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Editorial Comments on DTR 15285, Version 1997-07-04


In preparing to describe the “Character-Glyph Model” at the International Unicode Conference 11, I reviewed the DTR, thought about it, and have several comments.


The document needs to use a consistent style for presenting the jargon (terms used by SC 2 and SC 18.  In some sections, the terms are italicized; in others, they are enclosed in quotation marks.  Either italicize the terms or use quotation marks consistently through the entire document.


Section 4, Character and glyph distinctions


In paragraph 1, sentence 1, the sentence is malformed.  Restore the text of the original sentence found in the January, PDTR text:


The character and glyph definitions in clause 3, which were taken from ISO/IEC 10646 and ISO/IEC 9541, were developed independently and contain terminology that requires explanation.


Section 4 and Annex E


Is “M-to-N” the right terminology for character-to-glyph mapping or do we have another idea that needs to be surfaced in the discussion?  The last paragraph of Section 4 has the following sentence:


In its fully general form, the relationship is a context-sensitive M-to-N mapping where M > 0, N ( 0.


Annex E gives several examples of mappings.  However, for example in first-level Arabic topography, the mapping may be considered a 1-to-4 mapping because the glyph-selection process selects from 4 glyphs to obtain the one appropriate to the position of the character in the word and the characters on either side of it.  Yet for this first-level of glyph selection, the glyph selection is also a 1-to-1 mapping because only one of the 4 glyphs is appropriate; the process merely has to select which of the 4 glyphs is appropriate based on the context.


Section 4


Consider moving the last paragraph to section 5.2 after the paragraph on glyph selection.


Section 5.1, Character and glyph domains


Change Figure 1 as follows


Remove “Optical” to comply with the Japanese comment on character recognition.


Correct the spelling of “Substitution”.


Section 5.2, Composition, layout and presentation


The following sentence from page 7 should be moved to the introduction section because the concept is too important not to include in the introduction.


The necessity for glyph selection, not its complexity, motivates the creation of this operational model for characters and glyphs.


The font models in Annex D use both processes and data structures to render characters into glyphs.  The previous Annex (C, Glyphs) describes the data structures in sections C.3.1, C.3.2, C.3.3 and C.3.4.  Consider moving these descriptions to Annex D.


The reader of Annex D would benefit by having a table to summarize and compare the three font models.  The following table is one possible example.


Table � SEQ Table \* ARABIC �1�.  Comparison of Font Models


Characteristic�
Coded Font�
Font Resource�
Intelligent Font�
�
Glyph Selection Process�(character-to-glyph mapping)�
None�(1-to-1)�
Yes (1 Process)�(1-to-1 or M-to-N)�
Yes (2 Processes)�(1-to-1 or M-to-N)�
�
Font Structure�
�
�
�
�
Index to Glyphs�
Code Position in Character Code Table�
Glyph Identifier�(private or registered)�
Glyph Identifier�(private)�
�
Glyph Metrics and Shapes�
Yes�
Yes�
Yes�
�
Character-to-Glyph Mapping�
No�(implied by character code position)�
Yes�(external to font resource)�
Yes�(in font resource)�
�
Additional Data�
No�
No�
Feature Selection,�Layout Transformation�
�






