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  Using E=mc2 Consistently to Reveal Aether Details and to Unify Physics

                                                            Carl R. Littmann (3-10-2005)
                        8460 Limekiln Pike, #404, Wyncote PA. 19095; carllittmann@earthlink.net
Abstract:  

Einstein wisely predicted that when the Sun loses a given mass, m, the sun radiates an amount of energy, mc2.   A purer case is when an electron and positron mass interact and annihilate, and energy radiation results.  But it is wrong and inconsistent to assume that only photon energy results and flies away from the scene, since that assumption disregards the effects of gravity, photon energy losses, and ‘graviton’ generation (i.e., graviton energy gains).  Despite the fact that the gravitational effect is extremely small, it exists; and some photons have given up some of their energy (and mass) to create something (i.e., I assert gravitons) even before the photons have rather completely left the gravitational scene.  That is what ‘Mossbauer’ experiments imply, and also what consistent application of Einstein’s E=mc2   paradigm requires!.  When ‘inconsistent Einstein theorists’ neglected or lost those SMALL gravitons; they also lost a LARGE concept; and also lost their chance for a fine Grand Unification Theory.  In this paper, we retrieve both; and we calculate an effective ‘gravitonic’ ethereal density, and a typical graviton’s energy and mass.  Gravitons contribute to an aether, which easily also produces the pressure required for the ‘nuclear force paradigm’.  
Addendum to Abstract (4-15-2009):  Some of my below early (2005) paper may still use some old terms, such as ‘short-range’ and ’long-range’ gravitons.  But after further analysis; I and some others now view the gravitons (or grains of aether) as having two different ‘styles’ of flow; a better concept than having ‘two different ranges’.  What I sometimes term (short-range) ‘squeezitrons’ type gravitons are super-velocity grains of aether in groups, swirling locally in vortices.  Their pressure keeps the spinning elementary particles from flying apart.  But there is also occurring in space -- slower longitudinal vibrations of vortices, likely back and forth; and that is generally limited to about the velocity of light.  That slower velocity movement is likely mixed or super-imposed on the much faster spinning vortices’ velocity.  And that super-imposed slower velocity is likely the cause of gravity.  I sometimes refer to that motion as the “velocity of the (long-range) ‘sheetlet’ type gravitons”.  ((An analogy may be as follows:  Every elementary particle spins very fast -- at about ‘C’; but when also comprising a warm gas atom, they may also have a slower translational motion besides that spin, i.e., bouncing about, longitudinally, at only the speed of sound, approximately.))  
The below article is not in ‘PDF’ form and some formulas, symbols and page numbers may not appear exactly as intended, regretfully.  
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Introduction:

Einstein’s (E=mc2 ) was not, actually asserted or proposed in his original Special Relativity Theory (SRT) paper nor in his General Relativity Theory (GRT) paper.  
But, instead, he independently asserted it in a separate paper [1], but he still invoked a SRT rationale for it.  The equation, E=mc2 , has historically proved useful in many applications, and I intend to apply E=mc2 consistently here [2]. 
Despite my criticism of some Einstein theories, etc., I do much admire his various remarkable and useful predictions, including E=mc2 and other successes; including his advising President Roosevelt about the feasibility of an atomic bomb (and with uncharacteristic clearness).  

But I believe Einstein’s greatest mistake was that he failed to grasp the full implications of his E=mc2 , and failed to apply it more rigorously and consistently.  So we must analyze his E=mc2  paradigm carefully.  I believe that it is clear that when photons are even beginning to leave the Sun, that they lose some energy, and something gains it!  Gravity is not negative energy, and does not cancels out that something which gains positive energy as the photons lose some of their energy.  Neither have the photons lost some of their energy by creating other photons with that gained energy -- for the latter would still lose some of their energy to ‘so-called gravity’.  So those accounting tricks will not work; and, instead, we should assume that ‘universal gravitation’ has gained ‘a tad’ of ‘potential energy’, (due to the Sun’s radiation of some ‘gravitons’)! 
Historically, in fairness to Einstein; Physics faced many questions in the very early 1900’s.  So it was naturally compelling for him to attempt his SRT and GRT with limited information.  That is--before such concepts as atomic spin and particle spin were well developed [3].  That likely prevented him from linking the ‘conservation of spin and angular momentum’ with –- ‘the clock hand spins more slowly’ but the clock’s ‘mass also increases--as its translational velocity approached the speed of light.’
(Those are ‘atomic timers’ that I am referring to above, of course.)  

Figuratively speaking, I think that Einstein, instead, resorted to ‘geometric lens-like distortion’ to achieve increased mass, with its momentum, with increased speed.  And somewhat similar distortions, when he attempted to ‘dilate’ the concept of time, itself.

My Opinion on Einstein’s Relativity Theories:  (Reader may skip this)

Although not crucial to my main theme; I have some more concerns about some Einstein theories (or some people’s interpretation of the theories); and they are as follows:

1)  I do not really regard Energy as ‘A different form of Matter’; nor ‘Matter as a different form of Energy’.  (Nor that -- if a boat is pushed up by a force equal to the  weight of water that it displaces, that the underwater portion of the boat ‘equals negative water’ or that a boat has a ‘negative water-equivalent’ or is a ‘different form of water’.)
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2)  I believe that the following is true:  Suppose one large group of nuclei (at our equator) is sent ‘southward’ at velocity ‘0.75 C’, and a smaller group is sent northward at 0.75 C.
I believe and predict that one of those southbound nucleuses could be forced to accelerate away from its many southbound neighbors, northward; and (with assistance) catch up with the northbound group—by really sustaining a velocity of over 1.5 C.  (I.e., exceeding the ‘textbook speed of light’ figure.)   There are those who deny that such high “receding (opposite or parting) velocities” are simply additive; but I think that they error by ‘mentally’ reducing a real velocity of almost 2C down to less than 1C.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 .                                                       
And, I suppose that they might thus similarly assert (but wrongly) that a fast rocket should come back to a massive star by that sort of  ‘different geometry’ alone (a weird type of gravity).   But, again, I think that Einstein’s greatest mistake was not using his own E=mc2  to strongly suggest Gravitons and the Aether necessitated by it.  And by not using that aether, together with coming future experimental evidence, to refine and develop the various implied conclusions. 

3)  ‘Relativity’ does not, itself, solve the following apparent mystery (in my opinion):  Sometimes when mass is lost (for example, during electron-positron annihilation); 

something is conveyed from one region of space to a distant region at speed ‘C’, and without the aid of any great energy assist.  But in other cases (usually when greater mass is lost by a big nucleus) -- something travels through space and at less than speed C; and then even applying a ‘nearly infinite’ amount of energy (pushing assistance) usually fails to get it up to quite speed C.  That paradox will not be adequately explained by resorting to ‘tautologies’ (word plays).  And since I believe that light might travel primarily as a particle rather than as a pure wave; I have some doubt if scientists should explain the subject paradox by reverting to the uncertain conclusion that ‘light is a pure wave’ (i.e., not the flight of an individual particle a long distance through space).

4)  *Optional:  My own math may be wrong, but I believe the following:  The formula…
Mmoving = {mo / [1- (v/c)2] -1/2 }…is useful, when used in ‘Relativity’ applications, in the following ways:  To describe the real values of a special particle plus its aether load when it is traveling at a constant high speed, but less than ‘C’, and when that ‘particle with its aether load’ was created by a nuclear decay, or by a  particle accelerator.  But when ‘relativists’ also use that term {mo / [1- (v/c)2] -1/2  } to predict the energy required to create that ‘special particle plus its aether load’ or how much energy it transfers into a target; they must purposely disregard another aspect of that term, to achieve adequate 
predictions.  That disregarded aspect is….that the term {mo / [1- (v/c)2] -1/2  }also implies that mass changes occur (in that ‘special particle plus its aether load’) during its acceleration and de-acceleration period.  (I.e., during the de-acceleration, just before that special particle has entirely lost its aether load; and, thus, becomes the ‘Rest Mass’, alone.)

So ‘relativists’ must handle that ‘inflated (increased) mass’ like…“assuming that if a hundred passengers are riding in a flat Railcar—that all passengers will keep their seatbelts fastened until the flatcar has completely stopped--before debarking and             disappearing.  
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(I.e., thus causing more braking heat than if some passengers slid off the car during the de-acceleration.)  That is fine, but I then think that the term {mo / [1- (v/c)2] -1/2 } should carry some special  ‘notations’ (when used in those special applications), -- perhaps something like:
       M max  = { mo / [1- (vmax / c) 2 ] -1/2  } Note, in some energy calculations, at very high  

                V, adequate results are obtained by using above formula to calculate the larger mass, Mmax ,

                   at constant Vmax and assuming that the added mass, does not “unload” until  the de-acceleration   

                period is completed.

((I realize that most readers will regard my long discourse [under topic “ 4) ” above] as rather silly, so I have asterisked it *Optional.))

Calculation of Graviton’s Details--based on E=mc2 and photon losses to ‘gravity’:
(In this section, I first estimate a Graviton’s mass based on “E=mc2  and the loss of photon  energy to ‘gravity’. ”  Also, I give my calculations for the ethereal density,  velocity, and other details of the aether which are implied by also factoring in some other considerations.  Then I refine my initial estimates of the Graviton’s details, by revisiting and reexamining all the above, both broadly and in detail.)

A.   Rudimentary Implications  of  (E=mc2  and loss of photon energy to ‘Gravity’)

When an electron and positron are very near one another and not traveling at high speed relative to one-another; such pair often interact and annihilate, and a pair of high-energy photon is created.  And each photon flies away from the scene, in opposite directions, at the speed of light.  Most physicists agree that the energy of each annihilated electric particle was mec2, where me is considered to be the ‘rest mass’ of the electron (or positron), and that both electric particles are of equal mass.  Each escaped photon has a wavelength that is approximately equal to ‘a Compton’s wavelength’ (in length).  And such wavelength is approximately consistent with the ‘paradigms’:  (f)(h) = E = mec2, where (f) is the frequency of the photon, (h) is Planck’s constant, and ‘E’ is the photon’s energy; and (f) times (wavelength) = C.  .  All that is consistent, mainstream Physics, and not very advanced.  

I use the phrase, ‘approximately a Compton’s wavelength’; because, as the photons fly away from each other, each should be presumed to have a very slight ‘gravitational effect’ on the other.  This seems like ‘reasonable’ physics; and it is consistent with Mossbauer type experiments and related observations.  Some years after Einstein’s E=mc2; Einstein would create his GRT paradigm, and that also predicted that if a photon passes by the Sun, the photon is bent a little by the Sun’s gravity, and that the photon also ‘pulls’ at the Sun (i.e., both forces are equal, but very small).
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According to mainstream physics books, we can estimate the ‘Coulombic’ or Electrical energy of a rest electron as about (mec2); and although I think that that may be slightly high, we’ll accept that as an estimate, here.  Mainstream Physics also estimates that the moderately strong electrical-magnetic force, associated with an electron, is about (1036) times greater than its (very weak) gravitational force [4].  Thus, we will correspondingly assume that a photon, (flying away from the scene of the electron’s annihilation) will have about (1036) times more energy than the ‘Graviton’ which was created, when that photon lost some energy while escaping from the scene.  Thus, the ‘mass’ of the created Graviton is only (10-36)(me),  the me being the rest mass of an electron.  That calculates out to about:  10-67 kgm worth of Graviton, in the case given above.

B.   Advancing Beyond, merely, the rudimentary conclusions:
 Let us, now, temporarily assign a volume of space for each of those 10-67 kgm worth of graviton mass to inhabit.  Let that volume be based on an imaginary sphere generated by something called ‘the classical electron radius accepted value of  2.82x10-15 meter’.  Then, by thus, assigning 10-43 cu. meter of space, for each Graviton; we estimate a ‘graviton ethereal density over all space’ to be about 10-24 kgm per cu. meter. 

Since some of those assumptions in the last paragraph seem rather questionable; let us attempt to estimate ‘graviton ethereal density’ by using an alternate method.  Let us suppose that the electron-positron annihilation took place at the Sun’s surface.  This time, we are required to assume that the resulting photon, trying to escape from the scene, would have to overcome a lot more ‘gravitational force’ than in the previous example, which assumed no star nearby.  By the time the photon escaped from the Sun’s vicinity, its partial weakening would have produced a graviton equal to about one millionth or two millionth of the annihilated electron’s mass.  And let us assume that the entire mass of the Sun gradually annihilated itself, like that electron-positron pair; and helped fill a spherical volume of space all the way to the star nearest our Sun.  That reasoning, and by interpolating, would result in an estimated ‘Graviton ethereal density--over all space’ of about 10-26 kgm per cu. meter. 

And there are other methods, assumption, and results which one could entertain [5].  But for this paper, we will use 10-24 kgm per cu. meter for the Graviton ethereal density.  (That is closer to Nikola Tesla’s estimate, anyway [6].)  The basic theme is--that there is a sort of flux equilibrium between a very ‘rarefied’ aether (occupying what we sometimes term ‘empty space’) and the occasional massive lumps in space (like our Sun) which have a vastly greater mass density than our ethereal density.  But the Sun has huge distances between it and its neighboring stars.  Our main point is that a real ethereal density exists between the stars, although rarefied!  (The other aim, here, is not, primarily to calculate precise magnitudes, but rather rough estimates.)

We, thus far, have used the term, ‘Graviton’; and we have established the likelihood that it is somewhat related the world’s gravity.  
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After all; in our examples, we used a ‘gravitational paradigm’ to help establish and calculate some details about the radiation of Gravitons!  But unless we can address the likely speeds and energies of most gravitons out there in space, we will be left with only the weak, newly-formed gravitons described in our few examples—too weak and too un-energized to contribute much to our world of interest.  ((Let us suppose that the ‘Relativists’ will now allow us drastically ‘rev up’ the graviton’s speed and energy, ‘as our reward for finding their lost gravitons’.  So let us allow the graviton to have at least enough velocity to provide an energy equal to that of the ‘spinning proton’.  In other words, a sort of ‘equal partition of energy principle’.  I.e., (the ethereal density of a graviton) X (the square of its ‘super-luminal’ velocity) at least equals (the proton’s                                                          nuclear density) X (the square of its spinning speed).))  

Then we can effectively address the question, “What velocities must the Gravitons in 

space have, for their flow and pressures to help keep a ‘spinning proton’ together, so that

it does not ‘fly apart’?”  That would relate to the paradigm of the ‘strong nuclear forces’.   

Indeed, since I don’t believe in ‘inherent attractive forces’; let us empower the gravitons with the velocities and pressures to substitute for those “strong nuclear ‘attraction-like’ forces”.  As primitive as the following estimates will be; let’s imagine that a 10-24 kgm per cu. meter density graviton stream is squirted at one face of the spinning proton, and estimate the speed of the ‘graviton stream’ required to keep the proton from spinning apart.  ((For simplicity, we will assume that the proton is a simple solid sphere of about 1.2x10-15 meter radius (a mainstream textbook radius estimate); and that the proton is spinning fast enough to produce a “half  ‘slash-bar’ Planck-related” worth of ‘spin angular momentum’, a ‘constant’ also given in various references [7] ))  Then, the minimum stream velocity for our Gravitons--calculates out to about 3x1028 meter per second – in order to produce the pressure to keep the spinning proton from flying apart.     
Let us now consider the very high pressure near the center of those stars which have much greater masses than average.  But let us limit ourselves to those stars that are not too exotic or speculative.  That pressure is much less than 1033 newton per sq. meter; indeed, a 1033 newton per sq. meter figure is sufficient to keep our spinning proton together.  I.e., to calculate, roughly, our generated aether pressure; we have:
 [10-24] kgm per cu. meter  X  [3x1028]2 meters per sec. = ~ [1033] Newt. per sq. meter   

Let us imagine a universe where each cubic meter is filled with gravitons.  For simplicity, we will first imagine some of them bouncing around somewhat like air molecules in our own pressurized atmosphere.  Let us suppose that such a ‘gravitonic’ atmosphere also exists between the atoms and elementary particles in stars, providing plenty of gigantic stabilizing pressures for those spinning nuclei.  Perhaps those gravitons should be called ‘squeezitrons’, at least when ‘multitasking’ as follows:  Like local ‘perfect storms’, they make up the vortices that exist near those spinning nuclei, and provide the various required subtle stabilizing forces.  Those ‘atmospheric’ whirling gravitons may facilitate electrostatics and electrodynamics.  
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However, that alone would not account for gravity; so let us also provide for an additional graviton pressure paradigm (an additional style of motion) as follows:
For simplicity, imagine a ‘sleet shower’ or ‘sheet-like rain shower’ of gravitonic motion of such style that such shower slaps’ its way across the Sun, adding a kind of ‘partial pressure’ (or perturbation of existing regular ‘atmospheric-like’ graviton pressure that I previously described).  
Addendum Added (4-15-2009):  At this point, we revise my former 2005 presentation beyond just making minor word changes.  In my 2005 presentation, we depended almost entirely on a superimposed ‘Le Sage-like’ longitudinal ethereal flow to create our ‘gravitational push-paradigm’.  But I now also emphasize that since aether flows around each ‘gross mass’ or elementary particle – that that would likely cause a ‘Bernoulli-Venturi’ reduced pressure (or the like) to arise between such particles.  And thus the existing very high ethereal pressure in most places in space, together with that Bernoulli-Venturi like pressure reduction between such gross masses -- might cause a differential ethereal pressure between those ‘gross masses’.  So that ‘gravity’ is the natural tendency for gross particles to move toward that relative decreased pressure – i.e., so that action is what we term, so-called ‘gravitational attraction’!   
We have retained the idea of aether’s multi-tasking -- with its two different styles of motion.  And we will retain, at least ‘allegorically’, some aspects of some speculation about a ‘tired’ (depleted) long-range ‘Le Sagian’ graviton.

Although I don’t believe exactly in a ‘tired’ (depleted) graviton, as such; yet I do want to make the following observations and comments:  There are various limits in our universe, even though that might not be apparent from the very useful and seemingly accurate (general) formulas we so effectively use and so often!  But no nucleus can get so big (with many more nucleons than bismuth or lead) without becoming unstable and decomposing.  As if that phenomena is a ‘microcosm’ of our entire universe; I also do not believe that even a gigantic ‘galaxy cluster’ can become so big that the entire universe orbits it, and becomes its ‘slave’.  
We should remember that such a phenomena as a Bernoulli-Venturi ‘suction’ is a special and ‘delicate’ action that develops in structured and somewhat complex material systems.  Our universe has ethereal vortices spinning near every point in space, i.e., spinning small regions with about of “Planck’s worth” of angular momentum.  That is crucial to the formation of elementary particle ‘structure’.  I believe that ethereal ‘Bernoulli-Venturi’ motion and it ‘suctions’ are crucial to causing ‘gravity’!  So we must especially remember that, like ‘lamina flow’, that this is an easily destroyable or ‘compromisable’ phenomena.  I therefore believe that it may deteriorate, in its effectiveness over ultra-long distances, especially considering the ‘disorder’ of so much crowded disorderly debris it encounters over such long distances.  

Besides that, how can any ‘suction’ cause ethereal matter to cease to expand into true vacuum or pure nothingness if it is already moving in toward that ‘empty’ direction at velocity ‘C’, or super-luminal velocity, or even any velocity at all?    
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Thus, I believe that no amount of gravity can cause an limited universe consisting of one great ‘governing’ clump!  I.e., such limited universe does not exist and can not exist.  And somewhat similarly; no high, unlimited number of ‘neutrons’ (of questionable stability themselves in a growing nucleus) can prevent a growing disarray (or growing disorder a nucleus) – as the number of nucleons ‘tries’ to increases without limit.  ((The ‘algorithm’ for that is: “too many crowded protons will eventually expel a (‘positively charged’) alpha particle at very high speed, or etc.” And/or “too many crowded protons in a nucleus will tend to ‘attract’ an orbiting electron until it reaches the speed of light or the electron increases in mass and volume until electron brushes against the nucleus that has many ‘bulging’ protons also!”)) Again, I say that, obviously, no such infinite build-ups occur either in ‘galaxy clusters’ (i.e., ‘super-scale’) or a small nucleus, with many nucleons (i.e., the ‘micro-scale’). 
(I believe my above ‘addendum’ makes the my paper no longer so dependent on a ‘Le Sage’ type treatment; but for historical sake and general knowledge, the subject of Le Sage is well discussed by others and with some new creative thoughts [8].)

And we now greatly shorten my former article by deleting a lot of additional speculation that likely is more burdensome than it is useful.  

Summary:
(In a since, my last comments above lead us to a concept of a ‘Bernoulli-Venturi Suction’ gravity, instead of total dependence on a ‘Pushing gravity’ concept!)
Einstein asserted with considerable merit -- that when the Sun loses (mo) mass--it radiates an [(mo)c2 ]  amount of energy.  But Einstein and his followers failed to consistently apply that to stars having great gravity.  It should have been rather obvious 

that something else (i.e., gravitons) was being radiated--besides those photons which would turn out to be weaker than some people expected – after losing energy to ‘gravitation’ during each photon’s escape from s star.  
Eventually, studies would confirm that the photons, indeed, had weaker frequencies than if they had been emitted from much lower-mass bodies. Einstein apparently failed to use that ‘clue’ (i.e., an expected so-called ‘gravitational effect’) together with his E = moc2  paradigm, to reveal the most important cause of action in the universe: i.e., the gravitons.

I highlight the point:  ‘Real energy of a universal aether’—very strongly implied by Einstein’s moc2  paradigm, but Einstein cast that aside, concentrating on his ‘GRT’, and thus substituted an ‘energy-less’, ‘non-moving’, ‘mass-less’ aether, utterly “devoid of mechanical properties” [9] .  That was the very antithesis of Maxwell’s and Hertz’s belief, that… “Potential energy is the energy of hidden motion!” [10].  (Maxwell, and probably Hertz also, would have never fallen for the magical tautological trick-phrase, ‘just due to gravity’, nor just a mental ‘mathematical paradigm’ for that, -- as the end of thinking about the real causes of some physical inconsistencies! [11]  ).
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Einstein’s GRT did offer a very complicated ‘space-time’ web, with abstract mathematical rules as tools for ‘treating’ reality and predicting events. 
((Inserted 4-15-2009:  And, commendably, he apparently predicted a ‘dilation’ (slowdown) of atomic clocks due to gravitational potential energy – the latter relating to ‘escape velocity’.  And that is verified as correct or extremely close to correct by ‘global positioning’ empirical realities.))  
Certain other SRT & GRT type phenomena had been previously predicted by Lorentz, Poincare, P. Gerber [12], and/or others. So, in a sense, Einstein’s (moc2 ) paradigm was probably more original than his SRT and GRT.  

Einstein likely began to overly avoid using an intuitional or a very prying approach, especially after a few experiments seemed to yield disappointing outcomes.  In that regard, I think that SRT mishandles the subject of two groups of nuclei which are really receding from each other at nearly twice the speed of light, by mistakenly reducing it to less than the speed of light.  And SRT and GRT misconstrue some other things, too.  Some of that was covered in this paper, on pages 2 and 3, although ‘Optional’.  

Regarding Einstein’s E = moc2 ; I don’t think we always have to immediately understand everything about it, to use it often effectively.  For example in medicine, many meritorious remedies are rightly justified based on statistics and feeling; even though their precise ‘path or mechanism’ might not be understood for a 100 years, or may never be understood!  Einstein’s failure to apply his E=mc2  more consistently is especially unfortunate, because  E=mc2   probably relates to something like an Archimedes’ principle, but on a far more fundamental and universal scale!. 

In this paper, I have attempted to recover a rather hidden ‘graviton’ aether, a major cause  

of many physical phenomena.  I have used various rationales to make my very rough estimates of the graviton very low ethereal density, and its very high velocities and pressures.  I have also tried to outline how it accounts for the mysteries of so-called ‘attractive’ forces in our universe; (i.e., the so-called ‘weak forces’ of gravity and the ‘strong forces’ of a nucleus).  More details are found in my other articles on the subject.
The dynamics of this universe seem to manifest a competition between ideas, each with at least some merit.  Some examples are: the idea of the highest mass density chunks, vs. all that evaporated into a uniform, rarefied aether;  Efficient packing of large spheres vs. yet remaining open grooves there, in which smaller spheres could fit;  A discrete angular momentum per small volume, vs. momentum in a very large volume averaging out to zero; Statistical fluctuation and noise vs. uniformity;  Lamina fluid flow vs. turbulent fluid flow; Heat transfer by radiation vs. conduction vs. convection;  Equipartition of energy between small and large, vs. exceptions;  An entity’s likeness transferred by wave, vs. the entity itself delivered by its own travel.   
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(Incidentally; I don’t really believe that the mere presents of ultra-high ‘wave energies’ can cause high-density mass to instantaneously ‘spontaneously generate’ in a region where only low-density mass is there to begin with.)

As for the significant constant force between two loops of current-carrying wires (and the lack of that force if one loop is not carrying current) — I’ll just say this:  A weather vane or drifting gyro may be free to turn, and to re-adjust for a simple crosswind, to trivialize that wind’s effect on it.  But if a different (special) force tends to alter or destroy that former readjustment, say, by re-orienting that weather vane’s or gyro’s position “adversely”, then new forces may arise and may be expected to persist.  

 --END of main text; see Footnotes, References, etc., below, and on pages that follow-- 

Footnotes, References, and Related Comments:  
[1]  Beckmann, Petr:  Einstein Plus Two, The Golem Press, Boulder Colorado, (1987), Chapter 1, Section 7, pg.65

[2]  Same as [1], except in the “Preface” to that book, the second to last paragraph.  ((In particular, Beckmann’s recognition that Einstein created a useful  ‘descriptive’… “productive equivalence”.                                                                        

(In my paper, I first try to see, simply, where one is led, by applying consistently what Beckmann termed that “productive equivalence”; and I somewhat postpone settling how the result is to be interpreted for the real world).))     

[3]  Wolff, Milo:  Spin, the Origin of the Natural Laws, and the Binary Universe, appearing in “Frontier Perspectives”, The Center for Frontier Sciences at Temple University, Philadelphia, PA., Vol. 10, No. 2, (Fall, 2001),  pp. 35-44,  in particular 
Wolff’s statement on pg. 42, that “The union of spin, mass increase and quantum theory are found in the spherical rotation at the wave center”. 

(I quoted Wolff [3] to emphasize that spin and quantum mechanics relate to “mass increase”, directly or indirectly.  Then, it is more meaningful, when I remind the reader-- that the knowledge of spin and quantum mechanics was non-existent when Einstein developed SRT and GRT.  So it may seem plausible that Einstein might have developed his SRT and GRT somewhat differently, had it been available.  My quote of Wolff is by no means intended to imply that Wolff would share many of my strong criticisms of SRT and GRT!)

[4]  Semat, H:  Introduction to Atomic and Nuclear Physics, Holt, Rinehard and Winston, New York, (1962), Chapter 15, Section 23 (i.e., 15-23),  pg. 536—for magnitude of forces.  Also in that book is discussed electron-positron annihilation and photons radiated, ref. 15-6; Also discussed is the electrostatic energy of the rest mass electron, and the electron’s so-called “classical radius”, used in some applications, ref. 3-9. 
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 [5]  Tarasenko, V. V:  His article appearing in Galilean Electrodynamics & GED-East,

Vo. 13, Special Issue 2, (Fall, 2002 ); pgs. 22, 35, and principally pg. 40.  Tarasenko’s article is entitled, “The Mass Density of Physical Vacuum”.  (Although I do not agree that the so-called “physical-vacuum density” is as thick Tarasenko asserts; my point is that most scientists--who believe that space has density--consider it to be extremely rarefied. Admittedly, their estimates vary widely. In that regard, see Ref.. [6] below.

[6]  Thomson, D. W:  Secrets of the Aether, published by “The Aenor Trust”, Salem, OR 97302 (~2004?); Chapter 4, “Aether”, pp. 43-45.  Thomson quotes a letter sent by Nikola Tesla to L. M. Cockaday, as follows:.

:In that letter, Tesla asserts: “I had maintained for many years….that we must rather accept the view that all space is filled with a gaseous substance”.  …. “On further investigation I found that this gas was so light that a volume equal to that of the earth would weigh only about one-twentieth of a pound.”  (If the reader calculates out Tesla’s indicated density, they will likely get ~ 10--23  kgm per cu. meter; which is, approximately, the density I have used in my above paper.  And I made nearly the same magnitude estimate, long before I read about the prediction which Tesla made even earlier than mine. (Tesla did not have our benefits of modern scientific information.)
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