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Abstract
Recent advances in multimodal training have signifi-

cantly improved the integration of image understanding
and generation within a unified model. This study inves-
tigates how vision-language models (VLMs) handle image-
understanding tasks, specifically focusing on how visual in-
formation is processed and transferred to the textual domain.
We compare VLMs that generate both images and text with
those that output only text, highlighting key differences in
information flow. We find that in models with multimodal out-
puts, image and text embeddings are more separated within
the residual stream. Additionally, models vary in how infor-
mation is exchanged from visual to textual tokens. VLMs
that only output text exhibit a distributed communication
pattern, where information is exchanged through multiple
image tokens. In contrast, models trained for image and text
generation rely on a single token that acts as a narrow gate
for the visual information. We demonstrate that ablating this
single token significantly deteriorates performance on image
understanding tasks. Furthermore, modifying this token en-
ables effective steering of the image semantics, showing that
targeted, local interventions can reliably control the model’s
global behavior. 1

1. Introduction

The rise of foundation models [1] trained on vast amounts
of text has transformed natural language processing (NLP),

*Equal contribution
†Equal supervision
1Code and data: https://ritareasciencepark.github.io/Narrow-gate

showing that a single large language model (LLM) [2] can
handle many different linguistic tasks [3–5]. The rich set of
features encoded in LLM embeddings has been then used
as an effective prior knowledge both for text-conditional
image generation [6–8] and image understanding [9–13].
Recently, the availability of large open datasets [14, 15]
and improved techniques to align text and image embed-
dings [16] have also enabled the creation of multimodal
models that can both understand and generate visual content
within a single architecture [17–20]. This unification allows
a richer understanding of the visual world, as generative
tasks often require insight into the fundamental concepts and
relationships within the data [21]. For example, a model
that generates images from text descriptions must grasp the
semantic content of those images to ensure they faithfully
reflect the details and intent of the text [22, 23]. As a re-
sult, research has rapidly progressed to integrate multiple
modalities into a unified framework with increasingly deeper
multimodal fusion. Early approaches used cross-attention
modules between modality-specific encoders [17].

However, research by [24] and [25] highlighted the advan-
tage of using a pre-trained LLM backbone combined with
lightweight projection layers to align different modalities,
significantly enhancing reasoning and understanding capa-
bilities. Further advancements have focused on fine-tuning
these LLM backbones [19] and refining early-fusion tech-
niques [16]. More recently, research has shown success in
training multimodal-output vision-language models (VLMs)
from scratch [20, 26], achieving performance close to VLMs
that only output text on visual understanding tasks.

While recent studies have examined the internal mecha-
nisms of unimodal-output VLMs [27–30], little to none is
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Figure 1. Image-Text Communication Pathways in VLMs. Different VLM designs handle information flow between modalities in
radically different ways. Chameleon , an early-fusion and multimodal-output model, encodes visual and textual tokens in well separated
regions, and knowledge transfer from image to text happens through a narrow gate, the end-of-image token [EOI]. On the contrary, Pixtral
fuses late-layer visual tokens into the textual domain, as it can output only text, and it features a distributed image-text communication
pattern, in which internal image tokens directly communicate with the textual domain.

known about how different modalities interact in the hidden
representations of the rich class of multimodal-output mod-
els or whether their information processing resembles that of
text-only VLMs. In this work, we focus on one of the latest
early-fusion multimodal-output VLMs, Chameleon [20], as
our primary case study and compare it with Pixtral [13], an
unimodal-output VLM, on how they transfer information
from the visual domain to the textual domain in various
image understanding tasks.

We observe that in Chameleon, the image text representa-
tions are largely orthogonal and remain separated in different
clusters from input to output, while in Pixtral image and text
embeddings tend to mix in late layers (Sec. 4.1). Addition-
ally, in Pixtral, the information flow from image to text is
distributed across multiple tokens. In contrast, Chameleon
channels the global image information into a single token
placed immediately after the image, which we refer to as
the end-of-image token, denoted by [EOI] (Sec. 4.2). The
[EOI] token behaves like a memory token [31] or “narrow
gate” through which the image information must pass to
guide text generation.

We experimentally demonstrate the crucial role of
[EOI], by showing that (1) if we block information flow
from [EOI] to textual tokens, model performance dramati-
cally drops across a variety of tasks, including image classi-
fication, visual question answering (VQA), and image cap-
tioning (see Sec. 4.3); (2) if we edit the information stored in
[EOI], we can change the image semantics and its textual
description (see Sec. 4.4).

None of these properties hold for Pixtral, where the infor-
mation between modalities flows through many distributed
image tokens specialized for cross-modal communication.

2. Related Works

Special Tokens, Memory Tokens, Registers. The impor-
tance of special tokens to store and redistribute global in-
formation was emphasized by Burtsev et al. [31]. In their
work, they add these special tokens at the beginning of the
sequence to serve as memory units accessible through the
self-attention mechanism, improving performance on various
language processing tasks. In vision transformers, Darcet et
al. [32] found that high-norm tokens in low-informative ar-
eas of the images are used to store global information while
discarding the local one. Adding learnable “register tokens”
dedicated to global information processing helped eliminate
the high-norm artifacts, improving performance. Similarly,
Wen et al. [29] used learnable registers to summarize salient
visual information and remove the image tokens altogether,
improving the efficiency of vision-language models.

Information Flow in Text-Only VLMs. In text-only
VLMs, this summarization is particularly useful since much
of the attention to image tokens is concentrated in the initial
layers, likely on a few “anchor tokens” [28, 33]. Basu et al.
[28] demonstrated with multimodal causal tracing that, in
VQA tasks, a subset of strongly attended late image tokens
in early layers transfer information to the text. However, a
later ablation study by Neo et al. [27] showed that important
information about objects is often localized in tokens corre-
sponding to the object’s position in the image. Interestingly,
they also observed that image tokens — which may have
different statistical properties compared to textual tokens
[34] — in the deeper layers encode vocabulary words that
describe the objects they belong to.

2



3. Background and Methods

3.1. Model Architectures

A transformer-based VLM [35] first converts a multi-modal
input of pixels and text to a sequence t1, ...tN of N tokens.
Each token ti is then embedded as a vector x0

i ∈ Rd. The
input embeddings are then passed through a sequence of
L transformer layers, each composed of a multi-head self-
attention block followed by an MLP block. Formally, the
representation xl

i of token i at layer l is obtained by:

xl
i = xl−1

i + ali +ml
i (1)

where ali = ali(x
l−1
i,in) and ml

i = ml
i(x

l−1
i,in + ali) are the

outputs from the l-th attention and MLP blocks, respectively.
We denote with xl−1

i,in the input of the attention block, which
is then typically normalized and serves as the context for
the attention mechanism in ali, to differentiate it from the
cumulative residual stream xl−1

i . This distinction will be
used in Sec. 4.4. Following the terminology introduced in
[36], we denote xl

i as the residual stream of a token ti at
layer l. The attention blocks aggregate information from all
positions at the previous layer and consists of H attention
heads, each associated with a lower-triangular weight matrix
denoted by A. In most experiments detailed below, prompts
follow a consistent format, with an image followed by a
textual prompt. This motivates the definition of the following
matrix blocks. Let N[EOI] be the index of the end-of-image
token; we can define:
1. Aimg=Ai,j with 1≤ i<N[EOI], 0 < j<N[EOI]: image

self-attention;
2. Atext=Ai,j with N[EOI] < i≤N , N[EOI]< j≤N : text

self-attention;
3. Aimg→text =Ai,j with N[EOI] < i≤N , 0< j <N[EOI]:

communication between text and image;
4. Atarget→next = Ai,j with N[EOI] < i ≤ N , j = Ntarget:

column of A associated with a specific target token.
At the last layer, an output probability distribution p is ob-
tained from the final layer representations via a prediction
head that projects the representation to the vocabulary space.

Chameleon. We study two Chameleon model variants: a
7B model with 32 layers and hidden dimension 4096, and
a 34B model with 48 layers and hidden dimension 8192.
Both models use a pre-trained VQ-VAE encoder [37, 38] to
transform 512× 512 images into sequences of 1024 tokens
drawn from a codebook of size 8192. The VLM transformer,
based on the Llama-2 architecture [39], is trained end-to-end
on an interleaved mixture of all modalities. Chameleon’s
vocabulary is split into image and text tokens, with each
image sequence framed by a start-of-image token ([SOI])
and an end-of-image token ([EOI]) boundaries, allowing
unified handling of visual and textual data.

Pixtral. Pixtral is a 12B-parameter model with 40 layers
and a hidden dimension of 5120, utilizing a vision trans-
former encoder that natively supports variable image sizes.
Images are tokenized and embedded using a vision trans-
former, which processes patches of 16×16 pixels. The result-
ing tokens are interleaved with end-of-line tokens ([EOL])
between rows and an end-of-image token ([EOI]) at the
end, enabling Pixtral to handle images with diverse resolu-
tions and aspect ratios efficiently. The vision transformer
has 400 million parameters and was trained from scratch
on images. Starting from the backbone Mistral Nemo 12B
[40], a decoder-only language model pre-trained on large
text corpus, Pixtral was fine-tuned to predict the next textual
token on interleaved image and text input data.

3.2. Analytical Tools

Quantification of Cross-Modal Attention. We construct
a metric that quantifies the average attention that all the text
tokens give to a token at position j within the image part of
the prompt, which we assume to span the first N[EOI] tokens.
Formally, we define the (relative) cross-modal attention f l

j

as

f l
j =

1

C

1

|H|
∑
h∈H

∑
i>N[EOI]

Al,h
(i,j) (2)

Where j = 0, 1, . . . , N[EOI], l, h identify, respectively, the
layer and head, and Ai,j denotes the attention from the
ith to the jth token. C is a normalization factor such that∑

j≤N[EOI]
f l
j = 1. This metric, in general, aggregates on

the tokens’ position in the prompt and not on their identity;
the two coincide only for the special tokens.

Neighborhood Overlap. Given a residual representation
{xl

i} of n data points at layer l we denote by N l(i) the set
of k-nearest neighbors of the i-th vector xl

i. Let us now
consider an arbitrary labeling {yi} of the same data, referred
to as its ground truth. We assess how well the geometric ar-
rangement of the representations {xl

i} aligns with the labels
{yi} by employing the neighborhood overlap (NO) quan-
tity introduced by [41]. Intuitively, the NO, represented as
χl,gt, is the average fraction of k-nearest neighbors for each
representation vector that share the same label, calculated
across the entire dataset. More formally, defining a ground
truth adjacency matrix as follows: Agt

ij = 1 if yi = yj and
0 otherwise, the NO of {xl

i} with the labeling {yi} can be
written as:

χl,gt =
1

n

∑
i

1

k

∑
j∈N l(i)

Agt
ij (3)

In this work, we will use NO as a semantic probe to quantify
the information content in the residual stream.
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Attention Knockout. We use the attention knockout tech-
nique introduced in [42], which selectively blocks attention
between certain tokens at selected model layers. Given a set
of source tokens S and a set of target tokens T , we prevent
the target tokens from attending to the source tokens by ze-
roing out the corresponding entries, α(i,j), in the attention
matrix, where i ∈ S and j ∈ T . This intervention is applied
across all attention heads within the specified layers.

Activation Patching. To evaluate the effect of specific
model components on predictions, we adopt the activation
patching technique, widely used in prior works [43, 44].
This approach involves two forward passes on two differ-
ent inputs: first, we collect target activations x̂l

i (x̂l
i,in) at a

given position i and layer l from the first input. Then, while
processing a second input, we replace the base activation
xl
i (xl

i,in) with the target activation x̂l
i (x̂l

i,in). By measur-
ing the impact on the model’s final prediction, we quantify
the influence of different model components on its genera-
tive process. We quantify the effect of these interventions
by measuring the similarity between the output probability
distribution of the target (ptarget) inputs and the probability
distribution of the base inputs after patching (qpatched

base ). The
similarity measure is calculated using a variant of the Jaccard
index [45] , defined as:

Similarity(qpatched
base , ptarget) =

∑
i

min(qi, pi) (4)

This score quantitatively measures how closely the modified
model output aligns with the target distribution after activa-
tion patching. The score is 1 if p and q are identical and 0 if
their supports are fully disjoint.

3.3. Experimental Setup

Implementation Details. Detailed experimental settings,
including dataset composition, prompt usage, and pair selec-
tion criteria, are provided in Supp. Sec. 8.

Reproducibility. To perform our experiments we em-
ployed HuggingFace implementations of Chameleon mod-
els [46, 47] and Pixtral-12B [48]. All the experiments on
Chameleon-7B and Pixtral-12B were executed on a single
NVIDIA A100 GPU equipped with 40GB VRAM, while the
experiments on Chameleon-34B were performed using two
A100 with 40GB VRAM each.

4. Results

4.1. Modality Gap in Multimodal-Output VLMs

Multimodal-output VLMs, such as models in the Chameleon
family, can generate image and text tokens within the same
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Figure 2. Modality Gap in VLMs. (left) Cosine similarity be-
tween text and image token embeddings as a function of model
depth reflects the orthogonality of modalities in Chameleon mod-
els. Points represent median cosine similarity, with shaded areas
indicating the interquartile range. (right) Homogeneity score of
token clusters generated via Advanced Density Peaks with respect
to their original modality.

transformer backbone. Thus, they leverage shared parame-
ters to perform the next token prediction task on all modali-
ties in a unified representation space. In contrast, unimodal-
output VLMs, such as Pixtral, generate textual tokens using
image tokens only as contextual information. Although both
types of VLMs use a joint residual stream for both image
and text tokens, the role of each modality in the generation
process differs significantly. This observation leads us to in-
vestigate whether models that generate both modalities favor
the emergence of modality-specific regions of the residual
stream space that separate image and text representations.

To address this question, we randomly select 10, 000
image-caption pairs from the Flickr30k dataset [49]. To con-
sider the effect of conditional generation in both modalities,
we construct 10, 000 prompts with an image followed by text
and 10, 000 prompts with reverse ordering. We then perform
a forward pass through the model, storing hidden represen-
tations in the residual stream for each modality across all
layers. For any image-text pair, we extract the hidden repre-
sentations at a randomly chosen text token position. When
the order is reversed (text before image), we focus on the
representations at a randomly chosen image token position.
Details on prompt construction are provided in Supp. Sec. 8.

We compare the geometric organization of the different
modalities by measuring the median cosine similarity be-
tween representations of image and text tokens in hidden lay-
ers. Fig. 2 (left) shows the cosine similarity for Chameleon-
7B (blue), Chameleon-34B (red), and Pixtral-12B (yellow).
In Chameleon models, the representative vectors of image
and text tokens remain nearly orthogonal across the hidden
layers, with median cosine similarity values consistently
below 0.1. In Pixtral, cosine similarity values are higher,
beginning at 0.2 at the network’s initial layers and progres-
sively rising to 0.4 towards the final layers. This upward
trend in cosine similarity between image and text represen-
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tations suggests that the two modalities increasingly mix in
the later layers. To further investigate the degree of mixture
of modalities in Chameleon and Pixtral, we apply the Ad-
vanced Density Peaks clustering method [50] (see Appendix,
Supp. Sec. 7 for a brief introduction) and analyze the compo-
sition of each cluster. Fig. 2 (right) shows the homogeneity
score [51] of the clusters that measures how the clustering
of tokens aligns with their modality. In Chameleon mod-
els (red and blue profiles), the homogeneity score is always
1, meaning each cluster contains a single modality embed-
ding. In contrast, in Pixtral, the homogeneity score decreases
from almost 1 to approximately 0.5 in the second part of
the network, indicating a tendency of the text and image
embeddings to mix.

We conclude that textual and visual representation spaces
are largely separated in Chameleon models. This brings
forth the problem of finding how and where communication
between the two modalities is performed.

4.2. Analysis of Cross-Modal Attention

As shown in Sec. 4.1, hidden representations of visual and
textual tokens are mixed in late layers of text-output models,
while they pertain to well-separate regions of the residual
stream in multimodal-output models. Despite this struc-
tural difference, both model types achieve high performance
on image understanding tasks, which suggests that atten-
tion maps effectively transfer semantic information from
the image to the text. To achieve this, the attention ma-
trices of Chameleon models play another important role:
while sharing information among modalities they need to
bridge the modality gap. These observations lead us to de-
fine two fundamental features for tokens to handle efficient
cross-modal communication: i) having a large weight in the
text-image attention and ii) having a rich semantic knowl-
edge of the image. In the following, we investigate whether
the Chameleon and Pixtral models have tokens that satisfy
both requirements, thus being candidates for the role of gate
of communication between modalities.

Cross-Modal Attention Patterns. To quantify the role of
each token in image-to-text semantic communication, we
begin by constructing 10, 000 prompts of images followed by
text, of the form “⟨image⟩ This animal is a ”.
We randomly select 100 images per class for 100 animal
classes within the ImageNet dataset [52]. The sentence
was chosen to guide the model towards generating a class-
relevant response. For the full list of chosen classes, refer to
Supp. Sec. 8.

Fig. 3 illustrates the relative text-on-image attention, as
defined in Sec. 3.2, at different token positions. We sin-
gle out tokens with an average value larger than 1%. The
remaining tokens are aggregated as either internal image
or end-of-line ([EOL]), depending on their nature. In the
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Figure 3. Cross-Modal Attention Contributions of Tokens. Con-
tribution of different image token positions to the total text-on-
image attention across layers in Chameleon-7B (left) and Pixtral-
12B (right), computed on ImageNet data. Tokens with an average
contribution larger than 1% are shown individually. The remaining
tokens are aggregated as “internal image” or [EOL]s depending on
their type.

left panel, we show the distribution for Chameleon-7B. The
special [EOI]token captures over 40% of the cross-modal
attention in layers 2 to 6, with the remaining attention dis-
tributed among the other 1024 image tokens. In the middle
layers, the [EOI]token maintains a contribution between
8% and 12%, which increases again to over 37% in the final
two layers. The last token of the image sequence also shows
significant attention, contributing between 66% and 86% in
the middle and final layers. Notably, the 32nd image token
dominates attention between layers 7 and 11, peaking at over
60% between layers 8 and 11. The contribution from the
remaining image tokens stays below 28% from layer 8 on-
ward, progressively decreasing to less than 10% after layer
26. Chameleon-34B, as shown in Supp. Sec. 9, exhibits a
similar contribution to the attention from the [EOI]token,
while also distributing attention across other tokens. In the
right panel, we present the distribution of average attention
among tokens in Pixtral-12B. The 1025th image token con-
tributes between 17% and 46% of the total attention from
layer 4 to the end of the model. The [EOL]tokens account
for approximately 20% of the attention between layers 20
and 35, with the remaining attention distributed across the
other image tokens.

Neighborhood Overlap of Embeddings. The analysis of
total attention contributions reveals that a few localized to-
kens, such as the [EOI]and last image tokens in Chameleon-
7B, or the [EOL], 32nd and 1025th image tokens in Pixtral-
12B, are strongly attended by text tokens, significantly shap-
ing image-to-text communication. To investigate whether
these tokens contain semantic visual information, we ex-
tract their hidden representations for all image inputs in our
dataset across all layers. Then, we compute the neighbor-
hood overlap between these representations and the Ima-
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Figure 4. Localization of Visual Semantic Information. Neigh-
borhood overlap between selected image tokens and ImageNet
labels for Chameleon-7B (left) and Pixtral-12B (right). The blue
curves are obtained by averaging over all internal image tokens
excluding the 32nd token for Chameleon and the 1025th for Pixtral,
the yellow one by averaging over end-of-line ([EOL]) tokens.

geNet class labels of the corresponding image for each layer,
averaging across token positions when considering multiple
tokens.

Fig. 4 (left) shows that, in Chameleon-7B, the represen-
tation of the [EOI]token starts with a χl,gt near 0 in the
first five layers and then rapidly increases, exceeding 0.4
from layer 9 to the end of the network. In contrast, the
representations at the 32nd and last image token remain
consistently near 0 across all layers, suggesting that these
positions do not contribute to encoding meaningful visual
information about the image. The representations of the re-
maining image tokens increase from a χl,gt of 0 in the initial
layers to approximately 0.2 at the 8th layer but then gradu-
ally decrease, falling below 0.1 from layer 15 onward. These
findings indicate that, in Chameleon-7B, most image token
positions contribute to encoding visual information in the
early layers, but beyond the 8th layer, only the representation
at the [EOI]token position retains meaningful information
about the image. For Chameleon-34B, we observe simi-
lar results: the hidden representations of the [EOI]token
achieve χl,gt > 0.4 after layer 16, while the other visual
token representations have overlap below 0.25 throughout
the network. The complete results for Chameleon-34B are
presented in Fig. A1 in Supp. Sec. 9. In contrast, as shown
in Fig. 4 (right), in Pixtral-12B, the representations of all
image tokens, except those at the end-of-lines ([EOL]),
consistently increase their χl,gt with ImageNet class repre-
sentations across layers. Notably, the internal image token
representations exhibit the highest χl,gt across all layers,
starting from a relatively high value of 0.24 at layer 0 and
progressively increasing to 0.44 by the final layer. This ini-
tial overlap is consistent with the fact that the visual encoder
of Pixtral-12B already possesses meaningful visual features
even at the earliest stages of the model.

The results above show that in the Chameleon models

the [EOI]token is responsible for a large portion of cross-
modal attention and contains the highest semantic informa-
tion regarding the image. This makes it a suitable candidate
for being a narrow gate of communication. Conversely, in
Pixtral the semantic content is spread on the whole image
representation, thus suggesting that the model uses a much
wider gate of communication distributed across large por-
tions of the image.

4.3. Ablation Experiments: The Effect of Localized
Communication on Downstream Tasks

Building on the previous analysis, where we identified the
token positions responsible for encoding visual features and
those receiving the strongest attention during image-to-text
communication, we now investigate their impact on the flow
of information through the network. Specifically, we analyze
how the presence of these features influences the representa-
tions in the final layers, particularly at the last token position,
which plays a critical role in generating the model’s output.

Measuring the Effect of the Image-to-Text Communica-
tion Through Attention Knockout. To perform this analy-
sis, we use the same dataset and prompt structure (“⟨image⟩
This animal is a ”) described in Sec. 4.2. We now
compute the neighborhood overlap (χout,gt) at the last layer
and last text token position after applying attention knock-
out. As detailed in Sec. 3.2, we block communication be-
tween [EOI]and text tokens, as well as between the residual
streams of all visual and text tokens, by zeroing out respec-
tively A[EOI]→text and Aimg→text as described in Sec. 3.1.
The knockout is performed progressively, ablating communi-
cation from layer l to the end of the network, with l starting
at the last layer and decreasing in steps of 4. For each win-
dow of ablated layers, we compute χout,gt to evaluate the
effect of the ablation on the final representation.

Fig. 5 presents the results for all three models studied,
showing the value of χout,gt as a function of the number of
layers ablated starting from the end. In both Chameleon-7B
(left) and Chameleon-34B (center), enlarging the ablation
window for the communication between [EOI]and text
leads to a progressive decrease in the value of χout,gt. The
baseline value without ablation starts at 0.46 for Chameleon-
7B and 0.43 for Chameleon-34B, decreasing to near 0
when communication is blocked across all layers. In con-
trast, when ablating the communication between all residual
streams at image positions and the text, the value of χout,gt

at the last token representation remains constant at the base-
line value, regardless of the size of the ablation window.
These results show that visual information is not directly
transmitted between the residual representations of image
tokens and those of text tokens; instead, it flows through
[EOI]. In contrast, Fig. 5 (right) shows the opposite behav-
ior in Pixtral-12B. The value of χout,gt remains constant at
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Figure 5. Effect of Progressive Attention Knockout. Neighborhood overlap between model final layer rappresentations at the last text
token positions and ImageNet classes when applying attention knockout. Prompts follow the format: ⟨image⟩ This animal is a ”
(see Sec. 4.2) . Communication from the [EOI]token position (green) to the text or from all image token positions (magenta) to the text is
ablated across an increasing number of layers, starting from the last.

Model Ablation VQAv2 Flickr MS-COCO ImageNet

Chameleon-7B
- 0.51 0.23 0.35 0.46

[EOI] 0.25 0.04 0.03 0.01
img → text 0.40 0.13 0.21 0.47

random 0.51 0.21 0.31 0.46

Chameleon-34B
- 0.59 0.38 0.42 0.43

[EOI] 0.39 0.02 0.02 0.04
img → text 0.50 0.25 0.28 0.42

random 0.58 0.34 0.38 0.42

Pixtral
- 0.79 0.51 0.60 0.63

[EOI] 0.77 0.53 0.58 0.61
img → text 0.37 0.00 0.01 0.06

random 0.77 0.46 0.55 0.61

Table 1. Effect of Attention Knockout on Image Understand-
ing Tasks. Performance of Chameleon (7B and 34B) and Pixtral
models on visual question answering (VQAv2), image captioning
(Flickr-30k and MS-COCO), and image classification (ImageNet)
under different attention ablation settings. The [EOI]ablation con-
dition removes communication from the End of Image ([EOI])
token to text tokens. The “img → text” ablation blocks communi-
cation from all image tokens to text tokens while preserving com-
munication from the [EOI]token to text. The random baseline
represents the average performance after ablating 10 randomly se-
lected image tokens, repeated 10 times (standard deviation < 0.02).

the baseline level of 0.6 when ablating the communication
between the residual stream at the [EOI]token position and
the text. However, it decreases to 0 progressively, layer by
layer, when ablating the communication from the residual
streams of internal image tokens to text tokens.

Quantifying the Role of Image-Text Communication for
Visual Understanding Tasks. Next, we evaluate how ap-
plying attention knockout to block communication between
specific token positions and the text affects the general perfor-
mance of the models on more complex visual understanding
tasks. Specifically, we evaluate the models on three standard
benchmarks: VQAv2 [53] for visual question answering,
Flickr30k [49] and MS-COCO [54] for image captioning.

Details on the evaluation metrics for each task are provided
in Supp. Sec. 8. To conduct this analysis, we first randomly
sample 2000 data points from each dataset and establish per-
formance baselines for each model. We then apply attention
knockout to block communication from the residual streams
of the [EOI]token and from the all image tokens. We also
report the attention knockout of 10 randomly selected tokens
within the image as a baseline.

The results are summarized in Tab. 1. For comparison, we
also report the value of χout,gt computed in the last layer at
the last textual token using the same ImageNet-based dataset
described above. Further results on the impact of ablation at
other special token positions, such as the last image token
for the Chameleon models and the 1025th image token and
[EOL]for Pixtral-12B, are provided in Supp. Sec. 10.

In Chameleon models, we observe a significant drop
in performance across all four tasks when the communi-
cation between the residual stream at the [EOI]token po-
sition and the text is blocked. On VQAv2, the performance
of Chameleon-7B decreases from 0.51 to 0.25, while in
Chameleon-34B it drops from 0.59 to 0.39. The decline is
even more pronounced in captioning tasks: Chameleon-7B
falls from a baseline of 0.23 on Flickr30k to 0.04, while
Chameleon-34B drops from 0.38 to 0.02. On MS-COCO,
both Chameleon-7B and Chameleon-34B experience more
than a 90% reduction in baseline performance. These re-
sults align with the corresponding drop in the value of
χout,gt, further confirming that blocking communication
at the [EOI]token position prevents semantic information
from flowing from the image to the text. In the comple-
mentary experiment, where communication between modal-
ities occurs only through the token [EOI]by zeroing out
Aimg→text, we observe only a small drop in performance. For
example, on VQAv2, Chameleon-7B achieves a performance
above 0.40, and Chameleon-34B remains above 0.50, com-
pared to baselines of 0.51 and 0.59, respectively. Similar
patterns are observed across the remaining tasks, further
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confirming that the majority of the communication between
the 1024 image tokens and the text is mediated through the
[EOI]token. Finally, blocking communication at ten ran-
domly selected image token positions does not significantly
harm performance.

For Pixtral-12B, the results vary according to the abla-
tion scenario. While no significant performance drop is
observed when blocking communication at the [EOI]token
or in random token ablations (e.g., VQAv2 performance re-
mains above 0.77 compared to a baseline of 0.79), a sharp
difference emerges when communication from image tokens
to text is blocked entirely. Under this condition, Pixtral-12B
performance falls, reaching 0.00 on Flickr30k and 0.01 on
MS-COCO, compared to baselines of 0.51 and 0.60, respec-
tively. These findings indicate that the Pixtral-12B model
does not rely on specific token positions to solve visual un-
derstanding tasks.

Overall, the results of our ablation experiments con-
firm that the cross-modal communication in the Chameleon
models flows mainly through a single token, the special
[EOI]token. On the contrary, in Pixtral-12B such commu-
nication happens in a distributed fashion through the image
itself, meaning that it cannot be disrupted with a local inter-
vention.

4.4. Steering Image Understanding Through Acti-
vation Patching

So far, we have shown that in Chameleon models,
[EOI]encodes global information about the image (see
Sec. 4.2), and it is the main communication gateway to the
text (see Sec. 4.3). In this section, we show that the localized
nature of cross-modal communication in Chameleon-7B and
Chameleon-34B allows a targeted editing of image seman-
tics. To do so, we perform a patching experiment selecting
20 animal classes from the ImageNet dataset, sampling 100
images from each class. We group the classes into ten pairs
and construct the experiment as follows: i) we collect the
[EOI]representation at each layer l for the examples of one
class of the pair, the target class [EOI]l,target; ii) we clas-
sify images of the other class of the pair, the base class, in
which [EOI]l,base is replaced by [EOI]l,target at selected
layers. The details on the prompt used and the selected
classes are in Supp. Sec. 8.

In the first experiment, we set [EOI]l∗,base to
[EOI]l∗,target in the residual stream. With this interven-
tion, we modify the representation of [EOI]of the base
class for all the layers l > l∗ through the residual connec-
tions. The left panel of Fig. 6 shows the effect of this
patching in Chameleon-7B (blue profile) and Chameleon-
34B (red profile). On the y-axis, we plot the similarity
between the probability distribution of the base class and
the target class defined in Eq. (4). The horizontal dashed
line represents the baseline similarity of the output distribu-
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Figure 6. Impact of Activation Patching at [EOI] in Chameleon
Models. Similarity (according to Eq. (4)) between the probability
distributions over the vocabulary for the target input and the base
input across different layers. (left) Impact of patching the residual
stream at each layer. (right) Impact of cumulative patching of the
sole input of attention blocks, starting from the point indicated on
the x-axis through the end of the model.

tion between the two classes, averaged over the ten pairs.
This baseline is larger than zero because of the intrinsic
similarity between animals of the two classes. The full pro-
files represent the effect of the patching of [EOI]l,target

on the base class. In the initial layers, editing [EOI]has no
significant effect on Similarity(qpatchedbase , ptarget) since
the information from the image has not reached [EOI]yet.
Indeed, in Sec. 4.2, Fig. 4 (left), we saw that in Chameleon-
7B, χl,gt of [EOI]grows between layers 5 and 10, which
corresponds to 0.16 to 0.33 of relative depth. Consistently,
the patching of [EOI]l∗,target becomes more effective af-
ter a relative depth of 0.3 (see the blue profile of Fig. 6
(left)), and it reaches a peak of 0.86 at layer 15 (0.5 of
relative depth). Patching [EOI]l,target into [EOI]l,base

alone changes the class prediction from base to target 75%
of the times (see Supp. Sec. 11). After 0.7 of relative depth,
Similarity(qpatchedbase , ptarget) decreases rapidly, return-
ing to near-baseline levels at the last layer. This decrease
suggests that most image information is passed to the last
token position in the middle layers. A similar picture holds
for Chameleon-34B (red profile).

In the second experiment, we update [EOI]l,base

for all layers l > l∗ using the attention constructed
with [EOI]l,target. In practice, we set xl−1

[EOI],in =

[EOI]l−1,target (see Sec. 3.1 for details on xl−1
i,in). In Fig. 6

(right), we show the results for cumulative attention patching
in blue for Chameleon-7B and red for Chameleon-34B. The
value at layer 0, around 0.95 for Chameleon-7B and 0.87
for Chameleon-34B, represents a condition in which the
textual tokens attend to [EOI]target instead of [EOI]base.
Even with the textual tokens attending to the image base
class, the information communicated by [EOI]target alone
can completely replace the original image semantics. This
effect persists until a relative depth of 0.6 when the seman-
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tics from [EOI]target has already been “written” into the
textual tokens , maintaining a similarity to the target distri-
bution above 0.75. The drop in similarity between relative
depths 0.6 and 0.8 indicates that the attention blocks transfer
information from [EOI]target to the textual tokens for up
to 80% of the model depth (corresponding to layer 26 and 34
for Chameleon-7B and Chameleon-34B respectively). Be-
yond this depth, further modification in the attention blocks
has little impact, as similarity levels drop to near baseline
for both models. This suggests that these final layers have
a limited role in encoding semantics, as the necessary infor-
mation has already been communicated to the textual tokens
in earlier layers.

5. Conclusion

In this study, we compare the information flow pathways in
Chameleon, a multimodal-output VLM, with Pixtral, an
unimodal-output VLM. In Chameleon, we find that the
cross-modal communication is localized and flows through
[EOI], while, consistently with previous studies [27, 28],
we find that in unimodal-output models, the decision process
is distributed across many visual tokens. The localized com-
munication through [EOI]simplifies the process of tracking
how visual information is translated into text, offering clearer
insights into the decision-making process of these models.
At the same time, the ability to steer image semantics by
only editing a single [EOI]token raises opportunities and
concerns. It opens possibilities for targeted image editing
and content creation but also highlights potential vulnerabili-
ties to manipulation and bias. Future research should focus
on understanding whether this communication mechanism
extends to other multimodal output VLMs and developing
techniques to mitigate the potential risks associated with the
controllability of the narrow gate.
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7. Advanced density peaks clustering.
The Advanced Density Peaks (ADP) clustering [50] is a
mode-seeking, density-based clustering algorithm that finds
the modes of the probability density on the data’s low-
dimensional data without performing any explicit dimen-
sional reduction. We summarize the main steps below and
refer the interested reader to the original paper [50].

The algorithm consists of three steps: the estimation of
the data’s intrinsic dimension, the estimation of the local den-
sity around each point, and a final density-based clustering
of the data. Following previous works [55, 56], we estimate
the intrinsic dimension with Gride, a neighbor-based in-
trinsic dimension estimator, setting the rank k of the nearest
neighbor involved in the estimate to 16 (see [56] for more
details). We then measure the local density around each data
point with a kNN approach: ρi,k = k

NVk
. Here, N is the

number of data points, and V is the volume of the ball, which
has a radius equal to the distance between the point i and its
kth nearest neighbor. Importantly, we measure the volume
on the intrinsic manifold using the intrinsic dimension value
estimated in the first step.

The third step is the density-based clustering. With the
knowledge of the ρi, we find a collection of density peaks
C = {c1, ...cn}, assign the data points around them, and
find the density ρα,β of saddle points between a pair of
clusters cα cβ with the procedure described in [50]. The
statistical reliability of the peaks is assessed with a t-test
on log ρα − log ρα,β , where ρα is the maximum density of
peak cα, and ρα,β the density of the saddle point between
cα and cβ . Once the confidence level Z is fixed, all the
clusters that do not pass the t-test are merged since the value
of their density peaks are considered indistinguishable from
the nearby saddle point. The process is repeated until all
the peaks satisfy the t-test and are statistically robust with a
confidence Z [50].

In the analysis reported in Sec. 4.1 we remove clusters
with size lower than 50.

8. Experimental Setup
8.1. Image-text prompt constructed from Flickr-

30k

The Flickr-30k [49] dataset comprises 30,000 images, each
associated with five captions. To generate prompts that alter-
nate between text-first and image-first formats, we structured
the inputs by concatenating all five captions for each image,
either preceding or following the image itself, depending on

the intended sequence.

8.2. Image-text prompt constructed from ImageNet

For all experiments involving ImageNet images, we use a
consistent subset of the dataset. We randomly select 100 ani-
mal classes and sample 100 images from each class, yielding
10,000 images. The selected classes are:
• staffordshire bullterrier.n.01
• otterhound.n.01
• appenzeller.n.01
• chow.n.03
• hornbill.n.01
• basenji.n.01
• australian terrier.n.01
• chesapeake bay retriever.n.01
• irish setter.n.01
• scotch terrier.n.01
• red wolf.n.01
• american staffordshire terrier.n.01
• labrador retriever.n.01
• standard poodle.n.01
• lakeland terrier.n.01
• saluki.n.01
• thunder snake.n.01
• platypus.n.01
• dragonfly.n.01
• rhodesian ridgeback.n.01
• spiny lobster.n.02
• chambered nautilus.n.01
• komondor.n.01
• collie.n.01
• egyptian cat.n.01
• leonberg.n.01
• vizsla.n.01
• flat-coated retriever.n.01
• fiddler crab.n.01
• eskimo dog.n.01
• affenpinscher.n.01
• boston bull.n.01
• samoyed.n.03
• dungeness crab.n.02
• french bulldog.n.01
• groenendael.n.01
• bee eater.n.01
• snow leopard.n.01
• toy terrier.n.01
• killer whale.n.01
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• entlebucher.n.01
• spotted salamander.n.01
• mexican hairless.n.01
• chihuahua.n.03
• ruffed grouse.n.01
• giant schnauzer.n.01
• brittany spaniel.n.01
• brabancon griffon.n.01
• pekinese.n.01
• cocker spaniel.n.01
• loggerhead.n.02
• pembroke.n.01
• agama.n.01
• black and gold garden spider.n.01
• ostrich.n.02
• sealyham terrier.n.01
• bernese mountain dog.n.01
• maltese dog.n.01
• black-and-tan coonhound.n.01
• redbone.n.01
• spider monkey.n.01
• welsh springer spaniel.n.01
• admiral.n.02
• komodo dragon.n.01
• borzoi.n.01
• briard.n.01
• bluetick.n.01
• norwegian elkhound.n.01
• macaw.n.01
• great dane.n.01
• greater swiss mountain dog.n.01
• hermit crab.n.01
• tailed frog.n.01
• tench.n.01
• bloodhound.n.01
• german short-haired pointer.n.01
• tree frog.n.02
• soft-coated wheaten terrier.n.01
• green lizard.n.01
• alligator lizard.n.01
• ringneck snake.n.01
• persian cat.n.01
• sidewinder.n.01
• italian greyhound.n.01
• bedlington terrier.n.01
• puffer.n.02
• bull mastiff.n.01
• miniature pinscher.n.01
• shetland sheepdog.n.01
• red-breasted merganser.n.01
• beagle.n.01
• banded gecko.n.01
• white wolf.n.01

• african elephant.n.01
• arabian camel.n.01
• indigo bunting.n.01
• miniature schnauzer.n.01
• irish terrier.n.01
• peacock.n.02
• kelpie.n.02

For the activation patching experiment, described in
Sec. 4.4, we manually select 20 class from the list above
to ensure semantic diversity in the animal represented, and
then we random sample 100 images for each class, obtaining
a total of 2000 images. The selected pairs are:

• (american alligator.n.01,
arabian camel.n.01)

• (bald eagle.n.01, barn spider.n.01)
• (bee eater.n.01, cheetah.n.01)
• (flamingo.n.01, great grey owl.n.01)
• (green mamba.n.01, grey whale.n.01)
• (hippopotamus.n.01, jaguar.n.01)
• (king penguin.n.01, kit fox.n.01)
• (lionfish.n.01, macaw.n.01)
• (proboscis monkey.n.01,
siberian husky.n.01)

• (tailed frog.n.01, trilobite.n.01)

Then for the experiment described in Sec. 4.2, Sec. 4.3
we use the following prompt construction “<image>
This animal is a”. For the activation patching
experiment described in Sec. 4.4 we use the same prompt
for Chameleon-7B. For Chameleon-34B, we adopt a
slightly modified prompt: “<image> Answer the
question using a single word, number,
or short phrase. This animal is a” as
Chameleon-34B refused to respond to the original prompt.

8.3. Metrics

VQA accuracy. The Visual Question Answering (VQA)
[57] benchmark relies on annotations provided by 10 Ama-
zon Mechanical Turk workers for each image-question pair,
with the most frequently given answer designated as the
ground truth. The evaluation metric, denoted as Acc(ans), is
defined as follows:

Acc(ans) = min

{
#humans that said ans

3
, 1

}
.

This formulation ensures robustness by weighting an-
swers based on consensus among annotators, capping the
contribution of an answer to the accuracy score at 1.0. Be-
fore evaluating the answers provided by the models, both
ground truth and predicted answers are preprocessed to stan-
dardize formatting and mitigate discrepancies arising from
superficial variations; for further information, we refer to the
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VQA evaluation script 2. These steps include:
1. Lowercasing: All characters are converted to lowercase.
2. Period Handling:Periods are removed unless they appear

in decimal numbers.
3. Numerical Normalization: Number words are converted

to digits.
4. Article Removal: Articles (”a,” ”an,” ”the”) are omitted.
5. Contraction Normalization: Missing apostrophes in

contractions are restored (e.g., “dont” becomes “don’t”).
6. Punctuation Handling:

• Most punctuation marks are replaced with a space, ex-
cept apostrophes and colons.

• Apostrophes are preserved to avoid altering possessive
forms.

• Colons are retained for time-related references.
• Commas between digits are removed without inserting

spaces (e.g., “100,978” becomes “100978”).

CIDEr For the captioning benchmarks on Flickr [49]
and MS COCO [54], we used CIDEr [58] metric. This
metric assesses the quality of image captions by compar-
ing a candidate sentence ci to a set of reference sentences
Ri = {ri1, . . . , rim} associated with an image Ii. The
CIDEr metric evaluates candidate sentences by represent-
ing both the candidate and reference sentences as n-grams,
which are sequences of 1-4 words reduced to their root forms
(e.g., “fishing,” “fished,” and “fishes” become “fish”). To
measure their relevance, a Term Frequency-Inverse Doc-
ument Frequency (TF-IDF) weighting is employed where
Term Frequency (TF) captures the frequency of an n-gram
ωk within a sentence, and Inverse Document Frequency
(IDF) discounts n-grams that are common across the dataset,
for the explicit formula we refer to the original paper [58]

Using these weights, the metric calculates the cosine
similarity between the TF-IDF-weighted n-gram vectors of
the candidate sentence and the reference sentences, capturing
their alignment. This similarity is expressed as:

CIDErn(ci,Ri) =
1

m

∑
j

gn(ci) · gn(rij)

∥gn(ci)∥∥gn(rij)∥
,

where gn represents the TF-IDF-weighted vector for n-
grams. The CIDEr score aggregates these similarity scores
across n-grams of different lengths, combining them with
equal weights for n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} as follows:

CIDEr(ci,Ri) =
1

4

4∑
n=1

CIDErn(ci,Ri).

2https://github.com/GT-Vision-Lab/VQA/tree/master

9. Additional Results for Cross-Modal Atten-
tion

The results for Chameleon-34B closely align with those ob-
served for Chameleon-7B described in Sec. 4.2. The three to-
kens—[EOI], the first image token, and the last—dominate
cross-modal attention. As seen in Chameleon-7B, only
[EOI]consistently exhibits high χl,gt values from the early
layers through to the final ones. In contrast, all other tokens
maintain consistently low overlap values, near zero, indicat-
ing that these positions contribute minimally to encoding
meaningful visual information from the image.
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Figure A1. Localization of information in Chameleon-34B
(left) Contribution of different image token positions to the total
text-on-image attention across layers. Tokens with an average
contribution larger than 1% are shown individually. The remaining
tokens are aggregated as “internal image”. (right) Neighborhood
overlap between selected image tokens and ImageNet labels The
blue curve is obtained by averaging over all internal image tokens
excluding the first one.

10. Additional Results for Ablation
Table A2 extends the results of Table 1, showing the ablation
effect on all tokens identified for their high cross-modal
attention. The analysis further confirms that none of the
special tokens, except for [EOI], play a significant role, as
their ablation does not noticeably affect performance across
the benchmarks.

11. Additional Results for Activation Patching
In Fig. A2, we show an additional experiment on patching
that complements the picture depicted in Sec. 4.4.
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Model Ablation VQAv2 Flickr MS-COCO ImageNet (χout,gt)

Chameleon-7B

- 0.51 0.23 0.35 0.46
[EOI] 0.25 0.04 0.03 0.01

Last-Image 0.42 0.17 0.25 0.46
32nd 0.51 0.23 0.34 0.46

Random 0.51 0.21 0.31 0.46

Chameleon-34B

- 0.59 0.38 0.42 0.43
[EOI] 0.39 0.02 0.02 0.04

Last-Image 0.58 0.35 0.40 0.41
First-Image 0.57 0.35 0.39 0.42

Random 0.58 0.34 0.38 0.42

Pixtral

- 0.79 0.51 0.60 0.63
[EOI] 0.77 0.53 0.58 0.61

Last-Image 0.77 0.49 0.59 0.62
1025 0.77 0.46 0.55 0.61

[EOL]s 0.76 0.46 0.54 0.61
Random 0.77 0.46 0.55 0.61

Table A2. Effect of Attention Knockout on Image Understand-
ing Tasks. Performance of Chameleon (7B and 34B) and Pixtral
models on visual question answering (VQAv2), image captioning
(Flickr-30k and MS-COCO), and image classification (ImageNet)
under different attention ablation settings. Depending on the model,
we ablated the special tokens with high cross-modality attention
by removing their communication with the text tokens. The “Ran-
dom” baseline represents the average performance after ablating
ten randomly selected image tokens, repeated 10 times. Since the
standard deviation was consistently < 0.02 we omitted it
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Figure A2. Layer-wise Accuracy After Activation Patching at
[EOI]in Chameleon Models. Impact of activation patching on
model predictions by quantifying the frequency at which the model
switches from predicting the base class to the target class. (left)
Direct residual stream patching, where activations from a target
image replace those of a base image at individual layers, with the
y-axis showing the proportion of cases where the model adopts the
target image’s classification. (right) Cumulative attention patching,
where we replace all attention vectors at the [EOI]position from
a specified depth onward.
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