Comments on Appendix A Part One
Possible Unification Examples (Revised April 2008)

Point 1 on a Possible Glyph Error

052 1 (09B3A) Flag 149 cognate. NB
% (29D4B) fiff U+29D33 vs &
TD-3467 and I
U+6F01 vs jffi TD—347E

The glyph of TD-347E should be different from that of U+6F01. The
glyph shown above is possibly an error.

-END-



Comments on Appendix A Part Two
Possible Unification Examples (Revised April 2008)

S S -
Point 1 on the * m ’_h ‘ Pair

099 1 source glyph variants|modificd
of i (05E02) Flag 109

The description of ‘source glyph variants’ does not present the whole
picture.

The KX index of *T3* (U+5E02) is 328.030, while that of ‘17’

(U+5DFF) is 328.010. FE and I_‘E have different readings and

meanings. They are separately encoded because they are non-cognate.
It follows that the two are not purely glyph variants.

Point 2 on a Glyph Error

127 TLL‘J—“- variants of " (04EAT) |[Flag 72

A glyph error is found. }mz is U+4E25. It should be replaced by

‘T (U+4EAT).

-END-



Comments on Appendix B
Dis-unification Examples (Revised April 2008)

Point 1 on the Applicability of S.1.4.1

S.1.4.1 Different number of components

The examples below illustrate rule a) since the two
ideographs in each pair have different numbers of
components.

SRR R/l - 3E 2

S.1.4.1, with focus on the number of components, implies that there
should be some ‘common’ components (i.e. structural similarity) in the
pairs or triplets of glyphs under comparison.

For example, we will not use S.1.4.1 to explain the following pair:

—_—

‘_. 7 (two components) and Fﬁ#[ (three components)

The number of components is different but since there are no common
components in these two glyphs, S.1.4.1 is not applicable.

For this reason, the following examples require further discussion:

141 ﬁ'ﬁ]’iﬁ S.1.4.1

70 I S
17¢ M}f\[ S.1.4.1
30 = =
‘h.__ TE e ‘_‘.1.4.1 ‘ ‘
I - 4

‘l'ﬁ.’-

B Sk ‘5.1.1.1 ‘ ‘



208 ‘gngﬁ S.1.4.1

: e S_ . ._1
P R Pt |
533 ) /7
235 EaRes S.1.4.1
47 TE T S.1.4.
§ IR 2 et

255 )I&_{, S.1.4.1
S L

187 =T ‘5.1..;.1 ‘ ‘
Take * ‘ L_i)“ ’

as an example. The traditional form ° F[I has two components (* FH”
and EJ ). The simplified form >/ also has two components (‘7’

and %) The number of components is the same so S.1.4.1 does not

apply.

252 _EE Sy S.1.4.5
[NB * — !




Point 2 on the Applicability of S.1.4.1 in addition to S.1.4.3

S.1.4.1 may apply to the following examples (in addition to S.1.4.3):

184 3 X1 S.1.4.3
186 i [ S.1.4.3
Lausy A0
192 %’_j_f S 1.4.13
t T ;
- RFH S.1.4.3
S
c24 Eﬁi’j S.1.4.3

Point 3 on the Applicability of S.1.4.3 in place of S.1.4.1

S.1.4.3 may apply to the following examples (replacing S.1.4.1):

I J—F)’—?—- - —
228 E}DLL S.1.4.1
235 ’;ﬂ Lz S.1.4.1
237 E:Lr-;“‘ 4 S.1.4.1
289 i % 1.4.3
Appendix E)
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S.1.4.1 ‘

Ty .-"ﬁ"‘-- / - L
.’_”,J—l:’_r) - N S . 1 . —1- . ]
H 5
200 AN ‘1 4.3 ‘

(cf H 3 in
Appendix E)

S A N S. 1.4,

e ) EE N q ] —1- 1

‘;“531 a4 ‘1 e ’

(Cf NN RN in
Appendix E)

= mE o]

002 ‘7% = [1.4.3 ‘

ot =] in
Appendix E)

- 1=

260 Ejé S.1.4.1

aF -/~
oy A= y 2

“ 293 = % ‘1 4.3
in Appendix E)



Point 4 on the Applicability of S.1.4.3

$.1.4.3 Different structure of a corresponding
component

The examples below illustrate rule c). The structure
of one (or more) corresponding components within
the two ideographs in each pair is different.

T VAR Y i
Pheig, Shefiip, 7o R ¥

£ ]

kB KRR BeS
-4, &0, NN, S,

A key element in S.1.4.3 is ‘corresponding’ component.  The
pre-supposition here is that there should be some ‘common’ components

(i.e. structural similarity) in the pairs or triplets of glyphs under
comparison.

The application of S.1.4.3 to the following examples requires further
consideration:

203 AL [soras

&z

Structurally speaking, * > and )_L have nothing in common.



Similarly, there are no ‘corresponding’ components in ‘Z&;’ and X in

example 265

Based on the reasoning explained above, examples 271 and 280 may also
be re-considered.

271 B £ S.1.4.3 ‘
280 fé';f;fm S.1.4.3
-END-



Comments on Appendix E Further Examples

Point 1 on the Applicability of S.1.4.1

Lvample |[Pair Reason Notes
Numboer
286 % _EIJ_ ‘1.4.:}3 ‘

S.1.4.1isalso areason. In the following example:

the reason should be S.1.4.1 only.

Point 2 on the Choice of Example Glyphs

293 = 1.4.3
g A7

The pair of example glyphs should be changed to either



Point 3 on the * DI:[ amy Pair

Examples 297 and 298

297 i (054C1)
5 (20BEE)

298 B (209A4)
F (055AE)

should be considered in conjunction with example 307

S07 | “ [[]:] cl 1L+5405 vs

G zy10O07T06. Thesce
are non—cognate. Do
they have different

Ll |

abstract shapes’

Point 4 on an Editorial Omission

BTaR = =l A A Yt . N LI ] -~ ]
n01 ;E!:i (07575) [source ct 1+236DE and
= — = oy PR R

r!" (07568) scparation

rule

Something is missing after ‘and’ in ‘cf U+236DB and’.



Point 5 on the * DI:[ amy Pair

307 Hilun| cl U+5405 vs

G _zyt00T06. These
are non—cognate. Do
they have different

abstract shapes?

The two glyphs should have different abstract shapes.

297 ai (034C1)
& (20BEE)
208 B (209A4)
B (035AE)

(cf

Point 6 on Changing a Triplet to a Pair

Y - - pr——
310 fﬁ I ojel L+4EDB 1 (i
R L L
”L'. ] vs
compatibility
[+2F806 ((TH] 51 .

clc.

/7
AT
‘ “and - > are non-cognate. They have different actual shapes

and abstract shapes.

For this reason, % > should be deleted from the glyph set and example

310 should only contain the pair of © JL, only.

3



Point 7

HX 7 N

Neither S.1.4.1 nor S.1.4.3 is applicable in the absence of any common or

]

o [
HX
corresponding components in * H “and <./ N T,

S.1.4.1 ‘

Example 275 may be deleted.

-END-
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