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Critical examination of sign language Al avatars, accessibility governance, Deaf community
concerns, transparency gaps, and the risks of deploying Al-mediated communication systems

without proper validation, accountability, and real-world accessibility oversight.
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The sign language Al conversation is starting to make me uneasy, and not because | think

technology should stop evolving.

What concerns me is how quickly people are rushing to promote Al signing avatars as the
future of accessibility while avoiding honest conversations about what these systems

actually are, how they work, and where their limitations begin.

Right now, a lot of very different technologies are being lumped together under the same
labels. To the average hearing person watching a demo online, it all looks the same. A
signing avatar appears on screen, the movements look smooth, the rendering looks
polished, and suddenly people start talking as though we are watching the arrival of fully

functional Al interpretation.

But the reality underneath those demonstrations is often much more complicated.



Some systems are heavily dependent on humans behind the scenes. Some rely on scripted
content. Some are motion-captured performances transferred onto an avatar. Some are still
experimental technologies operating in tightly controlled environments. Others are trying to
generate signing dynamically and still struggle with consistency, contextual understanding,

and communication reliability.

Those distinctions matter.

Who can actually judge the quality

The problem is that most hearing stakeholders cannot independently judge the quality of
signed communication. A hospital administrator, government official, school district,
investor, or procurement officer may watch a polished demo and assume the

communication is accurate simply because the avatar looks convincing.

Meanwhile, Deaf viewers may immediately notice problems involving grammar, pacing,
context, facial expression, or meaning that hearing decision-makers cannot see for

themselves.
That creates a dangerous imbalance.

Accessibility technologies are now entering environments where communication failures
carry serious consequences. Healthcare, education, transportation, emergency
communication, mental health services, legal settings, and public services all depend on
accurate and meaningful communication access. If institutions begin believing that visually
impressive Al systems are automatically equivalent to qualified human communication
support, the people who absorb the consequences first will not be the companies promoting

the technology.

It will be Deaf people.



The questions that should not
be controversial

What frustrates me most is how difficult it has
become to ask reasonable questions without

being treated as “anti-innovation.”

Questions like:

[ ] How was this system validated?
L1 Who participated in testing?

[ Was it evaluated by native signers?

If institutions begin believing that
visually impressive Al systems are
automatically equivalent to qualified
human communication support, the
people who absorb the consequences
first will not be the companies
promoting the technology.

[ How does it perform during real conversations instead of scripted demos?

LI What are the failure conditions?
L] What happens in emergencies?
L] How does it support DeafBlind users?

L] Where does human oversight still exist?

Those are not hostile questions.

Those are the kinds of questions that should be asked before systems are deployed into

real-world accessibility environments.



Support tool, not replacement

I am not arguing that Al has no place in accessibility. | think technology can absolutely
assist with communication workflows, captioning support, coordination, and certain lower-
risk environments. But there is a major difference between using technology as a support
tool and treating unfinished systems as replacements for meaningful communication

access.

The Deaf community has spent decades fighting for the idea that communication access is
a right, not a convenience. That should not suddenly disappear because a new technology

trend has arrived.
Innovation without transparency becomes marketing.
Innovation without accountability becomes risk.

And innovation without honest discussion about limitations can very quickly become
another situation where disabled people are expected to tolerate failure while everyone

else celebrates progress from a distance.



