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3.6 INTRODUCTION 

In the first part of the Chapter (Chapter 3A), the major breakthrough with the study of the 

sub-atomic particles accomplished by Quantum Mechanics, has been briefly dealt with. 

However, we remain to appreciate a fundamental root theory, which galvanizes the 

Standard Model further, namely the Quantum Field Theory (QFT). This is a 

mathematical tool used by Quantum Mechanics, which tries to convert (‘eliminate’) the 

particle aspects of matter into their conceived field components.  

 

The above particular aspect had to wait the current discussion on the Classic Mechanics’ 

version of the Fundamental elements, which promotes both the particle and wave aspects 

of matter. In the last analysis a stage is reached at the end of this Chapter 3B, where the 

difference between holding on to the particle-wave characteristics of sub-atomic matter 

and/or disposing of the particle aspect while retaining the wave/field aspects is 

appropriately determined. Clearly it is shown that the electron/positron has only the 

particle’s nature and the wave aspect is just but one of the activities of the electron or 

positron in its particle character status. The particle-wave dual nature associated with 

nucleons is henceforth non-tenable.  

 

The biggest part of Chapter 3B, is however, reserved for the investigation of the only two 

unlike magnetic monopoles as the Classical Mechanics’ fundamental particles. Earlier 

scientists had determined, erroneously though, that the magnetic polarities are 

indistinguishable. Such position is well founded in the Quantum Mechanics’ universe 

world order, which is held to consist of indistinguishable individual elements; and one 

such pair of ‘homogenous’ entities, are the ‘indistinguishable’ North and South magnetic 

polarities. However, in this work, the North and South magnetic poles have been shown 
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to be non-contaminating and are hence distinguishable. The causality of this 

phenomenon is accounted for by the existence and functionality of the unlike magnetic 

monopoles.  

 

Both parts of Chapter 2 are dedicated to the exploration of the above positions on a 

macro-level, where the Earth magnet and its salient functionalities, particularly its 

engineering of the Earth movements, are discussed in great details. In the current Chapter 

3B, the focus is switched to examining the application of the unlike magnetic monopoles 

in the sub-atomic (micro) domain. The articulation of the characteristics of the unlike 

magnetic monopoles is derived from the researcher’s own scientific experimentation and 

historical observations that have stood the test of time.  

 

It is unfortunate however, that the designers of many of such historic experiments, that 

should have articulated the existence of magnetic monopoles were actually switched to 

support different interpretations, which apparently had little to with the actual 

observations at hand.  This is understood on the background that the issue of magnetic 

monopoles had long been categorized as an ‘impossible’ venture! A few of such 

experiments are re-examined in this work and are used to compliment the experimental-

analytical positions that indeed the unlike magnetic monopoles exist in nature and that 

they are the ultimate fundamental mass-particles in nature. 

Among the sub-atomic elements, the electron, the positron and the proton are known to 

undergo spin on their own axis, while the neutron does not. The electron (or positron) 

being smaller than the proton is more placed to propose the minimum essential spin 

mechanics, which apply as building blocks in the heavy proton and is negated in a 

heavier neutron-nucleon particle. Under this position, we explore first, the spin causality 

of a free electron. 

The analytical propositions are built from examining the established broad roots of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles’ composition (the Geomagnet); and the main target in this 

order is the smallest nucleon particle, the (‘Classic Mechanical’) electron, whose 

functionality is directly linked to its composition (in line with the Geomagnet). The 
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starting point is the assessment of the causality of the auto-spinning characteristic of a 

free electron. The approach adopted is similar to the method used in Chapter 2A, during 

the construction of the Geomagnet’ configuration structure.  

 

3.7 NUCLEONS’ STRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION BASED ON ELECTRON’S 

       AUTO SPIN MOVEMENT 

This is an important area where the identity and functionality of the ultimate mass-matter 

particles, the unlike magnetic monopoles are firmly entrenched. As stated in Chapter 2B, 

Section 2.12.2.3, the most available and known systems that can effect a rotation on ‘their 

own’ are magnets operating in simultaneous attractive and repulsive modes; with an 

effective overall attractive action. In Classical Mechanics, auto spin is movement due to 

a contrariety magnetic force-engineered action.  

In this work, circumstantial evidence (experimental and critical-analytical reason) is 

relied on to provide verification (beyond reasonable doubt) for justifying the choice of 

the unlike magnetic monopole particles as providing the magnetic force, which ultimately 

engineers the electron’s auto rotary movement. Salient of such grounds are: 

 A free electron/positron is a minute object known to execute auto spinning about 

its axis. This implies among other things that the electron is indeed a 

conglomerate system and not a simple or fundamental element. 

 It is a scientific fact that an electron exhibits magnetic characteristics.  This 

property provides an important clue for probing into the magnetic causality of the 

electron’s auto spinning movement; since magnetic forces are capable of 

sustaining rotary motions unaided, through their attraction-repulsion responses. 

 As stated already, an electron is a minute object, and consequently its magnetic 

system demands such orders of size; and these are easily obtainable from the 

unlike magnetic particles.  

 The easiest laboratory-based available source (causality) of such auto rotary 

movement is obtainable from even ‘bar-magnet’ combinations (arranged in the 

attraction mode) suspended via a thread and secured using say, a cell-tape 

membrane, (as described in Chapter 2B, Section 2.12.4.3). It is from results of 
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such simple laboratory settings (supported by other measurable evidences), that 

strong evidence is adduced in Chapter 2A & 2B, to predict an octet magnetic 

polar system (Geomagnet) as engineering the auto rotary Earth movement. 

 It becomes scientifically plausible therefore to associate an octet magnetic polar 

structure to the electron’s structural configuration to serve as a ‘replica’ of the 

Geomagnet in the sub-atomic region. Besides, the octet formula is widely 

associated with stability; and since electrons are known to be stable elements and 

can exist on their own, it becomes apparent that a 4-pair of unlike magnetic 

monopoles, arranged for auto spin-realization as illustrated in Figures 3.4 – 3.6 is 

most suitable for such a stable electron/positron-system. 

http://chemistry.about.com/od/electronicstructure/a/Octet-Rule.htm; 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Octet_rule: Accessed on September 20th 2015. 

 

3.7.1 The Configuration Structure of an Electron 

In Quantum Mechanics, an electron is listed among the elementary or fundamental 

particles of matter. It belongs to the group of Fermions and is classified therein as a 

Lepton with a ½ spin, with a -1 electric charge. The particle has its anti-matter, the 

positron. It is held that the two particles on head-collision undergo annihilation and 

decay into a ‘photon’! The rest of the details are found in Chapter 3A. In Classical 

Mechanics however, the electron and positron are held as unlike particles, same in 

everything, but differing spin-plane direction as discussed later. In any case, the two 

particles are indeed transverse spin-wise and hence harbor no conditions supportive of 

annihilation processes. 

 

In this order, it is supportable in Classical Mechanics that the very fact of a free electron 

spinning about its axis is a condition sine qua non that the electron is a composite 

element, constituted by unlike magnets. As stated above, given the minute size of an 

electron, the unlike magnetic monopoles fit the prediction. 

 

The next step involves establishing how the unlike magnetic monopoles could be 

configured to construct the auto spin associated with a free electron. In this exercise, we 

http://chemistry.about.com/od/electronicstructure/a/Octet-Rule.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Octet_rule
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are guided by the structure of the Earth Magnet, whose configuration and functionality 

are elaborately determined and accessed in Chapters 2A & 2B. The Earth Magnet is 

comprised of 4-pairs of bar magnet-like structures; and these are reducible to 4-pairs of 

unlike magnetic poles (making up 8 magnetic poles in all). The entire magnetic structure 

is held in a strong attraction mode; while at the same time exhibiting weak repulsive 

tendencies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.4: Illustration of Mechanism of Geomagnet’s Anticlockwise Spin  
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The described structure and the magnetic forces that engineer the Earth Magnet’s auto 

spin are captured in Figure 3.4 (a) (replica of Figure 2.62). The magnetic attractive forces 

are expressed in green color and the repulsive are captured in brown color; while the 

effective anti-clockwise (or west – to - east) is marked in orange. The spherical 

(ellipsoidal) model (b) of the bar-magnet structure is the ‘equivalent’ model constructible 

using unlike magnetic monopoles as explained shortly. 

 

Experiments carried out to simulate the Earth Magnet’s spin returned an anticlockwise 

spin whenever the magnets were deployed (as shown in Figure 3.4a) and situated in the 

vertical plane.  

 

Another possibility of laying the 4-bar magnets, which would realize a clockwise spin 

movement, was considered. This was established to occur in the horizontal plane. Figure 

3.5a ( a replica of Figure 2.72) summarizes the attractive and repulsive magnetic forces, 

which engineer the clockwise auto spin when the 4 bar-magnets are placed as shown and 

suspended in the horizontal plane. 
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Logically, if we assumed the Earth Magnet to provide a natural macro representation of 

self-propelling magnetic system, the electron would correspondingly become the natural 

micro-system actualizing similar auto magnetic spinning characteristics in the sub-

atomic domain.  

 

The ability to assemble the same number of bar magnets, but in the horizontal plane, to 

simulate an auto clockwise magnetic spin, offers an opportunity to propose the existence 

a Classic Mechanical positron determined from its counter spin to the anticlockwise 

spinning electron. Clearly, there are two types of electrons same in everything, but 

distinguished by spinning modes.  

 

3.7.2 The Transversality Property between the Electron and Positron 

Observe that while it might appear that the two types of electrons differ in configuration 

details, the appearance is only topological as illustrated in Figures 3.4 (b) & 3.5 (b) where 

the small red spheres represent the North polarity and blue spheres signify the South 

Polarity. Clearly, the clockwise and anti-clockwise spinning electrons are constituted 

similarly, save that they are mutually orthogonal to each other.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This transversality between the Classic Mechanical electron and its counterpart the 

positron, as depicted in Figure 3.6, does not support the mutual annihilation phenomenon 

(a) 
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Figure 3.6: The Transverse Characteristic of the two Types of Electrons 
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described between these two particles as proposed in Quantum Mechanics; since the two 

particles cannot acquire components in each other’s plane! However, this orthogonal 

relationship between the two particles, explains the constitution of the composite-

transverse waves often dabbed as electric-magnetic waves! In Section 3.7.4, it is 

illustrated that indeed the two waves are both simultaneously magnetic, instead!  

 

In sum, all is obvious that an electron is not an elementary particle, but rather a 

composite particle since it can disintegrate into its unlike magnetic monopole 

components. This position simultaneously contrasts but, at the same time agrees in part 

with the Quantum Mechanical’s Standard Model whose categorization of elementary 

particles includes an electron in the list. The contrast is observable in classifying a 

composite particle as an elementary type (which it is not!); whereas the agreement 

portion is identifiable with the possible disintegration of the particle into: holon, spinon, 

and orbiton sub-particles, just like the electron breaks into unlike magnetic monopoles 

during electric current conduction, for example (cf. Chapter 1 Section 1.2.2).   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elementary_particle: Accessed on September 18th 2015. 

 

3.7.3 The Electron–Positron Spinning Characteristics: – Ground for Rejection of 

          Existence of Electric Charges and associated Electric Fields 

In this work, charge predicts the ‘ability of a particle to attract or repulse another’; and 

this characteristic among particles is a sole reserve of magnetism. However, the prevalent 

scientific literature recognizes the existence of electric charges and the non-existence of 

magnetic charges; and subsequently, the causality of attractive and repulsive forces 

between ‘electric charged particles’ is associated with the electric charges. The central 

reference for the source of electric charges is identified as the electron (sometimes 

chemical ions as well).  

 

From its spinning characteristic the prototype of the Earth Magnet has been reserved for 

the sub-atomic particle, the electron/positron. The latter has been articulated to be 

constituted by 4 pairs of unlike magnetic monopoles, so configured to execute two types 

of auto spinning movements. The causality of the electronic spin has been identified as 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elementary_particle
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the mutual magnetic action between the 4 pairs of the unlike magnetic monopoles. 

Conventionally, the North and South monopoles are associated with positive and 

negative magnetic charges respectively. 

 

Clearly, it becomes simultaneously very difficult to deny the existence of magnetic 

charges and to situate the position of electric charges in the spin and other magnetic 

actions of the electron - which is thought to be the electric charges’ embodiment.  It is 

therefore absolutely necessary, while expecting ‘trouble’ from the scientific world to 

state that, it is in fact the electric charges and not the magnetic charges that do not 

exist!  Subsequently, there is no ‘electric field’ about an electron; and electric fields do 

not exist either!  

 

The above results demand a review of Maxwell’s first and second laws to read as: 

 0 E         (3.73) 

 B


       (3.74) 

Where, B, μ, ρ and E are respectively: the magnetic field, magnetic permeability, the 

magnetic charge density and the non-existing electric field. 

 

While the above developments may appear to ‘disrupt’ the current electromagnetic 

heritage, the contrary however, holds. Namely, that on closer observation, it is found that 

the successful current applications of the vector E are indeed attributions of the vertical 

component of the magnetic field vector H, which is associated with vertical magnetic 

waves proceeding from the electron’s oscillations; as opposed to horizontal component 

of the magnetic field vector B, which is associated with horizontal magnetic waves 

emanating from positron’s oscillations. The relationship between the two magnetic field 

components is illustrated in Figure 3.7. 

 

In order to maintain scientific consistence, an electron is conventionally associated in 

this work, with the anti-clockwise spin within the vertical plane; while its counterpart, 

the positron executes the clockwise spin in the horizontal plane. 
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Source: http://www2.astro.psu.edu/users/cpalma/astro10/class5.html: Accessed on July 
2nd 2015 
 
On close inspection of Figure 3.7, the Quantum Mechanical’s Electric field wave E as 

indicated in Figure 3.8 is replaced by the Classic Mechanical’s Vertical magnetic wave 

component H. It is clear therefore that both the Quantum and Classic Mechanical 

Vertical magnetic Field H 

Horizontal magnetic Field B 

Direction of Wave Travel 

Figure 3.7: Classic Mechanical’s Illustration of the Transversality of the Vertical (H) 
                   and Horizontal (B) Magnetic Components of a Typical Electromagnetic 
                   Wave  

Figure 3.8: Quantum Mechanical Conception of an Electromagnetic Wave as 
                  Comprised of Orthogonal ‘Electric’ and Magnetic Waves 

http://www2.astro.psu.edu/users/cpalma/astro10/class5.html
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domains, recognize the electromagnetic wave’s orthogonal texture, but only differ in the 

type-attribution and hence the causality of the vertical thrusting wave component. This 

is indicative of the consistence expected to apply to many standing laws, while others are 

booked for re-definition. 

 

It follows therefore that Equation (3.73) become re-defined as: 

  H       (3.75) 

Where, H, μ and ρ are respectively: the magnetic field, magnetic permeability and the 

magnetic charge density.   

 

Note: The re-definition of both the 3rd and 4th Maxwell’s Electromagnetic laws are 

discussed in Chapters 4 & 5, together with a bulk of other related affected laws. 

 

In summary, while postponing a more detailed discussion and implications of the Classic 

Mechanical’s characterization of the transversality property of the electromagnetic waves 

to Chapter 4, let the under-mentioned initiate the pending analysis. 

 Michael Faraday’s Rotation and induction phenomena become better understood, 

when the two transverse waves are simultaneously magnetic.  

 The horizontal wave has traditionally been regarded as belonging to the magnetic 

domain and hence incapacitated to transmit useful energy save playing the 

nuisance by introducing heat and noise into the energy and telecommunication 

systems respectively. 

 The transversality property of the two waves, determines the technical existence 

and hence the separation and possible maximum utilization of each of the two 

planar waves.   

 The validity of the proposition that the two transverse waves are both equal in 

magnitude, magnetic in source and characteristics, save their planar-

polarizations is an important achievement both in the Electrical Power and 

Telecommunication spheres. The fact of harvesting the horizontal and vertical 

waves separately at the point of generation or source, provides among other 

things: 
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- Two magnitude-wise equal and ‘clean’ power sources; each producing 

independently a higher return than the aggregate power obtainable 

when the two are left to run side-by-side as the case prevails currently. 

The present aggregate power returns are a mixture of the desirable 

power and its attendant parasitic noise or heat powers, the products of 

the currently ‘neglected’ horizontal magnetic wave.  

- The energy and telecommunication providers must look into means and 

ways of remedying this energy-wastage and ‘redeem’ this energy 

resource for positive industrial technical use, right from the generation 

stage up to its final applications. 

- The need to standardize equipment that serves the two transverse 

waves, as well as designing interfaces for the possible interoperability  

between the two orthogonal energy sources.  

- The independent, but congenial  existence, functioning and magnitude-

wise equality between the vertical and horizontal electromagnetic 

waves,  not only promotes a new variety in the manufacturing-

production equipment sector, but also urges scientists to review some of 

the prevalent laws and theories just as deriving new formulae and 

theories to accommodate the new scientific phenomena.  

 

 Having come to the recognition that the two orthogonal waves have equal 

potential capabilities of supporting energy transmission, lots of technologies are 

bound to emerge to provide efficient ways of harvesting from the horizontal wave 

as well; thereby providing wider applications of the entire available energy 

spectrum.  

 The above discovery makes it possible and sensible to venture into exploration of 

the possibility of transmitting say, electricity energy using wire-less technology.  

This application finds great support in the Classic Mechanical Frequency 

Spectrum programming, which is developed in Chapter 4.  
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The availability of usable frequencies provided in the cited frequency scheme, is 

projected to support wire-less powering and signal transfer say, between a base 

station and domestic electricity and communication applications. With 

appropriate interfaces in place, it becomes logical to project a radio, TV, 

computer and other domestic appliances that are remotely supplied with electric 

power.  

 

Under the above scheme, the wire-less electric power programming, wire-less 

mechanical-vehicular schemes become possible. This is destined to go a long 

way in reducing the fossil fuel exhaust fumes, which vehicles thrust into the 

atmosphere thereby endangering the world’s climate-eco systems. 

 

Besides, when the horizontal wave is reclaimed for positive power utilization,  

over 50% reduction in investment for the production of electricity using thermal 

systems, like one depicted in Figure 3.9, is easily obtainable. Clearly, the toxicity 

injected into the atmosphere is projected to decrease correspondingly. 

 

 

 

Figure 3.9: Toxic Gas Emissions (Junliangcheng Power Station in Tianjin, China) 
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http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/2/b2ffca20-1b47-11e5-8201-

cbdb03d71480.html#axzz3mTitD2t4: Accessed on September 22nd 2015. 

 

 At this rate, countries like Uganda, which are currently struggling to construct 

dams to generate more electricity, may actually find themselves in over-

investment deals; since the electric power proportions they target to achieve are 

already with them in the running power systems, but only wasted in the 

horizontal wave-domains! 

 

3.7.4 Experimental Evidence for the Magnetic Monopolar Constitution of an Electron 

Two standard experiments (followed by others later) are cited here as examples to 

concretize the position that an electron is constituted by the unlike magnetic monopoles. 

 

3.7.4.1 Electron-Positron Disintegration during Current Flow: Ampere’s Experiment 

The briefs of Ampere’s Experiment are expressed in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2, where  

Ampere’s observations are visualized as providing strong grounds for the existence of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles. It remains only to articulate here that the attractive and 

repulsive responses as functions of steady currents thrusting in the same and different 

directions respectively occur between unlike polarity streams and like polarity streams 

of magnetic monopoles correspondingly, as can be inferred from Figure 3.10 (a replica 

of Figure 1.5). It is safer to assume that the conductors were placed in a Horizontal Plane 

(Ampere most likely was not bothered by the plane-factor).  
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Figure 3.10: Ampere’s Observation Illustrated for two Parallel Steady Current 
                    carrying Conductors in the Attraction and Repulsive Configurations 
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Further, the magnetic fields about the parallel conductors exist as long as the steady 

power is in place and cease on disconnection! The voltage applied to the terminals of the 

conductors therefore, must be interpreted as providing the necessary power causing the 

‘conduction’ electrons to disintegrate into their fundamental particles, the magnetic 

monopoles; and whose disconnection, directly catalyses their re-combination into 

electron/positron units.  

 

Besides, the magnetic field about an electron is inhomogeneous as can be inferred in 

Figures 3.4 – 3.6.   The magnetic attractive and repulsive responses cannot be defined 

therefore as occurring between the ‘conducting’ electrons in their bound-state, since the 

electrons do not have single or ‘monochromatic’ magnetic polarities about them as the 

magnetic attraction or repulsion response would demand. The unique magnetic fields 

about the conductors are therefore provided by unlike magnetic monopoles, having 

disintegrated from the ‘conducting’ electrons’ confinement.   

 

The magnetic monopoles recombine on disconnecting the power from the conductors’ 

terminals and the unique magnetic fields disappear in response, since their causalities, the 

magnetic monopoles will have assumed the electron-confinement mode. These attributes 

define simultaneously, the free or independent and confinement possible modes of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles’ states of existence. This characteristic contrasts with the 

Quantum Mechanic’s Quarks, which are consistently in a confinement cohort of two, 

three, four and five member units and never as independent particles.  

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/particles/quark.html: Accessed on July 3rd 

2015. 

 

Observe: Engineers and scientists are (or should be) aware that, there is a consistent 

region about an electric conductor. The field strength of this region becomes more 

pronounced with the electric load thrusting in the conductor. High power transmitting 

wire conductors serve the best examples in this regard. A field tester held say a foot or so 

from a 132 MV wire conductor indicates a very strong signal (magnetic) field. It is 

therefore a challenge to Engineers and scientists to design out technologies of tapping 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/particles/quark.html
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into this wire-less electric power and put it to appropriated utilization; otherwise this 

‘plentiful’ wire-less electricity is perennially available, but remains consistently an un-

harvested resource (cf. Section 3.11.4.3)! 

 

3.7.4.2 The Bar Magnet’s North and South Polarities 

The non-contamination of the two magnetic polarities over a bar magnet, cannot be over 

emphasized. It is precisely because each side of the bar magnet about the asymptotic 

‘equator’ of the bar, is clearly marked and identifiable as returning a specific magnetic 

polarity (either North or South, but not both), that the magnetic monopolar mode 

becomes scientifically and viably tenable. It follows therefore that each side of the bar 

magnet consists of one type of homogeneous monopolar magnetic elements. Since 

circulation is part of these two contrariety elements (Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2.3), the 

instantaneous switching characteristic between the two unlike magnetic monopoles is 

inevitable about the ‘asymptotic equator’ of the bar. Another such phenomena which 

ascertains the switching property of magnetic monopoles is called the polarity capture; 

where a stronger magnet in an induction reach-position can induce a change of polarities 

of a weaker magnet. 

 

The above analysis provides ground for the categorization of materials as strongly 

(permanently) magnetic, paramagnetic or weak (‘non-‘) magnetic materials. 

‘Permanently’ strong magnetic materials are those whose structural configurations, are 

highly susceptible upon magnetization, to release an abundance of electrons for 

disintegration processes, to decay into unlike magnetic monopoles and yet ‘remain 

reluctant’ to re-combine them back into the electron confinement stable mode upon 

removal of the magnetizing source and thereafter.  

 

Other lesser magnetic materials are rated or defined along their ability to measure up to 

the strong magnetic materials. However, when the necessary conditions prevail, there is 

practically no material that can fail to conduct, say electricity, via the unlike magnetic 

monopoles. Low voltage associated insulators, are known to turn into ‘good’ conductors 

at specific high voltages and beyond! This fact provides a strong evidence for concluding 
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that all matter is ultimately constituted by the unlike magnetic monopoles, a position 

replenished in Sections 3.7.10, 3.9 &3.11.2. In the following paragraphs, it is shown that, 

it is not only the electrons/positrons that are constituted by the unlike magnetic 

monopoles, but also other nucleons exhibit a similar constitution base.  

 

3.7.5 Proton Material Constitution: - Construed from its Spinning Characteristics 

          inherently comparable to the Electron-Positron Spinning Mechanics 

3.7.5.1 Introduction: The observable auto mechanical spinning characteristics of an 

electron, strongly suggests an intrinsic causality, just as its other magnetic - oriented 

properties demand a ‘magnetic-source’ explanation. Further, the size of an electron, 

naturally demands minute elements as its constituents. These and other aspects have been 

concisely captured in the above Sections.  

 

The electron/positron becomes therefore an aggregate of the unlike Magnetic 

Monopoles. Clearly, the electron/positron is not an elementary particle as has always 

been assumed in Quantum Mechanics. Its position is overtaken in Classical Mechanics by 

the unlike magnetic monopoles that constitute these two particles.  

 

The basic aggregate capable of engineering an auto electron/positron spin has been 

projected to be four pairs of unlike magnetic monopoles (the Octet – the stability 

characteristic). It is logical therefore to propose that other sub-atomic elements, which 

express auto spinning characteristics, are constructed ultimately on similar grounds as 

those of the electron/positron. That is, the unlike magnetic monopoles’ functionality as 

the ultimate constituting causality of its magnetic actions, naturally passes on to the 

proton, which is known also to exhibit an auto spinning property.  

 

Further, since a proton is heavier than an electron/positron and following the algebraic 

property of ‘linear combination’ of similar objects to effect a similar action, proper 

electronic attractive combinations are in a supreme position to actualize, or to act as 

basis for a proton realization. This school of thought is pursed next. However, it is 

pertinent here to observe that, if the spin concept is placed into its proper characteristic 
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framework, the justifications offered in favor of Quantum Mechanics’ appreciation of the 

spin concept as a mere mathematical item expressible in real numbers become 

permanently redundant; and all elements categorized under such classifications of 

quantized spins are not accounted for in Classical Mechanics. Clearly, the Standard 

Model (fundamental particles) stands rejection under Classical Mechanics. 

 

3.7.5.2 Proton Construction from Electronic and Positronic Combination Types 

From above, two types of composite sub-atomic particles, namely the electron and the 

positron are identified to express transverse magnetic spinning technology; with the 

electron identified with the auto magnetic anticlockwise spinning scheme in the 

vertical plane, while its counterpart the positron undertakes the auto magnetic 

clockwise spinning plan in the horizontal plane.  

 

Clearly, there are two types of protons, which can be constructed; one from the electron 

and the other from the positron combinations. Since they are constructed from transverse 

principles, the resultant protons are equally transverse in their spin. The causality of 

proton’s spin is intrinsically existent in its building blocks, namely, the electrons or 

positrons. Unlike in Quantum Mechanics, where such elements are categorized as 

particle-antiparticle pairs, in Classical Mechanics, the two particles, say, the electron-

positron or the protons (A & B) are referred to as ‘unlike’ particles, because they have 

everything in common, including a ‘spherical’ shape except the spinning order. 

 

Observe, the particle and antiparticle notions developed in Quantum Mechanics, differ 

conspicuously from the unlike particles of Classical Mechanics in as far the unlike 

particles assume transverse orientations and hence cannot undergo annihilation; whereas 

upon collision between the particle and antiparticle annihilation of the two takes place. In 

addition, Classical Mechanics not only disallows annihilation of matter into non-matter 

materials, like waves, but also rejects the notion of creation of matter from non-matter 

materials; Quantum Mechanics on the other hand, supports both processes. 
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Further, while Quantum Mechanics apportions opposite charges and spins for the 

particle-antiparticle pairs, Classical Mechanics reserves the same magnetic charge for 

both unlike particles, while assigning the anti-clockwise spin of the electron as positive 

(+) and the clockwise spin of the positron as negative (-). Thus an electron-generated 

proton is positively charged (+), just as the positron-generated proton is; and the 

electron is negatively charged (-) as well as its counterpart, the positron. 

 

At this rate, we can estimate the number of electron/positrons and magnetic monopoles in 

the proton from the mass parameter, as follows: 

 

The mass of a proton is estimate at: 1.672 621 777 x 10-27 kg. Hence the number of 

electrons or positrons (x) constituting this particle is estimated at: 

1836
1010938291.9

10672621777.1
31

27






x

x
x    (3.76) 

 

Thus there are approximately: 1836 x 8 = 14688 unlike magnetic monopoles constituting 

a proton particle of either type. This result is a strong indicator that actually protons are 

in a second order, constructed respectively by electrons and positrons. This brings us 

closer to galvanize the earlier position that all known matter is constituted by the unlike 

magnetic monopoles, but via their stable ‘octet capsules’, the electron and positron.  

 

Next in the final analysis, it becomes clearer that protons are constituted from electrons 

and positrons as their building blocks; these respectively construct a common spinning 

plan. Further, the possible electron/positron combination aggregates must express 

stronger magnetic attractive engagements than repulsive trends among their members, 

if the resultant protons are to stay as stable entities, which they are.  

 

The above requirement demands that each electron/positron constituting member must 

propel or promote the actions of the rest. This condition should apply equally between 

protons in the same atomic nucleus. Thus, each constituting proton must support the 

consolidated attraction-spin action of the rest. This is observable experimentally 
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whenever two bar magnets for example, are free-placed in action distance dimensions; 

they rest in an attractive mode. This condition initiates an explanation, developed in more 

details in Section 3.11.2, why bodies are attracted to each other via Newton’s universal 

law of Gravitation. It is because they are aggregates of the unlike magnetic monopoles, 

and as magnetic materials, they prefer settling in an attractive mode with respect to each 

other.  

 

Clearly, transverse protons should not occur in the same nucleus; as the contrary would 

introduce high degrees of instability in the affected nucleus. In this order, studies should 

be conducted to establish the possibility of simultaneous occurrence of transverse protons 

in the same nucleus; and if so, draw association of the hybridized occurrence with the 

stability conditions of such nucleus. 

 

On the contrary, since the nucleus is heavier than the electron/positron, it can take on 

either of these particles as its orbiter; in fact, as discussed in Chapter 4, the Hydrogen 

molecule is constituted by 2 Hydrogen atoms with an electronic proton or positronic 

proton with their joint shells orbited by both the electron and positron.  

 

It is also further explained that electrons and positrons populate the orbital shells, of 

both: the electronic and positronic proton-nuclei as well as negotiating chemical 

bonding schemes. For example, a Helium atom having an electronic or positronic 

constructed proton in its nucleus is orbited by both the electron and positron in their 

single common orbit. In this way, the orbiting particles will be denied mutual interaction 

among themselves due to their transverse order, but owe their orbital mechanics to the 

strong charging nucleus. 

 

In Quantum Mechanics, protons in the nucleus are thought to repulse each other; and in 

order to keep them together an extramural ‘strong force’ is proposed, whose effect is to 

overcome the protons’ assumed repulsive forces thereby keeping the nucleus together! In 

this work however, the respective protons are constructed in such a way that enables 

them to provide or engineer their own magnetic cohesion through each member’s 
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implementation of a common action plan. Therefore, the nucleus’ binding force is 

magnetic and hence intrinsically provided by the protons; which broker the same from 

their ultimate constituting members, the unlike magnetic monopoles.  

 

On the other hand, and as discussed shortly, the neutrons, which are traditionally assumed 

to ‘shock-absorb’ the misconstrued repulsive tendencies among the protons, turn out to 

be the very source of action whose effect is to tear or cleave the nucleus apart, through 

their vibration plan! https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron: Accessed on July 7th 2015. 

 

In sum, the position developed in this Section, concerning the electron and positron as the  

immediate minimum stable agents of the unlike magnetic monopoles in constituting all 

known matter awaits more consolidating grounds, obtainable from the constitution of the 

other nucleon, namely the neutron; and to this we turn the focus. 

 

3.7.6 The Constitution of a Neutron Particle in Respect to its Mechanical Spinning 

           Characteristics 

The construction of a neutron is guided by the absence of the Classical Mechanical spin 

Characteristic. A neutron carries a null-magnetic charge and its configuration therefore 

must express a non-rotary structure. On the affirmative note, the non-rotary movement 

structure is readily and directly derivable from the two (electron and positron) transverse 

particles, as elaborated next. 

 

The orthogonal - structural geometry of the electron and positron allows for a non-

mechanical spin and a relatively stable combination of the two orthogonal spins at 45º 

and all their derivatives in the 360º domain as well as the configurations of the same in 

the 4 π solid angle planar systems. At these loci, the vertical and horizontal spins 

(classical rotary) movements assume different forms (they do not simply cancel out). In 

pursuit of the principle of energy conservation, the mutual transverse rotary movements 

convert into vibration/pulsation movements.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron
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Observe: This energy conversion plan described above stands in to correct a permanent 

misrepresentation of what actually becomes of the energies of say, two equivalent 

waveforms which undergo a ‘destructive interference’ process. It is often thought that 

the waveforms annihilate themselves together with the energy they previously bore. On 

the contrary, while it is true that the characteristic direction thrusts of the energies are 

thwarted, their effective forces do not extinguish during such impacts. The orientations of 

these impacting forces are scattered incoherently, (but not destroyed) and hence 

weakened with least capability (threshold) to cause meaningful delivery of the initial 

energies in any subsequent direction of scatter. Such techniques are widely used in signal 

jamming procedures. Profoundly therefore, energy is not annihilated even under 

destructive wave interference and signal jamming processes. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Radio_jamming: Accessed on September 24th 2015. 

 

The success of realizing zero - mechanical spins at π/4 loci, provides strong grounds to 

predict that neutrons are carved from equal electron - positron combinations placed at 

π/4 loci with respect to the electron’s and positron’s transverse planes. The π/4 loci and 

their derivative components, function as movement “transducers” that transform the 

Classical Mechanical spin movements into Classical Mechanical throbs/vibrations as 

illustrated in Figure 3.11.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Positron’s Clockwise Twist  

Electron’s Anticlockwise Twist 

Pulsations of Neutron particle  

45º 

Figure 3.11: Configuration of the Neutron Particle from Resolving the 
                    Equal: Electron and Positron Particles through 45º 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Radio_jamming
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On assuming a vibration-movement characteristic, a neutron loses (rescinds) the 

charging capacity, which is a magnetic function implemented through centripetal-

centrifugal force combinations. Being devoid of the spin characteristic, renders a neutron 

a magnetically charge-less particle. It is in this sense that a neutron particle is assigned a 

zero magnetic charge. The neutron assumes a twinned spherical shape as illustrated in 

Figure 3.12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Since a neutron is constructed of equal numbers of electron and positron, it does 

not have an unlike particle. In Quantum Mechanics, antineutron particle is upheld! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Antineutron: Accessed on September 24th 2015. 

 

Now, we can estimate the number of electron, positrons and magnetic monopoles in the 

neutron particle from the mass parameter, as follows: 

 

The mass of a neutron particle is estimated at: 1.674 927 351 x 10-27 kg. Thus the number 

of electrons and positrons (y) making up this particle is approximated to: 

1838
1010938291.9

10674927351.1
31

27






x

x
y    (3.77) 

 

We have therefore approximately 919 pairs of electrons and positron which build up a 

neutron. Further, there are approximately: 1838 x 8 = 14704 unlike magnetic monopoles 

constituting a neutron particle. 

Figure: 3.12: Derived Twinned Spherical Shape of a Neutron Particle, 
                     with Equal: Electrons in red and Positrons in blue 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Antineutron
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3.7.7 Classic Mechanical Modeling for the Estimation of the Electron/Positron’s 

          Radius 

We are guided in this activity by, simple Trigonometry and Soap Bubble geometrical 

principles, which are sparked into deployment by four facts we have established in this 

work. These are:  

 The Radius of the Hydrogen -1 Atom nucleus ≈ √2 x 10-13 m (cf. Chapter 1, 

Equation (1.19)). 

 Electrons and positron are unlike in spin and are plane-transverse particles. 

 The neutron particle is constructed by equal numbers of electrons and positrons.  

 The neutron particle’s π/4-angle orientation. 

 

STEP 1: ‘Bubble’ Twinning of Electrons and Positrons at π/4 

The modeling process undertaken requires that the electrons and positrons are not only 

spherical in shape but also assume a soap bubble character. Soap bubbles are known to 

assume a smooth twinning characteristic on interfacing with each other. Of relevant 

application to the case in point, bubbles of equal pressure (hence mass) interface 

tangentially. “When two bubbles merge, they adopt a (twin) shape which makes the sum 

of their surface areas as small as possible, compatible with the volume of air each 

bubble encloses.”  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soap_bubble#Merging: Accessed on September 29th 2015. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

π/4 

Figure 3.13: Electrons (red bubble) twinning at π/4 Locus with Positrons (blue 
                     bubble) to form a Neutron Particle 

Vertical Plane 

Horizontal Plane 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soap_bubble
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This characteristic is assigned to the electrons and positrons at their point of twinning 

along the π/4 locus; for the neutron particle’s construction takes place at 45º from the 

electron and positron’s spinning orthogonal planes as illustrated in Figure 3.13. 

 

STEP 2: The Hydrogen – 1 Atom’s Nucleus Radius 

Intuition projects the introduction of the Hydrogen-Atom’s nucleus to provide the 

modeling framework (cf. orange circle in Figure 3.14) as most opportune. The nucleus 

radius value of this Atom (≈ √2 x 10-13 m), avails the desirable geometric clue, due to its 

intrinsic association with ‘a hypotenuse’ of a π/4 isosceles right-angled triangle. 

Besides a neutron is a nucleon, it fits therefore within the circumference the nucleus, 

which is assumed spherical; hence the appropriateness of the chosen framework. 

 

Now, leaving out the 10-13 factor for the time being, it becomes easier to realize the 

twinning electron and positron bubbles as inscribed circles (in 2-dimensions) within the 

π/4 isosceles triangles, whose side and central distances are a unit measurement each. 

The hypotenuse of such triangles provides the radius of the hydrogen nucleus (by 

Pythagoras theorem), which is in the order of √2 units. Put differently, the neutron’s non-

magnetic charge Characteristic Predicts the Hydrogen’s Nucleus’ Radius. 

 

In addition, we are guided by the fact that a Hydrogen Atom has at least two Isotopes, the 

Deuterium and Tritium with one and two neutrons in their respective nuclei. It is logical 

therefore to consider Hydrogen – 1 Atom’s nucleus, as having a potential to 

accommodate a maximum of two neutrons (the Tritium case). In this order, the nucleus of 

a Hydrogen Atom is determined as it were already accommodating these extra particles. 

Figure 3.14 presents one such neutron (twinned) particle in the hydrogen – deuterium‘s 

nucleus. 

 

The inclusion of the two inscribed circles is realized by constructing tangents about the 

circles and completing other respective lines as illustrated in Figure 3.14. 
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From Figure 3.14, OA = OA* = AB = BA* = 1 Unit; and OB = √2 Units is the radius of 

nucleus. Clearly, OAB and OA*B are right-angled isosceles triangles. The twinned 

portions of the neutron particle meet the non-orthogonal (45º) plane perpendicularly. 

This implies that at this locus, common mechanics upholds, which are neither the 

anticlockwise nor clockwise spin twists. The rhythmic vibration mode is the most 

suitable resultant arbitration movement between the two unlike spins at the π/4 twin-

interface.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The rhythmic attribute of the vibration movement receives further support by the centers 

of the two bubbles being equally spaced from the π/4 locus and intersect it at a right angle 

as indicated in Figure 3.14. Clearly there is no twist tendency that has an upper hand over 

the other. 

 

A 

O 

B 

A* 

45º 

Figure 3.14: Contextualization of the Neutron (twinned) Particle within 
                     the Nucleus Environment of Hydrogen – Deuterium Atom 



 27 

STEP 3: Calculation of the Radius of an Electron/Positron from the Inscribe Circle 

                Geometry 

From Figures 3.14, the following inscribe circle geometry presented in Figure 3.15 can be 

retrieved. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From the deliberations above and within the context of the Hydrogen nucleus the 

following is deducible: 

 OB is the hypotenuse whose length is the radius of the hydrogen atom: √ 2 x 10-13 

m. 

 OA = AB are side and central distances of length 1 x 10-13 m, each; and angle 

OAB is a right angle. 

 AD is the angular bisector of angle OAB. It follows that CD = 1/3 AD is the 

radius of the inscribed circle. 

 CD = 1/3 AD ↔ 1/3 x 1 x 10-13 sin π/4. 

 

Thus the aggregate radius R of the 919 electrons/positrons constituting a neutron particle 

is found as: 

mx
x

x
R 14

1313

10553570226039.2
23
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23

101 


  (3.78) 

 

It follows that the maximum width W of the neutron as per Figure 3.12 is estimated as: 

mx
x

W 14
13

1017140452079.4
23

102 


   (3.79)   

π/4 

D 

A 

B O 

C 

Figure 3.15: Estimation of Electron’s Radius from Inscribe Circle Geometry 
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Given that the electrons/positrons that constitute the neutron are associated with the 

“equally likely’’ status, 919 electrons/positrons constitute the bubble of an aggregated 

radius R expressed in Equation (3.78) with an associated volume V given as: 
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  (3.80) 

 

Thus the volume v of an electron/positron becomes: 
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 (3.81) 

 

The radius of an electron/positron r is hence estimated as: 
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   (3.82) 

It follows that: 
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   (3.83) 

 

The approximate Classic Mechanical electron/positron radius value determined in this 

work (≈ 2.4243 x 10-15 m) is finer than the Quantum Mechanical’s “classical electron 

radius”, which is estimated at: 2.8179 x 10-15 m. The Classic Mechanical electron or 

positron radius value is henceforth adopted in this work. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Classical_electron_radius: Accessed on September 30th  

2015. 

 

3.7.8 Classic Mechanical Volume and Density of an Electron/ Positron  

From Equation (3.81), the volume of an electron/positron v is estimated as: 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Classical_electron_radius
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 (3.84) 

The Quantum Mechanical estimate value for the volume of an electron is: ≈ 9.4 x 10-44 

m3 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orders_of_magnitude_%28volume%29: Accessed on 

October 2nd 2015. 

 

The associated density of an electron/positron D is accessed as: 

 

313

44

31

10955262462771.1
1059684882093.5

1010938291.9 





 mkgx
x

x
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Note: The high density of an electron/positron is the measure of its high stability. It 

follows therefore that electrons/positrons are highly stable and this is not by coincidence; 

for as it is already stated, electrons/positrons are the minimal stable aggregates (8) of the 

most stable and foundation of all matter, the unlike magnetic monopoles.  

 

3.7.9 Classic Mechanical Radius, Volume and Density of a Proton and Neutron  

3.7.9.1 Classical Mechanical Volume, Radius and Density of a Proton 

Using Equation (3.81), which stipulates the volume an electron/positron, the proton 

volume Vp, constituted by about 1836 ‘equally likely’ electrons/positrons is estimated as:  
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  (3.86) 

 

Thus the volume of a proton particle is approximately: 1.09581 x 10-40 m3. The prevalent 

Quantum Mechanical value for the volume of a proton particle is: ≈ 1.5 x 10-41 m3 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orders_of_magnitude_%28volume%29: Accessed on 

October 2nd 2015. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orders_of_magnitude_%28volume%29
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orders_of_magnitude_%28volume%29
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Observe: One source of divergences between Classical Mechanical and Quantum 

Mechanical estimate values of the sub-atomic particle is associated with the Quantum 

Mechanics’ categorization of the nucleus as ‘boundless’, whereas Classical Mechanics 

regards the same as having a ‘defined’ spherical boundary. It is difficult to explain many 

of the identifiable nuclear phenomena, if a formless or a ’cloud’ configuration is assumed 

of a nucleus! The cloud pattern associated with a nucleus is likely to due to resolution 

challenges of the current instrumentation.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charge_radius: Accessed on October 2nd 2015. 

 

The radius rp of a proton is estimated following similar steps as in Equations (3.82 & 

3.83): 
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The associated density Dp of a proton is determined as: 

 

313

40

27

10785263731916.1
10370958144352.1

10672621777.1 





 mkgx
x

x
Dp  (3.88) 

 

3.7.9.2 Classical Mechanical Volume and Density of a Neutron  

The volume Vn of a neutron particle is twice the volume constituted by the 919 “equally 

likely’’ electrons/positrons. Using Equation (3.80) the neutron’s volume is estimated as: 
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The associated density Dn of the neutron particle is estimated as: 
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charge_radius
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3.7.10 Classic Mechanical Radius, Volume and Density of a Magnetic Monopole 

3.7.10.1 Estimated Radius of a magnetic Monopole 

We are now set to determine the radius rm of the magnetic monopole, given that 4 pairs 

of unlike magnetic monopoles constitute an electron/positron. The analysis is made easy 

if we consider a scenario that would obtain if the magnetic monopoles (red and blue 

circles for the North and South poles respectively) were held with orange strands on the 

circular circumference of the electron as illustrated in Figures 3.16 (a) and 3.17 (a). On 

being let free, magnets naturally seek to settle in an overall attractive mode. Taking into 

consideration of the spin characteristics associated with an electron and positron, two 

such eventual magnetic monopole configurations are possible and these are illustrated in 

Figures 3.16 (b) and 3.17 (b). These depict a vertical-plane anticlockwise electron-spin 

scheme and a horizontal-plane clockwise positron-spin plan respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: The choice of an ellipsoidal configuration, which is used to approximate the 

assumed spherical shape of the electron/positron is opportune in as much it delivers the 

explanatory spin properties while at the same time conserve as much of the spherical 

shape characteristics as possible.  

Figure 3.16: Modeling for the Radius of the Magnetic Monopole from the Electronic 
                    Structure 

D D 

(a) 
(b) 

Vertical Plane Anticlockwise Spin 
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Now, given the tiny size of the magnetic monopoles, it is still within reach of reasonable 

accuracy to assume that the eccentricities of the elliptic shapes assumed by the electron 

and positron particles are negligible (≈ 0) and hence spherical geometry still applies. This 

implies that the diameter (D) of circle in Figures 3.16 (a) & 3.17(a) is approximately 

equal to the major axis of the ellipse in Figures 3.16 (b) & 3.17 (b) respectively.  

 

From the geometry of Figures 3.16 (b) & 3.17 (b), it is observable that four magnetic 

monopoles ‘occupy’ the diameter D of the circle (a) or the major axis D of the ellipse 

(b). Clearly, two magnetic monopoles occupy the radius of the circle, which depicts the 

circumference of the electron/positron. In this model the radius r = D/2. 

 

Subsequently, two diameters and hence four radii of the magnetic monopoles occupy or 

span the radius of the electron/positron. 

 

From Equation (3.83), the radius of an electron r is estimated as: 

D 

D 

(a) 
(b) 

Horizontal Plane Clockwise spin 

Figure 3.17: Modeling for the Radius of the Magnetic Monopole from the Positronic 
                    Structure 
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Since 4 magnetic monopoles’ radii practically fit onto the radius of the electron/positron 

as inferable from Figures 3.16 (b) and 3.17 (b), we can estimate the radius of a magnetic 

monopole rm as:  
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Henceforth, the Classic Mechanical value of a magnetic monopole is estimated as:  

6.060827 x 10-16 m. The immediate implication is that there is no material object with a 

linear measurement below the magnetic monopole’s radius; as this would suggest that 

there are other particles smaller than the magnetic monopoles; which position is not 

sustainable in Classical Mechanics. 

 

The volume Vm associated with a magnetic monopole is approximated as: 
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Thus the density Dm of the magnetic monopole is: 
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Table 3.2 is a summary of the estimated values of the sub-atomic parameters, which are 

derived (except masses) and hence applicable in this work. 
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TABLE 3.2: ESTIMATES of the SUB-ATOMIC PARTICLES’ PARAMETERS 

Particle Mass (kg) Radius (m) Volume (m3) Density (kgm-3) 

Electron/Positron 9.109 x 10-31 2.424 x 10-15 5.968 x 10-44 1.5262 x 1013 

Proton 1.672 x 10-27 2.969 x 10-14 1.095 x 10-40 1.5263 x 1013 

Neutron 1.674 x 10-27 4.714 x 10-14 * 1.097 x 10-40 1.5268 x 1013 

Magnetic 

Monopole 

1.139 x 10-31 6.061 x 10-16 9.325 x 10-46 1.2210 x 1014 

* This is a width dimension (cf. Equation 3.79) 

 

Observe:  

1. The magnetic monopole has been shown to be dimensionally, the smallest mass-

particle. 

2. The magnetic monopole has the smallest mass and volume factors; yet exceeding 

all the densities of elements in the sub-atomic region. It is therefore the densest  

mass-particle there is in existence. It beats by far the current known ‘densest’ 

natural element, Osmium (Os), whose density at room temperature estimates as 

2.26 x 1010 kgm-3. Thus a magnetic monopole is more than 5,000 denser than the 

known naturally occurring ‘most dense’ element, Osmium.  

3. The relatively similar densities of the nucleons justify the assumption that the 

particles are compactly filled. It also offers a strong ground, that the nucleons are 

constructed from the same material, which passes on its compact characteristic 

(transitive property); and in this work, this material has been identified as, the 

unlike magnetic particles. 

4. The compact characteristic also affirms that the nucleon particles exist in an 

overall attraction mode than otherwise. This supports further, the formula built 

in this work, that nucleons and hence objects are curved out of ‘stable capsules’ 

of the unlike magnetic monopoles, namely the electrons and positrons. 

5. When assessment of made of Quantum Mechanics’ particles listed in Table 3.1 in 

Chapter 3A, it is found that the masses of the Neutrino particles (< 10-35 kg), just 

as those of the Gluons (0 kg) and Photons (0 kg) are less than the Classical 

Mechanics’ unlike magnetic monopoles (≈ 1.139 x 10-31 kg). These ‘particles’ 
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therefore fail the criteria of exhibiting a composition referenced to the 

fundamental unlike magnetic monopoles. It is in this sense that under Classical 

Mechanics: Electron Neutrino; Muon Neutrino; Tau Neutrino; Gluons and 

Photons cannot be technically accounted for and hence are considered non-

existent. In any case, this observation may not be construed to mean that other 

Quantum Mechanical particles that are not affected by the ‘composition failure’ 

exist! 

 

In all estimation therefore, it becomes obvious that the nuclear binding force is a 

‘muscle’ resultant between the stronger attractive than the recessive repulsive magnetic 

forces; when all the participating magnetic forces are ultimately traceable to the actions 

of the unlike magnetic monopoles. As already stated, the vibratory effect of the neutrons 

adds to the repulsive energies present among the nucleons. It may not be out of form to 

predict that when the neutrons abound, say in heavy atoms, the gross throbbing  

effect/energy adds to the catalysis of the auto nuclear decays. 

 

In sum, the neutrons and the protons have been shown to be built from the electrons and 

positrons. This grounds the proposition that all known matter is constituted by the 

electrons and positrons in their capacity as the minimum stable aggregates of the primal 

elementary particles, the unlike magnetic monopoles. Clearly, all nucleons become 

ultimately products of the unlike magnetic monopoles. These positions are inferable 

from experimental evidences as discussed next.  

 

3.8 PROTON’S DECAY PROCESS during the ELECTRON/POSITRON CAPTURE 

      PHENOMENA  

The current Quantum Mechanical electron capture - phenomenon process is defined to 

occur when a nucleon proton captures an electron/positron and turns into a neutron 

particle (and may be other possible products). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_capture: Accessed on September 24th 2015. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electron_capture
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However, the above explanation must be ‘understood’ against the background that 

Quantum Mechanics’ attribution of the mathematical ‘annihilation’ process between the 

positively charged proton (+1) and negatively charged electron (-1). In this order, the 

proton’s capture process ‘must’ return a neutral particle (having a null ‘electric charge’), 

which can be none other than a neutron!  

 

Observe that such process explanation would be denied at the mass parameter level 

alone within the Quantum Mechanical’s own milieu!  For, adding only one electron or 

positron to a proton, does not lead to the constitution of neutron whose mass is known to 

exceed that of a proton by at least 2 electrons/positrons. 

 

On the other hand, Classical Mechanics presents a more comprehensive mechanism of 

the electron-proton capture process. This is deducible using the following premises: 

 Mass-wise, the neutron is at least having two electron/positron-worth mass 

exceeding the proton’s mass as expressed in Equations (3.76 & 3.77).  

 The neutron is constructed from the same number of electrons and positrons, so 

when the proton captures an electron, it must simultaneously capture a positron. 

 If a proton must mutate into another particle, in this case an neutron, it must first 

disintegrate, before it forms into another particle, since its own configuration is 

‘unique’ with respect to its ultimate constituents, the unlike magnetic monopoles 

(cf. Figure 3.12).  

 From Figure 3.6, it is easy to determine how an electron can be induced from the 

positron and vice versa. A π/2 transformation is all the necessary requirement to 

switch between the two states. 

 Since a neutron is constituted by the same number of electrons and positrons, it 

necessary requires of an electronic proton, on capturing an extra electron and 

positron to reconstruct half of its contents into positrons and thereby constitute a 

neutral particle, the neutron. Likewise, a positronic proton, on capturing an extra 

positron and an electron, must reconstruct half of its positronic content into 

electrons and subsequently constitute a neutral element, the neutron particle. 
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Remark: It is not difficult even at this point to articulate how electrons/positrons are the 

minimum stable unlike magnetic monopolar units/configurations, which construct the 

protons, neutrons and ultimately, the entire atom. Such observations lead to the 

affirmation that all matter is constituted by the unlike magnetic monopoles via their 

minimum stable combinations, the electrons and positrons. 

 

Secondly, it can be concluded further, that it is currently, only under Classic Mechanical 

processes that the decay of the unlike protons can be accounted for. Otherwise the proton 

particles are held as ‘immune’ to such decay or mutation processes in Quantum 

Mechanics’ estimation.  

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/particles/proton.html: Accessed on September 

25th 2015. 

 

3.9 The NEUTRON (Beta) DECAY PROCESS 

 

In Classical Mechanics, Nuclide neutrons are associated with stability which they obtain 

from the strong attractive forces supplied by the nuclide protons. However, free neutrons 

are known to decay in less than 15 minutes. Quantum Mechanics mainly identifies a 

proton and electron as the main products of such decay. It is not difficult to realize that 

Quantum Mechanics estimates that by shedding off an electron, a neutron particle would 

‘hatch’ into a positive particle which is a proton. It is also true that Quantum Mechanics 

acknowledges a proton and positron as possible products of free neutron particle decay.  

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/05/13/neutron-decay-mystery-

physicists_n_5316963.html: Accessed on September 25th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron: Accessed on September 25th 2015. 

 

Given the manner in which the neutron particle is constructed, neutron particle decay is 

defined under Classical Mechanics as the process where a neutron particle decays either 

into an electronic proton, electron and positron or a positronic proton, positron and 

electron. Indeed the neutron decay is the reverse process of the electron cum positron 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/particles/proton.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/05/13/neutron-decay-mystery-physicists_n_5316963.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/05/13/neutron-decay-mystery-physicists_n_5316963.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron
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capture process by a proton, so as to realize a resultant neutron particle as discussed in 

Section 3.8. 

 

In sum, it has been established that all the three nucleons are reducible (can decay) to 

electrons and positrons and eventually to their ultimate form, the unlike magnetic 

monopoles. It can only be reiterated here that since all matter is made of atoms 

(nucleons: electronic/positronic protons, neutrons and orbiting electrons/positrons), and 

the latter is aggregate-wise constituted by electrons and/or positrons, which in turn are 

constructed by the unlike magnetic monopoles, the unlike magnetic monopoles are 

therefore, the two ultimate fundamental units constituting all matter particles.  

 

3.10 DISCLOSE FAILURE OF THE SOURCES OF ELECTRIC CHARGES 

 

The minute volume endorses the magnetic monopole as the tinniest particle ever there is 

and this points to their position as the most fundamental particles of all matter. Often 

however, a proton, an electron and its positron are held as exemplifications of electrically 

charged particles. Unfortunately, all the analysis done of the nucleons in this work, does 

not disclose the existence of the electric charges. All nucleons have been identified as 

built on the electron/positron modules and thereby none of them harbors any electric 

particles (if at all such exists) that are often associated with them.  

 

Clearly, an electron/positron does not have any other charge engine that would 

correspond to an electric field apart from North and South magnetic fields that are 

associated with its magnetic structure. Put differently, electrons/positrons don’t have 

electric charges and hence cannot be associated as sources of electric fields. On the 

other hand, the electrons and positrons are directly associated with the transverse 

magnetic fields where the vertical and horizontal magnetic fields are respectively 

associated with the oscillating actions of the electrons and positrons.  

 

In this work, the vertical magnetic field H, substitutes the current ‘physics’ position of 

the electric field E; whereas the horizontal wave component of the orthogonal fields is 
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taken on by the horizontal magnetic field B. Thus, the anti-clockwise electronic spin 

realizes a vertical magnetic field (H); while the clockwise positronic spin simulates the 

horizontal magnetic field (B).  

 

3.11 EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE THAT NUCLEONS ARE MADE OF          

         UNLIKE MAGNETIC MONOPOLES and ASSOCIATED IMPLICATIONS 

 

3.11.1 The Nucleons’ Trajectories in a Local Uniform Magnetic Field 

The first particle to explore is the electron/positron. Experimental studies have shown 

that an electron/positron undergoes circular motion on entering a local uniform magnetic 

field. In this work, the circular motion has been shown to result whenever at least two 

comparable contrariety forces concur in a system and switch into action.  

 

The torque twist is the most easily available example illustrating the action of contrariety 

forces acting on a system. Another useful example of contrariety force pair which excites 

systems to execute circular motion is the centripetal-centrifugal forces as exemplified by 

the Earth as it revolves about the Sun or equally as a Geostationary Satellite keeps its 

orbit and position above the Earth. 

 

The electron/positron’s constitution of 4 pairs of unlike magnetic monopoles, provides a 

suitable load for engineering the attraction-repulsion tension, which is a necessary 

condition for circular motion. The local uniform magnetic field’s polarity will 

simultaneously attract and repel the same numbers of magnetic monopoles in the 

electron/positron; thereby causing the electron to undergo circular motion as a 

compromise.  

 

Observe: In this work, the Classic Mechanical local magnetic force is in action with 

other smaller monopolar magnets in the electron/positron ‘capsule’; it differs from the 

Quantum Mechanical local magnetic force, which interacts with an ‘electric charge’ 

associated with a moving electron/positron. It follows that Lorentz’s forces and similar 

laws, which are associated with ‘electric charges’ are not engaged in this work. 
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The magnetic field strength B (or H) provides the centripetal force whose effect is to 

attract the moving electron ‘into the center’. This force is countered by the centrifugal 

force Fc given in Equation (3.95); the combination of the two contrariety forces gives rise 

to the circular motion undertaken by electron/positron of mass m and cruising at speed v.  
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For circular motion: 
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From Equation (3.96), magnetic particles with higher kinetic energies, realize larger 

radii. Secondly, the radius of the circular motion (cyclotron radius) is directly 

proportional to the inverse of the local uniform magnetic field strength. This implies that 

a strong local magnetic field constrains a moving electron to move in very small circle; 

and if the local field is arranged appropriately, say as done in particle accelerators, the 

electron can be made to accelerate in a straight line (loci of minute dot-size circles).  

 

Since moving objects radiate energy, and in the event that the orbital speed v of the 

magnetically charged particle is known, the local uniform magnetic field strength B can 

be estimated using Planck’s radiation constant h referenced to a single radiator (or 

oscillator) as illustrated below. 

In Chapter 1, Equation (1.86), the parametric form of h is given as: 
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Hence:  
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Using Equation (3.96), the field strength B can be expressed as: 
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Equation (3.99) predicts high speeds and hence huge momenta to the ‘small magnets’ 

moving in a strong applied magnetic field. This property is widely exploited in huge 

particle colliders. It is important to notice that the usage of ‘small magnets’ for 

electrons/positrons, than ‘magnetically charged particles’ is preferred here as it serves at 

least two purposes. 

 Electrons/Positrons are made of pairs of the unlike magnetic monopoles. Clearly 

these particles are small ‘capsules’ of small magnets. The same holds for protons. 

 While both electrons/positrons and protons are magnetically charged particles, the 

neutrons are associated with a neutral magnetic charge. However, these too 

undergo similar processes like electrons/positrons and protons, if introduced in a 

local uniform magnetic field. This is possible since neutrons are also carved from 

pairs of unlike magnetic monopoles. Clearly neutrons are also ‘small magnets’, 

(which actually should be assigned a ‘magnetic charge’ though different from that 

of other nucleons). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron_magnetic_moment: Accessed on October 4th 2015. 

 

Now, from the above data, the cyclotron frequency f can be determined in conjunction 

with the wave formula as below: 

 

From the wave formula, the following obtains: 

r

vv
f

 2
       (3.100) 

Where, all factors carry the same representations and meanings as before. 

 

But from Equation (3.98), 
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Clearly, the accelerated magnetic particles radiate enormous energies at very high 

frequencies and equally possess very high penetrative powers; as a result a lot of 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron_magnetic_moment
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radiation-shielding must be done in particle collider systems, especially when heavier 

nucleons like neutrons are involved. 

 

In sum, it follows therefore that the phenomena observable when the individual nucleons 

enter a local, magnetically uniform field, is as a result of the introduction of weak 

magnetic fields  into a stronger magnetic field; thereafter the properties of magnetism 

take-over. The circular motion which is common to all the nucleons within a strong 

magnetic field is a response of the concurrence of contrariety magnetic forces. The 

strong magnetic field simultaneously attracts and repels the same number of unlike 

magnetic monopoles in each of the nucleon in question; which ends up in circular motion 

as a compromise!  

  

Indeed, we cannot wait to conclude that the above phenomena are strong indicators that 

the nucleons are on a ‘macro-level’ constituted by electrons/positrons and on a 

microscopic level, they carved out of equal numbers of the unlike magnetic monopoles. 

Therefore since all physical matter is made up aggregated nucleons (atoms), it (physical 

matter) is necessarily constructed ultimately out of unlike magnetic monopoles. 

 

3.11.2 The Causality of Gravitation between Material Objects 

The basis of the force attraction between objects has baffled scientist for centuries. 

However, from the above position that all physical matter is magnetic the gravitation 

phenomenon becomes an explicit magnetic response between magnetic physical matter. 

This projection offers an opportune and strong indicator as to the causality of bodies 

attracting each other as predicted in the Newtonian Universal Gravitation Law. 

Gravitation therefore, is a response to the ultimate magnetic constitution of all matter. 

Just as ordinary magnets put together seek to settle in an attraction-configuration, so 

does all physical matter.  

 

Conversely, the gravitation phenomenon, proves decisively that all nucleons, the making 

blocks of all physical matter, are finally constituted by the unlike magnetic monopoles. In 
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addition, the ability of the unlike magnetic monopolar system to explain the hitherto 

elusive causality of the pull/gravitation between objects renders it a viable project.  

 

Clearly, the supremacy of the Classical Mechanics’ unlike magnetic monopoles comes 

out evidently in unraveling complicated phenomena, both at the macro (e.g. Geomagnet) 

and micro (say, gravitation) domains; they are indeed the foundation of all physical 

matter and its interactive-force behavior. Evidently, the success of Classic Mechanics in 

articulating the causality of the gravitation phenomenon renders the Quantum 

Mechanics’ theories associated with ‘black holes’, like gravitation waves/radiation 

permanently redundant hypotheses. Therefore, all weak-force mediated phenomena, 

whose supply is linked to any hypothetical source located in the Quantum Mechanics’ 

universe world, cannot find any justification in the Classical Mechanical order and is 

hereby rejected. 

 

3.11.3 Stern - Gerlach Experiment - Apparently Predicts Unlike Magnetic Monopoles 

The experiment includes directing well collimated silver atoms into a non-uniform 

magnetic field as illustrated in Figure 3.18. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.18: Stern – Gerlach Experiment Set-Up 

Figure 3.16: Stern – Gerlach Experiment set-up for ‘Accounting’ for the Quantization 
                    Concept of Quantum Mechanics 

 



 44 

Source: "Stern-Gerlach experiment" by Theresa Knott from en.wikipedia 

Adapted from: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stern%E2%80%93Gerlach_experiment: 

Accessed on July 3rd 2015   

 

The target of the experiment was to determine the behavior of electrons under a non-

uniform magnetic field, that is, whether the direction of the angular momentum of the 

silver atom were quantized.  

 

The probe was set under the backdrop that electrons circulated about a nucleus of an 

atom in quantized spaces.  The experimenters looked forward to establish whether the 

electrons which were held to circulate about their respective nuclei in quantum orbits also 

maintained a quantized spin-direction (angular momentum direction).  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stern%E2%80%93Gerlach_experiment#History: Accessed 

on October 5th 2015. 

 

The observation that obtained is illustrated in Figure 3.18, where the original atom stream 

separated into an up and down sub-streams on exit from the magnetic bi-polarity channel 

supplying the non-homogeneous magnetic field. The experimenters cum supporters also 

include their prediction of a would-be projected (sarcastic) Classic Mechanical version of 

the exiting particles’ stream projectile after the magnetic channel, since the latter were 

not comfortable with the quantization concept of the Quantum Mechanics.  

 

According to its Experimenters and Quantum Mechanics’ holders,  the observations were 

deemed overwhelmingly in support of the quantization of the electrons’ spin and hence 

their angular momenta. The up and down streams of the exit particles serves as a unique 

‘confirmation’ of the quantization concept held by Quantum Mechanics’ proponents; 

since electrons are associated with a ± ½ spin attribute.   

 

However, this proposed up and down electron-spin mechanics is expected to produce 

two horizontal radiation patterns, where one is a reflection of the other; instead of the 

experimentally known transverse radiation wave pattern order, as already briefly 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stern%E2%80%93Gerlach_experiment
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stern%E2%80%93Gerlach_experiment
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discussed in Section 3.7.3, and illustrated in Figure 3.7.  At this point, an interpretation 

error of the experiment’s result is observable. This error is rectified from the Classic 

Mechanical point of view as below. 

 

Classical Mechanics provides a more comprehensive interpretation of Pauli’s exclusion 

Principle by projecting an anti-clockwise and clockwise spinning mechanics executed in 

transverse planes by electrons and positrons respectively. This system outputs the 

transverse radiation pattern under discussion. This result cannot be obtained, from the 

Quantum Mechanics’ evaluation of the experiment. Further details on how Classical 

Mechanics conceives electron deployment about the nuclei and their interactions are 

provided in Chapter 4.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stern%E2%80%93Gerlach_experiment#Importance: 

Accessed on October 6th 2015. 

 

Clearly, from the respective deliberations done in this work, the position that when the 

famous Stern-Gerlach experiment is accessed judiciously, it is found to be projecting an 

entirely different characteristic than the one currently attributed to it, becomes viable. 

Whether it is the electrons/positrons alone that undergo de-confinement and decay into 

their respective unlike magnetic monopoles or together with some other nucleons, the 

separation subjected to the entrant stream after the non-homogeneous magnetic 

environment is a direct manifestation of the ordinary magnetic processes the introduced 

nucleon stream undergoes within the magnetic channel.  

 

It becomes an interpretation error to associate a ‘strange causality’ or to project an odd 

phenomenon to the important and fundamental results provided by the Stern-Gerlach 

experiment.  

 

It is logically correct to confirm that the North and South magnetic monopoles de-

confine from the nucleons and become attracted to the respective unlike magnetic 

polarities of the magnetic channel. The two ‘up and down’ unlike ‘branches’ of the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stern%E2%80%93Gerlach_experiment
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exiting particles are indeed Streams of South and North magnetic monopoles 

respectively.   

 

The divergence observable between two exiting particle streams is mutual repulsive 

action engineered by the strong magnetic fields of the permanent magnets constituting 

the in-homogeneous magnetic channel. The Strong South magnetic field repulses the 

South magnetic stream and it ‘migrates’ upwards; while the strong North magnetic field 

repulses the North magnetic stream and forces it to ‘take refuge’ southwards. 

 

The causality misplacement of the diverging streams only serves to highlight the 

unnecessary ‘animosity’ that had accrued between the Quantum and Classic Mechanical 

proposers at the time (1922 and thereafter). In this study, the wealth of the experiment 

has been reclaimed to serve a great value which instead supports Classical Mechanics in 

its bid to project unlike magnetic monopoles as the fundamental building blocks of all 

nucleons and hence all matter, to greater heights than ordinary eyes can suspect. 

 

3.11.4 The Mass – Energy Annihilation Formula’s (E = mc2) Irreversible Anomaly  

3.11.4.1 Introduction:- the Electric Charge and Particle Annihilation Platforms 

In Brief, Quantum Mechanics principally contends that matter intrinsically consists of an 

‘ambivalent’ mass  among other ‘ingredients’, having the capability to transform/switch 

part of itself into energy via Einstein’s mass-energy equivalence formula: E = mc2. This 

process is reversible via the particle’s annihilation-creation phenomenon; that is mass-

less photons for example, can interfere constructively and retrieve the particles and their 

respective associated anti-particles that gave ‘birth’ to them! Quantum Mechanics widely 

uses the sub-atomic nuclear activity experiments to ‘illustrate and ground’ the reversible 

mass-energy conversion processes.  

 

In this work, two rounds of proofs Quantum Mechanics provides ‘to prove’ the above 

contentious issue are presented and evaluated. These two ‘proof’ regimes rely on the 

mass-energy annihilation formula, but only differ in procedural methods. The first 

‘proof’ emphasizes the necessity of balancing of electric charges during the nuclear 
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reactions; after this process any other particle mass, which is not accommodated under 

the electric charge requirement is presumed to be the mass defect (Δm) and hence the 

subject of conversion into the energy form! 

 

The energy (ΔE) associated with this mass defect (Δm) is converted via Einstein’s mass-

energy equivalence formula (ΔE = Δmc2) and accounts for the binding energy of the 

resultant nuclear aggregate components. It is however, not so clear how this nuclear 

binding energy relates with the Quantum Mechanics’ Gluon - mediated strong forces 

which are projected to keep the nucleons bound together in the nucleus!  

 

The second ‘proof’ accentuates the radiation energy observable in such sub-atomic 

nuclear reaction experiments as a ‘proof’ for the mass-energy reversible conversion 

formula. The focal argument is centered strongly on the annihilation principle, which 

Quantum Mechanics upholds to occur between the matter and anti-matter particles. In 

such reactions the ‘electric charge balancing’ requirement is ignored and instead the 

masses of subjects of annihilation (matter and anti-matter) provide the mass defect (Δm) 

formula.   These are held as having undergone annihilation whenever they would appear 

in a nuclear reaction; only to mutate into some radiation (mass-less particle).  

 

Classical Mechanics employs the very Quantum Mechanics’ proofs for the mass-energy 

equivalence formula to reiterate its strong position on the indestructible of matter and 

ultimately inconvertible into other forms other than its final fundamental form, the 

unlike magnetic monopoles.  However, Classical Mechanics upholds, matters’ ability to 

cause energy and radiate the same without itself being reduced in its content as reason 

to account for its action. The computations involved in such Classic Mechanical nuclear 

mediated reactions, are self-sustaining and need not recourse to the ‘decimated’ 

Einstein’s mass-energy equivalence formula. 

 

3.11.4.2 Mass Deficit and Nuclear Binding Energy ‘Justification’ 

Quantum Mechanical scientists, observe that under nuclear reaction activities, the 

resultant nucleus weighs less than the sum of its individual original nucleons. They 
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account for the loss in mass, ‘the mass defect (Δm)’ as equivalent to the release of 

energy (ΔE) which occurs at the formation of the nucleus as projected under the 

Einstein’s energy-mass conversion scheme: ΔE = Δmc2. It is not clear however, how 

much mass is lost per the participating nucleons! 

 

On the other hand, the released energy at the formation of the nucleus also doubles as the 

nuclear binding energy. The implication is that the nucleus may only disintegrate into its 

individual constituting nucleons, if the lost energy (= nuclear energy/mass) is restored or 

‘injected’ into the respective nucleus system.  

 

Quantum Mechanics visualizes the apparent mass deficit as being ‘equivalent’ to the heat 

(or even light, sound etc…) energy transferred to the cavity and environment. In this way 

the Einstein’s mass-energy equivalence formula gains ‘justification’ (may be for a 

while!).  

https://www.boundless.com/definition/mass-defect/: Accessed on October 6th 2015. 
http://www.chem.purdue.edu/gchelp/howtosolveit/Nuclear/nuclear_binding_energy.htm: 
Accessed on October 6th 2015. 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_binding_energy#Determining_nuclear_binding_en

ergy: Accessed on October 6th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mass%E2%80%93energy_equivalence#Conservation_of_m

ass_and_energy: Accessed on October 7th 2015. 

 

It must be however, observed that Quantum Mechanics’ position on the mass-energy 

equivalence concept, apparently does not ‘violet’ the mass/energy conservation laws in 

its ranks. For according to its principles, mass and energy are interchangeable; mass and 

energy are ‘two sides of the same coin’. In this order, what appears as lost on one side is 

recovered on the other; at the end of it all no resultant loss is made in either aspects 

(mass and energy)! For example, the mass defect in a nuclear reaction has its mass-

energy equivalence realized in the heat of the cavity and that radiated to the environment! 

Hence the law of conservation of energy and mass are preserved ‘concurrently and 

simultaneously’ this way in the Quantum Mechanics’ realm as described! 

 

https://www.boundless.com/definition/mass-defect/
http://www.chem.purdue.edu/gchelp/howtosolveit/Nuclear/nuclear_binding_energy.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_binding_energy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_binding_energy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mass%E2%80%93energy_equivalence
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mass%E2%80%93energy_equivalence
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mass%E2%80%93energy_equivalence
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3.11.4.3 Basis of Mass-Energy Equivalence Formula’s Inconsistence  

The apparent mass deficit/defect in nuclear reactions, introduces more damages to 

Quantum Mechanics’ theories and laws than supporting any of them! For instance, the 

more the mass defect phenomenon is aligned with Einstein’s mass-energy equivalence 

formula (E = mc2) the less the formula scores on its justification. The strong observable 

intent placed on the struggle to render the formula relevant, applicable and effectively 

functional, overrides the need to justify the means for achieving those goals; namely the 

actual processes where mass deficits are suspected to occur. 

 

Quantum Mechanics is weakened by involving in its ranks the concept of the concept of 

the ‘electric charges’; while simultaneously denying the existence of magnetic charges. 

In this work the adverse consequences of upholding electric charges is exemplified in the 

already discussed electron/positron capture and neutron decay process in Sections 3.8 

and 3.9 respectively. Several literature available, presents the electron/positron capture 

and neutron decay processes in single lines as expressed in Equations (3.102) and (3.103) 

respectively. 

  captureelectronvnep e  0    (3.102) 

  decayneutronvepn e 0    (3.103) 

Let us also include the reverse process of the electron capture, which includes the decay 

of nucleon-proton into a nucleon-neutron, a positron and electron neutrino (ve). This 

process is captured in Relation (3.104). 

  captureelectronreversevenp e  0   (3.104) 

Where, ee vandvneep ,,,, 0_  are the: proton, electron, positron, neutron, electron 

neutrino and electron antineutrino respectively. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron: Accessed on October 8th 2015. 

 

Observe that the main interest in this work is not to describe the conditions under which 

the above nuclear reactions take place, but rather, to analyze the inconsistence of the 

reactions with respect to mass and electric charge parameters.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neutron
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Again, in the original Standard Model classification, neutrinos have been categorized are 

approximately mass-less particles (< 10-35 kg) (cf. Table 3.1). This condition of being 

mass-less, makes these Quantum Mechanical particles open to rejection in the Classic 

Mechanical environment, which considers the lightest particle to be constituted of a 

magnetic monopole with mass ≈ 1.14 x 10-31 kg.  

 

However, recently some Quantum Mechanical scientists have reported unique discoveries 

pointing to the existence of some relatively mass-harboring neutrinos, but whose mass-

values are still under probe! We all remain hopeful, that the newly observed particles 

may not be entirely new particles, or ‘cousins’ to the prevalent neutrinos! 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/particles/neutrino.html#c3: Accessed on 

October 8th 2015. 

https://www.quora.com/Why-does-neutrino-having-mass-mean-standard-model-is-

incomplete: Accessed on October 8th 2015. 

 

In order to simply the arguments at hand, we reduce the masses of the proton and neutron 

to the approximate numbers of electrons, which constitutes the two particles as expressed 

in Equations (3.76) and (3.77). In other words, there are about 1836 electrons/positrons in 

a proton and a total of 1838 electrons and positrons in a neutron particle. Under these 

circumstances, the following evaluations are made: 

  

1. Common to the three Relations, there is a drive to get all the electric charges 

balancing on either side of the Relations (‘electric charge’ conservation).  

2. Neglecting the minute contributions of mass from the neutrino particles, it is 

deducible that, the propensity to balance the electric charges ignores the need to 

balance the mass aspect as well. 

3. According to this study, the neutron particle is made up of equal numbers of 

electrons and positrons (Section 3.7.6); the ‘neutron particle’ in Relation (3.102) 

is clearly one positron less. That is, Relation (3.102) is justifiable when: 

0neep       (3.105) 

 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/particles/neutrino.html
https://www.quora.com/Why-does-neutrino-having-mass-mean-standard-model-is-incomplete
https://www.quora.com/Why-does-neutrino-having-mass-mean-standard-model-is-incomplete
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This decay product, being a ‘nucleon-neutron’, is bound to realize a mass-

deficient nucleus, giving a false impression that the total mass of the resultant 

nucleus (constructed from such reduced mass particles) is less than the total mass 

of the individual free nucleons!! Indeed the ‘neutron’ end product is less in mass 

than the free neutron particle by the mass equivalent that of a positron. It is hence 

detestable to purport a projection of any lost mass during such nuclear reaction 

process! The formed ‘neutron’ particle is just different mass-wise from a free 

neutron. 

4. Clearly, the mass expected to have undergone conversion into nuclear binding 

energy, during the formation of the resultant nucleus is in the first place not 

identifiable anywhere in the system prior to the new nucleus formation! So, this 

non-existent mass within the system prior to the reactions cannot be construed to 

have been ‘lost’ after the reaction. In other words, there is no mass for conversion 

into any sort (that is: E = mc2 ↔ 0)! The mass-energy equivalence formula fails 

to attract justification even where many of its Quantum Mechanical proposers 

believe its application finds basis in the circumstances described above. 

5. Relation (3.103) typifies a neutron decay process, where the ‘electric charge 

balancing’ is actuated; but a particular mass-product component which is 

equivalent to the mass of a positron is deliberately ignored, despite the fact that a 

positron is the other product of the neutron decay process. Consequently, the 

mass equivalent of a positron becomes wrongly construed to constitute the ‘mass-

defect ‘during the reaction!  

 

One of the commonest examples alluded to in this order, is the unstable nuclear 

decay process of Carbon-14 (6 protons, 8 neutrons), into Nitrogen-14 (7 protons, 

7 neutrons); where a neutron particle decays into a proton and other particle(s). 

Writing such a reaction under the Quantum Mechanics’ ‘electric charge 

conservation’ formula, the following obtains: 

 00 7786 nepnp     (3.106) 

 



 52 

However, as already stated above, a neutron particle is constituted by an equal 

number of electrons and positrons; so it exceeds a proton particle mass-wise and 

structurally by about an electron and a positron. That is:  

   eepn0     (3.107) 

 

In this order, the actual nuclear reaction pattern (though distorting the ‘electric 

conservation formula’) becomes: 

 00 7786 neepnp    (3.108) 

 

Relation (3.108) pre-empts any claim for any mass equivalent loss during the 

reaction, which would arise if the positron as one of the products of the reaction is 

ignored, as the case is in Quantum Mechanics! Again, the mass-energy 

equivalence formula fails to attract justification and applicability in the sub-

atom’s neutron decay reactions. 

 

6. Relation (3.104) is so defective as from a smaller particle (the proton), a bigger 

particle (the neutron) is so unlikely to form, within the framework captured by the 

associated Relation! The Relation (3.104) only serves to punctuate the greater 

importance attached to ‘electric charge balancing’ formula; which intentionally 

disregards expressing all the particles involved in a reaction (under disguise of 

conserving the electric charges), only to turn around and declare the ignored 

particle’s mass as constituting the ‘mass defect’ portion! 

 

It is now all clear as to how a nucleus created under such circumstances as illustrated in 

Relations (3.102, 3.103 & 3.106) and analyzed thereafter, has less mass than the total 

mass of the individual particles constituting the nucleus (when their masses are 

determined outside the nucleus). In this mode the mass defect phenomenon cannot be 

supported, since it is a superfluous creation of insistence on preserving electronic 

charge during the respective nuclear reaction processes.  
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Besides, in this work, the existence of the electric charges has been satisfactorily 

contested as their source cannot be identified. Electric charges therefore are ‘creations’ 

of Quantum Mechanics, and perhaps, a ‘mistaken’ identity for magnetic charges!  

 

Clearly one of the greatest distinction between Quantum and Classical Mechanics lies 

in Quantum Mechanics projecting the existence and non-existence of electric and 

magnetic charges respectively, cum their respective sources; while Classic Mechanics  

does diametrically the opposite: upholding the existence and non-existence of magnetic 

and electronic charges respectively, just as their respective sources.  

 

However, somehow, Quantum Mechanics along the way comes to integrate magnetic 

fields (without accounting for their sources) and amalgamate them with the ‘electric 

fields’ as can be deduced in Maxwell’s electromagnetic equations, for example. As 

discussed in Chapter 5, this ‘marrying’ or twinning of the ‘electric’ and magnetic fields, 

serves as the only life-line for Quantum Mechanics’ acknowledgeable successes in the 

scientific world. It is argued that doing away with the redundant ‘electric fields’ (an 

indefensible Quantum Mechanics’ concept) and concentrating on the magnetic fields is 

bent to take scientific advancement to greater heights.  

 

Further, it is evident that the mathematical considerations and the respective 

interpretations of scientific phenomena are bound to be different with respect to the two 

Mechanics groups. In this regard, while Quantum Mechanics flexes muscles to defend 

for the ‘mass defect’ phenomenon under the recipe of balancing electric charges, 

Classic Mechanics on the other hand, will not only be rejecting electric charges on the 

basis of having failed to identify their sources and hence the need to balance them in a 

nuclear reaction, but also associate the entire project of the ‘electric charges’ and ‘mass 

defect’ as a Quantum Mechanics’ conspiracy.   

 

To Classical Mechanics, the difficult-to-suspect manipulation of the ‘electric charge’ 

phenomenon engineers a false existence of ‘mass defect’ during a nuclear reaction 

process. In this order, Quantum Mechanics appears to trek the ‘mass defect’ argument as 
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a means of justifying and finding some applicability to the indefensible Einstein’s mass-

energy formula in the sub-atomic world!  

 

As already argued it would be interesting to distinguish the contributions from the mass 

defect’s nuclear brokered binding energy and the Gluon nuclear binding force! Quantum 

Mechanics must be in position to establish whether the nucleus would need the two 

sources of force to guarantee its internal integrity!     

 

Classical Mechanics instead endeavors to re-interpret the nuclear reactions’ mechanics 

in the realm that satisfies the preservation of the mass parameter. Clearly, there is no 

mass-energy conversion formula justifiable under Classical Mechanics. This approach 

enables Classical Mechanics to predict nuclear reactions more accurately under the 

framework of its fundamental unlike magnetic monopoles than Quantum Mechanics 

with its Fermions and Boson fundamental particle system.  

 

3.11.4.4 Matter Annihilation, Mass Defect, Binding Energy and Radiation Anomalies  

At this length, it becomes extremely difficult to substantiate the Quantum Mechanics’ 

phenomenon of mass defect. However, there remains one important evidence Quantum 

Mechanics fronts in strong defense for the ‘mass defect’ phenomenon. The 

accompanying arguments are briefly presented below, as captured from an article in the 

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy entitled: ‘The Equivalence of Mass and Energy’, 

part of which is quoted herein: 

 

“….Much more recently, Rainville et al. (2005) have published the results of what they 

call “A direct test of E = mc2.” Their experiments test mass-energy equivalence “directly” 

by comparing the difference in the rest-masses in a neutron capture reaction with the 

energy of the emitted γ-rays. Specifically, Rainville et al. examine two reactions, one 

involving neutron capture by Sulphur (S), the other involving neutron capture by Silicon 

(Si): 

 SSn 3332  
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 SiSin 2928  

In these reactions, when the nucleus of an atom (in this case either 32S or 28Si) captures 

the neutron, a new isotope is created in an excited state. In returning to its ground state, 

the isotope emits a γ-ray. According to Einstein's equation, the difference in the rest-

masses of the neutron plus nucleus, on the one hand, and the new isotope in its ground 

state on the other hand, should be equal to the energy of the emitted photon. Thus, 

Rainville et al. test ΔE = Δmc2 by making very accurate measurements of the rest-mass 

difference and the frequency, and hence energy, of the emitted photon. Rainville et al. 

report that their measurements show that Einstein's equation obtains to an accuracy of at 

least 0.00004%”. 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/equivME/#4: Accessed on October 14th 2015. 

 

Evaluation: At a quick glance, it is observable that the propensity to prove the point (E = 

mc2) this time round, led to the departure from the requirement to balance the electric 

charges, and preference was switched to determining the energy of the gamma-photon.  

This was effected by applying the mass-energy conversion formula to account for the 

‘predetermined suspected mass defect’ between the two states of the reaction, namely, 

before and after the reactions. This illustrated in Relations (3.109 & 3.110). 

   eschesch

SSn

arg33arg32

33320



 
    (3.109)  

  

   eschesch

SiSin

arg29arg28

29280



 
    (3.110) 

 

Again, it can be inferred from the two relations, that isotope side misses two particles 

namely, the electron and positron to balance the masses on either side of the Relations. 

The necessity of the two transverse particles is dictated by the structural requirement of a 

neutron particle, namely, a neutron is composed of equal numbers of electrons and 

positrons; and that, a proton is less by two electron-equivalent particles mass-wise with 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/equivME/
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respect to the neutron particle. In this order, the mass defect must be associated with the 

total mass of the electron (e-) and positron (e+). 

 

Clearly, the electron and positron omission in the two Relations is deliberate since in 

Quantum Mechanics the two particles (particle-antiparticle pair) are expected to undergo 

annihilation, giving birth in return to a (mass-less) photon (γ radiation). Thus, the two 

Relations are in a ‘balanced mode’ since the γ photon is held to account for the mass 

loss/defect (Δm). However, the intention for ‘hiding’ this annihilation phenomenon in 

the entire experimentation (may be it was simply assumed), to give the impression that 

the experiments simply went on course as reported, renders the ultimate results and 

conclusions susceptible.  

 

In order to illustrate the Quantum Mechanical ‘experimental results fixing’ further, we 

note that it is common practice in Quantum Mechanics to inject additional variables or 

parameters, commonly referred to as ‘local hidden variables’ or ‘elements of reality’ to 

stabilize/normalize the actual experimental values thereby acquiring the precise 

prediction characteristics as in Classical Mechanics. In this way the hidden variables 

transform and upgrade the probabilistic experimental results to forms that provide 

deeper insights into the quantum-mechanical probabilities. 

http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Hidden+variable+theory: Accessed on  

October 19th 2015. 

 

It is not strange therefore, that at some point Bell rejected modifications (local hidden 

variables or ‘elements of reality’) that embellish and fix Quantum Mechanics’ 

experimental results. At his indignation Bell observed: “No physical theory of local 

hidden variables can ever reproduce all of the predictions of Quantum Mechanics”.  

 

Very often however, some scientists are quick to blanket-attribute discrepancies in 

experimental results as due to ‘relativistic effects’! This is followed by propositions of 

“corrections or adjustment” to account for the discrepancies in determined experimental 

http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Hidden+variable+theory
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results. Such line of action gives an impression that ‘all must be done’ to find some 

practical expression or application of respective relativists’ hypothetical claims! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bell's_theorem: Accessed on October 15th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_hidden_variable_theory: Accessed on October 19th 

2015. 

 

Further analysis of the excerpt on “the mass-equivalence formula” reveals that, the above 

stated observation of mass defect (Δm), which applies to the two reaction Relations, can 

be expressed as:  

 mee          (3.111) 

 

In Quantum Mechanics, the Einstein’s mass-energy formula holds, and hence the energy 

ΔE of the γ radiation, is expected to be equivalent to the energy associated with the mass 

defect as illustrated in Equation (3.112). 

 

2cmfhE         (3.112) 

Where, fγ, c and h are the frequency of the emitted radiation, Quantum Mechanics’ speed 

of light and Planck’s constant respectively.  

 

In order to be as close to the workings of the researchers quoted in the excerpt above, we 

employ the Quantum Mechanical values for the Planck’s constant as well as the speed of 

light, c. In this order we have: 
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Using Equation (3.112), the associated γ photon frequency fγ is determined as: 
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  (3.114) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bell's_theorem
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_hidden_variable_theory
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Gamma (γ) radiation is estimated to have frequencies in excess of:  1019 Hz (some 

sources put it at: > 1020 Hz).  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gamma_ray: Accessed on October 14th 2015. 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/ems3.html: Accessed on October 14th 2015. 

 

It is not therefore difficult to see how one can deliberately manipulate the value of fγ to 

claim accurate results in the order of 0.00004%, as a means of laying ‘strong grounds’ for 

the ‘justification’ of the mass-energy equivalence formula! This position is more 

defensible because, it becomes difficult to account for the deliberate neglect of 

‘conservation or balancing of electric charges’ in the two Relations. Secondly, it 

becomes also extremely difficult to determine whether the mass-defect was actually 

achieved through real mass-measurements of reactants before and after the reactions, or it 

was concluded before hand as the analysis is open to suggest?   

 

Moreover, in the two Relations’ mass-conservation aspects cannot be justified even 

under the pretext of annihilation processes placed between the electron and its 

antiparticle, the positron. That is, the featuring of a γ radiation in the two reaction 

Relations, prior to experimentation processes is a clear indicator that the researchers are 

aware of the contents of the mass defect, just as the end-result, than trying to deduce the 

same from experimental processes. One becomes more inclined to conclude that the 

associated ‘accurate experiments’ are mere stage-managing strategies. 

 

In the event that actually there is annihilation between matter-antimatter particles 

(electron-positron pair), it would be interesting to investigate the criteria used to assign 

the mass-energy exchange for a single ‘particle’ like the γ radiation. Other energies that 

would be expected to accompany such radiation are especially heat energy transmitted to 

the cavity walls and surrounding environment; and perhaps sound and even light! The 

decision to particularize or filter the perceived resultant products of ‘mass defect’ to 

remain with a single entity (in this case, the γ radiation) is very strong clue to what 

‘experimenters’ intend to achieve (to spice results thereby making them very attractive to 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gamma_ray
http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/ems3.html
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believe), than what they would be keen at observing. The experimenters really put up a 

‘spirited fight or appeal’ to prove the indefensible E = mc2 formula! 

 

At this stage, it becomes pertinent to observe that the type of accuracy stated in the 

excerpt (0.00004%) is very strange, it too good to be true and hence very unlikely. It 

does not reflect the typical character of even a perfectly designed physical science 

experiment! The ‘exactitude’ associated with the results prompts a reader to associate 

that excellent perfect performance of the instrumentation used, just as the extra-ordinary 

expertise of the experimenters; such situations are definable only in hypothetical 

universe world! These observations demand an exotic/alien environment for such 

perfect results to occur and this is provided for in Quantum Mechanics as the universe 

world.  Clearly, the mass-energy equivalent formula can only be operationalised in the 

universe world, but never in the earth world as we know it; here mass and energy do not 

mix! 

 

In addition, it is difficult to sustain the Quantum Mechanical’s attribution of the ‘mass 

defect’ as convertible material for the nuclear binding energy of the nucleus of the 

resultant isotope; for in the two cases cited above the ‘mass defect’ is converted into  γ 

radiation, which has nothing to do with the integrity of the resultant isotopes’ nuclei!  It 

may be true that the researchers in this case, reserved the nuclear binding energy solely to 

the function of the Gluon particle’s brokered energy! 

 

Besides, it is typical of Quantum Mechanics to reserve verification of its claims in the 

realm of experimental processes than exposing the same to thorough or methodical 

critical analytical procedures or assessment. The claim that universal scientific 

principles are obtainable ‘only’ through Quantum Mechanics’ designed experimentation 

procedures have been encountered in this work. Such Quantum Mechanical’s postulation 

of the experimental monopoly to determine/verify universal theories has been 

exemplified in this work and on each count, proved redundant!  
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For through critical analysis procedures the once Quantum Mechanics’ ring-fenced, 

experimental-constrained constants, have been derived and even more accurately 

through Classical Mechanics’ analytical procedures in this work; this is particularly 

verifiable for Planck’s constant (h), the reduced Planck’s constant (ћ), speed of light in 

free air (c) and the Universal Gravitation constant (G). This is the first time Classical 

Mechanics has been shown to have the capacity to predict sub-atomic phenomena in a 

superior manner through its analytical methodology than Quantum Mechanics is capable 

of realizing.  

 

This goes to reverse to contemporary bias that Classic Mechanics finds application 

‘only’ in some macro-systems reserving the micro-systems or sub-atomic realm (and also 

the some macro-systems) to Quantum Mechanics. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Classical_mechanics: Accessed on October 14th 2015. 

 

In sum, we observe that although the mass-energy equivalence formula is ‘very’ 

fundamental and hence very valuable in Quantum Mechanics, it nonetheless fails 

objective analytic assessment methods and this renders it to be an extremely very difficult 

enterprise or concept to justify and verify even experimentally.  

 

One of the major constraints consists in the implied annihilation theory between matter – 

antimatter particle pairs. Though the products of the annihilation process are accounted 

for variously within Quantum Mechanics, the ‘mass-less aspect’ is common to them all. 

This condition principally indicates that the true fundamental particles definable in 

Quantum Mechanics are not Fermions and their derivatives, but fields or waves; since it 

is these that all physical matter decays ultimately to. This concept is discussed later in 

Section 3.13. 

 

The designs for proofs or experimental verifications for mass-energy conversion are 

typically crafted in compelling language forms, which are so persuasive leaving very 

little room for doubt, thereby pre-empting rejection. Clearly, the picture mapped out for 

Quantum Mechanics’ effort to situate its ultimate fundamental particle, the waves, via the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Classical_mechanics
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annihilation (mass-energy equivalence formula) process between matter – anti-matter 

pair particles, fails the objective critical analysis formulae.  

 

In this work, matter is eternally and securely insulated from any form of annihilation or 

conversion into any other form than its very own. However, particles and hence matter in 

motion, are articulated as exhibiting an energy-creating capacity. This subtle 

phenomenon is identifiable between the physical mechanical energy (Kinetic and 

potential energies) possesses by a moving particle, as well as the wave radiation energy, 

which is different and does not proceed from the mechanical energy of the oscillating 

particle. The details of this wave energy creation from the oscillatory movements of a 

particle are found in Section 3.11.5.      

 

The above intricate energy identification may appear trivial as it is already scientifically 

known that moving objects radiate energy, but it turns out to be one of the most 

contentious positions between Quantum and Classical Mechanics. The causality of the of 

the radiation energy is placed by Quantum Mechanics as a result of mass-energy 

conversion processes; whereas Classical Mechanics account for the same as due to the  

oscillatory motion the particle. This position is explored in the next Section. 

 

3.11.5 Classical Mechanics’ Wave Radiation Energy Modeling (E = hf) 

3.11.5.1 Physical and Wave Radiation Energy Components 

From the above discussions, it can be inferred that Quantum Mechanics’ propositions 

relating mass and energy are efforts aimed at operationalizing the perceived inter-

connectivity expressed by the ‘duality’ thought to be obtaining from (the misconception 

of) the particle-wave nature of the sub-atomic elements. It is shown shortly that such 

duality of electron’s natures does not exist! Nonetheless, Quantum Mechanics proposes 

annihilation or sublimation of particle or matter as an ‘interfacing-process’, to account 

as how the mass-particle may transform itself into a mass-less particle in the form of 

energy and vice versa. The immediate fear, however, is to articulate what happens when 

there is no more mass to convert into energy and vice versa! 
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In this work, the accent to the duality nature of the sub-atomic elements is rejected; 

neither is the Quantum Mechanics’ annihilation process between mass and energy 

entertained. Instead, the oscillating particle’s simultaneous possession of the physical 

mechanical (kinetic and potential energy) and radiation energies,  is explained as 

occurring via a natural process, where the oscillatory motion of the particle stimulates or 

excites wave radiation energy into the surrounding environment; without siphoning from 

the mechanical energy sector.  Clearly the wave energy sector is created energy. 

 

For the purposes of this study, the oscillatory motion can be generated or processed of 

any definable particle motion, by applying say, Fourier’s transformation procedures - 

which transform practically all feasible motions into sinusoidal or oscillatory motion 

types. But this motion transform is not necessary in general as a moving object/particle 

radiates wave energy characteristic of its motion type. Clearly, in addition to possessing 

kinetic and potential energies, a moving particle excites or radiates wave energy. It is in 

fact shown that in Section 3.11.4.3, the radiation energy is practically equivalent to the 

totality of the physical mechanical energy.  

 

Observe that the radiation of energy due to the motion of a particle applies to all micro 

and macro objects. This has been exemplified in this work with the movements of the 

Earth, where each of its major motions incorporates or twins an oscillatory motion in 

addition (cf. Chapter 2B).  

 

Matter through its motion activity flushes energy without itself melting into its own 

action or losing part of itself in return. It follows, therefore, that just as the Earth need not 

annihilate itself (even in part) to radiate energy throughout its motion varieties, so do the 

sub-atomic particles.   

 

Particles need not annihilate rest all become extinct in time, and only waves and hence 

‘nothingness’ would remain eventually, since waves too are held ‘cancellable’ in the 

Quantum Mechanics’ estimation! 
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3.11.5.2 Particle Annihilation Firewall: Spin – Plane Transversality Principles 

The annihilation condition is not upheld in Classical Mechanics and is guarded against 

by adopting a more comprehensive implementation of Pauli’s exclusion principle. This 

process is preceded by the recognition that ultimately, all matter is constituted by the 

unlike magnetic monopoles. Secondly, based on the spin-mechanics of the sub-atomic 

particles, the proton and neutron can be constructed from the electron/positron 

aggregates. The electron/positrons are models or ‘capsules’ of 4 pairs of the unlike 

magnetic monopoles. It follows that since all material objects are constituted by 

nucleons, they express their unlike characteristics in being woven from the unlike 

electron - positron particles.  

 

The electron and positron models are the same in every aspect, except the spinning and 

plane-placement characteristics. In this work, the electron is assigned to spin 

anticlockwise within the vertical plane, while its counterpart or unlike particle - the 

positron spins clockwise in the horizontal plane. These plane-motion-senses are adopted 

from the Geomagnet’s prototypes developed in Chapter 2B Section 2.12. Thus the 

transverse characteristic defined among the electron and positron particles is double-

pronged; it simultaneously bears the spin and plane orthogonal senses.  

 

In this way, there is no annihilation expected between unlike particles, say between the 

electron and positron, since these two particles are orthogonal; they have no components 

in each other’s plane, despite their contrariety spinning patterns! On the other hand, 

annihilation is structural - based since Quantum Mechanics implements Pauli’s 

exclusion principle by assigning an up/down spin between the particle-antiparticle pairs. 

 

3.11.5.3 Computation of Wave-Radiation Energy in Classical Mechanics 

Reference is made of Chapter 1, Section 3.5 and Equation (1.81), where the radiated 

energy E associated with a single oscillating particle (electron) in 1-Dimension is 

rendered as: 

 fhE          (3.115) 
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Where, E, h and f are respectively: the radiated energy, Planck’s radiation constant and 

frequency at which energy pulsates in the environment. 

 

Observe: Quantum Mechanics employs another version of the same Equation, in where 

the wave-radiation is fixed to thrust at the velocity of light c: Namely:


c
hE  , where 

λ is the wavelength of the wave. In this work this formulation for the wave-radiated 

energy is rejected, since waves’ velocities are not fixed but regulated by the wave 

Equation. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Radiation: Accessed on October 20th 2015. 

 

In the event that that there several similar particles in the system pulsating at the same or 

different frequencies, or the same single particle thrusting at various frequencies during 

the time bracket of interest, the mathematical linear combination rules become 

applicable to determine the resultant radiated energy.  

 

Observe that reiteration is done here to ring-fence Equation (3.115) as a Classic 

Mechanical derivable Equation of a particle in (orbital) motion, possessing both the 

kinetic and potential energy. It is important also to observe that the radiation energy is 

directly associated with the sum of the orbital physical energy (K.E. + P.E); indeed the 

radiation energy is practically equivalent to the totality of the orbital physical energy! 

This is verified during the derivation process of Equation (3.115), as concretely shown in 

Equation (1.68) and repeated here as Equation (3.116), for quick reference, with all 

variables carrying the same meanings as before.  
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The component: vrmrm  22

2

1
is the sum of both the orbital kinetic and potential 

energies of the oscillating electron in the (ground) orbit about the nucleus of a Hydrogen 

-1 atom.    

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Radiation
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Without repeating all the steps used to determine the parametric form of Planck’s 

radiation constant, let it suffice to state here that the radiation energy (E11) in 1-

Dimension per unit frequency is rendered as:  

 

 h
vrm

E 
3

11


      (3.117) 

Thus the radiation energy E1 thrust in a single direction at frequency f becomes as 

expressed in Equation (3.118) 

 fhf
vrm

E 
3

1


      (3.118) 

Clearly the following principle holds for any object executing oscillatory motion: 

 

“The wave radiated energy of an oscillating object is practically equal to 

the sum of its orbital kinetic and potential energies”.  

 

It follows therefore that an oscillating particle possesses its physical energy and releases 

wave radiation energy simultaneous!  

 

One of the implications of the above principle, dwells in attributing the full impact of 

force in a head-on collision say, as contributed to by the sum of physical force and a 

portion of the same in the form of the radiation energy at the moment of the impact.  

 

Therefore, a system that can ‘harvest’ the full import of the radiated energy must be an 

enclosed one, having the capacity to tap into the full pattern of the wave radiation energy, 

which spreads in all directions upon free-release.  Such environments are possible with 

enclosed nuclear cavities. In such situations where all energies within an oscillatory 

system are constrained in say, one direction and insulated from diverse conversions, an 

output which approaches the orbital physical energy of the system can be inferred from 

the measured wave radiated energy.  
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This position gives more ground to the existence of free or wireless electric power 

energy associated with power lines. The power lines have been defined in Section 

3.7.4.1, as shrouded about by strong magnetic fields comparable to the electricity 

(‘physical’) powers transmitted within the wires, by the magnetic monopoles. The 

challenge remains, why hitherto, this wave radiation power is not tapped into and only 

the physical transmitted power is targeted or reaped? 

 

3.11.5.4 Classical Mechanics’ Mass Conservation Principle 

Quantum Mechanics proposes that during a nuclear reaction, part of the mass of the 

reactants (mass defect) converts into (mass-less) energy forms. Classical Mechanics on 

the other hand, defends the mass conservation law throughout the reaction time; and 

models the causality of the observable radiation energy as due to the aggregated 

oscillatory motion of the reactants, a position discussed in Section 3.11.4.3. 

 

It is under the above circumstances that Classical Mechanics defends the universal 

principle of the indestructibility of matter. This position is a very strong proposition that 

the ultimate fundamental elements of matter, the unlike magnetic monopoles are 

indestructible; and possess a definite invariant mass; which position rejects Quantum 

Mechanics’ claim that a particle’s mass directly varies with  its speed as determined by 

an observer in a stationary or a uniformly moving frame of reference. In Special 

Relativity, the mass of an object is deemed to become ‘infinite’ as the object’s speed 

approaches that of light!    

http://www.britannica.com/science/relativistic-mass: Accessed on October 20th 2015. 

 

Clearly, the classification of parameters under “rest” or “relativistic” categories of 

parameters like: mass, energy, time, length etc… are redundant in Classical Mechanics, 

since these parameters are invariant. They are permanently categorized as: mass, energy, 

time, length etc… and nothing else! This is so since in Classical Mechanics, the element 

of ‘subjective relativism’, which is so deeply embedded in Quantum Mechanics, is not 

upheld.  

 

http://www.britannica.com/science/relativistic-mass
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In Classical Mechanics, the act of the observer therefore, does not determine the objective 

occurrence of an event. This is summarized in the old wise saying: “Ignorantia juris 

non excusat” (= ‘ignorance of the law excuses not’); which is interpreted here to mean 

that: “Ignorance of the law does not nullify the law”. The law cannot be deemed to be 

inexistent simply because one is not aware of it. Likewise, an observer’s awareness or 

ignorance of the occurrence of an event does not affect its occurrence. The contribution 

of a mere event-observer cannot be situated anywhere in the cause-effect loop!  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ignorantia_juris_non_excusat: Accessed on October 20th 

2015. 

 

3.11.5.5 Magnetic Normalization of Nuclear Activity 

The magnetic constitution of sub-atomic particles is made full use of Large Hadron 

Collider (LHC) facility. The system energies involved and practically the entire 

operational mechanisms rely heavily on magnetic forces.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Large_Hadron_Collider#Construction: Accessed on 

October 20th 2015. 

 

The choice of magnetism as the driving force in the LHC system suggests its suitability 

or appropriateness with the sub-atomic particles, which are made to undergo collision 

within the facility. Clearly the sub-atomic particles must be necessarily magnetic as 

manifested in their typical magnetic-tailored responses to the various applied magnetic 

fields they are exposed to at various stages in the facility. 

 

Further, scientists from General Atomics and the U.S. Department of Energy's Princeton 

Plasma Physics Laboratory (PPPL) were recently reported to have concurred on a design 

to regulate the erratic heat-energy outputting from a nuclear cavity by surrounding the 

exterior of an active nuclear cavity with smaller magnetic fields! “Researchers were able 

to use tiny magnetic fields to control the bursts and maintain a safe reaction. Using these 

magnetic fields, researchers were able to harness heat from the reactor in a controlled 

manner, rather than through dangerous bursts.”  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ignorantia_juris_non_excusat
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Large_Hadron_Collider
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http://www.upi.com/Science_News/2015/03/15/Scientists-make-breakthrough-in-

understanding-nuclear-fusion/1461426448252/#ixzz3UXsyaYtn: Accessed on March 16th 

2015. 

 

The ability to normalize or to quench a nuclear activity implies that the scientists were 

able to regularize the entropy of the cavity by trapping a section of reactants to the walls 

of the cavity. The tiny nature of the applied magnetic fields on the exterior of the cavity 

suggests that even the objects susceptible to such small magnetic fields are 

correspondingly small. The sub-atomic particles, or even their ultimate constituent 

particles, the unlike magnetic monopoles must be the targeted group. Clearly sub-atomic 

particles are magnetic particles and this happens because these particles are ultimately 

constituted of the unlike magnetic monopoles. 

 

3.11.6 Concluding Remarks 

In this work, effort is made to analyze well known experiments, which (though re-known 

for ‘other’ results) bring out vivid evidence in support of the position that sub-atomic 

particles are constituted from two magnetic principles, namely the unlike magnetic 

monopoles.  

 

Further, since all matter is atom-weaved, it follows directly that all matter is magnetic 

and ultimately constituted by the unlike magnetic monopoles. This established position 

becomes the very basis for the identification of the causality of the attraction or 

gravitation between any two physical objects as predicted by Sir Isaac Newton (1643 -

1727) in his famous Universal Gravitation Law.  

 

As normally expected of the magnetic behavior that if, several magnetic bar pieces are 

put together, the thrust to settle in the attraction mode when kept in action-distances is 

overwhelming; so do all magnetic objects (matter), they are attracted to each other 

similarly. The simultaneity with which any two material objects attract each, renders 

Quantum Mechanics’ principle of ‘relative simultaneity’ redundant, since the two 

observers (the objects in attraction) experience the mutual attraction not only 

http://www.upi.com/Science_News/2015/03/15/Scientists-make-breakthrough-in-understanding-nuclear-fusion/1461426448252/
http://www.upi.com/Science_News/2015/03/15/Scientists-make-breakthrough-in-understanding-nuclear-fusion/1461426448252/
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simultaneously, but also instantaneously. Thus, the Quantum Mechanics’ proposition 

captured in the following lines becomes therefore dysfunctional! “According to the 

special theory of relativity, it is impossible to say in an absolute sense that two distinct 

events occur at the same time if those events are separated in space.”  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Relativity_of_simultaneity: Accessed on October 21st 2015. 

(also cf. Chapter 3A, Section 3.2.4.4). 

 

The Classical Mechanics’ position on the annihilation of matter derives from the 

principle of the indestructibility of the unlike magnetic monopoles, which ultimately 

constitute all physical matter. This appreciation of matter provides another distinguishing 

element between Classical and Quantum Mechanics, where the latter upholds matter 

annihilation via its particle-antiparticle pairs; while the former rejects annihilation of 

matter via the transverse characteristic of its unlike particle pairs. In the essence, 

Classical Mechanics protects again annihilation of matter by implementing a more 

comprehensive interpretation of Pauli’s Exclusion Principle, than Quantum Mechanics 

does. 

 

Clearly, the ‘beleaguered’ Einstein’s mass-energy exchange formula E = mc2, finds no 

application in the Classical Mechanics as it thrives on mass/matter annihilation 

principles. Even after all the ‘well-doctored’ experimental ‘proofs,’ Quantum Mechanics 

fails to account for the equivalence it proposes between the radiated energy and the 

perceived ‘mass defect’ during nuclear activities.  

 

Conclusively, mass and energy are not simply different things, but also do not have the 

same form. This is contrary to Quantum Mechanics which upholds simultaneously the 

individuality of mass and energy and their common-shared form, which is typical of 

identification of elements in the Quantum Mechanics’ universe world  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mass%E2%80%93energy_equivalence: Accessed on  

October 21st 2015.   

(Also cf. Chapter 3A, Section 3.2.5.1)! 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Relativity_of_simultaneity
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mass%E2%80%93energy_equivalence
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In the following Section focus is put on consolidating the salient characteristics of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles, which makes these fundamental particles unique from the 

Fermions and Boson fundamental particles propounded by Quantum Mechanics.  

 

3.12 SALIENT CHARACTERISTICS of the UNLIKE MAGNETIC MONOPOLES 

 

3.12.1 Introduction 

All magnetic monopoles’ properties are in-built; they are intrinsically contained in 

themselves. The particles operationalise themselves and hence have no outside causalities 

that engineer their internal functions. Their magnetic properties can however be altered to 

some extent by say, strong magnetic fields. However, this mitigated ‘mutation’ is only 

allowable between two states only, namely: the North and South magnetic polar 

switching. Besides, this articulated magnetic polarity switching behavior, is also among 

the inherent properties of magnetic monopoles as discussed shortly, and also as illustrated 

in the case of bar magnets in Chapter 1. 

 

Magnetic monopoles have an inherent, inalienable: magnetic-charge, mass, volume, 

density, spherical shape and hence fixed radius. These are unalterable under all known 

circumstances, since contrary to this position matter can undergo annihilation, among 

other consequences, until nothing remains! 

 

In addition, the internal forces which manage the functionality of the unlike magnetic 

monopoles are manifestations of its singular, intrinsic and ultimate source of force, 

namely: magnetism. The singularity of this magnetic force eliminates claims to the 

existence of electric charges as another source of force in the sub-atomic realm as 

defined in Quantum Mechanics. In the following paragraphs, details of the above 

positions are held, just as extra exploration of the attributes associated with the unlike 

magnetic monopoles. 
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3.12.2 Magnetic Monopoles are Indestructible  

It is intended in this Section that various properties which have been presented of 

magnetic monopoles in this work are placed together, as it were, in a synoptic form. The 

unlike magnetic monopoles are two fundamental elements, same in everything, only 

differing in the magnetic polarity; hence they are just unlike particles and not 

antiparticles as none is the opposite of the other; moreover, each can switch polarity!  

 

These particles constitute the most final form, unto which all mass-material objects can 

disintegrate or decay. In a miniature, this proposition dictates that since there is no more 

disintegration process beyond the unlike magnetic monopoles, then these particles are 

indestructible. It necessarily follows that a magnetic monopole’s mass estimates at: 1.138 

672 86375 x 10-31 kg is invariable; just as its radius which is about: 6.060 827 436 653 x 

10-16 m. A magnetic monopole has the smallest known volume estimated at: 9.325 762 

827 108 x 10-46 m. The corresponding density of a magnetic monopole is approximated 

as: 1.220 997 021 756 x 1014 kg/m3. In a word, the linear dimensions, their derivatives 

and quantifiable intrinsic parameters of a magnetic monopole are invariant. 

 

A friend chipped in though shyly and made a great statement, he said: “To die is to 

embrace a recycle process leading to a total fall-apart”! There is a lot in this statement if 

interpreted to mean, that an un-interrupted thorough decay of mass-matter aggregates, 

eventually settle for ‘a total fall-apart’ into the final expressible forms, namely: the unlike 

magnetic monopoles.  

 

The above position renders great support to the Ecological theory of “food web or cycle”, 

where different living organisms in an ecological community feed on the others in time-

sequence. This is ‘matter feeding on matter’ and nothing is lost nor destroyed in the long 

run; it is mass-matter, assuming different mass-matter forms at different times. Hence the 

permanency of mass-matter; and this is guaranteed by the indestructibility and 

immutability of its ultimate form, the unlike magnetic monopoles. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Food_web: Accessed on October 27th 2015. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Food_web
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A magnetic particle is at the basis of matter, so it cannot be reduced to anything less. 

Since the particle contains no inter-linking chemical bonds, it becomes the hardest 

particle in existence. In this order, a magnetic monopole cannot be sliced or divided into 

parts! A machine must have at least the dimension orders of the magnetic monopole and 

be at least as hard as the monopole to be able to slice the particle; unfortunately such a 

material does not exist. Secondly, even if one decided to squeeze the particle between 

hard surfaces, it will simply make a notch or indentation into one or both of the pressing 

surfaces, because such surfaces will be ‘softer’ than the monopole under squeeze!   

 

The indestructibility of a magnetic monopole also covers the impossibility of a magnetic 

monopole to boil, melt, expand, contract or changing its solid state into a liquid, gas or 

any plasmatic forms. The particle is chemically no-reactive, it is hence immune to any 

chemical reactions; it cannot rust for example.  

 

Further, though a magnetic monopole particle assumes the temperature of the matter, just 

as it assumes the spin speed while in the electron/positron ‘capsule’, it nonetheless does 

not change or transform into statuses as its aggregated matter (in which it contains) 

does.  Logically, the transfer of matter from one form (liquid, vapor, plasma forms) to 

another is a result of the changes effected in the chemical bonds holding the building 

blocks of a material and these bonds are not espoused by a magnetic monopole; the 

particle preserves all its intrinsic properties throughout the processes its aggregated 

matter undergoes.  

 

That there is no bond to soften or even break within a magnetic monopole so as to turn 

into a liquid, and then vapor and so on, a magnetic monopole cannot boil, melt, expand 

nor contract. This means, that the magnetic monopole’s intrinsic characteristics are 

immune to temperature; the monopole exists as much in a molten material, just as in a 

frozen one, except it is hotter in the former and colder in the latter! This still augments on 

the impossibility of such methods as laser or plasma cutting, so fine (typically 0.025 mm 

or so) as there are, to cut into a magnetic monopole. These methods rely wildly on 

boiling or melting a fine cut into a material; which processes are non-responsive with 
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respect to a magnetic monopole, let alone the challenge of realizing laser/plasma jets with 

the fineness in the orders of the magnetic monopole’s dimensions (10-16 m)!  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laser_cutting#Process: Accessed on October 24th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plasma_cutting#Process: Accessed on October 24th 2015. 

 

On a final note, it is observable, that a magnetic monopole defies the “length diminution 

or contraction” theory of Quantum Mechanics, which hypothesizes that object-lengths 

shorten during high speeds when referenced to a stationary or a uniformly moving 

observer! The magnetic monopole’s dimensions are strictly invariant under such and 

comparable prescribed conditions.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Length_contraction: Accessed on October 25th 2015. 

 

3.12.4 Magnetic Monopole’s Mass is Non-Annihilable and speed-Invariant 

It may seem that annihilation is synonymous to destructibility; however these two 

concepts differ in as far as destructibility predicts ‘reduction to nothingness’, whereas 

annihilation suggests ‘transformation into a mass-less form’.  A magnetic monopole is 

simultaneously immune to the two concepts and their implications. Since a magnetic 

monopole is indestructible, so is its intrinsic mass. It follows that turning mass into some 

other forms, implies transforming a magnetic monopole into something else un-definable 

in Classical Mechanics; since there is no magnetic monopole without its definite mass. In 

other words, the magnetic monopole strictly ring-fences its mass and it is hence 

inalienably invariant. 

 

In this order, the besieged Einstein’s mass-energy formula (E = mc2) cannot be 

implemented or sustained in the magnetic monopole realm nor among all mass-matter 

generated from the unlike magnetic monopoles.  The theories of annihilation and ‘mass 

defect’ can only be regarded as simply hypothetical and to the worst, they are definitely 

and undeniably superfluous. In this way, the principle of mass conservation and hence 

energy are upheld and are full grounded in the non-annihilation principle of magnetic 

monopoles, which ultimately constitute all mass-matter. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laser_cutting
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plasma_cutting
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Length_contraction
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In addition the magnetic monopole’s mass is not only an intrinsic characteristic but also, 

defies the Quantum Mechanical hypothesis of its augmentation or diminution with 

respect to the speed a magnetic monopole may take on in any frame of its reference or 

observation. Clearly the mass of a magnetic monopole is immune to the speed it may 

assume. The astronauts for example who are cruising the Earth at about 7.66 km/s 

(27,600 km/h) in the International Space Station (ISS) capsule, would become either 

terribly thick mass-wise at the expense of their heart-functioning rhythm or acquire gain 

in volume to accommodate the suspected speed brokered mass, which would affect the 

size of their spacesuits!  Fortunately, none of the cited possibilities has ever been 

registered or even exclusively proved (if ever, it occurs) in respect to suspected speed-

mass gain! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Space_Station: Accessed on October 25th 

2015. 

 

3.12.5 Magnetic Monopole’s Clone-Replication Methods 

Magnetic monopoles require a regenerative process which does not admit annihilation 

procedures, and which does not dilute or modify its characteristics down the generations. 

This situation demands that under suitable conditions, a ‘mother’ monopole passes on to 

its ‘child’ all that it holds, without losing anything of its true self in the proccess. This is 

comparable to lighting a candle from an already lit - fired candle! The fire source loses 

‘nothing’ but transfers ‘everything’ to the acquiring fire-candle! Such conditions are 

definable in clone-reproductive processes, where a parent monopole brings forth into 

existence identical monopoles like itself; thereby conserving the originality of magnetic 

monopoles.  

 

This asexual reproductive process ensures the passing on identical characteristics of the 

parent monopole to the ‘child’ monopole. In this way, the magnetic monopoles 

perpetuate or conserve themselves so securely having ring-fenced off elements which 

would modify them. The persistence of matter demands consistence of the constituting 

elements; hence the suitability of cloning as a reproductive mechanism for magnetic 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Space_Station
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monopoles.  Such reproductive mechanism features are observable in varying degrees in 

natural processes like cell-division procedures in both animals and plants. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cloning: Accessed on October 23rd 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Asexual_reproduction: Accessed on October 23rd 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cell_division: Accessed on October 23rd 2015. 

 

The Clone-reproductive program associated with magnetic monopoles rejects any other 

method of modifying the mass-matter generating particles, the magnetic monopoles. This 

rejection extends to the Special Relativists, who hypothesize that there is mass increase 

associated with speeds especially those soaring towards the speed of light! The 

unacceptability of such hypothesis resides in the monopoles’ self-preservation cardinal 

characteristics such as its indestructibility. For once a particle speeds up, the deemed 

accruing speed-mass projects to a ‘creation’ of some (exotic) monopoles (from no-

where) whose mass augments the original mass of the speeding object. When the same 

object decelerates it loses the accrued speed-mass and inevitably the associated 

monopoles are annihilated! This situation is rejected on two counts: 

1. The method of reproducing or creating monopoles from no-where, as this would 

introduce foreign properties, which would adulterate or contaminate the natural 

and original characteristics of magnetic monopoles leading to their modification 

in the next generations. 

2. Magnetic monopoles do not undergo annihilation processes just as mass, which 

monopoles constitute can never be destroyed, annihilated nor transformed in any 

other form as than its own.  

 

The above arguments confluence on how mass-matter is indestructible (conserved) and 

uniquely created and once created, mass-matter is non-annihilated since its ultimate 

constituents, the magnetic monopoles are indestructible. Clearly mass and energy are not 

only different entities, but also belong to different principle formats and hence are not 

interchangeable. This position runs contrary to the current Quantum Mechanics’ 

interpretation; just as partially standing against the old statement of conservation of mass, 

in where both the “creation and destruction of mass” projects are rejected simultaneously. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cloning
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Asexual_reproduction
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cell_division
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservation_of_mass: Accessed on November 5th 2015. 

 

The level of knowledge developed in this work, necessarily exerts much pressure on the 

prevalent Quantum Mechanical mass-matter theories, which to-date hold simultaneously 

on the annihilation of mass-matter into mass-less matter, creation of mass-matter from 

mass-less matter as well as creation or harvesting of mass-matter from speed via the 

embattled Einstein’s mass-energy equivalence formula. It must be observed however, that 

Quantum Mechanics, still ‘upholds’ the conservation principle of mass.  

 

This is so, because Quantum Mechanics regards both mass and mass-less particles as 

different forms of the same matter principle, that is, mass and energy are 

interchangeable! At this rate, the annihilation process is projected as not violating the 

mass conservation law, but just a transformation process, which simply affects the form 

of matter, without destroying it. Moreover, mass is recoverable from energy and vice 

versa.  

 

3.12.6 Magnetic Monopoles Construct Mass-Objects via Electrons and/or Positrons 

The unlike magnetic monopole particles can exist independently as individual elements, 

but more often they assume a stable octal confinement, constituted by 4 pairs of unlike 

magnetic monopoles; which takes the form of an electron and a positron.  The unlike 

magnetic monopoles employ the forms of the electron and positrons to construct all 

various forms of mass-matter. In this order, all nucleons assume their final structures 

from those of the electrons and/or positrons. This implies that nucleons are aggregates of 

either electrons (e.g. an electronic proton) or positrons (e.g. a positronic proton) or both 

like in the case of a neutron particle. Clearly, since all mass-materials are made of atoms 

(nucleons), it becomes appropriate to confirm that all mass-materials are constructed on 

the platforms of the electron and positrons, just as being ultimately carved out of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles. 

 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservation_of_mass
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3.12.7 Magnetic Monopole is fully Charged, Immune to De-magnetization Procedures 

Logically, there are no moments when a magnetic monopole loses its magnetic 

characteristic and hence ceases to be magnetic! However, like any magnet, the magnetic 

sense of a magnetic monopole is as equally likely as its unlike counterpart and these 

senses are instantaneously switchable; say under exposure to stronger magnetic field, 

where the latter engineers a magnetic pole capture process or during circulation 

processes in bar magnets.  

 

However, it must be observed that the magnetic charge of a magnetic monopole can only 

be varied instantaneously between North and South magnetic polarities due to the 

process explained above. The instantaneous magnetic polar switching among the 

magnetic monopoles is mandatory, so as to ensure the preservation of the non-

demagnetization characteristic of magnetic monopole particles; as well disallowing an 

instance when a monopole would turn into a dipole. This instantaneous polar switching 

behavior is also naturally expressed as magnetic monopoles circulate about the 

asymptotic locus in magnetic material pieces, like bar magnets (cf. Chapter 1 Sections 

1.2.2.3 & 1.3.4).  

 

It becomes relevant here also to discuss briefly the causal processes, which lead to 

magnetic materials losing their magnetism under such procedures as heating beyond 

Curie’s temperatures, hard hitting of such materials and the like. A magnetized material 

becomes demagnetized upon the orderly circulation of the magnetic monopole particles 

becoming disorganized and the coherence of the magnetic field becomes distorted. In 

addition, the disturbing force avails opportunity for the free regularly-circulating 

monopoles to return to confinement electron/positron modes, which forms do not possess 

unique magnetic fields about them.  

 

Thus upon return to the normal conditions, the affected material will be short of the 

availability of enough or even none of the magnetizing agents, the free orderly-

circulating magnetic monopoles; and the material becomes designated as having been 

demagnetized. Clearly, it is not heat or hard-hitting which is the direct causality of 
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demagnetization, but its effects, which fortunately bear no consequences against a 

magnetic monopole.  That is why neither heating, hard-hitting nor other methods can 

demagnetize a magnetic monopole. Besides, magnetic monopoles are magnetically 

charged to full capacity. The monopole therefore requires no external force outside itself 

for its operations; it is an entirely ‘self-contained’ entity. As stated later, a magnetic 

monopole is the ultimate example of systems, which violate both the first and second 

laws of thermodynamics; since it creates its own magnetic energy and perpetuates its 

functionality without any external powering source.  

 

3.12.8 Magnetic Charge of a Magnetic Monopole 

A magnetic monopole shares the same magnetic charge as that of an electron, positron 

and proton (± 5.5825292014 x 10-12 ms-2); this is true since all these particles participate 

into the same mutual interaction activity as discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.6.2.4. 

Observe that unlike in the cases where a monopole can passively acquire the temperature 

or speed of the particle which houses it, the magnetic charge creation is effectively the 

action of the 8 monopoles constituting the electron say. Indeed the charge associated with 

an electron is one passed on by the monopoles constituting it. In this order, the magnetic 

charge of a magnetic monopole is estimated as: ± 5.582 529 2014 x 10-12 ms-2.  

 

By convention, the North polar monopole assumes a positive charge, while the South 

monopolar particle takes on the negative magnetic charge. As already articulated above, 

both the electron and positron are magnetically negative, just as both the electronic and 

positronic protons are magnet-wise positively charged. 

 

Further, in Section 3.7.6 a neutron is identified as a particle that does not express a 

Classic Mechanical spin characteristic and is hence persistently associated with a zero 

magnetic charge. This holds whether it is free or in confinement as a nucleon particle. 

The particle therefore does not have a natural framework, where it participates in 

oscillatory motion. This is caused by its structural configuration of the magnetic 

monopoles constituting it, which holds the particle in a vibration mode, thereby denying 
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it to execute a natural oscillatory motion; and hence the neutron cannot drift, it cannot 

charge despite the fact that it carries particles that are magnetically charged!  

 

3.12.9 Magnetic Monopoles and the Classical Mechanics’ Spin Motion 

A free magnetic monopole does not spin, because it does not satisfy conditions that 

express Classical Mechanics’ spin motion as explained in Section 3.7.1. However, in 

proper combinations, magnetic monopoles engineer anticlockwise and clockwise spin 

movements in the electron and positron respectively. In its own respect, a magnetic 

monopole would be denied a magnetic charge characteristic, for like a free neutron 

particle, a free magnetic monopole does not spin.  

 

Fortunately (and as already discussed above), unlike the neutron particle, a magnetic 

monopole not only engineers but also participates in the spin motion during its 

confinement in the electron, positron and eventually in the proton particles; it is by this 

natural participated-in spin activity that a magnetic monopole becomes associated with a 

magnetic charge! 

 

3.12.10 Wave Radiation and Coloration 

3.12.10.1 The Interpretation of the Particle-Wave ‘Nature’ of an Electron  

It may sound outrageous, but there is no particle that can possess dual nature despite the 

widely believed application of the concept to sub-atomic particles, especially the 

electron/positron. Logically, the two contrariety principles cannot define the same 

physical body. Such concurrence of contrariety principles are known to suitably apply 

only in the metaphysical realm!  

 

This position has been thriving on the Quantum Mechanic postulate of the equivalence of 

mass and energy; and also on the assumption that the spinning activity of these nucleons 

is a constituent element of their nature. In this work however, it is shown that indeed the 

spinning phenomenon is merely an activity due to the magnetic constitution of the nature 

of the spinning particles and not one of their essential ingredient that make them what 

they are! 
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In this work articulation is done between the particle and wave aspects attributable to a 

single electron. The clear distinguishing characteristic is the causality element existing 

between the two concepts. The particle element precedes the wave component and the 

latter is a result of the oscillatory activity of the former; to the extent that the wave aspect 

ceases at the stoppage of the oscillatory action of the mass-particle. Clearly the electron 

does not exist in the two natures attributed to it. The apparent inseparability of particle 

and wave states seems to come from the continuous oscillatory action of the electron 

particle, be it in a free mode or in the nucleon realm. 

 

Thus the particle’s characteristic of an electron is its constitutive element, whereas the 

wave component is an effect of its oscillatory movement (whether spinning on its own or 

orbiting the nucleus), which is dictated by its unlike magnetic monopole constitution as 

discussed earlier especially in Section 3.7.1. This forms the basis to the projection that an 

electron’s oscillatory action is genesis of energy creation contrary to the prevalent first 

law of thermodynamics, which outlaws the element of energy creation. This 

phenomenon is a follow-up on the radiation energy observed to be in equal amounts with 

the energy propagated by an oscillating particle in a conducting medium as discussed in 

Section 3.11.5.3. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_law_of_thermodynamics: Accessed on November 6th 

2015. 

 

In this presentation it is obvious that a wave-radiation does not contain any particle [as 

‘photons’ of Quantum Mechanics], but its causality is an oscillating particle. A wave 

therefore is dependent on the oscillating particle for its causality and for its continued 

persistence, but equally independent from it in as much it does not provide a ‘vehicle’ to 

its causality. In this order, one should not be expected to ‘filter’ a wave radiation, say 

green light, in search of identifying some ‘green particles’ suspected to be contained 

therein! 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_law_of_thermodynamics
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The relationship between the wave form and its particle causality is comparable to a 

fetus’s umbilical cord in relation to the mother’s placenta, in the sense that it is ‘suicidal’ 

to the propagating wave if the particle halted its oscillatory activity! 

 

As argued in Chapter 4, the Newton’s corpuscular theory of light (namely that light is 

constituted of particles) is superseded, even in the event that light is polarized by a 

magnetic field. The reason for this phenomenon is explainable in the context that light is 

constituted by two transverse magnetic waves. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Light#Particle_theory: Accessed on November 5th 2015. 

 

Thus the ‘particle’ aspect engineers the wave characteristic via its oscillatory activity, 

without undergoing any depreciation of its intrinsic characteristics, or annihilating its 

entirety or in part ‘in return for causing the wave’! Observe, this causality is a one-way 

process; that is a wave cannot constitute a particle under any known process! Obviously, 

the particle and wave aspects are not substitutable! On an affirmative note therefore, the 

electron does not express a dual nature as popularly credited. It is simply a particle, 

which generates wave energy via its oscillatory functions as dictated by its magnetic 

configuration structure.  

 

Clearly when one ‘looks’ into an electron, one should not expect to detect a wave into the 

electron and the other way round. However, when analysis is done of a wave, several 

aspects of the wave generator can be inferred. The generator as it were, ‘imprints’ some 

of its functional traits into its product, the wave. From the wave characteristics, like its 

velocity, frequency and wavelength, the oscillatory velocity and the placement of the 

oscillator from the center of oscillation can be ‘excavated’.   This is comparable (but not 

equated) to the ‘black-box’ experiment set up, where most of box’s contents and circuitry 

configuration can be re-structured by making calculated tests from its output probes.  

 

The above developments put another pressure equally to the second law of 

thermodynamics, since a spinning electron/positron forms such a system so organized to 

operationalise itself without an external energy source contrary to the prevalent law. A 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Light
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‘perpetual machine of the second kind’ therefore becomes viable, since (wave) energy 

can be created internally in oscillatory systems.  

 

Clearly, since energy is convertible (though indestructible) it follows that a system with 

suitable oscillatory sub-system(s) can sustain its own operations (say through appropriate 

feedback looping) without being powered by an external energy source. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perpetual_motion: Accessed on November 6th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_law_of_thermodynamics: Accessed on November 

6th 2015. 

 

Natural examples of systems which supersede or violet both the first and second laws of 

thermodynamics are: 

 A magnetic monopole: it creates is own energy and sustains its own operations 

without external powering. 

 An electron/positron and proton: these generate their own energies and 

perpetuate their oscillatory functions in a free environment unaided. 

 The Earth magnet and Earth in their oscillatory motion: these co-joined systems 

are self-empowered and their rotation motion is only explainable and managed by 

the system itself.  

 

At this rate, it becomes a contradiction and an illusion to project that an oscillating 

particle loses energy other than generating energy in return to its oscillatory action. 

Therefore, it becomes inaccurate of Quantum Mechanics to assume that an orbiting 

electron cannot radiate energy (within its orbit) on the presumption that it would ‘lose all 

its energy’ and eventually crash into the nucleus!  

 

Clearly, an electron radiates within the orbit path as predicted in Equation (3.140), 

without any risk of crashing into the nucleus; since the radiated energy is not part of the 

mechanical energy of the oscillating particle. Hence Quantum Mechanics’ explanatory 

position or modeling of the atomic spectrum (“the electron’s radiation during the jump 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perpetual_motion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_law_of_thermodynamics
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between orbits”) is rejected in this work, and the Classic Mechanical position’s of “the 

electron’s radiation within the orbit” is upheld.  

 

The lighting mechanism of gas filled tubes like Neon bulbs can easily be explained along 

‘the radiation within the orbit principle’. The high potentials of several thousand volts 

applied to the electrodes within the bulbs provide the necessary calculated perturbations 

to shield off the majority of the electrons from their respective nuclei and program them 

to oscillate and radiate from orbits, whose respective speeds excites particular colors 

from the luster of the magnetic monopoles.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neon_lighting: Accessed on November 7th 2015. 

 

Observe, the oscillatory engineered wave energy, should not be confused with the heat 

energy emitted by all objects whose temperature is above the absolute zero temperature. 

A typical application of this phenomenon is used in thermography, where infrared 

imaging techniques are widely implemented to capture images of objects whose 

temperatures are above the absolute temperature value. The heat energy radiated in such 

circumstances is typically ‘an energy loss’; which is diametrically different from the 

oscillatory energy, which is generational in character. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thermography: Accessed on November 6th 2015.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black-body_radiation: Accessed on November 7th 2015. 

 

3.12.10.2 Magnetic Monopoles and Radiation’s Coloration   

Much as a magnetic monopole may practically be defined as a ‘self-contained’ or closed 

system, nonetheless, it has a color characteristic property (‘luster’), whose different 

colors (spectrum) it exposes, only when it undergoes appropriate excitation. Although 

more details about the wave and color code characteristics of magnetic monopoles are 

explored in Chapter 4, let it suffice to state here briefly as follows: 

1. In this work, the color characteristics of a magnetic monopole, which it transfers 

to its aggregates like the electron/positron are explorable in a Classic Mechanical 

milieu. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neon_lighting
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thermography
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black-body_radiation
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2. The electrons orbiting the nucleus radiate within this locus and not when they fall 

back from the excited states as held in Quantum Mechanics. 

3. Each orbital shell has a characteristic speed and a range (‘overtones’) of other 

allowable speeds. Higher shells placed away from the orbited nucleus are 

associated with lower speeds than those closer to the nucleus; thus the fastest 

electrons are those in the ground orbit. 

4. Electrons orbiting in higher shells are associated with less energy than those 

nearer the orbited nucleus. Observe that in the current available literature, it is 

often encountered that the negative (-) sign prefixed before orbital energies 

(meant to denote the ‘attractive’ aspect of the energy) is erroneously and 

exclusively interpreted from a mathematical framework, where higher orbits, 

marked with lower ‘negative’ energies are instead regarded as higher energy loci; 

and those in the inner shells associated with higher ‘negative’ energies are 

erroneously categorized as low energy orbits! That is, the confusion arises from 

associating the negative sign (-) prefixed to the energy value figure to mean that: 

‘least figured negative energies’, which are typical of exterior shells, are higher 

than the ‘more negative figured energies’, associated with the inner shells! 

5. The functional effect of an exterior applied force which excites an electron or 

positron to move from inner shells to occupy outer ones, must be associated with 

a shielding effect, (implemented by altering the ‘shortest’ radius (in green) into a 

‘longer’ direct line of attractive force-action between the nucleus and affected 

electron/positron as illustrated in Figure 3.19.  

 

In this work, let us assume a regular shielding force, so as to ease the analysis process.  In 

this order, from Figure 3.19, the shielding or perturbation function is inferable as: sec ψ. 

This function has the capacity to engineer variation in radial-distances between the 

nucleus and orbiting electron in such a way that:  

 

     90.......... 02021010 SecrrSecrrSecrrr     (3.119) 

 

 



 85 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clearly, the orbiting electron gradually becomes alienated from the nucleus’ grip and 

eventually ‘evaporates’ to become a free particle. The described situation is depicted in 

Figure 3.19 when the perturbation function applies its maximum effect (Sec 90º ↔ ∞) 

leading to full insulation of the nucleus’ grip over the electron and its eventual escape 

from the nucleus (to assume ∞ distance from the nucleus).   

 

The described electron-ionization process is also deducible from the behavior of the 

centripetal force with which the nucleus keeps the orbiting electron about itself. This 

force is implemented by Coulomb’s force law Fm defined between two magnetically 

charged particles (± Q), as expressed in Equation (3.120). 
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Where, μ0, Q and rn are respectively, the magnetic permeability of free space, magnetic 

charge, the nth radial distance of the orbiting electron determined from the orbited 

nucleus; and n: (n = 0, 1, 2,…….., ∞). 

 

So, the radial distance rn: 
900  nnn asSecrr  ; during this process, 

the magnetically binding force 0mF !  

 

Clearly, the orbital energies En associated with higher orbits diminish as the orbiting 

electron becomes more removed from the nucleus, namely as: n . Thus, 

JE 0  as expressed in Figure 3.19, since then, the nucleus and the electron will 

have ceased to be a mutually bound system. 

 

It becomes appropriate therefore to categorize higher orbits as low binding energy loci 

than being associated with high energies (as in Quantum Mechanics) which resonates 

contrary to the results obtained in this work, whose derivation is based on Classic 

Mechanical analysis techniques. 

 

It is not also difficult to visualize that higher orbits become increasingly more elliptical 

(departing from the more circular inner orbits’ shape) due to the action of the 

perturbation effect of the exciting force. Clearly, the final orbit an electron can assume 

away from the nucleus must be critically elliptical and the most optimum location at 

which an electron eventually ionizes (escapes) from the grip of a nucleus is about the 

Apo-center (Apoapsis) of its final elliptical orbit; since then the fleeing electron is 

farthest from the nucleus.  

 

Further, as already stated, the shielding action diminishes the attracting (magnetic 

centripetal force) between the nucleus and the affected orbiting electron, which in turn 

become loosely attracted to the nucleus. The condition of equilibrium of the atom 

system demands that the initial centrifugal force also becomes diminished or trimmed in 

corresponding amounts. This is implemented in two simultaneous stages, namely, the 
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affected electron moves to higher orbits, thereby becoming more radially spread from 

the nucleus.  

 

Secondly, the increase of the radial distance (r) from the nucleus translates into not only 

loose attraction, but also in decrease of the electron’s orbital speed (v) as can be 

interpreted from the orbital equilibrium condition expressed in Equation (3.121). 
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     (3.121) 

Where, Fm, me and vn are respectively, the magnetic attracting/binding energy, orbiting 

electron’s mass and the nth corresponding radius. The rest of the parameters carry the 

same meanings as before.   

 

From Equation (3.121), the corresponding electron’s nth orbital squared velocities 2
nv  are 

estimated as: 
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2
0   (3.122) 

 

Equation (3.122) grounds irrevocably, that the velocity of the orbiting electron 

diminishes as the electron assumes greater radial distances away from the nucleus. 

Clearly, an orbiting electron assumes different velocities at different radii; and this 

regularity holds on until the electron escapes from the nucleus’ grip; that is when: 

 0  vandrn     (3.123) 

 

Equation (3.123) makes more sense, since the electron cannot execute orbital motion 

once it escapes from the grip of the nucleus.  

 

We now turn to probe how the frequency of the radiation emitted by the oscillating 

electron varies in the presence of a perturbation. 
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6. Both the orbital velocity and radiation frequencies appreciate in the same 

direction, that is, the two parameters are directly proportional to each other. On 

the other hand, the two parameters hold an indirect relationship with the 

associated wavelength factor. With these special relationships in place, it becomes 

inevitable that mathematical logic (and not ordinary inferential methods) is 

applied in this case in the analysis of the wave relation expressed in Equation 

(3.124).   

 

     wavelengthxfrequencyfvelocityv     (3.124) 

In this order we have: 

 fv          (3.125) 

 ):(
1




 vNOTandv      (3.126)  

 


1
f         (3.127) 

 

From Equations (3.124 – 3.127), there arises two relationships which are important in this 

work. These are identified as the products between the velocity and frequency parameters 

on one hand, and between the velocity and wavelength components on the other. Going 

by dimensional analysis we establish that: 

   211   TLTLTvf      (3.128) 

 

Clearly, from Equation (3.128), the product between the velocity (v) and frequency (f) 

yields into the dimensions of ‘acceleration’ of the radiation (in 3 dimensions). Further, 

the same product can also be interpreted as: 

 

‘Wave Radiation acceleration (a) = Force (F) per unit electron mass (me). This is true 

since from Newton’s second law we have: 

 
em

F
a          (3.129) 

In one dimension, the radiation acceleration a1-dim is estimated as: 
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Similarly in two dimensions, the radiation acceleration a2-dim becomes: 
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    (3.131) 

 

Thus the force F2 exerted by a wave due to a circulating electron in two dimensions is 

expressed as: 

 
3

2
2

vfm
F e        (3.132) 

 

Now, the product between the velocity v and the associated wavelength λ provides 

dimensions of ‘a radiation-coverage area As per second’. This result is displayed in 

Dimensional Equation (3.133) 

      121   TLLTLvAs      (3.133) 

 

Given the oscillatory nature of the system generating the propagating wave, it becomes 

logical to assume a circular wave-coverage area; while at the same time taking into 

account the ⅔ dimensional factor due to the two directions of interest involved.  

Thus: 
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    (3.134) 

 

From Equations (3.132 & 3.1.34) the pressure Ps (or intensity) an incident wave signal 

can exert in a second, on another body in its way, which fully harvests the entire wave 

pressure thrust, is estimated using Equations (3.129, 3.132 & 3.134) as: 
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Where k = 4π me 
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On employing Dimensional analysis to the right hand side of Equation (3.135), we have: 
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Clearly, the dimensions of the right hand side of Equation (3.135) depict the dimensions 

of the pressure parameter (in this case: calibrated on a second’s basis). Thus Equation 

(3.135), expresses the pressure Ps exerted by a wave signal in one second, thrusting at 

velocity v and frequency f in free space onto a body, whose surface area traps the entire 

traveling wave’s circumference or envelope. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pressure: Accessed on November 19th 2015. 

 

From all these discussions, it is obvious that the wave characteristic of an oscillating 

particle, and in this case the electron/positron, has all it requires to penetrate bodies, be 

they solid or otherwise. This wave attribute, which bears much in functionality like a 

particle is expressed without the electron turning any of its mass into a mass-less particle, 

say like the Quantum Mechanics’ photon!  

 

In addition, it has already been observed that the thrusting energy E of the emitted wave 

is directly proportional both to its acquired frequency f and its speed v, while indirectly 

proportional to its inherited wavelength λ. These relationships are captured in Chapter 1, 

Equation (1.87) and repeated here as Equation (3.137) for quick referencing purposes; as 

well illustrated in Figure 3.20 especially in respect to the visible frequency region. 

  













v
hfhE       (3.137) 

Where, h is the Planck’s Radiation constant. 

 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pressure
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Figure 3.20: Radiation Energy Spread of the Electromagnetic Spectrum 
Source: https://9-4fordham.wikispaces.com/Electro+Magnetic+Spectrum+and+light: 
Accessed on November 4th 2015 
 

The wave penetration characteristic of an oscillating particle is discussed in detail in 

Chapter 4, where its application is shown not only to extend to wireless electric power 

applications, like powering moving vehicles from wireless networks, but also provides 

the most required intervention in traumatizing and even to the rupture of the minute 

pathogens in a human body, say HIV, all types of Hepatitis, Ebola and other cancerous 

viruses. The security (non-ionization) of the desirable human body cells in this suggested 

procedure is procured from the application of a Classic Mechanical frequency spectrum 

scheme, which differs from the current frequency spectrum plan built on Quantum 

Mechanical principles.  

 

On the radiation’s coloration aspect, it is observed that, this area is one of the most 

‘understood’ portions of the electromagnetic spectrum scheme. Under this category come 

specifications as: the visible frequency range, which is estimated to take values 

between: 400 – 790 x 1012 Hz.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electromagnetic_spectrum#Visible_radiation_.28light.29: 

Accessed on November 4th 2015. 

 

https://9-4fordham.wikispaces.com/Electro+Magnetic+Spectrum+and+light
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electromagnetic_spectrum
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Reference is again made of a Hydrogen atom with a single electron/positron orbiting its 

nucleus. In this system, it is observable that a single orbiting electron or positron excites 

a wave (radiation) which assumes (by transmission) the orbital speed v, the oscillation 

frequency f and the wavelength characteristics of the oscillation particle, which causes it.   

 

 
Figure 3.21: Frequency- Dependency of Coloration of Visible Spectrum   
Adopted Source: http://www.sengpielaudio.com/calculator-wavelength.htm: Accessed on 
November 4th 2015. 
 

It is not difficult therefore to conclude that the coloration (just as the penetrative 

capacity) of the radiation an orbiting electron emits is directly a function of its frequency, 

orbital velocity and inverse of the associated wavelength. This same position can be 

inferred from Figure 3.21. For example, the electron’s orbital speed and frequency 

associated with the ultraviolet light are higher than those corresponding to the infra-red 

light; whereas the associated wavelengths’ behaviors in either case pick on a converse 

trend.  

 

Clearly, the luster characteristic of the magnetic monopoles emits different colorations in 

response to the velocity (and frequency) of the oscillating monopoles, whether as 

individuals or ‘encapsulated’ like in electron/positron formats. This catalystic   velocity - 

http://www.sengpielaudio.com/calculator-wavelength.htm
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frequency based luster-excitation explains in part why various elements have unique 

characteristic atomic spectrum displays when exposed to comparable excitation 

schemes. That is: 

 

 Electrons orbiting nuclei of different atoms possess unique velocity-frequency 

value combinations for each orbit.  

 Electrons orbiting different nuclei are held uniquely by their respective nuclei; 

this implies that electrons move while oscillating at different velocity-frequency 

pairs even for same orbit numbers with respect to different atoms. The ground 

orbit’s velocity-frequency pairs, for example are different for Hydrogen and 

Nitrogen atoms. 

 Clearly, the color display by an electron in the n-th orbit about a Hydrogen 

atom’s nucleus for instance, is bound to be different from the spectrum-type by an 

electron in the n-th orbit about a Helium atom’s nucleus. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum#Emission_spectroscopy: Accessed 

on November 5th 2015.   

 It becomes possible therefore, that the same color may be emitted by an electron 

at different orbits for different atoms, provided the velocity-frequency pair 

combinations are in sync for the cases involved. For example, an electron 

orbiting an Oxygen atom’s nucleus may zoom a x-color while plying at the n-th 

orbit; and the same result may be implemented by another electron orbiting a 

Nitrogen atom’s nucleus in the (n-4)-th orbit! 

 It must also be equally held that an orbiting electron radiates wave energy in any 

of the orbits it may assume about the nucleus. However, some of the associated 

color spectra are invisible to a human eye simply because, the frequencies at 

which these spectra are engineered lie outside the ‘human’ visible frequency 

range. 

 

In sum, while a more detailed discussion of the above aspects is found in Chapter 4, it 

becomes important to state here that, Classic Mechanical principles project that the 

atomic radiation takes place within orbits, upon the electron attaining the velocity-

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum
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frequency equation(s) necessary for exciting the magnetic monopoles’ luster to release a 

color spectrum characteristic to the said orbital conditions. On the other hand Quantum 

Mechanics holds a different explanatory approach to atomic radiation and to this we turn 

next.  

 

3.12.10.3 The Quantum Mechanical Wave Radiation and Coloration 

The Classical Mechanical radiation mechanism positions discussed above depart widely   

from the Quantum Mechanical’s approach. The presence of a perturbation force is 

explained in Quantum Mechanics as providing a platform where the affected electron 

absorbs energy from the exciting force; which action ‘energizes’ the orbiting electron to 

‘jump’ or escape to higher orbits, which in turn are associated with higher energies.  

 

Clearly Classical and Quantum Mechanics explain the ‘same phenomenon’ in contrariety 

senses, in the sense that both models agree on the ascent of the affected electron/positron 

to orbits away from the nucleus, but to opposite energy platforms as explained above. 

That is, in Classical Mechanics, higher orbits are associated with low nuclear attraction 

energies (low negative energy values); whereas in Quantum Mechanics, the low negative 

energy values typical of orbits situated away from the nucleus are reckoned as high 

energy loci for reasons explained already! 

 

In any case, Quantum Mechanics accounts for the causality of the atomic radiation 

essentially as follows: 

i. Electrons’ orbiting the nucleus while radiating energy is associated with 

rendering the atom unstable, since energy would be continuously lost. Thus 

electrons can only orbit stably (without radiating) at a certain discrete set of 

distances from the nucleus. These orbits are associated with definite energies 

and are also called energy shells/levels. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_model: Accessed on November 5th 2015. 

ii. In the presence of a perturbation energy source, an electron absorbs energy, 

gets excited and ascends to a higher energy orbit, say En+1 away from the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bohr_model


 95 

nucleus. The excited electron remains in such orbit, whose associated energy 

is in sync with its ‘newly’ acquired electron’s energy.  

iii. Upon removal of the perturbation, the excited electron releases the extra 

absorbed energy and descends to its former (un-excited) normal orbit, En. 

iv. It is the released energy which engineers the observable photonic atomic 

radiation whose frequency f is determined in a manner explainable in 

Equation (3.138)  

fhEE nn 1      (3.138) 

Where, h is Planck’s radiation constant. 

       

Analysis: The immediate implication from Equation (3.138) stands to suggest that by 

gaining more energy (En + 1) in presence of a perturbation force, the orbiting electron 

gains more (energy-brokered) mass, in line with Einstein’s embattled “mass-energy 

equivalence formula”. Necessarily the excited electron becomes more massive, such that 

on return to the less energy level (En) a corresponding mass gained (Δm) undergoes 

annihilation process (mass-energy conversion) and transforms into a mass-less photon 

particle, whose frequency Δf is determined as:  

fhcxmEEE nn 
2

1    (3.139) 

Where, all parameters carry the same connotations and values as before. 

 

Now, from Equation (3.139), it becomes extremely difficult to restrain an orbiting 

electron in the (n + 1)-th and n-th orbits from radiating while actively oscillating within 

those paths. For if fn + 1 and fn are the associated frequencies at which the orbiting 

electrons are radiating from the respective orbits, then it becomes consistently logical to 

define the ‘jump’ radiation frequency Δf as: 
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 (3.140) 

 

Clearly, if the jump frequency Δf is associated with radiation capabilities, then so are the 

fn+1 and fn frequencies associated with n+1 and n orbits. At this level, the Classical 
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Mechanics’ position becomes more technically comprehensive for upholding atomic 

radiation as happening within the orbits where the electrons are circulating, than 

reserving radiation at the ‘jump’ level, as projected in Quantum Mechanics. 

 

Besides, it becomes very difficult to uphold both the embattled Einstein’s mass-energy 

equivalence formula and the “photon particle theory” as applicable to the wave radiation. 

For the ‘purported’ annihilation process of the released speed-brokered ‘physical’ mass 

Δm is definitely very hard to construct and contextualize. At this rate, it may be 

summarized that any association of a particle nature to (light) waves serves as a 

reminiscence of the Newton and others’ corpuscular theory, which recognizes light as 

constituted simultaneously by particles and waves. Further, it remains still a nightmare to 

decide whether to attribute a mass or mass-less status to a ‘photon’ as evidenced from 

Equations (3.139 & 3.140)! At most a ‘photon’ is not a mass-less particle, for it possesses 

‘relativistic mass’, which contradicts its popular definition as a mass-less particle! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corpuscular_theory_of_light: Accessed on November 6th 

2015. 

 

It is also difficult to account for the same speed (light speed, c) of the emitted radiation 

color lines or atomic spectra, since light is a combination of several colors (and hence, it 

is not mono-chromatic in any way), thus it contains electromagnetic radiations of 

different frequencies, velocities and wavelengths!! 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum#Emission_spectroscopy: Accessed on 

November 5th 2015.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_law_of_thermodynamics: Accessed on November 5th 

2015. 

 

3.12.10.4 Photoelectric Effect 

It is pertinent at this stage to address the Quantum Mechanics’ ‘photon’ particle aspect 

associated with the wave energy profile; for it is hard to situate and account for, as much 

as the wave nature does not require a ‘particle constitutive’ element for its existence! The 

photoelectric effect often linked to an explanatory value, which demands a corpuscular 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corpuscular_theory_of_light
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emission_spectrum
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/First_law_of_thermodynamics
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constitution of light waves, becomes a misconstrued argument as to mean electrons are 

ejected from metal or physical material surfaces upon collision between mass-less 

particles (photons) and materials’ electrons.  

 

In this study, given the energy and penetrative value of the wave energy carried by light 

waves for example, it is no longer necessary to project that electron’s ejection say from 

metal surface, is an implementation reserve of a physical collision between physical 

particles, namely the wave particles (presumed to be mass-less photons) and the target 

electrons in the metal surface.  The wave as already stipulated, is not a vehicle of the 

particle that engineers it or any other of the sorts, it is rather purely and absolutely 

particle-less!  It is different from its causality factor, namely, the particle – signal 

generator. 

 

From Equation (3.135), which predicts a wave signal pressure on an ‘every second’ basis 

to be proportional to the cube of the incident frequency, it is not surprising as the current 

position indicates, that a low-intensity, high frequency wave incident on a metal surface 

is projected to eject more electrons from that surface than a high-intensity, low 

frequency wave signal.   

 

Clearly, though wave models of light which predict an energy–amplitude relationship 

and an energy–frequency relationship to describe the photo-electric phenomenon are 

viable, the former provides the least efficient procedure as it would require an enormous 

amount of signal intensity amplification to implement a comparable effect as the latter 

model can effect with much ease. This is so because, the energy-frequency process, does 

not eject electrons from the metal surfaces alone but also from beneath the surfaces due 

to its high penetrative capacity. The problem of the ‘energy-amplitude’ formula is not 

very obvious until we explore the interplay of the parameters involved and to this we 

turn.   

 

Figure 3.22 depicts a simple rotary system of unit mass (m) oscillating with orbital 

frequency ω and fixed at O by an inextensible string of length r.  
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Define the rotation inertia (moment of inertia) I as: 

2rmI          (3.141) 

 

The oscillating unit mass has a rotational kinetic energy Krot defined as: 

 22222
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(Recall: m = 1 kg & rv  ) 

 

Clearly the r parameter in Equation (3.142), is the amplitude A of the ensuing wave due 

to the oscillation. Therefore the (kinetic) energy of the wave E is proportional to the 

square of the amplitude of the wave; that is: 

 2AE          (3.143) 

 

From the Relation (3.143), investigation is made of three waves, having varying 

amplitudes, but progressing at the same frequency f as illustrated in Figure 3.23. Since 

these wave profiles are thrusting at the same frequency, they necessarily have a common 

wavelength λ. It follows therefore, that the wave with the longest amplitude must drift at 

the greatest velocity of the three waves, since it has the longest profile-distance to cover. 

Clearly the orange wave is swifter than the blue wave, since the former takes the same 

time as the latter to cover the same distance (λ) but after trekking more profile-distance 

than the blue wave.  

 

Further, that the wave profile in green has the highest amplitude; it hence propagates 

with the highest energy of the three profiles, followed by the wave in orange and trailed 

by the wave profile in blue color, which has the smallest amplitude. However, the wave 

O r 

ω 
m 

Figure 3.22: Simple Rotary System 
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intensity aspect is modified substantially by the area (under the curve) covered by each 

wave profile. It follows that although the green wave transmits the highest radiation 

energy, the spread of this energy over still a wider area, ‘dilutes’ its would-be high 

intensity (‘density’) order; thereby depreciating its penetrative capability. The wave 

therefore transmits a lot of energy, which manifests as a bright (hence diffused) light, but 

with least (focused) power to break into the work-function (resistance) of the metal 

surface. Thus the higher the amplitude, the lower the intensity of the incident wave 

becomes. Thus the energy-amplitude model is in the least position to supply the 

necessary conditions for electron ejection from the metal surfaces.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The above result can also be demonstrated mathematically, when reference is made of 

Equation (3.135) where the intensity of the incident wave is indirectly proportional to the 

velocity of the wave at a fixed frequency. That is:  

 frequencyfixedat
v

P
v

f
kP ss
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    (3.144)  

  

From Equation (3.144), it is clear that the wave’s penetration or pressure value 

depreciates at high velocities and hence at high amplitudes at a fixed frequency. Clearly, 

the photoelectric phenomenon is engineered by the wave penetrative power primarily 

spearheaded by the frequency factor. This proves further, that the wave is ‘particle-less’, 

Figure 3.23: Wave Energy Dependence on the Amplitude of the Wave 

Amplitude 

Wavelength 
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even as it executes functions (like penetration into material surfaces) that are readily and 

‘normally’ attributed to a particle nature! In any case, the particle’s oscillatory action 

must continuously be active in place, for the continued thrusting of the wave it creates. 

The particle’s generating action and its effect, the wave are necessarily twinned, but not 

mixed up!  

 

Besides, if the particle generated wave contained some particles, the velocity parameter, 

would promote their kinetic energy, to render a high amplitude wave so energized to eject 

much more electrons from metal surfaces than would be obtained via a frequency backed 

mechanism; however, the contrary holds. This supplies another strong indicator that 

particle generated waves are ‘particle-less’ in their nature. 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/mod1.html: Accessed on November 6th 2015. 

http://physics.info/photoelectric/: Accessed on November 6th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Photoelectric_effect: Accessed on November 6th 2015. 

http://physics.about.com/od/quantumphysics/a/photoelectric.htm: Accessed on November 

6th 2015. 

http://www.britannica.com/science/photoelectric-effect: Accessed on November 6th 2015. 

 

3.12.10.5 Priority of the Particle Nature over the Wave (Frequency) Character  

It has already been stated that the radiated wave contains important basic information 

about the particle (sender) that constructs it and this information can be decoded by 

another object (receiver) placed in its ‘line-of-sight or catchment/coverage area. Among 

the humans, there are frequency ranges known for supporting various remote 

communication types. These ranges are categorized as: visible, audible, heat frequencies 

and so on. In this order, we remotely: see, read, talk, sing, hear, feel (heat for example), 

and express through body language among other categories, by employing frequencies, 

hence the centrality of frequencies/waves among the animate world. 

 

Waves therefore are the most available form of wire-less interaction between objects 

near and far from each other. These bridge the physical space between the sender and 

receiver. This is possible because each object is never completely at rest. All bodies 

http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/mod1.html
http://physics.info/photoelectric/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Photoelectric_effect
http://physics.about.com/od/quantumphysics/a/photoelectric.htm
http://www.britannica.com/science/photoelectric-effect
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assume some degree of state of motion all the time within and/or outside themselves; and 

these movements are bound to release waves detectable by the receiver. Observe that, the 

wave forms can assume varied ranges of complexity in response to complex motions that 

engineer them. For example, an ordinary adult can easily differentiate accurately from 

some good distance, a person who is asleep and another who may be lying dead; because 

each of these states are typified with different types of body movements, hence they send 

out different frequencies, whose decoding and interpretation is also bound to be 

correspondingly different. 

 

While among the many ways that objects especially animate beings interact with others, 

the inter-relation via waves, counts as the most basic and widely employed, the ability to 

engage this mechanism to the maximum, demands the user to have efficient interfaces, 

namely the bodily senses. For instance, a color-blind person is one whose sight sensory 

system is impaired in part or entirely (blind), such that he/she is incapable of decoding or 

distinguishing color frequencies. In addition, one should have some ‘good’ experience, 

exposure, readiness/alertness, knowledge and interpretative ability among other 

requirements, to decode the frequency-brokered information. Clearly, these and other 

processes take time to actualize/process and interprete; and hence, conditions like 

instantaneous seeing, hearing and so on, are untenable among animate beings. 

 

The above instances, may give an impression that the particle’s role in our interaction 

with our environment takes on secondary importance; in other words, that it is not 

necessary! However, if the waves or frequencies are visualized as wire-less active 

information carriers between remotely interacting objects, then their indispensable 

attachment to their respective causalities cannot be severed at any time. For instance, 

while a piece of music may outlive its player, it will nonetheless always and necessarily 

point to its primal player; for it cannot have been there by itself. 

 

Besides, waves whether recorded or not, cannot expose all the knowledge we need to 

know about its causality. For instance, an expert in mimicking voices might be mistaken 

for another person. That is why we need to apply other methods of establishing the truth, 
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say through cross-examination, which is a logical method widely employed in Courts of 

laws, security organs and medical circles, among others. The need for further carrying out 

probe into what we comprehend via waves is often captured in such wise sayings as: “not 

all that glitters is gold” and also, “the worth of a book is not judged by its covers” and so 

on. In a word, the waves or frequencies cannot substitute their causes completely. The 

particle and its construct, the wave, are related in a ‘cause-effect’ indestructible 

relationship.   

 

3.12.10.6 Planck’s Black-Body Radiation Law 

The details of Planck’s law are dealt with in Chapters 4 and 5; however, since the law 

bears some important aspects strongly appearing to challenge the sole ‘particle-less’ 

nature of waves, it becomes relevant that a brief survey of Planck’s law is done at this 

stage.  

 

Planck’s law describes the spectral radiance or the thermal radiation power u (f, T) of a 

black body, as the amount of energy the body gives off at different frequencies as the 

body is heated systematically.  This energy is measured in terms of the power emitted per 

unit area of the radiating surface, per unit solid angle that the radiation is measured over 

and per unit frequency f. 

 

Planck postulated that the spectral radiance, u (f, T) of a black body progressively heated 

at absolute temperature T can be modeled as:  
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   (3.145) 

 

Where, kB the Boltzmann constant, h the Planck’s constant and c the speed of light in 

free air or vacuum. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Planck's_law: Accessed on November 10th 2015. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Planck's_law
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thermal_radiation#Radiative_power: Accessed on 
November 10th 2015. 
 

Clearly, Planck and Quantum Mechanics’ associates, hold a particle-wave, dual nature 

for the radiation energy. For on close scrutiny of Equation (3.145), the first part denotes 

the wave part and the second portion of the Equation reflects the associated particle 

characteristics of the radiation (heat) energy. The particle characteristic is brokered by 

the inclusion of the Boltzmann’s constant in the Equation, since the constant relates 

(heat) energy of individual particles with temperature. That is, Boltzmann’s constant 

provides a measure of the amount of heat energy corresponding to the random thermal 

motions of the molecules of a substance. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boltzmann_constant: Accessed on November 10th 2015. 

http://www.britannica.com/science/Boltzmann-constant: Accessed on November 10th 

2015. 

 

Further, the wave-part of Planck’s Equation (3.145), is derivable from Equations (1.70 & 

3.135), if the waves are not constrained to thrust at the velocity of light c, but at variable 

velocity v as illustrated below. 

 

From Chapter 1, Equation (1.70), the 3-dimensional Planck’s constant is rendered as: 

 vrmh e  (cf. Equation (1.70)) 

Where, all parameters bear the same connotations as before. 

 

Thus from Equation (3.135), we have: 
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But since, the solid angles are referenced to a unit sphere, it implies that r = 1. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solid_angle#Definition_and_properties: Accessed on 

November 10th 2015.  

 

Therefore, 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thermal_radiation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boltzmann_constant
http://www.britannica.com/science/Boltzmann-constant
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solid_angle
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   (3.147) 

This Equation is comparable to the first part of Equation (3.145), which denotes the wave 

portion of the radiated heat energy according to Quantum Mechanics. 

 

In Chapters 4 and 5, articulation is made between wave and particle radiations, with the 

view of avoiding confusion which is likely to arise from the two concepts. In this order, 

streaming is the preferred action-term for the particles, thereby reserving radiation to 

connote the function of waves. This specification works out to bring more weight to the 

projection that waves are indeed particle-free.  

 

In the same cited Chapters, distinctions are also drawn concerning the transmission of 

heat energy in both the particle and wave forms. Heat conduction and convection are two 

methods of heat transfer that employ aggregated (as in solids) and individualized (as in 

liquids and gases) particle-media respectively, to execute the energy transportation, from 

high to low energy concentration points (Osmotic heat transfer processes). Heat radiation 

on the other hand is articulated as the given off energy in a purely wave form as a result 

of circulation of electrons/positrons, molecules in solids, liquids and gases in response to 

raising their temperatures through heating. 

 

From the above positions, it becomes more obvious that indeed what is presented in 

Planck’s law as captured in Equation (3.145), cannot specifically be categorized as 

predicting a ‘wave radiation’ distribution, as long as it provides or accounts for the 

particle elements in its Equation; hence the need to purge the law. 

 

Nonetheless and as expounded in Chapters 4 and 5, it is argued that the ‘particle’ portion 

of the wave profiles in the Blackbody radiation is primarily targeted to present an 

explanatory value for the so-called ‘ultraviolet catastrophe’, where the wave-energy 

profiles instead of positively progressing exponentially begin to retreat exponentially in 

the negative order!  
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It is explained in those Chapters, that, the radiation energy from the cavity radiator should 

be envisaged as due to the majority oscillating electrons in their respective excited orbits; 

and the discontinuity in the profile, as a strong indicator of the changes in orbital 

oscillatory pattern of the electrons. The clearest indicator offered in defense of this 

position is the location of the ‘ultraviolet catastrophe’ phenomenon.   

 

The occurrence of this event at ultraviolet-wavelength loci is strongly suggestive, that the 

majority of the oscillators (electrons) undergo stringent ionization levels, as it is 

characteristic of ultraviolet spectrum to supply the necessary shielding effect thereby 

letting the oscillating electrons off-the grip of their respective nuclei for good. The 

‘diminishing return’ portions of the profiles indicate the majority loss oscillators in the 

ionization-ultraviolet zone, and hence there is nothing ‘catastrophic’, it is a simple and 

expected response 

 

The decay portions of the wave profiles therefore have to be explained differently since 

they are generated under different circumstances, conditions or mechanisms than those 

that engineer the forward profiles. Clearly it is an error to combine or amalgamate and 

expose the two contrariety conditions of the two portions of the profiles and accord them 

the same prediction model. This historically arose as scientists struggled to fix the 

misconceived particle-wave nature of oscillators, which the current study has 

disentangled and illustrated that a wave is ‘particle-less’! In this order the second part of 

Equation (3.145) intended to twin the ‘particle’ aspect to a wave nature is redundant!  

 

In sum, it is obvious that: 

i. The Quantum Mechanics’ theory of mass-energy equivalence remains 

indefinitely un-definable in Classical Mechanics. 

ii. The electron has only one nature, the particle nature; while the wave 

component remains an effect of its oscillatory motion. 

iii. Although a wave radiation is caused by the oscillatory function of a particle, it 

nonetheless remains particle-free. The radiation, though carries some 
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information about its causality, the particle, it does not carry or inherit 

anything physical from the particle. 

iv. The energy carried by wave radiation has penetrative power, which is mainly 

engineered by the frequency of the wave. Thus the wave radiation can execute 

several functions that particle-brokered energy systems can do say, 

penetrating through various media like, walls. 

v. In summary, since we see, hear, feel (heat) frequencies and so on; and electric 

power for example, can be transferred via wave frequencies, do we still need 

to put much more importance to the particles as such; for it appears everything 

can be reduced to its characteristic frequency?  

vi. In addition, if some information about the particle exciting the wave can be 

retrieved from the wave itself, thereby providing the necessary tools for 

reconstructing its causality, the particle, do we still need physical particles any 

more! The last two positions provide the framework for the next and last 

Section in bit to establish “the actual theory of everything”.  

 

3.13 THE QUANTUM FIELD THEORY (QFT) 

 

3.13.1 Introduction 

It is not intended in this Section to present an in-depth expose about the subject of QFT, 

but to highlight a few aspects that are considered relevant to the study of fundamental 

particles of material realities undertake in this work.  On this platform, QFT is envisioned 

as a Quantum Mechanical modeling scheme of the sub-atomic particles and their 

interactive forces in view of constructing a unified framework for interpreting the 

constitution of material matter and the interactive mechanisms of the sub-atomic particles 

under self and induced force platforms. 

 

QFT is Quantum Mechanics’ effort to propose a single universal particle-less entity, 

called the (wave energy) field with the capacity to make and annihilate particles (‘wave-

conveted’) under specific conditions, which are purported to be predictable by series of 

the least understood mathematical theories, in the likes of Hamilton, Lagrange, Tensors, 
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infinite series, complex calculus etc. The universal field ruptures into fields of each sub-

atomic particle defined under the Quantum Mechanical Standard Model scheme. 

 

QFT is a typically a combination of mathematical model tools that its proposers hoped 

to reduce as many missing-links that feature in the Standard model as possible. It is a 

piece-by-piece model, built on several mathematical formulae and theories, with each 

subsequent formula/theory assisting to minimize the deficiencies or the anomalies of the 

prior ones. In this sense the theory cannot be attributed to a single author; it is indeed 

patchily constructed.  

 

The multiple mathematical modules relied on, are tools carefully designed to enlist 

belief into the theory; for the models are that complex and mind bogging to the extent 

that even an ordinary scientist would rather accept it other than burning his/her energies 

to try to grasp the ‘incomprehensible’! This gives an impression that the understanding of 

what is under proposal is a reserve for its proposers. In addition, the complexity of the 

theory projects the complexity (without proof) with which sub-atomic particles interact 

with each other and other forces. In a word, QFT is not user-friendly. 

http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/user/tong/qft/qft.pdf: Accessed on November 15th 2015. 

 

When all available arguments and counter arguments were ‘exhausted’, the scientists of 

the time, considered QFT as not comprehensive as it had bee thought! This explains the 

subsequent sprouting of other theories to supersede QFT to continue the search for a 

more all-embracing theory to provide framework for understating the constitution and 

behavioral patterns of material matter. Among such current theories in the search-line 

intended to redeem QFT are the superstring theories. These too have hit a dead-end so 

far, as the mathematical frameworks proposed therein, have not yet been derived and 

those already in place have proved to be extremely difficult to solve! 

 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superstring_theory#Mathematics: Accessed on November 

15th 2015. 

 

http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/user/tong/qft/qft.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superstring_theory
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In sum, Quantum Mechanics has not managed to-date to construct a comprehensive 

theory managing the construction and behavioral patterns of the sub-atomic particles.  

Clearly, the search is on. However, in this study, the unlike magnetic monopoles and 

their inherent magnetic forces, are proposed as providing the most comprehensive tool 

explaining both the constitution of all physical matter as well as its behavioral patterns.  

 

In the following paragraphs, investigation is done on some aspects that are deemed as in-

depth causes failing QFT, despite spirited efforts put in place to repair or redeem the 

same. 

 

3.13.2 Presumed Electron/Positron Particle - Wave Nature Duality  

The main assumption or major premise of the theory obtains in upholding a particle-wave 

duality for the electron/positron. Next in line, the theory considers the two natures as 

equivalent to the extent that either is completely ‘retrievable’ from the other. This line of 

thought paved the way for rendering redundant and subsequent replacement of the 

particle character by the wave component. It cannot be ruled out here that the Einstein’s 

embattled annihilation, mass-energy equivalence formula is the underlying ultimate 

principle at the center of the QFT decision making formulations.   

 

In the above circumstances, the wave character was preferred as it is ‘common’ to all 

particles, and is ‘susceptible’ to mathematical modeling than the particle element. This 

explains in part, why QFT employs mathematical tools like field operators whose 

manipulation represents ‘effectively’ the relativistic functions of ‘creating and 

destroying’ a wave (and hence a ‘particle’) at any particular point in space. In this way 

such tools become more convenient to work with, since they make it easier to formulate 

theories that satisfy the demands of Quantum Mechanics. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantum_field_theory#Field_operators: Accessed on 

November 15th 2015. 

 

The common wave feature becomes effective if a single universal wave form is put in 

place as a module from which all others can be carved. This explains the significance of 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantum_field_theory
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the Quantum Mechanics’ (wave) field-concept. From a single (wave) field, all others 

associated with various fundamental particles can be obtained through appropriate 

mathematical modeling.  

 

Quantum Mechanics identifies the Universal field as Hilbert’s field/space; and functions 

as the universe world in respect to the Standard Model. In addition to being the 

‘Ultimate control universe’ - the Hilbert Space where the grand wave field is specified 

determines and authenticates the functionality of every sub-wave field spaces since these 

must adhere to mathematical models in the universal space.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantum_field_theory#Unification_of_fields_and_particles

: Accessed on November 15th 2015. 

http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/user/tong/qft/qft.pdf: Accessed on November 15th 2015. 

 

Briefly visualized, Hilbert space can be defined as a major construct of the time 

accomplished by David Hilbert (1862 - 1943), a mathematician of the 19th – 20th 

centuries to universalize ‘all available’ mathematical theories and formulae under one 

and complete functional umbrella/space (or empire) and make them supportive of each 

other in building a framework/empire where all mathematical endeavors find meaningful 

interpretation; without any contradicting the other.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert_space: Accessed on November 15th 2015. 

 

Hilbert’s methods must have motivated the proposers of QFT especially as the space 

provided for those much needed ideas like: trying to harmonize different particles’ 

constitutions and their functional behavioral patterns and compound them under the same 

wave-field/space rule. The wave – function parameter, being one of those mathematical 

functions managed effectively in Hilbert’s space gave QFT opportune entry leverage into 

the realm of Hilbert space environment.  

 

However, as much as Hilbert space’s mathematical philosophy did not manage to 

embrace all mathematical modeling of the time, thereby failing to create an all-embracing 

mathematical confraternity, so does the QFT in supplying the much needed framework 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantum_field_theory
http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/user/tong/qft/qft.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert_space
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for providing a universal framework for establishing a universal constitution for matter 

material, just its behavioral patterns. Hence the reason behind the Quantum Mechanics’ 

continued search for grand theory of matter and its interactive modes.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert's_problems#Summary: Accessed on November 15th 

2015. 

 

However, the inability of the Hilbert’s space philosophy cannot be entirely held for the 

anomalies of QFT, much as the unfortunate assumption Quantum Mechanics assumed 

before voting for the Hilbert’s space and methodology, namely that an electron/positron 

and other sub-atomic particles express a particle-wave duality. As discussed in Section 

3.12.10.1, it is a misnomer to attribute the electron/positron with a dual nature format; 

despite the fact that such association was warranted against the background that no 

scientists had established the causality of the spinning activity of the electron/positron. 

Clearly “all” scientists considered the spinning activity of the electron/positron as part of 

the nature of the particle(s), and not as part of its functionality as has been established in 

this work.  

 

Clearly the Quantum Mechanics’ wave-function entry point into the Hilbert space’s 

configuration and definitions is functionally wrong, since the wave function is not part of 

the electron/positron’s particle’s nature, but its functionality, which cannot completely 

substitute its particle’s causality. That is, the particle is the electron/positron’s nature; 

while the wave component is its functional activity.  

 

From positive logic, given that a major/primary premise or assumption is wrong, all the 

subsequent conclusions and derivations are destined to be wrong! It follows therefore 

that any value attached to QFT is bound to be inaccurate since the major foundation of 

the latter is irreversibly defective. Clearly all proposals based on the QFT in any form are 

bound to fail since their core foundation assumption of the purported equivalence 

between the particle and wave parameters is not only defective, but presents the former 

(particle) as the de-facto effect of the latter (wave), the ‘shadow causality’. In any case, 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert's_problems
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the effect cannot capture all the information associated with its causality and hence 

cannot be used as a substitute of its causality. 

 

On a positive note, Quantum Field Theory’s failure to provide the expected results, yet it 

relies vastly to the mass-energy reduction formula, supplies very strong grounds for 

affirming that a mass-particle cannot be reduced to a “mass-less form, the wave or 

anything like the photon concept”! Mass therefore is indestructible, because it is 

constituted by the ultimate mass-matter constituents, the indestructible unlike magnetic 

monopoles. 

 

3.13.3 The Way Forward 

The failure of Quantum Mechanics in general, to determine a single universal framework 

to determine mass-nature’s constitution as well as its interactive patterns, is met with all 

the thrust it requires from Classical Mechanics; which presents the unlike magnetic 

monopoles as the ultimate mass-matter particles and their intrinsic magnetic forces as 

their interactive tools. There is no theory expected to present an objective contrariety to 

the same either now or in the far future; for what objective truth is today, must be for 

tomorrow and always.  

 

3.14 CONCLUSION 

Those conversant with the history of Quantum and Classical Mechanics are aware of 

those days when Classical Mechanics ‘lost’ lead in modeling physics, upon failing to 

account for the nature and behavioral patterns of the sub-atomic region of matter. 

Quantum Mechanics was formulated by several scientists, who came up with theories 

after theories as if, in competition to cover up the gap left by Classical Mechanics. Indeed 

the latter became looked at as “obsolete”; and often treated with some degree of 

‘ridicule’, since its mantle had been taken over by popular Quantum Mechanics. 

 

In this work, however, it has been shown beyond reasonable doubt that, Classical 

Mechanics’ main trouble sprouted from its failure to identify the fundamental particles 

that constitute the mass-matter. In this work this missing-link has been identified as the 
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unlike magnetic monopoles. These particles are inevitably associated with Classical 

Mechanics because they supply the much needed forum which enables the application of 

Classic Mechanical laws in the sub-atomic domain, with such accuracy which 

supersedes the capability of Quantum Mechanics under its Standard Model particles, 

just as its QFT and subsequent efforts in String and other related theories.  

 

The successful derivation of the 1-dimensional Planck’s radiation constant h in its 

parametric or factor-form, using Classic Mechanical laws of Hooke’s and Newton’s 

Second law of motion, has to wait for the enabling function of the unlike magnetic 

monopoles to define its quantization. Through these tools, it is shown for the first time 

that magnetic charges exist and their value determinable. This achievement becomes the 

ground to prove that the Planck’s constant, widely relied on in Quantum Mechanics, is 

actually a Classic Mechanical constant.  

 

It is also shown in this work that hypotheses like the infamous dark mass/energy are a 

direct result of Quantum Mechanics’ error in assigning an inadequate parametric 

format to the Planck’s constant, which returns only about 16% of the expected radiated 

energy; thereby leaving scientists wondering where the 84% of energy, they are able to 

measure came from. Inflamed with Einstein’s Mass-Energy equivalent formula (E = 

mc2), the extra-energy source was assigned to come from some elusive dark mass/energy 

source situated somewhere in the universe! This has been the situation (or belief) until the 

advent of this work, where it has been shown that actually all energy is locally 

accountable within the sub-atomic domain. Clearly dark mass/energy hypothesis is in 

totality, a Quantum Mechanics’ error and has no foundation in reality; it does not exist 

anywhere. Further, other associated functions of the same like being the source of 

‘nuclear weak forces’ should also be considered equally non-existent.   

 

The above achievement is expressed here to indicate the power of the unlike magnetic 

monopoles in the accurate modeling of matter and its intrinsic forces under Classic 

Mechanical laws. Similarly, nucleons have been shown in this work, as constructs of the 

unlike magnetic monopoles via electrons and positrons. Their magnetic configuration 



 113 

structure, falls directly in line with their observable functions, like the auto spinning 

activity of electrons/positrons and  protons.  

 

Further, given their inherent magnetic forces they pass on to their constructs, it becomes 

very easy to account for the nuclear forces as being magnetic and locally designed. This 

eliminates the complicated mix of Quantum Mechanical nuclear forces, namely, the 

strong, weak and electromagnetic forces. With the unlike magnetic monopoles, the atom 

is ‘self-sufficient’; it accounts for its own functions.  

 

Among the characteristics which make the unlike magnetic monopoles the most suitable 

candidates for the fundamental particles of nature are, without being exclusive the 

following:  

1. They exist in nature; and their existence is experimentally inferable. Among the 

most notable experiments are: Personal experiments with bar magnets and 

magnetic compass (cf. Chapters 1, 2A & 2B); Ampere’s experiment on two thin, 

parallel conductors carrying  steady currents and Stern-Gerlach experiment. The 

unlike magnetic monopoles neither owe their existence nor their necessary 

operations/functionality to some other particle; they are the final form to which all 

mass-matter decays or can be reduced to. Clearly, the two unlike magnetic 

monopoles are the ultimate fundamental particles of mass-matter in nature. 

2. They replicate/clone themselves alone and never die/decay nor undergo 

transmutation to anything other than themselves. This implies that Quantum 

Mechanical quantities and notions like relativistic mass or length are un-definable 

in this Classic Mechanical system of fundamental particles. 

3. They are indestructible/non-annihilable; fully charged all the time; have definite 

mass and dimensions below which no mass-matter can be defined, they are the 

smallest in all dimensions yet, the hardest (density-wise) material there is in 

nature. 

4. A magnetic monopole cannot undergo expansion or contraction, for it has no 

bonds in its constitution. Similarly, while a magnetic monopole does assume the 

temperature of an object it is contained in, it does not change its form as the 
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object turns into liquid and then gas. Clearly the particle does not melt or boil; it 

has no boiling/melting or freezing temperature points. Thus a magnetic monopole 

has perpetually only one form, the solid form. In this form and on its own, the 

particle is spin-less. 

5. Magnetic monopoles do not undergo chemical reactions; they are chemically 

inert. It follows therefore that they cannot rust, decay or be turned into anything 

else. 

6. They provided the ultimate source of all forces of nature, namely: magnetism; 

this serves as the basis for the Newtonian universal law of Gravitation. 

7. The unlike magnetic monopoles are extremely functional in modeling physics of 

realities of all sorts, particularly those that have defied comprehension until the 

expression of this work. This holds both on the macro and sub-atomic levels. 

Some examples include:  

i. The firmly fixed octal polar structured Earth magnet and the Earth’s 

movement types, which are directly engineered by the Geomagnet. 

The models realized thereof are in sync with Classic Mechanical laws. 

The straight forwardness of such laws renders lucid explanation why 

for instance, the Geomagnet can never undergo poles’ reversals; and   

why the Earth constructs an elliptical and not a circular path about 

the Sun. With such knowledge, the Quantum Mechanics’ assumption 

of gravitational wells or black/brown/blue holes, as the causality of 

the Earth’s elliptic path, become superfluous. 

ii. The unlike magnetic monopoles’ brokered models provide viable 

scientific explanations, (for the first time) for  ‘spectacular mysterious’ 

phenomena such as the Bermuda and Japan’s devil triangles, the 

South Atlantic Anomaly and others in line. The formation of the 

deadly twisters and the appropriate methods for countering their 

devastative effects fall within line of the unlike magnetic monopoles’ 

brokered schemes. 
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iii. Provides basis for the indestructibility and non-interchangeability of 

mass and energy. This ‘hurts’ most the Quantum Mechanics’ 

‘venerated’ Einstein’s mass-energy equivalence hypothesis! 

iv. The constitution and structural configurations of nucleons as precisely 

provided for by the unlike magnetic monopoles, is fundamental in 

understanding of the behaviors and other associated characteristics of 

those particles. The spin activity of the nucleons for example, can only 

be understood under the control of their magnetic structural 

configurations which are brokered by the unlike magnetic monopoles. 

v. It is under the auspices of the unlike magnetic monopoles, for 

example, that the distinction between the particle and wave aspects of 

an electron/positron can effectively be made; leading to the inevitable 

conclusion that the two factors are not alternative (dual) natures of the 

same element, but the wave is an effect of the spinning activity due 

the electron/positron’s particle nature. The magnetic structural 

composition of the electron/positron constructs the wave, whose 

existence is subsequent that of the particle and hence the two aspects 

are only caught up in a cause – effect relationship; and should never 

be held as alternative ‘existences’ of an electron/positron. Thus the 

Quantum Field Theory (QFT), which thrives primarily on the 

assumption of the purported particle-wave duality of an electron or 

positron, is left with no alternatives but to crumble, because it is based 

on falsehood.    

 

The advent of the unlike magnetic monopoles, as the ultimate mass-matter particles, 

comes at a ‘huge’ cost. The most conspicuous is an inherent implication the entire project 

proposes, namely the need to carry out serious amendments to the current prevalent laws 

of physics as propounded especially under Quantum Mechanical modeling schemes. 

While this appears at the face value as ‘extremely’ difficult and may be even uncalled for, 

but given the facts in place, it might be worth it. For example, it is a wastage of 

resources, both in human and finances, if scientists, given the clear source of error by 
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Quantum Mechanics, that led to the dark mass/energy hypothesis, to continue searching 

for dark mass/energy locations in the universe; or even to continue hypothesizing on the 

expansion and contraction possibilities of the universe!   

 

Secondly, it is not entirely true that all of the achievements of Quantum Mechanics 

should be overhauled; on the contrary, several accomplishments cannot be un-made, 

because, some of these employ Classic Mechanical principles which Quantum Mechanics 

inherited and applied them effectively, but very often without acknowledging their 

sources! For example, the Gravitation constant, which is widely employed in Quantum 

Mechanics, is derived in this work using Classic Mechanical principles; it is indeed a 

Classic Mechanical parameter.  

 

Thirdly, some other formulae and theories need only to be corrected like the Classic 

Mechanical Planck’s constant h and its abridged form, ћ, which were wrongly ‘inherited’ 

and applied widely by Quantum Mechanics. The scientific community is bent to gain 

much advancement by carrying out such theory purgation. For example, the world is bent 

to harvested greatly from the fact that as much energy is created and radiated about an 

electric power line, as that being transmitted by the wire conductor. Yes, this may do 

some ‘harm’ to the first and second laws of thermodynamics, calling for their re-

definitions, but will go a long to provide more electric power, which the world is eagerly 

yearning for. It is therefore cheaper to do some ‘harm’ to some prevalent laws only to 

‘gain enormously’ by the same act. 

 

Fourthly, several theories require just new explanations, without breaking their entire 

foundations and rendering. For example, the transverse electromagnetic waves whose 

vertical wave profile is hitherto associated with the ‘electric wave’ and the horizontal one 

as the ‘magnetic wave’ require only a quick remedial fixing. For it does very little mental 

‘destabilization’, when the two wave profiles become regarded as magnetic waves and 

re-assigned as the vertical and horizontal transverse magnetic waves. Certainly, the 

implications thereof do not remain the same as before; the best of it all is that, the gains 

associated with taking on the challenge to embrace the new facts, exceeds by far the 
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decision to remain with the status quo; that is “the gains are bound to be extremely 

greater than one appears to be losing”.  

 

Fifthly, the amendment of the laws and theories currently in vogue extends also to the 

domain of the early Classical Mechanics. Two examples are cited here to illustrate the 

point. First the corpuscular nature attributed to (light) waves by Newton and others has 

been superseded in this work. A wave does not contain any particles, yet it can do some 

functions which so far have been attributed to particle aspects. In point, it is derived in 

this work, that waves can exert pressure and hence bear penetrative capabilities 

comparable to those of particles.  

 

Secondly, it is also derived in this work that in addition to the Equatorial Geostationary 

orbits, other Non-Equatorial Geostationary orbits are possible, including those placed a 

few hundred kilometers from the Earth’s surface! This is possible as a result of extending 

or rather improving on Newton and other scientists who had reserved the geostationary 

orbit for the Equator Latitude, on the assumption that the Earth magnet was contained 

only at Earth’s center. The thousands of kilometer length’s coverage of the Geomagnet 

expounded in this work allows for such improvements to be done on the early Newton’s 

position. 

 

Before winding up, it is noteworthy to observe that, the power and great advantages of 

the unlike magnetic monopoles’ project is illustrated further in the next Chapter 4, where 

a frequency spectrum, constructed on the concepts of the unlike magnetic monopoles 

under Classic Mechanical laws, yields tremendous usable frequency slots, particularly 

those in the low frequency regime. The applications of such friendly frequencies, is 

shown in the realm of transmission of wire-less electric energy to power wire-less 

transport networks; and in disruption and rupture of several deadly viral pathogens while 

still in a human body at penetrative frequencies, which do not harm the desirable human 

cells during the operation, like the current x-rays or gamma rays do!   
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Finally, the extent with which the unlike magnetic monopoles is shown to span in this 

work, manifests its expected characteristic of universality, for it spans all aspects of 

physical matter. The Geographical, biological, physical, chemistry, technological, 

climate, electricity, communications, environment protection, satellite security and 

tourism, development and aspects of other sciences and arts are shown in this work to be 

ultimately brokered or constituted by the unlike magnetic monopoles. Clearly, the unlike 

magnetic monopoles are the necessarily the “definite theory about everything”. 
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Post-Scriptum: On the Sources and Referencing/Citation Styles  

 

It is a common characteristic of all the Chapters I have presented so far, that the 

convention of supplying the literature sources relied on is consciously missing! I have 

tried to identify the relevant source to the subject I am discussing in vain. I shall be very 

grateful if some of my readers identify for me some of these sources.  

 

However, I am of the view that the history between Classical and Quantum Mechanics 

have gone through to-date has much to explain for the Classic Mechanical literature’s 

scarcity on the subject under review.  On having been deemed ‘obsolete’, Classical 

Mechanics remained with a few sympathizers and this may explains why Classical 

Mechanics chickened out of scientific commentary on the developments in science to-

date!  The Free Wikipedia Encyclopedia, while regarded by several scientists as 

expressing  ‘less in-depth’ scientific knowledge, remains nonetheless the most accessible 

literature source that has kept salient Classic Mechanical positions in good ‘relevant’ 

forms than any other sources I have tried to access.  The other available sources are 

typically Quantum Mechanical based, yet my work, is double-bent towards Classical 

Mechanics due to its precise and objective modeling methods of physical realities. 

 

The referencing/citation style adopted in this work is meant to offer the reader quick 

check-outs than having to refer to end of the text like in ordinary written works. In 
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addition, while appreciating the need to explore what others have done on the subject 

under review, I am often mesmerized when I fail to articulate many authors’ actual input 

into their endeavors. In point, it is not difficult to peruse through one’s written research 

report and find myriads of quotations on each and every page and hundreds of 

bibliography sources expressed at the end of such works! It would be interesting to 

establish how many such sources were employed in the scientific works of earlier 

scientists we depend on so heavily like: Kepler, Brache, Copernicus, Galileo Galilee, 

Newton, Einstein, Bohr and others! These were by and large original scientific thinkers. 

One wonders under such circumstances, the level of originality associable with such 

heavily “dependant-works”, which are worth being categorized as basically mere 

commentaries of other people’s works!!  

 

Otherwise I welcome all the constructive criticism pertaining to my work, so that together 

we built a scientific knowledge base that will stand the test of time, for our own 

prosperity and that of our posterity. 

 Anthony Matovu 

 

 

 


	Among the sub-atomic elements, the electron, the positron and the proton are known to undergo spin on their own axis, while the neutron does not. The electron (or positron) being smaller than the proton is more placed to propose the minimum essential spin mechanics, which apply as building blocks in the heavy proton and is negated in a heavier neutron-nucleon particle. Under this position, we explore first, the spin causality of a free electron.
	This is an important area where the identity and functionality of the ultimate mass-matter particles, the unlike magnetic monopoles are firmly entrenched. As stated in Chapter 2B, Section 2.12.2.3, the most available and known systems that can effect a rotation on ‘their own’ are magnets operating in simultaneous attractive and repulsive modes; with an effective overall attractive action. In Classical Mechanics, auto spin is movement due to a contrariety magnetic force-engineered action. 



