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. (Paragraph numbers refer to correspondingly numbered
paragraphs on examiner's report.)

l. I see no reason for citing Dirkes =t al. It has abso-
lutely no bearing on present invention and deals only with an
improvement in tape trengmitters. I likewlse ses no rsason for
citing Friedman,

2« Novwhere in Hebern is a cipher-ksy transmitter shown. In
"Hebern the movements or displacements of the code wheels are purely
mechsnical; they are regular or periodic in character, and con-
trolled by rdohet mechanisms intermal to the device itself. In
present invention these movements are controlled by the cipher-key
transmitter, in an aperiodic manner, by 2 tape which is external
to and not a part of the device itself.

3. Make it read "an slectromagnet and an associzted ratchet
and pawl, eacn ratchet and pawl actuating tha commutator with which
it is assoclated, the set of commutator stepping mechanisms®, .
etc., ag before..

.. i . he The examiner fails 1o distinguiah between those parts of
" tbe mechanism.which are internal to it (viz., ths keyboard, commu-
" 4ators, cipher~key: transmittér, indicating mechanism) and the ex-
'~ternal elament which is the key taps 1tself. It is not claimed
-that the cipher-key transmitter 19 the external element; this part
- of the mechanism is controlled by a perforated tape; it is the
" latter element which is wholly external, gan be rsmoved, changed -
. and varied at will, In all other cryptograshs known to me the -
_ keying mechanism is internai to and a part of the cryptograph itself
. and therefore. inherently presents weakness from the cryptographic
standpoing that perlodicity oan not’ be prevented, since whatever the
keying mechenisam be {gears, canms, etc.) the parts’ thereof oust ope~
rate upon mechanical principles embodying phase recurrsnces, or
cycles, or periode, It mlght serve to clarify tha& which the examiner
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. ‘ogu-dn.'aa ®inaccuracy in language" if the following were added st the
 end’of Olatm 61 %and which consists of a perforata& tepe beu-i.ng cipher-
ing charmt.ora in apmrnl-mu eodo.

'5 hGlM8,-9m-8ueemtu1nPun¢nph4.

6. I an not elumlu liorehoun, tut the eonbinstion of Morehouse

with &y -invention. However, I would not ineist on Oleim 9 if examiser
~oontinues to object, dut as regards Oleim 10, the final-clsuse "the mum-
bers ‘of ‘such chareaters in the respective tapes being prime to one
~ .another" constitutes an important improvement over Morchouse, from s

. c:yptographic point of view. Stndles have showad that if these riumbers
" ar'é not prime. t5 one another; the Ill combinatury Potentialities of

the respoctive keys cannot bo realized in practices For example, if

there are two tapes, one containing 1000 charadters, ths other 500, then
" afiter %70 revoluticns of the longer taps the combination of ths two

tapes produces z resultant which coincides with the resultant of the

first revolution. In other worda, instead of having a singls rasultant

kagy of 1000 x 500 = 500,000 characters the resultant is actually oaly

2000 characters in length. In the case of keys whose lengths are prime
. to. sach other, the rosultant has a latent longti that is the product

of their individuazl lengths. -

..+ e I thought such claims weres allowable, but I am willing to drop

8. Same comment as in Parsgraph 4.

9+. He cen add some deseriptive data in the claims, but tho aperiodicity
is cc'n"ered in the specifications.

10 a.nd 11. See comment s above in Zaragraph .fe -
12. Inaert "practically" before the word "non—regentlng“ Substitute

.. .. Msaries® for "soquence”, Add "gaid. characters cansiuting of perforationa
fﬁemtad in ucoordanee vith A, plnral—unit coda" ¥

13 In next. to last line of cm.n 23, changa the word *harah to "keya.

=X do not quite understand the examiner's obj ection thnt they fail
' ".to dof:lne tha invention. _ }

14, 15, 16, - These aethod ‘claims aze reetricted to the nechanj.em covered -
,hy the present invention, . They maks no pretense’ of bei.ng baaic and gemeral, -
but-are-applied.to a cryptogrqph having rotatable oirouit changers of the type -
_ described. The. examiner ip cortainly in error mhen he: statas. (16) SObviocuely .

no_changes .of .charaater or condition are effected’ ‘by:the practice of the

alleged mathod?. In order to appreciate the real -significance of the method . .
g 'of nchiav:lng aperiodicity in the operation- or ‘thia cryptograph he.will have -
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:-to iéarn something of the scienea of desiphering without the qu.

17, 18, You can best answer these yourself but I se2 many

. dirferences and distinotions between the claims cited, Claim 1 is

_ differentiated from Claim 2 by the word ®mechanism®; the cipher-key
transmitter 13 one element, the mechanisa controlling it is another
end a separate element. Claim 12 dalimita Claim 11 and 13 more

" specific. . Does a claim to be valld have to citea different use for

. ..the_ asme glement mentioned in another claim? However, I am willing..

to ﬂrop 11, if 14 1s allowed.

Willian F. Friedman.
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