Truth and Reality: 
From Euclid to Heidegger
There is no system of thought that is more “real” than dynamic three-dimensional geometry, which consists of four-dimensional interior spaces that are enclosed by differentiably variable three-dimensional surface element positions.  This is the ex-tensive version of the in-tensive scalar values that reside within the elements of a three-dimensional interior space.  Those who say that Euclidean geometry is not fundamental are saying that it makes sense to speak about “intensive geometry.”  It is said that higher intensities represent greater curvature, which in turn represents greater mass densities.
However, this concept of curvature only makes sense in relation to a higher dimensional isometric coordinate system.  The reason for this is simple: the only effective way to replicate any curve is through the a priori notion of the identity of the difference between the successive integers (decimaled numbers are equivalent with integers whose decimal points are moved far enough to the right).  When the previously stated notion is “geometricized,” it translates into the concept of equidistance, or, isometry.  And with an a priori iso-geometric coordinate system, any possible geometric form is also therefore a priori grounded.  It is simply fallacious to assert that one can begin from a position of a priori curvature—which is to assert that geometry can be fundamentally intensive.
The modern dismissal of Euclid’s fifth postulate (a.k.a. the parallel postulate) is indicative of a backlash against the outbreak of German idealism as inspired by the Kantian system.  The redirection towards British empiricism gave mathematicians and scientists the notion that fundamental theories could be found immediately within the phenomena, without any help from the forms of the intuition or the understanding.  According to these new theorists, forms were always to be found “out there,” waiting to be discovered.  Space itself, therefore, was understood in this light, and it was understood to be liable to have any arbitrary form at all.  If space is taken to be an immediately observable “thing,” its a priori foundations are stripped away, and all that can be said about it is this: “Space is what it is.”
This kind of thinking is generally indicative of a trend towards cultural de-intellectualization, whereby the average concerns are geared towards technological effectiveness rather than philosophical understanding.  In this context, the “demands of the marketplace” must be satisfied before any attempts to discover inner truth, with is simply seen as a luxury that must be afforded.  Philosophy, therefore, is used as a mere justification for the continuation of an established political-economic order, rather than an original activity to be authentically pursued by free-thinking individuals.

It is a simple fact that the economic elite are best able to control the masses by way of encouraging the existence of an empirical, rather than a rational, philosophical culture.  It is in this way that the West sees itself as “scientific” and “pragmatic” rather than “rationalistic” and “idealistic.”  In a scientific culture, the road towards “higher truth” is always paved by the institutions that are capable of constructing the mechanisms (machines) of “cutting edge” (higher energy) experimentation.  Those who are in charge of controlling (and collecting the data of) these machines are known as experimental physicists, and those whose task it is to formalize (unify) the results are known as theoretical physicists.  But in an anti-intellectual culture that philosophically identifies with empiricism, this relationship between experimentation and theory is reversed.  The theoretician is understood to be a kind of speculative “diviner,” whose predictions must be authenticated (or at least, not “falsified”) by an experiment.  In this way, a theory (i.e. thesis) is understood to be identical with a hypothesis.  This conflation of thesis and hypothesis is the thing that causes “mere” theory to become subordinated to “official” experimentation.
By grounding all possible experience in the forms of the intuition, however, Kant gave individual people the “right” to develop theses (theories) whose purpose is to organize the concepts of the understanding into a “reasonable” whole.  It is in this way that Kant sought to eliminate the sway of “tyrannical dogma” from the individual minds that constitute humanity.

The argument against Kant’s position runs as follows.  If individual humans are allowed to follow their own idealistic “fantasies,” the result will be an anarchic condition that runs contrary to the common good.  But since it is only the experts at the “official” (accredited) academic institutions that have access to the information that alone is capable of verifying a so-called theory, the controllers of the verification process are therefore in control of what passes as “truth,” in the sense that it is only the interpretations of experiments that are published, rather than the unfiltered data.  And even if these results are published, the question of the accuracy of these results is always at issue (that is, whether the experimenter “fashioned” the results in order to better fit a hypothesis).  The point here is that the farther that one is removed from the immediate “sensuousness” of the experimental activity (turning the knobs, hearing the hum of the machines, seeing the display meters), the less of a position of authority that one can claim in terms of having a handle upon validated scientific truth.

By propagating the notion that physical reality is essentially dependent upon scale (e.g. “fundamental” particle physics), the universities and international consortiums, by virtue of their economic might, are able to remain in a position of authority when it comes to the dominant cultural philosophy.  That is, if the only pathway to “ultimate reality” comes in the form of the data output of high-energy particle colliders, the institutions that finance, construct and operate these machines will alone have the legitimacy to provide expert commentary as regards the various sciences (natural and social) that are derived from this ultimate reality.

Furthermore, a scientific (as opposed to philosophical) culture depends upon the independent “sovereignty” of the various scientific departments in order to indefinitely propagate itself.  This means that the conceptual language that each department uses must be as specialized as possible so that a common inter-departmental ground cannot be developed.  That is, a specialist (expert) is capable of carrying on a conversation with his or her academic peers, but not with those who specialize in another discipline.  This kind a academic compartmentalization makes it all but impossible to develop coherent, generalized theses that will free the [anti-]intellectual culture from its never ending dialectical games.

As such, foundational philosophy is seen as a relic of the past, and philosophy is subordinated to the sciences, in the sense of “the philosophy of X.”  Philosophy is no longer simply philosophy, but always only a philosophy.  This “articulation” of philosophy has delegitimized universally systematic philosophy, the result being that there is no longer any coherent discipline whereby to make comprehensive sense of the world, as it is.  With the dominant cultural tendency to understand itself in terms of the anti-philosophical philosophy known as empiricism, all ideas are reduced to logical statements that must be objectively verified.  The universalizing philosophies of the past are therefore seen as mere speculative ideations that are simply not susceptible to the verification procedure, and therefore do not ever have the right to be understood as “true.”
In today’s intellectual climate, the objective veracity of a truth claim depends upon whether it has already appeared within a “legitimate” publication.  (The vicious circularity in this line of reasoning is obvious: What is the objective veracity of the truth claim that a given publication is indeed legitimate?)  And the more times that a truth claim is cited within other “legitimate” publications, the more “objectively true” it has therefore become.  The result here is a detached, self-justifying matrix of public literature whose major purpose is to entrench the notion that “truth” is just an empirically verifiable “fact.”  Any other interpretation of truth (e.g. idealism) is simply understood to result in fractious, unverifiable “mere beliefs,” the allowance of which will only run contrary to the common good.
When, in an argument, an empiricist insistently appeals to objectively true facts, the idealist understands this as nothing other than rhetorical sophistry.  That is: In what way is the truth of a truth claim supposed to be evaluated?  This can only happen if the original experience underlying the truth claim is reconstructed and is experienced anew by the idealist.  Through this experience, then, the perceived objects will then be subsumed into the concepts of the understanding, followed by an attempt to synthesize these concepts into a unified, theoretical whole.  The derivative experience of being subjected to a series of truth claims is, of course, essentially different from that of “being there.”  The purpose of the academic literature is to therefore serve as substitute for the empirical rhetorician.  That is, if all of the world’s academics “conspire” to engage in mass hearsay, the original experience that is being referred to can be safely ignored for the sake of the “progress” of the techno-scientific culture.
Beyond Kant, Heidegger’s philosophical contributions have served to “shine a light” upon the inauthenticity of a culture that understands itself through its technological progression.  This kind of a culture is in no way grounded, and is always involved in an attempt to “capture its own tail.”  This “tail” can here be understood as beings, the science of which is known as metaphysics.  That is, metaphysics always only questions beings as beings, and it never seeks after the ground from which beings arise.  The search for the ground of all beings is known as ontology.  The various ways in which beings can be interrogated are known as the ontic sciences.

The key, according to Heidegger, is for individual people to “awaken” to the fact that they are not ultimately mere beings, but are rather “thrown” Being.  This notion is given the term Dasein, which translates in English to: there-being.  Dasein, therefore, is not merely an object that springs from a hidden ground; it is ground through and through.  Dasein is the self-articulation of the ground: it is self-grounding.  Dasein is always already “thrown” into a world, into which it projects itself in its mode of everdayness.  Absorbed into its projects, Dasein implicitly understands itself as a user of tools that exist within its world-space.  As long as these tools are well-functioning, Dasein loses itself within its own “worldly” pursuits.  Upon the malfunction of a tool, however, Dasein’s world is thrown into question.  No longer is the world simply ready-at-hand, to be taken for granted.  Dasein thus feels alienated: estranged from the they, who seem to be so “at home” within the world.
It is only when Dasein fully confronts its ownmost estrangement that it is able to exist within an authentic, care-ful mode.  As care-ing, Dasein is able to resolutely face the finitude of its own possibilities, the horizonal context of this finitude is given the name of Time.  To authentic Dasein, Time is never “running out,” but is always standing firm, as the most solid foundation.  Dasein thus resolutely prioritizes its affairs, without allowing the opinions of the they to hold sway over it.

The history of Western philosophy, then, can be understood as Being forgetting itself within a world of beings.  If Dasein is nothing other that Being in its “thereness,” Dasein remembers being only by way of a self-remembering.  But that which is ontologically the nearest (Being) is also ontically the farthest.  And since the empirical sciences are ontically the nearest, it is through the historical interpretation of these that Dasein must work its way in order to come closer to the ground.  Thus, modern man finds itself face-to-face with the contemporary “worldly” sciences and is therefore challenged to come into an understanding of the ancient well-spring of these sciences.  By regressing further from its own time, Dasein finds itself coming ever nearer to its own roots.
Western man’s scientific roots come in the “ontic form” of ancient Greek metaphysics.  By discovering the ground the which these roots are nourished, Dasein has discovered the truth of Being.  In order to make this discovery, Dasein must be able to understand the Greeks in their own terms, which means that the modern arrogance that results from the enthusiasm of technological progression must be overcome.  (After all, what kind of “progression” is it that does not build atop its own past?)

Modern man commonly understands metaphysics to be a relic of a barbaric past, and in this way is thoroughly incapable of understanding its own worldview as essentially metaphysical.  That is, the languages of the ontic sciences are wholly borrowed from the language of metaphysics, as the original science.  As long as the history of metaphysics remains hidden from view, there is no possibility that it may be understood as a vital root, rather than as a useless appendage.  Consequently, the ground that nourishes this root will remain concealed, and Dasein will remain ignorant of its own self-grounding truth.
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