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Abstract

In this project, we train a vision encoder-decoder model
to generate LaTeX code from images of mathematical for-
mulas and text. Utilizing a diverse collection of image-to-
LaTeX data, we build two models: a base model with a
Swin Transformer encoder and a GPT-2 decoder, trained
on machine-generated images, and a fine-tuned version en-
hanced with Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) trained on hand-
written formulas. We then compare the BLEU performance
of our specialized model on a handwritten test set with other
similar models, such as Pix2Text, TexTeller, and Sumen.
Through this project, we contribute open-source models for
converting images to LaTeX and provide from-scratch code
for building these models with distributed training and GPU
optimizations.

1. Introduction
Transforming images containing text and formulas into

a readable format presents significant challenges in the field
of document digitalization [3, 5, 18, 21, 22, 33, 34]. Tradi-
tional Optical Character Recognition (OCR) systems have
relied on Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) [4] for
image processing and Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs)
[24] for text generation [15, 16, 20]. However, recent
advancements in Transformer-based models have demon-
strated significant potential in improving the performance
of OCR tasks.

This project explores the implementation of a vision
encoder-decoder model based on the Swin Transformer
[13] and GPT-2 [23], following the architecture proposed
in TrOCR [10]. The TrOCR model, which stands for
Transformer-based Optical Character Recognition, utilizes
pre-trained Transformer models for both the encoder and
decoder components [30]. The encoder processes the im-
age by dividing it into patches and applying a Transformer
network, while the decoder generates the text output using
a pre-trained text Transformer model.

By adopting this architecture, we aim to achieve effective

performance in converting formulas from both high-quality
computer-generated and handwritten images into LaTeX
text. We will compare our results on handwritten formu-
las with other models of this type, such as Pix2Text [2],
TexTeller [19], and Sumen [7], to evaluate the relative per-
formance and robustness of our approach.

Our code and pre-trained models are publicly available
on GitHub1 and HuggingFace2. This open-source release
aims to support further research and development in the
field of OCR, particularly for mathematical and scientific
documents, by providing a from-scratch implementation of
distributed training and GPU optimization techniques and a
240M base model for converting images to LaTeX code.

2. Related Work
2.1. Traditional OCR Methods

The field of OCR has seen significant progress with the
introduction of deep learning techniques [27]. Traditional
methods have relied on CNNs for feature extraction from
images and RNNs for sequential text generation [15,16,20].
While effective, these approaches often require additional
language models to improve accuracy and involve sophisti-
cated pre/post-processing steps.

2.2. Transformer-Based OCR Models

The TrOCR model advances traditional methods by us-
ing a Transformer-based architecture for both image and
text processing. It employs a Vision Transformer (ViT) [28]
in the encoder to extract visual features and a textual Trans-
former, such as RoBERTa [12], in the decoder for gener-
ating text. This end-to-end approach leverages pre-trained
models for superior text recognition performance.

Ablation studies explored various encoder-decoder com-
binations, including DeiT [29], BEiT [1], and ResNet-50 [6]
for encoders, and RoBERTaBASE and RoBERTaLARGE

for decoders. BEiT encoders with RoBERTaLARGE de-
coders achieved the best performance, surpassing CRNN

1https://github.com/d-gurgurov/im2latex
2https://huggingface.co/DGurgurov/im2latex
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[25] and Tesseract [26] models, with BEiTBASE and
RoBERTaLARGE reaching an F1 score of 79.36% on the
SROIE dataset [9].

Additional ablation experiments verified the positive im-
pact of pre-trained model initialization, data augmenta-
tion, and two stages of pre-training on the TrOCR mod-
els. Starting from a scratch model, incremental improve-
ments were observed with each enhancement: using a pre-
trained model, applying data augmentation, and conducting
two-stage pre-training, ultimately achieving an F1 score of
95.84%.

2.3. Swin Transformer and GPT-2

The Swin Transformer, introduced by [13], extends the
capabilities of the ViT by incorporating hierarchical feature
maps and shifted windows, enhancing its ability to capture
local and global image context. This makes it particularly
suitable for processing complex document images, such as
those containing LaTeX formulas.

GPT-2 [23], a powerful open-source language model, is
known for its ability to generate coherent and contextually
relevant text. By integrating GPT-2 as the decoder in our
system, we aim to accurately transcribe the extracted infor-
mation into LaTeX code.

2.4. Existing Models

Several models have been developed to address the task
of converting mathematical formulas to LaTeX code, which
are Pix2Text, TexTeller, and Sumen-base. Pix2Tex employs
a vision encoder-decoder architecture similar to TrOCR. It
uses a ResNet backbone as the encoder and a Transformer
decoder. The model is trained on a dataset of approxi-
mately 100,000 image-formula pairs, primarily consisting
of computer-generated images. Pix2Tex has around 25 mil-
lion parameters. TexTeller also adopts a TrOCR-like archi-
tecture but utilizes a Vision Transformer (ViT) as the en-
coder and a Transformer decoder. It is reportedly trained
on a larger dataset of over 7.5 million image-formula pairs,
which includes both computer-generated and a small por-
tion of handwritten formulas. The exact number of parame-
ters is not publicly disclosed, but it has 300 million param-
eters. Sumen takes a different approach by using a Swin
Transformer as the encoder and a GPT-2 model as the de-
coder. This architecture is similar to our proposed model.
Sumen is trained on a dataset of approximately 6.9 million
image-formula pairs, with a mix of computer-generated and
handwritten samples. The model has about 350 million pa-
rameters.

It’s important to note that while these models have shown
promising results, the exact details of their training data and
architectures are not always fully disclosed or verified. Our
work aims to provide a more transparent and comprehensive
approach, with clear documentation of the model architec-

ture, training data composition, and experimental results.

3. Methodology
Our approach to developing an Image-to-LaTeX con-

verter involves a two-step training process, similar to the
one introduced by TrOCR. First, we train a base model on
images of printed formulas. This model is subsequently
fine-tuned on a dataset containing handwritten formulas.
The following sections provide a detailed description of
each step and the necessary sub-steps.

3.1. Step 1: Training the Base Model on Printed
Formulas

3.1.1 Data Preparation

The initial step involves preparing a dataset of printed for-
mulas. We utilize a publicly available pre-processed dataset
that provides pairs of images containing printed mathemat-
ical formulas and their corresponding LaTeX code3. This
dataset is split into training, validation, and test sets in an
80:10:10 ratio, with a fixed seed for reproducibility and fur-
ther comparisons with other models, resulting in the follow-
ing numbers: train - 441,872, validation - 55,234, and test -
55,234.

The dataset preparation process involved cleaning ap-
proximately 1 million LaTeX formula image-text pairs
initially scraped from arXiv. This raw dataset, termed
”raw formulas,” underwent extensive cleaning steps to re-
move irrelevant data and overly complex formulas. Specifi-
cally, formulas with aspect ratios greater than 0.8 and char-
acter lengths exceeding 200 were removed. Additionally,
specific LaTeX commands and environments such as \tag,
\text, and equation environments were removed or stan-
dardized. The cleaned dataset, integrated with the im2latex-
100K dataset4, resulted in a combined dataset of 550K
formula-image pairs, termed ”cleaned formulas,” and was
used for training our image-to-LaTeX converter model.

3.1.2 Model Architecture

We employ a Vision Encoder-Decoder Model for our
task, combining a Swin Transformer (microsoft/swin-base-
patch4-window7-224-in22k) as the encoder and GPT-2
(gpt2-base) as the decoder, resulting in 243,433,656 total
parameters. The encoder processes the input image to ex-
tract visual features, while the decoder generates the cor-
responding LaTeX code. We use the tokenizer and feature
extractor provided by the Hugging Face library [31]. The
tokenizer converts LaTeX code into a sequence of tokens,

3https://huggingface.co/datasets/linxy/LaTeX_
OCR

4https://huggingface.co/datasets/yuntian-deng/
im2latex-100k-raw
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while the feature extractor processes images into a format
suitable for the encoder. The architecture of the base model
is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Proposed architecture for training a base formula recog-
nition model.

3.2. Step 2: Fine-Tuning on Handwritten Formulas

3.2.1 Data Preparation

For fine-tuning the model, we utilize a dataset containing
images of handwritten formulas paired with their corre-
sponding LaTeX representations. This approach ensures
our model can effectively handle both printed and handwrit-
ten text inputs. The handwritten formulas dataset is sourced
from the LaTeX OCR project5, specifically the subset of
Human Handwritten Formulas: 1,338 examples (train -
1,200, validation - 68, test - 70) of formulas handwritten on
electronic screens, primarily sourced from CROHME [17].

3.2.2 Model Architecture

Our architecture for fine-tuning integrates an adapter ap-
proach, specifically LoRA (Low-Rank Adaptation of Large
Language Models) [8], into the Vision Encoder-Decoder
Model trained in the first step. Utilizing this parameter-
efficient fine-tuning method, the total number of trainable
parameters is reduced to 3,096,576.

LoRA introduces adaptability within specific modules
critical to the adaptation process:

5https://huggingface.co/datasets/linxy/LaTeX_
OCR

• For the encoder (Swin Transformer), LoRA targets the
attention modules (attn.qkv, attn.proj) and the
MLP layers (mlp.fc1, mlp.fc2).

• In the decoder (GPT-2), the adaptation focuses on
the cross-attention module (c attn), projection lay-
ers (c proj), fully connected layers (c fc), and the
attention module (attn.c proj).

These targeted modules are configured with LoRA
parameters, including a reduction factor (r) of 16,
scaling factor (lora alpha) of 8, and dropout rate
(lora dropout) of 0.2. The adapter modules are inte-
grated seamlessly into the base model, enhancing its capa-
bility to learn from the handwritten formula dataset without
extensive modification of the original architecture.

4. Experiments
4.1. Training Configuration

For both Step 1 (Training the Base Model on Printed
Formulas) and Step 2 (Fine-Tuning on Handwritten Formu-
las), the training configurations are largely identical. The
model is trained using PyTorch’s Distributed Data Parallel
(DDP) [11] for efficient multi-GPU processing. We utilize
the AdamW [14] optimizer with a linear learning rate sched-
uler that includes warmup steps to stabilize training.

The datasets are managed using custom classes
(LatexDataset and specific collators) to handle image
preprocessing, LaTeX sequence tokenization, batching, and
padding. Key hyperparameters for the first and second steps
respectively include:

• Batch Size: 32 for both training and validation.

• Learning Rate: {1e-4, 2e-4}, adjusted dynamically us-
ing a scheduler.

• Gradient Clipping: Applied to prevent gradient explo-
sions with a maximum norm of 1.0.

• Epochs: {10, 40}, iterating over the dataset for multi-
ple passes.

• Evaluation Steps: The model is evaluated periodi-
cally every {200, 40} steps on the validation set using
BLEU scores to monitor performance.

4.2. Training Loop

The training loop for both steps involves iterating over
the dataset for a specified number of epochs. During each
epoch, the model performs a forward pass on the batched
data, computes the loss, and applies backpropagation to up-
date the model weights. Moreover, gradient accumulation
is implemented to combine gradients over multiple mini-
batches before performing a weight update. This technique

https://huggingface.co/datasets/linxy/LaTeX_OCR
https://huggingface.co/datasets/linxy/LaTeX_OCR


effectively increases the batch size without requiring addi-
tional GPU memory, which is particularly useful for train-
ing large models.

Gradient clipping ensures stable training, preventing gra-
dients from exceeding a specified norm. Checkpoints are
saved based on the best validation loss observed during
training to retain the optimal model configuration. After
training, the best-performing model is evaluated on the re-
spective test set to compute final test loss and BLEU scores,
assessing the model’s generalization ability.

4.3. GPU Optimization

To maximize computational efficiency and accelerate
training, we employed several GPU optimization tech-
niques using 4 NVIDIA H100 GPUs. This setup allowed
us to process 4 batches of 32 examples simultaneously, ef-
fectively handling 128 examples per iteration. The further
following optimizations were implemented:

• Reduced Float Precision: We adjusted the default
precision from ”highest” to ”high” using PyTorch’s
float32 matrix multiplication precision setting. This
setting affects how float32 matrix multiplications are
computed. ”highest” uses the full float32 datatype (24
mantissa bits with 23 bits explicitly stored) for inter-
nal computations. ”high” employs either the Tensor-
Float32 datatype (10 mantissa bits explicitly stored) or
treats each float32 number as the sum of two bfloat16
numbers (approximately 16 mantissa bits with 14 bits
explicitly stored).

• Model Compilation with Torch: We utilized Py-
Torch’s model compilation feature to optimize our
model. This compilation process transforms the Py-
Torch model into optimized kernels, which can signif-
icantly improve execution speed. The compiled model
is functionally equivalent to the original but benefits
from various backend optimizations, including kernel
fusion and memory layout optimizations.

• Automatic Mixed Precision (AMP): We imple-
mented Automatic Mixed Precision training using Py-
Torch’s autocast context manager. AMP automati-
cally chooses the appropriate precision for each opera-
tion, using float16 or bfloat16 where possible to speed
up computations, while maintaining float32 precision
where necessary for numerical stability. This approach
offers a balance between computational efficiency and
training stability.

These GPU optimization techniques collectively allowed
us to train our large-scale model more efficiently, reducing
memory usage and training time while maintaining model
performance. The use of H100 GPUs, known for their high

memory bandwidth and computational power, further en-
hanced the effectiveness of these optimizations.

4.4. Results

In this section, we present the performance comparison
of our model, Im2Latex, with other state-of-the-art mod-
els: TexTeller, Pix2Tex, and Sumen. The evaluation metric
used is the Google BLEU score [32], which measures the
quality of LaTeX code generation from images. Our results
show that Im2Latex (ours) achieves a BLEU score of 0.67,
outperforming Pix2Tex and Sumen but falling behind Tex-
Teller. Table 1 summarizes the performance of each model
along with their respective training dataset sizes and param-
eter counts.

Model Google BLEU Data Size Parameters
Im2Latex 0.67 441K 243M
TexTeller 0.77 7.5M 300M
Pix2Text 0.07 100K 25M
Sumen 0.47 6.9M 350M

Table 1. Comparison of performance and dataset sizes for various
image-to-LaTeX models.

Training and validation curves for Im2Latex are pro-
vided in Figures 2 and 3 of the appendix for a more detailed
analysis of the model’s performance over training epochs.

5. Conclusion

In this study, we introduced Im2Latex, a vision encoder-
decoder model designed for converting images of mathe-
matical formulas into LaTeX code. Our model achieves
a Google BLEU score of 0.67, demonstrating competitive
performance relative to other models such as TexTeller,
Pix2Tex, and Sumen. Despite this, Im2Latex’s performance
is comparable to larger models like TexTeller and Sumen,
which have significantly larger training datasets and param-
eter counts.

However, it is important to note that the fairness of these
comparisons may be influenced by the potential overlap of
training and test images in the datasets used by other mod-
els. The possibility of dataset contamination could impact
the validity of the performance evaluations and should be
considered when interpreting the results.

Our work contributes to the field by providing both the
model and its training code as open-source resources. This
includes detailed implementations of distributed training
and GPU optimization techniques, as well as a 240M base
model for image-to-LaTeX conversion. By making these
resources publicly available, we aim to support further re-
search and development in OCR and mathematical docu-
ment analysis.
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Appendix

Figure 2. Base-Model Training Details.

Figure 3. LoRa-Model Training Details.
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