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Abstract

Establishing correspondences across images is a funda-
mental challenge in computer vision, underpinning tasks
like Structure-from-Motion, image editing, and point track-
ing. Traditional methods are often specialized for specific
correspondence types, geometric, semantic, or temporal,
whereas humans naturally identify alignments across these
domains. Inspired by this flexibility, we propose MATCHA,
a unified feature model designed to “rule them all”, es-
tablishing robust correspondences across diverse matching
tasks. Building on insights that diffusion model features can
encode multiple correspondence types, MATCHA augments
this capacity by dynamically fusing high-level semantic and
low-level geometric features through an attention-based
module, creating expressive, versatile, and robust features.
Additionally, MATCHA integrates object-level features from
DINOv2 to further boost generalization, enabling a single
feature capable of matching anything. Extensive experi-
ments validate that MATCHA consistently surpasses state-
of-the-art methods across geometric, semantic, and tempo-
ral matching tasks, setting a new foundation for a unified
approach for the fundamental correspondence problem in
computer vision. To the best of our knowledge, MATCHA
is the first approach that is able to effectively tackle diverse
matching tasks with a single unified feature.

1. Introduction
“In computer vision, there is only one problem: correspon-
dence, correspondence, correspondence.” –Takeo Kanade

Establishing correspondences between images is a fun-
damental problem in computer vision, integral to a variety
of applications such as mapping and localization [42, 57],
image editing [43], object pose estimation [69] and point
tracking [12, 19]. Correspondence is typically categorized
by type: geometric [10, 36, 48, 55], semantic [26, 73, 74]
and temporal [6, 24, 54, 60] correspondences, as shown in
Fig. 1. Geometric correspondences identify 2D points in
images of static scenes that represent the same physical 3D
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Figure 1. MATCHA for matching anything. We visualize ge-
ometric, semantic and temporal correspondences established by
MATCHA, using a single feature descriptor.

point, with challenges in diverse illumination and viewpoint
variations. They are typically used to extract accurate geo-
metric transformations between cameras e.g., for structure-
from-motion applications. Semantic correspondences con-
nect similar object parts across distinct instances within a
category, demanding high-level abstraction across different
instances. Temporal correspondences, in contrast, match
points of the same instance across video frames, require to
handle both static and dynamic elements, occlusions, de-
formations and viewpoint changes stemming from complex
motions.

Addressing these distinct challenges usually requires
specialized models [10, 31, 38, 46, 63, 74]. However, hu-
mans can align points flexibly across different scenarios,
e.g., across static scenes, dynamic objects of different in-
stances under various viewpoints, prompting the question:
Do we really need a separate feature for each type of cor-
respondence problem? DIFT [60] offers a step toward this,
revealing that correspondence patterns can emerge naturally
from diffusion models [11, 53]. However, DIFT still re-
lies on distinct feature descriptors for different tasks, po-
tentially limiting its utility when the matching type is un-
known. More importantly, the unsupervised correspon-
dences learned by DIFT fall short of fully supervised meth-
ods in matching accuracy (cf . Sec. 4.1 and Sec. 4.2).

In this work, we introduce MATCHA, a foundation fea-
ture model for matching anything. Unlike DIFT, our ap-
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proach learns a single feature descriptor for geometric, se-
mantic, and temporal matching, incorporating explicit su-
pervision while leveraging the rich knowledge of founda-
tion models learned from large-scale data. Our experi-
ments confirm that combining foundation model knowl-
edge with targeted supervision is key to accurate and gen-
eralized matching (cf . Tab. 3 and Tab. 4). While adding
correspondence-level supervision is straight-forward, there
are only limited annotated datasets for supervision com-
pared to the scale of data a foundation model is usually
trained on, especially for semantic and temporal match-
ing tasks where human annotations are required for real-
world data. Thus, the main challenge that we need to ad-
dress is to find a proper way to inject accurate correspon-
dence supervision from only a limited amount of anno-
tated data, without destroying the rich information and gen-
eralization of features learned by foundation models. To
achieve this, we leverage an attention-based dynamic fea-
ture fusion module that learns to extract mutually supportive
knowledge from two domains, i.e., semantic and geomet-
ric, to enhance themselves for improved matching perfor-
mance. Guided by correspondence-level supervision, our
attention-based fusion enhances diffusion feature represen-
tations without losing generalization. Supported by the fu-
sion process, we are able to combine the enhanced diffusion
features with the complementary semantic knowledge from
DINOv2, which captures robust, single-object correspon-
dences (as shown in Fig 2). The result is a unified, high-
quality feature that achieves strong matching performance
across different tasks.

We summarize the contributions of this work as follows:
We (i) systematically analyze common feature models for
matching, informing the design of MATCHA, a novel fea-
ture model that learns to dynamically fuse geometric and se-
mantic information to improve representational robustness
without loss of generality. MATCHA demonstrates that (ii)
static fusion of features can offset the limitations of indi-
vidual descriptors, enabling a single feature to address a
range of correspondence tasks effectively. Comprehensive
evaluations show (iii) MATCHA surpasses state-of-the-art
on most benchmarks, significantly outperforming unsuper-
vised methods in semantic and geometric matching, high-
lighting the importance of correspondence supervision for
precision. For the first time, we show that (iv) a single
feature is able to achieve the new state-of-the-art across all
three types of common correspondence problems. (iiv) As a
contribution to the community, we re-purpose the TAP-Vid
point tracking benchmark [12] for temporal matching evalu-
ation, establishing common feature baselines to support fu-
ture research on unified feature learning for matching.

Source image DINOv2 DIFT (sem) DIFT (geo) MACHA

DINOv2 DIFT (Geo) MATCHADIFT (Sem)Source Image

Figure 2. Heatmap of features from DINOv2, DIFT, and
MATCHA. Given a query point from the source image (1st col-
umn), DINOv2 features give more accurate correspondences on
single object (1st and 2nd row) but struggle when multiple in-
stances of the same class (3rd row) or similar structures (4th row)
exist. Both geometric and semantic features of DIFT perform re-
versely. By unifying knowledge in the three foundation features,
MATCHA produces more accurate and reliable correspondences.

2. Related Work

Geometric Correspondence. Geometric matching refers
to searching physically correspondent point pairs between
two images captured in the same scene. Geometric cor-
respondences are commonly established by detecting, de-
scribing, and matching local features. An abundant of lo-
cal feature detection and description methods have been de-
veloped starting from hand-crafted local features such as
SURF [2] and SIFT [36] and then evolving towards learned
ones [10, 13, 39, 48, 61, 63, 70, 71]. Benefiting from mas-
sive training data, the learned features show better discrim-
inative ability to viewpoint and illumination changes than
handcrafted ones. However, as most of these learned fea-
tures are trained with purely geometric ground-truth corre-
spondences mainly from static objects, despite their promis-
ing accuracy on geometric matching, they have poor perfor-
mance especially on semantic matching (cf . Sec. 4.1 and
Sec. 4.2). Geometric correspondences can be obtained with
nearest neighbor matching [41] based on descriptor dis-
tance. Although more powerful learned sparse [23, 33, 55]
and dense [4, 14–16, 51, 59, 75] matchers are proposed, in
this paper, we focus mainly on the feature itself and use
nearest neighbor matching to find correspondences.
Semantic Correspondence. Semantic matching aims to
match points with similar semantic meaning across dif-
ferent instances of the same category, e.g., matching the
eyes of a cat in one image to another cat in the other im-
age. Semantic matching methods focus on extracting fea-



ture descriptors [7, 26] to capture semantic information. Re-
cent works [20, 31, 38, 60, 73, 74] leverage features ex-
tracted from foundation models [3, 11, 44, 47, 53] due to
their rich semantic knowledge which is hard to learn from
a limited amount of annotated semantic matching training
data. These methods, e.g., DIFT [60] and SD+DINO [74]
use the foundation model features directly for semantic
matching. However, their performance is not comparable
to those finetuned with supervision, e.g., DHF [38] and
SD4Match [31]. Some works also build semantic matchers
for matching from the perspective of customized matching
functions [25, 29, 34], correspondence networks [49, 50] or
semantic flow [5, 21, 27, 29, 51, 62]. These methods require
paired images as input rather than single images.
Temporal Correspondence. Temporal matching targets
at establishing correspondences of the same object across
video frames. It generalizes the geometric matching task
from static scenes to general natural scenes that contain both
static and dynamic content. Recently, temporal correspon-
dence has been largely investigated in its downstream ap-
plication task, i.e., tracking any point (TAP) [12]. The point
tracking work [6, 12, 19, 24, 54] focuses on occlusion han-
dling and exploring temporal priors, e.g., long-term consis-
tency, motion constraints, as well as leveraging 3D recon-
struction [37, 58, 65, 66, 68]. Compared to these works, we
are interested in the general problem of establishing pair-
wise correspondences of any two frames from a video with-
out leveraging any temporal constraints.
Vision Foundation Model. Modern vision foundation
models, e.g., DINO [3, 44], CLIP [22, 47], and diffusion
models [11, 53], exhibit strong generalization performance
across a variety of tasks or domains. Excitingly, their fea-
tures show promising accuracy for both geometric [15, 23]
and semantic [20, 31, 38, 49] correspondences, or even di-
rectly delivering emergent correspondences without an ex-
plicit supervision [60, 74]. DIFT [60] demonstrates that rich
semantic and geometric features have been learned by im-
age diffusion models and can be utilized to directly establish
semantic, geometric and temporal correspondences with-
out further supervision. SD+DINO [74] reveals that fea-
tures from different foundation models have different prop-
erties and demonstrates that the combination of SD feature
and DINO feature gives better semantic accuracy than ei-
ther of them. Inspired by these two works, we leverage SD
model and DINOv2 as our backbones to provide raw fea-
tures. However, essentially different with these two works,
we focus on how to obtain a single feature for all three types
of matching by involving the supervision signals.

3. MATCHA
In this section, we present MATCHA, a novel feature model
that unifies knowledge from multiple foundation models[3,
11, 44, 53] and enhances features for accurate correspon-

dences through precise supervision, enabling a single fea-
ture descriptor for correspondence problems across differ-
ent domains, reaching the state-of-the-art performance.

3.1. Preliminary

Our method is inspired by previous work DIFT that extracts
features from a diffusion model for unsupervised match-
ing. We also build on top of DINOv2 [44], a powerful self-
supervised foundation model.
DIFT [60]. Recent work, DIFT, demonstrates that diffu-
sion models trained for pixel-wise image generation implic-
itly learn correspondences. By extracting features from spe-
cific layers and timestamps, DIFT [60] identifies effective
feature descriptors for geometric, semantic, and temporal
matching tasks. Given an RGB image I ∈ RH×W×3, DIFT
extracts a semantic descriptor Fh ∈ RH/16×W/16×1280 and
a geometric descriptor Fl ∈ RH/8×W/8×640 from a pre-
trained stable diffusion model [52]. While the semantic de-
scriptor Fh is used for semantic matching and Fl for ge-
ometric and matching, DIFT requires manual selection of
descriptors per task, which limits flexibility and general-
ization. Our approach eliminates the need for task-specific
descriptors, achieving greater accuracy across tasks while
maintaining a single, unified descriptor.
DINOv2 [44]. DINOv2 is a self-supervised model trained
on millions of images for object- and patch-level discrimi-
nation, which enables its features to capture rich semantic
information for establishing object-level correspondences,
as shown in recent work [74]. In our experiments, DI-
NOv2 also demonstrates robust handling of extreme view-
point changes and scale variations for individual objects,
excelling in temporal matching tasks (cf . Sec. 4.3). While
DINOv2 and DIFT (Fh) both provide semantic descriptors,
our results show complementary strengths between the two
that enhance general matching capability (cf . Tab. 3). How-
ever, DINOv2’s lack of spatial detail limits its geometric
matching performance. Our approach integrates knowledge
from stable diffusion and DINOv2, unifying them into a
powerful, single representation for matching across diverse
tasks. We denote the feature extracted from DINOv2 as
Fd ∈ RH/14×W/14×1024.

3.2. Architecture

Overview. As shown in Fig. 3, given an RGB image
I as input, MATCHA outputs a single feature descriptor
Fm ∈ RH/8×W/8×Dm (Dm is its channel size) for cor-
respondence matching, including geometric, semantic and
temporal matching tasks. (i) First, we build on top of the
foundation feature models, DIFT and DINOv2, by obtain-
ing two semantic feature descriptors Fh and Fd and a ge-
ometric descriptor Fl (cf . Sec. 3.1). (ii) We next enhance
the DIFT geometric and semantic features Fl and Fh by
learning to extract supportive information from the other
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Figure 3. Architecture of MATCHA. Given an RGB image, MATCHA produces a single feature for geometric, semantic and temporal
matching with nearest neighbor searching. MATCHA is built on top of stable diffusion (SD) models [53] and DINOv2 [44]. Specifically,
original geometric and semantic features extracted from SD are first fused dynamically with a transformer [64] consists of self and cross
attention blocks. In this dynamic fusion process, both geometric and semantic features are augmented with each other which are supervised
with corresponding ground-truth signals in the training process. Then, augmented geometric and semantics features along with DINOv2
feature are unified statically via concatenations into a single feature for matching anything.

domain’s descriptor. Such dynamic fusion is learned via
correspondence-level joint supervision on semantic and ge-
ometric matching. We show in our later ablations that such
a learned dynamic fusion is critical for a successful and bal-
anced merging stage where each descriptor can build on top
of each other. (iii) Finally, we directly merge the two en-
hance features and the DINOv2 semantic feature Fd into a
single unified feature Fm. We describe the detail of each
step in the followings.

Dynamic feature fusion. We adopt the transformer [64]
with self and cross attention mechanism for fusion. This
strategy allows our model to dynamically gather comple-
mentary information from the geometric and semantic de-
scriptors and supervise them jointly in the training process.
We patchify both features Fh and Fl with a patch size of
p and project their feature dimension to a common feature
dimension Dh with a linear layer, which produces the in-
put semantic feature F 0

h ∈ RN×Dh and geometric feature
F 0
l ∈ RN×Dh for the fusion stage, where N = H

p∗8 ×
W
p∗8 is

the number of patchified features. The fusion module con-
sists of k self- and cross-attention blocks. For i-th block

with i ∈ {1, ..., k}, the updating process is as follows:

F i
hs = F i−1

h + selfih(F
i−1
h ), (1)

F i
ls = F i−1

l + selfil(F
i−1
l ), (2)

F i
h = F i−1

h + crossih(F
i
hs, F

i
ls), (3)

F i
l = F i−1

l + crossil(F
i
ls, F

i
hs), (4)

where selfih and selfil are i-th self-attention blocks for
Fh and Fl, respectively. crossih and crossil are i-th
cross-attention blocks for Fh and Fl, respectively. We use
the same multi-head attention architecture for each feature
branch with non-sharing parameters. Finally, we concate-
nate the original input features and the fused features along
the channel dimension and feed them into a two-layer MLP
to output the final semantic feature Fs and geometric feature
Fg , defined as:

Fs = MLPh([F
0
h ||F k

h ]), Fg = MLPl([F
0
l ||F k

l ]), (5)

where [.||.] denotes channel-wise concatenation. Fg and Fs

are augmented geometric and descriptors and can be used
directly for geometric and semantic matching, respectively.



Feature Merging. With the previous preparation of the
fusion, we are able to smoothly merge the three features
to unify their knowledge. We start by concatenating the en-
hanced semantic and geometric features, Fs and Fg , to form
Ft, which effectively captures both semantic and geomet-
ric information within the image. As shown in Tab. 3, this
explicit merging, built upon the dynamic fusion process, re-
sults in a single feature that significantly outperforms the di-
rect merging of raw DIFT features without fusion enhance-
ment. This demonstrates its superior ability to handle both
semantic and geometric information simultaneously. To fur-
ther boost its matching ability, we equip Ft with the strong
semantic cues of DINO-v2 in Fd by another concatenation
to obtain the final unified matching feature Fm. Specifi-
cally, the two concatenations are defined by:

Ft = (Fg||Fs(..., :: ds)), Fm = (Ft||Fd(..., :: dt)), (6)

where ds = Ds

Dg
and dt =

Dd

Dt
are strides adopted to down-

sample Fs and Fd along the channel dimension.

3.3. Supervision

Instead of providing supervision on the final unified fea-
ture, we choose to only provide supervision signals to the
dynamic fusion enhancement. Ideally, we want to introduce
precise signals on each of the tasks directly to our unified
feature, which usually requires large-scale annotated data
for balanced training across different tasks. However, it
is highly expensive to obtain large-scale and accurate cor-
respondence annotations, especially for semantic matching
and temporal matching. Therefore, with the limited amount
of supervision, we choose to customize the DIFT feature for
semantic matching, and support the general semantic under-
standing from DINOv2 descriptor without further tuning it.
Specifically, we apply semantic matching supervision to Fs

using CLIP contrastive loss [47] combined with a dense se-
mantic flow loss [29] and geometric matching supervision
to Fg using the dual softmax loss function [46]. We provide
more information about our supervision losses and training
details in the supplementary material.

4. Experiments
We evaluate MATCHA on three matching tasks. We also
test a variant of our method, denoted as MATCHA-Light,
which evaluates the individual performance of Fs, Fg and
Ft (cf . Sec. 3.2) on semantic, geometric, and temporal
matching tasks. This model is lighter due to no fusion from
DINOv2, and follows DIFT by tackle different matching
tasks using different descriptors. More experiments are pro-
vided in the supplementary material.

4.1. Semantic Matching

Datasets. Following [5, 31, 73], we use three widely used
datasets. SPair-71k [40] contains 12,234 testing pairs split

SM. SPair-71k [40] PF-Pascal [18] PF-Willow [17]
Method Sup. PCK@0.01/0.05/0.1(↑) PCK@0.05/0.1/0.15(↑)
DINOv2 [44] ✗ 6.3 / 38.4 / 53.9 63.0 / 79.2 / 85.1 43.8 / 75.4 / 86.1
⋆DIFT [60] ✗ 7.2 / 39.7 / 52.9 66.0 / 81.1 / 87.2 58.1 / 81.2 / -
DIFT ✗ 3.1 / 37.9 / 54.3 58.7 / 81.8 / 87.8 55.7 / 85.1 / 92.9
USC [20] ✗ - / 28.9 / 45.4 - 53.0 / 84.3 / -
SD+DINO [74] ✗ 7.9 / 44.7 / 59.9 71.5 / 85.8 / 90.6 -
†GeoASM [73] ✗ 9.9 / 49.1 / 65.4 74.0 / 86.2 / 90.7 -

DHF [38] ✓ 8.7 / 50.2 / 64.9 78.0 / 90.4 / 94.1 -
*SCorrSAN [21] ✓ 3.6 / 36.3 / 55.3 81.5 / 93.3 / 96.6 54.1 / 80.0 / 89.8
*CATs++ [5] ✓ 4.3 / 40.7 / 59.8 84.9 / 93.8 / 96.8 56.7 / - / 81.2
*SD4Match [31] ✓ - / 59.5 / 75.5 84.4 / 95.2 / 97.5 56.7 / 80.9 / 91.6
*SD+DINO [74] ✓ 9.6 / 57.7 / 74.6 80.9 / 93.6 / 96.9 -
*†GeoASM [73] ✓ 22.0 / 75.3 / 85.6 85.9 / 95.7 / 98.0 -

MATCHA-Light ✓ 10.4 / 65.5 / 78.9 82.3 / 93.5 / 96.6 69.0 / 90.1 / 96.2
MATCHA ✓ 12.2 / 67.1 / 79.6 79.5 / 93.0 / 96.8 70.2 / 91.3 / 97.0

Table 1. Evaluation on Semantic Matching. We report PCK un-
der different thresholds. * denotes methods with dataset-specific
models and † denotes semantic masks being required. Red in-
dicates methods using image pairs as inputs. Both results of
DIFT from its original paper [60] (⋆DIFT) and our implementa-
tion (DIFT) are included.

from 70,958 annotated pairs across 18 classes, with diverse
scenes and significant viewpoint and scale variation. PF-
PASCAL [18] includes 299 testing pairs split from 3547
annotated pairs with similar viewpoints and instance pose.
PF-WILLOW [17] contains 900 testing pairs across 4 cate-
gories and is used to verify the generalization capability. We
evaluate all datasets at an image resolution of 512× 512.
Baselines. The baseline methods include those without su-
pervision, e.g., DIFT [60], USC [20], DINOv2 [44] as well
as those supervised with GT semantic correspondences,
e.g., SD4Match [31] and DHF [38]. We also show results
of SD+DINO [74] and GeoASM [73] which provide mod-
els with and without supervision. Besides, numbers of two
semantic matchers SCorrSAN [21] and CATs++ [5] are also
included as a reference.
Metrics. We adopt the standard metric of Percentage
of Correct Keypoints (PCK) under different thresholds
(0.01/0.05/0.1 for SPair and 0.05/0.1/0.15 for others).
Results. As shown in Tab. 1, both MATCHA and
MATCHA-Light surpass all other semantic features except
for GeoASM [73] which requires dataset-specific trained
models for evaluation and applies task-specific augmenta-
tion on top of its baseline SD+DINO [74]. Such test-time
augmentation requires masks of the dominant object to flip
test images and is not applicable for geometric matching
and temporal matching. In contrast, we pursue general im-
provement in feature representation to better handle match-
ing across various situations using a single feature model
(cf . Tab. 4). We show that our models stand out on PF-
Willow, indicating strong generalization capability.

4.2. Geometric Matching

Datasets. Following prior works [13, 46, 48, 63],
HPatches [1] is used to test feature matching performance.
We also utilize testing splits [59] of ScanNet [9] and
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Figure 4. Geometric Matching on HPatches. We report Mean
Matching Accuracy (MMA) at error thresholds ranging from 1-10
pixel. Concrete and dash lines denote methods with and without
supervision, respectively.

Megadepth [32] to evaluate the relative pose estimation. We
further create randomly selected 1500 pairs of images with
large viewpoint and appearance changes from the database
of Aachen (Day&Night) v1.0 [56] to validate the general-
ization ability. These four datasets cover geometric corre-
spondences induced by homography and perspective trans-
formations under indoor, outdoor and planar scenes with
moderate to strong viewpoint and illumination changes.
Baselines. Our baselines include local features (e.g.,
SuperPoint (SP) [10], DISK [63], etc.), foundation mod-
els (e.g., DINOv2 [44], DIFT [60]) as well as en-
coders of recent popular geometric foundation models (e.g.,
Croco.E [67] and MASt3R.E [30]). Following DIFT [60],
we use SP to provide keypoints for DINOv2, Croco.E,
MASt3R.E and our method MATCHA and MATCHA-
Light. We run all methods in the same setting on the original
image resolution. We compute matches using nearest neigh-
bour matching with mutual check and estimate relative pose
using Poselib [28] with LO-RANSAC [8] as XFeat [46].
Metrics. Following [13, 75], we report the mean match-
ing accuracy (MMA) under 1-10 pixel error thresholds on
HPatches and report the area under the curve (AUC) of
poses accuracy at error thresholds of 5/10/20 degrees for
relative pose estimation.
Feature matching results. As shown in Fig. 4, both our
models have rather close performance on planar scenes,
achieving overall the best matching accuracy at bigger
thresholds, e.g., above 7px errors. At smaller thresholds,
we are only less accurate than DISK and R2D2 which ben-
efit from feature maps at the original image resolution. Note
that all other methods including our models use downscaled
feature maps (8× downsampling), but our models give the
best accuracy among them.

We observe that supervised methods, e.g., DISK, are
much better than methods without supervision, e.g., DIFT,
at handling viewpoint variations. This strongly suggests
that accurate geometric matching against viewpoints is
rather hard to learn from large data without precise corre-
spondence supervisions.

Method GM MegaDepth [32] ScanNet [9] Aachen [56]
Sup. AUC@5/10/20(↑)

Croco.E [67] + SP ✗ 8.0 / 14.7 / 24.2 1.8 / 4.2 / 8.4 11.4 / 18.2 / 26.3
DINOv2 [44] + SP ✗ 24.6 / 37.4 / 50.9 2.3 / 5.9 / 12.3 17.2 / 26.1 / 36.4
DIFT [60] + SP ✗ 49.7 / 62.8 / 72.8 9.3 / 18.7 / 29.4 43.7 / 53.1 / 61.3

SP [10] ✓ 47.2 / 60.0 / 69.9 6.8 / 14.9 / 24.7 41.6 / 50.2 / 58.1
XFeat [46] ✓ 45.4 / 58.9 / 69.3 12.3 / 25.9 / 40.6 36.1 / 45.9 / 55.1
DISK [63] ✓ 55.4 / 67.7 / 76.7 6.8 / 14.9 / 24.7 48.9 / 57.5 / 64.6
R2D2 [48] ✓ 39.6 / 54.3 / 66.2 5.4 / 11.3 / 19.3 27.6 / 36.4 / 44.1
D2Net [13] ✓ 32.5 / 47.7 / 61.4 10.6 / 22.9 / 37.3 30.3 / 41.8 / 52.5
MASt3R.E [30] + SP ✓ 37.8 / 51.6 / 63.6 7.4 / 16.8 / 28.5 31.2 / 41.3 / 51.3

MATCHA-Light + SP ✓ 57.1 / 70.9 / 81.2 13.0 / 26.6 / 41.8 51.4 / 60.1 / 67.1
MATCHA + SP ✓ 55.8 / 69.3 / 80.0 12.7 / 26.1 / 40.8 51.7 / 61.0 / 68.5

Table 2. Evaluation on Relative Pose Estimation. We report the
AUC values at error thresholds of 5◦/10◦/20◦ on all datasets.

Relative pose estimation results. As shown in Tab. 2,
our models achieve the best performance on both indoor
and outdoor datasets. While DIFT is the most superior un-
supervised method, we are able to drastically increase its
AUC score by 6.1-8.4 point and 5.8-7.1 point on outdoor
MegaDepth and Aachen, and by 3.7-11.4 point on indoor
ScanNet. Additionally, even if trained with a huge number
of 3D correspondences, the encoder of MASt3R is signif-
icantly less accurate than other feature models that are su-
pervised with much less yet explicit geometric correspon-
dences, e.g., DISK, SP and both of our models. Those ob-
servations further validate the importance of a precise su-
pervision direct on descriptors for robust and accurate geo-
metric correspondences.

4.3. Zero-shot Temporal Matching

We further evaluate the zero-shot performance of our mod-
els on the challenging temporal matching task.
Datasets. We re-purpose the existing TAPVid dataset [12]
to benchmark feature models for temporal matching.
TAPVid dataset consists of 30 highly varying real-world
video sequences with unknown camera poses, among which
some contain highly dynamic objects and extreme camera
motions. We perform matching between the first frame and
all following frames in each sequence to test the ability of
features on handling temporal challenges.
Baselines. We compare our models to previous state-
of-the-art geometric (e.g., DISK [63]) and semantic (e.g.,
DIFT [60]) matching baselines. Rather than using DIFT
original feature for temporal matching as in their paper,
we instead follow MATCHA-Light to use its concatenated
geometric and semantic feature, which leads to better per-
formance. We further consider a hybrid version of DIFT,
DIFT.Uni+DINOv2, which combines geometric and se-
mantic DIFT features as well as DINOv2 descriptors as in
MATCHA and can be considered as an unsupervised ver-
sion of MATCHA.
Metrics. As TAPVid provides sparse query points for
images, we report the same PCK metric at thresholds of
0.05/0.1/0.15 as in semantic matching (cf . Sec. 4.1).



DINOv2 DIFT* MATCHA

Figure 5. Visualization of temporal matches on TapVID-
Davis [12]. Here we visualize several challenging cases for
exstablishing temporal correspondences, where MATCHA gen-
erally achieves the best performance in handling extreme scale
and viewpoint changes, as well as scenes with multiple similar
instances. (DIFT* is the adapted DIFT where we use its concate-
nated semantic and geometric feature for temporal matching for
better performance. )

Results. As shown in Tab. 4, among supervised methods,
the geometric-matching-only models are generally better on
temporal matching than the semantic-matching-only mod-
els. However, among unsupervised methods, DINOv2 de-
spite of its poor geometric matching performance (Sec. 4.2)
and moderate semantic matching capability (Sec. 4.1),
achieves surprisingly superior temporal matching ability.
While those two observations seem contradictory, our hy-
pothesis is that DINOv2, benefiting from its large-scale
learning on single object-centric data, is able to well han-
dle large viewpoint and scale changes especially when there
is a single dominant object in the scene. However, it is
poor at handling repetitive structures, and therefore it fails
to achieve good geometric matching as well as temporal
matching when many similar instances exist. We provide
a visual example in Fig. 5 that supports our hypothesis.

Furthermore, MATCHA and DIFT.Uni+DINOv2 stand-
ing on top of DINOv2 are significantly better than the
other baseline models, which infers that part of the seman-
tic knowledge required for tackling temporal matching is
uniquely supported by DINOv2. Finally, MATCHA out-
performs DIFT.Uni+DINOv2, indicating that the accurate
correspondence supervision signals from semantic and geo-

with Feat. Corres. Desc. Aachen PF-Willow
Baseline DINOv2 Fusion Sup Type AUC@5/10/20(↑) PCK@0.05/0.1/0.15(↑)
DIFT ✗ ✗ ✗ SM 25.6 / 35.6 / 46.3 55.7 / 85.1 / 92.9
DIFT.S ✗ ✗ ✓ SM 11.5 / 18.6 / 27.7 63.6 / 88.4 / 95.7
MATCHA-Light ✗ ✓ ✓ SM 21.9 / 31.4 / 41.3 69.0 / 90.6 / 96.2
M1 ✓ ✓ ✓ SM 29.2 / 39.5 / 49.7 70.3 / 92.4 / 97.6

DIFT ✗ ✗ ✗ GM 43.7 / 53.1 / 61.3 26.4 / 40.4 / 50.6
DIFT.S ✗ ✗ ✓ GM 50.4 / 58.7 / 65.7 32.7 / 46.4 / 55.6
MATCHA-Light ✗ ✓ ✓ GM 51.4 / 60.1 / 67.1 33.2 / 49.4 / 59.1
M1 ✓ ✓ ✓ GM 54.0 / 62.7 / 69.8 53.1 / 76.8 / 85.5

DIFT.Uni ✗ ✗ ✗ Uni 43.6 / 52.7 / 60.8 26.4 / 40.4 / 50.6
DIFT.Uni + DINO ✓ ✗ ✗ Uni 41.9 / 51.3 / 60.0 58.7 / 82.9 / 90.7
M2 ✗ ✗ ✓ Uni 50.5 / 58.9 / 65.9 31.8 / 45.6 / 55.4
M3 ✗ ✓ ✓ Uni 50.0 / 59.0 / 66.5 60.8 / 82.8 / 90.4
M4 ✓ ✗ ✓ Uni 53.0 / 61.8 / 69.0 53.9 / 78.1 / 88.2
MATCHA ✓ ✓ ✓ Uni 51.7 / 61.0 / 68.5 70.2 / 91.3 / 97.0

Table 3. MATCHA Ablation Study. We ablate different compo-
nents of proposed model on Aachen [56] for geometric matching
and PF-Willow [17] for semantic matching using the same metrics
defined in the previous sections. We denote their descriptor types
using SM/GM/Uni that stand for semantic/geometric/unified fea-
tures. We use green cells for evaluations on a supervised match-
ing task and gray on zero-shot matching tasks.

metric matching provide additional help to improve tempo-
ral matching accuracy as well.

4.4. Ablations

We perform ablation studies on Aachen [56] and PF-
Willow [17] for geometric and semantic matching, respec-
tively. In Tab. 3, we present intermediate variants that
evolve from DIFT baseline towards our final MATCHA.
We focus on studying the impact of four design choices:
(i) correspondence supervision, (ii) feature fusion between
semantic and geometric features, (iii) leveraging DINOv2
and (iv) using separate semantic (SM) and geometric (GM)
descriptors versus a unified (Uni) feature for both tasks. We
assign each baseline a name for easy reference.
Impact of correspondence supervisions. We add the
same number of self-attention layers (as in MATCHA) to
process the original DIFT semantic and geometric descrip-
tors and supervise them accordingly using the same seman-
tic and geometric supervisions individually. We name this
variant DIFT.S. As shown in Tab. 3, the geometric super-
vision leads to improved performance both on geometric
and semantic matching, verifying that a general improve-
ment in matching capability was gained with geometric su-
pervision. While supervised semantic DIFT descriptor also
shows clear improvement on semantic matching, it leads to
worse geometric matching performance, indicating the loss
of generalization capability in its feature potentially due to
the limited semantic matching data.
Impact of dynamic feature fusion. After turning on our
proposed fusion module (cf . Sec. 3.2), MATCHA-Light
is able to further improve the accuracy on top of DIFT.S
when being evaluated on both supervised and unsupervised
semantic and geometric matching tasks. While semantic
and geometric features contain information to support each
other, it is not trivial to extract and fuse them to realize the



Geometric Semantic Temporal
Single Corres. Aachen PF-Willow TapVid-Davis Average

Method Desc Sup. AUC@5/10/20(↑) Avg(↑) PCK@0.05/0.1/0.15(↑) Avg(↑) PCK@0.05/0.1/0.15(↑) Avg(↑) Score(↑)
DISK [63] ✓ GM 48.9 / 57.5 / 64.6 57.0 10.2 / 17.0 / 23.1 16.8 57.0 / 61.7 / 65.0 61.2 45.0
XFeat [46] ✓ GM 36.1 / 45.9 / 55.1 45.7 25.7 / 40.0 / 48.8 38.2 63.3 / 71.4 / 77.1 70.6 51.5
MASt3R.E [30] ✓ GM 31.2 / 41.3 / 51.3 41.3 24.0 / 42.1 / 54.7 40.3 75.2 / 83.8 / 87.9 82.3 54.6

DIFT [60] ✗ ✗ 43.7 / 53.1 / 61.3 52.7 55.7 / 85.1 / 92.9 77.9 79.7 / 86.7 / 90.5 85.6 72.1
MATCHA-Light ✗ GM+SM 51.4 / 60.1 / 67.1 59.5 69.0 / 90.6 / 96.2 85.3 78.7 / 86.3 / 90.2 85.1 76.6

DINOv2 [44] ✓ ✗ 17.2 / 26.1 / 36.4 26.6 43.8 / 75.4 / 86.1 68.4 83.2 / 89.7 / 92.0 88.3 61.1
DIFT.Uni +DINOv2 ✓ ✗ 41.9 / 51.3 / 60.0 51.1 58.7 / 82.9 / 90.7 77.4 86.4 / 91.6 / 93.5 90.5 73.0
MATCHA ✓ GM+SM 51.7 / 61.0 / 68.5 60.4 70.2 / 91.3 / 97.0 86.2 87.8 / 93.5 / 95.5 92.3 79.6

Table 4. Towards Matching Anything with A Unified Feature. We compare ourselves to various feature models across geometric,
semantic and temporal matching and compute the ranking of each method for each task and averaged over tasks. We show that MATCHA
is able to achieve the topk averaged ranking among all types of methods using a single feature for matching anything.

mutual helping goal. For example, naively concatenating
DIFT semantic and geometric features as in DIFT.Uni, or
DIFT supervised features as in M2, both lead to a big drop
in semantic matching performance compared to using those
feature individually. In contrast, we show that with the help
of feature fusion, semantic and geometric features not only
improve themselves as in MATCHA-Light, but also become
more cooperative and consistent with each other when be-
ing concatenated as in M3. The above experiments fully
demonstrate that our proposed feature fusion module en-
ables effective extraction and fusion of helpful information
from the semantic and geometric features into each other,
leading to enhanced feature matching accuracy.
Role of DINOv2. As shown in Tab. 3, M1,
DIFT.Uni+DINO, MATCHA building on top of DINOv2,
achieve constant improvement on both geometric and se-
mantic matching performance compared to their baselines
MATCHA-Light, DIFT.Uni and M3. Such conclusion is
consistent with our discussion in Sec. 4.3, showing that
DINOv2 provides interesting complementary knowledge to
DIFT as well as our supervised MATCHA-Light, to signif-
icantly boost their general matching capabilities.
A unified feature. As shown in the upper two parts of
Tab. 3, using only the semantic or geometric descriptor, it is
hard to achieve a good performance on both tasks. Among
those, M1 geometric descriptor is the most promising fea-
ture that achieves the best geometric matching performance
with proper generalization on semantic matching. However,
unifying the semantic and geometric feature of M1 into one
as in MATCHA largely improves its performance on seman-
tic matching, with a slight drop at geometric matching accu-
racy, achieving the best balance between the two matching
tasks. We further evaluate MATCHA in the next section
towards our end goal.

4.5. Towards Matching Anything

Keeping multiple versions of feature descriptors for an im-
age is not effective in general. Therefore, we aim at pursu-
ing a foundation feature model that produces a single fea-

ture descriptor that is designed for matching anything. In
this section, we thoroughly evaluate the state-of-the-art fea-
ture models across the three matching tasks, i.e., geomet-
ric, semantic, and temporal matching. As shown in Tab. 4,
geometric features are not able to perform semantic match-
ing well and have limited generalization ability on temporal
matching. While the unsupervised foundation feature DIFT
shows promising matching capability generalizing across
three tasks, it requires different descriptors to handle differ-
ent tasks and has a clear gap compared to task-specific best
performing models. Our method, MATCHA, building on
top of the feature knowledge learned in DIFT and DINOv2,
further enhanced with precise correspondence supervision
and supported by a careful fusion mechanism, for the first
time, outperforms all other methods across all tasks, using
only a single feature.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we introduce a new vision challenge: achiev-
ing match-anything capability with a single, unified fea-
ture representation. We propose MATCHA, a novel fea-
ture model that harnesses existing correspondence supervi-
sion resources to narrow the accuracy gap between founda-
tional features and task-specific supervised methods, while
preserving generalization across diverse correspondence
tasks. By incorporating limited, high-quality supervision,
we take a significant step toward eliminating the need for
task-specific feature descriptors, moving closer to universal
matching features. This approach has direct implications
for applications relying on robust correspondence, includ-
ing 3D reconstruction, tracking and localization, image re-
trieval, and image editing.
Limitations. Our experiments reveal that while features
derived from foundation models capture rich information,
they still face challenges in resolution precision for fine-
grained geometric matching and are often not optimized for
runtime efficiency. We encourage future work to address
these limitations for broader applicability.



In this supplementary document, we describe model
training details in Appendix A, and provide more evalua-
tion results in Appendix B. In addition, we present qual-
itative visualization for geometric, semantic and temporal
matches across different methods in Appendix C.

A. Supervision and Training Details
Geometric matching supervision. We train geometric de-
scriptors with ground-truth geometric correspondences as
previous local features [10, 46, 48]. We leverage the dual-
softmax loss function proposed in [46] which employs
the negative log-likelihood loss over matching probabilities
from mutual directions. Given an image pair Ia and Ib with
M ground-truth geometric correspondences, we first sub-
sample sparse geometric descriptors Xa

g and Xb
g ∈ RM×Dg

located at keypoints with ground truth annotations from the
extracted dense geometric descriptors F a

g and F b
g . We then

compute the similarity matrix S ∈ RM×M from two sets
of sparse descriptors, i.e., S = Xa

g (X
b
g)

T , and compute the
geometric loss defined as:

Lgeo =−
∑
i

log(softmaxr(S)ii)

−
∑
i

log(softmaxr(S
T )ii), (7)

where we apply softmax from both matching directions
over the similarity matrix.
Semantic matching supervision. Similar to geometric
matching supervision, we train semantic descriptors with
ground-truth semantic matches which are sparsely anno-
tated by human. Thus, we subsample sparse semantic de-
scriptors Xa

s ∈ RM×Ds and Xb
s ∈ RM×Ds at keypoint

locations with ground truth. We adopt the commonly used
the CLIP contrastive loss [47] fcl defined as:

fcl = fce(τX
a
s (X

b
s)

T ,O) + fce(τX
b
s(X

a
s )

T ,O), (8)

where fce is the CrossEntropy loss and τ is the scale param-
eter. O = (0, 1, ...,M − 1)T is the ground-truth labels with
M classes. The sparse contrastive loss, however, only min-
imizes the distances between positive pairs and ignores the
distances between negative pairs. To compensate for that,
an additional dense semantic flow loss [29] is adopted as

Lflow =
∑
i

||(pai − (p̂ai + ϵ))||2+∑
i

||(pbi − (p̂bi + ϵ))||2 , (9)

where ϵ is the Gaussian noise with mean of 0 and standard
variance of 25, p̂ai is the ground-truth correspondence, and
pai =

∑
q mi(q)q is the predicted correspondence. pai is

the average of all positions q = (u, v) of F b
s weighted by

matching probability mi(q) between descriptor Xa
s,i at the

index of i and F b
s,q . The matching probability mi(q) is the

normalized similarity value between Xa
s,i and F b

s,q and is
computed as:

mi(q) =
exp(

Xa
s,i(F

b
s,q)

T

β )∑′

q exp(
Xa

s,i(F
b

s,q
′ )

T

β )

, (10)

where β is the temperature.
The optical flow loss enforces semantic descriptors to

maximizes the distances between negative pairs while min-
imizing the distances between positive pairs. The total loss
for semantic matching is the combination of sparse con-
trastive loss Lcl and dense flow loss Lflow:

Lsem = wclLcl + wflowLflow, (11)

where wcl and wflow are weights balancing the two losses.
Training data. We train our model using both geo-
metric and semantic datasets, balancing samples across
each dataset to ensure even representation. For geomet-
ric matching supervision, we use the ScanNet [9] and
MegaDepth [32] datasets adopting dataset splits used in
[59] leading to approximate 15k indoor sequences from
ScanNet and 441 outdoor sequences from MegaDepth. We
use the ground-truth poses and depth maps to generate cor-
respondences for training. For semantic matching super-
vision, we use PF-PASCAL [18], SPair-71k [40], and AP-
10k [72] as in [73]. PF-PASCAL includes 2941 training
pairs from 20 object categories. SPair-71k offers 53k train-
ing pairs across 18 categories with high intra-class varia-
tion. AP-10k provides 10k images across 23 categories,
with an additional 261k pairs generated for semantic train-
ing.
Training schema. To properly train MATCHA, we adopt
a multi-stage training schema. Empirically, we found ge-
ometric descriptors require more iterations to be trained
properly. This is likely to be caused by the imbalanced
number of available annotated data, i.e., we have more ge-
ometric samples than semantic samples. Training too long
on limited semantic matching correspondences harms gen-
eralization. Therefore, to compensate the data imbalance,
we 1) first train the model purely on geometric matching
with frozen semantic features using Lgeo, and 2) next jointly
train both geometric and semantic descriptors on geomet-
ric and semantic matching using a weighted combination of
both supervisions as:

Ltotal = Lgeo + wsemLsem. (12)

Implementation details. MATCHA is implemented on
PyTorch [45] with 8 blocks consisting of both self and cross



TAPVid-Davis [12]
Method Supervision PCK@0.01/0.05/0.1

DIFT (geo) [60] ✗ 75.6 / 82.6 / 86.9
DIFT (sem) [60] ✗ 71.9 / 81.4 / 86.4
MATCHA-Light (geo) GM+SM 75.7 / 82.8 / 87.0
MATCHA-Light (sem) GM+SM 64.9 / 77.9 / 84.3

DINOv2 [44] ✗ 83.2 / 89.7 / 92.0
DIFT.Uni [60] ✗ 79.7 / 86.7 / 90.5
DIFT.Uni + DINOv2 [44, 60] ✗ 86.4 / 91.6 / 93.5
MATCHA-Light.Uni GM+SM 78.7 / 86.3 / 90.2
MATCHA GM+SM 87.8 / 93.5 / 95.5

Table 5. Ablation Study on Temporal Matching. We report the
Percentage of Correct Keypoints (PCK) under different thresholds.
The best and second-best results are highlighted.

attention layers. The hidden size of the self and cross at-
tention layer is 512 and the number of head is 8. The di-
mension of final geometric and semantic descriptors is 256
and 768. The patch size p used to patchify geometric and
semantic features is set to 2 for both geometric and seman-
tic features. In the training process, hyper-parameters of τ
(Eq. 8), β (Eq. 10), wcl (Eq. 11), wflow (Eq. 11), and wsem

(Eq. 12) are set to 0.02, 14.3, 1.0, 1.0, 0.1, respectively.
We train MATCHA using AdamW [35] optimizer with

weight decay of 1 × 10−3 and initial learning rate of 1 ×
10−4 on 4 H100 GPUs for 220k iterations in total with 150k
iterations at the first stage. The learning rate is reduced to
5× 10−5 and 2× 10−5 after 100k and 150k iterations. The
batch size is set to 24 and 48 for the first and second stage
training, respectively. All images are sized to 512× 512 in
the training process.

B. Additional Evaluations
Temporal matching. We provide additional ablation
study to understand the performance of different types
of features on temporal matching. Specifically, we con-
sider the geometric (geo) and semantic (sem) of descriptors
of MATCHA-Light and DIFT [60] models and their uni-
fied feature version, i.e., DIFT.Uni, MATCHA-Light.Uni.
We also consider the feature models that combine DI-
NOv2 [44], i.e., DIFT.Uni + DINOv2 and MATCHA.

As shown in Tab. 5, low-level geometric features are
more important to temporal matching than high-level se-
mantic features, i.e., DIFT (geo) vs DIFT (sem), and
MATCHA-Light (geo) vs MATCHA-Light (sem). We also
notice that geometric supervision leads to improved tem-
poral matching, i.e., MATCHA-Light (geo) vs DIFT (geo).
In contrast, adding semantic supervision produces degraded
temporal matching accuracy, i.e., MATCHA-Light (sem) vs
DIFT (sem), which shows that sparse semantic correspon-
dence supervision across instances leads to decreased capa-
bility in establishing matches between the same instance.

The combination of geometric and semantic features

contains the properties of the both features, giving better
temporal matching accuracy i.e., DIFT.Uni vs DIFT (geo),
and MATCHA-Light.Uni vs MATCHA-Light (geo). As dis-
cussed in the main paper, DINOv2 benefiting from its large-
scale learning on single object-centric data, is able to well
handle large viewpoint and scale changes, especially for
single-object dominant scenes, leading to surprisingly su-
perior temporal matching performance. By combining with
DINOv2 features, both DIFT.Uni and MATCHA have sig-
nificant improvement in temporal matching, i.e., MATCHA
vs MATCHA-Light.Uni, DIFT.Uni + DINOv2 vs DIFT.Uni,
validating object-level semantic representation learned by
DINOv2 is complementary to semantic features extracted
from stable diffusion models.
Ablation on obtaining a unified feature. In the main pa-
per, we adopt a simple concatenation-based merging mech-
anism to obtain a unified feature. To further validate this de-
sign choice, we provide additional ablation study focusing
on comparing different ways of unifying knowledge in fea-
ture representations. Specifically, we consider MATCHA-
Light that learns to fuse geometric and semantic features
yet keeping separate descriptors for geometric and seman-
tic matching following DIFT, MATCHA-Light.Uni that
combines the MATCHA-Light geometric and semantic de-
scriptors with concatenation-based merging, MATCHA-
Light.Uni.S that further supervises MATCHA-Light.Uni
with joint geometric and semantic training, as well as
MATCHA, our final model, that combines DINOv2 with
MATCHA-Light.Uni.

In Tab. 6, we show that simple concatenation-based
merging (MATCHA-Light.Uni) can effectively unify both
semantic and geometric matching capabilities learned by
MATCHA-Light, giving a single feature at slight decrease
in matching performance across tasks. When we further
finetune such unified feature with joint geometric and se-
mantic matching supervsion, we observe significant drop
in semantic matching performance. We consider such be-
havior is mainly caused by the imbalanced training data
between geometric and semantic matching. Compared to
training individual descriptors, such data limitation imposes
more challenges for balancing the two tasks when training
a single unified descriptor. Therefore, we finally opt for
simple concatenation as our mechanism to unify different
types of foundation feature representations. It turns out to
be highly effective also when combing the complementary
semantic knowledge learn by DINOv2 into MATCHA.

C. Visualization
Finally, we provide visualization for different feature
models through their feature similarity distribution as
well as the established correspondences across different
scenes. We compare MATCHA-Light and MATCHA to
MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44], DIFT [60] and



Geometric Semantic Temporal
Single Corres. Aachen PF-Willow TapVid-Davis Average

Method Desc Sup. AUC@5/10/20(↑) Avg(↑) PCK@0.05/0.1/0.15(↑) Avg(↑) PCK@0.05/0.1/0.15(↑) Avg(↑) Score(↑)
MATCHA-Light ✗ GM+SM 51.4 / 60.1 / 67.1 59.5 69.0 / 90.6 / 96.2 85.3 78.7 / 86.3 / 90.2 85.1 76.6
MATCHA-Light.Uni ✓ GM+SM 50.0 / 59.0 / 66.5 58.5 60.8 / 82.8/ 90.4 78.0 78.7 / 86.3 / 90.2 85.1 73.9
MATCHA-Light.Uni.S ✓ GM+SM 49.9 / 58.4 / 65.4 57.9 36.8 / 53.0 / 62.4 50.7 79.1 / 85.9 / 89.5 84.8 64.5
MATCHA ✓ GM+SM 51.7 / 61.0 / 68.5 60.4 70.2 / 91.3 / 97.0 86.2 87.8 / 93.5 / 95.5 92.3 79.6

Table 6. Ablation study on obtaining a unified feature. We compare different ways of obtaining a unified feature. We show that simple
concatenation leads to better way to keep the learned geometric and semantic representation while adding additional joint training on the
concatenated feature pushes the feature to focus more on geometric matching, leading to significantly degraded semantic matching.

the supervised DIFT (DIFT.S).
Heatmap. In Fig. 6, we visualize the heatmaps and
predicted matches produced by different methods, start-
ing from a given source point. The heatmaps represent
the normalized cosine similarity between the features ex-
tracted at the source point and every pixel in the target im-
age. DISK [63], as a local feature method, focuses primar-
ily on local texture regions, often resulting in poor matches
in scenes with repetitive structures or semantically similar
content. MASt3R [30], despite being trained on a larger
dataset, still exhibits similar limitations, providing subopti-
mal matches in these challenging scenarios. DINOv2 [44],
on the other hand, excels in cases with single objects, pro-
ducing sharp and localized heatmaps. However, its per-
formance degrades in the presence of noisy backgrounds
or repetitive structures, where it fails to generate accurate
matches.

For DIFT.Uni, DIFT.S.Uni, and MATCHA-Light, we
compute their heatmaps using concatenated geometric and
semantic features. DIFT captures more low-level texture
details, leading to high similarity scores in regions with
repetitive patterns. DIFT.S.Uni improves upon DIFT.Uni
by incorporating supervision, but it remains less robust to
variations in semantic content due to its task-specific train-
ing. MATCHA-Light, with joint training and dynamic fea-
ture fusion, addresses these issues to some extent, provid-
ing more accurate matches for both repetitive textures and
semantically rich content. However, as it shares the same
diffusion-based features as DIFT.Uni and DIFT.S.Uni, it
struggles with ambiguity in visually similar parts of the
same object, such as the head and tail of an airplane.

Finally, MATCHA resolves these challenges by incorpo-
rating complementary object-level features from DINOv2.
This integration significantly enhances its ability to disam-
biguate similar object parts and produce accurate matches
even in complex scenes, making it the most robust method
among the evaluated approaches.
Geometric matching. In Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, we evaluate
geometric matching using relative camera pose estimation
and RANSAC to identify inlier matches for both indoor
and outdoor scenes. Geometric methods such as DISK [63]
and MASt3R.E [30] primarily rely on low-level texture pat-

terns, which limits their ability to handle repetitive textures
and capture high-level structures effectively. In contrast,
DINOv2 [44] focuses on object-level features, capturing
higher-level structures but yielding sparse matches due to
its limited reliance on detailed textures. DIFT strikes a
balance between low- and high-level information, yet its
lack of geometric supervision reduces the number of inliers
compared to its supervised counterpart, DIFT.S, MATCHA-
Light, with its dynamic fusion mechanism, propagates high-
level semantic knowledge to geometric features, resulting in
improved inliers at both object- and patch-level. This ability
is further enhanced in MATCHA, where additional features
from DINOv2 are fused, leading to the highest number of
inliers among the evaluated methods.
Semantic matching. As illustrated in Fig. 9, Fig. 10,
Fig. 11, Fig. 12, and Fig. 13, we visualize both inliers and
outliers across various objects to assess semantic matching
performance. Local geometric features, such as DISK [63]
and MASt3R.E, fail to establish meaningful semantic cor-
respondences, as they primarily rely on low-level textures
and patterns.

While feature models like DINOv2, DIFT, and DIFT.S
demonstrate a coarse ability to capture semantic correspon-
dences, they often struggle with utilizing low-level details
for precise local discrimination, leading to inaccuracies in
challenging scenarios. In contrast, MATCHA effectively in-
tegrates both geometric and semantic cues, achieving robust
and accurate semantic matches even under extreme scale
and viewpoint variations, outperforming other methods in
these complex scenarios.
Temporal matching. We present visualizations of tempo-
ral matches in Fig. 14, Fig. 15, Fig. 16, and Fig. 17, eval-
uating the performance of various methods. In addition to
previously discussed baselines, we include the unified DIFT
feature variants, DIFT.Uni and DIFT.S.Uni, which demon-
strate improved temporal matching compared to their spe-
cific geometric or semantic descriptors.

Overall, we observe that the local feature DISK per-
forms the worst in handling highly dynamic objects, such
as a jumping horse or moving bikes, due to its reliance on
low-level patterns. MASt3R.E shows marginal improve-
ment but is still outperformed by other methods. Among



all approaches, MATCHA stands out as the most accurate
and robust for temporal matching, effectively handling the
challenges of dynamic scenes.
Failure cases. Despite its strengths, temporal matching re-
mains a challenging task, as shown in Fig. 16 and Fig. 17.
All methods struggle in scenarios where repetitive patterns
in the background coincide with extreme scale and view-
point changes caused by object motion. These limitations
highlight the need for further research to improve the ro-
bustness and accuracy of temporal matching in highly dy-
namic and complex scenes.
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Figure 6. Visualization of heatmap. Given a source point (top), we visualize the heatmap and predicted matches of MASt3R.E [30],
DISK [63], DINOv2 [44], DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 7. Geometric matches on outdoor scenes. We visualize the inliers after RANSAC of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA. DISK produces many inliers on
local patches but is not robust to repetitive structures. MASt3R and DINOv2 focus more on structures and give close performance. DIFT
works better than DINOv2 especially on regions with rich textures. With geometric supervision, DIFT.S improves the performance of
DIFT. MATCHA-Light is able to find correct matches from both local patches and structures because of dynamic fusion and this ability is
further enhanced by fusing features of DINOv2.



MATCHA

MATCHA-Light

DIFT.S

DINOv2

DIFT

MASt3R.E

DISK

Figure 8. Geometric matches on indoor scenes. We visualize the inliers after RANSAC of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA. Almost all previous methods fail to
find sufficient inliers on scenes with repetitive structures except MATCHA which fuses both low and high-level information. Additionally,
MATCHA is able to produce more inliers in scenes with rich textures (middle column).
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Figure 9. Semantic matches on bus category. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.



MATCHA

MATCHA-Light

DIFT.S

DINOv2

DIFT

MASt3R.E

DISK

Figure 10. Semantic matches on plant category. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 11. Semantic matches on sheep category. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 12. Semantic matches on chair category. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 13. Semantic matches on motorbike category. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT [60], DIFT.S (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 14. Temporal matches on goldfish sequence. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT.Uni [60], DIFT.S.Uni (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 15. Temporal matches on horsejumphigh sequence. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DI-
NOv2 [44], DIFT.Uni [60], DIFT.S.Uni (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 16. Temporal matches on soapbox sequence. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DINOv2 [44],
DIFT.Uni [60], DIFT.S.Uni (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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Figure 17. Temporal matches on scooterblack sequence. We visualize the inliers and outliers of MASt3R.E [30], DISK [63], DI-
NOv2 [44], DIFT.Uni [60], DIFT.S.Uni (fully supervised version of DIFT), and our models MATCHA-Light and MATCHA.
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tins, and Erickson R Nascimento. Xfeat: Accelerated fea-
tures for lightweight image matching. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 2682–2691, 2024. 1, 5, 6, 8, 9

[47] Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya
Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry,
Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. Learning
transferable visual models from natural language supervi-
sion. In International conference on machine learning, pages
8748–8763. PMLR, 2021. 3, 5, 9

[48] Jerome Revaud, Cesar De Souza, Martin Humenberger, and
Philippe Weinzaepfel. R2d2: Reliable and repeatable detec-
tor and descriptor. Advances in neural information process-
ing systems, 32, 2019. 1, 2, 5, 6, 9

[49] Ignacio Rocco, Relja Arandjelovic, and Josef Sivic. Convo-
lutional neural network architecture for geometric matching.
In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition, pages 6148–6157, 2017. 3

[50] Ignacio Rocco, Relja Arandjelović, and Josef Sivic. End-
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