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1. The net, and the problem it creates for language

Start with the picture.

The universe is a net. Not a fabric, not a foam. A net, the kind a fisherman knots by hand.

The knots are matter. The meshes are what we have been calling empty space. A mesh closes on 
itself, so one mesh is 2π. A half knot does not exist. You can tie one turn or two turns, never one and 
a half. The net counts in whole numbers.

A knot holds without glue. Nothing is added to make it stay. The strand simply returns to itself, and 
the return is what holds.

Pull on one knot and the whole net feels it. There is no local event in a net. Tension travels.

A net can be strung taut or left slack. Taut, it is stiff and rings. Slack, it is soft and absorbs. Same 
net, different state.

And we are not looking at the net from outside. We are the fish. We live inside the meshes, made of 
the same strand.

That last sentence is where the trouble begins.

If everything is one strand, there are no longer two separate things. A cause arrow needs two things: 
one here, one there, and a direction between them. In a one-strand picture the arrow has nothing to 
stand on. It has nowhere to start and nowhere to point.

So the ordinary sentence of science stops working. "X causes Y" cannot be said, because X and Y 
are not two.

What is left is not nothing. Four kinds of statement survive.

Selection by fit: only what returns in phase remains. Nothing is pushed into existence. What does 
not close simply does not persist.

Identity across scale: the same winding, found again at another depth. Not a copy. The same thing, 
seen deeper.

Constitutive relation: two quantities that are one quantity written twice. They move together. There 
is no arrow between them, because there is no between.

Correspondence: two regions of the net in the same state. They agree without signalling.



Together these make a language of description, not of explanation. To use it, you must be able to 
say where in the net you are looking, and how deep. Describing at the right winding depth takes the 
place of explaining.

Building such a language from nothing would take a century.

It has already been built once. It was built by people who never heard of a vacuum model. They 
called it phenomenology.

2. How Being came apart

For twenty-four centuries, Being was one word. It meant: that which is. It had no parts.

Then it came apart, in one lifetime, and the pieces turned out to be structured.

Franz Brentano started it. He wrote his dissertation on the several meanings of the word being in 
Aristotle. His point was philological. His consequence was not.

Edmund Husserl was his student. Husserl did something nobody had done before him with any 
rigour: he studied his own consciousness, and used that study as the ground of his philosophy. 
Earlier philosophers built systems of abstract concepts and strung them together as they saw fit. 
Husserl looked instead.

What he found he called essence perception. It is the direct grasp of the kind of a thing.

His own example: a lion comes out of the jungle at you. You have never seen a lion, never heard of 
one. You do not need a second lion to compare it to. You do not need a definition. The kind is given 
at once, in the perception itself. Induction and deduction come afterwards, and they work on what 
essence perception has already delivered.

That is the first result worth holding on to. There is a reading of kinds that runs ahead of inference. 
It is not a shortcut and not a guess. It is a separate faculty, and it comes first.

Martin Heidegger took Husserl's method and turned it on Being itself. In Being and Time he split it 
in two.

Pure Being is the frozen kind. Parmenides described it: Being as a monolith, unchanging. You relate 
to it by pointing. You point at a pencil, name it, and hold it still in language.

Process Being is the flowing kind. Heraclitus described it: you cannot step into the same river twice. 
You relate to it by grasping. You pick up the pencil and write, and while writing you forget the 
pencil entirely.

Two kinds of Being, two ways of standing toward the world. Once there were two, the question was 
open: how many are there?

Maurice Merleau-Ponty found the third. At the end of Phenomenology of Perception he noticed that 
being-in-the-world can expand.

His examples are physical. A blind man with a stick does not feel the stick. He feels the pavement, 
at the far end of the stick. An organist rehearsing in an unfamiliar church does not calculate the new 
stops. After an hour the instrument has been absorbed. The body has grown into it.



Neither pointing nor grasping covers this. Something has been taken in hand and has become part 
of the person. Merleau-Ponty called it the expansion of being-in-the-world. Later he called it Hyper 
Being.

Emmanuel Levinas added a fourth posture, and it is the gentlest one in the whole tradition: bearing. 
A child bears up under the mother's attention, and the mother bears the child. Neither is acting on 
the other. Both are carrying.

So the postures run: pointing, grasping, taking in hand, bearing.

Jacques Derrida took the third kind and made a career of it under another name: différance, 
differing and deferring at once. Heidegger had reached the same place by another road and wrote 
Being with a line struck through it. Michel Henry reached it from Meister Eckhart.

Then Merleau-Ponty went one step further, and this is the step that matters most here.

He asked what remains after the third kind has done its work — after the standing oppositions of 
Process Being and Nothingness have cancelled each other. He called the remainder Wild Being, in 
homage to Lévi-Strauss's savage mind.

If Hyper Being is the expansion of being-in-the-world, Wild Being is its contraction. The two are a 
breathing pair.

He named two things at that level. The flesh, and the chiasm.

The flesh is what is left when the cancellation is complete. It is not matter and not mind. It is the 
single stuff of which both the seer and the seen are folds.

The chiasm is the reversibility inside that stuff. Your right hand touches your left. Which one is 
touching? Both, and it flips. The seer is inside the visible. The excluded middle is simply not in 
force here.

He did not finish. He died in a car accident in 1961, and The Visible and the Invisible was published 
from the manuscript and his working notes. Nobody has completed it since.

Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari took up Wild Being and built the rhizome from it: a network with 
no individuals, only connections.

Kent Palmer spent decades on the synthesis nobody else attempted — how the kinds of Being hold 
together as one structure. He added a fifth, Ultra Being, and argued that the series terminates there 
rather than running on forever.

3. Six places where the two pictures land on the same spot

None of these people were describing a vacuum. That is precisely what makes the agreement worth 
looking at.

Essence perception is reading at a winding depth

Husserl found a reading of kinds that precedes inference. The net asks for exactly that. To describe a 
region of the net you must first see which winding you are looking at, and how deep. That reading is 
not deduced from anything below it. It is taken directly.



Husserl not only noticed this faculty. He spent thirty years developing a discipline for training it, 
and that discipline is documented. It is the part of the tradition that is directly usable rather than 
merely agreeable.

Hyper Being is what does not fit

This is the correlate I would have missed on my own, and it is the sharpest of the five.

Resonance is selective. Very many conceivable windings never return in phase, and so are simply 
not there. What stands is shaped by what was excluded.

Hyper Being is the play of difference and absence that unsettles simple presence. Read against the 
net, it is the gap between the conceivable and the phase-admissible. The missing possibility is not a 
hidden object somewhere else. It is constitutive of the trajectory that does stand.

That is a selection by fit statement, and it needs no arrow.

Hyper Being is also the medium, and it has an older name

Palmer identifies Hyper Being with Derrida's différance, with Heidegger's crossed-out Being, and 
— this is the interesting one — with what Plato calls the third kind of Being in the Timaeus.

Plato's third kind is the chōra: the receptacle. It is not a thing and not a form. It is that in which 
things come to be. It has no character of its own, because any character would show up in 
everything it received. It is knowable only by a kind of bastard reasoning, as in a dream.

Read that against a net that is nowhere visible and everywhere constitutive. The Timaeus is not a 
distant analogy. It is the same object, described in 360 BCE without a number attached.

The two readings of Hyper Being are one reading. What excludes is what constitutes. A medium 
with no character of its own is exactly a medium that admits some windings and refuses others.

The chiasm is a one-strand statement

This is the closest fit in the whole tradition.

The flesh is one stuff. The seer is a fold of it, the seen is another fold, and they are reversible. There 
is no gap across which an arrow could run, because there is no gap.

That is what a net says. Fish and net, knot and mesh, observer and observed: same strand, different 
windings.

Merleau-Ponty arrived there by studying his own hands. The net arrives there by counting turns. 
The statement is the same statement.

The knot is a net one rung down

A knot at one depth is a complete net at the depth below.

A molecule is a whole made of atomic knots, and a part of a cell. A person is a whole made of 
biological systems, and a part of a group. Nothing changes about the thing when you shift which of 
the two you are looking at. Both are true at once.



Arthur Koestler named this in 1967 and called it the holon. He gave it the face of Janus, looking 
two ways at the same time: down, where it is a whole, and up, where it is a part. Palmer's schemas 
carry the same double face, and so does every rung of the net.

Written down:

K_n = Net(K_(n−1)), and K_n ∈ K_(n+1)

This is identity across scale in its plainest form. It says nothing about causes and it needs no arrow. 
It says that the same thing is found again, deeper.

One thing it does not say on its own. Nothing in the holon makes the rungs discrete. A whole that is 
also a part could sit anywhere on a continuum, and most systems thinking has left it there.

The mesh does that work. A mesh closes at 2π, and half a knot does not exist. So the ladder has 
rungs rather than a slope.

The holon gives the shape of the ladder. The number gives it its steps.

Expansion and contraction are the net breathing

Hyper Being expands being-in-the-world. Wild Being contracts it. A rhythm, not a hierarchy.

The net has the same pair as a state: taut and slack. Strung tight, it is stiff and rings. Let out, it is 
soft and absorbs. Coming together, going apart. The wheel turning forward and back.

One more, which I did not expect to find.

Michel Henry set out to describe what he called the essence of manifestation. His image for it is 
exact. It works like a black hole for ontology. It distorts everything that appears, and it never 
appears itself. You know it only by its traces.

A medium detectable only through what it bends. That was written in 1963, in French, by a 
phenomenologist who had never thought about vacuum energy in his life.

4. Depth and scope are not the same axis

Here I have to correct myself.

The obvious move, once you have Palmer's ladder of schemas beside the net's ladder of windings, is 
to line them up. Facet, Monad, Pattern, Form, System, Meta-system, Domain, World, Kosmos, 
Pluriverse on one side; elementary, molecular, living, social, planetary, cosmic on the other. Two 
countings of one ladder.

That move is wrong, and Palmer's own work says why.

A schema is not a level of the world. It is a template through which spatiotemporal organization 
becomes intelligible. The same cell can be met as a monad, as a pattern, as a form, as a system, or 
as a meta-system, depending on the question being asked. None of those readings is the true one 
and the others approximations. They are different scopes.

So the two ladders do not lie on one line. They lie on two axes, at right angles.



The net's ladder says where in the medium something stands. Palmer's ladder says under which 
scope it is disclosed. Every winding depth admits several schematic readings, and the same schema 
can be applied at many depths.

what is encountered = winding depth × schematic scope × the situation of the one encountering it

This is not a technicality. It settles an old ambiguity about scale-free claims. Matching statistics at 
two levels do not make the levels the same material. They indicate that one generative grammar is 
being realized in different substrates, and that both can be described through the same schema. A 
neuron, a market and a star are not one object. They can be one reading.

There is a constraint on which readings are available, and it is a fitting constraint rather than a 
causal one. A Form reading requires an actual closure. A System reading requires persistent internal 
relations. A Meta-system reading requires a horizon of alternative trajectories. Where the 
phenomenon does not supply these, the schema does not apply. It is not wrong; it simply does not 
fit.

5. Where the spacing of Palmer's ladder comes from

There is one place where the net does say something about Palmer's ladder, and it is worth stating 
because it turns a postulate into a reading.

Palmer's rule for the schemas is that each spans two adjacent dimensions, and each internal 
dimension is shared by two schemas. He proposes it. He does not derive it.

Take one winding operation. It lifts an organization from a configuration in dimension d to a closure 
in d+1. Then each schema spans the source and the result of one such step:

Σ_d = (d, d+1)

Adjacent schemas share a dimension, because the result of one step is the source of the next. The 
rule falls out. Two dimensions per schema, two schemas per dimension, read off the winding rather 
than assumed.

Two honest qualifications belong with this, in the text rather than in a footnote.

The pair structure is read off the winding. The names are not. Which schema belongs at (2,3) rather 
than (1,2) comes from phenomenological interpretation. Winding alone does not say that a closure 
should be called a Form.

And the order of Pattern and Form is not settled in Palmer's own writing. Some of his summaries 
put Pattern before Form; others list Form first, and a few omit Pattern where Form appears. The 
whole dimensional reading turns on it. It is a reading question, answerable from the corpus, and it is 
the first thing to check.

6. Where the observer enters

The net leaves one thing open, and phenomenology is precisely the discipline that has thought about 
it.



If observer and observed are the same strand, what stops every knot from being an observer? 
Without an answer, the chiasm slides into a claim that a stone perceives.

Palmer's structure lets the question come apart. Physical closure need not already be observation. 
Three closures can be told apart, and they are three, not one.

Physical closure. A resonance returns in phase and stands as a knot. Nothing more.

Autopoietic closure. A knot produces and repairs the conditions of its own standing. It makes the 
boundary that makes it.

Phenomenological closure. A reflexive knot distinguishes itself, its surroundings, and what is 
relevant, within a horizon.

An observer is then a reflexive winding inside the net, whose operations partition the net into self, 
object, background and horizon. Not an eye outside. A fold, whose folding is what a world looks 
like from there.

The partition is shaped by bodily organization and by shared practice. It neither exhausts the net nor 
invents it.

This is exactly Heidegger's being-in-the-world, said in one strand. Dasein discloses a world and 
remains one finite entity among others.

And it is communal. Language, instruments and disciplines synchronize the readings of many 
observers. A scientific world is a reflexive social winding that holds repeatable projections steady 
and lets resistant phenomena push back.

There is a further distinction here worth keeping. A storm and a cell both load and discharge. Only 
the cell makes the membrane and the metabolism that make it. A society adds one more turn: its 
participants coordinate through symbols that change the organization those symbols describe.

The cycle is the same at all three. The kind of closure is not. So the interesting comparison across 
depths is not matching statistics alone. It is closure capacity: what is held, what boundary is made, 
what returns into the loop as information about self and surroundings.

7. What each side has that the other lacks

Phenomenology has a hundred years of trained description. It has a vocabulary for how something 
stands as something, tested against lived experience, refined by people who did the looking 
themselves.

It has no unit. That is not a failing of the phenomenologists. Nothing in their method could have 
produced one. They were describing what appears, and what appears does not arrive with a scale 
printed on it.

The net has the unit. A mesh is 2π. A half knot does not exist, so the depths are whole. The counting 
bites: it makes some configurations simply unavailable.

It has almost no vocabulary for description. It can say where. It struggles to say as what.

The exchange is obvious once it is stated. Take their language. Bring the number.



8. The unfinished book

There is one more reason to go this way rather than another.

The strongest single text in the tradition is unfinished. The Visible and the Invisible breaks off. The 
flesh and the chiasm are named, sketched, and left standing. The working notes at the back are 
where Merleau-Ponty was actually going, and they stop mid-thought.

Everyone who has tried to complete it has come at it from inside philosophy, with philosophy's 
instruments. Those instruments are descriptive. They can restate the flesh; they cannot count it.

That is an open front, and it is open in the right direction.

9. What this is for

Not a new theory. A working language.

If the aim is to configure the medium rather than push against it, then the first requirement is a way 
of describing the medium that does not smuggle cause arrows back in. Description at the right 
depth, in a vocabulary already tested against lived experience for a century.

Phenomenology built that vocabulary. It was assembled by people who studied the phenomenon 
directly, in themselves, before formalising anything — Husserl on his own consciousness, Merleau-
Ponty on his own hands, on a blind man's stick, on an organist learning a new instrument. That is 
the right order of work.

The net brings what they never had: whole numbers, and a mesh worth 2π.

One sentence holds it:

Phenomenology is the net becoming locally manifest to itself through reflexive windings.
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