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Late News

Brief report on the 2nd International Conference of the Simplified Spelling Society held at Nene
College, Northampton, Eng. July 27-30, 1979. (reported by Helen Bisgard)

[See luchpaed

Obituary
Axel Wijk, formerly Associate Professor of English at Stockholm Univ., died on July 2, 1979.

[See luehpacd]
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The Spelling Game, by Robert Saysmith*
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Section 11
Spelling and Oracy

This section shows the relationship between the spoken language and spelling and learning to read
English.

[Spelling Progress Bulletin Fall 1979 pp3-4]

Correspondence of G. B. Shaw relative to Simplification
and Rationalization of Spelling*

*Reprinted by permission of the G.B. Shaw Estate and the Soc. of Authors. [1]

Some thoughts of the late George Bernard Shaw relevant to the Simplification & Rationalization (S
& R) of English for making more successful the earliest stages of learning English by those who
usually speak languages other than English.

The thoughts cover S & R for learning literacy and for learning oracy also, so that English may be
understood, and in both forms, by all others in the English speaking world.

The S & R he envisaged covered not only the notation of the sounds to be spoken (or imagined for
silent reading), but also the vocabulary and grammar of the language first taught.

Shaw's case for a new, non-romanic alphabet have been purposely ignored in this selection. (I.J.P.)
Mr. Robert Bridges: [2] 4 Feb. 1910.

It is hard to say that there is a psychological moment for reforming spelling, or the calendar, or for
adding those two digits to our numbers which would combine the advantages of the decimal and
duodecimal methods of computation. It may be, however, that we have at last succeeded in making
the anti-phonetic stupidity unfashionable. But I confess I am not very sanguine about it. The only
people who have got any money in the business are those silly Simplified Spelling Americans who
have provided my friend William Archer with an office and a secretaryship in London. As far as I
know, they are doing what in them lies to make the reform thoroughly unpopular and ridiculous.

I have been for a long time convinced that the two most important points to get into people's heads
are, first, that unless the phonetic spelling is carried out with sufficient boldness and thoroughness
to make it quite unlike ordinary spelling and so avoid that ludicrous effect of being simply illiterate
misspelling which was so comic in the works of Artemus Ward, the reform will die of ridicule, and,
second, that if we do not spell words as they are pronounced, our readers will pronounce words as
they are spelt, so that in the end we shall have a change in the English spoken language which is in
no way desirable. On this second point in particular I should always blame the phoneticians for a
lack of debating instinct which has prevented them from carrying the war into the enemy's country.
The modern pronunciation of such words as 'oblige' proves that in the long run scholarly
pronunciation cannot stand out against spelling. This has been especially forced on my attention by
my intercourse, in Labor and Socialist movements, with working men who read a great deal, but
have no opportunity in their own class of hearing the words they read actually spoken. They
therefore have to resort to such pronunciation as the spelling may suggest to them: for instance,



semi-conscious becomes see-my-conscious. If this only led to their being laughed at, it would be
painful and unjust; but it would not hurt the language. Unfortunately, it becomes accepted as the
standard pronunciation with quite appalling rapidity, because if you and I persist in the Orthodox
pronunciation, we are simply not understood, just as if you tell a London cabman to drive to
Arundel street, he does not understand you; whereas if you tell him to drive to Rundle Street, he
understands you at once. Perhaps he may be right; I really do not know what the proper
pronunciation of Arundel is; but the illustration is none the worse.

An insistence on these points has been practically my only contribution to the movement. I do not
know whether I was the first to urge them; but certainly in the old days of Alexander J. Ellis and
James Lecky, none of the men on our side made any use of them.

The man of that time I had most hopes for was Henry Sweet; but Sweet's utter want of any sort of
social tact - sometimes even of common humanity - seems to make him hopeless except as a writer
of books which are only read by specialists. At the time when Imperialism was booming, I induced
the editor of one of the leading reviews to invite Sweet to write an article on the importance of
phonetics as a means of not only making the English language easy to learn, but also of preventing
it from finally splitting up into dialects which would make American and Australian and South
African and Eurasian practically foreign languages. Sweet jumped at the opportunity to make a
terrific attack on an Oxford professor whom he regarded as an imposter from the phonetic point of
view, on the University for giving the professor the appointment, and on the Universe generally for
tolerating the University. The editor of course refused to print the article (which would probably
have involved him in a libel action) and if Sweet ever writes another magazine article, he will
probably devote it to a similar denunciation of that editor of that magazine, and by extension, of the
entire press of the world. I then tried to get a sort of Chair of Languages established at the London
School of Economics; and if Sweet had been socially capable of following this up, and had been
willing to shift his quarters to London, I believe I might have pulled it off. But Sweet has now got
the Oxford habit of life in his antagonistic way just as hopelessly as any Don has got it in the
conformist way; so nothing came of it.

What we want now is a phonetic institute of some kind or another, either independent, or as a
branch of some of our great educational institutions. I believe the British Museum has already taken
steps to procure and store for future reference phonographic records of contemporary speech. As a
definite project, it might strike the imagination of the country a little, I should suggest that a fund
should be collected for the purpose of printing a phonetic Shakespear. It so happens that at this
moment we have one actor, Forbes Robertson, who, being Scotch by extraction, speaks a dignified,
handsome, and what I should call correct English, and not the dialect of the motor car and the
week-end hotel. [3] If we could get some good gramophone records of speeches from Robertson's
Shakespearian parts, and agree upon a method of recording his pronunciation in ordinary type, so as
to make the book available for the use of actors and the public generally, we could employ some
young man - say one of Sweet's pupils - to prepare a complete Shakespear. This, of course, would
be a considerable job; but it has the advantage that if it were found too large an undertaking, it could
be cut down to a selected number of plays, or even to one play: say Hamlet. I have sometimes
thought of getting a gramophone record made of Robertson's delivery of the Sphinx speech in my
own Caesar and Cleopatra and proceeding as above to issue a phonetic edition of the play as a sort
of document in the history of the language. But I had only time to imagine these things; when it
comes to action, I find myself always with two years arrears of pressing literary work on my hands
and so nothing gets done. I daresay you are pretty much in the same predicament yourself. Until by
some means, we can get a little group of trained phoneticians who will put all their time into the
work for a modest salary, nothing but talk will come of it.

I need hardly say that it would he very delightful to make gramophone records of some of your



poems, as spoken by yourself. The advantage of this sort of thing is that it gets rid of the entirely
impossible and insoluble question as to whether your pronunciation is ideally correct, which is the
rock that splits all the phonetic enterprises. If we could leave in the British Museum - failing a
public institution specialized for phonetics - a record of your pronunciation, with a simple statement
of your birthplace, and education, and class, and, if necessary, a string of testimonials from your
contemporaries to say that your speech was that customary among educated Englishmen of your
time, with any criticisms they like to add, as, for instance, that you pronounce such and such words
like a Kentish man, or that you had an Oxford drawl, or had inherited some locution from an Irish
grandmother, or anything else that might strike them, the phoneticians of the 25th century would at
any rate have something to go on that we have not got with regard to Shakespear or Chaucer. In the
same way, all question as to whether Robertson's pronunciation is correct could be set aside: the
record would go down as Robertson's pronunciation for what it is worth, with of course the
information that Robertson was accepted as the finest speaker on the British stage. If we had such a
record of Garrick's pronunciation we should never dream of questioning its value simply because no
twenty scholars of Garrick's time could have been induced to agree that his pronunciation was
ideally correct.

I throw out these suggestions more or less at random. I do not exactly know what you propose that
we should do though I am tolerably certain that I shall not have time to do anything of it. But if you
can plan a campaign with any sort of promise in it, I am game to give it my blessing and subscribe a
few pounds towards paying for the executive part of the business.

Yours faithfully, G. B. S.

Notes

[1] From the collection of Sir James Pitman, K.B.E.

[2] Poet Laureate at the time, who had many of his poems printed & published by the Oxford Univ.
Press in a S & R alphabet of which CBS impliedly approved.

[3] Shaw, in his will, chose & required, "the pronunciation of His Late Majesty, King George V," of
which there are plenty of audio-recordings.
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The Gohst, by Frank T. du Feu
[See bchpagd)]
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Linguistic Awareness, English Orthography & Reading Instruction,
by John Downing, Ph.D.*

*Univ. of Victoria, Victoria, B.C. Canada
Reprinted from Jour. of Reading Behavior, v.X, 1, pp. 103-114.

Abstract. One common characteristic of reading instruction is the teacher's attempt to describe the
"phonic" rules of the writing system. But modern linguists question whether English spelling is
related simply to what phonic teachers call "sounds." The classical linguistic view of English
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orthography was that it is a graphemic code for the abstract units of speech technically termed
"phonemes" but that this code is marred by numerous irregularities of grapheme-phoneme relations.
In recent years this has been challenged in two revolutionary proposals. Though their theories are
different, both Chomsky and Venezky deny that English orthography is a phonemic system. A third
possibility is that neither the classical nor the revolutionary view of English orthography is correct.
Albrow, Lefevre, and Vacheck have each independently proposed that English orthography is a
system of systems. One system is phonemic but, in addition, there are others representing non-
phonemic aspects of language. Teachers of reading who believe that their pupils need to understand
the underlying system of English orthography must consider these alternative explanations if they
are to choose which one should be the basis of their instruction. This article reviews the evidence
for these alternative descriptions and discusses their feasibility as a basis for teaching young
beginners.

Linguistics: Reading and Listening.
Recently Mattingly (1972) has stated the following conclusion about the relationship between
reading & listening:

Reading is seen not as a parallel activity in the visual mode of speech perception in the
auditory mode; there are differences between the two activities that cannot be explained in
terms of the difference of modality. They can be explained only if we regard reading as a
deliberately acquired, language-based skill, dependent upon the speaker-hearer's awareness of
certain aspects of primary linguistic activity. By virtue of this linguistic awareness, written
text initiates the synthetic linguistic process common to both reading and speech enabling the
reader to get the writer's message and so to recognize what has been written (Mattingly, 1972:
145).

This linguistic awareness, according to Mattingly, is to be distinguished from primary linguistic
activity itself. Much of the latter is not accessible to immediate awareness. However, speaker-
hearers are aware of certain aspects of their own language behavior, and some of these are related to
the writing system of their language. Mattingly states that the reader "must be thoroughly familiar
with the rules of the writing system" (Mattingly, 1972: 142).

These rules relate written language to the elements of speech that are accessible to awareness.
Doubtless the designers of English orthography during its long history of development based their
rules on what Mattingly has described as linguistic awareness. Thus, in reading instruction, teachers
and pupils can use this same fundamental linguistic awareness to develop an understanding of the
intentions of the designers of the orthography. Learning to read in English therefore consists, at
least in part, in re- inventing the alphabet and spelling through the child's natural endowment of
linguistic awareness.

In the method of "phonics," teachers instruct their pupils in the rules of the relations between letters
and "sounds." This method assumes that English orthography is basically a code for those units of
sound termed technically in linguistics "phonemes." However, this assumption has been challenged
by some linguists and today several alternative descriptions of the rules of English orthography are
being debated. If reading teachers desire to explain the rules of the English writing system to their
pupils, they must choose between several alternative and quite different descriptions of those rules.

The Classical View
The classical view of the linguistic basis of the English writing system is that its graphemes are
symbols for phonemes. For example, Bloomfield wrote: "Alphabetic writing. . . directs the reader to
produce certain speech-sounds" (Bloomfield 1942: 129). Fries stated. "Alphabetic writing is
basically phonemic."” He explained: "An alphabet is a set of graphic shapes that can represent the



separate vowel and consonant phonemes of the language. All alphabets are phonemically based, and
the procedures of teaching the process of reading alphabetic writing must take into account this
essential fact of the structural base of alphabetic writing." (Fries 1963: 155-156).

Bloomfield and Fries (and numerous other linguists) considered that, although English orthography
does not have a perfect one-to-one system of grapheme-phoneme relations, it nevertheless is
essentially phonemic. Fries, for instance, saw the many divergencies from the phonemic principle as
arising out of the vicissitudes of history, spelling changes lagging behind" pronunciation changes,
the "ignorance" of false etymological spellings, the stabilizing of spelling by printers without
consideration for linguistic knowledge, and so on. But despite these irregularities, English
orthography remained "basically phonemic in its representation" (Fries 1963: 169).

Fries preferred to use the term "spelling-pattern" for the grapheme representing a phoneme because
he considered that often in English a group of letters has come to stand for a phoneme and often
also the members in such a letter group are not adjacent, for example, the letters a plus e for the
vowel phoneme in the printed word late. With this phonemic analysis Fries was able to describe
English orthography clearly and simply in only ten pages. Any class-room teacher can understand it
and use it as a basis for teaching children to read, which was Fries' purpose. Thus Fries' description
was viable as a basis for phonic instruction.

In summary, the classical view of English orthography is that it is a system with a basic principle of
regular relationships between graphemes and phonemes but with a considerable residue of irregular
spellings. This description is simple and understandable to most teachers and children in their
application of linguistic awareness to understanding the writing system of English. But there have
been many failures in phonic instruction on this basis. One reason for these may be that the classical
description is more or less inadequate.

The Revolutionary View.
In recent years the classical view has been challenged by some authors, notably Chomsky and
Venezky. They seem to deny that English orthography is a graphic code for phonemes.

Chomsky asserts that "there is little reason to expect that phoneme-grapheme correspondences will
be of much interest because it appears that phonemes are artificial units having no linguistic status."
Furthermore, "the rules of sound-letter correspondence need hardly be taught"(Chomsky 1970: 15).
Chomsky proposes instead that English orthography is "a direct point-by-point transcription of a
system that the speaker of English has internalized and uses freely, a system that [ will refer to as
"lexical representation' " (Chomsky 1970: 4). He claims that his description of English orthography
shows it to be "a near-optimal system for representing the spoken language!' This is a direct
challenge to the classical view that English orthography is marred by considerable divergence from
its basic phonemic principle.

Chomsky's assertion that English orthography is a code for "lexical representation" and not for
phonemes follows logically from his general linguistic theory (Chomsky 1957, 1965; Chomsky and
Halle, 1968). Briefly, this states that a language consists in all its possible sentences and that the
rules of grammar should be able to predict any of these sentences and distinguish them from
impossible sentences. Every sentence is said to have "a deep structure" and a "surface structure."
Certain phrase structure rules in a syntactic component base generate deep structures.
Transformational rules operate on the deep structures to map them on the surface structure that is
their final form. Deep structures are said to hold all the information necessary for the semantic
interpretation of a sentence. Similarly, a sentence's surface structure holds all the syntactic
information needed for phonological analysis.



Important for this present discussion is the "lexicon" component in Chomsky's grammar. The
lexicon is a bank of lexical information about spoken words. Each lexical item is said to consist in a
collection of information including the phonetic representation of its constituent sounds, and its
bundles of syntactic and semantic features. More precisely, the lexical items are morphemes, not
words. Each morpheme in the lexicon consists in a sequence of phonological feature sets indicating
its consecutive sounds. These sounds are not the classical "phonemes" of observed utterances. The
phonological entries of the lexicon represent underlying "absolute" sound features of morphemes.
These absolute sounds are said to change when morphemes are assembled in the context of a
sentence, in accordance with the phonological rules applied in a series of "cyclical transformations."
In this way a "phonetic

representation" is reached corresponding to the actual sounds of the sentence. Chomsky claims that
there is no intermediate stage between "absolute" representation of the sounds of morphemes in the
lexicon and the phonetic representation of the actual spoken sounds in the final product.

Since the phoneme is rejected in Chomsky's description, it cannot be used to explain English
orthography - "The reader who knows English would be best served by an orthography that leads
him directly to the single-semantic unit (of the lexicon) and that eliminates all irrelevant phonetic
detail that is determined by automatic processes of the spoken language. Conventional orthography,
in this as in many other cases, serves this function quite well, whereas phonetic or phonemic
notation would be quite inappropriate." Chomsky asserts again that it is "lexical representation that
is directly related to orthography." (Chomsky 1970- 13-14).

Chomsky's Evidence.
Chomsky offers three pieces of evidence for his claim that English orthography is related to lexical
representation rather than to phonemes.

Firstly, Chomsky points to the way in which English spellings preserve a semantic link at the cost
of sacrificing grapheme-phoneme correspondence. For example, in courage and courageous the
syllable age is pronounced differently, but its consistent spelling signals the semantic link.
Chomsky claims. "The reader who knows English would be best served by an orthography that
leads him to the single syntactic-semantic unit courage that appears in the two phonetic forms and
that eliminates all irrelevant phonetic detail. . ." (Chomsky 1970: 13).

Carol Chomsky (1970) has applied Noah Chomsky's ideas more directly to the reader's task. She
takes as examples the spellings medicate/medicine, prodigal/prpdigious, grade/gradual,
quest/question, sign/resign, and comments. "By being 'unphonetic' in all of these cases, by not
exhibiting grapheme-phoneme correspondence, the orthography is able to reflect significant
regularities which exist at a deeper level of the sound system of the language, thus making efficient
reading easier." She concludes: "Thus on the lexical level and in the orthography, words that are the
same look the same. In phonetic transcription they look different. . . The spelling system leads the
reader directly to the meaning-bearing items that he needs to identify, without requiring that he
abstract away from superficial and irrelevant phonetic detail" (C. Chomsky 1970: 293-294).

The first point of the Chomskys seems intuitively satisfying. One immediately recalls many
examples of such words where non-phonemic spellings preserve the semantic connections.
However, further reflection reveals that only some words have this feature. There are other cases
where semantically or morphemically related words have spellings which prefer a phonemic
rendering, for instance beast/bestial. Also the most common situation is that English spellings
reflect both the "surface phonetic variation" and the underlying semantic relationship without
conflict, for example, law/lawful, call/recall.

One must consider also the historical evidence as to how these lexical or morphemic spelling



conventions were introduced. For example, Scragg's A History of English Spelling states: The
fixing of ¢ for /s/ in English was aided by the fact that in many words with the final sequence se the
consonant sound represented was /z/, e.g., lose, surprise, wise. Use of ce in the final position thus
clarified the representation of final /s/: ace, pence, since. The device was particularly useful in
noun/verb pairs where the spelling difference reflects one in pronunciation advice, advise, device,
devise, and in the seventeenth century it was extended by spelling book compilers to similar pairs
which involve no sound change: licence, license; practice, practise. "American usage has preferred
se in all such cases since Webster" (Scragg 1974:43, note). This kind of change by analogy was
often given as a justification for modifying English spellings in the seventeenth century. The history
of English orthographic changes suggests that such newer principles as morpheme representation
were added to an older phonemic system. Sometimes the new and older orthographic principles
worked harmoniously but sometimes they resulted in conflict. Francis comments about Chomsky's
first point: "In the light of the facts about the history of English... it would be remarkable indeed if
his claims were true..." (Francis 1970: 51). Vacheck remarks: "Clearly as a piece of apology for
present-day English spelling, the argumentation adduced by Chomsky and Halle is hardly
convincing..." (Vacheck 1973: 68).

Francis also makes a fundamental criticism of Chomsky's central postulate. He questions the
existence of lexical representation as a psychological reality: "The assumption that all speakers
store the same lexical items in the same way runs counter to the great individual diversity that
obtains in other forms of memory." Francis finds Chomsky's claims for the psychological reality of
lexical representation "extravagant and unsupported" and concludes that "the claim is too sweeping'
and advises that "Chomsky's assertion must be taken with more than a grain of salt" (Francis 1970:
49-54).

'

Psychologists interested in Chomsky's description of language have used the conventional scientific
method of their discipline - experimental behavioral tests of his hypotheses.

One such hypothesis is that sound-letter correspondences need not be taught because children will
arrive at the correct pronunciation through their "unconscious linguistic equipment" (N. Chomsky
1970. 16) which operates automatically. Carol Chomsky also finds phonetic details "irrelevant" in
spelling because the reader can arrive at these "by means of automatic phonological rules" (C.
Chomsky 1970- 292). Barganz (1974) compared the performance of forty good readers with that of
forty poor readers on a series of tasks predicted to differentiate their abilities according to the
Chomskys' claims. In particular, Barganz proposed to investigate "whether conventional English
orthography may he considered 'optimal' in contrast to a more 'phonemic' orthography" (Barganz
1974: 105). For this question the most relevant test was the "visual/visual task. . . For example, the
word 'revere' was presented by an overhead projector while a sentence, in which the word was used,
was read aloud by the experimenter. The position of 'revere' in the sentence was indicated by the
sound of a toy cricket. A second sentence was read aloud by the experimenter. The word
'reverence', was not said, but the position of it was indicated by the sound of a toy cricket. Four
orthographic depictions of reverence were presented by an overhead projector; one item was to be
selected as correct" (Barganz 1974: 107).

The poor readers were significantly less able to choose the correct spelling. From this result,
Barganz argues: "By their knowledge of the phonological rules of the language and of the
'morphophonemic' nature of the orthography, good readers... were to the grapheme/phoneme
correspondences and to relate the surface structures of words and orthographically to deep
structures. The functional stimuli for the good readers appear to be the underlying form of lexical
items; that is, a search for the semantic correspondence in derived words seems existent in the good
readers." The poor readers' weaker performance was said to be due to their tendency to "cling to the
alphabetic principle." (Barganz 1974: 116).



Unfortunately, Barganz's experimental design seems the have failed to cope with some of the
logical problems in Chomsky's hypothesis. Firstly, the subjects' task was hardly "reading." One
cannot know from it how the subjects interpreted either revere or reverence either phonologically or
semantically. Furthermore, a simpler explanation of these results might be that the poor readers
couldn't read the visual stimuli as well as the good readers - which was known before the
experiment began.

Furthermore, poor readers have less practice with the orthography and, therefore, are less likely to
recognize the correct spelling or to guess it by analogy with other printed words in their past
experience. Barganz's conclusion that poor reading is caused by clinging to the alphabetic principle
also may not follow. The cause-effect relationship could be in the opposite direction. His subjects
were fifth grade pupils. The good readers had had long experience and may have learned not to rely
on regularity of grapheme-phoneme relations because of their experience of the many exceptions

in English orthography.

In another recent experiment, Simon tested two hypotheses derived from Chomsky and Halle and
from Carol Chomsky: (1) "that English spelling corresponds to an underlying lexical level of
representation rather than a surface phonetic level, i.e. pronunciation;" and (2) "that learning to read
involves learning the spelling-lexical level correspondences" (Simons 1975: 49). Simons tested
eighty-seven second and third grade subjects on a paired-associate and reading task for the two
types of word pairs: morphologically related word pairs, e.g. hide/hid, and unrelated word pairs, e.g.
pine/pin. The words were printed on individual cards. The experimenter read the words to the
subject. After this the subject's task was to read the words presented on an individual card and to
respond verbally with the other member of the word pair. If Chomsky were correct, the subjects
should have performed better on the morphologically related pairs than on the unrelated pairs since
presumably "the organization of the internal lexicon corresponds to the way words are stored in
memory" (Simons 1975: 52).

The results show no significant differences. Simons comments that the evidence from other studies
by Moskowitz (1972), Robinson (1967), and Steinberg (1973) showed also that Chomsky's
phonological rules have no psychological reality: "All three studies have shown that children and
adults have great difficulty applying stress and vowel shift rules in producing the correct
pronunciation of affixed words where these rules should apply. If the phonological rules have no
psychological reality there is reason to question the psychological reality of lexical level of
representation " (Simons 1975: 58).

Chomsky's two other pieces of evidence that English orthography is related to lexical representation
rather than to phonemes are more indirect and peripheral: "Conventional orthography is highly
appropriate... for a wide range of dialects" (N. Chomsky 1970: 4); "The level of lexical
representation is highly resistant to change and persists over long historical periods...
Correspondingly one finds that conventional orthographies remains useful, with minor changes,
over long periods" (N. Chomsky 1970: 12).

There are difficulties with both of these statements. The present author has reviewed the empirical
evidence on the effects of dialect differences on learning to read (Downing 1973: 185-192). There is
no doubt at all that children with dialects which differ noticeably from the so- called "standard
English" of school have more problems in learning to read. The incidence of reading failure in areas
of non-standard dialects is considerably above the normal level. There may be a variety of reasons
for this high rate of failure, but, until these have been investigated, Chomsky's assertion that English
orthography is "highly appropriate... for a wide range of dialects" must be questioned.



Chomsky's third point of evidence has been commented on in the quotation from Francis given
earlier in this article. It is hard to accept Chomsky's judgement that English orthography has
undergone only "minor changes" over the past ten centuries when one considers the historical
evidence. For example, Scragg's A History oi English Spelling shows a wide range of complex
changes in the orthography derived from many different causes including many consciously
motivated reforms.

Venezky's Morphophonemic Proposals.
Another attack on the classical view of English orthography as a code for phonemes comes from
Venezky. He proposes that the units of language coded by written symbols are "morphophonemic,
"from which phonemes are derived. Venezky used a computer program to derive and tabulate
spelling-to-sound correspondences in the 20,000 most common words in English. This analysis took
account of the position of written symbols and sounds in the context of words. Venezky's aim was
"to discover and describe the underlying patterns of the current orthography" (Venezky 1970: 126).

He found that two types of "functional units" at the "graphemic level" were significant for
predicting how written English words are pronounced: (1) "Relational units" each of which is "a
string of one or more graphemes which has a morphophonemic correspondent which cannot be
predicted from the behavior of the unit's smaller graphemic components;" (2) "Markers" each of
which "is a cluster of one or more graphemes whose primary function is to indicate the
correspondence of relational units or to preserve a graphotactical or morphological pattern"
(Venezky 1970: 50). For example, the "gn in cognac and poignant is a single relational unit which
corresponds to a certain morphophonemic cluster, "but gn in sign and malign is not a relational unit
but rather a combination of two relational units which correspond" to two separate
morphophonemes. Morphophonemic rules determine whether what corresponds to g is silent or not,
as in signal and malignant. Some examples of markers are: (1) final e in notice which indicates that
¢ corresponds morphophonemically to what we usually think of as "the s sound;" (2) final e in argue
to avoid final # which is never permissible in English orthography. Such markers are "dropped
before a suffix which begins with a letter that will perform the same function as the e" (Venezky
1970. 5 2), for instance, noticing and arguing.

Venezky lists fifty-nine relational units, six of which have an alternative spelling, for example, oi or
o0y. There are four groups of markers. (1) "Markers of Consonant Correspondences," for example, e
in notice; (2) "Markers of Graphotactical Patterns," for example e in argue; (3) "Markers of Vowel
Correspondences," for example, final e in mate, mete, site, note, cute, to mark the vowels' free
pronunciation in contrast to mat, met, sit, not, cut; (4) "Markers of Morphemic Patterns," for
example, final e "to avoid the appearance of a final inflectional s in moose, goose, mouse. Several
different markers exist for each type in addition, a set of rules is listed for describing the
"graphemic alternations" i and y, u and w, ous and os, and i and e (Venezky 1970: 55-62).

Venezky's evidence.
Venezky's computer analysis of the 20,000 most common words in English is impressive
scholarship. This is the empirical foundation for his morphophonemic description of English
orthography. For instance, Venezky claims: "When viewed from the direct spelling-to-sound
standpoint, the patterns for these units reveal no regularity. O corresponds to seventeen different
sounds, a to ten, e to nine, and the combined group to forty-eight. When the morphophonemic
structure and consonant environments of the words in which these units appear are analysed,
however, a single major pattern emerges, from which regular sub-patterns can be derived."

Despite such confident claims, Venezky admits that "Exceptions still remain, large numbers of them
in some cases." Nevertheless, Venezky believes that "the under-lying pattern is so dominating that
the exceptions which were once the rule become mere oddities begging for historical justifications



(Venezky 1970- 101). To judge the validity of this claim, it is essential to examine Venezky's
complicated lists of rules in detail. Then an important problem becomes clear. Many words are not
"exceptions" in Venezky's scheme because he often employs the "rule" that a certain idiosyncratic
spelling simply is the case. Most people would assume that "rule" implies a general regularity
observable in numerous instances, in which case there are more exceptions than Venezky admits.
Despite this exaggeration of the extent of regularity in English orthography according to Venezky's
morphophonemic description, his empirical analysis is rather convincing.

Unfortunately, the impressive scholarship in this excellent empirical work is somewhat impaired by
Venezky's attempts to find other indirect supports for his position. He offers three additional
arguments in this way.

Firstly, Venezky asserts that, "For centuries philologists have approached the study of English
orthography with the purblind attitude that writing serves only to mirror speech, and that deviations
from a perfect letter-sound relationship are irregularities" (Venezky 1970: 11). This polemical tone
is coupled with an historical survey that is shallow and selective. According to Venezky, from the
time of Alfred the Great nearly everyone has been mistakenly overemphasizing the sounds of
letters. Detailed study of the history of English spelling (such as that completed by Scragg) reveals
a much more complex background to present-day orthography.

Even more polemical in tone is Venezky's second supporting claim that English spelling reform is
doomed because linguistic experts have discovered that English orthography is not based on the
phonetic principle. He writes, "The twentieth century reformers have in general presented an even
more distorted picture of the orthography than their predecessors. Their arguments, instead of being
based on the true irregularities which exist, generally are based upon non-existent patterns like the
celebrated ghoti ..." for "fish" (Venezky 1970: 32). Venezky's assertion is so distant from the truth
that it may undermine rather than support his thesis. Ghoti was one of Bernard Shaw's literary
jokes, not taken seriously by any reputable spelling reform organization. It is also quite untrue, as
Venezky asserts, that the Simplified Spelling Society (in Britain) and other such bodies have "faded
from existence” (Venezky 1970: 32). In actual fact, the Simplified Spelling Society's membership is
increasing. Among its members are numerous linguistic scholars and leaders in education, including
three former presidents of the United Kingdom Reading Association. In December 1975 the
Simplified Spelling Society acquired official royal patronage in the person of His Royal Highness
the Duke of Edinburgh. Spelling reform organizations are flourishing also in Australia and the
United States.

It seems unfortunate that Venezky felt it necessary to support his empirical evidence with such
polemic, especially since the latter reveals a scanty knowledge of the historical development of
English spelling including current trends in the behavior of its more creative users.

In this article, the feasibility of the alternative descriptions of English orthography as models for
classroom instruction is being considered. Venezky actually claims that his description of English
orthography could be used as a basis for the teaching of reading. This implies that his
morphophonemic analysis is more than a linguistic description and has psychological reality. For
example, "except where whole words are recognized, a sequence of units within the word is
observed in the translation process. The relevance of this to the teaching of reading is in the
instructions given to a child who is first learning to read. Should he be told to scan left to right,
letter by letter, pronouncing as he goes, or is there a more efficient scheme? In the first place, a
person who attempts to scan left to right, letter by letter, pronouncing as he goes, could not correctly
read most English words. Many of the English spelling-to-sound patterns require, at a minimum, a
knowledge of succeeding graphemic units. How, for example, is the initial e - to be pronounced if
the following units are not known (cf. erb, ear, ewer, eight)? This is just the beginning of the



problem. In some patterns, the entire word must be seen-and this is true of almost all polysyllabic
words since stress patterns are significant for vowel quality" (Venezky 1970: 128-129).

No modern reading specialist would disagree with Venezky on this point. But it is irrelevant in the
choice between his morphophonemic description and a classical phonemic account of English
orthography. These examples of the unproductive effect of left to right, letter by scanning may be
quite true without any dependence on Venezky's system. Fries' classical view of English
orthography would point to the same conclusion, for example.

More directly on the question of Venezky's morphophonemic description as a practical basis for
reading instruction, it seems doubtful if it could ever be applied in teaching young children to read.
Very few teachers, let alone young children, could understand or remember its seventy or more
pages of rules. For instance, the following is one of Venezky's simpler sets of rules:

"In some cases the discrimination of a morphemic spelling from an identical non-morphemic
spelling is necessary for the prediction of sound from spelling. Consider the following two word
lists:

A B

boys melodius
Jjudges stylus
cats apropos
manes careless

The pronunciation of final s in any column A word can be predicted by the following rules (these
rules must be applied in the order shown here):

(1) /iz/ after /s, z, ¢, j, s, Z/.

(2) /z/ after any other voiced sound.

(3) /s/ in all other cases.

These rules, however, apply only to s when it is one of the following morphemes -
(1) regular noun plural.

(2) third person singular, present indicative marker for the verb.

(3) singular or plural possessive marker.

(4) any of the contractions like John's (from John is)" (Venezky 1970: 42-43).

Venezky uses fifteen pages to explain his rules of the graphemic system. Then follow thirty-eight
pages describing the distributions, correspondences and alternations of consonants in written or
printed English. Fricative alternations occupy nine pages, and nineteen pages are needed to describe
the distributions, correspondences and alter- nations of vowels in written English.

An Eclectic View.
If English orthography does not code phonemes, it seems odd that for more than a thousand years,
scribes, printers, and teachers all behaved as if they were encoding or decoding phonemes. Scragg's
History of English Spelling shows that the most common motivation for changing English spelling
was to make it more phonemic. Writers and printers continually strove to bring the orthography
back into line with pronunciation, as the latter changed. When they failed reformers urged them to
return to a more phonemic representation. For example, Richard Hodges' The English Primrose
published in 1644 introduces his plea for a more phonemic spelling with the text "If the trumpet
giveth an uncertain sound who shall prepare himself to the battle?"

In more recent times, linguists who have specialized in applying their scientific knowledge to the
practical problems of creating new writing systems have preferred to use the phoneme as their basis.
For example, Pike in his well-known chapter on "The Formation of Practical Alphabets" states: "A



practical orthography should be phonemic. There should be a one-to-one correspondence between
each phoneme and the symbolization of that phoneme" (Pike 1947: 208). This is not because such
categories as morphophonemes have been overlooked. For example, Crofts discusses this problem
in developing an orthography for the Mundurukt language: "We have sets of words with two
phonologically-conditioned allomorphs (forms with the same meaning but differing phonetically)
1.e. post-positions that begin with d- following vowels, and with i- following consonants. We could
choose a base to use throughout, but since d and ¢ are full phonemes, we write these phonetically,
not morphophonemically.

We have not found that this causes any confusion" (Crofts 1971: 52). Smalley recognizes that "there
are some important cases where non-phonemic writing may be of great value" (Smalley 1964: 7)
but these are the exception rather than the rule. He cites such instances as the plural morpheme -s in
boys and ships.

Several linguists have proposed that other types of coding overlap with the general phonemic basis
in English orthography.

Levevre concludes: "Despite the irregular and inconsistent relationships we have noted between
phonemes and graphemes, an exhaustive listing would show that there are families and groups of
words where the correspondences between sounds and spellings are fairly regular. Moreover ...
word-form changes, prefixes, suffixes, and other systematic clues to language structure are
generally spelled quite regularly without regard to differences in sound: this regularity
corresponding to important structural signals probably compensates for irregular spellings at the
phonemic level" (Lefevre 1964: 184). Lefevre's numerous examples include: (1) the regular noun
plural inflection -s in cats, where the phoneme is /s/ and in dogs where the phoneme is /z/; (2) the
regular verb inflection for the past tense spelled -d and pronounced /t/ in dropped, but /d/ in
learned.

Vachek's view is that "most of the written norms do respect the correspondences between phonemes
and graphemes to a degree (and some of them to a relatively high one) but alongside this basic type
of correspondence one can also ascertain in these norms at least some specimens of
correspondences on some higher language level" . . . (Vachek 1973: 21-22). These "higher" levels,
according to Vachek, are the word and the morpheme.

At the word level, correspondence is produced by "the operation of the logographic principle," for
instance, the homophonous but not homographic words, right, rite, wright, write. On the
morphemic level, Vachek notes "the grammatical morphemes. Well-known cases of the kind are the
Modern English -s endings of the plurals of nouns and of third person singular present indicative: in
both grammatical categories the graphemic shape of the morpheme -(e)s is retained despite the
existence of the phonemically different allomorphs /-s/, /-z/, /-iz/, alternating according to well-
known morphophonemic rules of Modern English" (Vachek 1973: 23-25).

Vachek recognizes that non-phonemic and phonemic principles may both be active in written
English. He concludes that "there do not exist written norms based on an exclusive correspondence
on one and the same language level. It seems certain, in other words, that all written norms
constitute various kinds of compromises between the correspondences established at various levels"
(Vachek 1973: 25).

Vachek emphasizes the shift in the function of writing which took place with the spread of literacy.
In particular, "a tendency emerges aimed at establishing a direct link between the written utterance
and the extralingual reality to which it refers. Such a direct link implies that the originally existing

detour via the corresponding utterances is becoming gradually abandoned..." (Vachek 1973: 37).



The silent reader needs writing "to speak quickly and distinctly to the eyes" and this is why "written
norms often deviate from the correspondences on the basic level of language in the direction of
logographic and/or morphological correspondences" (Vachek 1973.- 53).

Vachek's eclectic view is consistent with the history of English orthography. When the seventeenth
century schoolmaster grammarians began to publish their proposals for stabilizing spelling, these
non-phonemic correspondences were given some explicit recognition. Vachek accepts also that
shifts in written language may occur rather unconsciously as do shifts in pronunciation. For
example, the tendency against two-letter words in English spelling such as doe, rye, toe, see, did not
effect: o, of, do, no, so, be, etc. because "the early users of the English written norm unconsciously
felt the difference of the non-formal and formal words and expressed the distinction between the
two categories by the susceptibility of the former, and non-susceptibility of the latter, to the
tendency against the two-letter words..." (Vachek 1973: 54).

This unconscious shift in written language conventions may explain why such curious spellings as
ghastly, ghost, ghetto, ghoul have crystalized in present-day English orthography. Earlier English
spelling always used g, not gh. The latter came in as a spelling error produced by Caxton. He
spelled "girl" as gherle, "goose" as ghoos, "goat" as ghoot, and so on. But most of the g/ spellings
did not become popular. The only ones retained are those with "strongly negative emotional
colouring" as Vachek notes.

Although his analysis is different, Albrow comes to a rather similar conclusion, i.e. that "the
English writing system... is not one system of symbols corresponding rather superficially to sounds
only (or rather to sound groupings called phonemes), but a system of systems, reflecting the
phonological structure of the language, with different conventions for representing the
grammatically (and lexically) different elements" (Albrow 1972: 10). The apparent irregularities of
English orthography, Albrow proposes, are often due to the overlapping of these several systems.

In summary, the eclectic linguists such as Albrow, Lefevre, and Vachek accept that the primary
basis of English orthography was a code for what are now called phonemes. However, they
recognize that other spelling principles have developed alongside the phonemic one. The historical
and phenomenological evidence seems to give greater support to this eclectic view than to the
classical and revolutionary views discussed earlier in this article. English orthography was
originally a code for phonemes and this phonemic principle has been consciously maintained and
persists to the present day. Modern English spelling, however, is only partly phonemic because of
unconscious changes in pronunciation, deliberate orthographic innovations of several different
kinds, unconscious orthographic trends, spelling errors that became crystalized, and so on. The
large majority of words are spelled phonemically and some spellings are irregularities from the
phonemic rules, but a full understanding of English orthography as it presently exists can be
reached only through the recognition that other non-phonemic rules coexist with the phonemic ones.

This eclectic description is only slightly more complex than the classical ones of Bloomfield and
Fries. The additional non-phonemic rules described by Vachek are few in number and readily
understood by reading teachers and their pupils. Furthermore, the historical development of these
principles of English orthography provides a logical basis for studying its present day form.
Teachers and pupils need not be confined to the rote learning methods of traditional phonic
instruction in reading and of most traditional approaches to spelling instruction. The eclectic view
of English orthography encourages instructional approaches based on an intelligent understanding
of why English words are written the way they are. In this manner the linguistic awareness of
today's teachers and children can communicate more directly with the linguistic awareness of their
antecedents who consciously and unconsciously developed the systematic foundations of English
orthography.
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Acceptable to Whom? How Progressives and Reformers view Spelling Reforms,
by Kenneth H. Ives*

*Chicago, IlL

In a previous article (Acceptability of Proposed Spelling Reforms, Spelling Progress Bulletin,
Summer, 1979), ratings of some proposed spelling reforms by a sample of progressive minded
people were given. A questionnaire was enclosed for readers to send in their own reactions. These
they marked from +3 to -3 after each proposed reform.

Hence it is now possible to compare the views of these two groups. Excluded below are those
progressives who opposed or were neutral toward all spelling reforms.

Both groups firmly favored the first six steps of Progressiv Spelling, and two of three parts of PS7,
as the scores in Table 1 indicate. Several other reforms were favored moderately by both groups,
but less by Progressives than by reformers.

Table 1:

Favored by both groups Progressives Reformers
PS1: altho, tho, thru, thoro +2.7 +2.4
PS2: catalog, -er; dialog, prolog, synagog +3.0 +2.0
PS3: programmer, traveled, canceled +1.9 +1.6
PS4: dropt, fixt, mixt, stopt +2.7 +2.3
PS5: livd, seemd, tumd +1.0 +1.4
PS6: clipt, dript, dwelt, publisht +0.9 +2.7
PS7a enuf, ruf +1.4 +1.9
PS7c¢ foto, fotograf +1.6 +2.3

sherif, tarif +0.6 +0.7

givz, livz, telz +0.6 +0.9

scool, caracter +0.4 +1.7

Differing reactions
Eight changes favored by reformers were opposed or faintly favored by Progressives. On the other

hand, two were favored by Progressives but not by reformers. Chance probabilities "p" for these
differences (their "statistical significance") range from .001 to .185, or 1 in 1,000 to 1 in 5.

Table 2: Differing reactions
Progressives: Reformers p's

SRI: agen, deth, hed, heith -0.7 +3.0 .001
clas, les, mis -1.0 +2.4 .002
stil, tel, wel -03 +2.6 .02
noe (know), noen, nolij -1.0 +1.4 .02
giv, liv, mor, sens +0.3 +2.6 .02
adishn, atenshn -04 +0.6 .06
fors, ofis -0.6 +1.3 .10

PS8: levl, locl, totl +1.1 -0.1 .10

PS7b nabor, naborly, naborhood + 0.3 +1.1 125
aftr, ovr, undr +0.8 0.0 185

The unanimous backing by spelling reformers of SR1 (Spelling reform, first step) proposed by



Harry Lindgren, appears to be a "bandwagon" effect, inspired by the publicity it has aroused in
Australia. This enthusiasm is clearly not shared by Progressives unfamiliar with that proposal and
its attendant controversy. On 8 of these changes, reformers are far ahead of their "constituency" of
Progressives who might be persuaded to urge and adopt limited reforms.

How to proceed?
The questionnaire also askt reformers their preferences for rules for each sound, or a short list of
examples. Half preferred both, 1/3 a short list, 1/6 rules. Should reformers offer a complete system?
1/3 Yes, 1/3 no, 1/3? Gradual steps? 5/7 yes, 2/7 no.

While the number of respondents is small, the differences between progressive adults and spelling
reformers is large enuf to have a small probability of occuring by chance. If we wish to get some
reforms adopted, we will probably have to stay closer to what progressive adults are ready to favor,
rather than to succumb to the enthusiasms of spelling reformers.

Reformers can design steps which progressives will favor, in such a way that these steps will lead
toward a consistent phonemic system. But for the sequence and timing of steps, the reactions of
progressives, and to some extent of the public at large, need to be known and largely followed.
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DIGRAFS & DIPTHONGS, - in STABLE Inglish

Altho the wuds seem ful ov thoze prone tu foist thare opiniuns upon uthers, feu indeed, ar thoze
hu hav eny praktikal konsept ov kumparativ analisis and/or kunstruktiv kritisizm. Feu wud-be
spelling reformers hav given the matter enuf study tu diskus it komprehensivly. Ex:- Not so long
ago a felo-krusader rote asking WHY I keep harping on the EU digraf (which iz really a dipthong),
- and

then proseded tu diskus the true digrafs (ch, ng, sh, th, zh), - with no further refrens tu the EU
notashun, - thus revealing that he didnt no the difrens between a digraf and a dipthong. POINT:-
Akording tu miy WEBSTERS (?) dikshunary, a "digraf" iz TU letters indikating WUN sound, (ch,
ng, sh, th). Konvursly, a "dipthong" iz a 2-letter inskripshun indikating 7U sounds. Az I see it, a
dipthong kan be broken doun and pronounsed az individual fonemes, (oil, out, feud, beauty, - - - o-
il, ah-oot, fee-ood, bee-ooty), - which iz not true ov digrafs.

Tu the best ov miy noleje, the EU sequens iz always a dipthong, - - never a singl sound! Further,

az a rezult ov more thuro analisis, I find that EU i1z the dominunt spelling for the U-dipthong, (feud,
eunuch, euchre, eulogy, eucalyptus, euphony, eugenics, Eugene, Europe, - - - agenst yule, Yukon,
Yucatan, you, yours, youth), POINT:- Insurting E, - within the wurd, - ofers less distorshun ov
pattern than Y duz (formeulate-formyulate: -formeula- formyula:- foucher-fyucher). Houever Y
seems more f onetik, inishally, - without preventing an unfamilier pattern (yunuk, yulojy, Yujene).
Thus, YU inishally and EU elswhare mite be most praktikal.

But more siriusly, - The promoters ov the long voul E-digrafs "gufed" biy spelling the U-dipthong
kontrary tu foniks, - - - UE rather than EU and/or YU, - eech ov which iz akseptably fonetik, - and
wel established in that role. POINT:- The "UE" sequens iz wun ov the most UN-reliabl notashuns
with which reformers ar fased. Altho we du hav a FEU komun wurds in which turminal UE iz
arbutrarily pronounsed az a dipthong (ague, argue, value, continue, venue), it iz more ofen silent,
even in that pozishun, (brogae, tongue, league, plagae, reniguae, colleague, morgue, intrigae,
botique, piqae, antique, unique, critique, cheque, grotesque, oblique, technique, etc., etc.).



Sumtimes only U iz silent, (guest, guess, bouquet, croquet, coquette, marqaee, communiqee, etc.)
Uther times the E iz silent, (rue, true, blue, flue, glue, sue). Further, - Perhaps the UE notashun iz
pronounsed az indivjuual fonemes more ofen than eny uther way, (cruel, cruet, duel, duet, gruel,
suet, quench, quell, queer, queen, squeezes squeal, squeak, quest, question, fluent, inuendo,
minuend, minuet, bequeath, frequent, sequence, etc. etc. - - - Thus it iz obvius that spelling the U-
dipthong bakwerds iz not only unreliabl, - but also inexkeuzabl, - even ridikeulus!

It iz miy understanding that this deplorabl blunder kame about sum jenerashuns bak, when
sumbody, - nobody seems to no just HU, - desided that treeting the NAMES ov the vouls az thare
"long" sounds wud fasilitate inishal foniks instrukshuns. Altho this may hav pruven true ov A, E, I,
O, it kannot be true ov U, - bekoz its name iz a DIPTHONG, - TU sounds (pllural), tharefore it
kannot indikate a (singl) long sound. Obviusly, thoze "authoritys" wur not kunsidering fonetik
spelling! Nor did the orijinaters ov the E-digraf long vouls giv it du kunsiderashun!

Around turn ov the senchery, we wur tot that the TRUTH-TOOTH voul woz the "long" -U, - same
az in Spanish, - and that OO iz an imposter in eny role. POINT: -The TRUTH-TOOTH voul iz
spelled with U more than 4 times az frequently az with OO, akording tu miy chek ov 17,000 komun
wurds. Ov korse that iz kounting the U in existing dipthongs, -al ov which involv the TRUTH-
TOOTH voul. Altho we havnt cheked the PUT-FOOT voul frequensys, thay seem quite evenly
divided, - until we kunsider the meny potenshal "-ful" suffixes, - which givs U the e;j. - - - Biy no
strech ov normal imajinashun iz OO a modifikashun ov ither long or short O. Konvursly, thare kan
be no queschun about the PUT-FOOT voul being the medial U. Thus OO haz no plase in fonetik
spelling.

The point we wish tu kary iz just this:- Thoze projekting the E-digraf long vouls ar admonished

tu yuze YU and/or EU az the U-dipthong, - - - and UE az the long-U, in keeping with the uther long
vouls, - - singl sounds identified by a foloing silent-E (ae, ee, ie, oe, UE, -brae, bee, die, doe, sue, -
baet, beet, biet, boet, buet)

When we furst chalenjed the UE spelling ov the dipthong, we wur informed that the E-digrafs had
bin wurked out biy a "select" grup ov wel traned and "highly respekted" ejukaters, - tharebiy
infuring that "selected" and/or "respected" ejukaters ar not given tu arer, - nor subjekt tu kritisizm.
POINT:- Rite thare lies a majer stumbling-blok tu spelling reform, - - krusaders negativ atitudes
tord eech uther, - and refeuzal tu aksept kritisizm, - tu kompromize or kooperate.

Leo 9. Davis, Palm Springs, Ca. U.S.A.
-00o-
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Our Readers Write About:

How is type set?
To the Editor of SPB: Edward Rondthaler

Only a few years ago the mathematical chore of balancing checking accounts and filling out income
tax forms was a big one. Today we can do the arithmetic quickly and accurately with a little
electronic calculator bought at the supermarket for $6.98. Everybody knows about electronic
calculators, but writers in Spelling Progress Bulletin seem not to know that almost all typesetting
today is done on computerized keyboards that are just as magic with letters as the little calculators
are with numbers.



With certain adjustments, the typesetting keyboards in use today could be programmed to accept
traditionally spelled manuscript and convert it miraculously into letter-perfect typesetting in SR-1,
SR-2, SR-3, SR-50 or any other reformed system that uses the Roman alphabet - the word "any",
for example, would go into the keyboard as a-n-y and come out typeset, as e-n-y.

Virtually all books, newspapers, magazines, journals, annual reports, instruction booklets, and even
most repeated form letters are typeset on such keyboards - almost everything you read except what
is handwritten, typewritten, or mimeographed (or painted-signs). In the world of business, this new
technology is as commonplace as the ballpoint pen.

It is difficult to understand why spelling reformers have been so slow to grasp the enormous
significance of this new tool. Overnight it could transform all printed English into whatever system
of reform is agreed upon-without requiring any retraining of authors, editors, copywriters,
typesetters, or anybody else.

Reforming the printed word is 90% of the battle. When print is simplified, then handwriting and
typesetting will ultimately follow its lead - just as we find ourselves beginning to use the Metric
system as a natural result of seeing it printed more and more frequently on cans, packages,
thermometers, in text books, on highway markers, etc. etc. Reformed spelling is best learned
through absorption, not through compulsion, and automatically transliterated typesetting offers a
practical way to achieve this. Some day we will look back and wonder why spelling reformers were
so slow to recognize this fact, and regarded it largely as a way-out gimmick. Future generations will
wonder why we reformers of the '70s were unable to grasp the relationship between automatic
computerized transliteration and the ultimate achievement of spelling reform. Yours sincerely,

Ed. comment: But don't overlook the fact that Congress and Parliament had to pass acts before
Metric was established and utilized on those cans and hiway signs.

-000-

Comments on Digrafs and Difthongs
Dear Newell: Helen Bonnema Bisgard

Leo Davis frowns upon the ue digraf of World English spelling (WES). I do not know who is the
"crusader" whom Davis takes to task for preferring ue, but I am happy to defend that
correspondent's point of view. Davis says that since a difthong can be broken down and pronounced
as individual phonemes, feud equals /fee-ood/, and therefore eu is a more appropriate symbol for
WES. His eu might be acceptable in a system where the single letter e is pronounced as in /bee/ and
the letter u as in /food/, but not in WES where e sounds as in /bet/ and u as in /but/, /eh-uh/

Why was ue selected for WES? Godfrey Dewey explained in his book, English Spelling: Roadblock
to Reading, ". . . the commonest fault is failure to recognize that a digraph is a unit quite
independent of the values of the component letters, and therefore should be devised for maximum
compatibility with T.O. usages, rather than striving for a forced or logical relationship to the
component letters." Also since ae, ee, ie, oe symbolize the long vowels, it follows logically that
long u would be ue.

In 364,381 running words of representative material in traditional orthography, Davis'
recommended eu as in /feud/ occurs 18 times (in only 6 different words). In the same sample,
WES's ue as in /due/ occurs 53 times (14 different words). In addition, u-consonant-e as in /use/
occurs 248 times (in 81 different words). Surely the letter sequence ue for the difthong under



consideration is more familiar to the reader.

Why Davis allowed the words quench, quell, queer, quest, queen, squeeze, squeal, squeak, and
question to slip into his argument is a puzzle. The digraf qu pronounced /kw/ has no place in this
discussion. And the e in these examples is separate from the u (neither a digraf nor difthong).

Also I fail to see why Davis should be so meticulous about whether the symbol for the difthong is
referred to as a digraf, since the Merriam Webster Il New International Dictionary (1976) indicates
that "a digraph is any group of two successive letters," and that a diphthong can be referred to as a
digraph, but the two terms are not synonomous.

To assuage his pique about the exclusiveness of board membership in the Phonemic Spelling
Council, I suggest that Davis organize a council of his own. He can select anyone he chooses. As
the saying goes, "This is a free country."

-000-

The Chicago Tribune's Adventure in Spelling
Mrs. Lee Major, Archivist, Raymond H. Pierson
A Tribune Company Archives,
Chicago, IlL.

Dear Mrs. Major: Thank you for your kind and comprehensiv lettr of May 17, 1979. I had often
wondered about the word lists and dates that you gave me.

Now I do not consider myself an expert in regard to the problem of simplifying our language but I
hav aquird some background from sources such as Harry Lindgren's book, Spelling Reform - A
New Approach, 1969, and a number of articles in publications such as Spelling Progress Bulletin.

Hindsite is ever so much better than foresite. Looking back now at the lists you sent me, it is in my
opinion very easy to see why the Tribune finally had to abandon its revised spellings!! I had
previously thought "How tragic; what a pity; a step backward." But now I say the project shoud hav
ben abondond erlier - not even started on the "shotgun" plan on which it began.

Don't take these comments as being foo harsh or from an ungrateful person.

If you consider Lindgren's approach in which all common words with the soft /e/ sound in "head,
said" is spelled "hed, sed" etc., I think you will see the advantage of a gradual approach, i.e., one
type of change at a time, but a/l words so involvd affected.

Your lists indicate the Tribune's erly efforts involvd no less than 26 #ypes of change, and that in
only 3 cases (doubl £, doubl 1, and ue after /log) were numerous exampls given. Even these
categories leave room for meny other words not coverd by the proposd changes. Remember now,
hindsite sez, "No wonder the paper met resistance and complaints." Even Lindgren's SR-1 has had
only limited success so far (and only in parts of Australia)!

Because (1) I really appreciate your efforts on my behaf and (2) because there is considerable
interest in some areas in doing something about our awful spellings, I took the trubl to set up the
enclosed analysis of your lists.

Some "lite at the end of the tunnel" re: regularizing exists. Without going into detail, (1) we hav
fonetic spelling in shorthand (altho subject to the riter's interpretation, i.e., how he (or she)



pronounces words; (2) there ar committees in out government interested in English (Inglish) as a
universal language for foren trade; and (3) the computer may be a big booster: we alredy hav
computerized tapes for (so far) limited amounts of translations from one language to another and it
is easy to tell a computer to

transcribe eny word ritten in T.O. (Traditional Orthography) into eny spelling we program it to
produce for that word. For example, we can rite "said" in T.O. and the computer sees it in T.O. and
prints it out as "sed."

You may not be personally interested in regularizing spellings but you may know others at the
Tribune who woud like to see my comments.

Agen, meny thanks, sincerely yours,
Raymond Pierson

-000-
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SOME KEYBOARD OPTIONS AND CLOSE PHONETIC REFORM
by Arnold Rupert, Lunenburg, Ontario.
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top row of keys, & hope that 15 or 20% fewer key strokes will more than compensate. We will also
have to drop capitals or have a 3rd. shift level, but I consider this even an advantage (more on this
point later).

The Rit-TO keyboard will type Rit steno as well as KEYBOARD FOR TO-RIT TRANSITION
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(century slow perhaps). In contrast, reform to a

steno code could be in use by progressive groups (of all ages) as quickly as the Pitman or Gregg
shorthands were (in 5 to 10 years) & co-exist with TO as well, tho the cheaper code to print 'might’
displace the inefficient, rather quickly, as Rit generations took over. They would buy only the
cheaper publications. Reform in one step, but gradually accepted from an interim use as a
shorthand. And a language study code. Like IPA.

I have placed the WES digraphs below Rit strokes, where not paired with equivalent letters. They
will not be on the keyboard. Machines with this keyboard & dual 30-10 pitch escapements, need not
be much more expensive than current models. Let us go all the way in reform, to an efficient &
simple system, at one step. If interested, write to me!
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