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Abstract

Given the higher information load processed by large
vision-language models (LVLMs) compared to single-
modal LLMs, detecting LVLM hallucinations requires more
human and time expense, and thus rise a wider safety con-
cerns. In this paper, we introduce VL-Uncertainty, the first
uncertainty-based framework for detecting hallucinations
in LVLMs. Different from most existing methods that re-
quire ground-truth or pseudo annotations, VL-Uncertainty
utilizes uncertainty as an intrinsic metric. We measure un-
certainty by analyzing the prediction variance across se-
mantically equivalent but perturbed prompts, including vi-
sual and textual data. When LVLMs are highly confident,
they provide consistent responses to semantically equiva-
lent queries. However, when uncertain, the responses of the
target LVLM become more random. Considering seman-
tically similar answers with different wordings, we cluster
LVLM responses based on their semantic content and then
calculate the cluster distribution entropy as the uncertainty
measure to detect hallucination. Our extensive experiments
on 10 LVLMs across four benchmarks, covering both free-
form and multi-choice tasks, show that VL-Uncertainty sig-
nificantly outperforms strong baseline methods in halluci-
nation detection.

1. Introduction

Large vision-language models (LVLMs), capable of per-
ceiving the world through diverse modalities, e.g., text,
and images, have been widely applied in fields, e.g., medi-
cal diagnosis [15, 26, 39], embodied robotic [17, 27, 40],
and autonomous driving [8, 46, 51]. Despite their im-
pressive performance, similar to large language models
(LLMs) [18, 18], LVLMs inevitably generate hallucination
with over confidence, if any, posing serious risks in safety-
critical scenarios [2, 32]. Compared to single-modal LLMs,
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Figure 1. Our motivation. External evaluator-based methods usu-
ally suffer from knowledge missing when it comes to new do-
mains (see (a)). In contrast, our VL-Uncertainty elicits intrinsic
uncertainty of LVLM through proposed semantic-equivalent per-
turbation. Finally, refined uncertainty estimation facilitates reli-
able LVLM hallucination detection (see (b)).

detecting hallucination in LVLMs demands a deep under-
standing of multiple modalities [42]. It not only poses the
challenges of the question understanding, but also the dif-
ficulty in checking the answer authenticity. Therefore, re-
searchers have resorted to the automatic hallucination de-
tection.

Most existing works for LVLM hallucination detection
are based on external knowledge sources [29, 45, 55]. These
methods can be coarsely divided into two families. One
line of approaches [19, 50] utilizes manually annotated
ground truth, such as parsed real-world facts from knowl-
edge databases [45], to verify whether the responses of
LVLMs are hallucinatory. Another line of methods re-
lies on the pseudo annotations from extra models [29, 48].
For instance, some works introduce a ‘teacher-student’
paradigm [55]. The teacher LVLM takes the original ques-
tion and the student answer as input and then scores the
student answer. The student answers rating with low scores
indicate hallucinations. In real-world scenarios, we, how-
ever, usually meet brand new problems, such as the impact
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of breaking news. We could apply the LVLM to give a pre-
diction, but we do not know the probability of the halluci-
nation. Both hallucination detection methods tend to fail,
since we do not have the ground-truth reference, but we
also can not rely on the out-of-the-date teacher LVLMs (see
Fig. 1).

In an attempt to address this challenge, we propose VL-
Uncertainty, the first uncertainty-based framework tailored
for LVLM hallucination detection. Distinct from prior ap-
proaches that necessitate auxiliary information, our method
intrinsically quantifies the uncertainty inherent to LVLM
answers, enabling a mechanism for autonomous validation.
Upon identifying elevated levels of uncertainty within an
LVLM response, VL-Uncertainty categorizes the response
as potentially hallucinatory. Specifically, we implement
a technique involving semantic-equivalent perturbations to
the prompts, thereby evaluating the uncertainty via the dis-
persion observed in the resulting answers. The founda-
tional premise guiding this approach is that, under con-
ditions of high confidence, LVLMs exhibit a tendency to
generate consistent responses to queries that are seman-
tically equivalent. Conversely, if perturbations that alter
prompt exterior presentation lead to a divergence with re-
sponses of model, high uncertainty or potential hallucina-
tion is indicated (see Fig. 2). In particular, we employ
blurring as the semantic-inequivalent perturbation for visual
prompts. Blurring maintains all elements of the original
visual prompt and preserves underlying logic and mean-
ing. This choice follows biological principles observed in
the human visual system [3, 13] and simulates the effect
of varying distances between visual signals and the retina.
For textual prompts, we deploy an off-the-shelf LLM to
perturb the question without altering its meaning. By ad-
justing the temperature of the LLM, we control the degree
of perturbation, analogous to visual blurring. These visual
and textual prompts, paired by their levels of perturbation,
are then fed into the LVLM to obtain a series of answers.
Considering multiple LVLM answers with different word-
ing, we first cluster the predicted answers by their semantics
and calculate the entropy of the cluster distribution to quan-
tify LVLM uncertainty as a continuous scalar. The uncer-
tainty yielded by the series of answers enables the identifi-
cation of varying levels of hallucination without extra mod-
els or manual annotations. We conduct experiments with
10 LVLMs across 4 benchmarks, encompassing both free-
form and multi-choice formats. Our results show that VL-
Uncertainty consistently surpasses strong baselines by clear
margin in LVLM hallucination detection. Further qualita-
tive analysis validates the superiority of VL-Uncertainty in
effectively capturing LVLM uncertainty, thereby facilitating
accurate hallucination detection. In summary, our contribu-
tions are as follows:

* We propose a new uncertainty-based framework, VL-
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Figure 2. Comparison between semantic-equivalent perturba-
tions and inequivalent ones. LVLMs inevitably generate hallu-
cinatory answers (see (a)). While semantic-inequivalent perturba-
tions yield correct answers, they do not provide insight into the
uncertainty of LVLM for the original query, as shown in (b). In
contrast, responses to semantically equivalent perturbed prompts,
though potentially incorrect, offer valuable insight into the intrin-
sic uncertainty of LVLM. With only the exterior presentations of
prompt altered, fluctuation of answers indicates elevated uncer-
tainty (see (c)). This distinction highlights the utility of semantic-
equivalent perturbations in assessing the reliability and consis-
tency of LVLM responses.

Uncertainty, for detecting hallucination in Multi-modal
Large Language Models (LVLMs). We find that it
is of importance to control the difficulty of prompts
via semantic-equivalent perturbation, facilitating VL-
Uncertainty capturing the randomness in LVLM re-
sponse, indicating uncertainty and potential hallucination.
Since it is an intrinsic metric, VL-Uncertainty could be
easily scalable to new fields.

* We conduct extensive experiments on 10 LVLMs across
4 benchmarks, including both free-form and multi-choice
tasks. Our results show that VL-Uncertainty outper-
forms strong baselines in LVLM hallucination detection,
thereby enhancing the safety and reliability of LVLM ap-
plications.

2. Related Work

Large Vision-Language Models. Early works primarily
focus on generating text responses based on image and text
prompts [30, 31, 65]. Building on these foundational ef-
forts, subsequent studies have significantly extended the ca-
pabilities and application domains of LVLMs [17, 54, 59].
Recent research has focused on refining prompt granularity
from image-level to more detailed box- or point-level con-
trol [5, 59]. Based on these achievements, LVLMs have
been applied in different fields, such as medical diagno-
sis [26, 39], embodied robotics [17, 40], and autonomous
driving [8, 51]. While these developments enhance LVLM
capabilities, complex cross-modal interactions are intro-
duced, compromising response reliability. In high-stakes
applications, unreliable LVLM responses present signifi-
cant safety risks, leading to high demands for accurate
hallucination detection [15]. Distinct from existing ap-



proaches, we propose explicitly estimating intrinsic uncer-
tainty of LVLM to facilitate hallucination detection, laying
the foundation for safer human-LVLM interactions.

Uncertainty Learning. Uncertainty learning methods [12,
14] generally fall into three primary categories. (1) Single
deterministic methods [36, 43, 63] modify a deterministic
network to directly regress uncertainty. While these meth-
ods are straightforward and require minimal overhead, the
predicted uncertainty, if no any regularization, has a poten-
tial to overfit all uncertain or very certain, compromising
the training. (2) Bayesian methods [4, 10, 20, 52, 64] de-
ploy stochastic Bayesian networks to quantify uncertainty
by feeding the same input multiple times into one network
with dynamic weights. Some works [10, 11, 38] leverages
the dropout function, while others [6, 57] explicitly intro-
duce Gaussian noise. The variance between different pre-
dictions quantifies the uncertainty. The primary challenge
lies in modeling Bayesian networks in a computationally
efficient way. Following the spirit, test-time augmenta-
tion [21, 34, 44, 47, 62] methods apply various augmenta-
tions to the input before feeding them to one single network.
Similarly, variations in predictions due to these augmenta-
tions provide clues about uncertainty, though designing ef-
fective augmentations for meaningful uncertainty remains
challenging. (3) Ensemble methods [16, 24, 37, 53] con-
duct inference on multiple deterministic networks for the
same input, with the entropy of the ensemble group predic-
tions estimating uncertainty. However, memory and com-
putational costs increase significantly with more ensem-
ble members. Diverging from these existing methods, we
propose estimating LVLM uncertainty based on semantic-
equivalent perturbation on vision-language prompts and
variance of corresponding answer set.

LVLM Hallucination Detection. Research in this field
can be divided into two main trajectories [2, 25, 32].
(1) External-model-based evaluation: GAVIE [29] lever-
ages strong LVLM as a smart teacher to score responses
of student LVLMs, with low scores indicating hallucina-
tions. However, reliance on external pseudo annotations
limits its application in unknown domains. More recently,
HaELM [48] specifically trains an LLM to score LVLM re-
sponses related to hallucinations. CCEval [61] suggests uti-
lizing GPT4 API as intelligent parser to extract meaning-
ful objects from responses and compare them with ground
truth objects, although this introduces additional cost and
resource. (2) Discrete rule-based checking: CHAIR [41]
suggests utilizing the discrete ratio of objects presented in
the answer relative to a ground-truth object list to iden-
tify hallucinatory responses. However, this approach is
restricted to the 80 COCO object classes. Building on
CHAIR, POPE [28] optimizes the prompting technique by
focusing on Yes-or-No questions, simplifying the checking
process and improving evaluation stability. Unfortunately,

treating hallucination detection purely as a binary classifi-
cation task fails to capture the varying degrees of halluci-
nations. Distinct from existing works, our proposed uncer-
tainty estimation is entirely self-contained and free of ex-
ternal knowledge, thereby offering greater flexibility and
robustness. Moreover, we explicitly estimate uncertainty
within LVLMs to continuously indicate different levels of
hallucination.

3. Method
3.1. Semantic-equivalent Perturbation

Visual Prompts. Practically, we perturb the original input
image multiple times by applying varying degrees of 2D
Gaussian blurring (see Fig. 3). By adjusting blurring radius,
we control the blur intensity from relatively clear to heavily
blurred:

Ii = d)viS(IvTi)a (1)

where I denotes the original visual prompt, r; represents
the radius of Gaussian blurring in the i-th perturbation, with
r; < r; fori < j. ¢y refers to blurring operation and
I, is the i-th perturbed visual prompt. ¢ ranges from 1 to
N and N indicates the number of perturbations. Notably,
blurring qualifies as a semantic-equivalent perturbation. It
preserves the full content and structure of the original im-
age, without introducing new objects or removing existing
ones. This method maintains spatial information and the re-
lationships between objects, given that it does not involve
transformations like flipping or rotation. Visual attributes
such as color, shape, and motion dynamics are also retained,
ensuring the integrity of original image.

Textual Prompts. For textual prompts, we also employ
semantic-equivalent perturbations by varying the wording,
grammatical structure, and narrative style without altering
the underlying meaning (see Fig. 3). To achieve this, we uti-
lize a pre-trained text-only LLM, prompting it to rephrase
the original question while preserving its semantics. Specif-
ically, we design detailed LLM instruction that focuses on
varying words, structure, and narrative, while ensuring se-
mantic equivalence. During each perturbation, we adjust
the temperature of utilized LLM to achieve varying degrees
of alteration, analogous to the visual perturbations:

j—li = ¢text (Ta Ti) ] (2)

where¢ = 1,2,..., N,and N is the number of perturbation
times. 7 represents the initial textual prompt, 7; denotes
the LLM temperature during the ¢-th perturbation, satisfy-
ing 7; < 7j fori < j. @ex refers to the utilized LLM and
T; is the i-th perturbed textual prompt.

Combination of Perturbed Prompts. We synchronize
the perturbations of visual and textual prompts accord-
ing to their respective degrees of perturbation. For visual
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Figure 3. Overall illustration of our proposed VL-Uncertainty. To facilitate mining of uncertainty arising from various modalities,
we apply semantic-equivalent perturbations (left) to both visual and textual prompts. For visual prompt, the original image is blurred to
varying degrees, mimicking human visual perception. For textual prompt, pre-trained LLM is prompted to rephrase the original question in
semantic-equivalent manner with different temperatures. Detailed instruction is designed to achieve question rephrasing with the original
semantic preserved. Prompt pairs with varying degrees of perturbation are harnessed to effectively elicit LVLM uncertainty. We cluster
LVLM answer set by semantic meaning and utilize entropy of answer cluster distribution as LVLM uncertainty (right). The estimated
uncertainty serves as a continuous indicator of different levels of LVLM hallucination.

prompts, the degree is quantified by the blurring radius,
where a larger radius indicates heavier blurring. For textual
prompts, the degree is determined by the LLM temperature,
with higher temperatures leading to more narrative varia-
tions. Each visual prompt is perturbed several times, from
low to high degrees, and similarly, textual prompts undergo
comparable degrees of perturbation. Finally, we pair visual
prompts with textual prompts that have been perturbed to a
similar extent {(I;,T;) | ¢ = 1,2,..., N}, where I; and T;
are the perturbed visual and textual prompts, respectively.

Discussion. Why is semantic-equivalent perturbation
superior to semantic-inequivalent ones? Maintaining
the original semantics of prompts during perturbation is
essential. Semantically equivalent perturbation preserves
the original meaning, ensuring that any fluctuations in
responses stem directly from the inherent uncertainty of
LVLM. This straightforward reflection of LVLM uncer-
tainty enables more effective uncertainty estimation. In
contrast, if perturbations alter prompt semantics, responses
could reasonably change, while those variations could not
reflect true uncertainty. This can misleadingly increase en-
tropy and falsely suggest high uncertainty. For example,
even if the LVLM has low uncertainty about a question, al-
tering the meaning of prompt can lead to varied responses,
incorrectly indicating high uncertainty. What is the intu-
ition behind utilizing image blurring? We select typi-
cal blurring among various image perturbation techniques,

drawing inspiration from human visual perception [3, 13].
To illustrate this design, we take the nearsighted person as
example. If their perception of an object remains stable re-
gardless of whether they wear glasses, it indicates a low
level of uncertainty about the object. Otherwise, it suggests
a higher level of uncertainty about the object. Similarly, by
applying varying degrees of blurring to visual prompts, we
can measure the intrinsic uncertainty of LVLM: stable re-
sponses across different blur levels suggest low uncertainty,
while significant changes in responses indicate higher un-
certainty. Quantitative ablations further validate our intu-
ition (see Table 2b).

3.2. Uncertainty Estimation

We quantify LVLM uncertainty by measuring the variance
within the set of generated answers (see Fig. 3). Notably, we
consider the entropy across different semantics rather than
mere lexical variations. Specifically, we use a pre-trained
LLM to evaluate mutual semantic entailment between pairs
of LVLM answers. A pair of answers is considered seman-
tically entailed only if each answer entails the other. This
operation is iteratively applied across the entire set of sam-
pled answers, grouping them by underlying meaning. We
thus obtain a set of semantic clusters {c; } ﬁV;l, where N, is
the total number of semantic clusters with N, < N. Then,
we calculate the entropy of the cluster distribution to esti-



mate uncertainty:

Nc

Uvim = — Y plei) log ples), 3)
i—1

where c¢; is the ¢-th semantic cluster containing answers
with same semantics, p(c;) denotes distribution probabil-
ity of ¢-th semantic cluster. Upypym represents the estimated
LVLM uncertainty.

Discussion. Why estimate uncertainty on answer vari-
ances against prompt perturbations, rather than allow-
ing LVLMs to directly regress uncertainty like previous
works [56]? We observe a severe over-confidence prob-
lem when allowing LVLMs to assign confidence scores to
their own responses. For example, even with the prompt of
hallucination, LVLM usually still regard their responses as
absolutely correct and assign a high confidence score. This
is similar to humans, i.e., individuals tend to overestimate
their confidence without repeated consideration [22, 35]. To
address this, we leverage prompt perturbations and multi-
ple sampling to better capture LVLM uncertainty. By pro-
gressively perturbing prompts and sampling multiple times,
we obtain a more refined uncertainty estimation. What
are benefits of VL-Uncertainty over vanilla semantic
entropy [9, 23]? VL-Uncertainty is tailored for vision-
language scenarios with semantically equivalent perturba-
tions for each modality. The semantically equivalent per-
turbations enable fine-grained reflection of the LVLM on
the given prompts. Additionally, the design of the image-
text pairs is with increasing perturbations. Compared with
the relatively random temperature design in [9, 23], the pro-
posed method contains different levels of difficulty in the
prompts of both modalities.

3.3. LVLM Hallucination Detection

Notably, our estimated uncertainty is continuous and pro-
ficient in indicating varying levels of hallucination, from
minor deviations to complete logical incoherence. This
continuous measure effectively captures the full spectrum
of hallucinations encountered in LVLMs. However, exist-
ing benchmarks lack such continuous, fine-grained ground
truth. To obtain quantitative results and compare with previ-
ous methods, we establish a decision threshold for our esti-
mated uncertainty: answers with uncertainty exceeding this
threshold are predicted as hallucinatory, while those below
it are considered not. Finally, we compare hallucination de-
tection predictions with the hallucination ground truth la-
bels to assess the accuracy of VL-Uncertainty in detecting
hallucinations as (Np.x + N1p) /Ny, where Ny (False-
Negtive) refers to count of cases where answer is halluci-
natory and VL-Uncertainty predict the answer as halluci-
natory, Ny1p (True-Positive) refers to count of cases where
answer is non-hallucinatory and VL-Uncertainty predict the

answer as non-hallucinatory. Ny i the total number
of questions. This metric indicates the proportion of cor-
rect predictions (both hallucinatory and non-hallucinatory)
made by VL-Uncertainty across all evaluated cases.
Discussion. Can VL-Uncertainty be applied to any
LVLM in the image-text domain? VL-Uncertainty is
a versatile and scalable hallucination detection framework
that can be applied to any image-text LVLM. It leverages
both the input prompts and output answers of LVLMs to en-
able effective uncertainty estimation and hallucination de-
tection, regardless of the specific structure or design of the
LVLMs. As aresult, VL-Uncertainty offers greater flexibil-
ity and robustness.

4. Experiment

Benchmarks. Our experiments utilize both multi-choice
and free-form benchmarks. For multi-choice benchmarks,
we employ MMMU [60] and ScienceQA [33]. MMMU
presents a challenging set of college-level multi-modal
questions spanning 30 subjects with 11.5K questions. Sci-
enceQA comprises quiz questions typically found in Amer-
ican high school curricula, covering subjects like physics,
chemistry, and biology, with a total of 21,208 samples split
into training (12,726), validation (4,241), and testing set
(4,241). For free-form benchmarks, we utilize MM-Vet [58]
and LLaVA-Bench [31], which include questions and an-
swers in varied formats and lengths. MM-Vet, a recent
benchmark, evaluates integrated LVLM capabilities across
6 basic abilities and 16 combinations, with 218 free-form
question samples that span a range of topics. LLaVA-
Bench, pioneering in assessing higher-level LVLM capabil-
ities like logical reasoning, contains 60 distinct questions
categorized into ‘convention’, ‘detail’, and ‘complexity’.

LVLMs. We experiment with 10 LVLMs from 4 distinct
model groups. Specifically, we utilize LLaVA1.5 [31],
LLaVA-NeXT [30], Qwen2VL [49], and InternVL2 [7].
LLaVAL.S introduces visual instruction tuning. It aligns
a pre-trained vision encoder with an LLM through a pro-
jection layer and enables simultaneous processing of image
and text. LLaVA-NeXT scales up the baseline model with
richer data sources to enhance reasoning, video understand-
ing, and world knowledge capabilities. Qwen2VL over-
comes the limitations of predefined image resolution and
enables LVLMs to handle various resolutions. InternVL2
focuses on scaling up the vision encoder within the align-
ment pipeline to improve general visual-language abilities.
Implementation Details. We implement a unified code-
base for LVLM uncertainty estimation and hallucination de-
tection by including adopted benchmarks, LVLMs, base-
lines, and our VL-Uncertainty. Detailed settings for our
VL-Uncertainty are as follows: (1) Initial answer genera-
tion. We set a low temperature of 0.1 for all LVLMs. The
generated answer is compared with benchmark label to ob-



MM.-Vet | Qwen2VL-2B | Qwen2VL-7B | Qwen2VL-72B | LLaVAL5-7B | LLaVA15-13B | InternVL2-1B | InternVL2-8B | InternVL2-26B | LLaVANeXT-7B | LLaVANeXT-13B

GAVIE [29] | 2936 | 4358 | 51.38 | 2339 | | 307 | 3073 | 22.48 | 37.61 | 43.58
Semantic Entropy [9] |~ 60.55 | 5780 | 62.84 | 7248 | | 72.94 | 55.05 | 58.72 | 61.01 | 7248
VL-Uncertainty (ours) | 69.72 | 6422 | 71.56 | 8211 | | 74.31 | 65.14 | 64.22 | 72.02 | 74.31

LLaVA-Bench | Qwen2VL-2B | Qwen2VL-7B | Qwen2VL-72B | LLaVAL5-7B | LLaVA1.5-13B | InternVL2-1B | InternVL2-8B | InternVL2-26B | LLaVANeXT-7B | LLaVANeXT-13B

GAVIE [29] | 2500 | 2667 | 40.00 | 1500 | | 30.00 | 31.67 | 31.67 | 45.00 | 35.00
Semantic Entropy [9] | 6167 | 5500 | 61.67 | 7000 | | 65.00 | 60.00 | 5333 | 61.67 | 65.00
VL-Uncertainty (ours) | 70.00 | 6833 | 71.67 | 8333 | | 71.67 | 66.67 | 7333 | 68.33 | 68.33

MMMU | Qwen2VL-2B | Qwen2VL-7B | Qwen2VL-72B | LLaVAL5-7B | LLaVA15-13B | InternVL2-1B | InternVL2-8B | InternVL2-26B | LLaVANeXT-7B | LLaVANeXT-13B

GAVIE [29] | 3782 | 4836 | 57.09 | 3158 | | 4061 | 4812 | 3321 | 43.64 | 45.82
Semantic Entropy [9] | 5382 | 5491 | 60.36 | 5261 | | 53.82 | 54.91 | 52.48 | 52.61 | 50.18
VL-Uncertainty (ours) | 5891 | 5976 | 65.58 | 5605 | | 56.36 | 55.15 | 5891 | 59.27 | 54.90

ScienceQA | Qwen2VL-2B | Qwen2VL-7B | Qwen2VL-72B | LLaVALS5-7B | LLaVAL5-13B | InternVL2-1B | InternVL2-8B | InternVL2-26B | LLaVANeXT-7B | LLaVANeXT-13B

GAVIE [29] | 6182 | 7709 | 85.23 | 5850 | | 53.94 | 86.71 | 89.19 | 6227 | 65.20
Semantic Entropy [9] | 5404 | 7794 | 87.06 | 6177 | | 64.45 | 90.08 | 91.32 | 67.67 | 65.34
VL-Uncertainty (ours) | 6797 | 8012 | 88.99 | 6366 | | 6505 | 9038 | 92.02 | 68.27 | 67.53

Table 1. Comparison with state-of-the-arts on both free-form benchmark (MM-Vet and LLaVABench) and multi-choice bench-
mark (MMMU and ScienceQA) for LVLM hallucination detection. Our VL-Uncertainty yields significant improvements over strong
baselines. This validates the efficacy of our proposed semantic-equivalent perturbation in eliciting and estimating LVLM uncertainty
more accurately, which further facilitates LVLM hallucination detection. The reported results are hallucination detection accuracy. We

re-implement semantic entropy [9] within vision-language context.

tain whether this answer is hallucinatory. (2) Uncertainty
estimation. We use a higher LVLM temperature to enable
sampling process. In total, We perform 5 rounds of sam-
pling. For visual perturbation, we employ 2D Gaussian
blurring with radius in [0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2, 1.4] to create dif-
ferent levels of image blur. For textual perturbation, we use
a small LLM, Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct [1], to rephrase ques-
tions, applying temperatures of [0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5]. The
prompt for rephrasing is ‘Given the input question, generate
a semantically equivalent variation by changing the word-
ing, structure, grammar, or narrative. Ensure the perturbed
question maintains the same meaning as the original.”. Af-
ter we obtain sampled answer set, we use small LLM to
check semantic entailment between answers. With answer
set clustered by semantics, entropy of cluster distribution is
calculated as uncertainty. (3) Hallucination detection. We
utilize an uncertainty threshold of 1 for all experiments. If
the estimated uncertainty is higher than the threshold, the
initial answer is predicted by VL-Uncertainty as hallucina-
tion, while those lower are not. The hallucination predic-
tions are compared with initial hallucination detection label
(from (1)) to obtain hallucination detection accuracy. We
utilize 2 H100 (80G) GPUs for all experiments. We also
re-implement semantic-entropy [9] in the vision-language
context since it is initially proposed in text-only domain.

4.1. Comparison with State-of-the-arts

We first present our hallucination detection results
on the free-form question benchmarks (MM-Vet and
LLaVABench) (see Table 1). Our VL-Uncertainty con-
sistently achieves notable improvements over strong base-
lines [9, 23] across various LVLM architectures and model
sizes. Specifically, we observe +10.09% for InternVL2-8B,
+9.17% for Qwen2VL-2B, and +6.42% for Qwen2VL-7B
on MM-Vet. These results validate the effectiveness of our
proposed semantic-equivalent perturbation on both visual

and textual prompts in enhancing LVLM uncertainty esti-
mation and thereby facilitating hallucination detection.

We also present our hallucination detection results on
multi-choice benchmarks (ScienceQA and MMMU) in Ta-
ble 1. The consistent improvements over strong baselines
validate the robustness of VL-Uncertainty across various
benchmarks. On ScienceQA, VL-Uncertainty outperforms
baselines by clear margins within Qwen2VL [49] model
group, achieving gains of +6.15%, +2.18%, and +1,93% for
2B, 7B, and 72B models, respectively. Furthermore, VL-
Uncertainty achieves a high hallucination detection accu-
racy of 92.02% for InternVL2-26B, illustrating its substan-
tial potential for effective hallucination detection.

4.2. Ablation Studies and Further Discussion

Separated visual and textual semantic-equvialent per-
turbation. We present the ablation results of our pro-
posed semantic-equivalent perturbation in Table 2a. Single
modality perturbation already yields substantial improve-
ment compared to the vanilla baseline, with visual per-
turbation improving by +4.58% and textual perturbation
by +1.83%. When semantic-equivalent perturbation is ap-
plied to both visual and textual prompts, VL-Uncertainty
achieves optimal results with a performance of 82.11%, sur-
passing a strong baseline by a clear margin (+9.63%). This
significant improvement validates the efficacy of our pro-
posed perturbation approach in estimating LVLM uncer-
tainty and enhancing LVLM hallucination detection.

Semantic-equivalent and inequivalent visual pertur-
bations. We present a comparison between semantic-
equivalent and semantic-inequivalent visual perturbations
in Table 2b. Specifically, we implement several baselines:
‘Rotation’ rotates the original image with degrees in [-40,
-20, 10, 20, 40]. ‘Flipping’ utilizes 2 horizontal flipped and
3 vertical flipped images. ‘Shifting’ moves the image up,
down, left, and right within reasonable ranges. ‘Cropping’



() (e)

a
@ Textual Perturb. ‘ Sem. Equiva. ‘ Hallu. Det. Acc. LLM Temperature ‘ A ‘ Hallu. Det. Acc.
Visual Perturb. ‘ Textual Perturb. ‘ Hallu. Det. Acc. Swapping ‘ " ‘ 7477 [0.01, 0,02, 0.03, 0.04, 0.05] ‘ 001 ‘ 76,61
‘ ‘ 7248 Deleting | x | 70.64 [0.05,0.1,0.15,0.2,0.25] | 0.05 | 7431
v ‘ | 7706 Inserting | x| 6743 [01,02,03,04,05] | 01 | 8211
| v | 7431 Replacing | x | 7156 0.2,04,0.6,0.8,1.0] | 0.2 | 78.44
v | v | su LLMRepharsing | v | 8211 [04,0812,16,20 | 04 | 7752
(b) (d )
Visual Perturb. | Equiva. | Acc. | Visual Perturb. | Equiva. | Acc. Blurring Radius ‘ A ‘ Hallu. Det. Acc. LLM Structure ‘ “Param. ‘ Hallu. Det. Acc.
Rotation | x| 7018 ]| GaussianNoise | v | 7385 ”
Flipping | x |7156|  Dropout | v | 7385 [01,02-(13,0'4«,045] ‘ 0.1 ‘ 75.69 Qwen2.5-0.5B-Instruct ‘ 0.5B ‘ 50.92
Shifing | x| 7202 | SalAndPepper | v | 72.02 [0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9,1.0] | 0.1 | 74.31 Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct | 1.5B | 69.27
Cropping_ | x| 6743 ] Shapen | v | 7431 (0.6,0.8,1.0,12,1.4] | 02| 8211 Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct | 3B | 8211
Erasing | x| 6468 ]| AdjustContrast | v | 7156 - — 2.5-7B-Instruct P 73.39
AdjustBrighness | v | 7294 | Bluming | < | 8211 [0.5,1.0,1.5,2.0,2.5] | 0.5 | 76.15 Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct | ‘ :

Table 2. Ablation studies on MM-Vet with LLaVA1.5-7B. (a) Ablation study of semantic-equivalent perturbation design. Perturbations
applied across both modalities (visual and textual) yield the best results. Notably, the interaction between perturbed visual and textual
prompts enables effective mining of uncertainty in complex vision-language context, thereby facilitating more refined LVLM hallucination
detection. (b) Ablation study of semantic-equivalent and semantic-inequivalent visual perturbation. Semantic-equivalent visual perturba-
tion, such as blurring, proves superior to all other semantic-inequivalent perturbations. This underscores the importance of preserving the
original semantics of visual prompts during perturbation, which more effectively elicits LVLM uncertainty. (¢) Ablation study of semantic-
equivalent and semantic-inequivalent textual perturbation. Among all textual perturbations, LLM rephrasing yields optimal results. Other
rule-based perturbations fail to maintain the original semantics of textual prompts, resulting in unsatisfactory outcomes. (d) Ablation
study of blurring radius in visual perturbation. Utilizing blurring radii of [0.6,0.8,1.0,1.2,1.4] for visual perturbations yields the best
results. Radius with medium gap, such as 0.2, ensures a reasonable variance between perturbed visual prompts, thereby more effectively
eliciting LVLM uncertainty. (e) Ablation of LLM temperature in textual perturbation. LLM temperatures of [0.1,0.2,0.3, 0.4, 0.5] during
perturbation yield the best results. This indicates that adjustments within a controlled range facilitate more effective elicitation of LVLM
uncertainty. (f) Ablation study of LLM for textual perturbation. Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct achieves best results among this LLM group.

adopts crop ratios in [0.95, 0.9, 0.85, 0.8, 0.75] regarding cusing specifically on the blurring radius applied in differ-

the original size. ‘Erasing’ randomly erases a square area ent perturbations (see Table 2d). We observe that main-
with lengths in [50, 100, 150, 200, 250]. ‘GaussianNoise’ taining a reasonable variance between perturbed prompts is
adds per-channel noise with scale in [0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2, crucial for achieving better performance. In visual pertur-

0.25]. ‘Dropout’ randomly changes pixels to black with rate bation, a blurring radius gap of 0.2 yields the best results.
of [0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25]. ‘SaltAndPepper’ is similar to Conversely, both excessively small and overly large radius

‘Dropout’ but changes some pixels to white. ‘Sharpen’ en- gaps negatively impact performance. A minimal gap fails
hances the original image with a degree in [0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, to provide a sufficient difference between perturbed visual
0.5]. ‘AdjustBrightness’ and ‘AdjustContrast’ alter the cor- prompts, limiting the effective mining of uncertainty in the
responding property by a factor of [0.8, 0.9, 1.1, 1.2, 1.3]. visual modality. On the other hand, a large gap introduces
Notably, Semantic-equivalent visual perturbation, such as excessive variance, leading to inflated uncertainty that hin-
blurring, yields optimal results by a clear margin. This con- ders accurate LVLM hallucination detection.

firms the effectiveness of preserving original visual seman-
tics during perturbation. Conversely, semantic-inequivalent
techniques, with actual semantics of visual prompt altered,

Design details of textual perturbation. We also present
the ablation study on LLM temperature settings during tex-
tual perturbations in Table 2e. The best results from tem-

typically result in unsatisfactory outcomes. peratures [0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5] for different perturbations,
Semantic-equivalent and inequivalent textual perturba- maintaining a medium temperature gap of 0.1. This pattern
tions. We further report an ablation study on comparing is similar to that observed in visual perturbations (see Ta-
semantic-equivalent and inequivalent textual perturbations ble 2d), where a moderate gap yields the best results, both
(see Table. 2b). For baselines: ‘Swapping’ randomly swaps very small or large radius gaps compromise performance.

two words in the question; ‘Deleting’ randomly deletes one Choices of LLMs for textual perturbation. Addition-

word; ‘Inserting’ inserts one word at a random place; and ally, we conduct the ablation study on LLMs in textual
‘Replacing” randomly changes one word with another. The perturbation. We found that Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct is the
observed pattern is similar to that in Table 2b: semantic- optimal choice among models tested, as it balances the
equivalent perturbations surpass the inequivalent ones by a ability to generate semantically equivalent variations with-
clear margin. This confirms retaining the original seman- out introducing unrelated details. This model capacity is
tics of textual prompts contributes to accurate uncertainty well-suited to maintaining semantic integrity in perturbed
estimation and effective hallucination detection. prompts, resulting in more accurate uncertainty estimation
Design details of visual perturbation. We also report an and improved hallucination detection. In contrast, smaller-
ablation study on design details for visual perturbation, fo- capacity LLMs struggle to perform semantic-equivalent
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison between VL-Uncertainty and baselines. We present a sample from free-form benchmark. For this
hallucinatory sample, pseudo-annotation-based method [29] fails to interpret the hidden-behind logic and thus misses detecting hallucina-
tion (see (a)). On the other hand, for semantic-entropy [9], vanilla multi-sampling proves ineffective for mining LVLM uncertainty (see
(b)). In contrast, our proposed semantic-equivalent perturbation on both visual and textual prompts successfully elicits LVLM uncertainty.
This refined uncertainty estimation enhances the successful detection of LVLM hallucination (see (c)).
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(a) Hallucinatory Answer
Figure 5. Uncertainty distribution for hallucinatory and non-
hallucinatory LVLM answers on MM Vet. Our VL-Uncertainty
accurately assigns high uncertainty to hallucinatory answers and
low uncertainty to non-hallucinatory answers. This distinct uncer-
tainty distribution gap facilitates LVLM hallucination detection.

(b) Non-Hallucinatory Answer

perturbation effectively on complex questions, degrading
hallucination detection. Larger-capacity LLMs, on the other
hand, tend to add unnecessary details to perturbed prompts,
which hinders accurate uncertainty estimation.

4.3. Qualitative Analysis

We present a qualitative analysis comparing VL-
Uncertainty with the vanilla baselines [9, 29] in Fig. 4. We
present hallucinatory sample from free-form benchmarks.
For GAVIE [29], external evaluator itself fails to interpret
the underlying logic and thus misses detecting halluci-
nation. In semantic entropy [9], simply increasing the
temperature during uncertainty estimation is insufficient
to effectively capture LVLM uncertainty. The LVLM
consistently produces similar answers for hallucination
cases, leading to inaccurate uncertainty estimation and
suboptimal hallucination detection (see (b)). In contrast,
VL-Uncertainty, through our proposed semantic-equivalent
perturbation, successfully captures high uncertainty and

detects hallucinations in LVLMs (see (¢)).

Fig. 5 shows the statistical distribution of estimated un-
certainty for hallucinatory and non-hallucinatory LVLM an-
swers. Our estimated uncertainty closely calibrates with
the accuracy of LVLM predictions: VL-Uncertainty pre-
dominantly assigns high uncertainty to hallucinatory an-
swers, while assigning relatively low uncertainty to non-
hallucinatory answers. The distinct gap in uncertainty dis-
tribution between hallucinatory and non-hallucinatory an-
swers facilitates effective LVLM hallucination detection.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce VL-Uncertainty, the first
uncertainty-based framework for detecting LVLM halluci-
nations. Distinct from existing approaches based on ex-
ternal knowledge, VL-Uncertainty harnesses LVLM uncer-
tainty as an intrinsic metric to identify hallucination. Rec-
ognizing the complexities inherent in multi-modal contexts,
we propose semantic-equivalent perturbations for both vi-
sual and textual prompts. For visual prompts, we apply
blurring at different levels, inspired by human visual pro-
cessing. For textual prompts, a pre-trained LLM rephrases
questions without altering their semantic meaning. Pairs
of perturbed prompts with varying perturbations are uti-
lized to effectively elicit LVLM uncertainty. Variance of
corresponding answer semantics is harnessed to quantify
LVLM uncertainty. Notably, our uncertainty serves as a
continuous indicator proficient in illustrating varying lev-
els of LVLM hallucinations. Through experiments with 10
LVLMs across 4 benchmarks (free-form and multi-choice),
our VL-Uncertainty consistently demonstrates clear and
substantial improvements over strong baselines, validating
its effectiveness in LVLM hallucination detection.
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Supplementary Material

6. More Discussions

Why not conduct fine-tuning to lower LVLM uncer-
tainty and mitigate LVLM hallucination? In this work,
we focus on the post-processing of various LVLMs for
hallucination detection, with fine-tuning being beyond the
scope of our work. However, we believe the uncertainty es-
timated by VL-Uncertainty can benefit the fine-tuning pro-
cess. The intrinsic uncertainty of LVLMs can serve as a
valuable cue for adaptive weighting of different fine-tuning
instructions, e.g., upsampling samples with high uncertainty
to enhance learning efficacy. By incorporating uncertainty-
aware fine-tuning or even pretraining, LVLMs could better
focus on challenging cases, thereby mitigating potential hal-
lucinations.

Why not specifically consider hallucination mitigation
in this work? Our work primarily focuses on the accu-
rate detection of hallucinations in LVLMs. While hallucina-
tion mitigation is a broad field encompassing various meth-
ods and techniques, we argue that it lies outside the scope
of this study. Nevertheless, VL-Uncertainty, with its abil-
ity to accurately detect hallucinations in LVLMs, can lay a
solid foundation for effective hallucination mitigation pro-
cesses. Accurate hallucination detection can significantly
facilitate follow-up tasks such as hallucination mitigation,
reflection, and LVLM self-iteration. Furthermore, the scala-
bility of VL-Uncertainty across diverse LVLM architectures
can support the development of more general frameworks
for hallucination mitigation.

Why utilize progressively perturbed prompt pairs?
Our progressive perturbation strategy is detailed in
Sec 3.1. The final prompt pairs are denoted as
{;, ;) |i=1,2,..., N}, where (I;, T;) have lower per-
turbation degrees than (I;,T};) for ¢ < j. We observe
that progressive perturbation yields the best results (see Ta-
ble. 3). In other pairing orders, such as random shuffling,
the obtained prompts can consist of a hard prompt from one
modality and a easy prompt from another modality. Those
pairs could be equally challenging for the LVLM and re-
sult in all incorrect answers, leaving no variance in the an-
swer set. As a result, uncertainty can not be effectively ob-
served. In contrast, progressive perturbation ensures that
both easy and hard prompt pairs are fed into the LVLM. For
easy prompts, the LVLM generates correct answers, while
for hard prompts, it generates incorrect answers. This fluc-
tuation in responses makes high uncertainty evident.

Visual Prompt Order \ Textual Prompt Order \ Hallucination Detection Accuraccy

I, L5, I3, Iy, I5) ‘ Random Shuffle ‘ 73.85
4,1z, I3, Iy, I5) ‘ [T, T5, Ty, T5, T4 ‘ 72.94
I, 15,03, I3,I5) | (15,7, T5. 70, To] | 75.69
(Do, Is, Ia, I5) | [Ta, 15,70, T2, T5] | 75.69
I, 15, 03,13, T5) | (15,7, T, T2, Th] | 74.77
[, I, I5, Iy I5] | (14,15, T5, T, T5] | 82.11
Table 3. Ablation of pairing order of visual and textual

prompts with various degrees of perturbation. We observe that
pairing visual and textual prompts in the same order yields the
best results. This type of pairing produces prompt pairs with pro-
gressively perturbed prompts. This characteristic effectively chal-
lenges the LVLM and facilitates reliable uncertainty estimation.

Visual Perturbation ‘ Semantic-equivalent ‘ Hallucination Detection Accuracy

Rotate & Shift | x | 73.85
Crop & Flip | x \ 70.18
Rotate & Blur | x \ 74.77
Crop & Blur ‘ X ‘ 76.15
Blur | v | 82.11

Table 4. Ablation of complex visual perturbation consider-
ing combinations of various techniques. We observe that blur-
ring, as a semantic-equivalent perturbation, shows optimal re-
sults. The combination of semantic-inequivalent and semantic-
equivalent perturbations still results in inequivalent perturbations.
Consequently, these settings yield suboptimal results.

7. More Ablation Studies

Combination order for visual and textual prompts. We
present the ablation study of the combination order for
vision-language prompts in Table 3. For ‘Random Shuffle’,
we randomly shuffle the order of textual prompts to achieve
arandom combination of visual and textual prompts. I; ex-
hibits a higher degree of perturbation than /; when j > 3.
Similarly, T}; exhibits a higher degree of perturbation than
T; when j > i. We observe that pairing prompts from
both modalities in a similar order achieves the best detec-
tion performance. This approach generates prompt pairs
with progressively increasing degrees of perturbation, ef-
fectively eliciting LVLM uncertainty.

Complex visual perturbations. We also present the ab-
lation results of complex visual perturbations in Table 4.
For ‘rotation and shift’, we first rotate the original image
by degrees in [-40, -20, 10, 20, 40], then shift the image
upward by 100 pixels. For ‘crop and flip’, we first crop
the original image to ratios in [0.95, 0.9, 0.85, 0.8, 0.75],



Text Perturtbation Instruction

| Detailed | Hallucination Detection Accuraccy

Please rephrase it. | x | 72.48

Rephrase it by altering the wording, structure, or grammar, while keeping the meaning intact. ‘ v ‘ 75.23

Rewrite it using different words, sentence structure, or narrative style. Make sure the rephrased question has the same semantic meaning. ‘ v ‘ 77.06
Modify it by changing the wording, sentence flow, or grammatical structure, ensuring the meaning remains unchanged. ‘ v ‘ 78.90
Generate a semantic-equivalent variation by changing the wording, structure, grammar, or narrative. ‘ v ‘ 82.11

Table 5. Ablation study of different textual perturbation instructions. Instructions explicitly mentioning ‘semantic-equivalent’ out-
perform all others, validating the efficacy of emphasizing semantic equivalence during textual perturbation. We observe that instructing
LLMs with more detailed requirements yields better results. In contrast, simply asking the LLM to rephrase the original question does not
produce satisfactory results. This highlights the importance of properly designed instructions.

Textual Perturbation | Semantic-equivalent | Hallucination Detection Accuracy LVLM Group | #Param. |  Source | Hugging Face Version
Text Shuffle \ X \ 71.56 Qwen2VL | 72B | Alibaba | Qwen/Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct
Noise Injection | X | 73.85 Qwen2VL | 7B | Alibaba | Qwen/Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct
Word Dropout | x | 7431 Qwen2VL | 2B | Alibaba | Qwen/Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct
Character Dropout _ | x \ 7248 IntenVL2 | 26B | OpenGVLab | OpenGVLab/InternVL2-26B
LLM Rephrasing ‘ v ‘ 82.11 InternVL2 ‘ 8B ‘ OpenGVLab ‘ OpenGVLab/InternVL2-8B
. . InternVL2 1B OpenGVLab OpenGVLab/InternVL2-1B
Table 6. Ablation of more textual perturbation. LLM rephras- | | - | -
. . . .. . LLaVANeXT ‘ 13B ‘ UW-Madison ‘ 1lava-hf/llava-v1.6-vicuna-13b-hf
ing that ensures the semantic equivalence of the original question N h vl < it
. . . LLaVANeXT 7B UW-Madis ava-hf/llava-v1.6-mistral-7b-
achieves the best results. Other text perturbation techniques that AVANEXT | | adison | Nava-hffllava-v1.6-mistra
do not explicitly ensure semantic equivalence yield suboptimal re- LLaVALS | 13B | UW-Madison |  lave-hffllava-1.5-13b-hf
LLaVAL5 | 7B | UW-Madison | llava-hf/llava-1.5-7b-hf

sults.

then flip the image along the horizontal axis. For ‘rotate
and blur’, we first apply rotation by degrees in [-40, -20,
10, 20, 40], then blur the image with a radius of 1. For
‘crop and blur’, we first crop the original image to ratios
in [0.95, 0.9, 0.85, 0.8, 0.75], then blur the image with a ra-
dius of 1. We observe that blurring still achieves optimal re-
sults compared to those complex combined augmentations.
Combining both semantic-equivalent and -inequivalent per-
turbations can disrupt the semantic-equivalent property of
the visual prompt, yielding suboptimal results.

Various textual perturbation instructions. We report the
ablation study of LLM instructions for textual perturbation
in Table 5. We observe that detailed prompts explicitly men-
tioning ‘semantic-equivalent’ yield the best results. In con-
trast, prompts with simple instructions do not produce sat-
isfactory results. Moreover, using detailed instructions with
specific requirements is beneficial for achieving higher de-
tection accuracy.

Different textual perturbations. We also present the ab-
lation study of various textual prompt perturbations in Ta-
ble 6. For ‘text shuffle’, we randomly shuffle the original
question at the word level. For ‘noise injection’, we ran-
domly inject nonsensical words and characters into the orig-
inal questions. For ‘word dropout’, we drop words from the
original text with a ratio of 0.2. For ‘character dropout’,
we randomly remove characters with a dropout rate of 0.1.
LLM rephrasing surpasses all other semantic-inequivalent
perturbations. Other basic approaches that do not consider
semantic preservation yield suboptimal results.

Table 7. Detailed information about adopted LVLMs. We uti-
lize 10 different LVLMs for hallucination detection experiments,
with model capacities ranging from 1B (InternVL2-1B) to 72B
(Qwen2VL-72B). The LVLMs come from diverse development
backgrounds, including university research and industry collab-
orations. ‘#Param.’ refers to the total number of parameters in
each LVLM.

8. More Qualitative Results

On MMVet. We present case studies of accurate VL-
Uncertainty hallucination detection on MM Vet (free-form
benchmark) in Fig. 6, Fig. 7, and Fig. 8.

On LLaVABench. We also show successful detection
cases from LLaVABench with VL-Uncertainty in Fig. 9,
Fig. 10, and Fig. 11.

On MMMU. We also provide case studies of accurate
hallucination detection from VL-Uncertainty on MMMU
(multi-choice benchmark) in Fig. 12, Fig. 13, and Fig. 14.
On ScienceQA. We observe VL-Uncertainty can also
achieve accurate hallucination detection on complex multi-
choice questions (see Fig. 15, Fig. 16, and Fig. 17).
Non-hallucinatory answer detection. VL-Uncertainty is
also capable of accurately identifying correct answers as
non-hallucinatory. We showcase successful cases from free-
form benchmarks (see Fig. 18) and multi-choice bench-
marks (see Fig. 19).

Physical world cases. We present physical-world halluci-
nation detection scenarios in Fig. 21 (free-form questions)
and Fig. 20 (multi-choice questions). The successful de-



LVLM Group ‘ Do Sample ‘ Temperature ‘ Repetition Penalty ‘ Top K ‘ Top P ‘ Max New Tokens

Answer Prefix Flash Attention | Data Type | Visual Preprocess

\ \
Qwen2VL | v | 0.1 | 1.05 | 50 | 095 | | - | v | torch.bfloat16 | qwen util
InternVL2 | v | 0.1 | | [ - | - | v | torch.bfloat16 | resize
LLaVALS5 | v | 0.1 | | [ - | ASSISTANT: | v | torch.bfloat16 |
LLaVANeXT | v | 0.1 | | [ - | [/INST]/ ASSISTANT: | v | torch.bfloat16 |

Table 8. Detailed hyper-parameter settings adopted for LVLMs. All LVLMs utilize flash attention to optimize time and memory
efficiency. Sampling is also enabled for all LVLMs to facilitate the uncertainty estimation process.

Benchmark | Year | Conference |  Source | Hugging Face Version | Format | Size Before Filtering | Size After Filtering
MMMU | 2024 | CVPR(Oral) | OSU | MMMU/MMMU | Multi-choice | 900 | 825
MM-Vet [2023| ICML | NUS | whyu/mm-vet | Free-form | 218 | 218

LLaVABench | 2023 | NeurIPS (Oral) | UW-Madison | Imms-lab/llava-bench-in-the-wild | Free-form | 60 | 60
ScienceQA | 2022 | NeurlPS | UCLA |  derek-thomas/ScienceQA | Multi-choice | 4241 | 2017

Table 9. Detailed information about adopted benchmarks. We utilize four different benchmarks for hallucination detection experiments.
Both free-form benchmarks (MM-Vet and LLaVABench) and multiple-choice benchmarks (MMMU and ScienceQA) are included. All
these benchmarks provide a multi-modal context, e.g., both visual and textual prompts are supplied.

Benchmark ‘ Format ‘ Added Prompt ‘ Choice Marker
ScienceQA ‘ Multi-Choice ‘ This is a single choice question, answer only with choice number in {choice_numbers}. ‘ 0,1,...
MMMU ‘ Multi-Choice ‘ This is a single choice question, answer only with choice number in {choice_numbers}. ‘ 0,1,...
MM-Vet ‘ Free-Form ‘ NOTE: Provide only the final answer. Do not provide unrelated details. ‘ -
|

LLaVABench‘ Free-Form ‘

Table 10. Implementation details for utilized benchmarks. Both ScienceQA and MMMU contain multiple-choice questions, where
the context and choice lists are provided, and the ground truth answer is represented by a choice number. In contrast, MM-Vet and
LLaVABench contain free-form questions without choice lists, and the ground truth answers can vary in length and format. For the
multiple-choice benchmarks, we convert all choice markers to 0, 1, ..., and prompt the LVLM to respond with a single number only. For
MM-Vet, we prompt the LVLM to provide only the final answer and ignore unrelated details, as the ground truth answers for MM- Vet are

relatively concise.

LLM Group ‘ #Param. ‘ Source ‘ Hugging Face Version ‘ Multi-GPU Support

Qwen2.5 | 05B | Alibaba | Qwen/Qwen2.5-0.5B-Instruct | v
Qwen2.5 ‘ 1.5B ‘ Alibaba ‘ Qwen/Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct ‘ v
Qwen2.5 | 3B | Alibaba | Qwen/Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct | v
Qwen2.5 ‘ 7B ‘ Alibaba ‘ Qwen/Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct ‘ v

Table 11. Adopted LLM details. We adopt Qwen2.5 as the
LLM for all our experiments. The LLM is utilized for: (1) tex-
tual semantic-equivalent perturbation: The LLM is prompted to
rephrase the original questions to various extents. (2) semantic
clustering: The LLM checks whether Answer A and Answer B
entail each other. It is prompted to check entailment bidirection-
ally, e.g., ‘If A entails B’ and ‘If B entails A’. Entailment is identi-
fied only when bidirectional entailment is satisfied. (3) free-form
question evaluation: The LLM verifies whether the LVLM’s an-
swers to free-form questions are correct, as rule-based metrics are
unsuitable for free-form scenarios.

tection of hallucinations by VL-Uncertainty demonstrates
its potential in related physical-world applications. Visual
prompts are taken with iPhone13 in office environment and
textual prompts are manually designed.

Do Sample | Temperature | Repetition Penalty | Top P | Max New Tokens
v o1 1.05 08 | 256

Table 12. Hyper-parameters for LLM. We adopt the same set-
tings for all Qwen2.5 LLMs (0.5B, 1.5B, 3B, 7B). A low tem-
perature (0.1) is used during LVLM answer checking and answer
entailment checking. The temperature is increased during textual
perturbation to facilitate rephrasing the original questions to vary-
ing degrees.

9. More Implementation Details

Utilized LVLM Details. We present a detailed introduction
to the 10 LVLMs adopted in our experiments in Table 7.
We utilize LVLMs from four distinct model clusters, e.g.,
LLaVA1.5, LLaVANeXT, InternVL2, and Qwen2VL. The
development backgrounds span academia and industry. The
specific Hugging Face versions are provided to facilitate re-
producibility of the results. Detailed hyper-parameters for
all LVLMs are also reported (see Table 8). For LVLMs
within the same group, the adopted hyper-parameter set-



Hugging Face Version Multi-GPU ‘ Total GPU Memory ‘ Time Per Sample

\
OpenGVLab/InternVL2-1B | v | 4G | 2.97s
OpenGVLab/InternVL2-8B ‘ v ‘ 24G ‘ 3.27s
OpenGVLab/InternVL2-26B ‘ s ‘ 58G ‘ 4.16s
llava-hf/llava-1.5-7b-hf | x | 21G | 2.08s
llava-hf/llava-1.5-13b-hf | x | 326 | 2.97s
llava-hf/llava-v1.6-mistral-7b-hf ‘ X ‘ 22G ‘ 2.97s
llava-hf/llava-v1.6-vicuna-13b-hf | x | 35G | 4.75s
Qwen/Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct | v \ 12G \ 2.37s
Qwen/Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct ‘ v ‘ 24G ‘ 2.78s
Qwen/Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct | v | 145G | 3.28s

Table 13. GPU memory and average hallucination detection
time per sample for all LVLMs. Hallucination detection for
most models can be realized using normal GPUs, without need
for A100/H100. For average hallucination detection time per sam-
ple, the cost generally falls below 5 seconds, introducing minimal
overhead. Considering the safety risks that our hallucination de-
tection can identify and flag, the time cost is relatively efficient.
All analyses are run with 2 H100 (80G) GPUs.

tings remain consistent. Flash attention is enabled for all
LVLMs to enhance efficiency. For Qwen2VL, additional
hyper-parameters, e.g., ‘Repetition Penalty’, ‘top-k’, and
‘top-p’, are configured to ensure diversity in responses.
Otherwise, the responses remain identical.

Utilized Benchmark details. We also introduce four multi-
modal benchmarks adopted in our study (see Table 9).
These benchmarks are all recently released and designed to
evaluate the comprehensive capabilities of LVLMs. The ex-
act Hugging Face versions are provided for reproducibility.
We filter out samples without textual or visual prompts, as
such samples are incompatible with our proposed semantic-
equivalent perturbation and are therefore excluded. Rele-
vant implementation details are summarized in Table 10.
For multiple-choice questions, we standardize all choice
markers to numbers, e.g., 0, 1, ..., to simplify the subse-
quent answer-checking process. For MM-Vet, we include
an additional prompt to prevent the LVLM from generating
excessive irrelevant details, as the ground-truth answers in
MM-Vet are relatively concise.

Utilized LLM details. We utilize Qwen2.5 as the LLM in
our experiments (see Table 11). The LLM sizes range from
0.5B to 7B. The specific Hugging Face versions are pro-
vided. Qwen2.5 inherently supports multi-GPU inference.
The LLM is employed for text-related operations during ex-
periments, such as answer correctness checking, semantic
entailment checking, and textual perturbation. The hyper-
parameter settings are provided in Table 12. A low temper-
ature is used for answer correctness checking and semantic
clustering, while a high temperature is applied during tex-
tual prompt perturbation.

10. Hallucination Detection Cost Analysis

We provide statistics on the hallucination detection mem-
ory and time costs for the adopted LVLMs (see Table. 13).

GPU memory usage tends to increase with model size. Dif-
ferences in model structure also affect GPU memory usage,
e.g., LLaVAL1.5 and LLaVANeXT exhibit different memory
requirements despite having the same model sizes. For the
time cost per sample in VL-Uncertainty hallucination de-
tection, the overhead is low, especially considering the risks
it can pinpoint and help avoid.
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? 2
the meme? | the meme?
©LVLM
T hememe | T The meme |
i ighli i

| L 1 highlights two
i thhllghtsh_t wo | i key machine |
A2 ey .ma"td'"e, ! i learning ideas: |
|£2=  learning ideas: i stacking multiple |

statistical layers and VC |
! learning and i !
i i
i ! i

dimension. |

Can you identify the
two machine learning -
concepts mentioned in i

the meme?
L |

|
meme? !
L

In this meme, the!
two key machine !
learning ideas !

|

The meme | i
highlights two key| i
|

T

machine learning | i highlighted are !
L2 ideas: stacking | |& "gsmgck More |
layers of neural | i Layers" and |
networks. i i “Neural !

| Networks." |
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Figure 11. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on LLaVABench.
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A Conversation with

the Sea stands in which

British seaside town? o :

(0): Herne Bay, Kent (1): i (1) K@

— " St Ives, Cornwall (2): Lo :
. Aldeburgh, Suffolk (3):
Sandown, Isle of Wight
GT Hallucination! Ans

British seaside town ‘What British seaside town A Conversation with the Sea ! What is the name of the British |

can 'A Conversation with the A is located in which British | home to 'A Conversation with | | seaside town hosting A

Sea' be found? (0): Herne Bay, Conversation with the Sea'? (0): seaside town? (0): Herne Bay, the Sea'? (0): Herne Bay, Kent - i Conversation with the Sea'? (0):
Kent (1): St Ives, Cornwall (2): Herne Bay, Kent (1): St Ives, Kent (1): St Ives, Cornwall (1): St Ives, Cornwall (2): ! | Herne Bay, Kent (1): St Tves, |
Aldeburgh, Suffolk (3): Cornwall (2): Aldeburgh, Suffolk (2): Aldeburgh, Suffolk (3): | Aldeburgh, Suffolk (3): | | Cornwall (2): Aldeburgh, Suffolk |
Sandown, Isle of Wight (3): Sandown, Isle of Wight Sandown, Isle of Wight | Sandown, Isle of Wight i i_(3)= Sandown, Isle of Wight i

© LVLM

______________________________ - P
VL-Uncertainty | ( 3) | | ( 3) | | (O) |
L L | [P AN | | IR N R I

The configuration at
H=——1—Cl 2 and c-3 of the

compound given? (0): ! (1) &
Cl=—p—"-"H 2R, 3S (1): 2S, 3R (2):
2S, 3S (3): 2R, 3R

&)

i C.
GT | (2) ‘ Hallucination! Ans
. ./ P U P
CH, CH, CH, M
H——cl T p— [T E—C (Yo N I —
(] s (] s || (| e—p—1 | - ——
CyHs C,Hs CH, "
the configuration What is the configuration How are C-2 and C-3 I Could you identify the | Ican you determ I
at C-2 and C-3 for the at C-2 and C-3 of configured in the | 3in ?he compound | Iconfiguration at C-2 n_nd c-3
compound? (0): 2R, 35 (1): ? (0): 2R, 35 (1): compound shown? (0): 2R, orcsantost (o o8, 35 (1 | {for the compound provided? |
25, 3R (2): 25, 35 (3): 2R, 25, 3R (2): 25, 35 (3): 2R, 35 (1): 25, 3R (2): 25, 35 PP s o 28 sy 2R (0: 2R, 35 (1): 25, 3R (@) |
R 3R (3): 2R, 3R 12 : 25, - 2R, 25, 35 (3): 2R, 3R !
R L L S |
© LVLM
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Figure 12. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on MMMU.



VL-Uncertainty

of tissue
is illustrated in this
image? (0): Cardiac
muscle (1): Skeletal
muscle (2): Cartliage

Cartliage

| Which type of tissue is
Jillustrated in this

|image? (0): Cardiac
|muscle (1): Skeletal

[

What kind of tissue
does this image depict?
(0): Cardiac muscle (1):
Skeletal muscle (2):

What is the classification |
of the tissue shown in the
image? (0): Cardiac muscle
(1): Skeletal muscle (2):

Cartliage I
L

* Uncertainty: 1.37
* Exceed threshold: 1

Hallucination! Ans

| Could you specify the kind |

I of tissue illustrated in this |
image? (0): Cardiac muscle -

- (1): Skeletal muscle (2): |

! cartliage |

P —.a N o

! Identify the type of tissue |
| present in this image? (0): |
| Cardiac muscle (1): Skeletal|
| muscle (2): Cartliage H

L@ L@

Detect Hallucination!

VL-Uncertainty

Which term
captures the inferactions between

children and with parents and
siblings? (0): Nuclear Family (1):
Perspective Switch (2): News
Program (3): Extended Family

[

o)

Which term best describes the
dynamics of children and their
relationships with parents and
siblings? (0): Nuclear Family (1):
Perspective Switch (2): News
Program (3): Extended Family

Hallucination! Ans

.

! ‘Which term most accurately

| captures fhe inferaction patterns
between children and their family

| members? (0): Nuclear Family (1):

| Perspective Switch (2): News

Cmgram (3): Extended Family

What ferm most accurately

| defines the dynamics of children's |
relationships with their parents

| and siblings? (0): Nuclear Family |

| (1): Perspective Switch (2): News |

| Program (3): Extended Family

* Uncertainty: 1.52
* Exceed threshold: 1

| How would you best describe the |
| dynamics of children’s inferactions |
| with their parents and siblings?

| (0): Nuctear Family (1): |
| Perspective Switch (2): News |
- Program (3): Extended Family

© Which phrase best encapsulates

|
| the dynamics of children's i
+ relationships with their parents

| and siblings? (0): Nuclear Family |
| (1): Perspective Switch (2): News |
+ Program (3): Extended Family H

e e
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Figure 13. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on MMMU.



VL-Uncertainty

Which vessel(s) to
the areas involved in speech in
most people? (0): Right middle
cerebral artery. (1): Left
middle cerebral artery. (2):
Right and left middle cerebral
arteries. (3): Right and left
posterior cerebral arteries.

arteries.

| Which blood vessel(s) are |

| responsible for ‘
Specch area in most people?

| (0): Right middle cerebral I

|

i

|

rving the

| artery. (1): Left middle
| cerebral artery. (2): Right and
left middle cerebral arteries.
|(3): Right and left posterior

What vessel(s) serve(s) areas
involved in speech in
of people? (0): Right middle
cerebral artery. (1):
cerebral artery. (2):
left middle cerebral arteries. (3):
Right and left posterior cerebral

the majority

Left middle
Right and

|Can you identify the vessel(s)
| that supply the speech areas
in the majority of people? (0):
IRight middle cerebral artery.
|(1): Left middle cerebral
artery. (2): Right and left
middle cerebral arteries. (3):
IRight and left posterior

| primarily serve the speech-

. related regions in most

| individuals? (0): Right middle

| cerebral artery. (1): Left

| middle cerebral artery. (2):
Right and left middle cerebral

| arteries. (3): Right and left

Hallucination!

| What vessel(s) provide

| circulation to the speech i
: related areas in the majority
I of individuals? (0): Right middle!
| cerebral artery.

| middle cerebral artery. (2):
I"Right and left middle cerebral |
| arteries. (3): Right and left |
|_posterior cerebral arteries. |
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Average temperature (°C)

£
VL-Uncertainty

a
mountainous region presents
average winter temperature (left-
hand y-axis) and the abundance of
three tree species (right-hand y-
axis) by altitude (x-axis). What
tree species are found at altitudes
less than 500m? (0): Species 1
only (1): Species 2 only (2): Species
3 only (3): Species 1 and 2 only (4):
Species 2 and 3 only

5
i
i
i
§
H

(4): Species 2 and 3 only

Consider the diagram in regarding a mountainous
region. The diagram shows the average winter
temperature (left-hand y-axis) at different
altitudes (x-axis) and the abundance of three tree
species (right-hand y-axis) at different altitudes
(x-axis). Which species is/are found below an
altitude of 500m? (0): Species 1 only (1): Species 2
only (2): Species 3 only (3): Species 1 and 2 only

Hallucination!

200
150
Species3
100
0
s00 1000 1500 2000
Altitude (m)
N i z' - Zi
i
I o r -| ] ~ -
i i ) i N
L R i - i r -
. 1 ! 1 |
The diagram related foa - | Based on the diagram showing a - | In the diagram concerning a [ = — e —— e — = [ — == — = st

“gion, where average
winter temperature (left-hand y- |
axis) and tree species abundance
(right-hand y-axis) are mapped |
across altitude (x-axis), can you |
specify which species occur below
500m? (0): Species 1 only (1): |
Species 2 only (2): Species 3 only |
(3): Species 1 and 2 only (4):
Species 2 and 3 only |

In the diagram concerning a
mountainous region, average winter |
temperatures (left-hand y-axis) |
and the abundance of three free
species (right-hand y-axis) are |
plotted against altitude (x-axis). |
Which tree species inhabit
altitudes below 500m? (0): Species|
1 only (1): Species 2 only (2): i
Species 3 only (3): Species 1 and 2
only (4): Species 2 and 3 only |

T Referring fo the diagram depicting &

| a mountainous region, the average !

| winter temperature (ift-hand y- |
axis) and free species abundance

| (right-hand y-axis) are shown

+ across various altitudes (x-axis).

| What species can be observed

| below 500m? (0): Species 1 only

+ (1): Species 2 only (2): Species 3

| only (3): Species 1 and 2 only (4):

| Consider the diagram of a mountainous |
- region, which illutrates the average |
| winter temperature (left-hand y-axis)
and the abundance of three free species|
| (right-hand y-axis) across different

| alfitudes (x-axis). Which species are

- found below an altitude of 500m? (0):

| Species 1 only (1): Species 2 only (2): |
- Species 3 only (3): Species 1 and 2 only |
| (4): Species 2 and 3 only N

Detect Hallucination!

Figure 14. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on MMMU.
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£ 200

&
g 180
= 160
140
0

Average precipitation in Singapore

Which three months have over
200millimeters of precipitation in
Singapore? (0): November,
December, and January (1):
August, September, and October
(2): May, June, and July

F&L v9\§§5°\v§’a$o‘?§§c

three months does

singapore more than 20
millimeters of rainfall? (0):
November, December, and
January (1): August, September,
and October (2): May, June, and

What are the three months in
Singapore

?(0):
November, December, and
January (1): August,
September, and October (2):

Hallucination!

A nanER

‘Which three months in
Singapore record precipitation
levels above 200 millimeters?
(0): November,December, and
January (1): August, September,
and October (2): May, June, and

“Tn Singapore, which three |
Imonths experience precipitation |
|surpassing 200 millimeters? i
1(0): November, December, and

January (1): August, September,
land October (2): May, June, and|

| can you identify the three months. i
jin Singapore experiencing rainfall
exceeding 200 millimeters? (0): |
| November, December, and January 1
| (1): August, September, and !
October (2): May, June, and July |

Ans

g July May, June, and July July pay _ _ R A R
W & LVLM
VL-Uncertainty L o 7(9)7 - L B 7(702 - : L - 7(})7 - :
C——
u Detect Hallucination!
o]
What type of rock is
(] scoria? (0): igneous (1): I (- l_) ------- @
i . .
~— metamorphic (2): N ek S
sedimentary
GT Hallucination! Ans

VL-Uncertainty

What

of rock is
scoria? (0): igneous (1):
metamorphic (2):
sedimentary

Which of rock

does scoria 2 (0):

igneous (1): metamorphic
(2): sedimentary

How would you classify
scoria as a type of rock?
(0): igneous (1):
metamorphic (2):
sedimentary

“Scoria falls under what

I type of rock classification? |
I (0): igneous (1): i
| metamorphic (2): i

" What specific fype of

! rock is scoria identified as? |
| (0): igneous (1): |
| metamorphic (2): 1

Detect Hallucination!

Figure 15. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on ScienceQA.



Which of the following could

Emmy's test show? (0): if the

blade guards would break in a o )

crash (1): how much the drone i (l) N (D)
weighed with the blade guards (2):
if adding the blade guards made
the drone fly poorly

Hallucination! Ans

What could Emmy's test TWhat could be demonstrated | i—\;,;,' type of results could |

reveal? (0): if the by Emmy’s test? (0): if the | : if the blade | by Emmy’s test? (0): if the | - Emmy's test potentially indicate? |
blade guards would break in a blade guards would break ina | Iguards would break in a crash | | blade guards would break in a | | (O): i the blade guards would |
crash (1): how much the drone crash (1): how much the drone (1): how much the drone j erash (1): how much the drone | break in a crash (1): how much
weighed with the blade guards weighed with the blade guards | weighed with the blade guards | weighed with the blade guards | + the drone weighed with the blade |
(2): if adding the blade guards (2): if adding the blade guards | |(2): if adding the blade guards | | (2): if adding the blade guards | | guards (2): if adding the blade
made the drone fly poorly Lmade the drone fly poorly [made the drone fly poorly _ L made_the drone fly poorly [ Suards made the drone fly poorty

VL-Uncert;inty ( 1 ) i i 0) i i (1) i i (2) |

Detect Hallucination!

When might a giant tortoise

sleep for weeks at a time? (0):

when there is not much water !'_'_'_'_'_(6)_ '''''''' ()
(1): when the tortoise is growing L

quickly (2): when it is cold

outside

Hallucination! Ans

could a | Under what circumstances could a

; t ! | What conditions might lead @ In what situations could a giant | buring which periods mighta |
giant tortoise sleep sleep for | giant tortoise continuously | | giant tortoise to keep sleeping for | | tortoise remain asleep for weeks? | | giant tortoise sleep continuously |
weeks at a time? (0): when there For seve 7 (0): when there weeks at a time? (0): when there (0): when there is not much water | i for weeks? (0): when there is not ¢
is not much water (1): when the !is not much water (1): when the | i not much water (1): when the | (1): when the fortoise is growing | | much water (1): when the tortoise |
fortoise is growing quickly (2): | fortoise is growing quickly (2): | | tortoise is growing quickly (2): | | quickly (2): when it is cold outside | | is growing quickly (2): when it is |

Q when it is cold outside when it is cold outside when it is cold outside : + cold outside .
| i | R | !
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B Detect Hallucination!
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Figure 16. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on ScienceQA.



Which country is

highlighted? (0): Saint {'_'_’_'_'_(5)_ _________ |

Lucia (1): Jamaica (2): (IS et S i @
Haiti (3): Cuba

Hallucination!

In which
mahon is the

|Cun you recognlzeI
ithe emphasized
tmfion?

Whlch nation
\ is being
| .
 emphasized? _

\ WhICh nahon
is higtlighed?

‘ | R - _é_];,;;{_ _________________ |
p O Sy S o o — W el — .
e o) R TR -3 R N SR ) N N N () N S S CO B

| * Uncertainty: 1.52 ) PROTS
« Exceed threshold: 1 Detect Hallucination!

¢ e L ‘ Compare the average kinetic

energies of the particles in

.
Y ) 7 R
e - ‘® \\. each sample. Which sample P .
(Y has the higher temperature? ! (l) !
‘ L ] ® . . [ ISV S A !
° \ ® (0): sample B (1): sample A
N -4 e 2 .
—— — (2): neither; the samples
Sample A Sample B
) have the same temperature
Mass of each particle: 28 u Mass of each particle: 46 u
Average particle speed: 340 m/s Average particle speed: 350 m/s.

GT Hallucination! -
—

| “Examine the average kinetie | | Analyz< the average Kinetic 1 | Analyze the average kinetic 1 | Examine the average kinetic 1 IWhich sample contains particles]

| energies of the particles o o | energies of the particles 1n cach | energies of the particles across | energies of the particles across all, |with greater average kinetic |

1 ol Which one exhibits | Group. Which sample exhibits the | ! all samples. Which one exhibits | samples. Which one exhibits the | energy? (0): sample B (1): !

| the greater temperature? (0): | | greater temperature? (0): sample | | the greater temperature? (0} | | greater temperature? (0): sample | |sm"9Ie AN m”m« the i

sample B (1): sample A (2): B (1): sample A (2): neither; the sample B (1): sample A (2): B (1): sample A (2): neither; the - P! H

| neither; the samples have the | | samples have the same ! | neither; the samples have the | i samples have the same. | |samples have the same 1

| same femperature | Ufemperature i same L--.vﬂ«f:r". ______ i Utemperature . _. i [femperature o i
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¢ Uncertainty: 1.52
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Figure 17. Successful hallucination detection cases from VL-Uncertainty on ScienceQA.



Is the man : |
happy? o Yes 2

GT No Hallucination! Ans
: = e e
Is the man ' Is the man in || Would you say| i Does the man | ! Is ’rhg man !
happy? ' a happy mood?! | the man is [ i appear to be | i experiencing |
PPY? i PP i i | happy? i I joy? i
P | L ey P | e |
VL_Uncert;inty I ,‘ —————t _._,_._I [ _._,_._I R _I
Al :Q Yes i i :A4 Yes i A5 No i
1

Detect No Hallucination!

What is the name | The famous sight in |
1 . h H

of this famous sight | the photo s Diamond | @
|
! |

. Head, located in
in the photo? Honolulu, Hawaii.

GT 'The famous sight in the photo is
! Diamond Head.

|
i No Hallucination! Ans

! What do you recognize .

What does this

\Can you identify the | What s this ‘

i i
>Nty The i i " ; i
e notabge | lnameof isiconic | | renowned locaton | L D
isight in the image? | Iin the photo called?| i I the photograph? i
landmark? Lo i [ [ e ProtesTa i
© LVLM

,,,,,,,,, B R R e R

VL-Uncertainty The landmark I This photo | | i | This image i I The image you
; i captures the iconic i The title of this i represents the i provided is a

in the g | | | y | ! fascinating aerial |
Al photograph is 1 A2 Diamond Head, a | i A3 notable landmark i A4 crater of Diamond | IAS  view of Kilauea |
—P grap |~ volcanic crater on |7 in the photograph, j— Head, which is a ™ Caldera in the Hawaii |
known as i the Hawaiian island i is Diamond Head | i notable |ﬂﬂ<{'f“ﬂrk in i Volcanoes National |
: L_.__of0ahu ;| i Lo Hawal 5 Lo Pk
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Figure 18. VL-Uncertainty can also accurately detect correct answers as non-hallucinatory. These are two free-form cases from MM Vet
and LLaVABench.



Mayan chacmool sculptures such
as this one heavily influenced

] ! o B
which of the following twentieth- I i
century sculptors? (0): Louise : (]_) i
Bourgeois (1): Henry Moore (2): L !
Barbara Hepworth (3): Constantin
Brancusi
GT No Hallucination! Ans
Mayan chacmool sculptures like “Which twentieth-centu ! Which twentieth-century 1 T T
this one o Licliptore found heavy | I"sculptors were heavily i sculptors was deeply i e e Sy |
sculptors in the twentieth | nspiration in Mayan chacmool | I influenced by Mayan chacmool | I influenced by Mayan chacmool | linspiration from Mayan chacmool |
century? (0): Louise Bourgeois | sculptures like this? (0): Louise | sculptures like this one? (0): | sculptures such as this? (0): - [ sculptures ke this one? wise!
(1): Henry Moore (2): Barbara Bourgeais (1): Henry Moore (2): | Louise Bourgeois (1): Henry | Louise Bourgeois (1): Henry | - Bourgeois (1): Henry Moore (2): |
Hepworth (3): Constantin | Barbara Hepworth (3): | | Moore (2): Barbara Hepworth | | Moore (2): Barbara Hepworth | |Barbara Hepworth (3): Constantin |
Brancusi | Constantin Brancusi | (3): Constantin Brancusi S Brancusi ;
© LVLM
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VL-Uncertainty | ( 1 ) | | ( l ) | | ( l ) | i ( l ) |
[ S A i [ Sk A, i [ St A i [ it AN i
[ = Detect No Hallucination!
I Look at the models of molecules
~ a3 e below. Select the elementary i |
: substance. (0): carbon : (2) i
A et B e o Sen tetrachloride (1): acetaldehyde L !

) (2): bromine
‘ H @c @° @c @s&r

GT 'L (2) ! No Hallucination! Ans

| Examine the molecular models |
| provided. Choose the I
|
|

Look at the models of

Examine the molecular models
shown below and choose the

From the molecular models
provided, the

| |
Select the elementary
| substance from the molecular | |
elementary substance. (0): | models depicted below. (0): | | elementary substance. (0):
| |

molecules and determine

| |
| ! |
[ which represents the i - elementary substance among
| |

i " N ) ¢ " elementary substance. (0): | them. (0): carbon |
carbon tetrachloride (1): carbon tetrachloride (1): carbon tetrachloride (1): carbon tetrachloride (1: tetrachloride (1)

acetaldehyde (2): bromine Lace'aldehyde (2): bromine : Lacefaldehyde (2): bromine | acetaldehyde (23 bromine | { acetaldehyde (2): bromine |
© LVLM
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Figure 19. VL-Uncertainty can also accurately detect correct answers as non-hallucinatory. These are two multi-choice cases from MMMU
and ScienceQA.



How many apple

icons are in this T T T (D)
image? (0) None (1) 3 (1) :
One(2)Two(3) 00T
Three

GT {_,_,_._._4_.__.(_35 _______________ i Hallucination! Ans

How many apple icons " How many apple icons ' can you count the ! The image contains apple || Can you tell me the !
2 (0) None || do you see in this I humber of apple icons? | icons, could you tell me the || accurate number of apple |
y | bicture? (0) N I PP " || exact numbers of them? (0) | | icons presented in the i
(1) One (2) Two (3) ‘ picture? (0) None (1) i (0) None (1) One (2) | None (1) One (2) Two (3) | | image? (0) None (1) One (2) |
Three One (2) Two (3) Three ' ' Two (3) Three " Three © Two (3) Three .
L= S I PP 8 S P U |
1 \ | \
© LVLM

b __ b e b .
Th le | o 7 There are no apple || -
VL-Uncertainty ere are apple i i 0o i I
icons in the picture. ‘ (1) One i 1 ii_icons visible. B (3) Three i
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Figure 20. Physical-world cases for multi-choice questions. VL-Uncertainty successfully detects hallucinations through semantic-
equivalent perturbation and refined uncertainty estimation. This demonstrates the potential of VL-Uncertainty in physical-world applica-
tions. The picture is taken with iPhone13 in office environment, and the question is manually crafted.



3 . |
What is in I::'r:ll::t t::tcl)?n u’rer: @
the black bag? : monitor. " |

GT | Badminton racket | pHallucinstion 2 I

i . i i i i
What's What is the | Do you know what | What does the i What contents |
I black bag filled || does the black bag u black bag iI are inside the |
the black bag? ' | contains? || » i
with? contains? con’ralns? black bag? !
_______________ II_._ e D S N E P |
© LVLM
VL-Uncertainty 1o pa s | The black bag is filled | | The black bag contains | | [ The black bag contains | i f;ﬁf;?:fi?ﬁj;:j;]
| with office supplies. _ | a keyboard. _ _ _ iiakeyboard. fland amonitor. _ _ _ i
e Uncertainty: 2.32 ..
] - Detect Hallucination!
* Exceed threshold: 1
(s ]

Figure 21. Physical-world cases for free-form questions. For free-form questions, VL-Uncertainty also achieves accurate hallucination
detection results. This validates the robustness of VL-Uncertainty across different question formats and domains. Picture is captured using
iPhonel3 in office environment, and the question is manually designed.
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