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Project Description 
1 Starting Point  

1.1 State of the art and preliminary work 
Standardly, utterances in everyday conversation express the speaker’s perspective or viewpoint. 
Consequently, a speaker’s contribution to a conversation or report of some event, potentially 
including certain perspective-dependent expressions, is usually evaluated with respect to her 
perspective by default (Harris & Potts 2009, Harris 2012, Harris 2021). There are, however, cases 
where the perspective is clearly shifted to some other salient individual, for example – in case of 
reported speech – to the speaker being quoted. The same holds true for written literature, where 
we frequently observe perspective shift from the narrator to one of the protagonists (see, e.g, 
Eckardt 2014, Hinterwimmer 2018 and Abrusán 2020). This linguistic phenomenon of expressing 
perspective and allowing for a shift from the speaker or narrator to some other individual is 
furthermore not confined to the spoken or written modality but can also be found in sign languages 
(Perniss 2007, Lillo-Martin 2012, Steinbach 2021), which use the visual-gestural channel to 
communicate. What is more, speech-accompanying gestures have been detected to express 
viewpoint as well (McNeill 1992). The specific features and circumstances under which (spoken) 
utterances and (written) pieces of text allow to shift the viewpoint from the speaker to some other 
individual and the specific constructions that allow for simultaneous occurrences of different 
perspectives have been in the focus of linguistic investigations for several decades. In sign 
language linguistics, as well, we do find a substantial amount of literature on viewpoint 
phenomena (Schlenker 2017, Maier 2018, Steinbach 2021). At the same time, formal linguistics 
has only just started to include gestural viewpoint phenomena into this area of investigation. 
Crucially, a systematic investigation of how gestural and spoken means of displaying perspective 
interact is entirely missing, which is the central goal of our project.  

Our project aims at empirically investigating very fundamental questions that have not 
been pursued systematically so far concerning the way in which linguistic and gestural viewpoints 
may interact, overlap, and complement each other. This will then provide the basis for the 
development of a formal semantic model that can account for viewpoint phenomena in both 
modalities, building on semantic models of perspective taking in spoken or written language 
(Schlenker 2004, Eckardt 2014, Maier 2015, Hinterwimmer 2018 and Abrusán 2020), in sign 
language (Schlenker 2017, 2018a,b and Maier 2018), and models of gesture-speech interaction 
such as Ebert, Ebert & Hörnig (2020). While we do not plan to investigate sign languages within 
our project, we will seek contact and collaborate with those projects within ViCom that work on 
sign languages (e.g. Steiner-Mayr & Steinbach, Herrmann and Perniss & Schumacher) and 
especially on viewpoint phenomena in sign languages (e.g. Loos). We further intend to collaborate 
with theoretical semantic and philosophical projects which also aim at developing a formal 
analysis integrating linguistic and visual phenomena. These are, in particular, the projects of 
Antomo, Grosz & Scheffler, Gutzmann, and Rami. We are also keen on exchanging 
methodologies to test for visual phenomena with empirically focused projects that face similar 
challenges of testing for not yet established visual phenomena in the linguistic realm.  
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Perspective taking in spoken and written language  
Spoken and written language offer different conventional means to express viewpoint and 
perspective. By default, perspective-dependent expressions such as deictic and relational 
expressions (e.g. this, that, here, left/right, or behind), epithets (e.g. this idiot), evaluative 
expressions (e.g. fantastic), predicates of personal taste (e.g. tasty) and modal and evidential 
expressions (e.g. epistemic must or evidential sollen in German) are evaluated with respect to 
the speaker’s perspective (Harris 2012). The only systematic exceptions to this general tendency 
are, first, conventionalized forms of speech or thought representation such as direct discourse 
(DD), indirect discourse (ID), and free indirect discourse (FID), with the latter being largely (but 
not exclusively) confined to narrative discourse (cf. Redeker 1996 and Stokke 2020). Also, as 
pointed out by Brinton (1980), Banfield (1982), Stokke (2013), Hinterwimmer (2018) and Abrusán 
(2020), there is a second kind of perspective shift from the narrator to a protagonist in narrative 
discourse that is distinct from FID insofar as it does not report the content of conscious thoughts 
or utterances, but rather perceptions. Following Hinterwimmer (2018), we will henceforth dub this 
form of perspective taking viewpoint shifting (VS).  

In DD all perspective-dependent expressions are evaluated with respect to the quoted 
speaker’s or thinker’s perspective, while in ID, FID and VS, perspective-dependent expressions 
behave inconsistently. In ID, epithets, evaluative expressions and predicates of personal taste 
can be interpreted with respect to the matrix clause subject’s perspective quite easily. Concerning 
deictic expressions, in languages like German and English, personal pronouns can only be 
interpreted with respect to the speaker’s context in ID (but see Schlenker, 2003 and much 
subsequent work for evidence that other languages behave differently in this respect), while for 
temporal and local deictic expressions the speaker default holds in general but can at least in 
some cases be overwritten (Plank 1986, Anderson 2019). In FID, all perspective-dependent 
expressions (including local and temporal deictic expressions) except pronouns and tenses are 
interpreted with respect to the protagonist’s perspective whose thoughts or utterances are 
rendered, while pronouns and tenses are interpreted from the narrator’s perspective (see Banfield 
1982, Schlenker 2004, Sharvit 2008, Eckardt 2014 and Maier 2015 for detailed discussion and 
different formal implementations). Finally, in VS there is a strong tendency for deictic expressions 
to be interpreted from the narrator’s perspective (Hinterwimmer 2018; but see Abrusán 2020 for 
a slightly different view), while all other perspective-dependent expressions are interpreted with 
respect to the perspective of the protagonist whose perceptions are rendered.  
 ID, FID and VS therefore convey two perspectives at the same time – the speaker’s or 
narrator’s perspective, on the one hand, and the perspective of the individual whose utterances, 
thoughts or perceptions are rendered, on the other. Arguably, in the case of FID and VS, however, 
the respective individual’s perspective is clearly more prominent than the narrator’s perspective 
since it is only (a subset of) the rather limited class of deictic expressions that cannot be shifted 
away from the narrator, while all other perspective-dependent expressions clearly express that 
individual’s perspective. Additionally, since both kinds of perspective-taking in contrast to ID and 
DD additionally lack any clear formal indication of a (partial) shift away from the narrator’s or 
speaker’s perspective to another individual’s perspective taking place, they require that individual 
to be made highly prominent by the preceding linguistic context (Hinterwimmer 2019, 
Hinterwimmer & Meuser 2019). Consequently, the narrator’s perspective needs to be 
backgrounded at least locally (see Hinterwimmer 2020 for discussion).  
 In the case of ID, in contrast, the picture is more complicated. The embedded clause is 
unambiguously interpreted as the content of an utterance or thought (or some other mental state) 
of the individual referred to by the matrix clause’s subject. At the same time, the speaker’s or 
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narrator’s perspective may well be highly prominent in the sense of perspective-dependent 
expressions such as epithets and other evaluative expressions being interpreted with respect to 
the speaker’s or narrator’s perspective and definite descriptions receiving a de re interpretation. 
In general, there is some leeway regarding the interpretation of many perspective-dependent 
expressions in ID: Some expressions (such as expressive elements and the content of 
appositives in general; see Harris & Potts 2009 and Harris 2012) receive a speaker-centric 
interpretation by default, which can be overwritten by contextual factors, however, while others 
(such as modals and predicates of personal taste; see Stephenson 2007 for discussion) are 
interpreted from the perspective of the individual referred to by the matrix subject by default. In 
ID there is consequently a genuine potential for the simultaneous presence of two perspectives, 
neither of which is necessarily strongly backgrounded (as the narrator’s perspective is in FID and 
VS). Evans (2005) and Bergqvist (2015) provide further evidence for the potential co-presence of 
two perspectives in sentences containing evidential expressions and modal particles. 
Nevertheless, the precise conditions under which multiple perspectives can be conveyed on the 
linguistic level within a single utterance and the potential cognitive costs and benefits of such 
multiperspectivity have not been investigated systematically so far. Moreover, to the best of our 
knowledge, in all cases involving the co-presence of two perspectives in spoken or written 
language that have been reported in the literature, one of the two perspectives is the speaker’s 
or narrator’s, while the other is either the hearer’s perspective or the perspective of some other 
individual. Cases involving the co-presence of the perspectives of two individuals distinct from the 
speaker or narrator have not been reported for spoken or written language. 
 
Visual linguistic means of perspective taking 
Next to these possibilities to express perspective in spoken and written language, perspective 
taking in human communication can also be displayed visually. For one, sign languages, which 
use the visual-gestural modality, have several conventionalized linguistic means to express 
perspective (Perniss 2007). In particular, sign languages make use of so-called constructed 
action or action and attitude role shift phenomena (Lillo-Martin 2012), where a signer uses 
conventional signs such as a body shift to indicate that they are demonstrating the utterances or 
actions of some other person. In attitude role shift a signer demonstrates some other person’s 
words or utterances, while in action role shift she demonstrates someone else’s non-linguistic 
action or behaviour. Some researchers analyse attitude role shift as indirect speech (Lillo-Martin 
1995, Quer 2005), others claim it is more related to direct speech (Davidson 2015, Maier 2017, 
see also Ebert 2018 for a comparison of sign language phenomena with certain co-speech 
gestural means). More importantly for our concerns, speech-accompanying gestures have also 
been argued to display viewpoint phenomena. Often, spoken language utterances are 
accompanied by manual and/or facial gestures. These gestures synchronize with speech in that 
they align with the units they are semantically associated with. Usually, the stroke, i.e. the ‘core’ 
of the gesture, or its apex, which is the peak of the stroke, aligns with the nuclear stress of the 
accompanying speech unit (see Ebert et al. to appear for experiments on the alignment of gesture 
and speech and its semantic effect). Among the different types of gestures (see McNeill 1992 for 
gesture type classifications), iconics are the ones that are most relevant for displaying viewpoint. 
Iconic gestures map a property of an object, an event, or an abstract idea to the gesture space 
by a visual illustration of this property. This can be done by a static modelling gesture where the 
hands illustrate a certain form or a dynamic gesture that is drawing, shaping, or representing the 
object/event under discussion (Müller 1998). For example, a word like ‘ball’ could be accompanied 
by an iconic ROUND-gesture illustrating the shape of the ball. The gesture could be a two-handed 
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gesture indicating the round shape of the ball, but it could also be a drawing gesture, where the 
index finger of the dominant hand draws a round shape in the air, or a two-handed dynamic 
gesture that depicts roundness, etc.  
 Crucially, iconic gestures often reveal a perspective (Emmorey et al. 2000, see also 
contributions in Dancygier & Sweetser 2012). McNeill (1992) distinguishes character viewpoint 
gestures (CVG) from observer viewpoint gestures (OVG) (see also Parrill 2010, 2012, Stec 2012, 
2016). A CVG enacts an event from the perspective of some selected person and the speaker 
impersonates this individual that is participating in the event. An OVG, on the other hand, shows 
the event as if observed from a distance. As in CVGs the speaker enacts the reported event, this 
usually involves the speaker’s body and face. OVGs are typically performed exclusively with the 
hands (McNeill 1992). For illustration, a CVG accompanying the utterance ‘And then Peter ran 
home quickly’ would be a gesture where the speaker uses her body or part of her body to 
demonstrate how Peter actually ran home, using the arms to illustrate how they were affected 
during the running event and possibly displaying exhaustion with the face. An OVG gesture would 
be one that simply indicates the trajectory of Peter’s path to his home or where wiggling fingers 
illustrate Peter’s running observed from a distance. Character viewpoint gestures have been 
claimed to convey central and new information and to embody affect, while observer viewpoint 
gestures are used more often when peripheral and old information is transferred (Beattie & 
Shovelton 2002; McNeill 1992; but see Parrill 2010, 2012 for some differentiation and discussion). 
This might be due to the fact that CVGs are more informative than OVGs and transport more 
information (Beattie & Shovelton 2002).  
 As with spoken and written language phenomena, it has been shown that gestures also 
allow for displaying multiple viewpoints at the same time. Such gestures are dubbed dual 
viewpoint gestures (McNeill 1992, Parrill 2009). There seems to be even more flexibility in 
gestures concerning multiple viewpoints than with speech or written language. As McNeill (1992) 
and Parrill (2009) show, there are not only cases of gestures displaying a mix of character and 
observer viewpoint, but also gestures allowing for the simultaneous demonstration of two different 
character viewpoints. McNeill (1992) argues that dual CVG/OVG gestures tend to produce an 
ironic effect because the two viewpoints compete with each other. He explicitly argues that no 
viewpoint shift is involved, but rather the effect of ‘contrast of viewpoints’ (p. 123). In this context 
he discusses an example where a person retells a Sylvester & Tweety cartoon and uses a CVG 
to impersonate Sylvester grabbing Tweety (i.e., with an iconic grip handshape) and at the same 
time uses this handshape as an OVG to indicate the trajectory of Sylvester when he is falling 
down. Parrill (2009) discusses an example of a CVG/OVG dual viewpoint gesture where someone 
impersonates a character by performing a body lean this character undertook, hence a CVG, and 
draws the path taken by the character with one hand at the same time, which is an OVG.  
 McNeill (1992) furthermore claims that although dual CVGs exist, for adults they are 
restricted to certain contexts: The gestures are deictics to the speaker’s body, and the 
accompanying speech is a direct quote that is addressed to the speaker (p.125) (but see Parrill 
2009 for counterexamples). The deictic gesture represents the viewpoint of one character and 
the body of the speaker that of another one (i.e. the person directly quoted). In Cassell et al. 
(1999), we find an example of this scheme as well: The arm and hand of the speaker embodies 
one of the involved characters and the rest of the body another person. Interestingly, however, 
McNeill (1992) claims that the use of dual CVGs of children have a wider range and are not 
confined to this pattern. He gives an example of an eight-year-old who utters “and she goes ‘[aah!] 
I got you!’” and uses a CVG where her left arm enacts her Granny who hits her with an umbrella, 
enacted by tipping with the index finger on her own head. The head then actually stands for the 
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child’s own head which is hit by the umbrella, while the arm stands for the Granny’s arm with the 
index finger standing for the umbrella. As McNeill (1992) points out, the child’s speech aligns with 
the arm use (and represents the Granny’s viewpoint in DD and the CVG) and the head represents 
a separate character, the child, and thus brings in an additional viewpoint that is not represented 
in speech. Note that in sign languages we do find a related phenomenon with role shift, where 
multiple perspectives are simultaneously displayed in the visual dimension. The signer uses 
different parts of her body to illustrate different perspectives, either of the narrator and a 
protagonist or of two different (groups of) protagonists at the same time (see Herrmann & 
Pendzich 2018). 
 As we have seen, there seems to be a certain freedom for representing multiple viewpoints 
in the visual dimension. Crucially, this concerns not only a mix of character viewpoint and observer 
viewpoint in the gestural dimension (or narrator viewpoint and protagonist’s viewpoint in sign 
language role play), but also the simultaneous display of two perspectives of two different 
characters (in gesture and in sign language alike). As pointed out above, this phenomenon of 
simultaneously displaying different protagonists’ viewpoints has not been reported for spoken and 
written language where only either combinations of speaker/narrator perspective and character 
perspective have been discussed (as in ID, FID and VS) or combinations of the speaker’s 
perspective with the perspective of either the hearer or some other individual (as in the cases 
discussed by Evans 2005 and Bergqvist 2015).   
 
Interaction of gesture and speech wrt. perspective taking 
As we have seen, spoken and written language have their means to express viewpoint as does 
gesture. Our main interest in this project is on the commonalities and differences between the 
expressive possibilities of the different modalities and their interaction. We are especially 
interested in cases where more than one viewpoint is simultaneously displayed, with the different 
viewpoints possibly distributed over different channels.    
 Obviously, the gestural expression of viewpoint is not independent of the accompanying 
linguistic material, but the exact conditions of how one modality influences the other are not 
entirely settled yet. Parrill (2010) discusses the interdependency of linguistic, discourse, and 
event structure on the one side and gestural viewpoint on the other. She corroborates claims of 
McNeill (1992) that transitive constructions are more often accompanied by CVGs than 
intransitive ones, but argues that event structure is actually an even more decisive factor for the 
choice of the type of gesture. For example, events that involve a display of affect influence the 
narrator to use a CVG, while events involving trajectories tend to cause OVGs. She points out 
that this finding is in line with embodiment theories that see gesture as externalization of 
simulation strategies (Hostetter & Alibali 2008), where CVGs arise from motor simulations (e.g. 
from own experiences) and OVGs from simulations of visual imagery. Parrill’s (2009, 2010, 2012) 
work suggests that, according to her view, gestural and linguistic viewpoint have the same 
conceptual source. In other words, by displaying a certain gesture, an observer or a character 
viewpoint gesture or both, the narrator reveals the point(s) of view they are adopting. In certain 
rare cases gesture might reveal two viewpoints at the same time, as in dual viewpoint gestures. 
What is not discussed, however, are the cases, that we want to pursue in this project, where both 
speech/written language and gesture display (possibly conflicting) viewpoints.  
 Along similar lines, seminal crosslinguistic work by Kita & Özyürek (2003) has shown that 
the execution and form of gestures are not independent of lexical and structural encoding in 
specific languages. While gestures are faithful to spatio-motoric properties of the represented 
event or referent, they are influenced by and adapted to how the event is linguistically encoded. 
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For example, if a language lexicalizes certain trajectory information, as English does in the word 
“swing”, an accompanying gesture is more likely to reflect this arc-like trajectory, too than in the 
case of a language that does not, as in e.g. Turkish or Japanese. This clear interaction of linguistic 
form and gestural execution lets it seem likely that also the linguistic realization of viewpoint 
interacts with the form of the corresponding accompanying gesture. But what does this interaction 
look like? As a first guess, it could be suggested that the viewpoint expressed in speech and the 
viewpoint expressed by gesture should be aligned. However, what we have seen above is that 
we sometimes even observe multiple viewpoints simultaneously being expressed on the linguistic 
level and on the gestural level alone. It is hence not unlikely that multiple viewpoints can be 
expressed multimodally, too, and split up among modalities. In our project we want to find out 
more about viewpoints expressed in different modalities and about the interaction of multiple 
viewpoints in the speech and the gestural channel.   
 
Own previous work  
In previous work, we took initial steps to, first, suggest an initial formal model of demonstrations 
along the lines of Ebert, Ebert & Hörnig (2020) based on Davidson (2015) and, second, 
investigate the interaction of perspective taking on the linguistic level and the level of co-speech 
gestures. In Ebert and Hinterwimmer (to appear) we report the results of an acceptability rating 
study that was conducted with the aim of finding experimental support for Clark and Gerrig’s 
(1990) and Davidson’s (2015) assumption that quotation involves demonstrations, on the one 
hand, and for Maier’s (2015) analysis of FID as a special, highly conventionalized form of mixed 
quotation in which pronouns and tenses are systematically unquoted, on the other. The concrete 
prediction that we tested in the study was the following one: It should be possible to combine an 
utterance in FID, just like one in DD, with a pointing gesture to the speaker’s body that is designed 
to illustrate the viewpoint of the protagonist being (partially) quoted. For ID, in contrast, this should 
be rather awkward, since there is no quotation involved and the viewpoint of the reported 
character is taken to be less prominent than in FID. While the experimental results of an 
acceptability rating study clearly confirmed our predictions regarding DD, our predictions 
regarding the contrast between FID and ID were only partially confirmed: Test items in FID were 
rated worse than the ones in DD and better than the ones in ID, but the statistical analyses only 
supported a generalization to the population of speakers, not to the population of items. While 
those inconclusive results regarding the contrast between FID and ID may at least partly be due 
to the insufficient statistical power of the relatively small samples of participants (n= 18) and items 
(n = 18), we took the surprisingly high ratings for items in the ID condition as evidence that partial 
quotation is in principle available in ID as well (cf. Maier 2016), although it is dispreferred in 
comparison to FID. 
 In Hinterwimmer, Patil and Ebert (2021) we report the results of an experimental study 
directly investigating the interaction of perspective taking on the linguistic level and perspective 
taking on the level of co-speech gestures. From the assumptions that (a) gesture and speech 
together convey a multimodal message that is planned by a central cognitive process and then 
dispatched into disparate channels (McNeill 1992; De Ruiter 1998, 2000, 2007; Kendon 2004), 
(b) gestural and linguistic viewpoint have the same conceptual source (Parrill 2010), (c) 
perspective is an integral part of the multimodal message to be conveyed and, (d) the default is 
for this message to be coherent, we derived the following prediction: There is a clear preference 
for gestural and linguistic perspective to be aligned in a single utterance, at least in the absence 
of intervening factors. In order to test for this prediction, we compared test items clearly 
expressing the perspective of an individual participating in the event described by the sentence 
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with test items which clearly express the speaker’s or narrator’s perspective. Variants of the 
former kind were always construed in such a way that the opening sentence describes the 
feelings, intentions or thoughts of a protagonist in a particular situation which the second sentence 
specifies in more detail, while the final sentence renders a thought that the respective protagonist 
has in that situation in the form of FID (as in (1a)). Variants of the latter kind (see (1b) for an 
example), in contrast, always contained an opening sentence in the form of a general statement 
in present tense expressing an evaluation of or opinion about the individual participating in the 
event described by the following sentence. Additionally, that individual was referred to by a 
demonstrative pronoun (DPro) of the der/die/das series. Since DPros have been shown to be 
anti-logophoric pronouns by Hinterwimmer and Bosch (2017) and Hinterwimmer, Brocher & Patil 
(2020), this served to further ensure that the respective items were interpreted as conveying the 
speaker’s or narrator’s as opposed to the protagonist’s perspective. Each test item was 
videotaped in two different versions: In one version, the speaker performed a CVG while uttering 
the sentence describing the respective event, and in the other version she performed an OVG 
(see the examples below). Both versions of each test item were shown to participants who then 
had to decide which of the two versions they find more natural. 

(1) a. Denise hatte es eilig. Beim Verlassen des Büros passte sie nicht richtig auf. Autsch, 
 jetzt war sie voll gegen die Tür geknallt!  
 ‘Denise was in a hurry. When leaving the office, she did not really pay attention. Ouch,  
 now she had slammed into the door at full tilt!’     
 b. Denise ist ein richtiger Tollpatsch. Als die neulich nach Feierabend das Büro verließ, 
 hat sie nicht richtig aufgepasst und ist voll gegen die Tür geknallt!  
 ‘Denise is a real klutz. When she (DPro) recently left the office at the end of the work  
 day, she did not really pay attention and slammed into the door at full tilt.’ 

CVG: The speaker (SP) throws back her head and imitates the astonished facial 
expression of someone banging her head against a door, eyes wide open. 
OVG: SP moves the index finger of her right hand quickly into the direction of her 
vertically upheld left hand and lets it collide with her hand and bounce back. 

The hypothesis was not confirmed: CVGs were generally preferred across both conditions. While 
these results may be due to the fact that there simply is no general preference for perspective 
alignment, they could also be interpreted as follows: There is a general preference for perspective 
alignment, but this preference was overwritten by the following factors in our experiment. First, as 
mentioned above, McNeill, (1992), Parrill, (2010) and Parrill (2012) report a tendency for 
sentences with transitive verbs and sentences introducing new information to be accompanied by 
CVGs rather than OVGs, and the relevant portions of our test items all introduced information that 
was new to the participants and the vast majority of them contained transitive sentences. Second, 
CVGs are generally more fine-grained and therefore more informative than OVGs, and there may 
well be a general preference for more informative gestures. Third, the co-speech gestures in our 
experiment did not only differ with respect to perspective and informativity, but also with respect 
to size, since the CVGs involved the speaker’s entire body and facial expression, while OVGs 
only involved the hands. This difference in size quite plausibly made the CVGs more salient than 
the OVGs, which might have played a role in the general preference for CVGs. Fourth, CVGs 
might have been judged more natural in virtue of the speaker being more fully engaged. More 
research is therefore required in order to decide between the two options, especially in light of the 
evidence reviewed above that multiperspectivity is generally an option at the linguistic level as 
well at the level of co-speech gestures.                   
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Perspective Taking. Frontiers in Communication 6. 625757. 

 
2 Objectives and work programme 

2.1 Anticipated total duration of the project 
September 1, 2022 – August 31, 2025 

2.2 Objectives 
The main goal of the project is to arrive at a deeper understanding of the ways in which 
perspective taking on the level of spoken language interacts with perspective taking on the level 
of co-speech gestures, in particular with respect to the co-presence of two different perspectives 
within a single utterance. As preliminary results reported in Hinterwimmer, Patil and Ebert (2021) 
suggest, there is no strict requirement for the perspective that is prominent on the linguistic level 
to be aligned with the perspective that is expressed on the level of co-speech gestures. But the 
combinatorial possibilities and the conditions that determine them are not yet settled. Given the 
fact that on the linguistic level alone mixed perspectives of observer viewpoint and character 
viewpoint are not rare (as we find them in FID and ID) and that we do find dual viewpoint 
OVG/CVG gestures rather frequently – at least more frequently than dual viewpoint gestures with 
different CVGs – it is to be expected that the two perspectives, observer on the one side and 
character on the other, can as well be distributed over the two modalities. It is an empirical 
question that we want to address in this project whether there are general modality-dependent 
preferences for one viewpoint (observer vs. character) or not and what circumstances determine 
the distribution. Furthermore, we will investigate whether linguistic and gestural level can 
represent two different character viewpoints at the same time. More precisely, we will examine 
the interaction of viewpoint gestures and spoken language wrt. three different dimensions: 

(D-1): Viewpoint gestures and expression of viewpoint in spoken language 

(D-2): Viewpoint gestures and perspective attribution to individuals 
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(D-3): Viewpoint gestures and information status 

We will address all three dimensions and discuss the corresponding research agenda in turn in 
the next section. 
 
2.3 Work programme including proposed research methods 
Research agenda 
The research agenda comprises three main research dimensions with associated research 
questions, which will in turn be investigated by multiple experiments, specified in more detail 
below. 

(D-1):  Viewpoint gestures and expression of viewpoint in spoken language 

How is the perspectival information that is expressed on the level of spoken language combined 
with the perspectival information that is expressed on the level of co-speech gestures and what 
are the combinatorial possibilities? Is there a difference between OVGs, on the one hand, and 
CVGs, on the other with respect to the combinatorial possibilities with the linguistic display of 
viewpoint? 

To address these questions, we will run acceptability judgement and rating experiments with 
materials along the lines of our pilot experiment reported in section 1.1, i.e. Hinterwimmer, Patil 
& Ebert (2021), controlling for the intervening factors reported there. As a first step, we will run an 
acceptability rating study that directly builds on the study reported in Hinterwimmer, Patil and 
Ebert (2021), in which we investigated the interaction between the speaker’s or narrator’s 
perspective with the perspective of some prominent character. In the original study, we did not 
control for two factors which might have an influence on the results. First, the CVGs and the OVGs 
did not only differ in terms of whose perspective they revealed, but also in terms of size. After all, 
the CVGs involved the speaker’s entire body and facial expression, while the OVGs only involved 
the hands. It is quite plausible that this difference in size made the CVGs more salient than the 
OVGs. Combined with the plausible assumption that CVGs are judged as more natural in virtue 
of the speaker being more fully engaged, this could be at least partially responsible for the general 
preference for CVGs that we found. In order to control for this potentially intervening factor, we 
will conduct an acceptability rating study with CVGs and OVGs that are more compatible in terms 
of saliency and naturalness (Experiment 1), as in (2a-b), where we have replaced the original 
OVG, where the speaker presses her index finger on her thumb, then releasing it quickly, (thus 
imitating a kicking movement with the index finger), by the one described below. It has to be 
noted, however, that this modification requires departing from the standard view that OVGs are 
performed with only the hands. We will therefore conduct a pre-test in order to make sure that the 
modified gestures are perceived as natural and are still interpreted as expressing the speaker’s 
rather than the respective character’s perspective (as we did for the OVGs used in the original 
experiment). 
 Second, as already mentioned in Section 1.1, McNeill (1992), Parrill (2010) and Parrill 
(2012) report a general preference for sentences introducing new information to be accompanied 
by CVGs. The fact that the relevant portions of our test items all introduced new information might 
therefore have had an influence on the results, too. In order to control for this potentially 
intervening factor as well, we will therefore add a sentence in half the test items in Experiment 2 
that already introduces the relevant event in the opening sentence, as in (2a-b).  

(2) a. Leon schoss beim Fußballspielen am Wochenende kurz vor Schluss das   
 entscheidende Tor. Nach einigem Gerangel hatte er sich den Ball erkämpft. Toll, jetzt  
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 konnte er ihn direkt in Richtung Tor schießen. 
 ‘While playing soccer on the weekend, Leon scored a goal shortly before the end of the 
 match. After some scramble, he had finally won the ball. Great, now he could directly  
 kick it in the direction of the goal!’ 
 b. Leon ist ein begeisterter, aber etwas glückloser Sportler. Neulich gelang es ihm aber, 
 kurz vor Schluss das entscheidende Tor zu schießen. Als der sich in der   
 neunundachtzigsten Minute den Ball erkämpfte, kickte er ihn sofort in Richtung Tor.   
 ‘Leon is an enthusiastic, but slightly hapless athlete. Recently, however, he managed to 
 score the decisive goal shortly before the end of the match. When he (DPro) won the  
 ball in the eighty-ninth minute, he immediately kicked it in the direction of the goal.’ 

CVG: SP performs a kicking movement with her right leg and foot, displaying an 
enthusiastic facial expression. 
OVG: SP performs a full-body gesture where she steps back and follows the path 
of an imaginary ball with her index finger and gaze.  

The experiments that aimed at investigating the interaction of perspective taking on the level of 
spoken language and the level of co-speech gestures and were discussed so far have focused 
on one kind of perspective taking on the former level exclusively, namely FID. There is a second 
kind of protagonists’ perspective taking in narrative discourse, however, namely VS, that, in 
contrast to FID, does not report the content of conscious thoughts. Rather, in VS the content of a 
perception of some contextually prominent protagonist is rendered in a way that is compatible 
with that protagonist’s belief state at the time of the perception (Hinterwimmer 2018; cf. Brinton 
1980, Banfield 1982, and Stokke 2013 for discussion of related phenomena and Abrusán 2020 
for a different analysis). In order to investigate whether the two kinds of linguistic perspective 
taking behave in the same way as far as their interaction with gestural perspective taking is 
concerned, we will conduct an experiment (Experiment 2) which is similar to Experiment 1 and 
the experiment discussed in Hinterwimmer, Patil and Ebert (2021), but in which one of the two 
versions of the test items contains an instance of VS instead of FID, as in (3). 

(3) a. Maria fühlte sich nicht gut. Als sie aus dem Boot stieg, schwankte der Boden noch 
 minutenlang so stark unter ihren Füßen, dass sie sich übergeben musste.    
 ‘Maria did not feel well. When she stepped out of the boat, the ground was shaking  
 beneath her feet so heavily for several minutes that she had to vomit.’ 
 b. Maria hat wirklich immer Pech! Als die letzte Woche mit ihrem Freund einen   
 Bootsausflug unternahm, schwankte der Boden so stark unter ihren Füßen, dass sie 
 sich übergeben musste.  
 ‘Maria really has bad luck all the time! When she went on a boat trip with her boyfriend 
 last week, the ground was shaking beneath her feet so heavily that she had to vomit.’    
 CVG: The entire body of SP is shaking. OVG: The hand of SP is shaking.   

In Section 1.1 we have seen that in spoken and written language the co-presence of two 
perspectives within a single utterance is restricted in the following way: One of the two perspective 
takers is always the speaker or narrator. In cases of the narrator’s perspective being combined 
with the perspective of a character in the respective narration (as in FID, VS and ID), the two 
perspectives do not occupy the same level. Rather, the character’s perspective is necessarily 
subordinated to the narrator’s perspective. In order for the character to be perceived as 
perspective taker at all, the narrator’s perspective is therefore usually backgrounded in such 
cases at least locally, i.e. with respect to the respective utterance. Concerning visual 
communication, in contrast, this restriction does not seem to hold: We find combinations of the 
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perspectives of two characters both in sign language and co-speech gestures. Given this 
difference between visual communication, on the one hand, and spoken or written language, on 
the other, it is therefore an open question whether combining the perspectives of two characters 
works if one character’s perspective is prominent on the level of spoken language, while the other 
character’s perspective is prominent on the gestural level. In order to address this question, we 
will conduct an acceptability rating study in which short texts where the perspective expressed by 
the CVG matches the linguistically prominent perspective are compared with short texts where 
the CVG expresses the perspective of a protagonist who is clearly not prominent as perspective 
taker on the linguistic level (Experiment 3), as in (4).  

(4) Paul ging mit schnellen Schritten durch den dunklen Park. Er blickte sich ängstlich  
 um. Plötzlich tauchte ein groß gewachsener Typ direkt neben ihm auf. Unfassbar, der 
 Fiesling schubste ihn ohne jede Vorwarnung so heftig, dass er fast das   
 Gleichgewicht verloren hätte und hingefallen wäre. 
 ‘Paul walked through the dark park with quick steps. He looked around anxiously.  
 Suddenly a tall guy appeared directly next to him. Unbelievable, without any warning the 
 creep nudged him so fiercely that he lost his balance and almost fell down.’    
 Matching CVG: SP is staggering backwards and flailing about 
 Non-matching CVG: SP performs a nudging gesture   

In the final experiment related to D-1 (Experiment 4) we will investigate whether the combination 
of a CVG with an event introduced by the complement clause of a propositional attitude verb is 
preferred to the combination of an OVG with an event introduced by the complement clause of a 
propositional attitude verb if the agent of the event is referred to by a logophoric pronoun, i.e. a 
pronoun which can only be used in clauses expressing the content of some salient individual’s 
mental states or speech acts or describing events or states as perceived from such an individual’s 
perspective (Clements 1975, Sells 1987, Pearson 2013, 2015, Nishigauchi 2014). It is therefore 
to be expected that referring to the individual whose thoughts or utterances are reported by a 
logophoric pronoun makes the perspective of that individual more prominent than the perspective 
of the speaker or narrator. Consequently, if there is a preference for perspective alignment, 
combining the utterance of such a clause with a CVG expressing the perspective of the individual 
referred to by a logophoric pronoun should be preferred to combining it with an OVG. We will test 
this prediction in an acceptability rating study with Japanese items containing the Japanese 
reflexive pronoun zibun on its use as a logophoric pronoun. In the study we will test the intuitions 
of native speakers of Japanese.  

(D-2): Viewpoint gestures and perspective attribution to individuals 

Does the performance of CVGs or OVGs have a disambiguating effect on the interpretation of 
perspective-dependent expressions that can in principle be interpreted with respect to the 
speaker’s, narrator’s or some other prominent individual’s perspective? 

As we have seen in Section 1.1, there is some leeway regarding the interpretation of many 
perspective-dependent expressions in ID: Some expressions, such as expressive elements, 
epithets and the content of appositives in general, receive a speaker-centric interpretation by 
default, which can be overwritten by contextual factors, however (Harris & Potts 2009 and Harris 
2012). Others, such as modals and predicates of personal taste, in contrast, are interpreted from 
the perspective of the individual referred to by the matrix subject by default (Stephenson 2007). 
In a series of forced-choice experiments (Experiments 5a-c, 6a-b) that we will execute in 
collaboration with Prof. Jesse Harris (UCLA) we will investigate whether the performance of a 
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gesture which makes either the speaker’s or the narrator’s perspective prominent has a 
disambiguating effect on the interpretation of perspective-dependent expressions. In Experiment 
5a, we will investigate the interpretation of epithets. After watching a video in which the speaker 
utters a sentence such as (5) while performing either a CVG expressing the matrix subject’s 
perspective or an OVG, test persons will be asked who they think considers Paul an idiot: The 
speaker or Denise or both (cf. the experiments reported in Harris and Potts 2009 and Harris 
2012)? If gestures have a disambiguating effect on the interpretation of epithets, test persons 
should prefer the speaker-centric interpretation for the version with the OVG and the subject-
centric interpretation for the version with the CVG. In Experiment 5b, we will apply the same 
design to test items containing appositives, which are more robust than epithets in preferring a 
speaker-centric interpretation, and in Experiment 5c to predicates of personal taste, which trigger 
a subject-centric interpretation in ID by default. The question in all cases is therefore whether the 
presence of a gesture making either the subject’s or the speaker’s perspective salient may 
overwrite the respective preference. 

(5) Denise hat mir erzählt, dass sie beim Verlassen des Büros gegen die Tür geknallt ist, als 
 dieser Idiot Paul sie auf dem Handy anrief. 
 ‘Denise told me that while leaving the office she slammed into the door at full tilt, when  
 that idiot Paul called her on her smartphone.’ 

CVG: SP throws back her head and imitates the astonished facial expression of 
someone banging her head against a door, eyes wide open. 
OVG: SP moves the index finger of her right hand quickly into the direction of her 
vertically upheld left hand and lets it collide with her hand and bounce back. 

In Experiments 6a & 6b we will investigate whether the presence of either a CVG or an OVG has 
an effect on the interpretation of unembedded sentences containing epithets or appositives that 
can either be ascribed to the speaker or to an individual that has been made available as 
perspective taker by being the agent or experiencer of an event introduced in the immediately 
preceding sentence, as in (7) for epithets. Harris and Potts (2009) and Harris (2012) report that 
epithets and appositives contained in the complement clauses of propositional attitude verbs 
allow non-speaker centric interpretations more easily than unembedded occurrences, but that this 
tendency can be overwritten by contextual factors, too. The results of Experiments 6a & 6b will 
therefore indicate whether CVGs make the perspective of the respective individual prominent 
enough in the case of unembedded occurrences of epithets and appositives to overwrite the 
preference of the speaker-centric interpretation. The method that we will employ in Experiments 
6a & 6b will be the same as in Experiments 5a-c, i.e. subjects will be asked to choose who they 
think Paul considers an idiot or an incompetent janitor, for example.   

(7) Elif hat mir erzählt, dass sie ausgerutscht ist und fast hingefallen wäre, als sie morgens 
das Haus verließ. Dieser Idiot Paul hat schon wieder vergessen, den Gehweg zu räumen. 
‘Elif told me that yesterday she slipped and almost fell down when she left her house in 
the morning.That idiot Paul has forgotten to clear the sidewalk again.’ 

 CVG: SP is staggering backwards and flailing about 
OVG: SP moves her vertically upheld hand into a horizontal position, but stops 
shortly before reaching that position.  
 

(D-3): Viewpoint gestures and information status 

Does the information status of a CVG differ from the information status of an OVG? 
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Gestures are often argued to be less prominent than spoken material. Gestures are not at-issue 
(Potts 2005) by default (Ebert and Ebert 2014/Ebert, Ebert & Hörnig 2020 and Schlenker 2018 
a,b; but see Esipova 2019 for a different view). So far, discussions about the informational status 
of gestures mostly revolved around iconic gestures conveying information about the size or shape 
of objects or gestures conveying information about the manner in which certain actions are 
performed that mostly are OVGs. Consequently, the fact that gestures can convey perspectival 
information as well and that there are two kinds of gestures conveying such information has not 
played any role in this debate. It is conceivable, however, that CVGs, in virtue of representing the 
perspective of an individual distinct from the speaker, behave differently from OVGs in this regard, 
which by definition represent the speaker’s perspective and are therefore akin to appositive 
relative clauses on their default interpretation (Harris and Potts 2009 and Harris 2012). In other 
words, while OVGs might be not at-issue by default, it could be the case that CVGs actually are. 
We plan to design an experiment (Experiment 7) along the lines of the ones reported in Ebert, 
Ebert & Hörnig (2020) that settle the at-issue status of OVGs vs. CVGs. Ebert, Ebert & Hörnig 
(2020) could show that participants take the contribution of non-matching gestures to the overall 
truth value of the underlying utterance to be less than that of non-matching speech material. That 
is, utterances with gestures making a false contribution are rated better than utterances with 
adjectives that do not match the conditions under discussion. They take this to be evidence for 
the fact that gestures are interpreted as non-at-issue material by default, which has been argued 
to have less influence on the truth value of an utterance than at-issue material (Bach 1999). 
Furthermore, we will use other tests, as for example the direct denial test, to decide for the at-
issue status of CVGs as opposed to OVGs. To test whether there are differences with respect to 
the direct deniability of the content of CVGs vs. OVGs, we will design an experiment (Experiment 
8) with utterances that are accompanied by viewpoint gestures that convey additional material 
that is not referred to in the linguistic material. For example, the sentence Peter went home after 
school will be accompanied by an OVG that draws the trajectory of Peter’s going home. By 
performance of a gesture that depicts a zigzag route, the gesture conveys that he had to take a 
zigzag path on his way home. Likewise a CVG depicting a walking gesture with the body (possibly 
only with the arms) could indicate a zigzag path by implementing several body shifts to indicate 
changing directions. Participants then have to judge the felicitousness of an objection to the 
information given by the gesture, implemented by e.g. No, on his way home he has to just walk 
straight on. We expect to find differences with respect to the at-issue status of OVGs vs. CVGs 
that might also shed light on the combinatorial possibilities of viewpoint in language and gesture.  
 Based on the results of the experiments described in this section, we will develop the initial 
outline of an integrated theoretical model based on existing theories of perspective taking and 
gesture semantics. This outline will specify aspects of a theoretical model which is capable of 
explaining the interaction of perspective taking on the level of spoken language and co-speech 
gestures and it will clarify the role of context.  
 
Funding  
We request funding for a doctoral researcher with a strong experimental background in the 
employed methods and their statistical analysis in addition to solid knowledge of formal semantics 
and pragmatics. Ideally this researcher will have worked on visual communication and on co-
speech gestures in particular. The PhD will be located at the University of Wuppertal for the first 
half of the funding period and at Goethe University Frankfurt for the second half. It is planned that 
the PhD will work under close supervision of both PIs, depending on the work 
packages/dimensions under scrutiny. For the first part of the funding period, the PhD will work on 
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D-1 and D-2 and accordingly with Stefan Hinterwimmer, who is an expert on perspective taking. 
For the second part of the period, they will work on D-3 with Cornelia Ebert, who is an expert on 
the information status of co-speech gestures. All experiments will be executed in Frankfurt as the 
Goethe-University of Frankfurt displays a superior experimental setup. Accordingly, we request 
increased travel funds, particularly for the first part of the funding period.  

Work Packages  

WP Month PhD PIs 

1 
Wu 1 – 6 

Literature review 
General Setup & Preparation 
D-1:  
Design of Exp. 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Literature review 
General Setup & Preparation 
Support on experiments 

2 
Wu 7 – 12 D-1:  

Execution, Analysis of Exp. 1, 2, 3 & 4 
Support on experiments 

3 
Wu 13 – 18 

D-2:  
Design, Execution, Analysis of Exp. 5 & 6 
Publication of results 

First outline of formal model 
Support on experiments 

4 
Fra 19 – 24 

D-3:  
Design, Execution, Analysis of Exp. 7  
Theoretical modelling 

Adapt outline of formal model 
Support on experiments 

5 
Fra 25 – 30 

D-3:  
Design, Execution, Analysis of Exp. 8 
Publication of results  

Adapt outline of formal model  
Support on experiments 

6 
Fra 31 – 36 

Finalize dissertation 
 

Support & Supervision 
Finalize outline of formal model 
Report to DFG 
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