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1. Background

In order to provide benefits for information processing of Han ideographs, a UCV should be
instructive for handling variant components. When a pair of components contain differences that
are often seemed as non-cognitive, then these UCVs are misleading and should not be used.
Adding “only when cognate” note for these UCVs is no use because even without this note, we
still can’t unify ideographs that are not cognitive. Thus these UCVs are still very misleading and
problems are still remain unsolved. Other side effects brought by these UCVs are that even
ideographs are unified with existing ideographs by these UCVs, these ideographs often later
found to have different meanings since these UCVs contain differences that are often seemed as
non-cognitive and finally still need to be encoded (despite their cognate or non-cognate usage).
Based on the aims and problems, the only great way to do is to obsolete them. Obsoleting these
UCVs will not boost the increase of Han ideographs, instead, it’s really good for standardized &
instructive processing of Han ideographs — that’s our initial aim of developing unified ideographs,
and should be considered at higher priority than just reducing amounts of Han ideographs.

2. Proposed Changes

(1) Remove UCV #87 and move to NUCV
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This pairs are Japanese & PRC simplification of & (jing). However, =% is also used as PRC
simplification of Z(shéng) (See also attached {Aj{k 75 %). They are non-cognate and often



need to be told apart. Therefore, it’s good for us to disunify this pairs.

Proposed changes:
Remove UCV #87 and move to NUCV.

Reference:

(Tt 7=k 1B A, 1986.12, page 13:

Q
77 (%]
EA-N
LRI
(8 )
il
FrlE )
ROBD
755 ]
[EXN R

S

D
Al
H#E]

L8

Uil C i )
I OB
73
JROE)
R4
WA 2
&I
AN

T
eI
W

ALE]

HUB
L7

50RO
L

X

AR CER
58]
BLE19
S

Y

LA
7 L]
RORR]
F[FEIY

O K: FHE,

MEE, LW RERER. ® 5 EA— DR~
E. B EAER, TRER.
AR fE (3% cha),

CO

JIE3
(=
PAE 3O
AL -3
FAL:]
IR
PO
wif]
58]

AlE]

Z

U1
)
BUE)
HFIH]

ettt
IO
TORI®
Zal B 10
20 4]
IACER ]
KBS
ALH)
EL 4@
a‘m[m]
ESE I
N )
AL

@ M. hiE - FEOFELMN TR AR

@ E: ME, ® X

“E., AMET. ©@

(T 34,

® X: MXGRE YD IngE,J
P: Z&. W

—BiTE—-, Ty R, © 2 =8, @ F: H_EE—
EHE, PRI, BRAHL. © 2AMEE sl (B, IH

.

13



(2) Remove UCV #114
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H. and E. are often non-cognate, it’s very misleading to list them as UCV, and a Iarge amount

of ideographs are affected & misled by this UCV, cause unnecessary troubles. H. and are

often used as variants only when they are as bottom components such as #f and &, and these

situations have been listed as UCVs separately:
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So it’s suggested to remove UCV #114.
Proposed action:
Remove UCV #114.

(3) Remove UCV #363 and move to NUCV
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)| is the vulgar omit of radical 7, but it’s also the standard Chinese simplified form of radical
7 . The source code separations list many examples, but most of them are Chinese simplifications
canbeseenin ({7 HFE) and should not be unified regardless of code separation rules.

See (faifbFEZR) 1B SCH fitt, 1986.12, page 9:
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Since 2 are used as simplification in so many ideographs, and according to ISO/IEC 10646:2017
Annex S, simplified forms should not be unified with traditional forms, so this UCV is a mislead
and should be obsoleted to tell apart simplified & traditional forms.

Proposed changes:

Remove UCV #363 and move to NUCV.



(4) Remove NUCV #401 and move to UCV
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£t and %2 are only glyph variants, and % is the new standard glyph compare to old glyph %
in PRC. That means, % and %% are only glyph style differences (See attached (7 IH 7%} [
%) ), and in PRC publications, the %’s glyph style will be designed as #. Also, other glyph style
differencesin  (HrIHFIEXTHEZ)  are all unified, so it’s a mislead to disunify % and . It's
suggested to remove NUCV #401 and move to UCV, and mark existing disunified ideographs as
duplicates.
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Proposed action:

Remove NUCV #401 and move to UCV.

(End of Document)
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Ming Fan suggested moving NUCV #401 to UCV. The following is my comments.
Ming Fan mentioned the CETIHFIEXI ) |, which isn’t an official document
but would be included in all the regular dictionaries in P. R. China.

GB 2312-80, the earliest Chinese national standard related to the Han characters

encoding, also included the (HTIHFEXTHRFE) .
Fig. 1 List of the “Xinzixing” and “Jiuzixing” in GB 2312-80
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All the pairs of the characters listed there should be the unifiable variants as we

know. In the year of 2004, the Commercial Press (755 E[1 451E) published a book
named Research on the Glyph Form of Hanzi ( ({XFFJEWF5Y) ), which is an

academic collected works on studying the standardization of the modern Hanzi
before releasing the TGH-2009 Beta and TGH-2013.

The scholars’ comments are following the GFTIHFIEXTHEEE)  very clearly. I
list (HIHFIEREIL)  written by Prof. Lin Zhongxiang (#{F#) and Mr. Li Yilin
(ZEXH) and  CHTIHFERRIZIL)  written by Chéng Réng (F£2€) as below.
In fact, when we talk about “Xinzixing” (#1°7J%) and “Jiuzixing” (IHFJ¥) in
modern Chinese, we mean these pairs of variants are the unifiable variants, and

e Ta D RY)) =
we can also call them as “Yixiézl” (55 ).



Fig. 2 Research on the Glyph Form of Hanzi, P. 95
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Fig. 3 Research on the Glyph Form of Hanzi, P. 100
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NUCV shows there are six pairs of disunified ideographs related to % vs % in

URO. I list them and their corresponding references as below. Note that * means
the reference was used in Unicode, 1.0, * means the reference was used in

ISO/IEC 10646.1-1993 (aka GB 13000.1-93).

Table 1 References of Several Characters Mentioned by NUCV #401

UCS Char. | Ref. UCS Char. | Ref.

U+5524 G0-3B3D U+559A G1-3B3D
148 Al
G:0-2729*A G:1-2729*A
A:27366D* HB1-B3EA
B:B3EA*
J0-342D
J:0-2013*A
KPO-F6C6
K0-7C30
K:0-9216*"
T1-5E50
C:1-5E50%A
V1-4F5D
A:217152*

X:247:125%*




U+5942

GO-5B3C
G:0-5928*7
A:4B393B*

U+5950

B

G1-5B3C
G:1-5928%*~
HB1-ABB7
B:ABB7*
J0-5476
J:0-5286*"
KPO-F6C7
K0-7C31
K:0-9217*
T1-5059
C:1-5059*~
A:213938*
X:265:110*

U+6362

18

G0-3B3B
G:0-2727*»
A:454146*

U+63DB

G1-3B3B
G:1-2727*7
HB1-B4AB
B:B4AB*
J0-3439
J:0-2025%A
KPO-F6CB
K0-7C35
K:0-9221*A
T1-5F50
C:1-5F50%/
V2-8C51
A:214146*
X:245:063*

U+6DA3

E

G0-3B41
G:0-2733*»
A:4B4835*

U+6E19

G1-3B41
G:1-2733*A
HB1-B541
B:B541*
JO-5E52
J:0-6250*"
KPO-F6CF
K0-7C39
K:0-9225*
T1-6047
C:1-6047*7




A:214835*
X:270:301*

U+7115 G0-3B40 U+7165 G1-3B40
5 1
G:0-2732*n G:1-2732*»
A:4B4973* HB1-B7D8
B:B7D8*
JO-5F65
J:0-6369*"
KPO-F6DO0O
K0-7C3A
K:0-9226*"
T1-647E
C:1-647E*"
A:214973*
X:260:131*

U+75EA | GO-3B3E U+7613 G1-3B3E
G:0-2730*" G:1-2730%7
A:274C62* HB1-BAC8
B:BAC8*
J14-715E
J:1-4577%A
KP1-5BEB
K2-497C
T1-696F
C:1-696F*A
A:214C62*
X:473:346*

According to the above list, in ISO/IEC 10646.1-1993, these characters were
encoded separately because of the G-Source. As we know, G1-Source, GB/T-
12345-90, is the traditional version of GO-Source, GB 2312-80. However, M, £,
4, A, M and % are not the traditional forms of Mt, &, Ht &, 4 and ¥,
and 2729, 5928, 2727, 2733, 2732 and 2730 in GB/T 12345-90 are M, £, #t,
¥, Mt and % without any doubt. We can confirm M3, 43, #3 %, J& and #&

are not included in the real G1-Source.



Fig. 4 Row 27 in GB/T 12345-90
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Fig. 5 Row 59 in GB/T 12345-90
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In fact, at the beginning of preparing the Unicode Standard, the official version of
GB/T 12345-90 had not been released yet. These six characters were cited from
the Pseudo-GB/T 12345.

Fig. 6 Row 27 in Pseudo-GB/T 12345
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Fig. 7 Row 59 in Pseudo-GB/T 12345
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RFC 1922 was a document about ISO-2022-CN. It shows the following
information. The reason why the escape sequence of GB/T 12345 was
incomplete there was that it hadn’t become the official part in the International
Register, that means it was impossible for UTC to read the ISO-IR version of GB/T

12345 like GB 2312, which was ISO-IR-058.

Table 2 Escape Sequences Information in RFC 1922
ESC $ ) A Indicates the bytes following SO are

Chinese characters as defined in GB
2312-80, until another SO
designation appears

ESC $ ) <X12345> Indicates the bytes following SO are
as defined in GB 12345-90 [GB-
12345], until another SO designation

appears

Some issues related to the Pseudo-G1-Source had been solved, but this issue has

not been discussed.

On the other hand, the A-Source in Unicode 1.0 means the EACC which is the
American version of CCCII. M3, 4 i 7% M and #& are all included in Plane
21, Layer 1 of EACC, that was the most important section for the most common
traditional forms; " and % are included in Plane 27, Layer 2, that was
prepared for the simplified variants; #t is included in Plane 45, Layer 7; %, i,
ff are included in Plane 4B, Layer 8. According to (B3 H/NHT4F) |, Layer
3 to Layer 8 of EACC and CCCII are preparing for the variants. It looked the CCCII
editors and RLG didn’t treat all of Mt, £&, ¥ ¥, /& and % are the simplified
formof M, 4, &, ¥, M and %




Fig.8 (BFEI/|NHTE) P9
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All in all, I agree with Ming Fan that NUCV #401 should be moved to UCV.
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