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Highlights

Botfip-LLM: An Enhanced Multimodal Scientific Computing Frame-
work Leveraging Knowledge Distillation from Large Language Mod-
els

Tianhao Chen, Pengbo Xu, Haibiao Zheng

• An Innovative Multimodal Scientific Computing Framework:
Botfip-LLM is an innovative multimodal scientific computing frame-
work that integrates numerical information (function images), sequence
encoding information, and symbolic information (symbolic formulas)
centered around symbolic operation trees. This integration not only
captures multiple dimensions of scientific data but also enhances the
model’s capability to understand and handle complex scientific phe-
nomena through the synergistic effect of multimodal information.

• Knowledge Distillation in Botfip-LLM: Botfip-LLM employs knowl-
edge distillation to infuse the experience and knowledge of pre-trained
large language models (LLMs) into the scientific computing multimodal
framework. This process not only improves the model’s understanding
of multimodal information but also significantly enhances its perfor-
mance in scientific computing tasks by efficiently transferring the deep
features of the pre-trained models, thereby boosting the fusion of mul-
timodal data.

• Efficient Training with Distributed Deployment and Aggre-
gation: Botfip-LLM successfully achieves the invocation of LLMs and
the training of the main model in low GPU memory environments
through distributed deployment and aggregation. This approach ad-
dresses the challenge of deploying large models in resource-constrained
settings while ensuring the efficiency and scalability of the training pro-
cess, making the application of large-scale models more practical and
feasible.

• Expansion of Downstream Tasks and Potential Integration
with NLP: Building on the Botfip framework, Botfip-LLM can extend
to more downstream tasks, such as generating and inferring symbolic
sequence encodings from symbolic formulas. In the future, this frame-
work can further integrate with various natural language processing



(NLP) tasks, exploring more cross-domain application scenarios and
innovative research directions, thus promoting the convergence of sci-
entific computing and NLP.
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Abstract

In recent years, the introduction of AI technologies has brought transfor-
mative changes to scientific computing. However, AI models typically focus
on single-task and single-modal data processing, limiting their application.
To address this, multimodal scientific computing frameworks have become a
trend. The Botfip framework aligns function images with symbolic operation
trees through multimodal training, extracting deep scientific information.
However, Botfip struggles with processing Formula Strings, leading to inad-
equate understanding in multimodal learning. To enhance Botfip’s learning
of Formula Strings and expand its applicability to related tasks, we propose
the Botfip-LLM framework based on knowledge distillation, incorporating
pre-trained large language models for aligning symbolic tree data. Experi-
mental analysis shows that the choice of LLM is crucial, with ChatGLM-2
outperforming others in training and testing. Botfip-LLM not only improves
performance, generalization, and extrapolation over the original Botfip model
but also significantly enhances applicability to Formula String-related tasks,
enabling more diverse task handling.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, the exponential growth in data complexity and volume has
posed significant challenges to traditional scientific methods. As computa-
tional challenges become increasingly complex and data-intensive, traditional
tools, though powerful, often struggle to keep pace with the scale and com-
plexity of contemporary scientific datasets. This situation urgently calls for
more robust, efficient, and scalable solutions, paving the way for the rise of
artificial intelligence (AI) in scientific computing. Integrating AI technologies
into scientific computing marks a transformative shift in research and devel-
opment across multiple scientific fields, such as weather forecasting [1, 2, 3],
numerical solutions for partial differential equations (PDEs) [4, 5, 6, 7], ge-
nomics [8, 9], drug analysis [10, 11, 12], and symbolic regression [13, 14, 15].
The fusion of AI with scientific inquiry not only enhances existing compu-
tational methods but also opens new avenues for exploration and discovery,
giving rise to the rapidly evolving field known as “AI for Science” [16], which
is dedicated to leveraging AI technologies to tackle complex challenges in
scientific research.

Despite the progress that AI has made in scientific research, its potential
applications remain constrained by several pervasive issues. The primary
challenge is that AI models typically focus on single-task and single-modal
data processing, which limits their ability to fully grasp complex scientific
phenomena, especially in studies involving multifactor interactions. These
single-task-oriented models also struggle to generalize across different scien-
tific problems, hindering the development of robust and versatile models.
Furthermore, the prevalent use of single-modal data processing overlooks the
richness and interconnectedness of scientific data. To address these issues,
the development of multimodal scientific computing frameworks has become
an inevitable trend. As an emerging field, multimodal learning aims to inte-
grate various data forms, such as text, images, and sound, to achieve com-
plementarity between data types and enhance the overall performance and
applicability of AI models. This integrative approach aids in understanding
complex phenomena and promotes the application of models in multitask
scenarios. For instance, OpenAI’s Contrastive Language-Image Pretraining
Model (CLIP) [17] combines text and image understanding to provide linguis-
tic support for visual tasks. Additionally, multimodal learning has achieved
significant accomplishments in computer vision and text processing, and is
now expanding into fields such as scientific computing. Other key devel-
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Figure 1: Multimodal data representation of Funcimg-OTS-Formula String in scientific
computing. While Funcimg and Formula String cannot be directly converted to the corre-
sponding OTS of the symbolic operation tree, the Botfip framework facilitates the conver-
sion of Funcimg to OTS through multimodal training but cannot directly convert Formula
String.

opments in this field include BoOTStrapping Language-Image Pre-training
Model (BLIP) [18], ALIGN [19], and ALBEF [20], among others. However,
despite the notable advances in multimodal learning within computer vision
and text processing, its application in the AI for Science domain remains in
its nascent stages. Nonetheless, there have been some representative works,
such as in [21], where researchers proposed the Botfip multimodal scientific
computing framework based on the Blip model. Botfip integrates multi-scale
function images and Operation Tree Skeleton Sequence (OTS) features to
explore the deep connections between function images and their correspond-
ing symbolic expression sequences, applying these insights to downstream
tasks like symbolic regression. This innovative approach not only marks
a new application of multimodal learning in scientific computing but also
demonstrates its potential transformative nature in handling complex scien-
tific data.

Despite Botfip’s use of a Multi-Encoder-Decoder (MED) architecture,
which significantly enhances its generalization, versatility, and applicability
compared to single-modal, single-task scientific computing models, its re-
liance on sequence encoding networks such as the BERT model [22] and im-
age encoding networks like Vision Transformer (ViT) [23] limits its parameter
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scale and thus its extrapolation capability. Currently, large language models
(LLMs) such as LLaMA [24] and Gemma [25], due to their vast parame-
ter scales and deep network structures, are more effective at handling and
generating complex data patterns. These large models have demonstrated
substantial advantages over smaller models like BERT in fields such as natu-
ral language processing (NLPs), becoming the mainstream focus of research.
Additionally, multimodal text-image models have started leveraging large
pre-trained models to enhance the joint representation of images and texts,
improving the accuracy of text-image matching and generation techniques.
For example, the BLIP-2 [26] model combines well-trained vision models and
LLMs. With the powerful generalization ability, knowledge base, and com-
prehension and generation capabilities of LLMs, BLIP-2 achieves leading
results through a lightweight query transformer, showcasing the feasibility
and potential of integrating LLMs into multimodal learning.

However, LLMs are currently not suitable for direct replacement of foun-
dational architectures like BERT in multimodal scientific computing frame-
works such as Botfip. First, LLM training requires massive data support.
Unlike fields like NLPs, scientific computing has far fewer general datasets
available. Although [21] proposed a method for random symbolic opera-
tion tree generation and a general scientific computing data format (function
image-OTS pairs) to generate large amounts of data for pre-training, the
limited audience and data sources in scientific computing cannot match the
scale of the text-image domain. Additionally, the original Botfip framework
primarily involves multi-scale function images and OTS, without address-
ing the symbolic expressions corresponding to the function-related symbolic
operation trees for information processing and feature extraction. This is
because OTS and constant function vectors can directly convert into com-
putable symbolic operation trees, reconstructing the corresponding symbolic
formulas. However, this approach limits the thorough exploration of symbolic
formula information. Using only OTS to represent symbolic information is
flawed because different OTS and constant vector pairs can correspond to
the same symbolic formula (e.g., swapping two commutative operations with
parameters in the symbolic operation tree), and solely relying on OTS as the
symbolic information source also hinders the introduction of LLMs. Thus,
the Botfip framework cannot, like multimodal models such as BLIP-2, di-
rectly utilize pre-trained LLMs and existing extensive pre-trained datasets
to reduce training costs and quickly adapt and optimize for various tasks,
thereby eliminating the need to train models from scratch. This also means
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(a) Visualization of the Botfip-LLM Framework

(b) Visualization of Block Details in the Botfip-LLM Framework

Figure 2: Visualization of the main structure and related details of the Botfip-LLM frame-
work, with Figure 2a illustrating the main forward computation and operational process
during the pre-training phase, and Figure 2b providing detailed information and forward
computation processes of each major module.

that forcibly replacing small parameter models like BERT with large mod-
els would significantly increase Botfip’s training costs, requiring substantial
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time and computational resources for some tasks, presenting a huge chal-
lenge. How to effectively apply large model methods to Botfip and similar
multimodal scientific computing frameworks, and the broader AI for Science
domain, is a pressing issue that needs to be addressed.

Contribution: In this paper, to overcome the limitations imposed by
the complexity and computational cost of directly applying LLMs in the
Botfip framework, address the deficiency of Botfip in fully utilizing symbolic
formula information, and further extend the functionalities of the Botfip
model, we propose the Botfip-LLM enhanced extension framework based
on knowledge distillation technology. The Botfip-LLM enhanced extension
framework builds on Botfip by additionally employing pre-trained LLMs to
handle the symbolic expressions generated from the OTS corresponding to
the symbolic operation tree. These expressions are transformed into high-
dimensional hidden states (or logits) by the LLMs. After freezing the param-
eters of the LLMs, they do not participate in the training of the Botfip model.
The resulting encoded vectors are dimensionally reduced through the LLMs’
corresponding embedder and then trained via contrastive learning with the
encoded vectors obtained from the function image encoder and OTS encoder.
This achieves effective alignment of the high-dimensional semantic represen-
tations generated by the LLMs with the multimodal input data in the Botfip
model. This process can be referred to as knowledge distillation guided by
LLMs.

This alignment process involves not only the standardized processing of
text and image data but also the feature vectorization of symbolic formulas,
ensuring that data from different modalities can interact and learn within
the same semantic space. Pre-trained LLMs are typically trained on exten-
sive text and data sets, enabling them to capture rich semantic features and
complex data patterns. By transmitting these advanced feature extraction
capabilities to the Botfip encoders through the alignment process, the Botfip
model’s feature extraction and understanding capabilities when handling spe-
cific scientific data can be significantly improved. Moreover, the pre-training
process of LLMs includes handling and parsing vast amounts of data from
diverse sources, endowing them with excellent generalization capabilities.
Transferring this capability to the Botfip encoders through knowledge distil-
lation can enhance Botfip’s adaptability and prediction accuracy when faced
with unknown or rare data.

After integrating LLMs into the Botfip framework via knowledge dis-
tillation, the downstream task range of the Botfip framework can also be
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further extended. For instance, the previous Botfip model primarily gen-
erated the corresponding computable symbolic operation tree directly from
OTS and constant vectors, further producing function expressions. Although
this process effectively reconstructs mathematical formulas from given OTS
and numerical data, it is essentially unidirectional, only allowing conver-
sion from structured OTS to function expressions but not the reverse, from
function expressions to structured OTS or corresponding numerical vectors.
The introduction of pre-trained large language models (LLMs) significantly
improves this limitation. With the deep learning capabilities of LLMs, the
Botfip-LLM framework can now not only generate symbolic expressions from
OTS but also derive OTS sequences and constant vectors from function sym-
bolic expressions. When the symbolic expressions of functions are input into
the LLMs, the model first converts these expressions into high-dimensional
hidden states, which encapsulate the deep semantic structure of the expres-
sions. Subsequently, these high-dimensional states are dimensionally reduced
through a specific embedder, and the resulting encoded vectors are used to
guide the generation of corresponding OTS sequences and constant vectors
via a CrossAttention mechanism, thereby achieving direct conversion from
symbolic expressions to corresponding computable symbolic operation trees.
Consequently, with the help of LLMs, Botfip-LLM can achieve mutual con-
version between symbolic expressions, OTS, and function images, greatly
enhancing its technical performance and applicability, and further expand-
ing the diversity of its available downstream tasks.

2. Related Work

2.1. Multi-modal Learning

In recent years, with the continuous development of AI algorithms and
computational power, multimodal learning has made significant progress in
the field of artificial intelligence. As a milestone in multimodal learning,
the CLIP model [17] has demonstrated strong generalization across tasks by
learning from image-text pairs. It uses a simple pre-training task to learn im-
age representations on large datasets, followed by zero-shot transfer through
natural language. CLIP excels in various computer vision tasks, competing
with fully supervised baselines without specific dataset training. The AL-
BEF model [20] aligns image and text representations by introducing con-
trastive loss and then fuses them through cross-modal attention, enhancing
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the learning of visual and language representations. Unlike existing meth-
ods, ALBEF does not require bounding box annotations or high-resolution
images and employs momentum distillation to improve learning from noisy
network data.

Moreover, the BLIP model [18] proposes a new vision-language pre-training
framework that is flexible for both understanding and generation tasks. By
introducing a boOTStrapped generation and filtering mechanism, BLIP ef-
fectively utilizes noisy image-text data from the web. BLIP achieves state-
of-the-art performance on various vision-language tasks and demonstrates
strong generalization ability, capable of direct zero-shot transfer to video-
language tasks. In [27], the Contrastive Captioner (CoCa) model is pro-
posed, which jointly pre-trains an image-text encoder-decoder foundation
model with contrastive loss and captioning loss. CoCa effectively combines
the advantages of contrastive learning and generative methods and enhances
the efficiency of unimodal and multimodal representation learning through a
no-cross-attention mechanism.

2.2. Advancements in LLMs and Knowledge Distillation Techniques

The success of GPT-3.5 demonstrated the immense potential and practi-
cal value of large language models, sparking extensive research and further
development in the field, leading to the emergence of various LLMs. For in-
stance, LLaMA [24], developed by Meta’s research team, showcases excellent
text generation and comprehension abilities by training on larger datasets
than usual, using only publicly available data, thus promoting the accessibil-
ity and research of LLMs. The subsequent LLaMA-2 [24] introduced multiple
improvements over LLaMA 1, such as training on a new mixture of publicly
available data.

ChatGLM [28], proposed by Tsinghua University, is a conversational
model developed under the General Language Model (GLM) framework. It
performs excellently in natural language understanding (NLU) and text gen-
eration tasks through autoregressive blank filling pre-training. ChatGLM can
handle multi-label fill-in-the-blank problems and demonstrates outstanding
performance in NLU, conditional generation, and unconditional generation
tasks. Among smaller-scale LLMs, Microsoft’s Phi-1.5 model [29] matches
the performance of models five times its size on natural language tasks and
outperforms most non-frontier LLMs on more complex reasoning tasks such
as elementary mathematics and basic coding. In addition to Transformer-
based LLMs, non-Transformer LLMs are also being developed. The RWKV
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model [30] combines the advantages of RNNs and Transformers while over-
coming their key drawbacks. It replaces traditional dot-product attention
with linear attention mechanisms, significantly reducing computational and
memory complexity. The Mamba model [31] is a new type of selective state-
space model (SSMs) [32], designed with a simple and unified architecture
that combines previous SSM architectures with Transformer MLP blocks.

Despite the rapid development of LLMs, their computational demands
and data requirements remain very high, making them difficult for ordinary
developers and researchers to utilize directly. Therefore, methods such as
Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [33] or knowledge distillation are needed to
achieve efficient training and deployment of models with reduced computa-
tional resources. Knowledge distillation transfers the knowledge of LLMs
to smaller models, significantly reducing computational resource and storage
needs while maintaining high performance. This technique not only low-
ers the cost of model deployment but also enhances the practical usability
of models in resource-constrained environments, enabling a wider range of
developers and researchers to leverage the powerful capabilities of LLMs for
innovation and research. Key methods of LLM knowledge distillation include
Supervised Fine-tuning [34, 35], Divergence and Similarity [36, 37, 38, 39],
Reinforcement Learning [40, 41], and Rank Optimization [42, 43]. A detailed
discussion of the field of LLM knowledge distillation is provided in [44], and
relevant details can be found in that article.

2.3. Neural Symbolic Regression

Neural Symbolic Regression (NSR) is a method that combines deep learn-
ing and symbolic regression, aiming to automatically discover mathematical
expressions that describe the underlying patterns in data. Unlike traditional
numerical regression methods, symbolic regression not only provides a model
to fit the data but also generates interpretable symbolic expressions. The
field of DSR is rapidly evolving, with reinforcement learning and End-to-
End (E2E) approaches receiving the most attention.

In the milestone work of [45], Deep Symbolic Regression (DSR) applies
reinforcement learning to optimize the search and generation process of sym-
bolic expressions. In the environment set by the reinforcement learning al-
gorithm, an agent constructs expressions by selecting symbols and operators
and receives rewards based on how well these expressions fit the data. Sev-
eral works have discussed the application of reinforcement learning in DSR
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and developed new ideas. For example, RL-GEP [46] combines reinforce-
ment learning and genetic algorithms, leveraging the strengths of both to
improve the performance in solving symbolic regression problems. Experi-
mental results show that RL-GEP performs excellently on ten benchmark
datasets, outperforming methods that use reinforcement learning or genetic
algorithms alone. In [47], the authors propose an interactive reinforcement
learning platform for grammar-guided symbolic regression, improving SR re-
sults by learning user preferences for expression pairs.

On the other hand, the End-to-End (E2E) approach uses Transformer
models to directly predict solutions for symbolic regression on synthetic
datasets. By using a mixed symbolic-numerical vocabulary, symbolic to-
kens represent operators and variables, while numerical tokens represent con-
stants. A representative work of the E2E method is [15], where the proposed
E2E approach significantly narrows the accuracy gap with state-of-the-art
GP techniques in the SRBench benchmark, provides orders-of-magnitude
acceleration in inference time, and demonstrates robustness to noise and ex-
trapolation capabilities. Additionally, SymFormer [14] is another type of E2E
method that generates constants alongside symbols, improving model accu-
racy. The generated constants are used to initialize a local gradient optimizer
to fine-tune the final constant values. This method has been comprehensively
evaluated on a large number of univariate and bivariate functions and com-
pared with relevant alternative methods.

Compared to reinforcement learning and evolutionary algorithms, E2E
methods transform the SR problem into a sequence generation problem, elim-
inating the need for iterative validation processes, thus being more efficient
and gaining rapid development in recent years [48, 49, 50]. However, E2E
methods face issues such as not being able to accurately validate and adjust
the fitting formulas like evolutionary and reinforcement learning algorithms,
which need further research to resolve.

3. Methodology: Description of Botfip-LLM Framework

In this chapter, we detail the Botfip-LLM enhanced extension framework,
including its model architecture, pre-training process, fine-tuning tasks, and
various specifics. The overall framework and pre-training phase flow can be
referenced in Figure 2. For foundational content on the Botfip framework,
including the Funcimg-OTS data generation method and dataset format,
refer to [21].
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3.1. Framework Architecture

In this section, we provide a detailed overview of the Botfip-LLM archi-
tecture, which includes the Funcimg encoder, OTS encoder, OTS decoder,
LLM, and its embedder. The components of the Funcimg encoder, OTS
encoder, and decoder have been previously described in [21] with minimal
modifications in the Botfip-LLM framework, thus we provide a brief introduc-
tion here. Let fo,c ∈ C(Rn;R) denote the computable symbolic operation
tree corresponding to OTS o ∈ N k

v and constant vector c ∈ R
dc , where

Nv = {1, ..., Nv}, Nv > 0 and Nv, dc > 0 are the vocab number and constant
dimension, respectively. Define the multi-scale meshgrid Mδ ∈ R

ns×d×nδ ,
where ns, nδ > 0 represent the number of multi-scale channels and the num-
ber of grid points per dimension, respectively. The function image corre-
sponding to fo,c can be expressed as xi

o,c = fo,c(Mδ). Additionally, define
xs
o,c = Sym(fo,c) as the symbolic expression obtained from the function fo,c

via symbolic computation, where Sym is the symbolic computation opera-
tor. In this framework, the dimension of features obtained by all encoders
is unified as df > 0 for alignment training. Note that the transformer-based
encoder may or may not use the cross-attention mechanism to integrate ex-
ternal data features. Let the mapping represented by the model network be
e, and we use e(·|·) to indicate the presence or absence of external condition
inputs. When there are no external condition inputs, e(·) = e(·|∅) denotes
the encoder using self-attention, with ∅ indicating an empty condition in-
put. When there are external condition features h, e(·|h) indicates the use
of cross-attention.

Funcimg Encoder: The Funcimg encoder primarily handles feature
extraction from function images xi

o,c. In the Botfip-LLM framework, we
typically choose the ViT model or its variants as the image feature extraction
model. Define the expression function corresponding to the Funcimg encoder
as ei : Rns×d×nδ → R

ni
t×df , where ni

t > 0 is the number of tokens in the
features obtained by the Funcimg encoder. Therefore, the features obtained
by the Funcimg encoder from the input xi

o,c can be expressed as hi = ei(xi
o,c) ∈

R
ni
t×df .
OTS Encoder/Decoder: The OTS encoder primarily handles feature

extraction from OTS sequences and is used in conjunction with the Funcimg
encoder for function image recognition and classification. The OTS decoder
is mainly used for subsequent generation tasks. In the Botfip-LLM frame-
work, we choose the BERT model as the backbone architecture. Define
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the expression functions corresponding to the OTS encoder and decoder
backbone networks as eo(·|·), do(·|·) : N k̃

v × Rd̃c → R
no
t×df (regardless of

the presence of external condition inputs), where no
t = k̃ + d̃c > 0 is the

number of tokens in the features obtained by the Funcimg encoder, k̃ and
d̃c are the maximum permissible OTS length and constant length, respec-
tively. If the length of the input OTS and constants is less than these values,
they are padded to this length; otherwise, they are clipped1. In some tasks,
the encoder and decoder may mask parts of the input (especially the con-
stant vector). When there are no external condition inputs, the features
of the OTS and constant vector obtained by the OTS encoder can be ex-
pressed as ho = ho(∅) = eo(o, c) ∈ Rno

t×df , and with external features h, as
ho(h) = eo(o, c|h). The OTS encoder has a corresponding classification head
for related classification task training, which generally uses only the global
information of the features (i.e., the hidden states of the first token) or their
mean. Therefore, the mapping corresponding to this head can be expressed as
loe : R

df → Iko , where I = (0, 1) and ko > 0 is the number of classes, typically
2. On the other hand, the OTS decoder has a corresponding prediction head
lod : Rno

t×df → I k̃×Nv . Note that the OTS decoder uses a casual-attention
mechanism instead of cross-attention and is only used to predict the OTS,
not the constants. The constant vector is iteratively updated using the L-
BFGS algorithm during the inference phase after reconstructing the symbolic
operation tree skeleton, simplifying model complexity and parameter count.

Frozen LLM and its Embedder: The most significant difference in
the Botfip-LLM framework compared to the original model is the LLM and
its embedder. The pre-trained LLMs are primarily used for feature extrac-
tion from the function expression string xs

o,c corresponding to the function
fo,c. Define the mapping corresponding to the LLM as es, with the size of the
dictionary set introduced by the LLMs as NM > 0. The function expression
string xs

o,c is converted into word embedding vectors x̃s
o,c ∈ RNm×Dm through

the tokenizer matched by the LLMs, where Nm, Dm > 0 are the token num-
ber and the embedding dimension of the LLM tokenizer, respectively. The
features obtained by the LLM from the function expression string xs

o,c can be

expressed as h̃s = es(x̃s
o,c) ∈ RNm×D′

m , where D′
m > 0 is the feature dimen-

sion obtained by the LLM. The dimension of the features h̃s generally does

1In general, avoid clipping the OTS due to exceeding the maximum allowable length
of the model, as this can result in loss of OTS information, affecting alignment.
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not match the model-specified feature dimension, requiring the correspond-
ing trainable embedder ls to convert h̃s into hs ∈ RNm×df , making it further
usable for subsequent pre-training and fine-tuning tasks. In the Botfip-LLM
framework, we choose a simple MLP network as the main structure of the
LLM embedder. Since the LLMs are frozen and do not participate in train-
ing, the corresponding LLM embedder, acting as an adapter, retains only
a small number of parameters, significantly reducing training requirements
and difficulty. In the following, we will also introduce a trick for the Botfip-
LLM framework under distributed training conditions, making it possible to
introduce LLMs with low GPU memory.

3.2. Pre-training and Fine-tuning Process
In this section, we introduce the pre-training and fine-tuning phases of

the Botfip-LLM framework. The pre-training phase of Botfip-LLM primar-
ily involves calculating the Function Image-OTS Contrastive Loss (FOC),
Function Image-OTS Matching Loss (FOM), OTS Modeling Loss (OM),
and LLM Knowledge Distillation Loss (LLM-KD). To facilitate the calcu-
lation of contrastive learning losses, we adopt the concept of queues from
the MoCo framework [51], using queues to store historical feature data,
thereby reducing the difficulty of negative sample collection and improv-
ing computational efficiency. Let the current dataset be represented as

Do,c =
{
(oj, cj, x

i
oj ,cj

, xs
oj ,cj

)
}Nd

j=1
, where Nd > 0 is the dataset size. Qi, Qo, Qs

are the corresponding queues for hi, ho, hs (initially generated by random
sampling from white noise and subsequently filled with computed features).
First, the loss function for the FOC task LFOC can be expressed as

LFOC = InfoNCE(Do,c)

= − 1

Nd

Nd∑
j=1

(
log

exp(sim(hi
j , h

o
j)/τ)∑Nq

k=1 exp(sim(hi
j , h

o

k)/τ)
+ log

exp(sim(ho
j , h

i
j)/τ)∑Nq

k=1 exp(sim(ho
j , h

i

k)/τ)

)
, (1)

where sim is the similarity function, typically cosine similarity, τ is the tem-

perature coefficient, which is a learnable parameter, and
{
h
i

k, h
o

k

}Nq

k=1
are

the negative samples of historical features sampled from queues Qi, Qo, with
Nq > 0 being the sample size.

The FOM task can be formulated as a binary classification training task,
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with the loss function LFOM expressed as

LFOM = − 1

Nd

Nd∑
j=1

NS,+∑
k=1

log
exp(loe(h̃

o
j(h

i
j,k,+))[0])

exp(loe(h̃
o
j(h

i
j,k,+))[0]) + exp(loe(h̃

o
j(h

i
j,k,+))[1])

+

NS,−∑
k=1

log
exp(loe(h̃

o
j(h

i
j,k,−))[1])

exp(loe(h̃
o
j(h

i
j,k,−))[0]) + exp(loe(h̃

o
j(h

i
j,k,−))[1])

 , (2)

h̃o
j(h

i
j,k,+) = eo(oj ,c̃|hi

j,k,+), h̃o
j(h

i
j,k,−) = eo(oj , c̃|hi

j,k,−), (3)

where hi
j,k,+, h

i
j,k,− represent the features of positive and negative samples of

the function image corresponding to OTS oj in the training batch, respec-
tively, i.e., whether the function image corresponds to oj, and NS,+, NS,− > 0
are the numbers of positive and negative samples in the batch, respectively.
c̃ is the masked constant vector, and loe(h̃

o
j(h

i
j,k,+)), l

o
e(h̃

o
j(h

i
j,k,−)) are the logits

output by the model.
The OM task, which is the sequence prediction modeling task for OTS,

can be expressed as

LOM = − 1

Nd

Nd∑
j=1

len(oj)−1∑
k=1

log
exp

(
lod(ĥ

o
j(h

i
j))[k, oj [k + 1]]

)
∑len(oj)

n=1 exp
(
lod(ĥ

o
j(h

i
j))[k, n]

)
 , (4)

ĥo
j(h

i
j) = do(oj , c̃|hi

j), (5)

where len(oj) is the length of oj, and oj[k] is the index of the k-th symbol in
the OTS.

Next, we introduce how LLMs guide the OTS encoder and Funcimg en-
coder through knowledge distillation and contrastive learning during the pre-
training phase. In Botfip-LLM, we primarily use the Similarity method in
knowledge distillation, i.e., guiding the training of student models (OTS en-
coder and Funcimg encoder) by comparing the hidden states and features of
the teacher model (LLMs) with those of the student model [44]. Specifically,
we align the features of the LLMs, hs, with hi and ho for training. This
method plays a crucial role in the Botfip-LLM framework, ensuring that the
internal representations of the student model are highly consistent with those
of the teacher model. This not only improves the accuracy of the student
model in generating outputs but also enhances the consistency of the model
in the information processing process. This means that the student model
can better mimic the behavior and decision logic of the teacher model when
facing complex tasks, thereby significantly improving the model’s generaliza-
tion ability and robustness. At this point, the LLM knowledge distillation
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Figure 3: Visualization of the Botfip-LLM distributed training aggregation and broadcast
process. The main model is distributed across GPUs 0, 1, and 2, while a half-precision or
quantized Frozen LLM model is deployed on GPU 3. During distributed training, features
obtained by the models on GPUs 0, 1, and 2 are aggregated and transmitted via the
main GPU to the LLM on GPU 3 for feature extraction of the symbolic expression xs

o,c.
The results are then broadcasted back to the main models on other GPUs for further
computation.

task loss LKD can be expressed as

LKD = − 1

Nd

Nd∑
j=1

log
exp(sim(hi

j , h
s
j)/τ)∑Nq

k=1 exp(sim(hi
j , h

s

k)/τ
′)

+ log
exp(sim(ho

j , h
s
j)/τ)∑Nq

k=1 exp(sim(ho
j , h

s

k)/τ
′)
, (6)

where τ ′ > 0 is also a temperature coefficient, and
{
h
s

k

}Nq

k=1
are the negative

samples of historical symbolic formula encoding features collected from queue
Qs. By using the Similarity method, Botfip-LLM effectively guides the OTS
encoder and Funcimg encoder, enabling the student model to efficiently learn
and absorb the knowledge of the teacher model. This approach in the Botfip-
LLM framework not only helps align the output features of the Funcimg
and OTS encoders with the embedded features of the LLMs but also makes
the information processing methods more similar, thereby achieving more
efficient and precise knowledge transfer. Ultimately, the total loss function
for the pre-training phase Lpre is given by

Lpre = λ1LFOC + λ2LFOM + λ3LOM + λ4LKD, (7)

where λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4 are the respective weight coefficients.
In the engineering implementation of the pre-training process, we use

a queue to store historical data to enhance the effectiveness of contrastive
learning. Specifically, we store samples generated in the previous training
rounds in a fixed-size queue and compare the current batch of samples with
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Algorithm 1 Botfp-LLM Pre-training Procedure

1: Input: Funcimg-OTS-Formula Dataset Do,c =
{
(oj, cj, x

i
oj ,cj

, xs
oj ,cj

}Nd

j=1
,

OTS Encoder eo and its classification head loe, OTS Decoder do and its
prediction head lod, Funcimg Encoder ei, Pre-trained Frozen LLM es and
its embedder ls, Queues (Qi, Qo, Qs), Number of Epochs E, Learning
Rates λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4, Queue Size Q, Temperature τ, τ ′, masked constant
array c̃.

2: Initialize queues QI , QO and bind the weights of the eo and do.
3: for e← 1 to E do
4: for each batch

(
oj, cj, x

i
oj ,cj

, xs
oj ,cj

)
in Do,c do

5: #Calculate Features
6: hi

j = eij(x
i
oj ,cj

)
7: ho

j = eo(oj, cj)

8: h̃o
j(h

i
j) = eo(oj, c̃ | hi

j)

9: d̂oj(h
i
j) = do(oj, c̃ | hi

j)
10: if Using Distributed learning then
11: Aggregate xs

o,c from different GPUs to the GPU where the LLM
is deployed

12: h̃s = es(xs
o,c)

13: Split h̃s and broadcast the corresponding features to the respective
GPUs

14: end if
15: hs = ls(h̃s)
16: #Sample Negative Examples from the Queue

17:

{
h
i

k, h
o

k, h
s

k

}Nq

k=1
∼ (Qi, Qo, Qs)

18: Calculate LFOC , LFOM , LOM , LKD through eq.(1), (2), (4), (6)
19: Lpre = λ1LFOC + λ2LFOM + λ3LOM + λ4LKD

20: Update trained parameters with respect to Lpre using the optimizer

21: Update queues (Qi, Qo, Qs) cyclically
22: end for
23: end for
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those in the queue during each training round. The main advantage of this
method is that it increases the diversity of negative samples, enabling the
model to better learn the differences between different modalities. Addition-
ally, during the pre-training phase, we typically share the weights of the OTS
encoder eo and decoder do to reduce the number of pre-training parameters
and accelerate the training process.

Furthermore, in the case of distributed training, handling the loading of
LLMs on GPUs becomes crucial, especially under low GPU memory condi-
tions. If a distributed data parallel strategy is employed, LLMs need to be
loaded onto all GPUs, which significantly consumes GPU memory and may
hinder training. Therefore, we adopt a distributed aggregation approach,
where an independent parameter-frozen LLM is deployed on a single GPU,
while the Botfip-LLM main model is deployed on other GPUs for distributed
training, which is shown in Figure 3. At this point, the deployment of LLMs
on GPUs can utilize half-precision or even 8-bit or 4-bit quantization meth-
ods to further reduce the model parameters and computational load, thereby
improving LLM computational efficiency. When encoder output features
are generated on different GPUs, these features are aggregated to the GPU
hosting the LLM through inter-GPU data transfer. After inference by the
LLM, the resulting features are broadcasted by the main GPU to the cor-
responding GPUs for distributed training. The process flow is illustrated in
figure. This method significantly reduces the computational requirements of
the model and avoids redundant deployment of LLMs, enabling multimodal
frameworks like Botfip-LLM to perform distributed training under low GPU
memory conditions, thereby alleviating the computational burden on future
scientific researchers. The pseudocode for the Botfip-LLM pre-training phase
can be found in Algorithm 1.

3.3. Fine-tuning Task: Formula String-OTS Transformation

In previous fine-tuning tasks, such as the Funcimg-OTS generation fine-
tuning task, details can be found in [21]. The original Botfip model achieved
the recognition of function images by fine-tuning the OTS decoder, thereby
generating the corresponding OTS. However, we previously lacked the ability
to directly transform symbolic formula strings into OTS. This might seem
straightforward since we could manually calculate the transformation from
symbolic expressions to OTS, but in reality, it presents many challenges. The
more complex the symbolic expression, the harder it is to transform it into
the corresponding symbolic operation tree and thus obtain the OTS. There
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are numerous calculations that might involve simplifications and other pro-
cesses, complicating the transformation from the original symbolic operation
tree. First, the complexity of symbolic formulas brings about structural pars-
ing difficulties. Complex formulas contain multi-layered nested operations
and various mathematical symbols, requiring precise parsing of their syntax
and semantic structure. Second, converting formulas into symbolic opera-
tion trees involves considering the precedence and associativity of different
operators, increasing the complexity of the transformation. Moreover, the
diversity of variables and parameters in symbolic formulas demands that the
model has a high degree of generalization capability to handle various forms
of input. Another notable issue is that different structures of symbolic op-
eration trees might correspond to the same symbolic formula, implying that
the relationship between symbolic formulas and symbolic operation trees is
not one-to-one. Thus, obtaining a simplified OTS from symbolic formulas is
also a challenge.

Thanks to the introduction of LLM and its embedder, we were able to ex-
tend the original Botfip model, adding the capability to transform symbolic
formula strings into OTS. In this fine-tuning task, similar to the pre-training
phase, the LLM and its embedder extract features from the input formula
string xs

o,c, generating feature representations hi
s of the symbolic formula.

These feature representations capture the syntactic and semantic informa-
tion of the formula, providing enough context to understand the structure
and content of the formula. The extracted feature representations hi

s are
then passed to the OTS decoder through a Causal-Attention mechanism.
The Causal-Attention mechanism ensures that the sequence dependency is
maintained during the generation process, resulting in coherent and accurate
OTS. The loss function for the corresponding fine-tuning task, LSOM , can be
expressed as follows:

LSOM = − 1

Nd

Nd∑
j=1

len(oj)−1∑
k=1

log
exp

(
lod(ĥ

o
j(h

s
j))[k, oj[k + 1]]

)
∑len(oj)

n=1 exp
(
lod(ĥ

o
j(h

s
j))[k, n]

)
 , (8)

ĥo
j(h

s
j) = do(oj, c̃ | hs

j). (9)

Finally, the OTS decoder generates the corresponding optimized transfer
sequence based on the input feature representations. Through this process,
we achieve the automatic transformation from symbolic formula strings to
OTS, avoiding the cumbersome steps of manual calculation and improving
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the accuracy and efficiency of the transformation. This method not only
addresses the difficulties posed by the complexity of symbolic formulas but
also provides the model with greater flexibility and scalability, significantly
simplifying the process of handling symbolic expressions.

4. Experiments

In this chapter, we present the experiments, training, and validation re-
sults of Botfip-LLM. The training and validation datasets used in this study
are consistent with the open-source Funcimg-OTS dataset used in Botfip.
Details on the dataset, main model, and relevant hyperparameters during
training can be found in Table A.5. Some examples of the Funcimg-OTS-
Formula String multimodal dataset can be found in Appendix Appendix
B. Similarly, we employed three evaluation metrics: the regularity of OTS
generation Accr, relative sequence Levenshtein similarity SRL, and relative
formula-string Levenshtein similarity S̃RL, defined as follows:

Accr (Ω) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1 (Ai) , (10)

SRL (Ω) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

l(ti)−DRL (pi, ti)

l(ti)
, (11)

S̃RL (Ω) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1 (Ai)
(
l(t̃i)−DRL

(
p̃i, t̃i

))
l(t̃i)

, (12)

where Ai denotes the event where pi can be reconstructed as an operation
tree, DRL is the Levenshtein distance [52], l(ti) is the length of the operation
tree sequence tj, and p̃i and t̃i are the formula string expressions obtained
after reconstructing the operation tree sequence into the operation tree. Accr
measures the degree to which the generated operation tree sequences can be
restored into the operation tree structure, serving as a metric for sequence
regularity. SRL and S̃RL not only incorporate Accr but also reflect the dif-
ferences between the target and predicted symbolic expressions after being
reduced to operation trees and computed. These metrics validate the effec-
tiveness of OTS generation.

4.1. Pre-training Performance with Knowledge Distillation from LLMs
In this section, we will showcase the performance of Botfip-LLM during

the pre-training phase. A crucial question is which LLMs can achieve the
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Table 1: Introduced Pre-trained LLMs Information

LLM Name HuggingFace Path Params Hidden Size
LLaMA-2 meta-llama/Llama-2-7b 7B 32000

ChatGLM-2 THUDM/chatglm2-6b 6B 65024
Gemma google/gemma-7b 7B 256000
Mistral unsloth/mistral-7b-v0.2 7B 32000
Mamba TRI-ML/mamba-7b-rw 7B 50432
Qwen-1.5 Qwen/Qwen1.5-7B 7B 151936
RWKV-6 RWKV/rwkv-6-world-7b 7B 65536
Phi-2 microsoft/phi-2 2.8B 51200

best knowledge distillation performance within the Botfip-LLM multimodal
scientific computing framework, thereby aiding Botfip-LLM in better multi-
modal information mining of function sets generated by symbolic operation
trees. Here, we have selected 8 LLM models to serve as the teacher model
and the main network for symbolic formula feature extraction in Botfip-
LLM: LLaMA-2 [24], ChatGLM-2 [53], Gemma [25], Mistral [54], Mamba
[31], Qwen-1.5 [55], RWKV-6 [30], and Phi-2 [29]. It is important to note
that Mistral’s official weights require an API key, so we have chosen alter-
native weights for this model, while the weights for the other LLMs are the
official weights provided by their respective institutions. Additionally, Phi-2
is a smaller LLM with a parameter count of up to 2.8B, whereas the other
models range from 6B to 7B parameters. Specific information about the
introduced LLMs, including their pre-trained model checkpoints and Hug-
gingFace paths, as well as the hidden sizes of different LLM networks, can
be found in Table 1. It should be noted that the pre-training corpus has a
significant impact on the pre-trained LLM models. Therefore, the results of
knowledge distillation training in this paper cannot solely reflect the advan-
tages or disadvantages of the LLMs’ architectures in Botfip-LLM knowledge
distillation pre-training. We aim to identify the most suitable pre-trained
LLM model weights for Botfip-LLM through this comparative approach.

Figure 4 shows the loss curves for the four different loss functions LFOC ,
LFOM , LOM and LKD over 1×106 steps during the pre-training phase for the
Botfip-LLM framework with eight different LLMs introduced as the Teacher
models for the symbolic formula feature extraction network. Additionally,
Table 2 presents the specific average training error and its standard deviation
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Figure 4: During the pre-training phase, the mean and standard deviation of the loss
functions LFOC , LFOM , LOM , and LKD are visualized for the Botfip-LLM framework with
the introduction of eight different LLMs. The y-axis of the LFOM plot uses a logarithmic
scale, while the y-axes of the other plOTS use a linear scale.

at the 1× 106th step. From the trend of the four loss functions in Figure 4,
it can be observed that while LFOC , LFOM , LOM all show a decreasing trend
under the guidance of different LLMs, LKD varies greatly with the type of
LLM. When ChatGLM-2, Gemma, and Qwen-1.5 are used as Teacher mod-
els, LKD shows a significant downward trend, with ChatGLM-2 decreasing
the fastest and most stably, Gemma showing considerable fluctuation, and
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Table 2: Average training error and its standard deviation at the 1 × 106th step during
the pre-training phase of Botfip-LLM under different LLMs as teacher models.

LLM Name LFOC LFOM LOM LKD

LLaMA-2 1.16± 0.16 3.51× 10−7 ± 7.58× 10−6 0.78± 0.02 7.37± 0.06
ChatGLM-2 0.82± 0.19 7.66× 10−8 ± 7.43× 10−6 0.68± 0.02 2.15± 0.44
Gemma 0.97± 0.23 2.43× 10−7 ± 1.62× 10−5 0.72± 0.03 3.57± 0.62
Mistral 1.29± 0.19 2.77× 10−7 ± 5.62× 10−6 0.79± 0.04 8.08± 0.04
Mamba 1.47± 0.22 9.33× 10−7 ± 4.02× 10−6 0.82± 0.04 9.08± 0.05
Qwen-1.5 0.90± 0.22 2.42× 10−7 ± 1.68× 10−5 0.71± 0.03 3.98± 0.17
RWKV-6 1.66± 0.20 5.94× 10−7 ± 2.48× 10−6 0.84± 0.04 9.36± 0.06
Phi-2 1.34± 0.17 7.62× 10−7 ± 4.45× 10−6 0.80± 0.03 8.50± 0.05

Qwen-1.5 initially rising and then showing a marked decrease. Conversely,
LLaMA-2, Mistral, and Phi-2 exhibit a rapid initial increase in LKD, followed
by a slow decline after approximately 4×104 steps, with LLaMA-2 decreasing
the fastest, followed by Mistral, and Phi-2 the slowest. Lastly, Mamba and
RWKV-6 show a rapid increase in LKD which barely decreases within 1×106

steps. For these non-Transformer LLMs, the differences in model architecture
likely cause significant differences in the extraction of multimodal information
features, making it challenging to effectively transfer knowledge using stan-
dard similarity-based distillation methods. For Transformer-based LLMs like
ChatGLM-2, Gemma, and Qwen-1.5, we believe that the pre-training corpus
and the hidden size of the final model features have a more significant impact
on the knowledge distillation training curves shown in Figure 4 when the LLM
parameters are of the same magnitude. Both ChatGLM-2 and Qwen-1.5 are
large Chinese models extensively using Chinese corpora during pre-training,
possibly including a large amount of mathematical-related corpus, and both
support 8K-32K contexts. It can be seen that ChatGLM-2 quickly and stably
reduces the knowledge distillation loss during the pre-training phase, while
Qwen-1.5, although slightly inferior to ChatGLM-2, also shows a rapid de-
crease in LKD after a certain training stage. The difference between these
two is that Qwen-1.5 has a hidden size of 151936, while ChatGLM-2 has
a hidden size of 65024. A larger hidden size means that the LLM embed-
der requires more time for parameter tuning, and the closer the hidden size
is to the student model, the more similar the LLM feature representation
is to the standard BERT model, making adjustments easier. On the other
hand, the Gemma model, which does not use a multilingual corpus, shows
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Figure 5: Visualization of the cosine similarity matrices between Funcimg features, OTS
features, and Formula Str features generated by different encoders in the Botfip-LLM
framework for 50 validation samples before and after pre-training. Figures 5a and 5b
show the results with ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher LLM, while Figure 5c presents the
results with RWKV-6 as the Teacher LLM after pre-training.

a LKD loss that, despite some fluctuations, continues to decline. This could
be because the Gemma model’s pre-training corpus contains a large amount
of math-related elements, and it uses multi-query attention mechanisms and
Rotary Positional Embedding (RoPE) for enhanced general text understand-
ing capabilities. Lastly, Phi-2 shows the slowest LKD loss reduction among
Transformer-based LLMs, possibly because Phi-2 has a smaller parameter
size and its ability to extract features from mathematical symbols is inferior
to other Transformer-based LLMs.

From Figure 4 and Table 2, it can be seen that ChatGLM-2 shows rela-
tively the best performance during the pre-training phase. Now we proceed
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with further testing on the pre-training validation dataset. We randomly
sample 50 multimodal samples from the validation dataset and use the cor-
responding encoders to obtain the respective Funcimg features, OTS features,
and Formula Str features generated by the LLM and its embedder. We then
compute the cosine similarity between the features of different samples and
visualize them in Figure 5, including the cases of ChatGLM-2 and RWKV-
6 as the Teacher LLM. It is evident that the alignment between different
modalities before and after pre-training with ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher
LLM is very distinct. The feature extraction capability for the function sym-
bol formula of ChatGLM-2 is effectively transferred to the student model of
Botfip-LLM, i.e., the Funcimg Encoder and OTS Encoder, through similarity
knowledge distillation. On the other hand, although the Funcimg Encoder
and OTS Encoder of Botfip-LLM achieve self-alignment through pre-training
with RWKV-6 as the Teacher LLM, the features obtained by these encoders
do not successfully align with the character features obtained by RWKV-6,
indicating that RWKV-6’s knowledge was not successfully transferred to the
main model of Botfip-LLM, forming a stark contrast with ChatGLM-2 and
other Transformer LLMs.

4.2. Fine-tuning Performance of Botfip-LLM under LLMs

In this chapter, we focus on fine-tuning experiments of Botfip-LLM in dif-
ferent downstream tasks, including the Funcimg-OTS Modeling fine-tuning
task and the LLM Formula String-OTS fine-tuning task. The former has
already been experimented and analyzed within the Botfip framework, while
the latter is a new fine-tuning task enabled by the introduction of the LLM
model within the Botfip-LLM framework. This expansion allows the LLM
to not only serve as a Teacher Model for knowledge distillation but also to
broaden the range of downstream tasks in this multimodal scientific comput-
ing framework by incorporating LLM components. In the fine-tuning tasks,
we mainly test against the original Botfip framework and Botfip-LLM using
ChatGLM-2 and RWKV-6 as the Teacher LLM and symbolic formula feature
extraction network. This is because the performance of these two models in
the pre-training phase is representative, and the pre-training performance
of other models generally falls between these two. Therefore, we select the
Botfip-LLM pre-trained models corresponding to these two LLMs for the
fine-tuning phase experiments.
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Figure 6: Training loss curves for the Funcimg-OTS Modeling fine-tuning task with dif-
ferent numbers of nodes in the symbolic operation tree. The curves represent the training
progress for the original Botfip model, Botfip-LLM (with ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher
LLM), and Botfip-LLM (with RWKV-6 as the Teacher LLM).

4.2.1. Funcimg-OTS Modeling Task Performance

Now, we proceed with the fine-tuning test of the Funcimg-OTS Modeling
task. In this fine-tuning task, we will evaluate the fine-tuning performance of
the Botfip-LLM model under the pre-training conditions of different LLMs as
Teacher Models and validate the results on the validation dataset. Following
the fine-tuning process in [21], we will select multimodal datasets with dif-
ferent numbers of nodes as the fine-tuning dataset. This selection is crucial
because the number of nodes in the computation tree determines the length
of the OTS, thereby reflecting the difficulty of the OTS Modeling fine-tuning
task.

As shown in Figure 6, the loss variations in the Funcimg-OTS Modeling
fine-tuning task for the original Botfip model and the Botfip-LLM model
with ChatGLM-2 and RWKV-6 as pre-trained Teacher LLMs are presented
in detail. It is evident from the figure that the Botfip-LLM models exhibit
lower initial errors and faster reduction rates compared to the original Botfip
model.

Furthermore, the pre-trained model using ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher
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Table 3: Mean fine-tuning error and its standard deviation at the 25 000th step of Botfip
and Botfip-LLM under ChatGLM-2 and RWKV-6 in Funcimg-OTS Modeling Task.

Model node 5 node 6 node 7 node 8 node 9
Botfip 0.668± 0.006 0.672± 0.008 0.677± 0.010 0.686± 0.012 0.690± 0.010

Botfip-LLM
(ChatGLM-2)

0.621± 0.006 0.624± 0.006 0.626± 0.007 0.633± 0.008 0.634± 0.007

Botfip-LLM
(RWKV-6)

0.663± 0.006 0.667± 0.007 0.673± 0.008 0.687± 0.009 0.691± 0.008

LLM shows superior performance in terms of convergence speed and final
error compared to the model using RWKV-6. Table 3 further details the
steady-state loss average errors and corresponding standard deviations for
the original Botfip model and the Botfip-LLM models in the Funcimg-OTS
Modeling fine-tuning task. According to the data in the table, the Botfip-
LLM model using ChatGLM-2 as the pre-trained model demonstrates a lower
average error and smaller standard deviation in the loss function variation
compared to the original Botfip model. On the other hand, when RWKV-6
is used as the Teacher Model during the pre-training phase, its loss varia-
tion curve is similar to that of the original Botfip model, showing only slight
improvement in the initial training phase. This indicates that during the
pre-training process, ChatGLM-2 effectively transfers its knowledge to the
Botfip-LLM main model through knowledge distillation, enabling better inte-
gration of symbolic formula modality information, thereby improving model
performance. In contrast, RWKV-6, under specific weights, fails to effec-
tively guide the Botfip-LLM main model during pre-training, resulting in no
significant performance improvement in the fine-tuning phase compared to
the original model.

Furthermore, we observe the Accr, SRL, and S̃RL metrics calculated on a
validation set of 4000 samples, generated by a symbolic operation tree ran-
dom generation system, to reflect the training effectiveness and extrapolation
ability of the fine-tuned Botfip and Botfip-LLM models (with ChatGLM-2
and RWKV-6 as Teacher LLMs, respectively). Figure 7 shows the trend of
these metrics with varying node counts in the symbolic operation tree for
the different models. According to the validation results, the Botfip-LLM
model with ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher LLM performed well, slightly sur-
passing the original Botfip model and the Botfip-LLM model with RWKV-6
as the Teacher in all metrics. Specifically, for the Accr metric, the Botfip-
LLM (ChatGLM-2) maintained a higher accuracy throughout the validation
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Figure 7: Illustration of the variation in Accr, SRL, and S̃RL metrics with respect to
the number of nodes in the symbolic operation tree during the Funcimg-OTS Modeling
fine-tuning task. The different line styles represent the performance of the original Botfip
model, Botfip-LLM with ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher LLM, and Botfip-LLM with RWKV-
6 as the Teacher LLM.

process. Although the advantage was not significant, it indicates that the
OTS generated by Botfip-LLM (ChatGLM-2) is more effective compared to
the original Botfip model and Botfip-LLM (RWKV-6). In terms of SRL and
S̃RL metrics, the Botfip-LLM (ChatGLM-2) performed better, showing that
the quality of OTS generated by this model is superior to that of the origi-
nal model and Botfip-LLM (RWKV-6). These results not only confirm the
potential of ChatGLM-2 in enhancing model performance but also provide
crucial guidance for future model development and experimental design. The
outstanding performance of the Botfip-LLM model with ChatGLM-2 as the
Teacher model also highlights the importance of selecting an appropriate
pre-training model for optimizing training outcomes.

Finally, we generated 100 sets of symbolic operation tree skeletons with
corresponding constant vectors based on different node counts. The gener-
ated function images were rearranged and used as discrete point sets required
for symbolic regression methods. These sets were used in the regression pro-
cess for gplearn, PYSR [56], PSTree [57], DSR [58], and AI-Feynman (AIF)
[59]. We compared Botfip-LLM and the original Botfip model with these
SR frameworks. It is important to note that Botfip-LLM and the original
Botfip model are multimodal scientific computing frameworks that rely on
function images for feature extraction rather than discrete point sets. There-
fore, they cannot be tested using conventional SR datasets. However, the
symbolic operation tree system’s random generation dataset proposed in [21]
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Figure 8: Comparison of MSE results on test sets generated by symbolic operation tree
systems with different node counts for various SR models, the original Botfip model, and
Botfip-LLM (with ChatGLM-2 as the Teacher LLM).

has been open-sourced, and the random generation process is sufficiently re-
liable. Table A.5 reflects part of the dataset, demonstrating its objectivity.
Thus, we only consider randomly generated symbolic operation tree data for
comparative testing, rather than using conventional SR datasets. The test
result information is displayed in the radar chart 8. It can be seen that
Botfip-LLM shows improved extrapolation ability compared to the original
Botfip model. However, as the number of symbolic operation tree nodes in-
creases, the complexity of the OTS also increases. Since Botfip-LLM does not
show significant improvements in error correction capabilities compared to
the original Botfip model, its extrapolation ability is still inferior to methods
like PYSR and DSR, which iteratively search for optimal expressions. Nev-
ertheless, introducing LLM for knowledge distillation has indeed enhanced
the model’s understanding of symbolic information, further improving recog-
nition and regression performance.

4.2.2. Formula String-OTS Modeling Task Performance

In this section, we continue using the same fine-tuning dataset to demon-
strate the Symbolic Formula String to OTS modeling fine-tuning task. In
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Table 4: Mean fine-tuning error and its standard deviation at the 25 000th step of Botfip-
LLM in Formula String-OTS Modeling Task under ChatGLM-2 and RWKV-6.

LLM Name node 5 node 6 node 7 node 8 node 9
ChatGLM-2 0.681± 0.007 0.727± 0.009 0.742± 0.011 0.772± 0.012 0.796± 0.013
RWKV-6 0.929± 0.012 0.966± 0.015 1.009± 0.018 1.034± 0.019 1.070± 0.021

this downstream task, the LLM is no longer a Teacher Model but becomes
one of the components for feature extraction of multimodal data related to
the symbolic operation tree. Similar to the Funcimg-OTS Modeling Task,
the LLM processes the Formula String of the symbolic operation tree through
a tokenizer to extract symbolic formula features, which are then embedded
into the Botfip-LLM main model’s OTS Decoder through the corresponding
LLM Embedder. By integrating the symbolic formula feature information
via Causal Attention, the OTS Decoder can predict the corresponding OTS.

Figure 9 illustrates the training loss curves for the pre-trained Botfip-
LLM models in the Formula String-OTS Modeling fine-tuning task, with
ChatGLM-2 and RWKV-6 serving as the Teacher LLMs and corresponding
Formula String feature extraction networks. Table 4 shows the respective
convergence error conditions. It is evident that in the previous pre-training
process, ChatGLM-2 successfully transferred its understanding of symbolic
information to the Botfip-LLM main model through knowledge distillation,
whereas RWKV-6 did not achieve this effect. Consequently, in this fine-
tuning task, the Botfip-LLM model under ChatGLM-2 as the Formula String
feature extraction network exhibits a faster decline and better convergence
accuracy in Formula String-OTS Modeling loss compared to RWKV-6. Now
we proceed to test the effectiveness of Botfip-LLM in generating OTS from
Formula Strings. We continue to use the three evaluation metrics: Accr, SRL,
and S̃RL. Figure 10 presents the test results of Botfip-LLM (ChatGLM-2)
and Botfip-LLM (RWKV-6) on 100 randomly generated symbol tree samples
after fine-tuning. It can be observed that compared to the Funcimg-OTS
fine-tuning task, Botfip-LLM (ChatGLM-2) shows a more significant advan-
tage in the Formula String-OTS fine-tuning task. This primarily stems from
the fact that during the pre-training phase, ChatGLM-2 adjusted the param-
eters of the LLM embedder within Botfip-LLM to a certain extent through
fine-tuning, making its dimensionality reduction mapping of the hidden state
more suitable for feature extraction of symbolic formula information com-
pared to RWKV-6, thus achieving better performance in this fine-tuning
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Figure 9: Loss variation during the training process of the Formula String-OTS Modeling
fine-tuning task for Botfip-LLM (ChatGLM-2) and Botfip-LLM (RWKV-6). The legend
below indicates different colors representing the number of nodes in the symbolic operation
trees for the datasets used in the respective fine-tuning experiments.
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Figure 10: A bar chart visualizing the results on the Formula String-OTS test set after
Botfip-LLM (ChatGLM-2) and Botfip-LLM (RWKV-6) underwent fine-tuning for the For-
mula String-OTS Modeling task.

task. From this fine-tuning training, it can also be concluded that the in-
troduction of LLM not only helps the Botfip-LLM framework gain a better
understanding of the multimodal information of scientific computing data
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but also effectively broadens the applicability of the Botfip-LLM framework,
thereby further accomplishing downstream tasks related to symbolic formu-
las.

5. Conclusion

This paper proposes the Botfip-LLM multimodal scientific computing
framework, which is based on the Botfip framework, which significantly en-
hances its capability to handle symbolic formula information by introducing
LLMs and employing knowledge distillation technology for aligning multi-
modal data related to symbolic operation trees. Experimental results indicate
that the choice of different types of LLM frameworks and their pre-trained
weights is crucial for the pre-training and fine-tuning performance of Botfip-
LLM. Notably, with the support of ChatGLM-2, Botfip-LLM demonstrates
significant improvements in processing and understanding symbolic formula
information compared to other Transformer frameworks such as LLaMA-2
and non-Transformer frameworks like RWKV-6 and Mamba. Moreover, by
integrating LLMs, the Botfip-LLM framework further extends its range of
fine-tuning tasks. Botfip-LLM can not only generate symbolic expressions
from OTS but also reverse-engineer OTS sequences and constant vectors
from symbolic expressions, significantly enhancing its technical performance
and applicability while expanding its use cases in scientific computing tasks.
Although Botfip-LLM’s extrapolation ability has improved compared to the
original Botfip framework, it still exhibits a decline with an increasing num-
ber of symbolic operation tree nodes. Future research should focus on fur-
ther enhancements to improve the model’s overall performance and appli-
cability. Botfip-LLM holds promise for helping researchers, engineers, and
students better understand the essence and core of scientific computing prob-
lems through the alignment and information extraction of function images
and symbolic formulas.
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Appendix A. Hyper-parameters Involved in the Dataset and Ex-
periment

Table A.5: Hyper-parameters of the dataset, model, and training process

Parameter Description
OTS Encoder/Decoder Framework 10-layer BERT
OTS Encoder/Decoder Hidden Size 768
Funcimg Encoder 10-layer ViT
Funcimg Encoder Hidden Size 768
Node Ranges [5, 15]
Number of OTS (Pre-training) 11028
Number of Funcimg-OTS Pairs (Pre-training) 551400
Sampling Range of Operation Tree Constants Array [−2, 2]
Number of OTS Skeletons (Fine-tuning & validation) 2941
Number of Funcimg-OTS Pairs (Fine-tuning & validation) 88230
Number of Funcimg-OTS Pairs used in validation 4000
Learning Rate Adjustment Method StepLR
Initial Learning Rate During Warm-up 1× 10−6

Maximum Initial Learning Rate 1× 10−4

Function Images Input Noise 0.001
Learning rate decay rate 0.9
Learning rate decay period 5 epochs
Total Duration of Training 100 epochs
GPU device Nvidia A6000 GPU
Number of GPU used in Pre-training for Main Model 4
Number of GPU for LLM deployment 1
Number of GPU used in Fine-tuning 1
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Appendix B. Appendix: Selected Skeletons Information from the
Funcimg-OTS-Formula String Dataset

Table B.6: Selected Formula Skeletons and Their OTS from the Funcimg-OTS Dataset

Nodes Formula Skeleton OTS
5 C0 · (x0 + x1)

2 + C1 [15, 0, 1, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · |x0x1|+ C1 [20, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · C2
x0x1

+ C1 [6, 0, 3, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (x0 − x1)
2 + C1 [15, 0, 2, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · tanh(x0 + x1) + C1 [9, 0, 1, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · sin(x0 + x1) + C1 [5, 0, 1, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 ·
x2
0

x2
1
+ C1 [15, 0, 4, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · tan(x0x1) + C1 [7, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · C2
sin(exp(x0x1))

+ C1 [6, 0, 5, 0, 11, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · exp(x1/x0) + C1 [11, 0, 4, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · x1 · |x0|+ C1 [3, 0, 20, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (C2/x0 + x1) + C1 [1, 0, 6, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (−x1 + exp(x0)) + C1 [2, 0, 11, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · log(|x1|)/x0 + C1 [4, 0, 12, 18, 0, 20, 0, 0, 19, 0, 0]

5 C0 · x1 ·
√
|sin(x0)|+ C1 [3, 0, 16, 19, 0, 5, 0, 0, 18, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (x1 + tanh(x0)) + C1 [1, 0, 9, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · sin(x0 − x1) + C1 [5, 0, 2, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · |x1/x0|+ C1 [20, 0, 4, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (x0 + sin(x1)) + C1 [1, 0, 5, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · tanh(x0x1) + C1 [9, 0, 3, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 ·
√
|x0|+ C1 [16, 0, 3, 0, 18, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · exp(x1/x0) + C1 [11, 0, 4, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · tan(x0 − x1) + C1 [7, 0, 2, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · x20x21 + C1 [15, 0, 3, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · sin(x0)/x1 + C1 [4, 0, 5, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · x0 · log(|x1|) + C1 [3, 0, 12, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · exp(−x0 + x1) + C1 [11, 0, 2, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (x0 + tan(x1)) + C1 [1, 0, 7, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (x0 + exp(x1)) + C1 [1, 0, 11, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

5 C0 · (x1 + sin(x0)) + C1 [1, 0, 5, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

Continued on next page
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6 C0 · (−x21 + tan(x0)) + C1 [2, 0, 7, 15, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (exp(x1) + tan(x1)) + C1 [1, 0, 7, 11, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (exp(x1) + sin(x0)) + C1 [1, 0, 11, 5, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (−C2x1 − C3 + sin(x0)) + C1 [2, 0, 5, 13, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (exp(x0) + tanh(x1)) + C1 [1, 0, 11, 9, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (x0 − x1)
2C2 + C1 [15, 0, 14, 0, 2, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · |C2x0x1 + C3|+ C1 [20, 0, 13, 0, 3, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · tanh(x0 + x1)
2 + C1 [15, 0, 9, 0, 1, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · tanh(x0x1)2 + C1 [15, 0, 9, 0, 3, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · | C2
x0x1
|+ C1 [20, 0, 6, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · tan(sin(x0x1)) + C1 [7, 0, 5, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · exp(max(0, x0 + x1)) + C1 [11, 0, 21, 0, 1, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · sin(
√
|x21|) + C1 [5, 0, 16, 0, 3, 0, 19, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 ·
√
|tan(x0x1)|+ C1 [16, 0, 7, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · C2
(x0+x1)2

+ C1 [6, 0, 15, 0, 1, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · C2
C3(x0−x1)+C4

+ C1 [6, 0, 13, 0, 2, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · tan(C2x0x1 + C3) + C1 [7, 0, 13, 0, 3, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (x21 − exp(x0)) + C1 [2, 0, 15, 11, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · x20 exp(x0) + C1 [3, 0, 15, 11, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (x20 + sin(x0)) + C1 [1, 0, 5, 15, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · sin(x1) tanh(x1) + C1 [3, 0, 9, 5, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (C2/x0 + sin(x1)) + C1 [1, 0, 5, 6, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

6 C1 · (−C0 + x0 − x1) + C2 [2, 0, 2, 10, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (−x0 + 2x1) + C1 [1, 0, 2, 19, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (−2x0 + x1) + C1 [2, 0, 2, 18, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

6 C0 · (−x0 + x
1/3
1 )2 + C1 [15, 0, 2, 0, 17, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · log(|x1 + exp(x0)|) + C1 [12, 0, 20, 0, 1, 0, 11, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · tan(
√
|x0 − exp(x1)|) + C1 [7, 0, 16, 0, 2, 0, 11, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 ·
∣∣∣C2

2 ·
x2
0

x2
1

∣∣∣+ C1 [20, 0, 15, 0, 3, 0, 6, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · log
(∣∣∣ tanh(x1)2

x2
0

∣∣∣)+ C1 [12, 0, 15, 0, 4, 0, 9, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · tanh(|C2 · x1 + C3 + x0|) + C1 [9, 0, 20, 0, 1, 0, 13, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 ·
C2

2
(x0+tan(x1))2

+ C1 [15, 0, 6, 0, 1, 0, 7, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · C1 · x1 · tanh(x0) + C2 [3, 0, 9, 3, 0, 18, 0, 10, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · C2·x1+C3
x0−x1

+ C1 [4, 0, 13, 2, 0, 19, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

Continued on next page
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7 C1 · (−C0 + x0) · sin(x1) + C2 [3, 0, 5, 2, 0, 19, 0, 18, 10, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C1 · (−C0 + x1 + tanh(x0)) + C2 [2, 0, 9, 2, 0, 18, 0, 10, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C2
0 · C1 · (x0 + x1)

2 + C2 [15, 0, 3, 0, 1, 10, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C1 · sin(C0 − x0 + x1) + C2 [5, 0, 2, 0, 1, 18, 0, 10, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C1 · tanh(C0 + x0 − x1) + C2 [9, 0, 1, 0, 2, 10, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C1 · tanh
(
x0+x1
C0

)
+ C2 [9, 0, 4, 0, 1, 10, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (exp(x1) +
√
|x1|) + C1 [1, 0, 16, 11, 0, 20, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (x21 + exp(tan(x1))) + C1 [1, 0, 11, 15, 0, 7, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (x21 +
√
|C2/x1|) + C1 [1, 0, 16, 15, 0, 6, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (− sin(x1) + |x0|2) + C1 [2, 0, 15, 5, 0, 20, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (x20 + sin(x1)
2) + C1 [1, 0, 15, 15, 0, 5, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (− log(|x0|) + |C2 · x1 + C3|) + C1 [2, 0, 20, 12, 0, 13, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · exp(−x0) · sin(tan(x0)) + C1 [4, 0, 5, 11, 0, 7, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (exp(x0) + |C2/x1|) + C1 [1, 0, 20, 11, 0, 6, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (x0 · x1 + sin(x0)) + C1 [1, 0, 3, 5, 0, 18, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 ·
C2

2
(−x0+exp(x1))2

+ C1 [15, 0, 6, 0, 2, 0, 11, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · C2√
|x0+max(0,x1)|

+ C1 [6, 0, 16, 0, 1, 0, 21, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 ·
√∣∣∣tan(C2

x0
+ x1

)∣∣∣+ C1 [16, 0, 7, 0, 1, 0, 6, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (C2 · (−x0 + x21) + C3)
2 + C1 [15, 0, 13, 0, 2, 0, 15, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · exp(2 · re(x0)) · |x1|2 + C1 [15, 0, 20, 0, 3, 0, 11, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (−x0 + x1 +
√
|x1|) + C1 [2, 0, 16, 2, 0, 19, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (C2 · x0 + C3 + x0 − x1) + C1 [1, 0, 13, 2, 0, 18, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · x
1
3
0 · (x0 + x1) + C1 [3, 0, 17, 1, 0, 18, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C1 · (−C0 + C3 · x1 + C4 − x0) + C2 [2, 0, 13, 1, 0, 19, 0, 10, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 ·
(
x0
x1

+ x21

)
+ C1 [1, 0, 15, 4, 0, 19, 0, 18, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · C1 · x1 · tanh(x0) + C2 [3, 0, 9, 3, 0, 18, 0, 19, 10, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C1 · (C0 + x0) · tan(x1) + C2 [3, 0, 7, 1, 0, 19, 0, 10, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · C2·x0+C3
x0·x1

+ C1 [4, 0, 13, 3, 0, 18, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

7 C0 · (−x0 + x1) · tanh(x0) + C1 [3, 0, 9, 2, 0, 18, 0, 19, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · exp(x1) · tan(x1)/x0 + C1 [3, 0, 4, 11, 0, 7, 18, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · x1 ·
(
C3
x0

+ x0

)
/C2 + C1 [4, 0, 1, 6, 0, 6, 18, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · (x0 + sin(x1)− tanh(x0)) + C1 [2, 0, 1, 9, 0, 5, 18, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C1 · (−C0 + tan(x1) + max(0, x0)) + C2 [1, 0, 2, 21, 0, 7, 10, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

Continued on next page

42



Nodes Formula Skeleton OTS

8 C0 ·
(
C2
x0

+ x20 + x1

)
+ C1 [1, 0, 1, 6, 0, 15, 19, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · (x0 · x1 − x21)
C2 + C1 [14, 0, 2, 0, 3, 15, 0, 18, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C1 · tan
(
C0
x1
− sin(x0)

)
+ C2 [7, 0, 2, 0, 4, 5, 0, 10, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · exp(x0 · x1 − x21) + C1 [11, 0, 2, 0, 3, 15, 0, 18, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C1 ·
∣∣∣ C0·x1
max(0,x0)

∣∣∣+ C2 [20, 0, 4, 0, 3, 21, 0, 10, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8
√
2 · C0 ·

√
|x0 · (C2 · x1 + C3)|+ C1 [16, 0, 3, 0, 1, 13, 0, 18, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
(
C3 ·

√
|x1|/x1

)2C2

+ C1 [15, 0, 14, 0, 3, 0, 6, 16, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · |C2 · x1 + C3 + tanh(x1)|+ C1 [21, 0, 20, 0, 1, 0, 13, 9, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
∣∣∣(xC2

1 − exp(x0))
2
∣∣∣+ C1 [20, 0, 15, 0, 2, 0, 14, 11, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · |exp(x1)− tanh(x1)|2 + C1 [15, 0, 20, 0, 2, 0, 9, 11, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tan(tan(x1) + |x1|)2 + C1 [15, 0, 7, 0, 1, 0, 20, 7, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · (C2 · x1 + C3 + x21)
4 + C1 [15, 0, 15, 0, 1, 0, 13, 15, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
√
|C2 · exp(x0) · tan(x0) + C3|+ C1 [16, 0, 13, 0, 3, 0, 7, 11, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tan(x20 − sin(x0))
2 + C1 [15, 0, 7, 0, 2, 0, 5, 15, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
∣∣∣∣( x2

0
C3·x1+C4

)C2

∣∣∣∣+ C1 [20, 0, 14, 0, 4, 0, 15, 13, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · (C2 · (exp(x0) + tan(x1)) + C3)
1
3 + C1 [17, 0, 13, 0, 1, 0, 11, 7, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tan(tanh(x21 ·
√
|x0|)) + C1 [7, 0, 9, 0, 3, 0, 16, 15, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tanh(
√
|C2 · x0 + C3 − sin(x0)|) + C1 [9, 0, 16, 0, 2, 0, 5, 13, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · C2
2 · exp(max(0, x1))/x

2
0 + C1 [3, 0, 15, 11, 0, 6, 0, 21, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tanh(max(0, x1))/ |x1|+ C1 [4, 0, 9, 15, 0, 21, 0, 16, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · (exp(x21) + |x0|
2) + C1 [1, 0, 15, 11, 0, 20, 0, 15, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
√∣∣∣tan(xC2

1 − tanh(x1))
∣∣∣+ C1 [16, 0, 7, 0, 2, 0, 9, 14, 0, 19, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · exp(C2 · x20 · |x0|+ C3) + C1 [11, 0, 13, 0, 3, 0, 15, 20, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · C2
tanh(C3·x1+C4+tanh(x0))

+ C1 [6, 0, 9, 0, 1, 0, 9, 13, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
∣∣∣∣ √|C2|
(C3·x1+C4)

∣∣∣∣ / |x0| 14 + C1 [16, 0, 6, 0, 3, 0, 13, 16, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · sin
(

C2
− exp(x0)+log(|x0|)

)
+ C1 [5, 0, 6, 0, 2, 0, 12, 11, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 ·
√∣∣∣ C2

C3·x1+C4

∣∣∣/ |x0| 14 + C1 [16, 0, 6, 0, 3, 0, 13, 16, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tanh
(

C2·exp(−x1)√
|x0|

)
+ C1 [9, 0, 6, 0, 3, 0, 16, 11, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · tanh
(

C2·C4
x0·sin(x1)

+ C3

)
+ C1 [9, 0, 13, 0, 4, 0, 6, 5, 0, 18, 0, 19, 0, 0, 0]

Continued on next page
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8 C0 ·
∣∣∣ tan(x1)

x2
0

∣∣∣+ C1 [15, 0, 16, 0, 4, 0, 7, 15, 0, 19, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

8 C0 · exp
(
2·C2
x0

+ 2 · tanh(x0)
)
+ C1 [15, 0, 11, 0, 1, 0, 6, 9, 0, 18, 0, 18, 0, 0, 0]

∗ The table shows only a subset of our datasets; in fact, our pretraining dataset contains
11,028 skeletons and 551,400 Funcimg-OTS pairs. All constant vectors were sampled from
the uniform distribution U(−20, 20).
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