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Background

When the first version of IRGN2929 was published in March, I found hundreds of is-
sues and contadted Wang Xieyang privately. Most of them were corrected; however, there
are still some issues intentionally or unintentionally maintained. Here, I would like to list

them out, for everyone to judge together.
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1. U+217B2
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This glyph has been modified once, but still remains one issue. The right—bottom part J
needs to be normalized as the #7 7 J£ form, ie. the first corner of the stroke 5 needs

modification.
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For this character, Wang Xieyang said that the glyph from J&%FE“7#H (3T hR) looks re-
ally like this and refused to modify. However, FEEEHL(3E{T %) is a modern printed dic-

tionary, which uses the digital fonts for typesetting. The font used in that dictionary follows

L EE,
however, it was a wrong glyph. Vietnam has already corrected the glyph, why do we still

the old version of the Unicode Standard, which makes it really look like

need to follow the wrong glyph just because it really looks like that in only a modern
printed dictionary?

3. U+262D8
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This glyph has been modified once, but still remains one issue. E. is still the |HFJE
form, the ##J¢ form does not have the vertical stroke on the very left, and two vertical
strokes of H should attach the horizontal stroke at the bottom.

4. U+26FES8
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For this charadter, Wang Xieyang said that the only two evidences both show the hori-

zontal stroke within the component {§ and refused to modify. Customarily, the convention

of the mainland of China does not have the horizontal $troke within {5, however, due to
the lack of an official “normalization rule” document from China NB, it is hard to say we
“have to” do something; therefore, what I would like to ask everyone to judge is: is it
necessary to remain the [HFJE form just because of the only evidences all show that

form?

One example I would like to raise here is WS2024—01304. Its original glyph is a IH%
J& one, which MATCHES THE EVIDENCE, however, when I proposed to normalize it to
#1 T, Tao Yang agreed, and have already done that.

Personally I think it would be a mess if we look up to the glyphs from the evidences
as the standard (fEUEHEH [ FIE 2N R), since lots of ancient books show only the IH
7J¢ glyphs. Here I strongly recommend China NB publish an official “normalization rule”
document.

5. U+270B4
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https://hc.jsecs.org/irg/ws2024/app/?id=01304

A similar issue as U-+26FE8. Customarily both ™" and " should be written as " in the
mainland of China, but Wang Xieyang would like to maintain the " form. It is even in-
consistent with another character (which is just the bottom part of this character) in the

same document:
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6. U+27803
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Still a similar issue. Also seen in only two evidences, which both show [ at the top.

However, customarily we would normalize it to *¥.

7. U+28545
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This looks similar but is actually another issue. Despite of its source listed in the docu-
ment says it comes from FEEEFZHL(HE{THR), Wang Xieyang said that the glyph remains the
component F because it matches the RKXX (A 115 E) font. Is there anyone really uses
this GLYPH (not charadter) as his/her name, and does (s)he think that if we normalize it
to ™ then it will be NOT his/her name? This is comparatively common in Taiwan, but not
the mainland of China.

Assuming that I want to change the glyph of the charadter X in my name to the J/K—
source glyph (X, the top horizontal stroke becomes longer), would the Public Security
Bureau think, “oh, it is definitely another ideograph, you have the right to change the ac-
tual shape to whatever you like”, or, “are you here intentionally to find fault” (/7&K

A L )?

From the perspective of national conditions, I still recommend to normalize this glyph.

8. U+28908
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I did not raise any questions on the original glyph of this character, but the revised one

seems questionable. Why does an [=l—like shape appear in the middle of this glyph?
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Semantically, that component comes from [1; even if the semantic is really Fl, custom-

arily we do not write it like FI unless an opposition exists (e.g. YH & iH). Even for the

charadter ¥ (%) itself, the G—source glyph till shows a H —like component. Thus I sug-
gest to normalize Fl to H.

9. U+2DF40
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I have no strong opinion but only a suggestion on this glyph, to modify the last stroke
from % to xi. I have no objection to maintain two #4s in one glyph — even the com-
monly used charadter A% contains two #:s within it. I suggest to modify it only because of
the custom that a #% within a component below ”¢ usually becomes i
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10. U+2E68B
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One more similar issue as U+26FES8. The two fii{s in the component %t does not come
across the top horizontal strokes in Hr7J.

11. U+2EA07
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This character/glyph needs more discussion. It would be too long to discuss here, please
see my another document IRGN2983.

12. U+31243
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One more similar issue as U-+26FE8. The component £ needs modification to 2. Also
semantically it is a variant of #§, which would be still » rather than —.

13. U+31286
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Suggest to normalize the L in the component % to | . Both ¥ i& K7 and
GB7589—87 (%) also show such an avoidance (&¥il).
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By the way, its traditional form U+9D75 (f) needs a same modification. Except for X
BRF M, GB40637—2021 (v #EE[iE 7 MVE 7€) also shows such an avoidance.
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14. U+317F6
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For this character, Wang Xieyang said that the glyph matches both the historical materi-
als and X i K F #. For matching the historical materials, yet another similar issue as
U+26FES8; for matching 1 KT, actually, P& KFH has both glyphs:
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15. U+3297F
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This is a variant of %&, thus the bottom part should be A rather than 7K. Also, if we
check WS2021—-01787, we could find that the evidence posted by Eiso Chan shows also
K.

(additional) U+28123
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When doing the first check, I found the glyph issue of U+28031, which has already
been corredted now. However, I found its traditional form, which was horizontally extended

from Unicode 17.0, also has a glyph issue:
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The top—right component should be 2 rather than # according to the G—source con-
vention. Please fix it in passing.


https://hc.jsecs.org/irg/ws2021/app/?id=01787

(End of document)



