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SAT Review Comments on IRG Working Set 2015 Version 5.0 (IRGN2269) 

 

Below is the comments for possible issues regarding characters in p.134 through p.264 (S/N 1489 through S/N 2964) of IRG N2269, where SAT reviewed. 

 

1. Unification 

S/N 1 Image 1 S/N 2 Image 2 Comment 

01529 
 

U+230B6 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

The same set of strokes with 

different disposition. 

S.1.5.a, S.1.5.c 

01534 

 

U+65B2 

U+65B5 

 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.a, S.1.5.c 

cf. IRGN2263 

 

01548 

 

U+23159 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

Documents that Taisho 

Tripitaka cites suggest 
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U+23159. Is this an accidental 

error? 

00456 

 

U+2219E 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unifiable 

They are cognate; the 

evidence is somewhat 

ambiguous. 

 

01771 
 

U+2C114 

 

Unifiable 

cf. UCV #288-293 
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01871 
 

U+2AD53 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.b, S.1.5.i 

Hanyu Da Zidian does not 

cite a source. 

01916 

 

U+27E7A 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

01929 

 

U+6C23 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.c 

01934 

 

01933 

 

Unifiable 

Cognate glyphs with a single 

overshoot. 

01937 

 

U+23C75 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.a, S.1.5.i 

01982 

 

U+6CA7 

U+23CC1 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.a, S.1.5.i 
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01969  

U+23CEE 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.b 

01972 
 

U+23CF1 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.b 

01972 is an unidentified 

personal name, but U+23CF1 

is also an appropriate 

character for a given name. 

01989 
 

U+3CFC 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

cf. IRGN2263 

 

 

02021 

 

U+6D81 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

02031 

 

U+6EA5 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.b, S.1.5.i 

cf. UCV #68 
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02037 

 

02061 

 

Unifiable 

Cognate glyphs with an extra 

stroke. 

02050 
 

02049 

 

 

Unifiable 

The evidence suggests that the 

actual shapes of the two 

characters are only different in 

contact of strokes. 

02139  

U+240F9 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

cf. NUCV #294

 

02159  

U+7078 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.c 

Characters with this 

component are 

unified/postponed in IRG #49. 
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02213 

 

U+2DD36 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.c 

02305 

 

U+722A 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

02321 
 

U+7234 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

cf. IRGN2263

 

 

02338 

 

U+2457C 

U+24DA5 

U+253C2  

 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.b, S.1.5.c 

cf. UCV #337 

 

02339 
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02341 

  

 

 

 

 

02336 

  

Possibly Unifiable 

Seemingly alternative 

transcriptions for the same 

character. Are they 

distinctive? 

02393 
 

 

U+80B0 

 

 

Unifiable 

cf. UCV #21 

The evidence suggests that the 

left part is a variation of ⺼ 

similar to the top of 炙 (or 

&P4-02; in IRGN2225). 

02453 

 

 

 

 

 

 

U+73CD 

U+73CE 

 

Unifiable 

IRGN2133 does not explain 

why the evidence is 

identifiable as 玉; we could 

not find the discussion record. 
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02457 
 

U+24934 

  

Unifiable 

The evidence shows the dot at 

just right side on 王; 

IRGN2133 does not explain 

why the evidence is 

identifiable as玊. 

02480 

 

U+2AEF4 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.a 

02491 

 

U+74A3 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.e 

02498 
 

U+24AC5 

  

Unifiable 

“Unified” says the discussion 

record. cf. IRGN2263 

 

 

 

02541 

 

U+7544 

U+2C3BF 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.a, S.1.5.b, S.1.5.c 

Meaning unclear. 
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02542  

U+7537 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

Seemingly disunified in IRG 

#47 but we could not find the 

record. 

02543 
 

U+753E 

U+7544 

 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.a, S.1.5.e 

Meaning unclear. 

02549 
 

U+24C30 

U+24C32 

 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.b/S.1.5.i, S.1.5.f 

02551 

 

U+7559 

  

Possibly Unifiable 
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S.1.5.a, S.1.5.i 

cf. IRGN2263 

 

02552 
 

U+24C3B 

 

Unifiable 

cf. UCV #152 

 

02566 

 

U+24C9D 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

02595  

U+759A 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.c 

Characters with this 

component are 

unified/postponed in IRG #49. 

02597 

 

02596 

 

Unifiable 

Cognate glyphs with a single 

overshoot. 

02598 

 

U+75C5 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 
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02635 

 

 

 

 

 

U+7656 

 

Unifiable 

Apparent displacement. If this 

is not the glyph corresponds 

to U+7656, the evidence does 

not provide the exact match 

shape to the modern form. 

02644 

 

U+7678 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.b 

02652 

 

U+7687 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

02655  

U+2690D 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

cf. UCV #295 

 

02662 

 

U+26918 

 

Unifiable 

Cognate glyphs with an extra 

stroke. 
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02685 

 

02689 

 

Unifiable 

Cognate glyphs with minor 

variation. 

S.1.5.a/S.1.5.c/S.1.5.i 

02687 

 

02690 

 

02693 
 

 

U+25049 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.b 

cf. UCV #83, #182 

 

02697 

 

U+2505E 

 

Unifiable 

S.1.5.i 

02698 

 

U+76DB 

 

Possibly Unifiable 

S.1.5.e 
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02728 

 

02723 

 

Unifiable 

Cognate glyphs with an extra 

stroke. 

02789 
 

 

 

 

U+77C7 

  

Unifiable 

The evidence does not show 

how distinctive the stroke 

would be in Clerical Script. 

02800  

U+229B5 

 

Unifiable 

The evidence suggests that 戈 

is on the top-right rather than 

right above. 

02917 
 

 

 

 

U+7950 

  

Unifiable 

What the evidence in Clerical 

Script shows is merely 

rotational variation and not 

distinctive in modern script. 

02921 

 

U+795E 

  

Unifiable 
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The evidence suggests that the 

shape is a curved 申 with a 

dot. 

02961 
 

U+27186 

 

Unifiable 

Hanyu Da Zidian cites the 

same source twice. 

 

2. Evidence 

S/N Glyph Evidence Comment 

01512 

  

Questionable evidence. 

The context seems to indicate 𣀞 (U+2301E) rather than this 

character. Is the transcription accurate? 

00047 

 

 

Possibly non-Han script. 

This passage describes that Khitans embroider their banner with the 

piece of writing, alongside translation to Chinese. It is suspected to be 

a reproduction of a Khitan, or some non-Han script character. 
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01559 

  

Questionable evidence. 

There is another character (02562) appears in the same document, with 

similar but less presumable description. Is this character a result of 

valid alteration in ancient script, or some kind of editorial error? 

01575 

  

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify. Is there any supporting evidence? 

00128 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02028 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

We also found another competing glyph shape shown below. (Note: it 

does not mean we trust this one, either.) 

https://ctext.org/library.pl?if=gb&file=60541&page=111 

 

https://ctext.org/library.pl?if=gb&file=60541&page=111
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02111 

 

 Questionable evidence. 

The evidence states “Partially illegible”. There are doubt on how much 

authentic the transcription attempt could be. 

 

 

 

 

02137 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02145 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02190 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 
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02212 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02262 

 

 

Questionable evidence. 

There are more than two different glyphs impressed in modern type 

(cf. 02284) representing the same person’s name, which reminds us of 

a high probability of editorial error. 

02277 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02284 

 

 

Questionable evidence. 

There are more than two different glyphs impressed in modern type 

(cf. 02262) representing the same person’s name, which reminds us of 

a high probability of editorial error. 
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02299 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02309 

 

 

Questionable evidence. 

The left hand side does not look like a usual realization of 爪. It is 

probably a variant of 𥘅. 

02315 

 

 

Questionable evidence. 

The left hand side does not look like a usual realization of 爪. It is 

probably a variant of 𥘅. Also looks like 𥙳 (U+25673). 

02387 

 

 

Questionable evidence. 

The ancient form does not look like the transcribed glyph. Is this a 

popular transcription? Some other literature that refers to the book 

prefers 𤛑 (U+246D1). 

http://www.guoxuedashi.com/kangxi/pic.php?f=jjzldzd&p=72 

http://www.guoxuedashi.com/kangxi/pic.php?f=jjzldzd&p=72
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02463 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02471 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

Too small to identify some strokes. Is there any supporting evidence? 

02472 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

It is not clearly rendered as 夕 within the evidence. It could also be 

班 with an extra stroke. 
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02702 

 

 

Evidence unclear. 

The top part is not unambiguous enough to support the proposed glyph; 

it could be double 日, double 月, or 明 (which the right character on 

this image is supposed to have?) 

02941 

 

 Questionable evidence. 

The highlighted character in the image should have the radical 衣 

(145). The entire paragraph is a quotation of《白紵篇大雅》, which on 

this part reads “羅裳皎日袂隨風”. 

https://zh.wikisource.org/wiki/%E5%AE%8B%E6%9B%B8/%E5%8

D%B722#%E3%80%8A%E7%99%BD%E7%B4%B5%E7%AF%87

%E5%A4%A7%E9%9B%85%E3%80%8B_%E6%98%8E%E5%B8

%9D%E9%80%A0 

02955 

 

 Questionable evidence. 

The highlighted character in the image should have the radical 衣 

(145). The sequence reads “捧舄襪凾官”, which is assumed to be a title 

of court servants in charge of footwear. In this case, it should be unified 

to 襪 (U+896A). 

https://zh.wikisource.org/wiki/%E5%AE%8B%E6%9B%B8/%E5%8D%B722%23%E3%80%8A%E7%99%BD%E7%B4%B5%E7%AF%87%E5%A4%A7%E9%9B%85%E3%80%8B_%E6%98%8E%E5%B8%9D%E9%80%A0
https://zh.wikisource.org/wiki/%E5%AE%8B%E6%9B%B8/%E5%8D%B722%23%E3%80%8A%E7%99%BD%E7%B4%B5%E7%AF%87%E5%A4%A7%E9%9B%85%E3%80%8B_%E6%98%8E%E5%B8%9D%E9%80%A0
https://zh.wikisource.org/wiki/%E5%AE%8B%E6%9B%B8/%E5%8D%B722%23%E3%80%8A%E7%99%BD%E7%B4%B5%E7%AF%87%E5%A4%A7%E9%9B%85%E3%80%8B_%E6%98%8E%E5%B8%9D%E9%80%A0
https://zh.wikisource.org/wiki/%E5%AE%8B%E6%9B%B8/%E5%8D%B722%23%E3%80%8A%E7%99%BD%E7%B4%B5%E7%AF%87%E5%A4%A7%E9%9B%85%E3%80%8B_%E6%98%8E%E5%B8%9D%E9%80%A0
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02964 

 

 

Not modern form. 

The character shows a stylistic variation in Clerical Script (隷書), which 

is not necessarily rendered into the proposed shape in Regular Script (楷

書). 

 

3. Radical 

S/N Glyph Attributes Comment 

01523 

 

Radical: 069.0 Radical → 131.0 (臣) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the top. 

01562 

 

Radical: 072.0 Radical → 043.0 (尢) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

01632 

 

Radical: 072.0 Radical → 073.0 (曰) 

The evidence suggests that the meaning is about word, thus it should fall under 曰 

instead of 日, unless the left side is an error of 口. 

01695 

 

Radical: 075.0 Radical → 030.0 (口) 

The evidence suggests that the top-left 口 is the determinative for derived character. 

01745 

 

Radical: 075.0 Radical → 061.0 (心) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 
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01904 

 

Radical: 082.0 Radical → 187.0 (馬) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the middle. 

01915 

 

Radical: 082.0 Radical → 119.0 (米) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the middle. 

02002 

 

Radical: 085.0 Radical → 061.0 (心) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02351 

 

Radical: 091.0 Radical → 073.0 (曰) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02355 

 

Radical: 092.0 Radical → 001.0 (一) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02357 

 

Radical: 092.0 Radical → 057.0 (弓) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the top. 

02393 

 

Radical: 094.0 Radical → 130.0 (肉) 

The character is related to 然 (U+7136), thus to肰 (U+80B0). 
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00425 

 

Radical: 094.0 Radical → 020.0 (勹) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the bottom. Revert the 

previous change. 

02455 

 

Radical: 096.0 Radical → 063.0 (戶) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the left, which represents a 

single half of double doors or 門 (U+9580), being equivalent to戶 (U+6236). 

02526 

 

Radical: 100.0 Radical → 067.0 (文) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02571 

 

Radical: 102.0 Radical → 075.0 (木) 

The evidence suggests that the phonetic component is at the right. 

02577 

 

Radical: 102.0 Radical → 130.0 (肉) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02659 

 

Radical: 106.0 Radical → 140.0 (艸) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02696 

 

Radical: 108.0 Radical → 019.0 (力) 
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02711 

 

Radical: 108.0 Radical → 010.0 (儿) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the right. 

02096 

 

Radical: 109.0 Radical → 085.0 (水) 

The evidence suggests that the semantic component is at the top. 

02823 

 

Radical: 111.0 Radical → 009.0 (人) 

The evidence suggests that the bottom 來 is the determinative. 

 

4. Others 

S/N Glyph Attributes Comment 

01580 

 

Glyph Should match the evidence (on the WS chart too).  

01704 

  

Glyph The dot inside could be more significant. 

01732 

 

Glyph Should match the evidence. 
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02235 

 

Glyph Should match the evidence. The four-dot fire seemingly only 

covers the right half. 

01497 

 

IDS: ⿰醫攴 IDS → ⿰医攴 

01539 

 

IDS: ⿰方⿱小貝 IDS → ⿰方肖 

01560 

 

IDS: ⿱凥日 IDS → ⿸尸⿱几日 

Isn’t the right-bottom part a unit? 

01685 

 

IDS: ⿸厂⿱犬木 IDS → ⿸厌木 

01720 

 

IDS: ⿰木⿳白一彡 IDS → ⿰木𤽖 

01722 

 

IDS: ⿰木染 IDS → ⿰木𣑱 



26 

 

01954 

 

IDS: ⿰氵夳 IDS → ⿰氵冭 

01959 

 

IDS: ⿻𣄼水 IDS → ⿱𤰔水 

01973 

 

IDS: ⿰氵⿻王八 IDS → ⿰氵𡉊 

02129 

 

IDS: ⿰氵⿱前羽 IDS → ⿰氵翦 

02471 

 

IDS: ⿰玉⿵ 市 IDS → ⿰玉⿵𠘨市 

Original data corrupted. 

02501 

 

IDS: ⿰王⿱日華 IDS → ⿰王曅 

02505 

 

IDS: ⿻爪𠄌 IDS → ⿻𤓰丨 
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02649 

 

IDS: ⿱白ㄱ 
IDS → ⿱白㇕ 

Replaces HANGUL LETTER KIYEOK, which is not allowed in the syntax of 

IDS, with CJK STROKE HZ. 

02880 

 

IDS: ⿰石⿱日羽 IDS → ⿰石𦐇 

03801 

 

IDS: ⿰衤建 IDS → ⿰示建 

02952 

 

IDS: ⿰示� IDS → ⿰示  

Original data corrupted. 

01497 

 

T/S: 0 T/S → 1 

Matches the simplified form. 

01551 

 

01565 
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01575 

 

01582 

 

01589 

 

01618 

 

01643 

 

01687 

 

01693 
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00061 

 

03632 

 

01746 

 

02441 

 

01908 

 

01914 

 

01915 
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02009 

 

02008 

 

02077 

 

02177 

 

02182 

 

02231 

 

02241 
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00419 

 

00593 

 

02322 

 

02340 

 

T/S: 1 T/S → 0 

The leftmost component is not true simplified form, that unlikely to have the 

more “traditional” counterpart. 

02371 

 

T/S: 0 T/S → 1 

Matches the simplified form. 

02411 

 

02527 

 

T/S: 0 T/S → 1? 

Matches the simplified form, but possibly the realization of the rarer character 

itself in traditional context. 
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02570 

 

T/S: 0 T/S → 1 

Matches the simplified form. 

02604 

 

02605 

 

02606 

 

02708 

 

02709 

 

02706 
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02714 

 

02838 

 

02841 

 

02850 

 

02863 

 

02867 

 

02878 
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02928 

 

 


