SAT Feedback to
“Request to add seven new UCVs" (IRGN2675)

Date: 2024-03-20

Regarding the proposed UCV No. 1 in IRGN2675:

1 3
U+7559 U+7571 U+24CA2
GHTJKPV GTJKPV T

We believe that the glyph No. 1 and glyphs No. 2-3 (or, by extension, ¥/# derived shapes) should

not be made unifiable in principle.

The origin of the character ¥ can be traced back to s SCfEF: B @ 1k, MH. JiE, », where
AR also state that JF is an older variant of P4', different from 9, which is original shape of
gp2,

However, modern scholars generally believe that the ancestor of this character had always been
attested with J[I at the top in pre-Qin usage, and the glyph that has Y is an artifact introduced by
AL f# . Be noted though, that £ is originally for a proper name at Oracle or Bronze script ages,
and was rarely used in the current meaning until the Seal script stage, rather than being borrowed to

write what are now 21, 4, ¥, etc.

Nevertheless, under the prestigious influence of &t 3Cfi#5, B (with its derivatives) has been

received as the “canonical” shape of ¥4 for most of the history down to the Kangxi dictionary.

Intellectuals do not only use P as an “inkhorn” glyph interchangeably with 4, but sometimes

ClESCH, MR, JRRAERT, EYIEH. TR, EPEA.
PR, Byl BEEE AR, JRE P,



ed with ¥ (see the picture).
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With above, an important and also complicating factor with regard to UCV here is that & 3(f#5 did
actually alter the phonetic component. It is thought that J[l had pronunciation *mru? and P4 *uin
the Old Chinese (i.e. around the time of &F#£%), and they were eligible to iH{% (i.e. being options to
be the phonetic indicator of the same word). Given that it X f#<F continues to use Jf for Il or
i, reanalysis of ¥ as Ui by FRSCIES strongly suggests that the phonetic system at #iE
Xu Shen’s period no more favors Y[l for 4’s pronunciation as much as P4. The fact effectively
establishes f a variant with alternative component (¥21f#) rather than a pure orthographic variant

(BEEF) of 4, similar to what & isto %, or fill to f&.

As far as we find, the current UCV list has few entries exhibiting a similar circumstance. Most are
either difference in:

® component(s) which do not carry semantic or phonetic role; or

® component(s) whose cognacy with whichever option is unambiguous if the context given
However, of course, difference in a component which does not contribute to semantic distinction in
isolation is not automatically marked as unification candidate, because we also recognize the principle
of difference in actual component not to be unified. What we find could be counted as precedents of
¥4/3 case might be UCV #183 (#5:/%F) and NUCV #294 (Jfk/J#k), but the former is largely resulted
from how late the #}/£} distinction is fixated; and the latter is more related to simplified vs.
traditional distinction. Moreover, in any case, f4/% retains quite dissimilar shapes in modern style

as well as parallel usage until relatively recent times.

And as a tangential discussion, we think we should be more careful of pressing forward criteria solely

based on holistic similarities, which could be in turn superficial. As far as I can remember, we have

been already experienced several pitfalls in controversial cases such as WS2021-02899 (1),

(End of document)

3 Also *N-ru? according to Baxter and Sagart.



