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Abstract

Most Video-Large Language Models (Video-LLMs) adopt
an encoder-decoder framework, where a vision encoder ex-
tracts frame-wise features for processing by a language
model. However, this approach incurs high computational
costs, introduces resolution biases, and struggles to capture
fine-grained multimodal interactions. To overcome these
limitations, we propose ELVA, an encoder-free Video-LLM
that directly models nuanced video-language interactions
without relying on a vision encoder. ELVA employs token
merging to construct a bottom-up hierarchical representa-
tion and incorporates a video guidance supervisor for di-
rect spatiotemporal representation learning. Additionally, a
hybrid-resolution mechanism strategically integrates high-
and low-resolution frames as inputs to achieve an optimal
balance between performance and efficiency. With only 7M
publicly available video-text pairs, ELVA achieves perfor-
mance on par with encoder-based Video-LLMs while reduc-
ing FLOPs by up to 95% and inference latency by 92%, of-
fering a scalable and efficient solution for real-time video
understanding.

1. Introduction

Building upon the remarkable progress of Large Language
Models (LLMs) [2, 32], Video Large Language Models
(Video-LLMs) [15, 20, 26] have emerged as a powerful
paradigm for video-language understanding. Most exist-
ing Video-LLMs follow a modular encoder-decoder ar-
chitecture, where a pretrained vision encoder (e.g., CLIP
[28]) extracts frame-wise visual features, which are then
processed by an LLM. While this approach has demon-
strated strong performance across various benchmarks, it
imposes fundamental limitations that hinder flexibility, effi-
ciency, and scalability—challenges that are particularly pro-
nounced given the complex spatiotemporal nature of video
data.

(1) Accumulating Computational Overhead: Unlike
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Figure 1. Encoder-based vs. encoder-free Video-LLMs.
Encoder-based models connect a vision encoder with an LLM,
encountering severe issues in effectively handling video data. In
contrast, ELVA adopts an encoder-free architecture, directly inte-
grating video perception and language modeling within a unified
framework, achieving dramatically higher efficiency.

image models that require only a single forward pass
through a vision encoder, video processing scales poorly
with sequence length due to frame-wise feature extraction.
State-of-the-art vision encoders, often comprising billions
of parameters (e.g., InternViT-6B), amplify this issue by de-
manding prohibitive memory and computation. As a result,
extending such models to long or high-resolution videos be-
comes impractical, limiting real-time applications.

(2) Spatiotemporal Resolution Constraints: Encoder-
based models inherently impose resolution biases as they
operate on fixed-size visual representations. This compro-
mises spatial and temporal fidelity, particularly in high-
resolution, long-duration videos where fine-grained details
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are crucial. Moreover, the inability to dynamically adjust
resolution based on content restricts adaptability across di-
verse real-world scenarios.

(3) Multimodal Interaction Bottleneck: Encoder-
based approaches primarily rely on pre-extracted features,
restricting their ability to capture nuanced, bottom-up in-
teractions between video pixels and text tokens, as well as
inter-frame dependencies. This results in suboptimal fusion
of multimodal cues, limiting the model’s capacity for holis-
tic video understanding.

To overcome these limitations, we investigate an
encoder-free approach that eliminates reliance on pretrained
vision encoders, enabling direct video-language modeling.
This paradigm shift offers substantial advantages but also
presents significant challenges. Ensuring stable training,
maintaining competitive performance, and effectively cap-
turing spatiotemporal semantics without explicit feature en-
coders are non-trivial obstacles. Unlike prior encoder-free
models in the image domain (e.g., Fuyu [4], EVE [10]),
where vast image datasets facilitate direct pixel-to-token
learning, video data introduces additional complexities due
to its high dimensionality and temporal dependencies. De-
spite these challenges, encoder-free Video-LLMs hold great
promise for achieving seamless video-language understand-
ing. Yet, their potential remains largely untapped, marking
them as a critical frontier in the evolution of Video-LLMs.

In this paper, we introduce ELVA (Encoder-free Large
Video LAnguage model), a novel Video-LLM that elimi-
nates the reliance on pretrained vision encoders, enabling
direct integration of both spatial and temporal information
within a unified language modeling framework. By identi-
fying key factors for building efficient Video-LLMs with-
out explicit vision encoders, ELVA offers a more flexible,
scalable, and computationally efficient approach to video
understanding.

To achieve this, we introduce a native video tok-
enizer, enabling efficient processing across a wide range
of video resolutions and aspect ratios. Then we propose
a lightweight video patch embedding layer, which facili-
tates effective spatiotemporal pre-modeling. To further en-
hance semantic abstraction within the LLM, hierarchical
token merging progressively consolidates low-level tokens
into more abstract, higher-level representations. By ex-
ploiting redundancy in the video content, this mechanism
not only reduces unnecessary complexity but also directs
computational resources towards the most salient features.
For efficient video representation learning within LLMs,
we introduce a video guidance supervisor, wherein a pre-
trained video model supervises the learning process through
tube-wise and frame-wise loss functions, ensuring the direct
learning of spatial-temporal representations from raw pix-
els. Finally, to optimize inference efficiency, ELVA lever-
ages a hybrid-resolution processing strategy, intelligently

mixing high- and low-resolution frames, thereby balancing
computational efficiency with content fidelity.

With 7M publicly available video-text pairs, ELVA sur-
passes existing encoder-free image counterparts and ap-
proaches encoder-based Video-LLMs of similar capacity
across diverse vision-language benchmarks. Moreover,
ELVA achieves substantial computational gains, reducing
FLOPs by 95% and inference latency by 92% compared to
typical LLaVA-style baseline [43]. These results establish
ELVA as a promising step toward scalable, native, and next-
generation Video-LLMs.

Our contribution can be concluded as:

• We propose ELVA, a novel encoder-free Video-LLM that
models nuanced video-language interactions in a bottom-
up hierarchy, enabling greater flexibility, scalability, and
adaptability across diverse video understanding tasks.

• We identify key techniques essential for encoder-free
Video-LLMs, including video guidance supervisor for ef-
ficient spatiotemporal representation learning within the
LLM, and hybrid-resolution inference to enhance infer-
ence efficiency and adaptability.

• ELVA demonstrates for the first time that encoder-free
Video-LLMs can achieve performance on par with lead-
ing encoder-based models while reducing FLOPs by up
to 95% and inference latency by 92%. This makes ELVA
a highly efficient and practical solution for real-time and
long-form video understanding.

2. Related Work

2.1. Video Large Language Models
Video-LLMs process videos by extracting and encoding
frames and then rearranging these as final video features.
Several works [8, 19] use the Q-Former module from
BLIP-2 [9] to merge visual and text features, while oth-
ers [1, 22, 25, 45] concatenate frame features directly.
Video-LLaMA [42] incorporates both visual and auditory
content through a Video Q-former for temporal understand-
ing. Video-LLaVA [22] introduced a unified approach that
aligns visual representations before projecting them into the
language space.

When processing lengthy videos, longer visual tokens
need to be properly handled on the LLM side. Video-
ChatGPT [26] and PLLaVA [37] employ pooling modules
to reduce data dimensions but face challenges regarding
computational cost and limitations of the context window.
LLaMA-VID [21] employs an additional text decoder to
embed the text query for cross-attention between frame
features and compress the context token to one token per
frame. However, existing work overlooks the increased
load on the vision encoder side as the number of frames
grows. When processing videos with more than 64 frames
(minutes-long video), the latency on the encoder side tends
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Figure 2. Framework illustration of ELVA. ELVA is an encoder-free Video-LLM that captures nuanced video-language interactions
through a bottom-up hierarchical design with layer-wise token merging. A video guidance loss enhances spatiotemporal representation
learning, while a hybrid-resolution inference strategy optimizes the balance between computational efficiency and content fidelity.

to plateau or even exceed that of the LLM.

2.2. Encoder-Free VLMs
Recently, encoder-free vision-language models have gar-
nered increasing attention, which processes image inputs
directly through a decoder-only network. These models
can generally be categorized into two types. The first cat-
egory employs lightweight architectures to obtain contin-
uous visual embeddings of images before feeding them
into the LLM. For example, Fuyu-8B [4] processes im-
ages directly through a simple linear projection, efficiently
handling high-resolution images without relying on a ded-
icated visual encoder. EVE-7B [10] focuses on vision-
language pre-alignment from an LLM-centric perspective,
enhancing image recognition through visual representation
supervision. SOLO [6] introduces an open-source train-
ing framework for developing monolithic multimodal lan-
guage models (MLLMs). The second category utilizes dis-
crete encoding models to generate visual discrete tokens,
such as Chameleon [31], Show-o [35], Transfusion [46],
and Emu3 [34]. These models demonstrated the competi-
tive performance of encoder-based VLMs while achieving
more efficient computation. However, they predominantly
focus on the image modality, with video processing remain-
ing an area in need of further exploration.

3. ELVA
As shown in Figure 2, we first outline the architecture of

ELVA, which learns efficient video representation inside the

LLM with just 7 million visual samples.

3.1. Encoder-Free Architecture

Native Video Tokenization. In contrast to conventional
approaches, we directly split the original video frames into
patches at their native resolution without any preprocessing.
To preserve both spatial and temporal information, we in-
troduce special tokens: <FRAME> to mark the start of each
frame and <LINE> to denote the end of a patch’s line in
raster-scan order [4]. This approach allows the model to
process video inputs with their native resolution and frame
length.
Video Patch Embedding Layer. Conventional patch em-
bedding methods often treat visual frames in isolation, ne-
glecting the crucial temporal relationships across frames.
This limitation becomes pronounced when comprehensing
long video sequences. To address this limitation, we pro-
pose a computation-efficient video patch embedding layer
with a minimal parameter count (9M) that demonstrates
effectiveness in spatial-temporal pre-modeling. Specifi-
cally, given an input video x ∈ RT×3×H×W , where T
denotes the number of frames, and H and W represent
the height and width of each frame, respectively. The
video is split into patch grids x ∈ RT×Σi(Hi·Wi/P

2)×(P 2·3),
where P is the patch size. For each row of patch grids
RT×Σi(Wi/P )×(P 2·3), we add a learnable token <LINE>
to introduce spatial modeling. Similarly, the patch grids
of a frame are added <FRAME> learnable tokens to intro-
duce temporal modeling. Then, we project patch grids to
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video embeddings x ∈ RT×Σi(Hi·Wi/P
2)×D, where D is

the embedding dimension. And video embeddings con-
struct long-range spatial-temporal relationships by a cross-
attention layer: we use <FRAME> token to query the video
embeddings of a frame and use <LINE> token to query
video embeddings in each row.
Hierarchical Merging. To address spatiotemporal redun-
dancy and enhance semantic abstraction, we introduce a hi-
erarchical merging mechanism that efficiently consolidates
video tokens, minimizing unnecessary complexity and fo-
cusing computational resources on the most salient video
features. Different from previous methods [37, 44] using
pooling or slow-fast [16] to compress video tokens, we
progressively compares the similarity between neighbor-
hood video tokens, then drops and merges redundant to-
kens on the temporal dimension across different LLM lay-
ers. Specifically, for l-th layer, video tokens denoted by
f l ∈ RNl×D. In the hierarchical merging process, we main-
tain an index matrix Mof a certain shape T × (H ·W/P 2).
For example, M l

ij denotes the index of l-th layer on the i-th
frame and j-th video token. In the hierarchical process, the
index matrix in the l-th layer is updated as:

sij =< f l
ij , f

l
(i+1)j >, M l

ij =

{
1, sij ≤ τ

0, sij > τ
, (1)

where < ·, · > is the cosine similarity, and τ is the thresh-
old, set to 0.6. Then, we merge the redundant tokens by
meaning. After hierarchical merging, the input of the l+1-
th layer is f l+1 ∈ RNl+1×D, where Nl+1 =

∑
i

∑
j M

l
ij .

For different depths, hierarchical merging follows a differ-
ent policy: in the shallow layers, patches with similarity
above a predefined threshold are merged, while in the deep
layers, merging continues until a target compression ratio
(detailed in 3, 50% in our experiment) is reached. This ap-
proach effectively enhances computational efficiency while
preserving crucial visual information in the encoder-free
framework.

3.2. Video Guidance Supervisor
To directly model spatiotemporal interactions without rely-
ing on a vision encoder, we introduce a video guidance su-
pervisor that steers the learning process towards effective
video representation. Specifically, we use the pretrained
SigLIP [40] model as a teacher, and design two complemen-
tary loss functions at the tube-wise and frame-wise levels.
These losses guide the model to learn rich temporal seman-
tics from raw pixel data, without requiring an explicit vi-
sion encoder. By integrating these losses with the language-
centric generative loss, the model can capture both spa-
tial and temporal information effectively. Experiments in
Sec 4.2 show that the three losses work synergistically, of-
fering complementary benefits.

Tube-Wise Visual Alignment Loss. To capture temporal
dynamics at the tube level, we employ the guidance model
to align temporal features. We compute a mean squared
error (MSE) loss between the LLM’s visual features (fvis)
from its final layer and the video encoder’s penultimate
layer features (ftarget). Both features are reshaped to main-
tain the original aspect ratio, with adaptive pooling applied
for resolution alignment when necessary. Tube-level se-
mantics are captured through mean pooling across frames,
followed by MSE-based feature alignment (LMSE) between
normalized fvis and ftarget.

LMSE = MSE

(
fvis

∥fvis∥2
,

ftarget

∥ftarget∥2

)
(2)

Frame-Wise Visual Contrastive Loss. To improve
global information perception, we employ contrastive loss
(LCon). The <FRAME> token is preserved from the LLM’s
final layer visual tokens, while maintaining the target fea-
tures. For each feature pair (fvis, ftarget), we perform frame-
wise mean pooling and batch-dimension reshaping. LCon is
computed using normalized features aggregated across all
GPUs. The contrastive loss is defined as follows, where
ftarget, B and τ represent the batch size and a learnable pa-
rameter, respectively.

LCon = −1

2

B∑
i=1

log
exp(τ · (f⊤vis,iftarget,i))∑B
j=1 exp(τ · (f⊤vis,iftarget,j))

− 1

2

B∑
i=1

log
exp(τ · (f⊤vis,iftarget,i))∑B
j=1 exp(τ · (f⊤vis,jftarget,i))

(3)

With the generative visual caption loss LGen, the overall
training loss is formulated as:

L = LGen + LMSE + LCon (4)

These two learning objectives, spanning different levels,
can effectively help the encoder-free model rapidly acquire
valuable visual knowledge from both the training data and
the guidance model—an outcome that cannot be achieved
by relying solely on the generative visual caption loss LGen.

3.3. Training Procedure
Video Recaption Pretraining Data. The quality of vi-
sual captions used during pretraining significantly impacts
Video-LLM performance, with poor caption quality often
leading to decreased generalization and diminished lan-
guage logic abilities after the full fine-tuning of the LLM.
Open-source models now available can generate high-
quality descriptions for both images and videos, with cus-
tomizable prompts that incorporate grounding information,
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OCR details, and domain-specific knowledge. This capa-
bility inspired us to reprocess open-access data into dense,
high-quality, and detailed captions. By leveraging Qwen2-
VL [33], we enable the effective utilization of large-scale
image and video data in the LLM era, with content descrip-
tion prompts for images that emphasize world knowledge,
detection, and OCR, while utilizing video prompts that em-
phasize temporal event sequencing. Further details of the
recaption process can be found in the Appendix A.1.

Directly perceiving videos poses a substantial challenge
for encoder-free models. To fully learn spatiotemporal rep-
resentation inside the LLM, we propose a progressive train-
ing paradigm with 3 stages.

Stage1. Spatial Pretraining. To accommodate the new
modality and address the challenges of training an encoder-
free model, we initiate a warm-up phase to pre-adapt the
LLM to pixel inputs. During this phase, we treat images
as single-frame videos and train the model exclusively on
ELVA-Image. Leveraging our high-quality re-annotated
dense captions, we aim to enable the model to learn fun-
damental visual information, such as entity attributes and
spatial locations, directly from raw pixel inputs. Images
with varying aspect ratios encourage the model to learn the
spatial relationships between patch rows, thereby enabling
support for arbitrary resolutions.

Stage2. Spatial-Temporal Pretraining. In this stage, we
incorporate the remaining 3M ELVA-Video samples into the
model. By preserving the original aspect ratio, videos are
processed into dynamic frames to capture temporal relation-
ships. As in the Visual Warm-up phase, all three loss func-
tions are simultaneously applied to guide the model at mul-
tiple levels. With temporal guidance provided by the video
encoder and our re-annotated video captions, the model ef-
ficiently learns spatiotemporal representations, thereby es-
tablishing a robust foundation for the subsequent training
phase.

Stage3. Supervised Fine-tuning (SFT). To focus on de-
veloping a visually-oriented language capability, this stage
exclusively utilizes the text generative loss. We employ
both image and video Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) data
simultaneously to enable multimodal capabilities. The
dataset encompasses a diverse range of text formats, in-
cluding visual descriptions, question-answering, reasoning,
multiple-choice, and others, to more effectively transfer
the pretraining knowledge acquired in earlier stages to the
model’s conversational abilities.

3.4. Hybrid Resolution Inference
Unlike encoder-based models, ELVA can efficiently han-
dle visual sequences across different input resolutions.

This capability is made possible by the use of special to-
kens <FRAME> and <LINE> , which allow the model to
maintain consistency in visual sequence representation re-
gardless of the resolution and frame number. One of the
key advantages of ELVA’s approach is its ability to simulta-
neously support high-resolution and low-resolution frames
within a single video. For long videos, the model can
selectively process some high-resolution frames while us-
ing low-resolution frames for others, thus significantly re-
ducing computational load without compromising perfor-
mance, detailed in Section 4.2. This hybrid resolution strat-
egy ensures that the model remains computationally effi-
cient without sacrificing the quality of visual information.

4. Experiment
In this section, we present the experimental setup, details

of the datasets, and comparisons with state-of-the-art meth-
ods across multiple video benchmarks. Additional details
are provided in the Appendix.

Implementation Details. We implement our ELVA
model using the Qwen2-1.5B and Qwen2-7B backbones to
accommodate different model sizes. To enhance efficiency,
we constrain the longest edge of each image (frame) to a
fixed length of 448 pixels during the early alignment stages
and 672 pixels during the supervised fine-tuning (SFT)
stage while preserving the original aspect ratio. Following
the EVE approach, we introduce a high-resolution train-
ing strategy exclusively during the SFT stage to develop
the ELVA-7B (HD) model, where the longest image edge is
set to 1,344 pixels. The batch sizes for each training stage
are 256, 256, and 128, respectively, with the entire train-
ing process taking approximately 7 days on 32 NVIDIA
A100 GPUs. For hierarchical merging, we set the similarity
threshold to 0.6 and apply a compression ratio of 50%. Dur-
ing inference, the hybrid resolution strategy defaults to us-
ing 32 high-resolution frames and 32 low-resolution frames,
where the longest edge of the low-resolution frames is set
to 336.

Training Data. During the three-stage training process,
we utilize 4M samples from ELVA-Image, 3M samples
from ELVA-Video, and a supervised fine-tuning (SFT)
dataset comprising 665K image samples and 178K video
samples. An additional 3M image SFT samples are used
while training the HD model. Specifically, ELVA-Image
consists of 1M original samples from DenseFusion and 3M
re-annotated samples from the CC3M and COCO datasets.
ELVA-Video includes 2M samples from WebVid [3] and
1M samples from VALOR [5]; all captions are re-annotated.
Further details of the implementation can be found in the
Appendix A.1.
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Table 1. Performance on zero-shot video-language benchmarks. We evaluate ELVA on 3 short-video benchmarks and 5 long-video
benchmarks. VC denotes Video-ChatGPT. The results in bold and underline values indicate the best and second-best performance among
encoder-free models, respectively. * indicates that the result is evaluated by us.

Model LLM Short Video benchmark Long Video benchmark

Size MSVD ActivityNet VC EgoSchema MVBench VideoMME MLVU CinePile

Proprietary Models
Gemini 1.0 Pro - - 49.8 / - - 55.7 - - - -
GPT-4V - - 59.5 / - 4.06 55.6 43.7 59.9 - 58.8
Pegasus-1 - - 59.9 / - 3.84 - - - - -

Encoder-based Models
VideoLLaMA [41] 7B 51.6 / 2.5 12.4 / 1.1 1.98 - 34.1 - - -
VideoChat [18] 7B 56.3 / 2.8 26.5 / 2.2 2.29 - 35.5 - - -
Video-ChatGPT [26] 7B 64.9 / 3.3 35.2 / 2.7 2.42 - 32.7 - 31.3 14.6
Chat-UniVi [15] 7B 65.0 / 3.6 46.1 / 3.3 2.99 - - - - -
Video-LLaVA [22] 7B 70.7 / 3.9 45.3 / 3.3 2.84 38.4 41.0 39.9 47.3 22.5
LLAMA-VID [21] 7B 69.7 / 3.7 47.4 / 3.3 2.89 38.5 41.9 25.9 33.2 -
LLaVA-NeXT-Video [23] 7B 67.8 / 3.5 53.5 / 3.2 3.26 43.9 33.7 46.5 - -
VideoChat2 [19] 7B 70.0 / 3.9 49.1 / 3.3 2.95 54.4 60.4 42.3 47.9 29.3
VideoLLaMA2 [8] 7B 70.9 / 3.8 50.2 / 3.3 3.13 51.7 54.6 46.6 48.5 44.6

Encoder-Free Models
Fuyu* [4] 8B 56.8 / 3.5 28.8 / 2.6 1.90 20.6 31.6 28.7 31.1 26.0
EVE* [10] 7B 61.4 / 3.6 41.8 / 3.3 2.16 38.2 34.9 29.3 36.8 26.4
ELVA 1.5B 60.1 / 3.6 44.6 / 3.3 2.63 40.8 43.5 41.8 47.6 41.2
ELVA 7B 65.2 / 3.7 48.7 / 3.5 2.73 48.3 51.2 47.1 51.8 46.1

4.1. Main Results

We evaluate ELVA on a series of comprehensive visual-
language benchmarks: 1) Video-based benchmarks include
MSVD-QA [36], ActivityNet-QA [39], Video generative
benchmark [26] and 2) Long Video Understanding en-
compass Egoschema [27], CinePile [29], VideoMME [13],
MVBench [19], MLVU [47]. The video performance of
encoder-free models is evaluated by us. Due to limitations
in these models’ original context lengths, which cannot sup-
port more than 4 frames, we maintain a total visual token
length of approximately 8192 and apply RoPE scaling to
extend their positional encoding length.

We evaluate ELVA’s video capabilities across three short
video tasks and five long video tasks. In Table 1, we
observe that our 1.5B model achieves a competitive re-
sult in MSVD and ActivityNet with several 7B encoder-
based models like Chat-UniV and Video-LLaVA. Further-
more, ELVA (7B) significantly outperforms most existing
encoder-based video-language models, approaching state-
of-the-art performance especially on long video bench-
marks. This underscores ELVA’s exceptional video com-
prehension abilities and its scalable capability. Our model
also surpasses existing encoder-free models by a substan-
tial margin. We also observe that EVE, despite being pre-
trained solely on images, demonstrates strong performance
on short-video tasks but struggles with long-video tasks.
This suggests that short-video benchmarks primarily re-
quire spatial modeling. Our tow stage pretraining further
prove this. As shown in the figure 4, MSVD performance

improves more rapidly during Stage 1, while VideoMME
exhibits significant gains only in Stage 2. This is because
short-video QA tasks mainly focus on entity attributes and
action categories, whereas long-video QA involves more
complex challenges such as scene changes and event rea-
soning, which further underscores the importance of our
two-stage pretraining strategy.

4.2. Ablation Study

For the default settings in ablation studies, we use our 7B
model with all parameters kept tuned. To reduce compu-
tational costs, only the MSE loss and generative loss are
applied. Additionally, a randomly selected subset of 1M
samples from the full 7M dataset is used.

Effect of Video Patch Embedding Layer. To assess the
effect of the lightweight video patch embedding on the over-
all model, we trained two models: one with only a naive
patch embedding layer and another with the additional cross
attention block we used. The experiments in Table 3 re-
veal that the block improves performance for both short and
long video tasks, with a particularly significant enhance-
ment in long video tasks, yielding an average improve-
ment of 2.53%. This indicates that our lightweight video
patch embedding block effectively captures temporal fea-
tures, contributing to the model’s ability to represent long
sequences.
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Figure 3. The effect of hierarchical merging on accuracy and
inference speedup across layer compression ratios. VideoMME
(Acc) is presented using a line chart, while the speedup ratio is
illustrated with a bar chart.

Table 2. Ablation study on pre-training data type, data scale,
and objective.

Model Factors GQA SEED I MSVD VideoMME

Pre-training Data Type
(a) Original Image+Video 42.1 42.1 46.0 34.2
(b) Recap Image 44.9 46.6 47.2 37.6
(c) Recap Video 44.2 41.4 47.0 37.9
(d) Recap Image+Video 46.1 45.9 49.4 38.5

Pre-training Data Scale
(e) 1M 43.6 42.6 47.1 38.1
(f) 3M 45.4 47.2 48.8 37.4
(g) 7M 46.1 45.9 49.4 38.5

Pre-Training Objective
(h) LGen 42.2 40.0 45.8 37.9
(i) LGen + LMSE 43.6 42.6 47.1 38.1
(j) LGen + LCon 42.4 41.0 47.4 38.5
(k) LGen + LMSE + LCon 44.4 44.8 48.0 38.5

Effect of Hierarchical Merge. With 32 frames fixed at
a maximum edge length of 672 pixels, we evaluate the ST-
Merge method under different compression ratios. We com-
pare our approach with a pooling method that is directly
applied after the patch embedding layer. As shown in Fig-
ure 3, as the token compression ratio increases, the pooling
method results in a substantial decrease in long-video per-
formance, whereas ST-Merge maintains performance and
only exhibits a slight degradation beyond a certain com-
pression threshold. This demonstrates that directly applying
pooling before the LLM in encoder-free models compro-
mises spatiotemporal representations, further underscoring
the advantages of our hierarchical compression strategy.

Video Guidance v.s. Image Guidance. We observe that
when utilizing features from different Vision Transformer
(ViT) encoders as training targets, those pre-trained in video
data significantly enhance the model’s understanding of vi-
sual tasks. In particular, we use EVACLIP-g and Siglip-
so-400M [40] as different encoder backbones, along with
their video-pretrained counterparts (which are trained us-
ing InfoNCE loss with BERT on a dataset of 10M video

Stage 1 Stage 2

Figure 4. Effect of pre-training data size across two pre-
training stages. All checkpoint results are reported after under-
going the same instruction tuning process.

Table 3. Effect of Video Patch Embedding Layer. Naive PEL,
Video PEL represent the patch embedding layer used commonly
in CLIP and our spatial-temporal patch embedding layer respec-
tively.

Arch Cross-attn Params. MSVD VideoMME

Naive PEL ✗ 6M 48.7 39.6
Video PEL ✓ 9M 49.9 42.2

clips, including WebVid [3] and HDVILA [38]). As shown
in Table 4, across short video and long video benchmarks,
the visual features derived from pretrained video encoders
improve performance by an average of approximately one
point per task.

Caption Data Quality. From (a) to (d) in Table 2, we
use the original captions from the 7M pretraining dataset
as the baseline and train models separately on Recap Image
(ELVA-Image), Recap Video (ELVA-Video), and Recap Im-
age+Video to evaluate the impact of recaption quality. As
shown in the table, Recap Image outperforms the baseline
on vision benchmarks (GQA, SEED-I), while Recap Video
achieves comparable performance on image tasks and ex-
cels in video-related tasks (MSVD, VideoMME). The full
Recap dataset leads to a substantial performance boost, with
improvements of 4.0% on GQA, 3.8% on SEED-I, 3.4% on
MSVD, and 4.3% on VideoMME. This demonstrates that
original captions degrade performance, highlighting the im-
portance of recaptioning. Additionally, we randomly select
1M and 3M subsets from the 7M dataset to examine the ef-
fect of data scale. From (e) to (g), increasing the dataset
size further enhances performance, particularly in general
vision and short-video tasks.

Pretraining Objectives. From (h) to (k), we analyze the
impact of each pretraining objective. We use generative loss
as the baseline to assess the influence of other pretraining
objectives. It can be observed that the join of MSE loss
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Table 4. Effect of using different vision encoders for feature
distillation. Video Pretrained indicates the encoder is pre-training
on an additional 10M video clips [38].

Encoder Video Pretrained MSVD-QA VideoMME

EVACLIP-g [30] ✗ 46.1 36.8
✓ 47.1 38.4

Siglip-so-400M [40] ✗ 47.4 41.0
✓ 49.9 42.2

Table 5. Inference speed comparison of ELVA and LLaVA-
Next-Video. ‘Merge’ denotes hierarchical token merging and
‘HR’ denotes hybrid resolution inference. MEM, FLOPs, and
TTFT denote max memory allocated, floating point operations per
second, and the time to first token in seconds, respectively.

#Frames Model MEM (G) FLOPs (T) TTFT (s)

32

Encoder-based 20.7 260 2.59
Encoder-free 20.0 (-3%) 75 (-71%) 0.51 (-80%)
+ Merge 16.4 (-21%) 25 (-90%) 0.26 (-90%)
+ Merge + HR 15.5 (-25%) 14 (-95%) 0.22 (-92%)

64

Encoder-based 27.6 517 5.92
Encoder-free 25.4 (-8%) 146 (-72%) 1.11 (-81%)
+ Merge 18.0 (-35%) 47 (-91%) 0.46 (-92%)
+ Merge + HR 16.3 (-41%) 24 (-95%) 0.27 (-95%)

128

Encoder-based 41.4 1030 15.18
Encoder-free 39.6 (-4%) 289 (-72%) 2.14 (-86%)
+ Merge 22.5 (-46%) 104 (-90%) 0.97 (-94%)
+ Merge + HR 18.5 (-55%) 44 (-96%) 0.56 (-96%)

enhances general visual capabilities, while contrastive loss
contributes to improved more video understanding. The
combination of generative losses, MSE loss, and contrastive
loss (LGen + LMSE + LCon) yields the best overall per-
formance, demonstrating the value of integrating multiple
complementary objectives.

4.3. Inference Efficiency
Comparison with Encoder-Based Model. In Table 5, we
compare the inference efficiency of our encoder-free model
with encoder-based models across different frame counts.
For encoder-based model, we directly concat video tokens
with text tokens. Models are deployed on an NVIDIA
A100, with the number of output tokens fixed as 120. With-
out any processing, directly inputting video pixels leads to
higher peak memory usage and FLOPs for the encoder-free
model. However, despite this, our model still achieves a
80% advantage in TTFT (Time to First Token), benefiting
from the ultra-low latency enabled by bypassing explicit
frame encoding.

When applying the ST-Merge method, our model re-
duces token length by nearly 50% without significant per-
formance degradation. Additionally, incorporating hybrid
resolution during inference further enhances efficiency and
long-video performance. As a result, our model scales more
effectively with increasing frame counts. Notably, at 128

Table 6. Mixture of Resolutions while Inference. We evalu-
ate the models on 2 long video benchmarks under varying video
frames.

#Frames #Input VideoMME MLVUHigh-Res Low-Res Tokens

8 16 5976 42.9 44.1
8 32 7144 43.0 45.2

16 0 9616 37.1 42.2
16 8 10200 42.6 43.5
16 16 10784 43.0 45.4
32 0 19232 42.7 43.8

frames, our TTFT is only 0.56, making it 96% faster than
the encoder-based counterpart.

Effect of Hybrid Resolution Inference. To fully vali-
date the hybrid resolution inference approach, we experi-
mented with various combinations of hign-resolution and
low-resolution frames on our 1.5B model while disabling
the spatial-temporal merge strategy. In this setup, the large
frames maintained a maximum edge length of 672 pixels,
while the small frames were constrained to 224 pixels. For
a more effective comparison, we provide the total visual to-
ken length for each group, which is directly related to visual
information and the model’s computational complexity.

As demonstrated in Table 6, increasing the number of
low-resolution frames while keeping the number of high-
resolution frames fixed significantly enhances the model’s
capability to process long videos, resulting in a 5.9% perfor-
mance improvement on the VideoMME and 3.2% MLVU
benchmarks. Furthermore, with an equivalent frame num-
ber, hybrid resolution out performs high-res with a half to-
ken length. This further underscores the superiority of our
approach in the long video domain, as it allows for flexi-
ble combinations at the input stage to benefit from a greater
number of frames.

5. Conclusion
We introduce ELVA, an encoder-free Video-LLM that
models video-language interactions without relying on
pretrained vision encoders. By leveraging a bottom-up
hierarchical merging strategy, video-centric teacher-
guided learning, and a hybrid-resolution mechanism,
ELVA achieves performance comparable to encoder-based
Video-LLMs while significantly enhancing computa-
tional efficiency, reducing FLOPs by 95% and inference
latency by 92%. Our findings highlight the feasibility
of encoder-free Video-LLMs, providing insights into
key architectural and training strategies for nuanced
video-language modeling directly from raw video data.
These results position ELVA as a promising step to-
ward scalable, native, and next-generation Video-LLMs.
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Appendix

A. Details of ELVA Model
A.1. Training Details
Tab 7 summarizes the hyperparameters used across differ-

ent training stages. During the spatial pretraining stage, we
adopt a low number of frames, increasing to 32 frames for
both the spatial-temporal pretraining and supervised fine-
tuning (SFT) stages.

Table 7. Hyper-parameter Settings for Training Details. PE
denotes Patch Embedding, TC represents the Temporal-Capture
Block, TH refers to the Task Head, and LM indicates the language
model.

Hyperparameter Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Data Scale 1M 7M 843K / 3M
Batch Size 256 256 128 / 256
Video Frame 1 16 32
Hierarchical Merge ✗ ✗ ✓
Learning Rate (lr) 4e-5 4e-5 2e-5
LR Schedule cosine decay cosine decay cosine decay
LR Warmup Ratio 0.03 0.01 0.01
Epoch 1 2 1
Weight Decay 0
Optimizer AdamW
DeepSpeed stage 2

We utilize a total of 4M image samples, comprising
1M from Densefusion and 3M from re-annotated CC3M
and COCO in stage 1. For stage 2, we employ 3M re-
annotated samples, including 2M from WebVid [3] and 1M
from VALOR [5]. See Table 8 for a detailed breakdown of
data sources.

A.2. Prompt Engineering
We utilize the following prompt in table 9 to generate de-
tailed captions for the provided images and videos using
Qwen2-VL (7B) [33]. For image data, we limit the max-
imum pixel count to 1280 × 28 × 28 to ensure computa-
tional efficiency. Using 16 Nvidia A100 GPUs, generat-
ing 3 million high-quality image descriptions takes approx-
imately two days. For video data, we process frames at a
rate of 1 fps, with the maximum pixel count per frame set to
360×420. Generating 3 million video captions under these
settings requires three days with 16 Nvidia A100 GPUs.

B. Evaluations on Image-Language Bench-
marks.

Evaluation on Image-Language Benchmarks. We evalu-
ate ELVA on a series of general visual understanding bench-
marks including GQA [14], SEED-Bench [17], MME [12],
MMBench [24]. Part of the image results of Chameleon

Table 8. Data used in pre-training and multimodal supervised fine-
tuning stages. * indicates the data is used only in ELVA-7B (HD).

Stage Dataset Scale Source

Stage 1 ELVA-Image 3M CC-3M, COCO
DenseFusion 1M LAION-2B

Stage 2 ELVA-Video 3M Webvid-2.5M, VALOR-1M

Stage 3

LLaVA-Video 178K NeXT-QA, ActivityNetQA,
PerceptionTest, LLaVA-Hound

LLaVA-665K / 665K / COCO, VG, OCR-VQA,
GQA, TextVQA

LLaVA-OneVision* 3M* High-Quality Single-Image

Image Prompt

You are a powerful multimodal model and you
should generate detailed descriptions of this im-
age, including information such as [World
Knowledge], [Objects], and [OCR]. Al-
though the information may contain errors or be in-
complete, you should disregard any inaccuracies. If
any information is not used, do not specify why.
[Additional Information]:
• [World Knowledge]: {SHORT CAPTION}
• [Objects]:

– {OBJECT AA}
– {OBJECT BB}
– . . .

• [OCR]:
– {SENTENCE A}
– {SENTENCE B}
– . . .

[IMAGE]:

Video Prompt

You are a powerful multimodal expert in under-
standing scene transitions based on visual features
in a video. You are requested to create the descrip-
tions for the current clip sent to you, which includes
multiple sequential frames.
[Guidelines For Clip Description]:
• Analyze the narrative progression implied by the

sequence of frames, interpreting the sequence as
a whole.

• Note that since these frames are extracted from a
clip, adjacent frames may show minimal differ-
ences. These should not be interpreted as special
effects in the clip.

• When referring to people, use their characteris-
tics, such as clothing, to distinguish different peo-
ple.

• **IMPORTANT** Please provide as many de-
tails as possible in your description, including
colors, shapes, and textures of objects, actions
and characteristics of humans, as well as scenes
and backgrounds.

[VIDEO]:

Table 9. Prompt for Caption Engine.

Table 10. Evaluation on image-language benchmarks. Our
evaluation involves GQA, MME, MM Bench (MMB), and SEED.
The results in bold and underline are the best and second-best re-
sults among encoder-free models, respectively.

Model Data GQA SEEDI MME MMB

Encoder-based Models
Qwen-VL [2] 7.2B 57.5 58.2 1487.5 60.6
LLaVA-v1.5 [23] 0.4B+ 62.0 58.6 1510.7 64.3
LLaVA-1.6 (HD) [23] 0.4B+ 64.2 64.7 1519.3 67.4

Encoder-free Models
Fuyu-8B [4] - - - - 10.7
Chameleon [31] 1.4B+ - 30.6 170 31.1
EVE [10] 33M 60.8 61.3 1217.3 49.5
SOLO [7] 43.7M - 64.4 1260 -
EVE (HD) [10] 33M 62.6 64.6 1305.7 52.3
ELVA 7M 60.5 66.5 1262.1 53.8
ELVA (HD) 7M 61.1 67.2 1291.5 58.2

and EVE are evaluated with VLMEvalKit [11] or from the
OpenCompass.

B.1. Visualization on Data
We provide additional examples from the ELVA datasets in
Table 11. For enhanced visualization, different colors are
used to highlight distinct types of information within the
descriptions.
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Table 11. Visualizations of the descriptions in ELVA-Image and ELVA-Video. For enhanced clarity, information related to objects/at-
tributes, spatial positions/scene changes, and text information is highlighted using distinct colors.

Visualization Detailed Caption

The image depicts a red and black train, stationed
at a platform. The train is numbered 96104 and is
positioned on the tracks, ready to depart or having
just arrived. The platform is equipped with a yel-
low safety line and a metal fence on the right side.
In the background, there is a pedestrian bridge and
some buildings, indicating an urban setting. The
weather appears to be clear, and the overall scene
is well-lit.

The image depicts a cozy living room with a mod-
ern and somewhat industrial aesthetic. The room
features two black leather sofas, one of which is
positioned against the wall and the other facing
the television. The sofas are arranged around a
wooden coffee table, which has a few items on it,
including a small plant and a cup. ... On the right
side of the room, there is a flat-screen television
mounted on the wall. Below the television, there
is a small shelf with a few items on it. In the back-
ground, there is a poster on the wall with the text
”ROXY PRO FIJI” visible, suggesting a connec-
tion to surfing or a surfing event. The room also
contains a guitar leaning against the wall, adding
a personal touch to the space.

The video begins with a title screen that reads
”A LIFESTYLE.” The scene then shifts to a man
wearing a white t-shirt, black cap, and sunglasses,
standing in front of a car at night. The man ap-
pears to be talking or speaking, and the back-
ground shows a brightly lit gas station with an
American flag and a sign that reads ”2 for $2.22.”
The scene suggests a casual, relaxed atmosphere,
possibly indicating a lifestyle that involves leisure
activities and spending time outdoors.

The video opens with a close-up shot of a white
fireplace with a warm fire burning inside. The
flames flicker and dance, casting a cozy glow on
the surrounding area. As the camera pans out, we
see that the fireplace is situated in a well-decorated
room, with a potted plant and a few decorative
items placed on the mantel. The walls are painted
a warm beige color, and the floor is covered with
a soft, plush carpet. The overall atmosphere is one
of warmth and comfort, with the fire providing a
focal point for the room.
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