
 Quick disclaimer: 

 If  you  feel  like  you  get  these  terms,  whatever  you’re  projecting  onto  them  is  fine,  just  roll 
 with it, don’t read any further. I don’t want to prescribe meaning. 

 If  you  just  want  to  read  some  thoughts  on  neurotypes  and  what  mode  of  interaction  with 
 reality  I  associate  with  these  terms,  go  ahead.  Every  type  has  a  wordy  esoteric  description  of 
 how  I  got  to  the  name,  and  a  concise,  snappy  description  of  what  someone  more  lexical  than 
 me associated with them. 

 Update:  The interpretations of the axes used are described  in detail on pages 7 and 8. 

 names  and  red text  by Ouroborista (Aesthetician) 

 blue text  by Timecake (Analyst) 



 Data-fractal Interfacers  (Human Calculators) 

 Discern,  reduce,  and  cohere  with  that  of  the  phenomenologically  accessible  which 
 affords systematization and rationing. 

 Most  of  these  are  combinations  of  an  aspect  of  reality,  physical  or 
 conceptual,  and  a  way  of  interacting  with  it.  HCs  perceive  the 
 universe  as  an  incredibly  complex  st�ucture  created  and 
 recreated  by  a  set  of  �ules,  a  fractal  endlessly  repeating  inward. 
 They  are  interfacers  in  the  sense  that  their  deconst�uction  of  a 
 dataset  into  the  basis  vectors  that  produced  it  allows  for  the 
 efficacious  communication  of  said  data.  In  the  case  of  social 
 patterns,  this  is  a  decoding  of  the  figurative  into  the  physical/ 
 formalized. 

 Vortextualizers (Analysts) 

 Con  c  C  e  ntralize the flow of the informing and cognizable to  afford  affor  d  the 
 extrication of the relevant from the irrelevant. 

 Vo�textualizers  are  also  translators  in  a  way,  but  less  occupied 
 with  the  purely  physical,  dealing  with  concepts  instead.  Whether 
 these  concepts  have  a  basis  within  the  Real  is  of  little  concern  so 
 long  as  they  are  applicable  to  reality,  which  Vo�textualizers 
 through  their  depa�ture  from  the  Real  (read  physical)  are  far 
 more  likely  to  see  as  chaotic  with  incomplete  st�uctures.  To 
 vo�textuali  Z  z  e  is  to  translate  this  apparently  erratic  noise-data 
 into  lexemes  to  make  sense  of  the  absurd  and  show  the  absurdity 
 of making sense the way a Data-fractal Interfacer might. 

 Thought-scapers (Fascinators) 

 Attain  and  accumulate  the  slivers  of  those  phenomen  ons  in  a  which  manifest  s  at 
 the far reaches of the mind. 

 Thought-scapers  are  best  understood  in  opposition  to 
 Vo�textualizers,  who  so�t  of  st�ucture  the  lateral  mess  that  is 
 their  perception  of  reality  by  lexifieing  it,  so  that  the  emergent 
 concepts  can  be  reintegrated  into  the  world  as  a  whole  by  way  of 
 communication.  Thought-scapers  on  the  other  hand  systematize 
 internally,  building  a  kind  of  mind-space  filled  with  cognition 



 machines,  which  they  alter  and  rearrange  in  order  to  keep  up  with 
 their  obse�vations.  It’s  a  multidimensional  a�t  piece  they  can  look 
 at  to  understand  as  they  alter  it  by  manipulating  their  cognitive 
 surroundings. Therefore; Landscape�-approach to thought. 

 Entropyromancers (Newtypes) 

 Acquire, harness, and internalize the temporarily and temporally 
 stable flashes in the processual flux of that which makes itself 
 apparent. 

 Okay,  I  should  first  say  that  these  are  all  so�t  of  superpower  / 
 Type-at-thei�-best  names,  and  also  that  I  associate  all  of  the  hard 
 right  types  with  fire,  maybe  in  pa�t  because  they’re  red,  but  it  just 
 seems  like  all  of  them  fucking  burn,  constantly,  when  operating 
 optimally.  This  heat  manifests  in  the  Entropyromancers  on  the 
 level  of  complex  interactions  of  the  microscopic,  like  with  all 
 high  lats.  The  cognition  of  Newtypes  feels  to  me  like  the  burning 
 of  concepts,  rereleasing  the  chaotic  gaseous  mess  of  molecule 
 fragments,  increasing  figurative  entropy  and  giving  them 
 something they can more naturally interact with. 

 Axiomagicians (Technicians) 

 Manipulate the reductions afforded by the articulating agents and principles into 
 that which conforms with the needed and necessary. 

 Laterality  is  a  measure  of  scale.  With  increasing  laterality  an 
 object  dissolves  into  ever  more  pa�t  objects  and  their  specific 
 interplays.  So  while  The  high  lats  look  at  the  completely 
 atomized,  pure  physical  data  in  the  case  of  the  left  column,  an 
 Axiomagician  will  work  from  a  basis  of  pragmatic  presuppositions 
 rather  than  go  entirely  deep-learning.  This  makes  them  more 
 efficient  than  their  more  lateral  counterpa�t,  but  still  more 
 attune  to  intricacies  than  the  linear,  being  able  to  miraculate 
 off-the-beaten-path  conclusions  due  to  their  more  complex 
 analysis. 



 Matrix Gazers (Quick Witted) 

 Direct the insights into and of the arrayed interactions of the connectome of the 
 layers of the perceptible out into the readily apprehensible  . 

 Matrix  gazers  apply  themselves  well  to  social  interaction 
 through  their  decoding  of  social  systems,  which  is  at  once 
 coloured  by  their  recognition  of  incomplete  st�ucture  and 
 thought  process  which  is  still  easily  verbalized.  Moderate 
 laterality  allows  the  connection  of  seemingly  disparate 
 data-points.  This  quick  and  di�ty  analysis  of,  and  reaction  to 
 system-matrices  allows  Matrix  gazers  to  appear…  well,  quick 
 witted. 

 ¶ 

 Conceptopologists (Overseers) 

 Trace out and navigate the undulations and implicatures of the sensory manifold 
 presented by the environment. 

 Conceptopologists’  tendency  toward  impressionism  makes  day  to 
 day  communication  a  lot  less  intuitive  for  these  types.  They 
 understand  just  fine,  but  their  conclusions  are  topologized 
 rather  than  verbalized.  Unlike  Thought-scapers,  not  eve�y  detail 
 of  their  mind  space  is  arranged,  this  is  more  a  complexly  textured 
 surface,  through  which  ideas  flow  to  their  conclusion. 
 Communicating  them  requires  overcoding  of  language,  which  in 
 addition  to  their  laterality  makes  them  more  likely  to  be 
 perceived as deep than to actually be understood. 

 Overcodadaists (Aestheticians) 

 Indwell and channel (direct through oneself and act as the conduit of) the 
 perceptual stream into that which is evident. 

 Overcodadaists  is  from  “overcode”  and  “dadaists”,  as  in  the  a�t 
 movement.  A  preoccupation  with  decoding  versus  overcoding  is 
 what  the  lex-imp  scale  represents  in  my  mind.  All  hard  rights 
 overcode  the  shit  out  of  their  impressions  in  order  to 
 communicate  to  any  kind  of  useful  extent,  with  that  act  growing 



 harder  and  requiring  more  a�tfulness  as  laterality  increases.  For 
 Aestheticians,  this  reaches  a  point  where  their  overcoding  could 
 be  described  as  dadaist,  a  movement  whose  erratic  and  medium 
 breaking  works  were  often  described  as  representing  the  “impulse 
 of  the  creative  act”  more  than  actually  conveying  anything 
 concrete.  Freedom  chaos  and  colours,  nothing  more. 
 Overcodadaists  don’t  overcode  with  accepted  symbolism  anymore, 
 they  overcode  with  the  “impulse  to  overcode”  itself, 
 communicating mainly the want to communicate. 

 World Crystallizers (Contemplative) 

 Finalize and explicate the always ongoing synthesis of the current paradigm. 

 World  C�ystallizers,  when  interacting  with  a  surrounding  they 
 perceive  to  be  fundamentally  �ule  driven,  are  fine  with  sweeping 
 quite  a  bit  of  nuance  under  the  �ug  in  the  pursuit  of 
 post-ephemerational  t�uth-values.  There  might  be  minor  effects 
 which  skew  the  system  in  ce�tain  ways,  but  to  be  efficient  within  it 
 requires  only  a  maste�y  of  the  essentials  und  a  recognition  of 
 what  those  essentials  are.  This  fabricated,  c�ystallized  space  is 
 their domain. 

 Network Synthesizers (Understanding) 

 Cohere those who are sufficiently aligned with the current paradigm into a 
 cooperative and mutually aligned collective. 

 Network  Synthesizers  and  all  the  fairly  linear  types  share  this 
 unconcernedness  with  the  ve�y  fine  details  that  the  autists  in  the 
 top  rows  get  so  hung  up  on.  Much  like  matrix  gazers  they  look  at 
 social  systems  with  an  ability  to  a�ticulate  their  conclusions,  but 
 unlike  them,  their  more  linear  approach  draws  them  away  from 
 the  meta-level  and  toward  the  practicality  of  optimizing  the 
 information  network.  Small  conversational  disconnects  be 
 damned,  information  exists  within  the  social  web  and  they  will 
 find ways to relay it between its inhabitants. 



 Vignetternalists (Externalists) 

 Extract and emanate the discarded and neglected back into the arena of the 
 readily apparent, o�en drawing the ire of those indwelling the current paradigm 
 and the accord of those on the periphery. 

 A  more  impressionist  cognition  and  the  need  for  overcoding  that 
 comes  along  with  it  leads  Vignetternalists  toward  a  different 
 conclusion  than  network  synthesizers.  They  t�y  to  build  channels 
 to  transmit  that  which  is  layered  atop  the  verbalized 
 information  through  the  social  net:  moods  and  emotions. 
 Conducting  flows  of  information  leads  to  an  accumulation  of 
 information,  while  this  exercise  is  circuitous  with  no  end-state  to 
 be  worked  toward.  It’s  timeless  in  that  way,  with  time  and  a 
 conceptual  future  generally  existing  more  on  the  left  side  of  the 
 cha�t.  Life  for  the  Vignetternalist  is  an  eternal  series  of 
 vignettes to be traversed and mediated. 

 Reality Circumnavigators (Impressionists) 

 Realize (both bring clearly to mind and make real) the passage of and to the 
 ever-withdrawing and transcendent (escaping the bounds of the paradigm) 
 aspects of reality. 

 Reality  circumnavigators  live  in  the  moment  with  time  seizing  to 
 exist  entirely,  there  is  rather  a  space  of  impressions  for  them  to 
 explore.  Their  analysis  looks  at  sufficiently  large  objects  for 
 them  to  actually  get  somewhere  on  that  quest,  again,  unlike  the 
 autists  who  feel  the  need  to  dissect  eve�ything  fu�ther. 
 Communication  requires  immense  overcoding  and  a�tist�y,  but 
 their actions are a decent medium for doing so if all else fails. 

 Notion Delineators (Bookkeepers) 

 Enshrine, inscribe, and adjudicate which beliefs & ideas (notions, enacted or 
 otherwise) are within the current paradigm and which are not. 

 Welcome  to  the  realm  of  get-shit-done.  Reality  is  still  physical, 
 and  it  still  has  �ules,  but  it’s  rare  that  those  actually  have  to  be 



 invoked.  For  the  most  pa�t  there’s  situations  and  probable 
 outcomes.  Which  outcome  is  probable  depends  on  the  space  and  so 
 Notion  Delineators  ca�ve  the  world,  social  and  physical,  up  into 
 spaces,  in  which  one  �ule  holds  t�ue  with  �uthless  efficiency.  Are 
 those  �ules  the  results  of  the  interplay  of  complex  systems?  Sure, 
 but does it matte�? 

 Narrativerifiers (Level Headed) 

 Synthesize and render the enaction of the accounts of that deemed to be relevant, 
 thus disseminating the current paradigm throughout the mimetic connectome. 

 Narrativerifiers,  through  perceiving  the  universe  as  a  unified 
 stream  of  causality,  which  is  however  not  purely  physical  but 
 contains  a  bit  of  the  figurative,  a  contiguous  sto�y  told  about 
 reality  by  people,  are  likely  to  think  in  terms  of  narratives.  As 
 lexicals,  their  prima�y  goal  is  the  discerning  of  t�uth  values  from 
 that  narrative,  while  their  recognition  of  it’s  figurative  aspects 
 allows them to act as level headed reasonable people. 

 Eschatonaturalists (Clearsighted) 

 Uncover (=apocalypse->eschaton) and bring to light that which does not fit 
 through their disengagement from the rigors of the current paradigm. 

 Eschatonaturalists  don’t  hold  the  social  narrative  to  the 
 standard  of  the  real,  but  rather  hold  reality  to  the  standard  of  a 
 narrativized  ideal.  There  is  a  simple,  end-times  state,  with  all 
 overriding  complexities  being  fluff  which  will  eventually 
 collapse,  so  there’s  really  no  reason  to  pay  any  mind  to  it.  The 
 lexical  overrealification  of  a  world  of  flows  and  intensities  is 
 seen as cor�uption and a chore. 

 Social Ignitors (Pure Instinct) 

 Embody, enact, and demonstrate the necessary incompleteness of the current 
 paradigm through their unfacilitated attunement to the world, thus precipitating 
 the ever-necessary shi� of the paradigm. 



 Social  ignitors  act  based  on  what  feels  right  in  the  moment 
 without  regard  for  societal  perception.  They  also  usually  aspire 
 to  some  so�t  of  ideal,  whose  exact  nature  would  be  entirely  lost  in 
 overcoding.  They  are  social  ignitors,  because  like  all 
 impressionists,  they  burn,  and  also  because  their  lack  of 
 constraint  and  passion  for  some  incommunicable  goal  at  the 
 horizon tends to inspire those around them. 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 Okay,  that  sure  was  a  lot  of  fucking  word  vomit,  and  I  really  would  prefer 
 if  you  just  vibed  with  these  cool  ass  terms  and  whatever  they  imply  to  you, 
 but  I  try  to  be  inclusive  toward  lexies,  so  if  anyone  got  anything  out  of 
 the  boring  normal  words,  which  now  outnumber  the  sick  neologisms  to  a 
 worrying extent, that’s a plus in my book. 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 Long  overdue  update,  since  I  finally  feel  like  I  can  put  a 
 thing  into  words.  A  piece  of  feedback  I've  frequently  gotten 
 is  that  the  type  descriptions  themselves  feel  right,  but  that 
 my approach to the axes isn't clear. Time to remedy this: 

 Lin-Lat Axis 

 Laterality  is  a  measure  of  scale,  a  dichotomy  of  the  complete  and  the  completely 
 atomized.  It  is  not  a  measure  of  intelligence  by  way  of  being  able  to  consider  the 
 massive  whole  of  something.  They  are  both  perfectly  capable  but  their 
 approaches are different. 
 Here's  an  example:  A  thought  is  an  object,  and  not  just  any  particular  thought  but 
 the  whole  construct  of  them.  Everything  you  consider  at  one  time  is  part  of  the 
 same  complex  topology,  since  you  are  able  to  connect  them  and  find  links.  You  are 
 able  to  synthesize  thoughts  only  because  they  were  one  all  along.  It's  Trixi's  idea 
 of  laterality  causing  the  entirety  of  your  life  to  be  part  of  every  consideration.  The 
 key  objection  I  have  is  that  your  whole  life  will  always  be  part  of  your  thought,  no 
 matter  how  linear  you  are.  Your  life  shaped  your  mind  after  all,  but  a  linear  person 
 will  approach  the  vast  polydimensional  thought  object  from  a  distance,  with  the 
 surface  presenting  the  pertinent  facing  them.  This  is  the  macro-approach,  the 



 thing  as  whole.  They  can  of  course  zoom  in  to  consider  the  details  should  they 
 become  relevant,  but  only  as  aspects  and  perspectives  of  a  whole,  not  as  true 
 part-objects haphazardly clustered. 
 Laterals  consider  the  microscopic.  What  appears  as  multiple/branching/diffuse 
 trains  of  thought  is  the  consideration  of  the  whole  object  not  as  one,  through  a 
 synthesized  confluence  of  perspectives,  but  as  all  of  its  atoms  and  their  interplay. 
 The  whole  emerges  incidentally  as  the  outline  of  all  the  thoughts  once  a  meta  is 
 established.  Here  zooming  out  is  of  course  also  possible  but  the  whole  cannot  be 
 seen  as  an  absolute  topology,  but  as  a  swarm.  Sort  of  a  thing  in  itself,  yes,  but  you 
 can  still  see  the  individual  pieces  moving  and  it  is  very  hard  to  look  at  the  whole 
 and consider its borders. 

 Lex-Imp Axis 

 I  used  to  describe  the  tendency  of  impressionists  to  be  one  of  "overcoding",  and 
 while  I  think  that's  the  more  correct  term,  the  idea  is  more  easily  understood  by 
 just juxtaposing a focus on decoding with one on encoding. 
 What  does  focus  mean:  not  that  they  are  good  at  it,  but  that  it  is  the  more  involved 
 process  for  them.  The  thing  that  emerges  more  prominently  as  a  general  facet  of 
 their cognition itself. 
 We  can  conceive  of  the  (capital  w)  World  and  all  conceptomic  idea-objects  as 
 polydimensional,  intricately  structured  shapes  and  hyper  shapes.  Topologies.  An 
 impressionist  thinker  will  interact  with  this  perceived  reality  unmediated,  shaping 
 and  entangling  these  shapes  directly  in  their  contemplation  of  them,  while  the 
 communicative  act  manifests  as  the  projection  of  topological  space  onto  the 
 lesser  dimensional  space  of  singular  objects.  Disentangled  Topologisms,  lexemes, 
 words etc. 
 The  quality  of  the  encoding  is  almost  not  neurotype-dependent  and  more  a 
 function  of  practice  and  effort.  Decoding  is  not  usually  necessary  for  normal 
 cognition  on  the  imp-side  of  the  spectrum  and  thus  not  a  process  they  typically 
 consider.  Since  communicative  acts  are  abundant  in  the  day  to  day,  impressionists 
 will have a deep connection to the encoding function though. 
 Lexicals  think  and  reason  not  with  the  direct  conceptomic  object  but  with  the 
 lexemes  that  are  derived  disentangled  topologisms  within  the  object's  image.  The 
 communicative  act  is  thus  a  relatively  frictionless  transfer  into  another  medium 
 which does not typically involve encoding. 
 To  arrive  at  the  lexemic  single  objects  requires  a  decoding  of  reality  itself  which 
 directly  follows  perception  though.  An  aspect  of  the  World  is  capable  of 
 consideration  only  after  it  has  been  broken  down  into  speech-like  disentangled 
 topologisms  that  can  be  rearranged  during  the  course  of  contemplation  and 



 reasoning.  The  decoding  function  thus  permeates  their  thought,  being  its  natural 
 and  inevitable  first  step.  Quality  of  decoding  is  again  not  based  on  neurotype  but 
 practice and effort. 
 The  lex-imp  axis  describes  the  relative  prominence  of  encoding  and  decoding 
 processes within one's thought. 


