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Abstract

The goal of this work is to develop a univer-
sal approach for aligning subtitles (i.e., spoken
language text with corresponding timestamps)
to continuous sign language videos. Prior ap-
proaches typically rely on end-to-end training
tied to a specific language or dataset, which
limits their generality. In contrast, our method
Segment, Embed, and Align (SEA) provides
a single framework that works across multiple
languages and domains. SEA leverages two
pretrained models: the first to segment a video
frame sequence into individual signs and the
second to embed the video clip of each sign
into a shared latent space with text. Alignment
is subsequently performed with a lightweight
dynamic programming procedure that runs ef-
ficiently on CPUs within a minute, even for
hour-long episodes. SEA is flexible and can
adapt to a wide range of scenarios, utilizing re-
sources from small lexicons to large continuous
corpora. Experiments on four sign language
datasets demonstrate state-of-the-art alignment
performance, highlighting the potential of SEA
to generate high-quality parallel data for ad-
vancing sign language processing. SEA’s code
and models are openly available'.

1 Introduction

Sign language alignment is the task of aligning
spoken language text to continuous sign language
videos. Formally, given a video and a sequence
of weakly temporally aligned subtitle units, the
alignment task adjusts the start/end timestamps of
the subtitles to better match the signing (Figure 1).
This matters in practice for at least two reasons.
First, the development of sign language transla-
tion systems (Miiller et al., 2022, 2023; De Coster
et al., 2023; Ham et al., 2021) relies on parallel
data between sign language videos and spoken lan-
guage text. While small-scale studio or lab datasets,
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such as How2Sign (Duarte et al., 2021) and CSL-
Daily (Zhou et al., 2021), offer high-quality man-
ual alignment, large-scale broadcast datasets, like
BOBSL (Albanie et al., 2021), often exhibit noisy
alignment. Subtitles for broadcast content are typ-
ically generated based on the original audio track
and therefore show a non-deterministic temporal
offset relative to the signed interpretation (Miiller
et al., 2022). Improving alignment quality benefits
the training and evaluation of translation models.

Second, user-generated sign language content
on online platforms like YouTube (Uthus et al.,
2023; Tanzer and Zhang, 2025) gains from auto-
matic subtitling. Good alignment cuts the manual
effort of post-hoc captioning and improves acces-
sibility at scale (Gernsbacher, 2015). Accurate
alignment also helps sign language linguists when
creating and annotating corpora—e.g., the DGS
Corpus (Hanke et al., 2020)—by pre-segmenting
material and synchronizing text and signing tiers.

The most reliable way to align is through human
annotators (ideally, native signers) with tools such
as ELAN (Wittenburg et al., 2006), VIA (Dutta and
Zisserman, 2019), or iLex (Hanke, 2002). However,
manual alignment is prohibitively time-consuming
and costly. As reported by Bull et al. (2021) in
the context of BOBSL, an expert fluent in sign lan-
guage takes approximately 1015 hours to align
subtitles to one hour of continuous sign language
video. On the other hand, the per-hour rate is ~40
USD according to the WMT-SLT 22 campaign
(Miiller et al., 2022). Previous methods for sign
language alignment have either relied directly on
manually aligned data or indirectly on an end-to-
end network trained on the former. For example,
Bull et al. (2021) finetunes a subtitle aligner net-
work on 17.7 hours of manual annotation (§2).

In this work, we propose Segment, Embed, and
Align (SEA) as a general solution to the text-
signing alignment problem, which is effective
across various languages and data sources and re-
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Figure 1: Aligning subtitles to continuous signing: In broadcast interpreting and other sign language corpora,
original subtitles (green) frequently lag or lead the actual signing (yellow) by non-deterministic amounts. Our
alignment method, SEA, produces time-corrected subtitles (blue) that better correspond to the signed content.
Keyframes are sampled at the midpoint of each span and may not include all annotated signs present in that interval.

quires almost zero direct in-domain supervision for
the alignment task. SEA consists of three modu-
lar steps: (1) Segment continuous sign language
video frames into individual meaningful units (e.g.,
signs); (2) Embed the sequences of signing and
subtitle units of a video into a shared latent space;
(3) Align the subtitle units to the signs based on a
similarity matrix formed by text and signing em-
beddings and the prior subtitle locations. We high-
light that the first two modules are facilitated by
pretrained sign language segmentation (Moryossef
et al., 2023) and embedding (Jiang et al., 2024b)
models that transfer to alignment as a downstream
task. The alignment module is a lightweight global
optimization based on dynamic programming (DP).
It runs swiftly on CPUs at the episode level with-
out requiring gradient-based operations. In con-
trast, prior work performs training/inference in /o-
cal windows of about 20 seconds, followed by a
slow dynamic time warping (DTW) process to re-
solve local conflicts (Bull et al., 2021).

SEA’s modular design offers greater general-
isability than end-to-end, in-domain supervised
methods: individual components can be seamlessly
swapped in a plug-and-play manner for different
languages while keeping the framework unchanged.
Our experiments (§4) reveal that the segmentation
component, in particular, exhibits relatively strong
cross-linguistic universality, while the embedding
component benefits from language-specific exper-
tise. SEA achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA) perfor-
mance across four different benchmarks (BOBSL,
How2Sign, WMT-SLT, and SwissSLi (Jiang et al.,
2024a)) and three sign languages: British Sign Lan-
guage (BSL), American Sign Language (ASL), and
Swiss German Sign Language (DSGS). All SEA
modules are open for the curation of better-aligned
sign language datasets and future improvements.

2 Related Work

Video-text alignment. General video—text align-
ment has been widely studied on HowTo100M
(Miech et al., 2019), a large corpus of instructional
videos paired with narrations derived from auto-
matic speech recognition, which provides weak su-
pervision. Building on this, Miech et al. (2020) pro-
poses MIL-NCE to learn joint video—text represen-
tations through multi-instance contrastive learning,
addressing narration—visual misalignment. Han
et al. (2022) further uses weak labels to estimate
sentence alignability and predict temporal spans,
enabling sentence-level localization in long videos.

Signing-subtitle alignment. Specifically devel-
oped for sign language videos, Bull et al. (2021)
introduces a model named Subtitle Aligner Trans-
former (SAT) that is first pretrained on large-scale
data for the task of sign localisation with weak
supervision and then finetuned on 17.7 hours of
manually aligned subtitle-signing data (Albanie
et al., 2020). SAT utilizes BERT (Devlin et al.,
2019) to embed the subtitles and 13D (Carreira and
Zisserman, 2017) to embed the visual signal, then
cross-attends them in an encoder-decoder architec-
ture. The model outputs frame-level predictions on
whether each frame belongs to the queried subtitle
or not within a 20-second search window.

A contemporary study, Jang et al. (2025a), ex-
tends SAT to a new SOTA on BOBSL by three addi-
tional contributions: (1) Preprocessing the subtitles
with specific grammatical rules; (2) A selective
alignment loss with negative sampling of irrelevant
video clips; (3) Iterative self-training with refined
pseudo-labels. These modifications optimize SAT,
but in contrast to SEA, a fair amount of manually
aligned data remains key to achieving strong perfor-
mance. Furthermore, although SAT is end-to-end
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at the sentence level, Bull et al. (2021); Jang et al.
(2025a) must follow local model predictions using
a DTW process to resolve the temporal conflicts
of individual predictions. On the other hand, the
alignment in the SEA algorithm runs globally at
the episode level, so no local window is needed.
Tanzer (2025) proposes a multitasking network
with two branches, caption alignment and transla-
tion, inspired by Whisper (Radford et al., 2023).
However, the reported alignment performance,
measured by frame accuracy, lags far behind a
model-free baseline where the caption duration
is scaled in proportion to the caption length. We
present SEA as a training-free alternative for the
alignment task, as opposed to prior work.

3 Method

In this section, we describe the SEA method (Fig-
ure 2) step by step. We first introduce how we lever-
age pretrained sign language segmentation (§3.1)
and embedding (§3.2) models, and then present the
key alignment step (§3.3).

3.1 Segmentation

Given a continuous stream of video frames, also
known as an episode, we first segment it into mean-
ingful units, such as signs. This process is anal-
ogous to text tokenization. While the idea sounds

Practically, the signing units can be on a sub-sign level
due to an imperfect segmentation model.

natural, in practice, there is no standardized tool
like those in NLP (Sennrich et al., 2016; Kudo and
Richardson, 2018), and the sign boundaries are not
clearly defined linguistically (Hanke et al., 2012).
In this work, we adopt the automatic sign seg-
mentation model of Moryossef et al. (2023), trained
on ~73 hours of annotated data from the Pub-
lic DGS Corpus. It passes MediaPipe Holistic
(Grishchenko and Bazarevsky, 2020) poses into
a lightweight LSTM (Hochreiter and Schmidhu-
ber, 1997) model and then produces frame-level
predictions. Despite being trained only on German
Sign Language (DGS), the model shows successful
zero-shot transfer to other sign languages?, which
is attributed to (1) the iconicity and finite set of
hand/body configurations in sign languages, and
(2) the use of MediaPipe pose representations that
capture and focus on these motion primitives.

3.2 Embedding

After sign segmentation, for each episode, we now
have a sequence of signs and a sequence of subtitle
units. Each sign is a sequence of continuous video
frames of signing, and each subtitle is a sequence
of text tokens*. The next goal is to convert them
into sequences of alignable vectors.

We employ the SignCLIP (Jiang et al., 2024b)

3Zero-shot transfer (0.76 ROC-AUC on O-tag) was re-
ported for French Sign Language in Moryossef et al. (2023),
and we find the segmentation also useful for ASL/BSL/DSGS.

4Subtitles may or may not form well-formed sentences.



model, which re-purposes CLIP (Radford et al.) to
project text and signing into the same latent space.
Subtitle units are embedded with a BERT-like text
encoder, while signing video clips are converted to
a sequence of MediaPipe poses and then encoded
by a pose encoder initialized from the same BERT
weights and finetuned for signing. We use a mul-
tilingual checkpoint pretrained on SpreadtheSign
by Jiang et al. (2024b), which covers 41 sign lan-
guages and English on the text side only. We also
show the benefits of language-specific finetuning
for SignCLIP on BSL/English, ASL/English, and
DSGS/German data in §4.

3.3 Alignment

The next goal is to assign each subtitle to a con-
tiguous span of predicted sign segments, and then
rewrite the subtitle’s timestamps to reflect that span.
We optimize a single objective that balances two
kinds of evidence. (1) Temporal/prosodic costs:
how far the subtitle must move, how much the du-
ration changes, and how big the inter-sign gaps are
within a subtitle—signing tends to be continuous,
and big gaps indicate prosodic pauses that lead to
the next phrase. (2) Semantic similarity costs: a
reward for assigning the subtitle to signs whose
embeddings are similar to the text. We consider
two variants within the same framework: Segment
and Align uses only the timing/prosodic costs (no
semantics), while Segment, Embed, and Align aug-
ments the same objective with the semantic term.
Both variants are solved by a single global DP pro-
cedure over the full episode. We mathematically
define the alignment algorithm next, present imple-
mentation details in §3.4, and provide a pseudocode
description in Appendix §A for additional clarity.

Task. Given subtitle units ¢y, ..., t, with times
(start(t;),end(t;)) and signs si,...,S, with
(start(s;),end(s;)), we assign to each t; a con-
tiguous span s, . .., s, and shift ¢; to that span’s
boundaries (start(s;),end(s;)).

Cost function. For a pair (¢;,s,...,5), a
cost function ¢(t;, s;.r) is defined by a weighted
sum of: onset distance [start(t;) — start(s;)|,
offset distance |end(#;) — end(s,)|, duration
difference |(end(t;) — start(t;)) — (end(s,) —
start(s;))| with weight wqy,, and internal inter-
sign gaps G(l,r)zzg;ll max (0, start(s;j;1) —
end(s;)) with weight wgsp.

Segment and Align. We select non-overlapping
spans (l;,r;) for t; that minimize the total cost
>; ¢(ti, s1,:r,) using the individual costs above. A
standard episode-level DP algorithm is employed
to determine the global optimum, which iterates
over the subtitles and signs once their matching
costs are set up. The DP is similar to, but distinct
from, DTW: DTW treats each unit independently,
except for path continuity; whereas SEA considers
inter-sign gaps as part of the cost. We append the
formal definitions of the DP in Appendix §A.

Segment, Embed, and Align. We enrich align-
ment with a text—sign similarity matrix. Let u; and
v; be embeddings for ¢; and s;; define raw simi-
larities by dot product M;;=(u;,v;). For each row
i, we keep only window_size = 50 temporally
nearest signs to a subtitle to ensure locality (others
masked to 0) and apply a row-wise softmax nor-
malization to obtain the final M. The total span
similarity is 3(4;1,7)=3_7_; M;;, and we add a
negative term —wgim 2(; [, ) to the cost function.
It pushes the algorithm to align subtitles to a span
of similar signs based on the weight wgip,. The DP
optimization process is identical to the above.

3.4 Implementation Details

Segmentation. We use the E4s-1 checkpoint
from Moryossef et al. (2023) as the sign segmen-
tation model, with two controllable decoding pa-
rameters b-threshold and o-threshold ranging
from O to 100 to decide when to start/end a sign.
For BSL, we explore finetuning the segmenta-
tion model on 3.3 hours (149 videos) of the BSL
Corpus (Schembri et al., 2013), a video corpus of
conversational BSL with gloss-level annotations.
Given the small size, we use negative sampling: for
each annotated sentence, a non-signing clip from
BOBSL (10+ seconds away from any detected sign,
lasting 1-30s) is randomly prepended, appended,
or substituted. It helps the model to recognize neg-
atives, as the data is densely packed with signing;
the best model is named Segmentation-BSLCP.
We also evaluate the BSL Corpus—trained mod-
els of Renz et al. (2021a,b) in §4.5. With less
supervision and a focus on boundary detection
rather than individual signs, they often produce
false positives on non-signing segments. In con-
trast, Moryossef et al. (2023) addresses it through a
BIO tagging scheme (Ramshaw and Marcus, 1999),
which detects active signing. We omit experiment-
ing with the recent follow-up of He et al. (2025) as
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Dataset Languages Data source #episodes (train/dev/test) #subtitles #hours #signers Offsets FPS
BOBSL BSL/English Interpretation of mixed programs 55 (16/4/35) 31,479 ~46 22 2.70/2.70 25
How2Sign ASL/English Studio-recorded re-signing 2,528 (2,212/132/184) 35,191 ~80 9 1.57/2.13 24/30/50/60
WMT-SLT SRF DSGS/German  Live interpretation of daily news 29 (21/4/4) 7,071 ~16 3 1.06/1.75 25
SwissSLi mitenand DSGS/German  Offline, deaf translation of one program 14.(0/7/7) 554 ~1 2 0.49/0.56 25

Table 1: Summary of datasets and their statistics. Offsets corresponds to the temporal shifts added to the start/end of
the subtitles in the Original* baseline, where the offsets correspond to the median (or mean) differences between
the original and manually aligned subtitle timings, calculated from the training (or validation for SwissSLi) set.

neither the model nor the code has been available.

Embedding. We use the SignCLIP-multilingual
(E7.2; baseline_temporal) checkpoint for sign
and subtitle embeddings by default. ISO 639-3
language codes are prepended in the text prompts
for aligning different language pairs: <en> <bfi>
for BSL/English; <en> <ase> for ASL/English;
and <de> <sgg> for DSGS/German.

We further finetune SignCLIP-multilingual with
language-specific data. For BSL/English, we use
sign spottings from BOBSL (Momeni et al., 2022),
following Raude et al. (2024); Jang et al. (2025b)
but with a contrastive text objective instead of clas-
sification over 8,697 signs, totaling ~3.5M exam-
ples. For ASL/English, we aggregate ~200K ex-
amples from PopSign (Starner et al., 2023), ASL
Citizen (Desai et al., 2023), and Sem-Lex (Kezar
et al., 2023), three isolated sign language recog-
nition (ISLR) datasets. We normalize text by us-
ing lowercase glosses without variations. For DS-
GS/German, we finetune on Signsuisse (Miiller
et al., 2023), which provides 16,213 lexical items
each paired with an example sentence. The result-
ing models are named SignCLIP-BSL, SignCLIP-
ASL, and SignCLIP-Suisse, respectively. Finetun-
ing takes less than 3 days on an NVIDIA RTX
A6000 GPU with 48 GB of GPU memory.

Alignment. We start by experimenting with Seg-
ment and Align without Embed. For datasets where
a training set is available, we conduct a random
search to identify the optimal parameter combi-
nation, including the DP weights and parameters,
the segmentation model decoding parameters, and
fixed offset values applied before and after the DP
process. This search process learns dataset-specific
bias, such as the common temporal delay in in-
terpretation/translation, as summarized in Table 1.
We then incorporate the similarity matrix provided
by the embeddings with the weight wgin,, which
reflects the strength of the embeddings. Additional
details and the best parameter combinations are
listed in Appendix A.

4 Experiments

This section introduces the datasets (§4.1), our eval-
uation protocol, and the baselines (§4.2). We then
present how our SEA method performs both quan-
titatively (§4.3), compared to previous SOTA ap-
proaches, and qualitatively (§4.4). Finally, we ab-
late different components of our approach (§4.5).

4.1 Dataset Overview

We select continuous sign language datasets that
include parallel subtitles before and after manual
alignment, such as BOBSL, How2Sign, and WMT-
SLT SRF. We present an overview of the statis-
tics of the datasets in Table 1. For BOBSL and
How2Sign, we use the default split. For WMT-
SLT SREF, we re-split the original training set of the
WMT-SLT 22 campaign to obtain 4 episodes for
dev and test, respectively, as the subtitles before
manual alignment are not available for these sets.
We additionally hire DSGS experts to annotate
(annotation details in Appendix C) 14 episodes of
the mitenand program from the SwissSLi dataset,
which acts as a test-only set in a highly low-
resource setting. This dataset is intended to be a
DSGS/German dataset of superior quality, as it was
translated by deaf translators offline rather than live
interpreted, unlike WMT-SLT SRF, where the hear-
ing interpreters tend to revert to spoken-language
grammar and drop words under time pressure.

4.2 Evaluation and Baselines

We follow the evaluation protocol proposed by Bull
et al. (2021), but prioritize the FI-score over frame
accuracy, since SEA does not predict at frame level.
Specifically, F1@0.50 counts a subtitle as correct
when the predicted segment overlaps the ground
truth with intersection-over-union (IoU) > 0.50.
We construct two baselines per dataset: Original
refers to the original subtitles from the datasets,
typically intended to align with the speech signal;
Original* refers to adding a fixed offset to the start
and end position of each subtitle’. The fixed offset

*Equivalent to Saudio and Sy

in Bull et al. (2021).



BOBSL How2Sign WMT-SLT SwissSLi
Val Test Val Test Val Test Val Test

STATIC BASELINES
Original alignment (usually audio-based) 29.09 14.11 30.63 33.06 47.83 46.85 69.58 60.48
Original® (fixed offsets from training data)  49.63 44.61 3191 3621 74.17 74.83 - -

END-TO-END TRAINED BASELINES

SAT (Bull et al., 2021) 60.98 54.57 - - 7532 75.32 - -
SAT* (Jang et al., 2025a) 74.30  63.81 - - - - - -
SEGMENT AND ALIGN

Segmentation (Moryossef et al., 2023) 66.24 49.58 3338 36.17 75.66 76.83 71.48 84.19
Segmentation-BSLCP 63.61 47.75 - - - - - -
SEGMENT, EMBED, AND ALIGN

SignCLIP-multilingual 66.70 50.68 3551 3751 75.16 7643 71.86 85.57
SignCLIP-BSL/ASL/DSGS-finetuned 7278 5450 3832 39.57 7534 77.69 71.86 85.22
SignCLIP-BSL + SAT" subtitles 74.81 65.68 - - - - - -

Table 2: SEA alignment performance (F1@0.50) on the validation and test sets across four sign language datasets.
SEA is SOTA on all test sets and we report two variants: (1) Segment and Align (DP with timing/prosodic costs only);
(2) Segment, Embed, and Align (same DP + SignCLIP text—sign similarity; multilingual or finetuned). Baselines
include static offsets and SAT/SAT*. For BOBSL, we also test SEA initialized from SAT™ predicted subtitles.

SIGN;rea

SUBTITLE,,

SUBTITLE

SUBTITLE,
o1:00 o1:02 o1:04 o1:06 o1:08 o1:10 o1:12 o1:14 o1:16 o1:18 01:20 01:22 o1:24 01:26 61:28 o1:30

(a) BOBSL (English—BSL; video id: 5224144816887051284)

PR TN W IR W Y

SUBTITLE,; o for oot can.
SUBTITLE s

SIGN;eq

SUBTITLE,

00:16 00:18 00:20 00:22 00:24 00:26 00:28 00:30

00:00 00:02 00:04 00:06. 00:08

(b) How2Sign (English—ASL; video id: ETOZLBScxWY-3-rgb_front)

SUBTITLEeq
SUBTITLE, Etter

21:54 22:00 22:02 s 22:10 22:12

(c) WMT-SLT SRF (German—DSGS; video id: srf.2020-03-13)

SIGN e

SUBTITLE,, J—— Eher kiug s schén. Schon als ich zum Tierarzt ging, sagte mi

SUBTITLE, g be Weiche Schon als ich zum Tierarzt ging,
SUBTITLE, W e ‘ Das ist ein Abenteuer far uns. ‘ Welche Rasse? Eher klug als schon. OO ST

01:05

00:39 00:41 00:43 00:45 00:47 00:49 00:51 00:53 00:55 00:57 00:59 o1:01

(d) SwissSLi mitenand (German—DSGS; video id: 2023-02-16_ein_hund_fiirs)

00:35

Figure 3: Qualitative results: For each dataset, we sample a 30-second validation clip and show keyframes every
2 seconds. Rows: predicted signs from the segmentation model (yellow), original subtitles (green), SEA-aligned
subtitles (blue), and expert-aligned ground truth (purple). In general, segmentation identifies the signing frames of
interest; SEA then shifts subtitles toward higher text—sign similarity—for example, in BSL the first subtitle begins
at the fingerspelling AMPNIBIS (“amphibians”) and ends at the sign for “sliminess”.



numbers are set to the median differences between
the default and the manually aligned subtitles in the
training set®, as collected in Table 1. For BOBSL,
we keep +2.7 seconds — the average shift between
audio and manually-aligned sentences in the man-
ual training set, as specified by prior work (Albanie
et al., 2021). However, we find that using median
values is more robust to outliers for other datasets.

For BOBSL, we have two additional baselines:
SAT (Bull et al., 2021) and SAT* (Jang et al.,
2025a). We also train the SAT model on the WMT-
SLT data to test the applicability of SAT on a dif-
ferent dataset, using the same 13D visual backbone
but domain-specific alignment supervision.

4.3 Experimental Results and Discussion

Table 2 reports SEA’s performance: it attains SOTA
on all four test sets—surpassing SAT/SAT* on
BOBSL and establishing new SOTA on three ad-
ditional, cross-language/domain datasets not previ-
ously evaluated. Key points follow.

The original alignment quality varies across
datasets. Fixed offsets significantly improve in-
terpreted datasets (e.g., BOBSL, WMT-SLT SRF),
where a typical interpretation delay is expected;
however, the effect is weaker for datasets with dif-
ferent production workflows. Note that alignment
on How2Sign is inherently hard because some ran-
dom appearances of signing do not correspond to
any subtitle, especially near episode starts and ends.

End-to-end training by SAT/SAT* remains a
good choice when supervision is available. The
effectiveness also relies on a strong in-domain vi-
sual backbone network (I3D for BOBSL), which
does not necessarily excel on another dataset or
sign language, as seen in the case of WMT-SLT. We
do not further explore SAT* in this work and refer
to additional optimizations by Jang et al. (2025a).

Adjusting original alignment based on the
prosodic cues from segmentation already helps.
In Segment and Align, the segmentation plays
two main roles: (1) detecting in which temporal
spans signing happens (against the signer making
a pause/rest or being absent in the picture); (2) seg-
menting meaningful units to draw decision bound-
aries on, such as a prosodic pause. However, the
lack of semantic understanding limits performance,
especially when such cues are rare, e.g., How2Sign,

®Unavailable for SwissSLi, validation set is used instead.

where signers tend to sign continuously without
many breaks in a studio recording setting.

The embedding module further enhances the
ability to discern boundaries and achieves SOTA.
Consistent improvements across datasets and lan-
guages are observed after the embed step is
added to the pipeline, even with the SignCLIP-
multilingual model, which did not see any DS-
GS/German data during the pretraining phase.
Language-specific finetuning further enhances the
alignment quality: For BOBSL, finetuning on in-
domain sign spottings, although noisy, brings a
boost of ~4 to 6 F/@0.50 on the validation and
test sets. For How2Sign, finetuning on three out-of-
domain but large-scale ISLR datasets also clearly
helps. The effect of finetuning on Signsuisse, a
small lexicon resource of a different domain, is rel-
atively weak as seen for WMT-SLT and SwissSLi.

Prior alignment and dataset biases matter. For
BOBSL, we additionally initialize the prior loca-
tion of the subtitles by the model output from Jang
et al. (2025a), as a controlled experiment to ex-
plore SEA’s sensitivity and robustness to prior lo-
cations of different quality. When initialized with
the subtitles automatically aligned by SAT*, SEA
inherits the gains and further refines them. When
initialized with subtitles in a challenging original
position, such as in How2Sign, SEA still improves
alignment but less markedly. It is also worth men-
tioning the importance of dataset-specific biases. In
the random search process, we have learned similar
offset values as in the Original* baseline and found
that a fixed 1-second offset applied after the DP
process is always useful in the datasets evaluated’.

4.4 Qualitative Results

We present qualitative results in Figure 3, which
include a 30-second sample for each of the evalu-
ated datasets, taken from SEA’s global alignment.
In general, the sign segmentation accurately identi-
fies temporal regions of interest and excludes non-
signing parts, such as pauses during signing. The
segmentation and embedding modules, together,
help the final alignment step move the original
subtitles to locations closer to the human-aligned
ground truth. However, because SEA still tends to
stay tied to the original subtitle timings, when the
latter are poor, it affects the final alignment quality,
which can sometimes cause errors to propagate. In

"Useful” in the sense of better evaluation results since
annotators tend to give extra duration after the signing stops.



our ASL example, the first subtitle misses several
signs—including TENT—which is tricky since the
word “tent” also appears in the next sentence.

4.5 Ablation Study

We ablate the effects of different segmentation and
embedding methods in Table 3 and Table 4.

Segmentation. We explore different segmenta-
tion models introduced in §3.4 and measure their
impact on the Segment and Align approach. We
evaluate segmentation performance on the BSL
Corpus (BSLCP), equipped with human-timed
gloss annotations, and alignment on the BOBSL
validation set using the same segmentation model.
We cannot evaluate segmentation on BOBSL since
it lacks equivalent gloss-level human annotation
with accurate timings. Renz et al. (2021a,b) per-
forms better than Moryossef et al. (2023) on seg-
mentation evaluation, but the final alignment is
poorer. We speculate three reasons: (1) BSL Cor-
pus might not be representative of BOBSL due
to the domain gap. (2) Renz et al. (2021a,b),
trained to excel at discerning signing boundaries,
produce many false positives of signing when used
for alignment. (3) Segmentation of linguistically
well-defined signs might not be a hard requirement
for downstream tasks such as alignment. Upon in-
spection, Moryossef et al. (2023) produces slightly
over-segmented output, but SEA seems to operate
well on the sub-word (Sennrich et al., 2016) level.
Finetuning Moryossef et al. (2023) on the BSLCP
training data achieves SOTA segmentation perfor-
mance (even outperforming follow-up work; He
et al. (2025)), but falls short of the original model’s
alignment capabilities (Segmentation-BSLCP in Ta-
ble 2). We thus adhere to the original segmentation
model from Moryossef et al. (2023) for SEA.

Embedding. We also examine the dynamics be-
tween the strength of the embedding models, mea-
sured by retrieval-based ISLR, and the final align-
ment results. For BSL, we test ISLR on the BOBSL
sign spottings, and for ASL, we test ISLR on the
PopSign ASL dataset. A consistent positive cor-
relation is observed between ISLR and alignment
across languages. For BOBSL, we further test a
specific gloss-based alternative of the embedding
module, i.e., using the pseudo/human glosses pro-
duced in the previous CSLR2 (Raude et al., 2024)
work. We fill in the similarity matrix with a value
of 1 if a sign segment’s gloss is in a subtitle, and 0
otherwise. This alternative can be viewed as a rigid

assignment of signs (analogous to how a human
expert would approach it, as shown in Figure 1)
rather than a soft similarity; we find that the latter
approach works better.

Model \ BSLCP Seg. ‘ BOBSL Align.
| F1 mFIS| F1@50

Renz et al. (2021a) 47.71 - 57.98
Renz et al. (2021b) - - 57.53

He et al. (2025) 50.18 - -
Moryossef et al. (2023) | 3113 3332 |  66.24
finetuned on BSLCP 51.46 55.46 -
finetuned + negative sampling | 52.09 56.04 63.61

Table 3: Sign segmentation results on BSL Corpus test
set and alignment results on BOBSL validation set using
the same segmentation model in Segment and Align.

Lang. | Model | ISLR BOBSL Align.
SignCLIP-multilingual 0.5 66.70
BSL SignCLIP-BSL 43.0 72.78
(BOBSL) | CSLR2 pseudo glosses - 68.80
CSLR2 human glosses* - 78.75
ASL SignCLIP-multilingual 3.0 35.51
(PopSign) | SignCLIP-ASL 84.3 38.32

Table 4: ISLR results on BOBSL sign spottings and Pop-
Sign ASL test sets with respect to alignment scores on
validation sets in Segment, Embed, and Align. Results
using CSLR?2 glosses are also included as an ablation,
and the human glosses* are marked as an oracle.

5 Conclusion

We introduce Segment, Embed, and Align (SEA),
a universal method for aligning subtitles to sign
language videos. Splitting the problem into sign
segmentation, cross-modal embedding, and global
alignment via DP, SEA attains SOTA alignment re-
sults across diverse languages and data sources.
The modular design of SEA enables plug-and-
play improvements—Ilanguage-specific finetuning
strengthens embeddings without requiring end-to-
end alignment training on in-domain supervision.

Beyond establishing strong empirical results,
SEA has practical value: it can harvest higher-
quality parallel text-sign data at scale and serve
as a flexible component in broader sign language
processing pipelines. We release all components of
SEA to encourage reproducible research and future
advances.



Limitations

Our work has the following limitations: (1) The
embedding and alignment models can be possibly
improved iteratively with regard to each other, and
we leave this to future work due to time and space
limits. (2) Although already evaluated extensively
on four diverse datasets, the robustness to dataset-
specific biases and data quality can be further im-
proved. For example, a mechanism for the algo-
rithm to drop irrelevant signing or subtitles would
alleviate the bad cases observed in How2Sign, and
merging segments when the boundary is difficult
to discern would improve accuracy and be use-
ful for paragraph-level downstream applications.
(3) Human-in-the-loop workflows, such as post-
editing and evaluation, are not studied in this work,
but we believe that it will be valuable to establish
a semi-automatic process with human annotators’
intervention to further enhance alignment quality
and practical usability.
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A Extended Implementation Details

In this section, we provide an additional expla-
nation of the alignment algorithm in SEA with
Python-like pseudocode (Figure 4). Following §3,
we first obtain segmented signs (line 2), and then
embed these signs together with the subtitles (line
5-6).

Similarity matrix. The subtitle and signing em-
beddings form a similarity matrix RVsubtides X Nsigns
where each entry is the dot product between a sub-
title and a sign embedding, measuring their simi-
larity (line 7). We explore two variants for assign-
ing groups of consecutive signs to subtitle units,
without/with the use of a similarity matrix. The
subtitles are then shifted according to the matched
signs. Following Bull et al. (2021), alignment ad-
justs subtitle timings to match the signing. Unlike
frame-level classification in local windows, SEA
globally assigns groups of consecutive signs to sub-
title units and shifts subtitles accordingly.

Segment and Align. A cost function is defined
for assigning a span of signs to a subtitle cue (line
12). The cost is a weighted sum of four terms:
(a) distance between subtitle start and first sign;
(b) distance between subtitle end and last sign; (c)
duration difference between subtitle and span; (d)
internal gaps within the span. By minimizing this
cost globally, subtitles are aligned to signing us-
ing only prosodic cues and prior subtitle timing,
referred to as Segment and Align.

Segment, Embed, and Align. To incorporate
semantic associations between text and signing, we
add a negative cost term, (e) total_similarity,
which sums the subtitle—sign similarities from the
matrix. With this addition, the process becomes
Segment, Embed, and Align.

Since episodes can be almost 1 hour long and
only nearby signs are assumed alignable with each
subtitle, we restrict locality with a win_size (win-
dow size) parameter, zeroing out scores outside
this window of closest neighbors (line 21). Re-
maining scores are row-normalized with Softmax,
yielding a matrix of values concentrated around
the temporal diagonal (line 22). We employ a dy-
namic programming algorithm to determine the
global optimum (line 25). A max_gap constraint
further picks the most similar sign subgroup for
each subtitle with gaps no larger than this thresh-
old, regulating the maximum gap of signs allowed
within a subtitle, and discarding the rest (line 30).

1 # §3.1 Segment
signs = segmenter(video)

# §3.2 Embed

v_emb = embed_sign(signs)

6 t_emb = embed_text(subtitles)

7 sim_matrix = dot_product(t_emb, v_emb)

9 # §3.3 Align

10 # Define alignment cost function

11 # between a subtitle cue and a span of signs
12 def cost(cue, span):

= abs(cue.start - span.start)
abs(cue.end - span.end)
abs(cue.duration - span.duration)
compute_internal_gap(span)

= compute_total_similarity(cue, span)

18 return a + b + w_durxc + w_gap*d - w_simxe
19

20 # Filter and normalize similarity scores

21 sim_matrix = zero_out(sim_matrix, win_size)
22 sim_matrix = softmax_normalize(sim_matrix)
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24 # Run dynamic programming
25 dp = aligner(signs,subtitles,cost,sim_matrix)
26 bounds = backtrack(dp)

28 # Postprocessing:

29 # refine span with best subgroup

30 for i in range(len(subtitles)):

31 group = signs[bounds[i]:bounds[i+1]]

32 subgroups = split_on_gap(group, max_gap)
33 alignments[i] = \\

34 pick_best(subgroups, subtitles[i], cost)

36 # Finally, update subtitle timestamps

37 for i in range(len(subtitles)):

38 subtitles[i].start = alignments[i][@].start
39 subtitles[i].end alignments[iJ[-1].end

Figure 4: Python-like pseudocode for SEA: segment,
embed, and align using DP with a weighted cost func-
tion, followed by refining spans and updating subtitles.

Finally, the subtitles’ start/end times are updated
(line 37).

DP implementation. We maintain a table
dpli, j], of the best total cost after aligning the first
1 subtitles to the first j signs:

dpli, j] = min; 1 <p<;{ dp[i—1, k]+d(ti, s:5-1) }

dp[0,0] = 0, dp[0,7 > 0] = co. After filling the
table iteratively via the recurrence above, we do
not require including all signs since false positives
are often found in the episode end; instead we pick
the best ending j* = arg ming<;<., dp[n, j] and
backtrack from (n, %) to (0,0) by the stored pre-
decessors to recover the subtitle—sign assignment.

Parameter random search. For each of the
datasets evaluated, we first conduct a random pa-



Parameter BOBSL How2Sign WMT-SLT SwissSLi
Start offset before DP 2.60 1.30 1.40 0.49
End offset before DP 2.10 1.50 1.60 0.56
Start offset after DP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
End offset after DP 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
b-threshold for segmentation 30.00 40.00 20.00 20.00
o-threshold for segmentation 50.00 50.00 30.00 30.00
Window size (win_size) 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Max inter-sign gap (max_gap) 10.00 8.00 6.00 6.00
Duration distance weight (w_dur) 1.00 5.00 0.50 0.50
Inter-sign gap weight (w_gap) 5.00 0.80 5.00 5.00
Similarity weight (w_sim) 10.00 10.00 5.00 1.00

Table 5: Best parameter settings per dataset (offsets and gaps in seconds).
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Figure 5: Aligning subtitles to continuous signing using SEA: From top down, signs are first segmented, then
embedded (colored). From bottom up, subtitles are embedded into the same latent space as signs and then aligned

accordingly to the direction of similarities.

rameter search of up to 10 000 iterations (approx-
imately 1 day, running on 128 CPU workers) to
find the optimal parameter combination under the
condition of Segment and Align. We then inherit
the best parameter combination when introducing
the Embed step, only slightly adjusting the weight
for similarity—w_sim—with the rest unchanged,
as searching again with the embedding step is sig-
nificantly more costly.

The values of these parameters are presented in
Table 5. We note that these parameters might reflect
dataset-specific biases learned from the training
set. For SwissSLi, which lacks a training set, we
transfer most parameters from WMT-SLT, a dataset
of the same languages. The similarity weights for
both are set relatively small, as the corresponding
embedding models are relatively weakly finetuned

on a small amount of data in DSGS/German.

B SEA Alignment Illustrated on BOBSL

In addition to the description in §A, Figure 5
provides a more visual, step-by-step illustration
of how SEA alignment works using the exam-
ple video with id 5224144816887051284 from
BOBSL. Signs (from top down) and subtitles (from
bottom up) are aligned based on their similarities
in the embedding space.

C Human Annotation Details on SwissSLi

We hire DSGS experts to annotate 14 episodes of
the mitenand program from the SwissSLi dataset
(Jiang et al., 2024a). The main task is to manually
align the subtitles of mitenand in German to better
match the signing in DSGS.



The annotators are either DSGS interpreter stu-
dents or deaf interpreters. For the three students,
annotations were performed as part of a course
project in exchange for 3 ECTS course credits. Par-
ticipation was voluntary. For deaf interpreters, the
annotation was compensated at the rate of ~40
USD per hour with informed consent.

We append the annotation instructions below:

Annotation instructions. The videos we are us-
ing are from the mitenand in Gebérdensprache pro-
gram. They are translated by deaf translators. You
are asked to correct the annotation of the videos by
ELAN.

You can find the videos and ELAN files in
SWITCHdrive. After you are finished, upload the
new ELAN files to the same location.

When you open an ELAN file with the corre-
sponding video under the same folder, you will see
four existing annotation tiers:

SUBTITLE: the German sentences from the sub-
title/caption file, whose timings might not be per-
fectly aligned to the signing. SENTENCE: empty
sentences detected by our Al model, which might
also be inaccurate, but could serve as an indication
for correcting the timings of the subtitles. SIGN:
empty signs detected by our Al model, which might
also be inaccurate, but could serve as an initial
proposal for individual sign annotations. GLOSS:
signs in the SIGN tier filled automatically with the
glosses from the gloss files the deaf translators use.
Note that the number of actual signs might vary
from the detected ones.

You have two tasks:

On the sentence level, copy the SUBTITLE
tier and create a new SUBTITLE_CORRECTED
tier, where the start and end times of each sen-
tence are corrected to match the signing. On the
sign level, copy the GLOSS tier and create a new
GLOSS_CORRECTED tier, where the start and
end times of each gloss are corrected to match
the signing, and the gloss name is corrected if the
current one is wrong (just use intuitive glosses,
they will be changed to match our DSGS lexical
database later). In addition, remove superfluous
gloss annotation as well as segments such as “Mit
Untertiteln von SWISS TXT” and add missing
gloss annotation if needed. If necessary, split seg-
ments (e.g., split “SAGEN NEIN” into “SAGEN”
and “NEIN”). If lexical meaning is expressed non-
manually, please use a gloss in square brackets; e.g.,
if the meaning of “no” is expressed with a head-

shake, please create a segment “[NO]”. Please ap-
ply narrow segmentation following the description
from this article: “Transitional movements between
signs do not count as part of either sign”. Therefore,
usually, there are gaps between two signs during
which the articulators move from the end of one
sign to the beginning of the next.”

It would be great if you could also note a few
things during the process:

How much time does it take you to finish each
task? What is the most time-consuming part? Does
the output of the Al model help you with the pro-
cess, for example, the SENTENCE tier on sentence
timing correction and the automatically generated
glosses on gloss annotation? Any issue with the
model’s automatic annotation or the glosses from
the deaf translators?
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