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Abstract

Beyond the text detection and recognition tasks in
image text spotting, video text spotting presents an
augmented challenge with the inclusion of track-
ing. While advanced end-to-end trainable methods
have shown commendable performance, the pur-
suit of multi-task optimization may pose the risk
of producing sub-optimal outcomes for individual
tasks. In this paper, we highlight a main bottleneck
in the state-of-the-art video text spotter: the limited
recognition capability. In response to this issue, we
propose to efficiently turn an off-the-shelf query-
based image text spotter into a specialist on video
and present a simple baseline termed GoMatching,
which focuses the training efforts on tracking while
maintaining strong recognition performance. To
adapt the image text spotter to video datasets, we
add a rescoring head to rescore each detected in-
stance’s confidence via efficient tuning, leading to
a better tracking candidate pool. Additionally, we
design a long-short term matching module, termed
LST-Matcher, to enhance the spotter’s tracking ca-
pability by integrating both long- and short-term
matching results via Transformer. Based on the
above simple designs, GoMatching achieves im-
pressive performance on two public benchmarks,
e.g., setting a new record on the ICDAR15-video
dataset, and one novel test set with arbitrary-shaped
text, while saving considerable training budgets.
The code will be released at GoMatching.

1 Introduction
Text spotting has received increasing attention due to its var-
ious applications, such as video retrieval [Dong et al., 2021]
and autonomous driving [Zhang et al., 2021]. Recently, nu-
merous image text spotting (ITS) methods [Liu et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2022a; Ye et al., 2023a; Huang et al., 2023] that
simultaneously tackle text detection and recognition, have at-
tained extraordinary accomplishment.

In the video realm, video text spotting (VTS) involves a
tracking task additionally. Although VTS methods [Wang et
al., 2017; Cheng et al., 2019; Cheng et al., 2020; Wu et al.,

(a)

(b)

Figure 1: (a) ‘Gap between Spot. & Det.’: the gap between spotting
and detection F1-score. The detection score is the upper bound for
spotting. The larger the gap, the poorer the recognition ability. Com-
pared to the ITS model, the VTS model presents unsatisfactory text
spotting F1-scores, which lag far behind its detection performance,
especially on ArTVideo with curved text. It indicates recognition
capability is a main bottleneck in the VTS model. (b) GoMatch-
ing outperforms TransDETR by over 10 MOTA on ICDAR15-video
while saving 197 training GPU hours and 10.8GB memory footprint.

2021; Wu et al., 2022b; Wu et al., 2022a] also make signif-
icant progress, a substantial discrepancy persists when com-
pared to ITS. Specifically, excluding tracking, text spotting
ability is most crucial for VTS. However, we observe that the
spotting proficiency of VTS models is inferior to ITS mod-
els, especially the recognition part. To investigate this is-
sue, we select the state-of-the-art (SOTA) VTS model [Wu
et al., 2022a] and ITS model [Ye et al., 2023a], then compare
their image-level text spotting performance on ICDAR15-
video [Karatzas et al., 2015] and our established ArTVideo
(i.e., Arbitrary-shaped Text in Video) test set. ArTVideo is a
novel test dataset established to address the scarcity of curved
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text in current VTS datasets. It comprises 20 high-quality an-
notated video clips, featuring 30% curved text approximately.
As illustrated in Fig. 1(a), even when evaluated on the VTS
model’s training set, the end-to-end spotting F1-score is only
comparable to the zero-shot performance of the ITS model.
The performance of the VTS model on ArTVideo is much
worse. Moreover, there is a huge gap between the spotting
and detection-only performance of the VTS model, which
indicates that the recognition capability is the main bottle-
neck. We attribute this discrepancy to two key aspects: 1) the
model architecture and 2) the training data. First, in terms
of model architecture, ITS studies [Ye et al., 2023a; Huang
et al., 2023] have presented the advantages of employing ad-
vanced query formulation for text spotting in DETR frame-
works [Carion et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2021]. In contrast,
Transformer-based VTS models still rely on Region of In-
terest (RoI) components or simply cropping detected text re-
gions for recognition. On the other hand, [Zhang et al., 2023;
Yu et al., 2023] indicates that there exists optimization con-
flict in detection and association during end-to-end training of
the MOTR [Zeng et al., 2022]. We hold that TransDETR [Wu
et al., 2022a], which further incorporates text recognition
into MOTR-based architecture, may also suffer from opti-
mization conflict. Second, regarding the training data, most
text instances in current video datasets [Karatzas et al., 2015;
Wu et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2023] are straight or oriented, and
the bounding box labels are only quadrilateral, which con-
strains the data diversity and recognition performance as well.
Overall, the limitations in model architecture and data prob-
ably lead to the unsatisfactory text spotting performance of
the SOTA VTS model. Hence, leveraging model and data
knowledge from ITS presents considerable value for VTS.

To address the aforementioned issues, a straightforward so-
lution is to utilize an off-the-shelf SOTA image text spotter
and focus the training efforts on tracking across frames, akin
to tracking-by-detection methods. An important question is
how to efficiently incorporate a RoI-free image text spotter
for VTS. In this paper, we propose a simple baseline via
lonG and short term Matching, termed GoMatching, which
utilizes an off-the-shelf RoI-free image text spotter to iden-
tify text from each single frame and associates text instances
across frames with a strong tracker. Specifically, we select
the state-of-the-art DeepSolo [Ye et al., 2023a] as the image
text spotter and design a Long-Short Temporal Matching-
based tracker termed LST-Matcher. Initially, to adapt the
ITS model to video datasets while preserving its inherent
knowledge, we introduce a rescoring mechanism. This mech-
anism entails training an additional lightweight text classifier
called rescoring head via efficient tuning, and recalibrating
confidence scores for detected instances to mitigate perfor-
mance degradation caused by the image-video domain gap.
The final score for each instance is determined by a fusion
operation between the original score provided by the image
text spotter and the calibrated score acquired from the rescor-
ing head. The identified text instances are then sent to LST-
Matcher for association. LST-Matcher first associates sim-
ple text instances between adjacent frames by a short term
matching module (ST-Matcher) and then utilizes multi-frame
information to assign trajectories to those difficult text in-

stances with heavy occlusion or strong appearance changes
by a long term matching module (LT-Matcher). In this man-
ner, LST-Matcher can simultaneously encompass the advan-
tages of both ST-Matcher and LT-Matcher. As a result, our
baseline significantly surpasses existing SOTA methods by
a large margin with much lower training costs, as shown in
Fig. 1(b).

In summary, the contribution of this paper is four-fold:
• We identify the limitations in current VTS methods and

propose a novel and simple baseline GoMatching, which
leverages an off-the-shelf SOTA image text spotter with
a strong customized tracker.

• We introduce the rescoring mechanism and long-short
term matching module to adapt image text spotter to
video datasets and enhance the tracker’s capabilities.

• We establish the ArTVideo test set for addressing the
absence of curved texts in current video text spotting
datasets and evaluating the performance of video text
spotters on videos with arbitrary-shape text.

• Extensive experiments on public challenging datasets
demonstrate the effectiveness of our baseline and its out-
standing performance with less training budgets.

2 Related Works
2.1 Multi-Object Tracking
Multi-object tracking methods follow the tracking-by-
detection (TBD) or tracking-by-query-propagation (TBQP)
pipeline. TBD methods [Wang et al., 2020; Aharon et al.,
2022; Zhang et al., 2022b] employ detectors for localization
and then use association algorithms to get object trajectories.
Different from extending tracks frame-by-frame, GTR [Zhou
et al., 2022] proposes to generate entire trajectories at once
in Transformer. TBQP paradigm extends query-based object
detectors[Carion et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2021] to tracking.
MOTR [Zeng et al., 2022] detects object locations and seri-
ally updates its tracking queries for detecting the same items
in the following frames, achieving an end-to-end solution.
However, MOTR suffers from optimization conflict between
detection and association [Yu et al., 2023], resulting in in-
ferior detection performance. For the VTS task which addi-
tionally involves text recognition, a naive way of training all
modules end-to-end may also lead to optimization conflict. In
contrast, we explore inheriting prior knowledge of text spot-
ting from ITS models while focusing on the tracking task.

2.2 Image Text Spotting
Early approaches [Liao et al., 2020a; Wang et al., 2021;
Liu et al., 2021] crafted RoI-based modules to bridge text de-
tection and recognition. However, these methods ignored one
vital issue, i.e., the synergy problem between the two tasks.
To overcome this dilemma, recent Transformer-based meth-
ods [Kittenplon et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023; Ye et al., 2023b;
Huang et al., 2023] get rid of the fetters of RoI modules, and
chase a better representation for the two tasks. For example,
DETR-based TESTR [Zhang et al., 2022a] utilizes two de-
coders for each task in parallel. In contrast, DeepSolo [Ye et
al., 2023a] proposes a unified and explicit query form for the
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Figure 2: The overall architecture of GoMatching. Image text spotter provides text spotting results for frames. The rescoring mechanism
considers both instance scores from the image text spotter and a trainable rescoring head to reduce performance degradation due to the domain
gap. Long-short term matching module (LST-Matcher) assigns IDs to text instances based on the queries in long-short term frames.

two tasks, without harnessing dual decoders. However, the
above methods cannot perform tracking in the video.

2.3 Video Text Spotting
Compared to ITS, existing SOTA VTS methods still rely on
RoI for recognition. CoText [Wu et al., 2022b] adopts a
lightweight text spotter with Masked-RoI, then uses several
encoders to fuse features derived from the spotter, and finally
feeds them to a tracking head with cosine similarity matching.
TransDETR [Wu et al., 2022a] performs detection and track-
ing under the MOTR paradigm and then uses Rotated-RoI to
extract features for the subsequent recognizer. They pursue
training all modules in an end-to-end manner. In compari-
son, we explore how to efficiently turn a RoI-free ITS model
into a VTS one. We reveal the probability of freezing off-
the-shelf ITS part and focusing on tracking, thereby saving
training budgets while reaching SOTA performance.

3 Methodology
3.1 Overview
The architecture of GoMatching is presented in Fig. 2. It con-
sists of a frozen image text spotter, a rescoring head, and
a Long-Short Term Matching module (LST-Matcher). We
adopt an outstanding off-the-shelf image text spotter (i.e.,
DeepSolo) and freeze its parameters, with the aim of intro-
ducing strong text spotting capability into VTS while signif-
icantly reducing training cost. In DeepSolo, there are p se-
quences of queries used for final predictions, with each stor-
ing comprehensive semantics for a text instance. To alleviate
spotting performance degradation caused by the image-video
domain gap, we devise a rescoring mechanism, which deter-
mines the confidence scores for text instances by consider-
ing both the scores from the image text spotter and a new
trainable rescoring head. Finally, we design LST-Matcher to
generate instance trajectories by leveraging long-short term
information.

3.2 Rescoring Mechanism
Owing to the domain gap between image and video datasets,
employing a frozen image text spotter for direct prediction
may result in relative low recall due to low text confidence,
further leading to a reduction in end-to-end spotting perfor-
mance. To ease this issue, we devise a rescoring mechanism
via a lightweight rescoring head and a simple score fusion
operation. Specifically, the rescoring head is designed to re-
compute the score for each query from the decoder in the
image text spotter. It consists of a simple linear layer and
is initialized with the parameters of the image text spotter’s
classification head. The score fusion operation then decides
the final scores by considering both the scores from the image
text spotter and the rescoring head. Let Ct

o = {cto1 , ..., c
t
op}

be a set of original scores produced by image text spotter in
frame t. Ct

r = {ctr1 , ..., c
t
rp} is a set of recomputed scores

obtained from the rescoring head. We obtain the maximum
value for each query as the final score, denoted as Ct

f =

{ctf1 = max(cto1 , c
t
r1), ..., c

t
fp

= max(ctop , c
t
rp)}. With fi-

nal scores, the queries in frames are filtered by a threshold
before being sent to LST-Matcher for association.

3.3 Long-Short Term Matching Module
Long-short term matching module (LST-Matcher) consists
of two sub-modules: the Short Term Matching module (ST-
Matcher) and the Long Term Matching module (LT-Matcher),
which own the same structure. ST-Matcher is steered to
match simple instances between adjacent frames into trajec-
tories, while LT-Matcher is responsible for using long term
information to address the unmatched instances due to se-
vere occlusions or strong appearance changes. Each of them
contains a one-layer Transformer encoder and a one-layer
Transformer decoder [Zhou et al., 2022]. We use a simple
multi-layer perceptron (MLP) to map the filtered text instance
queries into embeddings as the input, getting rid of using RoI
features as in most existing MOT methods. In the encoder,
historical embeddings are enhanced by self-attention. The de-



coder takes embeddings in the current frame as query and en-
hanced historical embeddings as key for cross-attention, and
computes the association score matrix. The current instances
are then linked to the existing trajectories composed of his-
torical embeddings or generate new trajectories according to
the association score matrix.

To be specific, supposing a given clip including T frames
and Nt text instances in frame t after threshold filtering.
Qt = {qt1, ..., qtNt

} is the set of text instance queries in frame
t. Initially, we use a two-layer MLP to map these frozen
queries into embeddings Et = {et1, ..., etNt

}. The set of em-
beddings in all frames is denoted as EL = E1 ∪ ... ∪ ET .
Let the universal set of embeddings in adjacent frames of the
input batch be denoted as ES = ES2 ∪ ES3 ∪ ... ∪ EST

and ESt = Et−1 ∪ Et. Based on the predictions of image
text spotter, we obtain their corresponding bounding boxes
Bt = {bt1, ..., btNt

}. Let τ = {τ1, ..., τK} be the set of
ground-truth (GT) trajectories of all instances in the clip,
where τk = {τ1k , ..., τTk } describes a tube of instance loca-
tions τ tk ∈ R4 ∪{∅} through time. τ tk = ∅ means the absence
of instance k in frame t. Let α̂t

k be the matched instance index
for τ tk according to the following equation:

α̂t
k =

{
∅, if τ tk = ∅ or maxi(IoU(bti, τ

t
k)) < 0.5

argmaxi(IoU(bti, τ
t
k)), otherwise . (1)

ST-Matcher calculates a short-term trajectory-specific associ-
ation score vti(e

t
α̂t

k
, ESt) ∈ RNSt for i-th instances in frame t,

where etα̂t
k
∈ RD is a trajectory query and NSt

= Nt+Nt−1.
LT-Matcher calculates a long-term trajectory-specific associ-
ation score ut

i(ek, E
L) ∈ RN for i-th instances in frame t,

where ek ∈ {e1
α̂1

k
, e2

α̂2
k
, ..., eT

α̂T
k
}, N =

∑T
t=1 Nt. Specifi-

cally, when vti(e
t
α̂t

k
, ESt) = 0 and ut

i(ek, E
L) = 0, it means

no association at time t. Then, ST-Matcher and LT-Matcher
can predict distributions of short-term and long-term associa-
tions for all instance i in frame t which can be written as:

Psa(e
t
α̂t

k
, ESt) =

exp(vti(e
t
α̂t

k
, ESt))∑

j∈{∅,1,...,Nt} exp(v
t
j(e

t
α̂t

k
, ESt))

, (2)

Pla(ek, E
L) =

exp(ut
i(ek, E

L))∑
j∈{∅,1,...,Nt} exp(u

t
j(ek, E

L))
. (3)

To ensure sufficient training of ST-Matcher and LT-
Matcher, embeddings set ES and EL are fed into ST-Matcher
and LT-Matcher during training, respectively.

During inference, we engage a memory bank to store the
instance trajectories from H history frames for long term as-
sociation. All filtered instances in each frame are further
processed by non-maximum-suppression (NMS) before be-
ing fed into LST-Matcher for association. Unlike the training
phase, where ST-Matcher and LT-Matcheder are independent
of each other, LST-Matcher comprises a two-stage associat-
ing procedure as described in Fig. 3. Concretely, ST-Matcher
first matches the embedding Et in the current frame t with
the trajectories τ t−1 in the previous frame t − 1. Then, LT-
Matcher employs other trajectories τHoth in the memory bank
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Figure 3: The inference pipeline of LST-Matcher, which is a two-
stage association process: (1) ST-Matcher associates the instances
with trajectories in previous frames as denoted by blue lines. (2) LT-
Matcher associates the remaining unmatched instances by utilizing
other trajectories in history frames as denoted by red lines.

to associate the unmatched ones Et
s u with low association

score in ST-Matcher caused by the heavy occlusion or strong
appearance changes. If the association score with any trajec-
tory calculated in ST-Matcher or LT-Matcher is higher than
a threshold θ, the instance is linked to the trajectory with the
highest score. Otherwise, this instance is used to initiate a
new trajectory. Finally, we combine the trajectories τs and τl
predicted by ST-Matcher and LT-Matcher to obtain new tra-
jectories τN for tracking in the next frame.

3.4 Optimization
Rescoring Loss. To train the rescoring head, we follow-
ing DETR [Carion et al., 2020] and use Hungarian algo-
rithm [Kuhn, 1955] to find a bipartite matching σ̂ between
the prediction set Ŷ and the ground truth set Y with mini-
mum matching cost C:

σ̂ = argmin
σ

N∑
i

C(Yi, Ŷσ(i)), (4)

where N is the number of ground truth instances per frame.
The cost C can be defined as:

C(Yi, Ŷσ(i)) = λcLcls(p̂σ(i)(ci)) + λb

N∑
1

∥bi − b̂σ(i)∥, (5)

where λc and λb serve as the hyper-parameters to balance dif-
ferent tasks. p̂σ(i)(ci) and b̂σ(i) are the probability for ground
truth class ci and the predicition of bounding box respec-
tively, and bi represents the ground truth bounding box. Lcls

is the focal loss [Lin et al., 2017]. Specifically, the focal loss
for training the rescoring head can be formulated as:

Lres =

N∑
1

[−1{ci ̸=∅}α(1− p̂σ̂(i)(ci))
γ log(p̂σ̂(i)(ci))

− 1{ci=∅}(1− α)(p̂σ̂(i)(ci))
γ log(1− p̂σ̂(i)(ci))]

,

(6)



where α and γ are the hyper-parameters of focal loss.
Long-Short Association Loss. In ST-Matcher, we only con-
sider each trajectory in the universal set of adjacent frames,
while in LT-Matcher we consider each trajectory in all long
term frames. For each trajectory, we optimize the log-
likelihood of its assignments α̂k following GTR [Zhou et al.,
2022]:

Ls ass(E
S , τ̂k) = −

T∑
t=2

logPsa(α̂
t
k|etα̂t

k
, ESt), (7)

Ll ass(E
L, τ̂k) = −

∑
w

T∑
t=1

logPla(α̂
t
k|Ew

α̂w
k
, EL), (8)

where w ∈ {1, ..., T |α̂w
k ̸= ∅}.

In ST-Matcher and LT-Matcher, empty trajectories would
be generated for these unassociated queries, and their opti-
mization goals can be defined as:

Ls bg(E
S) = −

∑
j:∄α̂t

k=j

T∑
t=2

logPsa(α
t = ∅|etj , ESt), (9)

Ll bg(E
L) = −

T∑
w=1

∑
j:∄α̂w

k =j

T∑
t=1

logPla(α
t = ∅|Ew

j , E
L).

(10)
Finally, we can get the long-short association loss as fol-

lows:

Lasso = Ls bg + Ll bg +
∑
τ̂k

(Ls ass + Ll ass). (11)

Overall Loss. Combined with the rescore loss Lres in Eq.
(6) and the long-short association loss Lasso in Eq. (11), the
final training loss can be defined as:

L = λresLres + λassoLasso, (12)

where the hyper-parameters λres and λasso are the weights of
Lres and Lasso, respectively.

4 Experiments
4.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
ICDAR15-video [Karatzas et al., 2015] is a word-level video
text reading benchmark annotated with quadrilateral bound-
ing boxes. It consists of a training set of 25 videos and a test
set of 24 videos. ICDAR15-video focuses on wild scenar-
ios, such as driving on the road, exploring shopping streets,
walking in a supermarket, etc.
DSText [Wu et al., 2023] is a newly proposed dataset, and
focuses on dense and small text reading challenges in the
video with various scenarios. This dataset provides 50 train-
ing videos and 50 test videos. Compared with the previous
datasets, DSText mainly includes the following three new
challenges: dense video texts, high-proportioned small texts,
and various new scenarios, e.g., ‘Game’, ‘Sports’, etc. Sim-
ilar to ICDAR15-video, DSText adopts word-level annota-
tions, which are labeled with quadrilaterals.
ArTVideo is a novel test set established in this work to evalu-
ate the performance of arbitrary-shaped video text. It contains

20 videos with 6,526 text instances including 4,632 straight
text instances and 1,894 curved text instances (about 30%
curved text instances). This dataset is annotated at the word
level with quadrilaterals for straight text and polygons for
curved text.
Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate performance, we adopt
three evaluation metrics commonly used in ICDAR15-video
competition and DSText competition, including MOTA (Mul-
tiple Object Tracking Accuracy) [Bernardin and Stiefelha-
gen, 2008], MOTP (Multiple Object Tracking Precision), and
IDF1 [Ristani et al., 2016].

4.2 Implementation Details
In all experiments, we only use a single NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3090 (24G) GPU to train and evaluate GoMatch-
ing. As for the image text spotter in GoMatching, we
apply the officially released DeepSolo [Ye et al., 2023a]
trained on ICDAR15-image. During training GoMatching on
ICDAR15-video and DSText, we only update the rescoring
head and LST-Matcher, while keeping DeepSolo frozen.
Training Setting. For both ICDAR15-video and DSText, we
follow EfficientDet [Tan et al., 2020] to adopt the scale-and-
crop augmentation strategy with the resolution of 1, 280 ×
1, 280. The batch size T is 6. All frames in a batch are
from the same video. Text instances with fusion scores
higher than 0.3 are fed into the LST-Matcher during train-
ing. AdamW [Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017] is used as the
optimizer. We adopt the warmup cosine annealing learning
rate strategy with the initial learning rate being set to 0.00005.
The loss weights λres and λasso are set to 1.0 and 0.5, respec-
tively. For focal loss, α is 0.25 and γ is 2.0 as in [Carion et
al., 2020; Ye et al., 2023a]. The model is trained for 30k and
60k iterations on ICDAR15-video and DSText, respectively.
Inference Setting. Since there is no training set in ArTVideo,
we directly use the model trained on ICDAR15-video to eval-
uate the generalization ability of GoMatching to arbitrary-
shaped text. The shorter size of the input frame is resized to
1,440 on all datasets. We set the high-score instance thresh-
old and NMS overlap threshold to 0.3 and 0.5 for ICDAR15-
video, 0.5 and 0.3 for DSText, and 0.4 and 0.5 for ArTVideo,
respectively. The association score threshold is set to 0.2.

4.3 Comparison with State-of-the-art Methods
Results on ICDAR15-video. To evaluate the effectiveness
of GoMatching on oriented video text, we conduct a com-
parison with the state-of-the-art methods on ICDAR15-video
presented in Table 1. As can be seen, GoMatching ranks first
in all metrics on ICDAR15-video leaderboard. GoMatch-
ing presents excellent performance, compared to the second-
best results, improving by 3.56% MOTA, 0.47% MOTP, and
1.75% IDF1, respectively. Furthermore, GoMatching out-
performs current SOTA single-model method TransDETR by
9.56% MOTA, 3.64% MOTP, and 5.90% IDF1, respectively.
Results on DSText. We further conduct experiments on DS-
Text to evaluate the effectiveness of GoMatching on dense
and small video text scenarios. Results are presented in Ta-
ble 2. It is worth noting that most of the previous methods
on the DSText leaderboard utilized an ensemble of multi-
ple models and large public datasets to enhance their per-



Method MOTA (↑) MOTP (↑) IDF1 (↑)
HIK OCR [Cheng et al., 2020] 52.98 74.88 61.85

CoText [Wu et al., 2022b] 58.94 74.53 71.66
TransDETR [Wu et al., 2022a] 60.96 74.61 72.80

h&h lab† 63.76 77.78 71.08
GOCR Offline† 63.05 74.31 76.95

CoText(Kuaishou MMU)† 66.96 76.55 74.24
GoMatching (ours) 70.52 78.25 78.70

Table 1: Results on ICDAR15-video. ‘†’ denotes that the results
are collected from the official competition website. The best and
second-best results are marked in bold and underlined, respectively.

Method M-ME MOTA (↑) MOTP (↑) IDF1 (↑)
TransDETR+HRNet† Y -28.58 80.36 26.20
SCUT-MMOCR-KS† Y -27.47 76.59 43.61

TextTrack† Y -25.09 74.95 26.38
abcmot† Y 5.54 74.61 24.25

DA† Y 10.51 78.97 53.45
TencentOCR† Y 22.44 80.82 56.45

TransDETR [Wu et al., 2022a]* N -22.63 79.73 26.43
GoMatching (ours) N 17.29 77.48 45.20

Table 2: Results on DSText. ‘†’ has the same meaning as in Table 1.
‘*’: we use the officially released model for evaluation. ‘M-ME’ in-
dicates whether multi-model ensembling is used. ‘Y’ and ‘N’ stand
for yes and no, respectively.

formance [Wu et al., 2023]. For example, TencentOCR in-
tegrates the detection results of DBNet [Liao et al., 2020b]
and Cascade MaskRCNN [Cai and Vasconcelos, 2019] built
with multiple backbone architectures, combines the Parseq
model [Bautista and Atienza, 2022] for recognition, and fur-
ther improves the end-to-end tracking with ByteTrack [Zhang
et al., 2022b]. DA utilizes Mask R-CNN [He et al., 2017]
and DBNet to detect text, then uses BotSORT [Aharon et al.,
2022] to replace the tracker in VideoTextSCM [Gao et al.,
2021] and employs the Parseq model for recognition. As a
single model with a frozen image text spotter, GoMatching
also shows competitive performance compared to other en-
sembling methods on the leaderboard. GoMatching ranks
second (17.29%) on MOTA and third (45.20%) on IDF1.
Moreover, compared to the SOTA single-model method, Go-
Matching achieves substantial improvements of 39.92% and
18.77% on MOTA and IDF1, respectively.
Results on ArTVideo. We test TransDETR and GoMatch-
ing on ArTVideo to compare the zero-shot text spotting ca-
pabilities for arbitrary-shaped text. For a fair comparison,
both TransDETR and GoMatching are trained on ICDAR15-
video. Unlike ICDAR15-video and DSText which only have
straight text, ArTVideo has a substantial number of curved
text, so we report results under four settings: tracking re-
sults on both straight and curved text, spotting results on both
straight and curved text, tracking results on curved text only,
and spotting results on curved text only. As shown in Table 3,
GoMatching outperforms TransDETR under all settings. Es-
pecially when involving an additional recognition task (end-
to-end spotting) or only considering curved text, the perfor-
mance advantages of GoMatching are more significant. This
further confirms that the previous SOTA methods have unsat-
isfactory recognition capabilities and limited adaptability to
complex scenarios. Furthermore, as shown in Fig. 1(b), Go-

Method MOTA (↑) MOTP (↑) IDF1 (↑)
ArTVideo Tracking

TransDETR 54.2 67.9 70.4
GoMatching (ours) 67.2 81.3 75.8

ArTVideo End-to-End Spotting
TransDETR 2.8 69.7 49.3

GoMatching (ours) 68.8 82.9 78.5
ArTVideo-Curved Tracking

TransDETR 4.4 60.5 50.2
GoMatching (ours) 59.5 76.3 73.5

ArTVideo-Curved End-to-End Spotting
TransDETR -66.7 -61.9 26.9

GoMatching (ours) 56.8 78.0 73.9

Table 3: Comparison between TransDETR and GoMatching on
ArTVideo. ‘-Curved’ represents experimental results on curved text
only. Best results are marked in bold.

Matching achieves excellent performance while significantly
reducing the training budget.

Some visual results are provided in Fig. 4. It shows that
GoMatching performs well on straight and curved text, and
even more complex scene text.

4.4 Ablation Studies
We first conduct comprehensive ablation studies on
ICDAR15-video to verify the effectiveness of each compo-
nent, and the experimental results are shown in Table 4. The
impact of frame length on long-term association during infer-
ence is then studied, and the results are shown in Table 5.
Effectiveness of Utilizing Queries. Comparing the first two
rows in Table 4, we can find that using queries from the de-
coder of image text spotter is more beneficial for tracking than
RoI features. By leveraging the unified queries from frozen
DeepSolo, 0.98% and 1.05% improvements on MOTA and
IDF1 are achieved. This is because queries integrate more
text instance information, i.e., unifying multi-scale features,
text semantics, and position information, which has been
proven effective in DeepSolo. Although position information
is essential for tracking, it is ignored in RoI features.
Effectiveness of Rescoring Mechanism. To verify the ef-
fectiveness of the rescoring mechanism, we test three differ-
ent scoring mechanisms: the original score from DeepSolo,
the score recomputed by the rescoring head, and the fusion
score from the rescoring mechanism. As shown in row 2
and row 3 of Table 4, the rescoring head can alleviate the
performance degradation caused by the domain gap between
ICDAR15-image and ICDAR15-video, and achieve gains of
1.25% and 0.97% on MOTA and IDF1, respectively. More-
over, as shown in row 4, we can observe that combining the
knowledge of rescoring head learned from the new dataset
with the prior knowledge of DeepSolo can further improve
MOTA and IDF1 by 0.33% and 0.32%, respectively.
Effectiveness of LST-Matcher. In this part, we conduct three
experiments to prove the effectiveness of the LST-Matcher.
As shown in row 4 of Table 4, we only use LT-Matcher to
associate high-score text instances in the current frame with
trajectories in the tracking memory bank. In row 5, we only
use ST-Matcher to associate high-score text instances in the



Figure 4: Visual results of video text spotting. Images from top to bottom are the results on ICDAR15-video, DSText, and ArTVideo,
respectively. Text instances belonging to the same trajectory are assigned the same color.

Index Query Scoring LT-Matcher ST-Matcher MOTA (↑) MOTP (↑) IDF1 (↑)
1 O ✓ 66.20 78.52 75.07
2 ✓ O ✓ 67.22 78.54 76.12
3 ✓ R ✓ 68.47 78.29 77.09
4 ✓ F ✓ 68.80 78.24 77.41
5 ✓ F ✓ 69.40 78.34 73.60
6 ✓ F ✓ ✓ 70.52 78.25 78.70

Table 4: Impact of difference components in the proposed GoMatching. ‘Query’ indicates that LST-Matcher employs the queries of high-
score text instances for association, otherwise RoI features. Column ‘Scoring’ indicates the employed scoring mechanism, in which ‘O’
means using the original scores from DeepSolo, ‘R’ means using the scores recomputed by the rescoring head, and ‘F’ means using the
fusion scores obtained from the rescoring mechanism.

Number T MOTA (↑) MOTP (↑) IDF1 (↑)
T = 32 70.13 78.07 78.24
T = 16 70.33 78.25 78.60
T = 8 70.44 78.25 78.70
T = 6 70.52 78.25 78.70
T = 4 70.51 78.27 78.16

Table 5: Ablation studies on the number of frames (T ) for long-term
association in LT-Matcher, and the max number of history frames in
tracking memory bank is H = T − 1). Experiments are conducted
on ICDAR15-video and the best results are marked in bold.

current frame with trajectories of the previous frame. In ad-
dition, as shown in row 6, we employ both LT-Matcher and
ST-Matcher to test LST-Matcher. We can easily observe that
compared to LT-Matcher, LST-Matcher improves MOTA and
IDF1 by 1.72% and 1.29% respectively, while compared to
ST-Matcher, the improvement on MOTA and IDF1 are 1.12%
and 5.1%, respectively. This proves the effectiveness of our
proposed LST-Matcher, which can integrate the advantages
of LT-Matcher and ST-Matcher.
Impact of the Frame Number in LT-Matcher. In Table 5,
we further study and analyze the impact of the number of
frames in LT-Matcher during inference. For the text spot-

ting task, since a single frame may have a large number of
text instances, sometimes reaching hundreds, excessive his-
torical frame information would weaken the discrimination
of text instance features, resulting in erroneous matching re-
sults. Therefore, we conduct a hyper-parameter search and
find that the optimal frame number for long-term association
in LT-Matcher is 6.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a simple yet strong baseline, termed
GoMatching for video text spotting. GoMatching harnesses
the talent of an off-the-shelf query-based image text spotter
and only needs to tune a lightweight tracker, effectively ad-
dressing the limitations of previous SOTA methods in recog-
nition. Specifically, we design the rescoring mechanism
and LST-Matcher to adapt the image text spotter to unseen
video datasets while empowering GoMatching with excellent
tracking capability. Moreover, we establish a novel test set
ArTVideo for the evaluation of video text spotting models on
arbitrary-shaped text, filling the gap in this area. Experiments
on public benchmarks and ArtVideo demonstrate the supe-
riority of our GoMatching over previous SOTA methods in
terms of both spotting accuracy and training cost.
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