To Whom it May Concern
For the sake of total honesty, I am writing this letter to you as a non-academic, free-thinking individual who has absolutely zero credentials to his name.  As of this moment (Jan. 18, 2008), I am 33 years old, and my last years in college were over a decade ago.  Since that time, however, I have engaged in some serious investigations that I believe have come to an interesting tentative conclusion.

Put simply, my claim is that I have developed a robust Universal Theory of Physical Reality.  I already know what you must be thinking: “This guy is a typical crackpot!”  I do not deny my inherent “crackpottery,” in the sense that it stems from a failure to understand—and thus, to believe—the commonly accepted physical theories.  You are well within your right to urge me to take the requisite academic coursework to clear up my confusion.  It is at this point that I must clarify what it means for me to understand (and therefore, to believe) something.
The difference lies in my ability to know how to manipulate symbols within a given set of rules (as in solving an algebraic equation) versus my ability to be able to imagine (mentally visualize) the forms of the things that the symbols are meant to represent.  In this way, I am perfectly able to become intimately familiar with the notations and rules of all manner of physical theories, from Newtonian mechanics to string theory.  Given enough preparation, I am very well capable of acing any exam on any topic that falls within this range.  However, this kind of technical problem solvability is not what I am ultimately trying to master.  Like Einstein, I need to be able to “picture” what the equations are saying before I can fully accept them.  It is also for this reason that I, also like Einstein, cannot fully accept the so-called Copenhagen interpretation of quantum theory (from Bohr, Heisenberg, and Born)  which deals in the probabilities of “material points” occupying varying locations with varying momenta.
So then, I look at the de Broglie-Schrodinger-Einstein variant of atomic theory, and I find myself attracted to their lines of reasoning.  It seems as though the simple act of “leaving psi alone” (i.e. not squaring the wave equation) provides us with an easily visualizable mathematical entity that offers a tremendous level of potential physical significance.  My attempt, therefore, has been to push this potential to its furthest imaginable extent to see what kind of sense I could make out of the physical universe.

The first thing I realized is that any standing wave solution within a spherically contained three-dimensional space—that is, any of the solutions to the Laplace equation—are used by quantum theorists as the visual representations of the so-called atomic orbitals.  However, instead of thinking of these patterns simply as static statistical entities, I thought of them rather as dynamic fundamental objects that vibrated, much like the “strings” of string theory.  It is easy to visualize these kinds of vibrations in one and two dimensions, respectively as vibrating guitar strings and drum surfaces, but in three dimensions, things get quite a bit more tricky.
At this point, it is vital to continue to think “geo-mathematically” rather than physically.  That is, there is a tendency to think of this dynamical object as some kind of localized “matter wave,” following de Broglie.  This kind of language is dangerous because of its quasi-metaphysical implications, in the sense that it is bewildering for philosophers and exasperating for physicists.  So it is best not to offend anyone by way of continuing to think of the changing values contained within the dynamical wave object simply as amplitudes.  Even though we three-dimensional beings cannot visualize these oscillating values as amplitudes (as we can in the lower dimensional cases), this kind of language is nonetheless logically appropriate.

But we are still a long way from our goal, in terms of developing a universal physical theory.  In fact, there are quite a few amateur websites that have gotten this far in their universal theories, as far as thinking in terms of dynamic standing waves, but then these theories fall utterly flat.  First of all, they fail to understand the fundamental significance of the notion that standing waves are purely a function of their boundaries.  That is, standing waves are wholly incapable of motion relative to the very surfaces that define them.  When this is kept in mind, there are two scenarios to consider.  The easiest scenario to discard is that every atom shares the very same universal boundary, in the form of a two-dimensional sphere that exists at the limit of a flat, three-dimensional radial space.  If this were the case, every atom would be centered at precisely the same spot, the unfortunate result being that no inter-atomic relations are possible.
The second scenario, as considered by the “matter wave” theorists, is that every atom is contained within its own spherical “cage,” which effectively shields said atom’s “vital organs” from the external world.  But although this scenario, in itself, is a plausible geometric model, the problem of the duality between internal and external space is simply a philosophical nightmare.  That is, the “can of worms” that has hereby been opened will only lead to more problems than it can ever hope to solve.
So, it is important to tread lightly here, and to keep our imaginations in play.  As such, let us now consider the widely accepted possibility that the universe exists as a spherical, three-dimensional manifold at the boundary of a flat, four-dimensional radial space.  The immediately positive implication of this arrangement is that we now have “logical room” in which to understand the amplitudes of our three-dimensional spherical standing waves as amplitudes.  But the question at hand, still, is the manner in which our atoms-as-standing-waves can be made to have unique boundaries while preserving our philosophical sanity.  And it is precisely the answer to this question which I feel gives me the right to claim that I have discovered a model that, to say the least, is highly interesting!

Slow as she goes, let is consider a three-dimensional radial space (the interior of a two-dimensional Euclidean sphere) that has the volume of the universe, whatever that happens to be.  That is, the spherical three-dimensional manifold that constitutes our universe has been “punctured,” and morphed into an entity whose interior volume is equal to the pre-punctured surface area.  (I realize that it can be quite confusing when it comes to the idea of areas being equal to volumes, but you must always keep the appropriate dimensional context in mind.)  Now, this interior volume is not meant to represent the universe as such, but only to be a reliable isometric coordinate system within which to calculate the standing wave solutions.  We can have an arbitrary number of these templates that we are tasked to “fill” with a particular solution.  For each filled template, we must remorph it back into a three-dimensional spherical surface, while allowing the wave to continue oscillating undisturbed.  That is, just like connecting the ends of a vibrating guitar string together, ands just like stretching the surface of an oscillating drum membrane so as to connect its circumference into a single point, we can now, in principle, imagine stretching the three-dimensional interior volume around the surface of a radial four-dimensional space, so that the entire two-dimensional surface area of the original volume is made to connect into a single point.  Every filled template must be stretched around the same four-dimensional space in precisely the same way, but it is entirely up to our imagination to decide where on the three-dimensional surface of this space that the connection point exists.
Of course, each connection point is not just any old point.  It is still the boundary of a volume of three-dimensional space that is as large as the entire universe!  The thing that allows us to make sense of a two-dimensional surface compacted into a pure point is that, in either case, we are always dealing with a geometric entity that occupies precisely a zeroth of three-dimensional space.

Now, the next thing to understand is the significance of the compactification operation in the vicinity of the connecting boundary point.  Technically, the morphing that we have done can be understood as an inverse azimuthal equidistant projection, such that a flat three-dimensional map is made to contort into a spherical surface within an isometric four-dimensional space.  In this way, each of the pre-projected spatial elements (the cubes that are defined by the coordinate system), upon projection, will be “distorted” the closer that we come to the connecting point.  That is, we can understand the “density” of space itself to be greater as we approach this point, such that the magnitude of the increase in density is in perfect agreement with the inverse square law of the Newtonian system.  This increase in density must be understood in relation to the homogenous spatial elements into which the universal surface is divided.  From the internal perspective of each projected standing wave, its space is perfect Euclidean, but from the universal (objective) perspective, its space is very much non-Euclidean.  The end result here is that, universally speaking, the waveform amplitudes of each standing wave will appear to decrease dramatically as one proceeds radially away from each connection point.
The final payoff of this scenario is as follows.  Whenever we are talking about standing waves, we are talking about stable nodes that are surrounded by periodically oscillating anti-nodes.  Each anti-node is a point of maximum instability.  Another fatal problem of the “other” standing wave scenarios is that the first solution to the Laplace equation always consists of an object who geometric center is an anti-node.  The only possible way to transform these objects into interiorally stable ones is to perform the kind of inverse map projection that we have just done.  And it is only through the notion of “inwardly directed stability” that we can understand the central stabilities of everything from atomic nuclei to gravitational fields!  The point here is not to make some kind of direct phenomenological connection between our standing waves and the “real world,” but rather to emphasize the point that objects with interior nodes offer a more realistic mathematical entity than do objects with interior anti-nodes.
We now have in our minds a perfectly abstract geometrical universe that is populated be an arbitrary number of standing waves, each of whose boundaries have been collected into a point, which resides at an arbitrary location on the surface of a four-dimensional radial space.  Each standing wave, regardless of the particular waveform that constitutes it, consists of at least one node that resides at its central boundary point.  
The next line of questioning will concern the way in which each standing wave will interact.  First and foremost, it is vital to realize that these interactions are not strictly “direct.”  That is, the individual waveforms cannot distort one another, and neither can they immediately “force” one another, in the sense of surface-to-surface contact (this would fly in the face of the inverse square law of the forces).  Rather, because each standing wave is itself an instance of three-dimensional spatial geometry (two-dimensional geometry is planar), we can say that every single standing wave provides the spatial context within which every other standing wave exists.  This kind of thinking, of course, is, at least superficially, perfectly in line with general relativity, however it goes a necessary step forward by way of “atomizing” (or “quantizing”) the universal spatial context.  In order to find our composite (universal) spatial context, we just need to perform a simple superaddition of every individual standing wave.  (Keep in mind that the amount of amplitude that each wave contributes to an individual universal spatial element depends on the degree of its local spatial density at the point in question.)  The end result will be an arbitrarily complex waveform that resides on the surface of a four-dimensional radial space.
It is at this point where we must begin to consider a universal principle that determines the ways in which each standing wave will move relative to each other.   To do this, we must subtract out the amplitude contributions of a given wave so that it stands out in relief against its spatial background.  We will think of the central node of each wave, which has a constant amplitude of zero, as being a location of least potential, while its anti-node[s] is [are] the location[s] of greatest potential.    The simple game to play is that the point of highest potential will always “seek out” the point of lowest potential within its immediate spatial context.  This kind of equilibrium seeking is perfectly consistent with the essence of the second law of thermodynamics, but in this case, said law is applied in a much more rigorous mathematical way.
The calculus that we must perform is to determine the way in which the geometry of an anti-node can be made to situate itself so that it exists in a position of greatest stability (lowest potential).  This is reminiscent  of the problem of finding the pattern of maximally dense packing (e.g. an arrangement of oranges in the supermarket), except that there are no mutually exclusive interior spaces that are marked off with discrete boundaries.  The nature of the preceding problem simply does not lend itself to exact solutions.  That is, even in a two-wave universe, the problem of finding the best solution for the maximum stability of mutual node/anti-node “interlocking” makes the problem of solving Fermat’s last theorem (or any other well known mathematical problem) look like utter child’s play!

We are thus left with a universal geo-mathematical model that is simple in its design, and yet whose realization is only possible through a subtly intricate series of design choices.  Of course, it is quite likely that many are still left with an unsatisfied feeling.  Particularly, even if it is granted that this paradigm presents a decent model for typical atom-atom interactions, there are still, for instance, the “minor problems” of light, electricity, and magnetism.  In response to this reservation, while I do not pretend to have been able to give a perfectly explicit geo-mathematical explanation for every phenomenon under the sun, I do claim to at least have been able to develop the beginning of a sensible way of gaining a comprehensive and intuitive understanding for each of the most basic of the physical phenomena, all described from within the context of the preceding model.  This, I feel, is precisely what Einstein set out to do in the latter part of his career in pursuit of a unified field theory.
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