

[image: cover]




I met James S. Saint in March 2014 in the English philosophy forum «Ilovephilosophy. com». Back then he wrote me that he was already at an advanced age and that it was his greatest wish to find someone who would take up and continue his work.


At that time I began translating his work, which he had previously made available to the public on various internet forums and in his blog «Metapointperspective.blogspot. com», into German. This book consists of forum contributions selected and compiled by me. I partially retained the question- and-answer-mode as it appeared in the forums.


Under the given circumstances it is currently not possible to publish a DVD of James S. Saint's video clips and animated pictures along with the book. Internet references to them can be found in the appropriate places directly in the text, or in the appendix to part 1. To interested readers I will send a DVD for a small fee. It can be ordered under the address «AffektanzOntologie@gmx.net».


My thanks go to James, who helped me a great deal with his philosophy and willingness to answer patiently all my questions about his work.


Gudrun Brune, March 2019




Part One:


Rational Metaphysics:


Affectance Ontology


Rational Metaphysics: An Introduction and a Beginning


Despite much popular belief, there can be no science independent of metaphysics. Metaphysics involves the epistemology of choosing a method for constructing knowledge and an ontology constructed as a proposed conceptual construct of reality. Science was formed specifically for the purpose of verifying through observations, that a proposed ontology was at least not provably false. Science does not reveal truth as much as reveal falsity.


Rational Metaphysics, «RM», is in effect a new beginning for assembling a rational understanding of reality, that includes all of what man has surmised throughout his reported experiences. RM does not build upon the shoulders of historical intellectual giants. It is truly a new beginning, a «blank slate», void of past assumptions from theology and/or science, but not naive to their brilliance. It is a serious study of why all things happen in the way they do or seem to.


The means that defines RM and allows RM to be void of presumed axioms is that of using conceptual definitions (hopefully to be relevant) as logical conclusions lead the way toward what must necessarily be true according to the provided defined concepts. This process naturally constructs an ontology, a map of what it is that makes the universe what it is, an understanding of true nature, mind, and man.


But of course it would be of no rational purpose to merely construct an imaginary fairy tale of how the universe came to be and what causes it to behave as it does, if such a fairy tale could not be verified by scientific technique. So even though the conceptual construct in RM is at first purely imaginary, the end result is an understanding that can be very clearly proven to be accurate. And privately has been.


Rational Metaphysics: Affectance Ontology covers the following fields of study:


1) Physics


2) Psychology


3) Physiology


4) Sociology/economics


5) Just about everything between those.


As far as I know, RM includes all endeavors of mankind: all of Science, all of Theology, all Religion, all Philosophy. To say that RM is a large field is an understatement. When properly understood, RM makes sense of the noise and removes confusion.


Method


The method that defines RM is simply that all conclusions must be drawn from verified logic that has been based not on truth assertions, but upon conceptual definitions, «Definitional Logik». To ensure the rationality (the usefulness) of such conclusions, directly falsifiable applications must be made and verified («scientific method» of verification).


Definitions


Unfortunately, RM must start very much from a clean slate of understanding, and thus there are very many concepts that must be more clearly defined than is commonly expected or understood. Sometimes merely the definition itself is enough to provide clarity directly applicable to everyday thought. In Definitional Logik, the definitions provided are not subject to truth arguments. A definition is a declaration that a specific word and its concept is as the definition states. It is not an issue of how other people might use the word. Of course it would be cumbersome if most words were not as identical as possible to normal usage, but such is not a requirement. The purpose is not to create a new language, but to be precise enough that logical conclusions can be irrefutably confident. Definitional Logik always declares its own standard to be valid throughout what ever argumentation is involved. The following are a few of the fundamental definitions that must be understood so that thought and ontological construction can begin:


1) Existence = the set of all that affects and is distinguishable – «Affectance».


2) Affect = to cause change of state.


3) Time = the measure of relative change.


4) Potential = the ability to affect given the opportunity to affect ... PtA = «Potential-to-Affect».




A. Ontologies


Definition of Ontology


An ontology is an understanding of existence and is built upon a set of predefined concepts and categories proposed to be useful in the long run. Many varied ontologies can be built and be useful but can only be valued as «true» if they conform to the following stipulations:




A) Consistency within the ontology.


B) Comprehensiveness to include the whole of the topic.


C) Relevancy to the proposed needs at hand.





Rational Metaphysics is a method involving Definitional Logik, wherein all premises are declared definitions, Scientific Methodology for empirical verification, and Resolution Debating, allowing for peer review and debate, all together for constructing ontologies that are necessarily true and empirically and logically verified. One essential definition for any ontology is its definition for existence itself. Objects and principles are then defined such as to build a complete coherent understanding of existence, an «ontology».


An ontology, being a conceptual description of reality, is the foundation of a language. A proper ontology defines all of the words, concepts, and the relations between them. There can be no language without an inherent ontology and vice versa.


The only distinction between a complete language and an ontology is sentence structure, the manner in which the concepts are presented for sake of communication. A language regulates the relationship between sentences, words and other linguistic elements in order to convey a more precise and specific intention, whereas an ontology is merely the collection of defined abstract concepts and how they relate to each other, a chosen fundamental understanding of reality. A language must have the defined concepts from an ontology, but an ontology does not have to have sentence structure or other communication nuances used in relaying the understanding.


The construction of proposed ontologies is the business of actual philosophers and metaphysicists. Scientists are the technicians that carry out proposed falsifiable tests on such propositions. When the technicians begin making their own proposals, very many irrational proposals get into the picture. This is literally no different than electronic technicians proposing the theories that electronic engineers are supposed to be the experts at understanding. The techs are not necessarily wrong merely because they are techs, but a great many technical misunderstandings get into the picture very quickly. An ontology is merely an understanding that utilizes specifically chosen concepts.


Without metaphysics, especially ontology, there would never have been any Science at all. No one could have spoken of energy, gravity, electrons, magnetism, orbits, radiation, photons or anything that they could not directly see to be a «thing». No understanding can ever be built without an ontological foundation (those definitions and priorities). Ontological construction really is for designer types of people, not at all the average person. A «designer» is an architect/engineer type, a person who is given an end goal and then chooses how that goal is to be achieved. When that goal is to develop an understanding of reality, he is an «ontological architect/engineer» and «metaphysicist».


Metaphysics


Metaphysics is a classical field of study that involves the construct of concepts concerning reality. A metaphysics designer type of person chooses what kinds of fundamental abstract concepts shall be used in order to construct a mindset capable of achieving an useful understanding of the physical universe, an ontology. Plato would be an example of a metaphysics designer type as shown by his choice of a divine realm of perfect forms and entities and separately a mortal realm of physical manifestations.


Newton was involved in designing the ontology of rigid bodies/masses, forces, and energy for physics (the metaphysics). Einstein chose an ontology of bent-space and arbitrary perspectives (Relativity/Subjectivity) dismissing the concept of gravitational force entirely. The Quantum Magi chose a solipsist ontology of statistical entities and mind over matter. Their ontologies are useful up to a point, but not entirely coherent when examined in extreme detail. They each have a limited degree of truth to them (meaning that they only match experienced reality up to a point).


Non-designer types tend to believe that the universe simply is this or that. But they live in an illusion created by their particular ontological mindset. Spirits, forces, and gods are examples of things that are merely ontologically defined concepts and only exist as real entities in the sense that they are definable components of reality. Are photons real? Only if they are defined in the particular ontology. Photons and virtual particles are not physically exact things, but rather ideas that suit an understanding of radiant energy such as light and quarks (up to a point). What is human vs. non-human? Nature doesn't care. People choose where to draw the lines via the definitions they form. Truth is never independent of definitions of concepts.


Non-designer types think of the world in the way that metaphysics designer types choose. The truth of reality is a metaphysical/ontological choice. Without such choices, no understanding can ever form and Homo sapiens uses even less of his brain.


The perceived hopes and threats, PHT, of the common societal man are inherently chosen by the ontological designers (e.g. «Are you going to Heaven?», «Are you a sex offender?», «Are you a nobleman?», «Are you worthy of love?», and even «Are you good or evil?»


– That infamous tree). Without the truth changing at all, how the thoughts of truth are constructed determines what attitude corresponds with it (which is why politicians and the news people «spin» the news by calling things different names depending on whether the masses are to favor it or disfavor it).


Quantum Physics is a different ontology than Relativity which is different than Mass-Force ontology (Newtonian). None of those have ever been proven, merely justified to be useful even though they all disagree with each other. And each has been proven to be untrue in specific circumstances.


In quantum physics, the mind controls objective reality – subjectivity. In Relativity space bends, time dilates, and there is no gravitational force (merely gravitational effect). In Newton's Mass-force ontology there are objective forces and rigid bodies/masses with no bent space nor time dilation.


Each and every ontology declares the concepts and definitions involved. Those are not up for truth debate. If the concepts change, it is a new and different ontology and philosophy.


Mixed Ontologies


It mystifies me a bit that in the field of philosophy, so very few people ever realize the distinction in commonly used ontologies. A philosopher seeks truth and wisdom. It would seem wise for him to first realize that the truth can be expressed in a multitude of ontologies, and one cannot mix them and make any sense any more than mixing spoken languages and expected to be clearly understood. Thus one must choose an ontological set of entities for his own understanding. Any different entities from other ontologies must be translated. The stick is either 1 yard long or 0.9144 meters long. Which is it? Which is true or false?


It isn't an issue of true or false. It is an issue of which system of units or concepts one is using. An ontology is analogous to a system of measurement units. In the religions, the ontological entities vary, but involve things like «angels», «spirits», «souls», «demons» and «god(s)». In the newer science and physics ontology, such concepts are not defined but rather expressed in different terms: «concepts», «behaviors», «item», and «force(s)».


Philosophers preach truths quite often and just as often argue that they are right and the other guy is wrong. Well, the truth is that even though they might be right, the other guy, seemingly in opposition, might be equally right, merely speaking in a different «tongue», a different ontological language. One cannot rationally argue the validity of an understanding without first accepting the definitional premises, the concepts and terms involved. The only thing that can be justly argued is whether each is being coherent within his own ontology. Yet people across the world, whether philosopher or not, argue «My ontology is Truth. Your ontology is fiction.»


Scriptural texts use a different ontology than science uses («yards vs. meters», «spirits vs. behaviors»). One cannot take something out of the Bible (for example) and claim that a scientific principle invalidates it, nor vice versa. Each has their own version of the same principles but constructed of different concepts. Either can be internally inconsistent, actually invalidating itself. And both, to a different degree, use metaphor (a known entity to represent a more general concept in its stead).


Philosophies or ontologies don't have «correct thoughts» or «incorrect thoughts» relative to other ontologies, although they might be correct or incorrect within their own ontology. In every case, if something is being seen as good or bad, it is being judged from a particular ontology or society. It might actually be good or bad, but one cannot assess such things if they don't know the environment and circumstance from where it is coming and to where it is going.


In mathematics, we have the Laplace transform (amongst others) wherein we translate mathematics operators and quantities into a different ontology. Multiplying becomes adding. Dividing becomes subtracting and so on. The purpose is to simplify and make obviously simple operations from the former complex operations. But before any conclusion, we must translate it all back into the original ontology.


I translate back and forth between religious ontologies and science ontologies so often they all become the same to me. But I can't conclude anything until I translate it back into its original environment.


That which is true by definition of the ontology is precisely and exactly true ... period. That doesn't mean that the ontology is observationally correct or useful. But it cannot be disputed as being true for that ontology.


Truth is an ontological structure. Many forms or structures can be chosen, all representing the same reality as long as they are consistent, comprehensive, and relevant to their intended use. In order to ensure communication and understanding, each concept in each ontology must be defined. Such definitions are not subject to logical truth analysis because they are declarations of intent of an author. Words are a choice of those who use them.


When presenting a thesis concerning an unusual topic, often very explicit concepts have to be identified and clearly defined. At times new words must be formed and defined so as to allow for better communication. If definitions are not provided, varied assumptions are made concerning the intent of the author. And from that, confusion and disagreement arises concerning what is true.


The Bible uses a particular ontology. Within that ontology, the Bible can seen to be highly accurate. But if one replaces that ontology with a materialistic ontology, that same Bible appears to be completely incoherent. Atheists are merely using a different ontology wherein anything called «God» is declared necessarily a myth.


It isn't actually a matter of what is true or false. It is only a matter of which ontology one chooses. Definitions convey which ontology is in use during a discussion and as well as conversion needed from other conventions so as to avoid confusion.


Understanding the universe is about constructing an ontology that is consistent, comprehensive, and relevant. What «exists» by the concepts that we choose to use in that ontology do so merely by those stipulations. The «Block universe» concept, for example, is fine with one exception. It is irrelevant. Understanding the universe in that way offers nothing of value. It is merely the concept of predetermination. Well okay. So now, why do we care?




Science


Science on the other hand, is a method, not a proclaimed truth ontology. Thus the only way for Science to be declared «untrue» is to find that the entire method of observation yields untrue results. The method can have limits, but it is merely a method. There is no «truth» involved.


Science: «You proposed that if I did this, I would get that. I did this and I didn't get that.» Science does not say that anything is true, merely that you have or have not proposed something that is logically coherent with observation.


They often call it «a discovery in Science», when in fact, it is merely a shift in ontological construct for sake of religiosity. Science doesn't actually claim any truths or any ontology, although they generally only use a specific set. Science merely verifies observational hypotheses. It doesn't «discover» new ontologies. Philosophers do that. And when they are Scientism worshipers, they get pretty poor at it because they are desperate to form a holy religion out of the ontologies that have been using Science for support (such as quantum physics).


Scientists, emulating priests and prophets, preach truth. Science does not.


Existence


The definition of existence is an ontological declared definition for the purpose of building an ontology (an understanding) that is useful in some way, that is «rational». In Affectance Ontology, by accepting that existence is only that which has affect, one need not worry about things that are proposed to have no affect. And it also brings focus upon the only concern involved in a supposition of where something exists: «What does it affect most immediately if at all?» If the answer to that question is «absolutely nothing», the rational response is to ignore it as non-existent.


The typical response from most people is to presume that something exists and then define an ontology around it. The problem is that without a prewired and/or preprogrammed ontology already resident in their minds, they can't even sense that anything exists, much less know that it does. Declaring ontological elements must come before any declaration that any «thing» exists. The natural mind automatically does this subconsciously else it could not function at all.


So we begin building an ontology (an understanding of existence) by first defining what «Existence» is to mean within that understanding: consistently, comprehensively, and relevantly. Afterwards, all of the other attributes typically used by the mind come into the picture.


Thus it isn't an issue of trying to discover what it means to exist, but rather an issue of declaring what it means to exist in a rationally useful manner. Else we get into «maybe 6 is really 12 and we just haven't discovered it yet.»


Certainty


Logic and observation are two different forms of truth seeking, investigating. Each has its special field where it shines. Neither must always have the other, but then people make mistakes so easily that both are required for surety.


I can know, without observation, that certain things do or do not exist in the universe, but I couldn't tell you where they are at any particular time without observation. For example: I know that nowhere in the entire universe is there a square-circle. I can know that with absolute certainty, merely due to logic, no observation is required. And I can also know that nowhere in the entire universe is there a perfect circle (or actually any defined perfect shape). The proof of that is a little more complicated, but if verified by other people who understand the process of logic and math, 100% certainty can be obtained.


I can know with 100% certainty that nothingness is always absolutely impossible, everywhere. I can know that without the slightest observation because it is strictly an issue of pure logic/math.


Observations would merely confirm what couldn't have been mistaken in the first place. But in a case such as this, no observation can confirm or deny anything being proposed.


When I constructed Affectance Ontology, I knew without doubt that each element being proposed had to exist in the universe, but I didn't necessarily know where. It was only due to the preponderance of similarities between science's reports concerning physics and my abstract constructions that it became 90% certain that what I had constructed in abstract was in fact, the reality of physics. Then it became even more certain after a great deal of debating.


So a person can begin with pure abstract logic or one can begin with superficial observations. But before long, no matter which way it began, one must try to confirm the results with the other form of investigation if such is possible.


Rational Metaphysics: Definitional Logik + Scientific Methodology + Resolution Debating = Path to certainty.





B. Affectance Framework


Affectance Definition


(RM:AO Video; Affectance Visualization» see Appendix to Part 1)


Using the general method of Rational Metaphysics as defined above, the following ontology was constructed to explain literally all physical existence and more importantly, why it must be what it is, including such things as why light travels at that particular speed, why there is gravitation, why there are charged particles, why like charged particles repel while unlike charged particles attract. Why electrons don't fall into the atom's positive nucleus, and many unanswered questions concerning Science experiments.


Affectance Ontology declares specific concept definitions that are simple and confined to their given definition. The ontology builds an understanding, utilizes merely one «field» concept and logically derives how all fields noted in current physics come about as aberrant effects of that one, the physical field is defined as follows:


Affectance = ultra subtle influences or changes in the potential to affect.


The principles involved apply to all fields of study, but most notably to Physics, Psychology, Sociology, and Economics. The concept terms change for each field, but the principles are the same.


The general topics involving Affectance:


1) How does one measure this Affectance? – «Science».


2) How long has this Affectance been around? – «Cosmology».


3) How can this Affectance lend to our knowledge? – «Epistemology»


4) How can this Affectance be organized and understood? – «Ontology».


5) How can an understanding of Affectance relate to our lives? – «Psychology», «Sociology», «Economics», ....


In general the word «affectance» means «subtle influences». Each field of science has its own terms for varied affects, thus each field requires its own description of affectance.


Affectance in:




	Physics: Ultra-minuscule, mostly randomized electromagnetic pulses wherein «positive» is electrical positive and «negative» is electrical negative potential.


	Psychology: Subtle influences, often random and unintentional wherein «positive» is perceived hope and «negative» is perceived threat.


	Sociology: Subtle information, often uncontrolled and deceptive wherein «positive» is constructively affirming and «negative» is destructively disseminating.


	Physiology: Subtle nutrients, toxins, and EMR, often undetected organic and inorganic chemicals and microwave signals, wherein «positive» is healthy and «negative» is unhealthy.


	Economics: Small exchanges in trade, often unnoticed and unrecorded, wherein «positive» is wealth gain and «negative» is wealth loss.


	Military: Subtle elements of control, often physical, psychological, traditional, or religious intimidation or inspiration wherein «positive» is more control and «negative» is less control.





What Does it Mean to Exist?


What is the essential property to which we refer when we say, «it exists»? That seems to have been a difficult question for thousands of years. If you look up the word «exist» in a dictionary, you can get a number of substitute words, but with each the question remains.


ex·ist (íg-zîst')


intr.v. ex·ist·ed, ex·ist·ing, ex·ists


1. To have actual being; be real.


2. To have life; live: «one of the worst actors that ever existed».


3. To live at a minimal level; subsist: «barely enough income on which to exist».


4. To continue to be; persist: «old customs that still exist in rural areas».


5. To be present under certain circumstances or in a specified place; occur: «Wealth and poverty exist in every demographic category». (Thomas G. Exter).


All of those words correctly imply «to exist». Each can be used as substitute for «to exist». Yet none of them tells you of what it is. The «definitions» given, carry no additional meaning so as to further enhance understanding. They aren't actual definitions or explanations but merely substitutes hinting at a meaning. If one asks for the definition of «color», one gets an explanation involving light and frequency, not merely other words for «color». It can be found that if one proposes what it means to exist, one gets little more than argumentation; «How do you know?», «Maybe it means different things to different people», «It just is what it is», «It's just all in our minds». «It is just whatever is real».


Any word might mean different things to different people, but then without reasonably uniform definition, there is no language. And it seems to me that everyone throughout history, gauging from what they say concerning that which exists, has had one particular concern in mind, although never spoken. They argue that this exists or that exists. They argue about whether various kinds of things do or don't exist. But precisely how does one discern existence from non-existence? That has apparently been an illusive question that can be answered here and now.


There could possibly be many things meant by that fundamental word, «exist», but there is one thing found in common with all of the implications and inferences. In every case, when the word is used, the speaker seems to be saying that which exists has potential affect upon something and that which doesn't exist has no affect.


The concept «to affect» gives meaning to an otherwise elusive definition for «to exist». Affecting something directly implies changing it in some way, thus to exist implies the potential to change something, perhaps: block the light, weigh down the paper, inspire activity,... . And by consequence, to affect something must include the potential to prevent a change that would have otherwise taken place.


In addition there are practical issues involved. If something is said to exist yet is known to have absolutely no affect upon anything, why bother to say that it exists? Why even bother to be thinking about it? Uncountable things could be mentioned which have absolutely no affect upon anything (e.g. three headed elephants, round squares, whatever). The word and implication of «to exist» would lose all relevance if such things were to be included as being existent.


Thus to be rational, and since a common dictionary fails to sufficiently provide, one must declare his intent for the word, and preferably without deviating far from what others have actually always meant even though never really explaining.


So merely by declared definition with the following supportive rationale: Existence is that which has affect or potential to affect.


But affect upon what? To exist means to affect, which means to cause change, but what is being changed? What is being affected? The answer is simply «other existence» (e.g. You). That is easy enough. But look more carefully at what that means: It is saying that existence, the compendium of affects, is merely the affecting of other affects, affect upon affect. And that is the fundamental essence of all existence. Rationally, it can be no other.


The very foundation of Metaphysics:


Existence = Affects upon affects, Affectance and whatever complexity arises from that fundamental essence, and nothing else.


Time and Distance


Question: «So any existent (affecting) thing is eternal? The ice cube in my cup is not now and will never be affected by light currently being emitted from Tau Ceti. An electron created by neutron decay is likely to be captured by a proton long before the Andromeda galaxy arrives (or light from a newborn star that will reach us in 2 million years, etc). That star doesn't exist to us, at the moment, because its affectance hasn't reached us yet, but when it does we'll know that it has existed at this point in time?»


What we call near and far is merely the observation of more direct affect versus less direct affect. That which is more directly affected is what is «near» and what is more indirectly affected is «far», by definition. Such a concept of distance is often used concerning social and psychological issues being separated by the degree of direct affect that one thing or person has on another. So one point of affect directly affects the immediate point adjacent to it. And that point directly affects the next point to that one and so on. By such definitions, we have spatial dimensions and volume.


Every point of affect must affect the adjacent points, else it would not exist to them, thus every point affects every other point either directly or indirectly without exception. There can be no other fundamental existence. What that reveals is that any speculation of a fourth dimension requires that the points associated with it must be affected and more importantly, that they must affect the points associated with the first three dimensions. Affectance and energy must flow into and out of any proposed fourth dimension for it to be said to exist.


Nothing affects anything other than that which is infinitely adjacent to it («Principle of Locality»). No star has directly affected Earth at any time, not even the Sun. What affects things on Earth are the radiations and particles that come to Earth. And that ice cube doesn't affect any star for the same reason. It affects only the immediate surroundings which affects the air which affects the cup which affect more air ... .


In fact what we call «distance» is merely our perception of the quantity of points being affected between locations A and B. That is why Einstein's General Relativity mathematically works. Time is a measure of how much relative changing there is going on between two things, and distance is a measure of how many points can get affected in a direct line between two things. If you increase the amount of affecting in a given space (increasing the affectance density/mass density), from an outside observation, all objects within that space will be shorter and moving slower. Both time and distance are issues of affectance density. General Relativity is merely the mathematical way of expressing that issue.


Time = the measure of relative change


Distance = a measure of directness of affect


Nothing ever directly affects anything at a distance. There is always merely a chain of affects between two points and every point is only ever affected by its own immediate surrounding. It is our consciousness that allows for us to internally project an image of what is probably still out there shining that light at us, what could be called, «remote recognition». We never see or sense anything directly. Thus our minds have to calculate and guess at what it was that threw an affect our way. And in fact, whatever it was, it might not still be there by the time we are affected by whatever it had broadcast toward us.


Question: «... it sounds as though you're saying that existence is ontologically subjective. That some things exist to me but not to you?»


The language that we use to describe existence is ontologically subjective. One might declare in a report that any rise of the ground higher than 300 meters above ambient is a «mountain». Others might set that limit at 5000 meters in their report. The actual objective elevation of the ground is the same either way. It is the language that we define, the map of existence, not existence itself, not the terrain. We don't change the reality of what-is by our language. We merely change what words we use to describe it, which of course gets then used by a media to manipulate people into shifting their loves and hates – again people getting affected by what is broadcast, not the real event, object, or situation.




Realms of Existence


Question: «How do you view the existencelaffectance of laws, rules, patterns, mathematical relationships, constants?»


As it turns out, merely for sake of our chosen ontological construct, there are two «realms of existence» wherein anything that exists affects only other existence within its own realm.


A straight line affects what a square is. A curve affects what a circle is. But neither a circle nor a square can exist in or affect any physical entity whatsoever. People often speak of an idea that has affected or influenced them. That is a legitimate manner of speech. But we know that it isn't the idea that created physical effect, but rather a variety of chemicals and impulses in their brain came into the pattern of the idea. It wasn't the pattern of the idea doing the affecting, but rather the physical structure of the pattern that has physical influence. I am not saying that speech should change in order to better reflect the deeper truth, but rather that philosophers should not be confused by common speech mannerisms that conflate concepts with physical entities. Plato expressed similar thought.


Conceptual Realm of Existence – once called the «divine realm» (ideas, angles, concepts, geometric forms, laws, ideologies,...)


Physical Realm of Existence – once called the «mortal realm» (materials, people's bodies, «earth, wind, fire, and water»,...)


The two ontologically declared realms are isolated, each merely flirting with the notion of the other. Until their patterns match, neither can exist in the other. The structure of thought in the religions has held this view for thousands of years.


Third Realm of Existence = the Perceived


In constructing an ontology, one might consider declaring a third realm, the Realm of Perception. Often today, social propaganda suggests that reality is only what one believes or perceives it to be (so as to hide the manipulation of what one is to believe). But the objective reality is that perception forms a construct within thought that is neither physically real nor divinely true to reality. The perceived reality is a cartoon fantasy illusion and often the aim and result of magical trickery, fore it is within that realm the motivation of Man is formed: The Perception of Hope and Threat, PHT, that guides all consciousness – a very, very significant issue to life.


The Rationality


The rationality of Affectance Ontology begins with the premise that whatever has no affect is irrelevant and meaningless. If something truly has no affect, it cannot be felt by anything nor change anything in any way. Thus from the proposed thought of absolute nothingness, affectance is the first and only relevant concern. That is the first step, the premise of all rational thought.


From realizing that affectance (that which has affect) can only accomplish affect by altering something else that has affect (other existence), we can see that one affect can only increase or decrease the affect of another affect, because so far within the ontology, degree of affect is all there is. But that sets up the scenario that everything must be merely made of mutual affect, «affectance». As it turns out, that is the same as what Science calls «energy»; the ability to «do work» or «cause change»; to affect.


Dealing with Infinity


The consequences of the idea of the infinite are numerous. We can realize that infinity, by definition, cannot be progressively achieved. To be infinite is to be endless, having no final achievement. And we can realize that no affect can occur instantly because that would be an infinite propagation rate of affect and would actually mean that there was not any distinction or separation between the affecter and the affected, between the cause and the effect. The proposed two items were actually but one. And of course any affect taking an infinity of time would not actually be having affect. Thus for it to be called «affect», it must occur within finite time, neither zero nor infinite.


Infinite similarity between any two points cannot exist for any length of time, if for no other reason, merely because every point is a point of affecting and thus is changing another point while it depletes its own potential. And the idea of all points «changing equally such as to remain the same» would mean that in reality, no change was occurring at all. Thus if there is affecting, there cannot be homogeneity.


So now with those thoughts in mind, we can deduce that affect occurs in waves wherein there are no points of affectance that can become infinitely different than any adjacent point nor from any other point. Thus a conclusion can be formed; a singularity (an infinitely small and solitary point of affect) cannot ever exist. It would have nothing to exist relative to, nothing to affect or be affected by. It would in fact, not have any potential to affect. Any single infinitely small point of affect would have to be immediately affected and have affect upon its surroundings, thus melting into them without having significantly different potential to affect.


But we can go further.


What all this means is that it is logically impossible for space to have ever been a nothingness of infinite similarity and also that there could never have been a singularity that exploded into our observed universe.


Logically, the Big Bang theory of original creation cannot be true. But that is not to say that there wasn't some kind of explosion long ago.


Still further, we can realize that what we call «space» has no logical option but to be waves of affectance, never infinitely uniform and never discontinuous or infinitely dissimilar. The entire universe must be an ocean of motion of affectance waves. So even when we see nothing, we can know that there is always something there and that something, the affectance, is changing at finite speeds.


So then if affectance changes at a finite speed, what would that speed be? It would be the speed from which all other speed is measured for it is the speed of affect, the most fundamental speed logically possible. If affectance is all there is, there is nothing to impede that speed of affectance except the affectance itself; each point of potential to affect attempting to affect other points of potential to affect.


Affectance and Contemporary Science


The two primary force fields spoken of in contemporary physics are the electromagnetic and the gravitational. Thus far, these have been accepted as fundamental fields that determine the behavior of all physicality. And as fundamental fields, no explanation is offered as to their make or composition. I propose, with very serious certainty, that both of these fields as well as all forms of mass are actually composed of the same more fundamental substance, affectance.


Affectance is the physical substance from which all physicality is formed. It can be described in more contemporary terms as a field of ultra-minuscule to infinitesimal electromagnetic pulses with varied degrees of random directionality. Such affectance fills literally all space and is the make of all mass, light, EMR, and gravitational fields. And in fact, without such affectance, there could be no space or mass at all.


What we call «empty space» is in fact never actually fully empty – never. Much like the speculated aether field, the affectance field fills literally all space from the most infinitesimal to the most infinite. It is impossible for space to exist void of being filled completely with affectance. And the proposed «aether field» was actually affectance, merely misunderstood. The once proposed aether field was defined long ago as a substance acting as the medium within which all particles and EMR travel. But the actual affectance field is not such a separate medium for other things to travel through. The affectance field has merely greater and lesser concentrations from the extremely thin, called «vacuum of space», to the extremely concentrated, called «mass particles» or simply «mass». In fact, one could properly refer to mass as merely «concentrated or extremely dense space».


Forces, or Farces?


Long ago just prior to Newton's fame, the enlightenment era crew, now called «scientists», proposed that objects of mass (weight and inertia) were attracted to each other by a mysterious «force» to be called «gravity». Newton became famous by forming a means of measuring the effect of this «force of gravity» so that it could be tested with a variety of mass objects. And after doing such testing, it was discovered that sure enough, masses did seem to behave as though there was a mysterious force attracting them and related to the amount of mass of each object.


A superstition is a concept superimposed onto an observable physical event so as to «stitch together» the event and the cause of the event. In more ancient times such superstitions were called «gods», an invisible controller of events and the forces were the «magic» due to them being invisible yet causing sometimes surprising events. And not being visible or understood by the common people, they were «super-natural», forces that are not themselves physical yet govern physical events. The «force of gravity» was in fact one of these «superstitious, supernatural forces». And because the cause and the event of mass attraction could be reliably measured, it was accepted that the «force of gravity» was in fact a certain physical existence, even though never directly seen or see-able.


A few other «philosophy of physical science»- types had an issue with this proclamation of the «Law of Gravity». The proposed certain law seems to be suggesting that two objects that had absolutely nothing between them would magically reach out and affect the other. Einstein referred to such things as «spooky action at a distance». It seems inconceivable that two things could have truly nothing touching and yet affect each other. And Hendrik Lorentz with a few others tried to come up with a more reasonable explanation for why masses would behave in such a way as to imply some magic force. But it seemed to be beyond their collective imagination as to why this mass attraction behavior could work unless there was some kind of spooky action at a distance. So over the past 200 years or so, the entire world has accepted that the magic force actually, physically exists, it just can't be seen or explained, aka «magic».


Rational Metaphysics: Affectance Ontology is a particular understanding of affects, all and any affects. And what we call «mass attraction» or «the effect of a force of gravity» is certainly an affect to be understood. And we all know that such an affect really does occur. It is objectively testable and very observable. So what is the understanding concerning how that magic force works?


Science is all about finding the reasons behind anything and everything through independent investigation and study. And as it turns out, that magic force, spooky action at a distance, «force of gravity» is found in RM:AO to not actually exist at all. The behavior akin to mass attraction certainly happens, but there is no actual force involved. The «Force of Gravity», that «spooky action at a distance», doesn't actually exist as a real entity, merely an aberrant effect of other formerly not explained nor imagined events. In that regard, Einstein, Lorentz, Maxwell, and others were right. The Force of Gravity, the god of mass attraction, is a superstition cast into the world due to reliable correlation data rather than complete rational thinking. Very briefly, what is actually happening (provably so) is that each and every mass is a concentration of the very same substance that exists between every mass and other masses. In modern physics terms, that substance could be called «ultra-minuscule electromagnetic pulses». In RM:AO, it is referred to as simply «Affectance» (meaning «subtle influence») and is measurable and explainable as to why it exists and precisely how it behaves. What is called a «sub-atomic particle» is merely a concentration of that substance and is constantly reconstituting itself by releasing and absorbing tiny portions of Affectance («ultra-minuscule electromagnetic pulses»).




C. Rational Metaphysics: From Void to Inertia, Mass, Momentum, Particles, and Gravity


The «Affectance Ontology»


Although a great deal more detail can be explained, the Affectance Ontology for fundamental physics properties translated into contemporary physics terms are as follows:


1.) By declared definition, Existence is that which has affect.




a) Detectable Empiricism – We decide that something exists only when we detect that something is having affect. All of our senses function based on the affect that something else has upon them. We use equipment to increase our sensory ability, but still if nothing affects the equipment in any way, we declare that nothing was there.


b) Common Usage – In reality, people are already using the word «exist» to mean this definition. They often never think about it, but in every case, the person really means that something having existence means that it has the potential to affect something; be seen, touched, smelled, or detected in some way even if not already detected.


c) Support from Science – Science concluded long ago that in reality all existing things have at least some minuscule affect on all other things through chains of events.


d) Rational Relevance – If something has truly no affect on anything whatsoever, we really don't care if it exists in any other sense. We can propose trillions of things that might exist but don't have affect.





What would be the point? It would be a waste of mind time.


2.) An affect can only stem from a potential-to-affect, PtA (the potential to alter or cause change), which is formed by other affects. Such forms affects upon affects.


3.) Infinite homogeneity in an infinitely divisible field cannot exist.




a) Absolute infinity cannot exist simply because by definition more can always be added.


b) Absolute zero is merely one divided by absolute infinity and thus cannot exist either.





4.) Due to the above, in all adjacent locations, the potential to affect cannot be infinitely identical.


5.) Because the potential to affect is not identical anywhere, actualization of the potential-to-affect creates propagating affect everywhere.


6.) As affect occurs between adjacent potentials, waves of affect propagate chaotically in both direction and magnitude creating an ocean of affectance noise.


7.) When multiple propagating waves of affect act upon the same location, their affects add.


8.) The rate of adding affects cannot be absolutely instantaneous.


9.) Due to that limit to the rate of adding affects, when affects merge in such a way as to require more than an infinite change rate, a maximum change rate point, MCR point, forms. And as the participating affects continue the attempt to add at the same location, any additional followup propagating affects must wait for time to pass. Such forms a reluctance to change – «Inertia».


10.) A traffic jam of affectance noise forms around an MCR point of inertia due to delays being extended into the immediate surrounding area. The traffic jam is then supported only by affectance entering the volume at an equal rate as leaving it, forming a stable «Particle» – a «standing wave of noise».


11.) When the ambient affectance density surrounding a particle increases, the particle cannot disintegrate as fast as it aggregates, thus the particle grows to a maximum anentropic size which allows for greater balance of entering and existing affectance.


12.) If the ambient affectance noise is denser on one side of a particle than the opposite, the center of the clump of noise shifts toward the more dense affectance field. The «particle» moves or migrates – «Particle Migration or Motion».


13.) When the center of the noise shifts, the affects that were propagating in the direction of motion remain within the particle aggregate longer than others.


14.) Because the affectance within the clump of noise has more affectance heading in the direction of the particle migration, the particle continues heading in that direction even if the surrounding affectance is returned to an even ambiance – «Momentum».


15.) Because each particle is building affectance and thus creating a higher density field of noise surrounding it, the density directly between particles is greater than other surroundings. Thus particles migrate toward each other while gaining momentum – «Gravity».


16.) When particles approach each other, they share their noise causing the smaller particles to become slightly larger.


17.) When the clumps of noise get too close, their mutual noise forms a dense aggregate between the centers yielding a total volume capable of sustaining an anentropic balance volume containing far more than one center of congested noise could sustain – the «Strong Force» uniting particles.


18.) When the affectance noise that forms a particle happen to be more substantially increasing potential rather than decreasing, a «Positive Particle» is formed with above average total potential-to-affect, a particle with positive «Electric Potential».


19.) Positive noise delays additional positive noise, adding to the positive noise in the area while local negative noise cancels the positive delays resulting in negative noise speeding through the area rather than being delayed – «Particle Charge Stability».


20.) When a charged particle is in the field of noise that is associated with a close opposite charged particle, the noise within the particle that happens to be headed toward the opposing particle is partially relieved of its inertial constraint and thus moves more freely toward the opposing particle, as though slipping down hill.


21.) As the inner noise of a charged particle moves more freely in one direction, it inherently shifts the center of the noise toward the opposing particle while also establishing momentum in that same direction – «Charged Particle Attraction».


22.) When a strongly negative wave of affectance noise encounters a strongly positive wave of affect, their merging requires that each wave change at a greater than infinite rate creating a point of inertia, MCR, and a delay in propagation for both.


23.) During the delay caused by the merging of strong opposite polarity, the particles associated with the waves continue to absorb noise of their own polarity and thus remain stable charged particles that continue to deliver strong waves.


24.) When a small negative particle approaches a larger positive particle, the smaller particle grows asymmetrically with its greater increasing noise closer to the larger positive particle.


25.) The stronger negative waves encountering the larger particle's large positive waves create many incidences of points of inertia that delay the entire smaller negative particle to the point of not allowing it to get closer to the positive before veering off to a side, orbiting the larger positive particle – «Electron Orbitals».


26.) As a wave of affect enters a region of greater noise, getting delayed more, the trailing edge of the wave begins to catch up to the leading edge compressing the entire wave -»Magnetic Wave».


27.) A compressed wave stores its energy potential within a smaller volume yielding a greater affect within the same propagating time frame as a non-compressed wave.


28.) Compressed waves passing into a charged particle have greater affect upon a particle causing the particle to shift more greatly into the oncoming wave – «Magnetic Induction».


29.) A circling charged particle creates a spiraling compressed («magnetic») wave extending outward from the center of the circle – «Magnetic Field».


30.) The spiraling compression wave has a clockwise spiral above the flat plane of circulation and a counterclockwise spiral below.


31.) If two circling charged particles are close by, parallel, and circling in the same direction, the spirals from each causes the other to veer its orbit closer to the other – «Magnetic Attraction».


32.) If two circling charged particles are close by, parallel, and circling in opposite directions, they each cause the other to veer its orbit away from the other – «Magnetic Repulsion».


33.) Because the spirals extending from the circling charges have the opposite direction of spiral above from below, another circling charged particle will experience magnetic attraction on one side or magnetic repulsion on the other side – «North and South Magnetic Polarity».


Each of those fundamentals have an equivalent within each and every field of study.


Affect and Potential to Affect (PtA)


«We have to know more about the term ‹having affect›. »


I have yet to find anyone who can name anything they believe to exist and yet also believe to have absolutely no affect on anything. At times, they get concerned with the issue of something not having affect on them personally, which is not the issue. Can you think of anything that you believe to exist and yet also believe has absolutely no affect upon anything?


In RM:AO, what it means to physically exist is merely a declared definition within the ontology. And in reality, I haven't found anything that didn't fit that definition. But if someone wants to declare the existence of something that also has no affect upon anything, they are free to do so. They just can't declare it in RM:AO.


The concept is that if one doesn't accept that an existent thing must have affect, then he is being dangerously irrational, but not necessarily wrong. That is why it was named «Rational Metaphysics», because it is of use (aka rational) to declare that anything with no affect doesn't exist. We don't care if it exists as long as it has absolutely no affect on anything. So it is an issue of being rational rather than wildly speculative.




	Existence is defined as that which has affect.


	For affect to take place, there must be potential to have affect, «PtA».


	The potential-to-affect is what is being affected such as to cause what we experience as the universe.


	The universe is nothing other than the changing of the potential to have affect.





These are some pictorials to hopefully make it a little more clear:
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That is merely a pictorial of the potential to affect (the «void»). There is no universe yet. It is merely the concept of where to begin realizing the situation. At no point in time was the physical universe at that stage. That pic represents infinite homogeneity. Infinite homogeneity is logically impossible. No two points in that pic can actually be infinitely similar to any other, and certainly not to all others. Thus a little closer to the reality this the following pic:


[image: ]


In that pic is displayed a random variation of the potential to affect. Each tiny area has a different potential to have affect upon any others. If one could carefully examine «empty space» and see the potential to affect, the PtA, that is the kind of view that would be seen. «Empty space» is never actually empty. But so far, we are still merely talking about the potential to affect, not any actual, existing affects. The question might arise to the mind as to how large those little dots are. Interestingly, they don't actually have any particular size. If you were to examine any small volume within that volume a little closer, you would see the same kind of picture:


[image: ]


There is no lower limit to that statistical effect. No matter how small of a volume one takes, one would see that exact same kind of picture.


That random pattern is merely the state from which one can begin seeing what is to happen next and is applicable from absolute zero volume up to a special point called the «Level of Inertia» or «Maximum Change Rate, MCR». No particles can form on any level lower than the level of inertia. When affects get to the level of inertia is when things begin to get interesting.


Now please note that so far, this is not a «theory». It is the epistemology of defining concepts at the beginning of an ontology, an understanding of the physical universe. So far, all of this is mathematically and logically provable because it is merely conceptual. The few concepts involved leave no alternative concerning the pics above. It is easily distinguished from Quantum Mysticism because note that there is no Planck length (minimum size) involved. Physical quantizing cannot begin until we get passed the level of inertia. What has apparently mystified scientists is the issue of exactly why there would be a level of inertia.


A potential-to-affect is a situation or circumstance from which an actual affect arises. And an «affect», is an occurrence of such potentials changing, or such situations changing. An affect is a changing. The potential that brings an affect is the situation stemming from all of the surrounding affects. Every affect, affects its own surroundings as it is simultaneously affected by those surroundings. It is an ocean of give-and-take occurrences. Thus the «surroundings» form the «potential-to-affect», PtA. And the «affect» is the resultant effect of the PtA.


Related declarations and relations:




	Instantaneous affect cannot occur, else it is not affecting, but has already affected.



	Time is the result of how much one PtA is changing compared to another changing.


	Distance or separation in location is formed due to the amount of changing PtA.


	Spacetime exists as the field of changing of potential-to-affect, PtA.


	Affectance or a Field of Affectance is the entire field of all affects within a region.


	Within any field of affectance, it is impossible for any portion to be infinitely homogeneous.


	All PtA levels are finite and thus can only generate finite affects as they dissolve themselves.


	The final balance of affect upon affect is necessarily zero for that reason – «conservation of energy».





Another way to look at potential is that it is an opportunity due to an imbalance, a situation wherein, for example, what we think of as forces or force-affects are not evenly distributed and thus yield the opportunity for something to change.


People in physics often think of «potential» as a type of substance. But it isn't a substance in the normal use of the word. It is merely a situation of imbalance. Potential is not something that is possessed by an object, but rather is formed by a situation involving objects. Potential is not a property of an item, but the property of an arrangement in an environment. It is the situation that determines any potential.


Space, the ocean of affectance, can never have infinitely homogeneous potential, opportunity for change, concerning every one of the infinity of PtA points within it. The situation of perfect balance, even in what we think of as «empty space», cannot exist.
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That diagram is showing the very fundamentals of all physical reality. No matter what the subject; physics, mind, life, society, war, machines, or whatever, there is only the situation and the changing of that situation. The situation is called the «potential» and it is made of «potentials-to-cause-change-of-potentials» or more simply, «Potentialto-Affect», «PtA». And as the situation changes the situation (the potentials change the potentials), that changing is called «Affectance».


That is all there is in our little existence right now. All properties of materials or particles of inertia, resistance, capacitance, or inductance are merely abberant effects. We only have affects, the time it takes to do the affecting, and whatever directions in which affects can occur. All substance and forms arise from such fundaments.


So in all reality, regardless of the subject of concern, there are but two fundamental concerns


1) PtA – Potential-to-Affect – the situation at any point.


2) Affectance – the changing of Potential-to-Affect – the actualizing of the situation.


Every other concern is merely a particular topic of interest; mental concerns, consciousness, society, physics, life, or whatever. But they are all no more than potentials or situations changing – Affectance.


The Eternal Universe – An Ocean of Motion


The universe that never began and can never end is the one you see around you.


Premises:


1) Infinite similarity is impossible (by definition of «infinite»).


2) Every point in space affects every other point adjacent to it (by definition of «adjacency»).


3) Infinite discontinuity is impossible.


The Unbeginning


Logically these premises mean that at all times what looks like empty space to us is really an ocean of subtle motion. A different state of existence logically cannot ever be and has never been. As it is impossible for existence to be in any other state, there could never have been a beginning to the only state possible.


The Quantum Magi talk about «random» creations, but it is not «random». Nothing is ever actually random. The subtle motion within every seemingly empty area of space is in the form of «affectance» or what we could measure as electromagnetic and/or gravitational waves if they were large enough to detect.


Emergence


Smooth waves, rather than spiking random points, are formed due to the mutual affect of every point on its adjacent points. The waves move due to every point in every wave still affecting every adjacent point as the mutual affecting causes shifting in the wave peaks. The «splashing» around of those affectance waves creates a probability pattern concerning the strength of the waves. That pattern is what we eventually see as the beginning essence of the universe emerging, seemingly from nothingness.


As the strength of some waves increase sufficiently, they combine in collision with other waves to form a small particle wherein the affectance noise is clustered around a single point. That congestion of noise containing maximum rates of change is what causes the particle to have inertia and a field of gravity surrounding it as the congestion spreads. It becomes a «hard» particle due to the amount of congested affectance noise. We then declare it to be «matter».


Eventually, the numerous particles begin clumping as they attract each other through both gravity as well as electric potential differences. Some particles merge in such a way as to form a large single particle as their noise unites into a single spinning cluster. This aggregating forms positive, negative and neutral particles that form atoms and larger mass clusters.


Very slowly, larger masses and objects are formed. Trillions of years latter, those clusters have attracted more such clusters and form larger masses such as gas clouds, and small stones.


Eventually a very large single particle is formed that has a comparatively huge inertia and gravity. That particle begins to suck in everything around it as it forms into what we see as a «black-hole». The average black-hole is estimated to have several hundred million times more energy absorbed into it than the average star/sun and it just keeps growing.


Such black-holes form at extreme distances from each other. But having extreme mass attraction and necessarily having a difference in electric potential, they have no reason to stay away from each other forever and slowly begin to converge as they still grow. What do you think happens to all of that energy once one falls into another? Even if there had never been a Big Bang, eventually there would be.


The Bang


Eventually the speeding single particle black-holes collide. When some collide at perhaps not too great a speed, they absorb into each other to become merely a still larger single particle black-hole. But some collisions occur at such extreme speeds that the Black-hole particles explode. When that happens, they release enormous amounts of energy in the form of huge particle clumps and clusters that take the form of stars and large planets and meteors as well as a tremendous amount of radiant energy and smaller formed particles.


But still later, all of that newly formed exploding mass and energy form their own new particles as mass attraction and electric potential still keep bringing them together and forcing them to either bond in orbits or unite into single particles. The star clusters are so energetic that the bonding cannot keep up with the releasing collision energy and thus they get into a burning cycle until enough radiant energy is released that stable atomic bonds can be sustained.


The Never End


That is how your universe got here and how the other distant universes are forming. And as this universe dissipates from its initial explosion to become extremely thin in mass density, the whole process is already reoccurring elsewhere, fore the attraction effects never really stop – ever. Every new cluster of galaxies forms in its own vast segment of space from its own Big Bang. Infinity is a very, very large place.


It is all an eternal dynamic process that never began and will never end. The larger infinite beginningless and endless universe view is that of clouds forming until rain drops fall upon the surface of an endless ocean that in turn generates more clouds. Each splash is another Big Bang and to us, an entire universe.




Equation of Space


(==> RM:AO Video: «The Equation of Space» see Appendix to Part One)


Within RM:AO is an equation that mathematically describes any portion of space, regardless of what is in that space. Anything within that space merely alters the value of a few parameters without change in the equation itself. And of course a part of that equation is time.


In the beginning...


The following is Why all existence is what it is:
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It is the fundamental reason, logic, and mathematics concerning why all things are what they are and do what they do. It is Why existence has:




	Light


	Light at that particular speed, «c».


	Fields (gravitational and electromagnetic)


	Inertia


	Mass


	Momentum


	Photons


	
Mono- and polyparticles


	Forces (EM, Gravitational, Strong, and Weak)


	Charge Polarity


	Atoms


	Molecules


	Bodies


	Perception


	Consciousness


	Hopes and Threats (Values)


	Life


	Religions


	Societies


	Governments


	Economies





That equation is; THE Cause of all things, a «Theory of Everything»,


If you were to emulate that one equation, preferably in an analog computer because the equation cannot be quantized or digitized without sacrificing accuracy and consuming a horrendous amount of time and memory, into a huge spherical matrix, a metauniverse would immediately form containing everything that any universe could ever have within it, that entire list above and more, although much, much, much slower. And all because there is no alternative. It is what it is and it is what it must be. The universe IS an infinitely large, infinitely dense analog system that is currently processing at an infinite speed.


The time variable in the equation allows for both post- and pre-dictions throughout all time. In effect, it allows for someone to predict the exact state of that space and whatever might have been in it throughout the future. Or it can be used to calculate what state the space had to have been in prior such as to get to the state it is in.


Of course there are inherent problems. Knowing the truly exact state of any bit of space is all but impossible, so trying to simulate any real space would form inherently, erroneous prediction due to improper initialization data. Whatever the first given state is, it could never be truly and totally representative of any particular portion of real space. But then again, sometimes close, is close enough for the need at hand.


Also amongst the problems is the fact that space is actually infinite in all directions (despite theories and fantasies to the contrary) and thus there is no actual boundary. And because there is no actual boundary in real space, there are affects stemming from outside the given portion under study that will affect the actual future state. Without including the entire universe, trying to calculate the future for any one portion is limited.


Another problem is that to truly represent all of any significantly large space (anything greater in size than a pea) a horrendously, unimaginably large computer would have to hold all of the parameters.


But such limitations do not make the equation entirely useless. When investigating particle reactions, one need not build a multi-billion dollar particle collider, a multithousand dollar computer can do the job setting in someone's office. And the good thing is that it is likely to be even more accurate than the collider without all of the potential dangerous of blowing up the user or the world.


But let's say that such an equation was advanced to the point where it became practical to truly represent all of the activity on Earth with a high degree of accuracy, every atom, every blade of grass, every human endeavor. What do you suppose would happen then?


With such a system, one could predict the consequences of any and every proposed change in laws or environment for quite some time beyond the initiation. One could get creative and predict the probable outcome of many proposed changes in environment, politics, social science, religion, or the simple moving of these people from point A to point B. And all without having to go kill anyone to get it done. Danger would be minimized. Well, except for that one issue.


Man, throughout his history, has constantly sought to be a god. And not merely a god, but THE GOD in absolute control of all things throughout the world and even the universe. There are a variety of reasons that keeps such a thing on his limited mind and heart, but there is no question that anything allowing him to become more of a true prophet, is something he would kill anyone and everyone to get his hands on. And with such a computer, he would have such a thing.


With a large enough computer and the Equation of Space, anything that is possible to be accomplished could be designed in serious, perfect detail. Any invention imaginable that was actually doable could be designed to a tee. Any and every cure for any illness could be fully designed along with the required means to deliver it. Of course, also any and every potential disease could also be designed. Every type of religion could be designed, every type of governance as well. Whoever had such a computer could answer any and every whim whether for good or bad. So what would you do with such a device if it was in your hands? What goal would you seek for the human race? Realize what I have formed in RM:AO, was already formed in perhaps a more crude way back in the 1950's. Of course there have always been crude forms throughout history. And by being close to right without being exactly right, all the more powerfully dangerous people become. So today, as such endeavors get closer and closer to being «close enough», the threat to all humanity increases greatly depending on the sanity of the people running the program and making the choices as to what future will be constructed. Technology has greatly increased Man's ability to utterly destroy himself.


Many stories and films have been made with such a thought in mind. Many worries and many hopes have been dreamt. Television shows such as Dr. Who explore in fanciful form the types of concerns that are revealed by being able to see (or «travel») into the past and future, «do this, and lets see what comes of what you just did».


What I find most disturbing is not the potential power of such a device in the hands of the wrong people, but rather that there seems to be no «right people» who actually have a sane idea concerning what the future «should be», what goal to design toward. Without knowing what is actually right, only the wrong can be designed.


With a great deal of experience toying with such a device without actually implementing the proposed changes in the world, the lusts for power gets quailed into a far more moderate understanding, less passion and more compassion. The final question of «why bother to do anything» gets answered without passion, presumptions, or primitive yearnings. But how does one stop the lust to implement «close enough» before the potentially more favorable designs have been explored?


Given the chance, the rationality in RM:AO settles into the soul to allow the noise of lustful passions for control and domination to calm and fade. Man then has to decide for what purpose he is to actually do anything for sake of the future. His mind and heart becomes clear of his presumptions. The «Sin» within Man himself fades.


I said that the Equation for Space has already been developed in crude form and by some very influential people. But how do I know it is in «crude» form? I know by comparison of the fruit of such a «tree of knowledge». What I see is exemplary of the «close enough» equation in the lustful wrong hands. What I see is insidious manipulation where none was needed, death, misery, and destruction where none was needed.


The RM:AO model does not inspire to seek total domination of all reality. It displays the consequences of such attempts to be disastrous and eventually futile. It shows a more sane way of achieving sanity among Homo sapiens; less death, misery, and destruction of what humanity is, more freedom and less struggle for all concerned.


A man once asked, «what do you do with 300 million insane people?» I now must ask, «what do you do with 7.5 billion of them?» Let them see the futures they propose? Will that bring sanity among them? Will that inspire true rationality in Man for perhaps the first time? «Close enough» is going to make him extinct. That part is already foreseeable.


Question: «How can you show that the Equation for Space is correct, or even approximately true? The size of the computer used seems to be the limiting factor. What can you do with the current computers you have access to?»


First, one cannot prove anything concerning logic unless the person viewing it adheres to logic – proof is in the mind of the beholder. Definitional Logik proves the incontrovertibleness of the logic and the ontology is then proven by the sheer number of exact likenesses to empirically demonstrated physics. Unlike Science, RM:AO doesn't «reverse engineer» the physical universe. RM:AO designs a logically necessary physical universe and then compares it to the one already in operation. When that comparison is so exact as to not be able to distinguish one from the other on every observed phenomena in physics, a sufficient proof has been formed.


With what I had to work with and in the time allotted, I created a metaspace of about the size of a fraction of a hydrogen atom, enough to be able to watch particles form and interact. But within that space, all of the laws of physics can be witnessed even though not programmed into the behavior.


The computer that could accurately predict the existing world would have to have a horrendous amount of precise current data on the world just as it stands. Such efforts have been underway since WW2. Huge computers are currently trying to track everything you could imagine solely for the purpose that I am warning about. As far as you having such a computer before hand so that you could predict the effect of that same knowledge being «known to the world» (as if there was anything ever known to the entire world), would be extremely unlikely ... well ... impossible.


What they do so as to make any computer have even the slightest chance of being accurate involves approximations, generalizations, and probabilities. For socialist and communist governance schemes such things are much easier because they frankly don't care about anything but constructing a simple idealized model of an organized social system regardless of who has to suffer and die in order to achieve it. I think the cartoon film «Shrek» displays the basic scenario. But the adversaries to such schemes are as bad if not worse. None displays any actual understanding of morality and necessity.


Question: «Sometimes events can have two or more routes that can cause them. How can RM decide which one happened? Measuring the position and velocity of every air molecule seems a tad unrealistic so I can't see how the information could be provided. Surely there is not enough information to determine how some events happened, even if you had a huge computer. »


You are right that post-dicting (as opposed to pre-dicting) can be tricky. But in reality and due to the horrendous complexity of the universe, by truly knowing almost every detail of the present, every event of the past can be calculated. Of course the further distant one tries to post-diet, the more precise one's measure of the present must be. And you are right in that no computer could ever contain enough information about the present to be very precise in details concerning distant past events. Again, it becomes an issue of «good enough» for the concerns at hand.


Predicting is much easier for a variety of reasons. One of those reasons is that one way to increase the accuracy of a prediction is to help adjust any variations that begin to happen so that the computer's calculated path to the future will turn out as predicted. In other words, you cheat.


Such things have already taken place in the US and I'm sure across the world because the Pharaohs were doing similar 3000 years ago. More recently, when Prof John Nash proved an economic scheme that would make the elites rich, but required a specific type of human social behavior for it to be accurate, extreme measures were taken to get people to behave as the computer model required so that the wealth could be realized. What was created was the «Me Generation» and the current economic crisis. During that time, John Nash was awarded the Noble Prize in economics.


Question: «I see the Equation of Space as potentially a «simulator» where you could design some experiment, and then show the results given by the Equation of Space, and then do the actual experiment to see if the answers agree. This would be a pretty definitive way of proving how useful it is. »


Interestingly, there is a difference in a simulator and a true metaspace. It gets complicated as to exactly why, but what forms in a metaspace is as real as anything that forms in real space, merely a more complex version of it. A metaspace program cannot use models of things.


Remember that RM:AO begins with the entire universe being no more than PtA values assigned for each point in space. A PtA value is not a physical entity. The changing of those values is what causes physicality and our universe. In a metaspace program merely PtA values are assigned to all locations. The exact same rules that apply to the physical universe are then applied to those value changes. Those values change in accord with physical reality and create an actual real, physically existent meta-universe wherein only the true rules of reality prevail... that is until the program gets stopped or interfered with.


Question:» Would you mind telling me a bit about the equation itself (for example about the term to the right of the ‹p +›)?»


In common English, the equation states that every point in space is defined by the sum of its potential-to-affect, «p» At every point there is a PtA and also the changing of that PtA. The changing has rates of changing expressed as time derivatives – dp/dt – the time derivatives.


In philosophical terms, it is merely stating that every point in existence is defined by the rate of change of its potential to alter the degree of existence surrounding it (its ability to affect anything = its degree of existence).


The terms following the «p +» are the sum of all changes at all rates in p through time (change in p per change in t), expressed as the sum:


a0*dp/dt +


al*d2p/dt2 +


a2*d3 p/dt3 +


... wherein the «a» values are scalars suited to each time derivative.


Question: «How did you figure out the use of the equation? Did you use the equation? And if you did: How did you do it?»


The first key is to realize that every affect comes with a direction of affect and each and every 3D direction has its own equation of space for every point in space. All of those listed change rates are different for every possible direction. So for example, headed directly to the right, for point A the following value set might apply:


Efright} = [0.5, 0.01, 0.0001, 0.023, .,..]


But also at the exact same time at point A, headed in the upward direction, the following equation applies:


E{upward} = [0.3, 0.001, 0.02, 0.7, ....]


Of course every angle must be handled and there are an infinity of such directions in 3D, so the challenge got a bit tough. I not only had an infinite series for a billion points, but an infinite number of infinite series for each of a billion points, all of which had to be calculated for each picosecond tic.


The project was to emulate affects propagating through a small bit of space in whatever direction they might take. The resolve took a very long time for my little brain to figure out. I basically had to prove that each preferred method (due to simplicity or speed) of emulating space would not work.


If you allow space to be represented by a matrix of location points, the question arises as to how these points are to be situated. Aristotle proposed that a tetrahedron could properly fill space. That turned out to be incorrect, although pretty close. What is called «space-filling» became my study for a while. I tried all kinds of combinations of shapes with which to fill space along with which equations would have to be used to emulate the propagation of an affect in any direction. I wanted to simplify for sake of speed and memory usage, but that turned out to be quite a challenge.


Not being able to use any of the standard methods and after getting very, very creative in coming up with new methods (that didn't quite cut it), I almost gave up on being able to realistically emulate space. Eventually, it dawned on me that I could use the simple cube matrix to fill space with locations, but I couldn't calculate each point for each tic of time. Merely a 1000x1000x1000 pixel matrix, 1 billion points, would represent perhaps 10 nanometers of space and leave a matrix of 1 billion simultaneous equations to have to resolve for every tic of time (one «frame»), which might represent merely one picosecond or less. That would take an average PC possibly years to calculate each picosecond of time. So I had to find a way to update the state of that tiny metaspace without losing accuracy concerning the propagation of affects through the space and calculate thousands of tic frames within a reasonable completion time.


Eventually I figured out the «Afflate».


«Afflates»


(==> RM:AO Video : «The Afflate and the Particle» see Appendix to Part One)


RM:Affectance Ontology uses the afflate as its fundamental element. It is merely an arbitrarily chosen minuscule portion of affectance for sake of study, not an actual entity. I used the afflate (short for «Affectance Oblate») as a virtual entity. A virtual entity, such as a virtual particle, refers to a portion or amount of something. It is not a discretely formed object but rather merely a designated amount. The ocean can be said to be made of virtual rain drops. Each raindrop volume of water in the ocean can be called a virtual rain drop and their combination forms the ocean. The purpose in doing this is so that individual portions of a non-rigid substance can be objectively tracked in a statistical manner so as to reveal the inner motions of the larger substance. It is the beginning of vector analysis.
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