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A 1990s Psycholinguistic Study and Theoretical Model 

This project makes available a psycholinguistic study originally formulated and conducted in the 
1990s.While empirical methodologies and computational models in the psychology of language 
have shifted significantly over the last three decades toward statistical AI and neuroimaging, we 
believe that the core theoretical intuition of this work remains highly relevant to contemporary 
debates. 

This paper addresses the psycholinguistic relationship between the representative (intrapsychic) 
and communicative (interpersonal) functions of language, offering a holistic cognitive framework 
that challenges or complements current data-driven approaches. 

Although the raw dataset is no longer available, the paper presents comprehensive aggregated 
experimental data, statistical findings, and analyses from the period. These results provide a unique 
historical baseline: collected prior to the ubiquity of smartphones and modern digital cognitive 
overload, they offer a clean, ecologically valid snapshot of human language processing from that 
era. 

By publishing this work on OSF, the author aims to make this original theoretical model and its 
historical experimental findings fully accessible to the scientific community for modern theoretical 
synthesis, comparative analysis, or contemporary replication. 

Abstract 
This paper investigates the psycholinguistic relationship between the representative (intrapsychic) 
and communicative (interpersonal) functions of language, challenging the traditional paradigm that 
treats them as separate cognitive streams. Moving beyond the structural and presentation-based 
limitations of the classic “inner versus outer speech” dichotomy, a functional-structural framework 
is analyzed based on a continuum between speech “for oneself” (private speech) and speech “for 
others” (social speech). Under this model, language serves as the primary tool for cognitive 
regulation and conceptual “differentiation” within both individual and social contexts. 

To empirically validate this continuum, an experimental study was conducted involving 30 verbal 
corpora generated by university students under two distinct, technologically reinforced encoding 
conditions: a “thinking aloud” problem-solving task (speech for oneself) and a communicative 
graphic-reconstruction task (speech for others). Macro-symbolic structural analysis of the texts 
revealed systematic grammatical and semantic divergences. Private speech (S) exhibited a 



significant prevalence of verbal predicates, phatic locutions, presuppositional determiners, and 
deictic connectives, reflecting a condensed, context-dependent structure optimized for internal 
cognitive processing. Conversely, social speech (A) demonstrated a statistically significant 
concentration of nouns, non-presuppositional determiners, anaphoric links, and syncategorematic 
terms designed to systematically build an explicit framework for an external listener. 

Furthermore, text comprehensibility and redundancy were operationally evaluated using an 
adapted probabilistic Cloze procedure under varying degrees of contextual knowledge. Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) established that both the text type (F = 11.39, p < 0.001) and the decoder’s prior 
knowledge of the extra-linguistic context (F = 12.78, p < 0.001) exert highly significant, independent 
main effects on overall comprehension. Cloze semantic categorization confirmed that while social 
speech relies heavily on noun-based redundancy to achieve clarity, private speech undergoes a 
structural inversion, heavily prioritizing the logical predicative function (verbs) within subjective 
cognitive domains. Ultimately, the study provides robust empirical support for connectionist and 
microstructural views of symbolic evolution, demonstrating how a single linguistic infrastructure 
dynamically shifts its computational and algorithmic properties based on the target context. 

Keywords: Private Speech, Social Speech, Cognitive Regulation, Language of Thought, Semantic 
Differentiation, Cloze Procedure, Psycholinguistics. 

Part I - Theoretical Analysis 

Introduction 

Language is the interpersonal communication system par excellence, but it is also the 
representation system par excellence and, as such, it is connected to all other cognitive processes. 
It is certainly not a new idea to believe that language plays some role in the process generically 
termed “thought” and, more specifically, that it can serve as a support for representation. However, 
the communicative and representative functions of language have always been considered 
separately in psychology and, for the most part, give rise to distinct lines of research. This paper will 
attempt to outline some possible directions of investigation into the relationship between these two 
functions, and to provide evidence demonstrating that they are not separate processes but rather 
components of a single, unified process. 

The concept of representation is probably the theoretical construct that has assumed the most 
central role in current cognitive psychology, which is influenced by cognitive science and has indeed 
become a part of this broader discipline. However, an interesting coincidence that renders the study 
of the aforementioned relationship relevant to social psychology as well is that certain models of 
social interaction also refer to this concept. We refer in particular to the models on social 
representation that originated with Farr and Moscovici (1984), but also to similar concepts that had 
already been expressed—albeit using different terminology—in the sociology of knowledge (Schütz, 
1960; Berger & Luckmann, 1966) and in psychology (Olivetti Belardinelli, 1974). 

Moscovici, while highlighting the role of representations in social interaction, also explicitly 
emphasizes the role that language, in turn, exerts on representations (“we think by means of a 
language; we organize our thoughts on the basis of a system that is conditioned both by our 
representations and by our culture”, Farr & Moscovici, 1984, p. 28; italics added). The representative 
and communicative functions of language are thus intertwined in a circular modality. Language, 
through social interaction, influences subjective representation, and this, in turn, gives rise to 
linguistic expressions intended for communication. This framing of the matter, however, is too 
generic, because it is necessary to specify the precise manner in which language serves as an 



instrument of representation, and why specific representations are expressed linguistically in one 
way rather than another. 

The difference between the function of interpersonal communication and the representative 
function of language could correspond to the distinction, proposed or utilized by various authors 
(Vygotsky, 1934; Werner & Kaplan, 1963; Slepian, 1959; Krauss et al., 1968; Innes, 1976), between 
inner and outer speech. However, the disadvantage of this distinction is that it implies a difference 
in the modality of presentation rather than in function or structure (Greco, 1980). In other words, 
language could fulfill representative functions yet manifest externally (such as the “egocentric 
speech” described by Piaget, 1923 and Vygotsky, 1934), or, conversely, it could possess the same 
characteristics as communicative speech but occur internally (e.g., when inner speech is made 
maximally explicit to ensure the recall of something complex). It appears preferable, therefore, to 
simply distinguish between speech “for oneself” (linguaggio ‘per sé’) and “for others” (‘per gli altri’). 

 

Structure and Function in the Distinction Between Speech for Oneself and for 
Others 

This distinction must not be understood as deriving solely from the functional differences of a 
“language” defined in a somewhat generic sense. Even when restricting the focus to the 
communicative function, it is well known that different “types” of language exist. An interesting 
problem, therefore, is whether systematically different structures correspond to these two 
functions. 

From the functional perspective, which is the most evident, in both cases (for oneself or for others) 
language can consist of the appropriate use of symbols that refer to conceptual entities, and 
through these to objects or events. This enables individuals to assign meaning to a situation, making 
the selection of relevant categories possible. When it is for oneself, in addition to this selection 
function among already existing conceptual categories, it can also function to influence the very 
creation of categories, allowing objects or events to be distinguished through symbolic labels. 

Both the selection function and the categorical creation function are representative functions, in the 
sense that they are based on representations or generate representations. The necessity of 
integrating the functional aspect with the structural aspect becomes evident, however, when one 
considers that it is insufficient to merely speak of representative functions; rather, it is necessary to 
specify what type of representations are involved. 

Regarding the structural differences between speech for oneself and speech for others, a position 
has long been maintained within current cognitive science (Fodor, 1976; Pylyshyn, 1984) that tends 
to consider speech for oneself (termed by these authors the “language of thought” or “mentalese”) 
as a sort of computational code. This implies that it contains “formulas” corresponding to certain 
elementary concepts by innate constitution, just as the machine language of a computer 
corresponds to certain operations because the machine was physically constructed in a specific way. 
Indeed, Fodor has repeatedly specified (1972, 1976, p. 122) that the internal code is the one “spoken” 
by the nervous system and is the same one used for all cognitive processes (perception, memory, 
etc.). According to this conception, therefore, speech for oneself cannot be the same language that 
is used publicly, and a “computational” process is required—similar to that performed by compiler 
programs in computers—to translate the internal code into the external one or vice versa. Following 
this perspective further, communicative function and interpersonal comprehension occur when 
both the speaker and the listener translate the same “formulas” represented in the language of 
thought. 



A curious feature of this formulation is that, despite the fact that the nature of the internal code 
seems ultimately to concern neurology more than psychology, the translation process nonetheless 
implies the manipulation of symbols, combined by executing pattern-matching operations, 
inferences, and following specific syntactic and semantic rules. Within cognitive science, Fodor and 
Pylyshyn are among the most staunch proponents of the symbolic approach to cognitive 
phenomena, opposing connectionist models that deny the necessity of resorting to symbolic 
elements to explain such phenomena—including those, like language, which appear to be symbolic 
by their very nature. The critique they direct at connectionist models is that they lack a 
“combinatorial” syntax and semantics, meaning a system in which every symbol can combine with 
all others (Fodor & Pylyshyn, 1988; connectionist models will be revisited later in this article). 

This apparent contradiction is explained by the fact that, in the theory of “mentalese” or the internal 
code, its implementation in neurophysiological processes is sometimes emphasized, while at other 
times it is described in psychological terms as a symbolic activity. This occurs, for instance, when 
Pylyshyn (1984, p. 193) proposes to define the expressions of the language of thought as 
propositional, meaning sentence-like. But if, when explaining how internal language aligns with 
external verbal language, one speaks of a process of translation or “compilation” as if “mentalese” 
were a foreign language (which is precisely what is argued: e.g., Fodor, 1972, p. 86, note 1), then 
absolutely nothing can be said either about this language or about the translation process, at least 
using psychological categories. (Nor can it be done using exclusively neurological categories, which, 
moreover, neuropsychology still does not make available to us today). As in the case of the 
computer, where the correspondence was established by the author of the program that translates 
from the high-level language to the machine language, anyone wishing to know something about 
this correspondence would need to know both languages. 

If the hypotheses just outlined were fully accepted, a discussion on the relationships between 
speech for oneself and speech for others would not be possible until studies on the nervous system 
are capable of telling us how specific, psychologically relevant symbolic activities are implemented 
in the physical code. However, there is an important insight from cognitive science itself, accepted 
even by Fodor and Pylyshyn, which can extricate us from this difficulty: the scientific analysis of 
cognitive phenomena can be conducted at multiple levels. To use Marr’s (1982) terminology, there 
is a level termed computational, which corresponds to the abstract idea of what occurs in a process 
and why; an algorithmic level, which consists of specifying the manner in which the process is 
executed (e.g., what steps are necessary); and finally, an implementation level, which specifies how 
the process is physically realized. The discourse on speech for oneself can likewise be conducted by 
referring to the neurophysiological implementation level, the symbolic computational level, or the 
algorithmic level, specifying which symbolic functions and structures are logically implicated within 
it. Our analysis is situated primarily at this latter algorithmic level. 

 

Models of Symbolic Development 

An important question from this perspective is whether we can assume that the same linguistic 
structure, independent of what we might say about its nature, simultaneously possesses both the 
representative and communicative functions. What renders research on this question particularly 
complex—as well as on others examined previously—is the fact that structural and functional 
aspects are inextricably intertwined, giving rise to circularities that easily lead to “chicken-and-egg” 
impasses. 

The most intractable problem appears to be that, on one hand, the use of an expressive structure 
(symbol) presupposes a prior representation, which is precisely what is being expressed; yet, on the 



other hand, any representation requires a symbolic structure to function as a medium. This 
situation manifests in a phenomenon typical of both personal and social contexts, which we might 
term the possibility of “comparison with the intent”. In the use of speech for others, it is possible to 
compare whether what has been understood corresponds to what was intended; in speech for 
oneself, whether what has been said corresponds to what one intended to say (cf. Boyle, 1971, p. 
204). This means that a single linguistic structure can be “read” in different ways, not only in the 
interpersonal context (after all, the phenomenon of polysemy is the most evident example of this) 
but also in the intrapsychic context, where “knowing” precedes expressing, yet the manner in which 
one “knows” also depends on the means available to express it to oneself. 

In our view, this impasse cannot be resolved unless we admit that there can be more or less clear 
representations, varying degrees of knowledge corresponding to more or less structured modes of 
expression, usable first for oneself and subsequently for others. As we have proposed elsewhere 
(Greco, 1979), this varying degree of structuring could be described as a differentiation—that is, as 
a development (hence within a temporal dimension) of representative and/or expressive structures 
that implies an increase in complexity and a specialization of the functions of the overall system. 
According to this viewpoint, the same symbolic structure can be both for oneself (representative) 
and for others (expressive), and it can alter its function by differentiating itself. 

The connectionist viewpoint, which is increasingly popular in current cognitive science, can provide 
strong support for this hypothesis from a “microstructural” perspective. Connectionist models (for 
which one may see, in addition to the classic McClelland & Rumelhart, 1986, also Bechtel & 
Abrahamsen, 1991) are inspired by the functioning of neurons without constituting a literal 
simulation. They are based on systems comprised of a large number of elementary units connected 
to one another by links so as to form a network; the only information exchanged between the units 
consists of activation and inhibition. However, the vast number of units and the fact that they 
interact in parallel enable them to exhibit “intelligent” behaviors such as categorizing, recognizing, 
inferring, and learning. Representations in certain types of networks are termed “distributed” 
because the individual units represent nothing on their own and cannot be considered symbols of 
anything, whereas the collective activity of the network can be viewed as a symbolic representation. 
Connectionist models, as Parisi (1990) highlighted, are particularly suited for simulating the 
evolution of intelligent activities. Furthermore, since the states of the system develop independently 
of the meaning attributable to them, the connectionist perspective makes it possible to analyze 
representation and its corresponding interpretation separately. It allows for the study of how these 
states become symbolic, how the same state can be expressed with different symbols, how 
simultaneous states are expressed in a specified temporal sequence, and other intriguing questions 
(Greco, 1990). 

In this perspective, the fundamental function that allows language both to represent and to 
communicate is that of enabling a distinction of new representative elements with respect to those 
already known. What truly changes between speech for oneself and speech for others is the context 
itself—that is, the representations presupposed for decoding. In speech for oneself, there is a wide 
array of elements that do not need to be differentiated, thus it exhibits characteristics of essentiality 
and laconicity. Conversely, language assumes functions of social “comprehensibility” through the 
capacity to render relevant elements distinct from the context for socially organized activities. While 
stating that language is a symbolic activity is a truism, it should be equally obvious that—regardless 
of how much a symbol may refer to another symbol—there must be symbols that refer to 
something non-symbolic. This “something” can consist of “low-level” activities, such as perceptual 
activities through which we make sense of environmental stimuli and our physiological states. In 
doing this, one must follow rules even for oneself, and every rule always contains something “social”, 
in the sense that regularities assume prescriptive values and are largely learned. Language 



constitutes the fundamental instrument for regulating cognitive activity in this sense, because it 
provides labels to distinguish, making it possible to specify how one representation differs from 
another, and to distinguish further within what has already been distinguished (this is what we term 
differentiation). 

The theoretical considerations presented thus far allow us to define some of the variables that 
should be taken into account in an empirical perspective regarding the relationships between the 
two language functions under examination. For an experimental analysis, these variables must 
necessarily reside at the macro-symbolic level (for microstructural analysis, simulation methodology 
is more suitable than experimental methods). Essentially, they should serve as empirical indicators 
of the capacity of language to “differentiate” specific representations in relation to a particular 
context (social or intrapsychic). 

 

Part II - Lines of Empirical Investigation 

Basic Assumptions 

In considering the possibility of empirically investigating the relationship between the intrapsychic 
and interpersonal functions of language, we will recall some research from some years ago and we 
will make reference to an experimental study conducted by ourselves (Greco, 1982), the results of 
which were not published but which we believe is still worth recalling. 

The simplest and most immediate way to conduct an empirical inquiry into the relationship of 
interest can be based on the initial observation of the incomplete correspondence between the 
presentation modality (inner or outer) and the functions (for oneself or for others) of language. 
Specifically, the assumptions upon which to base the empirical procedure are that outer language, 
under certain conditions, can serve functions for oneself and that, in this case, it will display 
structural differences compared to when it serves communicative functions. It is also assumed that 
analyzing the structure of language can serve to provide indications regarding the nature of the 
internal code. For the operational setup of an experimental framework, however, one must specify 
under which conditions linguistic expressions with more personal than social functions can be 
obtained, and what type of structural analysis of these expressions is most appropriate to allow for 
a distinction between the two types of function. 

Before examining these two questions, however, it is appropriate to highlight another important 
assumption: namely, that the functions of an external linguistic expression can be considered more 
or less for oneself or for others depending on the case. The underlying hypothesis here is that 
external linguistic expressions (or texts, consisting of a set of expressions) can ideally be arranged 
along a continuum, where one extreme holds those serving exclusively subjective representation 
functions and the other extreme holds those with solely interpersonal communication functions. 
Clearly, the extremes refer to specific conditions that are perhaps never fully realizable in practice; 
it is assumed that normally a single expression possesses a degree of both functions, albeit to 
varying extents depending on the case, and that manipulating the conditions under which an 
expression is produced can simply shift its placement toward one or the other of the two extremes. 

 

Empirical Conditions for Obtaining Expressions for Oneself / for Others 

The nature of the manipulation mentioned above depends on how one answers the first question 
posed earlier: namely, under what empirical conditions can linguistic expressions that are “more for 



oneself than for others” be obtained? The first thorough analyses of the structural differences 
between speech for oneself and speech for others were conducted by Werner and Kaplan (1963), 
and subsequent investigations were inspired by their work (Krauss et al., 1968; Innes, 1976). 

The methodology described in Werner and Kaplan (the experiment was carried out by E. Kaplan) 
consisted of empirically obtaining texts via a procedure of describing stimuli of varying nature 
(classic “articulated” visual configurations, such as the angular figure named tachete, or “diffuse” 
ones, like the rounded figure called maluma, or unusual odors produced by different chemical 
substances). In essence, the procedure in the experimental condition of “speech for oneself” 
required subjects to describe a stimulus in such a way that they could subsequently identify it based 
on that description, thereby assuming that the language was directed at oneself and possessed its 
typical characteristics. In the “speech for others” condition, the subject was asked to provide the 
description in such a manner that any other person could identify the stimulus (an identical 
experiment was conducted by Slepian, 1959, with schizophrenic subjects). The procedure used by 
Krauss et al. (1968) was not very different (the material consisted of chips of different colors), while 
Innes (1976) returned to using structured visual stimuli (geometric drawings) and diffuse ones 
(inkblots) but replaced odors with weakly structured verbal stimuli, using poems matched for 
meaning, structure, and content. 

A fundamental critique of these procedures was advanced by Greco (1980, 1982). Aside from low 
replicability due to a lack of information regarding the procedure followed (how does one use 
poems without being a poet?), initial replication attempts revealed that achievement motivation and 
the fear of failing to remember easily induce subjects, under these conditions, to use language for 
themselves that is quite precise and explicit, not dissimilar to speech for others. The procedure we 
adopted to obtain “for others” texts was similar to traditional techniques in that it asked subjects to 
describe figures so that other people could reconstruct them. In contrast, the procedure for “for 
oneself” texts was quite different, consisting of a problem-solving situation with simultaneous aloud 
verbalization (“thinking aloud”). This was designed to direct cognitive activity toward a task that 
required no subsequent decoding effort, nor was it specifically linguistic, thereby avoiding focusing 
attention on the verbalization itself. Both conditions, however, differed from traditional ones 
because a technical device was employed to reinforce the orientation of the expression: toward the 
self polarity, by having subjects listen to their own verbalizations via audio feedback in headphones; 
toward the others polarity, by recording the verbalizations on tape and overtly emphasizing this fact 
(a detailed description of the experiment and its results is provided here in the appendix). 

 

Text Analysis Procedures 

We turn now to the second question posed above: what type of analysis of external language can 
best reveal its functions for oneself? The most classic, and also the most intuitive, analysis for 
describing the structural aspects of speech for oneself at a macro-symbolic level extensively utilizes 
concepts normally used to describe speech for others, often borrowing them from linguistics. 
Among the earliest, Vygotsky (1934), speaking of inner speech, hypothesized that its condensed and 
essential character derived from being composed primarily of predicates. Since the subject of the 
discourse is already “known” to the person speaking to oneself, predicates represent the linguistic 
form that provides the minimum necessary information. This idea was unwittingly resurrected 
within the field of artificial intelligence, where knowledge representation systems—both of the type 
based on semantic networks (Brachman & Schmolze’s 1985 KL-ONE being the most well-known) and 
of the type based on frames (Minsky, 1975)—frequently use more or less elementary predicates 
(e.g., to be, to cause…) as the primary anchors to which other data are attached. The arguments of 
these predicates (who it is; what causes what…) must all be specified if one wishes to represent 



knowledge in a manner fully usable for communication and text comprehension. (In this regard, 
Schank’s 1972 attempt to identify primitive predicates with his theory of “conceptual dependency” 
is paradigmatic, even though this author was opposed to attributing a linguistic nature to thought). 

Within the scope of the aforementioned studies, comparisons between the two types of language 
were also conducted based on linguistic or lexical characteristics. Specifically, Kaplan considered: 

a) Text length, measured in the number of words (it was found, as expected, to be shorter in speech 
for oneself, though in the case of olfactory stimuli, the “for oneself” texts were not as laconic). 

b) The number of “common” referents (terms referring to properties of the stimulus) and “idiomatic” 
referents (terms more closely linked to personal experience). 

c) The comparison between “modifications” and “specifications” of the noun (examining whether 
qualifiers precede nouns, as in a headless statue, or follow them, as in a statue that is headless; the 
second form is more explicit and thus typical of social discourse). 

Krauss et al., conversely, considered: 

a) The number of words in the text (finding no difference between the two types of text). 

b) Type-token ratio (TTR, i.e., the ratio between the number of different words and the total number 
of words): the somewhat strange result was that speech for oneself was more diversified. 

c) The relative frequency of words or the number of idiomatic or personal words (obtained by 
assigning every word of each text derived within the experiment a rank based on its ordinal 
frequency position across all texts, and then assigning each text a score based on the mean rank of 
the words used within it): as predictable, this was higher in the “for oneself” texts. 

In Greco (1980, 1982), a critical analysis of these criteria was conducted. Text length proved to be 
too coarse an index and yielded contradictory results. Kaplan’s distinction between “common” and 
“idiomatic” referents is not based on objective criteria but only on the experimenter’s intuition, and 
an attempt to utilize Krauss’s method for idiomaticity failed to yield significant results. The 
comparison between “modifications” and “specifications” makes sense only for the English language 
where the attribute normally precedes the noun, but is unusable in Italian. The meaning of the TTR 
is unclear, as it is not apparent why subjects speaking to themselves should employ a greater 
number of unique words—if anything, it would be more logical to expect more diversified language 
in encoding for others. 

Instead of these measures, a classification of linguistic units was proposed based on a combination 
of grammatical categories (e.g., verbal and nominal predicates) with semantic aspects arising from 
the context in which the texts were produced (references to the task or to the target figure, self-
references, etc.). (The technical details regarding the experiment and its results are found, as stated, 
in the appendix). 

The use of linguistic or grammatical categories to describe the structure of language lends itself to 
more general considerations. For such a use to possess psychological relevance, the categories must 
be connected in a specifiable manner with psychological functions or variables. In our case, as stated 
in the first part of this article, the overall analysis should essentially demonstrate through which 
structural mechanisms language succeeds in “differentiating from the context” certain 
representations. For example, predicates are relevant because their use and/or comprehension 
refers to prior or contextual knowledge possessed or not possessed by the subject. Determiners 
(articles, pronouns…) possess a different psychological meaning depending on whether they are 
presuppositional (such as definite articles) or not (such as indefinite articles): evidently, one can 
expect speech for others to be less presuppositional. Similar considerations can be made for deictic 



connectives (for the interpretation of which reference to spatial-temporal contextual factors is 
necessary) and for other parts of speech. 

In addition to analyzing the grammatical features of texts, another empirical measure utilized in 
some studies (Krauss et al., 1968; Innes, 1976) is communicative effectiveness. The idea is to 
evaluate at a later time whether the obtained texts are subsequently understood by the same 
subjects who produced them or by other subjects. The problem here lies in what it means to “have 
understood”: within the experimental context of those studies, comprehension was operationally 
evaluated based on the simple identification of the referent—that is, whether the colored chip, 
drawing, blot, or poem that had been described was successfully found based on the description. 

Within the scope of our research (Greco, 1982), we raised doubts about this procedure, which 
appeared somewhat rudimentary because the cognitive process of comprehension, upon which the 
communicative effect is fundamentally based, was evaluated indirectly, with the risk of actually 
evaluating only the effect of certain text components (those with the greatest relevance for 
identifying the referent, such as nouns). Even if this objection were overcome, there was no 
guarantee that the relocation of the stimulus by the same subjects was due solely to the 
effectiveness of the message and not to other variables, such as the intervention of memory. 
Therefore, a more complex method for evaluating communicative effectiveness was proposed, 
utilizing the cloze technique (Taylor, 1953). This procedure consists of deleting certain words from 
a text according to a random pattern (e.g., one word out of every five) and asking subjects to 
reconstruct the text by guessing the missing words. This measure, which Taylor had presented as a 
metric of readability, is actually a measure of the predictability of each word in a text given all the 
others (context). The measure of comprehensibility thus obtained was evaluated in relation to the 
type of text (self/others) and the type of information (context) that the subject had available prior to 
reading the text. 

This measure is interesting from a psychological standpoint and is relevant to the theoretical 
concept of differentiation because it serves as an index of the predictability of certain words within 
a context—meaning it depends essentially on prior knowledge, both linguistic and extra-linguistic. 
The statistical analysis conducted in a combined structural and functional manner (see appendix) 
suggests that two variables relative to the context are particularly important for distinguishing 
between the two types of text: which context is relevant (social or individual) and how much of the 
relevant context is known. 

 

Conclusion 

In this article, we have examined some theoretical problems presented by the distinction between 
the communicative and representative functions of language, and proposed certain empirical 
investigation methods regarding the relationship and differences between speech for oneself and 
speech for others. We have argued that these two language functions are not distinct processes, 
even though different structures may correspond to them. Social exchanges influence individual 
representations and are, in turn, modified by them in a circular fashion, without it being possible to 
isolate a single point of origin. Language is used in both contexts to “represent” in the etymological 
sense of the term, both to select prior conceptual content and to create new conceptual categories 
that are “different” from preceding ones, making it possible to specify how they differ. This process, 
which permits the development of increasingly clear and structured representations, has been 
termed differentiation. 



According to the viewpoint expressed here, language assumes characteristics of social 
comprehensibility to the extent that it renders relevant information distinct from the context in an 
interpersonal exchange situation. (Among this information is that regarding the context itself, which 
must therefore itself be an object of differentiation relative to other possible contexts). Conversely, 
it takes on characteristics of intrapsychic regulation to the degree that it allows individual cognitive 
processes (perceptive, mnestic, inferential, etc.) to select and distinguish relevant representations 
from one another. It is probably not accidental that both the social and individual functions are 
designated in common language by the terms “to understand” (capire, comprendere), and that 
communicating to others is an “accounting for” (render conto), while communicating to oneself is a 
“becoming aware of” (rendersi conto). 

We have also highlighted that a single linguistic expression can simultaneously possess both 
functions, and formulated the hypothesis of a self/others continuum along which different texts can 
be placed depending on the prevalence of one or the other. In this regard, we have critically 
examined certain procedures aimed at empirically obtaining “for oneself” and “for others” texts on 
which to perform analyses capable of providing information regarding the structural and functional 
differences between the two types of expression. A further discussion was conducted on the 
characteristics of these analyses, suggesting a solution that combines the structural viewpoint 
(which utilizes grammatical categories) with the functional one (utilizing the cloze technique to 
reveal the degree and type of comprehension in relation to the context). 

 

Appendix: An Experiment 

Throughout this article, reference has been made to an empirical investigation we conducted 
(Greco, 1982), the results of which were never published. We provide a summary of the 
experimental design and its findings here. 

The investigation was based on the idea of empirically obtaining texts classifiable as “for oneself” or 
“for others” and, subsequently, identifying the analysis criteria best suited to distinguish the two 
language functions. Specifically, the study explored: a) the empirical validity of certain grammatical 
categories as indicators of the more or less social function of language; b) the communicative 
effectiveness or comprehensibility of the two types of text. 

 

Methodology 

Two experimental conditions were distinguished, in accordance with the theoretical premise that 
language revealing primarily “for oneself” functions is obtained by stimulating a subject to think 
aloud during problem-solving, whereas language with more communicative functions is obtained if 
the subject is explicitly invited to direct their speech to others. For the problem-solving task, a 
difference-detection task between figures was chosen, with the aim of promoting—as far as 
possible—the use of language to differentiate an initially global perception. 

The “for oneself” texts (S) were thus obtained by asking 15 university students, volunteers chosen at 
random (Subjects, or Ss.), to identify the differences existing between two illustrations (nearly 
identical except for 20 small details), with an unannounced maximum time limit of three minutes, 
while thinking aloud. Five pairs of figures to be compared were used as stimuli, each assigned 
randomly to three individuals. In this experimental condition, the Ss. were provided with a 
microphone and headphones that acoustically isolated them from the environment while allowing 
them to hear their own verbalizations in feedback. Unbeknownst to them, the verbalizations were 



simultaneously recorded on tape. The instructions advised that this was done to allow for greater 
concentration and that their own voice would stimulate them to better solve the task. As explained 
above, the feedback stimulation was intended to reinforce the self-orientation of the language. 

The “for others” texts (A) were obtained immediately afterward by asking the same Ss. to provide, 
within three minutes, information relative to the first of the two figures so that it would be possible, 
on that basis, for someone unfamiliar with it to reconstruct it. During this verbalization, recording 
took place overtly without headphones, and the experimenter sat opposite the Ss. to orient them 
as much as possible toward a “social” type of encoding. 

From the 30 texts thus obtained (15 of type S and 15 of type A), transcribed in full, random samples 
of 75 consecutive words each were extracted, forming the core texts for subsequent processing. 

Regarding the evaluation of the communicative effectiveness or comprehensibility of the texts, the 
cloze technique was adopted for the theoretical reasons outlined in the body of the article. The 
application proposed here differed from Taylor’s original method, primarily because the deleted 
words were not always the same across different groups of Ss., thereby yielding a cloze index for all 
words comprising the texts. Secondly, the cloze index was not considered to be the absolute 
number of words guessed by a subject, but rather the number of times a word was successfully 
predicted relative to the total opportunities in which it could have been, thus achieving an index that 
meets the classic requirements of probabilistic indices (ratio of favorable to possible cases). 

The Ss. utilized in this second empirical phase of the investigation included the same individuals 
who had participated in the first, plus an additional 35, for a total of 50 Ss., tested approximately 
one week later. The 75 words of each text were transferred onto sheets used for cloze decoding in 
such a manner that one word out of every five was systematically deleted. Each cloze sheet 
contained a series of three texts grouped by context type and encoding: for instance, cloze sheet 
No. 1 contained the three texts produced by the Ss. of group 1 based on figure 1. The presentation 
order featured texts relating to the unfamiliar figure first, and subordinately, type S followed by type 
A. The 15 original Ss. were asked to decode six texts (half S and half A) relating to the figure already 
familiar to them, and another six (three S and three A) relating to an unfamiliar figure. Naturally, 
among the three texts presented when the context was known, the text produced by the decoding 
subject themselves was included. The 35 new Ss., who were unaware of the preceding phase, were 
likewise presented with six texts (again, three S and three A) while being permitted to look directly 
at the figure to which they referred, and another six texts without any assisting information. In this 
manner, the degree of contextual knowledge varied across subjects. 

 

Data, Statistical Analysis, and Results 

1. Linguistic analysis 

The first analysis performed was linguistic in nature. The units examined were the individual words 
comprising the texts, classified according to the following grammatical categories: 

• Verbal predicates and nouns. 

• Determiners, i.e., words that “give the noun its determinations” (Dubois, 1979), distinguished into 
presuppositional (definite articles, articulated prepositions) and non-presuppositional (indefinite 
articles, pronouns such as some, certain, all, none, someone, etc.) depending on whether or not 
they exhibited the characteristic of “presupposing” a context. 



• Qualifications and expansions (Martinet, 1972), i.e., words expressing qualities, states, or 
conditions, or which otherwise enrich the discourse with non-essential additions (adjectives, past 
participles, adverbs of manner and quality). 

• Connectives, split into anaforic (terms referring to elements already introduced in the discourse: 
demonstrative adjectives, personal and relative pronouns, adverbs or adverbial locutions, 
numerals) and deictic (terms relative to the spatial-temporal context, such as here, now, this as a 
pronoun, at this point, etc.). 

• Syncategorematic terms (in the logical sense, i.e., terms devoid of meaning when taken in isolation: 
conjunctions, certain adverbs like because or that is, declarative that, simple prepositions, etc.). 

• Phatic locutions (terms such as okay, let’s say, well, etc.). 

This grammatical classification was integrated with semantic aspects to account for the empirical 
conditions under which the texts were produced. For nouns and their relative determiners, verbs, 
qualifications-expansions, and anaphoric connectives, it was evaluated whether they referred to: 

a) The figure, mentioning elements contained within it or recalled by it. 

b) The task, mentioning aspects relative to the comparison between the two figures or the spatial 
localization of their elements (e.g., difference, figure, illustration, scene, on the right, at the bottom, 
more, less, etc.). 

c) The subject themselves producing the text (mostly verbs and anaphoric connectives classified as 
self-references and comments—e.g., look, I can, I, me, etc.). 

d) Generic aspects (thing, matter, sort, something, etc.). 

Reference to the figure will henceforth be termed the “objective context”, while reference to the task 
and self-references will be termed the “subjective context”. 

In our experimental setup, the Independent Variable (I.V.) is the condition of text production (for 
oneself or for others), and the Dependent Variable (D.V.) is the distribution of words belonging to 
each category across the two conditions. The complete results are displayed in Table 1, which 
presents the percentage breakdown in the two text types of words belonging to the grammatical 
categories, also based on semantic references. From an overall view, it is apparent that words 
prevailing in “for others” texts (A) are nouns, anaphoric connectives, and especially 
syncategorematic terms, whereas in “for oneself” texts (S), verbs, qualifications, and especially 
deictics (present exclusively in S texts) and phatic locutions prevail. 

Since the data relative to the two conditions are not independent, to obtain an indication of the 
relevance of the main word categories for distinguishing between the two language types, Student’s 
t-test was calculated on the differences between individual paired sets of texts produced by the 
same Subject (with the null hypothesis that the mean of the differences was 0). The results (Table 2) 
converge in delineating the differences noted above. Particularly striking is the prevalence of 
presuppositional determiners and deictic connectives in the “for oneself” texts, as can be expected 
based on the hypothesis that speech for oneself “presupposes” contextual knowledge already 
known to the subject. In texts for others, conversely, non-presuppositional determiners and 
anaphoric connectives prevail, given that social discourse must make distinction possible without 
presupposing, providing connecting elements with previously introduced items (such as anaphora) 
where possible. Furthermore, the substantial presence of syncategorematic terms underscores the 
greater requirement for structure and articulation, as these are words that carry no meaning in 
isolation. Phatic or colloquial locutions, typical of spoken language, do not present a clear 
distribution, likely because they depend heavily on subjective traits; however, their heightened 



presence in S texts is understandable—even though they do not convey essential meanings—
because they serve to prime the subject for the task and focus attention on it, becoming less 
necessary when communicating to others. 

The analysis of semantic references for certain word categories reveals differences between S and 
A texts that would otherwise not emerge; this applies specifically to verbs and qualifications-
expansions. Verbs referring to the figure (objective context) describe actions occurring within it and 
are thus necessary in A texts to specify a context not visible to the listener. Conversely, those 
referring to the task, such as self-references, specify cognitive operations performed by the subject 
(observations, comparisons, etc.) and thus prevail in S texts. Something analogous applies to 
qualifications, which do not always function to enrich discourse with non-essential elements: when 
they refer to the task, they often involve the use of succinct adjectives like same or different. 
 

2. Communicative effectiveness 

Regarding communicative effectiveness or comprehensibility, the baseline data analyzed are the 
cloze scores. These scores can depend, in addition to the text type variable (texts for oneself / texts 
for others), on two other relevant variables: knowledge of the figure to which the text referred 
(yes/no) and participation in the first phase of the experiment with text production (yes/no). 

To determine the influence of each of these variables and control for their interactions, an analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) was adopted: the design is a 2 (texts) x 2 (knowledge) x 2 (participation), where 
texts constitutes a between-groups variable while knowledge and participation are within-groups 
variables. The results are found in Table 3, the means are reported in Table 4. This analysis indicates 
with statistical significance that the type of text (encoding variable: self/others) and the knowledge 
or lack of knowledge of the figure (decoding context variable) combine to determine 
comprehension. Conversely, the effect of participation in the first part of the experiment is not 
significant, nor are the interactions between variables. 

These data provide indications that text type (S/A) significantly influences actual text 
comprehension, but they do not show how structural characteristics determine comprehensibility. 
This information is provided by analyzing the cloze scores according to grammatical categories 
(Table 5): for the analysis, it should be kept in mind that words with higher cloze scores are the most 
predictable and redundant, i.e., those whose meaning can be derived from the context. Tracking 
this characteristic makes more sense for words conveying context-dependent information, such as 
nouns, verbs, and qualifications; the decodability of these words depends on the linguistic context 
(structuring via connectives) and extra-linguistic context (knowledge of the background). Table 5 
indicates that the redundancy of language for others depends primarily on the use of nouns rather 
than verbs, which leads to the consideration that the most informative grammatical category, in the 
technical sense of information theory, is comprised of verbs (i.e., the logical predicative function). 
For speech for oneself, the situation reverses, but only within the subjective context, where 
predication constitutes the primary expressive modality. 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Detailed Quantitative Analysis of Numerical Data 

The quantitative data contained within the experimental appendix (Tables 1-5) provide definitive 
empirical validation of the macro-symbolic structural shifts described in the article. 

1. Morphological Discrepancies and Student’s t-Test Parameters (Tables 1 & 2) 

The evaluation of matched pairs of text samples reveals highly polar distributions: 

• The Predication Vector: Total verbal units are statistically skewed toward S corpora (mean of 
differences: +2.13). When filtering by subjective context (task parameters), verbs comprise 91% of 
the total density in S compared to a meager 9% in A, yielding a highly significant value of t = 3.19 (p 
< 0.01). Conversely, verbs tied directly to the baseline image (objective context) belong primarily to 
A corpora (81% vs. 19% in S; t = -3.41, p < 0.05). This statistically isolates speech for oneself as an 
infrastructural loop mapping cognitive steps rather than environmental properties. 



• The Nominal Vector: Nouns function as specular opposites, clustering inside social speech (A) to 
structurally anchor the communication framework for an outside decoder. Under the specific 
constraints of the task context, nominal units account for 68% in A against 32% in S (t = -1.63). 

• Presuppositional versus Non-Presuppositional Determiners: This category forms one of the 
sharpest dichotomies of the entire experimental model. Determiners that explicitly rely on pre-
existing background context (e.g., definite articles) show an overwhelming dominance in speech for 
oneself (S), with a mean difference of +5.20 and a corresponding parameter of t = 3.24 (p < 0.05). 
Specularly, non-presuppositional determiners (e.g., indefinite articles) dominate social speech (A) 
(mean difference: -5.87; t = -7.24, p < 0.001), verifying that social speech must establish its nominal 
targets without treating them as pre-existing mental facts. 

• Deictic and Anaphoric Connective Arrays: Deictic indicators (bound tightly to immediate spatial-
temporal markers like “here” or “now”) are 100% restricted to S corpora, producing a robust value 
of t = 4.72 (p < 0.001). Social speech (A) maps its connectivity through anaphoric elements (internal 
coherence markers), reaching a value of t = -4.89 (p < 0.001). Furthermore, syncategorematic syntax 
(conjunctions, structural operators) is strongly overrepresented in social environments, accounting 
for 66% in A versus 34% in S (t = -4.40, p < 0.01). 

 

2. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Predictors (Table 3) 

The three-way ANOVA configuration isolating the components driving the dependent metric (Cloze 
text predictability) confirms two primary, independent factors: 

• Main Effect of Text Infrastructure: The core encoding mode (S vs. A) acts as a critical constraint on 
text decodability, proving highly significant with a metric of F = 11.39 (p < 0.001) and a sum of 
squares value of 1292.05 (d.f. = 1). 

• Main Effect of Extra-Linguistic Background: Possessing direct knowledge of the context (the source 
drawing) drastically enhances token predictability, returning a dominant variance value of F = 12.78 
(p < 0.001) (sum of squares = 1449.08). 

• Interaction Parameters: In contrast, direct participation in the target creation process has no 
statistically detectable impact on reconstruction (F = 1.15). All structural interactions between fields 
(Text × Knowledge, Text × Participation) produce values near zero (0.72, 1.38, 0.06), mathematically 
demonstrating that the structural properties of the text infrastructure and the properties of 
environmental context function as independent, additive mechanics during comprehension. 

 

3. Mean Cloze Performance Metrics (Tables 4 & 5) 

The values mapped out of a base of 100 measure the explicit redundancy of the text structures: 

• Aggregated Trends (Table 4): Texts generated for external listeners (A) are fundamentally more 
redundant—and therefore easier to successfully guess—than internal tracks (S), presenting an 
overarching split of 50.2 vs. 41.4. The absolute peak of structural predictability occurs in A files 
where the decoder has no prior exposure to the drawing (54.5), validating that social tracks 
construct self-contained, hyper-explicit linguistic frameworks. 

• Cloze Categorization by Domain (Table 5): Filtering the predictable information by semantic class 
exposes a major inversion: 



o Under objective descriptions (the figure), noun phrases achieve vastly superior predictability 
inside social networks (A) compared to self-directed tracks (S) (39 vs. 19; t = -5.39, p < 0.001). Verbal 
phrases invert this pattern regarding density, showing a baseline of 39 in S compared to 37 in A. 

o Under subjective parameters (the task), verbal structures capture almost the entirety of the 
information density inside speech for oneself (S), securing a Cloze rating of 19 compared to an 
insignificant 6 in A files (t = 3.73, p < 0.005). This mathematical baseline directly supports Vygotsky’s 
primary theoretical claim: when cognitive load shifts inward, syntax collapses its nominal 
boundaries to rely almost entirely on the logical predicative function. 

Critical Discussion 

The empirical findings extracted from our experimental data provide a powerful quantitative 
foundation to evaluate the cognitive architecture of human speech. More importantly, they offer a 
definitive ground to position our “differentiation hypothesis” against the major competing 
paradigms in cognitive science and psycholinguistics: Lev Vygotsky’s developmental model of inner 
speech and Jerry Fodor’s Computational Theory of Mind (the Language of Thought / “Mentalese”). 

 

Deconstructing the Functional Inversion: Beyond Vygotskian Predication 

Lev Vygotsky (1934) famously postulated that as speech turns inward to become a tool for self-
regulation, it undergoes a process of structural abbreviation, resulting in a syntax dominated almost 
exclusively by pure predication. Because the psychological “subject” of the thought is always 
implicitly known to the thinker, the outer lexical envelope drops the noun phrase and retains only 
the verb or predicate. 

Our statistical matrix (Tables 1, 2, and 5) provides an elegant, nuanced empirical refinement of this 
Vygotskian claim. The data do show a massive, statistically significant surge in the use of verbal 
predicates within the subjective task context for private speech (S), where verbs account for 91% of 
the corpus compared to a mere 9% in social speech (A) (t = 3.19, p < 0.01). However, Table 5 
introduces an unexpected structural twist through the Cloze methodology: 

• Within the objective context (describing the figure), the predictability of verbs remains practically 
identical between private and social speech (39 in S vs. 37 in A). 

• It is the noun-based redundancy that drops catastrophically in private speech (19 in S vs. 39 in A, t 
= -5.39, p < 0.001). 

This proves that private speech is not inherently depleted of nouns or structurally fixed in a purely 
predicative state. Instead, structural density shifts dynamically based on semantic direction. When 
the subject operates intrapsychically to guide their own cognitive problem-solving, the language 
infrastructure acts as a selective filter. It sheds noun phrases because the environmental context is 
already visually present and cognitively anchored, thereby maximizing informational economy 
without requiring a hardcoded neurological shift in the language faculty itself. 

 

Challenging Fodor’s Mentalese: The Continuity of the Symbolic Code 

The starkest theoretical friction occurs between our differentiation framework and Jerry Fodor’s 
(1975, 1976) hypothesis of a “Language of Thought” or Mentalese. Fodor asserted that speech for 
oneself cannot be identical to public natural language; it must exist as an innate, internal 



computational code akin to a computer’s machine language. Under Fodor’s view, an intricate, 
hidden algorithmic process of “compilation” or translation must continuously bridge the physical 
internal code and the external public language. 

The empirical continuum we assume explicitly challenges this radical dualism. If Fodor’s compilation 
hypothesis were correct, private externalized speech (the “thinking aloud” condition) would either 
closely mirror public speech because it has already been compiled into natural language, or it would 
break down entirely due to a processing mismatch. 

Instead, the results from Tables 1 and 2 reveal an uninterrupted, flexible structural slide governed 
by contextual parameters: 

1. The 100% exclusivity of deictic connectives (t = 4.72, p < 0.01) and the massive reliance on 
presuppositional determiners (t = 3.24, p < 0.05) in S texts demonstrate that the cognitive 
system does not compile thought into an abstract, generic external syntax. 

2. Rather, it dynamically adjusts the level of linguistic explicitness. When speaking to others (A), 
the system suppresses local spatial anchors (here, this) in favor of anaphoric links (t = -4.89, 
p < 0.001) and structurally complex syncategorematic terms (t = -4.40, p < 0.01). 

This fluidity suggests there is no separate, hidden “foreign language” of the brain that requires a 
rigid compiler program. The same symbolic architecture is utilized for both representation and 
communication. The difference is not a matter of distinct internal vs. external systems, but rather a 
spectrum of contextual differentiation. 

 

The Connectionist Synthesis and the Nature of Differentiation 

By framing this shift as a process of continuous differentiation, we align the macro-symbolic findings 
with emerging microstructural connectionist models (McClelland & Rumelhart, 1986; Parisi, 1990). 
In a distributed connectionist network, internal states develop sub-symbolically through parallel 
activation patterns without an inherent communicative intent. These states gradually become 
symbolic as they are mapped onto linguistic labels to solve specific tasks. 

The Cloze analysis (Table 3) corroborates this interactive view. The absence of any significant 
interaction effects between Text Type and Context Knowledge (F = 0.72) proves that linguistic 
structure and environmental context operate as independent, additive constraints on human 
comprehension. 

When a subject is engaged in private speech, the language code remains highly compressed, reliant 
on low-level perceptual inputs and immediate physiological loops (reinforced by the experimental 
audio-feedback headphones). When forced into social speech, the network is compelled to generate 
high-level, explicit, and redundant pathways (maximizing noun phrases and logical connective 
frameworks) to make those internal representations “differentiable” for an outside brain that lacks 
access to the same immediate intrapsychic context. 

Conclusion 

Ultimately, the present critical analysis refutes both Fodorian structural isolation and oversimplified 
Vygotskian syntactic reduction. Language is a singular, highly adaptive system. It naturally oscillates 
along an algorithmic continuum, compressing into a predicate-heavy regulative instrument when 
managing internal cognitive load, and expanding into a highly redundant, noun-driven 
communicative architecture when bridging interpersonal space.  



Bridging the Gap: Modern Debates and Future Outlook 

The distinction between language for oneself (private speech) and language for others (social 
speech) here outlined has gained renewed, critical relevance in contemporary cognitive science. 
What was discussed in the 1990s as a theoretical tension between symbolic mentalism and early 
connectionism has now become the focal point of two massive modern domains: the inner workings 
of Large Language Models (LLMs) and contemporary neuroimaging evidence on the human Brain’s 
Default Mode Network (DMN). 

1. The Modern LLM Debate: “Thinking Aloud” vs. Token Predictability 

In current artificial intelligence architecture, a major breakthrough in complex problem-solving is 
the implementation of techniques like Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting. When an AI model is 
forced to generate intermediate, step-by-step reasoning tokens before outputting a final answer, its 
accuracy spikes dramatically. 

This process is the exact digital equivalent of the thinking aloud (S text) condition engineered in our 
1982 experiment: 

• The Algorithmic Mirror: our data demonstrated that when humans engage in intrapsychic 
problem-solving, their language structure shifts, prioritizing cognitive-action verbs over noun-based 
explicitness. Similarly, CoT prompts force LLMs to generate highly predictable, procedural 
intermediate steps. 

• The Inversion of the Cloze Metric: we utilized the Cloze procedure to demonstrate that social 
speech is structurally hyper-explicit and redundant to minimize decoding errors for an outside 
listener. In modern generative AI, this mirrors the autoregressive token-prediction constraint. The 
transition from internal reasoning (private code compression) to user-facing output (social 
expansion) remains a challenge of balance, proving our hypothesis that language is a singular 
system adjusting its compression rate based on the target decoder. 

 

2. Sub-Symbolic Connectionism and LLM “Embodied” Representations 

We turned to early connectionist models (McClelland & Rumelhart, 1986) to explain how distributed, 
sub-symbolic neural states gradually crystallize into discrete linguistic symbols. Today’s deep 
learning models operate on an identical, yet vastly scaled-up principle: dense vector embeddings. 

Modern AI debate frequently questions whether LLMs possess true “representations” or if they are 
merely “stochastic parrots.” Our framework offers a compelling middle ground: representations do 
not need to be hardcoded, innate formulas (as Fodor argued). Instead, they are emergent properties 
that become “symbolic” only when mapped onto linguistic labels to solve a concrete task. The 
statistical independence between text structure and context knowledge found in our ANOVA 
matches the modern separation between an LLM’s structural grammar weights and its retrieval-
augmented extra-linguistic databases (RAG systems). 

 

3. Neuroscientific Alignment: The Default Mode Network (DMN) 

From a biological perspective, future research is rapidly validating our structural continuum through 
functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI): 



• The Introspective Brain: Neuroscientists have isolated the Default Mode Network (DMN), a network 
of interacting brain regions that activates when a human is engaged in internal, self-referential 
thought, memory consolidation, and private speech. 

• The Task-Positive Shift: When the brain shifts to interpersonal communication or external task 
execution, the DMN down-regulates, and the Task-Positive Network (TPN) takes over. This biological 
oscillation provides the exact neurophysiological substrate for our self/others continuum, proving 
that the human brain structurally reconfigures its networks without changing the underlying 
linguistic hardware. 

 

Future Outlook and Research Trajectories 

Moving forward, the integration of our differentiation hypothesis into future cognitive science points 
toward three specific investigative paths: 

• Hybrid Neuro-Symbolic AI: Future AI architectures are moving away from pure brute-force token 
prediction toward hybrid systems that combine sub-symbolic deep learning networks 
(connectionism) with symbolic reasoning layers. Our algorithmic analysis provides a blueprint for 
how an AI system can dynamically compress its data into an efficient internal “mentalese-like” state 
during processing, and expand it into highly redundant, explicit natural language for human 
interaction. 

• Quantifying the Intrasubjective Vector: Future psycholinguistic experiments can now utilize 
automated natural language processing (NLP) algorithms to map the structural compression of 
private speech in real-time. By measuring semantic density and parts-of-speech (POS) tagging 
dynamically, researchers can mathematically define the exact acceleration rate of linguistic decay 
when an individual transitions from social explanation to silent thought. 

• Cognitive Rehabilitation and Speech Therapy: Understanding that private speech requires low-level 
perceptual anchors and specific predicative structures opens up new avenues for clinical 
neuropsychology. For patients suffering from executive function deficits or motor aphasia, training 
paradigms can be tailored to reinforce private verbalization loops (using audio-feedback 
mechanisms similar to our headphones) to rebuild internal cognitive regulation before attempting 
external social communication. 
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