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Abstract: Disruptions in theory of mind faculties and the ability to relate to an
intersubjective reality are widely thought to be crucial to schizophrenic sympto-
mology. This paper applies a cognitive linguistic framework to analyze spontaneous
perspective-taking in two corpora of stories told by people with a schizophrenia
diagnosis. We elicited natural narrative language use through life story interviews
and a guided storytelling task and analyzed the linguistic construal of viewpoint in
these stories. For this analysis, we developed a reliable and widely applicable
viewpoint model that allows for the categorization and quantification of speakers’
linguistic presentation andnavigation of spatiotemporal domains.We found that our
participants skillfully presented, navigated and embedded different narrative
viewpoints through a variety of linguistic viewpoint devices. They presented com-
plex viewpoints of other people in both the here-and-now of the interaction and the
there-and-then of a narrative, and made use of transition markers to demarcate
spatiotemporal discourse domains. We found no differences in viewpoint variables
when comparing their guided stories to a control group. If problems with inter-
subjectivity are indeed an essential part of schizophrenia, an explanation of how this
group can take on and navigate complex linguistic viewpoints in natural narrative
interaction is called for.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Schizophrenia and intersubjectivity

People with a schizophrenia diagnosis1 can experience severe alterations in the
relationship to themselves, others, and reality. Theymight for instance feel like their
body is being controlled by someone else, hear voices or see/smell/feel things that
others do not. They can experience loved ones as being imposters, perceive that they
are continually being followed or talked about, or experience the realization that
they are Jesus, Nelson Mandela or an extension of God. Accounts that explain this
broad range of experiences through anomalies in the interpersonal abilities of
people with this diagnosis have received a great deal of attention in recent decades.
Cognitive psychological accounts have, for example, proposed that problemswith the
capacity to reason about other people’s mental states (commonly referred to as
‘Theory of Mind’ or ToM capabilities; Brüne 2005; Frith 2014; Sprong et al. 2007) or
with perspective-taking in general (Bâ et al. 2022; Kronbichler et al. 2019; Langdon
et al. 2001) play a central role in the disorder. One influential example of such a view
is the one developed in Frith (2004) and Frith and Corcoran (1996), who argue that
difficulties inmonitoring one’s ownbeliefs result in symptoms like thought insertion,
delusions of control and auditory hallucinations, while the inability to accurately
reason about other’s mental states causes delusions of reference, paranoia and
disorganized communication. An association between underperformance on ToM
tasks and schizophrenia has indeed been found in a large number of studies (Bora
et al. 2009; Brüne 2005; Harrington et al. 2005; Sprong et al. 2007). And although it
remains unclear whether ToM is a trait of state variable (Harrington et al. 2005),
evidence that relatives of people with the diagnosis also performworse on ToM tasks
as compared to controls, suggests it to be a trait, that is also present in peoplewith the
diagnosis who are not acutely psychotic (Janssen et al. 2003; Wykes et al. 2001).

Studies in the field of phenomenological psychiatry confirm the idea of inter-
personal difficulties as being central to schizophrenia. Accounts of Fuchs and
Röhricht (2017), Sass (1994), van Duppen (2017), and Ratcliffe (2017), for example,

1 ‘Schizophrenia’ is described by the 5th Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders as a
psychotic disorder (all people with a schizophrenia diagnosis experience psychosis, but not all who
experience psychosis get diagnosed with schizophrenia). It is categorized under the DSM chapter for
Schizophrenia Spectrum and Other Psychotic Disorders. The diagnostic criteria are that the indi-
vidual in question experiences two or more of the following for a significant portion of time during a
1-month period, and at least one of these must be (1), (2), or (3): (1) Delusions; (2) Hallucinations; (3)
Disorganized speech (incoherence or derailment); (4) Completely disorganized or catatonic behav-
iour; (5) Negative symptoms, such as diminished emotional expression (American Psychiatric As-
sociation 2022).
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describe how people with this diagnosis experience breakdowns of intersubjectivity,
that is “the sharing of experiential content (e.g., feelings, perceptions, thoughts, and
linguistic meanings) with others” (Zlatev et al. 2008).2 These phenomenological
theories, which are mostly based on first person accounts, infer the loss of an
intersubjective reality from (often language expressed) manifestations of
perspective-taking problems, such as difficulties with common sense, social
convention, other-self demarcation,3 delusion, and language anomalies (Fuchs and
Röhricht 2017; Pienkos and Sass 2016; van Duppen 2017). Some more severe inter-
subjective distortions include feelings and perceptions of ‘devitalization’ (Pienkos
and Sass 2016). In those cases, other people can be experienced as ‘puppets’
(Sechehaye 2018) or ‘fleeting-improvised-men’ (Schreber 1955), to cite two famous
and often analyzed schizophrenia memories. Pienkos and Sass (2016) describe how
some people with the diagnosis “may feel that they have never understood or fully
accepted the ‘rules of the game’ that are implicit in typical social interactions”
(Pienkos and Sass 2016: 66).

1.2 Schizophrenia, intersubjectivity and language

These issues with intersubjectivity, specifically with ToM, have been suggested as an
explanation of ‘abnormal’ or disorganized language use in schizophrenia. Language
anomalies, which are often conceptualized as ‘thought disorder’ or ‘disorganization
of the mind’, are considered to be one of the most prominent symptoms of the
disorder (Barch and Berenbaum 1996; McKennah and Oh 2005; Rodriguez-Ferrera

2 The relationship between the concepts of ToM, intersubjectivity and perspective-taking is
complicated and much discussed. Generally, the concept of ToM implies the ability to reason about
other people’s mental states in terms of beliefs and desires, according to the concepts of folk psy-
chology (Hutto and Ratcliffe 2007). The construct of ToM has been criticized as being too focused on
higher cognitive abilities and neglecting the role of perception and the body in social cognition
(Gallagher 2001; Gipps 2004). More phenomenologically oriented accounts often use the broader
concept of intersubjectivity in denoting the richways inwhichwe interact with each other, including
directly perceiving and sharing mental states (Zlatev et al. 2008). The authors of this paper support a
pluralist notion of social cognition (Andrews 2008; Gallagher 2015) that includes the ability to both
consciously and unconsciously take on the perspective of other people, be it through inference,
perception or simulation.
3 This can include the experience of thought insertion, in which case people feel they are thinking
other people’s thoughts, or thought broadcasting, where other people are believed to hear theirs.
Another example of self-demarcation problems is what Bleuler (1950 [1911]) called ‘transitivism’,
where being aware of another consciousnessmight threaten the person’s sense of self, like described
in this quote: “When I look at somebody my own personality is in danger. I am undergoing a
transformation and my self is beginning to disappear” (Chapman 1966).
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et al. 2001). Observed anomalies pervade all linguistic levels, from phonology,
morphology and syntax, to semantics and pragmatics (Chaika 1974; Covington et al.
2005). Especially language use at the semantic and pragmatic levels is thought to
diverge from the norm (Cardella 2017; Salavera et al. 2013). The linguistic literature
on schizophrenia describes problems with pragmatic skills that require perspective-
taking and a grasp on interpersonal dynamics, such as deixis and reference (Cov-
ington et al. 2005; Harvey 1983; Sevilla et al. 2018; Zimmerer et al. 2017), consideration
of context and conversational maxims (Andreasen and Grove 1986; McKennah and
Oh 2005; Meilijson et al. 2004), non-literal use of language (Deamer et al. 2019;
Langdon et al. 2002), and the ability to take into account the listener’s needs in
general (Frith 2014). Overarching such pragma-linguistic aspects, people with the
diagnosis were found to have difficulties with story organization (Allé et al. 2015;
Chaika and Lambe 1989) and maintaining narrative coherence (Allé et al. 2016;
Saavedra et al. 2009; Willits et al. 2018).

There is no unambiguous account of the causes of linguistic and narrative
anomalies in schizophrenia; yet, ToM abilities are the only cognitive capacities found
to correlate with performance issues in the language of people with schizophrenia,
contrary to, e.g., executive functions and working or semantic memory (Cardella
2017). Mazza et al. (2008) for example found that people with the diagnosis and their
first-degree relatives were outperformed by controls on both false belief and prag-
matic conversation tasks, and that there was no correlation with executive function
tasks and general cognitive ability. They conclude that a liability for schizophrenia is
associated with both ToM and not taking into account Gricean conversational
maxims. Other studies found that schizophrenia participants with disorganized
speech performworse than schizophrenia participants without disorganized speech
on tasks measuring irony comprehension (Langdon et al. 2002) and false belief
identification (Mazza et al. 2001). This is explained through difficulties in tracking
and anticipating what listeners need in order to comprehend discourse, which re-
quires a continuous taking into account of their perspective.

Both empirical evidence and theoretical accounts thus suggest that difficulties
with intersubjectivity or ToM, which both include taking on perspectives other
than one’s current viewpoint, are essential to schizophrenic (language) pathology.
However, there are reasons for doubt. Almost all of the empirical studies mentioned
above involved cognitive or linguistic perspective-taking tasks in an experimental
setting. Particularly in the cognitive field, studies on ToM or schizophrenic language
use decontextualized data and very infrequently focus on actual conversations of
people with a schizophrenia diagnosis in a natural setting. One study that did, by
McCabe et al. (2004), analyzed ToM skills in clinical interactions between mental
health professionals and people with a chronic schizophrenia diagnosis, and found
no evidence of ToM deficits. In the transcripts of these interactions, participants
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appear to understand the pragmatics of the interaction andmake adequate use of the
context in order to interpret the intentions and beliefs of both the conversational
partner and occasional third parties; they seem to spontaneously and correctly
‘mentalize’, i.e., theorize about the mental states of others. If ToM problems are not
present in a natural, embodied, interactive setting, they might be subject to the
boundary conditions of experimental settings and therefore not be the best cognitive
candidate for explaining everyday (linguistic) problems in schizophrenia, or for
forming a trait based explanatory core of this disorder (Cardella 2017).

Intersubjectivity or ToM deficits have, to our knowledge, not satisfactorily been
demonstrated in actual embodied, naturally interactive language in people with a
schizophrenia diagnosis. The study by McCabe et al. (2004) is also insufficient evi-
dence to deny these deficits, since it was a small discourse corpus study, limited to a
formal clinical setting with a treatment provider dealing with illness related reports.
Experimental nor clinical settings are apt to elicit or represent viewpoints of others
per se, and McCabe et al. (2004) did not focus on spontaneous oral narratives, which
are particularly suitable for studying perspective-taking (Dancygier 2011). Yet, the
inconsistency between findings of experimental ToM studies and phenomenological
psychiatry on the on hand, andMcCabe et al. (2004) on the other, calls for the study of
intersubjective skills like ToM in a way that takes both language and perspective-
taking seriously as context-bound phenomena that deserve examination in inter-
actional settings. Studying perspective-taking in natural narrative discourse offers
the opportunity to assess whether a speaker sufficiently and spontaneously makes
use of their intersubjective capabilities to produce comprehensible discourse and
build (complex) viewpoint structures.

1.3 Narrative, viewpoint and schizophrenia

Spontaneous narratives are an especially potent vehicle for the presentation of
different perspectives, and producing a narrative requires the ability to manage and
navigate viewpoint structures and frequent shifts between viewpoints.4 Linguistic
studies on viewpoint in narratives have shown how a diverse range of linguistic
elements can be used to express spatial, temporal, emotional, and psychological
aspects of viewpoint, such as verbs of seeing and verbs of cognition, but also con-
nectives and negations, pronouns, and modal verbs (Dancygier 2011; Dancygier and
Sweetser 2012; Sanders et al. 2012; van Duijn and Verhagen 2019; van Krieken et al.

4 In this article, perspective-taking is used to indicate the general cognitive ability of taking on other
subjects’ point of view, while viewpoint is used to indicate a particular subject’s point of view in
discourse.
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2019; Verhagen 2005). Viewpoints can also be expressed by the use of speech and
thought reports, which paraphrase or demonstrate what someone was saying or
thinking at a particular point in time (Sanders and Redeker 1996; Vandelanotte 2009).
Use of such viewpoint expressions signals that a speaker or narrator takes on the
perspective of another person and describes the event or situation from their point of
view.

Previous cognitive linguistic studies on the relation between cognition and
narrative viewpoint have focused on children (e.g., Berman and Slobin 2013; van
Dijk and van Duijn 2021) and a variety of psychological disorders and pathologies
such as Down Syndrome (Neitzel and Penke 2021), Autism Spectrum Disorder
(Du Bois et al. 2014; Kuijper et al. 2017; Papafragou 2002) and dementia (Davis
and Maclagan 2018). These studies demonstrate the value of cognitive linguistic
approaches in understanding the perspective-taking abilities of specific groups.
Although narratives are such a potentially rich source of information on inter-
subjectivity in people with a schizophrenia diagnosis, they have been largely
neglected as such. There are a few exceptions like Buck and Penn (2015), who looked
mainly at lexical characteristics and not at narrative viewpoint structures.

In the current study, we apply a cognitive linguistic analysis to the stories of
people with schizophrenia to examine how they cognitively and linguistically
manage narrative viewpoints. A cognitive linguistic analysis of stories allows ex-
amination of the richness and varieties in which schizophrenia diagnosed narrators
cognitively and linguistically manage these viewpoints. If they are indeed able to
navigate different linguistic viewpoints in daily narrative discourse, this should have
consequences for theories that pose a deficit in perspective-taking abilities as a
central and essential part of ‘schizophrenia’. Such an observation might also be
relevant for the way we view the connection between explicit ToM abilities as tested
in experimental settings and the contextualized ability to take on others’ perspec-
tives in daily life. In addition, studying linguistic perspective-taking in this group
expands the applicability and usability of cognitive linguistic theories on intersub-
jectivity (Verhagen 2005) with regards to non-neurotypical groups. Applying cogni-
tive linguistics methods to larger corpora is helpful in establishing theories on the
connection between cognitive and linguistic intersubjectivity.

This study therefore examines intersubjective perspective-taking by analyzing
viewpoint structures in the spontaneous oral narratives of a group of people diag-
nosed with schizophrenia. Our aims in characterizing viewpoints in the narrative
discourse of this group were to learn i) whether and how theorized problems with
intersubjectivity and ToM are expressed in narratives told in an ecologically valid,
embodied and interactive setting, and ii) what varieties and regularities can be found
in the way speakers navigate viewpoint in spontaneous narratives, using a newly
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developed cognitive linguistic coding system. In the remainder of this paper, we
describe how viewpoints are construed in a corpus of life narratives and whether
there are any differences in viewpoint variables between people with a schizo-
phrenia diagnosis and a control group in a corpus of guided story retellings.

2 Method

In order to study how our participants express and navigate complex viewpoint
arrangements in natural narrative discourse, we applied a methodology developed
to systematically analyze viewpoint in narrative discourse by combining the Deictic
Navigation Network framework (van Schuppen et al. 2019) and the ViewPoint
Identification Procedure (Eekhof et al. 2020). This approach enables a categorical and
quantified analysis of viewpoint in narrative. In the present study, we apply it to a
corpus of life narrative interviews (Corpus I) and a corpus of retellings of a short film
(Corpus II). These different types of narrative data enabled both the exploration
and description of viewpoint construal in spontaneous narrative discourse by
schizophrenia diagnosed (SZ) participants, and the comparison of viewpoint vari-
ables between SZ and neurotypical participants in a dataset obtained in a more
controlled context. In this section, we will describe how both corpora were created
and analyzed.

2.1 Corpus I – Narrative interviews

2.1.1 Participants

Twenty-four participants between 26 and 70 were interviewed over the course of 2
years (2018–2020). Data from two participants were excluded due to insufficient
quality of the audio. This resulted in a sample of 22 participants (M = 48.45; SD = 12.35),
of whom 40.9 % were female. All participants were native speakers of Dutch and
grew up in the Netherlands. They lived independently or in protected living
arrangements, relatively evenly distributed throughout the Netherlands. Most (20)
participants were living in cities, some (2) in smaller towns. All participants had
received a schizophrenia diagnosis by a certified psychiatrist or psychologist and
were in contact with a treatment provider. At the time of the interview, none were
committed to any kind of psychiatric hospital care, norwere they experiencing acute
psychosis. The latter was checked with their treatment providers where possible.
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2.1.2 Data collection

Participants were recruited through i) an internet forum for people with a schizo-
phrenia diagnosis, ii) newsletters of patient organizations, iii) organizations for
protected living or iv) through professional contacts and activities of thefirst author.5

Treatment providers were informed of the research, and were asked to contact the
researcher in case they had any objections to participation of their client, whether on
the ground of the assumed diagnosis or perceived health risks.

The interviews were conducted by the first author. In a minority of cases, the
partner of the interviewee or a research intern was present as observer. All but two
participants were interviewed in their own living situations, a minority of which
were protected living arrangements. Before the start of the interview, participants
were informed about the research aims and data usage and informed consent was
obtained. Afterwards, participants received a gift card of 20 euros.

The interviews lasted from 30 to 240min and were semi-structured by a topic
list that was designed to stimulate narrative discourse about personal experiences,
their evaluations and the production of a life story. All interviews started with the
question “Could you tell me something about your life, up until now?” Subsequent
questions were about relationships with other people, daily routines, important
memories and thoughts about the future. The interviewer was guided by the prin-
ciples of the ‘clean language method’ (Lawley and Tompkins 2000), meaning that
interference in the interviewee’s story wasminimized, and interpretive andmorally
loaded content words like ‘problem’, ‘normal’ and ‘false’ were avoided. Rather, the
interviewer asked for clarification and continuation of the story without offering
interpretations, asking questions such as: “What happened next?” and “Can you tell
me more about that?”

2.1.3 Data processing

The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim, including discourse
markers and laughter of both participant and interviewer. The transcriptions were
subsequently divided into clauses. A clause was defined as a stretch of discourse
containing one finite verb. Consequently, finite subordinate clauses were treated as
separate clauses, but non-finite and elliptical clauses were not considered as such

5 The recruitment of participants and subsequent data management were in line with a research
protocol thatwaswaived frombeing assessed under theMedical Research InvolvingHuman Subjects
act (Wet Medisch-Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek met Mensen/WMO) by the Committee on Research
InvolvingHuman Subjects (CommissieMensgebondenOnderzoek/CMO) of regionArnhem-Nijmegen
(file nr. 2017–4007). The protocol was also approved by the Ethics Assessment Committee for the
Humanities of the Radboud University (file nr. 3625).
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and were lumped together with the finite clause before or after it. However, if a non-
finite clause occurred in isolation in between utterances of the other speaker, it was
classified as a clause. This included instances of isolated ‘yes’ and ‘no’ responses.
Discourse markers such as ‘zeg maar’ (‘say’) and ‘weet je wel’ (‘you know’), as well as
discourse markers without a finite verb in Dutch, like ‘even kijken/zien/denken’ (‘let’s
see/look/think’), were also treated as separate clauses, since these are not part of
the propositional content of the clauses they are embedded in. All clause divisions
were checked by a second researcher. Conflicts were solved by a third researcher
that checked all discrepancies and ensured consistency across transcripts. The
interviewer’s intro (explanation of the research) and outro (closing up) in each
transcript were excluded from analysis,6 as well as the utterances of the interviewer.
To avoid disproportionate influence of individual interviews, three exceptionally
lengthy transcripts that consisted of more than 2,500 clauses, were cut off at clause
1,500.

2.1.4 Coding categories

Each clause (N = 23.991;M = 1,043.1; SD = 359.9) was coded on the following variables:
(1) Domain; (2) Direct discourse; (3) Implicit viewpoint; (4) Origo; and (5) Domain
transition. A codebook, which was based on the DNN (van Schuppen et al. 2019)
guided the analysis. Reliability and reproducibility of results were ensured by
defining the relevant domains and markers and prescribing the coding steps in
detail. The different variables were described as follows.

2.1.4.1 Domain
In the DNN, two conceptual domains represent the here-and-now of the conversation
(the Speech Act Domain) and the there-and-then of a story world (the Narrative
Domain).7 Each utterance of a speaker is coded as anchored to the situational context
of one of these two domains. In each domain, a deictic center is the point of origin for
all deictic expressions anchored to that domain. By moving the deictic center of the
conversation to a different place and time than the here-and-now, the speaker opens

6 The introwas determined by locating the first question of the interviewer in the transcripts, which
was the same for all interviews. The interviewer concluding the conversationwith ‘thank you for this
conversation’ marked the beginning of the outro.
7 In the rare cases in which an utterance was situated in the here-and-then, e.g., ‘ja ja tweeduizend
woonde ik hier al’/‘yes yes in two thousand I already lived here’ (Participant 003), a clause was
considered to be situated in the Narrative Domain, giving temporal displacement precedence over
spatial context.
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up a storyworld – a Narrative Domain – inwhich deictic expressions such as ‘the day
before’, ‘there’ or ‘he/she/they’ refer to the narrative there-and-then.

If a clause i) referred to the here-and-now of the linguistic interaction between
interviewer and participant or ii) consisted of a general expression, statement or
assertion that expressed a judgement or opinion that transcends a definite time and
place, the clausewas considered to refer to the speech act context and, as such, coded
as being anchored in the Speech Act Domain.8 This included discourse markers,
like ‘zeg maar’ (‘say’) and ‘weet je wel’ (‘you know’). Expressions in the Speech Act
Domain were generally centered around the person that speaks. The following
examples were coded as situated in the Speech Act Domain:

(1) “(…) en nou zit ik hier voorlopig wel goed” – Participant 007
“(…) and now I am comfortable here for the time being”

(2) “Het is eigenlijk allemaal zo banaal eh algemeen en en
global en abstract”

– Participant 001

“It is all so banal eh general and and global and abstract
really”

(3) “Go-god van chaos weet je wel de Griekse god Chaos” – Participant 102
“Go-god of chaos you know the Greek god Chaos”

If a clause was referred to the there-and-then of a narrative, the clause was coded as
being anchored in the Narrative Domain. The following utterances were coded as
situated in the Narrative Domain. In these examples, the slash ‘/’ indicates a division
of two clauses.

(4) “Dat ik toen op de cruise naar [Plaats A] was/ – Participant 001
“That I then went on that cruise to [Place A]/
en daar ontmoette ik een een dame”
and there I met a lady”

8 Note that the Speech Act Domain was essentially collapsed with the ground/base, since the here-
and-now does not refer to the speech act only: it is the base space of the speech act. In the context of
mental space theory (Fauconnier 1985), the clauses entailing general judgments or expository re-
marks now coded as being situated in the Speech Act Domain, could be classified as referring to the
ground or base space of the interaction: they aremodifications of, and references to, (shared) general
knowledge about the world and the discourse context that is assumed, used and modified during
discourse (Fauconnier and Sweetser 1996; Langacker 1987). For the present, relatively course-grained
coding of this particular corpus, they were classified as being non-narrative utterances and coded as
belonging to the speech act context.
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2.1.4.2 Direct discourse
A speaker can use a multitude of linguistic devices to present and embed viewpoints
within the two domains. One prominent viewpoint device is the use of a direct
discourse report. By using direct discourse, the speaker reports a stretch of discourse
as if directly quoting the speaker in question9 and explicitly construes the viewpoint
of its speaker through a complete deictic shift in which words like ‘here’ and ‘today’
refer to the context of the stretch of direct discourse (Sanders and Redeker 1996;
Vandelanotte 2004). In a stretch of direct discourse, a pronoun like ‘I’ will thus refer
to the person that is being cited, which is not always the speaker themselves.

A clause was coded as ‘Direct Discourse’ if it consisted of a stretch of discourse
presenting speech, thought or writing in the directmode. This included both real and
hypothetical speech, thought, and writing reports. For example:

(5) “Maar ja hij heeft ook niet netjes effe gezegd van eh/ – Participant 006
“But yes he didn’t properly tell me like eh”/
“Je je je ziet me niet meer” ”
“You you you won’t see me anymore” ”

2.1.4.3 Implicit viewpoint
Another important linguistic device for viewpoint presentation is the use of implicit
viewpoint markers. These present a cognition, emotion or perception of one of the
story characters. Contrary to expressions in the directmode, which are considered to
be cases of explicit viewpoint presentation, in which the responsibility for the val-
idity the utterance can often be mostly attributed to the speaker of the represented
speech or thought, the term implicit viewpoint points out that a stretch of discourse
refers to, or merely presupposes, a speaker, hearer or character’s consciousness
without explicating its contents as if verbatim (Sanders and Redeker 1996). In the
case of implicit viewpoint, the speaker in the here-and-now of the discourse context
is responsible for the validity of the statement. Having said this, the implicitness or
explicitness of viewpoint is always a question of degree. For the purpose of coding of
this corpus, only direct speech, thought or writing (‘direct discourse’) expressions
were considered to be an explicit viewpoint representation. Relatively implicit
viewpoint markers like ‘think’ or ‘see’ were coded as implicit viewpoint. Take for
instance the following clauses:

9 This does not mean that the stretch of direct discourse is in (exact) concordance with what was
‘originally’ said. Direct discourse is often used as a way of demonstrating a speakers point or
evaluating a stretch of narrative (Clark and Gerrig 1990; Short et al. 2002).
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(6) “Dat ik dacht/ – Participant 107
“That I thought/
“Oh dus niet alles is voor altijd” ”
“Oh so not everything is forever” ”

In this example, the first clause presents an implicit viewpoint through the verb
‘thought’, while the second presents an explicit viewpoint through the use of direct
discourse.

Referring to a person’s cognition, perception, or emotion, such as by the word
‘thought’ in the above example, allows hearers to imaginatively access the mind of
the subject of consciousness (Eekhof et al. 2020). Thus, one important type of implicit
viewpoint marker are verbs like ‘to think’, ‘to see’ or ‘to enjoy’, but also adverbs
and adjectives (Sanders 2010). Another type are epistemic modal adverbs, such as
‘probably’ or ‘apparently’, that add a measure of subjectivity to an utterance, indi-
cating that the subject of consciousness is partially describing a thought process. By
indicating the epistemic status of the proposition, the speaker takes into account the
viewpoint of the hearer as well. Furthermore, adjectives like ‘miserable’ or ‘excited’
present the emotions of the origo they are anchored to, soliciting the hearer to take
on their viewpoint.

Consequently, if a clause contained a linguistic expression that presupposes a
character’s consciousness without quoting this consciousness explicitly by means
of reported discourse, this clause was coded as ‘implicit viewpoint’. In order to
systematically code these expressions, wemade use of the appendix of Eekhof et al.’s
(2020) paper on the Viewpoint Identification Procedure (VPIP). This is a list of Dutch
perceptual (verbs like ‘see’), cognitive (verbs like ‘think’ and epistemic adverbs like
‘probably’) and emotional (verbs like ‘to be disappointed’ and adjectives like ‘angry’)
viewpoint markers. While performing the present study, the VPIP list was com-
plemented on the basis of the data, applying VPIP instructions (Eekhof et al. 2020: 10).
Words encountered in the corpus were added to the list of implicit viewpoint
markers if they were i) a synonym or single-word paraphrase (based on intuitions
supplemented by dictionary queries) of a word that was already in the list; ii) an
expression that was morphologically related to or derived from a marker in the
original VPIP list; iii) a multi-word paraphrase of a word on the original list; or iv) a
clear single-word perceptual, cognitive or emotional viewpoint marker that was not
in the original VPIP list, but occurred frequently in this specific corpus (e.g., ‘ to
hallucinate’). Furthermore, the ‘emotional adjectives’ category of the original VPIP
list was expanded to include emotional adverbs as well. Adverbs were added if they
clearly expressed an emotion and were a (approximate) synonym of a marker of
emotional viewpoint that was already in the list. A total of 131markers were added to
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the original VPIP list. The underlined words in the following clause are examples of
coded implicit viewpoint markers.

(7) “Ik had nog steeds niet door/ – Participant 201
“I still hadn’t noticed/
dat ik eh verliefd was”
that I eh was in love”

2.1.4.4 Origo
The term ‘origo’ was introduced by Bühler (2011 [1934]) and refers to the center of a
deictic frame of reference. Expressions in the Speech Act Domain or Narrative
Domain are to be interpreted in reference to the spatiotemporal context of an origo,
which can for example be the speaker, addressee, or a character in the story. If a
clausewas coded as containing a viewpoint in the form of direct discourse or implicit
viewpoint marking, it was subsequently coded for the origo to which the viewpoint
could be attributed. This could be either the participant’s origo; the interviewer’s
origo; a generic origo; a third party origo; a ‘we’ origo; or a combination of the
previous if there was more than one viewpoint presented in a single clause (‘mul-
tiple’). If a discourse report or implicit viewpoint marker was linked to a generic
‘you’, or if an implicit viewpoint marker was used without a clear and explicit
indication of the subject of consciousness (e.g., ‘itwas/seems terrible’ as opposed to ‘I
found it terrible’ or ‘it was terrible for me’), it was coded as ‘generic origo’. ‘Third
party’ origos referred to any subject that was not present at the time of the interview.
The ‘we’ origo was coded if the utterance contained the viewpoint of the first-person
plural, i.e., of a group of people including the speaker. The following examples
contain clauses attributed to the participant (8), the interviewer (9), a generic origo
(10), a third party origo (11) and a ‘we’ origo (12). The markers for coding are
underlined (origo + implicit viewpoint marker in (8a) and (9)–(12), and origo + direct
discourse in (8b)) in the clauses thatwere coded for presenting a viewpoint and origo.

(8) a. “En de volgende dag zei ik natuurlijk/ – Participant 107
“And the next day of course I said/

b. “ja ja het gaat wel weer goed” ”
“yes yes it is going okay again” ”
[…]

(9) “Weet je wel”
“You know”

[…]
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(10) “je hebt ook van die theorieën/
“you also have those theories/
dat mindfulness helpt/
that mindfulness helps/
dus dat je dat je ervaringen die je in je lichaam hebt of zo/
so that your that your experiences that you have in your body or something/
dat je daar bewust van wordt”
that you become conscious of that”
[…]

(11) “Ja nu weten mensen inmiddels/
“Yes now people know/
dat je best wel mondig mag zijn tegen artsen en verplegers en behandelaars/
that it is okay to speak up to doctors and nurses and treatment providers/

(12) maar toen ja wij wa- wij geloofden gewoon nog echt in hun visie en
deskundigheid”
but back then yes we wer- we just really believed in their vision and
expertise”

2.1.4.5 Domain transitions
Lastly, all clauses were coded for domain transition (either Speech Act Domain to
Narrative Domain; or Narrative Domain to Speech Act Domain). Clauses were first
coded for a transition occurring (yes/no). A clause was coded as containing a domain
transition if the previous clause was coded as a different domain than the clause in
question. Subsequently, the type of transition marker was coded. The domain
transition markers were based on van Krieken and Sanders (2019), who coded
domain transitions in news narratives, and found temporal adverbs/tense shifts and
speech and thought reports to be frequent markers. In line with their coding, tran-
sition clauses were coded as containing temporal adverb/tense shifts; direct
discourse; ‘other’ markers; or no markers. In addition, we added the category
‘discourse marker’, since most encountered discourse markers, like ‘zeg maar’
(‘like’), ‘weet je wel’ (‘you know’), are less common in written narratives (Schourup
1999), but often effectuate a domain transition in spoken discourse because they are
always situated in the Speech Act Domain. In the following example, clause (14) was
marked as a domain transition.

(13) “Ik vind het gewoon moeilijk/ – Participant 106
“I just find it hard/

(14) want ik heb het wel geprobeerd op school”
because I have tried in school”
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In this sequence of clauses, a transition takes place from the Speech Act Domain in
(13), when the participant talks about something that she/he finds difficult nowadays,
to the Narrative Domain in (14), when the participant starts talking about something
that took place in the past, in school. This transition is marked by a tense shift from
the simple present in (13) to the present perfect in (14).

In order to distinguish domain transitions that consisted of a discourse marker
clause from those that entailed a more radical and persistent shift in focus space
(Fauconnier and Sweetser 1996), we coded whether a transition was preceded by a
discourse marker clause. Finally, we coded whether a transition followed an inter-
ruption by the interviewer and whether such an interruption consisted of a content
question in order to account for the interviewer inducing the transition as opposed to
the participant.

2.1.5 Statistics

The second coder coded approximately one fifth (5.005 clauses, 20.86 %) of the total
corpus. Intercoder reliability for the coding of domains and viewpoints was good.
Reliability scores were excellent for all variables: domain (κ = 0.88), direct discourse
(κ = 0.99), implicit viewpoint (κ = 0.88), origo (κ = 0.87), domain transition (κ = 0.99),
transition marker (κ = 0.92), discourse marker as previous clause (κ = 0.96), and
interruption by interviewer (κ = 0.96).

Since we ran four separate tests per data set, we used a Bonferroni correction to
reduce the risk of Type 1 errors, setting the level of significantce at α = 0.05/4 = 0.0125.

2.2 Corpus II – Pear stories

The analysis of Corpus I enabled an assessment of whether people with a schizo-
phrenia diagnosis are able to linguistically navigate viewpoints in narrative and in
which ways they do so, but does not provide information on their performance in
comparison to people without the diagnosis. The creation of our second corpus
(Corpus II) facilitated a comparison of this group’s retellings of a film to a control
group. After the life story interviews, the participants of the interview study were
asked to watch and retell an audiovisual stimulus, the ‘Pear Film’. These retellings
were expanded with similar retellings by a control group of non-neurotypical
participants.

2.2.1 Stimulus

The ‘Pear Film’ is a 6 minutes wordless audiovisual narrative (Chafe 1980) developed
to study variations in (narrative) language use between groups. This stimulus
was originally produced with the specific purpose to elicit linguistic construal of
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universally recognizable events and situations, without prescribing a right or wrong
way of doing this. The Pear Film starts with a man who is harvesting pears from a
tree. A boy on a bicycle passes by and without the pear picking man noticing, steals a
basket of his pears. After riding offwith the basket, the boy is distracted by a girl on a
bike, hits a rock and falls, consequently spilling the pears on the ground. Three boys,
passing by on foot, help him pick up the pears and are each rewarded with a pear.
The film ends with the pear picking man’s discovery that one basket of pears is
missing and then seeing the three boys walking away while eating their pears.

2.2.2 Participants

The SZ participants of this corpus largely overlap with the participants from the life
story interviews. One participant of the interview study did not wish the pear story
retelling recorded, while the two participants whose life stories were excluded from
the interview corpus analysis did submit a pear story retelling. The resulting 23
participants were aged between 26 and 70 (M = 48.39; SD = 12.16), of which 43.48 %
were female. For the control group, 57 non-SZ participants were recorded retelling
the pear story.10 In order to create a paired sample, 23 of these participants were
selected for analysis. The sample was matched on gender ratio, as well as age dis-
tribution. These participants were aged between 29 and 71 (M = 49.09; SD = 13.45) and
43.48 % were female. They were all native speakers of Dutch, living distributed
throughout the Netherlands with slightly more people living to the east of the
Netherlands than in the SZ sample. Seven participants lived in (small) towns, the
other 16 lived in cities.

2.2.3 Data collection and processing

After obtaining informed consent, retellings were elicited by asking participants
to watch the movie, after which they were instructed to ‘please tell me about the
events in the film as if I had not seen it before’. The stories were audio recorded
and transcribed verbatim using a uniform transcription protocol. The transcribed
pear stories were divided into clauses using the same protocol as in the life story
corpus (see above). This resulted in a SZ pear story corpus of 913 clauses (M = 39.70;
SD = 23.16) and a non-SZ pear story corpus of 1.313 clauses (M = 57.09; SD = 22.27).

10 These stories were obtained by means of a video call during the 2020 pandemic lockdown. The
participants of the control group were recruited by 5 BA students ‘Communication and Information
Sciences’ of the Radboud University in Nijmegen, who collected the data as part of their bachelor
thesis research. The protocol for this control study was approved by the Ethics Assessment Com-
mittee for the Humanities of the Radboud University (file nr. 3625).
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2.2.4 Coding categories

After all transcripts were divided into clauses, they were coded on the same variables
as the clauses of the life stories: (1) domains, (2) direct discourse (3); implicit viewpoint;
(4) origo, and (5) domain transitions. Two adjustments were made to the codebook.
First, the category of ‘interviewer’was excluded from the ‘origo’ variable because the
pear story retellings did not contain any interactions with the interviewer. Second, for
the variable ‘domain’, an additional domainwas added in order to account for an extra
deictic center in the timeline of the pear story retelling, i.e., the ‘Narrative Experience
Domain’. This was necessary since utterances in the pear story retellings could, in
addition to i) the here-and-now of the retelling or general statements in the ground
(Speech Act Domain) and ii) the narrative content (i.e., the events in the movie;
Narrative Domain), also be deictically anchored to iii) the there-and-then of themovie
viewing (Narrative Experience Domain). In this particular domain, participants ex-
press their narrative experience: the thoughts, perceptions and emotions that they had
while watching the film. These experiences are presented in the retellings through
expressions like ‘I saw that…’; ‘It seemed that…’; ‘I thought that hewas…’ and can be
distinguished from the Narrative Domain and Speech Act Domain in that the deictic
and implicit viewpoint markers are not referring to the spatiotemporal position of the
pear story itself (i.e., the narrative ‘now’ in the movie), or of the moment of retelling,
but to the moment of the film viewing.

2.2.5 Statistics

The second coder coded approximately one fifth (203 clauses, 22.23 % for the non-SZ
group; 252 clauses, 19.19 % for the SZ group; 455 clauses, 20.44% in total) of the entire
corpus. Intercoder reliability for the coding of domains and viewpoints was good.
Reliability scores were excellent for all variables: linguistic domain (κ = 0.83), direct
discourse (κ = 1.00), implicit viewpoint (κ = 0.91), origo (κ = 0.91), domain transition
(κ = 1.00), transitionmarker (κ = 0.83), anddiscoursemarker as pervious clause (κ = 1.00).

Since we ran four separate tests per data set, we used a Bonferroni correction to
reduce the risk of Type 1 errors, setting the level of significantce at α = 0.05/4 = 0.0125.

3 Results

3.1 Corpus I – Narrative interviews

3.1.1 Distribution across domains

The aim of the interview corpus (Corpus I) study was to analyze how viewpoints are
construed in natural, oral narratives by people with a schizophrenia diagnosis in
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order to learn more about their (linguistic) perspective-taking abilities. We started
our analysiswith theway inwhich different viewpoint deviceswere used in different
conceptual domains – the Speech Act Domain and the Narrative Domain. The overall
distribution of clauses over the two domains was quite balanced, with 43.9 % of the
clauses being situated in the Narrative Domain. Of all clauses, 31.8 % contained a
viewpoint expression, either in the form of an implicit viewpoint marker (25.2 %),
direct discourse (4.8 %) or both (1.8 %). The percentage of clauses with a viewpoint
expressionwas similar for the Narrative Domain (33.8 %) and the Speech Act Domain
(30.2 %). Table 1 shows the distribution of the various types of viewpoint markers
over the Speech Act Domain and the Narrative Domain.

A chi-square test showed that the relation between domain and the type of
viewpointmarkerwas significant (χ2 (3) = 675.35, p < 0.001). Direct discourse was used
relatively more often in the Narrative Domain than in the Speech Act Domain,
whereas the implicit viewpoint markers were used relatively more often in the
Speech Act Domain than in the Narrative Domain. The proportionate use of a com-
bination of direct discourse with an implicit viewpoint marker, which articulates a
recursive embedding of viewpoints, occurred significantly more often in the
Narrative Domain as compared to the Speech Act Domain. Finally, the Speech Act
Domain contained a relatively larger number of clauseswithout a viewpoint than the
Narrative Domain.

3.1.2 Origos

Next, we examined for each domain how the viewpoints were anchored to the
different origos (participant, interviewer, generic, third party, ‘we’, multiple) in
order to explore to what extent participants expressed their own viewpoints and
the viewpoints of others, and in which ways. Tables 2 and 3 show how the different

Table : Number and percentage of viewpoint markers as distributed over the domains.

Domain

Speech
Act Domain

Narrative
Domain

Total

Viewpoint
marker

Direct discourse  (.%)a  (.%)b , (.%)
Implicit viewpoint , (.%)a , (.%)b , (.%)
Direct discourse + implicit viewpoint  (.%)a  (%)b  (.%)
No viewpoint , (.%)a , (.%)b , (.%)
Total , (%) , (%) , (%)

Note. Each superscript letter denotes a subset of ‘domain’ categories whose column proportions do not differ
significantly from each other.
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origos are presented within the Speech Act Domain and the Narrative Domain,
respectively.

A chi-square test showed that the relation between origo and the type of view-
point marker was significant for the Speech Act Domain (χ2 (10) = 591.32, p < .001). In
the Speech Act Domain, implicit viewpoint markers were used relatively more often
than direct discourse to present the viewpoint of the participant, the ‘we’ origo and
the interviewer. Interestingly, third party viewpoints were relatively more often
presented bymeans of direct discourse, indicating that participants oftenmade a full
deictic shift in their stories when presenting the viewpoint of people that were not
present at the time of the interview.

Table : Number and percentages of origo viewpoints as presented through the use of direct discourse,
implicit viewpoint markers or a combination of both in the Speech Act Domain.

Viewpoint Total

Direct
discourse

Implicit
viewpoint

Direct discourse +
Implicit viewpoint

Origo Participant  (.%)a , (.%)b  (.%)a,b , (.%)
Interviewer  (.%)a  (%)b  (.%)a  (.%)
Generic  (.%)a  (.%)a,b  (.%)b  (.%)
Third party  (.%)a  (.%)b  (.%)b  (.%)
“We”  (.%)a  (.%)b 

a,b
 (.%)

Multiple  (%)a  (.%)a  (,%)b  (.%)
Total  (%) , (%)  (%) , (%)

Note. Each superscript letter denotes a subset of ‘viewpoint’ categories whose column proportions do not differ
significantly from each other.

Table : Number and percentages of origo viewpoints as presented through the use of direct discourse,
implicit viewpoint markers or a combination of both in the Narrative Domain.

Viewpoint Total

Direct
discourse

Implicit
viewpoint

Direct discourse +
Implicit viewpoint

Origo Participant  (.%)a , (.%)b  (.%)a , (.%)
Interviewer  (.%)a  (.%)a 

a
 (.%)

Generic  (%)a  (.%)b  (.%)a  (%)
Third party  (.%)a  (.%)b  (.%)b  (.%)
“We”  (.%)a  (.%)b 

a
 (.%)

Multiple  (.%)a  (.%)a  (.%)b  (.%)
Total  (%) , (%)  (%) , (%)

Note. Each superscript letter denotes a subset of ‘viewpoint’ categories whose column proportions do not differ
significantly from each other at the . level.

Narrative viewpoint in schizophrenia 215



A combination of viewpoint devices (direct discourse + implicit viewpoint) was
mostly used to express the viewpoint of either the participant (relatively as often as
implicit viewpoint markers or direct discourse were used for this purpose) and of
multiple origos (relatively more often than implicit viewpoint markers or direct
discourse were).

There were no significant differences in generic origo construal between direct
discourse or implicit viewpoint, although a generic viewpoint was relatively more
often expressed through a combination of viewpoint devices as compared to direct
discourse alone.

A chi-square test showed that the relation between origo and the type of
viewpoint marker was also significant for the Narrative Domain (χ2 (10) = 989.01,
p < 0.001). In the Narrative Domain, implicit viewpoint markers were used relatively
more often than either direct discourse or a combination of devices to express
the viewpoint of the participant, ‘we’ and generic origos. In this domain, third
party viewpoints were also relatively more often presented by means of direct
discourse, as compared to implicit viewpoint markers or a combination of viewpoint
devices.

A combination of implicit viewpoint marking and direct discourse was mostly
used to express the viewpoint of either the participant, third parties and of multiple
origos (more often than implicit viewpoint markers or direct discourse alone). In the
case of expression of generic origo viewpoint, the use of a combination of deviceswas
relatively less frequent than the use of implicit viewpoint and similar to that of the
use of direct discourse.

There were no significant differences in interviewer viewpoint presentation in
the Narrative Domain, in which the interviewer origo was relatively rare.11

3.1.3 Domain transitions

In order to determine whether and how speakers navigated between domains in the
life-narratives, we analyzed the occurrences of transitions between the two domains
and their linguistic marking. For this part of the analysis, we excluded domain
transitions caused by discoursemarkers or interviewer interruptions.12 Themajority

11 Instances of interviewer viewpoint presentation in the Narrative Domain could, for example,
include a reference to something the interviewer had expressed during earlier interactions that was
being recalled by the participant.
12 Transitions caused by discourse markers or interviewer interruptions were excluded from
analysis in order to focus onmore robust transitions thatwere intrinsic to the story of the participant.
Interestingly, also short interviewer interruptions like ‘hmm’ or ‘yes’ seemed to induce domain
transitions, since including them resulted in a significant difference in unmarked transitions be-
tween domains: if interviewer interruptionswithout semantic contentwere included in the analysis,
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of transitions was marked with a tense shift or temporal adverb (82.1 %), whereas
relatively few transitions were marked by direct discourse (2.3 %). The remaining
transitions were not linguistically marked (15.6 %).

Table 4 shows how transitions from the Speech Act Domain to the Narrative
Domain and vice versa were marked. The marker category ‘other’ did not occur and
was therefore left out.

A chi-square test showed that there was a significant relation between the
direction of the transition (Speech Act Domain to Narrative Domain or the other way
around) and the type of marker that was used (χ2 (2) = 29.40, p < 0.001). This signif-
icance is expressed in that direct discourse, which is more frequently used in the
Narrative Domain, relatively more often marks a transition from the Speech Act
Domain to the Narrative Domain than the other way around. The direction of
transition was not significantly related to the other markers: tense shifts and tem-
poral markers were used equally often to mark transitions from the Speech Act
Domain and the Narrative Domain and transitions from the Narrative Domain to the
Speech Act Domain. Likewise, transitions from the Narrative Domain to the Speech
Act Domain and vice versa remained equally often unmarked.

3.2 Corpus II – Pear stories

The pear stories as told by people with a schizophrenia diagnosis were compared to
those told by a control group in order to establish whether any differences between
groups could be establish for our viewpoint variables.

Table : Number and percentages various markers of domain transitions - from Speech Act Domain
(SAD) to Narrative Domain (ND) and vice versa.

Direction transition Total

SAD to ND ND to SAD

Marker Tense shift/temp adv  (.%)a  (.%)a , (.%)
Direct discourse  (.%)a  (.%)b  (.%)
None  (.%)a  (.%)a  (.%)

Total  (%)  (%) , (%)

Note. Each superscript letter denotes a subset of ‘direction transition’ categories whose column proportions do not differ
significantly from each other at the . level.

transitions from the Narrative Domain to the Speech Act Domain were significantly more often
unmarked than the other way around.
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Table 5 shows the distribution of clauses over the coded variables for each
group. In both groups, the majority (about 83 %) of the clauses were situated in the
Narrative Domain. Approximately the same number of clauses were anchored in
the Speech Act Domain and the Narrative Experience Domain. Utterances in the
latter domain refer to the time and space in which the participants saw the movie,
which is not applicable to the narrative interviews, in which participants only
referred to the here-and-now or the there-and-then of the story. In Corpus II,
participants primarily use implicit viewpoint markers (25.3 %) and only occa-
sionally direct discourse (2.7 %) to express viewpoints. Third party viewpoints were
the most prominent (53.9 % of all origos) in the pear stories.

In the control group, 18.6 % of total clauses showed a domain shift. This was
true for 17.8 % of all clauses for the SZ group. As can be seen in Table 5, transitions
between domains were in most cases unmarked (74.1 %), in both groups. If they
were marked, it was mostly through a tense shift or temporal adverb (22.9 %).

A chi square test showed no differences between the control group and the SZ
group in the distribution of clauses over the three domains (χ2 (2) = 0.372, p = 0.830), in

Table : Number and percentages of all variables (domains / viewpoint presented through direct
discourse or implicit viewpointmarkers / presented origos / domain transitionmarkers) in the pear stories
as told by people with a schizophrenia diagnosis and the control group.

Group

Control
group

Schizophrenia
group

Total

Domain Speech Act Domain  (.%)  (.%)  (.%)
Narrative Domain , (.%)  (.%) , (.%)
Narrative Experience Domain  (.%)  (.%)  (.%)

Viewpoint No viewpoint  (%)  (.%) , (.%)
Direct discourse  (.%)  (.%)  (.%)
Implicit viewpoint  (%)  (%)  (.%)
Direct discourse + implicit viewpoint  (.%)  (.%)  (.%)

Origo Participant  (.%)  (.%)  (%)
Generic  (.%)  (.%)  (%)
Third party  (.%)  (.%)  (.%)
‘We’  (.%)  (%)  (.%)
Multiple  (.%)  (%)  (.%)

Transition None  (.%)  (.%)  (%)
Tense shift/temp adv  (.%)  (.%)  (%)
Direct discourse  (.%)  (.%)  (%)
Discourse marker  (.%)  (.%)  (%)
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viewpoints (χ2 (3) = 5.22, p = 0.156), nor in the origos to which the viewpoints were
anchored (χ2 (4) = 1.41, p = 0.842). There were also no sigificant differences regarding
the type of markers used to signal the transition from one domain to another (χ2

(3) = 2.214, p = 0.529).

4 Discussion

4.1 Conclusions

In this paper, we presented an integrated approach to describe and analyze
spontaneous perspective-taking in oral narratives. Applying the DNN and VPIP
frameworks to a corpus of narrative interviews and a corpus of guided retellings
allowed for the quantification of linguistic perspective-taking in natural narrative
utterances of a group of people that have been hypothesized to experience serious
difficulties with ToM and intersubjectivity. We were able to show that our partici-
pants were able to skillfully and spontaneously present, navigate and embed
narrative viewpoints through the use of various linguistic viewpoint devices. In the
studied corpora, they made the cognitive, emotional and perceptual viewpoints of
other people explicit. Participants showed skill in presenting the viewpoints of others
in both the here-and-now of the Speech Act Domain, and the there-and-then of the
Narrative Domain, demonstrating the ability tomove their viewpoint from character
to character, along an independently construed narrative timeline.

In the studied narratives, participants’ own viewpoints were most often
presented through the use of implicit viewpoint markers as compared to direct
discourse. Implicit viewpoint markers were also prominent in expressing the
viewpoint of the interviewer in the Speech Act Domain, and generic viewpoints in
the Narrative Domain. The viewpoints of third parties, on the other hand, were
predominantly presented in the Narrative Domain and bymeans of direct discourse.
Doing this requires the speaker to explicitly and fully shift their viewpoint to that of
the direct discourse origo, thereby suppressing their own viewpoint and prompting a
full deictic shift: the deictic expressions in direct discourse need to be interpreted as
referring to the context of the there-and-then of the story protagonist (Sanders
and Redeker 1996). The fact that this viewpoint device was largely used by partici-
pants to present viewpoints of other people, who were not present at the interview,
exemplifies the complexity of the viewpoint constellations that the participants
presented in their discourse.

In addition, the observed skillful layering of viewpoints indicates that our
participants were able to present complex embedding. This recursivity of viewpoints
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would sometimes add up to multiple embedded layers in one clause, as in the
following example:

(15) “’T werd haar op een gegeven moment duidelijk van/ – Participant 103
“At a certain point it became clear to her/
“Oh maar dit is heel eigenlijk/
“Oh but this is really very/
deze jongen is geobsedeerd/
this boy is obsessed/
of die is eh in ieder geval heel veel bezig met mij” ”
or in any way he is very occupied with me” ”

In this example, the participant tells the interviewer about the girl he has been in
love with, and how she realized that this was the case. In these clauses, the partici-
pant clearly and skillfully presents his viewpoint on her viewpoint on his viewpoint
on her. The viewpoint of the girl is expressed through the use of both implicit
viewpoint (‘it became clear to her’) and direct thought. Theway inwhich the girl then
thinks about his viewpoint on her ismade clear through the use of implicit viewpoint
markers like ‘obsessed’. This fragment is one example of the skillful multiple
embedding and complex viewpoint navigation that we came across in the interview
corpus.

In distinguishing and navigating deictic domains, the participants were found
to predominantly use tense shifts and temporal adverbs to linguistically mark
transitions from one domain to another. Almost 85 % of domain transitions were
linguistically marked, demonstrating the participants’ ability to take the listener’s
perspective into account. Note that this kind of linguistic marking is additional to
nonlinguistic pragmatic markers, such as gestures, body shifts and eye gaze, that can
also play a role in demarcating domain shifts (Janzen 2004; Sweetser and Stec 2016).

These findings are all indications that people with a schizophrenia diagnosis can
linguistically express and navigate viewpoints in narrative, but they are not infor-
mative onwhether they are as adept at it as people without the diagnosis. In order to
give some indication of whether this group has more difficulties with narrative
perspective-taking than neurotypical people, we have compared the retellings of a
film between people with this diagnosis and a control group. The use of a guided
storytelling task enabled us to systematically compare different construals of the
same events. We found no significant differences in viewpoint navigation between
the groups.

There were some observable differences between the groups in the pear story
corpus that were not included in our viewpoint analysis, like a larger variation in
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story length – the standard deviation in the number of clauses per participants was
13.5 for the control group and 23.2 for the schizophrenia group. The latter contained,
for example, a story of only 5 clauses whereas the shortest story in the control corpus
was 16 clauses. In addition, the stories in the schizophrenia corpus were more often
incomplete and 11 of them left out the ‘punch line’ of the story (where the farmer
finds out his pears have been stolen), as compared to 4 stories with a less explicit
construal of the punch line in the control corpus. The SZ corpus also contained some
remarkable pragmatic inferences (e.g., describing the farmers shawl as a “strange
piece of plastic”) and some more explicit moral judgments (e.g., describing partici-
pants as evil). In general, differences between participants in the schizophrenia
group seem to have been larger, both with regards to content and form of the stories
(see also van Schuppen et al. (2020) for a qualitative characterization of a number of
pear stories as told by the people in the schizophrenia group).

Themethodology we have used in this paper builds upon the cognitive linguistic
research value to take seriously the complexity of natural language use. The method
of analysis introduced in this study presents a clear and replicable tool for the
analysis, quantification and comparison of different kinds of narrative: interactively
told, or singular; from memory, or from a visual input. In comparing these different
kinds of storytelling, our findings raise questions on the differences between
retelling a fictional story and a lived experience. Answering these questions adds to
the cognitive linguistic literature on storytelling in all its variation.

The use of tense shifts and temporal adverbs to mark domain transitions was,
for example, less common in the pear story corpus. This was true for both the
schizophrenia and the control group retellings. An explanation might be that,
although most life stories in Corpus I were told in the past tense, with shifts to the
present tense indicating a transition to the Speech Act Domain and shifts to the past
tense indicating a transition to the Narrative Domain, most (19 out of 23 for the
control group/18 out of 23 for the schizophrenia group) of the Pear Stories in Corpus
II were told in the present tense – they seemed to be situated in the ‘eternal now’ of
the film. In those cases, the past tense was sometimes used to mark a shift to the
Speech Act Domain or Narrative Experience Domain, instead of to the Narrative
Domain. But often, this resulted in domain transitions that were not explicitly
linguistically marked as such, with the speaker continuing in the present tense. In
these cases, domain transitions often needed to be pragmatically inferred from the
context. These findings indicate that retellings of a fictional narrative that can be
replayed, show a tendency to present the story from amore generalized viewpoint.
In these cases, the story is projected in a constructed, unanchored space to which
speaker nor listener are temporally connected (Sanders and van Krieken 2019),
whereas stories that people tell about their lives from a particular viewpoint, were
projected in a specific past moment that anchors speaker and listener together.

Narrative viewpoint in schizophrenia 221



4.2 Implications for thinking about ‘schizophrenia’

Our findings do not support the consensus in the empirical literature that people
with a schizophrenia diagnosis have problems taking on the perspectives of others. If
people with this diagnosis are, overall, significantly disturbed in their ability to take
on other perspectives and this is an essential part of the pathology of the disorder,
like current theories suggest, we need to explain how it is possible that this group can
take on and navigate different complex linguistic viewpoints in daily, narrative
interaction.

This ambiguity might be explained in a number of ways. First of all, there could
be a discrepancy between widely used experimental cognitive perspective-taking
tasks and spontaneous linguistic perspective-taking in natural oral discourse. There
are many ways in which people can take on and manage viewpoints, and the skill
that ToM tasks measure might be just one of them (Andrews 2008). Many cognitive
perspective-taking tasks, like the Hinting task, False Belief tasks and the Mind in the
Eyes task, do not involve direct, physical interaction with another person (Brüne
2005; Harrington et al. 2005). Engaging in conversation in one’s home is a more
natural and pre-reflectively embodied experience than being in a laboratory setting.
This might make it easier for participants to relate to another person and take their
perspective into account, or it might trigger other social cognitive capacities than
participation in thementioned ToM tasks does. In addition, the discrepancy between
ourfindings and the ToM literaturemight also bemagnified by the fact that a number
of previous studies used tasks that focused on reaction times, for which our meth-
odology cannot account.

One might also suggest that schizophrenia arises from the disruption of a more
fundamental, embodied intersubjectivity or world-sharing than the habitual, or
maybe ‘higher cognition’, perspective-taking that is required for viewpoint construal.
However, higher order cognitive perspective-taking abilities are theorized to build on
more embodied, primary intersubjective skills (Fuchs and Röhricht 2017). Using
domain transitionmarkers and discoursemarkers– such asmost of our schizophrenia
narrators do – indicates that they, as speakers, pre-reflectively anticipate listeners’
needs for being able to understand the story and take them by the hand in telling it.
This is not self-evident in storytelling. Consequently, there is substantial intersubjec-
tive skill involved in this kind of storytelling. This indicates that the participants have,
at least to a significant extent, an embodied, intersubjective understanding of the
common ground and the background and perspective of the listener.

Thirdly, the participants with a schizophrenia diagnosis were not acutely psy-
chotic at the time of the interview. Our results could indicate that if (linguistic)
perspective-taking problems are to be viewed as symptomatic, they may be
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symptoms of psychosis, and not of schizophrenia per se. This could also point to ToM
problems as a state, rather than a trait, variable (Harrington et al. 2005). Linguistic
perspective-taking might not be suited as a diagnostic criterion for schizophrenia.
These findings support a more symptom centered approach that gives precedence to
the concept of psychosis over that of schizophrenia (van Os 2016).

Lastly, the discrepancy between ToM task results and our findings might also be
due to heterogeneity within the group of people diagnosed with schizophrenia: the
way in which individuals speak varies greatly, both between subjects and within
subjects over time. Essentialist theories on ‘schizophrenia’ could take the hetero-
geneity of this group more seriously and explicitly into account. Future research
might benefit from a focus on themodelling of individual differences and differences
over time (Borsboom et al. 2019; Molenaar and Campbell 2009).

4.3 Limitations and suggestions for further research

The quantitative application of cognitive linguistic theory to the analysis of narrative
discourse may contribute to the clarification of the language – cognition relation,
both in schizophrenia and in general. Although an impressive body of evidence
suggests a strong link between ToM/intersubjectivity and language problems in
schizophrenia, there is no unambiguous account of its causes or even of the exact
manifestation or gestalt of these problems (Lorenz 1961; Schwartz 1982). The present
study will not untangle this clutter, but focusing on natural language use instead of
experimental tasks guides towards respecting the complexity of both language and
social cognition, and directs to the reasons for the knot (see, e.g., van Dijk and van
Duijn 2021). Further research might ask participants to engage in both storytelling
and cognitive perspective-taking tasks to see if there is a correlation between both, or
whether there might be a difference between on-line and off-line ToM processing,
like Frith (2004) has suggested. This kind of triangulation might shed light on the
relation between cognitive and linguistic perspective-taking.

In the coding of the domain transitions, we have used the markers that are
described by van Krieken and Sanders (2019) in their study on journalistic crime
stories. Since these markers were based on written, journalistic discourse, a quali-
tative exploration of possible markers in oral narratives might result in a more
fitting codebook for the analysis of this corpus. The direct discourse marker variable
was not very frequent in our corpora, for example, and its significance as amarker of
transitions from the Speech Act Domain to the Narrative Domain can be explained by
direct discourse beingmore frequent in the Narrative Domain. Qualitative studies on
domain transitions might be able to clarify the specific ways in which domains are
marked and navigated in spontaneous oral discourse. Especially the role of phonetics
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and embodied attunement might be essential in the demarcation and transition of
domains (Janzen and Schaffer 2008).

Lastly, future researchmight focus onmore fine-grained analyses of these kinds
of narratives. Speakers have a variety of linguistic viewpoint devices available of
which the analysis was beyond the scope of this project (Dancygier and Sweetser
2012). In addition, future studies could take into account how implicitness in view-
point marking could be amatter of degree. Verbs of cognition such as ‘thought’ could
for instance be considered as a less implicit marker than epistemic verbs such as
‘could’. In addition, differentiating between more subjective (e.g., epistemic and
modal indicators) and intersubjective (e.g., discourse markers and common ground
modulators) linguistic markers in these kinds of studies could provide interesting
future insights, although they might be hard to distinguish.

Many essentialist theories of schizophrenia view the language use of the people
diagnosed with it as a kind of ‘mirror to the mind’; as either a symptom of a deeper
cognitive problem or an expression of an existential predicament. Our study shows
that their language use in everyday narrative conversation is, at least in many cases,
not inadequately viewpointed. Fundamentally, this brings us back to the question of
how language and narrative, as intersubjective devices, not only reflect, but construe
the minds of both speaker and listener in a dynamic way. Studying spontaneous
perspective-taking in natural language might help to understand this process.

Data availability statement

The narrative interview dataset that was generated for this paper (Corpus I) contains
information of a sensitive nature. Access to the pseudonymized transcriptions of
these interviews is therefore restricted. Access can be requested through contacting
the corresponding author via the Radboud Data Repository (RDR) at https://doi.org/
10.34973/re1a-6f34, and will be granted if the aim of the request is in line with the
research aims and protocol as approved by the Central Committee on Research
Involving Human Subjects (CCMO) and ethical committee of the Radboud University.
This includes access for reasons of scientific integrity.

The anonymized transcriptions of the pear story dataset (Corpus II) will be freely
accessible through the RDR for the control group at https://doi.org/10.34973/grr8-0635.
The pear stories of our participants with a schizophrenia diagnosis will be accessible
for registered and licensed users of the repository at https://doi.org/10.34973/sa9h-
x351.

The codebooks can be freely requested from the corresponding author.

224 van Schuppen et al.

https://doi.org/10.34973/re1a-6f34
https://doi.org/10.34973/re1a-6f34
https://doi.org/10.34973/grr8-0635
https://doi.org/10.34973/sa9h-x351
https://doi.org/10.34973/sa9h-x351


Acknowledgement: We are thankful to Prof. Eve Sweetser for her valuable
comments; all remaining errors are our own. We would like to express our deepest
gratitude to the participants in this study for their hospitality, openness and trust.
Special thanks to Evelien van Beurden,Marije vanHeerde, Romy Bootsveld, Inge van
Hunnik, Eline van de Valk, Katie Cowan, Adrienne Ummels, Selma Brom en Maria
van de Groep for helping us with the collection and processing of the data.

References

Allé, Mélissa C., Jevita Potheegadoo, Christin Köber, Priscille Schneider, Romain Coutelle,
Tilmann Habermas, Jean-Marie Danion & Fabrice Berna. 2015. Impaired coherence of life narratives
of patients with schizophrenia. Scientific Reports 5(1). 1–10.

Allé, Mélissa C., Marie-Charlotte Gandolphe, Karyn Doba, Christin Köber, Jevita Potheegadoo,
Romain Coutelle, Tilmann Habermas, Jean-Louis Nandrino, Jean-Marie Danion & Fabrice Berna.
2016. Grasping the mechanisms of narratives’ incoherence in schizophrenia: An analysis of the
temporal structure of patients’ life story. Comprehensive Psychiatry 69. 20–29.

American Psychiatric Association. 2022. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders, 5th edn.
Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association.

Andreasen, Nancy C. &WilliamM. Grove. 1986. Thought, language, and communication in schizophrenia:
Diagnosis and prognosis. Schizophrenia Bulletin 12(3). 348–359.

Andrews, Kristin. 2008. It’s in your nature: A pluralistic folk psychology. Synthese 165(1). 13–29.
Barch, Deanna M. & Howard Berenbaum. 1996. Language production and thought disorder in

schizophrenia. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 105(1). 81–88.
Bâ, Maryse Badan, Logos Curtis & Giuseppe Pellizzer. 2022. Viewer and object mental rotation in young

adults with psychotic disorders. Schizophrenia Research 240. 92–102.
Berman, Ruth A. & Dan Isaac Slobin. 2013. Relating events in narrative: A crosslinguistic developmental study.

London: Psychology Press.
Bleuler, Eugen. 1950. Dementia praecox or the group of schizophrenias. Oxford, UK: International

Universities Press.
Bora, Emre, Murat Yucel & Christos Pantelis. 2009. Theory of mind impairment in schizophrenia: Meta-

analysis. Schizophrenia Research 109(1). 1–9.
Borsboom, Denny, Angélique O. J. Cramer & Annemarie Kalis. 2019. Brain disorders? Not really: Why

network structures block reductionism in psychopathology research. Behavioral and Brain Sciences
42. E2.

Brüne, Martin. 2005. “Theory of Mind” in schizophrenia: A review of the literature. Schizophrenia Bulletin
31(1). 21–42.

Buck, Benjamin & David L. Penn. 2015. Lexical characteristics of emotional narratives in schizophrenia:
Relationships with symptoms, functioning, and social cognition. The Journal of Nervous and Mental
Disease 203(9). 702–708.

Bühler, Karl. 2011. Theory of language: The representational function of language. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing.

Cardella, Valentina. 2017. Language and schizophrenia: Perspectives from psychology and philosophy. London
and New York: Routledge.

Narrative viewpoint in schizophrenia 225



Chafe, Wallace L. 1980. The pear stories: Cognitive, cultural, and linguistic aspects of narrative production.
Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Chaika, Elaine. 1974. A linguist looks at “schizophrenic” language. Brain and Language 1(3). 257–276.
Chaika, Elaine & Richard A. Lambe. 1989. Cohesion in schizophrenic narratives, revisited. Journal of

Communication Disorders 22(6). 407–421.
Chapman, James. 1966. The early symptoms of schizophrenia. The British Journal of Psychiatry 112(484).

225–251.
Clark, Herbert H. & Richard J. Gerrig. 1990. Quotations as demonstrations. Language 66(4). 764–805.
Covington, Michael A., Congzhou He, Cati Brown, Lorina Naçi, Jonathan T. McClain, Bess Sirmon Fjordbak,

James Semple & John Brown. 2005. Schizophrenia and the structure of language: The linguist’s view.
Schizophrenia Research 77(1). 85–98.

Dancygier, Barbara. 2011. The language of stories: A cognitive approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Dancygier, Barbara & Eve Sweetser (eds.). 2012. Viewpoint in language: A multimodal perspective.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Davis, Boyd H. & Margaret A. Maclagan. 2018. Represented speech in dementia discourse. Journal of
Pragmatics 130. 1–15.

Deamer, Felicity, Ellen Palmer, Quoc C. Vuong, Nicol Ferrier, Andreas Finkelmeyer, Wolfram Hinzen &
Stuart Watson. 2019. Non-literal understanding and psychosis: Metaphor comprehension in
individuals with a diagnosis of schizophrenia. Schizophrenia Research: Cognition 18. 100159.

Dijk, Bram van &Max van Duijn. 2021. Modelling characters’mental depth in stories told by children aged
4–10. Proceedings of the annual meeting of the Cognitive Science Society, 43rd edn. 2384–2391. Vienna,
Austria: The Cognitive Science Society.

Du Bois, John W., R. Peter Hobson & Jessica A. Hobson. 2014. Dialogic resonance and intersubjective
engagement in autism. Cognitive Linguistics 25(3). 411–441.

Duijn, Max van & Arie Verhagen. 2019. Recursive embedding of viewpoints, irregularity, and the role for a
flexible framework. Pragmatics 29(2). 198–225.

Duppen, Zeno van. 2017. The intersubjective dimension of schizophrenia. Philosophy, Psychiatry, &
Psychology 24(4). 399–418.

Eekhof, Lynn S., Kobie van Krieken & José M. Sanders. 2020. VPIP: A lexical identification procedure for
perceptual, cognitive, and emotional viewpoint in narrative discourse. Open Library of Humanities
6(1). 18.

Fauconnier, Gilles. 1985. Mental spaces: Aspects of meaning construction in natural language. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Fauconnier, Gilles & Eve Sweetser. 1996. Cognitive links and domains: Basic aspects of mental space
theory. In Spaces, worlds, and grammar. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Frith, Christopher D. 2004. Schizophrenia and theory of mind. Psychological Medicine 34(3). 385–389.
Frith, Christopher D. 2014. The cognitive neuropsychology of schizophrenia. London: Psychology Press.
Frith, Christopher D. & Rhiannon Corcoran. 1996. Exploring ‘theory of mind’ in people with schizophrenia.

Psychological Medicine 26(3). 521–530.
Fuchs, Thomas & Frank Röhricht. 2017. Schizophrenia and intersubjectivity: An embodied and enactive

approach to psychopathology and psychotherapy. Philosophy, Psychiatry, & Psychology 24(2).
127–142.

Gallagher, Shaun. 2001. The practice of mind. Theory, simulation or primary interaction? Journal of
Consciousness Studies 8(5–6). 83–108.

Gallagher, Shaun. 2015. The new hybrids: Continuing debates on social perception. Consciousness and
Cognition 36. 452–465.

226 van Schuppen et al.



Gipps, Richard G. T. 2004. Autism and intersubjectivity: Beyond cognitivism and the theory of mind.
Philosophy, Psychiatry, & Psychology 11(3). 195–198.

Harrington, Leigh, Richard Siegert & John McClure. 2005. Theory of mind in schizophrenia: A critical
review. Cognitive Neuropsychiatry 10(4). 249–286.

Harvey, Philip D. 1983. Speech competence in manic and schizophrenic psychoses: The association
between clinically rated thought disorder and cohesion and reference performance. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology 92(3). 368–377.

Hutto, Daniel D. & Matthew Ratcliffe. 2007. Folk psychology re-assessed. Dordrecht: Springer.
Janssen, Ian, Lisette Krabbendam, Jelle Jolles & Jim Van Os. 2003. Alterations in theory of mind in patients

with schizophrenia and non-psychotic relatives. Acta Psychiatrica Scandinavica 108(2). 110–117.
Janzen, Terry. 2004. Space rotation, perspective shift, and verb morphology in ASL. Cognitive Linguistics

15(2). 149–174.
Janzen, Terry & Barbara Schaffer. 2008. Intersubjectivity in interpreted interactions. In Jordan Zlatev

(ed.), The Shared Mind: Perspectives on Intersubjectivity, 333–355. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Publishing.

Krieken, Kobie van & José M. Sanders. 2019. Smoothly moving through mental spaces: Linguistic patterns
of viewpoint transfer in news narratives. Cognitive Linguistics 30(3). 499–529.

Krieken, Kobie van, José M. Sanders & Eve Sweetser. 2019. Linguistic and cognitive representation of time
and viewpoint in narrative discourse. Cognitive Linguistics 30(2). 243–251.

Kronbichler, Lisa, Renate Stelzig-Schöler, Brandy-Gale Pearce, Melanie Tschernegg, Sarah Said-Yürekli,
Julia Sophia Crone, Lavinia-Carmen Uscatescu, Luise A. Reich, Stefanie Weber, Wolfgang Aichhorn &
Josef Perner. 2019. Reduced spontaneous perspective taking in schizophrenia. Psychiatry Research.
Neuroimaging 292. 5–12.

Kuijper, Sanne J. M., Catharina A. Hartman, Suzanne T. M. Bogaerds-Hazenberg & Petra Hendriks. 2017.
Narrative production in children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) and children with attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD): Similarities and differences. Journal of Abnormal Psychology
126. 63–75.

Langacker, Ronald W. 1987. Foundations of cognitive grammar: Theoretical prerequisites. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Langdon, Robyn, Martin Davies & Max Coltheart. 2002. Understanding minds and understanding
communicated meanings in schizophrenia. Mind & Language 17(1–2). 68–104.

Langdon, Robyn, Max Coltheart, Philip B. Ward & Stanley V. Catts. 2001. Visual and cognitive perspective-
taking impairments in schizophrenia: A failure of allocentric simulation? Cognitive Neuropsychiatry
6(4). 241–269.

Lawley, James & Penny Tompkins. 2000. Metaphors in mind: Transformation through symbolic modelling.
London: Developing Company Press.

Lorenz, Maria. 1961. Problems posed by schizophrenic language. Archives of General Psychiatry 4(6).
603–610.

Mazza, Monica, Alessandro De Risio, Luca Surian, Rita Roncone & Massimo Casacchia. 2001. Selective
impairments of theory of mind in people with schizophrenia. Schizophrenia Research 47(2). 299–308.

Mazza, Monica, Vittorio Di Michele, Rocco Pollice, Massimo Casacchia & Rita Roncone. 2008. Pragmatic
language and theory of mind deficits in people with schizophrenia and their relatives.
Psychopathology 41(4). 254–263.

McCabe, Rose, Ivan Leudar & Charles Antaki. 2004. Do people with schizophrenia display theory of mind
deficits in clinical interactions? Psychological Medicine 34(3). 401–412.

McKennah, Peter J. & TomasinaM. Oh. 2005. Schizophrenic speech:Making sense of bathroots and ponds that
fall in doorways. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Narrative viewpoint in schizophrenia 227



Meilijson, Sara R., Asa Kasher & Avner Elizur. 2004. Language performance in chronic schizophrenia.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 47(3). 695–713.

Molenaar, Peter C. M. & Cynthia G. Campbell. 2009. The new person-specific paradigm in psychology.
Current Directions in Psychological Science 18(2). 112–117.

Neitzel, Isabel & Martina Penke. 2021. Mental state verb production as a measure of perspective taking in
narrations of individuals with down syndrome. Frontiers in Communication 6. 629757.

Os, Jim van. 2016. “Schizophrenia” does not exist. BMJ: British Medical Journal 352. i375.
Papafragou, Anna. 2002. Modality and theory of mind: Perspectives from language development and

autism. In Sjef Barbiers, Frits Beukema & Wim Van der Wurff (eds.), Modality and Its Interaction with
the Verbal System, 185–205. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Pienkos, Elisabeth & Louis A. Sass. 2016. Expressions of alienation: Language and interpersonal
experience in schizophrenia. Journal of Psychopathology 22. 62–70.

Ratcliffe, Matthew. 2017. Real hallucinations: Psychiatric illness, intentionality, and the interpersonal world.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Rodriguez-Ferrera, Silvia, Rosaleen A. McCarthy & Peter J. McKenna. 2001. Language in schizophrenia and
its relationship to formal thought disorder. Psychological Medicine 31(2). 197–205.

Saavedra, Javier, Mercedes Cubero & Paul Crawford. 2009. Incomprehensibility in the narratives of
individuals with a diagnosis of schizophrenia. Qualitative Health Research 19(11). 1548–1558.

Salavera, Carlos, Miguel Puyuelo, José L. Antoñanzas & Pilar Teruel. 2013. Semantics, pragmatics, and
formal thought disorders in people with schizophrenia. Neuropsychiatric Disease and Treatment 9.
177–183.

Sanders, José M. 2010. Intertwined voices: Journalists’ modes of representing source information in
journalistic subgenres. English Text Construction 3(2). 226–249.

Sanders, José M. & Gisela Redeker. 1996. Perspective and the representation of speech and thought in
narrative discourse. InGilles Fauconnier & Eve Sweetser (eds.), Spaces, worlds and grammar, 290–317.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Sanders, José M. & Kobie van Krieken. 2019. Traveling through narrative time: How tense and temporal
deixis guide the representation of time and viewpoint in news narratives. Cognitive Linguistics 30(2).
281–304.

Sanders, José M., Ted Sanders & Eve Sweetser. 2012. Responsible subjects and discourse causality. How
mental spaces and perspective help identifying subjectivity in Dutch backward causal connectives.
Journal of Pragmatics 44(2). 191–213.

Sass, Louis A. 1994. The paradoxes of delusion: Wittgenstein, schreber, and the schizophrenic mind. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Schourup, Lawrence. 1999. Discourse markers. Lingua 107(3). 227–265.
Schreber, Daniel P. 1955. Memoirs of my nervous illness. Oxford, UK: Robert Bentley, Inc.
Schwartz, Steven. 1982. Is there a schizophrenic language? The Behavoiral and Brain Sciences 5. 579–626.
Sechehaye, Marguerite. 2018. Autobiography of a schizophrenic girl: Reality lost and regained. Pontomac,

MD: Pickle Partners Publishing.
Sevilla, Gabriel, Joana Rosselló, Raymond Salvador, Salvador Sarró, Laura López-Araquistain,

Edith Pomarol-Clotet & Wolfram Hinzen. 2018. Deficits in nominal reference identify thought
disordered speech in a narrative production task. PLoS One 13(8). e0201545.

Short, Mick, Elena Semino & Martin Wynne. 2002. Revisiting the notion of faithfulness in discourse
presentation using a corpus approach. Language and Literature 11(4). 325–355.

Sprong, Mirjam, Patricia Schothorst, Ellen Vos, Joop Hox & Herman van Engeland. 2007. Theory of mind in
schizophrenia: meta-analysis. The British Journal of Psychiatry: The Journal of Mental Science 191. 5–13.

228 van Schuppen et al.



Sweetser, Eve & Kashmiri Stec. 2016. Maintaining multiple viewpoints with gaze. In Barbara Dancygier,
Wei-Lun Lu & Arie Verhagen (eds.), Viewpoint and the fabric of meaning: Form and use of viewpoint tools
across languages and modalities, vol. 55, 237–258. Berlin/Boston: Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co KG.

van Schuppen, Linde, Kobie van Krieken & José M. Sanders. 2019. Deictic navigation network: Linguistic
viewpoint disturbances in schizophrenia. Frontiers in Psychology 10. 1616.

van Schuppen, Linde, Kobie van Krieken & José M. Sanders. 2020. Variations in viewpoint
presentation. The “Pear Story” as told by people with a schizophrenia diagnosis. Open Library of
Humanities 6(2). 1–43.

Vandelanotte, Lieven. 2004. Deixis and grounding in speech and thought representation. Journal of
Pragmatics 36(3). 489–520.

Vandelanotte, Lieven. 2009. Speech and thought representation in English: A cognitive-functional approach.
Berlin/New York: De Gruyter Mouton.

Verhagen, Arie. 2005. Constructions of intersubjectivity: Discourse, syntax, and cognition. Oxford: Oxford
University Press on Demand.

Willits, Jon A., Timothy Rubin, Michael N. Jones, Kyle S. Minor & Paul H. Lysaker. 2018. Evidence of
disturbances of deep levels of semantic cohesion within personal narratives in schizophrenia.
Schizophrenia Research 197. 365–369.

Wykes, Til, Sobia Hamid & Katherine Wagstaff. 2001. Theory of mind and executive functions in the non-
psychotic siblings of patients with schizophrenia. Schizophrenia Research 49(1–2). 148.

Zimmerer, Vitor C., StuartWatson, Douglas Turkington, I. Nicol Ferrier &WolframHinzen. 2017. Deictic and
propositionalmeaning—Newperspectives on language in schizophrenia. Frontiers in Psychiatry 8. 17.

Zlatev, Jordan, Timothy P. Racine, Chris Sinha & Esa Itkonen (eds.). 2008. The shared mind: Perspectives on
intersubjectivity, vol. 12. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing.

Narrative viewpoint in schizophrenia 229


	Perspective-taking and intersubjectivity in oral narratives of people with a schizophrenia diagnosis: a cognitive linguisti ...
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Schizophrenia and intersubjectivity
	1.2 Schizophrenia, intersubjectivity and language
	1.3 Narrative, viewpoint and schizophrenia

	2 Method
	2.1 Corpus I – Narrative interviews
	2.1.1 Participants
	2.1.2 Data collection
	2.1.3 Data processing
	2.1.4 Coding categories
	2.1.4.1 Domain
	2.1.4.2 Direct discourse
	2.1.4.3 Implicit viewpoint
	2.1.4.4 Origo
	2.1.4.5 Domain transitions

	2.1.5 Statistics

	2.2 Corpus II – Pear stories
	2.2.1 Stimulus
	2.2.2 Participants
	2.2.3 Data collection and processing
	2.2.4 Coding categories
	2.2.5 Statistics


	3 Results
	3.1 Corpus I – Narrative interviews
	3.1.1 Distribution across domains
	3.1.2 Origos
	3.1.3 Domain transitions

	3.2 Corpus II – Pear stories

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Conclusions
	4.2 Implications for thinking about ‘schizophrenia’
	4.3 Limitations and suggestions for further research

	Data availability statement
	Acknowledgement
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


