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Below in accordance with IRG resolution M31.6 is the IRG proposed additional section to
Annex S of ISO/IEC 10646: 2003. This is the second of two documents produced under the
WG?2 endorsement of IRG review and feedback on Annex S given in WG?2 resolution
M51.36.

S.5 Clarification of unification procedure

The examples provided in this annex are not to be considered exhaustive, and therefore it is necessary to
be able to apply the rules and principles set forth in this annex to new situations. The rules, principles, and
illustrations in this annex are descriptions of the calligraphic traditions and conventions used for CJK
ideographs, not a set of mathematical transformations.

When applying the unification rules and principles, the following points should be considered:

¢ Non-cognate characters are not unified.
e (Cognate characters, meaning that they share the same readings and meanings, are unified according
to the table below:

Actual Shape

Different Exact Match
Same Abstract Shape Unify Unify
Different Abstract Shape Do Not Unify

S.5.1 Clarification of differences of actual shape

In accordance with the unification based on the analysis of components model of S.1.3 a pair of glyphs with
different actual shape but the same abstract shape can be used as components to generate other pairs of
glyphs in the same way. For example, given 53¢ i, have the same abstract shape then the following are also
pairs with the same abstract shape:-

oA, H-Bd, B A, -, A, R, e, s, -8, and - B

Although (f&«f15) have the same abstract shape, and their corresponding components (52 5)
also have the same abstract shape (cp. #l*}H), this does not imply that the corresponding top
right hand components ([-* [J) also have the same abstract shape outside of this particular

context. A relatively complex character is sometimes modified when written smaller as part
of another character.



The following groups of ideographs shown below are further examples of differences
of actual shape but with the same abstract shape when used as components:-
KoK, 2o HleI]1, a"m Fiop, 77-%-% T, el Mo,
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S.5.2 Clarification of differences of abstract shape

In accordance model of S.1.3 a pair of glyphs with different abstract shape that have more
than one component can be used as components to generate at least one pair of glyphs with a
difference of abstract shape. For example given [#]-[}i] have different abstract shape then it
follows H H also have different abstract shape.

Adding like components to pairs with different abstract shapes usually, but not always,
results in pairs of different abstract shape. Though as S.1.4.3 'Different structure of
corresponding components' illustrates, usually adding like components to a pair of glyphs
with different abstract shapes leads to pairs of different abstract shape, therefore for example
because [H]-[H] are of different abstract shape then the same is true for {f - 1 . 4 - 44 . 17 - 4,
etc. However because the higher nodes take precedence in the S.1.3 model then it is
permitted for the new pair of glyph formed have the same abstract shape, for example though
[1- /A do not have the same abstract shape adding H to both gives [ * & which do have the
same abstract shape.

The following groups of ideographs are further examples of differences of abstract shape:-
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WG2 requests IRG to finalize Annex S revision text by 2009-07-17 (WG2
M54.21) although its schedule is behind. Japan expects this editorial group
needs to be agreed within this meeting period and any text which does not
reach to agreement should be dropped for the future revision.

This document describes Japan’s comments on IRG N1545 and IRG N1546.
Comments on IRG N1545 (Changes to Annex S)

Japan basically thinks IRG N1545 is OK to submit to WG2, however some
minor modifications are needed.

The word “L-shape” in (1) does not point Ideographs, but rather IDC character.
However, the word is not defined as a term, therefore it may be
misunderstanding. It should be explicitly denoted or be replaced with other
words.

(Editorial) Title of S.1.4.3 should be “Different Structure of a corresponding
components.” “Different number of components” is a title for S.1.4.1.

“‘Non-unifiable” issues are common to S.1.4.1 to S.1.4.3, but it only emphasize
on S.1.4.3. This statement is not necessary.

(Editorial) At the first sentence of S.4, “in S.1. The pairs” should be “in S.1. of
this annex the pairs”.



Comments on IRG N1546 (Additional section to Annex S)

Japan considers that the statement of Annex S.5 is structurally difficult to
understand, somewhat repetitive of previous sections, and does not provide
meaningful information to readers. As of it, Japan thinks that the entire S.5.
should not be attached to Annex S at all.

For example, S.5.1 can be considered as mere re-statement of S.1.5. Examples
appeared in S.5.2 is also a mere repetition of S.1.4. The statement of S.5.2 tells
some natures on abstract shapes, but does not provide any meaningful rules on
them, so it is not useful to common readers.

Paragraph below the title do not constitute any meaningful statement.

Japan thinks it is unnecessary to use chart in S.5. S.1.2 can be read as “in case
of variants can not be unified, their abstract shapes are different” and this is
enough.

The example of 4] case does not lead to any conclusion. It is indeed true
that same abstract shape may contain different component, but that does not
lead to any meaningful conclusion. Examples are hardly useful to any kind of
readers.

S.5.1, page 2, first paragraph

The following groups of ideographs shown below are further examples of
different actual shape, but when used as components of cognate characters,
are considered as the same abstract shape.

For the examples shown in S.5.2, the statement does not seem to reflect what
the statement trying to say.

It is impossible to exhaustively enumerate all “non-unifiable” examples, so any
glyphs should not be listed here.

This entire document should be removed from Annex S, as they are misleading
and unnecessary.

(End of document)
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