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Large Language Models (LLMs) have achieved unprecedented performance on many complex tasks, being able,
for example, to answer questions on almost any topic. However, they struggle with other simple tasks, such as
counting the occurrences of letters in a word, as illustrated by the inability of many LLMs to count the number
of "r" letters in "strawberry". Several works have studied this problem and linked it to the tokenization used by
LLMs, to the intrinsic limitations of the attention mechanism, or to the lack of character-level training data. In
this paper, we conduct an experimental study to evaluate the relations between the LLM errors when counting
letters with 1) the frequency of the word and its components in the training dataset and 2) the complexity
of the counting operation. We present a comprehensive analysis of the errors of LLMs when counting letter
occurrences by evaluating a representative group of models over a large number of words. The results show a
number of consistent trends in the models evaluated: 1) models are capable of recognizing the letters but not
counting them; 2) the frequency of the word and tokens in the word does not have a significant impact on the
LLM errors; 3) there is a positive correlation of letter frequency with errors, more frequent letters tend to
have more counting errors, 4) the errors show a strong correlation with the number of letters or tokens in a
word and 5) the strongest correlation occurs with the number of letters with counts larger than one, with
most models being unable to correctly count words in which letters appear more than twice. These results
suggest that the problems of LLMs to count letters are not related to the frequency of words or tokens in the
training data but to the complexity of the counting operation. However, further studies are needed to build a
better understanding of the limitations of LLMs to count the letters in a word.
CCS Concepts: • Software and its engineering→ Empirical software validation; • Computing method-
ologies → Natural language generation; Language resources.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Since the introduction of ChatGPT, the adoption of large language models (LLMs) has been exponen-
tial and are used by millions of people [22]. This is because LLMs have achieved an unprecedented
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performance on many language processing tasks, conversational chatbots being just one of them.
LLMs can, for example, answer multiple choice questions on almost any topic, and more difficult
tests have to be designed as LLMs approach 100% accuracy on existing tests [20]. LLMs have
also shown good results in solving mathematical problems [8] and also in solving common sense
questions [25]. Finally, many LLMs are capable of performing these tasks not only in English, they
support many languages although with a performance loss. Despite their good results in tasks
that seem complex to humans, LLMs struggle with tasks that appear to be much easier, such as
computing the result of simple arithmetic operations [24] or counting the letters in a word [21]. In
a way, LLMs behave like Ireneo Funes, the protagonist of "Funes the memorious" a short story by
Jorge Luis Borges [3]. Irineo had an almost infinite memory capable of remembering every instant
of his existence with every detail and this prevented him from reasoning [7] as Borges explains
"Without effort, he had learned English, French, Portuguese, Latin. I suspect, nevertheless, that
he was not very capable of thought. To think is to forget a difference, to generalize, to abstract. In
the overly replete world of Funes there were nothing but details, almost contiguous details". LLMs
know the details of almost anything we can ask on different languages but yet like Irineo struggle
to count the letters in Strawberry.
This performance in complex tasks is achieved by training large models with billions of pa-

rameters with datasets of trillions of words [9]. The LLM learns to predict the next element in
the sentence, and this process is repeated to generate the requested text or the answer to a given
question. Most LLMs are currently based on the same architecture, the transformer [19] that is
composed of layers, each of which implements a neural network and a new mechanism called
attention to better capture the relationships between parts of the text. The size of the model can
be scaled by adding more layers or making each of them more complex, resulting in models that
exceed a trillion parameters.

It would seem natural to use words as elements of a sentence when the LLM makes predictions.
However, this is not efficient as it would require the LLM to estimate the probabilities for all
words to make the decision. The number of words is very large, especially when you consider the
variations of words such as verbs and the number of languages supported by LLMs. On the other
extreme, LLMs could use letters as the elements to predict, thus radically reducing the number
of possible outcomes. However, that would also be inefficient, as now many predictions will be
needed to generate text, each requiring a significant computational effort. Interestingly, similar
trade-offs apply also to human writing systems. Learning the letters of an alphabet, typically tens
of letters, is much easier than learning the characters that describe concepts in languages such as
Chinese with thousands of characters. Other languages use syllabaries or ideograms for writing
having an intermediate number of basic elements or graphemes. However, once learned, a larger
number of graphemes can be more efficient in processing the information although the optimality
of the writing system has many different angles [1].
Most LLMs adopt a compromise solution and use sequences of characters, known as tokens,

that are part of a word or an entire word [16] for predictions. The tokenization tries to reduce the
number of predictions needed to complete a text by assigning tokens to sequences of characters that
appear frequently in the text. For example, “strawberry” is decomposed by the GPT4-o tokenizer
into three tokens: “st”, “raw” and “berry”. The design of a tokenizer is a complex problem and many
algorithms have been proposed in the literature [15]. One concern for tokenization is also to provide
comparable performance in different languages [14]. The design of the tokenizers affects the quality
of responses in different languages and also the response time, cost, and energy consumption. Some
tokenizers favor certain languages, which means that the same text in one language may require
more tokens (inferences) than in another for its generation [13]. For example, the sentence “The sun
is brilliant” which contains 20 characters including spaces, is composed of 4 tokens according to
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the GPT-3 tokenizer (“The”, “sun”, “is”, “brilliant”). However, its Spanish version, “El sol es brillante”
contains 19 characters and is divided into 5 tokens (“El”, “sol”, “es”, “brill”, “ante”).

The fact that LLMs work with tokens means that as opposed to humans, letters are not their basic
element for constructing words and then text. For us, learning letters and how to form words and
pronounce them is a fundamental part of language acquisition [2]. Therefore, we identify letters
from an early age and find it trivial to count the number of letters in a word. This is not the case for
LLMs and it has been speculated that it can be due to the use of tokens instead of letters [17]. To
the best of our knowledge, no comprehensive study on the errors made by LLMs has been reported
in the literature. Such a study could shed light on the underlying factors that prevent LLMs from
correctly counting the letters in a word. This paper evaluates a representative group of LLMs when
counting letters on a large number of words and explores the relationships of those errors with
different word parameters such as the number of letters or the word frequency.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 covers related works on the limita-
tions of LLMs for simple tasks such as counting letters. The methodology used in our evaluation is
described in Section 3 covering the LLMs used, the word features considered, the words evaluated,
and the experimental procedure. The results are presented, analyzed and discussed in section 4.
The paper ends with the conclusion in Section 5.

2 RELATEDWORK
The limitations of LLMs to perform some simple tasks are well-known. Those include simple
arithmetic operations [24] and counting of letters in a word or text [21],[23]. This issue was brought
to the spotlight with the inability of leading LLMs to count the number of “r” letters in “strawberry”,
a task that is easily done by a child. The limitation not only applies to counting letters but also to
other operations at the character level such as spelling or manipulation [5].

The problems of LLMs to count letters have been analyzed theoretically in [23] which shows that
transformer-based LLMs are constrained in the number of letters that they can count by the size of
certain model parameters related to the attention mechanisms and the model embeddings. However,
many current models have sizes of those parameters that are above those values. Other works link
the inability of LLMs to count letters to the use of tokens instead of characters as the processing
units, arguing that LLMs in most cases do not work with letters, only when the token happens to
be a letter [17]. This means that LLMs see few letter-level data during their training which can
also limit their ability to count letters. However, there are also recent studies that challenge those
conjectures [21] and propose the use of “reasoning before answering” to have correct results when
asking LLMs to perform operations on letters.
The analysis of previous works show that there is still a lack of understanding of why LLMs

struggle to count letters. In this work, we contribute to the study of this problem by exploring the
relation of the LLM errors with different word features, as discussed in the following sections.

3 METHODOLOGY
This section discusses the methodology used in the evaluation, including the selection of LLMs and
words to be used, as well as the procedures used to gather and process the data and the features
analyzed. Intuitively, the features that could affect the ability of LLMs to count the letters in a word
are: 1) those related to the frequency of the word, tokens, and letters on the training dataset of
the LLM and 2) those related to the difficulty of counting letters in a word, such as the number of
letters, tokens, number of distinct letters, and letter counts.
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3.1 Procedure
To automate the evaluation process, we ask the LLMs to count the number of letters that appear
on each word and produce a JSON that contains the letter and their counts. The prompt used is:
‘Count the frequency of each letter in the input word and output it in JSON format, generate a
JSON format reply directly without any additional information required. Here’s an example: Input:
strawberry Output: {"s": 1, "t": 1, "r": 3, "a": 1, "w": 1, "b": 1, "e": 1, "y": 1}’
This JSON is then compared with the correct counts of the letters for that word and if there is

any difference, the word is reported as erroneously counted. The JSONs of all the responses are
saved so that further analysis, for example, of the errors per letter or per count value, can be done.

3.2 Frequency features
The frequency of a word and its components in the training dataset can impact the ability of the
LLM to learn words. For example, LLMs tend to achieve better performance in English, which
typically accounts for the majority of the training text [12]. To see if this is the case when counting
letters, we explore the relation of counting errors with frequency of words, tokens, and letters.
Unfortunately, in most cases, the training datasets used in the LLMs are not available but we know
that the models have been trained on massive amounts of data taken from the Internet. To overcome
this limitation in accessing training data, we use the results of the analysis of a one trillion words
dataset that is publicly available1 which provides word and letter frequencies [11]. For each LLM we
use its tokenizer to decompose each word in tokens and then, based on that list, we also compute
the relative token frequency.

In summary, we use the following frequency-related features:
(1) Word frequency
(2) Token frequency
(3) Letter frequency

3.3 Count difficulty features
The difficulty of counting the letters in a word can be related to the number of letters in the word
but also to the number of letters that appear more than once. For an LLM since it works with tokens,
it is also meaningful to use the number of tokens as an indication of the difficulty of counting.
Similarly, when the same letter appears on different tokens of a word, the LLM has not only to
identify the presence of the letter in each token, but also to add them correctly, so it can also be an
indication of the counting difficulty. The same happens when a letter appears more than once in a
single token. To evaluate the difficulty of the counting we use the following features:
(1) Number of letters in the word
(2) Number of token in the word
(3) Number of letters minus number of distinct letters in the word
(4) Number of letters that appear in several tokens of the word minus number of distinct letters

that appear in several tokens of the word
For example, let us consider the word “unbelievable” that in GPT-4o is tokenized2 as: “un”, “bel”,

“ievable”. Then we will have 12 letters, 3 tokens, 8 distinct letters, 7 letters that appear in different
tokens, and 3 distinct letters appearing in more than one token so having 12,3,4,4 for our four
features.

1https://research.google/blog/all-our-n-gram-are-belong-to-you/
2see https://platform.openai.com/tokenizer
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3.4 Words
To keep the experiments manageable, we select 10,000 words randomly from the list of 1/3 million
words in [11]. Then for each of them we collect the frequency and difficulty features.

3.5 LLMs
In order to ensure that the results are representative of the current LLMs, we select both open and
proprietary models from different companies and different sizes. In more detail, we evaluate:

• Three models from Meta: LLama3.1-8B, LLama3.1-70B and LLama3.2-11B [4],
• Two from Mistral: Mistral-7B and Mixtral-8x7B [6].
• One model from Google: Gemma-2-9B [18].
• Two models from OpenAI: GPT-4o-mini and GPT-4o [12].

4 EVALUATION RESULTS
We first look at the overall results to understand if the latest versions of the LLMs are still unable to
count the letters in a word3. Figure 1 shows the percentage of words with count errors per model. It
can be observed that most models fail in more than half of the words and even the best model fails
to correctly count the letters in 17% of the words. Therefore, LLMs still struggle to count letters.
Comparing the models, the largest and most powerful models evaluated, GPT-4o and GPT-4o-

mini, show the best results with GPT-4o outperforming GPT-4o-mini. The best results for the open
weights models evaluated are for LLama3.1-70B which is the largest of the open weights models
evaluated. This suggests that larger models are better at counting letters. However, that is not the
case for Mixtral-8x7B that has the worst results despite being the second largest open weights
model evaluated. Instead, for the models in the 7B to 11B parameters range, performance is similar
with errors in the range 63% to 74% for the four models evaluated: LLama3.1-8B, LLama3.2-11B,
Mistral-7B and Gemma-2-9B.

Fig. 1. Percentage of words with errors on when counting letters for the different models

To try to understand whether frequency and difficulty features have an impact on errors, we
analyze each group of features in the following subsections.
3All the results and code are available at https://github.com/aMa2210/LLM_CounterLettersWithoutFT
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4.1 Frequency features
To analyze the impact of word frequency, we order the words by their frequency and plot the
number of cumulative errors versus the number of words. Figure 2 shows the results. It can be
observed that for all models, the errors increase linearly, which means that there is no dependence
of errors with frequency. This is further confirmed when computing the Spearman correlation
coefficient [10] between frequency and errors, which has values close to zero for all models. The
values are provided in Table 1.

Fig. 2. Distribution of cumulative error counts for words sorted by frequency

Table 1. Spearman Correlation Coefficients between Errors and Multiple Metrics

LlaMa3.1-8B LlaMa3.1-70B LLama3.2-11B Mistral-7B Mixtral-8x7B Gemma2-9B GPT4o-mini GPT4o
Word Frequency -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.04 -0.05

Average Frequency of Tokens -0.12 -0.09 -0.12 -0.15 -0.11 -0.09 -0.08 -0.09
Number of Letters 0.55 0.59 0.56 0.42 0.40 0.42 0.58 0.44

Difference between Number of Letters and Distinct Letters 0.72 0.69 0.61 0.45 0.48 0.47 0.66 0.50
Number of Tokens 0.27 0.30 0.28 0.14 0.16 0.16 0.29 0.19

Difference between Letters and Distinct Letters that appear on several tokens 0.61 0.62 0.53 0.37 0.41 0.38 0.58 0.44

Similar results are obtained when using the token frequency as seen in Figure 3. The correlation
coefficients are also close to zero as reported in Table 1. These results suggest that the frequency of
the word or its tokens does not have an impact on the counting errors of LLMs. This is surprising
and implies that the failures in letter counting are not related to the times that the word is expected
to appear in the training set of the LLM.

Fig. 3. Distribution of cumulative error counts for words sorted by average frequency of tokens
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Finally, we consider the errors at the letter level and their dependency with letter frequency.
To do so, we order the letters by frequency4 and plot their counting error rates in Figure 4. A
strong correlation between frequency and counting errors can be observed for all models except
Mixtral-8x7b which does not show a clear trend. The correlation of counting errors with letter
frequency is not intuitive, as it seems that if anything, frequency should help. As we will see in the
following subsection there is an explanation for this behaviour.

Fig. 4. Relationship between letter counting errors and letter frequency

4.2 Count difficulty features
Figures 5 and 6 show the cumulative word errors as a function of the number of letters, and the
difference between the number of letters and distinct letters when words are ordered by these
parameters in descending order, respectively. It can be seen that most errors occur with the first
words so errors increase with the two features. This is expected as the more letters to count, the
harder the problem. Looking closer at the results, the increase in the errors is greater for the
difference in counts. This effect is more significant for models that have fewer errors for which
errors stabilize quickly. This is consistent with Table 1 on which the correlation coefficients are
also larger for the difference of letters and distinct letters than for the number of letters.

4We use the ordering in https://norvig.com/mayzner.html
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Fig. 5. Distribution of cumulative error counts for words sorted by letter numbers in descending order

Fig. 6. Distribution of cumulative error counts for words sorted by difference of number of letters and distinct
letters in descending order

Now we look at the token-related features in figures 7 and 8. It can be seen that again there is a
correlation with errors that is stronger for the difference of letters and distinct letters appearing on
several tokens as with letters. Compared with the same metrics for letters, it can be seen in table
1 that the correlation with errors is lower for tokens. This suggests that tokenization is not the
fundamental issue that causes LLMs to struggle when counting letters.

Fig. 7. Distribution of cumulative error counts for words sorted by number of tokens in descending order
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Fig. 8. Distribution of cumulative error counts for words sorted by difference of number of letters and distinct
letters appearing across tokens in descending order

These results suggest that errors correlate strongly with words that have letters with amultiplicity
greater than one. Therefore, it is interesting to check how the letter multiplicity affects the LLM
performance. To do so, in figure 9 we plot the percentage of errors when counting a letter as a
function of the letter multiplicity. So one means the letter appears only once in the word, two
that it appears twice, and so on. It can be observed that the percentage of errors increases very
significantly when the letter count is larger than one for all the models. This is consistent with the
results presented in the previous figures that show the strongest dependency with the number of
letters minus the number of distinct letters, which increases when letters appear multiple times on
a word. The correlation of errors with letter multiplicity also explains the relation between the
frequency of letters and the errors observed in figure 4 as, the larger the frequency, the higher the
probability of having words on which the letter appears several times.

Fig. 9. Percentage of errors when counting a letter versus the multiplicity of the letter in the word

To check the impact of tokenization, we compute the same metric but only for letters that appear
exactly twice in a word in a) the same token and b) two different tokens. The results for each model
are presented in figure 10. It can be seen that the percentage of errors is similar in both cases. From
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figure 9 we see that LLMs correctly identify letters that appear only once in a token, therefore the
failures when the letter appears in two tokens seem to be related to the counting of the letters and
not to a limitation in identifying the letters in the tokens. This suggests that tokenization is not the
main problem when counting letters.

Fig. 10. Percentage of errors when counting a letter that appears twice on a word when a) the two occurrences
are in the same token and b) in different tokens

Finally, we take a closer look at the errors to see whether the models tend to produce lower or
higher counts than the real value. To do so for each letter multiplicity, we breakdown the errors in
correct, lower and higher and show the results per model in figure 11. It can be seen that when the
letter multiplicity is one, most errors are due to the models responding with values larger than
one. Instead, for multiplicities of two and three most errors are caused by responses with lower
values. The exception is Mixtral-8x7B that for multiplicity of one has more answers with zero than
with values higher than one. A detailed analysis of the results for each letter is provided in the
Appendix.
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Fig. 11. Results per model and letter multiplicity (being each column in each model 1,2, and 3 respectively)
with a breakdown of errors into lower and higher than the real value.

To complete the analysis, we look at the percentage of words for which the models report counts
larger than zero for letters that are not in the word. The results are shown in figure 12. The models
do not tend to include letters that do not appear in the word, which proves that the models are
capable of detecting the letters, and their limitation is counting them. It can be observed that again
Mixtral-8x7B has the worse results and that larger models for Llama and for GPT4o reduce the
number of errors significantly.

Fig. 12. Percentage of words for which the models respond with count values larger than zero for letters that
do not appear in the word

4.3 Discussion
The analysis of the results shows that models concentrate most of their errors when counting
letters that have a multiplicity greater than one. This can be due to a number of reasons. The first
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one is that models may be unable to identify letters with multiplicity larger than one in a token. For
example, in the tokenizer used by GPT-4o, “berry” is a token, if the model is unable to identify that
it has two “r”, then any word that contains “berry” is likely to have counting errors. The second
one could be that the model can identify the letters in each token of a word but fails to add them to
compute the counts for the word. Finally, it could be that since most letters have counts of either
zero or one in a word, the models tend to answer with those values, as it is what they have seen
mostly during training. The results suggest that the main problem to correctly count letters in a
word lies in the counting itself and that tokenization does not play a fundamental role and word or
token frequency have no impact on the result.

5 CONCLUSION
This work has explored the factors that influence the errors made by LLMs when counting letters
in a word by evaluating eight different LLMs over 10,000 words. The results show that there is no
dependency of the errors with the word or token frequency and that errors are mostly related to the
difficulty of the counting in terms of the number of letters and especially in terms of the number of
letters with multiplicity larger than one. This behavior is consistent across all the models evaluated
and suggests that there is a general limitation of LLMs to count letters that appear multiple times
in a word.
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A APPENDIX: COMPARISON REAL COUNTS AND DETECTED COUNTS OF LLMS
Figures 13, 14, 15 present the results separated by letters and models. For each letter and model,
the rows represent the actual letter multiplicity (1,2,3) and the columns the count estimate of the
model (0,1,2,3). The absence of errors corresponds to a descending staircase starting in the second
column. A vertical line in the second column corresponds to a model that produces a count of one
regardless of the actual letter multiplicity. It can be observed that the best performing models tend
to produce maps that are closer to the ideal result. Most models have most errors by estimating a
lower multiplicity than the actual value. The results vary for each letter, and some letters like x and
w have better results for most models.

Fig. 13. Heat matrix showing the percentage of actual letter occurrences (rows) vs. LLM-Detected Counts
(columns). Letters a-i.
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Fig. 14. Heat matrix showing the percentage of actual letter occurrences (rows) vs. LLM-Detected Counts
(columns). Letters j-r.
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Fig. 15. Heat matrix showing the percentage of actual letter occurrences (rows) vs. LLM-Detected Counts
(columns). Letters s-z.
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