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Abstract

Our aim is to develop a unified model for sign language un-
derstanding, that performs sign language translation (SLT)
and sign—subtitle alignment (SSA). Together, these two tasks
enable the conversion of continuous signing videos into spo-
ken language text and also the temporal alignment of sign-
ing with subtitles — both essential for practical communica-
tion, large-scale corpus construction, and educational ap-
plications. To achieve this, our approach is built upon three
components: (i) a lightweight visual backbone that captures
manual and non-manual cues from human keypoints and
lip-region images while preserving signer privacy, (ii) a
Sliding Perceiver mapping network that aggregates consec-
utive visual features into word-level embeddings to bridge
the vision—text gap; and (iii) a multi-task scalable train-
ing strategy that jointly optimises SLT and SSA, reinforc-
ing both linguistic and temporal alignment. To promote
cross-linguistic generalisation, we pretrain our model on
large-scale sign—text corpora covering British Sign Lan-
guage (BSL) and American Sign Language (ASL) from the
BOBSL and YouTube-SL-25 datasets. With this multilingual
pretraining and strong model design, we achieve state-of-
the-art results on the challenging BOBSL (BSL) dataset for
both SLT and SSA. Our model also demonstrates robust
zero-shot generalisation and finetuned SLT performance
on How2Sign (ASL), highlighting the potential of scalable
translation across different sign languages.

1. Introduction

Sign languages are fully-fledged natural languages with
their own grammatical structures. They convey meaning not
only through manual gestures such as handshapes, move-
ments and positions, but also through non-manual cues in-
cluding facial expressions, lip movements and body pos-
ture. Given their multi-modal and spatio-temporal na-
ture, understanding sign languages requires interpretation
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Figure 1. A unified sign language understanding model. Given
signing data, our model performs both SLT and SSA, guided by
textual prompts. For both tasks, a 500-frame (20s at 25 fps) video
is used as input. In SLT mode, the model receives the sign video
with frame-level timestamps specifying the region of interest (not
shown for clarity), and generates a spoken language translation for
that segment. In SSA mode, the model takes the sign video, a tar-
get sentence along with its audio-aligned timestamps (if available),
and predicts the timestamps where the sentence is signed.

of complex visual and contextual information.

The focus of this work is on developing a unified model
that performs sign language translation (SLT) and sign-
subtitle alignment (SSA), two fundamental tasks for sign
language understanding. SLT aims to translate sign lan-
guage videos into spoken language text, facilitating com-
munication between deaf communities with non-signers.
SSA, in turn, aligns continuous signing videos with spoken
language text. Since the temporal correspondence between
signing and subtitles is often noisy by nature [60], accurate
alignment is challenging but crucial for constructing large-
scale parallel corpora and downstream applications such as
sign language education and sign segment retrieval.

Recent methods for SLT build on the strengths of large
language models (LLMs) pretrained for text translation [41,
49, 84, 94]. A common framework is to proceed in two
stages: first, train a visual backbone on datasets with glosses
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or pseudo-glosses', this backbone maps from video frames
to an embedding vector; and second, train a mapping net-
work from this embedding to the input language space of
the LLM, whilst finetuning the LLM for the SLT task.

While this framework has allowed great progress, its
performance depends on (i) the scale of the training data,
(i) the generality of the training data (e.g. the number and
variety of signers), and (iii) end-to-end training. In the
first stage of visual backbone training, annotations are of-
ten only available at small scale or for a few signers, limit-
ing model generality. For instance, sign language datasets
Phoenix 14T [14], How2Sign [23] and BOBSL [6] contain
only 9, 11, and 39 signers, respectively. In the second stage,
the visual backbone is often frozen [41], and the mapping
network is usually a simple MLP, which leads to a mis-
match with the language space of the LLM. Similarly, SSA
suffers from limited-scale annotation, as manual alignment
is extremely time-consuming — an expert requires around
10—15 hours to align subtitles for a one-hour video [11].

In this work, we make a number of contributions that en-
able both end-to-end training and better generality in train-
ing. First, we introduce a lightweight visual backbone that
ingests human body pose keypoints and lip features. This
has two significant advantages: first, privacy and domain
generality — the keypoints remove visual ‘nuissance factors’
such as clothing and lighting, and the lip features capture
non-manual aspects of the signs; and second, its lightweight
design allows for end-to-end finetuning — improving perfor-
mance and facilitating domain adaptation for downstream
tasks. The backbone is pretrained on isolated sign language
recognition with pseudo-gloss, and then further finetuned
on web-scale data to achieve generality over signers.

Second, we introduce the ‘Sliding Perceiver’ mapping
network, a Perceiver-based [3, 38] network designed to cap-
ture local compositionality in sign language. Conventional
frame-wise mappings, such as MLPs, fail to model short se-
quences of gestures that correspond to single words. The
Sliding Perceiver addresses this by summarising features
within a local sliding window into a single latent, which
moves across the sequence to produce word-level embed-
dings. This compact representation enables better align-
ment between visual features and linguistic units.

Third, we integrate these components with an LLM into
a single model for SLT and SSA, where the target task
is specified by a prompt (see Fig. 1). This joint train-
ing enhances inference capabilities. Through this design,
our model achieves state-of-the-art performance on SLT for
BOBSL [7] and How2Sign [23], while simultaneously ob-
taining state-of-the-art in SSA on BOBSL - highlighting
our model generalises across multiple tasks and languages
(British and American Sign Languages). These results

'We borrow the linguistic gloss term and refer to sign-level translations
in free-form English as glosses.

demonstrate the effectiveness of combining a lightweight
backbone, a sign-to-language mapping network, and LLM-
based multitask learning.

2. Related Works

Isolated sign language recognition (ISLR) classifies pre-
segmented video clips into gloss labels — a task that has sig-
nificantly advanced over the past decade with the develop-
ment of deep spatiotemporal architectures [12, 16, 37, 53,
54, 86] and large-scale datasets [4, 13, 47, 71, 81]. Meth-
ods broadly fall into two main categories: (i) appearance-
based methods, that directly process RGB frames, and
(i1) pose-based approaches. While appearance models like
I3D [16] and the Video Swin Transformer [54] have pushed
the state-of-the-art [4, 41, 47, 63, 64, 81], pose-based ap-
proaches [8, 34, 46, 79] offer efficiency, signer anonymity,
and robustness to background, lighting, and signer varia-
tions. However, pose-based models often lag in accuracy,
as keypoints alone can omit rich visual details. In this pa-
per, we propose a lightweight ISLR backbone that com-
bines holistic body keypoints from MediaPipe [56] with a
grayscale lip-region stream, effectively modeling both man-
ual and non-manual articulations. This design achieves
a strong balance between accuracy and efficiency, outper-
forming the Video Swin Transformer [63], and serves as an
effective foundation for downstream sign language transla-
tion and alignment tasks.

Continuous sign language recognition (CSLR) tran-
scribes continuous signing videos into gloss sequences.
These intermediate representations attempt to preserve the
unique linguistic and morphological structure of sign lan-
guage [73] but are limited [61]. While CSLR bench-
marks like PHOENIX [45] and CSL-Daily [95] provide
gloss-annotated data, these annotations are labor-intensive
and often lack precise frame-level segmentation. Con-
sequently, most CSLR models employ the Connectionist
Temporal Classification (CTC) loss [30] to learn mono-
tonic alignments between visual features and gloss se-
quences [2, 19, 33, 39, 43, 58, 83, 93, 97]. Recent advances
are moving beyond conventional frame-to-gloss modeling.
For instance, [64] explores stronger contextual reasoning by
framing CSLR as a video-to-text retrieval problem.

Automatic sign language translation (SLT) aims to trans-
late sign language videos into spoken language sentences.
Current SLT research is broadly divided into gloss-based
and gloss-free approaches. Gloss-based SLT uses interme-
diate gloss predictions from CSLR as explicit input or aux-
iliary supervision for the translation model [14, 15, 17, 18,
87, 89, 91, 95, 96]. In contrast, gloss-free SLT learns a di-
rect video-to-sentence mapping [60, 85]. In this work, we
adopt the more scalable, gloss-free approach. This allows us
to leverage large-scale video-text pairs without costly gloss
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Figure 2. Method overview. Given a 20-second long sign language video, our model extracts two complementary modalities: (i) holistic
body keypoints and (ii) grayscale lip-region sequences. Each modality is processed by its respective backbone using a sliding-window
(window size = 24, stride = 2) approach to produce temporally dense pose and lip features, denoted as f, and f;. These features are
concatenated along the channel dimension and passed into the Sliding Perceiver, which aggregates local visual information into a compact
latent sequence L’. The latent representation L’ is then inserted within a task-specific prompt (at <SignHere> token) and fed into a
pretrained LLM to perform one of two downstream tasks. In SLT mode, the model generates spoken-language text corresponding to the
signing video in the region of interest (denoted by frame indices at the {start} and {end} tokens in the prompt). In SSA mode, the
model predicts the start and end timestamps, as frame indices, where the provided sentence (inserted at the {sentence} token in the
prompt) is being signed. Note that the { Lang} field in the SLT prompt specifies the target language using its ISO 639 code.

annotations, achieving strong, open-vocabulary generalisa-
tion across diverse signers and languages.

Recent gloss-free methods vary in visual pretraining and
LLM adaptation. Some use features from pretrained ISLR
backbones [6, 77] or contrastively align visual and textual
features [44, 51, 88, 94]. Others integrate LLMs, either
by feeding discrete visual tokens into frozen models [78],
or by finetuning them with visual representations [41, 44,
606, 67, 80], potentially using parameter-efficient methods
like LoRA [35, 84]. Additionally, lightweight, pose-based
backbones which can be trained end-to-end for translation
have shown strong performance [26, 49]. Building on this
trend, our work employs a pretrained LLM (Flan-T5 [21])
and finetunes it for sign language translation and alignment,
updating the visual backbone in an end-to-end manner.

Sign-subtitle alignment (SSA) temporally matches con-
tinuous sign language videos with their corresponding sub-
title units. Early methods [25] used sparse correspon-
dences between video and subtitles, often assuming that
the word order in subtitles directly reflects the signing se-
quence. Later studies on related tasks like sign segmenta-
tion [24, 65], diarisation [5, 27, 28], and active signer de-
tection [9, 20, 59, 70] focus on temporal granularity at the
word or active-signer level rather than aligning full subtitle
units. While [10] segments videos into sentence-like units,
these still require translation to be aligned. More recently,
work has tackled large-scale broadcast data [11] or incor-
porated linguistic knowledge [40]. To our knowledge, we
present the first framework to perform SSA using an LLM,
enabling more accurate and scalable alignment.

The most related work [74] jointly trains SLT and cap-

tion alignment, predicting caption timing from video only,
but attains just 24.3% frame accuracy, revealing the lim-
itations of relying solely on visual cues. In contrast, our
model leverages both video and subtitles to localise sign-
ing segments, enabling practical generation of sign-aligned
subtitles from audio-aligned transcripts.

3. Method

Our model is illustrated in Fig. 2. Given a 20-second sign-
ing video and a task-specific prompt, the model produces
outputs for both SLT and SSA. In this section, we first
describe the architecture (Sec. 3.1), including the visual
backbone and the Sliding Perceiver mapping network, fol-
lowed by an overview of our training stages (Sec. 3.2). We
then dive deeper into the backbone pretraining (Sec. 3.3),
and downstream SLT and SSA objectives to achieve robust
recognition and temporal grounding (Sec. 3.4).

3.1. Architecture

Here we describe our visual feature processing: the pose
backbone, lip backbone, and Sliding Perceiver.

Pose backbone. As illustrated on the top half of Fig. 3, we
employ the 3D keypoints provided by MediaPipe [56]. In
total, 203 keypoints are used: 128 for the face, 33 for the
body, and 21 for each hand, all normalised by setting the
shoulder length to 1 and centred at the origin [42]. Key-
points are grouped into four articulators—face, body, left
hand, and right hand—and processed by articulator-specific
encoders, each comprising a linear projection to Cj, chan-
nels followed by a 4-layer Adaptive Graph Convolutional
Network (AGCN) [48, 69], with Squeeze-and-Excitation
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Figure 3. Visual backbone. The model has two streams: pose
and lip backbones. The pose backbone processes F' frames of 3D
keypoints, divided into face, body, and hand articulators, encoding
each to produce articulator-specific features (f¢, fv, fn-r, fr-r).
Up to two of these features are randomly masked during training
to improve robustness. The features are then concatenated along
the channel dimension, and passed through a Conformer to obtain
the pose embedding. The lip backbone also processes F' grayscale
video frames of the signer lip-region via a frozen pretrained lip
reader, followed by a Conformer that outputs the lip embedding.

(SE) blocks [36] for channel-wise recalibration. For effi-
ciency, the left and right hand encoders are shared; to align
the graph structures, the right-hand keypoints are flipped
along the z-axis before being input to the shared encoder.
Through the 4-layer AGCN, the channel dimensions are
progressively scaled by factors of [2,1, 1.5, 2], resulting in
a final feature size of C' = 6C}, for each keypoint. The re-
sulting video features therefore have a shape of ' x .J,,, X C,
where F' is the number of frames and .J,,, is the number of
keypoints for each articulator.

Unlike typical action recognition tasks that mainly rely
on a few body joints, sign language involves highly detailed
facial, body, and finger articulations. Thus, naively apply-
ing spatio-temporal average pooling, as in action recogni-
tion, leads to severe information loss. Instead, for each
frame, we aggregate information across all joints by reshap-
ing the feature map of size F' X J,,, x C' to F'x (J,,, x C'), fol-
lowed by a learnable linear projection that maps it to F' x C.
This enables the model to integrate detailed joint interac-
tions rather than collapsing them through averaging. The
four articulator-specific features (F' x C' each) are concate-
nated along the channel dimension to form a unified repre-
sentation of ' x 4C. The resulting feature is then projected
to ¢’ dimensions and fed into a Conformer [31] encoder.
The Conformer consists of 4 blocks followed by an atten-
tive pooling layer. The attentive pooling computes a mean
attention map across all blocks and multiplies it with the
output of the final block. Temporal averaging is then ap-
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Figure 4. Sliding Perceiver. The input sequence X is linearly
projected and combined with learnable temporal positional encod-
ings. The resulting sequence X’ is then processed in a sliding-
window manner. Each window is passed through N stacked cross-
attention and feed-forward layers with a learnable latent vector L.

plied to obtain the final pose feature f, € RE".

Lip backbone. The purpose of this encoder is to cap-
ture non-manual articulations, such as mouthings (and the
tongue and the teeth), that are not fully represented by key-
points. As shown on the bottom of Fig. 3, the lip back-
bone processes grayscale video clips of the lip-region and
extracts frame-wise features fu,o € R¥*C! using a pre-
trained lip-reading network [57]. To leverage the gener-
alised visual-phonetic representations learned from large-
scale audio-visual data [1], we keep the lip reader frozen
during training and only update the subsequent 4-layer Con-
former encoder. The Conformer further refines the temporal
dynamics of the lip motion and produces the lip feature f;.

Sliding Perceiver. Unlike the standard Perceiver resam-
pler [3, 38], which processes the entire sequence globally,
our Sliding Perceiver captures local visual context, crucial
for sign language where adjacent frames form a single lex-
ical unit. As shown in Fig. 4, the Sliding Perceiver takes
the multimodal feature sequence X as input, where X is
obtained by concatenating the pose and lip features (f,, f1)
along the channel dimension. The sequence is first linearly
projected to match the LLM embedding dimension D, and
a learnable global temporal positional encoding is added to
produce X’. Then, X' is processed in a sliding-window
manner through N stacked cross-attention and feed-forward
layers, where a learnable latent vector L serves as the query
and each windowed segment of X’ provides keys and val-
ues. This aggregates local context into latent representa-
tions, which are fed into the LLM with the text prompt for
downstream tasks.

3.2. Training overview

The pose and lip backbones are first pretrained indepen-
dently for sign classification (ISLR), enabling each to cap-
ture distinct aspects of signing. For the primary tasks of
SLT and SSA, these pretrained visual backbones are com-
bined with a Sliding Perceiver and a Flan-T5-XL LLM [21]
(see Fig. 2). The main training pipeline next consists of two
stages: large-scale pretraining and finetuning. Note that the
LLM is efficiently tuned with DoRA [52] adapters.



The large-scale pretraining focuses on English-related
sign languages, using 2,700 hours of videos from the ASL
and BSL subsets of YouTube-SL-25 [75] and the BOBSL
dataset [6] (BSL). To avoid overfitting on the easier SSA
task, we employ a three-stage curriculum learning strategy.
First, we freeze the visual backbone and train only the map-
ping network (Perceiver and DoRA) on SLT to align visual
features with the LLM. Second, the full model (including
the visual backbones, Perceiver and DoRA), is trained ex-
clusively on SLT. Third, the full model is trained on a mul-
titask objective, mixing SLT and SSA samples to encour-
age shared representations across translation and alignment
tasks. Finally, the entire model is finetuned on the specific
target dataset, while maintaining multitask training. This
allows the model to adapt to domain-specific signing styles
and vocabulary, while retaining the strong, general repre-
sentations acquired from pretraining.

3.3. Visual backbone ISLR training losses

Classification loss. The pose and lip backbones are trained
independently. The output features from the pose backbone
(fp) and lip backbone (f;) are each passed through their
respective classifier heads to produce the logits g, and g,
which are then trained against the pseudo-gloss label y us-
ing the standard cross-entropy loss.

Articulator auxiliary loss (for pose backbone). To en-
courage the different articulators to learn independently
while sharing a common representation, we introduce an
auxiliary Conformer. The four feature streams (ff, fo, fa-r.
fn-1) are processed independently through the shared Con-
former, and the resulting features are fed into the classifier
head shared with the pose backbone to produce logits for
each articulator (see Fig. A.1 in the supp. mat.). These log-
its are also supervised with the pseudo-gloss labels y:
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where N,,, = 4 is the total number of articulators, and Lcg
denotes the standard cross-entropy loss.
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Contrastive loss (for both backbones). To enable better
alignment of visual features with the pretrained LLM used
in downstream tasks, we add a contrastive loss between
the visual and textual embedding spaces. Specifically, the
pseudo-gloss label y is first converted into a text embed-
ding using the embedding layer of the pretrained LLM, and
then projected via a trainable MLP to obtain f5,”. Likewise,
the visual feature f, (either f, or f;) is passed through an-
other MLP projector to produce f5 (find more details in
Sec. A.3 of the supp. mat.). A contrastive loss is then ap-
plied between the projected visual and text embeddings:
exp(sim(f5;”, f.")/7)

B
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where sim(-, -) denotes cosine similarity and B and 7 are
batch size and temperature parameters. The weighting fac-
tor c;; handles duplicate class samples within a batch. For
samples ¢ and j sharing the same pseudo-gloss label, o;;
is the inverse of that label’s batch frequency, ensuring each
class contributes equally to the loss regardless of its count.
Note that the visual feature f, corresponds to f;, for the pose
backbone, and to f; for the lip backbone.

Total training loss. The overall objective for the pose and
lip backbones become:

Epose = ECE(Q}M y) + £au:v + £contra7
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3.4. SLT and SSA training losses

Translation loss. Conditioned on the SLT prompt and the
sign embeddings, the LLM generates the spoken language
translation, supervised by the standard cross-entropy loss.

Alignment loss. Given the SSA prompt and the sign em-
beddings, the model predicts temporal boundaries in a fixed
start—end format, where start and end denote the
start and end frame indices within the input sequence. Con-
ventional cross-entropy loss enforces exact token matching
but does not reflect how close a predicted timestamp is to
the target. To address this, we use a soft decoding mech-
anism that interprets each predicted digit distribution as an
expected numeric value. Each digit is restricted to ten to-
kens (0-9), producing a 10-way softmax pgy € R'?, which
is converted to a continuous value g4 via soft decoding:

9
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As each timestamp has six digits (three for start, three
for end), the digit-wise L1 loss is computed as follows:

6
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where y; 4 is the target digit label. The final SSA objective
combines discrete and continuous components:
Lssa = Lcg + AL,

where Lcg ensures categorical correctness and £y | encour-
ages numerically precise alignment.

4. Experiments

4.1. Data and evaluation protocols

Tab. 1 reports statistics for datasets used in our experiments.

BOBSL [6] is a large-scale dataset of 1,400+ hours of BSL-
interpreted TV footage, with English subtitles correspond-
ing to the audio. For the ISLR-training, we follow [64],
adopting an 8K pseudo-gloss vocabulary with 3.5M train-
ing samples from BOBSL-SIGN (each of 24 frames), and
corresponding validation and test splits containing 53K and



Data | Total Dur. (hrs) |  Signing Dur. (hrs) | #Vocab #Sentence | #Signers
BOBSL-SENT [6] 1,236 3 31 923 2.2 25.5 77,109 3,175 12,180 743,139 1,973 20,338 39
Youtube-SL-25T [75] 1,468 - 833 - 66,272 - 441,140 - 2,583*
How?2Sign [23] 69.6 3.9 5.6 50.4 33 4.3 12,650 2.855 3,257 28,743 1,741 2,357 11
FLEURS-ASL' [74] - 5.2 - 5 - 4,463 - 1,110 5

Table 1. Dataset statistics. Each set of three numbers (except for #Signer) corresponds to the train, val, and test splits, respectively.
Vocabulary size is computed after lowercasing, fixing contractions, removing special characters, and lemmatisation. For YouTube-SL-25T,
only the ASL and BSL subsets are used. FLEURS-ASL refers to the zero-shot devtest split. For YouTube-SL-25", the number of signers
(denoted with x) is estimated by the number of unique video channels in the ASL and BSL subsets used in our experiments.

24K samples, respectively. During large-scale pretrain-
ing, we use automatically generated signing-aligned sub-
titles [40] instead of audio-aligned ones to provide more
accurate supervision, denoted as BOBSL-SENT. We filter
the dataset to include clips between 1 and 20 seconds, and
remove samples with subtitles of more than 80 words.
YouTube-SL-25 [75] is a large-scale multilingual sign lan-
guage dataset containing over 3,000 hours of videos across
more than 25 languages, collected from YouTube. We use
only the ASL and BSL subsets for the large-scale pretrain-
ing, and apply the same filtering as for BOBSL. To reduce
noise in the raw subtitles, text cleaning is performed (further
details are provided in Sec. A.7 of the supp. mat.).
How2Sign [23] is an ASL dataset consisting of approxi-
mately 80 hours of instructional video content covering 10
topics. Subtitles are manually aligned to the signing.
FLEURS-ASL [74] extends the multilingual FLORES [29,
32] and FLEURS [22] benchmarks to ASL, with trans-
lations provided by five certified Deaf interpreters. This
dataset provides manually aligned subtitles and supports
zero-shot, signer-dependent, and signer-independent evalu-
ation for sentence- and discourse-level translation. We pro-
cess the videos, converting varying frame rates to 25fps.

Evaluation metrics. For ISLR, we report both per-instance
and per-class accuracies, following [4]. For SLT, we fol-
low the evaluation protocol of [41]: BLEU-4 (B4) [62],
BLEURT (B-RT) [68], ROUGE-L (R-L) [50], CIDEr [82],
IoU, and an LLM-based evaluation (LLM). For SSA, we
follow [11], reporting frame-level accuracy (Acc) and F1-
score at IoU thresholds 0.1, 0.25, and 0.50. We further re-
port class-balanced accuracy (CB-Acc) defined as the aver-
age per-class recall; its details are provided in Sec. A.8 of
supp. mat. All metrics are higher-is-better.

4.2. Implementation details

Architecture. For the pose backbone, the AGCN has input
channels C;,, = 64, output channels C' = 384, and a tempo-
ral kernel size of 7. The lip backbone uses a pretrained lip-
reading model [57] with output dimension 768. Both back-
bones employ a Conformer with hidden size C' = 512, 8
attention heads, feed-forward multiplier 4, convolution ex-
pansion 2, and kernel size 5. The Sliding Perceiver pro-
cesses the 250-frame input features X using a window size
of 8 and stride of 2, producing temporally compressed out-

puts of length 77 = 122. It consists of N = 2 layers with a
latent dimension of D = 2,048, each employing 8 attention
heads and a feed-forward multiplier of 4. The DoRA [52]
adapters are configured with » = 32 and o = 64.

ISLR-pretraining. Both backbones are trained for 20
epochs using the AdamW [55] optimizer with a learning
rate of 2 x 10~* and a weight decay of 1 x 10~*. A one-
cycle cosine scheduler is employed to adjust the learning
rate. We use 4 A5000 GPUs with a batch size of 64 per
GPU. For the contrastive loss, the temperature parameter 7
is set to 0.1. During pose backbone training, up to 50% of
the articulator modalities (i.e., at most two) are randomly
masked to improve robustness against missing visual cues.

Large-scale pretraining. In practice, to reduce memory
usage, all 500 frames are fed at once through the visual
backbone up to the Conformer, while the Conformer applies
sliding windows to leverage prior knowledge learned from
24-frame inputs, lowering required memory from 29.6GB
to 5.6GB per batch. We use the AdamW optimizer with
a learning rate of 1 x 10~* and a one-cycle cosine sched-
uler. For the three-stage pretraining, each stage is trained
for 100K iterations with a 2K-iteration warm-up. For fine-
tuning, we also use AdamW with a learning rate of 5 x 10~°
and a one-cycle cosine scheduler. On BOBSL, we train for
100K iterations with a 2K warm-up, while for How2Sign,
we train for 20K iterations with a 500-step warm-up. Both
pretraining and finetuning are conducted on 4 A6000 GPUs
and gradient accumulation of 2 steps is applied to effec-
tively increase the batch size. During multitask training
in both pretraining and finetuning, we employ a mixed-
batch sampling strategy to balance exposure to SLT (80%)
and SSA (20%) objectives — we find this ratio empirically
yields strong performance on both tasks, often surpassing
single-task baselines. The soft decoding loss is weighted
by A = 0.01. The audio segment in the SSA task prompt
is included with 50% probability only when audio-aligned
subtitles are available, i.e., for the BOBSL dataset.

Inference. During inference, the input sign video is sam-
pled differently depending on the task. For SLT, we centre
the 20 second input window around the midpoint of the start
and end times of the target sentence. For SSA, we centre the
20-second window around the midpoint of the prior timing
from audio-aligned subtitles and perform alignment over
the full video following the dynamic time warping (DTW)



Model Per-instance Per-class
‘ Top-1 Top-5 ‘ Top-1 Top-5
Pose backbone 62.6 81.2 41.9 63.2
- Contrastive loss 61.7 80.5 41.0 62.1
- Auxiliary loss 60.8 80.0 39.8 60.9
- Feature masking 59.5 78.8 37.8 58.8
- Joint aggregation 57.3 77.0 35.6 57.4
Lip backbone 34.8 58.8 19.2 394
- Contrastive loss ‘ 339 579 ‘ 18.6 38.8

Table 2. Visual backbone ablation. We ablate key components
for ISLR evaluation on the BOBSL-SIGN validation set.

procedure from [ 11, 40] to remove overlaps. Since the LLM
does not provide frame-level confidence, we approximate
it with a cosine function that peaks at the predicted times-
tamp center and decreases to zero at the boundaries (refer to
Sec. A.6 of supp. mat.). The model then decodes the output
auto-regressively, using beam search with a beam size of 5.

4.3. Ablation study

Visual backbone ablation. We conduct an ablation study
on the visual backbones training and aggregation to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of each component. For the pose back-
bone, we progressively remove (i) the contrastive loss, (ii)
the auxiliary loss, (iii) the feature masking, and (iv) the joint
aggregation. Here, the joint aggregation corresponds to the
reshaping and projection operation described in Sec. 3.1
(pose backbone), and its removal is implemented by re-
placing it with a simple mean pooling along the joint di-
mension. For the lip backbone, we ablate the contrastive
loss. As shown in Tab. 2, removing any of these compo-
nents consistently degrades performance on the BOBSL-
SIGN (ISLR) validation set, confirming that all proposed
components contribute positively to sign recognition.
Mapping network. To evaluate the effectiveness of the
proposed Sliding Perceiver as a visual-to-text mapping net-
work, we compare it with several alternatives: a standard
MLP, a ConvlD + pooling-based network (both imple-
mented following [41]), and a Token Shuffle method [90].
In Token Shuffle, adjacent frames are stacked along the
channel dimension and then projected back to the target em-
bedding size in a manner similar to the Sliding Perceiver. To
isolate the effect of the mapping network, the visual back-
bone is frozen and all variants are trained for 10 epochs
on the BOBSL-SENT training set with the SLT task, with
evaluation on the BOBSL-SENT validation set. As shown
in Tab. 3, the Sliding Perceiver outperforms all alternatives
across all metrics, demonstrating its superior ability to ag-
gregate local frame context while effectively bridging the
visual and textual modalities.

4.4. Comparison to the state-of-the-art

ISLR performance (BOBSL). We evaluate ISLR on the
BOBSL-SIGN test set, comparing against the Video-Swin-
ISLR [64] baseline. As shown in Tab. 4, the pose backbone

Mapping B4 B-RT R-L CIDEr IoU LLM
MLP 5.7 45.4 23.2 70.9 21.0 1.68
Conv-based 5.9 46.7 24.0 74.5 21.8 1.70
Token Shuffle [90] 6.3 47.4 24.5 80.5 22.8 1.80
Sliding Perceiver (Ours) | 6.6 47.6 25.6 82.5 23.2 1.85

Table 3. Mapping network. We compare the proposed Sliding
Perceiver with three alternatives — a standard MLP, Conv-based
mapping used in [41], and Token Shuffle [90] — for SLT evaluation
on the BOBSL-SENT validation set.

Model Per-instance Per-class Resource
Top-1 Top-5 Top-1 Top-5 GFLOPs
Video-Swin-ISLR [64] 75.2 92.0 544 75.7 222
Pose backbone 75.2 92.6 55.1 79.8 0.53
Lip backbone 38.1 61.0 26.6 50.7 0.52
Ours (Pose+Lip) 78.4 93.4 58.9 81.6 1.05

Table 4. ISLR visual backbone performance (BOBSL). The val-
ues are accuracies on the BOBSL-SIGN test set. GFLOPs indicate
the computational cost to process a single frame.

alone achieves a Top-1 per-instance accuracy of 75.2%,
which matches the baseline, and exceeds the baseline on
all other metrics. The lip backbone performs worse — as
would be expected as signals such as mouthings are only
occasional. Late fusion of pose and lip logits (weight ratio
0.7:0.3, tuned on the validation set; see Sec. B.1 of supp.
mat.) yields the best model, demonstrating that the lip fea-
tures are indeed complementary to the pose features. The
fused model outperforms Video-Swin-ISLR across all met-
rics while requiring 1.05 GFLOPs, less than half of the 2.22
GFLOPs needed by the Swin model. We further provide a
training memory analysis in Sec. B.3 of the supp. mat.

SLT performance (BOBSL). In Tab. 5, we evaluate our
model on SLT using the BOBSL-SENT test set. The Ours
(Multitask) model, which undergoes large-scale pretraining
and is subsequently finetuned on BOBSL with a multitask
objective (SLT + SSA), outperforms all prior approaches by
a large margin. Notably, compared to LiTFiC (Full) [41],
which relies on additional contextual inputs (e.g., previ-
ous subtitle sentence, pseudo-glosses, background captions)
and a larger LLM (LLaMA3-8B), our model achieves more
than double the BLEU-4 score using only video input. The
Ours (SLT) model, starting from the same large-scale pre-
trained weights but finetuned on SLT only, achieves nearly
identical performance, showing that multitask training with
SSA does not compromise translation. For a fairer compar-
ison, we also evaluate Ours (SLT, w/o PT), trained on SLT
without large-scale pretraining. In this variant, the visual
backbone (initialised with ISLR-pretrained weights), Slid-
ing Perceiver, and DoRA [52] adapters are trained for 10
epochs on BOBSL, following the same setup as [41]. Even
without large-scale pretraining, our model outperforms all
prior works, showing that the visual backbone and Sliding
Perceiver produce strong representations.

SSA performance (BOBSL). In Tab. 6, we compare our
SSA performance to prior works, including SAT [11] and



Model \ PT  hrs \ B4 B-RT R-L CIDEr IoU LLM Model \ B4 B-RT R-L CIDEr ToU LLM
Albanie [6] X - 1.0 - 10.2 - - - How2S1GN
Sincan [72] X - L3 - 8.9 - - - FLEURS-SLT [74] 5.1 36.9 - -
GFSLTT [94] X - 0.6 277 7.4 43 52  0.05 SSLT [92] 5.8 37.1 - -
Sign2GPT! [84] X - 09 352 114 161 87 049 SSVP-SLT [66] 7.1 41.8 28.3 - - -
LiTFC (Vid) [41] | X - |26 378 156 375 136 095 Ours 136 513 357 1232 308 210
LiTFiC (Full) [41] X - 33 403 169 419 148 120 .
Ours (SLT, w/o PT) | X - 6.0 464 231 734 209 1.67 ) FLEURS-ASL

FLEURS-SLT [74] 39 38.3 - - -
Ours (SLT) v 27K | 67 471 237 76.6 21.8 1.74 0 13.0 595 377 1319 345 2.98
Ours (Multitask) v/ 27K |68 470 237 770 218 177 urs : : : : - :

Table 5. SLT performance (BOBSL). The results for GFSLT'
and Sign2GPTT are sourced from [41]. Our model establishes a
new state of the art on the BOBSL-SENT test set, significantly
improving over prior results on several measures.

Model Acc CB-Acc Fl@.10 Fl@.25 F1@.50
SAT [11] 71.0 57.3 71.0 74.2 53.4
SAT* [40] 77.2 65.0 814 75.0 63.8
Ours (SSA) 75.7 66.9 83.7 79.7 67.0
Ours (Multitask) 77.1 67.5 84.4 80.3 68.9

Table 6. SSA performance (BOBSL). We evaluate alignment
on the BOBSL-SENT test set. Our model not only achieves the
best performance on the SSA task while performing SLT, but also
shows a remarkable improvement in F1 scores.

SAT* [40]. All our models undergo large-scale pretraining
and differ in finetuning: Ours (SSA) is finetuned solely on
the SSA task, while Ours (Multitask) is finetuned jointly on
SLT and SSA. Alignment supervision for both models uses
pseudo-subtitles from SAT*. Ours (SSA) achieves lower
frame accuracy than SAT* (-1.5%) but improves F1@0.5
by 3.2. Ours (Multitask) attains comparable frame accuracy
to SAT*, while CB-Acc and F1@0.5 increase by 2.5% and
5.1, respectively. These results show that multitask training
improves alignment, yielding better signing-aligned subti-
tles than the pseudo-labels used for supervision.

Zero-shot SLT performance (How2Sign, FLEURS-
ASL). In Tab. 7, we evaluate the large-scale pretrained
model in a zero-shot setting on two ASL datasets,
How2Sign and FLEURS-ASL. Here, zero-shot refers to
neither of the datasets having been seen at any point during
training — note however that the ASL language is present in
YouTube-SL-25. On the How2Sign, our model achieves a
B-RT score of 51.3, surpassing all previously reported zero-
shot performances. Remarkably, this result is comparable to
Uni-Sign [49] and Geo-Sign [26], which are pretrained on
1,985 hours of Chinese Sign Language data and finetuned
on the How2Sign (see Tab. 8). Similarly, on the FLEURS-
ASL, our model also surpasses the previous state-of-the-art
FLEURS-SLT [74] model. These findings further highlight
the general representations learned by our model, which
captures visual-textual representations transferable across
sign languages, linguistic domains, and data distributions.

SLT performance (How2Sign). Here we finetune our
large-scale pretrained model on How2Sign. For this dataset,
we train the model solely on the SLT task, as we observe
that the temporal offset between audio-aligned and signing-
aligned subtitles frequently exceeds our 20-second tempo-

Table 7. Zero-shot SLT performance. Results on the How2Sign
test and FLEURS-ASL devtest sets. Our model shows significant
gains over prior works, demonstrating strong generalisation.

Model | PT hrs | B4 B-RT R-L CIDEr IoU LLM
VAP [44] X - [129 - 278 - - -
LiTFiC [41] X - | 127 453 325 1008 279 159
SSLT [92] v o66k|2l1 557 - - - -
SSVP-SLT[66] | v 1.0k | 155 496 384 - - -
Uni-Sign[49] | v 1.9k | 149 494 360 - - -
Geo-Sign[26] | v 19k | 151 - 354 - - -
Ours (WoPT) | X - | 175 495 384 1475 322 197
Ours v 27k | 246 587 481 2190 437 292

Table 8. SLT performance (How2Sign). We report results on the
test set with/without large-scale pretraining (PT), highlighting its
importance. Our final model achieves the best performance.

ral window (at 25 fps), making SSA supervision unreli-
able. Evaluation results on the How2Sign test set are given
in Tab. 8. Our model (Ours) surpasses all previous meth-
ods by a substantial margin, including SSLT [92], which is
pretrained on a much larger corpus of 6,600 hours of sign
videos compared to ours (2,700 hours). For reference, a hu-
man baseline [74] on a small subset of the test set (so, not
fully representative) reports B4: 19.8 and B-RT: 56.6, a sim-
ilar performance to our result. Even without the pretraining,
this model outperforms VAP [44] and LiTFiC [41], which
do not leverage extra pretraining data, and achieves results
comparable to models pretrained on over 1K hours of sign
videos, including SSVP-SLT [66], Uni-Sign [49], and Geo-
Sign [26]. These results highlight the strong generalisation
capability of our model.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we leverage both pose and lip features to build
generalisable embeddings for sign language understanding,
achieving state-of-the-art performance on ISLR, SLT, and
SSA tasks. Lip features complement pose by capturing fine-
grained mouthing details, while using both modalities en-
ables the design of a lightweight visual backbone that can
be trained end-to-end with large-scale datasets and LLMs.
Through extensive experiments, we demonstrate that these
representations are highly transferable across languages,
datasets, and signers. Despite our improvements, using 20-
second signing windows poses limitations, especially when
subtitles or the lag between audio and signing aligned sub-
titles exceeds this duration. Tackling these challenges could
enhance both the reliability and practical deployment of
sign language accessibility technologies.
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A. Implementation details

A.1. Pose backbone encoder

Tab. A.1 reports the architecture details and input—output
dimensions of the articulator-specific encoder in our pose
backbone. Here, F' denotes the number of input frames, J,,,
the number of joints for each articulator, C}, the input chan-
nels to the 4-layer AGCN, and C,,,,; the output channels of
the articulator-specific encoders. Instead of applying mean
pooling across the joint dimension, we aggregate joints by
reshaping followed by a fully connected layer fco, reducing
information loss during joint fusion. A detailed illustration
of the full forward pass of the pose backbone is provided in
Fig. A.1.

A.2. Conformer

Tab. A.2 presents the architectural details of the Conformer
modules used in the pose backbone, the lip backbone, and
the auxiliary network jointly trained with the pose back-
bone. Each Conformer maps input features of dimension
Ciy to a hidden size C’, processes them through four Con-
former blocks, and applies an attentive pooling layer for
temporal aggregation.
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Layer Input sizes Output sizes
fcq FxJ,x3 F x J, x Ci,
AGCN; F x J, x Ci, F x J,, x2C;,
AGCN, F x J, x2C;, F x J, x2C;,
AGCNj F x J, x2C;, F x J,, x3Cin
AGCN4 F x Jm X SC’m F x Jm X GCin
reshaping F x J,, x 6C;, F X (Jy x 6Ciy)
fC2 Fx (Jm X 602'71) P x Cout

Table A.1. Articulator-specific encoder in our pose backbone.
We set F' = 24. The joint counts J,, vary by articulator: 128 for
the face, 33 for the body, and 21 each for the left and right hands.
Cin = 64, and the encoder outputs C,+ = 384 channels.

Layer Input sizes Output sizes
fCl F x Czn FxC
Conformer block; FxC' Fx(C'
Conformer blocks FxC FxC
Conformer blocks FxC FxC
Conformer blocky FxC FxC
Attentive pool FxcC C’

Table A.2. Conformer. The input dimensions are Ci, = 1,536
for the pose backbone, 768 for the lip backbone, and 384 for the
auxiliary Conformer, while all three use a shared hidden size of
¢’ =512.

Layer Input sizes Output sizes
fCl Cz'n c’
ReLU c’ c’
fC2 C/ Cout

Table A.3. MLP. The visual features f, and f; both have 512
channels; hence the visual projector uses Ci, = 512, with a hid-
den size of C’ = 256 and output dimension of Cyy = 128. For
the text stream, the projector takes the 2,048-dimensional LLM
embedding as input (Cy, = 2,048), maps it through a hidden
size of C' = 512, and outputs a 128-dimensional representation
(Cow = 128).

A.3. MLP projector for constrastive loss

As explained in Sec. 3.3 of the main paper, we employ an
MLP-based projector to align the visual and textual embed-
dings in a shared space with a contrastive loss during ISLR
pretraining (see Fig. A.2 for an illustration). The projector
consists of two fully connected layers with a ReLU activa-
tion, and its architectural details are provided in Tab. A.3.
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Figure A.1. A detailed pose backbone illustration. (i) Main path: Starting from the 3D keypoints, each articulator stream processes
its input through an initial fully connected layer (fci) followed by a 4-layer AGCN. The resulting jointwise features are reshaped and
aggregated using fco to obtain the articulator-specific representations (f, fs, fr-r, fr-1.). During training, we randomly zero-fill up to two
of these four features to mask articulators, after which the features pass through the backbone Conformer and the classifier head to produce
the pose logits ¢,. (ii) Auxiliary network: The articulator-specific features (f¢, fp, fn-r, fn-r) are each processed by a shared-weight
auxiliary Conformer, and the resulting features are subsequently passed to the same classifier heads employed in the pose backbone. The
classifier produces articulator-specific logits (97, ¥, Yn-r, Yn-.), Which are compared against the pseudo-gloss label y using a cross-

entropy objective, providing additional supervision during training.
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Figure A.2. ISLR-pretraining with contrastive loss. The
pseudo-gloss y is passed sequentially through a frozen LLM em-
bedding and an MLP projector to obtain f2"%7. The visual features
(f, or f1) are passed through the MLP projector to obtain 2"/,
Finally, f27°7 and f2"°7 are used to compute the contrastive loss.

A 4. Auxiliary network overview

As discussed in Sec. 3.3 of the main paper, we reinforce the
pose backbone representation using an auxiliary articulator
loss. The architecture is illustrated in the bottom-right of
Fig. A.1.

A.5. Sliding Perceiver

Supplementing the description of our Sliding Perceiver in
Sec. 3.1, Fig. A.3 illustrates, at the token-level, how the
Sliding Perceiver produces L'.

A.6. DTW subtitle postprocessing for SSA

As described in Sec. 4.2, unlike previous works [11, 40] re-
lying on frame-level binary classification, our model utilises
an LLM to predict start and end timestamps. To resolve po-
tential overlaps between adjacent subtitles—where a sim-
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Figure A.3. Sliding Perceiver. The input X is projected to the
LLM dimension D = 2,048 via a projector, after which global po-
sitional encoding is added to obtain X'. A sliding window (stride
2, window size 8) is then applied to X’ to form local features,
which interact with the latent L through N = 2 stacked cross-
attention and feed-forward layers to produce L’. In the cross-
attention blocks, L serves as the queries, while the locally ex-
tracted features provide the keys and values.

ple equal split would disproportionately truncate shorter se-
quences—we construct a temporal probability map to serve
as input for DTW, as illustrated in Fig. A.4. Specifically,
we model the probability profile of each subtitle using a
plateau-decay function. The central region of the subtitle
retains a probability of 1.0 to preserve the core content. The
duration of this plateau is controlled by a hyperparameter /3,
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Figure A.4. Subtitle postprocessing. From top to bottom, the panels display: sampled video frames for context; the initial predicted
timestamps containing temporal overlaps; the generated probability profiles used as soft constraints; and the final resolved intervals. The
probability maps guide the alignment algorithm to determine optimal boundaries, preventing the suppression of shorter sequences.

B \ Acc CB-Acc Fl@.10 Fl@.25 F1@.50
0.0 854 78.9 91.3 88.7 80.5
0.1 854 79.0 91.4 88.8 80.5
0.2 85.5 79.0 91.5 88.8 80.6
0.3 85.4 79.0 91.3 88.6 80.5
0.4 85.4 78.7 91.1 88.3 80.4
0.5 85.3 78.5 90.9 88.0 80.0
Table A.4. Ablation on DTW hyperparmeter 5 on the

BOBSL-SENT validation set. The model achieves the best align-
ment performance when § = 0.2.

representing the fraction of the total subtitle duration (fixed
at f = 0.2 in our experiments, meaning the central 20%
is preserved). For the remaining duration (the fade-in and
fade-out regions), the probability follows a cosine curve to
ensure a smooth transition. The rising edge is modelled
by cos(f) where 6 maps from [—7, 0], and the falling edge
maps from [0, 7]. This soft probability map is then used to
determine the optimal boundary between overlapping sub-
titles, prioritising the retention of shorter sequences while
resolving conflicts. The alignment performance across dif-
ferent values of /3 is reported in Tab. A .4

A.7. Text cleaning procedures for YouTube-SL-25

As mentioned in Sec. 4.1, to remove noise from the raw sub-
title texts of [75], we apply a multi-stage cleaning pipeline.
We first decode HTML entities (e.g., &1t; — <) and
remove any remaining HTML tags such as <font> or
<c>. Next, we eliminate non-verbal annotations or stylis-
tic markers enclosed in parentheses, brackets, or asterisks
(e.g., (laughter), [music], *flushx). We then re-
move leading special symbols (e.g., ‘é’, ‘*’, *-’) and discard
speaker identifiers when a single word followed by a colon
appears at the beginning of a line (e.g., John:). To en-
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sure textual consistency, we also delete unnecessary spaces
before punctuation marks, collapse consecutive spaces into
one, and trim leading or trailing quotation marks.

A.8. Class-balanced accuracy (CB-Acc)

As described in Sec. 4.1 of the main paper, we intro-
duce class-balanced accuracy (CB-Acc) to evaluate tempo-
ral alignment performance, addressing imbalances due to
varying subtitle lengths and non-signing periods.

For a video clip with Ny, subtitles, we define the classes
such that background frames (no signing) are assigned to
class 0, and subtitle frames are assigned class indices 1
through Ng,,. CB-Acc is computed using the standard bal-
anced accuracy formulation. Specifically, we first construct
a confusion matrix C' between the ground-truth labels ye
and predicted labels yreq. For each class ¢ € {0,..., Naw }»
the recall is computed as

recall; = &
T E] 017-7 b)

where C; ; is the number of correctly predicted frames for
class ¢, and > j C};,; is the total number of ground-truth
frames of class i. The CB-Acc is then obtained by aver-
aging the per-class recalls:

CB-Acc= ——
Nsub +

This formulation ensures that each subtitle and the non-
signing frames contribute equally to the overall accuracy,
regardless of their duration in the video.



Fusion ratio Per-instance Per-class
pose lip Top-1 Top-5 Top-1 Top-5
0.5 0.5 64.9 83.1 435 63.9
0.6 0.4 66.1 83.8 45.3 63.9
0.7 0.3 66.2 83.7 45.3 65.9
0.8 0.2 65.5 83.2 44.6 65.8
0.9 0.1 64.2 82.3 433 64.5

Table A.5. Ablation on fusion ratio for ISLR on BOBSL-SIGN
validation set. The best performance is achieved when the logits
from the pose backbone and lip backbone are fused witha 0.7 : 0.3
ratio.

B. Additional experiments and analyses

B.1. Ablation on late fusion ratio of visual backbone

As mentioned in Sec. 4.3, we perform late fusion by com-
bining the logits from the pose backbone and the lip back-
bone with weights of 0.7 and 0.3, respectively. The ablation
study for this fusion ratio is provided in Tab. A.5, where the
0.7 : 0.3 configuration yields the best performance overall.

B.2. Effectiveness of soft-decoding

As introduced in Sec. 3.4, we employ a soft-decoding ap-
proach to encourage predicted timestamps to be closer to
the target timestamps. Tab. A.6 presents the effect of this
technique on the BOBSL-SENT validation set. The results
demonstrate that soft-decoding consistently improves per-
formance across all evaluation metrics.

B.3. Analysis on efficiency of visual backbone

To complement the comparison of Ours with Video-Swin-
ISLR [64] in Sec. 4.4 of the main paper, we compare the
training memory requirements of our visual backbone with
those of the Video-Swin-ISLR model. When processing
500-frame inputs with stride 2 for dense feature extraction
and batch size 1, Video-Swin-ISLR (window size 16) ex-
ceeds 96 GB of GPU memory, whereas our model (window
size 24), using pre-extracted lip-reading features as input,
requires only 29.6 GB. Notably, despite using a larger win-
dow size, our model consumes substantially less memory,
highlighting its efficiency. This indicates that our model
can be trained jointly with the LLM on a 48 GB GPU with
batch size 1, while Video-Swin-ISLR cannot.

Despite being feasible, training with our model in this
setting would remain extremely time-consuming, and the
maximum batch size is constrained to 1. On an A6000
GPU, 400K iterations would take approximately 280 hours.

To further reduce memory usage, we modified the
pipeline so that the AGCN-based encoder in the backbone
processes all 500 frames at once (without sliding), while
only the Conformer applies sliding-window feature extrac-
tion, leveraging its prior knowledge learned from 24-frame
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Model Acc CB-Acc Fl1@.10 Fl@.25 F1@.50
Ours w/o soft-decoding | 84.6  78.1 90.8 88.0 79.7
Ours 855 79.0 91.5 88.8 80.6

Table A.6. Effectiveness of soft-decoding. When SSA train-
ing uses soft-decoding, combining cross-entropy loss with an L1
loss on the soft-decoded and ground-truth timestamps leads to im-
provements on all metrics.

LiTFiC [41] #win |
6,691 (32.9%) |

#Total
20,338 (100%)

Ours #win ‘
13,647 (67.1%) \

Table A.7. Comparison of SLT performance with LiTFiC on
the BOBSL-SENT test set. We report the number of samples
where each model achieves a higher BLEURT score. Our model
wins on 67.1% of the 20,338 test samples.

windows. With this approach, GPU memory usage drops to
5.6 GB (batch size 1), allowing an increase of batch size to
4 and reducing training time to roughly 68 hours per 100 K
iterations.

B.4. Sentence-level BLEURT comparison with
LiTFiC

To analyse the performance difference between our model
and the previous state-of-the-art LiTFiC [41] on the BOBSL
dataset, we compare BLEURT scores across all 20,338
sentences in the BOBSL-SENT test set. Tab. A.7 shows
the number of samples where each model outperforms the
other. Our model achieves higher BLEURT scores on
13,647 samples (67.1% of the total), demonstrating its over-
all superior performance in sign language translation.

B.5. Ablation on all components

Tab. A.8 presents a comprehensive ablation study over all
design components that contribute to the observed perfor-
mance gains. All experiments are evaluated on the BOBSL-
Sent validation set to quantify the incremental effect of each
component.

Baseline. As a reference, we adopt the LiTFiC model
trained on the BOBSL-SENT training split for the SLT task
for 10 epochs (Experiment (1) in Tab. A.8). The base-
line setup is as follows: the language model is LLaMA-
8B [78], fine-tuned via LoRA [35] (rank » = 4, a =
16); decoding is performed with greedy search. Training
uses sentence-level clips obtained by segmenting the video
according to pseudo-subtitle alignments derived from the
SAT [11] model, i.e. each training example is the video
region corresponding to one subtitle sentence. The visual
backbone is pretrained for ISLR on BOBSL-SIGN using
an 8K pseudo-gloss vocabulary (3.5M pseudo-gloss sam-
ples following [64]), and the visual backbone is frozen. The
mapping network is a simple MLP composed of fully con-



No. ‘ LLM Component ‘ Decoding ‘ Al ‘ Vis. backbone ‘ . . ‘ Metrics
| LLM | FT | r | a] | | Type | Update | | B4 | B-RT | R-L | CIDEr | IoU | LLM
BASELINE [41]
(1) | LlaMA-8B[78] | LoRA[35] | 4 | 16 | greedy | SAT[I1] | Swin [64] | x| MLP | 34| 410 | 186 | 489 | 166 | 129
LLM COMPONENT ABLATION
() | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | LoRA[35] | 4 | 16 | greedy | SAT[I1] Swin [64] X MLP 37| 420 | 192 ] 510 | 172 137
(3) | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | DoRA[52] | 4 | 16 | greedy SAT[11] Swin [64] X MLP 39 | 424 | 195 | 517 | 175 | 141
(4) | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | DoRA[52] | 32 | 64 | greedy SAT[11] Swin [64] X MLP 46 | 430 | 208 | 568 | 181 | 1.50
ALIGNMENT ABLATION
(5) | FLAN-TSXL[21] | DoRA[S52] | 32 | 64 | greedy | SAT*[40] | Swin [64] | x| MLP | 48 | 433 | 210 | 580 | 184 | 152
FEATURE ABLATION
(6) FLAN-T5-XL [21] DoRA [52] 32 | 64 greedy SAT*[40] Our vis. backbone X MLP 53 44.6 22.1 65.6 19.9 1.61
(7) | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | DoRA[52] | 32 | 64 | greedy | SAT*[40] | Our vis. backbone (20s) X MLP 57| 454 | 232 | 709 | 210 | 1.68
MAPPING NETWORK ABLATION
(8) | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | DoRA[52] | 32 | 64 | greedy | SAT*[40] | Ourvis. backbone (20s) | X | Sliding Perceiver | 6.6 | 47.6 | 256 | 825 | 232 | 185
END-TO-END TRAINING
© | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | DoRA[52] | 32 | 64 | greedy | SAT[40] | Ourvis. backbone (20s) | v | Sliding Perceiver | 7.4 | 486 | 266 | 902 | 23.8 | 1.94
DECODING ABLATION
(10) | FLAN-TS-XL[21] | DoRA[52] | 32 | 64 | beam(5) | SAT*[40] | Ourvis. backbone (20s) | ¢ | SlidingPerceiver | 7.9 | 494 | 274 | 952 | 250 | 205

Table A.8. Ablation study on all components. We systematically evaluate the contribution of each model component to SLT performance
on the BOBSL-SENT validation set. Starting from the baseline B4 score of 3.4, the proposed modifications progressively improve perfor-
mance to 7.9, representing doubled performance and highlighting the substantial impact of each component on overall translation quality.

nected layers with GELU activations.

Starting from this baseline, we replace or augment in-
dividual components (LLM, decoding, alignment, visual
backbone, mapping network) to isolate their contributions.

LLM component ablation. Experiment (2) replaces
the LLaMA-8B with FLAN-T5-XL (3B). Despite having
fewer parameters, FLAN-T5-XL yields consistent improve-
ments across all metrics, demonstrating that a smaller yet
instruction-tuned model can serve as a more effective de-
coder. Experiment (3) applies DoRA [52] finetuning in
place of LoRA [35] on top of the FLAN-T5-XL setup, pro-
viding additional gains (e.g. +0.2 B4), indicating that pa-
rameter decomposition further stabilises LLM adaptation.
In Experiment (4), we increase the DoRA rank and scal-
ing parameters to 32 and 64, respectively, which leads to
a further improvement of +0.7 B4, showing that higher
rank adaptations strengthen the generation capability of the
model.

Alignment ablation. In Experiment (5), we replace the
pseudo-subtitles extracted using SAT [11] with those gen-
erated by the stronger SAT* [40] model (53.4 vs. 63.8
F1@0.50 on the BOBSL-SENT test set). As shown in Ex-
periment (5), adopting a more accurate alignment model
leads to a clear improvement in SLT performance. This un-
derscores the importance of high-quality SSA supervision
and its direct impact on downstream translation.

Feature ablation. Experiment (6) replaces the features ob-
tained from Video-Swin-ISLR [64] with those extracted by
our visual backbone, which takes pose and lip features as
input. This substitution yields a 0.5 improvement in the B4
score. Additionally, when training with 20-second video
clips (Experiment (7)) so that the model can access broader
visual context, the B4 score improves by a further 0.4.

17

Mapping network ablation. Replacing the MLP with the
proposed Sliding Perceiver leads to a significant improve-
ment in the B4 score, as shown in Experiment (8), yield-
ing a gain of +0.9. This demonstrates that the Sliding Per-
ceiver maps video embeddings to text embeddings more ef-
fectively.

End-to-end training. Owing to the lightweight design of
the proposed visual backbone, it can be updated jointly with
the LLM. As shown in Experiment (9), finetuning the visual
backbone yields a substantial B4 score improvement of 0.8,
demonstrating the importance of adapting visual represen-
tations for downstream tasks.

Decoding ablation. Finally, we apply beam search decod-
ing (beam size = 5), as shown in Experiment (10), which
results in a 0.5 improvement in B4 score. Qualitative analy-
sis indicates that the model produces fewer repeated outputs
for words in which it has high confidence, reducing redun-
dant predictions.

C. Qualitative results
C.1. Sign language translation

Samples on the BOBSL dataset. In Fig. A.5, we qualita-
tively compare the SLT performance of our model with the
previous state-of-the-art LiTFiC [41] model. In Fig. A.5a,
LiTFiC incorrectly predicts “importing” as “exporting.”
In Fig. A.5b, while LiTFiC correctly predicts certain key-
words such as “Yorkshire” and the number “30,” the over-
all interpretation differs from the ground truth. In con-
trast, our model conveys a similar meaning more accu-
rately. Fig. A.5c shows an example of prediction for a
long sentence. When the sentence is long, LiTFiC mis-
predicts the number “7/50” as “550” and fails to predict



a person’s name correctly, leading to a significantly differ-
ent meaning. In contrast, our model translates the sentence
with a similar meaning while accurately predicting numbers
and names. Finally, Fig. A.5d shows a failure case of our
model. LiTFiC, which leverages pseudo-glosses, the pre-
vious sentence, and background description, correctly pre-
dicts the keyword “jellyfish” appearing in the background
of the video, whereas our model mispredicts it as “sharks.”
This highlights that in sign language, context beyond the
sign movements is crucial and should be appropriately in-
corporated.

Samples on the How2Sign dataset. Tab. A.9 presents
qualitative SLT results on the How2Sign [23] test set. Ours
(zero-shot) refers to the model that performs translation us-
ing only the large-scale pretrained weights, without any ad-
ditional training on How2Sign. Ours (finetuned) denotes the
model further finetuned on the How2Sign from the large-
scale pretrained weights. Finally, the Human baseline cor-
responds to the translations produced by five human signers
reported in [76], where each of the five samples comes from
a different signer.

Samples on the FLEURS-ASL dataset. In Tab. A.10, we
provide additional qualitative examples on the FLEURS-
ASL zero-shot split with the three zero-shot samples re-
leased in the supp. mat. of [74]. We compare the predic-
tions of Gemini 1.5 Pro, FLEURS-SLT, Ours, and the Hu-
man baseline.

C.2. Sign-subtitle alignment

We qualitatively compare the alignment performance of our
model with the SAT* model in Fig. A.6. In Fig. A.6a, al-
though both models obtain the same frame-level accuracy,
SAT* shows no overlap with the ground-truth span, whereas
our model achieves around 40% overlap. This discrep-
ancy arises because frame-level accuracy counts frames out-
side the ground-truth span as background and incorporates
the accuracy on those background frames into the over-
all score, inflating or masking true alignment performance.
Consistent with the results in Sec. 4.4, our model attains
frame-level accuracy comparable to SAT* but shows sub-
stantial improvements in F1 scores, supporting the claim
that F1 score is a more reliable metric for alignment perfor-
mance than frame-level accuracy. Furthermore, Fig. A.6b,
Fig. A.6c, and Fig. A.6d illustrate additional cases where
our model produces more accurate alignment predictions
than SAT".
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Sign
Frames

LiTFiC: For generations, the British have been exporting their food to the world.

For hundreds of years, the British have been importing exotic foods from around the world.

Ours:
GT: For hundreds of years, we Brits have been importing exotic food from all over the globe.
(@)
Sign
Frames

LiTFiC: The people of Yorkshire have been shepherding these hills for more than 30 centuries.

Ours: The Yorkshire Dales are home to 30 times as many sheep as people - half a million of them.

GT: In fact, there are 30 times more sheep in the Yorkshire Dales than people - more than half a million of them.

(d)

LiTFiC: It's the 550th anniversary of the birth of the great naturalist, Thomas Pennant, who worked here in Chirk and in the National Trust’s
estate of Crughywel, and he was a great collector of books and natural history

It's 150 years since the birth of Beatrix Potter, and Jess Binns, a ranger with the National Trust, has been exploring the links between

Ours:
Potter's books and the landscape.
GT: To mark the 150th anniversary of the birth of Beatrix Potter, Jessie Binns, a ranger with the National Trust, has been looking more
deeply into the relationship between Potter's works and the landscape.
©
Sign
Frames §

LiTFiC: It’s one of the largest jellyfish in the world.

Ours: It’s one of the largest sharks in the world.

GT: It’s one of the largest jellyfish in the world.

(d

Figure A.5. SLT qualitative results on the BOBSL-SENT test set.
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Reference:
Ours (zero-shot):

Ours (finetuned):

Human (Signer A) [76]:

Hi, I'm Captain Joe Bruni, and what I want to talk about is how to visually identify
prescription drugs.

I’'m Capt. Joe Bruni and I’m going to talk about how to visually identify prescription
drugs.

Now, I’'m Captain Joe Bruni, and today we’re going to talk about how to visually iden-
tify a prescription drug.

I’m Captain Ernie, I want to discuss how to visually identify an Rx drug.

Reference:
Ours (zero-shot):

Ours (finetuned):

Human (Signer B) [76]:

In boxing you always want to be trying to be moving forward, you want to be trying to
be pushed to fight, always trying to be moving forward.

In boxing, you always want to try to move forward. You want to try to punch and fight.
Try to move forward.

In boxing you always want to try to move forward, you want to try to push fight, you
want to try to move forward.

Boxers always want to try to move closer, you want to try to push the fight, try to move
closer.

Reference:

Ours (zero-shot):
Ours (finetuned):

Human (Signer C) [76]:

But one other tip when choosing eye shadow color is actually take a look at color of
there eyes.

Another tip when choosing a color for your hair is to look at the color of your eyes.
Another tip when picking out the color of the eyebrows is actually to look at the color
of the eyes.

A tip when picking the color of your eyeshadow - really look at the color of your eyes.

Reference:
Ours (zero-shot):
Ours (finetuned):

Human (Signer D) [76]:

You need to consider whether the horse has an illness or an injury.
You want to look at the age of your horse.

You need to consider whether your horse has a disease or injury.
Consider if either of your horses have illness or injury.

Reference:

Ours (zero-shot):

Ours (finetuned):

Human (Signer E) [76]:

If you are looking to buy hosiery for open toe shoes, be it if they are peep toe shoes or
if you are looking to wear hosiery with a sandal in the wintertime your best options are
to go with hosiery that doesn’t have any hem lines or any type of reinforcements.

If it’s really hot, it doesn’t matter if you’re wearing a pair of flip-flops or a pair of sandals
in the wintertime, you still need to pick up some heat.

So if you want to, it doesn’t matter if it’s a pep toe shoe or a sandal or a winter time
shoe, you still want to pick a heel that has no line, no stitching, no reinforcement.

If you want peep toe shoes or sandals in winter, you should still pick hoir with no lines
or reinforcement

Table A.9. SLT qualitative results on the How2Sign test set.
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1

Reference:

Gemini 1.5 Pro:

FLEURS-SLT [74]:

During the 1980s he worked on shows such as Taxi, Cheers, and The Tracy Ullman
Show.

I am learning sign language.

In the 1980s, she worked in theaters like taxesi, cheesy, and tracy.

Gemini 1.5 Pro:

FLEURS-SLT [74]:

Ours:
Human:

Ours: In the 1980s, he worked on shows like Taxi, Cher, and Tracy Ullman Show.
Human: During the 1980s, they worked in shows like Taxi, Cheers, and The Tracy Ullman show.
2 Reference: The rise of new technologies allows us to see and investigate brain structures and pro-
cesses never seen before.
Gemini 1.5 Pro: You must think! Use your brain!
FLEURS-SLT [74]: There is a new technique to detect brains and vision.
Ours: Increasingly, new technology is allowing us to look at the structure of the brain in ways
we have never seen before.
Human: The rise of new technology allows for investigation of brain structure and processes
never seen before.
3 Reference: The Articles required unanimous consent from all the states before they could be

amended and states took the central government so lightly that their representatives
were often absent.

It is September. It’s time to go back to school!

The law requires all states to agree on a standard and that it is a legal requirement.

It requires all states to agree to the same standards, so it can’t be amended.

The article mandated all states to create a uniform agreement as an amendment to the
law for revisions. The states look at the process as minor and many of the state repre-
sentatives did not make an effort to attend those meetings.

Table A.10. SLT qualitative results on the FLEURS-ASL zero-shot split.
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Subtltle So Will, what actually is th|s7
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713.1 GT 714.5
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(@)

Subtitle: She's very close to egg-laying, so she does need to be caught.

165.3 Prior 168.8
SAT*
165 (hce: 83,8402
Ours
170.6 (Acc: 95.8%) 172.4
170.4 GT 172.9
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Clip Time (seconds)
(d)

Subtitle: It would normally be wet, even when it's just been mown in midsummer.
5 N e

346.4 Prior 350.7
SAT*

3503 (Acc: 93.6%) 3530

Ours
349.0 (Acc: 100.0%) 353.0
349.0 GT 353.0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Clip Time (seconds)
©

Subtitle: What kind of things are you finding as you're digging?
n ] a 7

2386.3 Prior 2389.4
SAT "
2388.8 (Acc: 90.2%) 23925
Ours
2388.9 (Acc: 99.0%) 2390.8
2389.0 GT 2390.7
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Clip Time (seconds)
(C))

Figure A.6. SSA qualitative results on the BOBSL-SENT test set.
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