
    TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

CHAPTER 4A: THE CLASSICAL MECHANICAL MODEL FOR THE 

ORBITERS’ STRUCTURAL CONFIGURATION PATTERN ABOUT AN 

ATOMIC NUCLEUS: The Foundation of the Classical Mechanics’ Hydrogen-Based 

Frequency Spectrum Scheme 

                 Page 

1. General Introduction……………………………………………………….1 

2. Configuration Structure of Nucleons………………………………………5 

3. Orbiters’ Packing and their Dynamics……………………………………24 

4. Experimental Evidence for Classic Mechanics’ Packing Model………….82 

5. Conclusion……………………………………………………………….144 



 1 

CHAPTER 4: THE CLASSICAL MECHANICAL FREQUENCY SPECTRUM 

 

CHAPTER 4A: THE CLASSICAL MECHANICAL MODEL FOR THE 

ORBITERS’ STRUCTURAL CONFIGURATION PATTERN ABOUT AN 

ATOMIC NUCLEUS: The Foundation of the Classical Mechanics’ Hydrogen-Based 

Frequency Spectrum Scheme 

Author: Anthony Matovu: All Rights Reserved 

 

4.1 GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

Hitherto, an electron has been regarded by Quantum Mechanics as an elementary particle, 

known to exist on its own as a free particle or to orbit nuclei. However, with the advent of 

Magnetic Monopoles, an electron is discovered to be a molecule made up 4 pairs of 

unlike Magnetic Monopoles, the details of which are discussed in Chapter 3B. This 

explains adequately their observed Classic Mechanical actual spin (rotation about their 

own axis) characteristics; their common ‘negative’ magnetic charge property; as well as 

their mechanical rotational behaviors about a magnetically ‘positively’ charged nucleus. 

The electron/positron can thus disintegrate into its constituent parts, namely the unlike 

Magnetic Monopoles; and this is a novel reality, which uniquely subscribes to Classical 

Mechanics. 

 

Given the two possibilities in which an octal Magnetic Monopole aggregate can be 

arranged, the electron and positron become associated with two configurations, exhibiting 

transverse – directional mechanical spinning behaviors. The vertical-anticlockwise and 

horizontal-clockwise spinning characteristics respectively associated with the electron 

and positron elements, constitute a particle-unlike particle pair description of electron – 

positron particles; and hence there are two possible types of magnetically and negatively 

charged particles, namely the electron and positron. Observe the terms adopted in 

describing the electron and positron particles; these are ‘unlike particles’ and not ‘anti-

particles’- a description used in Quantum Mechanics. The implication is that the two 

particles are congruent in everything, save the transverse mechanical spinning schemes 

executed by each; they can never annihilate each other. 
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Based on their two configuration modes and the mechanical transverse spinning plans 

among other considerations, it is adduced in this work that the electrons and positrons are 

the immediate constitutive elements of the nucleons. The protons and neutrons are hence 

direct aggregate combinations of electron/positron particles; where on the mass-basis, 

practically 1836 electrons or positrons and 1838 electrons and positrons (919 each) 

make up a single proton and neutron respectively. Protons belong to either type of 

electrons or positrons (but not both), hence there are two possible types of protons. The 

neutron on the other hand is built from two equal particle-unlike particle pairs (of the 

electrons and positrons), which explain the neutron’s lack of an effective spin and 

magnetic charge characteristics.  

 

Clearly, since all matter is made up of atoms, it follows therefore that all matter is made 

up of electrons and positrons. In this current Chapter, it is firmly illustrated that the 

electron and positron are the ultimate atoms and all other hitherto known ‘atoms’ are 

derivatives or compounds of electrons and/or positrons atoms. The two particles are 

atoms with an “empty nucleus” and stationary or a point orbit. Further, given that the 

electrons/positrons are an octet system of unlike Magnetic Monopoles, it is inevitable to 

conclude that all material existence is ultimately constituted by unlike Magnetic 

Monopoles; they provide the ultimate ancestry to all physical existence. (See Chapter 3B 

for the existence of electronic/positronic protons). 

 

That Magnetic Monopoles are the foundation of all matter, it follows necessarily that 

there is only one fundamental interactive force, namely: Magnetism (manifested in sub-

atomic settings in the realms of centripetal-centrifugal forces and in mega-systems as 

Newtonian magnetic gravitation attraction between material bodies separated by 

distance).  

 

The construction of the heavier spinning proton from the electrons/positrons (as in 

Hydrogen nucleus) explains appropriately both the charge-assigning protocol 

(‘centripetal response’) between a nucleus - proton and its orbiting electron/positron, as 

well as predicting a centrifugal forces’ reaction between the two particles. Thus the 
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orbiting electron/positron is as much attracted to the proton as it is repulsed by the same! 

This dynamism is managed by the unlike magnetic monopoles simultaneously present in 

both the proton and electron-positron systems! The ensuing electronic/positronic 

oscillatory movement about the nucleus is a direct result of the concurrence of two 

contrariety (centripetal and centrifugal) forces acting on the same object simultaneously 

as explained in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2.3. 

 

The continuous oscillatory movement of an orbiter about the nucleus constitutes the 

source of radiated wave energy, which is equivalent to the sum of the mechanical 

energies of the orbiter as discussed in Chapter 3B, Section 3.11.5.3. The concurrence of 

transverse waves recoverable from excited elements like Hydrogen and Helium becomes 

another confirmation that actually, there are two orbiters, which are unlike in character, 

revolving about atomic nuclei; and equilibrium demands that these particles strive 

towards equalization. The transverse oscillatory actions of the electron and positron 

render these particles as the elements of the orbiters about an atomic nucleus. This runs 

contrary to Quantum Mechanics, which assigns the orbiter-action to electrons alone.  

 

The identifiable concurrence of the two unlike orbiters (electron and positron) in the 

orbits about atomic nuclei and their thrust towards equilibration provides the basis for 

adopting the Pascal’s triangle binomial technique in this work, as an appropriate and 

effective tool to generate the electron and positron configuration plan about an atomic 

nucleus. Besides, the proposed technique constructs a comprehensive implementation of 

Pauli’s Exclusion Principle; and in addition, the implementation of the Binomial tool in 

determining how electrons and positrons are placed about the nucleus, leads to the 

fundamental conclusion that an electron is actually an atom of its own. It spins about 

its own axis, at a zero radius and has a zero atomic number.  

 

The continuous radiation of wave energy throughout its oscillatory action course, both 

under excitation and recession conditions, makes an orbiter dynamics provide the 

Classical Mechanical analogue rhythm required for the construction of the Hydrogen-

based frequency spectrum scheme, which is developed and adopted in this work. The 
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foregone is supported by Pascal’s array structure, whose arrangement scheme predicts 

effectively an orderly orbiter movement about an atomic nucleus. The orderly orbiters’ 

actions about the atomic nucleus accentuate the Classical Mechanics’ predictable plan for 

orbiters about an atomic nucleus; this runs contrary to the chaotic and probabilistic 

attributions as assigned in Quantum Mechanics.  

 

The transverse and spin-balancing characteristics, which are supported under the 

Binomial electronic/positronic configuration scheme are characteristics articulated in this 

study as the foundation to the explanation of how an atom aims at reducing all the 

elements in its system to a 2-body system. The double loaded implication of this strategy 

is to enable prediction of the electron’s position and energy at any time, on one hand, 

and how bonding with other atoms is formed only via covalent bonds, on the other. The 

two laws further provide explanation why the two transverse waves associated with 

electron-wave radiation belong to only one category, the magnetic wave, and not to 

electronic and magnetic wave domains! The above position stands contrary to the popular 

Quantum Mechanics’ Uncertainty Principle! 

 

While popularly the electron/positron is assigned a wave-particle duality, in this work, it 

is established that an electron/positron has only the particle nature and the wave is its in-

built function due to its magnetic construction as expounded in Chapter 3B, Section 

3.12.10. Further, an electron/positron can attain velocity surges beyond the ‘actual’ 

speed of light, while at the same time radiating various color shades, which depend in 

turn on its speed. Such properties salvage the Law of Conservation of Matter even in the 

context of nuclear reaction processes; while at same time open healthy, but 

‘controversial’ debates with the Quantum Mechanics!   

 

An analytical approach based on experimental evidence is employed in the current study, 

with direct reliance on the already established facts in Chapters 1, 2 and 3. The ultimate 

underlying goal is to demonstrate how unlike Magnetic Monopoles constitute and 

control (direct all existence) the functionality of Matter. The electron and the positron 

are the elements of choice not only because all matter is anticipated to be designed on 
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their structures, but also because they demonstrate the intrinsic spin-characteristic 

behaviors, which directly link up with undisputable actions of a magnetic system, as 

discussed in Chapters 1, 2 and 3. 

 

4.2 THE CONFIGURATION STRUCTURE OF THE NUCLEONS 

 

In his ‘Discourse on the Scientific Method’ the French Philosopher and Scientist, Rene 

Descartes in 1637, sought to identify the causality or the foundation(s) upon which 

indubitable certitude can be placed. He grew skeptical of all that he had been made to 

believe to be true upon finding contradicting ‘truths’ about same subjects. He set out to 

determine the principles, or first causes of all that is or can be in the world, in order to 

make the record of knowledge right. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discourse_on_the_Method Accessed on 17th May 2014. 

 

Rene Descartes’ skepticism about the reliability of theories of his time transpired his life-

time. To-date, the search for a ‘Theory of Everything’ (final, ultimate or master theory) 

echoes the old long desire to streamline, in the footsteps of Rene Descartes, all theories 

pertaining to the material world, as many of them tend to contradict each other. The 

propensity is geared towards realizing an all-encompassing coherent standard theory from 

which all others can be referenced – to provide a secure framework of physics that fully 

explains and links together all physical aspects of the existing physical nature.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_of_everything: Accessed on 17th May 2014. 

 

In this work, the unlike Magnetic Monopoles are earmarked as the necessary and 

sufficient grounds that guarantee full explanation of all physical aspects of physical 

nature in as much as they are the ultimate elementary particles of all physical matter. 

They give a common ancestry to all physical matter. 

 

The electron and positron, constituted by 4 pairs of unlike Magnetic Monopoles are 

identified as the minimum stable molecules of the Magnetic Monopoles on which all 

other material existence is configured. In all aspects, the two particles are ranked as the 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discourse_on_the_Method
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_of_everything
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primal atoms, though without nuclei and whose atomic numbers are zero! The proton and 

the neutron have been shown in Chapter 3B Section 3.7.5.2, to owe their configurations 

to the electron’s and positron’s composition structure. The current study therefore seeks 

to elucidate the unlike Magnetic Monopoles’ foundation criterion for all material things 

by examining the characteristic properties and behaviors of their minimum stable 

magnetic molecules, the electron and positron. 

 

4.2.1 The Electron and Positron 

The electron and positron are known to exist while orbiting an occupied nucleus or as 

free particles in the universe spinning on their own axes. The two particles are equivalent 

in all aspects save their transverse mechanical spin order. With the convection 

developed in this work, the electron is held as spinning in the vertical plane in an anti-

clockwise mode; while the positron is categorized as executing a clockwise mechanical 

spinning swing in the horizontal plane.  

 

The two elements have an estimated mass of:  9.109 383 x 10 -31 kg each. Given their 

smaller sizes with respect to nucleonic protons, about which they orbit in an atomic 

setting, each of the two particles is designated with a ‘negative magnetic charge’ 

estimated at: - 5.582 529 2014 x 10-12 m/s2 (Chapter 1, Section 1.6.2.4).  Unlike current 

theories, though the electron and positron are very stable particles, they can nonetheless 

easily disintegrate into their constitutive elements, namely the Magnetic Monopoles say, 

during electrical conduction conditions; only to re-integrate on power disconnection. 

This phenomenon underlies Ampere’s experimental observation of the attractive and 

repulsive magnetic fields about two thin parallel wires conducting steady currents in the 

same and opposite directions respectively (cf. Chapter 3B, Section 3.7.4.1). 

 

On the issue of the assumed dual nature of the electron and positron, it has been 

established in this work, that such phenomenon does not exist! For the spinning property 

of either particle is a functionality of their magnetic structural configuration as 

discussed in Chapter 3B, Sections 3.12.10.5 & 3.13.2 .  It implies therefore, that these 

particles continue in existence even if their spinning actions were restrained by some 
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mechanism, say trapping. Precisely put, the electron and positron are physical particles, 

whose magnetic structural configuration engineer mechanical spin; which mistakenly is 

often assumed to subscribe to their ‘other’ inherent nature. That is, it is only the particle 

aspect that constitutes the electron’s and positron’s nature, while the wave (product of the 

mechanical spin) is their action due to their magnetic structural constitution. 

Conclusively, neither the electron nor the positron possesses a dual nature; they both 

express only the particle nature and under undue restrained conditions radiated out 

wave energy. 

 

4.2.1.1 The Electron’s and Positron’s Elements  

The observable unaided spinning characteristics of an electron/positron, strongly suggest 

an intrinsic causality, just as its magnetic properties demand a ‘magnetic-source’ 

explanation. Further, the size of an electron/positron, naturally demands minute elements 

as its constituents. In Quantum Mechanics, an electron is an elementally particle with no 

internal structure! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atom#Subatomic_particles: Accessed on June 9th 2016. 

 

In Chapter 1, Section 1.3, it is demonstrated experimentally that the two polarities of a 

bar magnet are actually discontinuous into each other. A bar magnet is thus visualized as 

composed of distinguishable polarities joined together about an Asymptotic-Equatoric 

joint to form a dipolar magnet. In the same cited work, it is also equally shown that 

Magnetic Monopoles can be induced as stand-alone entities (Section 1.4.2).  

  

In Chapters 2A and 2B, the experimental simulation of the Earth magnet as constructed 

of 4 bar magnet-like structure (comparable to 4 pairs of unlike Magnetic Monopoles) in 

an overall attraction assemblage, provides competitive grounds for the adequate 

explanation as to why the Earth executes a perpetual West-to-East Rotation/Spinning 

about its own axis. With the stated factual background if, Magnetic Monopoles were 

deployed as illustrated and discussed in Figures 4.1 (cf. Figures 3.4 – 3.6), a rotation/spin 

automatically kicks off and persistently so, unless interfered with. In the absence of any 

other single arrangement capable of realizing the observable two intrinsic characteristics 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atom
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(miniature size and magnetic action) exhibited by an electron and positron, the Magnetic 

Monopoles, held to be the smallest particles, inevitably supply the causality demanded.   

Since the electron and positron are essentially the same particles save their difference 

marked in their transverse mechanical spinning swings, let if suffice to represent the 

rotary scheme of an electron as in Figure 4.1 (cf. Chapter 3B, Figures 3.4 & 3.5) and still 

refer the case for the positron to Chapter 3B, Figures 3.5 & 3.6.  

 

Clearly, the electron/positron is not an elementary particle as has always been assumed in 

Quantum Mechanics. Its position is overtaken by the Magnetic Monopoles that constitute 

it. In fact as discussed already, the Magnetic Monopoles constitute all the components of 

an atom; and as has been concluded in Chapter 3B, the nuclides (protons and neutrons) 

are direct products of electrons and positrons and hence, Magnetic Monopoles 

(configured appropriately)! 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron: Accessed 17th May 2014. 

 

4.2.1.2 The Electron’s Configuration Structure 

The electron/positron becomes therefore an aggregate of Magnetic Monopoles. The 

identified basic stable aggregate capable of engineering an electron/positron spin is eight 

magnetic monopoles (the Octet) as depicted in Figure 4.1. This makes more sense as 

electrons and positrons are always associated with magnetic attributes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1: The Monopolar Magnetic Structural Configuration of an Electron 
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In this illustration (Figure 4.1 where monopoles are represented as small rectangles), the 

equivalences of the depicted monopole-pairs (= Equivalent dipoles) are shown in dotted 

frames. Each pair of the unlike magnetic monopole (longitudinal-wise), includes a weak 

‘Equatoric joint’ (EJ). This joint provides the linkage between the two unlike magnetic 

monopoles and a bar magnet, whose equally strong South and North poles meet at the 

weak Equatoric joint.  Clearly the South and North sections of a bar magnet are 

aggregates of their respective magnetic monopoles. 

 

The Equator Location marks the symmetric locus between the four-Monopole 

configuration pairs. Observe that Polar Joints (PJ) also exist on either side of the Equator 

Locations.  

 

Following in Figure 4.2 is the depiction of the main magnetic attractive-repulsive 

counteracting forces managing the magnetic spinning characteristic of the Octopolar 

Magnetic Monopole (electron) system. The direct Polar Joint (PJ) forces are attractive 

while the diagonal types are repulsive.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N 

S N 

N 

N 

S 

S 

S 
N – N Repulsive Forces 

S – S Repulsive Forces 

S – N Attractive Forces 

S – N Attractive Forces 

Figure 4.2: Major Intrinsic Electronic/Positronic Contrariety Magnetic Forces 
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The Electronic Intrinsic Magnetic Repulsive Forces can be resolved by simply rotating 

them in the y- and x- directions. The Resultant Repulsive Forces components (dotted 

brown) in both directions meet with corresponding Attractive Force components (in 

green) at the four junctions as illustrated in Figure 4.3. The eventual centrifugal or spin  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

action conditions thereof are satisfied; and the spinning (in orange) traces the direction of 

the stronger attractive forces. 

 

However, Figure 4.2 leaves much to be desired on the platform of all possible repulsive 

forces bone by the electron system. One of the salient characteristic is that the 

representative repulsive magnetic forces are tracked diagonally about rectangular 
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sides; while those ‘unaccounted-for’ are between: polar rectangular magnetic monopoles, 

engaged only in two sides of their four sides, and those in the interior engaged in three of 

their four sides. The polar-placed magnetic monopoles have more excess magnetic 

strength for magnetic action than those in the interior. Consequently the diagonal 

magnetic action between the polar and interior like-magnetic monopoles expresses a 

comparatively weak magnetic repulsive action.  

 

The above phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 4.4 and its effect on the spinning property 

of an electron/positron is augmental to the eventual magnetic action expressed in Figure 

4.3 than otherwise.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In line with the observations developed in Chapter 3B, the electron and positron are 

unique and smallest atoms, with ‘empty’ nuclei, stationary/point orbit (spinning about 

their axes; for they have empty nuclei devoid of magnetic mechanism to cause orbital 

motion) and zero atomic number. In the same previous Chapter 3B, it is shown that all 

other nucleons and hence subsequent atoms are constructed from these two particles. 
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Clearly, the current Periodic Table is bound to change so as to take in these new findings 

on top of others proposed later on in this current Chapter. 

 

In addition, it is established in this work that the ‘particle-wave’ dual nature often 

associated with an electron and positron is absolutely erroneous. The illusion oozes from 

failure to establish the causality of the auto-spinning action of these two particles; against 

this background scientists ‘believe’ that the spinning and hence the wave aspect is ‘the 

other’ nature of the particles!  

 

In the current study, the spinning and the subsequent wave production are identified as 

actions of the particle nature of the electron/positron. Clearly this position overturns 

“dual nature theories”, which are often associated with the electron/positron and any 

claim or theory based on the same like the Quantum Field Theory (QFT); for an action 

(wave or field) of a physical particle is an effect, with no capacity to re-create its own 

causality – the physical particle! 

 

Finally, the constructs of the electronic/positronic protons from the respective electron 

and positron blocks are well discussed in Chapter 3B; just as the neutron particle is 

constructed from equal numbers of electrons and positrons. Let it suffice at this stage to 

compound all the relevant nucleon aspects by stating that the rest of nucleons are carved 

from either electrons or positrons or both as in the case of neutrons. 

  

4.2.2 Electrons/Positrons can Attract via Unlike Magnetic Monopoles and Repel its 

         own Kind via Like Magnetic Monopoles– formation of Protons 

The cause of magnetism in several forms of its manifestation is due to the existence of 

the most elementary particles - the North (N) and South (S) Magnetic Monopoles. It has 

been shown that when these are deployed in an essentially attractive mode of eight (4 per 

type), they realize a stable auto-spinning electronic/positronic aggregate. The spinning is 

a mechanical motion that actualizes the centripetal -  centrifugal effect, respectively 

procured by both the strong attractive and the weaker repulsive magnetic forces identified 

in the octal aggregate of the Magnetic Monopoles as illustrated in Figures 4.2 - 4.4. 
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The electron and positron hitherto regarded in Quantum Mechanics as “elementary and 

‘electrically’ negative charged particles” in the atomic field are nonetheless known to 

spin about their own axes. These auto-actions project a ‘molecular aggregate’ than mere 

elementally or shear homogenous constitution of the particles in question. The ‘molecular 

deployment’ of the unlike magnetic monopoles (Figure 4.2), enables combinations of 

electrons (and also positrons) to attract or repel each other.  

 

The inter - electronic attraction between say 2 electrons occurs automatically in a similar 

manner as when two equally magnetically strong bar magnets are left to constitute their 

own final settlement. They deploy (select themselves out) in an attractive mode. 

Similarly, two electrons constitute an attraction mode, by one assuming an opposite 

orientation with respect to the other. The co-joined electrons/positrons maintain the same 

spinning styles as it is done in individual cases, except that this time it is faster. That is, 

attracting electrons or positrons spin respectively in the vertical plane in an anti-

clockwise fashion and in the horizontal planes in clockwise manner.  

 

Figure 4.5, features an example of a scenario depicting the circumstances under which 

electrons can assume attractive configurations; while at the same time maintain (a faster) 

anti-clockwise swing. This observation is the first of its kind, since it has always been 

held that electrons can only repel each other!!! In this way, it becomes clear how protons 

(‘molecules’ of electrons or positrons) for example maintain an overall attractive mode 

within a nucleus, contrary to what Quantum Mechanics holds that protons within a 

nucleus repel each other and as a result require an exterior strong force to keep them 

together! 

 

In the above mode, attracting (1836) electron/positron aggregates constitute fast auto-

spinning respective electronic/positronic protons. These have a greater sucking 

(centripetal) power than each electron or positron. In this sense both electrons and 

positrons are magnetically negatively charged; while both the electronic and positronic 

protons are positively charged.  
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In the coming paragraphs, it is shown that in line with Pauli’s exclusion principle, the 

orbiters in the orbit about a nucleus of an atom (save the electron and positron atoms) are 

packed in a transverse order with electrons and positrons placed in an unlike orbital  

scheme.   
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Figure 4.5: Four Electrons in an Attractive Configuration Executing 
                   a Common and Faster Anti-clockwise Spin 
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From Figure 4.5, it is not difficult to visualize how to deploy 2 or more electrons or 

positrons in a repulsive arrangement. The same is exemplified in Figure 4.6.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2.3 Attraction between Free Electron and Positron Particles 

The other equally important attractive patterns to explore include those between an 

electron and positron in free environments. Such possible physical combinations depend 

on excess attractive over the repulsive forces between contiguous magnetic monopoles as 

can be worked out in Figure 4.7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 4.7: Two Typical T – Attractive Structural Configurations between 
                   a Free Electron and a Positron (Cf. Figure 3.6) 
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Certainly in line with Figure 4.7 other T - configurations are possible so-long as they 

observe the ‘not-too-close’ principle of placements of like magnetic monopoles.   

 

In such a (transverse) combination, the respective transverse spins transform into 

pulsations (rapid ‘scintillations’) in either plane; this is necessary and predictable from 

the principle of conservation of energy. This is the second spin-pulsation transformation 

defined between nucleons; the other being between the 919 electron and 919 positron 

aggregates which constitute the neutron particle as already discussed in Chapter 3B, 

Section 3.7.6 and again mentioned in the following paragraphs.  

 

Clearly, both the ‘endogamous’ electron-electron or positron-positron molecularization 

and the ‘exogamous’ electron-positron combination, provide justification to concepts 

like the “electron-mole” as employed in Electrolysis processes; otherwise it would be 

difficult to construct and harness a purely repulsive system. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Faraday_constant: Accessed on February 11th 2016. 

 

4.2.3.1 Spin-pulsation Transformation – Negates presumed duality for the Electron or 

            Positron 

The molecule between an electron and a positron, present a system where both particles 

have their respective spin patterns restrained. In this Classical sense the two particles 

can be appropriately referred to as ‘having been entangled’. Since the respective 

transverse spins are convertible into planar pulsations in the above two cited instances 

and yet recoverable on separation of the attracting electron and positron, is full proof that 

spin (and hence wave) does not subscribe to the nature of the particles, but to their 

magnetic structural configurations. 

 

4.2.4 Attraction between Electronic and Positronic Protons 

The attraction between an electron and positron provide the foundation for construction 

of molecules between their aggregates, namely the electronic and positronic protons; this 

holds as long as 1836 electrons/positrons constitute the electronic/positronic proton 

respectively. If a single electron and positron were made to represent respectively an 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Faraday_constant
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electronic and positronic protons, a simple molecule between four protons would 

appears as in Figure 4.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From such a simple structure, more complex molecular structures such as one in Figure 

4.9 can be constructed. In the following paragraphs, a task is undertaken to construe that 

various organic bodies are constructed on similar premises or principles.  

 

4.2.4.1 Electronic - Positronic Proton Molecules are Orbit-less  

The interaction between the two or more types of protons carries with it, the rhythmic 

scintillating/pulsation character of the attracting electron and positron particles. This 

directly implies that, unlike individual electronic/positronic protons, molecular 

(attracting) electronic and positronic protons cannot acquire orbiting electrons/positrons 

Figure 4.8: Illustration of 2 Electronic and 2 Positronic Proton Molecule 
                     (dotted lines denote demarcation of each proton-type) 
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about them. In this sense, electronic-positronic protons do not possess magnetic charge; 

they are magnetically neutral particles, comparable to neutron particles.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.9: Illustration of a Complex Electronic-Positronic Proton Molecule 
                    Predictive of forming Body Organs  
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The above position prevails since the duo are not oscillating (but only scintillating or 

pulsating) and as a result, they cannot cause the necessary centripetal force, which 

engineers/constructs attraction of electrons/positrons into orbits. In this order, the 

molecular electronic – positronic protons can be regarded as a ‘nuclei’ without orbiting 

electrons/positrons; and they are not in search for them as in case of ions, which are 

nuclei in ‘search’ for ‘missing’ electron(s) or positron(s). That is, the electronic - 

positronic proton molecules have no affinity for possible orbiting particles. This 

accounts for the metallic bonding and the non-localized character of electron-positron 

cloud in conducting metals. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metallic_bonding: Accessed on April 13th 2016. 

 

4.2.4.2 The Lethal Side of the Electronic-Positron Orbit-less Molecules 

While an Electronic-Positronic molecule is a stable entity and express no affinity for 

orbiting electrons or positrons, the two components of the basic molecule (electronic and 

positronic protons) nonetheless harbor the potential like all other free electronic or 

positronic protons, to acquire appropriate orbiting electrons/positrons upon jumping out 

of the molecular confinement.   

 

Clearly, a single disturbance (be it mechanical, magnetic, chemical or otherwise) with the 

effect of extracting a few protons from the proton molecular system can easily spark 

series of reactions within the entire structure, leading finally to the total crumble of the 

system! The immediate sources of electrons/positrons for orbiting purposes are none 

other than those electrons/positrons constituting the electronic and positronic protons! At 

this length, is it surprising that it is certainly dangerous to expose oneself to a strong 

magnetic field?  

 

Self-destruction is not the only possible response to a destabilizing action a proton 

molecule may undergo. In this order, it is also equally possible for neighboring molecules 

to harvest from disintegrating molecule protons and add to their own order; a processes 

comparable to abnormal or malignant growth of cancerous cells. True still the process of 

molecular disintegration may only be partial and hence fail to run through to termination.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metallic_bonding
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The proton molecules therefore, possess both the self-preservation agenda (life) and 

propensity towards self-dissolution (death) on suffering sufficient provocation to 

disintegration by say, any external agent. These two reactions are comparable to the 

mechanisms surrounding the death of animal cells! This linkage cannot be taken as 

incidental, but destined to supply intrinsic evidence that actually human cells are 

constituted along proton molecular principles. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Programmed_cell_death: Accessed on June 5th 2016. 

 

Necrosis (traumatic cell death) is an acute cellular injury resulting in premature death of 

cells in living tissue via autolysis [self-digestion]). This type cell injury is envisaged as 

caused by external physical factors such as infection, toxins and trauma among others.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Autolysis_%28biology%29: Accessed on February 2nd 

2016. 

 

In contrast, apoptosis is a “naturally” occurring ‘programmed’ and targeted cause of 

cellular death (cannot stop once it has begun, hence it is a highly regulated process). At 

any rate the defective apoptosis processes are typically necrotic in as far as the apoptosis 

is an implementation of the latter at two pathways. In the intrinsic pathway apoptosis, the 

cell kills itself because it senses (exposed to) cell stress; this is typically a necrosis 

process. The other namely, the extrinsic pathway apoptosis, the cell kills itself because of 

signals from other cells (extended or chain causality due to infected cells). However, 

while these processes are currently and exclusively interpreted under chemical orders 

(enzymes), this research compliments such practices by attributing mechanical 

interventions as one of the other causality. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Apoptosis: Accessed on February 2nd 2016. 

 

In case of organic bodies, various degrees of destruction in terms of malignant cell 

development, decay and eventual death are likely outcomes. It is not difficult to observe, 

how an intruder (pathogen) into an organic system, can cause the very system to destroy 

itself, once it pulls the ‘vital key’ into action. This happens on top of the ‘enemies’ own 

lethal actions towards the attacked system. This explains in part, why some pathogens for 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Programmed_cell_death
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Autolysis_%28biology%29
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Apoptosis
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example are faster organ ‘killers’ than others. Clearly those pathogens capable of driving 

the host system to quick and deeper self-destruction processes on top of their lethal 

actions prove their extra danger levels to the existence of the host organic system. In 

Chapter 4C, it is shown that actually, in addition to chemical tools, viral pathogens and 

human defense cells employ vibration as a fatalistic resonant combat strategy in the 

process of eliminating each other.   

 

4.2.5 The Neutron Particle – a Unique Molecule of Electrons and Positrons 

The neutron’s neutral magnetic charge characteristic is broadly explained in Chapter 

3B to proceed from the particle’s unique construction (in the atomic nucleus milieu) from 

equal numbers of electron and positron molecules aligned at π/4 plane with respect to the 

‘spherical’ nucleus. The π/4 plane provides a motion-transformation characteristic as it 

obstructs both the electrons’ vertical-plane counter-clockwise movements and the 

positrons’ horizontal-plane clockwise; only to convert the two motions into 

vibration/pulsation movements.  

 

The π/4 plane geometry defines a neutron particle within the nucleus environment.  The 

free neutron particle however, adopts a transverse configuration (cf. Figure 4.8) with 

respect to its two molecule-types that constitute it.  It is not difficult therefore to conclude 

that neutron particles possess all characteristics (including being magnetically neutral) of 

electronic-positronic protons, save variation in the number of constituting electrons and 

positrons respectively. Neutrons therefore, become special particles in the building of 

complex molecular structures like one depicted in Figure 4.9.  

 

In sum, the transverse model of the electronic-positronic protons, lends itself attractive 

in rendering the animal body cell constitution and its pulsation movements clear and 

justifiable especially in its reaction towards pathogenic invasion say, or other traumatic 

causes.  

 

Secondly, it remains to reiterate here that the entire sub-atomic system derives from the 

same constitution, namely the Magnetic Monopoles in their octal aggregates (= 
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electrons/positrons). This is an opportune natural occurrence, which explains much of the 

complicated processes known of atomic systems. For example, it would be otherwise 

difficult to comprehend how an electron/positron would be obtained from the 

disintegration of a proton or neutron during nuclear reaction processes, if it were not part 

of its intrinsic constituent member!  

 

On a final note, we observe that, since all atoms have mass (as we know it) and are 

constituted by electrons, positrons and ultimately by Magnetic Monopoles, it follows that, 

Quantum Mechanical ‘mass-less’ elements like, photons do not exist in the material 

world; this position is discussed in detail in Chapter 3B Section 3.12.10.3 and especially 

Section 3.12.10.4 on the ‘Photoelectric Effect’. 

 

4.2.6 Summary 

It is argued and grounded in this work that the electrons and positrons are two unique 

categories of the smallest type of atoms, with “null nuclei”, “stationary orbit points”, and 

spinning on their own axes. They are the same in everything, only to differ in the 

spinning plans as determined from the magnetic structure of each particle. In this order, 

the electrons are by convention associated with an anticlockwise spin in the vertical 

plane; while the positron swing in the clockwise scheme in the horizontal plane. The two 

particles in turn owe their functions on their octal components, the magnetic monopoles; 

that is the electron and positron are stable and functional ‘molecules’ of 4 pairs of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles.  

 

The above observation requires the current Periodic Table of Elements to provide primal 

space for these two new (yet old) atomic elements, whose atomic number is zero! 

 

In addition, on these two minute atoms is built all other atoms’ components; their 

magnetic structures spans the eventual magnetic build-up and functions of others atoms. 

The electron and positron supply the ‘raw’ materials or components from which other 

atoms are constructed. From the electron structure, is built an electronic proton, spinning 

in the anticlockwise manner in the vertical plane. Similarly, from the positron structure, a 
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positronic proton is constructed. The latter executes a clockwise spin in the horizontal 

plane.  

 

While the spinning characteristics of the electron and positron are unlike and hence 

transverse, the two particles are associated with the same negative magnetic charge, 

whose magnitude is determined in Chapter 1 as: - 5.5825292014 x 10-12 ms-2 (cf. 

Equation 1.24). It follows that both the electronic and positronic protons have in turn the 

same positive magnetic charge of: + 5.5825292014 x 10-12 ms-2.  

 

The magnetic charge therefore is associated with the spinning (centripetal-centrifugal) 

properties of the respective particles, while the associated signatures emanate from 

Newton’s Action-Reaction law of motion. In this order, a massive particle ‘initiates’ 

attraction (+ve), as it were, sucking the light particle to its center; to which the latter 

equally reacts against (-ve).  

 

Arranged in proper orders, the electron can attract/repel another electron. Similarly a 

positron can attract/repel another positron. It is also equally true that an electron can 

attract a positron; and this attraction is effected in a transverse plan. In this position of 

attraction, both particles lose their spinning plans; however and accordance to the 

conservation of energy principle, the spin movements become converted into pulsations 

in the respective planes. The free attracting electron and positron cease therefore to wield 

magnetic charge propensities, since they substitute their respective oscillatory movements 

to pulsations, and the latter motions are not associated with spinning properties. 

  

However, as discussed in the following paragraphs, an attracting electron-positron 

molecule orbiting a positive nucleus, regains its negative magnetic charge characteristic; 

that is each of those particles carries again its negative magnetic charge! At this point, an 

argument might arise whether a neutron particle can be made to orbit say, a nucleus with 

several protons therein! However, its heavy mass is bound to make it ineligible for the 

proposed exercise!! 
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The construction of the neutron particle from the 919 electrons and positrons each is 

explained in detail in Chapter 3B (Section 3.7.6). The transversality contained between 

the electron-positron molecules defines the structure of the neutron particle and hence its 

null magnetic charge order. The pulsating neutron’s particle becomes the source of 

instability in an atomic nucleus as discussed already; the rhythmic vibratory energy 

released from the pulsations is only kept in check by the strong attracting forces between 

the protons in the nucleus.  This view in many ways stands contrary to the Quantum 

Mechanical position which proposes that instead protons in the nuclei are repulsive and 

neutrons provide the ‘cushioning effect’ in bid to contain the crumble of the respective 

nuclei!   

 

In all, the rhythmic vibratory energy released by pulsating molecules between electronic-

positronic molecules applies itself to provide the required model for explaining the lethal 

interaction between human pathogens and body cells, which forms the main subject for 

Chapter 4C.  

 

In the final analysis, the concept of transversality between attracting electron-positron 

molecules and their respective electronic-positronic proton molecules sets sufficient 

grounds to the rejection of Quantum Mechanics’ notions of annihilation between the 

would-be anti-particles! In Classical Mechanics therefore, the Quantum Mechanics’ 

notion of ‘anti-particle’ is effectively replaced by the ‘un-like particle’ concept; this 

done safeguards the indestructibility characteristic of mass-matter, just as setting grounds 

for rejection of Quantum Mechanics’ “theory” of the Equivalence of matter and mass (E 

= mc2) and other “theories” based on similar hypotheses! 

 

4.3 ELECTRON/POSITRON PARKING and DYNAMICS OVER NUCLEUS 

 

4.3.1 Introduction  

Whereas Quantum Mechanics recognizes the electrons as the sole orbiter particles, 

Classical Mechanics on the other hand, identifies both the electrons and positrons as the 

circulating particles about atomic nuclei. The arrangements proposed for the placement of 
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these particles, about the atomic nuclei are consequently bound to differ. In this work the 

two positions engineered from the two mechanical backgrounds are briefly discussed, 

with greater emphasis placed on the Classical Mechanics’ version; since it is being 

proposed and justified for the very first time. 

 

4.3.2 Quantum Mechanical Electron Parking Schemes: Quantum Mechanical Atom  

Much literature concerning the prevalent knowledge on the Quantum-Mechanical 

electron configuration schemes is widely available. As a result, it is aimed in this work to 

articulate and discuss briefly the criteria which Quantum Mechanics counts on to model 

its atomic-electron configuration designs.  

 

The intrinsic question that pre-occupies Quantum Mechanical scientists in proposing their 

current electronic modeling schemes circles around “the issue of causality of chemical 

reactions between atoms/molecules”. It only natural therefore that, as all micro or macro 

systems thrust towards obtaining respective equilibria or stable states, a chemical reaction 

becomes the process by which each of the reactants attains its equilibrium state at the end 

of the reaction action.   

 

Further, since in general a chemical reaction between participating atoms is known to 

take place between electrons within the exterior (valency) shells  and involves acquiring 

or sharing electrons from/between the reactants, its stoppage implies that valency shells 

of each reactant has attained its respective equilibrium state. The trigger to start a 

chemical reaction, is the very reason for ending it, namely reactants seek to obtain 

respective stable valency shell structures, which marks the attainment of stable electronic 

configuration. The propensity of a chemical reaction therefore is to realize a compound or 

molecule, whose constituting atoms have their valency shells electronically-filled to full 

capacity thereby featuring or simulating a valency shell of a noble gas.  

 

The Quantum Mechanical versions of how electrons are modeled about an atomic 

nucleus are principally based on the assumed logic associated with the apparent 

‘resistance’ of the six ‘Inert or Nobel’ elements of the Chemical Periodic Table to 
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participate in chemical reactions.  These elements are hence regarded as stable; and this 

stability is directly associated with these elements having ‘complete’ valency shells. 

 

4.3.2.1 Six “Inert or Nobel” Elements (Gases) 

The ‘noble or inert’ gases are described as a group of naturally occurring chemical 

elements exhibiting similar properties under standard conditions (temperature: 273.15 K 

and pressure: 100 kPa). They are all odorless, nonflammable, colorless; monatomic gases 

with very low chemical reactivity, hence their deployment, for example, in light bulbs to 

prevent the hot tungsten filament from oxidizing. These are: Helium (2He); Neon (10Ne); 

Argon (18Ar); Krypton (36Kr) Xenon (54Xe); and the radioactive Radon (86Rn).   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noble_gas: Accessed on June 7th 2016. 

 

4.3.2.2 Assumed Causality of the Low Chemical Activity among Inert Elements 

The reluctance of these elements to undertake chemical reactions is interpreted among 

other things to provide as indicator that these elements have the least affinity for 

electrons in their valency shell, where chemical processes are earmarked to take place. 

With the background that chemical reactions occur between atoms for instance, in search 

of perfecting (electronic affinity) the exterior (valency) shells to attain a stable electronic 

framework, the resistance to undertake chemical reaction becomes indicative of these 

elements that their valency shells are full; and as a result they are stable or inert/noble 

components. The noble elements therefore provide a ‘functional clue’ on how electrons 

are configured about their respective atomic nuclei. 

 

4.3.2.3 Octet Rule for Stable Electronic Valency 

The valence or valency of an atom is hence a measure of its combining power with other 

atoms in the process of forming chemical compounds or molecules. The propensity to 

undertake a reaction with another atom depends on the ‘mutual desire’ of the two or more 

reacting atoms to bring their most exterior shells to their fullest-electron designate. This 

completeness is contained in having 8 electrons in the valency shell or a total of 8 

electrons in the most exterior sub-shell or orbital comprising the valency shell.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noble_gas
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The above position is originally derived from the Danish physicist Niel Bohr, who 

proposed in 1913 that the Electrons in atoms are arranged in Shells surrounding the 

nucleus, and that for all noble gases except helium the outermost shell always contains 

eight electrons.  

 

Bohr’s views received support from Gilbert N. Lewis, who formulated the “Octet Rule” 

in 1916, which concluded that an octet of electrons in the valence Shell was the ‘most 

stable arrangement’ for any atom.  The octet arrangement caused elements with this 

electronic valence configuration to be chemically un-reactive with other elements since 

they did not require any more electrons to complete their outer shell. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noble_gas: Accessed on 3rd June 2014 

 

4.3.2.4 Valence Placement Criteria 

In Quantum Mechanics, electrons occupy shells in packets (sub-shells or orbitals), having 

definite packing plan designs; while at the same time obeying Pauli’s exclusion principle.  

As discussed shortly, the concept of a full shell extends within the orbital realm as well; 

that is, it applies to the valency shell just as to the sub-shell within in the valency shell. It 

is at this point that difficult arises; for two electron locations satisfy the ‘completeness’ 

scheme among Quantum Mechanical Scientists.The first is situated at the outermost 

(valency) Shell level and the second at the electron orbital (sub-shell) level situated 

within the valency shell. 

 

a. Shell Valence Electron Parking Scheme  

An electron Shell is the set of allowed/quantum states, which share the same principal 

quantum number, n. An atom's nth electron Shell can maximally accommodate 2n2 

electrons, that is: the first shell can accommodate a maximum of 2 electrons, the second 

shell 8 electrons on full packing, the third Shell 18 electrons on full electron loading, the 

fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth and ninth Shells load on full Electron capacity of: 32, 

50, 72, 98, 128 and 162 electrons respectively and so on.  This corresponds to the 

complete Shell level parking. The factor of two arises because the allowed states are 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noble_gas
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doubled due to Pauli’s Electron Exclusion principle which allows up to two electrons of 

opposite spins per orbital.  

 

b. Sub-shell (or Orbital) Valence Electron Parking Design 

A sub-shell (orbital parking scheme) is the set of states defined by a common azimuthal 

quantum number, ℓ, within a shell, whose values are: ℓ = 0, 1, 2, 3 corresponding to the s, 

p, d, and f labels, respectively. The azimuthal quantum number l is defined to determine 

the orbital angular momentum of the electron as well as shape of the orbital. The 

maximum number of electrons that can be placed in a sub-shell (orbit parking) is given 

by 2(2ℓ + 1). This gives 2 electrons in an s sub-shell, 6 electrons in a p sub-shell, 10 

electrons in a d sub-shell and 14 electrons in an f sub-shell.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Azimuthal_quantum_number: Accessed on 4th June 2014. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration Accessed on 3rd June 2014 

 

For the purpose made explicit shortly, the above nomenclature is exemplified with the 

sub-shell electronic arrangement assumed by ‘Inert/Noble’ Elements of the current 

Periodic Table.  

 

4.3.2.5 ‘Noble or Inert Gases’ Sub-Shell Electronic Configuration 

 

1. 2He:  1s2  

2. 10Ne: 1s2, 2s2, 2p6 

3. 18Ar: 1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6 

4. 36Kr: 1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 4p6 

5. 54Xe:  1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 4p6, 4d10, 4f8 

6. 86Rn:  1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 4p6, 4d10, 4f14, 5s2, 5p6, 5d10, 5f8 

 

Observe: The coefficients describe the Shell/Level housing the orbitals, the letters stand 

for Orbitals and the superscripts denote the number of electrons supported in an orbital.  

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Azimuthal_quantum_number
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration
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Very often however, the above structure is captured in a tabular form, to reflect some 

design of 8 electrons in the last sub-shell (left of 3rd column) or orbital as illustrated in 

Table 4.1; and as can be extracted such electronic configuration contradicts the Quantum 

Mechanics’ (2(2ℓ + 1)) orbital prediction formula! Clearly, the ensuing structure seems to 

be driven by some other Quantum Mechanical ‘convenience’ schemes! 

 

TABLE 4.1: Quantum Mechanical’s Electron Sub-shell and Shell Occupancy 

Atomic No.  Atom Order of Electrons per Shell 

2 Helium (He) 2                             [2] 

10 Neon (Ne) 2. 8                         [2, 8] 

18 Argon (Ar) 2. 8. 8                     [2, 8, 8] 

36 Krypton (Kr) 2. 8. 18. 8               [2, 8, 18, 8] 

54 Xenon (Xe) 2. 8. 18. 18. 8         [2, 8, 18, 26] 

86 Radon (Rn)  2. 8. 18. 32. 18. 8   [2, 8, 18, 32, 26] 

 

From Table 4.1, the design of 8 electrons in sub-shell region is chosen under a designed 

randomness. For from Neon to Krypton, the 8 electrons subscribing to the ‘valence’ sub-

shell are drawn from all the s and p sub-shells constituting the valency shell; this type of 

parking satisfies the shell valence scheme.   

 

However, in case of Xenon and Radon, the octet is drawn from the f sub-shell only, 

leaving out the s, p & d, which also contribute to respective valency shells! This type of 

electron parking satisfies the selective sub-shell valence scheme. 

 

On Further analysis it is easy to notice how the sub-shell parking scheme assumed to 

constitute the octet rule defies the maximum shell parking (2n2) for noble elements save 

Helium and Neon. For example: 36Kr is associated with 1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 

4p6 sub-orbital parking. It has 4 shells and its 4th shell subscribes as its valence shell and 

contains 8 electrons and not 32 (= 2.42). This implies that, the rest of other noble 

elements (Ar – Rn as can be extracted in 4th column of Table 4.1) can still accommodate 

more electrons in their respective valence shells! This is true as shown in Section 4.4.3.3 
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that actually these elements form compounds with other atoms! So it becomes inaccurate 

to associate chemical in-activity with these elements simply because some octet rule may 

be construed as operative either from the valence shell itself or some orbital section 

within the valence shell. In any case Quantum Mechanics fails to guarantee the Noble 

elements as yardstick to projecting electron configuration formula in accordance to its 

orbital structural format. 

 

4.3.3 Implementation of Pauli’s Exclusion Principle Criterion  

The Quantum Mechanical rendering of the two electrons in a ‘Pauli Exclusion’ orbital 

setting includes portraying one spinning ‘up’ and the other ‘down’; since according to the 

same scientific discipline, electrons either spin ‘up’ or ‘down’ (“electrically”). This 

orbital arrangement is depicted in Figure 4.10. However, one wonders how Quantum 

Mechanics regards electron particles as ‘electrically’ repulsive but at the same time 

portray them as ‘electrically’ attractive in an orbital setting!  

http://crescentok.com/staff/jaskew/isr/chemistry/class4.htm: Accessed on January 19th 

2016. 

http://www.britannica.com/science/Pauli-exclusion-principle: Accessed on January 29th 

2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On the other hand, Classical Mechanics, while conceding to Pauli’s Exclusion principle, 

conceives the transverse-spin electron and positron as constituting the orbital pair, (which 

expresses neither a magnetic attraction nor repulsion), to provide a structure suitable for 

adoption by the two particles as they orbit a nucleus. Thus in this typically Classical 

Mechanical order, the orbital setting is occupied by an electron and positron in T-model 

configuration as depicted in Figure 4.11.  

 

Figure 4.10:  Quantum Mechanics’ Conception of Placement of 
                    ‘Up’ and ‘Down’ Spinning Electrons in an Orbital Setting 

http://crescentok.com/staff/jaskew/isr/chemistry/class4.htm
http://www.britannica.com/science/Pauli-exclusion-principle
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4.3.4 Stable Orthogonal Orbits for Orbiting Electrons and Positrons 

As already stated, in this study it is upheld that there are two transverse-spin orbiters 

oscillating about an atomic nucleus, namely the electrons and positrons. This position 

requires therefore that each category of orbiters, occupies its own trajectory locus or 

orbit. The immediate requirement for the system’s stability stands that the two orbits 

must be orthogonal in turn since their respective orbiters are transverse in magnetic spin.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition, each orthogonal orbit pair must be situated at the same radial distance from 

the nucleus center. This guarantees the in-phase aspects of the oscillating particles. In 

this order, the stability of each atom becomes a measure among other factors, of how 

much an atom is being orbited by an equal number of electrons and positrons. The 

Figure 4.11: Two Possible Versions of Classical Mechanics’ Conception of 
                     Placement of Electron and Positron in an Orbital Setting 

(a) 

 

(b) 
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Figure 4.12: Illustration of Orthogonal Orbits about a Nucleus (O): Brown for Electrons 
                    and Red for Positrons 
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evenness of the numbers of orbiters required to completely fill a (twin orthogonal) Shell 

is strongly supportive of the predicted orbiter parking pattern about an atomic nucleus in 

the ranks of the Classic Mechanical Technology. As discussed shortly, a full level or shell 

is constituted by two orthogonal filled orbits, the sketch of which is depicted in Figure 

4.12. 

 

It become clear therefore, that while the current Quantum Mechanical position regarding 

the manner in which electrons are organized about the nucleus proposes the occurrence of 

series of predictable single orbits, the current study not only differs in the design plan of 

placement of these orbits about the nucleus, but also adjoins another orbit, orthogonal to 

the traditional one at each level/shell.  

 

For example, both the Hydrogen and Helium atoms have two orthogonal radii about 

them, with the latter having a completed parking scheme, while the former exists ‘in 

search for one electron/positron’ to fill its first (orthogonal twin orbit) shell.  

 

Observe that the Helium atom has one electron and one positron in each respective 

orthogonal orbit. It follows therefore, that the formation of a hydrogen molecule requires 

two hydrogen atoms, with one orbited by an electron and the other by a positron. Clearly 

the combining Hydrogen atoms’ nuclei must be of the same type (either electronic or 

positronic, but not both), rest they bond in pulsating molecules as discussed in Section 

4.2.4 thereby losing the orbiters.  

http://www.milutinmarjanov.com/unstable-orbits-orthogonality-condition/: Accessed on 

February 11th 2016 

 

Secondly, while in case of Quantum Mechanics, the orbital set of two electrons spinning 

up and down respectively is conceived to be placed in one orbit and one location; the 

version presented in this work, predicts two orthogonal orbits, each housing its 

corresponding transverse particle. The placement of each particle in its orbit is in phase 

with the other. This arrangement is appropriately simulated in Figure 4.12. As already 

http://www.milutinmarjanov.com/unstable-orbits-orthogonality-condition/
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stated, the two orthogonal orbits at each shell/level occur at the same radial distance 

from the center of the nucleus being orbited by the electron and positron types. 

 

4.3.5 Classic Mechanical Prediction Scheme of the Electronic and Positronic 

           Structural Configuration about an atomic Nucleus  

 

4.3.5.1 The Electron Orbit Path about a Proton - the smallest Orbital Radius, r0 

The relevant example in this regard is a Hydrogen atom, which has one proton spinning 

on its axis in the nucleus, being orbited by a single orbiter. The two forces that sustain the 

binomial system are magnetic and mechanical in type (cf. Chapter 1, Section1.6.2.2).  

  

The centrifugal force associated with the orbiting particle is equivalent to the 

mechanical Newtonian force between the proton, with mass mp and the corresponding 

orbiting electron/positron of mass me. Thus referencing all calculations to a single 

circular cycle of the particle’s revolution we have: 
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Where, 

 G –   Universal Gravitation Constant (≈ 6.673 84 x 10 – 11 N. (m/kg) 2)  

mp –  Rest mass of a Proton ( a constant ≈ 1.672 621 777 x 10 – 27 kg) 

vt –   Orbiting electron’s tangential velocity. 

r –    Radius of the orbiting electron determined from the center of nucleus 

 

From: 
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Where: ω is the angular frequency = 2πf and f cycles per second;   
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T is the Periodic time, r the orbital radius (hence the Amplitude of circle) and vorbital = 

vtangential is the velocity with which a circulating particle moves; it is also referred to as 

phase velocity. 

 

From Equation (4.3): orbitalvf
TT

r
 

2
   (4.4) 

Equation (4.4) is described in this work as the Wave Equation. 

 

At this level, it becomes critical to determine the threshold, minimum/limiting: 

frequency fT, wavelength λT and orbital velocity vT the orbiter has to acquire in 

avoidance of crashing into the nucleus. Certainly, the orbiter need only complete 1 

revolution about the nucleus. These requirements in turn demands defining the notion of 

Threshold Periodic Time (T); to this effect we turn next. 

 

In accordance to the current study, Chapter 1, Section 1.6.2.2, provides an efficient and 

practical definition of the ‘Threshold Periodic Time (that is, 1 second)’, as the time an 

orbiter circulating the Hydrogen – 1 atom’s nucleus, would under most critical (base, 

most limiting freezing temperature) conditions take to complete a single or 1 full orbit 

about the nucleus without crashing into the same. This is truer since in such 

circumstances the electronic/positronic motion must take place at some limiting, escape 

or threshold speed in a record time of 1 second, since only 1 cycle is the minimum 

distance required to accomplish the maneuver. 

 

 fT  = 1 Hz  =  one cycle per second     (4.5) 

The Hertz’s definition therefore contains an intrinsic concept of the threshold rotational 

frequency fT. The threshold rotational frequency is therefore the minimum number of 

cycles an oscillating orbiter can make in 1 second, while thrusting at some critical 

‘escape’ speed vT . This minimum number is 1 cycle and this can only happen in 1 second 

to give the result of 1 Hz (since: f = 1/T). This definition of a ‘second’ is far smarter than 

the complicated Quantum Mechanics’ version of the same! 

http://physics.nist.gov/cuu/Units/second.html: Accessed on June 7th 2016. 

http://physics.nist.gov/cuu/Units/second.html


 35 

The 1 Hz condition consequently, safeguards the orbiting electron from being sucked 

into the nucleus it is orbiting; it maintains the oscillating electron at “a nucleus escape 

velocity” comparable to the threshold escape velocity of about 11.2 km/s, a Satellite must 

acquire to escape the grips of the Earth’s gravity, thereby evading crashing into the Earth, 

as its orbit will just escape intersecting with the Earth’s. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Escape_velocity: Accessed on March 1st 2015. 

 

Clearly, the threshold rotational frequency, fT is 1 Hz, which dictates that the threshold 

wavelength, λT (the perimeter of a circle) is: 2πr0, where r0 is the minimum radial 

distance determined from the center of the orbited nucleus.  

 

From the Wave Equation (4.4) and Equation (4.5) the associated threshold nucleus 

escape velocity, vT becomes: 

 

1
00 221  smrrxHzxfv TTT   (4.6) 

Under such conditions, the ‘escape velocity’ equals the associated wavelength, save the 

units! 

 

Now replacing the tangential velocity vt in Equation (4.2) with the threshold velocity vT, 

the fundamental radius r0 is found as: 
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This result suggests strongly that the electron circulates about the nucleus far nearer than 

had been suggested by Bohr (and adopted by Quantum Mechanics), who estimated the 

electron’s ground state radius to be approximately 5.2918 x 10 -11 m. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_radius: Accessed on March 31st 2015. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Escape_velocity
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_radius
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In Chapter 3B, Section 3.7.7, it is shown that the calculated diameter of the hydrogen 

nucleus is approximately: 2 x √ 2 x 10-13 m. The implications are that the orbiter’s ground 

radius just glazes the nucleus’s circumference and hence narrowly misses crashing into 

the nucleus. This evidence places a high degree of validity and reliability on the derived 

ground-state radius r0.  

 

Further, the associated ‘nucleus - escape’ or threshold velocity, vT is: 

21313
0 1088487.810414071166.122   smxxxrVT   (4.9) 

 

The minute value of the ‘escape velocity’ is a strong indicator of the insurmountable 

difficulty of the orbiting particle to plunge or crash into the nucleus, even when 

practically ‘all’ the particle’s mechanical energy is lost, that is, during the absolute 

freezing conditions. It is also an indication that the orbiter cannot stick onto the nucleus; 

it can only go as far as the threshold orbit unless acted on by an outside force, in 

accordance with Newton’s first Law of motion.  

 

Observe: In normal circumstances, if there exists a minimum or threshold value, its 

counterpart the maximum value is highly probable to exist. It becomes conspicuous 

therefore that, an electron in orbit, can acquire a possible range of speeds between the 

threshold and the maximum possible speed, without leaving the orbit. Clearly, we can 

have many:  velocity – frequency pairs at a bracket of wavelengths associated with a 

single principal orbit (in Section 4.3.6, it is shown that a principal orbit has ‘vertically 

opposite’ allowable regions about its central value that define it). This characteristic is 

explored more in Chapter 4B. Secondly, care should be taken not to confuse the 

threshold/critical definitions and values of frequency, velocity and wavelength; and their 

associated fundamental definitions and values. 

 

At its fundamental speed, in the ground state, the orbiter is described as orbiting in 

ambient conditions at its Natural Frequency, f0. The natural speed therefore is the most 

representative of the all speeds an orbiter may acquire in a principal orbit and all its 

overtones to provide respective stable frequencies. As discussed in Chapter 4B, the 
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subsequent fundamental frequencies at each principal level or shell are harmonics of the 

ground state’s fundamental frequency f0; the same applies to the associated velocities and 

corresponding wavelengths, these are harmonics of the ground state’s velocity v0 and 

wavelength λ0. 

 

4.3.5.2 Mechanical Predictability of the Electrons/Positrons about an Atomic Nucleus 

Several conclusions and implications can be drawn from the result in Equation (4.2). 

Some of these are the following: 

1. The positions and energies of the electrons circulating about a proton (nucleus) 

are practically predictable and hence their locations as well as the associated 

energies are not probabilistic. This position contradicts the Quantum Mechanics’ 

uncertainty theory regarding the simultaneous locations, and energies of orbiters 

about the atomic nucleus.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uncertainty_principle: Accessed on March 7th 2016. 

 

2. The orbiters (electrons and positrons) must be orbiting the nucleus in an orderly 

manner. This is typical of mechanical entities as they push towards equilibrium 

conditions. One should not expect crashes between orbiting electrons/positrons; 

the entire atom system has much orderliness comparable with the orderly 

planetary system (within limits) in our Galaxy. 

 

3. From the position of mathematical prediction, the orbiters cannot eventually dive 

into the nucleus they are orbiting since r cannot run to zero in the presence of 

proton(s) (= nucleus) as predicted in Equation (4.2). Clearly, a minimum radius 

ro, must exist as determined from the nucleus to the orbiting particles below 

which no orbiter can circulate about a nucleus. This observation implies that the 

Centripetal and Centrifugal forces managing the system are kept in balance as 

again predicted by Equation (4.2). 

 

4. The orbiter(s) nearest the nucleus run the fastest as can be ascertained from 

Equation (4.2). The subsequent speeds are bound to be slower with respect to the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uncertainty_principle
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“zero/ground” reference speed v0 as r is inversely proportional to the orbiters’ 

orbiting velocity. The implications are that orbiters nearer the nucleus wield more 

energies than those that are far. On the contrary, in Quantum Mechanics, orbits 

farther away from the nucleus are associated with higher energies due to a 

misinterpretation of the significance of the negative sign accompanying the 

energy values! This same anomaly is explained in Chapter 3B Section 3.12.10.2 # 

4.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level#Energy_level_transitions: Accessed on 

March 7th 2016. 

 

5. Equation (4.2), predicts two possible values (positive/anticlockwise and negative 

or clockwise) for the velocity of the orbiter and both are correspondingly 

associated with two similar (= transverse) radii placed at r from the nucleus of the 

atom. In the terminology developed in this work, the two velocities suitably fit to 

be referred to as ‘unlike tangential velocities’. This again confirms the existence 

of two transverse orbits per level/shell equally spaced from the nucleus and 

orbited by particles whose speed is numerically the same but transverse in spin. 

  

6. The consistence of those two orbits is ascertained by their non-interference 

component-wise. This is possible when the corresponding counter-velocity (= 

counter-spin) orbits are in transverse placements. This development places a 

strong support for the types of orbiters about an atomic nucleus.  Thus apart from 

the Hydrogen – 1 atom, all single atomic nuclei are orbited by both the electrons 

(with anti-clockwise spin) and positrons (with clockwise spin). 

 

7. Clearly, when a Level (L) is completely (or evenly) filled, there exists equal 

electron – positron pair groups of transverse spins, whose common radius 

measure is determinable. Each electron - positron group must traverse the same 

orbit radius, though in transverse planes. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level
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8. Thus for each electron group of one spin, there must exist a corresponding 

positron group of the unlike spin-type. This facilitates creation and sustenance of 

a balanced regime, which in turn strongly suggests that an atom is a mechanical 

system in struggle towards attaining equilibrium. 

 

9. In order to eliminate possible mutual intra-force or spin interactions between the 

two orbits at each shell, each electron and positron complimentary groups, built 

on the octal Magnetic Monopole’s resultant spin must lie at 90° with respect to 

each other. This is another compelling ground for the existence of transverse 

orbits at each principal level/shell (and its allowable region-space) occupied by 

corresponding orbiters which express transverse spin orders. In this way there 

shall not be any force-components owing to each spin regime into the domain of 

the other. The two spin regimes must therefore lie transverse to each other. 

 

10. Since subsequent shells/levels are not necessarily transverse among themselves, 

intra-force interactions are predictable. However, as observed in # 8, an atomic 

system ‘struggling’ towards attainment of an equilibrium state has to adopt among 

other things a symmetric order, which enables it to annul force-imbalances 

among its members. In this sense, inter-level force interactions become practically 

annulled within the system. The atomic system therefore is practically a 2-body 

system constituted by the nucleus and the orbiter aggregates.  

 

11. The above position explains, the genesis of the two transverse ‘electromagnetic’ 

waves often depicted oscillating in the transverse manner about the same axis. 

Hitherto, the two transverse wave profiles have been wrongly identified as 

Electric and magnetic waves!!  

 

The red (vertical) and the associated blue (horizontal) wave profiles in Figure 

4.13 have always been erroneously referred to as ‘Electric’ and ‘Magnetic‘ waves 

respectively. The most appropriate designation is to recognize the two transverse 

profiles as being Electro-positro magnetic Waves (in substitution of the erroneous 
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designation of ‘electromagnetic waves’). The same is depicted as such in Figure 

4.14 

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electromagnetic_radiation: Accessed on: 26th May 

2014. 

 

 

Figure 4.13: Transverse Electronic Waves (Erroneously depicted as Electric 
                         (vertical-Red) and Magnetic (horizontal-Blue) Waves!)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
12. A nucleus cannot maintain any number of orbiting electrons and positrons as the 

attractive force dwindles with the distance from the nucleus. The farther an 

Vertical magnetic Field H 

Horizontal magnetic Field B 

Direction of Wave Travel 

Figure 4.14: Classic Mechanical’s Illustration of the Electro-positro Magnetic Waves 
                    (cf. Figure 3.7) 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electromagnetic_radiation
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electron/positron is situated from the nucleus, the looser it is held and the slower 

it revolves about the nucleus. This current position sets strong grounds for 

keeping to minimum the would-be possible shielding effects let loose against 

exterior orbiters due to those electrons and positrons orbiting nearer the nucleus.  

 
13. From the current Periodic Table, it is observable that, the more the protons (and 

the neutrons) in the nucleus, the greater the capacity to maintain more electrons 

and positrons in their orbits at different levels about the nucleus. In normal cases, 

the atomic number (number of protons) is the same as the total number of the 

orbiters (electrons and positrons). This position further galvanizes the above 

position that orbiters at various layers do not practically shield each other from 

the centripetal force of the nucleus. 

 

14. The issue however arises concerning the trajectory about the nucleus that would 

ensure non-collision between orbiting electrons. The clue is provided by Equation 

(4.2); which is indicative of proposing practically circular paths and in most 

extreme cases, elliptical paths are also allowable as the orbit type tracked by 

electrons and positrons about a nucleus. 

 

In sum, the above analyses provide strong grounds for predicting and articulating the 

mode of electron-positron arrangement that ensures the Stability of the Atom system.  

 

4.3.5.3 The Hydrogen’s Proton determines all Possible Paths and Electron-positron 
             Packing Patterns 
 
Stability requires an orderly way of configuring electrons and positrons about the 

nucleus. On close observation, there exists a definite relationship between the nucleus 

packing with Protons and the number of possible electrons and positrons supportable in 

the orbits. In the broad sense, and as explained in Chapter 3B, Sections: 3.7 & 3.11, we 

have a set of electrons or positrons in the nucleus being orbited by another set of 

electrons and positrons in the orbital sector. This is typically a two-body system and 
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hence the mathematical binomial model is functionally justifiable to provide the 

framework for predicting the electron-positron parking scheme about an atomic nucleus.  

 

The Hydrogen Atom sets the design as to how electrons - positrons deploy about the 

nucleus as it precedes all other Atoms (except the electron and the positron atoms) in 

realizing an electron/positron orbiting its single proton nucleus. In addition to guidelines 

developed in Section 4.3.5.2, the following are deducible principles in setting up a 

binomial system of which all other atom-systems have been identified to subscribe.  

 

1. A single Proton in the nucleus marks out all the potential possible principal 

Levels or Shells (Ln) that electrons and positrons can assume about it.  

2. The Levels (Ln) must be situated at definite distances (rn = nth radii) from the 

nucleus, whose determination is developed shortly. 

3. Each Shell/Level (Ln) has a maximum of two transverse orbits, with the capacity 

to manage maxima electron-positron loads/quotas. This property ascertains the 

transverse spin-balance Equilibrium condition. 

4. Electrons and positrons orbit the nucleus in their respective paths in an orderly or 

rhythmic manner. Such arrangement is an equilibrium requirement for each level 

and goes in to ensure non-obstruction between nucleus and orbiting particles; as 

well as non-collision between orbiters. The Equilibrium criterion further demands 

that no orbiting electron/positron is shielded by another at whichever level from 

the Proton(s) positioned in the nucleus and even to act as its/their principal 

actuator, binder, exciter or manager. Therefore, there are no other effective 

centers of binding forces for any orbiter save the nuclear centrifugal power due to 

spinning protons within the nucleus. 

5. Again under search for equilibrium, a fully parked level is constituted by an equal 

number of electrons and protons, which quantity is rhythmically determined by 

the binomial model of choice, commonly known as the Pascal’s Triangle.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pascal's_triangle: Accessed on March 8th 2016. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pascal's_triangle
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The model of choice provides possibility for electrons and positrons to constitute 

‘corresponding molecule units’ and orbit the nucleus as such. This is very 

possible since in Section: 4.2.2 it has been shown that electrons can attract each 

other, just as the same holds true for the positrons. 

 

6. In Section 4.2 it is shown how protons are constructed from both electrons and 

positrons. Further, it is known that particles orbiting nuclei increase with 

increasing number of protons in the nucleus. The equilibrium requirement 

demands that the Protons that are admitted to the nucleus must be those that 

execute rotational movement in the same direction. If the first Proton executes an 

anti-clockwise spin, the equilibrium criterion demands an anti-clockwise spin-

type Proton as the next nucleus entrant, and vice versa.  

 

The said design ensures increase in the nucleus speed and the capacity to bind 

more electrons and positrons, since the binding centrifugal force will have been 

reinforced. Thus the most exterior levels hold more orbiters as the power to keep 

them orbiting increases in the nucleus with increasing protons.  

 

Observe that orbiters assume the direction of revolution as that of the nucleus. For 

instance, if the nucleus is composed of electronic protons or positronic protons, all 

orbiters assume an anticlockwise motion or clockwise motion about the nucleus 

respectively. Clearly orbiters spin in the same direction as they simultaneously 

revolve about the nucleus.  

 

7. The next Level (Ln) ought to be filled after the entire previous Level (Ln - 1) is 

completely filled ‘electronically and positronically’. This is true as Level (Ln) has 

less sucking centripetal power from the nucleus than its predecessor Level (Ln - 1).  

 

4.3.5.4 Classical Mechanical Determination of the Electron-positron Level Occupancy 

            over an Atomic Nucleus  



 44 

The most suitable model identified in this work, to implement the above configuration 

conditions is the Pascal’s Binomial Triangle mathematical model. The tool has a 

pyramidal symmetrical design with which it arranges two presumably unlike variables in 

rows and associated columns. The triangular symmetry supports the known fact that 

atomic level occupancy increases in the number of orbiters away from the nucleus as the 

‘numerical pyramid’ broadens towards its base.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pascal%27s_triangle: Accessed on June 8th 2016. 

 

Further, each step of the numerical pyramid is implemented symmetrically with 

completed levels, which in turn mark the start of the next one. Each level is implemented 

with known members, or in this case, orbiters. Several other attributes can be stated, but 

let the few distinct characteristics associated with the Binomial tool suffice to confirm its 

suitability in implementing the electron-positron configuration about a nucleus. 

Following is the visualization of how the Binomial Model is projected to role out the 

electron-positron Classic Mechanical configuration scheme. 

 

With, a single proton predicting all the possible Levels, the interplay lies between the 

Proton (p = 1) in the Nucleus, and the possible Spinning Electrons and positrons (e); 

except for the electron/positron atoms in where p = 0. The Binomial tool, acts to predict: 

i. The maximum electron-positron load per Level. 

ii. The maximum number of orthogonal orbits (= 2) per Level. 

iii. The manner of electron-positron load parking per Level. 

iv. The symmetrical-transverse electron-positron configuration order that ensures 

spin-balancing and intra-forces’ cancellation. 

 

In the Binomial Expansion therefore, the Level (L) applies as the index, while the 

coefficients of the binomial expansion become the parametric occupancy (groupings of 

the electron-positron pairs per orbit at a given L). The binomial expansion in ‘e’ takes 

the form of:   Le1 , where L, the index per expansion denotes the Level of the 

electron-positron parking.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pascal%27s_triangle
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4.3.5.5 The null Level (L = 0) – Predicts the Electron/Positron Atom with a null 
             nucleus (p = 0) 

  
    10 000  eeep      (4.10) 

 
So we have one orbiter occupying the null Level (L0). The implications are that at this 

null level, the orbiter is by itself without a nucleus; it is simply spinning about its axis 

(that is at a stationary orbit). This state predicts strongly the existence of yet smaller 

atoms than Hydrogen, with a zero atomic number. In Quantum Mechanics, the smallest 

atom is not even Hydrogen, but Helium with an approximate radius of 32 x 10-12 m for 

considerations only definable therein; the largest is identified as Caesium with the 

approximate radius of: 225 x 10-12 m! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atom#Structure: Accessed on March 9th 2016. 

 

An electron and a positron meet the description given of those atoms with a zero 

atomic number. Further, such particles must be having no orbits about themselves since 

they do not have nuclei (= protons); they rotate about themselves in zero orbits. They 

weigh about: 9.11 x 10 -31 kg each. Clearly the null level/shell is occupied by a single 

orbiter (electron/positron). 

 

Clearly, the null state (L = 0), is not defined in the current Quantum Mechanical electron 

orbit arrangement about a nucleus (proton). However, its existence introduces a new 

dimension in the Periodic Table. The task to accomplish the same is a proposal to be 

addressed in Chapter 6.  In all this unique null level, provides the nascent strength and 

relevancy of the Pascal’s method in configuring the orbiters about a nucleus, as no other 

model so far is in place to account for an atom, which is nucleus-less (that is, with a zero 

atomic number).  

 

Observe the two particles (electron and positron) occupying the zero-atomic number 

position differ extremely with earlier predictions of a “Neutronium” element believed to 

constitute such particle! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutronium: Accessed on March 8th 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atom
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutronium
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4.3.5.6 The First/Ground and Subsequent Full Levels 

For the first full Level (L1), there will be: 

   101 11 eeee     (4.11) 

 
We have therefore one electron and one positron in the first Level, arranged as: 
     1 1 
 
For the second full Level (L2), there will be: 

   2102 21 eeee     (4.12) 

 
This defines 2 electrons and 2 positrons in the second Level, arranged as: 
   1 2 1 
 
For the third full Level (L3), there will be: 

   32103
331 eeeee    (4.13) 

There are 4 electrons and 4 positrons in the third Level deployed as: 

   1 3 3 1 

The expansion can be continued in that order. Observe, that the highest index on “e”, 

depicts the number of the Level; for instance in Equation (4.13), the highest index on “e” 

is 3; it entails that the level in question is the third as determined from the nucleus. 

 

In addition, Pascal’s triangle array of coefficients (= number of structured orbiters per 

level) does supply a short path to the determination of the maximum orbiters per Level. 

This is briefly presented below. 

 

From the predictions illustrated in Figure 4.15, the following conclusions hold; where “e” 

stands in for ‘electrons’ and “p” for ‘positrons’: 

 

1. The first Level (L1) can support a maximum of: 2 (= 1e & 1p) orbiters. 

2. The second Level (L2) is capable of supporting a maximum of:  

4 (= [1 + 1]e & [1 +1]p) orbiters. 

3. The third Level (L3) has a maximum capacity of: 8 (= [1 + 3]e & [3 + 1]p) 

orbiters. 
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4. The fourth Level (L4) can hold on full packing: 16 (= [1 + 4 + 3]e & [3 + 4 + 1]p) 

orbiters. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. The fifth Level (L5) has maximum capacity to hold:  

32 (= [1 + 5 + 10]e & [10 + 5 + 1]p) orbiters. 

 

6.  The sixth Level (L6) can hold on full packing of:  

64 (= [1 + 6 + 15 + 10]e & [10 + 15 + 6 + 1]p) orbiters. 

 

7. The seventh Level (L7) can be predicted to hold a maximum of:  

128 (= [1 + 7 + 21 + 35]e & [35 + 21 + 7 + 1]p) orbiters. 

 

8. On observation, the total number of maximum orbiters loadable on an L-th Level 

is predicted as: 2L (with 2L/2 being electrons and 2L/2 positrons). This position is 

contrary to the Quantum Mechanical position, which proposes that a full L-th 

shell is occupied by 2L2 electrons (positrons are not accounted for). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration#Shells_and_subshells: Accessed 

on March 9th 2016. 

 

Table 4.2 provides both the Classic and Quantum Mechanical prediction plans for the 

full occupancy of shell about an atomic nucleus. The binary/digitized system features 

      1 
1                1  

1  2  1 
   1  3  3  1 
  1  4  6  4  1 
 1  5  10  10  5  1 
1  6  15  20  15  6  1 
etc………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

      Null Level   

Figure 4.15: Deployment Plan of Electrons and Positrons orbiting a Nucleus as 
                     Predicted from Pascal’s Triangle Method  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration
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of Pascal’s array formula are clearly distinct in the Classic Mechanical order; while 

the prompt to justify the ‘noble’ elements as providing framework for the orbiters’ 

arrangement about the atomic nucleus is predictable in the Quantum Mechanical 

realm.  

 

TABLE 4.2: FULL SHELL OCCUPANCY FORECAST IN CLASSIC AND 

                         QUANTUM   MECHANICS 

Complete Shell/Level 

Number 

Classic Mechanical Prediction 

              Formula (2L) 

Quantum  Mechanical 

Prediction Formula (2L2) 

Null (L = 0) 1 0 

1 2 2 

2 4 8 

3 8 18 

4 16 32 

5 32 50 

6 64 72 

7 128 98 

ETC…..   

 

 

9. All orbiters in the 2 transverse orbits within the same shell express the same 

energy as all orbiting particles therein are equally spaced from the nucleus and 

experience the same practically unobstructed nuclear energy. This is in agreement 

(but for divergent reasons as indicated in Equations 4.14 & 4.15) with the 

Quantum Mechanical’s position where each orbiter is associated with the same 

“orbital energy” at each shell. 

 

Observe that Quantum Mechanics predicts the energy En of each orbiter in the n-th 

shell as:  

 
  222
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       (4.14) 



 49 

Where, all constants carry their usual Quantum Mechanical significances. 

 

On the other hand, the Classic Mechanical energy EL associated with each orbiter at 

the L-th shell has been derived in this work as: 

L

L
r

QkZ
E

2

2

  (cf. Chapter 1, Equation (1.36))  (4.15) 

Where: Z is the atomic number (number of protons in the nucleus); k is the coulomb’s 

(= Matovu’s) constant for magnetic charges (cf. Chapter 1, Equation (1.31)); Q is the 

magnetic charge (cf. Chapter 1, Equation (1.24)) and rL is the L-th shell’s radius as 

determined from the atomic nucleus.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration#Energy_.E2.80.94_ground_stat

e_and_excited_states: Accessed on March 9th 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_atom#Bohr-Sommerfeld_Model: Accessed 

on March 9th 2016. 

 

4.3.5.7 Classical Mechanics’ Principal Shell Positions  

Orbital Quantum Mechanical theory anchors on the concept that electron orbitals can 

only occupy energy (allowable) levels that are integer multiples of Planck’s constant. In 

these allowable energy levels, the orbiter remains stable as it revolves around the atomic 

nucleus. This implies that there are spaces or gaps between adjacent allowable radii 

where an orbiter is unstable; prompting it to reserve its excursions only in stable-prone 

orbits, hopefully in the interest of maintaining the equilibrium of the system. These 

inimical or unstable spaces constitute the forbidden orbit bands. These gaps are so “un-

stable” that Quantum Mechanics describes orbiters transiting them as making “jumps”!  

 

The above position is used to support Quantum Mechanics’ principle that orbiters’ radiate 

only when jumping from a higher orbit to a lower one, with the associated energy loss of 

the orbiter accounting for the energy of the ‘photon’ given off in the process. 

http://www.theoryofabsolutes.com/allowedorbitals.html: Accessed on March 11th 2016. 

 

In this order the Quantum Mechanical allowable radius rL at level L is given as: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_configuration
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_atom
http://www.theoryofabsolutes.com/allowedorbitals.html
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Where constants, carry their definitions as specified at: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_model#Electron_energy_levels: Accessed on 

March 11th 2016. 

 

The implications are that the subsequent radii are derivable from the first Quantum 

Mechanical allowable radius r1 as illustrated in Pattern (4.17). 

 

       1
2

1
2

31
2

21 32 rLrrrrrr L  (4.17) 

 

In the Classic Mechanical domain, the spatial regularity of placement of orbiters about 

an atomic nucleus is upheld; but the notion of forbidden zones is quite differently defined 

as illustrated shortly. The naturalness of Pascal’s Array method as predictive of a natural 

set up, like one envisaged for the orbiters’ configuration about an atomic nucleus, makes 

it a suitable model for providing the regular referential/principal level orbiter-placements 

expected of a stable atomic system. However, the predictive tool does not present a front 

method as to how successive principal radii are to be computed about the atomic nucleus.  

 

On the other hand, the same tool provides indirect useful guidelines or clues as to how 

the successive radii can be determined. It is not difficult to observe that the number of 

maximum orbiters loadable on a shell increase with the distance (r) away from the 

atomic nucleus.  

 

Thus, the regularity in succeeding shell/level L’s maximum occupancy (2L) demands a 

comparable regularity (rhythm) in placement rL from a reference position (in this case, 

the nucleus). That is, the maximum shell occupancy is therefore directly related to the 

principal shell’s placement with respect to the atomic nucleus. From this foregone 

principle, it follows that the ratios of occupancy between any two maximally adjacent 

filled levels is equivalent to the ratio between their respective placements from the atomic 

nucleus. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_model
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From the above principle, we have for instance: 
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       (4.18) 

Where L = 1, 2, 3, 4…….. 

From which: 
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Thus: 

 00
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L  (4.20) 

Where, r0 is the minimal or ground principal radius (cf. Equation 4.8). 

 

On close observation, it turns out that the principal shell/level placements about the 

nucleus have a direct bearing on the full capacity loading of subsequent shells/levels in 

both Quantum and Classic Mechanical systems. These relations are clearly predictable 

from Table 4.1.  

 

In Classic Mechanics however, the orbiters’ occupancy is not exclusively reserved for the 

principal or allowable shells only, despite the latter being associated with stability 

characteristics which contribute to the overall stability of the atom system. It is upheld in 

this work that the principal radii provide loci with referential stability per shell, without 

denying continuous stability qualities to intermediate shells ‘sandwiched’ between any 

two adjacent principal levels, which in this work are categorized as ‘transfer shells’.  

 

However, the foregone may not be construed to imply that an orbiter can arbitrary exist 

anywhere about the atomic nucleus as has always been alleged of Classic Mechanics in 

some few instances; otherwise it is not until this study that Classic Mechanics can be 

effectively associated with both macro and micro, sub-atomic systems! In all, there are 

‘forbidden’ transfer shells predictable from Classical Mechanics; and these are identified 

in the next Section. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level: Accessed on March 22nd 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Classical_mechanics: Accessed on March 22nd 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Classical_mechanics
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4.3.6 Dynamics of Classic Mechanical Orbiters about an Atomic Nucleus 

4.3.6.1 Classic Mechanical Transfer and Forbidden Shells about Principal Levels 

As already stated that in the Classical Mechanical domain, while the spatial regularity of 

placement of orbiters about an atomic nucleus is upheld, the notion of forbidden zones is 

quite differently defined as orbiters are associated with at least three distinct shells, 

namely: 

 Principal or Normal Shell: where orbiters implement their dynamics from typical 

principal or reference shells or levels. 

 Excited Shell: where an orbiter while in the action of gaining extra energy transits 

(gradually) towards a lower principal shell. 

 Retardation (slow-down) Shell: where an orbiter in the action of being shielded 

from the nucleus’ grip, transits (gradually) towards a higher principal shell which 

defines its new reduced energy status. 

 

The excited and retardation shells predict the necessity and hence the existence of two 

characteristic banded orbits, referred to in this work as “transfer shells” between adjacent 

principal shells. These facilitate the complementary maneuvers or paths undertaken by 

orbiters during the afore-said processes. Naturally, the point of departure of an excited or 

retarded orbiter is its principal/reference shell; just as the final destination is another 

principal shell (unless complete ionization sets in). That is, the departure from a principal 

shell and entry into another reference shell occurs via the corresponding respective 

principal shell.  

 

Each of two processes however, requires of an orbiter to progressively acquire the 

characteristics typical of the destiny-principal shell; which are necessarily different from 

those harbored at the principal shell of departure. The parameters on target are the 

orbiter’s wavelength, frequency velocity and (hence) energy.  

 

The nature of the excitation process, demands that the orbiter seeks a lower (higher 

energy) principal shell, it must therefore acquire in progress with varying sets of 
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parameters than it had at its principal shell of departure; these include reduced 

wavelength, higher frequencies, higher velocities and higher energies.  

 

On the other hand, a slowing-down (shielded) orbiter, targets a higher (low energy) 

principal shell; it must therefore progressively acquire longer wavelengths, lower 

frequencies, lower velocities and lower energies than it had at the departure principal 

shell.  

 

Clearly, if quantization/digitization of principal shell energies is associated with 

Quantum Mechanics, continuous (analogical) orbiter energies about principal and 

transfer shells become a reserve of Classical Mechanics. In this order, an orbiter can 

oscillate (excited or slowed down without losing its transverse character) to various 

speeds, frequencies, wavelengths defined at specific radii x: ( 000
1 222 rrr nxnn   ) for 

the excitation states, and ( 0
1

00 222 rrr nxnn   ) for the recession states, without 

leaving its principal shell; where: 0 < x < 1 and 1n (integer). Slightly beyond such 

respective ranges (left for the excitation progress and right to the recession progress), the 

orbiter reaches a ‘no-return’ critical stage and only remains to proceed to its next 

programmed destiny principal shell.  

 

It follows therefore that an orbiter continuously radiates energy (Ex = hfx) within its 

principal shell and as it transits the transfer shells without losing its mechanical energy 

(since the radiated energy is not extracted from the orbiter’s mechanical energy). This is 

one phenomenon where energy is created “in partial contravention of the first law of 

thermodynamics” and certainly this position is at odds with Quantum Mechanics; where 

energy radiation is ‘digitally’ defined to occur only at moments of orbiter-jumps between 

allowable principal shells as explained already.  

 

The grounds for the above proposition are well stipulated and backed by experimental 

evidence in Chapter 3B Section 3.11.5.3.  Moreover, the radiated energy is created by 

the action of the mechanical energy of the orbiter. It becomes evident therefore that the 

radiated energy is not part of its causality, namely the orbiter’s total mechanical energy; 
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besides the two energies are practically equal to each other and the radiated energy varies 

therefore, as its causality (the total mechanical energy of the orbiter) (cf. Chapter 3B, 

Equations (3.115 – 3.118))!  

 

The above positions introduce another intuitive position that a wave cannot contain any 

physical particles presumably inherited from the oscillating orbiter or from anywhere 

else! This fact not only provides more evidence of the particle-free nature of a wave but 

also confirms the non-dual nature of an electron/positron as expounded in Chapter 3B 

Sections 3.12.10.1 & 3.13.2.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_law_of_thermodynamics: Accessed on March 16th  

2016. 

 

It is also important at this point to reiterate the differences between Quantum and 

Classical Mechanics regarding the mechanisms of orbiters’ transitions between shells.  

 

For Quantum Mechanics, an orbiter migrates or is excited from lower to higher principal 

shells upon absorbing or acquiring energy from an outside source. Lower and higher 

reference shells are associated with lower and higher energies respectively, a controversy 

explained in Chapter 3B Section 3.12.10.2. The orbiter therefore returns to the un-excited 

principal shell (that is from a higher to a lower shell via forbidden orbit bands) when it 

loses the absorbed energy during the excitation stage. It is only during this jump that an 

orbiter radiates energy in form of a ‘photon’. Thus the orbiter is held as non-radiant 

between the allowable (reference) principal shells it oscillates from; for if it does, it 

would shortly lose all its mechanical energy, only to find itself collapsed into the nucleus!  

 

Clearly, the concept of energy creation by an orbiting electron is not accounted for in 

Quantum Mechanics and consequently the radiated energy during the ‘jump’ is 

associated with the release of the absorbed (mechanical) energy prior, during the 

excitation process. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level#Energy_level_transitions: Accessed on 

March 24th 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_law_of_thermodynamics
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level
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http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/mod5.html: Accessed on March 24th 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_model#Origin: Accessed on March 24th 2016. 

 

On the other hand, Classical Mechanics considers the migration of an orbiter from lower 

to higher principal  shells as a result of ‘extra-mural’ shielding (or screening) the orbiter 

from the grips of the nucleus as explained and illustrated in Chapter 3B Section 

3.12.10.2, Figure 3.19. Clearly Classic Mechanics assigns higher and lower energy to the 

lower and higher principal and the transfer (inter-consecutive principal) shells 

correspondingly. It follows therefore that an orbiter returns to a lower principal shell from 

a higher one, when it gains energy upon excitation from an outside source, say. This is 

truer since the orbiters nearer the attracting source (nucleus) are more bound than those 

placed farther from the nucleus. Put differently, the binding energy of orbiter placed 

nearer the nucleus is more than for the orbiter situated farther from the nucleus. 

 

The foregone however, may give an impression that Classic Mechanics predicts the 

occupancy of an orbiter as locatable anywhere about an atomic nucleus! On the contrary, 

for the radii prediction during the excitation and retardation processes depends on the 

nature of the processes’ inducing sources. However, the final result of migrating to the 

lower or a higher principal shell region during the two processes remains independent of 

the possible allowable paths taken to implement the same. The two processes are thereby 

engineered by “conservative forces”, of which magnetic engineered forces are. 

http://mathwiki.ucdavis.edu/Core/Calculus/Vector_Calculus/Integration_in_Vector_Field

s/Path_Independence,_Conservative_Fields,_and_Potential_Functions: Accessed on 

March 18th 2016.  

 

The above ‘lengthy’ introductory part is intended to pay way for appreciating the 

uniqueness of Classical Mechanics’ prediction of orbiters’ configuration structure about 

an atomic nucleus as against the prevalent valence shell electronic structure proposed by 

Quantum Mechanics.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atomic_orbital: Accessed on March 24th 2016. 

 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/mod5.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_model
http://mathwiki.ucdavis.edu/Core/Calculus/Vector_Calculus/Integration_in_Vector_Fields/Path_Independence,_Conservative_Fields,_and_Potential_Functions
http://mathwiki.ucdavis.edu/Core/Calculus/Vector_Calculus/Integration_in_Vector_Fields/Path_Independence,_Conservative_Fields,_and_Potential_Functions
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atomic_orbital
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Now, reference is made of Figure 4.16, which portrays the first three principal (reference) 

shells after the ground shell. In there, an excited orbiter is shown to depart from a high 

reference shell to a lower one; and possible allowable paths traceable are shown in the 

red curves. Observe that the curves proceed from the right to the left of each of the first 3 

principal shells above the ground shell. The left region away from the respective 

reference shells consists of progressively reduced radii; and this is so because the orbiter 

is transiting from a longer radially placed principal shell to one with a smaller radius as 

determined from the center of the atomic nucleus.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clearly, an excited orbiter cannot trace a path to the right side of its ‘parent’ principal 

shell for this region is constituted by longer radii than the reference shell the orbiter 

departs from. Therefore, the region to the right of a principal shell where an excited 

particle would shoot from constitutes the category specified in Classic Mechanics as the 

“forbidden shell region” for that particular principal shell in question.   

 

r1     <     r2   <   r3     r6   <   r7 <    r8      r11 <   r12 <    r13   

0th 3rd 2nd 1st 

22r0 
23r0 21r0 20r0 

 

 

Principal Radii 

Excitation↑ 

Recession ↓ 

Figure 4.16: Illustration of Manner of Transition processes of an Excited and Retarded 
                    Orbiter between Principal Shells as Predicted in Classical Mechanics 

Normal → 
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However, unlike in the case of Quantum Mechanics, “forbidden regions” in Classic 

Mechanics are not ‘universal’ or exclusive for all orbiters; for what constitutes as the 

‘right side’ of a principal shell, lies to the ‘left side’ of the next higher reference shell!  

 

In this way, while excited particles associated with a principal shell are forbidden to 

occupy the transfer shells to the right side of this shell, those in the next higher reference 

shell can occupy those (‘previous forbidden’) transfer shells on the left side of their 

principal shell on excitation, as indeed illustrated in Figure 4.16. So the allowable and 

forbidden transfer shells are a function of where the orbiter is placed with respect to a 

particular principal or reference shell.  

 

Observe that a particle cannot be excited beyond the ground principal shell; otherwise it 

would proceed and crash directly into the atomic nucleus (like in the electron/positron 

capture phenomenon), hence the dotted red locus proceeding from the ground principal 

shell upward in the ‘excitation’ category.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_capture: Accessed on March 26th 2016. 

 

Further, it is also possible for a particle to be exceedingly excited and ‘skips’ settling to 

the next lower principal shell, but continues ‘non-stop’ till it settles to a lower one as 

indicated in Figure 4.17 in dotted red curve. However, it is also equally true to visualize 

the apparent ‘non-stop’ trajectory as inclusive of quick stopovers about all lower 

principal shells which appear to be ‘skipped’. In this way, the ‘non-jumping’ yet 

continuous dynamics (characteristic of Classic Mechanics) of the orbiter in the excited 

state is conserved. 

 

Again reference is made of Figure 4.16; where extra-mural shielding/screening applies 

to orbiters in principal shells. Typically, the slow-down process is the inverse (not simply 

the opposite!) of the excited effect; and as a result, an orbiter is expected to transfer from 

a lower principal level to a higher one. Put differently, a screened particle assumes longer 

radii as compared to its status in its parent principal shell. As a consequence, a shielded 

orbiter cannot trace a path to the left side of its ‘parent’ principal shell; for that region is 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_capture
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constituted by shorter radii than the reference shell it shoots from. Therefore, the region 

to the left of a reference shell from where a retarded particle would depart from 

constitutes the category specified in Classic Mechanics as the “forbidden shells” for that 

particular principal shell in question.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is still true that, unlike in the case of Quantum Mechanics, “forbidden regions” in 

Classic Mechanics even under screening processes are not ‘universal’ or exclusive for all 

orbiters; for what constitutes as the ‘left side’ of a principal shell, lies to the ‘right side’ 

of the previous reference shell!  

 

In this way, while retarded particles associated with a principal shell x are only allowed 

to transit via transfer shells situated to the right side of this principal shell; those in the 

previous reference shell (x-1) can transit to a higher principal shell (x) via those 

(‘forbidden’) transfer shells on the left side of principal shell x on undergoing extra-

mural screening processes, as indeed illustrated in Figures 4.16 & 4.17 with blue curves.  

Figure 4.17: Illustration of Extra-ordinary Transition processes of an Excited (dotted) 
                    and Retarded (dotted) Orbiter between non-adjacent Principal Shells as 
                    Predicted in Classical Mechanics  
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So again the allowable and forbidden transfer shells are a function of where the orbiter is 

placed with respect to a particular principal or reference shell during either excitation or 

slow-down processes. 

 

Further, it is also possible for a particle to be exceedingly screened and apparently ‘skips’ 

settling to the next higher principal shell, but continues ‘non-stop’ till it settles to still a 

higher one as indicated in Figure 4.17 in dotted blue curve. Again as already observed, 

the apparently ‘non-stop’ path should be envisaged as inclusive of quick stopovers about 

all higher principal shells which appear to be ‘skipped’. In this way, the ‘non-jumping’ 

yet continuous dynamics (characteristic of Classic Mechanics) of the orbiter in the 

recession state obtains.  

 

Observe that while a particle cannot be excited above the ground radius r0 it can 

nonetheless be retarded and can end up to a higher shell. This is indicated in ‘full’ blue 

line down the ground level in Figures 4.16 & 4.17. 

 

In sum, for excited orbiters the only allowable and possible paths of transfer to the lower 

principal shells are anti-clockwise, that is the orbiters must depart via the left side of their 

corresponding parent principal levels. The right side movement (clockwise option) 

therefore constitutes the forbidden alternative under excitation processes.   

 

On the other hand, the receding (shielded) orbiters must follow paths to the right (anti-

clockwise) of their departure principal shell as they proceed to higher and higher 

principal shells from the atomic nucleus. This anti-clockwise movement as referenced to 

each principal shell constitutes the possible and allowable paths for screened orbiters. 

The left side movement (clockwise option) remains to constitute the forbidden 

preference under shielding processes. 

 

4.3.6.2 Rhythm between Classical Mechanics’ Principal and Transfer Shells 

As already stated above, Quantum Mechanics holds that electrons orbit their respective 

nuclei from only stable principal shells. Furthermore, each principal shell is assigned a 
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unique discrete (digitized/quantized) amount of energy. An orbiter therefore assumes the 

discrete energy (hence orbital speed and radius) assigned to the level of its dynamics 

about an atomic nucleus. Under this scheme, an electron on excitation undergoes a 

transition process by jumping from its current level (of low energy) to another (of high 

energy) above it, after having changed its energy status and acquired another that is 

specific to its new host principal shell.  

 

The restoration process is similarly visualized, where an electron jumps from a higher 

energy principal shell to a lower one (provided there is room for it), after having changed 

its energy status and acquired another that is characteristic of its new host shell.  

 

In either processes, the concept of “transfer shells” is not defined in Quantum 

Mechanics! In addition, Quantum Mechanics appears to reserve the electrons as the sole 

orbiters; the position of positrons in this regard is not forthcoming. In Classic Mechanics, 

both the electrons and positrons occupy the position of atomic nucleus’ orbiters even as 

they preserve the transverse characteristic in their dynamics. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level: Accessed on March 16th 2016. 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/bohr.html: Accessed on March 16th 2016 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level#Energy_level_transitions: Accessed on 

March 16th 2016. 

 

In Classic Mechanics however, the continuous energy radiation E of an oscillating 

orbiter is upheld all the time the particle revolves about the atomic nucleus; that is, from 

both the principal and transfer shells, as predictable in Equation (4.21), which is Planck’s 

Energy radiation of a single oscillating particle in 3 directions as derived in Chapter 1, 

Equation (1.68). 

 

 frvmE         (4.21) 

Where, m is the mass of the orbiter (electron or positron); r denotes the principal or 

transfer shell radius as determined from the nucleus of the atom; v is the velocity of the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level
http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/bohr.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Energy_level
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orbiter and f is the frequency at which energy is radiated from either the principal level or 

the transfer shells associated with the reference shell in question. 

 

Clearly, since the lower shells are associated with higher energies, it follows that orbiters 

in those shells must oscillate at pretty high speeds (v) and radiate at high frequencies (f). 

The converse also holds, namely that orbiters oscillate the atomic nucleus at speeds 

which progressively reduce with distance from the nucleus; and the same holds true of 

corresponding frequencies. It follows therefore that the parameters defining the energy 

retarded processes can be regarded as “mirror or inverse parameters” with respect to 

those under excited procedures. The orbiter therefore transits to an upper principal or a 

transfer shell via lower parameter values; and progresses to a lower principal or 

transfer shell via upper parameter values.   

 

From above, it becomes evident that both excitation and recession processes are 

characteristically related via parameters that define their final products.  

 

The logic developed in the foregone Section 4.3.6.1 regarding the excitation and 

recession processes of orbiters as they oscillate about the atomic nucleus, provides strong 

preparatory grounds towards establishing the relationship between the parameter values 

both at principal and transfer shell positions.  
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Figure 4.18: Rhythm between Principal and respective Transfer Shells 
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The discussion following the illustrations depicted in Figure 4.18 supply the summary of 

the underlying principles involved in establishing linkage between transfer shells with 

their respective parent principal shells. 

 

Figure 4.18 features examples of transfer shells with radii R1, R2 and R3 spread between 

three principal shells with radii: 2n-1r0; 2nr0 and 2n+1r0 as determined from the atomic 

nucleus at O. 

 

Principles already set above, prescribe the transfer shell of radius R1 as belonging to the 

excitation process and associated with the principal shell whose radius is 2nr0, since the 

radius lies on the left side of the cited principal shell. The same transfer shell cannot be 

associated with the principal shell of radius 2n-1r0 since R1 is greater than the latter; and 

necessarily an orbiter excites to lower shells of shorter radii than the radius of its parent 

principal shell.     

 

Using similar arguments, the transfer shell whose radius from the atomic nucleus is R2 

belongs to the excitation process category and associated with the principal shell of 

radius 2n+1r0. This holds as long as the transfer radius in question lies to the left side of 

the principal shell whose radius is 2n+1r0.  As argued above, the transfer shell in question 

cannot subscribe to principal shell of radius 2nr0; since R2 is greater than the latter; and 

necessarily an orbiter excites to lower shells of shorter radii than the radius of its parent 

principal shell.     

 

The transfer shell of radius R3, ascribes to a retardation process and associated with the 

principal shell whose radius is 2nr0, since the radius lies on the right side of the cited 

principal shell. The same transfer shell cannot be associated with the principal shell of 

radius 2n-1r0 since R3 is greater than the latter; and necessarily an orbiter slows down to 

higher shells of longer radii than the radius of its parent principal shell.     
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The above analysis serves the purpose of proposing a logic way of relating the transfer 

shells and their respective principal shells. The link between the two shell categories is 

principally and naturally supplied by the wave Equation expressed in Equation (4.22). 

 

    wavelengthxffrequencyvelocityV )(   (4.22) 

 

As observed in Chapter 3B, Section 3.12.10.2 # 6, the wave Equation carries with it more 

than the ordinary mathematical manipulation implications. In the wave Equation, both the 

wave velocity and frequency appreciate in the same direction and in same amounts; 

while the wavelength parameter responds inversely to the same amount. That is, the 

increase in both wave velocity and frequency, maps the wavelength parameter to a 

decrease in similar amounts, which equates to an inverse response in return. For 

example, if the velocity and frequency parameters appreciate by 2, the corresponding 

wavelength value must depreciate by a factor of 2!  

 

Clearly, the behavior of the wave parameters, predicts some Euclidian co-ordinate 

system between the wavelength and the velocity - frequency parameters. The implications 

are that any change (increase/decrease) in the wavelength parameter introduces 

corresponding predictable inverse changes in the velocity and frequency parameters. The 

linearity between the wave parameters as predictable in the wave Equation (4.22), 

proposes that the reduction in the wavelength factor, introduces a common simultaneous 

corresponding appreciation (inverse of wavelength diminution) in the velocity and 

frequency factors for the transferring orbiter between principal shells.  

 

Such orthogonal or Euclidian system takes on the shape depicted in Figure 4.19; where 

the horizontal axis depicts the principal radii from the atomic nucleus and the vertical 

axis denoting the corresponding velocity, frequency and wavelength eventual wave 

parameters of the transiting orbiter as referenced to the respective parent wave’s 

parameters.   
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The elements on this vertical axis represent twinned components. The above potion (the 

red section) represents the amplified (modified) wave parameters of the principal shell in 

question, as its ‘content’, the orbiter sustains reduction in radius as determined  from the 

atomic nucleus during its excited transition from a high to a low principal shell. The blue 

part represents the recession modification (increase in radius) of the principal wave 

elements in question, during the recession processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The next issue is how to populate the excitation transfer wave parameter (vertical) axis in 

response to the changes in radius of oscillation during the orbiter’s excitation and 

recession processes.  

 

From the above analysis, it becomes clear that wave parameters during the shell transfer 

stages are derivable and are directly linked to those of the principal shell associated with 

the transfer shells in question. In this case, the orthogonal (geometrical) projection 

method applies itself as a suitable tool in establishing the desired relationship. 

 

4.3.6.3 Determination of Transfer Wave Parameters during Excitation Processes 

In Figure 4.20, a partial transfer trail (in dark blue) is presented and two transfer shell 

radii R1 and R2 as determined from the nucleus at O are indicated. The two transfer radii 

Principal Shells’ Radii 

Excited Transfer Wave Parameters  

Recession Transfer Wave Parameters 

Figure 4.19: Transfer Wave Parameter Rhythms as Function of Changes 
                     in Principal Radii due to Excitation and Recession processes  
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lie between the first and second principal shells (after the ground principal shell); whose 

radii are: 21r0 and 22r0 respectively.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From the principles developed above, the two transfer radii lie to the left of the second 

principal shell; implying that the excited orbiter is proceeding from the second principal 

shell to the first one. Clearly, the wave parameters due to this particle as it migrates are 

related and are derivable from those of its parent principal shell (second shell); namely: 

2
0

2
0

2
0 , andfV .  

  

Among the clearest description of the orbiter’s transfer movement is one that observes 

continuous decrease in the orbiter’s successive radii as determined from the atomic 

nucleus. This observation supplies the necessary clue leading to the establishment of the 

linkage between transfer and principal shell wave parameters. It is only necessary 

therefore to establish “by how much a transfer radius depreciated from its parent 

radius, 0
22 r ”. The result provides the ‘radius reduction coefficient or factor’ k. The 

same radius reduction factor k obtains when the corresponding transfer wavelength is 
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Figure 4.20: Illustration of Procedure to Determine Wave Parameters due 
                     to an Orbiter in the Transfer Shell Region between the First and 
                     Second Principal Shells 

21r0 

 

 n

m

k

k







2

2

2
1

2

2
 

Principal Shell radii 



 66 

related to its parent wavelength since 0
22

0 2 r .  In this aspect, the reduction factor k, 

can equally be predicated as “radius or wavelength reduction factor”.  

 

In order to determine the level of depreciation between transfer radii and the parent 

radius, it becomes necessary to resolve the transfer radii and obtain their relative 

positions with respect to the parent radius. This is obtained by subjecting the transfer 

radius R1 and R2 in Figure 4.20 to orthogonal projection criterion, thereby obtaining the 

equivalent radii r1 and r2 on the principal radii scale.  The results feature in Figure 4.20 

as: ,22 0201 rrandrr nm   where m and n are real numbers. 

 

By capturing the equivalent radii r1 and r2 in the format of the parent radius 22r0, it 

becomes functionally easy to calculate the required radii reduction factors k1 and k2. 

Thus: 

 
 

 n

m

k

k







2

2

2
1

2

2
        (4.23) 

 

In general, if the h - principal radius were the referential radius, the general wavelength 

reduction k factor becomes rendered as: 

 whk  2         (4.24) 

Where, w is the exponent to base 2 assumed as the orbiter traverses the transfer shell 

zone. 

 

Next, by invoking the behavioral relationship between the wave parameters, the 

wavelength reduction factor, turns out as the amplification coefficient by which the 

velocity and frequency parameters appreciate in response to a reduced wavelength by the 

same amount. In this order, reference is made to Figure 4.20, in where the transfer wave 

parameters are indicated as modified values of the second principal shell in question. 

This holds with appreciated principal values in velocity [ 2
02

2
01 VkandVk ], frequency 

[ 2
02

2
01 fkandfk ] and reduced principal value in wavelength [     2

0

1

2
2
0

1

1  
kandk ] 

respectively. 
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For clarity therefore, subscripts f and λ are annexed to the k coefficient to distinguish the 

referential aspects. Thus kf refer to the coefficient k as referenced to the frequency (or 

velocity) wave parameter; while kλ denote the same parameter as referenced to the 

wavelength wave parameter. 

 

4.3.6.4 Determination of transfer wave parameters during recession processes 

Figure 4.21 is essentially built from Figure 4.20; however, it includes an extra feature - a 

partial transfer trail (in blue) representing a single transfer shell at radius R3 as 

determined from the nucleus at O during the recession processes. The transfer radius 

overshoots the second principal shell whose radius is: 22r0.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From the principles developed already, the position of radius R3, projects that the 

transferring orbiter is proceeding from the second principal shell towards the next higher 
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Figure 4.21: Sketch Illustrating Determination of Transfer Wave Parameters during  
                     Recession (in blue) Processes as compared to the Excitation Processes (in red) 
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level (principal shell 3). It follows therefore, that the receding orbiter obtains its 

referential status from the second principal shell.  In this order, the wave parameters due 

to this particle as it migrates are related and are derivable from those its parent principal 

shell (second shell); namely: 2
0

2
0

2
0 , andfV . It is also observable from the recession 

profile (in blue) that the orbiter’s transfer movement is one that traces continuous 

increase in the orbiter’s successive radii as determined from the atomic nucleus. 

 

The above observation provides the necessary clue leading to the establishment of the 

linkage between transfer and principal shell wave parameters. It is only necessary 

therefore to establish “by how much a transfer radius pulls out from its parent 

radius, 0
22 r ”. The result provides the ‘radius extension coefficient or factor’, t. The 

same radius extension factor t obtains when the corresponding transfer wavelength is 

related to its parent wavelength since 0
22

0 2 r .  In this aspect, the radius extension 

factor t, can equally be predicated as “wavelength extension coefficient”.  

 

In order to determine the level of extension between transfer radius and the parent radius, 

it again becomes necessary to resolve the transfer radius and obtain its relative position 

with respect to the parent radius. This is obtained by subjecting the transfer radius R3 in 

Figure 4.21 to orthogonal projection principles, thereby obtaining the equivalent radius 

r3 on the principal radii scale.  The results feature in Figure 4.21 as: 03 2 rr p  where p 

is a real number. 

 

By expressing the equivalent radius r3 in the format of the parent radius 22r0, it becomes 

functionally easy to calculate the required radius extension coefficient t. 

Thus: 

  22  pt         (4.25) 

 

In general, if the h - principal radius were the referential radius, the general wavelength 

extension t factor becomes rendered as: 

 hpt  2         (4.26) 
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Next, by invoking the behavioral relationship between the wave parameters, the 

wavelength extension factor, turns out as the diminution coefficient by which the 

velocity and frequency parameters diminish in response to and extended wavelength by 

the same amount. In this order, reference is made to Figure 4.21, in where the transfer 

wave parameters during the recession processes are indicated as modified values of the 

second principal shell in question; with diminished principal values in velocity [ 2
0

1 Vt  ] 

and frequency [ 2
0

1 ft  ] and increased principal value in wavelength [ 2
0t ]. 

 

For clarity therefore, subscripts f and λ are annexed to the t coefficient to distinguish the 

referential aspects. Thus tf refers to the coefficient t as referenced to the frequency (or 

velocity) wave parameter; while tλ denotes the same parameter referenced to the 

wavelength wave parameter. 

 

4.3.6.5 Information Release during Excitation Transfer Processes 

From the Classic Mechanical geometry of the radial spread of orbiters about the atomic 

nucleus upheld in this work, the ratio radial difference between two adjacent principal 

radii is 21 (cf. Equation (4.20)). It is within this region that all diminution variations in 

the principal radius and hence wavelength is accounted for; as well as all appreciations 

of the principal frequency (and velocity) do take place.  

 

Clearly the maximum orbiter’s wavelength is defined during the normal state. This takes 

place when kλ assumes its maximum value of:  

 0
max 21 k       (4.27) 

 

This unity wavelength/radius excitation mark is naturally associated with the normal 

state of the oscillating particle; in case of Figure 4.20, this point is marked with wave 

parameters: 2
0

2
0

2
0 , andfV . The extreme 21 point denotes the final moment when the 

orbiter migrates to the lower principal shell, since then, the orbiter would have 

diminished in its radius of oscillation by 21 of its parent principal shell ( 0
22 r ). That is, by 
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migrating to a lower principal shell whose radius is 0
12 r , the orbiter will have reduced its 

original radius and hence wavelength by 21, since:  

 

0
11

0
2 222 rxr       (4.28) 

 

It follows therefore that the minimum kλmin value during the excitation process is:  

1
min 2

2

1 k      (4.29) 

And, 

  15.022 01 
 kk   (4.30) 

 

Clearly, the orbiter finally migrates to the next principal lower level when its wavelength 

reduces by approximately half of its value at the parent principal shell during normal 

conditions. 

 

As explained above, while the wavelength parameter attains its minimum value, the 

corresponding frequency (and velocity) parameter assumes its maximum level. It follows 

that the maximum kfmax is:  

 

1
max 22 fk      (4.31) 

 

And 

  21  fk       (4.32) 

 

Clearly, the orbiter finally migrates to the next principal lower level when its frequency 

(and velocity) doubles its value, while halving its wavelength value at the parent 

principal shell during normal conditions. 

 

In the final analysis, the transfer wave parameters adjust inversely with the wavelength 

portion diminishing, while the frequency (and velocity) factor keeps on appreciating as 
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excitation processes (entropy) progress. The particle finally migrates when the transfer 

wave parameters obtain their limiting values, with the wavelength approaching half its 

value, while the frequency (and velocity) surges towards doubling its value associated 

with the particle’s parent principal shell during normal conditions. At the point of arrival, 

orbiter relinquishes all the information pertaining to its former principal parent shell and 

with an empty ‘memory’, the migrating particle readies itself to store new information 

pertaining to the new host principal shell.   

 

The implication is that, during excitation processes, the rhythmic dynamics of an orbiter 

at various principal shells and during the transfer periods are unique and un-repeatable 

at some other principal shell or transfer region. This property is employed in Chapter 4B 

for demarcating frequency blocks within the frequency spectrum spread. 

 

It becomes evident that myriads of wave parameters can be generated by choosing an 

appropriate diminution value pattern for kλ; for example if kλ were to reduce regularly in 

steps of 1/1000. Equivalently, the same is obtainable if the appreciation value pattern for 

kf takes on steps of 1/1000. This behavioral character is invoked in Chapter 4B as the 

generator of myriads of front frequencies referenced to a principal shell. In all 40 such 

principal shells resonating at various harmonic frequencies are earmarked; giving rise to a 

Classic Mechanical frequency-rich spectrum scheme overriding the current frequency-

strained Quantum Mechanics-based frequency plan.   

 

4.3.6.6 Information Release during Recession Transfer Processes 

As observed in Section 4.3.6.5, the Classic Mechanical geometry of the radial spread of 

orbiters about the atomic nucleus upheld in this work, defines the ratio radial difference 

between two adjacent principal radii as 21. It is within this region that all extension 

variations in the principal radius and hence wavelength is accounted for; as well as all 

diminutions of the principal frequency (and velocity) do take place.  

 

Clearly the minimum orbiter’s wavelength is defined during the normal state. This takes 

place when tλ assumes its minimum value of:  
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 120
min t        (4.33) 

 

 

It follows that the maximum orbiter’s wavelength during recession processes, obtains 

when the particle finally ascends to the next higher level. This occurs when tλmax assumes 

its maximum value of: 

  

 221
max t       (4.34) 

And 

 

2122 10   tt  (cf. Equation (4.32))  (4.35) 

  

The maximum wavelength value defined about the maxt coefficient, denotes the final 

moment when the orbiter migrates to the higher principal shell, since then, the orbiter 

would have lengthened in its radius of oscillation by 21 of its parent principal shell 

( 0
22 r ). That is, by migrating to a higher principal shell whose radius is: 0

32 r , the orbiter 

will have extended its original radius and hence wavelength by 21, since:  

 

 0
31

0
2 222 rxr        (4.36) 

 

Similarly, as the wavelength parameter registers its maximum value at the point of final 

migration on recession, the frequency (and velocity) attains its minimum descent. The 

result returns the minimum value of tfmin as:  

 

2

1
2 1

min  
ft           (4.37) 

 

And, 

  15.0  ft  (cf. Equation (4.30))   (4.38) 
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The unity radius/wavelength recession mark is naturally associated with the normal state 

of the oscillating particle, in case of Figures 4.20 & 4.21, this point is marked with wave 

parameters: 2
0

2
0

2
0 , andfV . 

 

Therefore, during the recession processes the orbiter finally migrates to the next principal 

higher level when its wavelength increases by approximately twice its value at the parent 

principal shell during normal conditions. 

 

Clearly, the orbiter finally migrates to the next principal higher level when its frequency 

(and velocity) approaches half of its value at the parent principal shell during normal 

conditions. 

 

In the final analysis and as the case prevails during the excitation processes, the transfer 

wave parameters adjust inversely with the wavelength parameter increasing, while the 

frequency (and velocity) keeps on decreasing as recession processes progress. The 

particle finally migrates when the transfer wave parameters obtain their maximum 

variations, with the wavelength approaching twice its value, while the frequency (and 

velocity) surges towards half its value associated with the particle’s parent principal shell 

during normal conditions.  

 

As it is the case during excitation processes, the same holds during recession processes, 

for at the point of arrival, the orbiter relinquishes all the information pertaining to its 

former principal parent shell; and with an empty ‘memory’, the migrating particle readies 

itself to store new information pertaining to the new host principal shell and its 

neighborhood.   

 

It again implies that, during recession processes, the rhythmic dynamics of an orbiter at 

various principal shells and during the transfer periods are unique and un-repeatable at 

some other principal shell or transfer region. This property is employed in Chapter 4B for 

demarcating frequency blocks within the frequency spectrum spread. 
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Following similar arguments as the case is during the excitation processes, the same 

holds during the recession procedures; namely that myriads of wave parameters can be 

generated by choosing an appropriate increasing value pattern for tλ; or a diminution 

value pattern for tf in steps of 1/1000. This behavioral character is exploited in Chapter 

4B as the generator of myriads of image frequencies referenced to each of the 40 

principal shells.  

 

4.3.6.7 The Principal, Object - Image (Inverse) Transfer Wave Parameters 

As already pointed out, in this work 40 Principal Shell radii are articulated as associable 

with the Hydrogen Atom system. While the details of their derivation are spelt out in 

Chapter 4B, let it suffice here to observe that, all the 40 principal shell radii are 

determined from the nucleus center, and are referenced to ground principal shell radius r0 

( mx 13102  ). It follows that the corresponding wave parameters associated with the 

n-th principal shell are equally referenced to those of the ground principal shell as 

indicated in Chapter 1, Equation (1.47) and re-labeled here as Equation (4.39). 
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  (4.39) 

 

For example, the 40th principal shell returns the following principal wave parameters: 

 

mHzfsmV 9769.0;8018.4;6908.4 40
0

40
0

140
0      (4.40)  

On cross-checking it is found that the result is in conformity with the wave Equation; that 

is:  

 40
0

40
0

40
0 xfV        (4.41) 
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The results of the 40th principal shell indicate the power of the frequency spectrum in the 

making; it is built on a total wavelength span of less than 1 meter! Several applications 

become viable to implement at lower frequencies as antennas to intercept the signals are 

miniature in size, compared to 100 of thousands of km in antenna-length that is 

equivalently required for comparable work in the current Quantum Mechanical frequency 

spectrum scheme! 

 

Clearly, Classic Mechanics presents a frequency spectrum scheme (in – the – making) 

relying on the simultaneous rhythmic interplay between all the wave parameters unlike 

in Quantum Mechanics where the velocity of the radiation waves is ‘fixed’ at the velocity 

of light (or universe), c; thereby restricting the interplay to prevail only between the 

frequency and wavelength parameters. This regularity among the principal wave 

parameters is inherited by the transfer wave parameters since they are determined 

between two consecutive principal shell radii.   

 

Further, the transfer wave parameters are engineered during two inverse procedures, 

namely, the excitation and recession processes; in where an orbiter transfers from a 

higher to a lower principal shell and migrates from a lower principal shell to a higher one 

respectively. However, from the methods provided, of determining the respective transfer 

wave parameters, it becomes clear, that there is consistent correspondence between 

transfer wave parameters determined during either processes. The transfer wave 

parameters deduced during the excitation processes for example, are higher than those 

obtaining during the recession period.  

 

In addition, the excitation and recessional transfer wave parameters are directly 

proportional to the radius reduction (k) and extension (t) coefficients respectively; which 

in turn, exhibit an inverse relationship between themselves. From the analysis developed 

already it is evident that, ‘to each value of k, there is an equivalent t-1 value’ and vice 

versa. This is truer, since in Classic Mechanics, the wave radiation energy is upheld as 

continuously created and radiated at all times and space, during the orbiter’s circulation 

about an atomic nucleus. 
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 The above coefficients’ mapping is exemplified in Relation (4.42): 

 

  15.05.01 22
  tk     (4.42) 

 

It can also be equally rendered that there is an ‘inverse mapping’ between the excitation 

and recessional transfer wave parameters as exemplified in Relation (4.43) for the 

transfer frequency parameters referenced to the second principal shell. 

 

 2
0

5.02
0

5.02
0

2
0 22 ffftfk     (4.43) 

 

From the above, it can be inferred that, if the excitation transfer wave parameter values 

would constitute the object transfer wave parameter values, their corresponding transfer 

wave parameter quantities obtaining during the recession processes would correctly 

qualify as the image (inverse) transfer wave parameter values. 

 

The significance of the object and inverse/image transfer wave parameters lies principally 

in the ability of the two corresponding wave parameter sets to implement same 

applications simultaneously; with the difference that the object set’s implementation 

results are stronger than those implemented at the image level. For example, in the 

broadcasting industry image frequencies are filtered out at the reception ports to avoid 

multiplicity of reception of different signals at object (main) and image frequencies. The 

consequence of interference with other channels booked for the same slot, which the 

image frequency may be concurrently engaging is not difficult to figure out..  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superheterodyne_receiver#Image_frequency_.28fimg.29: 

Accessed on March 31st 2016. 

http://www.radartutorial.eu/09.receivers/rx06.en.html: Accessed on March 31st 2016. 

 

In effort to ascertain the above position, reference is made of Chapter 1 Equation (1.74), 

which provides the radiation energy prediction plan of a single orbiter according to 

Planck’s law, on a per frequency basis, in 1 - dimension framework as:  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superheterodyne_receiver
http://www.radartutorial.eu/09.receivers/rx06.en.html
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3

vrm
h


        (4.44) 

Clearly, if the radius r decreases, the velocity v of the orbiter has to increase to preserve 

h as a constant. This is what obtains during the excitation processes. Now, when the 

radius r lengthens as the case is during recession processes, the velocity v has to 

decrease so as to maintain h as a constant. Observe, the mass of the orbiter is constant in 

Classic Mechanics, unlike in Quantum Mechanics, where mass is held accumulating with 

velocity! 

 

Further, since the radiated energy E (in 1-dimension) at frequency f is predicted as in 

Equation (4.45), the following obtains: 

 

 fhf
vrm

E 
3


      (4.45) 

 

 The excitation (objective) transfer wave signals wield more energy than the 

corresponding recessional counterparts (image); this is so since excitation 

frequencies are always higher than recessional ones. Hence the excitation 

frequencies are stronger  (more penetrating) than their counterparts in the 

recession domain. 

 The reciprocal dynamism between the radius and velocity parameters maintains 

the mutual co-existence of the two types of energies, namely the ‘strong’ object 

and ‘weak’ image energies. 

 

This object-image wave parameter phenomenon clearly serves as the foundation of the 

concurrence of the strong front (object) and recessive back (image) robes in the antennae 

radiation patterns as depicted in Figure 4.22. It is desirable therefore that a system 

dedicates much energy for the front (object) applications by constraining as much of the 

back energies as possible so as to obtain a higher front - to - back energy ratio. This is an 

important figure of merit especially in directional antennas. Certainly other aspects like 
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over-modulation of the signals require to be checked on, so as to mitigate loss of useful 

energy in the side-lobe sector. 

http://www.kenbotong.com/Applications/Antenna-Knowledge/45.html: Accessed on 

March 31st 2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Still on the state of the penetrative characteristic of waves, reference is made of Chapter 

3B, Equation (3.135), where the wave penetrative parameter, defined as ‘pressure-

second’ (p-s) obtains as: 

 
r

f
k

f
k

v

f
ksp

 2

223

     (4.46) 

Where, k is a constant. 

 

Clearly, the smaller the radius of circulation r, the greater the penetrative capacity a wave 

harbors. Further, from Equation (4.46), the piecing capacity of a wave can be enhanced 

by scaling down (modulating) the time factor, to realize a pulse in less time, there-by 

reducing the wavelength width, without effecting similar changes in the frequency and 

the amplitude sectors . This process is called ‘Pulse-duration modulation (pdm)’ or 

‘Pulse-width modulation (pwm)’. 

http://www.tpub.com/neets/book12/49k.htm: Accessed on June 21st 2016. 

 

Front (main and side) Robes 

Back (with side) Robes 

Figure: 4.22: Antenna Front and Back Radiation Patterns 

http://www.kenbotong.com/Applications/Antenna-Knowledge/45.html
http://www.tpub.com/neets/book12/49k.htm
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The immediate effect of the above modulation processes is observed in the shape of the 

resultant wave-trains. These change from the circular shapes (due to Simple Harmonic 

Motion) into elliptic wave-trains of smaller widths, but of the same amplitude as before. 

Now, given that the wavelength of an un-modulated (initial) wave is equivalent to the 

circumference of a circle (2πr), the eventual elliptic circumference (modulated 

wavelength) ‘sharpens’ the penetrative powers of the modulated wave as indicated in the 

following analysis.  

 

In this work, the circumference of an elliptic path Ce is derived in Chapter 2B, Equations 

(2.119 - 2.121). It obtains as in Equation (4.47): 

 

 baCe 2        (4.47) 

Where, a and b are the major and minor axes of the elliptic wave shapes respectively. 

 

Compared to the circumference of the un-modulated wavelength (2πr), it becomes 

evident that the time modulation effect goes to decompose the un-modulated radius r into 

two factors related as: 

 bar          (4.48) 

Now, reduction in r translates into reduction in the major axis a (modulated width) while 

maintaining the minor axis (b), which doubles as the modulated amplitude. Thus, the 

more the modulated width is made smaller, (a → 0), the sharper the elliptic wave trains 

become, since from Equations (4.46 & 4.47), we have: 

 

ba

f
k

r

f
k

f
ksp

 22

222

     (4.49) 

That is: 0 aassp      (4.50) 

 

Therefore, the more one operates from the front-frequencies using the time-modulation 

technique, the more one penetrates the medium of propagation. This same characteristic 
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is invoked when dealing with the capabilities of waves to penetrate the human body at 

MHz and GHz frequency ranges. The details of this discussion are found in Chapter 4B. 

 

4.3.7 Concluding Remarks 

In sum, the Classic Mechanical prediction of the parking of the electron/positron about an 

atomic nucleus and their rhythmic dynamics thereof, places much emphasis on the 

creation and continuous radiation of energy at all times while the orbiters are in action 

over the atomic nucleus. This property ascertains the existence of principal shell radii, 

just the transfer radii between two consecutive principal radii.   

 

An orbiter therefore can transfer between principal shells in a: to – and – fro mode 

depending on the type of the stimulating force. In this order, a particle can migrate to 

lower (high energy) from a higher (low energy) principal shell when the causing force is 

excitation-oriented. A screening or shielding force stimulates recessional processes, 

which can easily engineer an orbiter to transfer from a lower (high energy) to a higher 

(low energy) principal shell. 

 

The divergences between Quantum and Classic Mechanics domains in regard to the 

orbiter parking and their dynamics over an atomic nucleus are many, but mainly consist 

in:  

 The orbiters’ parking scheme where the Quantum Mechanics follows 

methodology prompted by (widely defunct) theories of ‘inert’ elements; while 

Classic Mechanics pursues a more natural array ordering mechanism proposed by 

Pascal and formulated in his triangle coefficient array tool.  

 

In this order, Quantum Mechanics proposes the full principal shell orbiter 

occupancy as following a 2L2, law, where the “L” is the number of the principal 

shell. The orbiters in each principal shell are arranged in sub-shells (orbitals) in 

accordance to a 2(2l + 1) orbital law, where l takes on values 0, 1, 2 and 3 

corresponding orbitals named as: s, p, d and f respectively, with maximum 
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loading of: 2, 6, 10 and 14 orbiters respectively; the details of which are expressed 

in Section 4.3.2.5 and Table 4.2.  

 

On the other hand the Classic Mechanics’ law for the principal shell’s full loading 

follows a 2n parking plan, where “n” is the number of the shell in question. The 

full Principal shell loading and outlay is determined respectively as the sum and 

portions of coefficients of the binomial expansion of: (1 + x)n, where “n” and “x” 

denote the number of the principal shell and orbiters respectively; the details are 

provided in Section 4.3.5.4 

 

 While Quantum Mechanics identifies the electrons (‘electrically’ charged) as the 

sole orbiters over an atomic nucleus, Classic Mechanics on the other hand, counts 

the orbiters as both electrons and positrons thrusting about an atomic nucleus in 

their transverse spin order. Both particles carry a negative magnetic charge; and 

no ‘electric’ charge is associated with the two particles.  

 

 The discrepancy between higher and lower principal shells and their associated 

energies. Quantum Mechanics associates higher and lower principal shells with 

higher and lower energies respectively; while Classic Mechanics regards principal 

shells nearer the nucleus as lower, hence having more energies than higher 

principal shells placed farther away from the nucleus. 

 

 According to Quantum Mechanics, the release of radiation energy (in form of 

photons of specific frequencies) by the orbiting electrons takes place only 

discretely and it only occurs during the electrons’ jumps from higher principal 

shells to lower ones (nearer the nucleus). In Classical Mechanics however, an 

orbiter continuously creates and radiates the same energy during its action about 

an atomic nucleus. This radiated energy is practically equal to the sum of the 

mechanical energy of the oscillating particle (cf. Chapter 3B, Section 3.11.5.3). 
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At any rate, the analysis done above in the ambit of Classical Mechanics requires 

experimental evidence to prove its worth.  In the following Section justification is done 

of Classical Mechanics’ scientific positions by exploring a few salient experimental 

results that have stood the test of time. 

 

4.4 EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE in Support of CLASSIC MECHANICAL 

        PREDICTION of ORBITERS’ PARKING and DYNAMICS over ATOMIC         

        NUCLEUS 

 

4.4.1 Classical Mechanics’ Analysis of Visible Spectrum  

4.4.1.1 Continuous Visible Spectrum Display 

While Quantum Mechanics restricts all electromagnetic waves, (which in this work and 

hence in Classical Mechanics are known as electro-positro magnetic waves) to travel at 

the same ‘velocity of light in free space c = 299,792,458 m/s’; Classic Mechanics 

maintains the simultaneous variations of the three principal wave parameters. The 

velocity and frequency parameters appreciate in the same direction, while the wavelength 

factor behaves inversely with respect to the other two parameters as explained in the main 

text.  

 

The visible spectrum spread, though still presented under the background provided by 

Quantum Mechanics, provides nonetheless, the required experimental arguments in favor 

of Classic Mechanics’ projections in matters concerning how orbiters emit visible light 

(atomic radiation) during their dynamics about the atomic nucleus.  

 

In Quantum Mechanics, just as in Classic Mechanics, it is upheld that color (emitted by 

an orbiter) is directly proportional to the frequency and wavelength of the oscillating 

particle. Further, the energy emitted by the orbiting particle increases simultaneously 

with increase in frequency and decrease in wavelength of the wave it radiates off as 

indicated in Figures 4.23 and 4.24. 
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Incidentally, Figures 4.23 & 4.24 portray a joint feature, namely, that the various color 

boundaries are strictly indeterminable; colors weakly begin, brighten up and dim or dull-

up, only to shed or diffuse into the next color texture without featuring characteristic 

boundaries.  

  

 

 

Figure 4.23: Radiation Energy Spread of the Electro-positro magnetic Spectrum 

Source:  https://9-4fordham.wikispaces.com/Electro+Magnetic+Spectrum+and+light:   

              Accessed on November 4th 2015 (cf. Chapter 3, Figure 3.20) 

 

 

Figure 2.24: The Inverse Behavior between Wavelength and Frequency wave 

                        Characteristics 

     Increasing Frequency 

https://9-4fordham.wikispaces.com/Electro+Magnetic+Spectrum+and+light
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Source: http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/vision/specol.html: Accessed on  

             March 30th 2016. 

 

The foregone strong observation underlies the Classic Mechanical position that an 

oscillating particle radiates energy continuously but also variably, as it implements its 

dynamics about an atomic nucleus; as against the Quantum Mechanical position, which 

proposes discrete or digitized procedures of radiating energy by an orbiting particle about 

an atomic nucleus.  

 

The changes in color sheds depict changes in the wave parameters as orbiters undergo 

transfers between low and high principal shells during complex excitation and recession 

processes; the inter-color-continuity portrayed in the visible spectrum results like in 

Figures 4.23 & 4.24 or better displayed in Figure 4.25, cannot be defended from the 

stipulated quantized procedures proposed by Quantum Mechanics.  

 

 

Figure: 4.25: Inter-Color-Continuity between Adjacent Visible Colors 

Source: Public Domain, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=1130537 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Visible_spectrum#/media/File:Spectrum.svg: Accessed on 

March 30th 2016 

 

The element of the “velocity following the frequency” parameter is unique to Classic 

Mechanics, as deducible from Equation (4.22) and explains inherently why a particle 

oscillating at smaller radii (hence, wavelength) maintains correspondingly higher 

energies. This fact is utilized in defense of why human pathogens, for example in the 

dimensions of nanometers, attack and effectively destroy via vibration/tremor 

procedures the human defense cells whose capacity to fight back cannot be effectively 

supported by their average micrometer dimensions! 

 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/vision/specol.html
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=1130537
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Visible_spectrum
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4.4.1.2 Incoherency of Velocity of Light to Propagating Waves’ Velocities 

Incidentally, the prism’s action on an incident bright beam provides another important 

critical argument against the Quantum Mechanics’ principle that all electro-positro 

magnetic waves in free space, travel at the same speed of light c, in vacuum. Given that 

there are no two different media with the same refractive index, each wave traversing the 

two media, does so at particular different speeds in each medium. If any two or more 

waves were to be associated with the same speed in any medium, this would violate the 

principle that each frequency returns only one velocity; and promote the Quantum 

Mechanical mathematical ideal, that an electron can radiate a myriad of waves whose 

frequency-wavelength combination pairs satisfy the wave Equation and hence travel at 

the same speed! 

 

The vacuum cannot be so construed to function as a frequency-transformer/synthesizer or 

a modulator, so as to load all frequencies incident into it onto single carrier frequency, 

whose corresponding speed is c. In addition, if all frequencies were to assume a single 

speed in the vacuum and made incident to a glass prism within the same rarefied 

environment, they would be refracted as a single ray; thereby defying the dispersion 

action of the glass prism! 

 

So, however much waves appear to travel at speeds close to a particular speed may not be 

construed to confirm that all frequencies assume one velocity in free space! Further, since 

sound waves are part of the Quantum Mechanics’ electromagnetic waves, how come they 

travel at different speeds in free air (≈ 330 – 340 m/s) than at the purported velocity of 

light (299,792,458 m/s)? Besides, at which speed does ultrasound (> 20KHz) travel? 

 

Let it suffice to mention here, that the dispersion phenomenon of visible light through a 

glass prism, serve to confirm that each wave (as exemplified by visible light), has its own 

unique frequency with a unique velocity; moreover these parameters undergo varied 

modifications by different media of propagation.  
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In sum, the continuous creation and radiation of energy principle as proposed in Classical 

Mechanics, finds its experimental basis in the continuous spectrum of the orbiter’s 

radiation pattern as it takes action over the Hydrogen atom’s nucleus. However, under 

modified experimental conditions, the continuity of the spectrum can be customized to 

assume several forms, two of which, namely the Absorption and line spectra are 

investigated next. 

 

4.4.1.3 Transformation of Continuous Spectrum into Absorption and Line Spectra: 

             Primacy of the Continuous Spectrum  

Having demonstrated the Classical Mechanics’ position on how a profile cut into the 

radiation pattern of an orbiter in action over a Hydrogen atom naturally returns a 

continuous spectrum; it remains also to probe Quantum Mechanics’ claim of the line 

spectra propositions on the same subject.  

It is scientifically known that a radiation say from a hot object, is indistinguishable; it 

usually consists in a bright spot; however, when this bright spot is made incident to a 

triangular glass prism, a continuous spectrum features on an appropriate screen.  

 

 

Figure 4.26: Computer Dispersion Animation of White Light by Glass Prism  

Cf. https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Light_dispersion_conceptual_waves.gif: 

           Accessed on April 4th 2016. 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Light_dispersion_conceptual_waves.gif
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The action of the glass prism is to refract the incident beam by dispersing (spreading) it in 

accordance to the wavelength (or frequency) of each component of light contained in an 

incident radiation beam.  

 

This is true since light (radiation) changes speed as it travels through different media in 

accordance to Snell’s Refraction law. Long wavelengths colors, like red, travel relatively 

faster (and are refracted less) than those with shorter wavelengths, like violet; these 

undergo extreme refraction.  

 

It follows therefore that since lights of different wavelengths change direction by 

different amounts, the once bright (white) light becomes decomposed or dispersed into 

its principal composing spectral colors, represented in Figure 4.26 as colored waves and 

in Figure 4.25 as a continuous spectrum display or spread. It is also logical to observe 

that as the stratified beam exits the prism, each component returns to the same original 

speed though undergoes a second refraction effect similar to the one it encountered on 

being incident to the prism. So what appears as a ‘single’ bright spot at incidence is 

indeed a structured and not a homogeneous entity. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prism#Dispersive_prisms: Accessed on April 3rd 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Snell's_law#Explanation: Accessed on April 3rd 2016.  

 

a. Absorption Spectrum  

In the presence of an intervening medium (like cold, dilute gas), between the prism and 

the source of the incident light beam, some of its wavelengths concomitant to the 

absorptive capacity and properties of the intervening gear, are sieved out or filtered (= 

absorbed).  

 

It is only the surviving wavelengths accessing the surface of the prism that undergo 

appropriate refraction as explained in case of the continuous spectrum; this effect is 

captured in Figure 4.27. 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Snell's_law
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Figure 4.27: Illustration of a Typical Absorption Spectrum due to a Cool Gas 

                       Absorption Action 

Source: Remained inaccessible as Internet request at the time of capturing the diagram 

returned an error response. 

 

Observe that the damping medium (absorber) is ‘cold’; so it has the potential of 

extracting energy from the incident spectrum necessary for the medium’s excitation 

purposes. Next, the medium is ‘dilute’; this condition prohibits majority 

absorption/extraction of wavelengths from the incident spectrum. 

 

As clearly indicated, the resultant spectrum display contains black patches (absorption 

lines) which mark the etched out wavelengths by the intervening gear. These black strips 

are also known as Fraunhofer (absorption) lines; named after their main identifier. Such 

spectrum is called the Absorption spectrum, an example of which is captured in Figure 

4.28. This spectrum remains characteristic of the absorbing medium for the same incident 

beam, under same experimental conditions and design.  

 

Figure 4.28: Typical Absorption Spectrum due to Cold Hydrogen Gas Damper  

Source: http://www.astronomyknowhow.com/spectral-lines.htm: Accessed on April 5th 

              2016. 

http://www.astronomyknowhow.com/spectral-lines.htm
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b. Fraunhofer (Absorption) Lines in the Solar Spectrum  

While a glass triangular prism returns a continuous spectrum of a bright (white) light, the 

spectrum from a bright source like the sun has proved to be less than continuous. The 

solar spectrum is tainted or polluted by discontinuities which officially are associated 

with thousands of Fraunhofer (absorption) lines; these feature as black lines (spaces), 

one version of which is illustrated in Figure 4.29. The Fraunhofer lines are labeled 

variously, with the major (thicker) ones taking on capital letters.  

 

Figure 4.29: Typical Fraunhofer (Absorption) Lines Set in the Solar Spectrum 

Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fraunhofer_lines#/media/File:Fraunhofer_lines.svg  

             Accessed on April 5th 2016.  

 

The articulated black spaces are scientifically explained as due to the absorption actions 

of the different layers of the media traversed by the sunlight, particularly, the relatively 

cold photosphere region outside the Sun. These layers impose a resultant effect of 

absorption of the incident sunlight to the effect that some light-wavelengths, miss 

representation in the final Solar spectrum, only to return as Fraunhofer (absorption) 

lines.  

 

Conclusively, the Fraunhofer lines in the solar spectrum add firmly to the confirmation 

that, when (white) light is subjected to an absorbing gear, its resultant dispersion returns 

discontinuous spectrum; which reflects the cumulative beam- absorbers’ actions. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fraunhofer_lines
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fraunhofer_lines: Accessed on April 4th 2016. 

 

The absorption spectra therefore represent examples of modification continuous spectra 

undergo, when incident beams are exposed to modulating gears, whose actions is to sieve 

out several wavelengths while transmitting the residue.  

 

c. Line (emission) Spectrum  

Line spectra represent results of exposing continuous spectra to extreme or austerity 

gears, to the extent that barely a few wavelengths survive, with hardly any breadth 

extents. These thin and sparsely spread emissions steams constitute what is known as the 

line spectrum display, an example of which is shown in Figure 4.30. 

 

In this work, line (emission) spectrum is the main target for critical analysis as it provides 

a crucial divide between Quantum and Classical Mechanics.  Scientists like Gustav 

Kirchoff experimented and observed that radiation beam from “a hot tenuous (‘chaotic’) 

gas returned series of brightly colored lines (depending on the gas’ chemical 

composition). The resultant spectrum, the line (emission) spectrum for each hot gas or 

element’s composition is unique, a sample of which for the Hydrogen is shown in Figure 

4.30. 

 

Figure 4.30: Emission Lines (Balmer Series) for Hot Hydrogen Gas Constructed on a 

                     Black Background (compare with Figure 4.28). 

Source: http://www.astronomyknowhow.com/spectral-lines.htm: Accessed on April 5th 

             2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fraunhofer_lines
http://www.astronomyknowhow.com/spectral-lines.htm
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Though generally controlled, the chaotic nature of glowing Hydrogen gas provides an 

environment which promotes collisions, scatter, absorptions, reflections, destructive and 

constructive interferences (among other scenarios) between various components of the 

Hydrogen’s complete or rather would-be continuous spectrum. The eventual emitted line 

spectrum depicts that part of Hydrogen spectrum which survives the chaos (or 

‘controlled’ entropy) at the source of the beam, prior incidence to the prism. Indeed, the 

emission spectrum is the product (a compromise) of several causalities due to the chaos 

at the beam source!  

As said of the absorption spectra, each time similar experimental conditions and design 

prevails the chaotic hot gas or element returns the same spectral line display. Clearly, line 

(emission) spectra takes shape after subjecting continuous spectra to rigorous modulation 

processes; and this fact alone is enough to supremely constrain the Quantum Mechanical 

proposal that emission spectra subscribe to any natural or spontaneous dynamics of an 

orbiter about an atomic nucleus. Once this position suffers rejection, it implies directly, 

that the Quantum Mechanics’ principle proposing the discrete release of energy during 

the orbiters’ jump dynamics between shells becomes equally untenable. This gives the 

Classical Mechanics’ “continuous creation and release energy principle” during the 

orbiter’s action about the atomic nucleus a monopolistic position.  

d. Hydrogen Line Spectral Series 

The background to the Quantum Mechanical interpretation of the Hydrogen Emission 

spectrum is found with Bohr’s model of the Hydrogen atom. The electron can only 

occupy distinct orbits about the nucleus, designated by an integer n; and each is 

associated with its own energy. These orbits form stable principal (allowable) loci and 

in-between any two consecutive orbits comes the forbidden region, where stable 

dynamics of the electron are not defined, save the ‘jump’ across as the electron transits 

from higher to lower orbits and vice versa.  

 

As already discussed in the main work, contrary to the Classical Mechanical positions, 

Quantum Mechanics visualizes higher (n) and lower (n*) orbits as having higher and 



 92 

lower energies respectively. Consequently an electron on excitation migrates to higher 

orbits and on recession transfers to the lower orbits!  

 

In addition, while undergoing excitation, the electron absorbs energy equivalent to the 

higher energy orbit it ascends to. This as it were, constitutes the blanks or dark sections 

of the emission spectra, as the case is for the line spectra! Besides, the Rydberg-Balmer 

formula espoused in Equation (4.51) accounts for the absorbed light (‘photon’) energy; 

which when compared to potential energy, turns into kinetic energy in form of emitted 

light on electron’s return leg! It is also functionally important for Quantum Mechanics to 

explain why the ‘absorption’ or black regions are structurally bigger than the spectral 

lines, since absorption and emission should be corresponding. 

 

In any case, on return to its original orbit before excitation, that is, during the recession 

process, the electron releases the excess energy, which in turn accounts for the light 

emitted (‘photon’) as the electron recedes from a higher to a lower energy orbit. This 

discrete lease and immediate conversion of energy accounts perfectly for the Hydrogen’s 

line emission spectrum. 

So, spectral emission occurs when an electron transitions, (jumps), from a higher energy 

state to a lower energy state. The energy of an emitted light (emitted ‘photon’) is 

equivalent to the energy difference between the higher and lower energy. Now, since the 

energy of each state is fixed, the energy difference between them is necessarily fixed; it 

follows therefore that each particular transition will always produce the same light type 

with the same energy and hence color.  

The energy differences between allowable orbits in the Bohr model, and hence the 

wavelengths (λ) of emitted/absorbed light (‘photons’), is given by the Rydberg-Balmer 

formula:  
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Where, n is the upper energy level, n* is the lower energy level, and R is the Rydberg 

constant estimated at: 1.097373 × 107 m−1 (an ‘empirical fitting’ parameter) and z is the 

atomic number.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rydberg_constant: Accessed on April 8th 2016. 

 

From Chapter 1, Equation (1.81), the energy E of an oscillating particle is related to its 

frequency f via Planck’s constant h as: 

 

 fhE          (4.52) 

 

While in this work, waves in free air are shown to travel at unique speeds, in Quantum 

Mechanics, the contrary is held, namely that all waves in free air travel at the speed of 

light in .the vacuum, c. As already stated, the energy E of the light released during the 

particle’s jump corresponds to the energy different E between principal radii, where the 

electron’s action of ‘jumping’ takes place. This energy is determined as: 

 

 









22*

2 11

nn
zchR

c
hfhE


  (4.53) 

TABLE 4.3: History of Measurement of the Speed of Light over Years 

Date Investigator Method 
Estimate 

Kilometers/Second 

1667 Galileo Galilei Covered Lanterns 333.5 

1676 Ole Roemer Jupiter's Moons 220,000 

1726 James Bradley Stellar Aberration 301,000 

1834 Charles Wheatstone Rotating Mirror 402,336 

1838 François Arago Rotating Mirror  

1849 Armand Fizeau Rotating Wheel 315,000 

1862 Leon Foucault Rotating Mirror 298,000 

1868 James Clerk Maxwell Theoretical Calculations 284,000 

1875 Marie-Alfred Cornu Rotating Mirror 299,990 

1879 Albert Michelson Rotating Mirror 299,910 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rydberg_constant
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1888 Heinrich Rudolf Hertz Electromagnetic Radiation 300,000 

1889 Edward Bennett Rosa Electrical Measurements 300,000 

1890s Henry Rowland Spectroscopy 301,800 

1907 
Edward Bennett Rosa and Noah 

Dorsey 
Electrical Measurements 299,788 

1923 Andre Mercier Electrical Measurements 299,795 

1926  Albert Michelson 
Rotating Mirror 

(Interferometer) 
299,798 

1928 
August Karolus and Otto 

Mittelstaedt 
Kerr Cell Shutter 299,778 

1932 to 

1935 
Michelson and Pease 

Rotating Mirror 

(Interferometer) 
299,774 

1947 Louis Essen Cavity Resonator 299,792 

1949 Carl I. Aslakson Shoran Radar 299,792.4 

1951 Keith Davy Froome Radio Interferometer 299,792.75 

1973 Kenneth M. Evenson Laser 299,792.457 

1978 Peter Woods and Colleagues Laser 299,792.4588 
  
 

(Used without permission from the 1998 – 2015 Copyright Holders) 

Source: http://micro.magnet.fsu.edu/primer/lightandcolor/speedoflight.html: Accessed on 

             April 7th 2016. 

 

Clearly, since the value of c has been evolving over years since the Galileo Galilee’s time 

as expressed in Table 4.3 till now, it follows therefore that the principal radii’s respective 

energies have also kept the pace of “improving with time”, let alone the associated wave 

parameters corresponding to the lights emitted during the electron’s jump actions!!  

 

The current standard speed of light is estimated at: 299,792, 458 ms-1. However, in this 

work (Chapter 3A, Equation (3.49)), the average value of light in free space is estimated 

at: 2.6743609 x 105 ms-1. Certainly, wave parameters determined on the premises of the 

value of c are bent to be divergent. 

 

http://micro.magnet.fsu.edu/primer/lightandcolor/speedoflight.html
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Further, Equation (4.53) and indeed the hydrogen line spectrum are employed by 

Quantum Mechanics as functions appropriate to uphold, illustrate and even justify Bohr 

model in the aspect of: 

 Existence of principal shells/radii allowable for electrons’ dynamics about an 

atomic nucleus. 

 Discrete energies associated with the allowable radii. 

 ‘Packet/quantum release’ (= discontinuous/discrete release) of energy by an 

orbiting particle. 

 Existence of forbidden radii bands (between two consecutive allowable radii). 

 Others 

 

Further, the above targets are fraudulently expressed in an “ingenious” and ‘seamless’ 

merger-presentation style featuring various line spectra of the Hydrogen atom obtained 

by various scientists in different places and time, as if they were, a result of a single 

master piece of work or single experiment. This misleading fiction is captured in Figure 

4.31. 

 

 

Figure 4.31: Six Spectral Line Emission Series of Hydrogen 

Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series: Accessed on April 6th 

2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series
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In any event, the findings of the various researchers are presented in some sequential 

complementarity manner; to give an impression that all various results though build 

individually are in coherency with the expected or rather intended targets of the architects 

of the construct/project. 

Indeed, the several line spectra series were obtained by their respective founders under 

different experimental designs and hence different modes of control applied to the hot 

Hydrogen gas; otherwise the result in totality as presented in Figure 4.31 would be 

repeatable for all investigators.  

The construct is so convincingly structured and neat appropriately to reflect “a unity (of 

purpose)” and thereafter “declared” to be naturally corresponding to the characteristics 

and associated dynamics of the hydrogen atom! The various Hydrogen line spectra are 

presented with the names of their identifiers in Figure 4.31, and are sequenced along the 

wavelength parameter’s progression. 

The series were named after their identifiers; but common to all, is that each is associated 

with the allowable orbit number (n*) to which the electron returns to effect a spectral line 

and these lines also depended on the higher orbit from where the descent begins (n).  

Lines are named sequentially starting from the longest wavelength/lowest frequency of 

the series, using Greek letters within each series. For example, the orbit 2 → 1 line is 

called "Lyman-alpha" (Ly-α). Three of these series are illustrated in Figure 4.32. 

The Principal Series are: 

 Lyman Series (n* = 1): Discovered between 1906–1914; and all the spectral 

wavelengths are located in the ultraviolet band.  

 Balmer Series (n* = 2): Identified in 1885. Four of the Balmer lines are in the 

main "visible" part of the spectrum, with wavelengths longer than 400 nm and 

shorter than 700 nm.  

 Paschen Series (n* = 3): Identified in German in the year 1908; and all Paschen 

spectral lines are located in the infrared region. This series overlaps with the next 

(Brackett) series, i.e. the shortest line in the Brackett series has a wavelength that 
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falls among the Paschen series. All subsequent series overlap in the infrared 

band. 

 Brackett Series (n* = 4): Observed in 1922 in USA. 

 Pfund Series (n* = 5): Experimentally determined for the first time in 1928. 

 Humphrey Series (n* = 6): Determined in 1953 in USA. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series: Accessed on April 6th 2016. 

 

Clearly, for Quantum Mechanics, there ‘cannot’ be a continuous spectrum since the 

dynamics of the electron are disallowed in the region between the principal orbits. 

Besides energy is only released on completion of the jump from the higher to the lower 

energy orbit.  

 

 

Figure 4.32: Electron Purported Transitions and their Associated Wavelengths for 

                     the Hydrogen Atom under Quantum Mechanical Prediction Schemes 

Source: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series#/media/File:Hydrogen_transition

s.svg: Accessed on April 6th 2016. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_spectral_series
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It becomes even more obvious that under Quantum Mechanics, the continuous release of 

energy by the orbiting electron as upheld in Classical Mechanics is not only rejected, but 

is also weighed as ‘a gross violation’ of the first law of thermodynamics as explained 

already; besides continuous release of energy by an orbiting electron, without regaining 

the same from any other source would force the particle to crash into the nucleus at the 

earliest available opportunity! 

 

Under the above structuralization, Quantum Mechanics moves to galvanize the dupe by 

trapping the unsuspecting scientists and students, treating them to a well-structured order 

of allowable shell visualizations associated with Hydrogen atom, so-built in line with 

Equation (4.53), like one captured in Figure 4.32, which presents a case for the purported 

formation of first 3 Hydrogen line spectra.  

 

4.4.1.4 Evaluation of Hydrogen Line Spectra from both Quantum and Classical 

             Mechanics 

From the above analysis and observations the following positions arise. 

 The primal and most normal/natural spectrum of excited/recessed particles of all 

matter is the continuous spectrum; accompanied by variation in color intensities 

and abundance for each color constituting the spectrum. 

 The continuous spectrum is confirmatory of the continuous creation of energy 

followed by the release/radiation of the same as the particle oscillates about the 

atomic nucleus. 

 The Hydrogen line spectra, just as the absorption spectra by all measurement are a 

result of interference patterns etched out of the continuous spectrum emitted 

under normal conditions. 

 The absorption spectrum is a result of introducing a controlled interference 

interface (like a dilute cold gas) in the passage of a continuous spectrum due to an 

element like Hydrogen.  

 The Hydrogen line spectra are equally natural products of interference patterns 

realized under different experimental controlled conditions at the source of the 



 99 

surviving Hydrogen emission beam which reaches in incidence to the refracting 

prism. 

 Different experimental conditions include without being exclusive, the 

temperatures; level of dilution of the heated Hydrogen gas; focusing/collimation 

of the output beam made incident to the prism; the status of the intervening 

medium between the beam source and the prism; and others. 

 

Hydrogen and other elements’ line spectra can be simulated, only to return same results, 

whenever similar beam in-puts are incident to the same interference-procuring apparatus. 

In quick availability are the diffraction grating settings in the optical spectrometers, 

which return same interference patterns of same radiation beams made incident to them.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spectrometer: Accessed on April 2nd 2016.    

http://www.edmundoptics.com/optics/gratings/#!: Accessed on April 2nd 2016. 

 

In this way, Astrophysicists are able to filter and identify the presence of gases in 

distance stars, just as chemists are able to prove the existence of particular elements in 

molten chemical samples. As examples, the presence of iron in a specimen returns a 

unique spectrum captured in Figure 4.33; whereas the presence of Hydrogen in distant 

stars is ascertained by the ever return of the line spectrum in Figure 4.34. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.33: Emission/Line Spectrum of Iron as Simulated or due to the Diffraction 
                     Grating Interference Patterns of Optical Spectrometer 
 
Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum#Emission_spectroscopy: 
               Accessed on April 7th 2016.  
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spectrometer
http://www.edmundoptics.com/optics/gratings/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum
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Likewise, any incident beam from glowing Hydrogen made incident to the same optical 

spectrometer returns consistently a line beam interference texture captured on a black-

background and shown in Figure 4.34.  

 

 
 
 
Figure 4.34: Emission/Line Spectrum of Hydrogen Atom as Simulated or due to the 
                     Diffraction Grating Interference Patterns of Optical Spectrometer 
 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum#Origins: Accessed on April 7th 2016. 

 

Observe, one may not be acquainted with the actions of optical spectrometers that are in 

vogue and are used to produce line spectra, which to an unsuspecting reader may be 

duped to think, that what is before him/her is as ‘natural’ as possible. The reality is, the 

line spectra of elements presented in textbooks and elsewhere are interference patterns 

obtaining after the incident beams are subjected to the interference inducing physical 

structure (diffraction gratings) of the optical spectrometers.   

 

It often starts with a continuous spectrum, followed by Color processing methods which 

employ diffraction gratings (and others) leading to various, constructive and destructive 

interference patterns, which take on forms of lines; hence the name line spectrum. The 

gratings consist of a series of closely packed grooves that have been engraved or etched 

into the Grating’s surface.   

 

Diffraction Gratings are action packed, they cause multitudes of manipulations on the 

incident and often continuous/natural radiation beams, consisting but not restricted to: 

reflection, absorption, intensity reduction, scatter, depolarization, collision, divergence 

(here the red color with longest wavelength undergoes maximum divergence compared to 

violet with least wavelength), all sorts of interference actions, diffraction and other 

actions.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum
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In totality, the functions of an optical spectrum can be summarized as consisting in 

subjecting parts of the indent spectrum to various degrees of constructive and destructive 

interferences; the outcome of which presents the resultant surviving spectrum after the 

regulated or programmed chaotic processing of the original incident (continuous) beam.  

 

Clearly, the emission or line spectra as often presented cannot be associated directly with 

the atomic structure or electron configuration’s dynamics over atomic nuclei of the atoms 

constituting the element under investigation as often stated! Besides, what is natural can 

only be analyzed or decomposed as such as via a refracting glass prism, but not processed 

via diffraction gratings prior incidence onto the prism, as the case is for the optical 

spectrometers. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spectral_line#Types_of_line_spectra: Accessed on April 7th 

2016.  

 

Again, it is obvious therefore that Quantum Mechanics relies on programmed premises 

outside the Hydrogen inherent atomic system to argue out its case of the dynamics of the 

electron about its nucleus. The ‘electron jump dynamics’, forced to the Hydrogen atom 

are artificial to it; simply because it’s a result of a mathematical (non-empirical) model 

principally spelt in Equation (4.53) and displayed pictorially in, Figure 4.32; which 

model is definitely detached from the actual dynamics of the Hydrogen atom system.  

 

Currently, Quantum Mechanics offers to the world its own programmed plan (along with 

Bohr’s predictions) about the dynamics of the electron over the Hydrogen Atom’s 

nucleus than the reality is as propounded by Classic Mechanics. What is actually emitted 

by hot elements is a continuous spectrum of various intensities; which is a manifestation 

of continuous radiation energy emitted by oscillating particle about the (Hydrogen) 

atom’s nucleus. 

 

One of the broadest contradictory principles which mislead Quantum Mechanics oozes 

from confusing the quantitative algebraic and attractive significances associated with the 

negative sign annexed to the atomic energies associated with the orbiters! In the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spectral_line
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prevalent circumstances, Quantum Mechanics defines its atomic related principles by 

preferring an algebraic significance to the negative sign; which carries the implication 

that the “more negative an energy variable is, the lesser it is”!  

 

In this order, since lower orbits wield greater negative energy values than those in higher 

levels, it follows “necessarily” that lower and higher orbits are associated with lower and 

higher energies respectively!  

 The above Quantum Mechanical principle runs directly contrary to the 

experimental evidence that orbiters in the lower shells are more bound to the 

nucleus and hence possess higher energies than those placed farther from the 

nucleus, as the same can be deduced from inverse square law (cf. Equation 4.1)! 

 Besides in the event that an atom undergoes ionization processes, it is predictable 

under Quantum Mechanics domain, that the ‘loosely’ held inner orbiters 

evaporate from the atom earlier than those placed farther away from its grip; 

which turns out to be very ridiculous! 

 

Let it suffice to conclude here that the model presented by Quantum Mechanics in 

predicting the configuration structure of orbiters about an atomic nucleus is practically 

mathematical with insignificant capacity to link up with what is scientifically or 

empirically evident as manifested in Classical Mechanics’ model version of the same. 

 

In the final analysis, it all starts with the continuous spectrum, and both absorption and 

line spectra become its modifications under different experimental designs and regulated 

conditions. None of the modulated forms of the continuous spectrum (absorption and line 

spectra) subscribes to the natural radiation patterns of atomic orbiters. This position if 

further evidenced, during signal processing, when a continuous signal is subjected to 

Fourier Transforms; several signal forms, including line or pulse signals can be 

engineered depending on the requirements of the applications at hand1. Hence, the 

                                                 
1 Leon W. Couch II, Digital and Analog Communication Systems, 4th Ed., Prentice-Hall International, 
Inc.: London, 1993, pp. 52 – 68. 
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primacy and originality of continuous spectrum, the manipulation or modulation of which 

evolves the absorption and line spectra. 

 

Surely, the continuous radiation pattern qualifies as the most natural action exposing the 

dynamics of orbiters about the atomic nucleus, as predictable from Classical Mechanics. 

The quantized/digitized claims of the atomic energies and radiation characteristics are 

hence forth accountable for only in the Quantum Mechanics realms, but remain un-

substantiated in the empirical/scientific domain. 

 

4.4.2 Experimental Justification of the Effectiveness of Pascal’s Array Prediction Tool      

4.4.2.1 Superheterodyne Receiver’s Image frequencies 

It is hardly explained in the prevalent science text books, why at the mixer stage of a 

superheterodyne receiver, the two image frequencies (fimage) assume the ‘2’ coefficient-

feature in the intermediate frequency (fIF) part as indicated in Equation (4.54), where fTx 

and fLO are the transmitter and local oscillator frequencies respectively. 
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    (4.54) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superheterodyne_receiver#Image_frequency_.28fimg.29: 

Accessed on May 28th 2016. 

 

The excitation and recession dynamics of the Hydrogen’s orbiter provides the desirable 

clue; since an orbiter finally transfers to the next lower harmonic frequency slot (fn - 1) 

when it doubles its harmonic frequency (fn) during excitation conditions; or to the next 

higher harmonic frequency (fn + 1) when it halves its harmonic frequency (fn) during its 

recession conditions; where n > 1 (integer).  

 

Between the excitation and recession processes, the information (or data) which is bone 

by the orbiter’s oscillatory frequency, modulates the principal harmonic frequency fn, of 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superheterodyne_receiver
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the nth harmonic frequency slot associated with the orbiter as: 2z fn where: -1 < z < +1. 

The information or data carrier factor is therefore 2z.  

 

It follows that transference of information/data occurs principally at a critical stage when 

the orbiter’s oscillation frequency is 2fn (twice the value of its previous/parent nth 

principal shell’s frequency (fn)) interfaces with a stronger or hotspot frequency of a 

lower principal shell during the excitation mode. Under such conditions, the range of z 

becomes restricted to: 0 < z < 1.  

 

Obviously, since a superheterodyne receiver captures signals radiated from highly excited 

signal transmitters, it follows that the receiver is fed with signals in their excited mode.   

 

In line with the Hydrogen-model developed in this work, the information bone by the 

radiated frequency fTx (‘orbiter action’) under the excitation conditions is contained in the 

transmitter frequency (fTx) amplification (modulation) factor “ 2z ”  where: 0 < z < + 1. 

This implies that an information bearing frequency takes on the form: 2z fTx. The 

importance of z being a variable than a constant is accentuated by the fact that, each 

instantaneous information-bearing frequency (2z fTx) is not likely to be like any other else.  

 

However, unlike in the Hydrogen model where the orbiter approaches the higher 

frequency hotspot only when its oscillatory frequency doubles its previous/parent 

harmonic frequency, incident frequency signals at various modulation (2z) levels to the 

‘Intermediate frequency hotspot’ of the superheterodyne receiver, fall ‘prey’ equally only 

to release their data/information package at their interface with a strong Intermediate 

frequency fIF engineered by the receiver’s local oscillator. It follows therefore that the 

mixer ‘sees’ 2 input frequencies, namely: fTx and 2zfIT and manages to mix them as: 

  

IF
z

Tx ff 2        (4.55) 

 

Without delving much into the depths of signal mixer processes in the superheterodyne 

receiver, let it suffice to observe that under specific conditions, the weak in-coming 



 105 

signal surrenders its information carrier (2z) to the strong Intermediate Frequency (fIF) 

post (which is programmed by the local oscillator post (exciter)), in line with an excited 

orbiter migrating to a stronger (more energetic) lower principle shell (Section 4.3.6.5). 

The above position, renders the expression in Equation (4.54) inaccurate since in signal 

transmission, the frequency amplification factor is variable and not a constant as 

expressed in Equation (4.56).  This suggests that the correct form of image frequencies 

should be rendered as:  
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The foregone, exemplifies firmly, the effectiveness of the Hydrogen model in 

programming the Classical Mechanical - based frequency spectrum scheme; just as the 

expected effectiveness of Pascal’s array model for the structural configuration of orbiters 

about the atomic nuclei; on whose dynamics the spectrum is built. 

 

4.4.2.2 Congeniality of Pascal’s Prediction Tool 

From Relations (4.17 & 4.20), it is observable that for both Quantum and Classical 

Mechanics systems, the radial distances between principal levels are reducible to a 

ground reference radius. In this way, the two systems display regularized radial distance 

schemes. Applicable to both systems also is the trend that subsequent principal radii are 

determined analytically (= calculated).  

 

In Quantum Mechanics, the first (or ground) radius r1 is an inherent part of the systems’ 

calculations (Equation 4.16). However, unique to Classical Mechanics is the challenge to 

fix the reference ground radius r0 within the ‘radial pyramid’ expounded by Pascal’s 

array tool and as illustrated in part in Figure (4.15).   

 

One solution to the above apparent difficulty is found in the interpretation associated with 

the Pascal’s arrays per layer of orbiters. Given that each line of the arrays represents a 

fully loaded shell (including the full Null orbit) in the atomic set up, then the ground or 
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reference layer, which contains the reference radius r0 is not “full” as it contains only one 

orbiter; this reference layer therefore cannot be expressed within Pascal’s rhythmic array 

or scheme.  

 

On the other hand, the fact of the principal radial distance being “unaccounted for” within 

the Pascal’s arrays, becomes a salient ground for articulating Pascal - based orbiters’ 

configuration prediction scheme as a naturalized subsystem, since it is modulated by the  

atomic nucleus system. This is true since it is the reference radial distance r0 which 

determines the spacing between adjacent principal shells, just as the radial distance of 

each shell from the nucleus being orbited. In addition, this characteristic r0 plays the 

interface role as it locks the orbiters to the nucleus in predictable and orderly shell 

configurations.  

 

It is necessary and appropriate therefore that this characteristic r0 is situated outside 

Pascal’s array prediction tool, thereby reserving the manner of modulating the tool in 

accordance to the atom’s natural set-up or plan; otherwise a system with several members 

fails to qualify as its own independent causality of its functionality in entirety.  

 

The above position is an affirmation that the orbiters about a nucleus dribble about it in 

an orderly manner. This observation runs contrary to the Quantum Mechanical proposal 

that orbiters (electrons in particular) form an ‘amorphous or chaotic’ cloud about the 

nucleus they orbit! Moreover, the “electrons’ chaotic cloud” texture satisfies the 

uncertainty principle. 

 

However, it is only amazing that the same Quantum Mechanics is nonetheless capable of 

articulating principal shells in the midst of the electronic chaos it ascribes to, as 

identifiable in Relations (4.16 & 4.17)! 

http://study.com/academy/lesson/electron-cloud-definition-model-theory.html: Accessed 

on March 14th 2016. 

http://science.jrank.org/pages/2375/Electron-Cloud.html: Accessed on March 14th 2016. 

 

http://study.com/academy/lesson/electron-cloud-definition-model-theory.html
http://science.jrank.org/pages/2375/Electron-Cloud.html
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In sum, the above facts anchor Pascal’s Triangle prediction model in regard to the Classic 

Mechanical position on the configuration of orbiters (electrons and positrons) about an 

atomic nucleus. The prediction mechanism is not only natural to an atomic system, but 

also explicates several in-depths characteristics of the atomic system from the point of 

view of Classic Mechanical Technology; some of which are expressed below.  

 

Pascal’s prediction tool for orbiters’ structural configuration about the Hydrogen’s atomic 

nucleus has been shown to express among other aspects the following: 

 Articulate the smallest atoms (electron and positron) as having  null orbits 

 An orderly spacing plan of shells about an atomic nucleus; though the packing is 

done from the middle of an array; for example, the ground level occupies the 

outmost of the array and valency shell is in the middle of the array, with the 

valency electrons and positrons placed on the immediate side of the line of 

symmetry of Pascal’s arrays.          

 The two-transverse orbit characteristics per shell 

 A complete shell occupancy scheme 

 An atom as a practically 2-member system 

 A functionally suitable framework congenial with Classic Mechanical prediction 

of orbiter’s configuration structure about an atomic nucleus 

 In extraordinary functionality, the tool provides the basis for the binary systems, 

widely explored in Digital Technology. 

 

4.4.2.3 The n-Body Problem – the Transversality and Spin-Balancing Solution 

Homogenous objects are difficult to come by. However, multi-bodied objects are 

common. Many systems are complex; they are composed of several (n) subsystems and 

individual member components. It is therefore difficult to predict each individual 

component’s responses in isolation of the others; hence the n-body problem.  

 

Clearly, the difficult arises from the fact of inter-dependence; that the response(s) of 

individual component(s) is/are multi-dimensional or functional. Causality factors that 
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influence, say the movement of a member of the system become difficult to identify with 

all precision that would be desired.  

 

Nonetheless the necessity for a solution remains as prediction is demanded for diverse 

reasons, say for maintenance purposes.  One such strategy involves including in the 

system’s construction balancing (force-cancellation) techniques thereby minimizing the 

number of the effective operating forces. Unfortunately, many of the systems of concern 

are naturally occurring entities, and this includes Atoms!  

 

An Atom is composed of several sub-systems in terms of its nucleus and corresponding 

orbiters (electrons and positrons) that circulated about it.  Without a definite 

configuration plan, the nucleus and its orbiters would constitute a chaotic cloud. 

However, the contrary holds true. It is earmarked in Classic Mechanics that, order and 

harmony exist in the manner that the nucleus and its circulating orbiters operate.  

 

As stated already, Pascal’s binomial mathematical tool provides an appropriate insight 

into the mechanisms inbuilt in the configuration of the orbiters about the nucleus; which 

regulate the system. The tool provides the method the system employs to minimize causal 

factors from sub-systems that would destabilize or complicate performance prediction of 

the main forces controlling the entire system; thereby ascertaining the stability of the 

entire system. The transversality and spin-balancing of the orbits at each Level are the 

twin-mechanisms deployed to achieve a stable system. 

 

Electrons are conventionally filled in the anticlockwise orbit, while the positrons occupy 

the clockwise orbit, until a Shell is completely filled. There are therefore an equal number 

of orbiters with counter - transverse spins at each filled Level. Clearly there is no 

resultant mutual spin and hence no intra forces on a Level basis, since neither spin type 

(and hence particle-type) has a component in the other’s domain. In this way each 

orbiter-type ‘sees’ the nucleus ‘directly’; and the eventual dynamics are ‘determined’ 

between the orbiters and the nucleus on each level.  
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The other predictable force-interaction is identifiable between shells; however, this 

possibility too, is rendered ineffective by the symmetry of Pascal’s array system. If a line 

is drawn from the vertex of the Pascal’s array Triangle in Figure 4.15, one finds that the 

summation of possible force interactions between shells on one side is neutralized 

(balanced out) by the resultant of intra-shell forces on the other side.  

 

Besides, the 2 orthogonal orbits per level are not in synchrony with those below or up in 

scale; they are neither lined nor packed up like a spaced pile. This arrangement eradicates 

much of the would-be inter-level orbiter-interactions; paving out way for the virtually 

monopolistic interaction to be defined between the orbiters at the various levels and the 

nucleus being orbited. 

 

The Atom system thus provides an intrinsic system where Equation (4.2), which predicts 

the radius of an orbiter from the nucleus, becomes a confirmation, that much as the 

system appears so “clouded” and hence complex, its resultant is practically a two-body 

network, whose solution determines the energies, momenta and position possessed by 

orbiters in their equally spaced principal Shells at any time. Such solution is prohibited 

under Quantum Mechanics’ uncertainty principle. 

 

In sum, Classic Mechanics affirms that an atom in its normal state is practically a stable 

system, which ascertains that its structural functions are predictable. Thus, an atom has 

inherent in-built system mechanisms, which account for its stability; and this confirms 

further, the effectiveness of Pascal’s array prediction tool. 

 

4.4.2.4 The Transverse Spin and the Electro-positro Magnetic Waves 

 There are only 2 orthogonal orbits per shell/level; containing the same number of 

orbiters on full packing. The orbiters in the same orthogonal orbit setting are 

equally spaced from the center of the orbited nucleus; unlike in Quantum 

Mechanics, where 2S2 electrons are nearer the nucleus than the 2P6 electrons, yet 

both categories are in the same 2nd shell. The minimum orbiter occupancy per 

orbit is one. This implies that the Hydrogen – 1 Atom, which has only one 



 110 

electron/positron orbiting it, has an un-occupied orthogonal orbit. Clearly, the 

Hydrogen’s ground level (L = 1) is an un-complete shell/level. 

 

 There are 2L orbiters per filled-level; the first filled shell has 2 orbiters (1 electron 

and 1 positron), each occupying its respective transverse orbit. This becomes a 

reality with the Helium atom and Hydrogen – 1 molecule. Filled levels therefore 

have a total of even number of orbiters. The full capacity of each orthogonal orbit 

for each full level contains 2L - 1orbiters.  For instance a complete level L = 3, has 

23 (= 8) orbiters; so each full orthogonal orbit at this level contains 23 – 1 = 22 (= 4) 

orbiters.  

 

 The orthogonality of orbits extends to the phase-orthogonality existing between 

corresponding “transverse” orbiters. Thus if the orthogonal loci were the 

Cartesian x and y lines, an electron positioned at 120° with respect to the y-axis 

has its corresponding positron particle placed at 120° with respect to the x-axis. In 

this way the two corresponding particles synchronize in phase (they oscillate in 

phase), while simultaneously remaining transverse in plane. The described 

scenario is illustrated in Figure 4.35.   
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Figure 4.35: An Example of Phase Orthogonality between ‘Transverse’ Orbiters 
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The placement of each orbiter in an orbit is hence orderly; this condition 

contradicts the Quantum Mechanical position which regards orbiters about an 

atomic nucleus as an indeterminate (electronic) cloud! 

 

 In order for orbiters to revolve about the atomic nucleus in an orderly manner, 

they must be placed at particular phase positions with respect to their orthogonal 

orbits. For instance, orbiters in a complete level 3, obtain as 4 particles in each 

orthogonal orbit. Thus, the particle deployment in each orbit is principally 

envisaged to obtain at: 0°, 90°, 180°, and at 270°. However, other orderly designs 

are possible; for instance, two and more orbiters in each orthogonal orbit set may 

attract or gang-up, forming a simple allowable constellation and oscillate as a 

unit. This is most likely to happen from level 3 up-ward as predictable from 

Figure 4.15. 

 

 Each orbiter in an orbit is not only spaced equally from the nucleus, but also 

expresses the same orbital mechanical and radiation energies as the rest of its 

members in the orbit; since same-all orbit-orbiters maintain the same orbital 

velocity. 

 

 Clearly, orbiters in the same orthogonal settings at each level exhibit distinct and 

regular phase differences as they radiate orthogonal waves, which maintain same 

orthogonality in polarization. 

 

The foregone gives and explains the scientific causality of transverse electro – positro 

magnetic waves associated with waves in free space, including light waves, sketches of 

which are shown in Figures 4.14. Certainly, the result justifies Classical Mechanics’ 

position of placing both the electron and positron as orbiters instead of the monopoly 

assigned to the electron as the sole orbiter of the atomic nucleus by Quantum Mechanics. 

All these features would be difficult to predict and explain without invoking the enabling 

mechanisms supplied by Pascal’s array tool.  
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4.4.2.5 The Metallic Bonds 

The existence of delocalized (cloud) electron roaming about nuclei is a manifestation of 

the bonding between electronic and positronic nuclei; for under such conditions, the 

combining nuclei lose their centripetal orbiter attraction power and adopt vibratory 

action. The latter cannot keep orbiters localized about nuclei, hence the roaming character 

of orbiters in metals. Clearly metallic bonding is implemented via the attraction between 

transverse nuclei, namely the electronic and positronic nuclei (cf. Section 4.2.4.1).  

 

The above phenomenon serves to cement further the appropriateness of Pascal’s array 

tool, for it features and supports the transverse property which spans the entire sub-

atomic domain in its constitution (set-up) and functioning.  

 

In summary, the Classical Mechanics’ consideration of Pascal’s array framework as 

featuring the majority of the orbiters’ deployment over an atomic nucleus has been shown 

to be natural to the atomic system and very effective, in as much as it articulates inherent 

characteristics and phenomena (like the transverse electro-positro magnetic waves), 

whose causality have defied satisfactory scientific explanation hitherto.  

 

In the following Sections, several other phenomena especially in chemical reaction 

domain, whose processes are not easily understood in other systems, are explored to 

accentuate or emphasize further the relevance and suitability of Pascal’s prediction tool in 

the study at hand. 

 

4.4.3 Classic Mechanics’ Chemical Covalent Bonding Mechanisms  

 

In order to appreciate the strengths of Classic Mechanical theory positions on chemical 

reactions, it is opportune to explore briefly the Quantum Mechanics’ projections in the 

same field and this is pursued next.  

 

4.4.3.1 Quantum Mechanics’ Ionic Bonding Strategy  
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In Quantum Mechanics, the bonding interface is done via electrons only; and elements 

bond in typically two ways. This is implemented either by ionic or covalent bond 

formation. In either case however, the requirement is for each participating element to 

actualize a valence shell having acquired an electronic constitution of the nearest ‘inert’ 

element’s filled outer shell. In the final analysis, the propensity is for each participating 

atom to acquire a maximum load of its valence shell as that of the ‘inert’ element nearest 

to it in the Periodic Table or as expressed in Table 4.2.  

 

Clearly, in Quantum Mechanics, the concept of “valence” is constituted by the number 

of electrons to be acquired (during covalent bonding) or given off (during ionic bonding 

formation), to give the outermost shells of the combining atoms an electronic-state 

(“noble gas electronic configuration”) of the ‘inert’ elements in either’s nearest ‘vicinity’.  

 

The ionic bonding process is supported in Quantum Mechanics; for it is one of the 

mechanisms of realizing completely filled outermost Shells of the combing Atoms, 

according to the Quantum Mechanics’ electron configuration formula (2n2), where n > 

0 is the shell number. This requirement of stability is built on the wrong assumption that 

associates the apparent chemical inactivity of the ‘Inert/Noble’ elements with their 

valence shells, which are thought to be completely filled and hence ‘have’ no affinity for 

extra electrons to attain completeness!!  

 

To-date compounds of these ‘Noble’ elements have been synthesized as discussed 

shortly. In such circumstances, while Quantum Mechanics becomes defeated from its 

own principles, Classical Mechanics’ spin-balancing equation supplies the most 

desirable scientific explanation for the chemical activeness of the Quantum Mechanics’ 

once-thought chemically ‘inert’ elements.  

 

The following steps exemplify how the ionic and covalent bonding in the formation of 

several compounds as predicted in Quantum Mechanics is extremely improved by 

Classical Mechanics via its unique covalent bonding procedures. This comparative 

method illustrates how Classical Mechanics redeems and supersedes Quantum 
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Mechanics in several of its chemical bonding propositions. But first, let the ionic bonding 

formation for sodium chloride under Quantum Mechanical procedures be explored. 

In Quantum Mechanics, shells are completed with the following electronic sequences, as 

also expressed in Table 4.2:    

                 

,.....162,128,98,72,50,32,18,8,2      (4.57) 

  

Sodium’s electrons are deployed as:  1,8,2 .    (4.58) 

Chlorine’s electron are arranged about the nucleus as:  7,8,2 .  (4.59) 
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Figure 4.36: Ionic Bond Formation 
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In summary, the ionic chemical bonding process involves the Sodium Atom ‘donating’ 

its single valence electron to the Chlorine Atom.  

 

At the end of the process each of the combining elements settles with a ‘completely’ 

filled valence shell with 8 electrons! The details of described process are expounded 

below and illustrated pictorially in Figure 4.36. 

 

The Sodium Chloride ionic bonding process is held to involve a release of an electron by 

the Sodium Atom: Na – e → Na+ (cation) to the Chlorine Atom: Cl + e → Cl- (anion), 

thereby realizing completed filled outermost shells (8 electrons) for the two combing 

Atoms. The chemical process is captured in the state Equation (4.60). 

 

 NaClClNaClNa       (4.60) 

 

One of the challenges is to account how the Sodium nucleus’ capacity to keep that one 

orbiter’s space ‘permanently’ un-replaced, say from the environment surrounding the 

NaCl molecule! Moreover, it is known that a pure ionic bonding hardly happens, since 

the donor atom keeps on attracting orbiters from nearest other atoms (polarization).  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ionic_bonding#Comparison_with_covalent_bonding: 

Accessed on April 12th 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oxidation_state: Accessed on April 27th 2016. 

 

4.4.3.2 Functional Classic Mechanics’ Concept of Valence 

The basis upon which the electron - positron configuration scheme is developed in this 

work, forms the condition that determines as well as the manner in which elements bond. 

Chemical reactions are determined on the principle of spin-balancing equation of the 

valence orbiters located in the outmost shells. In this order, Atoms combine under 

specific conditions to form stable molecules or compound substances which exhibit a 

mutual balanced transverse spin order. This is only possible at the auspices of covalent 

bond conditions as defined under Classic Mechanics.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ionic_bonding
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oxidation_state
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Like in Quantum Mechanics, valence particles are situated in the outermost shells of each 

atom; and chemical bonding is defined between two atoms at a time. However, unlike in 

Quantum Mechanics, where the bonding particles are solely electrons, Classic Mechanics 

upholds both electrons and positrons as constituents of valence particles; and a single 

bond is hence defined between equal numbers of the transverse particles in accordance to 

Pauli’s principle.  

 

The minimum components of a Classic Mechanical covalent bond is constituted by one 

electron and one positron, expressed in a ratio form as, (1:1). This is be supplied by two 

atoms, each exhibiting a ½ transverse valence component; that is: [(1:0) + (0:1) = (1:1)]. 

Otherwise, atoms with at least 1 valence each, bond with each supplying a minimum of 

(1:1) valence orbiter ratio particles or (k:k) particles in general. Hence the minimum 

bonding criterion is via full or ½ valence orbiter options only. The valence orbiter ratio 

convention in (x:y) developed in this work, connotes a ratio of x-electrons and y-

positrons valence orbiters or transverse particles.   

 

As already observed, in Quantum Mechanics, the functional valency of an atom refers to 

the number of electron(s) an atom needs to acquire or release in its outermost shell, in 

order to acquire an electronic configuration of the nearest ‘noble’ gas’ outermost 

(valence) shell. For instance, Carbon has a valency of 4 and Sodium, 1; Nitrogen has a 

valency of 3! On the other hand, the concept of functional valency in Classical 

Mechanics develops along ‘full or integral valency’, ‘½ valency’ and ‘mixed valency’ 

orders.  

 

The full valency obtains when the element (or molecule) is capable of presenting a 

minimum of (1:1) balanced valence orbiter ratio for covalent bonding formation. This 

type of valency is expressed by all elements (and molecules) with an even number of 

valence orbiters. For example Carbon has a full valency shell with 4 orbiters, has a 

Classical Mechanical valency of 2, that is: (1:1) and (1:1) or (2:2). 
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The ½ valency is defined when an element (or molecule) returns only ‘the other 

transverse orbiter’ that is: either (1:0) or (0:1).  For example, Silicon (14Si) has 8 orbiters 

in its valence shell hence it exhibits a maximum valency of 4; Hydrogen and Nitrogen are 

examples of elements having one orbiter in their valency shells and hence express a ½ 

valency each. In this order, there are no other fractions (apart from ½) expressible in the 

valency domain. Fluorine and Sodium with 3 and 5 orbiters within their valence shells 

respectively, exhibits a mixed valence order of 1½ and 2½ valences correspondingly. 

The mixed valence orders are expressed by all elements having an odd number of 

orbiters in their valence shells, save Hydrogen. 

 

In all, two atoms expressing full valence, must place the same number of particles for 

bonding irrespective of the size of their respective valences. Say, if atom A has a total of 

valence orbiter ratio of (4:4) and atom B has (5:5), then these two elements can bond 

with: (1:1); (2:2); (3:3) or (4:4) each. In case of elements that express ½ or mixed 

valences and bond via the ½ valence path, then each bonding atom must present the 

‘other transverse’ particle. For example, the formation of a Hydrogen molecule requires 

that the two combining particles express transverse orbiter valence ratios in (1:0) and 

(0:1). The ensuing bond is worked out as: [(1:0) + (0:1) = (1:1) ↔ H2]. 

 

Cases exist, when after contributing a requisite pair of transverse orbiters (k:k) for 

bonding, where k is a whole number, the valence shell remains with extra orbiters in its 

custody. These are referred to as valence orbiter residues. Now, if the valence orbiter 

residue portion can provide other balanced ratios, the minimum of which is (1:1) for a 

full valence or (1:0); (0:1) for ½ valences, then the element or molecule is said to exhibit 

a multi-valence characteristic. In the example above, if atoms A and B place a (2:2) 

valence orbiter ratio each for bonding, it implies atom A and B remain with (2:2) [or 

2(1:1)] and (3:3) [or 3(1:1)] valence orbiter residues respectively. 

 

With the above condition guaranteed, as many as electrons and positrons in the valence 

shells may under certain conditions participate in the ensuing chemical bonds. The 

residue valence orbiters remain in the valence-orbiter system and can easily be deployed 
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to form other combinations at some subsequent stages with other atoms, which are not 

participants in the formation of the primary compound. This becomes the scientific 

reason why an element can have multiple valences, for instance Manganese is rated to 

have several valences.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Valence_%28chemistry%29#Maximum_valences_of_the_e

lements: Accessed on April 12th 2016. 

 

The foregone position is quite strongly projecting the rarity of forming ‘pure’ compounds 

during chemical reactions. That compound, whose formation conditions dominates a 

chemical reaction, becomes the identifier compound, without eliminating the possibility 

of containing traces of other chemical compounds, whose formation is part of the 

resultant process. This is very true for multi-stage conditions typical of several chemical 

reactions. 

 

It is also possible for a ‘less valence orbiter loaded’ element to ‘aspire’ to provide as 

much equal number of orbiters to the bond as the ‘heavier’ valence loaded element is 

capable of providing, by incorporating other atoms like its own as illustrated shortly. 

This property explains how a single element can implement different compounds while 

employing varying valences. For example, if atom A has a total of (3:3) and atom B has 

(1:1) valence orbiter ratio capacity, after placing a (1:1) scheme each, atom B’s side can 

still place other atoms of B-type until in total it sizes up with the atom A’s side. This 

implies the following bonding schemes between atoms A and B are possible: 

 

[(3:3) + (1:1)] ↔ [(2:2) + {(1:1) + (1:1)}] → AB 

[(3:3) + 2(1:1)] ↔ [(1:1) + {(2:2) + (2:2)}] → AB2   (4.61) 

[(3:3) + 3(1:1)] ↔ [{(3:3) + (3:3)}]  → AB3 

 

The above position may also imply that, a chemical bond may occur between two 

elements, without the requirement that all valence orbiters of the two combining atoms 

participate in the bond – making process. In addition, those valence orbiters (the 

residues), which do not contribute to the bond – making, must reflect the spin-balancing 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Valence_%28chemistry%29
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Valence_%28chemistry%29
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order with respect to their atoms. They must therefore be in equal numbers say, x-

electrons and x-positrons.  

 

In the event that still some valence particles remain after the combining atoms 

simultaneously satisfy their spin-balance requirements, the excess, if they are of the same 

spin order, must be shed off. Such process-event explains the causality of exothermic 

characteristics associated with several chemical reactions.  

 

Clearly, the ionic bonding type is not supported in the Classic Mechanics since it is not 

necessarily spin sensitive; and is hence set to return unstable compounds.  

  

Next, several illustrations of how Classic Mechanics’ chemical kinetics operates; which 

in essence consists in re-designing Quantum Mechanics’ ionic and covalent bond-making 

processes. Caution is taken here that the Classic Mechanics’ chemical kinetics may in 

several ways differ from Lewis’ method of building chemical formulae of compounds, 

which follows Quantum Mechanics’ ‘octet’, 18- rules and others. 

http://www.thegeoexchange.org/chemistry/bonding/Lewis-Structures/: Accessed on May 

18th 2016. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/18-electron_rule#Duodectet_rule: Accessed on May 18th 

2016. 

 

Illustration I: Sodium Chloride and Sodium Dichloride: Covalent Bonded Compounds 

                        under Classical Mechanics 

The orbiter configuration in Classical Mechanics for the completely filled Shells is 

generated by the formula:  L2 , where L > 0 is the shell’s number. Consequently, the 

completely filled Shells hold orbiters as: 

  

,.......128,64,32,16,8,4,2       (4.62) 

In that order, the orbiters are configured about the Sodium and Chlorine Atoms as in 

Figure 4.37, with: 

http://www.thegeoexchange.org/chemistry/bonding/Lewis-Structures/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/18-electron_rule
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Sodium’s orbiter structure and valency load: 5,4,2  → [(3:2) or (2:3)]  (4.63) 

Chlorine’s orbiter structure and valency load: 3,8,4,2  → [(2:1) or (1:2)  (4.64)   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The transverse spin-balancing technique involves the 5 and 3 orbiters of Sodium’s and 

Chlorine’s valence shells, respectively. Clearly Sodium and Chlorine express valences of 

2½ and 1½ respectively. It is quite evident that the covalent bond takes place about the 

1½ terminal, leaving a single valency to Sodium (1:1) to complete another covalent bond. 

However, in order to appreciate the entire process better, a longer route is explored as 

below. 

 

Sodium‘s valence shell orbiter ratio between electrons and positron stands at: 3:2 or 2:3, 

while the corresponding Chlorine’s valence shell orbiter texture features as: 2:1 or 1:2.    

 

In the case of Sodium Chloride, Chlorine has the least valency load [(2:1) or (1:2)]; its 

maximum balanced valence orbiter ratio is (1:1). Since Sodium has to contribute equally 

to the bond, it becomes necessary to subject the two reactants’ valence orbiters to a 

factorization form in the (1:1) ratio order as illustrated below.  

 

+ 

Binomial Configuration: 2, 4, 5 Binomial Configuration: 2, 4, 8, 3 

Figure 4.37: Electronic Configuration of Sodium and Chlorine 
                     Atoms as Defined in Classical Mechanics 

Cl 
Na 
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Na: → [(3:2)] ↔ [2(1:1) + (1:0)] and [(2:3)] ↔ [2(1:1) + (0:1)]  (4:65) 

Cl: → [(2:1)] ↔ [(1:1) + (1:0)] and [(1:2)] ↔ [(1:1) + (0:1)]   (4.66) 

  

Next comes the addition of ‘likes to likes’ (balanced ratios and residues separately) to 

obtain a balanced valence orbiter formula, from which the chemical formula is deduced. 

In this order, the ensuing valence orbiter formulae are:   

 

[{(3:2) + (2:1)}] ↔ [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(2:1) + (1:0) = (1:1) + (2:0)}] = {(2:2) + (1:1) + 

2e}                 

Or [{(2:3) + (1:2)}] ↔ [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(1:2) + (0:1) = (1:1) + (0:2)}] = {(2:2) + (1:1) 

+ 2p}        ………………(4.67)  

 

The above combinations return a chemical compound, Sodium Chloride: NaCl. The 

covalent bond is constituted by 2 pairs of transverse particles (2:2) = (1:1) + (1:1). The 

two halves from both reactants return particles of the same type and they are shed off. It 

is not difficult to notice how the covalent bond has been implemented on the 1½ path. 

After the initial bond balancing process, there remains a viable valence orbiter pair (1:1) 

residue, capable of initiating another chemical bond. This valence orbiter residue ratio is 

contributed to by Sodium atom alone.  

 

Further, the result confirms that Sodium has a valence of 2½, while Chlorine exhibits a 

1½ valence. This implies then that, Sodium remains with an extra potential valence 

orbiter pair (Figure 4.38) to engage another chlorine atom under the ‘aspiration’ principle 

as illustrated shortly.  

 

Note also that the orbiter combination pattern {[(1:0) + (0:1)] = [(1:1)]} constitutes a 

bond (as in the formation of the hydrogen molecule H2); while its counterparts {[(1:0) + 

(1:0)] or [(0:1) + (0:1)]} do not as they return orbiters of the same spin type. The same 

type combinations are flashed off. These released orbiters account for the exothermic 

nature of the reaction, whose causality is difficult to predict in Quantum Mechanics. 
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The foregone illustrates how the ionic bond conceived in Quantum Mechanics is 

effectively substituted by a covalent bond under Classical Mechanical design; the same is 

depicted pictorially in Figure 4.38.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Secondly, in the process of spin-balancing, the element with majority valence orbiters 

controls or determines the number of the total covalent bonds that can be formed. This is 

true since such element has more to share or withhold during bond formation processes.   

For example, the two and ½ valence nature of Sodium is illustrated in Figure 4.38, where 

the other possible pair to constitute another bond remains in the valence shell, while the 

other gets engaged in bond making with Chlorine atom.  

 

In addition, the two Relations in Equation (4.67), express formation of two like 

transverse types of valence orbiters at the end of the reaction of each possible reaction 

mechanism. In the first case, the remaining Sodium valence electron (1:0) [=½ valence], 

combines another (1:0) [=½ valence] from Chlorine in the expulsion drive of the duo 

(2:0); while in the second version of the reaction mechanism, a Sodium valence positron 

(0:1) combines with a Chlorine positron (0:1), only to end up ‘suffering a common 

expulsion’ (0:2) at the end of the reaction. 

 

Figure 4.38: Covalent Bonding between Sodium and Chlorine 
                     Atoms 

Cl Na + 2e/p 
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Now consider the other two possible combination cases derivable from Equations (4.63 

& 4.64); these are subjected to the same treatment as in Relation (4.67) as shown below.  

 

[{(3:2) + (1:2)}] ↔ [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(2:1) + (0:1) = (1:1) + (1:1)}] = {(3:3) + (1:1)}         

Or [{(2:3) + (2:1)}] ↔ [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(1:2) + (1:0) = (1:1) + (1:1)}] = {(3:3) + 

(1:1)}           (4.68)  

 

The two versions of chemical reactions in Equation (4.68) exemplify the general 

principle stated in Section 4.4.3.2 regarding how a resultant chemical bond is 

contributed to equally by the bonding reactants using the full valency plan (1:1) each; as 

well as a complementary scheme [(1:0) + (0:1) = (1:1)] engineered by each bonding 

reactant presenting ‘the other transverse valence orbiter’ for bonding formation.   

 

Since this extra bond is constructed from the two reactants, it joins the already formed 

bond between the two elements (2:2) to constitute in total a (3:3) bond between the two 

elements, leaving the extra bond (1:1) still a sole property of Sodium. Clearly, ‘valence 

residue particles from the reactants are contributive to the initial balanced covalent 

bond or else they are released off’. As the would-be released particles belong to unlike 

typology, it follows the reaction has no particles to excite itself, save from extracting the 

necessary excitation power from its environment; it follows therefore that the reaction is 

typically endothermic.  

  

In the same Equation (4.68), another rule is exemplified, namely that Sodium expresses 

an extra full valence residue option (1:1), contributed to from its own, in readiness for 

another bond formation; this is shown below, where Chlorine presents another atom 

through the ‘aspiration’ principle only to realize a new compound, Sodium dichloride, 

Cl2Na.  

 

The covalent bond is constituted by 3 pairs of transverse particles, which carry 

implications of a far more stable compound than one made of 2 pairs, as indicated in 

Equation (4.67). Certainly the 2 pair covalent bond returns a more volatile compound 
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than one with a 3 paired covalent bond; moreover, the former releases energetic electrons 

and/ positrons, which account for the volatility of the eventual reaction.  

 

As stated above, the maximum balanced valence orbiter ratio that Chlorine can avail for 

the covalent bond formation is (1:1) and ½ [= (1:0) or (0:1)]; and that of Sodium is (2:2) 

and ½ [= (1:0) or (0:1)]. It follows therefore that Chlorine is a lesser (full) valence orbiter 

supplier (1:1) to the bond formation when compared to Sodium (2:2). Chlorine therefore 

remains with room to aspire to contribute valency orbiters equally by incorporating 

another atom (or atoms). This rule of ‘aspiration’ (where Chlorine incorporates an extra 

atom) is illustrated below in reference to the initial reaction state as predicted in 

Equations (4.63 & 4.64). 

 

Na: → [(3:2)] ↔ [(2:2) + (1:0)] and [(2:3)] ↔ [(2:2) + (0:1)] (4:69) 

 2Cl: → [(4:2)] ↔ [(2:2) + (2:0)] and [(2:4)] ↔ [(2:2) + (0:2)]  (4.70) 

 

This leads to valence orbiter formulae: 

[{(3:2) + (4:2)}] ↔ [{(2:2) + (1:0)} + {(2:2) + (2:0)}] = {(4:4)} + 3e          (4.71) 

Or [{(2:3) + (2:4)}] ↔ [{(2:2) + (0:1)} + {(2:2) + (0:2)}] = {(4:4)} + 3p 

The above returns a chemical product referred to as Sodium dichloride NaCl2, which is 

bound to be more exothermic than NaCl, given the abundance of released orbiters. 

Sodium dichloride is formally rendered as: Cl2Na. 

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/22590707: Accessed on May 8th 2016. 

 

Similarly, when the same ‘aspiration to equal contribution’ procedure is subjected to the 

other orbiter combinations in Equations (4.63 & 4.64), we have: 

 

[{(3:2) + (2:4)}] ↔ [{(2:2) + (1:0)} + {(2:2) + (0:2)}] = {(4:4) + (1:1) + (0:1)} = [(5:5) 

+ p]   

[{(2:3) + (4:2)}] ↔ [{(2:2) + (0:1)} + {(2:2) + (2:0)}] = {(4:4) + (1:1) + (1:0)} = [(5:5) 

+ e]         ……….(4.72)   

  

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/22590707
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The ensuing chemical compound is: Sodium dichloride, Cl2Na, which is less exothermic 

(and hence more stable) than its counterpart whose covalent bond is constituted by 4 pairs 

of transverse particles.           

 

Illustration II: Water (H2O), Hydrogen Peroxide (H2O2) and Oxygen Water (H4O2) 

-  Hydrogen has its valence orbiter ratio arranged as:    1:00:1 or  (4.73)  

- Oxygen orbiters are deployed as:         2,4,2    (4.74) 

- Oxygen’s valence orbiter ratio is:        (1:1)     (4.75) 

 

This is an excellent example manifesting the transverse spin balancing principle outright. 

Oxygen has a (1:1) transverse valence orbiter ratio. Hydrogen therefore, must deploy 2 

atoms with transverse orbiter spins to balance out those of Oxygen; hence the chemical 

formula for water: H2O.The valence orbiter formula becomes: 

 

[{(1:1) + (1:0) = (2:1)], which remains in need of a positron/electron to strike the 

transverse spin balance condition. Thus: 

[{(1:1) + (1:0) + (0:1)}] = [(2:1) + (0:1)] ↔ (2:2)   (4.76) 

 

The absence of released particles signifies among other things that the water is stable 

molecule. 

 

Observe that while Oxygen (O) has a valence of 1, its molecule (O2) has a valence of 2, 

just as Hydrogen (H), whose valence is ½, has its molecule H2 exhibiting a valence of 1.    

 

An Illustration of the above facts is done with the chemical formation of Hydrogen 

Peroxide (H2O2) and subsequently, Oxygen Water (H4O2). 

 

Leaving out details, we observe that the valence orbiter formula between Oxygen and 

Hydrogen for the formation of Hydrogen Peroxide stands as: 

 

[(1:1) + (1:1) + {(1:0) + (0:1)}] = [(1:1) + (1:1) + {(1:0) + (0:1)}] = (2:2) + (1:1)   (4.77) 
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The eventual chemical compound is Hydrogen Peroxide (H2O2), being constituted by 2 

Oxygen full valence ratios [(1:1) + (1:1)] and 2 Hydrogen ½ valence ratio [(1:0) + (0:1)].  

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/hydrogen_peroxide: Accessed on May 16th 

2016. 

 

However, at the end of the formation of Hydrogen Peroxide process, the Oxygen 

molecule, reserves one extra residue valence orbiter ratio (1:1) with which it completes 

another bond with another H2 to realize Oxygen water (H4O2) through the ‘aspiration’ 

principle, as illustrated in Relation (4.78). 

 

[(1:1) + (1:1) + 2{(1:0) + (0:1)}] = [(2:2) + (2:2)] = (4:4)   (4.78) 

 

In Relation (4.78), the formation of Oxygen water (H4O2) is implemented. 

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/447138: Accessed on May 16th 2016. 

 

Illustration III: Methylene (CH2)and Methane (CH4) 

Carbon’s orbiter configuration and maximum valence orbiter ratio: {2:4} → (2:2)  (4.79) 

Hydrogen’s orbiter pattern and maximum valence orbiter ratio: {1:0} or {0:1} (4.80) 

 

It is easily noticed that: [(1:0) + (0:1)] = (1:1) → 2 transverse Hydrogen atoms; these 

constitute the minimum valence orbiter ratio in harmony with what Carbon is capable of 

returning. The subsequent valency orbiter formula turns out as: 

 

[(2:2) + {(1:0) + (0:1)}] = [{(1:1) + (1:1) + (1:1)}] ↔ [(2:2) + (1:1)]     (4.81) 

 

The realized chemical compound is Methylene (also: Carbene, Carbon dihydride), whose 

chemical formula is CH2.   

http://www.guidechem.com/dictionary/2465-56-7.html: Accessed on May 10th 2016. 

 

From Relation (4.81), it is clear there is a residue valence orbiter ratio (1:1), which is 

contributed to by the Carbon element alone. In this way Carbon exhibits a second 

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/hydrogen_peroxide
https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/447138
http://www.guidechem.com/dictionary/2465-56-7.html
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valency, with which it can conclude another covalent bond. Under the ‘aspiration’ 

principle, another combination of two transverse Hydrogen atoms becomes the preferred 

pair to match Carbon’s full valency capacity. In this order, we have:  

The associated valence orbiter formulae obtain as: 

 

[(2:2) + 2{(1:0) + (0:1)}] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)}] = (4:4)   (4:82) 

 

The associated chemical formula is: CH4, whose chemical name is Methane (also: 

Carbon tetrahydride). It is a stable compounds by the same reasons cited already.  

 

Illustration IV: Hydrochloric Acid  

-  Hydrogen has its orbiter arranged as:    1:00:1 or    (4.83)  

 - Chlorine orbiters are deployed as:         3,8,4,2    (4.84) 

Chlorine’s valence orbiter ratio is either: (2:1) or (1:2); and its associated ‘factorized’ 

pattern with its full (max) integral valency of (1:1) takes the form: 

Cl: → {[(2:1)] = (1:1) + (1:0) or [(1:2)] = (1:1) + (0:1)}  (4.85) 

 

Observe: Hydrogen and Chlorine feature ½ and 1½ valences respectively. These two 

particles are set to combine via the ½ valency side [that is: (1:0) + (0:1) = (1:1)], leaving 

Chlorine with an extra full valence residue (1:1) to implement another covalent bond. 

 

Thus the valence orbiter formulae obtain as: 

[{(2:1) + (0:1)}] = [{(1:1) + (1:0)} + {(0:1)}] = [(1:1) + (1:1)]     (4.86) 

[{(1:2) + (1:0)}] = [{(1:1) + (0:1)} + {(1:0)}] = [(1:1) + (1:1)] 

 

The associated chemical compound is Hydrogen Chloride, whose chemical formula is 

HCl; with an excess of (1:1) valence orbiter residue for an extra chemical reaction event. 

 

From the ‘aspiration’ principle, Hydrogen must present a molecule (H2), that is: [(1:0) + 

(0:1) = (1:1)] in order to contribute the eventual covalent bond equally, like Chlorine is 

capable. In this order, the ensuing valency orbiter formula turns out as:  
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[(2:1) + (0:1) + {(1:0) + (0:1)}] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(1:1)}] = (3:3)     (4.87) 

[(1:2) + (1:0) + {(1:0) + (0:1)}] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(1:1)}] = (3:3)  

 

The resultant product is Chlorine trihydride, whose chemical formula is H3Cl. This 

particular chemical is currently not listed among Lewis’ Quantum Mechanical chemical 

products; however, its existential possibility is neither denied and it is strongly proposed 

by Classical Mechanics. Besides, Chlorine trihydride (H3Cl) combines with Nitrogen 

hydride (NH) to form Ammonium chloride compound (NH4Cl or ClH4N) as shown in 

Equation (4.88). 

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/ammonium_chloride: Accessed on June 

25th 2016. 

 

Reference is made of Illustration VII, where the valence orbiter ratio for NH is shown to 

be (1:1) and from Equation (4.87), H3Cl exhibits a valence orbiter ratio of (3:3). Clearly, 

the two compounds can react in accordance to 3 valence orbiter ratio schemes as: 

 

NH (1:1) + H3Cl (3:3) → NH4Cl (1:1) ↔ [Ammonium Chloride]  (4.88) 

 

2NH (2:2) + H3Cl (3:3) → Cl H5N2 (2:2) ↔ [Hydrazine Hydrochloride] (4.89) 

 (It is also rendered as: N2H5Cl) 

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/115031#section=Top: Accessed on June 

25th 2016. 

3NH (3:3) + H3Cl (3:3) → (NH2)3Cl (3:3) ↔ [like in: Li4(NH2)3Cl amide-chloride] (4.90)  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/290625520: Accessed on June 25th 2016. 

 

This is how efficient and neat Classic Mechanics’ method of balancing chemical 

formulae can be employed to predict new compounds (Equation (4.90)) and break down 

difficult processes into simple stages. It takes a lot of labor in Quantum Mechanics to 

explain the above processes (say, Equations (4.88 – 4.90)), and when done, it is carried 

out haphazardly, on an ad-hoc basis!  

https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/ammonium_chloride
https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/compound/115031
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/290625520
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https://classesv2.yale.edu/wiki/site/chem124_f08/the_valence_problem_and_nitrogen.ht

ml: Accessed on June 24th 2016. 

 

Further, the alternative valence orbiter formulae to those in Equation (4.86) feature as: 

 

[{(2:1) + (1:0)}] = [{(1:1) + (1:0)} + {(1:0)}] = [(1:1)] + 2p   (4.91) 

[{(1:2) + (0:1)}] = [{(1:1) + (0:1)} + {(0:1)}] = [(1:1)] + 2e 

 

The above possible chemical processes in Equation (4.91) are un-allowable since the 

single ½ valence orbiters from Hydrogen [(0:1) and (1:0)] are flashed off in the process 

(together with their counterparts from the Chlorine atom [(0:1) and (1:0)] respectively, 

leaving Hydrogen with no capacity to constitute a covalent bond. 

 

Illustration V:  Potassium Permanganate (KMnO4), Potassium Manganese (III) 

                      Oxide (KMnO3) Covalent Bonded Compounds under Classical Mechanics 

Potassium Permanganate: The popular chemical symbol is: KMnO4. This molecule is 

attainable in the Classical Mechanics’ scheme engineered by spin-balancing techniques 

of the valence orbiters. Potassium Manganese trioxide, KMnO3 can also be realized under 

related conditions. Other compounds like: KMnO; KMnO2; KMnO5 and KMnO6 are also 

possible under respective chemical conditions. This is indicative of the multiplicity of 

valency for a single element or molecule. 

 

The Manganese’s majority valence orbiters (11) can take on a 5:6 or 6:5 valence orbiter – 

ratio, thereby expressing a 5½ valency; while those of Potassium with 5 valence orbiters, 

can assume a 3:2 or 2:3 valence orbiter – ratio, which is equivalent to 2½. Oxygen, 

having the least of valence orbiters (2) can only acquire a (1:1) valence orbiter – ratio, 

which returns a 1 valency status for Oxygen.  

 

As already stated the covalent bond-making process, starts with the highest valency 

elements (or molecules). In this case, Manganese and Potassium kick-off the process.  

From their respective valences, the maximum 2½ valency option available (or maximum 

https://classesv2.yale.edu/wiki/site/chem124_f08/the_valence_problem_and_nitrogen.html
https://classesv2.yale.edu/wiki/site/chem124_f08/the_valence_problem_and_nitrogen.html
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common valence) for the two elements, guides the subsequent chemical process between 

Manganese and Potassium, as expressed in the valency orbiter formulae below:  

 

[(6:5) + (3:2)] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + {(3:3) + (1:0) + (1:0)}] ↔ [(4:4) + (3:3) + 2e]  (4.92) 

[(6:5) + (2:3)] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + {(3:3) + (1:0) + (0:1)}] ↔ [(4:4) + (4:4)] (4.93) 

[(5:6) + (3:2)] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + {(3:3) + (0:1) + (1:0)}] ↔ [(4:4) + (4:4)] (4.94) 

[(5.6) + (2:3)] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + {(3:3) + (0:1) + (0:1)}] ↔ [(4:4) + (3:3) + 2p] (4.95) 

 

Observe that the choice of ‘maximum common valence’ between reactants is necessary 

for building stronger and hence more stable bonds between bonding elements. 

 

The sum of the valence orbiter residue ratios from Manganese and Potassium namely, 

(4:4) and (3:3), which are contributed by Manganese alone, become the molecule valence 

orbiter ratios to engineer the covalent bonding with the remaining Oxygen element (1:1). 

Observation should be made of how the 2½ valency order steers the Potassium-

Manganese molecule formation. 

 

The final process, involves three valence orbiter ratios, namely: (3:3), (4:4) and (1:1). 

The associated valences of the reactants are: 3, 4 and 1 respectively; along these valences, 

the eventual processes, while taking into account of the ‘aspiration’ principle proceed.  

 

 Chemical compounds realizable with the Manganese expressing a valence orbiter 

ratio of (3:3) and Oxygen whose valence orbiter ratio (1:1) are deducible from the 

valence orbiter formulae as: 

 

[(3:3) + (1:1)] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + (2:2)] ↔ {(2:2)} + (2:2)  (4.96) 

[(3:3) + 2(1:1)] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + (1:1)] ↔ {(4:4)} + (1:1)  (4.97) 

[(3:3) + 3(1:1)] = [{(3:3) + (3:3)} + (0:0)] ↔ {(6:6)}    (4.98) 

 

The associated final compound chemicals are respectively: KMnO, KMnO2 and KMnO3.  
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Of the three products, KMnO3 is most stable, with (4 + 6 = 10) pairs of transverse 

orbiters. 

 

 Chemical compounds realizable with the Potassium-Manganese molecule 

expressing a ‘sum’ valence orbiter ratio of (4:4) and Oxygen whose valence 

orbiter ratio (1:1) are deducible from the valence orbiter formulae as: 

 

[(4:4) + (1:1)] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + (3:3)] ↔ {(2:2)} + (3:3)  (4.99) 

[(4:4) + 2(1:1)] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + (2:2)] ↔ {(4:4)} + (2:2)  (4.100) 

[(4:4) + 3(1:1)] = [{(3:3) + (3:3)} + (1:1)] ↔ {(6:6)} + (1:1)  (4.101) 

[(4:4) + 4(1:1)] = [{(4:4) + (4:4)} + (0:0)] ↔ {(8:8)}    (4.102) 

 

The respective chemical compounds realizable at the Potassium-Manganese’s 4th valency 

platform are: KMnO; KMnO2; KMnO3 and KMnO4; the latter is indeed most stable of all 

possible 4 compounds between Potassium, Manganese and Oxygen, with (4 + 8 = 12) 

pairs of transverse particles constituting the eventual covalent bonds. 

 

From the above array, the resultant chemical formulas of possible compounds are: 

KMnO, KMnO2, KMnO3, and KMnO4. This illustrates the multiplicity of valency 

deployment and hence concurrence of various chemicals, in different degrees of 

abundance in a ‘single’ chemical process. The higher the number of transverse particle 

pairs constituting the covalent bond, the more stable a compound is. 

http://www.chemindustry.com/chemicals/0390628.html: Accessed on May 10th 2016. 

http://www.chemindustry.com/apps/chemicals: Accessed on May 10th 2016. 

 

Observe, that the formation of similar chemical compounds (with respect to Equations 

(4.96 – 4.98) and (4.99 – 4.102)), provides stronger grounds to uphold that covalent 

bonds should capture as much of all the reactants’ self-involvement in a chemical 

reaction as possible. In this order, reactions captured in Equations (4.96 – 4.98) are least 

favored and hence ruled out (as they exclude the Potassium’s involvement in the 

http://www.chemindustry.com/chemicals/0390628.html
http://www.chemindustry.com/apps/chemicals
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subsequent bonding with Oxygen) compared to those expressed in Equations (4.99 – 

4.102).  

 

In sum, chemical reactions have been again expressed to be as quite more complex, than 

perhaps often demonstrated. This is manifested in the viable products identifiable in 

compound formations deducible from Relations ((4.99 – 4.102)). The above possible 

multiple reactions present a scenario where one or the other compound assumes a 

dominant presence or a recessive (scanty traces) in a ‘single’ reaction. Particular 

compounds in a reaction therefore, abound as long as the favoring-conditions for their 

combinations superseded others.   

 

ILLUSTRATION VI: Iron Manganese Trioxide: FeMnO3 

Atomic number for Iron is: 26. 

Classic Mechanical orbiter arrangement: 2, 4, 8, 12    (4.103) 

Associated maximum valence is 6 and valence orbiter ratio: {(6:6)} 

 

Atomic number for Manganese is: 25. 

Classic Mechanical orbiter arrangement: 2, 4, 8, 11    (4.104) 

Associated maximum valence is 5½ with valence orbiter ratio: {(6:5) or (5:6)} 

 

Atomic number for Oxygen is: 8. 

Classic Mechanical orbiter arrangement: 2, 4, 2    (4.105) 

Associated maximum valence is 1 with valence orbiter ratio: {(1:1)} 

 

This example exemplifies further the above important rule concerning ‘as much as 

possible involving all the reactants in mutual covalent bond formation’ especially in 

complex compounds. In this case, the residue valence ratio expected after the 

engagement between the two valence-rich elements (Fe and Mn) must reflect the type of 

the valence orbiter ratio of the awaiting atom for the next reaction stage, in this case, it is 

oxygen with a (1:1), an integral valence orbiter ratio. 
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In the above order, if the 5½ valence (corresponding to the (5:5) valence orbiter ratio) 

were to apply as the rule for the formation of the molecule between the ‘most valence-

loaded’ elements (Fe and Mn), the following valence orbiter formulae obtain:  

 

[(6:6) + (6:5)] ↔ [{(5:5) + (5:5)} + {(1:1) + (1:0)}] = (10:10) + (1:1) + e  (4.106) 

[(6:6) + (5:6)] ↔ [{(5:5) + (5:5)} + {(1:1) + (0:1)}] = (10:10) + (1:1) + p 

 

Clearly, the Manganese element fails to pass on its bonding capability to awaiting 

Oxygen atom as its only (1:0) → e or (0:1) → p capability (½ valence power) will have 

been flashed off since it has no anchorage/applicability for the next stage, which involves 

a full valence case (= Oxygen’s (1:1) valence orbiter ratio)!  

 

A compromise is found in employing the next lower maximum valence for Manganese, 

namely 4½ (which corresponds to a valence orbiter ratio of [{(4:4) + (1:0)} or {(4:4) + 

(0:1)}). In observing Manganese as presenting a 4½ valence (→ (4:4)) valence orbiter 

ratio) for bonding with Iron’s corresponding 4½ possible valence counterpart, the 

following obtains: 

 

Factorizing the valence orbiter ratio of Manganese and Iron referenced to the (4:4) ratio 

scheme supplied by the Manganese element, we have: 

 

[(6:6) + (6:5)] ↔ [{(4:4) + (4:4)} + {(2:2) + (1:1) + (1:0)}] ↔ (8:8) + (3:3) + e    (4.107) 

[(6:6) + (5:6)] ↔ [{(4:4) + (4:4)} + {(2:2) + (1:1) + (0:1)}] ↔ (8:8) + (3:3) + p   (4.108) 

 

The combined valence orbiter residue sum, with which Iron and Manganese avails for 

combination with Oxygen’s valence orbiter ratio is (3:3); thus the eventual valence 

orbiter formulae, taking into account of the ‘aspiration principle’ prevail as:  

 

[{(3:3) + (1:1)}] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + (2:2)] ↔ (2:2) + (2:2)    (4.109) 

[{(3:3) + 2(1:1)}] = [{(2:2) + (2:2)} + (1:1)] ↔ (4:4) + (1:1)    (4.110) 

[{(3:3) + 3(1:1)}] = [{(3:3) + (3:3)} + (0:0)] ↔ (6:6)     (4.111) 
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Certainly Equation (4.109) returns a compound whose name is: Iron Manganese Oxide, 

with a chemical formula FeMnO. Its bond is cemented in [(8:8) + (2:2)]), which is ten 

pairs of transverse particles.  

 

Equation (4.110) realizes Iron Manganese Dioxide compound, whose chemical formula 

stands as: FeMnO2. The bond is cemented in [(8:8) + (4:4)], amounting to twelve pairs of 

transverse particles. The covalent eventual bond gives the resultant compound more 

stability than FeMnO, which is implemented with a ten-pair transverse particle bond. 

 

Finally Equation (4.111) connotes the formation of Iron Manganese Trioxide, whose 

chemical formula is: FeMnO3. It is the most stable of the other two ferric compounds, as 

its bond is constituted by [(8:8) + (6:6)], which amounts to 14 pairs of transverse 

particles. It is certainly the most stable of the three compounds. 

 

In sum, we reiterate that the Classical Electron Configuration scheme presents very 

strong grounds for the covalent bond monopoly of the chemical interactions between 

Atoms. Besides the bond formation processes are ‘very straight forward’ unlike their 

counterparts referenced to the Quantum Mechanics domain.  

 

ILLUSTRATION VII: Ammonia Gas (NH3) 

This particular example brings out another outstanding characteristic which makes the 

Classical Mechanics’ covalent bond mechanisms far superior to those adopted by 

Quantum Mechanics. In this regard, while Ammonia gas is regarded in Quantum 

Mechanics as a product between Nitrogen gas (N2) and Hydrogen gas (H2), it turns out in 

Classical Mechanics that the product is rather a product of the reaction between Nitrogen 

Hydride molecule (NH) and Hydrogen gas (H2)!    

 

Clearly therefore, despite the fact that two approaches return the same chemical formula 

for Ammonia (and indeed other chemical products), the Classical Mechanics’ model for 

chemical reactions, articulates reaction stages to greater details than is achievable using 

Quantum Mechanical methods.  
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The above is true, since the valence for both Nitrogen and Hydrogen particles is ½. 

Leaving out the details, Nitrogen Hydride has a valence of 1 and its associated valence 

orbiter ratio is (1:1); just as the Hydrogen molecule (H2) has a valence of 1 and its 

associated valence orbiter ration is (1:1). 

 

From the above, NH molecule implements a covalent bond with H2 as deducible in the 

valence orbiter formula below: 

 

NH + H2: → [{(1:1) + (1:1)}] = (2:2)     (4.112)  

   

The chemical formula of the product represented in Equation (4.112) is NH3, and its 

chemical name is Nitrogen Trihydride or Ammonia (also Azane); it is a stable compound 

with a covalent bond sealed by two pairs of transverse valence particles. 

 

4.4.3.3 Causality of Chemical Reactions of Quantum Mechanics’ “Inert” Elements 

The “noble” gases have been until recently associated with an apparent chemical 

inactivity (expressing a zero orbiter affinity). This has been believed widely by Quantum 

Mechanics to be directly caused by the ‘full’ atomic structure of their valence Shells, 

among other claims.  

 

However, in the wake of new scientific developments, the once ‘inert’ elements have 

been found to be chemically active and make compounds under specific conditions. 

While Quantum Mechanics may find it difficult to reformulate its earlier positions, 

Classic Mechanics on the other hand, supplies the desirable explanation regarding the 

chemical activity of ‘noble’ gases under its ‘transverse spin balance’ principle.   

 

It makes more sense therefore to import Table 4.1 and the Quantum Mechanics’ orbital 

configuration construction as placed in Section 4.3.2.5 and investigate how Classic 

Mechanics re-designs the Quantum Mechanics’ positions, to render the ‘inert’ elements’ 

currently recognized chemical reactions comprehensible. 

 



 136 

Cf. TABLE 4.1: Quantum Mechanics’ Electron Sub-shell and Shell Occupancy 

Atomic No.  Atom Order of Electrons per Shell 

2 Helium (He) 2                             [2] 

10 Neon (Ne) 2. 8                         [2, 8] 

18 Argon (Ar) 2. 8. 8                     [2, 8, 8] 

36 Krypton (Kr) 2. 8. 18. 8               [2, 8, 18, 8] 

54 Xenon (Xe) 2. 8. 18. 18. 8         [2, 8, 18, 26] 

86 Radon (Rn)  2. 8. 18. 32. 18. 8   [2, 8, 18, 32, 26] 

 

Cf. 4.3.2.5 ‘Noble or Inert Gases’ Sub-Shell Electronic Configuration 

1. 2He:  1s2  

2. 10Ne: 1s2, 2s2, 2p6 

3. 18Ar: 1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6 

4. 36Kr: 1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 4p6 

5. 54Xe:  1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 4p6, 4d10, 4f8 

6. 86Rn:  1s2, 2s2, 2p6, 3s2, 3p6, 3d10, 4s2, 4p6, 4d10, 4f14, 5s2, 5p6, 5d10, 5f8 

 

From the two orderings above, it is very clear that it is only Neon, which expresses a 

‘complete’ outermost (valence) shell constituted by the valence ‘octet’ (2s2, 2p6).  

Argon’s 3rd shell constitutes its valence shell; but while it is shown to express the ‘octet’ 

rule (3s2, 3p6), it is nonetheless an un-complete valence shell since the third shell still 

has room for 3d10 orbiters to qualify for ‘completeness’.  

 

The same anomaly is observable for Krypton; its valence shell (4th), while expressing the 

‘octet’ rule (4s2, 4p6), it still has room for (4d10, 4f14) orbiters to become a ‘completely’ 

filled valence shell.  Xenon’s and Radon’s valence shell structures are no exception to 

observed anomaly. It also still begs question to define where exactly Quantum Mechanics 

places the ‘octet’ rule; for it appears to apply at the sub-shell level as well!  

 

If we stick to the Quantum Mechanics’ principle which associates chemical reaction with 

un-completed valence shells of combining atoms, then the ‘noble’ elements have natural 
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capacities to undergo chemical reactions in as far as their valence shells are not 

completely full. However, even such grounds may not help, since despite Neon having a 

‘completely’ filled valence shell and expressing at the same time the ‘octet’ rule it is not 

immune to chemical reaction! This observation renders Quantum Mechanics’ attribution 

of non-chemical activity to possessing ‘completely’ filled valence shells un-satisfactory.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neon#Chemistry: Accessed on May 1st 2016. 

 

Further, there is need to observe at this point that the Quantum Mechanics’ model for 

shell filling differs from that of Classic Mechanics. In this order Classical Mechanics’ 

orbiters’ structural formula disqualifies Neon from having a complete valence shell as 

shown in Table 4.2. Besides, Classic Mechanics does not build chemical in-activity 

around completeness of valence shells as discussed next. 

 

TABLE 4.2: Classic Mechanics’ Orbiters’ Configuration for ‘Noble’ Elements  

Atomic No. Atom Order of orbiters per Shell 
2 Helium (He) 2                                [2]       
10 Neon (Ne) 2. 4. 4                        [2, 4, 4]    
18 Argon (Ar) 2. 4. 8. 4                    [2, 4, 8, 4]  
36 Krypton (Kr) 2. 4. 8. 16. 6              [2, 4, 8, 16, 6]  
54 Xenon (Xe) 2. 4. 8. 16. 24            [2, 4, 8, 16, 24]    
86 Radon (Rn) 2. 4. 8. 16. 32. 24      [2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 24]   
 

 

The Classic Mechanics’ orbiters’ configuration breaks the ineffective yardstick (of 

Quantum Mechanics) of chemical reactions gauging themselves towards attainment of 

the “noble gas electronic configuration”; and re-defines the chemical activity as prompted 

majority-wise by the propensity to balance the transverse spin texture of the valence 

orbiters  contributed by the  combining elements.  

 

The spin-balance thrust technique and appropriate conditions supportive of chemical 

activity provide causality for the formation of chemical compounds between elements 

inclusive of the so-called ‘Noble’ elements.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neon
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4.4.3.4 Examples of ‘Noble’ Elements’ Covalent Bonded-Compounds 

 Argon: Argon fluorohydride (HArF). This is a typical covalent compound whose 

chemical formula is supported in the Classic Mechanical orbiters’ structural 

definitions as illustrated below: 

 

Argon’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [2, 4, 8, 4] → (2:2)  (4.113) 

Fluorine’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [2, 4, 3] → (2:1) or (1:2)  

Hydrogen’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [1] → (0:1) or (1:0) 

 

The second highest valence loaded element is Fluorine, whose maximum balanced orbiter 

valence shell is: (1:1). That is:  

 

Fluorine: → [(2:1) or (1:2)] ↔ {[(1:1) + (1:0)] or [(1:1) + (0:1)]}   (4.114) 

And, 

Argon: → [(2:2)] ↔ [(1:1) + (1:1)]      (4.115) 

 

Thus, Fluorine and Argon constitute a single molecule, via a balanced (2:2) covalent 

bond. In the process, the two elements accumulate a total sum residue orbiter ratio as 

deducible from the Relations (orbiter valence formulae) below:  

 

[(2:2) + (2:1)] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(1:1) + (1:0)}] ↔ [(2:2) + (2:1)]  (4.116) 

[(2:2) + (1:2)] = [{(1:1) + (1:1)} + {(1:1) + (0:1)}] ↔ [(2:2) + (1:2)] 

 

Finally, the least orbiter Hydrogen’s {(1:0) or (0:1) valence ratio has to be balance out 

with the two types of possible residue valence orbiter ratios, namely (2:1) and (1:2); 

again the success of which goes to demonstrate the power of the Classic Mechanical 

covalent bonding procedure, via spin-balancing technique.  

 

[{(2:1) + (1:0)}] = [(1:1) + (1:0) + (1:0)] ↔ [(1:1) + (2:0)] = (1:1) + 2e  (4.117) 

[{(1:2) + (0:1)}] = [(1:1) + (0:1) + (0:1)] ↔ [(1:1) + (0:2)] = (1:1) + 2p 
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Clearly the above 2 options are disallowed since Hydrogen (1:0) and (0:1) do not 

participate in the eventual bond formation (1:1). 

Next: 

 

[{(2:1) + (0:1)}] = [(1:1) + (1:0) + (0:1)] ↔ [(1:1) + (1:1)] = (2:2)  (4.118) 

[{(1:2) + (1:0)}] = [(1:1) + (0:1) + (1:0)] ↔ [(1:1) + (1:1)] = (2:2)  

 

Relation (4.118) returns a compound where this time all the reactants participate in the 

chemical reactions. The name and the formula of the subsequent compound are Argon 

fluorohydride and HArF respectively. This is true since each element provides a single 

atom for the covalent bond formation. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Argon#Compounds: Accessed on May 14th 2016. 

 

 Krypton: Krypton difluoride (KrF2). Like in the above case, the chemical formula 

(KrF2) derives from the Classic Mechanics’ orbiters’ structural formulae as 

follows: 

Krypton’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [2, 4, 8, 16, 6] → (3:3) (4.119) 

Fluorine’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [2, 4, 3] → (2:1) or (1:2) 

 

The valence orbiter formulae, while taking into account the ’aspiration’ rule feature as:  

 

[{(3:3) + (2:1)}] ↔ [{(1:1) + (2:2)} + {(1:1) + (1:0)}] = (2:2) + (2:2) + e       (4.120) 

[{(3:3) + 2(2:1)}] ↔ [{(2:2) + (1:1)} + {(2:2) + 2(1:0)}] = (4:4) + (1:1) + 2e  

[{(3:3) + 3(2:1)}] ↔ [{(3:3) + (0:0)} + {(3:3) + 3(1:0)}] = (6:6) + 3e  

 

Similarly: 

 

[{(3:3) + (1:2)}] ↔ [{(1:1) + (2:2)} + {(1:1) + (0:1)}] = (2:2) + (2:2) + p     (4.121) 

[{(3:3) + 2(1:2)}] ↔ [{(2:2) + (1:1)} + {(2:2) + 2(0:1)}] = (4:4) + (1:1) + 2p 

[{(3:3) + 3(1:2)}] ↔ [{(3:3) + (0:0)} + {(3:3) + 3(0:1)}] = (6:6) + 3p 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Argon
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From Relations (4.120) and (4.121), the following compounds are viable: KrF; KrF2 and 

KrF3 

http://thepowerofkrypton.weebly.com/compounds.html: Accessed on May 14th 2016. 

http://www.britannica.com/science/krypton-chemical-element: Accessed on May 14th 

2016. 

 

 Xenon: Xenon hexafluoride (XeF6). This compound is equally derivable from the 

Classic Mechanics’ bond formation mechanism as illustrated below. 

 

Xenon’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [2, 4, 8, 16, 24] → (12:12)    

Fluorine’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio: [2, 4, 3] → (2:1) or (1:2) 

              ………..(4.122) 

 

The valence orbiter formulae, while allowing for the ‘aspiration’ rule become: 

 

[{(12:12) + (2:1)}] ↔ [(1:1) + (11:11) + (1:1) + (1:0)] = (2:2) + (11:11) + e     (4.123) 

[{(12:12) + 2(2:1)}] ↔ [(2:2) + (10:10) + (2:2) +2(1:0)] = (4:4) + (10:10) + 2e  

[{(12:12) + 3(2:1)}] ↔ [(3:3) + (9:9) + (3:3) + 3(1:0)] = (6:6) + (9:9) + 3e  

[{(12:12) + 4(2:1)}] ↔ [(4:4) + (8:8) + (4:4) + 4(1:0)] = (8:8) + (8:8) + 4e  

[{(12:12) + 5(2:1)}] ↔ [(5:5) + (7:7) + (5:5) + 5(1:0)] = (10:10) + (7:7) + 5e  

[{(12:12) + 6(2:1)}] ↔ [(6:6) + (6:6) + (6:6) + 6(1:0)] = (12:12) + (6:6) + 6e  

[{(12:12) + 7(2:1)}] ↔ [(7:7) + (5:5) + (7:7) + 7(1:0)] = (14:14) + (5:5) + 7e  

[{(12:12) + 8(2:1)}] ↔ [(8:8) + (4:4) + (8:8) + 8(1:0)] = (16:16) + (4:4) + 8e  

[{(12:12) + 9(2:1)}] ↔ [(9:9) + (3:3) + (9:9) + 9(1:0)] = (18:18) + (3:3) + 9e  

[{(12:12) + 10(2:1)}] ↔ [(10:10) + (2:2) + (10:10) + 10(1:0)] = (20:20) + (2:2) + 10e  

[{(12:12) + 11(2:1)}] ↔ [(11:11) + (1:1) + (11:11) + 11(1:0)] = (22:22) + (1:1) + 11e  

[{(12:12) + 12(2:1)}] ↔ [(12:12) + (0:0) + (12:12) + 12(1:0)] = (24:24) + 12e  

 

Similarly, we have: 

 

[{(12:12) + (1:2)}] ↔ [(1:1) + (11:11) + (1:1) + (0:1)] = (2:2) + (11:11) + p     (4.124) 

http://thepowerofkrypton.weebly.com/compounds.html
http://www.britannica.com/science/krypton-chemical-element
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[{(12:12) + 2(1:2)}] ↔ [(2:2) + (10:10) + (2:2) + 2(0:1)] = (4:4) + (10:10) + 2p 

[{(12:12) + 3(1:2)}] ↔ [(3:3) + (9:9) + (3:3) + 3(0:1)] = (6:6) + (9:9) + 3p 

[{(12:12) + 4(1:2)}] ↔ [(4:4) + (8:8) + (4:4) + 4(0:1)] = (8:8) + (8:8) + 4p 

………………………………………………………………………….. 

[{(12:12) + 10(1:2)}] ↔ [(10:10) + (2:2) + (10:10) + 10(0:1)] = (20:20) + (2:2) +10p 

[{(12:12) + 11(1:2)}] ↔ [(11:11) + (1:1) + (11:11) + 11(0:1)] = (22:22) + (1:1) +11p 

[{(12:12) + 12(1:2)}] ↔ [(12:12) + (0:0) + (12:12) + 12(0:1)] = (24:24) + 12p 

 

Clearly from Relations (4.123 & 4.124), the following compounds obtain: 

XeF; XeF2; XeF4; XeF5; XeF6; ……………XeF10; XeF11 and XeF12. Comparable multi-

compounds are obtainable between Xenon and Oxygen. Xenon has a valence of 12 and 

can implement compounds of various volatilities. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Xenon#Compounds: Accessed on 6th June 2014. 

http://www.britannica.com/science/xenon: Accessed on May 14th 2016. 

 

The above combination possibilities are among other alternative processes involving 

various valence expressions during different condition-brokered chemical reactions.  

However, the Classic Mechanical transverse spin-balancing principle still permeates them 

all as illustrated in the following complex reaction example. 

 

Consider the stable salts of Xenon containing very high proportions of Fluorine by 

weight such as tetra-fluoro-ammonium heptafluoroxenate (NF4XeF7):  

 

Nitrogen’s orbiter configuration and valence orbiter ratio are: [2, 4, 1] → (1:0) or (0:1) 

 

Observe that the complex NF4XeF7 compound can be expressed equivalently as a 

summation of two molecules, namely:  

 

[(NF4) + (XeF7)]       (4.125) 

 

Thus: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Xenon
http://www.britannica.com/science/xenon
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F4 ↔ [4(2:1) or 4(1:2)]. It follows that the valence orbiter ratio possible combinations at 

full valence capacity of each participating element are: 

 

NF4: →  

[(1:0) + 4(2:1) = [(1:0) + {(0:1) + (3:3)} + 5(1:0)] ↔ {(1:1) + (3:3)} + 5e   (4.126)  

[(0:1) + 4(1:2) = [(0:1) + {(1:0) + (3:3)} + 5(0:1)] ↔ {(1:1) + (3:3)} + 5p 

[(1:0) + 4(1:2) = [(1:0) + {(0:1) + (4:4)} + 3(0:1)] ↔ {(1:1) + (4:4)} + 3p 

[(0:1) + 4(2:1) = [(0:1) + {(1:0) + (4:4)} + 3(1:0)] ↔ {(1:1) + (4:4)} + 3e 

 

Xe → [(12:12)] 

Similarly, we have the following possible valence orbiter ratio combinations at full 

valence capacity of each participating element: 

 

XeF7: → [(12:12) + 7(2:1) = [(7:7) + (7:7) + (5:5) + (7:0)] ↔ {(14:14) + (5:5)}] + 7e 

               [(12:12) + 7(1:2) = [(7:7) + (7:7) + (5:5) + (0:7)] ↔ {(14:14) + (5:5)}] + 7p  

         ………..(4.127) 

After the above outlay, series of deductions can be made. For instance, it is clear that the 

two covalent bonds NH4 may construct are not as strong as those between the elements in 

the XeF7 molecule. This is deducible from the number of transverse pairs of orbiters 

which implement the respective bonds, 14 for XeF7 and 1 for NH4 molecules. 

 

Secondly, the final bond between the two molecules is implemented via the valence 

orbiter residue ratios. On the premise that stronger covalent bonds are preferred, the 

eventual bond is expected to occur between the NH4 (4:4) ratio and (5:5) ratio supplied 

by the XeF7 molecule. In the end the NH4XeF7 compound is realized as a stable 

compound product covalently bonded by 8 pairs of transverse orbiters between its 

molecular parts as illustrated in Relation (4.128). 

 

NH4XeF7: → [(4:4) + (5:5)] = {(4:4) + (4:4) + (1:1)} ↔ (8:8) + (1:1) (4.128) 
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Thirdly, the high numbers of particles released at the various stages of the reaction 

processes predict enormous amounts of energy associated with the formation of the final 

compound. Besides, the compound expresses extra capability of implementing other 

compounds, since it still presents an extra valence orbiter residue of (1:1). 

 

From the above, it is obvious that NF4XeF7 is an energetic, highly volatile substance; its 

formation processes project its viable applications in propellant systems which require 

enormous amounts of energy as in Rocketry.  

 

 Radon: Radon di-fluoride (RnF2). The synthetic process of this compound is 

projected to be volatile. Radon’s Classic Mechanical orbiter configuration, rates it 

with a valence of 24 (12:12), yet Fluorine can only supply [(2:1) or (1:2)] orbiters 

for the covalent bonding.  

Thus the total Fluorine valence load is: 

 

2[(2:1) or (1:2)] ↔ (4:2) or (2:4)    (4.129) 

The final valence orbiter formulae feature as: 

 

[(12:12) + (4:2)] = [(2:2) + (10:10) + (2:2) + (2:0)] ↔ {(4:4) + (10:10)} + 2e (4.130) 

[(12:12) + (2:4)] = [(2:2) + (10:10) + (2:2) + (0:2)] ↔ {(4:4) + (10:10)} + 2p 

 

In the final stage, Radon remains a highly oxidizing element (with (10:10) transverse 

orbiter ratio for further possible reactions) in its combination with Fluorine. The release 

of 2 orbiters at the end of the process manifests the exothermic nature of the reaction 

processes.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noble_gas_compound: Accessed on May 1st 2016. 

 

In sum, the apparent reluctance of ‘inert elements’ to engage into chemical action cannot 

anymore be construed to be determined by ‘filled’ valence electrons whether at sub-shell 

or Shells levels as proposed by Quantum Mechanics. The non-availability of the 

optimum/required conditions and lack of the expertise to synthesize the ‘Noble’ 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noble_gas_compound
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elements’ compounds subscribe as viable causes. The Classic Mechanics’ covalent-

chemical bonding  scheme supersedes the Quantum Mechanics’ “valence shell 

completeness ‘thrust’”. The latter can no longer be attributed as the driving force behind 

chemical bonding; which position fails especially to account for the known chemical 

compounds of the labeled, ‘noble’ gas elements believed to have ‘complete’ valence 

shells.  

 

The foregone argument gives strong support to the position that the Classic Mechanics’ 

covalent bonding scheme provides a far superior functional chemical reaction model than 

Quantum Mechanics does.  

 

Finally, the few aspects of the covalent bonding mechanisms discussed in this part of my 

work should not be construed to imply that a complete work has been achieved. In 

Chapter 6, more details are provided on the same subject, including a proposed Classic 

Mechanical - based Periodic Table. Besides the intention of exploring the chemical 

reactions of elements at this stage is meant to serve the purpose of grounding the position 

that the valence shells of molecules and (stable) compounds are constituted by balanced 

transverse spin orbiters, hence the transverse waves decodable upon exciting these 

materials. In all, the experimental justification of the efficient functionality of Pascal’s 

array model congenially associated with the orbiters’ configuration about the atomic 

nuclei has been manifested. 

 

4.5 CONCLUSION 

 

Electrons configuration about the nuclei has been shown to be orderly and hence 

predictable. This non-probabilistic arrangement is determined by the Binomial Operator 

on the geometrical placement of the electrons about the nucleus. This Binomial law is 

very effective in explaining the stability associated with Atoms in their stable states. The 

law engineers and promotes electrons’ spin – balance attainment at each Shell or Level, a 

condition, necessary for equilibrium among individual Atoms and also in combination. 
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Electrons with counter spins are placed in transverse orbits at each Shell, a position that 

eliminates spin-components in either orbit.  

 

The transversal placement of orbits at each Shell serves another purpose as it eliminates 

any other force-component formation between orbit layers. In this way, the entire atom 

system becomes practically reducible to a 2-body system, whose equation and solution 

are predictable in Equation (4.2). The positions and associated energies of electrons 

orbiting a nucleus in an equilibrium state are simultaneously determinable. The Binomial 

law therefore reverses the “Uncertainty Principle” proposed by Quantum Mechanics’ 

position of an electron about a nucleus being all chaotic and hence probabilistic. 

 

The transversal arrangement of orbiters at each shell is again on spot to explain, the 

transverse wave profiles observed being emitted in systems like the heated Hydrogen gas. 

The two transverse wave forms belong to the same origin namely, the transverse orbiters 

placed in one shell. Clearly, it is not accurate to assume that one wave profile belongs to 

some electronic domain, while the other denoting the magnetic sector of the system.  

 

The use of the spin-balance technique to account for the bonding processes between 

atoms renders explication of the processes involved in chemical bonding very lucid. The 

technique provides a very efficient mathematical model, which describes the embedded 

characteristics of chemical reactions under investigation. It further offers explanation to 

the causality of bonding of once thought to be ‘chemically inert’ elements on account of 

their misconstrued complete valence Shells. In the same line, the volatility (release of an 

avalanche of energetic orbiters) that often accompanies several chemical reactions is 

shown to be a direct effect of the implementation of spin-balancing condition of stability 

during chemical processes.  

 

The structural orderly, predictable and continuous oscillations of the orbiters about an 

atomic nucleus, give the single orbiter in the Hydrogen atom, the fulcrum to provide the 

frequency structural rhythm required in constructing a frequency spectrum scheme. This 

forms the subject of exploration in the following Chapter 4B.   
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