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Description

BACKGROUND

Field

[0001] The disclosed and claimed concept relates gen-
erally to handheld electronic devices and, more particu-
larly, to spell check functions on handheld electronic de-
vices.

Description of the Related Art

[0002] Numerous types of handheld electronic devices
are known. Examples of such handheld electronic devic-
es include, for instance, personal data assistants (PDAs),
handheld computers, two-way pagers, cellular tele-
phones, and the like. Many handheld electronic devices
also feature wireless communication capability, although
many such handheld electronic devices are stand-alone
devices that are functional without communication with
other devices.
[0003] Spell check functions have typically been diffi-
cult to implement on handheld electronic devices. Due
to limited storage capacity and limited processing capac-
ity, spell check functions typically have been implement-
ed in a very limited sense or have not been implemented
at all. Previous efforts to implement spell check technol-
ogy on handheld electronic devices have not been with-
out limitation since they oftentimes have produced in-
complete and/or inappropriate results which oftentimes
have made the resultant device difficult to use. It thus
would be desired to provide an improved handheld elec-
tronic device and improved spell check function imple-
mented thereon.
[0004] EP 1 752 862 A1 (2012244 Ontario) discloses
a handheld electronic device that includes a reduced
QWERTY keyboard and is enabled with disambiguation
software that is operable to disambiguate compound
word text input. The device provides output in the form
of a default output and a number of variants. The output
is based largely upon the frequency, i.e., the likelihood
that a user intended a particular output, but various fea-
tures of the device provide additional variants that are
not based solely on frequency but rather are provided by
various logic structures resident in the device.
[0005] EP 1 050 794 A2 (Phone.Com) discloses a
method for implementing spelling error detection and cor-
rection for a two-way mobile communication device. The
device has a display screen and a telephone-type keypad
where a number of characters are mapped onto each
key in a many-to-one fashion. When the end of a char-
acter string (e.g., a word) is indicated by the input of a
termination symbol (e.g., a space or "#"), that character
string is compared to a plurality of character strings stored
in a dictionary. If no match is found, the character string
is considered misspelled. Then individual character ele-
ments of the subject character string are systematically

replaced by the character elements mapped to the same
key, with the result being compared to the entries resident
in the dictionary. Matching character strings are retrieved
and presented to the user for examination and selection.
[0006] Main aspects of the subject invention are as set
out in the independent claims: Principal subsidiary fea-
tures are as set out in the dependent claims.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

[0007] A full understanding of the disclosed and
claimed concept can be obtained from the following De-
scription when read in conjunction with the accompany-
ing drawings in which:
[0008] Fig. 1 is a front elevational view of an exemplary
handheld electronic device in accordance with the dis-
closed and claimed concept upon which is performed an
improved method in accordance with the disclosed and
claimed concept;
[0009] Fig. 2 is a schematic depiction of the handheld
electronic device of Fig. 1;
[0010] Fig. 3 is a schematic depiction of a memory of
the handheld electronic device of Fig. 1;
[0011] Fig. 4 is an exemplary flowchart depicting cer-
tain aspects of a spell check function in accordance with
the disclosed and claimed concept which is implemented
on the improved handheld electronic device of Fig. 1;
[0012] Fig. 5 is an exemplary screen shot depicting
certain aspects of a user interface provided by the im-
proved spell check function when a first application is
active on the handheld electronic device;
[0013] Fig. 6 is another screen shot depicting certain
aspects of the user interface provided by the improved
spell check function when the first application is active
on the handheld electronic device;
[0014] Fig. 6A is another screen shot depicting certain
aspects of the user interface provided by the improved
spell check function when a second application is active
on the handheld electronic device;
[0015] Figs. 7A and 7B depict an exemplary flowchart
showing certain aspects of the spell check function re-
garding the identification of proposed spell check inter-
pretations of a text entry;
[0016] Fig. 8 depicts other aspects of the spell check
function regarding the data sources in the memory that
are searched for linguistic data;
[0017] Fig. 9 depicts other aspects of the spell check
function regarding applying a preference to certain pro-
posed spell check interpretations;
[0018] Fig. 10 depicts other aspects of the spell check
function regarding one way of changing a suffix portion
of a text entry;
[0019] Fig. 10A depicts other aspects of the spell check
function regarding another way of changing a suffix por-
tion of a text entry; and
[0020] Fig. 11 depicts other aspects of the spell check
function regarding applying a preference to proposed
spell check interpretations generated by a particular spell
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check algorithm.
[0021] Similar numerals refer to similar parts through-
out the specification.

DESCRIPTION

[0022] An improved handheld electronic device 4 in
accordance with the disclosed and claimed concept is
indicated generally in Fig. 1 and is depicted schematically
in Fig. 2. The improved handheld electronic device 4 com-
prises a housing 6 upon which are disposed an input
apparatus 8, an output apparatus 12, and a processor
apparatus 16. The input apparatus 8 provides input to
the processor apparatus 16. The processor apparatus
16 provides output signals to the output apparatus 12.
[0023] The input apparatus 8 comprises a keypad 20
and a track ball 24. The keypad 20 in the exemplary em-
bodiment depicted herein comprises a plurality of keys
26 that are each actuatable to provide input to the proc-
essor apparatus 16. The track ball 24 is freely rotatable
in all directions to provide navigational input in all direc-
tions and other input to the processor apparatus 16, and
additionally is translatable in a direction generally toward
the handheld electronic device to provide other input,
such as selection inputs. The keys 26 and the thum-
bwheel 24 serve as input members which are actuatable
to provide input to the processor apparatus 16.
[0024] The keys 26 include a plurality of keys 26 to
which a character such as a Latin letter and/or an Arabic
digit have been assigned. The keys 26 further comprise
a <MENU> key 52, an <ESCAPE> key 56, and an <EN-
TER> key 60. The exemplary output apparatus 12 com-
prises a display 32.
[0025] Examples of other input members not expressly
depicted herein would include, for instance, a mouse or
a track wheel for providing navigational inputs, such as
could be reflected by movement of a cursor on the display
32, and other inputs such as selection inputs. Still other
exemplary input members would include a touch-sensi-
tive display, a stylus pen for making menu input selec-
tions on a touch-sensitive display displaying menu op-
tions and/or soft buttons of a graphical user interface
(GUI), hard buttons disposed on a case of the handheld
electronic device 4, and so on. Examples of other output
devices would include a touch-sensitive display, an audio
speaker, and so on.
[0026] The processor apparatus 16 comprises a proc-
essor 36 and a memory 40. The processor 36 may be,
for example and without limitation, a microprocessor (PP)
that interfaces with the memory 40. The memory 40 can
be any one or more of a variety of types of internal and/or
external storage media such as, without limitation, RAM,
ROM, EPROM(s), EEPROM(s), FLASH, and the like that
provide a storage register for data storage such as in the
fashion of an internal storage area of a computer, and
can be volatile memory or nonvolatile memory. The mem-
ory 40 has stored therein a number of routines 44 that
are executable on the processor 36. As employed herein,

the expression "a number of and variations thereof shall
refer broadly to a nonzero quantity, including a quantity
of one. The routines 44 comprise a spell check function
44 among other routines.
[0027] Fig. 3 is a schematic depiction of the memory
40. It can be seen that the memory 40 comprises a ge-
neric word list 104, a new words database 108, an ad-
dress book 112, and another data source 116, collective-
ly referred to herein as linguistic data sources. The ge-
neric word list 104 has a plurality of language objects 120
stored therein, along with a plurality of frequency objects
124 stored therein. The language objects 120 are in the
form of words in the present exemplary embodiment.
Each language object 120 is associated with a frequency
object 124 having a frequency value that is indicative of
the relative frequency of the language object 120 in a
language. In the present exemplary embodiment, where-
in the exemplary depicted language is English, the ge-
neric word list 104 has roughly 35,000 language objects
120. The generic word list 104 is substantially inviolate,
meaning that the data stored therein is static and unal-
terable. The static nature of the generic word list 104
facilitates searching thereof.
[0028] The new words database 108 likewise has a
number of language objects 120 and a number of asso-
ciated frequency objects 124 stored therein. The lan-
guage objects 120 represent new words that the spell
check function 44 has "learned". For instance, a new lan-
guage object 120 in the new words database 108 might
be a word that did not already exist as a language object
120 in the generic word list 104 but that was entered one
or more times on the handheld electronic device 4 by the
user. Upon storing a new language object 120 in the new
words database 108, the system typically also stores an
associated frequency object 124 having a relatively large
frequency value, i.e., in the upper one-third or one-fourth
of the applicable frequency range. In the present exem-
plary embodiment, the frequency range is 0-65,535, i.e.,
an amount that can be stored within two bytes of data.
[0029] The address book 112 is a data source having
language objects 120 and associated frequency objects
124 stored therein. The other data source 116 is optional
and can refer to any one or more other sources of lin-
guistic data that would have language objects 120 and
associated frequency objects 124 stored therein. The
new words database 108, the address book 112, and the
other data sources 116 are all in the nature of dynamic
storage, meaning that they are alterable. That is, data
can be added, changed, deleted, etc. The new words
database 108, the address book 112, and the other data
sources 116 typically are much smaller in size than the
generic word list 104. As will be set forth in greater detail
below, all of the linguistic data sources in the memory
40, i.e., the generic word list 104, the new words database
108, the address book 112, and the other data sources
116, are searched for the purpose of identifying linguistic
results, i.e., the language objects 120 and the associated
frequency objects 124 stored therein, when checking the
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spelling of the various text entries entered in any of a
plurality of applications executed on the handheld elec-
tronic device 4.
[0030] While Fig. 3 depicts an exemplary situation
wherein the linguistic data sources are stored in memory
physically disposed on the handheld electronic device,
it is understood that any one or more of the linguistic data
sources could be stored remotely from the handheld elec-
tronic device 4 without departing from the disclosed and
claimed concept. That is, Fig. 3 is not intended to limit
the present concept, and it is thus expressly understood
that any one or more of the linguistic data sources may
be available to the handheld electronic device 4 without
being physically stored thereon. For instance, one or
more of the linguistic data sources may be stored on a
server or other device that is available to the handheld
electronic device 4.
[0031] Fig. 4 depicts in generic terms the basic oper-
ation of the spell check function 44. Specifically, when
the spell check function 44 is initiated, it is first determined
whether a given text entry is misspelled as at 204. Such
a determination would be made if the text entry, i.e., an
entered word, cannot be found in any of the linguistic
data sources in the memory 40. If a language object 120
that corresponds with a given text entry can be identified
in a linguistic data source in the memory 40, processing
loops back to 204 to continue with another text entry to
determine, as at 204, whether such other text entry is
misspelled. On the other hand, if it is determined at 204
that the text entry is misspelled, such as would occur if
no language object 120 can be found in the memory 40
that corresponds with the text entry, the spelling correc-
tion function is initiated, as at 208, with respect to the
misspelled text entry. The spelling correction function is
described in greater detail below. Processing thereafter
continues, as at 204, where another text entry can be
evaluated for the correctness of its spelling.
[0032] Fig. 5 generally depicts aspects of a spell check
user interface 300 that is provided by the spell check
function 44 when a word processing application is active
on the handheld electronic device 4. Fig. 5 depicts a plu-
rality of text entries 302 entered in a data entry field 306
provided by the particular application that is active on the
handheld electronic device 4. Fig. 5 further depicts the
user interface 300 having highlighted, as at 304, the mis-
spelled word "SPELLIN". Upon having determined that
the text entry 302 "SPELLIN" is misspelled, i.e., deter-
mined that no corresponding language object 120 can
be found in the memory 40, the spell check function 44
identified a number of proposed spell check interpreta-
tions 312 of the misspelled text entry 302 "SPELLIN".
[0033] The proposed spell check interpretations 312
have been output in a list 308 on the display 32. The
uppermost proposed spell check interpretation 312 is de-
picted as being highlighted, as at 316. An actuation of
the <ENTER> key 60 would result in the misspelled text
entry 302 "SPELLIN" being replaced with the currently
highlighted, as at 316, proposed spell check interpreta-

tion 312. The spell check function 44 would thereafter
continue with the evaluation of another text entry 302.
[0034] On the other hand, an actuation of the <MENU>
key 52 instead of the <ENTER> key 60 would result in
the spell check function 44 displaying a plurality of se-
lectable spell check options in a menu 320, as is depicted
generally in Fig. 6. The exemplary menu 320 of selectable
spell check options advantageously is output simultane-
ously with the list 308 of proposed spell check interpre-
tations 312. The selectable spell check options include,
for example, the <IGNORE ONCE> option 324, the <IG-
NORE ALL> option 328, the <ADD TO DICTIONARY>
option 332, and the <CANCEL SPELL CHECK> option
336. It can be seen that the <ADD TO DICTIONARY>
option 332 is currently highlighted, as at 340 in Fig. 6,
and it would be selectable with an actuation of the <EN-
TER> key 60 or with an actuation of the track ball 24 in
the direction generally toward the handheld electronic
device 4.
[0035] Advantageously, many of the selectable spell
check options in the menu 320 are actuatable by a nav-
igational input of the track ball 24 to highlight, as at 340,
the desired spell check option combined with an actua-
tion of the track ball 24, and are also actuatable with an
actuation of a particular key 26. For instance, the <IG-
NORE ONCE> option 324 can be actuated with a press-
and-release actuation of the <ESCAPE> key 56. The
<CANCEL SPELL CHECK> option 336 can be input with
a press-and-hold actuation of the <ESCAPE> key 56. As
mentioned above, the <ADD TO DICTIONARY> option
340 can be actuated by a press-and-release actuation
of the <ENTER> key 60. Other key actuations will be
apparent.
[0036] Fig. 6A depicts the spell check function 44 op-
erating when a different routine 44, such as an address
book application, is active on the handheld electronic de-
vice 4. For example, a user interface 346 depicts a
<NAME> data entry field 350, an <ADDRESS> data entry
field 354, and a <COMMENTS> data entry field 358. Fig.
6A depicts the misspelled text entry "SMITG" 362 being
highlighted, as at 366, and the spell check function 44
having output a list 308 of proposed spell check interpre-
tations 312 of the misspelled text entry "SMITG" 362. The
spell check function 44 is operable in any of the data
entry fields 350, 354, and 358, for example, of the ad-
dress book application as depicted in Fig. 6A. Likewise,
the spell check function is operable in the data entry field
306 of the word processing application of Figs. 5 and 6.
It thus can be seen that the spell check function 44 ad-
vantageously is operable in many different data entry
fields in many different applications.
[0037] When the list 308 of proposed spell check in-
terpretations 312 is output, as at Figs. 5 and 6A, an editing
session is automatically opened with respect to the text
entry that has been determined to be misspelled. That
is, in addition to selecting one of the proposed spell check
interpretations 312 to replace the misspelled text entry
or actuating the <MENU> key 52 to obtain the menu 320
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of selectable spell check options, the user can merely
actuate one or more of the keys 26 to which a character
is assigned to add the character, say, to the end of the
word. A scroll or rotation of the track ball 24 toward the
left will move a character entry cursor leftward where
additional characters can be entered. As such, the spell
check function 44 advantageously does not require the
user to expressly enter an edit mode to open an editing
session on a misspelled text entry, and rather an editing
session is automatically opened upon the spell check
function 44 determining that a text entry is misspelled.
[0038] As mentioned above with regard to Fig. 4, if the
spell check function 44 determines at 204 that a text entry
is misspelled, processing continues to 208 where the
spelling correction function of the spell check function 44
is initiated. As a general matter, the spelling correction
function of the disclosed and claimed concept provides
a series of sequentially ordered spell check algorithms
to which a text entry is subjected. Once a predetermined
number of identified language objects 120 have been
identified, such as through processing with the spell
check algorithms, further subjecting of the text entry to
additional spell check algorithms is ceased. It is under-
stood, however, that other spell check methodologies
that do not rely upon a series of spell check algorithms
could be employed without departing from the present
concept.
[0039] The spell check algorithms are sequentially ar-
ranged in a specific order, meaning that a text entry is
first processed according to a first spell check algorithm
and, if the language objects 120 that are identified as
proposed spell check interpretations of the text entry do
not reach a predetermined quantity, the text entry is proc-
essed according to a second spell check algorithm. If
after processing according to the second spell check al-
gorithm the language objects 120 that are identified as
proposed spell check interpretations still do not reach the
predetermined quantity, the text entry is processed ac-
cording to a third spell check algorithm, and so forth.
[0040] The spell check algorithms, being sequentially
ordered, can further be grouped as follows: A text entry
will first be subjected to one or more spell check algo-
rithms related to character configuration which, in the
present exemplary embodiment, is a spell check algo-
rithm that is related to ignoring capitalization and accent-
ing. If the identified language objects 120 do not reach
the predetermined quantity, the text entry is thereafter
subjected to one or more spell check algorithms related
to misspelling which, in the present exemplary embodi-
ment, is a spell check algorithm that is related to phonetic
replacement. If the identified language objects 120 do
not reach the predetermined quantity, the text entry is
thereafter subjected to one or more spell check algo-
rithms related to mistyping. In this regard, "misspelling"
generally refers to a mistake by the user as to how a
particular word, for instance, is spelled, such as if the
user incorrectly believed that the word --their-- was ac-
tually spelled "thier". In contrast, "mistyping" generally

refers to a keying error by the user, such as if the user
keyed an entry other than what was desired.
[0041] If the identified language objects 120 do not
reach the predetermined quantity, the text entry is there-
after subjected to one or more spell check algorithms that
are related to specific affixation rules, which typically are
locale specific. For instance, in the German language
two known words are kapitan and patent. These two
words can be combined into a single expression, but in
order to do so an s must be affixed between the two, thus
kapitanspatent. Other types of affixation rules will be ap-
parent.
[0042] If the identified language objects 120 do not
reach the predetermined quantity, the text entry is there-
after subjected to one or more spell check algorithms
related to metaphone analysis. As a general matter, a
metaphone is a phonetic algorithm for indexing words by
their sound. Both metaphone and phonetic rules are lan-
guage-specific. Metaphones thus enable a linguistic ex-
pression to be characterized in a standardized fashion
that is somewhat phonetic in nature. The use of meta-
phones can help to overcome certain misspelling errors.
[0043] If the identified language objects 120 still do not
reach the predetermined quantity, the text entry is there-
after subjected to a spell check algorithm related to
changing a suffix portion of the text entry. A modified
algorithm for changing a suffix portion of a text entry may
alternatively be employed, as will be described in detail
below. Also, it is possible to execute the suffix-changing
spell check algorithm prior to performing the aforemen-
tioned metaphone analysis without departing from the
disclosed and claimed concept. That is, while it certainly
is possible to execute the suffix-changing spell check al-
gorithm at any time within the sequence of algorithms, it
typically is executed last as a fallback algorithm. Howev-
er, it might be desirable to execute such a fallback mech-
anism prior to executing the metaphone analysis algo-
rithms due to the significant processing power required
by them.
[0044] To more specifically describe the process, a giv-
en text entry such as a string of characters is subjected
to a given spell check algorithm, which results in the gen-
eration of an expression, i.e., a modified text entry. For
instance, the spell check algorithm might be directed to-
ward replacing a given character string with a phonetic
replacement. The resultant "expression" or modified text
entry thus would be a characterization of the text entry
as processed by the algorithm. For instance, the charac-
ter string "ph" might be phonetically replaced by "f" and/or
"gh". The language sources in the memory 20 would then
be consulted to see if any language objects 120 corre-
sponding with the text entry incorporating the phonetic
replacements can be identified.
[0045] It is noted, however, that such a description is
conceptual only, and that such processed or "resultant"
character strings often are not searched individually.
Rather, the result of subjecting a text entry to a spell
check algorithm can many times result in a "regular ex-
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pression" which is a global characterization of the proc-
essed text entry. For instance, a "regular expression"
would contain wild card characters that, in effect, char-
acterize the result of all of the possible permutations of
the text entry according to the particular spell check al-
gorithm. The result is that generally a single search can
be performed on a "regular expression", with consequent
savings in processing capacity and efficiency.
[0046] By way of example, if the user entered
<OP><GH<><AS><BN>, such as might spell --phan--,
the processing of --phan-- according to the exemplary
phonetic replacement spell check algorithm would result
in the regular expression characterized as {f|v|ph|gh|}
{a|ei|ey}n, by way of example. The "ph" can be phoneti-
cally replaced by any of "f’, "v", "ph", and "gh", and
the "a" can be replaced by and of "a", "ei", and "ey".
The "n" does not have any phonetic equivalent. The ge-
neric word list 104, the new words database 108, the
address book 112, and the other data sources 116 would
be checked to see if any language object 120 could be
identified as being consistent with the expression
{f|v|ph|gh|} {a|ei|ey}n. Any such identified language ob-
ject 120 would be considered a proposed spell check
interpretation of the original text entry. If, after such
searching of the linguistic sources, the quantity of iden-
tified language objects 120 does not reach the predeter-
mined quantity, the text entry --phan--, for example,
would then be subjected to the sequentially next spell
check algorithm, which would result in the generation of
a different regular expression or of other processed
strings, which would then be the subject of one or more
new searches of the linguistic data sources for language
objects 120 that are consistent therewith.
[0047] As mentioned above, the first spell check algo-
rithm is one that ignores capitalization and/or accenting.
The ignoring of capitalization and/or accenting can be
performed with respect to capitalization and/or accenting
that is contained in the text entry which is the subject of
the search and/or that is contained in the stored language
objects 120 being searched.
[0048] The sequentially next spell check algorithm is
the aforementioned phonetic replacement algorithm.
Certain character strings are replaced, i.e., in a regular
expression, to identify language objects 120 that are pho-
netically similar to the text entry. Some exemplary pho-
netic replacements are listed in Table 1.

Table 1: Exemplary English phonetic rules wherein 
the two strings on each line are phonetically 

interchangeable
"a" "ei"
"a" "ey"
"ai" "ie"
"air" "ear"
"air" "ere"
"air" "are"
"are" "ear"

(continued)
"are" "eir"
"are" "air"
"cc" "k"
"ch" "te"
"ch" "ti"
"ch" "k"
"ch" "tu"
"ch" "s"
"ci" "s"
"ear" "air"
"ear" "are"
"ear" "ere"
"ear" "ier"
"eau" "o"
"ee" "i"
"ei" "a"
"eir" "are"
"eir" "ere"
"ere" "ear"
"ere" "air"
"ere" "eir"
"ew" "oo"
"ew" "ue"
"ew" "u"
"ew" "o"
"ew" "ui"
"ey" "a"
"f’ "ph"
"f" "gh"
"ge" "j"
"gg" "j"
"gh" "f"
"i" "igh"
"i" "ee"
"i" "uy"
"ie" "ai"
"ier" "ear"
"ieu" "oo"
"ieu" "u"
"igh" "i"
"j" "ge"
"j" "di"
"j" "gg"
"k" "qu"
"k" "cc"
"k" "ch"
"kw" "qu"
"o" "eau"
"o" "ew"
"oe" "u"
"oo" "u"

9 10 
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[0049] Each string in a text entry is replaced with all of
the phonetic equivalents of the string. Regular expres-
sions can sometimes be advantageously employed if
multiple phonetic equivalents exist, as in the example
presented above.
[0050] The sequentially next five spell check algo-
rithms fall within the group of "mistyping" spell check al-
gorithms. The first of these is the missing character in-
sertion algorithm. Each letter of the alphabet is added
after each character of the text entry, again, as may be
characterized in a regular expression.
[0051] The sequentially next algorithm is the character
swapping algorithm wherein the characters of each se-
quential pair of characters in the text entry are swapped
with one another. Thus, the text entry --phan-- would re-
sult in the character strings --hpan-- --pahn-- and --ph-
na--. These three strings would then be the subject of
separate searches of the linguistic data sources.
[0052] The sequentially next algorithm is the character
omission algorithm wherein each character is individually
omitted. Thus, the text entry --phan-- would result in the
character strings --han-- --pan-- --phn-- and --pha--.
These four strings would then be the subject of separate
searches of the linguistic data sources.
[0053] The sequentially next algorithm is wherein the

(continued)
"oo" "ui"
"oo" "ew"
"oo" "ieu"
"ph" "f"
"qu" "k"
"qu" "w"
"s" "ch"
"s" "ti"
"s" "ci"
"shun" "tion"
"shun" "sion"
"shun" "cion"
"ss" "z"
"te" "ch"
"ti" "s"
"tu" "ch"
"u" "ieu"
"u" "oo"
"u" "ew"
"u" "oe"
"ue" "ew"
"uff’ "ough"
"ui" "ew"
"ui" "oo"
"uy" "i"
"w" "qu"
"z" "ss"

text is treated as two separate words. This can be ac-
complished, for instance, by inserting a <SPACE> be-
tween adjacent letter or, for instance, can be accom-
plished by simply searching a first portion and a second
portion of the text entry as separate words, i.e., as sep-
arate sub-entries. Other ways of searching a text entry
as two separate words will be apparent.
[0054] The sequentially next algorithm, and the final
"mistyping" algorithm, is the character replacement algo-
rithm wherein each character is individually replaced by
the other characters in the alphabet. A regular expression
may result from subjecting the text entry to the algorithm.
As will be set forth in greater detail below, a preference
can optionally be applied to certain identified language
objects 120 based upon the proximity on the keypad 20
of the replacement character and the original character
of the text entry.
[0055] The sequentially next algorithm is the spell
check algorithms that are related to specific affixation
rules, which typically are locale specific. As suggested
above, in the German language an s must be affixed
between the two known words kapitan and patent to form
the combination thereof, thus kapitanspatent. Other
types of affixation rules will be apparent.
[0056] The next rules are related to metaphone anal-
ysis. The first rule relates to generation of a metaphone
regular expression, and then identifying language ob-
jects 120 in the linguistic sources that are consistent with
the metaphone regular expression. Four additional and
optional metaphone-related spell check algorithms,
which are described in greater detail below, relate to met-
aphone manipulation.
[0057] Regarding the first metaphone-related spell
check algorithm, it is noted that the metaphone regular
expression can be formed, as a general matter, by de-
leting from the text entry all of the vowel sounds and by
replacing all of the phonetically equivalent character
strings with a standard metaphone "key". For instance,
the various character strings "ssia", "ssio", "sia", "sio",
"sh", "cia", "sh", "tio", "tia", and "tch" would each be re-
placed with the metaphone key "X". The characters
strings "f", "v", and "ph" would each be replaced with the
metaphone key "F". The metaphone regular expression
is then created by placing an optional vowel wild card,
which can constitute any number of different vowel
sounds or no vowel sound, between each metaphone
key. Searching using the metaphone regular expression
can produce excellent spell check results, i.e., excellent
identified language objects 120 outputtable as proposed
spell check interpretations of a text entry, but the search-
ing that is required can consume significant processing
resources. As such, the metaphone regular expression
spell check algorithm is advantageously performed only
after the execution of many other spell check algorithms
that require much less processing resource and which
resulted in too few spell check results.
[0058] The next four spell check algorithms are option-
al and relate to metaphone manipulation and bear some
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similarity to the character "mistyping" spell check algo-
rithms described above. More particularly, after the met-
aphone regular expression has been created, the four
metaphone manipulation spell check algorithms relate to
manipulation of the metaphone keys within the meta-
phone regular expression. Specifically, and in sequential
order, the last four spell check-algorithms are a missing
metaphone key insertion spell check algorithm, a meta-
phone key swapping spell check algorithm, a metaphone
key omission spell check algorithm, and a metaphone
key exchange spell check algorithm. These all operate
in a fashion similar to those of the corresponding char-
acter-based "mistyping" algorithms mentioned above,
except involving manipulations to the metaphone keys
within the metaphone regular expression.
[0059] If the quantity of identified language objects 120
still is insufficient, the text entry is thereafter subjected
to a suffix-changing spell check algorithm. For instance,
a terminal character of the text entry might be replaced
with a wild card element, i.e., a wild card character, which
can be any character or an absence of a character. The
linguistic data sources are then searched to find corre-
sponding language objects 120. Such a spell check al-
gorithm could be referred to as a "place holder" algorithm.
If insufficient language objects 120 are identified as cor-
responding with such a modified text entry, the process
is repeated with the two terminal characters of the original
text entry each being replaced with a wild card element.
If insufficient language objects 120 are identified with the
two terminal characters of the original text entry being
replaced with wild card elements, the final three charac-
ters of the original text entry are replaced with wild card
elements, and so forth. Such modified text entries are
generated and search until enough corresponding lan-
guage objects 120 are identified as potential spell check
interpretations of the original text entry.
[0060] In the present exemplary embodiment, the spell
check function 44 seeks to find fifteen proposed spell
check interpretations for any given misspelled text entry.
That is, successive spell check algorithms are sequen-
tially executed until fifteen proposed spell check interpre-
tations have been identified. Also in the present exem-
plary embodiment, the spell check function 44 ultimately
outputs, as at 406 in Fig. 7B, at most only eight of the
fifteen identified proposed spell check interpretations.
The quantities fifteen and eight are arbitrary, and different
quantities can be used without departing from the present
concept.
[0061] A modified algorithm for changing a suffix por-
tion of a text entry may alternatively be employed, in
which one or more of the terminal characters are merely
deleted instead of being replaced with wild card ele-
ments. Such a modified and alternative spell check al-
gorithm could be referred to as a "suffix chop" algorithm
or "chop" algorithm. Such a situation would have the ef-
fect of replacing one or more of the terminal characters
with merely the "absence of a character" aspect of a wild
card element. The modified algorithm thus will generally

produce fewer proposed spell check interpretations than
the algorithm which employs the wild card elements.
However, the modified version of the algorithm can be
simpler to implement, can require less processor effort,
and can still provide useful results. As noted above, it is
possible to execute either of the suffix-changing spell
check algorithms prior to performing the aforementioned
metaphone analysis without departing from the disclosed
and claimed concept.
[0062] In addition to employing the "place holder" and
"chop" algorithms to find language objects 120 that cor-
respond directly with a modified text entry, the modified
text entry can itself be subjected to the sequence of spell
check algorithms set forth above. Such processing would
potentially provide additional useful proposed spell check
interpretations.
[0063] The spell check process is depicted generally
in Figs. 7A and 7B and is described herein. Processing
starts at 402 where the text entry is subjected to the spell
check algorithm related to ignoring capitalization and/or
accenting, and the linguistic data sources are searched
for corresponding language objects 120. Any corre-
sponding language objects 120 that are found are added
to a list. It is then determined at 404 whether or not the
quantity of identified language objects 120 in the list has
reached the predetermined quantity. If the predeter-
mined quantity has been reached, processing continues
to 406 where at least some of the identified language
objects 120 are output, and processing thereafter returns
to the main process at 204 in Fig. 4.
[0064] On the other hand, if it is determined at 404 that
the predetermined quantity has not been reached,
processing continues to 408 where the text entry is sub-
jected to the spell check algorithm related to phonetic
replacement, and the linguistic data sources are
searched for corresponding language objects 120. Any
identified language objects 120 that are identified are
added to the list. It is then determined at 412 whether or
not the quantity of identified language objects 120 in the
list has reached the predetermined quantity. If the pre-
determined quantity has been reached, processing con-
tinues to 406 where at least some of the identified lan-
guage objects 120 are output.
[0065] Otherwise, processing continues to 416 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to missing character insertion, and the linguistic
data sources are searched for corresponding language
objects 120. Any corresponding language objects 120
that are identified are added to the list. It is then deter-
mined at 420 whether or not the quantity of identified
language objects 120 in the list has reached the prede-
termined quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been
reached, processing continues to 406 where at least
some of the identified language objects 120 are output.
[0066] Otherwise, processing continues to 424 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to character swapping, and the linguistic data
sources are searched for corresponding language ob-
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jects 120. Any corresponding language objects 120 that
are identified are added to the list. It is then determined
at 428 whether or not the quantity of identified language
objects 120 in the list has reached the predetermined
quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been reached,
processing continues to 406 where at least some of the
identified language objects 120 are output.
[0067] Otherwise, processing continues to 432 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to character omission, and the linguistic data
sources are searched for corresponding language ob-
jects 120. Any corresponding language objects 120 that
are identified are added to the list. It is then determined
at 436 whether or not the quantity of identified language
objects 120 in the list has reached the predetermined
quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been reached,
processing continues to 406 where at least some of the
identified language objects 120 are output.
[0068] Otherwise, processing continues to 440 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to treatment of the text entry as separate words,
and the linguistic data sources are searched for corre-
sponding language objects 120. Any corresponding lan-
guage objects 120 that are identified are added to the
list. It is then determined at 444 whether or not the quan-
tity of identified language objects 120 in the list has
reached the predetermined quantity. If the predeter-
mined quantity has been reached, processing continues
to 406 where at least some of the identified language
objects 120 are output.
[0069] Otherwise, processing continues to 448 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to character exchange, and the linguistic data
sources are searched for corresponding language ob-
jects 120. Any corresponding language objects 120 that
are identified are added to the list. As will be set forth in
greater detail below, a preference can be applied to those
identified language objects 120 wherein the replacement
character and the original character, i.e., the replaced
character, in the text entry are disposed on the keypad
20 within a predetermined proximity. It is then determined
at 452 whether or not the quantity of identified language
objects 120 in the list has reached the predetermined
quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been reached,
processing continues to 406 where at least some of the
identified language objects 120 are output.
[0070] Otherwise, processing continues to 456 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to affixation rules, and the linguistic data sources
are searched for corresponding language objects 120.
Any corresponding language objects 120 that are iden-
tified are added to the list. It is then determined at 460
whether or not the quantity of identified language objects
120 in the list has reached the predetermined quantity.
If the predetermined quantity has been reached, process-
ing continues to 406 where at least some of the identified
language objects 120 are output.
[0071] Otherwise, processing continues to 464 where

the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to creation of the metaphone regular expression,
and the linguistic data sources are searched for corre-
sponding language objects 120. Any corresponding lan-
guage objects 120 that are identified are added to the
list. It is then determined at 468 whether or not the quan-
tity of identified language objects 120 in the list has
reached the predetermined quantity. If the predeter-
mined quantity has been reached, processing continues
to 406 where at least some of the identified language
objects 120 are output.
[0072] Otherwise, processing continues to 472 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to missing metaphone key insertion, and the lin-
guistic data sources are searched for corresponding lan-
guage objects 120. Any corresponding language objects
120 that are identified are added to the list. It is then
determined at 476 whether or not the quantity of identified
language objects 120 in the list has reached the prede-
termined quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been
reached, processing continues to 406 where at least
some of the identified language objects 120 are output.
[0073] Otherwise, processing continues to 480 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to metaphone key swapping, and the linguistic
data sources are searched for corresponding language
objects 120. Any corresponding language objects 120
that are identified are added to the list. It is then deter-
mined at 484 whether or not the quantity of identified
language objects 120 in the list has reached the prede-
termined quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been
reached, processing continues to 406 where at least
some of the identified language objects 120 are output.
[0074] Otherwise, processing continues to 488 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to metaphone key omission, and the linguistic
data sources are searched for corresponding language
objects 120. Any corresponding language objects 120
that are identified are added to the list. It is then deter-
mined at 492 whether or not the quantity of identified
language objects 120 in the list has reached the prede-
termined quantity. If the predetermined quantity has been
reached, processing continues to 406 where at least
some of the identified language objects 120 are output.
[0075] Otherwise, processing continues to 494 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to metaphone key exchange, and the linguistic
data sources are searched for corresponding language
objects 120. It is then determined at 496 whether or not
the quantity of identified language objects 120 in the list
has reached the predetermined quantity. If the predeter-
mined quantity has been reached, processing continues
to 406 where at least some of the identified language
objects 120 are output.
[0076] Otherwise, processing continues to 498 where
the text entry is subjected to the spell check algorithm
related to changing the suffix of the text entry, i.e., the
"place holder" algorithm or, alternatively, the "chop" al-
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gorithm, to generate a modified text entry. The linguistic
data sources are searched for language objects 120 that
correspond with the modified text entry. As mentioned
elsewhere herein, the text entry could be subjected to
the suffix-changing spell check algorithm prior to subject-
ing it to the metaphone analysis spell check algorithms
without departing from the disclosed and claimed con-
cept. Also as mentioned herein, the modified text entry
that results from the "place holder" or "chop" algorithms
could itself be processed with the series of spell check
algorithms, such as if the modified text entry were itself
processed beginning at 402 of Fig. 7A and continuing
thereafter as depicted in Figs. 7A and 7B and as de-
scribed above. Such further processing of the modified
text entry likely would produce additional useful proposed
spell check interpretations.
[0077] Regardless of whether the modified text entry
is itself subjected to the sequence of spell check algo-
rithms, processing ultimately continues to 406 where at
least some of the identified language objects 120 are
output. Processing afterward returns to the main process
at 204 in Fig. 4.
[0078] As mentioned elsewhere herein, all of the lin-
guistic data sources in the memory 40 are searched when
seeking to identify language objects 120 that correspond
with the modified text entries that are created by the var-
ious spell check algorithms during operation of the spell-
ing correction function. Specifically, and as is shown in
Fig. 8, the spell check algorithm to which a text entry is
being subjected generates a modified text entry, as at
504. It is understood that the modified text entry might
actually be in the form of a regular expression.
[0079] Thereafter, the generic word list 104 is
searched, as at 508, the new words database 108 is
searched, as at 512, the address book 112 is searched,
as at 516, and the other data sources 116 are searched,
as at 520. Processing thereafter returns to 504 where an
additional modified text entry can be generated, either
with the same spell check algorithm or a different one,
as appropriate. The particular order in which the various
linguistic data sources are searched is not necessarily
important, and different searching orders than that de-
picted in Fig. 8 can be used without departing from the
disclosed and claimed concept. The various identified
language objects 120 are collected in a list, at least a
portion of which is ultimately output, as at 406 in Fig. 7B.
[0080] As mentioned above, the language objects 120
that are identified by execution of the character exchange
spell check algorithm can have a preference applied
thereto based upon proximity on the keypad 20 between
the character being replaced and the replacement char-
acter. For instance, in the example shown in Fig. 6A, the
misspelled text entry 362 "SMITG" probably was intend-
ed by the user to be "SMITH", i.e., with the character "G"
in the original text entry being replaced by the character
"H". The character exchange spell check algorithm is like-
ly the first algorithm that will identify the language object
120 "SMITH" as a proposed spell check interpretation of

"SMITG". The character exchange spell check algorithm
might also identify the language object 120 "SMITS" as
a proposed spell check interpretation of "SMITG". How-
ever, it can be seen from Fig. 1 that the "G" key 26 and
the "H" key 26 are disposed adjacent one another. On
the other hand, the "G" key 26 and the "S" key 26 are
disposed three keys apart. If it is assumed that the "G"
might be the result of a "mistyping" by the user, i.e., the
user intended to actuate the "H" key 26 and instead mis-
takenly actuated the "G" key 26, it would make practical
sense to apply a preference to "SMITH" as compared
with "SMITS" due to the much closer proximity of the "G"
key 26 to the "H" key 26 than to the "S" key 26.
[0081] Any threshold of proximity can be employed,
and any type of preference can be applied. An exemplary
threshold of proximity would be that the original and re-
placement characters would have to be disposed on ad-
jacent keys 26, i.e., the keys 26 would be disposed side-
by-side. For example, the keys 26 "R" "T" "Y" "F" "H" "C"
"V" and "B" could be considered to be adjacent the "G"
key 26.
[0082] As a general matter, the language objects 120
that are identified as proposed spell check interpretations
of a text entry are output in order of decreasing frequency
value of the associated frequency object 124, although
other prioritization methodologies can be employed. Ac-
cordingly, the "nominal frequency" provided by the fre-
quency value of the associated frequency object 124 can
be multiplied by another number to achieve an overall,
i.e., adjusted, frequency. An exemplary other number
could be the integer value three, with the result that the
nominal frequency value of "SMITH" would be multiplied
by three to obtain the adjusted frequency for purposes
of output ranking of the proposed spell check interpreta-
tions. Other types of preferences can, of course, be en-
visioned without departing from the disclosed and
claimed concept.
[0083] An exemplary flowchart depicting such prefer-
encing is shown in Fig. 9. The character exchange spell
check algorithm will generate, as at 604, a modified text
entry, i.e., the modified text entry "SMITH" in place of the
misspelled text entry "SMITG". The system will then de-
termine, as at 608, whether or not the modified text entry
resulted from replacing one character in the original text
entry with a character within a predetermined proximity
on the keypad 20. If the predetermined proximity is that
the characters must be adjacent, the result at 608 would
be affirmative since the "G" and "H" keys 26 are disposed
adjacent one another on the keypad 20. If the answer at
608 is affirmative, processing would continue, as at 612,
where the preference would be applied to the identified
language object 120. Otherwise, processing would return
to 604 where another modified text entry would be gen-
erated, as appropriate. When the various proposed spell
check interpretations of "SMITG" are output, as at 406
in Fig. 7B, the tripled nominal frequency value of "SMITH"
likely will give it a priority position in the list 308 of pro-
posed spell check interpretations 312 when compared
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with the other proposed spell check interpretations 312,
as can be seen in Fig. 6A.
[0084] As mentioned above, a misspelled text entry
can be subject to a suffix-changing spell check algorithm
such as the "place holder" algorithm wherein one or more
terminal characters of the original text entry are each
replaced with a wild card character, i.e., a wild card ele-
ment, which can refer to any character in the relevant
alphabet or an absence of a character. Any exemplary
flowchart depicting aspects of the algorithm is shown in
Fig. 10. Processing would start, as at 704, where a mod-
ified text entry would be generated with one additional
terminal character being replaced with a wild card ele-
ment. With the first operation of the "place holder" algo-
rithm with respect to a given misspelled text entry, the
first modified text entry would have only the single termi-
nal character replaced with a wild card element.
[0085] Processing would then continue, as at 708,
where linguistic objects 120 that correspond with the
modified text entry would be sought from the various lin-
guistic data sources in the memory 20. In this regard,
one proposed spell check interpretation could be a lan-
guage object having the same number of characters as
the original text entry and matching all but the terminal
character of the original text entry. Another proposed
spell check interpretation could be a language object hav-
ing the one character fewer than the original text entry
and matching all but the terminal character of the original
text entry.
[0086] It is then determined, as at 712, whether enough
linguistic results, i.e., a sufficient quantity of language
objects 120, have been identified. If enough language
objects 120 have been identified, processing ends, as at
716. The results would then be output as at 406 in Fig.
7B. However, if insufficient language objects 120 have
been identified, processing continues, as at 704, where
another modified text entry is generated having one ad-
ditional terminal character of the original text entry being
replaced with a wild card element, i.e., the original text
entry except having a pair of wild card elements in place
of the two terminal characters thereof. Processing would
thereafter continue, as at 708 where additional language
objects 120 could be identified, and at 712 where the
sufficiency of the quantity of identified language objects
120 would be evaluated, etc.
[0087] An alternative modified suffix-changing spell
check algorithm, i.e., the "chop" algorithm is depicted
generally in the flowchart shown in Fig. 10A. In a fashion
similar to the "place holder" spell check algorithm of Fig.
10, processing would start, as at 804, where a modified
text entry would be generated with one additional termi-
nal character being deleted. With the first operation of
the "chop" algorithm with respect to a given misspelled
text entry, the first modified text entry would have only
the single terminal character deleted.
[0088] Processing would then continue, as at 808,
where linguistic objects 120 that correspond with the
modified text entry would be sought from the various lin-

guistic data sources in the memory 20. The proposed
spell check interpretations would each be language ob-
jects having one character fewer than the original text
entry and matching all but the deleted terminal character
of the original text entry.
[0089] It is then determined, as at 812, whether a suf-
ficient quantity of language objects 120 have been iden-
tified. If enough language objects 120 have been identi-
fied, processing ends, as at 816. The results would then
be output as at 406 in Fig. 7B. However, if insufficient
language objects 120 have been identified, processing
continues, as at 804, where another modified text entry
is generated having one additional terminal character of
the original text entry being deleted, i.e., the original text
entry except having the two terminal characters thereof
deleted. Processing would thereafter continue, as at 808
where additional language objects 120 could be identi-
fied, and at 812 where the sufficiency of the quantity of
identified language objects 120 would be evaluated, etc.
[0090] As is depicted in a flowchart in Fig. 11, the spell
check function 44 additionally can provide a learned com-
pensation favoring any of the sequentially executed spell
check algorithms that is used to a relatively frequent ex-
tent. For instance, if it is determined that the user tends
to transpose pairs of characters in a text entry, the char-
acter swapping spell check algorithm likely would pro-
duce proposed spell check interpretations that are se-
lected by the user with a greater regularity than proposed
spell check interpretations generated by other spell
check algorithms. Over time, the system would determine
that the user is selecting proposed spell check interpre-
tations generated by the character swapping spell check
algorithm with a relatively high regularity and, as a result,
would apply a preference to future proposed spell check
interpretations generated by the character swapping
spell check algorithm.
[0091] Such high regularity of user selection could be
determined in any of a variety of ways. For instance, the
system could wait until a significant number of proposed
spell check interpretations have been selected by the
user in replacing misspelled text entries. For instance,
the system might wait until it has accumulated data re-
garding one thousand spell check selections, or ten thou-
sand. Alternatively, the system might wait until a single
spell check algorithm generated a specific quantity of pro-
posed spell check interpretations that were selected by
the user, say 100 or 500. Or, the system might evaluate
the accumulated data on spell check selections after one
month or one year of usage, regardless of overall quantity
of selections. In any event, the system stores data as to
which spell check algorithm generated each proposed
spell check interpretation that ultimately was selected by
the user.
[0092] Once an accumulation point has been reached,
as at 904 in Fig. 11, the system will then determine, as
at 908, whether the selection history of any spell check
algorithm meets any predetermined usage criteria. For
instance, one usage criterion might be that a given spell
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check algorithm generated proposed spell check inter-
pretations that were selected with a frequency at or above
a predetermined threshold, such as if 20% or more of the
time a proposed spell check interpretation was selected
by the user it was generated by a particular algorithm.
By way of another example, the system might determine
whether or not the rate at which the user is selecting
proposed spell check interpretations generated by a par-
ticular spell check algorithm is at or above a certain
threshold frequency among the overall quantity of all
words input. For instance, if a user selected a proposed
spell check interpretation generated by a particular spell
check algorithm more than three time for every one hun-
dred input word, a predetermined usage criterion might
be met. It thus can be seen that any one or more usage
criteria can be used, whether or not expressly described
herein.
[0093] If it is determined at 908 that no predetermined
usage criteria have been met, processing stops, as at
910. However, if one or more predetermined usage cri-
teria have been met at 908 with regard to a particular
spell check algorithm, processing continues, as at 912,
where a preference is applied to the particular algorithm
and, more particularly, to the proposed spell check inter-
pretations subsequently generated by the particular al-
gorithm. For instance, the system might multiply the nom-
inal frequency value of the frequency object 124 associ-
ated with an identified language object 100 by a certain
multiplication factor. Upon outputting at 406 in Fig. 7B,
the preferred language objects 120, i.e., the language
objects generated by the particular algorithm, likely would
be output at a position of preference.
[0094] In one exemplary embodiment, the nominal fre-
quency values of the language objects 120 identified by
executing any given spell check algorithm are multiplied
by a factor that is specific to the algorithm. For instance,
spell check algorithms earlier in the sequence might have
a larger multiplication factor than spell check algorithms
later in the sequence. This would have a tendency to
output language objects 120 generated by earlier spell
check algorithms in the sequence at higher priorities than
those generated by later spell check algorithms in the
sequence. The preference from 912 that is to be applied
to the proposed spell check interpretations that are gen-
erated by a particular spell check algorithm can be in the
form of an additional multiplier, or by increasing the pre-
existing multiplying factor of the algorithm. Other prefer-
encing schemes will be apparent.

Claims

1. A method of enabling the spell checking of text input
on a handheld electronic device (4) that comprises
a memory (40) having a plurality of language objects
(100) stored therein and further comprises a plurality
of keys with one text character per key, the method
comprising:

detecting a text entry (302) using said keys com-
prising a plurality of characters;
determining (208) that no language object cor-
responds with the text entry;
determining (808) that a particular language ob-
ject corresponds with an initial portion of the text
entry wherein the initial portion of the text entry
comprises the text entry absent a terminal char-
acter; and
outputting (406) the particular language object
as a proposed spell-check interpretation of the
text entry, altering the initial portion by deleting
an additional terminal character; identifying the
particular language object that corresponds with
the altered initial portion; wherein if insufficient
language objects have been identified, process-
ing continues by repeating the above sequence
of altering the initial portion by deleting an addi-
tional character, identifying the particular lan-
guage object as an additional spell check inter-
pretation and outputting the particular language
object as an additional proposed spell-check in-
terpretation of the text entry.

2. The method of Claim 1, further comprising:

employing as the initial portion of the text entry
the text entry minus a first number of terminal
characters;
identifying the particular language object as a
proposed spell-check interpretation at least par-
tially on the basis that it corresponds with the
text entry minus the first number of terminal
characters;
making a determination that the quantity of pro-
posed spell-check interpretations is fewer than
a predetermined threshold;
responsive to said making a determination,
identifying a number of language objects that
correspond with the text entry minus a second
number of terminal characters, the second
number being greater than the first number; and
outputting at least some of the number of lan-
guage objects as additional proposed spell-
check interpretations.

3. A handheld electronic device (4) comprising:

a processor apparatus (16) comprising a proc-
essor (36) and a memory (40) having a plurality
of language objects (100) stored therein, and
further comprising a plurality of keys with one
text character per key;
an input apparatus (8) structured to provide input
to the processor apparatus;
an output apparatus (12) structured to receive
output signals from the processor apparatus;
the memory having stored therein a number of
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routines (44) having instructions which, when
executed on the processor, cause the handheld
electronic device to perform operations compris-
ing:

detecting a text entry (302) using said keys
comprising a plurality of characters;
determining (208) that no language object
corresponds with the text entry;
determining (808) that a particular language
object corresponds with an initial portion of
the text entry wherein the initial portion of
the text entry comprises the text entry ab-
sent a terminal character; and
outputting (406) the particular language ob-
ject as a proposed spell-check interpreta-
tion of the text entry, altering the initial por-
tion by deleting an additional terminal char-
acter; identifying the particular language ob-
ject that corresponds with the altered initial
portion; wherein if insufficient language ob-
jects have been identified, processing con-
tinues by repeating the above sequence of
altering the initial portion by deleting an ad-
ditional character, identifying the particular
language object as an additional spell check
interpretation and outputting the particular
language object as an additional proposed
spell-check interpretation of the text entry.

4. The handheld electronic device of Claim 3 wherein
the memory has a number of spell check algorithms
stored therein for execution on the handheld elec-
tronic device, and wherein the operations further
comprise subjecting the initial portion of the text entry
to at least some of the spell check algorithms to seek
proposed spell check interpretations of the text entry.

Patentansprüche

1. Verfahren zum Ermöglichen der Rechtschreibprü-
fung einer Texteingabe auf einer handgehaltenen
elektronischen Vorrichtung (4), die einen Speicher
(40) aufweist, der eine Vielzahl von Sprachobjekten
(100) darin gespeichert hat, und weiter eine Vielzahl
von Tasten aufweist mit einem Textbuchstaben pro
Taste, wobei das Verfahren aufweist:

Erfassen einer Texteingabe (302) unter Ver-
wendung der Tasten, die eine Vielzahl von Zei-
chen aufweisen;
Bestimmen (208), dass kein Sprachobjekt der
Texteingabe entspricht;
Bestimmen (808), dass ein bestimmtes Sprach-
objekt einem Anfangsteil der Texteingabe ent-
spricht, wobei der Anfangsteil der Texteingabe
die Texteingabe ohne eine End-Zeichen auf-

weist; und
Ausgeben (406) des bestimmten Sprachobjekts
als eine vorgeschlagene Rechtschreibprüfinter-
pretation der Texteingabe, Ändern des Anfangs-
teils durch Löschen eines zusätzlichen End-Zei-
chens; Identifizieren des bestimmten Sprachob-
jekts, das dem geänderten Anfangsteil ent-
spricht;
wobei, wenn nicht ausreichende Sprachobjekte
identifiziert wurden, eine Verarbeitung fortfährt
durch Wiederholen der obigen Sequenz eines
Änderns des Anfangsteils durch Löschen eines
zusätzlichen Zeichens, Identifizieren des be-
stimmten Sprachobjekts als eine zusätzliche
Rechtschreibprüfinterpretation und Ausgeben
des bestimmten Sprachobjekts als eine zusätz-
liche vorgeschlagene Rechtschreibprüfinter-
pretation der Texteingabe.

2. Verfahren gemäß Anspruch 1, das weiter aufweist:

Einsetzen als den Anfangsteil der Texteingabe
die Texteingabe minus einer ersten Anzahl von
End-Zeichen;
Identifizieren des bestimmten Sprachobjekts als
eine vorgeschlagene Rechtschreibprüfinterpre-
tation zumindest teilweise auf der Basis, dass
es der Texteingabe minus der ersten Anzahl von
End-Zeichen entspricht;
Bestimmen, dass die Quantität von vorgeschla-
genen Rechtschreibprüfinterpretationen gerin-
ger ist als eine vorgegebene Schwelle;
in Reaktion auf die Bestimmung, Identifizieren
einer Anzahl von Sprachobjekten, die der
Texteingabe minus einer zweiten Anzahl von
End-Zeichen entsprechen, wobei die zweite An-
zahl größer ist als die erste Anzahl; und
Ausgeben zumindest einiger der Anzahl von
Sprachobjekten als zusätzliche vorgeschlagene
Rechtschreibprüfinterpretationen.

3. Handgehaltene elektronische Vorrichtung (4), die
aufweist:

eine Prozessorvorrichtung (16), die einen Pro-
zessor (36) und einen Speicher (40) aufweist,
der eine Vielzahl von Sprachobjekten (100) dar-
in gespeichert hat, und weiter aufweist eine Viel-
zahl von Tasten mit einem Textbuchstaben pro
Taste;
eine Eingabevorrichtung (8), die strukturiert ist,
eine Eingabe an die Prozessorvorrichtung zu
liefern;
eine Ausgabevorrichtung (12), die strukturiert
ist, Ausgabesignale von der Prozessorvorrich-
tung zu empfangen;
wobei der Speicher eine Anzahl von Routinen
(44) gespeichert hat, die Anweisungen haben,
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die bei Ausführung auf dem Prozessor die hand-
gehaltene elektronische Vorrichtung veranlas-
sen, Operationen durchzuführen, die aufwei-
sen:

Erfassen einer Texteingabe (302) unter
Verwendung der Tasten, die eine Vielzahl
von Zeichen aufweisen;
Bestimmen (208), dass kein Sprachobjekt
der Texteingabe entspricht;
Bestimmen (808), dass ein bestimmtes
Sprachobjekt einem Anfangsteil der
Texteingabe entspricht, wobei der Anfangs-
teil der Texteingabe die Texteingabe ohne
ein End-Zeichen aufweist; und
Ausgeben (406) des bestimmten Sprach-
objekts als eine vorgeschlagene Recht-
schreibprüfinterpretation der Texteingabe,
Ändern des Anfangsteils durch Löschen ei-
nes zusätzlichen End-Zeichens; Identifizie-
ren des bestimmten Sprachobjekts, das
dem geänderten Anfangsteil entspricht;
wobei, wenn nicht ausreichende Sprachob-
jekte identifiziert wurden, eine Verarbeitung
fortfährt durch Wiederholen der obigen Se-
quenz eines Änderns des Anfangsteils
durch Löschen eines zusätzlichen Zei-
chens, Identifizieren des bestimmten Spra-
chobjekts als eine zusätzliche Recht-
schreibprüfinterpretation und Ausgeben
des bestimmten Sprachobjekts als eine zu-
sätzliche vorgeschlagene Rechtschreib-
prüfinterpretation der Texteingabe.

4. Handgehaltene elektronische Vorrichtung gemäß
Anspruch 3, wobei der Speicher eine Anzahl von
Rechtschreibprüfalgorithmen darin gespeichert hat
zur Ausführung auf der handgehaltenen elektroni-
schen Vorrichtung, und wobei die Operationen wei-
ter aufweisen ein Unterziehen des Anfangsteils der
Texteingabe zumindest einigen der Rechtschreib-
prüfalgorithmen, um vorgeschlagene Rechtschreib-
prüfinterpretationen der Texteingabe zu suchen.

Revendications

1. Procédé pour permettre la vérification orthographi-
que d’un texte saisi sur un dispositif électronique por-
tatif (4) qui comprend une mémoire (40) dans lequel
sont stockés une pluralité d’objets de langue (100)
et qui comprend en outre une pluralité de touches
ayant un caractère de texte par touche, le procédé
consistant à :

détecter une entrée de texte (302) utilisant les-
dites touches comprenant une pluralité de
caractères ;

déterminer (208) qu’aucun objet de langue ne
correspond à l’entrée de texte ;
déterminer (808) qu’un objet de langue particu-
lier correspond à une partie initiale de l’entrée
de texte, la partie initiale de l’entrée de texte
comprenant une entrée de texte dans laquelle
un caractère terminal est absent ; et
délivrer en sortie (406) l’objet de langue particu-
lier en tant qu’interprétation de vérification or-
thographique proposée de l’entrée de texte, al-
térer la partie initiale en supprimant un caractère
terminal supplémentaire ; identifier l’objet de
langue particulier qui correspond à la partie ini-
tiale altérée ; dans lequel, si un nombre insuffi-
sant d’objets de langue ont été identifiés, le trai-
tement se poursuit en répétant la séquence ci-
dessus consistant à altérer la partie initiale en
supprimant un caractère supplémentaire, en
identifiant l’objet de langue particulier comme
étant une interprétation de vérification orthogra-
phique supplémentaire et en délivrant en sortie
l’objet de langue particulier sous la forme d’une
interprétation de vérification orthographique
proposée supplémentaire de l’entrée de texte.

2. Procédé selon la revendication 1, consistant en outre
à :

utiliser en tant que partie initiale de l’entrée de
texte, l’entrée de texte moins un premier nombre
de caractères terminaux ;
identifier l’objet de langue particulier comme
étant une interprétation de vérification orthogra-
phique proposée, au moins partiellement sur la
base du fait qu’il correspond à l’entrée de texte
moins le premier nombre de caractères
terminaux ;
effectuer une détermination du fait que la quan-
tité d’interprétations de vérification orthographi-
que proposées est en nombre inférieur à un seuil
prédéterminé ;
en réponse à ladite détermination effectuée,
identifier un certain nombre d’objets de langue
qui correspondent à l’entrée de texte moins un
second nombre de caractères terminaux, le se-
cond nombre étant supérieur au premier
nombre ; et
délivrer en sortie au moins certains de ce nom-
bre d’objets de langue comme étant des inter-
prétations de vérification orthographique propo-
sées supplémentaires.

3. Dispositif électronique portatif (4) comprenant :

un appareil à processeur (16) comprenant un
processeur (36) et une mémoire (40) dans le-
quel sont stockés une pluralité d’objets de lan-
gue (100), et comprenant en outre une pluralité

25 26 



EP 1 975 807 B1

15

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

de touches ayant un caractère de texte par
touche ;
un appareil d’entrée (8) structuré de façon à
fournir une entrée à l’appareil à processeur ;
un appareil de sortie (12) configuré pour recevoir
des signaux de sortie de l’appareil à
processeur ;
la mémoire, dans laquelle sont stockés un cer-
tain nombre de sous-programmes (44) compor-
tant des instructions qui, lorsqu’elles sont exé-
cutées sur le processeur, font en sorte que le
dispositif électronique portatif exécute des opé-
rations consistant à :

détecter une entrée de texte (302) utilisant
lesdites touches comprenant une pluralité
de caractères ;
déterminer (208) qu’aucun objet de langue
ne correspond à l’entrée de texte ;
déterminer (808) qu’un objet de langue par-
ticulier correspond à une partie initiale de
l’entrée de texte, la partie initiale de l’entrée
de texte comprenant l’entrée de texte dans
laquelle un caractère terminal est absent ;
et
délivrer en sortie (406) l’objet de langue par-
ticulier en tant qu’interprétation de vérifica-
tion orthographique proposée de l’entrée de
texte, altérer la partie initiale en effaçant un
caractère terminal supplémentaire ; identi-
fier l’objet de langue particulier qui corres-
pond à la partie initiale altérée ; dans lequel,
si un nombre insuffisant d’objets de langue
ont été identifiés, le traitement se poursuit
en répétant la séquence ci-dessus consis-
tant à altérer la partie initiale en effaçant un
caractère supplémentaire, en identifiant
l’objet de langue particulier comme étant
une interprétation de vérification orthogra-
phique supplémentaire et en délivrant en
sortie l’objet de langue particulier sous la
forme d’une interprétation de vérification or-
thographique proposée supplémentaire de
l’entrée de texte.

4. Dispositif électronique portatif selon la revendication
3, dans lequel la mémoire stocke un certain nombre
d’algorithmes de vérification orthographique pour
leur exécution sur le dispositif électronique portatif,
et dans lequel les opérations consistent en outre à
soumettre la partie initiale de l’entrée de texte à au
moins certains des algorithmes de vérification ortho-
graphique pour rechercher des interprétations de vé-
rification orthographique proposées de l’entrée de
texte.
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