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Abstract
In this paper, we present a model pretraining technique, named MaskOCR, for text
recognition. Our text recognition architecture is an encoder-decoder transformer:
the encoder extracts the patch-level representations, and the decoder recognizes
the text from the representations. Our approach pretrains both the encoder and the
decoder in a sequential manner. (i) We pretrain the encoder in a self-supervised
manner over a large set of unlabeled real text images. We adopt the masked image
modeling approach, which shows the effectiveness for general images, expecting
that the representations take on semantics. (ii) We pretrain the decoder over a large
set of synthesized text images in a supervised manner and enhance the language
modeling capability of the decoder by randomly masking some text image patches
occupied by characters input to the encoder and accordingly the representations
input to the decoder. Experiments show that the proposed MaskOCR approach
achieves superior results on the benchmark datasets, including Chinese and English
text images.
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Introduction

Optical character recognition aims to recognize texts within a digital image, e.g., a scanned document,
a photo of a document, a scene-photo, and so on. It has wide-range applications, such as visual
search, document digitization, and so on. Optical character recognition generally consists of two
tasks: text detection, localizing the text region, and text recognition, identifying the text from the
localized region, which is the interest of this paper.
There are three main pipelines for text recognition. (i) The character-based pipeline [48; 23; 29]
localizes each character, performs character recognition, and then groups them into words. (ii) The
word-based pipeline [21] performs word classification directly. (iii) The sequence-based pipeline
[42; 43; 50; 12] regards text recognition as a sequence labeling problem, and is adopted by most deep
learning methods.
We follow the sequence-based pipeline and adopt an encoder-decoder transformer for text recognition.
The encoder is a ViT architecture [11], a sequence of self-attention and FFN blocks, for text image
patch representation extraction. The decoder is formed with the DETR-style [3] decoder, a sequence
of self-attention, cross-attention and FFN blocks, mapping the patch representations to a text with a
expected role of language modeling [27].
Our main work lies in exploring the pretraining technology for text recognition. Our approach, called
MaskOCR, pretrains both the encoder and the decoder with the masking strategy in a sequential
manner. We follow the self-supervised pretraining framework and adopt a masked image modeling
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approach to pretrain the encoder for semantic patch representation learning. We divide the text
image into a set of vertical patches, and randomly mask some patches that may contain a part of
some character, or some whole characters. We predict the representations of the masked patches
from the visible patches in the representation space learned from the encoder, and map the predicted
representations to the masked patch images.
We pretrain the decoder in a supervised manner with the masking strategy for language modeling
over synthesized text images. We fix the pretrained encoder and only update the decoder, so that this
pretraining task explores the language rule and the encoder is not affected by the synthesized text
image style that might be different from the downstream tasks.
We validate the effectiveness of the proposed MaskOCR approach on the benchmark datasets,
including Chinese and English text images. The experiments show that our approach achieves
superior results over previous text recognition methods.

2

Related Work

Scene text recognition There are three main kinds of solutions to text recognition: characterbased [48; 23; 29], word-based [21], and sequence-based [42; 43; 50; 12]. The character-based
methods recognize text image by performing character localization, character classification and
character grouping. The word-based methods directly treat each word as a category and recognition
text by image classification. The sequence-based methods regard text recognition as a sequence
labeling problem. Besides CTC [14] and attention mechanism [43; 34; 50; 12] are used to align the
input image patch sequence and the output character sequence. The sequence-based solution has
been extensively studied recently because ground-truth labeling is easier and the framework is more
flexible. The architecture for the sequence-based solution consists of two main modules: encoder and
decoder. The encoder aims to learn semantic representations for text images, and it can be formed
using convolutional networks or transformers. The decoder aims to recognize the characters from the
representations and map them to the texts.
Different from the previous sequence-based methods [42; 43; 12; 54; 1; 30; 50; 49], which consists
of convolutional layers or recurrent layers, our proposed method is a fully transformer network which
is simple but more effective.
Pretraining Representation pretraining, e.g., supervised or self-supervised pretraining on ImageNet
in computer vision and self-supervised pretraining in natural language processing, has shown to be
beneficial to downstream tasks. The self-supervised pretraining that is not limited by lableled data
has attracted a lot of attention. In [17; 7; 8], the representation pretraining is learned with siamese
networks by contrastive learning. In [16; 2; 10], the vision and nlp models are masked autoencoders,
which enhance the representation by learning to predict the masked content.
Encoder pretraining for text recognition Recently, some pretraining methods were used to learn
the representations for text recognition. TrOCR [27] pretraining the recognition model on synthesized
data by supervised learning. In [1; 30; 54], self-supervised contrastive pretraining were introduced to
learn representations from the input images.
Differently, the encoder pretraining of MaskOCR follows the masked image modeling framework,
which is recently studied in computer vision and shows superior performance over contrastive
pretraining [6; 16], to learn robust character representations from unlabeled text images.
Decoder pretraining for text recognition The attention decoder [43; 26; 50] in some sense is able
to learn the text relation from the training data. Besides, the masked language modeling approach,
such as BERT [10], is introduced to model the relation of the representations or the relation of
the characters that are output from the CTC [14] or attention decoder. In [12], a masked language
model is pretrained for correcting the predicted results from the visual model. In [27], the linguistic
information are modeling by employing supervised learning on synthesized data.
We also attempt to pretrain the decoder from the synthesized data for enhancing the capability of
solving the task: grouping the frame-wise predictions corresponding to the same character region
and exploring the linguistic rule by masking some representations output from the encoder. This is
different from [27]: the encoder is also pretrained, potentially degrading the encoding quality due to
using the synthesized data for pretraining.
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Figure 1: Encode-decoder transformer for text recognition. The encoder extracts a sequence of patch
representations, and the decoder maps the patch representations to a sequence of representations,
followed by a linear layer to recognize the sequence of characters.
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3.1

Approach
Encoder-Decoder Transformer for Text Recognition

We adopt the encoder-decoder transformer architecture for text recognition. The encoder extracts a
sequence of patch representations, and the decoder maps the patch representations to a text. Figure 1
illustrates the encoder-decoder transformer architecture.
Encoder. The encoder receives an image, I ∈ R3×H×W , as the input. We partition the image
horizontally into a set of M vertical patches, [p1 , p2 , . . . , pM ]. The size of each patch is H × W/M .
We process the flattened patches using linear projection to get patch embeddings. We add the 1D
positional embeddings, which is enough as we partition the images vertically. We use the ViT [11],
consisting of a sequence of multi-head self-attention and FFN units, as the encoder and learn the
patch-level representations, F = [f1 , f2 , . . . , fM ], for the text image.
Decoder. We form the text recognition decoder by following the decoder style of the DETR [3] that
is original designed for object detection. A decoder is composed of a multi-head self-attention unit, a
multi-head cross-attention unit, and an FFN unit.
The decoder transforms the N input embeddings, C = [c1 , c2 , . . . , cN ], called character queries,
into output embeddings, which are then independently mapped into characters through a linear
classifier. Multi-head self-attention is performed over the character queries for the first decoder
layer, or the output embeddings of the previous decoder layer. Multi-head cross-attention, also called
encoder-decoder attention, uses the encoder outputs F as the keys and the values and the character
queries for the first decoder layer, or the output embeddings of the previous decoder layer as the
queries.
The multi-head self-attention, crucial for duplicate detection and non-maximum suppression removal
in DETR, plays the role of merging the duplicate predictions from the patches that correspond to the
same character region and promoting one prediction and suppressing other duplicate predictions.
Our decoder self-attention is different from masked attention that is widely used in machine translation [46] and also used for text recognition [27]. The decoder based on masked attention models the
language in a unidirectional way [27], our decoders models the language in a bidirectional manner.
During inference, the decoder based on masked attention predicts the letters one by one sequentially.
In contrast, our decoder is more efficient and predicts the characters simultaneously.
Loss. We denote the character predictions by Y = [y1 y2 . . . yN ]. Assuming N is larger than
∗
the number of characters in the text image. We consider the ground truth as Y∗ = [y1∗ y2∗ . . . yN
]
padded with an end of sentence symbol [EOS]. The loss function is formulated as follows,

`(Y, Y∗ ) =

L+1
1 X
CE(yl , yl∗ ),
L+1
l=1
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(1)

Latent contextual
regressor

Alignment

Figure 2: Encoder pretraining architecture. We adopt a masked image modeling approach, CAE [6]
to pretrain the encoder for text image representation learning. Slightly different from the CAE, we
use the image patches (RGB) as the prediction targets. In this example, six image patches (top) are
visible patches, and the other four (bottom) to be predicted are masked patches.

where CE(·, ·) is the cross-entropy loss. L is the number of characters in the text image. To balance
the number of [EOS] and other characters, we only employ loss function on the characters as well as
the first [EOS].
3.2

Masked Encoder Pretraining

We follow the masked image modeling framework, which is recently studied for general image
representation pretraining, and adopt the context autoencoder-style method [6] to pretrain the encoder
for text image representation learning.
The encoder pretraining process is given as follows. The text image is divided into a set of visible
image patches and a set of masked image patches. The visible image bands are sent to the encodoer,
generating the representations of visible patches. Then, the representations of visible patches are fed
into a latent contextual regressor with mask queries, predicting the representations for masked patches
Zm which is expected to be close to the representations Z∗m of masked patches directly computed
from the encoder. Last, the representations of masked patches go into the image decoder, predicting
the targets Tm . Figure 2 illustrates the encoder pretraining architecture.
We adopt the patch partitioning strategy, same with encoder-decoder transformer for text recognition,
for encoder pretraining, and partition the text image into a sequence of M vertical patches with the
size being H × W/M . The number M of patches is usually larger than the number of characters
contained in the text image, thus a patch is only a portion of a character. When many patches are
masked, there are two cases: a part for some characters is masked, or some characters are completely
masked.
Considering that the DALL-E [40] tokenizer used in CAE [6], that is learned over the general images,
and we handle special images: text images, we use the patch RGB values, processed with layer
normalization (Gaussian normalization), to form the targets. The loss function for encoder pretraining
is a combination of representation alignment loss and prediction loss, and given as follows,

`t (Tm , T∗m ) + λ `z (Zm , Z∗m ).

(2)

Here, both losses `t (·, ·) and `z (·, ·) are the MSE loss. λ is the tradeoff parameter, and set to be 0.05
in our implementation.
There are two main kinds of prediction tasks. One is to predict a part of a character from a visible part
of the character and other characters. The other one is to predict some whole character from other
characters. We assume that the predictions are more reliable if the representations for the patches
take on semantics.
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Figure 3: Decoder pretraining architecture. The whole pipeline is similar with the one in Figure 1.
The difference is that the input to the encoder are the visible patches. The visible patches are formed
by masking the image patches that correspond to the target characters (the patch number may be
greater than the character number). The input representations to the decoder are a combination
of encoded representations and zero representations added to the positions (gray boxes) where the
masked patches are. The prediction targets are the characters that are masked.
3.3

Masked Decoder Pretraining

We pretrain the decoder on synthesized text images using the supervision loss. Considering the style
of synthesized text images might be different from the real text images, we keep the encoder (learned
from encoder pretraining) not updated and only optimize the decoder, so that this pretraining stage
does not influence the representation quality.
In addition to removing duplicate predictions, the decoder is capable of modeling the language for
better text recognition. To further enhance the capability of language modeling, we adopt the idea
of masked language modeling and introduce a masked decoder pretraining scheme. We randomly
mask some characters and accordingly the patches, and send the remaining visible patches to the
encoder, obtain the representations of visible patches, Fv . Then, we insert the zero representations
Fm to the positions corresponding to the masked patches, and feed the combined representations
F = [Fv Fm ] with the corresponding positional embeddings added into the decoder, predicting
the text: Ȳ = [ȳ1 ȳ2 . . . ȳN ]. The loss function is similar to BERT and is merely about masked
characters,
L

`(Ȳl , Yl∗ ) =

1X
CE(ynl , yn∗ l ),
L

(3)

l=1

where L is the number of masked characters, and {n1 , n2 , . . . , nL } are the positions of the masked
characters.

4

Experiments

4.1

Datasets

Chinese text line images. The pretraining set consists of 100 million unlabeled text line images
collected from practical scenarios for encoder pretraining, and 100 million synthetic text line images
for decoder pretraining. The real images are collected from document and street view, and the text in
them are almost in Chinese. We collect text corpus from Chinese corpus 2 , and generate 100 million
images with 64 commonly used fonts using Text Render 3 . Specifically, for each synthetic sample,
the text transcription as well as the character bounding boxes are given.
We first pretrain the encoder and decoder serially on the collected real images and the synthetic
images, and then evaluate our model on a large-scale Chinese text image benchmark BCTR [5].
BCTR consists of four subsets (scene, web, document, and handwriting) and provides 1.4 million
fully labeled images in total. The scene subset is derived from some scene text datasets, including
RCTW [44], ReCTS [53], LSVT [45], ArT [9], and CTW [51], resulting in 636,455 images. The
web subset is constructed based on the MTWI [18] dataset and contains 140589 text images. The
2
3
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document subset is composed of 500000 synthetic text images generated by Text Render in document
style. The handwriting subset is collected from a handwriting dataset SCUT-HCCDoc [52], and
116643 text images are included.
English text word images. We collect about 4.2 million unlabeled English word images from
COCO-Text [47] and Book32 [19] for encoder pretraining. To be specific, we obtain about 0.5
million cropped images from COCO-Text with the official annotations. Besides, about 3.7 million
cropped images are collected from Book32 with the predicted bounding boxes yielded by DB4 [28].
In addition, we also synthesize 100 million English word images for decoder pretraining. Similarly,
we collect corpus from WikiText103 [35] and generate synthetic images with Text Render and 10
commonly used English fonts.
Following [43; 50; 12; 49; 54], two synthetic dastsets MJSynth [20] and SynthText [15] are used for
the training of downstream recognition task. We evaluate our model on six public scene text datasets:
ICDAR 2013 (IC13) [25], Street View Text (SVT) [48], IIIT5K-Words (IIIT5K) [36]), ICDAR 2015
(IC15) [24], Street View Text-Perspective (SVTP) [37], and CUTE80 (CUTE) [41]). The samples in
the first three datasets are all regular text images and the remaining datasets may contain perspective
or curved text images.
4.2

Implementation Details

Encoder-decoder transformer. The image patches are fed into a linear projection layer, and then
sent to the ViT. Three ViT structures are studied: ViT-S (12 transformer blocks with dimension 384),
ViT-B (12 transformer blocks with dimension 768), and ViT-L (24 transformer blocks with dimension
1024). The decoder consists of four decoder layers, each of which includes a self-attention unit, a
cross-attention unit, and an FFN unit. Each attention module is a 12-head attention with dimension
384.
We train the encoder-deocoder transformer with AdamW optimizer [32], cosine learning rate decay
[31], a weight decay of 0.05, a drop path ratio of 0.1 and a batch size of 512. When the model is
trained from scratch, the learning rate is set to 1e − 3. Otherwise, the model is optimized with a
initial learning rate of 1e − 4. We set the training epochs as 120 and 20 for the Chinese text line
recognition model and the English word recognition model with a warm-up of 5 epochs and 0.5
epoch respectively.
Masked encoder pretraining. The CAE regressor consists of four regressor layers. Each layer
includes a cross-attention unit, where the queries are learnable mask queries for the first layer and
the output embeddings of the previous layer for other layers, and an FFN unit. The CAE decoder
consists of four layers, and each layer includes a self-attention unit and an FFN unit. Each attention
module is also a 12-head attention with dimension 384. Following [16], we use the normalized pixel
values of each masked patch as task.
We optimize the model with AdamW optimizer and set learning rate with the linear learning rate
scaling rule [13]: lr = base_lr × batchsize/256. By default, the base_lr is set to 1.5e − 4 with
cosine learning rate decay and a 0.5 epoch warm-up. We train the encoder for 10 epochs with the
batch size being 4096 for ViT-S and ViT-B, and 2048 for ViT-L due to the memory limitation of GPU.
Masked decoder pretraining. We mask some characters and accordingly mask the patches that
contain the characters. This might lead to that a different number of patches are masked for different
text images as one character may correspond to a different number of patches. We adopt masked
attention to replace the original attention in the encoder with the parameters unchanged.
We pretrain the decoder for 5 epochs with a batch size of 512, a initial learning rate of 1e − 4, a 0.5
epoch warmup and a cosine learning rate decay.
Data preprocessing. Since the Chinese text line images vary greatly in width, we resize the height
of the input image to 32 with the aspect ratio kept and pad the width of the input images to 400. For
the English word samples, we directly resize all input images to 32 × 128. We set the width of the
split vertical patch to 4 for all datasets by default. During the training of downstream recognition,
some data augmentations like rotation, distortion, and colorJitter are also used.
4
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Table 1: Ablation about encoder pretraining. We report the text recognition results for three cases:
randomly initialized encoder, pretrained encoder fixed during downstream task training, and pretrained
encoder fine-tuned during downstream task training. One can see that the score is also good when
the pretrained encoder is fixed, indicating that the pretrained encoder is already able to learn the
semantics. Fine-tuning pretrained encoder outperforms fixing pretrained encoder, implying that the
adaptation to downstream tasks, exploiting the domain knowledge, is helpful. The superiority over
random encoder demonstrates the effectivess of encoder pretraining.

Training from random encoder
Fixing pretrained encoder
Fine-tuning pretrained encoder

Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

68.8
62.8
72.3

70.7
67.5
73.7

98.6
98.1
99.2

49.4
54.3
62.5

75.8
73.6
79.8

Table 2: Ablation about masking ratio in encoder pretraining. In our experiments, we choose 0.45 as
the masking ratio.

4.3

Masking ratio

Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

0.30
0.45
0.60

71.5
72.3
72.0

73.1
73.7
73.6

99.1
99.2
99.1

61.8
62.5
60.7

79.3
79.8
79.4

Evaluation

We evaluate BCTR by first processing the predictions and ground truth with the following rules as
[5]: (i) convert the full-width characters to half-width characters; (ii) convert all traditional Chinese
characters to simplified characters; (iii) convert all English characters to lowercase; (iv) remove all
spaces. After that, we computer the accuracy in sentence level over each subsets and the whole
dataset (avg).
To evaluate the six scene English text datasets, we follow [43; 50; 12; 49; 54] and evaluate the
recognition performance of our model with the case-insensitive word accuracy. We also report the
average accuracy (avg) over both datasets.
4.4

Ablation Studies

In this section, we conduct ablation studies on BCTR dataset to verify the effectiveness of pretraining.
All experiments are conducted on 8 A100 GPUs with the ViT-B as encoder.
Encoder pretraining. We compare the results of downstream tasks for three cases: (i) randomly
initialized encoder, (ii) pretrained encoder fixed during downstream task training, and (iii) pretrained
encoder fine-tuned during downstream task training. The results are given in Table 1. We use linear
probing (ii) to evaluate the pretraining quality of representation learning by fixing the pretrained
encoder and only update the rest modules. The acceptable result in Table 1 shows that the pretrained
encoder can learn meaningful representations from the input image. We also fine-tune the pretrained
encoder during the downstream tasking, and the accuracy is improved by 4.0% over training from
scratch, also showing the effectiveness of the encoder pretraining.
We also explore the effect of different masking ratios: 0.30, 0.45, and 0.60. The results are shown in
Table 2. The masking ratio of 0.45 works better in downstream recognition task. We observe that
our optimal masking ratio is not so high as [16] (0.75), perhaps because the text images have higher
information density.
Decoder pretraining. We report the results for: (i) randomly initialized decoder with fixing pretrained encoder, (ii) pretrained encoder and decoder fixed during downstream task training (only
fine-tuning the linear classifiers), (iii) pretrained decoder fine-tuned only during downstream task
training, and (iv) fine-tuning both the encoder and the decoder. The results are given in Table 3.
When conducting linear probing (ii), our method achieves the accuracy of 47.8%, showing that our
pretraining can learn useful representations for the downstream recognition task. We also finetune the
decoder with the encoder fixed and fine-tuned, and 0.8% (73.6% v.s. 74.4%) and 1.0% (79.8% v.s.
7

Table 3: Ablation about decoder pretraining. We consider four cases: randomly initialized decoder,
pretrained decoder fixed during downstream task training (only fine-tuning the linear classifier),
pretrained decoder fine-tuned during downstream task training, and fine-tuning both the encoder
and the decoder. The first three cases do not fine-tune the pretrained encoder. For the case of
fixing pretrained decoder, we only fine-tune the linear classifier. The result (47.8%) shows that the
pretrained decoder has certain capability about decoding. The reason that the result is not high is
that the dataset for pretraining the decoder is synthesized and there is a domain difference from the
downstream dataset, BCTR.
Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

62.8
39.1
63.9
73.9

67.5
54.7
67.8
74.8

98.1
66.3
98.4
99.3

54.3
28.1
55.4
63.7

73.6
47.8
74.4
80.8

Training from random decoder
Fixing pretrained decoder
Fine-tuning pretrained decoder
Fine-tuning both pretrained encoder and decoder

Table 4: Ablation about the masking strategy in decoder pretraining. It can be seen that masking
helps the performance, especially for scene.

w/o masking
w/ masking

Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

73.1
73.9

74.6
74.8

99.3
99.3

63.6
63.7

80.5
80.8

Table 5: Studying if the pretrained encoder is simultaneously retrained during decoder pretraining.
The performance for encoder retraining is inferior. The reason is that the style of synthesized text
image is different from the downstream text images.

Retraining encoder
Fixing encoder

Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

69.0
73.9

71.4
74.8

99.0
99.3

53.3
63.7

76.7
80.8

Table 6: Ablation about the vertical patch size.
Patch size
32 × 4
32 × 8

Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

68.8
64.0

70.7
67.3

98.6
97.5

49.4
43.3

75.8
72.2

80.8%) improvements are obtained respectively, further validating the effectiveness of our decoder
pretraining.
We report the results of decoder pretraining for two cases in Table 4: masking patches and not
masking patches. Compared to the model of without decoder pretraining, the two cases of decoder
pretraining contribute an improvement of 0.7% and 1.0% respectively. Besides, the better results
from masking patches suggest that the ability of language modeling is enhanced.
We also study the performance for the case of retraining the encoder from the pretrained weights
when pretraining the decoder. The results are shown in Table 5. The accuracy of 76.7% is achieved,
which is better than the model from scratch (76.7%v.s.75.8%). However, the accuracy drops by 4.1%
when compared with our serially pretraining (76.7%v.s.80.8%), which indicates that the pretrained
encoder is affected by the synthesized text images.
Vertical patch size. We consider two kinds of patch sizes and evaluate the performance over the
BCTR dataset without pretraining. The results are shown in Table 6. The larger patch size achieves
worse performance and drops the accuracy by 3.6%, probably due to the embedding token of larger
patch size has higher information density, which is more difficult to learn.
8

Table 7: Text recognition results on the BCTR dataset.
Methods
CRNN [42]
ASTER [43]
MORAN [33]
SAR [26]
SRN [50]
SEED [39]
TransOCR[4]
MaskOCR (ours, ViT-S)
MaskOCR (ours, ViT-B)
MaskOCR (ours, ViT-L)

Pretraining

Scene

Web

Document

Handwriting

Avg

#Params

×
×
×
×
×
×
×
√
√
√

53.4
54.5
51.8
62.5
60.1
49.6
63.3

54.5
52.3
49.9
54.3
52.3
46.3
62.3

97.5
93.1
95.8
93.8
96.7
93.7
96.9

46.4
38.9
39.7
31.4
18.0
32.1
53.4

67.0
64.7
64.3
67.3
65.0
61.2
72.8

84M

71.4
73.9
76.2

72.5
74.8
76.8

98.8
99.3
99.4

55.6
63.7
67.9

78.1
80.8
82.6

36M
100M
318M

Table 8: Text recognition results on six English scene text datasets.
Methods
ASTER [43]
SEED [39]
PIMNet [38]
SRN [50]
VisionLan [49]
ABINet [12]
ConCLR [54]
PerSec [30]
MaskOCR (ours, ViT-S)
MaskOCR (ours, ViT-B)
MaskOCR (ours, ViT-L)

4.5

Pretraining IC13 SVT IIIT5K IC15 SVTP CUTE Avg #Params
×
×
×
×
×
√
√
√
√
√
√

91.8
92.8
95.2
95.5
95.7
97.4
97.7
97.2

89.5
89.6
91.2
91.5
91.7
93.5
94.3
94.6

93.4
93.8
95.2
94.8
95.8
96.2
96.5
96.3

76.1
80.0
83.5
82.7
83.7
86.0
85.4
84.4

78.5
81.4
84.3
85.1
86.0
89.3
89.3
89.5

79.5
83.6
84.4
87.8
88.5
89.2
91.3
90.2

86.7
88.3
90.5
90.4
91.2
92.7
92.8
92.4

55M
33M
37M
37M
-

97.1
98.1
97.8

95.7
94.7
94.1

95.5
95.8
96.5

87.0
87.3
88.7

90.1
89.9
90.2

90.3
89.2
92.7

92.9
93.1
93.8

31M
97M
315M

Comparison with State-of-the-art Methods

Chinese Text Line Recognition. We evaluate the ability of our model to recognize Chinese text line
on the BCTR dataset. We set the number of input embeddings N to 40, since most of the samples in
BCTR have less than 40 characters. We show the results of our method and representative existing
methods on the BCTR dataset in Table 7. When training from scratch, our method with ViT-B as
encoder outperforms all the previous methods which with the similar model size. Specifically, our
method is better than the previous best method TransOCR [4] by 3.0% (72.8%v.s.75.8%). When
training with pretrained encoder and decoder, our models outperforms all the previous methods and
surpass the previous best results by large margins. In detail, our method shows steady improvement
with the increase of the model size, and improve over the state-of-the-art by 5.3%, 8.0%, and 9.8%
respectively.
English scene text recognition. Following [42; 43], we set the number of input embeddings N to
25 which exceeds the lengths of most English words. Since scene text appeared in natural scenes
always with distortions or irregular layout, we employ a spatial transformer network [22] which
is adopted in [43] to rectify the input image and train it with our recognizer jointly. We report the
results of our method and representative existing methods on English Scene text datasets in Table
8. Our small model achieves the best performance over the previous counterparts with the similar
model size. Specifically, our method achieves better accuracy than PerSec [30] which pretrained
with 100 million real data, while we only use 4.2 million real data for pretraining. ABINet [12] and
its extension ConCLR [54], performing similarly to our approach with small ViT, use an explicit
pretrained masked language model to correct the predicted result iteratively, which is complementary
to our approach and may benefit our approach. Our method benefit from bigger models: ours large
model pushs the SOTA result to a new level: 93.8% .
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5

Conclusion

The core of the proposed approach, MaskOCR, for text recognition lies in that we pretrain the
recognition model, including both the encoder and the decoder. The encoder pretraining is able to
benefit from large scale real text images that are easily available without the need of text annotation.
The decoder pretraining is able to benefit from the synthetic text images that are also easily available
with the character-level annotation easily obtained. Experiments verify the effectiveness of encoderdecoder pretraining.
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