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TUGboat production:
TEX, IATEX, and paste-up

Barbara Beeton

American Mathematical Society
Editor, TUGboat

I ntroduction

TUGboat has now completed more than ten years of
publication. Starting with TeX78 and an e ectrostatic
printer and progressing through increasingly versatile
software and hardware, the authors have kept us chal-
lenged, both with the content that the reader sees and
thelittletricksthat happen “under the covers’. Thistalk
will be a survey of some of the milestones of TUGboat
production, our editoria philosophy, what we'velearned
about what TeX can and cannot do, and some advice to
authors and production editors of other publications.

History

TUG and TUGboat came into being together. An in-
augural meeting of the TeX Users Group was held at
Stanford University in February 1980; it was attended
by about 50 people. The reaction to this new tool—
TeX—was immediate and enthusiastic. One of the first
projects proposed for TUG was the publication of an
occasional newdletter, and it was immediately decided
tocal it TUGboat.

Bob Welland, a mathematician at Northwestern Univer-
sity, volunteered to handle the editorial responsibilities.
Production woul d bedoneat the American Mathematical
Society (which, together with the Stanford TeX Project,
had arranged thefirst TUG meeting); thistask was given
to me, as | had more experience with TeX than anyone
else at the AMS, athough | had never been responsible
for either editing or journa production.

The AM S before TEX / TEX beforethe AMS

A little*prehistory” might beuseful here. The AMS had
been using severa proprietary photocomposition sys-
tems to prepare an increasing proportion of its research
journals since about 1975, and for such “administrative
publications’ asitsmembership list and publicationsca
talog for even longer. (The first typeset membership list
appeared in 1971.)

Beginning in the early 1960s, the AM S had begun toin-
vestigate the possibilitiesfor computerized composition
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of mathematical text. Most early computer-based type-
setting systemsweredesigned for newspaper production;
many of them had quite strong pagination capabilities,
but minimal ability to handle anything but ordinary text.
Severa systems appeared in the early 1970s that were
able to deal with mathematical notation as well as text;
however, they either required dedicated computer hard-
ware or were unable to handle pagination, or both. In
addition, al the typesetting software examined was pro-
prietary, usually expensive (troff cost almost nothingfor
a university, but nonacademic users had to pay quite a
high fee), and frequently had an obscure user interface.

The AMSwas d so looking at methodsfor incorporating
large volumes of bibliographicmaterial intoaforerunner
of today’s database collections. For such a use, it was
clear that logical, as opposed to typographic, tagging
was the only sensible method for organizing these data.
Even here the software must deal with mathematical
notation—titlesand abstracts of mathematical literature
contain mathematical expressions, and to paraphrase or
eliminate this notation could render much of the data
meaningless.

In an effort to be part of the solution, representatives of
the AMS (including me) participated for severa years
during the early 1970s in the GenCode project of the
Graphic Computer Communications Association. Gen-
Code was the forerunner of what later emerged as the
Standard Generalized Markup Language—SGML.

At the annual meeting of the AMS in January 1979,
the invited Gibbs Lecturer was Donald Knuth. The to-
pic he chose to speak on was mathematics and compu-
ter science in the service of mathematical typography,
and the new system he called TeX. The chairman of
the AMS Board of Trustees, Richard Palais, wasimme-
diately attracted to the possibilities of the system that
Knuth described. In additionto itsability to typeset ma-
thematics and produce fairly sophisticated page layouts,
this system was public, so it could be used by ordinary
mathematicians who had access to computers at their
universities.

The wheels were set in motion for AMS to become one
of the first nonacademic users of TeX. This decision re-
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sulted in (among other things)
e acquisition of a new computer;
o support of agroup to spend themonth of July 1979 at

Stanford for the purposes of

- learning TEX,

- bringing TeX backto AMSandinstalingitat AMS
headquarters,

- implementing TEX macros to produce two particu-
lar AMS publications: the Society’s membership
list, and the issue indexes of Mathematical Re-
views,

¢ the development of .4 4S-TEX, a macro package in-
tended to simplify input of complex mathematical
expressions;

o thecommitment to use TeX for all AMS publications
prepared in-house.

A very short history of TUG visavisthe AMS
Within a year after TeX came to the attention of the
AMS, it was redlized that widespread support of this
public-domain software would best be gained through
a strong community effort. Thisin turn led to the for-
mation of TUG. TUG wasinitialy funded by the AMS
and supported by AMS personndl, but after severa ye-
ars it had grown sufficiently strong to acquire its own
personnel and incorporate as an independent soci ety.

There has not been any formal connection between TUG
and AMSsince 1984. TUG till purchases some services
fromthe AMS, such asthe typesetting of TUGboat, and
AMS personnel continueto participatein TUG meetings
and as members of TUG'sBoard of Directors. However,
the two organizations are now entirely separate.

Thefirst issue of TUGboat

Articlesfor thefirst issue were written mostly by people
associated with the AM S, members of the Stanford TeX
Project team, and their associates.

Somevery primitivemacros, based onbasi c. t ex (the
prototype of pl ai n. t ex), were developed to handle
the formatting of afew obvioustextual elements—title,
section, etc. These macros were made into a style file
that was used to prepare copy for most of the authors
with AMS connections. A look at one of the articlefiles
created for thefirst issue shows a philosophy that hasn't
really changed even today, namely the use of tags that
identify objects, not coding to specify what they should
look like.

\title Publishing \& \TEX\ cr
\WEllen E. Swanson\cr\end

\ parhead The Manuscript.\end

\ parsub Copy editing.\end

Explicit typographic coding was used in only three
places in this article to obtain a desired format: in one
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itemized list, in the bibliography heading, and to obtain
the desired vertica skip beforethe signature block at the
end. Thisistypica of thearticles prepared or processed
a AMS.

Mike Spivak submitted an article describing his new
macro package, .Ar4S-TEX, which he was creating at
the request of the AMS. .4\ 4S-TEX has its own “pre-
print” style, and Spivak’s article was formatted with an
adaptation of that style. Like the prototype macros for
TUGboat, the preprint style uses mostly logica tagging,
but the article reverted to raw TeX code for explication
of AxS-TEX'sinput notation.

Processing at the AM Swas donewith TEX 78, whichwas
essentialy Knuth’sown version of the program; thiswas
writtenin the SAIL programming language (which runs
only on DECsystems 10 and 20), and converted by David
Fuchs from the WAITS operating system on Stanford’s
DEC-10 to run on aDEC-20 under the TOPS-20 opera-
ting system. Output was prepared at 130% on a Varian
9211 (a 200dpi electrostatic printer that used liquid to-
ner); this was reduced photographically when making
the printing plates to improve the quality.

One figure, illustrating the position of the letter “q” in
its font box, could not be generated with TpX (even
now, the largest Computer Modern font available at the
AMS isn't large enough), and was drawn onto the TeX-
generated box in Indiaink from an enlarged photocopy.
The cover art and the name “TUGboat” on thetitle page
were likewise pasted up from non-TeX copy.

A letter tothe TUG Chairman, Richard Palais, wasrepro-
duced from typewritten copy as received. (Nowadays, if
we receive a letter only on paper, we convert it to afile
and processit asif it arrived electronically.)

A long articledescribing anindexing facility for TeX was
supplied as camera copy by the authors and included as
an appendix to the first issue. The camera copy was
prepared on a Versatec printer (another 200dpi electro-
static printer), and uses what appear to be Times Roman
fonts rather than Computer Modern. | find this of parti-
cular historical interest because it shows that the use of
non-METAFONT fontswith TEX isasold as TEX itsdlf.

The TUGboat editor, Bob Welland, worked from paper
copy prepared by the authors, or by the production staff
at AMS(me). Nearly all communicationswere by paper
mail or phone. Some files were provided on magnetic
tape (diskettes did not become a reasonable alternative
until much later). | was fortunate to have been “adopte-
d” by the Stanford TpX Project to the extent of having
guest accounts on the SAIL and Score computers, and
thus some limited communication was possible with the
Stanford TEX community and other authorswho had Ar-
panet accounts. (I gained access to these guest accounts
by long distance phone callsand Kermit. Thiswasmuch
more complicated than using the AM S Internet connec-
tionthat is now available. Even so, it was definitely the
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method of choice for obtaining el ectronic files when that
was possiblefor authors.)

Onceall theeditorial changes had been made and camera
copy assembled, including pages for a separate mailing
list, the copy was delivered to the printer and duly ap-
peared in print in October 1980, eight months after the
first meeting.

Progress

The next few issues grew in size as TUG itsalf grew,
and the affiliations of authors and the equipment avai-
lable to them became more varied. TUGboat 2, no. (1)
contained a self-referential article:

\titl e HOW TO PREPARE A FILE\ cr
FOR PUBLICATION IN TUGboat\ cr

\'\ Barbara Beeton\ cr
American Mathematical Society\ cr \ end

This showed thetagging scheme used for the (somewhat
improved) TUGboat macros, and encouraged authorsto
createtheir articles” onacomputer fileand submit [them]

on magnetic tape” (We didn’t yet offer to provide the
macros to authors for their own use.)

Before TUGboat 2, no. (1) was sent to the printer, anew
typesetter, an Alphatype CRS (with the phenomenal re-
solution of 5333dpi) had been installed at the AMS. It
was not yet ready for extensive production, but one sam-
ple page was included in the issue, along with sample
output of the same page from a variety of other (dot
matrix, el ectrostatic, and laser) printers.

All theregular articlesin TUGboat 2, no. (2) prepared at
the AMS were output on the Alphatype. Thisincluded
one article by Brendan McKay that demonstrated how
very small dots (actually tiny \ vr ul es) could be used
in conjunctionwith ordinary rulesand symbolsfrom va
rious fonts to create “pictures’. The strain on memory
capacity was severe (asit is now with RCTEX), but wat-
ching the output emerge from the film processor was
well worth the effort.

By theend of 1982 | had become quitedissatisfied by the
frequent necessity of either shrinkingthetypesize of the
contentsto fit on the back cover, or continuingthelisting
onaninsidepage. TUGboat has alwaysbeen subdivided
into major sections, providing alogical structurefor the
contents, and in the early issues, the section headings
appeared in the tables of contents above the listings of
articlesinthose sections. Breaking the contentsinto two
columns, with section headingsto theleft (right aligned)
and article listings to the right (left aligned) eiminated
enough extra lines to reduce the list to a single page.
Unlikeabook or report, TUGboat doesn’t require num-
bered chapters or sections, so moving the page numbers
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totheleft of thearticletitlesdidn’t cause any visual con-
flicts; it also got rid of the dot leaders, which | wasn’'t
particularly fond of either. The“new” contentsstylefirst
appeared for TUGboat 4, no. (1); the final adjustment,
moving thetitle and issue information from the top cen-
ter so that it is left aligned with the article title listing,
was made for TUGboat 5, no. (2).

Changing of the guard

By the end of 1982, Bob Welland found that he was
unable to continue as editor, and effective with TUG-
boat 4, no. (2), thetitleas well as the editorial responsi-
bilities became mine. TUGboat 4, no. (2) incorporated
two innovationsin honor of thisevent. Thefirst (which
has not been repeated) was the accidental omission of
the name TUGboat from thetitle page of theissue. The
second was to number pages consecutively within a vo-
lume rather than starting over with each issue; not only
did thissimplify references toitems from TUGboat, but
it al so eliminated asource of confusionwhen back issues
arereprinted in full volumes.

The old SAIL implementation of TeX78 continued to be
upgraded periodically at AMS to fix bugs. Since that
was working well in production, we never attempted to
install TEX80, the first Pascal implementation, and in
fact, TEX78 continued to be used for AMS production
until late 1986. Thisisnot as backward asit may sound,
for two related reasons. Thefirst is that TeX78 was by
then a stable system, while TEX80 was a prototype, with
frequently changing syntax, and was almost certain to
be replaced, as indeed it was.

The second reason for not upgrading more quickly was
built-in delays in AMS journal publication procedures.
AMS policy requires that authors be given a chance
to review their papers after typesetting, and sometimes
authors take many months to return the copy for pu-
blication; two years used to be the cutoff, after which a
paper would beassigned to ajournal issuefor publication
without approval. A typesetting program with unstable
syntax is not suitable for use in such an environment.

TEX82 owes its name to the date when Knuth began
the reimplementation of TeX in WEB, a process that
was brought to fruition with the publication of the five-
volume Computers & Typesetting seriesin May 1986.

The first use of TEX82 in TUGboat was in volume 5,
no. 1, in an article by Knuth on TgX incunabula! The
proportion of TeX 78 to TeX 82 itemsdwindled for several
issues, and the last article that required TeX78 appeared
in TUGboat 6, no. (2) (July 1985, still nearly a year
before the debut of C&T).

The gradual approach wastaken to permit timefor care-
ful reimplementation of the TUGboat macros, not sim-
ply atrandation from old to new syntax. The two are

! Incunabula, from the Latin for “in the cradle”, designates books printed before a.d. 1501; hence works from the early

period of atechnology.
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quitedifferent, after all—thefinal list of differences bet-
ween TeX 78 and TeX 82 takes 26 TUGboat-sized pages
plus a three-page, three-column index.

A few more milestones

At thesametime, theentire appearance of TUGboat was
re-examined, and suggestions solicited from anyonewho
turned up who seemed to have some design competence.
Richard Southall’ spre-TUG meeting short coursein Au-
gust 1984 was one source of ideas. (TUGboat had been
offered, quite serioudly, as a object for criticism, when
that course wasfirst being arranged.) The style of Sout-
hall’s published lecture notes in TUGboat 5, no. (2),
which is quite different from everything else in TUG-
boat, was intended to demonstrate the principlesthat he
had expounded. This endeavor was relatively succes-
sful, asjudged by Southall, failing principally in having
centered text rather than asymmetrical margins. The
particular style used for this article was not adopted in
full, but theways of looking at how conceptua structures
are embodied in graphical form have been reconsidered
every time a format change has been contemplated. |
recommend this article and the references it cites for
anyone who wishes to learn more about the traditions of
typography, and why traditionally made books look the
way they do.

One particularly interesting item from a quite different
point of view is the set of benchmarks from a review
of technical word processors made by members of the
Boston Computer Society’s PC Technica Group; this
appeared in TUGboat 6, no. (3). The full review, which
appeared in the Notices of the AM S, examined fourteen
products (including two implementations of TeX) that
could be used on IBM PCs and compatibles to prepare
technical materia for distribution. Of the fourteen, only
four (including both TeX implementations) were able to
produce the nine distinct benchmark samples, and only
two of those (one TpX implementation failed) were able
to combineall the samples and run them at once without
a failure of either pagination or memory space. Fur-
thermore, TpX output was judged to be in a class by
itself, not surprising for a system designed to produce
output of typographic quality. On the other hand, no-
body said that using TEX would necessarily be easy, and
the benchmarks demonstrate that. The file that produ-
ced thisarticleis till one of the most stressful that has
ever been processed for TUGboat, and | have recently
provided a copy to be used in benchmarking the current
crop of PC implementations of TEX; the results will be
appearing in an upcoming issue.

The guest-edited issue

TUGboat 7, no. (1) was afirstintwoways: It wasdesig-
ned by a professional designer, and it was thefirst issue
to use the cmversions of the Computer Modern fonts
produced by METAFONTS84. The time spent on this
issue by the guest editors (David Kellerman and Barry

Reprint MAPS#5 (90.2); Nov 1990

TUGboat production: TeX, IATEX, and paste-up

Bijlage S

Smith) and by me was more than double that required
for any previousissue. Part of thisis undoubtedly due
to the development of an entirely new set of macros,
and part on the fact that creation of the cmfontsfor the
Alphatype required double METAFONT processing—
only METAFONT79 could generate fontsin theinternal
format required by the Alphatype, so 5333dpi bitmaps
output by METAFONT84 had to be reprocessed for in-
put to METAFONT?79, etc., etc. The fact remains that
the new macros, though more elegant and capable of
a wider variety of effects than the old ones, required
more time and attention in production. Since the po-
sition of TUGboat editor is a volunteer post, anything
that increases the time required to produce an issue is
counterproductive.

A couple of other important problems surfaced during
the production of thisissue. Thefirst isthe inability of
TeX to know the attachment point of a footnote when a
multi-column page has been divided by \ vspl i t . The
second is more philosophical: What does one do when
the style decrees that each article start on a new page,
and an article ends with just a few lines on a page by
themselves?

One other design question arose with theissue: What is
appropriate content for the back cover? My own prefe-
rence is to put the table of contents there, so that | can
quickly find an item that I’'m looking for. This serves
such a useful function that there’s no chance that an ad-
vertiser isgoing to get far asking for hisad to go on the
back cover, even for a substantialy higher price. But
for TUGboat 7, no. (1), the designer wanted to keep
the back cover blank except for the issue identification.
Thisisadilemmato which thereisno objectivesol ution,
based asitis so clearly on persona preference.

Inthe absence of solutionsto these problems, thenext is-
suereturned totheold style, but with afew small changes
(such asin the format of the device driver charts) based
on some easily adapted features of the new macros.

And still more milestones

In spite of the fact that IATEX isthe premier example of
logically structured input for TeX, the first use of IATEX
in TUGboat production didn’t happen until TUGboat 8,
no. (3), with the article on halftones by Adrian Clark.
Before this, any articles submitted in IATEX were sim-
ply modified to work with the regular TUGboat macros.
The main impetusfor not converting Clark’s article was
the inclusion of a full-pagefigure (thisfigure and others
were pasted in from copy prepared on a laser printer;
the AMS typesetter was not able to produce them, and
besides they were intended as examples of a particu-
lar software/hardware combination). This was a sim-
ple matter of expedience; the plain-based macros did
not have an automatic method for leaving a blank page,
while the IATEX macros did. The author helped out by
providing the prototype of astyle option that would make
IATEX'sart i cl e style produce pages that looked like
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TUGboat. This style option has since been refined and
extended so that itisnow nearly impossibleto tell which
articles have been prepared with IATEX, other than those
using thedoc option.

TUGbDoat has aways been a showcase for new TgX-
related software and it’s one of the joys of being editor
that | often learn about new goodies long before most
other TEX users. One of these new goodieswas RCTEX,
which was introduced in TUGboat 9, no. (2). The ar-
ticle appeared one day in my mail pile on an unsoli-
cited diskette. It arrived complete with all the auxili-
ary software and test files, and even aready used the
TUGboat macros. The only problem was, it would-
n't run within the memory allocation assigned for the
local production implementation of TeX, even though
that was boosted about to the limit available with a
half-word address space. Some severe pruning of the
TUGboat macros, several hours of phone time talking
to the author, and explicit page breaks in a few stra-
tegic places permitted the article to run to completion.
Thereport from\ t r aci ngst at s showed that, at the
critical page break, only 8 bytes of memory remained
untouched. Thisarticle has joined the Boston Computer
Society benchmark examplesin thetest suite for the PC
benchmark mentioned earlier.

A hint of the future

With Frank Mittelbach’s discovery of TEX, or more spe-
cifically, of IATEX, the proportion of articles prepared
with IATEX, and more particularly with the new IATEX
styles—doc, nul ti col , the new font scheme, and so
forth—hasblossomed. In TUGboat 1, no. 1(2), the most
recent regular issue, more than half the pages, and two
thirds of the articles were prepared with IATEX. We ex-
pect this growth to continue, and are looking forward to
the new generation.

How an issue gets put together

Until 1988, | had attempted to produce as much as possi-
ble of the camera copy for anissueinasingle TeX run. |

felt that thiswas a demonstration of how TEX wasrealy
supposed to be used. It was aso a good way of flushing
out unintended i nteracti ons between one author’ smacros
and the next, and enabled me to post editorial warnings
to unwary users. And, most significantly, | didn't yet
have a production assistant. As soon as one goesfrom a
solo operation to a cooperative arrangement, procedures
have to change.

| should point out that the job of TUGboat editor is
volunteer. | have afull-timejob in the Computer Serv-
ices Division of the American Mathematical Society,
and though that is closely involved with TeX and other
composition matters, the production of TUGboat is not
included in its duties. Some work on TUGboat can be
done during my regular working hours (and is billed to
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TUG), but most is done in the evenings and on week-
ends. In 1988, TUG hired someone knowledgeable in
TeX to be the TUGboat production assistant. Early in
1989, Ron Whitney, who was formerly the head of the
Composition Department at AMS, and withwhom | had
already worked on severa mgor projects, became the
TUG TpXnician.

The division of labor between editor and production as-
sistant isn’t always clear. In practice, Ron now prepares
the first draft on paper and deliversit to me to read and
comment. But if | happen to be checking the mailbox
that day, | may get fascinated with an articlethat hasjust
been submitted and do the preliminaries myself so that |
can seeit sooner. But both of us read every submission,
and pay especia care if it's an article introducing new
macros or anew IATEX technique. (After agap of severd
years, we've recruited an associate editor for the macro
column who should make this part of our job much ea
sier. Victor Eijkhout’s byline will appear for the first
timein TUGboat 1, no. 1(4).) Although the editor has
thefina say (and should take the blame when something
goes wrong), in the present arrangement we both feel
responsible for trying to make TUGboat a publication
we can be proud of.

New macros for TUGboat

During the summer of 1989, Ron and | discussed at
length what kind of user interface we really wanted.
Needless to say, it would identify logical elements ra
ther than typographic ones. We tried to regularize the
syntax, and, for the plain-based macros, adopted some
ideas from IATEX, in particular the bracket notation for
optional arguments. ASIATEX already providesnotation
for most of the structures that are likely to occur in a
TUGboat article, al we had to do there was make sure
that the formal characteristics of the output conformed
tothe TUGboat style. (It was aso necessary to subvert
someof thelATeX ar t i cl e styleconventionsto permit
multiplearticles to be run together, but that affects only
the TUGboat production staff, not authors.)

Then Ron took apart and reconstructed the plain-based
macros to obtain the desired effects, and we wrote an
articlethat not only instructs authors how to use the new
macros, but was also the stress test to demonstrate that
they worked. Instead of writing a separate set of instruc-
tionsfor the IATEX styleoption, we included asectionin
thearticlethat describes the distinctivemacrosfor TUG-
boat top matter, and refers authors to the IATEX manual
for everything el se.

We now expect authors to use the macros provided. We
try to keep an up-to-date version installed a the major
archives, and we will send copies on diskette to authors
who have no network contact. It doesn’t really mat-
ter which version an author uses—plain or IATEX; even
though we can’t mix them in one run, we have devised
simpleandreliable TeXniquesfor starting an article any-
where on a page, just by providing the information on
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where the previous article ended.

There are still some legitimate reasons for authors to

provide camera-ready copy instead of (or in addition to)

sending us thefiles. The most common reasons are

¢ requirement for specid fonts (e.g., Japanese or poin-
ting hands), although we can do and have done ex-
tensive font work when METAFONT sources were
provided with enough lead time;

¢ theintention of showing off the quality of the copy
produced by a particular output device;

e theinclusion of an illustration that is relevant to the
article, but that wasn't prepared with TeX or requires
hardware that isn’t available to the production staff.

Thejointsthat result from discontinuitiesbetween plain
and IATEX articles are patched, non-TpX insertions are
pasted in, and the fina touches (like running heads) on
copy provided in camera-ready form are added by hand,
with the help of arazor blade and waxing machine. We
don’t believethat, in most cases, readers can tell the dif-
ference between items prepared in one way or another.
But we do think it's important to identify the different
TeXniques used, so we provide a Production notes col-
umn in every issue.

Help for authors and readers

As one of our post-production chores, we try to send
back to every author the actual file used for the article
as published. (We aso send a new copy of the style
files if they've changed.) When editing the article fi-
les, wetry to comment out the important bitsthat we've
changed, rather than simply making changes, and to add
comments where we think our intentions may not have
been clear. Then the author can see what we consider
good practice, and might learn fromiit.

We also think it's very important to point out to both
author and reader any special production problems. I've
already referred to one such problem, with RCTEX and
limited memory.

Another problem that occurs more frequently than we'd
like is the redefinition by some authors of either plain
control sequences or even TeX primitives. Surprisin-
gly, most primitives aren’'t protected against redefini-
tion, and even experienced TpXers often don't think
about the consequences of what might happen if they
choose an “obvious’ name for some macro, and it just
happens to be the name of a macro that’s intimately
involved in, say, the output routine. (Try the defini-
tion \ def \ vbox{\ hbox} and a short paragraph or
two.) Most re-uses of macro hames aren’t quite so ob-
vious, though, and users who pick up some new macros
they’ve just read about without considering the possibi-
lity of name conflicts could bein for abig surpriseif no
warning has been given.
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What have we lear ned?

TUGboat, in order to be a useful publication, must be
self-referential. That is, the content of the articles will
often describe the techniques used to produce the arti-
cles.

We haveto keep ahead of the authors

TUGboat authors are highly inventive. For example,
TeX wasn't designed to support pictures; that’swhat the
\ speci al command is for—it “enables you to make
use of specia equipment that might be availableto you,
eg., for printing books in glorious TeXnicolor.” But
authors seem to ignore that small restriction, and fi-
gure out ways to prepare graphics within TeX, without
\ speci al s. Even Donald Knuth has ignored his own
advice and developed a variety of fonts to be used for
halftones (TUGboat 8, no. (2)). Nobody has yet sub-
mitted an article that requires color printing, but | guess
weshouldexpect it. (Anarticleby KenYap, TUGboat 1,
no. 1(2), doestell how to preparecolor dides.) And |l am
quite sure that the day will come when such an article
appears in the TUGboat mailbox that doesn’t require
\ speci al processing but does ask for color.

The mora of thisisthat the editor had better be prepa-
red for anything. It's probably true that a publication
like TUGboat can’t be edited successfully by someone
whoislessfamiliar with the use of TeX than the average
author, and the authors are getting alot more clever.

We haveto stay organized

Attention to procedures shouldn’t be forgotten. We've
learned that communication between members of the
production staff is absolutely essential. It's no fun to
find that the changes you just made to the grammar in an
article have just been obliterated by equally necessary
updates to the macros made by the other worker. And
it's dso a big shock to find that the macros that wor-
ked yesterday aren’t recognized today, because a new
version of the stylefile has just been installed. Even if
it's a one-person operation, it’s necessary to keep care-
ful records, so you can identify exactly which of several
versionsisthe one that’sto go to press.

Let’s not forget our typographic heritage

I'd like to make onefinal point: TeX users, both authors
and readers of TUGboat, may not be familiar with the
traditions of fine typography. We have a tool that is
capable of being used with great precision and crafts-
manship, if only we know what models to follow. Itis
one of my goalsto try to educate this audience, myself
included, in the best and most appropriate ways to use
thistool. The editors of the Seybold Report on Publis-
hing Systems have stated the case well:?

2 Seybold Report on Publishing Systems, Vol. 19, No. 22, August 20, 1990.
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Over the years, in spite of the remarkable
productivity gainsthat it has produced, the
computer revolution has left itsmark in a
negativeway: the craftsmanship that went
into certain parts of composing type has

been sacrificed. We're not suggesting that
we go back to the old ways, but we are
making a plea toward lowly raising the
current standard through increasing awva-
reness of the issues and opportunities.
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