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ABSTRACT

In our current era, learners are confronted with many and varying sources of
information, such as news media, books, websites, social media, scientific
articles, communicative interactions, and more. In addition, individuals must
learn from such sources, making it important to critically examine the factors
underlying learning from text and discourse. Importantly, the valence and
activation of readers’ emotions can influence the quality of readers’ proces-
sing, which could help or hinder the learner’s ability to understand and learn
from text related to important issues. Although theoretical and empirical
work documents the role of emotions in learning and motivation, reading-
and discourse-specific models are needed. At present, the literature examin-
ing reading presents conflicting findings related to the influence of emotion
on textual processing. However, asproposed in the Process, Emotion, Task
(PET) framework, the discrepant findings related to reading processes may be
explained by interactions between specific reader emotions and the type of
task. Hence, examining both emotions and features of the text are critical
when considering how to support readers’ ability to comprehend, evaluate,
and learn from text. This article introduces a special issue of Discourse
Processes that brings together experts engaging in empirical studies on
how emotion influences learning and processing for varying text types in
different contexts. Our goal is to further work toward developing a more
cohesive understanding of the influence of reader emotions in supporting
learning, comprehension, processing, and conceptual change and to draw
important connections to the broader fields of text and discourse, learning,
and motivation. Such connections are critical for improving learning experi-
ences across a variety of settings and enhancing the relevance of discourse-
processing research.

Emotions are prevalent in everyday reading, learning, and communication. For example, feelings of
threat may arise when we interact with texts or individuals presenting information that conflicts with
our beliefs. Emotional details, which are interesting but irrelevant to the main ideas in a text, can
capture a reader’s attention and distract from learning the main ideas of a text. As another example,
works of literature and art are designed to evoke particular emotional responses such as suspense and
empathy. In short, emotions play a critical role during text and discourse experiences.

Theoretical and empirical work documents the role of emotions in learning and motivation
(Pekrun, 2017), and there have been attempts to explain the interplay of cognitive and emotional
processes underlying literary art experiences (Jacobs, 2015). However, it is also critical to account for
emotion in reading and discourse-specific models to more fully understand the ways in which different
emotions influence processing and learning as situated in reading and discourse experiences.
Therefore, this special issue of Discourse Processes focuses on how emotions influence learning and
nonliterary text processing.
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In the past, much of the literature on text and learning experiences presented what appeared to be
disjointed or conflicting findings related to the influence of emotion on learning and processing texts.
For example, some studies documented how positively valenced emotions could facilitate processing
and/or learning relative to negatively valenced emotions (Bohn-Gettler & Rapp, 2011; Ellis, Ottaway
et al., 1997; Scrimin & Mason, 2015; Von Hecker & Meiser, 2005). Other work presented evidence of
negative emotions facilitating performance relative to positively valenced emotions (Storbeck & Clore,
2005; Trevors et al., 2018). In response, Bohn-Gettler (2019) proposed the Process, Emotion, Task
(PET) framework, arguing that the seemingly discrepant findings related to reading processes may be
a function of a lack of precision when accounting for the specific process, emotion, and type of task
under investigation. Increasing clarity when examining emotions is critical when considering how to
support individuals’ abilities to comprehend, evaluate, and learn from discourse experiences.

This special issue of Discourse Processes takes an important step toward understanding the ways in
which emotions influence text comprehension, learning, and communicative experiences. In this
issue, we bring together experts conducting empirical studies on how emotion influences learning
and processing for varying text types in different contexts, with the important goal of developing
a more cohesive understanding of the influence of reader emotions in supporting comprehension,
learning, and knowledge revision. The authors and discussants draw important connections to the
broader fields of text and discourse, learning, and motivation. In this introduction to the special issue,
we first define emotions and how they are experienced, and we describe the type of methods
researchers often employ to study emotions. We then bridge theories of emotion with theories of
discourse processing, highlight how the papers in this special issue align, and describe areas worthy of
future investigation.

Conceptualizing and measuring emotions in the context of discourse processing

To understand how emotions might impact processing and comprehension of text and discourse, we
first need to define the term emotion. In psychology, emotion is often defined as the experiential,
physiological, and behavioral responses to personally relevant or important events (Mauss &
Robinson, 2009). The experience of joy, for example, is accompanied by a physiological response
indicating arousal of the autonomic nervous system (ANS) and observable behavior such as smiling.
Emotional responses are thought to be relatively short-lived, and they often are distinguished from
moods, which typically are longer-lasting and not necessarily related to any specific event. Affect refers
to a physiological state that underlies both emotional responses and moods (Russell, 2003).

Discrete versus dimensional views of emotion

Psychological emotion theories differ according to whether they define emotions as discrete categories
or as states that can be described on dimensions (typically, two or more). The discrete views posit that
there are basic emotion categories (such as anger, fear, disgust, sadness, happiness, and surprise),
which show a unique and universal pattern of experiential, physiological, and behavioral reactions
(e.g., Ekman & Cordaro, 2011). However, these views have been criticized for their dependency on
verbal labels, and some researchers claim that emotion categories refer to abstract, context-specific
categories rather than universals (Betz et al., 2019; Hoemann et al., 2019).

According to the dimensional views, emotions can be described according to two (or more)
dimensions, such as valence or pleasantness (negative-positive) and activation (calming-arousing;
e.g., Posner et al., 2005). Fear, for example, could be described as a highly arousing and very negative
emotion, which differs from boredom and which is slightly negative and very low in arousal. Recently,
it was suggested that there are dozens of distinct varieties of emotion and that emotional experiences
would be best described when mapped into a continuous multidimensional space (Cowen et al., 2019).
According to this view, emotional experiences could be characterized by gradients, ranging, for
example, from calmness to esthetic appreciation to awe.
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Emotions and discourse processing

The emotional experiences during discourse processing are influenced by the context, text, and
characteristics of the reader, listener, or learner. When reading literary text for pleasure, a reader
may experience evaluative, esthetic, narrative, or even self-modifying feelings (e.g., Kneepkens &
Zwaan, 1994; Miall & Kuiken, 2002; Oatley, 1995). On the other hand, when reading expository text to
acquire knowledge, achievement and epistemic emotions may emerge (Pekrun, 2017).

According to the Control-Value Theory of Achievement Emotions (see Pekrun, 2006, 2017; Pekrun
et al., 2007; Pekrun & Perry, 2014), emotions arise from appraisals of control and value of the learning
activities and outcomes. Achievement emotions can be described according to three dimensions: (1)
whether the focus is on the outcome (e.g., a good grade on an exam) or the activity itself (e.g., the
pleasure of learning new things), (2) hedonic value (i.e., whether the emotion is pleasant versus
unpleasant), and (3) activation (or arousal—i.e., the energy level of the emotion as activating vs.
deactivating). The emotions induced by achievement expectations influence the use of processing and
learning strategies, available cognitive resources, motivation, and self-regulation of learning, all of
which are related to the learning outcomes.

Epistemic emotions refer to emotions that arise when there is a discrepancy of information, such as
when a reader encounters information that contradicts their prior beliefs or knowledge or when
different texts present inconsistent information (Muis et al., 2015; Pekrun et al., 2017). Depending on
an individual’s epistemic beliefs (i.e., beliefs about the nature of knowledge), information may induce
either positive (curiosity, enjoyment), negative (confusion, anxiety, frustration), or neutral (surprise)
activating or deactivating emotions, which impacts information-processing strategies. For example,
information that contradicts a reader’s prior beliefs may induce either a positive activating emotion of
curiosity and careful reading of the text materials. In contrast, the negative activating emotion of
confusion is associated with inconsistent effects on learning and processing (see D’Mello et al., 2014;
Vogl et al., 2020, 2019). Comprehension of the controversy or revision of prior knowledge thus
depends on the emotions experienced.

Experiential, physiological, and behavioral emotion measures

Different methodologies can be used to measure the experiential, physiological, and behavioral facets
of an emotional response (Mauss & Robinson, 2009). How emotions are measured depends on the
theoretical approach adopted. For example, if one is interested in the emotional dimensions of valence
and arousal, measures that reflect those aspects of emotion are used. On the other hand, if the research
question examines specific emotion categories, then one is likely to choose methodologies targeting
emotion categories.

The experience of emotions is typically measured with self-reports, which may scope the different
dimensions (e.g., valence and arousal) of the experienced emotion (e.g., SAM; Bradley & Lang, 1994).
Some self-report measures focus on emotion categories, like positive and negative emotions (e.g.,
PANAS and PANAS-X; Watson & Clark, 1994; Watson et al., 1988), or on different types of arousal
(e.g., energetic versus tense; UWIST Mood Adjective Checklist; Matthews et al., 1990). For example,
Bohn-Gettler and McCrudden (this issue) used the PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994) to measure
positive emotions experienced before the reading task. Trevors (this issue) presented a list of emotion
labels including positive emotions, negative emotions, and a neutral emotion and then used factor
analysis to establish subscales of positive, negative, and epistemic emotions. These scales were then
used to examine emotions induced by a refutation text.

There are also subjective measures designed to tap into specific types of emotions such as aesthetic
emotions (Schindler et al., 2017), achievement emotions (Pekrun et al., 2011), or epistemic emotions
(Pekrun et al, 2017). These scales include sets of emotion labels that are typical for aesthetic,
achievement, or epistemic emotional experiences, and participants are asked to respond to how
much of each emotion they feel. In the papers included in this special issue of Discourse Processes,
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the epistemic emotion scale (EES; Pekrun et al., 2017) was used to study reader responses to refutation
texts (Jacobson et al., this issue) and seductive details (Mensink, this issue).

Finally, another way to measure emotional experiences is the emote-aloud paradigm (D’Mello et al.,
2006), in which participants produce think-alouds focusing on their subjective experience. The think-
alouds are then coded for the emotional content. A strength of this methodology in comparison to the
specific emotion scales is that it does not restrict the response options to a predefined set of emotion
words that might guide participant responses. However, this method relies on participants consistently
and accurately reporting their subjective emotional experiences.

The physiological emotion measures tap into the activation of sympathetic and parasympathetic systems
of the autonomic nervous system (ANS; Kreibig, 2010). For example, heart rate, skin conductance, and pupil
size are sensitive to fluctuations in arousal (e.g., Bradley et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2018) and they have been
applied to study emotional arousal during text processing (e.g., Kaakinen & Simola, 2020; Mason et al., 2018,
2020). Heart-rate variability (HRV), which is an index of cardiac vagal tone, has been linked with emotion
regulation during learning-related activities (Mason et al., 2018; Scrimin et al., 2017, 2018).

Facial expressions are a behavioral manifestation of emotions and underlie the formulation of
theories of basic emotions (e.g., Ekman & Friesen, 1978). An analysis of the activity of different facial
muscles has been applied to automatically detect the expressions of different emotions from pictures
and videos (Taub et al., 2020). These automated facial-analysis tools can be applied to track emotions
during reading and learning tasks, as in Dever et al. (this issue). Also, other observable behaviors, such
as head and body movements, can be tracked to examine the behavioral aspect of emotion (e.g.,
Ballenghein et al., 2019; Westlund et al., 2015).

Emotion induction versus organically evolving emotions

The effects of emotions on text and discourse processing can be studied by emotion induction or by
observing emotions that organically emerge in the study context or during processing. In emotion
induction paradigms, a specific emotion is induced in the participant prior to the experimental task.
This can occur by presenting emotional stimuli, such as videos or music, or by asking participants to
recall or imagine emotional events (see Siedlecka & Denson, 2019). Comparisons of processing and
comprehension performance in different emotion induction conditions provide information on how
a specific emotion impacts the processes underlying comprehension. One challenge with this approach
is that even if the emotion induction is successful, it might not be long-lasting and the emotion can
change during the experimental task, potentially mitigating the effects of the emotion induction.
Another approach is to observe emotions that spontaneously arise in the study context and to
measure the emotion or the baseline emotional state of the participant and its association to processing
and comprehension (Bohn-Gettler & McCrudden, this issue). Also, the emotional response induced by
the materials or the task the participant is performing can be measured. For example, Jacobson et al.
(this issue) and Trevors (this issue) studied emotional responses to refutation texts and Mensink (this
issue) examined emotional responses during reading and recall of texts that included seductive details.
Dever et al. (this issue) traced emotions arising during the use of a game-based learning environment.
The challenge is that the emotional responses might vary as a function of the “baseline” emotional state
of the participant, which should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of text manipulations.

Conclusion

Emotion theories do not currently present a unified view of the nature of emotions, and the theoretical
framework adopted guides the methodological decisions for how emotions are measured during text
and discourse processing. Despite their differing views, the theories are informative for understanding
the ways in which emotions may influence cognition and learning, to which we now turn. In
considering this, we specifically highlight how theories of emotion link with theories of discourse
processing to situate the articles in this special issue within a cohesive framework.
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Bridging theories of emotion with discourse processes

Classic and current work provide valuable insights for studying emotion in the context of discourse
processes, providing meaningful ways of considering how to connect theory in cognition with
emotion. All the papers included in this special issue are situated in cognitive theory, assuming that
individuals build mental representations, called situation models, of texts and experiences (Johnson-
Laird, 1983; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). Within these mental representations, concepts are connected
via a semantic network in memory, in which the activation of a concept can lead to the coactivation of
relevant information through a spread of activation (Kintsch, 1998; O’Brien & Cook, 2016; van den
Broek et al., 1999). Through such processes, information is integrated into the mental representation
and validated with prior knowledge (Cook & O’Brien, 2014; Kendeou, 2014; Richter, 2015; Singer,
2013) and individuals make inferences to fill in missing information (Graesser et al., 1994; Kintsch &
van Dijk, 1978). These processes are subject to limitations in cognitive resources (Kintsch & van Dijk,
1978; Miller, 1956), features of the task, features of the text or materials, and individual differences
(Bohn-Gettler & Kendeou, 2014; Snow, 2002; van den Broek & Kremer, 1999).

The PET framework

In an effort to connect the emotion and discourse-processing literature, Bohn-Gettler (2019)
proposed the PET framework, arguing for the importance of increased specificity with regard to
the process under investigation, the emotion being studied, and the specific task in which individuals
are engaging. All the papers in this special issue take care to specify each of these components. For
example, Jacobson et al. (this issue) and Trevors (this issue) examined epistemic emotions when
engaging with refutation texts to combat misconceptions. Mensink (this issue) examined epistemic
emotions that arose as a function of engaging with texts containing seductive details, and Dever
et al. (this issue) studied the discrete and nondiscrete emotions that arose when interacting with
a game-based learning environment. Bohn-Gettler and McCrudden (this issue) considered positive
emotions as they interacted with reading goals and beliefs when thinking-aloud about a dual-
position text.

Related to the emotion under investigation, the PET framework is grounded in research indicating
that different emotions are associated with distinct processing patterns (Fiedler, 2000; Fiedler & Beier,
2014; Forgas, 1995; Pekrun, 2017; Pekrun & Stephens, 2012). For example, positive-activating emo-
tions are associated with top-down and assimilative processing. Such assimilative processing occurs
when individuals incorporate incoming information into existing mental representations—without
making significant changes to the mental representations (Fiedler & Beier, 2014). Positive-activating
emotions have also been found to be linked to open information searches that can facilitate flexible
problem solving and creative processing (Bless & Fiedler, 1995; Fiedler & Beier, 2014; Gasper & Clore,
2002; Huntsinger et al., 2010; Isen, 2001; Isen et al., 1987; Storbeck & Clore, 2005).

Negative-deactivating emotions, in contrast, are associated with bottom-up, accommodative pro-
cessing. Such processing is reflected in the changing of the structure of one’s mental representation in
response to incoming information (Fiedler & Beier, 2014). This is associated with a more incremental
and local focus (Beukeboom & Semin, 2006; Fiedler & Beier, 2014; Sinclair & Mark, 1995; Von Hecker
& Meiser, 2005). Hence, positive emotions may facilitate processing for tasks favoring top-down
processing such as inferences and creativity; whereas, negative emotions may facilitate processing for
tasks favoring bottom-up processing such as reproduction of content or a focus on local details (Bohn-
Gettler, 2019). These processing patterns are examined in varying ways across the papers included in
this special issue of Discourse Processes—for example, in Bohn-Gettler and McCrudden; Mensink;
Jacobson et al., and Trevors (all this issue).

However, the influence of emotion on processing does not occur under all circumstances, and how
emotion influences processing may also vary as a function of the task. Hence, the PET framework
argues for the importance of considering the task under investigation (Bohn-Gettler, 2019). Emotions
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are less likely to influence processing for tasks requiring reproductive processing—that is, directly
accessing information from memory in a nontransformative manner. In contrast, tasks involving
constructive processing, in which the transformation of content is required, are more likely to be
influenced by emotion (Forgas, 1995). Some examples of constructive processing may include
problem-solving, elaboration, and filling in missing information. In this context, some studies that
do not find effects of emotions may be utilizing more-reproductive tasks as opposed to more-
constructive tasks (Bohn-Gettler, 2019). For example, Bohn-Gettler and McCrudden (this issue)
found that positive emotions facilitated the adoption of inferential processing when thinking-aloud
about belief-consistent text. These task-related hypotheses would benefit from validation in future
research that directly compares different types of tasks to determine the relative influences of emotion.

Finally, how emotions influence processing may depend on which process is under investigation
(Bohn-Gettler, 2019). For example, a relevant theory arising from the cognition literature is that all
individuals possess limitations in their cognitive resources—particularly their working or short-term
memory (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Miller, 1956). Previous research documents how emotional
information, especially negatively valenced or highly activating emotional information, is more salient
than nonemotional information (Payne & Corrigan, 2007). Emotional information therefore utilizes
more cognitive resources than nonemotional information, placing additional constraints on already
limited cognitive resources (Meinhardt & Pekrun, 2003). This can influence attention/processing
resources, challenges with inhibiting the production of task-irrelevant thoughts, and problem-
solving strategies (Ellis & Ashbrook, 1988, 1989; Seibert & Ellis, 1991).

In line with resource-allocation theories, the PET framework (Bohn-Gettler, 2019) proposes that
emotions (especially negative ones) can introduce additional constraints on cognitive resources that
may interfere with text and discourse processing for constructive (but not always reproductive) tasks
(Bohn-Gettler & Rapp, 2011; Ellis, Moore et al., 1997; Yang et al., 2013). However, the conditions
under which emotions impose additional constraints on memory and how this influences perfor-
mance is an area worthy of future investigation. Mensink (this issue) considers how seductive details
contain emotional information, which draws attention away from content that is more informative
and relevant to the main point of the text.

As an example of another process invoked in discourse experiences, Bower and colleagues theo-
rized that emotions represent concepts within a semantic network, finding that experiencing an
emotion or encountering emotional information activates emotion-related concepts through
a spread of activation (Bower, 1981; Schwarz & Skurnik, 2003). For example, when learning content
while experiencing a particular emotion, individuals are more likely to attend to, interpret, learn, and
remember information congruent with their emotion (Bower et al., 1981; Mayer, 1986). They are also
more likely to remember that content later when experiencing the emotion that was present when they
initially learned the information (Bower et al., 1978; De I'etoile, 2002). As another example, individuals
are more likely to interpret ambiguous information in a manner that is congruent with their emotions
(Ferraro et al., 2003; Halberstadt et al., 1995).

Based on semantic network theories, the PET framework (Bohn-Gettler, 2019) hypothesizes that
the experience of emotions can activate other emotion-relevant concepts within the semantic network,
which can result in the congruency effects described above (Bower, 1981; Ferraro et al., 2003; De
letoile, 2002; Schwarz & Skurnik, 2003). However, emotions may also influence the number of
concepts in the semantic network deemed relevant in the service of comprehending a text or discourse
experience. For example, negative emotions may constrain the number of concepts deemed relevant;
whereas, positive emotions either maintain or broaden the number of concepts deemed relevant
(Bohn-Gettler, 2019; Fiedler & Beier, 2014; Gasper & Clore, 2002; Serano et al., 2015; Srinivasan &
Hanif, 2010). This is an area worthy of future testing and investigation. In this special issue, Mensink
found that readers experiencing positive emotions were more susceptible to seductive details in a text,
resulting in decreased recall for scientific content. Likewise, Bohn-Gettler and McCrudden (this issue)
found that participants with higher positive emotions were more likely to spend more time reading
task-irrelevant than task-relevant text, and to provide elaborations. Both studies suggest that positive
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emotions either increased the number of concepts deemed relevant or did not decrease what was
deemed relevant.

An important component of reading and discourse experiences is that individuals integrate
incoming information with their developing mental representation and then validate this information
according to their prior knowledge to determine its likelihood and accuracy (Cook & O’Brien, 2014;
Richter, 2015). In addition, individuals must often make inferences to fill in information that is
missing from the text or communicative interaction (Graesser et al., 1994). The PET framework argues
that positive emotions should generally facilitate such integration, validation, and inferential processes
because of the flexible processing and broader activation associated with positive emotions—but only
when assimilative processing is required (Bohn-Gettler, 2019). When accommodation is required,
such as when working to overcome a misconception, negative emotions may facilitate integration and
validation. Further, the nature of the task matters; such effects of emotion were seen only for tasks with
a certain degree of ambiguity and that hence required more constructive processing (Bohn-Gettler,
2019; Bohn-Gettler & Rapp, 2011).

Jacobson et al. (this issue) and Trevors (this issue) demonstrate that negatively valenced emotions
facilitating accommodation may not occur when the threat level is high enough to trigger assimilative
processing to promote belief protection. Hence, how emotions influence processing may occur
through different channels. In the absence of a threat to one’s self-identity, positive emotions may
be associated with assimilative processing and negative emotions with accommodative processing.
However, feelings of threat could induce a top-down goal of belief preservation, overriding the
traditional effects of emotion. This speaks to the importance of considering features of the task and
context when studying emotions and processing (Bohn-Gettler, 2019). Future research should focus
on understanding not only whether differential effects occur as a function of integration, validation,
and inferential processes, but also on the conditions under which this occurs.

Conclusions

Studying emotions during discourse-processing experiences is complex and multifaceted, making it
crucial for future research to be specific about the process, emotion, and task under investigation
(Bohn-Gettler, 2019). The papers in this special issue attend to these issues, offering a more-coherent
interpretation of the findings, while also helping to identify key challenges and areas of strength.

Because the field of emotions in learning and discourse processing is still in its early stages, the field
is ripe for new research to identify and fill in gaps in our knowledge. As one example, although the PET
framework (Bohn-Gettler, 2019) and the neurocognitive poetics model (Jacobs, 2015) offer hypotheses
related to how emotions play a role during discourse processing and esthetic experiences, further
connections between emotion and cognition need to be tested. It is important to understand how
emotions influence overall processing, but it is critical to also consider how emotions can dynamically
change during discourse experiences. Such work may require methodological innovations related to
studying valence versus activation, and require emotion categories (e.g., Dever et al., this issue) to be
tested in an ongoing manner through reading and communicative experiences.

To test hypotheses about how emotions emerge and impact discourse processing and comprehen-
sion, one should employ measures that reflect ongoing emotional and cognitive processing. For
example, linking ANS measures of emotional arousal with processing measures (e.g., eye-tracking)
would allow researchers to test hypotheses about how emotions impact attention allocation and
processing to-be-learned information (see Mason et al., 2020). Measuring both processing and
emotional changes as they co-occur would offer insights into how emotional and cognitive processes
interact—for example, whether positive emotions facilitate integration and elaboration of information
and whether negative emotions restrict the scope of processing (Bohn-Gettler, 2019). Moreover,
combinations of measures tapping into the different facets of emotion (experiential, physiological,
behavioral) and processing would be needed to fully understand the nature of varying emotional
responses and the interplay of emotional and cognitive processes. Triangulating measures would
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advance understanding of the link between the subjective experience of an emotion and its manifesta-
tion in physiology and behavior in different contexts.

There is an ongoing theoretical debate on the nature of emotions, which influences the methodological
choices for how emotions are measured. For example, recent neuroscientific evidence suggests that different
emotion categories engage distinct neural networks in the brain (see Nummenmaa & Saariméki, 2019) and
thus can be expected to exert different influences on cognitive processes. To advance understanding of the
interplay of emotions and cognition during discourse processing, it would be helpful to specify which
emotion is under investigation. Naturally, the choice of a priori emotion categories to be investigated
depends on the theoretical view adopted, which might restrict the conclusions that can be made.

Another important avenue for research is to study emotions within the contexts and experiences of
individuals. For example, Rouet et al. (2017) proposed the RESOLV model, which accounts for how
readers approach texts with particular goals. These goals and experiences account for the contexts (social,
communicative, physical) in which readers approach a text. Hence, they document how individuals
engage in purposeful reading that is influenced by the task and the social and emotional contexts, which
can change how readers process information. Making further connections to this type of work will
expand the meaning and breadth of studying emotions within the field of discourse processing.

Relatedly, understanding how emotions play a role in interaction and communication is vital.
Communicative interactions are complex and offer important opportunities for studying emotions
(Clark, 1996; Clark & Brennan, 1991; Fox Tree & Clark, 2013). Diverse discourse experiences that
involve varying forms of communication undeniably involve emotions and are worthy of investiga-
tion. Although the papers in this special issue focus on the reader and informative text, the findings
provide useful points for deep consideration of how emotion may play a role when individuals
collaborate, communicate their views and perspectives, build meaning, and understand ideas in
other discourse interactions involving verbal discussion, nonverbal interactions, sign language, and
more. For example, when learning in dyads or small groups, in what ways do the communicative
interactions and contexts trigger emotions that could influence processing, learning, and commu-
nicative interactions? Or, the context of an online environment, whether it be a learning environment
or even a social-media environment, can instigate emotions in different ways (e.g., Anderson et al.,
2014; Kramer et al.,, 2014).

The study of emotion in discourse processing opens the door to understanding reading, learning,
and communicating in a nuanced manner reflective of the complex contexts in which the activities
occur. Although conducting such work presents challenges and complications, it also extends the
relevance of the field of discourse processing to fields such as learning, behavior, emotion, and
education. It is our hope that this special issue will inspire more research that builds interdisciplinary
bridges and enhances our lives through improved communication, learning, and comprehension.
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