The One

The question of the existence of ‘the one’ must deal with the meaning of the synthesis of articulation (the) and unity (one).  Unity, as such, does not involve articulation.  Furthermore, the definite article, ‘the’, presupposes the possibility of indefinite articulation, in the form of ‘a’.  That is, definiteness and indefiniteness are correlative; in the language of Kant, they are disjunctively reciprocating.  The problem of definiteness versus indefiniteness is dealt with in the antinomies of pure reason.  Time, in other words, cannot be sensibly understood as either having a beginning or failing to have a beginning.  The essential continuity of time endows it with unity.  In terms of pure unity, relations do not apply.  But neither do relations apply to pure multiplicity: it is for this reason that the categorical division, ‘of relation’, is different from the division, ‘of quantity’.  And neither does pure totality deal with relation; totality is simply the synthesis of unity (thesis) and multiplicity (anti-thesis).
In order to understand articulation (a, the), it is necessary to bring the categorical division, ‘of quality’, into the picture.  The thesis, anti-thesis, and synthesis of this division are, respectively, reality, negation, and limitation.  It is only through the synthesis of quantity and quality that the relational concepts (categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive) are given.  Relation is the essence of all aspects of set theory.  It is only qua relation that articulation (whether definite or indefinite) becomes possible.  That is, articulation as such depends necessarily upon the categorical division, ‘of relation’.
We can say that the word, ‘one’ is simply the nominalization of the category, ‘unity’.

We can think of Being as the synthesis of the pure concepts: unity (the thesis of quantity) and reality (the thesis of quality).  It is from this synthesis that relation (and thus articulation) becomes at all possible.  The concept of articulated Being (a being, the being) results from the absurd notion that a contingency (articulation) can the “directly applied” to its grounding necessity.

To think Being is to thing non-relationally; that is, transcendentally.  Real unity is: physical universality.  To think transcendentally is to think in the manner of physical universality, which is accomplished through the forms of the intuition (space, time).  Judgments of physical universality are made through these a priori conditions of all possible experience.  To think of pure conditions is to think geometrically.  This is the “original thinking” of the ancient Greeks.  It is thinking in this way that has the character of “being ontological”.

With the idea of mathematics-as-algebra, to posit is to locate.  The result of a position is therefore a pure location value, in the form of a co-ordinated number set.  Within this paradigm, physics is understood as the co-ordination location-set with another set of values—which are not themselves co-ordinated—known as “predicates” (e.g. mass, charge, spin).  This is the essence of the scientific framework, and it is here given the name: the Predicate-Void.
Alternatively, via mathematics-as-geometry, to posit is to form.  A form is a mode of the universal continuum.  A mode is opposed to a mere “shape”, in that it is essentially grounded in temporality.  A mode is thoroughly dynamic while a shape is merely static.  Only a mode is a “real element” (an “element of reality”).  To “freeze” a mode is to negate the temporality of reality, thus resulting in the limitation that is a shape.

A Platonic form has always been understood to be a mere shape.  In order to rescue Platonism (and thus all of Western philosophy) from the nihilism of the Predicate-Void, it is necessary to understand formality as modality.  A mode is a pure form of physical universality.
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