Embarrassment
There is a major embarrassment lurking in the heart of the Western scientific community.  Physics, the mother of all of the  natural sciences, finds its expert practitioners in the unenviable position of constantly needing to “deny reality” in order to continue its impossible pursuit of the development a finally predictive algebraic formula.

The essence of reality consists of a continuously subsisting substratum (substance) that functions as the ground of all possible real beings.  We can then understand an actual real being in terms of being a particular form of substance.

The modern physicist, however, is trained to think of the question of the forms of substance as a “hopelessly philosophical” one, the contemplation of which will only detract from the business of developing purely predictive theories.

The current difficulty in which physics finds itself lies in the historical ground from which it arose.  Since at least the time of Plato, there has been a fundamental distinction between a substantial thing and its apparent properties (predicates).  It is only in terms of the former that the notion of an essentially unified spatial fullness comes to the fore.  The latter, however, is only understood to be an infinitely thin “veil” whose purpose is to sense the underlying thing.  That is, our sensations are nothing but immediate mental modifications that we call appearances, while our thoughtful reflection allows us to synthesize these manifold appearances into a essential unity called an object of thought.
The pre-Socratic Greek philosophers had attempted to come to terms with the way in which nature fundamentally operates, in terms of the theoretical universal, irreducible building blocks—or, atoms.  It is in this way that these philosophers were attempting to understand nature by way of hypothesizing about the true, immutable forms that the universal substratum made possible.
The works of Descartes, however, served as an impetus to begin to think of nature in more mathematical terms.  With his development of the isometric coordinate grid system, objects of thought could be reduced to a specific location relative to an origin, and its motions could be described through rigorous algebraic means.
The transition in focus from intuitive spatial forms to abstract mathematical formulations heralded a parallel transition from ancient philosophical understanding to modern scientific predictivity.  It was under this new context that Newton’s theory of gravitation was developed, and the everyday business of the scientific practice has thereafter remained entrenched within the paradigm of predictive algebraic formulation.  So, the tangible things that are the subject matter of all possible objective thought have been thoroughly annihilated by a system of purely symbolic equations, the solutions of which give us nothing but “localized predicates,” i.e. single geometric points that represent the locations of quantifiable characteristics such as mass, electric charge, and quantum spin.
Furthermore, because a localized predicate does not inhere within a substantial form, it cannot be said to independently subsist—it is, rather, the result of a single experimental observation.  Modern physical theory, therefore, deals only with observable events, the objects of which are known simply as observables.  These objects are not tangible things, but are rather the measured outcome of a perfectly ineffable interaction between local no-things.  This kind of language lies at the root of the canonical theory that deals with the most fundamental aspects of physical reality: quantum mechanics.
While it is true that there have been various philosophically minded physicists in the modern age who have attempted to come to terms with the way in which subsistent matter is formed, all of these attempts have been thwarted by an overwhelming tendency to conform to the algebraic-predictive formulations of the modern era.  Most notably, Einstein’s general theory of relativity is built upon a purely space-filling, geometric framework that is used to describe the forms of gravity fields.
The vast majority of physicists who are engaged in fields of active research concern themselves with the “very small” scales of quantum mechanics, which are understood to be the most fundamental levels of reality.  The essential difference between quantum theory and general relativity does not concern mere scale, however.  Rather, it concerns the philosophical gap between ancient understanding and modern technological effectiveness.

The public confessions of many contemporary theoretical physicists gives one the notion that there exists a serious international effort to develop a system of thought in order to allow one to understand the universe of physical reality.  This notion, however, is perfectly antithetical to the modern Cartesian-Newtonian paradigm upon which they rely for the language in which they express themselves.  There is no other alternative but to return to the basic philosophical posture that the ancients assumed in relation to the natural world.  But this is not enough.   Even in ancient times, there existed the unfounded assumption that the smaller scales are the more fundamental.  There also existed the attitude that these small, fundamental elements were impenetrable spatial forms whose interiors were mutually exclusive from each another.  Thus, a popular attitude of the ancient Greeks was that the universe ultimately consisted of microscopic, perfectly “hard” objects.
In time, the ancient notion of “smallness” gave way to the modern one of “locatability,” and thus the physically uncuttable atom of the Greeks was transformed into the mathematically indivisible “particle” of contemporary theory.  It is currently upheld that fundamental particles are “point-like.”  This kind of ambiguous language is used to overcome the patent absurdity inherent in the idea that matter is ultimately non-extensive (i.e. a mathematical point), while at the same time preserving the inherent worth of the purely locative solutions of the existing algebraic formulations.
The crux of the problem is as follows.  If matter is truly un-point-like; that is, if it truly fills space, the whole system of solvable algebraic equations will come collapsing into a heap of theoretical irrelevancy.  No matter the practical effectiveness of this system, it will no longer be thought possible to develop a unifying formula that fully encompasses the whole of physical reality.  On the other hand, a theory that is based upon a system of elemental, space-filling “matter fields” will require a return to a long dead philosophical attitude that attempts to truly understand the possible forms of substantial reality.
The theoretical work by Maxwell during the late nineteenth century on the nature of the electrical and magnetic phenomena laid the foundation for the idea that matter is ultimately the function of a subsisting continuum, or a “field.”  However, it wasn’t until early in the following century, when the elements were discovered to consist of “mysterious” internal oscillations (due to the relatively more/less intense spectral lines that resulted from the various light emission/absorption experiments), that the question of the “wave-like” nature of matter was to be inevitably asked.
The initial, tentative answer to this question came in the form of Bohr’s “quantum model” of circular electron orbit levels, whereby each level differed by a discrete quantity of energy.  The only way for an electron to “jump” to a more distant orbit was to absorb an energy quantum (a “photon”).  Then, when the electron came back down to a nearer orbit, it would emit the same unit of radiation.
The next evolution of atomic theory was de Broglie’s doctoral thesis, whereby he attempted to show that particulate matter (e.g. “electrons”) could be understood to be “guided” by spatial waves.  These waves were to be understood as the three-dimensional analogs of the harmonics of stringed musical instruments.  Because they do not propagate, but rather remain confined within the bounds of a rigid “container,” these waves are known as standing waves.  But because there could only be a perfectly integral number of individual wavelengths within the composite waveform, the transition to a higher energy level could be understood as a “quantum jump” from a waveform consisting of a n wavelengths to a waveform of n+1 wavelengths. Within a year of this theoretical discovery, Schrodinger canonized it in the form of his eponymous wave equation.
As to be expected, this unduly “realistic” version of physical reality was to be radically overthrown by way of a mere probability field, which only gave the probable locations of the orbiting electrons.  Thus, the essential question of the nature of the thing that was responsible for the guiding of electrons was instead replaced with the inessential question of where the electron would likely be found at each energy level.  The former question is a philosophical one and it aids in attaining a comprehensive understanding of physical reality.  It is, however, beyond the scope of simplistic algebraic solvability, and for this reason alone, it has not been of any use to the “cult of predictability” mindset that is so dominant in this modern age.
Perhaps the most absurd (most tragic?) part of all of this is just that the probability wave interpretation of quantum theory (a.k.a. the Copenhagen interpretation) does not even attempt to be empirically predictive, but it rather only establishes the illusion of real world predictivity by way of appealing to its easily solvable algebraic formulations.  The circular reasoning here is obvious for anyone to see: a theoretical paradigm that is ultimately based on the inherently local nature of the mathematical point is used as justification for the algebraic “predictability” of the future locations of wholly non-empirical point-objects.  And when the form of this “prediction” is just a “solution” that is nothing other than a field of probabilities—that is, this solution is not even a true prediction!—the utter emptiness of modern physical theory has been fully revealed.
The result of all of this absurdity is that the average human being is left in a state of bewilderment when it comes to the most fundamental aspects of physical reality.  It is common practice for today’s theoretical physicist to claim that he is capable of “understanding” the equations that he manipulates, but one should not assume that this kind of understanding goes anywhere beyond a simple ability to manipulate the equations in line with a series of arbitrarily invented conventions.  When it comes to explaining just what these equations are supposed to mean, it is plainly obvious that this same physicist is nowhere close to developing a universal physical theory.
In order to offer a satisfactory explanation of the mechanisms of the physical universe, the illusion of empirical predictivity, as given by solvable algebraic equations, must be forsaken in favor of the substance of intellectual rationality, as given by intuitive geometric forms.  As such, I have developed a universal theory of physical reality by way of combining the rigid, cosmic-scale spatial geometry of general relativity with the dynamic, atomic-scale spatial waves of the de Broglie-Schrodinger interpretation of quantum theory.  The result of this combination consists of a theory of “universal atoms” whose forms are given by the harmonic modes of oscillation of a continuous three-dimensional manifold.  This manifold—or, continuum—can be understood as the non-physical substratum that grounds the possibility of the fundamental units of physical reality that are known as atoms.
Each atom is truly universal it that it is everywhere defined within the universe.  Besides their geometric forms (the number of wavelengths that occupy the space of the universe), the only difference between atoms is their frequency-amplitude signatures.  That is, the frequency and amplitude of a given atom is given by the relation:
Frequency x Amplitude = Constant.

So, the larger the frequency of an atom, the lower is its amplitude, and vice versa.  We can think of the atoms of chemistry as having extraordinarily high frequencies and correspondingly low amplitudes.  Alternatively, we can understand the atoms of the cosmos (gravity fields) as consisting of exceedingly high amplitudes and low frequencies.  It makes sense, therefore, that the former kinds of atoms, given that their frequencies are so large, will simply appear to be solid objects of a definite form.  The only way that we are able to understand them to truly consist of an oscillating waveform is through the emission/absorption lines of elemental spectral analysis experiments.  But in the case of gravitational atoms, the fact that their frequencies are so low allows us to think of them as statically bent space, as in Einstein’s theory of gravitation.  In other words, the human time-scale is simply too abbreviated in order to witness the oscillatory variability that is characteristic of spatial harmonics.  It might be necessary to devise an experiment that takes place over many millions of years in order to detect even the slightest variation in Earth’s gravity field!
The notion that all of physical reality can be reduced to purely geometric forms is a dream that has been around since at least the time of Pythagoras.  This kind of geometric idealism is the essence of the Platonic theory of elements.  After Aristotle, however, the focus changed to categorizing objects of experience according to their predicates, which led to the paradigm of predicative-predictive realism, that, when abstracted into a symbolic formalism, resulted in the very same anti-realistic balderdash that today passes for an honest attempt at constructing a comprehensive theory of physical reality.
There is a profound difference, though, between the Platonic “solids,” which really are just the way in which infinitely thin surface elements may enclose an otherwise empty volume of space, and the space-filling waves of spatial harmonics, the true form of which can only be described with recourse to four isometric (Euclidean) dimensions.  That is, instead of surface elements that are arranged at various positions in three-dimensional space, the present theory relies upon spatial elements that are arranged in four dimensions.  This kind of “hyper-spatial” arrangement, together with the amplitudes and frequencies with which the elements of space oscillate, determines all of the predicates that are needed for the construction of a infinitely diverse universe.
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