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How to distinguish gesture from sign: New technology is not the answer - PMChttps://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7147075/
[bookmark: _Toc2]Article summary:
1. Linguistic and psycholinguistic tests are more useful than motion capture technology in distinguishing between sign and gesture.
2. Motion capture technology provides less information about linguistic constraints and categories, and better models are needed to account for differences between co-speech and co-sign gesture.
3. Linguistic analyses and psycholinguistic experiments can provide clearer hypotheses about how gradience is expressed in both the vocal and manual modalities, and better models of the relation between language and gesture can help determine how sign and gesture are combined.
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Appears moderately imbalanced: The article provides some useful information, but is missing several important points or pieces of evidence that would be required to present the discussed topics in a balanced and reliable way. You are encouraged to seek a more balanced perspective on the presented issues by exploring the provided research topics and looking at different information sources.
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The article argues that linguistic and psycholinguistic tests are more useful than motion capture technology in distinguishing between sign and gesture. The author critiques Goldin-Meadow and Brentari's call for new technology to analyze motion and location, arguing that the analogy between motion capture technology and the spectrograph is flawed because only vocal articulators are hidden. The author suggests that better models are needed to account for differences between co-speech and co-sign gesture, such as different degrees of optionality and the existence of beat gestures.

The article provides a thoughtful critique of Goldin-Meadow and Brentari's approach, highlighting potential flaws in their reasoning. However, the article could benefit from more evidence to support its claims. For example, while the author suggests that reduced variability in signers' movements could be due to motor expertise rather than linguistic differences, they do not provide any empirical evidence to support this claim.

Additionally, the article could benefit from exploring counterarguments more thoroughly. While the author notes that beat gestures are ubiquitous for speakers but it is unclear whether the parallel exists for signers, they do not explore why this might be the case or what implications it might have for their argument.

Overall, while the article provides a valuable critique of Goldin-Meadow and Brentari's approach, it would benefit from more evidence to support its claims and a more thorough exploration of counterarguments.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Empirical evidence for reduced variability in signers' movements

· Differences between co-speech and co-sign gesture

· Motor expertise in signers and its impact on gesture

· Beat gestures in sign language

· Linguistic and psycholinguistic tests for sign language analysis

· Motion capture technology in sign language research
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