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Abstract

The advance of Large Language Models (LLMs) has greatly stimulated research interest in develop-
ing multi-modal LLM (MLLM)-based visual anomaly detection (VAD) algorithms that can be deployed
in complex environments. The challenge is that in these complex environments, the anomalies are some-
times highly contextual and also ambiguous, and thereby, uncertainty quantification (UQ) is a crucial
capacity for an MLLM-based VAD system to succeed. In this paper, we introduce our UQ-supported
MLLM-based VAD framework called ALARM. ALARM integrates UQ with quality-assurance tech-
niques like reasoning chain, self-reflection, and MLLM ensemble for robust and accurate performance
and is designed based on a rigorous probabilistic inference pipeline and computational process. Exten-
sive empirical evaluations are conducted using the real-world smart-home benchmark data and wound
image classification data, which shows ALARM’s superior performance and its generic applicability
across different domains for reliable decision-making.

Keywords: Large language model, Uncertainty quantification, Anomaly detection, Smart-home monitoring,
Healthcare

1 Introduction

The advance of Large Language Models (LLMs) has greatly stimulated research interest in developing
multi-modal LLM (MLLM)-based visual anomaly detection (VAD) algorithms. VAD identifies unexpected
events from videos or images to monitor and mitigate risks, thus improving security across diverse spaces,
e.g., campuses, pedestrian zones, and crowded scenes (Gong et al. 2019, Hasan et al. 2016, Ionescu et al.
2019). Existing works in VAD have covered a range of application scenarios and methodological settings,
from supervised to weakly-supervised, one-class classification, and unsupervised methods (Li et al. 2022,
Tian et al. 2021, Wu and Liu 2021, Lv et al. 2021, Zaheer et al. 2022). The new interest in MLLM for
VAD is largely inspired by MLLMs’ reasoning capacity that can provide descriptive rationales to support
a VAD model’s predictions. For example, LAVAD (Zanella et al. 2024) focuses on detecting crimes and
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violent behaviors in a training-free LLM paradigm by generating a textual description for each video frame
and using a prompting mechanism to aggregate these descriptions. AnomalyRuler (Yang et al. 2024a)
focuses on pedestrian anomalies related to biking or jumping by providing a clear rationale for its detections
based on the induced rules from a few examples of normal video frames. Simply speaking, unlike machine
learning-based VAD models that give black-box predictions (Kiran et al. 2018, Nayak et al. 2021), MLLMs
conduct anomaly detection by combining visual understanding with extensive world knowledge, contextual
reasoning, and generate natural language explanations. Moreover, it is hoped that they are readily deployed
in various domains without extensive training (i.e., with zero-shot or in-context learning) and make human-
like decisions and articulate their reasoning in an interpretable way, fostering trust and enabling collaborative
decision-making between AI systems and human users (Wang et al. 2024, Abshari et al. 2024).

Many existing works focus on conditions where anomalies, such as crimes, are apparent and well-
defined. Existing paradigms of anomaly detection usually adopt statistical frameworks (Pang et al. 2021,
Adhikari et al. 2024) and fall short of addressing ambiguities (which lead to statistical uncertainties). For ex-
ample, smart-home monitoring presents inherently contextual and ambiguous situations, such as protecting
vulnerable residents (e.g., young children or elderly family members) and monitoring pets or wildlife (Ali
2023, Ren et al. 2021, Zhu et al. 2021). In these cases, what is deemed anomalous in one household may
be entirely normal in another. The common-sense knowledge and reasoning capabilities of MLLMs offer
great potential for capturing such contextual complexities, but these models lack an intrinsic capacity for
uncertainty quantification (UQ), which is essential for managing ambiguity and ensuring reliable anomaly
detection.

Another research gap is the lack of empirical evaluation of anomaly detection under ambiguous and
complex conditions. Most existing studies focus primarily on assessing overall prediction performance
(Zhu et al. 2024, Zhang et al. 2024a), without explicitly examining how models perform when contextual
ambiguities are present. Consequently, uncertainty and robustness, i.e., two essential aspects for ensuring
reliable anomaly detection in real-world environments, remain largely unquantified and underexplored. Re-
cently, Zhao et al. (2025) introduced the SmartHome-Bench benchmark and revealed the impact of ambigu-
ities on detection performance. An MLLM-based video anomaly detection framework called the Taxonomy-
Driven Reflective LLM Chain (TRLC) is developed, which shows the promising prospect of MLLMs for
VAD in smart-home monitoring and also helps us recognize that UQ is a crucial capacity for any LLM-based
complex-environment monitoring system to address the challenges of context ambiguity and data limitation.

Therefore, in this paper, we propose ALARM, Automated MLLM-Based Anomaly Detection in Complex-
EnviRonment Monitoring with UQ, which integrates a range of quality-assurance mechanisms to enable ro-
bust and interpretable decision-making in complex environments. Specifically, we develop a novel, generic
UQ methodology that decomposes an LLM-based decision-making pipeline into three sequential compo-
nents, i.e., Data Comprehension, Analytical Thinking, and Reflection, quantifies uncertainty at each stage,
and combines them with optimal weights. Notably, the ALARM framework is broadly applicable across
diverse decision-making domains, as its three-stage reasoning process aligns closely with the cognitive
structure of human decision-making. The input data can take various forms beyond visual information,
such as tabular, textual, or sensor-based modalities. In this paper, we focus on visual data as representative
examples and therefore employ MLLMs. For non-visual modalities, the same framework can be readily ap-
plied using standard LLMs. In various contexts, ranging from smart-home monitoring (Zhao et al. 2025) to
healthcare diagnostics (Mehandru et al. 2025), risk assessment (Yuan et al. 2024), and autonomous system
control (Vyas and Mercangoz 2025), decisions inherently follow the same sequence of understanding data,
reasoning analytically, and reflecting upon prior judgments with auxiliary information. To show ALARM’s
generic applicability, we evaluate it using two real-world case studies, a real-world smart-home benchmark
data and wound image classification data. Extensive empirical evaluations are conducted to show ALARM’s
superior performance and its generic applicability across different domains for reliable decision-making.
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2 Related Work

2.1 Complex-Environment Monitoring

The pre-LLM era of complex-environment monitoring mostly focuses on multi-modal sensor integration or
some special settings like senior homes. The research focus is to leverage sensing and analysis techniques,
integrate ambient sensors, wearable devices, and existing computer vision algorithms to detect anomalies
or health-related events (Park et al. 2024, Lopes et al. 2024, Tian et al. 2024). For example, Patel et al.
(2009) develop a wearable sensor-based monitoring system to quantify motor fluctuations in Parkinson’s
disease patients during daily life by using accelerometers placed on multiple body segments. Lopes et al.
(2021) propose contactless health monitoring systems by using Internet of Things (IoT)-enabled multi-
sensor platforms, including thermal cameras, depth sensors, and RGB imaging, to conduct non-invasive,
automated screening for symptoms such as fever and shortness of breath. These systems reduce reliance
on manual checks, mitigate risk in contexts like a pandemic, and provide continuous monitoring. Most
smart-home video monitoring methods primarily rely on motion detection algorithms, statistical models, or
basic machine learning techniques to detect unusual behaviors or patterns (Ren et al. 2021, Yahaya et al.
2021, Markovitz et al. 2020). For example, Withanage et al. (2016) use depth cuboid similarity features
with RGB-D imaging to detect falls, aiming to support in-situ assistance for fall incidents in the context of
independent living for the elderly. Liu et al. (2021) transform fall detection into a sparse recognition problem
of the signal, incorporating visual shielding for enhanced privacy protection and recognition accuracy. Yang
et al. (2024b) propose utilizing a dilated convolutional neural network to analyze finger-tapping videos and
assess bradykinesia for the remote evaluation of Parkinsonian motor symptoms.

The emergence of LLMs brings complex-environment monitoring to a new era. Recent advancements
focused on leveraging LLMs to create more intuitive and powerful user experiences (Bhat et al. 2025).
Rivkin et al. (2024) introduce an autonomous LLM agent framework to dynamically control a sequence
of actions in response to a user’s request. The framework constructs a dynamic tree of LLM-generated
prompts to decide the next action, assess the outcome of each step, and determine when to terminate the
process. Duan et al. (2025) utilize LLM-Agent technology to assist with home broadband installation and
maintenance and help front-line personnel quickly diagnose issues, which can reduce service processing and
fault recovery times. Sun and Ortiz (2024) apply LLM’s reasoning capabilities to understand the context of
the activity sequence from users, detect complex behaviors (e.g., forgetting medication), and interact with
the user to provide reminders or assistance, aiming to improve the quality of life for elderly individuals.

Across these pre-LLM and LLM-based paradigms, a critical limitation is the lack of UQ capability. Most
existing systems produce deterministic outputs without indicating confidence levels or supporting selective
abstention when the AI model’s confidence is low, increasing the risk of false alarms or missed detections.
This gap undermines trust, constrains human-in-the-loop decision-making, and compromises user safety in
safety-critical home environments.

2.2 VAD via MLLMs

MLLMs have been extensively applied in VAD recently. For instance, Holmes-VAD (Zhang et al. 2024a)
processes untrimmed video with user prompts to produce anomaly scores and explanations. CALLM
(Ntelopoulos and Nasrollahi 2024) integrates a 3D autoencoder and a visual language model to predict
anomalies. Wang et al. (2024) propose VisionGPT that combines an open-world object detection model
(Yolo-World) with an MLLM for zero-shot anomaly detection. This system is designed to assist with visual
navigation by identifying potential obstacles in real-time and providing audio-delivered descriptions of any
anomalies to the user. To balance performance with computational efficiency, Gao et al. (2025) present
a training-free approach that first performs a coarse-grained localization of potential anomalies and then
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uses more detailed analysis to refine the temporal boundaries and provide a semantic description. Xu et al.
(2024) integrate multi-modal prompts for MLLMs, such as images, point clouds, and videos, into a 2D im-
age format, which enables a single model to perform anomaly detection and reasoning across different data
types. To address the limitations of existing MLLMs in handling the long-range context required for VAD,
Lv and Sun (2024) design a three-phase training method to improve the efficiency of fine-tuning video-
based MLLMs, which minimizes the need for large amounts of VAD-specific data and reduces the cost of
annotating instruction-tuning data. To evaluate existing VAD methods, Bharadwaj et al. (2024) present a
benchmark as a visual question-answering challenge on both real-world anomalies from existing datasets
and synthetically generated videos with subtle inconsistencies.

Beyond videos and images, anomaly detection via LLMs has also explored other data modalities. Park
(2024) uses a collaborative network of LLM agents, each with a specialized function such as data conver-
sion, web research, or cross-checking, to detect anomalies in financial data. To detect logical anomalies in
industrial settings, LogiCode (Zhang et al. 2024b) defines a set of logical rules based on normal examples
and uses LLMs to create and execute code checking for inconsistencies in images. For semantic noise and
ambiguity in log events, LLMeLog (He et al. 2024) develops transformer-based anomaly detection model.

2.3 UQ for LLMs

UQ is a critical method to enhance the reliability and trustworthiness of LLMs. Input clarification ensem-
bling (Hou et al. 2023) can be applied to any pre-trained LLM by generating a set of clarifications for a
given input, feeding them to the LLM, and then ensembling the resulting predictions. By analyzing the
disagreement among these predictions, the framework can distinguish between uncertainty that arises from
ambiguous input (aleatoric) and uncertainty that stems from the model’s lack of knowledge (epistemic). BS-
DETECTOR (Chen and Mueller 2023) estimates a confidence score for LLM-generated output by assessing
the semantic similarity of multiple responses and prompting the LLM to evaluate the correctness of its own
answer. Similarly, D-UE (Da et al. 2024) models the relationships between different LLM responses using a
directional entailment graph and uses a Random Walk Laplacian to quantify the resulting uncertainty. How-
ever, the traditional dichotomy of aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty is too limited for the interactive and
open-ended nature of LLM agents. To fully capture the complexities of uncertainty in LLMs, the uncertainty
can be extended in different dimensions, including input, reasoning, parameter, and prediction (Liu et al.
2025). Regarding the phases of the interactions with LLMs, uncertainty can also be categorized into under-
specification (when user prompts are incomplete), interactive learning (where the model can ask clarifying
questions), and more expressive output uncertainties that go beyond simple numerical scores (Kirchhof et al.
2025). Nikitin et al. (2024) propose Kernel Language Entropy, which uses semantic kernels to encode the
similarity between LLM outputs and quantifies uncertainty using von Neumann entropy. In a similar vein,
Inv-Entropy (Song et al. 2025) quantifies uncertainty by evaluating the diversity of the input space. It is
achieved through a dual random walk model and a perturbation algorithm that generates a diverse set of
input samples.

Many of the existing works are generic and aim to uncover the theoretical nature of uncertainties in
LLM decision-making or provide practical methods to evaluate the confidence of the LLM outputs for
general usage. Our work differs from the existing works in the sense that we provide an in-depth UQ
analysis of a multi-stage MLLM-based anomaly detection pipeline and the correspondingly optimized UQ
score that considers multiple aspects of costs, utility, and uncertainty through an optimization framework
to better operationalize an MLLM-based complex-environment monitoring system in the face of its self-
recognized uncertainties. Nonetheless, there are some recent developments that we can use as baselines
to compare our ALARM with, i.e., the Least Ambiguous Set-Valued Classifiers (LAC) (i.e., computing
UQ scores regarding the softmax score corresponding to the true label (Ye et al. 2024, Sadinle et al. 2019)),
the Adaptive Prediction Sets (APS) (i.e., computing UQ scores by summing the ranked scores of each label
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Figure 1: Overview of the ALARM framework.

(Ye et al. 2024, Romano et al. 2020)), the Epistemic Uncertainty (ICL-EU) and Aleatoric Uncertainty (ICL-
AU) within in-context learning (i.e., computing UQ scores following the Bayesian formulation of predictive
uncertainty related to provided demonstrations and model’s configurations within the in-context learning
paradigm (Ling et al. 2024)).

There is also a line of work that is related to ALARM which focus on selective classification. For
instance, Geifman and El-Yaniv (2017) pair trained deep neural networks with a rejection function to guar-
antee a desired true error rate at test time, while SelectiveNet (Geifman and El-Yaniv 2019) integrates the
reject option directly into the network architecture. Franc et al. (2023) provide a unified theory of reject-
option classifiers, proving that cost-based, bounded-improvement, and bounded-abstention models all share
the same optimal strategy, i.e., a Bayes classifier paired with a randomized selection function driven by
a proper uncertainty score. Madras et al. (2018) introduce learning to defer that jointly optimizes fairness
and accuracy by allowing a model to dynamically decide whether to predict. Alves et al. (2025) benchmark
on learning to defer, further emphasizing evaluation under realistic human-cost and human-error models.
Ye et al. (2024) benchmark LLMs via calibration quality and selective-prediction metrics using LAC/APS-
style scores. However, existing work does not decompose LLM uncertainty across different stages and
therefore cannot offer fine-grained interpretability regarding where uncertainty originates. In contrast, our
ALARM framework computes stage-wise uncertainty via the LLM reasoning chain and performs selective
classification based on a unified UQ score derived from these decomposed signals.

3 Theoretical Framework of ALARM

Figure 1 presents an overview of ALARM and a typical MLLM-based decision-making pipeline that consists
of Data Comprehension, Analytical Thinking (i.e., hypothesis generation), and Reflection. Here, hypothesis
refers to a tentative decision since it is up for revision. Given a data instance, ALARM begins with under-
standing the data content (Data Comprehension), followed by analytical reasoning (Analytical Thinking),
to generate a hypothesis about if the data instance is anomalous. In the absence of additional information,
this hypothesis serves as the final justification for the decision. However, if there is side information such
as additional knowledge provided by a human, a knowledge graph, or a set of rules describing common
characteristics of anomalies, one can provide this side information such that the MLLM-based decision-
making pipeline can reconsider the initial hypothesis and may revise the hypothesis, to reach a final decision
(Reflection).
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3.1 Definition of the UQ Scores

Analytically speaking, an MLLM is prompted with the task information Q = {D, T } where D is data
(e.g., a video) and T is the task context which includes the goal and requirements of the task. The MLLM
gives a comprehension of the data (Data Comprehension) and generates a description x. As an MLLM is a
probabilistic model, this generational process could be characterized as a probabilistic model x ∼ p(x|D).
Given x, MLLM reasons about the task and generates a detailed analysis (Analytical Thinking), denoted by
z. This process can be characterized as z ∼ p(z|x, T ). Given z, MLLM derives a task-related hypothesis
h̃ = ext(z), where ext(·) represents an information-extraction mapping from z to h̃. Finally, the MLLM
is provided with side information c and performs reflective reasoning (Reflection) to evaluate hypothesis
h̃ and refine it through h ∼ p(h|h̃, c,z, T ). As illustrated in Figure 1, the whole pipeline builds on a
reasoning chain: D −→ x −→ z −→ h̃ −→ h. This leads to a decomposition of the decision-making process as
a probabilistic model:

p(h|Q) =

∫
p(x|D)︸ ︷︷ ︸

data comprehension

× p(z, h̃|x, T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
analytical thinking

× p(h|h̃, c,z, T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
reflection

dxdz. (1)

This decomposition inspires the UQ score in ALARM as

S = α1Sdata + α2Stask + α3Sref , (2)

where S is the UQ score for a task Q = {D, T }, Sdata, Stask, and Sref are the UQ scores calculated for
Data Comprehension, Analytical Thinking, and Reflection in Eq. (1), respectively, and α1, α2, and α3 are
their corresponding weights. In Figure 2, we present an overview of the LLM reasoning chain applied to
a given video, visualizing the overall UQ process. The specific definitions of the individual UQ scores are
shown in the following:

Definition 1 (Sdata). Sdata is the semantic inconsistency among multiple LLMs when they describe the same
data.

Definition 2 (Stask). Stask is the variation in reasoning outcomes that arises when LLMs analyze the data
description x under the task context T .

Definition 3 (Sref ). Sref is the probability that LLMs change their initial hypothesis h̃ after reflecting with
side information c.

The formulation to compute Sdata, Stask, and Sref will be introduced in detail in Section 4. The basic
idea is that, just like in statistics, we need multiple measurements to evaluate the uncertainty of a variable,
here we employ multiple MLLMs (i.e., M MLLMs) to replicate the task, and then develop a framework
with probabilistic matrix factorization (PMF) to compute the UQ scores. The formulation to obtain optimal
weights α1, α2, and α3 is shown in Section 3.3. Before we dive into that, we need to first introduce the
UQ-enabled quality assurance in Section 3.2.

3.2 UQ-Enabled Quality Assurance in LLM’s Decision-Makings

As shown in Figure 1, ALARM can abstain from making a prediction on a data instance when its UQ
score is high. These highly uncertain instances could be sent to another decision-maker that could be either
a gold-standard algorithm or human expert for evaluation. This design has been explored in the litera-
ture, for instance, Geifman and El-Yaniv (2017) pair trained deep neural networks with a rejection function
to guarantee a desired true error rate at test time. Madras et al. (2018) introduce learning to defer that
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Figure 2: Overview of LLM reasoning chain in ALARM for UQ in VAD.

jointly optimizes fairness and accuracy by allowing a model to dynamically decide whether to predict. Our
uncertainty-based selective decision-making is also inspired by the line of work in learning with rejection
(Franc et al. 2023, Lin et al. 2018, Chow 2003). It is out of the scope of this paper, however, to further an-
alytically model and optimize this dimension of human-AI collaboration that is possible with ALARM.
Rather, in this paper, we need to first focus on the challenge of developing the UQ capacity, which also
involves the concepts of cost and utility.

Denote the LLM decision-making function as f(·) and the human expert decision-making function as
f∗(·). By a little abuse of the notation, we denote the uncertainty score function by S(·). Then, the final
decision-making model g(·) in ALARM is as follows:

g(Q) =

{
f(Q), S(Q) ≤ τ

f∗(Q), S(Q) > τ,
(3)

where τ is a threshold. Obviously, τ directly determines the ALARM coverage ϕ that is the percentage of
data instances that it can make decisions (or equivalently, the rejection rate P = 1 − ϕ). It is reasonable to
assume that human experts incur higher expense than LLMs. A large ϕ means fewer queries for expensive
human experts and thereby less extra cost. We can further define τ as the ϕ-quantile of the uncertainty scores
S, i.e.,

P (S(Q) ≤ τ)) ≥ ϕ, P (S(Q) > τ) ≥ P.

Therefore, given P , we can configure the parameter τ in the decision-making rule of ALARM that is
presented in Eq. (3). In Section 3.3 we will show how to obtain the optimal weights α = (α1, α2, α3) and
optimal P . In general, the implicit assumption behind the design of Eq. (3) is that the human expert is more
accurate than LLM, though it incurs more cost. The error of the human expert on any instance q ∈ Q with
ground truth label y ∈ {−1, 1} is P (f∗(q) ̸= y) = δ. The natural loss can be written as

ℓg(q, y) = 1f(q)̸=y1S(q)≤τ + 1f∗(q)̸=y1S(q)>τ .

Then, we have the following property:
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Lemma 1 (Monotonicity). For any instance q, the value of the loss function ℓg(q, y) is a monotonic function
of the uncertainty score S(q).

The proof of Lemma 1 is in the Appendix A.1. This lemma suggests an interesting fact that even a
random UQ score S(q) can improve ℓg(q, y), given that human expert is more accurate than LLM. But a
better UQ score can improve ℓg(q, y) better. To see that, assuming the instances follow distribution F , the
expected risk is

Rg = E(q,y)∼F [ℓg(q, y)] = E(q,y)∼F [{1f(q)̸=y − 1f∗(q)̸=y}1S(q)≤τ + 1f∗(q)̸=y].

As S(q) and f∗(q) are independent, and conditioned on q, so are S(q) and f(q). We have

Rg =E(q,y)∼F [1f(q)̸=y1S(q)≤τ ]− δP (S(q) ≤ τ) + δ.

The following theorem shows the effectiveness of the UQ-based selection strategy in Eq. (3):

Theorem 1 (Effectiveness). Suppose the expected risk with a random selection strategy Sr(q) ∼ Unif(0, b),
where b > τ is an upper bound, is denoted by Rr. At the same coverage level ϕ, we have Rg = Rr +
Cov(P (f(q) ̸= y|q),1S(q)≤τ ).

The proof of Theorem 1 is in the Appendix A.2. In Section 5 we will use random UQ score (i.e., by
randomly dropping cases) as a baseline and show how much the optimal UQ score can outperform it.

3.3 Optimization of the UQ Weights

3.3.1 Optimal Weights for a Given P .

The basic principle is that the combined total score should, on average, outperform any individual score.
The problem is how to evaluate the performance of the UQ score. Naturally, we can use accuracy as its
performance metric, but note that the accuracy is not only a function of α but also the rejection rate P , and
the data sample D. Thus, it can be denoted by U(P,α,D). With a given P , the optimal weights can be
obtained on the training data by

α = argmax
α

U(P,α,D). (4)

While the weights can be optimized by maximizing the detection accuracy U(P,α,D), the calculation of
this objective might be affected by the noise in data, leading to unstable results. To enhance the reliability
of the optimization, we instead optimize the weights in a stochastic manner:

α∗ = argmax
α

ED[U(P,α,D)]. (5)

In practice, to obtain α∗ for a specific rejection rate P , we perform sample average approximation (SAA)
for the optimization in Eq. (5). Specifically, we divide the training data into K folds D1, · · · ,DK . Each
time k = 1, · · · ,K, we use all but the k-th fold to learn the uncertainty model and finalize the individual
uncertainty scores to calculate the combined score S and the corresponding accuracy U(P,α,D) on the k-th
fold, which generates a replicate. By taking an average over all the replicates, we approximate the optimal
weights by

α∗ = argmax
α

1

K

K∑
k=1

U(P,α,Dk). (6)

For each value of P , we can obtain a unique set of the optimal α∗. With a slight abuse of notation, we
denote the corresponding weights as α∗(P ). Ideally, a larger P enables more accurate detection since more
input from human experts can be incorporated. However, the increasing cost of experts usually makes the
deployment with a high rejection rate P impractical. As a result, it is necessary to determine the optimal P
under budget constraints.
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3.3.2 What is the Optimal P?

As Theorem 1 suggests, with human experts involved in the task, detection accuracy improves monotoni-
cally as P increases. However, to reduce cost, P should be as small as possible. Therefore, it is important
to determine an optimal P to balance the detection accuracy and the cost, which drives us to formulate the
following optimization problem:

min
P

λP + ED[Q(P,D)]

s.t. Pl ≤ P ≤ Pu,
(7)

where λ is the cost of human labor, Pl and Pu are the lower/upper bounds of P , and Q(P,D) is

Q(P,D) ≜ min
α

CD(P ;α).

Here, CD(P ;α) is the cost of potential wrong detection on data sample D. To characterize the cost
CD(P ;α), let us first denote the accuracies, calculated using three uncertainty scores from single sources,
Sdata, Stask and Sref with D at the rejection rate P , by U1(P,D), U2(P,D) and U3(P,D), respectively, for
simplicity. We define the cost function as

CD(P ;α) = max
i=1,2,3

{Ui(P,D)− U(P,α,D)},

which measures the regression in detection accuracy using the combined uncertainty score S compared to
using the individual uncertainty scores at a certain rejection rate P . It should be noted that, this definition
of cost is different from the equivalent cost used in Eq. (4) as it only measures the difference between the
combined score and the individual scores. In practice, this definition is particularly useful for cost-saving,
as it directly measures the relative advantage of the combined total score, which is of primary concern.
The combined score needs not to be globally optimal; as long as it outperforms the individual scores, it
sufficiently evidences the practical utility.

In practice, we solve the following approximation of Eq. (7)

min
P

λP +
1

K

K∑
k=1

CDk(P,α∗)

s.t. Pl ≤ P ≤ Pu.

(8)

A piecewise approximation solution will be employed to solve Eq. (8), which is detailed in Section 5
that first samples a few levels of P within the range of Pl and Pu, solves for the optimal weights for each
level of P , then smooths the trajectories of the optimal weights, and decides on the optimal P which gives
the minimum objective value of Eq. (8).

4 Computational Pipeline of the UQ in ALARM

Following the theoretical framework of ALARM presented in Section 3, now we present the computational
procedure to compute the UQ scores in Eq. (2). We will present details for each of the three components
in Eq. (2), from Data Comprehension (Sdata, Section 4.1), to Analytical Thinking (Stask, Section 4.2), to
Reflection (Sref , Section 4.3). In general, we assume that there is a training dataset of size N , Dtr, while
for each data instance we have the results from M MLLMs, such that we have replications for uncertainty
evaluation.
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4.1 Data Comprehension (Sdata).

To compute the uncertainty in x, inspired by the recent work (Lin et al. 2024, Chen et al. 2025), we build
a similarity matrix Wx = [wi,(j,k)]N×L, where L = M(M−1)

2 , to describe the semantic agreement among
the M MLLMs. Specifically, wi,(j,k) denotes the similarity between MLLMs j and k on the instance i.
Here, j, k = 1, 2, · · · ,M, j ̸= k. For each instance i, denote the textual descriptions produced by the M
MLLMs by xi,j(j = 1, · · · ,M), which summarizes the events or features depicted in the instance i. We
then propose to compute wi,(j,k) using the pairwise cosine similarities:

(Wx)i,l = wi,(j,k) =
xi,j · xi,k

∥xi,j∥∥xi,k∥
. (9)

In other words, each row of Wx summarizes the agreement between L pairs of descriptions for an
instance. Intuitively, a high UQ score Sdata corresponds to more inconsistency among the M MLLMs.
An effective way to compute this inconsistency is through PMF (Mnih and Salakhutdinov 2007, Liu et al.
2012), whereas we can measure the inconsistency among the M MLLMs by the reconstruction error of the
similarity matrix Wx through matrix factorization. It starts with Wx = UxV

⊤
x + ε, where Ux ∈ RN×K

and Vx ∈ RL×K are low-rank matrices encoding the latent instance representations and the underlying
structure of the pairwise consistency relationships. By assuming spherical Gaussian priors, we have the
following distributions:

p(Wx|Ux,Vx, σ
2) =

N∏
i=1

L∏
l=1

[
N ((Wx)i,l|uiv

⊤
l , σ

2)
]ail

p(Ux|σ2
U ) =

N∏
i=1

N (ui|0, σ2
UI)

p(Vx|σ2
V ) =

L∏
l=1

N (vl|0, σ2
V I),

where ui and vl are corresponding row vectors of Ux and Vx respectively, ail is an indicator of whether
(Wx)i,l exists (i.e., not missing due to technical issues and generation failure), and I is the identity matrix.
We can obtain the optimal matrix factorization U∗

x and V∗
x through minimizing the expected reconstruction

error, which is approximated by an empirical regularized reconstruction loss:

L =
∥∥∥A⊙

(
Wx −UxV

⊤
x

)∥∥∥2
F
+

σ2

σ2
U

N∑
i=1

∥Ux∥2F +
σ2

σ2
V

L∑
l=1

∥Vx∥2F ,

where A = [ail]N×L and ⊙ is the Hadamard product. Then, the uncertainty score for each instance i can be
calculated by the corresponding reconstruction error εi = ||(Wx)i,· − uiV

⊤
x ||22.

Note that we can estimate V∗
x based on the training data Dtr. Then, for any new data instance, we can

compute its uncertainty score by solving a least-square problem:

Sdata = min
β

||wx − β ·V∗
x
⊤||22, (10)

where wx is the similarity vector of data description x of a new data instance using Eq. (9).

4.2 Analytical Thinking (Stask).

The next uncertainty score Stask concerns the part when MLLMs perform Analytical Thinking, that is,
to generate z. As z is computed by MLLM based on the input x and T , the total variability of z will
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necessarily include not only the uncertainty inherent in the Analytical Thinking part (which is the target of
Stask) but also other uncertainties associated with x and MLLM itself. By the law of total variance, we can
define Stask as:

Stask = Var[z|T ] = Ex[Var[z|x, T ]]︸ ︷︷ ︸
expected variability
in analytic thinking

+Varx[E[z|x, T ]]︸ ︷︷ ︸
variability from x

.
(11)

As shown in Figure 3, we need to break down the distinct components in the total variability z and remove
the other components that are not related to Analytical Thinking, so we can properly compute Stask.

Figure 3: Illustration of the variation analysis to extract Stask from the total variability in Var[z|T ].

Theorem 2. Suppose the inherent variability in the LLMs is negligible, we have

Stask = Eh̃[Rh̃]−R,

where Rh̃ = Ex

[
E[z|x, T , h̃]− E[z|T ]

]2 and R = Ex

[
E[z|x, T ]− E[z|T ]

]2.

The proof of Theorem 2 is in the Appendix A.3 and its basic idea is shown in Figure 3. Stask is the
variation in reasoning outcomes that arises when LLMs analyze the data description x under the task context
T .

To characterize such variations in Analytical Thinking, with the same techniques in Section 4.1, we con-
struct the reasoning similarity matrix Wz and apply PMF to estimate R through the reconstruction error. To
compute Rh̃, for different hypotheses h̃, we construct a set of hypothesis-dependent similarity matrices Wh̃

z

and repeat the same procedure for each hypothesis independently. It then gives R = min
β

∥∥∥wz − β ·V∗⊤
z

∥∥∥2
2

and Rh̃ = min
β

∥∥∥wh̃
z − β ·V∗⊤

z

∥∥∥2
2
, where V∗

z is the basis learned from the reference dataset Dtr and remains

identical across all h̃. As a result, we can define the uncertainty score Stask as:

Stask = ∆R = Eh̃

[
min
β

∥∥∥wh̃
z − β ·V∗⊤

z

∥∥∥2
2

]
−min

β

∥∥∥wz − β ·V∗⊤
z

∥∥∥2
2
. (12)

4.3 Reflection (Sref ).

During the Reflection stage, MLLMs reevaluate their initial hypotheses h̃ with task-specific side information
c. They are allowed to revise their reasoning z and potentially adjust their hypothesis h̃, leading to more
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reliable outcomes. To describe this adjustment, we define a binary indicator yadj that yadj = 1 if h ̸= h̃,
otherwise yadj = 0. When MLLMs are more uncertain, their hypotheses h̃ are subject to higher chance of
alteration. Thus, the final decision h will be different from the initial h̃, and the probability of yadj = 1
is expected to increase. As a result, the uncertainty in the decision-making of MLLMs can be quantified
through the probability of such inconsistency conditioned on the side information c, the reasoning z and
the initial hypotehsis h̃, i.e., p(yadj = 1|c, z, h̃), which can be formulated by a binary classification model
parametrized by θ:

p(yadj = 1|c,z, h̃) = σ(e(c, z, h̃);θ).

Here, σ(·) denotes the sigmoid function and e(·) represents an embedding function, where θ can be obtained
by minimizing the binary cross-entropy:

L = −yadj log(p(yadj = 1|c,z, h̃))− (1− yadj) log(1− p(yadj = 1|c,z, h̃)).

Our Reflection uncertainty score Sref is then defined as the expected probability of a decision change. When
M LLM reasoning chains are involved, we assume a uniform distribution over them, and the uncertainty
can be approximated by

Sref =
1

M

M∑
j=1

pj(yadj = 1|c,zj , h̃j), (13)

where zj and h̃j represent the reasoning and the initial hypothesis made by the j-th MLLM. A higher Sref

indicates greater instability in the decision process caused by reflection, signaling lower confidence in the
MLLMs’ initial conclusions.

5 Case Studies

We thoroughly evaluate the performance of ALARM in two real-world applications. One is smart-home
VAD and another one is wound classification. Both are known to be challenging problems (Stojkoska and
Trivodaliev 2017, Malone and Schultz 2022) given the complexity and ambiguity of the problems and the
limited data sizes for model development. We showcase that ALARM can achieve outstanding results on
both cases and demonstrate how UQ plays an essential role to give flexibility and performance boost for
MLLM-based decision-making and prediction pipelines.

5.1 Experiment Setup

For both case studies we replicate the experiments and evaluation using multiple MLLMs, in order to derive
robust model performance but also provides the necessary replications to compute the UQ scores (i.e., as
elaborated in Section 4). For the smart-home application, we adopt five MLLMs that include Gemini-1.5-
flash, Gemini-1.5-pro, GPT-4o, GPT-4o-mini, and Claude-3.5-sonnet. For the wound classification problem,
we use Claude-3.7-sonnet, Claude-3.5-haiku, GPT-4o, GPT-4o-mini, and Claude-3.5-sonnet. The difference
of the MLLMs used in both applications is because of the varying availability of the MLLMs at the time
when the experiments were conducted. In our experiences, the quality of these MLLMs are consistently
equal with each other and since our primary motivation for using multiple MLLMs is to increase replications
of our results to compute the UQ, it is not necessary that we use the same set of MLLMs across different
case studies.

We compare the performance of ALARM against several baseline methods for VAD: zero-shot prompt-
ing (i.e., simply describing the tasks (Liu et al. 2023)), Chain-of-Thought prompting (i.e., supplying MLLMs
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with detailed instructions and prompting them to reason step by step (Wang et al. 2022)), few-shot learning
(i.e., extending Chain-of-Thought by additionally providing correctly predicted examples (Wei et al. 2022)),
in-context learning (i.e., extending Chain-of-Thought by additionally providing reference rules related to
the tasks (Inan et al. 2023)), LLM reasoning chain without UQ (i.e., the three-stage reasoning chain in our
ALARM framework without incorporating UQ), and LLM reasoning chain with random drop (i.e., ran-
domly abstaining from prediction on P% of the data in reasoning chain). We also compare ALARM with
four additional UQ methods recently developed in the literature that are compatible with our framework and
whose source codes are accessible for our implementation, i.e., LAC (Ye et al. 2024, Sadinle et al. 2019),
APS (Ye et al. 2024, Romano et al. 2020), ICL-EU and ICL-AU (Ling et al. 2024). We provide descrip-
tions of these 4 UQ methods in Section 2.3. These UQ methods can be incorporated into our framework
to conduct selective classification as described in Section 3.2, Eq. (3), i.e., by rejecting the top P% of data
instances with the highest UQ scores. We leverage the outputs from all the five MLLMs in three stages, i.e.,
Data Comprehension, Analytical Thinking, and Reflection, and use 5-fold cross-validation to compute av-
erage Sdata (Eq. (10)), Stask (Eq. (12)), and Sref (Eq. (13)) and then derive the optimal weights optimized
by Eq. (6) to integrate the normalized individual scores (i.e., Sdata, Stask, Sref ) into the final uncertainty
scores S for each data instance. To ensure a fair comparison, the performance results related to selective
classification reported in the following sections are computed solely on the (100−P )% samples that are not
deferred to human. These samples are classified by majority voting among the five MLLMs, without any
human involvement. Without losing generality and avoiding presenting repetitive results, we set P = 5%
for ALARM unless otherwise specified. Additional experiment setup is provided in the Appendix B.

5.2 Smart-Home

The smart-home dataset was collected in Zhao et al. (2025) that includes a set of 1,203 videos captured
by both indoor and outdoor smart-home cameras with 554 normal videos and 649 abnormal videos (which
includes 91 ambiguous videos that even humans have difficulty determining if they are normal or abnor-
mal). As shown in Figure 2, to implement ALARM, for any MLLM, when given a video, the MLLM is
first prompted to perform Data Comprehension by generating a video description x. Next, based on this de-
scription, the MLLM conducts Analytical Thinking and provides its reasoning result z, leading to an initial
hypothesis h̃ regarding the video’s anomaly label. To enhance this process, we incorporate side information
c when we provide the prompts for MLLMs, i.e., here, it is a set of anomaly rules (as shown in Online Figure
S1) developed by domain experts. For example, one such rule states that children outside the home without
supervision should be considered anomalous. Equipped with the anomaly rules c, initial reasoning z, and
a task-specific prompt T , the MLLM then engages in Reflection to reassess the hypothesis h̃ and produce
the final prediction h. Both h̃ and h are binary, while 1 indicates abnormal and 0 indicates normal. For
instance, a video showing an unattended child outdoors may initially be misclassified as “normal”. After
incorporating c and reflective reasoning, MLLMs can correct such oversights, arriving at the more reliable
final prediction h.

5.2.1 Overall Evaluation

As shown in Table 1, our ALARM framework achieves the best scores on every performance evaluation
metric. Rejecting even a small fraction of videos improves overall accuracy by 7.75% over TRLC (the
benchmark method developed in Zhao et al. (2025) for this smart-home dataset) and by 2.72% over rea-
soning chain with random drop. Based on the metric recall we can see that ALARM improves even more
markedly than the other approaches (i.e., 9.16% over TRLC). For the especially difficult ambiguous class
(i.e., the 91 ambiguous data instances, denoted as DAmbiguity), ALARM delivers a 9.65% gain over TRLC,
indicating that the UQ score of ALARM is more effective in detecting challenging cases for MLLMs.
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Table 1: Performance of anomaly detection in smart homes across five MLLMs in different methods.

Methods Overall Accuracy Recall F1 Scores Accuracy on DAmbiguity

Zero Shot 64.99 51.83 58.82 43.73
Chain-of-Thought 71.39 66.78 71.78 44.21
Few Shot 71.49 66.90 71.89 43.16
In-Context Learning 71.94 58.77 69.49 31.79
TRLC 76.59 81.20 78.98 61.54
Reasoning Chain w/ Random Drop 81.62 86.38 83.51 61.83
Reasoning Chain w/ LAC 83.53 89.69 84.96 67.94
Reasoning Chain w/ APS 81.61 86.13 83.41 61.44
Reasoning Chain w/ ICL-EU 83.45 86.95 85.11 63.64
Reasoning Chain w/ ICL-AU 81.78 86.10 83.82 61.63
ALARM (ours) 84.34 90.36 86.17 71.19

One may have the impression that ALARM (with the UQ) only marginally improves on the LLM reason-
ing chain with Random Drop as the accuracy improvement is only 2.72%. This is a tempting misimpression
because the 2.72% is computed based on the whole testing dataset. The base effect of the sample size of
the testing dataset diluted the contribution of the UQ. To better appreciate the power of UQ, here, we show
in Figure 4a the ratio of detected misclassification in the rejected cases by both UQ and Random Drop, i.e.,
if out of 10 rejected cases, 2 are truly misclassified by the MLLM, this ratio is 0.2. One can see in Figure
4a that our proposed UQ method is very effective since most of its rejected cases are truly misclassified by
MLLM when P is small. When P increases, this ratio of detected misclassification by UQ also gradually
decreases, while still outperforming Random Drop. Meanwhile, the ratio of detected misclassification by
Random Drop remains the same. This is expected since Random Drop blindly rejects cases. We further
defer the readers to see Figure 5 and the corresponding discussion that demonstrate the ALARM (with the
UQ) significantly and consistently improves on the LLM reasoning chain with Random Drop across all the
levels of P and in terms of both accuracy and recall.

(a) Smart home. (b) Wound classification.

Figure 4: The ratio of detected misclassification in the rejected cases.

5.2.2 The Impact of Rejection Rate P

Figure 5 presents the overall accuracy (a) and recall (b) of ALARM as the rejection rate P varies from 5%
to 40%. Recall that a lower P means more videos are assigned by ALARM for MLLMs to make the final
decisions h. It can be seen that ALARM with the uncertainty score S consistently outperforms baseline
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Random Drop in terms of both metrics across the range of P . And the individual scores Sdata, Stask, and
Sref also outperform the naive Random Drop. The accuracy reaches its maximum when P = 25%. When
P becomes too large, some correctly classified videos are also removed because of the high rejection rate,
leading to a plateau in accuracy improvement. Recall shows a similar trend. One thing we can observe is
that the recall of S exhibits fluctuations. This is because the optimal weights of S are optimized for accuracy
rather than recall. But in general, even though the weights are not optimized for recall, at most values of
P , the recall of S still surpasses that of any individual uncertainty source. Last but not least, we can also
observe that at small P values (i.e., 5% and 10%), the accuracies of S and the three individual uncertainty
scores are very close. This is because of the limited rejected cases (when P is small) that are insufficient to
separate the different methods.

(a) Overall Accuracy. (b) Recall.

Figure 5: Metric trends of different uncertainty scores in ALARM as the rejection rate P varies in smart
home.

5.2.3 The Trajectory of the Optimal Weights α

Section 3.3.1 introduces the optimization framework to obtain optimal α for any given P . In practice,
it is reasonable to assume that close levels of P should share a similar α. Therefore, we can solve the
optimization problem for a few levels of P and obtain a few sampled points, then fit the whole trajectory
of the optimal weights by smoothing. To test this idea, we set the levels of P from 5% to 40%. Figure 6a
shows the optimal weights α1, α2, and α3 obtained for each P via our cross-validation based optimization
procedure. We then apply Gaussian kernel smoothing to these raw trajectories to smooth out the sampling
variation and noise caused by the cross-validation in the optimization procedure and obtain the smoothed
weights in Figure 6b. Figure 6c compares the overall accuracy of ALARM when using the unsmoothed
optimal weights versus the smoothed weights. Across all P values, the two curves are closely aligned, with
only marginal differences—typically within 0.006 in accuracy, indicating that smoothed optimal weights
as shown in Figure 6b does not degrade performance. In fact, at small P , smoothing slightly improves
accuracy, likely due to reduced overfitting of the optimal weights to fold-specific noise. Smooth weights
offer a more robust and interpretable weighting scheme, and ALARM’s accuracy is largely insensitive to
minor weight perturbations, underscoring the robustness of our UQ integration method. This experiment
shows that in practice one can easily obtain all the optimal weights for a range of levels of P and save much
computational cost.
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(a) Optimal weights. (b) Smooth weights. (c) Overall accuracy.

Figure 6: Overall accuracy by integrating individual uncertainty scores using optimal weights and smooth
weights in smart home.

5.2.4 The Impact of the Number of MLLMs M

In addition to the full MLLM ensemble with M = 5 described in Section 5.1, we vary M to examine its
effect on UQ quality and prediction performance. For the smart-home VAD, we evaluate MLLM ensembles
of M = 2 (Claude-3.5-sonnet and GPT-4o), M = 3 (+Gemini-1.5-pro), M = 4 (+Gemini-1.5-flash),
and M = 5 that includes all the 5 LLMs. We strategically design MLLM ensembles by including models
from three major families (GPT, Claude, and Gemini) to ensure architectural diversity and reduce the risk
of correlated errors. Figure 7a shows the overall accuracy across varying P under different values of M .
Regardless of the rejection rate P , accuracy increases by about 6-8% from M = 2 to M = 3, after which
performance reaches a plateau. This suggests that using at least three MLLMs is essential for ALARM’s
UQ mechanism to operate effectively, as this configuration captures most of the uncertainty information in
the smart-home domain, while additional MLLMs provide marginal gains.

(a) Smart home. (b) Wound classification.

Figure 7: Overall accuracy across varying rejection rates P under different numbers of MLLMs M .

5.2.5 Determine the Optimal P and the Impact of Unit Cost λ

Figure 8a illustrates how the optimal rejection rate P changes according to changes of cost (λ) of human ex-
pert, computed based on the optimization framework developed in Eq. (8). The overall pattern is consistent
with our hypothesis that higher cost leads to smaller P .
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(a) Smart home. (b) Wound classification.

Figure 8: Optimal P values under different unit cost λ of human labor.

Figure 9: Examples of video descriptions and reasoning for videos with low and high uncertainty scores.

5.2.6 Manual Inspection and Additional Insights

We further conduct manual inspection to better understand how our UQ scored the cases. Figure 9 illus-
trates how Eq. (2) provides a good measure of the unpredictability of a case. Low-uncertainty examples (left
column) show that the five MLLMs give quite aligned descriptions and reasonings, i.e., consistent mention
of “trampoline”, “windy”, or “illicit behavior”, yielding a small uncertainty score S = 0.09 and 0.08, re-
spectively. High-uncertainty videos (right column) show divergent focuses (unlocking a door vs. interacting
with a child) or contradictory rationales (normal calm dogs vs. potential hazard) among the MLLMs, driving
S > 0.5. Visually, the errant cases often involve ambiguous intent, causing divergence among the MLLMs
in their decision-makings which can be effectively quantified by our UQ score.
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Wound 
Image

Please describe the visible 
characteristics such as 
size, shape, color, and any 
other distinct features in 
the image.

The image shows two irregular, reddish-
purple lesions on a pinkish skin 
background. The lesions appear raised 
and textured, with a mottled, slightly 
rough surface. The lesions appear to be 
of similar size and shape, located in 
close proximity to each other.

Your task is to predict the wound type 
and provide a detailed explanation, 
grounded in the image description, that 
justifies why the wound belongs to the 
category.

The discoloration, ranging from reddish 
to purplish, indicates blood pooling 
beneath the skin. The appearance of 
these lesions is characteristic of 
bruises. 

Side Information

Reference Example 1:
Description: Jagged edges…
Reasoning: Characterized by… 
Type: Abrasions
Reference Example 2: …

Your task is to review the 
provided examples and 
update the wound prediction 
result. If no example applies, 
retain the original prediction.

Comparing the original prediction (Bruises) with the 
reference example 1: Abrasions have minor bleeding and 
discoloration. Both show reddish, irregular shape and 
possible bleeding. Coloration and description are quite 
close.

Abrasions

Final Decision

Stask𝛼1 𝛼2 𝛼3

LLM

Data Comprehension Analytical Thinking Reflection

Bruise

Hypothesis

LLMLLM

Sdata Sref+ +

=

Uncertainty Score: S

Figure 10: Overview of LLM reasoning chain in ALARM for UQ in wound classification.

5.3 Wound Classification

5.3.1 Problem Setup

To demonstrate the generalizability of the ALARM framework, we further apply it to wound type classi-
fication that is known as a challenging problem in healthcare. The dataset1 contains 432 wound images
labeled with seven categories, including burns, abrasions, bruises, lacerations, cuts, stab wounds, and in-
grown nails. Figure 10 illustrates how ALARM’s three-stage reasoning chain, i.e., Data Comprehension,
Analytical Thinking, and Reflection, is applied to this problem, with uncertainty quantified at each stage
and integrated into a final score. Due to the space limit, we refer readers to more details of this case study
in the Appendix.

Table 2: Performance of wound classification across five MLLMs in different methods.

Methods Overall Accuracy

Zero Shot 75.50
Chain-of-Thought 79.44
Few Shot 79.49
In-Context Learning 79.48
Reasoning Chain w/o UQ 79.72
Reasoning Chain w/ Random Drop 88.53
Reasoning Chain w/ LAC 89.60
Reasoning Chain w/ APS 84.40
Reasoning Chain w/ ICL-EU 88.10
Reasoning Chain w/ ICL-AU 86.67
ALARM (ours) 91.72

5.3.2 Overall Evaluation

Results are shown in Table 2. The overall patterns we observe here are consistent with what we observed in
the case study of smart-home dataset. Figure 11 also shows across most values of P , S consistently achieves

1https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/yasinpratomo/wound-dataset
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Figure 11: Overall accuracy of different uncertainty scores in ALARM and random drop as the rejection
rate P varies in wound classification.

the highest accuracy, demonstrating the benefit of integrating multiple uncertainty sources. One notable
difference from the smart-home case is that, here, Random Drop also yields a comparable performance
with Sdata, and is also close to Stask. This indicates a different structure of the two problems. We suspect
that this actually means Sdata and Stask are not as informative as Sref , rather than saying Random Drop
is magically as effective as an uncertainty score. Either case, we can see that the combined uncertainty
score S exhibits the strongest performance, indicating that though Sdata and Stask are weak information
individually, together they can add unique value to Sref and lead to a joint score S that is better than its
parts.

Figure 4b indicates that at low rejection rates, ALARM’s UQ mechanism is highly effective, with the
majority of rejected cases being truly misclassifications. In contrast, Random Drop rejects cases indis-
criminately, resulting in a flat detection ratio across all levels of P and substantially lower error-detection
precision than ALARM. As P increases, ALARM’s ratio of detected misclassifications declines gradually.
This is expected: after the most uncertain cases are rejected, the remaining cases sent for rejection are
progressively less likely to be wrong.

5.3.3 The Trajectory of the Optimal Weights α

We repeat the smoothing strategy to generate the whole trajectory of the optimal weights. As shown in
Figure 12a, the optimal weights fluctuate across P values, reflecting sampling variation and optimization
noise due to our cross-validation based optimization procedure to obtain the optimal weights for a given
P . Figure 12b shows the smoothed trajectory, and Figure 12c compares the overall accuracy using the
unsmoothed weights versus the smooth weights. Across all P , the accuracy curves are closely aligned,
indicating that smoothing does not degrade performance. In fact, smoothing slightly improves accuracy at
certain P values, likely due to its denoising capacity. These results are consistent with what we observed
in the smart-home case and suggest that ALARM’s uncertainty integration is robust to minor perturbations
in weight selection. It is interesting to see α3 (Reflection) dominates the other two weights at most levels
of P , while α2 (Analytical Thinking) contributes more at low P , and α1 (Data Comprehension) plays a
role mainly at the largest P . This is also consistent with our observation on Figure 11 that Sref is the most
informative uncertainty score for this case.
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(a) Optimal weights. (b) Smooth weights. (c) Overall accuracy.

Figure 12: Overall accuracy by integrating individual uncertainty scores using optimal weights and smooth
weights in wound classification.

5.3.4 The Impact of the Number of MLLMs M

For the wound classification, we evaluate MLLM ensembles of M = 2 (Claude-3.5-haiku and GPT-4o-
mini), M = 3 (+Claude-3.5-sonnet), M = 4 (+Claude-3.7-sonnet), and M = 5 that includes all the 5 LLMs.
Figure 7b presents the relationship between MLLM ensemble size M and overall accuracy across different
P . Increasing the ensemble size M consistently improves overall accuracy across nearly all rejection rate
P . In wound classification, as M grows, ALARM obtains a richer and more complete set of interpretations
of the same image, reducing blind spots that any single model may have.

5.3.5 Determine the Optimal P and the Impact of Unit Cost λ

Figure 8b shows the optimal solutions of Eq. (8) when given different hypothetic values of unit cost λ. In
practice, this figure can help us decide what is the optimal value of P (and correspondingly, leading to the
optimal weights of S) for a given λ. As shown in Figure 8b, when unit cost λ ≤ 0.07, the optimal strategy
is to defer approximately 30% of cases, maximizing accuracy gains from human review at minimal cost. As
λ increases to around 0.08, P sharply decreases to 15%, reflecting a more conservative allocation of manual
labeling resources. A further rise triggers another abrupt drop to 5%, where only the most uncertain cases
are sent for expert evaluation.

6 Conclusion

LLMs have given rise to the promising prospect of developing smart AI agents that can conduct open-ended
anomaly detection in complex environments. The challenge is that in these complex environments, the
anomalies are sometimes highly contextual and also ambiguous, and thereby, UQ is a crucial capacity for an
MLLM-based VAD system to succeed. In this paper, we use the application of complex-environment moni-
toring as a setting to introduce our UQ-supported MLLM-based VAD framework called ALARM. ALARM
integrates UQ with quality-assurance techniques like reasoning chain, self-reflection, and MLLM ensemble
for robust and accurate performance and is designed based on a rigorous probabilistic inference pipeline
and computational process. The integrated UQ scores S consistently achieves the most stable improvement
across datasets and rejection levels. This is because Sdata, Stask, and Sref capture complementary uncer-
tainty sources from Data Comprehension, Analytical Thinking, and Reflection. In general, in real-world
deployment, the importance of a particular UQ source is unknown and can vary across tasks, datasets, or
even implementation contexts; hence, relying on a single component may lead to unstable or biased un-

20



certainty estimation. The optimized combination ensures a balanced UQ measure that generalizes across
domains, providing reliable abstention behavior even when one component underperforms. For this reason,
ALARM’s generic UQ could be used for many other LLM-based decision-making frameworks which are
multi-staged and consists of a sequential information processing pipeline. For example, in financial risk as-
sessment, during the Data Comprehension stage, LLMs can summarize information from transaction logs,
client profiles, and market reports. In the Analytical Thinking stage, the models reason over the summaries
to infer credit risk, detect potential fraud, or identify investment anomalies based on historical patterns and
statistical indicators. Finally, in the Reflection stage, domain-specific rules, such as regulatory thresholds
or compliance constraints, serve as side information that allows the LLMs to refine their risk predictions.
In future work, we will expand ALARM to a more comprehensive scope of complex-environment mon-
itoring that covers not only video and image monitoring data but a whole range of other sensory data as
well. MLLMs offer powerful new capabilities for interpreting and acting on these multimodal data. Recent
analyses note that IoT sensors effectively serve as “sensing body parts” for LLMs, feeding real-time data
that helps the model ground its outputs and generate more accurate, context-aware responses (Sun and Ortiz
2024, Chen 2011, Bui and Fonarow 2012). Monitoring the data from network traffic, temperature, humid-
ity, audio, and motion together is beneficial for detecting anomalies and figure out the anomaly sources.
Another direction is to expand dataset domains. Although SmartHome-Bench provides the benchmark for
smart-home monitoring, its scale and diversity remain limited compared with large-scale VAD datasets in
other domains. Future work could leverage transfer learning (D’Incecco et al. 2019, Pan et al. 2023) by
incorporating other VAD datasets beyond smart homes (e.g., surveillance datasets on public spaces (Liu
et al. 2018)). This would allow ALARM to capture broader anomaly patterns. In addition, synthetic data
generation (e.g., via video diffusion models (Ho et al. 2022)) could further expand the training pool, provid-
ing richer coverage of ambiguous or rare events. These approaches would help mitigate data scarcity and
support more robust deployment of ALARM in diverse real-world environments. Last but not least, in this
paper, we discuss the parameter configuration of ALARM within the scope of UQ-enabled quality assur-
ance framework that assumes ALARM can defer some cases to human expert. In future work, we will also
fully develop these promising prospects of ALARM in terms of human-AI collaboration. Different LLMs,
shaped by their respective training data, may exhibit distinct strengths across various domains or categories.
By systematically comparing human responses on data with the outputs of different LLMs, we can identify
each model’s domain-specific expertise and selectively deploy them on tasks where they perform best.
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A Theoretical proofs

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. By noting 1S(q)>τ = 1− 1S(q)≤τ , we can observe that

ℓg(q, y) = 1f(q)̸=y1S(q)≤τ + 1f∗(q)̸=y1S(q)>τ

= {1f(q)̸=y − 1f∗(q)̸=y}1S(q)≤τ + 1f∗(q)̸=y

It is easy to see that 1S(q)≤τ is a step function, which is non-increasing in S(q). Thus, when 1f(q)̸=y >
1f∗(q)̸=y, ℓg(q, y) is monotonically non-decreasing in 1S(q)≤τ ; otherwise, it is monotonically non-increasing
in 1S(q)≤τ . By the composition rule, ℓg(q, y) is monotonic in S(q).

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. For the random strategy, since Sr(q) ∼ Unif(0, b), we have

P (Sr(q) ≤ τ) =
τ

b
,

which gives

Rr = E(q,y)∼F [1f(q)̸=y1Sr(q)≤τ ]− δP (Sr(q) ≤ τ) + δ

= E(q,y)∼F [1f(q)̸=y1Sr(q)≤τ ] +
b− τ

b
δ.

In random strategy, since Sr(q) and f(q) are independent, we have

Rr = E(q,y)∼F [1f(q)̸=y]P (Sr(q) ≤ τ) +
b− τ

b
δ

=
τ

b
E(q,y)∼F [1f(q)̸=y] +

b− τ

b
δ.

Then we have

Rg −Rr =E(q,y)∼F [1f(q)̸=y(1S(q)≤τ −
τ

b
)]− δ[P (S(q) ≤ τ)− τ

b
]

=E(q,y)∼F [(1f(q)̸=y − δ)(1S(q)≤τ −
τ

b
)]

=Eq[Ey[1f(q)̸=y − δ|q](1S(q)≤τ −
τ

b
)]

=Eq[P (f(q) ̸= y|q)− δ)(1S(q)≤τ −
τ

b
)].

Let p̃(q) ≜ P (f(q) ̸= y|q), δ̃ ≜ Eq[P (f(q) ̸= y|q)], and s = Eq[1S(q)≤τ ]. The risk gap can be rewritten
as

Rg −Rr =Eq[(p̃(q)− δ)(1S(q)≤τ −
τ

b
)]

=Eq[(p̃(q)− δ̃ + δ̃ − δ)(1S(q)≤τ −
τ

b
)]

=Eq[(p̃(q)− δ̃)(1S(q)≤τ − s)] + (δ̃ − δ)(s− τ

b
).
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Given that human experts perform better than the LLMs, i.e., δ̃ ≥ δ, and we can always adjust the parameters
(e.g., τ ) to ensure the same coverage, we can ignore the second term. Thus, we have

Rg −Rr =Eq[(p̃(q)− δ̃)(1S(q)≤τ − s)]

=Cov(p̃(q),1S(q)≤τ ).

We can see that when 1S(q)≤τ is negatively correlated with the wrong detection rates p̃(q), we have Rg <
Rr. The stronger this negative correlation, the greater the performance gain over random selection.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. While the second term in Eq. (11) corresponds to the variability sourced from x, we only concern
about the first term which is the average variability in Analytic Thinking where the interferences of the
uncertainty in x is averaged out. In other words, the first term gives us the estimate of the uncertainty
inherent in Analytic Thinking regardless of the contribution of x. Note that the variance Var[z|x, T ] can be
further decomposed as

Var[z|x, T ] = Varh̃
[
E[z|x, T , h̃]

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

variability in task-related reasoning

+ Eh̃

[
Var[z|x, T , h̃]

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
inherent variability in LLM

, (14)

where the two terms in Eq. (14) represent the task-related reasoning variability (i.e., the part that Stask

concerns with) and the inherent variability in LLM reasoning ability (i.e., randomness caused by the proba-
bilistic nature of the LLMs), respectively. To understand the inherent variability in LLM reasoning ability,
one can think of the temperature parameter in LLM that could be set to be a large number to solicit more
such uncertainty so the output of the LLM can be more random given the same input. And vice verse, if we
set the temperature parameter as 0, we expect the LLM to generate the same output given the same input. In
our work, we do set the temperatures of the LLMs to 0 and assume their stability in decision-making, since
this randomness relies on the model designs and is irrelevant to our purpose of computing the task specific
uncertainty score Stask.

Summarizing the aforementioned analysis, to compute Stask, we only need to focus on the first term in
Eq. (14). We compute Stask using ∆R = Ex

[
Varh̃[E[z|x, T , h̃]]

]
which can be rewritten as

∆R =Ex

[
Eh̃

[
(E[z|x, T , h̃]− E[z|x, T ])2

]]
=Eh̃

[
Ex

[
E[z|x, T , h̃]− E[z|T ] + E[z|T ]− E[z|x, T ]

]2]
.

Let A = E[z|x, T , h̃]− E[z|T ] and B = E[z|T ]− E[z|x, T ]. It is easy to see that

∆R =Ex

[
Eh̃

[
A+B

]2]
= Eh̃

[
Ex

[
A+B

]2]
=Eh̃

[
Ex[A

2]
]
+2Ex

[
Eh̃[AB]

]
+Ex[B

2]

=Eh̃

[
Ex[A

2]
]
−Ex[B

2]

=Eh̃[Rh̃]−R.

Here, Rh̃ = Ex[A
2] = Ex

[
E[z|x, T , h̃] − E[z|T ]

]2 and R = Ex[B
2] = Ex

[
E[z|x, T ] − E[z|T ]

]2.
Thus, we can conclude that Stask indicates the variations conditioned on x, with and without the inclusion
of the generated hypothesis h̃.
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B Additional Experiment Setup

For each case study, we split the dataset into training and testing sets at a 4:1 ratio, with stratification (i.e.,
based on video types and wound categories) to ensure a representative distribution (i.e., to ensure that the
proportions of the video or wound types are the same between the training and testing datasets). All text
components, e.g., data descriptions, reasoning, and side information, are embedded into vector represen-
tations using the Sentence-BERT encoder all-MiniLM-L6-v2 as the embedding function e(·). It produces
384-dimensional semantic embeddings optimized for measuring meaning similarity between sentences. For
the PMF algorithms, we select the optimal latent dimension K from the set {5, 10, 15} using 5-fold cross-
validation. In the Reflection stage, we use a standard logistic regression classifier to map the combined
embeddings as features (i.e., the reasoning z, the hypothesis h̃, and the side information c) to anomaly prob-
abilities. The classifier is implemented using sklearn (Pedregosa et al. 2011) from Python with the LBFGS
optimizer, a maximum of 1000 iterations, and an L2 regularization penalty. To reduce computational cost,
we obtain the optimal weights α∗ by Eq. (6) through a grid search over the range [0,1] with a step size of
0.1, ensuring that the weights sum to 1.

C Justification for the Choice of Evaluation Metrics

Our evaluation metrics are designed to comprehensively capture the performance and reliability of the pro-
posed UQ decision system. They measure (1) Predictive accuracy under abstention. By evaluating overall
accuracy as a function of rejection rate, the observed improvement in Figures 5(a) and 11 verifies that the
combined UQ score behaves consistently with theoretical expectations. Recall evaluates the sensitivity to
abnormal cases, which is essential for safety-critical applications, where missing true anomalies can lead
to higher downstream cost. F1 score balances precision and recall, providing a robust summary when class
distributions are imbalanced. Accuracy on DAmbiguity shows how the methods perform on the most con-
textually ambiguous and hard-to-classify cases. (2) UQ. The ratio of true misclassification in rejected cases
measures the precision of abstention, i.e., the proportion of rejected instances that are indeed misclassified
by the LLM ensemble. A higher ratio empirically confirms that the learned UQ scores correctly identifies
samples that the LLMs cannot make accurate predictions. (3) Robustness of the UQ methods. Overall accu-
racy using optimal and smooth weights empirically tests the robustness and stability of the UQ integration.
Small performance differences confirm that the weighting scheme generalizes well and is not overfitted to
noise. (4) Cost-aware decision efficiency. The trade-off curve (Figure 8) between optimal P values and
different unit cost demonstrates that ALARM achieves accuracy-cost balance.

D Additional Results in Case Studies

D.1 VAD in Smart Homes

In the Reflection stage of the LLM reasoning chain, we incorporate anomaly rules as side information c
based on an anomaly taxonomy shown in Figure S1 developed by domain experts.

D.1.1 Which categories (normal, abnormal, and ambiguous) of cases are mostly impacted by our
UQ score?

It is of interest to examine the percentage of videos classified by MLLMs, meaning those identified as low
uncertainty by our UQ score, in each of the three categories: normal, abnormal, and ambiguous (defined
by ground truth). Online Figure S2 shows this information, while each curve corresponds to a category and
shows how the percentage of low uncertainty videos changes according to the change of rejection rate P .
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Figure S1: Overview of the video anomaly taxonomy in smart homes.

Figure S2: The percentage of videos not rejected, i.e., videos identified as low-uncertainty by our ALARM
UQ score, across different ground-truth anomaly categories under varying rejection rates P .
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Prompt Example for Data Comprehension

You are an expert image analyst. You are shown an image of human skin with an irregularity. Please describe the visible 
characteristics such as size, shape, color, and any other distinct features in the image. 

Please respond using the format below:
{
“Description”: “Provide a concise yet informative description of the image, including details such as size, shape, color, 
depth, exudate, tissue type (e.g., necrotic, granulating), surrounding skin condition, and any other clinically relevant 
observations.”
}

Figure S3: Prompt example for Data Comprehension in wound classification.

Prompt Example for Analytical Thinking

You are a medical expert specializing in wound. Your task is to predict the wound type and provide a detailed 
explanation, grounded in the image description, that justifies why the wound belongs to the one of the following 7 
categories: “Stab Wound”,  “Laceration”, “Ingrown Nails”, “Cut”, “Burns”, “Bruises”, “Abrasions”.

The wound description is:
{
“Description": "{description}”
}

Please respond using the format below:
{
“Reasoning”: “Detailed reasoning for why this wound corresponds to the predicted category based on features.”
“Type”: One of the following: “Stab Wound”,  “Laceration”, “Ingrown Nails”, “Cut”, “Burns”, “Bruises”, “Abrasions”
}

Figure S4: Prompt example for Analytical Thinking in wound classification.

Apparently, the category of abnormal videos is most “resilient” to the impact of P , indicating that if a video
is anomalous, its meaning or signal is most certain. The category of ambiguous videos is the most impacted,
which is consistent with the context, since this category contains the most ambiguous videos as determined
by domain experts. Positioned between the ambiguous and abnormal categories lies the normal category,
reflecting its intermediate level of uncertainty. This analysis not only confirms our guess but also sheds light
on how UQ can really help to improve VAD in complex environments like smart homes. Some cases are
apparently abnormal, like a senior fell down the floor or a cat threw up, but some cases are challenging since
they could be normal in a different context, like the detection of a stranger (a friend or a thief?). These cases
are conditionally normal and should be marked out by UQ and further evaluated by human stakeholders.

D.2 Wound Classification

In Data Comprehension (prompt examples in Online Figure S3), MLLMs generate structured visual descrip-
tions from wound images (e.g., color, shape, and size), capturing the essential observable features. MLLMs
in Analytical Thinking (prompt examples in Online Figure S4) use these descriptions to predict the wound
type and provide justifications grounded in visual features, producing an initial hypothesis (e.g., “Bruise”
due to reddish-purplish discoloration and pooled blood beneath the skin). Reflection (prompt examples in
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Prompt Example for Reflection

You are a medical expert specializing in wound. You are provided with the results of wound analysis, including 
description, reasoning, and a wound type. Additionally, you have a set of reference examples for wound prediction. 
Your task is to review the provided examples. If the content matches any of the examples, apply the example and 
update the wound prediction result. If no example applies, retain the original prediction.
    
The wound prediction result is:
{
“Description": "{description}”
“Reasoning": "{reasoning}",
“Type": {type}
}

Reference Examples:
Example 1:
{
“Description": "{description_1}”
“Reasoning": "{reasoning_1}",
“Type": {type_1}
}

Example 2:
{
“Description": "{description_2}”
“Reasoning": "{reasoning_2}",
“Type": {type_2}
}

Example 3:
{
“Description": "{description_3}”
“Reasoning": "{reasoning_3}",
“Type": {type_3}
}

Please respond using the format below:
{
“Reasoning”: “If the wound matches a reference example, provide reasoning based on the specific example. If no 
example applies, state 'No applicable example; retaining the original result”
“Updated Type”: One of the following: “Stab Wound”,  “Laceration”, “Ingrown Nails”, “Cut”, “Burns”, “Bruises”, 
“Abrasions”
}

Figure S5: Prompt example for Reflection in wound classification.

6



Online Figure S5) introduces domain-specific side information. Here, MLLMs use reference examples as
side information with descriptions, reasoning, and known wound types to re-evaluate and, if needed, revise
the initial hypothesis. In the example shown in Figure 10, the comparison with an “Abrasion” reference
led to a label change from bruise to abrasion. At each stage, ALARM computes stage-specific uncertainty
scores Sdata, Stask, and Sref , which are optimally weighted (α1, α2, α3) to produce the final integrated
uncertainty score S. This score determines whether a case is classified automatically via majority voting
across MLLMs or deferred to human experts, enabling selective decision-making.
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