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fﬁ'élf';UI.t A “PONYAL”

It almost .mNer fa:.f . 1€ the ti'a:;scnber
umderstands overy word u!fat the Russidnp is
saying, the Russian re elt,v. the statement, sever- e

al times. Blt df the t;‘a‘pcriber cannot ke Yhas to be' an adjective, but how to prove it?

ot a word of twe -- and this*h t fre-
¥ J this-happens mos 3y In English, an adjective (or noun used ad-

quently when, tht words ave ic:ci‘ucai ones -- the :

Russian at the pther end of'the.lmh says, A W

"Ponyal!” (“Uh-huh!"}, the s'ia'tenent ds not ' that follows it:

rtpeated arld the conversation }dkes a complete- o

ly differenf tstk. Because of this fafg of o

l;:e. llve Russiah trmscribdﬁ. 31 ourseives Y

“ponyal pullers,” and we call the’ 1dboriols job . — :

of listening and relistening.to thelsnknownj i_’!-l So, as I was pulling this ponyal,

word or worlds, while sxmltamou!}y- researching | . listened Iar the appropriate adjectival end-

the multiple possibilities in® the ,n\mirable fe- |ing. It wasn™, there. 1 listened elsewhere on

gearch aids, "pilling a ponyat, ™ . » | the reel for theeword to be repested: no other
+ | occurrences. N

:a Eve::etim SIRE & SRANCEEbE pigk§ vp.8 ) Well, then, what .d‘igl the unknown item sound
» » t]
zilt,‘ferent. . .« * Like? It sounded like I looked in
LA various dictionaries fo ive that began
. dom F that way (assuming that the ending had been spoken
) P . but’pas inaudible to me}: no results. How about
*, ¢ + *]|tacking on the usual adjectival endings and then
. "‘, *  1[looking up the possibilities in the reverse dic-
. . ike
* I'.' : » Again
* 2« |[fic TesuIts,

FI Okay, thép, tear the word apart! Well, the

E ¢ P|combination sk is highly improbable in spoken

* Russian. Becduse of the feature of consonant

» + f| voicing in Russ;an, combination of a 3 plus a k
- &J| would be pronouneed as ok or ag (even though the
y Q| sPelling of the wdyd would not indicate the

! L ght , then. Change
. . * and check all the
* «dictlonaries again —-.that shouldn't be more

- than g few thousand possibilities to check. Add
. the presumed adjectival’gndings and check the

. reverse? dictionaries formetc. -

= that's dply another 500 ilities to
chetk. But still I could find nothing te fit

. ﬁaing through the second time, | started to this on though: T didn't
wi - I

'wnte down verbatim what the speaker was say-* o the spesker was rofer-
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‘ing. I found that I had to supply inaudible °, | . . <
prefixes or other parts of words myself. 1 did |TinE to, I Ly knew th:.t h: WAl dis-
. that either by rélyingonmy previous encounters «|CUssing the (or cut) of a dress.

» with the words in similar phrases, using various * Back to square one! Maybe the missing word
*dictionaries to £ill in the gaps in my know- lain’t an adjective. 1'd been thinking "along

- ledge, or by finding the phrase repeated else-
where on the tapb For example, my experience
rase in this segment was |

ceded by a noun, but still nothing came close to
the sounds that I heard. No, it had to be an
adjective!

But, after re])u:.ld:l.ng as much of the verbatinm 3
utterance as I cpuld, I was still left with one Getting desperate, I checked other transcripts
unknown stretch: bﬁ Was the un- | for that date and case notation. Maybe the same
known item a single word? Twowords? The logic | phrase had been used on a different reel in a
of the uttersnce called for an adjective: "The | similar situation. No such luck.
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Wait € minute! Anpther bramstorm' In Rus-
sian, an_l is often misheard for 4m », and vice
versa. Not only that}”but an unsitessed a often
Tepresents an o in tife,Russian dicf:.onary spel-
ling (as vpposed to ﬁ:s pronuncinti,pn) Unfor-
tunately,’ the qualitx.of my tape made it virtu-
ally impo§sible to knew where the’ stress was in
the unknown word. So° n'ow 1 had a p'retty large
number ofsadditional "&oj bxna.t:.ons to play with:

to yield something. *But, hell fire'and damna-
tion! Novhing! - .

What tb do? Wel], &t this cempletely des-
perate point, anothey repeatedly= cbserved fea-
ture of Sl:GINT life-reared its htad* serendipi-
ty. Have jyou ever noticed that pfte‘r you come
home from spending lloprs at work, trying to lo-
cate a certain word, the word jumps put at you
from the Tiny Taters wrapper on yours kitchen
counter? Jt happened: again this time. Just as
I was ready to throw in the sporlge 4 memo
crossed my-desk. Ofie] word jumped oui and hit
my eye -- the Engh;h. abbreviation CQB {close
of businesd). For some reason ¥t suggested to
me that maybe the word I was lodking *for was an
abbreviatian itself'ot the firs{ pert of a tele

scoped word connst’ing of I;g;__g_?revia;ed adJec-

tive tacked onto the word

the reverse dictionary, took the word

my jump-off, point, -and then tried pre xmg 1t
with all th
ready tned

My first impression had been correct. The
missing item was mdetd an adjective, but it had

been telescoped for brevity (the unabbreviated
e eee—
much more ot a mouthiull. assumption that
the speaker was slurring the ending of the adjec-
tive had been wrong. The speaker wasn't using
the ending of the word at all: instead, the ad-
jective and noun had been fused into a single

language unit. !

This telescoping of words (also called the
formation of "portmanteau words") is a very com-
mon occurrence in Russian and is not uncommon in
other languages, since all languages respond to
the needs and requirements placed on them. We
transcribers of Russian or of other languages
must remain constantly aware of the ways in
which foreign languages behave like our own lan-
guage. New words are being coined every day in
order to meet the demands of technology and the
need to communicate more and more information in
less time. If it is happening in English, it
is also happening in all the other living
languages of the world.
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MUSINGS ABOUT THE AG-22/IATS

Ceil Phillips, C03

Bulletin), Vol.

The following article s re-
printed from C-LINERS {C Group
Maohine Processing Information

uat/Septgmbsn/Uutaber 1875,

3 No. 7, Aug-

In November 1960, 15 years ago, the first
tests of the AFSAV-D/311l (a prototype of the
AG-22) were conducted at Rothwesten, Germany.
At the time of the tests, those of us in the ADVA--
GENS Joint Mechanization Group had great hopes
that in 4 or 5 years the D-31I would have great
impact on the nature of traffic analysis. We
thought that the full-text input and carefully
designed editing and formatting programs would
eliminate much of the work of TECSUM prepara-
tion and punching of paper tapes at the site,
and the card punching and editing at NSA. We
realized that the results would not be as good
as very carefully hand-prepared reports, but
our tests showed that the average error rate of
our editing and formatting programs was about
the same as that of manually prepared TECSUMs.

Several recent events have sharply confirmed
what I have suspected for some time, that is,
the computer records generated totally automati-
cally from AG-22 and IATS are ot very poer qual-
ity. These events include detailed discussions
with each of the pffices in A, B, G, and W
about computer needs for the future, and dis-
cussions with non-NSA elements receiving feed-
back from these automatic processes. The opinion
seems almost universal that the output is very
poor if one expects specific information such
as cipher text in a format suitable for crypt-
analysis. The same is true if one is looking
for a unique, degarbled set of callsigns for
each network. I am equally sure this applies
to any kind of specific, unique information.

I do not know exactly why the goal has not
been realized, but I suspect that the computer
programs have not been as tightly tailored to
the input as were our first experiments. There
may also be more variation in the data and, per-
haps, more variation in the way that it is cop-
ied. Another factor which may have been present
is that our first experiments probably had the
effect of stimlating the operators to copy
with better than average care.

1f I am right about the probable causes of

the poor quality, then there are a very limited
set of potential solutions for improving the

i A S

& try to develop more precise and more
sophisticated programs;

® introduce extra edit steps into the pro-
cess, using interactive computer termi-
nals; or

e make changes in the way that data is
copied.

1 have serious doubts about the first of
these alternatives, since it would probably
consume more good programmer resources than
are available. The second alternative has real
merit, particularly with the expected expansicn
of the number of aveilable interactive termi-
nals. However, it may also suffer from a lack
of available manpower to do the editing and
correction.

I believe that the third alternative --
changes in the way that the traffic is copied
-- offers the best hope for the immediate fu-
ture, Thus, it is my contention that we should
take immediate steps to modify coding proce-
dures, or at least to test some possible changes,
The kinds of changes I would suggest are out-
lined below.

In the "non-message” instructions, I think
that we should change the morse copying concept
from the idea of copying everything to the idea
of "summarizing' or something more comparable to
Ygisting” in voice communication. The emphasis
should be on getting one good representation of
the callsigns and callups, rather than all
kinds of garbled versions. While it is theo-
retically possible to produce computer algo-
rithms to degarble and summarize, as a practical
matter a human of modest skill can almost cer-
tainly do better. Equally, the copying of chat-
ter could be more sharply focused on unusual
items by allowing the operator to give a conment
on the nature of routine chatter and to copy
only the unusual chatter verbatim.

I suppose that the procedures mentioned
above would require some better understanding
by the operators of what is important, but 1
can't help believing that they would be better
motivated if they knew more about the targets

results. As I see these alternatives, we can and why they are being copied.
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As far as messagés are concerned, I think
there are some mre-!pecxfxc things that might
be done. I think thg operators could do a lit-
tle more to format the message. To a consider-
able extent the opegator already formats mes-
sages. What I am suggesting is that we go as
far as possible toward operator formatting. I
would also couple a tional "tagging" with
the tighter formatting.

Unfortunately, tHe.AG-22/KSR-37 does not per-

mit of corrections ds.much as is desirable, but
with TENNIS and MARQON SHIELD there are excel-
lent possibilities forf Correction of copy and
for production of a topppsite version from re-
peated transmissions’. . In any case, a strong
concentration on meskages might unearth other
ways of producing be_tter ‘copy, even with the
KSR-37.

There are a coup}e of ‘arguments given
against more tagging. and mpre fomttmg by the
operator. One of these,is,that he is already
overburdened. Since"l havu never been an opera-
tor, I cammot deal withsth¥s directly, but it
seems to me that by J,essenihg the total amount
of copy and treating.thé opgrator a little more
intelligently we can-cer,tainly get a better
product. T

The other argument giyen is that the editing
programs must assume*missed sags and, therefore,
it makes no differenle whether the operator tags
or not. There is sope truth in this assumption,
but it misses the fact tHat eyen an operator
doing a poor job can-put in same tags that the
program can never put in., In e sense, program

and operator are comp)emerrtary v *the program doing
a better job than the opetator ;vhen everything
is routine, but the operafor is.infinitely bet-
ter with any kind of-varigtion er unique situa-
tion. Todo the AG-ZZjob wall, ore needs both, and
both should be as good as ono can pfactically get.

To sum up, T belidve ite1s tihe we took a
drastic look at the way HF morse i§ copied. From
what I know of COPES, a stdrt has, been made
toward what is important i the traflc on aspe-
cific case or target basis.. I think we can add
some general goals ard improve thé product. At
the very least, we caln rodute the yolume of
records generated from AG-22 input.and produce
more useful data bases. . .

Comments, anyone? .

Mr. Phillipe was Chwf of tha ADVA-
GENS Joint Mechanisation Group,, which
conducted the firat teets of an, AG-22-
like device in 1880 and, 1961 at«Roth~
westen and Darmstadt/ ioken, Ger-
many. - Carrie Berry and were
alao members of the group. oL f-
ie AFSAV-D/311 tests Mr. Phillip
mentiong were carried out by Mr.
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