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Observing for the morning only:





Josie Howse, Australia.  President of Australian Braille Authority; Manager of State Braille and Large Print Disabilities and Learning Difficulties, New South Wales


Tom Keith, Canada.  CNIB braille transcriber





23. Typeforms (continuation of Agenda Item 5.8)





23.a. JS suggested that the transcriber-defined indicators be given default definitions as colours but leave them available to be reassigned.  Also the sans serif could be given the broader definition of a variant type font which could be assigned to any significant font style, such as sans serif, script, or courier.  PL suggested this could also include small capitals.  JS thinks it probably would not be a good idea to allow bold and italic to be reassigned.  In all likelihood, if a text had a wide variety of different typeforms it would also use bold and italics.  BP thinks we should avoid the extremes of either allowing multiple variations that people have to learn or rigidly allowing only very specific uses.  We must strike a balance.  This should be left to Committees II (for the assignment of signs) and Committee V (because it is closely related to format).





23.b. BP does not think there is any specific typeface that is so common that it should be assigned to what is now called the sans serif indicator.  He thinks this should be defined as the first transcriber-defined indicator.





23.c. Tom Keith thinks that most books use either italics or underlining and not both.  Could the one symbol be used for both?  BP thinks that would be a step back.





23.d. MOTION:  Moved by BP, seconded by BM that italic, bold and underlining be kept for those distinct purposes.  Carried.





23.e. MOTION:  Moved by BP, seconded by SA that Committee II be charged with deciding what is the best assignment for the sign currently defined as the sans serif and that it should include as a possibility that no specific assignment be given to it and it become the transcriber-defined indicator of first choice.  Carried.





23.f. MOTION:  Moved by BP, seconded by BM that where the three primary indicators are not being used in the text in their first senses, they can be used for other variant styles with the proviso that there would be no confusion about their primary assignment by using a note such as "where print uses red, braille uses italics".





23.g. Discussion:  AB asked which is worse:  to use the transcriber-defined indicators that we have at our disposal which are not that many more to learn because it is just one symbol with different prefixes or to confuse people by allowing italic, bold and underlining to be sometimes this and sometimes that.  BP rephrased as which is worse:  to proliferate a lot of extra-cell transcriber-defined indicators which have no predefined assignments or to use simpler typeform indicators in such a way that it might confuse people about what the typeform was.  He thinks that it depends on the context.  He thinks it is more important to convey the distinction than to convey how print actually does it.  He wants to reduce clutter.





23.h. JJ thinks that it is not a good thing for readers to have to rethink in their minds what a specific symbol means.  It is also not good for random readers who want to be able to start anywhere in a text without always having to go to the transcriber's notes.





23.i. Josie Howse is in favour of the motion because it would give flexibility for transcriptions for young readers who should not be introduced to too many different indicators.  DB said that at the very beginning level, teachers would only introduce one sign and would probably refer to it as an emphasis indicator rather than specify italics or bold, etc.  At this level, transcribers always have the liberty to break code to make it suitable for the level of the reader.  But sixth and seventh graders will have to deal with many different typeforms and the italics, bold and underlining should either be kept pure or should be called general emphasis indicators and used for whatever.





23.j. BM said that for something like a "red-letter" Bible where all the words of Jesus are in red, it is necessary to have a distinction for those words but it's not required to use a special symbol just because it's red.  In nearly all cases, changes of colour are visual devices with no direct analogue in braille and whose representation in braille shows no purpose.  JJ disagrees because blind readers often have to interact with sighted people.  AB said that if you encounter a transcriber-defined indicator then you know it shows distinction and you know you have to look to find out what print uses for that distinction but if you encounter an italic sign under BP's proposal you won't know if it's italics or something else without looking.  There is currently confusion with the italic sign and this proposal does not remove the confusion.  BP thinks that the alternative provides much more detail than is needed by most people in most situations.





23.k. VOTE:  In favour:  SA, BM.  Opposed:  AB, JJ, PL, JR.  The motion is defeated.





23.l. JR would be willing to reassign underlining.  BP would not differentiate between the three primary indicators.





24. Small Capitals (continuation of Agenda Item 5.8)





PL said that small capitals may be used in some cases simply as a variant form of capitals for abbreviations or Roman numerals.  In other books, they are like a variant form of typeface and they have regular size capitals with them that show how the words are capitalized.  The question is should they be handled as full capitals or with a transcriber-defined indicator.  AB thinks that full capitals are not sufficient when the capital letters are indicated.  BP agrees.  He would either ignore them if they're not significant or he would use a transcriber-defined indicator.  Agreed.





25. Rules re Defining Symbols (continuation of Agenda Item 5.8)





PL asked if the rules should explicitly state when a symbol (such as a transcriber-defined indicator) must be explained, either in a transcriber's note or on a special symbols page.  AB thinks that how transcriber's notes, transcriber's notes pages and special symbols pages are set up is for Committee V.  BP thinks it is important to have a particular place where everything is explained that is easy to find and not in the middle of the transcription.





26. Styles (continuation of Agenda Item 5.8)





SA said that at the moment, transcribers at Torch are instructed to use the emphasis style in Megadots rather than italics, then when the file is used for braille it comes out as italics but when it is used for large print it comes out as full capitals instead.  Braille will never have as many options as print so we must be fluid with how we represent different styles of print particularly when we start using DAISY files for different forms of output.  AB said that in braille we try to avoid cluttering with symbols that have no real meaning or significance but the possibility is there for a facsimile transcription if a student were studying print styles for instance.  BP also wants to minimize clutter when we're representing things that are significant.  SA said that, with translating DAISY files, every print element will be shown and someone will have to decide which elements are shown and how they are shown in braille.  JS said that there is coding in these files which makes it easy, for instance, to know that all headings are in bold so that typeform style can be ignored in the translation.





27. Passages Terminated before Re-opening (continuation of Agenda Item 5.8)





27.a. AB gave the background for this decision by Committee V that a passage that continues over more than one text element is to be terminated at the end of each text element and re-opened before the next text element.  How do we define a text element?  





27.b. JS said that this term comes from Committee II which used it in the technical sense used in SGML terminology.  A text element is a piece of text which is handled as a unit for formatting purposes.  It could be a heading or a paragraph or a line of poetry.  It is not a perfectly defined term but it wouldn't be a single character unless that character happened to be a heading.  You wouldn't use it for a character or a word or a sentence in a linguistic sense.  In the example of a letter of correspondence with several paragraphs, an inside address, a salutation and a closing, each of these individual parts would be considered a text element as envisaged by Committee II.  Markup languages today will close each indicator that is opened rather than allow an implicit closure.  One of the reasons for wanting each text element closed is the difficulty in determining whether it really is a continuation, for instance a heading followed by a paragraph are obviously not continuous elements but it is not always clear whether paragraphs are related.  It is also advantageous if you are scanning backwards to immediately be able to determine how the previous paragraph looked.





27.c. BP has two concerns--the desirability of closing each text element and what actually constitutes a text element.





28. Computer Text (Agenda Item 5.9)





28.a. JJ said the symbols backslash, vertical bar, ampersand, at sign, tilde, caret, crosshatch, underline and accent grave are all used in computer text.  Other than listing the symbols there does not appear to be any special rules for computer text.  His only issues are that some of these symbols are used for ornamentation and some may not be readable if they are standing alone.





28.b. AB suggested that the ASCII symbols could be listed.  We also need to state that computer text should be transcribed in grade one braille.  PL thinks computer text does not necessarily have to be in grade one.  JR said that computer text is usually defined as whatever needs to be typed on a computer keyboard.  BM said that the beauty of UEBC is that it is unambiguous.





28.c. There was discussion on alignment mode.  JS said that it is like ASCII braille which is not an official code and is not used for transcription.  Alignment mode was originally envisaged as possibly replacing some of the ASCII code assignments.  Its only value would be for the very rare circumstance when something like a hexadecimal arrangement could not be represented by two-cell characters.  But no one actually does manual hexadecimal computation anymore.  BP is concerned that if a one-to-one representation is needed, that by not publishing alignment mode, it will be not publicly interpretable and people will do whatever they like.  JS said there was never any need, it was an efficiency issue which was judged not to be of great importance.  AB said that the assignments will not be lost and could be of value to replace the current ASCII code.  JS agrees that it conforms better to UEBC.  He thinks of ASCII code as a machine code rather than a transcription code.  BM thinks that we may want to advise manufacturers of braille devices that new assignments for ASCII code would be more in line with UEBC.





28.d. JJ questioned the need for a specific rule on computer text.  Rules for runovers and indent levels are important but these are format issues.  AB said that we need to define how to deal with line endings for example.  The rules we make for computer text will not be exclusive to that subject.  We must make it clear in the general rule that rules are classified under headings for convenience but that this is a unified code and symbols are used wherever they occur.  Any symbols that fit more into computer than any other place should be included and examples given.





28.e. PL suggested that some of these rules, such as computer text and footnotes, are more formatting rules and the symbols are not problematic.  It was agreed that we should ensure that Committee V will deal with indent levels for computer text.





28.f. JJ doesn't think computer text needs to be defined.  SA disagrees and thinks that we should at least deal with web addresses and e-mails which occur frequently in literary text.  JJ agrees that we should have examples of these.  One caveat is that if contractions are used in computer programs, they will look very different.  JS said that Committee II tried to address this but it comes down to "when the transcriber knows the nature of the material."  For some programs in COBOL which are pseudo-English, it probably doesn't matter very much.  BM thinks that in many short program excerpts which, for example, are simple instructions to print something, it wouldn't be a problem to use contractions.  He thinks we need to give guidance on this.  There are certainly situations where he thinks grade one braille is required but he would use the EN contraction in an email address such as sphippen@rnib.  BP said that rules are needed if we will allow contracted braille in some situations but not in all or if we need to define what constitutes computer text.





28.g. BM said that computer text in many forms is percolating into general literature.  He doesn't think it should be either all contracted or all uncontracted although that is the simplest way to deal with it.  JJ thinks that there will be opposition to using grade two for computer text because it will change the look and feel of braille but he can't find any code justification for using grade one.





28.h. JS said that the original Committee II thinking was that there are a number of symbols that will have different grade one and grade two meanings, for example the integral.  If technical text has a number of these symbols which would require grade one indicators, it reduces clutter to go into grade one and reduces the mental chore for the reader of switching back and forth between grade one and grade two.  Grade two is designed for ordinary text not for computer languages.  It depends on the computer language.  As it turned out, there are not as many symbols with dual meanings as Committee II originally thought there would be.  He supports using contracted braille in many of these situations.  In the "sphippen" example, using the EN leaves the name in its usual form.





28.i. PL suggested that the transcriber should evaluate each transcription separately.  If the book is a novel for a 14-year-old that uses conversation reproduced from a chat room and may even be shown on a computer screen, the decision may be to use grade two throughout because there are few symbols that are ambiguous.  The next transcription may be a highly technical computer text with quite a few ambiguous symbols and the decision would be to use grade one throughout for consistency.  We need to give guidance.





28.j. AB suggested that computer text may be transcribed in grade two but, if in doubt, use grade one.  JJ proposed that complete programs and parts of programs be transcribed in grade one and everything else, such as email addresses and web addresses be in grade two.  SA agrees but what if the email address is for Steve Taylor and appears as: staylor@rnib.org, would you contract the ST?  JJ doesn't have a problem with this.  He thinks it is very labour intensive to have to make judgments.  BP thinks it affects the way people perceive things and gave the example "onesbitt" (O'Nesbitt) with the ONE contracted.  Grade one has clarity and grade two may not.  He wants to take this home to discuss it with his computer experts.





28.k. AB suggested that continuation indicators need to be addressed and suggested that JJ go through the new BANA Computer Braille Code to see if anything else needs to be dealt with.  He will draft a rule.





Observing for sections 29-37:  Helen McMillan, Canada.  Chair of BANA Mathematics Technical Committee





29. Ornamentation (continuation of Agenda Item 5.9)





JJ asked if it is necessary to deal with print symbols used for ornamentation, say to form boxes around material or to draw lines on a page.  BP suggested that we say that ornamentals should be ignored and that the provision be in the general rule.  Agreed.





30. Characters Standing Alone (continuation of Agenda Item 5.9)





30.a. JJ said that the caret (dots 4-26) and the at sign (dots 4-1) could be difficult to read if they were standing alone.  BP doesn't think the caret would be a problem.  JJ agreed.  By standing alone he means on a line by itself or even with spaces on either side.  BP thinks that dots 4-1 could only be confused with dots 5-2 or dots 6-3.  There would only be confusion with the former if it is assigned to the ditto sign because the latter would always be attached to something.  AB said that if dots 4-1 were standing alone, under current rules there would not be any confusion because it would be read as the upper dots.  At the moment in UEBC there is no similar rule.  The solution would be to use the dot locator.  BP would not want to use a dot locator every time the symbol was spaced.





30.b. AB said that, in South Africa, a dot locator is only required for a lower sign and for a sign which has only rightt-hand dots.  BP said that in Britain there is a conception of configuration which is any character or group of characters which would be ambiguous if written alone on a piece of paper because it has the same configuration as another character or group of characters.





30.c. It was agreed to defer the discussion to Agenda Item 5.13 Other specialized symbols, where the dot locator will be dealt with.





31. Technical Material (Agenda Item 5.10)





JR said she has a preliminary draft ready but would rather raise some queries with the committee before presenting the draft.  AB said that there are many examples in the numeric mode rule which will fit in better with the technical rule.





32. Negative Numbers (continuation of Agenda Item 5.10)





JR said that negative numbers are often used in primary grades when they are studying integers.  Example:  negative 2 plus negative 3 equals negative 5.  BP asked if this is to distinguish from the minus as an operation sign and she confirmed it is.  Not all texts use this but when they do it is significant and the print sign is placed in the left superscript position.  She asked if her example is correct or does it need braille grouping symbols:  $cz 9"-#b $tx  JS said that this is correct.  The scope of the superscript is the next symbol or the next numeric symbol, which isn't applicable here.





33. Approximately Equal To Signs (continuation of Agenda Item 5.10)





33.a. JR said there are three different signs for approximately equal to in the Committee II Report: a tilde over a horizontal line, a tilde over a tilde and an equal sign with a dot above and below.  There is a fourth one which comes up.  It is composed of a horizontal bar with a bumped line above.  Should we use the closest thing to it or ask Committee II to assign a symbol to it?





33.b. BP has difficulty proliferating the number of symbols when they are simply different print symbols for the same thing.  JS agrees but they may mean the same thing in some situations and different things in other places.  BP would prefer to have the transcriber assign another existing symbol for this rather than create another dedicated sign.





33.c. PL suggested that this be dealt with in the general rule.  It should say that UEBC can not provide for all print symbols and if the transcriber encounters a print symbol that has no braille sign, the transcriber should use the closest approximation.  If a new sign appears that warrants an assignment, it would be referred to Committee II, probably by the braille authority of the country.  JS said that, for infrequent use, most symbols can be constructed.  The decision to give a print symbol an assignment would depend on how common it is.





33.d. JR said that, in this case, she would be comfortable with using the same sign as the tilde over a line which has the same meaning.  AB asked if we wanted transcribers to use this and give a transcriber's note to indicate the substitution or did we want the UEBC symbols list to give both print symbols.  





33.e. The symbols list does not currently give the print symbols only a description of them.  JS said this is a result of the limitations of word processors when the list was originally produced.  Committee II uses the Unicode List as a reference.  It lists all print symbols compiled by national bodies and shows which have the same meaning.  It is the successor to ASCII and lists approximately 65,000 symbols.





34. Division (continuation of Agenda Item 5.10)





JR asked about the print representation of division (as in 5 divided into 4655) when the 5 is followed by a vertical bar which is joined to a horizontal line over the 4655.  In print the bar and line have a similar appearance to the top left corner of a box.  In braille, she used $cz #e_\#dfee: $tx where dots 156 is the symbol for bar over previous numeric item.  PL said that in BANA's Sampler 2, there was a similar example with a curved line between the numbers.  The closing parenthesis sign was used and the horizontal line was ignored because it is ignored in Nemeth.  JS said he didn't envisage this sort of use for the bar over symbol.  It was agreed that the horizontal line is a separation line with no real mathematical meaning.  SA thinks using it makes the construction too complicated for the younger students who are likely to encounter this.  It was agreed that JR and BM will consider this when they deal with spatial arrangements and will make a suggestion for handling it.





35. Functions, Spacing (continuation of Agenda Item 5.10)





35.a. JR explained that current codes have special rules for functions such as sin, cos, log, lim etc.  They can be written in various ways in print.  In Nemeth there are rules about how they are spaced.  In the UK, there are special signs for the functions.  Should UEBC follow print?  The problem is that we normally ignore italics on variables in braille.  In print when the function and the variable are unspaced, there is some distinction because of the typeface but most print readers probably aren't aware of it.  JS agreed with following print and ignoring the typeface for the variables and said that when such things are typewritten, no distinction is made and there is no problem.  BP also agreed saying that retaining the typeface would create too much clutter.





35.b. BM thinks that print is quite flexible in its spacing of mathematics.  He would like braille to be consistent with spacing rather than following print precisely, for example with operation signs such as plus and minus.  JS agrees as long as the transcriber knows it is mathematics but if it is computer programing the spaces could be significant.  BP would err in the direction of unitary representation.  Requiring spacing to follow print for mathematics would often make transcriptions much bulkier than need be.  PL said that, in brailling Sampler 2, the spacing was one of the things that they really struggled with because print is ambiguous.  It appears that an equation will be expanded or contracted to fit the space.





35.c. DB thinks that technical material should be produced by people knowledgeable in the subject.  Even if it is produced by translation, it should be looked at by a knowledgeable person.  BM noted that there is a lot of braille produced by people in schools where they are the only person there and they have to do all types of material.  JJ thinks we should write the code so as to minimize the technical skill that is needed.





35.d. JR said we still need to decide if functions look better spaced or unspaced.  Nemeth and the UK code take a completely different approach.  JR would like to get away from these types of decisions because it is not always easy to know what is a function, for example the expectation function in statistics.





35.e. JR is considering rewriting her original directive on spacing of operation signs.  Helen McMillan would like to have consistency within a book.  PL suggested that we prefer to have spaces for transcriptions for lower grades and prefer not having spaces for transcriptions for upper grades.  BM said that is also the feedback he has had from workshops for teachers.  Agreed.  JR and BM would like to prepare something on the topic for further discussion.





36. Greek Alphabet (Agenda Item 5.12)





36.a. AB said that we can list the Greek and other non-Roman alphabet symbols.  Since Greek letters are often used in technical material, should we also list them in the technical rule?  BP objects to that especially since he would prefer not to list any symbols with the rules.  JR thinks that it would be sufficient to have a reference in the maths rule to the list of Greek symbols.





36.b. AB said the rule must make clear that these symbols are not to be used for Greek language text, they are only to be used for individual characters.  JR said there should be an example in the technical section showing more than one Greek letter in sequence and how they must be treated as separate entities.  Agreed.





37.. Other Specialized Symbols (Agenda Item 5.13)





37.a. AB thinks this will be a section where we can deal with symbols which do not fall neatly into any of the other sections.  BP disagrees with this plan, especially if it is just a large number of miscellaneous things.  He thinks there's no reason why they can't just appear in the master list.





37.b. AB said that the symbols list will be in braille order so that if an unknown symbol is encountered it can be looked up.  You can't use that list to find out how to write something for which you don't know the braille symbol.  We can have an alphabetic list but that is more difficult because there are different names for symbols, e.g. slash, oblique stroke, virgule, solidus.  BP thinks you would list the symbols under their most common name (which might be country-dependent) with references from other names.  JS suggested using the Unicode name.  Agreed.





37.c. AB thinks that symbols need to be listed within rules so that examples of their use can be given.  BP noted BM's e-mail message that rules must not be shown only by example.  PL said that her original point was that we shouldn't have rules that show what can now be done just because they weren't allowed previously, such as bridging suffixes.  AB said that, in the transitional period, it will be the role of the instructional manuals produced by BANA, BAUK, etc. to illustrate how the rules have changed for their particular transcribers and readers.  That's not the role of the rule book.  JJ doesn't think it hurts to do that in the rule book.  JR said that when she was preparing the maths rule she found that there were no special rules needed for many things such as dates.  Many of the former rules in this area are eliminated.  She stated "No special rules are needed for ..."  BP doesn't think this philosophy will work for contraction rules.





37.d. AB said the term "specialized" is not necessary.  It came from the Committee II Report.  BP will go through the symbols list and determine which symbols do not fit into a particular rule.





38. Contraction Terminology (Agenda Item 5.14)





38.a. AB said that contraction terminology must fit how we expect to write the rules.





38.b. PL summarized her email of July 20 and AB's of  August 18.





38.c. JJ finds the term "shortform" confusing.  Why aren't the alphabetic wordsigns considered shortforms since "b" is short for "but" etc.?  It was explained that the definition of "shortform" specifies that they consist of more than one symbol (in this case, letters).





38.d. PL thinks that we don't need to come up with specific definitions of the terms at this point.  That can be left until after we have written the rules.  We simply need to decide whether to use British or American terminology in each situation.





38.e. AB said one proposal is to use wordsign instead of whole-word sign and groupsign instead of part-word sign because the terms are more concise.  JJ said he would like to compromise rather than completely eliminate terminology people are familiar with.  Can we use both terms?  AB said that each country will be free to use whatever terminology they like in their publications but the UEBC code book can't possibly use all the possible terms.  SA thinks we should use the term that best describes the letters.





38.f. BM doesn't think changing the terminology will have an impact on the average braille reader.  The use of uniform terminology across countries will allow countries to share resources, particularly teaching materials.





38.g. DB confirmed that the dictionary defines the term "contraction" as a "word form" though the precise definition is not the same as our use.  AB said that braille is a technical field with its own terminology.  Everyone agreed that "contraction" should be retained since it is already in common use.





38.h. PL would restrict the term wordsign to contractions that stand for whole words.  She objects to the term "inital-letter wordsign" being used because they can also be used as groupsigns and most of the rules for their use are as groupsigns.  She proposed calling them "initial-letter contractions" which allows both uses.





38.i. BP thinks that braille readers do retain some of the terminology they're taught and will care if it is changed.  The problem with exchanging course material is not only terminology but that the subject matter will be very locally based.





38.j. It was agreed to use the term "wordsigns" as contractions which represent a whole word.  After discussion on whether shortforms are a subgroup of wordsigns or a separate group, it was decided this could be left until the rules are written.





38.k. In discussion of the term "groupsigns", BM and AB said they prefer the term "lettergroupsign."  DB thinks that "group" implies more than a word rather than less than a word.  Of the two, JJ prefers lettergroupsign but he thinks it could be confused with shortforms.  PL and BP dislike "part-word sign" because it is less concise and is more easily confused with the term "wordsign."  The discussion was deferred.





38.l. In discussing "one-cell", BP said it implies there will be two-cell, three-cell, etc.  which could be necessary in dealing with symbols other than contractions.  PL thinks the two-cell signs can be referred to as "initial-letter" and "final-letter" instead.  JJ thinks "initial-letter" could also refer to alphabetic wordsigns which use the initial letters in most cases.  DB dislikes "initial-letter contractions" because these are a subgroup of "contractions."





38.m. PL challenged the group to find a term that would describe what in the Committee II Report are called "strong" contractions, that is, those which use the full cell and are easily recognized, such as AND, FOR, CH, ED, etc.  SA questioned the need for such a term.  BP said they are "one-cell, non-alphabetic, upper signs."  He said wordsigns can be categorized as alphabetic and non-alphabetic, as upper and lower.  JJ thinks this is a key to how to divide them.  PL wanted something more concise which doesn't necessarity define the concept.  JJ is concerned that such a term would sacrifice clarity, would be harder to remember and harder to work with.  PL disagreed and said the terms must also be precise.  





38.n. BP thinks someone should write the rules, keeping in mind this discussion and using terms which take into account the way the rules are framed.  JJ said that the terminology has to have common factors; the terms have to describe some set with common characteristics.





38.o. AB thinks the discussion was useful.  It was agreed to let someone write the rules and use the terminology they think the most appropriate.





39. Contractions (Agenda Item 5.15)





39.a. AB noted that the Project Committee had accepted Committee III's recommendation to require the homographs for IT (e.g. for information technology) and US (United States) to be uncontracted.





39.b. PL asked if anyone had a better term for "standing alone" since the standing alone rule allowed the wordsigns to be used with common literary punctuation which meant the wordsigns were no longer "standing alone".





39.c. SA will prepare a preliminary draft.





40. Foreign Languages (Agenda Item 5.16)





40.a. JJ thinks one of the problems is to define "foreign language."  BP said readers should see foreign accented letters and possibly contractions in foreign codes, particularly in an educational context where they are studying the language.  AB thinks that we must assume that the reader knows only the English code.





40.b. BP said if there were a foreign passage in an English novel, he would use the UEBC accents.  In the case of a libretto in several languages, he would use the foreign accented letters but not contractions.





40.c. DB said that when transcribing something like a bilingual tax form for the government, you would assume the reader knows the other language.





40.d. AB thinks UEBC accents are very bulky.





40.e. BP thinks that if you are using the contractions of the foreign code, then you must also use the foreign code's punctuation and composition signs.





40.f. JJ said for a foreign language in a predominantly English context, he would use UEBC accents and uncontracted braille.  For a bilingual transcription, such as a librettto, he would use the foreign accented letters and uncontracted braille.





40.g. JS said that using UEBC punctuation and composition signs for a foreign language would cause problems for languages such as Vietnamese where some of these signs may have significantly different meanings in their codes.





40.h. DB thinks if we're using the foreign accented letters, we should also use their punctuation and composition signs and transcribe it in uncontracted braille.  We would also need a code switch.  Agreed.





40.i. JJ asked how to determine which words in English context should be considered foreign and brailled without contractions.  BP said the British decided on a book-by-book basis.  They have regard for typeface, such as italics or bold, and even quotes.  They find they can't generalize from one book to all books.  The most important consideration is consistency within a book.  JJ's suggestion to use the dictionary was rejected.  AB said that in South Africa, the languages are so mixed that their rule is a compromise (which isn't good).  More than five words must be uncontracted.  If there are five words or less, they MAY be contracted.





40.j. BP said that they have a rule that they don't correct for failure to contract where you would have been allowed to do so.  JJ thinks that readers are fairly flexible if they encounter words that are uncontracted as long as it makes some sense in context.  JR said that their proofreaders would object more strongly to using contractions so that pronunciation is difficult.





40.k. JJ thinks that determining when something is foreign may just have to be a matter of judgment.  PL agreed and said this is a case where we state the preference while allowing that the other is not necessarily wrong.  It was agreed that consistency within a work was most important.  DB noted that there is still a battle about that in the United States where transcribers are used to looking in the dictionary.  She thinks the intent of the author is the correct approach.





40.l. PL said that using typeface can be carried to the extreme when italics are used for foreign and for titles.  Foreign titles are contracted because there is no difference from the English titles.





40.m. BP will draft a rule on how to deal with foreign languages in an English context, including when to switch to a foreign code.  JJ will deal with how to switch to another code.








Thursday, September 13, 2001





Thursday was set aside as a day to work independently or in small groups.  Tom Keith and Helen McMillan joined BM and JR to work on the technical rule.





