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Abstract

The excessive use of visual tokens in existing Multimoal
Large Language Models (MLLMs) often exhibits obvious
redundancy and brings in prohibitively expensive compu-
tation. To gain insights into this problem, we first con-
duct extensive empirical studies on the attention behaviors
of MLLMs, and summarize three main inference stages in
MLLMs: (i) Early fusion between tokens is first accom-
plished quickly. (ii) Intra-modality modeling then comes
to play. (iii) Multimodal reasoning resumes and lasts un-
til the end of inference. In particular, we reveal that visual
tokens will stop contributing to reasoning when the text to-
kens receive enough image information, yielding obvious
visual redundancy. Based on these generalized observa-
tions, we propose a simple yet effective method to improve
the efficiency of MLLMs, termed dynamic visual-token exit
(DyVTE). DyVTE uses lightweight hyper-networks to per-
ceive the text token status and decide the removal of all
visual tokens after a certain layer, thereby addressing the
observed visual redundancy. To validate VTE, we apply it
to a set of MLLMs, including LLaVA, VILA, Eagle and In-
ternVL, and conduct extensive experiments on a bunch of
benchmarks. The experiment results not only show the ef-
fectiveness of our VTE in improving MLLMs’ efficiency, but
also yield the general modeling patterns of MLLMs, well fa-
cilitating the in-depth understanding of MLLMs. Our code
is anonymously released at https://github.com/
DoubtedSteam/DyVTE.

1. Introduction

Recently, the rapid development of vision-language learn-
ing has been witnessed with the great success of large lan-
guage models (LLMs) [1, 2, 6, 19, 28, 49, 50, 57]. Nu-
merous efforts are devoted to equipping LLMs with gen-
eral multimodal capability, i.e., multimodal large language
models (MLLMs) [3, 12, 33, 40, 53]. To overcome vi-
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Figure 1. Illustration of three main stages observed in MLLMs.
During inference, an MLLM will gradually go through three main
stages, i.e., early fusion between all tokens, intra modality model-
ing of the same-modal tokens, and multimodal reasoning between
all tokens again. When the text tokens receive enough image infor-
mation, visual tokens will stop contributing to inference regardless
of their activities. Based on this observation, we propose a novel
dynmiac visual-token exit (DyVTE) method for MLLMs.

sual shortcoming [46, 60], recent MLLMs often resort to
higher-resolution images as input, which is often accompa-
nied with a multitude of visual tokens [12, 33, 45, 53].

Despite effective, the excessive use of visual tokens also
leads to prohibitively expensive computation. For instance,
compared with LLaVA 1.5 [40], LLaVA-NeXT [33] adopts
about 1728 more visual tokens, resulting in about 4 times
FLOPs. Moreover, recent progresses also show that these
visual tokens often exist heavy redundancy in MLLMs. For
instance, Ye et al. [59] show that randomly dropping half
visual tokens barely affects the performance on common
VL tasks, such as MMB [41] and SQA [42]. In this case, the
efficient use of visual tokens has recently become a research
hot-spot, attracting an influx of attention [7, 9, 16, 52, 54].
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To gain insights into visual redundancy in MLLMs, we
first conduct extensive empirical studies about the attention
behaviors of MLLMs, and summarize three main stages of
their inference, as illustrated in Fig.1. At the first stage, an
MLLM quickly accomplishes the exchange of multimodal
information at its shallow layers, which we term (i) early
fusion. Afterwards, this information exchange fades away,
and the self-attention between tokens of the same modal-
ity becomes the main activity in the second stage, termed
(ii) intra-modality modeling. At the last stage, the visual
tokens will resume the information propagation to the text
tokens, and this process will continue until the end of infer-
ence, and we term it (iii) multimodal reasoning. Through
extensive comparisons, we reveal that these observed be-
haviors of MLLMs are generalized across different models
[11, 37, 40, 45] and tasks [26, 27, 41, 46, 60], as shown in
our experimental section.

Behind these general behaviors of MLLMs, we also ob-
serve interesting findings directly related to visual redun-
dancy. As summarized above, the visual tokens will con-
tinue to diffuse their semantics to the text ones at the mul-
timodal reasoning stage, while its self-modeling also often
plays at the same time. However, we find that this cross-
modal interaction in fact barely contributes to multimodal
reasoning after some layers. In other words, multimodal
reasoning basically acts within text tokens when the text to-
kens receive enough visual semantics. For instance, drop-
ping all visual tokens at some top layers of MLLMs barely
impedes the prediction and also makes not obvious changes
to the self-attention patterns of text tokens, as shown in our
experimental section. Overall, these results imply that vi-
sual tokens can in fact exit at a certain layer of MLLMs
without affecting the following reasoning.

Motivated by these observations, we propose a simple
yet effective method for improving MLLMs’ efficiency in
this paper, termed dynamic visual-token exit (DyVTE) as
depicted in Fig.2. In particular, we apply lightweight hyper-
networks to perceive text token status and decide the re-
moval of all visual tokens, thereby improving efficiency and
speeding up inference. Compared with previous efforts like
visual token pruning [4, 8], we study the efficiency issue of
MLLMs from a new perspective, i.e., perceiving the learn-
ing status of text tokens about multimodal reasoning rather
than evaluating the redundancy of specific visual tokens.
Moreover, these two strategies are orthogonal and can work
collaboratively, as proven in our experiments. In addition,
DyVTE also greatly differs from common dynamic early
exiting methods [10, 21, 25, 48], which often refers to a in-
ference break, i.e., skipping the rest layers for a direct pre-
diction. In contrast, text tokens will continue to transform
in DyVTE, which better meets our empirical findings.

To validate DyVTE, we apply it to a set of advanced
MLLMs with varying scales, including LLaVA-1.5 [40],

VILA [37], Eagle [45] and InternVL [11], on a bunch of
widely-used VL and MLLM benchmarks [24, 26, 27, 35,
46, 60]. The experimental results show that our DyVTE can
greatly reduce the computation overhead of MLLMs, while
still maintaining their competitive performance on various
benchmarks. For instance, our DyVTE reduces the com-
putation overhead of LLaVA-1.5 by up to 45.7% without
significant performance drops. Moreover, DyVTE is fully
compatible with the widely used Flash Attention [13] and
some visual token pruning methods like FastV[8].

Overall, our contributions are three-fold:
• We observe and summarize three main starges of MLLMs

during inference, and reveal the dependency between text
token status and visual redundancy, which are generalized
across models and tasks.

• Based on these empirical findings, we propose a simple
yet effective method to address the visual redundancy of
MLLMs, termed dynamic visual-token exit (DyVTE).

• The extensive experiments on a set of MLLMs well val-
idate the motivation and effectiveness of DyVTE, facili-
tating the future research of MLLMs.

2. Related Work

Driven by the success of large language models (LLMs)
[1, 2, 17, 19, 28], the decoder-only paradigm model is also
used as the main modeling approach of multimodal large
language models (MLLMs) [3, 12, 33, 34, 40]. In MLLM,
visual information is added mainly by using visual tokens
as an extension of the input sequence. For instance, BLIP-2
[34] introduces QFormer which alleviates the modality gap
while taking the most relevant content of the text as the ex-
tension of the input sequence. Qwen-VL [3] uses learnable
tokens and cross-attention to collect information from im-
age features and expand the input sequence. LLaVA [40]
uses a projection layer to map visual features into the se-
mantic space of the LLM, and take all visual tokens to ex-
pand the input sequence. Recently, in order to achieve better
performance, MLLMs have invariably increased the resolu-
tion of the input image. It significantly increases the length
of the input sequence. For example, LLaVA-OneVision [33]
improves the resolution of the input image by dividing the
high-resolution image into several regions and extracting
features separately. InternVL-1.5 [12] not only introduces a
stronger visual encoder, but also sets different input resolu-
tions and scales the input image to the closest aspect ratio as
the input of the visual encoder. Similarly, Qwen2-VL [53]
shares the dynamic resolution with InternVL-1.5, and also
proposes a carefully designed Position Embedding for vari-
ous input formats. In summary, increasing resolution brings
significant performance improvements, but also a signifi-
cant increase in computational overhead.

To maintain the powerful capabilities of MLLMs while
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enhancing their efficiency, several recent works have
focused on improving the computational efficiency of
MLLMs. These methods, primarily in transformer-based
networks [15, 18, 51], can be categorized into three main
approaches: model architecture [23, 36, 55, 56, 61], dy-
namic reasoning [14, 20, 21, 38, 47], and token pruning
[29, 43, 44, 58]. Works in model architecture [36, 55, 56]
improve the efficiency of MLLMs by sparsifying the model
structure. For instance, MoE-LLaVA [36] selectively acti-
vates the most relevant feedforward networks (FFNs) from
a set of parallel FFNs, treating the selected FFN as the ex-
pert for the input. Similarly, RoE [55] models an MLLM
as a mixture-of-experts (MoE) model, where only a sub-
set of layers is activated, constructing a more effective and
efficient expert model for each input. In the dynamic rea-
soning approach [10, 21], efficiency gains are achieved by
terminating inference early, i.e., skipping the remaining lay-
ers. AdaInfer [21], for example, predicts the confidence of
decoding tokens and terminates inference when sufficient
confidence is reached. Beyond top-1 [38] analyzes the de-
coding token determination rules in LLMs, halting reason-
ing once the second-most confident token appears, thus re-
ducing unnecessary computation. Token pruning methods
[5, 16, 22, 30, 52, 54] improve reasoning efficiency by re-
moving task-irrelevant visual tokens. FastV [8] prunes to-
kens based on the average attention each token receives,
eliminating those deemed less important. FitPrune [59]
maintains the original attention distribution during pruning,
ensuring the MLLMs’ attention mechanisms remain intact.
In contrast to these approaches, we propose a simple yet ef-
fective method called dynamic visual-token exit (DyVTE).
By observing the pattern of MLLMs, DyVTE removes vi-
sual tokens when they no longer contribute meaningfully
to multimodal reasoning, optimizing efficiency while main-
taining model performance.

3. Dynamic Visual-token Exiting
3.1. Method
In this paper, we propose a simple yet effective method to
reduce the visual redundancy of MLLMs, termed dynamic
visual-token exit (DyVTE). As discussed above, DyVTE
uses lightweight hyper-networks to perceive the text token
statuses of MLLMs, thereby judging the right time to re-
move all visual tokens to improve efficiency.

As shown in Fig.2, given the text tokens T(k) at the k-th
layer of an MLLM, we use a simple MLP as the hyper-
network to learn their statuses and decide whether to re-
move all visual tokens, defined by

p = Softmax
(
GELU([avg(T

(k)
1:t−1),T

(k)
t ]W1)W2

)
,
(1)

where p ∈ R2 is the binary prediction, W1 ∈ R2d×h and
W2 ∈ Rh×2 are weight matrices, and h is the dimension

D
yV

TE

Decide

Decoder Layer

System Tokens Visual Tokens Text Tokens

Decoder Layer

Figure 2. Illustration of the proposed dynamic visual-token exit
(DyVTE). Our DyVTE aims to early exit visual tokens according
to the prediction of a lightweight hyper-network based on text to-
ken status, thus achieving better efficiency for MLLMs.

of the hidden states. Here, the hyper-network uses two to-
ken representations, i.e., avg(T1:t−1) and Tt. The former
represents the average state of most text tokens. Besides,
we also use the last text token T

(k)
t as reference, since it

often plays an important role in decoding under the uni-
directional self-attention operation of MLLMs [39, 47].

When the prediction p refers to early visual-token exit
at l-th layer, DyVTE will remove all visual tokens at this
layer, while keeping the text tokens continues to transform
in MLLMs. Given an input sample [V,T], DyVTE first
gain the text tokens T(l) and visual tokens V(l) at l-th layer:

[V(l),T(l)] = G1:l([V,T]), (2)

where G1:l(·) represents the transformation of the first l lay-
ers in the MLLM. Then all visual tokens are removed, and
the final output P ′

l with DyVTE is obtained by

P ′
l = Gl+1:L(T

(l)), (3)

where Gl+1:L(·) denote the remaining layers in the MLLM.
In particular, given sufficient early-exit examples,

DyVTE can learn to judge the text token statues at each
layer of the MLLM. Thus, its accurate removals of visual
tokens will greatly speed up the inference in the rest layers
of the MLLM, while retaining similar predictions.

3.2. Optimization
The target of DyVTE is to correctly predict the exit layer
of visual tokens without affecting its final outputs. In this
case, its objective can be defined by

argmin
θh

d(P, P ′
l ), (4)

where θh denotes the weights of hyper-networks in DyVTE.
d(·, ·) is an distance functions [31]. And P ′

l and P are the
predictions of an MLLM with and without early visual to-
ken exit, respectively.

To directly optimize Eq.4, a viable way is to merge pre-
dictions of hyper-networks with visual tokens of MLLMs,
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e.g., attention masks based on Gumbel softamx, thus using
the next token prediction loss to indirectly update DyVTE.
Although the MLLM can be fixed, but the complete com-
putation of the whole model’s gradients are still required,
which is often inefficient and expensive.

Considering the target of DyVTE is to find out the
optimal step for visual-token exit, we can actually train
the hyper-networks independent to the gradient back-
propagation of MLLMs, i.e., directly proper supervision.

Concretely, we can compare the discrete outputs of the
MLLM with and without DyVTE, e.g., the answer strings
A. If the answers are exactly the same, we can give a
positive feedback to hyper-networks, and vice verse. By
comparing it with the default output A, we can judge that
whether the current input should be exited at i-th layer:

y =

{
1, A′

l = A,

0, A′
l ̸= A.

(5)

Here, A′
l denotes the answer predicted with visual-token

exit at the i-th layer. Besides, to make this supervision more
robust, we also consider the prediction uncertainty, making
the model behaviors akin more to the case without exit:

y =

{
1, A′

l = A ∧ ρ′c < τ,

0, otherwise.
(6)

Here, ρ′c denotes the prediction uncertainty, represented by
cross-entropy, and τ denotes the threshold, which is the de-
fault uncertainty ρc multiplied by a scale value.

With this supervision, the hyper-networks in DyVTE can
be optimized by the cross-entropy loss:

LD = −
(
y · log(p1) + (1− y) · log(p0)

)
. (7)

In practice, we randomly sample exit layers at each training
step, and give the weak labels according to Eq.6, based on
which the hyper-networks are optimized by Eq.7.

4. Experiment
4.1. Datasets and Metrics
The benchmarks used in this paper consist of four conven-
tional vision-language (VL) benchmarks and five newly in-
troduced MLLM benchmarks. The traditional VL bench-
marks include VQAv2 [26], GQA [27], ScienceQA [42],
and TextVQA [46]. The MLLM benchmarks comprise
POPE [35], MME [24], MMB [41], SEED [32] and MM-
Vet [60]. Unlike general VL evaluations, these benchmarks
are designed to assess MLLMs from diverse views, such as
fine-grained reasoning [60] and visual hallucination [35].

4.2. Implementation Details
We apply DyVTE to three popular MLLMs, namely Eagle-
X5 7B [45], VILA 7B [37], InternVL [11], LLaVA-1.5 7B

[40] and LLaVA-1.5 13B [40]. Hyper-networks in the dif-
ferent layers do not share parameters. The scale α is set to
1.03 to filter out samples with large deviations in the gen-
erated distribution. For all MLLMs, the hidden dimension
of the hyper-network is set to 2,048. During training, we
freeze the original MLLMs, and the training rate of hyper-
networks is set to 4 × 10−5. And we randomly sample 1%
from the training set of the 665k instruction data of LLaVA-
1.5 [40] to train hyper-networks. The training epoch is set
to 1. More details can refer to our code project.

4.3. Quantitative Analysis
4.3.1. Attention behaviors and visual redundancy
We first quantitatively investigate the attention behaviors of
a set of MLLMs, and show that how the three main stages
mentioned are summarized. Afterwards, we demonstrate
the visual redundancy in the multimodal reasoning stage.
Attention behaviors of MLLMs. We first visualize the at-
tention patterns of 4 MLLMs in Fig.3, including visual self-
attention, visual-text cross-attention and text self-attention.
Here, the values in these distributions are the averaged at-
tention scores on the LLaVA-split [40], which can reflect
the intensity of different attention modes. From these plots,
we can first observe that four MLLMs share similar pat-
terns for different types of attention. At the shallow layers,
all MLLMs exhibit obvious cross-attention interactions be-
tween visual and text tokens, suggesting the intensive inter-
actions between two modalities. This corresponds to the
early fusion stage we termed above, which refers to the
quick exchange of multimodal information. But this activ-
ity will quickly decline, and we can observe that the self-
attention modeling within visual and text tokens becomes
more active, e.g., between two red lines. In this case, we
can assume that MLLM focuses starts the intra-modality
modeling stage. After that, the cross-attention gradually re-
sumes and shows a certain degree of vibration. At the same
time, the other attentions present relatively irregular trends.
Here, we term this phase as the multimodal reasoning stage.
Notably, we can find these patterns exists in four MLLMs
of different families and scales.
The impact of dropping all visual tokens. Next, we esti-
mate the visual redundancy of MLLMs given their inference
patterns discussed above. In Fig.4, we present the results of
removing visual tokens on LLaVA-1.5 7B and 13B for four
benchmarks with different exiting strategies. From these
plots, we can first observe that visual tokens are not always
required throughout the entire process, especially the last
stage. For instance, on GQA, removing all visual tokens at
24-th layer only has 0.5% and 0.6% performance drops for
LLaVA-1.5 7B and 13B, receptively. Another finding is that
the exit time of visual tokens is different for different tasks
or examples. For instance, the optimal exit layer of SQA
is earlier than that of TextVQA, i.e., 16 v.s. 25, suggesting
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Figure 3. Distributions of averaged attention scores of image self-attention, cross-attention, and text self-attention. We visualize the mean
and variance of the attention weight of each part on the LLaVA-1.5 7B, LLaVA-1.5 13B, Eagle-X5 7B and InternVL 7B. From these
distributions, we can summarize three main stages of MLLMs as introduced in the main paper, which are then marked by red lines.
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Figure 4. The relationship between manual visual-token exit and performance on LLaVA-1.5 7B and 13B. We show the results of removing
all visual tokens at 0-th, 8-th, 16-th, 24-th and 32-th layers. “Baseline” represents the original performance of the MLLM. After a certain
layer, the removal of all visual tokens barely impedes performance.

the need of DyVTER. More importantly, we can find that
the correct removal of visual tokens has little impact on the
self-attention patterns of text tokens. As shown in Fig.5,
the text self-attention still presents similar distributions af-
ter using DyVTE, regardless of the self-modeling of visual
tokens. The only difference lies in the slight change of at-
tention intensity due to the shorter token sequence. Overall,
these results well validate that visual tokens barely make
contributions after a certain phase, and dynamically remov-
ing all visual tokens has little impact on the reasoning.
4.3.2. Results of DyVTE
The attention entropy with visual tokens exit. In Fig.5,
we visualize the entropy distributions of cross-attention ma-

trices and text self-attention matrices of LLaVA-1.5 7B, and
compare the results with and without DyVTE across four
benchmarks. We first observe that the processes of multi-
modal reasoning are generally similar across these bench-
marks. In the text self-attention matrix, which is involved
in answer generation, the entropy distributions across these
datasets are quite similar. Another key observation is that
visual tokens are often redundant in multimodal reason-
ing. Specifically, after removing all visual tokens, cross-
modality information transfer is no longer performed, yet
the text self-attention remains largely unaffected, as dis-
cussed above. Additionally, our DyVTE method can effec-
tively remove all visual tokens at a specific layer according
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Figure 5. The entropy of two attention distributions. We visualize the entropy of cross-attention matrices and text self-attention on LLaVA-
1.5 7B with and without our DyVTE, which shows that the removal of visual tokens barely affect the text self-attention.

Table 1. Results of MLLMs with and without DyVTE on five MLLM benchmarks. The accuracy (higher is better) and TFLOPs (lower is
better) are reported. The relative percentage change from the baseline model to DyVTE is also shown in parentheses.

Method SEED MME MMB POPE MM-Vet
Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Score ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓

Eagle-X5 7B [45] 73.9 47.8 1528.0 27.8 68.4 29.6 88.8 27.7 37.4 27.6
Eagle-DyVTE 7B 73.6 (-0.4%) 43.0 (-10.0%) 1581.7 (+3.5%) 20.3 (-27.0%) 68.8(+0.6%) 23.7 (-19.9%) 88.4 (-0.5%) 20.0 (-27.8%) 37.8 (+1.1%) 23.5 (-14.9%)

VILA 7B [37] 61.7 9.2 1489.2 8.9 69.9 9.5 86.3 8.8 36.3 8.7
VILA-DyVTE 7B 61.8 (+0.2%) 5.9 (-35.9%) 1503.1 (+0.1%) 4.6 (-48.3%) 69.8 (-0.1%) 6.0 (-36.8%) 85.6 (-0.8%) 4.5 (-48.9%) 36.7 (+1.1%) 6.6 (-24.1%)

InternVL 7B [11] 59.2 16.0 1525.1 15.5 64.6 16.2 86.4 15.4 31.2 15.4
Intern-DyVTE 7B 59.1 (-0.2%) 11.9 (-25.6%) 1474.1 (-3.3%) 10.9 (-29.7%) 64.4 (-0.3%) 12.0 (-25.9%) 81.3 (-5.9%) 10.9 (-29.2%) 29.5 (-5.4%) 13.0 (-15.6%)

LLaVA-1.5 7B [40] 58.6 9.2 1510.7 8.9 64.3 9.6 85.9 8.8 30.5 8.7
LLaVA-DyVTE 7B 58.6 (0.0%) 5.0 (-45.7%) 1491.4 (-1.3%) 6.3 (-29.2%) 64.7 (+0.6%) 5.4 (-43.8%) 81.6 (-5.0%) 4.1 (-53.4%) 31.9 (+4.6%) 6.3 (-27.6%)

LLaVA-1.5 13B [40] 61.6 17.6 1531.3 16.9 67.7 18.3 85.9 16.8 36.1 16.7
LLaVA-DyVTE 13B 59.3 (-3.7%) 7.1 (-59.7%) 1546.4 (+1.0%) 7.2 (-57.4%) 66.0 (-2.5%) 7.8 (-57.4%) 84.8 (-1.3%) 7.6 (-54.8%) 34.8 (-3.6%) 10.6 (-36.5%)

Table 2. Results of MLLMs with and without DyVTE on four VL benchmarks. The accuracy (higher is better) and TFLOPs (lower is
better) are reported. The relative percentage change from the baseline model to DyVTE is also shown in parentheses.

Method GQA VQA TextVQA SQA-I Average
Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Score ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓

Eagle-X5 7B [45] 64.9 27.8 83.4 27.8 71.2 29.5 69.8 29.2 72.3 28.6
Eagle-DyVTE 7B 62.4(-3.9%) 21.7 (-21.9%) 82.6 (-1.0%) 21.6 (22.3%) 70.2 (-1.4%) 24.5(-16.8%) 71.7 (+2.7%) 23.5 (-24.3%) 71.7 (-0.8%) 22.8 (-20.3%)

VILA 7B [37] 63.1 8.8 80.3 8.8 62.6 9.5 69.5 9.8 68.8 9.2
VILA-DyVTE 7B 61.9 (-1.9%) 5.5 (-37.5%) 79.2 (-1.4%) 5.4 (-38.6%) 61.2 (-2.2%) 7.2 (-24.2%) 69.5(0.0%) 6.1 (-37.8%) 67.9 (-1.3%) 6.0 (-34.8%)

InternVL 7B [11] 62.9 15.4 79.3 15.4 57.0 16.1 66.2 16.4 66.4 15.8
Intern-DyVTE 7B 61.3 (-2.5%) 11.8 (-23.4%) 77.6 (-2.1%) 11.7 (-24.0%) 55.8 (-2.1%) 13.5 (-16.1%) 66.2 (0.0%) 12.1 (-26.2%) 65.2 (-1.8%) 12.3 (-22.2%)

LLaVA-1.5 7B [40] 62.0 8.8 78.5 8.8 58.2 9.5 69.4 9.8 67.0 9.2
LLaVA-DyVTE 7B 60.0 (-3.2%) 5.3 (-39.8%) 76.6 (-2.4%) 5.1 (-42.0%) 56.6 (-2.7%) 6.7 (-29.5%) 69.6 (+0.3%) 5.5 (-43.9%) 65.7 (-1.9%) 5.6 (-39.1%)

LLaVA-1.5 13B [40] 63.3 16.8 80.0 16.8 61.3 18.1 72.9 18.6 69.4 17.6
LLaVA-DyVTE 13B 62.3 (-1.6%) 9.0(-46.4%) 78.8 (-1.5%) 8.9 (-47.0%) 58.9 (-3.9%) 10.8 (-40.3%) 72.3 (-0.8%) 8.2 (-55.9%) 68.1 (-1.9%) 9.2 (-47.7%)

to the status of multimodal reasoning. In particular, the exit
determined by DyVTE only blocks cross-modality informa-
tion diffusion while preserving the modeling of text tokens.
Overall, these findings support our motivation that visual
tokens becomes redundant before the end of inference.

Results of DyVTE on different MLLMs. In Tab.1 and
Tab.2, we present the results of applying DyVTE to a set
of MLLMs of different families and sizes, including Eagle
[45], VILA [37], InternVL [11], and LLaVA-1.5 [40]. From
the tables, we can first observe that DyVTE significantly re-
duces computational overhead in existing MLLMs. For ex-

ample, LLaVA-DyVTE 7B achieves a 45.7% reduction in
FLOPs on SEED without sacrificing performance. Addi-
tionally, the extent of FLOPs reduction varies depending on
the task. On SQA with multiple-choice questions, DyVTE
reduces computational overhead by up to 43.9%, while on
the more detailed MM-Vet dataset, the reduction is 27.6%.
Another notable observation is that DyVTE’s impact varies
across different MLLMs. Specifically, VILA-DyVTE 7B
reduces computational overhead by 48.3% on the MME
benchmark with no performance drop, whereas LLaVA-
DyVTE 7B only reduces overhead by 29.2%. When ap-
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Figure 6. Statistics of the exiting layers decided by DyVTE on LLaVA-1.5 7B, LLaVA-1.5 13B and InternVL 7B. The horizontal axis
represents the exit layer, and the vertical axis represents the proportion. The exit time by is different for different tasks, but similar for the
MLLMs with the same sizes.

Table 3. Ablation study of the token status selection for DyVTE. “Mean Visual” denotes the average of all visual tokens except the last
one, similar with “Mean Text”. “Last Visual” and “Last Text” denotes the last visual or text token. “Exit Layer” denotes the averaged layer
numbers selected to remove by DyVTE. “Acc.” denotes the accuracy. The default setting of DyVTE is the last row. The best and second
best results are marked in bold and underline, receptively.

State GQA TextVQA MM-Vet SQA-I Average
Mean
Visual

Last
Visual

Mean
Text

Last
Text Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓

✓ 61.4 21.6 57.3 21.0 31.5 21.4 69.7 21.7 55.0 21.4
✓ 61.2 21.3 57.1 21.1 30.0 21.0 69.7 21.4 54.5 21.2

✓ 60.1 17.4 57.6 22.1 31.1 22.1 69.7 20.4 54.6 20.5
✓ 59.8 16.3 56.3 19.1 29.9 21.0 69.8 13.8 54.0 17.6

✓ ✓ 61.1 21.2 57.3 21.3 31.6 21.3 69.7 21.0 54.9 21.2
✓ ✓ 58.7 16.5 57.6 22.2 32.7 22.5 69.7 21.3 54.7 20.6
✓ ✓ 59.4 16.3 56.5 19.9 30.9 21.8 69.7 14.4 54.1 18.1

✓ ✓ 59.4 16.7 57.4 21.8 31.3 22.0 69.6 20.3 54.4 20.2
✓ ✓ 59.3 16.4 56.5 19.9 31.2 21.6 69.6 14.4 54.1 18.1

✓ ✓ 60.0 16.4 56.6 19.7 31.9 21.1 69.6 13.4 54.5 17.6

plying DyVTE to larger MLLMs, such as LLaVA-1.5 13B,
we can observe a more significant efficiency improvement,
i.e., LLaVA-DyVTE 13B reduces computational overhead
by 55.9% on SQA, with only a 0.8% performance drop.
Furthermore, DyVTE proves to be particularly effective for
MLLMs with strong visual representations. For instance,
when DyVTE is applied to Eagle-X5 7B, which has a visual
encoder containing 13.3 TFLOPs, the performance drop is
minimal, i.e. only 0.8% on traditional benchmarks, while
Eagle-DyVTE 7B achieves a reduction of up to 6.2 TFLOPs
in computational overhead.

The distribution of exit layers. In Fig. 6, we present
the distributions of the visual token exit layers for LLaVA-
DyVTE 7B and 13B. From the figure, we observe that
DyVTE dynamically selects the exit layer based on the
specific task requirements. For example, on the TextVQA
dataset, which demands fine-grained information, the exit
occurs later compared to other datasets. In contrast, on the

GQA dataset, which involves open-ended word questions
and simple true/false judgments, the exit layers are more
evenly distributed across early and late layers. Another no-
table observation is that the timing of the exit layer shows
similar distributions across MLLMs of different scales and
architectures. For instance, both LLaVA-DyVTE 7B and
13B remove all visual tokens at the same layer early in the
process on the SQA dataset. Similarly, for InternVL and
LLaVA, peaks in the exit layer distributions occur at com-
parable layers. Overall, these results support our motivation
and the proposed DyVTE.

Ablation study. In Tab.3, we perform a set of experiments
to analyze the impact of different representation selections
on DyVTE. In this table, various tokens are used as the to-
ken status in Eq.1. As shown in Tab.3, when relying on
image-only tokens, the model tends to remove all visual to-
kens at a later stage, specifically after the 21-st layer. Us-
ing the “mean text” token status allows for an earlier exit
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Table 4. Comparison between DyVTE and token pruning methods. The best and second best results are marked in bold and underline.

Method SQA-I MM-Vet SEED MMB Average
Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Score ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓ Accuracy ↑ TFLOPs ↓

LLaVA[40] 69.4 9.8 30.5 8.7 58.6 9.2 64.3 9.6 55.7 9.3

ToMe [4] 69.6 (+0.3%) 5.9 (-39.8%) 30.6 (+0.3%) 4.9 (-43.7%) 57.8 (-1.4%) 5.5 (-40.2%) 63.7 (-0.9%) 5.7 (-40.6%) 55.4 (-0.5%) 5.5 (-40.9%)
FastV [8] 69.0 (-0.6%) 6.2 (-36.7%) 31.3 (+2.6%) 5.2 (-35.8%) 58.2 (-0.7%) 5.8 (-37.0%) 64.4 (+0.2%) 6.0 (-37.5%) 55.7 (0.0%) 5.8 (-37.6%)

DyVTE 69.6 (+0.3%) 5.5 (-43.9%) 31.9 (+4.6%) 6.3 (-27.6%) 58.6 (0.0%) 5.0 (-45.7%) 64.7 (+0.6%) 5.4 (-43.8%) 56.2 (+0.9%) 5.5 (-40.9%)
DyVTE+FastV 68.9 (-0.7%) 4.8 (-51.0%) 29.8 (-2.3%) 4.0 (-54.0%) 58.2 (-0.7%) 4.6 (-50.0%) 64.4 (+0.2%) 4.6 (-52.1%) 55.3 (-0.7%) 4.5 (-51.5%)

(a) Question: What's that thing in the upper right corner?

(b) Question: What numbers are on the street signs?

LLaVA: In the upper 
right corner, there 
is a package of 
raspberries.

LLaVA: The street 
signs have the 
numbers 619 and 
661 on them.

31.3 token/s

31.7 token/s

DyVTE (Ours) : In 
the upper right corner, 
there is a package of
raspberries.

DyVTE (Ours) :
The street signs 
display the numbers 
619 and 617.

34.5 token/s

34.4 token/s

FastV: In the upper 
right corner, there is 
a package of 
broccoli.

FastV: The street 
signs have the 
numbers 619 and 
6617 on them.

32.3 token/s

32.3 token/s

Figure 7. Examples on LLaVA-1.5 with DyVTE. Our DvVTE
can help the MLLM answer the questions as accurately as default,
while being faster, i.e., more tokens per second.

from the layers. When only the “last text” token is used,
DyVTE removes all visual tokens prematurely, e.g., the 17-
th layer, resulting in a more obvious performance drop of
1.0% on average. For combinations of two representations,
we can observe that the “mean text + last text” is more ef-
fective. Specifically, it removes visual tokens at the about
17-th layer, while causing only a 0.5% performance drop.
On the other hand, using a combination of visual token sta-
tuses, i.e., “mean Visual + last visual”, yields results similar
to using a single visual representation, with visual tokens
being retained until the 21-st layer. Overall, these results
well confirm the use of text token status for dynamic visual-
token exiting in MLLMs.
Comparison with token pruning methods. In Tab.4, we
compare the performance and efficiency of DyVTE with
the visual token pruning methods of different principles.
From the table, we can observe that DyVTE outperforms
token pruning methods in both performance and efficiency.
For example, when compared with ToMe on SQA, DyVTE
not only maintains better performance but also reduces
FLOPs by 4.1%. In comparison to FastV, the advantage
of DyVTE can be more pronounced. Specifically, DyVTE
improves performance while reducing computation over-
head by 8.7% on the SEED benchmark. Another key ob-
servation is that DyVTE exhibits significant performance
gains on more complex tasks. For instance, on the MM-
Vet benchmark, which evaluates multiple capabilities in-
cluding math and OCR, DyVTE improves performance by
4.3% compared to ToMe. Additionally, DyVTE demon-
strates excellent compatibility with existing methods. When
combined with FastV, DyVTE reduces computation over-

head by 51.5%, with only a 0.7% performance drop on av-
erage. Overall, these results validate the effectiveness and
efficiency of DyVTE, establishing it as a powerful tool in
efficient MLLM development.

4.4. Qualitative Analysis

To gain insight into the proposed DyVTE, we visualize
its predictions and inference efficiency on LLaVA-1.5 7B
in Fig.7. We can first observe that the implementation of
DyVTE maintains consistency with the default LLaVA. As
shown in Fig.7-(a), DyVTE can correctly identify the ob-
ject in question, even with a complex foreground. Addi-
tionally, it is clear that DyVTE provides much faster infer-
ence than the default LLaVA. For two examples, DyVTE
can improve the inference speed by up to 10.2% compared
to the default LLaVA. Another observation is that remov-
ing redundant visual information can further enhance the
LLaVA’s performance. As shown in Fig.7-(b), similar to the
results on the MM-Vet benchmark, removing visual tokens
also improves the performance of the default LLaVA. Over-
all, these results confirm that DyVTE enhances inference
efficiency without compromising the reasoning process of
the default model, aligning well with our motivation.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the attention patterns in mul-
timodal large language models (MLLMs) and propose a
a simple yet effective method, dynamic visual-token exit
(DyVTE), to improve computational efficiency. By ana-
lyzing the attention patterns in the MLLMs, we identify
three key stages of most MLLMs in the attention pro-
cess, i.e., early fusion, inter-modality modeling, and mul-
timodal reasoning. Based on this finding, we further show
show that visual tokens contribute less to the reasoning pro-
cess as inference progresses. Motivated by this insight,
DyVTE optimally determines the layer at which visual to-
kens can be removed, thereby reducing computational over-
head without compromising performance. Extensive ex-
periments across five MLLMs and VL benchmark bench-
marks demonstrate that DyVTE significantly enhances the
efficiency of MLLMs while maintaining their performance.
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Table 5. Ablation study of the token status selection for DyVTE. “Mean Visual” denotes the average of all visual tokens except the last
one, similar with “Mean Text”. “Last Visual” and “Last Text” denotes the last visual or text token. “Exit Layer” denotes the averaged layer
numbers selected to remove by DyVTE. “Acc.” denotes the accuracy. The default setting of DyVTE is the last row. The best and second
best results are marked in bold and underline, receptively.

State GQA TextVQA MM-Vet SQA-I Average
Mean
Visual

Last
Visual

Mean
Text

Last
Text Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓

✓ 61.4 21.6 57.3 21.0 31.5 21.4 69.7 21.7 55.0 21.4
✓ 61.2 21.3 57.1 21.1 30.0 21.0 69.7 21.4 54.5 21.2

✓ 60.1 17.4 57.6 22.1 31.1 22.1 69.7 20.4 54.6 20.5
✓ 59.8 16.3 56.3 19.1 29.9 21.0 69.8 13.8 54.0 17.6

✓ ✓ 61.1 21.2 57.3 21.3 31.6 21.3 69.7 21.0 54.9 21.2
✓ ✓ 58.7 16.5 57.6 22.2 32.7 22.5 69.7 21.3 54.7 20.6
✓ ✓ 59.4 16.3 56.5 19.9 30.9 21.8 69.7 14.4 54.1 18.1

✓ ✓ 59.4 16.7 57.4 21.8 31.3 22.0 69.6 20.3 54.4 20.2
✓ ✓ 59.3 16.4 56.5 19.9 31.2 21.6 69.6 14.4 54.1 18.1

✓ ✓ 60.0 16.4 56.6 19.7 31.9 21.1 69.6 13.4 54.5 17.6

✓ ✓ ✓ 60.1 16.4 57.0 20.2 30.8 21.3 69.6 14.1 54.4 18.0
✓ ✓ ✓ 60.2 16.7 57.1 20.3 31.0 21.6 69.7 14.3 54.5 18.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 57.6 15.9 57.3 22.2 31.7 22.1 69.7 20.1 54.1 20.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 57.8 15.2 56.2 19.3 30.0 21.6 69.3 11.7 53.3 16.9

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.5 16.8 57.1 20.5 31.1 21.8 69.8 14.1 54.6 18.3

LLaVA-1.5 7B 62.0 - 58.2 - 30.5 - 69.4 - 55.0 -

Table 6. Ablation study of the attention status selection for DyVTE. “Visual Self ” denotes the attention score from visual modality of each
visual tokens, similar with “Text Self ”. “Cross” denotes the attention score from visual to the text of each visual tokens. For attention
representations whose dimensions are not 576, we use interpolation to align the dimensions. “Exit Layer” denotes the averaged layer
numbers selected to remove by DyVTE. “Acc.” denotes the accuracy. The default setting of DyVTE is the last row. The best and second
best results are marked in bold and underline, receptively.

State GQA TextVQA MM-Vet SQA-I Average
Visual
Self Cross Text

Self Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit

Layer ↓ Acc. ↑ Exit
Layer ↓

✓ 38.3 0.5 42.4 0.7 12.2 0.9 64.2 0.6 39.9 0.7
✓ 38.8 1.3 43.1 1.3 11.5 1.2 65.2 1.2 39.6 1.2

✓ 39.6 1.7 42.7 1.1 11.9 3.6 64.7 0.6 39.7 1.7

✓ ✓ 39.4 2.7 43.1 3.0 13.1 2.6 65.4 3.8 40.3 3.0
✓ ✓ 40.7 3.0 43.0 1.7 13.3 5.9 65.1 1.0 40.5 2.9

✓ ✓ 40.7 3.0 43.1 1.6 13.4 6.0 65.2 1.0 40.6 2.9

✓ ✓ ✓ 49.5 10.9 45.6 5.6 15.6 7.1 65.6 2.5 44.1 6.5

LLaVA-1.5 7B 62.0 - 58.2 - 30.5 - 69.4 - 55.0 -

A. Appendix
In this paper, we first conduct extensive empirical studies on the attention behaviors of MLLMs, and summarize three main
inference stages in MLLMs: (i) Early fusion between tokens is first accomplished quickly. (ii) Intra-modality modeling then
comes to play. (iii) Multimodal reasoning resumes and lasts until the end of inference. To better confirm our findings, we
conduct further experiments on more MLLMs in the supplementary materials.

A.1. Ablation Study
In Tab.5 and Tab.6, we perform a set experiment to analyze the impact of different representation selections on DyVTE. As
shown in Tab.5, when relying on more than two representations, we can find out that their performance is similar to “mean
text + last text”. For instance, the additional representation, i.e., “last visual” and “mean visual”, has no noticeable effect on
the results. We can also observe that the missing of “mean text” or “last text” will lead to inaccurate exit. For example, the
missing of “mean text” leads to later exit, i.e., 2 layers latter, while the absence of “last text” does the opposite, i.e., 2 layers
earlier. As for taking attention scores be the representations, we find that hyper-network can not make the correct judgment.
Specifically, the exit layers for all benchmarks can be much earlier. Overall, these results well confirm the use of text tokens
status for dynamic visual token exiting in MLLMs.
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A.2. Distribution of Attention
In Fig.8-12, we further visualize the attention distributions on different MLLMs for different datasets. We can first observe
that datasets produce similar attention patterns on the same MLLM. Another observation is that attention patterns across
different MLLMs have similar trends and the distributions can generally be categorized into three distinct stages. These
findings emphasize the universality of attention behavior in MLLMs, further validating our approach. Overall, the experiment
results confirm that different MLLMs have similar attention patterns on the different data.
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Figure 8. Distributions of averaged attention scores of image self-attention, cross-attention, and text self-attention of LLaVA-1.5 7B. We
visualize the mean and variance of the attention weight of each part on GQA, TextVQA, SQA-I, MM-Vet datasets. From these distributions,
we can summarize three main stages of MLLMs as introduced in the main paper, which are then marked by red lines.
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Figure 9. Distributions of averaged attention scores of image self-attention, cross-attention and text self-attention of LLaVA-1.5 13B. We
visualize the mean and variance of the attention weight of each part on GQA, TextVQA, SQA-I, MM-Vet datasets. From these distributions,
we can summarize three main stages of MLLMs as introduced in the main paper, which are then marked by red lines.
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Figure 10. Distributions of averaged attention scores of image self-attention, cross-attention and text self-attention of InternVL 7B. We
visualize the mean and variance of the attention weight of each part on GQA, TextVQA, SQA-I, MM-Vet datasets. From these distributions,
we can summarize three main stages of MLLMs as introduced in the main paper, which are then marked by red lines.
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Figure 11. Distributions of averaged attention scores of image self-attention, cross-attention and text self-attention of VILA 7B. We
visualize the mean and variance of the attention weight of each part on GQA, TextVQA, SQA-I, MM-Vet datasets. From these distributions,
we can summarize three main stages of MLLMs as introduced in the main paper, which are then marked by red lines.
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Figure 12. Distributions of averaged attention scores of image self-attention, cross-attention and text self-attention of Eagle-X5 7B. We
visualize the mean and variance of the attention weight of each part on GQA, TextVQA, SQA-I, MM-Vet datasets. From these distributions,
we can summarize three main stages of MLLMs as introduced in the main paper, which are then marked by red lines.

A.3. Entropy of Attention
In Fig.13-16, we visualize the entropy distributions of cross-attention matrices and text self-attention matrices. For all these
MLLMs and datasets, we can observe that removing all visual tokens at an appropriate time will not have a significant impact
on the answer modeling process. Specifically, for all MLLMs and datasets, the removing of visual tokens only makes the
entropy of cross-attention disappear, while the entropy of text self-attention maintains the same distribution. Overall, these
results well confirm that cross-modal interaction in fact barely contributes to multimodal reasoning after some layers.
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Figure 13. The entropy of two attention distributions. We visualize the entropy of cross-attention matrices and text self-attention on
LLaVA-1.5 13B with and without our DyVTE, which shows that the removal of visual tokens barely affect the text self-attention.
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Figure 14. The entropy of two attention distributions. We visualize the entropy of cross-attention matrices and text self-attention on
InternVL 7B with and without our DyVTE, which shows that the removal of visual tokens barely affect the text self-attention.
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Figure 15. The entropy of two attention distributions. We visualize the entropy of cross-attention matrices and text self-attention on VILA
7B with and without our DyVTE, which shows that the removal of visual tokens barely affect the text self-attention.
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Figure 16. The entropy of two attention distributions. We visualize the entropy of cross-attention matrices and text self-attention on Eagle-
X5 7B with and without our DyVTE, which shows that the removal of visual tokens barely affect the text self-attention.
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