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_ WRITING SYSTEMS
CONVERSION OF NAMES FROM ONE WRITING SYSTEM INTO AWNOTHER

Paper submitted by the chernﬁcnt of Austyvia

o the IpaBiis MerDnyHapoOnHOol TPAHCIWTEDILUY DYCCEHX VMeH

vl

coBCT RO NaTHHEcKuME CyrBsuKM, worked out by the HueTuryr

ssuxosnanns AH CGCCE, T95I ~ T956. :

k If a conversion system is to servae the purposes of

cartography - and of documentation in general - in

an optimal way, it has to fulfil ftwo conditionst

o

i

L. 1 The system should ,ELUW'of the conversion riginal
sequences {(ic.s., words/names spelled in thes source
language aﬂd source seript} inte corresponding target

sequenceg (i.e., words/names spelled in the target
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seript) without the requirement of any additional

information as to unpredictable features of pronun-
ciation. A& worker in the field of cartography or do-

cumentation cannot be expected to know the provuncia-

tion of overy Russian place-name but is only "jp|0¢0@
to be able to identify Russian characters and to follow

unambiguous instructions of a conversion key.

L.2 The system should provide for the reconversion of ro-

manized targaet sequences intoe the corr b»uudxnb ori-—
= 1 1

ginal {socurce script} scquences on the basis. of genoral
orthographic rules of the source language. Lt should

net be a mnecessary condition for workers in carto-
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graphy and documentation {te¢ be familiar with any spo-
cial rules (concerning unpredictable, Yexceptional! .
cases) that may govern the spelling of a giveu placc-
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Whereas the Boviet romanizalion sysiem &scardiné to
TOGH 1687671 (dissued 1971L/1973%) and the internatio-
nal svstem IS0/R-9 (1864}, recognized also by Soviet
suthorities for use in international biblicgraphy
{(see TOCT 16876-71, § 23 do fully cemply with the
above described conditions of biuniqueness (f.e.,
ﬁu@wﬁamﬁﬁ@ convertibil] ty in both directions}, the

T OIBATL %fiaz 3y5tem worked out by the USSR Academy
¢f Sciemces (19 Slfl?ﬁﬁ} and usaed in the "World Atlasy

{ Aroaiac MUEDE , Moscow 1967} fails to meet those reguire-

ments. The following features and items of the USSR
feadeny of Sciences’® conversion table seem unsatise
Tactory in some resprets:

i £ -

{An tnstance of ambiguity of the conversgion table ftmelf:
o o 13

and, poszibly, an instance of awbiguitly of conversion

v
from Ruzsian towards Roman scripts)

The romsnization table of the USSR Academy of Scliences

hiat -

-

states
o thn Russian letter & yields Roman e (j@}g

-~ the Russian letter e yields Roman ‘o (ag Jode

Thia mnrovision., whep understood in its literal sense
¥ 9 ; -4

means that a given Russlian name containing the leltter

"‘m

¢ for /'of, such as, e.g., Open, lyravesc, Luxuio, is

te be spelled in transcription -
- with Roman e {je} when the name is Tound to be
spelled with Russian (undotted) @ in the source

text or map; examples: Qpen, llyrazvenc, IINKUHO -—3

~
Orel, Pugacevo, Jelkino;

but
~ with Roman ‘o (o, jo)} when the same name ha appens to

be szpellied with Hussian dotted & in the source text or

map; examples: QOpén, Ilyraugpo, SnkxpHo — 0r’ol, Pugacovo,

Joaldl F,.E'il{)a

As di® well kwown, the use of the Reman letter o (instead

. o - . ?9 . oA - ]
of E) for /o is optional and a given word or name COl-

oy r 5 . - - - b . ERr
“taining /'o/ may be found speiled with & or e indiffe-
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rently. Hence it follows that the above rule, when
applied literally, would lead to a Situaﬁian whers
ane snd the same Russian place-name may vield two
dgifferent. roman: ized spellings (with different alpha-
baetical ordewimg} w depending onr such fortuitous face
tors as the chmi@é of letterw-types in the printed
g@uraalﬁgxtm Sueh o situation would be dinconsistent

with basic principles of documentation work.

It iﬁg howeveyr, not impmggible that the above guoted
(2,1) provisicon of the USER Aeademy's conversion table
i to be understood in a differ ﬁt w&y; namely, that -
- the Rssian letiex e, -

e WILETL StanéiﬂP f&r o/ iz te be romanized & {jel:
e _— B H

ﬂ,ﬁlm95 Bunced ¢ Jenised;
Tt

w when standing for /to/ - and therefore allernating

n
freely with the Russian letler & - is to be rendered
i Reoman soript by ‘o {o, jels exawples: Qpen.

S NEe Jdin e S SREN

— A .
hyraQeBO$ WAKKHO —=3 Or'ol, Pugacovo, Jolkino.

Altheugh such an interpretation of the conversion rule

in guestion caunet be based on the literal wording of

the conversion-table, there are yel some reasons to

suppose that it might have been intended by the author(s)

of the system. Under such an assumption it would be
extremely difficult feor a user to apply the system in
practical work cerrectly wheneaver a Russ :ian place-~name
containing the letter e is 1o be romanized. There iz 1o
reliable way to tell whether Russian e in certain pogie
tions is pronounced /'e/ or /'o/ - somelimes not even
for the native speakers of Russian unless they hapren
to be familiar with the piacemname in gquestion. Eoige,

WO

BQpW@B mﬂ,ﬁorﬁ av oY Bor@ o 7 BOﬁQHOB-mJ»ﬁOiOCCV or

S et P [T Y

zalocow 7 (See also: Bondaruk G.P./Komkov A .M. in:

W e e

HepemeHHNe BONPOCH PYCCHOTO npaaonmcnzm Moslva /Nauka/
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1974, p. 50.) A worker in cartography - and documentation

&

1w general -~ would not be safe in giving the correct ro-

manization for Russian e unless he was supplied with an o
additienal list of all Russian place-pames where the
tetter o corresponds to fYe/ - which is obviocusly un-

practicable.
. X el
{Instances of ambiguity in reconversion from Homan

towards Ruszian scripts)

T,

‘Toman o can be the result of a conversion ag well of
Eusgian e as of Russgiasn 3, both after consovant Letter.

{Althovgh

il

he loatter case ccours yrather seldom in na-

mes belomging to the Russian language area, it will be

T

freguent in na

ey

mes from oether languages such ag, @e.Fe

Moldavian, ) = Example: Bsringovo more %k BepPUHTOBO |

Mope, Derovskie bugry -~ HopOBOUNS OYLPH - ;

.

Since gland b are likewise omitted before vowel letters,
s Rdman script cluster Yeconscnant leﬁter.+ d + vowel
letter (@, &, O, g)”‘cam yvield in reconversion either
Weonsonant letter + 3 + vowel letter (g, g, .8 )" or
Weonsonant letter + p + vowel letler (g, 8, E,00)".

(Tt 35 to be admitted, hewever; that the first case = B e
will not occur frequently in place~names.)

s

’ = = R . ke
Tn the case {at least)} of [ouxap Ona, romanized Joskar

0le, the cluster jo proves ambiguous in reconversion

since it stands elsewhere for Russian e pronounced VARV

It is difficult to see why and how a distinction should

be made between the romanized spellings of Russian plaéem
names according whether they occcur within or outside the
gphere of cartography and gecgraphy. In fact; a digtinciion
] {he treatment of cartographic/geographical publica-~

.

tions and other documentation material is impracticable



since cartegraphy may be regarded as a typical and

central Lield of documentation.

el - There would be undoubtedly much to say in favour
of the conversion system of the USSR Academy of
\ Sciences: it proevides in some respects a highly’
| sppropriate picture of the phonelogical structure
af Russian. However, its failure to secure biuni-
gueness in relation to Nussian orthography suggests
to discard it as a candidate for a transiiteration
'system'in the fields of decumentation including

cartography.

&HRI Instead, it 1z precommended to adopit fox the romanization
' ¢f Russian geographical names a system which -
(1} ensures unambiguousness of conversion in both direc~
tions, and
{2) is in common use in other fields of documentation.

Such systems ares

b.2.,l The romanization system according to IOCT 16876-71;
it has the advantage of being presented by an official
standard of the gountry of the donor-language, i.€.,

the Soviet Union.

~

.2.2 . The romanization system according to ISO/R-9 (1968
it has in its favour the status of a Recommendation
of the International Crganization for Standardization
ahdg furthermore, is used in contributions from the
Soviet Uniecn to international bibhliographic works of
reference {sec the above nentioﬁbd standayd 1OCT

1687671, § 2).

Summary

The linguistic evaluation of the Romanization System for the
Eussian alphabet worked cut by the Academy of Sciences of the
USSR, 1951 - 1956, shows the following results:

The sysiem proévides a highly appropriate pilcture of the pho-
nological structure of Russian. But inasmuch cas it allows
of mno reconversibility, it is not very suitable for carto-
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graphical use. As there are in the Soviet Union already two
excellent transliterations in use, State Standard No.168706-71
for geneval purposes, and Recommendation 9 (1968) of the
International Organization for Standardization for contri-
butions from the USSR te international biblicgrephical works
of reference, it does not seem to he advantageous to recommend
for international cartographical use a third system of minor
guality as a means of translkiteration.




