The Essence of Mathematics
Modern physical theories, to be sure, are written with a superficially mathematical style.  But this does not mean that the theories themselves are capable of depicting a mathematical universe.  The difference between these two notions is profound, and it is what separates my theory from those of the academic physics establishment.

When the term, “mathematical,” is bandied about in an average, pre-philosophical way, the thing that comes to mind is a type of statement that “looks” a certain way.  There might be such things as numbers, letters, and operators that are arranged in a certain way so as to create a certain, indefinable “mathematical flavor.”  The reaction to the given statement will vary, depending on the level of familiarity that we have with the rules that govern its form.  If the rules are very familiar, then the reaction will be a positive one: a person might have a sense of being “at home.”  But in the case of unfamiliarity, the reaction will be akin to being lost within a foreign environment.

The reaction to the “foreigness” of relatively advanced mathematics should be distinguished from the reaction to a foreign human language.  In the case of the former, the untranslatability of an intellectually rigorous manner of thinking is the thing that strikes fear within our hearts.  That is, we realize that we are not up to the task of fully comprehending the intended meaning.  But in the case of the latter, we are at least able to entertain the possibility that the translated version of the statement is immanently comprehensible.
But the superficial “look” of mathematical statements has nothing whatever to do with the inner essence of mathematics.  In the language of the Kantian system, we can say that to be mathematical is to be conformant to the a priori forms of intuition and thought.  That is, the manner in which our minds “make sense” of the world can be said to be mathematical in nature.  Which is to say that anything that can possibly be thought must necessarily be mathematical.  Or: anything that is not mathematical cannot possibly be a thing for us, because it cannot possibly be thought.  When, therefore, we try to make a distinction between a “mathematical object” and a “real object,” the problem is that we are understanding mathematics merely as a formal set of rules that must be learned rather than as the very organizing principle that the governs the possibility of all “forms” of learning.  For us, mathematics is necessarily transcendent.  That is, it is perfectly senseless to say that the form of thoughtful comprehension is something that must be “learned.”  We can no more learn the form of thought that we can choose the form of our genetic structure.

The ontological distinction between the mathematical universe and the physical universe is therefore untenable.  So if “physical” is the nature of our immediate experience with the surrounding world, then “mathematical” is the necessarily sensible character of the surrounding world.

The philosophical grounding of the term “mathematical” is the thing that allows us to demand that our physical theories truly “make sense,” rather than give the mere semblance of mathematical sensibility.  Any physical theory that is based purely upon the notion of point-location algebraic solvability, while being written in a superficially mathematical style, is not itself describing a mathematically sensible physical world.  To say that my theory does not “contain” mathematics—and is therefore non-mathematical—is to be wholly ignorant of the philosophically grounded essence of mathematics.  It is typical of the arrogance of the modern age to equate “mathematical” with “compactness of notation.”  For, language only becomes “compacted” when a thing has been said so often that we no longer have any need to fuss with constantly unraveling its essential mathematical meaning.  So, it is precisely for the reason that the meanings that are contained within my theory have never before been explicitly stated (of which I am aware) that I require the full range of my linguistic “arsenal” in order for said theory to be truly mathematical.  Given that I have found it necessary to develop an entirely new way of understanding the fundamental elements of the physical universe—i.e. universal modes rather than local particles—it would have been perfectly senseless to invent an entirely new algebraic notation—that is, linguistic context—in order to explain my theory.
In order to conceal the essentially non-mathematical nature of modern physical theories, they are expressed via a highly compact, technical linguistic style.  This style makes wide use of the last names of the inventors of certain algebraic functions (e.g. Hamilton, Laplace, Lagrange, Poisson, Hilbert, Riemann, etc.).  By using proper names instead of a full exposition of the underlying concepts, the prime advantage is not truly an economy of expression, but rather the ability to hide the fundamentally non-mathematical meanings within a perpetual tangle of vicious circularity.

It is naively assumed that one “comprehends” a physical theory when he or she demonstrates competence in terms of navigating this maze of terminology.  The question of whether a theory is itself truly mathematically sensible does not ever arise among professional theorists, for the reason that the philosophical essence of mathematics is never anywhere in sight.  That is, whereas the inner essence of mathematics consists of the perpetual movement towards the increasing simplification of the world of experience, the historical evolution of the various linguistic manifestations of mathematical thought has allowed for its inner simplicity to be concealed by its outer complexity.  Modern man must therefore be ever vigilant as regards the danger of this kind of concealment.  For, when it surrenders its will to its historical “linguistic complexes,” humanity finds itself in danger of succumbing to the trap of dogmatism.  To avoid this danger, mankind must always willfully demand that its theoretical explanations be truly mathematical—i.e. “sensible”—rather than simply being expressed with a traditional mathematics-like linguistic framework that is nothing more than a façade to conceal its inner insensibility.
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