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Abstract

Multimodal large language models (MLLMs) are expected
to jointly interpret vision, audio, and language, yet exist-
ing video benchmarks rarely assess fine-grained reasoning
about human speech. Many tasks remain visually solv-
able or only coarsely evaluate speech, offering limited in-
sight into whether models can align who speaks, what is
said, and when it occurs. We introduce AV-SpeakerBench,
a curated benchmark of 3,212 multiple-choice questions
focused on speaker-centric audiovisual reasoning in real-
world videos. It features: (1) a speaker-centered formu-
lation that treats speakers—not scenes—as the core rea-
soning unit; (2) fusion-grounded question design embed-
ding audiovisual dependencies into question semantics; and
(3) expert-curated annotations ensuring temporal preci-
sion and cross-modal validity. Comprehensive evaluations
show that the Gemini family consistently outperforms open-
source systems, with Gemini 2.5 Pro achieving the best re-
sults. Among open models, Qwen3-Omni-30B approaches
Gemini 2.0 Flash but remains far behind Gemini 2.5 Pro,
primarily due to weaker audiovisual fusion rather than vi-
sual perception. We believe AV-SpeakerBench establishes a
rigorous foundation for advancing fine-grained audiovisual
reasoning in future multimodal systems.

1. Introduction
Multimodal large language models (MLLMs) have rapidly
evolved in recent years, extending language models into im-
age [7, 35, 54, 69], video [34, 54, 66], and audio under-
standing [18, 28, 64]. As this evolution continues, recent
efforts have moved beyond pairwise modality fusion toward
building omni-models that aim to jointly process vision, au-
dio, and language in a unified architecture [22, 51, 59, 60].
Such capability is essential for real-world applications like

*Equal Contribution

Figure 1. Motivation of AV-SpeakerBench. Existing video
benchmarks often contain visually solvable questions—such as
counting visible people—where state-of-the-art multimodal mod-
els can answer correctly even when the audio stream is muted (left;
examples from Video-MME [13]). In contrast, questions in AV-
SpeakerBench (right) are explicitly designed to require audiovi-
sual fusion: the correct answer depends on who speaks, when they
speak, and how speech events unfold over time.

video dialog agents, meeting transcription systems, and
human–AI interaction platforms, where the model must
see, hear, and reason over multiple signals simultaneously.
However, evaluating whether current models can truly inte-
grate multiple modalities–rather than treat one as the domi-
nant source–remains an open challenge.

In particular, audiovisual speaker perception has been
a long-standing research problem [26, 27, 46, 47, 49, 55],
yet modern MLLMs are rarely evaluated on this abil-
ity. This gap arises for two reasons. First, existing
speaker datasets are built around closed-set labels or frame-
level supervision, making them incompatible with open-
ended, language-based evaluation. Second, current video
QA benchmarks seldom focus on speaker-level reason-
ing: many questions can be solved using a single modal-
ity [13, 52], while others emphasize coarse audio–visual
matching or non-speech acoustic events [30, 61, 70]. As
a result, current benchmarks do not systematically evaluate
whether multimodal models can jointly determine who is
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speaking, what is being said, and in what visual context.
To address this gap, we introduce AV-SpeakerBench,

a new benchmark for evaluating fine-grained audiovisual
reasoning centered on human speakers in real-world video.
AV-SpeakerBench is explicitly designed to test whether
multimodal models can jointly interpret visual, auditory,
and linguistic information at the speaker level—a capabil-
ity not captured by existing datasets. Below, we outline the
benchmark’s key design principles.

Speaker-centric task formulation. AV-SpeakerBench
frames every question around the speaker as the funda-
mental reasoning unit, shifting evaluation from scene-level
understanding to human-centered audiovisual grounding.
Each video includes multiple visible individuals, enabling
identity-based questions that require models to determine
who speaks, when, and under which visual context. By
spanning diverse conversational settings and speaker con-
figurations—factors known to increase difficulty in audio-
visual perception [26, 46, 47, 49, 55]—the benchmark tests
whether models can reliably resolve speaker behavior amid
visually complex and varied conversational dynamics.

Fusion-driven question design. AV-SpeakerBench uses
a four-choice MCQ format in which auditory and visual
cues are jointly encoded in both questions and answer
options. This design ensures that solving each item re-
quires cross-modal fusion—for example, associating spo-
ken phrases with visible speakers, interpreting speech in
relation to visual events, or resolving multiple voices in
a shared scene. Together, these constructions reflect how
audiovisual understanding naturally relies on coordinating
what is heard with what is seen.

High-quality human annotation. All clips are manu-
ally selected and temporally segmented to isolate moments
where speech-driven interaction occurs. Annotators then
identify segments that genuinely require audiovisual rea-
soning—such as aligning an utterance with the correct visi-
ble speaker—and compose MCQs grounded in these spans.
Each clip and question undergoes multi-stage expert review
to ensure temporal precision and cross-modal validity.

Dataset summary and evaluation scope. Our IRB-
approved AV-SpeakerBench contains 3,212 curated ques-
tion–answer pairs across 12 task types, all centered on
speakers as the core reasoning unit. These tasks span tem-
poral localization, speaker identification, speech-content
reasoning, utterance counting, paralinguistic attribute com-
parison and so on, collectively evaluating a model’s ability
to integrate recognition, grounding, and temporal reasoning
across audio and vision rather than depend on static or uni-
modal cues.

Experimental findings and implications. Comprehen-
sive evaluation across open-source and proprietary mod-
els reveals a clear performance gap between current

MLLMs and human accuracy. Among open-source models,
only recent omni-directional approaches—such as Qwen3-
Omni [60]—show substantial progress, with the 30B vari-
ant reaching parity with Gemini 2.0 Flash [15]. However,
Gemini 2.5 Pro [15] remains the strongest overall, outper-
forming all others across nearly all tasks. Our analysis (Sec-
tion 4.3) shows that this advantage comes primarily from
stronger audiovisual fusion: Gemini 2.5 Pro consistently
gains 10–20% from audio inputs, whereas Qwen3-Omni’s
improvements are modest or sometimes negative. A sys-
tematic error-pattern study further reveals that weaknesses
in audio perception and temporal grounding are the domi-
nant sources of failure. Together, these findings show that
speaker-centered multimodal reasoning remains a core bar-
rier to human-level audiovisual understanding.

2. Related Work
Multimodal Understanding Benchmarks. Multimodal
evaluation has expanded from image benchmarks—such as
VQA [2, 20], chart/document understanding [42, 43, 50,
56], and general capability suites [11, 29, 37]—to video
benchmarks that introduce temporal structure and richer
scene context. Different video datasets emphasize differ-
ent abilities: long-form narrative reasoning [41], temporal
ordering [3, 38], procedural understanding [53, 57], egocen-
tric perception [8, 21], world modeling [24], and broad ca-
pability aggregation [12, 32]. While existing video bench-
marks broaden multimodal evaluation, they rarely require
fine-grained integration between visual signals and human
speech, nor do they target speaker-centric reasoning. AV-
SpeakerBench fills this gap by providing a dedicated bench-
mark for speaker-level audiovisual understanding.

Audiovisual Understanding Benchmarks. Audiovisual
speech understanding has been studied through both non-
speech and speech-focused datasets. Non-speech bench-
marks such as AudioSet [17] and VGGSound [4] target
event-level acoustic classification, while speech datasets
cover specific facets of communication: VoxCeleb [6, 45]
for speaker identity, LRS/LRS3 [1] for transcription, and
AVA-ActiveSpeaker / ASW [27, 49] for frame-level speak-
ing and audibility labels. However, these resources rely on
closed-set labels or low-level annotations and thus do not
evaluate the open-ended multimodal reasoning abilities ex-
pected of modern MLLMs.

Recent work has begun exploring audiovisual reason-
ing for multimodal models, but mainly through task formu-
lations that differ fundamentally from speaker-centric rea-
soning. VGGSounder [70] reannotates VGGSound [4] for
multi-label audio event classification; AV-Odyssey [19] fo-
cuses on audio–visual matching tasks—such as pairing im-
ages with audio clips or selecting which video aligns with a
given sound—rather than reasoning about spoken content.
WorldSense [24] similarly frames audiovisual understand-
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Benchmarks Modalities #Videos #QA Anno. Audiovisual Reasoning Speaker-centric Reasoning

AV Attribution AV Temporal Localization Speech–Speaker Attribution Speech temporal localization Speech Grounding

MSRVTT-QA [58] V 2,990 72,821 A ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

ActivityNet-QA [62] V 800 8,000 M ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

MVBench [32] V 3,641 4,000 A ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Video-Bench [48] V 5,917 17,036 A&M ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

EgoSchema [41] V 5,063 5,063 A&M ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Video-MME [12] V 900 2,700 M ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

MMBench-Video [9] V 609 1,998 M ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

AVQA [61] A+V 57,000 57,335 M ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

OmniBench [33] A+I ✗ 1,142 M ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

AV-Odyssey [19] A+I 220 4,555 M ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

WorldSense [25] A+V 1,662 3,172 M ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗

Daily-Omni [68] A+V 648 1,197 A&M ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗

AV-SpeakerBench (Ours) A+V 2,051 3,212 M ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 1. Comparison of multimodal video QA benchmarks. “A” means audio, “V” means video, “I” means image, “S” means subtitle.
“Anno.” is the annotation type (A: automatic, M: manual).

ing as matching between visual scenes and acoustic cues
(e.g., music style or sound summary), and its tasks span a
wide range of audio types without centering human speech;
OmniBench pairs static images with narrated audio for
temporal reconstruction; and Daily-Omni targets high-level
scene understanding rather than modeling speaker identity
or spoken utterances. We compare AV-SpeakerBench with
other benchmarks in Table 1.

Across these benchmarks, audio is used to character-
ize scenes, events, or background context, but not to
bind speech to visible speakers. AV-SpeakerBench instead
adopts a speaker-centric formulation that requires aligning
spoken content with the people who produce it.

Multimodal Large Language Models. Multimodal
LLMs have progressed from image–text models such
as BLIP-2 [31], InstructBLIP [7], and LLaVA [35, 36]
to video-oriented systems like Video-LLaMA [5, 65],
VITA [10], and PandaGPT [51], which introduce temporal
encoding for multi-frame reasoning. Recent omni-modal
models—including Gemini [16], Qwen-Omni [60], Phi-4
Multimodal [44], StreamOmni [67], Unified-IO 2 [40],
OLA / OneLLM [23, 39], and AnyGPT [63]—aim to unify
audio, video, and language through instruction tuning
and shared cross-modal alignment. However, existing
evaluations largely emphasize visual QA or coarse au-
dio–visual matching, providing limited insight into whether
these models can perform fine-grained, speaker-centric
audiovisual reasoning. AV-SpeakerBench directly targets
this gap by assessing whether models can jointly resolve
who is speaking, what is said, and when it occurs within
natural multi-speaker video.

3. AV-SpeakerBench
Recent multimodal video benchmarks such as Video-
MME [13] have advanced the evaluation of large multi-
modal models on a wide range of video understanding tasks.
However, many existing questions remain largely vision-
solvable, such as “What is the total number of people in the

video?” or “What clothes is the singer wearing?”, where
the correct answer can be inferred from visual frames alone
without attending to the audio stream. Moreover, only a few
benchmarks include human speech in their audiovisual eval-
uation [30, 61, 70], and those that do remain at a coarse cate-
gorical level. For example, VGGSounder [70] extends VG-
GSound with multi-label audio–visual classification, where
human speech is represented by broad categories such as
male speech, female speech, or singing. Such tasks cap-
ture the presence of speech but not its linguistic or speaker-
specific content, leaving open whether models can reason
about who speaks and what is said in natural audiovisual
scenes.

Our goal in constructing AV-SpeakerBench is to fill this
gap by focusing on speaker-centric audiovisual reasoning.
Each question in our benchmark is designed to require joint
interpretation of visual and auditory cues in natural human
speech scenes. In the following sections, we describe the
benchmark’s design principles, data curation and annotation
pipeline, and dataset statistics.

3.1. Fusion-Driven Question Design
The central goal of AV-SpeakerBench is to evaluate audiovi-
sual fusion along the temporal dimension—that is, whether
a model can coherently align what is seen and heard as
events unfold. All questions adopt a unified multiple-choice
(MCQ) format to standardize evaluation and to encode au-
ditory and visual cues compactly within the question and its
answer options. Each item is written so that the correct re-
sponse requires the model to integrate auditory and visual
evidence to reason over temporally ordered actions and ut-
terances.

In our formulation, audiovisual dependency is embedded
directly in the textual construction of the question and its
options. The fusion of modalities appears in several com-
plementary ways, including—but not limited to— (1) link-
ing a spoken phrase to a visible identity (e.g., When does the
man wearing a black T-shirt say ‘What’s going on?’); (2)
cross-conditioning one modality on temporal cues from the
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Q: Among the people who speak, who speaks 
the most quietly overall?
A. The woman in the gray sweater
B. The man in the dark brown shirt
C. The man in the striped shirt
D. The woman in the brown jacket

Q: Who speaks immediately after someone says, 
"So can I put forward a bit of a pitch?"
A. The woman in the blue sweater
B. The man in the patterned jacket
C. The man in the light gray sweater
D. The woman in the white shirt

Q: After the man in the grey shirt wiggles his 
fingers, until the end of the video, how many 
times is "red line" mentioned by all speakers?
A. Zero    B. One    C. Two     D. Three

Q: What does the woman in pink scrubs say just 
before she puts the metal tray down?
A. "I am sorry, I am sorry"   B. "Okay, that helps"
C. "I am a little nervous"         D. "Well, don't be"

Visual Reference Audio Reference

Examples of Audiovisual Reasoning

Dataset Statistics

Q:  After the woman in a black jacket says, "This is 
very datable," until the end of the video, how many 
unique people are visible, even partially?
A. Three  B. Four C. Five D. Six

Q:   Does the man with glasses speak after he 
receives the candies?
A. No, he just gives an awkward smile
B. Yes, he gives in after refusing at first
C. Yes, he replies in an unfriendly tone
D. No, he only looks at the other man

Figure 2. Top: Examples of audiovisual reasoning questions in AV-SpeakerBench. Each question illustrates a distinct way in which
audiovisual dependency is enforced—through spoken-phrase grounding, visual event conditioning, cross-modal temporal localization, or
multi-speaker coordination—ensuring that the correct answer cannot be inferred from a single modality. Bottom: Dataset Distribution.
We present the distribution of videos by duration, task category, and visual complexity (measured by the number of unique visible people).
Together, these statistics highlight the diversity of conversational scenes and reasoning types represented in AV-SpeakerBench.

other—for example, using visual events to localize speech
(e.g, What does the woman sitting on the porch swing say
just before she drinks from her glass?, or conversely, using
auditory events to anchor visual reasoning; At the moment
the man with the black headband says, ”We are not cool,”
how many people are visible?); and (3) combining audi-
tory and visual cues in multi-speaker settings (e.g., After
the man in the grey shirt wiggles his fingers, until the end
of the video, how many times is “red line” mentioned by
all speakers?). Through this formulation, each question en-
forces temporally grounded multimodal reasoning, ensuring
that successful models must align voices, appearances, and
contextual events rather than rely on static visual or textual
shortcuts. Representative examples of different formulation
types are illustrated in Figure 2-top, and a complete set of
per-task examples is provided in the Appendix D.

3.2. Dataset Construction
Video sources. We collect all video data from YouTube,
prioritizing content that naturally features human speech
and multi-party interaction. The majority of clips are sam-
pled from movie clips, as these provide rich audiovisual
dynamics such as turn-taking, facial gestures, and speaker
transitions within short temporal windows. To diversify
speaking style, visual layout, and recording conditions, we
additionally include material from game shows, street in-
terviews, sport interviews, group interviews, podcasts, and
vlogs. All videos are taken from official channels where
individuals are clearly and knowingly recorded on camera.

Clip selection and task-oriented sampling. Unlike
datasets where annotators label pre-defined clips, our pro-
cess begins with segment selection. Annotators watch
full videos and identify 5–30s clips that satisfy task re-
quirements and contain meaningful audiovisual variation.
Choosing the right moment is crucial: segments with too
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few speakers (e.g, monologue) or unchanged conversational
dynamics make temporal or speaker-grounded questions
nearly deterministic (e.g., if only two speakers are visible,
Who speaks after the woman says ‘How are you?’ offers
little diagnostic value). Similarly, an anchor condition that
does not shift who speaks fails to introduce real temporal
grounding. This filtering ensures that all selected clips sup-
port genuine temporal localization and cross-modal reason-
ing rather than superficial pattern matching.

Annotation and refinement. For each selected clip, an-
notators compose the question and four answer options
following detailed task guidelines specifying the required
modality pairings. Distractors are drawn from entities, ac-
tions, or speech events within the same clip; when insuffi-
cient, they are formed by recombining visible or auditory
attributes to maintain contextual realism. All annotators
are experienced researchers rather than crowdsourced work-
ers, ensuring close adherence to multimodal reasoning cri-
teria. Each annotation undergoes a multi-stage refinement
pipeline: (1) an initial review by a separate researcher for
clarity and multimodal validity; (2) linguistic and structural
polishing using a language model; and (3) a final verifi-
cation round by at least two additional researchers other
than the original annotator. During this process, ambigu-
ous, inconsistent, or trivially solvable examples are filtered
out. This rigorous curation pipeline ensures that all remain-
ing questions exhibit temporal sensitivity, speaker ground-
ing, and robust audiovisual reasoning, providing a balanced
and reliable basis for evaluation. Annotation details can be
found in Appendix A.

3.3. Dataset Statistics
After refinement, AV-SpeakerBench comprises 3,212 MCQ
pairs across 12 task types. All tasks are speaker-centric
but probe different aspects of audiovisual understand-
ing, including temporal localization, speaker identification,
speech-content retrieval, utterance counting, paralinguistic
attribute comparison, and so on. Together, they introduce
diverse compositional and temporal challenges that require
coordinated multimodal reasoning rather than reliance on
static or unimodal cues. Appendix D provides illustrative
examples for each task type.

We visualize dataset-wide statistics in Figure 2-bottom,
including the distributions of question types, video dura-
tions, and speaker counts. The dataset spans a wide range
of question formulations and task complexities, reflecting
the natural diversity of audiovisual reasoning scenarios. We
ensure at least 200 validated examples per task to main-
tain balanced coverage across reasoning types. Speaker-
related tasks contain more examples, since temporal rea-
soning about who speaks and when can draw on cues from
either modality—for instance, determining whether some-
one speaks after an audio or visual event. In contrast, tasks

centered purely on visual or auditory recognition must rely
on the opposite modality to remain genuinely multimodal,
which limits the diversity of question formulations rather
than their total count. Although speaker-related tasks there-
fore include more examples, they also encompass a wider
variety of reasoning patterns, and we report per-task accu-
racy throughout all evaluations to avoid bias toward these
categories.

We further analyze the dataset by measuring its vi-
sual complexity, quantified by the number of unique vis-
ible speakers per clip—a standard indicator of difficulty in
human-centric audiovisual benchmarks [27, 46, 49]. AV-
SpeakerBench covers a wide range of interaction densities,
from short dyadic exchanges to multi-party conversations,
providing a balanced yet challenging evaluation environ-
ment for multimodal large language models.

3.4. Interpretation and Scope of Evaluation
Although all question types in AV-SpeakerBench are de-
signed to require audiovisual reasoning in principle, we
recognize that strong models may occasionally infer an-
swers from visual cues alone—such as mouth movement
or gestures—without explicitly relying on the audio stream.
We regard this as a natural and desirable behavior rather
than a flaw: humans similarly infer speech activity from
silent visual context. Our benchmark therefore evaluates
whether a model can integrate both modalities when avail-
able, rather than penalizing instances where one modality
alone happens to suffice. In practice, audio information
consistently simplifies reasoning and boosts accuracy, but
models achieving correct answers through robust visual un-
derstanding remain within the intended evaluation scope.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experiment Setup
Model Selection. We evaluate multimodal LLMs that na-
tively support audio–video inputs. Among proprietary sys-
tems available to us, Gemini [16] is the only model offering
true A+V processing; we report both the thinking and non-
thinking versions of Gemini 2.5 Flash, and only the thinking
version of Gemini 2.5 Pro (the only mode provided). For
open-source models, we include all publicly available A+V-
capable LLMs across omni-modal and video-first archi-
tectures: Qwen2.5-Omni [59], Qwen3-Omni [60], Video-
LLaMA [65], Video-LLaMA2 [5], Unified-IO 2 [40],
OLA [39], OneLLM [23], VITA [10], VITA-1.5 [14],
PandaGPT [51], Phi-4 Multimodal-Instruct [44], and
AnyGPT [63]. For Qwen3-Omni-30B, we report only the
non-thinking variant, as the thinking mode takes about 5
minutes per query and would place a full benchmark run be-
yond our budget. All models are evaluated with their native
A+V interfaces using identical inputs and prompts; further
details are provided in Appendix B.
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Speaker-centric Visual-centric Audio-centric

Task Type Detection Recognition Counting Attribute Recognition Activity Recognition Counting Recognition Duration Pitch Rate Intensity Counting Overall

Human Performance – 96.02 93.13 94.28 93.14 93.20 94.15 96.52 90.68 93.20 91.39 94.17 93.40 93.74

Proprietary Models

Gemini 2.5 Pro Thinking [15] – 81.73 74.15 74.13 72.55 73.30 62.93 77.11 78.81 67.48 69.86 71.84 63.89 73.04
Gemini 2.5 Flash Thinking [15] – 74.71 70.62 60.95 65.59 70.39 65.85 78.61 69.92 66.5 67.46 65.05 58.33 67.84
Gemini 2.5 Flash [15] – 69.79 68.24 50.75 61.76 68.45 51.22 71.64 58.47 60.68 60.29 59.71 40.97 60.27
Gemini 2.5 Flash-Lite [15] – 45.90 52.44 39.10 48.53 51.94 43.41 55.72 51.69 51.46 46.89 54.37 36.11 47.23
Gemini 2.0 Flash [15] – 60.19 63.51 47.51 54.9 63.59 45.85 71.14 56.78 62.62 55.98 55.83 41.67 53.21
Gemini 2.0 Flash-Lite [15] – 56.91 57.35 38.81 49.02 55.83 45.85 67.66 52.12 52.43 51.12 56.31 33.33 51.43

Open-sourced Audiovisual Models

Video-LLaMA [65] 7B 29.51 26.07 29.35 27.23 32.52 25.37 31.84 28.81 31.55 28.23 27.67 21.53 28.21
Video-LLaMA [65] 13B 30.91 29.86 25.37 27.23 37.38 29.76 27.86 23.31 27.67 33.49 30.58 27.08 29.11
Video-LLaMA2 [5] 7B 34.19 36.02 31.25 35.29 37.38 41.46 29.85 40.25 49.03 44.02 45.15 31.25 37.67
PandaGPT [51] 7B 28.34 20.61 27.36 16.18 20.87 32.20 33.83 19.07 24.27 17.70 14.56 15.63 22.88
PandaGPT [51] 13B 20.61 16.82 28.36 0.98 1.94 25.37 5.97 22.46 22.82 25.84 23.30 15.63 18.37

Open-sourced Omni Models

Unified-IO 2 large [40] 1B 24.36 27.49 23.88 24.51 23.79 22.93 21.89 22.03 25.24 31.58 31.55 34.38 26.15
Unified-IO 2 xl [40] 3B 28.81 28.44 31.25 30.39 26.21 23.41 24.88 30.93 22.82 26.32 30.58 31.25 27.52
Unified-IO 2 xxl [40] 7B 26.70 27.25 24.63 30.39 22.82 29.76 23.28 35.59 25.24 33.49 37.38 28.8 24.97
Phi-4 Multimodal [44] 5.6B 37.70 41.71 28.02 46.95 33.50 38.05 45.77 38.56 49.03 42.58 37.38 26.04 38.45
OneLLM [22] 7B 30.44 23.70 20.65 30.88 25.24 27.8 25.37 1.69 24.27 28.23 25.73 34.72 24.97
AnyGPT [63] 7B 24.12 4.27 24.88 0.98 19.90 19.51 15.42 0.00 0.00 0.48 2.43 22.92 12.67
VITA [10] 7B 32.08 34.60 29.85 37.25 36.41 28.78 32.84 37.29 38.83 35.89 37.86 28.13 33.66
VITA-1.5 [14] 7B 32.08 36.73 32.59 38.24 35.44 35.12 32.34 45.34 43.20 44.98 36.89 29.51 36.27
Qwen2.5-Omni 3B 44.91 41.23 33.83 44.61 45.63 44.88 45.77 50.00 42.23 32.54 39.32 26.39 38.23
Qwen2.5-Omni [59] 7B 47.54 41.23 34.83 42.65 38.83 43.41 53.23 47.03 51.94 42.11 43.20 29.17 42.31
Qwen3-Omni [60] 30B 61.83 54.74 46.77 56.86 58.74 40.49 68.16 59.32 58.74 55.98 66.02 34.72 54.14

Table 2. Evaluation Results of AV-SpeakerBench. Our evaluation covers proprietary models, open-sourced audiovisual and omni models.

Frame Sampling. We follow each model’s default
temporal sampling policy. Concretely, we sample 8
frames for Video-LLaMA [65], Video-LLaMA2 [5],
Phi-4 Multimodal-Instruct [44], Unified-IO 2 [40], and
AnyGPT [63]; 5 frames for PandaGPT [51] and
OneLLM [22]; 1 fps capped at 100 frames for VITA [10]
and VITA-1.5 [14]; and 1 fps for Gemini [16], Qwen2.5-
Omni [59], and Qwen3-Omni [60]. Unless otherwise noted,
frames are sampled uniformly within each clip.

4.2. Results
The full evaluation results are presented in Table 2; all re-
sults are reported in MCQ accuracy. Here, we summarize
the main takeaways.
Existing models remain far from human performance.
Human evaluation reaches an overall accuracy of 93.74%,
confirming that the questions are clear and naturally solv-
able through audiovisual reasoning. In comparison, the
strongest model—Gemini 2.5 Pro—achieves only 73.04%,
leaving a gap of over 20 percentage points. This indi-
cates that current multimodal LLMs still have substan-
tial room for improvement on fine-grained, temporally
grounded speaker-centric reasoning.
Gemini models demonstrate stronger performance than
open-source models. Gemini 2.5 Pro (thinking) deliv-
ers the best results on AV-SpeakerBench, outperforming all
other models on 11 of the 12 tasks and achieving an over-
all accuracy of 73.04%. Gemini 2.5 Flash (thinking) im-
proves upon the non-thinking Flash variant by 7.57%, yet

still falls notably short of 2.5 Pro. Since both variants em-
ploy the thinking process, this performance gap primarily
reflects differences in the underlying model strength, with
possible additional gains from how the thinking mechanism
interacts with Pro’s larger capacity.
Only recent Omni-series models achieve non-trivial
performance on AV-SpeakerBench. Earlier open-
source multimodal models—such as Video-LLaMA2 [5],
PandaGPT [51], OneLLM [22], Unified-IO [40], and
AnyGPT [63]—perform poorly on AV-SpeakerBench, often
approaching random-guessing accuracy despite supporting
both audio and video inputs. Recent Omni-series models,
including Phi-4-Multimodal [44], VITA/VITA-1.5 [10, 14],
Qwen2.5-Omni [59], Qwen3-Omni [60], and OLa [39],
demonstrate substantial improvements, marking the first
generation of open-source models capable of handling fine-
grained audiovisual reasoning. Among them, Qwen3-
Omni-30B is the strongest, exceeding all other open-source
models and even slightly surpassing Gemini 2.0 Flash.
However, it still remains far behind the Gemini 2.5 family,
underscoring the difficulty of speaker-centric audiovisual
reasoning even for the most advanced open-source LLMs.

4.3. Analysis

Performance gaps reflect differences in audiovisual fu-
sion capability. From Table 2, we observe that Gemini
2.5 Pro consistently outperforms Qwen3-Omni-30B across
all categories on AV-SpeakerBench. We investigate this
difference by comparing each model’s performance un-
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Figure 3. Multimodal ablation and error analysis.

der vision-only and audiovisual input settings (Figure 3a).
Gemini 2.5 Pro exhibits consistent gains of roughly 10–20
percentage points across all tasks when both modalities are
available, indicating stable and effective fusion. In contrast,
Qwen3-Omni-30B achieves much smaller gains—and in
some tasks, even negative differences—suggesting that au-
dio input does not reliably improve its reasoning. These re-
sults indicate that Gemini’s advantage primarily arises from
stronger temporal alignment and cross-modal integration,
whereas future progress in speaker-centric audiovisual rea-
soning will depend on improving fusion robustness rather
than merely scaling unimodal perception.

Why advanced models may answer some audiovisual
questions using only vision. Although AV-SpeakerBench
is designed to require audiovisual reasoning, we observe
that advanced models can occasionally answer certain ques-
tions using only visual cues. Human speech naturally
produces observable signals—such as mouth motion, gaze
shifts, and conversational gestures—that can provide partial
evidence about who is speaking or when speech occurs. As
a result, strong models may exploit these cues even in the
absence of audio.

Figure 4a shows an example where Gemini 2.5 Pro cor-
rectly identifies the most active speaker under vision-only
input by tracking sustained mouth movement and gesturing
patterns. However, these cues are not always reliable. In
Figure 4b, the same vision-only setting leads the model to a
wrong answer because the visible gestures mislead it about
the speaker’s rate of speech. When audio is provided (Fig-
ure 4c), the model correctly resolves the ambiguity, demon-
strating that the task genuinely requires multimodal fusion.

Importantly, these visual cues reflect natural properties
of human communication rather than dataset bias. AV-
SpeakerBench does not explicitly penalize unimodal so-

Number of Unique People ≤2 3 4 ≥ 5

Gemini 2.5 Pro Thinking [16] 74.8 74.1 74.1 70.9
Gemini 2.5 Flash Thinking [15] 71.8 68.4 66.8 65.1
Qwen2.5-Omni 7B [59] 46.7 40.7 42.4 40.2
Qwen3-Omni 30B [60] 58.3 52.9 52.0 54.4

Table 3. Accuracy by the number of visible people. Models
generally decrease in accuracy as visual complexity increases.

lutions—if a model can reliably infer speech activity
from vision alone, this reflects genuine capability (e.g.,
implicit lip-reading or motion-level reasoning). How-
ever, as Figures 4b–c illustrate, fusion offers a clear ad-
vantage: audio resolves ambiguities that visual cues alone
cannot, and robust performance across the benchmark con-
sistently requires integrating both modalities. Our goal is
therefore not to suppress unimodal cues, but to design tasks
where multimodal fusion provides the most reliable and
general path to correct reasoning.

Failure cases for Gemini 2.5 Pro. To better under-
stand the remaining challenges for Gemini 2.5 Pro on AV-
SpeakerBench, we qualitatively examined five failure cases
per task and categorized them into four major types: (1)
Visual/Audio perception error—misperceiving informa-
tion within a single modality, such as misidentifying a ges-
ture or mishearing a spoken phrase; (2) Cross-modal attri-
bution error—recognizing unimodal content correctly but
mismatching it across modalities, e.g., attributing an utter-
ance to the wrong speaker; (3) Temporal grounding er-
ror—identifying the correct event but applying an incorrect
temporal relation, such as reasoning over the after segment
when the question asks for before; and (4) Temporal lo-
calization error—selecting the wrong segment in audio or
video, leading to misaligned reasoning. As summarized in
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From the start of the video until just before a person holding a 
tray is shown, who speaks the most among those who 
speak?

...
Then Yellow Shirt joins the scene.From 0:04 onwards, 
Yellow Shirt takes center stage.  Her mouth is moving 
constantly, she's gesturing, and it's obvious she's the one 
driving the conversation.
...
Therefore, the person in the light yellow T-shirt (Yellow 
Shirt) clearly speaks the most.  The final answer, as 
requested, is "C". ✅

Of those who speak, who has the lowest rate of speech?

…
There's a guy with a shaved head in the beginning. He 
seems to be taking his time, making deliberate gestures, 
and not rushing his words, which is giving me a strong 
indication his speech rate will be on the slower side.
…
Based on that quick visual assessment, the shaved-head 
guy (C) seems to be the clear winner for the lowest speech 
rate. ❌

Of those who speak, who has the lowest rate of speech?
After the man shows the drawing to the woman, until the 
end of the video, how many unique people speak, out of 
all the people visible on screen, even partially?

…
Aha!  At 00:05, he fully reveals it to the two women. That's 
the start of our timeframe. At 00:07, the woman on the 
right says \"Okay\".  Great, that's one. The man laughs too 
and then, at 00:08, he asks \"Is it better or worse?\"  That's 
speaker number two. The woman on the left, still no
words.
… Therefore, two out of three people spoke during that 
period. D is the answer. ❌

(a) Vision-only: Correct ✔

(c) Audiovisual: Correct ✔

(b) Vision-only: Incorrect ✖

(d) Audiovisual: Incorrect ✖

…
The first guy, shaved head, rattles off a few sentences pretty 
quickly. The second guy, sunglasses, just says "Absolutely," 
Comparing the two, there's a huge difference. Shaved head 
is probably doing hundreds of words per minute; sunglasses 
is one word, maybe a second long.
…
Hmm, it seems A is the most obvious correct choice..The 
correct answer is A. ✅

Figure 4. Qualitative examples of Gemini 2.5 Pro reasoning traces on AV-SpeakerBench. Green and red highlight colors indicate
the model’s correct and incorrect reasoning, respectively. (a) Vision-only example answered correctly: the model identifies the correct
speaker by tracking the duration and consistency of mouth movement and conversational gestures, which serve as natural visual cues for
inferring who is speaking. (b) Vision-only example answered incorrectly: the model incorrectly associates slower gestures with slower
speech, leading to a wrong prediction. (c) The same example as (b) but with audio input: the model correctly identifies the faster speaker
once speech-rate evidence becomes available, confirming that the question requires true audiovisual fusion. (d) Vision + audio example
answered incorrectly: the model predicts that only one woman speaks while both women say “Okay” after the event. Eventually, all three
speakers talk after the event, showing residual difficulty in temporal alignment and speaker disambiguation.

Figure 3b, most failures arise from audio perception and
temporal grounding, indicating that even advanced models
struggle to parse overlapping speech and accurately anchor
reasoning in time. Figure 4d further illustrates an audio per-
ception error where the model misses one of two speakers
uttering the same word in close succession. Additional ex-
amples for each error type are provided in Appendix C.

Evaluation by visual complexity. To examine how visual
complexity impacts model performance, we regroup ques-
tions by the number of visible faces, as shown in Table 3.
All models show lower accuracy as the number of people
increases, indicating that multi-person scenes create sub-
stantial challenges for speaker identification, temporal as-
sociation, and audiovisual grounding.

5. Ethical Statement
The dataset protocol was reviewed by the institutional re-
view board (IRB), which issued a minimal-risk determina-
tion. The certificate will be included in the appendix upon
acceptance to preserve review anonymity.

We define our dataset as a collection of publicly avail-
able YouTube videos paired with precise timestamps and
human-written annotations. The benchmark is used solely
for evaluation, not model training, and thus poses min-
imal risk of bias amplification or unintended memoriza-
tion. The dataset will be released under the CC BY-NC-
SA 4.0 license, which restricts use to non-commercial re-
search and prohibits applications involving facial recogni-
tion, surveillance, or biometric identification. Individuals
featured in referenced videos may request removal, and we
will promptly withdraw the corresponding segments from
future releases.

6. Conclusion
We introduced AV-SpeakerBench, a benchmark for
evaluating fine-grained, speaker-centric audiovisual rea-
soning in real-world video. Unlike prior multimodal
datasets that focus on scene- or event-level under-
standing, AV-SpeakerBench centers on human speakers
and explicitly requires integrating auditory and visual
cues. Our experiments show that while Gemini 2.5 Pro
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exhibits strong fusion and temporal grounding, other
models still face clear limitations in multimodal inte-
gration, underscoring the need for more robust fusion
mechanisms in future multimodal systems. We hope
this benchmark provides a foundation for advancing
multimodal models toward genuine audiovisual under-
standing—where language, vision, and speech are jointly
reasoned about within the same conversational context.
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Supplementary Material

A. Annotation Details
This section outlines the details of our annotation process.
We first describe the interface used to collect audio–visual
annotations, followed by the task guidelines provided to an-
notators to ensure consistency across examples. We then
outline the criteria used to select experienced annotators for
this work. Finally, we include a trivially solvable case to il-
lustrate the intended task clarity and establish a lower bound
on annotation difficulty.

A.1. Annotation Interface
Figure 5 shows the web-based interface used to collect
multiple-choice audio–visual annotations. Each exam-
ple is presented as a self-contained card with a video
player at the top and all annotation fields displayed below.
The card includes immutable metadata (e.g., video id,
video type, category, sub category, task id)
and an approved flag, followed by the natural-language
question and four answer options (A–D). Annotators watch
the clip, specify the temporal span used for reasoning via the
start time and end time fields, select the correct an-
swer, and provide a short explanation in the “reason for the
answer” field, typically referencing visual or auditory evi-
dence. The researchers responsible for review will examine
the reason together with the question and answer choices
to determine whether a question should be refined or ap-
proved.

A.2. Annotation Guideline
A.2.1. General Guidelines
We provide annotators with a set of general guidelines to en-
sure consistent and high–quality audio–visual question cre-
ation. Annotators work from a pool of English-language
YouTube videos and follow a standardized workflow: each
clip is added to the interface, a 5-to-30-second segment is
selected, and a single multiple-choice question is authored
according to the assigned task type. Annotators record the
answer, and supply a brief justification.

Video Selection and Clip Duration. We provide the fol-
lowing constraints to maintain data quality:
• Captions. Select videos without persistent on-screen

subtitles or captions that would trivially reveal the spo-
ken content.

• Content safety. Exclude clips containing extreme or ex-
plicit violence or gore. Mild or non-gratuitous physical

conflict is allowed, but highly graphic or disturbing con-
tent should be avoided.

• Language. All selected videos must be in English.
• Identity visibility. Ensure that the queried identity is

clearly visible in the foreground and is visually distin-
guishable from other people in the scene.

• Discriminative attributes. When designing questions
about a specific person, choose attributes (e.g., clothing,
position, actions) that clearly distinguish that person from
others in the clip.

• Contextual distractors. Construct all answer options
from entities, actions, or speech events within the same
clip. When there are not enough distinct candidates, form
distractors by recombining visible or auditory attributes
(e.g., clothes, positions, or phrases) so that each option
remains contextually plausible and balanced.

• Clip length. Localize each question to a contiguous 5–
30 s segment, depending on the task’s requirements, trim-
ming longer spans to the minimal window that still sup-
ports correct reasoning.

A.2.2. Task-specific Guideline
We provide task-specific requirements in Table 5. Anno-
tators apply these templates when constructing multiple-
choice questions. The annotators will add a few questions
for us to provide feedback before they scale up the data an-
notation.

A.3. Annotator Selection
To ensure high-quality labels for tasks requiring fine-
grained audio–visual reasoning, we restrict annotation to
experienced researchers rather than crowd workers. Our an-
notator team has prior research experience in video under-
standing, speech processing, or multimodal large language
models, enabling them to identify and select clips that are
meaningful and informative for the tasks. This careful se-
lection process is crucial for producing labels of sufficient
quality and reliability, which would be difficult to achieve
with crowd-sourced annotators.

In addition, researchers are trained on the full task taxon-
omy (see Section A.2) before annotation. This ensures that
annotators understand the distinction between trivially solv-
able cases and those requiring joint audio–visual inference,
and could apply task definitions precisely.

A.4. Eliminating Trivially Solvable Questions
A key step in our quality-control pipeline is identifying
and removing trivially solvable questions—items whose an-
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Figure 5. Annotation interface for rate–comparison tasks. The interface presents annotators with the video clip, metadata (video ID,
category, task type), the question, all answer choices, and the selected response. Annotators also specify the temporal window used for
judgment and provide a brief justification. The examples shown correspond to (left) lowest rate of speech, (middle) highest rate of speech,
and (right) lowest rate of speech for a different time span within the same video. These examples illustrate how annotators validate temporal
reasoning by explicitly grounding answers in the video timeline.

swers can be inferred without reference to specific temporal
or spatial cues in the clip. These questions arise when the
structure of the video or the phrasing of the question makes
the correct answer globally obvious, regardless of any local-
ized event. Typical examples include questions where the
target event occurs throughout the video or is otherwise eas-
ily predictable, providing little meaningful challenge for the
fine-grained audio–visual reasoning our tasks are designed
to assess.

• Persistent speaker patterns: e.g., one person speaks
continuously throughout the clip, making questions such
as “Does the man speak when event X happens?” solv-
able without checking the requested moment.

• Constant scene composition: e.g., the number of visi-
ble people remains unchanged across the entire segment,
allowing “How many people are visible when event X
occurs?” to be answered without performing moment-
specific counting.

• Globally obvious answers: cases where the question
refers to a specific moment or segment, but the answer

can be determined from a property that holds across the
entire clip rather than from the localized event.

• Always-on video captions: some videos contain burned-
in subtitles throughout the entire clip. In such cases, ques-
tions involving spoken content (e.g., “What does the man
say after event X?”) become answerable by simply read-
ing the captions rather than performing speech recogni-
tion or audio–visual alignment. Therefore, these ques-
tions fail to evaluate the intended modality.

Figure 6 shows two representative examples. In the first,
only a single person is visible across the entire segment, so
the answer to a moment-specific visibility question is glob-
ally obvious. In the second, the spoken line appears verba-
tim as burned-in captions on the screen, allowing the cor-
rect answer to be selected without listening to or timing the
utterance. Such items do not evaluate the intended audio–
visual capabilities and are therefore removed.
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Q: At the moment the man in black suit says, "someone is making a ton of 
money", how many people are visible, even partially?
A. One B. Two C. Three  D. Four

Q: What does the man in grey sweater says before the man in black 
sweaters points to him?
A. “Steven Vegali?”
B. “Steven Vegetabli”
C. “What would the plumber say to the singer?”
D. “If Steven Seagal removed all animal products from diet, what would 
we call him?” 

Figure 6. Examples of trivially solvable questions removed
during filtering. (Top) A moment-specific visibility question
becomes trivial because only one person is visible throughout
the entire clip, making the answer recoverable without ground-
ing to the referenced utterance. (Bottom) A speech-content ques-
tion becomes trivial because the spoken line appears as burned-in
captions, allowing the answer to be selected without performing
audio-based reasoning.

B. Detailed Evaluation
This section provides additional details on our evaluation
protocol beyond what is reported in the main paper. We
first specify the exact prompts and answer format used
when querying multimodal language models on our mul-
tiple–choice audio–visual questions (Sec B.1). We then de-
scribe our procedure for measuring human performance, in-
cluding annotator recruitment, instructions, and aggregation
of responses (Sec B.2), which serves as a reference ceiling
for model accuracy on our benchmark.

B.1. Evaluation Prompt
At test time, we query models with a single unified prompt
for all tasks. Figure 7 illustrates the format. Each instance
consists of (i) the video input (uniformly sampled frames
plus the full audio track), (ii) a fixed instruction, and (iii) a
multiple-choice question with four options labeled A–D.

The instruction reads:

“Select the best answer to the following multiple-choice
question based on the video. Respond with only the letter
(A, B, C, or D) of the correct option.”

The question and answer block then specifies the task
(e.g., speech intensity, speaker counting) and lists four can-
didate answers in natural language. We parse the model’s
prediction by mapping it to the corresponding option among
A, B, C, or D. Any response that does not contain a valid
option is counted as incorrect. This strict, letter-only for-

Instruction
Select the best answer to the following multiple-choice question based 
on the video. Respond with only the letter (A, B, C, or D) of the correct 
option.

Question and Answers
Among the people who speak, who speaks the most quietly overall?
A. The woman in the gray sweater
B. The man in the dark brown shirt
C. The man in the striped shirt
D. The woman in the brown jacket
The best answer is:

Figure 7. Evaluation prompt used for multimodal LLMs. For each
example we show a short video (represented here by keyframes
and the waveform), a fixed natural-language instruction, and a
multiple-choice question with four options (A–D). Models must
answer by outputting only the letter of the correct option.

mat helps create deterministic results through standard-
ized instructions across all sub-benchmarks, following prior
work [13].

B.2. Human Performance
To obtain a reliable human upper bound, we conduct a sep-
arate human evaluation that is fully decoupled from the
dataset annotation workflow. None of the human evalua-
tors participated in authoring or reviewing the dataset ques-
tions. The evaluation team consists of ten undergraduate
and master’s students, all with strong English proficiency.
Each evaluator answered roughly 300 questions, providing
broad, non-overlapping coverage of the test set. This design
follows common practice in recent multimodal benchmarks
and ensures that the reported human accuracy reflects gen-
uine task difficulty rather than annotator familiarity.

Evaluation Interface and Protocol. Figure 8 shows the
interface used for human evaluation. The interface presents
the video clip, accompanied by playback controls (Play,
Pause, Replay), followed by the multiple-choice question
exactly as posed to the model. Evaluators select their an-
swer from four options (A–D) without access to transcripts,
subtitles, or any auxiliary textual resources. To keep track
on the number of speakers in each question, the interface
also includes a control prompt asking evaluators to report
the total number of people visible in the video.

Each evaluator completes their assigned questions
through the interface in random order. After submission,
the interface immediately advances to the next item, pre-
venting revisiting or revision. Evaluators do not have access
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Figure 8. Human evaluation interface. Evaluators watch the
video clip, then answer the corresponding multiple-choice ques-
tion (A–D). No transcript or subtitle is provided. The interface
also includes an optional refinement tag and a control question
asking for the total number of people visible in the video. This
setup ensures that human performance is independent of annota-
tion and directly comparable to model outputs.

to ground-truth labels or the responses of other participants.
The interface additionally provides an optional refinement
tag (e.g., trivial error) that allows evaluators to flag ques-
tions with clear issues, such as mismatches between the
question and answer options, or between the video and the
question. These tags are used for data sanity checks and are
not shown to models or used in computing human accuracy.
In practice, no refinement tags were submitted during the
human evaluation process.

This protocol ensures that human performance is (i) in-
dependent of the annotation process, (ii) based solely on
audio–visual information, and (iii) directly comparable to
model predictions under the same multiple-choice setting.

C. Qualitative Analysis by Error Pattern
Figure 9 presents qualitative examples of Gemini 2.5 Pro’s
reasoning traces on AV-SpeakerBench, organized by four
representative error patterns. In all cases, the model has
access to the full video and audio segment, yet its thinking
reveals where the audiovisual reasoning breaks down.

(a) Cross-modality attribution. In Figure 9a, the ques-
tion asks how many unique people speak after the host
waves his hand toward the screen. The video shows that
only the host and a woman respond verbally. However, the
model attributes the utterance to the man standing on the
left, and further hallucinates an additional off-screen male
speaker. This error reflects a failure to align the acoustic
evidence (voice timbre and timing) with the correct visual
identity, leading to incorrect speaker attribution and over-
counting of speakers.

(b) Audio and visual perception. The example in Fig-
ure 9b targets the person with the lowest voice pitch among
several women. The model first misperceives the visual
scene, describing a non-existent “woman in a dark green
off-the-shoulder top” instead of the actual woman in a blue
dress. It then claims that the woman in a khaki sweater has
the lowest pitch, even though her pitch is not the lowest in
the clip. This case jointly exposes incorrect visual (wrong
clothing description) and incorrect audio perception (wrong
comparative pitch), showing that errors in one modality can
reinforce errors in the other.

(c) Temporal grounding. The example in Figure 9c
probes whether the model can restrict its reasoning to a
short temporal window. The question asks how many peo-
ple are visible, even partially, when the man with a cup in
his hand speaks at the specific frame that the man starts say-
ing the phrase. The model correctly identifies this time span
as the anchor, but then counts people who appear before (a
person walking in the background) and after (a person far-
ther back near the cars). The answer is therefore based on
people outside the annotated window, illustrating a tempo-
ral grounding error: the anchor is found, but the visual evi-
dence is aggregated over a broader interval than the question
specifies.

(d) Temporal localization. In Figure 9d, the example fo-
cuses on the number of times “I remember it” is mentioned
by all speakers from the beginning of the clip until a spe-
cific action: the man in the blue sweater putting on the
headphones. In the video, the relevant action occurs at ap-
proximately 00:08, and the correct count is determined by
utterances up to that moment. The model, however, local-
izes the anchor around 00:10 in its reasoning trace, shift-
ing the cut-off point later in time. This mis-localization
changes which utterances are counted and leads to an incor-
rect answer, highlighting that even small temporal offsets
can cause large reasoning errors in speech-counting tasks.
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At the moment the man with a cup in his hand starts 
saying, "Yay, I'm a great student," how many people 
are visible, even partially?

From the start of the video until just before the man in 
a blue sweatshirt is seen wearing the headset, how 
many times is "I remember it" mentioned by all 
speakers?

…   
The question states \"from the beginning\" to \"just before\" 
the headphones are fully on. I'll need to scrutinize the 
dialogue between 0:00 and roughly 0:10. Right before he's 
putting on the headphones at 00:10, he says, \"Yeah, I 
remember it. I remember it.\" Yes, at 00:09, he definitely 
says, \"I remember it,\" *twice*!
… 
The answer is, without a doubt, A. Two. ❌

(c) Temporal Grounding (d) Temporal Localization

…
Let's see, the timestamp is around 00:12 - 00:13. Right, got it. 
We've got the obvious ones: the guy filming, pretty clear. 
Then the guy with the cup who's talking, definitely visible.  
Now, let's look closer. I spot someone walking in the 
background, and there's another person further back near the 
cars
…
The answer is obviously B. Four. Confirmed. ❌

After the man in the middle waves his hand toward the 
screen, until the end of the video, how many unique 
people speak, out of all the people visible on screen, 
even partially?
…
First, I need to pinpoint the start time, which is after the 
host waves his hand toward the screen. I found that 
moment around the 0:08 mark. I've identified:  **Speaker 
1:** the host, is clearly speaking. **Speaker 2:** A man on 
the left says something celebratory. **Speaker 3:** 
Another man on the left also speaks.
… This aligns perfectly with option D, which is \"3 out of 
6\". I am now confident in my selection. ❌

(a) Cross-modality Attribution

Among those who speak, who has the lowest pitch?

…
The task is to identify the woman with the lowest voice 
pitch. The first is a woman in a dark green, 
off-the-shoulder top her voice is in the mid-range. Then, a 
woman in a khaki or beige sweater speaks, and her voice 
is noticeably lower. There are other women in the video 
but they're not speaking.
… Only the woman in the khaki sweater, actually speaks 
with the lower pitch. Option D is clearly the answer. ❌

(b) Audio and Visual Perception

Figure 9. Qualitative examples of Gemini 2.5 Pro reasoning traces on AV-SpeakerBench. Green and red highlight colors indicate
the model’s correct and incorrect reasoning, respectively. The figure above contains representative failure cases spanning four key error
patterns: (a) cross-modality attribution, (b) audio and visual perception, (c) temporal grounding, and (d) temporal localization. Detailed
analyses are provided in the subsection.

D. Question Examples

To make the task definitions concrete, we visualize repre-
sentative multiple–choice question–answer pairs from AV-
SpeakerBench. Each example is shown as a panel contain-
ing (from top to bottom) a strip of video frames, the cor-
responding audio waveform, a natural–language question,
and four answer options. Across all tasks, the model is eval-
uated by its accuracy in selecting the correct option, given
the paired audio–visual clip.

Figure 10 groups the speaker-centric tasks: Speaker De-
tection, Speaker Recognition, and Speaker Counting. In
these tasks, the evaluation focuses on whether the model can
correctly associate speech segments with the correspond-
ing visible speaker(s), distinguishing who is speaking, when
they speak, and how many distinct speakers are active.

Figure 11 illustrates speaker–visual tasks such as Ac-
tivity Recognition and visually grounded counting. Here,
the model must reason jointly about a speaking person and
their on-screen actions or surrounding context (e.g., who
performs an action while or around speaking, or how often
a visually specified person speaks), coupling appearance,
motion, and speech.

Figure 12 showcases speech reasoning tasks: Speech
Recognition, Speech Counting, and Speech Duration. The
evaluation in these tasks requires recovering short spoken
phrases, counting phrases, and compare the duration of
speech.

Finally, Figure 13 presents speech attribute tasks, includ-
ing and comparative speech questions on rate, pitch, and
intensity. These examples emphasize fine-grained acoustic
reasoning: the model must use the audio waveform to com-
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Speaker-centric Visual-centric Audio-centric

Task Type Detection Recognition Counting Attribute Recognition Activity Recognition Counting Recognition Duration Pitch Rate Intensity Counting Overall

Human Performance – 96.02 93.13 94.28 93.14 93.20 94.15 96.52 90.68 93.20 91.39 94.17 93.40 93.74

Gemini 2.5 Pro Thinking [15] – 81.73 74.15 74.13 72.55 73.30 62.93 77.11 78.81 67.48 69.86 71.84 63.89 73.04
Gemini 3 Pro Thinking – 85.95 79.86 73.13 80.39 79.13 71.71 87.06 75.85 70.87 78.47 75.24 70.14 77.62

Table 4. Evaluation Results of Gemini 3 Pro (Thinking) on AV-SpeakerBench.

pare how different people speak (e.g., how fast, how high or
loud).

For compactness, each figure arranges three examples
per row and one row per task group, while maintaining a
consistent interface across all panels. Together, these four
figures highlight the diversity of natural-language formu-
lations and reasoning skills targeted by AV-SpeakerBench,
spanning identity, actions, counting, appearance, speech,
and attributes within a unified audio–visual QA framework.

E. Performance of Gemini 3 Pro on AV-
SpeakerBench

We evaluate the recently released Gemini 3 Pro (Thinking)1

and compare it with Gemini 2.5 Pro on AV-SpeakerBench.
As shown in Table 4, Gemini 3 Pro attains an average ac-

curacy of 77.62%, outperforming Gemini 2.5 Pro (73.04%)
by +4.6 points. The improvements are broad and most
pronounced in tasks requiring fine-grained audio–visual
grounding, including speaker-centric understanding, visual
reasoning, speech recognition, and prosody-related percep-
tion. However, several categories—most notably counting
and speech-attribute reasoning—remain far from solved,
and a substantial gap persists relative to human performance
(93.74%).

Overall, Gemini 3 Pro represents meaningful progress
but still falls short of demonstrating robust and generaliz-
able audiovisual reasoning.

1Released after the main paper deadline.
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Q: Does the man wearing glasses speak before 
the man in the blue suit starts saying "Good, 
huh?"
A. No, he only shows an awkward smile
B. Yes, he gives in after refusing at first
C. Yes, he chews and replies in an unfriendly tone
D. No, he only looks at the other man

Q: Does the woman with blonde hair speak in the 
video?
A. No, she stands up and walks away
B. No, she only nodes and smiles
C. Yes, she is listing a few things she knows
D. Yes, she acknowledges the man's point

Q: Does the man in the khaki coat speak after the 
man in the dark green sweater stands up?
A. No, he only listens to the argument between 
the other two men
B. Yes, he refutes the request from the man in 
the dark green sweater
C. Yes, he argues with the man in the red clothes
D. No, he only yells at the other men

Visual Reference Audio Reference

Q: Who speaks right after the man in the red shirt 
and the man in the gray T-shirt do a fist bump?
A. The man in a gray shirt says "great to meet you"
B. The man wearing glasses says "what's your 
name?"
C. The man wearing a backpack says "what's your 
name?"
D. The man in red shirt says "It's never too late"

Q: Who speaks immediately before the woman 
in the black shirt says, "Tarzan. Well, you say 
because he just can't compete with me"?
A. The woman with blonde hair
B. The man with blonde hair
C. The man with black hair
D. The woman with black hair

Q: Who says, "Oh, I see what's going on"?
A. The man in the blue shirt
B. The man in the striped jacket
C. The man in the white sweater
D. The man in the black suit

Q: After the man in the red patterned shirt 
finishes saying "No actually, I think JD would be 
the one", and until the end of the video, how many 
unique people speak, out of all the people visibly 
present on screen, even partially?
A. 2 out of 4
B. 2 out of 6
C. 3 out of 5
D. 1 out of 4

Q: From the start of the video until just before the 
man in the checkered shirt starts saying “oh yeah 
wait”, how many unique people speak, out of all the 
people visibly present on screen, even partially?
A. 5 out of 7
B. 3 out of 5
C. 4 out of 6
D. 5 out of 6

Q: After the man without a beard closes the door, 
until the end of the video, how many unique 
people speak, out of all the people visible on 
screen, even partially?
A. 2 out of 3
B. 2 out of 2
C. 3 out of 3
D. 3 out of 4

Speaker Counting

Speaker Recognition

Speaker Detection

Figure 10. Visualization of speaker tasks. Top: Speaker Detection. Middle: Speaker Recognition. Bottom: Speaker Counting.
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Q: When does the woman in the black skirt say, 
"That would be so much fun"?
A. After the man in the black shirt walks to the 
window
B. After the woman in the black choker sits on the 
couch
C. As the man in the black shirt points at the window
D. As she walks across the room

Q: What does the man in the green shirt do right 
before the man in the white t-shirt says, "Long time, 
no see"?
A. Touches the lips of the man in the white t-shirt
B. Claps the hand of the man in the white t-shirt
C. Pats the back of the man in the white t-shirt
D. Hugs the man in the white t-shirt

Q: What does the man with the mustache do right 
after he says, "The lord hates a coward"?
A. Brings his hands together in prayer
B. Shakes the hand of the man next to him
C. Taps the man next to him on his arm
D. Puts a locket away in his pocket

Q: At the moment the man in a black suit sitting 
in a chair finishes saying, "This is what I meant," 
how many unique people are visible, even 
partially?
A. Five
B. Three
C. One
D. Four

Q: After the woman with blonde hair says, "I'm a 
history major," until the end of the video, how many 
unique people are visible, even partially?
A. One
B. Two
C. Three
D. Zero

Q: What does the person who speaks 
immediately before the person who says, "that 
was in the car" wear?
A. Green dress
B. Burgundy jacket
C. Black suit
D. Blue dress

Q: What is the person wearing who speaks 
immediately after the line "I thought this was the 
bathroom" is spoken?
A. Blue tank top
B. Gray turtleneck
C. Black crop top
D. Silver earrings

Q: From the start of the video until just before the 
man driving the car starts saying, "Uh, what's 
reverse?", how many unique people are visible, 
even partially?
A. One
B. Two
C. Three
D. Four

Q: What does the person who speaks immediately 
before the person who says, "that was in the car" 
wear?
A. Green dress
B. Burgundy jacket
C. Black suit
D. Blue dress

Visual Reference Audio Reference

Attribute Recognition

Visual Counting

Activity Recognition

Figure 11. Visualization of speaker-visual tasks. Top: Activity Recognition. Middle: Visual Counting. Bottom: Attribute Recognition.
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Q: How many times the "15th anniversary" is 
mentioned by the man wearing blue button up?
A. Zero
B. One
C. Two
D. Three

Q: From the start of the video until just before the 
man with the grey scarf receives the money, how 
many times is "Britney Spears" mentioned?
A. Zero
B. Three
C. Five
D. Seven

Q: From the start of the video until just before a 
person holding a tray appears, who speaks the least 
among those who speak?
A. The person in a dark green T-shirt
B. The person in a dark red T-shirt
C. The person in a light yellow T-shirt
D. The person in a light blue T-shirt

Q: What does the man in the black suit say just 
after he stands up?
A. "What do you have in your mouth?"
B. "Qualification?"
C. "Wait a moment."
D. "Nothing, mayhem."

Q: What does the woman sitting on the porch swing 
say just before she drinks from her glass?
A. "The voice just now."
B. "We don't hear anything."
C. "What is it?"
D. "What is that?"

Q: After the person enters the door, until the end of 
the video, who speaks the most among those who 
speak?
A. The man in the green uniform
B. The man in the white shirt
C. The man in the black vest
D. The man in the purple shirt

Q: After the woman with white earrings turns away, 
until the end of the video, how many times is "never 
that name" mentioned?
A. One
B. Two
C. Zero
D. Three

Q: After the smartphone screen appears, until the 
end of the video, who speaks the most among those 
who speak?
A. The man with black hair
B. The man with blonde hair
C. The woman with black hair
D. The woman with blonde hair

Q: What does the man in the white shirt say while 
pointing at the girl?
A. "That's how it is."
B. "Do you mean Jacquelin?"
C. "You all want to play."
D. "I have my eyes on you."

Visual Reference Audio Reference

Speech Recognition

Speech Duration

Speech Counting

Figure 12. Visualization of speech tasks. Top: Speech Counting. Middle: Speech Duration. Bottom: Speech Recognition.
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Q: Among the people who speak, who speaks the 
most quietly overall?
A. The woman in the gray sweater
B. The man in the dark brown shirt
C. The man in the striped shirt
D. The woman in the brown jacket

Q: Among those who speak, who has the lowest 
pitch?
A. The man with a mustache
B. The man with gray hair
C. The man in a green t-shirt
D. The man in a green sweater

Q: Of those who speak, who has the highest rate 
of speech?
A. The man in brown jacket
B. The man in black jacket
C. The woman in black jacket
D. The woman in green shirt

Visual Reference Audio Reference

Q: Of those who speak, whose voice gets the loudest at 
any moment in the video?
A. The man with gray shirt
B. The woman with purple blazer
C. The woman with pink dress
D. The man with navy shirt

Q: Among the people who speak, who speaks the 
most quietly overall?
A. The woman in green shirt
B. The woman in purple sweater
C. The man in blue gilet
D. The man in black gilet

Q: Among those who speak, who has the highest pitch?
A. The man in glasses
B. The woman with gray hair
C. The woman with blonde hair
D. The man with gray hair

Q: Among those who speak, who has the lowest 
pitch?
A. The man with no hair
B. The man with pink hair
C. The woman in brown shoes
D. The woman in black shoes

Q: Of those who speak, who has the lowest rate of 
speech?
A. The woman in the black top
B. The woman in the pink top
C. The woman in the blonde top
D. The woman in the blue top

Q: Of those who speak, who has the lowest rate of 
speech?
A. The woman in black dress
B. The woman in golden dress
C. The man in black shirt
D. The man in white shirt

Speech Rate

Speech Pitch

Speech Intensity

Figure 13. Visualization of speech attribute tasks. Top: Speech Intensity. Middle: Speech Pitch. Bottom: Speech Rate.
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Table 5. Task-specific goals and requirements for all annotation tasks.

Task Name Requirement

Speaker Detection Goal: Test whether models can detect whether a person is currently speaking among multiple
visible people.
• Select a 5–30 s clip with at least two visible individuals, where only one person is clearly

speaking during a short moment.
• Choose a target person (e.g, the man in black suit), and a short utterance as an audio anchor or

a short event as a visual anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “Does the [person] speak” or “Does the [person] speak be-

fore/after/when [utterance/event] occurs?”
• Provide four answer options, with 2 No and 2 Yes. For each No option, put a visual reference

(e.g, No, he just stares at the opposite person). For each Yes option, put an audio reference
(e.g, Yes, he talks about his plan).

• If there is not enough audio/visual reference, please create plausible distractors that fit the
scene context.

Speaker Recognition Goal: Evaluate whether models can link an utterance to the correct visible speaker.
• Select a 5–30 s clip with multiple visible speakers.
• Choose a short utterance as an audio anchor or a short event as a visual anchor.
• Formulate a question using: “Who speaks right after/before/when [person] says [utterance]?”,

“Who responds to [person] saying [utterance]?”, or “Who says [utterance]?”
• Provide four answer options referring to different individuals (e.g., “the man in the black suit”,

“the woman in the red dress”).
• If fewer than three people appear, create plausible distractors that fit the scene.

Speaker Counting Goal: Assess whether models can count how many distinct people speak in a segment.
• Select a 10–30 s clip with multiple visible people and several distinct spoken turns.
• Choose a short utterance as an audio anchor or a short event as a visual anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “From the start of the video until [utterance/event], how many

people speak, out of the people in the video?” or “After [utterance/event] until the end of the
video, how many people speak, out of the people in the video?”

• Provide four numerical answer options in the format “n out of m” (e.g., “1 out of 2”, “2 out of
3”); the first number must be the true count of speakers in the specified interval, and the second
number must be the number of visible people in that segment.

• Ensure that speakers are visually distinguishable and separated by clear turn-taking; create
plausible nearby counts as distractors.

Attribute Recognition Goal: Test whether models can connect a speaker’s appearance to their speech right before or
after an anchor.
• Select a 10–30 s clip with multiple visible speakers.
• Choose a short utterance as an audio anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “What is the appearance of the person who says [immediately

before/after/when] the person says [utterance]?” or “What does the person who says [utter-
ance] wear?”

• Ask about attributes like clothes, clothing shape, clothing color, hair, hairstyle, or hair color.
• Provide four answer options describing different plausible appearances; exactly one must

match the correct speaker.
• If fewer than four distinct appearances are visible, create plausible distractors consistent with

the scene.
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Task Name Requirement

Activity Recognition Goal: Measure whether models can associate a speaker with actions that happen be-
fore/after/while they speak.
• Select a 10–30 s clip with multiple visible speakers and at least one clear action (e.g., standing

up, waving, pointing).
• Choose a short utterance as an audio anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “What does the person do [immediately before/after/when] the

person says [utterance]?” or “When does the person say [utterance]?”
• For the first question type, encode the activity (e.g., “stands up”, “raises a hand”) into the four

answer choices.
• For the second question type, encode [before/after/when] + [activity] inside the four answer

choices.
• If fewer than three distinct activities appear, create plausible distractors consistent with the

scene.

Visual Counting Goal: Assess whether models can count visible entities conditioned on an audio anchor.
• Select a 10–30 s clip with multiple visible people.
• Choose a short utterance as the reference time.
• Formulate a question such as: “After/Before/When the [utterance] occurs, how many people

are visible, even partly?”
• Provide four numerical answer options (e.g., 1, 2, 3, 4) or phrases that clearly encode the count.
• Ensure all counted entities are clearly visible in the frame; create plausible distractors using

nearby counts.

Speech Recognition
• Goal: Evaluate whether models can recognize the spoken content in the clip.
• Select a 10–30 s clip with multiple visible speakers.
• Choose a short visual event as an anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “What does the person say [just before/after/when] the [event]

occurs?”
• Provide four answer options corresponding to different possible transcripts; exactly one must

match the spoken phrase (allow light paraphrasing only for the correct option).
• Ensure distractor phrases are grammatical and plausible in the context of the video.

Speech Duration Goal: Check whether models can reason about relative speaking time.
• Select a 5–20 s clip where at least two people each speak for clearly different durations.
• Choose an event as a visual anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “Of those who speak, who speaks the most/least?”, “From the

start of the video, until [event], who speaks the most/least?”, or “After [event], until the end of
the video, who speaks the most/least?”

• Provide four answer options referring to different individuals (e.g., “the man in the black suit”,
“the woman in the red dress”).

• Ensure the duration difference is perceptible (at least 1–2 s); construct plausible but incorrect
visual options as distractors.

Speech Pitch Goal: Test whether models can distinguish speakers by relative pitch.
• Select a 5-10 s clip where at least two speakers have clearly different pitch ranges.
• Formulate a question such as: “Among those who speak, who has the highest/lowest pitch?”
• Provide four answer options referring to different individuals in the scene (e.g., “the man in

the black suit”, “the woman in the red dress”).
• If fewer than three speakers are present, create plausible distractors based on other visible

characters that could plausibly speak.
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Task Name Requirement

Speech Rate Goal: Measure whether models can compare how fast different speakers talk.
• Select a 5–10 s clip with at least two speakers whose speaking rates differ noticeably.
• Formulate a question such as: “Among those who speak, who has the highest/lowest rate of

speech?”
• Provide four answer options referring to different speakers (e.g., by clothing or position).
• Ensure the difference in speaking rate is clear (e.g., more syllables in similar time), and create

plausible distractors when needed.

Speech Intensity Goal: Assess whether models can reason about speech loudness.
• Select a 5–10 s clip where at least two speakers talk with clearly different loudness levels (e.g.,

one shouting, one speaking softly).
• Formulate a question such as: “Among those who speak, who has the highest/lowest voice?”
• Provide four answer options referring to different individuals (e.g., “the man in the black suit”,

“the woman in the red dress”).
• Avoid clips where microphone distance alone explains loudness, unless this is visually clear;

create plausible distractors as needed.

Speech Counting Goal: Evaluate whether models can count number of phrases or keywrods.
• Select a 5–30 s clip with multiple short utterances or turns of speech.
• Choose an event as a visual anchor.
• Formulate a question such as: “From the start of the video, until just before [event], how

many times [phrase] is mentioned by [person/everyone]?” or “After [event], until the end of
the video, how many times [phrase] is mentioned by [person/everyone]?”

• Provide four numerical answer options; exactly one must match the true count.
• Ensure utterances are separated enough to be countable (clear pauses or turn-taking), and use

nearby counts (e.g., n− 1, n, n+ 1, n+ 2) as distractors.
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