Ontology
Ontology is a meditation upon the idea of unified reality, or Universality.  The concepts of unity and reality are the respective theses of the Kantian categorial divisions: quantity and quality.  The synthesis of these theses provides us with the primordial subject-matter of the logic of Being (ontology).  The synthetic concept of Universality, however, does not immediately subject itself to a simple logical analysis.  Not even the road that will bring us nearer to the idea of Universality is clear.  In order to find this road so that we may attempt to travel upon it, we will first need to know its name.

But first, we are in need of the proper name of Universality.  A name is always a reference to some particular thing.  Universality, however, can never be such a thing.  It cannot, in fact, be any kind of thing at all.  For a thing is always a particularity, but particularity as such necessarily depends upon Universality for its possibility.  Universality, therefore, is the necessary condition for all contingent particularities.  A particularity depends upon the articulation of Universality.  It is for this reason that we can speak of a particularity or the particularity (‘a’ and ‘the’ are the linguistic devices that allow us to convey articulation).  But we cannot speak this way of Universality: Universality is never the Universality, much less is it ever a Universality.  There is only Universality, as it is.  Universality is Being.
But to be able to speak of Universality as an object of study, we must somehow concretize it in our minds so that we may give it a name.   In this way, Universality can be understood as an object of study.  We must always keep in mind, however, that this concretization is not itself “real.”  It is, instead, a necessary self-deception to allow us to find the name of the road that we are seeking.  There is always a danger that we will forget this deception.  By thus forgetting, we will have no way of coming authentically nearer to Universality (Being).
An articulated particularity always stands ready-to-relate.  All relations are necessarily relations between particularities.  A particularity can never relate to Universality, nor can Universality relate to itself.  Universality, as the ground of all relativity, is non-relatable; it is absolute.  But we, as seekers for the road to Universality, must somehow attempt to relate to Universality.  We do this by deceiving ourselves into thinking that it is a ‘thing’ that can be named.  A thing is an articulated particularity of Universality.  A thing is always standing ready-to-relate.
The name for Universality will consist of an article and a symbolic reference.  The article that we will use is ‘the’.  The symbolic reference is ‘universe.’  Again, we must keep in mind that the name, ‘the universe’, carries a grave risk.  In the first place, the use of the definite article, ‘the’, may trap us into thinking that Universality is merely definite.  It is not.  Universality is no more definite than it is indefinite.  Universality can never be defined and neither can it merely lack definition.  But in order for us to focus our attention upon some thing, so that a logical investigation becomes possible, the definite article is essential.  Furthermore, the symbolic reference, ‘universe’, refers to the apparent form of Universality.  An apparent form is a particularity of Universality that, in the linguistic sense, is generically known as a ‘noun.’  So, we must think of the formal appearance of Universality, in the name of ‘the universe,’ if we are going to continue with our ontological investigation.
Nominally, ontology occurs while traveling on the road to the universe.  This road is surrounded on all sides by the apparent forms of Universality.  These apparent forms are the appearances of the particularities that are always relating to one another.  That is, Universality forms itself in particular ways (it articulates) and these forms are made manifest by way of appearances.  Our goal, as it stands, can be broken into two steps.  In the first place, we are seeking for the elementary forms of the universe.  And in the second place, we are seeking for the rule (or rules) whereby these forms co-relate.  It is only by way of successfully accomplishing the first task that the accomplishment of the second task is at all possible.  We must not be satisfied with a “lazy approach” towards the first task.  Much less must we be satisfied with so called solutions to the first task that only serve to deny the significance of its mandate. (This is what Newton did, and it is this “Newtonian” legacy that we have inherited.)

The question of the possible universal forms is tackled through the discipline known as geometry.  The ancient Greeks are today recognized as the founders of the “canonical” version of geometry.  This version is given the name of Euclidean geometry.  Furthermore, the discipline that seeks to uncover the elementary forms of the universe is known as atomism.  An atom, as a truly elemental universal form, is understood to be necessarily irreducible.  An atom is a primordial element.
In ancient Greece, there were various modes of thought at play when it came to thinking about the true form of the atom.  In the first place, Democritus considered their perfect solidity.  In this way of thinking, atoms were seen to be invisible solids that could not be subdivided through any forceful means.  But this definition did not satisfactorily explain the diverse natures of the worldly elements (e.g. fire, air, earth, water).  In an attempt to answer this question, geometrical explanations were sought.  For it is only through geometry that the idea of form acquires its essential meaning.  That is to say, the notion that the form of an atom is just its absolute “hardness” leaves much to be desired.  As humans, we always understand the form of a thing to be the precise way in which it occupies space.
The second approach was much more “to the point,” and this was taken by Pythagoras.  Pythagoras sought for the most fundamental of all geometric forms, and this was understood to be the right triangle.  The key to the importance of the triangle is that it is the most basic form that gives the possibility of the concept of proportionality.  For, a line does not include proportionality in its nature and all quadrangles (four-sided figures) can always be constructed from two triangles, and any triangle can be constructed from two right triangles.  Plato seized upon this approach by way of discovering all of the space-enclosing forms (polyhedrons) that could be constructed out of identical planar shapes, all of whose sides where equal.  There were found to be five of these objects, and four of these were, for various reasons, used as the “worldly elements” (these are not “true elements,” in the sense of right triangles).  But even this more refined picture of universal forms was not ultimately adequate for the reason that it required tiny “binding spikes” to allow the worldly elements to become built into larger, composite forms like animals, plants, and rocks.

This notion of mutually exclusive atomic “things” that are held together by “bonds” is still the picture that occupies the popular imagination to this very day.  The result of this version of ontology leaves us with an irreducible duality between matter and force.  Thus, the question of the elemental universal form has been replaced with the question of the nature of the interaction between two qualitatively different “things.”
It seems, then, that the first step towards traveling the road to the universe has faltered.  That is, in our attempt to discover the essence of the elemental forms of the universe, we are also having to come to terms with the manner in which they “connect.”  Perhaps there is a hidden assumption we have been making that is not necessarily justified.
In our attempt to reduce the universe to its ultimate constituents, we have implicitly assumed that a reduction depends upon geometric simplicity as well as scalar simplicity.  Geometric simplicity is obviously an essential aspect to the problem of any possible universal forms.  However, what is the root of the thinking that scalar simplicity is correspondingly essential?  That is, what is it about “very smallness” that causes us to also think about fundamentality?  These questions might seem absurd at first glance, for the simple reason that the concepts of smallness and fundamentality are just implicity assumed to the synonymous.
The reason for this constant association lies in the apparent mutual exclusivity of the objects of everyday experience.  That is, the apparent “thingness” of a thing is only seen to be possible to the extent that it occupies a region of space that is not occupied by any other thing.  This unoccupied region of space is thought to be available for the occupation of any thing that will fit within its boundaries.  We have, therefore, a hidden duality that we had not previously considered: the duality between a thing and the space that it occupies.  This question of the difference between “fullness” and “emptiness” must be carefully considered.  For, if we are not able to resolve this duality, then all hope of completing our first task will be lost.  Where do we begin?

In the first place, we shall consider the notion that the discipline of geometry, in itself, does not consider the problem of fullness versus emptiness.  That is, there is nothing that stops us from “reusing” the same space by way of drawing geometric forms atop one another.  Of course, this type of activity will eventually cause confusion in our own minds, as regards the boundaries of each particular object, and there may even come a time where individual forms can no longer be at all distinguished (when all available space has been “drawn upon”), but this does not mean that the forms themselves are “confused” about “who is who.”  I am not attempting to anthropomorphize geometry here.  I am simply trying to show that a form’s integrity only relies upon the consistency of the relations of its individual “parts” to each other.  The question about how this integral form relates to its external environment is another matter entirely.  On the other hand, the line of thought that does make the assumption (albeit implicitly) that the internal integrity of a universal form is dependent upon its environment is known as particle theory.  That is, the current conception of a particle receives its ontological grounding from the notion of mutual exclusivity.  It is wholly the result of the everyday experience of mutually exclusive “things” that the concept of smallness is implicitly understood to be fundamental.
In the second place, the notions of “full” and “empty” are themselves polar opposites that do not admit any possibility of compromise.  This kind of “all or nothing” distinction is simply a contrivance that has no a priori foundation.  It rather makes sense to consider these poles as the ideal limits of a real continuum.  That is, reality, as the thesis of the Kantian categorial division, ‘of quality,’ essentially depends upon the notion of continuity.  To deny (or ignore) the significance of the preceding statement is to assume that reality is not essentially qualitative (continuous), which is the essence of the very categorial division under which it is subsumed, but is rather merely quantitative.  This kind of thinking, of course, destroys the entire Kantian system, which leaves our ontological enterprise completely philosophically ungrounded.  (This is the essential problem of so-called quantum theory.)  In order to preserve our philosophical sanity, the only alternative is to uphold the qualitative nature of reality by way of explicitly assuming that its “values” can vary by arbitrarily small degrees rather than a by single, indivisible unit.
When, therefore, we positively uphold the idea that the universal forms are necessarily continuous structures that are not necessarily mutually exclusive, a entirely new realm of possibilities become manifest.  It is at this point that we have hit upon the essence of what is known as “wave theory.”  But we are not at all able to fall back on any kind of popular, well-grounded theory of atomic wave-forms, due to the fact that all currently accepted wave theories are ontologically grounded within the very assumption of mutual exclusivity that lies at the basis of particle theory.  That is, waves are always understood merely to be waves of particles: either in the classical sense whereby a wave is simply the transmission of [kinetic] energy, or in the modern sense whereby a wave is a field (matrix) of more or less probable particle locations.
Furthermore, the question of just what a “wave field” is supposed to ontologically signify is not well understood.  That is, the question with which we are  now faced is:  Does a field simply occupy space, such that there is a fundamental difference between the “substantiality” of a field and the “emptiness” of space?  But here again, we are faced with the same essential “fullness versus emptiness” problem.  That is, the only reason why we initially considered the idea of the wave-field was to “bridge the gap” between the “thingness” of the particle and the “nothingness” of space.  We should say, then, that a wave-field is space: nothing more or less.
But this now leaves us with a very deep, very vexing problem.  If a wave-field is identical with the continuum of universal space, then how are we supposed to understand the form of an elemental wave-field as opposed to the form of the entirety of the space of the universe?  Or: in what way can the boundary of elementary wave-fields differ from the boundary of universal space?  Wherein lies the a priori justification for this kind of distinction?  And if there is no such justification, for the reason that there can not be such a justification, for the reason that any distinction between the two will only result in the very “fullness” versus “emptiness” duality that forced us to abandon the “degreeful,” qualitative essence of reality (thereby destroying the canonical Kantian system), then we can only assume that all atomic wave-fields exist on precisely the same scale: the universal scale.
But this way of thinking utterly flies in the face of all common sense!  To say that the most fundamental elements of the universe are also the size of the universe is a pure inversion of the way that we experience the universe.  That is, if each one of us is much smaller than the universe, and the chemicals that compose our bodies are much smaller still, then how can we begin to make sense out of things?

The answer to this question demands that we think much more creatively about the possible forms of the universe.  First of all, we know that space is three-dimensional, but we do not know the extent of this universal space.  That is, is it finite or is it infinite?  And if it is finite, how can we understand the nature or this boundary?  What exists on the other side of it?  Further, how is it possible to make sense of the points that exist directly on the boundary?  Does not this boundary discontinuity annul the very notion of the qualitative continuity of universality?  Isn’t boundedness, in itself, a condition that destroys the qualitative “realness” of the reality of the universe?  Aren’t we, here again, faced with the very same question of the polar opposition of “thingness” and “nothingness”?  Furthermore, if the universe is infinite, how are we to understand the universe as a uni-verse?   That is, isn’t the concept of infinity the pure opposite of the concept of unity?  In other words, isn’t non-infinitude, as such, a necessary condition for any kind of unity?  
What we need, therefore, is a seemingly impossible universal form that is unbounded yet definite!  Fortunately, geometry has already provided us with a solution.  We can think of the a spherical surface as being unbounded and definite.  But since this kind of a thing is merely two-dimensional, we will need to stretch our imaginations in order to raise the level of dimensionality by one.  In other words, we must somehow try to understand that a three-dimensional space can exist as a surface that smoothly curves back into itself, forming a so-called hypersphere.  Of course, there is really no way to imagine this shape, much less experience it in “real life.”  We can only assert that it is a rational necessity that allows us to understand our three-dimensional universe as a real (qualitatively continuous) unity.  If we did not make this bold, purely rational affirmation, the entire a priori foundation of the continuity of reality disappears, leaving us once again without a philosophically grounded understanding of the concept of universality.
We are now able to have a very clear idea (even if it is not strictly imaginable) of the form of the universe, as well as the form of any possible elemental wave-fields.  But what are we saying here?  How does it make sense to affirm that the form of every possible wave-field is just a hypersphere?  How are we to understand the apparent infinity of diversity that everywhere inhabits the universe?  The answer to this question lies in the fact that the static, universal “shape” of a wave-field is not the only way that we can think about its form.  That is, just as we can understand the surface of a “Euclidean” sphere as undulating in various ways, we can apply the very same reasoning to the surface of our hypershere.  But, instead of two-dimensional surface elements that are rising and falling, in our case, each surface element is three-dimensional.
But we are jumping ahead of ourselves here.  There is still the problem of developing an exact formulation of the way in which our wave-fields are “undulating.”  Fortunately, there is a well known solution.  But this solution carries with it a seemingly fatal flaw: it requires that we have a bounded space at our disposal within which to determine the form of the wave.  Whereas we previously needed to overcome the implicit discontinuousness of a bounded universe, we are now faced with the specter of needing to re-establish its boundedness for the sake of finding a solution to the problem of the form of our atomic wave-fields.

It is now necessary to make a clear distinction between the “real” unboundedness of the continuous universe and the possibility of the purely logical boundedness of the elemental wave-fields, for the purpose of understanding their true geometric forms.  That is, we can logically understand our atomic wave-fields as having their forms defined by way of the interior values of a standard, Euclidean sphere that surrounds a space of a universal scale.  We can then solve the well-known equation (the Laplace equation) such that it results in a non-propagative oscillating interior wave, also known as a “three-dimensional standing wave” or a “spherical harmonic.”  We typically understand this kind of wave in its one-dimensional empirical variant, such as when a guitar string is picked.  In this case, it is easy to visualize that undulatory up-and-down motions of the parts of the string.  We can even visualize such a wave in two-dimensions, such as the “pie-slice shaped” vibrational patterns of a circular drum membrane after it has been struck.  But we can not visualize the three-dimensional analog, for the reason that the interior spatial elements of a sphere do not have any freedom of motion, so as to appear as an undulating wave.  That is, we are forced to think of these as in-tensive rather than as ex-tensive waves.
Now that we have found a logical solution to the problem of the possible forms of elemental wave-fields, we must translate this interior solution into its true surface structure.  This just means that we must perform the higher-dimensional equivalent of wrapping an oscillating drum membrane around outside of a ball-shaped space.  In our higher-dimensional case, we must “stretch” the spherical boundary of our universe-sized logical space so that it connects into one point on the opposite side of a ball-shaped four-dimensional space, whose “surface area” is equal to the three-dimensional volume of said logical space.

[Insert an explanation of local atomic spatial compression relative to the universal spatial elements here.]

We can now see how our initial problem of the dualities that resulted from the implicit assumption of particulate mutual exclusivity has been fully replaced with the unity of the explicit assumption of wave-field mutual inclusivity.  That is, every atom is wholly contained within the field of every other atom, and the nature of the distortion process whereby every atom’s wave-field is wrapped around a ball-shaped four-dimensional space leaves us with the “realistic” picture of atomic harmonic wave-forms, whereby their central boundary/connection points consist of nodes of maximum stability (minimum potential) and maximum spatial compression.  This second point just means that the amplitudes of the wave-form, per universal spatial element, will increase in accordance with the expected Newtonian inverse square law.
The inverse square law has never been philosophically explained, but only algebraically defined.  That is, given a point mass (or a point charge), the “force” felt at any other point is inversely proportional to the square of the distance between the points.  The essential structure of space itself, as standing-wave solutions to atomic wave-fields, has never been integrated into the concept of this law.  Of course, Einstein’s general theory of relativity laid the foundation for the possibility of “curved space,” but he did not go so far as to explicitly equate the fundamental elements of the universe as this spatial curvature.  Instead, he was to remain stuck within the “empty space” versus “substantial field” duality within which it is wholly impossible to retain one’s philosophical grounding.
After all of the preceding considerations, we have finally been able to understand the essence of the universal forms.  Now that we are able to “see” these forms, we are ready to name the road that will bring us near to universality.  This road involves the inter-relations between the atomic forms of the universe and the way that these inter-relations show themselves.  The name of this road is called physics.  But this name, as it is currently understood, means something entirely different from its “true” ontological meaning.  The average understanding of the name of the road to universality is unclear in its meaning.  This is because the current discipline—known as physics—is far from being philosophically grounded.  In fact, it is so far from this kind of grounding that the thing called “physics” does not truly have a meaning.  “Physics,” as it is currently understood, is meaningless.  The reason for this is simple.  At its heart, “physics” has thoroughly abandoned the pure concepts of the understanding—as given by the Kantian system—that fall under the categorial division: ‘of quality.’  These concepts are: reality (thesis), negation (anti-thesis), and limitation (synthesis).  Failing these concepts, the essential character of the notion of “quality,” which is continuity, has been abandoned, and physics, as a discipline whose aim is to comprehend universality, turns into “physics,” as a pure quantification scheme.
******************************************************

Whenever there exists a duality in physics, whether this duality exists in the name of “matter versus space” or “matter versus field,” the fundamental “difference in kind” leads to an ontology of pure externality (called here: the Predicate-Void).  With this ontology, there is no res extensa, but there are only pure locations-with-predicates.  In other words, the very fact of a duality sets up the kind of thinking that overlooks interior sameness for the sake of exterior differentiation.  In fact, if either of the poles of this duality are even thought to be continuous, the entire way of thinking that is called “scientific” must have its foundations called into question, opening the door for the manner of thinking that is called “philosophical.”  It is for this reason that in the discipline known as “theoretical physics,” there is such a need to prefix every concept with the word: quantum.  Failing the constant and explicit use of this word, the danger to the orthodox physics establishment is grave.
******************************************************

Of the universe (Being), we should say that it articulates rather than particulates.  The manner of articulation is the modulation of universe-scale, self-contained wave-fields (atoms).  It is only through the law of interaction of its atoms that this articulation may be lawful, rather than chaotic.  In the lawfulness of the individual atoms, molecularity is made possible.  The ‘thatness’ of molecularity (atomic lawfulness) has long been manifest, but its ‘whatness’ remains obscure.  The fact that a molecule can become an in-sisting ‘what’ rather than a merely ex-sisting ‘that’ is a question that lies at the deepest, most hidden realm of Being.  The molecularity of Being is the ground for the possibility of articulated Being.  An articulation of Being is a definite being.  It is only through definiteness that indefiniteness becomes possible.  A being always implicitly understands itself as Being, and not merely as an articulation of Being.
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