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Byelorussian Orthography: from the 1933 Reform to the
Present Day

BY

P. J. MAYO

I

The foundations of the grammatical and orthographical systems
of the modern Byelorussian literary language were laid by B. Taras-
kievi¢ in his Bietaruskaje hramatyka dla Skot, the first edition of
which was published in Vilna in 1918. At that time the grammar and
orthography of literary Byelorussian were characterised by a con-
siderable degree of arbitrariness. There were no officially codified
norms and it was not yet clear which dialect would emerge as the
basis of the literary language. The normative influence of such pub-
lications as Nada niva, which played a major role in the standardisa-
tion of the alphabet, was much less evident in the spheres of grammar
and orthography. Out of this situation of ‘Skodny chaos’ (to borrow
a phrase which he was to use later in a different context), Taraskie-
vié created order. Acknowledging the need for a period of flexibility
to allow the most suitable dialect base to be chosen for the literary
language, he felt that the time had now come to make a choice.
Bietaruskaja hramatyka dla 3kot was based on what TaraSkievi¢
regarded as the most characteristic dialect of Byelorussian, namely
that with hard [r] and strong akarinie; a decade later, in the foreword
to the fifth edition of his grammar, TaraSkievi¢ wrote that he had
seen its task as being ‘to consolidate and regularise... the grammatical
basis of the Byelorussian literary language and to establish a perma-
nent orthography’.!

Almost half a century later still we can see that Bietaruskaja hra-
matyka dla kot substantially succeeded in those aims. That is not
to suggest that there have been no significant changes in the gram-
matical and orthographical norms of Byelorussian during that time.
Quite apart from the natural evolution of the language, despite the
general excellence of Taraskievit’s grammar and its widespread
adoption in the decade following its publication, it was inevitable
that, in what was the first systematic grammar of modern Byelo-
russian, some problems should have been resolved less than
satisfactorily. If one adds to this the interference of political con-
siderations, especially in the 1930s, it is immediately obvious that the

1. B. Taraskievi&, Bietaruskaja hramatyka dla 3kot, 5th edition, Vilna, 1929, pradmova.
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Byelorussian literary language of today will in certain respects differ
noticeably from Taraskievi¢’s conception of it.

Nowhere is this more evident than in the orthography. Throughout
the 1920s proposals to introduce certain reforms into TaraSkievié’s
orthography, principally in the areas of jakannie and the treatment
of loan-words, occupied much of the attention of scholars of Byelo-
russian. A number of articles on orthographical topics appeared in
the journals Potymia and Uzvysisa.? In 1926, largely at the instigation
of the main proponent of substantial reform, Jazep Losik, the
Scientific Council of the Institute of Byelorussian Culture called an
Academic Conference on the Reform of the Byelorussian Orthography
and Alphabet? As a result of the discussions at this conference a
Commission on the Literary Language was created which in turn
appointed an Orthographical Commission to look into the questions
raised. The culmination of all this activity was the publication in
1930 by the Academy of Sciences of a plan (prajekt) for the ortho-
graphy of Byelorussian which incorporated some of the changes
proposed at the 1926 conference.*

The prajekt was never put into practice. Instead in 1933 the Council
of People’s Commissars published a decree entitled Ab Zmienach i
spras§éenini bielaruskaha pravapisa.® It is true that in a number of
important respects (e.g. the restriction of jakannie to the immediate
pre-tonic syllable, the retention of unstressed e, s in loan-words,
various rules concerning the orthography of proper names and
toponyms) the decree incorporated changes which had been put
forward also by the authors of the 1930 prajekt, but this was largely
incidental. By this time political considerations had superseded lingu-
istic ones; many of the members of the Orthographical Commission
which had produced the 1930 prajekt were regarded as ideological
heretics and had been exiled or imprisoned, accused of that most
heinous of crimes ‘bourgeois nationalism’. The introduction to the 1933
decree certainly leaves us in no doubt as to their ‘crime’:

‘Byelorussian national democracy, proceeding from its bourgeois,
counter-revolutionary aims, has carried out its subversive
saboteurs’ work on both the economic and the cultural front,
including the sphere of language, terminology and orthography.
National democracy has striven by all means possible to divorce
the Byelorussian literary language from the language of the
broad working masses, erected an artificial barrier between the
Byelorussian and Russian languages and contaminated the Byelo-

2. Ja. Losik, 'Nelistanolilenyja vypadki naSaha pravapisu’, Polymia, 2, 1924; A. Bahda-
novi€¢, ‘Da pytannia ab nelistanoidlenych vypadkach naSaha pravapisu’, ibid., 7, 1925;
S. NiekraSevi&, ‘Ab pa$yrenni akannia na &éuzaziemnyja stovy', ibid., 5, 1926; A. Losik,
Ja. Losik ‘Da reformy bielaruskaha pravapisu’, ibid., 6, 1926; U. Duboilika, ‘Pra nasu
litaraturnuju movvw’, Uzvy$da, 2, 1927; ‘Niekatoryja pryvatnyja vypadki milahuénasei
naSaje movy’, ibid., 4, 1927; ‘Padoiianyja (abo padvojnyja) zyényja 1 sposab ich azna-
&ennla na piSmie’, ibid., 2, 1929; V. Volski, ‘Da pytannia pra spro3tanaje aznatehnie
padvojnych zy&nych na pismie’, ibid., 4. 1929.

3. The proceedings of this conference were published as Pracy Akademiénaje konferen-
1(;1#1 z;{a reformie bietaruskaha pravapisu i azbuki (14-21 listapada 1926 h.), Inbielkult,

insk, 1927.

4. Bietaruski pravapis (prajekt), AN BSSR, Minsk, 1930.

5. Zviazda, 26 August 1933. For a detailed discussion of the 1926 conference, the 1930
prajekt and the 1933 decree see: P. J. Mayo, ‘The Alphabet and Orthography of
Byelorussian in the 20th Century’, JBS, vol. IV, No. 1, London, 1977, pp. 28-48.
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russian language with various medieval archaisms and bourgeois
vulgarisms.’¢
nor as to the political nature of the reforms themselves:

‘With the aims of the decisive eradication from Byelorussian
orthography of national-democratic influences and distortions,
the facilitation of the learning of written Byelorussian by the
working masses, the liberation of the school from unproductive
labour in connection with the study of Byelorussian orthography,
with the aims of the further development of the culture of the
Byelorussian language and the complete subordination of Byelo-
russian orthography to the tasks of educating the working masses
in the spirit of proletarian internationalism, the Council of
People’s Commissars of the BSSR decrees the introduction into
the existing orthography of the following reforms..."”

Part of the process of breaking down the ‘artificial barrier’ between
Russian and Byelorussian was the introduction of a number of ortho-
graphical and morphological changes by means of which Byelorussian
words would acquire an appearance identical with or very similar
to that of corresponding Russian words. The most blatant example of
this in the orthography was the creation of a special category of
‘international-revolutionary words’ (e.g. poBOJIIOLBIA, COBET, KOMY-
HizM) to be exempt from the normal rules of akannie. Russification
was also in evidence in the rules concerning the treatment of foreign
1 as predominantly hard, of foreign s, z as predominantly soft® (both
of which were alien to Byelorussian practice and tradition), but above
all in the changes in the morphology — the spread of the ending -a
(-a) in the genitive singular of masculine nouns of the second declen-
sion at the expense of -y (-10); the abolition of the stressed endings
-0M, -0x in the dative and locative plural of masculine and neuter
nouns and their replacement by the endings -am, -ax; the unification
of the oblique cases of the numerals nBa (aboxsa) and nsee (abexsse)
by the abolition of the formerly distinct feminine forms and of the
alternative masculine and neuter forms with the stem vowel o, leaving
only those forms which coincided with the Russian forms (aByx,
aByM, nByMa); the standardisation of the ending of the second person
plural of the present tense of first conjugation verbs, regardless of
whether they were stressed on the stem or the ending; the replace-
ment of the stressed ending of the second person plural of the
imperative mood éne (-3ue) by the ending -ine (-wme); and, finally, the
exhortation ‘to introduce into the orthography (sic) of Byelorussian
active participles, especially when they have a social meaning’.?

Some of the morphological characteristics of Byelorussian abolished
by the 1933 decree were subsequently restored by the Pastanova Ab
udaktadnienni i ¢astkovych Zmienach isnujufaha bietaruskeha prava-
pisu, published by the Council of Ministers of the BSSR in 1957, but

6. Ab zmienach i spraifenni bietaruskaha pravapisa, Pastanova Savieta Narodnych Kami-
sarati BSSR, reproduced in T. P. Lamcioli, Bietaruskaja hramatyka. Fanletyka i
pravapis, Minsk, 1935, p. 67.

7. ibid., p. 68.

8. ibid., p. 69.

9. ibid., p. 71.
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this new decree contained only minor amendments to the ortho-
graphy. The changes introduced in 1933 remain substantially in force
to the present day, and are codified in the official handbook of
modern Byelorussian orthographical and punctuational norms
(Pravily bielaruskaj arfahrafii i punktuacyi) published by the
Academy of Sciences in 1959.

The definitive rules laid down in 1933 have thus with the passage
of almost half a century acquired a degree of permanency and
respectability. What this surface situation conceals, however, is a
continuing concern, and in many instances dissatisfaction, with the
orthographical norms of modern Byelorussian. Leaving aside for the
moment the understandable and to some extent predictable attitude
of non-Soviet Byelorussians, we find that this concern has manifested
itself within Soviet Byelorussia ‘at three stages in particular: in 1933-
39, 1946-48 and again in 1951-52.

II

The 1933 decree took effect from 16 September of that year; from
that date schools and publishing houses were to adopt the new
orthography. Grammars and textbooks incorporating and applying
the new rules were needed and a number were published over the next
few years.'® Towards the end of the 1930s, however, it was becoming
clear that not for everyone in Soviet Byelorussia had the 1933 decree
succeeded in its stated aims. Dissatisfaction with some aspects of the
decree surfaced publicly in articles which appeared in Zviazda, Lita-
ratura t mastactva and Sovetskaja Belorussija in 1938 and 1939.

There was a certain irony in the fact that almost all the authors of
these articles accused the authors of the 1933 decree of the same
‘crime’ against which the latter had themselves inveighed so heavily,
and called for further reforms which would bring Byelorussian even
closer to Russian.

The first shot in the campaign was fired in an article which
appeared in Zviazda on 9 April 1938.11 Less than five years after the
introduction of substantial changes in the orthography of Byelo-
russian the author of the article, K. Hurski, a ‘scientific worker’
(navukovy rabotnik) at the Academy of Sciences in Minsk, called for
a fundamental reform which would rid Byelorussian orthography of
what he termed ‘the subterfuges and incongruities introduced by the
enemies of the people’. For Hurski the term ‘enemies of the people’
embraced not only those who had been actively concerned with
orthographical problems in the 1920s, but also those who had pro-
duced the 1933 decree. The former, according to Hurski, had been
responsible for ‘putting a brake on the development of the Byelo-
russian language and retarding the achievement of universal literacy’.
This should have been put right in 1933 but the enemies of the people
were still in powerful positions in the Academy of Sciences and other

10. Lamcioii, op. cit.; N. I. Selidyk, A. S. Solomienik, Hramatyka bietaruskaj movy, Minsk,
1935; Bietaruskaja hramatyka. Marfatohija (ed. T. P. Lamciol), Minsk, 1936; Ju. A,
Sakal, M. I. Zyrkievid, Hramatyka, I, Minsk, 1938.

11. K. Hurski, ‘Ab bielaruskim pravapisie’.
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leading institutions and had used their position to do even more
damage, with the result that ‘not only was there not a real purge of
Byelorussian orthography, but on the contrary, under the guise of
amendments the agents of fascism had dragged into the orthography
a whole series of harmful and inimical distortions and in a number
of places had further complicated it’. What Hurski meant by this was
not those changes in the orthography (and morphology) which had
had the effect of blurring the distinction between Byelorussian and
Russian, but those sections of the 1933 decree which dealt with the
orthography of foreign names and toponyms i.e. precisely those
aspects of the decree which showed the least evidence of Russification.
Like the authors of the 1933 decree Hurski talked of the need to pull
down the ‘artificial barrier’ between Byelorussian and Russian, but
he went further than his predecessors. He advocated the achievement
of this aim by means of the total rejection of the phonetic principle
in the orthography of vowels in Byelorussian i.e. the abolition of
akaninie and jakannie, though he could find no better justification for
his proposal than that akannie in Byelorussian hindered pupils in
their study of Russian!

The hysterical political tone of Hurski’s article was echoed in a
number of others. Articles by P. F. Chadarenka,'> M. N. Karpaco,!3
P. Dzik!* (all in Zviazda) and by V. Borisenko® (in Sovetskaja Belo-
russija) all opened with characteristic diatribes against the ‘enemies
of the people’. All four writers also echoed Hurski’s rejection of the
phonetic principle, Chadarenka associating it, even more directly than
Hurski had done, with the same ‘enemies of the people’.

Dzik, in particular, abhorred the phonetic principle and in addition
to the abolition of akannie and jekarinie wanted to see the extension
of the morphological principle in other areas of the orthography e.g.
through the retention of the voiced consonant 3 at the end of prefixes,
regardless of whether the following consonant was voiced or unvoiced.

Both Dzik and Karpacoli highlighted one area of confusion which
the 1933 decree (and, indeed, the 1930 prajekt before it) had failed to
deal with. This was the inconsistency in the application of dziekannie
and ciekannie to loanwords or native words formed on foreign roots.
Thus Sakal and Zyrkievi®’s Hramatyka (1938) recommended the
spellings xkamanazip but xamangaeipoyka, without attempting any
explanation or offering any guide-lines. This inconsistency was to be
resolved only -with the publication of the 1957 decree, which
recommended the application of dziekannie and ciekannie in words
of foreign origin which had the Byelorussian suffixes -iu, -ip, -€ép,
-eely, -ejick, -ik.16

Otherwise Dzik, Karpacoli and Chadarenka focused their attention
mainly on morphological matters. Chadarenka was concerned at what
he regarded as unnecessary proliferation of the characteristic first
12. ‘Patrebna nieadkladnaje spra&feninie bietaruskaha pravapisu’, Zviazda, 6 July 1938.

13. ‘Mai zatvahi’, ibid.
14, ‘Da pytannia ab sufasnaj bietaruskaj arfahrafii’, ibid., 16 October 1938.
15. ;gag?rojekte reformy belorusskogo pravopisanija’, Sovetskaja Belorussija, 16 February

16. See M. I. Hurski, M. H, Bulahad, M. C. Mar&anka, Bielaruskaja mova, 1. Leksikalohija,
fanietyka i marfatohija, Minsk, 1961, p. 114.
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declension ending in the instrumental singular of third declension
nouns (e.g. KpbIBEIO, rpa3éro, nablHAli in addition to kpo¥io, rpasato,
nabeHEL). Dzik and Karpacoli, on the other hand, were more con-
cerned to propose changes which would bring Byelorussian grammar
more into line with Russian: Dzik wanted more use of participles and
of . the suffix -ip- in verbal borrowings (e.g. Tonerpadipasanp —
cf. Russian Tesnerpacdpnposats — instead of Tasmerpadapais ete.) while
Karpaéoll regarded the ending -y(-to) in the genitive singular of
masculine nouns of the second declension as archaic and anach-
ronistic, preferring -a(-#) in all instances, and also advocated the use
of the genitive singular case after the numerals 2, 3, 4.

Borisenko’s article in Sovetskaja Belorussija contained some
curious inconsistencies. Writing in much the same vein as the authors
mentioned above, he nevertheless managed at the same time to see
the separation of the group of ‘international-revolutionary’ words
from the normal rules of gkannie as a plot, not to give such words a
more Russian appearance, but to present them as ‘absolutely foreign
to Byelorussian, as alien words which had not arisen in the language
itself in the course of its historical development. In this way enemies
wished to present revolutionary concepts as alien, imposed on the
Byelorussian people’. Indeed, Borisenko’s whole approach to the idea
of a new orthography was contradictory: on the one hand he wanted
it to reflect ‘all the characteristics and riches of the living Byelo-
russian language’, while on the other hand it should strengthen the
links between Byelorussian, Ukrainian and Russian by bringing them
closer together.

Like Hurski before him, Borisenko stimulated a response in the
form of further articles.’” The authors of these, while rejecting Bori-
senko’s call for the abolition of akannie, nevertheless proposed a
number of other changes in the orthography which, although this
was not explicitly stated, would have the effect of further Russifying
Byelorussian. Thus M. A. RaSfenja called for the abolition of
prothetic B, i and a, the retention of B in syllable final position (e.g.
roysioBKa, TpaBka), and the use of ® instead of the apostrophe; while
A. K. Bondarenko favoured the eradication of jakannie and the
preservation of g, T in the groups 3aH, cta, cta (cf. the normal Byelo-
russian spelling mo3mi, uscuer, umrwacaiBel with Russian nozgumii,
YECTHBINM, CYaCTIUBBIN).

Sovetskaja Belorussija also received a number of letters in response
to Borisenko’s article and on 3 June 1939 published a survey of the
points raised in them.'® According to the editors of Sovetskaja Belo-
russija the majority of readers reacting to Borisenko’s article wanted
not just partial changes in the orthography laid down in 1933, but
a fundamental reappraisal. Most correspondents agreed with Ras-
¢enja and Bondarenko in favouring the retention of akannie, although
they were happy to accept the abolition of jakannie. There appears
also to have been considerable support for the retention of ¥ only

17. M. A. RaSfenja, '‘Reforma belorusskogo pravopisanija neobkhodima’, Sovetskaja Belo-
russija, 5 March 1939; A. K. Bondarenko et al., ‘NabolevSije voprosy belorusskogo
pravopisanija’, {bid., 9 April 1939.

18. 'O reforme belorusskogo pravopisanija (obzor pisem)’, ibid., 3 June 1939.
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internally in a closed syllable (contrast RaS¢enja who wanted to
abolish the change of B > ¥ precisely in this position) and for the
generalisation of the ending -a(-A) in the genitive singular of
masculine nouns of the second declension.

In contrasting tone to all the articles mentioned so far was one by
S. Hrys¢uk, published in Litaratura i mastactva in 1939, which
contained none of the propagandistic rantings of the articles by
Hurski, Dzik etc. For Hryscuk the only ‘artificial barrier’ was the one
that existed between Byelorussian pronunciation and orthography,
and he came out strongly in favour of the phonetic principle in the
spelling of vowels. Despite his general affirmation of the phonetic
principle, however, and a desire to see akannie appled to the ‘interna-
tional-revolutionary’ words, Hryscuk took the same line as RasScenja
and Bondarenko in supporting the eradication of jakaninie from the
orthography. His reason for this was one of simplification: such a
change would bring native and loan-words under one general rule.
Among a number of other minor proposals, some of which amounted
in fact to no more than a reaffirmation of existing rules, HrySc¢uk
also advocated dziekannie and ciekarinie in loan-words which had
soft [d,] or [t,] in the language of origin, citing as examples such
possible spellings as mzipakrap, azenerar, nid, sminer and manedoH.

Hryséuk's article was, however, exceptional in being based entirely
on linguistic arguments. Thirty years later the excesses of Hurski,
Dzik, Borisenko and others were to be excused by the authors of the
second volume of Historyja bielaruskaj litaraturnaj movy on the
grounds that ‘the discussion took place in a historically complex
period when in the fierce ideological struggle attempts were made
to consider the maintenance of national linguistic differences as a
means of separating nations.”?® Whether one regards this as sufficient
justification or not, it was perhaps fortunate for Byelorussian that
some of the proponents of reform went to such extremes, since this
almost certainly rendered their proposals ineffectual. When, in 1941,
the Academy of Sciences published its Kurs sucasnaj bielaruskaj
movy,?! it showed no concessions to the views expressed during the
‘debate’ of 1938-39.

III

Further discussion and/or implementation of any of the ortho-
graphical changes suggested in the late 1930s was also hindered by
the outbreak of war and the Nazi occupation of Byelorussia. At the
same time opponents of the 1933 reform, both from within and with-
out the Soviet Union, seized the opportunity to increase their own
propaganda for the restoration of pre-1933 norms.

19. ‘Zativahi ab bietaruskim pravapisie’, Litaratura i mastactva, 3 July 1939.

20. Historyja bletaruskaj litaraturnaj movy, II [by I. I. Kramko, A. K. Jurevié, A. I.
Janovi¢], Minsk, 1968, p. 273.

21. K. I. Hurski, T. P. Lamcioid, T. Z. Sklar, S. L. Rochkind, Kurs sufasnaj bielaruskaj
movy. Fanletyka. Marfalohija. Leksika, Minsk, 1941.
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The 1933 decree had, of course, from the very beginning evoked a
hostile response from linguists in non-Soviet Byelorussia, a response
which was exemplified in the publication of a protest against the
reforms by the Byelorussian Scientific Society in Vilna.?? One of the
most vociferous opponents of the 1933 decree in Western Byelorussia
was Janka Stankievi¢ who in 1936 published a pamphlet denouncing
the reforms and the motives behind them?? and was to remain a
critic, both theoretical and practical, over the next quarter of a
century.* ‘

The year 1935 saw the beginning also of regular gatherings of
Byelorussian linguists, philologists, writers, poets and editors who
were concerned with what they called the purity (éyscinia) of the
Byelorussian language. The culmination of these meetings was the
publication in .Prague in 1941 of a pamphlet entitled Jak pravilna
havaryé i pisaé pabietarusku (Pastanovy Zborkal CyS$cini Bielaruskaje
Movy). This pamphlet, published under the general heading of ‘Byelo-
russian Correspondence Courses in Prague’ contained an appeal to the
Byelorussian intelligentsia to support their work by implementing
their resolutions in their own speech and writing; it was not a
systematic description of Byelorussian but consisted simply of random
observations on points of phonetics, morphology and lexis. It had
very little to say explicitly on the subject of the orthography, al-
though it implicitly supported the pre-1933 norms in the form of the
orthography in which it was printed e.g. 5 was retained after 3, ¢, a3, 11
before a soft consonant and between ‘double’ consonants, jakannie
was reflected where appropriate in the particle me/us and the pre-
position 6e3/6a3.

Of potentially greater significance as far as the orthography was
concerned was the publication in 1943 of Anton Losik’s Bielaruski
pravapis, in both Latin and Cyrillic script. Published in Minsk under
German occupation and approved for use in Byelorussian national
schools by the Generalkommissar fiir Weissruthenien Losik’s book
sought to re-establish the orthographical norms of the 1920s, but with
an admixture of his own proposals and those put forward (with little
success) by his brother Jazep at the 1926 Academic Conference on the
Reform of the Byelorussian Orthography and Alphabet.?> Thus he
reinstated dissimilative jakannie in the second pre-tonic syllable e.g.
Gsaayna, HAIBIPOKI, aAckHiK] but cenanin, Bepabéit, recbaaper’;?¢ the
reflection of jakaninie in the particle me and the preposition 6e3 e.g. Ha
Bénaro, Ha ObINA, 643 KHIrl, 6a3 cymaéHbHA but He xauy, 6e3 1ANALi;’
the indication of the softness of 3, ¢, 1ybefore other soft consonants (except
velars) e.g. 3bMeHa, 3bBep, ChbHET, CbJA3a, LbBille, IbBeT but 3riHyms,

22. Pratest Bietaruskaha Navukovaha Tavaerystva proci dekretu Savietu Narodnych Kami-
sarai BSSR ab reformie bietaruskaha pravapisu, Vilna, 1933.

23. Ja. Stankievi&, Zmiena hramatyki bietaruskaha jazyka u BSSR, Vilna, 1936.

24. See his Padrulnik kryvickaje (bielaruskaje) movy, Regensburg, 1947; ‘Motinaja pali-
tyka balSavikol u Bietaruska] SSR’, Bietaruski zbornik, 2, Munich, 1955, pp. 49-110;
and ‘Niekatoryja novyja Zmieny bielaruskaje narmatyiinaje hramatyki i pravapisu u
Bielaruskaj SSR’, ibid., 7, Munich, 1957, pp. 153-63.

25. See Pracy Akademidnaje konferencyi ..., pp. IX, 184-208.

26. A. Losik, Bietaruski pravapis, Minsk, 1943, pp. 5-6 (This and all subsequent references
are to the Cyrillic edition).

27. ibid., p. 6.
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cxiniup, ckinynp?® and of the initial consonant in so-called ‘double’
consonants e.g. rpasp3ro, 3ajJaHbHe, Kajochbce, XKbBIbIE etc.?? and —
in disagreement, incidentally, with his brother Jazep’s view3® — the
spellings rapanski, moa3ki, meenski, dppaniycki, 1ecki, xaykacki etc.
(instead of rapapcki, Jroacki, IBeAcKi, dpaHIy3CKi, uelcki, Kay-
ka3cki).?! In all these areas Losik’s orthographical rules coincided with
those to be found in TaraSkievi¢’s grammar.%?

Additionally, however, Anton Losik introduced an orthographical
rule which ran counter to both pre- and post-1933 norms: there should
be no change of y to ¥ in word initial position or when y was an
independent word. One should therefore write GpL1O yieTxy, Opasi
yasen, 6blna y Hac, kHira y mane.®® This change in the orthography,
which was completely alien to Byelorussian pronunciation and to the
phonetic principle on which the orthography of vowels in Byelo-
russian had traditionally been based, was one which Jazep Losik had
advocated strongly at the 1926 conference on the orthography.3¢ It
had received no support from the other contributors and had been
rejected by the ad hoc orthographical commission which sat at the
end of that conference but not, strangely enough, by the more
formally constituted Orthographical Commission of the Institute of
Byelorussian Culture of the Academy of Sciences which produced
the 1930 prajekt. The latter in fact recommended the retention of y
(and i) in all positions,? although some members of the Commission
(notably NiekraSevi¢ and Kupata) dissented from that view.38

Losik’s orthography also re-established the morphological norms
which had been violated by the 1933 decree: the use of the ending
-y (-10) in the genitive singular of masculine nouns of the second
declension for a wide range of nouns for which the 1933 decree had
recommended the ending -a(-s1) e.g. iHCcTRITYTY, yHiBepciToTy, mpaBa-
micy;3? the stressed endings -6m, -6x in the dative and locative plural
of masculine and neuter nouns;*® the distinction in the oblique cases
of the numerals asa and n3pBe between the masculine and neuter
forms on the one hand, and the feminine on the other, and the
alternative forms for all three genders with the stem vowel 0;3° the
differentiation in the ending of the second person plural of the
present/future tense of first conjugation verbs between those with
stem stress and those with the stress on the final syllable of the
ending e.g. 6ynsene, mimane, Hecauné, Gepaué, (Hecaug, Gepaug);*’
28, ibid., p. 12.

29, ibid., p. 15.

30, See Pracy Akademilnaje konferencyi..., pp. 207-8.

31. A. Losik, op. cit., pp. 12-13.

32, See TaraSkievié, op. cit., pp. 111, 55-6, 120 and 121 respectively.

33. A. Losik, op. cit.,, p. 7.

34. See Pracy Akademiénaje konferencyi..., pp. IX, 206,

35. Bietaruski pravapis (prajekt), p. 13.

36. ibid., pp. 49, 51.

37. A. Losik, op. cit.,, pp. 19-20. In this respect he went further than TaraSkievi¢ had by
attempting to define the semantic categories of nouns taking the ending -y(-10) as well
as of those taking -a (-a).

38. ibid., p. 23.

39, tbid., p. 29.
40. ibid., p. 33.
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and the stressed ending of the second person plural of the imperative
mood in -éue, i.e. Hacéue, Gapsue.4?!

On the orthography of loan words Losik proposed akatinie but no
jakannie;*? soft s in word initial position or internally within a word,
with a choice between s and ap in word final position, according to
pronunciation in the language of origin e.g. crelib, ayramabine but
kamirain;*® Greek &, Latin ph, and f to become & e.g. dinozodia,
daxT, Tapbid, Greek © and Latin th to become T e.g. T@arap, karaapa,
with the proviso that in words which had long been assimilated by
Byelorussian & should be replaced by mn, x, xB, e.g. Ilinin, xyHT,
xpapba.’* Finally there were separate rules for the spelling of proper
names and toponyms depending on their origin — Byelorussian, other
Slavonic, non-Slavonic.4

Losik’s orthography enjoyed only a brief reign. The liberation of
Byelorussia and the re-establishment of Soviet rule put an end to all
attempts to revert to pre-1933 orthographical conventions, although
they continue to be observed by many Byelorussians living outside
the Soviet Union, particularly in Canada and the United States.

v

Within the Soviet Union the end of the war was the signal for
Byelorussian linguists to turn their attention once again to the vexed
question of orthographical reform. This renewed interest in ortho-
graphical problems found its first expression in a discussion article
by M. R. Sudnik published in Nastaunickaja hazieta in 1946.46For
the first time since 1933 it was recognised that rules of language
should not be artificially imposed from outside or thought up by
scholars but should be based on the realities of usage.

Like others before him, Sudnik was concerned as much with the
morphology of Byelorussian as with its orthography. Although he
made some proposals for reform his article consisted mainly in a
statement of the problems. In the sphere of orthography these con-
tinued to be the spelling of loan-words and in particular the question
of how far they should be adapted to Byelorussian orthographical
aorms, of compound words and of proper names and toponyms.
Sudnik favoured dziekannie and ciekannie in loan-words where this
was consistent with a soft consonant in the language of origin (e.g.
miniamopa, mrosibnan), pointing out that such forms already existed
in Byelorussian, albeit to a limited extent (cf. suron); the reflection of
akannie in compound words according to the basic form (nominative
singular of the appropriate gender) of their constituent parts e.g.
cBOJ1 + yacoBBI = ¢BOedacoBbI, J06pPsI + GeIT = 100pabbIT, yopHae +
41, tbid., p. 34.

42. ibid., p. 41.
43.ibid., p. 44.
44. ibid.

45. ibid., pp. 45-1.

46. M. R. Sudnik, '‘Da pytarnia ab bielaruskim pravapisie’, Nastaiinickajo hazieta, 16 May
1946.
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BoKa = uopHaBokKi; and the adaptation of proper names and toponyms
to conform to standard Byelorussian orthographical norms e.g.
Yapueiusycki, Apos, Axzeca etc. In addition Sudnik proposed an
end to the practice of treating ‘international-revolutionary’ words as
a special category where akannie was concerned and the introduction
of prothetic B before unstressed vowels as well as stressed ones.

In response to Sudnik’s article a number of others appeared in
Nastatinickaja hazieta in the succeeding months.4?” In general the
authors of these articles agreed on the need for reform in the areas
outlined by Sudnik and supported his particular proposals. The
exception was Karpafol who, though in less virulent terms than in
1938, opposed the idea of any major reform and was not convinced
of the importance of the phonetic principle in the spelling of vowels.

The theme of reform was taken up again in 1948 in an editorial
article in Litaratura i mastactva.*® This was a response to letters
which the editorial board had received complaining about inconsistent
orthographical usage in newspapers, magazines and other publica-
tions. Once again the major problems were identified as the spelling
of loan-words and of proper nouns and toponyms. The division of the
latter into Byelorussian and non-Byelorussian was regarded as artifi-
cial and spelling ‘according to nationality’ had only led to confusion.
Equally artificial was the separation of native words and loan-words
when it came to the reflection of akannie. The editors of Litaratura i
mastactva concluded with an appeal to linguists, writers and teachers
both in higher educational establishments and in schools to come
forward with practical proposals on the various points of contention
in the orthography. The Institute of Language, Literature and Art
of the Byelorussian Academy of Sciences should then, taking any
discussion into account, prepare draft proposals for reform.

Both these things happened. Later in 1948 Litaratura i mastactva
published two articles which contained specific proposals on the
orthography of loan-words.** The authors of both these articles agreed
on the extension of akannie to all loan-words, including the so-called
‘international-revolutionary’ words, with only very minor exceptions
(e.g. pagio, okco). They also favoured dziekarinie and ciekannie in
loan-words, although the authors of one of the articles, S. Turéynovié¢
and B. Piatrovi¢, wanted hard g, T to be retained before the vowel [e].
On the extension of jakannie to loan-words, however, they disagreed.
Turéynovi¢ and Piatrovié were of the opinion that such forms as
MAToAbIKa, masApTelp etc. would be artificial and likely to distort
sense, claiming that while there was general agreement among lingu-
its on the reflection of akaninie this was not true for jakaninie. V. Vaz-
nik, on the other hand, saw no objection to subjecting loan-words to
the same rules as native words where jakaninie was concerned.

This once again highlighted the considerable division of opinion
47. M. N. Karpacéol, ‘Htyboka vyvu&aé movu naroda’, ibid., 30 May 1946; P. Dubovik, S.

Seiiduk, ‘Zmieny nieabchodny’, ibid., 13 June 1946; A. Barysaviec, 'Bol% daktadna$ci’,

ibid., 18 July 1946.

48. ‘Ab bietaruskim pravapisie’, Litaratura i mastactva, 31 July 1948.
49. S. Turd¢ynovi¢, B. Piatrovié¢, ‘InSamotlinyja i internacyjanalna-revolucyjnyja stovy’,

ibid., 25 September 1948; V. VaZnik, ‘Supraé StudnaSci i napisanni ingamolinych stot’
ibid., 20 November 1948.
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which has existed over jakannie in all discussion of Byelorussian
orthographical norms this century, not only with regard to its applica-
tion to loan-words but to native ones as well. One thinks, for instance,
of the conflicting views on this subject expressed at the 1926
Academic Conference on the Reform of the Byelorussian Orthography
and Alphabet, of the calls for the abolition of jakaninie in the late
1930s (see above) and again in the discussion which followed the
publication in 1951 of the Prajekt Zmien i udakladnieniniaii bietarus-
kaha pravapisu.

Meanwhile the first orthographical dictionary of modern Byelo-
russian had been published.’® Compiled by M. R. Sudnik and M. P.
Loban, it unfortunately did little to remedy the situation since it was
based on the norms of the 1933 decree and as a result perpetuated
many of the less satisfactory aspects of that decree. Indeed Sudnik
implicitly acknowledged as much in reiterating his dissatisfaction
with a number of the norms on which the dictionary was based in an
article published two years later.5!

The debate continued and in 1950 an Orthographical Commission,
headed by Jakub Kolas and Kandrat Krapiva, was set up. In March
of that yeatr it held a conference to discuss a draft reform of the
orthography, thus fulfilling the suggestion made by Litaratura i
mastactva two years earlier, and this draft was eventually published
in Nastatiinickaja hazieta on 9 August 1951.

v

In emphasising that a single orthographical principle should govern
the treatment of both native words and loan-words the authors of
Prajekt Zmien i udakladnienniaii pravapisu identified the main source
of the inconsistency and uncertainty which had bedevilled modern
Byelorussian orthography ever since TaraSkievi¢, in the first edition
of .his Bielaruskaja hramatyka dla $kol, had attempted to separate
loan-words into those which had long been assimilated into Byelo-
russian (and were therefore to be spelt according to the normal
orthographical rules) and those which were current in the literary
language but had not penetrated the vernacular or had only recently
done s0.52 Such a division was inevitably subjective and as a result
created considerable problems for those involved in teaching the
language. In Krapiva’s words:
‘With us loan-words enjoy extraterritorial rights. They are sub-
ject to the laws of our morphology but do not recognise the laws
of phonetics — therefore, on being introduced into the Byelo-
russian language they do not merge with it completely but follow
their own individual course, and where there is a substantial
concentration of them, lend our language an uncharacteristic
sound.’®?

50. M. R. Sudnik, M. P. Loban, Arfaehrafiény stounik, Minsk, 1948.

51. M. R. Sudnik, ‘Da pytannia ab historyi farmiravannia bielaruskaj arfahrafi®naj siste-

my’, Vie§ci Akademii Navuk BSSR, 3, 1950, pp. 46-57 (especially pp. 53-7).

52. Bietaruskaja hramatyka dla §kot, 1st edition, Vilna, 1918, p. 102.

53. K." K. Krapiva, ‘Pytanni bietaruskaha pravapisu it §viatle vu&ennia I. V. Stalina ab
movie’, Viesci Akademii Navuk BSSR, 2, 1952, p. 27.
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The 1933 decree had done nothing to remedy the situation; to
overcome the artificial division between native words and loan-words
the prajekt therefore proposed extending akannie, and dziekannie
and ciekannie where appropriate, to all loan words. This meant that
the so-called ‘international-revolutionary’ words would cease to be
distinguished by okannie;** for the first time unstressed s in loan-
words would also be subject to akannie, though the prajekt was less
than consistent here since it made quite a number of exceptions (e.g.
paxopa, wsasyp) and indeed, in a few instances, for native words as
well (e.g. BrImanKaub, wepaBaTel). The extension of dziekannie and
ciekannie in loan-words also presented problems, since there was no
clear guidance as to when it was considered appropriate beyond the
statement that when g and T were pronounced soft they should
become a3, 1.

In order to eliminate confusion over jakannie the authors of the
prajekt were in favour of its complete eradication both from loan-
words and native words. As has already been mentioned and as we
shall see from the reactions to the prajekt this was the most hotly
disputed of all its recommendations.

The other main source of discontent with the existing ortho-
graphy was the spelling of compound words. Here the prajekt set
out a rule for the reflection of akannie on the same basis as that
suggested by Sudnik in 1946 i.e. etymological o, 5 should be written
in the first element of a compound word if it is present in the basic
form (nominative singular) of that element when standing as an
independent word, but not otherwise. This would give such spellings
as moBaBén (cf. moBa), MaTanakipaBauacup (cf. MoTa) but Baganpandén
(cf. Bama). There were, however, a number of qualifications and
exceptions to the rule and the resultant complexity was another of
the chief targets of criticism in the published reactions to the prajekt.

The prajekt also set out rules governing the use of the apostrophe
and the soft sign after hard and soft consonants before a jotated
vowel, In 1933 this separating role had been allocated almost ex-
clusively to the apostrophe, the only exception being the use of » after
Ja; now the writing of b was recommended after four additional
consonants — ¢, 3, 11, a3.

The close link between orthographical and grammatical reforms
which had been a feature of the 1930 prajekt, the 1933 decree and
almost all subsequent discussion was again reflected in the 1951
prajekt in a number of recommendations for changes in the morpho-
logy of Byelorussian. Principal among these were the following: a
redefinition of the criteria determining the use of the endings -a(-s)
and -y(-10) in the genitive singular case of masculine nouns of the
second declension under which -a(-a) would be used for all nouns
denoting individual units, -y(-to) for the remainder (nouns denoting
materials and substances, collectives, natural phenomena, processes,
various abstract intellectual concepts etc.); the standardisation of the
54. According to Sudnik (Viesci Akademii Navuk BSSR, 3, 1950, p. 54) there were eleven

words in this category: comer, GonbllleBiK, NPOJIETaPLIl, PIBONIOLLIA, KOMYHa, KOMY-
Hi3M, coubIANiaM, KOMcaMoJa, nioHep, KoMmiHTspH, IIpodiHTIpPH.
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ending -eii(-9i1) in the genitive plural of third declension nouns; the
restoration of the differentiation in the endings of the first and second
person plural of the present/future tense of first conjugation verbs
between those with stem stress (-em, -am, -ere, -aue) and those
stressed on the ending (-ém, -om, -aAmgé, -amé); a strict delineation
between those same first person plural endings and those of the
first person plural of the imperative mood (-ém, -3'm); and the restora-
tion of the distinctive oblique case forms of the feminine numeral g3Be
(abexnsBe) — n3EI0X, A3BIOM, A3BIoMa (abenssrox etc.).

The publication of the prajekt provoked wide-ranging discussion;
at regular intervals for the rest of 1951 Nastatinickaja hazieta devoted
considerable space to the reactions of teachers and scholars from a
variety of educational institutions at both the secondary and tertiary
levels. Together with these reactions the prajekt was the subject of a
special conference devoted to questions of contemporary Byelorussian
orthography which was held in the newly established Institute of
Linguistics of the Byelorussian Academy of Sciences in Minsk on 25-
26 January 1952,

In the published reactions to the prajekt there was general support
for the application of a single principle to both native and loan-words
although, as B. Piatrovié¢ pointed out,?® this raised a dilemma in the
case of jakannie, since the recommendation that this should not be
reflected orthographically meant in effect that a native characteristic
was being subordinated to a foreign one, something which he regarded
as methodologically incorrect, and yet the alternative — extending
jakannie to all loan-words — would lead to spellings which would not
only obscure etymology but would also, paradoxically, be alien to
Byelorussian.

As in previous discussions of orthographical matters it was the
question of reflecting or not reflecting jekaninie which created the
sharpest division of opinion. The authors of the articles published in
. Nastatnickaja hazieta were divided approximately equally between
those who supported the recommendation for the retention of
unstressed e in the immediate pre-tonic syllable and those who
rejected it.

Of the former group several supported the prajekt’s recommenda-
tion as part of a general plea for the extension of the morphological
(or etymological) principle at the expense of the phonetic — though
none was so consistent as to call also for the eradication of akarinie
from the orthography! M. Zyrkievi¢ claimed that only the extension of
the morphological principle could give Byelorussian ‘greater stability
and consistency’®® while the joint authors of another article, S. Umrejka,
I. Vadejka and M. Suler, expressed even stronger support for the morpho-
logical principle.” The latter, respectively the director, deputy director
and a senior research worker of the Byelorussian Ministry of Educa-
tion’s Pedagogical Research Institute, based their view on the results
of a survey conducted for the Ministry of Education in 1949 among
55. B. Piatrovi¢, ‘Zatlivahi ab prajekcie’, Nastatinickaja hazleta, 23 August 1951,

56. M. Zyrklevig, ‘Likvidavaé niedachopy isnujufaha pravapisu', {bid., 13 December 1951.

57. S. Umrejka, I. Vadejka, M. Suler, ‘Padyry¢ marfatahiény pryncyp u bietaruskim
pravapisie’, ibid., 13 September 1951.
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departments of Byelorussian language in various pedagogical institu-
tions. Most replies had favoured the eradication of jakannie from the
orthography, some (e.g. that of Baranavicy Teachers’ Institute)
echoing the view prevalent in the 1930s that Byelorussian orthography
should be brought as close as possible to that of Russian, which was,
of course, based almost entirely on the morphological principle. Apart
from this the main reasons given for the retention of e in all un-
stressed syllables were that jakannie was not a feature of all dialects
of Byelorussian (this was disputed by supporters of the phonetic
principle), that many recently adopted words did not reflect it and,
somewhat illogically, that an extension of the phonetic principle in
this area would necessitate (sic) the creation of a large category of
exceptional forms alongside those which already existed cf. gzeBaTHI,
I3ecATs], egHamiia. Some (e.g. the Department of Byelorussian Langu-
age at Homiel Pedagogical Institute) wanted to go even further and
eradicate a from a number of endings in which it had become
morphologised, notably the adjective endings -sra, -amy, -ait, -bia, -ia
and the ending -ai1 in the instrumental singular case of first declen-
sion nouns with non-final stress.

Those who took the opposite view were, in general, strong support-
ers of the phonetic principle, certainly as far as the orthography of
vowels was concerned, Je. Dubroliskaja, Je. Niadzvieckaja and Z.
Zyhalka saw it as the basic principle of Byelorussian orthography and
jakannie as a characteristic feature of Byelorussian ‘which knows no
exception in any dialect’.® This view was also shared by P. Pranuza,’®
P. Dziubajla®® and A. Saternik® — indeed, the latter devoted the
whole of his article to a plea for the retention of jakannie in the
orthography, pointing out that problems in this connection arose not
through writing a in the immediate pre-tonic syllable, but through
the fact that there were numerous exceptions to this rule, especially
among loan-words. Piatrovié¢, on the other hand, was not worried by
these exceptions; to him there was nothing unnatural in the fact
that jakannie was not applied to such words as repoit, mHeyMaTBIKa,
ceHToHIbIA — Which orthographical system does not make exceptions
for at least some words of foreign origin?%® It was precisely this
reasoning that led many of those who were in favour of jakannie
being reflected (at least in native words) to object to the prajekt’s
recommendation that akaninie in the case of unstressed 5 be extended
from native words to loan-words. Yet there was a contradiction here;
many of these same people were among those who strongly advocated
a unified approach to all words, whatever their origin.%?

Inconsistency was also evident in the reaction to the prajekt’s
recommendation that ‘international-revolutionary’ words should no
longer be treated as a special category exempt from the normal rules

58. Je. Dubroiiskaja, Je Niadzvieckaja, Z. Zyhalka, '‘Nasi zaivahi’, ibid., 20 September 1951.

59. P. Pranuza, ‘Za adnastajna$¢ i dakladna$é hramaty&nych azna&ennial’, ibid., 22
November 1951.

60. P. Dziubajla, ‘Udakladnié¢ bielaruski pravapis’, ibid., 11 October 1951.

61. A, Saternik, ‘Zachavaé pryncyp jakannia’, ibid., 22 November 1951.

62. Piatrovi&, op cit.

63. See, for example: N. Hurski, ‘Pytanni arfahrafii bietaruskaj movy’, ibid., 23 August
1951; Piatrovi&, op. cit.
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of akannie: it was welcomed by supporters of both the phonetic and
morphological principles in the orthography of vowels. Furthermore,
those who spoke out strongly against it on the grounds that as things
stood these words were closer to Russian were equally strongly in
favour of the retention of jakannie as a fundamental trait of Byelo-
russian!®

With the recommendation that dziekannie and ciekannie be
extended to loan-words there was general agreement, though the
authors of some of the articles were not happy with the prajekt’s
formulation and wanted a clear definition of where this would apply
and, in some cases, detailed lists of exceptions.®® Similar dissatisfac-
tion was expressed over the imprecise formulation of rules for the
spelling of compound words and for the use of the apostrophe and
soft sign; there was a general feeling that the recommendations in
the prajekt only served to further complicate an already confusing
situation.

If reactions to the prajekt’s recommendations relating specifically to
the orthography can be seen to have covered a fairly wide spectrum,
the same cannot be said of reactions to those relating to the morpho-
logy of Byelorussian. With only the occasional exception there is a
striking unanimity of attitude, a unanimity in favour of accepting or,
in most cases, rejecting the prajekt’s recommendations so as to
preserve or even increase the orientation of the Byelorussian literary
language towards Russian.

Nowhere was this more evident than with regard to the ending of
the genitive singular case of masculine nouns of the second declen-
sion. The prajekt’s redefinition of the criteria governing the choice
of the ending -a(a) or -y(-to) satisfied none of the contributors to the
debate; all wanted to see the ending -a(-a) regarded as the norm and
-y(-10) as exceptional and limited to certain categories which should be
listed,%® while I. Savicki went so far as to suggest that a formulation
should be devised which would coincide with the situation in
Russian.%?

There was a similar rejection of the prajekt’s proposed changes in
the endings of the present/future tense and imperative mood of first
conjugation verbs, with only one dissenting voice.®® These were
regarded as artificial, especially the proposal to introduce distinctive
endings in the first person plural of the imperative mood. Russian, of
course, makes no distinction in the first person plural between the
present/future tense and imperative mood, and both Piatrovi¢ and
Zyrkievig attacked the prajekt’s recommendation on the grounds that
it would only tend to isolate Byelorussian from Russian.®® On the
other hand, the proposed unification of the genitive plural of third
declension nouns by the absolute use of the ending -eit (-9it) met with
no opposition, and it is surely not without significance that this, the
64. Pranuza, op. cit.; Dubroiliskaja, Niadzvieckaja, Zyhalka, op. cit.

65. N. Hurski, op. cit.; Zyrkievi&, op. cit.

66. Umrejka, Vadejka, Suler (op. cit.) listed these categories as nouns denoting: abstract
intellectual concepts, substances, collectives, motion, grammatical concepts.

67. I. Savicki, ‘Niekalki zalivah’ Nastaiinickaja hazieta, 22 November 1951.

68. A. Vieramiejéyk, ‘Prajekt pavifiien byé udakladnien’, ibid., 25 October 1951.
69. Piatrovié&, op cit.; Zyrkievig, op. cit.
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only proposal in the prajekt concerning morphological change which
was generally approved, was also the only one which, if adopted,
would bring Byelorussian more into line with Russian, although this
does not necessarily imply that it was made with that intention.

The proposal to reintroduce the distinctive oblique case forms of
the feminine numeral n3Be (abeasse) attracted little attention and was
referred to by the authors of only two articles: Dziubajla approved?
but Zyrkievi¢, in keeping with his general preference for changes
which erased the differences ketween Byelorussian and Russian,
considered it ‘unnecessary’.’!

The articles published in Nastatinickaja hazieta, together with
communications sent directly to the Institute of Linguistics of the
Byelorussian Academy of Sciences, convinced the Orthographical
Commission responsible for the prajekt of the need to call another
conference to discuss further the problems of reforming the ortho-
graphy. This conference was held in the Institute of Linguistics on
25-26 January 1952 and among the contributors were Jakub Kotlas,
Kandrat Krapiva, P. Ja. Jurhilevi¢, P. F. Hlebka, from Russia V. V.
Vinogradov, V. I. Borkovskij and R. I. Avanesov, and from the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences I. N. Kiri¢enko.”®

The opening speech, by Jakub Kotlas, was followed by a paper from
Vinogradov with the rather wordy title ‘The tasks of Soviet science
in the sphere of language in the light of the works of comrade Stalin
on problems of linguistics’ — (it was, after all, less than two years
since the appearance of Stalin’s Marksizm i voprosy jazykoznanija).
The key speech, however, was that made by Krapiva, which was
published soon afterwards as an article in Vie$ci Akademii Navuk
BSSR.™

In his speech Krapiva summarised and categorised the views which
had been and were still being put forward both on the general
problem of orthographical reform and, specifically, in relation to the
recommendations of the 1951 prajekt. Of the need for some kind of
reform nobody appeared to be in doubt; it was also generally agreed
that the root cause of most of the current confusion and lack of con-
sistency in orthographical matters was the conflict between the two
major principles of the orthography — the phonetic and the morpho-
logical (etymological). To quote Krapiva:

‘The phonetic principle, on which the orthography of Byelo-
russian is largely based, does not extend to all categories of
words. In one instance the rules of Byelorussian orthography
are applied to the total vocabulary, both native and foreign,
without exception; in another with considerable exceptions; in
yet a third to all the vocabulary from the East Slavonic langu-
ages; in a fourth instance only to Byelorussian words. And since

70. Dziubajla, op cit.

71. Zyrkievié, op cit.

72. For a summary of the proceedings ol this conference see I. A. Ossovelskij, ‘Voprosy
sovremennoj belorusskoj orfografii', Voprosy jazykoznanija, 2, 1952, pp. 151-5.

73. K. K. Krapiva, ‘Pytanni bietlaruskaha pravapisu U $viatle vuéennia I. V. Stalina ab
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it is impossible to separate all these categories of words one from
another in a clear-cut way, even highly literate people, i.e. people
who are extremely familiar with the existing orthography, write
the same words in different ways’.”

When it came to finding a way out of this situation, however, there
was much less agreement. Broadly speaking, opinion was divided
into two camps: those who favoured extension of the morphological
principle and, conversely, those who supported a more consistent
application of the phonetic principle. The most extreme proponent of
the former was Jurhilevi¢, of the Mahiloli Pedagogical Institute, who
advocated the total abolition from Byelorussian orthography of
ckannie, jakannie, dziekannie and ciekannie. Fortunately there was
little support for such a drastic upheaval even among those who were
generally in favour of some extension of the morphological principle,
and Krapiva himself rejected it on the grounds not only that it would
constitute too great an upheaval, but also that it would divorce the
literary language from the vernacular, that the whole tradition of
Byelorussian was against it and that in many instances it was no
longer possible to establish the etymological origins of words.”® At
the other end of the spectrum there were those (e.g. Saternik) who
advocated the extension of the phonetic principle to all loan-words,
which would result in such unfamiliar spellings as casosn, waaseyp,
paBaJioLibld, 190pbia, udatp. In producing the Prajekt Zmien i uda-
ktadnieriniati bietaruskaha pravapisu the Orthographical Commission
had steered a middle course between these two extremes by
recommending the general application of akannie to both native and
loan-words (with only minor exceptions) but at the same time the
eradication of jakannie from native words so that there would be no
contradiction between the spelling of these and of loan-words (which
had always preserved unstressed e in the immediate pre-tonic
syllable).

In the remainder of his speech Krapiva re-examined the individual
recommendations put forward by the Orthographical Commission in
the light of subsequent discussion in the press and elsewhere. Perhaps
unsurprisingly for one of the authors of the prajekt he saw no reason
to change his mind about any of the proposals, although he did concede
that, as had been pointed out by many of the contributors to the
debate, the formulation of the recommendations regarding the exten-
sion of dziekannie and ciekannie to loan-words, the orthography of
compound words and the choice between the endings -a (-a) and
-y (-t0) in the genitive singular of masculine nouns of the second
declension was less than satisfactory. In the case of the last of these
he offered a simplification of the rule which was effectively a rebuttal
of those (e.g. Umrejka, Savicki, Zyrkievi¢) who wanted the ending
-a (-a) to be regarded as basic and -y (-10) as exceptional, Krapiva’s
proposal was that -a (-a) should be limited to nouns in two categories:
1) those which denoted animate beings and 2) those which could be

74. Krapiva, op cit., p. 172.
75. ibid., pp. 172-3.
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combined with nmay and the things denoted by them considered ar
units. All other nouns would take the ending -y (-10).7

After Krapiva’s speech the conference was given over to ¢
discussion of the prajekt and its individual recommendations. Most
speakers simply reiterated viewpoints which had already been taken
into account in the drafting of the prajekt and in Krapiva’s re-
examination of it. One significant point which did emerge, however,
was the intensity of feeling that existed against the proposal to
eradicate jakannie from the orthography of native words. This was
exemplified in the contribution by N. T. Vajtovié, of the Minsk
Pedagogical Institute, who made a strong plea for its retention on
the grounds that jeokannie, of various types, was (like akannie) a
characteristic of almost all dialects of Byelorussian and, in particular,
strong jakaiinie was a feature of the central dialects i.e. those dialects
which formed the basis of the literary language. Such a fundamental
characteristic of Byelorussian should therefore find expression in the
orthography in some form. The retention of jakarnie was defended
by a number of other speakers, among them A. Ja. Birala, M. C.
Maréanka and A, Barysaviec, and I. A. Ossovetskij, in his report of
the conference for Voprosy jazykoznanija, recorded that Vajtovid's
speech ‘reflected the point of view of the majority of speakers’.””

In his closing speech Krapiva, recognising that it was that section
of the prajekt which dealt with akannie and jakannie that had
generated the most disagreement, promised that the views expressed
would be taken into account by the Orthographical Commission in its
continuing work on the prajekt.

After the conference little else appeared in print on the subject of
the orthography. In February 1952 Litaratura i mastactva published
articles by Krapiva™ and Avanesov™ but neither of these added any-
thing new, indeed Krapiva's article was simply taken verbatim from
the introductory part of his conference speech and dealt only with
the general principles governing orthographical reform. Five years
were to elapse before the appearance of the long-awaited new decree
on the orthography of Byelorussian.

VI

When it was finally ratified by the Soviet of Ministers of the BSSR
on 11 May 1957 the decree Ab udaktadnienni i ¢astkovych Zmienach
isnujuéaha bielaruskaha pravapisud® endorsed many of the proposals
put forward in the 1951 prajekt. Akannie was extended to the ‘inter-
national-revolutionary’ words, to initial unstressed o in proper names
and toponyms, to final unstressed o in indeclinable loan-words (except
those in which o followed a vowel e.g. Tprio, Tokio), and to unstressed
9 in proper names and toponyms of Slavonic origin; dziekannie and
ciekannie were extended to wordsof foreign origin with the Byelorussian
76. ibid., p. 185.
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suffixes -in, -ip, -€p, -eew, -iK, -ejicKi e.g. KapaHIiK, KaMaua3ip, akUEp,
ingzeén, Gimewuik, reapnagzeiicki; the change of initial 8 > y before a
consonant was extended to proper names and toponyms e.g. Yaansi-
Mip, Ynaazisactok; the particles 651(6) and x(:xa) were to be written
without a hyphen attaching them to the preceding word. In the sphere
of morphology the characteristic Byelorussian forms of the first and
second person plural of the present/future tense of first conjugation
verbs with final stress were restored e.g. 6spom, Gepaué, HACEM, HeCALE,
as was the delineation between the endings of the first person plural
of the present/futuré tense and the corresponding endings of the
imperative mood (6spam, usacem), and the distinctive feminine oblique
case forms of the numeral a3se (abexnzse).

With regard to jakannie, the orthography of compound words, the
use of the apostrophe and soft sign and the sphere of usage of the
ending -y(-10) in the genitive singular of masculine nouns of the
second declension, the rules in the decree differed considerably from
the original recommendations of the 1951 prajekt.

Apparently taking cognisance of the strength of the reaction against
the prajekt’s proposal for the complete eradication of jakannie from
the orthography of Byelorussian the decree in fact extended the
reflection of jakannie in the immediate pre-tonic syllable, but only
to names and toponyms of Slavonic origin or which had long been
assimilated into Byelorussian. The same rule, incidentally, was
applied to akannie in the case of unstressed 5. While the retention of
jakannie in native words is to be applauded in the sense that it
preserved a characteristic distinguishing feature of Byelorussian, it
is unfortunate that its extension (and that of akannie in the case of
unstressed 3) was limited in this way, since it contravened one of the
basic principles underlying the reform, namely that there should be
as little differentiation as possible in the treatment of native words
and loan-words. Where previously it had been necessary to dis-
tinguish orthographically between native words on the one hand and
loan-words on the other, it was now necessary to take account of the
origin of borrowed vocabulary and distinguish between Slavonic e.g.
Hsapa, Yapuenusycki, and non-Slavonic e.g. cezon, Heanans, msnsyp,
IIskcemip.

Criticism of the prajekt’s proposal for the spelling of compound
words was answered in the decree by the adoption of a more formal
criterion — the position of the stress in the second element. Com-
pound words in which the stress fell on the first syllable of the second
element were to be regarded as single-stress words and akannie
reflected accordingly e.g. Bamacnaj, ranaBandMka, manaaBséx; where
the stress fell on some other syllable of the second element the
compound word was to be treated effectively as two words, with
secondary stress on the first element e.g. y6pHaBandce1, H6EKaAMIIIEKT,
weIpOKaskpaHuEl. This rule was, however, subject to a number of
qualifications, chief among them being that unstressed s in the first
element was to be preserved regardless of the position of the stress
e.g. urspasdki, and that in portmanteau words o, a, e, s in unstressed
position were to be written as in the original full form e.g. kondpmia
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(cf. xoHckam apwmis), kamcambén (cf. KamyHicTEIYHAA MONazA3b). As a
result the decree was hardly more satisfactory in terms of simplicity
than the recommendation in the 1951 prajekt had been.

On the use of the apostrophe and soft sign to separate a consonant
from a subsequent jotated vowel the decree took a different and more
complex approach than that of the prajekt. The latter had simply
proposed that the apostrophe be used after all consonants except i, c,
3, 11, A3, after which » was to be used. The decree introduced the
following rule: the apostrophe was to be used after all prefixes ending
in a consonant e.g. ab’sBa, paz’rowansl and also internally in a word
after the labials, velars, chuintantes and the liquid p e.g. cam’a, JIyx’a-
Hay, Byur'e, 6ap’ep; the soft sign after the consonants x, 1, ¢, 1, A3 and 3
(not in a prefix) in words of foreign origin e.g. Basmbepa, KaHBAK,
xaHdepaHcbe, aplubepsl, Maa3bap, Kapdmosbe.

The decree did not implement the prajekt’s recommendation that
there should be a redefinition of the criteria determining the use of
the endings -a (-A) and -y (-10) in the genitive singular of masculine
nouns of the second declension; equally it did not show any concession
to the many voices raised in the discussion of the prajekt in favour
of treating -y (-10) as exceptional and limiting it to a few well-defined
categories. The task of semantic categorisation was left to the
Academy of Sciences’ Hramatyka bietaruskaj movy, which appeared
some five years later;®' instead the decree contented itself with
extending the use of the ending -y (-10) to nouns denoting chemical
elements and compounds e.g. Kicnapoay, azoTy, aMOHilO.

Finally, one recommendation from the 1951 prajekt was totally
ignored by the 1957 decree: the proposal to standardise the ending of
the genitive plural of third declension nouns as -ei1 (-974).

The decree came into effect on 1 January 1958 but was not im-
plemented in schools and higher educational establishments until
1 September, the beginning of the new academic year. Within Soviet
Byelorussia it appears to have provoked no critical reaction; the only
article on the subject to appear in print at that time was simply an
explanatory survey of the points in the decree together with some
historical background to the reforms, though some dissatisfaction
was expressed with their presentation in Pravity bielaruskaj arfa-
hrafii i punktuacyi two years later.%?

The decree’s reception outside the Soviet Union was less assured.
Although those aspects of it which undid some of the ‘damage’ done
in 1933 met with approval, there was still a feeling that it had not
gone far enough in that direction. Once again Janka Stankievi¢ was
not slow to put his views into print: in 1957 he published a detailed
survey of the individual points of the decree® and, while cautiously
welcoming one or two of them (the extension of the ending -y (-10) in
the genitive singular of masculine nouns of the second declension to
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those denoting chemical elements and compounds and the restoration
of the distinctive oblique case forms of the feminine numeral a3zBe)
made it clear that nothing less than the complete rejection of the
reforms introduced in 1933 would have satisfied him. While it is
possible to sympathise with this view it is difficult, when one
examines all the evidence, to agree with his conclusion, reached with
a certain amount of tortuous logic, that the 1957 decree served only
to ‘further Russify Byelorussian grammar and orthography.’®

VII

The two decades that have elapsed since the publication of the 1957
decree have been a period of consolidation. In 1959 the official hand-
book of the orthographical and punctuational norms was published;?
1961 saw the appearance of a new orthographical dictionary, further
editions of which have appeared at regular intervals since;®? a number
of textbooks have been produced in which the principles of Byelo-
russian orthography are expanded in greater detail and their assimila-
tion facilitated by illustrative exercises.5®

The existing orthography is thus by now well-established and a
return to pre-1933 norms seems to the author of this article neither
practicable nor desirable. Nevertheless a number of inconsistencies
remain and these it would be possible to eliminate without recourse
to major revision.

Firstly, and most importantly, jakannie should be reflected in loan-
words as well as native ones. This would eradicate a major inconsis-
tency which has been recognised by many who have contributed to
the debate on orthographical reform over the years, but has never
been resolved. The 1951 prajekt did, it is true, offer an alternative
solution in proposing the total elimination of jakannie from the
orthography, but how much better it would be to solve the problem
while still preserving what is, after all, a fundamental distinguishing
feature of Byelorussian. It has been argued that to do so would
obscure the etymology of the loan-words concerned; logic would
demand that the same objection be raised to the reflection of akannie
in loan-words yet this has never been the case. Akannie in loan-
words, in the case of unstressed o at least, has, in varying degrees,
been a feature of Byelorussian since TaraSkievié's day and exceptions
to this rule are now confined to a very small area (final unstressed
o after a vowel). By the same token akannie should be extended to
uns$tressed 2 in all loan-words.

Secondly, there is even less justification for the retention of un-
stressed e in the immediate pre-tonic syllable of the numeral-words
A3eBATEI, A3€CATHI, CEeMHAIIlaUb (CeMHAaUIIaThl), BaceMHaIallb (BaceM-
HaULAThI), OAULA3ECAT, NAUIA3€CATH], IHAcCHiA3ecAThl, CAMig3ecATbI
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and BacbMimsecarsl, since these contravene even the existing rule.

Thirdly, since akannie in the case of unstressed o is applied to both
native and loan-words, it seems unnecessary to make a distinction
between final unstressed o after a consonant (e.g. 6pyTa, Hera) and
after a vowel (e.g. Tpnio, Tokio).

Fourthly, in compound words in which the stress is on the first
syllable of the second element there is no secondary stress. The whole
is treated as a single word subject to the normal rules of akaninie —
but only in the case of unstressed o. Unstressed s in the first element
of such compound words is preserved. Again there seems to be no
justification for the differentiation between on the one hand 4épua-
BaJsocel but wapHaBOki, and on the other hand msraHakipaBiHacup
and M9Ta3rGaHkbL.

Finally, there is one inconsistency which, unlike the above, has
gone unremarked since the 1930 prajekt: the orthographical representa-
tion of the non-syllabic sounds [w] and [j] deriving from [u/v/l] and
[i] following a vowel, Whereas [w] is reflected in the orthography in
all instances as ¥ (e.g. 3a ycé&, nprlexami ¥ ropan, npaynaa, usiray), [i]
is shown as it only internally in a word (e.g. cBoitcki) or in word final
position (e.g. smoxazeit) but not in initial position (e.g. ana in3e) or when
i stands as an independent word. This inconsistency was introduced
into Byelorussian orthography following the 1926 Academic Con-
ference on the Reform of the Byelorussian Orthography and Alphabet.
The 1930 prajekt unsuccessfully sought to resolve it by advocating
the retention of both y and i in all circumstances.®? Perhaps the time
has now come to re-adopt the convention of the early 1920s; it was,
after all, good enough for Taraskievic.

89. Bietaruski pravapis (prajekt), p. 13



