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Johnson et al. suggest that Conviction Narrative Theory (CNT) explains choices under radical 
uncertainty, arguing that we rely on narratives to make decisions. While we agree with many 
aspects of CNT and claims made in this target article, including the suggested relationship 
with boundedly rational approaches, we argue that CNT needs to be extended to account for 
direct sensorimotor influences and hence embodied choices that generate and inform 
decisions. More specifically, we challenge the proposition that “narratives characterize real-
world decisions under radical uncertainty” (Table 2). In our view, this proposition is not 
generalizable because narratives do not include embodied choices defined as choices in 
which the sensorimotor system itself generates and informs decisions (Raab, 2017). 
Embracing an embodied choices perspective may become particularly relevant if CNT also 
aims at explaining and predicting motor choices and decisions that are made on rather short 
time scales.  
 
To start with, narratives are defined as “structured, higher-order mental representations” 
that serve to “explain the past, […] predict the future, and evaluate possible futures”. We do 
not dispute that CNT may account for a plethora of real-world decisions under radical 
uncertainty, such as for the chosen empirical examples regarding macro- and microeconomic 
decision-making. However, CNT relies on the assumption that narratives serve to first make 
decisions and then effectuate those decisions by means of actions. In other words, CNT can 
be classified as a classical ‘first decide, then act’-theory (Gordon et al., 2021; Wispinski et al., 
2020). Again, this classical approach may be valid for decision-making in economic decision-
making under radical uncertainty, yet it falls short to explain many choices “our brains 
evolved to deal with”, namely “embodied decisions” (Gordon et al., 2021, p. 722). 
 
First, embodied decisions include many decisions in daily life that are made during 
continuous movements that are characterized by constantly changing action dynamics. Such 
changes in bodily action dynamics have been shown to directly influence decisions-making 
(Grießbach et al., 2021). It seems questionable whether such effects can be explained by 
narratives as the representational “currency of thought”. For instance, Jax and Rosenbaum 
(2007) found uneconomic (or perhaps cognitively irrational) motor behaviors in reaching 
tasks. They explained their findings by arguing that participants faced the problem to trade 
two incommensurate currencies, namely motor programming and planning costs (and 
associated cognitive and neural resources) and biomechanical costs, referred to as “apples 
and oranges”. It follows that by not accounting for the influence of sensorimotor information 
and embodied choices, CNT may fall short to explain at least some real-world decisions 
under radical uncertainty. 
 
Second, data from the external world need to be perceived in order to inform narratives. 
Similar to embodied decisions there is evidence to suggest that perception is embodied 
(Lepora & Pezzulo, 2015). For example, Proffitt (2006) reviewed evidence corroborating that 
the perception of the environment changes depending on anticipated action costs, thereby 
adding to our critique that CNT is lacking an embodied perspective to explain choices under 
radical uncertainty. 
 
Third, next to the emerging fields of embodied decisions and embodied perception, there is 
growing awareness that bounded rationality and heuristics are embodied (Gigerenzer, 2021).   
For instance, motor heuristics have been defined as simple rules of thumb that allow actors 
to motorically choose between options that satisfy the current demands of a given task or 
situation (Raab, 2017). In contrast to the examples chosen to support CNT, however, 
whenever movements are part of the action response, it is not only important what to 
choose but how the body constraints choices when exact movements in time and space 
matter such as when driving a car, crossing a street or playing sports. 



 
Together, research on embodied decision, embodied perception as well as embodied choices 
point to the need to extend CNT in order to account for the embodied nature of choices 
under radical uncertainty. In our view, this is likely to be particularly important for explaining 
choices in highly time-constrained situations such as in fastball sports. Reflecting on the 
representations and processes in CNT illustrated in Figure 2, we are skeptical that such 
elaborate, sequential steps are run through, for instance, when a batter chooses when and 
where to move the bat in order to hit the ball into the outfield. We argue that it is much 
more likely that such choices bypass narratives to allow for successful movement solutions 
under high temporal demands.  
  
In concluding their target article, Johnson et al. raise the possibility that there may be other 
forms of information they may not have considered. Here, we suggested that CNT would 
benefit from an embodied choice perspective that does not take motor actions as the mere 
executor of cognitive decisions, but acknowledges that changing action dynamics are 
generating and informing embodied choices. If such an embodied choice perspective would 
be embraced, CNT may also account for highly time constrained situations which by 
definition reflect choice under radical uncertainty, thereby allowing to generalize CNT to a 
broader set of real-world decisions.  
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