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Abstract

Visual language models encounter challenges in compu-
tational efficiency and latency, primarily due to the sub-
stantial redundancy in the token representations of high-
resolution images and videos. Current attention/similarity-
based compression algorithms suffer from either position
bias or class imbalance, leading to significant accuracy
degradation. They also fail to generalize to shallow LLM
layers, which exhibit weaker cross-modal interactions. To
address this, we extend token compression to the visual en-
coder through an effective iterative merging scheme that is
orthogonal in spatial axes to accelerate the computation
across the entire VLM. Furthermoer, we integrate a spec-
trum pruning unit into LLM through an attention/similarity-
free low-pass filter, which gradually prunes redundant vi-
sual tokens and is fully compatible to modern FlashAtten-
tion. On this basis, we propose Lossless Ultimate Vision
tokens Compression (LUVC) framework. LUVC systemati-
cally compresses visual tokens until complete elimination at
the final layer of LLM, so that the high-dimensional visual
features are gradually fused into the multimodal queries.
The experiments show that LUVC achieves a 2x speedup in-
ference in language model with negligible accuracy degra-
dation, and the training-free characteristic enables imme-
diate deployment across multiple VLMs.

1. Introduction

In recent years, the extensive deployment of large language
models (LLM) in visual domains has catalyzed significant
progress in visual language models (VLM) [2, 6, 18, 32].
VLM typically adopts a framework comprising visual en-
coder [33, 52] and projector to achieve cross-modal align-
ment between textual and visual domains. Consequently,
VLMs have demonstrated robust performance across di-
verse downstream applications, encompassing visual ques-
tion answering, spatial localization, and temporal reason-
ing tasks. However, VLMs suffer from prohibitive infer-
ence costs due to their massive parameterization (often in
the billions) and quadratic computational complexity with

respect to input sequence length. The sequence length of
high-resolution images and videos further exacerbates this
issue [5], and becomes the primary bottleneck. These con-
straints severely limit the real-time deployment of VLMs in
practical applications.
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(a) Image-text score. (b) Image tokens spectrum.

Figure 1. The distribution of image-text attention scores and to-
kens spectrum. Due to position bias, the attention scores exhibit
a significant upward trend near the text region, whereas the spec-
trum curve remains position-invariant.

Extensive research has been devoted to compressing vi-
sual tokens to mitigate redundancy and accelerate the infer-
ence process of LLM. These approaches fundamentally op-
erate either at projector or within the LLM, eliminating or
merging redundant visual tokens based on similarity met-
rics or attention score ranking mechanisms. We systemati-
cally examine these approaches through two methodolog-
ical foundations while critically evaluating their inherent
limitations. (1) Attention-aware pruning. These approaches
primarily employ either special token (eg. [CLS]) or text-
guided attention to rank the importance of visual tokens.
For example, FastV [5] and SparseVLM [56] develop text-
guided compression algorithms based on cross-modal at-
tention between visual and textual tokens. However, these
methods suffer from significant position bias [43, 55]. As
illustrated in Fig. la, position bias introduces substantial
noise in importance estimation, tokens adjacent to text con-
sistently exhibit inflated attention weights regardless of
their semantic relevance. Furthermore, due to reliance on
explicit attention score, these compression methods can-
not be accelerated using modern FlashAttention [8] opti-
mization techniques. (2) Similarity-aware merging. These
methods typically compute the similarity between tokens


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.09010v1

and employ bipartite matching [3, 47, 53] or clustering-
based [9, 13] approaches for vision token compression.
However, their computational efficiency significantly de-
teriorates when processing longer vision token sequences.
Additionally, these compression algorithms focus solely on
local token-wise proximity while neglecting the global in-
formation distribution. They tend to excessively merge to-
kens in dense regions while inadequately merging them
in sparse regions, thereby compromising semantic integrity
and class balance, leading to distributional shift [15]. More-
over, clustering-based approaches disrupt the original posi-
tional arrangement of tokens, resulting in disordered spatial
information.

Additionally, early-layer LLM pruning risks semantic
degradation, forcing most methods to only prune deeper
LLM layers while keeping visual encoder, projectors and
early LLMs intact. Despite attempts [27] to integrate a lim-
ited number of visual tokens in the visual encoder, existing
methods compromise spatial structur and remain incompat-
ible with versatile 2D projector architectures. Thus, token
compression across the entire VLM remains largely unex-
plored.

To overcome the above limitations, we propose a more
robust and resilient algorithm towards Lossless Ultimate
Vision token Compression (LUVC), which operates across
the entire network and is training-free. LUVC extends token
compression to the visual encoder through a computation-
ally efficient Orthogonal Iterative Merger (OIM) and elimi-
nates noisy tokens through a Spectrum Pruning Unit (SPU)
equipped with a carefully crafted low-pass filter in LLM.
As shown in Fig. 1b, visual token spectrum exhibits robust-
ness against position bias, which provides reliable ground-
ing for stable pruning unlike attention weights. Existing re-
searchs [37, 40] have empirically verified the inherent high-
frequency attenuation property in Transformer architectures
during forward propagation, providing additional theoret-
ical support for our frequency-based SPU. As shown in
Fig. 2, visualization reveals that low-frequency features ex-
hibit a concentrated distribution in visually salient regions,
which further corroborates the feasibility of frequency-
based pruning. For the compression during visual encoder,
OIM performs iterative merging that is orthogonal in spa-
tial. OIM maintains the intrinsic spatial structure of visual
inputs, ensuring compatibility with various projector archi-
tectures, while simultaneously increasing parallelizability
for more computationally efficient processing. Our contri-
butions are as follows:

* Based on the spectrum characteristics of Transformer
features, we designe the attention/similarity-free spec-
trum pruning unit (SPU), which gradually prune high-
frequency noise tokens until all visual information is
fused into the multimodal queries, achieving ultimate
pruning of visual tokens at the final LLM layer.

How many people in this image?

What is the person in the picture doing?

Figure 2. Visualization of low-frequency visual tokens of
Internvl2.5-8B in layer-8.

* We design the orthogonal iterative merger (OIM) that
merges tokens in spatial axes to reduce the computation
across the entire VLM. OIM maintains the saptial struc-
ture of visual input and is suitable for diverse projectors.

* We integrate the above two strategies to construct
training-free LUVC, achieving approximately 2x acceler-
ation while maintaining nearly lossless performance. Ex-
perimental results confirm that the plug-and-play LUVC
demonstrates remarkable compatibility across diverse
VLM architectures and parameter scales, while achiev-
ing superior performance on diverse tasks including
single image, multi images, videos, and particularly
information-dense chart and document processing.

2. Related Work

2.1. Multimodal Large Language Models

VLM architectures have diversified in design. Taking pro-
jectors as an example, the BLIP [19, 20] and MiniCPM-
V2.6 [48] employ cross-attention mechanisms. The LLaVA
series [18, 25] introduce a two-layer MLP to bridge vi-
sual and language models. InternVL2.5 [6] and Qwen2.5-
VL [2] employ pixel shuffle and token merger modules, re-
spectively, which necessitates preservation of spatial struc-
tural information. The evolutionary trajectory of these mod-
els has progressed from rudimentary image comprehen-
sion to encompass a broad spectrum of downstream appli-
cations. This expansion has engendered specialized model
variants, including video-oriented architectures [16, 23, 42]
and document analysis systems [12, 54], each tailored to
their respective domains. Gemin [1] and LWM [26] have
established long-context modeling as a fundamental capa-
bility. This theoretical advancement has catalyzed signifi-
cant progress in high-resolution image and long-form video
understanding. This paradigm presents critical challenges
for model efficiency, mandating the development of sophis-
ticated token compression methodologies.

2.2. Vision Token Compression Methods

Numerous token pruning techniques, inspired by traditional
visual transformers pruning [34, 46, 57], or novel token
compression schemes for VLMs, have been proposed to ac-
celerate inference. FastV [5] was the first to explore redun-
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Figure 3. The overview of LUVC. LUVC consists of two key components. (1) Orthogonal Iterative Merger (OIM), which maintains
the spatial structure while increasing computational parallelism by performing step-by-step merging in both lateral and longitudinal di-
mensions. (2) Spectrum Pruning Unit (SPU), which applies low-pass filtering to visual tokens through FFT and IFFT, which achieves

progressive token pruning via cascade structure.

dant visual tokens using text-guided attention score. Faster-
VLM [55] introduced an alternative approach by utilizing
the attention of the [CLS] token. SparseVLM [56] further
improved upon FastV by performing an initial screening of
visual queries and recovering pruned visual tokens. Some
works have adopted various advanced techniques during the
training phase. For instance, Qwen2-VL [4 1] adopts a token
merging strategy during training, where four spatially adja-
cent patches are aggregated into a single consolidated visual
token. MiniCPM-V2.6 [48] introduces trainable queries,
which dynamically projects visual segments into fixed-
dimensional latent representations. While these approaches
require sophisticated end-to-end training frameworks with
non-trivial computational overhead, and limit applicability
exclusively to proprietary model, precluding generalization
to open-source or third-party VLMs. FastVLM [38] inno-
vatively integrates FastViTHD to maintain high-resolution
image processing capabilities while producing fewer out-
put tokens. VTW [24] demonstrated that visual tokens can
be aggressively pruned at the final stage of LLMs, a find-
ing validated on several simple vision benchmarks. Addi-
tionally, various clustering-based methods merge similar to-
kens based on semantic similarity and static distance, such
as Chat-UniVi [13], PACT [9], and LLaVA-PruMerge [35].
However, due to inherent limitations, these algorithms can-
not achieve optimal performance. To overcome these limita-
tions, we designed an innovative pruning framework LUVC
through a spectrum pruner and a orthogonal iterative merge.

3. Methodology

In this section, we provide a detailed introduction to the
LUVC method, as illustrated in the Fig. 3. This method
achieves the complete elimination of visual tokens by merg-
ing similar tokens during the visual encoder and gradually
filtering out high-frequency tokens during the LLM, ulti-
mately integrating all low-frequency, high-information vi-
sual tokens into the multimodal query. The LUVC con-
sists of two core components. First, a orthogonal itera-
tive merger is designed during the visual encoder, perform-
ing iterative merging in spatial axes. Then, in the LLM
phase, the merged visual tokens undergo spectrum analy-
sis through Fast Fourier Transforms (FFT) and Inverse Fast
Fourier transforms (IFFT), with a carefully designed low-
pass filter progressively filtering out high-frequency noise
tokens. Notably, spectrum pruning begins at an earlier layer
of the LLM and is cascaded to cover the final layer. Sec-
tion 3.1 3.1 provides a priori analysis, discussing the com-
putational complexity of VLMs, and the importance of low-
frequency visual tokens. Section 3.2 3.2 analyzes the design
of the orthogonal iterative merger, while Section 3.3 3.3 de-
tails the design of the spectrum pruning unit and low-pass
filter.

3.1. Preliminary Analyze

Computational Complexity Analysis. The Flops of
VLM:s primarily arise from the self-attention (SA) and feed-
forward network (FFN). We define the Flops = O(n?d +
nd?), where n = v; + n, is the total token sequence length
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Figure 4. The examples of 2D projectors demonstrate that they rely
on the 2D spatial structure.

and d is the hidden dimension. For InternVL-2.5, a frame or
image patch generates n,, = 256 visual tokens. For a video
tith 32 frames, n, ~ 8 x 103, which is approximately two
orders of magnitude greater than n;. This excessive redun-
dancy of n, imposes substantial computational overhead
during visual encoder and LLM. Meanwhile, we analyze the
Flops' = O(n2k) of traditional merge strategies, where k
is the dimension of keys. In contrast, our OIM perform or-
thogonal merging in spatial axes. The visual tokens is trans-
fered from R ">k o RVAVXVIVXE Flops’ = O(nl2k),
which is computationally more efficient and maintains the
saptial structure.

The Importance of Low-frequency Visual Tokens.
Due to the global attention mechanism of Transformers,
low-frequency visual tokens more extensive global and
cross-modal information, which is more crucial for high-
level semantics. In addition, low-frequency visual tokens
are more robust to noise and minor disturbances, which
avoids pruning errors caused by noise (such as transla-
tion, lighting changes). Numerous works [40, 49] have
rigorously derived the mathematical characterization of
this preference for low-frequency signals in Transformer.
We define visual token z € RP and fourier feature
SN zemi2mkn/N - DC[2](k = 0) is Direct-current Com-
ponent (DC) and H[z|(k = 1,2, ...N—1) is High-frequence
Component (HC), A is the attention-weights. Formula | is a
straightforward result of Perron-Frobenius theorem, which
demonstrates that Transformer exhibit an inherent bias to-
ward low-frequency components and treat high-frequency
signals as noise or redundancy to gradually smooth them
out.

 [IHC[A™]|l2
lim ————+— =040 1
B petar, ~ 0 M

In summary, low-frequency visual tokens contain more
critical semantics and are less susceptible to noise interfer-

ence, a theory further substantiated by Fig. 2.

3.2. Orthogonal Iterative Merger

Merging in one-dimensional space disrupts the spatial struc-
ture of the original visual input. As shown in the Fig. 4,
many contemporary projector architectures operate natively
in 2D spatial structure [2, 6], fundamentally precluding the
application of traditional merging during the visual encoder
due to dimensional incompatibility and spatial structure dis-
ruption. While dimensionality reduction can partially miti-

gate computational costs, significant resource overhead and
latency persists, as discussed in Section 3.1 3.1. To address
this, we design OIM to perform an effective iterative merg-
ing that is orthogonal in spatial axes, as illustrated in Fig. 3.

We define visual token sequence X, € RE*P, where
L = H W, L is the sequence length, and H and W are
the horizontal width and vertical height, respectively. Un-
like ToMe which performs similarity computations in one-
dimensional space, OIM iteratively merges tokens in spa-
tial axes for more efficient processing. Initially, we con-
duct a row merge operation, altering the arrangement of
the original tokens to obtain X! € RZ*W>DAfter sim-
ilarity calculations and binary matching, we acquire X} €
RIXW=m)xD "n is the number of tokens merged per op-
eration. Subsequently, we proceed with the column merge
operation, similarly perform parallel calculations in the row
dimension to obtain X2 € RU—m)x(W=m)xD " (Copge-
quently, OIM achieves true 2D token merging that preserves
the structural integrity of visual feature spaces while sig-
nificantly improving computational parallelism, resulting in
hardware-efficient processing.

Additionally, to explicitly differentiate the information
density of various tokens and allocate varying levels of
attention accordingly, we have adopted a value enhance-
ment strategy. This approach mitigates reliance on atten-
tion weights, adapts to FlashA ttention, and significantly en-
hances the handling of token quantities, which is formulated
as Formula 3:

T
A = softmax( Nz ) 2)
O = A(V +log(s)) 3)

where s is a row vector containing the number of the merged
token.

3.3. Spectrum Pruning Unit

The attention-based pruning strategy is incompatible with
FlashAttention and exhibits substantial approximation er-
rors [43], as positional biases systematically distort the eval-
uation of intrinsic information content of individual tokens.
Furthermore, similarity-based methods that focus solely
on token-wise proximity often disrupt class balance and
the original arrangement of visual tokens. As theoretically
analyzed in Section 3.1 3.1, low-frequency visual tokens
capture more extensive global and cross-modal informa-
tion, which is preferentially processed by the Transformer
architecture. Additionly, frequency-domain transformation
exhibits lower complexity and remains compatible with
FlashAttention. Based on this, we design the spectrum prun-
ing unit to progressively prune high-frequency noise tokens
during the LLM. We define visual token X[n] € R”, n
represents the index of the visual token. We map X;[n] to



the frequency domain through FFT to analyze their spec-
trum characteristics through Formula 4.

N-1
Xb[k'] _ Z Xb[n]e—iQ‘n'k‘n/N (4)
n=0

When applying FFT to visual tokens, we employ Ham-
ming Window (Formula 5) to mitigate frequency leakage
artifacts (e.g., spurious high-frequency components induced
by row-column transformations). This spectrum smoothing
technique progressively attenuates frequency features, sup-
pressing abrupt transitions to yield more accurate spectrum
representations that better approximate the true frequency
distribution. We obtain a low-pass filter M, [k] through For-
mulate 6 to remove high-frequency noise tokens.

_ 2mn
My[k] = {8.54 0.46cos( % ), l; i Zt 5)
’ t
Xilk] = X [k] Mo k] 6)

After smoothing with the Hamming Window and pro-
cessing through a low-pass filter, LUVC obtained a more
informative low-frequency visual component X, [k|. Sub-
sequently, we transform X7 [k] into the original domain to
obtain X/ [n] through the IFFT(Formulate 7). Furthermore,
we conduct an energy analysis on X;[k] by Formalate 8,
specifically calculating the L2 norm of X;[k|, which ef-
fectively removes high-frequency noise tokens and returns
low-frequency visual tokens with high information content.

N-1
1 )
Xyln) = 5 > Xlklem /N (7
k=0

Ey[n] = || X3[n]|]2 (8)

By employing this spectrum analysis method for prun-
ing, we effectively eliminate redundant noise tokens and
preserve important region, as illustrated in Fig. 2, thereby
reducing memory usage and computational cost. Simulta-
neously, this approach provides more focused visual infor-
mation for cross-modal interactions and aligns well with
FlashAttention. Leveraging the feasibility of pruning all vi-
sual tokens in the final stages of LLMs as demonstrated by
VTW [24], we integrate the spectrum pruning strategy into
the cascade structure. This enables progressive attenuation
of visual tokens in the LLM’s final stages, accomplishing
complete elimination through a controlled, gradual process.

4. Experiments

4.1. Evaluation Datasets

We evaluate LUVC across diverse benchmarks encompass-
ing video, single-image, and multi-image. Specifically, we

conduct performance comparisons on challenging pruning-
resistant domains including document and chart compre-
hension. Video Understanding. For Video tasks, we evalu-
ate VideoMME [10], MVBench [21], NextQA [45], SeedB-
nech [17], MLVU [58] and LongVideoBench [44], where
VideoMME, MLVU and LongVideoBench are long video
benchmarks. Single-Image Understanding. We evalu-
ate LUVC’s comprehensive multimodal capabilities across
a range of image understanding benchmarks, including
MMB (ZH/EN) [28], POPE [22], MMMU [51], MM-
Start [4] and AI2D [14]. Multi-Image Understanding.
We evaluate LUVC in multi-image perception and under-
standing across various multi-image benchmarks, includ-
ing MuirBench [39], BLINK [11] and RealWorldQA [7].
Chart and Document Understanding. Due to compact
spatial layouts and dense textual information, chart and doc-
ument understanding pose challenging tasks for token com-
pression, we evaluate ChartQA [29], DocVQA [30], In-
foVQA [31] and TextVQA [36]. Image Caption. The cap-
tion task requires the preservation of more semantic infor-
mation and exhibits lower tolerance for errors in token com-
pression algorithms. We evaluate the caption capability of
LUVC on the Flickr30K [50].

4.2. Evaluation Setup

To comprehensively validate the applicability of LUVC
across different VLM architectures and parameter scales,
we conducted evaluations on all benchmarks using four dis-
tinct models: LLaVA-OV-0.5B, LLaVA-OV-7B, InternVL-
2.5-8B, and InternVL-2.5-26B. To rigorously demonstrate
the algorithmic advantages of LUVC, we selected three
representative baselines for comparison: FastV (a classi-
cal attention-score-based method), PACT (the state-of-the-
art similarity clustering algorithm), and VITW (an ultimate
pruning-based approach). For fair comparison, we carefully
tuned the parameters of each algorithm to achieve optimal
performance on VLMs while maintaining comparable ac-
celeration ratios. In addition to standard benchmark metrics,
we measured the prefill-phase latency and average pruning
rate (Red.Ratio = i—’:) for each algorithm, where L, is the
average visual token sequences after compression and L,
is the average visual token sequences without compression.
Notably, we adhered to the original hyperparameter config-
urations in paper for LLaVA-OV-7B and InternVL2.5-8B,
while performing additional tuning (as no official settings
were provided) to optimize performance on LLaVA-OV-
0.5B and InternVL2.5-26B.

For LUVC, regarding the video benchmark, we merge
approximately 35%-40% of the tokens during the visual
encoder. For single-image or multi-image benchmarks, we
merge around 15%-20% of the tokens during the visual en-
coder. For chart and document comprehension benchmarks,
to maintain sufficient information and spatial layout, we do



Table 1. Comparative of LUVC with FastV, VTW, and PACT. Red. Ratio denotes the average pruning ratio, Latency represents the prefill
latency of the LLM, and Speedup indicates the acceleration ratio. Herein, * signifies that there is a significant discrepancy between the
accuracy of the baseline model we reproduce. The best performance is highlighted in bold.

Method | Red.Ratio | Latency | Speedup | VideoMME MVBench NextQA SeedBench MLVU LongVideo | Avg.

LlavaOV-0.5B 0.00% 0.0772 - 44 45.5 572 44.2 50.3 45.80 47.83

LlavaOV-0.5B* 0.00% 0.0772 - 43.74 47.1 57.13 44.16 44.13 47.42 47.28

+ FastV 41.67% 0.0711 1.00x 43.07 46.1 56.32 43.55 43.72 45.32 46.35

+ VIW 54.17% 0.0596 1.30% 41.37 44.88 53.84 43.86 41.24 44.35 44.92

+ PACT 48.05% 0.0642 1.20x 42.7 45.17 55.16 44.8 41.76 45.92 45.92

+ LUVC (ours) 58.46% 0.0610 1.27% 44.37 46.85 57.33 44.96 44.88 46.90 47.55

LlavaOV-7B 0.00% 0.5194 - 58.2 56.7 794 56.9 64.7 56.4 62.05

+FastV 42.86% 0.2693 1.93x 57.56 57.38 78.08 56.72 60.87 534 60.67

+VTW 57.14% 0.2524 2.06 % 46.81 45 65.43 48.44 50.36 46.97 50.50

+PACT 55.88% 0.2711 1.92x 57.6 56.98 78.74 56.8 64.7 55.8 61.77

+ LUVC (ours) 62.32% 0.2583 2.01x 58.78 57.88 78.47 57.36 63.77 56.92 62.20
InternVL-2.5-8B 0.00% 1.2480 - 64.20 72 - - 68.90 60.00 -

InternVL-2.5-8B* 0.00% 1.2480 - 64.50 73.25 83.43 66.41 71.80 62.30 70.28

+ VIW 56.25% 0.6482 1.93x 62.81 70.8 80.99 65.45 69.32 60.36 68.29

+PACT 55.41% 0.6949 1.80% 63.48 71.35 82.3 65.18 70.15 60.43 68.82

+ LUVC (ours) 62.12% 0.6293 1.98 x 64.56 71.73 82.74 65.85 72.49 62.45 69.97
InternVL-2.5-26B 0.00% 29142 - 66.9 75.2 - - 72.3 59.9 -

InternVL-2.5-26B* 0.00% 29142 - 66.9 76.47 86.24 71.41 75.11 62.75 73.15

+ VIW 66.67% 1.2586 2.32x 64.56 7243 84.46 70.96 73 61.18 71.10

+PACT 59.61% 1.3548 2.15% 65.25 75.3 85.52 70.24 73.96 60.43 71.78

+ LUVC (ours) 61.32% 1.2255 2.38% 66.63 76.13 85.63 71.28 75.23 61.93 72.81

Table 2. Reault of LUVC and other compress strategies for image benchmarks. The best performance is highlighted in bold.

. | Single Image | Multi Image |

Method Red. Ratio | Latency | Speedup "RMB(EN) MMB(ZH) POPE MMStar MMMUVal AIZD | MuirBench BLINK RealWorld | AVS-

LlavaOV-0.5B 0.00% | 0.0462 - 52.1 - - 375 314 57.1 255 - 55.6
LlavaOV-0.5B* 0.00% | 0.0462 - 51.89 45.7 8832 384 3233 57.1 25.5 - 5542 | 49.33
+FastV 41.67% | 0.0498 | 0.93x 51.55 4321 87.09 3941 3233 5664 | 26.69 - 5451 | 48.93
+VTW 54.17% | 0.0398 | 1.16x 494 45.1 7256 38.11 3156 55.18 | 2558 - 4771 | 45.65
+PACT 48.05% | 0.0503 | 0.92x 50.6 4304 8606  39.06 3278 5534 2562 - 5373 | 48.28
+LUVC (ours) 49.55% | 0.0470 | 0.98x 51.72 4459  88.04 39.13 3256 5622 | 24.88 - 5647 | 49.20
LlavaOV-7B 0.00% | 0.1927 - 0.8 80.4 89.17 617 48.8 81.4 418 - 663 | 68.90
+FastV 42.86% | 0.1196 | 1.61x 79.21 79.64 8883  58.56 4867 7953 | 4112 - 64.18 | 67.47
+VTW 57.14% | 0.1023 | 1.88x 58.59 5799 5097  39.34 4378 6943 | 34585 - 417 | 49.58
+PACT 55.88% | 0.1096 | 1.76x 80.3 7998 8893  59.79 48 80.86 |  43.1 - 6471 | 6821
+LUVC (ours) 53.97% | 0.1205 | 1.60x 80.58 80.58 8939  62.24 47890 8154 | 4246 - 65.62 | 68.79
InternVL-2.5-8B 0.00% | 0.2985 - 84.6 82.6 9.6 628 56 84.5 - 54.8 701 | 73.25
InternVL-2.5-8B* | 0.00% | 0.2985 - 83.85 8359 8891  62.93 5344 84.68 - 54.6 7045 | 72.81
+VTW 56.25% | 0.1369 | 2.18x 83.08 8144 8609 57.33 52 82.84 - 52.44 63.66 | 69.86
+PACT 5541% | 0.1721 | 1.73x 835 8239 8821  61.06 53.11 83.48 - 525 6745 | 71.46
+LUVC (ours) 56.89% | 0.1479 | 2.02x 83.85 8325  89.19 614 53.22 84.1 - 54.87 6941 | 7241
InternVL-2.526B | 0.00% | 0.7072 - 85.4 85.5 9.6 665 60 86.4 - 61.8 745 | 7634
InternVL-2.5-26B* |  0.00% | 0.7072 - 86.08 85.14 903 6653 5344 86.46 - 61.91 7595 | 75.73
+VTW 66.67% | 03150 | 2.25x 84.88 8376 90.09 59.73 52.67  84.88 - 59.02 7007 | 73.14
+PACT 59.61% | 0.3544 | 2.00x 84.7 8445  90.12 6246 53.11 8536 - 59.23 7203 | 73.93
+LUVC (ours) 551% | 03379 | 2.09% 84.97 8445 9032 652 53 85.72 - 61.75 749 | 75.04

not perform OIM. Additional experimental details and
results on QwenVL2.5 will be provided in the supple-
mentary material.

4.3. Main Results

Video Understanding. We conducted a comparative eval-
uation of LUVC, FastV, VIW, and PACT based on the
LLaVA-OV series. Notably, since FlashAttention was en-
abled during the testing of InternVL2.5, we do not compare
FastV on InternVL2.5. As shown in Table 9, LUVC demon-
strates superior video understanding performance compared
to other pruning algorithms while maintaining a similar
speedup. Specifically, LUVC achieves lossless performance

across all LLaVA-OV series models. For the InternVL2.5
series, it incurs only a marginal accuracy degradation of
approximately 0.3%, substantially outperforming the sub-
optimal PACT algorithm. Taking InternVL2.5-8B as an ex-
ample, LUVC exhibits average video understanding metrics
that surpass VTW and PACT by 1.68% and 1.15%, respec-
tively.

Single-Image Understanding and Multi-Images Un-
derstanding. For both single-image and multi-image
benchmarks, LUVC maintains its performance advantage,
achieving state-of-the-art results across evaluations on the
LLaVA-OV and InternVL2.5, as shown in Table 2. Taking
InternVL2.5-8B as an example, LUVC surpasses VIW and



Table 3. Comparison between LUVC and other token compression
methods in chart and document tasks.

Method ‘Latency‘Speedup‘CharlQA DocVQA InfoVQA TextVQA Avg.

InternVL-2.5-8B | 0.2985 - 84.8 - - 79.1 -
InternVL-2.5-8B* | 0.2985 - 8336  91.96 7545 78.99 82.44
+VTW 0.1804 | 1.65 76.08  80.59 67.94 60.83  71.36
+ PACT 0.1980| 1.51 7596  84.32 64.67 7273 74.72
+LUVC (ours) |0.1857| 1.61 8244 9148 7475 77.80 81.62

InternVL-2.5-26B | 0.7454 - 87.2 - - 82.4 -
InternVL-2.5-26B*| 0.7454 - 85.4 93.78 78.98 83.26 85.36
+VTW 0.4637| 1.61 82.24  88.78 75.52 7333 79.97
+PACT 0.4690| 1.59 | 76.36  85.79 68.46 78.56  77.29
+LUVC (ours) |0.4302| 1.73 8516 9270  77.55 80.03 83.86

Table 4. Comparison between LUVC and other token compression
methods in caption tasks Flickr30K [50].

Method  |Speedup|BLEU-1 BLEU-2 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

InternVL-2.5-8B - 0.248  0.156 0.139 0.329  0.669 0.236
+ VTW 1.65 0.203  0.119 0.115 0.291  0.448 0.191
+PACT 1.51 0.231  0.144 0.133 0.32 0.602 0.23

+LUVC (ours) | 1.61 0.243  0.154  0.137 033 0.666 0.235

InternVL-2.5-26B| - 0.255  0.159 0.140 0.328  0.666 0.234
+ VTW 1.61 0.242  0.149 0.132 0.321  0.601 0.224
+PACT 1.59 024  0.149 0.134 0.32 0.63 0.229

+LUVC (ours) | 1.73 0.25  0.156 0.138 0.326  0.664 0.232

PACT by 2.55% and 0.95%, respectively, in average video
metrics. Notably, in the multi-image evaluation of the In-
ternVL2.5 series, LUVC significantly outperforms the sub-
optimal PACT algorithm by over 2%. These results further
validate the generalizability of the LUVC algorithm across
different evaluation tasks and model architectures.

4.4. Extra Experiments for Chart and Document
Tasks

Chart and document comprehension tasks impose strin-
gent demands on localized details and spatial layouts in
images, presenting challenges for compression algorithms.
To assess the efficacy of LUVC, we conduct benchmark
evaluations using the InternVL2.5 model series on four
challenging datasets: ChartQA, DocVQA, InfoVQA, and
TextVQA. Due to task complexity, we sacrifice partial ac-
celeration benefits during evaluation. Specifically, we dis-
able the OIM in LUVC and substantially delay the pruning
layers in both PACT and VTW to prevent performance col-
lapse. As illustrated in Table 3, under similar latency, PACT
and VTW still exhibit unacceptable performance degrada-
tion, whereas LUVC maintains a stronger performance ad-
vantage.

4.5. Extra Experiments for Image Captioning Task

The captioning capability provides a critical measure of
whether key visual semantics are effectively preserved. To
further demonstrate the generalization ability of LUVC, we
conducted additional experiments on the Flickr [50] cap-
tioning task. The experimental results are summarized in

the Table 4, where a comparative analysis was performed
based on InternVL2.5—8B/26B. LUVC exhibits almost no
performance degradation, whereas both PACT and VTW
show significant declines. Specifically, PACT exhibits a 6.7
PCT decrease in CIDEr score, while VITW shows a 22
PCT reduction with InternVL2.5-8B, indicating diminished
content relevance. The observed decrease in BLEU and
ROUGE scores corresponds to a substantial deterioration in
caption coherence and quality. In contrast, LUVC exhibits
only minor reductions of 0.5 and 0.2 in BLEU-1 and BLEU-
2 scores, while its CIDEr score surpasses that of PACT by
6.4 percentage points and VTW by 21.7 points. The same
experimental conclusion is supported by the results from
InternVL2.5-26B. These findings demonstrate that LUVC
effectively preserves key semantic information while main-
taining a comparable acceleration ratio, thereby sustaining
superior model captioning performance—an advantage not
achieved by other training-free compression algorithms.
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Figure 6. Performance Comparison of LUVC using SPU from dif-
ferent LLM layers.

4.6. Throughput ratio, GPU memory and Algo-
rithm latency

As demonstrated in Table 5, we control comparable perfor-
mance between PACT/VTW and LUVC by either postpon-
ing the initial pruning layer or adjusting pruning thresholds.
Under this condition, LUVC attains a Throughput Ratios of
214%, significantly surpassing both PACT and VTW, while
simultaneously maintaining the lowest GPU memory.

To provide a more intuitive comparison of the compu-
tational latency introduced by different algorithms during
model inference, we conducted a comparative analysis of
PACT, VTW, and our proposed LUVC. As shown in Ta-
ble 6, both the algorithm-specific overhead and the over-



Table 5. Throughput Ratios, Red. Ratio, and GPU usage of differ-
ent methods in InternVL2.5-8B.

Method ‘ No reduction VTW PACT LUVC (ours)
Red. Ratio 0.00% 40.25%  42.00% 56.89%
Throughput Ratio 100% 140% 155% 214%
GPU Memory (GB) 21.79 19.54 19.68 18.68

Table 6. Algorithm and Model Latency (senonds).

Method ‘ VTW PACT LUVC The whole model

InternVL2.5-8B ‘ 0.011 0.033 0.031 0.2985

InternVL2.5-26B 0.019 0.062 0.049 0.7454

all model inference latency are presented, with results av-
eraged over multiple test runs using an example image with
12 patches. It can be observed that although LUVC employs
an iterative pruning strategy, it does not introduce additional
latency burden to the model inference process.

4.7. Ablation Studies

The design of core comments of LUVC. First, we com-
pare the performance impact of OIM and SPU using differ-
ent settings, as shown in Table 7. The experimental results
demonstrate that OIM and SPU jointly contribute to the
compression efficacy and accuracy maintenance of LUVC.
Moreover, value enhancement (VE) and Hamming Win-
dow (HW) optimization positively influence OIM and SPU,
respectively.

The effect of OIM. Orthogonal Iterative Merging per-
forms orthogonal iterative merging of visual tokens in the
spatial scale during ViT. This process can be replaced by
2D downsampling or 2D random selection, and we con-
duct ablation studies on different strategies as shown in the
Table 8. Additionally, we compare the 1D merging strat-
egy of ToMe [3] to achieve a similar compression ratio. As
presented in Table 8, ToMe fails to preserve the 2D spa-
tial structure, resulting in disrupted spatial information and
severely compromising model performance, with an aver-
age metric drop of 2.53 pct. Although 2D downsampling
maintains spatial structure, it applies uniform downsam-
pling globally without considering the semantic information
of tokens, leading to an average performance decrease of
1.22 pct. We also evaluated a 2D random selection strategy,
and the results indicate that random pruning in 2D space
cause performance degradation. In contrast, OIM achieves
the best performance among all compared methods.

The effect of Speedup. Fig. 5 shows the performance
variations of LUVC across ChartQA, RealWorldQA, and
MMStar, under different Speedup ratios. As the Speedup
increases, the model exhibits a gradual performance decline
while maintaining reliable accuracy. For comparison, we
also plot the corresponding performance trends of PACT
and VTW. The results demonstrate that LUVC consistently

Table 7. Ablation studies on the core components of LUVC.

Method | Latency | Speedup | MMStar POPE BLINK AI2D | Avg.

InternVL-2.5-8B* | 0.2985 - 6293 8891 548 845 |72.79
+ OIM (wo VE) | 0.2615 1.14 60.7 88.46 54.65 839 |71.93

+ OIM (VE) 0.2615 1.14 61.82 89.11 5493 8421|7252

+ SPU (wo HW) | 0.2075 1.44 61.51 89.04 54.66 84.10|72.33
+ SPU (HW) 0.2075 1.44 61.83 8931 54.65 84.23|72.51

LUVC | 0.1658 | 1.80 | 614 89.19 54.87 84.1 |72.39

Table 8. Ablation studies on OIM and other compression methods.

Method | MMStar POPE ~ BLINK  AI2D | Avg
InternVL-2.5-8B* 62.93 88.91 54.8 84.5 72.79
+ ToMe [3] 59.78 84.28 54.00 82.96 70.26

+ 2D random Prune 60.83 87.71 54.07 83.66 71.57
+ nearest interpolate 61.05 88.71 54.24 83.43 71.86
+ bilinear interpolate 61.12 88.31 53.91 83.91 71.81
+ OIM (VE) | 6182 89.11 54.93 8421 | 7252

outperforms these baselines across all Speedup ratios with-
out experiencing abrupt performance degradation.

The effects of initial LLM layer selection for SPU.
As illustrated in Fig. 6, we investigate the impact of prun-
ing starting layer selection on model performance based on
InternVL2.5-8B during the LLM pruning. Notably, owing
to the low computational complexity of FFT, we can im-
plement cascade progressive pruning without causing com-
putational bottlenecks. Experimental results demonstrate
that LUVC maintains stable accuracy as the pruning start-
ing layer shifts forward, in stark contrast to algorithms
like VTW, which exhibit catastrophic performance collapse
when pruning is applied to early-stage layers. This validates
the stability and layer-agnostic robustness of LUVC.

5. Conclusion

We propose an ultimate visual tokens compression frame-
work named LUVC based on spectrum theory and spltial
merging. This scheme does not require any training and can
be seamlessly integrated into various architectures and pa-
rameter quantities of VLMs. LUVC first merges highly sim-
ilar visual tokens through a orthogonal iterative merge strat-
egy during visual encoding while preserving spatial struc-
tural information. Furthermore, LUVC incorporates a dedi-
cated Spectrum Pruning Unit and employs it in a cascaded
manner across the LLM. SPU leverages the low-pass filter-
ing property of Transformers to progressively integrate vi-
sual information into cross-modal queries by pruning high-
frequency redundant tokens. This ultimately achieves com-
plete compression of visual tokens in the LLM. Through its
pruning strategy design across all stages, LUVC achieves
approximately double the inference speed with minimal ac-
curacy error. Experiments demonstrate that LUVC is ap-
plicable to diverse multimodal understanding scenarios, in-
cluding videos, single images, and multi-images.
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6. Appendix
6.1. Experiments on Qwen2-VL-7b-Instruct

To further validate the generalizability of our proposed
LUVC across diverse VLM architectures, we conduct ad-
ditional experiments on Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct [41]. As
shown in the Table 9, we evaluate six datasets, including
MMStar [4], AI2D [14], RealWorldQA [7], DocVQA [30],
POPE [22], and ChartQA [29], spanning single-image,
multi-image, and dense document understanding tasks.
The latency is measured on 100 randomly sampled doc-
uments from DocVQA, with mean processing times com-
puted for each algorithm on GPU. The experimental results
demonstrate that, under comparable speedup ratios, LUVC
achieves an average performance improvement of +2.52
over PACT, the state-of-the-art similarity-aware method,
while surpassing the attention-aware representative method
FastV by +3.32. Additionally, it outperforms VITW by
+24.45 percentage points, respectively. To date, LUVC has
undergone extensive experimental validation across VLM
models from the Qwen2VL, InternVL2.5, and LLaVA-OV
series. Substantial evidence confirms that the proposed SPU
and OIM strategies in LUVC deliver robust and stable per-
formance in accelerating VLM inference.

6.2. Implementation Details of Other Methods

For PACT [9]. As described in the PACT, the authors
conducted validation experiments on the Qwen2-VL-7B,
InternVL2-8B, and LLaVA-OV-7B. We reused their orig-
inal settings and reproduced the publicly reported per-
formance using the open-source code on LLaVA-OV-7B
and Qwen2-VL-7B. Given the architectural consistency be-
tween InternVL2 and InternVL2.5, we applied the same pa-
rameter configurations from InternVL2-8B to InternVL2.5-
8B, achieving comparable performance (including publicly
reported metrics such as speedup and performance degrada-
tion). For LLaVA-OV-0.5B, since the authors did not pro-
vide relevant experiments, we adjusted the pruning starting
layer. Using the settings from LLaVA-OV-7B led to perfor-
mance collapse, so we select the 8th layer to achieve stable
performance. Similarly, for InternVL2.5-26B, we chose the
11th layer as the starting pruning layer to ensure stable per-
formance.

For FastV [5]. The core principle of the FastV lies in
its text-guided visual pruning mechanism based on text-
image attention. The authors operate pruning at the second
layer of the LLM. However, given that modern computa-
tional architectures have moved away from traditional at-
tention computation in favor of optimized approaches such
as FlashAttention [8], we adapt the method for LLaVA-OV
and Qwen2VL series by retaining the relevant query and
key matrices to recompute the attention required by FastV.
To achieve an optimal balance between pruning depth and

model performance, we systematically adjusted the selec-
tion of pruned layers. Specifically, for LLaVA-OV-0.5B, we
retaine the original design proposed by the authors, imple-
menting pruning at the second layer. In contrast, for both
LLaVA-OV-7B and Qwen2-VL-7B, we strategically shift
the pruning layer to the fourth layer to enhance performance
stability. This deliberate layer selection strategy ensures ro-
bust performance preservation while maintaining computa-
tional efficiency under the constraints of contemporary at-
tention mechanisms.

For VITW [24]. The VTW algorithm posits that visual
tokens become increasingly redundant in later layers of
LLMs. The researchers employed a meticulously designed
pruning layer selection strategy to identify the optimal start-
ing layer for discarding all visual tokens. In our repro-
duction of their method, we fine-tuned the pruning layer
within a window around the originally suggested position
to achieve the best balance between performance and infer-
ence speed. Specifically, we identified the following optimal
pruning layers for each model:

* LLaVA-OV-0.5B: Layer 8

* LLaVA-OV-7B/Qwen2-VL-8B: Layer 12
* InternVL2.5-8B: Layer 14

* InternVL2.5-26B: Layer 20

This configuration is carefully designed to minimize ad-
verse effects on model performance while preventing po-
tential performance collapse. The layer selection follows
a clear scaling pattern correlated with model size, demon-
strating that larger-scale models preserve their representa-
tional capacity by implementing pruning at later stages.

6.3. Evaluation Datasets and Metrics

We conduct extensive evaluations across multiple bench-
marks. We summarize their respective evaluation metrics,
as detailed in the Table 10. The ANLS (Average Normal-
ized Levenshtein Similarity) metric serves as the standard
evaluation criterion in DocVQA adn InfoVQA tasks, quan-
tifying the similarity between model-generated answers and
reference answers. It is noteworthy that, to ensure a fair and
objective comparison of algorithm performance, we have
excluded benchmarks that require third-party model evalu-
ation.

6.4. Iterative Strategy and Pseudocode of OIM

As shown in the Algorithm 1, we demonstrate the detailed
process of orthogonal iterative merging (OIM) execution.
For the visual encoder, we opt to merge visually similar to-
kens at the intermediate stage of the network. We employ
an alternating iterative strategy for merging the height and
width dimensions, with the merge number configured as 2.
In each OIM in spatial axes, one height-dimension merging
and one width-dimension merging are performed. The num-
ber of OIM operations is set to 3 for video scenes, while for



Method ‘ Latency ‘ Speedup ‘ MMStar AI2D RealWorldQA DocVQA ChartQA POPE ‘ Avg.

Qwen2VL-7B-Instruct 0.3569 - 56 79.9 65.1 93.9 80.8 88.58 77.38

+FastV 0.3594 0.99x 51.5 76.2 63.81 86.6 75.32 85.76 73.20

+VTW 0.2437 1.46x 55.7 77.4 64.18 10.84 18.12 86.19 52.07
+PACT 0.2179 1.64x 54.8 78.4 58.95 90.5 76 85.35 74

+ LUVC (ours) 0.2335 1.53x 55.66 78.86 65.23 91.33 80.08 87.98 76.52

Table 9. Comparative of LUVC with FastV, VTW, and PACT on Qwen2VL-7B. Latency represents the prefill latency of the LLM, and
Speedup indicates the acceleration ratio. Herein, the best performance is highlighted in bold.

Figure 7. The visualization results of the mapping relationship between low-frequency visual tokens and the original image. These results

were obtained from different LLM layers of InternVL2.5-8B.

Benchmark | Split | Metric
VideoMME - Acc.
MVBench - Acc.
NextQA MC Acc.
SeedBench Video Acc.
MLVU - Acc.
LongVideo - Acc.
MMB Val Acc.
POPE - F1
MMStar - Acc.
MMMU Val Val Acc.
AI2D - Acc.
MuirBench - Acc.
BLINK - Acc.
RealWorld - Acc.
ChartQA Val Relaxed Acc.
DocVQA Val ANLS
InfoVQA Val ANLS
TextVQA Val Official metric

Table 10. Dataset Splits, and Evaluation Metrics Used in Our Ex-
periments.

text-image scenes, it can be adjusted to either 1 or 2. We
have established a flexible parameter adjustment strategy
that can be controlled according to different acceleration re-
quirements.

Specifically, for the Qwen2VL model, due to its adoption
of the anyres strategy, we no longer employ a fixed number
of merges. Instead, the merging operations along the spatial
dimensions are dynamically adjusted based on the aspect
ratio of the input image.

6.5. Pseudocode of Low-Frequency Filter in SPU

As illustrated in the Algorithm 2, we provide a detailed
demonstration of the spectrum pruning unit (SPU) execu-
tion process. For SPU operations, we configure two key pa-
rameters: the initial pruning layer (Iy) and the pruning inter-
val (I5). Specifically:

¢ LLaVA-0.7/7B and Qwen2VL-7B: [(=8; [5=3

e InternVL2.5-8B: [y=6; [5=3



Algorithm 1 Orthogonal Iterative Merging

Input: T, € R™*P

Parameter: r, the number to merge in each spatial axes
l;, the layer index of visual encoder

L, the visual encoder layers to operate merging in height.
L,,, the visual encoder layers to operate merging in width.

1: for i,j in zip(Ly,L,,) do
2:  assert j=i+l1
3: end for
Output: The visual tokens 77 after Orthogonal Iterative
Merging.
Define:
M L Pyj,,: The map function of gkv.
F A: Flash Attention
s: vector containing the number of the merged tokens.
O1IMjp,: Orthogonal Iterative Merging in height.
OIM,,: Orthogonal Iterative Merging in width.
2: if [; in Lj, then
q, kv U= MLquv(ﬂ))
T) = FA(q, k,v+log(s))
Ty, = OIMy(T7)
6: elseif [; in L,, then
q,k,v = MLPy,(T,)
8: T, =FA(q,k,v+log(s))
T! = OIM,(T)
10: else
continue.
12: end if

»

e InternVL2.5-26B: [j=14; l5=4

6.6. More Visualisation of Low-Frequency Vision
Tokens

As illustrated in Fig. 7, we test additional images and an-
alyzed the visualization results of low-frequency visual to-
kens mapped back to the original images across different
LLM layers of InternVL2.5-8B [6]. Here, we employed the
same prompt: "Please describe the image shortly.” The vi-
sualization results clearly demonstrate that low-frequency
visual tokens encode richer visual semantics and retain
more critical information, further supporting the reliability
of the SPU strategy adopted in LUVC.

Algorithm 2 Spectrum Pruning Unit

Input: T, € R"*P
Parameter: n/, the visual token length to keep
l;, the layer index of LLM
L,, the all LLM layers to operate low-pass filtering
Output: Low-frequence visual
7).
1: Define:
FFT: Fast Fourier Transform;
IFFT: Inverse Fast Fourier Transform.
HW: Hamming Window.
2: if [; in L, then
3. F, = FFT(T,), get frequence-domain feature of T,

tokens

4. F) = HW(F,), get low-frequence feature F).

5. T, =I1FFT(F)), get low-frequence tokens 7.

6. E, =||(T})||2, get the energy E,, of visual tokens.
7. IDX; = topk(E,,n.).index

8

9

T, =T,[IDX)]
: else
10:  continue.

11: end if
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