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J O S E F V A C H E K 

TWO C H A P T E R S O N W R I T T E N E N G L I S H 

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 Phon&ique 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 has decided to review 
once more the iield he has covered in a 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 
some important trends ascertainable in the development of Written English. 

[For technical reasons, the Irish shape of the OE grapheme g (as 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 / (palatal). ME long open e-vowel will be written e:, while the letter e: 
will stand for its long closed counterpart (analogously, o: will be used to denote the 
long close o-vowel ol ME).] 

I. O N T H E F U N C T I O N A L H I E R A R C H Y O F S P O K E N 
A N D W R I T T E N U T T E R A N C E S 

The fact that a relatively high number of important papers on 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 sui 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 
Fr in ta 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 
him) 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 transcription 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 phonetic 
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 ddtour 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 ddtours, 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 Artymovyc. 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 Artymovyc 
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 Artymovyd, 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 Artymovyc'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 Artymovy6 failed to realize that the distinction 
between Written Language in 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. 

* * * 
i 

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 smaller 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 1 
(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 more 
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 "distinct" 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, that is 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 it. 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 Beries 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 ia 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-' 
ness and 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 
and/or 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 readiness of the organs of speech compared with lesser readiness of wri ing 
instruments). 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 then-
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, 
is 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 subordinar 
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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 a kind of superstructure built up on the basis provided by its unmarked 
counterpart: the functional raison d'etre 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'etre 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 matter 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 stage cannot 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 quosi-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 noims as 
inferior (functionally or structurally) to its counterpart co-existing with it in the 
given community. 

* * * 

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 a consistent correspondence of phonemes, 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 usually 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 particular 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, leiem, lety etc. as opposed to 
ledu, ledem, ledy etc.; note that in these forms the graphematic difference t: 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 ily — /i:kwal, i:'kwol-iti/; comfort, comfort-able — 
/kAmtat, kAmft-abl/; l&ck-ed, play-e<2, want-ed — /lak-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 
is 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 as 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—ipright, and many others, like sea—see, I—eye etc. (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 correspondence 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-u — phonematically /va'd-a: 'vod u/. In ModB the interference of 
correspondences on higher levels into the operation cf 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, as a 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 which 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 linking it 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 denned 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 occur in words of domestic or of foreign character (see, e. g., relations 
like c — /k/; ch — /c/ in domestic words, c — /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 II 
will undertake a modest attempt at tracing the changing relations of the two norms 
during the development of English. 

2 Brno Studies In English 17 



II. S O M E R E M A R K S ON T H E D E V E L O P M E N T 
OP T H E W R I T T E N N O R M I N E N G L I S H 

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 
so 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 baBio 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, o. g., sz and cz (and a number of others) were used to refer to , §/ and 
/6/, 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 <ys were supplanted by s and 6 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. aa gave way to d). This change undeniably contributed 
to the establishment of a 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 wero 
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 (see 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 

[=0E], 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 
adopted 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 / 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 members 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 /, 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, b had not been differentiated in their 
references to the OE sounds [0, 6], 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 — [sj, f — /f/, pjh — /p/ 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 \rj\, constituting a combinatory variant 
of the phoneme /n/ was duly unrecorded by the OE graphical system. Similarly, the 
phonetic difference of the OE sounds [%\ 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 h, we are faced with another specimen 
of consistent correlation on the lowest level, viz. h — /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 c 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 i 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:, ce, ce:]. 
From the functional standpoint these secondary palatal vowels were undoubtedly 
identified with the primary palatal vowels [e, e:, ce, CE:], 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 analogous situation. 

There appear to be two reasons of this. First, EWS obviously did not possess 
any evid' nee of West Gmc *k?2-; second, it is well known that the original, primary 
palatal vowels e, ce, ce:, if preceded by the palatal sound k\ regularly appear diphtong-
ized into ie, ea, ea (cf. cieres, ceaster, ceace). It is, of course, true that the digraphs 
of the types ie, ea are often explained away as a purely graphical affair. In other 
words, it is often taken for granted that the letters i-, 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 ie, ea in such positions appear 
to have been replaced by simple units perfectly analogous to those which had replaced 
ie, 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 cieres, ceaster and the like (41). The parallelism of the develop
ments of the undoubtedly diphthongal ie, ea and the "purely graphical" ie, 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 Ik'I, 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 fk] 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 c, although the phonematic unity of 
/k/ and /k'/ had already been dissolved. It might be argued that in this point the OE 
way of writing was obviously opposed to the correspondence 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 
Bame 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 ol 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, pencean 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 c 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, y\ g]. In the prehistoric period these three sounds must have 
been phonematically equivalent, as all of them had had a common ancestor, the 
PGmc 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., pi. ges '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'\ could 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?, ar: had again been diphthongized into ie, ea, and ea, respectively 
(see instances like giefan 'to give', geaf 'I gave', gear '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 y'- which go back to PGmc *j- (<IE e. g, 
geoc 'yoke', geong 'young' etc., in which -e- is supposed to have been a mere graphical 
item, signalizing the palatal quality of y-. 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 y' and y could occur (see, e. g. geoc 'yoke' — god 'God'), and then the 
split of the phoneme /y/ into /y/ and jy'j 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 i- or e-quality between a palatal [y'] 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 y'< 
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 [y']. 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 [y'] had been dissolved, the functioning of the EWS grapheme g 
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 c, 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 c, viz. of the diacritical 
letter e. It should also be noted that, here again, the use of the single grapheme g 
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 is, besides, also borne out by the mutual relations of the spirant [y] and the 
explosive [g]; in EWS, the latter was only found in the groups [rjg] 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 g stands for the palatal 
explosive [g'] (see, e. g. sengean 'to singe'). In such instances, very rare as they are, 
the grapheme g clearly refers to a sound phonematically different from [g], which is 
usually denoted by it in the group ng; the phonematic difference is distinctly seeu 
from oppositions like [segg'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 
a 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 ges). It is also 
remarkable that in the OE runic alphabet the sounds [y] and [y'] 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 c. For all such indications, 
however, one can safely assert that also the basis underlying the use of the grapheme g 
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 small. 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, eo, io, ie 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 eg. The first of the two, however, 
was hardly a real digraph in EWS, as it most probably still referred to the phonematic 
group /sk/, phonetically manifested as [sk'] (46). Thus it appears that, apart from 
eo, ea. io, and ie, the EWS written norm had only one genuine digraph, viz. eg, 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, could 
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 Tg:], 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 situation 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 ie, 
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 ie even after the diphtongal te had 
been monophthongized into I (termed "i impurum" by the older generations of 
Anglicists). The emergence of this digraph may be regarded as a foretoken of the 
future developm' nt 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 se. 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 L O E 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 scol 'school', tld-scriptor 
'annalist', scripan (of Scand. provenance) 'to get dry' etc. 

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 L O E tradition) denoted the phoneme 
/c:/. The closed counterpart of the latter, the phoneme jej, was referred to by another 
new digraph, ee; similarly, another new digraph oo was provided for the long closed 
/c/. 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 h. Direct influence 
of French can be traced in the introduction into English of the digraph ch for the 
phoneme /c/, 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 

24 



is obviously gh, which replaced the old grapheme h in medial and word-final positions 
(cp. OE niht — ME night). 

The importance of the digraph gh lies in the fact that in it the letter h acquired 
an exact, specific diacritical function, viz. to denote the voiceless quality of the 
sound referred to by the first element of the digraph: gh stood for voiceless [y], i. e. 
for [%]. (It may be noted, incidentally, that the mutual assimilation of the graphical 
signs of [y] and [%] 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 h in analogous digraphs had denoted a variety of functions: in the south of 
France it referred to a palatal pronunciation (Ih was 'I mouillc', nh was equivalent 
to Modern French gn); in Auvergne gh referred to [dz], in Picardy, however, to [g] 
etc. (50). In its new, specialized function, acquired on the English soil, the diacritical let
ter h can be found in a number of other ME (and especially Early ME) digraphs. -They 
are: Ih for voiceless [L] (51), rh for [R], nh for [N], and of course wh for fW]; 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 Scotland, 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 continental (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'etre 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, because they include not only the 
ME dropping of the old runic symbols for w and & (together with p) and their replace
ment by the respective digraphs M M and ih, 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 g 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 
noim 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 -e 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 c and u in victuals etc., all of 
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which obviously contributed to the speaking of such written words "quickly and 
distinctly 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 [-30] (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 [-ad] 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 [-as] into [-s/-z/-Lz] (and, analogously, of the 
Buffix [-ad] 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 is 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 •£ (56) in the phonematic structures of words like wright, right, sight 
(phonematically, /wri.^'t, ri:#'t, si: '̂t/) resulted in the homonymy of these 
words with words like write, rile, 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 as right (the first evidence of 
of such "misspelling", quoted by the Oxford English Dictionary [=OED], 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 / 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 
joule 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 
manner. 

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 kn-, gn-. As is commonly known, both these groups 
were reduced into [n-], but their graphical recordings were invariably left unchanged, 
with the result that homophonous word-pairs like 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 in 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 Jc-, and similarly, not a single instance of 
misspelling the words not, no, new with a non-etymological initial k-. 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 OED: 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 L M E period both words were written 
either with -i-, or with -y-; Dr. Samuel Johnson presents both of them under the 
lorm 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, oi 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 e: and e into i 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 e: into ei was to give rise to some such pairs, cp. great — grate, break — brake. 
And finally, the coalescence of ME a and ME ai in ModE [ei] was responsible for the 
emergence of word-pairs like lain — lane, main — mane, maize — maze, plait — 
plate, maid — made etc. (57). 

* * * 
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 etc.). Only if due regard is 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 parallelisms 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 a 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 homophonoui stems, but 
were clearly kept apart by their sets oi i_ ilexional ending3: sunu 'son' belonged to 
ma.culiie u- terns, while sunne 'sun' was a feminine n-stem noun. Alter 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, u, uu, respectively). Traditional scribal practice 
of English rendered such /u/-phoneme by the letter u, 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 (son). According to the OED, the graphical 
distinction current in ModE has been evidenced since the 14th century, although, 
for some time to 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 two 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, /houl, 
ho:/). The initial wh- of these two words has constituted a serious problem of English 
phonology, because since their first occurrc nces in English these words have always 
had initial h-, not hw-. 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, h< wever, 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, whom when in the latter half of the 15th century the original 
o-vcwel of these woids had passed into u. 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 jhj and the digraph wh is also evidenced by frequent E M E 
spellings with etymologically unmotivated wh- (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 hole and hoar (in ME, this latter word was frequently written hare). 
In other words, our two instances may again be regard* d 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 h, a new, parallel 
relation had been established between /h/ and the digraph wh-. Faced with the 
coexistence of these two 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 to being 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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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 and Grapheme: A Parallel, Word 7, 1951, pp. 
15-20. 

(18) Josef Vachek, Gesklj pravopis a struktura (eiliny [= Czech Spelling and the Structure 
of Czech], Listy filologicke (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. L. Bolinger, Visual Morphemes, Language 22, 1946, 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 anglickiho pravopisu vubec 
moindP [= Is English Spelling Reform Possible?], Casopis pro modern! 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) Before 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-ideographic' principle, 
e. g. Mnp 'peace' — M i p 'world', fecTb 'to eat' — ei Tb 'is', etc. — In Czech the quasi-ideogra
phic principle can be ascertained in a limited number of cases (see, e. g., fir 'torrent' — wj'r 'owl', 
phonematically /vi:r/ in both instances; bili 'he whitewashes' — byli 'weeds', i. e. bi:li:/, etc.). 
Cf. B. Havranek, Influence de la fonction de la langue litttrairt siir la structure phonologique et 
grammaticah dn tchpqae Uttiraire, Travaux du CLP 1, 1929, pp. 106—120 (esp. p. I l l 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 norm, by 
phonic means available in manifestations of the spoken norm (see, e. g., a /ei/, b /bi:/, c si:/ etc.). 
An exact functional antipode of spelling 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 manifestations 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, Note 5. 
(29) Interesting specimens of various kinds of external factors which do not allow of an 

establishment of (theoretically possible) 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 contacting 
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-e listing 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. Decsy, K dijindm oznaiovdni samohldskove kvantity v teskem 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. 

(35) 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 Orammatik der engl. 
Sprache (Leipzig 1914— «40), see esp. ijjj 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.l'er from lack of proper perspective. 

(36) In the past 25 years objections have been 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). Besides, 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. Mosse, Manuel de V anglais du moyen age, I, 
Vieil angl lis, 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 ba3e our analysis on th9 earliest ascertainable language norm that became stabilized 
in the OE language community. — As regards the doubts about the existence of EWS short di
phthongs, detailed examination by S. M. K u h n and R. Quirk {Some Recent Interpretations of Old 
English Dijraph Spdlinjs, Language 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 Language 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 
AUenjliszhe Grim-nitik2, Halle 1951, p. 12). 

(3-<) See B. Trnka, Some Remarks on the Phonological Structure of English, Xenia Pragensia 
E. Kraus sephiagenario et J . Janko sexagenario oblata (Pragae 1929), pp. 357—364.— A more 
detailed account of the phonematic structure of OE can be found in B. Trnka's Vybor z literatury 
stfedoanglicki a staroanglicki Gvod littrarnl historicki) a gramaticky' \= An Anthology of 
Middle and Old English Literature, An Introduction 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 Quantitative Correlation of Vowels in the Phonematic Development of 
English (to be published in Melanges F Mosse, Paris). 

(1 ) H. Penzl, The Phonemic Split of Germanic'k' in Old English, Language 23, 1947. 
pp. 33-42. 

(41) Even in instances like streccean, hycgean the digraph -eo- 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, \n0ldEnglishOrammar3(Oxford 1925),p.51 note, 
who, though very cautiously, admit the possibility that such io, eo... "may have been rising 
diphthon <s", although they also mention the possibility of the purely graphical nature of i in 
such cases. 

(43) Some light might be thrown on the question of the phonic value of io, 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 circumstances the independent phonematic status of [g'J is beyond any 
doubt. 

(45) See above, Note 39. 
(46) The palatal quality of [k'j 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 EW8 [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 be singled out, if this 
appeared advisable, by the addition of the diacritical vowel e. 

(48) The non-exclusiveness of the digraph ie 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 t, 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, Pricis de grammaire historique de la langue franfaise 
(Paris 1949), p. 18. 

(51) For technical reasons voiceless sonants are transcribed here by capital letters (thuB, 
voiceless I by [L] etc.). 

(62) It might be argued that the OE 'diacritical letter e', 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 e' was always closely preceded by the letter whose phonematic 
equivalent it helped to co-determine, while in ME as a rule no such close contact of the final 
mute -e 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 (-cc-, -ge- and the like) than a mute 
grapheme. 

(53) Actually it is well-known that a number of early English printers were treating the final 
mute -e 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 arcustcmed to 
the Latin forms of the concerned words (debitum, dubitare, viclualia), and that, therefore, an 
assimilation 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 
period 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 1938), pp. 60 ff.; see also 0. Jespersen, English Studies (Amsterdam) 19, 1937, 
pp. 69ff.,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 Orammalik der engl. Spracke (Leipzig 1914—1940), § 768. 
(57) One such word-pair, plain — plane, is of particular interest. Until the 17th century the 

written form plane had been unkown; it was only introduced 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 semantirally 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 introduced. 

(59) According to the evidence presented by the OED, by the 17th century the word svn 
used to be written as son, sone, sonne; the other member of the pair, son, was often recorded 
as 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 delabialisation of u. 

(60) For a detailed discussion of the involved problems, seej. Vachek 4 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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V t f T A H 

DvC kapltoly o psan6 angllftint-

/. 0 funkfni hierarehii promluv mluventfch a psantfch 

Po kratkem pfehledu starsich pracf majicich vztah k danemu problemu (jejichi autory byli 
zvlafte J . Baudouin de Ccurtenay, H. Bradley, A. Frinta a A. ArtymovyC) dovozuje autor, ie 
kaidy z obou druhu promluv v jazyce existujicich, tj. prcmluvy mluvene a peane, ma svou 
vlastni normu. Odpovida pak na dve zasadni otazky: 1. Jake jo funkcni opravnenf kaide z obou 
norem? 2. Lze jecnu z obou techto nrrem funkSne podradit druhe? 

Na otazku prvou odpovida tim, ze obe normy funkdne diferencuje. FunkSni zduvodneni normy 
psane je v torn, ze na dany podnet, zpravidla nijak nalehavy, reaguje zpusobem statickym, tj. 
uchovatelnym a snadno prehlednulelnym, soustredujic ee pfedevSfm na ryzf Edeleni mluvcfho. 
Naproti tomu funk&ni zduvodneni normy mluvene je v torn, ze na dany pcdnet, zpravidla nale
havy, reaguje zpusobem dynamickym, tj. pohotovym a bezprostfedm'm, davajic vyraz nejen 
ryzfmu sdSleni, ale i citove strance postoje mluvfiiho. 

Na otazku druhou odpovida autor, ie pro normu psanou poklada za podstatny jeji raz prizna-
kovy, kdezto norma mluvena ma funkcni raz bezprlznakovy. To ovSem neznamena podfadenf 
normy psane pod normu mluverou. Ob6 normy se funk&ne podivuhodnfi doplnuji a rozdil mezi 
nimi lze spffie pojimat jako rozdil v pouzitelnosti, dany celkovou situaci projevu: pouiiti normy 
mluvene je indikovano hlavne v situacich obecnejSich, normy psane pak v situacich specialnSjsf ch. 

Takto pojaty vztah obou norem vede nepochybne k zaveru, ze kaidy mluvdi kulturniho jazy-
koveho spoleSenstvi je sveho druhu ,,binormistou", tj. vice nebo mene ovlada obe normy a v pH-
pade potreby dovede pfechazet od jedne z nich k druhe. Z toho plyne pozadavek jiste korespon-
dence ve struktufe obou norem. Nemusi to vsak byt shoda na nejnizSi urovni (mezi fonemy a 
a grafemy). Zpravidla do teto shody zakladni zahravaji shody na urovnich vyssich, zvlaStS morfe
maticke a slovnil 

Psane normy anglictiny, ceStiny a ru&tiny jsou vesmes zalozeny na korespondenci na nejnizSi 
urovni, avlak ve vSech techto psanych normach lze zjistit interference shod na urovnich vySfifch. 
NejsilnejSi jsou tyto interference v angliStinfi, a to jak na urovni morfematicke (srov. Utck-ed, 
play-ed, end-ed), tak zvlastfi na urovni slovni (srov. right — write — might — rite), kde lze 
mluvit o tzv. quasi-ideografickem principu. V ceitinfi a zvla§t8 v rusting se tyto interference 
projevuji merou mnohem skrovnSjsi; vyznamnejSi jsou jen interference vychazejicf z urovnS 
morfematicke, kdezto princip quasi-ideograficky se v ceStinS projevuje jen pomeme malo, 
v ruStine pak vubec nikoli. 

Snahy usilujici o tzv. reformu pravopisu jsou motivovany hlavnfi pfilis slozitym systemem 
korespondenci mezi obema jazykovymi normami ; takovy system lze zjistit pravl v angliStinS. 

II. NSkolik pozndmek k vtfvoji anglicki paani normy 

Raz korespondenci mezi obema jazykovymi normami se v prubfihu vyvoje1 jazyka muze znacne 
menit. Tak napf. v cefitinfi se projevuje stale vzrustajicf tendence uplatnit co nejdusledn&ji 
korespondenci na nejniiSi urovni jazyka (mezi fonemy a grafemy). Vyjimky z teto korespon-
dence, ostatnS nê etne, padajf na vrub korespondenci na urovni morfematicke. Naproti tomu 
v anglicting se vyvoj ubiral cestou prav<5 opa£nou, tj. od pomern8 velmi dusledneho paralelismu 
na nejnizSi urovni (tj. mezi fonemy a grafemy), jaky nachazime v rane zapadni saStine, az k stavu 
novoanglickemu, ktery je charakterisovan pouze vieobecnou shodou na teto nejnizsi urovni 
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a pomernS znacnou interferenci shod na lirovni vy§Si, jednak morfematicke, jednak, a to hlavnS, 
na lirovni slov. 

Autor se pak snazi o vytyieni nejdulezit6j5ich faktoru, jei urSovaly tento vyvojovy proces 
a vyznacovaly jeho hlavni stadia. Podle jeho nazoru to byli hlavnS tito cinilele: 1. Vnikani 
spfezek, jez se do anglicke psane normy dostavaji po normanskem zaboru, a5 ovsom puda pro ne 
byla do jiate miry pfipravena nfikterymi zmenami, k nimz doSlo v psane normi pozdniS staro-
anglicke. 2. Dasledna kontinentalisace grafemoveho inventafe stredoanglicke psane normy, tj. 
zanik t6ch pismen, resp. pismennych tvaru, jichz pisafska tradiee kontinentalni, pfedevsim 
normansko-francouzska, v svem tradicnim inventafi nem61a. 3. Vznik tzv. ntsmeho grafemu -c, 
ktery — i kdyz jeSbe sam neslouzil quasi-ideografickym cilum — pfipravil pudu jinym, cetnejsim 
nemym grafemum, ktere do anglicke psane normy pronikly v dobS ran6 novoanglicke a hodne 
pnspely k uplatnjni quasi-ideografickych tendenci v anglictine. Konefinfe pak 4. vznik prvych 
pfipadii, v nichz lze spatfovat jiz bezpecnfi uplatneni qua3i-ideografickych 8klonil. 

Prve takove pfipady sahaji nepochybne do konce 14. stoleti (srov. dvojice, j. write — wright, 
sight — site atp.), po nichfc pak nasledovala dlouha fada jinych pfipadu, v nichz byly homofonni 
slovni dvojice rozliseny ruznym zpusobem graficke podoby. (Do t6ze doby, konce 14. stol., lze 
klast i prve pfipady uplatnCni morfematickeho principu v anglicke psane norm': graficky parale-
lismus typu walked — begged — ended mohl byt tehdy zduvodnS.i uz pouze morfematicky, nikoli 
fonematicky.) 

Autor pak probira podrobneji nektere zvlaste zajimave pfipady piisobeni ideografickeho 
principu v angliHinfi a zdurazftuje zvlaStfi takove z nich, v nichz lze zcela nepochybne zjistit 
umyslne a zamSrne usili o to, aby bylo grafickych moznosti v dane dobe v psane normfi existujicich 
vyuzito ke quasi-ideografickemu rozliSeni daJSich homofonnich slovnich dvojic (tak napf. foul — 
fowl, son — sur., plain — plane a zvlaSte' whole — hole). 
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PE3K3ME 

JIpe rjiaBbi o nnchMeuHOM aHrjiniicKOM robiKe 

/. 0 (fiyHKifuoHajibHou uepapxuu aabmoebix obicKaabieaHuu ycmuux u nucbMeunux 

Ilocjie K p a T K o r o o63opa paHee HairacanHtix pa6oT, OTHOCHmHxc.H K naHHoii npo6jieMe 
(nx aBTopaMH C U J I H B O C O 6 C H H O C T H Eoay3H ne K y p T e H e , T. HpeflJin, A. Qpmrra H A. A p T U -
M O B H I ) aBTop aaKJiroiaeT, MTO Kawfltift H3 O 6 O H X B H # O B BbicKa3tiBaHHfi, cymecTByioiUHX 
JI fT3tiKe, T . e. ycTHtix H nncbMeHHbix, HMeeT C B O K J co6cTBeHuyK) HopMy. 3aTeM O H aaeT 
O T B G T Ha flBa O C H O B H H X Bonpoca: 1. K H K O B O o5ocHOBaHHe KajKfloii Ha oSenx HopM B $ y H K -
HHOHaJIbHOM OTHOmeHHH? 2. B03MOWHO JIB OflHy H3 3THX HOpM (JiyHKHHOHaJIbHO IIOflHHHHTb 
ispyroi i? 

Ha nepBti i i Bonpoc aBTop oTBeiaeT, #H<jb<pepeHn,HpyH o6e HopMbi B OTHOmeHHH nx <J>VHK-
HHH. OyHKHHOHajlbHOe 060CHOBaHHe IIHCbMeHHOH HOpMU B TOM, 1TO Ha flaHHMH n u n y j i b c , 
K a n npaBHJio, He oc.o6eHno HacTOHTeJibHbrii, OHa 0T3WBaeTcn C T a r a i e c K H , T . e. cnoco6oM, 
ii03BOJijuomHM 4>HKCHpoBaTb flaHHOe npoflBJiPHHe H AeJiaioraHM ero uerwo oSospHMMM, co -
c pe^oTOHHBa/ici. <IHCTO Ha coo6nieHHH roBopf lmero . H a n p o T H B T o r o , (jiyHKiyiOHajibHoe 06-
OCHOBaHBe yCTHOH HOpMU B TOM, 1T0 OHa Ha JiaHHbJH HMITyJIbC, K3K npaBHJIO, HaCTOHTeJIbHhIH, 
OT3blBaeTCH flHHaMHieCKH, T . e. C. MrHOBeHHOH TOTOBHOCTblO H HeilOCpeflCTBeHHO, n03B0JIHH 
Hbipa3HTb He TOJibKo coo6meHHe, H O H SMOiiHajibHyio c r a p o H y O T H O H I 6 H H H r o B o p n m e r o K C O -
oSnieHHK). 

Ha BTopofi Bonpoc aBTop OTBeqaeT, H T O una nnctMeHuoii eopMW O H c i H T a e T cymecTBeHHHM 
ee npn3HaK0BbiH xapaKTep, Mewny TeM KaK y c T H a n i iopMa HMeeT 6c3npH3HaKOBhifi x a p a m e p . 
06e HopMbi yflHBHTeJibHO flonojmmoT flpyr a p y r a B ^yHKHHOHajibHOM OTHOmeHHH a pa3HHn,y 
Mewfly H H M H M O J K H O i iotWMaTb cKopee KaK OTJiHHHe. KacaiomeecH n x npnMeHHMOcTH, aaHHoe 
o6mefl oHTyanHei i p e i n . Y c T H a n Hopiaa npeflHa3na>ieHa rjiaBHbiM o6pa30M « J I H 6onee o 6 m n x 
cHTyaui i f i , a nncbMeHHan i iopMa MJIH oojiee cnenHanbHbix CHTyaujaii. 

T a K o c noi iHMaii i ie BsaHMooTiiomeHHH o6enx HopM n p H B O ^ H T , 6e3 B C H K O I - O coMiienHH, 
K aaKJiKiHGHHio, w o KawAWH roBopflmHH — npeacTaBHTeJib onpeaeneHHOH K y j i b T y p i i o a 
H.ibiKOBOH O G I U H O C T H — nBJineTCH CBOero po^a „ Q H H O P M H M M " , T . e. O H Sojiee H J I H Menee BJia-
lioer o6eHMH HopMaMH H B c j i y i a e H C O 6 X O A H M O C T H yMeeT nepeKJUoiHTbCH c O A H O B H S tfpyryio. 
Ma 3Toro BbireKaeTTpe6oBaHHo onpeaeneHuoro C O O T B 6 T C T B H H c-TpyKTypu o6enx HopM. HeoSu-
3aTejlbHO 3 T 0 flOJIIKHO 6bI1b COOTBeTCTBHe Ha HHSOieM ypOBHC (MeJKH.y OTHejlfaHUMH 4»oHe-
M . I M H H rpaifieMaMH). KaK npaBHJio, K 3T0My ocHOBHOiny cooTBeTCTBHK) npncTynaeT cooTBeT-
CTBHe B BblCIUHX oGjiacTnx, oco6eHHO B MOpiJeMaTHieCKOH H neKCHHecKoii . 

IlncbMeHHbie H o p M u aHrj iHHCKoro , HeincKoro H p y c c K o r o H 3 H K O B nonHOCTbio O C H O B 3 H U 
11 a COOTBGTCTBHH Ha HHRineM ypOBHe, OflHaKO BO BCeX 3THX nHCbMeHHHX HOpMaX BO3MOWH0 
'ycraHOBHTb HHTep$epeHn,HH cooTBeTCTBHH B BbicmHx o6jiacT«x. CnJibHeiiinn.Mn HBJiniOTcn 
a ™ HHTep$epeHi;HH B anraHHCKOM, a HMeHHO KaK B MopcfieMaTHHecKoii o6jiacTH (cpaB. lack ed, 
p lay-ed, e n d ed), TaK H , B oco6eHHOCTH, B neKCHiecKof i o6j iacTH (cpaB. l i g h t w i te-wright-
tite), rue M O J K H O roBopHTb o T . Ha3. KBa3HH«eorpa(J)HHecKOM npHHiuine. B 'jeincKOM H , 

ocoSeHHO, B pyccKOM, 3 T H HHTepijbepeHimH npoHBJiHWTCH B ropa3flO MeHbnieft c r e n e u H ; 
6oj/ee aiia'iHTejibHbi TOJibKo HHTepq^epeHaHH, OTHocnoiRecH K Mop$ieMaTH<iecKOH o6nacTH, 
Meaeay TeM KaK KBa3HHf leorpa$HiecKHH npnHi^nn npoHBJineTCH B qemcKOM oTHOCHTenbHO 
pe^Ko, B p y c c K O M w e O H BooBme oTcyTCTByeT. 

OrpeMJieHHe K T . Ha3. pe^iopMe npaBonncaHHH MOTHBHpyeTCH, raaBHUM o6pa30M, C J I H I U K O M 
CJIOJKHOH CHCTeMOH COOTBeTCTBHH MeJKfly 06eHMH H 3 M K O B M M H HOpMdMH. T a K y i O CHCTCMy 
BO3M0WHO ycraHOBHTb K a i ; pa3 B anrj in i i cKOM. 
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//. HecKo.ibKo aaMemiHuu omnocumejibHO paseumun amjiuticKoii nucbMeHHoii nopjubi 

X a p a K T e p C O O T B G T C T B H H Mewtny o6eHMH H S U K O B B I M H HopMaMH M O H C G T B nponecce 
P83BHTHH H3UKa 3HaiHTeJIbHbIM 06pa30M MeHHTbCH. TaK H a n p . , B HemCKOM H3LIK0 npOHBJIH-
eTCH Bee BcapacTaiomaH leuneawan ocyrn.ecTBHTb B O 3 M O J K H O 6oiree nocJieflOBaTeJitHoe co-
OTBercTBHe Ha HHanieM ypoBHe H3MKa (Mewfly $OHeMaMH H rpa$eMaMn). HcKJiKmeHHii m 
3TOrO COOTBeTCTBHH, BIipOieM HeMHOrOIHCJieHHhlG, KacalOTCH COOTBeTCTBHH B MOpijlOMaTH-
l e c K O H oSnacTH. Hao6opoT, B aHrjiHHcKOM H 3 U K B HanpaBneHHe pasBHTHH 6UJIO K a n paa 
npoTHBononowHoe, T . e. O T O T H O C H T C J I B H O BectMa nocJieflOBareJibHoii napajuiGJibHOCTH Ha 
HHsnieM ypoBHe (T. e. Mew^y (foHGMaMH H rpaifGMaMH), Kanyio H U HaxoflHM B flpeBuefimeM 
aanaflBOcaKcoHCKOM H3UK6, K coBpeMeHHOMy C O C T O H H H I O aHrj iHHCKoro namca, KOTopwa 
Xap8KTepH3yeTCH TOJIbKO o6m.HM C 0 0 T B 6 T C T B H 6 M Ha 3TOM HH3I1IGM ypOBHe H OTHOCHTBJIbHO 
3HaqHTe-itHoii HHTep<|>epeHn;neH COOTBeTCTBHH Ha BbicaieM ypoBHe, c O A H O H C T O P O H U B Mop-
^eMaTHqecKOH o6nacTH, c flpyroii oTopoHhi — H npemne Bcero — B j ieKc.HiecKOH oSjiacTH. 

A B T O P 3aTeM nemwT nonbiTKy onpen.ejiHTb BajKHeHmne <f>aKTopu, K O T o p u e ooycnoBJin-
B a n n 3TOT nponecc pasBHTHH H x a p a K T e p r o o B a j i a ero rjiaBHbie STaiibi. Ilo MHeiiHio aBTopa 
3TO 6IJJIH raaBiiuM o6pa30M cjieflyiomHe $ a K T o p u : 1. IIpoHHKaHHe coieTaHHH 6yKB, K O T O -

pue B aHrjmi iCKyio nncbMeHHyio n o p M y nonaflaiOT nocne aopMaHCKOro 3aBoeBaHHH, xom, 
KOHe^HO, B H 3 B 6 C T H O H cTeneHH n o w a jxnn H H X 6mia npnroTOBJieHa HeKOTopuniH H3Meue-
HHHMH, KOTOpbie npOH30mjIH B HHCbMeHHOH HOpUe n03flHerO 3TaUa pa3BHTHH ApeBHeaHrjiHH-
CKoro H3biKa. 2. IIocjieAOBaTeJibHaH KOHTHHeHTaJinaanHH 3anaca rpaiJieM cpej iHeaHrnHBcKOH 
nm'bMeHHoii n o p M u , T . e. Hcie3HOBeHHe Tex 6yKB H J I H w e nncbMeHULix (j[iopM, KOTopwx 
B nHCbMCHHOH KOHTHHeHTaJibHoH Tpa.iHn.Hn, ocoSeHiio B HopMaHCKO-$paHqy3CKOH, He 6UJIO. 
3. BosHHKUOBeHHe T . aa3. HeMoii rpa<j>ewbi -e, KOTopan — X O T H H eme caiaa He cjiy>KHJia 
KBa3HHfleorpa4>niec,KHM iiei if lM — roTOBHJia n o i B y una a p y r n x , Sojiee M H o r o i a c j i e H H U x 
H e M u x rpaipoia, K O T o p u e B a H r a m i c K y i o nHCbMeHnyio Hopiwy npoHHKJTH B p a n H H H nepnort 
HOBoaHrjiHHCKOro irawKa H 3HaqHTeJibHO cnoco6cTB0BaJiH npoHBJieHHio KBa3HHfleorpaij5ii-
l e c K H X TeHfleHaHii B aHryinficKOM n3MKe. 4. HoHBJieHHe nepBt ix cj iyqaeB, B K o r o p u x M O W U O 

y w e npoHHO ycTaHOBHTb HaJiH^ne KBa3HHn,eorpa<j>HiecKHx TeHneHmiH. 
IlepBbie TaKHe c j i y q a n O T H O C H T C H HecoMHeHHO K KOHijy 14 Bona (cp. Hanp. n a p u w i t e — 

wright , sight — site HTH. ' ) ; nocjie H H X wieAyeT , H J I H H H H H pnA Apyrax c.JiyiaeB, B K O T O P M X 

OMO^iOHHbie n a p u C T O B OTJinqaJincb no CBOeMy rpaiJiH'iecKOMy o o n H K y . (K TOMy we BpeMOHH, 
K KOHuy 14 BeKa, M O H C H O O T H O C H T B H n e p B u e znyiaa ocymecTBaeHHH Mop|i3MaTH43CKoro 
n p H i m a n a B nncbMeHHOH aHrjiHHCKOH Hopine. T p a ^ n i e c K H i i napajuiejiH3M THna walk ed — 
begged — ended Mor 6biTb Toi-fla oGocHOBaH yate TOhnKO Mop|ieMaTHiocKH, a He (pOHeMaTH-
HeCKH.) 

3aTeM aBTop 3aHHMaeTC(i 6ojiee noflpoSHO H C K O T O P U M H ocoSeHHO HHTepocuuMH c a y n a n M H 
ocymecTBfleHHH HrteorpaijiHHeoKoro n p H H u a n a B aHrj in i icKOM H n o « i e p K H B a i O T TaKue m H H X , 
B KOTOpblX MOWHO, 6e3 BCflKHX C O M H G H H H , ycTaHOBHTb 0C03H8HH0e H n p e « H a M 0 p 3 H H O e CTp3M-
JIGHHe K TOMy, qT06hl HCUOJIb30BaTb 3 T H rpai | lHieCKHG B 0 3 M 0 J K H 0 C T H B aaHHoe BpeMn B nHCb-
MeHHOH Hopine flJiH KBaaHHAeorpaaSH'iecKoii AH(pj>epeHnHan.Hn OMOjiaHi iux n a p CJIOB (TaK 
a a n p . foul — fowl , son — sun, p l a i n — plane, H , oco6eHHO, whole — hole). 

llepoBoa: C. JKawa 
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