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1. Introduction

This document is recompilation and expansion of responses we made on IRG ORT or at the meeting
to several questions from reviewers. We are fully aware that WS2021-00001 (SAT-05947), consists of
only a simple stroke, is confusable with existing CJK Strokes. However, we still maintain the position
that this character should be encoded as a CJK Ideograph, not CJK Stroke, at least under the current

technical framework. We also believe that we have enough rationale to support this argument.

2. Are you trying to encode a stroke?
No. We are trying to encode a Han character, not exploring the possibility or the model to encode a

stroke in a CJK Ideographs block.

3. Why not just encode as a Stroke rather than an Ideograph?

Conceptually, the strokes and the characters are concepts from different layers. Any Regular script (£
2) component is visually a geometric combination of one or more strokes, but cannot directly reduce
to set of strokes i.e. as if strokes are subdivision of a component, because strokes do not embrace the
positional information need to make a component, which components hold. Meanwhile, most
components can be an independent character or be freely composed using restricted system of
arrangement (like IDS), with exception of small portion of always dependent components (e.g., 1,
+ etc.). Components can be associated with a basic meaning unlike strokes. The contrast between
stroke and component/character is analogous to morpheme and lexeme/constituent in linguistics, or
the concept radical and (often confused) “component carrying the radical” (radical is an abstract
concept, not always visually manifested, though sometimes transparently recognizable from the
structure of a character).

Technically, as IRGN2581EAFeedback states, Unicode’s CJK Strokes and CJK Ideographs have

different property values assigned. The most striking difference might be the value of the Script
property, where CJK Strokes are Common, while CJK Ideographs are Han. Although the said document
suggests using Script_Extensions, it does not provide the usability equal to ordinary CJK

Ideographs. Script_Extensions is a multiple value property that enables a character to have every



identity which it is used among. As a result, even most of the East Asian punctuation has
Script_Extensions=Hani (example below), that makes it impossible to e.g., include a character
when performing a search that only extracts Han characters using the property. This is the main reason
we want to avoid allocating what we think is a Han character as a CJK Stroke.
30FB ; Bopo Hang Hani Hira Kana Yiii # Po KATAKANA MIDDLE DOT
We think that the character’s identity is analogous to { for A, or + for . Currently, Han
characters and dependent components are all reside in CJK Ideographs blocks, but if IRG believes that
the character is not suitable for the main blocks, CJK Unified Ideographs Supplement (as described in
IRGN2492, EisoFeedback, and L2/21-173R) would be a better place to accommodate it, with full

usability as CJK Ideograph warranted.

4. s this really a Han character?

We believe for the following reasons that WS2021-00001 is a Han character, or at least a component
(UCS currently make no distinction between components and independent Han characters):

® the character has its pronunciation recorded

® the character is proven to be a variant of what is recognized as a Han character

® the character information matches data in a surviving edition of a dictionary

® the description of this character in our evidence contains no accidental error

We will clarify these points below.

5. What does it mean if this is a Han character?
It appears in Ik #E as a quotation from F 3BT that explains the character ¥
MG, €7, . A, Bth, AFK. | (BNT) — Fig 1
MG, &7, A, AR, | (B/\ 1) — Fig.2
We can easily find parallel text in the current edition of =7 S fi#5:
[ #EAEE, NT, L. R ik, UMEA) — Fig.3
[ - #EAEE, T, L. R B4 ] CRIEA) — Fig.5
Thus, WS2021-00001 can be identified as the L -shaped glyph in the modern &3 (%S, At this
moment, it is not immediately clear what the latter glyph stands for, but fortunately /NR4AX has the

reverse pointer (Fig. 4):

ML #ikth, ] . T E. EER : MR, Flinseal script], Hi€itt, B8R, |

Therefore, if we believe fR$E’

s annotation, this is a variant of | (U+2010C).
Note that Z3k was not possible to refer to this comment by #*#% because his work is centuries
older than /MRA. The coincidence suggests that such association between + and | might have

a common origin prior to Song dynasty.



6. Didn't B#F & mistake it with another character?

I 3% states that WS2021-00001 is read as the character K (See Fig. 1). & ’s usual
pronunciation in Middle Chinese is ¥& = AH i (Wang Li *kiwet; J/NGH). When we go back to
AT (Fig. 3), it says:

[F - AR, NT, L, 3. BER. /T 858, R, N7, | B EBBR, |
Here, #&&HiX indicates LB = ABE(B)H (Wang Li *kiet; ¥ /i) and (B is BAEZAH
FL, which is the same syllable with that of . Although the pronunciations in F 3 fi#< is given for
the head character rather than the component, it matches more with f-. With this glyph shape, isn’t it
that 23k confused the “left hook” in + and the “right hook™ in F-?

However, just as the previous point, a3 fiFS (/MREA) answers it by itself (Fig. 4):

[ #dERZ | o RIP. N 2B | . S, BN - figzdhil, 5 HWH, 7
[in seal script]ﬁl’;‘ﬁlﬁo ZLAKR. /

L @ #38kt, e ], FEEE. BHEH © #.2K#. Flinseal script]. IKfitlt, BER, |
It clearly states that |, which is a part of -, is pronounced B HX = BEH=AHZE (Wang Li
*giwet; f/\iH) whereas |, of <, is {H#K/Z. Therefore, it is proved that both ¥ and T~ just
have pronunciation differing from their phonetic component according to &t 3(f#5*. Unmatching
pronunciation between the phonetic component and the character is a common situation in Chinese,
and it has no discrepancy with the description in EHkE & either, if we regard WS2021-00001 as

L.

In any doubt, KR4S (Fig. 6) coincides with /MRA on thismatter: | : #FAY) (= BHAK)
and | : JEAY] (= HEK).

7. Doesn't the description contain misspelling?
Below are occurrences of WS2021-00001 in 3k #&:

MG, €7, . A, Bth, AFK. | (B~NT) — Fig. 1

MEAE. 7, A, AR, | (B/\ 1) — Fig.2
Among which, the former passage does have difficulty for understanding. {—UJFE & #& = FHfA
#7FI)  considers it omission of one character:

MEAE. &7, (L) ®iP. - B, - &Hk.]
At this moment we cannot judge its validity, but one might still be suspicious of why the term ¥
cooccurs with ~%¥ (which suggests JEE composition). Actually, it is widely known about =Hf’s
preference in explain characters using 7N& concepts, and his often markedly different usage of some
terms from those under today’s consensus. Numerous studies have been done regarding his cryptic use

I~

of, mostly, &%EF, f#E, and B fE. You can get the rough outline on this matter in:
® IR (ZXMFEHE (—PIEH ) WA | p. 227
o THRE ((—UIKHEFE) LFEHA) ,p. 421



o i (B (—VI&LF 0 PhHEEHREET)
At any rate, coexistence of RJF and JE# is easy to find throughout EHk¥E &, such as:
o [FIXHEHATEHBRIEHENE] (B=1—)
of. RIRA T3 - @bk Ft, Mm (L), KB AN, ~NIRE, ]
o IS AKRIMRIETE] (B=12)
of. KiRA & - RAtikth, WA WK, MRER, —HFE, |
o [/EATLMTEMH U AGE +HRE) B (EBS1+b)
of. RiRA VG : Bt, FrbATE#H, RE. ]
The last example is somewhat interesting, as  {FICf#F-iF) has the following annotation on this
entry:

[MH. (BAD =7, SIKKIER) R, $EH - TRE, K5 ARG B —5,) ]
Contrary to the speculation by EtE#k that [J B ] in /NMRA (which he then saw) might have
been R #4's invention, the coincidence in E Ik H # possibly suggests the existence of such
convention in the FR3C#S- versions prior to Song dynasty.

With above, we could say that the questioned text is also possible to be understood as a part of

general convention of EIREF as it is.

8. Isn't your example just a random writing error?

LWk FE only has two entries that explain s structure, and the two both agree to have this shape.

9. Is the glyph alone enough to support such meaning?
Maybe not. We do not have intention to monopolize a code point for this meaning, and IRG PnP
principle (§2.1.3) stipulates unification of identical glyph with different meanings. The problem is that

we current do not have a character with such structure which works as CJK Ideograph.

(End of document)
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Fig. 1 (top left): Page with WS2021-
00001 in FREFREN+

Fig. 2 (top right): Page with WS2021-
00001 in FHEFE/\+ 1

Fig. 3 (1** from the left): Entries +
and T in /MREA

Fig. 4 (2" from the left): Entries |
and | in /MRA

Fig. 5 (center left): Entries + and
T in KIRA

Fig. 6 (center right): Entries | and
L in KRERA



