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Multi-Granularity Prediction with Learnable
Fusion for Scene Text Recognition

Cheng Da ∗, Peng Wang ∗, and Cong Yao B

Abstract—Due to the enormous technical challenges and wide range of applications, scene text recognition (STR) has been an active
research topic in computer vision for years. To tackle this tough problem, numerous innovative methods have been successively
proposed, and incorporating linguistic knowledge into STR models has recently become a prominent trend. In this work, we first draw
inspiration from the recent progress in Vision Transformer (ViT) to construct a conceptually simple yet functionally powerful vision STR
model, which is built upon ViT and a tailored Adaptive Addressing and Aggregation (A3) module. It already outperforms most previous
state-of-the-art models for scene text recognition, including both pure vision models and language-augmented methods. To integrate
linguistic knowledge, we further propose a Multi-Granularity Prediction strategy to inject information from the language modality into the
model in an implicit way, i.e. , subword representations (BPE and WordPiece) widely used in NLP are introduced into the output space,
in addition to the conventional character level representation, while no independent language model (LM) is adopted. To produce the
final recognition results, two strategies for effectively fusing the multi-granularity predictions are devised: the first strategy, called
Confidence-based Fusion Strategy (CFS), employs a straightforward rule based on the confidence scores of the multi-granularity
predictions, while the second one, called Learnable Fusion Strategy (LFS), is realized with a trainable module to directly measure the
cross-modal similarities between text (predicted words) and images, akin to CLIP. The resultant algorithm (termed MGP-STR) is able to
push the performance envelope of STR to an even higher level. Specifically, MGP-STR with LFS achieves an average recognition
accuracy of 94% on standard benchmarks for scene text recognition (such as IIIT 5K-word, ICDAR 2015, SVT and CUTE). Moreover, it
also achieves state-of-the-art results on widely-used handwritten benchmarks (IAM, CVL and RIMES) as well as more challenging
scene text datasets (ArT, COCO-Text and Uber-Text), demonstrating the generality of the proposed MGP-STR algorithm. The source
code and models will be available at: https://github.com/AlibabaResearch/AdvancedLiterateMachinery/tree/main/OCR/MGP-STR.

Index Terms—Scene Text Recognition, Multi-Granularity Prediction, Handwritten Text Recognition, Vision Transformer.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

R EADING text from natural scenes is definitely one of
the most indispensable capabilities when building an

automated machine with high-level intelligence, as it could
provide rich and precise semantic information [1]. This ex-
plains the reason why researchers from the computer vision
community have sedulously explored and investigated this
complex and challenging task for decades [1], [2], [3]. Scene
text recognition (STR) involves decoding textual content
from natural images (usually cropped sub-images), which
is a key component in text reading pipelines.

Previously, a number of methods [4], [5], [6], [7] have
been proposed to address the problem of scene text recog-
nition mainly from the perspective of vision. Recently,
there emerges a new trend that linguistic knowledge is
introduced into the text recognition process, to enhance the
performance on difficult cases in real-world scenarios. Con-
cretely, SRN [8] devised a global semantic reasoning module
(GSRM) to model global semantic context. ABINet [9] pro-
posed Bidirectional Cloze Network (BCN) as the language
model to learn bidirectional feature representation. MA-
TRN [10] made a further step by introducing multi-modal
feature enhancements with bi-directional fusions. These STR
methods, which explicitly adopt an independent and sepa-
rate language model to capture rich language prior, have
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Fig. 1: Pipelines of classic CNN-based, ViT-based and the
proposed MGP-STR scene text recognition methods are
illustrated in (a), (b) and (c), respectively. (Best viewed in
color.)

proven to achieve considerable performance improvements.
In this paper, we propose to integrate linguistic knowl-

edge in an implicit way for scene text recognition. Specif-
ically, we first construct a pure vision STR model based
on ViT [11] and a tailored Adaptive Addressing and Ag-
gregation (A3) module inspired by TokenLearner [12]. This
model serves as a strong baseline, which already achieves
better performance than previous methods for scene text
recognition, according to the experimental comparisons.
To further make use of linguistic knowledge to augment
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Fig. 2: Examples of Character, BPE and WordPiece subword
representations. (Best viewed in color.)

this vision STR model, we explore a Multi-Granularity
Prediction (MGP) strategy to inject information from the
language modality into the vision model. The output space
of the model is expanded, in which subword representations
(BPE and WordPiece) are introduced, i.e. , the augmented
model would produce two extra subword-level predictions,
besides the original character-level prediction. Fig. 2 depicts
several examples where words with multi-granularity rep-
resentations are illustrated.

Notably, the proposed method does not include an ex-
plicit and separate language model, in contrast to SRN [8]
and ABINet [9]. In the training phase, the resultant model
(named MGP-STR) is optimized with a standard multi-task
learning paradigm (three losses for three types of predic-
tions), and the linguistic knowledge is naturally integrated
into the ViT-based STR model through training. In the infer-
ence phase, the three types of predictions will be fused to
give the final recognition results. Experiments on standard
benchmarks verify that the proposed MGP-STR algorithm
can obtain state-of-the-art performance. Another advantage
of MGP-STR is that it does not involve iterative refinement,
which could be time-consuming in the inference phase [8],
[9]. The pipeline of the proposed MGP-STR algorithm as
well as those of previous CNN-based and ViT-based meth-
ods are shown in Fig. 1. In a nutshell, the major difference
between MGP-STR and other STR methods lies in that MGP-
STR generates three types of predictions, representing tex-
tual information at different granularities: from individual
characters to short character combinations, and even whole
words, while in most previous STR methods the predictions
are usually at character level (i.e., single-granularity).

The MGP-STR algorithm was originally proposed in
our previous conference work [13], and this paper extends
that article with the following improvements and modifi-
cations: (1) To better unleash the potential of the MGP-
STR algorithm, we design a novel fusion strategy (see
Sec. 3.5), called Learnable Fusion Strategy (LFS), which is
realized with a trainable module built on top of the original
MGP-STR model, going beyond simple rule-based fusion
means. Experiments demonstrate that the proposed LFS can
substantially boost the recognition accuracy on standard
benchmarks, while only bringing a marginal increase in
computational burden. (2) We conduct additional experi-
ments and comparisons to further validate the effective-
ness and applicability of the proposed MGP-STR algorithm
(see Sec. 4.8). Concretely, we evaluate MGP-STR on more

datasets with handwritten text (IAM, CVL and RIMES) and
scene text (ArT, COCO-Text and Uber-Text), and find that
MGP-STR can also achieve state-of-the-art performances on
these challenging benchmarks. (3) We verify various recent
ViT backbone models (such as those from MAE, DINO and
BLIP) and show that, once adequately trained with enough
domain-specific data (text images in this work), these ViT
models can work equally well on the task of scene text
recognition (see Sec. 4.5). (4) We provide more technical
details, in-depth analyses and discussions regarding MGP-
STR and point out potential directions for future research
(see Sec. 4.8 and Sec. 5).

In summary, the main contributions of this work are as
follows:

• We first construct a pure vision STR model, which
is built upon a Vision Transformer (ViT) backbone
and a specially designed Adaptive Addressing and
Aggregation (A3) module. This model, as a strong
baseline, already outperforms previous methods for
scene text recognition.

• To explore an alternative way for incorporating lin-
guistic knowledge in STR, we introduce subword
representations (BPE and WordPiece) to facilitate
multi-granularity prediction, and prove that implic-
itly utilizing linguistic knowledge can be very effec-
tive as well and therefore an independent language
model (as used in SRN and ABINet) is not indispens-
able for STR models.

• To produce the final recognition results, we devise
two effective strategies to fuse the three types of out-
puts (Character, BPE and WordPiece). The first strat-
egy, called Confidence-based Fusion Strategy (CFS),
employs a straightforward rule relying on the con-
fidences of the outputs, while the second one, called
Learnable Fusion Strategy (LFS), is trained to directly
measure the cross-modal similarities between textual
sequences and images, inspired by CLIP [14].

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that the pro-
posed MGP-STR algorithm achieves state-of-the-art
performances on various text recognition bench-
marks. Specifically, MGP-STR with LFS achieves an
average recognition accuracy of 94% on six standard
benchmarks (IC13 [15], SVT [16], IIIT [17], IC15 [18],
SVTP [19] and CUTE [20]). Besides, it also achieves
state-of-the-art results on standard handwritten text
datasets (IAM [21], CVL [22] and RIMES [23]) and
more challenging scene text benchmarks (ArT [24],
COCO-Text [25] and Uber-Text [26]).

2 RELATED WORK

We will briefly review existing ideas and methods that are
highly related to our work. For more details, please refer to
previous survey papers [1], [2], [27], [28], [29].

2.1 Scene Text Recognition
Scene Text Recognition (STR) is a long-term subject of
attention and research [1], [2], [3]. With the popularity of
deep learning methods [30], [31], [32], its effectiveness in
the field of STR has been extensively verified. Depending
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on whether linguistic information is applied, we roughly
divide STR methods into two categories, i.e. , language-free
and language-augmented methods.

2.1.1 Language-Free STR Methods

The mainstream way for image feature extraction in STR
methods is CNN [30], [31]. For example, previous STR meth-
ods [4], [32], [33] utilize VGG, and current STR methods [34],
[35], [36], [37] employ ResNet [31] for better performance.
Based on the powerful CNN features, various methods [38],
[39], [40] are proposed to tackle the STR problem. CTC-
based methods [4], [35], [41], [42], [43] use the Connectionist
Temporal Classification (CTC) [44] to accomplish sequence
recognition. Segmentation-based methods [45], [46], [47],
[48] cast STR as a semantic segmentation problem.

Inspired by the great success of Transformer [49] in
natural language processing (NLP) tasks, the application of
Transformer in STR has also attracted more attention [50],
[51], [52]. Vision Transformer (ViT) [11] that directly pro-
cesses image patches without convolutions opens the begin-
ning of using Transformer blocks instead of CNNs to solve
computer vision problems [53], [54], leading to prominent
results. ViTSTR [50] attempts to simply leverage the feature
representations of the last layer of ViT for parallel char-
acter decoding. PTIE [51] is a transformer model that can
process multiple patch resolutions and decode in both the
original and reverse character orders. In general, language-
free methods often fail to recognize low-quality images due
to the lack of language information.

2.1.2 Language-Augmented STR Methods

Obviously, language information is favorable to the recog-
nition of low-quality images. RNN-based methods [4], [32],
[37] can effectively capture the dependency between se-
quential characters, which can be regarded as the methods
with an implicit language model. However, they cannot
execute decoding in parallel during training and inference.

Recently, Transformer blocks are introduced into CNN-
based framework to facilitate language content learning.
SRN [8] proposes a Global Semantic Reasoning Module
(GSRM) to capture the global semantic context through
multiple parallel transmissions. ABINet [9] presents a Bidi-
rectional Cloze Network (BCN) to explicitly model the
language information, which is further used for iterative
correction. VisionLAN [55] proposes a visual reasoning
module that simultaneously captures visual and language
information by masking input images at the feature level.
LevOCR [56] and MATRN [10] propose cross-modal trans-
former modules to explore the interactions between vision
and language features for better recognition performances.
PARSeq [57] learns an ensemble of internal language mod-
ules with shared architecture and weights using a trans-
former decoder, and it still retains the ability of iterative
refinement like ABINet [9].

Generally, most works [9], [10], [57] mentioned above
utilize a specific module to capture semantic information
at the character level, while we manage to directly uti-
lize multi-granularity semantic information (characters, sub-
words and even whole words) for STR in this paper.

2.2 Handwritten Text Recognition
Recognizing handwritten text remains a significant chal-
lenge due to the diversity of writing styles that exist among
individuals [58], [59], [60]. Handwritten text is a funda-
mental mode of communication that can take many forms,
including memos, whiteboards, handwritten notes, stylus
input, postal automation, and reading aids for the visually
impaired. The objective of handwritten text recognition is to
convert handwritten text to digital content, making textual
information more easily accessible.

Contemporary handwritten text recognition methods
leverage the recent progress made in deep learning, with
many of them drawing inspiration from the architecture
of CNNs and RNNs. For instance, [61] utilizes a CNN to
estimate the n-gram profile of an image and match it with
the profile of a pre-existing word from a dictionary. [62]
extends the latter by incorporating a pyramidal histogram
of characters (PHOC), which is primarily used for word
spotting. [63] employs a sequence-to-sequence architecture
to encode the visual features and then decodes the sequence
of characters in the handwritten text image. [64] proposes an
adapted CNN-RNN hybrid architecture with a main focus
on effective training for enhancing handwritten recognition.

In recent years, generative modeling has gained at-
tention in the field of handwritten text recognition due
to the emergence of adversarial learning and GANs [65].
Several studies have explored the use of synthetic data to
augment limited datasets and improve the realism of the
data. AFDM [58] employs adversarial learning to enhance
the data in a high-dimensional convolutional feature space,
resulting in a robust and invariant word-retrieval detector
that can handle all types of variations present in natural
images of handwritten text. [60] proposes a novel data
augmentation method specifically designed for the augmen-
tation of sequence-like characters for text recognition. Ad-
ditionally, ScrabbleGAN [66] and SLOGAN [67] synthesize
handwritten text images that are versatile in both style and
lexicon, thereby increasing the robustness of the recognizer.

In this work, we simply apply our MGP-STR algorithm
to handwritten text recognition and find that MGP-STR
performs quite well on this difficult task.

2.3 Contrastive Learning for Text Recognition
Self-supervised representation learning techniques utilizing
contrastive learning have shown promising improvements
in various computer vision applications [68], [69], [70],
[71]. More recently, these contrastive learning methods have
been applied to the field of text recognition. For example,
SeqCLR [72] introduces a sequence-to-sequence contrastive
learning framework specifically designed for text recog-
nition. Additionally, PerSec [40] presents hierarchical con-
trastive learning that drives each element of features at high
and low levels. DiG [73] integrates contrastive learning and
masked image modeling in one self-supervised method to
learn discrimination and generation, and utilizes large-scale
unlabeled text images for model pre-training.

In this paper, drawing inspiration from CLIP [14], we
adopt contrastive learning for the cross-modal matching
of text sequences (predicted words) and images, resulting
in a Learnable Fusion Strategy that leads to higher text
recognition performance.
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Fig. 3: The architecture of the proposed MGP-STR algorithm.

3 METHODOLOGY

The schematic overview of the proposed MGP-STR method
is depicted in Fig. 3, which is mainly built upon the original
Vision Transformer (ViT) model [11] (Sec. 3.1). We propose
a tailored Adaptive Addressing and Aggregation (A3) mod-
ule to select a meaningful combination of tokens from ViT
and integrate them into one output token corresponding
to a specific character, denoted as Character A3 module
(Sec. 3.2). Moreover, subword classification heads based on
BPE A3 module and WordPiece A3 module are devised
for subword predictions, such that the language informa-
tion can be implicitly modeled (Sec. 3.3). Finally, these
multi-granularity predictions are merged via a fusion stage,
which can be realized with two specially designed fusion
strategies: Confidence-based Fusion Strategy (Sec. 3.4) and
Learnable Fusion Strategy (Sec. 3.5).

3.1 Vision Transformer Backbone
The fundamental architecture of MGP-STR is Vision Trans-
former [11], [74], where the original image patches are di-
rectly utilized for image feature extraction by linear projec-
tion. As shown in Fig. 3, an input RGB image x ∈ RH×W×C

is split into non-overlapping patches. Concretely, the im-
age is reshaped into a sequence of flattened 2D patches
xp ∈ RN×(P 2C), where (P × P ) is the resolution of each
image patch and (P 2C) is the number of feature chan-
nels of xp. In this way, a 2D image is represented as a
sequence with N = HW/P 2 tokens, which serve as the
effective input sequence of Transformer blocks. Then, these
tokens of xp are linearly transcribed into D dimension patch
embeddings. Similar to the original ViT [11] backbone, a
learnable [class] token embedding with D dimension is
introduced into patch embeddings. And position embed-
dings are also added to each patch embedding to retain
the positional information, where the standard learnable 1D
position embedding is employed. Thus, the generation of
patch embedding vector is formulated as follows:

z0 = [xclass;x
1
pE;x2

pE; . . . ;xN
p E] +Epos, (1)

where xclass ∈ R1×D is the [class] embedding, E ∈
R(P 2C)×D is a linear projection matrix and Epos ∈
R(N+1)×D is the position embedding.

The resultant feature sequence z0 ∈ R(N+1)×D serves
as the input of Transformer encoder blocks [11], which
are mainly composed of Multi-head Self-Attention (MSA),
Layer Normalization (LN), Multilayer Perceptron (MLP)
and residual connection as in Fig.3. The Transformer en-
coder block is formulated as:

z′l = MSA(LN(zl−1)) + zl−1

zl = MLP(LN(z′l)) + z′l.
(2)

Here, l is the depth of Transformer block and l = 1 . . . L. The
MLP consists of two linear layers with GELU activation. Fi-
nally, the output embedding zL ∈ R(N+1)×D of Transformer
is utilized for subsequent text recognition.

3.2 Adaptive Addressing and Aggregation Modules

Traditional Vision Transformers [11], [74] usually append a
learnable xclass token to the sequence of patch embeddings,
which directly collects and aggregates the meaningful in-
formation and serves as the image representation for the
classification of the whole image. While the task of scene text
recognition aims to produce a sequence of character predic-
tions, where each character is only related to a small patch of
the image. Thus, the global image representation z0L ∈ RD

is inadequate for the text recognizing task. ViTSTR [50]
directly employs the first T tokens of zL for text recognition,
where T is the maximum text length. Unfortunately, the rest
tokens of zL are not fully utilized.

In order to take full advantage of the rich informa-
tion of the sequence zL for text sequence prediction, we
propose a tailored Adaptive Addressing and Aggregation
(A3) module to select a meaningful combination of tokens
zL and integrate them into one token corresponding to a
specific character. Specifically, we manage to learn T tokens
Y = [yi]

T
i=1 from the sequence zL for the subsequent text

recognizing task. An aggregation function is, thus, formu-
lated as yi = Ai(zL), which converts the input zL to a
token vector yi : R(N+1)×D 7→ R1×D . And such T functions
are constructed for the sequential output of text recognition.
Typically, the aggregation function Ai(zL) is implemented
via a spatial attention mechanism [12] to adaptively select
the tokens from zL corresponding to ith character. Here,
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Fig. 4: The detailed architectures of the three A3 modules.

we employ function αi(zL) and softmax function to gen-
erate precise spatial attention mask mi ∈ R(N+1)×1 from
zL ∈ R(N+1)×D . Thus, each output token yi of A3 module
is produced by

zL = LN(zL)

yi = Ai(zL) = mT
i z̃L = softmax(αi(zL))

T (zLU)

yi = LN(yi).

(3)

Here, αi(·) is implemented by group convolution with one
1×1 kernel and Ai represents the ith Addressing function to
generate attention mask mi ∈ R(N+1)×1. And U ∈ RD×D is
a linear mapping matrix for learning feature z̃L. Therefore,
the resulting tokens of different aggregation functions are
gathered together to form the final output tensor as follows:

Y = [y1y2; . . . ;yT ] = [A1(zL);A2(zL); . . . ;AT (zL)]. (4)

Owing to the effective and efficient A3 module, the
ultimate representation of the text sequence is denoted as
Y ∈ RT×D in Eq. (4). Then, a character classification head
is built by G = YWT ∈ RT×K for text recognition, where
W ∈ RK×D is a linear mapping matrix, K is the number of
categories and G is the classification logits. We regard this
as the Character A3 module for character-level prediction,
of which the detailed structure is illustrated in Fig. 4 (a).

3.3 Multi-Granularity Predictions

Character tokenization that simply splits text into charac-
ters is commonly used in scene text recognition methods.
However, this naive and standard way ignores the language
information of the text. In order to effectively resort to
linguistic information for scene text recognition, we incor-
porate subword [75] tokenization mechanism in NLP [76]
into the text recognition method. Subword tokenization
algorithms aim to decompose rare words into meaningful
subwords and remain frequently used words, so that the
grammatical information of word has already been captured
in the subwords. Meanwhile, since A3 module is indepen-
dent of Transformer encoder backbone, we can directly add
extra parallel subword A3 modules for subword predictions.
In such a way, the language information can be implicitly
injected into model learning for better performance. No-
tably, previous methods, i.e. , SRN [8] and ABINet [9], de-
sign an explicit transformer module for language modeling,

while we cast linguistic information encoding problem as a
character and subword prediction task without an explicit
language model.

Specifically, we employ two subword tokenization algo-
rithms Byte-Pair Encoding (BPE) [77] and WordPiece [78] 1

to produce various combinations, as shown in Fig. 4. Thus,
the BPE A3 module and WordPiece A3 module are proposed
for subword attention. And two subword-level classification
heads are used for subword predictions. Since subwords
could be whole words (such as “coffee” in WordPiece),
subword-level and even word-level predictions can be gen-
erated by the BPE and WordPiece classification heads. Along
with the original character-level prediction, we denote these
various outputs as multi-granularity predictions for text
recognition. In this way, character-level prediction guaran-
tees the fundamental recognition accuracy, and subword-
level or word-level predictions can serve as complementary
results for noised images via linguistic information.

Technically, the architecture of BPE or WordPiece A3

module is the same as Character one. They are independent
of each other with different parameters. And the numbers
of categories are different for different classification heads,
which depend on the vocabulary size of each tokenization
method. The cross-entropy loss is employed for classifica-
tion. Additionally, the mask mi precisely indicates the at-
tention location of the ith character in Character A3 module,
while it roughly shows the ith subword region of the image
in subword A3 modules, due to the higher complexity and
uncertainty of learning subword splitting.

3.4 Confidence-based Fusion Strategy
Multi-granularity predictions (Character, BPE and Word-
Piece) are generated by different A3 modules and classifi-
cation heads. Thus, a fusion strategy is required to merge
these results. At the beginning, we attempt to fuse multi-
granularity information by aggregating text features Y of
the output of different A3 modules at the feature level.
However, since these features are from different granular-
ities, the ith token ychar

i of character level is not aligned
with the ith token ybpe

i (or ywp
i ) of BPE level (or Word-

Piece level), so that these features cannot be directly added
for fusion. Meanwhile, even if we concatenate features by

1. Considering the potential out-of-vocabulary (OOV) issue in the
inference phase, we did not directly predict whole words.
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[Ychar,Ybpe,Ywp], only one character-level head can be
used for final prediction. The subword information will be
greatly impaired in this way, resulting in less improvement.

Instead, a decision-level fusion strategy is employed in
our method. However, perfectly fusing these predictions is
still a challenging problem [79]. We, therefore, propose a
compromised but efficient Confidence-based Fusion Strat-
egy (CFS) based on the prediction confidences of the three
branches. Specifically, the recognition confidence of each
character or subword branch can be obtained by the cor-
responding classification head. Then, we use two score
functions f(·) to produce the final recognition score based
on the atomic confidences:

fMean([c1, c2, . . . , ceos]) =
1

n

eos∑
i=1

ci, (5)

fCumprod([c1, c2, . . . , ceos]) =
eos∏
i=1

ci. (6)

We only consider the confidence of valid characters or
subwords and ending symbol eos, and ignore padding sym-
bol pad. “Mean” recognition score is generated by the mean
value function as in Eq. (5), while “Cumprod” represents the
score produced by the cumulative product function. Then,
three recognition scores of three classification heads for one
image can be obtained by f(·). CFS simply picks the one
with the highest fusion score as the final predicted result.

3.5 Learnable Fusion Strategy

Confidence-based Fusion Strategy (CFS) is both efficient
and effective. However, since the raw confidence scores
are produced from three different classification tasks at
different levels, they are theoretically incomparable among
each other, potentially limiting the effectiveness of CFS.
Meanwhile, the “Mean” function might reduce the impact
of individual character errors, and the “Cumprod” function
may be skewed towards shorter character sequences. A pre-
defined fusion function may not fully reflect the recognition
quality of multi-granularity results. Therefore, we propose
a Learnable Fusion Strategy (LFS) to directly measure the
similarities between the predicted words and the original

images, rather than relying on the raw confidence scores
outputted by the three classification heads.

The main idea and module architecture of the proposed
LFS are depicted in Fig. 5, where the image embedding
I ∈ R1×D of the whole image is generated by the fusion
image encoder and the text embeddings T ∈ R1×D are
produced by the fusion text encoder. Drawing inspiration
from CLIP [14], we use contrastive learning to learn the
alignment of text-image pairs. The similarity scores between
the image and three text sequences (words) produced by
the three branches (Character, BPE and WordPiece) can be
used for fusing the multi-granularity predictions. Noted that
the ViT backbone and the three A3 modules are frozen for
generating the original multi-granularity predictions, while
the new LFS module will be solely trained to fuse these
results. The details of the LFS module will be elaborated in
the following subsections.

3.5.1 Fusion Image Encoder
The image embeddings are mainly derived from the ViT
backbone as mentioned in Sec. 3.1. Specifically, we attach a
trainable “Adapter” consisting of H Transformer encoder
blocks and a new Image A3 module shown in Fig. 5 to
the (L − 1)th layer of ViT backbone as in Fig. 3 for the
whole image representation, denoted as I = AI(ẑ), where
ẑ is produced by the output embeddings zL−1 of the
(L − 1)th frozen layers of ViT backbone within extra train-
able Transformer encoder blocks. Here, we do not directly
utilize the outputs of the last layer zL for image embedding
extraction, since zL is customized for multi-granularity text
recognition. We deem that the outputs of the penultimate
block zL−1 are more general features for computing the
whole image representation. Different from the Character
A3 module that produces T tokens Y ∈ RT×D in Sec.3.2, the
Image A3 module AI generates only one token I ∈ R1×D

to represent the whole image. Finally, the image feature
is layer normalized and linearly projected into the multi-
modal embedding space for contrastive learning.

3.5.2 Fusion Text Encoder
We adopt a text encoder with J Transformer blocks to tran-
scribe words into text embeddings based on character level
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tokenization. All the characters in the words are modeled
uniformly, meaning that various words including frequently
used words, combinations of characters and numbers, or
even random strings are encoded consistently and treated
equally, avoiding potential imbalance issues. Specifically,
the text encoder is a Transformer with the architecture of
the one in CLIP [14], [80]. The max input sequence length is
T and causal attention mask is used. The character sequence
of text is bracketed with bos and eos tokens and the activa-
tions of the last layer of the transformer at the eos token
are treated as the text feature representation T ∈ R1×D .
Similar to the image features, layer normalization and linear
projection are utilized.

3.5.3 Training

Given a batch of M (text, image) pairs, CLIP aims to learn a
multi-modal metric space by maximizing the similarities of
the image and text embeddings of the M true pairs in the
batch, while minimizing the similarities of the embeddings
of the rest M2 −M incorrect pairings. However, the target
of LFS is to distinguish the subtle differences between
characters within similar words referring to the image as
shown in Fig. 5 (1). Thus, given a (text, image) pair, in
the context of LFS, the negative text is constructed with
intentionally noised text variations, rather than the text
from other pairs. Concretely, we define 4 single-character
perturbations to delete, replace, repeat or insert at every
character position in a word. And we also design multi-
character perturbations where we first randomly select 2 or
3 character positions, and then perform one random single-
character perturbation at each selected position. Notably, the
noised text variations must be different from the ground-
truth text. Consequently, Ns noised text is produced for
one reference image. Next, the contrastive representation
learning with InfoNCE loss [81] is adapted for our image
and text encoder learning, which is computed as follows:

pθ(Ii,Ti) =
exp (S(Ii,T

∗
i ))

exp (S(Ii,T∗
i )) +

∑
k∈Ns

exp (S(Ii,Tk
i ))

Lfuse(θ) = − 1

NI

∑
i=1

log pθ(Ii,Ti).
(7)

Here, S(I,T) represents the cosine similarity between
image and text embeddings. T∗

i is the embedding of the
ground-truth text and Tk

i is the one of the noised text for
the ith image. NI is the number of images. θ represents the
trainable parameters of LFS as illustrated in Fig. 5 (1).

3.5.4 Inference

The inference process of LFS is shown in Fig. 5(2). Given
an input image x, multi-granularity predictions are firstly
produced by the A3 modules as mentioned in Sec. 3.3. Then,
the text embeddings of these 3 predictions are generated
by the fusion text encoder and the image embedding is
produced by the fusion image encoder. Lastly, the cosine
similarities between the image embedding and the 3 text
embeddings are computed, and the text with the highest
similarity score will be chosen as the final result.

4 EXPERIMENT

In this section, we present qualitative examples, quantita-
tive comparisons, ablation studies and in-depth analyses,
to prove the effectiveness and advantages of the proposed
MGP-STR method.

4.1 Datasets

For fair comparisons, we use MJSynth [82], [83] and Syn-
thText [84] as the training data. MJSynth contains 9M
synthetic text images and SynthText includes 7M synthetic
text images, respectively. The test data consists of “regular”
and “irregular” datasets. The “regular” dataset is mainly
composed of horizontally aligned text images. IIIT 5K-word
(IIIT) [17] consists of 3,000 images collected on the website.
Street View Text (SVT) [16] contains 647 test images. ICDAR
2013 (IC13) [15] includes 1,095 images cropped from mall
pictures, and has two versions for evaluation (i.e. , IC13(857)
and IC13(1015)). The text instances in the “irregular” dataset
are mostly curved or distorted. ICDAR 2015 (IC15) [18]
includes 2,077 images collected from Google Eyes, and
also has two versions for evaluation (i.e. , IC15(1811) and
IC15(2077)). Street View Text-Perspective (SVTP) [19] has
639 images collected from Google Street View. CUTE80
(CUTE) [20] consists of 288 images with curved text. Typ-
ically, IC13 and IC15 represent IC13(857) and IC15(1811) in
the following experiments, unless otherwise stated.

We also study the performance of MGP-STR trained on
real data. Following [57], we use COCO-Text (COCO) [25],
RCTW17 [85], Uber-Text (Uber) [26], ArT [24], LSVT [86],
MLT19 [87], ReCTS [88], TextOCR [89] and OpenVINO [90]
as real training datasets. Please refer to [57], [91] for the
comprehensive description of the real data. Meanwhile, we
also evaluate MGP-STR on the test sets of 3 challenging
datasets used in [57] for a more comprehensive compar-
ison. Specifically, COCO-Text (COCO) [25] includes 9,825
samples with low-resolution and occluded text. ArT [24]
contains 35,149 images with curved and rotated text. Uber-
Text (Uber) [26] has 80,418 images with vertical and rotated
text instances.

To validate the universality of the proposed MGP-STR
algorithm, we also conduct experiments on handwritten
text datasets with English (IAM [21] and CVL [22]) and
French (RIMES [23]). In accordance with the methodologies
employed in DiG [73], we gather a training dataset of
146,805 images sourced from the training sets of CVL and
IAM, and two test sets of 12,012 images and 13,752 images
are assigned to CVL and IAM, respectively. For the RIMES
dataset, we gather 51,737 images for training and 7,776
images for testing.

4.2 Implementation Details

4.2.1 Model Configuration
In the default setting, MGP-STR is built upon the ViT
model [11], which is composed of 12 stacked Transformer
blocks. For each layer, the number of heads is 12 and the
embedding dimension D is 768. Notably, square 224 × 224
images [11], [50], [74] are not adopted in our method. The
standard height H and width W of the input images are
set to 32 and 128. The patch size P is set to 4 and thus
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TABLE 1: The ablation study of the proposed vision STR model and the accuracy comparisons with previous SOTA STR
methods based on only vision information.

Methods Backbone Image Size (Patch) IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG
MASTER [7]

CNN
- 95.3 90.60 95.0 79.4 84.5 87.5 89.5

SRNV [8] - 93.2 88.1 92.3 77.5 79.4 84.7 86.9
ABINetV [9] - 94.9 90.4 94.6 81.7 84.2 86.5 89.8
MGP-STRP=16

ViT
224× 224(16× 16) 95.68 91.96 95.13 83.88 85.74 90.28 91.07

MGP-STRP=4 32× 128(4× 4) 96.62 92.27 95.40 84.76 86.98 88.54 91.58
MGP-STRV ision 32× 128(4× 4) 96.50 93.20 96.37 86.25 89.46 90.63 92.73

N = 8 × 32 = 256 plus one [class] tokens zL ∈ R257×768

will be produced. The maximum length T of the output
sequence Y of A3 module is set to 27. The vocabulary
size K of the Character classification head is set to 38,
including 0 − 9, a − z, pad for the padding symbol and
eos for the ending symbol. The vocabulary sizes of BPE
and WordPiece heads are 50, 257 and 30, 522, respectively.
In particular, since RIMES includes special characters of
French, the vocabulary size K is set to 50, and we use a
special WordPiece tokenization that supports French, which
has 28, 996 subwords. The evaluation on the handwritten
text dataset is case-insensitive and excludes punctuations.

For the LFS module, an extra H = 1 Transformer block
is attached to the 11th layer of ViT backbone as mentioned
above for the image representation in fusion image encoder.
J = 2 Transformer blocks are used for text feature ex-
traction in the Fusion Text Encoder. The maximum input
text length T is set to 27. L2 normalization is performed
before the computation of cosine similarity. Ns = 256
noised text variations are generated by repeated 4 single-
character perturbations within T/Lw ∗ 5 times and about
150 multi-character perturbations, where Lw is the length
of the ground-truth text.

4.2.2 Model Training
In the default setting, the pre-trained weights of the DeiT-
base [74] model are loaded as the initial weights for the
ViT backbone of MGP-STR, except for the patch embedding
module, due to inconsistent patch sizes. Common data
augmentation methods [92] for text images, such as per-
spective distortion, affine distortion, blur, noise and rotation,
are applied. We use 4 NVIDIA A100 GPUs to train our
model with a batch size of 100. Adadelta [93] optimizer is
employed with an initial learning rate of 1. The learning rate
decay strategy is Cosine Annealing LR [94] and the training
lasts about 100 million iterations.

The trainable weights of LFS are randomly initialized.
LFS is trained with a batch size of 100 on 2 NVIDIA
A100 GPUs. Adadelta [93] optimizer is used with an initial
learning rate of 0.5. Besides the common data augmentation
mentioned above, random earasing [95] data augmentation
is introduced and 80% images will be augmented. Cosine
Annealing LR is also used for learning rate decay and the
training lasts about 200, 000 iterations.

4.3 Discussions on ViT and A3 Modules
We analyze the influence of the patch size of Vision Trans-
former and the effectiveness of A3 module in the proposed
MGP-STR method (shown in Tab. 1). MGP-STRP=16 repre-
sents the model that simply uses the first T tokens of zL for

TABLE 2: The accuracies of MGP-STRCFS with different
confidence-based fusion strategies

Mode IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG
Char 96.49 93.66 96.1 86.14 88.83 89.58 92.53
Mean 97.31 94.28 96.60 86.97 90.23 90.97 93.28
Cumprod 97.32 94.74 96.40 87.24 91.01 90.28 93.35

text recognition as in ViTSTR [50], where the input image is
reshaped to 224× 224 and the patch size is set to 16× 16. In
order to retain the significant information of the original text
image, 32× 128 images with 4× 4 patches are employed in
MGP-STRP=4. MGP-STRP=4 outperforms MGP-STRP=16,
which indicates that the standard image size of ViT [11],
[74] is incompatible with the task of text recognition. Thus,
32× 128 images with 4× 4 patches are used in MGP-STR.

When the Character A3 module is introduced into MGP-
STR, denoted as MGP-STRV ision, the recognition perfor-
mance will be further improved. MGP-STRP=16 and MGP-
STRP=4 cannot fully learn and utilize all the tokens, while
the Character A3 module can adaptively aggregate features
of the last layer, resulting in more sufficient learning and
higher accuracy. Meanwhile, compared with previous SOTA
text recognition methods with CNN feature extractors, the
proposed MGP-STRV ision method achieves substantial per-
formance improvement.

4.4 Discussions on Multi-Granularity Predictions
4.4.1 Effect of Confidence-based Fusion Strategy
Since the subwords generated by subword tokenization
methods carry statistical and even grammatical informa-
tion, we directly employ subwords as the targets of our
model to capture the linguistic prior implicitly. As de-
scribed in Sec. 3.2, two different subword tokenizations
BPE and WordPiece are employed for complementary multi-
granularity predictions. Besides the character prediction, we
propose two confidence-based fusion strategies to further
merge the results from the three branches (corresponding
to Character, BPE and WordPiece), denoted as “Mean”
and “Cumprod” as mentioned in Sec. 3.4. We denote this
method that merges the three results as MGP-STRCFS , and
the accuracies of MGP-STRCFS with different CFS fusion
strategies are listed in Tab. 2. Additionally, the first line
“Char” in Tab. 2 records the result of character classification
head in MGP-STRCFS . As can be seen, both “Mean” and
“Cumprod” fusion strategies can significantly improve the
final recognition accuracy over that of single character-
level results. Due to the better performance of “Cumprod”
strategy, we employ it as the default choice of Confidence-
based Fusion Strategy (CFS) in the following experiments.
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TABLE 3: The results of the four variants of MGP-STR model. “Char”, “BPE” and “WP” at the “Output” column represent
predictions of Character, BPE and WordPiece classification head in each model, respectively. “CFS” represents the fused
results via confidence-based fusion strategies.

Methods Char BPE WP Output IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG
MGP-STRV ision ✓ × × Char 96.50 93.20 96.37 86.25 89.46 90.63 92.73

MGP-STRC+B ✓ ✓ ×
Char 97.43 93.82 96.53 85.92 89.15 90.28 92.84
BPE 97.78 94.13 90.00 81.12 88.37 82.64 88.63
CFS 97.67 94.47 96.73 86.97 88.99 89.93 93.24

MGP-STRC+W ✓ × ✓
Char 96.97 93.97 96.30 86.20 90.39 89.93 92.87
WP 95.92 93.35 87.70 78.74 89.30 80.21 86.78
CFS 97.32 93.82 96.60 86.91 90.54 90.97 93.25

MGP-STRCFS ✓ ✓ ✓

Char 96.49 93.66 96.10 86.14 88.83 89.58 92.53
BPE 95.56 93.66 88.73 79.84 89.76 83.33 87.63
WP 95.79 94.59 86.37 77.36 89.61 79.86 85.99
CFS 97.32 94.74 96.40 87.24 91.01 90.28 93.35

TABLE 4: The results of MGP-STRV ision equipped with
BCN and MGP-STRCFS . “V” represents the results of the
pure vision output. “V+L” represents the results based on
both vision and language parts. ∗ represents the upper
bound of MGP-STRCFS .

Methods Mode IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG

MGP-STRV ision V 96.97 93.82 95.90 85.53 89.15 89.58 92.40

+BCN V+L 97.32 95.36 95.97 86.69 91.78 89.93 93.14

MGP-STRCFS V+L 97.32 94.74 96.40 87.24 91.01 90.28 93.35

MGP-STR∗
CFS V+L 97.66 96.29 96.97 89.06 92.09 92.01 94.38

4.4.2 Effect of Subword Representations

We evaluate four variants of the MGP-STR model to verify
the effect of subword representations. The performances
of these four variants are elaborately reported in Tab. 3,
including the fused results and the results of each sin-
gle classification head. Specifically, MGP-STRV ision with
only Character A3 module has already obtained promis-
ing results. MGP-STRC+B and MGP-STRC+W incorporate
Character A3 module with BPE A3 module and WordPiece
A3 module, respectively. No matter which subword tok-
enization is used alone, the accuracy of “CFS” can exceed
that of “Char” in both MGP-STRC+B and MGP-STRC+W

methods, respectively. Notably, the performance of the clas-
sification head of “BPE” or “WP” could be better than that
of “Char” on the SVP and SVTP datasets in the same model.
These results show that subword predictions can boost text
recognition performance by implicitly introducing language
information. Thus, MGP-STRCFS with three A3 modules
can produce complementary multi-granularity predictions.
By fusing these multi-granularity results, MGP-STRCFS ob-
tains better performance than single ones.

4.4.3 Comparison with Bidirectional Cloze Network

Bidirectional Cloze Network (BCN) is designed in ABI-
Net [9] for explicit language modeling, and it leads to
favorable improvement over the pure vision model. We
equip MGP-STRV ision with BCN as a competitor of MGP-
STRCFS to verify the advantage of the Multi-Granularity
Prediction strategy. Concretely, we first reduce the dimen-
sion 768 of feature Y to 512 for aligning with the output
of BCN. Following the training settings in [9], the results

of this hybrid model are reported in Tab. 4. Apparently,
the accuracy of “V+L” is further improved over the pure
vision prediction “V” in MGP-STRV ision+BCN, and better
than the original ABINet [9]. However, the performance of
MGP-STRV ision+BCN is a little worse than that of MGP-
STRCFS .

In addition, we provide the upper bound of the perfor-
mance of MGP-STRCFS , denoted as MGP-STR∗

CFS in Tab.
4. If one of the three predictions (“Char”, “BPE” and “WP”)
is right, the final prediction is considered to be correct.
The highest score of MGP-STR∗

CFS demonstrates the good
potential of multi-granularity predictions. Moreover, MGP-
STRCFS only requires two new subword prediction heads,
rather than the design of a specific and explicit language
model as in [8], [9]. These experiments demonstrate the
superiority of multi-granularity predictions over BCN.

4.5 Discussions on ViT Backbones

4.5.1 Results with Different Sizes of ViT
All of the proposed MGP-STR models mentioned earlier are
based on DeiT-Base [74]. We also introduce two smaller
models, namely DeiT-Small and DeiT-Tiny as presented
in [74] to further evaluate the effectiveness of MGP-STRCFS .
Specifically, the embedding dimensions of DeiT-Small and
DeiT-Tiny are reduced to 384 and 192, respectively. Tab. 5
records the results of each prediction head of MGP-STRCFS

with different ViT backbones. In general, fusing multi-
granularity predictions can still improve the performance
of pure character-level prediction with different backbones,
and bigger models can achieve higher performances with
the same classification heads. More importantly, the results
of “Char” with DeiT-Small and even DeiT-Tiny have already
surpassed the SOTA pure CNN-based vision models, re-
ferring to Tab. 1. Therefore, MGP-STRV ision with small or
tiny ViT backbones is also a competitive vision model and
multi-granularity predictions can also work well with ViT
backbones of different sizes, showing the good adaptability
of the proposed MGP-STR method.

4.5.2 Results with Different Initial Weights
Besides DeiT-Base, we also initialize MGP-STR with various
recent pre-trained ViT backbone models (i.e. , DINO [96],
DINOv2 [97], MAE [98] CLIP [14] and BLIP [99]) to verify
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TABLE 5: The results of MGP-STRCFS with different sizes
of ViT backbones.

Backbone Output IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG

DeiT-Tiny

Char 93.47 90.57 93.93 82.94 81.71 84.38 89.36
BPE 87.40 84.39 83.17 73.72 77.83 71.53 80.48
WP 53.79 45.44 60.07 52.57 42.79 42.71 53.92
CFS 94.05 91.19 94.30 83.38 83.57 84.38 89.91

DeiT-Small

Char 95.92 91.04 94.97 84.59 85.89 86.81 91.01
BPE 96.27 93.35 89.37 79.74 86.67 82.29 87.61
WP 75.50 70.48 74.70 66.81 68.06 62.15 71.36
CFS 96.38 93.51 95.30 86.09 87.29 87.85 91.96

DeiT-Base

Char 96.49 93.66 96.10 86.14 88.83 89.58 92.53
BPE 95.56 93.66 88.73 79.84 89.76 83.33 87.63
WP 95.79 94.59 86.37 77.36 89.61 79.86 85.99
CFS 97.32 94.74 96.40 87.24 91.01 90.28 93.35

the effectiveness of our method. We train MGP-STR with
more iterations (200 million) to fully exploit the ability of
the models, and the results with different initial weights are
listed in Tab. 6. With more training iterations, the result of
MGP-STRCFS (Deit-Base) will be improved. Additionally,
the pre-training weights of both the pure image pre-trained
ViTs (i.e. , DINO, DINOv2 and MAE) and the image encoder
ViTs of vision-language models (i.e. CLIP and BLIP) are com-
patible with MGP-STR. As can be observed from Tab. 6, once
sufficiently trained, the ViT backbones from different pre-
trained models almost work equally well with MGP-STR. In
the subsequent experiments, the DeiT-Base model with 200
million iterations is used, due to its good performance.

4.6 Discussions on Learnable Fusion Strategy
4.6.1 Effect of Learnable Fusion Strategy
We train the LFS module based on MGP-STR†

CFS , and the
results of the model with LFS are detailedly depicted in
Tab. 7. Referring to Tab. 5, the results of “BPE” and “WP”
in MGP-STR† are improved by a large margin than MGP-
STR. We argue that the difficulty of subword recognition is
higher than that of character recognition. Due to the suffi-
cient training time, the performances of “BPE” and “WP”
heads can be improved further, resulting in a better-fused
accuracy in MGP-STR†

CFS . Moreover, it is worth noting
that the upper bound (as explained in Sec. 4.4.3) of MGP-
STR† is 94.67%. Compared with MGP-STR†

CFS (93.70%),
MGP-STR†

LFS (94.05%) unleashes the potential of the multi-
granularity predictions further and achieves substantial im-
provement (0.3%). These results have proved the advantage
of LFS over CFS.

4.6.2 Effect of the Number of Layers
We construct 4 variants of LFS with different numbers of
layers, and the results are recorded in Tab. 8. Both fusion
image encoder and fusion text encoder are based on Trans-
former layers, and the number of layers in Tab. 8 means
the trainable layers as described in Sec. 3.5. We can see
that all the models, even model (a) with a single layer,
can achieve similar performances. Meanwhile, the latency of
LFS is negligible (about 3 ms). We claim that the image infor-
mation has already been encoded in the ViT backbone and 1
more extra layer is enough for computing the whole image

TABLE 6: The results of MGP-STRCFS with different initial
weights. The models with † are trained with 200 million
iterations. “V” represents the image pre-training models.
“V+L” represents the vision-language pre-training models.

Backbone Mode IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG
DeiT V 97.32 94.74 96.40 87.24 91.01 90.28 93.35
DeiT† V 97.43 95.52 96.77 87.80 90.23 91.32 93.70
MAE† V 97.32 95.36 96.43 87.96 90.54 91.32 93.60
DINO† V 97.78 95.21 96.27 87.58 90.70 90.97 93.47
DINOv2† V 97.55 95.05 96.53 87.63 90.54 92.36 93.59
CLIP† V+L 97.67 94.59 96.20 87.91 91.63 92.36 93.60
BLIP† V+L 97.67 95.05 96.03 87.85 91.78 91.32 93.53

TABLE 7: The results of MGP-STR† with “CFS”, and “LFS”.
† represents 200 million training iterations, ∗ represents the
upper bound of MGP-STR†.

Methods IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG
MGP-STR†

Char 96.97 93.97 96.53 86.53 88.22 89.93 92.85
MGP-STR†

BPE 96.97 94.90 90.27 81.67 89.77 85.07 89.07
MGP-STR†

WP 97.20 95.36 89.23 79.90 91.63 82.64 88.34
MGP-STR†

CFS 97.43 95.52 96.77 87.80 90.23 91.32 93.70
MGP-STR†

LFS 97.78 96.29 96.77 88.13 92.09 91.32 94.05
MGP-STR†

CFS∗ 98.13 96.45 97.23 89.29 93.02 91.67 94.67

representation. And the word information with characters
can be captured with 2 transformer layers. In summary, the
proposed LFS module is an effective alternative for better
fusion results and the costs of training and inference brought
by LFS are quite limited. Therefore, we chose model (c) as
the default setting of the proposed LFS, due to the good
result and high efficiency.

4.6.3 Effect of the Number of Noised Text
We construct experiments to investigate the effect of the
number of negative pairs, which is essential in contrastive
learning. The results of models trained with 4 different
numbers of noised text are listed in Tab. 9. In general, the
more noised text, the relatively higher the fused accuracies.
Specifically, the fusion text encoder can not be sufficiently
learned with less noised text variants(i.e. , 8 or 64). Thus,
MGP-STR†

LFS with 8 or 16 noised text can not obtain
obvious advantage over MGP-STR†

CFS . However, when the
number of noised text instances increases to 128 or 256,
MGP-STR†

LFS can achieve appealing improvements (0.3%)
over MGP-STR†

CFS . Due to the training efficiency, we set the
number of noised text instances to 256 in the proposed LFS
module.

4.7 Inside Details of MGP-STR
4.7.1 Details of Multi-Granularity Predictions of CFS
We show the detailed prediction process of the proposed
MGP-STRCFS method on 6 test images from standard
datasets in Tab. 10. In the first three images, the results
of character-level prediction are incorrect, due to irregular
font, motion blur and curved shape, respectively. The scores
of character prediction are very low, since the images are
difficult to recognize and one character is wrong in each
image. However, “BPE” and “WP” heads can recognize
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TABLE 8: The results of the four variants of the LFS module.
“Text” and “Image” represent the number of layers of fusion
text encoder and fusion image encoder, respectively. Addi-
tionally, the results include the inference time and model
size of LFS.

Model Text Image
IC13 SVT IIIT

AVG
Time Params

IC15 SVTP CUTE (ms) (×106)

(a) 1 1
98.02 96.29 96.57

94.03 2.48 15.6
88.02 92.56 91.67

(b) 1 2
97.90 96.29 96.50

93.97 3.02 22.6
88.13 92.09 91.67

(c) 2 1
97.78 96.29 96.77

94.05 3.05 22.6
88.13 92.09 91.32

(d) 2 2
98.02 96.29 96.57

94.00 3.65 29.7
88.13 92.09 91.32

TABLE 9: The results of MGP-STR†
LFS trained with different

numbers of noised text variants.

Models Number IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 SVTP CUTE AVG
CFS - 97.43 95.52 96.77 87.80 90.23 91.32 93.70

LFS

8 97.55 95.67 96.50 87.74 91.32 90.63 93.67
64 97.78 95.98 96.53 87.85 91.94 90.63 93.82
128 97.90 96.29 96.57 88.02 92.25 91.32 93.97
256 97.78 96.29 96.77 88.13 92.09 91.32 94.05

“table” image with high scores. And “BPE” can make correct
predictions with two subwords on “dvisory” and “water-
course” images, while “WP” is wrong for the “watercourse”
image. After fusion, the mistakes can be corrected. From
the rest three images, interesting phenomena can be ob-
served. The predictions of “Char” and “BPE” conform to
the images. The predictions of “WP”, however, attempt to
produce strings with more linguistic content, like “today”
and “guide”. Generally, “Char” aims to produce characters
one by one, while “BPE” usually generates n-gram segments
related to images, and “WP” tends to directly predict whole
words that are linguistically meaningful. These prove that
the predictions of different granularities convey text infor-
mation in different aspects and are indeed complementary.

4.7.2 Details of Fusion Process of LFS
We show several typical cases where the results of MGP-
STRCFS are wrong, but MGP-STRLFS make correct pre-
dictions, to analyze the working mechanism of LFS. The
detailed predictions and similarities produced by MGP-
STRLFS on 6 test images are illustrated in Tab.11. Generally,
all “Char” predictions in Tab.11 are wrong, due to irregular
fonts, distortions or long text. And the correct results of
“BPE” and “WP” heads may be with lower CFS recognition
scores, leading to wrong fusion results for MGP-STRCFS . In
contrast, the similarities generated by LFS can be utilized
to correct these errors. Key observations from Tab.11 are:
(1) The similarities between the image and the wrong text
with unmatched length are obviously lower than ones with
matched length ( e.g. , “cafe” > “caf” > “c”, “restaurants” >
“resturants” > “restuuannts”, and “honeybee” > “honey-
bec” > “honey”). (2) Even if only one character is incorrect,
the similarity value will decrease drastically, e.g. , 10% of
“honeybee” over “honeybec” and 5% of “cinemasterpieces”
over “cinemasterpiecss”. These qualitative analyses demon-
strate that the similarity values of LFS can faithfully reflect

the matching degrees between the images and the text
sequences (even with subtle distinctions). In conclusion,
LFS is a more effective way for fusing multi-granularity
predictions than CFS.

4.8 Comparisons with Previous State-of-the-Arts
4.8.1 Results on Standard Benchmarks
We compare the proposed MGP-STR†

CFS and MGP-STR†
LFS

methods with previous state-of-the-art scene text recog-
nition methods, and the results on 8 standard bench-
marks are summarized in Tab. 12. All of the compared
methods and ours are trained on synthetic datasets MJ
and ST for a fair evaluation. And the results are ob-
tained without any lexicon-based post-processing. Gener-
ally, language-augmented methods (i.e. , SRN [8], Vision-
LAN [55], PARSeq [57], ABINet++ [104], LevOCR [56], MA-
TRN [10] and MGP-STR) perform better than language-free
methods, showing the significance of linguistic information.
PTIE [51], which utilizes a transformer-only model with
multiple patch resolutions, also achieves good results.

Notably, owing to the multi-granularity predictions,
MGP-STR†

CFS has already outperformed the recent state-
of-the-art method MATRN. Furthermore, MGP-STR†

LFS ob-
tains more impressive results by resorting to the pro-
posed LFS over MGP-STR†

CFS . Particularly, MGP-STR†
LFS

achieves the best results on 4 out of 8 benchmarks, out-
performing the second best method MATRN by 1.3% on
SVT, 0.17% on IIIT, 1.5% on IC15 (1811) and 2.3% on
SVTP. Moreover, MGP-STR†

LFS can attain the second best
performance on IC13(857), IC13(1015) and IIIT. And MGP-
STR†

LFS also achieves comparable results on IC15(2077) and
CUTE. Consequently, MGP-STR†

LFS achieves a substantial
improvement of 0.7% over MATRN in terms of average
accuracy.

Following PARSeq [57], we also train MGP-STR with
real data to further study the potential of our method. The
models trained with real data as shown in Tab. 12 utilize the
training and testing datasets provided by [57] for fair com-
parisons. Obviously, using real data can significantly boost
the recognition accuracy of the evaluated models. MGP-
STR†

LFS can also obtain consistent improvement (0.43%)
over MGP-STR†

CFS , and achieve the best results on 7 out of
8 benchmarks. Thus, MGP-STR†

LFS establishes new SOTA
results. These comparisons clearly demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of the proposed MGP and LFS strategies.

4.8.2 Results on More Challenging Datasets
To further verify the superiority of MGP-STR in dealing
with challenging scenarios, we also evaluate it on 3 large-
scale datasets with real-world complexity (i.e. , ArT [24],
COCO-Text [25] and Uber-Text [26]). We construct 2 types of
experiments: (1) The evaluated models are trained on syn-
thetic training datasets (i.e. , MJSynth and SynthText), and
tested on the three challenging datasets (i.e. , ArT, COCO-
Text, and Uber-Text); (2) The models are directly trained
on the real training data as mentioned in Sec. 4.1, and also
evaluated on the three datasets. The results with these 2
different experimental settings are shown in Tab. 13.

For the experiments training on synthetic data, the
word level recognition accuracies of all methods on these
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TABLE 10: The details of multi-granularity predictions of MGP-STRCFS , including the CFS recognition scores (Score) of
each prediction head, the intermediate multi-granularity (Gra.) results and the predictions (Pred.). (Best viewed in color.)

Images GT Output Char BPE WP CFS

table
Score 0.1643 0.9813 0.9521 0.9813
Gra. tabbe table table -
Pred. tabbe table table table

dvisory
Score 0.0316 0.8218 0.2574 0.8218
Gra. divsoory d visory dvisory -
Pred. divsoory dvisory dvisory dvisory

watercourse
Score 0.1565 0.8295 0.632 0.8295
Gra. watercourss water course waterco -
Pred. watercourss watercourse waterco watercourse

1869
Score 0.9999 0.9207 0.0354 0.9999
Gra. 1869 18 69 18 -
Pred. 1869 1869 18 1869

thday
Score 0.9998 0.5983 0.7638 0.9998
Gra. thday th day today -
Pred. thday thday today thday

guide
Score 0.9675 0.6959 0.1131 0.9675
Gra. guice gu ice guide -
Pred. guice guice guide guice

TABLE 11: The details of MGP-STRLFS , including the CFS recognition scores (Score) and the final prediction (Pred.) of
each prediction head. The similarities between each type of prediction and input images given by LFS are listed at (Sim.).

Images GT Output Char BPE WP CFS LFS

cafe
Score 0.33 0.81 0.28 0.81 -
Sim. 0.05 0.02 0.15 - 0.15
Pred. caf c cafe c cafe

hotel
Score 0.88 0.69 0.79 0.88 -
Sim. 0.28 0.17 0.33 - 0.33
Pred. horel hoel hotel horel hotel

hard
Score 0.45 0.26 0.44 0.45 -
Sim. 0.07 0.07 0.08 - 0.08
Pred. herd herd hard herd hard

honeybee
Score 0.75 0.95 0.33 0.95 -
Sim. 0.11 -0.02 0.21 - 0.21
Pred. honeybec honey honeybee honey honeybee

restaurants
Score 0.01 0.35 0.07 0.35 -
Sim. -0.24 -0.06 0.03 - 0.03
Pred. restuuannts resturants restaurants resturants restaurants

cinemasterpieces
Score 0.90 0.85 0.07 0.90 -
Sim. 0.33 0.38 0.23 - 0.38
Pred. cinemasterpiecss cinemasterpieces cinemaspiece cinemasterpiecss cinemasterpieces

challenging datasets are obviously lower than those of
the standard benchmarks in Tab. 12. This indicates that
for STR methods there is still a significant gap between
training on synthetic data and real data. Typically, MGP-
STR†

LFS can also surpass MGP-STR†
CFS and achieve the

best performance with synthetic data training. Note that
the model weights of MGP-STR in Tab. 13 are the same as
those in Tab. 12. These experiments show that MGP-STR has
excellent robustness and generalization ability.

Compared with training on synthetic data, when train-
ing on real datasets, the overall accuracy of all methods
has been greatly improved (about 30% absolute gain in
performance) on challenging datasets, while only about 2%
improvements on standard benchmarks in Tab. 12. This
proves that using real data can mitigate the impact of
different data distributions, and attain much higher accu-

racy for real challenging images. Moreover, MGP-STR†
LFS

consistently achieves the best results, compared with the
recent STR methods, confirming that MGP-STR can adapt
well to scene text images with real-world challenges.

4.8.3 Results on Handwritten Text Datasets
In order to validate the adaptability of MGP-STR, we carry
out experiments and comparisons on 3 widely-used hand-
written text benchmarks, and the word-level accuracies are
reported in Tab. 14. SeqCLR [72] and TextAdaIN [105] are
pre-trained and fine-tuned with only handwritten text im-
ages. Since the number of images in the handwritten dataset
is relatively small, PerSec [40] and DiG [73] utilize large-
scale unlabeled text images for model pre-training, resulting
better performance.

For better results of handwritten text recognition, we di-
rectly fine-tune the model of MGP-STR†

CFS trained on syn-
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TABLE 12: The comparisons with other STR methods on 8 public standard benchmarks. The models with † are trained
with 200 million iterations. For training data, “S” represents synthetic training datasets (MJSynth and SynthText), S∗ means
external text datasets are used for the language model, and “R” represents real datasets provided by [57]. The bold and
underline numbers represent the best and the second-best results, respectively. “AVG” is the average accuracy except those
of IC13 (1015) and IC15 (2077).

Methods Year
Regular Text Irregular Text

AVG
Train IC13 IC13 SVT IIIT IC15 IC15 SVTP CUTE
data 857 1015 647 3000 1811 2077 645 288 7248

TBRA [36] ICCV (2019) S 93.6 92.3 87.5 87.9 77.6 71.8 79.2 74.0 84.6
ViTSTR-Base [50] ICDAR (2021) S 93.2 92.4 87.7 88.4 78.5 72.6 81.8 81.3 85.6
ESIR [100] CVPR (2019) S - 91.3 90.2 93.3 - 76.9 79.6 83.3 -
DAN [59] AAAI (2020) S - 93.9 89.2 94.3 - 74.5 80.0 84.4 -
SE-ASTER [101] CVPR (2020) S - 92.8 89.6 93.8 80.0 81.4 83.6 88.3
TrOCR-Base [52] AAAI (20223) S 97.3 96.3 91.0 90.1 81.1 75.0 90.7 86.8 88.7
RobustScanner [102] ECCV (2020) S - 94.8 88.1 95.3 - 77.1 79.5 90.3 -
TextScanner [48] AAAI (2020) S - 92.9 90.1 93.9 79.4 84.3 83.3 -
SATRN [103] CVPRW (2020) S - 94.1 91.3 92.8 - 79.0 86.5 87.8 -
MASTER [7] PR (2021) S - 95.3 90.6 95.0 - 79.4 84.5 87.5 -
SRN [8] CVPR (2020) S 95.5 - 91.5 94.8 82.7 - 85.1 87.8 90.4
VisionLAN [55] ICCV (2021) S 95.7 - 91.7 95.8 83.7 - 86.0 88.5 91.2
PARSeq [57] ECCV (2022) S 96.3 95.5 92.6 95.7 85.1 81.4 87.9 91.4 92.0
ABINet++ [104] TPAMI (2023) S∗ 97.4 95.7 93.5 96.2 86.0 85.1 89.3 89.2 92.6
LevOCR [10] ECCV (2022) S∗ 96.9 - 92.9 96.6 86.4 - 88.1 91.7 92.8
PTIE [51] ECCV (2022) S - 97.2 94.9 96.3 87.8 84.3 90.1 91.7 -
MATRN [10] ECCV (2022) S∗ 97.9 95.8 95.0 96.6 86.6 82.8 90.6 93.5 93.5
MGP-STRCFS [13] ECCV (2022) S 97.32 96.55 94.74 96.40 87.24 83.78 91.01 90.28 93.35
MGP-STR†

CFS Ours S 97.43 96.65 95.52 96.77 87.80 83.78 90.23 91.32 93.70
MGP-STR†

LFS Ours S 97.78 96.95 96.29 96.77 88.13 84.11 92.09 91.32 94.05
PARSeq [57] ECCV (2022) R 98.0 98.1 97.5 98.3 89.6 88.4 94.6 97.7 95.7
ABINet++ [104] TPAMI (2023) R 98.0 97.8 97.8 98.6 90.2 88.5 93.9 97.7 95.9
MGP-STR†

CFS Ours R 98.37 98.13 97.68 97.93 90.89 89.55 95.35 97.92 95.97
MGP-STR†

LFS Ours R 98.60 98.42 98.30 98.40 91.06 89.79 96.59 97.92 96.40

TABLE 13: The comparisons with other STR methods on 3
challenging datasets. The models with † are trained with
200 million iterations. For training data, “S” represents
synthetic training datasets (MJSynth and SynthText), and
“R” represents real training data provided by [57].

Methods Year
Train ArT COCO Uber AVG
data 35149 9825 80418 125392

ABINet++ [104] TPAMI (2023) S 65.4 57.1 34.9 45.2
PARSeq [57] ECCV (2022) S 69.1 60.2 39.9 49.7
MATRN [10] ECCV (2022) S 68.9 64.0 40.1 50.0
MGP-STR†

CFS Ours S 70.38 66.20 42.18 51.96
MGP-STR†

LFS Ours S 70.67 66.94 42.59 52.37
ABINet++ [104] TPAMI (2023) R 81.2 76.4 71.5 74.6
PARSeq [57] ECCV (2022) R 83.0 77.0 82.4 82.1
MGP-STR†

CFS Ours R 83.48 78.43 82.51 82.46
MGP-STR†

LFS Ours R 84.10 79.81 83.32 83.26

thetic datasets in Tab. 12 with 300, 000 iterations. LFS mod-
ules are further trained on handwritten datasets. In general,
MGP-STRCFS can effectively fuse the multi-granularity pre-
dictions, and outperform any single classification heads.
MGP-STRLFS can surpass MGP-STRCFS on CVL, but ob-
tain worse results on IAM and RIMES. We suspect that since
there are only a limited number of words in the handwritten
text datasets, the learning of textual information is insuffi-

TABLE 14: The comparisons with other STR methods on
three handwritten text benchmarks. LFS# indicates that the
LFS module is trained with MJSynth and SynthText, besides
the handwritten text datasets.

Methods Year
IAM CVL RIMES
13752 12012 7776

SeqCLR [72] CVPR (2021) 79.9 77.8 92.4
TextAdaIN [105] ECCV (2022) 87.3 78.2 94.4
PerSec-ViT [40] AAAI (2022) 83.7 82.9 -
DiG-ViT-Base [73] MM (2022) 87.0 91.3 -
MGP-STRChar Ours 90.55 89.02 93.80
MGP-STRBPE Ours 86.95 89.98 92.40
MGP-STRWP Ours 84.16 89.24 91.78
MGP-STRCFS Ours 91.89 90.84 94.87
MGP-STRLFS Ours 90.21 91.24 94.30
MGP-STRLFS# Ours 92.93 91.96 95.20

cient. Thus, besides handwritten data, we add synthetic data
(i.e. , MJSynth and SynthText) into the LFS learning. The
resultant model, MGP-STRLFS# , can achieve considerable
improvements over MGP-STRLFS (2.7% on IAM, 0.7% on
CVL and 0.9% on RIMES). Finally, MGP-STRLFS# achieves
SOTA performances on benchmarks for handwritten text
recognition, verifying the effectiveness and generalization
ability of our method.
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TABLE 15: Comparisons on inference time and model size.

Methods Time (ms) Params (×106)
ABINet-S-iter1/iter2/iter3 13.7/18.6/24.3 32.8
ABINet-L-iter1/iter2/iter3 16.1/21.4/26.8 36.7
MATRN-iter1/iter2/iter3 17.9/26.5/35.1 44.2
MGP-STRV ision-tiny/small/base 10.6/10.8/10.9 5.4/21.4/85.5
MGP-STRCFS -tiny/small/base 12.0/12.2/12.3 21.0/52.6/148.0
MGP-STRLFS -base 15.3 170.6

ABINet: cls_
MATRN: cubb
GT/Ours: club

ABINet : last
MATRN: last
GT/Ours : east

ABINet : extra
MATRN: extr
GT/Ours : exit

ABINet : _tonner
MATRN: _honner
GT/Ours : pionner

ABINet : 41kkm
MATRN: 411km
GT/Ours : 41km

ABINet : l_ugh
MATRN: l_ugh
GT/Ours : laugh

ABINet : liltimate
MATRN: liltimate
GT/Ours : ultimate

ABINet : booktto_e
MATRN: book_tore
GT/Ours : bookstore

Fig. 6: Qualitative comparisons with ABINet and MATRN
on several typical examples.

4.8.4 Comparisons of Model Size and Inference Time
The model sizes and latencies of the proposed MGP-STR
with different settings as well as those of ABINet, MATRN
are depicted in Tab. 15 2. Since MGP-STR is equipped
with a regular Vision Transformer (ViT) and involves no
iterative refinement, the inference speed of MGP-STR is
very fast. With the ViT-Base backbone, MGP-STRCFS and
MGP-STRLFS only take 12.3 ms and 15.3 ms, respectively.
Compared with ABINet and MATRN, MGP-STR runs much
faster (15.3ms vs. 26.8ms), and obtains higher performance.
The model size of MGP-STR is relatively large. However, a
large portion of the model parameter is from the BPE and
WordPiece branches. Meanwhile, the actual GPU memory
usage of MGP-STRLFS-Base is small (about 2 GB), which
allows for the deployment on commonly-used devices. For
scenarios that are sensitive to model size or with limited
GPU memory, MGP-STRV ision is an excellent choice; for
scenarios where resources (compute and memory) are suffi-
cient, MGP-STRLFS is recommended.

4.9 Qualitative Results
We conduct qualitative comparisons with two representa-
tive STR methods (i.e. ABINet [9] and MATRN [10]) on
typical images from standard benchmarks. Fig. 6 shows
the examplar images on which both ABINet and MATRN
fail but MGP-STRLFS succeeds. Clearly, MGP-STRLFS can
produce correct results on vertical text, curved text, oc-
cluded text, text with irregular font, and handwritten text.
Moreover, MGP-STRLFS is more robust to disturbances
from the background, while ABINet and MATRN tend to
predict redundant characters, such as the extra “k” and “1”
in the “41km” image.

We also illustrate typical failure cases of MGP-STR in
Fig. 7. As can be seen, in the first row, MGP-STRCFS is not
good at dealing with extremely long and heavily curved
text (with complex background). This is probably because
they are rare in the training set so that the A3 modules
are not sufficiently learned. Moreover, extremely vague text
and words with artistic styles may pose challenges. For the

2. All the evaluations are conducted on a NVIDIA V100 GPU.

GT: aishahaleyesblogspotcom
CFS: aishahaley_shhogppooomm
LFS: a_shahahale_hihi_pot_ _ _

GT: shit 
CFS: shit
LFS: shir

GT: safaris 
CFS: safans
LFS: safans

GT: jeanswear
CFS: loanswear
LFS: loanswear 

GT: bridgestone
CFS: _ _ _ _ _ _ _t_he
LFS: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ to_ _

GT: ail
CFS: all
LFS: all

GT: grandstand
CFS: grand_tan_
LFS: grandstand_

GT: 9365978448
CFS: 9365978448
LFS: 93659784_8

Fig. 7: Failure examples of MGP-STR. In the first row, all
the multi-granularity predictions are incorrect. In the sec-
ond row, there are correct predictions in multi-granularity
results, but the results of MGP-STRLFS are wrong.

GT: good
good good good
good / good

GT: nice
wics m nice
m / nice

GT: realised
realiieed realised brand
brand / realised

GT: paper
paper paper paper
paper / paper

GT: mich 
mich much mi
mich / much

GT: now
how how now
how / how

GT: went
west west went
went / west

GT: steve 
heve here herein
here / here

GT: restée
restée restée restée
restée / restée

GT: intérêt
intérêt intérêt intérêê 
intérêt / intérêê

GT: font
font f f
f  / font

GT: créer
cien ven cien
cien / cien

Fig. 8: Visualization results of MGP-STR on 3 handwritten
text datasets. The images in the first/second/third row are
from IAM / CVL / RIMES. The results of each image are
ground-truth, multi-granularity predictions (Char BPE WP),
and fusion results (CFS / LFS), respectively. (Best viewed in
color.)

first three images in the second row, MGP-STR with LFS
gave wrong predictions, due to the ambiguous visual clues
in the images. For the last image with long digits, MGP-
STRCFS can provide correct results, while MGP-STRLFS

mode wrong fusion decision, probably due to the weak
linguistic prior in combinations of pure digits.

We also show the qualitative results of handwritten text
images in Fig. 8. Compared with scene text, handwritten
text is more difficult, due to flexible writing styles, cur-
sive writing, and special characters. Specifically, images
with regular text in the first column can be successfully
recognized. In the second column, the results of MGP-
STRCFS are correct, while MGP-STRLFS are wrong. In the
third column, MGP-STRLFS can produce right results while
MGP-STRCFS failed, revealing that the latter is not good
at predicting correct text lengths for challenging cases. For
the last column, since the images are with ambiguous text
instances, MGP-STR gave incorrect results.

4.10 Visualization of Attention Maps of A3 Modules
Exemplar attention maps mi of the Character, BPE, Word-
Piece, and Image A3 modules are shown in Fig. 9. The
Character A3 module shows extremely precise addressing
ability on a variety of text images. Specifically, for the “7”
image with one character, the attention mask seems like
the “7” shape. For the “day” and “bar” images with three
characters, the attention masks of the middle character “a”
are completely different. In addition, the character attention
maps can perform well on curved, hand-written, and even
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(a) Character Attention (b) BPE Attention

(c) WordPiece Attention

GT  : leaves
Pred : lea ves

GT  : academy
Pred : ac ad emy

GT: 7

GT: house

GT: day

GT: bar

GT: family

GT: le

GT: kingdom GT: university
GT   : everyone
Pred : everyoneGT: crocodiles

GT   : 10
Pred : 10

(d) LFS Attention

GT: italiana

GT: publick

GT: seacrest

GT: tradewinds

GT: watercourse

Fig. 9: Illustration of spatial attention maps on (a) Character A3 module, (b) BPE A3 module, (c) WordPiece A3 module,
and (d) Image A3 module of LFS respectively. (Best viewed in color.)

long-curved images. These qualitative analyses verify the
capability of the Character A3 module for adaptive address-
ing and aggregation.

The BPE A3 module tends to generate short segments,
as depicted in Fig.2 and in Tab. 10. The attention masks
of BPE are spilt into 2 or 3 areas as shown in “leaves”
and “academy” images. Due to the fact that performing
subword splitting and character addressing simultaneously
may be difficult, the attention masks of the BPE A3 module
are not as such precise as those of the Character A3 mod-
ule. Moreover, the WordPiece A3 module often produces
a whole word, and the attention maps are expected to
cover the whole feature map. However, in reality, they
are usually sparse, because the softmax function is used
to these attention maps. These results are consistent with
those of Tab. 3, where the accuracies of “BPE” and “WP” are
relatively lower than “Char”, due to the difficulty of precise
subword prediction.

The attention maps of the Image A3 module in LFS are
also sparse. However, the activations appear at certain char-
acter areas that might play an important role in computing
text-image similarities. Therefore, we think the Image A3

module can be regarded as an attention pooling module for
the whole image representation.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Reflections
In this section, we will discuss possible reasons for the
effectiveness of the proposed Multi-Granularity Prediction
(MGP) strategy and the Learnable Fusion strategy (LFS).

As demonstrated in Sec. 4.8, the proposed MGP-STR,
even without an explicit language model, can outperform
previous SOTA STR methods as well as a ViT-based base-
line. We conjecture that: (1) One reason might be that the
three output branches (Character, BPE and WordPiece),
realized via multi-task learning, can capture the features
from different aspects and are highly complementary. (2)
Another reason, which we think is more essential, is that
language, as a kind of compositional objects, possesses the
nature of multi-granularity and the Multi-Granularity Pre-
diction strategy conforms well to this nature, thus leading
to higher text recognition accuracy. (3) Last but not least, the
subword branches (BPE and WordPiece), working at a more

macroscopic level, are much robuster to difficult cases where
blur, deformation and occlusion occur, compared with the
conventional character-level representation.

Regarding the fusion part, the proposed LFS actually
brings in a “look-back” mechanism, i.e. , taking a backward
pathway to verify the matching degrees between the pre-
dicted text (words) and the input image after the forward
pass, which makes the proposed algorithm go beyond a
pure discriminative model, to certain extent partially similar
to the “analysis-by-synthesis” paradigm [106], [107].

5.2 Limitations and Future Works

Though introduced new strategies and achieved compet-
itive performance, MGP-STR still has several drawbacks
which need to be addressed in the future: (1) Limited by the
maximum sequence length T (which is set to 27 currently),
MGP-STR can only correctly read text shorter than this
threshold. We will extend MGP-STR to handle longer words.
(2) Even running quite fast, the model sizes of the MGP-STR
series are relatively large, hindering the applicability range
of MGP-STR (especially for mobile devices and embedded
systems). Reducing the model parameters while keeping the
recognition accuracy will be another direction for improve-
ment. (3) Due to the adopted tokenizers and training data,
MGP-STR cannot recognize text other than English and
Arabic numerals. In the future, we will construct a unified
text recognizer, which is able to support more types of
languages (such as Chinese, Spanish, Arabic and German).

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we first presented a ViT-based pure vision STR
model, which shows its superiority in recognition accuracy.
To improve this baseline model, we then proposed a Multi-
Granularity Prediction strategy to implicitly make use of
linguistic knowledge. In particular, subword representations
(BPE and WordPiece) are utilized to induce linguistic infor-
mation in an implicit manner through multi-task learning
and optimization. The proposed algorithm (named MGP-
STR) with Confidence-based Fusion Strategy (CFS) is a
conceptually simple yet powerful STR model without an
independent language model. In addition, we propose a
Learnable Fusion Strategy (LFS) to directly measure the
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similarities between words and images to unlock the po-
tential of the multi-granularity predictions, further boosting
the performance. MGP-STR with LFS pushes the recognition
accuracy on standard datasets to a new height.

Extensive experiments are conducted to demonstrate the
superiority of MGP-STR. Concretely, MGP-STR achieves
state-of-the-art performances on six widely-used bench-
marks (IC13 [15], SVT [16], IIIT [17], IC15 [18], SVTP [19]
and CUTE [20]) and standard handwritten text benchmarks
(IAM [21], CVL [22] and RIMES [23]). Besides, when using
synthetic data or real data for training, MGP-STR can also
obtain state-of-the-art accuracy on recent challenging scene
text datasets (ArT [24], COCO-Text [25] and Uber-Text [26]).
In the future, we will extend the idea of multi-granularity
prediction with learnable fusion to broader domains and
more tasks.
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