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Abstract

English

The nature of structures comprising part-whole relations belongs to the oldest, most fun-
damental and still discussed questions of philosophical ontology. Unlike many former ap-
proaches, which either give priority to the parts or to the whole of such structures, the present
project is an ontological investigation that suggests an alternative to a hierarchical conception
of parts and whole with a one-sided dependence relation. In considering the dynamic ‘in-
between’ or interplay of parts and whole, I develop and determine an ontological category
called ‘part-whole-oscillations’ (PWO). This development combines two crucial methodical
approaches: a top-down, a priori method of formal ontology and a bottom-up recognition of
empirical phenomena. By elaborating on E. Husserl’s III'Y Logical Investigation, I show that
the first method is only of restricted usefulness for the determination of PWO’s ontological
nature, because it leads to formal inconsistencies. It is only in applying the second method
that we can get a clearer picture of what the ontological category of PWO amounts to. This
‘empirical’ part of this project is carried out by interpreting Cognitive Linguistic’s notions
of ‘conceptual metaphor’ and conceptual metonymy. It is also carried out by critically an-
alyzing the notion of ‘Gestalt’ as it is developed in classical and contemporary research of
Gestalt theory. Through determining this category in these ways and through arguing in favor
of empirical perception for the sake of ontological insights, I demonstrate that both an exclu-
sively analytical approach towards a structure’s parts and an exclusively synthetical approach
towards a structure’s whole is insufficient. This the case in particular regarding perceptually
meaningful part-whole structures, and should therefore be updated with a bidirectional and
more experience-based conception of interdependent parts and wholes.

lfaliano

La natura delle strutture che comprendono relazioni parte-intero appartiene alle piu antiche,
fondamentali e ancora discusse questioni dell’ontologia filosofica. A differenza di molti
approcci precedenti, che danno la priorita o alle parti o all’intero di tali strutture, il pre-
sente progetto ¢ un’indagine ontologica che propone un’alternativa alla concezione gerar-
chica delle parti e dell’intero con una relazione di dipendenza unilaterale. Considerando
la dinamica intermedia o la interazione delle parti e dell’intero, sviluppo e determino una
categoria ontologica chiamata ‘oscillazioni-parte-intero’ (di seguito OPI). Questo sviluppo
combina due cruciali approcci metodologici: un metodo fop-down, a priori, di logica for-
male e una ricognizione bottom-up dei fenomeni empirici. Approfondendo la Terza Ricerca
logica di E. Husserl mostro che il primo metodo ¢ di limitata utilita per la determinazione
ontologica delle OPI, perché conduce a incoerenze formali. E soltanto applicando il secondo
metodo che possiamo ottenere un’immagine pil chiara di cio a cui equivale la categoria on-
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Abstract

tologica di OPI. Questa parte ‘empirica’ del progetto ¢ condotta interpretando le nozioni di
‘metafora concettuale’ e ‘metonimia concettuale’ della linguistica cognitiva. Essa compie
anche un’analisi critica della nozione di ‘Gestalt’ cosi com’¢ sviluppata nella ricerca clas-
sica e contemporanea della teoria della Gestalt. Determinando questa categoria in tali modi e
esprimendosi a favore della percezione empirica per il bene della comprensione ontologica,
dimostro che sia un approccio esclusivamente analitico verso le parti di una struttura che un
approccio esclusivamente sintetico verso I’intero di una struttura sono insufficienti. Questo
¢ il caso in particolare per quanto attiene alle strutture parte-intero significative da un punto
di vista percettivo, e deve quindi essere aggiornato con una concezione dell’interdipendenza
di parti e interi bidirezionale e pil basata sull’esperienza

v



Preface and Acknowledgments

According to the Bartle taxonomy of player types, one can distinguish between four kinds
of video gamers: killers, achievers, socializers and explorers. Killers enjoy competition by
force or strategy, achievers are perfectionists who want to get out of a game as much as they
can, socializers have fun in interacting and hanging out with other players, and explorers
like to create, craft and discover the world of the game in a non-linear way. This taxonomy
of players is more general than it seems at first sight. For example, it is easily applicable to
PhD students in philosophy and their respective theses, whereby, of course and as always,
overlaps are the norm rather than the exception. Firstly, there are killers who enjoy to fight
with arguments as if they were on a battlefield: they ‘defend’, ‘hold’, ‘attack’ a position or
any kind of -ism with rigor and intelligence and they have a keen sense for abstract, ‘cold-
blooded’ reasoning. Then there are achievers who often have been working on their subject
matter since long before their PhD period in order to become a designated specialist on their
research area. They have read nearly everything of the primary and secondary literature on
their topic, they take the omnipresent publish-or-perish mentality to heart, they know exactly
where there are research desiderata to be filled, and their strengths are therefore planning and
knowledge. The socializers among the PhD students of philosophy invest a great amount
of time to learn languages, visit conferences, make connections, and engage in or avoid
departmental politics. They usually regard their own thesis as a project of collaboration
or as a contribution to a team of researchers rather than the masterpiece of the lone wolf.
Finally, the explorers enjoy to do research off the beaten tracks by discovering more than
just one side and implication of the subject matter they are interested in. They do so by
integrating different, even non-philosophical disciplines into their work and by assembling
lines of argumentation that may seem unconventional. Their strengths are curiosity and
originality. Thus each of these four types has clear benefits, and the weaknesses of each type
are mirrored in the benefits of the others. But I can think of nobody, neither in my experience
as gamer nor in my experience as a PhD student in philosophy, who ever embodied all of the
four types at once. Even one type alone is hardly possible to master.

When I look back now on my thesis and on the years in which I have done the preparation,
the research, the discussions and the actual writing of it, it seems that for the bigger part I
can identify my way of doing philosophy with the explorers, and for a lesser part with the
achievers. Although in particular for the content of my thesis, it would have been useful to
possess more qualities of a killer to persuasively develop my own position and to show the
insufficiencies of others, it somehow happened that I saw more truth than falsity in most of
the texts I studied. For one reason or another, I preferred to combine different stances into an
assemblage of which only the name is my own rather than to destruct them in order to con-
struct something which has to be defended in order to exist. This does not mean, however,
that I consider my thesis to be the result of teamwork, of an academic environment like you
would have in a graduate school or as doctoral assistant, of teaching and discussions with
students, or at least of previous, similar studies in one single discipline the footsteps of which
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I'intend to follow. For reasons internal to the content of my thesis and external to its realiza-
tion, I could be less a socializer than I would have liked to be, notwithstanding the chance
I took to learn Italian and to present at conferences in Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands, Spain, and Japan. What I did, however, and what I have always enjoyed, was to
pick from the topics that interest me, even if they range over different scientific disciplines,
and to transcend my horizon, in other words: to explore what is possible in writing a philo-
sophical text and perhaps to go slightly beyond this conventional threshold. The work and
the working of explorers is genuinely open-ended, which is why, as I will also mention in
the thesis itself, I consider my research only as a building block which can and should be
implemented like modelling clay into a more embracing theory. In order to make this possi-
ble and to avoid a certain vagueness, superficiality or hastiness that is often connected with
interdisciplinary work conducted by one single person, I attempted to be as careful as pos-
sible in my acts of exploring and to not just ‘go over’ the fields I discuss, but to concentrate
only on a few thinkers and topics therein. This, together with the vision that there is much
more to be done (inside and especially outside of academia) with the ideas touched upon in
the following pages, makes me want to join the camp of the achievers as well. Since I am
and want to be everything but an expert in the fields I explore, however, I join this camp
only as onlooker for whom philosophical reflection counts less as a result and as product of
an industry of experts, but as a movement towards discovery beyond the limits of one’s own
horizon. Careful philosophical exploration is thus the watermark underlying the following
pages, with all the risks and benefits this hybrid type of doing philosophy implies.

Luckily, no matter with which type or types one identifies, there are always people with-
out which the privilege of embodying such a type would be impossible in the first place.
First and foremost, I would like to thank my two supervisors Matteo d’ Alfonso and Georg
Stenger for the freedom, trust and support they gave me in developing this thesis. I also
thank Hans Rainer Sepp for helping me with publications and for seconding some decisions
I made in this project’s early stages. Furthermore, the input I got during conferences and
meetings from Alfonsina Acito, Wolfgang Huemer, Michael Kubovy, Toru Tani, Enrico Ter-
rone, Fiorenza Toccafondi, Giuliano Torrengo is invaluable. Thanks to all of them. For
reading, helpful discussions and/or general support in different aspects, I thank my friends
Barbara Babic, Marco Bazzan, Attilio Bragantini, Kyla Bruff, Nicole Canino, Carli Coenen,
Raffaele Coppeta, Irene Delodovici, Jana Krutwig, Kentaro Otagiri, Nathalie Saouma, Lukas
Schmutzer, Helmer Stoel, Hanna Trindade, Wawrzyn Warkocki, Thomas Wolfers, Susanna
Zellini. I thank the Austrian Academy of Sciences and the University of Ferrara for financial
support. For her love, her care and support, her patience in going through the whole text and
painstakingly pointing out what a supposedly careful exploration could not notice, as well as
for her social and intercultural coaching, I warmly thank Elise Coquereau. She has always
been the socializer to which I look up.

This thesis is dedicated to my parents, Johann and Andrea Stadler, whom I thank for
always being there and for never insisting on an answer to the often heard question of ‘what
can you do with philosophy?’. They know that ‘what can you do without it?’ is the question
that makes more sense to be asked in the long run.
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Infroduction with a Fictional
Scenario

Though order never can be willed
But is the state of the fulfilled,
For will but wills its opposite

And not the whole in which they fit,
The symmetry disorders reach
When both are equal each to each,
Yet in intention all are one,
Intending that their wills be done
Within a peace where all desires
Find each in each what each requires,
A true Gestalt where indiscrete

Perceptions and extensions meet.

- W.H. Auden, excerpt from New Year Letter (1940)!

In the Midst of Arnheim’s ‘Daily Paradise’

How to discriminate and yet create a bond between parts and their whole or between a whole
and its parts is one of the oldest philosophical questions to meditate on. As an axiom to which
I have never found a serious contradiction, we can state that everything is and can be a part of
something, and everything is and can be a whole for something. There is nothing, except for
some unprovable assumptions like indivisible physical atoms or an all-encompassing God,
that cannot serve as an example for this axiom. Given that the philosophical question of
parts and wholes is applicable to every domain of being, because part-whole structures are
inherent among others to the (in)organic nature and the contents of experience, the syntax
and semantics of language and the concepts of abstract thinking, the patterns of metaphysical
speculations and the (dis)orders of everyday emotions, it is first of all an ontological question.
It concerns all aspects of reality, which means that it is omnipresent and thus concerns reality
itself. Parts and wholes, including their possible relations, are a fundamental part of reality,
whereby reality should not be understood as a whole which is not and cannot itself be a part
of a more comprehensive whole, e.g. of nothingness or becoming. Otherwise, the axiom
would indeed be contradicted and another one would have to be defended, whereby it is
rather something else that I want to defend as a thesis in this project.

I want to argue that ontology alone, i.e. the discipline that investigates the existence and
the proper nature of entities taken as the entities they are and not as something different (for

ICf. Auden [1991: 200].



Introduction with a Fictional Scenario

example as objects for scientific experiments), is insufficient to determine a fundamental as-
pect of the relation between parts and wholes. The fundamental aspect of parts and wholes
for which pure ontology is insufficient concerns their meaningful interplay, their dynamic
‘in-between’, their switching from one to another, what I will henceforth call, for lack of a
better technical term, ‘part-whole-oscillation’ (Pw0). We will see that PWO has an ontolog-
ical nature, which means that it is something special and important which is irreducible to
and incomparable with anything else. But in order to determine this ontological nature, it is
impossible to stay within the rationalistic limitations of formal thinking and a priori argu-
mentation that ontology often consists in. I will demonstrate instead that what is needed to
approach the reality of a dynamic and meaningful interplay between parts and their whole is
an interdisciplinary opening of the discipline of ontology, or, more precisely, the inclusion
of methods to study empirically perceptible phenomena into the conclusions that are drawn
with ontological pretensions. Only then can we discover the omnipresence of a phenomenon
that might be able to discriminate and yet account for the bond between parts and whole,
since, as we will see in the course of this project, in a purely formal, (onto-)logical reflection
that does not take into consideration what is perceptually given, we cannot arrive at a com-
plete picture of reality in its fabric of interconnected part-whole structures, which are often
less thinkable than they are simply experienceable.

Although part-whole relations are everywhere, however, we do not always reflect on them.
Most of the time, their ontological omnipresence is something taken for granted, something
we automatically deal with and experience without surprise. For this obvious reason, be-
fore the sleeves will be rolled up and the argumentative work of this project will begin, it
i1s important gain some awareness for the philosophical question that is at stake. Without
awareness as an unprejudiced and intuitive anticipation of the singular and often personal
nature of a philosophical question, any confrontation with argumentative pros and cons are
like being thrown in at the deep end. By providing the possibility of becoming aware of the
not always unproblematic omnipresence of part-whole relations, I also want to touch upon
my own personal commitment, i.e. my ‘motivation’ for reflecting on this topic, and in so do-
ing, delineate the parameters which I think are the most important for an approach towards
the determination of PWO’s ontological nature. Therefore, with the invitation to the reader
with advanced philosophical knowledge about part-whole relations to directly jump to the
roadmap below, let me begin by illustrating the significance of the subject matter by means
of a fictional scenario. Compared to a random list of examples, a single comprehensive sce-
nario can create a more efficient presentation of the topic we should become aware of. The
scenario I would like to present is told in a passage of a text written by the art theorist and
Gestalt psychologist Rudolf Arnheim. In his life, he wrote one single novel, which, unlike
his influential theoretical writings, still remains untranslated and therefore, under the politi-
cally loaded label of German exile literature, almost unnoticed. The novel in question was
written between 1936 and 1940. It is entitled A Topsy-Turvy World. A Fantasy Novel* and
tells the story of a nameless young man who crosses two ontological borders, one in the very
beginning and one at the very end of the book. He crosses these borders undeliberately, the
first one out of inattentiveness and falling asleep, and the second one while holding the hand
of a girl, thus out of love and the longing for communion.

The world he finds himself at the outset, after napping during a train ride, is like a selva

’The original German title reads: Eine verkehrte Welt. Phantastischer Roman. All translations from this book
are my own.
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oscura in which nothing makes sense and everything goes wrong: children rule over their
parents and teachers, the poor are dictating the rich, the arising daylight indicates bedtime,
the social order is rigid and mutual control is a virtue, disharmony and aggressiveness among
the people are all over the place and even material objects like furniture and houses are, as
formless and soulless entities, subject to human demands. “Skew and contorted the con-
tours were running, they bulged preposterously or narrowed into concaves, nothing adjacent
harmonized, no single entity complied with a major form.”® [Arnheim 1997: 270] It is a
dystopian, hectic world in which laws are arbitrary and opaque, bodily pleasure is found in
disgust or abstinence, privacy is despised and information is dispersed in order to confuse
and intimidate. Nothing makes sense, nothing works out well, faces are covered with masks
and the concept of peace is nothing but a dishonest ideal. Although the protagonist has to
live through this chaotic world in which no single member shows any capability of forming
a stable community with other members or things, he falls in love with a young woman who
is a native of this land. Finally, after one of the story’s many fights between persons and
families, she takes his hand and brings him to a land where this corrosive dismemberment
ceases to disturb the positive lawfulness of the social and natural world.

This is the second ontological transition, and it is where my philosophical interest has been
triggered every time I was reading the last chapter called ‘Daily Paradise’ (Tagesparadies).
To me it seems that what happens in this chapter is ontologically significant to such an extent
that it will serve to mark the parameters from which the present project receives its bearings.
It is ontologically significant, because it exemplifies the possibility of an ontological dimen-
sion of Gestalt-thinking, i.e. of the general idea that there can be a qualitative difference
between a whole and the sum of its parts, such that the ‘supra-summative’ whole is primary
to and determines the nature of its parts. In this way of thinking, the whole is then the
Gestalt, and although it is composed of parts, it is characterized by a kind of homogeneity
in the sense of order and conciseness (Prdgnanz) that the parts do not have, neither in iso-
lation nor as a sum. I always wondered, however, if the idea of a Gestalt does not make
more sense if it is not just the whole that is of interest, but rather the the perceptible and
dynamic, interconnecting difference between whole and parts. Wherein could the nature of
this difference, of this interplay between allocatable parts and an allocatable whole within
one and the same Gestalt-entity, possibly lie? Unsatisfactorily, as we will see, most research
in the Gestalt tradition has focused on the qualities a whole possesses whereas its parts do
not, or vice versa, which accounts for the distinguishability of parts and whole. Also, most
contemporary research on Gestalts stays within the empirical and cognitive realm, without
drawing more general consequences of a philosophical scope. But granted that there are in-
deed wholes that are qualitatively different from the sum of their parts, then what might be
the ontology of this interconnecting difference itself? With ontology, I mean less its onfo-
logical status, i.e. the loci and conditions of its existence, since it would take many scientists
from different disciplines to answer this question, but rather the equally relevant ontological
nature: what is this interconnecting difference, what is PWO in itself?

This question matters, because if parts and whole are both qualitatively discernible and at
the same time make for one single Gestalt-entity, then there must be an interface or hinge
between parts and whole, a point x where both are able to be switched into another and where,
in a synthetic direction, the extra qualities of the whole appear or, in an analytic direction,

3“Schief und gewunden liefen die Konturen, bauchten sich sinnlos aus oder verengten sich zu Hohlungen,
nicht Benachbartes stimmte zusammen, und kein Einzelnes fiigte sich in eine grofle Form.”
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they vanish and part-qualities might be glimpsed at instead. I will argue that it is not enough
to just observe which kind of qualities a whole has and its parts do not, or vice versa, and
conclude from there that a whole is somehow different and can be labelled as ‘Gestalt’. We
need to disclose the particular nature of this difference of a parts and whole, this difference
that both unifies and separates them. At this early stage, let me only hypothesize that the
interplay of parts and wholes is not only an important and often overlooked aspect of Gestalt-
thinking and other disciplines concerned with part-whole relations (in particular mereology),
but that it could also be seen as a general, irreducible and creative feature of reality itself.
In other words, my hypothesis is that a determination of PWO’s ontological nature can help
to develop a more complete ontological framework that integrates this category of reality as
one constitutive element among others. I will not develop such a framework here, because
it would also have to deal with the ontological status of PWO. My sole interest lies in the
nature of this category itself, not in its place within a system or a Theory of Everything.
This category, to sketch it again in a preliminary way, is the energetic momentum in between
parts and whole. It is the oscillation preventing that a Gestalt-entity is either reducible to
its functional parts, or to its being an integrative whole. It should be a dynamical and a
creative category that allows for the existence of whole-qualities or part-qualities without
thereby superseding the singularity of the other. Of course, all of this is is vague now and
will become clearer and better defined once I will discuss relevant part-whole theories and
distill from them the characteristics of PWO in the subsequent chapters.

For now, allow me to further create an awareness for this topic by encompassing this hy-
pothesis with the help of the events happening in Arnheim’s novel. They make me assume
that Arnheim, who himself was a prominent figure of the psychological and aesthetic side of
Gestalt-thinking, must have shared the assumption that what he elsewhere calls “the patterns
of forces that underlie our existence” [Arnheim 2004: 315] are dynamic relations with their
very own ontological nature. The first event in the story in which the ontological dimension
of Gestalt-thinking is exemplified takes place just after trespassing the border of this para-
disiac reality. At this moment, the very first thing the protagonist becomes aware of is a tree,
standing on the side of the road. Initially, he takes it to be a work of art, because its forms
appear to be regular and perfected. While looking at it, he hears the voice of his girl: “‘Here,
the arbitrariness ends’, she said, ‘and the realm of the law begins. [...] Out here, people do
not rule anymore’, she said, ‘here, it is the law that rules.”” [Arnheim 1997: 271] Still under
the spell of the overall disorder they are coming from, the protagonist asks: “‘But who can
effectuate the law, if not humans?’”> [id.] To which the girl responds: “‘The law rules in the
things’ [...] ‘and out of the things it comes to us.””® [id.] Now, the protagonist takes a closer
look at the tree, and what he sees effectuates a profound experience of reality in him. In the
regularity of the tree, he observes an organic diversity of parts, a depth and balance among
branches, birds and leaves, a manifold so unconstrained and yet quintessentially associated.
Created out of this interplay of forms and life, the tree thrones almost proudly as one single,
stable entity, and in return it provides each of its parts with an identity and function. It seems
as if “augmentation and diminishment, acting and being, compensated for each other in a

4“‘Hier endet die Willkiir’, sagte sie, ‘und das Reich des Gesetzes beginnt.’ [...] ‘Hier drauBlen herrschen
keine Menschen mehr’, sagte sie, ‘hier herrscht das Gesetz.””

>““Wer kann das Gesetz zur Wirkung bringen, wenn nicht Menschen?"”

6<‘Das Gesetz herrscht in den Dingen’, entgegnete, nach einem Augenblick, das Médchen, ‘und aus den
Dingen kommt es zu uns.””
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wondrous equilibrium.” [id.: 273] The contrast between this impression, as simple as it may
be, and the previous disarrangement is remarkable, both for the reader and for the persons
involved in the story.

The girl clarifies that marvelling at this tree inaugurates the crossing of the border. After
some time, while continuing their way at the borderland of this naturally organized realm
of balanced cohesion, the protagonist notices more and more trees, and “the closer they
converged, the more incomplete a single tree seemed in itself: the trunks were bending, the
crowns were leaning heavily to the side, but looking from the one to the other and along the
rows, the deviations of the single trees balanced themselves to a new unit, uniting the road.
It seemed as if every tree sacrificed its completeness for not being alone; and in the wind
they bowed to each other as if they engaged in dialogue.” [id.: 274]7 From this experience
of nature as dynamically unifying itself on, every perception of the protagonist becomes
enriched with an interplay of parts and wholes, with an attribution of subjective qualities
like loneliness and communicativeness, with a richness of external meanings and values.
After some time, he also experiences this interconnected reality while observing animals,
farmers, friends, couples and - finally - himself as being both an integral part of every such
percept as well as one of the causes of the perceived integralities. Symbolically at the very
end of the story, the masks of the two lovers disappear and at the same time, the singularity
of their connectedness becomes evident: that, while intrinsically connected, both are still
independent parts of their love and therefore cannot kiss each other. If they would kiss, they
would fuse and consequently loose their parthood. The wholeness they form together would
cease to exist, because it would lack the parts it requires to do so. Enlightened by this insight,
the protagonist states: “’Never again I want to go back to the other world.”” The girls looks
at him. “‘To the other world?’, she asks: “To mine - or to yours?’” “‘I don’t know’”, the
protagonist answers confused and sorrowful, “’I was only generally speaking’”.® [id.: 289]
At this point, the story ends, and the reader may wonder how her own world may relate to
the events and experiences described in the story.

With this scenario in mind, knowing that it comes from a literary text, above all one that is
classified as a ‘fantasy novel’ by the author himself, it is indeed justified to doubt whether we
can extract any truth from it for our own world, for the ‘real’ one, so to say. The protagonist
may not want to go back to his world, but are we, as philosophers and readers, allowed to
verify his experiences by identifying them with experiences and structures we actually are
confronted with in what we call our own reality?

It would be far from any intention of the present thesis to ignore the work of philoso-
phers who elaborate and discuss such questions about the capability of literature for bearing
propositional truths. J. Stolniz, for example, confronts artistic truths with other kinds of
propositional truths and concludes that “[a]rtistic truths are, preponderantly, distinctly banal.
Compared to science, above all, but also to history, religion, and garden variety knowing,
artistic truth is a sport, stunted, hardly to be compared.” [Stolzniz 1992, 200] P. Lamar-

7¢[...] je niher sie einander riickten, um so unvollkommener schien der einzelne in sich: die Stimme bogen
sich, die Kronen neigten sich tibergewichtig zur Seite, aber schaute man vom einen zum anderen und
die Reihen entlang, so glichen sich die Abweichungen der einzelnen Bdume zu einer neuen, die Strafie
zusammenschlieBenden Einheit aus. Es schien, als habe jeder Baum von seiner Vollkommenheit geopfert,
um nicht allein zu sein; und im Winde verneigten sie sich gegeneinander wie im Gesprich.”

8«‘Ich mochte nie wieder in die andere Welt zuriick’, sagte ich. Das Midchen sah mich an. ‘In die andere
Welt? fragte sie: ‘In meine - oder in deine?’” ‘Ich wei} nicht’, antwortete ich verwirrt und betriibt, ‘ich
sprach ganz im allgemeinen.””
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que [2007] states that at a thematic level of a literary text (and less at the level of concrete
contents, like the ones in Arnheim’s novel depicted above), there are ‘candidates’ for propo-
sitional truths in literature. However, he stresses the point that these candidates should be
regarded as relevant only for the internal structure of the fictional text and not as proposi-
tional truth claims about the external world. J. Gibson [2003] holds the position that literary
texts neither tend to argue in favour of a certain proposition they proclaim, nor are they (in
accordance with Lamarque) able to overcome a thematic self-referentiality in order to gen-
erate knowledge about the real world. Therefore, the function of literary texts as bearers
of worldly knowledge can be regarded as defective. To avoid that literature falls prey to a
sceptical point of view a la Stolnitz, however, Gibson thinks that it serves to acknowledge
what we already know. According to him, literature can flesh out, bring to life, critically
implement, make us experience and concretize the factual domain of knowledge we adopt
via science, philosophy, and everyday experience.” However, can we count an experience
of unity in diversity, or of diversity in unity, such as described by Arnheim in his chapter
‘Daily Paradise’, among the factual domain of knowledge? Is it already part of our so-called
ontological inventory before we read about it? Or is it just a kind of truth whose validity
merely ranges over the world of the story and cannot be carried into the world we as readers
live in? In short, what can we learn from this scenario?

At least from a commonsensical and purely descriptive point of view, it seems legitimate
to assert that many a time we experience the world around us in coherent patterns, that is to
say in discernible wholes in which every part somehow contributes to the meaningfulness of
the total impression. Be it in nature, while gazing at the life of a blooming tree or observing
animals interacting with their environment, be it in our identification with a social group
that determines our individual qualities and without which we, as individuals, would not
possess and develop them, or be it in the perception of a painting whose beauty is due to its
total composition in which every stroke and dot accentuate each other: such experiences of
part-whole interrelatedness make part of the everyday world we live in. At the same time,
however, they tend to happen at a pre-reflective level due to the immersive nature in which
we participate in them. A literary description of such an experience can be ‘true’ in the way
it helps us to sharpen the awareness for situations in which reality or at least something real
is experienced as unified, as a synthetic or integral unity, and as meaningful only through
this act of somehow interrelating and ordering a diversity of single constituents. A literary
passage like Arnheim’s, to say it in the words of C. Elgin, can help us in “[r]eorganizing a
domain in terms of different kinds, highlighting hitherto ignored aspects of it, developing and
deploying new approaches to it, and setting ourselves new challenges with respect to it [...].
Then categories need to be reconfigured, new lines need to be drawn.” [Elgin 2002, 3] Art
can show us which experiences matter and are therefore worth to be explored scientifically
and philosophically.

In sharing Elgin’s view, I will continue this introduction by carving out the categories,
i.e. the main parameters of the nameless protagonist’s situation when entering the ‘Daily
Paradise’. His fictional situation will substantiate what Elgin, in drawing on a logical posi-

°In Gibson’s own words: “Literature has a unique ability to present our world to us not as a mere concep-
tual object but as a living world. And it is thereby able to take what is dull, wooden, or tenuous in our
understanding of how our words and our concepts unite us with our world and inject it with this essential
vitality of understanding, returning our knowledge to us fulfilled.” [Gibson 2003, 236] He thereby draws
on S. Clavell’s [1969] distinction between ‘knowledge’ and ‘acknowledgment’: we cannot know anything
new by literature, but we can acknowledge what we already know about our world.
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tivists’ distinction, describes as the ‘context of discovery’, “the realm in which the free play
of ideas will be drawn.” [id.: 10] Furthermore and still following Elgin, the parameters from
the context of discovery, which is at the same time the pre-reflexive context of many day-to-
day impressions we encounter, will be connected in order to create a map of categories that
will help us in finding philosophical ‘contexts of justifications’. Their task is to evidence
what has initially been vague, immersive, undefined, fictional and as such simply ‘a free
play of ideas’. In the course of the next chapters, we will see how this map of parameters
can be gradually unfolded in order to reveal the ontological nature of PWO. To begin with, in
making use of this interpretative freedom the context of discovery offers, it is the following
four parameters that appear to be crucial for a philosophical understanding of the literary
passage depicted above and whose appropriateness we may intuitively share: experience, re-
ality, part-whole and meaning. Let me derive each of these cardinal points, which are from
now on typeset in cardinal letters to accentuate their cardinality, from the text one by one.

The Parameters Experience, Readlity, Part-Whole and
Meaning

Experience The protagonist enters the new land. He immediately becomes aware of
a universal law that governs and organizes it. Firstly, this law is present in every sensual
impression: in the visual field in which the tree, birds, more trees and later a whole farmland
appear; in the audible percepts of birds’ twittering, voices and laughter; and in the cool
smell of the forest that “was like a good morning dram.” [Arnheim 1997, 275] Thus, the
protagonist undergoes an empirical awareness of sensory cues, all indicating some kind of
natural organization. Everything he sees, hears and smells is enriched with instances of this
singular law. Secondly, this natural organization appears to be like a work of art. Several of
the protagonist’s empirical impressions are clearly accompanied by an aesthetic dimension:
“Was it a tree? Or was it a work of art?” [id.: 271] Thirdly, he claims that he “senses” 10 [id.:
274] the law, which is to say that he feels how his body as a whole - and not as partitioned
into faculties like vision, hearing, etc. - awakes to it. This becomes clear towards the end
of the chapter, where he and his girlfriend join a group of people who engage in farm work.
Grouped together in a human chain, they catch and throw water melons from one to the other.
In order to become a functioning part of this chain of workers, he not only has to experience
the object tactilely. The situation also demands the integration of his whole body. It is only
by incorporating the ‘law’, by fusing with the surrounding situation, that the melon can be
successfully caught and thrown.!! Fourthly, this harvest of melons in which every co-worker
participates as a functional part uncovers a social experience of the same law that holds true
of the whole ontological domain the chapter describes. Unlike in the previous events of the

10«Ich glaube’, sagte ich, das Gezwitscher der Vogel iibertonend, ‘ich glaube, etwas von dem Gesetz zu
spiiren, das ihr meint.””

“Don’t try to command the bowl - just serve its proper swing!’ I understood; and by making it easier on
myself and giving in more joyfully, by and by I felt to be a link of the chain: the arriving bowls only
touched my hands slightly and flew almost on their own volition up to the girl [...].” - ““Versuche nicht, der
Kugel zu befehlen - diene nur einfach ihrem Schwung!” Ich verstand; und indem ich mir’s leichter machte
und vergniigter nachgab, fiihlte ich mich allmihlich als ein Glied der Kette: die ankommenden Kugeln
beriihrten nur eben meine Hiande und flogen wie von selbst empor zu dem Médchen [...].” [Arnheim 1997,
287]
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story, where the collapse of social bonds was looming at all times due to the incapability of
the citizens to get consonant with each other, being social is now experienced as something
positive and productive.

In addition, there is a fifth kind of experience, namely the experience of certain quali-
ties that can be classified as emotive states and whose origin seems to lie both inside and
outside of the experiencing person. The emotive states of the protagonist himself are episte-
mologically comprehensible. They arise from his empirical, aesthetic, embodied, and social
perception of this world. The network of the tree’s branches he perceives as “mysteriously
pleasant” [id.: 273], the social cooperation yields a “desire” [id.: 287] to be with his girl,
and looking at her for the first time without masks brings about a “deep shock™ [id.: 288]
in him. More surprisingly, however, also the objects themselves have such anthropomorphic
qualities: trees can be lonely and communicative [id.: 274], mountains emanate “pain and
joy” [id.: 281], and water melons and plants seem to possess a palpable responsiveness to
the way they are treated [id.: 285-7]. Whereas the former states could be reduced to acts
of human consciousness, the latter are ascribed to exist in reality itself without having to be
perceived in order to exist.!2 In short, there are different kinds of experience involved in the
protagonist’s encounter with the world he entered. Therefore, it is difficult to give a clear
definition of experience at this point and, as with reality, part-whole and meaning, 1 prefer
to classify it as a parameter that is open for finite yet varying possibilities of being bound in
the context of a more embracing theory. Yet, experience in this story may be empirical, aes-
thetic, embodied, social or (subjectively or objectively) emotive, it is always the same ‘law’
that is present and expressed in every such experience - and that was absent in all similar
kinds of experience before the ontological transition in question.

Reality The second parameter of philosophical relevance delineates this ontological tran-
sition from one world into another world. Although phenomenologically, the concept of
‘world’ has been strongly connected to the concept of ‘experience’ and in my opinion rightly
so'3, it seems to be nothing less than reality itself that changed in this transition. As we re-
member from the last paragraph, every possible kind of the protagonist’s experience points
towards a certain law, a fundamental structure in the new world that demarcates it from the
previous world. The protagonist has to learn to experience this law, to find adequate ways
of approaching it with his senses and body, with his aesthetic and social, his emotive and
axiological awareness. Furthermore, as the girl remarks, the law lies in the things and from
the things it reaches out. Whatever this law may be - there is no explicit formulation of it to
be found in the text of the story -, it has to be an ontological one, it has to be real and funda-
mental, because first, it exists independently of the person who experiences it, and second,
it is universally present. Invariably everywhere it can be felt and detected. It is an existing
law of being as such, without any urge of receiving further specifications into restricted on-
tological subregions of this world: It exists, but not only, as a physical law prevailing in the

12This distinction is based on Tengelyi [2007: xi-xii; 15; 142-151], who calls the former kind of experience
Erlebnis (experience reducible to acts of consciousness), the latter kind Erfahrung (experience irreducible
to acts of consciousness). It is only in the latter in which the experiencing subject encounters something
new and unexpected. Since the meanings of both words are covered by the English term ‘experience’, one
should always be careful to clarify whenever one of the two meanings is intended.

13See Stenger [2008] for a historical survey of the notion of ‘world’ in pre-phenomenological and phenomeno-
logical contexts. See for the latter also Tengelyi [2007: 87-106]. David [2014] provides a very instructive
philosophical and etymological history of the German word Welr.
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water melon; it exists, but not only, as a social law prevailing among the group of co-workers
throwing the melon, etc.

On the one hand, I agree with Fulda [1987: 64], who accentuates that the philosophical
discipline of ontology has undergone an arbitrariness and uncertainty of self-definition dur-
ing the 20" century due to its redeterminations through Kant and Hegel. Indeed, the term
‘ontology’ has been available as a discretionary label with which every theory dealing with
something real or formal can be promoted, in particular since the “revival of a genuine in-
terest in ontology” [Poli 2010: v] in the 21%! century. On the other hand, I think that there is
no need to speak of arbitrariness in relating the events happening in the story to philosoph-
ical research on existence and reality, thus to ontological questions like ‘what is there?’ !4
or “what is the world in its totality?” [Rickert 1934: 54]. Thereby the existence of the
world as an overarching whole can be all altogether refused, of course, but still on ontolog-
ical grounds.!> However, although there may be no arbitrariness in subsuming the story’s
description of inner-worldly structures and trans-worldly contrasts between such structures
under the header of philosophical ontology, there still remains the uncertainty of how ex-
actly, in what form, the experienced law is concretized among the different entities within
the respective worlds. In other words, what is it at bottom that makes the protagonist want to
remain in the world of the Daily Paradise, why does he prefer this ontological setting to the
ones he experienced before?

Part-Whole To answer this question, an interpretation of this so-called ‘law’ is needed.
We have seen that it is neither only physical, neither only social, and certainly not legally
imposed. It is a universal law, a law of this world as world, and as such it is to be experi-
enced everywhere. Therefore, a simple comparison between the protagonist’s last experience
before leaving the world in which he met his girl and his first experience of the world the
girl takes him to should suffice to shed light on the nature of this law. Indeed, there is a
remarkable difference between these two experiences in question. While lying on a hay
wagon with which they escape from the former world, the protagonist throws a last glance
at the houses getting smaller in the distance. It becomes clear to him how arbitrarily and ir-
regularly they are built, thereby expressing the “narrow stubbornness of the inhabitants, who
arrange their walls according to their mood and little insight, without respecting the whole as
a part of which they lived.”'® [Arnheim 1997: 270] In reflecting on this discrepancy of parts

14See Quine [1953] for one of the most influential depictions of this question.

SThis ‘no-world-view’ has recently been defended by Gabriel: “To maintain that the world does not exist is
to maintain that there is no overall focus. Another way of putting this is to assert that there is no such thing
as the meaning of it all and that this is the reason why there is no such as it all.”” [Gabriel 2015: 194] I
sympathise with Gabriel’s ontological pluralism resulting from his view in any case, and it is safe to say
that in order to experience reality like the protagonist in Arnheim’s story does, an ontological contrast is
needed. This contrast is constructed both by the world the protagonist originally comes from (about which
we only learn its existence, but not its concrete contents) and the fantastical world he finds himself in the
beginning of the novel. All three worlds bear different laws and meanings and there is no ‘overall focus’
from which the ontological contrasts between these worlds are combined into one all-encompassing law or
meaning, into one determinable set that includes the other worlds. Even in one single world, there is no
general point of view on it as a world, but only singular experiences in which the nature of this single world
(the presence or absence of the ‘law’) manifests itself. Thus, presumably in accordance with Gabriel’s view,
the ontological experiences involved in the story presuppose a certain pluralism of meanings and worlds,
or of ‘fields of sense’, as he calls it.

16<Niachdem ich erfahren hatte, wie unfriedlich und selbststichtig die Familien miteinander lebten, schienen
mir die willkiirlichen Grenzen der Behausungen den engen Eigensinn der Bewohner auszudriicken, deren
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and wholes, the protagonist finally feels “the discordance in their disunity, the silent war in
their Gestalt [...].” [id.] Every entity appears to be self-satisfied, thereby misusing a certain
contingency that enables it to not transcend itself towards something more comprehensive.
Only a few moments later, however, this perception of parts and wholes as not belonging to
each other is turned upside down in the first perception of the protagonist after entering the
new world. When gazing at the boundary tree, the witness mark that inaugurates the law,
it suddenly becomes clear wherein this law consists: in the actual necessity of correlation
between part and whole. This universal and necessary law of part-whole correlation was
absent before, whereas now, through this contrast, it is experienced in an even more intense
fashion.

In fact, the correlation between parts and whole is both a terminological and an ontolog-
ical one. The terminological explanation of this correlation is straightforward. “The words
‘whole’ and ‘part’ are normally used for correlative distinctions, so that x is said to be a
whole in relation to something y which is a component or part of X in some sense or other.”
[Nagel 1952: 18] Regarding the ontological level, Angelinus [1947] points out that the des-
ignation ‘part’ neither refers to the essence of an entity, because, for example, an arm as part
of a body is something else than a sentence as part of a speech. Nor is ‘being a part’ merely
one of an entity’s contingent qualities. How something can be a part of something else is dif-
ferent and can thus be predicated differently from case to case. There is no simple, univocal
attribution called ‘is a part’. Instead, an entity can only be a part in relation to another entity,
whereby the latter is a whole. “It seems that the being-a-part characterizes a thing not in
itself, but only in its relation to something else’\” [id.: 10] This can be taken as illustrated in
the story we are talking about. A branch remains a branch, a tree remains a tree, the protag-
onist remains himself throughout the ontological transitions taking place. What changes is
their relational becoming or failing to become a part of one or another encompassing whole:
of a tree, a forest, a group of melon-throwers. Thereby the concrete relation of the different
parts to the different wholes is never identical. The relation between the ratio partis and the
ratio totius can only be understood analogically, or to be precise, as an analogy of propor-
tion: a branch as a part relates to a tree as a whole like a tree as a part relates to a forest as a
whole.

This relating to a whole, however, presupposes ontologically a certain incompleteness of
the part and may effectuate epistemologically - in the case of the protagonist - the becoming
aware of it. It seems that a self-sufficient entity, for which Angelinus uses the scholastic
term “substantia completa” [id.: 12], thus an entity that is not in need to develop any further
because it is fully actus without any potentia left to be realized, cannot find completion in
a whole, because it is complete already in itself. It seems that it can merely be added to
other entities of this kind. The first world can be characterized as such an aggregate of self-
satisfied entities without motivation for mutual completion. Everything is juxtaposed like
elements added to a set. No mutual bonds are created in fear of forfeiting independence. If
the set dissolves, nothing is lost. Personal autarchy finds expression in interpersonal conflicts
and demonstrations of power towards inanimate objects. The ontological incompleteness of
the latter is intensified by ever getting selfishly deformed through the citizens’ willpowers.

jeder seine Wiinde so einrichtete, wie es seiner Laune und geringen Einsicht entsprach, ohne an das Ganze
zu denken, als dessen Teil er lebte.”

"The original Dutch of Angelius reads: “Het deel-zijn karakteriseert blijkbaar een ding niet in zich, doch
alleen in zijn betrekking tot iets anders.” All translations from Deel en Geheel are my own.

10
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However, the epistemological illusion the inhabitants of the first world fall prey to is that
from an ontological perspective, even entities that are self-sufficient in themselves can be
seen as incomplete in relation to another. In keeping their own complete substance, they can
still unite with other parts in order to form a greater whole and receive a supplementary com-
pletion, a surplus value, through this unification. “Through essentializing this new integrity
together, the in themself complete things become parts of a new unity; but then a unity of a
different order, a mutual unity, a unity of relation.”!8 [id.: 13]

Accordingly, the ontological law we are looking for is nothing else than the following
principle: both an ontologically incomplete and an ontologically complete entity can get
enriched by committing their incompleteness in relation to something else. Everything and
every person in the new world agrees with and therefore acts according to this universal prin-
ciple. Gradually, also the protagonist learns to experience it, starting with empirical observa-
tions of the boundary tree’s interplay of parts and wholes, continuing with the integration of
his body into the group of workers and resulting in the final epistemological insight that if he
kissed the girl, then both of them would loose the ontological completeness of relation they
receive exactly by committing themselves to be incomplete parts of the whole they create.
We can also say that in principle, independence and interdependence can go hand in hand.
Now we only have to find out wherein the positive nature of this additional completeness
lies, regarding the fact that everything could exist self-sufficiently without it and that even in
the new world, there always remains the freedom either of not experiencing the law, like the
protagonist did in the beginning, or of acting against it, like he could do if he decided to kiss
his female companion.

Meaning The benefit of the law the story tells about seems to lie in the bonus every en-
tity receives for engaging in interdependence. This bonus lies in a certain surplus value a
respective whole distributes among its parts. Otherwise, there is no internal motivation for
committing to a relational incompleteness. The only non-motivational way in which parts
can form a whole would be under compulsion. This is the case in the world the couple is
escaping from. Here, the parts co-exist in agglomerations such as families, houses, schools,
public places and celebrations. Although the parts, that is to say the persons but not the
objects they are surrounded with, are ontologically complete in that they do not need and
even refuse other parts in order to exist, they are forced to co-exist for the sake of social
order. This social order is necessarily rigid and denunciatory, or else there would be too
many conflicts among the mutually exclusive parts. The point is, however, that this order is
completely arbitrary. Neither to the reader, nor to the protagonist it does make any sense. On
the one hand, there is a strict social hierarchy with visible class marks and according author-
itarian modes of treatment. On the other hand, on the top of this hierarchy stands a queen
who commands total equality of the citizens: everybody has to wear a mask, nobody has a
name. This inflicted hierarchisation and equalisation of the parts, which causes confusion
and even more conflicts, stands in sharp contrast to the effects created by the ontological law
of the world the couple escapes to. Whereas the wholes in the former world either are simply
meaningless aggregates and even afflict the substantial completeness of its parts, the wholes
of the new world provide a surplus value to each part that is expressed in the latter’s internal

18“Doordat zij te samen die nieuwe volmaaktheid verwezenlijken, worden die op zich zelf geheel volledige
dingen dan toch bestanddelen van een nieuwe eenheid; maar dan een eenheid van andere orde, een be-
trekkelijke eenheid, verhoudingseenheid.”

11
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motivation for uniting without any external enforcement to do so.

The reason why entities unite in the new world are thus not to be found in external con-
straints. Nor are they reducible to the individual nature of an entity, because, as we have
seen, parthood neither applies to the essence of an entity nor to one of its qualities. Two or
more things may not have any qualities in common and be completely different in essence,
but they can still stand in a part-relation to the same whole. To use an example from the story,
the physical momentum of a water melon and the joy of co-workers throwing that melon be-
long as parts to the same experiential whole or overall situation, while what they are and how
they are parts differ considerably. Instead, the surplus value they receive from the whole is
the meaning they co-create as parts. In other words, it seems as if ‘is meaningful’ can only
be directly attributed to the whole as an ontological entity in its own right (albeit not as a
material entity, which we will see in chapter 2). Indirectly, also the parts as parts and not as
what they are apart from being a part are meaningful, but always in relation to and thanks
to the whole. This presupposes that from an ontological point of view, the whole must exist
prior to and independent of its parts because, as Angelinus points out, “the parts are made a
part in a formal sense by the whole they form. But the whole is not made a whole in a formal
sense by the parts due to which it exists, but by the unity it forms with the parts; and for
this unity a whole does not rely on its parts, quite in contrary, because of its parts it would
rather be a diversity.”!® [Angelinus 1947: 42] Furthermore, a whole is always more complete
than any of its parts, because being a part presupposes a relational incompleteness which the
whole as such is able to compensate, and this is only possible if it is more complete than the
relationally incomplete parts. It is hard to imagine, however, that the existence of something
with a higher degree of ontological completeness is composed of entities with lower degrees
of completeness - although from a merely temporal point of view, both parts and whole are
created simultaneously and neither can be said to have existed prior to the other.2"

Let us assume the plausibility of this argumentation for the sake of our philosophical in-
terpretation of the story. When the protagonist looks at the boundary tree, he experiences
not only that there are parts belonging to the tree, but it is the very motivation of the parts to
unite in order to participate in the meaningfulness of the whole that becomes evident. Taken
as such, the parts remain black birds and brown branches and green leaves. In the realm of
what is known as primary and secondary qualities, there are no differences. What changes
through their unification is that by committing themselves to be incomplete in relation to an-
other and therefore to a whole, they gain an additional value that elevates them ontologically,
but without thereby creating arbitrarily inflicted hierarchies. Rather, the meaning dispersed
by a respective whole consists in an experiential composition which brings the parts together
regardless of whether they are persons, animals, things or even emotive and abstract enti-
ties such as feelings or thoughts. “It seemed as if every tree sacrificed its completeness for
not being alone; and in the wind they bowed to each other as if they engaged in dialogue.”
[Arnheim 1997: 274] Thus at least in the ontological setting of the story, an entity’s compen-
sation for its relational incompleteness is not a different answer to the question ‘what is it?’,
but to the evenly ontological questions ‘why and how is it meaningful?’. Furthermore, an

19“De delen worden formeel tot deel gemaakt door het geheel, dat zij vormen. Maar het geheel wordt niet
formeel tot geheel gemaakt door de delen, waaruit het bestaat, doch door de eenheid, die het daaruit vormt;
en die eenheid heeft het geheel niet aan zijn delen te danken, integendeel, wegens zijn delen zou het veeleer
een veelheid wezen!”

20Cf. Angelinus [1947: 42].

12
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answer to this latter question can be found in a “not recalculating and for each deliberating
view still convincing manner [...].” [id.: 272] The ontological meaningfulness as a whole’s
tertiary quality from which every part receives relational completion is thus experienceable
in different ways: empirically, aesthetically, bodily, socially, emotionally.

Yet, we still do not know if and how all of this is possible. At least in his novel, Arnheim
does not give us any theoretical justification for the ontological law and the correspondent
experiences in question. There are no passages to be found in which a narrator or the protago-
nist switches to a ‘thematic level’ from which the parameters we have extracted or any other
philosophically relevant notions are elucidated. This may complicate the transference from
the events happening in the story to our own world. Having said that, also for any theoretical
elucidation of our own everyday experiences of reality and us as inevitably included by it,
we have no choice but to begin with the concrete contents and meanings that happen to be
experienced, even if they initially seem to be inordinate and too individual to be generalized.
Only gradually are we able to form a philosophical clarity in which basic categories and
definitions, inferences and justified believes can come into effect and be discussed. Likewise
in the philosophical discipline of ontology, such general yet intense intuitions a story like
Arnheim’s or our own perception of the world around us proffer are worth to be taken into
account. This is the case in particular if a philosopher takes ontology to be descriptive
rather than revisionary.”! Whereas a revisionary ontologist attempts to reduce the universal
categories of reality to a fundamental, often physical and not always intelligible principle by
making use of or at least drawing on scientific approaches, a descriptive ontologist contents
herself to the factual given and respects intuitions at least as criteria of truth for or against
ontological claims. Let us now draw a roadmap of how I will attempt, in the following
chapters, to engage in descriptive ontology by transcending the discipline of pure ontology
in favor of an interdisciplinary approach that starts out with a priori intuitions but then draws
on what is factually given in empirical perception in order to determine the ontological nature
of PWO.

The Roadmap

To repeat, the aim of this project is to give a convincing characterization of the momentum in
which parts switch into a whole and vice versa: their dynamic ‘in-between’, their interface
or hinge. This interface or hinge can be regarded as an oscillation, because it appears as a
movement that sways between parts and whole within one and the same entity, thereby mak-
ing it the kind of entity it is. I will give many examples for this movement in the following
chapters. Right now, I can only hypothesize, due to its universal scope, that this oscillation
is an ontological category of reality, one whose structure comes very close to what is gen-
erally understood as a ‘Gestalt’. We will see in chapters 6 and 7 that many representative
figures of Gestalt-thinking take the world as it is given, as it is perceived. If the idea of PWO
actually implies an ontological category, which is hypothesized here, it has to be a descrip-
tive and not a normative one. This will become clearer in the course of this project. What
I have done until now was to provide a philosophical interpretation of a fictional scenario

21 For an explanation of this difference see Strawson [1959: 9]: “Descriptive metaphysics is content to describe
the actual structure of our thought about the world, revisionary metaphysics is concerned to produce a better
structure.” Cf. for a critical analysis of this difference Loffler [2001] and Kanzian [2003].
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in which the experience of parts and wholes is crucial for the orientation in the world with
which we interact. My intuition is that with the ontology underlying these events and by
critically considering different theories on part-whole relations, we can describe certain as-
pects of our own reality as well in terms of meaningful part-whole interrelations. As a first
step of this descriptive approach, I have highlighted four main parameters (experience, re-
ality, part-whole, meaning) which not only result from the scenario of Arnheim’s story, but
which could also describe a category of the reality or realities we call our own. These four
inseparable parameters will therefore lead us through the upcoming investigation.

However, to adopt such a descriptive point of view and to determine PWO’s ontological
nature based on the four parameters would be insufficient for the claim that in so doing, a
complete ontological framework is presented. I do not make such a claim, because one cat-
egory alone does not make a complete framework. Since reality is multifarious and never
shows itself to one person in all its aspects, a complete ontological theory has to consist of
multiple fundamental categories and has to be developed in interdisciplinary collaboration.??
Accordingly, the determination of PWO as an intersection of the parameters experience, real-
ity, part-whole and meaning is only intended as an element or sub-framework for one or more
theories that are more comprehensive and more collaborative. To that effect, I agree with L.
Puntel that a complete theoretical framework cannot rely on one single theory or element
alone, but is a whole the substantiation of which goes hand in hand with the substantiation
of its parts as sub-frameworks. “Any philosophical theoretical framework is highly complex;
taken as a whole, each consists of numerous particular theoretical frameworks that are to be
understood as stages in the process of the development of the complete systematic theoreti-
cal framework. At the outset, the philosophical theoretical framework is only quite globally
determined, as including quite general elements (concepts, etc.). In the course of the system-
atic determination and concretization of the theoretical framework, new elements are added
in such a way that, step by step, broader, more determinate, more powerful subframeworks
emerge as more concrete forms of the general theoretical framework.” [Puntel 2010: 9-10]
With the present project I want to compile in an argumentative and interdisciplinary fashion
a sub-framework for a more comprehensive theoretical framework of reality, regardless of
whether the latter is yet to come or already existing and open enough for the implementation
of new elements. Thus neither what will follow nor what it is intended for can be and should
be a closed philosophical system, but is and should rather be, as it were, a cooperative ‘open
source’ project.

At present, even the sub-framework is ‘only quite globally determined’. 1 have derived
four different parameters from a fictional scenario and decided to organize the ontologi-
cal determination of PWO around them. I claimed that they bear ontological importance
for how different aspects of reality are often experienced as being meaningful both for us
and in themselves via a relational movement between parts and whole. Furthermore, the
one-by-one derivation of the parameters made clear that not only in the story, but also in a
preliminary approach of theorizing about experience, reality, part-whole and meaning, it is
hardly avoidable to reflect on one of these parameters without referring to another one. In
any concrete setting in which something or somebody is involved as a part, the immediacy of

22Here 1 agree with Poli [2002: 661], who writes that “ontology needs the contributions of mathematicians,
logicians, linguists, psychologists, social scientists and philosophers. Collaboration with philosophers is
possibly the most difficult. [...] Ontology needs the achievements of all the sciences if it is to accomplish
its aims.”
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it does not allow any isolation of either the meaning every part receives through part-taking
in the whole, the reality in and particularly as which the setting takes place, or the kind of
experience at play. More often than not, everything happens at once and is factually given en
bloc. In playing football, for example, we may see and hear the other players as parts of the
game, feel how our body is constantly re-positioned during the ever-changing constellation
of the parts on the field, and experience what it means to rely on other players in order to be
or not to be successful. Without hesitation, we commit ourselves to the existence of rules,
norms, techniques as well as spatial and temporal boundary conditions without which the
whole situation would not function.

This is how everyday, pre-theoretical and pre-reflexive ontology is happening in many
cases, namely as ‘being-in a more or less meaningful whole with distinguishable parts’,
whereby we can switch from the whole (the match, the field) to the parts (the players, the
ball) and back without problem. However, even a preliminary description of one of these
parameters reveals their own relational incompleteness: what is experienced? What is taken
to be real, to be meaningful, to be a part or a whole? Just as south has no significance
without north, every parameter of the frame points beyond itself in order to be understood.
If we do not take the heuristic freedom of correlating our parameters instead of isolating
them, the determination of PWO remains as arbitrary as any proposition about a phenomenon
that is analyzed while the rest of the world it normally relates to has been bracketed. To
use Elgin’s words, we need to draw lines between our categories to develop - with Puntel
- sub-frameworks for the overall theoretical framework we seek. Whereas with this sub-
framework, I focus on one possible category of reality and determine only its ontological
nature®3, a complete and systematic theoretical framework would comprise several funda-
mental categories (reality consists of way more than part-whole structures) and determine not
only their ontological nature, but also at least their ontological status and perhaps their nor-
mative or revisionary implications. Every serious attempt to develop such a complete theory
of everything is a mammoth project and cannot succeed without interdisciplinary teamwork.
I believe that as a contribution to such a future project, an unbiased and original approach to
the complex of problems concerning the relations between parts and whole is of avail. But
to do so, it is necessary to interconnect and bind the parameters by turning to concrete meth-
ods and research findings of different disciplines in which their presence or absence play a
significant role. To show in which lines this will be put info effect, the following roadmap
indicates the different stages, ordered in chapters and sections, in which this project aims
to engage in the development of the sub-framework that comprises the ontological nature of
PWO.

1. Any serious research, regardless of the scientific discipline, should reflect on its method-
ology and determine its method(s) before it is carried out. Therefore, I will begin with
a meta-ontological chapter on the adequate way(s) to approach the determination of
PWO’s ontological nature.

1.1 What are proper methods of the discipline of ontology with which to carry out
the present project? By drawing both on a classical text by J. Hessen and on L.

ZTowards the end of the second chapter, I will argue that for certain reasons a third limitation of the
sub—framework is required, namely a concentration on the empirical-cognitive domains of language and
perception. This third limitation indicates the transcendence of ontology proper towards disciplines the
methods and objects of which traditionally do not seem to fall into its purview.
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Kant’s distinction between quaestio facti and quaestio iuris, I adopt two different
research methods: a deductive method of formal ontology in the domain of a
priori reasoning and an inductive method of experimental ontology in the domain
of empirical perception.

1.2 This section specifies the advantages and disadvantages of the deductive method.

1.3 This section specifies the advantages and disadvantages of the inductive method
and divides this method into an ‘ordinary language’ and an ‘experimental” aspect.

1.4 A brief recapitulation and summary of the chosen methods.

2. The second chapter approaches the research object with the deductive method, for
which E. Husserl’s formal part-whole ontology that he develops in the III'Y of his
Logical Investigations forms an ideal source text.

2.1 Before turning to Husserl, I start out with some brief remarks on how formal
ontology should be understood within this project.

2.2 This section then gradually introduces Husserl’s part-whole ontology in several
sub-sections, with a particular focus on the possibility of PWO.

2.3 It appears, however, that the idea of PWO is contradictory and incoherent in pure
(onto-)logical terms, while it might make sense in the empirical-cognitive realm
towards which Husserl points, yet without going there himself.

3. In the third chapter, I reflect on two at first sight plausible lines of argumentation. On
closer examination, however, both lines of argumentation would form a dead end for
the further determination of the research object.

3.1 Contemporary theories on mereology and composition are not suitable, because
they usually presuppose a physicalistic account of independent parts and sum-
mative wholes, whereas PWO involves an experiential account of dependent parts
and supra-summative wholes.

3.2 Another way to continue would consist in turning to Husserl’s linguistic TV
Logical Investigation. However, instead of considering natural languages with
an empirical basis, Husserl strives towards an ideal language based on his formal
ontology, in which there is no possibility for PWO.

4. The fourth chapter attempts to realize the first aspect of the inductive method by deter-
mining the ontological nature of PWO in the domain of ordinary language. To do so,
I discuss approaches of cognitive linguistics, in particular the seminal research of M.
Johnson (often co-authored with G. Lakoff) on conceptual metaphor.

4.1 The first section of this chapter discusses Johnson’s understanding of meaning
and embodiment on which his more specific linguistic analyses of conceptual
metaphors rely. In particular his denial of body/mind/world dichotomies provides
a plausible ontological basis both for PWO’s function in language and in empirical
perception.

4.2 What are conceptual metaphors and is PWO one of them? After a series of argu-
ments, the answer to the latter question is ‘no’.
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5. The fifth chapter re-attempts to realize the first aspect of the inductive method by elabo-
rating on the cognitive linguistic notions of image schemata and conceptual metonymy.

5.1

5.2

53

Although PWO is not a conceptual metaphor, Johnson’s and Lakoff’s postulation
of image schemata includes a schema for part-whole structures, which not only
influences conceptual metaphors, but is also vital for conceptual metonymy.

What are conceptual metonymies and could their underlying structure be consti-
tutive for the determination of PWO’s ontological nature? The answer to the latter
question is ‘yes’.

In the course of summarizing the research results of the fourth and the fifth chap-

ter, I suggest three determinations of PWO’s ontological nature for the empirical
domain of ordinary language.

6. After this first positive determination of PWO in terms of conceptual metonymy, the

sixth chapter takes up the second aspect of the inductive method by turning to empirical
experiments on Gestalt perception. The dominant question in this and the next chapter
concerns the notion of the ontological primacy of a whole/parts over parts/whole and
their one-sided or two-sided dependency relations.

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

A brief introduction to certain aspects of Gestalt theory with a motivation for
giving an interpretation of some of its ontological aspects. The discussion of
conceptual metonymy made clear that we need a theory of Gestalt perception
which postulates an interdependence of parts and whole.

Not all reflections on Gestalts entail part-whole interdependence. On the one
hand, C. von Ehrenfels defends a position according to which a whole can be
said to one-sidedly depend on its atomic parts.

On the other hand, I introduce major thoughts in this regard of the Berlin School
of Gestalt theory and their general stance towards one-sided dependence of parts
on the whole in which they appear.

How to proceed from Ehrenfels’ part-primacy and from the Berlin school’s whole-
primacy to a conceptual in which there is no one-sided primacy of either parts or
whole?

7. In the final chapter, I focus on the development of a perceptually meaningful, inter-
dependent and dynamic part-whole structure on the basis of contemporary literature
on Gestalt perception and emergence. The four sections of this chapter result in four

determinations of PWO’s ontological nature for the empirical domain of perception.

7.1

7.2

7.3

To begin with, B. Pinna’s research on perceptual meaning as ‘happening’ in
Gestalt perception offers a promising account of perceptible part-whole struc-
tures in which there is neither an ontological primacy of the parts, nor of the
whole.

J. Koenderink’s ideas on the perceptual acts of splitting and merging within the
context of visual awareness can be seen as an elucidation of Pinna’s account of
perceptual meaning.

What is missing in both accounts, however, is a clarification of the concept of
emergence. How does a whole with supra-summative qualities emerge out of
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its parts? How do parts with qualities not shared by their whole emerge out of
their whole? By considering recent literature on emergence, I suggest a model of
emergence-demergence for the determination of PWO.

7.4 Such a model, which is already implied by perceptual meaning as (well as) split-
ting / merging, requires a hierarchy of parts and whole that is not unchanging, but
reversible and flexible instead. Therefore, I turn to multistable figures, including
ambiguous figure-ground phenomena, and apply their inherent flexibility of hi-
erarchical patterns to interdependent, perceptually meaningful part-whole struc-
tures (PWO).

Finally, the ‘Conclusion’ consists of a (self-)critical review of the line of argumentation, with
additional conjectures on the subject matter to suggest further research and point out desider-
ata in my argumentation. To do so, I list and derive the determinations of PWO’s ontological
nature developed in the course of this project and combine them into one single character-
ization, which can serve as a kind of building block for more comprehensive ontological
frameworks.
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1 A Twofold Method for Ontology:
Thinking and Perceiving

1.1 The Quaestio Facti and Quaestio luris of
Meta-Ontology

The aim of this project is to arrive at a theoretical framework that is able to determine the
ontological nature of what can be called ‘part-whole-oscillations’ (PWO0). Such a theory
would therefore be an ontological theory. For now, I hypothesize without proof that PWO is
real and that it can be experienced. An ontology dealing with the realness of PWO thus has to
presuppose that reality and experience are combinable instead of exclusive, and it also should
make use of an appropriate method to justify this presupposition. Without an elucidation of
this presupposition and its consequential method, we cannot proceed. Hence the task of
the first chapter is to discover and to critically integrate methodical approaches according to
which reality and experience are combinable in order to proceed with the determination of
PWO’s ontological nature.

Reality in general and the reality of an entity in particular is studied in the discipline of
ontology. Formulated in a nutshell, ontology is the discipline that studies reality or “Being
as such” [Harper 1879: 62]. It enquires what is real, what it takes for something to be real,

299

and what “the most general sorts of things that the World ‘contains’” [van Inwagen 2009:
277] could be. When we ask for the combinability of reality and experience, we ask for
the possibility of using some kind of experience for the acquisition of ontological insights.
Initially, this is not an ontological question, but a question about ontology itself, about what
ontology is, how it should be carried out and which claims it can make. It is therefore a
meta-ontological question. For example, whereas in ontology we may determine ‘what there
is’, in meta-ontology we can reflect on the nature of this determination itself: “‘What are we
asking when we ask “What is there?””” [van Inwagen 1998: 233] Meta-ontology can also
discuss the viability of some philosopher’s “approaches to ontology” [Eklund 2006: 317]

and, in general, the importance and independence of ontology as a discipline with a genuine
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subject matter!, especially considering its close relation to metaphysics? and its traditional
role as ‘general metaphysics’.>

Another important meta-ontological question concerns methodology. When ontology
makes use of certain methods, it is meta-ontology that questions these methods or that pro-
vides an explicit methodology with which the ontological methods in question can be justi-
fied. This methodological aspect of meta-ontology is essential for the investigation into the
combinability of reality and experience, because whether we may draw on experience to say
something about reality implicates the type of method that is appropriate for making onto-
logical claims. An ontological method can draw on experience or not in order to result in an
ontological theory. Which kinds of experience (e.g. empirical perception, aesthetic and mys-
tical experiences, emotions and social interactions) an ontological method may draw on does
not matter for the moment. It counts for any meta-ontological methodology, ‘experience-
friendly’ or not, that it should be able to provide conclusive explanations for two simple
criteria. Firstly, it should manage to explain how its method can detect and derive onto-
logical information (e.g. categories, norms for existence, general structures) from reality.
Where, i.e. from which region of reality, does it have them from? How precisely are they
attained? Why these and not others?

Secondly, it should manage to explain how this information, once it is spelled out into a
theory or model, can be applied to reality for the sake of verification and justification. How
do the derived categories, norms, or structures match the entities they are about? This last
point is important, because an ontological model that is by definition about reality is hard
to justify when the reality we actually live in does not provide any evidence for the truth of
the model’s claims. Why should anybody give credence to the model, if it may be internally
consistent, but inconsistent with what it is actually about? This aspect is closely connected
to the orientation an ontological model might provide. How should this model be used?
How does it help us in understanding reality and ourselves therein better? For whom is it
designed and who is, due to a lack of philosophical, scientific, logical or cultural background,
implicitly excluded from the benefits it may bring? Such questions may appear naive, but
I think that at the end of the day, it is them that are (co-)decisive for the longevity and
persuasive power of a single ontological model and in so doing for ontology as a reasonable
endeavor in general.

The two methodological criteria an ontology’s meta-ontology should be able to fulfill re-
semble the juridical distinction between a quaestio facti and a quaestio iuris. These questions
ask for the factual and legal position of a situation or act. The quaestio facti is mainly in-

ICf. on this point L. Kolakowski’s compelling essay Metaphysical Horror. “Why, indeed, do so many
philosophers devote their efforts to refuting the idea of solipsism and to proving that ‘the world exists’,
given, firstly, that nobody has ever seen a deeply convinced and consistent solipsist and, secondly, that
it seems to make not the slightest practical difference whether the world exists or not? Why should we
be dissatisfied with the commonsense distinction between dreams and illusions on the one hand and the
normal, that is, the universally shared, perceptions on the other and look instead for a method whereby
we could convince ourselves that the universe we perceive is not a figment of imagination after all, but
includes a sort of ‘hard’ reality? [...] Retrospectively - and speculatively, of course - we can understand
why metaphysical questioning appeared, and even why it would have been strange if it had not. The source
of our passionate search for ‘reality’ is our fragility which God or nature could not have prevented us from
experiencing once he - or she, or they - had endowed us with the power to express in language both the
distinction between illusion and non-illusion and the uncertainty of our life.” [Kolakowski 1988: 14-15]

2Cf. Varzi [2011].

3Cf. Vollrath [1962].
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terested in the nature of the situation or act itself. It wants to know which situation or act
is the case and why and how it came about. The quaestio iuris presupposes familiarity with
the object of the quaestio facti. Only by drawing on this knowledge, it can ascertain the
legitimate way to relate to and judge about the given situation or act. It is important for
our methodological criteria that this distinction found its way into Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason. In the beginning of the second chapter of ‘The Transcendental Analytic’ (‘On The
Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding’), Kant states that we have a plenitude
of categories in our mind with which we can perceive and think the empirical world around
us. For most of these categories, we can always draw on the facts of empirical experience
to verify or falsify them. They do not need any further proof for their relatability with the
outer world. As they are “acquired through experience and reflection on it” [Kant 1998:
A85/B117], the quaestio facti of a given situation or act is sufficient for the determination of
their existence.

However, there is a group of categories with which we evenly engage in the empirical
world. The existence of this group does not depend on what we may or may not perceive
with our senses. The twelve categories of this group, such as causality, existence and sub-
stance, are factually and logically there. In our obvious possession of them, they answer as
positively to the quaestio facti as the empirical categories do. Instead of being created a pos-
teriori (after and due to our empirical experience), however, they exist a priori (before and
independent of our empirical experience). Therefore, their appropriateness cannot be justi-
fied by our engagement with the world around us. Their “birth certificate” [id.: A87/B119]
has to be deduced from elsewhere, namely from the thinking subject herself. Kant calls this
the ‘transcendental deduction’. This deduction is less about the fact that these categories ex-
ist. We basically know that they exist, because we apply them constantly. This deduction is
rather about the justification of their relatability with the empirical objects around us. It is “a
deduction of their entitlement” [id.]. Kant has to legitimate how some categories, which are
supposedly experience-independent, can connect with the empirical world from which, on
the one hand, these categories cannot be derived, but solely with which, on the other hand,
they can create knowledge (Erkenntnis) for the bearer of these categories, i.e. the thinking
and perceiving subject. Otherwise, as we may know, these categories would be empty and
their application unfounded.

How exactly Kant answers to the quaestio iuris is a complicated matter and does not con-
cern us here. Apart from his concrete answer, however, there is a twofold meta-ontological
importance of his usage of the terms quaestio factis and quaestio iuris. Firstly, it is worth
noticing that Kant himself makes use of this distinction exactly in the line in which I think it
can be helpful for the methodological aspect of meta-ontology and thus for the question of
how experience and reality can be combined. In a certain sense, by demonstrating and jus-
tifying the transcendental categories that are, according to Kant, universally and objectively
relatable to reality, Kant engages in a meta-ontological activity in order to establish ontology,
i.e. general metaphysics, on ‘scientific’ grounds. This is what the chapter ‘The Transcenden-
tal Analytic’ is all about, in which Kant states that the dogmatic claims former ontologists
made about reality by using a priori categories could never be proven in reality itself. They
could never answer to the quaestio iuris, because empirical reality - the only reality we have
access to - neither confirmed, nor denied the lawfulness of these categories. As therefore no
transcendent deduction, originating from reality itself, is possible for their justification, Kant
undertakes a transcendental deduction, originating from the thinking subject.
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The main result of this latter deduction is that ontology is only possible if we analyze the
categories not as belonging to reality as such (about which we will never know anything
positively), but as presupposing the objectivity of what we perceive as appearance of reality
via our senses. In Kant’s own words: “The Transcendental Analytic accordingly has this
important result: That the understanding can never accomplish a priori anything more than
to anticipate the form of a possible experience in general, and, since that which is not appear-
ance cannot be an object of experience, it can never overstep the limits of sensibility, within
which alone objects are given to us. Its principles are merely principles of the exposition of
appearances, and the proud name of an ontology, which presumes to offer synthetic a pri-
ori cognitions of things in general in a systematic doctrine (e.g., the principle of causality),
must give way to the modest one of a mere analytic of the pure understanding.” [id.: A246-
7/B303]* So it appears that Kant himself uses the distinction between quaestio factis and
quaestio iuris for the development and justification of a new kind of ontology, methodically
conducted not by an analysis of reality itself, but of our internal categories (as well as our
forms of intuition: space and time) with which we can understand reality in the most general
and objective manner. My suggestion to use this distinction for meta-ontological purposes is
therefore, hopefully, not far-fetched.

The second meta-ontological importance for our question of how reality and experience
are combinable lies in the influence of Kant’s notion of ontology as primarily involving con-
ceptual analysis. As we cannot have verifiable access to reality itself, it is more profitable
to direct our attention to the internal concepts with which we can reflect on what appears to
us as reality. Direct empirical experience is only of a minor significance here. What counts
are the general concepts that we normally find hidden in natural language and exposed in
logical language. In her 2010 article ‘A New Role for Experimental Work in Metaphysics’,
L. Paul points out that this notion of ontology was very influential both in the first half of
the 20" century for Logical Positivism and Neo-Kantianism, and in the second half of the
20" century for analytic ontology. We can call this approach of doing ontology through con-
ceptual analysis ‘conceptual ontology’. It is synonymous with what B. Smith calls ‘internal
metaphysics’.’> One characteristic feature of conceptual ontology is that, very much in the
spirit of Kant’s ‘Copernican revolution’, reality has to conform to the concepts with which
we think and make judgments about it. As Paul puts it, conceptual analysis consists in “de-
termining what it is necessary for things in a world to be like in order for the metaphysical
concept to apply to them. [...] For example, one might hold that when our philosophical and
scientific concepts are successful (in some suitably defined sense) they pick out the things
they describe in our world.” [Paul 2010: 463] Accordingly, a conceptual ontologist deduces
what can be accounted for as being the nature of reality. She arrives at this conclusion by
taking as a premise the plausibility or logical consistency of the concepts that are held to be
appropriate for this purpose.

There are ontological methods for which some kind of experience is constitutive and there

40f course, the literature on Kant’s renewal of general metaphysics is enormous. For a detailed explanation
and the historical background of his ontological project in ‘The Transcendental Analytic’ cf. for example
Longuenesse [2006], in the prefaces to the Critique of Pure Reason cf. Herrmann [2010], and in the Critique
of Pure Reason in general cf. Ficara [2006].

>“According to these thinkers [of internal metaphysics, M.S.] ontology is a metalevel discipline which con-
cerns itself not with the world itself but rather only with theories or languages or systems of beliefs. [...]
Traditional ontologists are seeking principles that are true of reality. The practitioners of internal meta-
physics, in contrast, are seeking to elicit principles from subjects or theories.” [Smith 2004: 157]
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are ontological methods for which no kind of experience is constitutive. On the one hand,
conceptual ontology, with its method of deducing ontological truths from concepts, is not
dependent on any kind of experience. On the other hand there are, according to J. Hessen’s
remarkable 1955 book Die Methode der Metaphysik, next to the deductive method at least
two other methods an ontologist or metaphysician can operate with: an inductive method and
an intuitive method. Although these two methods presuppose a very different understanding
of experience, their foci are adjusted to an experienceable form of reality itself instead of
inborn concepts of our mind. While the inductive method draws on intersubjectively veri-
fiable or falsifiable empirical perceptions, the intuitive method approaches the ‘true’ nature
of reality by means of an individual’s singular and profound experiences. Such experiences
have been referred to as ‘ontological’®, ‘metaphysical’” or ‘transcendental’®. Despite of their
transformative and thus personal nature, they have in common that without anticipating it,
suddenly something in the way you see reality fundamentally changes. Instead of just per-
ceiving things and relations in reality and thinking about them, you become aware of the
strange ‘thing’ reality is itself. This does not have to be a mystical or religious experience,
although it can point in this direction. It is rather a kind of non-empirical experience of real-
ity as being what it is just because it is, and a non-conceptual insight into what reveals itself
suddenly as the inner nature of reality. The ontologist L. Lavelle describes this experience as
the feeling of Being’s ‘total presence’ and self-revelation to the experiencing subject.” It is
as if the experiencer receives some kind of revelation by her ontological intuition, as if she
has some gnosis of the essence of all things, what M. Scheler calls Wesenserkenntnis, which
is valid “above and beyond the Being that affects our senses directly or indirectly.” [Scheler
1995: 251]'% In so doing, we could say that the subject that draws ontological insights from
the intuitive method calls for what Kant refers to as an intellectus archetypus than to what a

6Cf. Albert [1974], who lists several characteristics of an ontological experience. He holds that it is an
experience of the opposition between Being and Nothingness, of the unity of all that is, of pure presence,
of a religious nature, and of own’s own consciousness beyond any linguistic expressibility. Fink [1958:
52], on the other hand, emphasizes the importance of language when it comes to the astonishment about
why there is something rather than nothing. In Fink [1977], he interprets Hegel’s dialectical philosophy in
the context of this aspect of the ontological experience and in his article “Zum Problem der ontologischen
Erfahrung’ [2004], he interprets Heidegger’s [1955: 21] famous question “Warum ist iiberhaupt Seiendes
und nicht vielmehr Nichts?” in the light of this experience.

7Cf. Weischedel [1960], who describes this experience as if one “gets overpowered and deeply moved” [id.:
110] by the sudden insight that Being and its ground (Seinsgrund) are themselves questionable. They
present their inner nature directly to the experiencer, which makes the experience itself something “first
and irreducible” [id.].

8Cf. Irlenborn [2004].

9This act of the self-revelation of Being in the present moment is beautifully described in passages like
the following: “On voit maintenant a quel point la présence de 1’étre éleéve celui-ci au-dessus de la pure
abstraction. La présence est une expérience du tout, ou plutot elle est le caractere qui nous donne, dans
I’expérience de chaque objet, un contact immédiat avec le tout. Elle fait de la notion de 1’étre une notion
vivante. Car [’étre ne peut pas étre distingué de sa propre révélation. 1l est bien, si I’on veut, une donnée,
mais qui se donne a elle-méme, une totale et mutuelle présentation de soi a soi qui n’est possible que
parce que I’€tre est un acte : il se réalise éternellement par I’infinité des états qui remplissent toutes les
consciences particulieres ; 1’état n’est lui-méme qu’un acte imparfait et interrompu dont tout le monde voit
que, dans sa réalité actuelle, il est encore éclairé et enveloppé par un acte qui non seulement le soutient et
le dépasse, mais encore I’actualise et le fait étre.” [Lavelle 1934: 196]

1My own translation. The original passage reads: “Nur wenn es Wesenserkenntnis gibt, und zwar auch
Erkenntnis materialer Gegebenheiten und ihrer Strukturzusammenhange, kann es auch eine Erkenntnis
geben, die unabhingig ist von dem Zufall der sinnlichen Erfahrung und die hinaus und hiniiber gilt iiber
das direkt oder indirekt unsere Sinne affizierende Sein. Nur wenn es Wesenserkenntnis gibt, konnen ferner
die Seinsarten und die Ganzheitsstruktur der Welt freigelegt werden.”
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human being usually embodies: a finite intellectus ectypus.'!

For several reasons, however, I will not apply this ‘method’ to the determination of PWO’s
ontological nature. Firstly, Hessen himself classifies the intuitive method as inappropriate
for any serious engagement in metaphysics/ontology, since, according to him, metaphysics
“wants to be a science. But all science relies on the ratio. Therefore, it is impossible to
construct a metaphysics by way of intuition. [...] As a science, metaphysics draws upon
universal validity in the sense of provability, logical enforceability. The content of intuition
withdraws from any demonstrability. Would intuition be the actual method of metaphysics,
then metaphysics would lose its quality as science, 1.e. its claim of universal validity.” [Hes-
sen 1955: 30]'? Secondly, even if we free ontology/metaphysics from the expectation that it
has to be scientific in order to be a serious discipline, we still can agree with N. Melchert.
He argues in his article ‘Mystical Experience and Ontological Claims’ convincingly against
any inference from the experienced unity of subject and reality, which is essential for the
ontological experience, to the ontological claim that there is an objective identity of thinking
and reality. This conclusion may be true, he concedes, but it cannot be arrived at via an
inference from an ontological experience alone.'> And thirdly there is a simple reason why
it is unavoidable to exclude the intuitive method from the further conduction of the research
into the ontological side of dynamic part-whole structures. Since a fruitful application of the
intuitive method presupposes a personal familiarity with ontological experiences, and since
I do not want to claim to have had any such familiarity, it is impossible to either benefit from
my own or evaluate other’s insights gained by such an approach towards reality.'*

"n his Critique of Judgment, Kant makes a distinction between intellectus ectypus and intellectus archetypus.
The intellectus ectypus denotes the conceptual and finite understanding of every perceiving and thinking
subject. In order to gain knowledge (Erkenntnis), this understanding depends on empirical sense data that
are given as a contingent manifold of unconnected parts. The transcendental categories of our understanding
synthesize these empirical data to a unity, thereby representing “the possibility of the whole as depending
upon the parts” [Kant 2000: 277]. On the other hand, an intellectus archetypus, which is only an ideal and
in Kant’s view not attributable to any human being, intuits reality without the mediation of the categories of
the understanding. It also does not depend on sensuous, i.e. empirical perception for the kind of intuition it
is able to avail itself of. Rather, an intellectus archetypus is assumed to see reality as such and immediately
as totality and in one single glance, in “uno actu intellectus” [Cassirer 2011: 64].

12My own translation of the original: “Metaphysik will doch Wissenschaft sein. Alle Wissenschaft aber beruht
auf der ratio. Folglich geht es nicht an, mittels der intuitio eine Metaphysik aufzubauen. [...] Als Wis-
senschaft erhebt die Metaphysik den Anspruch auf Allgemeingiiltigkeit im Sinne von Beweisbarkeit, lo-
gischer Erzwingbarkeit. Der Inhalt der Intuition entzieht sich aber aller Demonstrierbarkeit. Wire also die
Intuition die eigentliche Methode der Metaphysik, dann wiirde diese damit ihren Wissenschaftscharakter,
d.h. den Anspruch auf Allgemeingiiltigkeit, einbiiflen.”

I3Melchert’s argument is analogous to Kant’s argument against rational psychology that attempts to infer pos-
itive characteristics of the ‘I’ from the formal ‘I think’ that accompanies all sensuous experience. “Just as
the rational psychologist tried to infer the substantiality, simplicity, etc., of the soul from the characteristics
of the ‘I’, so the mystical psychologist tries to justify the nonindividuality of the self from the absence
of the ‘I’ in unitive experience. But that is a move from a logical characteristic of the concepts in terms
of which this experience is explicated to a conclusion about the real nature of the experiencer. And that
is a mistake. The conclusion may be correct. Perhaps we are all Brahman [absolute, unchanging reality,
M.S.]. But it cannot be a simple inference from the nature of unitive experience.” [Melchert 1977: 453]
The mere occurrence of an ontological experience does not allow for the derivation of universal ontological
categories, such as identity-claims or, in the case of the present project, PWO, from it.

14To make this point clearer, T agree with R. Otto, who writes in the beginning of The Idea of the Holy: “The
reader is invited to direct his mind to a moment of deeply-felt religious experience, as little as possible
qualified by other forms of consciousness. Whoever cannot do this, whoever knows no such moments in
his experience, is requested to read no further; for it is not easy to discuss questions of religious psychology
with one who can recollect the emotions of his adolescence, the discomforts of indigestion, or, say, social
feelings, but cannot recall any intrinsically religious feelings.” [Otto 1936: 8] Given the intensity of an
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Therefore, what I would like to do in the next two sections is to delineate what the de-
ductive and the inductive but not the intuitive methods distinguished by Hessen are about
and how they are able to deal with both the quaestio facti and the quaestio iuris of meta-
ontology. My aim is to arrive at a clearer picture of the kinds of experience an ontological
theory is able to draw on, including the challenges the different experience-based ontologies
thereby encounter. To avoid the equivocality of the umbrella term ‘experience’ and given
that the inductive method only deals with empirical perception, I will from now on use ‘ex-
perience’ and ‘perception’ as synonyms, whereby I will do - for the sake of terminological
consistency and within the boundaries of this project’s sub-framework - as if experience
would only cover empirical perception. In other contexts beyond the present project, how-
ever, ‘experience’ and its objects are of course much more comprehensive than perception
and what is perceptible, because experience comprises not only perception, but also, for
example, real phenomenological experiences (eidetic reductions), aesthetic intuitions, inter-
cultural encounters, memories, emotions, faith, etc. As it is also shown by the just delineated
intuitive method and the ontological experiences it involves, there are many types of expe-
riences beyond what is cognizable with our sense organs. But when I from now on use the
word ‘experience’, it is only to the latter that I refer, unless it is explicitly specified.

1.2 The Deductive Method of Conceptual Ontology

The quaestio facti of meta-ontology is interested in the act with which an ontologist derives
ontological categories. From where are they derived? How are they derived? Which ones
are derived and why? According to Hessen!?, it is one of the characteristics of the deductive
method that it locates its initial position, i.e. the domain from which ontological categories
are derived, in the conceptual and ideal framework of the thinking subject and not in the
facts or impressions of reality itself. At this juncture, it is presupposed that the rationality
of the conceptual and ideal framework is in concordance with the laws of the reality this
framework is about. Reality has to be as logical as the way we can ideally think about it.
In other words, there has to be at least the possibility of an adaequatio rei et intellectus.
This means that it is sufficient to analyze and logically deduce conclusions from concepts
and ideas in order to get insights into the nature of what is real and into the most general
structures of being. Direct experience is not necessary for the thus determined quaestio
facti. How exactly ontological categories are then deduced from the conceptual and ideal
framework of the thinking subject may differ from philosopher to philosopher. Hessen points
out that whereas Spinoza deduces his metaphysical system in an Euclidean fashion from a set
of unchangeable definitions and axioms, the German idealists Fichte, Schelling and Hegel
derive their ontological systems from the internal dynamics of highest principles such as the
I (Fichte), the identity of I and non-I (Schelling), or the logical idea of being and nothingness
(Hegel). Instead of Spinoza’s syllogistic way, they apply a dialectical way of deduction'®,

ontological experience in all of its aspects, Otto is probably right with his precaution and I see no reason
why it should not be valid for experiential ontologies in general. But who can really claim to have had
such an experience, and how can one claim and justify this experience? The number of people who could
confirm and evaluate the ontological claims of an experiential ontology is probably very restricted. For the
justification of its claims, however, such a theory can only rely on this minority.

ISCf. Hessen [1955: 15].

16Cf. id. [15 £.].
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which of course differs again from philosopher to philosopher. However, as Hessen explains,
all of these deductive approaches share the presupposition that reality has to be as rational
as our concepts and ideas of it can maximally be. Hence in all versions of this method, it
is possible to identify the ‘top-down’ approach of deductive reasoning in which every step
towards a systematic theory comprising the nature of reality is documented in the respective
ontological system itself.

A further version of the deductive method, which is not specified in Hessen, is the above
mentioned tendency of conceptual analysis that was so prominent in the 20™ century, in par-
ticular when ontological categories were deduced from concepts via the logic of language
(supposedly mirroring the logic of the world). A case in point for doing ontology non-
experientially in this way is the contemporary philosopher U. Meixner. I select Meixner as
an example, because in his ontological writings, he often reflects on the nature of ontology
itself, which is very helpful for getting a clearer picture of the deductive method in concep-
tual analysis. This makes it also fully sufficient for our delineation of the ways in which
ontology can be conducted non-experientially to concentrate on Meixner’s meta-ontological
comments without risking to miss-interpret his actual ontology. First of all, it is the case
both for the deductive and the inductive method and their respective refinements that they
are alternatives that do not have to exclude, but ideally always complement each other. The
method of deduction, for instance, may refer to a kind of experience of reality as a founda-
tion on which concepts came into existence in the first place. Despite his preference for the
deductive method, Meixner grants experience exactly this function: in a certain sense, it is
a source of ontological knowledge (Erkenntnisquelle). “Experiences are indeed relevant for
ontological theories, but not experiences of this or that, and also not the experiences, observa-
tions, measurements, that are undertaken in the single sciences. Rather, they are experiences
of a very general nature (derived both from social practice and from perception) that are
quasi fossilized and preserved in linguistic phenomena. They create a secondary phenom-
enal basis - the primary for ontology -, whose interpretation and coherent systematization
is all but clearly determined.” [Meixner 1994: 376]'7 Thus, although social and perceptual
experiences have shaped the concepts with which we think (about) reality'®, we cannot draw
directly on these experiences to form an ontological theory. According to Meixner, we have
to tap into the second source of ontological knowledge: the comprehension of our concepts
(Begriffsverstindnis). If we comprehend our concepts in a logically consistent manner and
theorize them accordingly, we are able to participate in and therefore uncover the ontological
rationality of reality itself.

In Meixner’s view, we can only comprehend our concepts if we comprehend the language
with which we express these concepts. In the same manner in which reality has to conform
to the way we think, the way we think has to conform to the language in which thoughts

17<“Erfahrungen sind in der Tat fiir ontologische Theorien relevant, aber nicht die Erfahrungen von diesem oder
jenem, auch nicht die Experimente, Beobachtungen, Messungen, die in den Einzelwissenschaften angestellt
werden. Es sind vielmehr die Erfahrungen sehr allgemeiner Natur (die aus gesellschaftlicher Praxis nicht
minder als aus der Wahrnehmung stammen), die quasi versteinert in den sprachlichen Phinomenen auf-
bewahrt sind. Sie bilden eine sekundidre Phinomenbasis - die primdre fiir die Ontologie -, deren Deutung
und kohidrente Systematisierung aber alles andere als eindeutig vorgezeichnet ist.”” - All translation from
Meixner, except of [1997], are my own.

18This point I will elaborate in the fourth chapter’s take on cognitive linguistics.
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are expressed.!” Consequently, we can conclude that reality has to conform to language?®
and that ontology should look at language to arrive at ontological truths about reality. It
is not a natural language like English or Chinese or Arabic, however, but the language of
symbolic logic, in particular an extended predicate logic?! and free logic??, that Meixner
prefers for conducting ontological research. Whereas natural language not only unveils, but
also obscures the ontological structures expressed in it without providing any criteria for
“the decision, when it obscures and when it unveils” [id.: 377], an ideal logical language
is semantically unambiguous in being either true or false.>3 Also, every step of deductive
reasoning within such a language can be justified and verified thanks to a predefined set of
rules and axioms. For the “formally valid inferences” in question, the “correctness” of these
predefined rules and axioms does not have to be justified, but depends implicitly on “some
logical intuition” [Meixner 1997: 4] that is not further analyzable.

This may implicate the minor role experience is allowed to play within this version of de-
ductive reasoning. What is more important, however, is what can be deduced from such un-
provable premises, i.e. the capacity of valid formal inferences to create complex formal sys-
tems or theories as internally consistent models of reality.>* The formality of such theories
are their condition for being ontological theories, as for Meixner, ontology is synonymous
with formal ontology for two reasons. Firstly, we think reality in language and language
has be to freed from its ambiguous aspects to arrive at consistent ontological truths. Only
a formal, technical language can fulfill this ideal. Secondly, because ontological categories
are universal to such an extend that they can only be expressed in a formal manner. “The
formal in formal ontology is only a consequence of its generality. Formal ontology is as
ontology formal.’?> [Meixner 2011: 95] Direct perception of what is given immediately, on
the other hand, can never be the starting point from which ontological categories are derived.
At the utmost, perception forms the passive background from which “what is ontologically
relevant - the most general determinations of itself and of its contents - have been long ago -

19“Thinking - the effort for conceptual knowledge - takes place linguistically or becomes linguistic at the
latest if one intents to really grasp a thought clearly, clearly in such a way that the thought can be con-
veyed to others. Therefore it seems likely that the nature of language determines the nature of thinking.”
[Meixner 1989: 78] - “Denken - das Bemiithen um begriffliche Erkenntnis - vollzieht sich sprachlich oder
wird spatestens dann sprachlich, wenn man einen Gedanken wirklich klar zu fassen bekommen mdochte,
so klar eben, daB3 man ihn auch anderen mitteilen kann. Daher liegt es nahe, daf} die Beschaffenheit der
Sprache die Beschaffenheit des Denkens bestimmt.”

20«The fundamental facts with respect to the totality of being are those facts which concern the fundamental
distinctions and relations in that totality. We may expect that these are mirrored in the core structures
of (descriptive) language, the language we use to speak about everything there is. This follows from the
following consideration: (1) language [*1] is the main tool of cognition, and (2) a tool, if it is to be useful,
must fit what there is; but (3) language, in fact, is useful for the cognition of what there is. [*2] Hence, if
we ask what it is in the totality of being that corresponds to this central linguistic distinction (for example,
that between sentence and predicate), or to this central linguistic relation (for instance, predication), then
we are led to the fundamental distinctions and relations in that totality.” [Meixner 1997: 1].

2ICf. Meixner [1994: 376].

22Cf. id. [381].

23Cf. Meixner [1989: 78].

24“In formal logic no derivation of the correctness of the basic laws is sought. The correctness of such laws
is simply declared, perhaps on the basis of some logical intuition (which is not an ability in any way
mysterious, but simply a special case of the ability to understand linguistic utterances). Starting from the
simple basic laws, other more complex ones, where logical intuition does not help, can be deductively
established.” [Meixner 1997: 4]

23“Das Formale an der Formalen Ontologie ist also einfach eine Folge ihrer Allgemeinheit. Formale Ontologie
ist qua Ontologie formal.”
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for immemorial times - become apparent in language.”?® [Meixner 1994: 383]

The strength of this version of the deductive method certainly lies in its way to react
to what I called the guaestio facti of meta-ontology. Where are ontological categories de-
rived from? From our conceptual apparatus. How are they derived? Via the analysis of
concept-mirroring language, the development of technical language, and valid inferences
made within the axiomatic system of the latter. Which ones are derived and why? This
depends on the single philosopher’s preference and forms the transition from his or her sub-
jective meta-ontological convictions and axioms into a concrete ontological model with uni-
versal pretension. In Meixner’s 2010 book Modelling Metaphysics: The Metaphysics of a
Model, for example, a simple description of a model called ‘T” marks the start of a long
series of logical deductions. This model “has two types of positions: spatial positions and
temporal positions. Moreover, Model T is finite regarding positions: it has 100 spatial po-
sitions, and 100 temporal positions. Model T is also finite regarding fillings. In fact, with
regard to (possible) fillings of (individual) spatial positions, it is utterly simple: Model T has
just one such filling: Full (as we may simply call it).” [Meixner 2010: 10] Subsequently,
from the basic structure of this model, i.e. the concepts of space and time as well as their
conceptualization in a grid-pattern, ontological categories such as universals, individuals and
states of affairs are deduced. Little by little and with outermost diligence, a map with onto-
logical (sub-)categories and their special nature and relations is thus drawn and proven to be
logically coherent, whereby all consequent steps rely on Meixner’s subjective preference for
and conceptualization of time and space as premises.

The drawback of this model and of similar deductive models is that they seem to be more
concerned with internal consistency than with the legitimization and explanation of how
the respective ontological categories can relate to reality as we encounter it.>”” How can
such models ever be confirmed by external measures? In his reflections on scientific model
building, B. Mahr correctly states that the main quality of a model is its double identity of
being a model of something and its being a model for something. Only modeling for the sake
of modeling is insufficient for a model to be complete. Instead, a model always transports
a “cargo” [2008: 32] from one object (of which it is) to another object (for which it is).?

26“Das in der Wahrnehmung ontologisch Relevante - die allgemeinsten Bestimmungen ihrer selbst und ihrer
Inhalte - haben sich ldngst - seit unvordenklichen Zeiten - in der Sprache herauskristallisiert.”

2ICf. for a model with a similar motivation W. Sohst’s Prozessontologie. Ein systematischer Entwurf der
Entstehung von Existenz. Although Sohst classifies his ontological model as “strukturell-synthetisch” [id.:
31] instead of deductive, he holds the view that an ontological model should be internally consistent and
pre-empirical, while it is the task of the reader, not of the philosopher, to relate the model to reality and the
experience of it. “Das Verhiltnis des hier entwickelten Modells zur Wirklichkeit entsteht also erst in dem
Moment, wo irgendein Leser es fiir wert erachtet, Teile davon tatsichlich auf die Wirklichkeit anzuwenden
und Sitze zu formulieren, die auf diesem Modell basieren und Aussagen iiber die Wirklichkeit sind. In
dem Umfange, wie sich hieraus prinzipielle Moglichkeiten einer Anwendung auf oder der Erzeugung von
Wirklichkeit ergeben, kann das vorliegende Modell auch reale Geltung beanspruchen.” [Sohst 2009: 41]

28Cf. also Mahr [2012: 287]: “In the model of model-being it is assumed that the identity of an object as a
model depends on the two basic relationships, between A and M and M and B, which the model object
enters into according to its conception as a model. Typical of model-being is that both relationships stem
from an action, an action which is either thought of or has actually been performed. In the action leading
to the relationship indicating that M is a model of A, the model object M is chosen or constructed with
reference to A, and in the relationship indicating that M is a model for B, B is chosen or constructed with
reference to M. Both relationships are therefore of the same kind. They are called relationships of creation
and relate what is called a source object with what is called a target object. Due to the two relationships
of creation, according to the conception of the judging subject, the model has two roles which together
determine its identity as a model, and which at the same time justify our viewing of the model object as a
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Why should it then be sufficient for an ontological model to be a model of reality (quaestio
facti) without justifying how it can be a model for reality (quaestio iuris)?>® Meixner is
well aware of this difficulty. He tells us that “T is very far from Reality (as we know it).”
[Meixner 2010: 11]. He even tells us that by “scaling down the extension and complexity of
being, simulation-metaphysics automatically moves to the point where it adopts a God’s-eye
view (no matter whether there is in the simulation a place for God-in-simulation, or not);
simulation-metaphysics looks from the outside at the-totality-of-being-in-simulation [...].”
[id.: 7] Unfortunately, none of us will ever have the privilege to join Meixner in this position
that takes the ‘top-down’-approach of the deductive method literally to extremes.>”
Meixner, however, knows that the reason why a model like his one should be adopted -
despite its struggle to answer to the quaestio iuris - mainly lies in the appeal of the model
itself, i.e. in its “purely aesthetic criteria and criteria merely relating to the economy of cog-
nition.” [Meixner 1997: 16] Whereas he claims that “only in linguistic phenomena, what is
specifically ontological can be grasped in isolation clearly, distinctly and intersubjectively
comprehensible” [Meixner 1994: 383], ontological models can impossibly be preferred to
one another out of “general-intersubjective, rationally binding reasons.*3! [Meixner 2011:
101] I would like to object that although it may not be a rationally binding reason to be con-
vinced by an ontological model if it justifies how it relates to the experienced world around
us and the objects and subjects in it, it is certainly a rationally comprehensible reason that
such a model cannot be preferred to other models merely due to its aesthetic and cognitive at-
tractiveness. In the end, ontological models are not like well-constructed novels that may be
about reality, be inspired by reality, and somehow draw on language to express some truths
about reality, but that do not have to explain whether and how they can make serious claims
about the non-fictional world. To put it simple, if it is only for aesthetic and cognitive reasons
and the inner stability of the model, why should we choose complex ontological models at all
and not favor a literary text instead? Why should we not, to anticipate a later section of this
project for an example>2, prefer S. Delany’s science fiction novel Dhalgren, which presents
a multistable reality and the experiences that go along with it>3, as a model over a ‘proper’
theory about multistability, e.g. A. Zimmer’s ‘interactive realism’3*? Moreover, why should
we buy the presupposition of every deductive method in ontology that the way we think and
(should) use language mirrors the way the world really is? What if the world is experienced
differently than the conclusions logically arrived at in the model make us believe??> And

model.”

29Cf. also B. Smith’s critical stance towards the construction of models in ‘internal metaphysics’: “Model-
theoretic semantics, too, is often implicitly understood in internal-metaphysical terms — the idea being that
we cannot understand what a given language or theory is really about, but we can build models with more
or less nice properties. What we can never do is compare these models to some reality beyond.” [Smith
2004: 157]

30Cf, Koenderink [2014] for a critical approach to the assumption of a God’s-eye view.

31The same issue is pointed out by B. Smith in his critique of conceptual analysis for