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Prolegemena (preliminary prologue)
What is business storytelling, who is this entity, and where’s it’s heart of caring? Asking what business storytelling is, that is basically the wrong question. Business storytelling is not a thing. We’ll never find the heart of the matter of business storytelling by asking the ‘what question.’ Business storytelling is not a what, not a thing, not a what-content. I ask to other questions instead, the ‘who-question’(who is business storytelling?), and the caring question (where’s the heart?).  A short answer: Business storytelling is a temporal particularity called ‘clock time’ separated from the environing by always calculating spatiality of the world. Who is a consciousness, a mode of being-in-the-world, and this who must be more accurately defined?  Business storytelling, “who is this entity?” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 237, italics original). This is an important question, “the ‘who’”-consciousness of business storytelling, it’s “Being-in-the-world” of business storytelling (IBID. 236). Remove everything from a business, and consciousness still needs to be addressed. Business storytelling is a kind of who-consciousness. Once the who question is answered, I turn to the question of how hearts are all about attunements and do not need who-consciousness. True storytelling puts the who’s and the hearts of attunement into its mode of ‘together-telling’. The essay ends with discourse on the relation of Weick’s enactment to Pondy’s enthinkment. I take the standpoint both are necessary stages in the hermeneutic spiral of true storytelling.

Introduction

	My purpose is not to ask, ‘what is business storytelling,’ it is relate two other questions: is the who business storytelling question is and the where’s the caring heart of business storytelling. Four ‘hearts of attunement’ are co-discovered in true storytelling principles and processes that point to business storytelling Being-in-the-world (Larsen, Boje, & Bruun, 2021). “The answer to the question of the who of this entity” can change in relation of co-discoveredness of the attunement directional orientation of the four hearts of business storytelling (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 237, italics original). By hearts I mean the temporal and spatial directionalities of attunement, which for business storytelling is profit, usefulness, and so on, in relation to non-business storytelling. 
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Figure 2: Not Asking What Question, asking ‘Who’s this entity’ and ‘Where’s Caring’ Questions
A corporate-who of business storytelling lives in clock time, apart from Being-in-time and in-space having too much trouble dwelling in the world of caring.  Corporate-who of business storytelling lives in measured space and measured-time. It’s temporal hearts, the Before and the Bets, as we call them, are mired in clocktime. It’s spatial hearts the Beneath and the Beyond. Corporate-who lives in a spatial extension that in the beneath-heart and the beyond-heart collapses everything into exploitable resources. Humans become merely resources and every ‘thing’ becomes resource to the Anyone. Here are my two challenges to business storytelling. 
Firstly, the who of business storytelling cannot understand the inseparability of spacetimemattering.  Too long socialized into March and Simon’s (1957) ‘bounded rationality,’ the corporate-who of business storytelling has adopted three phenomena resulting in the economics of individualism: “apartness, averageness, and levelling” (IBID. 246). A bold charge. The proof: Hayek’s book, ‘The Road to Serfdom’ which sold over 2.25 million copies (as of 2020) was quoted by March and Simon (1958: 207-208) to collapse bounded rationality into Hayek’s market price theory. This ‘who’ of business storytelling consciousness is the Anyone, which is that sort of corporate individualism that by ‘satisficing’ collapses by three phenomenon apartness, averageness, and levelling. Doing phenomenological research, I find the who of business storytelling enfolds these three phenomena into an existential determinate collapse to the “Anyone.” (IBID. 246).  That is why business storytelling’s Anyone just cannot comprehend Einstein’s relativity theory. This ‘Anyone’-who of business storytelling consciousness is too embedded in clocktime and measures market space to understand the existential-ontological sense of spacetimemattering. Business storytelling is a particular who-consciousness I call the corporate-who.  Corporate-who is one of four consciousnesses we explore in true storytelling (Larsen, Boje, & Bruun, 2021) by a process of going beneath the metaphors, dualities, language-categories, thematics, and analogies, and going to the grounding that lies beyond in-place. 
Secondly, business storytelling cannot find ‘the essence of truth’ (Heidegger, 1931-1932/2008), or any sort of ‘true storytelling (Larsen, Boje, & Bruun, 2021). Business storytelling remains too bounded in the surface rationality of metaphors, analogies, and language games to find its way to what’s true. I will present four who-consciousnesses that each move away from a primary consciousness of being in the community of Being (in-Being of Dasein). Each who-consciousness has an obstacle. Ego-consciousness is first, alone, then it encounters others as obstacles. Corporate-who of business storytelling is bounded rationality, so Anyone is its own obstacle. The we-consciousness has the obstacle of the ‘they-self’ taking over every authentic selfhood (Heidegger, 1927/1962/2008). The eco-consciousness succumbs to the obstacle of measurement, calculation, and quantification and to thinghood. The true storytelling solution to the who’s is to cross them, form hybrids, so in together telling of conversational storytelling sessions, an awareness of relational process ontology emerges as possibility of what we call ‘together-telling’ (Boje & Rosile, 2020). 

In the first section, I explore the who question, and then in the second section, the hearts of attunement question. In in third section, I put the who’s and the hearts of attunement together as the doubled sidedness of true storytelling principles and antenarrative processes to explore ‘together-telling’.  The final section develops a hermeneutic understanding of true storytelling phases of Weick’s enactment and retheorizes Pondy’s enthinkment. The contribution is that advocates for enactment disparage enthinkment, but for me, both are necessary stages of the hermeneutics process of storytelling.

Section 1: The Who Question

	Who is business storytelling? In business storytelling the ‘who’ is Anyone, and “Everyone is the other and no one is himself” or herself, doing business (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 247).  Business storytelling is a total confusion even before it declared itself a ‘who’ a legal person.  Yet, this Anyone of Business Storytelling, the ‘who’ is not nothing” because there is an underling phenomenon that can be investigated. The business of the businessman is profit, is Milton Freidman’s answer to Heidegger’s who-question. In his article in the New York Times[footnoteRef:1] Milton Friedman (1970) wrote about "the social responsibility of business" says the weforum.org.[footnoteRef:2] I want to go a bit deeper, what did Friedman actually say?  He declared business an artificial person, not a ‘real’ who? [1:  Milton Friedman. (1970). Friedman, M. (1970), Social Responsibility of Business, the New York Times Magazine. September 13 (33), 122-26. Accessed Dec 8 2021 at 
]  [2:  What is the true business of business? We.forum.org accessed Dec 8 2021 at https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2016/02/the-business-of-business-is-what] 

“The discussions of the ‘social responsibilities of business’ are notable for their analytical looseness and lack of rigor. What does it mean to say that “business” has responsibilities? Only people can have responsibilities. A corporation is an artificial person and in this sense may have artificial responsibilities, but ‘business’ as a whole cannot be said to have responsibilities, even in this vague sense” (IBID NY Time 1970).

Having expounded his view of the ‘who’ that cannot have social or ecological responsibility, that the only social responsibility of business was "to increase its profits" he described those who took a contrary view as "puppets of the intellectual forces that have been undermining the basis of a free society this past decade” (IBID.). Friedman goes on to say:

“The businessmen believe that they are defending free enterprise when they declaim that business is not concerned ‘merely’ with profit but also with promoting desirable “social” ends; that business has a ‘social conscience’ and takes seriously its responsibilities for providing employment, eliminating discrimination, avoiding pollution and whatever else may be the catchwords of the contemporary crop of reformers.”

Friedman ends the articles calling the who of social and intellectuals or reformers, have a “fundamentally subversive doctrine.”  I think it’s ironic that Friedman declares the business who artificial and the social reformer who, as subversive.  It’s a case of ‘who’ versus ‘who.’ 
	That was then, but today business storytelling is all about the accomplishment of corporate social responsibility with a social conscience, as if what Friedman said, no longer matters:
“Today over 90% of major businesses have specific programs dedicated to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Most CEOs talk about their organization’s commitment to a wide range of philanthropic, employee engagement and other benevolent activities at almost every possible opportunity” (IBID).

	Call me ‘social reformer’ or ‘intellectual-who’, but Friedman’s ‘artificial person,’ the business-who, is not all that vested in Bakhtinian ‘answerability ethics,’ or business conduct with ‘social conscience.’ 
The true business of business of the Corporate-Who?  The 14th Amendment, to the U.S. constitution, ratified in 1868, was designed to grant full citizenship rights to formerly enslaved people. Corporations are not specifically mentions in any amendment or the entire U.S. constitution.  In1886, the Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific Railroad case, the court rules a corporation has the same rights as an individual under the 14th Amendment.[footnoteRef:3]  Rather than recite the legal history, I will present a phenomenological approach to answer Heidegger’s who question: “Who is it really who first of all understands himself [or herself] in such a being-with-one-another?” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 243, bracketed addition mine).  [3:  History of 14th Amendment and its rulings. History.com accessed Dec 8 2021 at  https://www.history.com/news/14th-amendment-corporate-personhood-made-corporations-into-people] 

Heidegger (1925/1979/1985) has three defining terms to specify the Anyone: apartness, averaging, and levelling. I shall assert the Corporate-who engages all three.
Apartness The horizon of interpretation of Milton Freidman and the U.S. court is about apartness. It is not about what is business storytelling, but rather about the who of business storytelling.  To ask what is to ask the wrong question. Business storytelling is ‘taking into account’ and ‘giving an account of’ things of “concern (Sorge) over being different from them” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 244). Apartness begins with the concern for being different from other who’s. But then, comes an awareness business storytelling is always falling behind Others, and so it strives to catch up, “to find advantage over them and is intent on keeping them down” (IBID., 244-245). In other words, there is business storytelling phenomenon to be investigated. A particular mode of Being-in-the-world governs business storytelling’s everyday manner of concern for apartness, finding advantage and power-over others, and to keep others down. This apartness of business storytelling, its concern for power over, is contrary to having a moral answerability or social conscience and is “stubbornly primordially there” (IBID, 245).  The who of ambition is a strange moral compass to not pursue the impairing concern of business storytelling, to set apart the business concerns in everyday pursuits. In short what business storytelling “pursues and manages concern” (IBID.). Apartness of the business concern of business storytelling pursuits of common world are according to Friedman at adds with the public environment, the social conscience, and the critical intellectual.  This explains why the profession of business storytelling collapses whan its distinctiveness with public conscience vanishes, it sets out for the next apartness, and the next, until “total domination” of “being with-one-another is lived totally from the Anyone” (IBID.). Each time the apartness becomes being different from others, and that’s the ground for the who of business-storytelling. 
Averageness Ever notice how wedded business storytelling is to the ‘mean.’  Collapse every person to averageness. “Anything original is smoothed out overnight into something which is available to Everyone and no longer barred to anyone” (IBID. 246). The essential averageness of business storytelling is once again, in its turn, grounding in the Anyone.  Averageness becomes its “existential determinant” (IBID.). The corporate-who in its pursuit of Averageness can be seen if most every corporate hierarchy. Corporations declared individuals, and Averageness declares Everyone an individualism.  I am reminded here of David Trafimow’s work on getting away from the dominance of the ‘mean’ and plotting instead the position of each account.
Levelling The phenomena of levelling takes its turn: “how one would have a common world” and “an intersubjective world” – the Anyone (IBID.). “Dasein first grows as the public world”, and its farthest from the corporate-who of business storytelling world, but then begins “taking over everything” by levelling everything (IBID.).
The We-Who or Public-Who of We the People I call it the ‘we-consciousness’, for example, the public identified initially in the U.S. Constitution: 
“We the People of the United States, in order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.”

“The public is involved in everything but in such a way that it has already always involve itself of it all” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 246-247). We the people has already decided and judged its values and the lives in the Anyone. “The public and the Anyone have to answer for nothing” … “because no one is there who has to answer” (IBID. 247). Phenomenologically it is also not nothing, there is we-consciousness, we the public which is its own mode of being-with-one-another. In the nation and in the family, the ‘we’ adheres obligingly in a particular being-with-one-another. When the public or the family maintains its stubborn dominion, “everyone is the other and no one is himself” or herself” (IBID.). In sum, we-consciousness answers Heidegger’s question, who is everyday Dasein, and their responsibility of the public being-with-one-another.  
Ego-who The apartness, averageness, and leveling of corporate-who, and the we-who of nation or family pressures the ego-who, The who of one’s own Dasein” in everydayness seeking authentic self (IBID. 247). People do not like being treated as things in the corporate-who. “Even the relation to an ‘ego,’ to an ‘ego-pole’ freed of all thingness, is still a concession to a dogmatic” (IBID. 246-247). Much has been written about the search for authenticity, to find one’s ego-self, and its already to extricate one’s ‘self’ form the public. 
Eco-who Husserl phenomenology had banned natural science from consideration, and its distinctive spatiality. The eco-who consciousness seems to be all about finding things in their ecology. 
These who’s seemed to be pronouns: I, thou, he, she, they, other.  What of the adverbs: here, there, and yonder? What is joined by the verbs? 
	Having introduced one side of discoveredness, the four who consciousnesses (pronouns), next I turn to the question of the four hearts (adverbs). The Being of the ‘between’ the hearts, is about the who-question.  Between “already presupposes that two entities are given between which are there is supposed to be a relation” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 252). 
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Figure 2: The Four Who’s of Mapping of Seven Antenarrative Processes

The four hearts are about the attunement question: How do beings attune to Being-in-the-world? The four hearts are not about the consciousness (who) question, the “conscious ‘I’” (IBID., 255). We put the hearts and who-consciousnesses together as two sides of co-discovery.  Not just human beings, but every kind of sentient being. Every cellular being has some sentience, some attunement in which consciousness is not a prerequisite.  The four hearts point to in-Being, which we symbolize by the nautilus. The nautilus (in-Being) is also there and now, in the between of real entities.  
	What Time System is Nautilus (in-Being)? Certainly not clock-time. “In-Being is not a between” it is Dasein itself.  In true storytelling, we follow two temporal directions of becoming called “care” (IBID., 252), neither of which is clock-time. It is always a mistake to designate human Dasein (or nautilus Dasein) as a microcosm over against the world declared a macrocosm.  Why? Because the mode of Being of Dasein is essentially different from any kind of cosmos. The hearts of attunement engage Dasein by encounters on the phenomenon of in-Being. Notice the nautilus when threatened withdraws into its shell. As does business storytelling. That nautilus is “itself there for itself” (IBID., 253). Nautilus is also being-there-with, and intimately involved in what is of concern to itself. And so are humans, in a certain sense attuning to the structure of Being, “encountered in a there” (IBID.).  There, that adverb, is so spatial. There-being in-disclosedness encountered in a ‘there’ (IBID). 
	The four hearts (2 for space, and 2 for space) is our true storytelling shorthand for how nautilus dwells in the world, encountering and discovering its world, in a special attunement, “the sense of caring” (IBID.). Each heart is about ‘finding itself. Beneath finds itself in encounters. Before finds itself in deeper understanding of history. Bets finds itself in intentionality. Beyond finds itself by reflection upon itself. The in-Being (Nautilus) is concealed, and its ‘essence of truth’ (Heidegger, 1931-1932/2008) can be potentially uncovered Being-in-the-world.  Certainly, a nautilus is just as caring about its worldhood than a human. Attunement-caring is “solicited by the world itself” (IBID). Perhaps nautilus is even more caring Being-in-the-world, and it is the human who’s who are indifferent to being absorbed in the world. 
	In sum, that is what true storytelling analyzes, the heart-structures of Being-in-the-world by exploring every kind of attunement. Heidegger (1925/1979/1985) develops four analyses of attunement (‘mood’ attunement) to situation [Befindlichkeit][footnoteRef:4]: (1) discoveredness, (2) enactment, (3) interpretation, and (4) discoursing. I will apply each of these next. I will let the nautilus be our guide in this application. Please note: Mood (attunement) is not to be confused with emotion or reduced to subjectivity and does not correspond to consciousness and is not exactly Weickian sensemaking nor enactment (who in the Anyone (IBID., 255).  [4:  “Befindlichkeit is among the most frequently misunderstood concepts in Heidegger's work”. As used here it’s ‘being in a mood’ or ‘in an attunement.’  Befindlichkeit  refers here to “how we sense ourselves in situations” Quoting from, Gendlin, Eugene T. (1978-79). Review of Existential Psychology & Psychiatry: Heidegger and Psychology, Vol. XVI, Nos. I, 2 & 3, accessed online Dec 10, 2021 at  http://previous.focusing.org/gendlin_befindlichkeit.html 

] 

(1.) Discoveredness There, here, and yonder is the nautilus there-Being in this structure of discoveredness. This spatializing begins with principles (what is true, and what is reflection) then extends to processes (antenarrating Beneath & Beyond hearts). Nautilus or human, “being the ‘there’ itself” is from the beginning not some dead concept or factoid or subject-object duality of the Beneath-heart (IBID.). This there, of the nautilus is Beneath all that, and is relational, Being-there-with-others. Attunement is not reducible to subjectivity. Even when nautilus withdraws in fright into its shell, the nautilus is still encountering and discovering, by attunement, the world that is its meaningfulness and its worldhood.  Nautilus is absorbed in caring solicited by worldhood and is “absorbed-in-the-world” (IBID., 254). Discoveredness by encounter, is one way to uncover the concealedness of Being.
(2.) Enactment Heidegger was writing about enactment in 1925.  Weick’s (1969/1979) enactment is momentarily apprehending fragments or chunks from the otherwise continuous flow of experience. Heidegger (1925/1979/1985: 258) does not conceive of enactment as knowing, rather “ it is being involved with” and “the enactment of being belonging to it.” We will explore enactment in more depth in Section Three.
(3.) Interpretation If we ask, “what is this thing?” (IBID, 260), that is about usefulness (what’s it fore) but there is another question for interpretation, arising from standing in the environing world, in its situation as something. In other words, interpretation is about something Being-in-the-world. In true storytelling, the going to standing, is beneath the language, the thematics, the categories, and measuring and calculating. 
(4.) Discoursing Enactment-understanding double is possible in the enthinkment of something “being heard” which has everything to do with listening to one another and as we shall explore, listing to oneself in the mode of discoursing(IBID., 265). 

Next, I turn to the enactment-enthinkment question. What if, they are standing in hermeneutic relationship? 


Section Two: The Question of the Hearts
	Hearts are all about particular attunements featured in Heidegger (1925/1979/1985;  1927/1962/2008) including fear, ambiguity, turbulence, curiosity, idle talk, language and discourse, understanding, and caring. By attunement I meant to sense something in-Being in its quantum energetic, that vibrates my own being.  The who’s are one side of discoveredness of Being-in-the-world, whether authentically or inauthentically. Attunement-hearts are the other side of discoveredness by enactment and enthinkment (which we will deal with in section 3). Both are necessary to ‘together-telling’ (Boje & Rosile, 2020; Larsen, Boje, & Bruun, 2021). The four hearts attune to space (Beneath & Beyond) and to time (Before & Bets).  
Table 1Seven Principles and Seven Antenarrative Processes of True Storytelling
	7 Principles
	7 Antenarrative Processes

	1 True
	You yourself must be true and prepare the energy and effort for a sustainable future
	1 Beneath
	Fore-concepting is process of bounding (or bracketing) by treating true as language, empirical-sensemaking, etc. 

	2 Making Room
	Ture storytelling, making room by respecting the stories already there
	2 Before 
	Fore-having is the retrospective sensemaking by treating true as facticity of history instead of shallow histories that pass for ‘true’ that erase most of history (aka microstoria).

	3 Plotting
	You must create stories with a clear plot creating direction and helping people prioritize
	3 Bets
	Fore-sight is prospective sensemaking in advance instead of treating plot as true; plot keeps cherry-picking some actors and some event; plots are mostly linear 

	4 Timing
	You must have timing
	4 Being 
	Fore-getting in double meaning: (1) fore-getting timing-as-true is inseparable from spacing and mattering (SpaceTimeMattering inseparability in Barad’s work); 2 fore meaning ‘in advance’ getting our Being-in-the-World we are thrown into

	5 Helping stories along
	You must be able to help stories on their way and be open to experiment
	5 Becoming 
	fore-caring is itself an ethical process of emergence in relation to Being

	6 Staging
	You must consider staging including scenography and artefacts
	6 Between
	Fore-structuring is a process between the four-hearts; fore-structuring for others to be safe

	7 Reflecting
	You must reflect on the stories and how they create value
	7 Beyond
	Fore-grasping by intuitive, 6th sense in Rosile’s (2016) IWOK; abduction in C.S. Peirce semiotics.



I turn now to the enactment-enthinkment controversy, and my own retheorizing of enthinkment. 

Section Three:  The Enactment-Enthinkment Question
I am writing a book about the management thought of Louis Ralph Pondy. I have stumbled upon a controversy I will address here.  Karl Weick laments that Pondy kept to ‘enthinkment’ rather than ‘enactment’.  In my research on the management thought of Louis Ralph Pondy, I do not find the term, enthinkment in any of his published articles, books, or in his typed lecture notes. There is only one reference to Pondy’s ‘enthinkment’ concept, it occurs in print in Karl Weick’s (1995: 36) book Sensemaking: “The implication that enactment is first and foremost about action in the world, and not about conceptual pictures of that world (enthinkment, as Lou Pondy called it) ...”  I am not convinced ‘conceptual pictures of that world’ is all there is to Pondy’s enthinkment. Pondy’s evolving phenomenological sociology, as taught in doctoral seminars I attended at University of Illinois, combined Garfinkel’s (1967) ethnomethodology (creating common sense of everyday social reality) with Mead’s symbolic interactionism, while being what Weick (1989) called a ‘curator’ of the classic works of Thompson (1967), March & Simon (1958), and so on. Next, I want to differentiate enthinkment from enactment, then bring them together as phases in hermeneutic spiral of true storytelling.
Enactment is already Heideggerian It is Heideggerian in Weick (1995) and before that in Heidegger (1925/1979/1985). Heidegger notions of appropriation, consolidation, and preservation are all about what Pondy calls enthinkment, which refines and modifies and even corrects enactment.  After all, in his final phase of writing, Heidegger (1950/1951/1968) askes, ‘What is Called Thinking?’ Pondy asks, what is called thinking in management? And then ask, is management thinking at all, or just enacting?  Next, we can contrast this with Weick’s Heideggerian turn that combines enactment and sensemaking. 
From his original work (Weick, 1969/1979), decades later Weick’s (1995: 43-44, 90) approach to enactment-sensemaking took an ontological turn that is Heideggerian: “sensitive to sensemaking as ongoing activity” (p. 43) in a “situation of thrownness” into Being-in-the-world. This is not my first attempt to understand enactment-enthinkment controversy. Boje, DuRant, Coppedge, Chambers, and Marcillo-Gomez (2012: 594, bracketed addition mine) asserts that Pondy’s enthinkment takes a next step to Weick’s enactment:
“Weick, each time, limits enactment to interpretivism. For example, Weick’s (1969/1979) enactment theory tries to diﬀerentiate from Berger and Luckman by emphasizing how ‘managers construct, rearrange, single out, and demolish many ‘objective’ features of their surroundings’ and ‘literally create their own constraints’ (p. 164). Weick goes on to accuse Berger of Luckman (1967) of stressing SC [social constructivism] as what is ‘selectively perceived, rearranged cognitively, and negotiated interpersonally’ and stress what is required for “actors to attain at least a partial consensus on the meaning of their behavior” (pp. 164-65). And it is here that Weick (1969/1979: 165) splits away from Berger and Luckmann in his most quoted passage (which was inspired by G. W. Bateson): ‘The basic sense-making device used within organizations is assumed to be talking to discover thinking. How can I know what I think until I see what I say?’”

In my new book (forthcoming), I retrace Pondy’s escape from bounded rationality theorizing is where enthinkment may have taken root in essays such as ‘Bringing Mind Back In’ (Pondy & Boje, 1980), “The Other Hand Clapping” (1977), “Leadership as a Language Game” (Pondy, 1978), and so on. In short, enthinkment has more going on than ‘conceptual pictures of the world’ going.  Enactment discovers chunks (fragments) of the continuous stream of experiencing the world of the ‘there’.   Heideggerian enactment is not some form of knowing, but rather it is understanding by attunement of “being-involved-with” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 258). The attunements of fear, ambiguity, turbulence, curiosity, idle talk discourse and language, and on to understanding and care. 
Enactment parsing that stream can be insightful, or just semblance and result in (self) deception. In other words, enactment without enthinkment is insufficient understanding. The enactment-enthinkment in combinations makes hermeneutics of true storytelling possible. Instead of a hermeneutic circle of understanding, or “orbit of understandability” we can approach in he hermeneutic spiral, “in the there”, and after there, “a modification of there” in enthinkment takes place (IBID, 258).  In short, an observer effect of enactment, further modified in enthinkment. If enthinkment is viewed from the outside as some “circle of understanding” (IBID.) it does not touch an understanding of the ‘there-world’. 
How?  Story-listening begins with being-with-one-another in the ‘who’s’ and can continue by disclosing as we listen-to-one-another. Listening occurs at many levels, “sensation of tones”, “auditory”, “hear noises” (acoustics), but it is also to hear the silence of what is not said, and to hear the silence: “to be able to be silent, one must at the same time have something to say” (IBID, 266-268). I silence, in a storytelling hermeneutic, we are listening-to-others, and potentially listening in silence to ourselves. Enactment-enthinkment is part of the hermeneutic spiral of self-correction (Boje & Rosile, 2020). 
Conclusion
	True storytelling principles and processes helps distinguish between “authentic and inauthentic understanding” (Heidegger, 1925/1979/1985: 260). I conclude that it is possible business storytelling operates with a shallow understanding of what’s true, a “pseudo-understanding” is not nothing, it’s still an understanding, a “semblance” understanding that can easily become non-understanding of the environing world, understanding “can slip away” (IBID.). 
	Business storytelling slipping into non-understanding (“semblance of understand”) like the proverbial and popular ‘elevator pitch’ pretending to be “genuine comprehension” of the situation (IBID.). That is why business storytelling remains a possibility of discoverability of what’s true yet seems to slip way into greenwashing and/or whitewashing.  That means that enactment is interpretation whose discovery process can easily go astray. “Interpretation is the mode of enactment of this enactment of the being of discoveredness” (IBID). However, enactment understanding can slip away into non-comprehension. Asking the ‘what is business storytelling’ invites slipping away. So too do metaphors, analogies, and otherwise making language the ‘what question’. Existence precedes language. In other words, in-Being is a priori to language games of business storytelling. Existence is antenarratively preceding language games Pondy (1978) was so fond of. Had he lived past age 49, we could have debated his theory.
	“As Being-in-the-world, discoursing is firs discoursing about something. Every discourse has its about-which” (IBID., 262, Being capitalized mine). To get practical, true storytelling circles are discoursing about something, about-which under consideration of together-telling means not only telling but more important, listening to one another. Language helps manifesting the about-which, but it is not in-Being itself. Interpreting what we hear helps it become evident as we are discussing about something about-which we are concerned.  More than enactment is going on, and I will say it directly, enthinkment is saying something about something in the course of together-telling, by who’s being-with-one-another, discoursing with others, seeking common ground. “It is rather a matter of being-with-one-another becoming manifest in the world” (IBID., 263). Participating-in true storytelling together-telling circles, the back and forth of the who’s is how enthinkment develops in four moments of together-telling.
1.) The about-which talked over
2.) The discursive what (the said as such)
3.) The communications, and
4.) The manifestations of ‘lived experiences.’

These four moments being the ‘what’ question of a true storytelling circle, but it’s not the purpose. The purpose is the ‘who’ question and that ‘caring’ attunements question. That is where business storytelling needs the most help. In the phenomenology of discourse, true storytelling has the possibility and potentiality of talking something through in together-telling, reaching common ground by listening to one-another, but most of all, listening to silences in-between the talking, hearing something called thinking, as enthinkment meets enactment, in the here and now.
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