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EME-WARE: FROM EMIC ANALYSIS TO PRACTICAL INPUT SYSTEMS*?

DANIEL S. MAILMAN
MindStride Corporation

IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY, for good or ill, the personal computer (pc) will replace
pen and paper as the medium for the average, educated participant in global society and
commerce to record, explore, manipulate, and communicate thought. So-called productiv-
ity applications—such as word processors, e-mail, and instant messengers—will increasingly
be used as the medium for written (sic) communication in all the world’s languages, and the
symbols for communications will expand beyond language (c.g. the use of emoticons).

Unfortunately, from the 1940s through the 1980s, the PC was designed for use almost
exclusively for the English language. Although recent decades have seen software makers
begin to address non-English languages, it is still the case that—for use in any language (or
with any input set) other than English—there is an additional language-dependent degree
of difficulty for entering basic elements into productivity applications. The degree of deficit
is dependent on a measure we at MindStride informally call the distance between English
and the (target) language or input set. The concept of distance from English can be made
more rigorous, but since we focus on input methods production and not their categoriza-
tion, we are generally satisfied to relate it to the number of separate scripts in the language’
as well as the number of non-keyboard symbols in common use. We then use the measure
to estimate that the following input sets are increasingly far from English (with commen-
surately increasing input efficiency deficits):

Spanish (Figure 2)

Vietnamese (Figure s)
‘European Languages” (Figure 8)
Japanese (Figure 9)

Korean (Figure 10)

[ I S R

Chinese (Figure 11)

Given the impracticality of reducing input efficiency deficits with input-set-specific keyboards,"
the most common tactic—that taken by MindStride and other organizations—is to develop

software (input methods)® that enables users to send symbols to productivity applications.
Input methods are more or less elegant to the degree that they make the input task:

o Easier (fewer, rapidly learned, simple gestures producing more input symbols)*
o Faster (greater count of input symbols per unit of time)
e More accurate (fewer gestures wasted on unintended symbols)
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Figure 1. Chordal input device with Chinese input method.

The asymptotes of an ideal (maximally elegant) input method are indicated by a reduc-
tio ad absurdum specification: it takes 70 time to learn to instantaneously input a maxi-
mal sequence of desired symbols from a maximal range of symbols using a minimal set of
unique gestures to select from minimal sets of choices arranged in minimal sequences.

It is interesting, possibly useful, and certainly maddening to speculate that the practical
limits to input method elegance are user languages for ranges of symbols and associated
sequences of phonemes for speed and gesture range size. The implications of such specula-
tion together with observations of competing phonemic and linguistic analyses for specific
languages is a strong indication that no system (MindStride’s included) will automatically
result in the single best input method for a given language, but also an indication that the
limits of elegance can be approached.

MindStride input methods are based on emic (e.g. graphemic, phonemic) analyses of
input sets, as well as an understanding of the average, educated, input set user. Each analysis is
optimized to take best advantage of the features of the MindStride Input Engine to maximize
gestural efficiency and learnability. Input set analyses for Spanish, for Vietnamese, and for
European languages taken as an aggregate illustrate that, as with linguistic analyses in general,
input set analysis (and therefore input method development) is as much art as science.

1. MINDSTRIDE INPUT ENGINE. The MindStride Input Engine displays grids of choices
(Figure 1) that indicate how to use input devices to select input choices.
Users make selections with the devices in the standard way:

e Mouse/Stylus: Click anywhere on the cell containing the choice.
e Keyboard: Type the key indicated in the upper left corner of the cell.
e Chordal Devices: Press and release the finger combination in the cell.

Selections either:

e Cause input to be sent to (e.g.) productivity applications for simple inputs, or
e Cause display of subsequent choice grids in sequences leading to complex inputs.
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Because MindStride can be actuated by combinations of five fingers on chordal devices,
there is an additional constraint of limiting the number of grid choices to 31 (= 25 — 1).

MindStride’s Press ¢¢ Hold (Pe¢#H) feature” enables users to access alternative inputs or
alternative subsequent grids (indicated by a red tic-mark in the upper right corner of the
cell). P&¢H is activated by:

e Mouse/Stylus: Instead of clicking on the cell, sustain the press for a short period.
e Keyboard: Instead of releasing the key immediately upon typing it, hold it down.
e Chordal Devices: Press and hold the finger combination indicated in the cell.

In all cases, feedback is provided when the sustained activation time is reached. There are
three different P&#H actions: Pé¢H Repeat, P&¢H Grid, and P&H Selection. P&¢H
Repeat sends the selection to productivity applications for as long as the device is actuated.
P&bH Grid causes MindStride to display an alternative successor grid. P&¢H Selection
displays new selections in place of current selections; completing the input device gesture
causes MindStride to send the selection to the productivity application.

Users change the interval MindStride waits before responding to Pé¢H by changing a
configuration value.

2. INPUT DEVICES. Most input devices (mouse, stylus, joysticks, etc.) are unmarked. Using
MindStride with these devices is simply a matter of using the device in the standard way for
sequence choice selection, and in an easily learned, intuitive way for the expanded selec-
tions available via the Pe#H feature.

As intimated prior, there are 31 possible combinations of s fingers taken 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 at
atime. So, for optimal operation with chordal devices, software (including input methods)
must offer a maximum of 31 choices to its users at any one time.* MindStride has found it
most useful to indicate chordal operation by visually associating input sequence choices
with ChordMaps (Figure 1 shows vectors of five juxtaposed blocks: filled blocks indicat-
ing pressed fingers; empty blocks indicating un-pressed fingers).

Consideration of the field of input devices will reveal why the keyboard, although most
common and arguably most useful, is also the most challenging input device to accommo-
date with a software input method. The keyboard, in that the device itself comprises a mul-
tiplicity of ‘named’ keys, which names are integral to its operation, forces input methods
to visually associate keys with non-key inputs and with sequenced sets of choices leading to
inputs (e.g. pinyin letters leading to Chinese characters). The choice of key to associate
with sequence choice is a major consideration in input method development (upper left
hand corner of each grid cell in Figure 1). And, in part because keys are often more famil-
iar than the inputs themselves, a secondary issue is the order in which the associations are
presented to the user.”

3. SPANISH LETTERS INPUT METHOD. Because, by our measure, Spanish is fairly close to
English, dEspafiol*—MindStride’s Spanish letter input method—is a complete example of
identifying the emic level(s) (e.g. graphemic, phonemic, morphemic, sememic) at which
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Figure 2. Common non-keyboard symbols for Spanish.
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Figure 3. (dEspanol) Press & Hold of n key causes input of the letter A.

analysis, science, and art yield optimal input methods for intuitive sequence choice presen-
tation to the average, educated user of an input set.

The problem, amenable to many solutions (of less or more elegance) is to make it casy,
fast, and accurate for the user to access non-keyboard characters commonly used in pro-
ducing written Spanish documents (Figure 2).

Visual inspection of the domain indicates that a graphemic approach is possible. Emic
analysis is fairly straight-forward; the non-keyboard-key graphemes of the system can be
named by:

{‘Acute’ ‘Diaeresis’ ‘Tilde’ ‘Inverted’ ‘€’ ‘Double’ ‘Superscript’}

With the exception of {Diaeresis’ ‘Superscript’}—and with an excursion into the seme-
mic domain by noting that the keyboard symbol $ and the non-keyboard symbol € are
both currency indicators for the average, educated Spanish speaker—the emes are in one-
one correspondence with {'Keyboard Symbol’}, yielding the (Keyboard Symbol:Non Key-
board Symbol) map:

{a:de:éiio:du: n:A A:AEELIO:0 U:UN:N i<t >i» $:€}

dEspafiol uses the Pe#H feature to enable users to input the non-keyboard symbols from
the map by holding the associated key; so, for instance, the letter n is input by typing the
n key normally, and the letter fi is input by holding the same key down for a slightly longer
period of time. The software gives visual feedback in the form of removing parentheses
around the desired input to let the user know when the key has been held sufficiently long
(Figure 3).

The advantages of the P¢#H implementation are:

e It doesn’t interfere with prior existing skills; specifically, the keyboard and mouse
are used in the accustomed manner.

e Additional learning and memorization are extremely minimized; the desired input
is already visually ( graphemically) associated with the key and the single, addi-
tional skill of holding a key down is readily learned.
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Figure 4. (dEspariol) P&H of digit keys causes ordinalizing superscript display choice.

The remaining emes, {‘Superscript’ ‘Diacresis’}, if implemented with Pé¥H for graphemi-
cally associated keyboard symbols, would conflict with existing mappings; for example the
key a cannot be associated with both & and 2 for efficient use of the PeH feature.

An clegant solution (Figure 4) for the ordinalizing superscripts 2 and © takes advan-
tage of the (quasi-morphemic) observation that they occur only after digits 0-9; that is
0-9 are emic contexts for both. So, rather than associating ordinalizers with corresponding
keyboard keys, dEspaiiol presents ordinalizer choices when users hold the digit keys and
enables selection of the particular ordinalizer by typing (not holding) the associated key.

The last remaining issue is the eme {‘Diaeresis’} associated with the letters G and U.
Interviews with many educated, literate users indicate that overloading the u key is less
convenient than associating the dieresis on a P&#H basis with the letters v and V (histori-
cally used to indicate the letter U).

The process for creating dEspanol was:

1. Determining the most useful eme is (primarily) graphic—rather than, say, phone-
mic.

2. Identifying strategic emes.

3. Applying science (e.g. to symbols that map uniquely to keyboard keys).

4. Applyingart (e.g. determining contexts to avoid overloading keyboard symbols).

One result of applying art in this case resulted in making the sacrifice of a single, moderate
inconvenience (associating the v and V keys with the symbols i and U) to avoid the more
egregious inconvenience of overloading two keys. Elements of the same analytic process
were used in the development of dViét-ngir*—MindStride’s Vietnamese input system.

4. VIETNAMESE LETTERS INPUT METHOD. The most salient difference between Spanish
and Vietnamese (for the purposes of designing an input method) is the larger counts of
variations of keyboard symbols (c.g. Figure s, overleaf, contains 18 variations of the letter
a, including the symbol itself ).

As with dEspaiol, to preserve intuitiveness and not to interfere with pre-existing typ-
ing skills, cach set of variations is accessed via Pe#H from the key (visually/graphemically)
associated with the variations. If there is only one variation (e.g. d, D), P¢ZH Selection is
used to input the variation. If there are multiple variations, the Pé#H Grid feature displays
the choices for variations to be selected.
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Figure 5. Non-keyboard symbols for Vietnamese.

The multiplicity of keyboard symbol variations makes overloading keys unavoidable, so
the principal remaining issues in the design of dViét-ngi are:

° How to order the variations
° How many gestures to associate with the variations

e Which keys to associate with the variations

Visual inspection indicates that the non-keyboard-key graphemes of the input set can be
named by

{‘Breve’ ‘Circumflex’ ‘Horn’ ‘Stroke’ ‘Acute’ ‘Grave’ ‘Hook’ “Tilde’ ‘Dot’}"°
The collating order for the standard Vietnamese alphabet (quéc ngit)
adabcchddeéggihikkhimnngnhoéopphqrstthtruuvxy
yields a useful primary ordering:
{‘Breve’ ‘Circumflex’ ‘Stroke’ ‘Horn’}
while the received pedagogical order for tones yields a secondary ordering:
{‘Acute’ ‘Grave’ ‘Hook’ ‘Tilde’ ‘Dot’}"!
So, dViét-ngit presents the multiple key symbol variations in the order of Figure s.

dViée-ngi takes two simultaneous approaches to addressing the design issues of gesture
count per symbol and key-to-symbol associations.
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Grapheme | Key Keyname
Breve ( Left paren
Circumflex A Circumflex
Horn s Comma
Acute ' Apostrophe
Grave ' Grave
Hook ? Question mark
Tilde ~ Tilde
Dot . Period

Figure 6. Mnemonics for Vietnamese vowel marks.
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Figure 7. Two different approaches for overloaded Vietnamese letters.

The first approach—for users whose primary input device for Vietnamese is not the
keyboard or who want to maximize long-term productivity—minimizes gesture count per
symbol at the expense of a slight learning curve. This minimal sequence approach associ-
ates single keys with each of the (maximum 18) vowel variations. Mnemonics are impractical,
s0, to facilitate learning, the arrangement of associated keys follows their physical layout on
the keyboard.xThe associations remain constant for same variations of different keyboard
symbols (c.g. A and O) and are learned, via repetition, in fairly short order (approximately
two hours of typing). Because it halves the gesture count for most Vietnamese symbols, the
minimal sequence approach also reduces fatigue if the primary input device for Vietnam-
ese is a mouse, stylus, or chordal device.

The second approach—for users willing to sacrifice some speed for virtually no learning
curve—associates keys with each of the graphemic components of the keyboard key varia-
tions. Since most variations have two separate marks, the strict graphemic approach forces
the user to type two keys for many Vietnamese letters, but involves only 8 easily learned,
visually mnemonic associations of keyboard symbols with graphemic elements (Figure 6).

dViée-ngi implements both approaches in the same display so users can easily choose
which approach they prefer (Figure 7). Rows 2—3 implement the strict graphemic approach
and rows 4—8 implement the minimal sequence approach.

Due to the greater distance from English for Vietnamese, the design of dViét-ngitinvolves
both more science and more art than the design of dEspanol. Science assists in determin-
ing that a graphemic approach is reasonable, in identifying the individual graphemes, and
in ordering the graphemes. Art is used to determine presentation ordering principles (by
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Figure 8. Representative non-keyboard symbols for ‘European languages.™ ™

stepping outside the analysis to use the Vietnamese alphabet and the received ordering for
tones) and also to decide that it is productive to take two simultaneous approaches in pre-
senting variations for overloaded keys.

s. EUROPEAN LETTERS INPUT METHOD. The letters and symbols of European languages
considered as a group (Figure 8) serves as an example of an input set that is not (strictly)
associated with a single language and as a final example of the science and art of designing
input methods.

Many of our users often switch among several languages frequently in their day-to-day
use of productivity applications. Several factors (e.g. considerable keyboard familiarity,
rapidity and frequency of language switching) indicate that explicitly switching languages
would be a frustration compared to simply presenting keyboard symbol variations (4 /a
dViét-ngi).

Using prior explicated methods, dLinguist®—MindStride’s European language input
method—uses Pe&#H to access keyboard character variations. Even cursory examination of
the range of graphemic elements in keyboard symbol variations indicates it unlikely that
art can produce universal mnemonics. So, the design of dLinguist relies mainly on science
to identify which variations are most frequent across keyboard symbols'> and on art, where
obvious, to associate the variations with the same subsequent key.
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Hiragana (“P{i44) Katakana (}{i44)
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Count: 90 Count: 94
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Count: 1,006 Count: 983

Total Kana: 184 // Official Kanji: 2928
HA B RE e ikl (‘Test of Japanese Kanji Aptitude’) ~6000 kanji

Figure 9. Representative non-keyboard symbols for Japanese.

For example, each of the acute (’) variations of keyboard symbols

can be input by Pe&#H on the letter, followed by typing the apostrophe.
But examination of the range of variations of (c.g.) the letters E, T and S,

G™pTTFTTOT T
(SE§SRSSS=Z1ZC 2 W

indicates that a comprehensive set of mnemonics, even across just letters, would be so com-
plicated as to defeat the purpose.

Given that any single user is likely to use only very few of the variations in the set, we
have found that it is sufficient to rely on repetition to cover the learning curve, so art is nei-
ther useful nor necessary, as in the case of dViét-ngg.

6. THE LIMITS OF THE GRAPHEMIC APPROACH. Although full analyses and descriptions
of input methods for Chinese, Japanese, and Korean are outside the scope of this intro-
duction, it is an interesting, but only seemingly paradoxical, observation that the written
languages which graphically vary most are more amenable to input methods based on pho-
nemic (or even morphemic) rather than graphemic analyses.

To understand why phonemic analysis is useful for Chinese, Japanese, and Korean, note
that estimates of the number of symbols ranges from 3112 (Official Japanese, Figure 9) to
80,000 (every Chinese character ever written, Figure 11, overleaf ). For each of these ranges,
all of the characters are associated with spoken languages that have phoneme counts which
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Totals Examples
Jamo (412, 5 ff) ST
Ja-eum (A3, F-i5) 30
Simple 4 |TrecEoe A oxRxFTETTE
Double s | o
Clusters 7 |A WX 1 ®1 0 #H PA BE @1 25 HA
Mo-cum (2.8 f5) 21
Simple 6 |+ 4T
Yotized 4 |EFE 4 awr
Diphthongs L L e A s I
Obsolete Jamo 43
Ja-eum 34
Simple 6 |4 0o 883
Double 4 |00 sy
Double Cluster 20 |LC WA 1A EC EA 25 UM DA WA W] HC HR HE AT AL AL AH AKX OK 0A
Triple Cluster 4 |onoewownowe
Mo-eum 9
Simple 7 |-
Dipthongs & | -] ok o v W oA ol
Hangul miv2 VA g A A e gl ey gyl
Hanja (Official) L8oo |- < AL F i F AN BRI

Overall Total: 13,066

Figure 10. Representative non-keyboard symbols for Korean (3= 0], 271 04),

are orders of magnitude smaller. For instance, every Chinese character has one or more of
approximately 1280 Mandarin syllabic pronunciations (including tone).

Using a phonemic approach to specify syllables before characters, Sz
(‘WuZhongWeén’)—MindStride’s Chinese input method—enables cach syllable to be
exactly specified in a maximum of three gestures, then individual characters in a maxi-
mum fourth, and words and phrases beginning with the character in a maximum fifth (via
Press ¢ Hold).

Graphical input methods based on either the (8) basic strokes or the (200+) compos-
ite parts (radicals, B ‘bushou’) require many gestures (e.g. one gesture per stroke) or
extraordinary learning curves to memorize associations of keys with components (e.g. 71.

BT withizixing).

7. CHINESE EXEMPLIFIES COMPLEXITIES OF OTHER LANGUAGES AND INPUT SETS. In
developing input methods for a considerable number of languages, it has become apparent
that the development of an input method for Chinese illustrates most—if not all—of the
difficulties likely to occur in the development of input methods for any language or input
set. A full discussion of general input method design issues and considerations as epitomized
by ##11 can be found in MindStride’s white paper, ‘Opportunity in Work Clothes: The
Development of MindStride’s Chinese Input Method;'* a précis for which follows:

The morass of factual and statistical information about the Chinese language (Figure 11)
make it very difficult to choose which observations are useful in the design of an efficient,
elegant input method for average, educated computer users, whether they are learning the
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Chinese ({0 i/ - Hanyu, #18/2E57 - Hudyu, 1130 - Zhongwén)

Pinyin Vowels (Hf & L) Zhtyin Ftthao (T &455%)
i A a A i A a A Y % n L % & 3 %
¢ E ¢ E ¢ E ¢ E «oomo7 A LT
i I i I i I i I w17 Tt A
5 O 6 O s O o O [ T I SR
a U 4« U uw U a U %z 1 %2 X 3 5 £ L
i 0 & 0 4@ 0 & U Lo
Count: 48 Count: 41

Simplified Chinese characters ({47 - jiintizi)
T35 A IR A S D A A L5 iR
Traditional Chinese Characters (%4 - fantizi)

LR RS R A N R R RS

Count estimates range from 6,000 to 80,000.

Figure 11. Representative non-keyboard symbols for Chinese.

language academically or are native language speakers in China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, or
Singapore (cach of which presents specific complexities). However, once a set of useful
observations is winnowed from those available—and appropriate analyses and inferences
made—a number of unique opportunities present themselves:

An elegant Chinese input method has the potential to invert the current input
efficiency deficit between Chinese and English.

Pedagogical tools based on the distinctions inherent in the input method have the
potential to shorten learning curves for the written (and to some degree, the spo-

ken) language itself.

In general, the specific arrangement of observations about Chinese determined to be useful
in the development of HEHSZ (“WiZhongWeén') —MindStride’s Chinese input method—
reduces complexity by an order of magnitude moving from words and phrases to (espe-
cially, keyboard) gestures'”:

Each of many tens-of-thousands of common multi-character words and phrases
begins with a single character from among several thousands. The number of
words and phrases beginning with a particular single character is generally very
few tens.

Each of the several thousands of individual Chinese characters—when used in
context—is pronounced with one of several hundred unique syllables (if tone is
ignored a very few hundred). The number of individual Chinese characters with a
particular syllabic pronunciation is generally very few tens.

Each of the several hundred unique syllabic pronunciations for Chinese charac-
ters begins with one of very few tens of (approximately twenty) initials, partici-
pates in one of very few tens of (approximately twenty) rhymes, and has one of five
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tone values. The number of syllabic pronunciations for a particular initial or rhyme
is generally very few tens.

4. Most of the approximately twenty syllabic initials (and all of the five tone values)
are readily associated with keyboard symbols. Most of the approximately twenty
syllabic rhymes are 7o readily associated with keyboard symbols.

Inferences related to these observations, taken in reverse order, are suggestive and can be
taken as input method design goals; it should be generally possible to:

1. Specify a pronunciation with two gestures,

2. Specify a character with a single additional gesture from the pronunciation, and

3. Specify a word or phrase with an optional second single additional gesture from
the character,

with each gesture (e.g. keystroke, mouse selection, chord) being selected from a small set.

Applying art and science makes these theoretical design goals practical by user friendly
presentation of choices and associations of gestures leading to selection of pronunciations,
then characters, then words or phrases.

The central issue in designing for users is the balancing of immediate ease of use with
what must be learned for long-term productivity gains. The most salient example in P AR)ve
is specification of the syllabic pronunciation with two keyboard gestures: short-term learn-
ability is gained via mnemonic keyboard mappings for syllabic initials (and optional tones,
if used), but long term productivity is achieved via learned portmanteau associations of
single keys with entire syllabic rhymes where other systems require multiple (but more
mnemonic) keys. The learning curve is mitigated by there being only 20 or so non-intuitive
portmanteau keystrokes to learn.®

By reducing selection of most Chinese words and phrases to four reasonably readily
learned gestures, words and phrases can be selected in fewer keystrokes than required on
average for English (assuming the average word in an English typed document is between s
and 7 letters). It is intriguing to speculate that—once the learning curve is climbed—it may
be faster to type Chinese than English.

A side note: MindStride is developing a training game that quickly steps users through
learning the keys associated with mandarin syllabic rhymes as well as (we hope) making
it engaging to rapidly develop motor memory for gesture sequences associated with com-
mon characters, words, and phrases. Although further research is necessary, in discussing
the game design with Chinese language teachers, we determined that (1) using rhymes
instead of individual (e.g. pinyin) letters may be beneficial in rapidly learning standard
pronunciations with fewer errors and (2) teaching gesture sequences associated with com-
mon characters, the first two of which indicate pronunciation, may have benefits toward
character memorization in general. If these results are borne out by further research, then
MindStride input methods may be valuable not only as input tools, but also as additions to
language teaching curricula.”
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Keys Ratio Meters
English 101 I 0.25
Spanish 121 .20 0.30
Viet 225 2.23 0.56
Euro 609 6.03 LSI
Japanese 6000 59.41 14.85
Korean 13066 129.37 32.34
Chinese 50000 495.05 123.76

Figure 12. Estimated physical length of keyboards for various languages.

1

A publication and revision history of this document is available on request. Please contact the
author at MindStride@gmail.com or dmailman@rice.edu.

Throughout the paper, the term ‘emic’ is used in its popular sense to indicate something that
makes sense to a native speaker and is ‘intuitive, rather than its related, but technically more accu-
rate, linguistic meaning.

E.g. Japanese (four scripts): Kanji, Hiragana, Katakana and Romaji.

The first objection to using input-set-specific keyboards to reduce input efficiency deficits is the
increasing tendency for users to require more than one input set. For example, there are key-
boards available for the Spanish language that associate keys with its non-(QWERTY)-keyboard
symbols. If an additional language—even English—is required, any input efficiency gains due to
the keyboard are negated. The other obvious objection is that for many input sets, a keyboard is
simply impractical. If the input method problem reduced to making a keyboard for each input set,
the result would be keyboards of the lengths indicated in Figure 12.

Most modern operating systems (e.g. Linux, Windows, and Macintosh OS X) have input meth-
ods for non-English languages; and it is these that we use to estimate productivity gaps. There are
many resources that can be read for background on input methods; three suggestions (thanks to
Arle Lommel) are Cahill (2003), O’Hagan and Ashworth (2002) and Lunde (1999).

‘Fewer gestures” has two meanings: (1) Fewer junctures in the sequence leading up to an input and
(2) Fewer choices at each juncture in a sequence.

Many thanks to Diane Campbell, the co-inventor of Press & Hold.

Indeed, we view 31 as the upper limit of the number of simultancous choices from which a user
can quickly learn to choose with anything approaching reasonable speed (speed of learning as
well as speed of selection).

Pinyin initials are a good example: should keyboard mappings be presented in alphabetical order,
physical layout order, BPMF order, corpus frequency order, or dictionary frequency order?

A stroke is the diacritic that occurs in d; other terms are illustrated in Figure 6.
‘First Tone’ is indicated by no mark on the vowel.

As nearly as we can tell, the soo+ characters listed, together with the common keyboard charac-
ters, comprehensively account for the following languages: Afrikaans, Basque, Breton, Catalan,
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Coptic, Croatian, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, Esperanto, Estonian, Faroese, Finnish, Flemish,
French, Frisian, German, Greek, Greenlandic, Hungarian, Icelandic, Irish, Italian, Latin, Latvian,
Lithuanian, Maltese, Norwegian, Polish, Portuguese, Provencal, Rhacto-Romanic, Romanian,
Romany, Sami, Slovak, Slovenian, Sorbian, Spanish, Swedish, Turkish, Welsh and a few others.
Please email me if you find something missing for any of these languages or if another language

should be added to the list.

In input methods, we generally elect to leave out blended letters that are composed of two simple
keyboard characters because they can be input by typing the letters individually (a skill already
developed by average, educated users).

Some characters in the table appear to be duplicates, but are in fact treated differently by different
productivity applications, so dLinguist enables input of both. One example is the characters:

D (Unicode #o110, ‘Latin capital letter D with stroke’) in Croatian, Sami, and Vietnamese

P (Unicode #ooDo, Latin capital letter eth’) in Icelandic, Faroese, Old English, and 1pa

Given the nature of the problem it seems unlikely that a corpus can be identified to make it pos-
sible to do the analysis to determine which variations occur most frequently across languages or
are most frequent across users. Please email me if you have any suggestions as to how these may be
accomplished.

The title is paraphrased from Thomas Edison’s comment on invention: ‘Opportunity is missed by
most people because it comes dressed in overalls and looks like work.

Secondary information—uscful in defining an order for presenting characters associated with
pronunciations—takes the form of character frequency lists. Information regarding the visual
components of characters is ignored.

It should be noted that for any device other than a keyboard, $EH1 3 requires no long-term learn-
ing curve and reduces the number of gestures per word or phrase dramatically.

Please email me if you have an interest in, or suggestions for, researching MindStride input meth-
ods’ or training games’ efficacy as a pedagogical tool.
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