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Abstract

Scene text image super-resolution (STISR) enhances the
resolution and quality of low-resolution images. Unlike
previous studies that treated scene text images as natural
images, recent methods using a text prior (TP), extracted
from a pre-trained text recognizer, have shown strong per-
formance. However, two major issues emerge: (1) Explicit
categorical priors, like TP, can negatively impact STISR
if incorrect. We reveal that these explicit priors are un-
stable and propose replacing them with Non-CAtegorical
Prior (NCAP) using penultimate layer representations. (2)
Pre-trained recognizers used to generate TP struggle with
low-resolution images. To address this, most studies jointly
train the recognizer with the STISR network to bridge the
domain gap between low- and high-resolution images, but
this can cause an overconfidence phenomenon in the prior
modality. We highlight this issue and propose a method to
mitigate it by mixing hard and soft labels. Experiments on
the TextZoom dataset demonstrate an improvement by 3.5%,
while our method significantly enhances generalization per-
formance by 14.8% across four text recognition datasets.
Our method generalizes to all TP-guided STISR networks.

1. Introduction
Recognizing and interpreting the text contained in im-

ages is a crucial task. Despite numerous advancements in
areas such as optical character recognition (OCR), scene
text detection (STD), and scene text recognition (STR), the
acquisition of low-resolution images is inevitable due to
various factors, including the quality of the lens, motion
blur, low light, occlusion, noise, etc. Thus, recognizing
text in such images remains a challenging task. To reli-
ably recover missing structural details from such images,
scene text image super-resolution (STISR) is employed as a
pre-processing step to address low-resolution issues. Many
studies on scene text images achieve high performance by
treating the text prior as an additional modality to leverage
text semantics rather than interpreting it as natural scene im-
ages. However, due to the explicit nature of the text prior,

misclassified categories within the prior knowledge have
the potential to harm the STISR task. Thus, some studies
address the challenges associated with the text prior. For
instance, TPGSR [21] is a pioneering work that suggests
incorporating feedback from a text recognizer, referred to
as the text prior, as an additional modality. They also ac-
knowledge accuracy issues with the text prior. To address
this, they attempted to complement it by employing the
teacher-student structure to distill the text logits from the
teacher recognizer. DPMN [41] introduced a method to
complement a pre-trained STISR network using two ex-
plicit image-level priors, namely the text mask and graphi-
cal recognition results. C3-STISR [39] improves the prior
knowledge using the text prior and its transformed visual
cue and linguistic information. LEMMA [13] enhances rec-
ognizer accuracy by minimizing errors in ground-truth text
labels through fine-tuning loss.

However, the aforementioned methods focus solely
on improving the performance of the text prior with-
out addressing the fundamental instability inherent in the
text prior. As a pioneering work, we propose Non-
CAtegorical Prior (NCAP)—penultimate layer representa-
tions processed by additional adapters—instead of relying
on the text prior from a pre-trained text recognizer. Figure
1 illustrates the negative impact of incorrect prior knowl-
edge on the STISR result. Our proposed method effectively
addresses the aforementioned problem by transforming ex-
plicit prior knowledge into an implicit form.

Another issue arises during joint training of the STISR
network with a recognizer to minimize the domain gap be-
tween low-resolution (LR) and high-resolution (HR) im-
ages using ground-truth labels, which results in the overcon-
fidence issue. The performance of existing pre-trained text
recognizers degrades when applied to LR images. When
training the recognizer along with the STISR network to
overcome the domain gap between LR and HR images,
training the recognizer with soft labels can lead to inaccu-
rate prior knowledge, while training with hard labels leads
to an overconfidence issue. Hence, we compare the differ-
ences between the hard labels and soft labels used in the
existing loss function. We provide both theoretical and em-
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Figure 1. Examples illustrating the negative impact of prior knowledge on an STISR task. (a), (b), and (c) of w/ and w/o Ours refer to the
results of using CRNN [27] as a prior generator (pre-trained text recognizer) in TATT [22], PARSeq [2] as a prior generator in TATT [22],
and LEMMA [13], respectively. Even with various STISR networks and a prior generator, the wrong guidance of the explicit prior still
appears. Blue indicates the characters that can be influenced by prior knowledge in the STISR results. Red indicates wrong recognition
results. Without our method, prior knowledge negatively influences the STISR results; however, with our proposed method, this negative
influence can be effectively eliminated. Prior refers to the argmaxed text prior and SR refers to the recognition result of the SR image.

pirical analyses of the loss function. In conclusion, we pro-
pose a loss function that mitigates the overconfidence issue
by employing a linear combination of the hard label and the
soft label in a simple yet effective way.

The contributions of our proposed method are as fol-
lows: (1) We present NCAP, a more information-rich and
stable knowledge, achieved by replacing the existing unsta-
ble text logits with penultimate layer representations. Our
proposed NCAP, including its adapters, requires only 0.3%
additional parameters. Compared with existing methods,
NCAP fundamentally resolves explicit information issues.
(2) Our work identifies the overconfidence issue that arises
from joint training with ground-truth hard labels. We ad-
dress this issue through a simple but effective approach em-
ploying a linear combination of softened Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence and cross-entropy losses.

2. Related Works
2.1. Scene Text Recognition (STR)

Scene text recognition aims to recognize character se-
quences from scene text images. Convolutional Recurrent
Neural Network (CRNN) [27] predicts character sequences
using Connectionist Temporal Classification (CTC) [12]
loss through a combination of Convolutional Neural Net-
works (CNNs) and Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs).
ASTER [28] is a pioneering study that introduces Thin-
Plate Spline (TPS) transformation for handling spatially
transformed text. MORAN [20] proposed a solution for
irregular text by combining multi-object rectification and
attention-based sequence prediction. ABINet [11] corrects
predictions through external language modeling. PARSeq
[2] does not use language models separately, and performs
permuted sequence modeling while removing the depen-

dence of sequence order through iteratively permuted in-
ternal language modeling. Using text as prior knowledge
through STR is beneficial for STISR, but it remains a
double-edged sword. The problem lies in the negative im-
pact of the explicit categorical information from the recog-
nizer, referred to as the text prior (TP), which can lead to
incorrect STISR results when influenced by an inaccurate
TP. To address this issue, we propose NCAP, which uses
implicit prior knowledge.

2.2. Scene Text Image Super-Resolution (STISR)

While scene image super-resolution (SISR) primarily
emphasizes enhancing the visual quality of images, STISR
has recently shifted its focus to not only improving visual
quality but also prioritizing the ultimate goal of enhanc-
ing text readability. TSRN [33] not only introduces the
most commonly used dataset for STISR but also captures
the sequential information of the text through consecutive
CNN-BiLSTM layers. Subsequently, TBSRN [5] incor-
porates position- and content-aware losses with an atten-
tion map. TPGSR [21] introduces a text prior, which rep-
resents text categorical information obtained from a pre-
trained text recognizer. TATT [22] integrates a global at-
tention mechanism to address the imperfections caused by
spatially deformed images, mitigating the structural limi-
tations of CNNs. DPMN [41] highlights the significance
of global structure by leveraging two visual priors within a
fixed pre-trained STISR network. LEMMA [13] introduces
a novel approach that specifically exploits character loca-
tion information.

Despite the advantage of being able to read text by
employing a pre-trained recognizer, the aforementioned
method still has issues. As a result, TP methods that use



Figure 2. Overall architecture. We enhance the previous TP-guided STISR network by introducing a loss function that incorporates linear
combinations of hard labels and soft labels, along with NCAP, which utilizes penultimate layer representations as prior knowledge.

fixed pre-trained recognizers struggle to overcome the do-
main gap with low-resolution images. Even when the rec-
ognizer is jointly trained with the STISR network, existing
methods suffer from accuracy problems or overconfidence
issues. Therefore, we propose a loss that mixes hard and
soft labels to effectively resolve these issues.

3. Methodology

3.1. Overview

Figure 2 illustrates the structure of our proposed method,
which contains two main different components compared to
the existing method. One is NCAP and its adapters, which
replace the unstable text prior with stable penultimate layer
representations. The other is the mixing of hard and soft
labels operation, which is intended to solve the overconfi-
dence issue. The training input consists of a low-resolution
(LR) image ILR, a high-resolution (HR) image IHR, and
a ground-truth text label ygt. The objective is to enhance
the LR image ILR ∈ Rh×w×3 to a super-resolution (SR)
image ISR ∈ Rfh×fw×3 of the same size as the HR im-
age IHR ∈ Rfh×fw×3. The LR image is input to a Shal-
low CNN for feature extraction and simultaneously to the
student recognizer for NCAP. This generates the extracted
image features fI ∈ Rh×w×c and the penultimate layer rep-
resentations h of the recognizer. The generated feature h is
projected again as a fNCAP by the adapters. After the fu-
sion operation of the image feature fI and NCAP fNCAP ,
the combined features are input to the decoder module to
generate a restored image.

3.2. Non-CAtegorical Prior (NCAP)

The existing studies have demonstrated the pivotal role
of strong prior knowledge. TPGSR [21] demonstrated bet-
ter performance than TSRN [33] without utilizing prior
knowledge, while also introducing the use of prior knowl-
edge as an effective approach. This concept has since been

utilized in other methods, such as TATT [22] and C3-STISR
[39], achieving remarkable results.

However, all of these approaches failed to address the
fundamental problem: inaccuracy. This can lead to incor-
rect guidance in the STISR task due to category inconsis-
tency in the text prior. To address this issue, we propose a
method of using penultimate layer representations, which
are in the stage before being converted to text probabil-
ity information, as prior knowledge. This information is
not only category-free but also contains rich information
and can be processed through additional adapters with only
about 0.3% overhead. In existing works that use the text
prior, hidden representation vectors h ∈ RL×embed are gen-
erated by predicting the sequence of characters using the
pre-trained text recognizer. Then, it goes through the pro-
cess of mapping h to the text logits through a prediction
layer W ∈ Rembed×|A|. embed denotes the dimension of
the penultimate layer representations. L is the length of
the pre-specified maximum character composed of categor-
ical probability vectors with size |A|, and A denotes the al-
phabet set, which is composed of alphanumeric characters,
and in the case of PARSeq [2], it also includes punctua-
tion marks. Finally, the text prior fTP is completed through
the projection layer Wproj ∈ R|A|×C . However, we di-
rectly use the category-free hidden representation vectors h
that have not been converted to a probability distribution by
projecting them through additional adapters Wadapters. C
denotes the dimension of the prior feature.

fNCAP = PReLU(PReLU(h ·Wadapter1) ·Wadapter2)
(1)

Equation 1 illustrates the process of generating NCAP
from penultimate layer representations. h ∈ RL×embed

is mapped to RL× embed
2 by Wadapter1 and then mapped

to RL×C by Wadapter2 . Parametric Rectified Linear Unit
(PReLU) [14] is an activation function that provides learn-
able gradients in the negative range.



Figure 3. Word- and character-level reliability diagram. LEMMA [13] is the result visualized with the pre-trained weights of the official
code, LEMMA∗ corresponds to the result of re-training the model using the official code of LEMMA [13], LS [14] represents a label
smoothing technique, and Distillation represents the result of training a model using a loss function that eliminates the learning process
with hard labels, opting to learn from soft labels instead. Ours is the result of a model trained with a linear combination loss of hard and
soft labels. Please refer to the supplementary materials for the calculation of character-level reliability.

3.3. Overcoming the Domain Gap between LR-HR
Images While Avoiding Overconfidence

As TPGSR [21] revealed the low performance of a fixed
recognizer, the method of jointly training the text recog-
nizer with the STISR network to overcome the domain
gap between LR and HR images became popular. There-
fore, to reduce the domain gap and improve performance, it
is inevitable to train recognizers with the STISR network.
As joint training with the STISR network improves perfor-
mance, it also introduces new challenges, such as the over-
confidence issue. This problem is clearly illustrated in Fig-
ure 3, where fine-tuning the recognizer with ground-truth
hard labels leads to overconfidence in the prior modality.
Depending on the ground-truth label used, methods can be
broadly classified into two categories. One approach is to
train a student recognizer with soft labels generated from
the teacher recognizer through a teacher-student structure,
as seen in TPGSR [21], TATT [22], and C3-STISR [39].
Another approach is to train directly using ground-truth
hard labels, exemplified by LEMMA [13]. However, both
methods also have their own problems. In the method that
relies only on soft labels, there is an increase in inconsis-
tency in the prior knowledge, while in the method relying
only on hard labels, overconfidence is induced, ultimately
leading to a decrease in performance. To address the over-
confidence issue and enhance performance, we propose a
method that leverages the strengths of both approaches by
linearly combining hard and soft labels.

Theoretical support. Kullback-Leibler (KL) diver-

gence loss combined with mean absolute error (MAE) loss
has been utilized in both TPGSR [21] and TATT [22]. To
analyze its impact, we compare KL divergence loss alone
with KL divergence loss combined with MAE loss by ex-
amining the gradients generated through the partial deriva-
tives of these loss functions. Additionally, our goal is to
explore the conditions and penalties that lead to effective
performance improvements while addressing the issue of
overconfidence.

Kullback-Leibler Divergence Loss.

∂Ls
KL

∂zi
= psi − pti (2)

The gradient of Ls
KL with respect to a student’s logit value

zi is defined as in Equation (2), and since there is no case for
i = true, so all indices i have the same gradient range. Let
psi be the student’s prediction and pti the teacher’s prediction
at the i-th class.

Kullback-Leibler Divergence Loss with Mean Abso-
lute Error Loss.

∂Ls
KL+MAE

∂zi
= psi − pti +

{
+1, if zi > ti

−1, if zi < ti
(3)

for zi > ti,

∂Ls
KL+MAE = psi − (−1 + pti) (4)

for zi < ti,

∂Ls
KL+MAE = psi − (1 + pti) (5)



Figure 4. Results of character-level distribution difference of the text logits for training data by each loss function. (a) is a linear combination
of softened KL divergence loss and cross-entropy loss, (b) involves KL divergence loss along with MAE loss, which are used in TPGSR [21]
and TATT [22], and (c) corresponds to the cross-entropy loss used in LEMMA [13].

Loss Function ASTER [28] MORAN [20] CRNN [27] Average

w/o loss 59.9% 56.3% 48.4% 54.9%
LKL+MAE 66.6% 64.1% 57.1% 62.6%
LCE 66.0% 63.2% 56.3% 61.8%
LCE with LS 66.5% 62.8% 55.6% 61.6%
LCE+KL 66.1% 64.5% 56.8% 62.5%
LCE+KL+MAE 66.9% 63.9% 57.7% 62.8%
LCE+Softened KL 66.8% 64.6% 57.5% 63.0%

Table 1. Recognition accuracies of the TextZoom [33] for each
loss function using ASTER [28], MORAN [20], and CRNN [27].
w/o loss trains the network using only the loss of the STISR net-
work without any loss function for the recognizer. LKL+MAE is
the loss function proposed in TPGSR [21], and LCE is the loss
function used in LEMMA [13]. LS represents a label smooth-
ing [14] technique. Average refers to average accuracy.

ti represents the teacher’s logit value. Equations (3) to
(5) define the gradient of Ls

KL+MAE with respect to a stu-
dent’s logit value zi, where both MAE loss and KL diver-
gence loss, as used in TPGSR [21] and TATT [22], are ap-
plied. The inclusion of MAE loss imposes, on average,
larger gradients than using only the KL divergence loss
from Equation (2). This can sharpen soft label distributions.
We found that sharpening inaccurate soft labels destabilizes
performance.

Figure 4 shows the character-level distribution plot on
the TextZoom [33] train data for each loss. Our proposed
method has the lowest standard deviation of 0.1410 and
shows a smooth distribution. Table 1 displays the results
when each loss function is applied to the STISR network.
The best performance is achieved when both ground-truth
hard labels and the teacher’s soft labels are utilized together,
particularly when the soft labels exhibit a smoother profile.

We made three key observations: (1) Despite the over-
confidence induced by the ground-truth hard label, it re-
mains an essential factor for performance enhancement. (2)
Soft labels effectively mitigate overconfidence. (3) Mix-
ing hard and soft labels shows greater effectiveness. The
performance improves as the distribution of soft labels be-
comes smoother. Thus, we propose a linear combination

of softened KL divergence loss by temperature scaling and
cross-entropy loss as a new loss function.

3.4. Training Objective

We incorporate the proposed method into both TATT
[22], and LEMMA [13]. We do not alter the implemen-
tation details of the various loss functions for each method,
but only modify the loss function, as shown in Equations (6)
to (8), to address the overconfidence issue by linearly com-
bining hard labels and soft labels. α is a hyperparameter
for balance. Please refer to the supplementary materials for
details on the various loss functions used in each method.

L = (1− α)LCE(p
s, y) + αLKL(p

s(τ), pt(τ)) (6)

LCE(p
s, y) = −

∑
i

yi log p
s
i (7)

LKL(p
s(τ), pt(τ)) = β · τ2

∑
i

pti(τ) log
pti(τ)

psi (τ)
(8)

where s indicates the student text recognizer, t indicates the
teacher text recognizer, y is a ground-truth label, and τ is a
temperature scaling parameter used for a smoother distribu-
tion.

4. Experiments
We introduce the experimental dataset, evaluation meth-

ods, and implementation details. We demonstrate the supe-
riority of our proposed method through comparisons with
state-of-the-art methods and various experiments.

4.1. Datasets

Scene Text Image Super-Resolution Dataset.
TextZoom [33] is a widely utilized dataset in STISR
tasks. This dataset extracts the text-containing regions
from two distinct super-resolution datasets, RealSR [3]
and SR-RAW [38], to create pairs of LR and HR images.
The training set comprises 17,367 LR-HR image pairs



Method Prior Error Rate SR Error Rate Pearson Correlation

WER CER WER CER WER CER

TATT [22] 52.3% 32.2% 47.2% 30.7% 0.7146 0.8026
TATT [22] w/ Ours 37.4% 21.3% 43.3% 27.1% 0.6626 0.7359

∆ -14.9% -11.0% -3.9% -3.6% -7.3% -8.3%

LEMMA [13] 76.1% 58.3% 44.0% 28.3% 0.3465 0.4580
LEMMA [13] w/ Ours 77.6% 60.5% 42.1% 26.9% 0.3279 0.3052

∆ +1.5% +2.2% -2.0% -1.3% -5.4% -33.4%

Table 2. Comparison of Pearson correlation coefficients between the prior text logits error rate and restored image text recognition error
rate. WER and CER represent word error rate and character error rate, respectively.

Method NCAP Adapters MACs #Params

TATT [22] 4.60 G 31.44 M

TATT [22] w/ Ours ✓ 4.64 G 31.52 M
✓ ✓ 4.43 G 31.52 M

∆ -3.7% +0.3%

LEMMA [13] 6.69 G 39.75 M

LEMMA [13] w/ Ours ✓ 6.69 G 39.90 M
✓ ✓ 6.71 G 39.90 M

∆ +0.3% +0.4%

Table 3. Results of computational complexity and increase in
trainable parameters.

with corresponding ground-truth text labels. The test set
includes a total of 4,373 image pairs, distributed across
three categories (1,619 for easy, 1,411 for medium, and
1,343 for hard) based on focal length. All LR images are
resized to 16 × 64, and the HR images are adjusted to
32× 128.

Scene Text Recognition Dataset. To assess the robust-
ness of our proposed method, we evaluate it on scene text
recognition datasets: IIIT5K [23], ICDAR2015 [16], SVT
[32], and SVTP [25]. We assess the extent to which de-
graded images can be restored. These images are converted
into LR images through manual degradation, following the
approach used in previous studies such as TATT [22] and
LEMMA [13]. Additionally, we examine the generalization
performance of models trained with the TextZoom [33].

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

Following TPGSR [21], TATT [22], and LEMMA [13],
the performance of restored images is evaluated using three
commonly used methods: text recognition accuracy, Peak
Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR), and Structure-Similarity In-
dex Measure (SSIM). In the case of accuracy, it is evaluated
using pre-trained recognizers CRNN [27], ASTER [28],
and MORAN [20] as an evaluation metrics to evaluate read-
ability, which is the ultimate goal of the STISR task. PSNR
and SSIM are used to evaluate the visual quality of the re-
stored image.

4.3. Implementation Details

We built our proposed method on TATT [22] and
LEMMA [13] respectively. We use the same hyperparam-

eters used in the formal paper in the official implementa-
tion of the model. All of our models are run on PyTorch
version 1.13.1. All experiments are performed on a single
NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU. The experimental settings of
the two works used as baselines, TATT [22] and LEMMA
[13], are completely identical, and the implementation de-
tails (batch size, running rate, optimizer, embedding dimen-
sion, etc.) will be covered in the supplementary materials.
In TATT [22], the pre-trained recognizer is changed from
CRNN [27] to PARSeq [2]. The loss function for distilla-
tion in both models, α is set to 0.5, β is set to 0.7, and τ is
set to 3.

4.4. Ablation Studies

We examine the impact and efficiency of NCAP and the
effectiveness of each module. And we compare it to meth-
ods like label smoothing [14], which have been used to
address the overconfidence issue. All evaluations are con-
ducted on TextZoom [33], the STISR dataset, and the text
recognizer used for evaluation is CRNN [27].

Impact on NCAP. Our performance evaluations focus
on two aspects to assess the influence of NCAP: visualiz-
ing results that overcome prior knowledge instability, and
analyzing the correlation between prior knowledge error
rates and STISR error rates. First, Figure 1 shows that
NCAP ensures correct STISR outcomes despite incorrect
prior knowledge. Second, Table 2 illustrates experiments
on NCAP’s dependency. In TATT [22], trained only with
the teacher’s soft label, the proposed method lowers the er-
ror rate of prior knowledge and reduces its correlation with
STISR errors. Similarly, in LEMMA [13], even though the
error rate of prior knowledge increases, the Pearson correla-
tion between prior knowledge errors and STISR errors de-
creases. Thus, our method no longer relies on unstable text
categorical information.

Efficiency of NCAP. We compare the increase in the
number of parameters required to process penultimate layer
representations instead of text logits. Table 3 specifies the
overall computational complexity and trainable parameters.
When NCAP is introduced to TATT [22] and LEMMA [13],
utilized as baselines, the average increase in overhead is
only 0.3%.



Method Loss NCAP Adapters ASTER [28] MORAN [20] CRNN [27] Average

TATT [22] 63.7% 59.4% 52.8% 58.6%

TATT [22] w/ Ours
✓ 66.8% 63.3% 56.0% 62.0%
✓ ✓ 67.0% 63.8% 56.8% 62.5%
✓ ✓ ✓ 68.1% 64.6% 58.3% 63.7%

LEMMA [13] 66.0% 63.2% 56.3% 61.8%

LEMMA [13] w/ Ours
✓ 66.8% 64.6% 57.5% 63.0%
✓ ✓ 66.9% 65.1% 58.0% 63.3%
✓ ✓ ✓ 67.9% 65.0% 58.1% 63.7%

Table 4. Effectiveness of each module. Loss signifies the linear combination of the softened KL divergence and cross-entropy losses.

Method ASTER [28] MORAN [20] CRNN [27]

Easy Medium Hard Overall Easy Medium Hard Overall Easy Medium Hard Overall

Bicubic 64.7% 42.4% 31.2% 47.2% 60.6% 37.9% 30.8% 44.1% 36.4% 21.1% 21.1% 26.8%

TBSRN [5] 75.7% 59.9% 41.6% 60.0% 74.1% 57.0% 40.8% 58.4% 59.6% 47.1% 35.3% 48.1%
TG [6] 77.9% 60.2% 42.4% 61.3% 75.8% 57.8% 41.4% 59.4% 61.2% 47.6% 35.5% 48.9%
TPGSR [21] 77.0% 60.9% 42.4% 60.9% 72.2% 57.8% 41.3% 57.8% 61.0% 49.9% 36.7% 49.8%
TPGSR-3 [21] 78.9% 62.7% 44.5% 62.8% 74.9% 60.5% 44.1% 60.5% 63.1% 52.0% 38.6% 51.8%
DPMN (+TATT) [41] 79.3% 64.1% 45.2% 63.9% 73.3% 61.5% 43.9% 60.4% 64.4% 54.2% 39.2% 53.4%
C3-STISR [39] 79.1% 63.3% 46.8% 64.1% 74.2% 61.0% 43.2% 60.5% 65.2% 53.6% 39.8% 53.7%
TextDiff-200 [19] 80.8% 66.5% 48.7% 66.4% 77.7% 62.5% 44.6% 62.7% 64.8% 55.4% 39.9% 54.2%
RTSRN-3 [37] 80.4% 66.1% 49.1% 66.2% 77.1% 63.3% 46.5% 63.2% 67.0% 59.2% 42.6% 57.0%
TCDM [24] 81.3% 65.1% 50.1% 66.5% 77.6% 62.9% 45.9% 63.1% 67.3% 57.3% 42.7% 56.5%
RGDiffSR [40] 81.1% 65.4% 49.1% 66.2% 78.6% 62.1% 45.4% 63.1% 67.6% 56.5% 42.7% 56.4%

TATT [22] 78.9% 63.4% 45.4% 63.6% 72.5% 60.2% 43.1% 59.5% 62.6% 53.4% 39.8% 52.6%
TATT [22] w/ Ours 81.5% 68.4% 51.5% 68.1% 76.4% 65.7% 49.3% 64.6% 66.5% 60.8% 45.8% 58.3%

∆ +2.6% +5.0% +6.1% +4.5% +3.9% +5.5% +6.2% +5.1% +3.9% +7.4% +6.0% +5.7%

LEMMA [13] 81.1% 66.3% 47.4% 66.0% 77.7% 64.4% 44.6% 63.2% 67.1% 58.8% 40.6% 56.3%
LEMMA [13] w/ Ours 81.9% 68.3% 50.7% 67.9% 78.6% 65.6% 47.9% 65.0% 68.1% 59.8% 44.4% 58.1%

∆ +0.8% +2.0% +3.3% +1.9% +0.9% +1.2% +3.3% +1.8% +1.0% +1.0% +3.8% +1.8%

HR 94.2% 87.7% 76.2% 86.6% 91.2% 85.3% 74.2% 84.1% 76.4% 75.1% 64.6% 72.4%

Table 5. Recognition accuracies of various mainstream STISR methods across the three subsets of TextZoom [33]. Overall refers to overall
accuracy. Best scores are bold.

Effectiveness of Each Module. We evaluated the ef-
fectiveness of each module by sequentially adding them.
As shown in Table 4, the best performance was achieved
when all proposed methods were applied. Implementing
the linear combination loss of hard and soft labels, an ef-
fective method for mitigating the overconfidence issue in
the text knowledge modality, resulted in an average accu-
racy improvement by approximately 3.4% for TATT [22]
and by about 1.2% for LEMMA [13]. With the additional
application of NCAP, there was an improvement by around
3.9% for TATT [22] and by about 1.5% for LEMMA [13].
Finally, by replacing the existing MLP projector with a
Conv1×1, we achieved an average performance improve-
ment by 5.0% compared to TATT [22] and 1.8% compared
to LEMMA [13].

Different Choices on Overcoming the Domain Gap.
We aim to analyze the effects of methods considered effec-
tive in overcoming the overconfidence issue, including no
fine-tuning loss and label smoothing [14]. Table 1 displays
the performance change when each technique is added to
the baseline. The most conventional method involves us-
ing a fixed text recognizer. However, as outlined in TPGSR
[21], the text prior generated from a fixed text recognizer

does not induce overconfidence, but its performance is in-
herently low as it struggles to bridge the domain gap be-
tween LR and HR images. In label smoothing [14], the
ground-truth hard text label is converted into a soft label
by uniformly distributing probabilities across other classes
without using a teacher network. However, it fails to ad-
dress overconfidence and results in poor performance.

4.5. Comparison with State-of-the-Arts

We initially assess TextZoom [33], a widely used STISR
dataset, by evaluating the text recognition accuracy of re-
stored images using pre-trained text recognizers CRNN
[27], ASTER [28], and MORAN [20]. Additionally, we
evaluate the generalization capabilities using STR datasets
that sampled LR images.

Results on TextZoom. We focused on evaluating recog-
nition accuracy, and the proposed method showed consis-
tent improvements across all three pre-trained recognizers.
As shown in Table 5, ASTER [28], MORAN [20], and
CRNN [27] with TATT [22] improved by 4.5%, 5.1%, and
5.7%, respectively, and LEMMA [13] improved by 1.9%,
1.8%, and 1.8%. The visualization of SR images and recog-
nition results is shown in Figure 5.



Figure 5. Visualization of SR images and recognition result on TextZoom [33] by CRNN [27]. Red indicates wrong recognition results.

Method Light Degradation Severe Degradation

IIIT5K [23] IC15 [16] SVT [32] SVTP [25] IIIT5K [23] IC15 [16] SVT [32] SVTP [25]

BICUBIC 34.3% 36.6% 5.7% 62.5% 1.3% 0.1% 0.0% 11.1%

TATT [22] 55.1% 50.4% 44.7% 79.3% 16.3% 11.0% 0.0% 30.9%
TATT [22] w/ Ours 60.7% 58.9% 68.3% 80.5% 22.1% 13.4% 3.0% 32.1%

∆ +5.6% +8.6% +23.7% +1.1% +5.8% +2.4% +3.0% +1.1%

LEMMA [13] 23.0% 21.4% 23.5% 36.8% 9.0% 3.4% 0.0% 18.0%
LEMMA [13] w/ Ours 63.0% 62.6% 47.1% 79.2% 20.4% 12.8% 0.3% 34.0%

∆ +40.0% +41.2% +23.6% +42.4% +11.4% +9.3% +0.3% +15.9%

Table 6. Recognition accuracies on scene text recognition datasets with manual degradation applied. We divide the degradation parameters
into two categories: light degradation and severe degradation. Manual degradation includes Gaussian blur and Gaussian noise.

Method PSNR SSIM

TATT [22] 21.52 0.7930
TATT [22] w/ Ours 21.53 0.7925

LEMMA [13] 20.90 0.7792
LEMMA [13] w/ Ours 20.55 0.7707

Table 7. Comparison of PSNR and SSIM with and without apply-
ing the proposed method.

Results on STR datasets. We evaluate our method’s ef-
fectiveness in transforming low-resolution images for text
recognition using a scene text recognition dataset and as-
sess generalization with TextZoom [33]. We sample images
smaller than 16 × 64 and apply manual degradation, in-
cluding Gaussian blur and Gaussian noise. Since LEMMA
[13] uses random hyperparameters, we standardized them
by categorizing degradation into light and severe. Detailed
setup and hyperparameters are in the supplementary mate-
rials. Table 6 shows our method improves TATT [22] by
13.7% and LEMMA [13] by 23.0% across both categories.

5. Discussion

By applying our proposed method to existing models like
TATT [22] and LEMMA [13], we achieved significant ac-
curacy improvements. However, as shown in Table 7, tradi-

tional STISR evaluation metrics such as PSNR and SSIM
remained similar or slightly decreased. This is because
our approach, which aims to improve readability and ac-
curacy by further reducing noise, can lower visual evalua-
tion scores due to the inherent noise in ground-truth images.
While LEMMA [13] also discusses the trade-off between
accuracy and visual metrics, the produced SR images per-
form better than visual metrics. Visualization and detailed
analysis are provided in the supplementary materials.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we identify two key issues with the use
of text priors in pre-trained text recognizers: the explicit
text prior can cause inconsistencies in STISR tasks, and the
method of bridging the domain gap between LR and HR
images leads to overconfidence and poor performance. To
address this, we propose Non-CAtegorical Prior (NCAP),
which replaces unstable text priors with category-free rep-
resentations. Through theoretical and empirical analysis
of prior knowledge, we show that a smoother categorical
distribution produces better results. Our method surpasses
state-of-the-art approaches, improving performance across
all metrics and generalizing well to the STR dataset. It is
compatible with all STISR networks using explicit priors.
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