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In this document, I would like to respond to the feedback from China NB item by item.
T30y SRR, FRIFEE XK E Hr B BSE SR T IR Y

As a result, during the transition to New Manchu, vowel letters that were no longer
needed were then dropped. It may then be the case that this glyph in question was a

vowel letter that had been discarded in this fashion.

First, I would like to say that, even if a letter was revoked in the orthography of a cer-
tain language, it may be still useful to be encoded in order to digitalize the ancient litera-
tures. In the original proposal to encode % as U+1879, I have already given out so many
attestations for this letter in various sources to prove the necessity to be encoded.

B, BRRE, B — DR NES LA RIRER, EA9IR nTREFF L 2mh5
P E DA e 8, EPEROT=2R i B U+ 187N AR T, KEALAH 173X T REHE
%N A FR VR 20 2 RO UE R SR UE H He b 0 2540

What is more, it is not only used for the Manchu language during the transition period
from Old Manchu to New Manchu, but also used for the Mongolian language in order to
distinguish the four rounded vowels during the Qianlong era, see the examples in Manchu
Mongolian Chinese Triglot Dictionary (pp.17—20 in the original proposal). For this usage,
it cannot be regarded as a “discarded” letter.

A, B AR E NE TSR s T i, enzZRE It i -5t ik
Ko BEscE, S0 GRS ART15) gl (FIRIRZEE17IEH2000) o X1
AL, EIARRERAA 1 “BIRERIY” “FRE

As such, adoption of a proposal to add a new FVS may make it easier to deal with

any unpredictable situations that may arise in the future.

I am not sure whether the letter S in “FVS” here stands for “selector” or “sequence”.
However, even if it stands for “sequence”, new “selector”’s are needed according to p.21 in
the original proposal.

A E X B FTIHFVS S K Rselector (GEE:ZS) b iEsequence (Jeyll) . A1, HI
EXR TFH” , RIRREIREEE21 0RO, A MBIRTEERNY AR
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Since we could select any possible variants by FVSes according to the latest GB stan-
dard for Mongolian, for consistency, it is necessary to do that also for Manchu, even if the
GB standard for Manchu has not yet been updated to fit the NEAC (National Ethnic
Affairs Commission) model. In the following text, we need to have a discussion based on
the NEAC model.

WESRE BT St s EIRR FR AT T 48 rT LU FVS SR YTBME— T RERY R IZ L, T —
BE# &, A TA AR SCRES AN, RIAE G SRR E AR IR R R T, 7 ¢
H, Bl 55 B AR B a 5 TR,

It is not suitable to encoded it as U+1861 FVSx, since it is obviously a feminine
vowel, but U+1861 is a masculine one, which does not fit the current phonetic model.

PFH YRS AHU+1861 FVSXAG5E, KAERIAE — 1 IHME CE, mu+1861,E— NIk
O, SXFEARTFA Y Hirg AR,

However, if we want to encoded it as U+1860 FVSx, we need an FVS5 and an FVS6,
because four final forms of U+1860 already exist according to the NEAC model, perspec-
tively ¢ (ZWJ U+1860 FVS1), ¢ (ZWJ U+1860 FVS2), = (ZWJ U+1860 FVS3) and #
(ZW] U+1860 FVS4).

SR, FA TR YwAY A U+1860_FVSx, HATFREFVSSHIFVS6, KRR RZngmhs
PR, U+1860 UL & /7 (£ U D idl B 2, 5 Bl Ao (ZWI_U+1860_ FVS1 ) | ¢
(ZWJ U+1860 FVS2) . = (ZWJ U+1860 FVS3) LLK#é (ZWJ U+1860 FVS4) ,

Adding a new vowel letter to the Manchu script in order to accommodate an erro-

neous handwriting habit would violate the integrity of Manchu’s orthographic system.

Encoding a historical letter which is not used in the modern orthography is not forbid-
den by Unicode.

Unicode) {7 A 25 LA AR T IEFIR B PD SR

Our purpose is simply to digitalize the ancient literatures. In some certain occasions, if
the orthography is strongly emphasized, for example when teaching the student the Manchu
alphabets, just ignoring the existence of U+1879 would be fine. The one fact does not pre-
vent the other.

AN EHI S USREdFE, £ LR IE Y knts &, HanBeEEmih - RER
I, N EZREU+187909FERI T, 3O A e,

Were the proposal to revise the standards and add the new vowel character (U+1879)
to be adopted, we would then also have to consider the problem of transliterating
Manchu into romanization. ... it would also create unnecessary and otherwise avoidable

problems when transliterating Manchu into romanization.



You do not have the necessity to “revise” the standards — I mean GB standard here, if
you feel that this may be problematic to the current systems.

PAER A B B —— I TRAHEEIRR, QNSN3 S BT R G 7 L] Y
Wil

There is a similar circumstance that, U+1878 was encoded from Unicode 11.0, however,

nobody would feel that U+1878 causes problems either to the Mongolian orthography or to

the romanization system — it is even not included in any one of the GB standards until

now.

SXHSERAFAE— DA ALA N J,  U+1878 1 Unicodel 1.0C #¢ 4w f1, SAMMA A AN
U+I187845 58 sC IR Blchl LR Girh K [ [l ——"& & 22 B 5 WA AT A — £ AR IL
Ko

According to the proposal to encode U+1878, it is used for the Buryat dialect of the
Mongolian language; except for this letter, all the other letters used for the Buryat dialect
written in the Monglian script are the same as Hudum Mongolian writing system, so we
trust it should be classified as a Mongolian letter if we really need to choose one from
Mongolian, Todo, Sibe and Manchu.

RIEIILU+187819e %, ERM T5ah M B G E1Y; bR XN REESL, IfE
GeS< s CEAT AR 5 S BT - R FHERAR SO, INEERA =, &€
ENSIHC FEE B, S TSER Y, BN EESE L

The currently effective national standards for the encoding of Manchu, ... We have al-
ready dispatched investigative survey teams to these corporations and institutions, and
preliminary investigative work prior to potential revisions to the encoding standards for
the Manchu script have already underway.

Unnecessary to do anything with U+1879 in GB standards. Just see the preceding
paragraph.

HARERUH8TONERMEEEL, % b—BigRGd,

. we have already found a few other instances of handwritten phenomena the status
of which calls for further discussion with respeét to the rules of Manchu orthography
and the digitization of the historical Manchu archives. These phenomena are not of the
exa&t same type as the glyph currently under discussion (&, provisionally designated as
U+1879), but should be considered together with it when revising and perfecting the en-
coding standards for Manchu.

Indeed, they are “not of the exact same type as the glyph currently under discussion”,
and for these cases, we may just use FVS to solve, because they are really “variants”.



e, A "5 ERNEE NI I RBIASE 2R, OF e, Fef T LA
HHFVSEE TR, ROAEMERZ “BIK” .

Especially, for &% and %> we may use U+1879 as the vowel, but we may also use
U+1861 as the vowel and add an FVS to the consonant.

R, A Feofnse, FRATIARU+18791E Aot w, (HEATH af LA U+18611F 471
e _ERIn—1FVS,

According to the NEAC model, these two words would be perspectively encoded as:
“U+1874 FVS1 U+1861 U+1874 U+185D” and “U+1828 U+185D U+1865 FVSI
U+1861”.

FRPE B BB, SO A 3 2 40 B gw 69 8« U+1874 FVS1 U+1861 U+1874
U-+185DLA JZU+1828 U+185D U+1865 FVS1 U+1861,

We do not need to worry that, if U+1879 is encoded, those words will have two possi-
ble ways to be encoded.

BATATHLOAE U187 4 i) T B Ba (7L AP e 5 X,
The similar issue already exists in the latest GB standard of Mongolian, for example, *w/

can be treated as “sain” and be encoded as “U+1830 U+1820 U+1822 U+1828”; it can
be also treated as “sayn” and be encoded as “U+1830 U+1820 U+1836 FVS2 U+1828”.

55 2 FEABA I [n) 3 7 B T 1 52 v sV BR i R A7, 4 Al ed m] 498 A0 A sain 171 4 A5 1
U+1830 U+1820 U+1822 U+1828; Bk #% Il A sayn Ml % #9 fF U+1830 U+1820
U+1836_FVS2 U+1828,

The two—long—teeth medial form of U+1836 exists precisely for these cases, although it
can only be called by an FVS and not recommended (the recommended two—long—teeth
medial form after a vowel is U+1822).

U-+1836 9 XN i I IE & 4 1 X Fmdd imfr 7en, REE HGEdd FVSTRA I HA
B (TF 7035 2 e e A XK Sal T2 5 U+1822)

For ¥, an FVS is not even needed, we can just encode it as “U+186F U+185F”.
MNFH, EFVSEATRE, BA T LAEHAH YRS 4 U+186F U+185F,

For something like %®, which is very common in Manchu Ali Gali, this final form of
U+1830 has already been included in both the GB standard and the NEAC model as
U+1830 FVS2, even if it does not fit the Manchu orthography, any necessity to discuss it
here?

Rt o3 — T WL s Bl AL AL FP s o, U+ 183015 AN il 2 J2 EL 42wl N R R A
REFRI P OE HU+1830_FVS2, HIMEE ARG sCIEF ik, A 20 BT
Wg?



The only thing that makes me feel like there might be a problem is the sixth picture.
We may need the context to judge whether it is a typo of &« (beyei, which means “own”
or &% (biyei, used to transliterate the Chinese syllable “bie”). Anyway, I do not think that
this typo is a “stable error”, so no action should be taken for encoding.

M — Lk B v RE A [y 2 58 7N ok Bl FRATTRTRE TR 22 b N SORMAE & 2| i 2 6
(beyei, A “HCW” ) ByfiREes (biyei, HFEHEROEE Tibie) kiR, (HIiE
anfef, BANNIE 1 “ROEWEIR" , I ESwm Y B AR R TAT A,

In brief, these cases do not need any codepoints to be separately encoded; but U+1879
do have the necessity. So please still consider to encode U+1879. Meanwhile, please just
do not include U+1879 in any one of the GB standards if any technical issues or inconve-
niences exist.

RIS Z, XL AT AT ALK A ; HU+1879 A%, INILIShPR
ZIEIMAGU+1879, RN, A EAEMER BRI, 3§ R EA e MR —(
PR AT,

(End of document)





