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THE TEAM:

Lab lead: Marco Bernini (Cognitive Literary Studies, Durham)
Invited Visiting Fellows:

Mike Wheeler (Philosophy of Cognitive Science, Stirling)
John Sutton (Philosophy of Cognitive Science, Macquarie)
Richard Walsh (Narrative Theory, York)

Core Collaborators:

Peter Garratt (English Studies, Durham), Patricia Waugh (English Studies, Durham), Alice Bell
(Narrative Theory, Sheffield), Alison Gibbons, (Cognitive Linquistics, Sheffield)., Mark Rowlands
(Philosophy of Mind, Miami), Joel Krueger (Phenomenology, Exeter), Sam Wilkinson (Philosophy of
Mind, Exeter), Paul Armstrong (Narrative Theory, Brown), Marco Caracciolo (Narrative Theory, Gent)
Karin Kukkonen (Cognitive Literary Studies, Oslo), Merja Polvinen (Cognitive Literary Studies,
Helsinki), Sowon Park (Cognitive Literary Studies, UCSB), Julie Carlson (English Studies, UCSB)
Ken Kosik (Neuroscience, UCSB), Jonathan Schooler (Psychology, UCSB), Mark Solms,
(Neurophyschoanalysis, Cape Town), Peter Schwenger (English Literature, Western Ontario)
Guido Furci (Comparative Literature, Paris ), David Dupuis (Anthropology, CNR, Paris), Charles
Fernyhough (Psychology, Durham), Ben Morgan (German Studies, TORCH, Oxford), Naomi Rokonitz
(English Literature, TORCH, Oxford), Simon Kemp (French Literature, Oxford), Kelly Jakuboski (Music
Cognition, Durham), Stanley Gontarski (Theatre Studies, Florida State), Porter Abbott (Narrative
Theory, UCSB), Sally Gibson (Psychology, UCLA), Stephan Besser (Modern Literature, Amsterdam),
Flora Lysen (Cultural Analyst of Science and Media, Maastricht), Jessica Jumpertz (English
_iterature, Aachen), Jan Alber (Cogntive Narratology, Giessen), Caroline Gebauer (English
_iterature/Narrative Theory, Wuppertal), Victoria Pohls (Empirical Aesthetics / Cognitive Science,
Max-Planck Frankfurt), Daniel Aureliano Newman (Narrative Theory, Toronto), Sean Yeager
(Narrative Theory, Ohio State University), Lisa Zunshine (Cognitive Literary Studies, Kentucky),
Emily Troshianko (Cognitive Literary Studies, Coach/Facilitator), Fiona MacPherson (Philosophy of
perception), Ben Alderson-Day (Psychology, Durham), Melba Cuddy-Keane (Narrative Theory,
Toronto), Jonathan Delafield-Butt (Developmental Psychology, Thomas Pierce (Writer), Rachele
Maiestrello (Artist/Photographer, Bologna)




NARRATIVE &
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A CORE SET OF QUESTIONS:

What kind of place narratives across media and technologies can have in the scientific
study of the mind and of hidden aspects of our mental life and health? Are artefactual
narratives of human cognition merely representing the mind, or should they rather be
considered as proper experimental investigations into cognition? If so, have they been
capable of exploring, and are they capable of eliciting or revealing, hidden aspects of
human self and consciousness that still feel intractable to the science of mind? How do
we bridge or connect creative and scientific modes, knots, nodes, and methodological
boundaries towards a collective, coherent, cooperative, and co-emergent horizon of
research on human experience? The latter is what our laboratory will strive for as an
interdisciplinary co-modeling of cognition.



AN UNEVEN BACKGROUND 1/2:

The debate about divides or barriers between cognitive sciences and the humanities
feels today at the same time resilient and yet conceptually outdated. On the one hand,
in fact, past criticism of an insurmountable barrier between the two has been actually
working as a drive in recent years for humanities scholars to demonstrate that
permeation, rather than ignorance or exclusion, is the fruitful way to go. This has led
to successful endeavors, projects, publications, and institutional recognition,
including the growing recognition of ‘cognitive literary studies’ and ‘medical
humanities’ as proper interdisciplinary fields.

On the other hand, if some bridge has been now created between scientific and
humanistic approaches, it does remain charted as a one-way transit. Scientists do
not seem to proactively seeking for collaboration with humanities scholars to work on
scientific problems. At the same time, at least when the object of research is
convergent (such as with the investigation of the human mind that will be the topical
horizon of our lab), scientists are frequently making forays into literature, cinema,
and the arts to exemplify their findings and research questions. This way, scientists
appear to some critics in the humanities as careless and rigid looters, opening doors
Into the creative and literary domains uninvited, but shutting down hospitality when
humanities scholars approach them.



AN UNEVEN BACKGROUND 2/2:

While there can be some truth in this depiction, we also believe that this is also a serious
misrepresentation of the difficulty scientists encounter in understanding how to make
science with humanities scholars. We also think there is largely still a lack of understanding,
on the humanities side, on how science works, and of the constraints that the scientific
method imposes on hypotheses, designs, empirical and even qualitative research. In
parallel, and equally important, humanities scholars feel like the complex, flexible, pluralist
method of creative investigations and interpretive analysis is impoverished or simplified
when put into in contact with scientific frameworks.

In short, if mutual interests and topical convergences between the two are today quite
evident, a meeting of protocols, findings, and possibilities for cooperation is very much still
hampered by a lack of methodological reflection on how a shared practice of investigation
between cognitive sciences and humanities might be viable, and even revolutionary. We
believe that such new horizon requires substantial time and space for direct, sustained, and
operational encounters between scientists and humanities scholars. To develop such
extended spatiotemporal field of joint forces, critical questioning, inspirational practices
and interdisciplinary methods is the scope of our Narrative and Cognition Lab.



CO-MODELING & CO-PRINCIPLES:

Every laboratory works under the premise of being a facility for cooperative and collective work.
Within the new laboratorial framework of our discovery platform, however, our NCL will make of
the ‘co-" prefix a multipronged methodological factor towards what we are envisaging as the co-
modeling of cognition across sciences and humanities. The NCL will operate under, and foster or
at times even force the following cooperational principles: Co-Designing, Constraining, Co-
Emerging, Co-Evolving, Conspiring, Conjecturing, Colliding, and Co-opting (see next page).

These principles will constitute the shared pragmatics of our laboratorial co-modeling of human
experience. The idea of co-modeling (as formulate in Bernini, Beckett and the Cognitive Method,
OUP, 2021) will be at the same time something we will work towards, but also that we shall
frontload from the beginning as an interdisciplinary specific approach. Sciences use models of
the mind to make or test hypotheses about the working of specific processes in human
cognition. Similarly, our lab will advocate that literary and creative renditions and explorations of
the mind work with, and produce, modeling hypotheses and formal investigatory heuristics to
probe, express and make us experiences processes in cognition.

These include models of processes that sciences still struggle to tackle because intractable to
current paradigms and experimental possibilities, notably hidden phenomenological experiences
(see anchoring topics at the end) that go beyond what is testable by scientific protocols. As such,
a meeting of models and modeling practices will be guiding our cooperation within the lab.
Bringing cutting-edge models in the cognitive sciences in contact with literary modeling of
similar (or related, but hidden and intractable) processes will generate a bi-directional exchange
at the same time more precise (ie, as a working with, and questioning of, models across
domains)and more open to mutual updates, challenges, and unforeseen new interdisciplinary
co-models of mind and experience.




PRINCIPLES:

CO-DESIGNING:

How can we design new theories, hypotheses, and experimental designs building on the joint
expertise of sciences and literary investigators? Our lab will be the first facility, nationally and
internationally, offering ongoing and direct opportunities for co-designing hypotheses and viable
experiments on the mind: cognitive scientists can bring a research question or an existing design
from their field that might benefit from a interdisciplinary co-design with inputs from literary
scholars, creative writers, artists, and narrative theorists; on the other side, scholars from the
humanities will bring artifacts, hypotheses and theories from their field that can feed experimental
co-designs to be shaped and delivered in conjunctions with cognitive scientists.

CO-NSTRAINING:

We believe that generative ideas and new research on human experience can be unleashed not only
by liberating one discipline from its inherent constraints (eg, cognitive psychology from pressures
of ecological validity or falsifiability), but also by playing with, and be pressured by, another
discipline’s constraints. Argentinian author Jorge Luis Borges used to say that the closest forms like
the sonnet are the most liberating, because it is by playing in a ruled space that creativity can find
its finest moves. A similar principle will be applied in some of the lab activities to the mutual
constraining between cognitive sciences and the humanities. If Joyce’s model of mind wandering or
embodied cognition, for instance, cannot be tested within current scientific protocols, how can we
play with the available methods and models? What can and cannot be implemented? Conversely, if
the scientific models of emotions or attention seem to be inadequate when facing the complexity of
a literary investigation of such processes how can we make them speak to literary requirements of
value, meaning or accuracy?



PRINCIPLES:

CO-EMERGING:

Far from working towards the predictable, and working exclusively on what can fulfil predictions
about causes and outcomes of cognitive processes and of an interdisciplinary co-modeling of them,
we will be working under the belief that interdisciplinary work functions (or should function) in non-
linear trajectories. Inspired by the vocabulary and framework of complex system theory (and by the
belief that interdisciplinary work is not just complicated by properly complex), we will be constantly
open to unforeseen jumps into emergent levels of discussion, careful in recognizing and defending
emergent hypotheses or data beyond what we intended, planned, or even hoped to achieve.

CO-EVOLVING:

Interdisciplinary work should not mean that each discipline steps into a different path of evolution,
with the activities and results achieved in interdisciplinary spaces becoming irreconcilable with the
development of individual disciplines beyond that space. Our co-lab will always be conscious and
make the most of the history and current concerns of each of the disciplines involved. We will work
under the belief that what will be produced in our interdisciplinary space should contribute to
evolving methods and research agendas beyond and before interdisciplinary entanglements. In so
doing, we hope to overcome the feeling (felt by many) of a barrier between interdisciplinary work
and disciplinary careers and agendas. We want our collective work on cognition to turninto a
flourishing co-evolution affecting broader, worldwide, mainstream frameworks for each of the
individual disciplines involved.



PRINCIPLES:

CO-NSPIRING:

Yet both the larger fields of cognitive sciences and of literary studies might not be immediately open
to accept or accommodate interdisciplinary findings and methods as new evolving directions.
Together with inspiring each other, cognitive sciences and the humanities scholars in the lab might
also find some trusted space and secrecy for conspiring on how to persuade respective fields of the
need and value of overcoming barriers of methods and scope between the two. Part of the lab’s plan is
to find new modes to keep traces of interdisciplinary processes in our space and time together to use
as a material for drafting an interdisciplinary manifesto for the study of mind and human experience.
Conspiring might sound like a negative endeavour, but sometimes can be for a greater good!

CO-NJECTURING:

Similarly to conspiring, the act of making conjectures is also treated with suspect, especially in the
scientific field. Conjectures seem the opposite of the scientific method; they are rather seen as
opinions shadowing scientific truths. In its etymology, however, conjecture stems from the very
physical collective image of “throwing” something “together”. If this still feels far from the explanatory
operating mode of scientists, it is an apt description of the advancing modes of explorers (eg, from
arctic expeditions throwing the collective ship into the ice to climbers teaming up in throwing ropes
into uncharted surfaces). In our lab we want at the same time to capitalize on the explanatory method
of the sciences, but also bring its sophistication into more exploratory modes of investigations into
cognition (and arguing for the scientific value of narrative and creative explorers of the mind). Building
on extant reflection on exploratory modeling in the sciences, we will then attempt to move from
explanation to exploration, even if this at times might require working with conjectures as collective
ropes to throw new hypotheses, ideas and practices further.



PRINCIPLES:

CO-LLIDING:

We not only expect, but we plan to be a space generating fruitful collisions. Our past experience as a
team in interdisciplinary sustained relationships made us believe that these are not only inevitable,
but welcome as a tell-tale sign that proper interdisciplinary work is underway. Colliding is one way of
characterizing methodological, terminological, even ethical frictions between modes and models of
conceptualizing research into the human mind, self, and consciousness. Agreeing to disagree is not
an option, nor it is the easier condescending to other ways of working, thinking, exploring. Building
on contemporary frameworks on extended, scaffolded, distributed cognition (ie, the extended mind
hypothesis) we want to think of interdisciplinary lab work as a ‘dance of agencies’ between different
methods, hypotheses, claims and ultimately embodied, human participants in the lab. It is a learning
process, and every good dance begins with a collision of intentions and missteps, before finding
coordination and rhythm.

CO-OPTING:

The core interdisciplinary lab team will be only the centre of a percolating network of affiliates,
collaborators, visiting and postdoctoral fellows, doctoral students and institutional partners that will
be progressively co-opted by the lab. The interdisciplinary nature of our lab space will make of this
ongoing expansion of operators and users an exponential trajectory, whereby we will be
progressively able to offer to people inside and outside the lab a growing cohort of scholars and
creative practitioners that can be recruited recursively or ‘on demand’ by the lab’s and by its users’
need for specific ideas, projects, problems, and methodological training.



LAB'S DYNAMICS

The laboratorial co-principles will be guiding operational dynamics while we test in a new
way old ideas or models, interdisciplinary stress-test new ideas and frameworks, sample
new hypotheses or texts to detect interdisciplinary potential, add interdisciplinary
catalysts to individual or collective research compounds (eg, conferences, book series,
clinical practices or community services).
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