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Abstract

Image matching, which aims to identify corresponding
pixel locations between images, is crucial in a wide range
of scientific disciplines, aiding in image registration, fusion,
and analysis. In recent years, deep learning-based image
matching algorithms have dramatically outperformed hu-
mans in rapidly and accurately finding large amounts of cor-
respondences. However, when dealing with images captured
under different imaging modalities that result in significant
appearance changes, the performance of these algorithms of-
ten deteriorates due to the scarcity of annotated cross-modal
training data. This limitation hinders applications in vari-
ous fields that rely on multiple image modalities to obtain
complementary information. To address this challenge, we
propose a large-scale pre-training framework that utilizes
synthetic cross-modal training signals, incorporating diverse
data from various sources, to train models to recognize and
match fundamental structures across images. This capability
is transferable to real-world, unseen cross-modality image
matching tasks. Our key finding is that the matching model
trained with our framework achieves remarkable generaliz-
ability across more than eight unseen cross-modality regis-
tration tasks using the same network weight, substantially
outperforming existing methods, whether designed for gen-
eralization or tailored for specific tasks. This advancement
significantly enhances the applicability of image matching
technologies across various scientific disciplines and paves
the way for new applications in multi-modality human and
artificial intelligence (Al) analysis and beyond. Project page:
https://zju3dv.github.io/MatchAnything/.

1. Introduction

Cross-modality image matching, which seeks to accurately
find corresponding pixel locations between images from
different imaging principles, is a fundamental challenge
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across various disciplines. The estimated matches serve
as the cornerstone for recovering image transformations in
image registration, benefiting a wide range of applications
in medical image analysis, histopathology, remote sensing,
vision-based autonomous systems, and more, as shown in
Fig. 1. Concretely, in medical image analysis, aligning to-
mographic images such as MRI with CT, PET, or SPECT
from the same patient allows for the combination of different
types of information into a single, unified analysis, offering
complementary insights and aiding in more accurate diagno-
sis [10, 62, 68]. Additionally, in histopathology, matching
and registering images of tissue sections stained with differ-
ent techniques, such as Hematoxylin & Eosin (H&E) and
various Immunohistochemistry (IHC) stains, which highlight
distinct tissue features, can significantly facilitate compre-
hensive clinical evaluation by human experts or artificial
intelligence [33, 46, 48]. In remote sensing, image registra-
tion requires matching images captured by different sensors,
such as visible light with Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) or
thermal images, each providing unique imaging advantages.
This registration enables image fusion for multi-modalities
image analysis [24, 58], benefiting applications such as ge-
ological exploration, disaster relief, etc. In vision-based
autonomous systems, matching images captured by different
sensors, such as visible light and thermal images, enhances
robust localization and navigation in low-light environments
for applications such as Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs),
autonomous driving, and robotics.

Finding correspondences by human labeling is time-
consuming and labor-intensive, making it impractical for
processing large datasets. For example, annotating matches
for the registration of 481 histopathology image pairs re-
quired approximately 250 hours of work from 9 experts [9].
Therefore, many computer vision algorithms have been pro-
posed to address this challenge. Image matching is origi-
nally formulated as a keypoint detection, description, and
matching pipeline in a handcrafted or deep learning-based
approach. Given two input images, a set of salient keypoints
is first detected in each image. Local descriptors are then
extracted from the neighborhood regions around these key-
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Figure 1. Capabilities of the image matching model pre-trained by our framework. Green lines indicate the identified corresponding
pixel localizations between images. Using the same network weight, the detector-free matcher [78] with Transformer exhibits impressive
generalization abilities across extensive unseen real-world single- and cross-modality matching tasks, benefiting diverse applications in
disciplines such as (a) medical image analysis, (b) histopathology, (c) remote sensing, autonomous systems including (d) UAV positioning,
(e) autonomous driving, and more. The figure is best viewed in color and with zoom-in for clarity.

points. Finally, corresponding points are identified through
nearest neighbor searching in the feature space or by using
more sophisticated matching algorithms. However, cross-
modality matching tasks present significant challenges to
image matching methods, primarily due to the substantial
appearance changes resulting from differences in imaging
principles. The methods [11, 16, 34, 56, 61] that rely on key-
point detectors often struggle to identify reliable keypoints
across images from different modalities in the initial stage,
which hinders the subsequent matching process.

Recently, some learning-based detector-free methods [12,
20, 64, 77, 78] directly match image pixels with the help of
the Transformer [75] mechanism. Without the restriction
of keypoint detection, they have shown to be more robust
than detector-based methods in challenging data such as low-
textured scenes and large-perspective changes. Neverthe-
less, state-of-the-art detector-free matching methods [20, 78],
which are typically trained on abundant single-modality data,
exhibit limited generalization to cross-modality tasks. Addi-
tionally, training matching models with strong generalizabil-
ity for each cross-modality registration task is challenging,
as these methods typically require large-scale datasets with
dense ground truth correspondences, where the annotated
data for cross-modality matching is scarce. This issue is
particularly pronounced in medical research due to patient
privacy protections [1]. These limitations hinder the prac-
tical applications of cross-modal matching in real-world
scenarios.

In this paper, we propose a large-scale cross-modality
matching pre-training framework, that can unleash the gen-
eralizability of transformer-based detector-free matchers on

various unseen real-world cross-modality tasks in differ-
ent fields. We identify the main limitation as the lack of
annotated cross-modal training data, where there are two
critical components to address this problem: (1) the cross-
modal stimulus signals, which encourage the network to
learn appearance-insensitive, fundamental image structural
information, thus facilitating generalization to unseen cross-
modal tasks. To achieve this, we propose leveraging pixel-
aligned image translation networks [84, 93] to synthesize
images in other modalities for constructing cross-modal train-
ing pairs with significant appearance and structural changes.
(2) The diversity of training data sources, which serves as
the cornerstone for enabling the network to generalize to
never-seen-before structures such as satellite views and tis-
sue slices. Specifically, we employ a mixed training ap-
proach that incorporates various types of resources, includ-
ing multi-view images with scene reconstructions, extensive
unlabelled video sequences, and large-scale single-image
datasets. Furthermore, for training on unlabelled video se-
quences, we devise a coarse-to-fine strategy for constructing
pseudo ground truth matches by exploiting the continuity of
video frames. By joint training on these diverse resources,
we harness their unique characteristics to improve the ro-
bustness and generalization capabilities of image matching
networks for unseen cross-modality matching tasks.

The proposed pre-training framework can be effectively
applied to several detector-free matching methods without
any modifications. We select ROMA [20], a dense matcher
that emphasizes robustness, and ELoFTR [78], a semi-dense
matcher that balances both efficiency and effectiveness, as
base models for training. Our findings show that models pre-



trained using the proposed framework can exhibit universal
generalizability across more than eight unseen real-world
cross-modal tasks using the single network weight without
requiring further training, benefiting a wide range of dis-
ciplines including medical image analysis, histopathology,
remote sensing, autonomous systems, etc. An overview
of our models’ capabilities is shown in Fig. 1. Extensive
experiments conducted on nine datasets reveal that mod-
els pre-trained with our framework significantly outperform
state-of-the-art matching and image alignment methods in
multi-modality registration tasks, whether they are designed
for generalization or tailored for specific tasks. We believe
these advances in matching and registration will pave the
way for new applications in human and artificial intelli-
gence (Al) [13, 24, 83] analysis using multi-modality data
across various disciplines.

2. Results

Extensive experiments are conducted to compare the per-
formance of the matching models trained by the proposed
large-scale pre-training framework with state-of-the-art im-
age matching and registration methods across nine datasets,
encompassing more than eight cross-modality registration
tasks. These tasks span various fields including medical
image analysis, histopathology, remote sensing, UAV po-
sitioning, and autonomous driving. We select semi-dense
matcher ELoFTR [78] and dense matcher ROMA [20] for
pre-training. For each model, we use the single weight pre-
trained by our framework to conduct experiments on all
datasets without any fine-tuning to illustrate the universal
matching capabilities. For more comprehensive evaluations,
we assess the effectiveness of cross-modality matching using
metrics specific to downstream tasks, including registration
accuracy and pose estimation accuracy. The details about the
experimental settings and metrics are provided in Methods
(Sec. 4.6).

Multi-Modality Tomography Image Registration. In
medical image analysis and diagnostics, multiple modality
images are often used to provide complementary information
about the patient’s condition. The commonly used modalities
in clinical diagnostics include Computed Tomography (CT),
Magnetic Resonance (MR) imaging, Positron Emission To-
mography (PET), and Single Photon Emission Computed
Tomography (SPECT). CT provides rapid, high-resolution
images, making it ideal for emergency situations, trauma as-
sessment, and detailed visualization of bone and lung struc-
tures. MR offers superior soft tissue contrast without ioniz-
ing radiation, making it the preferred choice for neurological,
musculoskeletal, and cardiovascular imaging. PET excels
in detecting metabolic and functional abnormalities, which
are crucial for oncology, neurology, and cardiology. SPECT,
while having lower spatial resolution than CT, is valuable for

functional imaging in cardiology and neurology due to its
cost-effectiveness and lower radiation exposure. By register-
ing and fusing these images from a single patient, healthcare
professionals can combine the strengths of both modalities
to make more accurate diagnoses [10, 62, 68]. Our experi-
ments encompass cross-modality registration tasks involving
2D slices between various modalities. Specifically, we use
the Harvard Brain dataset [63], which includes CT-MR, PET-
MR, and SPECT-MR brain images from 810 patients, and
the Liver CT-MR dataset [6], which comprises the CT and
MR liver images from 111 patients.

The quantitative and qualitative comparisons are shown
in Fig. 2. Due to the severe appearance and structural differ-
ences between images, such as those from SPECT and MR,
existing matching matchers often fail to produce accurate
matches, leading to erroneous image registration and fusion.
In contrast, the models end-to-end trained by the proposed
large-scale pre-training framework achieve significantly bet-
ter performances than all baselines, despite having never
been exposed to medical images or tomography modalities.
Notably, the ROMA [20] model trained with our framework
shows a 76.9% relative improvement on the Harvard Brain
datasets (Fig. 2a), and the ELoFTR [78] model trained with
our framework achieves a remarkable 423.7% relative im-
provement on the Liver CT-MR datasets (Fig. 2b). The
considerably improved model generalizability on completely
unseen structures and modalities highlights the effectiveness
of our training framework, which successfully teaches the
model to learn and match fundamental image structures.

Registration of Histology Images with Different Stains.
In histopathology, tissue sections are commonly analyzed
through histology images employing various staining tech-
nologies, such as Hematoxylin and Eosin (H&E), Immuno-
histochemistry (IHC), etc. Each staining method highlights
different cellular structures and features. By registering
and fusing histology images from different stains, a more
comprehensive understanding of the tissue’s pathology can
be achieved, facilitating more accurate analysis and diag-
noses [33, 46]. However, the significant appearance variance
between different stain methods, and relative displacements
and deformations between tissue slices impose considerable
challenges to image matching and registration algorithms.
We utilize the ANHIR [9] challenge dataset to evaluate the
performance of cross-modality matching in the registration
of histology images stained differently. This dataset includes
tissue sections from various organs including lungs, kidneys,
breasts, mammary glands, and more. It comprises numerous
image pairs across different stains, including PAS-CD31,
PAS-aSMA, CD1a-CD68, H&E-Ki67, H&E-ER, H&E-PR,
etc.

As shown in Fig. 3a, the ROMA model trained by the
proposed framework achieves competitive performances
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Figure 2. Comparisons on cross-modality tomography image registration datasets. Our trained models are compared with four
representative baselines. Parts a and b are the results of the Harvard Brain dataset and Liver CT-MR dataset respectively. The curve of the
success rate (SR) metric under different thresholds is shown on the left-up side of each part, where the detailed comparisons with relative
improvements on SR @10 pixels metric are shown on the left-down side. Qualitative comparisons of predicted matches and aligned images
are shown on the right side of each section. The matches are colored by the match error, where the green color means that the match error is
less than 5 pixels. For a full table of quantitative comparisons with baselines, see the Extended Data Tab. 2.

on all metrics compared with existing well-engineered
optimization-based methods, including the first and follow-
up competition solutions. When compared with the learning-
based image alignment method DeepHistReg [80], which
directly regresses the warping field and is specially trained
for histology registration, our method achieves significantly
better accuracy, particularly on the average metrics. Fur-
thermore, our trained ROMA model shows a 33.2% relative
improvement in accuracy over the original ROMA model
on the Average-Average rTRE metric, while our trained
ELoFTR model achieves a 55.3% relative improvement over
its original model. These results demonstrate that our frame-
work effectively enhances the generalization capabilities of

these matching models on previously unseen tissue slices
and stains.

Retina Image Registration. The matching and registra-
tion of retina images from different viewpoints play a crucial
role in ophthalmology. The integrated perspectives can aid
in the diagnosis and treatment of various eye diseases, such
as glaucoma, macular degeneration, and diabetic retinopa-
thy [14, 15]. We use the FIRE [26] dataset that contains 134
pairs of visible retina images from different perspectives for
evaluation. This experiment validates the performance of the
cross-modality matching models trained by our framework
for single-modality tasks.
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Figure 3. Results on cross-modality histology registration and retina image registration tasks. Parts a, b show the results of the
histology registration task evaluated on the ANHIR dataset and the results of the retina image registration task using the FIRE dataset. For
each part, the upper table shows the quantitative comparisons with state-of-the-art baselines, whereas the lower figure shows the matching

and registration results of our trained models.

Results are shown in Fig. 3b. Existing learning-based
matchers perform well on the single-modality visible light
matching task. Our findings show that, despite being en-
dowed with strong cross-modality matching capabilities, our
models can also achieve comparable performance on visible
light matching task. Specifically, our trained ROMA model
achieves the best accuracy on the AUC-Easy metric, surpass-
ing SuperRetina [37], which is specifically trained for retina
image matching. These results suggest that cross-modality
trained models can serve as general-purpose matchers for
single-modality tasks.

Thermal and Visible Light Image Registration. Thermal
sensors play a crucial role in a wide range of applications,
including remote sensing, autonomous systems such as UAV
positioning, autonomous driving, robotics, and more. It
captures images that reveal temperature distribution, which
is valuable in remote sensing applications [24, 58] such as
monitoring mountain forest fires and analyzing urban heat
distribution. Additionally, the ability of thermal sensor to
operate effectively in low-light conditions, as well as through
fog and smoke, makes them a valuable tool for enhancing the
robustness of localization in autonomous systems. In these
applications, matching between thermal and visible light im-
ages is essential for tasks such as multi-modal image fusion
in remote sensing, multi-sensor calibration in autonomous

driving, and visual localization, where thermal images from
autonomous devices are matched with maps constructed
from visible light data for UAV and robotic navigation.

We evaluate the accuracy of in-plane transformation and
relative 6-DoF pose estimation across various thermal and
visible light datasets, representing different types of scenes.
Results are shown in Fig. 4 and Extended Data Tab. 2. Su-
perFusion [65], which is specifically trained for visible-
thermal matching task, generalizes poorly on these out-of-
distribution datasets. The models trained with our framework
consistently outperform all baseline methods by a large mar-
gin across all datasets. On the Visible-Thermal Remote
Sensing dataset [31], which consists of satellite view images,
existing matchers perform poorly due to the significantly
different characteristics of thermal and visible light images,
as well as the considerable difference in perspective from
typical training data. Our trained ROMA and ELoFTR mod-
els achieve success rates (SR) of 74.2% and 41.9% at the
10-pixel metric, respectively, representing relative improve-
ments of 255.0% and 136.7% compared to their original
versions. The Visible-Thermal Aerial View dataset [38],
captured from UAV devices, presents challenges due to sig-
nificant 3D viewpoint changes between images. Our train-
ing framework results in relative improvements of 128.9%
for the ROMA model and 89.3% for the ELoFTR model.
On the Visible-Infrared Ground View dataset [28], which
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Figure 4. Results on visible-thermal registration tasks. Our trained models are compared with four representative baselines. Parts
a, b, ¢ show the results on remote sensing, aerial view, and ground view scenes respectively. The left column of each part shows the
quantitative comparisons with baselines using success rates (SR) with a range of thresholds, as well as the detailed comparisons with relative
improvements using SR@ 10 pixels for Part a, and SR@10° for Parts b, ¢. The right column shows the qualitative comparisons with
baselines in terms of matching quality and registration error. The green matches mean the match errors are less than 5 pixels for Part a and
epipolar error is less than 3 x 102 for Parts b, ¢. The aligned images and warping errors are shown in Part a and the pose estimation errors
are shown in Part b, c. For a full table of quantitative comparisons with baselines, see Extended Data Tab. 2.
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Figure 5. Results on visible-SAR and visible-vectorized map registration tasks are shown in Parts a, b respectively. Our trained models
are compared with four representative baselines. The left column shows the quantitative comparisons with baselines using success rate (SR)
metrics at a range of thresholds, as well as the detailed comparisons using SR @10 pixels with the relative improvements of our methods
over baselines. The right column compares the matching quality and images aligned by the transformations recovered from matches. For
Part b, the matches are colored by the match errors, where the green means the error is within 5 pixels. For a full table of quantitative

comparisons with baselines, see Extended Data Tab. 2.

depicts outdoor street scenes, existing methods perform rel-
atively well due to the similar perspectives in their training
data. Nonetheless, our framework still achieves relative im-
provements of 16.8% for ROMA and 11.6% for ELoFTR on
the SR@ 10°metric. These results consistently demonstrate
that our training framework significantly improves models’
performance across all these datasets. Furthermore, they
highlight that even though synthetic thermal pairs were used
during training, the trained models generalize effectively to
real-world thermal-visible data.

SAR Image and Visible Light Image Registration. Syn-
thetic Aperture Radar (SAR) images are captured in the mi-
crowave portion of the electromagnetic spectrum, allowing
them to penetrate clouds, and smoke, providing consistent
imaging capabilities regardless of weather conditions or time
of day. This all-weather, day-and-night operational capabil-
ity ensures reliable data acquisition, which is important for
applications in remote sensing such as environmental mon-
itoring, and disaster response. The matching and registra-
tion between SAR and visible light images are essential for
achieving information fusion, which significantly enhances
comprehensive remote sensing analysis [24].



We use the Visible-SAR [82] dataset, which contains SAR
and visible light image pairs captured from satellite views
with perspective changes, and the results are shown in Fig. 5a.
The models trained with our framework achieve remarkable
performance improvements compared to the baseline meth-
ods, despite the SAR modality and satellite viewpoints being
completely unseen in the training data. Specifically, our
trained ROMA and ELoFTR models achieve success rates
of 93.3% and 72.5%, respectively, on the 10-pixel metric,
representing relative improvements of 78.5% and 207.5%
compared to their original versions.

Vectorized Map and Visible Light Image Registration.
The vectorized map, a commonly used and easily accessible
data source, represents the highly abstract layout of urban
buildings and is frequently utilized for everyday localization
and navigation. Matching and registering vectorized maps
with visible light images significantly benefit UAV localiza-
tion and navigation [23, 90], especially in urban scenarios
where GPS signals may be obstructed by buildings. This
process enhances the self-localization capabilities of devices.
We use [31] dataset for evaluating the capability of matchers
on this task.

Results are shown in Fig. 5b and Extended Data Tab. 2.
Due to the significant differences in appearance, the exist-
ing state-of-the-art matcher ELoFTR performs poorly, and
ROMA even completely fails. MCNet [92], which is specif-
ically trained on visible-vectorized map pairs, performs
poorly on the out-of-distribution test set. In contrast, the
matching models trained with our framework achieve sub-
stantial improvements. As shown in the qualitative results,
the trained models produce much better match quality and
better image alignment with much smaller errors. Specifi-
cally, the SR@ 10 pixels metric achieves 90.4% for ROMA
and 77.2% for ELOFTR. While SuperFusion [65] performs
well on the SR@20 pixels metric, likely due to its semantic-
level supervision mechanism, it performs poorly on high-
accuracy metrics. Conversely, the models trained with our
framework achieve significantly better accuracy on the strict
SR @5 pixels threshold. These significant improvements on
completely unseen image matching tasks between vectorized
maps and visible light images highlight the efficacy of our
training framework in enhancing both the generalizability
and accuracy of matching models.

Running Time. We use the same hyperparameters as the
original implementations of the ROMA and ELoFTR mod-
els, with only the network weights differing. Therefore, the
running time of the matching models trained with our frame-
work is the same as the original models. For matching two
images with a resolution of 640 x 480, the ELoFTR model
consumes 40ms, while the ROMA model takes 303ms. The
running times were evaluated on a single NVIDIA RTX

3090 GPU.

3. Discussion

Cross-modality matching serves as the foundation for multi-
modality image registration, which is an important task
across various scientific disciplines such as medical imaging,
histopathology, remote sensing, autonomous systems, etc.
However, the limited generalizability of existing matching
models hinders their practical applications. In this paper, we
introduce a large-scale pre-training framework that enables
state-of-the-art detector-free matchers to achieve universal
cross-modality matching capabilities on a wide range of
unseen tasks. Our approach begins with a mixed training
strategy that incorporates various training data resources,
including multi-view image datasets with ground truth recon-
structions, extensive unlabelled video sequences, and large-
scale single-image datasets. To effectively utilize unlabelled
video data for training, we innovate a coarse-to-fine strategy
for constructing pseudo ground truth matches. This joint
training approach leverages the complementary strengths of
different datasets to provide rich and diverse training data.
Additionally, we introduce cross-modal stimulus training
signals using image generation techniques to encourage the
matching model to learn to match appearance-insensitive,
fundamental image structures. Extensive experiments across
nine datasets demonstrate that models pre-trained with our
framework exhibit remarkable generalizability on more than
eight unseen real-world cross-modality registration tasks
without requiring additional task-specific training, signifi-
cantly outperforming state-of-the-art matching and image
alignment methods. We believe these results represent a mile-
stone in computer vision and machine intelligence, paving
the way for new applications in human and artificial intelli-
gence (Al [13, 24, 83] analysis using multi-modality data
across a broad range of disciplines.

The limitation of our training framework is that the
trained models currently perform poorly on cross-modality
matching between aerial view and ground view images, due
to the extreme differences in both perspective and appear-
ance. We believe the issue stems from the lack of relevant
training data, as our framework cannot effectively mimic the
drastic perspective changes between these views. This limi-
tation can be addressed in future works by fine-tuning our
pre-trained models on specific cross-modality tasks using
small-scale labeled data with memory-efficient techniques
such as LoRA [27] and ControlNet [87], which can enhance
models’ task-specific performance while maintaining strong
generalization ability.

4. Methods

Our objective is to train highly generalizable detector-free
image matching models capable of finding accurate corre-
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Figure 6. Method Overview. a. We first introduce two types of transformer-based detector-free matching architectures, including dense
and semi-dense, serving as base models for our pre-training framework. b. The proposed large-scale universal cross-modality pre-training
framework consists of (1) a multi-resource dataset mixture engine designed to generate image pairs with ground truth matches by integrating
the strengths of various data types. This engine is composed of (i) multi-view images with known geometry datasets that obtain ground
truth matches by warping pixels using depth maps to other images; (ii) video sequences by leveraging the continuity inherent in video
frames to construct point trajectories in a coarse-to-fine manner, and then build training pairs with pseudo ground truth matches between
distant frames; (iii) image warping that sample transformations to construct synthetic image pairs with perspective changes for large-scale
single image datasets. (2) Subsequently, cross-modality training pairs are generated to train matching models in learning fundamental image
structure and geometric information, which is achieved by using image generation models to obtain pixel-aligned images in other modalities,
and then substituted for the original image in the training pairs.



spondences from a pair of images from different unseen
modalities during training. To this end, we propose a large-
scale cross-modality pre-training framework that integrates
multi-data-resource and multi-modal stimulus signals, as
illustrated in Fig. 6. In the following sections, we first give
preliminaries about the detector-free matching architectures
used by our framework in Sec. 4.1, and then elaborate on the
two key components of our framework: the multi-resource
datasets mixture training engine (Sec. 4.2), and the cross-
modal stimulus data generator (Sec. 4.3). Related works are
reviewed in Sec. 4.5, and experimental details are presented
in Sec. 4.6. Lastly, ablation studies (Sec. 4.7) are conducted
to explore the key design choices of our framework.

4.1. Preliminaries about Detector-Free Matchers

Detector-free matchers, which are end-to-end trained with
ground truth matches, have shown remarkable performance
with the help of transformer architecture in tackling ex-
treme perspective changes in common single-modality im-
age matching tasks. We leverage the proposed large-scale,
multi-resource, cross-modality training framework to un-
leash the universal capabilities of detector-free matchers in
cross-modality matching tasks.

Our framework can be applied to several detector-free
matcher without necessitating modifications to the methods.
In this work, we select two state-of-the-art detector-free
matchers as base models for training to demonstrate the
efficacy of the proposed framework: ROMA [20], a dense
method that focuses on robustness, and ELoFTR [78], a semi-
dense method that balances both efficiency and effectiveness.

4.1.1 Dense Matcher: ROMA

ROMA [20] predicts a dense warping field W'=" given an
image pair (marked as left [ and right r), which is subse-
quently sampled by considering both match confidence and
spatial distributions to extract reliable correspondences. It
firstly extracts coarse image feature maps from input image
pairs using a pre-trained DINOv2 [47] backbone and fine
features using a CNN backbone. Then, it predicts the coarse
warping field using coarse features using a transformer-based
decoder. Subsequently, the fine warping field in high resolu-
tion is achieved by iteratively refining the previous level of
the warping field by convolution refinement network using
fine-level features.

Due to the expansive parameter spaces in both the encoder
and decoder, ROMA exhibits strong advantages in matching
scenes with challenging appearance and perspective changes.
This feature makes it particularly well-suited for large-scale
pre-training and generalization to unseen cross-modality
tasks.
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4.1.2 Semi-Dense Matcher: ELoFTR

ELoFTR [78] achieves detector-free matching through a
coarse-to-fine strategy with a transformer mechanism. Ini-
tially, it extracts coarse features in downsampled resolu-
tion (1/8) and fine features in original image resolution
using a CNN network and then applies global self- and
cross-attention mechanisms to transform the coarse fea-
ture maps for better discriminativeness. Following this,
coarse matches are established through dense mutual-nearest-
neighbor (MNN) matching using these transformed coarse
features. Subsequently, these coarse matches are refined for
sub-pixel accuracy: for a coarse match, its corresponding
local feature patch in the left and right fine feature maps
are cropped and then matched locally by feature correlation
and MNN to get an intermediate fine match in pixel-level
accuracy. Finally, it is further refined by keeping the match
in the left image fixed while performing feature correlation
and expectation on the local 3 x 3 window around the match
in the right image to get the final sub-pixel-level fine match.
As it performs dense pixel-wised matching on downsampled
coarse feature maps and then refines it for high accuracy, this
scheme is commonly called semi-dense matching.

Although it underperforms than ROMA, ELoFTR’s ad-
vantage is its significantly better efficiency, which is due
to its relatively lighter architecture. This makes ELoFTR
especially suitable for applications where speed and compu-
tational resource efficiency are critical.

4.2. Multi-Resources Data Mixture Training

Providing diverse training data is the cornerstone for training
cross-modality matchers with high generalizable capabilities.
The training of the above matching models requires dense
ground truth correspondences across images as supervision
signals, which are often obtained by warping each pixel in
one image to another by known depth values and camera
parameters. However, this process requires access to ground
truth reconstruction for each scene, which is expensive to
acquire and barricades the scaling up of training data.

To solve this problem, we propose an approach that uti-
lizes joint training across multiple resource datasets, includ-
ing multi-view images with known geometry, which are hard
to acquire and have limited diversity but offer realistic view-
point changes along with ground truths; video sequences,
which provide moderately diverse and realistic viewpoint
changes but lack ground truth correspondences; image warp-
ing of large-scale single-image datasets, which offers the
most diverse but least realistic viewpoint changes. The joint
training of these datasets allows us to leverage the strengths
of each dataset while mitigating their individual weaknesses.



4.2.1 Multi-View Images with Geometry

With known scene reconstructions, the ground truth corre-
spondences for each image pair can be obtained through
depth warping, where a 2D point in the left image is firstly
lifted to 3D space in the world coordinates by its depth value
and camera parameters, and then projected to the right image
by the right camera parameters.

Due to the presence of noise in scene reconstructions,
such as inaccurate depth values or scanned meshes with
holes, we carefully check warped depth errors and cycle con-
sistency errors to filter out inaccurate ground truth matches.
The warped depth error ey and cycle projection error e, are
defined as follows:

_ Dy (xpro) —dpros |
Geprog)

€d
{6c = Il =m0+ &5, Dy (Kprog) - 7 (o)l

where Xppo; = - & - Di(xq) -7, (%)

x; is a sampled 2D point in left view, D.) is the depth map
of reference or query view, 7r is the projection determined
by intrinsic parameters, and &, = &, - §; 1 is the relative
pose between the left and right view. dy,,.,; is the z value of
3D points in query view corresponding to X,,;. A pair of
corresponding points is retained in the ground truth matches
if the projection depth error e4 < 0.05 and cycle projection
error e, < 3 pixels.

For this type of data, we use MegaDepth [32], Scan-
Net++ [86], and BlendedMVS [85] datasets for mixture
training, encompassing 1079 scenes that cover both indoor
and outdoor environments. However, due to the challenge
of collecting high-quality reconstruction data, scaling up
this type of dataset is difficult. Therefore, we incorporate
additional diverse datasets including video sequences and
single-image data for large-scale training.

4.2.2 Video Sequences

Video sequences can be easily collected and provide re-
alistic perspective changes, which are ideal for training
image matchers. However, current large-scale video se-
quence datasets often lack dense reconstructions for training.
A promising approach [59] involves using state-of-the-art
detector-free matchers to match simpler adjacent frames and
build trajectories, then leveraging the continuity of video
sequences to obtain matches for more distant frames, which
are subsequently used as training data. Nevertheless, since
matches produced by detector-free matchers are dependent
on image pairs, applying them to consecutive frames leads
to inconsistencies, resulting in fragmentary trajectories. This
fragmentation hinders the construction of long-range point
tracks, which are essential for obtaining matches for distant
pairs with significant perspective changes. To overcome this
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problem, we propose a coarse-to-fine strategy to produce
long-range tracks and accurate pseudo ground truth matches.
An overview of our approach is shown in Extended Data
Fig. 7.

Initially, we sequentially match the i*" image with the
next 10 images using ROMA [20] model. To construct point
tracks for obtaining matches between distant frames, such as
the i*" image and the (i + 40)*" image that has challenging
perspective changes, fragmentary matches are merged to
construct coarse trajectories. Concretely, for each image, we
gather all its correspondences with other images as well as
the associated confidence values produced by the matcher.
Then, a non-maximum suppression process is performed
across the entire image using a sliding window of size 7 x
7. This process merges fragmented matches to locations
with the highest confidence within their local region, thus
constructing continuous trajectories.

However, the accuracy of correspondences is significantly
compromised due to the movement of points during the
previous merge process. To rectify this issue, we further
refine the merged point trajectories to achieve sub-pixel
accuracy using a transformer-based multi-view refinement
approach [25]. For a coarse trajectory, feature patches sur-
rounding the points in each trajectory are first extracted and
processed through a multi-view transformer to obtain dis-
criminative features. Subsequently, a dense grid of query
points in one view is sampled, and their features are corre-
lated with the feature patches from other views to generate
match distribution maps. The sum of variance across all
distribution maps is calculated for each query point as the
uncertainty criterion. The optimal query point and its peak
feature correlation responses in other views are then identi-
fied as the refined trajectory locations.

With refined long-range point trajectories, we are able to
construct image pairs with pseudo ground truth matches by
selecting image pairs that are more than 10 frames apart and
exhibit at least 300 co-visible correspondences. In practice,
we adopt the DL3DV [35] dataset as the large-scale video
dataset for training, which comprises 10K high-quality video
sequences, encompassing a broad range of scene categories.
For each pair, 10K matches with high confidence are sampled
from the dense warp flow estimated by ROMA to ensure
matching quality. This is followed by geometric verification
using RANSAC [21] to further remove outliers.

4.2.3 Image Warping

Single-image datasets are recognized for their diversity due
to the ease of collection from the Internet. They are incor-
porated into our training framework to further enhance data
diversity. To create a training pair from a single input image,
we apply image warping by sampling homography transfor-
mations, which involve adjustments in rotation, translation,



scaling, and shearing. The sampled transformation warps
the input image to generate the target image, and the two
are then constructed as an image pair. The corresponding
ground truth matches are established by applying the sam-
pled transformation to warp the dense pixel locations in the
input image.

However, since this method only creates image pairs with
planar transformations, it falls short of accurately mimicking
real-world perspective changes. As a result, models trained
exclusively on such warped single-image data often under-
perform in real-world applications. To address this issue, we
propose to combine single-image warping data with multi-
view data with geometry and video sequences in a mixture
training manner. This approach harnesses the diversity of
the single-image data while benefiting from the realistic per-
spective changes provided by multi-view and video data. In
practice, we use large-scale single-image datasets, including
GoogleLandmark [79] and SA-1B [29] for training.

4.3. Cross-Modality Stimulus Data Generation

Based on the proposed multi-resources dataset mixture train-
ing framework, we now inject the cross-modality stimu-
lus data into the training data, encouraging the network to
learn fundamental structural information of images. This
approach enables the network to generalize effectively on
various never-seen-before cross-modality matching tasks.
We propose to use image generation techniques to create
synthetic multi-modality image pairs for training.

Concretely, we transform one image from each training
pair to other modalities using pixel-aligned image general-
ization models. The generated images are then substituted
for the original images in the training pairs to form new
cross-modal pairs. The key aspect of this approach is the
pixel-aligned property of the image generation models, as it
enables the obtained images to maintain the same structural
information as the input image while exhibiting significantly
different appearances. This alignment allows for using cor-
respondences from original pairs in training. In practice,
we use the image style translation network and monocular
depth estimation network as pixel-aligned image generation
models.

Image Style Translation is a generative model that trans-
lates the style of one image to another while preserving the
content. We use this technique to generate images in dif-
ferent modalities with significant appearance changes for
training. Notably, we do not expect the network to “memo-
rize” a specifically trained cross-modality matching task, as
synthetic models cannot fully replicate real-world imaging
principles, such as thermal images that depict temperature
distributions in a scene. Instead, we use synthetic image
pairs with significant appearance changes to train the net-
work to learn to match fundamental image structures across
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different modalities. This learned capability can then be
transferred to real-world cross-modality tasks.

Specifically, we train image translation models separately
to translate visible light images into thermal and nighttime
images, which are two common imaging conditions in real-
world scenarios. Due to the limited resources of pixel-
aligned ground truth image pairs for training translation
model, we use CycleGAN [93] as the image style translator,
which can be trained in an unsupervised manner using cycle
consistency loss and demonstrates strong generalization ca-
pabilities. In practice, the visible light to infrared translation
model is trained on the Tardal [36] dataset, and the daytime-
nighttime translation model is trained on the Aachen [88]
dataset.

Monocular Depth Estimation. We find that previous im-
age style translation models primarily mimic the appearance
changes between different modalities, with limited impact on
image structure. However, real-world modality differences
extend beyond mere appearance variations. For example,
regions with sufficient visual texture in visible light images
may lack texture when captured by a thermal sensor due to
minimal temperature differences.

To address this, we introduce image structural changes
by incorporating visible light and depth map pairs into the
training process. Monocular depth estimators predict the
depth value of each pixel in the input image and have shown
remarkable generalization ability based on large-scale pre-
training. Moreover, depth maps introduce significantly larger
structural changes compared to images generated through
style translation, enhancing the matching models’ abilities
to handle cross-modal variations. We experimented with
various depth estimation networks and selected DepthAny-
thing [84] considering its optimal balance of efficiency and
performance. The estimated depth maps are rescaled to
grayscale images, which then replace the original images to
form cross-modal pairs. Notably, for datasets with ground-
truth geometry, their depth maps are directly used to generate
cross-modality pairs, bypassing the need for depth estima-
tion networks.

4.4. Training Details

Our multi-resource cross-modality training framework gener-
ates ~800M image pairs, comprising visible-visible, visible-
synthetic thermal, visible-synthetic nighttime, and visible-
depth map pairs. For the matching models, we separately
train ROMA and ELoFTR using their official implementa-
tions, maintaining identical hyperparameters and loss func-
tions for fair comparisons with their original models. Train-
ing is carried out on 16 NVIDIA A100-80G GPUs with a
batch size of 64. The training process takes approximately
4.3 days for ELoFTR and 6 days for ROMA. The AdamW
optimizer [39] is used with an initial learning rate of 8 x 1073,



For each method, a single pre-trained model weight is used
to conduct all experiments presented in this paper, highlight-
ing the strong generalizability unleashed by our training
framework.

4.5. Related Works

Cross-Modality Image Registration. Image registration
seeks to estimate 2D or 3D transformations between a pair
of 2D images. These transformations include planar transfor-
mations such as affine or homography, relative camera poses
with six degrees of freedom (6DoF) in 3D space, and non-
rigid transformations like B-splines. The goal of estimating
these transformations is to enable the fusion of images or to
facilitate camera calibration and localization tasks, which
are essential in applications across various fields. Many tra-
ditional methods [2, 3, 22, 30, 40, 55, 81] typically adhere
to a pipeline where initial image correspondences are es-
tablished through human labeling or by using a 2D image
matching algorithm such as SIFT [41]. Following this, the
transformation is solved based on these correspondences, al-
lowing for image alignment via the estimated transformation.
Optionally, for enhancing precision, non-rigid alignment is
subsequentially employed for image pairs with deformation.
This involves estimating non-rigid B-spline transformations
through non-linear optimization, utilizing point warping dis-
tance loss and a mattes mutual information [43] loss, which
is intensity-invariant and thus more robust to the varying
appearances across different modalities. A recent matching
method SRIF [31] extends SIFT to handle multiple cross-
modality tasks by proposing an image intensity transfor-
mation to address significant appearance changes between
modalities. However, it still relies on handcrafted designs
for intensity transformation and matching. Learned priors
can not be used for benefiting matching, limiting its perfor-
mance.

As for deep-learning-based methods, DeepHistReg [80]
proposes a neural network to directly regress the deformation
field to register histology images with different stains, which
is trained in a self-supervised manner. However, its applica-
tion is restricted to a single task, and it demonstrates limited
accuracy due to a lack of diverse training data. [4, 44] use
3D convolution or attention mechanisms to regress the de-
formation field to register brain images of the same patients
at different times. However, these methods are inherently
task-specific and struggle with cross-modality data, such as
registration between CT and MRI, SPECT and MRI, or when
applied to other organs like kidneys, primarily due to the lim-
ited availability of training data. Moreover, their dependency
on 3D volumes as input restricts their application to 2D im-
ages, limiting their versatility in broader clinical settings.
SuperFusion [65] regresses dense optical flow for the fusion
of visible light and thermal images, trained with semantic su-
pervision. Nevertheless, its generalizability is limited due to
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the lack of diversity in the training dataset, and it is not well-
suited for matching images with large perspective changes,
as it relies on the small displacement assumption of optical
flow. XoFTR [73] builds on LoFTR [64] with a modified
image matching model trained on synthetic thermal data.
However, its limited diversity in modality and scene varia-
tions constrains its generalizability to other cross-modality
matching tasks. Some methods [89, 92] directly regress the
homography transformation for an input image pair, which
can be used for cross-modality registration. However, the
application of these methods is limited to planar images and
cannot be extended to 6DoF pose or non-rigid transformation
estimations.

In this work, we address all these limitations by develop-
ing universal cross-modality image matchers that are capable
of providing accurate correspondences essential for the trans-
formation estimation pipeline across various tasks.

Image Matching. Classical image matching methods [8,
41, 53] rely on handcrafted techniques for detecting key-
points, describing them, and then performing matching
by nearest-neighbor searching. In contrast, recent ad-
vancements employ deep neural networks for both detec-
tion [5, 37, 53, 57] and description [18, 45, 69, 70], signifi-
cantly enhancing the robustness of detection and discrimi-
nativeness of local descriptors. Additionally, some modern
methods [16, 17, 42, 50, 71] managed to learn the detector
and descriptor together. SuperGlue [56] introduces the trans-
former [75] mechanism into matching. Subsequent work
LightGlue [34] further improves the efficiency and accu-
racy of the transformer-based matcher SuperGlue using the
strategy of adapting to the matching difficulty for early stop
matching.

Detector-free methods match images directly, bypassing
the need for detecting specific keypoints and instead produc-
ing semi-dense or dense matches. This approach enhances
robustness and demonstrates greater model capabilities. The
early methods [51, 52] achieve this by 4D correlation vol-
umes. LoFTR [60] first employs the transformer [75] in
detector-free matching to model long-range dependencies
and produce semi-dense matches in a coarse-to-fine man-
ner. Many follow-up works [12, 67, 77] further improve the
matching accuracy, by performing attention on multi-scale
features [12, 77], using the guidance of flow [12], or restricts
the attention span during hierarchical attention to relevant ar-
eas [67]. To improve efficiency while preserving robustness,
ELoFTR [78] proposes an aggregated attention mechanism
that adaptively selects tokens and sequences redundant com-
putations. It achieves significantly higher efficiency than
LoFTR while exhibiting better matching accuracy. Recently,
Dense matching methods [19, 20, 72], which are designed
to estimate all possible correspondences between two im-
ages, have shown strong robustness on large perspective



changes. As a side effect, they are generally much slower
compared with sparse and semi-dense methods due to the
heavier architectures.

However, cross-modality matching tasks remain challeng-
ing for these learning-based matchers due to severe appear-
ance changes between images. With well-developed match-
ing architectures, the bottleneck lies in the lack of large-scale
cross-modality training data. The proposed large-scale pre-
training framework circumvents this problem and can benefit
multiple learning-based matching methods.

Training of Image Matchers. Previous keypoint detection
and description method [16] employs a multi-stage training
strategy, which includes human labeling and self-supervised
techniques, due to the ambiguity inherent in defining key-
points. Matchers [12, 19, 20, 56, 64, 78] typically utilize
training datasets composed of multi-view images correspond-
ing scene reconstructions to generate ground truth matches.
Some methods [34, 56] also incorporate a pretraining phase
that involves single-image warping before training on real-
world datasets. To address the scarcity of data with known
reconstructions, CAPS [76] adopts weak supervision using
epipolar geometry constraints. However, this strategy leads
to suboptimal performance compared to a fully supervised
approach [91] when generalizing to different tasks. The
recent method GIM [59] proposes generating ground truth
correspondences for unlabelled video sequences through a
matching-and-propagation process that leverages the inher-
ent continuity of video. However, it faces challenges with
inconsistent correspondences from detector-free matches, ne-
cessitating a merging strategy. This method is constrained to
using small merge ranges to prevent significant decreases in
match accuracy. As a result, this limitation restricts the prop-
agation length for constructing image pairs with challenging
perspective changes.

Differently, we propose a new cross-modality multi-
resources mixture training framework that effectively har-
nesses the advantages of multi-view images, single-image
warping, and video sequences. Additionally, we devise a
coarse-to-fine strategy aimed at obtaining long-range and
accurate ground truth correspondences for unlabelled video
sequences.

4.6. Experimental Details

In the following sections, we provide details about the evalu-
ation datasets used in our experiments and baseline settings.
Full results with broader baseline methods as well as using
different evaluation metrics are provided in the Extended
Data Tab. 2, 3. We conducted experiments five times with
different random seeds, and the average results are reported.
Error bars representing the standard deviation are also shown
in the figures.
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4.6.1 Evaluation Datasets

Liver CT-MR Dataset [6] contains the aligned CT and
MR volumes from the same patients. To construct the eval-
uation dataset, we uniformly slice five images from each
volume and randomly warp images to simulate the misalign-
ments between CT and MR images, which is a common
scenario in clinical practice. There are 555 pairs used for
evaluation in total.

Since the image pairs are created by image warping, the
ground truth transformation is naturally known and be used
for evaluation. We evaluate the performances of methods by
solving affine transformation for each image pair. Then, a
set of control points {x,} in the source image are warped
by the predicted T and the ground truth Ty transformations
respectively, whereas the warping error is calculated by the
mean Euclidean distance between the two sets of warped

points:
m
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where m is the total number of control points. The registra-
tion is considered successful if the warping error is less than
n pixels threshold, where the success rate (SR) over all pairs
is reported. In practice, we use four corners of the source
image as the control points.

Harvard Brain Dataset [63] contains the accurately
aligned brain image pairs between CT-MR, PET-MR, and
SPECT-MR, which contains 810 pairs in total. We create
evaluation pairs by randomly warping images, following the
same way as the Liver CT-MR dataset. We use the success
rate of mean point warping error under n pixels as the eval-
uation metric, the same as with the previous Liver CT-MR
dataset.

Histology Image Dataset. We use ANHIR challenge
dataset [9] for evaluation, which covers the tissue section
image pairs collected from various organs and conditions
including lesions, lungs, mammary glands, Colon Adeno-
carcinoma (COAD), kidneys, and breasts. It comprises 251
test pairs across different stains, including H&E-Ki67, H&E-
ER, H&E-PR, etc. A set of ground truth correspondences
is provided for each pair, which are annotated and carefully
checked by experts. To evaluate the matching performances
on these pairs with non-rigid deformations, we first estimate
the rigid affine transformation between each pair, which
serves as the rough alignment. Subsequentially, the fine-
grained B-spline non-rigid transformation is optimized by
SGD under the constraint of estimated matches.

We follow the evaluation metrics in the ANHIR challenge.
For a pair (I,, I;) from all test pairs, the evaluation landmark
x} in the source image I is first warped to I, by the solved



transformations. Then, the relative Target Registration Error
(rTRE) is computed by the Euclidean distance between the
warped points %] and the annotated ground truth correspon-
dences x{ normalized by image dialog d;:

1% = xql2

dj
Subsequentially, the average rTRE (ArTRE) and median
rTRE (MrTRE) are computed on all evaluation landmarks
in the pair. The overall performance of the algorithm is
evaluated by the average ArTRE, average MrTRE, mean
ArTRE and mean MrTRE metrics overall test pairs.

ITRE} =

Retina Image Dataset. We use the FIRE dataset [26] to
evaluate the performances of our large-scale cross-modality
pre-trained models on retina visible-visible image pairs. The
dataset contains 134 image pairs with manually annotated
ground truth correspondences for each pair. The original pa-
per divided these pairs into easy, moderate, and hard subsets
for separate evaluation.

We follow the evaluation protocol in the SuperRetina [37].
For each pair, we estimate the homography transformation
using the produced correspondences, warp the landmarks
from the source image to the target image, and calculate the
mean Euclidean distance between warped landmarks and
their ground truth matches. Then, the Area Under the Curve
(AUC) of mean warping error at a threshold of 25 pixels is
used as the evaluation metric.

Thermal-Visible Satellite Dataset compresses 200 image
pairs from satellite images. For each pair, the ground truth
transformation is provided in the form of a 3 x 3 matrix.
Same with the previous Liver CT-MR dataset, we compute
the mean Euclidean distance between the warped control
points in the source image by the ground truth transformation
and the solved transformation by produced matches. The
success rate (SR) metrics of warping error under different
thresholds are reported.

Thermal-Visible Aerial View Dataset and Ground View
Dataset. We use [82] as an aerial view evaluation dataset,
containing 2145 image pairs and depicting real-world 3D
perspective changes. For each pair, the ground truth camera
pose is attached. As for the ground view dataset, we use [28].
This dataset provides video image sequences and their corre-
sponding pixel-aligned thermal image sequences. Since the
ground truth camera pose is not provided, we first leverage
the current state-of-the-art SfM method [25] to recover cam-
era poses using the visible light image sequences. Due the
the pixel alignment between the visible and thermal images,
the estimated camera poses are also applicable to the thermal
images. Then, we create thermal and visible image pairs for
evaluation, where 492 pairs are sampled.
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The relative pose (f{7 t) between each pair is recovered
by solving the essential matrix using produced matches,
where the RANSAC [21] is utilized to remove outliers. Then,
we calculate the relative pose error using the ground truth
camera pose:

Error = maX(Rerr» terr) ’

trace(RTRy) — 1
where R, = arccos < race( g[) ) ,
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The success rate of the relative pose estimation under various
error thresholds is reported.

Visible-SAR Dataset. We use the [82] dataset that con-
tains 1209 visible-SAR image pairs, where a set of ground
truth matches are provided for each pair. The affine transfor-
mation is estimated by predicted matches, which are used
to warp the evaluation landmarks from the source image to
the target image. We use the success rate of the mean warp-
ing error under different error thresholds as the evaluation
metric.

Visible-Vectorized Map Dataset. [31] dataset provides
200 visible-vectorized map image pairs, which are perfectly
aligned. Like the previous Liver CT-MR dataset, we ran-
domly warp the images to create the perspective changes
and obtain ground truth transformations. The success rates
of warping errors under different error thresholds are used
as metrics.

4.6.2 Baselines

Image Matching Baselines. We compare our large-
scale trained models with handcrafted matching meth-
ods SIFT [41], SRIF [31], learning-based homogra-
phy regressor MCNet [92] and a set of state-of-the-art
learning-based matching methods, including ROMA [20],
DKM [19], GIM [59], SuperFusion [65], ELoFTR [78],
MatchFormer [77], AspanFormer [12], and Super-
Point [16]+LightGlue [56] (SP+LG). For learning-based
image matching methods, we use their outdoor models for
evaluation. The ROMA, DKM, ELoFTR, MatchFormer, and
AspanFormer models are trained on the MegaDepth dataset
in a fully supervised manner. The LightGlue is firstly pre-
trained on the Oxford-Pairs dataset [49] by single-image
homography warping with strong photometric augmenta-
tions, including blur, hue, saturation, illumination, etc, and
then fine-tuned on the MegaDepth dataset by full supervision.
The GIM model is trained on the proposed video dataset us-
ing the video propagation strategy. Its trained DKM model



with optimal performance is used for comparisons. SuperFu-
sion is trained specifically for visible light image and thermal
image matching and fusion using MSRS [66] dataset. For
MCNet, we utilize the weight trained on visible-vectorized
map pairs from the GoogleMap dataset. Their results are
obtained by running open-source code using their released
models and hyperparameters. The SuperRetina [37] baseline
is compared on the retina image registration dataset. It was
specially trained on retina datasets in a semi-supervised man-
ner using partially human-labeled retina image pairs and a
progressive keypoint expansion strategy. Its results are from
their original paper since the same evaluation dataset and
metrics are used in our experiments.

Image Alignment Methods. We compare the proposed
method with optimization-based and learning-based image
registration methods on the non-rigid histology image reg-
istration task using the ANHIR challenge dataset. For all
these methods, we use the results reported by the original
papers. The Elastix [30] is open-source software that aligns
image pairs by optimizing a B-spline deformation using mat-
tes mutual information similarity criteria with the adaptive
stochastic gradient descent optimizer. The first-place solu-
tion MEVIS [40] and the second-place solution AGH [81]
in competition device well-engineered pipelines. MEVIS
first performs initial alignment by trying multiple different
image rotations and then estimating affine transformation
using the Gaussian-Newton method. Then non-rigid trans-
formation is found using curvature regularization and L-
BFGS optimization. The second-place solution AGH applies
several different approaches and automatically selects the
best solution. It first determines the rigid transformation
using RANSAC from matches produced by multiple match-
ing methods including SIFT [41], SURF [7], and ORB [54].
Then, a non-rigid transformation was found using local affine
registration, various versions of the demons algorithms, or a
feature-point-based thin-plate spline interpolation.

The DeepHistReg [80] baseline directly regresses the
rigid affine transformations, as well as the non-rigid defor-
mation fields for the histology image registration task. It
was trained on the ANHIR [9] training set in an unsuper-
vised manner by minimizing the negative normalized cross-
correlation cost function. Its results are from their original
paper since the same evaluation dataset and metrics are used
in our experiments.

4.7. Ablation Studies

We conducted several experiments to validate the design
choices of our large-scale pre-training framework using the
ROMA matching model on multiple cross-modality evalua-
tion datasets.
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Cross-Modality Activation Signals. We ablate the incor-
poration of cross-modality stimulus signals in the training
phase. Firstly, we drop all cross-modality data, where only
visible image pairs are used for training. Extended Data
Tab. 1 (1) shows that performances decrease significantly on
all the cross-modality evaluation datasets, which indicates
the generalizing capability on the unseen modality is greatly
reduced. We also tried to replace the cross-modality data
with the commonly used photometric image augmentation
methods to bring appearance changes, including illumina-
tion, blur, saturation, and hue. As shown in Extended Data
Tab. 1 (2), the photometric augmentation brings little im-
provements compared with using only visible image pairs.
However, there is a significant performance gap between
using the proposed cross-modality stimulus signals. These
experiments validate the efficacy of using cross-modality
stimulus data to train image matching models, significantly
enhancing their generalizability on unseen cross-modality
tasks.

Subsequently, we further analyze the influence of each
part of the cross-modality data. Results in Extended Data
Tab. 1 (3) show that the dropping of the synthetic thermal
data leads to a 9.7% drop of SR@10° metric on the real-
world thermal-visible registration dataset. The performances
on other cross-modality tasks also consistently decreased.
This indicates the use of synthetic thermal training data
can not only improve the generalizability of real-world ther-
mal data but also improve the performance on other cross-
modality tasks. Without either depth maps or synthetic night-
time images, the performances of trained models decrease,
as shown in Extended Data Tab. 1 (4, 5). Even though these
two parts of training modalities are considerably different
from the test modalities, they still provide valuable infor-
mation for image matching models to learn cross-modality
matching.

Multi-Resources Dataset Mixture Training. We first re-
place our multi-resources dataset mixture training strategy
with a multi-stage manner, which trains on the single im-
age datasets, on the multiview geometry datasets, and video
datasets sequentially. Results reported in Extended Data
Tab. 1 (6) illustrate that the multi-stage training with care-
fully tuned learning rates underperforms the proposed multi-
resources dataset mixture training strategy. We believe the
benefits of joint training come from leveraging the best of
all worlds from these three data resources. Then, we drop
the single-image datasets and video datasets respectively to
see the impact of each data source. Without either of them,
the performances of the trained model drop significantly, as
shown in Extended Data Tab. 1 (7, 8). The results demon-
strate the rich diversity of these two data sources is attributed
to the generalizability of matching model on unseen image
structures and cross-modality tasks.



Coarse-to-Fine Video Dataset Ground Truth Generation.
Extended Data Tab. 1 (9) reports the results of replacing the
proposed coarse-to-fine point trajectory construction strategy
by merging the matches with a distance less than 1 pixel to
preserve accuracy as in GIM [59]. The proposed strategy
brings 7.1% improvement on SR@35 pixels on the visible-
SAR dataset, which demonstrates the effectiveness of the
proposed strategy. These results emphasize that the advan-
tage of our coarse-to-fine strategy is that we can use the
larger merge window with a size of 7 x 7 to produce longer
trajectories, which attributes to construct image pairs with
larger perspective changes. Then, the following multi-view
track refinement phase helps to improve the trajectory ac-
curacy to the sub-pixel level, which is crucial for accurate
ground truth training correspondences.

Supplementary Material

A. Details about training data generation
A.1. Multi-view images with geometry datasets

MegaDepth [32] is an outdoor dataset collected from the
Internet with 196 different scenes. We use the training pairs
sampled by LoFTR [64]. Notably, the low-quality scenes
reported by [74] (‘0000’, ‘0002°, ‘0011°, ‘0020°, ‘0033’,
‘0050, ‘0103, ‘0105°, ‘0143’, ‘0176°, ‘0177, ‘0265’,
‘0366°, ‘0474°, ‘0860°, ‘4541’) and scenes that overlap with
IMC test set (‘0024°, <0021°, ‘0025, <1589, ‘0019, ‘0008’,
‘0032, ‘0063’) are removed from training.

ScanNet++ [86] and BlendedM VS [85] contains 380 in-
door scenes, 502 indoor and outdoor scenes respectively.
We construct training image pairs by calculating the image
overlap ratio r by first warping image pixels from the left
image to the right image using the depth maps and camera
parameters and then checking depth consistency. The over-
lap ratio r is defined as the ratio of the number of pixels that
are consistent in warping consistency to the number of pixels
in the left image. For both datasets, we sample the image
pairs with an overlap ratio range of [0.1,0.7]

A.2. Video sequences dataset

We construct training image pairs with ground-truth matches
from unlabeled video sequences. DL3DV [35] dataset is
used, which contains 10K high-quality video sequences from
indoor and outdoor scenes. Firstly, we downsample the video
sequences by an interval of 4 frames and then perform image
matching between each image and its consecutive 10 images.
The ROMA model is used in our experiment, where 10K
matches are sampled for each pair by the matching confi-
dences and distributions for the best match quality. Then,
coarse point trajectories are constructed by merging matches
using a non-maximum-suppression process with a 7 x 7
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sliding window. These trajectories are then refined for high
accuracy by off-the-shelf multi-view refinement model [25].
The training pairs are constructed by finding image pairs
with a distance of more than 20 frames, containing more
than 300 co-visible matches, and relative mean points mo-
tion larger than 30 pixels. We use 16 A100-80GB GPUs for
processing, which takes about 72 hours to process all the
video sequences.

A.3. Single image datasets

We use large-scale single image datasets GoogleLand-
mark [79] and SA-1B [29] for training. For each im-
age, random homography transformations are sampled to
transform the image to synthesize a new view with per-
spective changes. The homography transformation sam-
pling is achieved by combining a uniformly sampled
rotation between [—180°,+180°], translation factor be-
tween [—0.25, +0.25], scale factor between [0.5, 2.0], non-
isotropic skew factor between [—0.1,0.1], left-right perspec-
tive factor between [—0.5,0.5], and up-down perspective
factor between [—0.5,0.5]. The ground truth correspon-
dences are obtained by warping dense grid points in the
left image to the right image using the sampled homography
transformation.

We observe that in this way, the sky parts of outdoor
images will also have ground truth matches, where the depth
estimation is not reliable in this case. Directly using these
data for training cross-modality image pairs such as between
visible light image and estimated depth map will lead to the
instability of the training process. We solve this problem
by only supervising the area where the estimated depth map
from DepthAnything [84] is larger than zero, where we find
that DepthAnything can naturally filter out the sky parts by
depth values.

B. Experimental details

For our trained models and baselines ROMA [20],
DKM [19], GIM [59], ELoFTR [78], MatchFormer [77],
AspanFormer [12] and SuperPoint [16]+LightGlue [34],
SIFT [41], we feed them resized image pairs with longest
edge equal to 840. For baseline GIM, we use its best perfor-
mance model large-scale trained using DKM. On the histol-
ogy image registration experiment, the results of baselines
Elastix, AGH, and MEVIS are from the ANHIR competition
summary paper [9]. The OpenCV RANSAC [21] is used for
filtering out the outliers, where the iteration time is set to
1K, and the confidence value is set to 0.99999.

The Liver CT-MR dataset, Harvard Brain dataset, and
Visible-Vectorized map dataset provide pixel-aligned image
pairs. For each pair, we randomly sample transformation
and apply it to the right image to obtain evaluation image
pairs with perspective changes. For the Liver CT-MR dataset
and Harvard Brain dataset, the transformations are com-



posed of uniformly sampled rotation between [—50°, 50°],
translation factor between [—0.2,0.2], and scale factor be-
tween [0.75,1.33]. For the visible-vectorized map dataset
and Harvard Brain dataset, the transformations are composed
of uniformly sampled rotation between [—10°, 10°], trans-
lation factor between [—0.1, 0.1], and scale factor between
[0.8,1.25].
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Extended Data Figure 1: Construct training pairs with ground truth matches for unlabelled video sequences. For training with
large-scale unlabelled video sequence datasets, we propose a coarse-to-fine framework to construct ground truth matches between distant
image frames with challenging perspective changes by leveraging the continuity of video sequences. (1). Given a set of consecutive
frames I; ; 1,1, we perform image matching using a state-of-the-art detector-free matcher [20] between near frames, which is relatively easy
matching task due to the small perspective changes between adjacent frames. The confidence scores associated with each match are visually
represented by color shades. These near-frame matches are used to construct point trajectories, which are crucial for establishing matches
between distant frames. However, the detector-free matchers are dependent on each image pair, where applying them to multiple images
will lead to inconsistencies, resulting in fragmentary trajectories, as highlighted by the red circle in step (2). The proposed coarse-to-fine
framework addresses this problem by first aggregating all matches and their corresponding confidence scores across frames for each image.
For instance, in step (2), we demonstrate the aggregated matches for I;. (3) Next, we apply a non-maximum suppression process over the
frame using a window size of 7 X 7 with matching confidence as a criterion. This process can merge the fragmented matches into a single
localization with the highest confidence within their local neighborhood, resulting in continuous trajectories. Despite obtaining continuous
trajectories, the merging process can reduce their accuracy due to point movements. To correct this, we perform (4) multi-view refinement of
the entire trajectory using a transformer-based approach [25], achieving precise trajectories. These refined trajectories allow us to establish
accurate matches between distant frames I; and I;, which serve as ground truths for training.
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Harvard Brain Visible-Thermal Aerial View Visible-SAR Visible-Semantic Map

Method
SR@5pix SR@10pix SR@5pix SR@10pix SR@5pix SR@10pix SR@5pix SR@ 10pix

Full 12.15 31.70 30.01 43.65 70.91 93.29 69.10 90.40
(1) w/o all cross-modality signals 8.86 19.96 14.29 19.98 40.01 51.29 2.20 3.00
(2) replaced by photometric augmentations 9.29 22.01 14.79 21.87 42.11 55.62 1.60 3.50
(3) w/o synthetic thermal modality 10.60 30.49 21.29 33.96 53.41 86.91 69.70 86.40
(4) w/o synthetic night-time modality 9.88 27.61 2691 37.28 55.56 83.61 50.10 79.80
(5) w/o depth modality 10.01 25.31 22.71 35.98 64.88 88.12 40.70 65.20
(6) multi-stages training 12.10 30.17 26.89 40.01 65.83 86.19 63.10 83.40
(7) wlo single-image dataset 9.37 25.87 27.80 44.31 53.69 71.04 54.60 76.90
(8) w/o video dataset 8.12 27.94 24.56 33.12 57.42 74.29 61.50 80.30
(9) w/o coarse-to-fine design in video dataset 10.51 29.26 26.25 39.21 63.81 90.43 67.50 85.70

Extended Data Table 1. Ablation Studies. We conduct experiments to validate the design choices of our framework with the ROMA
matching model on multiple cross-modality matching tasks. The success rate at different thresholds is used as a metric. As shown in (1-5),
omitting each component of the cross-modality training signals or replacing them with photometric augmentations consistently degrades
performance across all tasks. This demonstrates the effectiveness of using cross-modality training data in enabling the matching model
to generalize to unseen cross-modality image pairs. (6-8) demonstrate the effectiveness of the multi-resource mixture training strategy.
Switching from simultaneous to multi-stage training, or excluding either single-image or video sequence datasets, results in performance
degradation. Finally, (9) highlights the importance of the proposed coarse-to-fine framework in generating ground truth matches on the
video sequence dataset.
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Liver CT-MR Dataset Harvard Brain Dataset

Method
SR@ 5pix SR @ 10pix SR @20pix SR@5pix SR @ 10pix SR@20pix
MCNet 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.22 3.43
SIFT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SRIF 1.58 9.87 29.95 1.50 6.67 11.21
SP+LG 1.87 8.72 20.50 1.51 3.70 6.12
AspanFormer 3.24 12.25 26.13 247 4.57 11.23
MatchFormer 0.00 2.52 7.03 222 4.94 8.52
ELoFTR 3.03 12.94 31.28 3.09 7.90 18.81
SuperFusion 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 7.65
DKM 6.85 23.24 44.14 6.67 11.85 23.58
GIM 16.76 46.49 75.68 4.44 8.52 13.46
ROMA 20.94 57.62 84.22 8.67 17.93 36.59
Ours (eLorTr) 22.09 67.75 91.93 7.78 15.58 27.56
Ours (roma) 26.05 65.30 90.38 12.15 31.70 58.72
Method Visible-Thermal Remote Sensing Dataset Visible-Thermal Aerial View Dataset Visible-Thermal Ground View Dataset
SR@5pix SR@10pix SR@20pix SR@5° SR@10° SR@20° SR@5° SR@10° SR@20°
MCNet 1.10 1.40 5.10 - - - - - -
SIFT 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.93 5.65
SRIF 1.10 5.30 11.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 1.71 5.36
SP+LG 3.00 4.40 5.00 7.02 12.74 16.36 2.64 11.59 28.09
AspanFormer 7.50 9.10 11.70 6.01 11.00 13.85 4.47 21.34 44.92
MatchFormer 7.40 8.80 10.70 4.66 8.95 12.54 4.88 21.95 51.83
ELoFTR 15.20 17.70 21.00 5.21 9.59 13.57 8.60 29.27 56.23
SuperFusion 0.90 1.50 1.50 0.00 0.13 1.08 0.00 2.15 9.80
DKM 3.80 5.60 7.40 8.67 14.59 18.60 6.50 24.19 49.39
GIM 3.70 4.50 4.70 8.67 17.11 23.22 4.47 17.28 41.26
ROMA 17.00 20.90 23.20 11.92 19.07 24.02 7.64 32.36 69.15
Ours (grorrr) 22.60 41.90 58.40 11.00 18.15 23.50 8.60 32.66 63.75
Ours (roma) 65.30 74.20 81.80 30.01 43.65 52.00 8.79 37.80 77.18
Method Visible-SAR Dataset Visible-Vectorized Map Dataset
SR@5pix SR@ 10pix SR@20pix SR@5pix SR@10pix SR@20pix
MCNet 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 1.00 12.40
SIFT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SRIF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.51
SP+LG 17.40 31.75 41.68 0.20 0.50 1.40
AspanFormer 6.41 15.64 26.27 1.50 5.70 8.70
MatchFormer 15.73 33.92 48.42 18.30 39.40 52.90
ELoFTR 9.07 23.57 4141 8.80 27.30 41.00
SuperFusion 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.20 67.20 95.10
DKM 18.01 31.72 44.99 2.30 6.50 11.30
GIM 26.19 44.82 59.84 0.00 0.00 0.00
ROMA 35.12 52.26 62.74 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ours (erortr) 40.69 72.47 91.56 43.80 77.20 84.50
Ours (roma) 70.91 93.29 99.09 69.10 90.40 97.40

Extended Data Table 2. Detailed results across multiple datasets. We present statistical comparisons across a full list of baselines, using
the success rate (SR) metric at different thresholds. Compared to homography regression method MCNet [92], the sparse matching methods
SIFT [41], SRIF [31] and SuperPoint [16]+LightGlue [34] (SP+LG), semi-dense matching methods AspanFormer [12], MatchFormer [77],
ELoFTR [78], dense matching methods SuperFusion [65], DKM [19], GKM [59], and ROMA [20], the models trained with our framework
outperform them by a large margin on all cross-modality matching and registration tasks. Bold indicates the best performance.
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Liver CT-MR Dataset Harvard Brain Dataset

Method
AUC@5pix AUC@ 10pix AUC@20pix AUC@5pix AUC@ 10pix AUC@20pix
MCNet 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.07 0.72
SIFT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SRIF 0.39 2.75 11.74 0.40 2.30 5.96
SP+LG 0.56 2.94 9.10 0.54 1.67 3.35
AspanFormer 0.78 4.12 11.95 0.69 2.02 4.79
MatchFormer 0.00 0.60 2.81 1.02 242 4.58
ELoFTR 0.83 4.31 13.52 0.95 3.34 8.27
SuperFusion 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 1.80
DKM 1.90 8.62 22.05 2.19 5.78 11.95
GIM 4.56 18.90 41.34 1.57 4.19 7.73
ROMA 6.18 23.62 48.89 3.25 8.30 18.28
Ours (eoFTr) 593 26.72 55.19 2.68 7.34 14.33
Ours (roma) 7.78 28.06 54.48 4.20 13.08 30.31
Method Visible-Thermal Remote Sensing Dataset Visible-Thermal Aerial View Dataset Visible-Thermal Ground View Dataset
AUC@3pix  AUC@I0pix ~AUC@20pix AUC@5° AUC@I0° AUC@20° AUC@5° AUC@I0°  AUC@20°
MCNet 0.60 0.96 2.29 - - - - - -
SIFT 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
SRIF 0.43 1.93 5.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.66 2.15
SP+LG 1.55 2.83 3.84 2.93 6.65 10.80 0.82 4.01 12.17
AspanFormer 5.00 6.78 8.74 2.38 5.70 9.21 0.95 6.73 21.29
MatchFormer 4.69 6.56 8.35 2.05 4.66 7.82 1.12 7.42 2241
ELoFTR 9.33 13.21 16.31 2.13 4.93 8.67 2.34 10.86 27.36
SuperFusion 0.37 0.93 1.25 0.00 0.05 0.29 0.00 0.60 3.24
DKM 2.61 3.81 5.36 3.37 7.69 12.28 1.79 8.94 23.28
GIM 2.33 3.35 4.02 3.46 8.43 14.47 1.22 5.93 18.23
ROMA 10.59 15.16 18.75 5.30 10.69 16.38 1.79 10.43 31.97
Ours(erorrr) 9.12 21.61 36.54 4.76 9.91 15.57 2.38 11.43 30.93
Oursroma) 44.58 57.59 68.26 13.56 25.82 37.23 2.32 12.60 36.39
Method Visible-SAR Dataset Visible-Vectorized Map Dataset
AUC@5pix AUC@ 10pix AUC@20pix AUC@5pix AUC@ 10pix AUC@20pix
MCNet 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.51 3.36
SIFT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SRIF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47
SP+LG 6.93 16.37 26.98 0.11 0.27 0.75
AspanFormer 2.54 6.94 14.40 0.71 2.32 4.89
MatchFormer 5.89 1591 29.36 533 17.67 32.31
ELoFTR 3.02 9.70 21.79 2.06 10.48 23.34
SuperFusion 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.30 25.51 56.95
DKM 7.76 16.81 27.90 0.81 2.81 3.61
GIM 10.39 23.46 38.63 0.00 0.00 0.00
ROMA 14.96 30.29 44.54 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ours (grorrR) 15.61 37.12 61.07 10.07 38.44 60.32
Ours (roma) 29.34 58.05 77.65 21.14 52.31 73.14

Extended Data Table 3. Detailed results across multiple datasets using AUC metric. We present statistical results for a full list of methods
using the Area Under the Curve (AUC) metric at different thresholds for comparison. The AUC metric provides a more strict assessment
than the success rate, as it evaluates overall performance across a broad range of values below a threshold. Using AUC metrics, the models
trained with our framework still consistently outperform all baselines across all datasets, further demonstrating the effectiveness of our
approach. Bold indicates the best performance.
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