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Chapter 14
Two Kinds of Perspectival Representations
and the Role of Gestures in Perceptually
Anchoring Inner Speech

Abstract: It has long been observed that gestures do not occur only in communi-
cation with others; people also gesture when alone. A common explanation of
this phenomenon consists in arguing that verbal thoughts and gestures are better
suited to encode and process information, respectively, in propositional and sen-
sorimotor/visuospatial formats. While this is correct, research on inner speech or
verbal thought suggests that it provides much more than a format to encode in-
formation. Here, I address this issue by suggesting that inner speech and gestures
may be concomitantly employed for other reasons than providing complemen-
tary ways of processing different kinds of information. More specifically, the
focus is on how multimodal self-directed communication involving both gestures
and (inner) speech can be used to represent and manipulate different kinds of
perspectives: linguistic-attitudinal and sensorimotor. Language in the service of
reasoning, taking the form of dialogic inner speech, can be used to recruit alter-
native and possibly conflicting perspectives on a certain matter, whereas gestures
being tightly connected to the activation of sensorimotor mental simulations can
be used to express and manipulate iconic and imagistic perspectives. I conclude
by suggesting that taking into consideration this form of synergy between ges-
tures and inner speech based on different kinds of perspectives may help to illu-
minate the role of gestures in perceptually anchoring inner speech.
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1 Introduction

Whereas inner speech is increasingly attracting interest across disciplines, it is
rarely considered in relation to other forms of self-directed communication. And,
while the debate on the functions of inner speech is a lively one, it is taken for
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granted that whatever inner speech does, it does that alone. At the same time,
studies on the use of gestures accompanying inner speech often downplay the
many different functions attributed to inner speech, and focus solely on its role
in encoding information in a propositional format. However, both these ap-
proaches run the risk of ignoring important insights into the complementary use
of inner speech and gestures.

In surveying the relation between verbal thoughts and gestures, various stud-
ies have focused on the role of gesturing in representing spatial and visual infor-
mation. It has been argued that verbal thought and gestures complement each
other by providing different conceptualization formats (Kita, Alibali, and Chu
2017); thus, better performances can be achieved by—for example—expanding
the problem-solving space (Kita 2000; Kita, Alibali, and Chu 2017). However, re-
cently, various studies on inner speech have shown that it does much more than
encoding thought-content: inner speech also affords to engage in a wide range of
activities, from decision-making to self-reflection, from problem-solving to self-
motivating (Morin and Racy 2022 and Martinez-Manrique and Vicente 2015).

A richer understanding of the functions of verbal thoughts could broaden
our understanding of the relation between gestures and inner speech and provide
novel experimental hypotheses. By considering inner speech in the form of an
inner dialogue, this chapter aims to propose a new hypothesis on why we may
engage in multimodal self-directed communication, that is, the combined use of
inner speech and co-thought gestures, beyond the benefits provided by combining
different formats to encode information.

In the following, I will, in a first step, argue that the research on the synergy
of inner speech and gestures for cognitive purposes may benefit from a richer
understanding of what inner speech is used for; and then in a second step, I will
illustrate this idea by claiming that multimodal self-directed communication can
facilitate the recruitment of different kinds (i.e., linguistic and perceptual) of per-
spectival representations.

To this end, I briefly expound on the functions discussed in relation to inner
speech, focusing particularly on Neo-Vygotskian approaches. Successively, I ex-
plore two views regarding how gestures are generated: the speech production hy-
pothesis (Chu and Kita 2016 and McNeil 2005) and the Gestures as Simulated
Action framework (Hostetter and Alibali 2018), and I consider how they account
for the combined use of inner speech and gestures. I conclude by arguing that the
synergistic use of gestures and inner speech may be useful to represent different
kinds of perspectives and I conjecture some of the cognitive benefits that such
collaboration may offer.
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2 What Do We Do with Inner Speech?

What do we use inner speech for? The question is strictly related to the cognitive
functions of language. Indeed, language is not only used for communication but
can be employed for cognitive purposes. Empirical results have shown that inner
speech plays a role in several cognitive functions: improving short-term memory
through inner rehearsal (Baddeley and Hitch 1974), reinforcing executive func-
tions and self-control (Cragg and Nation 2010 and Kompa and Mueller 2020), scaf-
folding problem-solving (Damianova, Lucas, and Sullivan 2012). Moreover, inner
speech may be involved in making thoughts conscious (Carruthers 2015 and Skip-
per 2022). Carruthers (2015) for example argues that by providing a sensory for-
mat that can be targeted by attentional resources, the content of inner speech
episodes can enter the working memory system and be consciously accessed.

Inner speech also provides a supplementary set of self-generated stimuli which
can override environmental influences. This capacity of inner speech to keep work-
ing memory busy, thus overshadowing environmental stimuli, is observable in self-
control tasks. During the classic marshmallow experiment (Mischel and Ebbesen
1970), children who succeeded in waiting to eat the treat in order to receive a double
quantity later engaged in all kinds of linguistic-based attention-diverting strategies,
such as singing and repeating the experiment’s instructions. The use of mantras may
also be a case in point. In this respect, inner speech has been framed as a form of
autostimulation (Dennett 1991 and Clowes 2006), which can be used to direct atten-
tion (Clark 2008) and can also prompt us to achieve the desired goal. For example,
the linguistic rehearsal of a set of instructional nudges (Sutton 2007) can guide atten-
tion, leading to a smoother completion of the task. A former alcoholic at a party may
say to themselves, “Whatever happens stick to soft drinks” and when the time comes
for toasts, facing the temptation, they may whisper to themselves: “I said no alcohol.”

This example shows that the uses of inner speech may not be different from
those of social speech. Indeed, according to Neo-Vygotskian approaches, the func-
tions of inner speech are continuous with those of social speech. There is not a sin-
gle proper function of linguistic thinking for cognitive processes, there are many.
The reason for this is to be found in the developmental approach adopted by Neo-
Vygotskians and by Vygotsky himself. Inner speech is the result of the process of
interiorization of language which begins with social communication. Shortly after
having started to engage in linguistic interactions, children begin to use outer
speech in a self-directed manner. They overtly talk to themselves as if they were
talking to someone else, they give themselves directions, describe their actions, or
engage in self-appraisal. Private or egocentric speech has plausibly the same func-
tions as inner speech, with the single downside of being hearable by others. Between
the age of 3–5 years old, there is a reduction in private self-talk, supplemented plausi-
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bly by inner speaking, although some instances of whispers/muttering are still ob-
servable. In this view, inner speech is the result of the completion of the process of
internalization of self-directed speech, even though private speech does not disap-
pear during adulthood (Diaz and Berk 1992 and Winsler and Naglieri 2003; for a criti-
cal view, see Gregory 2022).

According to this picture, through the process of internalization, children do
not simply learn to generate linguistic mental imagery, but to talk to themselves
as interlocutors and establish a dialogic relation with themselves. They can give
themselves instructions on how to reach some cookies (Vygotsky 1934/2012), ask
themselves why they are in a bad mood, motivate themselves and so on. Inner
speech is flexible enough to range from the repetition of strings of words, to
open-ended quasi-conversations.

Authors adhering to the Vygotskian framework depict the cognitive use of
language not as a specialization of some of its functions, but as the internalization
of communicative practices which are repurposed to serve various cognitive de-
mands. In the Vygotskian terminology, inner speech is one among many psycho-
logical tools that scaffold the process of semiotic mediation, in which socially
shared and culturally inherited sign systems (such as verbal language or gestures)
are recruited for cognitive purposes.

Tomasello (2019) for example has explicitly adopted a Neo-Vygotskian frame-
work to account for the development of humans’ cognitive abilities. In his proposal,
a central step in the development of mature cognitive functions is represented by
the acquisition and internalization of language. Tomasello claims the process of
self-directing language involves role reversal imitation. Children learn to guide
their own behaviors by assuming the perspective of sapient instructors and by sim-
ulating some directives they would expect to receive from them. In the case of lan-
guage, they learn to talk to themselves to appropriate the cognitive benefits
provided by linguistic interactions. Role reversal imitation scaffolds self-regulation,
and language, in the form of private or inner speech, provides a suitable platform
for this process to be realized (see Vygotsky 1930/1978).

Tomasello’s argument shows that inner speech is not merely a format to en-
code information, but it also scaffolds important cognitive achievements. Other
Neo-Vygotskian works on inner speech have similarly suggested that through inner
speech it is possible to engage in simulated linguistic interactions, such as asking
questions and then answering them (Clowes 2006), debating, engaging in decision-
making processes and so on. Such dialogue-like verbal thinking (also known as dia-
logic inner speech; Fernyhough 2008) requires the temporary recruitment of alter-
native and possibly conflicting perspectives ultimately producing less biased and
one-sided cognitive results. In writing an academic paper, for example, it is helpful
to try as much as possible to anticipate, accommodate and answer eventual
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criticisms. Clearly, this process requires to adopting others’ viewpoints, background
beliefs and assumptions and using them to anticipate potential criticisms.

Similarly, recent works on dialogic inner speech have claimed that it may be
used for cognitive functions such as self-knowledge, hypothetical reasoning, and
narrative thinking (Morin 2018). In these cases, an exploratory role is attributed
to inner dialogue and to its capacity to recruit different perspectives (Fernyhough
2008 and Kompa and Mueller 2022).

However, many scholars who discuss the complementarity of gestures and
inner speech (or verbal thought) seem to attribute to the latter a much narrower
range of functions, describing it mainly as a means for encoding information (e.g.,
Kita, Alibali, and Chu 2017). Encoding information in a propositional format is
clearly afforded by linguistic thinking, but, at least from a Neo-Vygotskian perspec-
tive, it is far from being the only important cognitive function of inner speech.

3 Co-Speech and Co-Thought Gestures

In the scientific literature on gestures, a common distinction is that between co-
speech and co-thought gestures. Generally speaking, the former is employed for
communicative purposes and to accompany verbal communication, while the lat-
ter is used to serve cognitive goals and accompany thoughts.

As for co-speech gestures, the focus is on how they may be used to convey
meaning and facilitate conversation. Far from being a mere add-on to verbal com-
munication, gestures may have been all our far ancestors had to communicate at
first. The proponents of the gesture-first hypothesis argue that gesturing may be
at the origin of the evolution of language. There is indeed some important empiri-
cal evidence that shows how easily humans can communicate using only ges-
tures, as shown by the quick emergence and conventionalization of gestures into
a sign language observed in modern times, among both deaf and hearing people.1

Others, who oppose the gesture-first hypothesis, argue for the unity of gestures and
speech since their origins (McNeil 2005). The concomitant use of gestures and speech
would have to be traced back to the origin of language itself. Whatever the origin of
language would prove to be, there is little doubt regarding the complementary of

 See Kegl, Senghas, and Coppola (1999) on how Nicaraguan Sign Language formed spontane-
ously among deaf schoolchildren. As for hearing people, secondary sign languages develop when
communication is necessary, but speaking is not effective or allowed. Some instances can be
found among workers in sawmills, in which noises are too loud to allow vocal exchanges, or in
monastic orders which follow the precept of silence (Goldin-Meadow and Brentari 2015).
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language and gestures in their capacity for conveying meaning, in that they are: “co-
expressive of the same idea yet are opposite semiotically; this is dual semiosis: the
gesture is global, synthetic and non-combinatoric; the speech bits are analytic and
combinatoric” (McNeil 2017, 80). Thus, gestures and speech are often concomitantly
co-opted to convey the same information in different and complementary ways.

Assuming that gestures and speech are co-expressive of the same idea we may
then ask whether we need to conceive of it as the content of a pre-existing mental
state awaiting to be conveyed and gestures and speech serve as communication
channels, or whether they themselves are ways of thinking and creating meaning,
while, in social contexts, simultaneously transmitting it. In support of this second
interpretation, some researchers, adopting an embodied and extended framework
(see Pouw, Nooijer, van Gog, Zwaan, and Paas 2014 for a discussion), have shown
that gestures also allow the externalization and subsequent manipulation of spatial
representation. Accordingly, instead of mentally imagining the rotation of a cube
and using gestures to simulate it, we can depict the rotation with gestures while
using the position of the hands to keep track of the rotational phases, thus freeing
working memory capacity and offloading the task to the movement of the hands.

If this is the case, at least in some instances, the difference between co-
thought gestures and co-speech gestures becomes blurry. Co-speech gestures are
also co-thought gestures insofar as communicating becomes an opportunity for
thinking through gestures and speech, and co-thought gestures are co-speech ges-
tures insofar as they accompany inner speech. This reading is in line with the Vy-
gotskian framework discussed above: co-thought gestures, just like inner speech,
are the result of the re-functionalization of a socially shared and culturally inher-
ited communicative sign system to serve cognitive purposes: gesturing, originally
a form of communication, can also be a form of reasoning, rather the expression
of something happening in the mind.

Moreover, the Vygotskian framework adopted so far could be extended and
radicalized by adopting the suggestion of one of his contemporaries: George Herbert
Mead (1934/1972). Mead opposed Wundt’s understanding of gestures as the expres-
sion of underlying mental states and understood them as functional in constituting
the mental state itself. This approach is more radical than Vygotsky’s insofar as it
assumes communication and sociality as constitutive of cognition and consciousness
(Morin 2009, 400, proposes a Meadian approach to inner speech). Whereas for Vy-
gotsky and Neo-Vygotskians socially shared sign systems are tools that transform
pre-existing cognitive capacities and allow for communication, according to Streeck,
Mead’s approach to gestures goes one step further: “Communication is not a product
of individual psyches or minds; rather, psyches and minds are epiphenomena of the
social process of communication” (2009, 14). However, what matters to present dis-
cussion is that for both approaches, these two modes of communication, speech and
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gestures, become, by being self-directed, forms of thinking rather than mere modali-
ties for expressing pre-formulated thoughts.

At this point we may summarize the theoretical options described so far re-
garding theories of gestures into two gestures are either 1) expression of or 2) con-
stitutive of cognitive processes, and, assuming 2), whether the cognitive benefits of
combining them with inner speech depend a) only on the combination of different
encodings, or b) also on something else. Having argued for 2), the rest of this chap-
ter is devoted to arguing for b), identifying the “something else” as the capacity of
multimodal self-directed communication of scaffolding different kinds (perceptual
and linguistic) of perspectives. However, to better understand how this is the case,
it is first necessary to consider briefly how gestures are generated.

4 How Are Gestures Generated?

Assuming that the distinction between co-speech and co-thought gestures has in
some cases a heuristic value (co-thought gestures can be self-directed co-speech
gestures), these two kinds of gestures plausibly rely on similar cognitive resour-
ces. Indeed, it has been argued that the many similarities between co-speech and
co-thought gestures imply that they are generated by common mechanisms. For
example, the rate of both co-speech and co-thought gestures is positively corre-
lated to the difficulty of the task—either cognitive or communicative—and it
drops when the task is completed. Moreover, people using co-speech gestures
more frequently than others also generate co-thought gestures more often (Chu
and Kita 2016). These elements suggest a common origin for both kinds of ges-
tures, but there is no consensus on the cognitive processes producing them. Two
frameworks are relevant in this regard: theories that embed gesture generation
within speech production processes and theories that embed gesture generation
within action planning.

According to the speech production hypothesis, gestures and speech have a
common origin in the speech production process (McNeil 2005). The idea is that ges-
tures do not partake in communication as extrinsic and accompanying compo-
nents, rather they are fundamental elements and are generated by the same
cognitive mechanisms that originate speech. Whereas in the case of co-speech ges-
tures the speech production process would produce overt vocalization, in the case
of co-thought gestures speech remains covert (i.e., inner speech).

The evidence that gestures are sometimes recruited for lexical retrieval (Mor-
sella and Krauss 2004) as well as the evidence for non-verbal semantic processing
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in co-speech gestures support the speech production hypothesis. Nonetheless, the
speech production hypothesis faces some challenges. For it to be correct, we
would expect that overloading the speech production mechanisms by disrupting
inner speech would affect the execution of gestures, which does not appear to be
the case (Chu and Kita 2016). Moreover, while this hypothesis may explain ges-
tures generated concomitantly with speech, either overt or covert, it may be in an
awkward position to explain co-thought gestures when thought is not verbal,
such as the use of gestures to facilitate mental rotations of a figure.

An example of the competing paradigm according to which gestures genera-
tion is to be found in the cognitive mechanisms supporting action planning is the
Gesture as Simulated Action (GSA) framework. According to it, gestures arise
from embodied sensorimotor mental simulation (Hostetter and Alibali 2018). By
simulations, the two authors refer to “the activation of motor and perceptual sys-
tems in the absence of external input” (Hostetter and Alibali 2018, 722). Thus in-
tended, these simulations “are predictive, in that they activate the corresponding
sensory experiences that result from particular actions” (Hostetter and Alibali
2018, 722), but it is not specified whether they can be consciously accessed and
how they relate to the similar notion of mental imagery. Hostetter and Alibali re-
sort to recent studies on embodied representations to argue that simulations of
actions during speaking and thinking “involve motor plans that are the building
blocks of gestures” (2018, 722) and thus the “form of gesture presumably depends
on the nature of the underlying imagery” (2018, 728).

This framework is grounded on the idea that information can be represented
either in a propositional or in an imagistic format. When information is repre-
sented verbally or propositionally no action simulation is activated and thus the
probability of gesture execution is lower. Conversely, when information is repre-
sented in a visuospatial or imagistic format, the motor and perceptual systems
are activated and—assuming other criteria are met—some of the features of the
simulated action are expressed through gestures.

At first glance, the GSA framework seems to contradict the idea—presented
in the section above—that gestures are themselves constitutive of cognitive pro-
cesses rather than expressing internal mental states. This is not necessarily the
case. Indeed, while the authors suggest, based on vast empirical evidence, that
gestures are the expression of sensorimotor mental simulation, this does not ex-
clude that gestures in turn can influence mental states, an idea for which there is
also considerable empirical evidence (Goldin-Meadow 2016 and Goldin-Meadow,
Nusbaum, Kelly, and Wagner 2001).

Of interest for our present discussion is one of the findings discussed in sup-
port of the GSA framework. How iconic (or representational) gestures—that is,
gestures resembling the denoted object—are executed depends on the perspective
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assumed (i.e., the perspective represented in the mental simulation) by the person
performing them. The perspective assumed in gesturing an action can be that of
the person undertaking the action, but it can also be that of an observer. For ex-
ample, gesturing of throwing a ball from a first-person perspective (or character-
viewpoint) involves simulating the act of throwing, while gesturing the same
event from an observer perspective involves tracing the trajectory of the ball
with the hands. Unsurprisingly, being perspectival is one key property of iconic
gestures (Hassamer and Winter 2018).

5 Different Kinds of Perspectives in Multimodal
Inner Speech

So far, I have focused on how self-directed communication, whether through
inner speech, gestures or both, can represent different kinds of perspectives or
viewpoints. But how do they differ? The hypothesis I intend to suggest here is
that gestures represent iconic or imagistic perspectives, while inner speech repre-
sents perspectives expressed linguistically. As a first broad characterization of the
notion of perspective, we can follow Camp, who describes them as “modes of in-
terpretation: open-ended ways of thinking, feeling, and more generally engaging
with the world and certain parts thereof” (Camp 2013, 335–336).

According to the GSA framework, the perspectival nature of iconic gestures is
a direct manifestation of the sensorimotor mental simulation from which the ges-
tures are generated. Perspectives expressed by gestures involve sensorimotor in-
formation, they represent the perceptual viewpoints from which a scene or the
action is imagined; more difficult is to define linguistic perspectives.
At first sight, a clear difference is that linguistic perspectives, as discussed by
Neo-Vygotskians, pertain to what one would say, rather than feel, and to what
one believes, desires, hopes rather than perceives.2 This can be clearly seen if we
turn to the discussion above: perspectival representation enacted by gesturing
rely on the underlying mental simulation, so that one can infer the perceptual
perspective taken by observing the iconic gestures produced. Conversely, by en-
gaging in dialogic inner speech, e.g., in the decision-making process, we may as-
sume other perspectives in order to evaluate whether the decision is sound,
asking ourselves for example: “What would my parent/partner/friend do?”

 Studies on cognitive penetrability of perception show that the line is not always easily drawn.
I will leave these considerations on the side.
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Here, I endorse an attitudinal definition of linguistic perspective: a linguistic
perspective consists in the linguistic expression of one or more attitude in rela-
tion to one or more proposition (see also Fernyhough 2009, Gregory 2017). Thus,
perspectival representations supported by inner speech act as virtual placehold-
ers for sets of attitudes (e.g., beliefs, assumptions, desires, etc.) and they do not
necessarily involve perceptual representation.

Once we have clarified the difference between perspective as expressed lin-
guistically and gestural perspectives, the question is: how do they interact? One
preliminary suggestion in this regard comes from a recent study on gestures by
Kita, Alibali, and Chu:

Because thinking in terms of action has different properties from propositional or verbal
thinking, gesture offers possibilities and perspectives that propositional or verbal thinking
cannot, and therefore, gesture affects thinking in particular ways. (Kita, Alibali, and Chu
2017, 246)

While this claim is far from new in the literature on gestures, relevant to our dis-
cussion is the remark that through different formats, different kinds of perspec-
tives can be recruited and influence thinking. A further step forward is warranted
by studies on the cognitive effects of representing perceptual perspectives either
with gestures or with speech. One of these studies investigated whether children at
the age of five who produced character-viewpoint gestures became better narrators
at the age of six, seven, and eight compared to children who did not produce such
gestures, either by producing only observer-viewpoint gestures or no gestures at all
(Demir, Levine, and Goldin-Meadow 2015). Other independent variables (syntax
comprehension scores, initial narrative structure scores) were excluded as con-
founding factors. The authors found that “perspective-taking in gesture predicted
subsequent narrative structure whereas perspective-taking in speech did not”
(Demir, Levine, and Goldin-Meadow 2015, 676), suggesting that even though it may
be possible in principle to represent perceptual perspectives in speech, they may
not be cognitively efficacious.

While this study does not tell us whether character-viewpoint gestures have
a causal role to play in developing more refined narrative structures later on or
rather are the effects of some other mental ability which is causally implicated in
such development, it shows functional differences between linguistic perspectives
and perspectives in gestures. One difference discussed in the study is that com-
pared to gestures, it is more difficult to infer from speech whether the perceptual
perspective taken, if any, is that of the character-viewpoint or the observer-
viewpoint, which—I suggest—may be due to the more abstract nature of linguis-
tic perspective-taking, based on attitudes rather than perceptual perspective.
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Recall that according to the GSA framework, iconic gestures are generated on the
basis of the visual mental imagery of the scene depicted, while inner speech does
not require to actively visualize what is said. This may suggest that in simply tell-
ing a story, the narrator may be agnostic regarding the perceptual representation
involved, or, in other terms, speech underdetermines the visuospatial perspective
involved in narrating the scene. On the contrary, by producing iconic gestures—
which depend on the activation of a mental simulation—the narrator necessarily
represents a determined perceptual viewpoint.

From this, we may conjecture that, while through the sole use of inner speech
it is possible to recruit linguistic or attitudinal perspectives, gesturing may help to
anchor what is being said, by providing a perceptual viewpoint. Thus, engaging
in iconic gesturing while inner speaking presumably forces the subject to assume
a perceptual perspective on what is said. This may be perhaps less useful in epi-
stemic tasks, such as in refining an argument by evaluating various theoretical
positions, but it may prove crucial in others, such as in perceptually anchoring a
past episode or a narrative and assuming the perspectives of its characters as
well as shifting between them, with all the cognitive benefits that may result
from it.

6 Combining Perspectives: The Case of Imagined
Interactions and the De-Semanticization
of Memory

A task for which multimodal self-directed communication (i.e., the synergistic ac-
tivation of inner speech and gestures) may be fruitfully recruited is that of imag-
ining interactions. Imagined interactions are a form of “social cognition where
individuals imagine anticipated or prior communication encounters with others”
(Bodie, Honeycutt, and Vickery 2013, 157). Some of the functions attributed to
imagined interactions encompass relationship maintenance, conflict manage-
ment, rehearsing messages, self-knowledge, emotional release, and compensation
for lack of actual social interactions.

In many cases, imagined interactions involve the interplay of different linguis-
tic perspectives. In fact, they could be categorized as instances of dialogic inner
speech (Morin 2019). Imagining a conversation with a loved one or anticipating
how the question-and-answer session of a future talk will unfold both require en-
gaging in linguistic perspective-taking. At the same time, imagined interactions can
be multimodal, in that they can include visuospatial imagery and the perceptual
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details of the imagined scene. While imagining a past interaction or anticipating a
future encounter I can also visually imagine features of the environment, of myself
or the other persons. Therefore, producing iconic gestures while engaging in inner
speech in these cases may serve to activate a multimodal mental simulation, in
which various kinds of perspective, linguistic-attitudinal and visuospatial, interact.

In the case of remembering past interactions, the synergistic recruitment of
both linguistic and perceptual perspectives in multimodal self-directed communica-
tion may be functional in reversing the process of semanticization of episodic mem-
ory. It is argued that, with time, autobiographical memory tends to shift from
episodic memory (memory of a lived, subjective experience endowed with percep-
tual details) to semantic memory (memory of a fact, encoded semantically), the pro-
cess is also known as “semanticization” of episodic memories (Cermak 1984 and
Eustache and Desgranges 2008). This means that, as time passes, memory regarding
how something felt becomes knowledge that something happened. The memory of
a beautiful sunset on the ocean, the perceptual recollection of the various shades of
red, orange and pink, the sounds of the waves and seagulls, etc., becomes knowl-
edge of having experienced a beautiful sunset. Through the process of semanticiza-
tion of episodic memory, the episode cannot be mentally re-lived anymore, it
becomes a remembered fact.

As previously discussed, since iconic gestures depend on the activation of vi-
suospatial mental representation, engaging in iconic gestures when remembering
a past event may force the recruitment of a mental simulation of that event. Ges-
turing while thinking linguistically may help to recreate the moment as experi-
enced first-personally by activating a visuospatial mental representation of the
scene remembered which would be left out in speech alone, thus contrasting the
process of semanticization of memory.

Clearly, the content of the mental simulation involved in the execution of ges-
tures may not be accurate to how the events unfolded. Whether the combined
use of gestures and inner speech to represent a past episode can help to make the
memory of it more perceptually vivid, and the degree of reliability of perceptual
details added to memories by recruiting gestural perspectives are matters that re-
quire further empirical investigation.
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7 Conclusion

I have presented a hypothesis on how inner speech and gestures may be concomi-
tantly co-opted in multimodal self-directed communication to represent different
kinds of perspectives. I have argued that, following Vygotsky and Neo-Vygotskians
in considering how communication can be self-directed to serve cognitive pur-
poses, inner speech and gestures are in themselves forms of thinking, rather than
the mere expression of underlying mental states. Moreover, I have argued that pre-
vious research on the use of gestures and inner speech focuses on how the combi-
nation of the different encodings of thought-content or information, propositional
and visuospatial, enhance cognitive performances, and I have suggested an alterna-
tive form of synergy between the two based on the different kinds of perspectives,
involving propositional attitudes and visuospatial perceptual details, they represent.

The hypothesis presented requires further empirical corroboration in order
to better understand whether and how gestures may perceptually anchor inner
speech as well as to better understand the cognitive benefits their synergistic use
may provide.
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