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Abstract

Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) may produce out-
puts that are unfaithful to reality, also known as visual hallu-
cinations (VH), which significantly impedes their real-world
usage. To alleviate VH, various decoding strategies have
been proposed to enhance visual information. However,
many of these methods may require secondary decoding and
rollback, which significantly reduces inference speed. In
this work, we propose an efficient plug-and-play decoding
algorithm via Visual-Aware Sparsification (VASparse) from
the perspective of token sparsity for mitigating VH. VAS-
parse is inspired by empirical observations: (1) the sparse
activation of attention in LVLMs, and (2) visual-agnostic to-
kens sparsification exacerbates VH. Based on these insights,
we propose a novel token sparsification strategy that bal-
ances efficiency and trustworthiness. Specifically, VASparse
implements a visual-aware token selection strategy during
decoding to reduce redundant tokens while preserving visual
context effectively. Additionally, we innovatively introduce a
sparse-based visual contrastive decoding method to recali-
brate the distribution of hallucinated outputs without the time
overhead associated with secondary decoding. Subsequently,
VASparse recalibrates attention scores to penalize attention
sinking of LVLMs towards text tokens. Extensive experiments
across four popular benchmarks confirm the effectiveness of
VASparse in mitigating VH across different LVLM families
without requiring additional training or post-processing. Im-
pressively, VASparse achieves state-of-the-art performance
for mitigating VH while maintaining competitive decoding
speed. Code is available at https://github.com/
mengchuang123/VASparse-github.

1. Introduction
Motivated by the success of Large Language Models
(LLMs), large vision-language models (LVLMs) have made
significant advancements in cross-modal understanding and
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Figure 1. Comparison of decoding speed and hallucination mit-
igation across methods using LLaVA-1.5 [28] (max new tokens
is 64), where a lower instance-level CHAIR score [35] indicates
less hallucination and higher TPS during decoding (measured by
tokens generated per second) reflects greater decoding efficiency.
We present the average of five runs on a single A100 GPU. Compar-
atively, our approach achieves both lower VH and higher efficiency.

generation through novel model architectures, training meth-
ods, and instruction-based data [15, 21, 28, 32, 46, 50].
LVLMs excel at translating complex visual patterns into
coherent language representations, leveraging the capabili-
ties of LLMs to significantly enhance visual understanding
performance and achieving impressive results across vari-
ous tasks [2, 13, 27]. However, LVLMs may generate out-
puts that inaccurately reflect the visual content provided,
a phenomenon termed visual hallucinations (VH), which
can affect their trustworthiness and suitability in different
applications across various domains [17, 24, 26, 31]. Ad-
ditionally, recent research shows that even advanced and
powerful LVLMs remain susceptible to VH [11, 16, 24].

Significant efforts have been directed toward mitigating
VH in LVLMs to improve both the reliability and fidelity of
their outputs. Existing strategies for reducing VH generally
fall into three primary categories: post-processing and self-
correction techniques [18, 44, 49], instruction-based fine-
tuning [26, 45], and decoding strategy methods [7, 10, 20].
Although the progressive process has been achieved, these
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approaches still present several significant limitations, in-
cluding: (1) a potential dependence on datasets and training,
or the addition of complex post-processing steps or high-
performing external LVLMs [26, 45, 49]; (2) the necessity
for external tools and time-consuming sampling processes
for visual localization [7]; (3) multi-round decoding and
repeated rollbacks significantly impact decoding speed, di-
minishing practical usability [18, 20]. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 1, such techniques may reduce VH but also compromise
efficiency. For instance, state-of-the-art HALC [7] has been
shown to reduce the average decoding speed substantially.
Consequently, there is an ongoing need for more efficient
solutions to mitigate VH while ensuring both efficiency and
trustworthiness of LVLMs.

In this work, we present VASparse, an efficient, plug-and-
play method for VH mitigation that balances efficiency and
trustworthiness from the perspective of visual-aware token
sparsity. VASparse is based on several key empirical obser-
vations (cf. Section 3): (1) the attention of LVLMs exhibits
a sparse pattern; (2) directly applying vision-agnostic spar-
sification methods (e.g., [6, 47]) for token pruning tends to
worsen visual fuzziness and exacerbate VH. Based on these
insights, VASparse incorporates the following innovative
strategies to balance fidelity with efficiency:

First, we frame the token sparsification and visual aware-
ness in LVLMs as a unified constrained optimization prob-
lem and devise a theoretically optimal token selection strat-
egy during decoding to solve it. Second, we introduce a
novel sparse-based visual contrastive decoding strategy to
reduce hallucinatory tokens. Specifically, we contrast and re-
distribute the logits generated by visual-agnostic and visual-
aware token sparsification to enhance information perception
of visual entities, which utilizes embeddings to achieve log-
its to avoid the time overhead associated with secondary
decoding. Third, we propose to penalize sinking attention
using cumulative attention scores to prevent the model from
overfocusing on language-biased or low-semantic tokens.

As illustrated in Figure 1, our VASparse method achieves
optimal performance in VH mitigation, with decoding speeds
exceeding those of existing VH mitigation methods. The-
oretical analysis in Section 4.6 confirms the effectiveness
of our visual-aware token selection strategy. Extensive ex-
periments across four popular VH benchmarks and three
LVLM families including LLaVA-1.5 [28], MiniGPT-4 [5]
and mPLUG-Owl2 [42], demonstrate that VASparse not only
delivers superior performance but also achieves competitive
decoding speeds (e.g., achieving better performance and up
to 12.9 × speed improvement than HALC [7]).

In summary, our main contributions are threefold:
• We explore VH mitigation from the perspective of token

sparsification during decoding and present a novel, effi-
cient, plug-and-play approach that achieves both model
fidelity and efficiency, which unifies token sparsity and

visual-aware enhancement as an optimization problem.
• We propose a novel visual-aware token selection strat-

egy, along with a sparse-based visual contrastive decod-
ing method to alleviate VH which utilizes embeddings to
achieve contrasted logits and avoids multi-round decoding.

• Comprehensive experiments and evaluations demonstrate
that VASparse significantly outperforms existing VH miti-
gation methods in both performance and decoding speed.

2. Related Work
Large Vision-Language Model. Recent efforts have at-
tempted to employ LLMs [9, 36–38] as text decoders, com-
bined with visual decoders [33] and a projector, to construct
high-performing LVLMs. By integrating visual informa-
tion with user instructions, LVLMs have achieved signifi-
cant performance in generating diverse responses and han-
dling complex visual understanding tasks. LLaVA [30] and
LLaVA-1.5 [29] integrate pretrained visual encoders and text
decoders, leveraging instruction fine-tuning to achieve strong
visual understanding performance. InstructBLIP [12] and
MiniGPT-4 [51] utilize a Q-former [22] to aggregate multi-
modal features, thereby reducing the number of visual tokens
required. With optimized architectures, training modes, and
diverse data, increasingly advanced LVLM families, such as
Qwen-VL [3], mPLUG-Owl2 [43], and InternVL [8], have
also been proposed. In this work, we use various architec-
tures of LLaVA-1.5 [29], MiniGPT-4 [51], and mPLUG-
Owl2 [43] to evaluate our approach for mitigating VH.

VH and Evaluation. LVLMs face challenges from VH
which specifically refers to instances where generated con-
tent includes inaccurate object descriptions or is unfaithful
to the input image information. This phenomenon has been
observed in both early BERT-based models [23] and recent
LVLMs [32, 46, 50]. In the realm of LVLMs, extensive
research has delved into the evaluation and detection of
VH [24, 31, 39]. CHAIR [35] is one of the most widely
adopted benchmarks for assessing VH. POPE [24] evalu-
ates VH through a binary classification framework, utilizing
precision, recall, and accuracy. Furthermore, HALC [7]
proposes an offline POPE (OPOPE) to enhance VH evalua-
tion. And MME [14] provides a comprehensive performance
assessment of LVLMs with respect to objects, attributes,
and other factors. We combine these metrics with decoding
speed to comprehensively evaluate the effectiveness of our
VASparse in reducing VH while maintaining high efficiency.

VH Mitigation. To mitigate VH, various strategies
have been developed. Current efforts for reducing VH
generally fall into three categories: post-processing tech-
niques [18, 49] and self-correction methods [44]; human
feedback-based methods [26, 45]; and decoding strategy ap-
proaches [7, 10, 20]. However, the first two strategies may
require additional datasets and training or the integration of
extra post-processing pipelines or more powerful external
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Figure 2. VH evaluation and attention analysis using LLaVA-1.5 on the CHAIR benchmark: (a) token sorting by attention score; (b) token
sparsification effects observed with Vanilla Top-K, FastV [6], and SparseVLM [47] on sampled 500 images from the MSCOCO validation
set, where Vanilla Top-K denotes keeping tokens with top-K scores in 1-th layer; and (c) attention density distribution across various tokens.

Index of Tokens (Key)

0 100200300400500600700 Ind
ex

 of
 To

ken
s (

Que
ry)

0
100

200
300

400
500

600
700

At
te

nt
io

n 
Sc

or
e

0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.25
0.30

Attention Pattern for Layer 8, Head 26

Massive Attention

Figure 3. Attention sinking phenomenon in LVLMs: in the 8-th
layer and 26-th attention head of LLaVA-1.5, exhibits a substantial
concentration of attention on specific tokens, e.g., <.> and <s>.

LVLMs [26, 45, 49]. The third approach [7, 10, 18–20, 20]
primarily explores contrastive decoding strategies based on
visual comparisons, which may involve multiple rounds of
decoding, time-consuming rollbacks, or even the use of exter-
nal detection tools. Our work focuses on designing efficient,
plug-and-play decoding methods that require no additional
training while balancing both performance and efficiency.

3. Observation and Motivation

In this section, we present the motivation behind our VAS-
parse for mitigating VH. We first provide evidence of at-
tention sparsity in LVLMs and observe that vision-agnostic
sparsification methods can intensify VH. Additionally, we
emphasize the necessity of attending to image tokens and
applying penalties to tokens prone to attention sinking.

3.1. Sparse Activation in LVLM Attention
Observation: As shown in Figure 2a, we sort the attention
scores calculated for decoding tokens of LVLMs in ascend-
ing order. We observe that the attention scores exhibit a clear
long-tail distribution, with only a small portion of tokens
being heavily activated during decoding. Our results in Fig-

ure 2a indicate that retaining only the top 1% of tokens with
the highest attention scores can recall over 98% of the total
attention score. This suggests that attention in most layers
of the LVLM decoder is sparse.

Insights: Our findings substantiate that self-attention in
most layers of the LVLM decoder is sparse. This insight
suggests the potential for pruning corresponding tokens to
reduce computational cost during decoding.

3.2. Vision-Agnostic Sparsification Aggravates VH
Observation: Given the sparsity of attention in LVLMs,
we evaluate VH with vision-agnostic (do not adjust token
selection during decoding) token sparsification, including
the vanilla Top-K strategy, FastV [6] and SparseVLM [47].
As shown in Figure 2b, we observe that as the level of spar-
sification increases, the model becomes more prone to VH.

Insights: Our empirical findings indicate that these
vision-agnostic sparsification techniques exacerbate VH in
LVLMs, suggesting that merely applying such methods to
speed up decoding may undermine output trustworthiness.

3.3. Distinct Distribution of Image and Text Tokens
Observation: We analyze the attention distribution of visual
and textual tokens, with the results shown in Figure 2c. A
clear divergence in distribution is evident: image tokens
predominantly occupy lower-attention regions, whereas text
tokens concentrate in higher-attention regions.

Insights: These findings suggest that LVLMs tend to
prioritize text tokens over image tokens during decoding.
This explains why vision-agnostic token sparsification strate-
gies may worsen hallucinations (cf. Section 3.2): they are
more likely to prune low-attention image tokens, which may
contain crucial visual information. This insight highlights
the potential benefits of improving the model’s awareness of
image tokens during sparsification.

3.4. Attention Sinking on Textual Tokens
Observation: We further analyzed the attention patterns in
LVLMs and observed a significant attention ”sink” effect [18,

3
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41] in certain text tokens (as illustrated in Figure 3). This
phenomenon resembles the summary token and attention
bias effects observed in LLMs [41]. However, distinct from
LLMs, our findings indicate that in LVLMs, attention sink
tokens are primarily concentrated in text tokens, even when
text tokens are vastly outnumbered by image tokens. Notably,
these attention sink tokens are typically low in semantic
content, such as <.> and <s>.

Insights: Tokens with attention sinking in LVLMs ex-
hibit high attention and low semantic information. This
pattern suggests an intrinsic bias within LVLMs. However,
excessive focus on low-semantic tokens may cause the model
to rely heavily on linguistic priors and neglect visual infor-
mation. Therefore, applying penalties to these sinking tokens
could enhance the LVLM’s perception of visual tokens.

4. Methodology

4.1. Preliminaries
We consider a general LVLM θ, which integrates a vision
encoder, a vision-text interface, and a decoder of LLM. Ini-
tially, the image v undergoes processing through the vision
encoder to produce embeddings, which are then modified by
the interface (e.g., linear layer and Q-Former [22]) to align
with the query x. The combined data serves as input to the
decoder, which autoregressively generates the output y as:

yt ∼ pθ(yt|v, x, y<t) ∝ exp (logitθ(yt|v, x, y<t)) , (1)

where yt represents the t-th token of y, and y<t refers to
the sequence of tokens generated prior to the t-th step. The
function logitθ is the logit distribution function.

During decoding, the key K and value V within the at-
tention head are derived from preceding decoding steps and
stored in a key-value cache to avoid redundant computations.

Consequently, the attention with dimension D for decoding
the t-th token proceeds during decoding as follows:

Attention(qt,K≤t) = Softmax

(
qtK

⊤
≤t√
D

)
, (2)

where qt is the query for the current decoding step, and K≤t

represents the keys up to and including step t.
Our primary goal is to reduce generated hallucinatory

tokens to preserve the trustworthiness of the generated text
and maintain efficient decoding speed.

4.2. Problem Formulation
Building on our observations in Section 3, we decompose
the unified objective of achieving both trustworthiness and
efficiency for LVLMs into the following sub-goals:

Goal 1 (Token Sparsification): Given the sparsity of
LVLMs (cf. Section 3.1), we define token sparsification
through a binary mask M , where each element Mi ∈ {0, 1}.
Optimal sparsification minimizes

∑L
i=1 Mi while maximiz-

ing the recall of attention scores, aiming for q(M ⊙K)⊤ to
approximate the full attention score qK⊤ as closely as pos-
sible, where L is the generated sequence length and Mi = 0
indicates that the token Ki will be pruned during decoding.

Goal 2 (Vision-Aware Decoding): During decoding,
some tokens may hold lower attention scores but are crucial
for decoding visually relevant instances. Ignoring these to-
kens can exacerbate VH (cf. Section 3.2 and 3.3). We assign
each token a vision-aware saliency score Pi to represent
its importance for decoding visual instances. A higher Pi

indicates that the token should be more likely to be retained.
The above objectives can be summarized as maintain-

ing the original attention scores as much as possible while
sparsifying the tokens and considering visual information
during the decoding process. We innovatively unify these

4



optimization goals into a constrained optimization problem
which minimizes the error between the recalled attention
scores and the full attention scores:

Definition 1 (Unified Objective): We define the joint ob-
jective of trustworthiness and efficiency in LVLMs as the
solution to the following constrained optimization problem:

min
M

E(M) =
∥∥qK⊤ − q(M ⊙K)⊤

∥∥2 − λP ·M

=

L∑
i=1

(⟨q,Ki⟩ −Mi⟨q,Ki⟩)2 − λPi ·Mi

s.t. Mi ∈{0, 1},∀i = 1, 2, . . . , L;

L∑
i=1

Mi = S,

(3)

where, q ∈ R1×D, Ki ∈ K and Ki ∈ R1×D, || · ||2 repre-
sents the L2 norm. ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product, and S
is the sparsity rate, and λ is a tradeoff parameter used to
balance visual perception and attention recall.

The objective 1 inherently includes the following con-
straints: (1) Sparsity Constraint:

∑L
i=1 Mi = S, and

S denotes the number of non-zero elements in M , with
S < L and Mi ∈ {0, 1}; (2) Visual Saliency Constraint:
P = {Pi}Li=1 represents the visual-aware scores. To solve
this problem 1 efficiently, we propose a novel visual-aware
token selection strategy to achieve efficient VH mitigation
as the overall framework shown in Figure 4.

4.3. Visual-Aware Token Selection
To solve the unified objective (Def. 1) and mitigate VH effi-
ciently, we propose a visual-aware token selection strategy.
Specifically, for each attention head, we rank tokens based
on an aggregated score δi in descending order, and setting
Mi = 1 for the top-S tokens and Mi = 0 for the rest. The
proposed aggregation score δi for each token is defined as:

δi = (⟨q,Ki⟩)2 + λPi, (4)

where, ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product, the score δi combines
both the attention score ⟨q,K⟩ and the visual saliency Pi,
ensuring that the visually relevant tokens are retained while
preserving computational efficiency.

To obtain visual-aware scores (Goal 2 in Section 4.2),
we utilize the attention scores of each generated token and
the image tokens, which are treated as the visual saliency
scores for the respective tokens. Specifically, we compute
the visual saliency score P by retaining the weights from the
last attention head in the LVLM’s historical calculations:

Pi =
exp

(∑
k∈I(v) ai,k

)
∑

j exp
(∑

k∈I(v) aj,k

) , (5)

where I(v) represents the set of image tokens and ai,j is the
attention score between tokens i and j.

By using the image token attention scores as a measure
of significance, we can effectively leverage the attention
weights already computed, while avoiding the introduction
of additional computational overhead. For the discarded
token set T = {Ki | Mi = 0}, we employ the k-nearest
neighbor density peak aggregation algorithm [34] to achieve
adaptive token aggregation. Tokens within the same cluster
are summed and retained as a single aggregated token.

4.4. Sparse-based Visual Contrastive Decoding
Based on our empirical observations, we can leverage the
finding that vision-agnostic token sparsification intensifies
VH to mitigate language bias in the output distribution. We
innovatively propose to amplify the informational contrast
within the visual context by redistributing logits in the out-
put by contrasting the decoding probability distributions
of vision-aware and vision-agnostic (mask-based) sparsi-
fications Sτ and Sm. However, directly using the output
distribution from LVLMs to obtain the contrastive logit dis-
tribution would inevitably incur significant overhead due to
the secondary decoding process. To address this, we propose
using only the embeddings of vision-agnostic tokens as in-
put to the language decoding head ϕ of the LLM decoder
to obtain the logit distribution, without going through the
full text decoder. Specifically, we adopt the proposed visual-
aware sparsification strategy (cf. Section 4.3) to obtain the
logit distribution logitθ. Then, we randomly mask the visual
tokens and input their embeddings directly into the language
decoding head of the LLM to obtain the contrastive logit
distribution logitϕ. Finally, we assign the logit distributions
of the tokens to obtain the final results:

yt ∼ (1 + α) · logitθ (· | v, x, Sτ (y<t))

−α · logitϕ (· | Sm(v), x, y<t) ,
(6)

where, α is a trade-off. Note that our decoding strategy
bypasses the LVLM’s decoder (e.g., a LLaMA2-7B [38]),
thereby avoiding the secondary computational overhead. In-
spired by [20], we apply adaptive plausibility constraints to
our sparse-based visual contrastive decoding.

4.5. Sinking Attention Penalty
Our observations (cf. Section 3.4) indicate a pronounced
attention sinking in LVLMs, where tokens receive dispro-
portionately high attention scores despite low semantic in-
formation. Excessive focus on such tokens can blur vi-
sual information during decoding. Therefore, a targeted
penalty should be applied to tokens exhibiting abnormally
high attention scores. We define a penalty weight matrix
W = {w1, · · · , wL}, where each wi serves as a penalty fac-
tor for anomalous attention scores. To efficiently implement
the penalty for sinking attention, we accumulate the attention

5



Methods
LLaVA-1.5 MiniGPT-4 mPLUG-Owl2

CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑ CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑ CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑

FastV∗ 8.53 26.76 33.21 16.72 41.32 38.29 11.40 38.49 24.6
SparseVLM∗ 8.44 26.11 32.47 16.38 40.93 37.81 11.35 38.99 23.73
Woodpecker† 6.72 19.79 - 12.09 31.69 - 8.99 25.05 -
LURE† 6.67 19.75 - 11.80 31.67 - 7.78 22.53 -
Greedy 7.22 22.20 31.25 12.17 31.47 36.64 8.94 24.42 20.36
Beam Search 6.43 19.97 29.91 11.57 31.80 32.27 8.72 23.87 19.62
OPERA 7.04 21.28 4.36 12.34 32.63 5.57 9.07 24.48 3.56
VCD 7.02 21.40 17.58 11.90 30.60 17.69 9.13 24.89 9.89
DoLa 6.44 20.23 23.61 11.62 30.58 25.01 8.88 24.67 14.74
SID 6.95 20.83 20.88 11.85 31.73 22.95 8.54 23.55 12.95
HALC 6.27 19.64 2.15 11.69 31.76 3.86 7.71 23.48 1.52

Ours 5.82 18.51 27.73 11.35 30.19 30.87 7.36 22.03 18.18

Table 1. Comparison of the average CHAIR evaluation results (instance levels CHAIRi and sentence levels CHAIRs )and token per second
(TPS) during decoding with different baselines on MSCOCO datasets of five random runs, with whole statistical results in Appendix. ∗

represents the image token sparsity method and † is the post-hoc methods.

scores of each token with subsequent queries to evaluate the
degree of sinking. We then apply softmax normalization
to obtain a calibration weight for sinking attention:

wj =
exp

(∑L
i=j ai,j

)
∑L

k=1 exp
(∑L

i=k ai,k

) , (7)

where ai,j denotes the element in the i-th row and j-th col-
umn of the attention matrix, and wj represents the j-th el-
ement of the weight vector W after applying the softmax
operation. This approach ensures that sinking attention is
evaluated progressively across subsequent queries, and W
will be utilized as a weight as (1 + β)qK⊤ − βW ⊙ qK⊤

during decoding, as shown in Figure 4.

4.6. Theoretical Analysis
Theorem 1 (Global Optimality): By employing the selec-
tion strategy defined in Section 4.3, we can obtain a globally
optimal solution for the optimization problem defined in
Def. 1. Specifically, the sparse mask M derived from this
selection strategy satisfies:

M∗ = argmin
M

E(M). (8)

Intuition: The proof and more analysis of the theorem 1
is provided in the Appendix. This theorem ensures that
the proposed token selection strategy yields the minimum
error E(M). This theoretical analysis further validates the
effectiveness of the proposed VASparse in achieving both
token sparsification and efficient visual perception.

5. Experiments
Benchmarks. Following common settings [7, 20, 44],
We evaluate the effectiveness of our VASparse in VH mit-

igation on four popular benchmarks: (1) quantitative met-
rics CHAIR [35] on MSCOCO dataset [25]; (2) the offline
Polling-based Object Probing Evaluation (POPE) [7, 24]
on the MSCOCO dataset; (3) general-purposed Multimodal
Large Language Model Evaluation (MME) benchmark [14];
(4) GPT-4 assisted benchmark [48] relies on the advanced
GPT-4 to judge the fine-grained VH and calculate Sentence-
level Hallucination Ratio (SHR).

Baselines. We compare our VASparse with greedy decod-
ing and beam search decoding, and various state-of-the-art
(SOTA) decoding methods as baselines, including DoLa [10],
OPERA [18], VCD [20], SID [19] and HALC [7]. We also
compare the post-processing VH elimination method (i.e.,
Woodpecker [44], LURE [49]) with some token sparsity
methods (i.e., FastV [6] and SparseVLMs [47]).

Backbones. Following previous settings [7, 20], we
select popular LVLMs families, e.g., LLaVA-1.5 [28],
MiniGPT-4 [5] and mPLUG-Owl2 [42] as the base modal for
all baselines except Woodpecker and LURE, where, Wood-
pecker and LURE utilize extra LLMs, i.e., ChatGPT [4] and
GPT-4 [1], for self-correction and distillation. We investigate
the VH of these LVLMs under different decoding to evaluate
the effectiveness of our VASparse.

Settings. We implement the proposed VASparse based
on HuggingFace Transformers [40] and combine it with
beam search for decoding. We evaluate settings with maxi-
mum generation lengths Lmax of 64 and 512. When Lmax

is 64, the beam size is set to 3, and for Lmax = 512, it is set
to 2. The sparsity rate top-S is set to 0.9 times L, and the
image masking sparsity rate for Sm is set to 0.5. The hyper-
parameter λ in Eq. 4, α in Eq. 6 and β in Section 4.5 are set
to 0.1. The decoding process of LVLMs and all experiments
are performed on 8 A100 GPUs. For token sparsity methods,
we retain 75% of tokens during inference. Other methods
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Methods
LLaVA-1.5 MiniGPT-4 mPLUG-Owl2

Random Popular Adversarial Random Popular Adversarial Random Popular Adversarial

Woodpecker† 59.73 58.53 58.07 53.84 51.70 51.27 58.10 53.07 55.42
LURE† 60.08 58.63 58.34 53.91 52.37 51.38 58.28 53.15 55.65
Greedy 58.75 57.42 56.64 53.71 51.68 51.92 57.40 53.43 55.43
Beam Search 60.38 58.98 58.43 53.97 52.27 51.93 55.31 52.89 53.12
OPERA 59.80 58.42 58.00 53.08 51.32 51.20 55.70 53.41 53.66
VCD 60.05 58.34 58.02 53.26 51.50 51.07 58.63 54.87 56.13
DoLa 59.36 58.08 57.44 53.83 51.93 51.72 57.21 53.38 55.24
SID 61.63 59.62 58.83 53.86 51.98 51.77 55.82 53.46 56.07
HALC 60.46 59.33 58.50 53.93 52.06 51.80 56.29 53.38 55.84

Ours 62.13 60.93 59.20 54.87 52.93 52.70 58.27 55.28 56.77

Table 2. Comparison of the average F1-score evaluation results under different settings (i.e., Random, Popular, Adversarial) with different
baselines and our VASparse on offline POPE benchmark [7, 24] of five random runs, with whole statistical results in Appendix. Higher
F1-score indicate better performance and bold indicates the best results. † denotes the post-hoc method.

Methods

LLaVA-1.5 MiniGPT-4 mPLUG-Owl2

Object-level↑ Attribute-level↑ Object-level↑ Attribute-level↑ Object-level↑ Attribute-level↑
Existence Count Position Color Existence Count Position Color Existence Count Position Color

Greedy 165.67 120.00 110.67 148.33 137.00 93.00 75.00 125.00 167.00 120.00 105.00 145.00
DoLa 170.00 120.00 106.67 150.67 137.00 90.00 75.33 122.67 167.00 125.00 110.00 147.67
OPERA 165.00 115.67 104.00 145.00 140.67 92.33 73.00 125.00 167.00 122.33 100.00 145.00
VCD 175.33 130.33 115.00 155.00 142.00 95.33 71.33 129.00 171.33 125.00 107.33 150.00
HALC 167.67 121.33 106.67 150.67 140.00 92.67 71.33 122.67 167.00 120.33 108.67 145.00

Ours 180.00 132.67 121.33 160.00 147.33 98.67 78.67 133.00 175.00 130.00 110.67 155.00

Table 3. Results on the subset of the MME benchmark for evaluating object-level and attribute-level VH, where the best performances within
each setting are bolded. We randomly run it five times to obtain the average result, with the whole statistical results in Appendix.

use the settings as described in original papers. More details
and results under Lmax = 512 are provided in Appendix.

5.1. Main Results

CHAIR Evaluation. Following HALC [7], we set ‘Please
describe this image in detail.’ as the input prompt and uti-
lize generated tokens per second (TPS) to evaluate the ef-
ficiency, as results are shown in Table 1. Based on the
results, we have several detailed observations: (1) It can be
observed that our method significantly outperforms existing
decoding and post-processing baselines for reducing VH.
Our VASparse achieved the lowest VH rate at both the sen-
tence and instance levels across three families of LVLMs,
which demonstrates the superiority and generalizability of
our method in alleviating VH. (2) Compared to SOTA de-
coding methods, VASparse maintains competitive decoding
speed without secondary decoding or reprocessing via extra
LLMs, e.g., achieving speeds that are 12.9× and 6.4× faster
than HALC [7] and OPERA [18], respectively. (3) Although
the sparsification method accelerates the inference speed, it
exacerbates visual ambiguity, which in turn aggravates VH.

POPE Evaluation. Following HALC [7], we utilize offline
POPE (OPOPE) benchmark with F1-score as metrics to eval-
uate VH, which replaces the live interactions of POPE with
offline checks. As shown in Table 2, we have several obser-
vations: (1) VASparse consistently achieves optimal results
in most settings, outperforming both SOTA decoding meth-
ods and post-processing methods. This further demonstrates
the effectiveness of VASparse; (2) VASparse effectively miti-
gates VH across three different LVLM architectures, demon-
strating the versatility and plug-and-play nature.

MME Benchmarks. Following [7, 20, 44], we adopt object-
level subsets (“existence” and “count”) and attribute-level
subsets ( “position” and “color”) of MME benchmark [14].
to evaluate VH. As shown in Table 3, we can observe that: (1)
Our VASparse can significantly reduce object and attribute
hallucination, and achieve optimal VH mitigation perfor-
mance. (2) HALC and OPERA do not exhibit significant
VH mitigation on the MME benchmark. This is because the
MME evaluation is designed as a binary classification task,
requiring LVLMs to output only a few tokens, which limits
the effectiveness of methods that need to decode sequences
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G. Settings
LLaVA-1.5 MiniGPT-4

CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑ CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑

1
w/o Whole Visual-Aware Token Selection (i.e., Eq. 4) 6.43 19.75 25.54 11.63 30.51 27.55
w/o Visual Perception Score P in Eq. 4 6.06 19.20 27.80 11.57 31.05 30.96

2
w/o Whole SVCD (i.e., Eq. 6) 6.91 21.42 30.68 11.85 30.93 35.83
w/o Mask-based Sparsification Sm in Eq. 6 6.31 18.85 27.47 11.58 31.26 30.30

3 w/o Sinking Attention Penalty (i.e., Eq. 7) 6.32 19.39 27.96 11.52 31.04 30.92

4 Our Full VASparse 5.82 18.51 27.73 11.35 30.19 30.87

Table 4. Ablation experiments on the CHAIR benchmark, with the best results highlighted in bold and the whole results in Appendix.

Methods LLaVA-1.5 MiniGPT-4 mPLUG-Owl2

Greedy 36.3 46.7 42.3
OPERA 34.2 45.9 41.7
VCD 34.6 46.0 41.9
HALC 33.9 45.8 41.7
Ours 33.5 45.2 41.1

Table 5. Performance (SHR) comparison on GPT-4 assisted bench-
mark, where, the lower value denotes the lower VH.

of a certain length and handle special entity tokens.
GPT-4 Assisted Benchmarks. We conduct experiments on
the GPT-4 assisted benchmark to evaluate the fine-grained
VH of different methods, and the results are presented in
Table 5. We can observe that our VASparse achieved the best
SHR metric among the four LVLMs, which further confirms
the superiority of our method in mitigating VH.

5.2. Method Analysis
We conduct ablation experiments using CHAIR on
MSCOCO to evaluate the effectiveness of the components
of our proposed VASparse in detail. Specifically, we eval-
uate the effectiveness of the components by removing or
modifying the specific settings as results shown in Table 5.
Effect of the Visual-Aware Token Selection. As shown in
Groups 1 and 4 in Table 4, removing the whole visual-aware
token selection strategy leads to a performance decrease and
reduces decoding speed. This suggests that sparsifying the
model’s decoding sequence to some extent can mitigate the
language bias in LVLMs and reduce the involvement of cer-
tain tokens in attention computation. Moreover, removing
the visual perception score also results in a performance
decline. These results consistently demonstrate the effective-
ness of our visual-aware token selection strategy.
Effect of the Sparse-based Visual Contrastive Decod-
ing. To evaluate the effectiveness of our sparse-based vi-
sual contrastive decoding (SVCD), we remove both the full
SVCD and the mask-based sparsification Sm in Eq. 6. As
shown in Groups 2 and 4 of Table 4, we observe a significant
performance decline, which further validates the effective-
ness of our SVCD and mask-based sparsification strategy.
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Figure 5. Performance and efficiency analysis of different logit
sources: (a) the impact of using different early stopping layers on
LLaVA-1.5 performance; (b) the impact of using different early
stopping layers on decoding speeds (TPS).

Effect of the Sinking Attention Calibration. Moreover,
we removed the calibration mechanism for the sinking at-
tention, and observed a further decline in the method’s VH
mitigation effect. This further demonstrates the relevance of
sinking attention to VH and the effectiveness of the proposed
attention calibration strategy.
Decoding Efficiency Analysis. To further validate the effect
of using embedding features to compute the proposed SVCD,
we calculate the contrastive logits from features at different
depths of the LVLM decoder to calibrate the distribution,
and observe performance and decoding speed, as shown in
Figure 5. We observe that by using only embedded features
(i.e., stop layer is 0), our method already achieves good VH
mitigation performance while attaining optimal decoding
speed. In this way, our VASparse effectively avoids the time-
consuming secondary decoding process, achieving a balance
between performance and efficiency.

6. Conclusion
This work proposes an efficient, plug-and-play decoding
strategy, VASparse, to mitigate VH in LVLMs. Inspired
by the sparse activation pattern of LVLMs and the role of
visual-agnostic token sparsification in worsening VH, we
propose a visual-aware token selection strategy during decod-
ing. Subsequently, we innovatively introduce sparse-based
visual contrastive decoding to recalibrate the logits without
secondary decoding, and adjust sinking attention. Extensive
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experiments show the effectiveness of VASparse in reducing
VH across various benchmarks and LVLM families.
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Supplementary Material

7. Experimental Detials

7.1. Experimental Setting
For the settings of the CHAIR and POPE benchmarks,
we evaluated the results with the maximum generation to-
ken limits of LVLM Lmax set to 64 and 512, respectively.
For the GPT4-assist benchmark [48], we referred to prior
work and adopted SHR Evaluation. For the GPT-4 settings,
we followed the GPT4-assist configurations and used Ope-
nAI’s gpt-4-0613 version API for evaluation. The pa-
rameters for LVLMs were set as follows: Top-k=False,
Top-p=1, and Temperature=1. All our experiments,
including decoding speed statistics, are conducted on Tesla
A100-80G GPUs.

For the proposed token selection strategy, we do not per-
form sparsification at every decoding step, as this would
result in excessive sparsification at each step, leading to
overly short generated sequences. In practice, we perform
sparsification only after decoding a certain length of new
tokens, denoted as Ls. For Lmax = 64, the beam size is set
to 3, and Ls is set to 32. For Lmax = 512, the beam size is
set to 2, and Ls is set to 16. Additionally, in our method, the
adaptive plausibility threshold is set to 0.1.

Regarding the comparison of VASparse with SOTAs that
are specifically designed for VH mitigation, we adopt the
code, hyper-parameters, and pre-trained models of each
method outlined in their public repositories and papers re-
spectively. Specifically, for DoLa [10], the parameters are
set as follows: the repetition penalty is 1.2, the adaptive
plausibility threshold is 0.1, and the pre-mature layers are
[0, 2, . . . , 32]. For beam search-based OPERA [18] hyperpa-
rameters are set as follows: the self-attention weights scale
factor is 50, the attending retrospection threshold is 15, the
beam size is 3, and the penalty weights are 1. The VCD [20]
hyperparameters are set as follows: the amplification fac-
tor is 1, the adaptive plausibility threshold is 0.1, and the
diffusion noise step is 500. The HALC [7] hyperparame-
ters are set as follows: the amplification factor is 0.05, the
JSD buffer size is 6, the beam size is 1, the FOV sampling
uses exponential expansion, the number of sampled FOVs
is 4, the exponential growth factor is 0.6, and the adaptive
plausibility threshold is 0.1. For post-processing methods,
such as LURE and Woodpecker, we follow the settings in
HALC [7]. For the SID method [19], we referred to the
original configuration in their paper. For all baselines, we
follow their implementations and default hyper-parameters

as reported in the paper.

7.2. Setting of Empirical Studies

In Section 3, we provide our empirical observations, where
all empirical studies are based on LLaVA-1.5 [46]. For the
hallucination evaluation results, experiments are conducted
on 500 samples randomly selected from the MSCOCO
dataset. For decoding speed, we calculate the average num-
ber of tokens decoded per second by the model on the 500
samples. Token sparsification methods, such as FastV [6]
and SparseVLM [47], directly prune image tokens.

8. Proof of Theorem 1

We aim to prove that in the following optimization problem,
our strategy achieves a globally optimal solution:

min
M

E(M) =

L∑
i=1

(yi −Miyi)
2 − λPiMi

s.t. Mi ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i = 1, 2, . . . , L,

L∑
i=1

Mi = S,

(9)

where:
• yi = ⟨q,Ki⟩ is the inner product of the query vector q and

the key matrix vector Ki.
• Pi ≥ 0 is the selection probability, indicating the priority

of selecting a specific element.
• Mi ∈ {0, 1} denotes whether the i-th element is selected.
• The constraint requires exactly S elements in M to be 1.
The goal is to minimize the total error E(M) when selecting
S elements.

Proof First, expand and simplify the objective function
E(M):

E(M) =

L∑
i=1

[
(yi −Miyi)

2 − λPiMi

]
=

L∑
i=1

[
y2i (1−Mi)

2 − λPiMi

]
.

(10)

Since Mi ∈ {0, 1}, it follows that M2
i = Mi and (1 −

Mi)
2 = 1 − 2Mi + M2

i = 1 − 2Mi + Mi. Substituting
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these simplifications, we get:

E(M) =

L∑
i=1

[
y2i (1− 2Mi +Mi)− λPiMi

]
=

L∑
i=1

[
y2i (1−Mi)− λPiMi

]
.

(11)

Next, remove the constant term
∑L

i=1 y
2
i , as it does not

affect the optimization:

E(M) =

L∑
i=1

[
y2i − y2iMi − λPiMi

]
=

L∑
i=1

[
y2i −Mi(y

2
i + λPi)

]
.

(12)

Thus, the optimization problem can be equivalently trans-
formed into maximizing the following objective function:

max
M

L∑
i=1

Mi(y
2
i + λPi)

s.t. Mi ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i,
L∑

i=1

Mi = S.

(13)

Our goal is now to select S elements to maximize the
total reward

∑L
i=1 Miδi, where:

δi = y2i + λPi. (14)

Characteristics of the Objective Function
• Linearity: The objective function is linear with respect to
Mi, with no interaction terms between Mi and Mj .

• Independence: The contribution of each Mi to the total
reward depends solely on its own δi, independent of other
variables Mj .
We employ the following selection strategy:

1. Compute the marginal reward δi for each element:

δi = y2i + λPi. (15)

2. Sort all elements by δi in descending order.
3. Select the top S elements, setting their corresponding Mi

to 1, and the rest to 0.
Optimality of the Strategy For any feasible solution M ,

we have:
L∑

i=1

Mi = S, Mi ∈ {0, 1}. (16)

Define the total reward for a solution M as:

R(M) =

L∑
i=1

Miδi. (17)

Let the solution chosen by our strategy be M ours, with total
reward:

Rours =

L∑
i=1

M ours
i δi, (18)

where M ours
i = 1 if i belongs to the top S elements with the

highest δi, and M ours
i = 0 otherwise. Since δi is sorted in

descending order, the elements chosen by our strategy have
the highest individual scores.

For any element i in M such that Mi = 1, if its score δi is
smaller than that of an unselected element j (i.e., Mj = 0),
swapping these two elements would result in a new total
reward:

R′(M) = R(M)− δi + δj . (19)

Since δj > δi, this increases the total reward. Thus, any
feasible solution M with lower-scoring elements can always
be improved by following our selection strategy.

Finally, for any feasible solution M , we have:

Rours =

L∑
i=1

M ours
i δi ≥

L∑
i=1

Miδi = R(M). (20)

Conclusion The total reward achieved by our algorithm
is no less than that of any other feasible solution. Therefore,
the solution provided by our strategy is globally optimal.

9. More evidence of empirical observations
We present additional evidence on the attention sparsity and
attention sinking of LLaVA-1.5 in Figure 6. Our research
findings confirm that the self-attention in most layers of
the LVLM decoder is sparse. Furthermore, we observe a
significant attention ”sinking” effect on certain text tokens
within the LVLM’s attention mechanisms. These results
further confirm the characteristics of attention sparsity and
attention sinking in LVLMs.

10. More results on CHAIR benchmark
We set the maximum generation length to 512 and evalu-
ated our method using the CHAIR benchmark, as shown in
Table 6. We can observe that when setting the maximum
generation length to 512, our method still outperforms the
baseline method in most metrics, while achieving competi-
tive decoding speed. For all results, we set different random
seeds and run them five times, and record the average of the
results from the five runs.

11. More results on POPE benchmark
Following HALC [7], we utilize offline POPE (OPOPE)
benchmark with both accuracy and F1-score as evaluation
metrics to assess VH. We conduct experiments under two dif-
ferent maximum text length settings: 64 and 512 tokens. As
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Figure 6. More visualization and evidence of sparsity of attention and sinking attention on the LLaVA-1.5.

shown in Tables 7 and 8, we observe several key findings: (1)
VASparse consistently achieves optimal performance across
most experimental settings, surpassing both state-of-the-art
decoding methods and post-processing approaches under
both the 64 and 512-token settings. (2) The effectiveness
of VASparse remains robust across different text length con-
figurations. The performance improvements persist when
extending the maximum text length from 64 to 512 tokens,
indicating the method’s scalability; (3) VASparse demon-
strates consistent VH mitigation capabilities across three
distinct LVLM architectures, highlighting its versatility and
plug-and-play nature. This architectural agnosticism sug-
gests broad applicability across different model frameworks.

12. Qualitative Study

To visually demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach,
we present generated captions from our method and baseline
approaches in Figures 7 and 8on the MSCOCO dataset. We
consistently used Please describe this image in detail. as
the input prompt across all experiments. The results indicate
that captions generated by our VASparse method exhibit
notably fewer hallucinated descriptions. To further evaluate
our method’s effectiveness in mitigating VH, we conducted
experiments on LLaVA-Bench [27], which consists of 24
distinct images with expert-annotated descriptions and cor-
responding evaluation questions. In alignment with previous
studies [7, 20, 44], we employed this benchmark for qual-
itative assessment of VH reduction. The visual results are
presented in Figure 9, 10 and 11, where we consistently
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Methods
LLaVA-1.5 MiniGPT-4 mPLUG-Owl2

CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑ CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑ CHAIRi ↓ CHAIRs ↓ TPS↑
FastV∗ 17.62 51.94 33.18 19.67 54.59 38.05 22.65 67.68 24.37

SparseVLM∗ 18.09 52.40 32.06 19.85 55.27 37.49 23.04 68.42 23.19
Woodpecker† 13.27 49.72 - 13.76 44.07 - 18.39 59.58 -

LURE† 13.08 47.95 - 13.49 43.92 - 17.85 57.73 -
Greedy 14.63 49.66 31.17 14.06 43.65 36.28 19.07 61.28 19.96

Beam Search 13.62 48.89 29.89 13.90 44.45 32.10 17.12 54.66 19.58
OPERA 12.98 47.60 4.07 15.42 42.42 5.27 17.86 56.29 3.49

VCD 14.82 49.76 17.55 17.09 43.80 17.68 19.46 62.44 9.77
DoLa 13.75 50.03 23.40 13.85 44.20 24.75 18.43 60.18 14.23
SID 13.29 47.09 19.57 13.68 43.65 22.67 18.47 60.82 12.85

HALC 12.93 46.35 2.04 13.73 43.68 3.68 17.63 56.12 1.50
Ours 12.46 46.21 27.53 13.29 43.02 29.74 17.02 53.70 17.86

Table 6. Comparison of the average CHAIR evaluation results (instance levels CHAIRi and sentence levels CHAIRs )and token per second
(TPS) during decoding with different baselines on MSCOCO datasets of five random runs. ∗ represents the image token sparsity method and
† is the post-hoc methods.

Methods
Max New Token 512

Random Popular Adversarial
Accuracy F1 score Accuracy F1 score Accuracy F1 score

LLaVA-1.5

Greedy 77.19 71.74 72.74 67.99 71.18 66.76
Beam Search 78.38 73.60 75.06 70.74 72.87 68.96

OPERA 78.01 72.98 74.31 69.81 73.25 68.95
VCD 77.82 72.98 74.56 70.19 72.62 68.63
DoLa 76.69 71.07 72.12 67.26 70.80 66.23
SID 77.93 72.84 74.89 69.34 72.77 68.30

HALC 77.08 72.16 74.15 69.09 72.46 68.04
Ours 78.57 72.33 75.16 70.51 73.37 68.88

MiniGPT4

Greedy 69.14 56.55 65.84 54.04 65.67 53.91
Beam Search 68.90 55.78 65.67 53.32 65.61 53.28

OPERA 69.77 57.24 66.90 55.04 65.38 53.85
VCD 69.32 57.05 65.14 53.89 65.25 53.98
DoLa 69.02 56.31 66.08 54.07 65.84 53.90
SID 69.05 56.53 65.58 53.53 65.45 53.52

HALC 69.13 56.86 65.62 53.63 65.73 53.69
Ours 69.84 57.36 66.31 55.68 66.02 54.10

mPLUG-Owl2

Greedy 76.21 70.16 71.61 81.48 69.38 64.63
Beam Search 75.83 69.87 71.83 81.75 69.02 64.29

OPERA 73.56 65.33 70.32 84.43 67.90 60.82
VCD 75.74 69.16 70.67 80.63 69.08 63.77
DoLa 76.33 70.22 71.67 81.72 69.55 64.71
SID 75.72 69.31 71.79 81.90 69.12 64.10

HALC 75.62 69.04 70.24 82.40 68.35 63.51
Ours 76.51 70.45 72.19 82.44 69.72 64.98

Table 7. Comparison of the average Accuracy and F1-score evaluation results under different settings (i.e., Random, Popular, Adversarial)
with different baselines and our VASparse on offline POPE benchmark [7, 24] of five random runs. Higher F1-score indicate better
performance and bold indicates the best results. We set the maximum generated length to 512.
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Methods
Max New Token 64

Random Popular Adversarial
Accuracy F1 score Accuracy F1 score Accuracy F1 score

LLaVA-1.5

Woodpecker† 70.82 59.73 68.62 58.53 68.49 58.07
LURE† 71.10 60.08 69.17 58.63 69.16 58.34
Greedy 70.55 58.75 68.93 57.42 67.91 56.64

Beam Search 71.32 60.38 69.31 58.98 69.02 58.43
OPERA 71.02 59.80 69.31 58.42 68.79 58.00

VCD 71.08 60.05 68.96 58.34 68.55 58.02
DoLa 70.73 59.36 69.14 58.08 68.32 57.44
SID 71.47 61.63 69.42 59.62 69.36 58.83

HALC 70.76 60.46 69.17 59.33 69.25 58.50
Ours 72.03 62.13 70.18 60.93 70.31 59.20

MiniGPT4

Woodpecker† 68.05 53.84 65.49 51.70 65.06 51.27
LURE† 68.12 53.91 65.96 52.37 65.17 51.38
Greedy 68.02 53.71 65.31 51.68 65.41 51.92

Beam Search 68.26 53.97 66.02 52.27 65.55 51.93
OPERA 67.73 53.08 65.37 51.32 65.19 51.20

VCD 67.96 53.26 65.61 51.50 65.02 51.07
DoLa 68.08 53.83 65.55 51.93 65.25 51.72
SID 68.09 53.86 65.69 51.98 65.28 51.77

HALC 68.18 53.93 65.83 52.06 65.31 51.80
Ours 68.55 54.87 66.23 52.93 65.91 52.70

mPLUG-Owl2

Woodpecker† 68.61 58.10 67.28 53.07 66.58 55.42
LURE† 68.78 58.28 67.35 53.15 66.89 55.65
Greedy 69.67 57.40 68.02 53.43 67.14 55.43

Beam Search 68.79 55.31 66.92 52.89 65.90 53.12
OPERA 69.08 55.70 67.37 53.41 66.43 53.66

VCD 70.49 58.63 68.55 54.87 67.31 56.13
DoLa 69.61 57.21 67.90 53.38 67.08 55.24
SID 69.34 55.82 67.80 53.46 67.01 56.07

HALC 69.66 56.29 67.67 53.38 66.95 55.84
Ours 70.38 58.27 68.70 55.28 67.86 56.77

Table 8. Comparison of the average Accuracy and F1-score evaluation results under different settings (i.e., Random, Popular, Adversarial)
with different baselines and our VASparse on offline POPE benchmark [7, 24] of five random runs. Higher F1-score indicate better
performance and bold indicates the best results. † denotes the post-hoc method. We set the maximum generated length to 64.

used the prompt Please describe this image in detail. to
generate image captions.
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VASparse (Ours): The image features two
zebras standing in a grassy field, with one of
them jumping in the air. The zebra in the air
appears to be performing a trick, while the other
zebra stands nearby, possibly observing the
action. There are several people in the scene,
some of whom are watching the zebras from
behind a fence. The spectators are scattered
around the field, with some standing closer to
the zebras and others further away. 

Greedy: The image features a zebra and a
horse standing in a grassy field, both appearing
to be enjoying their time together. The zebra is
positioned on the left side of the field, while the
horse is on the right. There are several people in
the scene, with some standing near the fence
and others scattered around the field. A few
individuals are closer to the zebra, while others
are near the horse. A car can be seen in the
background, parked on the left side of the field.

HALC: The image features a zebra and a horse
in a fenced-in area, likely at a zoo or a similar
facility. The zebra is in the middle of a jump,
while the horse stands nearby, watching the
zebra's actions. In addition to the main zebra
and horse, there are a few other people
scattered around the scene, some closer to the
fence and others further away. A car can be seen
in the background, likely belonging to one of the
visitors.

VCD: In this image, there is a zebra standing on
a sandy area, possibly in a zoo enclosure. The
zebra appears to be in motion, possibly running
or galloping. Additionally, there is a horse
present in the scene, standing on the other side
of a fence. There are several individuals in
various positions around the fence, watching the
zebra and the horse. A car can be seen in the
background, stopping by the roadside.

DoLa: The image features two zebras in a
grassy field, with one of them jumping in the air.
The zebra in the air is positioned towards the left
side of the field, while the other zebra is standing
on the right side. There are several people
watching the zebras from behind a wooden
fence. Some of them are standing closer to the
zebras, while others are positioned further away.
The onlookers appear to be enjoying the sight of
the zebras in action. There are several cars
parked by the fence in the distance.

Figure 7. Qualitative results comparing our VASparse and other methods with LLaVA-1.5 backbone.
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VASparse (Ours): The image features a blue
and yellow passenger train traveling down the
tracks. The train is quite long, occupying a
significant portion of the scene. The train is
moving along the tracks, which are surrounded
by trees and bushes, creating a serene and
natural environment. There are multiple train
tracks visible in the image, with the main train
traveling on one of them. Additionally, there are
two smaller trains in the scene.

Greedy: The image depicts a blue and yellow
train traveling down the tracks, surrounded by
trees and bushes. There are multiple train tracks
visible in the scene, with the main train
occupying one of them. In addition to the train,
there are several traffic lights scattered
throughout the image, likely indicating the
presence of intersections or crossings. These
traffic lights are positioned at various heights and
distances from the train.

SID: The image features a blue and yellow train
traveling down the tracks, surrounded by trees.
The train is moving along the tracks, and there
are several other tracks visible in the scene. The
train appears to be a passenger train, as it is
designed for transporting people rather than
cargo. The train's colorful design and the
presence of multiple tracks suggest that this is a
busy transportation hub or a well-connected
railway network.

VCD: The image features a blue and yellow
passenger train traveling down the tracks. The
train is quite long, stretching across the entire
width of the scene. It appears to be moving at a
moderate speed, as it is not too close to the
viewer. There are several traffic lights along the
train tracks, with some located closer to the train
and others further away. These traffic lights are
likely used to control the train's movement and
ensure safe passage through the area.

OPERA: The image features a blue and yellow
train traveling along the railroad tracks. It
appears to be a commuter train with multiple
cars, as it passes through the countryside. There
are several trees visible in the background,
providing a scenic atmosphere for the train
journey. The train is situated between two sets of
train tracks, which indicates a well-organized
transportation system.

Figure 8. Qualitative results comparing our VASparse and other methods with LLaVA-1.5 backbone.

18



VASparse (Ours): The image showcases a
group of three coffee cups on a counter, each
featuring a large, colorful mug with a Super
Mario Bros. design. The cups are stacked in a
row, with one placed in the middle and the other
two on either side, creating a visually appealing
display. The coffee cups are all positioned side
by side, making it easy for viewers to appreciate
the design and details of each cup.

Greedy: The image features a collection of four
coffee mugs, each with a unique design. The
mugs are arranged in a row, with one mug on
the left, another in the middle, and two more on
the right side. The mugs are all white and have a
Mario theme, with each mug featuring a different
Mario character. The characters are displayed in
various positions, adding visual interest to the
arrangement.

OPERA: The image showcases a collection of
four coffee mugs, which featuring a different
Mario character. All mugs are placed side by
side, showcasing their unique designs. The
Mario characters are displayed on the front of
each mug, making them an appealing choice for
fans of the iconic video game character.

VCD: The image showcases a collection of four
coffee mugs, each featuring a different Mario
character. The mugs are placed side by side,
showcasing their unique designs. The Mario
characters are prominently displayed on the front
of each mug, making them an appealing choice
for fans of the iconic video game character.

SID: The image showcases a collection of four
coffee mugs, each featuring a different Mario
character. The mugs are arranged in a row, with
each character occupying a separate mug. The
first mug on the left features a close-up of
Mario's face, while the second mug on the right
displays a full-body image of the iconic
character. The third mug in the middle
showcases a side view of Mario, and the fourth
mug on the far right showcases a back view of
the character. 

Figure 9. LLaVA-Bench results comparing our VASparse and other methods with LLaVA-1.5 backbone.
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VASparse (Ours): The image features a group
of three animals sitting around a dining table,
enjoying a meal together. The animals include a
large brown bear, a cat, and a rabbit. They are
all seated on the grass, with the bear on the left
side, the cat in the middle, and the rabbit on the
right side of the table. A plate of food is placed
on the table, and there are several donuts
scattered around the table. The animals are
eating and drinking from cups.

Greedy: The image features a group of three
animals sitting around a dining table, enjoying a
meal together. The animals include a large
brown bear, a cat, and a rabbit. They are all
seated on the grass, with the bear on the left
side, the cat in the middle, and the rabbit on the
right side of the table. The table is set with
various food items, including a cake, a bowl, and
a cup. The cake is placed in the center of the
table, while the bowl and cup are positioned
closer to the right side.

OPERA: The image depicts a whimsical scene
of three animals sitting around a dining table,
enjoying a meal together. The table is filled with
a variety of food items, including donuts, cakes,
and sandwiches. The animals are positioned
around the table, with a bear on the left side, a
cat in the middle, and a rabbit on the right
side. Each animal has a cup and a spoon placed
in front of them, indicating that they are eating
from bowls. 

VCD: The image portrays a charming scene of
three animals sitting at a wooden dining table. A
black bear is on one side, a white cat on another
side, and a rabbit on the opposite side. All three
animals are eating food, with a cup placed in
front of each animal. There is a plate of food on
the table, and several carrots are spread out
around the table. The animals appear to be
enjoying their meal together, creating a
whimsical and heartwarming atmosphere.

DoLa: The image depicts a whimsical scene of a
bear, a cat, and a rabbit sitting around a dining
table, enjoying a meal together. The bear is on
the left side of the table, the cat is in the middle,
and the rabbit is on the right side. The table is
set with a variety of food items, including a cake,
a bowl, and a cup. The cake is placed in the
center of the table, while the bowl and cup are
positioned closer to the right side. The animals
seem to be enjoying their time together.

Figure 10. LLaVA-Bench results comparing our VASparse and other methods with LLaVA-1.5 backbone.
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VASparse (Ours): The image features a close-
up view of a delicious meal consisting of several
cooked lobster tails. The lobster tails are
accompanied by a few lemon wedges, which
add a refreshing touch to the dish. The
combination of the cooked lobster tails and the
lemon wedges creates an appetizing and
visually appealing presentation.

Greedy: The image showcases a close-up view
of several cooked lobster tails with lemon
wedges placed on top of them. The lobster tails
are arranged in a visually appealing manner,
with some tails overlapping each other. The
lemon wedges are spread across the tails,
adding a burst of citrus flavor to the dish. The
combination of the cooked lobster tails and the
lemon wedges creates a mouth-watering and
appetizing presentation.

HALC: The image showcases a close-up view of
several cooked lobster tails on a dining table.
The lobster tails are arranged in a visually
appealing manner, with some tails overlapping
each other. There are a total of five lobster tails
in the scene, each with varying sizes and
positions. In addition to the lobster tails, there
are three lemon wedges placed around the tails,
adding a touch of citrus flavor to the dish. The
combination of the cooked lobster tails.

VCD: The image features a close-up view of a
delicious meal consisting of several cooked
lobster tails. The tails are placed on a dining
table, and they are generously seasoned with
herbs and spices. The lobster tails are arranged
in a visually appealing manner, with some tails
overlapping each other. In addition to the lobster
tails, there are a couple of lemon wedges placed
on the table, adding a touch of citrus flavor to the
dish.

DoLa: The image showcases a delectable
arrangement of cooked lobster tails and lemon
wedges on a dining table. There are six large
lobster tails laid out, some placed next to each
other, and others arranged in a visually
appealing manner. The lemon wedges are
scattered around the lobster tails, with a total of
seven lemon wedges visible in the scene.

Figure 11. LLaVA-Bench results comparing our VASparse and other methods with LLaVA-1.5 backbone.
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