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Abstract

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have recently demonstrated re-
markable perceptual and reasoning abilities, typically comprising a Vision Encoder,
an Adapter, and a Large Language Model (LLM). The adapter serves as the critical
bridge between the visual and language components. However, training adapters
with image-level supervision often results in significant misalignment, undermining
the LLMs’ capabilities and limiting the potential of Multimodal LLMs. To address
this, we introduce Supervised Embedding Alignment (SEA), a token-level align-
ment method that leverages vision-language pre-trained models, such as CLIP, to
align visual tokens with the LLM’s embedding space through contrastive learning.
This approach ensures a more coherent integration of visual and language repre-
sentations, enhancing the performance and interpretability of multimodal LLMs
while preserving their inherent capabilities. Extensive experiments show that SEA
effectively improves MLLMs, particularly for smaller models, without adding extra
data or inference computation. SEA also lays the groundwork for developing more
general and adaptable solutions to enhance multimodal systems.

1 Introduction

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) rapidly developed in recent years, showing impressive
abilities in multimodal perception and reasoning [2, 5, 33]. These models bridge the gap between
different modalities, enabling more comprehensive and context-aware interactions. The evolution of
MLLMs represent a significant advancement in artificial general intelligence(AGI), as it mimics how
humans interact with the world and comprehend complex information through different senses.

Traditional training paradigms in MLLMs typically involve two key phases: pre-training and
instruction-tuning [14, 22, 33, 34, 52]. During the pre-training phase, the adapter is solely trained to
enhance its ability to transform visual representations into text, thereby understanding the relevance
of image contents and their corresponding textual descriptions, and facilitating effective cross-modal
alignment. The instruction-tuning phase further enhances the model’s adaptability to specific tasks.

However, this pre-training paradigms face inherent limitations due to the mismatch between the
frozen language model, trained primarily on text tokens, and the visual features, which often lack
direct textual equivalents. Moreover, the training approach primarily involves simple and implicit
supervision, where losses are computed only for predicting language responses. In this setup, visual
information acts merely as contextual cues without serving as direct supervision for alignment with
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Figure 1: Comparison of Alignment Results between LLaVA-1.5 and SEA-LLaVA. After 2
stages of training, we evaluate the alignment of visual tokens with the LLM’s embedding space
by measuring the similarity between visual tokens and the words encoded by the LLM. The word
with the highest semantic relevance to each visual token is selected as its representation. Correct
alignments are marked in green, while incorrect ones are in red. SEA-LLaVA, which is an improved
version of LLaVA-1.5 without introducing new data, shows significantly better alignment.

textual representations. In this paper, we will show that this paradigm cannot effectively guide the
adapter in achieving accurate alignment between visual and textual features, a phenomenon we
refer to as misalignment (See Figure 1), leading to inconsistencies in the model’s understanding and
generation capabilities(See Figure 2). This issue is exacerbated during instruction-tuning, where the
entire LLM must be fine-tuned. Poor initialization from the pre-training phase results in suboptimal
adapter weights, making the fine-tuning process more challenging and potentially degrading both the
model’s language capabilities and overall multimodal performance.

Several recent works have sought to improve alignment in MLLMs. For example, [39] uses an
optimal transport-based method to align pre-trained vision model embeddings with the LLM’s space,
though it is limited by its reliance on image-caption pairs and is specific to encoder-decoder models.
Similarly, [42] maps visual features to LLM vocabulary through regression, but it struggles with
precise token-level alignment. Additionally, [47] enhances alignment by annotating images with
alphanumeric tags, improving object-text alignment but requiring extensive data annotation and
adding complexity. These methods still face challenges with misalignment, leading to information
loss and hindering the LLM’s understanding of visual content.

In this work, we address a critical issue: How to resolve insufficient alignment in MLLMs? To tackle
this, we propose a novel token-level supervised alignment paradigm called Supervised Embedding
Alignment (SEA). SEA uses explicit supervision to precisely align visual tokens with the LLM’s
embedding space. Unlike traditional image-level methods, our approach ensures that each visual
token is precisely matched with its corresponding semantic representation within the LLM, following
the trend of treating visual and textual tokens as equivalent inputs. Specifically, SEA improves
alignment in mainstream MLLMs through two key aspects.

Token-Level Labeling for Fine-Grained Alignment. During the pre-training stage, a captioning
task trains an adapter to align visual patches with the LLM’s embedding space, enabling visual tokens
to be treated like text tokens. However, current image-level alignment methods are coarse and lack
fine-grained guidance, leading to suboptimal results. There are two main challenges impede achieving
token-level fine-grained alignment. First, since a visual token’s semantic representation is continuous,
a single visual token often encapsulates multiple meanings. No current models can generate multiple
semantic labels for each visual token, making it impossible to provide fine-grained alignment
guidance. Second, visual encoders often produce semantic shifts, where a token’s representation
reflects surrounding image regions, complicating the accurate mapping of visual patches to their
corresponding semantic labels. Existing methods highlight the suitability of vision encoders for
MLLMs but often overlook the value of text encoders (paired with vision encoders during training).
Since visual representations from the vision encoder align naturally with text representations, we
use the text encoder to infer semantic labels for each visual token. This approach addresses the
continuous semantic token-level labeling challenge and mitigates semantic shifts, enabling effective
token-level alignment.
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A Novel Supervised Alignment Paradigm. Mainstream approaches that apply image-level supervi-
sion at the LLM’s outputs diverge from the goal of treating visual and textual tokens equally, making
it difficult to bridge the gap between them. To address this, we propose a novel alignment supervision
paradigm that directly aligns visual tokens with textual tokens, enabling the LLM to process visual
tokens in a manner similar to textual tokens. Specifically, by leveraging semantic labels for each
visual token and employing contrastive learning, we ensure that visual token representations closely
match their corresponding semantic labels in the LLM’s embedding space. By combining contrastive
learning loss with LLM prediction loss to update the adapter, we effectively enhance its alignment
capability, bridging the gap between the vision encoder and the LLM.

Leveraging our proposed SEA, we have significantly enhanced the performance of the LLaVA-1.5
across 8 benchmarks, without needing extra annotations, data, or inference costs. This method offers
a universal, cost-effective training strategy for vision encoders trained on vision-language tasks,
showcasing high returns and exceptional innovation.

2 Related Work

Vision-Language Pre-Training. The integration of computer vision and natural language process-
ing has resulted in Vision Language Models(VLMs). These models combine visual and linguistic
components, typically leveraging image-text pairs, to enrich visual information with semantic content
and facilitate cross-modal understanding. Contrastive learning has become particularly influen-
tial in the realm of Vision-Language pre-training since the introduction of models like CLIP [40],
ALIGN [21], SPARC [8]. These methods utilize softmax contrastive learning on large-scale image-
text datasets. Unlike above methods that require a global view of pairwise similarities for normaliza-
tion, SigLIP [49] proposes a simple approach with a pairwise Sigmoid loss that operates solely on
image-text pairs. These models have demonstrated exceptional zero-shot transfer capabilities, leading
to enhanced performance in tasks that require comprehensive understanding of both modalities.

Cross-Modal Alignment in MLLMs. The combination of image and text representations is
essential for MLLMs, which can be categorized into two main types based on their fusion approach:
deep fusion and shallow fusion. In deep fusion [4, 6, 26, 46], image features encoded by the vision
encoder are integrated into the language model layers via interaction modules, allowing text to attend
to image features. Conversely, shallow fusion [15, 24, 27, 34, 52] concatenate the vision encoder’s
output directly with text embeddings before passing them to the language model. These methods
show that vision models and LLMs, though independently trained, share significant information.
However, there are concerns that shallow fusion approaches fail to fully bridge the gap between
visual and language model representations, limiting the LLM’s comprehension of visual tokens. To
address this, [50] proposes assigning a special token to different image-text pairs based on similarity
scores. This asymmetrical learning approach enhances the adapter’s alignment capability, improving
the language model’s understanding of visual tokens. [32] enhances visual tokens by reintroducing
information extracted from segmentation and OCR models back into the visual tokens. While these
approaches have achieved significant breakthroughs, they fall short of fundamentally enhancing the
adapter’s alignment capability. This paper introduces SEA (Supervised Embedding Alignment) as a
more effective solution to improve this alignment.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we first introduce the typical adapter module that bridges the vision encoder and LLM
in MLLMs. Following this, we highlight the issue of misalignment and its impacts, forming the basis
for our method presented in Section 4.

Adapter in Multimodal LLMs. Multimodal Large Language Models aim to integrate visual and
textual information seamlessly. A common approach involves using an adapter, typically positioned
between the vision encoder and a large language model. The adapter can be a simple linear layer [34]
or a more complex multi-layer perceptron [33]. For clarity, we define the visual features output
by the vision encoder as visual patches and the features after passing through the adapter as visual
tokens. During pre-training, this module transforms visual patches into representations compatible
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What color are the sockets in 
the picture?

Instruction：

Visual token Recalled Word: referendum

Assistant:
The sockets in the picture are white.

Visual token Recalled Word: red

Assistant:
The sockets in the picture are red.

SEA-LLaVA
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Figure 2: Impact of Visual Token Alignment on Model Performance. The "recalled word" refers
to the word with the highest similarity score for a given visual token. In this example, we asked a
question about the visual elements in the dashed green box. LLaVA-1.5 failed to answer correctly due
to misalignment of the visual token, selecting "referendum" instead of a relevant color. In contrast,
SEA-LLaVA correctly aligned the visual token to the LLM’s embedding space, resulting in the
correct response "red."

with the LLM’s textual representations. The goal is to refine these visual tokens to closely match
their semantic information in the LLM’s embedding space.

During the pre-training, for a given image-text pair (Ximage, Xtext). The LLM input is constructed as:

Xv = gθ(f(Ximage)) (1)

Xt = Ψ(Xtext) (2)

Xinput = [xv0 , ..., xvm , xt0 , ..., xtn ], xvj ∈ Xv xti ∈ Xt (3)

where f represents for vision encoder, g represents for the adapter, and Ψ is LLM’s embedding layer.
Subsequently, Xinput is passed to the LLM for generating the response, and the parameter θ of the g
is updated by calculating the auto-regressive loss.

Misalignment Issue. Despite the pre-training efforts to align visual tokens with text tokens in the
LLM’s embedding space, current models exhibit significant misalignment issues. The adapter, which
is implicitly supervised through auto-regressive loss, fails to ensure accurate semantic representations
of each visual patch during pre-training. As a result, a notable discrepancy arises between visual and
textual tokens in the LLM’s embedding space after 2 stages of training as shown in Figure 1.

Impacts of Misalignment. The misalignment after pre-training leads to significant information
loss, profoundly affecting the MLLMs’ comprehension and performance. When the language model
cannot comprehend the misaligned tokens, it leads to incorrect responses and severe hallucinations,
as depicted in Figure 2. Furthermore, if the language model is unfrozen during fine-tuning, the
divergence between visual and textual representations is exacerbated, increasing the difficulty of
training and severely damaging the LLM’s language capabilities.

To investigate these concerns, we removed the pre-training stage and directly fine-tuned the model.
This approach led to a significant performance drop across multiple benchmarks, including pure
language tasks (See Figure 3). The "Vicuna-7B" baseline scored 47.1, while the "LLaVA w/o pretrain"
model, directly fine-tuned without pre-training, dropped to 38.9, showing a 17% performance decrease
due to the interference from unaligned visual tokens, leading to catastrophic forgetting. When pre-
training is included, the adapter aligns the visual tokens with the LLM’s embedding space, preventing
significant degradation during fine-tuning. Despite the alignment effect achieved during pre-training,
the language model’s capabilities are still substantially impaired, indicating that cross-modality
alignment remains a challenging task. Notably, our proposed SEA scored 46.4, demonstrating
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(a) MMLU Score over Finetuning Stage. (b) Comparison of Different Methods.

Figure 3: (a) The impact of removing the pre-training stage on MMLU scores during the fine-tuning
phase. The performance exhibits a significant decline when pre-training is omitted, highlighting its
crucial role. In contrast, the SEA-LLaVA method (red line) maintains almost the same initial language
capabilities throughout the fine-tuning process, demonstrating its robustness. (b) A comparative
analysis of different methods across various benchmarks illustrates the effectiveness of the SEA-
LLaVA method in maintaining superior performance.

that our method effectively preserves language capabilities during fine-tuning and maintains robust
performance across multimodal tasks.

We propose a novel token-level supervision alignment paradigm during pre-training to address
the misalignment of visual and text tokens in the LLM’s embedding space. This aims to mitigate
information loss and improve the overall representation of both modalities.

4 Supervised Embedding Alignment: Method

This section presents SEA, the first supervision paradigm to mitigate the issue of misalignment
between visual and text tokens in LLM’s embedding space during pre-training(See Figure 4). SEA
leverages the rich visual features extracted from vision-language pre-trained models, which are
already well-aligned with the text encoder’s space. As shown in the Figure 5, for each patch in the
image, SEA first utilizes the vision-language pre-trained model to select words that can maximize the
cosine similarity between visual and text features from a pre-defined list, which serves as the label for
each patch in the image. Subsequently, it guides the alignment between visual tokens and text tokens
in the LLM’s embedding space through contrastive learning during pre-training. We will introduce
each step of SEA in detail below.

4.1 Extract Semantic Labels for Visual Patches

To achieve fine-grained supervision of the semantic feature expression of each visual token trans-
formed by the adapter, we need to obtain the continuous semantic labels of each patch after the vision
encoder. For a vision-language pre-trained vision encoder f paired with a corresponding text encoder
h and a word list W , we extract the semantic information for each patch using Eqs. (4), (5), (6).
We then select the top n words based on their cosine similarity scores for each visual patch (See
Figure 5(3)). To ensure only the most relevant and positively correlated words are considered, we
exclude any labels with similarity scores less than 0. The remaining words are referred to as the
semantic labels for each visual patch. This approach assigns multiple semantic labels to each token,
preserving the continuous semantic representation of the aligned visual token. Paired training of the
vision and text encoders also effectively prevents semantic shift.

V = f(Ximage) ∈ Rm×d (4)

T = h(W ) ∈ Rq×d (5)

wi, si = argmax
j

{−cos(vi, tj)} (6)
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Figure 4: Overview of the proposed SEA. During pre-training, LLM’s embedding layer encodes
both instructions and semantic labels simultaneously. These encoded semantic labels directly guide
the alignment of visual tokens to the LLM’s embedding space through contrastive learning. The visual
tokens are then concatenated with the instructions and input into the LLM to generate a response.

where wi and si are the indices and scores of the top n semantic labels for the i-th visual patch vi
respectively. vi is the visual feature of the patch obtained from the vision encoder f , and tj is the
text embedding of the j-th word in the word list W , obtained from the text encoder h. The negative
cosine similarity −cos(vi, tj) is computed as described in previous works [30], where the cosine
similarity needs to be negated in the CLIP embedding space.

4.2 Token-Level Alignment

The use of an adapter aims to convert visual patches into LLM’s embedding space. However, the
current image-level approach falls short of achieving this adequately as shown in Figure 1a. We
suggest using the semantic labels of each patch to directly guide the adapter in transforming visual
patches into the LLM’s embedding space, thereby reducing misalignment (See Figure 1b).

Similarity-Weighted Sampling for Continuous Semantic Representation. Due to the semantic
continuity of visual tokens, we should identify an appropriate position for each visual token within
the LLM’s embedding space, ensuring it retains its continuous semantic representation. Specifically,
for a given visual patch vi with its corresponding semantic labels Li = [w1, . . . , wn] and similarity
scores Si = [s1, . . . , sn], we first normalize the similarity scores to get the sampling probability, and
then sample a label for each patch based on Si

norm in Eq. (7).

Si
norm =

Si

sum(Si)
(7)

A Localized Sampling Strategy. To further enhance the effectiveness of contrastive learning and
mitigate the issue of excessive similarity between samples, we adopt a localized sampling strategy.
For each image, we perform sampling within a k×k window, ensuring that only one patch is sampled
from each window. Consequently, a single image with N visual patches will have N/(k× k) patches
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Figure 5: Overview of the SEA training pipeline. (1) Pre-Training with SEA. This stage uses
the SEA to enhance modality alignment between vision and language models. Only the adapter is
optimized. (2) Instruction-Tuning. Both the LLM and the adapter are fine-tuned, ensuring improved
multimodal performance. (3) Illustration of Semantic Label Extraction for SEA. During pre-training,
semantic labels for visual patches are extracted from a word list using vision-language pre-trained
models. Circular shapes represent candidate labels, and irregular hexagons represent visual patches.
These labels are ranked by cosine similarity, and then sampled according to their similarity-weighted
ranking to provide explicit supervision and enhance modality alignment.

participating in contrastive learning. For visual patches sharing the same label in one batch, we
randomly retain only one patch to ensure the effectiveness of contrastive learning. We then obtain a
series of visual patches with labels, namely, {(xv1 , w1), . . . , (xvN , wN )}, where N is the number of
tokens in one batch.

For each label wi, we compute the corresponding text feature ti as follows:

ti =
1

M

M∑
k=1

Ψ(wk
i ) (8)

where Ψ(wk
i ) represents the encoded feature of the k-th token of wi, and M is the number of tokens

after encoding wi.

The loss of alignment can be computed as:

La = − 1

2N

N∑
i=1

(
log

exp(ϕ(xvi, ti)/τ)∑N
j=1 exp(ϕ(xvi, tj)/τ)

+ log
exp(ϕ(ti,xvi)/τ)∑N
j=1 exp(ϕ(ti,xvj)/τ)

)
(9)

where ϕ(xvi, tj) =
xvi

∥xvi∥2
· tj
∥tj∥2

, and τ is the temperature, a learnable parameter.

For generation, the prediction of the next token x(i) is conducted based on visual tokens Vi, prompt
P and previous tokens x(<i). The loss can be computed as:

Lg = − 1

B

B∑
i=1

log pθ

(
x(i) | Vi,P, x

(<i)
)

(10)

where B is the batch size, θ is the trainable parameters.

During the pre-training process, two learning objectives simultaneously supervise the adapter. We
obtain the final loss L of pre-training by adding La and Lg, a weighting factor λ is introduced to
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balance the two losses.
L = Lg + λLa (11)

5 Experiments

In this section, we first provide our experimental framework and evaluation results on 8 common
benchmarks compared with different backbones in Table 1. Subsequently, we empirically investigate
the effectiveness and robustness of SEA.

Table 1: Main evaluation results compared with leading baselines on 8 popular benchmarks.
VQAv2 [17]; VQAT: TextVQA [44]; GQA [20]; SQAI:ScienceQA-IMG [36]; MMB: MMBench [35];
POPE [28]; VizWiz [18];MM-Vet [48]. SEA-PRIME outperforms other open-source models and
achieves competitive performance. All methods maintain the number of visual tokens without
doubling, and models marked with * are results we reproduced. Column Res. is the image resolution
of vision model.

Method LLM Res. VQAv2 VQAT GQA SQAI MMB POPE VizWiz MM-Vet
MobileVLM-3B[12] MLLaMA 2.7B 336 – 47.5 59.0 61.0 59.6 84.9 – –

MobileVLM-V2-3B[13] MLLaMA 2.7B 336 – 57.5 61.1 70.0 63.2 84.7 – –
LLaVA-Phi [53] Phi-2.7B 336 71.4 48.6 – 68.4 59.8 85.0 35.9 28.7
TinyLLaVA [51] Phi-2.7B 384 79.9 59.1 62.0 69.1 66.9 86.4 – 32.0
InstructBLIP [14] Vicuna-7B 224 – 50.1 – – 30.6 – 34.5 –
InstructBLIP [14] Vicuna-13B 224 – 50.7 49.5 63.1 – – 33.4 –

Qwen-VL [7] Qwen-7B 448 79.5 63.8 59.3 67.1 38.2 – 35.2 –
Qwen-VL-Chat [7] Qwen-7B 448 78.2 61.5 57.5 68.2 60.6 – 38.9 –
LLaMA-VID [29] Vicuna-7B 336 79.3 – 64.3 68.3 65.1 86.0 54.2 –
LLaMA-VID [29] Vicuna-13B 336 80.0 – 65.0 70.0 66.6 86.0 54.3 –
LLaVA-1.5∗ [33] Vicuna-7B 336 78.8 58.3 62.0 67.9 66.2 86.5 45.7 30.7
LLaVA-1.5∗ [33] Vicuna-13B 336 80.0 60.8 63.3 71.6 67.7 87.6 53.6 35.1
ShareGPT4V [9] Vicuna-7B 336 80.6 – – 68.4 68.8 – – 37.6
Mini-Gemini [31] Gemma-2B 336+768 – 56.2 – – 59.8 – – 31.1
Mini-Gemini [31] Vicuna-7B 336+768 – 65.2 – – 69.3 – – 40.8
Mini-Gemini [31] Vicuna-13B 336+768 – 65.9 – – 68.5 – – 46.0
S2−Wrapper∗ [43] Vicuna-7B 1008 79.7 60.3 63.2 – 67.3 87.4 50.1 33.0
S2−Wrapper [43] Vicuna-13B 1008 80.9 63.1 – – 67.9 – 56.0 35.4

AlignGPT [50] Vicuna-7B 336 79.1 58.4 62.9 68.5 67.3 86.0 54.2 30.8
AlignGPT [50] Vicuna-13B 336 80.0 60.2 63.6 70.3 69.5 86.2 56.4 35.6

Visual Prompt [32] Vicuna-7B 336 79.8 59.8 63.3 69.5 67.6 88.9 – 34.9

Our Models

SEA-PRIME Gemma-2B 384 81.0 60.7 62.4 69.2 68.8 87.8 61.9 38.0
SEA-PRIME Phi3-3.8B 384 80.7 64.0 62.0 78.7 72.6 87.0 61.9 46.8
SEA-PRIME Vicuna-7B 384 81.4 67.2 63.1 73.9 75.6 88.4 63.8 44.2
SEA-PRIME Llama3-8B 384 83.1 68.0 65.1 79.0 76.0 87.4 64.7 46.0
SEA-PRIME Vicuna-13B 384 81.9 66.2 64.3 80.9 76.9 86.7 63.6 48.8

5.1 Experimental Setup

Architecture. We conducted extensive experiments to evaluate the generalization of SEA across
different components of the MLLMs. 1) Vision Encoders. We explored the performance of SEA
with three widely-used vision encoders: CLIP-ViT-L@336px [40], SigLIP-ViT-SO@384px [49],
and S2-Wrapper@1008px [43]. 2) LLMs. To test the scalability of SEA, we applied it to various
LLMs with parameters ranging from 2B to 13B. This included Gemma-2B [16], Phi-3-mini-4k-
instruct [1], Llama3-8B-Instruct [3] and Vicuna-1.5-7B&13B [11]. 3) SEA Implementation. For
SEA, we selected the top 10 labels based on similarity (i.e., n = 10), and set the temperature τ = 0 to
ensure robust alignment. Meanwhile, we perform sampling with a 2 ∗ 2 window. This setup allowed
us to comprehensively evaluate the effectiveness of SEA in enhancing cross-modal alignment.

Training Details. We perform a two-stage training process. In the first stage, only the adapter was
optimized while the vision encoder was fixed. In the second stage, both the LLM and the adapter were
optimized. However, for SEA-PRIME, the vision encoder was also tuned during the second stage
with a learning rate of 2e-6. Regarding the training scheme, we optimize all the models for 1 epoch
with the AdamW optimizer and a cosine learning schedule following LLaVA’s hyperparameters [33].
The training time for models in Table 2 ranges from 6 to 10 hours using 8×H800 GPUs, which
is nearly identical to LLaVA’s training duration, with Stage 1 requiring only an additional 10-20
minutes. For SEA-PRIME, the training time is less than 4 days with the same GPU configuration.
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Datasets. For our models in Table 1, we use the Cambrian-1 [45] training data, which consists of
2.5M caption pairs for modality alignment and Cambrian-7M data for instruction tuning. All ablation
experiments in Table 2 utilize the same data as LLaVA-1.5, specifically the CC-595K dataset [34] for
pre-training and a 656K mixture dataset [33], which includes LLaVA-Instruct [34], TextVQA [44],
GQA [20], OCR-VQA [37], and Visual Genome [25] for instruction-tuning.

(a) Similarity score of each word. (b) Distribution of similarity scores.

Figure 6: Cosine Similarity Analysis of Word List. Based on cosine similarity scores, we analyzed
the semantic labels for each visual patch and the usage patterns of every word in the entire vocabulary.
In Figure 6a, we obtained semantic labels for all visual patches using the method below, compiled
those with similarity scores greater than 0, and plotted their distribution. In Figure 6b, we depicted
the distribution of average similarity scores for each word across the entire vocabulary.

Word List. We used the 2of12 word list from the 12 dictionary corpus, containing 41,242 words.
The LLaVA-Pretrain dataset was processed following the pipeline shown in Figure 5, assigning
relevant semantic labels to each visual patch. After defining the semantic labels as described in
Section 4, we set the similarity scores of all other words in the word list to 0. Finally, we analyze the
distribution of the similarity scores of the word list (See Figure 6). While many candidate labels show
low cosine similarities to their corresponding image patches, a notable peak in the distribution around
a higher similarity value of 0.3 suggests a cluster of candidate labels strongly aligned semantically
with the image patches. It highlights the set’s rich semantic content and ability to capture diverse and
meaningful representations of visual information. As shown in Figure 6b, the similarity scores of
semantic labels cluster around 0.08, with about 32.7% of labels having cosine similarities less than 0.
Notably, we achieve a utilization rate of 61.2% for the 2of12 word list, suggesting that the 2of12 list
offers ample vocabulary to support our semantic labels.

5.2 Experimental Results

We leverage the SEA method to train a family of MLLMs called SEA-PRIME. Our models utilize
LLM backbones of various scales. The vision component employs SigLIP-ViT-SO400M/14@384.
We pre-train the connector using 2.5M adapter data and instruction tune using Cambrian-7M data.

In our evaluations on benchmarks, SEA-PRIME models demonstrate significant improvements over
existing open-source methods across various settings, as shown in Table 1. Specifically, our SEA-
PRIME models exhibit superior performance with the 2B and 3.8B parameter model compared to
the efficient MobileVLM, achieving competitive results despite its smaller scale. The scalability of
SEA-PRIME is evident when larger LLMs are employed. Notably, with the LLaMA-3-Instruct-8B,
SEA-PRIME achieves exceptional results, showcasing the effectiveness of our approach.

As shown in Figure 1a, LLaVA’s performance is underwhelming due to its unsupervised pre-training,
which turns visual tokens into ‘additional vocabulary’. We introduced SEA during pre-training,
allowing the adapter to better transform visual representations (See Figure 1b) and providing better
initialization weights for instruction tuning. To validate the latter, we evaluated the language model

9



Table 2: Exploring the Compatibility and Scalability of SEA. Scaling results on LLM, vision
encoder (VE) and resolution (Res.) are provided. "0.5M+0.6M" denotes the training data from
LLaVA-1.5 [33]. Results with SEA are marked in ■.

Method VE Res. PT+IT LLM VQAv2 VQAT GQA SQAI MMB POPE VizWiz MM-Vet
LLaVA [33] CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-7B 78.8 58.3 62.0 67.9 66.2 86.5 45.7 30.7
SEA-LLaVA CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-7B 79.1 58.9 63.2 69.4 66.8 87.6 48.8 31.9

Applying to Different LLMs

LLaVA [33] CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Gemma-2B 72.5 43.7 56.0 61.3 54.0 84.4 38.7 23.9
+ SEA CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Gemma-2B 76.6 49.7 60.9 62.5 59.5 87.0 39.5 27.6

LLaVA [33] CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Phi3-3.8B 77.4 54.6 60.8 73.0 68.7 86.5 37.1 35.4
+ SEA CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Phi3-3.8B 77.5 55.3 61.0 74.2 69.4 87.0 39.0 34.7

LLaVA [33] CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M LlaMA3-8B 79.4 57.7 63.7 76.0 72.5 87.0 48.1 34.0
+ SEA CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M LlaMA3-8B 79.6 58.0 63.8 76.6 72.0 87.0 45.2 36.3

LLaVA [33] CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-13B 80.0 60.8 63.3 71.6 67.7 87.6 53.6 35.1
+ SEA CLIP-L 336 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-13B 79.8 60.4 63.8 71.7 68.0 87.6 57.3 35.8

Scaling to higher resolution

LLaVA [33] SigLIP-SO 384 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-7B 80.8 62.3 63.2 70.6 68.0 86.7 51.1 32.9
+ SEA SigLIP-SO 384 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-7B 80.9 62.6 63.4 71.3 68.4 87.3 52.4 34.6

S2−Wrapper [43] CLIP-L 1008 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-7B 79.7 60.3 63.2 68.3 67.3 87.4 50.7 33.0
+ SEA CLIP-L 1008 0.5M+0.6M Vicuna-7B 79.8 60.6 63.7 69.0 66.4 87.5 48.5 33.2

Table 3: Exploring Ablation for Fine-tuning Vision Encoder. The baseline is LLaVA-1.5 [33] with
Vicuna-7B, using the same training data and strategy. "Finetune VE" refers to the method where the
vision encoder is unfrozen during instruction tuning.

Method VQAv2 VQAT GQA SQA MMB VizWiz
Baseline 78.8 58.3 62.0 67.9 66.2 45.7
+ Finetune VE 80.3 +1.5 59.1 +0.8 63.4 +1.4 67.0 -0.9 66.1 -0.1 50.3 +4.6
+ SEA 80.5 +0.2 59.5 +0.4 63.6 +0.2 69.5 +2.5 68.0 +1.9 51.6 +1.3

using the MMLU benchmark after fine-tuning. As shown in Figure 3, SEA effectively preserves
LLM’s language capabilities.

5.3 Ablation study

We conducted an extensive ablation study to evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed Supervised
Embedding Alignment (SEA). Table 2 showcases the evaluation results across 8 popular benchmarks.
These results demonstrate the efficacy of our proposed SEA technique in enhancing the alignment
between visual representations and the LLM’s embedding space and significantly outperforming
LLaVA-1.5, making it a highly adaptable solution for diverse multimodal integration scenarios.

Applying to Different LLMs. Our experiments explore the application of SEA across LLMs of
varying sizes, including the Gemma-2B [16], Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct [1], Vicuna-1.5-7B&13B [11],
and LlaMA3-8B-Instruct [3]. Notably, for the smaller model, SEA significantly boosts performance
across multiple tasks. This highlights SEA’s ability to effectively address misalignment issues
that are more pronounced in smaller LLMs, thereby enhancing their performance. Larger LLMs,
while inherently better at handling misalignment, still benefit from SEA, indicating that SEA offers
additional alignment gains regardless of model size.

Scaling to Higher Resolution. We also examined the impact of SEA with different vision encoders.
Replacing the CLIP-ViT [40] with the SigLIP-SO(400M) [49], SEA consistently boosts performance,
underscoring SEA’s versatility and robustness across different encoder architectures. Using the
S2-Wrapper [43] at 1008px resolution, SEA again demonstrated its effectiveness by improving
performance across the board. These results indicate that higher resolution inputs, which provide
more detailed visual innformation, further enhance SEA’s supervised alignment process.

Finetune Vision Encoders Based on SEA. [45] has demonstrated that unfreezing the vision
encoder during the fine-tuning stage is always beneficial. We conducted ablation experiments based on
Vicuna-1.5-7B [11]. The experimental results, as shown in Table 3, illustrate that alignment training
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via SEA, combined with unfreezing the vision encoder during the fine-tuning stage, consistently
yields positive benefits across all evaluated benchmarks. Compared to only using either SEA or
unfreezing the vision encoder during fine-tuning, the combined approach is a more effective training
strategy, indicating that SEA enhances the benefits obtained from unfreezing the vision encoder.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we present Supervised Embedding Alignment (SEA), a straightforward and broadly
applicable method based on vision-language pre-trained vision encoders in multimodal LLMs. Unlike
most prior studies that focused on aligning vision and language representations solely through a cus-
tomized adapter, our approach explores the novel direction of enhancing alignment with supervision
during pre-training to improve the performance of multimodal LLMs. Our experiments demonstrate
that SEA leads to significant improvements across multiple benchmarks. Additionally, SEA exhibits
robustness and versatility, making it applicable to a variety of vision encoders and large language
models. The proposed approach effectively utilizes the strengths of vision-language pre-trained
models, potentially unlocking new frontiers in multimodal reasoning capabilities.

However, despite the benefits SEA brings to the performance of Multimodal LLMs, there are notable
limitations that need addressing. Firstly, obtaining alignment labels in SEA constrains its applicability,
as it currently relies on pre-trained vision encoders aligned with vision-language pairs. Extending SEA
to effectively align and supervise autoregressive vision encoders [10, 19, 38] or other types of vision
encoders [23, 41] remains an area for further research. Moreover, finding an optimal representation
for each visual token in the embedding space remains a significant challenge, impacting how LLMs
interpret these tokens. There is also concern that manually guiding the adapter for semantic alignment
might result in the loss of additional information in the visual tokens. Addressing these issues requires
the development of more effective alignment methods, which will be crucial for further enhancing
the capabilities and robustness of multimodal LLMs.
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