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ORIGINALNI NAU NI RAD

 Introduction: Storytelling and 
Survival1

I
t seems appropriate to start this article 
by referring to the views of one of the 
greatest living literary critics, professor 

Terry Eagleton2. In the September 2009 is-
sue of the London Review of Books, he pub-
lished a review of Brian Boyd’s On the Ori-
gin of Stories: Evolution, cognition, and Þ c-
tion, which appeared earlier that year. My 
interest in Boyd arose recently after I had 
1 This research was supported by the project 178014 

granted by the Ministry of Education, Science 
and Technological Development of the Republic 
of Serbia.

2 Professor Eagleton was one of the key-note speak-
ers at the conference GOING AGAINST THE 
GRAIN: Contemporary Approaches to the Study 
of Language, Literature and Culture, organised 
by the University of Banja Luka, Republic of Srp-
ska, June 6-8, 2013.

read a novel by Canadian author Nino Ric-
ci, The Origin of Species (2008), which 
once again revived my curiosity about 
Charles Darwin’s seminal book, On the 
Origin of Species (1859). Ricci makes nu-
merous allusions to Darwin and his theory 
of evolution so that doing research for a 
paper on Ricci, I got familiar with Boyd’s 
theory of narrative. His study was intrigu-
ing, even “thoroughly frustrating” (Bond 
2009) so that professor Eagleton respond-
ed to it in an article titled “Darwin Won’t 
Help.” With all due respect, it is a harsh 
comment, which the book may have de-
served being written in a tedious over-me-
thodical manner, but which the ideas ex-
pressed in this book do not merit. This is 
how professor Eagleton summarises Boyd’s 
book:
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The point of Boyd’s superbly erudite study is to 
o  er an evolutionary theory of art, one which 
must necessarily turn on its adaptive functions. 
Such functions must indeed exist, Boyd considers 
in his dryly actuarial way, since otherwise it would 
be impossible to account for the persistence of an 
activity so complex, so costly in time and resourc-
es and of so little apparent beneÞ t to the com-
petitive struggle for existence. Storytelling makes 
us more skilled in social situations, speeding up 
our capacity to process information and allowing 
us to test out alternative scenarios. It allows us to 
think beyond the here and now, which brings ev-
olutionary beneÞ ts in its wake. Narratives can 
consolidate and communicate social norms, pro-
viding us with models of co-operation. As a richly 
patterned form of cognitive play, art serves to 
stimulate a ß exible mind, modifying key percep-
tual, cognitive and expressive systems in ways 
conducive to our evolutionary ß ourishing. It im-
proves our attunement to one another, thus fos-
tering sociability within the group, and develops 
habits of imaginative exploration, which can have 
a pay-o   in real life. It raises our conÞ dence by 
allowing us to reshape the world on our own 
terms, as well as o  ering us general principles and 
social information, which can guide our behav-
iour and improve our decision-making. Fiction 
increases our range of behavioural options, ac-
quaints us with risks and opportunities, and sup-
plies the emotional resources needed to cope 
with inevitable setbacks. (Eagleton 2009)

Boyd indeed goes to great lengths to 
familiarise the reader with all these advan-
tages of storytelling. The adaptive func-
tions of narrative are numerous and varied 
as listed above and they may answer the 
question why man practices such a time-
consuming activity as art. As Homo Lu-
dens, he likes to play and enjoy which is 
self-rewarding. As Homo Sapiens, he ben-
eÞ ts through increased cognitive skills, co-
operation and sociality. As Homo Fictus, 
he develops his creativity, imagination and 
ß exibility. It seems that art cannot be sim-
ply a by-product of the species’ evolution-
ary development since as such it would 
have died out with other no more needed 
adjustments (think of claws on our feet, for 
example). Yet, art is still with mankind, as 
vigorous as ever, and not only as a form of 
entertainment. 

Boyd’s focus is art as cognitive play, 
which makes Eagleton create a syllogism 
that art is as much a serious business as 
play from which it springs. Professor Ea-
gleton also appreciates Boyd’s “corrective 
to some of the excesses of what’s now 
mainstream literary scholarship” (Sala 
2010), in other words his attack on Theory, 
his return to Nature, and his providing a 
fresh context for familiar knowledge. How-
ever, his conclusion just as his title is not 
ß attering to Boyd: “Brian Boyd has pro-
duced a challenging piece of critical theo-
ry, which might well herald the return to 
Nature of which cultural criticism is in 
such sore need. But Evocriticism, if that is 
what it comes to be called, will need to be 
rather more subversive of commonsensical 
readings if it is to earn its keep, as well as a 
lot more subtle about Robinson Crusoe” 
(Eagleton 2009).

Evocriticism will, nevertheless, sur-
vive if one is to judge by the book that ap-
peared last year, Gottschall’s The Storytell-
ing Animal (2012). The subtitle How Stories 
Make Us Human puts forward the main 
idea of this book, that “story is for a human 
as water is for a Þ sh – all-encompassing 
and not quite palpable” (Gottschall 2012). 
Our time in the lands of make-believe or 
Neverland, which are Gottschall’s syno-
nyms for the realm of art, shapes us as indi-
viduals and as cultures, but the author hits 
a crucial point when he says that “nothing 
so central to the human condition is so in-
completely understood” (Gottschall 2012). 
If the evolution is ruthlessly utilitarian, the 
question Gottschall asks with Boyd and 
many other researchers is why has the lux-
ury of Þ ction not been selected out from 
human life. He repeats some of the well-
known answers, like the Darwinian one, 
that the evolutionary source of story is sex-
ual selection, not natural selection, or that 
stories are low-cost sources of information 
and vicarious experience, or that stories 
delight in order to instruct, or that, as Boyd 
claims, a work of art is a playground for the 
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mind. All the day stories and the night sto-
ries we tell to ourselves and others make 
Gottschall accept the view that “Fiction is a 
powerful and ancient virtual reality tech-
nology that simulates the big dilemmas of 
human life.”

However, his conclusion is that the 
storytelling mind has developed as a cru-
cial evolutionary adaptation because of 
our hunger for meaningful patterns, which 
translates into a hunger for story. In other 
words, people feel uncomfortable when 
encountered with randomness, uncertain-
ty, or coincidence, so the human mind 
deals with this problem by imposing pat-
terns on experience. Famous experiments 
by Michael Gazzaniga prove that the brain 
is especially equipped to detect order. The 
neural wiring in the left brain deciphers 
the ß ow of information that showers the 
mind at all times, and makes an interpreta-
tion acceptable to the person. Since we are 
addicted to meaning, the mind immedi-
ately forces narrative structure on the cha-
os of our lives, which is how we eliminate 
confusion or perplexity and create an illu-
sion of mastery over our experiences. Gaz-
zaniga aptly called this brain structure the 
‘interpreter,’ while Gottschall uses the term 
‘homunculus’ that resonates with scientif-
ic fallacies but creates a perfect picture for 
Gazzaniga’s Þ ndings. It is as if in the left 
hemisphere there is a replica of the person 
spinning a story out of the information in-
put and thus creating coherence and order. 
This inner Sherlock Holmes proves that 
ours is a storytelling mind that copes with 
the haphazardness of human experience 
by transforming it into meaningful narra-
tives. Gottschall and Boyd agree that the 
world is full of stories and that under-
standing them has potentially a great sur-
vival value. Explanatory narratives consti-
tute private lives and national histories, 
proving that the capacity to tell stories is 
directly related to creating meaning. Elie 
Wiesel says that God made Man because 
He loves stories (Wiesel 1966), which could 

further mean that human experience is by 
the same intention complex and confusing 
in order to give us plenty of material for 
spinning stories, and pleasing our God. 

The problem is to make the story, as 
Rudy Wiebe would say. Namely, the exper-
iments conÞ rmed that human mind is 
over-eager to make stories so that even 
when there is no meaning in the inß ux of 
information, the mind will readily con-
struct it. For example, putting two unre-
lated images side-by-side, one of a man 
and the other of anything else produces 
the Kuleshov e  ect. The audience will al-
ways di  erently interpret the unchanging 
facial expression of the man, depending on 
the other image: a bowl of soup, a corpse, 
or a naked woman. Where there is no story, 
our homunculus will invent it, literally im-
posing a pattern of meaning on unrelated 
images, and demonstrating that we are un-
willing to be without stories. Gottschall af-
Þ rms that the human imperative to make 
and consume stories (Gottschall 2012) 
drives us not only to be imaginative and 
creative but also to fabricate lies if mean-
ingful patterns do not exist. The left hemi-
sphere is a magniÞ cent workshop where 
stories, true or false, are constantly being 
manufactured, and in that sense the prob-
lem is to make the story truthful to the ex-
perience.

However, there is another option, that 
the mind does not want to make a true sto-
ry for the reason that the experience itself 
is unacceptable to the individual. Instead, 
it creates a distorted representation of re-
ality as a memory, which it holds true. In 
medical terms, this would be a case of con-
fabulation, which is deÞ ned as a false 
memory and easily confused with delu-
sion, which is a false belief. The January 
2010 issue of Cognitive Neuropsychiatry 
was dedicated to these two medical condi-
tions, which often overlap. (Langdon, R. & 
Turner, M. 2010) In both cases the patient 
tells a distorted story about the present or 
the personal past that is a symptom of a 

The Survival Value of Telling Stories: Pincher Martin and Life of Pi
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neurological disorder with similar under-
lying cognitive mechanisms. Confabula-
tion can be spontaneous or provoked, and 
it includes both conscious and uncon-
scious processing. It is interesting that 
even perfectly healthy individuals are also 
capable of confabulation, though it is not 
that common if “delusion-like beliefs and 
confabulation-like fabrications” are ex-
cluded. For the purpose of this presenta-
tion, confabulation will be deÞ ned as a 
consistent and extensive false memory in 
the form of story created for its survival 
value by the non-pathological subject. Ex-
amples of confabulation will be taken from 
the novels Pincher Martin and Life of Pi.

Pincher Martin: To Be!

Pincher Martin is the third of William 
Golding’s novels, and the one where the 
coda achieves a most powerful e  ect. The 
on-going struggle of a shipwrecked sailor 
to survive on a small desert island takes a 
puzzling twist when two navy o   cers Þ nd 
his drowned body on the beach. The title 
of the American edition Pincher Martin: 
The Two Deaths of Christopher Martin 
helps the otherwise confused reader un-
derstand that the unfortunate sailor Þ rst 
died a physical death and then died (or 
maybe not) in a metaphysical manner. 
What happens in-between these two 
deaths is commonly seen to be a hallucina-
tion taking place at the moment of his 
drowning. Other deÞ nitions of hallucina-
tion do not substantially di  er from this 
one: “a sensory experience of something 
that does not exist outside the mind, 
caused by various physical and mental dis-
orders, or by reaction to certain toxic sub-
stances, and usually manifested as visual 
or auditory images” (Dictionary.com 2013). 
However, Pincher Martin did not su  er 
from any pathological disorders. Contrary 
to this, it could be fair to say that he was a 
typical representative of the modern com-
modiÞ ed society with a hypertrophied sex-
ual desire. He was not exposed to any toxic 

substances at the moment of dying either. 
Therefore, the visual and auditory images 
that constitute the plot of the book have to 
be explained in another way, not as halluci-
nations. Employing confabulation seems 
to be justiÞ able in the context where the 
hero spontaneously resorts to falsifying his 
memories as a survival strategy.

This is the point when spinning the 
story becomes the issue of life and death. 
As long as Pincher Martin manages to 
evolve his survival story on the rocky islet, 
he will live even if only as the point of con-
sciousness in some unidentiÞ able part of 
his dying brain. His narrative impulse will 
take over and he will create numerous plots 
of the story of his life that must not end. 
He is just like Shahrazad, ever inventing 
new stories to stay alive, only he is his own 
audience in this existential drama. Setting 
aside interpretations that see Pincher Mar-
tin as a literary allegory of sinfulness, or as 
Christian purgatory opening to hell, or as 
psychoanalytical suppression of the fear of 
death and castration, or as another heroic 
Robinsonade, or as the symbolic represen-
tation of the epic evolution of the human 
race, or as the psychological battle to pre-
serve sanity, we would like to propose the 
view that Pincher Martin spontaneously 
confabulates, faced with his own extinc-
tion in line with evolutionary criticism.

The most natural and immutable law 
of mortality runs against the essence of 
Pincher Martin’s nature. Though in many 
respects typical, he is extraordinary in his 
egotism and greed. Yasunori Sugimura de-
scribes him as committing four deadly 
sins: lust, covetousness, pride, and envy 
(Sugimura 1988), but it is also true that he 
violates most of the ten commandments, 
to the point of trying to murder his best 
friend. This is evidently a deeply ß awed 
human being who is cast into the sea by 
providence, or accident, or whatever power 
controls human destiny where he is sure to 
die, only his self-centred mind refuses to 
switch o  . While the body is tossed by the 



187

  V
 2

01
4 

9 

The Survival Value of Telling Stories: Pincher Martin and Life of Pi

waves after having drowned instantly, the 
consciousness starts fabricating a most 
improbable but realistic story in its de-
tailed description of his heroic e  ort to 
survive against all odds: wild sea, barren 
rock, starvation, loneliness, and worst of 
all, gradual break-through of the truth. To 
die is not part of his life script, and his 
mind plays ingenious tricks to keep the il-
lusion of being alive going.

Critics usually say that he hallucinates 
at the moment of his death. In his article 
Hallucination and Plotmaking Principle in 
Pincher Martin by William Golding, Sug-
imura comes to the conclusion that “eter-
nal deferment of death necessitates the 
eternal activity of making plots”, which we 
entirely support, but even Sugimura says 
that Pincher Martin “does not take a short-
cut to death, but makes complicated de-
tours or labyrinths between life and death, 
the labyrinths of hallucinations with new 
plots produced one after another” (Sug-
imura 1988).Though it is possible that oxy-
gen deprivation in the process of drowning 
may cause hallucinations, it is unlikely that 
this is the case with Martin because he 
ironically resorts to hallucinations as an 
explanation for the terrifying intrusion of 
reality into his confabulation. In the course 
of his imaginary survival story, Pincher 
Martin has ß eshes of reality, the most 
frightening and persistent one being his 
red swollen hands, which he prefers to see 
as the claws of a red lobster. When they 
emerge as the hands of a dead man he calls 
it a hallucination, which is then part of his 
complex confabulation. Likewise, the rock 
on which he climbs is just a memory of an 
extracted tooth, and when this truth is on 
the verge of breaking into his conscious 
mind, he pushes it down as a hallucina-
tion. To an attentive reader, just like to 
Pincher Martin, it is quite clear what is go-
ing on: “He laid hold, pulled himself up, 
projection after projection. The light was 
bright enough to show him the projec-
tions” (Golding 1969). His whole experi-

ence is a Þ lm projection of his ß ickering 
centre of awareness, a projection after pro-
jection of invented survival scenes, which 
make the plot of his story. As an educated 
and experienced person, he has enough 
material to build many subplots drawing 
on di  erent traditions, cultures, and the 
memories of his personal life, weaving 
these threads together in an attempt to 
create a coherent and enduring narrative. 
The paradox is that his confabulation must 
never stop despite irritable intrusions of 
reality. He will even fake madness to avoid 
confrontation with the inevitability of his 
death. 

Science is still puzzled with the fact 
that confabulation can be observed in nor-
mal healthy subjects, (Burgess P. W., Shal-
lice, T. 1996) and o  ers various possible 
reasons for this phenomenon, (Langdon, 
R. & Turner, M. 2010) distress being one of 
them. Pincher Martin is by deÞ nition dis-
tressed because of his acute physical and 
mental su  ering caused by the shipwreck 
and the threat of drowning. Further, he ex-
periences unsettling anxiety due to the 
possibility that he might be already dead. 
His personality type only contributes to his 
stress under extreme circumstances since 
as an egomaniac he cannot imagine his 
own death: “Not me. Precious” (Golding 
1969). Heavily distressed, he begins con-
fabulating unconsciously and spontane-
ously, but then continues consciously to 
ward o   images of reality in the manner of 
provoked confabulation he calls hallucina-
tions. He also understands that if he stops 
fabricating his survival story, his survival 
will end beyond any doubt. Even though 
science cannot with certainty locate the 
centre of consciousness, its extinction 
most likely implies the end of any form of 
existence valuable to the Pincher Martin 
type, the one who sees himself as Atlas, 
Prometheus, God. 

Therefore, the survival value of his 
confabulation is enormous. His existence 
depends on his ability to concoct stories, 
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and his distress being huge, his motivation 
to falsify his memory will never end. “This 
novel itself never ends” (Sugimura 1988), 
despite the realistic coda. It seems that 
Golding intended the coda to be just an-
other intrusion of reality into Pincher Mar-
tin’s unrelenting need to tell his story, but 
without breaking it. He may have incorpo-
rated this event into his story because his 
confabulation imposes a pattern, which al-
ters the unbearable truth and makes exist-
ence possible. His immense greed becomes 
the greed TO BE.

Pi Patel: How to Be!

Another example of the mind refus-
ing to acknowledge the reality and making 
a false story about it is Yan Martel’s Life of 
Pi. The setting is again a sea ordeal after a 
shipwreck, while the survival story hap-
pens on board a rescue boat instead of a 
rock in the middle of the ocean. Martel 
seems to be more straightforward about 
the survival value of telling stories since he 
opens his book with an author in search of 
a story that would sell well, and pull him 
out of poverty. This commercial aspect of 
professional Þ ction writing is there only to 
make convincing through its verisimili-
tude the unbelievable story that follows. 
The Þ rst narrator in the novel, Mamaji, is 
more ambitious than the Þ ctional author 
when he says: “I have a story that will make 
you believe in God” (Martel 2012). Indeed, 
faith may substantially contribute to the 
quality of life and increase the survival po-
tential of an individual, therefore a story 
that can induce faith directly promises bet-
ter life options. The second narrator, Pi 
himself, simply tells his story to the Þ c-
tional author and lives his life as an ordi-
nary person, as if some incredible and 
shocking experiences never happened to 
him. He is a good example of how telling 
stories can be a survival technique impos-
ing a meaningful pattern on the horriÞ c 
reality.

Pi also belongs in the group of normal 
subjects who are capable of confabulation 
under distress. Yet, he is di  erent from 
Pincher Martin. Generosity instead of 
greed, altruism instead of selÞ shness, love 
instead of envy distinguish Pi from Pincher 
Martin. Pi is also an excellent swimmer, a 
creative person who solves the problem of 
his funny name, an imaginative being crav-
ing religious stories in his love of God, an 
open mind searching through science for 
the signs of life miracles. As unlike Pincher 
as one can be, Pi still falsiÞ es his memories 
of struggling at sea for seven months. 
Pincher does it to keep his consciousness 
alive, while Pi using the same strategy 
achieves a di  erent result.

Pi’s story is one of the most unusual 
survival stories in Þ ction. If Robinson Cru-
soe survived on an island for 28 years, Pi 
survived on a small rescue boat for seven 
months. If Robinson had the company of 
Friday, Pi had to cope with a Bengal tiger. If 
one had to measure the extraordinariness 
of their situations, Pi would deÞ nitely win. 
Yet, however strange his story with ani-
mals, Pi manages to convince his readers 
that it is possible to coexist in a small boat 
with a ferocious wild animal. Not for a mo-
ment does Yann Martel allow his reader to 
forget that nature is red in tooth and claw. 
All the animals in the boat kill each other 
in the order of pecking or in line with the 
survival of the Þ ttest hierarchy: the hyena 
eats the zebra, and then kills the orangu-
tan, only to be eaten by the tiger. The next 
one to be killed and eaten, according to the 
rules of the world of nature in the ecosys-
tem on the lifeboat, would have been Pi 
himself, being the weaker of the two. The 
fact that it does not happen does not make 
the story less realistic. Pi is, after all, a zoo-
keeper’s son who knows a lot about animal 
behaviour, and does not imagine he could 
kill or tame the tiger. He instead makes a 
great e  ort to establish a relationship 
based on mutual respect by imitating ani-
mal behaviour and imposing himself as an 
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alpha-male while at the same time expertly 
reading the signals coming from the tiger 
and providing him with food and water. 
His unusual religious feeling based on the 
love of God as represented in the three ma-
jor religions (Hindu, Christian, and Mus-
lim) allows him to develop a philosophy of 
‘both/and’ rather than ‘either/or,’ so that 
he manages to keep both himself and the 
tiger alive, which was the only possible way 
either of them could have survived. Al-
though Pi has somebody to talk to and pre-
serve his sanity, as well as somebody to fear 
and be kept alert all the time, they never 
make friends, as is only natural. Therefore, 
Martel shows that co-existing with a Ben-
gal tiger in a small boat is an option worth 
considering, as much as man’s living on 
this planet with his “extended family – 
birds, beasts and reptiles” (Martel 2012), as 
Pi himself says. 

However, at the beginning of this sto-
ry told in the Þ rst person by Pi, the reader 
is given clear hints that witnessing all this 
destruction around himself is too much 
for Pi. He cries: “I can’t bear it!” (Martel 
2012), and blows the whistle desperately 
hoping for some life-saving authority that 
would explain everything. Unfortunately, 
there is nobody there but Pi, and so he 
starts confabulating. He asks a rhetorical 
question about the role of reason: “Why 
such a vast net if there’s so little Þ sh to 
catch?” (Martel 2012), intuitively under-
standing that reason is insu   cient to save 
him, and then resorting to his imagina-
tion. Only at the end of the book does it 
become evident that he was not in fact 
sharing the boat with animals but with his 
mother, the cook and a sailor, who killed 
each other. Consequently, his story that in-
volves animals is ingeniously constructed 
and supported with all the relevant details 
that make it seem realistic, though it is en-
tirely a product of his imagination. Pi con-
fabulates in the sense that his false memo-
ry is consistent and extensive taking the 
form of a story that evolves in the course of 

seven months. He is not a pathological 
subject in any meaning of the word. Quite 
the contrary, he exhibits marvelous sanity 
and mental health when it comes to solv-
ing life problems. Therefore, he concocts 
the animal story solely for its survival val-
ue.

In the life-threating situation, after 
the sinking of the big ship when Pi Þ nds 
himself in the water, his behaviour is seem-
ingly identical with that of Pincher Martin: 
“Something in me did not want to give up 
on life, was unwilling to let go, wanted to 
Þ ght to the very end” (Martel 2012). Both 
castaways struggle with all their might to 
save themselves, and do not choose the 
means to satisfy “a terrible, selÞ sh hunger 
for survival” (Martel 2012). Pi identiÞ es hu-
man fear of death saying “we’re in hell yet 
still we’re afraid of immortality” (Martel 
2012). Both of them demonstrate a tremen-
dous will to live so they in the manner of 
provoked confabulation fabricate their 
stories /memories. It is a sort of a compen-
satory mechanism meant to compensate 
for their memory deÞ ciency, where actual 
memories are suppressed (not missing) for 
the sake of survival and replaced by con-
fabulations. Pincher Martin builds a men-
tal island out of a memory of a lost tooth, 
while Pi composes a story where by some 
logic his mother becomes an orangutan, 
the cook is a hyena, the sailor a helpless ze-
bra and Pi himself turns out to be the tiger. 
They both demonstrate remarkable com-
petency in recollection, Þ lling in all the 
tiny details in order to persuade them-
selves, in the Þ rst place, that that was how 
it all happened. Finally, both of them Þ ght 
against the intrusion of factual reality in 
di  erent ways: Martin denies the percep-
tion of his dead body while Pi mocks the 
need of the Japanese o   cials for dry, yeast-
less factuality.

Despite all these similarities between 
the confabulations of Martin and Pi, the 
crucial question remains: what is the real 
purpose of their story-telling besides sur-
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vival? Or rather, what sort of survival is in 
question here? It turns out that Pincher 
Martins Þ ghts for the life itself, in however 
reduced form it may be manifested. Al-
though his body is obviously dead, his cen-
tre of consciousness refuses to acknowl-
edge it, and keeps working against all 
physical or biological laws. Not even as in 
some science-Þ ction narrative where the 
brain is alive in a dead body, but rather in 
some still inexplicable fashion on a meta-
level to all that is known to mankind, 
Pincher Martin’s self-awareness creates an 
illusion that he lives a life. Telling himself a 
story, he grabs at this life void of his physi-
cal body, of interaction, of all emotion 
apart from self-love. His existence is di-
minished to a selÞ sh greed for life without 
any human quality, an expression of the 
sheer need TO BE. 

On the other hand, Pi resorts to con-
fabulation not to preserve his physical ex-
istence but foremost to maintain the qual-
ity of his life. Having survived the ordeal, 
he could have told the truth to the Japa-
nese o   cials, that the cook killed the other 
castaways, so Pi had to kill him. However, 
the horror of that truth, of what a human 
being is capable of doing against humani-
ty, is unbearable to Pi. With the awareness 
of what he witnessed and what he did up-
front in his mind, he would have not be-
come the man he is at the end of the book: 
a tender husband, a loving father, a kind 
host. The knowledge of potential evil that 
runs in the genes of mankind is so destruc-
tive to Pi’s psyche that he cannot bear it, so 
he naturally relies on his imagination and 
produces a heroic story. By making a story 
and persevering in it, he keeps his sanity 
intuitively realising that what is most im-
portant is not simply to be, but HOW TO 
BE. 

Conclusion: Storytelling as Being

Going back to Gottschall and Boyd: 
they both maintain “the human impera-
tive to make and consume stories runs even 

more deeply than literature, dreams, and 
fantasy” (Gottschall 2012). In line with Ev-
ocriticism, Gottschall summarises the 
whole problem by saying “it would be dif-
Þ cult to get rid of the evolutionary bathwa-
ter of story without also throwing out the 
baby–without doing violence to psycho-
logical tendencies that are clearly func-
tional and important” (Gottschall 2012). 
Analysing the behaviour of Pincher Martin 
and Pi Patel in life-threatening situations, 
it seems that the fact they both confabu-
late, however di  erent they may be as psy-
chological types, shows universal psycho-
logical tendencies that are indeed func-
tional and important. They want to save 
themselves, and as Langdonand Turner 
believe, these unconscious emotional and 
motivational processes are potentially just 
as important as cognitive and memory 
problems. Gottschall is deÞ nitely witty 
claiming that the human mind was shaped 
for story so that it could be shaped by story, 
though this nice turn of phrase does not 
explain much. A better story, to borrow Pi’s 
words, has been recently o  ered by Antho-
ny Brandt (Brandt 2013) in his lecture “The 
Science and Art of Creativity”, in which he 
basically argues that creativity underlies all 
human activity simply because that is how 
we are. Humans are di  erent from all other 
species because we are endlessly creative, 
not in the sense of an adaptive function 
but in the ontological sense. Story-telling 
is therefore one manifestation of human 
creativity that can be occasionally em-
ployed as a survival technique, but not an 
evolutionary adaptation that has evolved 
in our species in the course of time. 
Gottschall is in fact supporting this idea 
when he asserts that we are soaked to the 
bone in story. Mankind is craving story be-
cause it is in our marrow, in our genetic 
make-up, in our way of being, and occa-
sionally it can have great survival value 
when it is employed as a survival technique 
in the manner of Shahrazad. In view of 
this, both Pincher and Pi are fully human.
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VRIJEDNOST PRI ANJA PRI A ZA PREŽIVLJAVANJE: 
PIN ER MARTIN I PIJEV ŽIVOT

Rezime

Posljednje dvije decenije u prou avanju književnosti obilježene 
su pove anim interesom za teorije razvoja umjetnosti koje 
uklju uju psihologiju, kognitivnu nauku, biologiju, neurologiju 
i sli no, a sve su nekako povezane s darvinizmom. Zajedni ki 
zaklju ak razli itih istraživa a jeste da je pri anje pri a prilago-

avanje, koje je znatno doprinijelo preživljavanju ljudi kao vr-
ste, uti u i na to da je ovjek Homo Þ ctus više nego Homo sapi-
ens. Brojni su razlozi zašto ljudi pri aju pri e i zašto nas pri e 
ine ljudima. U ovom radu pružena je podrška tvrdnji da pri a-

nje pri a zaista ima veliku vrijednost za preživljavanje, ne samo 
zato što Bojd (O porijeklu pri a, 2009) tvrdi da umjetnost razvi-
ja kreativnost i poti e saradnju, ili zato što Gotšal (Životinja koja 
pri a pri e, 2012) smatra da težimo tome da nam svijet ima smi-
sla i da zadovoljimo svoju glad za zna enjem kroz nametanje 
šablona, nego i zato što pri anje pri a može biti jedan od na ina 
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preživljavanja. U tom smislu, izmišljena Šeherezada nudi mo-
gu nost pojedincima kojima je ugrožena egzistencija. Mogu u 
vrijednost pri anja pri a prikaza e likovi u romanima Vilijema 
Goldinga i Jana Martela, koji koriste isti odbrambeni mehani-
zam pri anja pri a za razli ite ciljeve.

lovevuk@gmail.com


