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clasification and aspects of vowels and conson-
ants, their combination, asimilation, elision, fu-
sion. Part 3d uweats of lanuage-representation
exemplified by 170 versions of John iii, 16. .

A brief statement as to Passy’s work is
in order: Bell gave usan entiraly new set of sym-
1y)is. not Rowmanie, not familiar—Visibl Speech.
.15 did the same in Xoman forms—Palaeotype.
& vaat givs another version—Visibl Speech reviz-
¢ i ioloing Bell. Passy givs a Roman notation,
comparabl to Paleotype, but siimpler, les ciumsy.
Quite cosmopolitan and polyglos, with ful view
of the labors of Bell, £1lis, Sweet, Storm, Vietor,
Helmbholts. Sievers, Donders, Bruecke, Western,
and many others, he is yung, a recent expounder
of fouetic sience, an expert fonetician. [By the
way, Fonetics and New Speling ar very difrent
tields, tho adjacent, overlaping—don't forget it.
Orthoepy is a bridge becween them.}

CORESPONDENCE.
PRONUNCIATION OF hranch, ETC.

Srr: Not satisfied with bransh, Frensh,
insh, etc., I practist daily for two weeks
and can only pronounce it bran [, with a
perceptibl paus (to relax organs) before [,
bran'f with t faint but perceptibl, or bran(
with n aproaching i, Spanish n, (and per-
haps t). Penséon is hardly in point as n
and ( ar in separat sylabls giving time to
relax, as in bran . Old soldiers around
here say pen-tfon or peii-fon.

A sister,a brother, and a frend succeed-
ed no beter than I with braush. Thisdoes
not sho that it cannot be pronounced but
that considerabl efort [to overcome habit]
is required. As motion is toard least re-
sistance, brant(, if not alredy curent,tends
to become so. I do notobject toorthoepic
reform [choice?] where desirabl, but n{ is
a reform in an unnatural direction, per-
haps departure from former uzage. Web-
ster (Introduction, p. Ixiv, §3) says:

“To ch in bench, bunch, clinch, drench, inch,

trench, wrench, and many others, Walker givs .
. the sound sk [(] insted of ¢h {t{], as bensh, insh,
ete. It wud seem by this and other exampls of
rong notation that the anthor had been acus-
tomd to some local peculiarities, either in Lon-
don, where all kinds of dialect ar herd, or some
other place. In this he givs a pronunciation dif-
rent from other orthoepists, one I hav never
herd in either England or this cuntry. His nota-
tion is palpably rong, ours. . universaly corect.”

This, in absence of proof tothe contrary,
shows that nf, or aproach toard it,is an
English habit contracted since 1800. The
speling ch raises presumption in favor of
t{: burdn of proof is on those who change.
Yu say yu ar neutral. If stil so, stik to old spel-
ing. Change comits. The old may be defended
on the conservativ principl: retain old speling if
it represent pronunciation in goo4, reputabl use.

Addison, N. Y, . . E.B, THORNTON.

[The Standwrd dictionary (page 2105)
recognizes both: “lck, nch, as in filch, etc.,
lunch, étc., by English orthoepists genraly
pronounced lsh, nsh.” It apears mater of
choice. Conventional decision (platform,
plank 10) is requisit. American orthoepy
in this, as in much els, reflects older speech. It
deservs fuler consideration.—EDITER.}

CRITICAL COMPARISON BEGUN.

The riter on “Av. Am. Pron.” (p. 56) is
not avers to criticism. Readers ar askt to
consider his work on its merits. We pre-
fer to hav readers decide. We call aten-
tion to Blackmer’s work becaus it is « re-
swlt, not a wild scheme dremt over night
or hatcht before brekfast; nor is Mr B. of
a clas denounced by Dr Sweet (HERALD,
Jan., '97) us “hatching one scheme after
another.” Their day is (or shud be) past.
Now we shud sumarize and harmonize re-
sults of filty years of work and agitation—-
not ponder briefly, then whoop ‘“Eurekal!”

On second tho’ts, noing THr HERALD
apears seldom, noing many a good efort
receivs neglect (too ofn merit’s fate), we
start discusion by an analysis: examining-
“DiverepMENT” (markt B) and “DEVEL-
opMENT” (II). Counting diferentials and
markt leters in each we find:

. In Bo H_ B H
Dif- (a2l 115 yrope (118
eren- 4035 «l4 leters: } €10 © 3
tials: (U332 uvl4d o

Not counted ar 6 and @ (1 each in law,
snprove) becaus they mark distinctions
not atempted in B. If these distinctions
ar requisit or desirabl H furnishes a redy
means to sho them—an advantage.

Difrences arles than they seem: i or 1is
uzed for i, 1 being likely (from habit) to
be pronounced as i in fine; € or & is uzed
for &, & being apt tolead to e in Ae insted.
of they. So,iand 1 aralternativs,as aré, &
Again, 1 i8 1 with mark dropt: e is ¢, ditto.

ITowever, tho i and 1 corespond, as do &
and e, yet of i and @ together ther ar 23,
while of 1 and & ar29. Inference,use of 1
and a is not shirkt where tho’t requisit.
Critical study of all this wil repay readers.

Oing chiefly to use of 8 for dh, words
in H hav 1814 emsspace a line,those in B
hav 19Llg: difrence 1 in 1914, over 5 in 100,
6 in 100 if superfluos g (?) in such words
as exriinctzon, bank, single, (ecstingeshun,
bangk, singgl) be alowd for. We giv the
figuring, as shud be done in such cases.

Overuse of u (32 times) is remarkabl.
Ful haf is the weak neutral vowel (?).

Conclusions: (i) B has twice the difer-
tials in H (88 :43); (il) B requires 8 times
as many markt leters (23 :3); (iii)Bis 6 in
100 longer; (iv) B uzes dh for 8 and wud
uze zh—both ar unfamiliar in Old Spel-
ing, “not in it.” Is ther any good reason
to inflict two awkward digrafs (formd by
straind analogy) when ther is a beter way?

Brevity is not of first consideration, but
an incidental advantage. Of cours, if H
play retched havoc with orthoepy (a bul
in a china-shop) we ar redy to takea bak seat, or
even to be put in pound. Let us hear the other

side, and by this or some means reach a model
specimen of New Speling.



