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Abstract

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) suffer
from high computational costs due to their massive size and
the large number of visual tokens. In this paper, we in-
vestigate layer-wise redundancy in MLLMs by introducing
a novel metric, Layer Contribution (LC), which quantifies
the impact of a layer’s transformations on visual and text
tokens, respectively. The calculation of LC involves mea-
suring the divergence in model output that results from re-
moving the layer’s transformations on the specified tokens.
Our pilot experiment reveals that many layers of MLLMs
exhibit minimal contribution during the processing of visual
tokens. Motivated by this observation, we propose ShortV,
a training-free method that leverages LC to identify ineffec-
tive layers, and freezes visual token updates in these lay-
ers. Experiments show that ShortV can freeze visual token
in approximately 60% of the MLLM layers, thereby dra-
matically reducing computational costs related to updat-
ing visual tokens. For example, it achieves a 50% reduc-
tion in FLOPs on LLaVA-NeXT-13B while maintaining su-
perior performance. The code will be publicly available at
https://github.com/icip-cas/ShortV.

1. Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have achieved remarkable
performance in natural language tasks [1, 12, 37, 47, 49].
Building upon LLMs, Multimodal Large Language Models
(MLLMs) [31, 32, 38, 39] take a significant step towards
understanding the real physical world by incorporating vi-
sual information into their processes. Typically, an MLLM
consists of a visual encoder, a projector, and an LLM back-
bone. Most of them preprocess visual information through
a visual encoder, e.g. a CLIP-ViT [14, 41], and project the
patch-level visual features into visual tokens through a pro-
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Figure 1. (a) Illustration of ShortV. We identify ineffective lay-
ers for visual tokens and replace these layers with sparse ShortV
layers. In ShortV layers, we freeze visual tokens, and eliminate
computations related to updating them. ShortV improves MLLM
efficiency in a training-free manner and involves no parameter up-
dates. Notably, ShortV is compatible with token pruning methods,
e.g. FastV. (b) Performance vs. the number of ShortV layers.
Average Performance means a normalized average score on multi-
ple benchmarks. ShortV can freeze visual tokens in approximately
60% of the MLLM layers with nearly no performance degradation.

jector. Then they concatenate visual and text tokens and
feed them into the LLM backbone.

However, MLLMs face a substantial increase in compu-
tational overhead. This burden primarily stems from the
large scale of the LLM backbones and the significantly
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extended length of the concatenated visual-text token se-
quences. To address this issue, Chen et al. [10] discovers
significant token-wise redundancy in MLLMs. Based on
this redundancy, they propose FastV, which identifies and
prunes unimportant visual tokens in MLLMs to improve
their efficiency.

Other than token-wise redundancy, in this paper, we re-
veal that MLLMs also exhibit significant layer-wise redun-
dancy in processing visual tokens. Specifically, we propose
Layer Contribution (LC), a metric that quantifies how much
a layer’s transformations on certain tokens contribute to the
model’s output. In the LC calculation of a layer, we freeze
certain tokens in this layer, i.e. keep the hidden states of the
tokens unchanged, and then compute the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence between the resulting model’s output log-
its and those of the original model. This metric provides
a direct measure of a layer’s importance for certain tokens.
By comparing LC scores on visual tokens and those on text
tokens, we discover that MLLM layers are ineffective for vi-
sual tokens, and their transformations on visual tokens con-
tribute minimal to the model’s output.

This phenomenon inspires us to propose ShortV, a sim-
ple but effective method to improve the efficiency of
MLLMs. In ShortV, we first utilize the LC metric to identify
layers least effective at transforming visual tokens, and then
replace these layers with sparse ShortV layers. Within these
sparse layers, visual tokens remain frozen, and the corre-
sponding computations for updating them are eliminated,
as shown in Figure 1a.

To validate the effectiveness of ShortV, we conduct eval-
uations across multiple benchmarks, including MME [15],
MMBench [33], MMMU [55], MMStar [9], SEED-
Bench [25], GQA [19], and Flickr30K [40]. Figure 1b
illustrates the correlation between the normalized average
performance on these benchmarks and the number of re-
placed layers. As observed, ShortV can replace approxi-
mately 60% of MLLM layers without performance degra-
dation. Unlike FastV and other token pruning methods,
ShortV reduces computations of per visual token rather than
reducing the number of visual tokens. Therefore, ShortV
and token pruning methods are orthogonal and compatible.
Furthermore, we demonstrate that combining ShortV and
FastV can further enhance MLLM efficiency.

We summarize our contribution as follows.
• We propose Layer Contribution (LC), a metric to quan-

tify how much a layer’s transformations on specific to-
kens contribute to the model’s output.

• Leveraging LC, we reveal significant redundancy in
MLLM layers for visual tokens. Transformations on vi-
sual tokens in many layers contribute minimally and are
thus ineffective.

• Based on the observation above, we propose ShortV,
which improves MLLM efficiency by freezeing visual to-

kens in ineffective layers. ShortV can freeze visual tokens
in approximately 60% of MLLM layers without perfor-
mance degradation. Extensive experiments and ablation
studies demonstrate ShortV’s effectiveness.

2. Layer Redundancy in MLLMs

In this section, we first introduce the background of layer
redundancy in text-only LLMs, and then propose a metric
to measure MLLM layer redundancy for different types of
tokens. Next, we conduct a pilot experiment to investigate
layer redundancy in MLLMs.

2.1. Background
Typically, MLLMs are built on text-only LLMs. MLLMs
employ pre-trained visual encoders, such as CLIP-ViT [14,
41], to convert images into visual features, and then use pro-
jectors to project them into visual tokens in the text token
embedding space. The visual tokens are concatenated with
text tokens and fed into the LLM backbones.

For text-only LLMs, Men et al. [36] identify notable re-
dundancy across their layer. Some layers’ transformations
on the hidden states of text token contribute minimally to
the overall model functionality. Consequently, these lay-
ers are considered ineffective. Removing these transforma-
tions in approximately 25% of LLM layers has minimal im-
pact on model outputs. Such redundancy mainly occurs in
middle-to-deeper layers, whereas initial layers and the last
layer remain critical to the model functionality. However,
this pattern may not hold for MLLMs. Huang et al. [18]
demonstrate a clear modality gap in the embedding space
of current MLLMs, where visual and text tokens exhibit
a uniform distribution within each modality but a signifi-
cant distribution gap between modalities. Such a modal-
ity gap implies that MLLMs might adopt distinct compu-
tational patterns or strategies for processing visual and text
tokens, potentially affecting how redundancy is distributed
across layers. This raises several key questions: Are MLLM
layers as ineffective for visual tokens as LLM layers are for
text tokens? To what extent does layer redundancy exist in
MLLMs? How is this redundancy distributed across differ-
ent MLLM layers?

2.2. Layer Contribution Metric
To investigate layer redundancy for certain tokens, we
freeze these tokens within the investigated layer, i.e. keep
hidden states of these tokens unchanged. To achieve this,
we introduce sparse layers shown in Figure 2 for visual and
text tokens, respectively. Based on these designs, we pro-
pose the Layer Contribution (LC) metric, which evaluates
how much a layer’s transformations on certain tokens con-
tribute to the model’s overall functionality. In the calcu-
lation of LC, we replace the investigated dense layer with
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(a) Sparse layer where visual tokens are frozen, used to investigate layer
redundancy for visual tokens. Only text tokens function as queries and are
passed through the FFN. We also denote this layer as ShortV layer.
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(b) Sparse layer where text tokens are frozen, used to investigate layer
redundancy for text tokens. Only visual tokens function as queries and are
passed through the FFN.

Figure 2. Sparse layers used to investigate layer redundancy for
different tokens. To investigate layer redundancy for certain to-
kens, we freeze these tokens within the layer, i.e. keep hidden
states of these tokens unchanged, and measure the divergence be-
tween the model’s output logits and those of the original model.
We gray out the attention that does not need calculation.

the corresponding sparse layer, and compute the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence between the resulting model’s out-
put logits and those of the original dense model.

Specifically, We assume the LLM backbone M has L
layers, and each of them consists of a self-attention block
and a feed-forward network (FFN). The input of the i-th
layer at the j-th token position is Hj

i , and the corresponding
output is Hj

i+1. The output of the last layer, i.e. the L-th
layer, at the same position is Hj

L+1. The model M utilizes
H−1

L+1 at the last token position to compute logits for next-
token prediction through the language model head LMhead:

logits(M) = LMhead(H
−1
L+1). (1)

To investigate how much the i-th layer’s transformations
on certain tokens X contribute to the model functional-
ity, we replace the i-th layer with a sparse layer where X
are frozen, i.e. X’s hidden states remain unchanged in this
sparse layer. The resulting model is denoted as MX

i . In
practice, X can be visual tokens V or text tokens T . As
shown in Figure 2, we introduce sparse layers where V and
T are frozen, respectively. In Figure 2a, we freeze the visual
tokens in the sparse layer. Within the self-attention block of
this layer, the visual tokens do not attend to other tokens,
and only the text tokens function as queries. For the FFN of
this layer, we simply do not pass the visual tokens through
it. In Figure 2b, we freeze the text tokens in another sparse
layer with similar designs. Based on these, we define the i-

th layer’s Layer Contribution (LC) score for certain tokens
X as the KL divergence between the output logits of the
original model M and those of the model MX

i where X
are frozen in the i-th layer:

LCX
i = KL(logits(M), logits(MX

i )), (2)

here KL(·) denotes KL divergence. A lower LC score im-
plies that the layer’s transformations on the tokens exhibit
minimal contribution to the model’s output, suggesting that
these transformations are ineffective.

Discussion: Why not use perplexity or cosine similar-
ity as the metric to measure the importance of layers?
Some work in text-only LLMs utilizes perplexity [23, 46]
or cosine similarity [11, 17, 36] as metrics to measure the
importance of each layer. For the former metric, instead of
KL divergence, they measure the change in perplexity of
the the models, and the layers causing minimal perplexity
changes are deemed ineffective. This metric, however, is
inadequate when measuring layer redundancy for visual to-
kens. We find that even if we do not feed visual tokens into
the MLLMs, they can still generate reasonable responses,
and the changes in perplexity of the MLLMs is relatively
low. Nevertheless, they face significant performance degra-
dation in vision language tasks when the visual information
is absent. Thus, perplexity is not a reliable measure when
evaluating layer redundancy for visual tokens.

For the latter metric, the cosine similarity between the
input and output of a certain layer is calculated. The hy-
pothesis here is that the ineffective layers have less transfor-
mations on the hidden states of tokens, and therefore their
inputs and outputs demonstrate higher similarities. How-
ever, in our evaluation on LLaVA-1.5 [31] models, the co-
sine similarity metric and LC differ in their measurement of
the redundancy distribution across different layers. Com-
pared with the LC metric, which directly measures the logits
divergence between model outputs, cosine similarity con-
sistently overestimates the redundancy of the shallow lay-
ers and underestimates the redundancy of the deep layers.
We believe the reason behind this difference is that cosine
similarity neglects the position of a layer within the model.
Specifically, minor transformations of hidden states in the
shallow layers can influence all subsequent layers, whereas
transformations with similar extent in deeper layers tend to
have less impact on overall model functionality.

2.3. Ineffective MLLM Layers for Visual Tokens
We conduct a pilot experiment to investigate layer re-
dundancy in LLaVA-1.5-7B and LLaVA-1.5-13B [31].
We first randomly sample 2,000 cases from a combi-
nation of two major vision language tasks, including
caption (Flickr30K [40]) and visual question answering
(GQA [19]). Then we utilize these samples to calculate
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Figure 3. The Layer Contribution (LC) scores of LLaVA-1.5-7B and LLaVA-1.5-13B. A lower LC score implies that the layer’s transfor-
mations on the specified tokens are more ineffective. Layers are more ineffective for visual tokens than for text tokens, and freezing visual
tokens in ineffective layers results in minimal output divergence from the original model.

each MLLM layer’s average LC score for visual and text
tokens, respectively. Figure 3 shows the results. We sum-
marize our findings as follows.

First, for text tokens, middle to deeper layers are more
ineffective, while the initial and last layers make more con-
tributions to the MLLM functionality. These observations
align with the layer redundancy distribution of text-only
LLMs found in Men et al. [36], indicating that visual in-
struction tuning [30, 31] does not significantly alter the
manner LLMs process text tokens.

Second, for visual tokens, the initial and the deep lay-
ers, including the last one, exhibit higher redundancy than
other layers, which is different from the distribution for text
token. Notably, since the last layer’s transformations on vi-
sual tokens do not contribute to the model’s output, its LC
score for visual tokens is always 0.

Third, layer redundancy shows an imbalance between vi-
sual and text tokens. Each layer’s LC score on visual tokens
are lower than that on text tokens, which means that many
layers’ transformations on visual tokens are ineffective, and
freezing visual token in these ineffective layers results in
minimal impact on the models’ output.

We attribute the different layer redundancy patterns for
different modalities to the modality gap. The clear distri-
bution gap of visual and text tokens result in the difference
in how MLLMs process them. We hope these findings can
provide insights into how MLLMs process visual and text
tokens in different layers.

3. ShortV

3.1. Freezing Visual Tokens in Ineffective Layers
As demonstrated in the previous section, we identify signif-
icant layer redundancy for visual tokens in MLLMs. Most
layers’ transformations on visual tokens are ineffective for
the model functionality. Based on this observation, we pro-
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Figure 4. Details of ShortV layer. In this layer, only text tokens
pass through the WQ and WO matrices and the FFN. The atten-
tion mask is same as that in Figure 2a, where visual tokens do not
attend to other tokens, and only text tokens function as queries.

pose a direct method to enhance MLLM efficiency in a
training-free manner: freezing visual tokens in ineffective
layers. We denote this method as ShortV.

In ShortV, we replace the ineffective dense layers with
sparse ShortV layers, where visual tokens are frozen. The
ShortV layers are same as the sparse layer shown in 2a,
and we illustrate their detailed architecture in Figure 4. In
each ShortV layer, only text tokens are passed through the
FFN and the WQ and WO matrices of the attention block,
and the attention mask is same as that in Figure 2a, where
visual tokens do not attend to other tokens, and only text
tokens function as queries.

ShortV has one parameter: the number of replaced lay-
ers, which we denote as N . First, we construct a tiny
dataset, which contains a small number of samples from vi-
sion language tasks. Then we use this dataset to calculate
each layer’s average LC score for visual tokens. Next, we
sort the layers in ascending order according to LC scores,
and the layers with lower LC scores are more ineffective for



Method TFLOPs FLOPs VQAv2 GQA SEED- MMMU MME MMBench MMStarRatio Bench (val) EN

LLaVA-1.5-7B
Vanilla 8.5 100% 76.5 61.9 66.1 36.3 1510.7 64.1 33.7

FastV (K=2, R=50%) 4.9 58% 73.5 60.2 65.4 35.8 1475.6 64.3 32.4
VTW (K=16) 4.7 55% 66.3 55.1 66.2 36.1 1497.0 64.0 32.8
ShortV (Ours, N=19) 4.7 55% 75.7 60.9 66.2 36.2 1503.1 64.8 33.3

LLaVA-1.5-13B
Vanilla 16.6 100% 78.0 63.3 68.2 35.4 1531.3 68.9 36.1

FastV (K=2, R=50%) 9.4 57% 76.7 59.4 67.8 34.6 1506.6 68.3 35.9
VTW (K=20) 9.1 55% 75.3 60.6 68.2 34.9 1533.0 68.5 36.1
ShortV (Ours, N=24) 9.1 55% 77.2 62.0 68.0 35.8 1535.9 68.6 37.1

LLaVA-NeXT-7B
Vanilla 42.7 100% 80.0 64.1 70.2 36.4 1519.0 67.1 37.1

FastV (K=2, R=50%) 22.0 52% 79.5 63.0 69.6 35.1 1482.0 66.3 36.5
VTW (K=16) 21.8 51% 75.6 55.8 70.2 35.7 1518.2 67.1 37.6
ShortV (Ours, N=19) 21.6 51% 78.8 63.4 70.4 36.0 1525.1 67.2 37.8

LLaVA-NeXT-13B
Vanilla 81.8 100% 80.9 65.7 71.9 35.9 1570.0 69.3 39.9

FastV (K=2, R=50%) 42.1 51% 76.8 62.9 71.5 35.9 1546.4 68.5 39.6
VTW (K=20) 41.7 51% 77.0 61.5 71.8 34.8 1569.4 69.1 39.8
ShortV (Ours, N=24) 41.0 50% 79.7 63.6 71.8 36.2 1553.0 70.2 39.9

Table 1. Comparison of various training-free methods for MLLM efficiency. FLOPs Ratio denotes the proportion of FLOPs retained after
applying the corresponding method to improve MLLM efficiency, compared with the vanilla model.

visual tokens. Finally, we freeze visual tokens in the N lay-
ers with the lowest LC scores by replacing them with sparse
ShortV layers, while keeping their original parameters.

ShortV is training-free and involves no parameter up-
dates. It can be applied to various MLLMs for different
vision language tasks. Notably, ShortV is orthogonal to and
compatible with popular visual token pruning methods, e.g.
FastV [10]. Visual token pruning directly reduces the num-
ber of visual tokens, while ShortV mitigates the computa-
tional overhead related to each visual token. This means
that we can apply ShortV and token pruning at the same
time to further improve MLLM efficiency.

3.2. Computational Cost
We consider the computations of self-attention blocks and
feed-forward networks (FFNs) in layers of the LLM back-
bone. Assume t is the number of text tokens, v is the num-
ber of visual tokens, h is the hidden state size, m is the
intermediate size of the FFNs, the total FLOPs of one dense
Transformer layer can be estimated as:

FLOPs = 2(t+ v)(4h+ 3m)h+ 4(t+ v)2h. (3)

For one ShortV layer, the FLOPs can be calculated as:

FLOPs∗ = 2t(4h+ 3m)h+ 4vh2 + 4t(t+ v)h. (4)

For the whole model, assume the LLM has L layers in total,
ShortV selects N ineffective dense layers and replaces them
with ShortV layers. The FLOPs of the original dense model
are L × FLOPs, and the FLOPs of ShortV are calculated
as (L−N)×FLOPs+N ×FLOPs∗. The FLOPs ratio
of ShortV and the original model is computed as:

r =
(L−N)× FLOPs+N × FLOPs∗

L× FLOPs
. (5)

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setups
Models. To validate the effectiveness of ShortV, we con-
duct experiments on popular open-source MLLMs, such
as LLaVA-1.5-7B [31], LLaVA-1.5-13B, LLaVA-NeXT-
7B [32] and LLaVA-NeXT-13B. LLaVA-1.5 models pro-
cess images with a 336×336 resolution and treat each im-
age as 576 tokens. LLaVA-NeXT splits high-resolution
images into subimages, and encode the subimages and
down-sampled original images independently. This allows
the models to scale the input to any arbitrary resolution,
without performing positional embedding interpolation for
ViTs [14]. LLaVA-NeXT scales the input image resolution
to 4× and visual token number up to 5× compared with
LLaVA-1.5, i.e. 2880 tokens for each image.



# ShortV
TFLOPs

FLOPs
MME

MMBench MMMU
MMStar

SEED-
GQA

Flickr30K
Avg. Per.

Layers (N ) Ratio EN (val) Bench CIDEr

LLaVA-1.5-7B (32 layers)
0 8.5 100% 1510.7 64.1 36.3 33.7 66.1 61.9 74.9 58.9 100.0
8 6.9 81% 1508.6 64.3 36.0 33.8 66.2 61.4 74.5 58.8 99.8
16 5.3 62% 1487.0 64.9 36.1 33.3 65.7 61.0 72.8 58.3 99.0
19 4.7 55% 1503.1 64.8 36.2 33.3 66.2 60.9 71.3 58.3 99.0
24 3.7 44% 1341.7 60.7 34.1 33.4 62.5 58.3 64.2 54.3 92.2

LLaVA-1.5-13B (40 layers)
0 16.6 100% 1531.3 68.9 35.4 36.1 68.2 63.3 79.6 61.2 100.0
8 14.1 85% 1521.9 68.6 35.6 36.0 68.2 63.0 79.0 60.9 99.5
16 11.6 70% 1534.9 68.6 36.3 36.2 68.0 62.9 78.5 61.0 99.7
24 9.1 55% 1535.9 68.6 35.8 37.1 68.0 62.0 76.4 60.7 99.2
32 6.6 40% 1298.8 64.5 33.6 36.0 63.2 59.3 68.4 55.7 91.0

LLaVA-NeXT-7B (32 layers)
0 42.7 100% 1519.0 67.1 36.4 37.1 70.2 64.1 69.7 60.1 100.0
8 33.8 79% 1515.1 67.2 36.6 36.9 70.2 64.1 70.0 60.1 100.0
16 24.9 58% 1476.8 67.2 36.2 37.3 70.2 63.5 67.8 59.4 98.8
19 21.6 51% 1525.1 67.2 36.0 37.8 70.4 63.4 65.7 59.5 99.0
24 16.0 37% 1504.1 65.4 36.4 36.0 68.1 60.5 64.9 58.1 96.7

LLaVA-NeXT-13B (40 layers)
0 81.8 100% 1570.0 70.5 35.9 39.9 71.9 65.7 66.7 61.3 100.0
8 68.2 83% 1552.4 70.6 35.0 39.6 71.9 65.1 66.9 61.0 99.5
16 54.6 67% 1561.0 70.1 35.0 39.7 71.9 64.8 66.9 60.9 99.3
24 41.0 50% 1553.0 70.2 36.2 39.9 71.8 63.6 67.5 61.0 99.5
32 27.5 34% 1468.4 65.8 35.2 38.9 69.3 60.5 58.5 57.4 93.6

Table 2. Performance vs. Efficiency Balance of ShortV under different configurations. # ShortV Layers (N ): the number of ShorV layers,
Avg.: a normalized average score on the benchmarks, Per.: the relative performance retention compared with the vanilla models.

Baselines. To evaluate the effectiveness of ShortV, which
improves MLLM efficiency in a training-free manner, we
compare it with popular training-free methods for MLLM
efficiency, such as FastV [10] and VTW [29]. FastV drops
visual tokens by a percentage of R after the K-th layer in
the forward process of input tokens. It computes the aver-
age attention score one token received from all other tokens
as the importance criterion to select pruned tokens. VTW
drops all visual tokens after the K-th layer, enabling only
text tokens to engage in the subsequent layers. We use the
default settings for the baselines as in their original papers.
Specifically, for FastV, K=2 and R=50%. For VTW, K=16
for 7B models and K=20 for 13B models.

4.2. Main Results

In this section, we conduct experiments to compare ShortV
with the baselines. The results are shown in Table 1. We
provide the details for selecting replaced layers and their
layer ids in Appendix B. We perform evaluation on multiple
popular vision language benchmarks, including MME [15],
MMBench [33], MMMU (val) [55], MMStar [9], SEED-
Bench [25], VQAv2 [16], and GQA [19]. We manually
choose the number of ShortV layers N to maintain a simi-
lar or lower FLOPs ratio compared with the baselines. The
FLOPs ratio of ShortV is calculated according to Equa-

tion 5, where we set the number of text tokens to 64. Specif-
ically, we choose N=19 for the 7B models, and N=24 for
the 13B models. As shown in Table 1, our ShortV achieves
comparable or superior performance across multiple bench-
marks compared with the baselines.

4.3. Balance between Efficiency and Performance
In this section, we conduct an experiment to investigate the
impact of ShortV’s parameter N , which denotes the number
of ShortV layers. The experimental results are presented in
Table 2. We also provide additional comprehensive results
across more settings in Appendix D. To facilitate intuitive
comprehension, we plot the correlation between the nor-
malized average score on benchmarks and the number of
ShortV layers in Figure 1b.

We observe that ShortV can freeze visual tokens in ap-
proximately 60% of the MLLM layers while preserving su-
perior performance. As N continues to increase, both 7B
and 13B models can maintain more than 90% performance
when the hidden states of visual tokens remain unchanged
in about 80% of the layers. These results are significantly
different from those on text-only LLMs. For LLMs, Men
et al. [36] remove transformations on text tokens in approx-
imately 25% of the LLM layers, and this results in about
10% performance degradation on language benchmarks. As



# ShortV Layers (N ) 0 8 16 19 24

LLaVA-1.5-7B 1.00× 1.13× 1.23× 1.30× 1.40×
LLaVA-NeXT-7B 1.00× 1.15× 1.35× 1.44× 1.64×

Table 3. Inference speedups over the vanilla models, based on the
7B models. We conduct this test on a single A100 GPU.

# ShortV Layers (N ) 0 8 16 24 32

LLaVA-1.5-13B 1.00× 1.13× 1.24× 1.39× 1.50×
LLaVA-NeXT-13B 1.00× 1.13× 1.30× 1.52× 1.84×

Table 4. Inference speedups over the vanilla models, based on the
13B models. We conduct this test on a single A100 GPU.

Method
FLOP MMBench MMMU SEED-

GQARatio EN (val) Bench

Vanilla 100% 64.0 36.3 66.1 61.9

FastV 58% 64.3 35.8 65.4 60.2
ShortV 55% 64.8 36.2 66.2 60.9
ShortV+FastV 29% 64.2 37.1 65.1 59.3

Table 5. ShortV is compatible with FastV, and applying both at the
same time can further enhance MLLM efficiency. This experiment
is based on LLaVA-1.5-7B.

the number of layers increases, the performance of LLMs
rapidly declines. These differences align with our observa-
tion in Section 2.3 that layers are more ineffective for visual
tokens than for text tokens.

In addition to the theoretical FLOPs ratios, we provide
the speedups on real hardware using different settings, as
shown in Table 3 and Table 4. To get rid of the influence
of different output sequence lengths, we use the first token
latency to calculate the speedups. We utilize the MMMU
dataset for the latency test. For comparison, we note that
FastV [10] with its default setting, i.e. K=2 and R=50%,
achieves a 1.31× speedup over the vanilla LLaVA-1.5-13B
model. In contrast, our ShortV with its default parameter,
i.e. N=24, achieves a greater speedup of 1.39×.

4.4. Orthogonal to Token Pruning
In this section, we demonstrate that ShortV is orthogonal to
and compatible with visual token pruning, e.g. FastV [10].
FastV identifies R% unimportant visual tokens and drops
them after the K-th layer in the forward process of input
tokens. We apply FastV to ShortV, which already replaces
N ineffective layers for visual tokens with ShortV layers.
We use the default settings for FastV and ShortV in this ex-
periment, i.e. K=2 and R=50% for FastV, and N=19 for
ShortV. We employ LLaVA-1.5-7B as the vanilla model.
The experimental results in Table 5 demonstrate that ShortV
is compatible with FastV and that the application of both
can further improve MLLM efficiency.

Strategy
FLOP MMBench MMMU SEED-

GQARatio EN (val) Bench

Vanilla 100% 64.0 36.3 66.1 61.9

Random 55% 58.4 33.6 60.5 56.1
Cosine Sim. 55% 60.8 34.2 62.7 59.5
LC (Ours) 55% 64.8 36.2 66.2 60.9

Table 6. Ablation on strategies to select replaced layers, based on
LLaVA-1.5-7B. “Random” denotes randomly selecting 19 layers
and freezing visual tokens in them. “Cosine Sim.” denotes using
cosine similarity to select ineffective layers for visual tokens.

4.5. Ablation Studies
Ablation on strategies to select replaced layers. In this
paragraph, we perform an ablation experiment on LLaVA-
1.5-7B to investigate the impact of strategies for selecting
which layers to replace. ShortV selects ineffective layers
for visual tokens, and replace them with ShortV layers. To
identify which layers are ineffective, we utilize the LC met-
ric introduced in Section 2. In contrast, previous work [36]
on text-only LLMs uses a metric based on cosine similar-
ity. It calculates the average cosine similarity between the
inputs and outputs of each layer. The layers with higher
cosine similarities are deemed more ineffective. To make
a comparison between this cosine similarity metric and our
LC metric, we calculate each layer’s cosine similarity be-
tween the input hidden states and output hidden states of
visual tokens, and select the same number of layers with
the highest cosine similarities. We show the comparison
in Table 6. We also include the results of another base-
line, ShortV (Random), where visual tokens are frozen in
the same number of randomly selected layers. These results
clearly demonstrate that our LC metric performs better than
cosine similarity in identifying ineffective MLLM layers for
visual tokens, and ShortV based on the LC metric achieves
performance comparable to the vanilla model. In contrast,
ShortV based on the cosine similarity metric cannot match
the performance of the vanilla model, although it outper-
forms the baseline with randomly selected layers.

Ablation on frozen tokens. In this paragraph, we con-
duct an ablation study on LLaVA-1.5-7B to investigate the
impact of freezing different types of tokens. In Section 2,
we demonstrate that MLLM layers are ineffective for visual
tokens, as measured by the LC metric. Motivated by this
observation, ShortV freezes visual tokens in ineffective lay-
ers. In Table 7, we compare our method with the strategies
of freezing other tokens. In the experiment detailed in line
(a), we utilize the LC metric to identify 19 ineffective layers
for text tokens, and freeze text tokens in them. Despite hav-
ing fewer frozen tokens, we can observe that this strategy
results in significant performance declines compared with
our method, which freezes visual tokens rather than text to-



Frozen Tokens
MMBench MMMU SEED-

GQAEN (val) Bench

None (Vanilla) 64.0 36.3 66.1 61.9

(a) Text 2.1 23.7 8.9 2.9
(b) Text+Visual 1.3 26.6 0.8 0.0
(c) Random 1.5 22.9 5.5 2.3
(d) Visual (Ours) 64.8 36.2 66.2 60.9

Table 7. Ablation on frozen tokens, based on LLaVA-1.5-7B. (a)
identifying 19 ineffective layers for text tokens and freezing text
tokens in them. In lines (b) and (c), we select ineffective layers
for all tokens. line (b) involves freezing all input tokens in them,
whereas line (c) denotes randomly freezing the same number of
tokens as the visual tokens.

kens. These experimental results align with our findings
in Section 2 that MLLM layers are more ineffective for vi-
sual tokens than for text tokens. In lines (b) and (c), we
first calculate each layer’s average LC score for all tokens,
including visual and text tokens, and then select 19 ineffec-
tive layers. Next, in the experiment corresponding to line
(b), we freeze all input tokens in these layers. In line (c),
we freeze random input tokens, and the number of frozen
tokens matches that of the visual tokens. As a result, the
computational overhead associated with line (c) is the same
as that of our method in line (d). We can find that freezing
tokens other than visual tokens leads to substantial perfor-
mance degradation in vision-language tasks. These abla-
tions demonstrate the effectiveness of our ShortV.

5. Related Work
5.1. Multimodal Large Language Models
Built upon Large Language Models (LLMs) [1, 12, 37, 47,
49], Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) [4, 7,
35, 48, 52, 57] have made significant progress in process-
ing and understanding the visual world. Typically, they use
a decoder-only architecture. Specifically, they utilize vi-
sual encoders [14, 21, 34, 41, 56] to convert input visual
information into visual features and then use projectors to
project these visual features into visual tokens. These vi-
sual tokens are then concatenated with text tokens and fed
into the LLM backbones. Current MLLMs use hundreds to
thousands of visual tokens to represent a single image, sig-
nificantly increasing the length of the token sequences. For
instance, the LLaVA-1.5 models [31] transform each im-
age with 336×336 resolution into 576 tokens. For images
with higher resolutions, the LLaVA-NeXT models [32] pro-
cess images into up to 2,880 visual tokens, and SPHINX-
2k [28] divides one image into nine subimages, resulting in
2,890 visual tokens. Applying LLMs to such large numbers
of visual tokens incurs substantial computational costs. In
this paper, we introduce ShortV to enhance the efficiency
of MLLMs by reducing the computational overhead associ-

ated with visual tokens.

5.2. Efficient LLMs and MLLMs

For LLMs, previous studies [36, 46] find that layers in
LLMs are ineffective for text tokens. They remove com-
putations in about 25% of the layers, while preserving ap-
proximately 90% of the performance. LaCo [50] utilizes
layer merging for efficient LLMs.

To address the computational inefficiency of MLLMs,
previous methods [10, 29, 42, 44, 45, 54] have primarily
focused on two aspects: efficient model architecture and vi-
sual token compression. Among efficient model architec-
tures, cross-attention-based models [2, 3, 8, 20] insert gated
cross-attention layers within LLM layers for visual percep-
tion, but previous studies [13, 24] demonstrate that this ar-
chitecture performs worse than the decoder-only architec-
ture in the same settings. Instead of inserting cross-attention
layers, mPLUG-Owl3 [51] and Vamba [42] introduce cross-
attention operations in parallel with self-attention. In con-
trast, SAISA [54] introduces NAAViT self-attention blocks,
which incorporate multimodal cross-attention into the orig-
inal self-attention operations of the LLMs, and reuse the
parameters of self-attention blocks. The design of ShortV
layers is inspired by NAAViT. Differently, in ShortV layers,
visual tokens also skip their FFNs.

Visual token compression methods improve MLLM effi-
ciency in both training-based [5, 6, 22, 26, 27] and training-
free [10, 43, 53] manners. FastV [10] reveals token-wise
redundancy, and it removes unimportant tokens during in-
ference. In this paper, we reveal layer-wise redundancy in
MLLMs. Layers in MLLMs are much more ineffective for
visual tokens than for text token. Therefore, we can freeze
visual tokens in approximately 60% of the MLLM layers
with minimal performance degradation. Unlike previous
methods for MLLM efficiency, ShortV does not reduce the
number of visual tokens but instead decreases the compu-
tational costs of processing each token. ShortV is training-
free and orthogonal to token compression. We demonstrate
that ShortV is compatible with FastV, allowing for simulta-
neous application to further enhance MLLM efficiency.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we explore the layer-wise redundancy in
MLLMs. We discover that layers in MLLMs are more inef-
fective for visual tokens than for text tokens. MLLM layers’
transformations on visual tokens have a minimal impact on
the MLLM output. Motivated by this observation, we pro-
pose ShortV, a training-free method to enhance MLLM ef-
ficiency. ShortV utilizes our proposed LC metric to select
ineffective layers for visual tokens, and freezes visual to-
kens in these layers. It can freeze visual tokens in about
60% of the layers while preserving superior performance.



A. Limitations and Future Work

Despite the effectiveness of ShortV, It remains a coarse-
grained method, and there are several directions to improve
it. First, ShortV treats each layer as a whole, whereas LLM
layers have a more fine-grained structure, including atten-
tion blocks and FFNs, and He et al. [17] reveal that they
exhibit different levels of redundancy in text-only LLMs.
Freezing visual tokens in different proportions of atten-
tion blocks and FFNs could achieve a more favorable bal-
ance between performance and efficiency. Second, Chen et
al. [11] uses a small network to update tokens in ineffective
layers of LLMs, which is also a promising path to improve
the performance of ShortV.

B. Replaced Layers

For the LC metric calculation to select the replaced layers,
we randomly sample 40 cases from GQA and Flickr30K,
with 20 from each of them. Layers are replaced with ShortV
layers in ascending order based on their LC values, starting
from the lowest and moving to the highest. In Table 8, we
list the layer ids of replaced layers in default ShortV.

Model Replaced Layers

LLaVA-1.5-7B 31, 29, 30, 28, 0, 26, 27, 25, 24, 22,
23, 21, 2, 3, 20, 18, 17, 12, 19

LLaVA-1.5-13B 39, 32, 28, 36, 27, 37, 29, 30, 1, 38,
25, 31, 2, 26, 23, 34, 0, 33, 35, 22,
24, 21, 20, 17

LLaVA-NeXT-7B 31, 29, 30, 28, 26, 27, 22, 24, 21, 23,
25, 20, 19, 17, 18, 15, 12, 0, 2

LLaVA-NeXT-13B 39, 32, 29, 36, 27, 30, 37, 23, 25, 31,
26, 2, 28, 22, 33, 35, 34, 24, 38, 21,
20, 18, 1, 17

Table 8. Replaced layers for different MLLMs.

C. Qualitative Results

In this section, we use the qualitative examples in the orig-
inal LLaVA-1.5 paper to compare the responses of LLaVA-
1.5-13B before and after applying ShortV. We reference the
responses of the vanilla model from the original LLaVA-
1.5 paper. We utilize the default parameter, i.e. N=24, for
the model with ShortV. In Table 9 and 10, we can see that
the model with ShortV generates responses similar to the
vanilla model, despite freezing visual tokens in 24 MLLM
layers. These examples validate the capability of ShortV in
enhancing MLLM efficiency while preserving performance.

User Here’s a formula for a Stable Diffusion image prompt:
a cartoon-style image of [adjective] [subject] [hair-
cut] [clothing] [doing action], [color scheme], detailed,
trending on artstation. Generate the prompt for this im-
age.

w/o ShortV A cartoon-style image of a young girl with a bob hair-
cut, wearing a white kimono, holding a stuffed animal,
and posing for a picture, with a color scheme of pink
and white, detailed, and trending on artstation.

w/ ShortV A cartoon-style image of a young girl with a bob
haircut, wearing a pink and white kimono, holding a
stuffed animal, and posing for a picture, with a color
scheme of pink and white, detailed, and trending on
artstation.

Table 9. Responses comparison between the vanilla LLaVA-1.5-
13B model and the LLaVA-1.5-13B model with ShortV (N=24),
on constrained Stable Diffusion prompt generation.

User If there are factual errors in the questions, point it out;
if not, proceed to answering the question.
What’s happening in the desert?

w/o ShortV There are no deserts in the image. The image features a
beach with palm trees, a city skyline, and a large body
of water.

w/ ShortV There are no deserts in the image. The image features
a beach with a large body of water, a city skyline, and
palm trees.

Table 10. Responses comparison between the vanilla LLaVA-1.5-
13B model and the LLaVA-1.5-13B model with ShortV (N=24),
on a tricky question.

D. ShortV under Different Settings
In this section, we provide comprehensive ShortV perfor-
mance under different settings, i.e. different numbers of re-
placed layers. The results are shown in Table 11.



# ShortV
TFLOPs

FLOPs
MME

MMBench MMMU
MMStar

SEED-
GQA

Flickr30K
Avg. Per.

Layers (N ) Ratio EN (val) Bench CIDEr

LLaVA-1.5-7B (32 layers)
0 8.5 100% 1510.7 64.1 36.3 33.7 66.1 61.9 74.9 58.9 100.0
4 7.7 91% 1507.5 64.1 36.6 33.5 66.2 61.9 74.7 58.9 100.0
8 6.9 81% 1508.6 64.3 36.0 33.8 66.2 61.4 74.5 58.8 99.8
12 6.1 72% 1495.2 64.2 36.2 34.0 66.2 61.2 74.1 58.7 99.7
16 5.3 62% 1487.0 64.9 36.1 33.3 65.7 61.0 72.8 58.3 99.0
19 4.7 55% 1503.1 64.8 36.2 33.3 66.2 60.9 71.3 58.3 99.0
20 4.5 53% 1466.8 63.4 35.3 34.7 65.2 60.4 70.7 57.6 97.8
24 3.7 44% 1341.7 60.7 34.1 33.4 62.5 58.3 64.2 54.3 92.2
28 2.9 34% 1079.0 57.9 31.0 30.2 56.0 52.0 53.6 47.8 81.2

LLaVA-1.5-13B (40 layers)
0 16.6 100% 1531.3 68.9 35.4 36.1 68.2 63.3 79.6 61.2 100.0
4 15.3 92% 1521.6 68.6 35.8 36.5 68.2 63.3 79.4 61.1 99.8
8 14.1 85% 1521.9 68.6 35.6 36.0 68.2 63.0 79.0 60.9 99.5
12 12.8 77% 1521.9 68.6 35.9 36.2 68.1 62.9 78.9 61.0 99.7
16 11.6 70% 1534.9 68.6 36.3 36.2 68.0 62.9 78.5 61.0 99.7
20 10.3 62% 1533.0 68.6 36.1 36.8 68.0 62.4 77.5 60.9 99.5
24 9.1 55% 1535.9 68.6 35.8 37.1 68.0 62.0 76.4 60.7 99.2
28 7.8 47% 1417.6 65.5 34.6 35.9 65.4 60.8 74.9 58.3 95.3
32 6.6 40% 1298.8 64.5 33.6 36.0 63.2 59.3 68.4 55.7 91.0
36 5.3 32% 1259.6 62.9 33.2 34.9 62.5 58.7 62.8 54.0 88.2

LLaVA-NeXT-7B (32 layers)
0 42.7 100% 1519.0 67.1 36.4 37.1 70.2 64.1 69.7 60.1 100.0
4 38.3 90% 1519.3 67.2 36.8 36.8 70.7 64.1 69.3 60.1 100.0
8 33.8 79% 1515.1 67.2 36.6 36.9 70.2 64.1 70.0 60.1 100.0
12 29.4 69% 1476.8 67.1 36.6 37.4 70.2 63.4 70.3 59.8 99.5
16 24.9 58% 1476.8 67.2 36.2 37.3 70.2 63.5 67.8 59.4 98.8
19 21.6 51% 1525.1 67.2 36.0 37.8 70.4 63.4 65.7 59.5 99.0
20 20.5 48% 1505.6 66.7 36.3 37.3 70.0 63.0 65.5 59.2 98.5
24 16.0 37% 1504.1 65.4 36.4 36.0 68.1 60.5 64.9 58.1 96.7

LLaVA-NeXT-13B (40 layers)
0 81.8 100% 1570.0 70.5 35.9 39.9 71.9 65.7 66.7 61.3 100.0
4 75.0 92% 1574.8 70.6 34.8 39.7 71.9 65.4 66.5 61.1 99.7
8 68.2 83% 1552.4 70.6 35.0 39.6 71.9 65.1 66.9 61.0 99.5
12 61.4 75% 1568.5 70.1 34.8 39.8 71.9 65.0 66.7 61.0 99.5
16 54.6 67% 1561.0 70.1 35.0 39.7 71.9 64.8 66.9 60.9 99.3
20 47.8 58% 1565.8 70.0 35.8 40.2 71.8 64.1 68.3 61.2 99.8
24 41.0 50% 1553.0 70.2 36.2 39.9 71.8 63.6 67.5 61.0 99.5
28 34.3 42% 1536.1 69.3 35.1 39.4 71.0 62.8 66.3 60.1 98.0
32 27.5 34% 1468.4 65.8 35.2 38.9 69.3 60.5 58.5 57.4 93.6

Table 11. Performance vs. Efficiency Balance of ShortV under different configurations. # ShortV Layers (N ): the number of ShortV layers,
Avg.: a normalized average score on benchmarks, Per.: the relative performance retention compared with the vanilla models.
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