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Abstract

Modern language models rely on subwording
tokenization to define the discrete units of in-
put processing, typically using methods like
Byte Pair Encoding (BPE) that treat whites-
pace as a fixed semantic boundary. This de-
sign is inherently limited, as many meaning-
ful concepts—including multiword expressions
and the structured environments of formal
languages like ISTEX—frequently span across
whitespaces. While recent superword tokeniza-
tion methods attempt to address this by relax-
ing whitespace constraints, they often rely on
greedy frequency-driven merging that fails to
account for token length or the specific needs
of underrepresented domain-specific languages.
In this paper, we introduce Adaptive Frequency
Threshold Byte Pair Encoding (AdaBPE), a
new tokenization method that leverages an
adaptive frequent-pattern mining approach. Ad-
aBPE features a twofold dynamicity: it adapts
minimum frequency thresholds based on both
the length of a candidate token, to prevent favor-
ing frequent short patterns, and its type, to dis-
tinguish between general and formal language
patterns, using I£IEX as case in point. This
allows the model to efficiently allocate vocabu-
lary capacity to domain-specific notations, such
as IATEX, even when they represent a small frac-
tion of the training data. We evaluate AdaBPE
across five datasets spanning I5TEX and natural
language, showing consistent gains in encoding
efficiency and downstream language-model per-
formance on domain-specific content without
compromising general-language performance.

1 Introduction

In modern language models, the goal of tokeniza-
tion is to construct a vocabulary of atomic units,
called tokens, from a large text corpus. This vocabu-
lary defines the discrete symbols that the model can
process as input. The main approach for learning
such a vocabulary is subword tokenization. Widely
used algorithms, e.g., Byte Pair Encoding (BPE)

(Gage, 1994), WordPiece (Schuster and Nakajima,
2012), and Unigram (Kudo, 2018), learn a vocab-
ulary of subword units from the training corpus.
These methods typically treat whitespace as a se-
mantic boundary between words, using it to con-
strain how text is segmented into subword tokens.

This design however has an inherent limitation:
whitespace is not, in general, a reliable indicator
of semantic boundaries. Many concepts are ex-
pressed as multiword expressions, such as “Artifi-
cial Intelligence” or “state of the art”, where se-
mantically meaningful units often span multiple
whitespace-separated tokens. Ideally, such expres-
sions should be represented as a single lexical unit
during tokenization. A similar issue arises in for-
mal languages including programming languages
and markup, such as HTML, Markdown, or I&TEX.
For example, the expression \begin{equation}
... \end{equation} denotes a single mathemat-
ical environment, yet conventional subword tok-
enizers process each command, delimiter, and sur-
rounding text separately.

Related work. Recent studies have revisited the
objectives of conventional subword tokenization
approaches, highlighting their inherent limitations.
Lim et al. (2025) frame subword tokenization as an
NP-hard problem, and propose a greedy alternative
called GreedTok. Similarly, Asgari et al. (2026)
propose MorphBPE to constrain BPE merge opera-
tions to respect morphene boundaries, improving
morphological consistency. Phan et al. (2024) re-
late subword tokenization to a bias phenomenon,
while (Zhang et al., 2025) investigated negative im-
pacts on the LLM performance on reasoning tasks.

A complementary body of research has focused
on vocabulary design. Tao et al. (2024) analyze
the compute-optimal vocabulary size growing with
the model scale, whereas Lai et al. (2021); Ku-
mar and Thawani (2022); Zhang et al. (2021) ex-
plore incorporating larger linguistic units into the
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vocabulary; however, these approaches are lim-
ited to specific tasks (e.g., machine translation)
or languages. More recently, a new trend of “su-
perword” tokenization has emerged. Particularly,
SuperBPE (Liu et al., 2025) and BoundlessBPE
(Schmidt et al., 2025) adopt a variant of BPE that,
after initialization like standard BPE, relaxes the
pre-tokenization constraint allowing merge candi-
dates that cross whitespace boundaries. The ob-
tained results highlight the benefits of multiword
tokens in improving compression, reducing train-
ing costs, and accelerating inference.

Motivations of this study. However, two further
issues remain largely unaddressed, which are dis-
cussed as follows. (I1) Although methods like
SuperBPE relaxes the constraint that token merges
must respect whitespace boundaries, their vocabu-
lary induction procedure remains based on greedy
frequency-driven merging. This greedy merge cri-
terion is based primarily on the frequency of ad-
jacent token pairs rather than directly optimizing
the reduction in encoding length. Consequently, it
does not explicitly account for the length of can-
didate tokens or the compression benefit obtained
from introducing longer tokens, potentially favor-
ing frequent short patterns over less frequent candi-
dates that could yield larger reductions in sequence
length. (I2) The above issue is further exacerbated
for domain-specific languages that, in the training
data of modern LLMs, is relatively less represented
than other sublanguages or formal languages. A
particularly relevant example is the representation
of mathematical notation through I&IEX, which has
been shown to improve the reasoning ability of
LLMs on mathematical tasks (Taylor et al., 2022),
(Lewkowycz et al., 2022), (Ahn et al., 2024). Un-
like lightweight markup such as Markdown, ISTEX
encodes mathematical content through a rich hier-
archy of commands and environments which pre-
serves syntactic and semantic structure that is es-
sential for mathematical reasoning, suggesting that
IATEX constitutes a more informative training signal
for mathematical language modeling than markup
languages designed primarily for document format-
ting. I4TEX commands and environments define
structured semantic units that are largely indepen-
dent of whitespace, highlighting the mismatch be-
tween whitespace-based tokenization and the un-
derlying semantic structure of the document.

Contributions. In this paper, we aim to address the
above issues (I1-12) by introducing a new tokeniza-

tion method, named AdaBPE, which leverages an
adaptive frequent-pattern mining approach to iden-
tify multiword expressions and build an enhanced
BPE-based vocabulary. AdaBPE is designed to ex-
plicitly distinguish general language patterns from
formal language patterns, with emphasis on I5TEX,
in inducing supertokens. The key feature of Ad-
aBPE is a twofold dynamicity in determining token
merges, since it adapts the minimum frequency
threshold of a token pattern to both its length (cf.
I1) and its type—thus differently treating frequent
multiword expressions belonging to either I£[EX or
general language (cf. 12). Yet, AdaBPE provides
a single vocabulary-construction procedure, which
allocates capacity differently to general natural lan-
guage and to domain-specific notation, without re-
quiring separate vocabularies. This leads to an
efficient mechanism for capturing domain-specific
languages like IAIEX even if these languages ac-
count for only a small fraction of the training data.

Across five datasets spanning both I&IEX and
general-language domains, we compared AdaBPE
against SuperBPE and BPE along four complemen-
tary axes—encoding efficiency, supertoken contri-
bution, token-distribution statistics—showing that
AdaBPE achieves consistent compression gains on
domain-specific content without degrading perfor-
mance on general language. Moreover, we trained
small-scale language models using AdaBPE and
SuperBPE tokenizers, and evaluated these mod-
els on five downstream benchmarks to assess the
impact of AdaBPE’s tokenization strategy on down-
stream performance.

2 Methodology
2.1 Preliminaries

BPE (Gage, 1994) constructs a vocabulary of sub-
word units by iteratively merging the most fre-
quent pair of adjacent tokens in a training cor-
pus. Canonically, BPE is applied after whitespace
pre-tokenization, restricting merges to occur only
within whitespace-delimited words. This design
prevents learned units from spanning word bound-
aries, making BPE effective for capturing morpho-
logical structure while limiting its ability to rep-
resent frequent multiword expressions as single
lexical or semantic units.

SuperBPE (Liu et al., 2025) addresses the BPE
limitation by introducing a two-stage training pro-
cedure: Stage I (Subword Learning): The tokenizer
performs standard BPE training up to a transition



Algorithm 1 Adaptive Frequency Threshold BPE
(AdaBPE)

1: Input: corpus C, BPE vocabulary V over C, global thresh-
old min_thr € [0, 1], pattern-specific params. fgenera1

and 6%, and max iterations [

2: 140
3: while V has changed and i < I do
4. C; < tokenize(C,V)
5: B <« extract_bigrams(C;)
6: forallb € Bdo
7: if b contains LaTeX or alphanumeric patterns then
8: minf*  min_thr - (Gﬁif)lo@(mham(b))
9: if min™ < sup(b,C;) then
10: V +— Vu{b}
11: end if
{general language}
12: else )
13: min[g}feneral + min_thr - ( ggrlllgrul)’nspacﬁs(b>+1
14: if mind"™ < sup(b, C;) then
15: V +— Vu{b}
16: end if
17: end if
18:  end for

19: i1+ 1
20: end while

point, using whitespace pre-tokenization to estab-
lish a base vocabulary of subwords. Stage 2 (Su-
pertoken Learning): Training resumes from the
vocabulary learned in Stage 1, but with whitespace
pre-tokenization disabled. By allowing merges to
bridge whitespace boundaries, the algorithm en-
codes common multiword sequences, or “superto-
kens” into the final vocabulary, enhancing tokeniza-
tion efficiency for frequently occurring patterns.

2.2 Adaptive Frequency Threshold BPE

Algorithm 1 provides an outline of AdaBPE, which
takes as input a training corpus C, a BPE vocabulary
V, a global threshold min_thr, and a maximum
number of iterations /. The key hyperparameter
is the threshold min_thr, which sets the baseline
token-selectivity of AdaBPE, and is in turn mod-
ulated by two additional, pattern-level language-
dependent hyperparameters, dubbed 6%i2  and

gg;;eral, which serve to adapt the effective thresh-
old to the type of pattern under consideration dur-
ing the tokenization process.

At each iteration, the corpus C is tokenized based
on whitespace delimitation of currently learned
(super)tokens (Line 4). The vocabulary V' is ini-
tialized with the BPE vocabulary and progres-
sively expanded by adding bigrams identified in
previous iterations through frequent-pattern min-
ing. For each candidate pattern (bigram) b (Lines
5-6), the algorithm decides whether b should be

added to V' by comparing its support sup(b,C;) =
count(b,C;)/|C;| against a frequency threshold,
where count(b, C;) is the number of occurrences
of b in C;, and |C;| is the total number of patterns
(i.e., tokens) in the corpus tokenized at iteration 3.
If b contains ISTEX content (Lines 7-11), it is added
to the vocabulary whenever sup(b) > minj2*e*,
where min}®*®* is obtained by scaling min_thr
with the I&TX-specific parameter %22, . Other-
wise, if b corresponds to general language (Lines
12-18), its support is compared to a threshold
min%eneral, which is computed using a general-
language parameter egeigeml.

In determining both minfeneral and minj2*e%,
the length of pattern b is taken into account to con-
trol an exponential scaling of 0.0, . and 0735,
respectively; for natural language, we consider
the number of whitespace-separated words as the
length of the pattern, whereas for ISIEX, we con-
sider the base-2 logarithm of the number of charac-

ters in the pattern.

Remarks on frequent pattern mining. Since V' is
updated at every iteration, AdaBPE induces an ex-
ponential supertoken composition mechanism: at
the first iteration, only bigrams derived from BPE
tokens are considered; at the second iteration, the
bigrams produced in the previous step(s) may them-
selves be combined, yielding 3-grams and 4-grams
w.r.t. the original BPE vocabulary; and so on for
longer patterns at subsequent iterations. In prac-
tice, a very small number of iterations is required
to converge—three iterations are sufficient to reach
patterns containing up to eight BPE tokens.

It should also be noted that, fFor any candidate
pattern b at iteration ¢ — 1 that still is at the cur-
rent iteration ¢, both count(b, C;) and its associated
miny threshold do not change, however its support
is non-decreased since during AdaBPE training, the
number of tokens in the corpus decreases as merges
are applied. Consequently, a pattern b could pass
the frequency check at subsequent iterations than
its first identification. Nonetheless, this does not
impact the overall time cost of AdaBPE which is
bounded by O(I - |Cp|), i.e., AdaBPE scales lin-
early with the size of the training corpus expressed
in terms of total number of tokens in the corpus
when represented using the initial BPE vocabulary.

2.2.1 Setting min_thr.

To determine the value of the initial threshold
min_thr, we reason about the size of the final vo-
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Figure 1: Bigram frequency distribution estimated from
a random sample of size 1.5 - 103,

cabulary. We set the final vocabulary size to around
200k tokens, so as to match the one of SuperBPE.
We adopt this value primarily to ensure a controlled
comparison across BPE, SuperBPE and AdaBPE,
thus supporting our goal of isolating the effect of
the tokenization method.

Like in SuperBPE, we set the size of the start-
ing BPE vocabulary to 160k tokens. Since our
target final vocabulary is of the order of 200k, Ad-
aBPE should add on the order of 10% tokens at
each iteration. During the first iteration, the al-
gorithm explores the bigram distribution, which is
known to follow Zipf’s law (Kluckhohn, 1950), (Le
et al., 2009). We set min_thr by reasoning about
this first iteration, (Empirically, we have observed
that the number of patterns added at each subse-
quent iteration is of the same order of magnitude
as the first one). Crucially, min_thr represents
an upper bound on the threshold effectively ap-
plied to each pattern, since the language-dependent
parameters 052 1, 6722, (ranging within (0, 1))
further reduce it. We hence choose min_thr so
that only about 103 bigrams have relative support
above min_thr in the first iteration; the subsequent
downward scaling by the language-dependent pa-
rameters then raises the number of admitted pat-
terns to the order of 10%. Figure 1 shows the em-
pirical bigram frequency distribution, estimated
from a random sample of 1.5 - 10® bigrams drawn
from the training data (see Appendix B). As shown,
min_thr = 10~% is an appropriate choice, since
the number of patterns considered in the first itera-
tion remains on the order of 103, before the scaling
introduced by the language-dependent parameters.
2.2.2 Setting 05, ., and 071}

latex*
As previously mentioned, 025, and 0737, are
language-dependent parameters used to scale the
frequency threshold according to the type of pattern.
Since I&TEX is typically relatively less represented

in the training data, the scaling to I&TEX patterns

should be more aggressive, therefore we set the
constraint 00, ., > 073, Following the same
approach as for the global threshold, we examined
the frequency distributions of natural-language bi-
grams and of I&TEX bigrams (see Figure 2).

To match the conditions set for the final vocabu-
lary size, in the first iteration the two parameters are
bounded based on the number of patterns admitted
in the first iteration, i.e., growing the starting 160k
BPE vocabulary to the target size of 200k requires
adding 200k — 160k = 4 - 10* tokens in total. We
therefore take 4 - 10* as the upper bound on the
number of patterns admitted for a given language
type in the first iteration—admitting more would
already exceed, the entire vocabulary budget—and
set the lower bound one order of magnitude smaller,
at 4 - 103, so that each language regime contributes
a non-negligible number of patterns while leaving
headroom for the subsequent iterations:

min

Sup(b4~104) <min_thr- ( general)2 <Sup(b4~103)

min \nchars(
latex)

sup(by.104)<min_thr-( b< sup(by.103)

where sup(b,) denotes the support of the pattern
with rank « in the general-language, resp. IKTEX,
distribution. Since min_thr = 10~ and spotting
sup(b;) from the two empirical distributions (Fig-
ure 2), we derive a lower bound and an upper bound
for each language-dependent parameter:

3-1070 <107*- (O 1)? <3-107°
4-108 <1074 (g2 )18 < 5.1077

where the exponent 1.8 for IXTEX patterns is esti-
mated as log, of the average pattern length in the
IXTEX portion of the training distribution. Solving
these inequalities yields

0.02 < gmin

latex

0.2 < 02 a1 < 0.5, < 0.06.

Remarks on hyperparameter tuning. We empha-
size that the above settings are not meant as hard
constraints but as a principled way to narrow the
search to the correct order of magnitude: they iden-
tify the region in which the number of admitted
patterns is compatible with the target vocabulary
size. Moreover, while our AdaBPE hyperparam-
eter thresholds have been determined through a
data-driven procedure on a representative training
sample, these capture general distributional pat-
terns rather than corpus-specific heuristics. This
makes the proposed approach robust, transferable,
and applicable across diverse datasets.
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Figure 2: Frequency distribution of natural-language
bigrams (right) and of I4IEX bigrams (left).

2.3 IKTgX and Math Parsing

To decide whether a candidate pattern should
be treated as IATgX/mathematical content, we
test it against the following regular expression:
(\M\La-zA-Z]+| [N _{}]1| [a-zA-Z1+[\d_]+|\d+
[a-zA-Z_]+). The expression is a disjunction of
four cases, each capturing a syntactic building
block of ISTEX and mathematical notation. The first
alternative, \\[a-zA-Z]+, matches I&TEX control
sequences, i.e. a backslash followed by a command
name (e.g. \frac, \begin, \leftarrow). The
second, [ "_{3}], matches the structural operators
of math mode: superscript (*), subscript (_),
and the grouping braces ({, }). The last two,
[a-zA-Z]+[\d_]+ and \d+[a-zA-Z_]+, match
mixed alphanumeric tokens—Ietters followed
by digits or underscores and vice versa—which
are characteristic of indexed variables (e.g. x_,
theta_), coefficients, and identifiers found in
mathematical/programming notation. We deliber-
ately favor this lightweight, purely lexical test over
a full I&TEX parser: the check is applied to every
candidate bigram during the mining phase, which
runs over a very large corpus, so it must be cheap
to evaluate. The expression is not meant to validate
syntactically correct ISIEX, but only to flag—at
scale—the presence of the structural markers that
distinguish domain-specific notation from general
language. Following prior work, we tokenize digits
from right to left based on the regular expression
(?=(\d{3})+(?!\d)), which has been shown to
be a suited choice for supporting the arithmetic
abilities of LLMs (Singh and Strouse, 2024).

3 Evaluation Methodology

3.1 Experimental Setup

We evaluated AdaBPE against two popular ap-
proaches: BPE and SuperBPE. To ensure a fair
comparison, all three tokenizers are trained on the
same data, which correspond to the SuperBPE train-
ing data: the 10 GB subset of the OLMo-2 stage-2

pretraining corpus (olmo-mix) (OLMo et al., 2024),
more details are given in Appendix B. To match the
vocabulary size of BPE and SuperBPE (200k), we
trained AdaBPE for three iterations (N =3), with
min_thr = 1074, 6gin ., = 0.3, 712, = 0.08.

Starting from a BPE vocabulary of 160k tokens,
AdaBPE reaches a final size of 204,601 tokens.

3.2 Evaluation Data

Our evaluation spans five datasets covering the
two settings targeted by our method, namely the
technical and general language. latex-formulas
(Oleehy, 2024) and Image2Struct (Roberts et al.,
2024) are selected to provide a focused test of
whether our approach yields the expected benefits
on IKTEX based technical documents; specifically,
latex-formulas consists of mathematical expres-
sions written in I&TEX, and Image2Struct contains
IATEX code extracted from arXiv papers. Other
three datasets—DROP (Dua et al., 2019), SQuAD
(Rajpurkar et al., 2016), and CommonsenseQA
(CSQA) (Talmor et al., 2019)—are general natural-
language benchmarks, included to verify that this
specialization does not come at the cost of compres-
sion on text-heavy documents. Summary statistics
are reported in Appendix 7.

3.3 Evaluation Goals and Assessment Criteria

Our evaluation is guided by a single overarching
question: does AdaBPE achieve its design goal
of better representing under-represented domain-
specific languages— IAEX—without degrading its
treatment of general natural language? We ad-
dress this question through an extensive evaluation
that combines qualitative and quantitative analyses,
comparing AdaBPE against BPE and SuperBPE.

Qualitative analysis. We start by qualitatively
examining the merge patterns learned by each tok-
enizer. We carry out two complementary analyses:
a side-by-side inspection of how the tokenizers seg-
ment representative sentences, and a comparison of
the most frequent tokens that are exclusive to each
tokenizer on every evaluation dataset.

Our quantitative analysis is based on three com-
plementary dimensions: (i) encoding efficiency,
(ii) contribution of supertokens, and (iii) statistical
properties of the token distribution. We next pro-
vide intuitive explanations of these criteria; their
formal definitions are deferred to Appendix A.

Encoding efficiency. The most direct measure of
tokenizer quality is how compactly it encodes text.



We assess this using the Average Encoding Length
(AEL), defined as the mean number of tokens per
document in the corpus. Lower AEL values in-
dicate shorter tokenized sequences, reducing the
computational and inference costs of LLMs.

Supertoken contribution. To characterize the role
played by the supertokens, we introduce three mea-
sures: the Supertoken Share, i.e., the fraction of
emitted token stream made up of supertokens; the
Mean Savings, i.e., the expected number of base
BPE tokens collapsed into a single supertoken; and
the Total Savings, which combines the two into an
overall measure of the compression attributable to
supertokens. Together these metrics indicate how
heavily each tokenizer relies on supertokens.

Token distribution. Beyond raw compression,
the statistical shape of the token distribution is
known to correlate with the quality of a tokenizer
for downstream language modeling (Zouhar et al.,
2023). Thus, we measure two criteria: N-gram
diversity, i.e., the fraction of unique n-grams in the
encoded text, and Rényi efficiency (Zouhar et al.,
2023), which summarizes how balanced the token-
frequency distribution is, where higher values indi-
cate a more balanced token-frequency distribution.

Downstream task validation. We also assessed
the impact of AdaBPE vs. SuperBPE downstream
behavior. To this aim, we trained small-scale mod-
els on top of AdaBPE and SuperBPE tokenizers,
using the full 100GB subset released by (Liu et al.,
2025) as the training data (cf. Appendix B) and
OLMo-2 (OLMo et al., 2024) as the decoder archi-
tecture. This choice is motivated since OLMo-2 is
a fully open-source model with publicly released
training data and code, making it well suited for
controlled tokenizer comparisons. The two result-
ing OLMo-2 models, dubbed OLMo2-AdaBPE
and OLMo2-SuperBPE were trained under iden-
tical architecture and budget, differing only in the
tokenizer (cf. Appendix E for hyperparameters).
We resorted to five evaluation benchmarks:
MATHS00 (Hendrycks et al., 2021), BoolQ (Clark
et al., 2019), Winogrande (ai2, 2019), CSQA (Tal-
mor et al., 2019) and GSMS8K (Cobbe et al., 2021).
We measured the benchmark accuracy and the av-
erage bits-per-byte (BPB) (Gao et al., 2020); un-
like perplexity or other token-level measures, BPB
normalizes the model’s cross-entropy loss by the
number of bytes of the original text, making it di-
rectly comparable across tokenizers with different
vocabularies and token lengths (see Appendix A).

Dataset BPE SuperBPE AdaBPE
CSQA 16.63 1243 (25.3%) 12.24 (26.4%)
latex-formulas 68.58 59.49 (13.3%) 54.88 (20.0%)
SQuAD 163.63 125.11 (23.5%) 126.03 (23.0%)
DROP 264.26 206.78 (21.7%) 210.43 (20.4%)
Image2Struct 247.32 212.43 (14.1%) 207.96 (15.9%)

avg decr. w.r.t. BPE - 19.58% 21.14%

Table 1: Average Encoding Length (AEL) comparison
between BPE, SuperBPE, and AdaBPE. Numbers in
parentheses indicate the relative reduction with respect
to the BPE baseline. Best results are bolded.

4 Results

4.1 Qualitative Analysis

Here, we summarize the main observations and
representative examples regarding our qualitative
analysis on (i) how each tokenizer segments sen-
tences containing common multiword expressions
and (ii) the sets of frequent tokens that are exclu-
sive to each tokenizer across the evaluation datasets.
Segmentation examples are reported in Appendix C
and the exclusive-token tables in Appendix D.
Two consistent patterns emerge across the analy-
sis. First, AdaBPE preserves I&TEX command struc-
tures more effectively than SuperBPE. For instance,
the expressions \frac and \begin{equation} are
split by SuperBPE into two tokens while Ad-
aBPE represents them as single tokens, and so it
does even with more complex expressions such as
\sum_{i=. Our exclusive-token analysis (results re-
ported in Appendix D, Tables 8—12) confirms this
at the vocabulary level: AdaBPE’s most frequent
tokens on latex-formulas and Image2Struct include
full command structures such as \begin{alignx},
\end{alignx}, \begin{equation*?}, whereas Su-
perBPE’s exclusive tokens on the same datasets are
dominated by short, isolated symbol pairs (left(,
\right, (t, (z). Second, on natural-language text,
AdaBPE reveals to be much more effective than
SuperBPE in preserving multiword expressions as
single, indivisible units, retaining the semantic and
functional integrity of these expressions. Surpris-
ingly, this holds not only for relatively frequent
and highly lexicalized terms, like "state of the
art” or "artificial intelligence”, but also
for rarer, more compositional-looking or extended
prepositional phrases, such as "late at night”,
"in the ground”, "at the end of"”, "on the
side of the road”, which are not captured by
SuperBPE. The exclusive-token results (Appendix
D) show that this is a systematic, dataset-wide



Dataset BPE SuperBPE AdaBPE
CSQA 1.81 1.68 1.77
latex-formulas ~ 34.22 25.52 25.49
SQuAD 74.41 68.54 68.77
DROP 10.88 8.27 8.32
Image2Struct 0.63 0.44 0.42

Table 2: Average tokenization time (in seconds).

phenomenon. Thus, AdaBPE improves upon Su-
perBPE in avoiding the loss of idiomatic or collo-
cational meaning that arises from purely composi-
tional tokenization, yielding more efficient, seman-
tically coherent input units, with potential advan-
tages for downstream language understanding and
generation tasks (cf. Section 6).

4.2 Average Encoding Length

As shown in Table 1, AdaBPE -consistently
achieves the lowest AEL on latex-domain datasets
(i.e., latex-formulas and Image2Struct), with a rel-
ative length reduction up to 7% vs. SuperBPE.
Also, on natural language benchmarks, AdaBPE
performs competitively with SuperBPE, showing
that it successfully retains the compression advan-
tages of the SuperBPE baseline while offering su-
perior specialization for mathematical notation.

Time Efficiency. Table 2 reports the average tok-
enization time per instance for the tokenizers across
datasets.! SuperBPE and AdaBPE consistently
achieve lower tokenization times than BPE, indicat-
ing that the learned supertokens reduce the number
of tokenization operations required at inference
time. The largest absolute improvements are on
the longest and most token-intensive datasets, i.e.,
latex-formulas and SQuAD, where tokenization
time is reduced by roughly 25% and 8%, respec-
tively. The differences between SuperBPE and
AdaBPE are negligible overall, with AdaBPE ex-
hibiting a slight advantage on the technical datasets
and SuperBPE performing marginally better on
the general-language datasets. This comparable
efficiency confirms that the AdaBPE’s dynamic-
[frequency-aware tokenization approach affects the
learned vocabulary but substantially not the compu-
tational complexity of the tokenization algorithm.

4.3 Supertoken contribution

Table 3 compares the token savings achieved by Su-
perBPE and AdaBPE across the evaluation datasets.
AdaBPE consistently outperforms SuperBPE on all

"Measured on a machine with Ubuntu, Intel(R) Xeon(R)
CPU @ 2.20GHz, 30GB RAM. AdaBPE is implemented in
Python using the PySpark library.

Tokenizer Super Share Mean Savings Total Savings

s, SuperBPE 0.133 1.169 0.156
L AdaBPE 0.272 2.094 0.569
= A (%) +104.5% +79.1% +264.7%
SuperBPE 0.147 1.134 0.167
S AdaBPE 0.366 2.049 0.750
A (%) +149.0% +80.7% +349.1%
A, SuperBPE 0.229 1.226 0.281
g AdaBPE 0.715 2.836 2.029
R A %) +212.2% +131.3% +622.1%
Q SuperBPE 0.257 1.209 0.311
S AdaBPE 0.822 2.947 2.424
9:) A (%) +219.8% +143.8% +679.4%
< SuperBPE 0.281 1.206 0.339
%‘ AdaBPE 0.836 3.150 2.634
O A (%) +197.5% +161.2% +677.0%

Table 3: Comparison of AdaBPE and SuperBPE in
terms of Supertoken Share, Mean Savings, and Total
Savings. Best results per dataset are in bold.

three criteria, demonstrating the effectiveness of
our proposed dynamic-frequency-aware tokeniza-
tion strategy. In particular, AdaBPE substantially
increases the share of text represented by superto-
kens, with improvements ranging from about 105%
on latex-formulas to over 200% on DROP and
SQuAD. This larger supertoken utilization trans-
lates into considerably higher average and total
token savings. The improvements are especially
pronounced for the most token-intensive datasets,
where AdaBPE achieves up to 161% higher mean
savings and over 670% higher total savings com-
pared with SuperBPE.

These results indicate that AdaBPE is able to
identify and exploit more effective multi-token pat-
terns, leading to a more compact representation
of the input text. Notably, the gains are consistent
across both technical datasets (e.g., latex-formulas
and Image2Struct) and general-language bench-
marks (e.g., DROP, SQuAD, and CSQA), suggest-
ing that AdaBPE provides a general improvement
over existing supertokenization approach.

4.4 Token distribution analysis

Table 4 shows that AdaBPE achieves significantly
higher lexical diversity than the BPE baseline,
while remaining comparable to SuperBPE across
all datasets. Moreover, both SuperBPE and Ad-
aBPE improve over BPE in distributional balance,
with SuperBPE retaining a small but consistent
edge over AdaBPE. These results are in relation
with those from the supertoken analysis of Table 3:
AdaBPE exhibits a much higher supertoken share
on these datasets, meaning it encodes a larger por-
tion of a text with frequently recurring superto-



Dataset BPE SuperBPE AdaBPE

NDiv RE; RE; NDiv RE; RE; NDiv RE; REp

CSQA 2.05 0.70 0.50 2.72 0.80 0.51 2.67 0.80 0.50
latex 0.48 0.59 0.48 0.72 0.63 0.52 0.74 0.65 0.52
SQuAD 0.49 0.66 0.41 0.67 0.80 0.57 0.66 0.80 0.56
DROP 0.17 0.67 0.45 0.23 0.78 0.59 0.22 0.77 0.57
128 098 0.67 0.51 1.26 0.72 0.57 1.23 0.72 0.53

Table 4: Comparison over N-gram diversity (NDiv) and
Rényi efficiency (RE,, with a = {1,2}).

kens. Because these units are, by construction,
high-frequency patterns, they recur more often in
the token stream, which marginally lowers the pro-
portion of unique n-grams. In other words, Ad-
aBPE trades a small amount of n-gram diversity
and token-frequency balance for a substantially
higher compression of recurrent expressions.

5 Sensitivity Analysis

We study the sensitivity of AdaBPE to the
two language-dependent parameters egggeral and
07 tex> as shown in Table 13 in Appendix E.

Several observations follow. First, the parame-
ters trade off vocabulary size against compression:
as the thresholds decrease, more supertokens are
added and the AEL drops, but the vocabulary grows
rapidly — from 168k tokens in the most restrictive
setting to more than 1.6M tokens in the most per-
missive one. Second, the AEL on natural-language
datasets (DROP, SQuAD, CSQA) is governed al-
most exclqsively by 9§:§era1: rows with Fhe same
value of Oggp,.,1 but different values of 67;¢,, yield
identical AEL on these three datasets. Symmet-
rically, 6712 controls the AEL on IATEX-heavy
datasets (latex-formulas, Image2Struct). This con-
firms the design intent of the algorithm, which is to
decouple the two language regimes. Finally, very
aggressive settings (last row) achieve large AEL
reductions but require vocabularies an order of mag-
nitude larger than the baseline, which is unlikely to
be practical in real training scenarios.

6 Downstream validation

Table 5 summarizes our main results on the im-
pact of AdaBPE and SuperBPE on downstream
performance. Looking at the general-language
benchmarks (i.e., BoolQ, CSQA and Wino-
grande), OLMo2-AdaBPE always achieves higher
benchmark-accuracy than OLMo2-SuperBPE,
while incurring a slight BPB penalty on two of the
three datasets. Results indicate that AdaBPE’s tok-
enization does not come at the cost of downstream
task performance on general natural language. On

OLMo2-AdaBPE OLMo2-SuperBPE

Dataset Acc. BPB Acc. BPB
GSMSK na 1.51 na 1.56
MATHS500 na 1.21 na 1.27
BoolQ 0.6171 184  0.6150 1.44
CSQA 01966 827  0.1949 7.30
Winogrande 0.5043  0.56  0.4972 0.58

Table 5: Downstream task results.

GSMS8K and MATHS500, both models exhibit a
floor effect in accuracy due to their limited scale,
but AdaBPE achieves a clear BPB advantage.
Note that downstream performance was evalu-
ated with greedy decoding, so results are not in-
fluenced by stochastic sampling at inference time.
It should also be emphasized that, for OLMo2-
AdaBPE, we adopt the AdaBPE configuration that
was selected for its encoding efficiency as found

in our sensitivity analysis (i.e., 91‘;2}( = 0.05,
o = 0.25, along with min_thr = 10~* and

I = 3); however, this setting is not necessarily op-
timal for downstream performance. Nonetheless,
the presented downstream validation analysis has
unveiled that the encoding efficiency advantages
brought from AdaBPE translate to comparable or
improved downstream behavior w.r.t. SuperBPE.

7 Conclusions

We present AdaBPE, an adaptive tokenization
method that extends BPE through frequent-pattern
mining to identify multiword expressions and con-
struct an enhanced vocabulary. AdaBPE dynam-
ically adjusts token merge criteria based on both
pattern length and type, explicitly distinguishing
general-language patterns from formal-language
structures, with a focus on I&IEX expressions. Our
qualitative and quantitative evaluations, including
comparison with SuperBPE, show that AdaBPE
more effectively captures both I£I[EX commands
and general-language multiword expressions as co-
herent units, preserving their semantic and func-
tional integrity. It achieves up to 7% relative encod-
ing reduction on mathematical I4TEX content while
maintaining competitive natural-language perfor-
mance. Experiments with small decoder models
further demonstrate improved accuracy and lower
bits-per-byte on mathematical benchmarks, with
comparable results on general-language tasks.

We aim to investigate the extension of AdaBPE
beyond IATEX to other formal (markup) languages,
task-oriented hyperparameter optimization to im-
prove downstream performance, and scalability of
AdaBPE on larger models.
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Appendix A: Evaluation Datasets

We provide a brief description of the datasets used
for the evaluation of AdaBPE and competing tok-
enizers, along with boxes illustrating example in-
stances. Table 6 summarizes main statistics of the
datasets.

DROP (Dua et al., 2019) contains questions over
passages that potentially require discrete reasoning
over multiple pieces of information in the passage.

DROP Example Instance

Passage: To start the season, the Lions traveled south
to Tampa, Florida to take on the Tampa Bay Bucca-
neers. The Lions scored first in the first quarter with a
23-yard field goal by Jason Hanson. The Buccaneers
tied it up with a 38-yard field goal by Connor Barth,
then took the lead when Aqib Talib intercepted a pass
from Matthew Stafford and ran it in 28 yards. The
Lions responded with a 28-yard field goal. In the
second quarter, Detroit took the lead with a 36-yard
touchdown catch by Calvin Johnson, and later added
more points when Tony Scheffler caught an 11-yard
TD pass. (Cont.)

Question: How many points did the Buccaneers need
to tie in the first?

Answer spans:

{
uspans;r: [1:311],
"types"”: ["number”]

}

. J

latex-formulas (Oleehy, 2024) consists of mathe-
matical expressions written in I&TEX.

latex-formulas Example Instance

\begin{align*}
a*{\dagger}_m=\sqrt{\frac{2}{\zetal}}z_m\,,
\quad a_m=\sqrt{\frac{2}{\zeta}}\bar{z}_m
\quad\textrm{for}\quad m=1,\,3\,,
\end{align*}

SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al., 2016) contains passages
paired with questions about their content; the an-
swer is always a contiguous span of the correspond-
ing passage.

SQuAD Example Instance

Context: Architecturally, the school has a Catholic
character. Atop the Main Building’s gold dome is
a golden statue of the Virgin Mary. Immediately in
front of the Main Building and facing it, is a copper
statue of Christ with arms upraised with the legend
“Venite Ad Me Omnes”. Next to the Main Building is
the Basilica of the Sacred Heart. Immediately behind
the basilica is the Grotto, a Marian place of prayer
and reflection. (Cont.)

Question: What sits on top of the Main Building at
Notre Dame?

Gold answer: “a golden statue of the Virgin Mary”

answer_start: 92

Image2Struct (Roberts et al., 2024) contains I&TREX
code extracted from arXiv papers. For our experi-
ments, we use the equation and algorithm subsets.

Image2Struct Example Instance

Text:

\begin{algorithmic}

\State $PA\_set$

\For { OC\_block in OC\_blocks}
\State $PA\_block$

\For {$B_i \in$ OC\_block}

(Cont.)

\mathcal{F}_{a}*{PA}$

\EndFor

\State $PA\_set \gets PA\_block$

\EndFor
\end{algorithmic}

CommonsenseQA (CSQA) (Talmor et al., 2019)
contains 5-way multiple-choice questions that re-
quire commonsense knowledge to answer.

CSQA Example Instance

Question: The sanctions against the school were a
punishing blow, and they seemed to what the efforts
the school had made to change?

Choices:

ignore
enforce
authoritarian
yell at

avoid

mooOw >

Answer: A

Appendix B: Assessment Criteria

Average Encoding Length. Given a corpus C and
a tokenizer T', the Average Encoding Length (AEL)
is the average number of tokens produced by 7" on
instances of C:

ABLC.T) = @l

seC
where T'(s) denotes the set of tokens of text s.

Supertoken contribution criteria. Let V' be the
vocabulary created by a tokenizer (i.e., AdaBPE



Statistic DROP Image2Struct CSQA latex-forms. SQuAD

#Instances 9,535 600 9,741 100,00009 87,599
Characters per instance

Min 290 39 20 29 179
Max 5,578 3,869 405 440 26,203
Avg 1,111.27 632.50 78.84 145.05 814.94
Std 598.84 634.03 3043 7497 320.16
BPE tokens per instance

Min 75 14 5 10 31
Max 1,290 1,720 73 294 913
Avg 264.26 247.32 16.63 68.58 163.63
Std 125.25 238.77 6.72 36.58 63.14
Words per instance**)

Min 46 2 4 1 25
Max 957 536 66 136 666
Avg 186.38 64.42 14.60 9.72 129.82
Std 100.22 68.10 5.61 8.76  49.55
Alphanumeric BPE tokens per instance***)

Min 3 0 0 0 0
Max 90 145 3 94 97
Avg 25.74 11.11  0.01 5.18 5.81
Std 14.86 15.61 0.11 6.04 7.07
BTEX BPE tokens per instance

Min — 14 — 10 —
Max — 1,720 — 294 —
Avg — 247.32 — 68.58 —
Std — 238.77 — 36.58 —

Table 6: Summary statistics of the evaluation datasets.
(*) The full dataset contains approximately one million
instances; for evaluation we selected the first 100,000.
(**) Words are regarded as sequences of characters sep-
arated by whitespace. ***) BPE tokens containing at
least one digit.

or SuperBPE, in our setting) built on top of an
existing BPE vocabulary. We can partition V' into
the set of BPE tokens Vgpg, which are the tokens
inherited from the underlying BPE vocabulary, and
the set of supertokens Vuper. For any token ¢ €
V and a corpus C, let count(t,T(C)) denote the
number of occurrences of ¢ in the encoded corpus
T'(C), and depth(t) the number of base BPE tokens
constituting ¢. Note that any token ¢ is a supertoken
iff depth(t) > 1; also, a supertoken may itself be
formed by merging two existing supertokens—as
happens at later iterations of AdaBPE—but this
does not affect the definition, which depends only
on the full decomposition of ¢ into BPE tokens.

We define three metrics to evaluate the behavior
of supertokens:

1. Supertoken Share (Sharegype,): the fraction
of the encoded token stream that consists of
supertokens,

Ztevsuper count(t,T(C))

Sharesuper(C,T") = Zzev count(t, T(C))

2

2. Mean Savings (/isavings): the expected num-
ber of base BPE tokens saved per supertoken

occurrence,

Ztevsuper count(t, T(C)) - (depth(t) — 1)
Ztevsuper count(t,T(C))

Hsavings C.T)=
3)

3. Total Savings (Savings,, ): the average num-
ber of BPE tokens saved per emitted token
over the entire corpus, which quantifies the
overall compression gain,

Savings,1 (C, T') = Sharesuper(C, ') Hsayings (C, T)-
“

N-gram Diversity Given a corpus C, a tokenizer 7,
and a maximum n-gram order NV, the N-gram diver-
sity is defined as the sum, over all n-gram orders
from 1 to IV, of the fraction of distinct n-grams
among all n-grams extracted from the tokenized
COrpus:

nique-n-grams € T'(C)
#n-grams € T(C)

S #
NgD(C,T,N) =" "2 )
n=1

In our experiments, N was set to 4.

Rényi Efficiency Let p(t,T,C) = % be
the relative frequency of token ¢ in the tokenized

corpus. The Rényi efficiency is defined as:

RE(C,T,0) = lim ﬁ In (Zt:p(t, T,C)* ) ,
Q)
where o > 0 controls the sensitivity to the tail of
the token-frequency distribution, and how strongly
frequent tokens dominate the score. In particular:

* o = 1: Taking the limit to 1 recovers
the standard Shannon-entropy-based measure,

- Zt p(ta T,C) lnp(ta T,C)

* o = 2: This gives more weight to the most
frequent tokens via squared probabilities.

Bits-per-byte (BPB) Given a tokenizer 7" and an
input text sequence s, Bits-per-byte (BPB) is a
standard criterion for evaluating language models
and compressors, which is defined as:

Lor(T(s))
In(2) - Npytes (T'(s)) '
where T'(s) is the set of tokens obtained by tokeniz-
ing the input text s, npytes(7(s)) is the number
of bytes in the original text represented by the to-

ken sequence, and L¢ g is the cross-entropy loss of
T(s).

BPB(s,T) =

O]



Appendix C: Training Data for the
Tokenizers

All tokenizers were trained on a 10GB subset of
the OLMo2 stage-2 pretraining corpus (olmo-mix)
(OLMo et al., 2024) publicly released by Liu et al.
(2025). This 10GB subset is drawn from the full
released data, which totals approximately 100GB;
we used the smaller 10GB portion for tokenizer
training as-is, without further filtering. As reported
by Liu et al. (2025), a small amount of tokenizer
training data is sufficient—enlarging it beyond this
scale does not measurably affect the encoding ef-
ficiency of the resulting tokenizer—and the sub-
set already incorporates their document-truncation
preprocessing, which limits the influence of a few
extremely long, internally duplicated documents.
Using the same released data for BPE, SuperBPE,
and AdaBPE ensures that any difference in the
resulting tokenizers is due to the tokenization algo-
rithm rather than from the training data, and makes
our setup directly reproducible.

To determine min_thr, gn |, and G, we
estimated the bigram frequency distributions of
Figures 1 and 2 from a random sample of this 10GB
corpus. Sampling was performed at the file level:
files were drawn uniformly at random from the
10GB subset, and processed in this random order
until the cumulative number of extracted bigrams
reached 1.5 - 108,

Remarks on the selection of hyperparameters.
The hyperparameters of our AdaBPE were deter-
mined through a data-driven procedure using a
sample drawn from the same training distribution
employed for SuperBPE, rather than being manu-
ally tuned for a specific downstream setting. This
design choice ensures that the selected frequency
thresholds reflect the statistical properties of the
data while avoiding overfitting to the full training
corpus. Since the procedure relies on identifying
recurring patterns and adapting the thresholds ac-
cordingly, rather than on corpus-specific heuristics,
we expect the resulting methodology to general-
ize to other datasets with different distributions
and domains. In this sense, the proposed approach
provides a robust and transferable strategy for con-
figuring pattern-aware BPE variants.

Appendix D: Qualitative Comparison

To illustrate the segmentation behavior of AdaBPE
on representative multiword expressions, we gener-
ated a set of example sentences targeting constructs

known to be challenging for whitespace-based sub-
word tokenization. The generated sentences were
then encoded using the actual trained SuperBPE
and AdaBPE tokenizers, along with basic BPE.

The resulting token sequences are reported ver-
batim in the following listings, for each of the tok-
enizers. Underlined terms correspond to compound
words or named entities that are expected to be en-
coded as single tokens.

EXAMPLE 1 — \frac{n \sum_{i=1}"n i}{N} \rightarrow x

BPE \ frac { n \ sum { i =1 }* n
Gi ' N } G\ rightarrow Gx

SuperBPE \  frac{ n \' sum _{i =
1 P n G W N G
rightarrow  Gx

AdaBPE frac{ n \sum {i= 1 } n Gi
H\ N )Gvrightarrow — Gx

EXAMPLE 2 — \begin{equation}y = ax + b \end{equation}

BPE \ begin { equation } Gy G= Gax
G+ Gb G\ end { equation }

superBPE  \begin{equation } Gy G=
Gax G+ Gb G\ end{
equation  }

AdaBPE | \begin{equation} Gy | G= | Gax

G+ Gb Glend{equation}

EXAMPLE 3 — The development of Artificial Intelligence
requires vast amounts of data.

BPE The Gdevelopment Gof  GArtificial
Gintelligence Grequires Gvast
Gamounts Gof Gdata

SuperBPE  The  GdevelopmentGof  GAtrtificial
Gintelligence Grequires Gvast
GamountsGof ~ Gdata.

AdaBPE The GdevelopmentGof
GArtificialGlIntelligence Grequires
Gvast GamountsGof Gdata.




EXAMPLE 4 — The new software uses state of the art

machine learning.

BPE The Gnew Gsoftware Guses Gstate

SuperBPE

AdaBPE

Gof Gthe Gart Gmachine Glearning

TheGnew Gsoftware
Guses GstateGofGthe Gart
GmachineGlearning

TheGnew Gsoftware
Guses GstateGofGtheGart
GmachineGlearning

EXAMPLE 5 — The high school student ate ice cream
while sitting on the living room couch.

BPE

SuperBPE

AdaBPE

The Ghigh Gschool Gstudent Gate
Gice Gcream Gwhile Gsitting Gon

Gthe Gliving Groom Gcouch

The GhighGschool Gstudent
Gate GiceGeream Gwhile
GsittingGonGthe GlivingGroom
Gceouch

The GhighGschool Gstudent
Gate GiceGcream Gwhile
GsittingGonGthe GlivingGroom
Gcouch

EXAMPLE 6 — Storm cloud gathered over the valley, and
another storm cloud loomed on the horizon

BPE

SuperBPE

AdaBPE

Storm  Gcloud  Ggathered  Gover
Gthe  Gvalley Gand  Ganother
Gstorm  Gcloud  Gloomed  Gon
Gthe Ghorizon

Storm Gceloud Ggathered
GoverGthe Gvalley
,GandGanother ~ Gstorm  Gcloud

Gloomed  GonGthe  Ghorizon

Storm Gcloud Ggathered
GoverGtheGvalley ,GandGanother
Gstorm Gcloud Gloomed
GonGtheGhorizon

EXAMPLE 7 — At the end of the long march, the soldiers
were still standing in formation on the side of the road.

BPE At Gthe Gend Gof Gthe Gilong
Gmarch , Gthe Gsoldiers Gwere
Gstill  Gstanding Gin  Gformation
Gon Gthe Gside Gof Gthe Groad

SuperBPE  AtGthe GendGofGthe Glong

Gmarch ,Gthe Gsoldiers
GwereGstill Gstanding
Gin Gformation GonGthe

GsideGofGthe  Groad

AdaBPE AtGtheGendGof GtheGlong
Gmarch ,Gthe
Gsoldiers GwereGstill
GstandingGin Gformation

GonGtheGsideGofGtheGroad

EXAMPLE 8 — Then, late at night, he buried the old box
in the ground beside the road.

BPE Then , Glate Gat Gnight , Ghe
Gburied Gthe Gold Gbox Gin Gthe

Gground Gbeside Gthe Groad

SuperBPE  Then , Glate GatGnight
,Ghe  Gburied GtheGold Gbox
GinGthe Gground Gbeside
GtheGroad

AdaBPE Then .,  GlateGatGnight ,Ghe

Gburied GtheGold Gbox
GinGtheGground Gbeside
GtheGroad

The examples above provide evidence of the
recurring differences between AdaBPE and Su-
perBPE in their treatment of IATEX syntax and of
general natural language.

For IATEX examples, AdaBPE tends to merge
complete syntactic units into single tokens, whereas
SuperBPE often performs only partial merges. Rep-
resentative examples include \begin{equation},
\end{equation}, \sum_{i=, and \rightarrow.



For general-language examples, the two tokeniz-
ers typically agree on short, high-frequency mul-
tiword expressions. An exception is Example 3,
where AdaBPE merges Artificial Intelligence into a
single supertoken, while SuperBPE keeps the two
words separate. The difference becomes more pro-
nounced for longer expressions. In Example 4, Ad-
aBPE merges the entire phrase state of the art into
a single supertoken, whereas SuperBPE represents
it with two tokens. Likewise, in Examples 7-8, Ad-
aBPE learns longer expressions such as At the end
of, on the side of the road, late at night, and in the
ground, as well as phrasal verbs such as standing
in, which SuperBPE tokenizes into multiple tokens.

Appendix E: Exclusive Tokens

To complement our qualitative analysis, we report
in Tables 8—12 the top-frequent tokens that are ex-
clusive to each tokenizer’s vocabulary, on each of
the full-size evaluation dataset.

Two consistent patterns emerge across datasets.
On the I&TgX-heavy datasets (latex-formulas, Ta-
ble 8; Image2Struct, Table 12), AdaBPE’s ex-
clusive tokens correspond to well-formed IATRX
constructs:  environment delimiters such as
begin{alignx}, end{align*}, indexed-variable
patterns such as _{n, _{k, _{j, and command pre-
fixes such as }\frac{ and sum_{i= are all repre-
sented as single tokens by AdaBPE, whereas Su-
perBPE often splits them into multiple tokens.

On the general-language datasets (CSQA, Ta-
ble 9; SQuAD, Table 10; DROP, Table 11), Su-
perBPE’s unique tokens on these datasets often
correspond to dataset-specific named entities or fre-
quent lexicalized expressions, which capture recur-
ring surface forms but do not necessarily reflect pro-
ductive linguistic patterns (e.g. UnitedGStates,
AfricanGAmerican, citationGneeded). Ad-
aBPE’s exclusive tokens are also frequent surface
forms, but they arguably reflect more composi-
tional and syntactic structure than SuperBPE’s
dataset-specific named entities, such as determiner-
led noun phrases and multiword expressions—e.g.
GtheGregion, GtheGSovietGUnion, GearlyGin—
consistent with the segmentation examples in Ap-
pendix C.

Appendix F: Details on Model Training for
Downstream Evaluation

Table 7 reports the main settings used to train
OLMo2-AdaBPE and OLMo2-SuperBPE. Both

models were trained on the full 100GB subset re-
leased by Liu et al. (2025), and share an identical
architecture and training budget (e.g., number of
epochs, batch size), so that they differ only in the
tokenizer used to preprocess the training corpus
(AdaBPE vs. SuperBPE). Keeping every other ar-
chitectural and optimization choice fixed isolates
the effect of the tokenizer on the downstream re-
sults reported in Table 5 ensuring that observed
differences in accuracy and BPB are attributable to
the tokenization strategy rather than to confounding
factors in model capacity or training regime.

OLMo-AdaBPE OLMo-SuperBPE

Architecture OLMo-2 OLMo-2
Hidden size 2048 2048
Position embedding RoPE RoPE
Attention heads 16 16
Activation function SiLU SiLU
Layers 16 16
Epochs 3 3
Batch size 8 8
Optimizer AdamW AdamW
Tokenizer AdaBPE SuperBPE

Table 7: Main hyperparameters used during model train-
ing

Appendix G: Details on Sensitivity Analysis

Table 13 reports the AEL obtained on the evalua-
tion data when each parameter is varied within the
bounds from the previous section, while keeping
all other settings fixed. The first row corresponds
to the configuration used in the main experiments
(Ogenerar = 0.3, 0135, = 0.08); the remaining
rows progressively relax the thresholds.



AdaBPE only SuperBPE only

Rank Token Frequency Rank Token Frequency
1 end{align*} 98,652 1 left( 15,092
2 begin{align*} 58,772 2 (t 12,354
3 \begin{align 40,418 3 \right 11,718
4  _{n 10,119 4 6\ 9,964
5 _{k 6,384 5  left(\ 9,765
6 _{j 6,235 6 \in 9,166
7 G\sum_{ 4,486 7 n- 8,080
8 J\left( 4,185 8  G+G\ 7,576
9 )G=6\ 4,123 9 3\ 7,379

10 sum_{i= 4,116 10  G\in 6,097
11 tilde{ 4,098 11 G\right 5,695
12 int_ 4,077 12 (z 5,330
13 int_{ 4,013 13 G&6G 5,001
14 }\left 3,737 14 G&G\ 4,905
15 t_ 3,671 15 cases 4,492
16 t, 3,449 16 i, 3,723
17  bar{ 3,436 17 (n 3,643
18  I\frac{ 3,315 18 ,y 3,505
19  }G- 3,244 19 (y 3,235
20  Gx_ 3,190 20 (a 2,778

Table 8: Top exclusive tokens by frequency on latex-formulas. Left: tokens used by AdaBPE but absent from
SuperBPE. Right: tokens used by SuperBPE but absent from AdaBPE.

AdaBPE only SuperBPE only

Rank Token Frequency Rank Token Frequency
1 GdoGwhat 201 1 WhatGhappens 80
2 Gdo? 178 2 GwasGhe 67
3, GwhatGwas 81 3 TheGman 65
4  Gdidn 72 4  WhatGcan 54
5 GwhatGto 68 5 Gficus 53
6 GyouGbuy 60 6  WhyGwould 51
7  GdoingGwhat 56 7  GdidGshe 48
8 Gdidn’ 52 8 GwereGthey 43
9  GbeGfound 48 9  GcouldGhappen 37
10  WhatGkindGof 44 10 Git. 31
11 GstandingGin 43 11 GtoGit 30
12 tGlike 42 12 Gdidn’tGwantGto 22
13 GdoGif 40 13 GisGknown 21
14 GwhatGdo 35 14  GfreshGair 20
15 GdoGto 34 15 GwantedGa 17
16  GhappensGto 32 16  WhyGdoes 15
17 ,GsoGwhat 31 17  What’s 14
18, GwhatGdo 30 18  Gdidn’ tGhave 13
19 GtoGbed 28 19 GfastGfood 13
20 GwhatGwill 25 20 Gdidn’tGknow 12

Table 9: Top exclusive tokens by frequency on CSQA.



AdaBPE only SuperBPE only

Rank Token Frequency Rank Token Frequency

1 :6 1,735 1 citationGneeded 3,488

2 .GWhatGwasGthe 1,664 2 726 2,407

3 GtheGlateG 1,239 3  GA°C 1,655

4  :Gthe 1,121 4 GuntilG 1,564

5 .GWhatGtypeGof 1,061 5 Geity’s 1,214

6 GtheGregion 1,044 6 GapproximatelyG 1,188

7 GCe 990 7 .GByG 987

8 GtheGisland 986 8  thGcentury, 981

9 théand 973 9 (MiddleGAges 981

10 .GWhatGare 922 10  th-century 969

11 GtheGperiod 887 11 0nG 924

12 GHowGmany 874 12 thGcenturies 912

13 GtheGRoman 854 13 Gworld’s 880

14  GtheGnational 841 14 -speaking 795

15 GtheGSovietGUnion 833 15 GUS$ 786

16  GtheGmid- 827 16 G(including 769

17 GtheGuniversity 784 17 GPeople’s 754

18  GtheGNorth 758 18  GRomanGEmpire 751

19  GtheGChinese 751 19 Gd’ 719

20 GannouncedGthat 749 20 thGandG 711

Table 10: Top exclusive tokens by frequency on SQuUAD.
AdaBPE only SuperBPE only

Rank Token Frequency Rank Token Frequency
1 sS. 3,874 1 ),6 5,274
2 GtheGfourth 1,637 2  UnitedGStates 4,956
3 GtheGlead 1,260 3 U.S. 3,864
4 GunderGtheGageGofG 1,086 4 GonGaG 1,890
5  GThereGwere 640 5  GfromGtwo 1,238
6  GpeopleG( 633 6 GwereG 1,147
7  GtheGperiod 632 7  GageG 1,054
8 InGtheGfirst 599 8 GandGaG 1,020
9 GtheGloss 592 9 GforGaG 996
10 GHowGmany 516 10  GeveryG 982
11 GofGindividuals 450 11 GAfricanGAmerican 853
12 .GInGtheGsecond 437 12 6 775
13 GaGfemale 415 13 GanG 663
14  Gtogether, 402 14 ).GThere 610
15 GtheGlongest 401 15 Gyears,G 583
16 GearlyGin 394 16 GNativeGAmerican 561
17  GfirstGhalf 366 17  Gendzone 462
18 GtheGsecondGhalf 330 18 -point 401
19  GtheGSpanish 308 19 -winning 358
20 GtheirGhome 300 20 GNewGEngland 314

Table 11: Top exclusive tokens by frequency on DROP.



AdaBPE only SuperBPE only
Rank Token Frequency Rank Token Frequency
1 _{t 263 1 3 1,483
2 G\textbf{ 219 2 $C 498
3 \end{equationx} 205 3 %) 409
4 hat{\ 202 4 i, 294
5 \begin{equationx} 198 5 1¢ 288
6 3,6\ 185 6 G\ 273
7 G\text{ 133 7 align 256
8 \caption{ 132 8 equation 238
9 hat{ 126 9 G\in 231
10 begin{align*} 126 10 \in 208
11  end{align*} 126 11 \begin{equation 198
12 _{k 122 12 \item 175
13 boldsymbol{\ 103 13 .C 164
14 {x 101 14 $.C 140
15 mathbf{x 89 15 G\C 134
16 tilde{ 84 16  left( 121
17 _{\text{ 82 17 (t 116
18  }G= 82 18 G+G_\ 115
19 3}G=G\ 81 19 \\C 112
20 theta_ 79 20  left(\ 101
Table 12: Top exclusive tokens by frequency on Image2Struct.
Parameters V| DROP SQuAD  CSQA LS 128
baseline 204,601 210.43 126.03 12.24 54.88 207.96
OZZZQZ =0.05, 181,752 222.60 136.02 13.44 52.93 202.47
Oenerar=0-5 (-5.78%) (-7.92%) (-9.80%) (+3.55%) (+2.64%)
gmin =0.08, 168,292  222.60 136.02 13.44 55.75 211.63
g"éﬁfeml:O.E) (-5.78%) (-7.92%) (-9.80%) (-1.58%) (-1.76%)
H{Z;ZB =0.05, 208,043 210.43 126.03 12.24 52.57 200.41
veneral=0-3 (+0.0%) (+0.0%) (+0.0%) (+4.20%) (+3.63%)
0[’;2& =0.08, 247,260 208.21 124.25 12.04 54.86 207.90
Openerar=0-25 (+1.05%) (+1.41%) (+1.63%) (+0.03%) (+0.02%)
9172'2;5 =0.05, 261,512  206.33 124.24 12.04 52.11 198.89
Ofenerar=0-25 (+1.94%) (+1.42%) (+1.63%) (+5.04%) (+4.36%)
HZZZQZ =0.05, 317,155 205.08 122.57 11.86 51.86 197.48
O enera=0-23 (+2.60%) (+2.74%) (+3.10%) (-5.50%) (+5.03%)
0?;2;; =0.05, 646,506 201.14 119.65 11.51 51.13 196.25
Oemerar=0-2 (+4.41%) (+5.06%) (+5.96%) (+6.83%) (+5.63%)
grin =0.08, 1,685,088 183.60 107.57 10.09 54.93 204.55
grin —(.1 (+12.75%) (+14.64%) (+17.56%) (-0.09%) (+1.63%)

general

Table 13: Sensitivity analysis of AdaBPE: AEL scores for different settings of 6
parentheses indicate the percentage variation relative to the baseline.

min
genera

min
l and Hlatem .

Values in
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