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Abstract

The increasing demand to process long and high-
resolution videos significantly burdens Large Vision-
Language Models (LVLMs) due to the enormous number of
visual tokens. Existing token reduction methods primarily
focus on importance-based token pruning, which overlooks
the redundancy caused by frame resemblance and repetitive
visual elements. In this paper, we analyze the high vision
token similarities in LVLMs. We reveal that token similar-
ity distribution condenses as layers deepen while maintain-
ing ranking consistency. Leveraging the unique properties
of similarity over importance, we introduce FrameFusion,
a novel approach that combines similarity-based merging
with importance-based pruning for better token reduction
in LVLMs. FrameFusion identifies and merges similar to-
kens before pruning, opening up a new perspective for token
reduction. We evaluate FrameFusion on diverse LVLMs,
including Llava-Video-{7B,32B,72B} and MiniCPM-V-8B,
on video understanding, question-answering, and retrieval
benchmarks. Experiments show that FrameFusion reduces
vision tokens by 70%, achieving 3.4 – 4.4× LLM speedups
and 1.6 – 1.9× end-to-end speedups, with an average per-
formance impact of less than 3%. Our code is available at
https://github.com/thu-nics/FrameFusion.

1. Introduction
Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) have shown out-
standing abilities across various video understanding sce-
narios, including temporal and spatial perception, recogni-
tion, and reasoning [4, 14, 29, 34]. Growing applications
also demand LVLMs’ ability to process longer and more
complex videos [18, 21, 24].

However, video understanding incorporates substantial
computing overhead for LVLMs. Common LVLMs sample
frames from the video, split each into image patches, and
then sequentially embed them as vision tokens with a visual
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Q: List all the characters that touch the bone.

… … …

A: The gray dog and brown mouse
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Figure 1. The central idea of FrameFusion. Compared with
importance-based token pruning, FrameFusion additionally ap-
plies similarity-based token merging, keeping only important and
unique vision tokens.

encoder. Though effective, it requires the processing of a
huge amount of vision tokens for LVLMs. Take Google
Gemini as an example, with the standard sampling rate of 1
frame per second (fps), it requires an astonishing amount of
one million tokens to understand an hour’s video [21].

The importance-based token pruning has been exten-
sively explored by previous works to solve the efficiency
problem. They reduce vision tokens with various impor-
tance matrices, like accumulative attention score [7, 23, 35]
and L2-norm of token feature [3]. However, there exist ex-
tensive important yet similar vision tokens in LVLMs due
to frame resemblance and similar visual elements, while the
effect of these tokens is less explored.

In this work, we recover similarity as a perpendicular
property to importance for vision tokens reduction. The
main idea is that although some frames are important for
visual understanding, their high similarity leads to redun-
dant information. These similar tokens, like those alike im-

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

01
98

6v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 3

0 
D

ec
 2

02
4

https://github.com/thu-nics/FrameFusion


age patches from adjacent frames, hardly provide additional
information, thus can be merged. To fully harness the po-
tential of similarity-based merging, we study the token sim-
ilarity distribution of LVLMs by answering three questions:
1. Where and when does similarity appear?
2. What is the value distribution of token similarity?
3. How consistent is the ranking of token similarity across

layers?
Based on the observations, we propose FrameFusion to

combine both similarity and importance for efficient LVLM
token reduction. FrameFusion first evaluates the token sim-
ilarity with minimum overhead and progressively merges
similar tokens. After the similarity-based merging, Frame-
Fusion then utilizes importance-based pruning to reduce to-
kens to the given computing budget.

Our contributions are three-folds:
1. We analyze the characteristics of token similarities

across input positions and layers of LVLM.
2. We propose FrameFusion to hierarchically merge similar

vision tokens and prune unimportant ones in a plug-and-
play manner.

3. We conduct extensive experiments to show the effective-
ness of FrameFusion on various video tasks.
Experiments show that FrameFusion pushes the Pareto

front further for token compression. It successfully re-
duces the token budget and computing FLOPs to 30%,
while maintaining comparable performance with the orig-
inal dense model. The simple yet effective design helps
FrameFusion to generalize across various model sizes, in-
put lengths, and video tasks.

2. Related Work
2.1. Large Vision Language Model (LVLMs)
The LVLM architecture typically consists of a vision en-
coder and a Large Language Model (LLM) [4, 13, 14, 18,
24, 29, 34]. The vision encoder converts visual inputs into
token sequences, which the LLM then processes alongside
text sequences to generate responses. Specifically, for video
input, frames are first sampled temporally and then spe-
cially divided into sequences of image patches before send-
ing to the vision encoder [14, 29, 34], as shown in Figure 1.
Due to the high temporal and spatial resolution demands of
complex video understanding tasks, token lengths can reach
up to one million for an hour-long video [21], imposing sig-
nificant computational overhead on LVLMs.

2.2. Token Compression
Motivated by the heavy overhead of video processing, to-
ken compression becomes an essential method for LVLM
efficiency. Existing methods compress tokens at three sub-
sequent processes.

The first branch of work reduces the initial visual inputs

before sending them to the vision encoder. They set rules
to mix different temporal sampling frequencies [28, 34] and
special resolutions [5, 29] when converting videos to input
sequences, introducing trade-offs between visual detail and
efficiency. Despite the simplicity, they inevitably incur di-
rect detail losses and neglect the visual content guidance
during compression.

Other works reduce tokens inside the vision encoder.
They selectively retrieve [11] or condense [18] vision to-
kens in the vision encoder based on the guidance of text
instructions. Yet, they require re-encoding all vision to-
kens if the text instruction changes, which incurs significant
overheads for common multi-round conversation scenarios.
Besides, an additional model fine-tuning is often needed to
align the new vision encoding space.

Another branch of work focuses on token reduction in
the subsequent LLM. For text-only tasks, previous works
design static [8, 10, 26] or dynamic [9, 12, 19, 35] pruning
pattern based on the importance of token (or KV-Cache).
Emerging concurrent works highlight the specific token im-
portance distribution for vision-language tasks [2, 16, 22,
31, 33], which further increase the sparsity of importance-
based token pruning. However, as shown in Figure 4, to-
ken importance is inconsistent across different layers. It
incurs prediction loss by pruning an unimportant token at
shallow layers, which becomes important but inaccessible
at deeper layers. FrameFusion falls in this category, ex-
ploring a more consistent and perpendicular token reduction
method: similarity-based token merging.

3. Token Similarity Analysis
While token importance properties of LVLMs have been ex-
tensively studied [2, 16, 22, 33], a thorough and compara-
tive analysis of token similarity remains lacking. Thus, we
conduct oracle experiments to answer three key questions
regarding the characteristics of token similarity, comparing
them with token importance.

3.1. Experiment Setups and Notion Definitions
In this section, we present the oracle results with the Llava-
Video-7B [34] model tested on 128 video samples (64
frames at 1 fps) from the comprehensive VideoMME [6]
datasets. All metrics are averaged over all test samples un-
less otherwise noted. Results on different models are simi-
lar and provided in Appendix 10.2.

We define token importance and similarity using the no-
tations I(l) ∈ RN and S(l) ∈ RN , respectively, where l
indicate the layer index of the LLM. For clarity, we omit l
where it does not introduce ambiguity. We use the subscript
t to index the token along the input length dimension N .
The token features at layer l are represented as Xl ∈ RN×d.

Following previous works [2, 35], the token importance
I
(l)
t is quantified using the cumulative attention score, cal-
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Figure 2. Token similarities among all input tokens at the first
LVLM layer in Llava-Video-7B models. For visual clarity, the
color bar displays only the top 90% of similarity values. Vision
tokens begin at index 14, with 210 tokens per frame.

culated by summing the post-softmax attention scores ver-
tically across the t-th column and averaging this sum across
all attention heads at layer l.

For token similarity S
(l)
t , we specifically define it as the

cosine similarity between a vision token and its correspond-
ing token from the preceding frame. The rationale for this
definition is detailed in Section 3.2. Formally, if each frame
is encoded into P vision tokens, token similarity is calcu-
lated using the following equation:

St =
XT

t−PXt

∥Xt−P ∥2 · ∥Xt∥2
(1)

3.2. Where and When Does Similarity Appear?
We first investigate which tokens are most likely to demon-
strate high similarity, as these are expected to have a greater
potential for merging. To ensure figure clarity within the
limited resolution, we limit the number of frames so that
each input sequentially consists of 14 system prompt to-
kens, 840 vision tokens (representing 4 frames at 210 tokens
per frame), and 20 user instruction tokens. Figure 2 dis-
plays the N×N cosine similarity matrix for all input tokens
at the first LLM layer. A prominent 210th sub-diagonal
appears, reflecting high similarities between tokens i and
i + P , where P = 210 corresponds to the number of vi-
sion tokens per frame. This pattern underscores our initial
observation:

Observation 1. Spatially corresponding vision tokens be-
tween adjacent temporal frames exhibit higher cosine simi-
larities than other token pairs.
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Figure 3. Heatmap of token similarity across different model lay-
ers. Each cell represents a similarity range at a specific layer, with
color intensity denoting distribution frequency. The line overlay
shows the average token similarity at each layer.

Based on this observation, we focus on token similari-
ties among these particular tokens and define token simi-
larity as described in Equation 1. It is also worth noting
that similar to token importance, the similarities between
vision-language tokens are significantly lower than those
between vision-vision or language-language tokens. This
finding motivates a similar design choice to separate token
compression for vision and language tokens, as proposed in
prior work [2].

3.3. What Is the Distribution of Token Similarity?
To decide the appropriate way for token compression, we
explore the distribution of token similarities across different
layers. As illustrated in Figure 3, although the average to-
ken similarity across layers remains relatively stable, there
is a significant shift in the distribution of these similarities:

Observation 2. High token similarities exhibit an obvious
reduction in deeper model layers.

This trend is further confirmed by the variance in token
similarity, which decreases from 6.0×10−2 at the first layer
to 3.7×10−2 at the last layer. It illustrates a tightening of the
distribution, with more numerical details in Appendix 10.1.

The causal attention mechanism in LLMs contributes to
this shift, where later vision tokens can aggregate informa-
tion from earlier tokens, but not vice versa. The attention
range differences lead to a divergence in the similarity of
tokens that were initially similar, such as corresponding to-
kens from adjacent frames. This divergence accumulates as
layers deepen.

Based on this observation, FrameFusion prioritizes to-
ken merging at shallower layers rather than deeper layers to
fully utilize the polarized high similarities.

3.4. How Consistent Is the Ranking of Token Simi-
larity Across Layers?

The ranking consistency of token properties guides the
compression strategy designs. For importance-based token
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Figure 4. Spearman Rank Correlation between adjacent layers for
the Llava-Video-7B model.

pruning, the consistency across layers determines whether
tokens deemed unimportant at shallow layers might become
important at deeper layers. Early works [2, 23] adopt cas-
caded token pruning, where pruned tokens are no longer ac-
cessible in subsequent layers. These methods prioritize effi-
ciency by eliminating token computations in both attention
and Feed Forward Network (FFN) modules, and the impor-
tance is only computed once for pruned tokens. In contrast,
more recent works [17, 20, 35] adopt non-cascaded pruning,
which maintains the accessibility of all tokens across all lay-
ers by only pruning the KV-Cache at the attention layer. Yet,
these methods do not reduce computation for the FFN and
incur higher costs due to the need to compute importance
for all tokens at every layer. Previous researches [8, 25]
highlight the inconsistency of token importance across lay-
ers, which justifies re-evaluating pruning decisions at each
layer. However, does a similar conclusion hold for token
similarity?

To quantitatively assess the ranking consistency of token
importance and token similarity, we calculate their respec-
tive Spearman Rank Correlations (SRC) [30] between ad-
jacent layers. The SRC measures the degree to which the
ranking of metrics in one layer correlates with the rankings
in other layers. As shown in Figure 4, the SRCs for token
similarity approach 1 across layers, indicating consistent or-
dering. In contrast, the SRCs for token importance are con-
sistently lower, indicating weaker consistency across layers.
We observe the following:

Observation 3. Token similarity demonstrates high rank
consistency across different model layers.

Combining Observations 2 and 3, we conclude an in-
teresting phenomenon: although the token similarity distri-
bution condenses as layers deepen, tokens with the highest
similarities remain the most similar. Motivated by this high
consistency in similarity, FrameFusion employs similarity-
based merging in a cascaded manner. Once highly-similar
tokens are merged at shallow layers, they are not separated
in subsequent computations.
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Figure 5. The Top-30% retention rate across model layers using
different retention metrics and starting layers.

We further validate this cascaded design choice by quan-
tifying the top-k retention rate across model layers. For no-
tion simplicity, we define token uniqueness as 1 minus sim-
ilarity. To calculate the top-k retention rate, we identify the
set of top-k tokens under token uniqueness or importance
metrics at each layer. The top-k retention rate for layer l,
starting from layer i, is defined as the intersection rate be-
tween the top-k tokens from both layers l and i.

To formalize the calculation of the top-k retention rate,
we denote the set of indices of the top-k retaining tokens
based on the scoring function f : RN×d → RN at layer l as
follows:

T (l) =
{
i
∣∣ i ∈ Top-K(f(X(l)))

}
, (2)

where scoring function f can be token importance or token
similarity, Top-K : RN → NK function returns the indices
of the top-k values. The top-k retention rate R

(l)
i of layer l

with the starting layer i is calculated as:

R
(l)
i = |T (l) ∩ T (i)|/|T (i)|. (3)

As shown in Figure 5, we quantify the top-30% retention
rate with shallow starting layers 0 to 2 under different met-
rics. The token similarity exhibits a much higher retention
rate than token importance. This finding validates the su-
periority of using token similarity over importance for cas-
caded token pruning, achieving a better accuracy trade-off.

4. FrameFusion Design
Building upon the observations from Section 3, we intro-
duce FrameFusion, a novel token compression technique
for video LVLMs, exploring a new perspective of token
similarity. The design of FrameFusion is detailed in Sec-
tion 4.1, followed by an explanation of the rationale behind
each key design choice in Section 4.2.

4.1. Two-Stage Token Compression
The core concept of FrameFusion is illustrated in Fig-
ure 1: unlike traditional methods that primarily employ
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Figure 6. FrameFusion first merges tokens with similarities above
a specified threshold at shallow layers, then applies top-k impor-
tance pruning to comply with the given computational constraints.

importance-based token pruning, FrameFusion also empha-
sizes similarity-based token merging. It merges similar to-
kens and prunes unimportant ones, retaining only those that
are both important and unique. The two-stage token reduc-
tion process of FrameFusion is shown in Figure 6.
Merging stage. In the initial merging stage, FrameFu-
sion utilizes token similarity to merge vision tokens. It
computes the token similarity S(l) at the current layer us-
ing Equation 1, where only N cosine similarities are com-
puted between the corresponding vision tokens of adjacent
frames. Tokens that exceed the similarity threshold Sthreshold
are grouped with their analogous tokens from the previous
frame. These merging groups are transitive, allowing con-
catenated groups to form a larger group containing more
than two tokens as shown in Figure 6. Within each group,
FrameFusion performs element-wise averaging of all to-
kens, assigning the result to the first token in the group. This
forward merging strategy ensures that subsequent vision to-
kens can still aggregate information from all preceding to-
kens using causal attention.

The merging stage is applied across successive shallow
LLM layers to progressively merge similar tokens, until the
number of similar tokens falls below the threshold Nthreshold
at a specific layer. Merging occurs right before the FFN
module; however, to reduce the number of tokens for the
attention module at the first LLM layer, an additional merg-
ing step is performed before it. After the merging stage, the
remaining unique tokens advance to the pruning stage.
Pruning stage. After the merging stage, FrameFusion
further prunes unimportant tokens. As discussed in Sec-
tion 3.1, FrameFusion uses cumulative attention scores to
represent token importance. Based on a user-defined com-
putational cost budget, FrameFusion calculates the maxi-
mum number of remaining tokens k that fits within the bud-
get. It then applies top-k importance pruning to retain only
the important tokens from the remaining unique ones.

Through the merging and pruning stages, only the unique
and important vision tokens are retained for subsequent pro-

cessing, significantly boosting LVLM efficiency.

4.2. Design Choice Rationales
In this subsection, we explain the key design choices of
FrameFusion with rationales from key observations in Sec-
tion 3.

Unlike token importance, which reuses the existing N ×
N attention scores, token similarity introduces a new, or-
thogonal metric. To avoid additional N×N similarity com-
putations for all token pairs, we leverage Observation 1 to
compute only empirically similar token pairs with an O(N)
complexity:

Design Choice 1. FrameFusion computes token similar-
ities only between corresponding vision tokens of adjacent
frames.

Another key design choice is determining the layers at
which to perform token reduction. For importance-based
pruning, previous study [2] observes the reduction in vision
token importance after the initial two layers for LVLMs.
Thus, it advises applying importance-based pruning af-
ter the second layer. Other works also confirm the accu-
racy advantage of aggressive pruning only at deeper lay-
ers [1, 8]. In contrast, merging relies on high token sim-
ilarities and therefore prefers shallow layers, according to
Observation 2. Based on the contradictory preferences
of similarity-based merging and importance-based pruning,
FrameFusion is designed as follows:

Design Choice 2. FrameFusion applies token merging at
the initial successive layers, then pruning at a later layer.

The final key design choice is whether merged tokens
should remain reduced in subsequent layers, i.e., whether
to use cascaded token merging. This choice depends on
whether tokens merged in shallow layers are likely to be
needed in deeper layers. Given the high rank consistency
and retention rate of token similarities discussed in Obser-
vation 3, we adopt the following design to achieve a better
efficiency trade-off:

Design Choice 3. FrameFusion merges tokens in a cas-
caded manner.

These rationales for the three key design choices in
FrameFusion enhance the explainability of its better perfor-
mance.

5. Experiment
5.1. Setups
Baselines. We compare FrameFusion with state-of-the-art
token pruning baselines, StreamingLLM [26] and FastV [2].
Hyperparameters follow the official implementations and
are detailed in Appendix7.
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Figure 7. The accuracy-computation trade-offs of various token
compression methods, tested on Llava-Video-7B with VideoNIAH
benchmark. Original* represents the original model with reduced
frame rates.

Token Budget. We term the token budget as the average
number of tokens required for the KV-Cache at the start of
the decoding stage. The relative token budget, denoted as
C, is the token budget of compression methods divided by
the original input length N . The relative token budget ap-
proximates the relative KV-Cache utilization for each com-
pression method. We set C = 30% for all token compres-
sion methods if not specified. Specifically, for the cascaded
methods FrameFusion and FastV, the token budget equals
the average token length per layer across both the prefill
and decode stages. For StreamingLLM, the token budget
equals the token length in KV-Cache at the decode stage,
which also equals the attention span during the prefill stage.
Models. We evaluate our approach on widely used
video LVLMs, including lmms-lab models: LLaVA-Video-
{7B,72B}-Qwen2 (referred to as Llava-Video-{7B,72B}),
LLaVA-NeXT-Video-32B-Qwen (referred to as Llava-
Video-32B) [34], and the openbmb model MiniCPM-V-2 6
(referred to as MiniCPM-V-8B) [29].
Benchmarks. We use lmms-eval [32] as the primary eval-
uation framework to test diverse video benchmarks, in-
cluding VideoMME [6] for video understanding, NExT-
QA [27] for video question-answering, and Video Needle In
A Haystack (VideoNIAH)[36] for visual content retrieval.

5.2. Accuracy-Computation Trade-off
As shown in Figure 7, we explore the accuracy-computation
trade-off of different token compression methods. The rela-
tive FLOPs is normalized by the original dense model with
the video sampling rate at 1 frame per second. For the
original∗ variant, the relative FLOPs is altered by directly
multiplying the sampling rate with the relative token bud-
get. FrameFusion advances the Pareto Front in video con-
tent retrieval accuracy and computing FLOPs across varied
relative token budgets.
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Figure 8. Runtime and memory breakdown of Llava-Video-7B on
a single A100-80GB GPU using FrameFusion. A relative token
budget of 1.0 represents the original dense model. Numbers on
bars show (a)LLM and end-to-end speedups and (b) LLM’s KV-
Cache and total relative memory.

5.3. Performance
FrameFusion outperforms state-of-the-art token compres-
sion methods across various models and benchmarks,
achieving performance comparable to the dense model at
a 30% token budget (Table 1). Additional results for ad-
ditional budgets are in Appendix 8.1. Across VideoMME,
NExT-QA, and VideoNIAH benchmarks, FrameFusion lim-
its relative performance drops to under 3%. In contrast,
StreamingLLM and FastV show drops of up to 13% and
7% for VideoMME and NExT-QA, and 70% and 24% for
VideoNIAH. Further retrieval performance details are in
Appendix 8.2.

5.4. Efficiency
We evaluate efficiency on a single NVIDIA A100-
80GB GPU, averaging results over 128 videos from the
VideoMME benchmark. Figure 8 highlights how FrameFu-
sion improves runtime and memory efficiency for the col-
ored components.
Time. FrameFusion achieves 3.4-4.4× speedups with a
30% token budget across various input frames. Including
other runtimes like ViT and CPU calls, FrameFusion main-
tains 1.6 – 1.9× end-to-end speedups. Speedup results for
additional model sizes are provided in Appendix 8.3.
Memory. FrameFusion reduces LLM memory consump-
tion for KV-Cache and corresponding activations (noted as
“KV-Cache” in Figure 8) to 44% – 51% with a 30% token
budget, enabling more frames to fit within GPU memory
limits.

5.5. Scalability
Scaling Model Size. We test the scalability of FrameFusion
across diverse model parameter sizes with the Llava-Video
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VideoMME ↑ NExt-QA ↑ VideoNIAH ↑
Model Method Short Medium Long Multi Choice Open End Edit Insert1 Insert2 Avg.

Llava-Video-7B

Original 75.8 61.7 52.2 83.2 32.1 90.7 50.7 88.0 66.8

StreamingLLM 63.4 54.1 46.4 79.0 30.3 26.0 15.3 28.7 42.9
FastV 68.4 58.0 49.6 81.1 31.2 69.3 28.7 76.7 57.9
Ours 74.0 59.8 50.0 81.8 31.7 90.0 48.7 87.3 65.4

MiniCPM-V-8B

Original 69.1 56.6 49.8 78.9 13.8 88.7 36.7 88.7 60.3

StreamingLLM 61.1 51.8 48.4 76.0 23.2 22.0 15.3 28.7 40.8
FastV 67.1 53.9 49.2 78.0 14.8 82.7 26.7 71.3 55.5
Ours 69.7 54.1 48.3 78.2 16.3 89.3 41.3 89.3 60.8

Table 1. The overall performance comparison across different models and methods on VideoMME, NextQA, and VideoNIAH benchmarks.
All token compression methods employ 30% relative token budget.

7B 32B 72B

Figure 9. The VideoMME performance for each category across Llava-Video-7B, 32B, and 72B for different methods. All scores are
normalized by the original model.
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Figure 10. The VideoNIAH performance for the Llava-Video-7B
across various numbers of input frames.

model family. As shown in Figure 13, FrameFusion con-
sistently outperforms FastV baseline across all model sizes
and VideoMME categories, demonstrating comparative per-
formance with the original model at a 30% relative token
budget. The numeric results are shown in Appendix 8.5.
Scaling Input Length. Figure 10 shows that FrameFusion
surpass other baselines to achieve high retrieval accuracies
across diverse input number of frames, demonstrating com-
parable performance with the original dense model. Fig-

ure 8 shows increasing LLM speedups and memory reduc-
tions with more input frames.

5.6. Ablation Study

We validate the impact of each observation and design
choice in FrameFusion, demonstrating their individual ef-
fectiveness in this section.
Design Choice 1. Instead of computing N ×N token sim-
ilarities with significant overhead, FrameFusion calculates
N token similarities only between corresponding vision to-
kens in adjacent frames. We compare our approach with
two common alternatives: 1. The adjacent strategy, which
computes N similarities between adjacent image patches
(i.e., adjacent vision tokens). 2. The random strategy,
which calculates similarities for N randomly selected to-
ken pairs. All three strategies are compared against the pos-
terior optimal upper bound, which merges the most similar
tokens using the full N × N similarity computation. As
shown in Figure 11, we evaluate the top-K hit number for
each strategy. This metric indicates how many of the top-k
similar token pairs identified by a given strategy align with
those selected by the posterior optimal approach. For vi-
sualization clarity, we limit the number of frames to three
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Figure 11. Top-k hit numbers for different similarity calculation strategies on the initial layers of the Llava-Video-7B model.

Merging Layer Budget Merging Rate Retrieval Acc.
Original 100% 0% 76.4%

0 50% 50.0% 76.2%
1 50% 52.0% 76.8%
2 50% 53.8% 76.4%

12 50% 87.5% 74.4%
13 50% 93.3% 64.2%
14 50% 100.0% 48.9%

Table 2. Performance on VideoNIAH of different merging layers
with the same relative token budget of 50%.

Method VideoMME ↑ VideoNIAH ↑
Original 63.2 76.4

Prune then merge 59.9 73.1
Merge then prune 60.9 73.3

Table 3. Performance of the Llava-Video-7B model of different
orders between merging and pruning.

(420 non-first-frame vision tokens) from each video. Our
method consistently outperforms the adjacent and random
strategies across all model layers.
Design Choice 2. FrameFusion first merges at the initial
layers, then prunes at subsequent layers. We validate the
influence of the merging layer position. As shown in Ta-
ble 2, given the same token reduction budget, merging at
shallow layers shows significantly better performance than
merging at deeper layers. Additionally, we examine the ef-
fect of the order of merging and pruning. As shown in Ta-
ble 3, with a fixed token budget of C = 0.3 and the same
number of tokens reduced in layers 1 and 2, merging before
pruning achieves better performance compared to pruning
before merging.
Design Choice 3. FrameFusion adopts a cascaded merging
strategy, where merged tokens remain reduced across layers
to maximize efficiency. To evaluate the accuracy-efficiency
trade-offs of cascaded merging, we use non-cascaded merg-

≈Budget VideoNIAH ↑
#Frame w. Cascaded Original Ours (Cascaded)

8 92.8% 20.0 20.7
16 90.0% 29.1 28.0
32 81.5% 43.8 42.9
64 72.2% 76.4 75.6

Table 4. Equivalent relative token budgets and VideoNIAH scores
of cascaded merging across different numbers of frames, aligned
to the minimum FLOPs achievable by non-cascaded merging.

ing (KV-cache merging) as a baseline. This baseline re-
duces only the computation of attention matrices while
leaving FFN computations unchanged. We calculate the
minimum FLOPs achievable with non-cascaded merging by
removing all KV-caches. As shown in Table 4, under the
same FLOPs, FrameFusion requires token budgets of only
72% to 93% when using cascaded pruning—substantially
more relaxed than the 30% budgets used in the main experi-
ments. Across different numbers of frames, FrameFusion
achieves performance comparable to the original model,
while the non-cascaded model will fail due to the absence
of KV-caches.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose FrameFusion, a similarity-based
token merging method for video LVLMs. By combining
similarity-based merging with importance-based pruning,
FrameFusion reduces redundant visual tokens while retain-
ing critical information. This approach optimizes compu-
tational efficiency and memory usage, enabling accurate
video understanding with significantly fewer tokens. Ex-
periments across multiple benchmarks demonstrate a 70%
reduction in vision tokens with minimal performance loss,
achieving over 3.1× LLM speedups and 1.6× end-to-end
speedups. FrameFusion providing new insights in token
similarity for LVLMs, offering an efficient and scalable so-
lution for real-world video language applications.
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FrameFusion: Combining Similarity and Importance for Video Token Reduction
on Large Visual Language Models

Supplementary Material

7. Detailed Experiment Setup

For the baselines StreamingLLM [26] and FastV [2], we
follow the official implementations and set the attention
sink size of StreamingLLM to 8 and K in FastV to 2.

For FrameFusion, the merging ratios across layers are
controlled by two hyperparameters: Sthreshold and Nthreshold,
as discussed in Section 4.1.

Sthreshold defines the minimum cosine similarity required
for two tokens to be considered similar and merged. Since
similarity distributions vary across models, we set Sthreshold
to match the median of similarity at the first model layer
under typical input cases, such as 128 samples from the
VideoMME dataset. For the Llava-Video series, we set
Sthreshold = 0.6; while for MiniCPM-V, we set Sthreshold =
0.7.

Nthreshold determines the transition from merging to prun-
ing. If the number of similar tokens (tokens with cosine
similarity above Sthreshold) falls below Nthreshold, the model
switches to pruning. We set Nthreshold = 0.1 to avoid exten-
sive similarity computations across the entire model.

To ensure the merging process does not excessively re-
duce the token count below the predefined token budget C,
we precompute the maximum number of token pairs (Nmax)
that can be merged per layer. If the actual number of pairs
exceeds Nmax, only the top Nmax pairs with the highest co-
sine similarity are merged. Any remaining merging or prun-
ing steps are skipped, and the model proceeds with a stan-
dard forward pass.

8. Additional Experiment Results

8.1. Performance Across Token Budgets

Table 5 presents the benchmark performance of the Llava-
Video-7B model at token budgets ranging from 0.3 to 0.7.
At a 30% token budget, FrameFusion achieves strong per-
formance, with a maximum relative drop of less than 3.0%
compared to the dense model. As the budget increases to 0.5
and 0.7, the maximum drops further decrease to ≤1.2%.

8.2. Retrieval Analysis

We further investigate the retrieval accuracy details with the
VideoNIAH benchmark, as shown in Figure 12. Frame-
Fusion demonstrates similar retrieval performance as the
original dense model, with consistent performance across
lengths and positions. In contrast, StreamingLLM hardly
retrieves the initial frames of the video. FastV does not

show particular failure patterns but undergoes uniform per-
formance degradation across grids.

8.3. Speedup Across Model Sizes
We evaluate the scalability of FrameFusion ’s speedup
across different model sizes, as shown in Figure 13. To
accommodate the increased KV-Cache and memory over-
head, we distribute the models across multiple GPUs. With
larger models, FrameFusion achieves greater end-to-end
speedups, delivering 2.8× for Llava-Video-32B on two
GPUs and 3.2× for Llava-Video-72B on four GPUs at a
30% token budget.

8.4. Token Reduction Details
FrameFusion reduces computational cost through both to-
ken merging and pruning. Using 128 samples from the
VideoMME dataset with the Llava-Video-7B model, we
calculate the token count per layer. As shown in Fig-
ure 14, FrameFusion progressively reduces tokens per layer,
achieving the desired relative token budget (represented by
the area under the line).

8.5. Scalability Numeric Results
We present the detailed numeric results of the scalability
experiments in Section 5.5.

Table 6 provides the VideoMME scores for various
model sizes across different video categories, offering a
numerical breakdown of Figure 13. FrameFusion con-
sistently outperforms the baseline methods across diverse
model sizes and video categories.

Table 7 illustrates how retrieval accuracy scales with
the number of input frames, complementing the insights
from Figure 10. As shown, FrameFusion maintains consis-
tent accuracy improvements across increasing frame num-
bers, matching the performance of the original model. In
contrast, both StreamingLLM and FastV exhibit noticeable
drops in accuracy.

9. Asymptotic Complexity Analysis

We estimate the computing cost of FrameFusion following
the approach of FastV [2]. Given a model with L layers and
a specified relative token budget C, FrameFusion operates
in the merging stage from layer 0 to layer K − 1, then tran-
sitions to the pruning stage at layer K. Let Nl denote the
number of tokens layer l before token reduction at this layer.
Note that Nl+1 represents the number of tokens of layer l

1



VideoMME NExt-QA-MC NExt-QA-OE
Model Method Budget Score ↑ Drop ↓ Score ↑ Drop ↓ Score ↑ Drop ↓ Max. Drop ↓

Llava-Video-7B

Original 1.0 63.2 - 83.2 - 32.1 - -

Ours
0.3 61.3 3.0% 81.8 1.7% 31.7 1.2% 3.0%
0.5 62.6 0.9% 82.7 0.6% 32.1 0.0% 0.9%
0.7 63.0 0.3% 82.8 0.5% 32.1 0.0% 0.5%

MiniCPM-V-8B

Original 1.0 58.5 - 78.9 - 13.8 - -

Ours
0.3 57.4 1.9% 78.2 0.9% 16.3 -18.1% 1.9%
0.5 58.5 0.0% 78.6 0.4% 17.4 -26.1% 0.4%
0.7 57.8 1.2% 78.6 0.4% 16.1 -16.7% 1.2%

Table 5. Performance comparison between the original and proposed methods on VideoMME, NExt-QA-MC, and NExt-QA-OE bench-
marks with different relative token budgets on Llava-Video-7B model. Drop indicates the relative performance decrease compared to the
original method.
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Figure 12. VideoNIAH retrieval accuracy of the Llava-Video-7B and MiniCPM-V-8B models using different token compression methods
across varying video lengths and retrieval positions. All token compression methods employ 30% relative token budget.

after token reduction, and we let N−1 equal the original in-
put token length N . FrameFusion reduces Nl with merging
and pruning at the initial K + 1 layers. After the token re-
duction, the remaining tokens for the successive layers are
calculated as follows:

Nl =
L× C ×N − (N0 + . . .+NK)

L−K − 1
, l ∈ [K + 1, L)

(4)
The model inference computation FLOPs F (Nl, Nl+1)

of layer l is calculated as follows:

F (Nl, Nl+1) = 4NlD
2 + 2N2

l D + 3Nl+1DM (5)

where D denotes the hidden state size, and M denotes the
intermediate FFN size. The additional computation F ′(Nl)

introduced by FrameFusion during similarity computation
is:

F ′(Nl) = 3NlD (6)

Note that the additional computation F ′ introduced by
FrameFusion shows neglectable asymptotic complexity
with respect to input length and model size, comparing
with the O(N2D) and O(ND2) complexities of the orig-
inal model.

10. Additional Observation Details

10.1. Similarity Distribution Details
We take 128 videos from the VideoMME dataset and calcu-
late the variance in token similarity across different layers.

2



Model Method Knowledge Film
& Television

Sports
Competition

Artistic
Performance

Life
Record Multilingual

Llava-Video-7B

Original 63.1 67.2 61.8 61.7 63.7 58.9

StreamingLLM 55.1 57.2 56.0 54.2 52.9 48.9
FastV 59.1 60.0 58.9 57.8 58.1 55.6
Ours 62.7 63.6 58.0 61.7 60.8 56.7

Llava-Video-32B

Original 60.9 68.9 57.3 59.2 58.1 58.9

StreamingLLM 53.1 55.6 50.2 53.3 49.5 53.3
FastV 56.1 62.2 55.6 56.7 54.3 50.0
Ours 58.9 65.6 55.6 59.2 54.3 54.4

Llava-Video-72B

Original 73.2 74.4 68.0 71.4 68.9 62.2

StreamingLLM 65.7 66.7 59.3 65.6 58.7 58.9
FastV 66.8 72.8 61.1 69.2 63.2 61.1
Ours 72.2 73.1 65.6 69.7 65.9 61.1

Table 6. Numeric VideoMME scores of different methods and model sizes across various video categories.
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Figure 13. Runtime of (a) Llava-Video-32B on two A100-80GB
GPUs and (b) Llava-Video-72B on four A100-80GB GPUs us-
ing FrameFusion. Numbers on bars indicate LLM and end-to-end
speedups.
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Figure 14. Average number of tokens per layer in the Llava-Video-
7B model with FrameFusion at different relative token budgets.
Error bars represent variance across data items.

Number of frames Max.
Method 64 85 107 128 Relative Drop

Original 76.4 78.4 80.7 82.9 -

StreamingLLM 23.3 25.8 27.6 27.6 70%
FastV 58.2 63.6 65.8 69.3 24%
Ours 75.3 78.2 80.0 83.6 1%

Table 7. Numeric VideoNIAH retrieval accuracy of different
methods across various frame counts.

0 5 10 15 20 25
Layer

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

0.07

Si
m

ila
rit

y 
Va

ria
nc

e

Figure 15. Average token similarity variance per LLM layer
in the Llava-Video-7B model, tested on 128 samples from the
VideoMME dataset. Shading represents the variance across data
items.
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Figure 16. Token similarities between all input tokens at the first
LVLM layer in MiniCPM-V-8B.

As shown in Figure 15, the similarity variance decreases in
the deeper layers of the model, validating Observation 2.

10.2. Observations on Additional Models

In addition to the analysis of the Llava-Video model in Sec-
tion 3, we conduct a similar study on the MiniCPM archi-
tecture. Results are presented in Figures 16, 17, 18, and
19.

Overall, the conclusions align with those of the Llava-
Video model, with a few notable differences: Firstly, as
shown in Figure 16, MiniCPM, which incorporates Q-
Former [15, 29], exhibits additional high similarity among
vision tokens within the same frame. However, the promi-
nent 210th sub-diagonal persists, supporting our token simi-
larity calculation strategy. Secondly, as shown in Figure 17,
high similarity decreases less steeply in deeper layers for
MiniCPM compared to Llava-Video. Despite this, the su-
perior efficiency of cascaded merging at shallower layers
ensures that Design Choice 2 remains valid.

10.3. Video Pruning Visualization

We select a video example to visualize the effect of our to-
ken merging strategy. Figure 20 shows the frames of the
original video sampled at a frame rate of 1 fps. In Figure 21,
we present the video input to the model after token merging
in Layer 0, where blank patches indicate tokens that have
been merged. Furthermore, we replace the blank regions
with the average of the merged patches, and the resulting
visualization is shown in Figure 22. As shown in the ex-
amples, FrameFusion token merging strategy successfully
merges similar vision tokens, reducing the computational
costs, while maintaining high vadility of the video.
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Figure 17. Heatmap of token similarity across different model lay-
ers for the MiniCPM-V-8B model. Each cell represents the simi-
larity at a specific layer, with color intensity denoting distribution
frequency. The line overlay shows the average token similarity
across layers.
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Figure 18. Spearman Rank Correlation between adjacent layers
for the MiniCPM-V-8B model.
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Figure 19. The Top-30% retention rate across model layers for
the MiniCPM-V-8B model, using different retention metrics and
reference layers.

10.4. Importance-Similarity Joint-Distribution
We visualize the joint distribution of token importance and
similarity across different layers of Llava-Video-7B. As
shown in Figure 23, it can be observed that in the shallow
layers of the model, a significant number of tokens exhibit
both high similarity and high importance values. Frame-
Fusion can effectively compress these tokens. This phe-
nomenon becomes less apparent in the deeper layers of the
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Figure 20. An example input video with 1 fps frame rate.

model, supporting our design choice of performing token
merging in the shallow layers of the model.

11. Limitation and Future Works

While FrameFusion demonstrates significant improvements
in token reduction and efficiency for video LVLMs, certain
challenges remain for future works. First, the similarity-
based merging process can be further refined to better han-
dle highly diverse or complex video content, minimizing
potential information loss. Second, the reliance on pre-
defined similarity and importance metrics calls for the de-
velopment of adaptive and task-specific strategies to im-

prove generalization across diverse scenarios. Future work
will focus on designing more robust similarity measures and
integrating FrameFusion with advanced token-efficient ar-
chitectures.
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Figure 21. The example of the video after token merging. Merged tokens are visualized with the blank blocks.
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Figure 22. The example of the video after token merging. Merged tokens are visualized with the average image patches.
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Figure 23. Importance-similarity joint-distribution of different layers, with color intensity denoting distribution frequency.
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