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1 Definition

Approaches to narrative study that fall under the heading of cognitive narratology
share a focus on the mental states, capacities, and dispositions that provide grounds
for—or, conversely, are grounded in—narrative experiences. This definition
highlights two broad questions as centrally relevant for research on the nexus of
narrative and mind: (1) How do stories across media interlock with interpreters’
mental states and processes, thus giving rise to narrative experiences?; (2) How (to
what extent, in what specific ways) does narrative scaffold efforts to make sense of
experience itself? The first question bears on stories viewed as a target of
interpretation; it concerns ways in which interpreters use various kinds of semiotic
affordances to engage with narrative worlds (or “storyworlds”). The second question
concerns how narrative constitutes a resource for interpretation, providing a basis
for understanding and characterizing the intentions, goals, emotions, and conduct of
self and other. Thus, research on the mind-narrative nexus encompasses not only
how stories can be used to build worlds but also how such acts of narrative
worldmaking are themselves mind-enabling and mind-extending.

2 Explication

Still an emergent trend within the broader domain of narratology, research on the
mind-narrative nexus encompasses multiple methods of analysis and diverse
corpora. Relevant corpora include fictional and nonfictional print narratives;
computer-mediated narratives such as interactive fictions, e-mail novels, and blogs;
comics and graphic novels; cinematic narratives; storytelling in face-to-face
interaction; and other instantiations of the narrative text type. By the same token,
theorists working in this area have adapted descriptive and explanatory tools from a
variety of fields—in part because of the cross-disciplinary nature of research on the
mind-brain itself. Source disciplines include, in addition to narratology, linguistics,
semiotics, computer science, philosophy, psychology, and other domains. Making
matters still more complicated, narrative scholars working on issues that fall within


http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de

this area do not necessarily identify their work as cognitive-narratological, and
might even resist being aligned with this rubric.

It should therefore not be surprising that, given the range of artifacts and media
falling under its purview, the many disciplines it involves, and the multiplicity of
projects relevant for if not directly associated with it, research at the intersection of
narrative theory and the sciences of mind at present constitutes more a set of
loosely confederated heuristic schemes than a global framework for inquiry.
Nonetheless, a number of key concerns cut across the various approaches to the
mind-narrative nexus; these concerns can be linked to the two broad lines of inquiry
mentioned above, i.e. (1) research on narrative as a target of interpretation and (2)
scholarship on stories as a resource for sense making. On the one hand, what
mental states and processes support narrative understanding, allowing readers,
viewers, or listeners to navigate storyworlds to the extent required for their
purposes in engaging with a given narrative (Herman 2013a: chaps. 1, 3)? How do
they use medium-specific cues to build on the basis of the discourse an
interpretation of what happened when, or in what order; a broader temporal and
spatial environment for those events, as well as an inventory of the characters
involved; and a working model of what it was like for these characters to experience
the more or less disruptive or non-canonical events that constitute a core feature of
narrative representations (Herman 2009: chap. 5)? On the other hand, insofar as
narrative constitutes a way of structuring and understanding situations and events,
still other questions suggest themselves for researchers working in this area. To
what domains are stories especially suited as instruments of mind (Herman 2013a:
chaps. 2, 6)? Is it the case that, unlike other such instruments (stress equations,
deductive arguments, graphs and scatterplots, etc.), narrative is tailor-made for
gauging the felt quality of lived experiences (Fludernik 1996; Herman 2009: chap. 6;
2013a: chaps. 2, 7)?

Arguably, questions such as these could not have been formulated, let alone
addressed, within classical frameworks for narrative study (but cf. Barthes [1966]
1977 and Culler 1975 for early anticipations). The mind-narrative nexus can thus be
thought of as a problem space that opened up when earlier, structuralist models
were brought into dialogue with disciplines falling under the umbrella field of the
cognitive sciences.

3 History of the Concept and its Study

3.1 A Partial Genealogy of the Term “Cognitive Narratology”

The field of inquiry that has come to be called cognitive narratology can be



characterized as a subdomain within “postclassical” narratology (Herman 1999;
Alber & Fludernik 2010). At issue are frameworks for narrative study that
incorporate the ideas of classical, structuralist narratologists but supplement their
work with concepts and methods that were unavailable to story analysts such as
Barthes, Genette, Greimas, and Todorov during the heyday of the structuralist
revolution. In the case of scholarship exploring the nexus of narrative and mind,
analysts have worked to enrich the original stock of structuralist concepts with
research on human intelligence either ignored by or inaccessible to the classical
narratologists; they have thus built new foundations for the study of basic and
general principles of mind vis-a-vis various dimensions of narrative structure, as
well as the various uses to which stories can be put.

That said, the term “cognitive narratology” itself carries connotations that it might
be better to avoid by using other descriptors for this area of inquiry. In particular, it
is important to avoid any conflation of research on the mind-narrative nexus with
what some scholars have characterized as “cognitivism,” or the view that the mind
can be reduced to disembodied mental representations that are disattached from
particular environments for acting and interacting (Noé 2004, 2009; Varela,
Thompson & Rosch 1991; Thompson 2007). As argued in Herman et al. (2012) and
Herman (2013a), a focus on the way the mind works with and through stories need
not entail a cognitivist separation between mental representations and the social
and material environments that help shape—indeed, partly constitute—the mind
itself. Instead, research on storytelling and the mind can investigate how a culture’s
narrative practices are geared on to humans’ always-situated mental states,
capacities, and proclivities.

However it is conceptualized and defined, the term cognitive narratology has been

in use for only about fifteen years. As Eder (2003: 283 n.10) notes, the term appears
to have been first used by Jahn (1997). Yet the questions and concerns encompassed
by the term can be traced back to earlier research. In the domain of literary studies,
and in parallel with a broader turn toward issues of reception and reader response
(Iser [1972] 1974; Jauss [1977] 1982; Tompkins ed. 1980), studies by Sternberg (
1978) and Perry (1979) highlighted processing strategies (e.g. the “primacy” and
“recency” effects) that arise from the situation of a given event vis-a-vis the two
temporal continua of story and discourse, or fabula and sujet. Events that happen
early in story-time can be encountered late in discourse-time, or vice versa,
producing different reading experiences from those set into play when there is
greater isomorphism between the time of the told and the time of the telling. A still
earlier precedent in this connection is Ingarden’s ([1931] 1973) account of literary
texts as heteronomous vs. autonomous objects, i.e. as schematic structures the
concretization of whose meaning potential requires the cognitive activity of readers.



Meanwhile, in the fields of cognitive psychology and Artificial Intelligence (Al)
research, analysts began developing their own hypotheses about cognitive
structures underlying the production and understanding of narrative. Psychologists
such as Mandler (1984) postulated the existence of cognitively based story
grammars or narrative rule systems. Such grammars were cast as formal
representations of the cognitive mechanisms used to parse stories into sets of units
(e.g. settings and episodes) and principles for sequencing and embedding those units
(cf. Herman 2002: 10-13). Roughly contemporaneously with the advent of story
grammars, research in Al also began to focus on the cognitive basis for creating and
understanding stories. Schank and Abelson’s (1977) foundational work explored how
stereotypical knowledge reduces the complexity and duration of many processing
tasks, including the interpretation of narrative. Indeed, the concepts of script and
frame, or types of knowledge representations that allow an expected sequence of
events or an activity setting to be stored in the memory (cf. Bartlett [1932] 1995;
Goffman 1974), suggested how people are able to build up complex interpretations
of stories on the basis of very few textual or discourse cues. Although subsequent
research on knowledge representations suggests its limits as well as its possibilities
(Sternberg 2003 provides a critical review), this early work shaped research on
storytelling and the mind from the start, informing the study of how particular
features of narrative discourse enable particular kinds of processing strategies.

Thus, theorists have explored how experiential repertoires, stored in the form of
scripts, enable interpreters of stories to “fill in the blanks” and assume that if a
narrator mentions a masked character running out of a bank with a satchel of
money, then that character has in all likelihood robbed the bank in question. For his
part, Palmer (2004) discusses how readers’ world-knowledge allows them to build
inferences about fictional minds by bringing such knowledge to bear on various
textual indicators, including thought reports, speech representations, and
descriptions of behaviors that span the continuum linking mental with physical
actions. Other analysts have explored how literary narratives, by presenting
atypical, norm-challenging, or physically impossible fictional scenarios, intermix
processes of script recruitment, disruption, and refreshment (Alber 2009; Herman
2002: 85-113; Stockwell 2002: 75-89).

Jahn (1997) and Emmott (1997) likewise employ the frame concept but in effect shift
the focus from issues of semantic memory to issues of episodic memory. Jahn’s (
1997) foundational essay draws on Minsky’s (1975) account of frames (among other
relevant research) to redescribe from a cognitive perspective key aspects of
Stanzel’s ([1979] 1984) theory of narrative. In Jahn’s proposal, higher-order
knowledge representations or frames enable interpreters of stories to disambiguate



pronominal references, decide whether a given sentence serves a descriptive or a
thought-reporting function (e.g. depending on context, “the train was late” might
either be a thought mulled over by a character or part of the narrator’s own account
of the narrated world), and, more generally, adopt a top-down as well as a bottom-
up approach to narrative processing. A frame guides interpretation until such time
as textual affordances allow for a modification or substitution of that frame. In a
similar vein, drawing on ideas from cognitive psychology, psycholinguistics, and text-
processing research, Emmott investigates how what she calls contexts, or
spatiotemporal nodes inhabited by configurations of individuals and entities,
constrain pronoun interpretation. Information about contexts attaches itself to
mental representations that Emmott terms “contextual frames.” An action
performed by (or on) a given configuration of participants is necessarily indexed to
a particular context and must be viewed within that context, even if the context is
never fully reactivated (after its initial mention) linguistically. For example, if a
character in a short story begins walking along a wooded path, then even if
elements of the setting are not mentioned again, readers can assume that
subsequent actions performed by the character continue to take place in that same
locale—until such time as linguistic signals facilitate a frame-switch (e.g. “Several
days later [...]").

To extrapolate: although some of the work just described post-dates the period at
issue, a cluster of publications appearing in the 1990s added impetus to the
“cognitive turn” in narrative studies that had been prepared for by research
conducted in the 1970s and 1980s and heralded by Turner (1991) in a book subtitled
“The Study of English in the Age of Cognitive Science.” Fludernik’s richly synthetic
account of natural narratology, appearing in 1996, integrates ideas from literary
narratology, the history of English language and literature, research on natural-
language narratives told in face-to-face communication, and cognitive linguistics to
isolate “experientiality,” or the felt, subjective awareness of an experiencing mind,
as a core property of narrativity. Turner’s (1996) own extrapolation from cognitive-
linguistic models of metaphor to account for human intelligence in terms of
parabolic projections, or the mapping of source stories onto target stories to make
sense of the world, was also published in 1996. The year before, the influential
volume Deixis in Narrative had appeared (Duchan et al. eds. 1995); contributions to
this volume characterize narrative comprehension in terms of deictic shifts,
whereby interpreters shift from the spatiotemporal coordinates of the here-and-now
to various cognitive vantage-points they are able to take up because of textual
signals distributed in narrative discourse (see also Werth 1999). In addition, although
the studies just mentioned fall within the first broad strand of inquiry into the mind-
narrative nexus—i.e. the strand concerned with stories viewed as a target of
interpretation—during the same period researchers in fields such as sociolinguistics,



discourse analysis, and social psychology were building on the insights of Labov (
1972) to contribute to the second broad strand of inquiry, investigating how
narrative constitutes a resource for sense making across a variety of
communicative settings and activity types (Bamberg ed. 1997; Bruner 1991; Linde
1993; Ochs et al. 1992).

This spate of publications helps explain why the inaugural 2000 issue of the online
journal Image & Narrative focused on cognitive narratology. It also helps account
for the organization, just after the turn of the century, of a number of edited
volumes, special journal issues, and conferences exploring intersections among
cognition, literature, and culture as well as approaches to the mind-narrative nexus
in particular (e.g. Abbott ed. 2001; Richardson & Steen eds. 2002; Herman ed. 2003;
Richardson & Spolsky eds. 2004). At the same time, theorists formulated pertinent
objections to (or at least reservations about) what Richardson and Steen termed a
“cognitive revolution” in the study of literature and culture (Jackson 2005; Sternberg
2003). Specifically, scholars who remained skeptical about cognitive approaches to
literature and culture in general, and about research on narrative and mind
specifically, questioned the degree to which work of this kind represents true cross-
disciplinary or rather “transdisciplinary” convergence—as opposed to the selective
and sometimes haphazard borrowing of ideas and methods tailored to problem
domains in other areas of study (see section 4 below).

3.1 Focal Areas for Research

Approaches to narrative and mind continue to emerge, evolve, and cross-pollinate,
and it is difficult to predict which of these approaches will be the most generative
going forward, let alone what impact they will ultimately have on the broader field
of narratology. Spanning research on narrative viewed as a target of interpretation
as well as scholarship on stories taken as an instrument of mind, relevant studies
include:

(a) inquiry into the range of mental states and processes that support
inferences about the ontological make-up, spatiotemporal profile, and
character inventory of a storyworld, and also about the degree to which a
given text or representation can be assimilated to the category
“narrative”—i.e. assigned at least some degree of narrativity—in the first
place (Dolezel 1998; Fludernik 1996; Gerrig 1993; Herman 2002, 2009,
2013a; Hogan 2003b: 115-39; Jahn 1997; Ryan 1991, 2001; Sanford &
Emmott 2013);



(b) cognitively inflected accounts of narrative perspective or focalization in
fictional and nonfictional texts (van Peer & Chatman eds. 2001; Dancygier
2011: 87-116; Grishakova 2002; Jahn 1996, 1999; Herman 2013a: chap. 4);

(c) attempts to formulate what Eder (2003) terms “cognitive reception
theories,” including research on the effects of narrative suspense,
curiosity, and surprise (Gerrig 1993; Keating 2013; Perry 1979; Sternberg
1978, 1990, 1992) as well as studies of specific storytelling strategies that
can foster, amplify, or inhibit empathetic responses by interpreters (Keen
2007);

(d) empirical studies that, relying on techniques ranging from the
measuring of reading times to methods of corpus analysis to the elicitation
of diagrams of storyworlds, seek to establish demonstrable correlations
between what Bortolussi and Dixon (2003) term “text features” and “text
effects” (Emmott, Sanford & Alexander 2013; Sanford & Emmott 2013;
Gerrig 1993; Ryan 2003; Herman 2005; Salway & Herman 2011);

(e) transmedial studies suggesting that narrative functions as a cognitive
“macroframe” enabling interpreters to identify stories or story-like
elements across any number of semiotic media—literary, pictorial,
musical, etc. (Gardner & Herman 2011; Herman 2004, 2013a: chap. 3;
Ranta 2013; Ryan ed. 2004; Ryan & Thon eds., 2014; Wolf 2003);

(f) research on characters and methods of characterization in fictional as
well as nonfictional narratives; this work includes studies of specific
techniques used by storytellers to figure forth their characters’ mental
lives and also studies of how interpreters’ encounters with such individuals-
in-storyworlds shape and are shaped by broader understandings of
persons (Cohn 1978; Eder et al., eds. 2010; Fludernik 2003; Herman 20113,
2013a: chap. 5; Herman ed. 2011; Jannidis 2004, 2009; Palmer 2004, 2010;
Schneider 2001; Zunshine 2006);

(g) relatedly, research on narrative vis-a-vis folk-psychological reasoning,
or the everyday heuristics that people use to make sense of their own and
others’ conduct; at issue is how stories provide a means for evaluating the
conduct of self and other, as well as the folk-psychological abilities bound
up with narrative comprehension (Butte 2004; Herman 2010, 2011a, 2013a
: chaps. 2, 8; Hutto 2008).

(h) studies of emotions and emotion discourse in narrative contexts;



relevant work includes inquiry into the way emotional responses undergird
the telling and interpretation of stories (Burke 2011; Hogan 2003a, 2011;
Miall 2011; Oatley 2012) and also research on how narratives at once
reflect and help shape “emotionologies,” or systems of emotion terms and
concepts deployed by participants in discourse to ascribe emotions to
themselves as well as their cohorts (Herman 2010, 2013a).

(i) research drawing inspiration from developments in the theory of
evolution and also evolutionary psychology, including Easterlin’s (2012)
hypothesis that “narrative thinking arose [...] because it facilitated
interpretation of events in the environment and consequently promoted
functional action” (47) and Boyd’s (2009) argument that narrative fiction
and other forms of make-believe link up with an evolved human
predisposition to engage in play (177-87, 192-93; see also Abbott 2000;
Austin 2010: 17-40; Dissanayake 2001; Mellmann 2010);

(j) work exploring how narratives about counterfactual scenarios support
efforts to negotiate experience (Dannenberg 2008; Dolezel 1999: 265-67;
2010: 101-26; Herman 2013a: chap. 8);

(k) studies of the structure and uses of autobiographical accounts vis-a-vis
memory processes and their potential disruption by dementia or other
debilitating diseases or injuries (Brockmeier & Carbaugh eds. 2001;
Damasio 1999; Eakin 2008; Medved & Brockmeier 2010; Hydén 2010); and

(I) research on narrative engagements with nonhuman phenomenology, or
the way stories across media can be used to model what it might be like
for nonhuman animals to encounter the world—and thereby reshape
humans’ own modes of encounter (Herman 2011b, 2013c; Irvine 2013;
Nelles 2001).

The following subsections hone in on focal areas (a) and (f) to highlight some of the
strategies for inquiry that have been developed by analysts exploring the mind-
narrative nexus.

3.1.1 Narrative Ways of Worldmaking

Using semiotic affordances to construct and imaginatively inhabit storyworlds is a
fundamental aspect of interpreting narratives—and also a precondition for
leveraging narratives to construe what’s going on in wider environments for sense
making. Work on deictic shift theory (Duchan et al., eds. 1995), contextual frame
theory (Emmott 1997), text-world theory (Werth 1999), possible-worlds theory



(Dolezel 1998; Pavel 1986; Ronen 1994; Ryan 1991), and the fiction/nonfiction
distinction (Cohn 1999) helps illuminate the mental processes underlying narrative
ways of worldmaking. This work suggests how interpreting narratives entails
mapping discourse cues onto storyworlds more or less analogous to contexts in
which that mapping process takes place.

What is more, reconsidered from a perspective that foregrounds issues of
worldmaking, earlier narratological scholarship can be read anew, providing further
insight into the mental states, capacities, and dispositions underlying the
(re)construction of narrative worlds. Genette’s ([1972] 1980) influential account of
time in narrative, for example, can be motivated as a heuristic framework for
studying the WHEN component of world creation. Thus Genette's concept of
narrative order suggests how a narrative world is “thickened” by forays backward
and forward in time, raising questions about the processing strategies triggered by
such temporal agglutination (cf. Abbott [2002] 2008: 163-65; Sternberg 1978, 1990,
1992).

The approach to narrative worldmaking outlined in Herman et al. (2012) and Herman
(2013a, 2013b) focuses on the way specific discourse patterns enable narrative
experiences; suggesting how ideas from psycholinguistics, discourse analysis, and
related areas of research can be integrated with scholarship on stories to
characterize processes of narrative understanding, the approach starts with the
hypothesis that engaging with stories entails mapping textual cues onto the WHEN,
WHAT, WHERE, WHO, HOW, and WHY dimensions of mentally configured worlds. By
using textual affordances to specify or “fill out” these dimensions in more or less
detail, interpreters can frame provisional answers to questions such as the
following—to the extent required by their purposes in engaging with a given text:

i. How does the time frame of events in the storyworld relate to that of the
narrational or world-creating act?

ii. Where did/will/might narrated events happen relative to the place of
narration—and for that matter, relative to the interpreter’s current
situation?

iii. How exactly is the domain of narrated events spatially configured, and
what sorts of changes take place in the configuration of that domain over
time?

iv. During a given moment of the unfolding action, what are the focal
(foregrounded) constituents or inhabitants of the narrated domain—as



opposed to the peripheral (backgrounded) constituents?

v. Whose vantage point on situations, objects, and events in the narrated
world shapes the presentation of that world at a given moment?

vi. In what domains of the storyworld do actions supervene on behaviors,
such that it becomes relevant to ask, not just what cause produced what
effect, but also who did (or tried to do) what, through what means, and for
what reason?

The interplay among the dimensions at issue—the specific pattern of responses
created by the way an interpreter frames answers to these sorts of questions when
engaging with a narrative—accounts for the structure as well as the functions and
overall impact of the storyworld at issue. Hence, whereas the questions just listed
concern what kind of world is being evoked by the act of telling, those questions
connect up, in turn, with further questions about how a given narrative is situated in
its broader discourse environment—questions concerning why or with what
purposes that act of telling is being performed at all. To reiterate, stories do not
merely evoke a world, and thereby constitute a target of interpretation; they also
afford resources for sense making by intervening in a field of discourses, a range of
representational strategies, a constellation of ways of seeing—and sometimes a set
of competing narratives, as in a courtroom trial, a political campaign, or a family
dispute (see Abbott [2002] 2008: 175-92).

3.1.2 Characters and Categorization Processes

Many analysts have laid groundwork for an exploration of characters (and
techniques of characterization) vis-a-vis the broader categorization processes by
means of which people structure and comprehend elements of experience. Barthes (
[1970] 1974) suggested that, in conjunction with four other “codes for reading,” a
semic code governs the process by which story recipients identify and interpret
characters and their attributes, enabling semantic features of the text (e.g. lists of
character attributes or descriptions of the places they inhabit) to be categorized as
information relevant for understanding individuals-in-narrative-worlds, fictional and
otherwise. Taking inspiration from Barthes, Chatman (1978) described characters as
paradigms of traits. According to this analysis, a character is a “vertical assemblage
of [a set of traits, or more or less enduring qualities or dispositions] intersecting the
syntagmatic chain of events that comprise the plot” (127). Chatman thus explores
how interpreters rely on their knowledge of culturally and historically variable trait-
codes to map textual cues onto individuals-in-storyworlds (123-26; cf. Culler 1975:
236-37). These repertoires of trait-names derive from a variety of sources,



including specialized domains such as psychoanalysis, jurisprudence, and literary

history (she was neurotic; he acted with malice aforethought; he had the fiery
temperament of a Heathcliff) as well as the broader domain of folk psychology (
he’s not a resentful person; she couldn’t let well enough alone).

More recent work by theorists such as Eder, Jannidis and Schneider (Eder et al. 2010
), Gerrig (2010), Jannidis (2004, 2009), and Schneider (2001) likewise stresses the
way understandings of persons arising from social norms, from specific narrative
texts, or from embodied interactions with others structure and mediate encounters
with characters in stories—indeed, make them recognizable as such (cf. Margolin
2007: 78-79). In his account of how “understanding literary characters requires [...]
attributing dispositions and motivations to them [and] forming expectations about
what they will do next and why, and, of course, reacting emotionally to them,”
Schneider (2001) argues that “all this happens through a complex interaction of
what the text says about the characters and of what the reader knows about the
world in general, specifically about people and, yet more specifically, about ‘people’
in literature” (608). On the textual side, Schneider identifies several sources of
characterizing information: “(1) descriptions/ presentations of a character’s traits,
verbal and nonverbal behavior, outer appearance, physiognomy and body language
made by the narrator, character himself/herself, or other characters; (2) the
presentation of character’s consciousness and mind-style; (3) inferred character
traits mapped metonymically from the presentation of fictional space to the
character” (2001: 611; see also Gorman 2010: 171-73; Jannidis 2004: 195-237;
Jannidis 2009: 21-23). On the interpretation side, story recipients bring to bear on
this information prior knowledge about categories or types of
individuals—categories derived from social, literary, and also text-specific
knowledge (Schneider 2001: 617-27). Hence, one’s assumptions about members of
different social classes or holders of various occupations, about protagonists or
villains across narrative genres, and about characters previously encountered in a
particular text will mediate one’s engagement with the demeanor, conduct, and
typical settings of the intelligent agents featured in any given narrative.

But the interplay between characterizing information and categorization processes
is more complicated than the previous paragraph would suggest. Interpreters bring
to bear on characters not only socially grounded, literature-based, and text-specific
categories of individuals, but also the more fundamental concept of person
itself—that is, ways of engaging with persons that emerge over the course of
ontogenetic development and that continue to support practices of embodied
interaction later in life (Herman 2013a: chap. 2; cf. Jannidis 2004: 195-237;
Trevarthen 1993). In turn, some narratives (e.g. Djuna Barnes’ Nightwood or Neill
Blomkamp’s District 9) are purposely designed to cut against the grain of available



person-oriented models, thereby holding those models up for conscious scrutiny and
inviting a reconsideration of their scope and limits. In such contexts, the process of
making sense of a narrative begins to overlap with that of using stories to make
sense of the world, since interpreting the text entails reassessing what entities
belong in the category of person and, by extension, the relationship between
persons and nonpersons. In other words, some narratives invite interpreters to
probe the nature and boundaries of the person concept itself by suggesting more or
less extensive parallels between members of the category of persons and beings
that have been excluded from that category; by underscoring the phenomenological
richness of nonhuman experiences and showing how they too emerge from
intelligent agents’ interactions with their surrounding environments; or by
portraying literally hybridized beings who combine the traits of persons and
nonpersons and thus cross over a boundary that can then be recast as both
historically and culturally variable (Herman 2013a: chap. 5).

4 Topics for Further Investigation

Since important contributions and refinements continue to be made to the focal
areas for research listed in section 3.2, all of these areas also constitute, in effect,
topics for further investigation. In addition, several other, overarching issues
warrant further consideration when it comes to study of the mind-narrative nexus.

A first key issue is how best to foster genuine dialogue or interaction between
scholarship on narrative and the sciences of mind—as opposed to a unidirectional
borrowing, by narrative scholars, of ideas from the cognitive sciences. To this end,
Herman (2013a) proposes a “transdisciplinary” approach to studying stories vis-a-vis
the cognitive sciences. The argument is that the mind-narrative relationship cannot
be exhaustively characterized by the arts and humanities, by the social sciences, or
by the natural sciences taken alone; hence genuine dialogue and exchange across
these fields of endeavor, rather than unidirectional borrowing from a particular field
that thereby becomes dominant, will be required to address how mental states,
capacities, and dispositions provide grounds for or, conversely, are grounded in
narrative experiences. Instead of there being any subordination of humanistic
vocabularies and methods to those of the social or natural sciences, or vice versa, in
a transdisciplinary approach different frameworks for inquiry will converge on
various dimensions of the mind-narrative nexus.

A second key question is how to take into account the relationship between theory
and corpus—that is, the way one’s understanding of the mind-narrative nexus will be
shaped by the kinds of narrative practices one considers. How might the choice of
stories from different periods, genres, or cultural traditions affect the way theorists



characterize the mental states and processes associated with narrative
experiences? And how do issues of medium-specificity come into play in this same
connection?

A third important issue is the difference this area of research might make when it
comes to interpreting particular stories. The structuralists claimed that, just as the
Saussurean linguist studies the system of language (/langue) rather than the
individual messages made possible and intelligible by that system (parole),
narratologists should study how narrative in general means, rather than what
particular narratives mean. In the years since structuralism, however, convergent
research developments across fields such as ethnography, sociolinguistics, and
narrative analysis itself have revealed the importance of studying how people
deploy various sorts of symbol systems to refer to, and constitute, aspects of their
experience. Thus, although Saussure emphasized code over message, a key
question for future inquiry is how a focus on the mind-narrative nexus might
illuminate the structure and functions of situated storytelling acts. Multiple issues
are at stake in this connection, including the way in which story designs allow for
tentative, defeasible ascriptions of authorial intention—ascriptions to story creators
of the reasons for acting that (probabilistically) account for why a given text has the
structure it does (Herman et al. 2012; Herman 2013a: chap. 1).

5 Bibliography
5.1 Works Cited

Abbott, H. Porter (2000). “The Evolutionary Origins of Storied Mind: Modeling the
Prehistory of Narrative Consciousness and Its Discontents.” Narrative 8, 247-56.
Abbott, H. Porter ([2002] 2008). The Cambridge Introduction to Narrative.
Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Abbott, H. Porter, ed. (2001). “On the Origins of Fiction: Interdisciplinary
Perspectives.” Special Issue of SubStance 30.1.

Alber, Jan (2009). “Impossible Storyworlds—and What to Do with Them.”
Storyworlds 1, 79-96.

Alber, Jan & Monika Fludernik, eds. (2010). Postclassical Narratologies: Approaches
and Analyses. Columbus: Ohio State UP.

Austin, Michael (2010). Useful Fictions: Evolution, Anxiety, and the Origins of
Literature. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Bamberg, Michael, ed. (1997). “Oral Versions of Personal Experience: Three Decades
of Narrative Analysis.” Special Issue of the Journal of Narrative and Life History
7.1-4.

Barthes, Roland ([1966] 1977). “Introduction to the Structural Analysis of



Narratives.” Image Music Text. New York: Hill & Wang, 79-124.

Barthes, Roland ([1970] 1974]). S/Z. New York: Hill & Wang.

Bartlett, Frederick C. ([1932] 1995). Remembering. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.
Bortolussi, Marisa & Peter Dixon (2003). Psychonarratology: Foundations for the
Empirical Study of Literary Response. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Boyd, Brian (2009). On the Origin of Stories: Evolution, Cognition, and Fiction.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP.

Brockmeier, Jens & Donal Carbaugh, eds. (2001). Narrative and Identity: Studies in
Autobiography, Self and Culture. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Bruner, Jerome (1991). “The Narrative Construction of Reality.” Critical Inquiry 18,
1-21.

Burke, Michael (2011). Literary Reading, Cognition and Emotion: An Exploration of
the Oceanic Mind. London: Routledge.

Butte, George (2004). | know That You Know That | Know: Narrating Subjects from
Moll Flanders to Marnie. Columbus: Ohio State UP.

Chatman, Seymour (1978). Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction
and Film. Ithaca: Cornell UP.

Cohn, Dorrit (1978). Transparent Minds: Narrative Modes for Presenting
Consciousness in Fiction. Princeton: Princeton UP.

Cohn, Dorrit (1999). The Distinction of Fiction. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP.

Culler, Jonathan (1975). “Literary Competence” & “Convention and Naturalization.” J.
C. Structuralist Poetics. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 113—-30 & 131-60.
Damasio, Antonio R. (1999). The Feeling of What Happens: Body and Emotion in
the Making of Consciousness. New York: Harcourt Brace.

Dancygier, Barbara (2011). The Language of Stories: A Cognitive Approach.
Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Dannenberg, Hilary P. (2008). Coincidence and Counterfactuality: Plotting Time
and Space in Narrative Fiction. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Dissanayake, Ellen (2001). “Becoming Homo aestheticus: Sources of Imagination in
Mother-infant Interactions.” SubStance 94/95, 85-99.

Dolezel, Lubomir (1998). Heterocosmica: Fiction and Possible Worlds. Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins UP.

Dolezel, Lubomir (1999). “Fictional and Historical Narrative: Meeting the Postmodern
Challenge.” D. Herman (ed.). Narratologies: New Perspectives on Narrative
Analysis. Columbus: Ohio State UP, 247-73.

Dolezel, Lubomir (2010). Possible Worlds of Fiction and History: The Postmodern
Stage. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP.

Duchan, Judith F. et al, eds. (1995). Deixis in Narrative: A Cognitive Science
Perspective. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Eakin, Paul John (2008). Living Autobiographically: How We Create Identity in
Narrative



. Ithaca: Cornell UP.

Easterlin, Nancy (2012). A Biocultural Approach to Literary Theory and
Interpretation. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP.

Eder, Jens (2003). “Narratology and Cognitive Reception Theories.” T. Kindt & H.-H.
Muller (eds.). What Is Narratology? Questions and Answers Regarding the Status
of a Theory. Berlin: de Gruyer, 277-301.

Eder, Jens et al. (2010). “Characters in Fictional Worlds: An Introduction.” ). Eder et
al. (eds.). Characters in Fictional Worlds: Understanding Imaginary Beings in
Literature, Film, and Other Media. Berlin: de Gruyter, 3-64.

Emmott, Catherine (1997). Narrative Comprehension: A Discourse Perspective.
Oxford: Oxford UP.

Emmott, Catherine, Anthony J. Sanford & Marc Alexander (2013). “Rhetorical Control
of Readers’ Attention: Psychological and Stylistic Perspectives on Foreground and
Background in Narrative.” L. Bernaerts et al. (eds.). Stories and Minds: Cognitive
Approaches to Literary Narrative. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P, 39-57.

Fludernik, Monika (1996). Towards a ‘Natural’ Narratology. London: Routledge.
Fludernik, Monika (2003). “The Diachronization of Narratology.” Narrative 11.3,
331-48.

Gardner, Jared & David Herman (2011). Introduction. Special issue on “Graphic
Narratives and Narrative Theory.” SubStance 40.1, 3-13.

Genette, Gérard ([1972] 1980). Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method. lthaca:
Cornell UP.

Gerrig, Richard J. (1993). Experiencing Narrative Worlds: On the Psychological
Activities of Reading. New Haven: Yale UP.

Gerrig, Richard J. (2010). “A Moment-by-moment Perspective on Readers’
Experiences of Characters.” ). Eder et al. (eds.). Characters in Fictional Worlds:
Understanding Imaginary Beings in Literature, Film, and Other Media. Berlin: de
Gruyter, 357-76.

Goffman, Erving (1974). Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of
Experience. New York: Harper & Row.

Gorman, David (2010). “Character and Characterization.” D. Herman et al. (eds.)
Teaching Narrative Theory. New York: MLA, 165-77.

Grishakova, Marina (2002). “The Acts of Presence Negotiated: Towards the
Semiotics of the Observer.” Sign Systems Studies 30.2, 529-53.

Herman, David (1999). “Introduction.” D. Herman (ed.). Narratologies: New
Perspectives on Narrative Analysis. Columbus: Ohio State UP, 1-30.

Herman, David (2002). Story Logic: Problems and Possibilities of Narrative.
Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Herman, David (2004). “Toward a Transmedial Narratology.” M.-L. Ryan (ed.).
Narrative across Media: The Language of Storytelling. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P,



47-75.

Herman, David (2005). “Quantitative Methods in Narratology: A Corpus-based Study
of Motion Events in Stories.” |. Ch. Meister (ed.). Narratology Beyond Literary
Criticism. Mediality, Disciplinarity. Berlin: de Gruyter, 125-49.

Herman, David (2009). Basic Elements of Narrative. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.
Herman, David (2010). “Narrative Theory after the Second Cognitive Revolution.” L.
Zunshine (ed.). Introduction to Cognitive Cultural Studies. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins UP, 155-75.

Herman, David (2011a). Introduction. D. Herman (ed.). The Emergence of Mind:
Representations of Consciousness in Narrative Discourse in English. Lincoln: U of
Nebraska P, 1-40.

Herman, David (2011b). “Storyworld/Umwelt: Nonhuman Experiences in Graphic
Narratives.” SubStance 40.1, 156-81.

Herman, David (2013a). Storytelling and the Sciences of Mind. Cambridge: MIT P.
Herman, David (2013b). “Approaches to Narrative Worldmaking.” M. Andrews et al.
(eds.). Doing Narrative Research, 2nd edition. London: Sage. 176-95.

Herman, David (2013c). “Modernist Life Writing and Nonhuman Lives: Ecologies of
Experience in Virginia Woolf’'s Flush.” Modern Fiction Studies 59.3, 547-68.
Herman, David et al. (2012). Narrative Theory: Core Concepts and Critical Debates
. Columbus: Ohio State UP.

Herman, David, ed. (2003). Narrative Theory and the Cognitive Sciences. Stanford:
CSLI.

Herman, David, ed. (2011). The Emergence of Mind: Representations of
Consciousness in Narrative Discourse in English. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Hogan, Patrick Colm (2003a). The Mind and Its Stories: Narrative Universals and
Human Emotion. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Hogan, Patrick Colm (2003b). Cognitive Science, Literature, and the Arts: A Guide
for Humanists. London: Routledge.

Hogan, Patrick Colm (2011). Affective Narratology: The Emotional Structure of
Stories. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Hutto, Daniel D. (2008). Folk Psychological Narratives: The Sociocultural Basis of
Understanding Reasons. Cambridge, MA: MIT P.

Hydén, Lars-Christer (2010). “ldentity, Self, Narrative.” M. Hyvarinen et al. (eds.).
Beyond Narrative Coherence. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 33-48.

Ingarden, Roman ([1931] 1973). The Literary Work of Art. Evanston: Northwestern
UP.

Irvine, Leslie (2013). “Animals as Lifechangers and Lifesavers: Pets in the
Redemption Narratives of Homeless People.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography
42.1, 3-30.

Iser, Wolfgang ([1972] 1974). The Implied Reader: Patterns of Communication in
Prose Fiction from Bunyan to Beckett



. Baltimore, ML: Johns Hopkins UP.

Jackson, Tony E. (2005). “Explanation, Interpretation, and Close Reading: The
Progress of Cognitive Poetics.” Poetics Today 26.3, 519-33.

Jahn, Manfred (1996). “Windows of Focalization: Deconstructing and Reconstructing
a Narratological Concept.” Style 30, 241-67.

Jahn, Manfred (1997). “Frames, Preferences, and the Reading of Third-Person
Narratives: Toward a Cognitive Narratology.” Poetics Today 18.4, 441-68.

Jahn, Manfred (1999). “More Aspects of Focalization: Refinements and Applications.”
J. Pier (ed.). Recent Trends in Narratological Research. Tours: GRAAT 21, 85-110.
Jannidis, Fotis (2004). Figur und Person: Beitrag zu einer historischen Narratologie
. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Jannidis, Fotis (2009). “Character.” P. Huhn et al. (eds.). Handbook of Narratology.
Berlin: de Gruyter, 14-29.

Jauss, Hans Robert ([1977] 1982). Toward an Aesthetic of Reception. Minneapolis: U
of Minnesota P.

Keating, Patrick (2013). “Narrative Dynamics in the Competitive Reality Show.”
Storyworlds 5, 55-75.

Keen, Suzanne (2007). Empathy and the Novel. Oxford: Oxford UP.

Labov, William (1972). “The Transformation of Experience in Narrative Syntax.”
Language in the Inner City. Philadelphia: U of Pennsylvania P, 354-96.

Linde, Charlotte (1993). Life Stories: The Creation of Coherence. Oxford: Oxford
UP.

Mandler, Jean Matter (1984). Stories, Scripts, and Scenes: Aspects of Schema
Theory. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Margolin, Uri (2007). “Character.” D. Herman (ed.). The Cambridge Companion to
Narrative. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 66-79.

Medved, Maria I. & Jens Brockmeier (2010). “Weird stories.” M. Hyvarinen et al.
(eds.). Beyond Narrative Coherence. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 17-32.
Mellmann, Katja (2010). “Voice and Perception: An Evolutionary Approach to the
Basic Functions of Narrative.” F. L. Aldama (ed.). Toward a Cognitive Theory of
Narrative Acts. Austin: U of Texas P, 119-40.

Miall, David S. (2011). “Emotions and the Structuring of Narrative Responses.”
Poetics Today 32.2, 323-48.

Minsky, Marvin (1975). “A Framework for Representing Knowledge.” P. Winston
(ed.). The Psychology of Computer Vision. New York: McGraw-Hill, 211-77.

Nelles, William (2001). “Beyond the Bird’s Eye: Animal Focalization.” Narrative 9.2,
188-94.

Noé&, Alva (2004). Action in Perception. Cambridge, MA: MIT P.

Noé&, Alva (2009). Out of Our Heads: Why You Are Not Your Brain, and Other
Lessons from the Biology of Consciousness. New York: Hill & Wang.



Oatley, Keith (2012). The Passionate Muse: Exploring Emotions in Stories. Oxford:
Oxford UP.

Ochs, Elinor, Carolyn Taylor, Dina Rudolph & Ruth Smith (1992). “Storytelling as
Theory-building Activity.” Discourse Processes 15, 37-72.

Palmer, Alan (2004). Fictional Minds. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Palmer, Alan (2010). Social Minds in the Novel. Columbus: Ohio State UP.

Pavel, Thomas G. (1986). Fictional Worlds. Cambridge: Harvard UP.

Perry, Menakhem (1979). “Literary Dynamics: How the Order of a Text Creates Its
Meanings.” Poetics Today 1.1/2, 35-64, 311-61.

Ranta, Michael (2013). “(Re-)Creating Order: Narrativity and Implied World Views in
Pictures.” Storyworlds 5, 1-30.

Richardson, Alan & Ellen Spolsky, eds. (2004). The Work of Fiction: Cognition,
Culture, and Complexity. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Richardson, Alan & Francis F. Steen, eds. (2002). “Literature and the Cognitive
Revolution.” Special Issue of Poetics Today 23.1.

Ronen, Ruth (1994). Possible Worlds in Literary Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.
Ryan, Marie-Laure (1991). Possible Worlds, Artificial Intelligence, and Narrative
Theory. Bloomington: Indiana UP.

Ryan, Marie-Laure (2001). Narrative as Virtual Reality: Immersion and
Interactivity in Literature and Electronic Media. Baltimore, ML: Johns Hopkins UP.
Ryan, Marie-Laure (2003). “Cognitive Maps and the Construction of Narrative
Space.” D. Herman (ed.). Narrative Theory and the Cognitive Sciences. Stanford:
CSLI, 214-42.

Ryan, Marie-Laure, ed. (2004). Narrative across Media: The Languages of
Storytelling. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Ryan, Marie-Laure & Jan-Noél Thon, eds. (2014). Storyworlds Across Media: Toward
a Media-Conscious Narratology. Lincoln: U of Nebraska P.

Salway, Andrew & David Herman (2011). “Digitized Corpora as Theory-building
Resource: New Methods for Narrative Inquiry.” R. Page & B. Thomas (eds.).

New Narratives: Stories and Storytelling in the Digital Age. Lincoln: U of Nebraska
P. 120-37.

Sanford, Anthony J. & Catherine Emmott (2013). Mind, Brain, and Narrative.
Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Schank, Roger C. & Robert P. Abelson (1977). Scripts, Plans, Goals and
Understanding: An Inquiry into Human Knowledge Structures. Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Schneider, Ralf (2001). “Toward a Cognitive Theory of Literary Character: The
Dynamics of Mental-model Construction.” Style 35.4, 607-40.

Stanzel, Franz K. ([1979] 1984). A Theory of Narrative. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.
Sternberg, Meir (1978). Expositional Modes and Temporal Ordering in Fiction.



Baltimore, ML: Johns Hopkins UP.

Sternberg, Meir (1990). “Telling in Time (1): Chronology and Narrative Theory.”
Poetics Today 11.4, 901-48.

Sternberg, Meir (1992). “Telling in Time (ll): Chronology, Teleology, Narrativity.”
Poetics Today 13.3, 463-541.

Sternberg, Meir (2003). “Universals of Narrative and Their Cognitivist Fortunes (1).”
Poetics Today 24.2, 297-395.

Stockwell, Peter (2002). Cognitive Poetics: An Introduction. London: Routledge.
Tompkins, Jane, ed. (1980). Reader-Response Criticism: From Formalism to Post-
Structuralism. Baltimore, ML: Johns Hopkins UP.

Thompson, Evan (2007). Mind in Life: Biology, Phenomenology, and the Sciences of
Mind. Cambridge: Harvard UP.

Trevarthen, Colwyn (1993). “The Self Born in Intersubjectivity: The Psychology of an
Infant Communicating.” U. Neisser (ed.). The Perceived Self: Ecological and
Interpersonal Sources of Self-Knowledge. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 121-73.
Turner, Mark (1991). Reading Minds: The Study of English in the Age of Cognitive
Science. Princeton: Princeton UP.

Turner, Mark (1996). The Literary Mind. Oxford: Oxford UP.

van Peer, Willie & Seymour Chatman, eds. (2001). New Perspectives on Narrative
Perspective. Albany: State U of New York P.

Varela, Francisco J., Evan Thompson & Eleanor Rosch (1991). The Embodied Mind:
Cognitive Science and Human Experience. Cambridge: MIT P.

Werth, Paul (1999). Text Worlds: Representing Conceptual Space in Discourse. M.
Short (ed.). London: Longman.

Wolf, Werner (2003). “Narrative and Narrativity: A Narratological
Reconceptualization and Its Applicability to the Visual Arts.” Word & Image 19,
180-97.

Zunshine, Lisa (2006). Why We Read Fiction: Theory of Mind and the Novel.
Columbus: Ohio State UP.

5.2 Further Reading

Aldama, Frederick Luis, ed. (2010). Toward a Cognitive Theory of Narrative Acts.
Austin: U of Texas P.

Bernaerts, Lars, Dirk de Geest, Luc Herman & Bart Vervaeck, eds. (2013).

Stories and Minds: Cognitive Approaches to Literary Narrative. Lincoln: U of
Nebraska P.

Bruner, Jerome (1990). Acts of Meaning. Cambridge: Harvard UP.

Eder, Jens et al., eds. (2010). Characters in Fictional Worlds: Understanding
Imaginary Beings in Literature, Film, and Other Media. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Hutto, Daniel D., ed. (2007). Narrative and Understanding Persons. Cambridge:



Cambridge UP.

Jaén, Isabel & Julien J. Simon, eds. (2012). Cognitive Literary Studies: Current
Themes and New Directions. Austin: U of Texas P.

Jahn, Manfred (2005). “Cognitive Narratology.” D. Herman et al. (eds.). Routledge
Encyclopedia of Narrative Theory. London: Routledge, 67-71.

Zunshine, Lisa, ed. (2010). Introduction to Cognitive Cultural Studies. Baltimore,
ML: Johns Hopkins UP.

To cite this entry, we recommend the following bibliographic format:

Herman, David: "Cognitive Narratology (revised version; uploaded 22 September
2013)". In: HUhn, Peter et al. (eds.): the living handbook of narratology. Hamburg:
Hamburg University. URL = http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/article/cognitive-
narratology-revised-version-uploaded-22-september-2013

[view date:12 Feb 2019]


http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/article/cognitive-narratology-revised-version-uploaded-22-september-2013
http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/article/cognitive-narratology-revised-version-uploaded-22-september-2013

