norms of language. Our next
task is to find out whether the above conclusions can open the way for answering
the above question (b), concerning the hierarchic relation (co-ordination or subordina-

tion) of the two norms.
* _ *

*

A foretaste of the answer to our question (b) already emerged above when reference
was made to the unmarked character of the spoken norm and the marked character
of its written equivalent. This observation, however, should not be interpreted as
a functional subordination of the written norm to its spoken counterpart, if subordina-
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tion should imply inferiority. Our above analysis of the specific functions of the
two norms must have revealed two things with convincing clearness. One of them
is the fact that in fairly advanced language communities higher cultural and civili-
zational functions (such as virtually all branches of literature and scientific research
work, the operation of State administration, etc.) are simply unthinkable without
continual recourse to written utterances. It is, then, obvious that the development
of a community’s higher culture and civilization is unquestionably conditioned by
the existence in its language of a written norm, the vehicle of higher needs and wants
of the community. It would, then, be completely out-of-place to brand the written
norm as an inferior kind of structure. — The other thing that has come to light in
the course of our discussion is even more important. It is the undeniable fact that
in any kind of extralinguistic situations to which the language user finds it necessary
to react, one of the two norms is found to supply much more adequate means than
the other (and possibly the sole means applicable in that kind of situation). One is
thus faced here with something that might almost be called a sort of complementary
distribution of the two norms with respect to different kinds of extralinguistic
situation. The conclusion to be drawn from this fact is that without the co-existing
written norm the spoken norm of language would hardly be able to cope with numer-
ous tasks imposed upon language in fairly advanced cultural communities. Under
these conditions it would seem most unwise to regard as inferior that norm whose
existence alone can guarantee that language will possess means enabling it to cope
with all kinds of extralinguistic situation, and not with some of them only.
Besides, grammatical parallels show clearly that marked and unmarked character
by no means implies superordination or subordination, respectively. The fact, e. g.,
that McdE progressive tenses must be regarded as marked counterparts of the
simple tenses (14) does not stigmatize the former as functionally inferior to the latter:
there are extralinguistic situations which can only be satisfactorily handled by
making use of a progressive form. Rather one can regard the marked grammatical
form as 2 kind of superstructure built up on the basis provided by its unmarked
counterpart: the functional raison d’¢tre of such superstructure appears to be the
reference to a specialized kind of situation (in the case of the progressive form, to
a specific kind of verbal action) which cannot be quite satisfactorily handled by the
corresponding unmarked form, The above functional parallel is most instructive for
the correct understanding of the relations existing between the written and the
spoken norm: it will be readily admitted that the former, too, constitutes a kind of
superstructure over the latter, and that the raison d’étre of the former undeniably
lies in performing specialized functions the means for which cannot be equally well
provided for by the latter. In other words, the question of the hierarchic relation
of the spoken and written norms must not be answered in terms of subordination
or superordination, but in terms of more general or more specialized applicability.
What has just been said is at the same time our answer to the earlier formulated question (b).
A number of objections might be raised against it, the most important of which will be brietly
considered here. Particular attention must be paid to the argument stressing the non-existence
of the written norm in many language communities; in the opinion of those who avail themselves
of this argument, such non-existence furnishes a proof of the dispensability, and so of inferior
status, of the written norm. But the argument is far from convincing; the only thing that can be
said about the language communities lacking the written norm is that so far they have failed
to develop all latent possibilities of language. In other words, if such language communities
dispense with the written norm, this should not be regarded as an example of the ordinary state
of things, but rather as a defective state (in most instances, of course, such defects are only tempor-

ary). The meatter can be put still more differently by stating that all languages tend to develop
to an optimum stage at which they will have developed their latent structural possibilities in
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full. And it is this optimum stage alone which can furnish the analyst with materials capable of
an adequate evaluation of the two discussed norms.

Incidentally, it is worth stressing that this optimum stege eannot be said to have been reached
by a language community at the moment when that community was only embarking on its first
attempts to record its spoken utterances in writing. As has already been pointed out elsewhere (15),
such early attempts (if they have not been imposed upon our languages by expert phone-
ticians) really constitute hardly more than imperfect, cumbersome quasi-transcriptions, sharing,
however, one fundamental feature with genuine phonetic transcriptions. They are, that is to
say, manifestations of a system of signs of the second order: they stand in no direct relation
to the extralinguistic reality, but only in an indirect one, effected vid the spoken utterances
(which, in their turn, are manifestations of a system of signs of the first order). Only after some
time, when what is commonly called scribal tradition has emerged in the concerned language
community, direct links begin to be established between the written utterances and the extra-
linguistic reality to which they refer, and only then one can speak about the existence in that
community of the written norm “in its own right”; it is only then that the optimum stage of the
development of the given language has been reached.

Our final answer to the question (b), then, stresses the mutually complementary
relation of the two language norms; it classifies one of them as a marked norm and
the other as unmarked, but is deeply opposed to branding any of the two no:ms as
inferior (functionally or structurally) to its counterpart co-existing with it in the
given community.

¥ L
®

The above answer is by no means of purely theoretical interest; it will also be
found to have deep practical significance, if all consequences are duly derived from
it, especially from what has been said here about the mutually complementary
relation of the two norms of language. Since these norms can only have any sense if
they serve the needs of actual communication within the language community, and
since this communication is being carried on by individual members of this commu-
nity, it is obvious that any such member has (or, at least, should have) a good com-
mand of the means of both these norms, so that he may be able to switch from one
of the norms to the other, according to the situation in which he finds himself
Placed, and according to the kind of intention with which he reacts to the extralin-
guistic reality facing him in that situation. If one may venture to coin another new
term, one might put the matter briefly by saying that a member of a cultured lan-
guage community is (or, at least, should be) a ‘binormist’.

The binormi m of members of cultured communities again entails an important
consequence. It is the necessity of a certain parallelism in the structures of the two
norms (16); clearly, without an appreciable degree of such parallelism an adequate
command of the written norm is bound to be most difficult. In the practice of every-
day life this necessity finds its expression in the demands calling for orthographical
reforms. Most of the voices calling for them, however, are guilty of oversimplifying
the relations existing between the two norms. It is usually demanded that written
and spoken utterances should very closely correspond on the lowest level, i. e. that
there should be & consistent correspondence of pLonemes, which are the basic ele-
ments of spoken utterances, and graphemes, which occupy an analogous basically
important place in written utterances (17). It is for this reason that voices demanding
reforms of traditional spellings usuelly regard ‘“phoneticization” of such spellings
as the only effective remedy that can do away with all their deficiencies. As a matter
of fact, what is advocated by such voices is not a ‘one-symbol-per-sound’ principle
but rather what may be called ‘phonemicization’, i. e. an establishment of consistent
correspondence between a particular symbol and a particular phoneme. Undoubtedly
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this kind of correspondence seems at first sight to be the most efficient and very easy
to establish. The interesting point is, however, that in by far the greatest number
of language communities the actual correspondence of phonemes and graphemes
falls considerably short of the ‘desirable’ state of things. Nor can the actual state
of things be simply branded as primitively conservative; rather it can be demon-
strated that exceptions to, and deviations from, the correspondence on the lowest
level can usually be explained by correspondences on the higher levels of the two
norms.

Two such correspondences on higher levels deserve partioular attention. In a Czech
paper published some 25 years ago (18), the present writer showed in detail that
most of the points in which Modern Czech conventional spelling violates the ‘one-
grapheme-per-phoneme’ principle can be easily accounted for by a tendency to
preserve the optical make-up of a morpheme unchanged throughout the paradigm
or in derived forms, even in those situations in which the phonematic make-up of
the morpheme has appreciably changed. Here also belong, among other things,
Frinta’s instances of ‘unphonetic’ writing (such as let ‘the act of flying’: led ‘ice’,
both pronounced [let] ) which he excuses by the function of spelling “‘to speak quickly
and distinctly to the eyes”. It should be observed that the difference of the word-
final graphemes in such spellings helps to preserve the optical make-up of the phoneme
found in the greatest part of the paradigm (see letu, letem, lety etc. as opposed to
ledu, ledem, ledy etc.; note that in these forms the graphematic difference ¢:d is
also phonematically justified). — In our paper referred to above in Note 5 (the
Czech version of which had been published as early as 1942) an analogous tendency
was demonstrated for English, where again graphematic uniformity of morphemes
is sometimes in sharp contrast with the diversity of their phonematic structures.
See instances like equal, equal ity — [izkwal, i’kwol-itif; comfort, comfort-able—
[knmfot, kamft-abl/; lack-ed, play-ed, want-ed — [la k-t, plei-d, wont-id/, etc. etc.
(Similar instances of preserving the graphematic uniformity of morphemes might
be drawn from Russian and some other languages.) All instances of this category
reveal that sometimes a tendency may be observed in languages to underline the
correspondence of morphemes (19) in the spoken and written norm, even if this
underlining is done at the expense of correspondences belonging to the lowest level
of language. It should be emphasized that the fact of correspondences on the morphem-
atic level was also noted, independently of our findings, by the American scholar
D. L. Bolinger (20).

The other type of correspondence on a higher level which deserves registering here
i8 based on still higher elements of language, viz. upon words (21}, spoken and written.
In its purest form this correspondence type would imply the presence in the written
norm of a8 many symbols as there are words in the corresponding spoken norm.
Needless to say, this purest form of the correspondence can never be found in concrete
language communities. Relatively closest to this purest form is the instance of Chinese
with its ‘ideographic’ script (although even in Chinese symbols sometimes refer not
to ‘ideas’ but simply to groups of sounds). The non-existence of this type of correspond-
ence in its purest form is clearly due to technical difficulties which would be connected
with the acquiring of such a writing system by members of the concerned language
community (22). Still, some analogy of the described situation may be found in
those written norms which are otherwise based primarily on the correspondence
of phonemes and graphemes. Thus, in English and in French a fairly high number of
homonymous spoken words may be found which in the written norm are differentiated
by various graphematic make-ups. Here belong Bradley’s instances like right —write—
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rite—wright, and many others, like sea—see, I —eye ete. (23). It may be convenient
to speak here of the assertion of a ‘quasi-ideographic’ principle (in contrast to the
‘ideographic’ which may be found asserted, at least to a high degree, in Chinese).

A closer scrutiny of the existing written norms reveals that a vast majority of
them embodies a sort of compromise among correspondences based on various
language levels. Such compromise can also be ascertained in the written norms of
Modern English, Modern Czech, and Modern Russian. In all these languages the cor-
respondence on the lowest level (i. e. of phonemes and graphemes) had undoubtedly
furnished the basis on which their written norms came to the built up. In none of
these languages, however, was this eorrespondence free from interference of other
factors. In Czech the correspondence on the lowest level has managed to assert
itself on a relatively very wide scope, but its operation is sometimes limited by
regard paid to correspondences on the level of morphemes (24). In Modern Russian
the interference of such correspondences on the morphematic level is still more
conspicuous than in Czech. This is due to phonematic differences arising through
the operation of dynamic stress but unregistered in writing (see, e. g., Nom. sg. vod-a:
Acc. sg. vod-w — phonematically [va’d-a: ’vod u/. In ModE the interference of
correspondences on higher levels into the operation «f the correspondence on the
lowest level is still more powerful than in Russian, This follows not only from the
preservation of the graphematic make-up of some morphemes despite changed
phonematic circumstances (examples of such preservation were given above), but
especially from the above-noted instances of ‘quasi-ideographic’ writings, so numerous
in English and virtually unknown to Russian (25).

A detailed analysis of the written no:ms of individual languages would most
probably reveal that the originally heterogeneous elements composing these norms
have become more or less harmonized and co-ordinated in them(26), so that, asa rule,
they do not strike the reader as chaotic agglomerations. It is, of course, true that
voices demanding the reforms of current orthographic systems might be quoted as
very strong arguments to the contrary. But such voices only show that something
is wrong with the written norm; they do not necessarily prove that the co-ordination
of its various elements has not been carried through. In order to be able to understand
such voices one must realize which qualities of the written norm are of personal
importance for any language user.

The first of the two qualities, surveyability (‘“speaking quickly and distinctly
to the eyes”), was amply commented upon in the former part of the present paper.
The other of the two commented qualities, preservability, does not count in this
connection, because preservability is inherent in any kind of written norm, whether
the latter is functionally adequate or not. But there is another quality of the written
norm whieh is of particular personal importance to any language user, viz. the easi-
ness or the difficulty with which it affects the person trying to acquire it (at the risk
of coining another barbarous neologism, one might term it ‘learnability’). A written
norm is easily learnable if the correspondences linkingit to the corresponding spoken
norm are relatively simple, and it is difficult to acquire when these correspondences
become too complex. This may again sound like a truism, but there are two consequen-
ces that follow from it and which have not always been fully realized. One of them
is the non-identity of two things which are often mistakenly identified, viz. of the
written norm and traditional orthography (popularly, but by no means exactly,
referred to as ‘conventional spelling’) (27). As has already been pointed out else-
where (28), orthography is a kind of bridge leading from spoken to written utter-
ances. More exactly, it is a set of precepts enabling the language user to transpose
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spoken utterances into written ones. (Conversely, what is popularly called ‘pronuncia-
tion’, that means actual reading of printed texts, can be defined as a set of precepts
enabling the language user to transpose written utterances into spoken ones.)

The other consequence to be drawn from the above truism is perhaps even more
interesting. The two requirements imposed upon the written norm by the needs of
the language user (i. e. the requirements of surveyability and ‘learnability’) are often
found to be basically contradictory: what suits the needs of the reader is often felt
as uncomfortable by the writer, and yet the requirements of both must be satisfied.
It appears that the tension arising out of the difference of the two standpoints
supplies the main motive for the demands of orthographical reforms especially in
cultural language communities of the present-day period in which the growing
democratization of culture has been increasingly tending to stress the demands
of the writing individual at the expense of his more passive reading colleague.
Obviously the task of any orthographic reformer boils down to the task of com-
plying with reasonable requests that want to make a given written norm more
learnable, without jeopardizing the other function of that written norm, i. e. its
surveyability. In other words, the above-mentioned co-ordination of originally
heterogeneous elements of the written norm need not, and most probably should
not, be given up in orthographic reforms, although, naturally, too complicated
co-ordinations may (and most probably should) be replaced by simpler ones, if
external factors make such replacement feasible (29).

The task of the orthographic reformer appears thus particularly difficult in lan-
guage communities whose written norms reveal a co-ordination that is particularly
complex. Such undoubtedly is the case of the written norm of English. This is not
only because its basic correspondence on the lowest level is abundantly interfered
with by correspondences on the two higher planes, but also because even on the
lowest level different ties may be established between graphemes or groups of gra-
phemes on one hand and phonemes or groups of phonemes on the other, according as
the former oceur in words of domestic or of foreign character (see, e. g., relations
like ¢ — [k/; ¢k — [¢[ in domestic words, ¢ — s/, ch — [k, §/ in foreign words).
There can be no doubt that even in English some kind of co-ordination exists, but it
is an extremely complex one. The reason of this complexity is well-known: it is
mostly due to powerful external influences exercised upon English in the course
of its history by languages whose written norms had been built up on correspondences
often differing from those found in English. If, in addition to this, it is realized that
the complex co-ordination typical of ModE has been sanctioned by long centuries of
tradition, one can easily understand that doubts are often expressed as to the pos-
sibility of any “spelling reform” in English (30).

It is not the present writer’s intention to approach here the very difficult subject
of the English spelling reform. — There is, however, another important issue that
emerges from the preceding paragraph, viz. the problem of when and how (and, of
course, why) the written norm undergoes changes in relation to its equivalent spoken
norm during the development of the language comprising the two. Our Chapter 11
will undertake a modest attempt at tracing the changing relations of the two norms
during the development of English.
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II. SOME REMARKS ON THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE WRITTEN NORM IN ENGLISH

The analysis of written norms of concrete languages and of the correspondences
binding the written utterances based on such norms to their equivalent spoken
utterances may yield many interesting results. Among the most remarkable should
be mentioned the fact that the character of such correspondence may change very
conspicuously in the course of development of the concerned language. Such changes
need not necessarily be due to revolutionary events whose external interference
may totally abolish the existing relations between the two kinds of utterances and
introduce relations that are quite new (as is commonly known, such thoroughgoing
changes occurred in the Turkish language community almost three decades ago).
On the contrary, in many language communities such changes result from a continu-
ous, organic development in which no violent breaks of existing scribal traditions
can be discovered. The continuity of the tradition of written utterances throughout
such development is subject to no doubt, and yet the trend of the whole process
can be distinctly traced. Despite all its continuity, the process may be sometimes
8o radical that the correspondences characterizing its present stage prove to be
fundamentally different from those which were characteristic of its earliest ascertain-
able stages.

Besides, the trends of development established in different language communities
often prove to be fairly contradictory. Thus, e. g., the development of the written
norm of Czech appears to follow the lines which are manifestly contrary to those
followed by the development of the written norm of English. In the former, that
is to say, one may observe an ever-increasing tendency to base the written norm
upon the correspondence on the lowest level as systematically as possible (exceptions
to this correspondence may be accounted for by another tendency directed at the
underlining of morphematic correspondences). In the written norm of English,
however, one may observe a diametrically opposed trend. It may be defined as an
increasing tendency to loosen the very close ties that were originally linking English
phonemes and graphemes, and to supplement the correspondence on the lowest
level by a relatively high percentage of instances which reveal correspondences
based on higher levels of language.

Only a few notes must suffice here to give the reader a very general idea of the basic trend
observable in the development of the written norm of Czech. Its earliest stage, the ‘‘primitive”
one, gave way in the 13th century to a stage employing digraphs (or polygraphs). These may be
defined as letter-groups whose task was to refer to those phonemes of the spoken norm which up
to the introduction of digraphs (and polygraphs) could not have been adequately recorded in
writing because no suitable graphemes had been available for the purpose in the traditional
stock of Latin letters. Thus, e. g., 8z and cz (and a number of others) were used to refer to ;§/ and
/&/, respectively (31); long quantity of vowel phonemes was often denoted by doubling the gra-
pheme of the corresponding vowel, so that, e. g, aa referred to /a:/ (32). The following stage, origi-
nating in the 15th century, replaced the cumbersome digraphs (and polygraphs) by simple but
diacriticized graphemes: at that time, sz and ¢z were supplented by § and ¢ respectively, while
long vocalic quantity found its graphical equivalent in the sign of acute placed above the tradi-
tional vocalic grapheme (so that, e. g. aaz gave way to d¢). This change undeniably contributed
to the establishment of & fairly clear relation between phonemes and graphemes. In the next stage,
about one century later, this relation was made still clearer by a formal adjustment of one of the
two diacritical marks, when the point came to be replaced by a hook; the graphemes so marked
have remained characteristic of the Czech written norm ever since. Apart from one important
modification that stressed some correspondences on the mcrphematic level, later periods were
to witness only slight adaptations of the outlined system. Virtually all of them have served the
purpose of making the correspondences on the lowest level of the two language norms still
more consistent (33). As a result of the whole development, the correspondence on the lowest
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level may be said to have become by far the most important structural factor of the present-day
written norm of Czech; its operation in this norm is only limited, to a degree, by regard paid to
some important correspondences on the level of morphemes and by a relatively small number of
instances utilizing what has been termed above the ‘quasi-ideographio’ principle (sce above,
Chapter I, and particularly Note 25).

The chief concern of this paper is, of course, the development of the written
norm of English. It is intended to single out here what the present writer believes to
have been the principal points of the whole process, or, to put it metaphorically, the
main milestones of the road covered by the written norm of English in the course
of its history. Hardly more can be done, considering the present stage of our know-
ledge of concrete facts. In a number of instances one will be able only to formulate
the involved problems, the solution of which will have to be deferred until more
detailed information has been obtained on the nature of the correspondences existing
between the two compared language norms of English at various stages of its history.
The investigation of these points will prove particularly difficult in view of the notori-
ously smaller stability of the written norm of earlier periods with all its numerous
differentiations, regional as well as individual (34). Despite all such difficulties,
however, it can be safely asserted that even at the present state of our knowledge
the main outlines of the development of the English written norm stand out with
relative clearness (35).

¥* *
»*

In our attempt to evaluate the situation found in the written norm of Old English
[=O0E], we will be regularly referring to the Early West Saxon [=EWS] state of
things, which had been codified by Henry Sweet long ago and which c: me to be
cdopted by most handbooks of OE (36). It is now commonly admitted that the
correspondence of the spoken and the written noim in OE was built up on a relat-
ively very close parallelism of phonemes and graphemes, i. e. that it primarily re-
spected the relations binding the smallest functional elements of the lowest levels
of the two norms. The validity of this current view may be checked by a brief survey
of the situation ascertainable on this lowest level of EWS.

Although the functional opposition of quantity in vowels was not graphically
recorded in the EWS written norm (37), in the big majority of instances the parallelism
of phonemes and graphemes had been worked out to a surprisingly high degree.
Almost thirty years ago, Prof. B. Trnka, the first scholar to approach the OE phonic
system from the functional viewpoint, very aptly stressed the fact that one of
the most striking “unphonetic” features of OE spelling is, in fact, perfectly legitimate
if evaluated by phonematic standards (38). The concerned feature is the presence
in the OE written norm of only one grapheme s for two sounds [s, z], and analogously,
of f for [f, v]; the use of one grapheme for each of the two pairs of sounds is perfectly
justified on the ground that from the functional standpoint the merbers of each
pair constitute combinatory variants (“allophones’) of one and the same phoneme.
The sound pairs {s/z, f/v] so constitute only two phonemes, /s/ and [f] respectively;
consequently, by using for them the respective graphemes s and f, the OE writing
systematically observes the correspondence on the lowest level of the two language
norms, spoken and written. Besides, B. Trnka also pointed out the phonematic
importance of the fact that the OE letters p,  had not been differentiated in their
references to the OE sounds [6, 8], but used promiscuously. This fact proves that
from the functional standpoint the two OE sounds had represented optional variants
of one and the same grapheme (or, if one prefers the other term, optional allographs).
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What has just been said about the relations of s — [8/, f — /f/, p/8 — b/ refers only
to the most conspicuous EWS specimens of correspondence on the lowest level, i. e.
of parallelism between phonemes and graphemes. But there are also a number of
other specimens of such correspondence. First, the relation n — /n/ must be pointed
out; it should be noted that the velar nasal [%], constituting a combinatory variant
of the phoneme /n/ was duly unrecorded by the OE graphical system. Similarly, the
phonetic difference of the OE sounds [4] and [h] was functionally irrelevant, as both
sounds represented combinatory variants of the phoneme /h/. As both [¢] and [h]
were recorded by the same EWS grapheme %, we are faced with another specimen
of consistent correlation on the lowest level, viz. » — /h/. And finally, if Quirk and
Kuhn are right (see above Note 36), then the digraphs used in EWS to denote ‘‘short
diphthongs” are phonematically motivated too, being correlative counterparts of
the long diphthongs of corresponding qualities (39). _

Somewhat more complicated is the question how should be phonematically in-
terpreted the existence of the common grapheme ¢ for two OE explosive sounds, the
velar [k] and its palatal counterpart [k’]. Is it indicative of the allophonic relation
of the two sounds? H. Penzl(40) is inclined to answer this question in the negative,
but his arguments do not go far enough, as he does not envisage the problem in its
full complexity. He is certainly right in pointing out that owing to the operation of
the ¢ umlaut the velar sound [k] came to be situated also before the secondary
palatal vowels which had only emerged after that operation, viz. before [e, e:, @, &:].
From the functional standpoint these secondary palatal vowels were undoubtedly
identified with the primary palatal vowels [e, e:, @, @:], which could have been pre-
ceded only by the palatal consonant [k’], not by its velar counterpart [k]. The
natural conclusion following from this seems to be the separate phonematic status
of [k] and [k’] since the earliest OE, and Penzl does not hesitate to make this con-
clusion. But the trouble is that, if we confine our observation to the EWS situations
which are covered by Penzl’s argument, it is most difficult to discover a pair of words
in which[k]and [k’] could be found to stand in identical or at least analogoussituation .

There appear to be two reasons of this. First, EWS obviously did not possess
any evid: nce of West Gme *k3,-; second, it is well known that the original, primary
palatal vowels e, @, @:, if preceded by the palatal sound &, regularly appear diphtong-
ized into e, ea, éa (cf. cieres, ceaster, céace). It is, of course, true that the digraphs
of the types e, ea are often explained away as a purely graphical affair. In other
words, it is often taken for granted that the letters -, e- found in them denoted
only a palatal pronunciation of the sound referred to by the preceding grapheme.
But however widespread this belief may be, it can hardly be regarded as absolutely
convincing. As is well known, in Late WS the groups e, ea in such positions appear
to-have been replaced by simple units perfectly analogous to those which had replaced
1e, ea in those situations in which the originally diphthongal character of such groups
cannot be doubted. This would, then, speak rather for the diphthongal quality of
the groups in words like cteres, ceaster and the like (41). The parallelism of the develop-
ments of the undoubtedly diphthongal ie, ez and the “‘purely graphical” e, ea is
admitted by Penzl himself. Under such conditions, the only convincing EWS instan-
ces of the mutual functional opposition of [k] and [k’] are those in which the opposed
sounds were followed by a suffix beginning in a velar vowel (see, e. g., drincan —
drencean, i. e. [drinkan — drenk’an/; it should be pointed out that Penzl does not
refer to instances of this type). As, however, the number of such cases was relatively
small, the functional yield of the phonematic oposition of /k/ — /k’/ must have been
rather low.
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In the light of these facts, Penzl’s conclusion concerning the separate phonematic
status of /k’/, though undoubtedly true, should have been formulated more cautious-
ly, at least for EWS. It will have been noted that except for the oppositions of the
type drincan — drencean, the positional distribution of [k’] and [k] is virtually com-
plementary. Obviously, although the phonematic unity of [k’] and [k] no longer
existed, very many features of spoken EWS were still pointing to it. And it was
exactly such features that may have served as a motive for the recording of the two
phonemes by one and the same EWS grapheme ¢, although the phonematic unity of
Jk/ and [k’/ had already been dissolved. It might be argued that in this point the OE
way of writing was obviously opposed to the correspordence of phonemes and graph-
emes, and the argument could not be flatly dismissed. On the other hand, it should
not be overlooked that the EWS recording of the two phonemes by one and the
same grapheme is based on the principle of their almost complete complementary
distribution, which is decidedly a principle playing a highly important part in the
phonematic order. It cannot, therefore, be denied that the basic principle underlying
the use of one and the same grapheme for /k’/ and /k/ is, to some extent at least,
based on phonematic considerations.

Moreover, if economical considerations are often adduced as particularly recom-
mending the phonematic orthography, then the EWS way of writing was more
economical still: it managed to cover the two phonemes by one grapheme, disposing
of the cases in which the two phonemes were mutually opposed by the simple device
of the diacritical letter e, indicating the palatal quality of the denoted phoneme (as
In drencean, tencean and the like).

Besides, it should be added that despite its economical device just referred to,
the EWS way of writing was by no means insensitive to the changed phonematic
situation in the domain of the [k]-sounds. Most certainly it was this changed situ-
ation that was responsible for the emergence in the OE system of graphemes of
a specialized sign k for the velar /k/, while the non-specialized grapheme ¢ could,
as of old, refer both to the velar and to the palatal phoneme. The same reasons may
have called forth the existence, in the OE adaptation of the runic alphabet, of two
separate symbols, one of which stood for the palatal, the other for the velar, voiceless
stop.

Analogous problems face the analyst if he attempts a phonematic evaluation
of the EWS sounds [y, °, g]. In the prehistoric pericd these three sounds must have
been phonematically equivalent, as all of them had had a common ancestor, the
PGme voiced velar fricative sound. It is certainly of importance to find all these
three sounds recorded by one common grapheme g. Still, the phonematic unity of
these three sounds in EWS has been open to serious doubt. Two arguments are
often raised which appear to contradict the phonematic unity of the three sounds.
The first of them, again, is the fact that the velar fricative could occur before the
secondary palatal vowels (see, e. g., pl. gés ‘geese’). But, like in the case of the velar
[k-] in analogous positions, it is extremely difficult to find an EWS pair of words in
which [y] and [y’] eould be found to stand in identical or analogous situations. It
should be realized, that is, that after the preceding palatal [y’-] the original, primary
palatal vowels e, @, a - had again been diphthongized into e, ea, and éa, respectively
(see instances like giefan ‘to give’, geaf ‘I gave’, giar ‘year’). The other of the two
objections raised against the phonematic unity of [y-y’-g] is, however, more serious.
It points out those instances of OE 4> which go back to PGme *j- (<IE *3-), e. g,
geoc ‘yoke’, geong ‘young’ etc., in which -e- is supposed to have been a mere graphical
item, signalizing the palatal quality of p.. If this explanation of such writings is
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correct (and it appears perfectly sound), then one is indeed faced with a situation in
which both 9’ and y could occur (see, e. g. geoc ‘yoke’ — god ‘God’), and then the
split of the phoneme /y/ into [y and /y’/ can no longer be doubted.

It is, of course, true that one cannot altogether exclude the possibility of the really
diphthongal character of -eo- in such situations, at least in EWS (42). On purely
phonetic grounds, the rise of a glide of the - or e-quality between a palatal [’] and
a following velar vowel would be quite commonplace, and so would be the amalgam-
ation of this glide with the following vowel. Phonematically such development would
undoubtedly have been motivated by an effort to integrate the instances of 4’ <
PGmc *j- into the general pattern of the EWS [y/-phoneme. Such an explanation
would, however, be at variance with the future development of words like geoc,
geong in English (although it should not be forgotten that the ModE standard forms
of these and similar words are prevalently based on Anglian, not WS prototypes) (43).

In any case, it is certainly remarkable that the instances of the type geoc, geong
had been the only cases contradicting the usual complementary distribution of the
EWS spirants [y] and [¢’]. Like in the above-discussed case of EWS [k/ — [k’/
here too this fact of almost absolute complementary distribution of our spirant
sounds may account for the smooth functioning of the one single grapheme in its
capacity of a graphical sign used for both. In other words, even after the phonematic
unity of [y] and [9’] had been dissolved, the functioning of the EWS grapheme ¢
was still based upon a consideration that was essentially phonematic, i. e. upon the
complementary distribution of what was the vast majority of the instances of [y]
and [y’).

Like the above-discussed EWS grapheme ¢, the grapheme g, too, was perfectly
able to cope with those few instances to which the aforesaid complementary distrib-
ution did not apply. In coping with them, it availed itself of the same simple
graphical device which had been so helpful in the case of ¢, viz. of the diacritical
letter e. It should also be noted that, here again, the use of the single grapheme ¢
proved to be even more economical than a strictly phonematic way of writing.

It can be safely said, then, that also the use of the EWS grapheme g had been
built up, essentially, upon correspondences characterizing the lowest language level.
The high degree of complementary distribution found in the EWS voiced velar
sounds 18, besides, also borne out by the mutual relations of the spirant [y] and the
explosive [¢]; in EWS, the latter was only found in the groups [ng] and [gg], evaluated,
respectively, as /ny [and [yy/. The use of the grapheme g in such cases was,
therefore, again amply justified by phonematic reasons. It should be pointed out,
however, that in some isolated instances the EWS grapheme ¢ stands for the palatal
explosive [g’] (see, e. g. sengean ‘to singe’). In such instances, very rare as they are,
the grapheme ¢ clearly refers to a sound phonematically different from [g], which is
usually denoted by it in the group ng; the phonematic difference is distinctly seen
from oppositions like [seng’an — singan]. It will have been noted that in such in-
stances (which remind one of the type drencean, pencean, discussed above), distinctness
of reference had again been provided for by the insertion of the diacritical letter -e-
signalizing the palatal quality of the explosive sound referred to by the preceding
letter (44).

Clearly, the EWS usage of the grapheme g, although admirably economical as
& whole, had to cope with a certain number of difficulties; for the time being, their
number was relatively small, but it was bound to increase with the increasing number
of changes in the phonematic relations of the concerned sounds. Here, again, it
should be pointed out that already in EWS some phenomena were unequivocally
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indicative of the fact that old phonematic relations of the sounds [y, y’, g] were no
longer tenable. Among such phenomena one may recall the above-mentioned circum-
stance that since the beginnings of the EWS period the velar sound [y] could be found
to stand before palatal vowels (see the above instances of the type gés). It is also
remarkable that in the OE runic alphabet the sounds [y] and [3°] were written not
by a common symbol, but by two separate symbols, analogous to those which were
mentioned above in discussing the problems of EWS ¢. For all such indications,
however, one can safely assert that also the basis underlying the use of the grapheme ¢
can still be found on the lowest language level, i. e. in the paralellism of phonemes
and graphemes.

All that has been said here so far testifies to a relatively very high degree of the
said parallelism in EWS. A very convincing negative evidence of its importance in
EWS can be seen in the circumstance that the number of EWS digraphs (and poly-
graphs in general) was relatively very smell. If by polygraphs we mean letter-groups
each of which refers to one single phoneme only, then a detailed examination of the
EWS state of things can only lead to the following result: Apart from the letter-
groups ea, €o, 10, te Which most probably must have, already in EWS, referred to
monophonemes (45), only very few instances of EWS letter-groups can be found
which might have claimed the status of digraphs or polygraphs. As a matter of fact,
only two such groups can be ascertained, viz. sc and cg. The first of the two, however,
wags hardly a real digraph in EWS, as it most probably still referred to the phonematio
group /sk/, phonetically manifested as [sk’} (46). Thus it appears that, apart from
eo, ea. 10, and te, the EWS written norm had only one genuine digraph, viz. ¢g, whose
phonic value was [g’g’].

In a way, the existence of this digraph in EWS cannot but strike one as somewhat
surprising, because the phonic quality corresponding to it, the palatal [g’g’], was
obviously in allophonic relation to the velar [gg]. The former, that is to say, counld
only occur after a palatal (or palatalized) vowel, while the latter was only admitted
to stand after a velar vowel, cp. licgean — doggan, i. e. [lig’g’an — doggan]. How
can one account for the registration in writing of this functionally irrelevant phonic
difference? The most probable answer to this question is that the difference must
have been very closely associated with that of [g” — g] which, it will be remembered,
was functionally relevant in EWS, although the functional yield of that opposition
was very low. This explanation will appear more probable if it is realized that the
phonic qualities of [g'g’] and [gg] were really [g’:] and [g:], respectively, so that
they differed from those of [g’] and [g] only in quantity. Thus the phonic difference
of the two kinds of ““geminated” consonants may have been distinctly realized even
though objective conditions necessary for their mutual phonematic independence
had not yet been created (47).

The above analysis has revealed that the EWS written norm is indeed founded
on basically phonematic considerations, i. e. that upon the whole, it remarkably
respects the correspondences typical of the lowest level of the spoken and written
norms. But this situatien was not to last very long. Already during the OE period
a number of new digraphs emerged in the WS written norm. Among the first was fe,
whose phonic value was [i, i:]. The rise of this digraph was due to the continued
writing by many WS scribes of the letter-group ¢e even after the diphtongal fe had
been monophthongized into # (termed ‘4 impurum’ by the older generations of
Anglicists). The emergence of this digraph may be regarded as a foretoken of the
future developmrnt of the written norm of English, inasmuch as one is faced here
with the first obvious case of a non-exclusive digraph, i. e. of the type which in
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ModE is vastly dominant (48). The penetration of non-exclusive digraphs into a con-
crete written norm naturally results in making the latter less learnable; besides,
however — and this is our main concern —, it represents a major deviation from
the more or less systematic correspondence found on the lowest level of the written
and spoken norms of EWS (49).

The Late OE period saw the rise of additional non-exclusive digraphs, mainly eo
and ea, whose phonic values were to merge, sooner or later, with those of the respec-
tive graphemes e and . In the consonantal sphere the ultimate change of [sk’/
into /&, coupled with the preservation of traditional writing, resulted in the intro-
duction into the LOE written norm of an additional digraph sc. Unlike the new di-
graphs of the vocalic sphere, sc belonged to the category of exclusive digraphs
{because there was no other way of recording the LOE phoneme /§/). But its value
for the community was reduced by its ambiguity; in a number of words, especially
of Graeco-Latin (and later also of Scandinavian) origin the letter group sc had pre-
served its original phonic value [sk] — see, e. g., words like scél ‘school’, tid-scriptor
‘annalist’, scripan (of Scand. provenance) ‘to get dry’ ete.

It can be said, then, that by the end of the OE period a number of digraphs had
become firmly established in the written norm of English; their establishment
prepared the soil for a later penetration of further digraphs and, consequently, for

a marked decrease in clear reference to correspondences between English graphemes
and phonemes.

*# *
*

In the Middle English period the all-pervading influence of Norman scribal practice
could not but lead to profound changes in the written norm of English, even if in
some quarters the old tradition of writing made a determined stand against the new
practices, and sometimes (as in Orm’s case) even attempted to build up a new graph-
ical system based on traditional elements. By the middle of the 13th century it was
to become perfectly clear that the infiltration of Norman graphical elements had
been an established fact, even though the penetration did not proceed at equal rate
in all regions and did not equally affect all aspects of the written norm.

In the vocalic domain perhaps the most remarkable of the new digraphs of Norman
provenance is ou (with its variant ow, which in some situations was to become very
popular). The new digraph ou/ow was exclusive but not quite unambiguous, because
it could denote (especially in its variant form ow) also diphthongal pronunciations.
The digraph ea (at least in part continuing the LOE tradition) denoted the phoneme
Je:]. The closed counterpart of the latter, the phoneme /¢/, was referred to by another
new digraph, ee; similarly, another new digraph oo was provided for the long closed
J&/. For the greatest part of the ME period, these three digraphs were exclusive and
unambiguous, but in Late ME they were to lose these qualities, and so again to
contribute to the continuous decrease in clear reference to correspondences existing
between the lowest levels of the two norms of English.

From the new digraphs (and polygraphs) penetrating into-the consonantal domain
the most interesting are certainly those which contain the letter 4. Direct influence
of French can be traced in the introduction into English of the digraph ck for the
phoneme /¢/, and of th, which managed to gradually replace the old runic grapheme p
and its allograph . Only indirectly was felt the graphical influence of French in
the rise of other digraphs containing the letter h. Such other digraphs, originating
on the English soil, were modelled on the above-described two which had been
taken over from French directly. The most important of such home-made digraphs
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is obviously g%, which replaced the old grapheme % in medial and word-final positions
(cp- OF ntht — ME night).

The importance of the digraph gh lies in the fact that in it the letter & acquired
an exact, specific diacritical function, viz. to denote the voiceless quality of the
sound referred to by the first element of the digraph: gk stood for voiceless [y], 1. e.
for [¥]. (It may be noted, incidentally, that the mutual assimilation of the graphical
signs of [y] and [4] may have been prompted by the circumstance that probably
the two sounds had become united in one phoneme in Late WS, and were to remain
so until the disappearance of the voiced velar [y] at the close of EME.) This speciali-
zation can be regarded as a positive contribution by the English scribes to the
upbuilding of the ME written norm. It will be recalled that on the French soil the
letter 2 in analogous digraphs had denoted a variety of functions: in the south of
France it referred to a palatal pronunciation (I was ‘l mouillé¢’, nk was equivalent
to Modern French gn); in Auvergne gk referred to [dZ], in Picardy, however, to [g]
etc. (50). Initsnew, specialized function, acquired on the English soil, the diacriticallet-
ter A can be found in a number of other ME (and especially Early ME) digraphs. ‘They
are: lh for voiceless [L] (51), 7% for [R], nk for [N], and of course wk for [W]; this
last digraph has admittedly preserved its original phonic value in wide geographical
areas up to the present day (thus, e. g., in Northern England, in Scotlard, partly
also in Northern America etc.).

The above-quoted instances, documenting the rise of digraphs in the English
written norm during the ME period, are also indicative of another highly interest-
ing fact, viz. of the tendency aimed at a consistent continentalization of the English
graphematic inventory. By this we mean the effort to discard from that inventory
all letters and letter shapes which had been unknown to continentsl (and thus also
Norman) scribal practice. This effort results not only in the abandonment of the
ligature a (which, after all, had lost its raison d’étre owing to specific sound changes of
Late OE) but also in a number of other events. It is to these other events that the
term “continentalization” applies most closely, becaise they include not only the
ME dropping of the old runic symbols for w and & (together with p)and theirreplace-
ment by the respective digraphs u« and th, but also a consistent adaptation of those
Latin letters which up to then had existed in English in their Irish forms only. This
concerns particularly the letters ¢ and r, whose Irish shapes became Romanized.
It will have been observed that also the continentalization of the English graphematic
inventory had some share in increasing the importance of digraphs in the English
written norm.

In the course of the ME period another important factor emerged in the written
norm of English which up to that time had been virtually unknown in it, viz. the
mute graphemes. Such a mute grapheme was undoubtedly the final letter -e which
had no direct equivalent in the spoken norm after the final unstressed mixed vowel
had been dropped (as is commonly admitted, this must have happened by the year
1400 all over the English territory). In most instances, of course, such mute -¢ has an
indirect functional equivalent in the spoken norm, viz. the quantity of the vowel
standing in the preceding syllable (52). Where even this indirect functional equivalent
is missing (as is live, house, etc.), the only functional motivation of the mute -e might
be looked for in the signalization of the word-limit (53). It is, then, obvious that the
status of the ‘mute e’ of the latter half of the ME period cannot be identified with the
status of the EModE mute graphemes which already possessed undoubted ‘quasi-
ideographic’ functions. Such functions were obviously performed by the mute gra-
pheme b in words like debt, doubt, by the graphemes ¢ and % in victuals etc., all of
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which obviously contributed to the speaking of such written words “quickly and
distinetly to the eyes” (to recall Frinta’s statement discussed above in Chapter
One). But even if the ME mute -e cannot be classified as a ‘quasi-ideographic’
factor in this sense, its emergence in the written norm of English certainly helped
prepare the way for the coming of mute graphemes the nature of which was to be
genuinely ‘quasi-ideographic’.

¥* *
*

A rapid survey of the conditions prevailing in ME has revealed that the parallelism
of phonemes and graphemes (or, the correspondence on the lowest level of both
language norms), which had been relatively very clear in the EWS period, became
somewhat obscured in ME, and that this change was due to the emergence of new
digraphs and of the mute grapheme -e. Nevertheless it may be safely asserted that
throughout the ME period consistent effort can be traced at a systematic recording
of a given phoneme placed in a given situation by a certain, specific graphical means.
As a result of this, the ME written norm was hardly able to effect a purely graphical
differentiation of homonyms, such as can so frequently be met with in ModE. In
other words, the ‘quasi-ideographic’ principle, which plays such an important part
in the written norm of ModE and which stresses correspondences of the written
and spoken norms on the level of words, was most probably quite unknown in ME.
It should be added, however, that the ME written norm was also lacking another
kind of correspondence whose presence is typical of the written norm of ModE, viz.
the correspondence on the level of morphemes. If, that is to say, some ME inflexional
endings (or, for that matter, morphological suffixes) had the same graphical structure
in all written words characterized by such endings of suffixes, then this graphical
identity certainly cannot have been motivated by analogous morphematic functions
of such endings or suffixes, but purely and simply by an identical phonematic make-up
revealed by all such endings or suffixes (54). Thus, e. g., the forms talketh, beggeth,
teacheth (or talkes, begges, teaches) had identical endings because in all of them written
-eth (or -es, respectively) corresponded to spoken [-20] (or, respectively, [-as]).
Similarly, in the written forms talked, begged, ended the identical structure of the
written suffix -ed was solely motivated by the identical structure of the spoken
suffix [-od] in the corresponding spoken forms of the three words. When, however,
at the close of the 14th century the well-known phonetic changes (55) had brought
about the differentiation of the ending [-ss] into [-8/-z/-iz] (and, analogously, of the
suffix [-2d) into [-t/-d/-id]), while the written forms had been left unchanged, it
became obvious that the correspondence of the spoken and written forms no longer
rested on the parallelism of phonemes and graphemes composing the given ending
(or suffix), but that it had become revaluated so as to be based on the parallelism
of the involved spoken and written morphemes conceived as unanalysed wholes.

Undoubtedly the most interesting chapter in the development of the English
written norm 1s the assertion of ‘quasi-ideographic’ tendencies to which references
have been made more than once in the above lines (see especially the concluding
pages of Chapter One). At this moment our main concern is the establishment of the
date from which the ‘quasi-ideographic’ tendencies may be said to have begun their
operation in the written norm of English. It is open to no doubt that this date will
constitute one of the most important turning-points in the whole history of that
norm.

A detailed comparison of different changes operating in the ME period leads to
the conclusion that the first beginnings of the operation of our principle cannot
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have been earlier than the close of the 14th century. At that time the disappearance
of ME palatal 4’ (56) in the phonematic structures of words like wright, right, sight
(phonematically, fwri:y’t, ri:y’t, siiy’t/) resulted in the homonymy of these
words with words like write, rite, site, whose phonematic structures must already
have reached the stage of /wri:t, ri:t, si:t/. The written forms of the homonymous
word-pairs, however, continued to be kept apart by their different graphematic
make-ups, and it is most probably exactly these word-pairs that can claim historical
priority as the first instances to have embodied the operation of the ‘quasi-ideological’
principle in English, and thus to have established such cases of correspondence of
our two norms as are based primarily on the level of words.

It may be of interest to note that sometimes we are faced with cases of abandonment of such
graphical differentiation; thus the word rite is sometimes recorded es right (the first evidence of
of such “‘misspelling”, quoted by the Oxford English Dictionary [=0ED), goes back to 1590).
It is, however, symptomatic that the development of the English written norm as a whole did
not avail itself of the possibility of merging homophonous pairs also in writing, i. e. to make
them also homographic; on the contrary, the development has always preferred to keep the
written forms apart.

Later on, further instances of ‘quasi-ideographic’ writings are seen to appear in
English. Still in Late ME, the words I and eye, phonematically merged into /i:/ (most
probably pronounced as [ii] at that time), are often kept apart by their different
spellings. — Particularly remarkable is the case of the word-pair foul —fowl, whose
homophonous members have become differentiated in writing by the simple means
of utilizing for the purpose the two allographs of the ME digraph oujow.

Still, it must be stressed that in the ME period instances of the graphical differen-
tiation of homophones were not particularly numerous, and that, for some time to
come, writers and printers were not very consistent in applying this or that way of
writing to this or that homophone. The word foul, e. g., used to be written either
foule or fowle between the 14th and 17th centuries, and similarly, the word now
spelt fowl was often recorded as foul within roughly the same period of time. It was
only in the Early ModE period that instances of the graphical differentiation of
homophones were growing more numerous, and — which is still more important —
that such differentiation was resorted to in a more consistent and more conscious
Tanner.

It is well-known, e. g., that a number of new homonyms arose in EModE as a con-
sequence of the simplification of some consonantal groups. We want to mention
here only one such phonematic change which is especially instructive, the simpli-
fication of the initial groups #n-, gn-. As is commonly known, both these grnups
were reduced into [n-], but their graphical recordings were invariably left unchanged,
with the result that homophonous word-pairslike not —knot, new — knew, night—knight,
and the like, continued to be differentiated by their spellings. A particularly interest-
ing point is that the members of such homophonous pairs were graphically differ-
entiated much more systematically than the members of word-pairs which had
become homophonous 1n the latter part of ME. Thus, it is certainly remarkable
that the OED does not quote a single instance of evidence for the recording of
words like knot, know without the initial #-, and similarly, not a single instance of
misspelling the words not, no, new with a non-etymological initial %-. Here it is
obvious that one can speak of a conscious, intentional differentiation of homophones
by graphical means.

The consistency of graphical differentiation in some cases must have been furthered
by the relatively very frequent occurrence of the concerned words in concrete con-
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texts. It need not be demonstrated that such frequent items have a greater chance of
impressing their graphical make-up on the reader’s or writer’s memory than items
of rare occurrence. The validity of this statement is confirmed by one interesting
observation which may be obtained from the columns of the QED: where at least one
of the homophones had been a word of relatively rare occurrence, the need for
a graphical differentiation of the word-pair was much slower in asserting itself. This
can be seen, e. g, in the word-pair die — dye. As the latter member of the pair had
been a specialized technical term whose frequency in common, everyday contexts
had been very low, graphical differentiation of the two words was not felt as urgent,
and was therefore very long delayed. In the LME period both words were written
either with -i-, or with -y-; Dr. Samuel Johnson presents both of them under the
form die, while Joseph Addison prefers the form dye for both. According to the OED,
the graphical distinction of the two words is “quite recent”.

Many more instances could be quoted here of the preservation, in the history of
English, of graphical distinction of words the phonic make-ups of which had become iden-
tical. Within the narrow limits of the present paper we can only point out some of
the phonological changes which greatly contributed to the rise of a number of such
homophonous, but not homographic word-pairs. One of the changes had been the
ultimate merger of ME & and é into 7 in the 17th century, which resulted in the
cropping up of word-pairs like bean — been, beat — beet, meat — meet, read — reed,
weak — week, sea — see and a number of others. Also the exceptional development
of ME ¢: into et was to give rise to some such pairs, cp. great — grate, break — brake.
And finally, the coalescence of ME @ and ME a: in ModE [ei] was responsible for the
emergence of word-pairs like lain — lane, main — mane, maize — maze, plait —
plate, maid — made etc. (67).

* *
*

It can be said that after the establishment of the above-described and similar
differentiations the English written norm has virtually acquired the structure which
is regarded as typical of its present-day stage. It also acquired, at that time, its
particular kind of correspondence characterizing the relations between English
spoken and written utterances. As was already pointed out above (in Chapter One),
this correspondence is still based on the parallelism found on the lowest lovel of the
two norms, i. e. it is the one existing between phonemes and graphemes (or, very
frequently, between phonemes and digraphs or polygraphs). This basic parallelism
is, however, considerably interfered with by parallelisms and correspondences found
on higher levels of the two language norms, viz. on the level of morphemes and
particularly words.

It will not be out-of-place to emphasize here the fact that really the correspondence
on the lowest level still constitutes the basis on which the English written norm rests,
even if this basis has been rendered less distinct than in most other European
languages. It will be useful to realize the relatively high percentage of English words,
especially monosyllables, in which the parallelism of phonemes and graphemes is
virtually complete (see cases like bet, bed, dip, sit, stand, gap, man — men, pit — pet —
pat — pot — put ete.). Only if due regard 1s paid to the basic character of this type
of correspondence in English it is possible to avoid misleading generalizations and
hasty parallels such as are not infrequently met with and which insist upon the simi-
larity of the written norms of English and Chinese (58). Such parallels have a grain
of truth in them in so far as they point out the ideographic (or quasi-ideographic)
features of both written norms. The parallels might also be defended on the ground
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that, like the English, also the Chinese written norm is not consistently ideographic,
but represents a synthesis of the ideographic and phonetic principles; in other words,
that in some cases the signs of the Chinese script do not refer to specified facts of
the extralinguistic situation but to specified phonic realities. For all that, however,
there is one difference in principle between the written norms of English and Chinese.
It is not so much a difference of levels on which the paralleligms can be found in both
languages, as a difference of hierarchy of the parallelisms belonging to those different
levels. This hierarchy, it will be observed, is built up in English in 2 manner totally
different from the way it is built up in Chinese. While in English the parallelism of
phonemes and graphemes is still the basic factor, and the ideographic (more exactly,
quasi-ideographic) principle plays only a secondary part, the hierarchy of these two
factors in Chinese is perfectly the opposite one.

On the other hand it must be admitted that even if its sphere of action in English
is strictly limited, the quasi-ideographic principle certainly represents a very potent
factor there. The importance of the part played by it is mainly evidenced by the
above-noted fact that since the opening of the EModE period the graphical differen-
tiation of homophones has obviously been effected quite consciously and with a fair
degree of consistency (see instances like not — knot, new — knew etc.). In some
instances the differentiation is particularly notable, because it not only proves the
consciousness in language-users of the existing quasi-ideographic trends of the written
norm, but, in addition to that, reveals the effort on the part of the language- users to
utilize the given graphical possibilities for the purpose of establishing new word-pairs
whose members, in spite of their homophony, might be differentiated in writing.
Two instances of this kind were regist red above (foul — fowl, plain — plane). In
the final paragraphs of this chapter, we want to present two more instances of such
intentional differentiation which reveal some features of interest.

The lirst homophonous word-pair is son —sun (with phonematic structure /sAn/ in
both cases). As is well known, in OE these two nouns had homophonous stems, but
were clearly kept apart by their sets of i {lexional endings: sunu ‘son’ belonged to
ma_culiie - tems, while sunne ‘sun’ was a feminine n-stem noun. After the reduc-
tion, and ultimate loss, of inflexional endings the two words became pertect
homophones, so that the possibility of differentiating them graphically must have
been particularly welcome. Such possibility was given by the coexistence in ME
of two kinds of scribal practice in referring to an [u/-phoneme situated close to /n,
m, v, w/ (which were written as n, m, 4, uu, respectively). Traditional scribal practice
of English rendered such /u/-phoneme by the letter %, while the Anglo-Norman
usage, guided by purely technical considerations of graphical clearness, regularly
availed itself of the grapheme o in such situations. In the long run, domestic tradi-
tional writing held the ground in one of our two words ('sun ), while the Norman graph-
ical usage penetrated into the other (som). According to the OED, the graphical
distinction curr:nt in ModE has been evidenced since the 14th century, although,
for some time t3 come, other methods of graphical differentiation were to be tried
as well (59). The interesting feature of the case in question is that here the need of
graphical differentiation of the iwo words was felt so strongly as to prevent the
mechanical application of a convenient device of writing technique in one of the
words, while in the other of the two the application of that device was not inter-
fered with. This may be regarded as a convincing proof that the graphical differentia-
tion of the two words was due here to the conscious, intentional introduction
of the ‘quasi-ideographic’ principle.

The story of the other case of intentional differentiation is somewhat more complex.
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It concerns the written forms of the ModE words whole, whore (phonematically, fhoul,
ho:/). The initial wk- of these two words has constituted a serious problem of English
phonology, because since their first occurrcnces in English these words have always
had initia] -, not Aw-. The most frequently accepted explanation of the written wh-
in these words is that it reflects a dialectal pronunciation of these words (with an
initial [W-]). This dialectal pronunciation is supposed to have penetrated into literary
English in the course of its history and to have left there some traces in the traditional
spellings of our two words (and, in the EMcdE period, of some others as well). In the
spoken norm of English, however, these dialectal forms are supposed to have disap-
peared, owing to their replacement by the original A-forms.

The trouble is, hcwever, that the traditional explanation is, at least to some
extent, contradicted both by the facts of English dialectology and by the relative
chronology of both ME and EModE phonological changes (60). In our opinion, the
initial wh- of such words is a purely graphical affair, and can be satisfactorily ex-
plained as based on the relation of equivalence that existed in EModE between the
phoneme /h/and the digraph wh. This relation of equivalence emerged in the pronom-
inal forms who, whose, whcm when in the latter half of the 15th century the original
é-vcwel of these words had passed into 4. After this change, that is to say, the
pronounced [Wu:, Wu:z, Wu:m] became revaluated into /hu:, hu:z, hu:m/. The
revaluation had been motivated physiologically and acoustically (from these two
standpoints the combinations [Wu:] and [hu:] could have been virtually identified)
as well as phonematically (the ME [W]-sound had manifested a phoneme of a very
low functional yield, and as such it soon became subjected to tendencies trying to
discard it from the phonematic system). The existence of the relation of equivalence
between the phoneme /h/ and the digraph wh is also evidenced by frequent EME
spellings with etymologically unmotivated whk- (thus, in the 16th and 17th centuries
words like hood, home are frequently written as whood, whome etc.).

One fact deserves to be singled out as particularly remarkable. In a large majority
of such words the forms with wh- soon disappeared without leaving any trace of
their existence in the written norm of Present Day English; only two words, our
whole and whore, have preserved such forms up to now. In the light of our previous
observations it appears evident that this preservation was most probably due to the
‘quasi-ideographic’ function of wh- in such forms. The initial digraph wh- in whole
and whore was clearly regarded as a useful graphical feature ina much as it enabled
the language user to distinguish these two words very quickly from their homophon-
ous counterparts hcle and hoar (in ME, this latter word was frequently written kore).
In other words, our two instances may again be regardcd as evidence pointing to
a case of conscious, intentional utilization in the written norm of another quasi-
ideographic element. As has been said above, the emergence of this ideographic
element was a necessary consequence of the fact that, aside of the old relation of
equivalence existing between the phoneme /h/ and the grapheme %, a new, parallel
relation had been established between [h/ and the digraph whk-. Faced with the
coexistence of these {wo parallel relations, the language-users found it only too natural
to make use of the duplicity of graphical means for ‘quasi-ideographic’ purposes.

In concluding our remarks we want to stress once more the fact that we were
only able to point out the most important of the milestones which mark the way cov-
ered by the written norm of English in the course of its development. Our remarks
are, then,subject tobeing amply supplemented and corrected by further research. They
only want to claim the merit of having demonstrated how rewarding the study of
the written norm may be even for the historically-minded specialist.
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NOTES

(1) J. Berry, The Making of Alphabets, Reports for the Eighth International Congress of
Linguists, Oslo 1957, pp. 5—18.

(2) Jan Baudouinde Courtenaly, Nekolorye otdely ““sravnitelnoy grammatiki’’ slovyanskikh
[sic] yazykov, Russ. filol. vestnik 5, 1661, Fp. £65—2343 (cee ecp. 1 p. <77 f1.).

(3) Henry Bradley, The Making of English, Lcnden 1€04, p. 212,

(4) Antonin Frinta, Novoleskd vyslornost [= Prcnunciaticn of Mcd. Czech), Prahe 1909,
esp. p. 36.

(5) Josef Vachek, Some Remarks on Writing and Phonetic Transcription, Acta Linguistica 5,
1945— 449, pp. 86—93,

(6) The validity of this statement is clearly erdcreed by the well-kncwn fact that there are
quite a number of people who can ccmfcriebly read ard vrdersiard texts written in a foreign
language without being able to speak that largrage at all.

(7) Agenor Artymovyg, Pysana mora [= Wrilten Languege], Navkovy Zbirnyk Ukrain-
gkoho Vys. Ped. Institutu v Prazi 2, 1632, rp. 1—8. See aleo his reger Frawducrt und Schrift
in Charisteria Gu. Mathesio quinquagena io... cblata, Fragae 1£32, yp. 114—117. Our quotation
below is taken from the latter paper.

(8) In Artymovy&’s own words, ‘‘dal die Schrift jeder scg. Schrifteprache ein bescnderes
autonomes Systcm bildet, zum Teil unabhingig ven der eigentilichen gesprochenen Sprache”
(Fremdw, u. Schrift, p. 114; italics ours).

(9) Josef Vachek, Zum Problem der geschriebenen Sprache, Travaux du CLP 8, 1948, pp.
94—104.

(10) Printed utterances form a specific rub-category of written utterances (see J. Vachek,
Writlen Language and Printed Language, Recueil linguistique de Bratislava 1, 1848, pp. 67—175),
but, for the present moment at least, the difference of the two may be disregarded as non-essen-
tial; there will be an opportunity to come back to it further belcw.

{11) The comparison of more extensive spoken and written utterances reveals another not-
able difference between the two, viz. the moncdimensicnal character of spoken utterances
(noted for the first time hy F. de Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale?, Paris 1922, p. 103)
as opposed to the regularly polydimensionel character of written utterances. Such utterances as
fill up more than one written or printed line, are two-dimensicnal, the longer ones, such asextend
over two pages, are three-dimensional. Undoubtedly, the polydimensicnal character of written
ulterances essentially contributes to their superiority over their spoken counterparts in matters
of quick and efficient surveyability. (A more detailed discussicn of this point can be found in
J. Vachek’s Czech treatise Psany jazyk a pravopis [Written Language and Orthography), Ctent
o jazyce a poesii (Praha) 1, 1942, pp. 231—306, see esp. pp. 242 f.).

(12) In other words, the author of a written utterance can be identified by his or her handwrit-
ing, whereas the printed utterance, effacing the differences of handwritinge by the uniformity of
printer’s types, renders such direct identification impossible. (See also our paper referred to
above, Note 10.)

(13) See his papers referred to above, Note 5, p. 87, and the paper quoted in Note 10, p. 67.
It should be noted that in their earlier versicn the definiticne were ecmewhat inaccurate owing
to their use of the terms ‘‘spoken language” and “written language’’; the present version replaces
these terms by the more correct wordings ‘‘the spoken norm of language”, and *‘the written norm
of language”, respectively.
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(14) On this point see especially V. Mathesius, On some problems of the systematic analysts
of grammar, Travaux du CLP 6, Prague 1936, pp. 95—107 (esp. p. 102).

(15) See our paper referred to above, Note 5, p. 91.

(16) This necessity was duly stressed by J. Berry in his Oslo lecture (see above Note 1) in
which he insists that any system of writirgz should be based ‘‘on some attempt at a systematic
correlation with the spoken language”. He voices this demand, as he puts it, ‘“‘despite eloquent
pleas, especially by Bolinger, Vachek and others, that writing can and should be considered as
basically a visual system independent of the vocal-auditory process’’ (p. 6). Berry overlooks,
however, that the same necessity had been emphatically voiced by the present writer in the
very two papers which are referred to in Berry’s Note 6.

(17) The parallelism of phonemes and graphemes was consistently, if not always quite ade-
quately, developed by E. Pulgram, Phoneme und Grapheme: A Parallel, Word 7, 1961, pp.
15—20.

(18) Josef Vachek, Cesky pravopis a strukiura &eftiny [= Czech Spelling and the Structure
of Czech], Listy filologické (Prague) 60, 1933, pp. 287—319.

(19) The above instances have also made clear that by the term morpheme is meant here,
in accordance with the conception prevailing in linguistics, the smallest utterance element that
refers to some meaning and cannot be analyzed into smaller elements of the same quality.

(20) D. I.. Bolinger, Visual Morphemes, Language 22, 1948, pp. 333ff.

(21) By the term word is meant here an utterance element that refers to some meaning and
that, acting as one indivisible whole, can more or less freely change its position with regard to
other elements of the utterance, or at least can (again acting as one indivisible whole) be separated
from those elements by the insertion of some additional, more or less freely interchangeable
utterance-element,.

(22) It was exactly these difficulties that had acted as a motive for the decision of the Chi-
nese authorities to introduce alphabetic (i. e. more or less phonematic) writing, despite the
complications of the Chinese language situation which are most likely to follow the reform. See
esp. B. Karlgren, Sound and Symbol in Chinese, Oxford 1925; also M. Swadesh in Science
and Society 1952.

(23) See also the interesting remarks by V. Fried, Je reforma anglického pravopisu vibec
mo#nd? [= Is English Spelling Reform Possible?], Casopis pro moderni filologii (Praha) 39, 1957,
Pp- 257—270; with a summary in English.

(24) More detailed information on the compromise solution found in the written norm of
Czech can be obtained from the paper referred to above, Note 18.

(25) Bofore the orthographic reform of 1917, Russian possessed a very limited number of
instances of word-pairs distinguished in writing on the ground of the ‘quasi-idecgraphic’ principle,
e. g. Mup ‘peace’ — Mip ‘world’, ‘kere ‘to eat’ — ecTh ‘is’, ete. — In Czech the quasi-ideogra-
phic principle can be ascertained in & limited number of cases (see, e. g., vir ‘torrent’ — vyr ‘owl’,
phonematically /viir/ in both instances; bilf ‘he whitewashes’ — byl ‘weeds’, i. e.  bi:li;/, ete.).
Cf. B. Havranek, Influence de la fonction de la langue littéraire sur la structure phonologique et
grammaticale du tchique litiéraire, Travaux du CLP 1, 1929, pp. 106 —120 (esp. p. 111 f).

(26) The remarkably harmonized, co-ordinated character of the elements entering into the
structure of the Czech written norm was discussed in detail in our paper referred to above, Note 18.

(27) It would be most useful if the term ‘spelling’ could be reserved for only one of the meanings
covered by it today: it should refer to individual graphemes, manifesting the written ncrm, by
phonic means available in manifestations of the spoken norm (see, e. ., a /ei/, b /bi:/, c si:/ etc.).
An exact functional antipode of spslling so defined can be identified in phonetic (or phonematic)
transcription whose task is to refer to individual sounds (or phonemes), manifesting the spoken
norm, by graphical means based on manifeitations of the written norm. For more details, see
our paper quoted above, Note 5§; it should be pointed out that some of the arguments found in
it have been slightly revised and modified here,

(28) In our paper quoted above, Nofe 5.

(29) Interesting specimens of various kinds of external factors which do not allow of an
establishment of (theoretically passible) simpler orthographical systems are mentioned in Berry's
paper referred to above, Note 1. — It should be pointed out that Berry, too, takes a fully justified
liberal view in admitting exceptions to the rigorous application of the correspondence on the
lowest level; he speaks of “a marked trend towards tolerance of synthetic writing systems and
away from the illusory concept of the ‘pure’ phonetic or phonemic transcription™ (p. 14). For all
these sound observations, Berry’s attitude remains more or less pragmatic, lacking the firm ground
of linguistic theory. — Incidentally, the above-mentioned tension arising out of the conticting
requirements of the reader and writer only reflects a tension on a higher level, i. e. in the substance
of the written norm itself. Its task *“to speak quickly and distinctly to the eyes” acts as a centri-
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fugal force, making for a conspicuous differentiation of written utterances from their spoken coun-
terparts. On the other hand, the necessity of preserving a fair amount of correspondence between
the written and the spoken norm co-existing in the same language community acts as a centripetal
force, not allowing the differentiation of the two kinds of utterances to exceed certain limits.

(30) See V. Fried’s paper quoted above, Note 23.

(31) One of the digraphs going back to this period has survived until the present day, viz.
ch, denoting the single phoneme ().

(32) Cf. G. Décsy, K déjindm oznalovdni samohldskové kvantity v deském pravopise [= Notes
on the history of denoting quantity of vowels in Czech orthography], Slovo a slovesnost (Praha)
16, 1955, pp. 52—55.

(33) For particulars, the reader should be referred to our treatise mentioned above, Note 11
(see esp. pp. 280—288).

(34) A most valuable discussion of these (and many other) points relating to the written norm
of Middle English can be found in A. Mc Intosh’s penetrating paper The Analysis of Written
Middle English, Transactions of the Philol. Soc. 1956, pp. 26 —55.

(33) Many facts essential for a correct evaluation of the history of the written norm of English
were finely observed and duly registered by Karl Luick in his Historische Grammatik der engl.
Sprache (Leipzig 1914— u40), see esp. §§ 52—62. Since, however, Luick did not realize the hier-
archic relations of the spoken and the written norm of language, his observations are some-
what scattered in character and su.fer from lack of proper perspective.

(36) In the past 25 years objections have bzen raised against the subordination to this
norm of Late OE writings (see, e. g., C. L. Wrenn, Standard Old English, Transactions of the
Phil. Soc. 1933, pp. 65—63). Bzsides, one of the well established points of the EWS norm was
subject to serious doubts, viz. the existence in OE of short diphtongs aside of the long ones
(cf. M. Daunt, Old English sound changes reconsidered in relation to scribal tradition and practice,
Trans. of the Phil. Soc. 1939, pp. 108—137; see also F. Mossé, Manuel de l'anglais du moyen dge, I,
Vieil angl 133, Paris 1945, esp. pp. 41 f. — Objections of the first category are certainly important;
our aim, however, is not to unduly generalize the EWS conditions upon Late WS writings, but
simply to base our analysis on ths earliest ascertainable language norm that became stabilized
in the OE languaze community. — As regards the doubts about the existence of EWS short di-
phthongs, dstailed examination by S. M. Kuhn and R. Quirk (Some Recent Interpretations of Old
English Dijraph Spellings, Languaze 29, 1953, pp. 143 —156) has resulted in the conclusion that
under the present circumstances there is no reason to abandon the traditional view. (See also
their more recent remarks in Languaze 31, 1955, pp. 390—401, where they convincingly refute
the objections raised against their view by R. P. Stockwell and C. W. Barrit, printed in the
same vol., pp. 372 ff.).

(37) The old opinion that the long quantity of vowels was denoted in OE by a diacritical sign
resembling the mark of acute accent is no longer tenable now (cf. E. Sievers—K. Brunner
Altenglisshe Qraimnutik?, Halle 1951, p. 12).

(3<) See B. Trnka, Some Semarks on the Phonological Structure of English, Xenia Pragensia
E. Kraus septuazenario et J. Janko sexagenario oblata (Pragae 1929), pp. 357—364.— A more
detailed account of th2 phonematic structure of OE can be found in B. Trnka’s Vybor z literatury
stfedoanglické a sfaroanglické Uvod literdrné historicky a gramaticky [= An Anthology of
Middle and Old Enjlish Literature, An Introduaction into Literary History and Grammar],
Prague 1941, pp. 61—67.

(39) To all appearances, EWS long diphthongs had already become monophonematic, while
their short counterparts had always been of monophonematic character. For particulars, see
J. Vachek, Notes on the Quantitalive Correlation of Vowels in the Phonematic Development of
Englisk (to be published in Mélanges F Mossé, Paris).

(t ) H. Penzl, The Phonemic Split of Germanic‘k’ in Old Englich, Language 23, 1947,

. 33—42.

PP (41) Even in instances like streccean, hycgean the digraph -ea- may have referred to a genuine
short diphtong, such as may easily arise when a clearly palatal consonant is immediately followed
by a clearly velar vowel.

(42) See,e.g.,J. Wright—E. M. Wright, An0Old English Grammar® (Oxford 1925), p. 51 note,
who, though very cautiously, admit the possibility that such <o, eo... “may have been rising
diphthon s”, although they also mention the possibility of the purely graphicel nature of ¢ in
such cases.

(43) Some light might be thrown on the question of the phonic value of is, eo in the discussed
EWS words by modern dialectal forms of the corresponding area.

(44) Here, again, one cannot exclude the possibility that the written -ea- really corresponded
to a spoken diphthong, due to the amalgamation of a palatal glide and the following velar vowel.

<
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But even under such circumstences the independent phonematic status of [g'] is beyond any
doubt.

(45) See above, Note 39.

(46) The palatal quality of [k’] in this group was externally conditioned, being due to the
assimilative power of the preceding [s], and therefore functionally irrelevant.

(47) A somewhat analogous relation can also be ascertained between EWS [k’k’] and [kk]
(more exactly, between [k’:] and [k:]), both of which were written cc. Unlike their voiced counter-
parts, these two ‘‘geminates’” were never differentiated in the EWS writing. The reason of this
(not to mention the functional irrelevance of the given difference) may have been the fact that
the phonematic conditions in which [k’:] and [k:] had been placed were not so complex as those
characterizing [g’:] and [g:]. After all, the palatal character of [k’:] could Le singled out, if this
appeared advisable, by the addition of the diacritical vowel e.

(48) The non-exclusiveness of the digraph ze lies in the fact that the phonemes /i, i:/ denoted by
it need not always be recorded by this digraph, but also by other graphical means (as, e. g., by
the grapheme ¢, and sometimes also y).

(49) On the other hand, conservative ways of writing can be aptly used for the purpose of
archaization. A remarkable analysis of a concrete instance of such use was presented by C. L.
Wrenn, The Value of Spelling as Evidence, Transactions of the Phil. Soc. 1943, pp. 14—39
(see esp. pp. 19 ff).

(50) Cf. F. Brunot — Ch. Bruneau, Précis de grammaire historique de la langue francaise
(Paris 1949), p. 18.

(61) For technical reasons voiceless sonants are transcribed here by capital letters (thus,
voiceless I by [L] ete.).

(62) It might be argued that the OE ‘diacritical letter ¢’, found in instances like the above-
discussed drencean, sengean, must have constituted a mute letter of a kind comparable to that
of -e in make, name and the like. The OE situation, however, distinctly differed from that of ME
in so far as the OE ‘diacritical ¢’ was always closely preceded by the letter whose phonematic
equivalent it helped to co-determine, while in ME as a rule no such close contect of the final
mute -¢ and the vocalic grapheme of the preceding syllable can have been established. The OE e,
then, forms rather a component of a sort of quasi-digraph (-ce-, -ge- and the like) than a mute

apheme.
& (63) Actually it is well-known that a number of early English printers were treating the final
mute -¢ as an optional signal of that kind. It should only be added, for the particular EMcdE
situation, that the eyes to which such written words were due to speak had been accustcmed to
the Latin forms of the concerned words (debitum, dubitare, victualiz), and that, therefore, an
asgimilation of the English written forms to their Latin ‘“models” was, at that time, in full agree-
ment with the intents and purposes of the written norm.

(54) The given formulation refers to the kind of ME spoken in the Midlands area, and to the
poriod limited by the end of the 14th century.

(55) On the character of these changes, see B. Trnka, On the Phonological Development of
Spirants in English, Proceedings of the Second International Congress of Phonetic Sciences
(Cambridge 1936), pp. 60 ff.; see also O. Jespersen, English Studies (Amsterdam) 19, 1937,
pp- 69 ff., B. Trnka, ibid. 20, 1938, pp. 26 ff. Whichever way the actual development did take,
the above formula remains valid.

(56) Cf. K. Luick, Historische Grammaiik der engl. Sprache (Leipzig 1914—1940), § 768.

(87) One such word-pair, plain — plane, is of particular interest. Until the 17th century the
written form plane had been unkown; it was only intrcduced in that century, under the influence
of Lat. planum, to refer to the geometrical meaning of the word, which up to that time had also
been written as plain. Here one is faced again with a very fine specimen of deliberate use of
graphical means for the purpose of semantic differentiation. In this case the semantically motiv-
ated graphical distinction ultimately resulted in the split of one (originally polysemous) word into
two.

(58) We mean, of course, the traditional, ideographic written norm of Chinese, not the
alphabetic system which is now being intrcduced.

(59) According to the evidence presented by the OED, by the 17th century the word sun
used to be written as son, sone, sonne; the other member of the pair, son, was often recorded
a8 soon, soone, soonne, and even soun(e) etc. Such writings, common until the 16th century,
were obviously meant to denote the vowel -u-; it is symptomatic that such writings were to
disappear after the 16th century, i. e. after the delahialisation of u.

(60) For a detailed discussion of the involved problems, see J. Vachek, On the Phonetic and
Phonemic Problems of the Southern English WH-sounds, Zeitschrift f. Phonetik u. allg. Sprachw.
(Berlin) 8, 1954, pp. 165—194.
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VYTAH
Dvé kapitoly o psané anglilting

1. O funkéni hierarchii promluv mluveniych a psanych

Po kratkém piehledu starSich praci majicich vztah k danému problému (jejich? autory byli
zvl4itd J. Baudouin de Ccurtenay, H. Bradley, A. Frinta a A. Artymovyd) dovozuje autor, Ze
ka%dy z obou druhd promluv v jazyce existujicich, tj. prcmluvy mluvené a peané, mé svou
vlastni normu. Odpovid4 pak na dvé zdsadni otdzky: 1. Jaké je funkeni oprdvnéni ka%dé z obou
norem? 2. Lze jecnu z cbou téchto ncrem funkénd podiadit druhé?

Na otézku prvou odpovidé tim, Ze obé normy funkéné diferencuje. Funkéni zdivodndn{ normy
psané je v tom, Ze na dany podnét, zpravidla nijak naléhavy, reaguje zpisobem statickym, tj.
uchovatelnym a snadno pfehiédnutelnym, soustiedujic se piedevAim na ryzf edéleni mluvétho.
Naproti tomu funk&ni zdivodnéni normy mluvené je v tom, %e na dany pcdndt, zpravidla nalé-
havy, reaguje zpisobem dynamickym, tj. pohotovym a bezprosttednim, dévajic vyraz nejen
ryzimu sdélenf, ale i citové strance postoje mluvEiho.

Na otdzku druhou odpovidé4 autor, Ze pro normu psanou poklida za podstatny jeji riz pHzna-
kovy, kdezto norme mluvend mé funkéni raz bezpHznakovy. To oviem neznamené podfadén{
normy psané pod normu mluvenou. Obé normy se funkind podivuhodnd dopliiujf a rozdil mezi
nimi lze spife pojimat jako rozdil v pouZitelnosti, dany celkovou situaci projevu: pouit{ normy
mluvensé je indikovéno hlavne v situacich obecnéjiich, normy psané pak v situacich speciélngjiich.

Takto pojaty vztah obou norem vede nepochybng k zdvéru, Ze kazdy mluvéi kulturniho jazy-
kového spoledenstvi je svého druhu ,,binormistou*, tj. vice nebo méné ovlidé obé normy a v pH-
pad8 potieby dovede prechézet od jedné z nich k druhé. Z toho plyne pozadavek jisté korespon-
dence ve struktufe obou norem. Nemusi to véak byt shoda na nejniZ3i drovni (mezi fonémy a
a grafémy). Zpravidla do této shody zakladn{ zahradvaji shody na trovnich vy3Sich, zvl4§t& morfe-
matické a slovni.

Psané normy angliftiny, &ektiny a rustiny jsou vesmés zaloZeny na korespondenci na nejni%sf
drovni, aviak ve vBech t&chto psanych norméch lze zjistit interference shod na urovnich vy#&sich.
Nejeilndjsi jsou tyto interference v angliéting, a to jak na trovni morfematické (srov. lack-ed,
play-ed, end-ed), tak zvlast® na urovni slovnf (srov. right — wrile — wright — rite), kde lze
mluvit o tzv. quasi-ideografickém principu. V &e5tin® a zvlastd v rusting se tyto interference
projevuji mérou mnohem skrovnéjsf; vyznamndjsi jsou jen interference vychézejicf z drovns
morfematické, kdefto princip quasi-ideograficky se v &eitind projevuje jen pom&rn& maélo,
v rustind pak vibec nikoli.

Snahy usilujici o tzv. reformu pravopisu jsou motivovany hlavnd piili§ sloZitym systémem
korespondenci mezi obéme jazykovymi normami ; takovy systém lze zjistit pravé v anglidting.

II. Nékolik pozndmek k vijvoji anglické psané normy

Réz korespondenci mezi ob&ma jazykovymi normami se v prib&hu vyvoje jazyka muZe znaind
ménit. Tak napt. v Geftind se projevuje sthle vzristajicf tendence uplatnit co nejduslednsji
korespondenci na nejnizsf urovni jazyke (mezi fonémy e grafémy). Vyjimky z této korespon-
dence, ostatnd nefetné, padajl na vrub korespondenci na tGrovni morfematické. Naproti tomu
v anglittiné se vyvoj ubiral cestou pravé opafnou, tj. od pomérné velmi disledného paralelismu
na nejniZsf drovni (tj. mezi fonémy a grafémy), jaky nachdzime v rané zdpadn{ saiting, a% k stavu
novoanglickému, ktery je charakterisovdn pouze vieobecnou shodou na této nejniZsf drovni
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a pomé&rné znadnou interferenci shod na drovni vy$§i, jednak morfematické, jednak, a to hlavns,
na arovni slov.

Autor se pak snaii o vytyleni nejduleZitéjsich faktori, jeZ urlovaly tento vyvojovy proces
a vyznadovaly jeho hlavni stadia. Podle jeho nizoru to byli hlavng tito &initelé: 1. Vnikéni
spiezek, jeZ se do anglické psané normy dost4vaji po normanském zéboru, a% oviem pida pro né
byla do jisté miry ptipravena nékterymi zménami, k nim% doslo v psené normé pozdné staro-
anglické. 2. Dasledni kontinentalisace grafémového inventite stfedoanglické psané normy, tj.
zhnik téch pismen, resp. pismennych tvari, jichZz pisaiska tradice kontinentilni, pfedevsim
normansko-francouzski, v svém tradidnim invent4fi neméla. 3. Vznik tzv. ntmého grafému -e,
ktery — i kdy% je3td sim neslou%il quasi-ideografickym cilim — pFipravil pidu jinym, (etnéjsim
némym grafémum, které do anglické psané normy pronikly v dobé rand novoanglické a hodné
prispély k uplatn:ni quasi-ideografickych tendenci v angli¢tiné. Koneén& pak 4. vznik prvych
pripadi, v nichZ lze spatiovat jiZ bezpeénd uplatnéni quasi-ideografickych sklonit.

Prvé takové pfipady sahaji nepochybné do konce 14. stoleti (srov. dvojice, j. write — wright,
sight — site atp.), po nichZ pak nasledovala dlouh4 fada jinych piipadd, v nichz byly homofonni
slovni dvojice rozlifeny riznym zpisobem grafické podoby. (Do téZe doby, konce 14. stol., lze
klast i prvé piipady uplatnéni morfematického principu v anglické psané norm:: graficky parale-
lismus typu walked — begged — ended mohl byt tehdy zdiivodnda uz pouze morfematicky, nikoli
fonematicky.)

Autor pak probird podrobngji nékteré zvlaitd zajimavé pkipady pisobeni ideografického
principu v angli’ting a zduraziiuje zvla5té takové z nich, v nichZ lze zcela nepochybnd zjistit
umyslné a z4marné usili o to, aby bylo grafickych mo%nosti v dané dobd v psané norms existujicich
vyuZito ke quasi-ideografickému rozlifeni daléich homofonnich slovnich dvojic (tak napk. foul —
fowl, son — sur.,, plain — plane a zvIa3té whole — hole).



PE3IOME

JBe rnaBbl 0 NUCLMEHHOM AHIVIAMCKOM A3bIKe

1. O Pynryuonasbroll uepapITuL A3LIKOEHLY GLICKAZLIBGHUL YCMMBIT U NUCHMEHHIT

ITocne xpaTkoro of3opa paree HanmmcaHEHBIX pabor, OTHOCAMMXCA K AaHHOM npobaeme
(nx aBropamm 6nan B ocobennocte Bonyan e Kyprene, I'. Fpennn, A. ®pnura m A. Apri-
MOBHY) aBTOP 3aKJI0YaeT, YTO Ka)KAhA M3 060X BWAOB BHICKA3LIBAHWH, CYIIECTBYIOTMX
I fA3BIKE, T. €. YCTHLIX W NACHMEHHLIX, HMeCT CBOK COGCTBEHHYIO HOpMY. 3aTeM OH jlaeT
OTEeT Ha ;iBa OCHOBHHIX Bompoca: 1. Kaxoso o6ocHoBanme Kasioll ma obemx HOpM B PyHK-
Imouan;,nom oTHomenmn? 2. Bo3MOKHO JIE OfHY B3 3TMX HOpM (YHKOHOHAJIHLHO MONUAHHTL
JIpVTOii?

Ha mepsriit Bonpoc aBTop orBeuaeT, paddepeHnupysa obe HOpMuI B OTHOmMEHAN AX PVHK-
1ran. OyHKOAOHANbHO® 060CHOBaHHe NMACLMEHAOH HOPMEI B TOM, 9TO Ha MAHHHHE IMIYJIkC,
KaK Nnpapwio, He ocOGEHHO HACTOATE/BHBIM, OHA OT3LBAETCA CTATHYECKH, T. €. clocoGoM,
1103BOJIAKIMAM GEKCAPOBaYTh JAaHROE MpPOfBJIEHHE W JieJaloNEM ero JIerko 0603pHMEIM, cO-
cpeoTOYABaACh MCTO Ha coolbmlenmw rosopamero. Hanporas Toro, gynkmmonansroe oG-
OCHOBaRHE YCTROH HOPMBI B TOM, 9TO OHA HA IARHLIA MMITYJIbC, KAK DPaBAJIO, HACTOATe BHK,
OT3LIBA€TCA JMHAMAYECKH, T. €. ¢ MIHOBERHOM TOTOBHOCTBIO M HElOCDE/ICTREHHO, HO3BOJAH
RLIDA3NTh He TOJBKO coobliende, HO M SMONMAJIBHYIO CTOPOHY OTHONIEHHA FOBOPAMEro K CO-
obutenmto,

Ra propoii Bonpoc aBTOp oTBedaeT, 9TO AJ1A MACLMEHHOI HOPMEI OH CYHTAET CYILECTBEHHAIM
¢e NpH3HAKOBLINA XapaKTep, MesK1y TeM Kak YCTHaA nopMa BMeeT GeaNpM3HAKOBLIA XapaKTep.
O6e HOPMBI YIMBHTEJILHO JIONONHMIOT APYI APYra B PYHKNUOHAJbHOM OTHOIUEHHW ¥ Pa3HAIY
ME3KJy HIMH MOKHO II0AUMaTh CKOpPee KaK OTJNYHAe. Kacalolleeca AX IPAMeHAMOCTH, TaHHO®
obmed cATyanuedl peun. YcTHaA HOpMa NpefHasHaveHa IVIaBHLIM o06pa3oM aiaa Gosee o6mmx
CHUTYanuil, a NHCLMEHHAH HOpMa A OoJiee CeNMAJIbHBIX CHTyaLUH.

Takoe nonmManne E3aMMoOTHOMeHHA 06emX HOpM npuBomHT, 6€3 BCAKOIO COMHEHHA,
K 33KJUOYCHEI), YTO KAK/(LI TOBOPAmMMA — NpescTaBMTeJIb OIpeesieHHOR KYJILTYpHOI
HIHKOBOMH O0GMIHOCTE — ABJIETCA CBOETo ponia ,,0MHOPMHBIM'', T. €. oH GoJiee UM MeHee Bia-
Jicer 06eMMA HOPMaMH 1 B cllydae HeoOX0QMMOCTHE yMeeT NePeRJII0YNThCH ¢ OfHOH Ha JPYryIo,
Ha sToro BritexaeT rpeGoBaHMe ONPeesIcHHOTO COOTBETCTBAA CTPYKTYPHI o6erx HopM, HeoGsa-
3aTeNIbHO 3TO NO/UKHO 6bl1b COOTBETCTBHE HA HM3NIEM YDOBRe (MesJy OTAel-HbIMA JoHe-
sMammE @ rpademamn). Kax npasmiro, K 3TOMy OCHOBHOMY COOTBETCTBHIO [IPHCTYIaeT COOTBET-
croMe B BhiCIIAX ofJacTaAX, 0co0eHHO B MOp(eMaTHYecKOH M JeKCHYecKOIl.

IIncsMenBBIe HODMEI AHTJIEMCKOTO, YEMICKOI'0 M PYCCHKOIO A3KKOB IOJIHOCTHI0 OCHOBaHA!
R4 COOTBETCTBHE HAa HMRUIEM YPOBHE, OJHAKO BO BceX 3THX NMChMEHHHX HODMAX BO3MOMKHO
‘ye'raHOBATh WHTepdepeRnnA cooTBeTCTBHH B Bhiclimx obGjacTax. CriubHeHmMAMA ABIAAIOTCS
97i ARTepdepen AN B aATJIMACKOM, a AMEHHO Kak B MopdeMaTrdeckoii o6sacTn (cpaB. lack ed,
pley-ed, end ed), Tax m, B 0coGeHHOCTH, B JIeKCcHYecKOil obmacth (cpaB. right w ite-wright-
rite), rje MOMHO TOBOPMTb O T. Ra3. Kbaswm/eorpapmyeckoM NpmRumme. B vemcxoM =,
0c00eHHO, B PYCCKOM, 3TH MHTepdepeRIHM NDOABJIAKTCA B TOpPAaslo0 MeHbINEN CreleHH;
Gosiee 3uAMATENIEHL TOJIBKO MHTepdepeHOMH, OTHOCAMMecA K MopdeMmatmueckoll oGnacrH,
MeAyly TeM KaK KBa3mmaeorpauyecKHdl OPHHOUN IHPOABJAETCA B YEMICKOM OTHOCHTENEHO
PUIKO, B PYCCKOM 3Ke OH BooOINe OTCYTCTBYeT.

CrpeMiienHe K T. Ha3. pedopMe paBoNNCaHAH MOTHBAPYETCH, IVIaBHRIM 06pa3oM, CIIHIITKOM
CJI0KHOM cHcTeMOoM cOOTBeTCTBHIT Mexknay o6eHMM HAWKOBLIMA HopMaMm. Takyio cHcTeMy
BO3MOKHO YCTAROBHTH KA Pa3 B aHIVIEACKOM.
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1I. Heckoabro 3amenanuli 0omHoOCUMEADHO PLISUMUAR AH2AULCKOE RUCLMEHHOL HODMY

XapaxkTep COOTBeTCTBHE MeIYy 0GeMMH A3WKOBEIMA RODMAMH MOMeT B MIDOIecce
Pa3BETAA A3BIKA 3HAYHTENbHEIM 06pa3om MeHAThCH. Tak Aanp., B YemICKOM A3LIKe IPOABJIA-
€TCH BCe BO3pacTalomad TeHHeHOUA OCYIMECTBHTH BO3MOMKHO 0osiee MOLIENOBATENIbHOE CO-
OTBETCTBHE Ha HUINIEM YPOBRe HA3biKa (MesKay ¢ouemamm H rpademamu). Uckmogenmn w3
5TOr0 COOTBETCTBHA, BIPOYEM HEMHOTOYMCJ/IeHHhe, KAacalTCA COOTBETCTBHA B MopjeMaTH-
geckoif o6aacta. HaobBopor, B aBrimiickoM A3kIKe HAaIpaBJIeHHWe pa3BUTHA ObLJI0O Kak pas
IPOTABOMOJIOKHOE, T. €. OT OTHOCHTeJHbHO BechMa IOCJeJ0BaTeNhHON MapasuTeILHOCTH HA
HE3MeM yposHe (T. e. MekAy doHeMamu @ rpademaMm), Kaxylo Msl RAXOAWM B jJpeBueifmeM
3anagHOCAKCOHCHOM A3hiKe, K COBPEMEHHOMY COCTOAHMIO AHIJIWACKOrO MA3KIKA, KOTOPWE
XapaKTepHE3yeTcA TOALKO OGNIMM cOOTReTCTBHEM Ha TOM RM3OIEM YPOBHe M OTHOCHTOJLHO
3Ha9nTe LHON MHTepPepeHnAell COOTRETCTBHA Ha BhICLIEM YDOBHe, ¢ OMHON CTODPOHH B MOP-
demaTmaeckodt o6iacTh, ¢ APYUOH ¢TOPOHK — H TpeH/Ie BCero — B JeKCHYecKOHd obiacTa.

ABTOp 3aTeM AesiAeT NONLTKY ONpejle/lATs Ba)kAeimmBe (aKTOPL, KOTOPne 00ycJanBiA-
BaJIA 3TOT HpoNecc PAa3BATHA M XapaKTeDH30BAJd cro ruapdkie atamsl. Ilo muenmio asropa
3T0 OnIm rmapHeM 0Gpa3oM cienyiomue gakToprl: 1. Ilpormianme coveranmid OGYyKB, KOTO-
PhHle B AHTIHEACKYI NACBMEAHYIO HODMY HOONAJAlOT HOCJIe HOPMAaHCKOI'O 3aBOeBaHHA, XOTH,
KOHE9HO, B H3BECTHOH CTemeHH MOYBAa JJIA HEX Ohina NPHAroTOBJIEHA AEKOTOPLIMH H3MeHe-
HAAMH, KOTOPHie NPOM3ONIJIM B NACLMEHHON HOpMe NMO3[HEro 3Talla Pa3BUTHA {PeBAEARCIIHM-
cKoro sAsniKa. 2. [locnenosaressHaA KOHTAHEHTAIA3alUA 3anaca rpaeM cpejjHeaHIAACKOM
nUCbMEHHOA HOPMEI, T. e. HCYe3HOBenme TeX OGYKB WJIH e OHCBMEHHHX (opM, KOTODHIX
B NACbMEHHOH KOHTHHEHTAJBLHNMA TpaTAnWH, oco0eHNO B HOpMaHCKO-Ppaamy3cKoi, He 6ul10.
3. BoaumkHoBen®We T. Ha3. HeMmoil rpademhl -e, KOTOpafi — XOTA H elle caMa He CIYMHIA
Kpa3mmneorpadRIecKAM HeJiIM — TOTOBHJIA IIOYBY [JIA J(PYrHX, 6osiee MHOrOYHCIEHHMX
HEeMLIX rpacgem, KOTOPEIE B @HIVIMHCKYIO MHCHMEHHYI0 HOPMY INPOHMKJIM B PAHHWA Hepmoj,
HOBOAHIVIMHCKOrO fA3bIKa M 3HAYHTEJIbHO CMOCOOCTBOBANK UDOABJIEHHIO KBasmuaeorpadm-
YeCKHUX TeH[eHIH B aArimicKkoM aA3nKe. 4. [loABJieAMe MepBHIX CJy4aeB, B KOTOPHIX MOMKHO
YiKe NPOYHO YCTAHOBHTHL HAJIMYAE KBasmEAeorpadmuecKHX TeHXeHIHH.

Ilepshre Takme Ciy9al OTHOCHTCA HECOMHEHHO K KOHIYY 14 Beka (cp. Hamp. mapul w-ite —
wright, sight — site mTn.); Mocsie HAX cileAyeT ANAHHBIA PN J\pyrax ciydyaes, B KOTOPAIX
omMo()oHHEIe Maphl CJIOB OTJIAYANACH 10 cCBoeMYy Tpadaueckomy odanxy. (K ToMy ske BpeMedn,
X KOHRY 14 Beka, MOMHO OTHOCHTb H MepBLIe CJIY9aH OCYIIECTBJEHAA MOPDH3MATHYSCKOro
IpUHOAIA B NMEChbMeRHOH aHriamiickon Hopme. I'padmueckmit mapannennsm tana walk-ed —
begged — ended Mor GmITE Torma oGocHOBaH YiKe TOBJAKO MOpdeMaTHYOCKH, a He PoHeMaTH-
YeCKH.)

3arem antop 3armMaercA Goiee MOXPOGHO HEKOTOPHIMA OCO0GHHO MATEPECHRIME CAYHaAMA
OCymecTBAeHAA HieorpagmyecKoro NIPRAKANA B AHIVIMIACKOM B OOLIePKHBAIT TaKNWe I3 HAX,
B KOTOPRIX MOKHO, 6e3 BCAKAX COMAGHAH, YCTAHOBHTb OCO3HAHHOE M OPeJHAMCPSHHOE CTPIM-
JieHHe K TOMY, 9TOGRl HCLOJIB30BATh 3TH rpadudeckrme BO3MOKHOCTE B JaHHOe BPeMT B IACH-
MeHROH HOpMe N1H KBasmafeorpadmyeckoll nupdepenmmanaa omodoHubix map cioB (Tak
nmanp, foul — fowl, son — sun, plain — plane, u, ocobGenHo, whole — hole).

Ilepeson: C. Hama
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