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ἵνα πάντες ἓν ὦσιν, καθὼς σύ, πάτερ, ἐν ἐμοὶ κἀγὼ ἐν σοί, ἵνα καὶ αὐτοὶ ἐν ἡμῖν ὦσιν, ἵνα ὁ κόσμος πιστεύῃ ὅτι σύ με ἀπέστειλας.




κἀγὼ τὴν δόξαν ἣν δέδωκάς μοι δέδωκα αὐτοῖς, ἵνα ὦσιν ἕν καθὼς ἡμεῖς ἕν·




ἐγὼ ἐν αὐτοῖς καὶ σὺ ἐν ἐμοί, ἵνα ὦσιν τετελειωμένοι εἰς ἕν, ἵνα γινώσκῃ ὁ κόσμος ὅτι σύ με ἀπέστειλας καὶ ἠγάπησας αὐτοὺς καθὼς ἐμὲ ἠγάπησας.




Ut omnes unum sint, sicut tu, Pater, in me et ego in te, ut et ipsi in nobis unum sint: ut mundus credat quia tu me misisti.


Et ego claritatem, quam dedisti mihi, dedi illis, ut sint unum, sicut nos unum sumus;

Ego in eis, et tu in me, ut sint consummati in unum: ut cognoscat mundus quia tu me misisti et delexisti eos, sicut me dilexisti.




That they all may be one, as thou, Father, in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one in us; that the world may believe that thou hast sent me.


And the glory which thou hast given me, I have given to them; that they may be one, as we also are one:

I in them, and thou in me; that they may be made perfect in one: and the world may know that thou hast sent me, and hast loved them, as thou hast also loved me.



John 17: 21-23
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Author’s Foreword1

 

Philosophy is the study of being as being under the light of natural reason. At least this is the classic definition I received in my first course in Philoso-phy in 1990. Thirty five years later, I am a witness to the steady disintegration of Philosophy and culture in general. There are many contributing factors, among which is the degradation of the notion of being, that goes hand in hand with the evisceration of Epistemology. Degraded being makes for de-graded thinking; degraded thinking makes for an even more degraded notion of being, and thus, a civilization that considers itself socially and culturally avant garde unconsciously slips into a recursive cycle of mental destruction. In this context, can a science that studies “being as being under the natural light of reason” be taken as a serious or viable project? I think yes, but diffi-cult. I propose one element necessary for a reversal of this trending nihilism: Philosophy must return to real and actual being and to an epistemology ca-pable of sounding its depths. I explain myself...

Suppose “p” is being. It can represent a sesame seed, or a whole planetary system, or a simple, elementary thought or “qualia” (e.g., my idea or thought of a sesame seed). Suppose that “q” also is an existent. Now either (a) p is identical to q, or (b) p is not identical to q.

This non identification (b) of the two means that they may be different, or diverse, or disparate, or have any degree of opposition between their distinct beings. One may even be an aspect or part of the other.

Is it possible for p and q to be absolutely different? In other words, can p and q have nothing in common? Can they have a total, mutual repugnance without a common aspect of any sort?

1Adapted from Read, Cyril. “Philosophy As A ‘Self Inflicted Frontal Lobotomy’ 3

Pages.” Accademia.edu, 2025. Link: Self-Lobotomy.

Should they be absolutely different, then they would not coexist in the same whole or universe or cosmos, because that would be a common same-ness shared between them. And if we were to keep adding more absolutely different beings to our group, we would have an aggregate of absolutely disso-ciated entities, and therefore, not an aggregate, but a bunch of entities, each in its own solipsism without any relation to another: an absolute metaphys-ical nihilism.

The objection could be raised: But here we are, thinking about this ab-surdity, and therefore, it exists, at least in our thought!

Not quite. That would imply that p and q had our mind in common, contradicting our premise.

So this absolute metaphysical nihilism gives issue to epistemic nihilism for a disintegrating being makes for disintegrating thought. What havoc the premise of the reality of absolute difference brings! Were it true, and no com-mon sameness embraced both entities, there could be no thinking two dif-ferent entities at the same time; instead, here we are thinking them.

So absolute differences cannot exist, perforce there must exist a “common sameness” shared by both p and q, so that both can exist (individually) and co-exist (collectively).

And obviously, this common sameness is a necessary precondition for their coexistence. For these to exist, this common sameness must exist be-fore them or at the same time and so long as these exist. And if we add more entities, they too, by a similar reasoning, must exist only in virtue of the one-ness and common sameness that the One provides.

Ergo, a universal Oneness common to all things must preexist each and every individual as their necessary condition for existing. I say oneness, or “the One”; I do not say “unity”, which could be misinterpreted to allow the mistaken idea that the One or Whole could be the result of its parts or aspects. The One is necessarily prior to its subordinates.

I believe that I have just proven that the common sameness that preexists to hold the finite things in existence is first; only if the actuality of the One is given can the rest exist. Otherwise, nothing would exist at all.

So what alternatives does Reality offer us? Either the One preexists finite things, or the One does not exist, and neither do finite things exist; not even these letters on the page or monitor could exist, not even in our vision or our imagination could they exist. Clearly and necessarily, the One exists, or nothing exists.

What has happened to the philosophy of our day that only accepts the notion of a fragmented being and universe? The answer is a lot has hap-pened since the birth of Western Philosophy, far too much to discuss in this essay. Suffice it to say that a reductive understanding of reality in metaphysics leads the philosopher to underestimate the light of natural reason operative within him. A too weak opinion of his own mind permits him to make even grosser underestimations of being. Thus, the philosopher, consciously or more probably unconsciously, neuters being and his own mind in a process that I have called elsewhere, hyperanalytic, in reference to the mind that can “pixilate” but cannot synthesize to fully recover the complete objects of its

cognition.2 The hyper-analytic mind can break things down but not put the pieces back together into the integral whole it destroys. This fundamen-tal error puts Metaphysics, Epistemology and Theology beyond the reach of the mind. Furthermore, it destroys the philosopher’s faith and trust in the mind’s capacity to tell any truth. The tragic result of this fundamental error extends to human culture world wide.

I imagine this hyper-analytic process metaphorically as a sort of “weed-wacker” that (almost) physically shreds the mind so that it exaggerates its own defects to the point that it doubts it can think at all; and of what is there to think if in its blindness it can see only the faintest shadow of being in its manifestations? Thus the philosopher, especially the metaphysician and the epistemologist, “self lobotomizes” when taking the individuals to be greater beings than the common One that founds their existence.

The havoc in human thought and culture wreaked by the lobotomy af-flicting Philosophy will not be reformed until the metaphysical priority of the One is recognized.

This reform has been the object of my researches into Tridynamic Meta-

physics over 35 years, and continues in the following pages.3

 

2Read, Cyril. “TD03 The Tridynamic Metaphysic. The Necessity of Infinity and Its

Three Hyperanalytic Antitheses (15 Pages),” 2024: Infinity-Hyperanalytic?.

3Find other papers reporting about this project here: Cyril Read at Academia.edu.
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Chapter 1

 

The Problem of the One and the

 

Many: Impossible to Elude, But

 

Cannot Be Ignored.

 

The Problem of the One and the Many is the problem of problems. Ev-ery other problem presumes it resolved or at least resolvable. Otherwise, no problem would be intelligible, no thought thinkable, and no being could ex-ist. Why?

The senses testify that everything that exists is a whole, the composite of many individuals,“ones”, combining into an overall unity with many parts and aspects. Example? The sentence you just read! It is a single string of symbols that point to things and concepts beyond the symbols themselves, usually very different from the symbols, all strung together in such a way that it forms an idea or command or, in any case, something intelligible. This One-to-many pattern is a universal paradigm extending beyond the realm of language. It’s a paradigm that dominates being and reason, no less than lan-guage. And its dominion is nowhere greater than in research and investiga-tions about anything.

Consider the general form of any question. It can be expressed as “Is A ___ B?”. That is, “Is A (the same as, different from, related to, the cause of, the effect of, the condition for, correlative to, contrary to, etc.) B?”

That is, any problem formulated linguistically has the form A – B, where the hyphen expresses some form of relation or association or its negation. Is Socrates (A) a man (B)? Even to deny the relation implies linguistically and conceptually putting A and B into some form of relation. “No! Socrates is my pet pug!” Even to negate or deny the relation of appertaining to the concept of “man” or to the aggregate of all men, Socrates must be put into relation with it: No! Socrates is not a man, he is my pet pug. “NOT” negates the connection.

This is why all problems presuppose that this power of relating given in beings is not based on fantasy or a subjective projection, but is rooted in some self-consistent “reality” to be explored in this essay.

Is such a power of relating all things given in Reality? Is it given virtually in all the sectors or zones in Reality? In my mind, in another galaxy in the universe, in Socrates the pug, and in Socrates the philosopher?

If such a power really pervades all things, it must account for the sameness in things and also for their differences, for it allows their being juxtaposed, categorized, and determined to be the same and different under some sort of unity or oneness that contains them and their differences. Otherwise, such connections or negations would not be real or thinkable.

Why? Because every question is about making, excluding or modifying a relation. Even to determine that a question is absurd requires this extreme flexibility in being and thinking. “Is the number two equal (here and now) to this strawberry ice cream soda?” What kind of nutty question is this!? And yet, we know that the question makes no sense. Our minds don’t freeze up and stop operating as a digital computer that is confronted with an unintelli-gible instruction in the code. The most extreme contradiction can be known to be that: contradictory. “Does nothingness exist?” Reality is big enough and great enough to allow us to relate even contradictories, to recognize and reject contradictions without “shutting down”. And this is marvelous and cause for wonder. The mind and reality are in some sense self-correcting in ways that are impossible for material “artificial intelligence” to emulate.

The Problem of the One and the Many arises in any opposition such as A–B. The many are represented here in each letter, A, B, and “–”, and many more symbols as needed for the discourse. But the opposition is not a con-tradiction.

Contradictions are an absolute, total, mutual exclusion by one thing of the other. Contradictions, per se, do not allow any connection whatever. There is nothing common or shared or participated by being and nothingness, for example, or by any other contradiction.

Opposition, on the other hand, indicates non identical things within an overarching unity in virtue of which they can be related. The Problem of the One and the Many becomes acute when one asks what origin and power in Reality can support this apparent, universal embrace of all distinctions, dif-ferences, diversities, disparities, separations and even contradictions (these last too, even if they exist only dialectically). A plurality so vast: what can possi-bly embrace it all? Thus, I use the technical term, opposition, to indicate any sort of not-being-identical-to-the-other given among things.

I use unity and oneness almost interchangeably. By oneness, I indicate (1) a thing’s self-adhesion to its own existence; also, by (2) oneness I indicate an entity’s resistance to being divided or split. Unity is not oneness insofar as its notion allows for the aggregation of a plurality of many ones into a compos-ite. But the denotations of both one and unity overlap. We can talk about a One that is absolutely indivisible and self-adhering, admitting no attenua-tion of its identity. To such a One, the term “unity” is misapplied. “Unity” is applied to composites that as such are more divisible than ones.

So the Problem of the One and the Many comes down to the question: What exists that can support the dynamic connecting and disconnecting of things in all orders of being and relations, represented as A – B, where A and B represent absolutely anything; and where the hyphen, “–”, representing any sort of relation without exception, likewise can and does mean so many, many things, including negation and non being? What empowers the intri-cate and dynamic tapestry of Reality and thought? What legitimizes even this investigation about it? Does “it” exist? Can “it” exist at all? That is what I shall investigate in this essay.




Chapter 2

 

The Problem of the One and the

 

Many and The Problem of Being.

 

I have discussed the Problem of the One and the Many as a problem of connecting and disconnecting things, concepts, terms, and really anything. Under this optic, it is the problem and art of dialectics. Dialectics, as I under-stand the term, is the art and science of connecting and disconnecting things, the origin of its power and validity, and the necessary conditions for applying it.

The Problem of the One and the Many involves connecting and dividing things, so dialectics is a necessary tool for addressing it.

Now I want to engage the Problem of the One and the Many anew, head on and directly. I want to show that it is essentially equivalent to the Problem of Being.

To operate a dialectic successfully, clarity of terms is necessary. Clarity comes with the separation of the content of the terms. Separation comes in the measure that a mutual repugnance between these contents is brought to the fore. Is there a separation and repugnance between “One” and “many”?

If we take a “One” or unity, something that adheres to itself and resists being articulated or divided into separate parts, and go ahead and articulate or divide it, then the One is “destroyed” and entirely reduced to parts. We can say that “the many have triumphed over the One or over oneness”. metaphysically impossible. Both exclude all relations.

On the other hand, if we take all of a group of “many”, and fuse or smash them into an amalgamation, i.e., into a One, destroying them as individuals, then it is the One that has “triumphed” over the many, imposing itself over the collective “reality” to the point of being the only thing that exists.

 

Now the mutual repugnance between the One and the many realizes its extreme point of mutual exclusion wherein they are not merely in opposi-

tion, but completely exclude one another from existence;1 and thus, in my opinion, achieve the highest degree of clarity.

Let’s press this reflection still further, to the mutual exclusion of the pair, with a view to gaining more clarity as to their relationship. Which of these extremes is the more plausible? What happens if the “All” (of the many) is completely reduced to the One? What happens, conversely, if the One is completely reduced to the many?

Suppose that All are crushed into the One: i.e., each of the many is ab-sorbed into the One. What should happen in this mental experiment? A uni-versal annihilation ensues! All contingent and finite sensible entities would be smashed into something like the monolithic “Sphere” of Parmenides, or alternatively, stretched out into the “Apeiron”, the actual infinite, of Melis-

sus (a follower of Parmenides of Elea).2

In either case, our Reality of being, thinking and communicating is crushed and fused into a homogeneous monolith. This is a metaphysical impossibil-ity, for the very thought of it would not be thinkable, or speakable – here we are, thinking and communicating, which contradicts such an absurd claim. Therefore, Reality cannot be just a solitary One, hardly different from a void; for although the One would have ontological content, and the void none, nevertheless, both the One and the void have no relation either to themselves or to other entities. In this sense, the One and the void are similar. Both are

 

1In this case, if One and many were logical entities in the mind, Logic would call them

contradictory, such as being and nothingness are contradictory, because they completely ex-clude each other. But in this reflection, I refrain from saying both are logical entities as I wish to keep this consideration as general as possible. They can be either logical or extra-mental entities.

2For a reasonably brief but complete introduction to Parmenides of Elea and the Eleatic

School, I suggest Parmenides.

Can the One be reduced to all of the many? Who or what would split up the One? Not itself: that would imply a duality (a splitter and a being un-dergoing splitting) in the One making it two. Let’s press on, in spite of this, supposing that in principle, the One or something else can split it into many. Now observe that each of the many is finite, and because finite, bounded by other entities (i.e., other parts or aspects formally of the One).

Can these individuals form relations to form unities including other things besides themselves? Can they re-unite so that the many return to form a One after our mental exercise splitting It into many? Either yes or no. If yes, and the parts of the one can aggregate to form a One the extension of which em-braces them all, then the One is only partially split up but remains intact and One. But I explicitly want to reduce the One, suppressing it entirely and converting all its content into many. I want to see if a pure “many” without oneness or aggregation of any sort (or even finite substances, “little ones”) is reasonable. So in this experiment, I suppose “No!”, the individual parts can-not aggregate, cannot form or return into the One or into many “ones”. The One must be extirpated to the point that not even oneness or unity can exist!

What next? The annihilation of the One must continue to the bitter end. Each part becomes a “mini-One” having no relation with anything external to itself. Each part must be split up in turn till it is broken down to “atoms” that supposedly are indivisible. But even then they can still be divided to de-stroy all similarity they have with the one: these atoms have an interior and an exterior, and these too must be split to forbid them to have any relation at all, even within themselves. What is left? Nothingness. A universal annihi-lation of Reality has been conceptually achieved.

 

So an absolute and universal annihilation is the theoretical result of an “Absolute One” (universal) without the many things coexisting besides It; and an “Absolute many” (multiplicity deprived of any and all relations) that excludes any aggregation into a One or into several “ones” leads similarly into an absolute annihilation of all reality. But here we are, existing, thinking and communicating about it. So this, too, is a metaphysical impossibility: my speculating should be impossible and unrealizable were the content of my speculating true!

The obvious result of this thought experiment is that Reality necessarily is the coexistence of the One and the many.

Does that seem like a lot of effort for an obvious result? Perhaps, but first observe that in both scenarios, it is the relation that is implicitly annulled from existence, and the consequence in both cases leads to nihilism. So Real-ity is necessarily relational. The ontological and/or metaphysical relation is the necessary connective tissue binding the One with the many, and each of the many with one another.

Secondly and consequently, each entity is inherently relational: it essen-tially is a dual being: it is self-adherent and relational. “Self-adherent be-ing” means realizing itself as a unity, however diminutive. “Relational be-ing” means intrinsically ordered toward other entities. Now if being is self-adherent, it forms a presence – whether sensible or not. And if being is rela-tional, then it is effective or at least affective, i.e., influencing in the being of others.

So thirdly, I define being in this way. “Being” appertains to a thing in the measure that it is both (1) effective, and (2) a presence. If effectiveness and presence are torn asunder, then this being is no more. The presence aspect applies to the One and to each of the finite entities insofar as a “mini-one” (or “substance”). The effective aspect is realized through the relational aspect of each of the many. It may be that a certain thing is beyond the reach of the senses, but it makes its presence known through its effects over time and location.

I am not aware that anyone has proven this necessary bipolar structure in all empiric beings per se: that being is necessarily (1) an “effective (2)

presence” .3

Aristotle, for example, simply develops a theory on the finite thing as a composite of act and potency, of substance and accident. That all sensible beings within the One must have this bipolar structure is a given for Aristo-

 

3How is an “effective presence” different from a “substance”? “Effective presence” may

be considered to be a substance except that it is a substance considered independent of its intelligible content. “Effective presence” is “ens” or “esse”. Ens is finite being (including accidents inherent in a substance or several substances, e.g., color, shape, texture...). Esse is being that is unbounded, totally or partially. Totally or absolutely unbounded is the “God-head” alone. But all finite entities are only partially bounded by other finite entities. tle, which he encapsulates in his Organon as “being per se” or “substance” (primum quid), and “accident” (secundum quid), that is being insofar as in-herent in a substance, and therefore, of a second category of being. It’s too obvious to the senses to doubt it, but here I have nevertheless proposed an argument that establishes this “obvious” result that I believe to be necessary. Where there is being, there are relations; and where there are relations, there is being.

 

How has this conversation, based on the terms “One” and “many”, come to include the term “being” or equivalently, “existence”? It intruded into the conversation through a backdoor. The terms “One” and “many” do not ex-plicitly include the notion of “relation”, but surreptitiously connote “apart-ness”: the One stands apart (from the many), and the many stand apart, too, from each other; though a certain connectivity is allowed by the acceptation of common sense. The thought experiment brought this out explicitly: the many cannot be without some oneness. It shed light and brought to the fore the metaphysical necessity of relations and connections among beings. The relation is of utmost importance for the notional coherence of any metaphys-ical system that would adequately understand Reality and realities. And re-lations are connections: connections among things and connections within things. Connections within being make for the self-adherence and consis-tency of being. Connections with other beings make for things not only connecting but also setting themselves apart from other things, thereby es-tablishing their unique position in Reality, their individuality, their unique-ness as beings.

Historically, it was Parmenides of Elea who shifted the discourse on the One and the many to that of being
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