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Abstract

Checking IRG N1519 part 6 which collects the evidences of the characters proposed to
CJK Unified ldeographs Extension C & E (current name), many insufficient evidences are
found. The glyphs in IRG N1519 part 6 are collected from “Index to the Collection of
Inscriptions in Yin-Zhou period”, so the proposed glyphs are modernized Old Hanzi in Bronze
Inscriptions. Some glyphs are not used in the elucidated texts of the book, thus there is a
possibility that they were to be removed but left by editorial errors. There are more than 100
such unused glyphs. Also there are the glyphs that the stabilities of their shapes are questionable.
The author wants to propose to reschedule the standardization of G_ZJW glyphs until the work
of Old Hanzi group on Bronze Inscriptions completes, to standardize the required glyphs with

stable shapes.



Comments on proposed CJK Unified Ideographs from the source “Index to
the Collection of Inscriptions in Yin-Zhou period”

suzuki toshiya, Faculty of Integrated Arts and Science, Hiroshima University

1. Background

As Japan SC2 committee (JSC2) distributed in the IRG32, | checked IRG N1519 part 6 that
collects the evidences of the characters proposed to CJK Unified Ideographs Extension C & E
(current name), that are tagged as G_ZJW. All the characters are referring the “Index to the
Collection of Inscriptions in Yin-Zhou period” (F% &< >CEE k5115, abbreviated as 12CIYZ in
following), that is a collection of the elucidated texts in the rubbings that were published in the
“Collection of Inscriptions in Yin-Zhou period” (F%J& <& >CEE K, abbreviated as CIYZ in following).
It seems that the proposed characters are invented to typeset the elucidated text digitally, with the
glyphs that can remind the shape of Bronze inscriptions. After the part that collects the elucidated
text in the rubbings in CIYZ, there is a dictionary-like part that a reader can search the elucidated
text from a specified character(s). Although IRG N1519 part 6 does provide the pronunciation and
the meaning of the proposed glyphs as conventional Hanzi dictionaries, original 12C1YZ does not
provide such information. In 12C1YZ, only a phrase of the elucidated text including specified glyph
is shown. By checking the elucidated texts in the dictionary-like part, some such glyphs are found to

be questionable on the accuracy of their shape or the requirement of such glyphs.

2. Problems of the 12CIYZ glyphs

There are 4 problems in the glyphs in 12ClYZ.

A) Some items have too many exemplified glyphs than the elucidated text

B) Some exemplified glyphs are incorrect modernization

C) Some exemplified glyphs may be reinventions of modernized ShuoWen glyphs

D) Some exemplified glyphs are not used in the elucidated text

About A, B and C problems, the stabilities of the glyph shapes are questionable.

About A, C and D problems, the requirements of the glyphs are questionable.

In the following sections, each of the above problems will be described in detail.

An item of the dictionary-like part of 12CIYZ shows multiple SongTi graphic as the
exemplified glyphs. In most case, the exemplified glyphs in a specified item have mutually
incompatible shapes and it is difficult to recognize them as forming a glyphic group of ideographic
variants, from the viewpoint of modern SongTi typography. This is remarkable contrast from modern
Hanzi dictionary whose item is given for a glyphic group formed by the glyphs with ignorable
differences.



The reason to list multiple exemplified glyphs can be understood as following. When the
Bronze inscription glyphs are classified into the groups sharing same “role” in the text, the glyphic
differences in a specified group are too distinct to exemplify by a single SongTi glyph. To avoid
misconception assuming too narrow coverage of glyph variants, 12CIYZ lists multiple SongTi
glyphs to show appropriate coverage of the possible glyph variants.

If we deal the dictionary-like part of 12ClYZ as the conventional Hanzi dictionary, it is
expected that each items have unique idea on shape or unique idea on the per-glyph meaning, or
unique role in the elucidated text. But some items in 12CIYZ have inclusive relationship; some
glyphs are difficult to determine which item is the best item to be assigned.

Figure 1 shows the typical examples are the item 1737 & 3059. The second glyph of the item
1737 is used in the items 3059 again. From the elucidated character “/”, apparently there is no
meaning difference. Thus the second exemplified glyph should be dropped from the item 1737, to
solve the inclusive relationship.

This glyph is not used initem 1737. It should be collected in the

item 3059.
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Figure 1: Examples of inclusive relationship between 2 items of I2CTYZ.

® In the case of the conventional Hanzi dictionary whose item shows only one exemplified
glyph, the wrong item is easily found by editorial checking. In the case of the
dictionary-like part of 12ClYZ, the number of exemplified glyphs in an item is from 1
glyph to 8 glyphs, there is a possibility that some unnecessary exemplified glyphs are
overlooked and left in the item. Figure 2 shows the typical example in the item 0831 &
0832. These items are designed to list both of possible mirror reversal variants, but only
one side is found in the rubbings in CI'YZ. Another side of mirror reversal is imaginary
glyph if we restrict the scope to the rubbings in CIYZ. The 2nd glyph of the item 0831
was proposed as G_ZJWO00627, the 2nd glyph of the item 0832 was proposed as
G_ZJwW00430.



not used not used

0831 jﬁ‘@ 0832 ?H 5@

9. 4466 ﬁ@{%ﬁk‘ = 2.429 kA0 R 4H

Figure 2: Examples of imaginary glyphs of I2CIYZ (envisioned by “mirror-reverse”)

2.1. Some item have too many exemplified glyphs than the elucidated text

This is problem A, there is a possibility that unnecessary glyphs are proposed, or the glyphs
with unstable shapes are proposed.

If an item has multiple exemplified glyphs that are difficult to be unified, the number of
exemplified glyphs is expected to be similar to the number of the elucidated text. But there are many
items listing too many exemplified glyphs in comparison with the number of the elucidated text.

Figure 3 shows the typical examples.

2 glyphs but 1 text 3 glyphs but 2 texts 2 glyphs but 1 text
0087 0553 ' %1
not used@ ﬁi not usedm ﬁ l%gﬁsed‘ ]%
17.11333 fATEAR  4.2061 A E () ® 159734 BE ()T
4 (%) E
16.10175 i BRIGC>
2 glyphs but 1 text 2 glyphs but 1 text
1211 Tﬁ}:‘ not used lngo]t-?sed‘ E

B R () AE 2.339 %

Figure 3: Examples of items listing too many modernized glyphs in I2CIYZ.

2.2.  Some exemplified glyphs are incorrect modernization

This is problem B, there is a possibility that the glyphs with unstable or incorrect shapes are
proposed.

In some items listing multiple exemplified glyphs, some exemplified glyphs have an extra
radical or lack a radical that found in Bronze inscriptions. These glyphs are not similar to the shapes
on referred rubbing. If such glyphs are modern Hanzi, they would be listed to notice the meanings of
the index, but sometimes invented exemplified glyphs different from the rubbings are listed. Figure

4 shows the typical examples in item 1107.



The item 1107 lists 7 exemplified glyphs for 11 elucidated texts. No pair of 7 exemplified
glyphs can be unified by ISO/IEC 10646 Annex S rule. From this item, 5 ideographs had been
proposed  (1st=G_ZJWO01658, 2nd=G_ZJW1668, 3rd=G_ZJW01657, 4th=G_ZJW01667,
6th=G_ZJW01024). Checking the glyph shapes on the rubbing in CIYZ, there are only 3 groups. In
fact, only 2 exemplified glyphs (the 1st=G_ZJWO01658 and 3rd=G_ZJW01657) are used in the
elucidated texts.

The exemplified glyphs including both of “4 ” (radical person, U+2E85) and “i_" (radical
walk, U+2ECC) are difficult to recognize as they reflect the shape of referred rubbing. There are 2
routes of modernization of “&” (radical walk, U+2FA1). One is “i_" (radical simplified walk,
U+2ECC), another is “ 7 ” (radical step, U+2F3B), and further simplification to “ 1 ” (radical person,
U+2E85). The referred rubbings have no glyph include both of them, even if we consider all possible
simplification for the modernization, the glyphs including both of “{ ” and “i_” (the third, fourth)

are incorrect.
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Figure 4: Examples of incorrect modernizations in I2CTYZ.
2.3.  Some exemplified glyphs may be reinventions of modernized ShuoWen glyph
This is problem C, there is a possibility that the duplicated encodings are proposed, the
stability of proposed glyph shape and the requirement of the glyph are questionable.
12C1YZ makes the group of items by the radicals & the number of strokes. The set of radicals
follows to ShuoWenJieZie. Thus, most of existing radicals are expected to be coded until Extension
B, because IRG N1519 part 6 is not the first proposals to encode the characters modernized from
pre-kaishu glyphs. In fact, some radicals of 12C1YZ show multiple glyphs. Figure 5 show the part
of the radical #221 from 12CIYZ, the first glyph “i&” is already coded as U+29AD6 (proposed by
PRC with KangXizZiDian source), the second glyph is now proposed as G_ZJW00686. From the



description, it is supposed that the author was aware of the duplication of U+29AD6 and
G_ZJWO00686, but he had chosen G_ZJW00686 to modernize other glyphs. There is a possibility
that others use U+29AD6 for their modernization, because U+29AD6 is already coded character, and

many conventional Bronze inscription dictionaries use U+29AD6 shape.

already coded _l r proposed
221. B#E ¥

3323 % (B [ 3207) -

.................. 1033
3324 F(E) -+ 1035
3325 #(&) - 1035

3326 W3 oo 1035
3327 B(%) - 1035
3328 m ......... 1035

Figure 5: Examples of yet-another modernized glyph taken from SWJZ

2.4.  Some exemplified glyphs are not used in the elucidated text

This is problem D, there is a possibility that the unneeded glyphs are proposed.

There are some glyphs that have reasonable shape, but the elucidated texts do not use. Figure
6 shows the typical example in the item 0047. This index lists 2 exemplified glyphs, the first glyph is
modern Hanzi commonly used (“fi”U+4F7F), and the second glyph is invented glyph and proposed
as G_ZJW00333. But if we check the elucidated texts, the invented glyph is never used. As I
mentioned the route “Z” — “4” — “A ”, the shape of the invented glyph might be reasonable,

but there is a possibility that the it was useless for the author but the author slipped to remove it.
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Figure 6: Example of possibly-correct-but unused glyph in I1I2CIYZ.

3.

Proposal about the rescheduling of the standardization about G_ZJW glyphs

Considering the problems described in previous section, | want to propose to reschedule the

standardization of G_ZJW glyphs after the standardization of Bronze Inscriptions by Old Hanzi

group.

As | show a few cases in above, some modernized glyphs in 12CIYZ are only listed in the

items but not used in the main text. Checking the pages referred by IRG N1519 part 6, | found about

149 glyphs that are listed in the items but not used in the elucidated text. Figure 7 shows the list of

such glyphs.



= juDDEEs

0255-0047, E?E 0422-0676 2 0483-0000.% gg 0564-1491.1 —4.4. 0688-2004 ‘% 0765-2531 ? ------ J'a-ld 28321 1074-3670 “J? 1128-3087.2 »fjf—: 1340-4515,1
~

w2 ajenoits LB i jei09 @ 7 w0082 7 je00744 '  JwikEIS Hﬁ,ﬁ zjw01516  julAAE 7 w0041
0262-0087.1 1“& 0429-07 92 i (‘.433-.’1(}9(‘:4‘-‘;-5"_% 0564-1424.1 % 0696-2138.1 % 0785-2560.1 E 0971-2956.3 g 1075-3675.1 Jﬁ 1145-4058.1 @: 1369-4566.1
& jwDD 76 LU 7 jw01207 & Jw0SIc T # w0690 425 Jw z Jwih 1 566 7 jw0RRE 2wl |86 z w0279
0279-0142.1 0445-0831.2 gy 0483-1135.2 ppg— 0584-1556.2 0700-2180.1 0800-2570.1 1008-0000.% » pr~ 1145-4100.1 1389-4566.2
w0211 ﬁ » w0627 EE z w0539 1’“:! 2 fwl0A25 E # w0310 J_‘_‘ w130 gtm w1226 Aﬁ % z jwikh | 80 x Jwi0a7 1
0284-0198.1 0445-0832.2 0491-1184.1 2 0586-1576.1 0707 82331 0855-2635.2 2 1010-3131.2 1077-3686.2 1147-4118.2
z w1850 ﬁﬁ = w30 HR z jul 483 ﬁ w0 1081 % z w735 eI 21K ﬁi x jwlh 1237 H z jwD0R28 E w195 % 2 w0170
0236-D482 2{% 3-:52-037‘3.2% E4§?-1223.2§§ 0588-1577.1 gg 0711-2269.1 ﬁg 0855-2637. 2% % 1148-4133.1 % 1468-4665.2
# Jul0T 10 ziwian o # Jw00206 2wl | 456 =z w0743 zjul 1217 PRLUIREE w029
R &
[

HEE

1076-3692.1
ESCUIET!

1389-4566.3

1010-3133.1 ‘i 1079-3723.2

IE & I

2 jwih] 296 2 jwl0RAG

GB-iS-G-:éE.'Z}H 0452-0874.2 0497-1225.1 0590-1804.1 0724-2336.1 0860-2647.3 ;0 1021-31589.2 e 1088-3752.1 1148-41371
wjwD |22 I] w0995 E # JwO0RET % w7 g% z jwl585 z jel0253 ﬁ 2 jwiIa02 w., 7 jwD 188 & a1 395
0347-0511.2 El" D460-09471 04991 g‘1‘31 _. 0594-1845.1 0732-2345.2pppe. 0863-26571 1023-3221.1 1088-3760.1 173-4161.2

= jel 1833 AL R ﬂd 2 w0000 FALEER] ﬁ z wl1616 ﬁ # jwl0ETE m z w1824 E z w1894 i% 7 w1403
0347-0511.3 0460-0047.3 0513-1260.2 a. 059%9-1674.1 0740-0000.x BE4-2666.5, 1034-3309.2 s, 1089-3769.1 1179-4198.1

Z D 1R2T ;,‘{ intia3 T TN zjwnneod qﬁ 2 jwl | 867 % 7 JwOE4D FAX  2jwbi055 ?{ﬁ 2 w1348 % 2 jull 1BEA "%luj PR e 1]

0347-0511.4 0463-0984.2 0518-1319.1 A, 0612-1705.2 0750-2434.1 0B65-2667.1 1038-3343 Sy 1090-3774.1 1184-4229.3
w1547 gﬁ. & w1 206 % cientsTo B £l 321 % 7 w0 1485 %L_I:' 2 jullM5 rEﬁ w1 T80 ﬁg % jwO1RT2 ﬁ it }ﬁ
0359-0536.1 04565-0990.2 » 0523-1355.1 L|—- 0619-1752.4 0756-2461.1 0865-2676.2 1041-3360.1 1246-4254.2
7 JeDDESS %  jWATE Jé-k sjwotozn B s T ¥ JwO0ATO ﬁ 7 JwO0R: f% # wiia5E [’5; %  juETA &
0418-0624.1 0474-1072.6 0524-13771 - 0620-1755.1 0758-2470.1 =g 087427302 3 1043-3374.0 1082-3791.1 1256-4269.2
= jul0 115 mR & w990 jﬁ‘%‘ & jwin3a] ;éé'nl\:; w jul 108 F;:It.  Jwi06] % x juliIEl S at 2 jwl772 @ zjw01913 % i A \é
P R

1091-3786.2

2 jw0I510

1093-3820.1 1289-4361.1 p—y

0415-0630.1 0474- 0-’”5,—1—. 0527-1413.1 0845-1918.1 0758-2473.1 OBBE-2770.1 2y, 1043-3383.1
T R R " T gy
ES LR 2 Jwla00 [=] 201036 J0UN 2 w6 7 JwO06T7 # Jwl [ ESLLU
0419-0636.2 (=1 0477-1089.2 4 0533-1431.2 DE46-1926.1 % 0759-2479.1 0910-2905.1 1059-3530.1 I:. 1093-3821 l@ 1296-4432. EH
# jul151 '-f # jwiI3s = jwi0TE] % e L 2 JwO0ER0 % w74 i = w73 x w0157 # JwibDD51
0419-0637.2 &5 0478-1107.2 l 0546-14481 * 0&79-1970.2 0759-2486.1 08910-2908.2 1067-3605.1 ﬁ 1300-4452.3 y
x jull | 860 ﬂ. x jwll | 668 @, w w0044 | D # jwlFMS % z jwOIBI4 §$ 0BT ﬁ # jwla2 E 2 jwlT84 %
0420-0641.1 0478-1107.4 iﬁ 0546-1451.2 0680-2016.2 OTE0-2496.1 % 0943-2934.2% 1068-3621 ch 1114-3851.1 __ 1308-4486.1 %
7 jwODTET %R 2 w667 % w0057 ‘%’ 2wl L 50 % cjwinany PR xjwbondz 2 wb1519 £ jw01584 winbla7g ¥
0422-06568.2 0478-1107.6 % 0555-1472.2 0686-2035.2 0754-2514 I 0941-2926.1 ﬁ 1074-3669.2 1116-3976.2 =4~ 1309-4493.2%%
2 JwDT8E ﬁ ® w1024 ¥ jwO016T ﬁ 2 w0303 J 2 w1428 ;\\%  jul) |BO6 2 jwl1524 gﬁ % jw01506 Fg 2 w391

Figure 7: Exemplified glyphs that are never used in the elucidated text.
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The requirement and the stability of such glyphs are questionable; there is a possibility that
some unnecessary glyphs are overlooked by editorial error. The discussion about such modernized
glyphs requires the wide knowledge about Bronze inscriptions and the conventional dictionaries
about Bronze inscriptions, so it is difficult to work as a part of modern ideographs. Considering the
difficulties, 1 want to propose the standardization of G_ZJW glyphs after the standardization of
Bronze inscription in Old Hanzi project. In the current working of Old Hanzi experts group for
Oracle Bone script, the modern glyphs are added to all Oracle Bone glyphs. If Bronze inscriptions
will be managed by same database, their glyph determinations would be good basis to discuss the
requirement of new modernized glyph, the stable shape of the modernized glyph, and the unification
rule of invented radicals.
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