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We are not the first to suggest that the decimal system leaves much to be desired. Our
first recorded antecedents in Europe go back some four hundred years when, once the
Roman system of recording results of calculations was replaced by the Indo-Arabic system
of numerals to calculate with, mathematicians pointed out the deficiencies of the primitive
counting scale of ten - a scale which, among other faults, is unable to represent in simple
terms such basic fractions as thirds and quarters, fractions which are commonly needed in
every-day life as well as in mathematics.
The present phase of resistance started in Britain with the decimalisation of the
coinage. To any but those who are convinced that decimalisation is a change greatly to be
welcomed, it is quite obvious that there are social and cultural objections to general decimalisation with which we should be concerned. Our traditional, easily divisible, “Imperial”
(or “Anglo-American”) system of weights and measures and the metric system based on
the number ten, are two mutually exclusive systems of measurement. The argument is one
of numeration; the numeration system needs to attain those merits of divisibility which traditional measurement systems have evolved as a result of practical needs. Our human-orientated measures, with their flexible divisions, should be retained for ordinary use to
ensure the continuation of utility with comprehension. We do not oppose change because
there is always a natural resentment to change. Measuring systems - and counting systems
- should be allowed to evolve, and not be forced to stand still. We oppose unnecessary
change, and in particular we oppose change which brings no benefits to ordinary people.
Decimalised currency, for instance, was primarily for the benefit of money counters at the
expense and disadvantage of money users; with its binary and ternary divisions, £.s.d.
required fewer coins to make up a given sum for payment and change-giving. For these and
other reasons we also support various groups formed to meet current threats to traditional
measures.
Resistance needs to be based on sound arguments, and in its literature the DSGB
therefore tries to supply reasons why our traditional means and methods, which have their
near-equivalents in other countries, are not “unscientific” (as some experts would have us
believe), and they are superior to any arbitrary committee-designed arrangement. Other
systems, past, present and future, are examined and discussed in our publications, particularly with regard to their merits for uniting social and scientific applications and to discuss the inadequacies of the current measurement scene. Some of the advantages and disadvantages are described in our various papers for those interested.

THE PRESENT SITUATION
It should be explained that, for the purpose of communicating ideas, we use the
inverted two, 7, and inverted three, 8, (originally proposed and used by Sir Isaac Pitman
in his Phonetic journal), to augment the present number sequence with single symbols for
the values that are now written as “10” and “11”. These symbols are venerable enough to
raise the subject above personal preferences of which, for quite logical reasons, there
always have been many.
A minority have felt that a completely new symbol set should be used to avoid
ambiguity with numbers written in other bases, This is reasonable, but not the manner in
which progress is made - by additions to existing forms. It would make for problems in
printing, and cause difficulties in explaining the principles of the dozen scale to novices.
For wide publication a distinctive typeface could be used, but for the present, unless the
base being used is specified in the text, suffixes or indicator marks are employed. We
recognise that better symbols could be chosen, and we need new ideas and new designs
to choose from.
The Dozenal Society of America at first used a cursive form of X for ten and an
inverted 3 for eleven. They later changed these to the Bell Telephone symbols (“star” and
“hash”) on the grounds of public familiarity, even though these were never intended by
Bell to be thought of or used as numerals. Familar they may be, but the typographical
form of Bell’s X is used as a multiplication sign in computer use and the sign intended for
eleven is more familiar in America, (and increasingly so in Britain), as a sign for “number”, as in “#1” for “number 1” etc. Neither fits aesthetically with existing numerals. But
more important than the actual symbols used, “It is the principle that counts”, as
Professor Gene Zirkel of DSA says.
Some people have created a new dozenal vocabulary, but it is best just to say the
numerals in order, as for other bases. One of our founder members, Professor A.C. Aitken,
advised that, “duodecimalists should not prescribe over much what is desirable Once the
principle is accepted, practical and intelligent men will find an even better solution than
anything we might propose”. Thus the subject stands until events make the best choice
perhaps more obvious.
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