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Circular from the United Kingdom Member (P.J.M.Geelan) No.l (7 Jan 71)

1. It has been difficult to kaow how to deal with wy share of the

lenguages allotted by the Chadirman in his Circulsr Wo.3. As regards:-

Belgarian. Membe s will alresdy be familiar with the ™1'/PCGN System
set oul in the 1957 "Romanizotion Guide” and there is no neced to circulate
it again. Most other systems in current use are based on Crozt ortho-
praphy (using &, 8 ond %) and differ essentially on the treatment of one
letter only: ™ , the variants being A, 8 and ¥ . The first of theso is
uzed by the Bulpgarian Academy of Sciences and the Russian World Atlas:

the second and third are optienal alternatives recommended by ISD, ¥
being the preferred one. The dual nature of the IS0 sysziem is designed

to meet the requirements of different users: those whe find it best

to treat all Cyrillic alphabets identically by means of sirict trans-
literation, and these who need to distinguish the phonetic characteristics
of individual longnages by use of transliteration in its normal sense of
“stylised transcription”.

Burmese. Tn this case the EGN/PCGN System in the Romanization Guide”
ig not of its own devising but is simply a statement of the system used
on aveilable romanized mapping of Burma, The discrepancy between
written Burmese and its pronuncintion is such that strict transliteration
would be impnssible in any meaningful sense.

Ghirege. The orguments in favour of Wade-Giles and those for Pinyin
rre already widely known. There are many comparative tables available
netting out the two sets of transcribed syllables, but these in themselves
would mean 1ittle for the real problems concern interpretation nnd
application. No formal comparison of the two systems is possible in
this respect, for the rules concerning the application of Pinyin {word-
divigsion nad use of tone marks) have not yet been adequately formulsted
and approved Pinyin “rendings” are not yet available for more than kalf
the total number of characters that will be encountered in geographical
nomns.

Byolorussian. Byelorussia and Georgia are constituent Republics of

Georian, the Soviet Union and, therefore, from an internabtional
puint of view, names can only be standardized on the basis of their
approvaed BuSsisu spelling. Important as these and the other sixty
longwges of the Soviet Union are, it would e unworkuble in practice
for international standurdization to rest on the application of sixty
difiezrent transliteration systems. Even if it were possible it would
be futile, since standardisation within the Soviet Union itsell is based
on Riseian and external stondardization cannot work unless it necepts
the results of internal standardization within states. (8imilar
congiderntions apply, incidentally, to the lanpuages of India).

2. Coming now to the matters raised in Circular No.4 from the Chairmon,
I agree in general ferms with the points 1 - 5 of the Ausirian Member's
oirenlar No.l., On his reference to additional languages in point 6,

see my comments on the ianst peragraph above. I accept the principle
stated in his point 8 provided that romanized mapping exists at an
odequote scnle for international standardization purposes. On points

9, 10 and 11, I do not think decisions can be made on the basis of
abatract principle; they must take into account which systems will be
most useful in the circumstances. Standardization never works unless
it is based on practical rather than theoretical considerations,
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3. The Chairman asks our views on the possibility of finding a final
solution on Arabic, Cyrillic, Greek and Hehrew ot the New York mesting
next wmonth. I believe that Greek and Hebrew will be pgenernlly soluble
on-the basis of the principle made in point & of the Austrian Member's
Circular No.l referrcd to above. Arabic is much more complicated,
invelving as it does mere than n dozen states, but the same principle
must play an impertant part. We have already discussed Cyrillic at
great length in previcus meetings without successy; 1t may be useful
now to consider the problem from the point of view of the usefulness

in practice of the various systems.

L, The preparation of a UN Transliteration Guide to the systems in
current use in different circumstances would be of consider QLlo
reference value and might go some wny towards an interim solulion
of the problem.

5. On the question of reversibility, it would herdly bo possibla to
have it in nll cases even if it were agreed to be emsential.  Por

many easicrn scripts (Thai, Lao and Cambodinn, [or exnmple) complete
reversibility would require more dincritics thon would cver be
acceptnble in prrcetice. Bven Hebreow, 2 simple alphobet by comparison.
requires a guite impractical use of dineritics to ensure reversibility
(see IS0 R259 alrendy distributed). Though reversibility mny bhe
egssential for lingulstic and hibliographlenl purposes it does not fellow
that it dis necessary for the standnardization of geopraphical nnmes
which, because of its universal nnture, will be corresnmondingly less
scilentific and more practical. The rensonable attitude to toke, I think.
is thot reversibility is always desiroblc if it can be achicved withont
sicrifice of praocticality.




