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ABSTRACT

Large vision-language models (LVLMs) achieve strong performance on multi-
modal tasks, yet they often default to their language prior (LP)—memorized tex-
tual patterns from pre-training while under-utilizing visual evidence. Prior analy-
ses of LP mostly rely on input–output probing, which fails to reveal the internal
mechanisms governing when and how vision influences model behavior. To ad-
dress this gap, we present the first systematic analysis of language prior through
the lens of chain-of-embedding, which examines the layer-wise representation
dynamics within LVLMs. Our analysis reveals a universal phenomenon: each
model exhibits a Visual Integration Point (VIP), a critical layer at which visual
information begins to meaningfully reshape hidden representations and influence
decoding. Building on this observation, we introduce the Total Visual Integra-
tion (TVI) estimator, which aggregates representation distance beyond the VIP
to quantify how strongly visual query influences response generation. Across 54
model–dataset combinations spanning 9 contemporary LVLMs and 6 benchmarks,
we demonstrate that VIP consistently emerges, and that TVI reliably predicts the
strength of language prior. This offers a principled toolkit for diagnosing and
understanding language prior in LVLMs. Code: �

1 INTRODUCTION

Modern large vision-language models (LVLMs) (OpenAI, 2025; Comanici et al., 2025; Bai et al.,
2025; Zhu et al., 2025) have extended the boundaries of AI applications at an unprecedented rate.
Their remarkable capability in solving highly complex vision-language tasks originated from the
internalized rich unimodal knowledge during the pre-training (Radford et al., 2021; Oquab et al.,
2024; Brown et al., 2020) and also from the strong multimodal alignment (Liu et al., 2023; Dai et al.,
2023; Zhu et al., 2024). Despite their successes, a central challenge remains: LVLMs are prone to
over-relying on their language prior (LP)—the statistical patterns memorized during large-scale
language model pretraining—while under-utilizing the actual visual evidence (Fu et al., 2024; Lee
et al., 2025; Luo et al., 2025). This imbalance often results in hallucinations, shortcut reasoning, and
brittle generalization when tasks truly demand visual grounding. For example, when asked “What
color is the banana?”, an LVLM may confidently answer “yellow” even if the banana in the image
is green, demonstrating that the model defaults to its LP. Recent studies (Yin et al., 2024; Liu et al.,
2024d; Lee et al., 2025) further show that such LP reliance persists across diverse tasks.

Understanding and quantifying LP in LVLMs is thus critical, both for diagnosing their limitations
and for guiding the design of more reliable multimodal systems. However, current approaches to
analyzing LP primarily rely on input–output probing. For instance, Lee et al. (2025) and Luo et al.
(2025) constructed datasets with counterfactual visual input to measure models’ performance under
challenging visual grounding scenarios, while Deng et al. (2025) evaluate models on modality-
conflicting queries to assess modality preference. While useful, such coarse input-output analyses
have fundamental limitation to investigate LP of LVLMs in-depth, because: (1) they ignore the rich
latent representations inside the model, which may inform how textual and visual signals are inte-
grated, and (2) they cannot disentangle where in the model the LP begins to interfere with effective
visual integration, leaving per-sample mechanistic interpretation (Bereska & Gavves, 2024) elusive.
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Figure 1: Framework Overview. For data from two distributions PVT (vision-dependent) and Pt
(vision-independent), we extract chain-of-embedding for two queries w/ and w/o visual input, and
use the expected representation distance to spot visual integration point l∗. Then, estimating total
visual integration based on l∗ allows us to quantify LP of an LVLM per sample.

Motivated by this, we propose a new framework for understanding and quantifying language prior,
which leverages the chain-of-embedding—the sequence of hidden representations across LVLM
layers. Making use of these latent representations is essential, because they provide direct insight
into the inner mechanisms of LP, beyond surface-level outputs. Specifically, our framework contrasts
embeddings from vision–text inputs (Zl

vis) with those from vision-removed inputs (Zl
blind), at each

layer l. Based on the contrastive chain-of-embedding, we reveal a striking phenomenon: LVLMs
exhibit a Visual Integration Point (VIP), a layer at which visual information begins to meaningfully
influence the LVLM’s decoding process. At and beyond VIP, the distance between Zl

vis and Zl
blind

increases substantially for vision-dependent tasks, signaling that the model has begun to actively
integrate visual evidence to solve the task. In contrast, vision-independent tasks show a smaller such
shift. Thus, VIP captures a critical point where visual input begins to exert meaningful influence on
inference, revealing the extent to which the model relies on vision or falls back on language priors.

Inspired by observations from VIP, we propose quantifying LP through Total Visual Integration
(TVI), which measures the effective amount of visual integration that affects the answer decoding of
LVLM. Specifically, TVI aggregates distance between contrastive embeddings Zl

vis and Zl
blind across

all post-VIP layers to measure the cumulative strength of visual integration. Intuitively, TVI is
inversely related to the magnitude of LP: models with strong reliance on language priors exhibit low
TVI, while those that leverage vision more deeply exhibit high TVI. Through extensive experiments
covering 9 contemporary LVLMs and 6 datasets (54 settings combined), we show the universality of
the existence of VIP, and that TVI can be a reliable indicator of LP. Moreover, we demonstrate that
TVI strongly correlates with performance on benchmarks requiring visual reasoning, outperforming
other proxies such as visual attention weights or output divergence. Then, we provide a theoretical
interpretation of our VIP measurement as well as analytic bounds of it for broader use in practice.
We illustrate the overall framework in Figure 1, and summarize our contribution as follows:

1. We present a novel framework that contrasts the chain-of-embedding of an LVLM for fine-
grained analysis of the visual integration and language prior of LVLMs.

2. Based on this framework, we show that there is a specific layer, VIP, where an LVLM’s
behavior undergoes a dramatic change, and observe that post-VIP layers’ representations
play a key role in quantifying the amount of language prior of an LVLM.

3. Across 9 representative LVLMs and 6 datasets, we consistently demonstrate the existence
of VIP, show how we can use it to predict the strength of language prior of an LVLM on a
certain sample through TVI, and further present theoretical analyses on our framework.

2 PROBLEM STATEMENT

Basic notations. Let D = {(xv, xt)i}Ni=1 denote a dataset of N image-text queries (xv, xt), sam-
pled from a population distribution P . Each tuple (xv, xt) consists of a visual input xv , and a natural
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language query xt, expressed in a prompt form. We distinguish Xv from xv to denote a random vari-
able and its observation (similarly for Xt). Then, we define the data structure as follows.

Definition 2.1. We define PVT as the vision-dependent distribution, consisting of examples where
resolving the textual query requires access to the associated visual input. In contrast, PT is the
vision-independent distribution, containing examples where the textual query can be answered cor-
rectly without visual information (i.e., the text alone suffices). A sample dataset D is constructed
with DVT and DT, each containing at least one element from populations PVT and PT, respectively:

D = {DVT ∪ DT : min(|DVT|, |DT|) ≥ 1}, (1)

where | · | denotes the cardinality of a set. See examples of DVT and DT in Figure 1.

Meanwhile, we have an LVLM, Fθ = fh ◦ fL ◦ fL−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f1 ◦ f0, parameterized with θ. Here,
f0 denotes the composition of the visual encoder, modality connector, and text embedding layer;
(f1, . . . , fL) corresponds to the L stacked decoder layers of the LLM; and fh is an output head. The
LVLM maps the multimodal input query (xv, xt) to a |V|−dimension probability distribution over
the vocabulary space V , from which the most likely answer ŷ is obtained via the argmax operator.

Language prior (LP). An LVLM has a vast amount of knowledge in its parameters obtained
during unimodal pretraining and visual instruction tuning of entire model components. Since the
pre-training of LLM backbone is far more extensive in quantity and diversity of data, and total com-
puting budget, LVLMs are prone to over-reliance on memorized statistical textual patterns without
integrating visual information during inference. Given an input x and an LVLM Fθ, we define the
model’s reliance on statistical textual patterns as the language prior, LP(x, Fθ). Note that LP is more
like a latent property that lacks a gold-standard measurement. Therefore, previous work typically
approximates how robust an LVLM is against LP through its performance on carefully constructed
datasets. In contrast, we propose a novel approach that (1) does not require any annotations or
careful data curation, (2) tries to quantify LP in a more direct manner, which enables flexible and
fine-grained, sample-wise diagnosis for LP of LVLMs. Refer to Appendix A for additional context.

Our position. Although there have been recent attempts in analyzing LP in LVLMs, they primarily
focus on evaluating model predictions over curated datasets (Lee et al., 2025; Luo et al., 2025; Vo
et al., 2025), without offering a well-defined or generalizable formulation. We argue that such coarse
input–output analysis is insufficient: it cannot reveal how LP manifests within the model nor how
it can be rigorously quantified. In particular, prior approaches overlook the rich latent information
encoded inside the LLM component of an LVLM—intermediate representations that may inform
how visual and textual signals are integrated and how biases emerge. Making use of these latent
representations is essential because they provide direct insight into the inner mechanisms of LP,
beyond surface-level outputs. With this motivation, we pose the following research question:

Can we derive a formal framework to understand and quantify the language prior of LVLMs
through the lens of their internal states?

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 CHAIN-OF-EMBEDDING AND REPRESENTATION DISTANCE

In contrast to previous approaches that focus on LVLM output (Rahmanzadehgervi et al., 2024; Vo
et al., 2025; Lee et al., 2025; Luo et al., 2025), we leverage the chain-of-embedding for fine-grained
analysis of LVLM, which is defined as a sequence of hidden states across layers, i.e., (Z1, · · · , ZL),
where Zl = fl(Xv, Xt) ∈ Rdz 1 denotes a dz-dimensional output token embedding at layer l ∈
{1, ..., L}. Importantly, we contrast embeddings from two different input constructions as below.

Zl
vis := fl(Xv, Xt) (embedding from both visual and textual inputs)

Zl
blind := fl(∅, Xt) (embedding from textual input only)

1Although Zl = fl(...f2(f1(Xv, Xt))) is more precise, we slightly abuse the notation for clarity.
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Now, given a distance metric d, and D⋆ ∼ P⋆, we analyze the difference between these two embed-
dings per layer by defining an expected representation distance and its finite-sample estimator,

Dl(P⋆, Fθ) := E(Xv,Xt)∼P⋆
[d(Zl

vis, Z
l
blind)], Dl(D⋆, Fθ) :=

1

|D⋆|
∑

(xv,xt)i∈D⋆

d(zl,ivis, z
l,i
blind). (2)

We adopt the cosine distance by default, though other distance functions, including non-metric dis-
tances (Deza & Deza, 2009), can also be valid. An ablation study with alternative metrics is provided
in Section 4. Intuitively, Zl

vis should encode distinctive visual semantics that cannot be inferred from
text alone, whereas Zl

blind primarily reflects the model’s default linguistic expectations. However,
the degree of this discrimination can depend on how visual information contributes differently to
different data, and across different layers l of the model. We elaborate on this in the next section.

3.2 VISUAL INTEGRATION POINT HYPOTHESIS

Deep neural networks are known to develop hierarchical representations across layers (Chen et al.,
2023; Fan et al., 2024; Jin et al., 2025), where each layer has different types and resolutions of
information (Joseph & Nanda, 2024; Skean et al., 2025; Artzy & Schwartz, 2024; Jiang et al., 2025).
In this paper, we hypothesize that an LVLM has a Visual Integration Point (VIP) l∗, a critical layer
where the model begins to actively leverage visual information to perform task-specific reasoning.
Prior to this point, the model primarily engages in general-purpose processing of visual and textual
inputs—visual features may be “seen,” but not yet “used” to guide inference, and the interactions
between modalities remain shallow. This behavioral shift can be reflected in the representation
distances: at and beyond VIP, the distance between Zl

vis and Zl
blind increases markedly for vision-

dependent tasks (PTV), signaling that the model has started to utilize visual information to solve the
task, while vision-independent tasks (PT) show smaller such shift. Thus, the notion of VIP captures
a key behavior transition inside LVLMs. If such a specific point l∗ exists, identifying it allows us to
localize where the differences between language-prior-dominated and visually grounded inference
start to manifest within the model’s internal processing. We formalize this hypothesis below.
Hypothesis 3.1 (Existence of the visual integration point). Given a distance metric d(·, ·) : Z ×
Z → R, distributions PTV and PT (Eq. 1), and an LVLM Fθ with L layers which produces a chain-
of-embedding (Z1, ..., ZL) given input, let Dl be an expected representation distance defined as Eq.
2. Then, there exists a visual integration point l∗ that discerns Dl between PVT and PT, that is,

∃ l∗ ∈ {1, ..., L− 1} s.t.
{
Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ) > τ, ∀ l ≥ l∗

Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ) ≈ 0, ∀ l < l∗
, (3)

where τ ∈ R+ denote a model-dependent constant threshold for each data distribution.

𝒍∗ 𝒍∗ 𝒍∗

𝒍∗ 𝒍∗ 𝒍∗

Figure 2: Visual Integration Point. We consistently observe that there is a specific layer l∗ that
clearly distinguish the distance between Zl

vis and Zl
blind across two groups DVT and DT.

In Figure 2, we plot the representation distance estimated for two groups: DVT (vision-dependent)
in red and DT (vision-independent) in blue, across all layers in Qwen2.5-VL-7B (Bai et al., 2025)
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and Gemma-3-4B (Team et al., 2025). We evaluate on three representative datasets: MME (Yin
et al., 2024), MMBench (Liu et al., 2024d), and VLind-Bench (Lee et al., 2025). Since these datasets
do not explicitly annotate the degree of visual dependency for each instance (PVT vs. PT), we par-
tition each dataset D into two auxiliary groups: DVT = {(xv, xt) ∈ D : Fθ(xv, xt) ̸= Fθ(∅, xt)}
and DT = {(xv, xt) ∈ D : Fθ(xv, xt) = Fθ(∅, xt)}. This split leverages the prediction agree-
ment between multimodal and text-only inputs as a proxy for task type: if two predictions differ, the
sample must have demanded visual information to the model, suggesting membership in PVT likely.

From Figure 2, we make four key observations: (1) Existence of VIP. Representation divergence
between DV T and DT does not show from the beginning. Instead, for both models, we observe a
clear visual integration point (l∗), where the representation distance for the DVT group rises more
sharply compared to DT group, marking the onset of genuine multimodal integration; (2) Behavioral
shift across VIP. We observe a notable increase in the standard deviation of representation distances
across VIP. Specifically, before VIP, the model exhibits relatively uniform representation distances
across samples, suggesting general-purpose information processing. After VIP, the model’s usage of
visual information becomes more diverse and instance-dependent to solve a specified task for each
query; (3) VIP is dataset-agnostic. Within each model, the location of the VIP is relatively con-
sistent across all datasets. For Qwen2.5-VL-7B, the transition consistently occurs around layers
18–20, and for Gemma-3-4B, the transition is around layers 20–22. This stability suggests that the
VIP is primarily the LVLM’s intrinsic property, not one driven by dataset-specific biases; and (4)
Model-specific patterns. Despite the shared existence of the VIP, the shape of distance across lay-
ers differs across models. In Qwen2.5-VL-7B, representation distance grows relatively smoothly
before peaking near the middle-to-late layers and then declines. In contrast, Gemma-3-4B exhibits
flat trajectories for many early layers, followed by a steep and monotonic rise after VIP. This sug-
gests that each model has a distinctive hierarchical representation derived from its unique designs.

Overall, these findings highlight not only the universality of the VIP existence, which distinguishes
vision-centric decoding (post-l∗) from general information-gathering behavior (pre-l∗), but also the
variability in how different LVLMs distinctively integrate visual information across depth.

3.3 QUANTIFYING LANGUAGE PRIOR OF LVLMS THROUGH TOTAL VISUAL INTEGRATION

Although the visual integration point detects the birth of LP(x, Fθ), we are also (or even more)
interested in how strong LP(x, Fθ) is. To quantify this, we define a total visual integration (TVI)
estimator in Def. 3.2, which measures the total amount of visual integration that effectively affects
the answer decoding of LVLM, and thus is inversely related to LP in nature.
Definition 3.2 (Total visual integration estimator). For an observed input x = (xv, xt), define
xvis := (xv, xt) and xblind := (∅, xt). Given an LVLM Fθ with L decoder layers which produces
two sets of chain-of-embedding (z1vis, ..., z

L
vis) and (z1blind, ..., z

L
blind), we define the empirical estimator

for the per-sample total visual integration as follows,

TVI(l∗;x, Fθ) =
1

L− l∗ + 1

L∑
l=l∗

[
d(zlvis, z

l
blind))

]
, (4)

where zlvis = fl(xvis), zlblind = fl(xblind), and d(·, ·) denotes a distance metric.

Here l∗ marks the VIP layer, where visual information begins to meaningfully influence the model’s
internal states. The TVI score then measures the cumulative contribution of visual information
by averaging representation distances across all subsequent layers (l ≥ l∗). The idea behind TVI
is that once the model passes the visual integration point, its internal representations increasingly
reflect meaningful visual grounding, rather than shallow alignment or language-driven statistical
patterns. A higher TVI indicates that visual information exerts a stronger and more persistent influ-
ence throughout the later layers, while a lower TVI suggests that the model is more likely to remain
text-dominated even after l∗. In this sense, TVI provides a holistic measure of how much the model
truly uses vision for actual problem solving: a strong LP corresponds to weak or shallow visual
integration (low TVI), while effective multimodal reasoning corresponds to high TVI.

To investigate the distinction between pre-l∗ and post-l∗ phases in visual integration, we analyze
Spearman’s rank correlation between them and answer correctness on VLind-Bench (Lee et al.,
2025), which requires visual reasoning. The results in Table 1 show that correlations are weak
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Figure 3: VIPs of different models observed across different datasets. Our novel framework,
fueled by contrasting chain-of-embedding, allows us to consistently observe VIP across multiple
models and datasets, and further enables us to estimate TVI to measure language prior.

and statistically less-significant when TVI is computed over pre-l∗ layers. In contrast, the post-l∗
aggregation yields remarkable correlations with the prediction correctness, indicating that only after
the VIP, the representation distance becomes strongly associated with task performance, thereby
serving as a reliable indicator of effective visual integration. In this paper, we stick with post-l∗
aggregation in Definition 3.2.

Table 1: Spearman’s rank correlation
between prediction correctness and TVI
aggregated from different layers.

Model pre-l∗ post-l∗

Qwen2.5-VL-7B
0.1489

(p = 0.002)
0.7241

(p < 0.001)

Gemma3-4B
0.4659

(p < 0.001)
0.7174

(p < 0.001)

Taken together, results from Figure 2 and Table 1 high-
light two key insights: (1) the existence of the visual
integration point l∗, where effective problem-solving
starts to happen by integrating visual information, and
(2) the strong relationship between post-l∗ TVI and
downstream performance on vision-dependent tasks.
These findings demonstrate that VIP and TVI provide
a principled toolkit for analyzing visual integration and
language prior in LVLMs. We summarize our findings below.

Summary of preliminary findings

1. The layer-wise expected representation distance between DVT and DT, i.e., Dl(DVT, Fθ)−
Dl(DT, Fθ), shows a sudden bump up after a specific layer l∗, while marginal before l∗.

2. The aggregated distance 1
L−l∗+1

∑L
l=l∗

[
d(zlvis, z

l
blind))

]
over post-l∗ layers serves as a reli-

able indicator of language prior, particularly for datasets requiring visual reasoning.

4 EXTENDED EXPERIMENTS

Building on the visual integration measurement introduced in the previous section, we conduct ad-
ditional experiments to assess its empirical validity. Furthermore, we designed a set of in-depth
analyses to explore the relationship between visual integration and the language priors in LVLMs.

VIP consistently emerges across different datasets and models. We extend the exper-
imental setups described in Section 3 to a broader range of 6 datasets and 9 LVLMs,
including Qwen2.5-VL-7B (Bai et al., 2025), InternVL3-8B (Zhu et al., 2025),
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Gemma-3-4B (Team et al., 2025), LLaVA-v1.5-7B (Liu et al., 2024a), Eagle2.5-8B (Chen
et al., 2025a), Llama-3.2-11B-Vision2, LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B (Liu et al., 2024b),
LLaVA-OV-Qwen2-7B (Li et al., 2025) and SmolVLM (Marafioti et al., 2025). We use the
instruction-tuned version for all models. For the dataset, we consider general VQA benchmarks
including MME (Chaoyou et al., 2023), MMBench (Liu et al., 2024d), MMStar (Chen et al., 2024),
and MMMU (Yue et al., 2024). We also incorporate two benchmarks specifically designed for lan-
guage prior evaluation, which are VLind-Bench (Lee et al., 2025) and ViLP (Luo et al., 2024).
This results in a combination of 54 experimental settings. Implementation details, including data
statistics, generation configuration, strategy for VIP selection, etc., are provided in Appendix C. As
illustrated in Figure 3, the emergence of VIP is remarkably consistent across all settings: for each
model, there exits a clear transition layer l∗ where the distance between embeddings Zl

vis and Zl
blind

increases more significantly for vision-dependent group (DTV), compared to the vision-independent
group (DT). These results highlight the universality of the VIP existence. The complete experimen-
tal results are provided in Appendix D.

Figure 4: TVI under language priors of different strengths. We see that TVI effectively discerns
the differences in strength of LP, thereby standing for a reliable measure for LP.

TVI reliably differentiates strong vs. weak language prior. To examine whether TVI (c.f. Defi-
nition 3.2) reliably reflects the strength of the language prior, we contrast results on two complemen-
tary datasets: ViLP and MMBench. ViLP is intentionally constructed to induce a strong LP on the
data side by designing queries where plausible answers can often be inferred from textual patterns
or statistical correlations without the need for visual grounding. In contrast, MMBench represents
a weak LP setting, with less misleading questions that elicit more visual grounding. As shown in
Figure 4, our analysis reveals that datasets with stronger language priors (e.g., ViLP) yield lower
TVI values, indicating weaker visual integration in the model, whereas less biased datasets (e.g.,
MMBench) produce higher TVI values, reflecting stronger use of visual information. This confirms
that TVI serves as a reliable quantitative indicator of LP.

Table 2: Spearman’s rank correlation between dif-
ferent metrics and answer prediction correctness.

Qwen2.5-VL-7B InternVL-3-8B

Metric VLind ViLP VLind ViLP

TVI 0.7155
(p < 0.001)

0.6335
(p < 0.001)

0.6727
(p < 0.001)

0.5709
(p < 0.001)

Visual
Attention

0.0871
(p = 0.075)

-0.0364
(p = 0.530)

0.4967
(p < 0.001)

0.0746
(p = 0.197)

Output
Divergence

0.2978
(p < 0.001)

0.5084
(p < 0.001)

0.1627
(p < 0.001)

0.5615
(p < 0.001)

Comparison to existing proxy for lan-
guage prior. There are alternative ap-
proaches to explain LP proposed in previ-
ous works, which rely on output-based or
attention-based heuristics by assuming (1)
LP manifests as high similarity between
output tokens generated with and with-
out visual input (Chen et al., 2025b; Xie
et al., 2024), or (2) LP arises due to insuf-
ficient attention being allocated to visual
tokens (Liu et al., 2025). In Table 2, we
compare our TVI with two existing approaches (see Appendix C for detailed formulation), average
visual attention and output divergence, by conducting the Spearman’s rank correlation analysis be-
tween these measures and the correctness of model predictions on two datasets, which all require
integrating visual information to produce correct answers. Our TVI consistently exhibits a stronger
correlation with output correctness across all datasets and models, suggesting that TVI stands for a

2https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.2-11B-Vision-Instruct
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reliable indicator of effective visual integration of LVLMs. In contrast, the other approaches show
weak and inconsistent correlations in different scenarios.

We argue that both existing approaches fail to directly capture the true impact of visual integration
on the model’s generation. In the case of visual attention, the model may assign high weights to ir-
relevant regions of the image rather than the areas required for correct reasoning, and ultimately fall
back on its language prior to generate the answer—resulting in inflated attention scores but weak
correlation with language prior. Meanwhile, solely measuring output-level discrepancy does not
fully capture fine-grained behavior exhibited in internal representation dynamics—differences that
are more fundamental in nature than what can be observed from final outputs. It shows the signifi-
cance of procedural aggregation in TVI. We provide additional visualization analysis in Appendix E.

Table 3: Spearman’s rank cor-
relation between correctness and
TVI under different distance
metrics. Results are based on eval-
uations using Qwen2.5-VL-7B.
All p-values are < 0.001.

Metric VLind ViLP

Embedding-based
Cosine Distance 0.7155 0.6335
L2 Distance 0.7123 0.6578

Output-based (w/ logit-lens)
KL Divergence -0.1693 0.2901
JS Divergence -0.2261 0.2942

Ablations on distance metrics. To investigate how different
choices of distance metric d affect our ability to capture model
behavior, we conduct ablation studies with alternative formu-
lations of TVI. As shown in Table 3, TVI remains a strong
indicator of model correctness when computed using the L2
distance between latent embeddings. However, when we ap-
ply the logit-lens technique (nostalgebraist, 2020)—projecting
hidden states at each layer into the output token space and
computing divergence between the resulting distributions—the
effectiveness of TVI drops significantly. This degradation sug-
gests that such a projection distorts or suppresses the interme-
diate behavioral differences that occur during decoding. The
output space, shaped by the language modeling head, inher-
ently filters latent representations through a decoding-biased
lens, which may obscure subtle but meaningful cross-modal
integration patterns. These observations reinforce our central
contribution: to faithfully capture the behavioral dynamics of vision-language models, it is essen-
tial to examine the internal processing trajectory within the latent representation space, rather than
relying on surface-level discrete outputs or their immediate projections. Additional visualization
analysis is provided in Appendix E.

Figure 5: Ablations on model scales. VIP and the
dimension-normalized TVI analysis results for three variants
of Gemma-3 model family.

Ablations on model scales. We
further examine whether our find-
ings generalize across models of
different scales. As shown in Fig-
ure 5, a clearly defined VIP con-
sistently emerges across models of
varying sizes (4B, 12B, and 27B),
underscoring the robustness and
generality of our proposed behav-
ioral analysis framework. Interest-
ingly, we also find that the VIP
tends to appear at a similar rela-
tive depth, which is approximately
60% of the total number of layers,
regardless of model size. In addi-
tion, after normalizing by the di-
mensionality of hidden states, we
observe that the average normal-
ized TVI is consistently higher in
larger models on both DVT and DT.
This suggests that larger models are more effective at leveraging visual information in a uniform
manner across diverse input types, thereby exhibiting greater robustness to misleading language
priors. These observations collectively reinforce the broader applicability of our framework in ana-
lyzing visual integration behavior across model scales.
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5 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

We provide a new interpretation for our metric, Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ), that locates VIP (The-
orem 5.1) and how we can practically employ the expected representation distance (Theorem 5.2)
through theoretical analyses. All the proofs and an additional theorem that justifies the use of our
empirical representation distance (Lemma F.1) are given in Appendix F.

Information-theoretic interpretation on representation divergence. By recasting the represen-
tation distance measurement as a density estimation problem, i.e., d(Zl

vis, Z
l
blind) ∝ − log p̂T(Z

l)
(please see Lemma F.2), we show that the difference in expected representation distances,
Dl(PVT, Fθ) − Dl(PT, Fθ), which we call representation divergence here, can be interpreted as
a relative distributional discrepancy that measures how far our density estimator p̂T(Z

l), defined by
d(Zl

vis, Z
l
blind), from a population distribution pVT(Z

l) compared to pT(Z
l) in Theorem 5.1.

Theorem 5.1. Let X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X be a random variable from PVT or PT, and fl : X → Z
be a layer stack from an LVLM Fθ. For PT, define a density estimator p̂T(Z

l) := N (fl(Xt), I),
and denote pVT(Z

l) (resp. pT(Z
l)) as the population distribution on Zl = fl(X) derived from PVT

(resp. PT). Then, given d(Z1, Z2) :=
1
2 ||Z1 − Z2||22, the difference in the expected representation

distances between PVT and PT, i.e., Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ), can be expressed as follows,

KL
(
pVT(Z

l)||p̂T(Z
l)
)
− KL

(
pT(Z

l)||p̂T(Z
l)
)
+ H̄, (5)

where H̄ is a constant H
(
pVT(Z

l)
)
−H

(
pT(Z

l)
)
, and KL(·||·) denotes the KL divergence.

Implication. Lemma F.2 shows that d(Zvis, Zblind) becomes a density estimator on PT with
a strictly proper scoring. With that, Theorem 5.1 tells us that Dl(PVT, Fθ) − Dl(PT, Fθ)
can be interpreted as a relative proximity of our density estimate p̂T to each distributions pVT
and pT with an additive constant H̄, defined by pVT and pT. More intuitively, the first term,
KL(pVT||p̂T), can be understood how the ground truth representation distribution on PVT far
from p̂T (distance-based estimate of PT), while the second term, KL(pT||p̂T), can be regarded
as a quality of our density estimation with p̂T to approximate the distribution pT.

Analytic bounds on representation divergence for practical use. We have assumed a fixed
model Fθ so far. If one is willing to adapt the model to improve its effective visual integration,
the analytic bounds in Theorem 5.2 described with H-divergence (see Def. F.4) can be useful.

Theorem 5.2. Let X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X be a random variable of a multimodal input query. Given a
stack of LVLM layers fl : X → Z and a distance metric d : Z × Z → [0, 1], define a hypothesis
h = d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt)) : X → [0, 1] and a set of these hypotheses H that has a pseudo-
dimension c. Then, for Dl(P⋆, Fθ) := EX∼P⋆

[h(X)] with any PVT, PT, and PM := PVT+PT
2 , and

the empirical distributions DVT ∼ PVT and DT ∼ PT of N samples for each, we have the following
bounds w.p. at least 1− δ for 0 < δ < 1,

i) 1−Dl(DT, Fθ)−
1

2
dH̄(DVT,DT)− Õδ ≤ Dl(PVT, Fθ), (6)

ii)
1

2
− 1

4
dH̄(DVT,DT)− Õδ ≤ Dl(PM, Fθ) ≤

1

2
+

1

4
dH̄(DVT,DT) + Õδ (7)

where H̄ := {I|h(X)−h′(X)|>t : h, h
′ ∈ H, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1} and Õδ := O(

√
1
N (log 1

δ + c log N
c )).

Implication. The first inequality (Ineq. 6) reveals a relationship between two expected repre-
sentation distances across PVT and DT ∼ PT with dH̄(DVT,DT) as a bridge. This tells us that
if we want to increase visual integration after VIP for an unknown data distribution that require
visual reasoning (PVT), we can pursue a greater lower bound of it by decreasing Dl(DT, Fθ)
and dH̄(DVT,DT) with empirical samples we have. Meanwhile, in a case where we encoun-
tered an unknown mixture distribution PM, the second inequality (Ineq. 7) tells us we can
broaden the effective range of Dl on PM by pursuing greater value of dH̄(DVT,DT).
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6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we present a formal framework for understanding and quantifying the language prior
in LVLMs by contrasting the chain-of-embedding between visual and blind contexts. Through this
framework, we identify the consistent existence of the Visual Integration Point (VIP), a specific
layer at which the model begins to meaningfully incorporate visual context for task-solving beyond
the shallow information gathering. Building on this observation, we propose a new metric named
Total Visual Integration (TVI), which estimates the degree of effective visual integration and there-
fore language prior. We conduct comprehensive experiments across 9 LVLMs and 6 datasets, and the
results demonstrate that our framework robustly works across models and tasks, providing consistent
and interpretable signals about the presence and strength of language prior. Finally, we present some
theorems for better understanding and justification of our framework. We hope that this work sheds
light on the internal mechanisms of multimodal models and provides a foundation for diagnosing
the language prior, ultimately guiding the development of reliable and responsible LVLMs.
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Figure 6: Complete experimental results. (Part 1)
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Figure 7: Complete experimental results. (Part 2)
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Figure 8: Complete experimental results. (Part 3)
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A RELATED WORK

Visual perception in LVLMs. Most mainstream LVLMs (Liu et al., 2023; 2024a;b; Bai et al.,
2025; Dai et al., 2023) adopt a late-fusion architecture comprising three key components: a vision
backbone, a language model that processes both image and text tokens, and a modality adapter that
aligns visual representations with the language space. The visual understanding capabilities of these
models largely depend on the perception quality of pre-trained vision encoders (e.g., CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021), SigLIP (Zhai et al., 2023)) and the reasoning ability of large-scale language models.

Despite promising results on some multimodal benchmarks, this paradigm has been recently chal-
lenged due to its poor performance on vision-centric tasks, suggesting that these models often fail to
truly see the image (Tong et al., 2024b;a; Vo et al., 2025). A growing body of work has sought to un-
cover how visual perception operates internally within LVLMs. For example, Bi et al. (2025); Jiang
et al. (2025); Neo et al. (2025) examine the layer-wise attention patterns and identify distinct phases
of visual integration, typically emerging in the mid-to-late layers. Venhoff et al. (2025) utilize pre-
trained sparse autoencoders (SAEs) as analytical tools to show that visual representations gradually
align with language representations over depth, converging in the later layers. Complementarily, Fu
et al. (2025) apply probing techniques and argue that language decoders in existing LVLMs struggle
to effectively leverage the visual features produced by their vision backbones. Their findings suggest
that the bottleneck lies not in the availability of visual information but in feature misalignment.

Language prior in LVLMs. One of the most prominent limitations of current LVLMs is their
tendency to overly rely on language priors, often generating plausible outputs without grounding in
the visual context. This behavior—commonly referred to as the language prior problem—has drawn
increasing attention. Recent studies attempt to evaluate this phenomenon by designing datasets
that stress-test visual grounding. For example, Lee et al. (2025) and Luo et al. (2025) construct
datasets with counterfactual visual inputs to assess whether models can disentangle visual signals
from misleading linguistic cues. Similarly, Deng et al. (2025) test modality conflict scenarios to
evaluate the model’s preference between text and image inputs.

While these works help reveal the presence of language priors, they offer limited insight into the
underlying causes. Most current understandings of language prior are based on two widely adopted
assumptions: (1) it manifests as high similarity between outputs with and without visual input (Chen
et al., 2025b; Xie et al., 2024), and (2) it arises due to insufficient attention allocated to visual to-
kens (Liu et al., 2025). Building on these assumptions, several works propose methods to miti-
gate language priors—such as contrastive decoding (Favero et al., 2024) or inference-time attention
reallocation (Liu et al., 2024c). Others, like Chen et al. (2025b) and Xie et al. (2024), explore
training-time interventions that penalize outputs overly aligned with the model’s default language
predictions.

B DISCUSSION ON VISUAL INTEGRATION POINT

B.1 CONFIGURATION AND PRACTICE

In Eq. 8, we chracterized the VIP l∗ based on the pre-l∗ and post-l∗ representation divergences
Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ) where the pre-l∗ chain-of-embeddings shows nearly zero representation
divergence whereas the post-l∗ chain-of-embeddings exhibits an effectively large representation di-
vergence defined by positive τ . In practice, we can not access the population distribution PVT and
PT, therefore we can not compute the truth expected representation distance Dl(P⋆, Fθ). What we
do in practice is estimate that expected representation distance with finite samples DVT and DT. We
observed that this empirical estimator (Eq. 2) is actually well aligned with our hypothesis, yet there
can be some cases where the fitness of the estimator is bad, e.g., Figure 9. However, even in that
case, the point l∗, where the empirical representation divergence exceeds a positive constant for all
subsequent layers, consistently emerges, and the TVI (Eq. 4) is calculated based on that l∗ becomes
a strong indicator of LP.
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B.2 ALGORITHMIC ESTIMATION ON VISUAL INTEGRATION POINT

As discussed in §3.2, identifying the VIP provides valuable insights into when visual information
begins to influence answer decoding. In most cases, we rely on empirical observation of the rep-
resentation distance curves to determine l∗, which proves to be straightforward and interpretable
across a wide range of models. However, in situations where manual inspection is impractical —
e.g., for large-scale model comparisons or automated pipelines — it may be desirable to estimate the
VIP programmatically. To this end, we introduce an optional empirical estimator that can automat-
ically approximate the VIP given a model and a dataset. While not required for our core analysis,
this estimation method serves as a practical tool in settings where manual identification of l∗ is
infeasible.

Definition B.1 (Visual integration point estimator). For a dataset D sampled from a mixture dis-
tribution P = (1 − λ)PVT + λPT for λ ∈ (0, 1) and an LVLM Fθ with L decoder layers which
produces a chain-of-embedding (Z1, ..., ZL) given input, let L be the index set of LVLM decoder
layers and Dl be an expected representation distance defined as Eq. 2. An empirical visual integra-
tion point estimator is as follows,

VIP(D, Fθ) = arg min
l∈L\L

[
Dl(DVT, Fθ)−Dl(DT, Fθ) ≥ α · σl

Dl(D, f)

]
, (8)

where α is a pre-defined coefficient and σl denotes the sample standard deviation of the observed
representation distance over D.

VIP(D, Fθ) can be interpreted as the layer index where the average d(·, ·) on DVT first exceeds that
on DT up to an empirical coefficient of variation (Everitt & Skrondal, 2010) of d(·, ·) on l-th layer.
Besides, one can also devise another VIP estimator based on the test statistic we discuss in Eq 10 of
Lemma F.1 by specifying arbitrary significance levels that the user prefers.

C IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

Models. We evaluate our framework on 9 publicly available LVLMs, covering a diverse range of
architectures and training paradigms. For all models, we use the official instruction-tuned check-
points available on Hugging Face3. To ensure consistent comparison across models, we set the
generation temperature to 0.

Datasets. Our evaluation spans 6 benchmark datasets, each consisting of either binary (‘Yes/No’)
or multiple-choice questions. This design ensures that the hidden state of the final token—used for
representation distance calculations—is closely tied to the model’s reasoning process. For MMMU,
we use the validation set and filter out samples that involve more than one image or open-ended
output to ensure consistency in the evaluation setting. Also, when constructing the prompt, we do
not use the provided explanations for fair comparison. For ViLP, we consistently select image3 and
answer3 to curate our (counterfactual) VQA pair. For VLind-Bench, we convert each annotated
counterfactual statement into a binary ‘Yes/No’ question. To perform this transformation, we use
the advanced language model GPT-4o with the following prompt:

3https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct
https://huggingface.co/llava-hf/llava-1.5-7b-hf
https://huggingface.co/llava-hf/llava-v1.6-vicuna-7b-hf
https://huggingface.co/llava-hf/llava-onevision-qwen2-7b-ov-hf
https://huggingface.co/OpenGVLab/InternVL3-8B-hf
https://huggingface.co/nvidia/Eagle2.5-8B
https://huggingface.co/google/gemma-3-4b-it
https://huggingface.co/google/gemma-3-12b-it
https://huggingface.co/google/gemma-3-27b-it
https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.2-11B-Vision-Instruct
https://huggingface.co/HuggingFaceTB/SmolVLM-Instruct
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Generate a question based on the counterfactual information in the given statement. The
question should be answered by yes.
Here are some examples:
Statement: The Statue of Liberty is holding a sword instead of a torch. Question: Is the
Statue of Liberty holding a sword?
Statement: The Sydney Opera House is illustrated as an underwater aquarium, with fish
swimming around its structures. Question: Is the Sydney Opera House underwater?
Statement: The Leaning Tower of Pisa is perfectly vertical in the image, without any tilt.
Question: Is the Leaning Tower of Pisa perfectly vertical?
Now generate a question for the following statement: {statement}

Figure 9: Experimental results under controlled settings. We use a synthetic baseline con-
structed from CommonsenseQA questions paired with irrelevant images as DT (vision-independent),
while standard VQA benchmarks (MME, MMBench, and VLind-Bench) are used as DVT (vision-
dependent).

The models are instructed to directly generate the answer under a zero-shot setting, without involving
any reasoning steps. Additional statistics of each dataset and corresponding splits are provided in
Table 4.

To further validate the reliability of the agreement-based separation introduced in §3.2, and to
demonstrate that our analysis can generalize to scenarios with known visual dependencies, we con-
struct a controlled baseline dataset. Specifically, we take questions from CommonsenseQA (Talmor
et al., 2018), which are inherently language-only, and pair each question with a randomly selected,
irrelevant image from COCO 2017-val (Lin et al., 2014), forming a synthetic VQA setting that does
not require visual input. We treat this as our vision-independent group DT . For the vision-dependent
group DV T , we use samples from standard VQA benchmarks such as MME, MMBench, and VLind-
Bench, which typically require more grounding in visual content. As shown in Figure 9, the average
TVI is significantly lower for the baseline DT compared to the general VQA datasets, confirming
that the model does not extract meaningful information from irrelevant visual input. In contrast,
even in the presence of strong language priors, the model still benefits from image content in DV T .
It is also worth noting that there is a reverse trend before VIP for Qwen2.5-VL-7B, indicating
representation distance before VIP is not associated with the actual meaningful visual integration
during decoding. These findings are consistent with our previous results and further support the
effectiveness of our proposed separation framework. Nonetheless, to ensure better control over data
attributes such as format and context length, and to reveal clearer trends, we continue to use the
agreement-based separation strategy in the main text.

Metrics. All TVI values reported in our experiments are computed based on empirically de-
termined Visual Integration Points (VIPs) specific to each model. The following VIPs are
used: Qwen2.5-VL-7B (18), InternVL3-8B (16), Gemma-3-4B (20), Gemma-3-12B (26),
Gemma-3-27B (35), LLaVA-v1.5-7B (9), Eagle2.5-8B (15), Llama-3.2-11B-Vision
(12), LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B (12), LLaVA-OV-Qwen2-7B (15) and SmolVLM (15). We
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Table 4: Dataset statistics. M stands for multiple-choice and B stands for binary-choice (Yes/No).
Qwen2.5-VL-7B is used as an example here.

Statistics MME MMBench MMStar MMMU VLind-Bench ViLP

Question Type B M M M B M
|D| 2374 4377 1500 805 418 300
|DV T | 546 2782 1057 446 144 177
|DT | 1828 1595 443 359 274 123

also provide an automatic method for estimating VIP in Appendix B.2 for potential practical usage.
Representation distances are computed using the hidden states corresponding to the last generated
token. The metrics introduced in §4 are computed as follows:

Visual Attention =
1

LH

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

α(l,h), Output Divergence = d(ZL
vis, Z

L
blind) (9)

where α(l,h) denotes the total attention from the final generated token to all preceding visual tokens
in head h at layer l, and ZL represents the hidden state at the final layer.

D ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We provide the complete experimental results on 9 LVLMs and 6 datasets in Figure 6, 7, 8. Across
all models and datasets, a consistent existence of the VIP can be observed. However, for some
models, such as SmolVLM, the divergence between DV T and DT is less pronounced, likely due to
the model’s limited capacity and thus less promising visual integration.

E FURTHER ANALYSIS

In this section, we elaborate on the limitations of attention-based and output-based analysis for
language prior in LVLMs.

First, for attention-based methods, we argue that a higher visual attention weight does not necessar-
ily imply better visual grounding. As shown in Figure 10, under weak language priors, the model is
able to correctly attend to the key areas that are semantically related to the given instruction. How-
ever, under strong language priors, we observe a pathological attention pattern in which the model’s
attention becomes abnormally concentrated in a limited region of the image. We refer to this phe-
nomenon as an attention sink. In such cases, although the aggregated visual attention weight appears
high, it does not reflect meaningful visual processing. Instead, the model is effectively bypassing
genuine visual understanding by fixating on irrelevant or static regions, thereby undermining the
utility of attention-based metrics as reliable indicators of visual integration.

To better understand why output-based representations are less effective in capturing language prior
behavior, we visualize how representation distances vary across the latent and output spaces. As
shown in Figure 11, the projection from the latent space to the output token space tends to obscure
semantic distinctions that are otherwise indicative of the model’s underlying behavior—such as
whether it is performing effective visual grounding or defaulting to language priors. This observation
aligns with our earlier argument: surface-level outputs alone may not faithfully reflect the internal
decision-making process of LVLMs. Instead, meaningful behavioral signals often reside in the
deeper latent representations, emphasizing the importance of analyzing internal dynamics rather
than relying solely on output-level comparisons.
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(MME) 
The image shows a python code. Is the output of the code '7'?
Only answer with 'Yes' or 'No'.

(MME)
The image shows a python code. Is the output of the code '12'?
Only answer with 'Yes' or 'No'.

(MMMU)
Baxter Company has a relevant range of production between 15,000 and 
30,000 units. The following cost data represents average variable costs per 
unit for 25,000 units of production. If 30,000 units are produced, what are 
the per unit manufacturing overhead costs incurred? 
A. $6 B. $7 C. $8 D. $9
Only answer with the option's letter from the given choices directly.

Original Image Instruction

Pre-VIP Attention Map Post-VIP Attention Map All-layer Attention Map

Original Image Instruction

Pre-VIP Attention Map Post-VIP Attention Map All-layer Attention Map

Original Image Instruction

Pre-VIP Attention Map Post-VIP Attention Map All-layer Attention Map

Weak Language Prior

(VLind-Bench)
Are the swans found in desert sands? Please answer the question 
based on the image. Only answer with 'Yes' or 'No’.

(ViLP)
A soccer ball is typically a sphere. What is the geometric shape of the large 
soccer ball in the image?
A. Sphere
B. Cube
C. Torus
Only answer with 'A', 'B', or 'C'.

Original Image Instruction

Pre-VIP Attention Map Post-VIP Attention Map All-layer Attention Map

Original Image Instruction

Pre-VIP Attention Map Post-VIP Attention Map All-layer Attention Map

Strong Language Prior

Figure 10: Visualization of visual attention maps under weak and strong language priors.

Latent Space
(rich) 😊

Output Space
(poor) 😰

Logit-lens
Output Space

(poor) 😰

(a) (b)

Logit-lens + top-k

Figure 11: Layer-wise representation distances in latent space vs. output space. We apply the
logit-lens to project hidden states at each layer into the output space. In (a), distances are computed
over the entire output vector, while in (b), they are restricted to the top-k token positions correspond-
ing to candidate answer options.

F DETAILS ON THEORETICAL ANALYSIS AND PROOFS

F.1 JUSTIFICATION AND INTERPRETATION ON REPRESENTATION DIVERGENCE

We first show that our empirical estimate for the difference in the expected representation distances
(Eq. 3) can be viewed as a two-sample test statistic with asymptotic normality in Lemma F.1.
Lemma F.1. Let X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X be a random variable sampled from PVT or PT, and denote
DVT ∼ PVT and DT ∼ PT as empirical distributions with N and M i.i.d. samples, respectively.
Given a stack of LVLM layers fl : X → Z from Fθ and a distance metric d : Z × Z → R
with a finite second moment, the difference in the expected representation distance estimates Dl(·, ·)
between DVT and DT is a two-sample test statistic with asymptotic normality, that is,

Dl(DTV, Fθ)−Dl(DT, Fθ)
approx∼ N (µT − µVT,

σ2
T

M
+

σ2
VT

N
) as N,M → ∞, (10)

where µVT = Dl(PVT, Fθ), µT = Dl(PT, Fθ) and σ2
VT = VarPVT [d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt))] < ∞,

σ2
T = VarPT [d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt))] < ∞.
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Proof. Let IVT and JT be the index sets of N and M i.i.d. samples from PVT and PT, respectively.
If samples from PVT and PT are independent, with finite second moments, we have,

Dl(DVT, Fθ)−Dl(DT, Fθ) (11)

=

∑
i∈IVT

[d(fl(x
i
v, x

i
t), fl(x

i
t))]

N
−

∑
j∈JT

[d(fl(x
j
v, x

j
t ), fl(x

j
t ))]

M
(12)

∼ N (µT − µVT,
σ2

T

M
+

σ2
VT

N
) (by Central Limit Theorem as N,M → ∞)

Note that, even though the samples from PVT and PT are not independent, the asymptotic normality
still holds by considering covariance terms between the two distributions.

Now, in Lemma F.2, we provide a new interpretation of our representation distance measure between
CoE by casting the distance measurement as a density estimation problem.
Lemma F.2. Let X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X be a random variable sampled from PVT or PT, and fl : X →
Z be a stack of LVLM layers. For PT, define a density estimator p̂T(Z

l) := N (fl(Xt), I). Given a
squared l2 distance d(Z1, Z2) :=

1
2 ||Z1 −Z2||22, the representation distance d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt))

is the negative log-likelihood estimate of Zl from PT, denoted as p̂T(Z
l), up to an additive constant,

and is a strictly proper scoring rule. That is,

d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt)) ≜ − log p̂T(Z
l) + logC, (13)

where C = (2π)−
dz
2 is a normalizing constant for the dz-dimensional unit-variance Gaussian.

Proof. It is easy to check,

p̂T(Z
l) = N (Zl

blind, I) (14)

p̂T(Z
l) = C · exp(−||Zl − Zl

blind)||22
2

) (15)

log p̂T(Z
l) = logC − ||Zl − Zl

blind||22
2

(16)

log p̂T(Z
l) = logC − d(Zl, Zl

blind) (17)
where Zblind = fl(Xt). In addition, the logarithm of the likelihood is a strictly proper scoring rule
(Gneiting & Raftery, 2007), and an offset translation of it is also a strictly proper scoring.

On top of this new framing, i.e., distance measurement as a density estimation problem, we further
provide an information-theoretic interpretation of the difference in expected representation distance
in Theorem F.3.
Theorem F.3 (Restatement of Theorem 5.1). Let X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X be a random variable from
PVT or PT, and fl : X → Z be a layer stack from an LVLM Fθ. For PT, define a density estimator
p̂T(Z

l) := N (fl(Xt), I), and denote pVT(Z
l) (resp. pT(Z

l)) as the population distribution on
Zl = fl(X) derived from PVT (resp. PT). Then, given d(Z1, Z2) :=

1
2 ||Z1 − Z2||22, the difference

in the expected representation distances between PVT and PT, i.e., Dl(PVT, Fθ) −Dl(PT, Fθ), can
be expressed as follows,

KL
(
pVT(Z

l)||p̂T(Z
l)
)
− KL

(
pT(Z

l)||p̂T(Z
l)
)
+ H̄, (18)

where H̄ is a constant H
(
pVT(Z

l)
)
−H

(
pT(Z

l)
)
, and KL(·||·) denotes the KL divergence.

Proof.
Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ)

= EPVT [d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt))]− EPT [d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt))] (19)

= EpVT(Zl)[− log p̂T(Z
l) + logC]− EpT(Zl)[− log p̂T(Z

l) + logC] (20)

= EpVT(Zl)[− log p̂T(Z
l)]− EpT(Zl)[− log p̂T(Z

l)] (21)

= H
(
pVT(Z

l), p̂T(Z
l)
)
−H

(
pT(Z

l), p̂T(Z
l)
)

(22)

=
[
KL

(
pVT(Z

l)||p̂T(Z
l)
)
+H

(
pVT(Z

l)
)]

−
[
KL

(
pT(Z

l)||p̂T(Z
l)]
)
+H

(
pT(Z

l)
)]

(23)
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where H(·) and H(·, ·) denote entropy and cross-entropy, respectively. Here, Eq. 20 holds by
Lemma F.2, and the remaining equality is trivial by the definitions of d() and information theoretic
measures.

F.2 NOTATIONS AND PROBLEM SETUP FOR THEOREM F.6

We recast the problem of measuring the representation distance d(Zvis, Zblind) as a binary classi-
fication task, where we want to classify the sample (Zvis, Zblind) into 1 if it originates from the
distribution PVT while 0 for the samples from PT.

To be specific, let X , Z , and Y denote input, LVLM representation, and output, respectively. We
have a multimodal input query X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X , a stack of LVLM layers fl : X → Z , and a
distance metric d : Z × Z → [0, 1]. With that, we define a hypothesis h = d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt)) :
X → [0, 1] as a real value function to measure the relative likelihood that the input X is sampled
from PVT rather than PT, and we also define the labeling function h⋆ : X → {0, 1} that maps
the input into its ground-truth membership, i.e., 1 if it’s from PVT and 0 if it’s from PT. Then,
we formulate an expected error (a.k.a. risk) of a hypothesis h w.r.t. the labeling function h⋆ on a
distribution P as follows: εP(h, h⋆) := EX∼P [|h(X)− h⋆(X)|].
Besides, in Def. F.4, we introduce a measure of discrepancy between two distributions, H-
divergence, which has been widely adopted in domain adaptation literature (Ben-David et al., 2006;
2010; Ganin et al., 2016; Zhao et al., 2018).

Definition F.4 (H-divergence, (Ben-David et al., 2006; 2010)). Let P and P ′ be probability distri-
butions on the input domain X , and H be a hypothesis class for X . Denote AH := {h−1(1)|h ∈ H}
as a collection of subsets of X that are the support of some hypotheses in H. Then, the distance
between P and P ′ based on H is defined as follows:

dH(P,P ′) = 2 sup
A∈AH

|PP [A]− PP′ [A]|. (24)

Now, we are ready to present the proof for Proposition 5.2 in the next subsection.

F.3 PROOF FOR THEOREM F.6

Theorem F.5 (Restatement of Theorem 5.2). Let X = (Xv, Xt) ∈ X be a random variable of
a multimodal input query. Given a stack of LVLM layers fl : X → Z and a distance metric
d : Z × Z → [0, 1], define a hypothesis h = d(fl(Xv, Xt), fl(Xt)) : X → [0, 1] and a set of
these hypotheses H that has a pseudo-dimension c. Then, for Dl(P⋆, Fθ) := EX∼P⋆

[h(X)] with
any PVT, PT, and PM := PVT+PT

2 , and the empirical distributions DVT ∼ PVT and DT ∼ PT of N
samples for each, we have the following bounds w.p. at least 1− δ for 0 < δ < 1,

i) 1−Dl(DT, Fθ)−
1

2
dH̄(DVT,DT)− Õδ ≤ Dl(PVT, Fθ), (25)

ii)
1

2
− 1

4
dH̄(DVT,DT)− Õδ ≤ Dl(PM, Fθ) ≤

1

2
+

1

4
dH̄(DVT,DT) + Õδ (26)

where H̄ := {I|h(X)−h′(X)|>t : h, h
′ ∈ H, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1} and Õδ := O(

√
1
N (log 1

δ + c log N
c )).

Proof. Note the lemma below that provides a connection between the difference in the expected
errors across two distributions and their distributional discrepancy.

Lemma F.6 (Zhao et al. (2018)). For h, h′ ∈ H := {h : X → [0, 1]} assume that H has a finite
pseudo dimension d. For any distribution P and P ′ over X ,

|εP(h, h′)− εP′(h, h′)| ≤ 1

2
dH̄(P,P ′), (27)

where H̄ := {I|h(x)−h′(x)|>t : h, h
′ ∈ H, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1}.
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See Lemma 1 of Zhao et al. (2018) for the proof. We start our derivation of Proposition 5.2 from the
ineq. F.6 as below,

1

2
dH̄(PVT,PT) ≥ |εPVT(h, h

⋆)− εPT(h, h
⋆)| (28)

=
∣∣|Dl(PVT, Fθ)− 1| − |Dl(PT, Fθ)− 0|

∣∣ (29)

= |1−Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ)| (30)
≥ |1−Dl(PVT, Fθ)| − |Dl(PT, Fθ)| (31)
= 1−Dl(PVT, Fθ)−Dl(PT, Fθ), (32)

where the first equality holds by definition, the first inequality holds by the reverse triangular in-
equality, and the second and fourth equality hold given 0 ≤ Dl(P⋆, Fθ) ≤ 1.

In the meantime, for the empirical distributions DVT ∼ PVT and DT ∼ PT of N samples for each,
given 0 < δ < 1, we have the following approximation error bounds with probability at least 1− δ
for any h ∈ H (See Lemma 5 and Lemma 6 of Zhao et al. (2018)),

εP⋆
(h, h⋆) ≤ εD⋆

(h, h⋆) +O(

√
1

N
(log

1

δ
+ c log

N

c
)), (33)

dH̄(PVT,PT) ≤ dH̄(DVT,DT) +O(

√
1

N
(log

1

δ
+ c log

N

c
)), (34)

where Pdim(H) = c.

Then, by plugging the above inequality (Ineq. 34) into the Ineq. 30, we have,

1− 1

2
dH̄(DVT,DT)−O(

√
1

N
(log

1

δ
+ c log

N

c
)) ≤ Dl(PVT, Fθ) +Dl(PT, Fθ), (35)

1 +
1

2
dH̄(DVT,DT) +O(

√
1

N
(log

1

δ
+ c log

N

c
)) ≥ Dl(PVT, Fθ) +Dl(PT, Fθ), (36)

where we derive the first statement of Proposition F.5 from the Ineq. 35, and the second statement
of that by combining both Ineq. 35 and Ineq. 36, that complete the proof.

G IMPACT STATEMENT

Language prior represents a pathological behavioral pattern in LVLMs, where the model overly
relies on its linguistic knowledge and fails to properly ground its predictions in the visual input.
This phenomenon underlies critical issues such as hallucination, modality misalignment, and failure
cases in vision-centric reasoning. It also suggests that current LVLMs may not be operating in the
modality-aware manner we expect—even when their outputs appear plausible (as the result of the
vanilla next-token-prediction training paradigm). One of the main challenges in mitigating language
prior lies in its vague and subjective nature: there exists no clear definition or quantitative measure of
“language prior” in a dataset or task. Consequently, efforts to balance visual and textual information
during training or fine-tuning often rely on heuristics or manual annotations.

Our work sheds light on this issue by proposing a formal framework to characterize and quantify the
language prior through the model’s own behavior. This makes the problem not only more visible,
but also more measurable. If the degree of language prior can be reliably estimated from within the
model, we can begin to incorporate this signal directly into training objectives or inference strategies
in a principled way. In this way, our framework is not only valuable for foundational understanding,
but also offers actionable tools for improving real-world multimodal systems.

In addition to the ultimate goal, i.e., understanding and quantifying LP of LVLM, our novel method,
contrastive chain-of-embeddings, on the path to pursue that goal can also create a rich inspiration
for a line of works on layer-wise representation analysis (Skean et al., 2025) as well as layer-specific
adaptive training approach for LVLMs (Bachu et al., 2025; Oh et al., 2025), which ultimately con-
tribute to building a trustworthy multimodal AI system.
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H LIMITATIONS

Our method requires white-box access to the model’s internal hidden states and attention patterns.
This restricts its applicability to open-weight models and excludes commercial APIs or closed-
source systems. Rather than serving as a deployment tool, our framework is primarily designed
for model analysis and interpretability research, aiming to shed light on how and when visual infor-
mation is integrated during inference. We hope these insights can inform future directions in model
design and training strategies.

I DISCLOSURE OF LLM USAGE

Some portions of this paper were polished and refined with the assistance of large language model
(LLM) tools (e.g., ChatGPT) to improve clarity, fluency, and consistency in writing. We also har-
nessed a coding agent (e.g., Cursor) to write some simple utility functions after double-checking. All
technical content, experimental results, and analytical conclusions were independently developed by
the authors without the use of LLMs.

27


	Introduction
	Problem Statement
	Methodology
	Chain-of-Embedding and Representation Distance
	Visual Integration Point Hypothesis
	Quantifying Language Prior of LVLMs through Total Visual Integration

	Extended Experiments
	Theoretical Analysis
	Conclusion
	Appendix
	Related Work
	Discussion on Visual Integration Point
	Configuration and Practice
	Algorithmic Estimation on Visual Integration Point

	Implementation Details
	Additional Experimental Results
	Further Analysis
	Details on Theoretical Analysis and Proofs
	Justification and Interpretation on Representation Divergence
	Notations and Problem Setup for Theorem F.6
	Proof for Theorem F.6

	Impact Statement
	Limitations
	Disclosure of LLM Usage

