A Viable Theory of Everything: Ultrawave Theory (UT)
(Updated with the 2010 Codata values)
The ability to define the existence of the Universe and all its wonders must begin with an exact description of matter. All energy, as well as gravity, depends on matter, so it is the first and most important ingredient to a successful definition. Let us begin with the definition of spin-1/2 particles, as they are the only constituents that produce all visible matter in the universe.

To begin, it is necessary to introduce a new concept that will take us beyond the Standard Model and its inability to define matter in a simple and physical way. This new concept is a belief in the existence of a one-dimensional string-wave that vibrates into a second dimension effectively making it a two-dimensional object. I say belief, but there is much evidence that will be given that makes it a near certainty. The string-wave has a velocity in meters per second that is near to the number 299792458 squared (89875517873681764). The actual velocity of the string-wave is 8935915500000000 (±150000000) m/s. It is this closeness to the c-squared number that has kept it hidden, and has been the barrier to determining how matter is created and why it seems to behave so bizarrely at the subatomic level.
The second step in matter definition is the resurrection of an old theory originally proposed by Lord Kelvin; the vortex model, or ring model, of the electron. It has gone through many alterations throughout the last century, and has even been incorporated into the culmination of all string theory, M-theory. My introduction to the ring theory was in the year 2000 when I happened onto the website named “Common Sense Science”. They were able to show a physical size and shape for an electron using a particular set of equations that had been adapted from standard electromagnetic theory and common physics principles. Although their conclusions about the size of the electron turned out to be wrong, combining the simplicity of the ring theory equations with the velocity of the ultrawaves produced a straight-forward rationale that explained all spin-1/2 particles in an identical fashion.

The picture of any ultrawave-derived spin-1/2 particle is of a torus with specific radii that can have different values when combining with other particles than it does when isolated as a lone particle. Only the free-particle sizes will be discussed, however, there are two sizes associated with each particle, an ideal size determined by the Standard Model, and a true size determined by ultrawaves. Actually, there are three sizes, as UT also has an ideal size. The true size is determined by the magnetic moment anomaly of the particle by applying it to the ideal size. A magnetic moment anomaly indicates an imbalance between the two particle spins, which is likely due to an interaction between electrostatic and magnetic forces. It remains an open issue in ultrawave theory as to how to fully define the interaction that disturbs the magnetic moment.
The variables, constants, and equations used to describe spin-1/2 particles, with values given for the electron, proton and neutron, are as follows:
R: the major overall particle torus radius

r: the minor, or spin, torus radius

Ap: the torus (particle) surface area in sq meters, which is numerically equal to Planck’s constant h, or 6.62606957(51)E-34.  (I added the extra digits in parentheses, as their addition makes all of the remainder of the constants fit their median values. I could also have changed e by adding more digits and left Ap alone, but it was more convenient to add the extra digits to Ap.)
Cc: the ultrawave velocity: 89359151840730800 m/s (Adjusted to the current electron mass.)
f: the frequency of the wave, which is determined through a mass-distance relationship, hence the frequency is numerically equal to the mass but with units of seconds.
(It must be noted that there is a possibility that f does not exactly equal m numerically, much as Cc does not exactly equal c2. Until such time as it becomes clear whether or not this is true, the assumption will be retained that it does, as there are no negative effects to the theory other than a slight difference in values.)

e: the elementary charge of 1.6021765645E-19 C
I (B): the ideal magnetic moment value, for the electron it is commonly referred to as the Bohr magneton. The SM version of the magneton uses a c2 value instead of Cc, which gives a number for r that is too low and a number for R that is too high. Unfortunately, the SM values are considered to have different units, i.e. the natural unit of time, which is r in UT.
x: the actual measured particle magnetic moment (calculates in the same manner as I with the exception that the magnetic moment anomaly is used to adjust the r value).
ae, ap, an: magnetic moment anomalies of electron, proton and neutron respectively.
Eq. 0A: Rie = fe*c2/2pi = 1.30301816933138E-14m (SM ideal electron)

Eq. 0B: Rip = fp*c2/2pi = 2.39254022485556E-11m (SM ideal proton)

Eq. 0C: Rin = fn*c2/2pi = 2.39583814784732E-11m (SM ideal neutron)

Eq. 1A: Rie = fe*Cc/2pi = 1.29553194889845E-14m (UT ideal electron)
Eq. 1B: Rip = fp*Cc/2pi = 2.37879444956475E-11m (UT ideal proton)

Eq. 1C: Rin = fn*Cc/2pi = 2.38207342554705E-11m (UT ideal neutron)

Eq. 1D: Re = fe*ae*Cc/2pi = 1.29403132265316E-14m (UT actual electron)

Eq. 1E: Rp = fp*ap*Cc/2pi = 8.51745242880632E-12m (UT actual proton)

Eq. 1F: Rn = fn*an*Cc/2pi = 1.24346122344801E-11m (UT actual neutron)

Eq. 02A: rie = 2ie / (e*c2) = 1.28808861942001E-21m (SM ideal)
Eq. 02B: rip = 2ip / (e*c2) = 7.01515007930356E-25m

Eq. 02C: rin = 2in / (e*c2) = 7.00549357360097E-25m
Eq. 2A: rie = 2ie / (e*Cc) = 1.29553194889845E-21m (UT ideal)
Eq. 2B: rip = 2ip / (e*Cc) = 7.05568751820367E-25m

Eq. 2C: rin = 2in / (e*Cc) = 7.04597521057171E-25m

Eq. 2D: re = 2e / (e*ae*Cc) = 1.29703431534824E-21m (UT actual)
Eq. 2E: rp = 2p / (e*ap*Cc) = 1.97054582205368E-24m

Eq. 2F: rn = 2n / (e*an*Cc) = 1.34978316892146E-24m

Eq. 3: Ap = 2pi*R*2pi*r = 6.6260695751102m2 (true for all spin-1/2 particles)

The following do not include the ideal values for either the SM or for UT only the actuals.

Eq. 4A: e = Cc/re = 6.889497894801E+37s-1 (spin rate for equation defining electron )
Eq. 4B: p = Cc/rp = 4.534741128100E+40s-1 (spin rate for equation defining proton )
Eq. 4C: n = Cc/rn = 6.620259749729E+40s-1 (spin rate for equation defining neutron )
Eq. 5A: Ie = e*e/2pi = 1.756782830258E+18A (electrical current for defining electron )
Eq. 5B: Ip = p*e/2pi = 1.156333230092E+21A (electrical current for defining proton )
Eq. 5C: In = n*e/2pi = 1.688128632749E+21A (electrical current for defining neutron )
Eq. 6A: e = pi*re2*Ie = 9.284764302791E-24A*m2 
   (true magnetic moment, electron)
Eq. 6B: p = pi*rp2*Ip = 1.410606742560E-26A*m2 
   (true magnetic moment, proton)
Eq. 6C: n = pi*rn2*In = 9.662364700000E-27A*m2 
   (true magnetic moment, neutron)
The torus has two specific motions, one is a rotation about the small radius at velocity Cc, and the other is a rotation of the whole at a velocity of c. These two velocities are ubiquitous across the entire particle spectrum, and remain invariable at all times. Any thought of matter as being unmoving in any way is misguided; it is rotating and spinning constantly. Interrupting these motions is what causes the strange behaviors described by the SM as quantum weirdness. The non-locality issues behind quantum weirdness and entanglement can now be explained as the disturbance of ultrawaves from their natural motions.
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FIGURE 1
An important feature of the particle torus is its ability to retain a fixed surface area regardless of mass. It is accomplished by reducing the spin radius and increasing the overall radius. In effect, the electron has the smallest ratio of large radius to small radius, or exactly 1E+7. It is this ratio that is responsible for the 1E-7 portion of the magnetic constant. The proton, on the other hand, has a ratio of 3.37145664E+13 between its radii, which likely determines secondary bumps in hydrogen atom spectral analysis. Both ratios are based on calculated ideal particle radii, but they are still valid. The reason they are valid is that the actual radii are perturbations of the ideal ones. In essence, it is a twisting of the tori spin diameter (small section of torus) into an effectively larger diameter that then pulls the overall diameter of the torus into a smaller size. The ratios are fixed at one value when the particle is solitary, and fixed at another when it combines with some other particle or atom, but the surface area of the torus always remains the same.

Figure 1 shows how secondary twisting reduces the overall torus size by compressing the matter into an effectively larger spin radius. The size changes that occur can be defined with the same equations that determine the ideal R and r values, i.e. by inverting Eq. 6 to produce the new radius. Every mass has its own ratio, and that ratio should tell us why each of these masses exist when looking at the whole range of particle masses, and how they are distributed with particular magnetic moments. Unfortunately, these particular relationships between mass and magnetic moment have resisted definition. The discovery of the new Cc velocity may provide all the information necessary to solve this most important puzzle, but that is purely speculation at this juncture. 
Because it is the length of time that the wave has to travel around the circumference of the particle that determines how much wave it takes to complete the journey, each mass ratio between pairs of particles is also equal to each pair’s length-of-wave ratio. The total length of ultrawave required to form the torus shape is therefore responsible for particle mass, i.e. there is a mass per unit length of ultrawave. The value is the same whether it is calculated using the ideal radii or the apparent radii, and is 3.75441775E-26 kilograms per meter.
What about energy? Particle spin (rho) is the only impetus required for producing the vast amounts of nuclear energy observed during atomic fission, fusion, or any other radioactive decay process. The equation is the simple one for rotating objects:
Eq. 7: = ½*m*Cc*r = 5.27285814127729E-35kg*m2*s-1 (identical for all spin-1/2 particles)

Particle charge requires the addition of a secondary ultrawave that transcribes the larger torus radius. To accomplish positive, negative and neutral charge values, it is necessary to have three different configurations. In reality there are four configurations, since creating an antineutron requires the spin to be opposite that of the neutron. Antimatter status is merely the indication that a particle is spinning right-handed or left-handed, therefore it must apply to the neutral particles too. Figure 2 shows all four configurations.
The neutron and antineutron are represented by the bottom two items in Figure 2. Clearly, the fact that the charge wave is trapped inside the spin radius that produces the magnetic moment is what prevents it from having an observable charge. The spin direction of the charged particles shows that the electron and proton are antiparticles to each other, just as the antiproton is an antiparticle to the proton. The implication is that there is a preferred spin direction associated with each particle mass or at least that there was such a preference at T0 during the creation of the Universe. At least that is the only simple explanation that doesn’t require introduction of another abstract idea. This simple view of matter and antimatter explains a lot about why it seems there is no antimatter present in the Universe. It is simply that there was a strong bias in the early universe that allowed each mass level to have a preferred spin direction. That bias has now diminished to the point that it is nearly immeasurable, hence the small CP violation of about a billion to one.
Now that it has been shown that mass is an inherent wave quality, the idea that mass exists where it was not thought to must be explored. Why is it that particles that travel at the speed of light are not supposed to be massive? If we look at spin-1/2 particles as traveling in circles at light speed then photons and neutrinos should be seen as mass carriers too. There is no sure way to show how photons and neutrinos are constructed that is as well defined as spin-1/2 particles, but there are some things that are known that limits what their geometries can be.
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FIGURE 2
For neutrinos, some sort of linear tube shape is likely, since it interacts so rarely with either matter or antimatter. It must be an indication of a small cross-section like that of the spin-1/2 torus cross-section, but it moves in a straight path rather than a circle. I do not know if neutrinos are of one mass, since measurements indicate that only one-third the predicted number of them reach the Earth. The SM proposed reason for this is that the three measureable kinds; the electron, muon, and tau neutrinos, can transform into each other. That possibility is forbidden in UT, unless all are shown to have the same mass equivalent. That possibility seems highly unlikely, but can’t be completely ruled out at this time.

There are two other possibilities for the less than expected number of neutrinos being detected; first, neutrinos can combine to change the effective spin to a smaller value; hence the spin no longer interacts with the measurement apparatus. Measurement of the number of muon and tau neutrinos detected versus predictions should verify this assertion. Second, the orientation of matter is important to how many interactions are observed. Matter tori have cross-sections with an approximate three to one ratio depending on orientation. Since neutrino detectors have matter that is randomly oriented in three dimensions, each detector will show only one-third the expected number of interactions. If an experiment can be devised that allows orientation of detector material then it should be performed, whether or not validation of UT is the goal. 
A photon also travels in a straight path, but it has two components to its motion that are linked together. The way that electrons are forced through matter to produce photons, such as in a light bulb, is a good indicator that photons are electrons that have had their electric and magnetic spins altered in such a manner as to no longer be able to form tori. Their magnetic and electrostatic components will instead switch directions after ½ turn, so that they advance linearly. This idea is further bolstered by the fact that the two wave components are at 90° to each other, the same as the intersection of the charge and magnetic moment spins. The ease with which photons are created, and the fact that they have such a wide variety of frequencies, shows that specific momentums related to particle tori within atoms are responsible for the conversion.
Speaking of atoms, the idea that some spin-1/2 atoms are exactly like particles instead of collections of protons and neutrons can be posited due to a particular feature of magnetic moment curves that can be associated with each. Because of the close approximation of Cc being a square of c, and the fact that the magneton curve is a power curve, it can be shown that all spin-1/2 particles and spin-1/2 nuclei share similar power curves. Originally, the belief was that Cc was indeed a power of c (SI units only), which was how the relationships were discovered. Since the value of Cc has changed, the curves are no longer truly power curves, yet the true curves still fit both particles and nuclei. The information is too detailed for this short paper, but Chapter 6 of the “Ultrawave Theory” book, or the “POWER CURVES” page of the website, gives all the information needed to reproduce the power curve graph showing how the relationships that apply to particles also apply to atom nuclei.
If it is found that atomic nuclei of spin-1/2 are actually single particles then it is likely that other spin types will be found to be composed of components other than the proton and neutron. Spin 1 atoms for example, may be two identically sized particles spinning in the same direction that impart their combined masses for an effective spin that is double the norm. Other spin types may indicate how many particles are present just by adding up the ½ integer increments that are needed to compose it.
There is one special case that cannot be easily determined with a spin-number method and that is spin 0. When all of the particles in a spin-0 atom combine by rotating in opposite directions, it is impossible to tell how many there are; only that there are at least two. At the opposite extreme, there is one nucleus that must be composed of protons and neutrons and that is the deuteron, for they are the only size particles that will fit. There may be others for which this is true, but it seems fairly evident that current SM theory cannot be correct about how to build more than a few atomic nuclei.
Now for the key component that helped make all of the theory components take final form; gravity. The main reason for wanting to quantize gravity is to find a way to link Relativity with quantum mechanics. It is easily shown that the concentration of spacetime on the particle level is what gives gravity its appearance of being a force. It was discovered that the numerical link between ultrawaves and Newton’s G coincided with making the ratio of the electron’s radii exactly equal to 1E±7. This is a coincidence beyond any reasonable expectation, and cannot be ignored by even the harshest of critics.
The numerical relationship was discovered because of an alternative physics theory, Quantum Aether Dynamics. Their use of 16pi led to the equation c/Cc/16pi, which was close but did not quite work when Cc was exactly equal to c2 in SI units. The decision was made to look at changing the velocity of Cc—it had been tried before but no clear value was forthcoming—, except that for this attempt it was quickly apparent that reducing the value was the correct direction to achieve a 1E-7 ratio. As the ratio of the electron radii come closer together so did the equation producing G, hence the two values came together to make both equations work simultaneously. The simple equation that quantizes Newton’s gravitational constant is:
Eq. 8A: G = c / (Cc*16pi)
This appears to be a dimensionless quantity, however, the full set of components that reduce to produce this equation present their own set of dimensions. All forms produce the same results, but one such expanded equation relates particle momentum to particle surface area:

Eq. 8B: G = ½*m*c*r / (4*Ap)

All matter manifests as particles in some fashion whether it be the SM or UT that is used, but for UT all m*r variables give the same value: 1.180149505588E-51kg*m.

For the top part of equation 8B, the dimensions are kg*m2*s-1, and for the bottom portion it is m2, therefore the remaining units are kg*s-1. No matter how the variables and constants are manipulated, the units are either non-existent, if we substitute f for m, or equal to kilograms per second if we don’t. Because we are dealing with gravity, it makes little sense to use the frequency variable. It is not possible to change the top portion of these units, so we must look at the bottom portion. There is another way to look at equation 8B and that is as a force over a force. Instead of using Ap, Planck’s h can be used, since they are numerically equal. The SM method of determining h using UT variables is:
Eq. 9: h = 2pi*m*Cc*r

Unfortunately, what happens when this is done is to reduce the equation back to that of Eq. 8A. It appears that nothing can be done to get the correct units for G according to Newton’s equation.
First, it should be determined if the current set of units makes sense. We know that the average acceleration on Earth is 9.80665 m*s-2 since it was set to be exactly that number. The mass of 1 kg has therefore been set equal to a force of 9.80665 Newtons (kg*m*s-2). So far, all seems correct. In essence, all we should have to do in UT is to apply a velocity to G to convert it into Newtons of force. Therein lies the problem; how do you make variables m1*m2*r-2 of Newton’s gravity equation have units of m*s-1 rather than kg2*m-2? The answer is you don’t. Humanity has placed the idea of force onto gravity, which may not have been such a good thing.
The UT units for gravity in UT as they stand now are kg3*m-2*s-1. These seem like odd dimensions, especially since they are not found in use anywhere, but does that make them wrong? Not necessarily, it just makes them different from what has been considered normal. The alternative units are kg2*m-2, which are also unusual and based on particle frequency, but time is an important facet of gravity, so the first set seems more logical. It only makes sense to propose that the first set of units be applied to gravity. Gravity, after all, is not a force but a curvature of spacetime. Einstein got that one right, even if he was mistaken about the nature of energy. What we have learned is that matter is none other than the concentration of some portion of spacetime into a particular configuration, and that gravity is a byproduct of that creation. From this new perspective, it seems logical that these new units of kg3*m-2*s-1 give just as much clarity about gravity as do the old units.
