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About the FontStyles

Family Overview

LL Replica is a bold sans-serif 
design conceived for both text  
setting and use at large point 
sizes – e.g. for headlines, graphic 
applications, sign-writing, etc.
 The font was constructed on  
a strict grid which was rigorously 
referred to in order to shape the 
individual characters. In place  
of the 700 units for standard caps 
height in Fontlab, the grid was 
reduced to just 70 units. This 
arbitrary simplification and self-
induced restriction strongly  
influences the shape of each indi-
vidual glyph.

For example, the bevels on the 
inner and outer corners function 
as a sort of negative ink trap. The 
vertical cuts of diagonals enable 
users to set LL Replica very tightly, 
especially in the bold and the 
heavy weights. The result is a type-
face that has all the features of a 
classic sans-serif font of Middle-
European descent, but with slightly 
altered DNA.
 LL Replica is currently avail-
able in four weights with match-
ing italics. A monospaced cut in 
the regular weight was released 
independently.

Replica Light 
Replica Light Italic 
Replica Regular 
Replica Italic 
Replica Bold 
Replica Bold Italic 
Replica Heavy 
Replica Heavy Italic

Replica MonoSeparate
PDF 

Supported
Scripts

File Formats

Design

Contact

Latin Extended 

Opentype CFF, Truetype, WOFF, WOFF2 

NORM (Dimitri Bruni, Manuel Krebs) (2008)

General inquiries: 
service@lineto.com 

Technical inquiries: 
support@lineto.com 

Sales & licensing inquiries: 
sales@lineto.com

Lineto GmbH 
Lutherstrasse 32 
CH-8004 Zürich 
Switzerland 

Telephone +41 44 545 35 00 
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Layout Features
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LL Replica Light
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• MK Work on Replica took several years, 
which was longer than we expected,  
since we actually intended to be finished  
in 2007. Previously, we had worked on 
other typefaces, that can be considered 
precursors, especially Standard, but we 
didn’t really make headway. Do you remem-
ber the beginnings and the problems  
WE FACED?
• DB THE FIRST IDEA EMERGED AFTER 
WE FINISHED NORMETICA. NORMETICA 

was closely connected to the era in which it was  
created, the late 1990s. So we wanted our next  
typeface to be neutral, whatever that means,  
as timeless as possible. Standard was such an  
attempt, taking up the linear roman typefaces of  
the 1950s and 1960s. Perhaps we were expec- 
ting too much. In any case we were not satisfied  
with the first attempts. 
M       When I look at the designs today,  
I find STANDARD’S WEAKNESSES STRIKING.  
THE DRAWING WAS REALLY NOT GOOD.  
AND WE ACTUALLY NEVER USED THE TYPEFACE.
D       YES WE DID, WE USED IT FOR VERY SMALL 

things, such as the sign on the door to our office and a few flyers. 
But you’re right: Standard was not very successful, apart from  
its name. The ambition and intention expressed by the name were 
good. I think the problem was that we tried to make something 
that “looks like” something else. It was a typeface based on clear  
models, but meanwhile it lacked a concept, a methodological 
approach. When you try to copy something, there are many ways 
TO DO IT.  
► ANOTHER PROBLEM, IN MY VIEW, WAS THAT IT WASN’T 
CLEAR TO US HOW MUCH TIME WE SHOULD INVEST. 

Normetica and also Simple, the suc-
cessor to Normetica, were developed 
quickly. They were constructed type-
faces. Standard, by contrast, was alre-
ady moving in a less graphic direction,  
and at the time we had had little expe-
rience with drawing.
[DB] I see the problem as not so much 
THE DETAILS OF THE DRAWING  
BUT AS THE LACK OF A CONCEPT. 
THAT WAS THE BIG DIFFERENCE 
FROM REPLICA. IN THE LATTER  

case, there was an idea, a method, 
from the outset. After our failure with 
Standard, we had dropped the pro- 
ject of a more neutral typeface for  
a while, and when we took it up again  
in 2004–5, we soon noticed that  
we had to start with formal, almost 
mathematical decisions, which  
WOULD THEN AFFECT THE DRA-
WING AND THE FORM. WE DID  
NOT KNOW EXACTLY WHAT THE 
EFFECTS WOULD LOOK LIKE,  

but we began by defining for- 
mal principles. The most impor-
tant of these definitions was  
to enlarge the grid that the Font- 
Lab software provides for  
designing fonts. We multiplied  
this grid ten times, so that  
we were working not with a 700  
grid (700 units is the standard 
Caps height in FontLab), as the  
SOFTWARE INTENDS, BUT  
JUST A 70 GRID. CONSEQUEN-
TLY WE HAD MANY FEWER 
POSSIBILITIES TO PLACE 
NODES AND BÉZIER CONTROL 

points, which extremely limited 
the freedom of drawing. On a 
plane that would normally have a 
hundred dots available, we only 
had four from which to choose.
That was a somewhat anachro-
nistic decision, since the trend 
today is in the opposite direction. 
You mentioned once that some 
typography blog called for the 
GRID IN FONTLAB TO BE MADE 
MUCH SMALLER. SOMEBODY 
CALLED FOR A 7,000 GRID IN  
ORDER TO BE ABLE TO DRAW 
MORE ACCURATELY. BUT IT  

seems to me that, in addition  
to your deliberately anachronistic 
attitude, there was also a prag-
matic reason for your decision: 
you wanted to be able to see 
in the program’s preview mode 
what the drawing would look like, 
and because the preview used 
a larger grid than was available 
when drawing, you took this one 
AS THE STANDARD.
D–B RIGHT. THAT WAS, ADMIT-
TEDLY, AN IMPORTANT REA-
SON. IT PROVOKED ME THAT 
THE PREVIEW MODE OF THE  



LL Replica – Specimen Lineto Type Foundry8

LL Replica Light Italic

45 Points

32 Points

25 Points
– SS09
     Alternate 
     Ampersand

75 Points

52 Points

Ambition
Cap 

HEIGHT
Formal

Expectations
Failure  

OF STANDARD

Manuel Krebs
More Identifiable

New aspect
ONE TYPE SIZE

Heavy & Laser
Inner

STRUCTURE

Question of impatience
Relatively Wide

Sign & Stationnary
Talking Replica with Norm

70 UNITS



LL Replica – Specimen Lineto Type Foundry9

LL Replica Light Italic

10.5 Points

8.5 Points
– SS10
     Alternate 1

6.5 Points
– SS07
     Alternate
     Em Dash

16 Points

13 Points

software can only render a tenth of the 
actual grid, and I said to myself: “What  
you see is what you get.” So I only  
drew the letters as sharply as I could see  
them. But the discussion you mention  
in the typography blog also provoked us.  
We said to ourselves, if you demand a  
grid which would have ten times as many  
DOTS AS ARE CURRENTLY AVAILABLE, 
NOW WE’LL SHOW YOU THAT WE CAN 
EVEN WORK WITH TEN TIMES LESS. 

Naturally the possibilities are very limited, if you 
arrange all nodes and Bézier control points on  
such a coarse grid. But by doing so we found  
what we had been looking for: a predefined con- 
cept that had an inevitable effect on the drawing.
D → Yes, I see it that way as well. The bevels of 
Replica serve to make the grid visible, since the cut- 
off corners are exactly the same width as a unit  
in our new, larger grid. This function of making the  
GRID VISIBLE IS ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT FOR 
LETTERS WHERE THE GRID WOULD NOT OTHER-
WISE BE SEEN, LIKE THE UPPERCASE I, FOR 
EXAMPLE. NEVERTHELESS, IT IS STRIKING THAT 

we have had rounded corners on all our typefaces so far,  
and the reason is perhaps that it is a way to make a typeface 
more specific.  
MK It makes the typeface more identifiable. But in a sense  
it is also a tricky decision, perhaps not so much with the outer 
bevels but with the inner ones. If you compare it with Unica,  
say, then you see that there the inner corners have so-called  
INK TRAPS: INCISIONS INWARD. BECAUSE THE EXPOSURE 
IN PHOTOCOMPOSITION, FOR WHICH UNICA WAS DESI-
GNED, OFTEN MAKES THE CORNERS BLURRY, THERE IS A 

risk that too much ink will collect  
in the corners when printing, and ink 
traps are supposed to prevent this.  
For Replica, we not only dispensed 
with these ink traps but also filled  
out the inner corners even more by  
giving them bevels. 
D   Seen in that way, the inner bevels 
ARE PERHAPS A REACTION  
TO TODAY’S TECHNICAL TOOLS. 
IN THE CASE OF UNICA, THE 
BLURRINESS THAT RESULTS IN 

photocomposition required that the 
letters be modified so that they would 
have their proper form when printed. 
Today such precautions are no longer 
necessary, since digital rendering  
on a computer screen corresponds 
almost 100% with the printed result. 
Another argument, of course,  
IS THAT WE DELIBERATELY MADE 
REPLICA A LITTLE DIRTY.  
WE CONSCIOUSLY PLACED TOO 
MUCH COLOR IN THE INNER  

corners to make the triumph  
of technology visible. 
M–K ► The third formal decision 
from which we set out with 
Replica was cut diagonals. All of 
the diagonals are cut vertically  
in the corners so that there are 
no pointed ends — on the A, K, 
or R, for example. We did that 
to save space so that the letters 
COULD BE SET VERY CLO- 
SELY. LIKE THE BEVEL, THAT  
IS A VERY STRIKING INTER-
VENTION, AND IT IS ONE OF 
THE MAIN IDENTIFYING FEA- 

tures of the typeface. 
D–B ► Yes, the cut diagonals  
are extremely evident. That was  
one of the reasons for the  
crisis we had last year when 
working on Replica. We asked 
ourselves what the effect  
of the striking bevels and the  
cut diagonals would be over 
the long term. Would we have 
enough of it at some point?  
I AM SURE THAT THE DIAGO-
NAL CUTS, BECAUSE THEY  
ARE SO EXTREMELY EVIDENT, 
WILL BE CRUCIAL TO HOW 

Replica is perceived over the 
long term. 
M–K ► I have no ambitions  
for Replica to be the typeface  
of £the next twenty years.  
It is of the present, and it is 
important that it has that  
character. In general, I find our  
former ambition to want to 
design a neutral, timeless type- 
face was misguided. I believe  
THAT IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO  
DEVELOP A NEUTRAL TYPE-
FACE AT ALL. IF A TYPEFACE 
LIKE, SAY, HELVETICA SEEMS  
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neutral to us today, it is because its  
qualities no longer strike us, no longer  
surprise us. A typeface can thus lose  
its qualities over time, but it is impos-
sible to design it without qualities. 
[DB] In that sense, the special thing 
about Replica is that it has two faces. 
From a distance — that is, when used  
IN SMALL SIZES — YOU HARDLY  
SEE THE BEVELS AND CUT DIAGO-
NALS AT ALL. YOU PERCEIVE THEM  

unconsciously, perhaps, but it looks very fluid  
and normal. As soon as the type is large, however, 
its unmistakable qualities stand out strongly.  
I see it as a big positive that Replica has these  
two sides. 
M↔D At the moment, we are using Replica exclu-
sively. What do you think about that? 
D↔M We actually developed Replica for the  
third Norm book. But we are late with that,  
UNFORTUNATELY, SO THAT THE TYPEFACE IS 
NOW BEING RELEASED FIRST. IT WAS DIFFER-
ENT WITH NORMETICA AND SIMPLE, WHICH WE 
HAD MADE FOR THE FIRST TWO NORM BOOKS,  

and also presented for the first time in those books. By con-
trast, we began using Replica two years ago, not only for our 
own works but for commissioned works as well. On the one 
hand, it is a question of impatience: when you design a type-
face, you want to see it in use, for as long as it is not being 
used, it does not really exist. On the other hand, it was ideal 
that we began to introduce it slowly, first in smaller works  
LIKE THE LITTLE BRUCE LEE BOOK, WHICH NEEDED ONLY  
A FEW WORDS, THEN ON OUR STATIONERY, WHICH  
WAS ANOTHER SMALL APPLICATION, AND FINALLY FOR  

larger things as well. That was a very 
important process. It was ideal to  
be able to return to the drawing after 
those first uses, and we modified 
many aspects in the process. Now  
we have reached the point where  
the typeface is finished, and if at the 
moment we are using it exclusively,  
I think that’s the best thing we can do. 
MK — ANOTHER NEW ASPECT OF 
REPLICA IS THAT WE CONSIDERED 
SELLING IT VERY EARLY ON.  
WE HAD CREATED NORMETICA  

and Simple primarily for us, first for 
the Norm books and then for other 
uses, and only very recently have we 
begun to sell them. Replica, by con-
trast, was planned from the outset  
to be sold as a proper font family. 
How did that influence work on it?
DB — I suspect Replica would not  
look very different if we had devel-
OPED IT ONLY FOR OUR NEEDS.  
BY CONTRAST, WE WOULD HARDLY 
HAVE BEEN LIKELY TO CREATE  
SO MANY CHARACTERS AND THE  

various cuts. Because we 
wanted to make a Pro version 
available, in keeping with  
the market standard, Replica 
now has many more characters 
than Normetica and Simple.  
• M The various cuts are 
another topic that always  
raises questions. What exactly 
can be considered a font  
FAMILY? HOW MANY CUTS  
DO YOU NEED? THERE  
ARE TYPEFACES LIKE THESIS 
OR EVEN UNIVERS THAT 
HAVE ENORMOUS FAMILIES. 

For Replica, we now have  
three cuts: Light, Regular, Bold,  
all of them available in  
italic as well, and also a Regular 
Monospace version, since 
Monospace is the field we know 
best, where we originated.  
Do you foresee developing 
other cuts, for example, if you 
consider that the stem of  
OUR REGULAR CUT IS RELA-
TIVELY WIDE — 10% WIDER 
THAN HELVETICA? 
• D IN MY VIEW, A GIANT 
FONT FAMILY MAKES NO 

sense. That would be another 
case of too much choice.  
In fact, you can really do every-
thing with just one type  
size, even complex uses are 
possible. The number of  
cuts we have now created for 
Replica is, in my view, just  
within the limits of what makes 
sense. I cannot imagine  
MAKING AN EXTENDED 
VERSION WITH ADDITIONAL 
INTERMEDIATE STEPS. 
• M WHEN CHOOSING A  
TYPEFACE, IT ALWAYS  
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becomes clear just how much you are 
at the mercy of the typeface, because 
every typeface already entails a kind  
of program for its use, for the design.  
That is why it is very unpleasant when 
uncertainty reigns about the typeface 
for a particular project, and you begin  
to try out countless typefaces. And when 
THERE ARE LOTS OF TYPEFACES, IT 
ONLY GETS WORSE… NEVERTHELESS, 
WE HAVE NOW CREATED TWO ADDI- 

tional special cuts for Replica: a Heavy and  
a Laser, and now we are working on a third  
special cut: Serif. 
M     The Laser cut is even more problematic.  
It has such slender strokes that it can hardly  
be used at all. For example, even at forty- 
eight points, the stroke is only 0.1 point wide. 
Moreover, the width of the strokes is much  
smaller than the coarse grid on which we  
DESIGNED THE TYPEFACE. THAT PRESENTS 
NEW PROBLEMS, ESPECIALLY WITH THE  
DIAGONALS, WHERE IT IS VERY DIFFICULT  
TO ACHIEVE A REGULAR THICKNESS.  

We had to make new corrections, which altered the form of 
the drawing, and that is why I believe with the Laser cut we 
have created a new point of departure for developing a type-
face. We could start out from here to define the inner struc-
ture of a new typeface. 
[DB] I don’t agree entirely with that. In my view, the Laser  
cut is related to the rest of the family insofar it has the same  
HANDICAP AS THE OTHER CUTS: NAMELY, VERY LIM-
ITED POSSIBILITIES TO PLACE THE DOTS ON THE GRID. 
ACTUALLY THIS PROBLEM IS EVEN MORE PRONOUNCED 

with the Laser cut because it is so 
thin. But to me it makes little sense 
to derive a new inner structure for  
a typeface from it, because there are 
only three diagonals that are regular 
in width, and that would be too great 
a limitation on the drawing. → M We 
had a similar problem with the italic 
cuts as well. They would only fit  
ON THE GRID AT A 45° ANGLE. 
HOW DO YOU DEAL WITH THAT?  
→ D THAT IS A TOUCHY POINT,  
BUT WE HAVE TO MENTION IT, 

even if we would rather not: it is  
simply impossible to fit them on the 
grid with an angle other than 45°,  
and so the italic cuts do not lie on  
the grid. That is not nice, of course. 
But these cuts are just supplements; 
they are very rarely used, usually  
just for single words; and they serve 
to make the text intelligible. → M 
THE THIRD SPECIAL CUT THAT WE 
OFFER FOR REPLICA IS A ROMAN 
TYPE WITH EMPHATIC SERIFS. THE 
CRITERIA AND PRINCIPLES OF  

construction are the same: grid,  
height of the letters, bevels, 
and so on, but with serifs. How 
did you justify that decision?
D    That’s a very difficult 
question. For about three years 
now, we have been rejecting  
all the roman typefaces with  
emphatic serifs, and so it  
is something of a paradox,  
OF COURSE, TO DEVELOP 
SUCH A TYPEFACE OUR-
SELVES. AND WE HAVE TO 
SAY IT CLEARLY: THIS FIELD 
DOES NOT BELONG TO US  

at all. I suspect we only  
made this cut to show that 
something like that can  
be done even with a grid as 
coarse as this.
M    In conclusion, we should  
talk about the name, for it 
plays a big role in the percep-
tion of the typeface. Some- 
body once said that Helvetica 
WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN SO 
SUCCESSFUL IF IT HAD BEEN 
CALLED GERMANIA. I THINK 
WE SHOULD NOT MENTION 
THE OTHER NAMES WE 

discussed, since that would  
be revealing too much.  
But what does Replica mean?
D    The name has two  
imp-ortant aspects. First,  
there is the aspect of copying, 
almost counterfeiting.  
That is not meant negative, 
more like a remake. It is  
interesting that the typeface 
LOOKS FAMILIAR WHEN 
SEEN FROM A DISTANCE, 
AND FROM UP CLOSE YOU 
SEE WHAT IS NEW ABOUT IT. 
THE SECOND ASPECT IS 



LL Replica – Specimen Lineto Type Foundry14

LL Replica Bold

45 Points

32 Points

25 Points

75 Points

52 Points

45° Angle
Bevels

CORNER 
Effect 

on the Drawing
Formal 

PRINCIPLES

First, there  
is the aspect of 

COPYING
Identifying 
Features

Market Standard
PROPER FORM

Sharp Response  
to Helvetica, Univers  

and Unica
Too much ink will collect  

IN THE CORNERS



LL Replica – Specimen Lineto Type Foundry15

LL Replica Bold

10.5 Points

8.5 Points

6.5 Points

16 Points
– SS02
     Alternate a

13 Points

the replique, the response to some-
thing — almost an attack, or at least  
a sharp response. That is a crucial 
point for me. MK→ Replica is a sharp 
response to Helvetica, Univers, and 
Unica. And therein lies, perhaps, the 
third important aspect of the name: 
THAT IT ENDS WITH -ICA. 
DB→ WORK ON REPLICA TOOK SEV-
ERAL YEARS, WHICH WAS LONGER 
THAN WE EXPECTED, SINCE WE 

actually intended to be finished in 2007. 
Previously, we had worked on other typefaces, 
that can be considered precursors, especially 
Standard, but we didn’t really make headway. 
Do you remember the beginnings and the  
problems we faced? 
MK The first idea emerged after we finished 
Normetica. Normetica was closely connec-
ted to the era in which it was created, the late 
1990S. SO WE WANTED OUR NEXT TYPE- 
FACE TO BE NEUTRAL, WHATEVER THAT 
MEANS, AS TIMELESS AS POSSIBLE. STAN-
DARD WAS SUCH AN ATTEMPT, TAKING  

up the linear roman typefaces of the 1950s and 1960s. 
Perhaps we were expecting too much. In any case we  
were not satisfied with the first attempts.
►D     When I look at the designs today, I find Standard’s 
weaknesses striking. The drawing was really not good.  
And we actually never used the typeface.
►M     Another problem, in my view, was that it wasn’t 
CLEAR TO US HOW MUCH TIME WE SHOULD INVEST. 
NORMETICA AND ALSO SIMPLE, THE SUCCESSOR TO 
NORMETICA, WERE DEVELOPED QUICKLY. THEY WERE 

constructed typefaces. Standard, 
by contrast, was already moving  
in a less graphic direction, and at 
the time we had had little experi-
ence with drawing.
[DB] I see the problem as not so 
much the details of the drawing 
but as the lack of a concept.  
That was the big difference from 
REPLICA. IN THE LATTER CASE, 
THERE WAS AN IDEA, A METHOD, 
FROM THE OUTSET. AFTER  
OUR FAILURE WITH STANDARD,  

we had dropped the project of a 
more neutral typeface for a while, 
and when we took it up again in 
2004–5, we soon noticed that we 
had to start with formal, almost 
mathematical decisions, which 
would then affect the drawing and 
the form. We did not know exactly 
what the effects would look like, 
BUT WE BEGAN BY DEFINING 
FORMAL PRINCIPLES. THE MOST 
IMPORTANT OF THESE DEFINI-
TIONS WAS TO ENLARGE THE  

grid that the FontLab soft-
ware provides for designing 
fonts. We multiplied this grid 
ten times, so that we were 
working not with a 700 grid 
(700 units is the standard 
Caps height in FontLab), as 
the software intends, but just 
a 70 grid. Consequently we 
had many fewer possibili-
TIES TO PLACE NODES AND 
BÉZIER CONTROL POINTS, 
WHICH EXTREMELY LIMITED 
THE FREEDOM OF DRAWING. 
ON A PLANE THAT WOULD 

normally have a hundred  
dots available, we only had  
four from which to choose.
MK: That was a somewhat 
anachronistic decision, since 
the trend today is in the  
opposite direction. You men- 
graphy blog called for the  
grid in FontLab to be made 
much smaller. Somebody 
CALLED FOR A 7,000 GRID  
IN ORDER TO BE ABLE TO 
DRAW MORE ACCURATELY. 
BUT IT SEEMS TO ME THAT, 
IN ADDITION TO YOUR DELI- 

berately anachronistic atti- 
tude, there was also a pragma- 
tic reason for your decision: 
you wanted to be able to see 
in the program’s preview 
mode what the drawing would 
look like, and because the  
preview used a larger grid than  
was available when drawing, 
you took this one as the 
STANDARD. 
DB: RIGHT. THAT WAS, ADMI-
TTEDLY, AN IMPORTANT 
REASON. IT PROVOKED ME 
THAT THE PREVIEW VIEW 
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mode of the software can only ren- 
der a tenth of the actual grid,  
and I said to myself: “What you see is  
what you get.” So I only drew the  
letters as sharply as I could see them.  
But the discussion you mention in  
the typography blog also provoked us.  
We said to ourselves, if you demand 
A GRID WHICH WOULD HAVE TEN 
TIMES AS MANY DOTS AS ARE CUR-
RENTLY AVAILEABLE, NOW WE’LL 

show you that we can even work with ten times 
less. Naturally the possibilities are very lim-
ited, if you arrange all nodes and Bézier control 
points on such a coarse grid. But by doing so 
we found what we had been looking for: a pre-
defined concept that had an inevitable effect 
on the drawing.
•M A second, formal definition we made early 
on for Replica concerned the so-called bevel. 
ALL OF THE CHARACTERS ARE CUT OFF  
IN THE CORNERS, SO THAT THERE ARE NO 
RIGHT ANGLES AT ALL. THIS RESULTS IN  
A KIND OF ROUNDING EFFECT, AND WHEN  

the type is small, it looks slightly damaged, as if it hadn’t  
been drawn clearly. We had rounded off the corners 
before, for Normetica and Simple. But in my view the  
difference is that it wasn’t necessary then, whereas  
with Replica it was about making the grid visible.
DB Yes, I see it that way as well. The bevels of Replica 
serve to make the grid visible, since the cutoff corners 
ARE EXACTLY THE SAME WIDTH AS A UNIT IN OUR  
NEW, LARGER GRID. THIS FUNCTION OF MAKING  
THE GRID VISIBLE IS ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT FOR  

letters where the grid would not 
otherwise be seen, like the upper-
case I, for example. Nevertheless, 
it is striking that we have had 
rounded corners on all our type-
faces so far, and the reason is 
perhaps that it is a way to make  
a typeface more specific.
M→ Seen in that way, the inner 
BEVELS ARE PERHAPS A REAC-
TION TO TODAY’S TECHNICAL 
TOOLS. IN THE CASE OF UNICA, 
THE BLURRINESS THAT RESULTS 

in photocomposition required that 
the letters be modified so that  
they would have their proper form  
when printed. Today such pre- 
cautions are no longer necessary,  
since digital rendering on a com-
puter screen corresponds almost 
100% with the printed result. 
Another argument, of course,  
IS THAT WE DELIBERATELY MADE 
REPLICA A LITTLE DIRTY.  
WE CONSCIOUSLY PLACED TOO 
MUCH COLOR IN THE INNER 

corners to make the triumph 
of technology visible.
M* The third formal decision 
from which we set out with 
Replica was cut diagonals.  
All of the diagonals are cut 
vertically in the corners  
so that there are no pointed 
ends—on the A, K, or R,  
for example. We did that to 
SAVE SPACE SO THAT  
THE LETTERS COULD BE 
SET VERY CLOSELY. LIKE 
THE BEVEL, THAT IS A VERY 
STRIKING INTERVENTION, 

and it is one of the main 
identifying features of the 
typeface.
D* Yes, the cut diagonals are 
extremely evident. That was 
one of the reasons for the 
crisis we had last year when 
working on Replica. We asked 
ourselves what the effect of 
the striking bevels and the 
CUT DIAGONALS WOULD 
BE OVER THE LONG TERM. 
WOULD WE HAVE ENOUGH 
OF IT AT SOME POINT? I AM 
SURE THAT THE DIAGONAL 

cuts, because they are so 
extremely evident, will be 
crucial to how Replica is per-
ceived over the long term.
M* I have no ambitions for 
Replica to be the typeface 
of the next twenty years. It 
is of the present, and it is 
important that it has that 
character. In general, I find 
OUR FORMER AMBITION  
TO WANT TO DESIGN A NEU-
TRAL, TIMELESS TYPEFACE 
WAS MISGUIDED. I BELIEVE 
THAT IT IS TO DEVELOP A  
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neutral typeface at all. If a typeface 
like, say, Helvetica seems neutral  
to us today, it is because its qualities 
no longer strike us, no longer sur-
prise us. A typeface can thus lose its 
qualities over time, but it is impos-
sible to design it without qualities.
D–B In that sense, the special 
THING ABOUT REPLICA IS THAT 
IT HAS TWO FACES. FROM A DIS-
TANCE — THAT IS, WHEN USED  

Normetica and Simple, which we had made for the first 
two Norm books, and also presented for the first time  
in those books. By contrast, we began using Replica two 
years ago, not only for our own works but for commis-
sioned works as well. On the one hand, it is a question of 
impatience: when you design a typeface, you want to  
see it in use, for as long as it is not being used, it does not 
REALLY EXIST. ON THE OTHER HAND, IT WAS IDEAL 
THAT WE BEGAN TO INTRODUCE IT SLOWLY, FIRST IN 
SMALLER WORKS LIKE THE LITTLE BRUCE LEE BOOK, 

planned from the outset to be 
sold as a proper font family. 
How did that influence work 
on it?
[MK] I suspect Replica would 
not look very different if we 
had developed it only for our 
needs. By contrast, we would 
hardly have been likely to 
create so many characters 
AND THE VARIOUS CUTS. 
BECAUSE WE WANTED 
TO MAKE A PRO VERSION 
AVAILABLE, IN KEEP-
ING WITH THE MARKET 

standard, Replica now has 
many more characters  
than Normetica and Simple.
[DB] The various cuts are 
another topic that always 
raises questions. What 
exactly can be considered  
a font family? How many  
cuts do you need? There  
are typefaces like Thesis or 
EVEN UNIVERS THAT  
HAVE ENORMOUS FAMILIES. 
FOR REPLICA, WE NOW 
HAVE THREE CUTS: LIGHT, 
REGULAR, BOLD, ALL OF 

them available in italic as 
well, and also a Regular 
Monospace version, since 
Monospace is the field 
we know best, where we 
originated. Do you foresee 
developing other cuts,  
for example, if you consider 
that the stem of our Regular 
cut is relatively wide—10% 
WIDER THAN HELVETICA? 
[DB] IN MY VIEW, A GIANT 
FONT FAMILY MAKES  
NO SENSE. THAT WOULD BE 
ANOTHER CASE OF 

in small sizes — you hardly see the bevels and 
cut diagonals at all. You perceive them uncon-
sciously, perhaps, but it looks very fluid and 
normal. As soon as the type is large, however, 
its unmistakable qualities stand out strongly. 
I see it as a big positive that Replica has these 
two sides. At the moment, we are using Rep-
lica exclusively. What do you think about that?
M     WE ACTUALLY DEVELOPED REPLICA 
FOR THE THIRD NORM BOOK. BUT WE  
ARE LATE WITH THAT, UNFORTUNATELY,  
SO THAT THE TYPEFACE IS NOW BEING 
RELEASED FIRST. IT WAS DIFFERENT WITH 

which needed only a few words, 
then on our stationery, which  
was another small application, 
and finally for larger things as 
well. That was a very important 
process. It was ideal to be able  
to return to the drawing after 
those first uses, and we modified 
MANY ASPECTS IN THE PRO-
CESS. NOW WE HAVE REACHED 
THE POINT WHERE THE TYPE-
FACE IS FINISHED, AND IF AT  

the moment we are using it exclu-
sively, I think that’s the best thing 
we can do.
D ► Another new aspect of Replica 
is that we considered selling it 
very early on. We had created 
Normetica and Simple primarily 
for us, first for the Norm books 
AND THEN FOR OTHER USES, 
AND ONLY VERY RECENTLY 
HAVE WE BEGUN TO SELL THEM. 
REPLICA, BY CONTRAST, WAS 
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too much choice. In fact, you  
can really do everything with just one 
type size, even complex uses are  
possible. The number of cuts we have 
now created for Replica is, in my  
view, just within the limits of what 
makes sense. I cannot imagine  
making an extended version with 
ADDITIONAL INTERMEDIATE STEPS.
M     WHEN CHOOSING A TYPE-
FACE, IT ALWAYS BECOMES CLEAR 

just how much you are at the mercy of the 
typeface, because every typeface already 
entails a kind of program for its use, for the  
design. That is why it is very unpleasant  
when uncertainty reigns about the typeface 
for a particular project, and you begin to  
try out countless typefaces. And when there 
are lots of typefaces, it only gets worse… 
Nevertheless, we have now created two addi-
TIONAL SPECIAL CUTS FOR REPLICA:  
A HEAVY AND A LASER, AND NOW WE ARE 
WORKING ON A THIRD SPECIAL CUT: SERIF.
D→ THESE THREE ADDITIONAL CUTS ARE 

outsiders: they do not really belong to the family.  
At most, perhaps, the Heavy cut still does, since it is 
always nice to have a very bold typeface. But in  
the process the typeface loses a lot of its character.  
A typeface used in bold looks first and foremost  
bold, and only secondarily you’ll recognize the specific  
typeface. A lot of the typeface’s essence, its inner  
STRUCTURE, IS LOST.
► MK    THE LASER CUT IS EVEN MORE PROBLEMATIC. 
IT HAS SUCH SLENDER STROKES THAT IT CAN  

hardly be used at all. For exam-
ple, even at forty-eight points, 
the stroke is only 0.1 point wide. 
Moreover, the width of the 
strokes is much smaller than the 
coarse grid on which we designed 
the typeface. That presents  
new problems, especially with 
THE DIAGONALS, WHERE IT IS 
VERY DIFFICULT TO ACHIEVE A 
REGULAR THICKNESS. WE HAD 
TO MAKE NEW CORRECTIONS, 

which altered the form of the 
drawing, and that is why I believe 
with the Laser cut we have cre-
ated a new point of departure for 
developing a typeface. We could 
start out from here to define the 
inner structure of a new typeface. 
DB     I don’t agree entirely with 
THAT. IN MY VIEW, THE LASER 
CUT IS RELATED TO THE REST 
OF THE FAMILY INSOFAR IT HAS 
THE SAME HANDICAP AS THE 

other cuts: namely, very 
limited possibilities to place 
the dots on the grid. Actually 
this problem is even more 
pronounced with the Laser 
cut because it is so thin.  
But to me it makes little 
sense to derive a new inner 
structure for a typeface  
from it, because there are 
ONLY THREE DIAGONALS 
THAT ARE REGULAR IN 
WIDTH, AND THAT WOULD 
BE TOO GREAT A LIMITA-
TION ON THE DRAWING.

MK*   We had a similar  
problem with the italic cuts 
as well. They would only  
fit on the grid at a 45° angle. 
How do you deal with that?
DB*   That is a touchy point, 
but we have to mention it, 
even if we would rather not:  
it is simply impossible to  
fit them on the grid with an 
ANGLE OTHER THAN 45°, 
AND SO THE ITALIC CUTS DO 
NOT LIE ON THE GRID. THAT 
IS NOT NICE, OF COURSE. 
BUT THESE CUTS ARE JUST 

supplements; they are very 
rarely used, usually just for 
single words; and they serve 
to make the text intelligible.
MK*   The third special cut 
that we offer for Replica is 
a roman type with emphatic 
serifs. The criteria and prin- 
ciples of construction are  
the same: grid, height of the 
LETTERS, BEVELS, AND  
SO ON, BUT WITH SERIFS. 
HOW DID YOU JUSTIFY  
THAT DECISION?
DB*  THAT’S A VERY DIFFI- 
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