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Table 11.1. Epistemic cognition in literary feasoning
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ternal structure of texts (e.g. New Criticism and
digm shifts in the history of science in the early

twentieth century (Culler, 1975; Ransom, 1941; Thompson, 1971). Critical meth-
ods and theory that privilege the idea that literary structures are inherently unstable
(e.g. Post-Structuralism, Deconstructionism) emerge alongside paradigm shifts in the
history of science toward dynamic systems (Bloom et al., 1987). Critical methods and
theory that privilege how issues of power are grappled with and that privilege the
reader as a critical interrogator (e.g. Post Colonial theory, Black Aesthetic, Marxist,
Feminist theories of criticism) emerge alongside historical power struggles over colo-
nialism, anti-racism, and gender and sexual identities (Donovan, 1975; Hughes, 1926).
Regardless of the school of literary thought, none view interpretation as involving
simplistic knowledge. Paradigms privileging meaning as internal to the text are more
likely to favor the idea of unity within the text that is knowable through close inter-
nal textual examination, warranting claims by appeals to an established body of liter-
ary conventions that are employed within the text itself (Richards, 2003). Paradigms
privileging meaning as emerging dynamically among the reader, the author, and the
historical context of the plot or the production of the text, including the sociocultural
and political aspects of the historical contexts, are more likely to favor the following
ideas: meanings are not fixed and are therefore uncertain; the sources of justification
for claims cannot be limited to the text; and literary conventions themselves are con-
testable (Eagleton, 1996; Peer, 1991). 'These debates make articulating a coherent epis-

temology of literary reasoning complicated.
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the range of knowledge and dispositions that novi
into literary debates: interpretive capaci
wrestle with complexities that characteri
From an educational perspective, epistemic cog
able to encompass knowiedge and dispositions t
of the approaches to literary texts
new approaches and conven

in the current generation) (Lee,
erary texts through critical lenses that the reader and communities

that has made possible Toni Morrison’s (1992) interpretation in Play
Melville's Moby Dick arguing that under the politica
allegorized the construct of white supremacy in the figure of the white whale, as 1€t

rorizing and clusive.
Different schools of literary the

almost scientific approach to the in
Structuralism) come alongside para

justifications of knowledge. Sources of knowledge according to Chinn et ell-l(’201 :
ple’s &

include “where knowledge originates” (p. 142) and “justification refers to peopies =

sons for their beliefs” (p. 142). New critics beginning in the mid-twentieth century==
interpretation as requiring empirical methods and not subjective responses Ransot
1941). The language and structure of the text are viewed as the justifiable SOUIE
data from which to construct claims rather than what the reader knows @ _°_“t'
author or the historical context. Texts are presumed to reflect an internal un!
not) based on the relationships among their parts. Structuralism offers a relat.ed_i' F
of attention, using terminology like the “grammar” of narrative (Todorov, 19771

“the grammar of poetry,” as noted by Jakobson (1968). Structuralism evolve 3

2011) “stable dispositions” that
understanding
ces need to learn in order to enter
ties to go beyond literal recall, the ability to
ze the conundrums of the human condition.
nition in literary reasoning must be

Interpretations
examining lang
vidual worldvie
Mot represent revolutions in the sense

pjiysic_s remains useful for buj

that are out there in the world, and even to deve[o;j '
tions (e.g. interpreting texis through the lens of hip hop

2011). Indeed, it is this disposition to interrogate lit
of readers bring

ing in the Dari{bf
| constraints of his time Melvil

ory and criticism privilege different sources at
11§ land I.I

i -
S and discoyrge

 ——

Epistemnic Cognition in Literary Reasoning - 169

tt‘l:et mttlx]'a—textual focus of New Critici
xts, the range of potenti i

tial soc ohi

ps among

of cultural meanin iled i
s be . ed in lan .

8 beyond the text to inform the Possibilitigel;aie,tand ftihe functions

at configurations of

structures within

Reflecting ong;il::egtfitmay represent (Barthes, 1988; Culler, 1975
on which the reader Shou]de; in the field, others expanded th:: - ).
ascience as well as an art?” ( ;aw- Northrop Frye (1957) asked "\lfl\;lies PF kI.IC.'WIEdge
“centripetal” focus (e . c:n tE;: ). Fr.ye ar}‘}gued that literary texts l"nvit at hlf cl:-ltlasm is
“ . » £ way in whi e what
centrifugal” focus ( Y in which the texts ecalled a

eg.o : works a i

At the other end olgth: i';);vthterature functions in the soci‘aelslt;l::il Cal:Y) asl L
B der. that ctrum are theories and critj cultural world}

: : mpower the read and critical methods th o
and ideological beli . er to use lenses of § that privilege
efs erson ;

These include Post-Sttrc:J:;r:terrl?gate the choices thatzuthoél;’;iengn.ce and political
Black Aesthetic, and Femj uralism, Post-Colonialism, Deconst e( Said, 1983, 1993),
Reader Response The nist approaches, among others, and ructionism, Marxist,
o\ overlihe hi t:ry (smler Eagleton, 1996, for 4 review5 and the broad category of

’ ISstory o . .
(e.g. understanding a“fh)(;rial t_he field are differing articulations of epjsterms
edge (structures internal | intent versus reader response), th of epistemic aims
jistifications of knowledgg (‘t)h t;hte iext Versus inter-textual s,trust‘:rr u‘;mre of knowl-
philosophical communj ext as the source vers es), sources and
nity norms and us the reader and id .
nal presumed logi and resources), ep; L ideological/
gic of the t TCES), epistemic virt i L

and across texts), and Cor;::_\'ersus pursuing instabilities and 3;;(tvalq.ng the inter-

(og ex;lrniniltmfms with regard to refiable proc mdlfc N e
.- ng language and esses for achievin

uage and structu R structure for interna - 5

WS or broader cul{ir:]m;;:n altext and their relations toI r::(:llg-, Vt'er:ius

»moral, and political . s indi-

ecologies), T .
that gies). These shift
denceK::m (11970) talks about scientific revcs;l(li.lo
er the other. Rather, just as Newtonia;;

ges, but not expiorj )

» $0 the evolution of Jj Ploring the inner worki

Ty power and n o literary paradi ings of
1997), enable communities of reade,i to t;gc'l?]i each offer different

ti i
ions where one paradigm takes prece

SOURCES OF
JUSTIFICATION; CONTRIBUTIONS FROM
LANGUAGE PROCESSING PTUDIES OF

r ontexts of h :
cs, stylistics, semiot; ow language is
a , » lotics; th oot
nalyses) (Fasold & Connor-Linton, Zgogr(ggnﬁ;lj Ogs?:lolm-
] rz
ymes,

nderstood (e.g. pragmati

2D, !,ee, 2001).
ten_t{op to interna

Istruc :
LNticism thay pri ture and form in linguistics ha

uv.;xtlegeli.ntf.-rnal structure and form in

uralism, and New Critici

ralism, riticism, O

: ' LUnt

e ::::Ctlon in Meaning making througl?

e ism that privilege interactions be

S eory, Post-Structuralism
) » for overviews.) ,

s.mﬂuenced schools of ljt-
literary texts: Russian and
e other hand, attention to
language has contributed
tween the reader and the

ind Schy i
2 and Critical Literacies, (See Fabb




—-——' -

170 = Lee, Goldman, Levine, and Magliano
Epi ] e
pistemic Cognition in Literary Reasoning « 171

.For. example, speech act theory (P:ustin, 1'975; .Searle. 1969; Searle, Kiefer, & which readers dra :
gilerwmch, 1980) has been used to examine relationships betv!leer} rt:ade:.' and text, tak- lot and interpret“;’can explain differences between
ing up the probleT of how humai\s can un_derstand that which is implied. F,or exam- be competent in ca ions of thfeme and structure in lits urface level interpretations of
ple, the sentence How are you?” can be interpreted lr;terally as a speaker shrequest Walker’s The Flowggpll;ehendmg the plot of a story wf'tr;l'“ffe- For example, one can
e listener—a direct speech act. hat same sentence, NOWEVEr, o ors uses of langl,mgl::t ::c: iﬂe or disposed to interro;:::apliiolgggu?ﬁe (e.g. Alice
ructure to convey meaning in this r themes or the
same seemingly

simple story (C.
B that I;'t); r(ary[c)(.);ee;-jhmﬁ)" Overall, the research on read
the reader’s knowle dgs wit;n:}:on demands a disposition to make meani
Fatlon to making meaning Wlf text, and to be open rather than fi Ea;{ng, to,connect
informed by the broad com at ends such openness should b d’_‘e in one’s orien-
this chapter. munities of literary theorizing and ceritilcl:.?CtEdc:doward are
In addition to the kinds of k fom addressed in
comprehension nowledge investigated
engaging in corr?;;;(fisifz;.;hef are additional ffundagzlzzfel?;gﬁrsdd basic reading
ing figurative language, the:nye Plitemqloglcal orientations and d‘e ge resources for
ter types, and what Rabinow‘ts’ rhetorical strategies, literary text ispositions includ-
of literary moves authors fl z (1987) calls Rules of Notice (k structures, charac-
often make to guide the reader’s attel::;zlﬁ;igc dOf Ra range
and Rules of

Signification (e
- .g. knowledge on whi
ich
meaning to what they have deemed sa“e;eti;ders often draw to impose significance or

about the health of th
could in a different context
establish a positive relationship. This
multiple meanings of utterances (e.g.
interrogating the social, cultural, and po

be understood as a cursory greeting or as an attempt to
attention to indirection and the possibilities of

polysemy) invites a theoretical framework for
litical spaces that influence how utterancesare

roduced and taken up, both in oral discourse as well as literary texts. A broad family
of linguistic traditions examine implicature both in everyday language and in highly
stylized ways in literary texts, including Bakhtin’s (1981, 1986} focus on dialogicality
(e.g. the idea that novels are in dialogue with one another and therefore meanings
are inherently intertextual, albeit indirectly so), Altieri’s (1981) focus on the stylistic

choices of authors to present through indirection their own points of view, and Judith
Butler’s (2011) attention to how gender or Henry Louis Gates’ (1984) attention to how
race may be implicated in literary wor These traditions

ks through language choices.
constitute exemplary contributions in the sociolinguistic tradition to literary criticism
and theorizing (Pratt, 1977)-

These extrapolations from sociolinguistics influence each of the components of
epistemic cognition outlined by Chinn and colleagues (2011), but in particular the
sources of knowledge are now rooted in multidimensional approaches 10 understand-
ing how language meanings are d among interlocutors within particular

Jocal and broader cultural contexts.

ing comprehension sug-
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epistemic cognition relevant to literary reasoning.
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works in print can also be seen in non-text
Reading comprehension entails top-dow
Magliano, 2009; Rapp & Taylor, 2004; Spiro,
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narrators can be trustworthy or unreliable; and narrators can
hin the same text. Story themes can reflect a well-accepted
m of the human experience for which there is no
these are often captured in archetypal themes that
be interrogated in very different ways in different

multiple points of view;
be single or multiple wit
maxim or interrogate a conundru
single, straightforward resolution;
cross historical time frames and may

cultural and historical communities.
Another warrant in the psychological realm comes from the field of social cogni-

tion (Flavell & Miller, 1998; Kunda, 1999; Meltzoff & Decety, 2003) and the emerg-
ing field of social neuroscience (J.T. Cacioppo, 2002; J.T. Cacioppo, Visser, & Pickets,
2005). Social neuroscience examines the neural substrates of social cognition, that is,
the disposition of human beings from birth across the life span to learn to read and
construct inferences about the internal states of other human beings. In terms of a
comprehensive conception of epistemological dispositions in literary reasoning, cer-
tainly the disposition to try to figure out what makes characters tick is central, and the
drive to construct such understandings of the internal states of fictional characters is
greatly impacted by the reader’s emotional response to the people and what they do.
From the perspective of literary theory and criticism, literary knowledge (of rhetoric,
plot structures, figuration, themes, character types, etc.) serves as one foundation on
which readers draw in order to carry out this basic, even everyday goal of needing to
understand what makes characters tick. In this case, characters can operate in worlds

that, at least on the surface, appear quite differen
of the reader. The potential distance of the fictive world
of the “real” world can make the task of inferring the interna

literary characters more complex.
Additionally, dual processing perspectives of infor
2008; Louwerse & Zwaan, 2009; Paivio, 1971, 1986;
research on the role of cultural schemata in the processing metap
processing perspectives claim two sets of knowledge systems support mean
ing: one operates on linguistic symbols and another operates on grounded
(i.e. perceptual-motor representations). Linguistic symbols are implicated in pro
ing the language used in a work of literature, whereas grounded systems can suppo

meaning making via a process of simulation that
world (Louwerse, 2008; Louwerse & Zwaan, 2009; Zwaan, 2014). Consider the follow

ing sentence from Gary Soto’s short story, The Jacket (Soto, 2000):

The next day when I got home from school, I discovered draped on my bedpost

jacket the color of day-old guacamole.
lexical access to word meaning, Syis I
on that reflects the gist of the sentencess
lation that uses a subset of the SAMEL
larly arranged objects (Barsaloth 48
agery of the d&S&

Linguistic knowledge systems support
parsing, and the propositional representati
tent. Grounded systems give rise to a simu
ceptual systems involved in actually seeing simi

Stanfield & Zwaan, 2001), and could be experienced as mental im i i
scene. This simulation could also reflect the color of the jacket, which 18 not G€€
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that may also be specific to particular hi
character, and potential warrantable th
entailed in understanding why religious 1
crucify Hester Prynne in Nathanie
ferent for those reading at the time
rary readers in the Western world or to readers in cons

Muslim communities today.

FROM THEORY T
EXPERT EMPIRICAL STUDIES

We have thus far illustrated theoretical foundat
literary reasoning. We now offer examples from
novices and experts solve problems. In t
professors formally trained in the study o
students or undergraduates who do not have much formal t
unifying idea here has to do wit
which reading literature is commonplace. T
ical literature and in the empirical studies o
warrant for the conceptualization of literary epistemic cognition we put forth.
Empirical studies of literary un
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that expresses ideas about human nature (Dor
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particular effects (Graves & Frederiksen,

literary readers by Vipond and Hunt
might be possible to impute motives to an intentional author” {p. 26).
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Hakemulder, & Zyngier, 2007).
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sions of a literary passage about struggles of immigrant li
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of immigrant life, experienced r
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d practices can affect how literature

d readers did not (Hakemulder, 2004
experts and novices had vastly different experiences in reading literature.

Research suggests that most readers, regardless of experience, are awa
literary language and other rules of notice—e.g. metaphors, rich imagerys
tions, unusual language—to be especially salient t
literary prose. For example, Miall and Kuiken (1994a, 1994b, 1995, 1998, 2
that awareness of and attention to such literary language is“psychobiologic

and specifically affect-related. For example,
literary readers found some noun phrases to elicit more affective response
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etal., 2007) and that f ! find literary langua .
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Literary reasoning—as we areaddressingitin this chapter—is text based and consistent
with expanded attention to epistemic cognition as situated in social contexts and not just
conceived as traits or kinds of knowledge and dispositions of individuals (Muis & Duffy,
2013). Attention to emerging conceptions of text comprehension that address dynamic
relationships between the demands of the text, the nature of the task, what the reader
brings, and the contexts under which such problem solving occurs is useful.

INSTRUCTIONAL IMPLICATIONS: TEXT, TASK, READER,
AND CONTEXT

Chinn et al. (2011) argued for an expanded definition of epistemic cognition that
includes epistemic aims and value; the structure of knowledge; sources and justifica-
tion of knowledge, including epistemic stances; what they call epistemic virtues and
vices (e.g. intellectual courage and open-mindedness that can contribute to achieving
particular goals); and reliable and unreliable processes for achieving epistemic aims
(p. 142). The complexity of literary reasoning—using the range of expert communi-
ties of practice within this field—is that every component that Chinn and colleagues
identify is contested territory. This contestation is what we have attempted to illustrate
array of work in literary theory and criticism. Thus, one

in the discussion of the broad
could argue, that rather than thinking of epistemic cognition in literary reasoningasa

coherent whole, it may be more useful to think about what epistemic cognition must
o take on one perspective or orientation (o

embody. Rather than preparing novices
fruitful to expose them to the range of epis-

literature, we argue that it would be more

temic stances with regard to literature.
Discussions about the social dimensions o

investigations about how social contexts of problem solving are organized, but par
ticularly with respect to literary reasoning, invoke a multitude of cultural dimensions.
foundational research in sociolinguistics and cogni-=

for

ders who speak nonstandard dialects of English or multiple languages
may bring unique linguistic resources for interrogating metaphorical language in liter-

for example, demonstrais
rs of Africal

ay talk—can be scaffolded to become:

American English valuing figuration in everyd
Gee (1989) and Champion et al. (1993}

tures of literary narratives and narrativé
Research o8

structures employed in African American English speech communities. irch &
tunities for participalid

Specifically, we discussed how
tive linguistics have influenced critical traditions in literary response. This means,

example, that rea

ary texts. Lee’s (1995, 2007) research in Cultural Modeling,
that everyday tacit knowledge and dispositions—specifically, speake

explicit and transferable to literary analyses.
have documented connections between struc

cultural displays in instructional discourse can expand oppor

Alvarez, 1999; C. D. Lee, 2005; Orellana, 2009).
they call epistemic climate. Such climates aim to expand epistemic changes i
focus on constructivist principles of instruction. Such ¢
on the nature of the cultural resources that learners bring to e
these cultural resources are connected to the nature of the disciplines in which
tasks reside (C. D. Lee, 2010).
To the extent that instructional climate can provide a medium to i
changes among novice learners, how we understand the ways that epistemic COF
can be influenced by the nature of the social context also invites attention 0 bro
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not
. ‘ schools. And we do
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literary texts can have multiple meanings, and beliefs with regard to how and whether
literature can support social functioning. Early results show that students who like
reading and read frequently outside of class tend to believe that literature is more open
to interpretation, multiple readings enhanced the experience of literature, and there is

a social value i reading literature rather than that the meaning of literature js fixed,

only a single reading of a literary work s Necessary, and that literature tells us little

about the everyday world,

CONCLUSION
In arguing that epistemic cognition is inherently mu] tidimensional, Chinn etal. (2011)
call for additional research that examines with fine-grained analyses the specifics and
contextual nature of such cognition, including discipline and contextual differences,
€rary reasoning invoke knowledge and dispositions from
ct that many of the gyl.
ically connected (o our meaning-making processes
nical and cultural
packing such cognition with

ways that literature opens up
uman,

- Still, the value of up
literary texts is extraordinarily important because of the

8 with what it means to beh
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