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Abstract—Audio-Visual Question Answering (AVQA) is a chal-
lenging multimodal reasoning task requiring intelligent systems
to answer natural language queries based on paired audio-video
inputs accurately. However, existing AVQA approaches often suf-
fer from overfitting to dataset biases, leading to poor robustness.
Moreover, current datasets may not effectively diagnose these
methods. To address these challenges, we first introduce a novel
dataset, FortisAVQA, constructed in two stages: (1) rephrasing
questions in the test split of the public MUSIC-AVQA dataset and
(2) introducing distribution shifts across questions. The first stage
expands the test space with greater diversity, while the second
enables a refined robustness evaluation across rare, frequent,
and overall question distributions. Second, we introduce a robust
Multimodal Audio-Visual Epistemic Network (MAVEN) that
leverages a multifaceted cycle collaborative debiasing strategy
to mitigate bias learning. Experimental results demonstrate that
our architecture achieves state-of-the-art performance on Forti-
sAVQA, with a notable improvement of 7.81%. Extensive ablation
studies on both datasets validate the effectiveness of our debiasing
components. Additionally, our evaluation reveals the limited
robustness of existing multimodal QA methods. We also verify
the plug-and-play capability of our strategy by integrating it with
various baseline models across both datasets. Our dataset and
code are available at https://github.com/reml-group/fortisavqa.

Index Terms—Multimodal large models, multimodality learn-
ing, Audio-visual question answering dataset, robustness, debias-
ing.

I. INTRODUCTION

HUMANS possess the extraordinary capacity to seam-
lessly integrate auditory and visual cues, effectively es-

tablishing a cohesive relationship between visual and auditory
stimuli [1–3]. Audio-Visual Question Answering (AVQA) [4–
7] seeks to enable intelligent systems to acquire this capability
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Fig. 1. An example illustrating the existing AVQA dataset construction
and the comparison between STG and MAVEN. The question in current
AVQA datasets is generated by a limited set of predefined templates, which
may not be in line with the real-world scenario. Our findings indicate that
existing methods such as STG [6] are not robust, which may be attributed
to excessive bias learning, such as memorizing statistical regularities between
critical question words and answers.

and produce answers based on provided natural language
questions. It requires the system to learn high-order interac-
tion representations of the concepts encompassed with audio,
video, and language modalities. As is known to us [8–10],
the high-level reasoning ability of the system mainly relies
on large-scale data that does not contain harmful biases or
statistical regularities.

However, completely avoiding the negative bias in datasets
seems challenging [11] due to the inherent skewness in real-
world data distributions. Previous studies [12, 13] in visual
and extractive QA have investigated the bias from the per-
spective of answer distribution changing [14, 15] and language
(question) bias elimination [16, 17]. Drawing inspiration from
these studies, we propose several open research questions for
the AVQA task, focusing on dataset evaluations and model
design perspectives.

Question 1: Have existing datasets comprehensively
measured model robustness? The questions in the current
AVQA dataset [5, 7, 18] are generated by a limited set of
predefined templates, such as the 33 templates in the MUSIC-
AVQA dataset [6]. Fig. 1 shows the samples in the training
and test split, which are produced using a predefined template.
The observed difference mainly stems from a single word,
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leading to a limited vocabulary size of only 93 words. This has
the potential to deviate from real-world scenarios. Moreover,
current datasets cannot reflect the performance on rare or
less common samples, which is an important indicator for
evaluating model robustness [15, 19].

Question 2: Have existing methods overcome the data
bias? We observed that existing methods [1, 7, 20, 21] like
STG [6], exhibit brittleness when handling questions with
rare answers during the test stage. This vulnerability may
stem from the tendency of models to memorize statistical
regularities between key question words and answers, such
as the association between “Is,” “Playing,” and “Yes”. No-
tably, experimental results [6] indicate that STG achieves an
accuracy of 54.09% on the test split of MUSIC-AVQA using
only questions, despite AVQA being a multimodal task that
integrates audio, video, and text modalities.

In this paper, we present the development of a novel dataset
called FortisAVQA, which aims to address the first question
precisely. The dataset complements MUSIC-AVQA [6] and
provides a more refined diagnostic for AVQA methods. To
preserve the inherent bias, we maintain the original training
and validation splits of the MUSIC-AVQA dataset. In contrast,
we employ a human-machine collaboration mechanism to
rephrase the question in the test split. This ensures diverse
and natural question forms while remarkably expanding the
number of questions from 9,129 to 211,572. We introduce a
distribution shift based on the answer distributions of specific
question types. This allows us to measure performance on
both frequent (in-distribution) and rare (out-of-distribution)
data simultaneously.

To tackle the second question, we propose a robust frame-
work that applies a Multifaceted Cycle Collaborative Debias-
ing (MCCD) strategy. Specifically, the strategy introduces a
novel optimization objective, which enlarges the distribution
difference between unimodal (question, audio, and video)
and multimodal logit. By doing so, our model becomes less
prone to learning biases from individual modalities. Intuitively,
we cannot choose the accurate answer based on only one
modality. Hence, MCCD employs cycle guidance to constrain
the logit distribution of each modality, thereby promoting
the similarity of unimodal logit distribution. The experimen-
tal results demonstrate that our framework yields significant
improvements on both datasets, with a particularly notable
enhancement of 7.81% observed on the FortisAVQA dataset.

This work represents an improved and extended version
of our previously published paper in NeurIPS 2024 [22]. In
comparison to our prior research, this paper introduces several
key advancements. First, we present a novel mechanism for
introducing distribution shifts that automatically and reason-
ably separate head and tail questions, drawing inspiration from
conformal prediction [23]. Second, we propose a Multimodal
Audio-Visual Epistemic Network (MAVEN) utilizing MCCD
for robust generation. To our knowledge, this is the first
bias-mitigating exploration in generative AVQA architectures.
Third, we refine the technique for enlarging the distribution
difference between unimodal and multimodal logit within
MCCD, transforming distance measurement into a KL di-
vergence evaluation. These contributions significantly enhance

both the interactivity of AVQA models and the rationality of
evaluations, providing insights for future research on unbiased
generative architectures.

In summary, our contributions are fourfold.

• We introduce FortisAVQA, a novel dataset, along with
a comprehensive set of evaluation metrics. This enables
a rigorous assessment of the reasoning capabilities of
AVQA models, providing insights into their generaliza-
tion performance across both in-distribution and out-of-
distribution scenarios.

• We present an AVQA architecture MAVEN that incorpo-
rates the MCCD strategy to overcome training biases and
perform robust generation. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first work to systematically explore biases in
the AVQA task from dataset evaluations as well as model
designs.

• We conduct extensive experiments on MUSIC-AVQA and
FortisAVQA to verify the effectiveness and superiority of
MAVEN and debiasing strategy.

• We evaluate 12 recent multimodal QA methods on the
proposed dataset and show their limited ability to gener-
alize not only in-distribution scenarios but also in out-of-
distribution situations.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Multimodality Learning

Drawing inspiration from human cognition, AI researchers
have been vigorously exploring deep learning frameworks to
integrate multiple modalities [24], such as audio, vision, and
text. This growing interest is driven in part by the remarkable
advancements in large language models (LLMs) [25, 26]
and Transformer architectures, which have offered valuable
insights that support further research on multimodal learning.

A key research direction in multimodal learning centers on
constructing joint embedding spaces that seamlessly integrate
multiple modalities in an end-to-end fashion [27–29]. Pioneer-
ing models such as CLIP [28] and ALIGN [30] exemplify
this paradigm by aligning visual and textual representations
within a shared latent space, thereby enabling robust zero-
shot recognition and retrieval capabilities. Additionally, mod-
els such as MLVQA [31] and CoCa [32] leverage cross-
attention mechanisms within Transformer architectures and are
trained with multiple loss functions to enhance multimodal
feature fusion. These advancements collectively contribute to
more effective and generalizable multimodal representations,
facilitating improved downstream performance across a wide
range of tasks.

Another research direction seeks to combine pre-trained
vision-only and language-only models, leveraging their com-
plementary strengths to improve generalization and achieve
remarkable zero-shot learning capabilities [33–35]. Hybrid
losses, such as mask language modeling and image-text con-
trastive learning, are employed to optimize the embedding
of queries. Such approaches highlight the potential of inte-
grating modality-specific pre-training paradigms to enhance
multimodal learning.
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More recently, the community has turned its attention to
instruction tuning for multimodal LLMs. This paradigm equips
large models with the ability to follow human instructions
across modalities, thereby broadening their applicability in
real-world scenarios [36–38, 38, 39]. A significant milestone
in this direction is MultiInstruct, the first large-scale multi-
modal instruction-tuning benchmark dataset, covering a broad
spectrum of multimodal tasks and domains [40]. Researchers
have also explored synthetic data-driven instruction tuning [41]
and parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods such as LoRA,
enabling textual LLMs to handle up to six modalities with min-
imal computational overhead [42]. Despite recent advances,
existing multimodal models remain limited by their inability
to concurrently process audio, video, and text inputs, and they
continue to be affected by inherent biases in the training data.

B. Model Robustness Evaluation

Existing QA datasets [5, 43–45] suffer from biases, resulting
in imprecise evaluations. In recent years, numerous studies
have tackled this issue from various perspectives [46–49].

One avenue of research [14, 50, 51] reorganizes existing
datasets, thereby making the distribution between training
and testing splits significantly different or even reversed.
The reorganized datasets reflect the performance in the out-
of-distribution situation but lack measurement in the in-
distribution scenario. To this end, GQA-OOD [15] introduces
the distribution shift in both the validation and test splits to
assess visual QA models in both scenarios simultaneously.
Nevertheless, the number of questions in the GQA-OOD test
split is only 2,796, which may not reflect the real general-
ization ability of visual QA models due to the presence of
a limited number of testing samples [52]. Inspired by the
adversarial attack, another line of works [53, 54] regard the
dataset construction as a game played by two parties: a human
annotator and a well-trained model. Only samples generated
by humans that successfully attack the model are incorporated
into the dataset. In addition, there exists another line of work
[18] that complements videos and questions to obtain balanced
training data.

Different from the mentioned works, FortisAVQA not only
prioritizes question diversity but also considers the volume
of test samples. This enhances the precision and comprehen-
siveness of robustness evaluation. Moreover, we recognize the
formidable challenge of obtaining completely pure training
data. As such, we opt to retain the inherent bias present in both
the training and validation splits. Our primary objective is to
inspire the community to enhance model robustness through
the implementation of debiasing strategies rather than striving
for balanced training data. Remarkably, to the best of our
knowledge, our dataset is the first AVQA dataset explicitly
designed for robustness evaluation.

C. Bias Dependency Elimination

A variety of debiasing QA methods [55–57] have been
proposed to overcome bias memorization. These methods can
be divided into four classes [46]: ensemble learning, data
augmentation, contrastive learning, and answer re-ranking.

TABLE I
STATISTICS OF REPHRASING CONSISTENCY. POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE

DENOTE WHETHER THE ANNOTATOR AGREES WITH THE REPHRASING OR
NOT.

Positive Negative Total

3 0 164, 219
2 1 47,353
1 2 7,481
0 3 9,172

Ensemble learning methods [8, 16, 58, 59] typically lever-
age a combination of a bias learner and a vanilla QA model to
comprehensively predict answers. Data augmentation methods
[60–62] generate additional question-answer pairs to balance
the data distribution. Based on the positive and negative
sample generation, contrastive learning-based methods [63–
65] strive to learn an embedding space where similar sample
pairs are closely clustered while disparate ones are distinctly
separated. Consequently, the vanilla QA method is optimized
jointly through contrastive and QA losses. Answer re-ranking
methods [66–68] primarily focus on reordering the answers
predicted by the vanilla QA model to enhance context com-
prehension, such as vision grounding.

To the best of our knowledge, COCA [69] is the only
work to mitigate the bias learning in the AVQA task, which
first employs causal regularization to intervene bias-irrelevant
causal effects and then introspects predictions. Unlike the
mentioned works, which only consider language biases, our
method considers audio, vision, language biases, and their col-
laboration. The proposed MCCD strategy features plug-and-
play capability, enhancing the debiasing potential of baseline
methods.

III. DATASET CONSTRUCTION AND ANALYSIS

We introduce FortisAVQA, the first dataset designed to
assess the robustness of AVQA models. Its construction in-
volves two key processes: rephrasing and splitting. Rephrasing
modifies questions from the test set of MUSIC-AVQA to
enhance linguistic diversity, thereby mitigating the reliance of
models on spurious correlations between key question terms
and answers. Splitting entails the automatic and reasonable
categorization of questions into frequent (head) and rare (tail)
subsets, enabling a more comprehensive evaluation of model
performance in both in- and out-of-distribution scenarios.

A. Rephrasing

The questions within the existing dataset [6, 7] are formu-
lated using a restricted collection of pre-defined templates. To
augment diversity and reality, we employ a rephrasing tool1

to rephrase each question 25 times. The left panel of Fig.
2 illustrates an example of rephrasing in FortisAVQA. We
observe that the question has more various forms compared
to that in MUSIC-AVQA. To ensure the rephrasing quality,
three annotators participate in a verification process where
their consensus through voting is required. They are all senior

1https://quillbot.com/paraphrasing-tool

https://quillbot.com/paraphrasing-tool
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Fig. 2. Rephrasing visualization of FortisAVQA. The left panel showcases a rephrasing example in FortisAVQA, while the middle and right panels depict
the question distribution of FortisAVQA and MUSIC-AVQA, respectively, based on their first three words.

students in the field of information science, with one specializ-
ing in computer science and the other two in automation. Their
extensive professional background equips them with the ability
to assess whether the above rephrasing fulfills the requirement.
The rephrasing is incorporated into the dataset only when two
or more individuals validate the quality of the modifications.
According to the statistics, 92.4% of rephrasing passes this
validation, and the Fleiss Kappa value used to measure vote
consistency is 0.839. The details are shown in Table I. It
is evident that the overwhelming majority of the rephrased
questions received three favorable votes. These results strongly
suggest an exceptionally high quality of the rephrasing efforts.

Fig. 2 presents a comparative analysis of the question
distributions in FortisAVQA and MUSIC-AVQA based on
the first three words. The results demonstrate the diverse
formats of our rephrased questions. Notably, the vocabulary
size of our dataset reaches 465, which is 5× larger than
that of MUSIC-AVQA. This substantial increase suggests that
our dataset better aligns with real-world linguistic variability.
Furthermore, the number of questions in the test split has been
significantly expanded from 9,129 to 211,572. This substantial
increase in test samples improves the reliability and robustness
of evaluations for AVQA methods.

B. Splitting

To provide a precise diagnostic for AVQA models, we
present a mechanism for introducing distribution shifts based
on the answer distribution of specific question types. This
mechanism categorizes the rephrased questions into head and
tail, enabling the assessment of in-distribution and out-of-
distribution performance, respectively. We also utilize the
overall performance to assess model effectiveness on the entire
test split.

Question Grouping To characterize the distribution shift,
we utilize the annotation for question types within MUSIC-
AVQA, including “Existential”, “Location”, “Counting”,
“Comparative”, and “Temporal”, to group questions. Fig.
3(a) to (e) illustrate the answer distribution of type-specific
questions within the AVQA task. We see that the answers

present a long-tailed distribution. It is essential to note that
FortisAVQA encompasses three tasks: audio QA, visual QA,
and AVQA. The detailed comparison between MUSIC-AVQA
and FortisAVQA is shown in Table II. Due to space con-
straints, we only select AVQA to perform visualization, as
shown in Fig. 3.

Group Balance Measuring We characterize the answer
balance using Shannon entropy following [15], expressed as
H(A) = −

∑N
i=1 p(ai) log p(ai), where H(A) is the entropy

of an answer set A for a certain question type, N is the
number of answer classes, and p(ai) represents the prob-
ability of answer class i. It is important to note that the
entropy depends on the number of answer classes, which
exhibits significant variability across different question groups.
To facilitate meaningful comparisons, we normalize H(A)

of each group by log(N): H̄(A) = H(A)
log(N) , with log(N)

representing the entropy of a uniform distribution of size N .
Refer to the following proposition for detailed proofs. Thus,
the normalized entropy H̄(A) indicates the proximity of the
distribution H(A) to a uniform distribution. We preserve the
group with normalized entropy below a threshold of 0.9, which
aims at selecting imbalanced groups.

Proposition. Given a discrete random variable X that fol-
lows a uniform distribution over N possible outcomes, its
entropy is defined as H(X) = log2 N .

Proof. Let X be a discrete random variable following a
uniform distribution over a finite support of size N . The
entropy H(X) is defined as:

H(X) = −
N∑
i=1

p(xi) log2 p(xi), (1)

where p(xi) denotes the probability mass function evaluated
at xi.

Since X follows a uniform distribution, each outcome
occurs with equal probability:

p(xi) = f(xi) =
1

N
, ∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. (2)
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TABLE II
TEST SPLIT COMPARISON BETWEEN MUSIC-AVQA AND FORTISAVQA. EXIST, LOC, CNT, COMP, AND TEMP, WHICH ARE QUESTION TYPES,

DENOTE ‘EXISTENTIAL”, LOCATION”, COUNTING”, COMPARATIVE”, AND TEMPORAL”, RESPECTIVELY. TO MITIGATE THE TESTING COSTS OF LARGE
MODELS, WE APPLY UNIFORM SAMPLING TO TWO DATASETS AT RATIOS OF 10% AND 1%, YIELDING MUSIC-AVQAS AND FORTISAVQAS ,

RESPECTIVELY. WE RECOMMEND USING THE ENTIRE TEST SPLIT FOR EVALUATING SMALL MODELS, WHILE THE SAMPLED SPLIT CAN BE USED FOR
ASSESSING LARGE MULTIMODAL MODELS.

Dataset Audio QA Visual QA AVQA All
CNT COMP CNT LOC EXIST LOC CNT COMP TEMP

MUSIC-AVQA 1,017 594 1,197 1,225 988 920 1,265 1,101 822 9,129
FortisAVQA 23,107 13,506 27,867 3,3049 25,049 21,546 26,565 23,121 17,762 211,572

FortisAVQA (Head) 19,033 7,519 20,618 20,949 13,311 14,890 22,659 11,718 11,851 142,548
FortisAVQA (Tail) 4,074 5,987 7,249 12,100 11,738 6,656 3,906 11,403 5,911 69,024

MUSIC-AVQAs 107 61 123 123 100 93 130 111 85 933
FortisAVQAs 233 135 280 331 250 217 268 231 178 2,123

FortisAVQAs (Head) 190 75 206 209 133 150 227 117 118 1,425
FortisAVQAs (Tail) 43 60 74 122 117 67 41 114 60 698

(a) Comparative. (b) Location. (c) Counting.

(d) Existential. (e) Temporal. (f) Statistics of head and tail samples.

(g) Answer distribution in the train split. (h) Answer distribution in the head set. (i) Answer distribution in the tail set.

Fig. 3. Statistics visualization for the AVQA task in FortisAVQA. µ(a) is the average number of answers in a group. The previous split mechanism, published
in NeurIPS 2024 [22], assigns all classes to the tails in subfigure (a). In contrast, the newly proposed approach offers greater flexibility by adapting to the data
distribution. k is the ratio in Equation (9). In the subfigure (f), the dark color denotes the number of head samples, while the light-colored area denotes that
of tail samples. In the distribution comparison, we observe a high similarity between train and head sets, whereas the train and tail set exhibit a significant
distributional difference. This demonstrates FortisAVQA can evaluate the robustness of multimodal reasoning more comprehensively and precisely compared
to existing datasets like MUSIC-AVQA.
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Substituting this into the entropy definition, we obtain:

H(X) = −
N∑
i=1

1

N
log2

(
1

N

)
, (3)

= − 1

N
log2

(
1

N

) N∑
i=1

1, (4)

= − 1

N
log2

(
1

N

)
·N, (5)

= − log2

(
1

N

)
, (6)

= log2 N. (7)

In- and Out-of-Distribution Splitting In our previous work
[22], we define the tail class as class i with |ai| ≤ 1.2µ(a),
where |ai| represents the number of samples belonging to
answer class i, and µ(a) denotes the average sample count for
a group. While the empirical study provides an intuitive thresh-
old, it introduces a critical limitation: The fixed multiplier
(i.e., 1.2×) lacks adaptability to varying data distributions.
For example, Fig. 3(a) shows that this criterion erroneously
classifies all classes as tail due to their similar sample counts.

To address the mentioned issue, we employ a conformal-
inspired optimization [23] that dynamically adjusts the head
and tail boundary. An ideal split should satisfy two com-
peting objectives, i.e., Coverage and Compactness. Coverage
indicates that head classes must contain sufficient samples
and Compactness suggests that the head set should be as
compact as possible. This duality aligns perfectly with the core
philosophy of conformal prediction, enabling distribution-free
control over the split.

Technically, we formulate head selection as constrained
optimization, which controls the trade-off between head class
proportion and coverage guarantee. Formally, given a dataset
D with N total classes, we determine the optimal head class
H ⊂ {1, ..., N} by solving:

minimize
k

|H| = ⌊kN⌋, (8)

subject to
∑

c∈H nc

|D|
≥ 1− k, (9)

where nc denotes the sample count of class c. This formulation
directly mirrors conformal prediction on:

• Coverage Guarantee. The constraint in Equation (9)
enforces that head classes must collectively contain at
least 1− k proportion of the dataset, which corresponds
to the confidence requirement in conformal prediction.

• Compactness. Minimizing k reduces |H|, which aligns
with conformal prediction’s goal of minimizing predic-
tion set sizes under coverage guarantees.

The dynamic optimization automatically adjusts the bound-
ary through the k-dependent constraint, thereby eliminating
the dependency on data distribution. Therefore, the proposed
split mechanism ensures precise controls over the proportion
of samples captured by head classes. The aforementioned
rephrasing and splitting procedures are only carried out in
the test split of MUSIC-AVQA. Fig. 3(g) to (i) illustrate the
answer distribution comparison between the training and test

splits. We observe that the distribution of the training and head
splits is relatively similar, whereas the distribution between the
training and test splits differs significantly. This experimental
setup effectively captures model performance in both in-
distribution and out-of-distribution scenarios. Consequently,
our proposed dataset, FortisAVQA, facilitates a more precise
and comprehensive evaluation of models in addressing data
biases.

IV. METHODLOGY

Existing methods [6, 39, 69] suffer from harmful bias
in the training split, resulting in high in-distribution but
low out-of-distribution performance. To address this issue,
we propose a robust generative framework, MAVEN, which
employs a multifaceted cycle collaborative debiasing strategy.
As illustrated in Fig. 4, MAVEN first extracts unimodal em-
beddings using modality-specific encoders. It then fine-tunes
a parameter-sharing generative model to learn multimodal
fusion while capturing three unimodal biases, guided by four
distinct prompts. Finally, a collaborative debiasing strategy is
applied to amplify the disparity between the fusion logit and
the bias logit. Simultaneously, a cycle-guidance mechanism is
introduced to maintain consistency among bias logit.

Unimodal Representation. Given an AVQA sample con-
sisting of a video and its corresponding question, we begin by
segmenting the video into non-overlapping visual and audio
pairs, each spanning one second. The visual and audio se-
quences are denoted as Vi and Ai, respectively. Subsequently,
a distinct embedding module is employed to acquire unimodal
embeddings. Specifically, we utilize the fixed InternViT-300M-
448px2 model as the visual encoder. This model supports
a dynamic input resolution of 448 × 448 with a basic tile
size of 448 × 448, generating 256 token embeddings. For
audio processing, we employ a Mel Filter Bank block, which
decomposes the audio segment into individual frequency bands
based on the Mel scale—a perceptual scale designed to reflect
the nonlinear characteristics of human auditory perception.
The extracted audio features are then passed through four
convolutional neural network downsampling layers, which
effectively reduce the input dimensionality while preserving
crucial temporal and spectral information. Subsequently, the
processed audio features are fed into a stack of 24 Transformer
layers with fixed parameters. This module is pre-trained on
large-scale speech recognition and audio captioning datasets
[39] and is capable of capturing long-range dependencies
in the audio sequence while modeling complex temporal
relationships. To bridge the video/audio and text modalities,
we introduce two trainable Multi-Layer Perceptrons (MLPs)
as modality adapters, mapping the video and audio features
into dr-dimensional spaces. Finally, we obtain the video and
audio representations Vr

i ∈ RTv×dr and Ar
i ∈ RTa×dr , where

Tv represents the number of tokens extracted from the sampled
video frames, and Ta denotes the number of tokens generated
from the audio signal.

Multimodal Fusion and Answer Generation. Previous
works [1, 6, 22] have predominantly treated AVQA as a

2https://huggingface.co/OpenGVLab/InternViT-300M-448px

https://huggingface.co/OpenGVLab/InternViT-300M-448px
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Fig. 4. Illustration of our proposed Multimodal Audio-Visual Epistemic Network (MAVEN). The instructions can be classified into two categories: multimodal
fusion and modality-specific bias learning. MFAG denotes the multimodal fusion and answer generation. During the test stage, the module marked with dash
lines is removed. denotes the parameter sharing. represents the parameter is frozen. indicates that the parameter is trainable.

discrimination task, which may limit its practical applicability.
In real-world scenarios, AVQA typically requires models to
simultaneously comprehend video, audio, and query inputs
before generating answers. To the best of our knowledge, no
publicly available large models support all three modalities
as input simultaneously. Instead, existing models [38, 70]
generally process only two modalities at a time. For instance,
VITA [39] is a multimodal large language model designed to
handle video, image, text, and audio inputs. However, it only
supports the simultaneous processing of query inputs (either
text or audio) and visual data. To overcome this limitation,
we first treat the features of the three modalities as token
embeddings Er

i ∈ R(Ta+Tv+Tq)×dr , incorporating special
tokens at the beginning of each modality, where Tq is the
number of tokens of questions. Then, we perform instruction
tuning for VITA to enhance its capability for simultaneously
integrating audio, video, and text. After multimodal fusion g,
the generated answer logit ŷi ∈ RTg×da is obtained, where Tg

represents the maximum number of generated tokens, and da
denotes the vocabulary size. The answer-generation process is
formulated as follows:

p(ŷi | Iri,Qr
i,V

r
i ,A

r
i) =

la∏
t=1

p(ŷi,t | ŷi,<t,Mi), (10)

Mi = g(Iri,E
r
i), (11)

Er
i = [Qr

i||Vr
i ||Ar

i], (12)

where Iri ∈ RTf×dr represents the token-level embedding of
multimodal fusion and answer generation instructions with the
length Tf , Mi ∈ R(Tf+Ta+Tv+Tq)×dr denotes the multimodal
representation, ŷi,<t = (ŷi,1, ŷi,2, . . . , ŷi,t−1) is the previ-
ously generated sequence representation, and || denotes the
concatenation operation.

Unimodal Bias Learning. AVQA may suffer from harmful
unimodal biases, encompassing biases associated with audio,

video, and language (question), respectively. To capture these
unimodal biases, we employ a bias learner that processes only
one of the three modalities at a time while sharing parameters
with the aforementioned answer generation module. The an-
swer logit ŷv

i ∈ RTg×da , which depends solely on the video
input, is computed as follows:

p(ŷv
i | Ivi ,Vr

i) =

la∏
t=1

p(ŷv
i,t | ŷv

i,<t,M
v
i ), (13)

Mv
i = g(Ivi ,V

r
i), (14)

where Ivi is the embedding of the instruction that prompts
MAVEN to generate answers only depending on the video
input. Similarly, the answer logit ŷa

i , ŷ
q
i ∈ RTg×da , which

depend only on audio and language inputs, respectively, are
obtained in the same manner. Notably, these bias learners
are removed during the testing phase. The instructions for
multimodal fusion and bias learning are shown in Fig. 6.

Collaborative Debiasing. To eliminate bias learning, we
propose a multifaceted cycle collaborative debiasing (MCCD)
strategy. It first reduces the bias impact from multiple views by
enlarging the dissimilarity between unimodal and multimodal
logit. This discrepancy enlargement Ld is implemented by the
KL divergence:

Ld = α
∑

k∈{q,v,a}

1

DKL(ŷi ∥ ŷk
i )

, (15)

DKL(ŷi ∥ ŷk
i ) =

∑
i

ŷi log
ŷi

ŷk
i

, (16)

where α denotes the factor to adjust weight, DKL(ŷi ∥ ŷk
i )

measures the distribution difference between unimodal and
multimodal logit and ϵ = 1e−5 is added to the denominator
to avoid division by zero. Please note that the input of DKL

is activated by a softmax function.
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There are multiple possible directions to enhance the dif-
ferentiation among high-dimensional vectors in the above
equation. For instance, increasing the disparity in the fourth
dimension between the visual and multimodal logits can am-
plify their overall difference. To ensure a stable optimization,
a constraint may be added to minimize Ld. Intuitively, relying
solely on one modality for answer prediction may result
in similar unimodal logit distributions. Therefore, MAVEN
employs cycle guidance to regulate the logit distribution. This
guidance Lc is also implemented by the KL divergence:

Lc = β
∑

(j,k)∈{(l,a),(a,v),(v,l)}

DKL(ŷ
j
i ∥ ŷ

k
i ), (17)

where β is the factor to control weight, DKL(ŷ
j
i ∥ ŷk

i ) denotes
the relative entropy between unimodal logit.

Finally, the total objective function is formulated as the
summation of Ld, Lc, and La, which collectively optimize
the MAVEN parameters. La represents the answer generation
loss, defined as follows:

La = −
∑
i

yi log ŷi, (18)

where yi and ŷi denote the one-hot token-level ground-truth
answer label and the predicted logit obtained from multimodal
fusion, respectively. The training procedure of MAVEN is
outlined in Algorithm 1, where L represents the number of
training samples. The audio encoder fa has fixed parameters,
while fm and the BiasLearner share the same set of param-
eters. During the testing phase, the bias learner is removed.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset and Evaluation

MUSIC-AVQA [6], which contains training, validation, and
testing splits with 31,927, 4,568, and 9,129 QA pairs, is
developed by gathering questions for 9,288 musical perfor-
mances. The questions are produced by a limited set of
pre-defined templates. The videos, sourced from YouTube,
include solo performances, ensembles of the same instru-
ments, and ensembles of different instruments. This dataset
consists of three tasks: audio QA, visual QA, and AVQA.
The standard accuracy is used to evaluate model performance
on the mentioned tasks. To comprehensively assess model
robustness, we conduct rephrasing and splitting on the test
split, expanding the question count from 9,129 to 211,572.
Owing to the introduction of distribution shift, our proposed
dataset provides three metrics: head accuracy, tail accuracy,
and overall accuracy, to evaluate models precisely. To reduce
the test cost, we employ uniform sampling on the mentioned
datasets at ratios of 10% and 1%, yielding MUSIC-AVQAs
and FortisAVQAs, respectively. The two sampled subsets are
specifically used for evaluating large models, with detailed
statistics provided in Table II. Notably, the experiments for
other baselines are conducted on the entire test split.

Algorithm 1: Model Training

Input: D = {(Ai, Vi, Qi, yi)}Li=1.
Output: MAVEN

1 Initialize model parameters θ;
2 Initialize Adam optimizer;
3 Set learning rate η;
4 Set the number of training epochs M ;
5 for epoch← 1 to M do
6 for each batch in D do
7 Learn unimodal representations:

Vr
i ← MLPv(InternViT(Vi))

Ar
i ← MLPa(fa(Ai))

8 Multimodal Fusion and Answer generation:
ŷi ← fm(I

r
i,Q

r
i,V

r
i ,A

r
i)

9 Capture unimodal biases:
ŷa
i ← BiasLearnera(I

a
i ,A

r
i)

ŷv
i ← BiasLearnerv(I

v
i ,V

r
i)

ŷq
i ← BiasLearnerq(I

q
i ,Q

r
i)

10 Joint Loss Computation:
La ← −

∑
yi log ŷi

Ld,Lc ← MCCD(ŷa
i , ŷ

v
i , ŷ

q
i , ŷ

m
i )

L ← La + Ld + Lc

11 Parameter Update:
12 ∇θ ← ∇θL
13 θ ← θ − η · ∇θ

14 return MAVEN

B. Implementation Details

In the collaborative debiasing module, we set the factors
α and β to 1e-3 and 5e-3 for optimization equilibrium,
respectively. During the training stage, we set the learning rate
at an initial value of 2e-5, following a cosine decay schedule
after a warm-up ratio of 0.03. The total number of training
epochs is 2, using a batch size of 8 for training and 16 for
evaluation. We employ the Adam optimizer and use gradient
accumulation with a step size of 2 to stabilize training. The
model is trained using DeepSpeed’s ZeRO-3 optimization to
efficiently handle memory usage.

The experiments for MAVEN are conducted using four
NVIDIA Tesla A800 GPUs, while the other baseline experi-
ments are performed on a single NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU.
Maven employs Mixtral 8×7B as the language foundation
model.

C. Baselines

We select 12 previous state-of-the-art small/large multi-
modal QA methods as baselines to verify the MAVEN ef-
fectiveness and investigate the robustness of these methods.
Audio QA methods: FCNLSTM [71], and CONVLSTM [71].
Visual QA methods: GRU [72], and MCAN [73]. Video
QA methods: PSAC [74], and HCRN [75]. AVQA methods:
LAViT [7], LAVisH [1]. Large multimodal models: VITA [39],
VideoLLaMa 2 [38], Qwen2.5-VL [26], and GPT 4. Due to
computing power limitations, we reevaluate LAVisH with a
batch size of 2. For the plug-and-play experiments of MCCD
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TABLE III
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS (%) ON THE MUSIC-AVQA TEST SPLIT. F REPRESENTS WHETHER THE MCCD STRATEGY IS INTEGRATED. EXIST, LOC,

CNT, COMP, AND TEMP, WHICH ARE QUESTION TYPES, DENOTE “EXISTENTIAL”, “LOCATION”, “COUNTING”, “COMPARATIVE”, AND “TEMPORAL”,
RESPECTIVELY. AVG. DENOTES THE AVERAGE ACCURACY.

Method F Audio QA Visual QA AVQA All

CNT COMP Avg. CNT LOC Avg. EXIST LOC CNT COMP TEMP Avg. Avg.

FCNLSTM ✗ 69.96 61.06 66.67 63.89 58.14 60.98 83.42 56.31 60.28 50.85 56.92 61.46 62.25
✓ 69.57 61.90 66.73 63.30 58.47 60.86 83.82 56.74 60.13 51.57 56.92 61.73 62.38

CONVLSTM ✗ 68.88 63.06 66.73 64.89 58.55 61.68 82.81 55.99 61.30 53.45 54.73 61.75 62.61
✓ 70.06 64.56 68.02 65.89 58.79 62.30 82.81 57.17 61.77 54.62 57.16 62.73 63.55

MCAN ✗ 75.05 54.58 67.47 68.06 72.15 70.13 81.91 54.15 53.45 52.11 47.21 57.80 62.77
✓ 76.52 55.74 68.82 69.64 72.15 70.91 80.70 53.94 64.91 53.54 59.71 62.69 65.94

GRU ✗ 71.82 58.90 67.04 66.06 71.82 68.97 81.41 60.30 62.32 56.23 61.89 64.26 66.00
✓ 71.82 59.23 67.16 67.81 71.42 69.63 82.31 60.73 63.81 55.16 62.26 64.71 66.45

HCRN ✗ 70.21 45.62 61.14 62.41 51.51 56.90 52.94 42.07 54.70 50.59 33.33 48.41 52.54
✓ 73.16 58.25 67.66 69.84 60.98 65.36 80.87 51.09 63.64 55.11 60.94 60.24 64.31

PSAC ✗ 71.33 56.07 65.68 65.89 72.07 69.02 78.59 54.80 63.11 55.96 61.17 62.75 64.92
✓ 72.02 60.40 67.71 65.39 71.34 68.40 80.30 54.05 63.19 56.50 60.80 63.02 65.27

LAViT ✗ 74.27 65.06 70.86 69.89 77.12 73.55 81.21 62.03 65.93 60.90 63.96 66.78 69.29
✓ 74.36 65.06 70.92 68.72 77.04 72.93 81.61 60.73 66.01 63.68 63.59 67.19 69.36

LAVisH ✗ 78.18 58.74 70.98 75.65 78.75 77.21 81.41 63.54 71.98 57.76 66.38 68.30 71.13
✓ 76.13 58.57 69.62 74.81 77.28 76.06 81.71 64.19 70.64 59.91 66.26 68.59 70.75

VideoLLaMA 2 ✗ 79.44 52.46 69.64 81.30 82.93 82.11 77.00 63.44 77.69 59.46 64.71 68.98 72.56

MAVEN ✗ 79.44 54.10 72.79 80.49 93.50 86.99 87.00 66.67 73.85 54.95 68.24 69.94 74.60
✓ 78.50 55.74 70.24 82.93 93.50 88.21 86.00 64.52 76.92 64.86 68.24 72.45 76.21

VITA ✗ 59.81 45.90 54.76 50.41 34.96 42.68 54.00 49.46 46.92 27.93 41.18 43.74 45.44
Qwen2.5-VL ✗ 48.60 55.00 51.80 55.28 53.66 54.47 44.00 52.17 63.57 37.84 41.18 47.75 50.14

GPT 4o ✗ 65.42 36.07 50.75 72.36 62.30 67.33 56.12 54.84 59.23 37.84 42.35 50.08 54.06

on MCAN, GRU, HCRN, and PSAC, we set α and β to 3e-
3 and 1e-1, respectively. For experiments on CONVLSTM,
LaViT, and LaVisH, α and β were set to 1e-3 and 5e-3,
respectively. For FCNLSTM, we set α and β to 2e-3 and 5e-
3, respectively. We conduct the experiments of large models
except VideoLLaMA 2 in the zero-shot setting. The codes of
baseline experiments are available at our released repository.

• FCNLSTM3 integrates a fully convolutional network and
LSTM to learn representations of audio and questions in-
dependently, and then projects their concatenated features
into the answer space.

• CONVLSTM is a variant of FCNLSTM, incorporating
five convolutional blocks identical to those in VGGNet
to obtain variable-sized audio representations.

• GRU (referred to as “deeper LSTM + Norm I” in the
original paper) serves as a simple baseline, employing
VGGNet and LSTM to encode images and questions be-
fore mapping their concatenated features into the answer
space.

• MCAN4 is a deep modular co-attention network com-
posed of cascaded modular co-attention layers, utilizing
multi-head attention from Transformers for feature inter-
action.

• PSAC5 leverages a positional self-attention block to
model dependencies between question words and video
frames separately, employing a co-attention mechanism
for multimodal interaction.

3https://github.com/facebookresearch/daqa
4https://github.com/MILVLG/mcan-vqa
5https://github.com/lixiangpengcs/PSAC

• HCRN6 leverages a positional self-attention block to
model dependencies between question words and video
frames separately, employing a co-attention mechanism
for multimodal interaction.

• LAViT7 is a spatial AVQA framework that employs
three distinct Transformer blocks to facilitate interactions
between different input modalities.

• LAVisH8 is a latent audio-visual hybrid adapter that
adapts pre-trained Vision Transformers (ViTs) for audio-
visual tasks by injecting a small number of trainable
parameters into each layer of a frozen ViT.

• VideoLLaMa 29 is a video-based large language model
featuring a custom-designed spatial-temporal convolution
connector to capture intricate spatial and temporal video
dynamics.

• Qwen2.5-VL10 is a multimodal large model that signifi-
cantly enhances capabilities in visual recognition, precise
object localization, robust document parsing, and long-
video comprehension.

• GPT 4o11 is a large multimodal model capable of
processing image and text inputs while generating text
outputs, demonstrating human-level performance across
various professional and academic benchmarks.

• VITA12 is the first open-source multimodal large lan-

6https://github.com/thaolmk54/hcrn-videoqa
7https://github.com/hs-yn/PanoAVQA
8https://github.com/GenjiB/LAVISH
9https://github.com/DAMO-NLP-SG/VideoLLaMA2
10https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct
11https://chatgpt.com/
12https://github.com/VITA-MLLM/VITA

https://github.com/facebookresearch/daqa
https://github.com/MILVLG/mcan-vqa
https://github.com/lixiangpengcs/PSAC
https://github.com/thaolmk54/hcrn-videoqa
https://github.com/hs-yn/PanoAVQA
https://github.com/GenjiB/LAVISH
https://github.com/DAMO-NLP-SG/VideoLLaMA2
https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct
https://chatgpt.com/
https://github.com/VITA-MLLM/VITA
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TABLE IV
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS (%) ON THE FORTISAVQA TEST SPLIT. THE QUESTION TYPES, SUCH AS CNT AND COMP, ARE INTRODUCED IN TABLE III. H

AND T DENOTE THE HEAD AND TAIL ACCURACY. THERE IS NO PUBLICLY AVAILABLE CODE FOR COCA.

Method F
Audio QA Visual QA AVQA All

CNT COMP CNT LOC EXIST LOC CNT COMP TEMP Avg.
H T H T H T H T H T H T H T H T H T

FCNLSTM ✗ 66.23 36.48 64.78 51.14 62.61 34.96 55.32 48.79 64.76 78.52 49.93 45.87 51.26 7.04 43.13 71.67 37.55 27.90 54.11
✓ 63.31 39.15 58.36 59.98 63.76 32.25 55.30 47.68 67.56 74.60 51.58 46.29 50.86 6.68 44.64 65.82 40.22 31.04 53.92

CONVLSTM ✗ 70.47 40.77 67.80 53.15 62.77 37.29 54.15 47.83 59.99 83.63 50.70 40.93 48.99 8.09 43.25 71.50 42.88 42.67 55.04
✓ 67.32 56.47 56.47 62.90 62.15 33.94 60.04 49.88 64.66 79.72 51.23 43.96 48.25 7.68 54.31 61.61 42.25 47.67 55.76

MCAN ✗ 70.82 59.28 50.71 56.14 61.72 47.99 65.91 64.62 58.17 60.67 51.13 51.22 44.31 38.91 66.00 36.80 36.70 58.77 55.80
✓ 75.26 60.46 47.99 59.31 67.86 59.78 65.63 45.34 60.50 59.15 48.93 50.15 51.28 39.30 53.90 58.19 40.00 62.82 57.49

GRU ✗ 68.08 49.12 63.60 55.95 69.74 27.34 62.01 60.17 80.29 56.88 43.21 28.19 52.31 14.90 56.39 60.50 32.90 35.29 55.37
✓ 63.75 48.87 69.54 48.24 69.60 31.94 65.99 60.20 82.00 51.98 44.10 39.38 52.00 13.13 53.16 60.96 36.49 38.96 55.84

HCRN ✗ 54.01 50.83 35.08 42.19 45.62 22.32 37.08 51.34 41.48 66.95 35.49 28.98 46.12 26.01 39.00 45.34 32.13 36.97 42.66
✓ 58.62 43.40 22.54 50.54 48.37 20.73 38.03 49.74 44.93 59.82 36.62 30.15 46.53 24.65 40.56 28.57 42.43 43.04 42.81

PSAC ✗ 56.84 48.67 61.83 45.11 54.75 31.58 69.23 65.38 56.43 58.53 42.67 45.94 45.16 31.08 40.08 62.36 29.79 49.99 51.80
✓ 58.41 46.34 58.62 55.44 52.83 34.58 69.74 65.28 56.31 54.61 43.18 43.72 43.42 29.13 46.35 58.79 27.66 49.31 51.57

LAViT ✗ 50.53 44.19 54.66 58.33 50.49 25.67 65.07 59.02 54.14 22.22 47.33 40.30 46.26 21.95 37.61 48.25 39.83 48.33 47.47
✓ 45.79 44.19 59.99 58.33 48.54 27.03 65.07 57.38 64.65 25.64 48.67 44.77 47.14 21.95 41.88 46.49 38.14 43.33 48.08

LAVisH ✗ 71.90 61.27 56.47 58.79 71.84 27.87 43.68 63.13 70.99 41.53 35.62 57.37 66.75 21.91 43.92 69.38 28.76 44.91 54.88
✓ 71.63 56.11 61.13 53.73 69.32 23.78 59.08 65.20 79.02 32.81 41.82 63.72 58.80 17.49 51.75 63.32 32.15 51.06 56.23

VideoLLaMA 2 ✗ 89.47 67.44 64.00 40.00 84.95 67.57 55.02 74.59 87.97 44.44 61.33 52.24 70.48 51.22 59.83 62.28 49.15 68.33 66.85

MAVEN ✗ 88.64 62.50 85.71 33.33 92.31 66.67 87.23 75.76 85.71 89.29 65.62 55.56 71.43 44.44 45.83 61.90 54.55 85.71 72.92
✓ 90.00 72.09 57.33 61.67 88.35 67.57 86.60 79.51 85.71 88.03 58.00 64.18 75.77 68.29 63.25 54.39 48.31 88.33 74.66

VITA ✗ 91.45 48.28 62.67 35.00 74.03 38.89 15.74 46.19 63.16 45.30 34.34 37.29 47.22 27.27 77.78 28.95 27.27 49.50 48.66
GPT 4o ✗ 63.78 46.51 69.33 16.67 75.00 68.92 56.52 75.21 44.36 87.18 42.95 50.75 56.83 39.02 13.68 63.16 30.51 71.67 56.06

Qwen2.5-VL ✗ 88.11 57.14 83.78 13.33 77.94 72.97 46.38 68.91 57.14 76.07 36.24 53.73 56.76 60.98 11.97 76.99 25.42 63.33 57.07

guage model, capable of processing video, image, text,
and audio modalities while enabling interactive multi-
modal understanding.

D. Comparison on MUSIC-AVQA

We conduct experiments on the MUSIC-AVQA test split to
evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed method and compare
its performance with existing baselines. The results are sum-
marized in Table III. All small models, except LAVisH, utilize
ResNet-18/101 for visual feature encoding, whereas LAVisH
leverages more powerful architectures such as ViT [76] and
Swin Transformer[77] for visual representation learning.

In the audio QA experiment, MAVEN achieves a new state-
of-the-art accuracy of 72.79%, outperforming the multimodal
large model VideoLLaMA 2 by a significant margin of 3.15%.
Notably, large models do not always surpass small mod-
els in in-distribution scenarios; for instance, LAViT exceeds
VideoLLaMA 2 by 1.22%. The audio QA baselines do not
show competitive results owing to the shallow multimodal
interaction ability.

In the visual QA experiment, our method achieves the
highest accuracy of 86.99%, surpassing VideoLLaMA 2 by
4.88%. We observe that visual and AVQA baselines consis-
tently outperform other baselines. Similarly, in the AVQA
experiment, MAVEN outperforms VideoLLaMA 2 by 0.96%,
achieving the best overall performance. Additionally, LAV-
isH’s incorporation of trainable parameters into robust visual
encoders leads to superior results compared to the method
relying on weaker encoders.

Furthermore, AVQA methods like LAVisH outperform other
approaches, likely due to the latter’s inability to process audio,
video, and text inputs simultaneously. In the zero-shot setting,
all large models perform poorly, suggesting that their ability
to process multiple modalities simultaneously requires further
enhancement.

To evaluate the plug-and-play capability, we perform inte-
gration experiments with nine baseline models on the MUSIC-
AVQA test split. In audio QA, MCCD enhances the perfor-
mance of seven baselines, achieving a notable improvement
of 6.52% on HCRN. In visual QA, the strategy boosts five
baselines, resulting in a significant gain of 8.46% on HCRN.
For AVQA, MCCD improves eight baselines, with a remark-
able increase of 17.83% on HCRN. The above results can
demonstrate the efficacy of these methods and MCCD to some
extent. However, MUSIC-AVQA lacks refined and precise
evaluations due to its inherent shortcomings that are introduced
in Section I. Consequently, it is insufficient to evaluate these
methods only on this dataset.

E. Robustness Evaluation

We conduct experiments on the FortisAVQA test split to
assess the robustness of both baseline models and MAVEN,
as presented in Table IV. Several crucial insights arise when
combining the results from this table with those from Table
III.

First, simple multimodal fusion architectures exhibit notable
robustness in smaller models. For instance, audio QA models
such as CONVLSTM achieve competitive results, even sur-
passing other small models in tail accuracy on EXIST ques-
tions within the AVQA task. This occurs despite their relatively
low in-distribution performance. In contrast, video QA and
AVQA baseline models demonstrate strong performance on
the MUSIC-AVQA test split but struggle on the FortisAVQA
test split, particularly in the tail set, where LAViT achieves
only 22.22% accuracy on EXIST questions. This discrepancy
suggests that their high performance on MUSIC-AVQA may
stem from memorizing statistical regularities rather than gen-
uine multimodality understanding.

Second, large models consistently exhibit greater robustness
than small models. For example, while smaller models like
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TABLE V
ABLATION RESULTS (%) ON THE TEST SPLIT OF MUSIC-AVQA AND OUR DATASET. AQA AND VQA DENOTE AUDIO QA, AND VISUAL QA,

RESPECTIVELY. D#
KL IS THE DISTRIBUTION DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE (#) LOGIT AND THE MULTIMODALITY LOGIT. MD: MULTIFACETED DEBIASING.

CG: CYCLE GUIDANCE.

Setting MUSIC-AVQA FortisAVQA

AQA VQA AVQA All AQA VQA AVQA H T All

MAVEN 69.05 84.55 65.32 71.06 76.36 77.41 63.81 72.14 65.33 69.90
w/o Dq

KL 69.54 83.74 66.86 71.81 76.09 78.07 63.90 72.98 64.18 70.09
w/o Dv

KL 69.05 84.96 67.44 72.35 75.82 77.25 65.21 73.33 64.76 70.51
w/o Da

KL 67.26 80.89 66.67 70.53 68.75 74.30 59.97 72.98 50.57 65.61
w/o MD 69.64 83.33 65.70 71.06 75.00 76.76 64.07 72.77 63.81 69.62
w/o CG 68.45 86.18 66.09 71.81 74.46 77.09 63.72 71.58 65.04 69.43

LAViT and LAVisH perform comparably to the large model
VideoLLaMA 2 on the MUSIC-AVQA test split, they suffer
a substantial performance drop on the FortisAVQA test split.
In contrast, VideoLLaMA 2 and MAVEN experience perfor-
mance drops of only 5.71% and 1.68%, respectively. Notably,
the three large models in the zero-shot setting even outperform
their MUSIC-AVQA test split results, achieving performance
levels comparable to smaller models trained with supervised
learning. This highlights the superior robustness of large-scale
multimodal models.

Third, MCCD, a plug-and-play debiasing strategy, effec-
tively enhances the robustness of multimodal models. Specifi-
cally, MCCD improves performance for 7 out of 9 models on
the FortisAVQA test split, mirroring its effect on the MUSIC-
AVQA test split. For instance, it boosts MCAN and MAVEN
by 1.69% and 1.74%, respectively.

In summary, the results presented in Tables III and IV
confirm the high robustness of MAVEN and demonstrate the
efficacy of MCCD as a plug-and-play debiasing strategy.

F. Ablation Study

To verify the debiasing effectiveness of MCCD, we conduct
extensive experiments on both the test split of MUSIC-AVQA
and FortisAVQA. The results are shown in Table V. Firstly, we
validate the contribution of the component within multifaceted
debiasing. It can be seen that removing the component will
lead to an overall performance improvement in some aspects
of MUSIC-AVQA while resulting in a significant decrease
in the tail split of FortisAVQA or the out-of-distribution
scenario. This observation strongly supports the debiasing
efficacy of these components. It should be noted that removing
the audio logit regularization leads to a significant performance
decreasement in both datasets. This indicates that audio distri-
bution constraints are crucial in improving robustness, partic-
ularly in audio-centric tasks. Secondly, we verify the overall
contribution of the multifaceted debiasing. It can be seen that
the performance decreasement of 1.52% occurs in the tail split.
Finally, we validate the contribution of cycle guidance. We see
that this model variant obtains the performance improvement
on the MUSIC-AVQA dataset or the in-distribution scenario.
However, there was a noticeable performance degradation in
each task of FortisAVQA. In summary, each component plays
a distinctive role in the debiasing process, which is further
demonstrated by the performance degradation on the tail split.
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Fig. 5. Senstivity analysis of discrepancy enlargement and cycle constraint
in Equation (15) and (17).

G. Sensitivity Analysis

To examine the impact of hyperparameters α and β on the
robustness of MAVEN multimodal reasoning, we conduct a
sensitivity analysis by varying one parameter while keeping
the other fixed.

As shown in Figure 5, we fix α = 0.001 and analyze
the effect of β, which controls the regularization strength of
the cycle constraint loss. Our method achieves the highest
accuracy (70.98%) at β = 0.003, but further increasing β
leads to a decline in accuracy. This suggests that while an
appropriate β can effectively reinforce the consistency of three
unimodal logits, an excessively large β may impose excessive
regularization, limiting the model to generalize effectively.

Similarly, we fix β = 0.005 and evaluate the effect of α,
which regulates the loss enforcing the divergence between
unimodal and multimodal logits. The results exhibit fluctua-
tions in accuracy, with the best performance observed at α
= 0.001 and α = 0.005, while larger α values result in a
significant accuracy drop. This indicates that while α is cru-
cial for ensuring a meaningful distinction between unimodal
and multimodal representations, an overly strong divergence
constraint may hinder the model from generating answers
depending on beneficial biases.

Overall, these results highlight the importance of carefully
balancing α and β to optimize the model bias mitigation
strategy and maximize performance in multimodal question
answering.

H. Qualitative Analysis

We conduct a qualitative analysis on FortisAVQA and
MAVEN to show the robustness evaluation and debiasing
capability in Fig. 6. In the right panel, we observe that
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You are an AI robot and your name is MAVEN.
- You are a multimodal large language model developed by the open

source community.
- Your aim is to be helpful, honest and harmless.
- You support the ability to communicate fluently and answer user

questions in multiple languages of the user‘s choice.
- If the user corrects the wrong answer you generated, you will

apologize and discuss the correct answer with the user.
- You must answer the question strictly according to the content of the

image given by the user, and it is strictly forbidden to answer the
question without the content of the image. Please note that you are
seeing the video, not the image.

- Text bias learning: You have the capability to process text input 
exclusively and infer context based solely on the text information. If 
the user provides corrections on an answer based on the text input, 
you will acknowledge the correction, understand the feedback, and 
provide an improved answer based on the new information.

- Video bias learning: You have the capability to process text input 
exclusively and infer context based solely on the video information. If 
the user provides corrections on an answer based on the video input, 
you will acknowledge the correction, understand the feedback, and 
provide an improved answer based on the new information.

- Audio bias learning: You have the capability to process text input 
exclusively and infer context based solely on the audio information. If 
the user provides corrections on an answer based on the audio input, 
you will acknowledge the correction, understand the feedback, and 
provide an improved answer based on the new information.

Debiasing:

Setting: 
You are an AI robot and your name is MAVEN…

Instruction

Video

Audio

In the video, how many different kinds of musical
instruments are audible? Maven

Three musical instruments are audible.
(Tail)

Question 2

Question 3 Maven

How many different instruments the player played
 in the video?

There are three different instruments.
(Tail)

Question 1

Can you hear a narrator there?
Maven

Yes, I can hear a narrator .(Head)

You are an AI robot and your name is MAVEN…
Instruction

Video

Audio

Which is the musical instrument that sounds at the 
same time as the pipa? Maven

Erhu sounds at the same time as the pipa.
(Head)Question 6

Question 5

What musical instrument is being played when the 
pipa is being played? Maven

Guzheng is being played.
(Head)

Question 4

How many instances did the instruments in the video 
not play continuously? Maven

Zero instrument did not play continuously.
(Tail)

Fig. 6. Qualitative analysis of FortisAVQA and MAVEN. The left panel presents the instruction of multimodal comprehension and modality-specific bias
learning. The right panel shows the answer generation of MAVEN for the samples of FortisAVQA.

FortisAVQA effectively assesses model performance in both
in-distribution and out-of-distribution scenarios. To enhance
diversity and realism, we rephrase the questions multiple
times, as exemplified by Questions 1 and 3. This demonstrates
the dataset’s comprehensive and fine-grained robustness. In the
left panel, we present multimodal fusion and modality-specific
bias-capturing instructions. The former guides the model to
generate responses by integrating information from all input
modalities, while the latter prompts the model to make predic-
tions based on a single modality. The identified biases are then
mitigated using the MCCD strategy. To evaluate the robustness
of MAVEN, we select six questions across two videos and
audio samples. In the top-right panel, our method consistently
generates accurate responses for semantically equivalent tail
questions (e.g., Question 2 and 3). However, we observe that
MAVEN does not always produce accurate responses for head
questions with different phrasings. This finding underscores
the need for more robust multimodal models capable of mak-
ing accurate predictions regardless of variations in question
formulation.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We are the first to explore bias learning in the AVQA task
through both dataset evaluation and model design. To this end,
we introduce FortisAVQA, a new dataset that assesses model
performance across head, tail, and overall samples, providing
a precise measure of robustness. Additionally, we propose a

robust generative architecture leveraging Multifaceted Cycle
Collaborative Debiasing (MCCD) to mitigate bias learning.
Extensive experiments validate the effectiveness of our ap-
proach and highlight the plug-and-play debiasing capability
of MCCD. Furthermore, our re-evaluation of previous multi-
modal QA models on FortisAVQA reveals significant robust-
ness issues. In future work, we will explore mitigating biased
predictions through test-time computation and reinforcement
learning.
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