Storytelling in human–centric software engineering research
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BACKGROUND: Software engineering is a human activity. People naturally make sense of their activities and experience through
storytelling. But storytelling does not appear to have been properly studied by software engineering research.
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AIM: We explore the question: what contribution can storytelling make to human–centric software engineering research?
METHOD: We deﬁne concepts, identify types of story and their purposes, outcomes and eﬀects, brieﬂy review prior literature, identify several contributions and propose next steps.
RESULTS: Storytelling can, amongst other contributions, contribute to data collection, data analyses, ways of knowing, research outputs, interventions in practice, and advocacy, and can integrate with evidence and arguments. Like all methods, storytelling brings
risks. These risks can be managed.
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∼ If story is central to human meaning why, in the research world, is there not more storytelling? [26]
1 INTRODUCTION
Software engineers generate and transform abstractions but they are not themselves abstractions. Software engineers
have the same human characteristics as non–software engineers. They have goals [52] and intentions [14, 25]; they
wrestle with motivation [4], happiness [15], stress [32], politics [5], ethics [44] and human values [55]. They work
individually, and in teams, projects, organisations, the wider software industry, and society [9, 10]. The software engineer’s work with abstractions therefore takes place within the common sphere of human activity and experience. In
other words, software engineering (SE) is a human–centric activity [16, 25].
Haidt writes that the human mind is a story processor not a logic processor ([17], p. 328) and that, “. . . [a]mong the
most important stories we know are stories about ourselves. . . ” ([17], p. 328). Storytelling would therefore be a natural
way for software engineers to make sense of their own and other’s behaviour, and for researchers to better understand
this human–centric activity.
Given the above, this paper explores the following simply–stated question: what contribution can storytelling make
to human–centric software engineering research? The paper identiﬁes several opportunities for storytelling to contribute to software engineering research, recognises there are risks (that can be managed) in using storytelling, and
proposes next steps.
1

EASE’21, June 21–23, 2021, Trondheim, Norway

Rainer

Table 1. Example descriptions of storied narrative (from Polkinghorne [34])

#

Description

1 “A story is a special type of discourse production. In a story, events and actions are drawn together into
an organized whole by means of a plot. A plot is a type of conceptual scheme by which a contextual
meaning of individual events can be displayed.” ([34], p. 7)
2 “. . . a speciﬁc kind of prose text (the story) and. . . the particular kind of conﬁguration that generates a
story (emplotment).” (p. 5)
3 “A storied narrative is the linguistic form that preserves the complexity of human action with its
interrelationship of temporal sequence, human motivation, chance happenings, and changing interpersonal and environmental contexts. In this context, story refers not only to ﬁctional accounts but
also to narratives describing ‘ideal’ life events such as biographies, autobiographies, histories, case
studies, and reports of remembered episodes that have occurred.” ([34], p. 7; emphasis in original), and
4 “The subject–matter of stories is human action. Stories are concerned with human attempts to progress
to a solution, clariﬁcation, or unraveling of an incomplete situation. ” ([34], p. 7)

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: in Section 2 we provide foundations, including concepts, challenges in SE research and a brief review of prior research; in Section 3 we discuss several ways in which storytelling
can contribute to SE research; and in Section 4 we brieﬂy consider next steps, and then conclude.
2 FOUNDATIONS
2.1

Concepts

There are many deﬁnitions for the terms story, storytelling and narrative, and disciplines use other terms too. For
example, Shaﬀer et al. [39] observe that journalism uses the term exemplar, marketing uses testimonial, psychology
uses case study or case history, sociologists use personal stories and medicine uses narrative. Polkinghorne [34] explores
contrasting deﬁnitions of the term narrative, distinguishing between the following: narrative as a prosaic discourse
diﬀerentiated from poetic discourse, narrative as the qualitative inquiry into naturally produced linguistic expressions
in their context, narrative as the collected body of data for analysis, narrative as the research output from qualitative
inquiry, and narrative as a special type of discourse production, i.e., the story. We use Polkinghorne’s [34] deﬁnition/s
of storytelling, summarised in Table 1.
It can be convenient to distinguish between story and storytelling, where story is the (static) output from a storytelling process. An exemplar of story is the novel. Although the story may in some sense be static, the story remains a
dynamic interaction between the output and the reader. So although in some sense a printed story is ﬁxed it is available
as input to a re–telling process: the storytelling continues in the reading of the story. Digressing brieﬂy, this suggests
an intriguing metaphor for software: software is static until it is read – ‘retold’ – by a processor.
Just as researchers and story–analysts do not agree on deﬁnitions for narrative and for story, so there is disagreement
on the necessary elements of a story narrative. Indicative elements of storytelling include: a plot, a narrative structure,
one or more protagonists, one or more antagonists, conﬂict, inciting incident/s, locations in time/s and space/s, and
‘space’ for the reader to ‘inhabit’ the story. (See, for example, [7, 47] for further information.)
Shaﬀer and Zikmund–Fisher [40] identify several purposes and outcomes for storied narrative, and Shaﬀer et al.
[39] identify nine eﬀects of narratives. These purposes, outcomes and eﬀects are summmarised in Table 2. As the table
2
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Table 2. Purpose, outcome [40], & eﬀect [39] of storytelling

#

Purpose

Outcome

a

To inform

b

To engage

c

To model behaviour

d

To persuade

e

To provide comfort

Improved knowledge
Improved aﬀective forecasting
Greater engagement
Greater transportation
Greater time spent with materials
Increased participation
Increased shared decision making
Altered behavioural intentions
Increased uptake of behaviours
Altered behavioural intentions
Increased uptake of behaviours
Reduced psychological distress
Reduced anxiety

#

Eﬀect

Communicate information more eﬀectively
1 More engaging
2 Better recall
3 Develop fewer counter–arguments
Change attitudes, judgements and behaviours
4 Increase attitudes
5 Reduce prejudice
6 Promote positive behaviour
7 Reduce negative behaviour
8 Improve work performance
9 Ignore base rate information
and increase narrative information

indicates, storytelling has many outcomes relevant to software engineering practice and research beyond entertainment.
2.2

Challenges to software engineering

Like all disciplines, software engineering faces fundamental challenges. We very brieﬂy consider some of those challenges here, emboldened in the following discussion. In Section 3, we suggest that storytelling can help us to make
progress on at least some of these challenges.
Software engineering practice and research is multidisciplinary, integrating many diﬀerent disciplines from social
science through to discrete, and now quantum, mathematics. There is the challenge of respecting the contrasting ways
of knowing and types of knowledge from these disciplines. Evidence Based Software Engineering (EBSE) aims “. . . to
improve decision making related to software development and maintenance by integrating current best evidence from
research with practical experience and human values” ([11], p. 59). To these we may add system constraints. These
3
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diﬀerent elements – research, practical experience, human values and constraints – imply diﬀerent kinds of knowledge, and there is the challenge of integrating diﬀerent kinds of knowledge. The context of software practice
undermines our ability to generalise ﬁndings from research. Context also introduces postmodernist perspectives into
software engineering research, e.g., that there is no objective truth at the levels of reality relevant to software engineering. Practitioners and researchers value diﬀerent kinds of evidence. Diﬀerent kinds of evidence align with diﬀerent
ways of knowing and support diﬀerent kinds of knowledge. This introduces the challenge of persuading software
practice to improve on the basis of research. There is increasing methodological diversity bringing a challenge to
evaluating the quality of research. Finally, there is the challenge of retaining, even honouring, meaning in software
engineering in the face of abstraction. In two recent tweets, Michael “GeePaw” Hill writes the following: “The software
trade has a great many problems, but among the most debilitating and dangerous is the steadfast refusal to adequately
incorporate the humanity of the makers into its culture, organization, and reasoning.” [19], and, “By a process of relentless abstraction and ruthless compartmentalization, we seek time and again to suppress, distract from, and minimize
the most central fact of software development: humans make software.” [20].

2.3

Story and storytelling in research

Storytelling is recognised as a legitimate focus of study in other scientiﬁc disciplines, e.g., energy and climate change
research [29], law [2, 51], organisational research [53], and behavioural medicine [39]. And whilst storytelling is recognised in a variety of disciplines related to software engineering – e.g., information systems [38], human–computer
interaction [6], computer supported cooperative work [31], information visualisation [13], multimedia systems [27]
and computer science education [21, 30] – software engineering practice and research has tended to direct attention
only at one particular type of story, i.e., the user story.
In behavioural medicine, Shaﬀer et al. [39] cite prior work to assert several beneﬁts with narrative–as–story. But
Shaﬀer et al. [39] also write that, “. . . interventions with narratives appear to escape the scrutiny that interventions
with statistical evidence receive from people who disagree with the message. This has important implications for
health behavior change interventions [and, for the current paper, there are important implications for interventions
in software engineering practice], where the goal is often to change attitudes towards an unhealthy or harmful health
behavior [or, for the current paper, the goal of improving a suboptimal or counterproductive software practice].” ([39],
p. 431). We return to Shaﬀer et al.’s work [39, 40] later in this paper.
There is some attention in software engineering research directed at narrative analysis and synthesis (e.g., [8])
however that work uses the term narrative in the sense of the qualitative inquiry into and with texts rather than as
story. We ﬁnd several papers that explicitly recognise story and storytelling in software engineering research: Ahonen
and Sihvonen’s [1] story of software process improvement; Lenberg et al.’s unpublished manuscript [24] on guidelines
for qualitative studies of behavioural software engineering; and several papers (e.g., [28, 41]) that study war stories
using storytelling as a method of data collection. We consider these publications in the next section of the paper.

3 THE CONTRIBUTION OF STORYTELLING TO HUMAN–CENTRIC SE RESEARCH
We present several arguments below for why and how storytelling can contribute to software engineering research
and practice.
4
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Storytelling as collected data

Lutters and Seaman [28] developed a simple protocol for collecting war stories from SE practitioners. That protocol
guided practitioners on how to tell their stories. Lutters and Seaman [28] already demonstrate that software engineering research collects some kinds of story from software practitioners. The stories collected have been stories of
exception, e.g., of something that has gone wrong. What constitutes an exception will vary from practitioner to practitioner, e.g., by deﬁnition an expert experiences diﬀerent kinds of exception to a novice. Shaﬀer et al. [39] show that
non–exceptional stories, e.g., of process, can also be valuable. Sim and Alspaugh [41] show that collecting war stories is
not necessarily just about acquiring a text for analysis. So although stories have been collected in software engineering
research, there is much greater opportunity for collecting stories than has been undertaken to date.
3.2

Storytelling as analysis

Sim and Alspaugh [41] show that software engineering research has, to date, constrained the way it analyses stories
and therefore limited the opportunities for learning from stories. They demonstrate richer ways of analysing stories,
drawing on the humanities. They provide example approaches that, due to space, we are unable to review here.
3.3

Storytelling and ways of knowing

There are many diﬀerent classiﬁcations of knowledge and therefore of ways of knowing. We use Heron’s [18] four
ways of knowing, brieﬂy summarised here in Table 3. For a detailed exploration of these four ways of knowing, see
Heron’s book, Co–operative inquiry: research into the human condition [18]. A research ﬁeld such as software engineering research that is, or seeks to be, multidisciplinary (e.g., [43]) must be open to diﬀerent kinds of knowledge, and
therefore diﬀerent ways of knowing, and not only open to diﬀerent propositional knowledge.
3.3.1

Grounding ways of knowing. In Table 3, the four ways of knowing are ordered, with experiential knowing posi-

tioned ‘lowest’ and practical knowing positioned ’highest’. This positioning is because the higher–positioned ways of
knowing are grounded in the lower–positioned ways of knowing. In software engineering research, for example, we
‘ground’ our propositional knowledge in empirical evidence, and we seek to ground recommendations to practitioners
(cf. practical knowledge) in propositional knowledge.
3.3.2

Intuition and presentational knowing. Heron’s description of presentational knowing as “. . . an intuitive grasp

of the signiﬁcance of patterns” might misleadingly suggest that presentational knowing is an unconscious or semi–
conscious activity. Storytelling is a form of conscious, intentional presentational knowledge. This is of course most
obvious with published novels.
3.3.3

Assumptions about the status of ways of knowing. Heron is challenging at least two assumptions, i.e., 1) that

propositional knowledge should be the pre–eminent way of knowing, and 2) that propositional knowledge is self–
suﬃcient. Sims et al. [41, 42] discuss methodical and amethodical knowledge, also challenging the pre–eminence of
any particular kind of knowledge.
3.3.4

The status of experiential and presentational ways of knowing in SE research. It is not clear whether these two

types of knowing are distinctly recognised in software engineering research. When we conduct interviews, surveys,
focus groups etc. we appear to be accessing presentational ways of knowing. It is frequently hard to directly access
the experiential knowledge of others.
5
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Table 3. Heron’s [18] four ways of knowing

Way

Brief description

Practical
Propositional

‘. . . knowing how to exercise a skill. . . ” (p. 52)
“. . . intellectual statements, both verbal and numeric, conceptually organized in ways that do
not infringe the rules of logic and evidence. Propositional knowledge is regarded both as pre–
eminent and self–suﬃcient.” (p. 33)
“. . . an intuitive grasp of the signiﬁcance of patterns as expressed in graphic, plastic, moving,
musical and verbal art–forms. . . ” (p. 52), e.g., story as presentational knowing.
“. . . imaging [not imagining] and feeling the presence of some energy, entity, person, place,
process or thing.” (p. 52)

Presentational
Experiential

3.4

Integrating storytelling with evidence and argument for evaluation and assessment

Anderson et al. [2] write: “. . . in factual enquiries. . . for a story to be accepted as true it needs to be warranted by
(anchored in) evidence. A well–informed story needs to be coherent, but to be true, it must be both plausible and
backed by particular evidence.” ([2], p. 283)
Rainer [35] developed a preliminary methodology for identifying, extracting and analysing arguments, evidence
and explanations from texts, and for presenting those in a structured, integrated way. One type of explanation was
the story. He demonstrated the application of the methodology to several examples taken from a blog post by Joel
Spolsky [46], these examples being ‘micro–war stories’. The methodology seeks to address Anderson’s position, e.g.,
to evaluate the story using evidence. The methodology is open to the limitation that Sim and Alspaugh [41] observed
with Lutters and Seaman’s [28] approach, i.e., it extracts facts and information from a text. There is therefore the
opportunity to extend the methodology. For example, there are opportunities to use story to help evaluate and assess
software engineering. Anderson [2] shows how storytelling can help identify gaps in evidence and can help generate
hypotheses.
3.5

Storytelling as output

There appear to be very few examples where SE researchers publish their research output as a story. Ahonen and
Sihvonen’s [1] paper is the only complete example we can ﬁnd. Ahonen and Sihvonen [1] present a real–world story
over a 2.5yr period, told from the point of view of an individual software engineer, of a Software Process Improvement
(SPI) eﬀort. They write, “The story. . . is based mainly on the personal experiences of a single software engineer. Those
experiences have been documented by the engineer. . . , but those experiences have [also] been checked by interviewing
several other people. . . ” and, “The reason why a story like this should be interesting for others is that the mistakes
made in SPI eﬀorts during the documented time are quite universal.”
There are many examples of where researchers present fragments of story, e.g., Sim and Alspaugh [28, 41]. One
explanation for the limited recounting of stories is the amount of publication ‘real estate’ they require.
3.6

Storytelling as intervention

To explain how storytelling can act as an intervention we draw on Shaﬀer et al.’s [39] explanatory model. We choose
this model because it has been developed by and for scientists.
Shaﬀer et al. [39] developed the Narrative Immersion Model (NIM) to better understand how storied narrative
works so that storied narrative might be used to help behaviour change, e.g., in patients. The NIM may therefore be
6
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Table 4. Shaﬀer et al.’s types of story [39, 40]

Types

Eﬀect

Outcome

Ability to persuade
Change attitudes
Alter intentions
Alter behaviours
Identify relevant decision attributes
Model decision processes
Change how people search for information
Reduce aﬀective forecasting errors
Facilitate more accurate perspective–taking
Improve resilience

Process

Experience

understood as a model to support intervention. Whilst an intervention might occur after the research has taken place
it is often the case that we design for intervention, e.g., design our studies with the intention of using the results to
improve software practice. One implication is that researchers consider storytelling as part of the design of the study.
Drawing on their prior work [40], Shaﬀer et al. [39] deﬁne three types of story (see Table 4). These types are not
intended to be exclusive: an actual story might ﬁt more than one type. Outcome stories describe how a situation ends.
Process stories describe how a decision was made. Experience stories describe what a real–world situation was really
like. Each type of story has a diﬀerent eﬀect on behaviour. Depending on the kind of eﬀect the researchers seek (cf.
Table 4), the researchers might design for diﬀerent kinds of story.
Comparing Table 4 with Table 2, notice that the three types of story identiﬁed by Shaﬀer et al. [39] in Table 4 do
not seem to have a direct impact on improving knowledge; or in other words, these stories do not seem to have the
function to inform. This may be because Shaﬀer et al. have not had the opportunity to investigate this outcome. We
make this observation because software engineering research often focuses on knowledge and, more speciﬁcally, on
propositional knowledge. Storytelling does not seem to naturally ﬁt that type of knowledge, but instead storytelling
complements it.
As well as talking about types of story and their eﬀects, Shaﬀer et al. [39] also talk about the magnitude of eﬀect of a
story. Shaﬀer et al. [39] propose a continuum through which a reader may ‘travel’ from Interest through Involvement
to Immersion. For Shaﬀer et al., the deeper into the narrative a reader ‘travels’ the more powerful the narrative will be
to inﬂuence behaviour. Characteristics of the narrative promote deeper involvement. These characteristics appear to
align the NIM with elements of storytelling (cf. Section 2) and with advice on creative writing.
3.7

Storytelling as advocacy

Stories and storytelling provide a way to advocate for, and/or to raise awareness of, important issues such as human
values. Consider a software engineering team developing a software system for managing information about children
in state care homes. What insights might Sissay’s [45] memoir, of his life in managed care, oﬀer to that software
engineering team to help ensure they develop a human–centric software system, and not simply develop an algorithmic
bureaucracy? Or, as another example, what insights might Kafka’s The Trial and The Castle provide on AI–based
decision–making (e.g., [3])? Other examples include: Ford’s recently published memoir, Think Black [12], about his
father, John Stanley Ford, hired by Thomas J. Watson to become IBM’s ﬁrst black software engineer; Wiener’s memoir,
7
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Uncanny Valley [54], describing her experiences working in technology companies in Silicon Valley; and Kim’s two
ﬁctional accounts, one co–written with colleagues, about DevOps [23] and software development [22].
3.8

The risks of storytelling

Anderson et al. [2] write, “. . . story telling is vulnerable to abuse. It may be true that stories and storytelling are psychologically necessary to decision–making in legal contexts, but they are dangerous in that they often can be used to
violate logical standards, appeal to emotion rather than reason, and subvert legal principles and conventions.” ([2], p.
280). Anderson et al. [2] caution about the careful use of story but do not argue against the use of story. They list a
number of examples of dangers with story. They also develop a ‘rough working protocol’ for assessing the plausability,
coherence and evidentiary support for a story.
All research methods have strengths and weaknesses and the researcher seeks to increase their awareness of the
threats to validity that arise with each method. One contribution of storytelling is to help researchers remain aware
of threats. Such threats don’t just occur in the telling of stories. For example, Sim and Alspaugh [41] observe that
storytelling is performance: interviewees select and ﬁlter what and how they share information. Such selection and
ﬁltering doesn’t just occur with the telling of a story, however. Any interview can be understood as a performance,
with the threats to validity that might arise.
A highly–inﬂuential paper in software engineering research, Parnas’ [33] A rational design process: how and why
to fake it, explicitly recognises the value of ‘faking’ something: “We will never ﬁnd a process that allows us to design
software in a perfectly rational way. The good news is that we can fake it. We can present our system to others as if
we had been rational designers and it pays to pretend [to] do so during development and maintenance. ([33], p. 251;
emphasis added). Parnas explains the scope of the pretence and argues for its value in certain circumstances. In a
fundamental way, abstraction is also pretence, for it presents a decontextualised and therefore simpliﬁed version of
reality. We accept that pretence because there is value in doing so. We suggest that storytelling shouldn’t be summarily
dismissed on the basis of pretence.
4 DISCUSSION
4.1

Where next?

There are many aspects of storytelling in human–centric software engineering that we have not discussed in this paper,
and further research is needed. Areas requiring further attention include:
(1) A systematic review of storytelling that builds on the brief review presented in Section 2.3. Such a review should
consider both the humanities and the sciences, as well as creative writing and ‘story analysts’, e.g., [7, 47].
(2) The development of conceptual frameworks for storytelling that build on the foundations introduced in Section
2. Included within this framework would be the development of appropriate terminology, e.g., argued storytelling
or evidence–based storytelling are phrases that could communicate the intent of the kind of storytelling we
consider here.
(3) The development of research methodology and methods that draw on work from other disciplines. Several
examples have been discussed in this paper, e.g., [2, 28, 35, 39, 41, 50].
(4) Guidance on the use of methodology and on assessing the quality of storytelling research, cf. [36].
(5) Developing ways in which stories in SE can be evaluated and assessed, but also how storytelling might be used
to evaluate and assess software engineering. For example, Section 3.2 brieﬂy discussed the use of storytelling
8
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to generate hypotheses, Section 3.4 discussed the integration of storytelling with argument and evidence, and
Section 3.6 discussed the use of storytelling for intervention.
(6) Investigating the use of storytelling as an approach to knowledge exchange with industry, and as a method of
appropriate intervention in practice, cf. [39].
(7) Investigating the beneﬁts of a more sophisticated understanding of storytelling, beyond the user story, for software engineering practice.
(8) The use of both reading groups and writing groups for developing skills in appreciating stories in research and
in practice. Section 3.7 presented examples that reading groups might use.
(9) The development of platforms, resources and (social) networks to disseminate work, including supplementary
materials. Examples to draw on include StoryCorps [49], The Story Collider [48] and experience repositories
[37].
4.2

Conclusion

In this paper, we position storytelling as a particular kind of narrative. We show that whilst narrative synthesis is
recognised in software engineering, storytelling has not been properly considered. We explore types of story and
the outcomes and eﬀects of these diﬀerent story types. We argue that storytelling has a valuable, even necessary,
contribution to many areas of human–centric software engineering. We recognise that stories can be dangerous (e.g.,
because they can mislead) but also that these dangers might be assessed and mitigated. We suggest that storytelling may
act as a potential counter–balance to abstraction, and a means to retain and honour meaning in software engineering.
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