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Instruction Manual for the Tamaraland Program for Conflict Resolution Facilitation – 

David Michael Boje, March 8, 2026 

Click Here to Begin Using the Tamaraland Program  
 

 

 

Tamaraland is conflict resolution without moralizing an author; it is participant-led 

conversational architecture of Bakhtinian polyphony that keeps many rooms in play at 

once, no one sees all rooms, some participants have listening responsibility (aka 

answerability) while others are self-centered, and pathway choices constrain ontological 

understanding potentialities and Artificial Intelligence algorithms of wealthy institutions 

force within silo BME-narrative agreement and collapse people into friend versus enemy 

duality.  

 

In sum, it is a way to hold deep moral, political, and identity conflicts without installing a referee, a 

moral law, or a master narrative. There are seven key Tamaraland Principles about ‘Points of View’ 

(POVs) of people and Ai algorithms.  

In short, Tamaraland is not pre-wired geometry, not a single history, but a factorial set of possibilities 

for interaction in spacetimemattering of quantum storytelling.  

 

This is an instructional manual about Tamaraland POVs and pathways that emerge at crossings that 

are factorial, that is an “unnameable number” such that no one can visualize its complexity. 

The instructions to explicitly explain the factorial logic and software of 2–10 POVs that are not 

arbitrary, and depict differentiated POVs sampled from the population of planet Earth. There is 

optimal, facilitator-facing language in  the Operating Instructions section. 

Why 2–10 Points of View (POVs)? 

In Tamaraland theory, the number of possible pathways grows factorially with the number of rooms. 

Ten rooms already imply 3,628,800 possible pathway combinations (10!), sometimes called the 

“unnameable number.” 

Allowing more—for example 15 POVs—would explode the number of possible pathways far beyond 

what any interactive facilitation tool, or any human sensemaking process, could responsibly hold. 

Limiting the practice to 2–10 POVs is therefore not just a user-interface decision. It respects the 

mathematical, ethical, and relational reality at the heart of Tamaraland: we work with complexity 

without pretending to totalize it. 

This directly anchors the UI constraint in Tamaraland’s own logic, not convenience. 

 

https://storying.site/Tamaraland%20%E2%80%93%20Full%20Working%20with%20Print%20_%20Workshop%20View%20%C2%AE%20David%20Michael%20Boje%20Mar%207%202026%2012%2010%20PM.html
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I draw directly on the Tamaraland framing and the 7 principles as you articulated them in your 

materials and working tool, without inventing procedures that don’t belong to the model. 

There are many rooms in Tamaraland, happening at once, and your storying 
of experiences depends on the pathways each of us has traversed in our 

lives. Source” https://Storying.site  
7 Principles Tamaraland Conversations Among Divergent Points of 

View 

Rooms Honor concrete, situated experience. No one sees all rooms. 

Hallways Protect the ambiguous space where old stories fall apart and 
new ones emerge. 

Doors Maintain visible invitations for dialogue; respect autonomy. 

Empty Chair Honor absence as ongoing complexity. 

The Map You Don’t 
Have 

Cultivate epistemic humility—no one sees the whole. 

Footprints Ground stories in deep, relational memory. 

Seventh Room Prioritize intergenerational responsibility. 
 

 

 

Tamaraland Instruction Manual 

Facilitating Dialogue Across Divergent Points of View 

For Example, input this example into the Tamaraland Program, and after you are familiar 

with how it works, develop your own list of points of view in a conflict situation. 

  

Here is an example of Points of View on the Epstein 

Files that the 7 Tamaraland Principles Can address 

(Copy this example or create your own, and insert in 

the TAMARALAND SOFTWARE 

1. Trump Administration perspective (defense and exoneration): 

White House Press Secretary Karoline Leavitt stated: “As we 

have said countless times, President Trump has been totally 

exonerated by the release of the Epstein Files.” (She also called 

the accusations “completely baseless accusations, backed by zero 

credible evidence, from a sadly disturbed woman who has an 

extensive criminal history” and noted the prior Biden DOJ took 

no action.) 

https://storying.site/
https://storying.site/Tamaraland%20%E2%80%93%20Full%20Working%20with%20Print%20_%20Workshop%20View%20%C2%AE%20David%20Michael%20Boje%20Mar%207%202026%2012%2010%20PM.html
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2. Democratic congressional oversight perspective (accusation of 

ongoing cover-up): Sara Guerrero, spokesperson for Oversight 

Democrats, said: “But let's be clear: this White House cover-up 

is ongoing. Millions of pages still remain concealed from the 

public and our committee.” (She framed the partial release as 

insufficient amid broader demands for transparency.) 

3. Republican congressional perspective (downplaying 

allegations and opposing further scrutiny of Trump): Florida 

Republican Rep. Anna Paulina Luna stated: “There is nothing 

that we are seeing where there is criminal involvement or reason 

to believe that the president has any wrongdoing and that is why 

we are not supporting this crazy theory in bringing him into all 

of this.” (This came in the context of the House Oversight 

Committee's handling of related depositions and investigations.) 

4. Independent political analyst perspective (release/context as 

political distraction): Shaiel Ben-Ephraim, analyst with Atlas 

Global Strategies and former Israeli diplomat, observed: “And if 

you look at searches on Google for the Epstein files, they’ve 

plummeted since this started. So, at least temporarily, it’s 

succeeding. It’s taking up Congress’s time and it’s taking up the 

media’s time.” (He linked it to claims that foreign policy actions 

serve as a distraction from domestic Epstein files issues; 

Republican Rep. Thomas Massie was quoted in the same 

coverage saying bombing abroad “won’t make the Epstein files 

go away.”) 

5. Investigative journalism perspective (on the accuser’s 

credibility in the files): Julie K. Brown, Miami Herald journalist 

(longtime Epstein investigator), noted: “DOJ officials who spoke 

to this woman found her to be credible and that they wouldn't 

have interviewed her four times if they didn't.” (This contrasts 

with administration dismissals and highlights FBI handling of 

the interviews detailed in the newly released documents.) 

 

Here is a second set of Points of View to use in the practice session: 

(Copy this example or create your own, and insert in 

the TAMARALAND SOFTWARE 

1. Iranian citizen critical of regime, protective of country, “Being against this 

regime does not mean being against Iran. I love my country and fear for my 

people. Foreign bombs won’t bring us freedom; they’ll only bring more graves. 

Change must come from inside, with courage and patience, not from missiles and 

proxy wars.” 

2. Diaspora activist calling for regime change, “I grew up watching my family 

live in fear in  Iran. Every new protest, every internet blackout, every political 

prisoner reminds me why I speak out from exile. Silence helps dictators. Share, 

organize, and keep the spotlight on Iranian voices calling for an end to the 

Islamic Republic—this is about dignity, not geopolitics.” 

3. Pro-regime / state-aligned narrative, “Once again, foreign media are spreading 

lies about Iran. Life in Tehran continues despite sanctions and threats, and our 

people stand united against Western and Zionist disinformation campaigns. Don’t 

https://storying.site/Tamaraland%20%E2%80%93%20Full%20Working%20with%20Print%20_%20Workshop%20View%20%C2%AE%20David%20Michael%20Boje%20Mar%207%202026%2012%2010%20PM.html
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let propaganda define us—listen to the voices here who reject foreign 

interference and defend our sovereignty.” 

4. Human-rights–focused international observer, “The people of Iran deserve 

basic rights: freedom of expression, bodily autonomy, and fair trials. From 

protest crackdowns to internet blackouts, we’re seeing the same pattern of 

repression. Our solidarity should center survivors, political prisoners, and 

families of the disappeared—not just headlines and hashtags.” 

5. Peace and anti-war advocate, “Ordinary Iranians are the ones who pay the 

price for every escalation—sanctions, drone strikes, or full-scale war. They worry 

about their kids, their jobs, and whether the next night will bring another siren. 

We must push all sides toward de-escalation, diplomacy, and respect for human 

rights instead of feeding the cycle of violence.” 

6. Western security / policy perspective, “Iran is a complex actor: a repressive 

government at home, an influential regional power abroad. Any serious policy 

must do two things at once: deter destabilizing actions—missiles, proxies, 

nuclear brinkmanship—while supporting the legitimate aspirations of the Iranian 

people for accountable governance and economic opportunity.” 

7. Feminist / “Woman, Life, Freedom” perspective, “From compulsory hijab laws 

to violent crackdowns on protesters, women in Iran carry a heavy share of the 

struggle. ‘Woman, Life, Freedom’ is not a slogan—it’s a demand for a future 

where girls aren’t killed, jailed, or silenced for how they dress or speak. Keep 

amplifying Iranian women’s stories, not just their images.” 

8. Media-literacy / misinformation-focused post, “Before you share that dramatic 

Iran video: check the date, source, and whether it’s AI-generated. State actors and 

influencers on all sides are pumping out staged footage and synthetic images to 

manipulate emotions and justify their narrative. Verify first, share later—people’s 

lives and credibility depend on it.” 

9. Regional neighbor’s perspective (concern about spillover), “As someone living 

next door to Iran, every escalation feels like a tremor under our feet. Refugees, 

disrupted trade, and proxy clashes don’t stay confined within borders. Our region 

needs less brinkmanship and more regional dialogue that includes, but doesn’t 

excuse, Iran’s role in our shared instability.” 

10. Academic / analytical tone (for LinkedIn), “Discourse on Iran is increasingly 

shaped by diaspora communities, state media, and influencers rather than people 

inside the country with limited online freedom. Understanding Iran requires 

attention to who controls infrastructure, platforms, and narratives—and how 

protest, propaganda, and digital repression interact in this new public sphere.” 

 

 

 

Tamaraland Seven principles explore paths between rooms, through doors into hallways that 

emerge from practice (not prewiring of author or program) 

We derive paths from rounds of POV to POV conversational crossings in Phase I, which a facilitator 

can iterate in Phase II to get closer to bridgebuilding to the Seventh Room, given that no one sees all 

rooms or the whole of Tamaraland complexity, and there is no map by an author, but there are 

algorithms foists to control the narratives of the population, by tempting and manipulating the 

persistence of silos which institutions can feed about political and socioeconomic power and 

individual and instructional profits. Some, perhaps most, businesses are playing both sides of 

conflicts, supplying both with products and services to optimize their own profitability.  

That is exactly aligned with Tamaraland’s core commitments: 
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• No total map 

• No a priori master geometry 

• Meaning emerges from experiential  practice, not structure imposed in advance 

• There are algorithms of some institutions that are trying to manipulate the 

population’s narratives in the Beginning-Middle-End (BME) linear chronotopes 

• There are at least seven antenarratives (beneath, before, bets, Being, becoming, 

between, and beyond) that are antecedent to BME-narratives and are ‘antes’ (bets on 

the future), and the POVs in Tamaraland.  

I tried Pre-wired step-chords as  a temporary scaffold.  

 

The problem with pre-wired nodes, such as belonging, future, identity, grievance, fear, and values, is 

that they are pre-selected by an author. My alternative is to map the 2 to 10 POVs. 

For example the POV of Speaker: 

Democratic congressional oversight perspective (accusation of ongoing cover-up): Sara Guerrero, 

spokesperson for Oversight Democrats, said: “But let's be clear: this White House cover-up is ongoing. 

Millions of pages still remain concealed from the public and our committee.” (She framed the partial 

release as insufficient amid broader demands for transparency.) 

 

A Listener with another POV: 
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“Let me check I’m hearing you. Did I get that right?” 

 

A Facilitator prompt: Can you say back what you heard, and check if you missed something 

important? 

The rounds of POV are explored in Phase I, and in Phase II facilitations are attempted to 

bridge POVs. 

Phase I 

• Nodes = POVs (POV1 … POVn) 

• The map is intentionally under-determined 

• No claim that “this is the structure of the conversation” 

• The map only establishes co-presence, not relations 

Phase II 

• Participants mark crossings on the canvas 

• Each crossing is:  

o A witnessed relational moment 

o Tagged with one Tamaraland Principle 

• Crossings are practice-generated data 

Path logic (new) 

A Tamaraland set of principle patsh exists only where it has been practiced in Phase I. 

Concretely: 

• When a crossing is tagged “Rooms,” that does not mean “Rooms connects everything” 

• It means:  

o At this moment, between these POVs, the Rooms principle was enacted 

• The map “learns” paths after the fact 

This eliminates arbitrariness. 

 

How the geometry emerges (without pretending to show factorial space) 

Here is the key theoretical reconciliation: 

The factorial truth 

• With n POVs, there are n! possible pathways 

• These pathways are potential, not actual 
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• Tamaraland explicitly rejects total visualization 

The facilitator tool’s role 

• The tool does not attempt to display all pathways 

• It shows only:  

o Witnessed crossings 

o Practiced relations 

• The map is therefore a trace, not a total structure 

This is exactly how you honor the “unnameable number” without collapsing it into a misleading 

diagram. 

 

Practical rule for derived paths  

The rule you proposed as intervention is minimal: 

Each crossing generates a path between the POVs closest to that crossing. 

That means: 

• No algorithm decides relevance 

• The participant’s act of marking is the selection mechanism 

• The principle tag colors the resulting path 

So: 

• Two POVs may be connected by:  

o Multiple principles (over time) 

o Or none at all 

• The map becomes a history of practice, not a theory diagram 

 

Why this is better than pre-wiring (explicit comparison) 

Pre-wired paths Derived paths (your approach) 

Implies a hidden structure Admits uncertainty 

Looks authoritative Looks provisional 

Risks reification Preserves humility 

Violates “map you don’t have” Enacts it 
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This shift is not cosmetic. It is theoretical integrity. 

 

 What remains intentionally unmapped 

And this is important to say explicitly: 

• The absence of a path does not mean no relation exists 

• It only means:  

o It was not witnessed 

o Or not named 

o Or not practiced yet 

That silence is part of Tamaraland. 

 

 

Most dialogue systems—even well-intentioned ones—smuggle in one of three things: 

• Aristotle: a single coherent story that everyone should eventually share. 

• Jordan Peterson: a mythic/moral hierarchy that orients people toward “order.” 

• Facilitation orthodoxy: a neutral moderator who secretly steers outcomes. 

Tamaraland does none of these. 

Instead, the breakthrough is this: 

The conversation itself becomes the site of ethics, not an external standard - Ethics emerges 

between participants as they: 

• take turns listening, 

• stay in their own room, 

• and resist collapsing the other into an enemy. 

Most visualizations: 

• totalize, 

• abstract, 

• imply a God’s-eye view, 

• turn living conversations into objects. 

That would undo Tamaraland. 
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So the question is not whether to visualize, but: 

What kind of visualization preserves plurality, humility, and the “between”? 

The answer is: 

A visualization that shows relationships, crossings, and movements—without claiming closure 

or hierarchy. 

What “cross-storying visualization” means in Tamaraland 

 

Here is the key distinction: 

 

  What Tamaraland visualization is NOT 

• Not a network of people ranked by influence 

• Not a sentiment map (“positive vs negative”) 

• Not a consensus diagram 

• Not a heatmap of “who is right” 

 

   What Tamaraland visualization would be 

A cross-storying visualization would show: 

A. Stories as lines, not points 

Each POV is not a dot—it is a trajectory: 

• shaped by Footprints (past), 

• moving through Hallways (uncertainty), 

• oriented toward some future (Seventh Room). 

Visually: arcs, threads, paths. 

Where two POVs intersect: 

• not because they agree, 

• but because they touch the same concern from different rooms. 

For example: 

• “Transparency” 

• “Protection” 

• “Credibility” 

• “Fear of chaos” 

• “Responsibility to future generations” 
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These crossings are moments of potential understanding, not agreement. 

Visually: crossings, overlaps, near-misses. 

Rooms as lenses, not labels 

The visualization would not say: 

“This POV is fear.” 

Instead it would show: 

“This story passes through fear here, values there, future there.” 

Rooms appear as zones stories pass through, not boxes people are put in. 

Absence made visible 

Empty Chair matters here. 

A Tamaraland visualization would show: 

• gaps, 

• silences, 

• missing voices, 

• rooms with few crossings. 

This is ethically crucial and almost never done. 

 

 

 

Below is a Comprehensive Instruction Manual for the Tamaraland Program, focused 

specifically on the 7 Tamaraland Principles and how each supports conflict resolution 

among divergent points of view. It is written so that: 

• a facilitator can read it straight through, or 

• extract sections into a workshop handout, or 

• embed it directly into your HTML program (as help text or a printable guide) 

 

1. What Tamaraland Is (and Is Not) 

Tamaraland is a way of understanding and facilitating conversation in situations where: 

• People hold deeply different perspectives, 

• Disagreement is tied to identity, history, or lived experience, and 
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• Attempts at persuasion, debate, or “winning” tend to make conflict worse. 

Tamaraland is not: 

• a technique for forcing consensus, 

• a debate framework, 

• a method for deciding who is right. 

Instead, Tamaraland treats conversation as taking place in a living building with many rooms, 

where multiple stories are unfolding at once, and no one person can see the whole structure.  

The facilitator’s task is not to control outcomes, but to create conditions where listening can 

occur without collapse into enemies. 

The guiding stance of Tamaraland facilitation is: 

“Everyone is my friend. I have no enemies. I seek to understand and learn.” 

 

2. How Tamaraland Supports Conflict Resolution 

In polarized conflict, people often: 

• talk past each other, 

• defend positions instead of experiences, 

• feel erased or misunderstood. 

Tamaraland resolves conflict indirectly, by changing how people listen rather than what they 

conclude. 

It does this by: 

• honoring situated experience, 

• protecting ambiguity and uncertainty, 

• keeping dialogue voluntary rather than coercive, 

• acknowledging absence, loss, and history, 

• cultivating humility about what is unknown, and 

• orienting conversation toward long-term responsibility rather than short-term victory. 

These capacities are embodied in the 7 Tamaraland Principles. 

 

3. The 7 Tamaraland Principles (Healing) 

Each principle below includes: 

• What the principle means 
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• Why it matters in conflict 

• How a facilitator can use it 

 

1. Rooms 

Honor concrete, situated experience. No one sees all rooms. 

Meaning 

Every person speaks from a specific “room” shaped by: 

• their role, 

• their history, 

• their social location, 

• their lived experience. 

No one—leader, expert, or facilitator—has access to all rooms at once. 

Why it matters in conflict 

Conflict escalates when one perspective claims to represent the whole. People feel erased when 

their experience is treated as irrelevant, anecdotal, or “biased.” 

The Rooms principle restores dignity by affirming: 

Your experience makes sense from where you stand. 

Facilitation practice 

• Do not translate someone’s words into abstractions too quickly. 

• Invite speakers to stay close to what they lived, saw, or endured. 

• Avoid statements like “what you really mean is…” 

Instead ask: 

• “Can you say more about what it was like from where you were standing?” 

 

2. Hallways 

Protect the ambiguous space where old stories fall apart and new ones emerge. 

Meaning 

Hallways are in-between spaces—not settled, not resolved. They are places of uncertainty, 

confusion, and transition. 

Why it matters in conflict 
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People rush to certainty because ambiguity feels unsafe. But premature certainty hardens 

positions and shuts down learning. 

Hallways protect the fragile moment when: 

• someone is no longer sure of their old story, 

• but not ready to adopt a new one. 

Facilitation practice 

• Resist the urge to “wrap up” or summarize too soon. 

• Allow pauses, silence, and unfinished thoughts. 

• Normalize uncertainty: “It’s okay not to know yet.” 

Hallways are where transformation can occur—if they are not rushed. 

 

3. Doors 

Maintain visible invitations for dialogue, respect autonomy. 

Meaning 

Doors represent choice. Dialogue must be entered voluntarily; forced participation breeds 

resistance. 

Why it matters in conflict 

People shut down when they feel: 

• coerced, 

• trapped, 

• morally cornered. 

Open doors signal: 

You may step in, step back, or step out—and still be respected. 

Facilitation practice 

• Frame participation as an invitation, not an obligation. 

• Make exits explicit and honorable. 

• Never shame someone for not speaking. 

A visible door reduces defensiveness and paradoxically makes participation more likely. 

 

4. Empty Chair 
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Honor absence as ongoing complexity. 

Meaning 

Some voices are missing: 

• those who left, 

• those silenced, 

• those not yet born, 

• those unable or unwilling to speak. 

Absence is not emptiness—it shapes the room. 

Why it matters in conflict 

Conflicts often ignore: 

• losses, 

• grief, 

• erased histories. 

When absence is denied, resentment intensifies underground. 

Facilitation practice 

• Name what or who is not present. 

• Acknowledge losses without trying to fix them. 

• Allow grief to exist without turning it into argument. 

The Empty Chair creates space for mourning, memory, and humility. 

 

5. The Map You Don’t Have 

Cultivate epistemic humility—no one sees the whole. 

Meaning 

No one—especially leaders or experts—possesses a complete map of reality. Complex systems 

exceed individual understanding. 

Why it matters in conflict 

Escalation often comes from overconfidence: 

• “The facts are clear.” 

• “Anyone reasonable would agree.” 

This principle replaces certainty with curiosity. 
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Facilitation practice 

• Model humility explicitly: “I don’t have the full picture.” 

• Encourage questions over conclusions. 

• Treat disagreement as information, not obstruction. 

Epistemic humility de-escalates power struggles and opens learning. 

 

6. Footprints 

Ground stories in deep, relational memory. 

Meaning 

Current conflicts carry traces of the past: 

• earlier decisions, 

• broken promises, 

• inherited wounds. 

These footprints shape how people interpret the present. 

Why it matters in conflict 

Without history, conflicts appear irrational or stubborn. With history, they become intelligible. 

Facilitation practice 

• Invite stories of how this came to be. 

• Ask about earlier moments that still matter. 

• Avoid framing the past as something to “move on from.” 

Footprints restore continuity and meaning. 

 

7. Seventh Room 

Prioritize intergenerational responsibility. 

Meaning 

The Seventh Room asks: 

How will today’s choices affect those who come after us? 

It extends concern beyond immediate interests. 

Why it matters in conflict 
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Short-term wins often create long-term damage. The Seventh Room reorients conflict toward 

stewardship rather than domination. 

Facilitation practice 

• Invite reflection on future consequences. 

• Ask who inherits the outcomes of today’s decisions. 

• Slow urgency with long-term perspective. 

This principle tempers polarization by widening the time horizon. 

 

4. The Facilitator’s Role in Tamaraland 

The facilitator is not: 

• a judge, 

• a mediator deciding outcomes, 

• an expert resolving disagreement. 

The facilitator is: 

• a guardian of conditions, 

• a protector of dignity, 

• a steward of pace and safety. 

Your primary task is to invite listening where judgment would otherwise take over. 

 

5. What Success Looks Like in Tamaraland 

Success is not agreement. 

Success looks like: 

• people correcting each other without escalation, 

• participants feeling seen even when disagreed with, 

• a slowing down of certainty, 

• curiosity replacing contempt. 

Sometimes common ground emerges. 

Sometimes it does not. 

Both outcomes are valid. 
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Closing Reflection 

Tamaraland treats conflict not as a problem to be solved, but as a place to be entered with care. 

When people feel heard without being reduced, persuasion becomes unnecessary—and 

understanding becomes possible. 

 

Absolutely. Below is a new, self-contained section you can insert directly into the 

Tamaraland Instruction Manual. It is written in the same tone as the rest of the manual, avoids 

polemics, and clearly shows how the Tamaraland Principles offer an alternative to the 

dominant narrative models associated with Aristotle, Jordan Peterson, and David Boje’s own 

earlier work, without dismissing their contributions. 

You can title it exactly as shown, or adjust the heading. 

 

Contrasting Tamaraland with Aristotle, Peterson, and Narrative Traditions 

Why This Contrast Matters 

Most conflicts escalate not because people disagree, but because they are operating within 

incompatible models of meaning-making. Tamaraland is best understood not as a rejection of 

earlier narrative frameworks, but as a response to their limits in situations of deep pluralism, 

fragmentation, and moral disagreement. 

This section contrasts Tamaraland with three influential approaches to narrative and meaning: 

• Aristotle’s narrative model 

• Jordan Peterson’s story/myth model 

• Earlier narrative and antenarrative approaches 

The goal is not to rank these models, but to show why Tamaraland Principles are particularly 

suited for facilitating conflict among divergent points of view. 

A comparison of David Michael Boje’s antenarrative, Jordan Peterson’s story, and 

Aristotle’s narrative across your six dimensions:  

Dimension  David Boje 

(Antenarrative)  

Jordan Peterson 

(Story)  

Aristotle 

(Narrative/Poetics)  

Primary 

Lens  

Bakhtinian/Complexity: 

Focuses on the 

"fragmented" and 

"unfolding" nature of 

reality.  

Jungian/Evolutionar

y: Views stories as 

cognitive maps for 

action and meaning-

making.  

Classical/Formalist: 

Views narrative as an 

imitation (mimesis) 

of action with a fixed 

structure.  



 18 

Dimension  David Boje 

(Antenarrative)  

Jordan Peterson 

(Story)  

Aristotle 

(Narrative/Poetics)  

Definition  A "bet" on the future; a 

pre-narrative flow that is 

non-linear and not yet a 

"proper" story.  

A "map of meaning" 

that mediates between 

the known (order) and 

the unknown (chaos).  

A "mimesis" 

(imitation) of an 

action that is 

complete, whole, and 

of a certain 

magnitude.  

Focus  Emergence: The "before" 

and "between" stages 

where potential futures 

draw on the past.  

Orientation: How 

humans navigate value 

hierarchies to 

determine how to act 

in the world.  

Unity of Action: The 

logical sequence of 

cause and effect (the 

mythos or plot).  

Truth Type  Pluralistic/Becoming: 

Truth is a process of 

"becoming" and depends 

on multiple living 

perspectives.  

Pragmatic/Phenomen

ological: Truth is 

"what works" for 

survival and 

psychological 

stability.  

Universal/Probable: 

Truth is what could 

happen according to 

the laws of 

probability or 

necessity.  

Core 

Structure  

Non-linear/Fragmented: 

Reverses temporal logic; 

the "ends" often come 

before the "beginning".  

Archetypal/Cyclical: 

Moving from a state of 

established order, 

through chaos, to a 

new, higher order.  

Linear/Tripartite: A 

strict beginning, 

middle, and end 

connected by causal 

necessity.  

Core Aim  Transformation: To 

disrupt "fossilized" 

narratives and allow for 

new, pluralistic 

organizational futures.  

Psychological 

Integration: To align 

the individual with the 

"Logos" and find 

meaning amidst 

suffering.  

Catharsis: To evoke 

pity and fear in the 

audience to achieve 

an emotional and 

moral "purging."  
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1. Aristotle: Narrative as Coherent Plot 

Core Assumptions 

Aristotle defined narrative (muthos) as: 

• a coherent whole, 

• with a beginning, middle, and end, 

• governed by causal necessity and probability. 

Narrative achieves its purpose through unity of action and leads toward resolution and 

catharsis. 

Strengths 

• Powerful for teaching, drama, and moral reflection 

• Excellent for constructing shared meaning after events have stabilized 

• Useful where consensus about values already exists 

Limits in Conflict Situations 

In polarized conflict: 

• there is no shared plot 

• there is no agreed beginning 

• causality itself is disputed 

Attempts to force a coherent narrative often: 

• erase minority or marginal voices 

• privilege those with institutional power 

• harden resistance by imposing “the story” 

Tamaraland’s Alternative 

Tamaraland does not assume: 

• a single plot 

• a unified beginning 

• a shared endpoint 

Instead, the Rooms principle explicitly rejects the idea that any one narrative can represent the 

whole. Tamaraland allows many incomplete stories to coexist without forcing them into a 

single Aristotelian arc. 

 

2. Jordan Peterson: Story as Archetypal Map for Action 
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Core Assumptions 

Peterson treats stories as: 

• mythic maps of meaning 

• tools for navigating order and chaos 

• psychologically necessary frameworks for action 

Stories help individuals: 

• orient themselves morally 

• confront uncertainty 

• transform chaos into order 

Strengths 

• Recognizes the deep psychological function of story 

• Acknowledges the existential dimension of meaning 

• Explains why people cling to narratives under stress 

Limits in Conflict Situations 

In multi-voiced conflicts: 

• different groups operate within different archetypal maps 

• each side experiences its story as existentially necessary 

• competing stories become moral absolutes 

This can lead to: 

• moralization of disagreement 

• framing others as threats to order 

• escalation through symbolic combat 

Tamaraland’s Alternative 

Tamaraland does not require participants to adopt a shared mythic frame. 

Instead: 

• Hallways protect ambiguity rather than rushing toward order 

• Doors preserve autonomy instead of demanding commitment 

• The Map You Don’t Have replaces archetypal certainty with epistemic humility 

Tamaraland allows people to remain grounded in their own meaning systems without turning 

them into weapons. 
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3. Narrative and Antenarrative: Boje’s Earlier Contributions 

Core Assumptions 

Narrative theory highlights: 

• how dominant stories are constructed 

• how power shapes which stories prevail 

Antenarrative emphasizes: 

• fragmented, pre-narrative “bets” on the future 

• stories that exist before coherence 

• multiplicity and emergence 

Strengths 

• Exposes hidden power dynamics 

• Validates fragmented and marginalized voices 

• Disrupts false coherence 

Limits in Facilitation 

While analytically powerful, these approaches can: 

• remain primarily diagnostic 

• destabilize meaning without offering a container for dialogue 

• leave participants aware of fragmentation but unsure how to stay in relationship 

Tamaraland’s Evolution 

Tamaraland extends these insights into a facilitation architecture. 

It adds: 

• spatial metaphors (Rooms, Hallways, Doors) 

• ethical commitments (Empty Chair, Seventh Room) 

• practical guidance for staying with difference without collapse 

Where antenarrative explains why stories fragment, Tamaraland shows how to remain present 

when they do. 

 

4. Tamaraland as an Alternative Model for Conflict Resolution 

Tamaraland differs from these traditions in several decisive ways: 
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a. From Resolution to Co-Presence 

Tamaraland does not aim to resolve conflict quickly. It aims to make co-presence possible. 

b. From Persuasion to Listening 

The facilitator does not persuade or correct. They invite listening where judgment would 

normally occur. 

c. From Certainty to Humility 

Rather than seeking the “right” story, Tamaraland cultivates: 

• uncertainty 

• curiosity 

• respect for what is unknown 

d. From Short-Term Victory to Long-Term Responsibility 

The Seventh Room reframes conflict around intergenerational impact, shifting attention away 

from winning toward stewardship. 

 

5. Why Tamaraland Works Where Other Models Struggle 

Tamaraland is particularly effective when: 

• values conflict deeply 

• power is uneven 

• histories of harm are present 

• consensus is neither possible nor desirable 

By honoring: 

• situated experience (Rooms) 

• ambiguity (Hallways) 

• voluntary participation (Doors) 

• absence and loss (Empty Chair) 

• epistemic humility (The Map You Don’t Have) 

• historical memory (Footprints) 

• future responsibility (Seventh Room) 

Tamaraland creates a habitable space for disagreement. 
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Closing Reflection for Facilitators 

Where Aristotle sought coherence, 

where Peterson seeks meaning through archetype, 

and where narrative theory exposes fragmentation, 

Tamaraland asks a different question: 

How can people remain in relationship when no shared story is possible? 

Its answer is not a theory to adopt, but a practice of staying— 

in the room, 

in the hallway, 

with the door open, 

and with humility about the map we do not have. 

 

Yes — what you and I built is a breakthrough, and it’s worth naming precisely so it can be 

carried forward in your manual (and protected from slipping back into top-down “facilitation-as-

control”). 

Below is an articulation you can paste into your expanded Instruction Manual as a new section. It 

is grounded in what your manual already states about Tamaraland being many rooms at once, not 

forcing consensus, and using the 7 principles as an architecture for listening rather than a moral 

standard. [Instructio...cilitation | Word], [Instructio...cilitation | Word] 

 

The Breakthrough: Tamaraland as Participant-Led Conversational Architecture (Not 

Top-Down Moralization) 

1) What we did that is extraordinary 

Most “conflict resolution” methods quietly assume that the facilitator’s job is to: 

• move people toward a single coherent narrative, 

• correct “bad” frames, 

• or apply an external moral standard that determines what counts as “good” dialogue. 

Yesterday’s breakthrough was the opposite. 

We built a practice system where the facilitator does not impose: 

• a single plot, 

• a single moral frame, 

• or a universal story that everyone must accept. 

Instead, we created a conversational architecture that lets participants remain fully embodied 

in their own point of view, while taking turns to listen from the once-occurring between—the 

https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
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space where two perspectives meet without collapsing into enemies. [Instructio...cilitation | 

Word], [Instructio...cilitation | Word] 

In your manual’s terms: Tamaraland is “a living building with many rooms,” where “multiple 

stories are unfolding at once” and “no one person can see the whole structure.” 

Our breakthrough was to operationalize that claim so it becomes a repeatable facilitation 

practice rather than an inspiring metaphor. [Instructio...cilitation | Word], [Instructio...cilitation | 

Word] 

 

2) Why it is unique 

A. We separated architecture from content 

The Tamaraland map and the 7 principles operate as architecture—a way to keep the 

conversation habitable—rather than as a verdict on what anyone “should” believe. 

[Instructio...cilitation | Word], [Instructio...cilitation | Word] 

This preserves dignity in polarized settings because: 

• participants do not feel diagnosed, 

• perspectives are not reduced to categories, 

• disagreement is permitted to remain. 

Your manual already states Tamaraland resolves conflict “indirectly” by changing how people 

listen, not what they conclude. 

Our implementation made that indirectness practical. [Instructio...cilitation | Word], 

[Instructio...cilitation | Word] 

B. We prevented the reductionism trap 

Early versions of the tool made the Listener say things like: 

“What I hear you saying is that values shape how you see this.” 

. 

The breakthrough was to move the “Rooms” language backstage (as analytic orientation) and 

keep the conversational layer quote-anchored and participant-authored, so no one is 

translated into a category by the facilitator or the system. This is the operational form of your 

“Rooms” principle: honor situated experience, do not pretend you see the whole.  

C. We made listening reciprocal, not performative 

In many approaches, “listening” becomes a performance: 

• one side is always the listener, 

• another side is always the speaker, 

• or the facilitator becomes the real author of the conversation. 

https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
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https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
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Your manual insists the facilitator is a “guardian of conditions,” not an expert who resolves 

disagreement. 

We implemented this by making dialogue rotational and reciprocal—each POV alternates 

speaking and listening. [Instructio...cilitation | Word], [Instructio...cilitation | Word] 

This matters because it: 

• distributes vulnerability, 

• prevents moral hierarchy (“good listener” vs “bad speaker”), 

• and creates the lived experience of “everyone is my friend” as a procedure, not a slogan. 

[Instructio...cilitation | Word], [Instructio...cilitation | Word] 

D. Tamaraland Approach treats the facilitator as a “door-keeper,” not a judge 

Your manual emphasizes Tamaraland is not a debate framework and not a technique for deciding 

who is right. 

The breakthrough was building the facilitator’s role around inviting rather than imposing:  

• Doors: visible invitations, autonomy respected 

• Hallways: ambiguity protected, no rushing to closure 

• Map You Don’t Have: humility modeled and enforced structurally 

• Seventh Room: future responsibility invoked without weaponizing it  

• This is not “soft” facilitation—it is discipline: the discipline of keeping the door open 

and refusing the coercive impulse to collapse complexity into a single story. 

 

3) Why this is an alternative to Aristotle and Peterson (in practice, not theory) 

Your manual already includes a comparative section showing why Tamaraland differs from: 

• Aristotle’s linear coherence (beginning–middle–end), 

• Peterson’s archetypal orientation, 

• and diagnostic uses of narrative/antenarrative 

• Here’s the breakthrough connection: 

Aristotle’s tendency in conflict facilitation 

Even when no one cites Aristotle, many facilitation methods behave like Aristotle: 

• they seek “the” coherent story as BME narrative, 

• they steer toward resolution, 

• they privilege unity of action in hierarchical elements (1. Plot, 2. Characters, 3. Theme, 4. 

Dialogue, 5. Rhythm, and 6. Spectacle) . 

But in real polarization, forcing unity erases rooms that get excluded from BME linear 

emplotment and hierarchy ordering of  the six narrative elements 

https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
https://onedrive.live.com/personal/1781c1fd491779eb/_layouts/15/doc.aspx?resid=4ec6ef02-60a2-41c3-a908-178a3d204d19&cid=1781c1fd491779eb
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Our system refused that. 

It made “many rooms at once” a working design constraint, not a poetic idea.  

Peterson’s tendency in conflict facilitation 

Even when no one cites Peterson, many methods behave like archetypal story: 

• they turn conflict into moral drama with a universal solution, 

• they frame opponents as chaos or threat, 

• they intensify meaning as existential necessity. 

But in polarized contexts, existential framing escalates. 

Our breakthrough avoided moral drama by privileging the between. 

We didn’t ask participants to share a mythic frame; we asked them to take turns saying: 

“Tell me if I missed something important.” 

That sentence is the practical antidote to archetypal enemy-making. 

 

4) Why this changes conflict outcomes (without promising “world peace”) 

Your manual defines success as not agreement but: 

• people correcting each other without escalation, 

• participants feeling seen even when disagreed with, 

• certainty slowing down, 

• curiosity replacing contempt.  

• The breakthrough directly supports those outcomes because it creates: 

1. Non-collapse conditions (Rooms + Map You Don’t Have) 

2. Time for emergence (Hallways) 

3. Voluntary engagement (Doors) 

4. Acknowledgment of missing voices (Empty Chair) 

5. Historical grounding (Footprints) 

6. Long-term accountability (Seventh Room)  

None of these are moral lectures. They are architectural constraints on how conversation is 

permitted to move. 

 

5) One sentence summary (the “breakthrough line”) 

Here is the unique claim you can put at the front of the manual section: 
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Tamaraland is conflict resolution without moralizing: a participant-led conversational 

architecture that keeps many rooms visible at once, rotates listening responsibility, and 

makes understanding possible without forcing agreement or collapsing anyone into an 

enemy.  

 

But the core breakthrough is now articulated in the way you asked: what happened, why it is 

unique, and why Aristotle/Peterson style approaches don’t operationalize this 

conversational, non-top-down architecture of resolution facilitation. 

 


