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This paper is an exploration and study of the fundamental problems of physics. It requires a person to invest a lot of time and energy in 
this kind of research that can neither make money nor be recognized by others. From this point of view, I think the work of the author of 
this article is worthy of respect. Of course, we should also be able to provide a suitable place, so that people like the author who are still 
struggling to explore the basic theories of physics can also have a voice. 
From the content of this paper, this paper studies the most basic problems of space-time in physics. At present, for the exploration of 
space and time, the general consensus is the theory of relativity. Einstein's theory of relativity is divided into special relativity and general 
relativity. One of the most controversial is the special theory of relativity. The author is also targeting the space-time view in the special 
theory of relativity, especially the Lorenz contraction problem. The author proposes a view of omnidirectional contraction, which is 
somewhat different from the Lorenz contraction. Judging from the argument of this paper, there is no big logical problem found. Although 
there may actually be many people with different views, I believe it is very beneficial to have a different view to promote our thinking. 
At present, outside the mainstream physics, there are many authors who have doubts about some theories such as the theory of relativity, 
and the number is still very large. It can even be said that an academic faction against the theory of relativity has been formed. These 
academic factions have their own journals and forums, and even organize various exchange meetings on a regular basis. More 
importantly, with the increase of time, these academic factions that oppose the theory of relativity do not seem to show signs of decline, 
and new members can continue to be added. That is to say, the ability to have a normal metabolism. In this case, as an academic 
viewpoint, even the mainstream physics community should not ignore or completely reject it, and perhaps some of their viewpoints are 
also enlightening. 
Compared with other papers against the theory of relativity, this paper has some innovations and new viewpoints. It can exist as a more 
typical view of this academic factions. Therefore, I still recommend the public publication of this paper. If you feel that this view is hurtful to 
your feelings, you can ignore it completely and just ignore him. Of course, if you think this article is still instructive, then browse it, it may 
give you some new ideas about the basic theory of physics. 
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