Geometry and Mass
I am often urged to submit my theory to a peer reviewed journal for the sake of exposing it to a more sophisticated audience.  On the face of it, considering that my theory is called The Universal Theory of Physical Reality, this is not such a bad idea.  But when one begins to inspect the situation more closely, problems start to arise.  In the first place, there are no “new” or “interesting” mathematical equations (except for one very basic equation), as would be expected in a typical theoretical physics treatise.  In other words, my work does not “look like” cutting-edge theoretical physics, and for that reason alone, it will be summarily rejected by the publications of the academic physics establishment.  But it is very easy to understand why my theory does not contain algebra when it is realized that the principle of “easy calculability” is the very thing that has caused us to retreat far away from the comprehensive theoretical understanding of the physical universe.  Put simply: humankind, in its desire to fully comprehend its world, has become a slave to the short-sightedness of its own historical legacy.  That is, the very language that we use in order to convey our meanings has become so dogmatically formalized that it has become a barrier to the creative ideations that are required in order for major conceptual breakthroughs to occur.
Theoretical physicists of the early twenty-first century are effectively “forbidden” to produce the same kind of revolutionary work as those of the beginning part of the previous century.  (Or more precisely: they are not allowed to do so while keeping the respect of their academic peers.  To venture too far off the beaten path is to put their professional reputation—and thus their careers—at stake.)  The problem is that the physics establishment has effectively elevated its historical figures into the position of sainthood, causing any radical rethinking of their methods or their conclusions to be seen as heretical.
Contemporary academic physicists have inherited a set of principles that are passed down with much the same dogmatic fervor as any religious doctrine known to man.  The precise theoretical contexts in which these principles were derived are not investigated very deeply within today’s physics curriculum.  Thus, the vital essence of the things under investigation has been all but forgotten, replaced by a perfectly ephemeral symbolic façade.  But this is not meant to imply that there is simply a specific historical period, back to which physicists must psychologically revert, in order to solve some supposed intractable problem.  Physicists must rather rediscover what it means to think.  This must always be an authentic, unmediated activity that seeks to discover an intuitively systematic synthesis of seemingly unrelated empirical data.  This just means that thinking involves an activity that might well be understood as a kind of “mental sight.”
When much of the energy of the mind’s activity is directed to adhering to the rules of a particular linguistic—or, algebraic—paradigm, the visualization process that is necessary for the development of original physical theories loses its acuity.  In general, the capacity for mental sight is the first requirement for any successful theoretical physicist.  But the things that must be “seen” are not things like any other.  It is simply no use for a theoretician to be able to remember what he has already witnessed with his eyes or any other sensory organ.  Rather, the things that must be “seen” are mathematical objects that are capable of fitting together into a logical framework that is profoundly simple yet also infinitely configurable.
Accordingly, we must begin to reevaluate the significance of the term: mathematical.  We say that our language is mathematical when it relates to the world in a rigorous yet abstract way.  That is, the mathematical way of thinking is taken to be open to a minimum of interpretation.  But when we fail to make the vital distinction between mathematical thought and its manner of expression, a fatal error has already been made.  For a thought is mathematical only if it is a priori necessary, but a linguistic expression can never, in itself, contain such necessity.  We can say that the essential mathematical thought concerns the way in which a particular geometric form is necessarily constructed.  That is, the mind can directly imagine circles, squares, and the like.  But the sequential instructions that allow us to empirically represent these forms on paper tend to cause us to thing that such a form is simply a contingent composition rather than a necessary unity.  The thought of a square thus becomes reduced to the “fourness” of its angles, edges, or vertices, rather than the unity of the [circumscribed] planar continuum that essentially constitutes it.  We typically think of this continuum as being a void interior (an empty space), while we think of its graphical elements—its bounding lines—as being the square itself.  This way of thinking falls in line with the everyday notion of a rigid bounding box that encloses an effectively empty interior space.
 But as soon as the square is itself used as a bounding element of a cube, our minds reactively fill it in with an essential fullness.  The naïve notion of geometry ends at two-dimensional continuous surfaces that enclose three-dimensional empty spaces.  That is, while the essential interior fullness of a solid metal cube is intuitively understood as being continuously substantial (i.e. “massive”), the nature of this fullness stubbornly evades all attempts at mathematical description.  Which is to say that there is no a priori necessity when it comes to the notion of “mass.”  When contemplating such a body, we are thus left with an impenetrable planar figure whose interior is left geometrically undefined, even as it is plainly given to be empirically substantial.  And whenever such a body is subdivided, we are left with the very same problem, except that the problem exists in several manifestations rather than just one.
The physical notion of qualitative fullness—or, richness—is given through the concept of intensity.  To be more intense is to occupy a unit of space more densely.  But just what is it that occupies space?  To attempt to answer this question apparently induces the fallacy of circular reasoning because the mathematically unanswerable “whatness” of spatial continuity lies at the root of our empirical quandary.  When attempting to solve the problem of the ultimate nature of reality,  it is thus unavoidable that we imaginatively continue to subdivide our massive body into ever smaller portions until we can no longer imagine any further subdivisions.  All that we are trying to do is to finally “pry” our way inside of matter, so that there are no longer any hidden secrets.  But as long as this process of subdivision is being done theoretically, it is simply illogical to assert the existence of some kind of “final smallness.”  And the notion of the empirical proof of an ultimately small entity is absurd because all “real world” instruments are exact only to a certain arbitrary threshold of discrimination, and any level of detail which exceeds that threshold remains forever unobservable.
When modern physicists speak of the atomic theory, they are speaking essentially of this idea of small, practically indivisible objects.  But to include the idea of “practicality” into a theory is inadmissible.  The only option left to the theoretician is unfortunate, yet necessary.  The only “honest” way to understand a theoretically indivisible object is to think of it as being truly theoretically indivisible; that is, as a mathematical point.  There is only one problem: the process of subdivision can never reduce space-filling objects to mathematical points.  That is to say that points, which are of null extent, are not constitutive of geometric forms: the difference between a mathematical point and a continuous form is qualitative rather than quantitative.  The so-called reduction from a form to a point is simply an annihilation of qualitative intensity, for the purpose of keeping the language of physics within a perfectly unambiguous mathematical framework.  So, as long as physics concerns itself with the problem of spatially extensive massiveness, the ambiguous notion of degrees of qualitative fullness will forever haunt it.  The “dream” of the full calculability of the natural world will therefore remain perpetually out of reach.  In this way, it is perfectly unavoidable that such a thing as modern quantum theory would have come into being.  For, if the idea of “being a physicist” remains identical with the notion of “predicting the quantitative results of experiments,” then the seemingly unanimous acceptance of said theory on behalf of today’s working academic physicists could not have been avoided.
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