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Issue 1A 

𦣝 vs 臣 

According the current NUCV, this pair cannot be unified: 

 

 

 



In reality, only U+268F1 is cognate with U+8CFE.  (U+24C7B, U+2981D, U+29821, U+2981E and U+29822 

cannot be verified).  The other characters are non-unifiable. 

Also, following this rule, there are also rules 164 and 165 which indicate when 𦣝 or 臣 are in ［⿰女

〓］or［⿱⿰〓巳灬］, they are unifiable: 

 

𦣝 and 臣 are completely different in pronunciation, so if two characters containing these component, it 

should be easy to identify if they are non-cognate. In handwriting, the two components are somewhat 

frequently messed up.  Such a rule may unnecessarily hinder the unification of “improper” variants. 

This is similar to these other UCV rules in nature: 

 

Their use in characters is often as a phonetic component, but it is easy to distinguish. 

It is suggested that this rule be removed from the NUCV. 

  



Issue 1B 

Per handwriting conventions, it is suggested that these variants be (independently) added to the UCV: 

 

Existing disunified characters are as follows: 

 

 

The Kangxi entry for U+205f1 is:  

  which indicates they are cognate, and could have been unified, when complemented by rule 

364:  

This rule substitutes UCV rule 163, 164, 165, and 167, and complements rule 364. 

  



Issue 2 

Suggest merging   into rule #104: . 

Rationale 

U+2007D is the ancient form of U+4E38.  According to Kangxi dictionary, Kangxi thinks that 丸 is a 俗體 

(corrupted form) of 𠁽: 

 

The origin of the ancient shape is from seal script, where the “人” does not protrude out of the 

container: 

 

 

The shape of U+2007D 𠁽 is easily confused with U+51E1 凡. As such, as mentioned in IRGN2174 Part 1, 

U+2F8FA has been mistakenly unified to U+6C4E 汎 instead of U+6C4D 汍. 

The small top protrusion is significant in distinguishing the etymology of the character in the Kangxi 

Dictionary.  In modern life,  the shape of U+2007D 𠁽 is rare. The shape of U+4E38 丸 is often used, as a 

single character or as a character component.  It is recommended that U+2007D and U+4E38 be 

unifiable components to reduce any confusion. 

  



Existing Disunified Examples: 

 

 

 

 

The glyphs for U+9AAA from G-source, T-source and K-source may considered for changing to better 

reflect the etymology. 

  



Issue 3 

Suggest to add this pair: 

 

Characters with the 永 phonetic are frequently written as the shape “zihai-101007” in Kangxi dictionary. 

 

Existing Unification example: 

 

 

Existing Disunification (mis-disunification) example from Extension-B: 

 

Per the discussion in IRG#47, this difference is usually normalized away by ROK.  We should make them 

unifiable as well, as not all regions can carry out normalization to their glyphs. 

  



Issue 4 

 

These pairs are handwritten deviation forms frequently seen in calligraphy: 

 

 

Allowing the disunification of could lead to disastrous results. 

 

However, it may be too late to do anything with the existing characters in Extension F.  The 

disunification of the JMJ characters in Extension F should not be regarded as a “general rule”. 

 

Existing Disunified cases: 

U+2A832 𪠲: variant of U+20B1B 𠬛. 殳 is unifiable with 𠬛. 

U+23CDA 𣳚: variant of U+6C92 沒. 𠬛 component is unifiable with 殳. 

U+22919 𢤙: variant of U+2289E 𢢞. 

U+253CF 𥏏: variant of U+6BB9 殹 

U+22936 𢤶: Variant of U+6128 愨.  



Issue 5 

Propose adding the following unification: 

 

The shape difference is minor and could be handled via IVS. The two shapes a purely calligraphic stroke 

ordering differences. 

Current disunified characters: 

 

A unification example: 

 

Previous discussion about disunifying this pair remarked that they should not be disunified, but this 

could not be regarded as a general unification example. 

The proposal is to regard make it the preferred unification, given the comments by Whistler to reduce 

“unnecessary variants”. 

 

  



Issue 6 

Add new entry into UCV: 

 

Disunified examples (that are cognate): 

 

 

This proposal supersedes #293: 

 

  



Issue 7 

Add this rule: 

 

 

These shapes arise from the different Kaishu-fication of the seal shape: 

 

(Screenshot from zdic.net) 

 

Existing Disunified (mis-disunified) cognates: 

 

  



Issue 8 

We should expand existing UCV rule #393 to cover more scenarios. 

UCV Rule #393: 

 

 

Rule 393 should be expanded to cover the following scenarios: 

 

 

Proposed modified UCV Rule: 

#393:  

  



Issue 9 

Consider adding rule to UCV for these variants: 

 

These variants are cognates. 

This variation is quite common.  In fact, it is often combined with modified #393 UCV: 

 

 

 

However, the shape difference might be “too significant” to unify? 

 

  



Issue 10 

Consider adding rule to UCV for these variants: 

 

 

 

Issue 11A 

Consider adding rule to UCV for these variants: 

 

The Zhuang characters submission by PRC has also normalized these shapes: 

 

  



Issue 11B 

 is a variant of 芻. 

In fact, all of these are cognates according to Hanyu Dazidian and Zhonghua Zihai: 

 

However, the difference between 芻 and JMJ-057477 is too big in my opinion.  Consider add to NUCV. 

  



Issue 12 

Consider adding a UCV rule for these variants: 

 

They are cognate. 

  



Issue 13: 

Consider adding UCV for these variants: 

 

These examples are consistent with ROK’s normalization. 

 

 

ROK normalization also includes this pair.    However, such normalization generally requires semantic 

decomposition to determine the correct glyph shape.  Consider adding to UCV with a note.



Issue 14: 

Consider adding UCV for these variants: 

 

The more etymologically correct glyph is on the left. 

  



Issue 15: 

Consider adding UCV rule for these characters: 

 

The more etymologically correct form is on the left.  

 

Issue 16 

Consider adding UCV rule for these characters: 

 

The more etymologically correct form is on the left. 



Issue 17: 

Consider adding these glyphs to a UCV rule: 

 

These glyphs are derived from different Song/Ming typeface interpretations of the similar in 

Shuowenjiezi. 

 

Issue 18: 

Consider adding these glyphs to a UCV rule: 

 

A “running person” is represented in oracle script as a person throwing his arms up and down with his 

head slanted.  It is modernized as 大 (big) (two arms downwards) or 夭 (devil) (head slanted and two 

arms downwards), which are both characters of unrelated origin.  The presence of an additional slant is 

not contributive to the meaning of the character.  (Similar to issue 13) 

  



Issue 19: 

Consider adding UCV to cover the following cognates: 

 

The included variations are cognate. 

 

 

Issue 20: 

Consider noting these two cases as mis-disunification of “missing of minor dot”. 

 

  



Issue 21: 

Consider covering the following cognates: 

 



Issue 22A: 

Existing UCV:  

Consider covering these cognates: 

 



The shape difference between  and  are too significant. However, the top part difference 

of 白 and 自 should be unifiable, when the bottom part is consistent. 

 

Issue 22B: 

Considering unifying 白 and 自 in this case as well: 

 

 

 

 

 

Issue 23: 

#withdrawn 

  



Issue 24: 

These glyphs are the same character.  Consider marking them as mis-disunifications due to rule #328 

and #329: 

 

 

  



Issue 25: 

Consider adding UCV rule for these variants: 

 

 

The glyph design of u26f09 should be  in the middle but the PRC normalization conventions 

convert it into grass ( ) 

  



Issue 26: 

Consider new UCV rule for these cognates: 

 

 

Issue 27 & 28: 

Ditto as above. 

 

  



Issue 29: Ditto. 

 

 

Issue 30: 

Update #287 to cover all following characters and mark as mis-disunification:  

 



Issue 31 (added per discussion in IRG#47 1st day) 

Add to UCV: 

   

This variation is very frequently seen: 

 

 

 

As discussed, the allowed disunification could be catastrophic given the high number of characters 

containing the 詹 phonetic. 

No disunification example exist. 

  



Issue 32 (added per discussion of IRG #47 1st day) 

Add new NUCV: 

 

  

 

As discussed, shape difference is significant: number of components may be counted differently. 

 

Disunification in URO: 

U+61F7 懷 vs U+61D0懐 

U+58DE 壞 vs U+58CA壊 
  



Issue 33 (added per discussion on IRG #47 1st day) 

Modify #268 and #269: 

 

 

To 

 

 

To cover a unification case discussed by IRG regarding U+24261 

 

  



Discussion: 

Traditionally, in certain East Asian regions, a heavy emphasis is placed on “correct” or 

“proper” form in official contexts.  Variants frequently seen in calligraphy is because 

calligraphy is “an art”. Handwritten characters are often “normalized” to a certain glyph 

shape before they are added into national encoded character sets. 

Each region may have different preferred forms.  The ISO/IEC10646 is a standard that 

encodes via a character basis, not a glyph basis.  Therefore, similar forms are usually 

unified to the same codepoint.  This unification across all regions (GHTJKV) is most 

significant in URO.  The current Annex S and hence UCV rules are based on these 

inter-region unifications precedent. 

However, due to legal reasons, some regions may need to assign a new code-point in 

their national character set for every glyph variant that occurs, in handwriting or print, no 

matter how small the variance.  This is usually particular to family register computer 

systems. 

Unlike the normal character sets submitted to IRG, these family register character sets 

may contain many variants of the same character.  Now, the IRG has decided that IVS 

is the better solution.  This “unification” (intra-region unification) by encoding variants via 

IVS is also currently called “unification”, but it is different in nature to the unification 

(inter-region unification) carried out previously.  This new type of unification is in nature 

a kind of “normalization” because the variant shapes are discarded from UCS. The only 

difference is where it is carried out: at the level of IRG (e.g. TCA’s postponed 

unifications in IRG #47), or before the submission to IRG (e.g. ROK’s normalization in 

IRG #47). 

In the intra-region unification, often semantic analysis is required, and the definition of 

“minor difference” is rather arbitrary.  More often, it depends on the evidence supplied 

from the submitter to determine the correct base character it should unify to.  In inter-

region unification, if the glyph shape difference is rather large, it has been simply 

disunified (e.g. such as the separate coding of 壞 and 壊 in URO). 

The current UCV is not constructed to handle these two situations well. Also, the current 

UCV is very long and quite hard to use.  Many characters that are mis-disunifications 

are currently categorized as “Disunified”, because analyzing them is hard. 

  



Proposal 

I propose that we split the UCV into two main subgroups: Assimilation and Variance. 

Assimilation should concern where two similar shape but phonetically distinct characters are 

often mixed up when used inside a character. 

Examples include: 

 

 

Whether two glyphs containing these components can be unified (same character) or cannot be 

unified (non-cognate, different character) heavily depends on semantic analysis.  A lot of 

attention should be placed – these are cases where previous unifications have gone (horribly) 

wrong. 

My additional proposal is, IRG should specify a virtual “proper” shape for the separate 

etymologies, for determining a SC and FS for multi-source and single-source characters. The 

“proper” shape need not follow Kangxi closely, but should use forms traditionally used to denote 

different etymology.  An example is, in Taiwan and Hong Kong,  are distinguished 

components which reflect their etymology, which is generally not distinguished in Kangxi.  

Having a distinguished virtual shape will more intuitively identify any non-cognates. 

 

Variance would concern variances in glyph that do not incur phonetic differences for characters 

than contain them.  Unifications in this category should be nearly 100%. Complex components 

which swap out part of their component with another component with a completely different 

semantic meaning, but have no added effect on glyphs containing this complex component also 

belong to this category. 

Variances that do not concern any etymological differences: 

 

  



Variant components with components which differ in etymology, but have no added effect: 

 

A single “proper” form should be specified for SC and FS counting across all regions. 

 

For this proposal, some rules would need to be split into two or more rules. 

 

Assimilation rules may also include variance rules. (Refer to Issue 1B:) 

 

 

For the top four glyphs, they are a “variance set 1”.  For the bottom three glyphs, they are a 

“variance set 2”.  The compound of these two variance sets is another “assimilation” rule. 

Discussion Item 2: 

To aid in duplicate removal and identification of similar shape non-cognates, a virtual normalized glyph 

can be generated for each glyph submitted according to the proper forms specified in the Assimilation 

rules and the proper form for the Variation rules. By specifying a normalized virtual glyph, SC can also be 

easily calculated easily. 

The SC does not have to follow anyone’s convention closely; it only needs to be consistent. In my 

opinion, IRGN954AR is a preliminary specification of “proper” forms because the first stroke and stroke 

count is generally from the glyph of the head character. 

The generated virtual glyphs, if necessary, can be included directly in the ISO/IEC10646 standard as well.  

This is similar to UCS2003 glyphs in Extension B, which effectively act as the glyph that other characters 

are unified to. The UCS2003 glyphs in the past suffer from the problem that the glyph normalization was 

not consistent.  With “proper” forms specified, we can also avoid this problem. 


