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Inner speech, or the covert production of language, often includes auditory percepts.
However, individuals with auditory verbal aphantasia (AVA) report no such phenomenology,
reflecting variation in inner speech condensation [1, 2]. While most people frequently
experience expanded inner speech (an "inner voice" with auditory qualities), individuals with
AVA appear to rely predominantly on a condensed form. Because inner speech is closely
linked to speech production control, studying AVA may clarify its underlying mechanisms.
Fluent speech requires rapid motor control, yet delayed sensory feedback makes external
monitoring inadequate for online error correction. Major models therefore posit internal
control via predictive mechanisms (efference copy, multisensory prediction, [3-5]) or
intermediate representations (internal speech [6,7]). The ConDiallnt model proposes that
inner speech emerges from interruptions in the hierarchical speech production process [3].
Condensed inner speech results from early interruption, whereas expanded inner speech
arises from later truncation, yielding a sensory-rich “inner voice.” AVA inner speech is
hypothesized to reflect interruption after formulation but before motor planning (phonetic
encoding), preserving phonological representations while lacking sensory qualities. To
investigate this hypothesis, we conducted a preliminary study with 53 participants grouped by
self-reported auditory imagery levels: AVA (N=10), hypophantasia (N=14), and typical
effective imagery (N=29). Participants completed a rhyme judgment task under two
conditions: articulatory suppression (which interferes with motor planning [8]) and a control
dual-task (foot-tapping with auditory suppression). To assess the specific cost of disrupting
motor planning, we analyzed the Group x Condition interaction. While articulatory
suppression increased response times across all groups, accuracy analyses revealed a
significant interaction: effective imagers were more impacted by articulatory suppression,
suggesting reliance on motor planning. These interference effects (A performance) are
illustrated in Figure 1. By contrast, participants with AVA and hypophantasia showed
significantly attenuated performance drops, indicating resistance to articulatory interference.

These findings suggest that non-sensory phonological representations are sufficient for



phonological judgments, and that motor planning can be bypassed, reducing susceptibility to
dual-task interference. A quasi-replication with a larger AVA sample and tighter control of

secondary-task performance is underway to assess the robustness of these findings.
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Figure 1: Interference effects on rhyme judgment (A: articulatory suppression minus control)
for reaction time (A) and accuracy (B) across the typical effective imagery, hypophantasia,
and AVA groups. The dashed line at zero indicates the absence of an articulatory
suppression interference effect. * p < .05.
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