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2. FZITHAE

2.1. EEOFEHME

SEEOEAEMEMICOWT, FAIIO S &I, Sapir (1921, pp. 268-269) @ “When it comes to linguistic form,
Plato walks with the Macedonian swineherd, Confucius with the head-hunting savage of Assam.” 72& &#
HIENEW., F-F D, Hockett (1958, p. 180) @ “Impressionistically it would seem that the total
grammatical complexity of any language, counting both morphology and syntax, is about the same
as that of any other” LWIHEESNAL TH 5. 4ﬁ§nmﬁ’ﬂ§%’$ e & BREMMEMEMED b L — R 7 EfRIL, =0
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ERRXROHBBEENGELNDI T o E—%2 4 SiEM TR L, BIEIN D SEMOERNEH O o — 2T
LTWbZ &, BMLEMEMENSTERCHEERICRR D Z 2R LT,

PED X 51T, sHEMTIEIC X 0 EHEEOFHNRE L CE2—F T, ZORBIXSIEOERA 2 ORI %
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Frequently the messages have meaning; that is they refer to or are correlated according to
some system with certain physical or conceptual entities. These semantic aspects of commu—
nication are irrelevant to the engineering problem. The significant aspect is that the ac-—
tual message is one selected from a set of possible messages. The system must be designed
to operate for each possible selection, not just the one which will actually be chosen
since this is unknown at the time of design. (Shannon, 1948, p. 1)
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KRBV THY, ZATHFEITHYT L, TNRBIZRIGELHD.
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TREEBHEEICIE, =2 v T EDEBIOERE D MENRH Y, BERT €T /UIL, XkEBE LI oBFA 52T
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LABFFE T 2 Y — 2 22— R, https: //github.com /takuto-nakayama/subword-polysemy (& CABF & TH 5.

2WordPiece D7 /b =Y R L%, SCFEHMTHEILIZIREEN S, LW HEBRO A a7 2HE LD, TR WEZER LOME 20 KT L0
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EEDBICIL, BRES 20N URERESE LTRIAL, TOHRIZEBT 52V 70— KO8 ER 5.
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Bulgarian .
Hungarian .
Albanian .

Basque 0
Tagalog 0)

Vietnamese
Chinese

0.14 0.16 0.18 0.20 0.22 0.24 0.26
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DRAVIED = 0263 THDHZD, TNENT T U — Y0P TLILEE, 120 WHFHEICR S, A, &
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6%t L L= S3BIILUF D@ Y T 5. Afriaans, Albanian, Arabic, Basque, Bulgarian, Chinese, Czech, Dutch, English, Finnish, French,

German, Greek, Hebrew, Hindi, Hungarian, Indonasian, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Latin, Polish, Portugese, Romanian, Russian,
Slovak, Swahili, Tamil, Tagalog, Vietnamese.
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