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1. INSULAR G, CLOSED INSULAR G, and CAROLINGIAN G. The orthography of the Early Middle

English Ormulum is remarkable in that it indicates three different reflexes of original /ɡ/. Its author,

Orm, uses Carolingian G for /dʒ/, as in seggen (Old English secgen) ‘to say’ [ˈsɛdʒən]; INSULAR G (ᵹ)

for /j/ (this is the ancestor of yogh ȝ), as in ᵹiff ‘if’ [jɪf]; and a unique CLOSED INSULAR G of his own

invention for /ɡ/, as in ꟑoddspell ‘gospel’ [ˈɡɔdspɛl].

G g Ᵹ  Ꟑ ꟑ
Peter Baker suggests (see Figure 9) that the analysis of these letters should lead to an interpretation 

of “closed Insular g” as what we will call “Carolingian g with headbar”. We do not believe the 

evidence is sufficient to make this determination. Orm uses Carolingian Gg in Middle English for 

/dʒ/ and in Latin (where he does not use Insular Ᵹᵹ). Unfortunately none of Orm’s Latin text has any 

instances of initial capital G, but we can look at some contemporary texts to show that capital 

Carolingian had a distinctive C-like shape (Figures 1–3) and even a square one (shown in type in 

Figure 4). In fact some English texts use a C-like shape for the capital of lowercase ᵹ. But Orm does 

not. His uppercase and lowercase Insular Ᵹᵹ and his uppercase and lowercase Insular closed Ꟑꟑ share 

the same shape (see Figures 5 and 6). We do not know what his capital Carolingian G would have 

had, but it is doubtless C-like, and his lowercase Carolingian g is unremarkable—so standard Gg 

glyphs are most probable.  

Baker’s suggestion that Orm just put a crossbar atop a Carolingian g is a possible analysis, but 

putting a crossbar atop a capital G would make it look very much like an Insular Ꞇ, particularly in 

manuscript, and Orm is not likely to have done that. Orm’s understanding of letters seems to be quite 

advanced, and he would not likely want to do something so ambiguous. In any case we believe that 

the evidence best suggests that Orm used Gg for /dʒ/ in English (perhaps this phoneme was used in 

the Latin he used), Ᵹᵹ for /j/, and that he modified the Insular letter, not the Carolingian one, by 

borrowing the downstroke of the top part of the g. 

Shown on the left here are the Baskerville glyphs used in Evertype publications. Shown on the right 

are the glyphs in version 1.002 of Junicode (this version of the font does not have LATIN CAPITAL 

LETTER SCRIPT G). In red are glyphs which have been made out of glyphs found in that version, for 

reference as we discuss the shapes. (They were made quickly and without the care Baker puts into 

his font.) 

            G g Ɡ ɡ Ᵹ ᵹ Ꟑ ꟑ G g _ ɡ Ᵹ ᵹ   
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Baker suggests (Figure 9) a glyph  which looks like LATIN LETTER SCRIPT G with a crossbar, but 

Orm’s Carolingian g doesn’t really look like ɡ—it looks more like g. In fact, all three of Orm’s g’s 

share the S-shape which is most original to the insular letterform:  

  ᵹ ꟑ 
 

Because Orm does not use a shape like ɡ we don’t believe there is a reason to prefer a ɡ-shape to a 

g-shape for the Carolingian letter, and, because (unlike the usual Gg pairing) uppercase and 

lowercase Ᵹᵹ and Ꟑꟑ have the same shape in Orm’s hand, we stand by our analysis and the glyphs 

which have been ballotted and encoded. The letter is really LATIN CLOSED INSULAR G, and it is not 

*LATIN G WITH HEADSTROKE.  

 

Now the glyphs used for INSULAR G Ᵹᵹ in Junius seem to be in the tradition of Edmund Fry’s 

typography, and that shape doesn’t “close” very easily. Orm’s insular g is decidedly S-like. Perhaps  

some alterations to Junius’ INSULAR G would be of benefit for CLOSED INSULAR G. See Figure 4.  

 

In any case we do not believe that a g/ᵹ/ distinction is what we have in the Ormulum (or g/ᵹ/ 

either), and we maintain that g/ᵹ/ꟑ are the right glyphs to use. 

 

There are similarities in the ductus of all three letters in Orm’s hand. See Figures 7 and 8.  

 

2. Glyph improvement. The reference glyph could benefit from a thicker closing loop taken from 

the g. 

 → Ꟑꟑ g 
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4. Figures. 

 

 

Figure 1. Example from Wright 1960 (Plate 1, from the Peterborough version (1121–1155) of the 

Anglo-Saxon Chronicle) showing G and g circled in red and blue respectively. This scribe does not 

use the insular letterforms Ᵹ and ᵹ.  
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Figure 2. Example from Wright 1960 (Plate 3, from Vices and Virtues (c. 1200)) showing G and g 

circled in red and blue respectively, alongside the insular letterform ᵹ used here for ȝ, circled in 

orange. 
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Figure 3. Example from Wright 1960 (Plate 5, from Ancrene Wisse (c. 1225)) showing G and g 

circled in red and blue respectively, alongside the reflex of an insular letterform of ᵹ used now as ȝ, 

circled in orange.  

 

 

 

Figure 4. Example from Fry 1799:260 showing “Saxon” insular letterforms. This may inform the 

glyph shape of INSULAR G Ᵹᵹ in Peter Baker’s Junicode font. Perhaps if that shape were revisited in 

Junicode with regard to the Ᵹᵹ shape it might make design of Ꟑꟑ easier. 
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Figure 5. Text from the Ormulum, f. 9v, lines 99–106, showing uppercase and lowercase INSULAR G 

(circled in green) alongside uppercase and lowercase CLOSED INSULAR G (circled in red); the capitals 

are double-circled. Transcription of the text: 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Example from the Ormulum f. 9r, lines 47–56 showing lowercase INSULAR G (circled in 

green) alongside uppercase and lowercase CLOSED INSULAR G (circled in red); the capital is double-

circled. Circled in yellow is Carolingian g. Transcription of the text: 

 

 

⹍ Ᵹe̋ꞇ ƿile icc ſhæƿenᷠ ᵹuƿ foꞃꞃƿhi⹎ 
Ꟑoddſpell iſſ ꟑoddſpell nemͫnedd.                 100 
⹒ ec icc ƿile ſhæƿenᷠ ᵹuƿ⹎ 
Hu mikell ſáƿle ſellþe⹎ 

⹒ ſaƿle beꞃᫍhleſſ unᷠdeꞃᫍfoþ. 
Aꞇꞇ ꟑoddſpell all ꝥ lede⹎ 
Þaꞇᫎ follᵹͪeꟓ ꟑoddſpell þƿeꞃᫍꞇ űꞇ ƿel.              105 
Þuꞃᫍh þohhꞇ. þuꞃꞃh ƿoꞃd. þuꞃᫍh dede⹎ 

⹍ Þuꞃᫍh ſƿillc þeᵹᵹ beꞃenᷠ hælenᷠd cꞃiſꞇ. 
Allſ iff þeᵹᵹ kaꞃꞃꞇe ƿæꞃenᷠ. 
Off ƿheleſſ foƿƿꞃe. Foꞃᫍ þaꞇꞇ all 
Ꟑoddſpelleſſ hallᵹͪe laꞃe.                                 50 
Iſſ — allſ icc hafe ſhæƿedd ᵹuƿ⹎ 
O foƿƿꞃe ꟑoddſpellbokeſſ. 

⹒ foꞃᫍþi maᵹᵹ ꟑoddſpell full ƿel⹎ 
Ben ſálema̅neſſ kaꞃꞃꞇe⹎ 
Þiſſ iſſ ꞇo ſeggenn openᷠliᵹ                               55 
Þe lafeꞃꞃd cꞃiſꞇeſſ kaꞃᫍꞇe.
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Figure 7. Text taken from Figure 6 above (lines 52, 50, and 55 repectively) showing what appears 

to be the ductus of the letters lowercase ꟑ, uppercase Ꟑ, and two lowercase g’s. There is nothing 

compelling here to suggest that CLOSED INSULAR G is necessarily based on a Carolingian original; the 

two downstrokes on the lowercase ꟑ are nicely parallel—just as a “closing stroke” on the insular ᵹ 

would be! And again, the uppercase pair Ᵹ/Ꟑ have the same basic structure, and the latter does not 

look like a Carolingian G. Moreover, since Orm’s g does not look like script ɡ, basing the glyph for 

ꟑ on that, as Baker suggests (see Figure 9) would be a mistake. 

 

 

Figure 8. Text in Latin from the Ormulum f. 8r showing lowercase Carolingian g with an S-shape 

alongside uppercase S which has the same shape.  
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Figure 9. Text of the e-mail on this topic sent by Peter Baker to Deborah Anderson, 2021-09-21. 
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The Unicode reference character is important, I think, since
these exotic characters from the code charts without ever c
on.

I'm not sure this matter is worth such a long exposition as th
mention it anyway. Font makers are soon going to start putt
fonts, and the results are going to be unfortunate.

Best,
Peter

Department of English
University of Virginia
P.O. Box 400121
Charlottesville, Virginia 22904-4121
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