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Background 

In the comparison between proposed glyph shape and evidence glyph shape during IRG#43, there was a 

discussion whether the difference 𣐽:亲 and 𨐌:辛 could be recognized as a minor stroke issue. I found 

several disunifications for both cases, and all of them are cognate-but-disunified. This document 

summarizes the result, for the discussion whether they should be dealt as disunification errors /or not. 

 

1. 𣐽:亲 Cases 

𣐽

(U+2343D)  

亲

(U+4EB2)  

𣂺

(U+230BA)  

新

(U+65B0)  

𧡿

(U+2787F)  

親

(U+89AA)  

𡣎

(U+218CE)  

㜪

(U+372A)  

According to Hanyu Da Zidian, there is no semantic difference between GHZ-32027.03 and U+65B0. 

 

According to Hanyu Da Zidian, there is no semantic difference between GHZ-80038.19 and U+89AA. 

 

Kangxi describes U+372A as same with GKX-0273.11, at the description on KX-0272.16 

    



2. 𨐌:辛 Cases 

𨐌

(U+2840C)  

辛

(U+8F9B)  

𤗔

(U+245D4)  

𨐏

(U+2840F)  

𧣿

(U+278FF)  

觪

(U+89EA)  

𩤑

(U+29911) 
 

騂

(U+9A02) 
 

𣫚

(U+23ADA) 
 

𣫖

(U+23AD6) 
 

According to Hanyu Da Zidian, both of GHZ-80027.06 and GHZ-64036.05 are variants of “新” (U+65B0). 

 

According to Hanyu Da Zidian, GHZ-74563.10 is an “original glyph” of U+9A02. 

 

According to Hanyu Da Zidian, GHZ-32167.15 is an “original glyph” of “毅” (U+6BC5) 

 

According to Kangxi, GKX-0588.12 is an “original glyph” of “毅” (U+6BC5) 

 

At present, I have no source reference to identify what U+278FF (GHC). The supplementary information 

from Chinese experts is needed to check whether U+278FF has same semantics with U+89EA. 


