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Abstract

Machine Interpreting systems are currently imple-
mented as unimodal, real-time speech-to-speech ar-
chitectures, processing translation exclusively on the
basis of the linguistic signal. Such reliance on a sin-
gle modality, however, constrains performance in con-
texts where disambiguation and adequacy depend on
additional cues, such as visual, situational, or prag-
matic information. This paper introduces Vision-
Grounded Interpreting (VGI), a novel approach de-
signed to address the limitations of unimodal ma-
chine interpreting. We present a prototype system
that integrates a vision—language model to process
both speech and visual input from a webcam, with
the aim of priming the translation process through
contextual visual information. To evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of this approach, we constructed a hand-
crafted diagnostic corpus targeting three types of am-
biguity. In our evaluation, visual grounding substan-
tially improves lexical disambiguation, yields modest
and less stable gains for gender resolution, and shows
no benefit for syntactic ambiguities. We argue that
embracing multimodality represents a necessary step
forward for advancing translation quality in machine
interpreting.

1 Introduction

Machine Interpreting, the live translation of spoken
language in dynamic communicative settings, is most
commonly implemented as a unimodal pipeline, com-
bining automatic speech recognition, machine trans-

lation, and speech synthesis. More recently, end-to-
end architectures have emerged as an alternative to
this cascaded approach (Sperber and Paulik, 2020;
Fantinuoli, 2025; Papi et al., 2023). Despite signifi-
cant advances, current architectures continue to rely
predominantly on the linguistic signal for meaning
inference and output generation. End-to-end mod-
els extend this paradigm by leveraging acoustic fea-
tures such as prosody, stress, and intonation as addi-
tional cues for disambiguation (Tsiamas et al., 2024;
SEAMLESS Communication Team et al., 2025), yet
the limitations of unimodal approaches remain evi-
dent. In particular, existing systems struggle when
successful interpretation depends on information be-
yond the spoken channel. Ambiguities involving gen-
der resolution, deixis, lexical polysemy, and syntactic
structure frequently require extralinguistic grounding
that speech alone cannot provide (Berzak et al., 2016;
Pavone and Plebe, 2022).

Human communication and interpreting, by con-
trast, are intrinsically multimodal (Gile, 2009;
Pochhacker, 2016, 2024). Face-to-face interaction un-
folds within a shared environment saturated with
contextual cues, including facial expressions, ges-
tures, and situational information. Professional in-
terpreters routinely exploit these resources to resolve
ambiguity and adapt to communicative demands (Ar-
bona et al., 2024; Leonteva et al., 2023; Arbona et al.,
2023). By contrast, current real-time speech trans-
lation systems remain largely insensitive to such sig-
nals, leading to degraded performance and transla-
tions that are insufficiently anchored in the commu-
nicative event.
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Figure 1: Example image used in the corpus to con-
dition the translation of the ambiguous word chiave.

In this paper, we introduce the concept of Vision-
Grounded Interpreting (VGI) as a means of address-
ing these limitations. Building on studies of multi-
modality in other areas of translation, VGI extends
the classical speech-to-speech translation pipeline
with a visual component, either (i) by employing a
vision—language model that generates live scene de-
scriptions from webcam input and integrates them
with the source speech at inference time, or (ii) by
deploying a multimodal model capable of jointly pro-
cessing speech and visual input. The information re-
trieved by the vision system functions as a compact
symbolic proxy for situational grounding: it aims to
identify participants, objects, and activities in the
environment. This information can then be used to
condition the translation choices made by the model,
reducing ambiguities and producing more contextu-
ally appropriate lexical and syntactic choices (Rad-
ford et al.; Alayrac et al., 2022).

To illustrate the expectations for a VGI sys-
tem, consider Figure 1. A speaker utters the Ital-
ian sentence “Passami la chiave” (“Give me the
key/wrench”), in which the noun chiave is lexically
ambiguous. In this instance, the intended meaning
“wrench” cannot be derived from the linguistic signal
alone. Incorporating visual cues into the translation
process is expected to resolve such ambiguity: for ex-
ample, by detecting that the speaker is pointing to-
ward a wrench, or by recognizing that the surround-

ing environment, such as a workshop in our example,
renders the technical interpretation more plausible.

To evaluate this approach and identify the most
suitable strategy for our prototype, we developed a
small diagnostic corpus of hand-crafted problem trig-
gers targeting three categories of weakness in uni-
modal systems: lexical disambiguation, gender res-
olution, and syntactic disambiguation. We com-
pared performance across four experimental condi-
tions (C1: Speech-only, C2: Speech+Scene Descrip-
tion, C3: Direct Multimodal, C4: Adversarial). We
test this with a naive prompt approach, meaning that
we do not elaborate on complex prompt that are sup-
posed to increase gains in quality. This design allows
us to assess not only the overall benefit of incorpo-
rating visual context, but also the extent of improve-
ment, the relative effectiveness of different integration
strategies, and the robustness of the system when
confronted with potentially misleading information.

Beyond controlled evaluation, our prototype was
also tested in authentic communicative settings, us-
ing the integration strategy that yielded the best per-
formance in the diagnostic experiments. These tests
serve to demonstrate not only the feasibility of multi-
modal extensions under experimental conditions, but
also their practical viability in realistic deployment
scenarios.

2 Related Work

Research relevant to VGI has progressed along three
main strands: (i) extending multimodality to speech
translation, (ii) developing large multimodal lan-
guage models (MLLMs) with the ability to process
visual input, and (iii) addressing ambiguity and bias
in machine translation (MT).

In multimodal speech translation, recent advances
have aimed at unifying speech and text within sin-
gle, direct models. For example, Meta’s Seam-
lessM4T (Al 2023) integrates both modalities across
more than 100 languages, while AV2AV frameworks
(Choi et al., 2024) extend this paradigm to au-
dio—visual speech-to-speech translation, showing ben-
efits in noisy conditions and for lip-synchronized out-
put (Liu et al.). Complementary approaches draw-



ing on information-theoretic and error-aware meth-
ods further demonstrate that visual cues can com-
pensate for imperfect transcripts (Ji et al., 2022b; Li
et al., 2021a).

Parallel efforts have focused on building multi-
modal language models capable of processing text
and vision jointly, thereby enhancing the reasoning
capacity of large language models. The VCR dataset
(Zellers et al., 2019) introduced the idea that visual
understanding requires commonsense reasoning be-
yond object recognition. Technically, most MLLMs
connect a vision encoder to an LLM through an
adapter: LLaVA (Liu et al., 2023b) applies visual in-
struction tuning, BLIP-2 (Li et al., 2023b) introduces
the Q-Former for efficient alignment, and InternVL
(Chen et al., 2024, 2025b) scales the visual encoder
for higher accuracy. For dynamic scenes, models such
as F-16 (Li et al., 2025) process video at 16 FPS to
capture fine-grained motion, outperforming sparse-
frame approaches.

Within MT, it is well established that systems fre-
quently struggle with gender resolution, deixis, and
lexical polysemy. Persistent gender bias has been
documented across benchmarks (Stanovsky et al.,
2019; Cho et al., 2023), though context-aware MT
and multimodal extensions can alleviate some cases
(Corral et al., 2024). Various strategies have been
explored to integrate visual information into MT, in-
cluding information-theoretic approaches to increase
visual awareness (Ji et al., 2022a), semantic scene
graph representations (Hatami et al., 2025), visual
pivoting for low-resource language pairs (Tayir et al.,
2024), and the use of visual cues to overcome noisy
textual input (Li et al., 2021b).

Taken together, prior work demonstrates why and
how visual input can be integrated into translation
pipelines, yet most studies have concentrated on writ-
ten translation or offline speech translation for spe-
cific applications such as dubbing. Few have system-
atically examined how different integration strate-
gies perform under controlled ambiguity triggers in
speech, or how models behave when visual input is
misleading. Our study addresses this gap by focus-
ing on real-time machine interpreting, introducing a
diagnostic evaluation corpus targeting three specific
sources of ambiguity and testing integration strate-

gies tailored to this modality.

3 System Architecture

3.1 Formal description

To incorporate visual scene information into machine
interpreting, we model the Al interpreter as a large
language model (LLM) conditioned on both speech-
derived text and an auxiliary image describing the
current environment in which the utterance has ben
said. Let

S = (81,82, 8n)

denote the source-language utterance, and let

I=(i1,42,...,%m)
denote the image captured by a vision sytstem.
In a text-only scenario, the LLM receives a prompt

P = f(5),

where f is a formatting function that encodes the
source-language utterance into the model’s context.
In the augmented scenario, the prompt is extended
as

P = f(Svj)a

typically realized as concatenation in structured
form, e.g. [Image: C1 [Source speech: S].
During decoding, the model then computes

T = arg mjz}xP(T | P,

where 7" is the target-language hypothesis. By condi-
tioning on I, the model gains access to contextual pri-
ors over domains, entities, and actions, which guide
lexical disambiguation, anaphora resolution, and
pragmatic adaptation. This design aligns with re-
cent advances in multimodal instruction-tuned mod-
els (Alayrac et al., 2022; Li et al., 2023a; Liu et al.,
2023a), which demonstrate how caption-like descrip-
tions enable LLMs to perform contextually grounded
reasoning.
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Figure 2: Prototype of VGI.

3.2 Prototype

We implemented a prototype of a simultaneous
speech-to-speech translation system following the
classical cascaded pipeline of ASR—MT—TTS. A vi-
sion component was added to monitor the commu-
nicative setting via a webcam. The system supports
two integration strategies: (i) a vision-to-caption
module, in which images are sampled when signifi-
cant scene changes are detected and converted into
concise textual descriptions that are combined with
the speech input; and (ii) direct multimodal process-
ing, in which speech and images are provided jointly
to the translation model.

For evaluation, we used GPT-40, as it supports
both caption generation and direct multimodal in-
tegration, while also providing a unified framework
suitable for controlled comparison.

4 Experiment

4.1 Method

We evaluate the system with three categories of
ambiguity (lexical disambiguation, gender resolu-
tion, and syntactic disambiguation) and four condi-
tions that differ in how visual context is integrated
into translation. Besides a C1: Speech-only base-
line, we test two variants combining source and im-
age (C2: Speech+Scene Description concatenating
source utterance with the caption of the image, and

C3: Direct Multimodal through multimodal direct
ingestion where the model processes image and text
jointly), and an C4: Adversarial setting with mis-
matched captions. This design allows us to com-
pare baseline performance, potential gains from vi-
sual grounding, and robustness to misleading input.

4.2 Primary Hypotheses & Key Com-
parisons

To assess the role of visual context in machine inter-
preting, we formulated hypotheses that connect the
experimental conditions to specific types of transla-
tion challenges. Our expectation is that adding vi-
sual information should be particularly beneficial for
triggers such as gender resolution (e.g., doctor — dot-
tore/dottoressa), lexical polysemy (words with multi-
ple possible senses), and syntactic ambiguity (struc-
tural alternatives such as “Paul bought green shirts
and shoes.”, where green can refer to shirts only or
to shirts and shoes). Beyond the overall question of
whether multimodal input improves translation rel-
ative to a source-only baseline, we also test whether
different integration strategies (concatenation and di-
rect multimodal input) vary in effectiveness across
these triggers, and whether systems remain robust
when presented with misleading contextual cues. The
following key comparisons operationalize these hy-
potheses.

e H1 (visual helps): C2, C3 > C1 on ade-
quacy, contextual fit, and trigger resolution (gen-
der, polysemy, syntax).

e H2 (caption vs multimodal direct): C3 >
C2 (if direct multimodal grounding helps beyond
textual captions).

e H3 (robustness): C4 does not degrade vs. C1
(misleading context should not harm; avoid over-
reliance).

4.3 Corpus description

To evaluate the proposed approach, we constructed a
small diagnostic corpus specifically designed to trig-
ger the kinds of ambiguities that unimodal systems



Table 1: Experimental conditions used in the study.

Condition

Operationalization

C1: Speech-only

C2: Speech+Scene Description

Translate from the source sentence only (no visual context). Serves as
the main baseline.
Instruction-style prompt: a caption is generated independently and

used as context with an explicit policy to resolve ambiguity at

translation time.
C3: Direct Multimodal

Provide the source sentence and the image simultaneously to a

vision-capable model, bypassing intermediate captions.

C4: Adversarial

Combine the source sentence with a mismatched or irrelevant caption

from another scene to test robustness against misleading context.

i

Figure 3: Example of lexical ambiguity “plaster” in
“The doctor gave him a plaster”.

often fail to resolve. Unlike large-scale benchmarks
for machine translation or speech translation, our
goal was not coverage, but targeted evaluation un-
der controlled conditions.

The corpus consists of 120 source utterances paired
with 120 images collected via webcam or selected
from open repositories. Each utterance was designed
or selected to instantiate one of three ambiguity trig-
gers: (i) lexical polysemy, (ii) gender resolution, and
(iil) syntactic ambiguity. For each category, we cre-
ated 40 examples, producing a balanced dataset in
which every trigger is represented in multiple con-
texts.

Utterances were crafted to reflect as much as possi-
ble realistic spoken language, with a mean length of 8
tokens (min = 5, max = 13). Whenever possible, ex-

amples were drawn from domains pertinent to inter-
preting scenarios (e.g., healthcare, business meetings,
public presentations). This ensures that the result-
ing translations approximate the kinds of challenge
encountered in real communicative situations. The
sentences provide no additional linguistic cues that
could resolve ambiguity (as co-text sometimes does).
For instance, the lexical ambiguity “plaster” in “He
put a plaster on it, because he cut his finger while
cooking.” could be simply resolved by the co-text
“cut a finger”.

The images associated with each utterance were
chosen to contain disambiguating information rele-
vant to the trigger. For gender resolution, images
depict speakers of identifiable gender; for polysemy,
they illustrate the intended sense (e.g., “bank” as fi-
nancial institution vs. river bank) or the setting in
which such an object typically comes from; and for
syntactic ambiguity, they clarify structural interpre-
tation (e.g., prepositional attachment). All images
were manually checked for quality and relevance.

For C4: Adversarial, we created 120 mismatched
caption—utterance pairs by reassigning images across
unrelated utterances. These examples allow us to
probe robustness when contextual input is mislead-
ing. Table 2 summarizes the composition of the diag-
nostic corpus. We constructed 40 examples for each
of the three ambiguity triggers, yielding a total of 120
items. This balanced design ensures that each cate-
gory is equally represented and supports controlled
comparisons across conditions.



Table 2: Corpus composition and length statistics
(tokens counted on source utterance).

Trigger #Items Mean (SD)
Lexical ambiguity 40  6.85 (1.93)
Gender agreement 40 8.3 (4.2)
Syntactic polysemy 40 11.2 (1.9)
Total 120 8.78 (3.39)

Annotations include source transcription, gold ref-
erence translation, associated image, and trigger cat-
egory. This compact yet targeted design enables fine-
grained analysis of when and how visual input con-
tributes to translation quality.

4.4 Evaluation

Lexical disambiguation. The results show clear
differences in translation accuracy across conditions,
as shown in Figure 4. C1: Speech-only perfor-
mance was 52.5% (21/40, 95% CI [37.5, 67.1]),
not significantly different from chance (p = .87).
C2: Speech+Scene Description yielded a strong im-
provement to 85.0% (34/40, 95% CI [71.0, 92.9]),
highly above chance (p < .001) and significantly
better than C1: Speech-only (McNemar p < .002).
C3: Direct Multimodal condition also improved to
72.5% (29/40, 95% CI [57.2, 83.9]), significantly
above chance (p < .01) but only marginally bet-
ter than C2: Speech+Scene Description (McNemar
p =~ .065). Performance in the C4: Adversarial con-
dition fell back to baseline (52.5%, p = .87). These
results demonstrate that relevant visual cues — par-
ticularly textual captions — strongly support lexical
disambiguation.

Gender disambiguation. For gender disambigua-
tion (Figure 5), C2: Speech+Scene Description con-
dition reached 57.5% (23/40, 95% CI [42.0, 71.5]),
not significantly above chance (p = .43). C3: Direct
Multimodal increased accuracy to 70.0% (28/40, 95%
CI [54.6, 81.9]), significantly above chance (p = .017)
but not significantly better than C2: Speech+Scene
Description (McNemar p = .24). C3: Direct Mul-
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Figure 4: Accuracy by condition for Lexical Ambigu-
ity.

timodal condition reached 67.5% (27/40, 95% CI
[52.0, 79.9]), also above chance (p = .038), yet
again without significant within-item improvement
over C2: Speech+Scene Description (McNemar p =
.36). The C4: Adversarial condition dropped to
50.0% (20/40, 95% CT [35.2, 64.8]), exactly at chance
(p = 1.0). Thus, while both captions and direct mul-
timodal provide some support, gains are weaker and
less consistent than in lexical disambiguation.

Syntactic disambiguation. For gender disam-
biguation (Figure 6), C1: Speech-only condition
reached 57.5% (23/40, 95% CI [42.0, 71.5]), not sig-
nificantly above chance (p = .43). C2: Speech+Scene
Description increased accuracy to 70.0% (28/40, 95%
CI [54.6, 81.9]), significantly above chance (p = .017)
but not significantly better than C1: Speech-only
(McNemar p = .24). C3: Direct Multimodal condi-
tion reached 67.5% (27/40, 95% CI [52.0, 79.9]), also
above chance (p = .038), yet again without signifi-
cant within-item improvement over speech-only (Mc-
Nemar p = .36). C4: Adversarial condition dropped
to 50.0% (20/40, 95% CT [35.2, 64.8]), exactly at
chance (p = 1.0). Thus, while both caption and mul-
timodal cues provide some support, gains are weaker
and less consistent than in lexical disambiguation.
In syntactic cases, C2: Speech+Scene Description
input was 50.0% (20/40, 95% CI [35.2, 64.8]), at
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Figure 5: Accuracy by condition for Gender Disam-
biguation.

chance (p = 1.0). C2: Speech+Scene Description
yielded the same result (50.0%), and neither C3: Di-
rect Multimodal (55.0%, 22/40, 95% CI [39.8, 69.3],
p = .64) nor C4: Adversarial input (55.0%, p = .64)
showed significant deviation from chance or improve-
ment over C1: Speech-only (all McNemar p > .65).
These findings indicate that visual and caption cues
were largely ineffective for syntactic disambiguation
in this dataset, contrasting with their strong impact
on lexical ambiguity.

A note on chance level. Each item in our test
set has two equiprobable interpretations (two images
designed to trigger different senses). Accordingly,
the chance baseline is 50%. We therefore evaluate
each condition not only relative to other conditions
(paired McNemar tests) but also against chance us-
ing an exact binomial test with Hy: p = 0.5. For
a condition with k correct out of n items, we report
p = k/n, its 95% Wilson CI, and the binomial p—value
(p=Pr{X <k} x2if k <n/2, else symmetric). Ac-
curacies near 50% indicate no effective disambigua-
tion; values significantly above 50% demonstrate that
the provided cue (e.g., caption or image) adds usable
information. When two conditions are compared on
the same items, we also report McNemar’s test to
quantify within-item improvements independently of
base rate.
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Figure 6: Accuracy by condition for Syntactic Dis-
ambiguation.

5 Discussion

Our evaluation compared three forms of disambigua-
tion (lexical, gender, and syntactic) across different
input modalities. Overall, the findings indicate a
benefit of integrating visual cues, thereby support-
ing our H1 (visual helps) hypothesis, even if this
does not applies to all tested ambiguity ty. By con-
trast, H2 (caption vs. multimodal direct) was
not confirmed, as the two modalities performed com-
parably, with a slight but statistically insignificant
preference for the caption-based variant. Finally, H3
(robustness) was confirmed: system performance
did not differ between the absence of a vision compo-
nent and the presence of a vision module supplying
irrelevant images, suggesting that misleading visual
input does not degrade performance relative to the
unimodal baseline.

With respect to the different ambiguity types, the
benefits were not uniform: lexical ambiguity was
substantially reduced through caption concatenation
and, to a lesser extent, by direct multimodal input;
gender-related ambiguity showed weaker yet mea-
surable gains; whereas syntactic ambiguity remained
largely unaffected.

For lexical disambiguation, the speech-only con-
dition performed at chance level, as expected in
the absence of contextual information. The addi-
tion of structured image captions yielded a substan-



tial and statistically robust improvement, indicating
that explicit textual cues derived from visual input
are highly effective for grounding lexical meaning.
Direct multimodal integration also enhanced accu-
racy, though to a slightly lesser extent than captions,
suggesting that the alignment between visual repre-
sentations and linguistic disambiguation, at least in
our experimental setting, remains less reliable than
language-to-language mappings. Crucially, adversar-
ial images neutralized these gains, highlighting the
vulnerability of lexical disambiguation to misleading
contextual input.

For gender disambiguation, improvements with
both captions integration and direct multimodal in-
put were significant relative to chance but did not
consistently outperform speech-only within items.
This indicates that gender information is not always
reliably captured or transferred by the visual or cap-
tioning systems used here. It also points to the inher-
ent challenge of resolving gender in translation tasks,
where subtle contextual signals may be required to
establish agreement or reference. The vulnerability
of this task to adversarial input further highlights
the fragility of current multimodal approaches in do-
mains where social and grammatical cues interact.

Syntactic disambiguation proved the most resis-
tant to contextual support: performance remained
close to chance across all conditions, with neither
captions nor multimodal input yielding measurable
gains. This likely reflects the fact that the syntactic
ambiguities in the dataset were designed to require
structural rather than referential resolution. Visual
or caption-based cues appear ill-suited to supply-
ing the hierarchical constraints necessary for correct
parsing, underscoring a limitation in how far multi-
modality alone can advance machine interpreting.

6 Limitations and future work

Beyond these benchmark findings, several system-
level limitations must be acknowledged and can serve
as a basis for future work. The vision module in
our prototype relies on discrete sampling, which con-
strains its ability to capture continuous variation in
the communicative setting. Continuous video anal-

ysis would provide richer support for dynamic envi-
ronments by modeling temporal dependencies, event
progression, and contextual continuity.(Islam et al.,
2024).

Moreover, the speech and vision streams are not
semantically synchronized: when multiple speakers
are visible, the system provides a general description
of the scene but cannot reliably indicate, for exam-
ple, who is speaking, increasing the risk of misat-
tribution. Advances in spatial and binaural process-
ing offer promising avenues to mitigate this limitation
(Chen et al., 2025a).

Captioning quality remains a critical bottleneck.
Generic or erroneous descriptions can mislead the
system, as observed in the adversarial condition, or
fail to provide benefits when relevant features for dis-
ambiguation are omitted. More systematic testing
of prompt design is therefore warranted—for exam-
ple, requesting structured or attribute-specific cap-
tions rather than general scene descriptions, as in
our experiment. Our evaluation revealed several in-
stances, particularly in gender resolution, where cap-
tions failed to encode visually available gender infor-
mation. Explicitly instructing the captioning system
to provide such attributes would likely improve re-
liability. More broadly, these findings highlight the
importance of designing vision—language models for
translation tasks with explicit attention to commu-
nicative functions: captions optimized for generic
scene understanding may be insufficient, whereas
task-specific guidance can substantially enhance their
utility for machine interpreting.

Finally, our study addressed only three types
of ambiguity, leaving open the question of how
multimodal systems perform when confronted with
broader contextual challenges such as deixis and ref-
erence, entity identification and omission, discourse-
level coherence, pragmatic intent, and domain-
specific knowledge.

7 Conclusions
We introduced the concept of Visually-Grounded

Interpreting, an extension of machine interpret-
ing that augments the speech translation pipeline



with real-time scene descriptions generated by a vi-
sion—language model. To demonstrate its feasibility,
we implemented a working prototype that integrates
state-of-the-art models, providing a proof of concept
for the practical viability of this approach.

Using a targeted diagnostic corpus, we compared
multiple integration strategies, ranging from source-
only to caption-based variants, a multimodal direct
setup, and an adversarial setting, on three families of
ambiguity (lexical, gender, syntactic). Evaluations
against a well-defined chance baseline (50%) showed
that visual grounding can materially improve trans-
lation when the ambiguity is referential: lexical dis-
ambiguation benefited substantially from visual cues.
Gender disambiguation showed smaller, less consis-
tent gains, while syntactic ambiguity remained at or
near chance, indicating that the kinds of structural
constraints required for syntactic resolution are not
supplied by simple visual cues or generic captions.

From a system perspective, practical deployment
will require addressing three limitations identified in
our prototype: (i) discrete image sampling misses
scene dynamics, arguing for continuous video anal-
ysis; (ii) lack of synchronization between speech and
vision leads to speaker—scene misattribution in multi-
person settings, motivating audiovisual alignment
(e.g. spatial/binaural approaches); and (iii) caption
quality remains a bottleneck because overly generic
or erroneous descriptions can mislead downstream
translation.

Notwithstanding its current limitations, vision
grounding emerges as a viable avenue for improving
machine interpreting in ambiguity-prone cases. Its
full potential, however, is likely to unfold only when
combined with richer sources of context—such as dis-
course state, domain knowledge, and speaker meta-
data, and with tighter cross-modal synchronization.
Future work should therefore pursue continuous, syn-
chronized audiovisual capture in conjunction with
stronger contextual modeling, and evaluate the ap-
proach in ecologically valid scenarios that better re-
flect the complexity of real-world interpreting. Taken
together, these directions position Vision-Grounded
Interpreting as a step toward next-generation speech
translation systems that are more adaptive, context-
sensitive, and communicatively robust.
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