Introduction

The purpose of this website is to publish something called The Universal Theory of Physical Reality.  The precise nature of this “something” is entirely open for interpretation.  There is one thing for certain, however, and it is that all of the material contained herein is the original, inspired work of a single author, named Dennis Kane.  That is me.  I am the said author.
As the first order of business, I would like to begin by saying that I identify myself, plain and simply, as a philosopher.  Nothing more and nothing less.  I have never been paid to do this.  That is, I am wholly an amateur and not a professional.  Some may find this status to be a disadvantage.  And I wholeheartedly agree with this assessment if the question at hand, when it comes to philosophy, concerns the understanding of the particular positions of already established philosophers.  For if I do not have a reputation as a philosopher, then what should it matter to anybody as regards the nature of the particular, amateurish worldview that goes by the name of Dennis Kane’s philosophy?
But if the question at hand is rather the satisfaction of your own innate curiosity when it comes to things that go by the name of The Universal Theory of Physical Reality, then there are quite likely more irrelevant ways for you to waste your time rather than attempting to understand what I have to say.  It is purely by way of entertaining people who are personally interested in things called, for example, The Universal Theory of Physical Reality, that I hope to establish my reputation, slowly but surely, as a critical thinker, and to thereby become known as a philosopher whose personal worldview happens to be worthy of being widely understood.
The first problem that stands out when it comes to things that go by the name of The Universal Theory of Physical Reality is that the name, in itself, is quite daunting.  Or, we can at least get away with saying that this name appears to be quite a bit more daunting that things that go by the name of, for example, A Theory of My Particular Golden Retrievers.  For most of us have, in our own minds, quite a clear idea of things like golden retrievers, and we can therefore feel somewhat comfortable with the notion of theories of particular instances of such things.  While it is true that we may need to stretch our minds a little in order to move from our everyday understanding of golden-retriever-like things into a frame of mind that can comprehend their theories, by no means should we think of such tasks as being necessarily “daunting.”
But if we were then to occupy our attention with something called A Universal Theory of Golden Retrievers, the transition from particularity to universality should cause our pulses to increase just that much more.  It is never very much fun to force one’s mind to consider every imaginable instance of some kind of thing rather than just those instances of which we are especially fond.  For the very fact that we are no longer free to ignore certain of those things that otherwise complicate a given theory, this lack of freedom will likely lead to additional angst.
Furthermore, if we were to attempt to understand something called, say, The Universal Theory of Golden Retrievers, then we are now forced to try to understand why just this theory, above all others, is the true one.  In this way, we have elevated ourselves from thinking about a mere personal worldview to an objective fact.  That is, any other universal theories of golden retrievers are thereby claimed to be necessarily wrong.  As you might be able to guess, this kind of claim could very well aggravate anyone else who is in the business of developing such theories.
The greatest shock of all, however, results upon the change of the subject matter from ‘golden retrievers’ to ‘physical reality.’  How are we able to wrap our minds around such a thing?  In fact, does it even make sense to call ‘physical reality’ a thing?
I will not attempt to answer these questions in this introduction.  But I will uphold that the compulsion towards understanding—and the inherently bewildering nature of—things that are called The Universal Theory of Physical Reality is precisely the reason why philosophers are still an essential part of today’s culture.  For it is a philosopher’s business to make sense of things with such names.  That is, a philosopher is only able to earn a living to the extent that he or she is not afraid to make sensible, forthright assertions about such seemingly unfathomable issues.
If you are indeed interested in things that go by the name of The Universal Theory of Physical Reality, I hope that you will appreciate its necessarily philosophical nature.  That is, this particular thing is not meant to be read in one sitting and then discarded like a newspaper.  In fact, it is not meant to be merely “read.”  It is rather meant to be understood.  I am not here to simply inform you about a particular subject matter whose concepts are already well-formulated.  In fact, the subject matter at hand—namely, physical reality—by its very nature cannot possibly ever have a final, purely academic formulation.  That is, my theory must be actively believed by you in order to be at all effective.  In other words, if it is not perfectly believable, then it is nothing.
All I am trying to say here is that the truth of this theory is already inside of you.  I am saying that you already implicitly know it to be true, because it is identical with you!  The major problem, however, is that language itself is somewhat “unreliable,” for the simple reason that we each have slightly different understandings of the meanings of the words within our vocabularies.  So if I were to instantly rattle off a host of words that are supposed to bring you into an immediate understanding of a thing, such as this theory, that depends crucially upon the specific meanings of its words, then I would already have failed at my job as soon as I started.
So I must always pay heed to the fact that there is never any such thing as “too much clarity” when it comes to the particular words that I use in order to express my theory.  Contrarily, you must always pay heed to the fact that there is never any such thing as “too much thought” when it comes to your attempt to understand the overall essence of what I am trying to say.  For, the tiniest linguistic significations and the grand philosophical statement are co-dependent.  If you were to approach this solely as a step-by-step mathematical theorem and not at all as an integrated artistic expression, then there is precisely no possibility for its comprehension.
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