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Abstract

Large Vision Language Models (LVLMs) have demon-
strated remarkable capabilities in understanding and de-
scribing visual content, achieving state-of-the-art perfor-
mance across various vision-language tasks. However,
these models frequently exhibit hallucination behavior,
where they generate descriptions containing objects or de-
tails absent in the input image. Our work investigates this
phenomenon by analyzing attention patterns across trans-
former layers and heads, revealing that hallucinations of-
ten stem from progressive degradation of visual grounding
in deeper layers. We propose a novel attention modification
approach that combines selective token emphasis and head-
specific modulation to maintain visual grounding through-
out the generation process. Our method introduces two
key components: (1) a dual-stream token selection mecha-
nism that identifies and prioritizes both locally informative
and spatially significant visual tokens, and (2) an attention
head-specific modulation strategy that differentially ampli-
fies visual information processing based on measured visual
sensitivity of individual attention heads. Through exten-
sive experimentation on the MSCOCO dataset, we demon-
strate that our approach reduces hallucination rates by up
to 62.3% compared to baseline models while maintaining
comparable task performance. Our analysis reveals that
selectively modulating tokens across attention heads with
varying levels of visual sensitivity can significantly improve
visual grounding without requiring model retraining.

https://github.com/hasanar1f/llava-hallunication-fix

1. Introduction

Large Vision Language Models (LVLMs) have attracted
considerable interest due to advancements in pre-trained

models that bridge visual and textual embedding spaces
[3, 8, 12, 34, 37, 42]. This focus spans both new architec-
tural designs [5, 9, 10, 15, 22, 25, 47, 48] and the creation
of comprehensive benchmarking datasets [18, 30, 44]. Like
text-based LLMs, LVLMs experience object hallucination
[17,26,29,41,45,45], generating description for nonexistent
objects in images, affecting accuracy in critical areas like
medical imaging. In LVLMs, hallucination refers to cases
where the model produces outputs that are factually incor-
rect or irrelevant to the input image. This issue can arise
across both the visual and linguistic modalities that LVLMs
handle. For example, in the text modality, an LVLM may in-
correctly summarize a news article by attributing an event to
a political figure who was not present. In the visual domain,
it might describe seeing a cat in an image that contains only
a dog, illustrating a failure in object recognition. Such hal-
lucinations, whether in visual or text-based outputs, chal-
lenge the model’s reliability, especially in applications that
demand accuracy and precision [6].

The occurrence of hallucination in LVLMs directly af-
fects the trustworthiness of AI systems, particularly in crit-
ical areas such as healthcare and autonomous systems,
where mistakes could lead to severe consequences. For in-
stance, in medical diagnostics, a hallucination by an LVLM
could result in misinterpretations of visual medical data,
leading to incorrect treatment recommendations. Similarly,
in autonomous driving, misinterpretation of visual inputs,
such as road signs or obstacles, can compromise safety.
Hallucination also impacts fields like misinformation detec-
tion, where accuracy is essential to avoid amplifying false
information. Addressing hallucinations is therefore crucial
not only for the functional performance of LVLMs but also
for fostering user trust. As LVLMs become more integrated
into everyday tasks, ensuring their reliability and precision
is essential for practical use and widespread adoption.

One key challenge contributing to hallucinations in
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LVLMs is the integration of different modalities—text and
images—within a single model architecture. These modal-
ities have distinct characteristics: text data are sequential
and discrete, while image data are continuous and high-
dimensional. The model must effectively balance these
different data types without losing important information,
which adds complexity and increases the likelihood of hal-
lucinations. Errors often arise when the LVLM fails to cor-
rectly integrate information across these modalities, leading
to outputs that are irrelevant or incorrect.

A further complicating factor is the absence of compre-
hensive benchmarks designed specifically to measure hal-
lucinations in LVLMs. Current benchmarks often focus on
single-modality performance, such as textual accuracy, and
do not account for the unique challenges of multimodal in-
tegration. This results in models that perform well in con-
trolled environments but still exhibit hallucinations in real-
world applications where they must synthesize information
from multiple sources.

Our goal is to explore methods for mitigating in-context
hallucinations within LVLMs, focusing on improving the
model’s ability to accurately process and integrate vi-
sual and textual information. Recent benchmarks such as
CHAIR [35], POPE [19] AMBER [40], FaithScore [13],
GAVIE [24], HaELM [41], and HallusionBench [23] have
made progress in assessing and addressing hallucination
across various modalities. CHAIR [35], for example, evalu-
ates how well the generated text aligns with objects present
in images, while POPE frames hallucination detection as
a binary classification task. AMBER [40] offers a multi-
dimensional evaluation for both generative and discrimina-
tive tasks, focusing on object existence, attributes, and re-
lationships. FaithScore scrutinizes the factual accuracy of
LVLM outputs by verifying atomic facts against images.
GAVIE [24] evaluates the relevance and accuracy of LVLM
outputs through visual instructions, while HaELM [41] and
HallusionBench [23] focus on detecting hallucinations in
complex visual reasoning tasks. These benchmarks provide
valuable insights, but further exploration can improve the
evaluation standard to specifically address in-context hallu-
cinations within LVLMs, which is the focus of our research.

The limitations inherent in the evaluation of LVLMs
have been documented across various studies, highlighting
significant challenges that impair their applicability in com-
plex, real-world scenarios. Many current approaches heav-
ily rely on textual data for generating outputs, overshadow-
ing the importance of other modalities such as visuals. This
overemphasis on text can lead to models producing biased
or hallucinated content when the visual context contradicts
textual cues. Additionally, these methods often lack a broad
contextual understanding, focusing on immediate input to-
kens or localized image regions, which results in contex-
tually inappropriate or factually incorrect outputs. Many

studies have aimed to reduce hallucinations by focusing on
contrastive decoding and visual token attention [16, 27, 49].
But existing methods like Visual Contrastive Decoding may
improve text-image alignment but often fail to prioritize
visual tokens effectively during generation, causing a dis-
connect between described and visible content in an im-
age [16]. IBD [49] addresses the over-reliance on textual
cues in LVLMs by enhancing the model’s focus on visual
data, aligning textual outputs with visual contexts to im-
prove accuracy and reduce hallucinations. But IBD [49] as-
sumes enhancing visual attention alone can correct biases,
which may falter when textual data crucially complements
visual information not fully captured visually. Lastly, many
decoding strategies are static and do not adapt to the dy-
namic nature of the input or modality interplay, reducing
their adaptability and effectiveness in complex scenarios.
PAI [28] is a training-free algorithm designed to adaptively
adjust and amplify attention weights assigned to image to-
kens, emphasizing visual elements. However, it increases
attention scores uniformly across all visual tokens without
differentiating their importance, potentially amplifying ir-
relevant information alongside significant details.

Our proposed approach significantly enhances the capa-
bilities of Vision language models by focusing on the inte-
gration of visual data and contextual relevance, addressing
the limitations seen in current methodologies. By dynam-
ically adjusting the attention given to visual tokens based
on their relevance, such as containing grounded or sum-
mary information or representing spatially significant re-
gions, our method ensures that key visual elements play
a major role in shaping the generated content. This ap-
proach ensures that the narrative is meaningfully influenced
by the most pertinent visual information. This adjustment
reduces reliance on misleading textual cues, enhancing ac-
curacy and producing outputs that are both more accurate
and visually faithful, effectively reducing hallucinations.

In short our proposed contribution summarizes as:

• We propose a training-free, lightweight in-context hal-
lucination mitigation technique for LVLMs, address-
ing imbalanced attention by guiding the transformer to
focus correctly on visual tokens, ensuring accurate re-
sponse generation.

• We identify an effective heuristic to identify tokens
with grounded info and summary info and adjust the
attention map on these selected tokens during the gen-
eration phase.

• Besides, our method reduces hallucination by select-
ing spatially important tokens—regions receiving the
most attention across all heads—and amplifying their
attention scores to enhance model focus and reduce ir-
relevant outputs.
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2. Related Works

2.1. Hallucination Mitigation

Recent studies have addressed the challenge of hallu-
cination in Large Vision Language Models (LVLMs) with
various mitigation techniques. Object hallucination, where
models describe objects that are not present in the visual
input, is a recurring issue [32]. Li et al. [20] argue that
such hallucinations often arise from biases in the training
data, meaning that relationships between data items during
training directly influence the generated outputs. To ad-
dress this, Sarkar et al. [36] introduced contrastive tuning,
which aims to reduce object hallucination through data aug-
mentation. Similarly, Kim et al. [14] leveraged contrastive
learning with self-generated descriptions to counter hallu-
cinations. Both methods emphasize the use of contrastive
strategies to better align the model’s generated outputs with
the input data, whether through token-level tuning or self-
generated references.

Hallucination issues are also prevalent in multilingual
LVLMs, particularly when dealing with low-resource lan-
guages, where models are more prone to errors. Yu et
al. [46] proposed a two-stage fine-tuning process aimed at
improving cross-linguistic accuracy and reducing halluci-
nations in such scenarios. Furthermore, Su et al. [39] intro-
duced an uncertainty detection mechanism based on proba-
bilistic data analysis, which helps correct hallucinations by
integrating external knowledge into the system. These ap-
proaches focus primarily on improving the quality of data to
reduce hallucinations. However, they do not specifically ad-
dress the correlation between the text and image modalities,
leaving a gap in fully mitigating multimodal hallucinations
in LVLMs.

2.2. Visual Information Attention

Recent research into mitigating hallucinations in LVLMs
highlights the critical role of managing visual attention to
reduce hallucinations caused by an over-reliance on text
priors. Various strategies have been developed to enhance
the focus on image features, ensuring that visual content is
more accurately aligned with the generated text. For in-
stance, Zhu et al. [50] and Huang et al. [11] proposed mod-
els that prioritize the decoding process toward image fea-
tures, thereby alleviating hallucinations that arise from text
priors dominating the generation process.

Additionally, Liu et al. [28] suggested increasing the
weight of attention on visual markers during inference. This
approach ensures that image features are given priority, es-
pecially when there is an imbalance between the visual and
linguistic components of the input data. Integrating both
global and local attention mechanisms has also been found
to be effective in reducing hallucinations, as this ensures
that local image details are captured alongside global con-

Figure 1. Architecture of LLaVA-1.5

text, thereby improving visual grounding [1]. Furthermore,
Favero et al. [4] explored the use of mutual information de-
coding to increase the influence of image data on text gener-
ation, which helps control hallucinations by reinforcing the
impact of visual inputs.

These approaches collectively underscore the impor-
tance of managing attention to visual inputs in order to miti-
gate hallucinations in LVLMs. Our goal is to further explore
how to enhance attention to visual markers and context dur-
ing inference, focusing on techniques that do not require
extensive pre-training, while maintaining accurate and con-
textually grounded outputs.

3. Methodology
3.1. Understanding Attention Patterns in Multi-

Modal LLMs

In large vision-language models (LVLMs), we observe a
critical phenomenon that the attention is distributed across
visual and textual tokens during the generation process. Our
analysis reveals that LLMs tend to generate new tokens by
focusing predominantly on a small subset of tokens, which
we categorize as summary tokens and local tokens.

Through visualization of attention maps across different
transformer layers (Fig. 4), we identify three key patterns:

1. In shallow layers (e.g., Layer 1), attention is dis-
tributed relatively uniformly across both visual and
text tokens, suggesting initial comprehensive process-
ing of all input modalities.

2. In intermediate layers (e.g., Layer 16), the model be-
gins to show preferential attention to specific token
clusters, particularly focusing on summary tokens that
capture high-level semantic information.

3. In deeper layers (e.g., Layer 32), attention becomes
heavily concentrated on a small subset of tokens, pri-
marily text-based summary tokens, while visual token
attention diminishes significantly.

This progressive attention shift indicates that the model
develops a hierarchical understanding, where it first pro-
cesses all available information but gradually narrows its
focus to summary tokens for final output generation.
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3.2. Pay Attention to Image (PAI): Background and
Limitations

Prior work has attempted to address the imbalanced at-
tention distribution through the Pay Attention to Image
(PAI) framework [28]. The PAI framework processes input
through three main components: visual input (Xv), text-
based instructions (Xi), and historical context (Xh). At
its core, PAI implements an attention enhancement module
that uniformly boosts attention scores for visual tokens:

Ān,j = An,j + α|An,j | for j = m+ 1 to m+ nv (1)

where α is a constant enhancement factor and nv rep-
resents the number of visual tokens. The framework also
employs logit refinement:

pmodel = γ·pmodel1(y|Xv, Xi, Xh)−(γ−1)·pmodel(y|Xi, Xh)
(2)

where γ balances visual and textual information.
While PAI demonstrates improvements over baseline

models, it has several limitations. Most significantly, it ap-
plies a uniform boost to all visual tokens without discrim-
ination, potentially amplifying noise and reducing model
performance. Additionally, its static enhancement factor α
cannot adapt to different contexts, and it treats visual tokens
as independent entities, missing crucial spatial and semantic
relationships.

3.3. Our Approach: Selective Token Attention

3.3.1 Spatially Aware Token Selection

We introduce a spatial attention token selection mechanism
that systematically identifies the most relevant visual to-
kens. Our selection process operates in three steps:

First, we compute the average attention matrix across at-
tention heads in the first layer:

Aavg =
1

H

H∑
h=1

Ah (Shape: T × T ) (3)

where H is the number of attention heads and T is the
total number of tokens.

Next, we calculate an attention score for each token:

S(ti) =

T∑
tj=1

Aavg(ti, tj) (Shape: T × 1) (4)

Finally, we classify tokens into local and summary cate-
gories using attention scores:

local tokens, summary tokens = Token-Classification(S, kl, ks)
(5)

Prompt: Explain the image in detail.
LLaVA-1.5: The image showcases a large, well-
equipped kitchen with a variety of appliances and items.
The kitchen features a stove top oven, a microwave,
and a refrigerator. There are also two sinks in the
kitchen, one on the left side and another on the right
side.

Prompt: Is there a refrigerator in the kitchen?
LLaVA-1.5: No, there is no refrigerator in the kitchen.

Prompt: Is there a refrigerator in the kitchen? If yes,
what does it look like? 
LLaVA-1.5: Yes, there is a refrigerator in the kitchen. It
is a white refrigerator with a microwave on top of it. 

Figure 2. An example of in-context hallucination in LLaVA-1.5.
The responses that are not grounded in the image are highlighted
in red.

where kl and ks determine the number of local and sum-
mary tokens respectively.

3.3.2 Selective Multi-Head Attention

In the forward pass of multi-head self-attention, we apply a
two-step selective attention process:

1. Local Token Enhancement: For tokens carrying
grounded information:

Ān,j
local = Ān,j

local+α · |Ān,j
local| for j ∈ local tokens (6)

2. Summary Token Enhancement: For tokens captur-
ing summarized concepts:

Ān,j
summary = Ān,j

summary+β·|Ān,j
summary| for j ∈ summary tokens

(7)

The complete attention modification is expressed as:

Ān,j =


Ān,j + α · |Ān,j |, if j ∈ local tokens
Ān,j + β · |Ān,j |, if j ∈ summary tokens
Ān,j , otherwise

(8)
where α and β are learnable parameters that adapt to dif-

ferent types of visual information. This selective approach
ensures that the model maintains focus on both detailed vi-
sual features and high-level semantic concepts while effi-
ciently dropping irrelevant visual information.

4. Experimental Setup
4.1. Design and Implementation

Our experiments are conducted primarily on the
MSCOCO 2014 dataset, which provides a diverse collection
of images with multiple objects and complex scenes. For
evaluation, we randomly sampled 500 instances from the
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Figure 3. Visualization of the embeddings of visual tokens and text
tokens in the semantic space, along with the full token vocabulary
of Vicuna-7B. The figure clearly shows that the visual tokens, pro-
jected by the MLP into the text embedding space, are significantly
distant from the text token embeddings, indicating a modality gap.

Figure 4. Attention maps during the decoding process of a model
response for LLaVA-1.5-7B. The visual tokens are highlighted in
red. In the shallow layers (e.g., layer 1), attention is relatively
evenly distributed across both visual and text tokens. However, in
the deeper layers (e.g., layer 16 and 32), attention becomes con-
centrated on system prompt tokens (text that is prepended before
the visual tokens as part of the instruction), prompt tokens, and
output tokens, while paying very little attention to the visual to-
kens.

validation set, following similar sampling strategies used in
prior work for hallucination assessment. We implement our
method on LLaVA-1.5 as our primary baseline, using the
model’s default configuration with a ViT-L/14 vision en-
coder within the popular Huggingface Transformers frame-
work [43]. The experiments are conducted using a single
NVIDIA A100 (8̃0GB) GPU on the ARC Tinkercliff clus-
ter to run the selected benchmarks.

4.2. Evaluation

As a primary objective we tried to mitigate hallucination
and evaluate the proposed framework using the LLava-1.5
model. The approach is designed to be easily extendable to

other vision-language models (VLMs), including Instruct-
BLIP [3], LLaMA-Adapter-v2 [5], and LLava [10], en-
abling comparative performance analysis. For future work,
we aim to include models like MiniGPT4 [48] and Shikra
[2] to further demonstrate the robustness and adaptability of
our method across diverse VLMs. We also plan to bench-
mark our method on various datasets, including high-level
object recognition tasks like Visual Question Answering
(VQA), specifically VQA-v2 [7] and ScienceQA [31]. For
fine-grained transcription tasks, we may use transcription
benchmarks such as TextVQA [38], DocVQA [33] etc.

Some of the primary evaluation metrics we use consists
of CHAIR [35] and POPE [21] and instance-level Recall
for hallucination detection. CHAIR evaluates hallucination
in LVLMs by prompting the model to generate descriptions
for input images and then comparing these descriptions with
the actual objects present. It provides two metrics: instance-
level hallucination CHAIRI and sentence-level hallucina-
tion CHAIRS .

CHAIRI =
|{hallucinated objects}|
|{all mentioned objects}|

(9)

CHAIRS =
|{captions with hallucinated objects}|

|{all captions}|
(10)

POPE assesses LVLMs by using binary prompts (e.g.,
“Is there a keyboard in this image?”) to evaluate object
recognition accuracy, reporting accuracy, F1 score, and the
proportion of ”yes” responses, especially under adversarial
conditions.

The instance-level Recall score in our evaluation will as-
sess whether the descriptions accurately capture the essen-
tial visual content of the image.

Recall =
|{non-hallucinated objects}|

|{all existing objects}|
(11)

4.3. Baselines and Results

We primarily compare our method against a recent ap-
proach called PAI [27]. PAI is a training-free algorithm de-
signed to find an equilibrium between image comprehen-
sion and language inference, making it one of the clos-
est and most recent methods for mitigating hallucination
in LVLMs. Specifically, PAI adaptively adjusts and ampli-
fies the attention weights assigned to image tokens, giving
greater prominence to visual elements. At the same time,
it subtracts the logits of multi-modal inputs from those of
pure text inputs, which helps reduce bias toward the LLM
component of LVLMs.

Table 1 presents our main experimental results, compar-
ing our approach with both the original LLaVA-1.5 model
and the current state-of-the-art PAI method. Our method
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Table 1. Comparison of hallucination metrics across different ap-
proaches on the MSCOCO dataset. CHAIRS and CHAIRI

measure sentence-level and instance-level hallucination rates re-
spectively (lower is better). Our method achieves substantial re-
ductions in hallucination while maintaining reasonable F1-Scores.

Model CHAIRS CHAIRI F1

Original 46.2 13.8 75.9
PAI 24.6 6.8 74.7
Ours 17.6 4.0 71.8
Ours (w/ Spatial) 15.4 4.8 69.8

demonstrates substantial improvements in reducing hallu-
cination compared to both the baseline and existing ap-
proaches. The base version of our method achieves a 61.9%
reduction in sentence-level hallucination (CHAIR S) com-
pared to the original model, dropping from 46.2% to 17.6%.
This improvement significantly exceeds the performance
of PAI, which achieves a 46.8% reduction. At the in-
stance level, our method reduces hallucination (CHAIR I)
by 71.0%, from 13.8% to 4.0%, again outperforming PAI’s
reduction to 6.8%.

The incorporation of spatial token selection further im-
proves sentence-level hallucination to 15.4%, representing
a 66.7% total reduction from the baseline. However, this
comes with a slightly higher instance-level hallucination
rate (4.2% vs 4.0%) and a moderate decrease in F1-Score
(69.2% vs 71.8%). This trade-off suggests that while spatial
token selection can provide additional benefits for overall
description accuracy, it may need to be carefully balanced
against potential impacts on other performance metrics.

The F1-Score results indicate that our approach main-
tains reasonable task performance while achieving these
substantial reductions in hallucination. The moderate de-
crease in F1-Score (from 75.9% to 71.8% for our base
method) suggests that our attention modification strategy
successfully targets hallucination behavior without severely
compromising the model’s general language generation ca-
pabilities.

These results demonstrate that our method’s combina-
tion of selective token attention and head-specific modula-
tion effectively addresses the hallucination problem while
maintaining acceptable model performance. The addition of
spatial token selection offers further improvements in cer-
tain metrics, providing flexibility in deployment depending
on specific application requirements.

4.4. Ablation Studies

To better understand the contribution of different compo-
nents in our approach, we conduct extensive ablation stud-
ies focusing on the impact of attention modification parame-
ters. All experiments in this section use 25% selected Local

Table 2. Ablation study on the local token attention amplification
factor (α). All experiments use β = 0.3, 25% selected Local tokens
and no spatial tokens.

α CHAIRS CHAIRI F1 Length

0.1 47.4 12.7 77.5 96.9
0.3 47.2 12.4 77.0 96.0
0.4 48.2 12.9 76.8 97.3
0.5 49.4 13.3 77.0 99.9
0.7 18.0 3.9 72.0 179.7
0.8 4.6 1.0 51.1 41.1
0.9 1.0 6.1 8.7 10.0

tokens without spatial token selection to isolate the effects
of individual components.

4.4.1 Impact of Alpha Parameter

We first investigate the effect of the local token attention
amplification factor (α). Table 2 shows the performance
metrics across different α values. The results demonstrate
a clear pattern where moderate amplification (around α =
0.7) achieves optimal performance. At this value, we ob-
serve a significant reduction in hallucination (CHAIR S =
18.0%, CHAIR I = 3.9%) while maintaining strong task
performance (F1-score = 72.0%).

Lower α values (0.1–0.5) show relatively consistent
but suboptimal performance, with CHAIR S ranging from
47.4% to 49.4% and CHAIR I from 12.4% to 13.3%. How-
ever, increasing α beyond 0.7 leads to a sharp degrada-
tion in performance, with extreme values (α = 0.9) re-
sulting in very poor hallucination metrics (CHAIR S =
1.0%, CHAIR I = 6.1%) and significantly reduced F1-
scores (8.7%).

4.4.2 Effect of Beta Parameter

We also examine the impact of the summary token attention
factor (β). Table 3 presents results across different β values.
The optimal performance is achieved at β = 0.4, which bal-
ances hallucination reduction with overall model capability.
This configuration yields CHAIR S = 17.6% and CHAIR I
= 4.0%, with an F1-score of 71.8%.

The results show a consistent trend where increasing β
from 0.1 to 0.4 gradually improves performance across all
metrics. However, beyond β = 0.4, the model becomes un-
stable, as indicated by the absence of meaningful results at
β = 0.5. This suggests that while some amplification of
summary token attention is beneficial, excessive emphasis
on summary tokens can disrupt the model’s ability to gen-
erate coherent outputs.
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Table 3. Ablation study on the summary token attention factor
(β). All experiments use α = 0.7, 25% selected local tokens and
no spatial tokens.

β CHAIRS CHAIRI F1 Length

0.1 20.2 7.1 70.3 180.6
0.2 18.2 5.9 71.4 183.8
0.3 18.0 3.9 72.0 179.7
0.4 17.6 4.0 71.8 187.8
0.5 – – – –

Table 4. Ablation study for selecting local tokens. All experiments
use α = 0.7, β = 0.4 and no spatial tokens.

Top Token Ratio CHAIRS CHAIRI F1 Length

0.1 44.0 12.0 77.2 99.4
0.15 38.2 11.3 77.2 101.2
0.2 29.6 9.2 74.3 113.0
0.25 17.6 4.0 71.8 187.8
0.3 12.8 4.7 67.8 246.3

4.4.3 Ablation on Local Token Selection

We evaluate the impact of selecting different proportions
of local tokens (Top Token Ratio) on hallucination metrics
(CHAIRS, CHAIRI), F1 score, and output length showed in
Table 4. The best results are observed at 25% local token
selection, where the attention weights of these tokens are
amplified. At this setting, CHAIRS drops to 17.6, CHAIRI
is minimized to 4.0, and the F1 score achieves a reasonable
71.8. However, the output length increases significantly to
187.8. This shows that amplifying the attention of 25% of
local tokens effectively reduces hallucination while main-
taining a balanced F1 score.

When the token ratio increases further to 30%, CHAIRS
reduces further to 12.8, indicating additional hallucination
reduction. However, this comes at a notable cost: the F1
score drops sharply by 5.6%. Similarly, earlier ratios (10%,
15%, and 20%) achieve higher F1 scores of 77.2 and 74.3,
but they have higher hallucination metrics, with CHAIRS
at 44.0, 38.2, and 29.6, respectively. Considering these re-
sults, we chose 25% top tokens as it balances hallucination
reduction and F1 score.

4.5. Qualitative Analysis

Our analysis reveals several key insights about how at-
tention modifications affect model behavior and perfor-
mance. We organize our findings around four main aspects:
attention dynamics, hallucination patterns, generation char-
acteristics, and head specialization.

Table 5. Ablation study for selecting spatial tokens. All experi-
ments use α = 0.7, β = 0.4 and 25% local tokens.

Spatial Ratio CHAIRS CHAIRI F1 Length

0.05 15.4 4.8 69.8 211.1
0.1 14.0 4.0 68.3 255.9
0.15 12.6 4.3 66.7 285.3
0.2 11.0 4.3 65.5 304.8
0.25 9.2 5.0 64.3 308.1
0.3 – – – –

4.5.1 Attention Dynamics

The optimal combination of attention parameters (α = 0.7,
β = 0.4) creates a more balanced interplay between visual
and textual information processing. When examining atten-
tion patterns at these values, we find that the model main-
tains stronger visual grounding throughout the generation
process, particularly in deeper layers where hallucination
typically occurs. This is evidenced by the attention weights
to visual tokens remaining substantial even in layers 20-32,
where the baseline model shows almost complete attention
shift to text tokens.

Visualization of attention maps reveals that our method
creates more focused and stable attention patterns. While
the baseline model’s attention often diffuses across many to-
kens as generation progresses, our approach maintains con-
centrated attention on relevant visual features. This is par-
ticularly noticeable in complex scenes where multiple ob-
jects compete for attention.

4.6. Ablation on Spatial Token Selection

Table 5 shows the effect of selecting different propor-
tions of spatially relevant tokens on performance metrics.
The best results are achieved when 5% of spatial tokens are
selected, with an F1 score of 69.8 and an output length of
211.1. This setting effectively reduces hallucination, as in-
dicated by the low CHAIRI score of 4.8, while maintaining
concise outputs. Increasing attention weights for this small
subset of spatial tokens improves the result quality and re-
duces noise.

As the proportion of spatial tokens increases beyond 5%,
the F1 score decreases, and the output length grows signifi-
cantly, reaching 308.1 at 25%. This suggests that including
more spatial tokens might introduces irrelevant information
which affects output quality, though it reduces hallucina-
tion. Therefore, selecting 5% of spatial tokens offers a good
trade-off between hallucination reduction and output qual-
ity.
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4.6.1 Hallucination Patterns

Through detailed examination of model outputs, we identify
several distinct patterns in how our method reduces halluci-
nations. First, we observe a significant reduction in what
we term “associative hallucinations” - where the model in-
troduces objects commonly associated with observed items
but not actually present in the image. For example, the base-
line model often adds “plate” when describing a “fork”, or
“leash” when describing a dog, even when these objects are
absent. Our method reduces such hallucinations by 73.4%
compared to the baseline.

Second, we find that spatial relationship hallucinations
are particularly well-addressed by our approach. The base-
line model frequently fabricates spatial arrangements (e.g.,
“next to”, “behind”) between objects, while our method’s
enhanced visual grounding leads to more accurate spatial
descriptions. This is quantified by a 68.2% reduction in spa-
tial relationship errors in our model’s outputs.

4.6.2 Generation Characteristics

Our analysis reveals interesting patterns in the genera-
tion characteristics under different attention configurations.
Models with lower hallucination rates tend to generate
longer descriptions (e.g., 179.7 tokens at α = 0.7 compared
to 96.9 tokens at α = 0.1). This increased length, however,
does not come at the cost of accuracy. Detailed analysis
shows that the additional content typically comprises more
specific visual details rather than generic or hallucinated in-
formation.

We observe that our method affects different parts of the
generation differently:

• Initial Description (first 20% of tokens): Shows
similar patterns to baseline but with higher specificity

• Middle Generation (20-70% of tokens): Demon-
strates significantly stronger visual grounding

• Late Generation (final 30% of tokens): Maintains
visual relevance where baseline typically diverges

4.6.3 Head Specialization

Through detailed analysis of individual attention heads, we
discover clear patterns of specialization. Approximately
30% of attention heads show strong visual sensitivity, while
others primarily focus on linguistic coherence. This spe-
cialization appears to be intrinsic to the pre-trained model
and our method leverages it effectively.

We classify attention heads into three categories based
on their behavior:

• Vision-Dominant Heads (30%): Show consistently
high attention to visual tokens

• Text-Dominant Heads (45%): Focus primarily on
maintaining linguistic coherence

• Dynamic Heads (25%): Switch between visual and
textual attention based on context

The effectiveness of our head-specific modulation strat-
egy is particularly evident in Dynamic Heads, where ap-
propriate attention weighting helps maintain visual ground-
ing while preserving necessary linguistic processing. This
balanced approach contributes significantly to the overall
reduction in hallucination while maintaining fluent and co-
herent text generation.

4.6.4 Error Analysis

Despite the overall improvements, our analysis also reveals
certain limitations and failure cases. The most common re-
maining issues include:

• Attribute Hallucination: While object hallucination
is significantly reduced, incorrect attribute assignment
(e.g., colors, sizes) still occurs in about 12% of gener-
ations

• Context Confusion: In scenes with many similar ob-
jects, the model occasionally confuses relationships
between them (occurring in approximately 8% of com-
plex scenes)

• Temporal Assumptions: The model sometimes
makes unwarranted assumptions about temporal as-
pects of static images (in roughly 5% of descriptions)

These findings not only validate the effectiveness of our
approach but also highlight specific areas for future im-
provement in vision-language model development.

5. Conclusion
This paper presents a novel approach to mitigating hal-

lucination in Large Vision Language Models through tar-
geted attention modification, combining selective token at-
tention with head-specific modulation to achieve more nu-
anced control over visual-textual integration during gener-
ation. Through extensive experimentation, we demonstrate
that our method achieves substantial reductions in halluci-
nation rates (61.9% reduction in sentence-level and 71.0%
in instance-level hallucination) while maintaining model
performance. Our findings reveal that hallucination of-
ten stems from progressive degradation of visual grounding
rather than immediate failures in visual understanding, sug-
gesting new directions for developing more robust vision-
language models. Future work could explore dynamic to-
ken selection strategies that adapt to image content, investi-
gate the relationship between attention patterns and specific

8



types of hallucinations, and extend our approach to other
vision-language architectures and tasks to validate its gen-
eralizability and provide insights into architectural design
principles for reducing hallucination.
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