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Abstract

Referring multi-object tracking (RMOT) is an emerging
cross-modal task that aims to localize an arbitrary number
of targets based on a language expression and continuously
track them in a video. This intricate task involves reason-
ing on multi-modal data and precise target localization with
temporal association. However, prior studies overlook the
imbalanced data distribution between newborn targets and
existing targets due to the nature of the task. In addition,
they only indirectly fuse multi-modal features, struggling
to deliver clear guidance on newborn target detection. To
solve the above issues, we conduct a collaborative match-
ing strategy to alleviate the impact of the imbalance, boost-
ing the ability to detect newborn targets while maintaining
tracking performance. In the encoder, we integrate and en-
hance the cross-modal and multi-scale fusion, overcoming
the bottlenecks in previous work, where limited multi-modal
information is shared and interacted between feature maps.
In the decoder, we also develop a referring-infused adap-
tation that provides explicit referring guidance through the
query tokens. The experiments showcase the superior per-
formance of our model (+3.42%) compared to prior works,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our designs.

1. Introduction

Over the past decades, multi-object tracking (MOT) has
played an important role in computer vision and has been
widely used in different scenarios, such as public secu-
rity [40], traffic surveillance [ 18], autonomous driving [25],
broadcasting [23], and wildlife research [26], where under-
standing and monitoring the movement of multiple entities
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Figure 1. Tracking pipelines for SOT, MOT, and our proposed
pipeline for RMOT. (a). SOT focuses on tracking one object and
maintaining its location with a classification head and a regres-
sion head. (b). MOT tracks multiple objects simultaneously and
manages multiple identities. (c). We propose a framework for
RMOT that considers the language prompt (“A person riding a
bike” in this case) and only tracks the targets meeting the de-
scription. The proposed framework consists of a novel referring-
infused query adaptation (RIQA) module, a collaborative query
matching (CQM) decoder, and a cross-model encoder (CME).

over time is critical. MOT can be defined as the process
of following the trajectories of a set of objects through dif-
ferent frames while keeping their identities discriminated.
Compared with single object tracking (SOT) [2,3, 14], MOT
not only detects and associates more objects but also man-
ages unique identities for each object and handles frequent
occlusions.

Traditional MOT methods often lack the nuanced under-
standing required to follow specific targets when guided by
natural language descriptions, a challenge that becomes par-
ticularly evident when users wish to focus on objects of
interest described semantically. Meanwhile, referring un-
derstanding [ 1, 16,37, 45]that integrates natural language



processing into scene perception has raised great attention,
with the advancement of vision-language models (VLMs).
It aims to localize targets of interest in images or videos
under the instruction of human language. In this paper,
we focus on an emerging task named referring multi-object
tracking (RMOT), which enhances conventional MOT and
takes into account language understanding. RMOT im-
proves MOT’s ability to meet human intentions, signifi-
cantly broadens the applicability, and boosts functional ef-
ficiency. Instead of tracking all visible objects in the scene,
RMOT aims at tracking only the referent targets. For exam-
ple, if we input “A person riding a bike” as the text prompt,
the tracker should only track the ones meeting the descrip-
tion while ignoring other objects such as “cars” and ““a per-
son on foot”, which are also tracked in MOT. Fig. 1 illus-
trates the typical tracking pipelines for SOT, MOT, and our
proposed pipeline for RMOT.

Nevertheless, current transformer-based models are
faced with several challenges that lead to a sub-optimal per-
formance in RMOT [37,50]. First of all, based on the trans-
former architecture, they train a joint decoder for newborn
target detection and existing target tracking. However, the
imbalanced distribution of newborn targets and existing tar-
gets in the dataset impairs the training of newborn target
detection. While the query tokens for existing targets, re-
ferred to as “track queries” are activated and trained during
the whole lifespan of the targets, the queries for newborn
targets, referred to as “detection queries”, are only activated
once when the targets first appear in the video. This in-
sufficient training in newborn target detection leads to poor
performance when dealing with uncommon targets.

In terms of language guidance, current designs fuse the
text embedding with image features right after the vision
backbone, providing a mixed-modal feature map to later
stages. However, the fused feature is not a direct input to the
most critical decoder and contains no explicit semantic in-
formation, leading to relatively weak and indirect language
guidance that cannot be effectively reasoned in the decoder.
Recent work, such as Segment Anything (SAM) [17, 31],
adopts a different paradigm to fuse images and prompts.
Specifically, SAM concatenates the prompt embedding and
query tokens as the input to the decoder, providing strong
and direct guidance. However, models like SAM cannot
be naively applied in RMOT. Despite its strong zero-shot
segmentation performance, SAM requires explicit point or
box prompts to focus on a specific instance and does not
support arbitrary language guidance or newborn target de-
tection, not fitting the need of the RMOT task.

Observing the aforementioned challenges, we propose a
new state-of-the-art tracking algorithm with referring sup-
port. On one hand, we propose a strategy that relaxes the
matching criteria and thereby increases the activation fre-
quency of the detection queries. During training, the ex-

isting targets are not solely matched with track queries but
also can be matched with detection queries. On the other
hand, we propose a query adaptor that directly fuses the
text prompt with the queries, providing strong guidance and
enhancing the model’s reasoning capability. Prior to the de-
coder, we also develop a unified encoder that generates a
well-rounded fusion of both modalities and effectively in-
corporates interaction among multi-scale feature maps and
text inputs. The key contributions of this work are outlined
as follows:

* We introduce an effective training strategy to boost the
model’s detection performance by jointly training the
detection queries and track queries, which alleviates
the impact caused by the imbalanced distribution of
targets.

* Prior works leverage a simple but limited architecture
to enable referring in MOT tasks, leading to weak
multi-modal fusion and difficulties in understanding
nuanced user intention. In contrast, our proposed al-
gorithm provides stronger and more direct guidance to
ensure more accurate tracking.

* In the decoder, we redesign its architecture to better
integrate the text prompt into the decoder queries; out-
side of the decoder, we develop a new cross-modal en-
coder that boosts the information exchange between
the multi-modal and multi-scale features.

» Extensive experiments confirm the effectiveness of our
proposed components, leading to a +3.42% improve-
ment.

2. Method

In this section, we elaborate on each component of our
proposed system. Taking the video stream and a language
query as inputs, our goal is to output the track boxes of
the corresponding query. The detection part of our model
mainly follows Deformable DETR [51]. On top of it, we
integrate three components to enhance the model capacity:
(1). Collaborative Query Matching (CQM). The imbal-
ance of newborn targets and existing targets impairs the
overall model performance. We use CQM to facilitate new-
born object detection while maintaining the performance of
existing target tracking. (2). Referring-Infused Query
Adaptation (RIQA). In addition to the indirect fusion of
the language description and image in the encoder, we inject
a direct information change between the reference and the
queries in the decoder, which explicitly guides the queries to
detect desired targets. (3). Cross-Modal Encoder (CME).
The encoder of previous work suffers from the limited per-
ceptive field of the image features. We develop a new CME
to boost the multi-modal fusion by facilitating the exchange
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Figure 2. Our proposed pipeline. The transformer-based framework with a memory bank accepts a video frame, a language expression,
and a set of learnable queries as input. With the temporal information from past frames in the memory bank, it outputs embeddings
corresponding to the tracked targets. RIQA fuses the language information with queries and CQM jointly optimizes the newborn target

detection and existing target tracking.

of information between the image features. The overview
of our method is illustrated in Fig. 2.

2.1. Transformer-based RMOT

Our model consists of four key components: feature ex-
tractor, encoder, decoder, and temporal reasoning module.

The feature extractor first produces visual and linguis-
tic features for the raw video and text. Formally, given a
N-frame video, an image backbone extracts the frame-wise
pyramid feature maps I, € RE>*HixWi where n repre-
sents the frame index, and Cj, H;, W; represents the chan-
nel depth, height, width of the I level feature map, respec-
tively. At the same time, a linguistic model embeds the text
description T into a set of word embeddings S,, € RE¥*P,
where D is the embedding dimension, and L is the number
of embedded tokens.

Then, an encoder fuses the features of two modalities per
frame and gets a stack of vision-language fused embeddings
E, ={E},.-- E!}. For each level of feature maps:

E! = Attn(Q = PE/(I')), K = PE®(S,,),V =8,) (1)

, where PE!(-), PES(-) integrate the positional embeddings
into image features and text features, respectively. “Attn”
refers to a few attention blocks. A multi-scale deformable
attention [5 1] is then adopted to further refine the fused em-

beddings.
E!, = MSDeformAttn(E,, py, Er) )

, where “MSDeformAttn” follows the notation in [51], and
pq denotes the reference points for deformable attention.
Next, a decoder is used to make predictions for object de-
tection and tracking by updating a set of learnable queries
Qn = {QPetect QTrackl The learnable queries are cate-
gorized into two types: detection queries Q¢**“*, and track
queries QTTack  QPetect detects potential newborn targets
in the current frame, and QT”‘C’“ represents the tracked tar-
gets from the previous frames that aim to locate the same
target in the current frame.

Q}, = Decoder(E,, Q) 3)

Br?etect7 BTYL“rack _ RH(Q;) (4)

, where Q! = {QPetect! QTrackiy are the updated queries,
and BPetect pTack are the predicted bounding boxes of
newborn targets and tracked targets at the current frame,
calculating from @/, via a referent head (RH). The RH con-
sists of three branches: class, box, and referring. The class
branch uses a linear projection to output a binary probabil-
ity, indicating whether the resulting embedding represents
a real object. The box branch is a 3-layer feed-forward



network (FFN) with ReLU activations, except for the final
layer, and predicts the bounding box location for all visible
objects. The referring branch is another linear projection
that outputs referent scores as binary values, reflecting the
likelihood that the object matches the given expression.

After decoding the queries from single-frame features,
the temporal reasoning module integrates the information
from past frames, in order to refine the boxes and queries.
It can be formulated as follows:

Q™ = Attn(Q = PET(Q),),
K =PET(QI™ ),
V=QE, ) )

Q;emp/ — Attn(Q _ PEQ (Cxlemp)7
K =PEQ(QtmP),
v =Qimr) ©)

, where fo:'}?fn_l are the refined temporal queries of pre-
vious K frames; PET PE¥ represent temporal positional
encoding, and query positional embedding, respectively.
QLe™?’ is the temporal refined queries of the current frame.

Given the temporal refined queries, we calculate the

offsets to refine the boxes and get the final predictions
BDetect/ BTTack/
n ? n ‘

AB,,?EteCt, AB;.Z;rack _ FFN(Q;emp/) (7)

Detect/ Trackr __ Detect Detect Track Track
pDetectr pTracks _ \ gDetect  pDetect A pTrack y pT

®)
2.2. Collaborative Query Matching

Traditional transformer-based MOT algorithms adopt
one-to-one bipartite matching for detection queries in all
decoder layers. However, the algorithms underestimate the
imbalanced activations between detection queries and track
queries caused by the natural difference in the number of
newborn targets and existing targets in the dataset. That is,
any object newly showed up will become existing targets
in later frames, making newborn targets relatively sparse in
the dataset. Once the target is detected, it is assigned to
a track query in the following frames, therefore, each tar-
get only activates the detection query once but activates the
track query multiple times in the subsequent frames. The
insufficient training of detection queries significantly im-
pairs the model performance. To resolve the interference
in newborn detection caused by track queries, we propose
collaborative query learning.

In current auxiliary training, as the example depicted in
Fig. 3, the intermediate outputs of each decoder layer are

(a). Conventional Query Matching (b). Collaborative Query Matching (CQM)
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Figure 3. Comparison of conventional query matching and our
proposed CQM. Both methods use identical loss terms from [37]:
object loss (Lop;), referring loss (Lref), and bounding box loss
(Lpoz). In both matching, track queries match the pre-assigned
existing targets at each decoder layer. Conventional matching per-
forms bipartite matching between detection queries and newborn
targets at each layer. In contrast, CQM matches detection queries
with both existing and newborn targets in the intermediate decoder
layers, except in the final layer.

also treated as final outputs and contribute to the loss. In
each layer, track queries (1) and (2)) are trained to local-
ize the same pre-matched targets (@ and @), and detec-
tion queries do a one-to-one bipartite matching with those
newborn targets (@). Therefore, in this example, only one
detection query ( [1]) is effectively activated and trained.

Instead of urging a one-to-one matching, CQM allows
the detection queries to match the existing targets in the
intermediate layers, as shown in Fig. 3. Except for the fi-
nal output, the existing targets can be discovered by another
detection query besides the assigned track query. In the ex-
ample, @ and @ are not only matched with (1) and (2,
respectively, but also are matched with detection queries
and [3]. Therefore, in addition to [1] is trained by matching
with @, @ and @ are also activited. Compared with tradi-
tional auxiliary training, CQM significantly boosts the train-
ing frequency of detection queries and, as a consequence,
improves the model performance.

2.3. Referring-Infused Query Adaptation

Recent works [37, 50] focus on fusing the text prompt
with image features in the early stages of the system, which
lacks direct guidance for object detection in the later de-
coder stage. To tackle this, we encode the user semantic
intention directly into the queries to provide explicit guid-
ance. The organization of our queries, which follows pre-
vious work [22,29,36, 51], consists of two parts: position
part, and content part. The position part presents the spa-
tial prior, and the content part represents the semantic prior
of the query. In our study, each query has a dimension of
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Figure 4. Overview of Referring-Infused Query Adaptation: (a)
Pre-Decoder Adaptation and (b) In-Decoder Adaptation. Pre-
decoder adaptation integrates sentence embeddings with queries
before entering the decoder with an extra self-attention layer. In-
decoder adaptation integrates them within the decoder by leverag-
ing the existing self-attention stage. Notice that the sentence em-
beddings in (b) only participate in self-attention, bypassing cross-
attention between queries and cross-modal features.

R*2D " The first half of each query is the position part
and the second half of each is the content part. Inspired
by the decoder architectures of Deformable-DETR [51] and
SAM [17], we propose two different types of RIQAs, i.e.,
pre-decoder adaptation and in-decoder adaptation, that in-
ject sentence embedding into the content part of each query.
Both types first generate a sentence embedding S, € R**P
of the text prompt 7" via a frozen sentence encoder and a
trainable FFN.

Ss = FFN(SentenceEncoder(T")) )

For infusing referring text, we especially choose sentence
embedding over individual word embeddings to provide
more general, flexible and meanwhile less restricted guid-
ance in query.

2.3.1 Pre-Decoder Adaptation

The overview of pre-decoder adaptation is depicted in Fig. 4
(a). It first fuses linguistic intention with the queries,
then feeds the referring-infused queries into the decoder
same as in previous work. Formally, element-wiseS; is

added to the content part of each query from the last frame
Qrn—1][content].

Qn—1]content] = Qn_1[content] ® S, (10)

, where @ represents element-wise addition. The referring-
infused queries for the current frame @, are obtained
through a self-attention layer outside the decoder.

Qn = Attn(Q = PET(Qn—l)v
K = PET(anl)a
V=0Qn-1) (11)

2.3.2 In-Decoder Adaptation

The in-decoder adaptation uses a different way to fuse lin-
guistic intention with queries, as depicted in Fig. 4 (b).
The sentence embedding S, is concatenated with a train-
able position part g, € R™P to form a referring query
S’ € RY™2D_ Then we concatenate this extra query with
the original detection and track queries to form a new set
of queries Q.. {S%,Q,} for in-decoder adapta-
tion. Taking the concatenated queries @ gl each de-

coder layer j computes the outputs as follows. We first fuse
the information across the queries via self-attention.

Q,» =Atn(Q=PE?Q, ;1 ),

adapt Nodapt
K =PEY(Q,;-1 ),
V=Q,-1) 12)
adapt

- {Ssala Qnﬂ}
Then we only do deformable attentlon between the lan-
guage fused embeddings FE/, and the non-linguistic queries,

ie., Q-
Qi =MSDeformAtn(Q,i,py, EL)  (13)

ndeform

It can be decoupled into two parts @, it

The output queries of the decoder layer j are obtained by
catenating S/, with Q. and forwarding to an FFN with

de form

a residual connection.

Q. = FFN(Concate(S}, Qi

Nadapt de form

2.4. Cross-Modal Encoder

)+ an]dam) (14)

As introduced in Sec. 2.1, the conventional encoder is
constructed by a multi-modal fuser (Eq. (1)) followed by
multiple deformable encoding layers (Eq. (2)). However,
during the fusion of modalities, it disregards the information
exchange between the patches on each feature map, as visu-
alized in Fig. 5 (a). In Eq. (1), the word embeddings S,, per-
form cross-attention on the extracted feature maps pyramid.
Although information passes between the feature maps on
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Figure 5. Visualization of encoder limitations in prior studies: (a)
Lack of information exchange between patches at the same scale
results in weak multi-modal fusion, (b) especially when a target
spans multiple patches.

different scales (as the blue arrow in Fig. 5), each patch
on the same scale independently performs cross-attention
with the word embeddings, lacking information exchange
between others. Due to the lack of information exchange,
each patch only represents the information of a limited per-
ceptive field, leading to an unsatisfied fusion when the ob-
ject appears across the patches. As shown in Fig. 5 (b),
every patch only captures a part of the object, therefore, ef-
fortlessly performs attention with the word embeddings.

Observing the limitation, we propose to first perform de-
formable attention on each feature map, exchanging infor-
mation between patches, and then the model performs cross
attention with word embedding to fuse both modalities. For-
mally, our proposed CME is defined as follows:

I, = MSDeformAttn(1,,, py, I,) (15)

E'' = Attn(Q = PE/(I)), K = PE®(S,,),V = S,,) (16)

,and B/, = {E'l ... E}.

3. Experiments
3.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. We evaluate the proposed method on two
datasets: Refer-KITTI [37] and Refer-KITTI-V2 [50].
Evaluation Metrics. To ensure fair comparison with prior
baseline [37], we also employ Higher Order Tracking Accu-
racy (HOTA) [24] as the primary evaluation metric. HOTA
measures the alignment between the predicted and ground-
truth trajectories. It provides a comprehensive and bal-
anced assessment by jointly considering the performance
of detection and association. It is defined as the geo-
metric mean of detection accuracy (DetA) and associa-
tion accuracy (AssA), i.e., HOTA = +v/DetA - AssA. Ad-
ditionally, we adopt the following sub-metrics: detection

recall/precision (DetRe/DetPr), association recall/precision
(AssRe/AssPr), and localization accuracy score (LocA).
Model Details. We leverage ResNet-50 [15] as the back-
bone to extract image embeddings and all-mpnet-base-v2
[34] as the text encoder to extract both word embeddings
and the sentence embedding. As with deformable DETR
[51], we adopt the last four feature maps of the backbone as
the input to the CME. The parameters associated with the
CME are initialized with random values, and the parame-
ters of the text encoder are frozen during training. The re-
maining parameters are initialized with official pre-trained
weights from [51] on the COCO dataset [20]. Our optimiza-
tion employs AdamW with a base learning rate of 1074,
except for the visual backbone with a learning rate of 1075,
We decrease the learning rate by a factor of 10 from the 40"
epoch. The window length K for temporal reasoning is set
to 5. We conduct end-to-end training on 6 NVIDIA RTX
A6000 GPUs, with a batch size of 6. During inference, the
model operates without the need for post-processing, such
as non-maximum suppression [7]. We employ detection
thresholds 8,,; = 0.7 and a referring threshold 3.y = 0.3
to localize visible objects and filter referent targets.

3.2. Qualitative Results

We visualize some examples in Fig. 6. In each referring
example, the upper panels visualize the predicted tracked
referent targets by our model, and the lower panels show
all detected visible objects by our model. As depicted,
our method can identify and track the referent targets accu-
rately, even in various challenging situations, such as mul-
tiple objects, change of object status, and varying number
of instances. Our model can precisely understand and rec-
ognize the meaning of object category, color, and position
intentions in the text prompts. Consider the above panels of
each example. In Fig. 6 (a), our model successfully identi-
fies the concepts “vehicles with light color”, and “opposite
direction”. In Fig. 6 (b), the model understands the mean-
ing of “red” and “ahead of us”, tracking the red car with ID
551, while filtering out the red car with ID 555 on the left.
Similarly, the model only tracks the people on the left while
filtering out all people on the right. On the other hand, our
model maintains outstanding object detection performance,
as illustrated in the bottom row of each example.

3.3. Quantitative Results

We examine the proposed method and several competi-
tors in Tab. 1. For the “detect-and-track” methods, i.e.,
FairMOT [48], ByteTrack [47], we integrated the encoder
into the detection module, followed by independent track-
ers to associate each referent target, for a fair comparison.
iKUN [13] adopts the same paradigm exploiting a founda-
tion model CLIP [30] to adaptively extract visual features.
For the one-stage Transformer-based methods, we compare
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Figure 6. Qualitative examples. The above panels of each example visualize the predicted referent targets of our model. The bottom panels
show all visible objects detected by our model. Blue bounding boxes stand for model predictions and the red bounding boxes are the
ground truths. The number above each prediction is the assigned ID for that target, and the same ID across each frame represents the active
tracking. The number below each prediction is the referring score/ object score, respectively. Zoom in on the figures for more details.

Method | B Refer-KITTI | Refer-KITTI-V2
‘ ‘ HOTA 1 DetAt AssAt DetRet DetPrf AssRe? AssPrf LocAt ‘ HOTAT DetAt AssAT DetRet DetPrf AssRet AssPrf  LocAft
FairMOT [48] X 22.78 1443 39.11 16.44 45.48 43.05 71.65  74.77 22.53 15.80 32.82 20.60 37.03 36.21 7194 7828
ByteTrack [47] | X 24.95 1550  43.11 18.25 43.48 48.64 70.72  73.90 24.59 16.78  36.63 22.60 36.18 41.00 69.63  78.00
iKUN [13] X 48.84 3574  66.80  51.97 52.25 72.95 87.09 -b 10.32 2.17 49.717 2.36 19.75 58.48 68.64  74.56
TransRMOT [37] | v | 46.56 3797 5733  49.69 60.10 60.02 89.67 9033 31.00 19.40  49.68 36.41 28.97 54.59 8229  89.82
TempRMOT [50] | v | 5221 4095  66.75 55.65 59.25 71.82 8776 90.40 35.04 2297 53.58 34.23 40.41 59.50 81.29  90.07
Ours v | 5563 4373 70.77 62.68 59.12 74.52 9339  89.83 37.22 2338 59.25 39.12 36.74 64.85 86.92  91.08

# “E” means end-to-end training.

® iKUN conducts oracle experiments, i.e., the bounding boxes are revised based on ground truth.

Table 1. Quantitative results of our method and the state-of-the-art baselines. The best performance is highlighted in red.

our model with TransRMOT [37] and TempRMOT [50]. On
both datasets, our method achieves a superior performance
(HOTA of 55.63% on Refer-KITTI, and 37.22% on Refer-
KITTI-V2, respectively). Specifically, we surpass the pre-
vious best model, TempRMOT [50], by a significant margin
of 2.18% on HOTA, and beats all other competitors in seven
of eight matrics. This outstanding performance in both de-
tection and association illustrates the effectiveness of our
proposed CEM, RIQA, coupled with CQM during training.

3.4. Ablation Study

To investigate the effect of core components in our
model, we conduct extensive ablation studies on Refer-
KITTI-V2. Table 2 illustrates the results of all combinations
of our proposed components. Every combination exhibits a
positive impact on the overall performance. Specifically,

using CME effectively fuses the information from different
modalities, remarkably improving the association (4+2.84%
on AssA). This may be because the information exchange
between the patches benefits the feature extraction of the
objects spanning multiple patches. CQM, on the other hand,
improves detection and association simultaneously, thanks
to more activations for the detection queries during training.
RIQA provides explicit intention guidance to the queries,
boosting the reasoning ability of the model and, therefore,
leading to a significant improvement in association (+3.32%
on AssA, and +8.02% on AssPr).

We also investigate the effect of two types of RIQA, in
Tab. 3. For pre-decoder adaptation, we examine the effect of
infusing sentence embedding with detection queries, track
queries, and both. The results indicate that RIQA improves
performance compared to decoding by vanilla queries. Sur-
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35.04 2297  53.58 3423 40.41 59.50 81.29  90.07
v 35.66 2254 5642 4599 30.65 63.62 81.77  90.98

‘ Metrics

v 36.06 23.05 5643 39.20 35.87 61.80 85.92  91.08
v v 36.27 23.16  56.80 41.02 34.73 63.52 81.67  91.58
v 36.23 23.07  56.90 34.99 40.37 60.97 89.31 90.55
v v 36.45 2340  56.71 38.61 37.35 61.71 87.22  90.76
v v 36.77 23.96  56.41 42.38 35.54 61.83 86.16  90.20
v v v 37.22 2338  59.25 39.12 36.74 64.85 86.92  91.08

Table 2. Ablation studies of different proposed components.

Method Metrics
1. Pre-decoder
QDetect  ()Track HOTAT DetAt AssAT DetRet DetPrf AssRef AssPrf LocAf
v 3545 2277 5519  50.08  29.46 62.65 80.80  85.14
v 3588 2373 5426 5178 30.46 61.59 80.32  82.58
v v 36.23 23.07 5690 3499 4037 60.97 89.31 90.55
2. In-decoder ‘ 35.05 2260 5437 3586 37.94 59.99 8427  89.06

Table 3. Effects of different RIQA. For pre-decoder adaptation, the
sentence embedding can be infused with either detection queries,
track queries, or both.

Bref ‘ HOTA DetA AssA DetRe DetPr AssRe AssPr LocA

02 | 37.06 23.80 57.72 43.06 3473 6430 8274 91.03
0.3 37.22 2338 5925 39.12 36.74 6485 8692 91.08
04 | 36.84 2386 5688 39.71 3742 6269 83.66 91.10
0.5 36.03 2322 5591 3649 3897 6097 8430 91.17
0.6 | 3494 2207 5533 3256 40.65 59.62 8546 91.26
0.7 | 3339 2045 5454 2793 4327 5811 8691 9147
0.8 | 2999 17.15 5245 21.17 4747 5509 8872 91.85

Table 4. Performance of the model on different 8. .

prisingly, we do not observe significant improvement in in-
decoder adaptation compared with the baseline. We assume
this is because the self-attention between the sentence em-
bedding and the queries interferes with the semantic infor-
mation of the queries, which impacts the performance.
Lastly, we investigate the effect of referring threshold
Bres in Tab. 4. In inference, depending on this threshold,
the model predicts whether the detected object fits the re-
ferring text. Overall, 3. has a significant impact on the
balance between precision and recall. A lower threshold
favors a better balance and, therefore, maximizes HOTA.
When the threshold goes up, the model prioritizes precision
at the cost of recall, reducing HOTA. In the experiment, our
model achieves the best performance when 3.y = 0.3.

4. Related Work
4.1. Referring Understanding

The core challenge of referring understanding is to
model the semantic alignment of cross-modal sources.
Early methods [9, 21, 27] mainly fuse the sources in two
stages: 1). Adopting an off-the-shelf object detector to pro-
pose massive object proposals. 2). Leveraging a seman-
tic alignment model to learn the similarity between pro-
posals and language expression and find best-fitted objects.
Nevertheless, the performance of these methods heavily re-
lies on the quality of the object detector. Later approaches

[4,19] fuse multiple modalities on early features employing
a cross-modal attention mechanism instead of proposals.
Additionally, some works provide better semantic align-
ment interpretability via graph modeling [41], progressive
reasoning [42], or multi-temporal-range learning [12].

4.2. Multi-Object Tracking

Prior works [ 1,5, 10] adopt a two-stage detect-and-track
paradigm thanks to the advanced development of image-
level object detection [8, 32, 33]. They first detect ob-
jects in each frame, and then associate the detections across
frames, thereby tracking individual objects over time. Re-
cent works [28,46,49] propose one-stage trackers, mostly
based on trainable transformer [35] encoder-decoder archi-
tecture. They angle MOT as a set prediction problem,
by representing objects implicitly in the decoder queries,
which are embeddings used by the decoder to output bound-
ing box coordinates and class predictions. Each query refers
to a low-dimensional vector that contains object informa-
tion. Utilizing these semantically rich vectors to model tem-
poral relationships is efficient and effective To further im-
prove the performance, some efforts investigate the use of
temporal memory [6], domain adaptation [43], off-the-shelf
detector guidance [49], and label reassignment [39, 44].

4.3. Referring Tracking

Referring single-object tracking has been studied for
several years. Most recent SOTA solutions mainly follow
the joint tracking paradigm. MTTR [4] applies a DETR-
like [8] multi-modal module to decode instance-level fea-
tures into a set of multimodal sequences. ReferFormer [38]
inputs a set of object queries conditioned on language de-
scriptions into Transformer to estimate the referred object.
As for RMOT, Along with Refer-KITTI, the first baseline
model TransRMOT [37] is introduced. It is built upon the
end-to-end multi-object tracking method MOTR [46] to ac-
cept the cross-modal input. The latter approach, iKUN [13],
follows a two-stage paradigm. It first explicitly extracts ob-
ject proposals and then selects the objects matched with the
language expression. On the other hand, it introduces a neu-
ral version of Kalman filter to dynamically adjust process
noise and observation noise based on the current motion
status. On top of TransRMOT, TempRMOT [50] integrates
historical information into the model, refining the predic-
tions with the help of the outputs from previous frames.

5. Discussion

In this paper, we present a novel end-to-end frame-
work RMOT. We introduce a new matching strategy dur-
ing training, which effectively alleviates the imbalanced
activations between detection queries and track queries
caused by the difference in the number of newborn tar-
gets and existing targets in the dataset. We also pro-



pose a query adaptation component that explicitly fuses
the linguistic intention with the decoder queries, and en-
hances the reasoning. Besides, we redesign the encoder
that considers the information exchange between the im-
age patches at the same feature scale, improving the multi-

modal fusion efficiency.

Our model is evaluated on the

widely used datasets and achieves the SOTA performance,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our proposed compo-
nents.
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