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Abstract

Large Multimodal Models (LMMs) are powerful tools that
are capable of reasoning and understanding multimodal
information beyond text and language. Despite their en-
trenched impact, the development of LMMs is hindered by
the higher computational requirements compared to their
unimodal counterparts. One of the main causes of this
is the large amount of tokens needed to encode the visual
input, which is especially evident for multi-image multi-
modal tasks. Recent approaches to reduce visual tokens de-
pend on the visual encoder architecture, require fine-tuning
the LLM to maintain the performance, and only consider
single-image scenarios. To address these limitations, we
propose ToFu, a visual encoder-agnostic, training-free To-
ken Fusion strategy that combines redundant visual tokens
of LMMs for high-resolution, multi-image, tasks. The core
intuition behind our method is straightforward yet effec-
tive: preserve distinctive tokens while combining similar
ones. We achieve this by sequentially examining visual to-
kens and deciding whether to merge them with others or
keep them as separate entities. We validate our approach on
the well-established LLaVA-Interleave Bench, which cov-
ers challenging multi-image tasks. In addition, we push to
the extreme our method by testing it on a newly-created
benchmark, ComPairs, focused on multi-image compar-
isons where a larger amount of images and visual tokens
are inputted to the LMMs. Our extensive analysis, consid-
ering several LMM architectures, demonstrates the benefits
of our approach both in terms of efficiency and performance
gain.

1. Introduction

Recent years have witnessed the widespread of Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs), able to solve a number of differ-

*The main work was done while interning at Amazon.

GPU mem 10/48GB

41% Visual Tokens

Response:
The main difference 
between the two 
pictures is that the 
second contains peo- 
ple, while the first [...]

GPU mem 30/48GB

100% Visual Tokens

Response:
The primary differ-
ence between the two 
pictures is the pres-
ence of people in the 
second image. [...]

LMM + ToFuLMM

Prompt: What modifications
can be observed between
these two pictures? 

Figure 1. Our proposed ToFu allows reducing the number of visual
tokens in input to the LLM in LMMs while preserving the same
information. This allows reducing runtime and GPU memory con-
smption without affecting the performance. The image refers to
the InternVL2 4B model and the GPU NVIDIA L40S with 48GB
of memory.

ent language-related tasks, and, more recently, LMMs [2,
3, 10, 11, 15, 18, 24, 25, 29, 30, 33, 35, 37, 39, 45], which
bridge the visual and textual modalities. LMMs rely on a
rich, multimodal representation of concepts, which is built
upon both visual and textual tokens, that are often aligned
in a shared embedding space. Nonetheless, the develop-
ment of LMMs is slower than that of their language coun-
terparts, especially in scenarios involving a large number
of images, e.g., multi-image question answering [5, 32],
multi-view reasoning [17], and video understanding [7, 23].
One of the reasons for this is the complexity of aligning
and integrating multiple modalities, both from a technical
point of view and for computational and memory require-
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ments limitations. Note that the high computational require-
ments of LMMs are the main aspects that potentially reduce
their applicability in scenarios in which computational re-
sources are limited. In this respect, strategies for decreas-
ing the memory footprint of LMMs contribute to making
these models more sustainable, i.e., scalable and usable by
a larger user base. This consideration inspired recent works
to focus on LMMs efficiency.

Most LMMs consist of two main components: a LLM
for reasoning and language generation, and a visual en-
coder that extracts visual tokens from input images to en-
rich the context for the LLM. The computational demands
of LMMs are predominantly attributed to the LLM, which is
usually more extensive than the visual encoder. This com-
putational cost stems not only from the LLM’s vast number
of parameters and operations but also from the length of
the context it processes, which incurs quadratic complexity
in the Transformer’s attention mechanisms. In multi-image
tasks, the number of image tokens serving as context signif-
icantly outnumbers the language tokens, thus substantially
increasing the inference cost of LMM in terms of latency
and memory footprint. As an example, for the LMMs in the
InternVL2 family [11], the visual tokens are ∼98.66% of
the total number of tokens consumed by the featured LLM.

In order to overcome these limitations, we argue that it
is important to take into consideration that text and images
are inherently very different vehicles of semantic concepts,
which is reflected in the characteristics of their token-based
representation. Specifically, a piece of text can be repre-
sented compactly and efficiently with a relatively small set
of discrete tokens (e.g., subwords). On the other hand, when
representing an image with a set of visual tokens, visual
concepts can be represented multiple times by similar to-
kens, which can be redundant. This is in line with findings
of recent works [6, 26] that have demonstrated that many vi-
sual tokens extracted by the visual encoders used in LMMs
do not significantly contribute to the output computation,
and thus, can be disregarded with minimal impact on the
performance.

LMMs increasingly face challenges in handling complex
visual inputs, which generate a substantial number of vi-
sual tokens. These inputs encompass high-resolution im-
ages (multi-patch), videos (multi-frame), 3D scenes (multi-
view), and image sets (multi-image) [21]. While previ-
ous optimization strategies have focused on reducing LMM
size through smaller architectures [13, 40], model quantiza-
tion [28, 38], and weight pruning [34], these approaches of-
ten compromise reasoning capabilities. Notably, there has
been insufficient attention given to reducing redundant vi-
sual tokens [4, 6, 9, 19, 22, 31, 36, 42], despite its poten-
tial for significant efficiency gains. To address this gap, we
propose ToFu, a training-free, visual encoder-agnostic solu-
tion that reduces the number of prefix visual tokens fed to

the LLM. ToFu adapts to the number of images involved,
determining the optimal quantity of visual tokens to retain.
Our approach involves computing a new sequence of tokens
from the original visual token sequence, minimizing redun-
dancy. The core intuition behind our method is straightfor-
ward yet effective: preserve distinctive tokens while com-
bining similar ones. We achieve this by sequentially ex-
amining visual tokens and deciding whether to merge them
with others or keep them as separate entities. This method is
particularly effective for multi-patch and multi-image tasks,
where visual token redundancy is common. By reducing the
token count, we enhance efficiency without sacrificing the
model’s ability to process complex visual information.

To evaluate the proposed approach, we consider a large
set of different multimodal, multi-image tasks, including
the well-established LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark [24]. It
is composed of nine in-domain evaluation datasets that en-
tail tasks such as visual question answering, spotting the
difference, visual storytelling, multi-image puzzles, visual
reasoning, image sequence completion, visual quality as-
sessment, and image editing instruction generation. In all
cases, the visual input consists of multiple single-patch
images, in most cases between two and six. In addi-
tion, we push to the extreme our method by testing it on
a newly-created benchmark, ComPairs, focused on multi-
image comparisons where a larger amount of images and
visual tokens are inputted to the LMMs. In fact, the sam-
ples in ComPairs have on average more than 14.6k visual
tokens, which is one order of magnitude more than the av-
erage number of visual tokens per sample in the datasets
featured in LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark (∼4.8k tokens on
average). The samples in the dataset feature two sets of
multiple high-resolution images of similar objects, and the
LMM is tasked to compare the two objects based on the
provided image sets. These characteristics make ComPairs
particularly challenging, also with respect to the datasets
in LLaVA-Interleave Bench. Extensive evaluation on the
considered datasets and in combination with different open-
source LLMs demonstrates the effectiveness of our ap-
proach, which is able to reduce the number of tokens (and
thus, save computational resources) up to 60% without neg-
atively affecting the performance.

2. Related Work
In literature, a number of techniques were proposed to re-
duce the computational requirements of LLMs and LMMs,
which involve distillation of larger architectures [11], train-
ing smaller models with higher-quality data [44], or more
optimized modules and training [12, 41]. Our analysis here
focuses on the reduction of visual tokens in LMMs, specif-
ically useful for high-resolutions images and multi-image,
multi-patch inputs. Most work in this domain focuses on
reduction within the visual encoder, within the LLM, or, as
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in our case, after the visual encoder but before the projec-
tion layer and the LLM, referred to as early dropping.

Token Reduction within the Visual Encoder. When
computing the visual tokens with a Transformer-like en-
coder, sparse attention can be implemented by limiting at-
tention computation to localized regions, thus reducing the
quadratic complexity of the attention operation [19, 36]. Al-
ternatively, attention can be computed on the full context,
but tokens can be reduced at each in each transformer block,
e.g., by performing bipartite matching to select the most
representative tokens to be passed to the next block as is [6].
Note that these strategies heavily depend on the visual en-
coder implementation and, therefore, are not straightfor-
ward to adapt to different architectures.

Token Reduction within the LLM. During the LLM de-
coding, visual tokens with low attention scores can be dis-
regarded in some attention operations. For example, such
less important tokens can be identified in the initial layers
of the LLM and then skipped when performing attention
in the following layers as in [9, 22]. Note that, although
this strategy allows limiting the computation requirements
of non-initial layers in the LLM, it still entails processing all
the tokens in the initial layers, thus only partially improving
the overall model efficiency.

Token Reduction via Early Dropping. A more efficient
strategy entails reducing the number of visual tokens once
extracted by the visual encoder, allowing only relevant to-
kens to be fed to the LLM. This approach is independent
of the encoder’s architecture and reduces the amount of to-
kens the LLM has to deal with. This strategy can be im-
plemented by dropping repetitive tokens via cosine similar-
ity, as in [42], which removes white spaces in visual inputs
for document understanding tasks. Recent methods [31, 42]
leverage on the self-attention score between the spatial vi-
sual tokens and the CLS token to identify relevant tokens.
HiRED [4] focuses on dropping redundant tokens for tasks
involving single high-resolution images (treated as a multi-
patch input to the LMM). PruMerge [31] relies on CLS-
attention to identify the most relevant spatial visual tokens
and combines them with k of the other tokens, based on
their relative self-attention. To prevent excessive informa-
tion loss due to pruning PruMerge+ [31] also includes uni-
formly sampled visual tokens in the context for the LLM.
ToFu is also in this category of token reduction via early
dropping. However, while previous works are designed for
single-image tasks, we focus on multi-image tasks. More-
over, our proposed solution is intended to be task-agnostic
and easily adaptable to any visual encoder implementation.

Datasets for Token Reduction. There exist several
datasets to train and benchmark LMMs [16, 20, 24, 27].
SEED-Bench [20] is designed to evaluate hierarchical ca-
pabilities of LMMs, while structuring the task in multiple

levels. MME [16] covers the examination of perception and
cognition abilities. MMBench [27] focuses on multi-lingual
and designs quality control schemes to increase accuracy of
evaluation. Among these, LLaVA-Interleave Bench [24] is
one of the most comprehensive datasets that also focuses
on multi-image sets. For this reasons, we use LLaVA-
Interleave Bench in our work to test the capabilities of to-
ken reduction methods. In addition, we propose ComPairs
which contains higher resolutions images and an average
number of visual tokens per sample of 14K against 3-8K of
LLaVA-Interleave Bench.

3. Proposed Approach
A vast majority of modern LMMs [11, 18, 25] are designed
with the following structure: images are fed into a Visual
Encoder that extracts visual embeddings, an Adapter con-
nects these embeddings into the textual embedding space,
and an LLM consumes both visual and textual embedding
tokens to generate its textual output. The proposed algo-
rithm aims at reducing the number of visual embedding to-
kens that are outputted by the Adapter, which we will call
visual tokens for brevity in the rest of the paper. Performing
reduction of visual tokens at this stage of the LMM pipeline
is deemed to be the most beneficial in terms of efficiency
gain. In fact, the visual and textual input tokens are injected
in the LLM every time that it generates the next token dur-
ing inference, while the Visual Encoder and the Adapter are
called just once at the beginning of the process. Since the
next token computation has quadratic complexity with re-
spect to the number of LLM input tokens, reducing the num-
ber of tokens can significantly impact efficiency in terms of
speed and memory. Given the sequence of visual tokens,
ToFu entails computing a new sequence of tokens contain-
ing as least redundant elements as possible. The main in-
tuition to design ToFu is to keep tokens that are distinctive
while combining tokens that are similar to each other.

ToFu takes as input a sequence of M visual tokens V =
[v1, ..., vM ], where vm ∈ RN is the m-th visual token in
the sequence of dimensionality N . The objective is to cre-
ate a new target sequence of visual tokens T = [t1, ..., tK ]
that contains a set of distinctive tokens with the constraint
that K << M . The proposed method iteratively inspects
the visual tokens in V and decides if 1) they are worth to
be kept in T because of their distinctiveness or 2) if they
should be combined with an element already in T . Distinc-
tiveness is defined here as checking if the similarity of two
visual tokens exceeds a certain threshold τ . Moreover, the
combination of visual tokens is done by taking into account
their importance weight, therefore ToFu also keeps track of
a list of weights W that corresponds to visual tokens.

The algorithm starts by inserting the first element of the
input V in the target sequence, i.e., T = [v1], and setting its
importance weight to W = [1]. For each of the following
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tokens in the input sequence, vm ∈ V , we find the token
tj ∈ T with the highest similarity with respect to vm:

tj = argmax
tk∈T

(s(vm, tk))

where s(·, ·) is defined as the Cosine Similarity between
embeddings. If the similarity is lower than the threshold
s(vm, tj) ≤ τ , and thus, the vm token is a distinct new
element, then we add it to the output T = [t1, ..., tk, vm],
and update the weights accordingly as W = [w1, ..., wk, 1].
If s(vm, tj) > τ , and thus, the token is very similar to an
existing one in the target sequence, then we combine the to-
ken tj with vm and update its corresponding weight wj , as
follows:

tj = (tj · wj + vm)/(wj + 1)

wj = wj + 1

This procedure iterates until all the tokens in V are con-
sumend and T is therefore the target sequence that will
be used by the LLM to perform inference. We report the
pseudo-code in Algorithm 1.

As argued in [8], the optimal amount of visual tokens
varies based on the specific multi-image task at hand. This
can be controlled via the threshold τ , which can be set based
on the number of visual tokens in input and the desired size
or percentage of the target sequence. In light of the argu-
ment made in [8], for our approach, we propose a strategy
to automatically set the threshold τ based on the length of
the input tokens. First, we argue that the higher the number
of visual tokens M , the more likely there will be redundant
tokens fed to the LLM, and thus, the threshold τ should be
set lower so that more tokens can be combined together. On
the other hand, when M is smaller, the token reduction al-
gorithm can be less aggressive and τ can be given a higher
value, ensuring that more input tokens are maintained. Then
we observe that among the LMMs available to date, those
using the largest number of visual tokens are the InternVL
series models (from 256 to 3328 per image). Therefore, we
set a lower bound for the value of τ = 0.7 when M = 3328,
and an upper bound of τ = 0.9 when M = 256 and interpo-
late between these two bounds for automatically determin-
ing the τ at different values of M .

The ToFu algorithm entails processing the visual embed-
dings sequentially. This helps preserve the original ordering
of the tokens as much as possible, thus, maintaining the per-
formance of the underlying LLM, which is used to receive
a specific ordering as input. Moreover, a sequential imple-
mentation, in which we compute the similarity between one
input embedding at a time to the output embeddings in T ,
is relatively computationally inexpensive. The alternative
would be to compute a similarity matrix between all the to-
kens in V and those in T to find the optimal pair of embed-
dings to fuse together. However, T changes at every token

Algorithm 1 ToFu visual token reduction strategy

1: Input: V = [v1, ..., vM ]
2: Output: T = [t1, ..., tK ]
3: τ ▷ Set similarity threshold
4: T = [v1]
5: W = [1]
6: for m = 2, ...,M do
7: tj = argmaxtk∈T (s(vm, tk))
8: if s(vm, tj) ≤ τ then
9: T. append(vm)

10: W. append(1)
11: else
12: tj = (tj · wj + vm)/(wj + 1)
13: wj = wj + 1
14: end if
15: end for
16: return T

insertion, causing to repeat the quadratic similarity compu-
tation operation from scratch. Since we empirically noticed
that processing the tokens sequentially is a good approxi-
mation, we opt for this strategy for efficiency.

4. ComPairs Benchmark
To stress-test the currently available LMMs and validate
their capability to deal with multiple high-resolution im-
ages and with an out-of-domain task, we devise the Com-
Pairs benchmark for multi-image sets comparison. The
ComPairs benchmark is composed by a collection of pairs
of products derived from the publicly available Amazon
Berkeley Objects (ABO) [14] dataset. ABO is large-scale
dataset that contains product catalog images, metadata,
and artist-created 3D models with complex geometries and
physically-based materials that correspond to real, house-
hold objects. In this work, we focus on the image data and
textual metadata with the goal of composing a dataset with
multiple images of pairs of products and a detailed textual
description of the differences between the products.

The data generation pipeline is divided in the following
steps: 1) create the pairs of products, and 2) generate the
text for comparing the images of the products. In the first
step, we filter products for each product category with de-
scriptions in English and with at least three images in or-
der to have a significant number of images that the LMM
will use to make the comparisons. To make the comparison
task challenging, we create pairs of similar products from
the same category using the BERT similarity score [43] be-
tween their descriptions. We use a BERT similarity score
in the range [0.7, 0.9], which create challenging pairs while
ensuring to discard nearly-identical products.

Once the list of pairs are created, we feed their textual de-
scriptions to the Llama3-8B LLM [15] and task it to identify
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#Samples avg #Imgs avg #Tokens/Sample #Tokens/Img

Spot the Difference 300 2.00 2915 1457
Image Edit Instruction 1959 2.14 4987 2335
Visual Story Telling 400 4.50 4338 964
Visual Cloze 200 4.50 8694 1932
Text-rich VQA 400 2.26 4988 2210
Multi-image VQA 400 3.51 5167 1472
Puzzle 1400 12.00 3072 256
NLVR2 6967 2.00 4218 2109
Q-Bench 1000 2.00 4742 2371

ComPairs 532 6.00 14619 2436

Table 1. Comparison in terms of visual input dimensions in popu-
lar multi-image datasets, gathered in the LLaVA-Interleave Bench-
mark, and in our proposed ComPairs dataset.

a variable number of characteristics of both products. For
example, when comparing two sets of socks, relevant char-
acteristics could be their color, the number of items in the
set, their length, and the material. Moreover, we prompted
the LLM to briefly describe the differences between the two
products in terms of each of the identified characteristics.
An example is shown in Fig. 3. We will share the prompts
and more examples in the Supplementary Material.

Starting from these lists of characteristics-based com-
parative descriptions, we obtain the samples for ComPairs,
each relative to one of the characteristics of the products
pairs. In total, the dataset contains 532 comparative ques-
tions concerning a total of 272 unique characteristics of 88
different product types.

The multi-image sets comparison task is formulated as
a visual-textual prompt in the form “Given the images of
Product 1:<img1> and the images of Product 2:<img2>,
can you compare them in terms of <characteristic>?”,
where <img1> and <img2> are the images relative to
Product 1 and Product 2, respectively. The LMM tasked
with this prompt is expected to generate a short compari-
son of the two image sets in terms of the specified char-
acteristic. One of the main characteristics of the ComPairs
benchmark is that the images in the sets are high-resolution.
In the context of LMMs, such images are often handled as
multiple non-overlapping patches and a thumbnail (i.e., a
lower-resolution version of the original image), as in the
case of models that operate on image tiles, as for exam-
ple InternVL [11]. Moreover, the product’s images have
a high variability in terms of density of information con-
tained. Specifically, there are simple images of products
(e.g., a chair, a soap dispenser, a pair of socks) where the
high resolution could be harmful to the model due to the
overload of information, and more complex images (e.g.,
the close-up of the back of a book, or the nutritional table
of a chocolate bar) where the high resolution is necessary to
extract the needed information. These characterisitcs make
ComPairs particularly challenging for LMMs and stress the
need for a flexible visual token reduction strategy.

Visual Encoder LLM

InternVL2-4B InternViT 300M 448px Phi3 Mini 128k Instruct
InternVL2-8B InternViT 300M 448px InternLM2.5 7B Chat
InternVL2-26B InternViT 6B 448px V1.5 InternLM2 Chat 20B
InternVL2-76B InternViT 6B 448px V1.5 Hermes2 Theta Llama 3 70B
LLaVA-Next-Interleave SigLIP 400M 384px Qwen1.5 7B
Phi3.5-Vision-Instruct CLIP ViT-L/14 Phi-3 Mini-128K-Instruct

Table 2. Visual Encoder and LLM backbones in the considered
LLMs.

To provide a data-driven motivation of the challenges
posed by ComPairs in terms of input to be handled, we re-
port in Table 1 a comparison between our proposed dataset
and multi-modal, multi-image datasets belonging to the
LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark [21], which is established
when evaluating LMMs. As we can see, a sample in Com-
Pairs entails handling 6 images at a time, which is more
than the average number of images involved on most of the
datasets collected in LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark. More
importantly, the images involved in each sample are repre-
sented with a number of tokens which is one order of mag-
nitude bigger than the average number of tokens needed in
the other tasks. For this reason, we argue that ComPairs
represents a scenario in which visual token reduction is par-
ticularly interesting to explore.

5. Experiments
We validate the effectiveness of ToFu on the multi-modal
multi-image datasets collected in the LLava-Interleave
Benchmark [21] and the ComPairs Benchmark.
LMM Architectures. Given their capacity to handle
high-dimensional visual and textual inputs (like multiple
multi-patch images), we consider the models of the In-
ternVL2 family [11]. This is a series of models of vary-
ing sizes to balance computational efficiency and perfor-
mance. Specifically, we consider both the larger variants
(InternVL2-76B and InternVL2-26B) and the more com-
pact ones (InternVL2-8B and InternVL2-4B), which are
suitable for scenarios of computational resources availabil-
ity. Moreover, we consider Phi-3.5-Vision [1], which also
handles high-resolution images presented in a multi-patch
format, and LLaVA-Next-Interleave [21], which is trained
on a massive dataset of diverse multi-image, multi-frame,
multi-patch, multi-view multi-modal tasks, unified in a
visual-textual interleaved data format. The specific Visual
Encoder and LLM featured in the considered LMMs are re-
ported in Table 2. Note that our work evaluates on a diverse
set of model architectures from different families, in con-
trast with previous work [4, 31] which focused on a single
model family.
Performance Evaluation. We express the performance
both in terms of efficiency gain and accuracy. In partic-
ular, we measure the maximum GPU memory consump-
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InternVL2-4B InternVL2-8B InternVL2-26B InternVL2-76B

w/o ToFu w/ ToFu w/o ToFu w/ ToFu w/o ToFu w/ ToFu w/o ToFu w/ ToFu

Spot the Difference 17.06 16.79 18.81 17.59 17.93 18.93 17.45 15.88
Image Edit Instruction 10.47 9.78 10.58 10.54 11.19 10.79 11.73 11.55
Visual Story Telling 23.32 23.99 19.70 19.42 25.98 26.57 21.44 23.72
Visual Cloze 19.00 29.50 25.00 20.50 19.50 19.00 14.00 13.50
Text-rich VQA 42.41 42.43 46.07 44.50 53.12 41.92 44.51 41.66
Multi-image VQA 46.25 52.25 29.50 35.50 12.75 17.50 21.00 25.75
Puzzle 25.07 21.14 19.71 21.57 21.36 21.50 23.14 23.64
NLVR2 64.03 66.50 17.73 19.39 20.86 20.12 78.51 73.37
Q-Bench 56.50 55.40 35.80 33.50 41.90 42.70 60.00 55.70
Overall 33.79 35.31 24.77 24.72 24.95 24.34 32.42 31.64

Avg used tokens [%] 100.00 41.03 100.00 40.62 100.00 42.38 100.00 35.19
Std used tokens [%] 0.00 28.18 0.00 31.64 0.00 32.79 0.00 34.43
Max GPU memory [GB] 30.46 10.35 32.42 19.00 80.91 58.40 184.98 152.97
Runtime [s] 3.91 4.01 3.89 4.56 7.69 7.59 21.63 15.21

Table 3. Effect of the LMM sizes both in terms of accuracy (in percentage) and efficiency on the LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark. We used
1, 2, 4, 8 NVIDIA L40S GPUs with 48GB of memory for the four models, respectively.

tion of different LMMs combined with our ToFu method
and alternative strategies for visual token reduction. More-
over, we consider the runtime of such models when per-
forming the considered tasks on NVIDIA L40S GPUs. As
for the accuracy computation, we observe that oftentimes
the LLM inside the LMMs generates an answer that is se-
mantically correct but is not necessarily verbatim identical
to the ground truth answer. Therefore, simply comparing
the reference and predicted answer word-by-word can lead
to misleading results. For this reason, we compute the accu-
racy of the considered models by tasking an external LLM
(specifically, Llama 3 8B Instruct) to compare their given
answers to the ground truth. Then, we express the accuracy
as the percentage of answers that the LLM has labeled as
corresponding to the ground truth answer.

5.1. Results on the LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark

We consider the multi-image datasets collected in the
LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark. These are relative to differ-
ent multi-modal tasks performed on different numbers of
images, as reported in Table 1.

ToFu on Different-sized LMMs. The LMMs in the In-
ternVL [11] family consume a large number of visual to-
kens, have been implemented with similar architectural and
training choices, and come in different sizes, depending on
the Visual Encoder and LLM backbone used (see Table 2).
For this reason, we consider these models for analyzing the
effect of ToFu when applied to increasingly large models
and report the results of this study in Table 3. As we can
see, applying our token reduction strategy does not signif-
icantly affect the performance across model sizes, ranging
from an average improvement of +1.52% for the smallest
considered model (InternVL2-4B) to a limited reduction of

-0.78% for the largest model (InternVL2-76B). Most im-
portantly, ToFu consistently reduces the number of used to-
kens by ∼60%, thus reducing the maximum GPU memory
required for factors ranging from 17.30% for InternVL2-
76B to 66.22% for the already compact InternVL2-4B, fur-
ther reducing the computational requirements of this model
and thus, enhancing its applicability in low-resource sce-
narios. As for the runtime, applying ToFu inevitably intro-
duces some overhead. However, such overhead is negligi-
ble w.r.t. the overall computation time of the smaller models
(it is at most +0.67s, on InternVL2-26B). Interestingly, the
most relevant effect on InternVL2-76B is the runtime reduc-
tion obtained with ToFu (-6.42 s). Arguably, this is because
this variant features the largest LLM in the InternVL fam-
ily, and thus, reducing the number of visual tokens it has to
consider noticeably speeds up the computation.

Comparison with Other Early Dropping Strategies.
From Table 3, it also emerges that the best-performing
model on average is InternVL2-4B, further boosted by ap-
plying our ToFu algorithm. For this reason, in the rest of our
analysis on the LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark, we consider
this LMM. Here, we combine it with different visual token
reduction strategies to assess the effectiveness of ToFu with
respect to alternatives (see Table 4). Specifically, we con-
sider a Random Sampling as a baseline entailing token re-
duction via unprincipled selection. Moreover, we consider
the recently-proposed HiRED [4] token selection approach,
which is a state-of-the-art method for dropping redundant
tokens. Both for Random sampling and HiRED the desired
number of tokens to be fed to the LLM (i.e. a budget) has
to be explicitly specified as input. On the other hand, ToFu
automatically determines the final number of tokens based
on the threshold τ (which depends on the number of input
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All tokens Random
sampling HiRED ToFu

Spot the Difference 17.06 15.59 16.74 16.79
Image Edit Instruction 10.47 10.15 9.91 9.78
Visual Story Telling 23.32 24.05 24.01 23.99
Visual Cloze 19.00 21.00 20.00 29.50
Text-rich VQA 42.41 39.47 37.70 42.43
Multi-image VQA 46.25 48.75 45.25 52.25
Puzzle 25.07 20.07 20.71 21.14
NLVR2 64.03 68.65 65.14 66.50
Q-Bench 54.50 55.40 55.80 55.40
Overall 33.79 33.68 32.81 35.31

Avg used tokens [%] 100.00 40.04 20.00 41.03
Std used tokens [%] 0.00 2.34 0.00 28.18
Max GPU memory [GB] 30.46 10.12 7.73 10.35
Runtime [s] 3.91 2.72 2.55 4.01

Table 4. Best reduction strategy with fixed LLM (InternVL2-4B)
on the LLaVA-Interleave Benchmark.

tokens). Here, we assign the Random sampling a budget
that makes them retain a number of tokens that is compara-
ble to the reduction operated by ToFu, while for HiRED we
use the best value for the budget as indicated by its authors.
The result of this comparison can be observed in Table 4.
From the Table it emerges that the specific strategy adopted
for reducing the number of the visual tokens has an effect
on the overall performance. Specifically, simply dropping
tokens (either randomly or based on their CLS-attention)
can lead to a performance drop, even if contained. On the
other hand, maintaining most of the tokens information via
fusion, as in ToFu, has a positive effect on the performance.
This is especially true for complex tasks such as visual se-
quence completion (Visual Cloze) and visual question an-
swering (Text-rich VQA and Multi-image VQA), involving
a large number of visual tokens and good reasoning capa-
bilities. As for the saved GPU memory, it directly depends
on the number of visual tokens used. Therefore, HiRED
leads to the lowest memory consumption with the budget
hyperparameter recommended by its authors (-74.62% of
the total memory used by the vanilla InternVL2-4B, ver-
sus -66.78% and -66.02% obtained with Random sampling
and ToFu) at the cost of the most noticeable performance
drop. Moreover, ToFu runtime (4.01s) is comparable to the
vanilla model (3.91s). Note that HiRED and Random sam-
pling are sim1.5s faster than ToFu. Arguably, this is due
to the fact that these two approaches simply drop visual to-
kens, allowing them to reduce the runtime but causing some
performance drop, which does not happen with ToFu.
Effect of the Dynamic Threshold Selection. The ToFu al-
gorithm relies on a threshold τ . Instead of assigning a fixed
value regardless of the input length, we automatically ad-
just it based on the number of visual tokens the algorithm
has to deal with, as described in Section 3. To validate
the effectiveness of this strategy, we perform an ablation
in which we apply ToFu to InternVL2-4B with a threshold
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Figure 2. Overall accuracy (y-axis) and percentage of tokens (x-
axis) used by InternVL2-4B on the LLava-Interleave Benchmark.
We compare our ToFu, which has a dynamic threshold (red line),
against a variant of ToFu with fixed τ (blue line) that applies the
same threshold τ for each image in the benchmark and the vanilla
InternVL2-4B which uses all tokens (green line). For each value
of the threshold, we indicate the corresponding average number of
tokens and the standard deviation as a semi-transparent circle.

All tokens Random
sampling ToFu

Acc. % tokens Acc. % tokens Acc. % tokens

LLaVa-Next-Interleave 3.95 100.00 4.70 40.00 5.45 39.59
InternVL2-76B 18.98 100.00 16.73 39.86 17.29 48.83
InternVL2-26B 13.16 100.00 16.54 39.95 14.66 51.71
InternVL2-8B 9.02 100.00 11.09 50.11 23.68 43.17
InternVL2-4B 12.03 100.00 9.77 39.85 14.85 43.11
Phi3.5-Vision-Instruct 10.53 100.00 8.65 40.02 11.84 35.30

Table 5. Best reduction strategy on ComPairs with different
LMMs. For a fair comparison with random pruning, we prune
in order to keep a number of tokens similar to that used in ToFu.

value that stays the same for all the tasks (and thus, visual
input length ) of the LaVA-Interleave Benchmark. We run
multiple instances of this combination, by varying the value
of the threshold at each run. In Figure 2, we report the result
of this ablation in terms of average accuracy with respect to
the percentage number of used tokens. For reference, we
also report the performance of the vanilla InternVL2-4B,
using all the tokens, and that of InternVL2-4B combined
with our complete ToFu method, entailing dynamic thresh-
old setting. As we can see, adapting the value of the thresh-
old leads to a varied token reduction of 41.03%±28.18%
and to consistently superior performance both with respect
to the vanilla InternVL2-4B and to the non-adaptive thresh-
old strategy.

5.2. Results on the ComPairs Benchmark

The ComPairs dataset serves as a stress-test for our token re-
duction strategy, since it entails dealing with a much larger
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Prompt: Given the images of Prod. 1: <img1>
and the images of Prod. 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

<i
mg

1>
<i

mg
2>

Product Size: The two products have different sizes. Product 1 is a 16 oz (1 lb) package, while Product 2
is a 12 oz (340g) package.

ToFu: 

Tomato Type: The images of the two products show that both are packaged fresh tomatoes. However,
there are differences in the type of tomatoes. Product 1 is type: Roma Tomatoes while Product 2 is type:
On-the-Vine Cherry Tomatoes.

Ground truth: 

Tomato Type: Product 1 is a Roma tomato, while
Product 2 is a cherry tomato.

Product Size: Product 1 is a 16-ounce package,
while Product 2 is a 12-ounce package. 

Vanilla: 
Product Size: The images show two different products. The first product is "Roma Tomatoes" which are
fresh and sustainably grown. The second product is "On-the-Vine Cherry Tomatoes" which are also fresh
and sustainably grown. Both products are packaged in clear plastic containers.
Tomato Type: The images show two different types of tomatoes: The first image shows "Roma Tomatoes,"
which are red and have a more elongated shape. The second image shows "On-the-Vine Cherry Tomatoes,"
which are smaller and round. Both types of tomatoes are labeled as "Sustainably Grown, Year Round."

Figure 3. Sample from the ComPairs dataset where we show the benefits and the results obtained with the ToFu algorithm with respect to
the vanilla approach. For space reasons, we have abbreviated the word “Product” in the image to “Prod.”

number of visual tokens compared to existing benchmarks.
Table 5 shows results of different LMMs, both as-is and
combined with the ToFu algorithm and random sampling
while keeping comparable the number of retained visual
tokens. We considered random sampling as a competitor
here instead of HiRED because Table 4 shows that it is the
second-best method overall. Moreover, it is easily appli-
cable to any architecture without any dependency on other
components of the LMM, unlike HiRED, which relies on
the self-attention maps of the visual encoder. Nonetheless,
we have run an experiment using HiRED with InternVL2-
4B and obtained 9.59% Accuracy which is similar to ran-
dom sampling and lower than ToFu as shown in Table 5
(c.f., row 5). The complete results of this analysis are re-
ported in Table 5. As it can be observed, applying ToFu
leads to performance improvement, for almost all the con-
sidered LMMs (with the best-performing combination be-
ing with IntarnVL2-8B, 23.68% accuracy). It also emerges
that for the ComPair task, despite being characterized by a
large number of likely redundant tokens, simply dropping
some tokens is not an effective strategy. In fact, random
sampling leads to a performance drop for almost all the con-
sidered LMMs. This analysis confirms that ComPairs is a

suitable testbench for LMMs aimed at handling multi-patch,
multi-image tasks and that it helps highlight the importance
of applying visual token reduction strategies in such high-
dimensional inputs. Moreover, these results demonstrate
the effectiveness of our proposed ToFu algorithm. Finally,
we show some qualitative results on two samples of the
ComPAirs dataset, obtained from the same sets of images
in Figure 3. We compare InternVL2-4B vanilla (i.e., with-
out any toke reduction strategy) and InternVL2-4B with
our ToFu algorithm. It can be observed that the combina-
tion with ToFu increases the comparison performance, es-
pecially regarding characteristics that require fine-grained
visual information (such as those that can be determined
from writings and labels). Further qualitative examples can
be found in the Appendix.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we have proposed ToFu, a training-free, vi-
sual encoder-agnostic approach to enhance the efficiency of
LMMs. Specifically, the proposed algorithm fuses together
similar visual tokens embeddings before feeding them to the
LLM, thus reducing its prefix context length without signif-
icant information loss. In this way, we are able to reduce
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the GPU memory requirements of LMMs while maintain-
ing the performance with respect to using all the tokens. Ex-
tensive evaluation on several multi-image datasets and on
a newly-proposed challenging dataset, dubbed ComPairs,
demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach over a diverse
set of LMM architectures.
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A. Further Examples from ComPairs
In this section, we report further examples and qualitative
results from the ComPairs dataset. Specifically, we show
pairs of image sets and ground truth answers relative to
different characteristics of the objects in the sets. Recall
that these characteristics and ground truth comparison an-
swers have been obtained with an LLM (Llama3-8B) fed
with the textual description associated with the products in
the images. Moreover, we report the output of InternVL2-
4B without any token reduction strategies (InternVL2-4B
Vanilla) and of the same LMM combined with our visual
token reduction approach (InternVL2-4B + ToFu) when
prompted with the following prompt: ”Given the images of
Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>,
can you compare them in terms of <characteristic>?”,
where <img1> and <img2> are sequences of visual to-
kens obtained from the images in the two sets under anal-
ysis, and <characteristic> is the specific aspect the
LMM is tasked to focus on in the comparison. Recall that
from each image sets pairs, we obtain multiple ComPairs
samples, one for each characteristic.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Handle>: Product 1 has loop side handles, Product 2 has long handle and an opposite helper handle on

both pieces.
<Lid>: Product 1 has a secure-fitting lid, Product 2’s skillet doubles as a secure-fitting lid.
<Color>: Product 1 is red, Product 2 does not have a specified color.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Handle>: The images of Product 1 and Product 2 show differences in the ”Handle” as follows:

- Product 1 has a red handle, while Product 2 has a black handle.
<Lid>: The images of Product 1 and Product 2 show differences in the lid design. Product 1 has a

red lid with a black handle and a black knob, while Product 2 has a black lid with a black
handle and a black knob.

<Color>: The two products in the image differ in color. Product 1 is red, while Product 2 is black.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Handle>: The handles of Product 1 and Product 2 are different in color and material. Product 1 has a

red handle, while Product 2 has a black handle.
<Lid>: The lid of Product 1 is red, while the lid of Product 2 is black.
<Color>: The two products have different colors: Product 1 is red, and Product 2 is black.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 is Smoke, while Product 2 is Pink.
<Dimensions>: Product 1 is slightly larger in length and width, but slightly thinner in height, compared to

Product 2.
<Protection>: Both products offer protection, but Product 2’s silicone case offers strong protection without

adding bulk.
<Design>: Product 1 has a clear and flexible TPU material, while Product 2 has a soft-touch ripple

pattern for improved grip.
<Material>: Product 1 is made of TPU, while Product 2 is made of Silicone.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The color of Product 1 is silver, while the color of Product 2 is pink.
<Dimensions>: The dimensions of Product 1 (the clear case) and Product 2 (the pink case) are different.

Product 1 is larger and has a more rectangular shape, while Product 2 is smaller and has a
more rounded shape.

<Protection>: The two products in the images are phone cases, and they differ in color and design. Product
1 is a clear case, while Product 2 is a pink case. Both cases have cutouts for the phone’s
camera and buttons, but the clear case allows the phone’s design to be visible, whereas the
pink case has a patterned design.

<Design>: The design of Product 1 is a clear, rectangular case with a single cutout for the camera and
a smaller cutout for the flash. The case is plain and does not have any additional design
elements or patterns.
The design of Product 2 is a pink, rectangular case with a wavy pattern on the surface. It also
has a single cutout for the camera and a smaller cutout for the flash. The case has a more
decorative and visually appealing design compared to Product 1.

<Material>: The material of Product 1 is clear plastic, while the material of Product 2 is pink plastic.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The two products have different colors. Product 1 is clear, while Product 2 is pink.
<Dimensions>: The dimensions of the two products appear to be different. Product 1 has a rectangular shape

with rounded corners, while Product 2 has a more rounded rectangular shape with a curved
edge.

<Protection>: The two products have different designs and materials, which may affect their protection
levels. Product 1 appears to be made of a clear, possibly tempered glass material, which
can provide good protection against scratches and minor impacts. Product 2, on the other
hand, seems to be made of a plastic material with a textured surface, which might offer less
protection against scratches and impacts compared to glass.

<Design>: The design of Product 1 is a clear, rectangular case with a single cutout for the camera, while
Product 2 has a pink, textured design with a single cutout for the camera and a brand logo on
the bottom right corner.

<Material>: The material of Product 1 appears to be a clear, possibly tempered glass or a hard plastic,
while Product 2 seems to be made of a soft, flexible silicone or rubber.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 is in Dark Grey, while Product 2 is in Boho (which is not a specific color, but a

style/fabric combination).
<Fabric>: Product 2 is available in a range of fabrics, while Product 1’s fabric is top-grain leather.
<Design>: Product 1 is a rectangular ottoman with a contemporary style, while Product 2 is a cube-

shaped ottoman with a boho style.
<Material>: Product 1 has a solid hardwood frame, while Product 2 has a solid wood frame and

polyester/acrylic blend fabric.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The two products in the images are identical in color. Both are dark gray or charcoal-colored

cushioned ottomans with a textured fabric.
<Fabric>: The fabric of the two products appears to be the same. Both are upholstered in a dark gray,

textured fabric with a subtle pattern. The texture and color consistency suggest that they are
made from the same material.

<Design>: The two products in the images have the same design. They both feature a dark gray fabric
upholstered on a square ottoman with a textured surface. The ottomans have a similar shape
and size, with a slightly rounded top and a flat base. The fabric appears to be the same in both
images, indicating that they are identical in design.

<Material>: The material of the couch in both images appears to be a textured fabric, likely a type of
woven or knitted material. The texture suggests a durable and possibly high-quality fabric,
suitable for furniture. The color is a dark, muted gray, which gives the couch a sophisticated
and modern look. The couch has a simple design with a rounded top and four small, round
wooden legs.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The color of both products appears to be the same.
<Fabric>: The fabric of Product 1 appears to be a smooth, dark gray material, while Product 2 has a

more textured, possibly woven fabric with a mix of dark and light gray tones.
<Design>: The design of the two products is different in terms of the texture and pattern of the fabric.

Product 1 has a smooth, solid-colored fabric, while Product 2 has a textured, patterned fabric.
<Material>: The material of Product 1 appears to be a smooth, possibly synthetic fabric, while Product 2

has a more textured, possibly woven fabric.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: The colors in Product 1 are blue, purple, and green, whereas in Product 2, the colors are

purple, pink, and green.
<Design>: The design of the two products is similar, with a floral art piece on a white background, but

with different color combinations and flower types.
<FlowerType>: Product 1 features a succulent, while Product 2 is of an Echeveria succulent bloom.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The two products in the image have different color schemes. The first product features a

watercolor painting of a succulent with shades of purple, blue, and green, while the second
product has a similar watercolor painting but with shades of pink, red, and purple.

<Design>: The two products are similar in design, featuring a watercolor painting of a succulent plant.
However, there are differences in the color palette and the specific shades used for the succu-
lent leaves. The first product has a more varied color palette with shades of purple, blue, and
green, while the second product has a more monochromatic palette with shades of pink and
purple.

<FlowerType>: The two products in the image are similar in that they both feature a watercolor painting of
a succulent plant. However, there are differences in the color palette and the specific type
of succulent depicted. The first product shows a succulent with a more varied color palette,
including shades of purple, blue, and green, while the second product features a succulent
with a more monochromatic color scheme, primarily in shades of pink and purple.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The two products have different color schemes. Product 1 features a palette of soft blues and

purples, while Product 2 has a combination of pinks and greens.
<Design>: The two products have different designs. Product 1 features a watercolor painting of succu-

lents with a more abstract and blended style, while Product 2 has a more detailed and realistic
depiction of succulents with distinct edges and shading.

<FlowerType>: The flower types in the two products are different. The first product features a succulent,
while the second product features a cactus.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:

<Compatibility>: Product 1 is compatible with devices with standard HDMI ports, including desktop, laptop,
ultrabook, and gaming consoles, while Product 2 is specifically designed for converting SDI
signal to HDMI signal for professional video applications.

<Direction>: Product 1 is a one-way signal adapter, while Product 2 is a bi-directional converter, but with
a separate input and output for SDI and HDMI.

<Purpose>: Product 1 is an HDMI to VGA adapter for presentations or events, while Product 2 is an SDI
to HDMI converter for displaying media on an HDMI TV or monitor.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Compatibility>: The two products in the image are both SDI to HDMI converters made by AmazonBasics.

The main difference between them is the cable type:
1. The first product on the left has a USB Type-A to HDMI cable. 2. The second product on
the right has a standard SDI to HDMI cable.
Both products are designed to convert SDI (Serial Digital Interface) signals to HDMI (High-
Definition Multimedia Interface) signals, allowing for the connection of SDI sources to
HDMI displays. ✗

<Direction>: The images show two different products from AmazonBasics. The first product is a USB to
HDMI converter, and the second product is an HDMI to USB converter. Both products are
designed to convert signals between USB and HDMI, allowing for the connection of USB
devices to HDMI displays. ✗

<Purpose>: The images show two different products from AmazonBasics. The first product is a USB to
HDMI converter, and the second product is an HDMI to USB converter. Both products are
designed to convert signals between USB and HDMI, allowing for the connection of USB
devices to HDMI displays. ✗

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Compatibility>: The two products in the images are both AmazonBasics HDMI converters, but they differ in

their compatibility. The product on the left is a standard HDMI converter, while the product
on the right is an HDMI to VGA converter. ✓

<Direction>: The images show two different USB-C to HDMI converters. The first converter has a USB-C
port on one end and an HDMI port on the other, while the second converter has a USB-C port
on one end and a USB-A port on the other. The first converter is designed for direct HDMI
output, while the second converter can also connect to a computer via USB-A. ✓

<Purpose>: The two products in the images are both AmazonBasics HDMI converters, but they differ in
their specifications and intended use.
- **Product 1**: This is a standard HDMI converter that can convert SDI (Single-Link DVI)
to HDMI. It is designed for converting the signal from a single-link DVI source to an HDMI
output.
- **Product 2**: This is a more advanced HDMI converter that can convert SDI (Single-
Link DVI) to HDMI and also has the capability to convert SDI to SDI. This means it can
handle both single-link DVI to HDMI and SDI to SDI conversions, making it suitable for
more complex setups.
In summary, the main difference in purpose between the two products is that Product 2 can
handle both single-link DVI to HDMI and SDI to SDI conversions, while Product 1 is limited
to single-link DVI to HDMI conversion. ✓
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Material>: Product 1 is made of 100% wool, whereas Product 2 is made of 100% Polypropylene.
<Design>: Product 1 has a contemporary take on traditional design with an Ikat inspired pattern, whereas

Product 2 has a traditional Persian rug with a strong geometric pattern.
<Pattern>: Product 1’s pattern is described as’strikingly bold Ikat inspired’ and ’neutral cool colors

in over-sized motifs’, whereas Product 2’s pattern is described as’strong geometric pattern’
with’sunny gold and rich teal blue colors’.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Material>: The material of the two products appears to be different. Product 1 is a rug with a textured,

possibly woven or knitted fabric, while Product 2 is a flat, patterned fabric, likely a printed
textile or a woven material.

<Design>: The design of the two products in the images is different. The first product has a more subtle,
muted color palette with a beige background and dark blue patterns, while the second product
features a vibrant, rich color scheme with a combination of orange, blue, and yellow hues.
The first product has a more traditional, geometric pattern, whereas the second product has a
more intricate, possibly floral or abstract design.

<Pattern>: The pattern on the two products is different. The first product has a beige background with
dark blue and black geometric patterns, while the second product has a more complex and
colorful pattern with a mix of orange, blue, and other colors.

<Care>: The two products in the images have different care instructions.
**Product 1:** - The rug appears to be made of a natural fiber, likely wool or a wool blend.
- Care instructions for natural fiber rugs typically include: - Vacuuming regularly to remove
dirt and dust. - Spot cleaning with a damp cloth for spills. - Avoiding harsh chemicals
and detergents. - Dry cleaning or professional cleaning for deep stains. - Rotating the rug
periodically to prevent uneven wear.
**Product 2:** - The rug has a more intricate design and appears to be made of a synthetic
material, possibly polypropylene or a blend. - Care instructions for synthetic rugs typically
include: - Vacuuming regularly to prevent dirt buildup. - Spot cleaning with a mild detergent
and water. - Avoiding high-heat cleaning methods. - Professional cleaning for deep stains. -
Rotating the rug periodically to prevent uneven wear.
In summary, while both rugs require regular vacuuming and spot cleaning, the natural fiber
rug may need more delicate handling and professional cleaning, whereas the synthetic rug
can be cleaned with mild detergents and is generally more durable.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Material>: The material of Product 1 appears to be a woven fabric, likely a type of rug or mat, while

Product 2 seems to be a woven rug with a more intricate pattern.
<Design>: The design of the two products differs in terms of pattern complexity and color scheme.

Product 1 has a simpler, more geometric pattern with a limited color palette, while Product 2
features a more intricate, abstract design with a broader range of colors.

<Pattern>: The pattern of the two products is different. Product 1 has a geometric pattern with a com-
bination of beige, blue, and black colors, while Product 2 has a more organic, floral pattern
with a combination of beige, blue, and black colors.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<ItemVolume>: Quart in Product 1, Half Gallon (64 oz) in Product 2
<MilkType>: Whole milk in Product 1, 2% milkfat reduced milk in Product 2
<Vitamins>: Vitamin D in Product 1, Vitamin A & D in Product 2
<MilkFatPercentage>: Whole in Product 1, 2% in Product 2

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<ItemVolume>: The two products differ in their ”Item Volume” as the first product is a 1 quart (946 mL)

container, while the second product is a 1/2 gallon (1.89 L) container.
<MilkType>: The two products differ in their milk type: Product 1 is whole vitamin D milk, while Product

2 is reduced fat milk.
<Vitamins>: The two products differ in their vitamin content, with Product 1 containing Vitamin D and

Product 2 containing Vitamin A and D3.
<MilkFatPercentage>: The milk in Product 1 has a higher milk fat percentage than the milk in Product 2.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<ItemVolume>: The two products have different ”Item Volumes.” Product 1 is a 1 quart (948 mL) container,

while Product 2 is a 1/2 gallon (1.89L) container.
<MilkType>: The milk type in both products is ”Whole Grade A.”
<Vitamins>: The two products have different levels of Vitamin D. Product 1 has 12% Vitamin D, while

Product 2 has 0% Vitamin D.
<MilkFatPercentage>: The milk fat percentage in Product 1 is 4.5%, while in Product 2 it is 2%.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Material>: Both products are made of durable plastic, but Product 1 has a rugged construction for long-

lasting strength and rigidity.
<Design>: Product 1 has a tall, slim profile with no side handles for out-of-the-way, space-saving place-

ment, whereas Product 2 is a rectangular-shaped, space-efficient waste basket with a small
footprint.

<Color>: Product 1 is Blue, while Product 2 is Beige.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Material>: The two products in the images are made of different materials. Product 1 is made of blue

plastic, while Product 2 is made of beige plastic.
<Design>: The two products have different designs. Product 1 is blue with a slightly curved top and a

handle on the side, while Product 2 is beige with a flat top and no visible handle.
<Color>: The two products in the image have different colors. Product 1 is blue, and Product 2 is beige.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Material>: The material of Product 1 appears to be a smooth, possibly plastic or coated metal, while

Product 2 seems to be made of a matte, possibly plastic or coated metal as well.
<Design>: The design of Product 1 is blue, while the design of Product 2 is beige.
<Color>: The two products have different colors: Product 1 is blue, and Product 2 is beige.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<SwivelandCasters>: Both products have 360-degree swivel and smooth-rolling casters, but no specific difference

is mentioned.
<LumbarSupport>: Product 1 has a lumbar cushion for added support, while Product 2 has an adjustable lumbar

mechanism for lower-back support.
<Armrests>: Product 1 has custom fit with height-adjustable armrest, while Product 2 has curved arm rests.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<SwivelandCasters>: The image shows a black office chair with a high backrest and armrests. The chair has a five-

pointed star base with casters for mobility. The armrests are padded and have a slight curve
to accommodate the user’s arms. The backrest is ergonomically designed with contoured
support for the lumbar region. The seat is also padded and appears to be made of leather or
a leather-like material. The overall design suggests that the chair is intended for comfort and
support during long periods of sitting, likely in an office setting.

<LumbarSupport>: The two products in the image are both black office chairs with a modern design. Here are
the differences in their lumbar support:
1. **Product 1**: - The lumbar support is integrated into the backrest and is designed to
provide targeted support to the lower back. - The lumbar support is shaped like a star, which
may offer a more ergonomic fit for the lumbar region. - The overall design of the lumbar
support appears to be more contoured and possibly adjustable.
2. **Product 2**: - The lumbar support is also integrated into the backrest but is more
simplistic in design. - The lumbar support is less contoured compared to Product 1 and
appears to be a single, flat piece. - The overall design is sleek and minimalistic, focusing on
a streamlined look.
In summary, Product 1 offers a more contoured and potentially adjustable lumbar support,
while Product 2 has a simpler, more minimalistic design.

<Armrests>: The armrests of the two chairs are different. The chair on the left has a more complex design
with multiple armrests and a star-shaped design, while the chair on the right has a simpler,
more traditional design with a single, rounded armrest.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<SwivelandCasters>: Both products have swivel and casters, but the design and placement of the casters differ.

Product 1 has casters on the base, while Product 2 has casters on the armrests.
<LumbarSupport>: The lumbar support in Product 1 appears to be more pronounced and contoured, with a clear

emphasis on the lower back area. In contrast, Product 2 has a more subtle lumbar support
design, with less visible contouring.

<Armrests>: The armrests of Product 1 and Product 2 are different. Product 1 has a more pronounced and
angular design, while Product 2 has a smoother and more rounded armrest design.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 has ’Beige Sand Suede’, Product 2 has ’Brown Chelsea Tan’
<Style>: Product 1 doesn’t have a specific style, Product 2 is ’Arbor’ style

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The two products in the image are both brown in color. However, there are differences in

their design and structure.
1. **Product 1**: - Appears to be a pair of brown suede shoes. - Features a brown suede
upper with visible stitching. - Has a brown leather sole with a textured tread pattern. - The
design includes metal eyelets and a pull tab for ease of wearing.
2. **Product 2**: - Appears to be a pair of brown leather boots. - Features a smooth brown
leather upper with visible stitching. - Has a black rubber sole with a textured tread pattern. -
The design includes a pull tab and a zipper on the inner side for ease of wearing.
In summary, while both products are brown, they differ in the type of upper material (suede
vs. leather) and the type of sole (leather vs. rubber).

<Style>: The two products in the image are different styles of shoes.
1. **Product 1**: - **Style**: This is a casual, suede-like shoe with a low-top design. -
**Features**: It has a brown suede upper with visible stitching details, a brown leather sole
with a wavy pattern, and a small pull tab on the back. - **Design**: The shoe has a casual,
relaxed look with a slightly elevated heel and a rounded toe.
2. **Product 2**: - **Style**: This is a more formal, leather boot with a high-top design.
- **Features**: It has a brown leather upper with visible stitching details, a black rubber
sole, and a pull tab on the back. - **Design**: The boot has a more structured and formal
appearance with a higher heel and a pointed toe.
In summary, the main difference in style between the two products is that Product 1 is casual
and suede-like, while Product 2 is formal and leather-based.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The two products in the images have different colors. Product 1 is brown, while Product 2 is

black.
<Style>: The two products have different styles:

- Product 1 has a more casual, rugged look with visible stitching and a chunky sole. - Product
2 has a sleeker, more polished appearance with a smooth finish and a more streamlined sole.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 has an Oil Rubbed Bronze finish while Product 2 has a Satin Nickel finish.
<Design>: Product 1 has a Modern design while Product 2 has a Traditional design.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The images show two different towel bars. The first towel bar is black, while the second

towel bar is silver.
<Design>: The design of the towel bar in the image is sleek and modern, featuring a polished chrome

finish that adds a touch of elegance to the bathroom. The bar is mounted on a light-colored
wall with a textured tile backsplash, which complements the contemporary aesthetic. The
towels hanging on the bar are neatly folded and appear to be of a soft, light blue color, adding
a fresh and clean look to the space. The overall design is simple yet sophisticated, making it
a stylish addition to any bathroom.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The color of the handles on both products is different: Product 1 has a dark color, while

Product 2 has a silver color.
<Design>: The design of the two products differs in terms of finish and color. Product 1 has a matte

black finish, while Product 2 has a shiny, metallic finish.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 has a ’Royal Blue Calvin Stripe’ while Product 2 has an ’Industrial Grey’.
<Queen/King>: Both products are suitable for Queen-sized beds, but Product 1’s not explicitly for King-sized

beds, while Product 2’s suitable for Queen and King-sized beds.
<SetPieces>: Product 1 includes a comforter, flat sheet, fitted sheet, two shams, and two queen pillowcases,

while Product 2 includes flat sheet, fitted sheet, 2 pillowcases, comforter, and 2 shams.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The two products in the images have different color schemes. Product 1 features a blue color

scheme with blue and white stripes, while Product 2 has a brown color scheme with a pattern
of circles and leaves.

<Queen/King>: The two products in the images are different in terms of their design and pattern.
- **Product 1** features a blue and white striped pattern. - **Product 2** features a brown
and white leaf pattern.
These differences in color and design make the two products distinct from each other.

<SetPieces>: The set pieces in the two images are different in terms of their patterns and colors.
- **Product 1** features a blue and white striped pattern. - **Product 2** features a brown
and white circular pattern.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The two products have different colors. Product 1 is blue, while Product 2 is brown with a

leaf pattern.
<Queen/King>: The two products in the images are different in terms of the ”Queen/King” size. Product 1 is

a Queen-sized bedding set, while Product 2 is a King-sized bedding set.
<SetPieces>: The set pieces in the two products differ in color and pattern. Product 1 has a blue striped

pattern, while Product 2 has a brown pattern with circular motifs.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Design>: Product 1 has a classic wood grain finish, while Product 2 has a ceramic body with a hollow

symmetric pattern design detailing.
<Style>: Product 1 is oval in shape, while Product 2 has a symmetric pattern design.
<ColoroftheMainBody>: Product 1’s main body is classic wood grain, while Product 2’s main body is ceramic with no

specific color mentioned.
<MaterialoftheMainBody>: Product 1’s main body is made of wood, while Product 2’s main body is made of ceramic.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Design>: The two products have different designs. Product 1 has a wooden base with a smooth, light-

colored wood finish and a simple, minimalistic design. Product 2 has a white base with a
pattern of crosses and a more intricate design.

<Style>: The two products have different styles. Product 1 has a wooden design with a natural wood
finish and a simple, minimalistic appearance. Product 2 has a white, modern design with a
pattern of crosses and a more industrial look.

<ColoroftheMainBody>: The color of the main body of Product 1 is light brown, while the color of the main body of
Product 2 is white.

<MaterialoftheMainBody>: The main body of the two products is made of different materials. Product 1 is made of wood,
while Product 2 is made of plastic.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Design>: The design of the two products differs in terms of the pattern and placement of the cut-out

holes on the surface. Product 1 has two symmetrical cut-out holes near the top, while Product
2 has multiple cut-out holes arranged in a grid pattern.

<Style>: The two products have different styles: Product 1 has a wooden texture with a simple design
featuring two circular buttons, while Product 2 has a white, textured surface with a pattern of
crosses.

<ColoroftheMainBody>: The color of the main body of Product 1 is light brown, while the color of the main body of
Product 2 is white.

<MaterialoftheMainBody>: The main body of Product 1 appears to be made of wood, while Product 2 has a white,
possibly ceramic or plastic, body.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 is ’Yellow Gold Plated Silver’ while Product 2 does not mention a specific color,

only that it is ’Platinum-Plated Sterling Silver’.
<Design>: Product 1 is a ’Yellow Round-Cut All-Around Band Ring’ while Product 2 is a ’Celebrity

themed Engagement Ring’ with a ’Heart-Shape Sparkler’

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The images show two different styles of rings.

1. The first ring has a large central diamond surrounded by smaller diamonds on the band.
The band itself is adorned with smaller diamonds and features a unique design with a textured
edge. 2. The second ring has a large central diamond with a halo of smaller diamonds around
it. The band is also adorned with smaller diamonds and has a smooth, polished finish.
Both rings feature a prominent central diamond and are set with smaller diamonds on the
band, but they differ in the design of the band and the overall aesthetic.

<Design>: The images of Product 1 and Product 2 show two different ring designs.
**Product 1:** - The ring features a large central diamond set in a prong setting. - The band
is adorned with smaller diamonds along its sides. - The band has a textured design with small,
round, and pave-set diamonds.
**Product 2:** - The ring also features a large central diamond set in a prong setting. - The
band is adorned with smaller diamonds along its sides. - The band has a more intricate design
with a combination of round and pave-set diamonds.
**Differences in Design:** - Product 1 has a simpler band design with smaller, round, and
pave-set diamonds. - Product 2 has a more intricate band design with a combination of round
and pave-set diamonds.
Both rings feature a large central diamond and smaller diamonds along the sides, but the band
designs differ in complexity and the type of diamonds used.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The images of Product 1 and Product 2 both feature rings with a similar design, but there is a

difference in the color of the stones. Product 1 has a gold-toned stone, while Product 2 has a
clear, possibly diamond-colored stone.

<Design>: The design of Product 1 features a more intricate and textured band with multiple small
diamonds, while Product 2 has a smoother, more polished band with a single large diamond.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Finish>: Satin Nickel Finish in Product 1 and Antique Silver Finish in Product 2, with Satin Nickel

being a darker, more neutral finish and Antique Silver being a more ornate, antique-inspired
finish.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Finish>: The finish of the two products is different. Product 1 has a smooth, shiny finish, while Product

2 has a textured, matte finish.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Finish>: The finish of Product 1 is smooth and shiny, while the finish of Product 2 is matte and tex-

tured.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 is Orange, while Product 2 is Grey, differing in color.
<Material>: Product 1 is made of PLA, a commonly used thermoplastic material known for its lower melt-

ing temperature and ease of use, whereas Product 2 is made of ABS, a strong thermoplastic
material great for creating durable items that require a higher resistance to heat.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The images show two different types of filament spools for 3D printers. The filament on the

left is orange, while the filament on the right is white.
<Material>: The images show two different types of filament wires for 3D printers. The filament wires

are labeled as ”PLA” and ”ABS.”
1. **PLA Filament**: - Color: Orange - Diameter: 1.75 mm - Temperature range: 190°C -
220°C - Bed temperature: 40°C - 55°C - Net weight: 1 kg
2. **ABS Filament**: - Color: White - Diameter: 2.85 mm - Temperature range: 245°C -
265°C - Bed temperature: 90°C - 105°C - Net weight: 1 kg
The filament wires are coiled and have a black outer casing with orange and white text and
markings.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The two products in the image are both 3D printer filaments, but they differ in color.

- **Product 1**: The filament is orange. - **Product 2**: The filament is white.
These differences in color indicate that the filaments are intended for different printing
projects or preferences.

<Material>: The two products in the image are both 3D printer filaments, but they differ in their material
composition.
- **Product 1** is made of **PLA (Polylactic Acid)**. - **Product 2** is made of **ABS
(Acrylonitrile Butadiene Styrene)**.
PLA is a biodegradable thermoplastic derived from renewable resources like corn starch or
sugarcane, while ABS is a petroleum-based plastic known for its strength and durability.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<SPF>: Product 1 has SPF 50, while Product 2 has SPF 30.
<VolumeofProduct>: Product 1 is larger, with a volume of 10.4 Fl Oz, while Product 2 is smaller, with a volume of

3.0 fluid ounces.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<SPF>: The two products have different SPF ratings. Product 1 has an SPF of 50, while Product 2

has an SPF of 30.
<VolumeofProduct>: The two products have different volumes. Product 1 has a volume of 10.4 FL OZ (300 mL),

while Product 2 has a volume of 3 FL OZ (88 mL).

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<SPF>: The two products have different SPF levels. Product 1 has an SPF of 50, while Product 2 has

an SPF of 30.
<VolumeofProduct>: The two products have different SPF levels. Product 1 has an SPF of 50, while Product 2 has

an SPF of 30.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Design>: Product 1 has an abstract design, whereas Product 2 is a landscape print.
<Style>: Product 1 is Contemporary, whereas Product 2 is Traditional.
<ColorPalette>: Product 1 has a unique color palette of blue, white, and beige, whereas Product 2 features

shades of blue, white clouds, and copper leaf.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Design>: The two products in the images have different designs. The first product features a more

abstract and colorful design with a mix of blue, gold, and white hues, while the second
product has a more realistic and naturalistic design depicting a landscape with clouds and a
body of water.

<Style>: The two products in the image have different styles. The first product features a more abstract
and colorful design with a mix of blue, gold, and beige tones, creating a vibrant and dynamic
appearance. The second product has a more realistic and serene depiction of a landscape with
a focus on natural elements like water, clouds, and trees, using a palette of blues, whites, and
earthy tones.

<ColorPalette>: The two products have different color palettes. Product 1 features a mix of blue, gold, and
beige tones, while Product 2 predominantly uses shades of blue and white.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Design>: The two products have different designs. Product 1 has a more abstract and colorful design

with a mix of blue, gold, and white, while Product 2 has a more realistic and natural design
depicting a landscape scene with clouds and a body of water.

<Style>: The two products have different styles. Product 1 has a more abstract and modern style with
a mix of colors and textures, while Product 2 has a more realistic and natural style depicting
a landscape scene.

<ColorPalette>: The color palettes of the two products are different. Product 1 has a more muted and earthy
palette with shades of blue, gold, and white, while Product 2 has a cooler and more subdued
palette with shades of blue, white, and brown.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<Color>: Product 1 is in a natural color, while Product 2 is white.
<Design>: Product 1 is a clamshell hinged food container, while Product 2 is a 5-compartment food tray.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<Color>: The images show two white plastic trays. Both trays are identical in shape and size, with a

grid pattern of raised ridges on the surface. The trays are designed to hold food items and are
likely used for serving or storing food. The trays are placed inside a cardboard box, which is
labeled with the AmazonBasics logo, indicating that they are likely a product from Amazon’s
AmazonBasics brand. The trays are empty and appear to be new.

<Design>: The two products in the image are both white, rectangular, and appear to be made of plastic.
However, there are differences in their design:
1. **Product 1**: - The design is a single, large rectangular piece with a slightly raised,
ridged edge. - It has a single compartment.
2. **Product 2**: - The design is a larger rectangular piece divided into four smaller com-
partments. - Each compartment is square and has a slightly raised, ridged edge.
In summary, Product 1 is a single, larger compartment, while Product 2 is divided into four
smaller compartments.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<Color>: The color of both products is white.
<Design>: The design of Product 1 and Product 2 is different. Product 1 has a smooth, untextured

surface, while Product 2 has a textured surface with raised ridges.
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Prompt: Given the images of Product 1: <img1> and the images of Product 2: <img2>, can you
compare them in terms of <characteristic>?

Ground Truth:
<ProductPurpose>: Product 1 is an antiseptic mouthwash for oral care, whereas Product 2 is an anti-itch lotion

for skin care.
<ProductSize>: Product 1 is a single 16.9-fluid ounce bottle, whereas Product 2 is a pack of six 6-fluid ounce

bottles.

InternVL2-4B Vanilla:
<ProductPurpose>: The product in the image is a ”Solimo Clear Anti-Ich Lotion.” It is an external analgesic

skin protectant that provides drying action plus itch relief. The lotion is designed to help
with itching associated with minor skin irritations and rashes. The active ingredients include
Hydrochloric Acid (HCl) and Iodine (I2). The lotion is suitable for use on all skin types and
is not intended for use in the eyes. It should be applied to the affected area of skin, and if
symptoms persist for more than 7 days or if the condition worsens, medical help should be
sought. The lotion is distributed by Amazon.com Services, Inc.

<ProductSize>: The product sizes of the two products are different. The first product is a 500 mL (16.9 FL
OZ) bottle, while the second product is a 6 FL OZ (177 mL) bottle.

InternVL2-4B + ToFu:
<ProductPurpose>: The two products have different purposes:

- **Product 1** is an **Antiseptic Mouthwash**. It is designed to help control plaque and
gingivitis, which are common oral health issues. The product is intended to be used as part
of a daily oral hygiene routine to help maintain healthy gums and teeth.
- **Product 2** is a **Clear Anti-Ich Lotion**. This product is intended to provide relief
from itching caused by external allergic reactions, such as those from poison ivy, poison
oak, or poison sumac. It is designed to be applied to the affected area to soothe and reduce
discomfort from itching.

<ProductSize>: The two products have different sizes. The product on the left is a 500 mL (16.9 FL OZ)
bottle, while the product on the right is a 6 FL OZ (177 mL) bottle.
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