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Abstract: 
 

This paper is an elegant explanation how Inertia, Matter, the Strong Nuclear Force, the Weak Nuclear 

Force, Time, Spin, Superposition, Entanglement, Gravity, Dark Matter and perhaps also Dark Energy 

could emerge from Electromagnetic principles. 

Introduction: 
 

The basic underlying mechanism for many things in the universe seems to be a kind of brute force 

mechanism. A mechanism based on a random and virtually infinite number of combinations of a 

relatively limited number of basic building blocks. A mechanism like for example how life evolved from 

only atoms as building blocks. 

It would seem logical then to assume that at the most basic and fundamental level things are also based 

on a limited number of basic building blocks (Assumption 1) and any ultimate theory or model should 

reflect this in its elegance. 

This paper is a possible beginning for such a theory or model. It is an elegant, philosophical and 

fundamental explanation for almost everything that exists in the universe. An explanation that seems to 

fit all experimental data and elegantly explain all observed phenomena. 

The question that needs to be answered by the readers is: does this paper have merit or not? 

The 4 fundamental forces: 
 

There is consensus that there are 4 fundamental forces that are to be explained or unified in a single 

theory: Electromagnetism, the Strong Nuclear Force, the Weak Nuclear Force and Gravity. 

The Strong and Weak nuclear forces are required in the standard model of particle physics and all 

experts seem to agree on that. At this point the only thing I can say about these forces is that they didn’t 

seem to be good candidates to start looking at first. 

Electromagnetism seems to be the best “known” force. 

I am assuming in this paper that the basic principle of Electromagnetism is a chain of electric and 

magnetic effects where effects of one type cause a perpendicular effect of the other type and every 

other effect is an inverse effect of the same type. For example: a given electric effect (ee) causes a 

magnetic effect (me), which causes an electric effect (-ee) which causes a magnetic effect (-me) which 

causes an electric effect (ee), etc. (Assumption 2). 
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Gravity is an incomprehensible force at this stage. Gravity does however seem to have many similarities 

with Inertia and I believe I have found an elegant possible explanation for the underlying mechanism for 

Inertia. And from that, explanations for the other forces (and more) followed almost naturally. 

Inertia: 
 

Let’s assume that a particle or mass in an otherwise completely empty universe exhibits Inertia. In other 

words: Inertia is a property of matter alone. So not dependent of anything else like ether or such 

concepts. (Assumption 3). 

If we apply a force to this mass, the mass accelerates in accordance to the known laws of physics and if 

we stop applying a force the acceleration stops and the mass stays at a constant speed. How can we 

explain this Inertia? What is “resisting” the applied force to a mass in an otherwise empty universe 

where nothing is holding the mass in place? 

Since we assume the universe is empty, this resistance called Inertia must be a property of matter itself. 

A result or consequence of the stuff where matter is made from. 

We know already that Matter and Electromagnetism have an energy equivalent and can be converted to, 

and from, energy and to each other. 

The first step towards finding an explanation for Inertia is to assume that Matter and Electromagnetism 

do not only have an energy equivalent, but that Matter and Electromagnetism both are equivalent to 

energy (Assumption 4a). 

The second step is to also assume that Matter and Electromagnetism are equivalent to each other 

(Assumption 4b). 

If Matter is equivalent to Electromagnetism, then this could mean that matter is essentially some kind of 

localized Electromagnetic (EM) phenomenon. The question that needs to be answered then is how such 

a phenomenon can be virtually EM neutral externally and exhibit the particle properties Inertia and 

solidness. 

An EM phenomenon could be virtually EM neutral externally if the basic principle of Electromagnetism is 

as described earlier (ee, me, -ee, -me, ee) and the time between these EM effects approaches zero. In 

that case, any given EM effect could be cancelled out externally by its anti-effect. In other words: if the 

anti-effect arrives “soon” enough, or the EM frequency is high enough, then it is not possible for any EM 

effect to propagate outward, and it seems logical that a localized, more or less stable, externally EM 

neutral, vortex of EM effects could exist in principle. This behavior would basically be circular or 2-

dimensional (2D). This is of course different than the EM behavior in the known EM spectrum where the 

EM effects induce circular EM effects in 3 dimensions (3D). It seems logical to assume however that this 

3D behavior is either emergent from the postulated 2D behavior or this 3D behavior is simply suppressed 

because of the high EM frequency (Assumption 4c). 

Such a vortex would then have a circular 2D loop of EM effects, effectively a standing “circular” EM 

wave, as the fundamental underlying mechanism. 



An elegant philosophy about the Theory Of Everything.  -  version 3  -  http://vixra.org/pdf/1407.0212v3.pdf  3 

If matter is indeed some kind of EM phenomenon, then this must be at frequencies higher than the 

highest observed frequency of EM radiation because matter does not radiate. But still it would be an EM 

phenomenon in principle. If this is the case, then I postdict that particles can be created from the highest 

frequency/energy EM radiation. 

If matter is such an EM phenomenon, then it is obviously not Electromagnetism as we understand it 

now. It is something else. Because I think that the analogy of aggregation states fits very elegantly I 

assume that Matter and Electromagnetism are different aggregation states of energy (Assumption 4d). 

And finally, I think that assumptions 4a, 4b, 4c & 4d can be taken one final step further for maximal 

elegance and that is to assume that Everything that exists is an aggregation state of energy (Assumption 

4). In other words, there is nothing that exists that is not an aggregation state of energy or not 

equivalent to matter or not equivalent to Electromagnetism. 

I think this final step is also important to be able to have a fundamental understanding of the particle 

property “solidness”. The intuitive understanding of solidness is that particles are filled up. A 

consequence of assumption 4 is that at a fundamental level, particles do not need to be filled up to 

exhibit typical solidness properties like bouncing of each other or resisting penetration. 

Jumping to conclusions I can now see the following possible aggregation states of energy: 

• Plasma energy: EM near field 

• Gaseous energy: currently known EM spectrum 

• Liquid energy: matter 

• Solid energy: black hole 

 

I postulate now that matter or particles are: more or less stable, externally EM neutral, EM vortices at a 

high frequency which I will call Magnetoelectric (ME) vortices in this paper. 

Note that the terms Magnetoelectric (ME) and Electromagnetic (EM) are identical in principal. It is just a 

matter of where you start counting. For this paper, I just needed a different term for Electromagnetic. 

As an everyday life analogy to these ME vortices we can use drops of a liquid with a certain surface 

tension like Mercury drops. Depending on the surface tension, these drops can bounce without merging. 

If they bounce fast enough they merge and if they bounce to fast they break up again in different size 

drops after that.  

Of course, particles do not have a real surface but have an outer zone with increasing “tension” like a 

force field. The principle is the same however as with liquid drops: To split or merge ME vortices 

(particles), a certain energy threshold needs to be exceeded to break this tension. Depending on the 

configuration and energy levels of the resulting ME vortices, there can be (large amounts of) energy 

released or absorbed if the sum of the energy levels of the resulting ME vortices is (much) different than 

the original ME vortices. 

With the above-mentioned assumptions, I think that Inertia becomes easy to understand: the electric 

and magnetic effects in the ME vortices will all have their own preferred location in space. And this 

location completely depends on the shape, intensity and location in space of the causing effect. To 

accelerate such a vortex, any given EM effect needs to be “forced” to a location other than were it 
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naturally would have occurred without the force. Inertia would hereby be exposed as a reverse EM 

induction force. 

And of course, we must also assume that the applied force changes the ME vortex “permanently” in a 

way that the change in speed is retained in all following EM effects. 

The problem now “only” is how to model such ME vortex configurations. How big are the chains or loops 

of EM effects? Is it a loop of 4, 8, 12 or more EM effects? Maybe these loops can exist in any multiples of 

4 EM effects and multiple loops (counter “rotating” or randomly “rotating”?) can exist simultaneously in 

a single ME vortex? 

I expect that that it is possible to simulate this. This may require however (much?) more insight in what 

exactly Electromagnetism or energy is. At the same time, I expect that simulating these vortices will help 

in providing more insight in understanding Electromagnetism. I expect that “configurations” of all 

observed particles could be determined and properties of particles explained with simulation. Properties 

like stability, (chemical) reactability and radioactivity for example. I would also expect that new particles 

can be predicted this way. 

Another thing that seems obvious is that such a ME vortex will have a maximum speed because there is a 

maximum distance between any two following internal EM effects. It also seems logical that forcing such 

a ME vortex “near” this maximum speed will create an exponential increase in Inertia. This is probably 

some kind of warping of the vortex that cannot “squeeze” further at some point. It even seems logical 

that this squeezing causes length contraction in the direction of acceleration. 

Some additional remarks and consequences that seem logical: 

Explaining the Wave-Particle duality concept, in particular the observed interference phenomena of 

photons and other particles seems to become easier or logical because a ME vortex (particle) would in 

essence be a “standing” Electromagnetic wave. In other words: Wave-Particle duality would become 

Wave-Particle equality. 

Explaining the disappearance of interference patterns when observing photons or particles also seems to 

become logical because detecting such a postulated ME vortex (particle) cannot be done without some 

kind of EM/ME reverse induction causing a dampening effect on the detected ME vortex, altering the 

vortex in a way that makes interference impossible. 

The uncertainty principle also seems to be logical, because for such a vortex the concepts “position” and 

“momentum” do not make sense anymore below a certain scale. 

Spin, Superposition and Entanglement: 
 

The concept Spin also seems to become better understandable if matter is a ME vortex: Any measured 

Spin would then be the rotation direction of the (internal) ME loop in the ME vortex at a certain 

moment. Because particles are 3-dimensional, this ME loop must be circling and/or wobbling around in 

some configuration in a 3-dimensional (roughly?) spherical area. The measured Spin would then be a 

snapshot of a 2-dimensional projection of this 3-dimensional and alternating Spin. 
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This would mean that the measured direction of Spin depends on the moment of measuring, making the 

measured Spin value a matter of probability, where this probability and the measured spin value depend 

on the configuration of the ME vortex. 

Superposition of Spin could then be multiple of these ME loops. Although it seems more likely that 

superposition is the Spin of a single loop that (depending on the moment of measuring) has one 

direction or the other. 

The higher correlations found in quantum entanglement experiments now also seems to become 

understandable if we assume that the ME vortex configuration of particles have a polarization axle and 

the ME loops of the ME vortex are circling and wobbling around this axle but never crossing this axle 

(Assumption 5). This assumption would explain why all particles have an external net Spin polarization in 

the “north” / “south” direction. And would also explain that when measuring the Spin of such a particle 

from the “north” (0°) we would always see a (2-D projection of) Spin in the same direction and when 

looking from the “south” (180°) we would always see a Spin in the opposite direction. When measuring 

from the side (90°) we would see 50% Spin in one direction and 50% Spin in the other direction. An 

obvious consequence of assumption 5 is that the mentioned circling and wobbling of ME loops behaves 

sinusoidal in some way. So: without knowing exactly what the configuration of this circling and wobbling 

is, the fact that it is sinusoidal makes it obvious that the measured Spin will have a sinusoidal distribution 

when measuring from other angles than 0°, 90° or 180° from polarization. Precisely like the results found 

in entanglement experiments. 

Another conclusion from entanglement experiments seems to be that the act of measuring the Spin of a 

particle seems to “reset” the Spin polarization in the measurement direction. Which seems to make 

sense because any measurement will cause a reverse induction effect on the particle. And since the 

measured spin values are quantized it seems that this measured spin is always the spin value after the 

polarization of spin has been reset. 

Another possibility to explain that the spin values are quantized is that the measured value is a 

combination of 2 components that have a reverse dependence on the 3D angle of the ME loop at the 

moment of measuring: 

First component: a 2D spin component (perpendicular in the measurement direction) which ranges from 

(almost) 0 (when the 3D spin angle is almost 0° from the measurement direction) to the quantum value 

(when the spin angle is perpendicular to the measurement direction).  

Second component: a reverse induction component which ranges from (almost) the quantum value 

(when the 3D spin angle is almost 0° from the measurement direction) to 0 (when the spin angle is 

perpendicular to the measurement direction). Both components will then always add up to the quantum 

value. 

When assuming particles have (or are) a certain number of ME loops then the measured spin values in 

experiments also seem logical. For example: A particle with a single ME loop will always reset either “up” 

(Spin ½) or “down” (Spin -½). With a particle that has 2 ME loops the following can happen: both loops 

are reset “up” (Spin 1), both are reset “down” (Spin -1) or they are reset in opposite directions (Spin 0). 

With a particle that has 3 ME loops the following can happen: 3 “up” (Spin 1½), 2 “up” & 1 “down” (Spin 

½), 1 “up” & 2 “down” (Spin -½) and finally 3 ME loops “down” (Spin -1½). Etc. 

Conclusions from assumption 5 are in my opinion: 
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1: Spin would be: the rotation direction of a ME loop. 

2: Superposition of state or spin would be: an alternating state or spin. 

3: Wave collapse would be: a change of Spin polarization. 

4: Entanglement would be: synchronization of Spin polarization. 

Strong and weak nuclear forces: 
 

If matter is a ME Vortex, then it seems logical now that the Weak Nuclear Force has become superfluous. 

Radioactive decay and spontaneous fission can be more elegantly explained by ME vortex instabilities 

where the probability of such an instability event is determined by the vortex configuration. Or in other 

words: determined by the probability that a ME vortex is in a state that is unstable or vulnerable to a 

certain influence (external or internal) resulting in an event like radioactive decay or spontaneous fission. 

If matter is a ME Vortex then I also think that the Strong Nuclear Force has become superfluous. 

The reason is that the observed energies released and absorbed that have been attributed to the Strong 

Nuclear Force can be more elegantly explained otherwise. 

For example: Current understanding is that the Helium nucleus is made up of 2 Protons and 2 Neutrons 

and that these Protons and Neutrons need to be kept together with the Strong Nuclear Force. The fact 

that the Strong Nuclear Force is assumed to exist implies that another assumption was made first, and 

that assumption is that the Proton and Neutron are present “inside” a Helium nucleus completely 

identical and separate as they would exist externally. 

If matter is a ME vortex, then I see no reason for this assumption and believe that this assumption is a 

result of what I would call “particle thinking”. 

It seems more elegant to view the Helium nucleus as a single ME vortex of a certain (overall) 

configuration with a total energy level (almost) equal to the energy level of 2 Protons and 2 Neutrons 

and with certain (overall) properties, like in this example a charge of +2. It is of course very likely that the 

Helium nucleus is made up of four sub vortex configurations where each sub configuration has many 

similarities with either the Proton or Neutron. But the crux is that those sub configurations are not 

identical to either the Proton or Neutron in a way that makes the Strong Nuclear Force superfluous. 

A similar effect may or may not happen between Electrons and nuclei? 

To conclude this section: If the above description is correct then it is logical that in particle colliders many 

different particles will be found. The reason for this is that I believe that those “sub” particles must not 

to be viewed as fragments of smashed particles, but as newly created particles from energy fragments of 

smashed particles. In that case, any possible “sub” particle that can be created from lower energy levels 

will be created after smashing a particle. Particles with internal sub configurations will of course mostly 

break up into particles that are similar to those sub configurations (if possible) but there will also be 

many random “sub” particles created from energy fragments in a distribution solely based on probability 

that those possible “sub” particles can be created. 
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Gravity and Dark Matter: 
 

We have formulas to calculate with gravity fields and predict how those fields work. We can use that to 

for all kinds of useful things. But what are gravity fields made of? 

If we assume that matter or particles are ME vortices, then it seems logical to assume that the only thing 

that could affect such a particle must be some kind of EM/ME field (Assumption 6). 

If Gravity is some kind of EM/ME field, then at least the elegance criterion would be met and 

Electromagnetism would be identified as the single force from which the other forces emerge. 

What we know, or seems safe to assume, about Gravity: 

• The effect of Gravity is the same as the effect of Inertia during acceleration. 

• A Gravity field is like accelerating space. 

• Gravity influences particles at a fundamental level making them accelerate. 

• Gravity changes the Inertia of particles that makes the rest position of particles accelerate. 

• Gravity, or a Gravity field, does not radiate energy. 

• Gravity works both ways between particles: Each particle has a gravity field influencing the other 

particle. 

 

A question about gravity that may be testable is: does Gravity effect particles directly or is Gravity a 

result of a kind of interlocking of the Gravity fields? 

Let’s assume there are two particles created simultaneously at a distance of x light seconds and also 

assume their gravity fields emanate outwards at the speed of light, starting at the moment of creation of 

the particles. If gravity effects those particles directly then gravity would take effect after x seconds going 

from 0 to max in an instant. If gravity does not affect those particles directly it would take x/2 seconds, 

when the gravity fields “meet” in the middle, for gravity to start taking effect. Gradually (linearly?) 

increasing (in quanta?) from 0 to max from x/2 seconds to x seconds. 

But, what kind of EM/ME field could this Gravity field be? 

Given the assumption that matter is a ME vortex and that the time between the EM effects of the ME 

vortex is not completely zero then maybe there is some ME/EM field possible at a much higher 

frequency and lower wavelength that does propagate outward after all? 

This does not seem plausible to me though, meaning that I do not seem to get any closer to getting a 

fundamental understanding of what gravity (or a gravity field) could be. 

Maybe rephrase the question then: What is the mechanism that a gravity field uses to accelerate 

particles? How is it possible that a force is applied at a distance? 

I can only come to one conclusion that even seems obvious in hindsight: something of particle A is 

present at the location of particle B and vice versa. And it is this “something” that is causing the particles 

to accelerate. Another obvious conclusion is that this “something” must exist, in the sense that it is not 

nothing. And anything that exists must have substance, meaning that it has an energy equivalent 

(assumption 4) and is quantized like everything else seems to be on the most fundamental level. In other 
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words: gravity fields are equivalent to energy and are equivalent to particles. And since they are also part 

of a particle the conclusion must be that the definition of a particle needs to be changed to not only 

include the “hard” bit in the center. 

It would seem obvious now that a gravity field is a cloud of mutually attracting and non-radiating 

particle-like energy quanta. 

Interesting to note here is that a conclusion from starting with the assumption (assumption 3) that an 

ether does not exist, is that a gravity field is an ether-like cloud of field “particles”. 

The following questions comes to mind: 

Could interference of particles with their own field “particles” be an explanation for the single particle 

inference effects we see in dual slit experiments? 

Could this cloud particle be the illusive Graviton and/or the illusive Dark matter? 

In that case the Dark Matter gravity would be caused by the “weight” of the gravity field. Detecting Dark 

matter would then be a matter of measuring the local gravity field strength and then multiply that with 

some constant with dimension kg.s^2/m that is determined by the known ratio normal matter / Dark 

matter. 

Another obvious conclusion from the fact the gravity field particles are quantized is that I predict that 

gravity fields cannot extend into infinity. 

One question that remains is: How does the interaction work between gravity fields and particles? 

The first thing that comes to mind is that this is some kind of particle-internal effect caused by field 

particles that end up “inside” a particle and disturb or change that particle (ME vortex) in a way that 

causes acceleration? 

Another possible explanation could be that, if the equivalence principle holds completely, a gravity field 

is pushing particles just like particles are pushed by their neighboring particles in an acceleration. 

Although I do not think though that the “inventor” of the equivalence principle had anything like this in 

mind, this could be some kind of inverse buoyancy effect where particles are “sinking” down in the cloud 

of field particles? Inverse buoyancy, because the buoyancy decreases the deeper particles “sink” as 

opposed to in water where the buoyancy increases the deeper you sink.  

Both options seem plausible. Maybe there are other possibilities? 

Time, Time dilation, the speed of light and Dark Energy: 
 

I believe time as we have defined it at the moment should be called perceived time. This perceived time 

is proportional to the frequency of the EM effects in the ME vortices. If the frequency of these EM effects 

rises then the speed of any particle/matter interactions (radiation, fission, fusion, chemistry, etc.) rises 

and time passes faster when observed by an external observer. 

Any local observer will not perceive any difference because a local observer is subject to the same 

frequency change. 
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It would seem logical that such a frequency change of the internal EM effects of ME vortices could be the 

result of ME vortex warping or internal induction effects resulting from acceleration and/or a gravity 

field. 

There is evidence that speed also causes time dilation and current explanations for the paradoxes that 

this seems to imply involve concepts like relativity of simultaneity and (an apparent) universal length 

contraction. 

Because this paper only considers elegant explanations I am forced to reject the possibility that high 

speed seems to make the whole universe length-contract. For the same reason, I am forced to reject the 

possibility of relativity of simultaneity. Rejecting these concepts of course creates new paradoxes that 

are going to have to be explained. And I think they can be more elegantly explained: 

As argued in the Inertia paragraph above, it seems plausible to me that acceleration and/or gravity can 

cause local time dilation and length contraction. This however does not explain how fast moving particles 

also could experience time dilation and length contraction. 

For speed to cause time dilation and length contraction the only possible explanation is that there must 

be a reference frame where the speed is relative to. Assuming there is no ether (assumption 3) the only 

possible reference frame left in my opinion is: a gravity field. I have argued in the Gravity and Dark 

Matter paragraph above that gravity fields are an ether-like cloud of field “particles” and this seems an 

almost obvious candidate now for a reference frame that could cause additional time dilation and length 

contraction for moving objects relative to (the source of) a gravity field. 

If that is the case, then I predict that the speed-induced time dilation is not only dependent on the speed 

but also dependent on local gravity field strength. 

If indeed speed-induced time dilation is higher in a high gravity field and time dilation is as assumed in 

this paper caused by a lower EM frequency in a ME Vortex, then this explains the mechanism that causes 

the speed of light to be lower in a high gravity field. 

I believe this is a more elegant explanation for all observed phenomena of time dilation and length 

contraction than the explanations based on universal length contraction and relativity of simultaneity. I 

expect and predict that many of the expected and predicted, but not yet observed, phenomena based on 

universal length contraction and relativity of simultaneity will turn out to be not correct. 

Electromagnetism: 
 

Now one “fundamental” question remains: What is Electromagnetism? 

This is however a topic outside the scope of this paper. If it turns out that this paper has merit, then I 

plan to write also about my ideas about a more fundamental underlying force for ElectroMagnetism. 

Conclusion: 
 

I believe I have given an elegant explanation how, based on the assumptions listed below, Inertia, 
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Matter, the Strong Nuclear Force, the Weak Nuclear Force, Time, Spin, Superposition, Entanglement, 

Gravity and Dark Matter all could emerge from Electromagnetic principles. 

I have not mentioned Dark Energy yet. I can only say that I suspect that the consequences of the 

conclusions of this paper may be that the existence of Dark Energy becomes superfluous. But I must 

admit that I am unable to grasp all the consequences of this paper myself. 

The question I ask the reader now is: Does this paper have merit or not? 

Assumptions made: 
 

1: At the most basic and fundamental level things are based on a limited number of basic building blocks. 

2: Electromagnetism is a chain of electric and magnetic effects where effects of one type cause a 

perpendicular effect of the other type and every other effect is an inverse effect of the same type. For 

example: a given electric effect (ee) causes a magnetic effect (me), which causes an electric effect (-ee) 

which causes a magnetic effect (-me) which causes an electric effect (ee), etc. 

3: Inertia is a property of matter alone. So not dependent of anything else like ether or such concepts. 

4: Everything that exists is an aggregation state of energy. 

5: The postulated ME vortices (a.k.a. particles) have a polarization axle and the ME loops of the ME 

vortex are circling and wobbling around this axle but never crossing this axle. 

6: Gravity is an EM/ME field. 

Abbreviations: 
 

2D: 2-Dimensional 

3D: 3-Dimensional 

ee:  Electric effect 

EM: Electromagnetic 

ME: Magnetoelectric 

me: Magnetic effect 


