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Abstract
For almost all users, the coded character set model is the only way to use characters with their computers.

Although there have been frequent arguments about the many problems of coded character sets, until now,
there was almost nothing on the philosophical consideration on a character in the field of Computer science.
In this paper, the similarity between the coded character set model and Aristotle’s Essentialism and the
consequent problems derived from it, is discussed. Then the importance of the surface of the character is
pointed out using the écriture theory of Jacques Derrida. Lastly, the Chaon model of the CHISE project
is introduced as one of the solutions to this problem.
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“Depth must be hidden. Where? On the surface.”
—Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874-1929)

1 Introduction.

Writing, is not only considered as one of the most
fundamental mediums of intellectual activities, but
also a frequently used one, which is not restricted
to the use of computers alone. Needless to say that
the coded character set model (abbreviation being
CCSM) is the most popular one to encode characters
in computers and we have many coded character sets
based on this model.

In recent years, the number of characters, which
we can use in our computers, has increased dramat-
ically and our former state of starvation caused by
the lack of characters has been partly filled. How-
ever, when compared to the number of the increased
characters, I suppose the quotient of our happiness
has not increased proportionately. For example, the
available standards do not fully provide the knowl-
edge required to use a character in computers, such
as, how to search a character, how to control layout,
context-dependent variations and so on.

Moreover, local character sets have been devel-
oped for domestic purposes and super sets for them,
such as Unicode ([24]), TRON code ([23]) and so
on, have been developed based on today’s global
computing circumstances1. Although Unicode is a
well-developed implementation based on this model,

1)Hanazono University. (s-moro@hanazono.ac.jp)
1GB18030 of the People’s Republic of China is an inter-

esting example since it has a hybrid nature of both local and
super character sets. See [18].

other local and super character code sets are still
being developed, and the repertoires of the existing
character sets are increasing even now. What users
can only do is to choose and follow these character
sets.

The main reason for this is that there are both
sides: Writing is not only dependent on a context,
but that it is transmitted exceeding the context (it
is contrastive with oral language being indivisible
from a context). For instance, an alphabet “a” is
pronounced differently based on the contexts, such
as “cat,” “cake,” and so on. It’s, on the other hand,
used in the various Latin scripts. TRON code, in
which a Chinese character一 from JIS X 0208 and一
from GB2312 are encoded separately in order to dis-
tinguish Japanese and Chinese2, is a poor implemen-
tation which purports that the context-dependency
is important. In other words, it aims to express
contexts by code points. On the other hand, the
unification policy of the Unicode Standard regards
the context-independency as important. Such var-
ious situations hint that the duality of a character
cannot be well expressed by CCSM.

This paper deals with two main considerations:
First, we will consider the fundamental misunder-
standing of a character, which CCSM holds. For
this investigation, I would like to focus on Unicode
since it has the well-defined design principle which
is hardly discussed in other standards and to use
the method of comparative philosophy in order to
clarify the problems, especially with Aristotle’s es-

2In addition, 一 s from KS X 1001, GT Mincho, CNS
11643, Morohashi Daikanwa and Unicode (!) are not unified
in TRON code.



sentialism and Jacques Derrida’s theory of écriture.
In other words, the view of Unicode about a charac-
ter will be located in European intellectual history.

Second, the Chaon model proposed by Dr. To-
mohiko Morioka, who is the leader of the CHISE
project, will be introduced as one of the solutions
to this problem. The CHISE project, of which I am
a developer, aims to create a new character / text
processing environment, independent of any char-
acter code sets or CCSM. The Chaon model is a
fundamental model for our project.

Although these subjects may not be directly re-
lated to the problems of typesetting and fonts, it is
reasonable to study them since they are the subjects
relevant to KAGE and Ω/CHISE system3, which are
a part of the CHISE project to develop a new font
and typesetting environment.

2 Essentialism of Unicode.

2.1 Definition of characters.

Let us begin our analysis by looking at “10 Uni-
code Design Principles” of the Unicode Standard
quoted below ([24], p. 14).

1. Universality4

2. Efficiency

3. Characters, Not Glyphs

4. Semantics

5. Plain Text

6. Logical Order

7. Unification

8. Dynamic Composition

9. Equivalent Sequences

10. Convertibility

Of course, we maniacs of character codes and
typesetting, know that not all these principles are in
principle or deductive, but distorted by historical,

3Papers on these projects may be included in this proceed-
ing.

4Before version 4.0, the first principle was “Sixteen-bit
character code.” As known well, this principle did not make
any sense from an earlier version.

political and religious reasons and also know that
these definitions are not completely put into prac-
tice. Although it is also interesting to explore the
complicated historical situations of the development
of Unicode, it’s beyond the scope of this paper. The
philosophical background of these principles will be
examined.

Especially for our examination, the third, fourth,
sixth and seventh principles are important. In the
third principle, Unicode defines the term character
as follows:

The Unicode Standard draws a distinction
between characters and glyphs. Charac-
ters are the abstract representations of the
smallest components of written language
that have semantic value. (...) Characters
represented by code points. (...) The Uni-
code Standard deals only with character
codes. ([24], p. 15)

This principle may be the most important one to
investigate the philosophy of Unicode. According to
this principle, there is an another existence before
an actual character, i.e., a written glyph, which ex-
ists physically and a single code point can express
a character. By this it’s easy to be reminded of
Plato’s idealism, ātman in Indian philosophy and
so forth. Therefore, a character is not a character
but what should be called a “pre-character” or an
“archi-character”.

In addition, a sequence made of characters should
be regarded as something like a “pre-text” and so
on. The sixth principle is concerned with this issue:

Unicode text is stored in logical order in
the memory representation, roughly cor-
responding to the order in which text is
typed in via the keyboard. In some cir-
cumstances, the order of characters differs
from this logical order when the text is dis-
played or printed. (...) For the most part,
logical order corresponds to phonetic order.
([24], pp. 18-29)

Put simply, a sequence of characters in logical
order is a pre-text, as mentioned above. What we
need to remember here is that Unicode supposes the
precedence of the spoken language over the written
language. Although, such assumptions are common
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to linguists and people, it’s important as what spec-
ifies the limit of CCSM5.

It should be noticed that what should be regarded
as logical in the standard is not defined. How-
ever, only the rough relation with phonetic order
is shown. Although, of course, it’s very difficult to
define what is logical, it would be defined if this
principle were really put into practice.

Next for the fourth principle, the “semantic value”
of a character mentioned above is defined in the
quotation below:

Characters have well defined the seman-
tics. Characters property tables are pro-
vided for use in parsing, sorting, and other
algorithms requiring semantic knowledge
about the code points. The properties
identified by the Unicode Standard include
numeric, spacing, combination, and direc-
tionarity properties (...). Additional prop-
erties may be defined as needed from time
to time. ([24], pp. 17-18)

Here, it’s explained what constitutes an abstract
character. It’s of value to point out that seman-
tics which attribute to a character must be “well
defined.” Thus the distinction between characters
and glyphs means that Unicode regards glyphs as
accidental.

If that’s true, will including glyph information
into the semantic values of characters solve the
problems? —Probably not. The property relevant
to context-dependent glyph behavior is already de-
fined (see Bidi Mirrored, [24], p. 101). As discussed
later, the true problem is not an informational quan-
tity but distinction between essential and accidental.

Lastly, for the seventh principle, there is an ex-
planation about the famous unification principle of
Unicode, which has attracted a lot of criticism and
created a lot of misunderstanding, until now:

The Unicode Standard avoids duplicate
encoding of characters by unifying them
within scripts across languages; characters

5What shown in this principle may be associated with I.
J. Gelb’s “theory of writing.” Gelb expects that all writing
systems would converge theoretically on something like IPA
in the future: “What is needed now is one system of writ-
ing in which signs have identical or almost identical phonetic
correspondences all over the world. That need is fulfilled in
the IPA alphabet” ([10], p. 241).

that are equivalent are given a single code.
(...) Avoidance of duplicate encoding of
characters is important to avoid visual am-
biguity. ([24], pp. 19-20)

Although stated “visual ambiguity” here, the def-
inition of character seems more ambiguous to me.

The term script in this principle is a concept ab-
stracted from a language: “Script. A collection of
symbols used to represent textual information in one
or more writing systems” ([24], p. 1377). This is a
variation of the concepts already seen.

To sum up these principles:

1. Unicode is for describing logical characters and
texts.

2. Unicode regards the oral language as logical
rather than visually rendered glyphs.

2.2 Aristotle’s Essentialism and Unicode.

For our investigation, it would be helpful to com-
pare these definitions of Unicode with the essential-
ism of Aristotle and his followers. Aristotle says:

The formula (logos) of the essence of x is
a formula in which x itself does not ap-
pear but which expresses (legonti) x. ([1],
1029b19-206)

A definition is an account (logos) that sig-
nifies an essence. ([3], 102a3)

That is, Aristotle states that the essence (to ti ēn
einai : the “what it was meant to be”) of a thing
is equal to the definition (logos) of it7. It should
be noted that Aristotle’s theory of essence was also
established as a criticism to Socrates and Plato who
considered that the essence of words dependent on
contexts, such as beauty. Essence is not influenced
by any contexts.

It seems clear that his way of thinking resembles
the definition of characters in Unicode. Thus, in the

6Page numbers of Aristotle’s works are traditionally
based on so-called “Bekker edition” (Aristotelis opera, edidit
Academia regia borussica, edited by Immanuel Bekker. 5 vols.
Berlin, G. Reimer, 1831-1870.)

7For further investigation beyond this paper, it should be
memorized that an essence is in apposition with a necessity
in modal logic. If A is the essence of B, B is necessarily
A. I argued once that the feature of the Chaon model diss-
cussed below differed from the definite description proposed
by Bertrand Russel ([19].)
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context of Unicode, a code point is definiendum and
“well defined semantics” is definiens. A character is
logical and precedes an actual character.

Moreover, this concept is closely linked with the
sixth (Logical Order) of the ten design principles. In
that principle, which we have discussed above, the
precedence of the spoken language has been taken
over the written language. Aristotle also stated the
similar hierarchy between the spoken and written
words:

Spoken words (ta en tē phonē) are the
symbols of mental experience (pathēma tes
psychēs) and written words are the sym-
bols of spoken words. ([2], 16a3)

Both Aristotle and Unicode consider that the spo-
ken language is closer to the soul rather than the
written language. According to Jacques Derrida
who is a very famous philosopher of deconstruction,
the logicalness and the proximity to the spoken lan-
guage are closely related:

Within this logos, the original and essential
link to the phonè has never been broken.
(...) the essence of the phonè would be im-
mediately proximate to that which within
“thought” as logos relates to “meaning,”
produces it, receives it, speaks it, “com-
poses” it. ([6], p. 11)

The fundamental difference between the spoken
and written language is that the former is depen-
dent only on the context at the time of utterance,
although the latter may be read apart from the in-
tention of a writer in another context. As well as
tautology being one of the foundations of logic, it’s
regarded as logical that the idea of a speaker is re-
peated by his speaking. When the visual glyph ren-
dering is included within the intention of a writer,
correct glyph rendering would be regarded as logical
and properties for correct rendering would be con-
tained in the “semantic value.” Conversely, in the
context of essentialism, what is not essential cannot
be defined.

Thus, it’s dependent on the arbitrariness of ar-
chitects what is made into essence. This issue is
surely not irrelevant to the fact that this standard
has been developed relying not only on various lo-
cal standards but also on authorized great texts8,

8For more discussion about great texts, see [15].

such as Kangxi Dicionary for CJK repertoires. The
argument on the essence of the character or the lan-
guage is easily connected with authoritarianism and
nationalism (e.g. what’s the essence of Japanese?)
For example, according to Taichi Kawabata’s critical
study, the unification rule was changed for the con-
venience of Taiwanese national standard (and the
inconvenience of Japanese standard) when CJK Uni-
fied Ideograph Extension B was defined ([13]).

3 What crosses borders?

3.1 Reason of the Essentialism.

Up to this point I have performed an overview of
the philosophical problems of the Unicode Standard.
This might be applicable to other character codes
based on CCSM. Consider now the background for
which such an abstract character was invented.

The ontological assumption for computing, which
Dreyfus states in his criticism to AI, may serve to
consider it:

(...) since all information fed into digital
computers must be in bits, (...) all relevant
infomation about the world, everything es-
sential to the production of intelligent be-
havior, must in principle be analyzable as a
set of situation-free determinate elements.
([8], p. 156)

Dreyfus also states that such assumptions can be
located on the same line of the history of Euro-
pean philosophy which starts with Plato, via Leib-
niz and results in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus and there has been “the Merleau
Pontyan, Wittgensteinian and Heideggerian critique
of the traditional ontological assumption.” ([8], pp.
211-212.) Although I think it’s not strict, since
he does not refer to the importance of Aristotle’s
criticism of Plato, Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction
of European philosophical traditions and so forth.
His argument is seen to be of value for our discus-
sion. Especially Leibnitz is important according to
his close relation with Computer science.

In addition, it seems extremely inefficient or im-
possible for both computers and us to take all con-
texts into consideration for the advance for our com-
puters (TRON code is realized by disregarding al-
most all contexts). Efficiency is also one of the prin-
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ciples of Unicode ([24], p. 15.) When the perfor-
mance of personal computers was poor or modeling
only a phonogram like the alphabet into a computer,
CCSM might be the best way to handle characters.

Although all these topics are attractive for us, the
primary consideration should be the relationship be-
tween characters / texts and contexts. As I stated at
the beginning of this paper, this issue has begun to
receive more attention mainly because of today’s in-
ternational communication following the advent and
explosive propagation of the Internet.

3.2 Surface or Essence.

As I stated above, there are two sides in a charac-
ter: depending on the context and exceeding it. In
other words, a character is polysemous.

Based on the essentialism of character, the re-
lationship between characters and contexts is ex-
plained as follows: If the context around a char-
acter changes, its glyph, pronunciation(s,) mean-
ing(s) and etc. may change. However the essence
of the character, which does not change with con-
text, exists in the background of its polysemy. What
changes in a character is an accidental, in other
words, a surface part. Surface polysemy is sup-
ported by and derived from the essence.

To borrow an argument on Saussure’s general lin-
guistics from Hiroki Azuma ([4], p. 34-36), here we
find an aporia: The arbitrariness of binding a signifi-
ant (signifier) and a signifié (signified) is dependent
on the comparison of different languages. Actually,
signifié can be known only by signifiant in each lan-
guage. For example, a glyph 一 in Chinese signifies
some semantics and a glyph 一 in Japanese also sig-
nifies some semantics. However there is no basis,
which guarantees to know that both glyphs have
the same semantics, since Chinese and Japanese are
respectively independent systems. The issue on lan-
guages is applicable to that of contexts. The idea
of the essence, which is behind different contexts, is
based on the same aporia.

Alternatively, it could be argued that the essence
does not move but character as only a substance
does: When a character is written first, it has only
one semantic. Then, while passing two or more con-
texts, the character acquired polysemy. In other
words, it is reasonable to say that what crosses bor-
ders is not the essence but the surface of a character.

Figure 1: リル子 (Riruko).

The simplicity of a character is always earlier than
the polysemy of a character.

Only the surface of characters may be needed in
a certain situation. For example, Riruko (Fig. 1) is
an ASCII art9 describing a girl, by an anonymous
artisan in a huge BBS named 2ch. Needless to say,
when this figure was drawn, meanings and pronun-
ciations of characters dropped out and only their
shapes in the extremely limited font environment
were expected. However, her name was derived from
the half-width Katakana characters, ri リ and ru ル,
used to express her sideburns. Thus, the phonetic /
logical aspects of these characters were found after
drawing.

My thesis owes a lot to Jacques Derrida and Hi-
roki Azuma. Derrida criticizes “logocentrism: the
metaphysics of phonetic writing (for example, of the
alphabet) which was fundamentally —for enigmatic
yet essential reasons that are inaccessible to a simple
historical relativism— nothing but the most orig-
inal and powerful ethnocentrism in the process of
imposing itself upon the world, controlling in one
and the same order” ([6], p. 3). As we have seen,
logo-centrism, phono-centrism, ethnocentrism and
so on are also found in Unicode. Derrida’s method-
ology serves to reveal the essential misapprehension
of CCSM.

In the case of arguing about the polysemy of
écriture, he distinguishes between polysémie and
dissémination clearly ([5]). Dissémination, in
other words mutiple belonging to contexts, is quite
different from polysémie based on the context-

9Although originally the word “ASCII art” means face
marks written in ASCII characters such as :-), illustrating
using 2-byte characters is also called “ASCII art” in Japan
and is being developed dramatically especially in a Japanese
anonymity BBS named “2ch (2 ちゃんねる)” (http://www.
2ch.net/).
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Figure 2: Relationship between examples and a dic-
tionary.

independency of characters.

3.3 Metaphysics of Dictionary.

Let us begin to re-examine this issue using the re-
lationship between a dictionary and examples (Fig.
2).

If we’re asked which precedes, examples or a dic-
tionary? Needless to say, we will answer that exam-
ples do. As for the order of our dictionaries, how-
ever, it seems that examples follow the definitions in
a dictionary, and most of us accept it. Nevertheless,
examples in different contexts are collected initially
and then a dictionary is created.

If the dictionary is completed, we however read,
write and learn characters depending on the dictio-
nary. It’s probable to think that the situations of
our usual writing activity are within the right half
of Fig. 2. That is, we usually depend on a dictionary
unconsciously when reading or writing.

However we sometimes encounter situations like
the left half of the figure. Unconscious or Inten-
tional misuses are frequently performed especially
in creative works. For example, new Chinese char-
acters are created for names of newborn children in
China even now. Moreover, a philologist (like me)
who reads old manuscripts everyday often encoun-
ters characters which precede any dictionaries.

It’s safe to say that the concept of character in
Unicode also has the same structure as the hierar-
chy of dictionaries. Accordingly, it’s highly proba-
ble that this is one of the reasons why we cannot

use characters out of a character set. The context
of writing in Unicode is strongly specified to the in-
tention of the designer, although the regulation is
hidden and authorized by the logicalness = dictio-
narity of Unicode. That is, writing based on CCSM
is equal to the disability of writing without dictio-
naries.

Conversely, it should be required for a new charac-
ter model to have the capability, which a character
moves to a new context, in other words, the capa-
bility to produce, memorize and express it.

4 Introduction to the Chaon Model.

4.1 CHISE Project.

Thus far, we have outlined some philosophical
background and problems of Unicode and now I
would like to introduce the Chaon model of the
CHISE Project10.

The CHISE (CHaracter Information Service En-
vironment; 知世) Project11 attempts to develop a
new environment for character / text processing,
which is independent of CCSM, by collecting and
organizing knowledge of characters. Dr. Tomohiko
Morioka, who proposed the UTF-2000 model (now
called Chaon model,) and his friends started this
project. Now the project is constituted by several
sub-projects listed below:

• Implementations of the Chaon model

– libchise (common APIs to access Charac-
ter Knowledge Database)

– XEmacs/CHISE

– Ruby/CHISE

– Perl/CHISE12

– Ω/CHISE

– KAGE (a dynamic Kanji glyph generation
system)

• Character Knowledge Database

10http://www.kanji.zinbun.kyoto-u.ac.jp/projects/

chise/, http://cvs.m17n.org/chise/, http://mousai.as.

wakwak.ne.jp/projects/chise/. See also [16]
11The project was called “UTF-2000 Project” before.
12I am a developer of Perl/CHISE. See [20].
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Figure 3: A character object based on the Chaon
model

– Development of Character Knowledge
Database(s)13

– Organization of Character Knowledge
Database(s) based on TopicMaps14

– Mathematical analysis and visualization of
character knowledge

Development and discussion in CHISE project are
open to the Internet by using mailing lists and CVS.
Most of these results are being published as free
software under the terms of GNU General Public
License.

4.2 Chaon Model.

The Chaon model is a character model of the
CHISE project, which aims at an essential break-
away from CCSM. Although all the problems de-
scribed so far could not be solved with this model,
I believe that it would bring us a quite better com-
puting environment.

In the Chaon model, a character is composed by
a set of features15, in other words, by a set of exam-

13Taichi Kawabata and I manage Kanji Database Project
(http://kanji-database.sourceforge.net/), which is also
developing a fundamental Kanji database for appropriate text
processing.

14http://www.topicmaps.org/
15Prof. Naoki Yamazaki (Osaka University of Foreign Stud-

ies), in a personal discussion, pointed out that the Chaon
model is similar to the phonological theory of distinctive fea-
tures’ set proposed by R. Jakobson ([12].) Although it is,
strictly speaking, different from the Chaon model, their com-
parison may be helpful to us.

ples. Fig. 3 illustrates how the features of a char-
acter (吉 for example) are organized16. The view of
regarding a character as a set of elements is not new.
In the tradition of studies on Chinese characters,
liu shu 六書 (six types of characters) is a popular
method to interpret a character as a composition.
Tatsuo Nishida, a famous linguist in Japan who at-
taches importance to the character, claims that liu
shu may be applicable to analysis of all characters
([14], p. 154), although he gives precedence to the
spoken language over the written language.

It should be noted that a “feature” does not mean
an “attribute” of a character but something like a
footmark which a character has traced because of
two reasons: First, there are no central existences
like the code point in CCSM. Second, users can
change the contents of a set.

In the Chaon model, DBMS(s) stores features of
characters. Although the local system database only
exists now (using Berkeley DB as a backend now,)
Dr. Morioka announced a future plan of the CHISE
project enabling to use two or more DBMS, such
as private databases in local hard disks or public
databases on the web, through libchise.

If we could build such an environment, where we
could write a character which does not exist in any
systems, we could write a character, in quite a new
way which is resently not in use. Registering a set
of features into a database or changing the contents
of a character could instantly use this character.
By contraries, when all features are removed from
a character object, the character object will disap-
pear (In CCSM, even if all attributes are lost, a code
point remains.)

Of course, this model needs a rich computer envi-
ronment. It can process enough, however, for our
present personal computers and network environ-
ment.

A computer must prepare data and algorithma
in advance of processing. In other words, modeling
for character processing is not handling the actual
characters, contexts and so on but pre-characters
and pre-contexts before writing. Even though, is-
sues such as glyph representation and/or context-
dependent processing are discussed for modeling. In
this point, there is no difference between CCSM and

16Although Fig. 3 includes features on pronunciations and
meanings, they have not been stored in the officially released
database.
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Figure 4: Set operation between characters.

the Chaon model. However, the Chaon model is de-
signed to be able to add features at any time and it’s
just a deterministically different point from CCSM.
As for Fig. 2, the left half is also modeled in the
Chaon model.

In addition, although this set of features is called
a character “object,” this term object does not mean
that of the object-oriented model17.

4.3 Comparison of Characters as Set Oper-
ation.

In the Chaon model, a character is expressed by
a set of features, comparison between characters are
regarded as a kind of set operation18. A test im-
plementation of the set operation can be seen in
Perl/CHISE ([19][16]).

In Fig. 4, areas enclosed by a circle mean character

17Prior to, using the concept of khôra of J. Derrida ([7]),
I used the expression “a transparent vessel” in order to ex-
plain a nature of the character object of the Chaon model. I
then received an indication from Dr. Morioka in a personal
communication that a character object of the Chaon model
differs from that of the object-oriented model. We can find
that there are several people who point out that the object-
oriented model is similar to essentialism. For example, see [9]
and [11].

18Masaaki Nomura proposes a similar method of compar-
ison of the Chinese character by traditional three elements
(shapes, pronunciations and meanings.) ([22], pp. 25-26.)

Figure 5: set of surfaces.

objects and small dots mean features. Three upper
Chinese characters (言,謂,云) have the same mean-
ing such as speaking or to say, but their pronunci-
ations are different. Although the bottom Chinese
character (雲) means clouds and is quite different
from three upper ones, two lower Chinese charac-
ters have the same pronunciation. Thus, in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, the second Chinese charac-
ter from the bottom is used as the simplified char-
acter of the bottom one. Thus, if a context changes,
a comparison result will also change.

Moreover, the union of two or more character ob-
jects means the unification of characters in the con-
text of the Chaon model.

Needless to say, since an actual relationship of
features might not be a simple set like Fig. 3, but
should be described as a kind of hierarchy or net-
work. Comparison between character objects should
also be more complex. The Chaon model however,
has only a simple structure yet. Presently, solu-
tions to describe and handle the semantic structure
of characters by TopicMaps are being studied.

4.4 Set of Surfaces.

When written on paper, glyphs, shapes and stain
of ink or so are the surface of characters. In the con-
text of the Chaon model, however, each feature may
be regarded as surface19, since the physical nature
of writing in computers differs from that on paper.

19I applied the Chaon model to the N-gram analysis by im-
plementing a sample processing based on the phoneme fea-
tures of Chinese characters ([21]).
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Even now a sequence of code points is rendered not
only visually but also vocally through speech syn-
thesizer20.

Thus it is decided by the context which feature
will become a surface. If a certain feature becomes
a surface, other features will hide in the depths and
will function like the essence which produces poly-
semy (Fig. 5.)

It’s reasonable to think that a code value also
belongs to a surface in a circumstance of comput-
ing such as Unix redirection. This means that the
Chaon model is not contradictory. In other words,
it’s upper-compatible to conventional CCSM. The
plain text made only of code points may be inter-
preted by a Chaon-based system as a text written
in the context of CCSM. Therefore CCSM is one of
the contexts where a character of the Chaon model
belongs.

5 Conclusion.

So far I have presented the problems based on the
essentialism of CCSM and the philosophical posi-
bility of the Chaon model that would release the
fundamental handling of the character from the ar-
chitects of coded character sets and the creators of
dictionaries. From this point we might go on to in-
vestigate and develop a new writing environment.

In concluding, I should emphasize that the philo-
sophical analysis on the character is valid for con-
sidering character models. From this we can derive
the argument that it will become a new subject of
Humanities in which computer use is remarkably in-
cresing in recent years. The scholars of Humanities
have so far criticized nationalism, orientalism and so
forth. In the same way they have to critically exam-
ine the models used in computers, although the use
of information technology is going to be accepted
uncritically and obsessively.

Moreover, I would like to point out the importance
of implementation, since the monopoly of CCSM is
not healthy. Diversity induces development. It will
be healthy and very much appreciated to criticize
this paper based on the points of view of Humani-
ties, Computer science, hackers and so on.

20Taken in this light, we should focus on the movement of
the web accessibility.
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