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Interestof Transliteratiom

e Usercorvenience
e Easesearching
e Word analysisandcomparison

¢ Intellectualchallenge

-
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Pointsto take into accounr

e Signvalues

Signcombinations

Word composition

Word length

Grammaticalvords

Group-writingand“ligatures”

Signswith peculiarbehaiour
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Principlesof automatedransliteratioi

Rewriting rules

Word to analyse T Jﬁ

Slide 7 Madeof signs:

1 Pab)or P(m.)

Jro
ﬁ DET(mouthAction)

- /

4 )

Rules:

a) P($X, $Y), P(3Y) => L($X), L($Y) / 150
b) P($X) => L($X) / 380

c) P($X, $Y) => L($X), L($Y) / 400
Slide8 d) DET($X) => DET($X)

choices
1. aandd: 7
2. b,candd: either 7bb or mrb, dependingn signvaluesused

Costs: first hypothesis 150,secondr80. Firstwins.
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Comment®nthe method'

e implementedWorksreasonablyvell.

Slide9 e unableto copewith somephenomena
— word cutting,word length
— composedigns,groupsof signs
— doesnt work well with so-calledohoneticdeterminaties.
An improvement:transducer'
Q oun
V
e
‘ Verb/1s
i
Slide 10 i

% 9 Verb/gerund
g

o Efficient.

e Canrepresenimary hypothesisn acompactway.

e Canbecomposed.
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Simpleexample: U]@

After signvalues.

P(m.n

-

~

P(Ab)
O e
P(b) DET

/

After composijtiorrules:

L(A). L(B) Rule PXY). PYVI=>LIX), LY)

\_

EquipeEC.ART, laboratoireL RIA, UniversitéParis8



Architectureof the system IE X1, July 2000

Architectureof the systeﬂ

1

2. normalization;
Slide 13 3. Word limits marlers;

4. Signvalues,

5. Firstcombinatoryrules;
6. Secondcombinatoryrules;
7

. Word lengthrules.

4 )

normalizatio

(from MdC to Gardinercodes).Variantcodesarealsonormalized.

Slide 14
Y1 => Y1

Ylv => Y1
DAt => Y1
Y2 => Y1
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Word limits marlers'

Word beginningandendingsareexplicitely marked.

Insertsthe possibility of aword breakbetweereachpair of signs.

$X => $X
$X, $Y => $X, end, begin, $Y

i J

u23 D58

\ 4

u23 i : begin@ end

D58

~

Signvalues

Proposevaluesfor signs:

W23 => P(A b) / 10
W3 => P(mr) / 10

Also placefor groupsof signs,groupwriting, etc.

F9, F9 => P(p,H t,y) / 10

# nsw

M23, X1, N35 => IP(n,s,w) / -10000
&0, D36 => P(m / 10

13, 13 = 1P(i,t,y) / 10

ML7, ML7 => P(y) / 10

\_
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Valuesare:

e P(X,Y): phoneticsign

IP(X,Y) : phoneticdeterminaties

Slide 17 ID(X,Y,Z) : ideogram

DET(X) : determinatie

NUM(X) : numeric

W(X) : monogram

END(X): Z1orZ3

4 )

Firstcombinatoryrules'

Combinesignsata“local” level. Producedik ely word endingsand
Slide 18 phoneticstrings(L(X)).

P($X, $Y, $2), P($X, $Y) => L($X),

L($Y), L($2) / 60
DET($X), fin => DET($X), fin, R(46) / 0
DET($X), END($E), fin => DET($X), fin, R(145) / 0
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Second:ombinatoryrules'

Slide 19 Combineghephoneticstringsfrom thefirst setto remainingsigns,in
particularphoneticdeterminaties.

L($X), L($Y), L($2), IP(3$X $Y,$2) =>
L($X), L($Y), L($2) / -2000

4 N
Word Iengthrules'

wordlength cost

100000

200

100

0

210

1600

6+ 1600+ (n-5)*800

Slide 20
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Someexamples

Slide 21
o Ulvs. Y

aN |

e theshipwrecledsailor

4 )

Commentonthe systeﬂ

e rathergoodresults;
Slide 22 o flexible : for differentkind of texts, changeherules;

e rulescostaredifficult to assessandto change

Problemswith grammaticalvords;

e Solutionslie in closerstudy
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Futuretracks|

Groupsystem: aword is madeof a prefix, a core,anda suffix.
Slide 23 No moreword lengthrules:implied by thefiner control.
Allowsto explainthat“w”, “y”, “t", arelikely in word endings.

Will createa very structuredrepresentatioof thewords. Interestingfor
searches.

Detailledanalysisneededor progress.
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