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Abstract

The Multilingual Sign Language Wordnet is the first publicly available wordnet resource for sign languages. It is a
growing multilingual resource providing data for eight sign languages to date. During the initial phase of its creation,
the focus lay on producing the infrastructure to support various languages and to produce initial sets of content for
them. This article represents the start of the second phase, in which the focus is moved to establishing overlapping
coverage across the different sign languages. Building on the data produced so far, a new feature to assist annotation
is introduced which leverages established partial synonymy between signs (inter- and cross-lingually) to discover
likely additional synonymies. Other improvements to the annotation interface and workflow build directly on the
experiences from the first phase. Working with the updated annotation interface, new data is produced for Polish
Sign Language, Greek Sign Language and Swedish Sign Language.
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1. Introduction

The Multilingual Sign Language Word-
net (MSL-WN)1 is the first publicly available
wordnet resource for sign languages. It connects
the inventory of several lexical sign language
resources with the synset inventory of Open
Multilingual Wordnet (OMW) (Bond et al., 2016).
It so far provides data for eight different sign
languages:

• British Sign Language (BSL)

• German Sign Language (DGS)

• Swiss German Sign Language (DSGS)

• Greek Sign Language (GSL)

• French Sign Language (LSF)

• Sign Language of the Netherlands (NGT)

• Polish Sign Language (PJM)

• Swedish Sign Language (STS)

1https://doi.org/10.25592/dgs.wn

The data of MSL-WN is of use both for sign lan-
guage processing, e.g. to counter data sparsity
issues in machine translation, and for linguistic re-
search, especially in cross-lingual studies. For re-
source creators it provides an opportunity to con-
nect different resources on a semantic level, over-
coming compatibility issues caused by differences
in e.g. glossing practices (Kopf et al., 2022b).

Until the end of 2023, MSL-WN was created in
the context of the EU project EASIER2. The fo-
cus of this first phase was on establishing basic
coverage for a large number of different sign lan-
guages. Lexical material for sign languages and
language expertise for annotation were established
through collaborations with numerous data owners.
Workflows were directly informed by what data was
available and what was not, leading to a number
of trade-offs. Automatic assistive methods relied
solely on spoken language data, requiring annota-
tors to counter-act errors introduced by translation,
differences between spoken and signed modality,
and the automatic matching algorithm. Annotation
for different languages also mostly worked in isola-

2https://doi.org/10.3030/101016982
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tion from each other, as cross-lingual information
was scarce, although annotators were encouraged
to prioritise the verification of candidates for synsets
that already had links for other languages. Never-
theless, only 16% of synsets were linked to more
than one sign language.

This paper represents the start of the second
phase for MSL-WN, introducing a special focus on
improving cross-lingual coverage between sign lan-
guages. It is time to revisit and optimise the estab-
lished workflows and to consider how the data that
has been produced so far can be used to further
support the annotation process. The rest of this
article presents relevant related work (Section 2)
and a summary of the MSL-WN creation process
so far (Section 3), followed by a discussion of the
lessons learned (Section 4). Section 5 introduces
a new automatic suggestion feature that relies on
direct (partial) synonymy between signs instead of
relying on translation to a spoken language. The
article is also accompanied by a new release of
the MSL-WN dataset, providing new annotations
for PJM, STS and GSL that were produced with the
assistance of the new enhanced annotation inter-
face (Section 6). We conclude in Section 7 with an
outlook on future steps.

2. Related Work

This section discusses relevant related work regard-
ing spoken language wordnets (Section 2.1), sign
language wordnets (Section 2.2) and approaches
to support the creation of lexical resources (Sec-
tion 2.3).

2.1. Wordnets for Spoken Languages
The first wordnet was the Princeton Wordnet (PWN)
for English (Fellbaum, 1998) and it is still the most
complete and widely used wordnet in existence.
It was introduced by Miller et al. (1990) as a psy-
cholinguistically motivated alternative to the tradi-
tional approach of organising dictionaries by the
alphabetical order of citation forms. Words are
grouped into synsets, sets of synonyms, each of
which represents a specific concept. The differ-
ent senses of a polysemous word are expressed
through its inclusion in several synsets. The result
is a many-to-many network of forms and meanings.
Furthermore, synsets are connected to each other
through hyponymy and other relations, creating a
taxonomic hierarchy that represents the main or-
ganisational structure of the wordnet.

Following the example of PWN, wordnets for vari-
ous languages (mainly spoken languages with con-
ventionalised written forms) have been developed
since (Bond and Paik, 2012). Several projects,
such as EuroWordNet (Vossen, 1998), BalkaNet

(Tufiş et al., 2004) and African WordNet (Le Roux
et al., 2008), have also worked on creating aligned
wordnets for several languages. Many wordnets
with open access licences have since been con-
nected into an interconnected network of wordnets
by the Open Multilingual Wordnet (OMW) (Bond
and Paik, 2012).

2.2. Wordnets for Sign Languages
A number of reports on creating sign language
wordnets exist. Work on individual sign languages
was reported for DSGS (Ebling et al., 2012), Italian
Sign Language (LIS) (Shoaib et al., 2014) and
American Sign Language (ASL) (Lualdi et al.,
2021), although the data was not made publicly
available at the time. In all cases, the authors made
use of existing lexical resources, allowing them to
leverage available lexical information and video ma-
terial to drastically reduce production cost and in
turn provide added value to those lexical resources.
Lualdi et al. (2021) also reported on combining sev-
eral resources to increase the available vocabulary.

Other works use wordnets to support software
functions or internal work processes. The Dic-
taSign project (Matthes et al., 2012) defined a list
of 1,000 concepts, each represented by a PWN
synset, for which they provided signs in four lan-
guages: BSL, DGS, GSL and LSF (Dicta-Sign Con-
sortium, 2012). The synsets were used to con-
nect signs cross-lingually, provide concept defini-
tions and allow synonym-based spoken language
text search through the project’s web interface
(Efthimiou et al., 2012).

The Danish Sign Language Corpus and Dictio-
nary project (Troelsgård and Kristoffersen, 2018b)
link their sign type inventory to synsets from DanNet
(Pedersen et al., 2009) to enhance the annotator’s
type search by also matching to Danish synonyms
(Troelsgård and Kristoffersen, 2018a). Declerck
and Olsen (2023) reported on-going work on mak-
ing this information publicly available as linked open
data.

Langer and Schulder (2020) automatically match
lexical entries of the DGS Corpus (Prillwitz et al.,
2008) with lemmas from GermaNet (Hamp and
Feldweg, 1997) to extract supersense categories
for use in coarse semantic clustering for lexico-
graphic work, although no sense disambiguation is
performed.

The DSGS data by Ebling et al. (2012) and the
LSF data of the DictaSign project have been inte-
grated into the MSL-WN (Bigeard et al., 2024).

2.3. Bootstrapping lexical content
Creating lexical resources is labour intensive and
many methods to support or automate this work
have been considered. For bilingual dictionaries, a
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common technique (these days aided by the use
of lexicographic editing software) is that of dictio-
nary reversal, in which one translation direction
is produced first and then a first draft of the in-
verse direction is created by reversing the entries
(cf. Martin, 2013). As Martin (2013) points out,
relying purely on the surface forms of words for
reversal can produce many mistranslations caused
by incorrectly mapping the different meanings of
polysemous words across languages. More robust
reversals can be achieved when building on lexical
units that represent individual meanings (naturally,
additional complications still arise, see for example
Corda et al., 1998). Lam and Kalita (2013) lever-
age the concept inventories of wordnets to this end,
providing an algorithm for dictionary reversal that
relies on having wordnet data for one of the two
languages involved.

For the creation of new wordnets, a major hurdle
is producing the required synset inventory. Many
projects follow the expand model (Vossen, 1998, p.
83) in which an existing wordnet, usually PWN, is
used as a foundation upon which to expand, signifi-
cantly reducing the required amount of work (Bosch
and Griesel, 2017). As a side effect, wordnets
that expand from the same wordnet also acquire
cross-lingual compatibility through their shared con-
cept inventory. Building on this idea, Bond et al.
(2016) introduced the Collaborative InterLingual In-
dex (CILI), an extension of the PWN synset inven-
tory that allows consistent identification of synsets
and addition of new synsets and relations to ac-
count for concepts and linguistic structures missing
from English or Anglocentric cultures. CILI is di-
rectly integrated into OMW (Vossen et al., 2016).

3. Creating the Multilingual Sign
Language Wordnet

The MSL-WN was started by the EASIER project as
a publicly available cross-lingual semantic resource
for use in sign language technologies. This section
describes work that happened up until the end of
the project in December 2023, also documented in
project report D6.5 (Bigeard et al., 2024).

During the project, it received three releases: An
initial proof-of-concept release providing data for
GSL and DGS (Bigeard et al., 2022), a second
release covering the remaining project languages
(BSL, DSGS, NGT, and LSF) (Bigeard et al., 2023)
and a final release introducing the project-external
languages PJM and STS (Bigeard et al., 2024).

Inclusion of STS and PJM was made possi-
ble through partnerships with the creators of the
Swedish Sign Language Dictionary (Svenskt teck-
enspråkslexikon, 2024) and the Corpus-based Dic-
tionary of Polish Sign Language (Łacheta et al.,
2016), who are also co-authoring this article. Simi-

larly, video material and lexical information for the
other languages were taken from existing lexical
resources, each of which is credited by MSL-WN,
including reference links for each individual sign
entry in the MSL-WN web interface.

3.1. The annotation interface
To support the annotation efforts for MSL-WN, a
custom web interface was developed. It is regularly
updated to accommodate new data, add additional
features and react to annotator feedback (see Sec-
tion 4).

The interface provides two annotation perspec-
tives: in sign view all meanings (i.e. synsets) of a
single sign are annotated, while in synset view, one
synset is associated with all signs that can repre-
sent its meaning. Indices for either perspective pro-
vide additional filters, such as listing only synsets
that have already been annotated for other sign lan-
guages as well, to help annotators focus on what
to annotate next. Where frequency information is
available from the underlying lexical resource, it is
used to sort content, so that more commonly used
signs are annotated first. A demonstration of the
sign view interface is shown in Figure 1. For further
information regarding the annotation workflow and
interface, see Bigeard et al. (2022) and Bigeard
et al. (2024).

3.2. Gloss-based suggestions
To reduce the required amount of manual search for
sign-synset connections, the annotation interface
provides automatically determined suggestions of
likely candidate connections. These suggestions
can be generated using different methods. This
section discusses the first method, gloss-based
suggestions3, introduced in Bigeard et al. (2022),
while a new second method, synonym-based sug-
gestions is introduced in Section 5.

Due to the lack of established written forms for
sign languages, sign language resources com-
monly supplement the video representation of signs
with ID-glosses or keyword translations to textually
represent them in lexicon entries, annotations and
search interfaces. These are most often produced
in the dominant spoken language of the geographic
region of the sign language, although some projects
also produce additional English versions to facili-
tate international exchange.

Gloss-based suggestions leverage this informa-
tion by matching glosses and keywords to lemmas

3For brevity, we use the term gloss-based suggestion
regardless of exactly which spoken language representa-
tion is provided for a sign. Depending on the underlying
lexical resource, the used text may be a one or several
glosses, translational equivalents or other forms of spo-
ken language keyword.
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Figure 1: Sign view perspective of the MSL-WN annotation interface. The video, ID, glosses and keywords
are shown at the top, followed by features for searching missing synsets and mass-rejecting automatic
suggestions. The table below lists synsets that are either candidates suggested by automatic systems or
have been validated by a human annotator, grouping them accordingly. For each synset, annotators are
given links to its entries in the annotation interface and in OMW, lemmas, definitions and examples from
available spoken language wordnets, and a list of other signs from the same and other languages already
linked to the synset. Note that the above screenshot has been abridged to allow inclusion in this article.

found in a wordnet for that spoken language and
returning their synsets as candidates. There are
several limitations to this approach. As a variant of
form-based reverse translation (see Section 2.3), it
tends to over-generate for polysemous words, pro-
viding many senses that do not apply to the target
sign. At the same time, in cases where the lexical
data of the sign only provides a single form-level
gloss (commonly a best-effort translation for what
is assumed the most dominant sense of the sign),
secondary senses are still missed out on. Addi-
tional technical challenges come from converting
glosses to lemmas (Kopf et al., 2022b), handling
complex expressions and processing abbreviations
and lexicographic addenda.

Nevertheless, given the limited available data
and lack of language technologies to support alter-
native approaches, gloss-based suggestions still
represented the best assistive method viable at
the time. It was also clearly preferable to requiring
annotators to manually look up each synset, a con-

siderably slower approach with its own pitfalls and
which in the end also relies on spoken language
lemma lookup. Further observations on how gloss-
based suggestions affected the annotation process
are provided in Section 4.

4. Experiences with Annotation

In this section we share some of the experiences of
annotation teams during phase 1 of MSL-WN and
how these affected the continuing development of
the annotation interface.

4.1. Accommodating different workflows

As was mentioned in Section 3.1, the annotation
interface allows annotators to focus on annotating
either a specific sign or a specific synset through
different annotation views and index lists. Both
views were adopted by annotators, with individual
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annotators showing different preferences for focus-
ing on the sign view, synset view or dynamically
switching between both.

Focusing on a specific view will, of course, have
an impact on how the coverage of the dataset pro-
gresses, with work through sign view contributing
to more complete description of all senses of a
sign, and synset view aiding the interconnected-
ness of signs for a given concept, although both
approaches should largely converge in coverage as
annotation progresses. Nevertheless, annotators
are encouraged to switch between views, both dur-
ing exploration of the data and between completed
annotation passes.

4.2. Language competence
Language competence of annotators played an
important role both regarding the language being
annotated and the language that wordnet data is
available in.

4.2.1. Annotation language

Ideally, annotators should have L1 competence in
the sign language they are annotating. However,
given the high demand for L1 signers in linguistic
research, some language teams had to fall back
on fluent L2 signers as annotators. In these cases,
the L2 signers took care of the majority of annota-
tions, consulting the lexical and corpus data of the
resource from which MSL-WN took the sign entry,
but deferred unclear cases to an L1 signer. The
annotation interface was designed to accommo-
date this need by letting annotators mark entries as
needing review, rather than being valid or invalid.

4.2.2. Synset description language

To determine the meaning of a synset, annotators
can reference its definition, its list of example sen-
tences and the set of words and signs associated
with it. This means that annotators need to be com-
petent in the languages in which this information
is provided. While in some cases synset defini-
tions or examples in multiple (spoken) languages
are available, often only information in English is
available. This can pose challenges for annotators,
particularly regarding specific nuances of mean-
ing between closely related synsets, and can add
additional requirements regarding the multilingual
competence of annotators.

Disambiguating information may also be less
complete for some languages. For instance, the
GSL team found that Greek synset definitions from
BalkaNet were often missing usage examples. This
resulted in a degree of uncertainty on the part of
annotators as to the accuracy of their choices for
sign-synset connections.

At the same time, annotators reported that see-
ing what signs from other languages were already
assigned to a synset could be very helpful when
the annotator had competence in that other lan-
guage as well. This also (slightly) helps to mitigate
the issue that definitions are only ever available in
spoken languages.

4.2.3. Languages for gloss-based
suggestions

Availability of languages also played a big role in
how well gloss-based suggestions could be. Most
lexical resources provide their text information in the
dominant spoken language of the sign language’s
region. English descriptions may also be provided
by some resources, but these are often secondary
translations intended to widen access for the inter-
national research community.

Where possible, gloss-based suggestions use
the regional spoken language. However, as the
size of different wordnets can differ strongly and
none rival that of PWN, English often has to be used
as a fallback option to generate any suggestions
at all. For example, only 30% of suggestions for
PJM could be generated via Polish keywords and
wordnet entries, while 70% were based on English.

Furthermore, verifying the quality of the auto-
mated matches between glosses/keywords and
wordnet lemmas often fell on annotators as well,
as the developers of the matching procedures did
not necessarily have the required language com-
petence to do so.

4.3. Changing workflows for GSL
The very first data produced for MSL-WN were an-
notations of GSL and DGS. During this initial exper-
imental period, different possible workflows were
explored in parallel (see Bigeard et al., 2022). As
the MSL-WN annotation interface was not yet avail-
able, the GSL team used its own internal lexico-
graphic workflows and software (for details, see
Vacalopoulou et al., 2022).

Annotation focused on the Greek language part
of OMW, a set of 18,000 synsets originally pro-
duced for BalkaNet (Tufiş et al., 2004). Using this
data allowed the team to produce gloss-based au-
tomatic suggestions between Greek wordnet lem-
mas and the Greek keywords of the GSL lexical
database Noema+ (Efthimiou et al., 2016). It also
allowed annotators to work with the written lan-
guage for which they had the strongest language
competence, although some issues regarding com-
pleteness of wordnet information occurred (see
Section 4.2.2). In addition, the known flaws of
gloss-based suggestions discussed in Section 3.2
resulted in invalid sign-synset link suggestions in
about 30% of the cases.
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For the second phase of MSL-WN, the GSL team
switched to working with the MSL-WN annotation
interface. Adjustment to the new interface was
found to be straightforward with no major issues.
Having all relevant information gathered in one in-
terface, rather than cross-referencing independent
resources, reportedly helped annotators to stay
focused on their task. Being shown sense-level
synonyms from other (sign) languages (see Fig-
ure 1) also helped annotators with knowledge of
those languages to distinguish between possible
senses (see Section 4.2.2).

4.4. Evolving the interface
The MSL-WN annotation interface and underlying
data structures evolved continuously as annota-
tion progressed. For each new language, custom
procedures were developed to transfer information
from the underlying lexical resource to MSL-WN.
The computation of gloss-based suggestions also
had to be adjusted to both the language being pro-
cessed and the structure of lexical resource data
(see Section 3.2).

Development of the interface directly took into
account annotator feedback. For example, initially,
each sign-synset link, including each automatic
suggestion, had to be validated individually. Based
on a request by the NGT annotation team, a but-
ton to summarily reject all automatic suggestions
of a specific sign or synset was added (Bigeard
et al., 2024). This allows annotators to first validate
correct suggestions and then reject the remaining
suggestions in one go, speeding up the annota-
tion process. This functionality is currently being
extended further to generally allow the dynamic se-
lection of multiple entries for joint submission of a
shared validation decision.

4.5. Expanding the sign inventory
The sign inventory of MSL-WN is defined by the
lexical sign language resource on which it builds.
Accordingly, it inherits any limitations that the lexical
resource might have. For instance, the vocabulary
of the Corpus-based Dictionary of Polish Sign Lan-
guage (Łacheta et al., 2016) is determined by what
signs could be observed in the Polish Sign Lan-
guage Corpus (Kuder et al., 2022). The content
of the corpus was in turn affected by its selection
of elicitation tasks, so that certain topics are more
prevalent than others. As a result, neither corpus
nor dictionary cover e.g. slang terms or specialised
terminology.

Limitations of vocabulary can directly affect the
work of annotators, who might be aware of signs ex-
isting for a synset sense, but need to verify through
lengthy searches whether it is part of the resource
or not.

The best way to address missing vocabulary is,
of course, to introduce it. This would either require
the production of new lexical materials (which is
better achieved by our lexical resource partners
than MSL-WN itself) or the inclusion of additional
lexical resources. Apart from the general rarity
of such resources (see Kopf et al., 2022a), this
also introduces the question of how best to identify
overlaps in sign inventory between resources of the
same language, so as to avoid creating duplicate
sign entries.

5. Leveraging Sign-to-Sign Synonymy

Since its inception, the MSL-WN has grown to in-
clude over 10,000 verified sign-synset links. To
leverage this data for future annotation work, we
introduce a new method for generating automatic
suggestions of possible sign-synset links. This new
method suggests additional meanings based on the
sense inventories of other signs that have already
been verified to be (partial) synonyms of the sign
being annotated. This method can be applied both
intra- and cross-lingually. It represents a reversal
based on lexical units, which is preferable to the
form unit reversal of gloss-based suggestions (see
Sections 2.3 and 3.2). It also reduces the depen-
dency on spoken languages as a pivot.

5.1. Implementing synonym suggestions
Synonym-based suggestions are determined as
follows: Once two signs are established as hav-
ing partial synonymy, i.e. they have at least one
shared meaning, expressed through both signs be-
ing linked to the same synset, there is a reasonable
chance that they also share other meanings. When
one of the signs is being annotated, the other sign
is checked for verified links to additional synsets,
which can then be provided as suggestions for the
current annotation. A concrete example of this pro-
cedure is shown in Figure 2.

In the annotation interface, synonym-based sug-
gestions are grouped separately from gloss-based
suggestions and ranked higher (cf. groupings in
Figure 1). For sorting the different synonym-based
suggestions amongst themselves, the following
ranking steps are applied:

1. Intra- or cross-lingual: Suggestions are pos-
sible both between signs of the same lan-
guage and across languages, but those from
the same language are ranked more highly.
Connections that are only established cross-
lingually are grouped separately.

2. Synonym purity: Apart from annotating valid
sign-synset links, annotators can also explic-
itly mark invalid relations, meaning that a sign
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omw.08859173-n 
Ireland (island)

omw.00375969-a 
green

omw.03495258-n 
harp

omw.08888676-n 
Republic of Ireland

dgs.15801

pjm.384
pjm.3469

manually verified 
automatic suggestion 

suggestion is ✔ valid / ✘ invalid

Current annotation task Completed annotations

✔

✘

✔

Figure 2: Demonstration of automatic suggestions based on partial synonymy between signs. The sign
pjm3469 is currently being annotated. Once at least one shared meaning is established between signs
(here via synset omw.08888676-n), the interface suggests other possible shared meanings based on
the verified annotations of the other signs. In this case it correctly suggests synsets representing the
island of Ireland and a harp, but incorrectly suggests the concept of the colour green. (Image sources:
Łacheta et al., 2016; Konrad et al., 2020)

does not have the meaning represented by
this synset. As a result there can be sign pairs
that are confirmed to be only partially synony-
mous, because while both have valid links to
some synsets, there are other synsets that are
marked as valid senses of one sign and in-
valid senses of the other sign. These partial
synonyms are ranked lower than signs whose
synonym is (so far assumed to be) more com-
plete.

3. Synonymy strength: Sign pairs with estab-
lished synonymy across several senses are
more likely to be fully synonymous, so sug-
gestions are ranked higher the more verified
synset links a sign pair has in common.

4. Sign-to-sign quantity: If a synset is sug-
gested several times through synonym con-
nections with different signs, this candidate
is ranked higher than if only one connection
suggested it.

These ranking steps are not without flaws, as they
can be impacted by how complete the annotations
of individual other signs are as well as structural
factors of the used sign inventories. For example,
phonological variants of a sign are often listed as
separate entries, which could inflate their weight in
the sign-to-sign quantity ranking. Additional infor-
mation from the underlying lexical resources may
be used in future to partially counteract such issues.

5.2. Preliminary annotator feedback

Annotators recently started working with the new
synonym-based suggestion feature. Initial obser-
vations were that it clearly helps discover senses
that were not covered through the spoken language
pivot of gloss-based suggestions, in some cases
significantly increasing sense coverage of polyse-
mous signs.

It also speeds up annotation of form and dialectal
variants, which are usually represented as separate
sign entries, but are largely (though not necessarily
fully) synonymous. Annotators also welcomed hav-
ing a more sign-centric approach that helps reduce
reliance purely on spoken language data.

In some cases, signs receive a large number
of incorrect suggestions when they are linked to a
highly polysemous sign. To quickly handle such
cases, we are investigating interface improvements
to allow a focused inspection of suggestions based
on what connection triggered them.

MSL-WN has always kept a record not only of
valid sign-synset connections, but also of which
connections were verified as incorrect. This is
becoming particularly useful in connection with
synonym-based suggestions, as it provides hard
data on the scope and limits of partial synonymy
between signs. This is expected to help linguistic
research, for instance in studies comparing how
strong the actual synonymy between signs from
different languages is.
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Published GSL PJM STS Total

Signs 2,949 2,415 2,706 14,028
Synsets 5,760 3,626 1,981 16,534

Links 7,499 6,486 2,810 24,367

Table 1: Counts of signs, synsets and sign-
synset links included in the public MSL-WN dataset.
Shows the languages currently being worked on
and the sums for all languages.

6. New Dataset Release

While the EASIER project has ended, work on
MSL-WN continues. The first step is the annotation
of additional data for PJM, STS and GSL. The cur-
rent state of this on-going effort has already been
published to the MSL-WN dataset.4 Statistics for
recently updated languages can be seen in Table 1.

This new round of annotations is produced in con-
cert with the interface and workflow improvements
presented in this article. Supported by the new
sign-to-sign synonym suggestion feature, annota-
tors have been encouraged to focus on synsets that
have already been verified for other signs. Com-
pared to the release described in Bigeard et al.
(2024), the number of synsets covered by at least
two languages rose by 79% to 3,361 and those
covered by at least three or four languages rose by
59% (1,472) and 51% (617), respectively.

7. Conclusion

This article presents the current progress of the
Multilingual Sign Language Wordnet (MSL-WN). It
describes the experiences gathered so far and how
workflows and software support were adjusted ac-
cording to annotator feedback. A major change is
the recent addition of a new automatic suggestion
feature that leverages established partial synonymy
between signs. This helps reduce the dependence
on spoken language form-level suggestions.

Annotation of Multilingual Sign Language Word-
net (MSL-WN) is on-going. A new dataset release
which introduces new annotations for GSL, PJM,
and STS accompanies this article. Work on these
annotations is also used to gather initial feedback
on the impact of the new interface features.

In future, a varied number of improvements are
planned. Some of these regard the fluency of the
annotation workflow, such as allowing more flexible
simultaneous verification of sets of suggestions.
Others will address questions of how to integrate
multiple lexical resources for one sign language
and how to represent sign language phenomena
such as classifiers and incorporation in wordnet.

4https://doi.org/10.25592/uhhfdm.14190
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