The Universal Scale
The question of scale is a major hurdle in attempting to develop a philosophically grounded understanding of physical universality.  When constructing an empirical representation of say, a circle, we can affirm that its “size” is given by the arbitrary number of “real world” units of its radius.  We are then able to say that another such circle is bigger, smaller, or of equivalent size if its radius is greater, lesser, or the same as the first.  But this notion of empirical scalar relativity only serves to hide the mathematically universal notion of circularity.  That is, there is only one circle, and it is given by the idea of the continuous linear equidistance from a central point.  The only “scale” that concerns the universal circle is the ratio that relates its diameter to its circumference (approx. 1:3.14).  In other words, it is only because the mind consists of a singular, universal idea of circularity that the empirical manifestations of such an idea can possibly relate to one another.  For, if the mind consisted of a separate idea for every possible empirical representation of circularity, any such representation could not relate to any other unless the scales were equivalent.  We could not say, for instance, that circle A is bigger than circle B.  We could only say something like: There is a geometric form that I call an A and there is another geometric form that I call a B.

And so the non-scalar essence of universal mathematical forms is the thing that ultimately undermines all attempts at developing a philosophically sensible “creationist” cosmology.  (The so-called “Big Bang” theory necessarily assumes that the concept of size applies to the universe.) It is simply absolutely necessary for any physical theory to be axiomatically grounded within the notion of the continuity of identity.  For, if identity is not continuously preserved, then it can never be said that there are necessarily self-identical things to which the notion of physical dynamism can ever be applied.  In order for it to become theoretically comprehensible, the universe must consist of a continuously identical mathematical form.  (This is not to say that its form is necessarily eternally static, but rather that there are no discontinuities as it “morphs” through time.)
Furthermore, it is necessary that the notion of continuity apply to the spatial extensiveness of the universe.  That is, a universe that abruptly “ends” is philosophically untenable for the reason that there exists a duality between interior extensiveness and exterior extensiveness.  It is a priori necessary that there are no different “kinds” of spatial extensiveness: there must only be the singular extensiveness of universal spatiality.  But we must now attempt to decide upon the particular nature of spatial continuity.  We already know that there must not be any kind of “artificial boundary” between interiority and exteriority.  However, the implied notion of unboundedness only leads us to the seemingly intractable problem of the nature of infinity.  The nature of the philosophical essence of infinite spatial extensiveness must now be carefully considered.

The notion of infinite spatial extensiveness immediately opens the possibility of an infinitely large spatial extent.  But the notion of a spatial extent of infinite magnitude is problematic for two main reasons.  On the first hand, the concept of an extent implies definiteness, whether the magnitude of this extent can ever possibly be empirically verified.  So, we might be more justified in saying that it is just the unimaginability of any verification procedure that will allow us to determine (even if only approximately) the magnitude of the extent of space that forces us to declare this magnitude as being “indefinite,” or “infinite.”  Given the preceding considerations, the size of space is necessarily theoretically definite, even if there is no experience that can possibly determine this size.  But now, this raises the difficulty as regards forming a distinction between definiteness and boundedness.  That is, in what way can a form have a definite size, yet also be unbounded?  Stated differently: how is a truly continuous universal space possible?
It is from this line of thinking that the notion of a spherical manifold—or, continuum—becomes necessary for the development of any universal physical theory.  That is, three-dimensional universal space is continuous for the simple reason that is “self connects” in the equivalent manner of a typical two-dimensional [Euclidean] sphere.  We cannot, of course, possibly imagine three-dimensional spherical space because it requires an unimaginable fourth dimension into which is continuously curves.  But in order to philosophically reconcile the simultaneous demands of the definiteness of spatial extent as well as the unboundedness of universal space, this purely logical use of a “theoretical” fourth spatial dimension is necessary.

The second main reason why the notion of the infinite magnitude of the extent of universal space is problematic is a result of the previously considered problem of the philosophical senselessness inherent in the notion of the differences in the scales of universal mathematical forms.  That is to say: if the notion of the form of the universe is to be mathematically sensible, we are not justified in asserting that it “has” a magnitude, but only that said form is the necessary ground for the possibility of magnitude.  More simply put, just as there is only one circle (i.e. one-dimensional sphere), there is also just one three-dimensional sphere.  Therefore, it is only when a being is a function of this universal spatial context—that is, a “sensitively ordered” universal entity—that the notion of empirical relativity becomes possible.
In order to speak sensibly about the scale of the universe, it is therefore incumbent upon us to take the uni- prefix of the term “universe” seriously, and therefore set this scale to unity.  But this is not meant to imply that there is any possible empirical use for this universal scale; our purpose begins and ends with theoretical comprehensibility.

After the preceding considerations, the question of infinitude has yet to be properly philosophically grounded.  For, it was understood that a universe can only be understood as a universe if the scale of its spatial extent is definitively set to unity.  The question at hand, therefore, is: From where does the notion of infinitude arise?  Failing spatiality, the only form of dimensionality left to consider is that of temporality.  Consequently, it does not take too much of a philosophical leap to uphold that humans understand themselves most intimately as functions of time.  That is to say, every possible notion of spatial extensiveness only becomes “important” when it relates to the question of the temporal continuation of our lifetimes.  The “struggle to continue” is so deeply ingrained within the fiber of our being that the notion of indefinite continuation is just a kind of naturally reflexive philosophical notion that is always ready to be applied to any kind of quantifiable concept.
What this means is that no matter how hard we may try, we can never possibly develop a mathematically sensible notion of temporal continuity for the simple reason that the “infinite space” of time is the necessary condition for the a priori comprehension of the unity of geometric forms.  That is, time is the perfectly “unformable” background clearing against which all possible geometric formations are able to “stand out” in stark contrast.  Or: time is the necessary infinite void that is alone capable of supporting all possible forms of substantial universal spatiality. 
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