Localism
My name is Dennis Kane and I am an original philosopher.  I have developed something that I call: The Universal Theory of Physical Reality.  I have received no formal training in either mathematics or physics other than through high school and undergraduate level college courses.  And other than being bored to tears while sitting in on a couple of “philosophy” lectures, I have not been exposed to academic philosophy at all.  All of my exposure to philosophy has occurred by way of personal reading and online messaging.  Some may regard these “failings” as an automatic disqualification as regards my ability to develop any sort of meaningful work in the form of a universal theory.  If it is assumed that this kind of theory can only come by way of the simple application of current physical models, then the preceding reservation is entirely justified.  But if it is held—as I do—that these models are themselves the problem that hinders the development of a universal theory, then the notion that I have not been indoctrinated into them is a point in my favor.

In my opinion, the current paradigm of simplistic algebraic solvability is the thing that blocks all pathways towards the comprehensive understanding of physical reality.  To solve an algebraic equation is to find a result in the form of a mathematical “point.”  The solution to an algebraic equation can result in any conceivable sort of value, but it typically represents a location in space.  Since the time of Newton, all of physics has been concerned with the things-with-locations paradigm, in the form of solvable algebraic equations.  In fact, the assumption of the validity of this paradigm runs so deep that it is simply never called into question.  The rule is simple: If you want a job as a theoretical physicist, you must work within the easily solvable things-with-locations algebraic paradigm.

But all of these considerations beg a rarely asked, deeply philosophical question:  Just what is a “location,” and what does it mean for a thing to occupy one?  At this point, it is all too easy to fall back into intellectual laziness so that the philosophical significance of the questions at hand become lost.  Accordingly, we must keep in mind that a point-location is simply a mathematical concept that is otherwise known as a limit.  A limit is a thing that can never be reached, but can only be approached.

But even this language does not accurately describe the situation.  Say, for example, that there are two points spaced one unit apart.  The only way to close the gap is for either one of the points to move to a nearer point.  That is, there must be a smooth, continuous motion between adjacent points.  But this notion of the continuous movement between adjacent points is inherently senseless!  There cannot be any such thing as adjacent points because all points, by definition, have no size.  In other words, two points either exist in identical locations (in which case they would be the same point) or there is an unbridgeable gap between them.  The only solution to this problem is to perform a series of “quantum leaps” between an arbitrary number of intermediate locations (the special case of one leap just means that there are zero intermediate locations).
Like it or not, we have now been led down the philosophical “rabbit hole.”  This explicit problem of the “unbridgeable gap” goes all the way back to ancient Greece, in the person of Zeno of Elea.  In other words, if we are to make the unquestioned assumption that reality is ultimately “local,” then there is no other alternative but to take the “quantum leap” approach in our physical models.  But there is an even deeper problem lurking, which concerns locations in time.  That is, if our easily solvable algebraic model is to remain valid, it must reduce to “local things” that exist at “local times.”  In other words, the only sensible way for a thing to remain perfectly static within a single location is if no time passes.  This just means that spatial locations of zero extent imply temporal locations of zero extent.  But in the intervening duration between time locations, the local thing cannot be said to exist anywhere because it is in a state of ambiguity, since it is in transit between spatial locations.  So if reality truly consists of things of zero spatial extent that exist only at times of zero duration, then all we are left with is “bare time,” wherein nothing exists and nothing happens.
Another problem concerns the preservation of identity between quantum leaps.  That is, it makes no sense to speak of a thing being identical with itself, if it does not make a smooth transition between locations.  Failing any kind of identity-preserving continuity, all that can be said is that every instant consists of a wholly new universe that has no necessary relationship with the universe that existed at the previous instant.

The last time that these questions were explicitly addressed by the physics establishment was over 80 years ago at Niels Bohr’s institute for theoretical physics in Copenhagen.  The result was the so-called Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechanics, which was enthusiastically supported by Heisenberg, Pauli, Born, Dirac, and others.  But it was primarily through Bohr’s tireless efforts that the point-based physical paradigm “won out” against all other competitors.  The notable dissenters were de Broglie (who was persuaded to teach about the “new physics” for 25 years until he once again dissented in his later years), Schrodinger, and Einstein.
Modern physicists simply take the algebraically solvable point-location interpretation of physical reality as an unquestioned assumption.  They simply do not have the philosophical sophistication to appreciate the significance of the preceding problems.  To state the situation very plainly, today’s theoretical physicists just do not have the requisite educational background to see the “universal forest” from the “local trees.”

Even if the dissenters of the new physics were not able to clearly articulate the nature of their opposition, they understood that the Copenhagen school was merely an easy way out rather than a philosophically satisfactory explanation.  That is, they could see that a major overhaul of the point-based Newtonian paradigm was necessary, even if they were at a loss as to the manner in which to proceed.  In general, they were in search of a description of reality that is based upon dynamic, space-filling “fields of matter.”  But this “non-local” notion of reality only seemed to ask more questions than it could ever hope to answer.  For example: 1) What is the essential difference between a matter field and empty space?  and 2) What is the form of a matter field?
According to the typical, college educated Western mindset, reality ultimately consists of exceedingly tiny, spheroidal entities that are called “subatomic particles.”  But this immediately sets up a question that asks of the difference between interior/full space and exterior/empty space.  So we are now forced to face the embarrassing question of “interior physics,” if only to dismiss it as needlessly philosophical.  A common technique is to “answer” the question of interiority by way of algebraic cancellation, due to the sheer smallness of the scale in question.  But this feat of mathematical trickery only serves to shine an even brighter light on the philosophical quandary at hand.  The ultimate problem that lies at the heart of the duality between interior fullness and exterior emptiness is that it is purely a qualitative distinction that can never be handled by any quantitative means.  But since the very essence of the scientific project is to develop quantitative models of reality, there seems to be no choice but to completely forsake unobservable interiority in favor of observable exteriority.  In the former case, there is apparently only static homogeneity and in the latter case, there exists dynamic heterogeneity.
The solution to this quandary is simply to deny the existence of interiority by way of reducing all particles to the form of mathematical points.  But this method is not a true answer to the question of form as much as it is an evasion of it.  So, as long as this crucial question is simply evaded, it will always remain lurking in the background, to the embarrassment of the entire physics establishment.

But once the question of interior fullness is explicitly asked by truth seeking philosophers (such as myself), an entire universe of new possibilities is opened.  The philosophical duality between matter and space is eliminated as soon as we equate homogeneous (continuous) materiality with heterogeneous (discontinuous) spatiality.  It is in this way that we can understand something called “spatial continuity,” or “the continuum of space.”  That is, no longer is space simply an inert background that allows for the discontinuities (gaps) between local particles.  Rather, space itself is a qualitative substratum that is capable of the concurrent support of infinitely many universal modulations (or “modes”).

The leap that we have just taken is truly profound, and we must spend time to nourish our understanding of this new paradigm.  When we think of local particles in empty space, we make an assumption that all of physical reality is based upon the notion of mutual exclusivity.  That is, two material bodies cannot occupy the same location at the same time.  But as we have already seen, this algebraically solvable picture of the universe quickly dissolves into philosophical absurdity.  In this way of thinking, the smallest scales are held to be fundamental.  The only alternative to this untenable reliance upon local particularity is to develop a philosophically robust model of universal modality.  In other words, universal modulations are necessarily mutually inclusive, with the result being that a physical model based upon such a notion eliminates all dualities.
Before we go any further, it is important to examine the impetus behind the modern notion of “non-localism.”  This concept has become increasingly more prevalent over the years, but the difference between it and “localism” is far less profound than it might seem upon first blush.

The essence of the distinction can be traced back to the perpetual arguments between Bohr and Einstein as regards the philosophical validity of the Copenhagen interpretation of physical reality.  Bohr upheld that it is only the instantaneous measurement of local particles that can be sensibly spoken about.  That is, as long as a measuring experiment is not being conducted, then the states of the fundamental constituents of reality will necessarily remain indeterminate.  Einstein countered by claiming that an experiment could conceivably be concocted such that the measurement of a single particle will yield the determinate state of a particle that exists elsewhere in the universe.  The question at hand, therefore, does not ask about the essential philosophical problem of non-extensive matter, but rather, it only asks about the derivative problem of whether our knowledge of matter can possibly extend to an unobserved (i.e. “hidden”) reality.  What is being considered here, therefore, is whether it makes sense to affirm that scientific claims can possibly have objective validity, independent of the immediate act of observation.  In this way, the debate of localism versus non-localism hinges entirely upon epistemological—rather than ontological—concerns.  And if it is true that a truth claim can legitimately be made about distant (i.e. “non-local”) particles, then the entire paradigm of modern particle theory—which is necessarily based upon probabilistic indeterminateness—will need to make way for a philosophically sensible theory that attempts to comprehend the manner in which independently subsisting material forms occupy space.
The “Copenhagenists,” in their zeal to quickly develop an “airtight” model of physical reality, needed to resort to the tactic of allowing only for the existence of the quantitative results of observation events—also known as “observables.”  An observable is simply a space-time location that refers to a set of so-called “quantum numbers” (as if there can be such a thing as a non-quantum number!), which can easily be obtained by the various algebraic functions that populate the textbooks of modern quantum theory.  In other words, all questions concerning the essential, qualitative nature of reality have been banished in favor of the solutions that are quickly obtained through purely algebraic means.  For as soon as realistic continuity is allowed back into the conversation of mainstream physics, then the floodgates of philosophical interpretation have been instantly opened.  To stop this from happening, contemporary academic theoretical physicists are being trained to be openly hostile to all insinuations that physical reality can be intuitively imagined, and therefore, philosophically comprehended.
In a bizarre twist of fate, the discipline known as “physics,” which was born out of an unquenchable human desire to attain universal philosophical comprehension, has degenerated into a self-perpetuating dogmatic doctrine that only seeks to redirect all forms of genuine inquiry as regards the ultimate nature of reality into a Byzantine maze of symbolic sophistry that refers to nothing but itself.  The “what” of the universe has thus been replaced by the “how to” of algebraic manipulation.

The only way out of these intentionally obfuscatory techniques of the modern physics establishment is to understand the history that led up to the original between the two camps of atomic physics, as embodied in the ongoing Bohr v. Einstein debate.  The ultimate problem that is at fault is that there is a consistent cross-contamination between the notions of theory and experience.  The notion of a theory, or thesis, has been conflated with that of a speculative hypo-thesis.  To speculate is simply to make a prediction about the quantitative outcome of a specific experiment.  To theorize, however, is to creatively imagine a comprehensive system that is capable of intuitively explaining a given set of seemingly disparate experiments that have already been conducted.  A prediction will occasionally arise as a consequence of a theory, but this is merely an accidental rather than a necessary feature of the given theory.
As soon as prediction becomes the motivation behind a so-called theory, it is inevitable that it will become “corrupted” by the results of past experiments.  The problem here is subtle, yet profoundly important.  Any experiment that can possibly be conducted depends entirely upon the practical sensitivity of the measuring apparatus.  Assuming, therefore, that the qualitative essence of reality is such that there exists an infinite amount of practically undetectable subtlety within the physical universe, the notion that any previously obtained experimental results are in some way universally theoretically significant is patently absurd.  But these empirical results are precisely the things that have everywhere “infiltrated” modern physical theories.  Perhaps the two most famous of these “corruptions” are the constant [vacuum] speed of light propagation (‘c’) and Planck’s “quantum of action” (‘h’).  The former is an attempt to validate the spatial localism of all particles while the latter is an attempt to validate the temporal localism of energy transference mechanisms.
We have already seen that the demands of simplistic algebraic solvability imply the necessity of both forms of localism.  But the moment that we make up our minds to work solely within a framework of philosophical comprehensiveness, the patent absurdities of particulate localism immediately make way for the intuitive sensibility of universal modulation.  This is simply a question of deciding to no longer be chained to the past shortcuts that have slowly given rise to a tyrannical and sophisticated industry of dogmatic algebraic symbolism.
The precise mathematical nature of the universal modes, as well as the ways in which they interact with each other so as to produce the various physical phenomena, can be read about in other parts of this website.
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