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Figure 1. (Left) Schematic diagram of our unified “filter-correlate-compress” paradigm for training-free token reduction in MLLMs.
(Right) Performance comparison on TextVQA benchmark [32].

Abstract

To accelerate the inference of heavy Multimodal Large
Language Models (MLLMs), this study rethinks the cur-
rent landscape of training-free token reduction research.
We regret to find that the critical components of existing
methods are tightly intertwined, with their interconnec-
tions and effects remaining unclear for comparison, trans-
fer, and expansion. Therefore, we propose a unified “filter-
correlate-compress” paradigm that decomposes the token
reduction into three distinct stages within a pipeline, main-
taining consistent design objectives and elements while al-
lowing for unique implementations. We additionally demys-
tify the popular works and subsume them into our paradigm
to showcase its universality. Finally, we offer a suite of
methods grounded in the paradigm, striking a balance be-
tween speed and accuracy throughout different phases of
the inference. Experimental results across 10 benchmarks
indicate that our methods can achieve up to an 82.4%
reduction in FLOPs with a minimal impact on perfor-
mance, simultaneously surpassing state-of-the-art training-
free methods. Our project page is at https://ficoco-
accelerate.github.io/.

† Equal contribution.
� Corresponding author. Email: siteng.huang@gmail.com

1. Introduction

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) [2, 7, 22–
24, 43], which extract visual features and integrate them
with textual inputs to form mixed-modality instructions,
have successfully harnessed the advanced emergent capa-
bilities of pre-trained Large Language Model (LLM) [1, 28,
34] decoders. However, the quadratic complexity that scales
with sequence length poses a challenge as the increasing
length of multimodal contexts results in prohibitive com-
putational and memory demands, limiting the practical de-
ployment of MLLMs. As a result, improving their inference
efficiency is a priority for both academia and industry.

Natural vision signals, such as images and videos, in-
herently possess a higher degree of information redundancy
compared to human-generated languages [10, 13]. How-
ever, in modality-mixed instructions, the number of visual
tokens typically exceeds that of textual tokens by a signifi-
cant margin. Consequently, recent efforts [4, 6, 18, 31, 39,
44] have aimed to accelerate the inference of MLLMs by
reducing the quantity of visual tokens while maintaining
the necessary information. In this work, we first investi-
gate the current state of training-free token reduction meth-
ods [3, 5, 21, 31, 42], as these plug-and-play techniques
avoid the additional computational and resource burden in-
troduced by re-training. We provide a discussion with ex-
amples in Sec. 2.2, where we determine that the core com-
ponents of these existing methods are tightly intertwined,
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and the connections between them are still unclear. Further-
more, the lack of design flexibility may result in suboptimal
performance and hinder the expansion to new approaches.

In this study, we introduce a novel “filter-correlate-
compress” paradigm, offering a unified viewpoint to handle
the common issues. As illustrated in Fig. 1 (left), the inter-
pretable paradigm distinctly decomposes various methods
into three key stages within a pipeline, maintaining consis-
tent design objectives and abstract elements in each stage
while providing sufficient space for unique implementa-
tions. Then, we subsume the recent popular works into our
paradigm and explain their mechanisms with clearer formu-
las. Additionally, we provide empirical evidence to show
that popular token reduction approaches have their equiv-
alent counterparts under the unified paradigm. Thus, the
unified paradigm exhibits decomposability, understandabil-
ity, and flexibility, while facilitating the transfer of design
choices for the development of new methods.

On top of the paradigm, we further present FiCoCo,
a trio of complementary variants designed to reduce to-
kens at different phases of MLLM inference, and variant
is meticulously crafted to implement targeted strategies.
During the forward inference of the MLLM, FiCoCo fully
leverages the intermediate products to perform token re-
duction, thus achieving a compromising theoretical reduc-
tion in FLOPs. To evaluate their effectiveness and effi-
ciency, we conduct extensive experiments across 10 mul-
timodal benchmarks. Empirical results demonstrate that
all three variants of our FiCoCo significantly outperform
most training-free token reduction methods across nearly
all benchmarks and even surpass some training-based meth-
ods on certain benchmarks using LLaVA-1.5-7B/13B. In
particular, our FiCoCo series achieves comparable perfor-
mance with only 17.6% of the computational cost and re-
quires approximately 67.6% of the GPU memory compared
to LLaVA-1.5-7B in practical applications. As illustrated in
Fig. 1 (right), the results highlight that all FiCoCo variants
significantly outperform popular methods with the same
FLOPs, especially when the FLOPs are lower, indicating
that our FiCoCo achieves an optimal balance between effi-
ciency and accuracy in MLLMs.

2. A Unified Paradigm of Token Reduction
In this section, we delve into the exploration on the possi-
bility of unifying training-free token reduction in MLLMs.
We first revisit the core of MLLMs to set the stage for sub-
sequent discussions (Sec. 2.1). Then, by analyzing pop-
ular methods, we rethink the current state of token re-
duction and identify the issues within this research field
(Sec. 2.2). Finally, we present a unified “filter-correlate-
compress” paradigm and show how the paradigm encom-
passes the methods with both theoretical and empirical evi-
dence (Sec. 2.3). An overview is illustrated in Fig. 1 (left).

2.1. Preliminaries: Revisiting MLLMs

Inference. Given the input image and the textual instruc-
tions, the inference of a MLLM generates responses that in-
terpret the image content based on the provided instruction.
To fully leverage the capabilities of the pre-trained LLM de-
coder, a common practice is to devide the forward pass of
the MLLM into two phases. In the multimodal instruc-
tion encoding phase, a visual encoder first converts the in-
put image into a sequence of visual tokens Xv . Then, an
additional visual projector maps visual tokens to the input
space of the LLM decoder, forming a multimodal instruc-
tion by combining with the embeddings of textual instruc-
tions. In the second response decoding phase, the LLM
decoder generates the instruction-following response in an
autoregressive manner, which can be formulated as

p
(
Y | Xv,Xt

)
=

Ny∏
i=1

p
(
yi | Xv,Xt,Y1:i−1

)
, (1)

where Y = {yi}N
y

i=1 denotes the generated response tokens,
Xv and Xt respectively denote visual and textual tokens.
Self-Attention. The self-attention mechanism [35] is the
most essential modeling operation in transformer-based vi-
sual encoder and LLM decoder. Given the input 1D se-
quence X of length N , the self-attention layer produces a
self-attention map A ∈ RN×N to globally model the de-
pendence relationships between tokens, formulated as

A = Attention (Q,K) = Softmax
(
QK⊤/

√
D
)
, (2)

where ⊤ denotes the transpose of the matrix, the query and
key matrices Q,K ∈ RN×D are obtained by projecting X
with learnable parameter matrices.

2.2. Rethinking Token Reduction

When investigating the current state of research on training-
free token reduction, we select three popular methods as
representatives to gain insight while ensuring the generality
and diversity. Note that the following introduction closely
adheres to the phrasing of the original paper for fidelity.
• ToMe [3] performs a token merging between the attention
layer and the feed-forward layer within each block of the Vi-
sion Transformer (ViT). Specifically, the visual tokens are
randomly divided into two sets A and B of roughly equal
size. Each token in A is connected to its most similar token
in B, where the similarity is defined as the cosine similarity
between the keys of each token. Then, only the r most simi-
lar edges are retained, and tokens that remain connected are
merged through feature averaging. Finally, the two sets are
concatenated back together.
• EViT [21] also merges the tokens in the ViT. Given the
visual tokens, EViT computes the average attention value
between each token and the [CLS] token of all attention
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heads. Then, the tokens with the K largest attention value
are preserved, and the other tokens are merged into a new
token with a weighted average operation.
• FastV [5] is a token pruning method happening in the
LLM decoder. It simply computes the average attention
value one token received from all other tokens, and prunes
out the last R tokens after ranking.

From the investigation of the representative methods, we
can observe the following common issues:
(1) The majority of methods rely on textual descriptions to
illustrate their processes, with a notable absence of formulas
that would clarify the operations at each step.
(2) The overall design of these methods is driven by intu-
ition rather than a unifying guiding principle, resulting in
excessive coupling. Therefore, we are limited to evaluating
the performance of algorithms in their entirety and struggle
to isolate the effect of their specific design elements.
(3) Similarly, it is challenging to make targeted modifica-
tions and adaptations, or to alter the design in response to
the MLLM phases at which token reduction occurs.
(4) Most importantly, the difficulty in deconstructing exist-
ing methods hinders inspiration for the development of sub-
sequent methods.

2.3. One Paradigm Unifies Current Methods

To tackle the aforementioned issues, we propose a unified
“filter-correlate-compress” paradigm for training-free to-
ken reduction, which offers several distinct benefits:
(1) Decomposability: The paradigm unfolds the entangled
token reduction into a structured pipeline with three key
stages, each with standardized input and output interfaces.
(2) Understandability: Each stage within the paradigm is
characterized by a well-defined design objective and clearly
specifies the intermediate elements to be implemented.
(3) Flexibility: The implementation of the intermediate el-
ements is not restricted, allowing the paradigm to accom-
modate existing methods and facilitate further expansion.

We now proceed to a detailed introduction to each stage
and show how they integrate existing methods seamlessly.

2.3.1 Stage One: Filter

As detailed in Sec. 2.2, existing methods display ambigu-
ity regarding early token selection, particularly concern-
ing whether to select tokens for retention or deletion. To
achieve clarity, the filter stage within our paradigm ad-
dresses the question, “What token should be discarded?”
Given N input visual tokens, this stage first defines a scor-
ing vector s ∈ RP that quantifies the redundancy of P
tokens, where P = N or P < N . In the latter case, token
reduction occurs only on a pre-determined subset of input
tokens, directly preserving specific tokens. Then, the scores
can be ranked, and tokens with higher scores are expected

to be discarded. Therefore, a source set S that contains
the indices of NS discarded tokens can be identified, typ-
ically through a topK operation on the scores. In this way,
the stage ensures a unified filtering operation while leaving
space for flexibly designing the range and calculation of the
redundancy scores s in each method. And only the source
set S proceeds to the next stage with the visual tokens.
• ToMe [3] treats the set A as the pre-determined subset
(i.e., P = N/2) and calculates the redundancy scores as

si = max
1≤j≤N/2

KA
i K

B
j
⊤

||KA
i || · ||KB

j ||
. (3)

• EViT [21] treats all patch tokens as the pre-determined
subset and calculates the redundancy scores as

si = −aCLSi = − exp (qCLSK⊤
i /
√
D)∑N

i=1 exp (q
CLSK⊤

i /
√
D)

, (4)

where qCLS is the query projection of the [CLS] token.
• FastV [5] treats all patch tokens as the pre-determined
subset and calculates the redundancy scores as

si = −
N∑
j=1

Ai,j . (5)

2.3.2 Stage Two: Correlate

The correlate stage starts to unify token merging and token
reduction methods from the view of information. While
token reduction techniques directly discards the informa-
tion in redundant tokens, token merging techniques advo-
cate that the information should be appropriately retained.
Therefore, our second stage addresses the query, “Where
should discarded information be preserved?” Specifically,
a target set T, comprising the indices of NT candidate to-
kens, should be defined initially. Then, a correlation matrix
C ∈ RNS×NT

is computed to evaluate the relationships be-
tween each discarded token in S and all tokens in T. This
matrix facilitates the tracking of the information propaga-
tion from each discarded token to the candidate tokens. In
summary, the stage allows the customization of the target
set T and the calculation of correlation matrix C, and feeds
T and C with S into the next stage.
• ToMe [3] sets T = B and computes the matrix as

Ci,j =
KA

i K
B
j
⊤

||KA
i || · ||KB

j ||
. (6)

• EViT [21] uniquely identifies an extra vector filled with
0 as the only element of the target set, i.e., T = {0⃗} and
NT = 1, while calculating the correlation matrix as

Ci,j = aCLSi . (7)

• FastV [5] directly prunes the discarded tokens. Therefore,
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we can denote T = ∅ and Ci,j = 0.

2.3.3 Stage Three: Compress

Following the correlate stage, the final compress stage aims
to handle the question, “How to fuse the tokens to preserve
information?” Given the tokens in the target set XT, the
tokens in the source set XS, and the correlation matrix C,
we can update XT with a function f(·), formulated as

XT ← f(XT,XS,C). (8)

While the updating function can be customized, a common
consideration is that information from each discarded token
may not be relevant for propagation to all target tokens, as it
may introduce noise for some of them. Therefore, methods
can apply a topK operation on each row of C to limit the
selection of correlated tokens from T that each token in S
should be merged into, where K > 0 for merging methods
and K = 0 for pruning methods. Conversely, the j-th token
in T obtains an index set Ij , which specifies the features
from discarded tokens that will be utilized to update itself.
• ToMe [3] implements the function f(·) as

XT
j ←

XT
j +

∑
i∈Ij

XS
i

1 + |Ij |
,where

Ij ={i ∈ S and Ci,j = max
k∈T

Ci,k}.
(9)

It can be seen as each discarded token finding a correlated
token through a topK operation with K = 1.
• EViT [21] implements the function f(·) as

XT
j ← XT

j +
∑
i∈S

Ci,jX
S
i . (10)

• FastV [5] can represent the function f(·) as XT
j ← XT

j ,
while in practice XT does not require an update.

Note that for clarity, our formula calculations are de-
signed to target individual elements within vectors or ma-
trices. However, these operations can be tensorized in the
practical implementation to facilitate batched inference.

2.3.4 Empirical Equivalency of Paradigm

After deconstructing the popular methods according to the
proposed paradigm, Tab. 1 provides empirical evidence to
illustrate the equivalence between the original methods and
our deconstructed versions. We conduct the comparison on
TextVQA [32] and SQA [27] datasets with FLOPs=3.3T,
leveraging a LLaVA-1.5-7B [24]. Across all scenarios, we
observe that the performance discrepancy between the orig-
inal and our deconstructed implementations is within a rea-
sonable range (±0.03). This indicates that our paradigm can
encompass existing token reduction methods effortlessly.

Method Original Deconstructed ∆

SQA
ToMe [3] 65.43 65.42 0.01
EViT [21] 65.21 65.18 0.03
FastV [5] 66.98 66.99 -0.01

TextVQA
ToMe [3] 52.14 52.14 0.00
EViT [21] 51.72 51.74 -0.02
FastV [5] 52.83 52.82 0.01

Table 1. Performance discrepancy of original and deconstructed
methods on SQA and TextVQA benchmarks.

3. Methodology: FiCoCo

In this section, we present a series of methods based on the
proposed paradigm, which includes FiCoCo-V (reducing
tokens in the visual encoder), FiCoCo-L (reducing tokens
in the LLM decoder), and FiCoCo-VL (reducing tokens in
both phases). We provide a detailed introduction to the
methodological design of each stage within the paradigm.
An overview is illustrated in Fig. 2.

3.1. FiCoCo-V

Filter stage. We calculate redundancy scores for all in-
put visual tokens by assessing redundancy from both local
and task perspectives. Regarding local redundancy, tokens
that draw significant information from others at the atten-
tion layer are more likely to be replaceable in later process-
ing stages. Thus, the attention weights Av 1 in the visual
encoder can, to some degree, measure token redundancy.
For task redundancy, patch tokens must convey sufficient
global semantic information for multimodal understanding.
Early reduction of tokens with dense semantic content may
result in a significant performance decline. As the [CLS]
token represents the global image representation, its atten-
tion weights aCLS can quantify the semantic content of patch
tokens. Therefore, we compute the redundancy scores as

svi = λ
1

N

N∑
j=1

Av
i,j − (1− λ)aCLSi , (11)

where λ is a scalar hyperparameter that balances the factors.
The same applies to β and γ in the following paragraphs.

A concern is that tokens discarded in one layer might
concentrate in a certain area of the image, potentially re-
sulting in spatial-centralized information loss. Therefore,
we develop a “local penalty” strategy to guarantee that the
discarded tokens are uniformly distributed across the spatial
domain. Specifically, we can represent the scoring vector sv

back to a 2D grid and partition it into non-overlapped win-
dows with an equal size of W . For the blanks belonging

1In our FiCoCo series introduction, A comprises elements from com-
putations with patch tokens as queries and keys, excluding [CLS] token.
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Figure 2. An overview of the proposed FiCoCo method series. During different phases of MLLM inference, FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L
provide distinct solutions across three stages.

to previously discarded tokens, we apply padding to main-
tain the 2D information. Finally, we apply a scaling coef-
ficient to the maximum score within each window, enhanc-
ing positive scores and diminishing negative ones. This ef-
fectively suppresses the global prominence of other large
scores within the windows. Empirically, we have observed
that any coefficient not less than 2 yields similar results.

Correlate stage. After ranking the redundancy scores sv ,
we can obtain the source set S that is expected to be dis-
carded, and consider all the preserved visual tokens as the
target set T. In the visual encoder, attention weights inher-
ently represent the flow of information during feature up-
dates. Therefore, we conduct the correlation matrix as

Cv
i,j = Av

i,j . (12)

Compress stage. Given the correlation matrix Cv , we em-
ploy a topK operation to find correlated tokens for each
discarded token. However, different from ToMe that ap-
plies a fixed K value as 1, we apply a token-adaptive K.
Specifically, we compute the ε-th quantiles of each row in
the correlation matrix to determine a token-wise threshold
for each discarded token. This threshold τi is re-applied to
the matrix to identify the target tokens correlated to the i-
th discarded token. This approach enables multiple target
tokens to receive information from the same discarded to-
ken when required. Finally, we update the correlated tokens
with a weighted compression, formulated as

XT
j ←

XT
j +

∑
i∈Ij

αijX
S
i

1 +
∑
i∈Ij

αij
,where Ij = {i ∈ S and Ci,j ≥ τi},

αij =
Ci,j∑

j∈Ji
Ci,j

,where Ji = {j ∈ T and Ci,j ≥ τi}.

(13)
The weight αij represents the proportion of information

from the i-th discarded token that is allocated to the j-th
correlated token.

3.2. FiCoCo-L

Filter stage. In the LLM decoder, we borrow the local
redundancy from FiCoCo-V. However, a more straightfor-
ward approach exists for measuring the task redundancy of
visual tokens. As textual tokens directly encode task in-
structions, the attention weights visual tokens received from
textual tokens indicate their task relevance. Given M tex-
tual tokens, we compute the redundancy scores as

sli = β
1

N

N∑
j=1

Al
i,j − (1− β)

N+M∑
k=N+1

Al
i,k. (14)

Correlate stage. We maintain the way to split the source
set S and the target set T, and continue to regard attention
weights as a measure of direct correlation. However, we
explore an additional form of indirect semantic correlation,
which leverages textual tokens as a bridge. Specifically,
when measuring the association between the i-th token and
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the j-th token, we sum the products of the attention weights
from the i-th token to all textual tokens and from all textual
tokens to the j-th token. If the peak attention weights of the
i-th token and the j-th token are concentrated on the same
textual tokens, then the computed correlation between them
is higher. In summary, we have

Cl
i,j = γAl

i,j + (1− γ)

N+M∑
k=N+1

Al
i,k ·Al

k,j . (15)

Compress stage. Due to the universality of the paradigm
and the minimal coupling between stages, FiCoCo-L can ef-
fortlessly continue the compression process from FiCoCo-
V, as illustrated in Eq. (13).

We provide a theoretical estimation of the computing
cost in the supplementary materials. While maintaining a
consistent FLOPs, the following points in FiCoCo series de-
serve highlighting:
• FiCoCo-VL. Naturally, we can integrate the designs of
FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L to perform token reduction during
both phases of MLLM inference. We refer to this approach
as FiCoCo-VL.
• Starting Layer. Attention Sink behavior [36], which indi-
cates the fact that attention can be divergent in the very early
layers, has been observed in both ViTs [9] and LLMs [5].
Since the effectiveness of our FiCoCo is based on the reli-
ability of attention mechanisms, we delay the token reduc-
tion until the attention converges to stability.

4. Experiments

4.1. Comparisons with State-of-the-art Methods

Benchmarks. To validate the effectiveness of FiCoCo,
we conduct evaluations on 10 widely adopted multi-
modal benchmarks: ScienceQA (SQA) [27], TextVQA
(VQAT) [32], POPE [19], VizWiz [12], MM-Vet [40],
MMBench-CN (MMBCN) [26], GQA [15], LLaVA-
W [23], MMBench (MMB) [26] and VQAv2 [11]. All ex-
periments follow the default settings and evaluation metrics
of these benchmarks.
Comparison Details. For the multimodal evaluation
on images, we validate FiCoCo using the LLaVA-1.5-
7B/13B [24]. During inference, we strictly adhere to the
default settings of LLaVA-1.5 for consistency in experi-
mental conditions. Additionally, for a comprehensive and
fair comparison with other state-of-the-art results, we fol-
low the FLOPs settings used in related works [5, 6, 31, 44].
For studies where FLOPs are not explicitly recorded, we
use [41] to theoretically estimate the FLOPs based on the
number of tokens in these models. Ultimately, we ob-
tain four key FLOPs points (1.5T, 2.4T, 3.3T, 4.2T), which
perfectly cover the corresponding FLOPs range of existing
state-of-the-art methods. All experiments are conducted on
a single A800 80GB GPU.

Stage
Method SQA TextVQA
FiCoCo-V 68.37 55.46

Filter

w/o local redundancy 67.81 52.51
w/o task redundancy 64.67 48.74
w/o local penalty 68.12 53.24

Compress

fixed K=0 67.82 53.56
fixed K=1 67.43 46.97
fixed K=2 67.21 51.36
average compression 67.92 53.34

Table 2. Ablation results of FiCoCo-V.

Main Results. Tab. 3 presents the performance of FiCoCo
across 10 benchmarks based on LLaVA-1.5-7B, where sev-
eral highlights can be observed: (1) FiCoCo-V, FiCoCo-
L, and FiCoCo-VL generally outperform existing training-
free methods. (2) FiCoCo-L demonstrates superior per-
formance over both FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-VL. This indi-
cates that supplying comprehensive visual information to
LLMs and reducing visual tokens within LLMs can more
effectively maintain task performance. (3) FiCoCo series
even achieves comparable accuracy to the latest training-
based methods on certain benchmarks. For instance, when
FLOPs=1.5T, FiCoCo-L improves the accuracy by 1.7%
over IVTP [14] on the SQA dataset, while FiCoCo-V shows
a 4.5% accuracy gain relative to IVTP on the VizWiz bench-
mark. We also report LLaVA-1.5-13B results in the supple-
mentary materials to show superiority.

4.2. Ablation Study

To further validate the effectiveness of the design at each
stage, we conduct extensive ablation studies on the SQA
and TextVQA benchmarks with FLOPs=1.5T. In Tab. 2, we
ablate both filter and compress stages for FiCoCo-V:
• Filter. Both local and task redundancy improve the identi-
fication of discarded tokens. Notably, task redundancy has a
more significant impact on the final performance. This indi-
cates that token reduction within the visual encoder should
prioritize the retention of tokens rich in global semantic in-
formation. Additionally, we observe that by promoting a
spatially uniform distribution of discarded tokens, the local
penalty strategy aids in preserving visual information.
• Compress. We evaluate the impact of fixing different
K values, including K=0 (pruning), K=1 (merging into
a single token), and K=2 (merging into multiple tokens).
Although our findings indicate that the token-adaptive K-
value strategy outperforms these fixed alternatives, a coun-
terintuitive observation is that setting K to 0 yields superior
results compared to the other two settings. We believe this
occurs because fixing a small K value reduces the informa-
tion sources available for updating correlated tokens, which
potentially lead to the over-dilution of the information con-
tained within correlated tokens by a small number of dis-
carded tokens, and even introduce excessive noise. Conse-
quently, their performance is inferior to direct pruning. We
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Method Training-free TFLOPs↓ SQA VQAT POPE Vizwiz MM-Vet MMBCN GQA LLAVA-W MMB VQAv2
LLaVA-1.5 [24] ✓ 8.5 69.5 58.2 86.4 50.0 31.6 59.3 62.5 63.7 66.1 79.1
TFLOPs=4.2
FitPrune [38] ✓ 4.4 67.8 58.2 86.5 50.4 32.8 58.4 61.5 - 64.6 78.3
FiCoCo-V ✓ 4.2 67.9 55.9 84.3 51.1 30.2 55.9 58.6 58.8 62.7 76.6
FiCoCo-L ✓ 4.2 69.2 57.4 84.7 49.1 30.3 53.9 61.2 61.9 65.0 77.4
FiCoCo-VL ✓ 4.2 68.1 55.7 84.7 50.2 29.7 56.5 58.7 58.4 62.5 76.8
TFLOPs=3.3
SparseVLM [44] ✓ 3.3 69.1 56.1 83.6 - - - 57.6 - 62.5 75.6
FastV [5] ✓ 3.3 67.3 52.5 64.8 - - - 52.7 - 61.2 67.1
ToMe [3] ✓ 3.3 65.2 52.1 72.4 - - - 54.3 - 60.5 68.0
FiCoCo-V ✓ 3.3 67.8 55.7 82.5 51.5 29.7 55.3 58.5 60.4 62.3 74.4
FiCoCo-L ✓ 3.3 69.6 56.6 84.6 48.7 31.4 53.6 61.1 60.3 64.6 76.8
FiCoCo-VL ✓ 3.3 68.3 55.1 84.7 50.5 28.4 56.2 58.7 55.7 63.7 74.8
TFLOPs=2.4
TRIM [33] ✗ 2.4 69.1 53.7 85.3 48.1 28.0 54.9 61.4 58.7 67.4 76.4
SparseVLM [44] ✓ 2.5 67.1 54.9 80.5 - - - 56.0 - 60.0 73.8
FastV [5] ✓ 2.5 60.2 50.6 59.6 - - - 49.6 - 56.1 61.8
ToMe [3] ✓ 2.5 59.6 49.1 62.8 - - - 52.4 - 53.3 63.0
FiCoCo-V ✓ 2.4 68.3 55.6 82.2 49.4 28.2 54.3 57.6 56.6 61.1 73.1
FiCoCo-L ✓ 2.4 69.4 56.3 84.4 48.4 30.1 53.5 60.6 59.4 64.4 76.4
FiCoCo-VL ✓ 2.4 68.2 54.9 79.5 48.9 28.1 55.5 57.7 57.6 61.9 73.9
TFLOPs=1.5
Honeybee [4] ✗ 1.6 67.8 50.9 84.0 47.2 27.1 55.2 59.0 59.4 57.8 74.8
LLaMA-VID [20] ✗ 1.6 67.9 51.4 83.1 46.8 29.7 55.4 59.2 58.9 57.0 74.3
Qwen-VL [2] ✗ 1.6 68.1 54.4 83.4 47.3 27.2 55.0 58.9 59.2 57.4 74.9
IVTP [14] ✗ 1.6 67.8 58.2 85.7 47.9 30.5 57.4 60.4 62.8 66.1 77.8
PyramidDrop [37] ✗ 1.8 - - 86.0 - - 58.5 - - 66.1 -
SparseVLM [44] ✓ 1.5 62.2 51.8 75.1 - - - 52.4 - 56.2 68.2
Random Sampling [14] ✓ 1.6 67.2 48.5 82.5 37.9 23.6 48.0 57.1 55.8 55.4 69.0
TopK [14] ✓ 1.6 66.9 52.4 83.8 47.0 26.5 55.2 58.1 59.2 55.2 72.4
Spatial Pooling [14] ✓ 1.6 67.7 52.5 82.3 46.5 28.3 53.3 59.6 59.7 56.6 73.9
EViT [21] ✓ 1.6 67.7 54.7 82.8 47.0 27.3 55.7 59.4 60.0 57.8 74.1
FastV [5] ✓ 1.6 51.1 47.8 48.0 - - - 46.1 - 48.0 61.8
ToMe [3] ✓ 1.6 50.0 45.3 52.5 - - - 48.6 - 43.7 57.1
LLaVA-PruMerge [31] ✓ 1.5 67.9 53.3 76.3 - - - - - 56.8 65.9
Recoverable Compression [6] ✓ 1.5 69.0 55.3 72.0 - - - - - 57.9 70.4
FiCoCo-V ✓ 1.5 68.4 55.5 79.8 52.4 26.8 53.0 57.4 58.6 60.2 74.8
FiCoCo-L ✓ 1.5 69.5 55.7 84.1 48.2 27.4 53.3 60.0 57.3 64.0 75.6
FiCoCo-VL ✓ 1.5 68.1 54.7 79.3 49.7 29.6 54.4 57.4 56.6 60.2 75.3

Table 3. Comparison results on MLLMs with a 7B LLM. For baselines, we reference results reported in other papers, which may exhibit
slight discrepancies from the experimental results presented earlier. Our methods are primarily compared with training-free approaches.

Stage
Method SQA TextVQA
FiCoCo-L 69.46 55.72

Filter

w/o local redundancy 69.16 55.43
w/o task redundancy 68.22 55.64
w/ local penalty 68.79 55.38

Correlate
w/o indirect correlation 68.89 54.78
w/o direct correlation 68.45 55.45

Compress

fixed K=0 68.96 50.33
fixed K=1 68.57 50.11
fixed K=2 68.32 50.18
average compression 68.32 54.66

Table 4. Ablation results of FiCoCo-L.

also note that our weighted compression outperforms di-
rectly averaging the features, indicating that the calculated
weights can effectively regulate the contribution of infor-
mation sources in the updates of correlated tokens.

In Tab. 4, we ablate all three stages for FiCoCo-L:
• Filter. Although both local redundancy and task redun-

dancy continue to contribute to an accurate assessment of
redundancy, we find that neither dominates. This could be
attributed to the fact that the attention mechanism within
LLMs can detect more stable token dependencies, thereby
diminishing the necessity for redundancy measurement to
rely heavily on semantic factors. Additionally, we find that
persisting with the local penalty strategy in FiCoCo-L re-
sults in a slight decrease in performance. We attribute the
result to the enforcement of spatial uniformity in token re-
tention within LLMs when visual features are fully present,
which disrupts the redundancy assessments previously es-
tablished by attention mechanisms.

• Correlate. Compared to FiCoCo-V, FiCoCo-L incorpo-
rates both the direct correlations of visual tokens and the in-
direct correlations that leverage textual tokens as a bridge.
It is observed that both two correlations contribute to accu-
rately identifying correlated tokens, thereby leading to im-
proved performance across both datasets.
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FiCoCo-L: “millrose games.”Q: “What event is this from?”

(a)

(b)

FiCoCo-V: “22.”Q: “What number is on the player's jersey?”

TFLOPs = 8.5 TFLOPs = 4.2 TFLOPs = 1.5

Figure 3. Visualizations of token reduction by (a) FiCoCo-V and
(b) FiCoCo-L. The red box indicates the traced patch token, while
the green box shows where the traced token is merged.

• Compress. Similar to FiCoCo-V, employing a token-
adaptive K to identify correlated tokens and updating these
tokens with a weighted average of information from dis-
carded tokens constitute the optimal strategy.

4.3. Qualitative Analysis

We visualize the discarded tokens of FiCoCo-V (see Fig. 3
(a)) and FiCoCo-L (see Fig. 3 (b)) across multiple compres-
sion levels in different VQA scenarios. We highlight the
tokens in the images that are highly relevant to the answer
based on the question (i.e., the patch tokens with the red
bounding boxes), allowing us to track how these key tokens
change within FiCoCo-L and FiCoCo-V. A visual token as-
sociated with ‘2’ is traced in Fig. 3 (a), while a token as-
sociated with ‘GAMES’ is tracked in Fig. 3 (b). In both
instances, we note a consistent trend: at FLOPs=4.2T, the
number of discarded tokens is relatively small, and these
tracked tokens are preserved to provide critical information
during decoding. However, when FLOPs=1.5T, a consider-
able number of tokens must be discarded, including those
we are tracking. We further trace their information propa-
gation during the token reduction, indicated by red arrows.
And the green boxes frames their correlated tokens, where
varying levels of transparency denote the proportion of the
original token’s information retained in these correlated to-
kens. We discover that these correlated tokens, which have
received crucial information, are also important for answer-
ing questions and are ultimately preserved in token reduc-
tion. Moreover, the discarded information can be received
by multiple correlated tokens to enhance the understanding
of the essential region (see Fig. 3 (b)). This qualitatively
proves the effectiveness of our methodological design.

5. Related Work

Multimodal large language models (MLLMs). To ac-
quire visual comprehension and reasoning capabilities,
MLLMs [2, 7, 17, 23] first use a pre-trained vision encoder
(e.g., from CLIP [29]) to extract visual features, which are
then directly projected into the input embedding space of
the LLM decoder via a visual projector. The LLM then
processes these visual embeddings alongside user instruc-
tions to understand the images and craft suitable responses.
For example, BLIP-2 [17] effectively employs a frozen
FlanT5 model for multimodal understanding by training a
Q-Former as the visual projector to bridge the modality
gap. InstructBLIP [8] incorporates academic-task-oriented
VQA datasets to further enhance the zero-shot generaliza-
tion ability of the original BLIP-2. LLaVA [23] introduces
a high-quality visual instruction tuning dataset to fine-tune
a simple linear projector and LLM in a two-stage process,
facilitating alignment between vision and language spaces.
LLaVA-1.5 [24] further improves the vision encoder to han-
dle higher resolutions and replaces the linear projector with
a multi-layer perceptron (MLP). As the trend moves to-
wards larger model sizes and longer context lengths, the
inference speed and memory of MLLMs become the bot-
tlenecks in their application.
Token reduction for acceleration. Token reduction ap-
proaches can be broadly categorized into two dominant
techniques: token pruning and token merging. Token prun-
ing directly eliminates less important tokens, with token im-
portance assessed either by trainable modules [30] or by
the significance of attention [25]. Conversely, token merg-
ing [3, 21] attempts to compress tokens into a smaller set of
more compact units, predicated on the assumption that such
a strategy minimizes information loss. However, previous
studies have predominantly concentrated on ViTs.

To accelerate the inference of MLLM, recent training-
based methods [4, 14, 18] involve training of learnable com-
ponents either individually or with the base model, which
incurs unaffordable computation and time costs. In contrast,
training-free methods [5, 31, 44] can be directly applied to
off-the-shelf MLLMs without the need for retraining, of-
fering a more practical efficiency. For instance, LLaVA-
PruMerge [31] dynamically selects and retains the most cru-
cial visual tokens by utilizing the sparse distribution of at-
tention scores within the visual encoder. FastV [5] prunes
unnecessary visual tokens based on the ranking of atten-
tion scores derived from the self-attention mechanism in the
LLM. SparseVLM [44] adaptively prunes visual tokens in
the LLM based on their attention scores with text tokens.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we rethink the current landscape of training-
free token reduction research and propose a clear and flexi-
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ble paradigm to unify prevailing methodologies. By decon-
structing existing methods into standardized stages within
the paradigm, we facilitate the comparison and poten-
tial transfer of distinctive design elements across methods.
Building upon the paradigm, we further develop a suite of
methods, collectively referred to as FiCoCo, which incor-
porates three invariants designed to accelerate the inference
of MLLMs. And extensive experimental results show that
all three approaches significantly reduce the FLOPs while
effectively preserving the performance. We hope our dis-
coveries can contribute to further advancements in the ac-
celeration of multimodal foundation models.
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Rethinking Token Reduction in MLLMs:
Towards a Unified Paradigm for Training-Free Acceleration

Supplementary Material

In the appendix, we provide our main contributions in
Sec. 7, comparison with a recent work in Sec. 8, theoreti-
cal FLOPs calculation in Sec. 9, more implementation de-
tails in Sec. 10, more additional experiments and analysis in
Sec. 11, and detailed explanation of our methods in Sec. 12.

7. Contribution Summarization
The main contributions of our work are four-fold:
• We propose a novel “filter-correlate-compress” paradigm
for token reduction, distinctly decomposes various methods
into three key stages within a pipeline, thereby ensuring the
unity of design objectives and elements in each stage.
• We conduct empirical studies to show that the paradigm
can encompass existing token reduction methods while be-
ing flexible enough to derive new approaches.
• Based on the paradigm, we develop a series of methods
named FiCoCo that efficiently reduce the amount of visual
token without re-training.
• We validate the effectiveness of FiCoCo on a wide range
of vision-language tasks across different MLLMs with thor-
ough ablation studies.

8. Comparison with A Recent Work
Similar to our FiCoCo-V, there is a recent work Turbo [16]
that also detects redundant tokens by considering their re-
lationships with other patch tokens and the [CLS] token.
However, distinct differences are evident, particularly in our
correlate and compress stages. Different from ours, Turbo
inherits the design of ToMe [3], employing bipartite soft
matching with maximum cosine similarity to merge tokens.

Our work goes beyond Turbo in the following aspects.
Firstly, we propose a unified “filter-correlate-compress”
paradigm for training-free token reduction, which systemat-
ically decomposes existing pruning and merging techniques
into standardized stages with consistent elements. We re-
gard this as the greatest contribution of our work, which
provides substantial inspiration or advancing the field and
for the formulation of future methodologies. Secondly, we
also address the unification of token reduction across the
two phases of MLLM inference and propose the FiCoCo-L
variant. This method optimally leverages the semantic and
task information embedded within textual tokens, thereby
achieving more effective compression of task-irrelevant re-
dundant visual tokens during LLM decoding, as demon-
strated empirically.

Considering that Turbo did not provide results for

LLaVA series [23], the predominant base models utilized
in our study and associated research, and given the unavail-
ability of its source code at the time of our submission, we
were unable to include it in our experimental comparisons.
Integrating Turbo into our unified paradigm and conducting
empirical comparisons with our methods will be part of our
future work.

9. Theoretical FLOPs Calculation

Here we consider a hypothetical scenario to analyze the
changes in FLOPs before and after applying FiCoCo-V and
FiCoCo-L. In this context, the hidden state dimension in a
single transformer layer is denoted as D, while the feed-
forward layer dimension is represented by H . The total
number of visual tokens is represented by N , with NS de-
noting the number of compressed visual tokens per layer.

Additionally, M represents the number of text tokens.
To simplify the equations, we define:

N ′ = N −NS, P = N +M, P ′ = N ′ +M.

Here, P represents the total number of visual and text to-
kens before compression, while P ′ represents the total to-
kens after compression. Finally, for FiCoCo-V, we have:

FLOPsbefore = 4ND2 + 2N2D + 2NDH,

FLOPsafter =4N ′D2 + 2(N ′)2D + 2N ′DH,

∆ = 4NSD2 + 2
(
NNS − (NS)2

)
D + 2NSDH.

(16)

For FiCoCo-L, we have:

FLOPsbefore = 4PD2 + 2P 2D + 2PDH,

FLOPsafter =4P ′D2 + 2(P ′)2D + 2P ′DH,

∆ = 4NSD2 + 2
(
2NNS − (NS)2

)
D + 2NSDH.

(17)

We now analyze the additional FLOPs introduced by
the internal operations of FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L. As de-
scribed in Sec. 12, the primary computational overhead for
FiCoCo-V stems from the redundancy score calculation, the
determination of token-adaptive K values, and the token up-
dating process. In comparison, FiCoCo-L incorporates sim-
ilar steps but introduces an additional interaction with the
indirect text matrix during the correlate phase, resulting in
a higher computational complexity. The variable NT rep-
resents the number of target tokens. However, since both
FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L only operate on visual tokens,
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Method Training-free TFLOPs↓ SQA VQAT POPE VizWiz MM-Vet MMBCN GQA LLAVA-W MMB VQAv2
LLaVA-1.5 [24] ✓ 28.6 71.4 61.3 86.2 54.1 36.1 63.2 63.4 70.1 68.0 80.0
TFlops=15.4
TRIM [33] ✗ 16.4 72.8 54.8 86.3 53.2 30.3 58.3 59.0 57.0 69.2 75.4
Honeybee [4] ✗ 15.4 70.5 59.7 83.5 46.6 24.6 54.8 59.2 58.8 60.3 74.8
LLaMA-VID [20] ✗ 15.4 70.4 57.2 83.3 50.8 26.5 58.0 61.7 62.8 60.5 76.5
Qwen-VL [2] ✗ 15.4 70.8 56.4 84.0 51.1 27.4 54.9 61.2 64.2 61.7 77.3
IVTP [14] ✗ 15.4 70.1 60.0 85.4 53.4 28.6 55.4 62.3 64.6 66.7 78.4
Random Sampling [14] ✓ 15.4 68.0 51.5 83.3 52.9 32.7 55.4 56.7 66.0 58.0 72.3
TopK [14] ✓ 15.4 68.9 54.2 84.5 53.1 30.1 56.1 59.2 65.3 58.3 74.8
Spatial Pooling [14] ✓ 15.4 69.5 55.0 84.8 54.1 33.5 57.3 59.7 68.8 60.2 75.1
EViT [21] ✓ 15.4 70.1 57.9 84.6 50.0 24.4 52.4 60.2 45.5 61.0 77.2
ToMe [3] ✓ 15.4 70.1 57.1 85.3 - - - 61.4 - 61.2 76.9
FiCoCo-V ✓ 15.4 72.1 57.2 82.3 53.0 32.6 60.7 59.2 62.3 63.1 76.8
FiCoCo-L ✓ 15.4 72.4 58.3 83.1 53.9 34.2 61.1 60.1 67.9 65.2 77.6
FiCoCo-VL ✓ 15.4 72.0 57.2 82.1 53.2 33.1 60.3 59.4 65.9 64.6 77.3

Table 5. Comparison results on MLLMs with a 13B LLM. For baselines, we reference results reported in other papers. Our methods are
primarily compared with training-free approaches.

their FLOPs calculations are nearly identical. For FiCoCo-
V, we have:

FLOPs = N2 + 2N +NS(NT + 2D + 1) +D. (18)

For FiCoCo-L, we have:

FLOPs = 2(N2 + 2N) +NS(NT + 2D + 1) +D. (19)

Based on the above analysis, the additional FLOPs in-
troduced by FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L are negligible com-
pared to the significant reduction in FLOPs ( ∆ ) achieved
through token compression. Specifically, while ∆ grows
quadratically with the hidden state dimension D, the addi-
tional FLOPs primarily grow linearly, making their impact
inconsequential in practical scenarios.

10. More Implementation Details
For FiCoCo, we adopt the LLaVA-1.5-7B/13B models [24]
and employ the following settings: (1) λ = 0.35 in filter
stage of FiCoCo-V, (2) β = 0.6 in filter stage of FiCoCo-
L, (3) γ = 0.6 in correlate stage of FiCoCo-L, (4) scal-
ing coefficient=2 in local penalty strategy, (5) ε = 0.998
to determine the token-wise threshold in compress stage.
We provide sensitivity analyses of these hyperparameters in
Sec. 11.2. For the local penalty strategy, we fix a 2× 2 win-
dow across all layers. In addition, as discussed in Sec. 3.2,
we delay the token reduction until the attention converges
to stability. Specifically, in FiCoCo-V, the token compres-
sion starts at the 12-th layer of the vision encoder, while in
FiCoCo-L, it starts at the 4-th layer of the LLM.

11. More Experiments and Analysis
11.1. Comparisons on LLaVA-1.5 with 13B LLM

Tab. 5 reports the comparison results, where our methods
still demonstrates competitiveness.

FiCoCo-V FiCoCo-L
ε SQA TextVQA SQA TextVQA

0.998 68.37 55.46 69.46 55.72
0.996 68.33 53.15 69.51 55.62
0.994 68.21 52.05 69.32 55.42
0.992 68.47 52.29 69.36 55.14

Table 6. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of ε on TextVQA and
SQA benchmarks.

scaling coefficient FiCoCo-V
in local penalty strategy SQA TextVQA

1 68.12 53.24
2 68.37 55.46
3 68.21 55.04
4 68.11 55.49

Table 7. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of scaling coefficient
in local penalty strategy on TextVQA and SQA benchmarks.

11.2. Sensitivity Analysis of Hyperparameters

We explore the hyperparameter configurations of FiCoCo,
performing sensitivity analysis on individual parameters to
assess their impact. The experiments are conducted on both
TextVQA and SQA benchmarks, with FLOPs at 1.5.
Trade-off hyperparameters. It is observed that: (1) The
hyperparameter λ = 0.35 is the optimal setting. Under
this configuration, both FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L variants
achieve relatively optimal accuracy. This indicates that
when λ = 0.35, FiCoCo effectively balances the local in-
formation conveyed by patch tokens with the global infor-
mation carried by the [CLS] token, thereby enhancing the
integration of visual features and the completeness of in-
formation. (2) The hyperparameter β = 0.6 is the opti-
mal setting. For the SQA dataset, FiCoCo-L demonstrates
a clear upward trend between β = 0.4 and β = 0.6, with a
similar trend observed on the TextVQA dataset. This find-
ing suggests that, under this parameter setting, an effective
balance is achieved between textual information and the in-
formation conveyed by patch tokens. (3) The hyperparam-
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Figure 4. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of λ, β and γ on TextVQA and SQA benchmarks.

eter γ = 0.6 is the optimal setting. Fig. 4 clearly shows
that FiCoCo-V and FiCoCo-L both reach their performance
peaks at γ = 0.6 across the two benchmarks. This result
suggests that incorporating semantic similarity more effec-
tively guides the selection of the target set during the com-
press stage, thereby optimizing overall performance.
ε hyperparameter. Tab. 6 compares the impact of differ-
ent quantile thresholds ε-th. Experimental results demon-
strate that setting ε to 0.998 yields optimal performance
on both the TextVQA and SQA benchmarks. However, as
ε-th decreases, the information of a single token gets dis-
tributed across more tokens, which leads to a noticeable
performance drop in both benchmarks due to the excessive
information fusion.
Scaling coefficient hyperparameter in local penalty
strategy. Tab. 7 shows that when the scaling coefficient
exceeds 2, the performance stably closes to optimal. There-
fore, to balance design simplicity and performance stability,
we opt to fix the punishment coefficient at 2.

11.3. Efficiency Analysis

Utilizing the tools provided by [41], we conduct a de-
tailed analysis of the theoretical efficiency of our FiCoCo.
In Tab. 8, we assume the number of textual tokens is 60
for LLaVA-1.5-7B. And in Tab. 9, we assume the num-
ber of textual tokens is 512 for LLaVA-1.5-13B. The re-
sults demonstrate that, compared to the baseline models
of LLaVA-1.5-7B/13B, our FiCoCo series achieve signif-
icant improvements in both computational efficiency and
GPU memory utilization. Specifically, our FiCoCo series

reduces computational overhead by nearly 80%, GPU mem-
ory usage by approximately 40%, and KV-Cache storage by
around 80%, all while achieving performance comparable
to LLaVA-1.5-7B. Notably, this is accomplished without re-
quiring any additional training, highlighting the efficiency
and flexibility of our FiCoCo series.

11.4. Further Experiments on LLaVA-NeXT

We apply our FiCoCo series to the LLaVA-NeXT model
(i.e., Open-LLaVA-NeXT-7B) to evaluate its extensibility
in greater depth. Unlike LLaVA-1.5, LLaVA-NeXT incor-
porates the anyres technique, which increases the number of
visual tokens fed into the LLM. While this enhances perfor-
mance, it also introduces a more pronounced computational
bottleneck. Therefore, a common practice is to use FlashAt-
tention tool for acceleration. We provide a detailed analysis
of both the flexibility and the limitations of our proposed ap-
proach in Tab. 10, where exist the following observations:
(1) FiCoCo-V does not require calculating attention scores
within the LLM, thus allowing the smooth utilization of
FlashAttention. Compared to Open-LLaVA-NeXT-7B, the
time consumption on the SQA and MMB benchmarks is
reduced by 28.6% and 35.7%, respectively, while the accu-
racy degradation is limited to 0.2% and 1.0%, respectively.
(2) Our FiCoCo-L and FiCoCo-VL require explicit access
to the attention weights within the LLM, which prevents
the use of FlashAttention in the LLM. Tab. 10 shows that
when FlashAttention is disabled across all methods, both
FiCoCo-L and FiCoCo-VL significantly reduce inference
time while keeping accuracy loss on the SQA and MMB
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Method LLM Backbone Quantization TFLOPs↓ Total Memory (GB)↓ KV-Cache (MB)↓
LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-7B FP16 8.5 22.4 333
FiCoCo-V Vicuna-7B FP16 1.5 (↓82%) 14.4 (↓36%) 65.0 (↓80%)

FiCoCo-L Vicuna-7B FP16 1.5 (↓82%) 14.3 (↓36%) 64.2 (↓81%)

FiCoCo-VL Vicuna-7B FP16 1.5 (↓82%) 13.0 (↓42%) 60.8 (↓82%)

LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-7B INT8 4.3 11.2 167
FiCoCo-V Vicuna-7B INT8 0.8 (↓81%) 7.8 (↓30%) 32.5 (↓81%)

FiCoCo-L Vicuna-7B INT8 0.8 (↓81%) 7.2 (↓36%) 32.1 (↓81%)

FiCoCo-VL Vicuna-7B INT8 0.7 (↓84%) 6.5 (↓42%) 30.4 (↓82%)

LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-7B INT4 2.1 6.2 83.4
FiCoCo-V Vicuna-7B INT4 0.4 (↓81%) 4.4 (↓29%) 16.3 (↓81%)

FiCoCo-L Vicuna-7B INT4 0.4 (↓81%) 3.3 (↓47%) 16.1 (↓81%)

FiCoCo-VL Vicuna-7B INT4 0.4 (↓81%) 3.3 (↓47%) 15.2 (↓82%)

Table 8. Efficiency analysis of methods based on LLaVA-1.5-7B.

Method LLM Backbone Quantization TFLOPs↓ Total Memory (GB)↓ KV-Cache (MB)↓
LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-13B FP16 28.6 56.1 891
FiCoCo-V Vicuna-13B FP16 15.4 (↓46%) 38.6 (↓31%) 488 (↓43%)

FiCoCo-L Vicuna-13B FP16 15.4 (↓46%) 38.4 (↓32%) 485 (↓46%)

FiCoCo-VL Vicuna-13B FP16 15.4 (↓46%) 38.3 (↓32%) 482 (↓46%)

LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-13B INT8 14.3 28 446
FiCoCo-V Vicuna-13B INT8 7.7 (↓46%) 19.3 (↓31%) 244 (↓45%)

FiCoCo-L Vicuna-13B INT8 7.7 (↓46%) 19.2 (↓31%) 242 (↓46%)

FiCoCo-VL Vicuna-13B INT8 7.6 (↓47%) 19.2 (↓31%) 241 (↓46%)

LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-13B INT4 7.6 14 223
FiCoCo-V Vicuna-13B INT4 3.9 (↓46%) 9.6 (↓32%) 122 (↓49%)

FiCoCo-L Vicuna-13B INT4 3.9 (↓49%) 9.5 (↓32%) 121 (↓46%)

FiCoCo-VL Vicuna-13B INT4 3.8 (↓50%) 9.5 (↓32%) 120 (↓46%)

Table 9. Efficiency analysis of methods based on LLaVA-1.5-13B.

benchmarks within an acceptable range. Specifically, on
the SQA benchmark, FiCoCo-VL reduces inference time
by 36.8% while improving accuracy by 0.25%. These re-
sults indicate that our FiCoCo series can effectively reduce
the computational cost and inference time of Open-LLaVA-
NeXT while maintaining strong performance, further high-
lighting the flexibility of the FiCoCo series.

11.5. Analysis of Failure Cases

FiCoCo maintains substantial performance even when com-
pressing a significant number of visual tokens. However,
the inevitable loss of visual information during the token
reduction still causes failure cases. We show two cases in
Fig. 5 where the answers generated by LLaVA-1.5 are con-
sistent with the ground truth, while FiCoCo-L and FiCoCo-
V fail to answer correctly. By analyzing the erroneous re-
sponses generated by FiCoCo-L and FiCoCo-V, it can be
observed that FiCoCo-L produces answers more closely
aligned with the questions, guided by the token selection
process involving textual information. For instance, in
Fig. 5(a), the prompts ‘top’ and ‘yellow sticker’ jointly indi-
cate the yellow region at the top of the refrigerator, leading
FiCoCo-L to search for the answer in this specific region.
However, FiCoCo-V fails to attend to the crucial informa-
tion regarding ‘top’. Moreover, in Fig. 5(b), the cues ‘3 let-
ter word’ and ‘left of casa’ jointly guide the answer towards
‘tua.’ Although the generated answer of FiCoCo-L is ‘mal’,

Q: “What is written at the top of the yellow 

sticker on the fridge?”

Ground Truth:“Warning! Do not unplug!”

   LLaVA1.5: “Warning! Do not unplug!”√

   FiCoCo-V: “Ware.” ×

Q: “What is the 3 letter word to the left of 

<casa> in the text?”

 Ground Truth:“tua.” 

    LLaVA1.5: “tua.”  √

    FiCoCo-L: “mal.”  ×

    FiCoCo-V: “fica.”  ×

(a)

(b)

    FiCoCo-L: “Warning.” ×

Figure 5. Failure cases of FiCoCo, where FiCoCo-L produces an-
swers more closely aligned with the questions.

it more effectively considers these two cues. In contrast,
FiCoCo-V fails to adequately track the critical information
pertaining to ‘3 letter word.’

12. Algorithm Illustration
We provide a detailed explanation of our FiCoCo-V and
FiCoCo-L processes in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, re-
spectively, to facilitate a clearer understanding of the unified
“filter-correlate-compress” paradigm we propose.
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Method TFLOPs↓ FlashAttn
SQA MMB

Acc Time↓ Acc Time↓
Open-LLaVA-NeXT-7B 20.8 ✓ 69.06 12m01s 66.07 22m47s
FiCoCo-V 9.5 (↓54.3%) ✓ 68.86 8m35s (↓28.6%) 65.03 14m39s (↓35.7%)

Open-LLaVA-NeXT-7B 20.8 ✗ 69.01 17m34s 66.07 34m02s
FiCoCo-L 9.5 (↓54.3%) ✗ 68.21 13m23s (↓23.8%) 64.67 25m13s (↓25.9%)

FiCoCo-VL 9.5 (↓54.3%) ✗ 69.26 11m06s (↓36.8%) 65.30 21m45s (↓36.1%)

Table 10. Comparisons based on Open-LLaVA-NeXT-7B. We categorize the methods based on the availability of FlashAttention and
provide FLOPs and time measurements to demonstrate that our methods can effectively accelerate across different scenarios.

Algorithm 1 FiCoCo-V

Require: Input tokens X ∈ RN×D, attention score tensor
Av ∈ RN×N , [CLS] attention score vector aCLS ∈
RN , reduction factor NS ∈ R, number of visual tokens
N ∈ R, hyperparameters λ, ε ∈ [0, 1]

Ensure: Output tokens X ∈ R(N−NS)×D

1: Step 1: Filter
2: Compute redundancy scores for all visual tokens:

svi = λ
1

N

N∑
j=1

Av
i,j − (1− λ)aCLSi

3: Partition sv into windows and apply local penalty
4: Identify source set S = topK(sv, NS) that contains the

indices of NS discarded visual tokens
5: Identify target set T that contains the indices of (N −

NS) remaining visual tokens
6: Step 2: Correlate
7: Construct correlation matrix:

Cv
i,j = Av

i,j , i ∈ S, j ∈ T
8: Step 3: Compress
9: Apply token-wise quantile-based thresholding:

τi = quantile(Cv
i,:, ε)

10: Compute token-adaptive topK correlations:
Ij = {i ∈ S and Cv

i,j ≥ τi}, Ji = {j ∈ T and Cv
i,j ≥ τi}

11: Compute compression weights:

αij =
Cv

i,j∑
j∈Ji C

v
i,j

12: Update correlated tokens:

XT
j ←

XT
j +

∑
i∈Ij αijX

S
i

1 +
∑

i∈Ij αij

13: Output tokens:
X← X \XS

14: return X

Algorithm 2 FiCoCo-L

Require: Input tokens X ∈ R(N+M)×D, attention score
tensor Al ∈ R(N+M)×(N+M), reduction factor NS ∈
R, number of visual tokens N ∈ R, number of textual
tokens M ∈ R, hyperparameters β, γ, ε ∈ [0, 1]

Ensure: Output tokens X ∈ R(N+M−NS)×D

1: Step 1: Filter
2: Compute redundancy scores for all visual tokens:

sli = β
1

N

N∑
j=1

Al
i,j − (1− β)

N+M∑
k=N+1

Al
i,k

3: Identify source set S = topK(sv, NS) that contains the
indices of NS discarded visual tokens

4: Identify target set T that contains the indices of (N −
NS) remaining visual tokens

5: Step 2: Correlate
6: Compute direct and indirect correlations:

Cl
i,j = γAl

i,j + (1− γ)

N+M∑
k=N+1

Al
i,k ·Al

k,j

7: Step 3: Compress
8: Apply token-wise quantile-based thresholding:

τi = quantile(Cl
i,:, ε)

9: Compute token-adaptive topK correlations:
Ij = {i ∈ S and Cl

i,j ≥ τi}, Ji = {j ∈ T and Cl
i,j ≥ τi}

10: Compute compression weights:

αij =
Cl

i,j∑
j∈Ji C

l
i,j

11: Update correlated tokens:

XT
j ←

XT
j +

∑
i∈Ij αijX

S
i

1 +
∑

i∈Ij αij

12: Output tokens:
X← X \XS

13: return X
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