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IRG N2273R shows 4 IDCs which are indeed necessary to be encoded. However, the proposed code points and blocks may need to
be changed.

The security of generating IDS programmatically requires that an IDS must be structurally finite. This needs to be ensured by two
factors:

Characters are finite in stroke count;

IDS are finite by definition.
The first factor is obvious. However, due to the recursive definition of IDS, any unary, binary and ternary operators must be not

idempotent. Conversely, an idempotent operator cannot be encoded as an IDC, but only as an IDM (Ideographic Description Mark).

For proposition always holds that
GetStrokeCount(IDS) > 0

and

GetStrokeCount(BinaryOperator IDS1 IDS2) = GetStrokeCount(IDS1) + GetStrokeCount(IDS2),
then
GetStrokeCount(BinaryOperator IDS1 IDS2) > max {GetStrokeCount(IDS1), GetStrokeCount(IDS2)},
and similarly
GetStrokeCount(TernaryOperator IDS1 IDS2 IDS3) > max {GetStrokeCount(IDS1), GetStrokeCount(IDS2),

GetStrokeCount(IDS3)},

which shows that in IDS definition, any binary and ternary operators are not idempotent.

For any sequences in the form of “iz/ IDS”, there is always:

That is why U+303E 1pEoGRAPHIC VARIATION INDICATOR (IVI) is not considered a part of the IDS and does not invalidate the

sequence (Core Specification v13.0, p. 734).

For any IDSes, there is always:

<iol IDS = IDS, IDS = IDS.

In conclusion, == and ! can be encoded as IDCs in maybe U+2FFC and U+2FFD, but =l and ™ should be encoded as IDMs
in maybe U+16FES and U+16FE6.
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