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STATEMENT 0N ROMANIZATION

The year that passed since our last meeting in New
York showed a considerable increase in the activities of
the working group on romenization. Althouh much has been
achéved in this field the problem an the whole remains far
from final accomplishment, First of all I want to give my
views on different questions touched upon in the relevant
Papers , which were considered of principal importance.

In the first place 1t should be emphasized that af-
ter approval of guidelines on romanizablon of individusl
languages for international use different natlonal romeni-
zations that have been worked out in conformity with each
langiage will remain in existence. As was rightly noted in
the Memoréndum of ﬁhe delegations of Austria, Belgium,
Bulgarisa, Czechoslavakia, Finland, Federal Republic of Ger-
many, Hungary, Iuxemburg ans Switzerland addressed vo the
Chairman of Committee ILL at the Geneva meeting (21,9.67),
the status of those national transliteration systems is In
general comparable to that of conventional names.

' In the second place, we cannot completely agree
with the standpoint of the USA and Great Britaln delegati-
. ons expressed in the working paper No. 4 submitted to the
last meeting in New York. We do not object to the general
views fqrmulated in this paper (references 1-4). However,
the conclusion that a romanizatbion based on the practice of
English~speaking countries is the most acceptable and prac-

. ticle can hardly be considered well~grounded. Completed as
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they are the rules of the reference 5 infringe upoa inte-
rests of minor nationalities and stutes. An anglicized
sysfien of romanization of non-Roman~writing elphabets is
unaceepbable as an inbternational standard as well as a
system based on any other Rbﬁanmwriting language. We cone
sider that a romanization based on phonetic values of Roman
oha?acters-in Slavonic Roman-writing languages is much more
acceptable as an international one for romanization of
Slavonic non-Roman—-writing languageso We stated this view
in the paper submitted to the last New York meeting (WP 286).
in the third place. while preparing romanizstion
guidelines for international use 1t should be proceeded notb
from writing ftradition in general but from peculiarities

of dndividual }?nguagéso Hence we cannot apgree wita the
72N

view of

22 stating necessity

of unambigous romanization of Cyrillic letters irrespece
tive of peculiarities of individual lenguages (Circular 1,
of the member from Austria, June 23, 1970, ref.5). For
example, the letter " B " of Russian and Bulgarian repre-
sents the different consonants ( / N/ and /WP /respecti-
vely) and 1t would be incorrect to represent it by the sane
Roman one,

Thus, in the exchange of views the often reiterated
opinion was reaffirmed that the concept of "romanization"
is to some extent abstract as one cannot speak of the Latin
alphabet forgetting individual Romen-writing languages
whose alphabets are characterized by : 1) different sets
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of characters; 2) different phonetic values of the same




character in different languages; 3) different phonetic
values of the same characters in the same language;
4) different sets of diacritics.

We might not repeat all these well-known things if the
choice of one or another romanization of non-Roman-~writing ‘
languages as an internabional standard would not mezn the
freferenee of one Roman-writing language to the detriment
~of the rest since any of existing romsnizations (save the
IS0 sysbems) is in any case ablbached to a certain lanpucge.

‘. One cannot as well speak of romanizmation of a cer-

tain kind of script, to say the Cyrillic onec, since diffe-
rent languages using it are characteristic of distinctive

features Just as Roman-writing languages.

As to working out individual romanization of Russian
names and those of the Soviet republics, whose alphabets
were based on the Russiszn one, this problem, through more
detailed study, appeared to raise additional difficulties.
Unfortunately we were unable to give much consideration to
this problem due to the task we consldered more important
for us, viZ.s to reconsider the rules of transfer into Rusw
;ian of Sovielb languages and those of other countries and
to work out the rules of representing Russian and other
Soviet languages as well as foreign ones in different Soviet
languages. The latter problem 18 especially urgent since
for the first time edition of national encyclopaediss in
Soviet langnages were recently embarked on while national
i

maps incremse in their amount. Therefore our main attention

and efforts were aimed at these problems. However, we Te-
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cognize importance and vrgency of the romanization problem
for the purposes of the world cartography and the world
exchange of scientific information.

We mean o accompish thé research work and develop
our proposals on romanization of Russian names during this
Jear, and during the next two years Lo worlk out romaniza-
tioné of other Soviet languages. Afbter accompishment of
this worlk we mean to prepare and approve the stste stan—
dards which will be recommended for international use.

M The complicate@ problem ol romaenization hes S0 many
different aspects and provokes so many conflicting views
that the following proposal seems to us the most advania

geouss

1. If a country has its own ready and officially ap-
proved romanization of its place-nzmes it should be accep=-
ted fox international use Just in the same way as we accep—
ted the romanizations of Amharic, Thal and Persian at the

Geneva meeting.

2, Where an official romanization of a country with
a. non~Roman alphabet is different from that of the IS0 the
latter should agree its romanization with that of the couns
5ry concerned and take into account the amendments this

country will desire Ho introduce.

3, Where there is no officially approved romenization

we should recommended that the country itself work out it
I3

or take part in similar work of the international bodies
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( the IS0 end Ad Hoc Group of Experts on geographical names).

4o We should recommend that countriss speaking
cognate languages and using the same writing tradition
agree upon coentroversial points as fas as possible and
worlt out thelr romsnizations ia the same type. Such regio-
nal agreements would make nuch easier problems of interna-—
tional standardization.

We consider that such an approach to the prooicm is

the most unbiased, just snd practicable.
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