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1. Introduction 

here now exists a new and unique type of 
propulsion system capable of profoundly in-

fluencing the future of technology. We are talking 
about an invention that can convert energy to a work-
ing force far more efficiently than anything in use 
today, an invention that has already been tested and 
validated. This system, first introduced to scientific 
authorities over 11 years ago, is in essence a reaction-
less drive. In using this phrase we refer to a propulsion 
system that does not have to react against some other 
medium or exchange momentum with its environ-
ment in order to propel (as conventional systems). 
Rather, the reactionless drive utilizes internal forces 
generated from within the system itself. 

The reactionless drive would, 
among other wonders, enable us 
to attain almost unlimited speeds 
in outer space. Its astounding 
mechanical implications reach to 
the core of quantum mechanics, 
gravity, and magnetism. 

We are not raising the idea of a perpetual mo-
tion machine here. Energy is needed to create the 
propulsive effect in the reactionless drive. But the 
energy requirements for this particular system are 
comparatively modest and could be provided by, say, a 
simple solar battery. 

The reactionless drive would, among other 
wonders, enable us to attain almost unlimited speeds 
in outer space. Its astounding mechanical implications 
reach to the core of quantum mechanics, gravity, and 
magnetism. Interpretations of Newton's laws of 
physics and mechanics, however, hold that such a 
propulsion system cannot work (especially in outer  

space, where Newtonian laws demand the exchange 
of momentum with the environment in the manner of 
rockets). This book evidences that a reactionless drive 
system has in fact been demonstrated to work suc-
cessfully, thereby signaling the death of rocketry. The 
90% plus superefficiency potential of the reactionless 
drive is extraordinary next to what many experts hold 
to be the 2% overall efficiency of the rocket. 

We will, in the following chapters, establish 
that certain unrecognized errors in Newton's work 
have mislead the scientific community for almost 
300 years. We will show how unquestioning accep-
tance of these "laws" have prevented the general 
scientific community from acknowledging an invention 
that is quite possibly the greatest and timeliest in 
human history. These pages will detail 12 years of 
research and experiments, display pictures of working 
models, and present the results of studies undertaken 
by United Airlines, The National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, and individual scientists. As a reader, 
you'll be taken on a fully documented adventure that 
reveals how the pieces of this intriguing puzzle were 
finally put together. 

The man who has accomplished the so-called 
impossible is Robert Cook, an inventor of limited for-
mal education who holds one United States patent and 
will soon receive another for this reactionless drive 
principle. Accordingly, the system we write about has 
been named the Cook Inertial Propulsion (CIP) Engine. 
Cook's achievement involves a synthesis of ideas 
generated from several acts of insight as well as from 
many years of experiments. History reveals that the 
greatest ideas are often the product of solitary minds. 
And history, too, has shown us that inventors of work-
able, original ideas have been subjected to ridicule, an 
attitude costly not only to such inventors but even 
perhaps to humanity itself. Changes in conventional 
ways of thinking have always been difficult to bring 
about. We believe that Cook's invention will ultimately 
triumph over this kind of adversity. 

Our present world faces an overwhelming 
energy crisis. This book (the story of Robert Cook and 
his breakthrough, which is beginning to be recognized 
by noteworthy experts) provides a solution. The an-
swers are here. We hope the world will listen. 





2 Me Reactionless Drive 

/a  that 	
drive is a propulsion system 

that propels by a force generated internally; 
that is, a force created totally within the system itself. 
It can propel in any environment where vehicles are in 
use today— it works the same way whether at the 
bottom of the ocean, on the surface of the earth, or in 
interstellar space. All it needs is an energy source. 
Anything from steam to solar energy may be utilized to 
produce the propulsive effect. 

A reactionless drive produces what we call a 
unidirectional force. What is a unidirectional force? 
Let's look for a moment at an ordinary car, which 
utilizes a two-directional force. The engine in an auto-
mobile turns the wheels (Force One). The wheels then 
propel the vehicle forward or backward due to the fact 
that they move against the ground (Force Two). (See 
Fig. 2-1.) With a unidirectional force, however, the 
engine would not be connected to the wheels. Instead, 

Fig. 2-1 

(a) Reaction drive; 
(b) Reactionless drive  

the engine would produce a thrust within the car. In 
this system, all the wheels do is give the car some-
thing to roll on. 

Imagine a car using this kind of drive. There 
would then be no need for a transmission or drive 
train. You could operate such an auto anywhere on any 
surface. By directing your force upward you could lift 
the vehicle as high off the ground as you wished, then 
let it down fast or gently. Your foot on the accelerator 
would control the speed in any desired direction. 

If you accelerated a reactionless drive vehicle 
at 1 gravity (g), your passengers would need, not seat-
belts, but a strapped-in cocoon. The 1-g acceleration 
would mean going from a complete stop to about 
65 miles per hour (mph) in 3 seconds flat. Or, if you 
reversed the force, braking in the same 3 seconds, the 
car would stop (even on the slickest patch of ice) in a 
distance of about 150 feet. 
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But how does an engine like the CIP produce 
such a powerful force? Consider this illustration: By 
whirling a stone secured to the end of a rope you can 
generate a tremendous amount of centrifugal force 
with a small expenditure of energy. The trouble is, you 
can't do much with that force; if the stone keeps 
whirling in the circle these large centrifugal forces 
balance themselves exactly every revolution. But if 
you could somehow extract just some of that enor-
mous force and make it go one direction . . . well, look 
what David did to Goliath with a slingshot. 

The beauty of centrifugal force resides in the 
fact that this force grows at a tremendous rate. Below 
100 revolutions per minute (rpm), centrifugal force 
doesn't do much, but as the rpms increase, the force 
increases proportionately by the square of the angular 
velocity (Fig. 2-2). For example, an object traveling in a 
circle with a radius of 10 centimeters (cm), at the rate 
of 600 rpm, generates a centrifugal force almost 
41 times gravity. Centrifugal force can, without much 
trouble at all, tear a high-tensile steel wheel into 
shreds. Supercentrifuges, which operate on this prin-
ciple, can develop accelerations in the millions of g's. 
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Fig. 2-2 

Centrifugal force produced by a 1-lb weight and a 90-lb weight 
spinning in a 2-ft. radius. Ninety pounds is a typical propellant mass 
used by the CIP. At 5,000 rpm, the combined propellant mass 
would produce 1,542,126 lbs of constant force. 

(a) 
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(b)  

Fig. 2-3 

(a) Single mass equals gyration; (b) double mass equals oscillation. 

Now picture an ice-skater swinging a heavy 
ball overhead. The moving ball— at the end of a strong 
cord— makes the skater gyrate in a circle. Imagine two 
such skaters. Have them lock their free arms and 
synchronize the spin of the balls (Fig. 2-3). We now 
have a two-directional force, an oscillation. 

If the heavy balls on one side move the skaters 
two feet in one direction, they would then move the 
skaters two feet back to the original position as they 
came around. In outer space, on the ground, or in 
water, centrifugal force— wherever it is produced—
will always affect the motion of an object to a certain 
degree. In order to propel with centrifugal force, a 
force imbalance must be created, one which does not 
add up to zero over a complete spin cycle. What is 
required, then, is something identical to the rectifier 
that converts alternating current (a.c.) into direct cur-
rent (d.c.). Ordinary a.c. also adds up to zero through a 
full 360°, but by using a rectifier one can generate d.c. 
output. In like manner, one-half of the centrifugal force 
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Fig. 2-4 

Sine wave produced by unrectified centrifugal force. 

cycle must be neutralized in order to tap the centrifugal 
force for propulsion. Otherwise, we will always end up 
with bounded motion. If the negative 180° of the cycle 
can be prevented from affecting the center, then ac-
celeration is possible in one direction. 

When plotted, centrifugal force (generated by 
two counterrotating masses) produces a regular sine 
wave just as an a.c. waveform (Fig. 2-4). The trick is to 
"chop off" the trough of the sine wave and only obtain 
the crest. We have found the way to do this. Until 
now, no one has succeeded in neutralizing one-half 
the cycle of an unbalanced centrifugal force (Fig. 2-5). 

The force generated by the overhead whirling 
balls of the ice-skaters will, when rectified, produce an 
intermittent force: positive for 180°; then neutral for 
180° (Fig. 2-6a). This 180° of "no force effects" would 
produce an uneven, pulsating force on the skaters. 
Because of this factor, in order to smooth out the force 
in an actual mechanical system we would need to 
employ three pairs of rotors. These would have to be 
synchronized and phased at 120° intervals to produce 
a constant and smooth force (Fig. 2-6b). What we now 
have is identical to the phasing of a.c. generators. Just 
as these generate current, our system, the Cook Iner-
tial Propulsion Engine— the C/P— generates force. 

The CIP would allow a true hovering craft to be 
perfectly feasible— it would obviously make airplane 
wings obsolete. With the CIP system, aircraft (which 
would no longer be "airborne" but "forceborne") could 
stop in midair and yet hold altitude, thus opening 
amazing possibilities for aviation. For example, to lift 
approximately 3,000 pounds, a 35-foot wing (roughly) 
is now needed. With the narrower silhouette made 
possible by a refined CIP engine, resistance would be 
much less and the drag coefficient would diminish 
appreciably. A series of CIP units on the fuselage could 
easily do the work of a wing. 

In a conventional system the propellant that 
lifts the plane is air. The wing requires a large surface 
area due to the low density of air. The higher the air-
craft goes, the lower the air density, and the wing 

Fig. 2-5 

Rectified centrifugal force would propel a skater in one direction. 

looses lifting capability. To get additional lift, either the 
velocity or the area of the wing must be increased. 
However, if it isn't necessary to react against the air to 
create lift, these factors become irrelevant. Ultimately, 
the wing's efficiency is limited—at a certain point the 

(a) 

Fig. 2-6 

(a) Rectified single phase centrifugal force wave; (b) Three-phase 
centrifugal force wave. 
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lift function is lost. With the CIP, however, the higher 
the altitude, the less the frictional and gravitational 
effects. This results in the CIP becoming increasingly 
more efficient. 

A true reactionless drive can relegate space 
rockets to the museum forever. The rocket was aban-
doned as a serious means of propulsion shortly after 
its invention by the Chinese around 1214 A.D.' Al-
though the rocket has recently been revived by indus-
trialized nations, its extremely low efficiency (2% or 
less according to many experts) makes it a less-than-
satisfactory method of travel, especially in outer space. 
Clearly, if humankind wishes to advance significantly 
in the exploration of space, an alternate and more 
efficient means of propulsion must be developed. A 
reactionless space drive will do things beyond the 

. . . a true reactionless drive can 
relegate rockets to the museum 
forever. 

ability of any propulsion system available today. No 
rocket, for instance, can carry enough reaction-mass 
to maintain a 1-g acceleration all the way from here to 
Uranus. Without reaction-mass a rocket can't perform 
even the minutest maneuvers in space. A rocket's 
course becomes about as flexible as a glass rod — it 
can be bent just a little. The advantages of the reac-
tionless drive over the rocket are many: 

1. Propulsion techniques. Chemically fueled rockets must ex-
change momentum with the environment in order to propel. 
The CIP reactionless drive, on the other hand, would propel 
without this exchange because (as you will see in Chapter 7) 
the propellant mass is trapped and recycled. 

2. Speed potential. The speed of the conventional rocket is lim-
ited by the velocity of the escaping gas. If escaping gases 
are expelled at 24,000 mph, the forward velocity of the 
rocket can never exceed this speed unless some other force 
such as gravity influences it. If a reactionless drive were coast-
ing alongside a rocket at 24,000 mph, a few pounds of positive 
thrust requiring very little energy would accelerate it past the 
rocket. To catch up, the rocket would have to expel tremen-
dous amounts of energy and gas at better than 24,000 mph. 
What would be the speed limit of the reactionless drive in 
outer space? After 24 hours of acceleration at 1 g such a 
system would be moving at almost 2 million mph. A rocket 
cannot even approach this potential. (The reactionless drive 
does require energy to recycle the propellant mass, but in 
space solar energy could be tapped to run electric motors for 
recycling the propellant. In deep space a nuclear reactor could 
create the same electrical energy. The energy needs of the 
reactionless drive are exceedingly small. With nuclear energy, 
its speed potential is whatever the ultimate universal speed 
limit is. We are not sure the speed of light is the ultimate 
speed limit.) (See Fig. 2-7.) 

3. Efficiency. The energy in most chemical rockets derives from 
an exotic fuel that creates heat, a well-known form of energy. 
With this process, much efficiency is thrown away. With the 
CIP drive, however, the propellant mass is recycled, and mass 
energy is not thrown away. (See Table 2-1). 

Fig. 2-7 

Einstein asserted that the speed of light is the ultimate speed 
limit (before the CIP). Is this true now? (Going at the speed of light 
you would travel 11,160,000 miles per minute or 5,869,713,600,000 
miles per year.) 

Comparison of Jet and CIP Efficiency 

Engine 
	

Power Required (hp) 
	

Thrust 	(lbs) 

Jet * 
	

1 
	

1 
CIP 
	

1 
	

600 

*Traveling 375 mph at 35,000 feet. 

Table 2 - 1 



Fig. 2-9 

The artificial gravity effects of rotating space station. 

Some far-sighted people such as the late John 
W. Campbell, Jr. suggested 20 years ago that a 
nuclear-powered submarine would make an ideal 
reactionless spaceship. In 1960 he wrote: 

The nuclear submarine has already been tested with 
full crews for thirty continuous days out of contact with 
Earth's atmosphere; their air-cycling equipment is already in 
place, and functions perfectly. What difference if the "out of 
contact" situation involves submersion in water instead of 
in space? 

The ship, if it can lift off Earth at all, can generate a 
one gee vertical acceleration. Since that acceleration is be-
ing generated by engines capable of continuous operations 
for months— if not years—at a time, the acceleration can 
simply be maintained for the entire run, there would be no 
period of free-fall for the ship or crew. Therefore, the pres-
ent ship structure, equipment, and auxiliary designs would 
be entirely satisfactory. Also, a sub has various plumbing 
devices with built-in locks so the equipment can be used 
under conditions where the external pressure is widely dif-
ferent from the internal. 2  

Accelerating at approximately 1 g, such a ship 
can make the trip from Earth to Mars— when Mars is 
closest— in less than three days. And even when Mars 
is at its maximum distance from the Earth on the far 
side of the sun we're still looking at only a five-day trip. 

In flight, the ship would simply lift out of the 
sea, rise vertically, and, once out of the Earth's grav- 
itational field, maintain a constant 1-g acceleration. 
Halfway to Mars it would loop its course and decel- 
erate the rest of the way at the same rate. Insofar as 
motion goes, passengers could not distinguish be- 
tween sitting in the ship or relaxing at home in their 
favorite easy chair because the 1-g acceleration dupli- 
cates the effects of gravity. These unusual effects 
were explained by Einstein's principle of equivalence 
as follows: Consider one observer in the gravitational 
field of Earth and another in the accelerating space 
ship. If both drop a test body, both will observe it to 

Fig. 2-8 

The effect of being at rest in a gravitational field (a) is the same as 
the effect of being at rest in an accelerated coordinate system (b). 

accelerate relative to the floor. According to classical 
theory, the Earth-based observer would attribute the 
phenomenon to a gravitational force, and the space-
ship observer would attribute it to the accelerated floor 
overtaking the uniformly moving body. Einstein 
reasoned that the effects are identical, and thus a 
theory of gravity should provide an equivalent descrip-
tion of the two systems (Fig. 2-8). Einstein made this 
principle of equivalence the physical cornerstone of 
general relativity. It states that, on a local scale, the 
physical effects of a gravitational field are indistin-
guishable from the physical effects of an accelerated 
system. 

The effects of centrifugal force on the occu-
pants of a rotating space station is also similar to both 
gravity and the force produced by the accelerating 

spaceship. Essentially, the occupants of the rotating 
space station (Fig. 2-9) are in a constant state of accel-
eration (any change of direction constitutes accel-
eration). 

(Here's an interesting idea: Consider a CIP 
engine hovering a few inches off the earth's surface. 
The engine has the rotational velocity of the earth's 
surface. As the rotating earth turns with it, would our 
engine move off in a tangent into space at the rota-
tional velocity of the earth? If the friction of our atmo-
sphere is discounted, would it?) 
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(c) 

Imagine for a moment that this internal or uni-
directional force can be produced. What influence 
would this have on our planet, and our lives? 

The possibilities are phenomenal. All aspects 
of the human condition would be touched. We would 
now have the ability to generate tons of force. This 
discovery allows us to think the previously unthink-
able. For example, huge CIP units could be positioned 
along our planet's equator or at the polar regions (Fig. 
2-10). By guiding the force of these units in certain 
directions over a period of time we could then actually 
adjust the rotational speed of the earth (or its tilt) for 
whatever reasons would benefit the world community. 
Our climate could be modified. The earth's orbit itself 
— or even the arrangement of heavenly bodies— could 
someday be adjusted if desired. 

Experiments have been conducted with a small 
cork and a large steel beam. The beam is suspended 
from a ceiling and is adjacent to a tiny cork hanging on 
a string. When the cork is bounced off the beam at 
regular intervals, the steel eventually begins to oscil-
late. The tiny cork transmits energy to that huge beam! 
If the CIP units were run constantly they, too, could in 
time affect the earth's rotation or tilt in the same way 
the cork affects the steel beam. 

CIP-generated travel near or beyond the speed 
of light makes the vast, incomprehensible distances 
between galaxies and quasars navigable. With the use 
of the reactionless drive in space we may begin col-
onizing other worlds before the year 2000. Planets 
would become easily accessible for exploration, min-
ing, and harvesting. (We may find more gold and 
diamonds out there than we'll know what to do with.) 

(d) 

I 

Fig. 2-10 

(a) CIP units attached to the equator to increase earth's rotational 
speed; (b) CIP units attached to the poles to change the angle of the 
earth's axis; (c) CIP units attached to the poles to increase the 
earth's orbital speed around the sun; (d) Earth's orbit changes when 
orbital speed is increased. 
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Fig. 2-11 

(a) Small wedge-shaped craft for both space and atmospheric 
flight; (b) Larger transporter mainly for atmospheric use. 

The discovery of a method for producing an 
internal propulsive force directly raises realistic pos-
sibilities for new energy sources. Future units installed 
in a basement or buried in a special backyard enclosure 
could supply the necessary energy— lighting, heating, 
etc.— to an average home for 20 years. And the source 
could be pollution-free. 

The CIP system will most likely cause the 
demise of all wheeled vehicles. (Bridges will be totally 
unnecessary. They will become historical monu-
ments.) New transportation conveyances will arise. 
Picture, for example, a small, wedge-shaped craft 
such as that shown in Fig. 2-11a. This craft could 
ricochet gently off another in a collision. Passengers 
may be frightened, but they will live to see another 
day. The ride will be almost perfectly smooth. Flight in 
a CIP-powered craft will be free from the jolting impact 
of turbulence because air passengers will not be air-
borne but rather "forceborne" in the air. The gyro-
scopic action of the propulsive unit will also have a 
stabilizing effect. The noise pollution generated by 
major airlines will be eliminated. In the future, you can 
expect to fly in a superquiet, supersmooth, and super-
powerful craft. A larger craft with additional seating 
capacity can be built in the shape of a cigar, longer 
than it is wide (Fig. 2-11b). 

Another beautiful facet of the CIP is its maneu-
verability. A series of controls could instantly change 
the direction of the propulsive force. To illustrate: 
Envision a huge oil tanker pulling into a port. A number  

of CIP units in the stern and bow could, when activated 
by a switch, actually direct the force so that the ship 
could dock sideways. (See Fig. 2-12.) In the atmo-
sphere or in deep space a CIP-propelled craft would 
have almost unlimited possibilities. With a complete 
combination of force-producing vertical and horizontal 
units, an astronaut could change directions or stop 
instantly, hover in space, or perform any maneuver by 
gradually or abruptly changing the direction of the 
force. 

By storing tremendous amounts of inertia in 
the spinning propellant mass while the system is in 
neutral, one could activate the system instantaneously 
for unbelievable acceleration (Fig. 2-13). Later, we will 

Fig. 2-12 

Ship berthing without the aid of tugboats. 



500 mph 	1,000 mph 

hr. min. hr. 

Moscow to Chicago 4,987 9 58 4 
Berlin to Cairo 1,797 3 36 1 
Honolulu to Moscow 7,047 14 6 7 
San Francisco to Capetown 10,248 20 30 10 
Caracas to New York 2,120 4 14 2 
Mexico City to London 5,558 11 7 5 
New York to Los Angeles 2,451 4 54 2 
Denver to Omaha 488 0 59 0 

5,000 mph 10,000 mph 

hr. min. hr. min. 

1 0 0 30 
0 22 0 11 
1 25 0 42 
2 3 1 1 
0 25 0 13 
1 7 0 33 
0 29 0 15 
0 6 0 3* 

min. 

59 
48 

3 
15 

7 
33 
27 
29 

COMPARISON OF AIR TRAVEL TIME AT CONVENTIONAL AND CIP SPEEDS 

Distance Average Conventional Speeds 	Average CIP Speeds 
(Air Miles) 	(miles per hour) 	 (miles per hour) 

*Obviously human limitations must be considered. 

TABLE 2-2 

illustrate precisely how this could be done. The pres-
ently unthinkable speeds we could eventually reach in 
our atmosphere will be limited only by the need for 
passenger comfort and the craft's ability to withstand 
heat. (See Table 2-2.) 

The cost of a CIP engine would be a fraction of 
that of the various transport devices of contemporary 
technology. Putting a pound of payload into earth's 
orbit by chemical rocket ranges from about $100 to 
over $1,000. 3  The CIP engine is cost-effective far 
beyond any present propulsion system. 

There are several basic propulsion techniques 
currently considered suitable for interplanetary travel. 
One, of course, is the rocket; that is, rockets in the 
strict sense of devices that carry and expel their own 
expulsive material or "working" fluid, which is heated 
and expanded to a high velocity in a nozzle. Then there 
are the ion and magnetoplasma devices discussed 
below. (These do not use thermodynamic expansion 
of gas to obtain a thrust.) Two classes of nuclear 
rockets are also under development. One, the fission 
type, utilizes a uranium-fueled, solid-core reactor that 
heats a working fluid, usually hydrogen. (The working 
fluid then accelerates through a nozzle as in the gen-
eral rocket.) The other type of nuclear rocket uses 
energy from the decay of radioactive materials. (Such 
an engine would be primarily suitable for low thrust.) 
Safety provisions necessary to protect crew, service 
personnel, and equipment from excessive neutron or 
gamma rays have caused considerable and expensive 
delays in nuclear propulsion projects. 

Fig. 2-13 

(a) Speed that a typical 5,000-lb CIP-powered craft could be travel-
ing after only 1 second (with a 90-lb propellant mass); (b) Speed 
that a typical 5,000-lb CIP-powered craft would reach with the 
rotors spinning at a slow 1,000 rpm. 
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Three basic kinds of electrical propulsion-
electrothermal, electrostatic, and electromagnetic—
are being considered. In electrothermal propulsion a 
working fluid such as nitrogen or hydrogen is passed 
over hot metal surfaces and then expanded in a super-
sonic nozzle. Electromagnetic propulsion for flight 
vehicles uses motive power produced by high-speed 
discharge of a plasma fluid. Along with ion (electro-
static) propulsion, electromagnetic propulsion yields 
several mechanisms capable of attaining specific im-
pulses, exceeding those of thermal propulsion devices 
by a considerable margin. (Much more power can be 
transferred to a body of matter by electrical means 
than by heating.) By increasing the power transfer 
sufficiently to ionize the propellant material, it is pos-
sible to apply electric forces and circumvent the 
thermal barrier. However, each of these drives has its 
own unique problems. 

Still another technique involves using the radia-
tion pressure of photons. With this method, a solar sail 
functions as a reflector upon which the bouncing of 
photons creates a reaction force that generates pro-
pulsion. A clipper sailing through the heavens! 

All these methods, however, relate back to the 
same basic principle: using reaction-mass to propel. 
We maintain that this is not the way to go, that present 
interplanetary propulsion plans are on an evolutionary 
path leading straight to extinction, that the reaction-
less drive represents the best possible future. Com-
pared to ion propulsion, the force potential of the reac-
tionless drive is a brute. It's like pitting a gigantic 
bulldozer against a smoke machine (Fig. 2-14). 

The CIP would make commuting fast, smooth, 
and easy. (Leave the tires behind and forget the bridge 
tolls). No need to ride the elevator; park on the 36th 
floor. Reserve the downtown streets for pedestrians. 
Delivery vehicles could unload their cargo at any given 
floor of a skyscraper, simply hovering in space. Strap a 
lightweight CIP convertible pack on your back and you 
are "forceborne." (See Fig. 2-15.) You can float with 
the breeze, glide with birds, drift with clouds. 

A reactionless force has other important uses. 
It will lift anything. Why not employ this new system 
to perform the world's heavy work? It will provide the 
portable "skyhook" we've been needing for centuries. 
The same kind of CIP engine that can drive a space-
ship could be used to relocate an entire office building 
or home. Houses could be constructed with special-
ized foundations. A towing service with customized 
lifting craft could hover overhead, attach its equipment 
to these special foundations, and transport your entire 
dwelling— family and contents— to just about any-
where you wanted (Fig.2-16). This opens prospects for 
several completely new industries. Instead of packing 
up and renting a vacation home, just take your own 
residence and personal belongings with you. With an 
appropriate CIP system, large office buildings and 

Fig. 2-14 

Ion propulsion versus the CIP is like a smoke machine versus a 
bulldozer. 

. . . present interplanetary pro-
pulsion plans are on an evolu- 
tionary path leading straight to 
extinction . . . the reactionless 
drive represents the best possible 
future. 

Fig. 2-15 

Commuting by CIP. 
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(a) 

Fig. 2-16 

House moving by CIP made easy. 

skyscrapers could be built outside of the city and then 
moved into place, thereby eliminating urban construc-
tion site clogging and noise. 

Platforms mounted under CIP units could hover 
close to buildings for painting, changing light bulbs, or 
washing windows. Fire, police, and medical personnel 
could more effectively provide emergency services 
with their new vehicles (Fig. 2-17a and b). During an 
earthquake, powerful CIP units could hold buildings in 
place, or future edifices could be constructed with the 
potential to be lifted until danger passes. CIP spotter 
craft could carefully monitor gigantic storms, typhoons, 
tornadoes, and hurricanes for improved meteorological 
warnings. A portable CIP unit could pull down any tree 
without exerting force on the person using it. Similarly, 
the walls of buildings could be knocked over by a mere 
push. (We may have to be very careful who has access 
to these units.) 

Fig. 2-17 	
(b) 

(a) Firefighters will adapt the CIP to their use; (b) Emergency sea 
rescue facilitated by CIP. 



Fig. 2-18 

Filmmaking will be revolutionized by the CIP. 

Portable floodlights could be flown in to light 
up construction projects, sporting events, movie sets, 
and emergencies. Camera crews could get fantastic 
vantage points riding special units or using remote 
control units (Fig. 2-18). 

Skiers could be transported up mountains in 
flying shuttle buses. Small units could slow down 
"out-of-control" skiers or lift them over rapidly 
approaching obstacles. Traveling adventurers, hunters, 
photographers, and so forth could easily reach isolated 
locations with portable backpack units. Fishing enthu-
siasts could drop in on some virgin lake to make that 
last lucky cast of the evening. Golf carts could float 
over the grass instead of following surface golf paths 
(Fig. 2-19). 

Our world would never be the same. Trans-
porting emergency food, water, or health supplies 
would be a swift and simple matter. We would no 
longer need conventional cargo ships. With powerful 

Fig. 2-19 

Transporting golfers by CIP will be easy although it may not im-
prove their game. 
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Fig. 2-20 

CIP transports goods quickly, efficiently, and quietly. 
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CIP flying units, gigantic containers could be trans-
ported quickly through the air to deliver goods inter-
nationally (Fig. 2-20). All transportation costs would 
drop. 

Icebergs could be towed through our oceans to 
desired locations. Remote units could glide over for-
ests performing fire-prevention duties. The possibil-
ities are endless. 

And consider all the new employment oppor-
tunities. Some existing transportation systems would 
gradually be converted to the CIP engine, a process 
entailing the creation of an untold number of jobs. 
New factories would be built to manufacture the latest 
production models and to experiment on new applica-
tions. Exotic jobs would come into being. How would 
you like to be a tour guide on excursion trips around 
our solar system? 

Moreover, access to the solar system and 
galaxy would open up countless positions in explora-
tion, research, and mining. We would again have new 
frontiers to develop. 

The cost of flying would decrease, enabling 
more and more people to afford travel, which would 
not only be cheaper but faster, easier, supersafe, and 
infinitely more enjoyable. There is no end to the 
benefits. 

CIP spacecraft would be able to dispose of our 
nuclear wastes by putting them on a collision course 
with the sun or other massive star. 

Does the human race have the maturity and 
character to take advantage of the potential utopia we 
could have here on earth? The question is a difficult 
one. Obviously, there are serious military implications 
to the CIP. Imagine the new weapons that could be 
devised. Satellites overseeing our defenses would 
become vulnerable. They could be plucked out of the  

sky or tampered with. New safeguards would have to 
be found; new laws written and enforced. 

Hopefully, the excitement of developing a new 
frontier will unite the human race. The availability of 
unlimited territory should ease pressure on territorial 
disputes and land acquisition. Vital natural resources 
could become abundant. The opportunities opened up 
by the CIP could have deeply inspirational effects on 
humankind. 

Clearly, an invention as revolutionary as the CIP 
collides with vested interest groups with a great deal 
to lose. But history has shown that all great inventions 
and changes leave some losers in their wake. Can we 
not view matters differently this time? When the cur-
tains of the Cl P-based future have been fully opened 
there would be no real losers. Every single human 
being would benefit. 

With such incredible rewards at stake it would 
seem that science would make equally incredible 
efforts at researching and developing a unidirectional 
force system. This hasn't happened. In fact, hardly 
anyone in the scientific community has taken an in-
terest. Throughout the history of science this has 
remained a painfully neglected area. Why? The next 
chapter examines the amazing controversy created by 
the CIP, and looks into the injustice that has been 
inflicted on the peoples of our world by the suppres-
sion of this invention. 

Citations, Chapter 2 
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3 The Controversy 

IN ewton's laws of motion are not totally correct. 
  This shocking statement really staggers the 

mind when one comes to fully realize that the basis of 
physics and mechanics are ill-founded. Why do we say 
this? Because of one simple fact that involves a proven 
internal force principle. The three laws of Isaac Newton 
dealing with inertia, acceleration, and reaction leave no 
room for internal forces to affect an object's motion. 

The existence of an internal force that influ-
ences motion has been proven. A working model 
demonstrating this fact has been built. The patent has 
been issued. We document the details in this book. 
Repercussions from this invention should echo 
throughout science when the false foundation of 
mechanics is exposed. 

Unfortunately, in this day and age, the ability of 
educated people to detect important breakthrough 
discoveries leaves much to be desired. Einstein him-
self said it: "It is little short of a miracle that modern 
methods of instruction have not already completely 
strangled the holy curiosity of inquiry, because what 
this delicate little plant needs most, apart from initial 
stimulation, is freedom; without that it is surely de-
stroyed. I believe that one could even deprive a healthy 
beast of prey of its voraciousness, if one could force it 
with a whip to eat continuously whether it were hungry 
or not."' 

Carl Sagan reminds us that Einstein's remarks 
should be sobering to those engaged in higher educa-
tion in science: "I wonder how many potential Ein-
steins have been permanently discouraged through 
competitive examinations and the forced feeding of 
curricula. . . . It is clear that Albert Einstein became a 
scientist in spite of, not because of, his schooling." 2  

Let's examine the controversy that has been 
created by the breakthrough idea of the reactionless 
drive. Isaac Newton left no room for the possibility of a 
system creating an internal force to propel. Newton's 
well-known three laws of motion, published in 1687 in 
Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica, are: 

1. Every body remains at rest or continues to move uniformly in a 
straight line unless compelled by external forces to change 
this condition. 

2. The rate of change of momentum of a body is proportional to 
the force applied, or F = ma. 

3. For every action there is an equal and opposite reaction. 

Propulsion is based on the reaction principle, 
stated qualitatively in the third law. A quantitative 
description of the propulsive force exerted on a body is 
given by the second law, expressed mathematically as 
F = ma. Any change in momentum, according to 
Newton's second law, must be exactly equal to the 
propulsive force exerted on the body. Let's look closely 
at these laws and examine how they are incorrect. 

Note that the first law (a body will remain at 
rest or moving uniformly in a straight line unless com-
pelled by external forces to change this condition) 
refers only to an external force, which, of course, 
requires a second body to produce that force. These 
circumstances exclude any possibility for an internal 
force, which requires no second body to react against 
at all. 

Newton's laws of motion are not 
totally correct. 

The force referred to in the second law (force 
equals mass times acceleration)—that is, the force 
employed in effecting the acceleration of a body— has 
always been considered to be external because in-
ternal forces capable of propelling have been held to 
be "impossible." Since we will show that an internally 
propelling force is possible, this equation must be 
modified to include a distinguishing sign (a lowercase 
"i" after the "F" whenever an internal force is repre-
sented). Thus, F i  = ma represents internal forces, and 
Fe  = ma represents external forces. 

The third law (for every action or force there 
must be an equal and opposite reaction) implies that 
there can never be a force acting in nature unless two 
bodies are involved— the one that exerts the force, 
and the one upon which the force is exerted. Accord-
ing to Newton, forces capable of effecting motion 
must be produced in pairs, opposite and equal. But, 
once again, only an external force is considered (Fig. 
3-1). 



  

The conservation of momentum concept can 
be expanded to the principles of the conservation of 
linear momentum and the conservation of angular 
momentum.* A complete description of a system 
must include both quantities. A simple example of 
momentum conservation is a heavy rifle fired toward 
the back of a small boat by a person on board. As the 
bullet is accelerated to the rear, the boat is accelerated 
forward. 

Let's see how these principles apply in prac-
tice. To run or walk forward we push backward against 
the ground. The reaction of the foot against the ground 
allows us to go forward. Automobile tires react against 
the pavement to produce a change in momentum. In 
the case of an airplane or ship, the required change in 
momentum is generally wrought by changing the 
velocity of the fluid (air or water) passing through the 
propulsive device or engine. In a turbojet engine, the 
air is the propulsive medium and the thrust is obtained 
by the acceleration of the air as it passes through the 
engine. A rocket operating in the vacuum of space 
uses some of its own mass to propel. For momentum 
to be conserved, the rocket must acquire an equal 
momentum in the forward direction. 

As mentioned, we have found a way to make a 
spacecraft increase its velocity without exchanging 
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Fig. 3-1 

Note the two-directional force produced by the chemical rocket 
contrasted to the unidirectional force produced by the mechanical 
rocket. 

Newton's second and third laws have been 
generalized to provide the conservation of momentum 
principle, which also forbids an internal force: No 
matter what goes on inside the machine, no matter 
how many weights may shift and gears may spin, you 
can never propel. 

Science has insisted over and over again that 
momentum cannot be effectuated unless an exchange 
with the environment or a reaction against a second 
object occurs. The rocketry experts with whom we 
have had discussions thought us insane even to sug-
gest that one could outfit a spacecraft with a series of 
gears and revolving masses, take it into outer space, 
and thereby effectuate its momentum. They admitted 
that an invention as we described might have limited 
success on earth, but refused to believe it could effec-
tively propel in deep space. ("Boys, you can't pull your-
self up by your own bootstraps.") Some opponents 
mockingly call Cook's invention a "bootstrap thruster." 

The conservation of momentum principle 
states that when a system of masses is subject only to 
forces that the masses of the system exert on one 
another, then the total vector momentum of the sys-
tem is constant. The principle of conservation of 
momentum holds generally and is applicable in all 
fields of physics. In particular, momentum is con-
served even if the particles of a system exert forces on 
one another, or if the total mechanical energy is not 
conserved. 

  

 

Our opponents liken our attempt to propel with the CIP to a man 
trying to lift himself by his own bootstrap. 

 

*These two principles are defined on page 39. 

 

    



momentum with its environment. (The secret of how 
we circumvented Newton's laws is explained in 
Chapter 7.) The results of our experiments allow us to 
assert categorically that the wording of the existing 
laws and principles of motion are misleading. These 
should be modified to better express the truth. We 
understand that such modification will be difficult for 
physicists to accept, especially since both their educa-
tion and experience deem what we have accomplished 
"impossible." We can only ask that, in the spirit 
of Einstein, conventional thinking in this area be 
suspended until all the facts that we present are 
examined. 

Actually, the situation we face with the rejec-
tion of this invention is no worse than past circum-
stances in the field of electricity. A century or so ago 
many sincerely believed that it would be "impossible" 
to do work with alternating current without violating 
the conservation of momentum principle, since the 
average current was zero. It turned out that, although 
the current in one direction is balanced by an equal 
flow in the opposite direction, the flows are not equal 
and opposite simultaneously and thus work can be 
done. Furthermore, when all else failed, other argu-
ments were presented to preserve the conservation of 
momentum principle. 3  

The response of the scientific community 
toward our project has ranged from cool to cold. Those 
that could really have helped, have not. Given the 

Galileo being corrected by experts of his day. 

nature of this controversy few qualified people have 
made objective studies. Those that have, confirm that 
the CIP does work. 

Robert Cook has been trying to expose the 
conceptual constraints of Newton's laws to scientists 
for 12 years. He is now presenting his case directly to 
the public. In one sense, it may be said that a great 
error has been discovered in the laws of physics. 
Nearly all momentous scientific revolutions, from 

In over a dozen years no physicist 
or technician has built a model 
to disprove the theory of the 
CIP engine. 

Galileo to the splitting of the atom, have evoked 
charges of "heresy." 4  Science has in many ways 
become like a religion with dogmatic teachings to 
protect. Anyone who questions basic precepts cannot 
expect an unbiased hearing. And it is especially dif-
ficult for established scientists to pay careful attention 
to a "heretic" such as Robert Cook, who lacks the 
proper educational credentials. 

Humanity should learn from history, which has 
repeatedly shown that so-called "uneducated" persons 
have many times broken through the barriers of the 
unknown. 

Understandably, there is substantial emotional 
impact connected to the idea that a propelling internal 
force can be produced. Anyone with a heavy emotional 
investment in the "known laws of physics" tends to 
intensely reject this idea. This negative attitude must 
be changed. Given the energy problem facing us, our 
time is limited. We can no longer afford the traditional 
attitudes of the past. This luxurious pingpong game of 
arguing about the concept rather than examining the 
facts is being played on a sinking ship. 

Carl Sagan writes, "Many of the problems fac-
ing us may be solvable, but only if we are willing to 
embrace brilliant, daring and complex solutions. Such 
solutions require brilliant, daring and complex people." 5 

 The brilliant and daring solution of the CIP engine has 
collided head-on with human vanity. "The thing Galileo 
fought for— the things for which science has honored 
him, classified him as a martyr of science—was the 
fundamental proposition that demonstration must be 
accepted; that observational data must never be sup-
pressed for the sake of authority and theory." 6  Many of 
the scientists we contacted have flagrantly violated this 
ideal for which Galileo fought. 



In over a dozen years no physicist or technician 
has built a model to disprove the theory of the CIP 
engine. (At the same time, objective studies done by 
United Airlines conclude that the invention does 
work.)' Obviously, a good number of physicists adhere 
to an emotionally based protectionist policy regarding 
the laws of physics. Such scientists may soon realize 
that their "solid" foundation actually rests on sand. 

People should not take offense at the concept 
of the CIP engine. The purpose here is not to discredit 
Newton but to gain new knowledge and to thus im-
prove the living standards of the human race. Re-
searchers and scientists should participate in develop-
ing this idea. Why be angry at this discovery? It should 
be received as a blessing. 

Our research in this area brought to light others 
in the past who have made similar attempts at this 
particular "impossibility." (We detail portions of their 
work in Chapter 5.) The most widely known of these 
inventors was Norman Dean, who received national 
publicity in 1960. We were astonished at the remark-
able similarities between his struggle and ours. Like 
ourselves, Dean encountered enormous initial difficulty 
in getting anyone to test or study his working models. 

Unfortunately, the notoriety of the Dean drive 
has caused an additional obstacle for us. Why? Be-
cause the Dean drive was not based on sound me-
chanical principles. What Dean built (as we will later 
explain), could never propel in deep space. The failure 
of Dean's drive —a proposed reactionless propulsion 
system — has strongly reinforced the contention that a 
rectified centrifugal force is impossible. Consequently, 
our own critics now have additional ammunition. We 
have heard repeatedly about the CIP engine, "Oh, it's 
just another Dean drive," words that imply our ma-
chine is just another junk artifact. (And all this ex-
pressed with no attempt to study or analyze.) The 
Dean drive was a victory for Isaac Newton. It had the 
marked effect of further discouraging any experimen-
tation on a reactionless system. Who in their right 
mind would want to be ridiculed, criticized, and re-
jected as Norman Dean was? The important moral of 
the Dean story lies in the emotional reaction displayed 
toward this revolutionary idea. 

Norman Dean was a mortgage expert for the 
Federal Housing Authority and a leisure-time inventor 
and physicist. He, too, came up with an idea for a 
space drive based on a rectified centrifugal force. He 
spent his spare time experimenting, and in 1959 re-
ceived a United States patent for "A System for Con-
verting Rotary Motion Into Unidirectional Motion." 

For years Dean pounded on doors in Washing-
ton, D.C. desperately seeking technical and contractual 
support. He wrote to Charles E. Wilson, then Secretary 
of Defense, offering to cooperate with the government 
if the device had any military value. The answer came in  

the form of a polite note from a secretary saying that 
the matter would be looked into, but Dean never heard 
another word. He invited the Senate Space Committee, 
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA), and the Office of Naval Research (ONR) to 
examine the device. There were no positive responses. 
NASA and the ONR said, in effect, that a study of his 
plans convinced them that his device wouldn't work 
because it violated known principles of science. "Do 
you realize that if your theory is correct, we won't need 
rockets any more?" one indignant NASA official asked. 8  

To Dean's contemporaries, the concept of the 
nonsimultaneity of the action-reaction processes and 
its application to the rectification of centrifugal force 
was too radical. Dean had repeatedly requested the 
various scientific agencies (who claim his idea was 
"just vibration") to use their elaborate vibration-
analysis equipment to determine the facts, and not 
just give authoritative guesses. No one would listen. 9  

For years Dean could not obtain any assistance 
at all to evaluate his ideas or build and test his working 
models. His initial patent was filed in 1956. It wasn't 
until 1960 that someone came to Dean's aid. 

The man who rescued Norman Dean was John 
W. Campbell, Jr., the editor of Analog Science Fact and 
Fiction. The publicity Campbell gave to the affair even-
tually resulted in Dean getting a hearing. Tests were 
conducted to validate or invalidate the working models. 
Campbell was convinced that the mild-mannered mort-
gage expert, whether he had anything or not, should be 
given a careful hearing by those responsible for our 
national defense. 

Campbell took the unusual step of devoting an 
entire issue of his magazine (except for fiction) to the 
Dean case. Conceding that if the Dean idea worked it 
would pull the rug out from under modern physics, 
make scores of rocket propulsion factories obsolete, 
and upset a segment of the economy, Campbell never-
theless called for a fullscale investigation of the device. 
Reminding his readers that the stakes were nothing 
less than "full, free, practical access to the entire solar 
system" as well as our very survival, the editor as-
serted that if the government scientists had looked at 
Dean's space drive when asked four years prior, "we'd 
have a man on Mars by now!" 1 ° Campbell argued that 
our defenses are vital enough to/lepessitate a thor-
ough investigation of all such ideS,-t-iowever "far out" ni a.  
they appeared to be, and even '1 

/
4-ley came to nothing 

at all. Campbell was an inte r  se/crusader for an honest 
study of a potentially great ictea. We would welcome 
this kind of promoter, wh6 believed in the line of ex-
perimentation that we ourselves have followed to a 
successful conclusion. 

The following articles represent Campbell's 
thinking on this matter. Many of his statements echo 
our own feelings. 



THE SPACE-DRIVE PROBLEM (Analog, June 1960) 

It may seem at first thought that the problem of a space 
drive is a purely technical problem. It seems clear enough that if 
we want a mechanism, or principle, by which a vehicle can be 
propelled in the free-space— a device not a rocket, but something 
acting on the level of force fields, that does not have to carry 
reaction-mass to throw away—this is a pure, physical-science 
problem. 

It isn't. It's a violently emotional problem, first, a redhot 
political problem second, and only incidentally a technical prob-
lem. Basically, the technical problem is the easiest of the three. 

The reasoning behind that statement is quite simple; 
Nature invariably gives without fear, prejudice, or dishonesty. The 
technical problem is simply that of asking Nature the right question. 

The other two aspects of the problem do not have the 
same clear-cut simplicity. Both involve human emotions—which, 
as various philosophers have reported over the last six millennia of 
recorded history, are anything but clear-cut or simple. 

In the first place, the most honorable and ethical of man 
can be a baldfaced liar, if he's misinformed himself. Even a man so 
inhumanly honest as to be able to overcome completely any per-
sonal emotional bias can still be misinformed. 

If you think that there are no emotional problems entailed 
in the space drive problem ... please think again, including more of 
the relevant facts. Is it an unemotional problem to a man who has 
devoted fifteen years to rocket-engine research and development? 
To an executive who has been responsible for authorizing the 
expenditure of hundreds of millions of the national wealth on the 
development of launching-pad facilities? 

The buggy-whip manufacturers didn't believe, when the 
Model T Ford appeared, that their industry was finished. The fact 
dawned on them only slowly. But gradually they did come to 
realize that there was no possible improvement in buggy-whip 
design that could, by brilliant superiority, regain the dwindling 
market. It wasn't a matter of competition with their product; it was 
the horse— without which the buggy whips had no meaning— that 
was innately incompetent to compete. 

There is no possible brilliant improvement in rocket de-
sign that can make it competitive with a true space drive. The fact 
is perfectly, and unarguably clear to any rocket engineer. Unlike 
the buggy-whip manufacturer, who only slowly came to realize 
that his industry no longer existed, the rocket engineer can see at 
once that rockets are reduced to a very small-time hobby or 
special-effects business. If you want to drill a hole a few inches in 
diameter through one hundred feet of hard rock, a rocket— double-
ended type— is far and away the simplest, cheapest, most prob-
able and quickest technique. 

Who wants a true space drive, then? Not the rocket 
engineers! And not the scientists in general— not when it means 
the destruction of the foundations of their science. If one can't rely 
on the eternal validity of Newton's laws of motion . . . what 
stability is there in the world of Science? It's not just a space drive; 
it's a thing that casts doubt on the validity of the laws of fluid flow, 
the conservation of energy, the laws of thermodynamics— on 
everything! 

Because to be a space drive— not antigravity, which isn't 
a drive, but simply something that takes off the parking brake, so 
to speak—the device must, in some fashion, negate the New-
tonian Laws of Motion. It can't drive in space without drastically 
rearranging the law of conservation of momentum, and the law of 
action-and-reaction. And anything that leaks through the law of 
conservation of momentum automatically challenges the law of 
conservation of energy. The laws of thermodynamics are based 
solidly on those; invalidate, or even seriously challenge them, and 
thermodynamics is a structure without a foundation. 

Relativity is based solidly on the conservation of mo-
mentum, mass-energy, and electric charge. Any true space drive  

throws two of the three into doubt. This is something to make a 
scientist feel happy and contented? 

But that no government agency either accepted a dem-
onstration, or bothered to inspect the device, until after the patent 
was published, and it had been discussed in the December, 1959 
editorial, is not opinion. It's checkable fact. 

The scientists of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration specifically violated that fundamental for which 
Galileo fought. They wouldn't look. Neither would the Office of 
Naval Research. Neither did anyone from the Senate Space Com-
mittee. Which is perhaps more remarkable; a Senate committee 
that rejected an opportunity to investigate something! .. . 

X-rays, electronics, cyclotrons, and electron microscopy all 
stemmed from Faraday's development of the generator, the trans-
former, and the motor. They have been the great new-fields appli-
cation of electric power. . . . 

The principle of operation is, of course, what's in dispute. 
Science holds the device to be a "non-member of a non-existent 
class"— a non-existent class of "devices that don't conform to the 
law of conservation of momentum." 

When Newton did his work, he had, buried under it all, an 
unstated, and unanalyzed assumption; that there was, of course, 
one, and only one possible frame of reference. 

The whole of Newtonian and classical physics rested on 
that assumption; it worked fine until toward the end of the nine-
teenth century; in the beginning of the twentieth century it was 
really in trouble. 

Einstein correctly spotted, and challenged the assump-
tion, and showed how to handle many unresolvable problems, in 
terms of multiple frames-of-reference. But . . . with one underlying 
catch. Einstein had no mathematical tools competent to analyze 
more than one relationship at a time; therefore he was forced to 
simplify the problem of reality by saying "there is not simultaneity." 

The essence of the situation is— whether modern ortho-
dox physics likes it or not that our laws of conservation of energy 
and momentum are, in fact, very special cases of much more 
general realities. Newton we already know was fundamentally in 
error; it is essential, in cosmological physics, to consider more 
than one frame of reference. Einstein demonstrated that. 

But since our laws of conservation stem from Newtonian 
concepts— they are suspect anyway, and were before Dean's 
device came along. 

Dean's proposal was rejected on the grounds of pure 
theoretical consideration. That's the same grounds on which the 
Church Fathers rejected Galileo's proposals, and refused to look 
through his telescope. 

It might be helpful if all science students were required to 
study, as part of their college indoctrination, the papers of Galileo 
and the Church Fathers who were kindly, but firmly, correcting 
him. Also some of the choicer bits of Newton's and Hooke's 
remarks concerning the mental competence of their opposers. 

Washington is a fascinating state of mind; it operates 
purely on the pain-avoidance drive. A bureaucrat who does exactly 
what his directives specifically require, and absolutely nothing else 
— neither more nor less— avoids the pain of being fired. You can't 
fire him for failure to accomplish what might have been done; you 
can fire him only for not doing what his orders require. 

It's very rare indeed that someone in government can 
stick his neck out, and achieve something over and above his 
assignment. The last notable instance was Admiral Rickover's 
remarkable achievement of forcing the Navy into nuclear propul-
sion. As is now well known, he very nearly had his career crushed 
by the high-brass opposition; Congress saved his bacon, not a 
"grateful" Navy. 

The scientists, in Edison's day, had mathematical proof 
that the maximum possible efficiency of an electric generator was 
fifty percent. They still had the mathematics after Edison started 
manufacturing ninety-eight percent efficient generators. 



REPORT ON THE DEAN DRIVE (Analog, Sept. 1960) 

The inventor with a breakthrough device then runs into 
another major blockade—also government caused. The matter of 
getting someone to finance the usually costly steps between 
working model—test-tube stage—and production-line units. The 
developmental research required to go from Dean's laboratory 
models to a commercial producible replacement for helicopters, 
say, represent a good many years of work, and several million 
dollars. 

Research— real, honest-to-God research— means you're 
exploring into the Unknown, in hopes that something in the area 
can (1) be made known, and (2) turn out to be valuable. It's strictly 
a gamble—and an honest gamble.. .. Many a megabuck has sunk 
quietly down into the Unknown and never come up again with 
anything but a few bubbles that burst. 

Try to give a good, solid argument as to why a private 
industry should invest several megabucks in a research project 
that the government says isn't worthwhile— although the govern-
ment has said it wants a device of the class the inventor claims. 

Essentially the only possible argument is to quote 
Dickens: "The law is an ass!", and the government is, of course, 
the source of the laws. 

Almost any breakthrough in any area leads to broad spill-
over applications. 

Now: In view of the fact that the government scientists 
are still—and somewhat defensively!— insisting the Dean device 
doesn't work, is there any strictly logical reason why any company 
should invest time, effort, and money in investigating it? 

Or, of course, any other breakthrough device? 
The trouble with the development contract concept is 

that it inevitably fails to recognize that the true breakthroughs are 
not logically predictable . . . and never will be. Yet by emphasizing 
the real, genuine value of logically predictable research, it makes 
the inherently improbable breakthrough buck logical opposition, 
after it has successfully bucked the opposition of the Unknown. 

Is there, somewhere out there among Earth's several 
billions, some man with a gadget that taps some totally undreamed 
of power source? Some non-M.D., who has the cure for cancer? 
Some back-country fellow hauling his firewood around on an anti-
gravity gadget? 

I think Emerson was wrong. The correct statement is, 
"invent a better path . . . and the world will mousetrap it!" 

Dean drive. 
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FINAL REPORT ON THE DEAN DEVICE (Analog, Dec. 1960) 

If no one is permitted to inject a contra-orthodox idea— if 
the amateur is rejected because it's contra-orthodox, and the 
professional who seeks to introduce so anathematized an idea is 
disbarred, unfrocked, or whatever, the appropriate term may be 
obviously only those problems which can be solved by develop-
ment from now-known fundamentals will be open to solution. 

Kepler, who discovered the famous laws of planetary 
motion, specifically stated that he sought to find "a magnetic 
principle" that held the solar system together. He had a hunch, in 
other words, that an attractive force existed. 

But unlike Newton, he didn't get the answer. Newton, 
starting with Kepler's laws, did derive it. Reason: Kepler was 
hopelessly and absolutely blocked by one simple, long-accepted 
and "obvious" false axiom. He accepted Aristotle's axiom that 
bodies tend to remain at rest, or come to rest if disturbed. That 
inertia means a tendency-to-cease-moving. 

It was Newton's rejection of Aristotle's concept of inertia 
that made it possible for him to do what Kepler failed to do. 

That doesn't mean that Newton's version of inertia is the 
final, correct, ultimate answer. But notice this; so long as it 
is accepted and maintained, a true space drive is absolutely 
impossible. 

Men have, age after age, conclusively and repeatedly 
demonstrated that, for emotional beliefs they will sacrifice without 
a qualm their fortunes, their lives, and the respect of their fellows. 

It is essential, if we are to understand the problems of the 
real world in which we actually live, that we recognize and ac-
knowledge that emotional conviction outweighs any and all other 
considerations. Neither money, position, ethics, or self-
preservation, nor all combined together, can even begin to coun-
terbalance the force of an emotional conviction. 

So long as the space-drive problem is an emotional prob-
lem, you can predict trouble in breaking through to space. 

The most honorable of men will, for an emotionally de-
termined cause, be most rigidly convinced that honor requires that 
he lie, conceal evidence, or destroy data. 

The Church Fathers sought to suppress Galileo to protect 
the uninformed from the monstrous distortions Galileo was teach-
ing. It was, they knew, their duty; honor required that they do so. 

The measure of a man's honor is the measure of his 
willingness to work for and defend the things he believes in— not 
the degree to which he is correct. 

Yet Dean had the greatest difficulty getting anyone in 
official, government science to apply those physical measuring 
devices to his equipment. 



SCIENTIFIC LYNCH LAW (Analog, Oct. 1961) 

Whether the Dean device works or not the government 
science agencies have been provably guilty of Scientific Lynch 
Law. Remember, and keep firmly in mind, the point that Lynch 
Law has nothing whatever to do with the guilt or innocence of the 
accused— but solely deals with the attitudes and methods of the 
lynchers. A man who's been caught red-handed in the act of 
murder, is still a victim of lynching if he's strung up without trial. 

The Patent Department quite some years back made a 
ruling that no perpetual motion patents would be considered with-
out a working model. The Patent Department acknowledges the 
right of a man who can in fact demonstrate his idea to patent a 
perpetual motion device. 

The entire defense of the orthodox scientists has rested 
on this: Since Dean's device obviously can't work, there is no need 
to investigate it. 

It makes absolutely no difference whether the accused is 
guilty-in-fact or not, he has, we hold, a right to a fair trial. It took a 
great many centuries to establish that principle. It's still a tough 
battle to force people to accept that principle— particularly when 
strong emotional attitudes are at work. 

Most of the physicists who actually allowed themselves 
to see a demonstration of the device came away badly shaken, 
and thoroughly convinced— not that it worked, but that it had to be 
investigated thoroughly. 

The prime point of the June, 1960 article, is I hold, fully 
proven. The inventor of breakthrough concepts is faced with a 
Lynch Law attitude when he seeks to get ideas through to our 
government. They will not give him a Fair Trial, when his device is 
a breakthrough device— because, by definition, a breakthrough 
device demonstrates a hitherto unguessed potentiality in the 
Universe. And is, therefore by definition, contrary to "known and 
established laws of Nature." 

Now someone with an idea like Dr. Robert Goddard,* 
trying to get the government interested in rocket power, has a 
really rough time. Par for that course is beautifully illustrated by a 
lovely little case down in the Smithsonian Museum in Washington. 
There are models of the beautiful gold medal awarded to Dr. God-
dard in 1960— posthumously, of course. Science is always ready 
and willing to honor its pioneers— particularly after they're safely 
dead. And particularly after the Germans first applied Goddard's 
developments, and the Russians have been outdoing us so bril-
liantly. It's nice, then, to show an American started it all. 

Goddard, however, was merely applying then-known and 
accepted laws, to accomplish a desired end. What he had was true 
science-fiction of what we might call Type I: the theoretically-
explainable-not-yet-practical device. 

*Robert Hutchings Goddard (1882-1945) was an American physicist and 
rocket pioneer. 

Campbell should be credited for helping Dean 
get his theories tested. Unfortunately, Campbell had 
not backed a winner. Others have gotten a lot closer to 
that elusive secret than Norman Dean did. 

Additional stories on Norman Dean appeared in 
other publications. The September 1961 issue of 
Popular Mechanics contained an article entitled "En-
gine with Built-In-Wings"; and a missile science 
magazine, Missiles and Rockets, published several 
pieces concerning "Dean's drive." Dean was begin-
ning to stir up publicity. 

In a letter to Analog Dean expresses his views. 
Following is his interpretation of his conflict with the 
laws of physics. (Notice that he doesn't seem to be 
fully aware of what the real conflict is.) 

The error is not in law, but in the assumption. The laws are 
valid, this particular assumption is not. The error arises from 
attempting to illustrate the principle of the law of Conserva-
tion of Momentum under circumstances that induce forces 
which, in actuality, do not permit the supposed behavior to 
occur. Demonstration will show that the supposed behavior 
does not occur, never has occurred and never will occur." 

Dean goes on to describe his system. (Recall this 
confusing explanation when you later read the clear 
description of the CIP engine in Chapter 7.) 

The System could be considered as an alternating force 
"rectifier." The disciplines, methods and dynamics of the 
System are not pertinent here. They concern, among others, 
the properties of the phenomenon, methods of energy 
transference, the principle that the induced forces in a ro-
tating body are always greater than the inertia of its center 
of gravity, and the methods of distributing total input energy 
in the System to produce specific resultants. 12  

The magazine articles about Dean did experi-
ence their share of criticism. A common response was 
expressed by Donald Wedekind to the editor of Mis-
siles and Rockets: 

Missiles and Rockets is prejudicing its reputation as a cred-
ible source of missile science developments by persisting in 
reporting such pseudo-scientific claims as Dean's and his 
proponents. A clear description of the principle of operation 
of the "Drive" and its logical disproof are topics on the 
elementary physics level and unworthy of a prolonged tech-
nical treatment. I suggest abandonment of the topic and 
relegation of the models of the "Drive" to the museum of 
perpetual motion machines (or to outer space under their 
own power).' 3  

Norman L. Dean no longer answers his critics. 
He died in the late 1960s. John Campbell died on July 
11, 1971. 

Disappointingly, most of the inventors in this 
area have given up because financial and scientific 
support has failed to materialize. Most financial back-
ers do not want to fund an invention lacking in scien-
tific support, so to generate capital for this research is 
difficult at best. 

A letter published in the May 29, 1961 issue of 
Missiles and Rockets profiles a person who became 
discouraged and gave up: 

Over 20 years ago I devised, on paper, an anti-gravity 
method based on displaced inertia masses, and was dis-
couraged by financial conditions from experimenting with it. 
However, I did take it to the Chief of Engineering and Design 
at Douglas Aircraft, where I was then employed, and the 
Head of the Physics Department at U.C.L.A., where I had 



recently obtained my Master's Degree. The peculiar results, 
in both cases, were exactly these: 

1. Initially— derision. 
2. After some investigation, the independent con- 

clusion of both men was as follows: Seems 
impractical, but no way of disproving it. There is 
no mathematical basis for measuring this new 
principle. Therefore, it must be proved experi- 
mentally. 

My method seems to provide the missing link for Dean's 
system in that it cuts out a great deal of gearing an d throws 
many of the mechanical processes into the real m of elec- 
tronics, thereby saving space and weight. A hint o f its nature 
is in the name I have given it: The planetary rot or (in which 
inertial mass orbits free, like a true planetary system). Re- 
member, Nature made all the discoveries befo re I did. I am 
only copying Nature." 

We're certain many other promising paths have 
likewise been abandoned because Newton's laws 
have dominated for almost 300 years. It is easy to 
mock revolutionary ideas. 

The whole history of avia tion is full of those 
who scoffed at the thought of pe ople flying. This atti- 
tude appears even before huma nkind succeeded at air 
travel. In 1685 a book called the Morass-Diggers' 
Jocosa remarked with contem pt: 

How often have those fellows brought ridicule upon them-
selves who sought to make men fly? For they did not know 
that it is written in the Scriptures, "As the bird to flight, so is 
man born to work," and what advantage would there be in 
any case if men could fly? . . . Anyone who looks at the 
matter properly will see not only little use, but great incon-
veniences arising out of fluttering to and fro. Indeed, such 
an inventor would be the cause of many deaths. For assum-
ing that it could be put into effect, positively every news-
paper would soon be relating how one here and another 
there had fallen from the air to his death, and had to be 
pulled out of rivers or thorn bushes, half eaten away, and 
buried.' 5  

In 1713 J oseph Addison even discovered an 
entirely new da nger that flying might bring: immoral-
ity. 16  He warne d that couples would bill and coo like 
doves on the dome of St. Paul's, that lovers would fly 
in and out of their sweetheart's windows, or even 
pursue the o bject of their affections through the air like 
a hawk hu nting a lark. The craziest arguments have 
often enou gh been advanced against new inventions 
under the banner of rationality, but Addison at least 
evoked t he spirit of satire. 

Entirely serious, on the other hand, was the 
expert opinion of a French savant, which rendered the 
whole discussion superfluous. Joseph Lalande, the 
astro nomer, declared in 1782 that it was quite impos-
sible for a man to rise into the air and stay there—
the re was no conceivable means of doing so. 1 7  A year 
lat er the first man rose into the air and stayed there: 
A n air-balloon finally set people free of the ground. 

When the great mathematician and philosopher 
Baron Gottfried Wilhelm Leibnitz studied one of the 
early air-balloon designs, he came to the conclusion 
that this airship could never be built: The spheres 
would have to be enormously large and the walls ex- 
tremely thin, and in practice this was "impossible." 
Leibnitz ruminated, "Here God has, so to speak, put a 
bar across man's path, and quite rightly. If men could 
also travel through the air, there would no longer be 
any checking their wickedness!" 18  

In 1783 the first balloon was ready for a public 
demonstration in Paris. A crowd of about 300,000 
people— half the total population of the city watched 
the event despite a downpour. The quietly floating 
balloon rose 3,000 feet and vanished into a cloud, 
appeared again, and gradually drifted away. After about 
two hours aloft, it split from overfilling and descended 
in an unsuspecting village 15 miles from Paris. 

In the village, pandamonium ensued. The in- 
habitants fled in panic, wondering whether a craft had 
fallen from some other world. A few bold citizens 
approached the "monster," which moved and emitted 
a smell of sulphur. As experts in the matter, two 
monks confirmed that the monster came from Hell. 
Finally, the most courageous villagers attacked the 
balloon cover with stones, pitchforks, and a firearm, 
and vanquished it by riddling it with holes. "Thereupon 

"Hawk hunting a lark." 
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they tied the tool of the finest physical experiment that 

ever had been made to the tail of a horse, and dragged 
it a thousand fathoms across the field.' 9  

Thus we see the 1783 response to a history 
making invention. In the early 1800s the idea of pulling 
cars with a steam locomotive was put forth and 
promptly deemed ridiculous. Moreover, people were 
sure it was dangerous: Why, the boiler would burst 
and kill all the passengers! Sparks from the locomotive 
would set fire to all the houses along the railroad! The 
smoke would kill birds, animals, grass! Yes, the steam 
locomotive was undoubtedly too dangerous to be 
allowed. 

No one took the first plane flight much more 
seriously. After decades of reported "flights" and fail-
ures by scientists, half-baked inventors, sensation-
seekers and assorted cranks, the press was wary. 
After all the sound and fury that had surrounded flying 
for centuries, there was dead silence when success 
was at last attained. Few people believed the brief 
announcement in the paper, and a group of news-
papermen who had come to watch the flight of a 
newly-built machine in May 1904 saw nothing (be-
cause of unfavorable wind conditions and a mechanical 
defect), and immediately washed their hands of these 
inventors who claimed to be able to do what no one 
could. 

The aeroplane of Orville and Wilbur Wright was 
finished and ready for use but neither the American 
nor any other government took any interest in the 
brothers. The Wrights traveled to Europe, offered their 
invention to Britain, France, and Germany, and came 
home empty-handed. 2 ° 

The Wright brothers twice offered their idea to 
the U.S. Army. After the second time, the Army re-
peated verbatum the opening paragraphs of their form 
letter, and demanded drawings to prove that the 1905 
Flyer could in fact fly. The Wrights gave up. Wilbur 
stated that it was bad business to try "to force goods 
upon people who did not want them." 21  

The inhospitable feelings of contemporary 
science toward the principle of Cook's reactionless 
drive has been similar to what Dr. Robert Goddard 
encountered when he announced his plan for rocket 
travel to the moon in the 1920s. It is interesting to look 
at the reaction of the New York Times of that period 
regarding Dr. Goddard's proposed method of space 
travel. 

A SEVERE STRAIN ON THE CREDULITY 

As a method of sending a missile to the higher and even to 
the highest parts of the Earth's atmospheric envelope, Pro-
fessor Goddard's rocket is a practicable and, therefore, 
promising device. . . . It is when one considers the multiple-
charge rocket as a traveler to the Moon that one begins to 
doubt . . . for after the rocket quits our air and really starts on 
its longer journey, its flight would be neither accelerated nor 
maintained by the explosion of the charges it then might 

have left. That Professor Goddard with his "chair" in Clark 
College and the countenance of the Smithsonian Institution 
does not know the relation of action to reaction, and the 
need to have something better than a vacuum against which 
to react, to say that would be absurd. Of course he only 
seems to lack the knowledge ladled out daily in high 
schools. 22  

This Times article displays precisely the same damag-
ing attitude we have put on trial throughout this 
chapter. 

Of all past inventors, Thomas Edison's outlook 
seems most to reflect that of Robert Cook's. Edison's 
success was a combination of native energy and in-
stinctive curiosity coupled with a commitment to re-
lentless practical experiment. Edison never liked to 
look back. He said that spilt milk didn't interest him for 
he had spilled a lot. 

Cook and Edison also share the belief that 
emphasis should be placed on practice rather than 
theory, which explains both their success as inventors 
and the slowness with which the world of science has 
recognized their achievements. For example, New-
ton's Principia gave Edison an almost arrogant con-
tempt for mathematics, and it certainly didn't enhance 
his skill in seeing intuitively to the heart of many prob- 
lems based on figures. A family friend helped to ex- 
plain the Principia in simple language. The result, 
according to Edison was: 

I at once came to the conclusion that Newton could have 
dispensed his knowledge in a much wider field had he 
known less about figures. It gave me a distaste for mathe-
matics from which I never recovered . . . I look upon figures 
as mathematical tools which are employed to carve the 
logical result of reasoning, but I do not consider them nec-
essary to assist one to an intelligent understanding of the 
result. 23  

"And to think the world's experts are still telling the Wright 
brothers they can't fly." 



Years afterward he was to claim: "I am not a 
mathematician, but I can get within 10 percent in the 
higher reaches of the art." And, with more truth but 
more arrogance too: "I can always hire mathemati-
cians, but they can't hire me." 24  

Similarily, Cook's initial inability to defend his 
radical theories with mathematics and proper termi-
nologies resulted in the rejection of his working 

. . . Cook's initial inability to defend 
his radical theories with math-
ematics and proper terminologies 
resulted in the rejection of his 
working models. 

models. It takes a great and unusual person to invent 
something that experts unanimously deem to be 
"impossible." Edison was that kind of man, and so is 
Robert Cook. It is worthwhile taking a capsulized look 
at his life and early experiences in order to understand 
what drove this man to bring his remarkable reaction-
less engine into the world. 
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4 The Inventoc Robert Cook 

he youngest in a family of eight children, Robert 
(Bob) Cook, the inventor of the CIP, was born 

in Presidio, Texas on March 1, 1934. Presidio is a 
border town on the Rio Grande River 200 miles south-
east of El Paso in "Big Bend Country." Its population is 
about 1,000. Bob's father, Fred Cook, of German and 
British ancestry, was a geologist and licensed mining 
and civil engineer. His mother, Jesusita Rodrigues 
Leaton, was of Spanish, British, and Indian descent, 
and came from a once quite wealthy family. (Jesusita's 
greatgrandfather, Ben Leaton, was a legendary hero of 
southwestern Texas.) 

In the early 1900s Bob's father traveled exten-
sively on horseback throughout Mexico. He was, at 
the time, head of one of the top exploration and mining 
teams in that country. Around the age of 23 he 
branched off from the exploration team to prospect on 

Fred Cook prospecting.  

his own in a remote area. While prospecting, he 
stumbled on an Indian village where he found several 
young Indian boys playing with a rock containing gold. 
When the Indian boys led him to where the rock had 
been discovered he found— to his amazement—an 
extremely rich deposit of gold in a mountainside. He 
staked a claim and began to develop a prosperous gold 
mine. A few years later, the Mexican government 
nationalized all foreign holdings and Fred Cook lost his 
mine. Still, at the age of 25, he returned to the United 
States a wealthy man. By the crash of 1929, he had 
not only lost the remainder of this fortune, but two 
others as well. During his lifetime he traveled most of 
the world. His varied experiences included several 
years in China managing mining operations and, in the 
1940s and 1950s appraising large mining claims in 
Nevada for the United States government. 

Some of Bob's formative years elapsed during 
the father's absence. To support his family, Fred Cook 
was (in 1937) forced by economic conditions to seek 
work as a mining engineer where he could. Thus, Bob 
was raised by his mother and Spanish-speaking aunts 
in a small Presidio adobe home with dirt floors and no 
electricity or plumbing. (This dwelling was, at that time 
and place, a typical Presidio house. The town itself had 
no modern utility or transportation systems. The family 
owned the land on which the house stood and elected 

Cook's birthplace in Presidio, Texas. 



From left to right: Tom Cook, Ann Cook, and Robert Cook. A 1942 
photograph. 

not to accompany the father because the harsh envi-
ronments of his worksites— the mining camps— had 
already, shockingly, been the direct cause of the death 
of three babies in the family. The thought of subjecting 
her remaining children to this danger was unbearable 
to the mother.) 

Early on, his family realized that Bob was no 
ordinary child. Initial indications of his abilities came 
about the age of four. A well-educated neighbor, 
Mrs. King, who on one occasion spent a lot of time 
with some of the neighborhood kids, observed that 
Bob caught on faster, and could both comprehend and 
memorize more quickly than any of the other children. 
She brought this fact to the attention of his mother and 
aunts who began to watch him more closely. 

Even in his earliest years Robert Cook had an 
insatiable curiosity about nature and how things 
worked. His family frequently found it entertaining to 
watch him at play. At the age of five, he accomplished 
his first experiment, which got him into some trouble. 
With an old discarded Hershey chocolate can, two 
batteries, and a light bulb, he built a flashlight. He  

would put the makeshift light on the couch and sleep 
on the floor next to it. When he occasionally jostled the 
couch, the batteries would make contact with the 
bulb, and the light would go on. The women worried 
that he would burn down the house. He soon learned 
other ways to use batteries and, by adding wires, was 
able to light his playhouse. By the age of eight he had 
educated himself on the subject of running wires from 
electrical sources to lights. Outside of their consterna-
tion over his first attempt at playing with electricity, his 
mother and aunts adopted a neutral attitude toward 
his early experiments. They neither encouraged nor 
discouraged him. 

Anything that spun, fascinated the boy: the 
spin of a gas-driven or electric motor or, in nature, the 
spin of whirlpools and whirlwinds. He experimented. 
He loved to puncture a little hole in a sardine tin, fill the 
tin with water, and watch the tiny whirlpool created as 
the water drained. To satisfy his curiosity, he ran inside 
whirlwinds to see what they felt like and how they 
worked. He also built small windmills to observe them 
spin in the breeze. Once, finding an old electric fan, he 
placed it in the window so he could study how the 
wind would cause it to spin. (Utilizing the wind was 
essential because there was no electricity in the 
house.) 

Mirrors and reflections also intrigued him. How 
— he would wonder— could light be converged at a 
single point? It was quite a thrill for the boy to go out in 
his backyard at night with a small mirror and reflect the 
moonlight to different parts of the garden. 

None of his school chums shared interest in his 
ideas. As a youngster, Bob couldn't understand why. 
Peer disinterest, however, did not deter his curiosity 
as the years went by. That attribute only increased. 

When he was eight, he and his family moved 
to Henderson, Nevada. He knew just a few words of 
English, so he was not only introduced to a completely 
new life but forced to learn a completely new language 
as well. Proud by nature, the language handicap 
caused the boy to feel inferior to the English-speakers 
around him. Whenever someone called attention to 
the fact that he could only speak Spanish, he resented 
it. Until he learned English, he coped mainly by keep-
ing his mouth shut. 

In the new surroundings he knew little of World 
War II. Early in 1945, when he was 11, he witnessed 
some horrifying scenes in a newsreel: footage of a 
Nazi concentration camp with dead bodies stacked like 
firewood. This experience affected the youth pro-
foundly. He had been raised to believe that every 
human life was priceless and should not be destroyed 
for any reason. His shock was so intense that his voice 
changed from clear normal tones to those sounding 
like someone suffering from extreme sorrow. 

Robert Cook's love of and concern for human 
life was (and is) extraordinary. In his childhood, these 



sentiments went far deeper than anyone would have 
expected. Not only did the boy's voice change, but he 
lost the capacity to laugh for almost a year. His school 
nurse became deeply concerned because he couldn't 
eat for days on end, growing extremely skinny. The 
nurse recommended a doctor but the boy knew there 
was no medication to help. His heart had been broken 
by finding himself alive in a world whose behavior was 
too hideous to accept. After the War, he eventually 
regained his normal voice as well as the ability to 
laugh, but the psychic scar created has never fully 
vanished. 

The family relocated again to Oakland, Califor-
nia for a year and then settled in Concord, a town 
20 miles away. Cook's interest in machinery intensi-
fied. As a teenager he earned pocket money repairing 
automobiles, especially certain European models that 
local mechanics had difficulty troubleshooting. His 
love of cars ran so deep that he would sometimes fix 
them for nothing just for the chance to drive them. 

Cook was basically bored in high school and did 
not do well academically. He seemed to share Thomas 
Edison's opinion that time in school was wasted on 
subjects not essential. He did, however, go on to 
enroll at East Contra Costa (Diablo) Junior College in 
Pleasant Hill, California. His parents had hopes their 
son would complete a formal college education, but 
the young man rapidly experienced the same boredom 
with his studies and couldn't wait to leave school for 
his real love, the world of machinery. 

When he was 19, he met a man named Lyman 
Stoddard, Jr., a shop foreman and son of the editor 
and publisher of the Walnut Kernel in Walnut Creek, 
California. Stoddard hired Cook as a printing press 
apprentice at the paper and became impressed when 
the young man did some work on his car. When, a few 
months later, the pressman quit without notice and 
there was no one with experience to run the press, 
Cook persuaded his boss to let him try. Now this 
particular printing press (a 38-year-old, 14-ton flatbed 
web press) gave the "old timers" a lot of headaches 
even when in top shape. 

"How do you know you can run that old 
press?" Stoddard asked. "You have no experience." 

"I've watched it," Cook said, pointing to his 
head. "It's up here." Stoddard, who had run the press 
himself and knew the complexity of it, reflected, think-
ing that the kid couldn't possibly run it. But since he 
couldn't find a replacement for the pressman, and was 
desperate, he reluctantly consented to help Cook start 
the press. As Stoddard prepared to leave he instructed 
Cook to run the press until the web broke* and then go 
home. He was sure it wouldn't be long before the 

*A "web break" occurs when the sheet of paper threaded through a series 
of rollers and cylinders, etc. breaks. Web breaks can require several hours 
of work, including cleaning and rethreading the press. 

press became maladjusted and the paper tore. He 
figured he could help his inexperienced pressman 
clean and rethread the press the next day. 

"I'll run off 20,000 papers tonight and come 
back in the morning and run off the remaining 12,000," 
Cook boasted. 

Stoddard laughed and left. He couldn't believe 
that was possible, not when the press was designed 
to print approximately 10,000 papers per day when 
operated by a journeyman pressman with at least five 
years experience. 

That night Cook ran off the 20,000 papers, ter-
rifying the flyboy** who had never seen the press run 
so fast before. 

When Stoddard opened the shop the next 
morning and saw the 20,000 papers he was convinced 
the old pressman had returned to finish the job. That 
day Cook ran off the remaining 12,000 papers in Stod-
dard's presence. The astonished foreman then admit-
ted the young man was for real. 

Cook had found a real challenge, one which 
would lead to his operating and repairing huge metro-
politan newspaper presses, some of the most com-
plicated mechanisms in the world. These huge presses 
are a showcase of rotary motion. A high-speed metro-
politan newspaper press takes huge rolls of paper and 
reels them at speeds of over 1,500 feet per minute. 
This paper can take multiple folds, multiple printings. 
You can cut it, transfer it, and deliver it at a rate of over 
1,000 impressions per minute. Cook loved turning 
those presses wide open and watching their mech-
anisms work at top speed. 

After only two weeks at the Kernel, the inex-
perienced teenager shattered all production records 
on that old press. The previous pressman had aver-
aged two web breaks a night. Cook understood the 
machine so well that, while he was in charge, there 
was never a web break on Tuesday night when the 
weekly paper was mailed out. 

Once, one of his co-workers, a young lady, 
went over to a competitor, The Contra Costa Times, 
which had a press identical to the one Cook ran. The 
employees at the Times asked her how many web 
breaks they had a night at the Kernel. The young 
woman had never heard one; she didn't know what 
they were talking about. The Times employees 
assumed she must be deaf because a web break, they 
explained, boomed like thunder. She insisted she had 
never heard one. 

The competitors (who averaged several breaks 
a night) decided they would have to see for them-
selves what was up at the Kernel, whose employees, 
to their amazement, confirmed that Cook had never 

**The flyboy is the one who pulls the papers out of the press and some-
times serves as the pressman's assistant. 



had a web break on Tuesday night for several years. It 
had to be seen to be believed. Cook was soon aver-
aging over 5,000 papers per hour (compared to the old 
average of about 2,000 per hour), and the quality of 
printing was second to none in the area. 

The most influential and supportive person in 
Cook's life during these years was his mother. She 
was always encouraging him and loved to listen to him 
relate his various experiences. She especially ex-
pressed a lot of happiness when hearing of her son's 
amazing mechanical successes. The intense deter-
mination Cook possesses by nature can be directly 
traced to his family and ancestors, whom he describes 
as "strong and ambitious people." 

Cook worked for various publishers in the print-
ing trade for the next 17 years. During that span, he 
achieved recognition as a mechanical genius. His abil-
ities were never acknowledged instantly, however—
as a new employee he frequently met with initial 
unfriendliness. His characteristic slow walk and easy-
going manner tended to mask his considerable abil-
ities. In time, though, he would always gradually gain 
his co-workers respect, trust, and admiration, and 
ultimately made many friends in the printing business. 
Cook was responsible over the years for at least seven 
different inventions utilized by the printing trade, as 
well as several innovative improvements for operating 
the presses. 

An article in the Concord Journal of April 9, 
1969 (the newspaper of Concord, California) reviews 
Cook's 1953 start in printing: "It was the fastest 
apprenticeship ever served. In a matter of a few 
weeks, he was able to master the problems of a fairly 
complicated newspaper press, that usually takes an 
apprentice five years." 

This kind of praise was based on incidents such 
as the following. While Cook worked at the Walnut 
Kernel, an important advertising account demanded an 
"extra color" for his ads. To make the press print 
an extra color required installing a special color 
attachment. 

The factory had two different attachments 
available, one for around $5,000 and another for 
$7,500. Before purchasing one, Stoddard arranged to 
rent another press belonging to the Diablo Beacon 
(Concord, California), which already had a color attach-
ment. This piece of equipment was the only one of its 
kind west of the Mississippi. Cook ran the color ad on 
the rented press, but was never satisfied with it. He 
thought about the situation and proposed to Stoddard 
that he, Cook, build a customized color attachment for 
the Kernel press. Stoddard discouraged this: "By the 
time we're finished building all the precision parts, it 
would cost more than a factory model. Why invest all 
that money in this old press? I can't afford the risk." 

But Cook persisted until, finally, Stoddard 
asked him to work up a cost estimate on the project. 

Left to right: Robert at 21; his godmother (Gavinita Spencer), 
mother (Mrs. F. W. Cook), and sister-in-law (Donna Cook). 

The estimate turned out to be the absurd sum of $500, 
some for necessary shop-built parts, and some to 
compensate Cook. 

Cook was evaluating ways to assemble his 
attachment when Stoddard one day unexpectedly 
asked if he were ready to print color. Cook prematurely 
concluded he was. "Well, I want you to put the attach-
ment on the press tonight before you go home," 
Stoddard said, "and I want proof on my desk in the 
morning that this thing will work so we can take on 
this sudden job." With the crushing deadline Cook 
was forced to redesign his idea in order to make the 
attachment less complicated. He soon simplified the 
idea so much that he was able to put the color attach-
ment together in four hours. And the final cost of parts 
was a shocker: 26 cents! This surprisingly earned 
Cook $499 for four hours of work. Stoddard (though 
reluctantly) eventually did honor the financial agree-
ment. The attachment, however, more than paid for 
itself on the first run. 

Upon announcing this invention, Cook began to 
learn a lot about human nature. Hardly anyone took 
him seriously: The device was just too simple to work; 
the inventor too young to know sound mechanical 
principles. Pressmen from other local shops couldn't 
resist coming to see the initial press run using this 
odd-looking 26-cent attachment. Most scoffed at this 
"flimsy" gadget and thought Cook crazy. Stoddard, 
they felt, was foolish to take chances on losing such a 
valuable advertising account by putting faith in a simple 
device conceived and built by a young, inexperienced 
person. Some also reasoned that if something so 



Lyman Stoddard, Jr. receiving a first place award presented by 
California Governor Goodwin Knight in the 1957 California News-
paper Publishers Association competition where over 700 entries 
were made by both daily and weekly newspapers. Robert Cook 
had produced the clean, sparkling print job on the Kernel's old 
flatbed web press (Goss-Duplex) that contributed to the tremen-
dous success. 

simple would work, then why hadn't the huge multi-
million dollar printing press factory done the same 
thing 50 years ago when this press was first designed? 
Cook knew why—they had just never thought of it. 

The attachment proved to be "fantastic." It 
worked far more precisely and was far easier to oper-
ate than the factory-built model. So, in 1957, Cook had 
successfully proven his invention and had won his 
colleagues' respect and admiration. This experience 
led Cook to believe that "expert" knowledge can 
sometimes hinder a person in finding the "truth." 
Stoddard was proud of Cook. He recognized his gift. In 
1980 he would recall Cook as being "by far" the best 
pressman he had ever seen in the business. Stoddard 
laughs when he remembers the old stuffed leather 
chair Cook positioned near the press. When the press 
was fully adjusted, Cook would relax in his chair and 
close his eyes. Stoddard couldn't believe it. No one 
could sleep and run that press. That particular speci-
men was one of the worst in the business! 

In spite of this eccentricity, Cook was produc-
ing better results than could be obtained from the 
factory specifications of a new press. For that reason 
Stoddard didn't complain about the "sitting down on 
the job." On the other hand, Stoddard's mother, the 
owner, wasn't quite as pleased when she toured the 
shop. She insisted on strict discipline and couldn't 
believe her son would allow any employee to sleep on 
the job. She put pressure on her son ("No one sleeps  

in my shop, it doesn't set a good example.") Stoddard 
consented to discuss his mother's wishes with Cook, 
who agreed to cooperate. 

The next few weeks Cook avoided his "cat-
naps" while the owner was present. Soon, though, he 
was back in to see Stoddard "I've lost six pounds and 
I'm feeling lousy. I can't hack it." Stoddard under-
stood. "You go right back to your chair, I'll deal with 
my mother." What Stoddard didn't understand was 
how Cook did it. That press required any pressman to 
be prepared to make fine adjustments to the web at 
any time. 

What did Cook actually do in that chair? Sleep? 
Daydream? Stoddard never knew. Years later he 
guessed that maybe the presses had become just too 
simple for his young employee, whose mind probably 
wandered away to "perpetual motion" or other 
"impossible ideas." 

In 1957, the Walnut Kernel went on strike, so 
Cook began working at the Livermore News (Liver-
more, California) owned by Lowell Jessen, a highly 
respected publisher who at that time was president of 
the National Publishers Association. The press at 
Livermore, a 27-ton flatbed web press, was very old 
and complicated. After a few months of working with 
this machine, Cook again came up with a unique idea 
to make this old press print "color." This idea was his 
best yet in terms of simplicity. He presented it 
to Jessen. 

Initially, Jessen accepted the idea as feasible, 
but was cautious enough to bring in a factory engineer 
to discuss it. The engineer explained in great detail 

"You see that guy sleeping over there? If I ever catch you doing 
that on the job, you're fired." 



why it wouldn't work. As a result of this expert advice 
Jessen decided against construction of the device. 
Cook knew he had a sound idea and just couldn't 
understand why a highly educated mechanical engi-
neer from the factory couldn't see things the way 
he did. 

The idea (which was worth at least several 
thousand dollars) had been offered as a gift out of 
Cook's generosity, a token of appreciation for the fine 
way Jessen had treated him. When Jessen departed 
on business to Florida, the temporary manager ap-
proached Cook and questioned him regarding his pos-
sible color attachment. Cook convinced the manager 
to let him build the device because it would give the 
business an advantage over competing newspapers if 
it worked, and the manager had nothing to lose if it 
didn't. The device was built. It proved entirely feasible. 
On his return, Jessen was pleasantly surprised. 

A public record of this success written by 
Lowell Jessen can be found on the front page of the 
March 4, 1958 Livermore News: 

Because of the inventiveness of Pressman Bob Cook, the 
twelve-page press had been adapted to use one of the 
three decks for color. Test runs have shown it to be feasible. 
This is the first known use of a third deck on a flatbed press 
for spot color." 

Although Cook did not gain financially from this 
successful venture, it did give him deeper insight into 
how the human mind reacts to truth when that truth is 
almost too simple to comprehend. Several letters 
(Exhibit 4-la and 4-1b) attest to the high regard Jessen 
had for Cook; one even described him as the "Babe 
Ruth" of the flatbed web circuit. 

Cook returned to work at the Walnut Kernel for 
about six years, and then was hired on at the Olympic 
Press (Oakland, California) owned by Sheldon F. 
Sackett, who wanted him badly. Sackett was not only 
familiar with Cook's reputation but had practical 
knowledge of his work because Cook had filled in as a 
substitute pressman on prior occasions and had shat-
tered all production records with the old press then in 
use. He was determined to have Cook run a new high-
speed, rotary letterpress just installed as well as the 

LOWELL E. JESSEN, Publisher 
M. R. HENRY, Associate Publisher 
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59 So. Livermore Ave. — P. O. Box 31 — Phones: Hilltop 7-2111, Hilltop 7-2112, Hilltop 7-3545 

LIVERMORE, CALIFORNIA 

March 11, 1960 

Dear Bob, 

Again my personal thanks for helping us over several tough 
problems on our press runs. 

In fact, youtre the Babe Ruth of the flat bed web circuit. 
We appreciate your willing and understanding disposition, 

and trust that our paths will cross again. 
Hope you have a lot of fun working on your book, and that 

you'll enjoy a quiet time among those noisy Texans. 

PUBLISHERS OF — 

The Livermore Herald 
The Livermore News 
Valley Shopping News -
Twin Valleys Advertiser 

COMMERCIAL PRINTING
—Herald - News Press 

Sincerely, 

Lowell Jes4- --- 

Ex. 4-la 

A complimentary letter from Jessen to Cook after Cook helped 
out in several emergencies at the Livermore News pressroom 
(Cook worked elsewhere at the time). 

LIVERMORE VALLEY PUBLISHING CO. 



April 24, 1958 

Mr. Frank Baker, manager 
Flatbed Service Department 
Goss Printing Press Company 
5601 West 31st Street 
Chicago 50, Illinois 

Dear Frank: 

In response to your latest letter, our pressman is 
preparing to send you drawings and other pertinent data 
on his applied-for-patent automatic depression compen-
sator. 

His mame is Robert L. Cook. His address: 200 Waltham 
Road, Concord,California. Phone: MUlberry 2-4109. 

The idea back of it is simple. The compensator itself 
looks complicated in the drawings, though there is only one 
difficult pin to perfect. 

Bob is prolific with ideas. As I said before, he has 
an automatic mailing machine that will handle flatbed or 
cylinder mailings right from the press. One of them is in 
operation. He worked out a two-color arrangement for a 
Model E, enabling the shop to print many thousands of spot 
color handbills and tabloids for large concerns. He is the 
one who figured how to spot color on our three-decker and 
had the patience and skill to do it. 

Bob's attorney advises him to sell his idea, or take 
royalties, thus freeing him to work on other ideas. You'll 
find him a fine person to work with. 

NOw, when do we get the slitter I ordered from you? 
We'll need it early in June. 

Sincerely, 

Lowell E. Jessen 

Ex. 4-lb 

An interesting letter from Jessen to the Goss Printing Press 
Company regarding Cook's inventive abilities. 



stereotype department. When Sackett announced his 
plan he created quite a controversy with the unions, 
who felt him to be a candidate for the bug factory for 
even suggesting that a pressman who had never run 
this new press (or any stereotype department) could 
possibly handle these jobs. Either position required a 
five-year apprenticeship, which Cook didn't have. 

Sackett ignored his critics and sent Cook to 
Coos Bay, Oregon to train on similar equipment at 
another newspaper he owned, The World. Using his 
leverage, Sackett forced the unions to accept Cook. 
After only three days of instruction in Oregon, Cook 
returned to California to run both departments. It took 
only a few weeks for the newspaper to look as good or 
better than any in the city. 

All the while, Cook was rapidly becoming an 
expert in rotary motion, gaining practical experience 
and an on-the-job education for what was yet to come. 
He learned to consider the critical factors involved in 
surface speeds of spinning masses, and how to trans-
fer an object from one set of rollers to another at very 
high speeds. He learned some of the most complex 
gearing combinations needed to run multiple units at 
different time phases. Most importantly, he developed 
a tremendous feel for forces and inertia. 

There were both centrifugal and Coriolis forces 
involved in the presses. As a matter of fact, tremen-
dous centrifugal forces were developed. In super high-
speed letterpresses, for example, the heavy lead print-
ing plates on the press tended to be pulled away from 
the plate cylinders holding them, by centrifugal force. 
Certain impression adjustments had to be made to 
compensate. Coriolis forces were present as the 
blades in the folder continuously spun in and out of the 
main cutting cylinder. And, of course, there were prob-
lems with inertia and torque. Huge rolls of paper 
— some weighing as much as 2,000 pounds— spinning 
at high speeds had tremendous inertia. When making 
emergency stops the press would quit, but the inertia 
of the rolls would sometimes continue to feed paper 
into the ink and press rollers, and if not stopped in time 
could damage thousands of dollars worth of gears. 

Cook's awareness of these forces and his feel 
for the dynamics of spinning masses have combined 
with his acute intuition to provide the tools for de-
veloping a new propulsion system. His experience in 
the field of flying also contributed knowledge that 
would later prove invaluable. He received his private 
pilot's license in 1956 and, a year later, bought a run-
down Timm navy trainer so badly in need of repairs it 
was claimed the plane would never fly again. But Cook 
(now 23 and with absolutely no background as an air-
plane mechanic) repaired that plane so that it passed 
inspection. The plane did fly. Cook later purchased a 
three-passenger Piper PA 12 and, after its sale, bought 
a Fairchild F —24 which also required repairs. So with-
out formal training in this field Cook soon found him- 

self trouble-shooting airplanes with— we may add—
great success. 

One noteworthy example involved a small 
Mexican airliner used by a "trunk line" in the State of 
Chihuahua in 1961. The pilot was clearing customs in 
Presidio, Texas, en route to Champs Aviation in 
El Paso, Texas, where the plane was purchased, and 
now needed important repair work. While in Presidio 
the pilot offered Cook (who had come to see the plane 
out of curiosity) a ride to El Paso and back that day if 
Cook would help with the fuel costs. He agreed. The 
repairs entailed adjusting the plane's rate-of-climb 
indicator— a simple job— and the gas gauge, which 
seemed to have a mysterious problem. The gauge had 
been checked by the mechanics in Chihuahua City, 
Mexico, but they couldn't find the problem. In fact one 
mechanic had accompanied the pilot for the explicit 
purpose of learning how to repair this sort of gauge 
problem. When the master switch was turned on with 
the engine off or idling, the gauge worked fine, but 
once the engine was started and "revved" up to a high 
speed, the gauge suddenly stopped working. It was 
hoped that these repairs could be made by returning 
the plane to the dealer in El Paso. 

Cook's awareness of these forces 
and his feel for the dynamics of 
spinning masses have combined 
with his acute intuition to provide 
the tools for developing a new 
propulsion system. 

In El Paso, at Champs Aviation, the chief 
mechanic got on the repairs immediately and solved all 
the problems except for the gas gauge, whose mal-
functioning was the prime reason for the trip. Other 
mechanical experts had no more success so the after-
noon return flight to Presidio was postponed. The 
following day the mechanics still had failed to find a 
solution. Cook in the meantime was itching to take a 
close look at the situation because of a pressing desire 
to return home. But every time he got near the plane 
that morning he was told to stay away. Late in the 
afternoon, he again got close to the plane. An Amer-
ican mechanic had just pulled the gas gauge out and 
handed it to Cook, thinking the gauge defective. Cook 
studied the instrument but just couldn't see anything 
wrong with it and, replacing the old gauge with a new 
one, had not solved the problem. 
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Given an opportunity to study the instrument 
panel with all the covers pulled off Cook noticed that 
the fuel gauge was sitting on top of the oil pressure 
gauge. He spotted the trouble at once. The gas gauge 
was electrical and had two small electro-magnets that 
moved the needle. The oil pressure gauge, in turn, had 
a Bourdon tube, which expands with pressure. Cook 
envisioned the engine "revving" up and the Bourdon 
tube expanding and making contact with the electro-
magnets. This process would affect the magnetic field 
and cause the needle of the gas gauge to move to the 
"empty" position. "I see your problem," Cook told the 
mechanic. "Simply elongate the holes and separate 
the instruments. That will cure your trouble." Thus, 
within minutes, Cook had uncovered a difficulty that 
had mystified experienced mechanics of two 
countries. 

Another instance involved a Piper Twin 
Comanche with fuel injection engines. On a hot day 
this engine was very hard to restart if it had recently 
been flown. Cook didn't like the factory instructions, 
which recommended advancing the mixture control 
while the throttles were mostly closed. After an indi-
cation appeared on the fuel flow meter, the mixture 

control was to be put in the cutoff position. Then the 
engine was to be cranked over. The pilot was to leave 
the electric fuel pumps running at all times during start 
up. Cook objected to this. If the electric fuel pumps 
were left on while the engine was started, and the 
pilot followed the factory instructions of turning the 
mixture control wide open (after the engine fired) this 
procedure could feed tremendous amounts of raw fuel 
into the cylinders if the engine failed to "rev" up. If the 
engine stalled and the pilot left the mixture control in 
full rich position, the electric fuel pumps tended to 
keep feeding more raw fuel into the engine, and this 
created more trouble, sometimes a dangerous fire. 

Cook developed his own surprising technique: 
He primed the engines by turning on the electric fuel 
pumps, primed both at the same time, and, before 
turning them over, turned both electric fuel pumps off 
so in case the engine didn't fire immediately there was 
no way the fuel could flood the engine. (The mechan-
ical pump would supply the fuel if the engine revved 
up.) 

Ted Thomas, then vice president of Navejo 
Aviation in Concord, California, was flying with Cook 
one day and saw him do this. "There's only one thing I 

"What we need here is a magician." 
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don't like about your methods," Thomas said. Cook 
was startled until Thomas concluded, "They work 
better than mine." From then on, the starting instruc-
tions for that airplane included a notation that the plane 
should be started with Cook's method. 

Through experience, and through exposure to 
a variety of aircraft, Cook became extremely knowl-
edgeable about the basic principles of aviation. He had 
a tremendous natural "feel" not only for airplane 
engines and printing presses but for any complex 
mechanical equipment. 

Once, he even repaired the water supply sys-
tem of his home town, Presidio, Texas. Presidio had 
purchased the latest in this kind of equipment. The 
system was so complicated that no one in town could 
fix it. When it needed repairs, a factory-trained expert 
from Albuquerque, New Mexico, would have to be 
flown in. After this expert's death, the city could find 
no one at all to do needed repair work. In 1970, Cook 
was in Presidio experimenting on his reactionless 
drive when he heard the waterworks hadn't worked 
properly for over three years. He had no experience 
with such a system, but volunteered to examine it. He 
soon found himself way over his head immersed in 
industrial electronics and a closed loop telemetry 
system requiring telephone line hookups. Never hav-
ing tangled with similar equipment, he was baffled for 
nearly a week. Finally, by studying the schematics and 
experimenting with various components, he gradually  

zeroed in on the problem. In a few days the system 
was again working on automatic after nearly three 
years of being operated manually. Insofar as trouble-
shooting machines goes, Cook has yet to fail. 

There are several facets to Cook's inventive-
ness. A commitment to simplicity and a deep, stub-
born streak are two. Thomas Edison shared this latter 
quality. He felt that the trouble with most inventors 
was that they tried a few things and then quit. He 
himself never quit until he got what he wanted. 

Cook has always loved simplicity. ("I kill myself 
trying to figure out the easy way.") His approach is to 
start with a general idea that works and trim away at it. 
("I think the supreme excellence is simplicity, and that 
is what I strive for in my work.") One of the most 
marvelous aspects about Cook's inventions is indeed 
their beautifully simplified design, which allows them 
to be built by most competent machinists. 

Robert Cook is a natural, authentic mechanical 
expert. He has evidenced the ability to consider the 
insignificant but vital details of machinery that many 
conventional experts overlook. At the same time, he 
sees through the intricate complexities of sophis-
ticated systems (as our transportation network) to 
embrace the kind of simplifications that nature herself 
admires. Clearly, such a brilliant and creative mechan-
ical mind should be listened to very carefully as he 
presents desperately needed, realistic solutions for 
seemingly impossible problems. 



5. The Failures 

/W hat sort of history lies behind the reactionless 
  drive? Who has experimented on these drives? 

What were some of their results? What forces were 
used to propel? Before studying the Cook drive, let's 
consider these questions in order to gain a perspective 
on the development of this idea. 

The concept of trying to propel by producing an 
internal force is not new. This principle, though de-
clared as one that violates Newton's laws, has none-
theless been heeded by inventors worldwide. Over 50 
patents have been granted to inventors experimenting 
in this field. 

The following list of these patents indicates the 
scope of and approaches to this effort. 

1. Atto, Y Propulseur magnetique. French Patent No. 1,143,489. 
Issued April 15, 1957. 

2. Auweele, A. J. Prime mover. United States Patent No. 
3,492,881. Issued February 3, 1970. 

3. di Bella, A. Apparatus for imparting motion to a body. United 
States Patent No. 3,404,854. Issued October 8, 1968. 

4. Benjamin, P. M. Centrifugal thrust motor. United States 
Patent No. 3,750,484. Issued August 7, 1973. 

5. Brich, J. Propulseur gryroscopique a impulsions. French 
Patent No. 1,347,123. Issued November 18, 1963. 

6. Canot, A. C. C. Propulsion d'aeronefs ou d'autres vehicules 
par utilisation de l'energie cinetique. French Patent No. 
1,458,088. Issued October 3, 1966. 

7. Codebo', A. Umlaufschlagflugelsystem. German Patent No. 
632,908. Issued December 25, 1934. 

8. Cook, R. L. Propulsion system. United States Patent No. 
3,683,707. Issued August 15, 1972. 

9. Cuderman, A. Centrifugal force propulsion. Canadian Patent 
No. 837,448. Issued March 24, 1970. 

10. Cuff, C. Device for converting rotary motion into a unidirec-
tional linear motion. United States Patent No. 3,968,700. 
Issued July 13, 1976. 

11. Dean N. L. System for converting rotary motion into unidirec-
tional motion. United States Patent No. 2,886,976. Issued 
May 19, 1959. 

12. Dean. N. L. Variable Oscillation system. United States Patent 
No. 3,182,517. Issued May 11, 1963. 

13. Dextrau, D. C. J., and Comastri, B. R. G. Dispositif antigrav-
itational. French Patent No. 1,377,261. Issued September 28, 
1964. 

14. Drescher, B. Einrichtung zum Beschleunigen and Abbremsen 
von Fahrzeugen, insebesondere von Raumfahrzeugen. 
German Patent No. 2,061,914. Issued June 29, 1972. 

15. Estrade, F. Device for transforming kinetic energy. United 
States Patent No. 3,807,244. Issued April 30, 1974. 

16. Evrard, A. H. Machine transformatrice d'energie French 
Patent No. 1,340,196. Issued September 9, 1963. 

17. Farrell, A. W. Inertial propulsion device. United States Patent 
No. 3,266,233. August 16, 1966. 

18. Foster, R. E. Converting rotary motion into unidirectional 
motion. United States Patent No. 3,653,269. Issued April 4, 
1972. 

19. Gairing, E. Floating Tool Holder. United States Patent No. 
1,311,960. Issued August 5, 1919. 

20. Gardner, C. B., Jr. Self propelled vehicle. United States 
Patent No. 1,731,303. Issued October 15, 1929. 

21. Goldschmidt, R. Propulsion of vehicles. United States Patent 
No. 1,511,960. Issued October 14, 1924. 

22. Halvorson, E. M., and Schwartz, K. Vibration driven vehicle. 
United States Patent No. 3,530,617. Issued September 29, 
1970. 

23. Hermann, H. Autokinetischer Antrieb. German Patent No. 
1,556,820. Issued March 5, 1970. 

24. Kellogg, M. D., Jr. Gyroscopic inertial space drive. United 
States Patent No. 3,203,644. Issued August 31, 1965. 

25. Kuhnen, J. Getriebe mit Veranderlicher Ubersetzung. 
German Patent No. 425,244. Issued February 13, 1926. 

26. Laroche, A. Systeme de locomotion sans transmission. 
French Patent No. 559,565. Issued June 19, 1923. 

27. Laskowitz, I. B. Centrifugal variable thrust mechanism. 
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...In accordance with Newtons' Law of Action and Reaction, a reactive 

thrust is generated when the weight is shifted, so that no net thrust 

   

can be generated. The Office will not go into a detailed mathematical 

analysis. The device, therefore, is deemed to be inoperative in the 

manner and for the purpose described. 

Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as based on a device 

lacking in utility for the reason that it is inoperative as pointed out 

above. This ground of rejection can be avoided only by this presentation 

of a working model in accordance with the disclosure... 

Ex. 5-1 

Portion of the original rejection notice by U.S. Patent Office of 
Cook's first patent application. 



Until now most of these patents have been 
rejected both by the scientific community and by pri-
vate enterprise, although many inventors have built 
and demonstrated models that work on a limited basis. 
Of those devices that do propel, most move in a series 
of jerks or surges. In fact, the U.S. Patent Office now 
often requires a working model before issuing a pa-
tent, precisely because the principle involved is cited 
as being contrary to the laws of physics. The initial 
Cook patent was rejected for this reason (See Exhibit 
5-1). It was only accepted later when a bona fide 
working model was presented. 

In Cook's case a man named John Graham, a 
licensed patent attorney and industrial mechanical 
engineer, signed a sworn affidavit that the machine did 
indeed work. This affidavit satisfied the U.S. Patent 
Office. 

We have studied most of these patents. Slow-
ly, we educated ourselves, adding to our knowledge of 
inertial forces by analyzing what was tried before. 
(Edison found that sometimes by learning 100 wrong 
ways of doing something you find the right way.) 

We have heard repeatedly, "If such a thing 
were possible, out of all the millions of machines built 
and mechanical actions studied, surely someone 
would have stumbled on it by accident." We strongly 
doubt it. These words mask the familiar proposition, 
"If the idea is so great somebody with proper creden-
tials in the field would have thought of it years ago. So 
there is something wrong with your idea." To put 
together a never-done-before machine that propels 
efficiently is to traverse a very narrow trail strewn with 
landmines and booby traps. We have stepped on 
our share. 

Of the inventors we researched in this area we 
could only find two others persistant enough to obtain 
a second patent: Laskowitz 1934, 1935; Dean 1959, 
1963. (Cook himself, 1972, 1980.) Both the Laskowitz 
and Dean second patent were similar in principle to 
their first. In contrast, the latest Cook patent is not an 
extension of his original 1972 version. It is, rather, 
based on an entirely new principle. Cook seems to be 
the first person in history to have patented two suc-
cessful and distinct principles for inertial propulsion. 

Any discussion of the various attempts to pro-
pel through internal means requires an understanding 
of some fundamental nomenclature, as well as some 
knowledge of the basic forces produced by rotary 
motion. In preparation then, here is how we define the 
terms we use: 

angular momentum— determines the energy or force 
value of the object moving in a circular path. (The angular 
momentum is the factor that determines the energy con-
tained within a spinning mass) 
angular velocity— rate of change of direction of a mass. 
centrifugal force—the inertial effect produced when an 
object is constrained to move in a circle. (This force can 
be viewed as the equilibrant of centripetal force) 
centripetal force— the inward pulling force that causes an 
object to move in a circle 
Coriolis force—the inertial effect occurring when a mass 
is constrained to move radially across a rotating body 
gyroscopic force— resistance to torque that would 
change the position of the axis of a spinning mass 
impulsive force— force acting for a short time but suffi- 
ciently large to cause some change in momentum 
inertia— the tendency for matter to remain in a state of 
rest or in uniform motion 
kinetic energy— work the object can do by virtue of its 
motion. (The higher the speed, the more the work po-
tential) 
linear momentum— determines the energy or force value 
of the object moving in a straight line (The linear momen-
tum is the factor that determines the energy contained 
within a linear moving mass. Linear momentum is a prod-
uct of mass and velocity.) 
linear velocity— speed the object is moving in a straight 
line 
power— rate of doing work 
rotor— in the Cook system, a propellerlike unit having 
weight(s) spinning around the center shaft 
torque— twisting or turning action 

Although it appears that most forces and 
effects involving mechanics have been "accounted 
for," the following thoughts of Einstein and Infeld 
should be kept in mind: 

When first studying mechanics one has the impression that 
everything in this branch of science is simple, fundamental 
and settled for all time. One would hardly suspect the exis-
tence of an important clue which no one noticed for three 
hundred years. The neglected clue is connected with one of 
the fundamental concepts of mechanics— that of mass.' 

In like manner, a more complete understanding 
of inertial forces will unlock several clues concerning 
the existence of internal propulsive forces that also 
have gone unnoticed for over three hundred years. 

Now let's briefly examine centrifugal force, 
centripetal force, Coriolis force, gyroscopic force, and 
tangential force. There are a variety of ways to define 
these forces. We have chosen to view and treat these 
forces in our own way based on our observations. 



Fig. 5-2 

Deflection of ball as seen by rotating observer at center A. 

THE CENTRIFUGAL AND THE 
CENTRIPETAL FORCE 

In our study of the various propulsive mech-
anisms with spinning masses, we have chosen to 
view the resulting forces from a rotating frame of 
reference. The general theory of relativity admits that 
the explanations of both rotating and nonrotating 
observers are equally valid. We are concerned with 
what forces affect the center of the mechansim. 

For example, consider a volunteer turning at 
the same angular speed as a ball attached to the end 
of a string he is holding (Fig. 5-1). This is a rotating 
frame of reference, and from the volunteer's point of 
view the ball has no acceleration and is at rest. The 
outward centrifugal force produced by the ball is 
equalized by the inward pull of centripetal force. 

The magnitude of these forces are given by the 
following equations: 

	

F = mw2r 	(radially inward) 

	

F = —mw2r 	(radially outward) 

where m = mass, co = angular velocity, and r = 
radius of the circle of motion. We view as a fact that 
neither of these forces can exist without the other. 

In our example, centrifugal force is a very real 
force for the rotating observer, and similarly, is an 
effective force on the center of the mechanisms we 
will study. As you will soon see, it is this very real 
inertial force that will be harnessed to effectively 
propel the CI P engine. 

Fig. 5-1 

From a rotating frame of reference a rotating ball seems to be at 
rest in relation to the observer. 

Fig. 5-3 

A negative Coriolis force acting perpendicular to the spinning tube. 



CORIOLIS ACCELERATION AND 
CORIOLIS FORCE 

A proper understanding of Coriolis force and 
being able to properly distinguish it from Coriolis ac-
celeration is essential for comprehending many of the 
patents we'll be reviewing. Both meterologists and 
hydrologists must consider Coriolis effects when plot-
ting wind or ocean currents. 

Again, we have chosen a rotating frame of 
reference. Coriolis force can be defined as the inertial 
effect occurring when a mass is constrained to move 
radially across a rotating body. 

The following is how we view the distinction 
between Coriolis force and Coriolis acceleration. 
Imagine rolling a steel ball away from center A on a 
frictionless platform rotating counterclockwise at con-
stant angular velocity. As the ball moves radially away 
from center A it is unable to match the higher tan-
gential velocity of points B and C. (The ball cannot 
increase its tangential velocity because there is no 
friction.) Since the ball does not increase its tangential 
velocity it appears to curve to the right (as seen by the 
rotating observer at center A [Fig. 5-2 ]. The outside 
observer, however, will see the ball move in a straight 
line.) This effect gives evidence that there must be a 
Coriolis acceleration and it is defined by the equation 

a = 2covr , 

where o. = angular velocity, and y r  = radial velocity. 
Let's again imagine a steel ball rolling away 

from center A on the platform rotating counterclock-
wise. This time, the ball is forced to roll through a 
smooth tube. The relative acceleration from the pre-
vious example now becomes a force pushing on the 
right side of the tube, trying to slow the angular 
velocity of the platform (Fig. 5-3). The force is perpen-
dicular to the radial motion of the ball. This negative 
Coriolis force (when pitted against a positive torque) 
then registers a positive force on the center of rota-
tion. (One of Cook's earlier models utilized this Coriolis 
force to propel.) The Coriolis force is the same deflect-
ing force you would feel pushing you sideways should 
you walk outward on a spinning merry-go-round. 

If on the same platform the ball were forced to 
return from B to A, the opposite would happen. The 
ball's inertia resists reducing its angular velocity, and it 
does so by pushing on the left side of the tube, trying 
to increase the angular velocity of the platform. The 
force is produced on the left side of the tube (Fig. 5-4). 
The magnitude of this force is expressed as 

Force = 2cov r  m, 

where a. = angular velocity; v, = radial velocity; and 
m = mass of ball. (Note that when dealing with Coriolis 
acceleration [a =2covr[ mass is not included in the 
equation because this motion is a relative acceleration 

between a spinning body and a radially moving body. 
In the case of Coriolis force note that the masses move 
in such a way as to react against one another and, 
therefore, their weight must be considered in order to 
measure the reactive force.) 

Whenever a mass changes its radius with re-
spect to the center of a uniformly rotating body we 
have to consider Mr. Coriolis. 

Fig. 5-4 

A positive Coriolis force acting perpendicular to the spinning tube. 



GYROSCOPIC FORCE 

A spinning top is a good example of a gyro-
scope (Fig. 5-5). The top tends to maintain its position 
in space because of the inertia of the rapidly spinning 
body. 

A gyroscope rigidly resists being disturbed and 
reacts to a disturbing torque by precessing (rotating 
slowly) at right angles to the torque. This principle can 
be demonstrated with a suspended bicycle wheel 
spinning at high speed. To observe precession, a force 
is applied steadily. The wheel is found to precess 
slowly, not about the axis of the applied torque, but 
about an axis perpendicular to it and perpendicular to 
the spin axle (Fig. 5-6). 

Any high-speed rotor is like a gyroscope. When 
torque is applied, the rotor wants to precess. If a rigid 
rotor is prevented from precessing, a force registers 
on the system. 

weiclur 
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Fig. 5-5 
	

Fig. 5-6 

Spinning top. 	 Gyroscopic precession of a spinning bicycle wheel. 



TANGENTIAL FORCE 

Another force we encountered was a tan-
gential force, which is produced when a small spinning 

mass is briefly angularly accelerated or decelerated. 
The tangential force can be produced by a brief torque, 
a change of radius producing a tangential Coriolis 
force, or by any briefly applied force angularly speed-
ing up or slowing down the spinning mass. (Remem-
ber that a tangential force can produce a brief torque 
and that likewise a brief torque can produce a tan-
gential force.) If we briefly change the angular velocity 
(Fig. 5-7) of the mass at different positions during each 
revolution and the radius remains constant, outside 
tangential forces or brief torque will account for the 
change in angular momentum. 

How might we propel using our knowledge of 
these forces? In evaluating any given unbalanced 
rotor, we must remember that by adding a second 
synchronized counterrotating rotor, all lateral forces 
are canceled. 

Vector A has two components in the two-
dimensional plane: a vertical component B and a hori-
zontal component C. Thus, as our single mass rotates 
we have both vertical and horizontal forces. By adding 
a second counterrotating rotor we cancel the hori-
zontal forces (Fig. 5-8). This canceling results in a two-
directional force. 

Fig. 5-7 

Force vector produced at this point by tangential force or positive 
torque. 

Fig. 5-8 

The cancellation of horizontal forces produces a two-directional 
force. 

5 1  4 



Let's now look at possible ways to propel. Let's 
imagine a mass spinning in a circle. For 180° of travel 
from A to B we produce positive centrifugal force, and 
for 180° from B back to A we produce negative cen-
trifugal force. Over 360°, the forces cancel (Fig. 5-9). 

One possibility would be to make our mass 
spin faster for the positive 180° than for the negative 
180° (Fig. 5-10). A greater angular velocity will produce 
a greater centrifugal force in the forward direction. So 
let's speed up our mass at point A by applying positive 
torque, and (at point B) slow it down by applying nega-
tive torque. Unfortunately, this doesn't work. To speed 
up our mass at A results in a negative tangential force. 
The same negative force appears at B when we slow 
our mass down. The two negative impulses cancel 
what we gain by the additional centrifugal force. No 
matter what combinations of acceleration and decel-
eration we try, we can't propel with this principle. 

Many inventors have tried a slightly different 
approach to reap the advantages of the powerful and 
easily generated centrifugal force. For example, some 
devices have rotated mass members and shifted the  

center of gravity relative to the axis of rotation. It thus 
seems another simple way to propel would be to elim-
inate the negative 180° of travel. 

At position B shoot the mass through the 
center back to position A, therefore eliminating the 
180° of negative centrifugal force (Fig. 5-11). If our 
mass followed a frictionless path, the lateral force 
developed at B accelerating the mass through the 
center could be canceled by the lateral impact force at 
A stopping its momentum. We know we produce a 
positive centrifugal force in the forward direction for 
approximately 180°. Is this, then, an unbalanced force? 
Let's evaluate what happens to our mass as it moves 
from position B to position A. Remember, whenever 
we change the radius of a mass on a rotating body we 
introduce Coriolis force. (The same as walking radially 
on that merry-go-round.) 

At position B the mass is traveling at its max-
imum angular velocity. When shot toward the center, 
it has to slow down and lose some of its angular 
momentum. Some of its energy has to be drained. Its 
inertia at point B resists change, and as it moves 
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Fig. 5-9 

Centrifugal forces in equilibrium. 

Fig. 5-10 

A positive centrifugal force counterbalanced by negative tangential 
forces and negative centrifugal force. 

Fig. 5-11 

A proposed method of producing an unbalanced centrifugal force. 

Fig. 5-12 

Centrifugal forces and Coriolis forces in equilibrium. 
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radially toward center C a positive Coriolis force results 
perpendicular to the radial motion (thus producing a 
negative effect on the system). 

From center C back to A the mass now resists 
increasing its angular velocity (negative Coriolis force), 
which again produces a negative effect on our center. 
The two negative effects of the Coriolis forces have 
exactly canceled our positive centrifugal force, and 
again we have a balanced system (Fig. 5-12). 

Several inventors have patented this principle. 
Witness, for example, the 1934 Laskowitz drive (Fig. 
5-13). This drive had a series of spinning weights fitted 
into cylindrical bores. The radius of rotation of the 
weights would be changed at various points (Mr. Cori-
olis) to produce a positive centrifugal force that hope-
fully propelled. The radius of one weight was increased 
while the radius of the other was decreased. This 
motion unfortunately imparted two simultaneous 
negatively acting Coriolis impulses on the center, 
canceling the positive centrifugal force. 

In 1944, the Nowlin drive was patented (Fig. 
5-14). This drive had a series of gears extending and 
retracting a series of cranks attached to a propellant 
mass. The object was to extend the propellant mass in 
this telescopic fashion at the required position to 
supposedly produce an unbalanced centrifugal force. 
Again, due to both the timing of the mechanism and 
the shifting position of the weights, the changes of the 
radius caused negative Coriolis effects, which can-
celed the positive centrifugal force. 

The Matyas drive of 1971 (Fig. 5-15) tried it a 
bit differently. A pool of mercury was the propellent 
mass, and the greater concentration of mass was  

maintained on the positive half of the system by a 
series of pistons that forced the mercury back toward 
the center of rotation at certain intervals. This method 
was yet another way of changing the radius of the 
propellant mass. Because of the machine's timing, the 
Coriolis again neatly balanced the lopsided centrifugal 
forces. Another balanced system. 

The Novak drive (Fig. 5-16) was patented in 
1974. Novak had a series of off-center rotating masses 
timed to take advantage of the positive centrifugal 
force. Same principle, same results —a balanced force. 

The Cuff drive, (Fig. 5-17) patented 1976: 
Change radius — negative Coriolis effects — balancing 
positive centrifugal force. 

Two variations of these principles were pub-
lished as advertisements in the Washington Post, the 
first on Sunday, October 25, 1970 in a piece by Nilkco 
Nhol titled "Thrust from Energy." Mr. Nhol suggested 
filling and emptying tanks with liquid at certain posi-
tions timed at different angular velocities. (See Exhibit 
5-2). A similar idea appeared again in an advertisement 
in the Post on November 22, 1971 with the head "Is 
Momentum Always Conserved?" Our own experi-
ments with similar principles have all failed. 

There have been yet other patents applying 
this principle. So far, all have failed because it seems 
that there is a misunderstanding of the Coriolis force 
effects. No matter what combination you choose, you 
cannot produce an unbalanced force and propel quite 
this way. It seems to be a dictate of nature. 

Other inventors have tried to propel using a 
different principle — the sudden application of a force. 
Known as impulse drives, these try to take advantage 

Fig. 5-13 
	

Fig. 5-14 

Laskowitz drive. 	 Nowlin drive. 
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Fig. 5-15 

Matyas drive.  
Fig. 5-16 

Novak drive. 

Fig. 5-17 

Cuff drive. 
Fig. 5-18 

Goldschmidt drive. 
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Fig. 5-19 

Farrall drive. 

of a short-lasting powerful force pitted against a 
longer-lasting weaker force with the aid of static 
friction. 

Note the Goldschmidt drive of 1924 (Fig. 5-18). 
A hammer impacted into a stop to impulse the ma-
chine forward. This system takes advantage of static 
friction. Friction maintains the machine's position 
while the hammer is slowly retracted. The release of 
the hammer produced an impulse overcoming the 
static friction and moving the machine. Obviously, the 
machine could impulse forward aided by friction but, in 
space, would simply oscillate back and forth. 

The Farrall drive (Fig. 5-19) was patented in 
1966. Here was another battering ram. A large weight 
compressed springs to a cocked position, then it was 
released to provide a power impulse. Static friction 
would again provide limited motion here on earth but 
bounded motion in space! 

One variation of this principle was the widely 
publicized Dean drive (Fig. 5-20), patented in 1959. 
The mechanism Dean built was rather confusing. It 
clouded the true picture of the actual mechanical prin-
ciple involved. Some of our working models have been 
compared to the Dean drive when in fact they bear no 
resemblance to it at all. The propulsive force in Dean's 
system is centrifugal force. The oscillating carriage has 
two counterrotating weights Dean called eccentric 
inertial masses. These produce an intermittent force in 
the desired direction of travel (Fig. 5-21). 

Ex. 5-2 

Nhol's 1970 ad in the Washington Post concerning a suggested 
space drive. 
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Fig. 5-21 

The heart of Dean's mechanism. 



Dean took advantage of the positive centrifugal 
force to propel the load, and with the aid of static 
friction prevented the negative centrifugal force from 
moving the system backwards. When the weights 
were producing positive centrifugal force on the load, 
the electro-magnetic clutch grabbed the rigid load tape 
thus transmitting an impulse that pulled the load for-
ward and moved the carriage into the forward position 
on the fixed frame. 

When the weights swing to the opposite side 
producing negative centrifugal force, the electro-
magnetic clutch releases the rigid steel tape which is 
then prevented from moving backwards as the oscil-
lating carriage returns on the track to its starting posi-
tion. By activating the solenoid at just the right timing 
and by properly adjusting the springs, Dean could slow 
the carriage's return and prevent it from overcoming 
the static friction of the load. (It is important to note 
that the clamping device provided a rigid connection 
between the main frame and load on the negative 
force cycle.) 

Therefore, the machine overcomes the static 
friction and moves forward on the positive cycle. On 
the negative cycle, the springs worked in unison with 
the solenoid which had a cushioning effect and pre-
vented a large enough negative impulse to be trans-
lated to the load and move the machine backwards. 
Dean's machine did propel across the floor. In space, 
however, without the aid of friction, his model would 
only produce bounded motion. 

To test Dean's model one of the first experi-
ments to conduct is to place the load on an air cushion 
or in some similar way minimize the friction between 
the load and its support. (This test was also one sug-
gested for Cook's working models.) 

Mr. Jacob Rabinow of Rabinow Engineering 
Company (and the inventor of the electro-magnetic 
clutch) did an analysis of a Dean model provided to the 
Air Force Office of Scientific Research in 1961. One of 
his tests was to use rollers between the load and its 
support to minimize friction. With less than one ounce 
of friction the load oscillated at the same frequency as 
the carriage, but did not advance toward it. Rabinow 
concluded that if the frictional forces of the load were 
smaller than the reverse spring forces, and if the posi-
tive and negative impulse were equal, the load would 
move backward due to the spring force, and the net 
displacement would be zero. Thus, Rabinow's test 
showed the machine to have no net unidirectional 
effect on an inertial load if the frictional load is small 
compared to the mass. 

In another test Rabinow used gauges to obtain 
force-time plots on an oscilloscope. He concluded that 
both the positive and negative areas were equal and 
that momentum was indeed conserved. 

Finally, Rabinow noted that the load moves 
toward the carriage if: (1) The positive impulse is  

greater than the load's static friction; and (2) the spring 
force developed during the remainder of the cycle is 
less than the static friction. 2  

Rabinow concluded that the device was in-
capable of operating as a true space drive. He com-
pared Dean's model to a man on roller skates trying to 
move a table. By using his own inertia and pushing in a 
series of jerks, the man can move the table even if 
he's mounted on perfect wheels. The short jerks of 
force simply need to be greater than the value of static 
friction between the table and floor. (Bear this expla-
nation in mind. As you will see, it was later erroneously 
used to explain the success of Cook's working 
models.) 

Static friction aids the impulse drives. Surpris-
ingly (as you will soon see from our experiments), the 
lack of static friction improved the performance of the 
working models. Researchers need to find a system 
that benefits from the lack of static friction. Using an 
inertial force to produce a constant linear force effi-
ciently requires a different approach. The impulse-
based machines have yet to demonstrate a true reac-
tionless drive. 

More ingenious attempts to propel internally 
have been patented. One class of drives considers 
using gyroscopic forces to propel. These ideas are 
interesting. The Foster drive (Fig. 5-22) patented in 
1972 and the Kellogg drive of 1965 (Fig. 5-23) involved 
gyroscopic forces. The Foster drive was reported to 
move across the flat surface at 4 mph. Our experi-
ments led us to believe that a gyroscopic space drive, 
although experiencing limited success on earth, would 
probably not work efficiently in deep space. (Some of 
Cook's experiments with the gyroscopic force have 

Fig. 5-22 

Foster drive. 



Fig. 5-23 

Kellogg drive. 

still left him puzzled. Cook intends to continue these 
experiments at a later time.) 

Many of the remaining drives each involve a 
unique principle. A complete analysis of them would 
be extremely difficult to present in simplified form. 

Some combine Coriolis, centrifugal, centripetal, and 
gyroscopic forces into supersophisticated machinery. 
We have either studied or built most of them. Table 
5-1 lists selected patents. 

Table 5-1 Selected Patents & Their Principle Propulsive Forces 

INVENTOR 	 ISSUED 	MAIN PROPULSIVE FORCES 

Llamozas 	 1953 	impulse 
Kellogg 	 1965 	gyroscopic 
di Bella 	 1968 	Coriolis, centrifugal 
Auweele 	 1970 	impulse 
Foster 	 1972 	gyroscopic 
Young 	 1971 	gyroscopic, Coriolis, 

centrifugal 
Lehberger 	 1975 	centrifugal 
Cook 	 1972 	Coriolis, centrifugal, 

centripetal 
Cook 	 1980 	centrifugal 

These inventors have been pioneers. Facing 
the brick wall of the established scientific community 
takes courage and stubbornness. It comes as no sur-
prise that few have continued their research after 
initial lack of support. Who wants to finance a project 
labeled impossible by science? We honor these 
inventors. 

Up until now, Newton's laws of motion have 
prevailed against these machines. However, Robert 
Cook's CIP engine will put them to their toughest test 
yet. 

Citations, Chapter 5 

1. A. P. French, Newtonian Mechanics (New York: W. W. Norton, 19711, 
p. 492. 

2. William Beller, "Consultant's Report Overrides Dean Space Drive," 
Missles and Rockets (June 12, 1961), pp. 24 —25, 42. 



6 The History (Part 1)=1=1=11 

he year was 1968; the day, February 9. A 
momentous thing happened on that day: 

Robert Cook first began the research that will, when 
fully understood, unlock some of the greatest mys-
teries of the universe. 

What sparked the beginnings was a work Cook 
had written and wanted published. Being an unknown, 
however, no one took his book seriously. He was 
advised that, in order to get his work published, he 
should create a public following, generate a base of 
interest. Being an inventor he decided to attempt the 
so-called "impossible" to gain public attention. Noth-
ing mechanically had ever permanently stumped Cook, 

To Cook, the Universe itself was 
a gigantic perpetual motion 
machine. 

who had figured out some of the world's most com-
plex machinery. But what was impossible? He pon-
dered this question at length. Well, no one had ever 
built a successful perpetual motion machine. 

To Cook, the universe itself was a gigantic per-
petual motion machine. It had been running for billions 
of years, doing all this work, exchanging all types of 
energy, and it showed no signs of slowing down. Cook 
knew energy could not be obtained from nothing, but 
why couldn't energy be derived from energy? He felt 
intuitively there was a way to do this. After many 
hours of deep concentration, the trail to a new energy 
source formed in his mind. On February 12, 1968 he 
made a note to pick up a tinker toy or metal erector set 
and two bicycle wheels. 

Using these crude parts Cook began his ex-
periments on a new energy source. Within a few 
months he had decided on an idea that he felt should 
be patented. 

Thus, in the Spring of 1968, Cook visited the 
law offices of Gardner and Zimmerman, patent attor-
neys of Oakland, California. He had engaged Joseph B. 

Gardner in the past concerning an invention that dealt 
with printing presses. This time, he disclosed his ideas 
on a new energy source, one that involved centrifugal 
force, magnetic effects, and several other forces. 

Upon hearing Cook's idea, Gardner, a mechan-
ical engineer, called in his junior partner, Mike Zim-
merman, a physicist. Gardner was impressed with the 
idea, but reminded Cook of the position of the U.S. 
Patent Office: that all perpetual motion machines to 
be patented must first be successfully demonstrated. 
Cook would be required to build an actual working 
model. 

At the time, Cook was employed at Olympic 
Press in Oakland, so his experiments continued on a 
part-time basis. Over the next few years he temporar-
ily gave up the printing trade whenever possible to 
work on the invention. Whenever he ran out of funds, 
he returned to printing work until he could save enough 
money to get back to his pet project again. 

During the summer of 1968 Cook left his job to 
visit his home town of Presidio, Texas, where he con-
tinued his experiments, the results of which looked 
promising. One day— while working on one of the 
series of parts required for the model— he made a 
mistake. Suddenly, an entirely different picture 
emerged. With the accidental change, the rotor he 
was designing was going to propel. Cook reflected on 
what he had done. He now had two directions he 
could pursue: Should he continue experimenting with 
his energy source ideas or begin to develop a possible 
new propulsion system? Remembering his book and 
his original purpose, Cook became convinced that a 
new propulsion system would be easier to promote 
and much more readily accepted by the public than his 
"perpetual motion" idea. He would resume his energy 
experiments later. Now, he decided to make a com-
mitment to proving, financing, and getting public 
acceptance of his propulsion system. 

The propulsion system, unlike the energy 
source, would require two counterrotating rotors. To 
avoid the considerable expense involved in building a 
two-rotor machine, Cook thought that possibly a small 
single-rotor model could be built using gravity as an 
aid. This machine wouldn't propel in a weightless en-
vironment, but it could successfully demonstrate the 
principle. To take advantageof gravity for his purposes 



(a) 
	

(b) 

Fig. 6-1 

(a) An early CIP concept; (b) schematics of hydraulic system to be used with the early CIP concept shown. 

required knowing just what the acceleration due to 
gravity was. Presidio, Texas, unfortunately, had no 
public library. Cook had no idea there was an equation 
that could determine the acceleration of an object 
under the influence of gravity. For his single-rotor 
machine to propel, the acceleration of an object due to 
gravity had to be greater than 11 feet per second per 
second. 

Using a step ladder and a watch Cook dropped 
objects to get some estimate of their acceleration rate. 
The experiments, although extremely crude, proved 
successful. He satisfied himself that the acceleration 
of a body under the influence of gravity was greater 
than 11 feet per second per second. With this knowl-
edge, he was confident his first model could be suc-
cessfully built with a single rotor. 

No model had yet been built but the concept 
was born. So, early in 1969 Cook rushed back to Cal-
ifornia to disclose this tremendous new idea to his 
patent attorneys, who were duly impressed. A patent 
search began at once. 

The concept became reality in the spring of 
that year. A small prototype model was built and— just 
as Cook predicted— it worked. The small 1/70th 
horsepower motor, drawing 0.7 amps, propelled a 
10-pound cart. 

When Cook began his experiments on the new 
propulsion system he was totally unaware that his 
work would conflict with Newtonian mechanics. He 
simply went by instinct and felt he was following 
natural laws. But as his work progressed he intuitively 
began to suspect that there might be a conflict with 
Newton's laws. Something just felt funny, even 
though he couldn't specifically identify where the 
problem was. 

Later in 1969 Cook expressed these feelings in 
a letter to his patent attorney. The letter informed 
Gardner of the inventor's conviction that what he had  

stumbled across did contradict the laws of Newton. 
From his experiments Cook was gradually forming a 
clearer picture of inertial forces. Intuitively, he came to 
suspect that both gravity and magnetism were internal 
propulsive forces. 

On April 4, 1969 Cook applied for a patent on 
his working model. Shown here, the small rotor is 
attached to a cart (Fig. 6-1a). The initial system was 
designed to use hydraulics. (We'll describe the me-
chanics of the principle later.) 

The crude handmade model built in Presidio, 1969. 



In an article (Exhibit 6-1) published in the Wal-
nut Kernel, Pleasant Hill Post, and the Concord Journal, 
Cook pronounced this crude machine as "the most 
efficient energy converter that can be used in outer 
space in the world today." The single-rotor model 
aided by gravity was limited to surface propulsion. 
A system capable of propelling in deep space would 
require at least two counterrotating rotors to cancel 
lateral forces and prevent gyration. 

By summer, back in Presidio, Cook started 
constructing his second model, a unit with two coun-
terrotating rotors that, when completed, would be 
capable of propelling in any environment. 

Ex. 6-1 

The first newspaper story announcing Cook's invention. Though 
poorly written, the article does document Cook's beginning. 

But  after several months of working on the 
new machine Cook still had not made it propel. Ailing 
from a bad cold and suffering from a hand cut that had 
developed into blood poisoning, Cook felt he was 

experiencing the lowest moments of his life. He was 
worried sick that maybe he had made a dreadful mis-
take spending all that money to apply for patents. He 
was concentrating hard, trouble-shooting the problem, 
when his aunt Maria handed him an orange and said 
"Here, peel this and eat it." Cook still laughs when he 
recalls how ironic it was that in the middle of his 
greatest worry and concern his aunt handed him an 
orange to peel. 

Kernel Publications: Walnut Kernel, Pleasant Hill Post, Concord Journal, Thursday, April 10, 1969 

YOUNG INVENTOR REVEALS BRAINCHILD 

Bob Cook, former 
Concord resident, now 
living in Pittsburg, has 
just applied for a patent 
on a revolutionary prin-
ciple and its application 
for use in transportation. 

The idea, almost un-
believable in its probable 
extensive use, involves 
the conversion of cen-
trifical force to linear 
force. There are other 
methods of converting 
centrifical force, but this 
is the first time a con-
version system has 
been developed that 
would be practical for 
outer space use, said 
Cook. 

Sometime ago Bob 
Cook, as pressman, de-
signed a color attach-
ment for Kernel Publica-
tions in a matter of a 
few hours, a few spare 
parts and an investment 
of less than $5.00. The 
attachment was as good 
as that offered by the 
press manufacturer at a 
cost of nearly $10,000. 

Bob's interest for 
many years has cen-
tered on gravity, centrif-
ical force and magne-
tism. In June of '68 he 
became intensly inter-
ested in the experi-
ments of scientists in 
Atlantic City who built 
huge metal bottles that 
spin so fast that they 
nearly destroy them- 

selves. Researchers at 
Oak Ridge built centri-
fuges that spin up to 
46,000 times a minute, 
five times as fast as a 
jet engine. They plan to 
build bottles that spin 
much faster so they can 
boost the weight of 
things. 

. . . The tremendous 
increase in weight and 
the possibility of devis-
ing a way to make use 
of this principle fasci-
nated Cook. His first 
interest was in another 
direction, however, and 
while working on other 
applications, he almost 
accidently discovered a 
system that can take 
advantage of this force. 

Bob is presently look-
ing for ways to involve 
his new machine in 
practical application. 

Cook has been exper-
imenting in this field 
ever since he graduated 
from Mt. Diablo high 
school. Cook served his 
Printing Pressman Ap-
prenticeship at the 
Walnut Kernel in 1953 
and worked for the 
paper nearly ten years. 
It was the fastest 
apprenticeship ever 
served. In a matter of a 
few weeks he was able 
to master the problems 
of a fairly complicated 
newspaper press, that 
usually takes an appren- 

tice 5 years. He still 
works as a pressman 
but just enough to have 
money to take care 
of his experiments. 
Bob's formal education 
stopped at a few 
months of Junior Col-
lege at Pleasant Hill. 
When he took an apti-
tude test there he rated 
extremely high in me-
chanical ability. 

When Cook walked 
into the offices of 
Gardner and Zimmer-
man, Oakland patent 
attorneys, with his idea, 
he had no working 
model and the physicist 
and mechanical engi-
neers had doubt. Bob 
tried to explain it so the 
well-educated physicist 
could understand, but  

he didn't know the 
technical language and 
couldn'I get through too 
well. Bob finally went 
home and built a tiny 
working model ... 

The working model 
has a 1-70th horse-
power motor, drawing, 
.6 amps only, yet drives 
a 10-lb. vehicle. It has 
been adjusted to pro-
duce 9 ounces of thrust, 
even though the work-
ing model is very rough. 

The potential use is 
almost unbelievable. It's 
application could easily 
allow a "flying saucer" 
design of aircraft. It can 
be applied to propulsion 
of ships, etc. Its basic 
design used on auto-
mobile development 
would save consider- 

able horsepower now 
lost in conventional en-
gines and power trans-
ference. It would elim-
inate the need for a 
drive shaft, differential 
housing, and transmis-
sion.... 

The principle involves 
a wheel with a weight 
that changes position in 
such a manner it gener-
ates a forward motion. 
It can be understood by 
comparing it in principle 
with a car wheel that is 
out of balance and 
shakes the car to 
pieces. Cook devised a 
mechanical means to 
harness the imbalanced 
wheel and divert the 
rough force all in one 
direction. The force can 
be reversed or neutral-
ized immediately, offer-
ing all kinds of adaptabil-
ity. The only thing is that 
his "off-balance" wheel 
is not really off balance. 

The test model, ac-
cording to the young 
inventor, is the most 
efficient electrical en-
ergy converter that can 
be used in outer space 
in the world today. 



Later that day he finally made the necessary 

adjustments and the machine, for the first time, began 
to propel. His excitement at seeing the model propel 
was overwhelming. That evening, he made several 
phone calls to California relatives and friends to tell 
them of his tremendous success. This second model 
was handmade and very crude but it did work! 

Early the next year-1970—Cook moved to 
Tuscon to stay with his father and brother. While 
there, he meekly approached the scientific community 
at the University of Arizona in Tucson with what he 
believed was a major breakthrough in transportation 
and mechanics. He expected that the professors 
would generally welcome him with open arms. He 
was in for the shock of his life! When he began to 
discuss his idea with professors he felt like he was lost 
in a shooting gallery. Here was an unarmed small- 

"You have no formal education, 
you haven't read any technical 
books lately, and you come in here 
and try to tell me you've destroyed 
the teachings of Newton." 

town inventor colliding head-on with the "fully-
equipped" and "superbly" trained "minute men" of 
science defending one of their greatest heroes, Sir 
Isaac Newton. The professors simply couldn't tolerate 
some uneducated "fool" challenging long-established 
scientific laws. With no advanced education, Cook 
wasn't even able to understand what arguments they 
were throwing at him. How could he answer? Of 
course, his silence was interpreted as ignorance. 

In that first encounter, Cook, accompanied by 
his father, visited Dr. Clark Jacobsen of the University 
of Arizona. While Cook explained the results of his 
experiments in Presidio, Dr. Jacobsen appeared 
somewhat disinterested and annoyed. "But have you 
heard of Newton's third law?" he asked. "Yes," Cook 
replied. "And can you recite it?" Dr. Jacobsen asked. 
Cook replied affirmatively and recited Newton's third 
law. "There you have it," Dr. Jacobsen said, "for that 
reason your idea won't work. You have no formal 
education, you haven't read any technical books lately, 
and you come in here and try to tell me you've de-
stroyed the teachings of Newton. You expect me to 
believe that? I can't." Cook was embarrassed at 
having his father witness the manner in which the 
professors rejected his idea. 

Dr. Jacobsen challenged Cook. "I'll bet you 
$2,000 it won't work. No, I'll bet you $10,000 it won't." 
"And I'll bet you $10,000 it does," Cook countered. He 
and Dr. Jacobsen shook on the wager. After thinking it  

over, however, Dr. Jacobsen said, "Oh, forget the bet, 

I don't want to take your money." This was the first 
time a wager had been used to challenge Cook. 

This unhappy meeting with Dr. Jacobsen con-
firmed Cook's suspicions. This professor verified that 
if his invention worked it did indeed contradict New-
ton's third law of motion. What Cook didn't realize at 
that point was how long a battle he had ahead with the 
world of science, and the fact that he was in conflict 
with all three of the Newtonian laws. (This discovery 
wouldn't be made until late in 1979.) A small story in 
the March 1, 1970 edition of the Arizona Daily Star 
records this visit to the University. 

In a letter dated March 10, 1970 Cook was 
notified that his initial patent application (serial 
#813,529) had been rejected because Newton's laws 
were contrary to the machine's principles: "In accor-
dance with Newton's law of action and reaction a 
reactive thrust is generated when the weight is 
shifted, so that no net thrust can be generated." 

The patent office required a working model. 
Cook now had a four-rotor device but his initial patent 
application was based on a single rotor. A new patent 
application on this principle would be necessary. 

The second model was crude, so that spring in 
Arizona Cook built an improved third version at the 
home of his brother William. Armed with more confi-
dence, he returned to the University of Arizona. This 
time, he brought a working model, which was dem-
onstrated to Dr. Tom Livingston and to a photographer 
from the Arizona Daily Star. Dr. Livingston was gentle. 
"I don't want to get into an argument about this idea," 
he said, "but I know what it's doing." He suggested 
that in order for Cook to prove the validity of his model 
an accelerometer test be performed along with several 
other experiments. One involved placing the machine 

Cook's third model was built in Tucson in 1970. 



on a boat in a pool to see if the boat could be propelled. 
A second involved suspending the machine from four 
wires to see if the model would displace to one side.* 
Dr. Livingston made helpful suggestions but his atti-
tude toward the idea was extremely cool, and he 
appeared to be slightly embarrassed at having to wit-
ness a demonstration of the model. 

On June 2, 1970 the Arizona Daily Star ran a 
story titled, "Cook Says He's No Kook, Hopes to 
Refute Newton." (See Exhibit 6-2.) In the story Cook 
suggests that the very fact the model works proves 
that Newton's law is not 100% true. Years later, his 
attacks on Newton would become harsher. 

The article caused quite a commotion at the 
University of Arizona. Two years later Cook was to see 
a copy of a letter that Dr. Jim Holloway, Professor of 
Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering, had written to 
the editor of the Daily Star: "If you consider the avail-
ability of the Science and Engineering Department at 
the University of Arizona to your reporters, the total 
inaccuracy of your story is inexcusable. I use the the-
ory of the Dean -Cook machine as homework assign-
ments in one of my advanced mechanics classes." 

The newspaper story did document Cook's 
sincere attempts to obtain an honest evaluation from 
the scientific community, and the one-man struggle he 
was engaged in. Unfortunately, it contained several 
inaccuracies caused by improper and confused editing, 
just the thing to fuel the controversy and convince the 
professors how far off this "kook" was. Certain state-
ments in the article were not made by Cook or by his 
brother, although they were attributed to his brother, 
who had attended the demonstration but had said 
nothing. 

In his letter Dr. Holloway did correctly point out 
that the flight of bumblebees do not contradict aero-
dynamic laws, that rockets are supposed to work, and 
that a closed exhaust system has little to do with 
Newton's third law. However, Dr. Holloway's corre-
spondence was totally inaccurate when he concluded 
that Cook's machine was a well-known device "in-
vented" at least six times in the past 50 years, and 
was last known as the Dean drive. His final recom-
mendation was: "I suggest that Mr. Cook save his 
money." 

In the fall of 1970, Cook returned to the San 
Francisco Bay Area. Aided by his working model, he 
abandoned his initial patent application and refiled the 
modified principle using two counterrotating rotors. 

Early the next year, Cook returned to Texas to 
continue his experiments. The third two-rotor proto-
type model demonstrated at the University of Arizona 
propelled in a series of surges. Some professors had 
explained it as the "rocking chair" effect, propelling 

*These experiments were later conducted and proved the machine worked. 

Cook's fourth prototype, an eight-rotor model, was built in Texas 
in early 1971. 

just as Dean's drive did with the aid of static friction. 
(A highly sophisticated test later disproved this er-
roneous assumption.) 

Cook reasoned that by adding another set of 
rotors phased at proper intervals he could fill more of 
the dead part of the cycle and possibly produce a 
constant force. How could the scientists argue against 
a machine they could watch accelerate? 

So, in early 1971, in Texas, the fourth model 
— an eight-rotor handmade model— was built. Unfor-
tunately, eight rotors were not enough, and the new 
machine again propelled in surges. So far, Cook had 
experienced nothing but adverse criticism and resis-
tance from the experts, but he persevered. His dream 
was to have his machine honestly tested by unbiased 
professionals. During the summer, unsatisfied with 
the complexity and performance of the eight-rotor 
model, he did some redesign and came up with a 
better performing four-rotor unit, the fifth prototype 
model. 

Through a friend at Gazette Press in Berkeley, 
California, Cook met Richard Griffith, a United Airlines 
employee. Griffith offered to arrange to have Cook's 
machine tested by United's engineering department. 
Through one of the vice presidents, Lionel Schwartz, a 
demonstration of the machine was scheduled. On 
September 10, 1971 Cook took his machine to United 
Airlines—the world's largest— where, at their main 
test center near San Francisco, a dynamic analysis 
was undertaken. On the initial visit Cook expected to 
demonstrate his machine to only two or three people. 

Surprisingly, his machine created so much 
interest that Cook found himself demonstrating his 
model all afternoon to over 20 of United's personnel. 
When he asked one of the employees, "Why all the 
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Cook Says He's No Kook, 
Hopes To Refute Newton 
Inventor Builds 
'Closed System' 
By ART EHRENSTROM 

Star Staff Writer 

Many things according to 
the laws of physics are not 
supposed to be able to work. 

For instance, aerodynami-
cally a bumblebee can't fly, 
but no one has been able to 
figure out how to tell that to 
the hot-tailed bee. 

Rockets aren't supposed to 
be able to work — but don't 
tell this to the man in the 
moon. 

Your car operates on an 
"open" system in line with 
Sir Isaac Newton's third llaw of 
motion — for every action 
there is a reaction. Close off 
the exhaust pipe and the car 
won't run. 

Thus a "closed" system is 
not supposed to be able to 
opeate. But William Cook has 
created a closed-system that 
apparently works. 

Cook, who is visiting his fa-
ther and brother in Tucson, 
has built a model of a force 
converter he is inventing and 
which he hopes to patent des-
pite warnings that it'll never 
work. 

"The model works, is all I 
know," says Cook. "They (sci-
entists at the University of Ari-
zona) say it goes against ac-
cepted teachings of Newton 
that for every action there  

must be an opposite and equal 
reaction. But the fact the model 
works proves Newton's law is 
not 100 per cent true in this 
case." 

Cook's own law is that line-
ar force or linear momentum 
cannot be converted into its 
maximum centrifugal force 
potential instantaneously. The 
mass possessing such force or 
momentum must travel 90 de-
grees in a circle in order to 
reach that potential. 

His converter, he claims, 
produces centrifugal force 
with two counter-rotating ro-
tors. The force is brought to 
clash indirectly against the 
counter force for about 75 de-
grees, then for 15 degrees the 
thrust is reversed for an 
added boost. 

The small model Cook has 
built produces about five 
pounds of "intermittent" 

thrust but, Cook believes, it 
can produce a "constant" 
thrust when four more rotors 
are added. 

"I can't say what ites poten-
tial force might be when built 
precisely in a well equipped 
machine shop," Cook said. 
"Judging by the fact that five 
pounds of thrust are produced, 
it seems possible that a force 
up to 3,000 pounds or more 
may be produced at 2,000 rev-
olutions per minute, using six 
rotors. Such a machine could 
weigh as little as 150 pounds." 

Cook believes such a ma- 

chine, used for propelling ve-
hicles, would help curb pollu-
tion. "It's quite possible," he 
said, "that this system would 
be for more efficient than con-
ventional and automatic trans-
missions. "Smaller engines 
could be used to make cars 
more economical, and this 
would cut down on pollution, 
since less fuel would be 
burned." 

He believes the machine 
could use solar energy to pow-
er space vehicles in a weight-
tless state with as little as five 
pounds of force. 

"The U.S. Patent Office de-
mands a working model of 
this invention before it will 
consider my patent claims," 
he said. So after the necessary 
papers are drawn up by his 
patent attorney in Oakland, 
Calif., Cook plans to deliver 
the model to the patent office 
in Arlington, Va., which, he 
says, has the elaborate equip-
ment needed to test the de-
vice. 

"When I demonstrated the 
model in the UA's Aerospace 
Department laboratory, I was 
told it would have to be tested 
with an oscilloscope equipped 
with a special sensing device 
in order to prove or disprove 
the theory behind it. I can't 
afford such elaborate equip-
ment, so I'm hoping the patent 
office will accept the burden 
of proof," he said. 

A Newton Figment? 
William Cook, who has invented a force converter he claims works in defiance of a long-

established scientific law, demonstrates a model at the University of Arizona in an effort to 

convince faculty experts in dynamics that he has something. Although they insisted it'll never 

work in practice, they wished him luck in getting it patented and marketed. (Sheaffer photo 

by Harry Lewis) 

Ex. 6-2 

Cook's first demonstration at a major university as reported by the 
Arizona Daily Star. (Note that Robert is identified as William Cook.) 
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interest?" the response was, "Do you realize if this 
thing works you'll be breaking two laws of motion?" 

Some younger engineers, taking a close look, ex-
pressed enthusiasm and amazement at what this 
could mean. The older engineers, though, were gen-
erally reserved when it came to making comment. 

The dynamic analysis took several months. 
United then notified Cook that a report had been pre-
pared. The conclusions: Although weak and ineffi-
cient, the machine produced a net positive thrust! 
What the analysis failed to come to grips with, how-
ever, was that if the principle really worked, then the 
whole structure of Newtonian mechanics was wrong! 

Cook himself was not yet sure what the real 
conflict was with his machine and the principles of 
mechanics. In retrospect, when he finally did specif-
ically comprehend the true meaning of what he had 
uncovered, it shocked him to recall that not one person 
on the United staff who studied the machine (or even 
any of the professors) had zeroed in on the full impli-
cations of the controversy. 

The introduction of United's analysis began, 
"In spite of being declared in violation of the laws of 
motion by the United States patent office, Cook's 
crudely built rig moved spasmodically across the 
floor."' 

The United report concluded that the cyclical 
nature of the forces involved ensures that the propor-
tionality constant between lift and weight will be un-
favorable. It also concluded that although terribly 
inefficient and not practical for production for airline 
use, the system worked. This implied that Cook's 
crude mechanism did indeed produce a unidirectional 
force and that Cook had done the unthinkable. United 
did recommend that Cook approach NASA for the pur-
pose of interesting them in his machine as a possibility 
for future space maneuvering systems. 

Here are portions of United's analysis (Exhibit 
6-3): 

Richard Griffith, inspired by United's favorable 
report, contacted NASA (Ames Research Center, 
Mt. View, California) on Cook's behalf. He talked to 
Dr. Dave Houston, head of one of the research depart- 
ments. Griffith spoke so strongly for Cook that he 
caused friction between himself and Dr. Houston, who 
wouldn't believe such a concept possible. Houston's 
hostility— a result of the argument with Griffith— 
ensured that Cook would get off on the wrong foot 
with NASA. Indeed, when finally invited to give a lec- 
ture at Ames Research Center, Cook found the atmo- 
sphere uncordial. Dr. Houston made it quite clear that 
he wasn't pleased with even talking about this matter. 

Cook made this first visit to NASA in Novem- 
ber, 1971— without a working model and without 
knowing the proper terminologies and mathematics 
needed to explain his principle. He did not fare well 
there. The space scientists assumed that Cook was 

obviously mistaken, mostly on the not-very-tenable 
grounds that Cook had no formal education and could 

not explain his ideas in the proper technical terms. 
After only fifteen minutes they said, "You're wasting 
our time and your's. You really don't know what you're 
talking about." Cook mentioned, however, that he 
would soon have a copy of United's analytical report. 
The scientists at NASA agreed to review it. 

A few weeks later Cook gave the United report 
to NASA and Dr. John Olsen was instructed to do the 
analysis. Dr. Olsen's report (Exhibit 6-4a— "Analysis 
of a Propulsion Device Proposed for Use by NASA as a 
Means of Achieving Short Trip Times to the Moon and 
Planets") stated the conclusion of the members of the 
research department: That the device could not pro-
vide any useful propulsion in space inasmuch as it did 
not change in mass during operation and did not ex-
change momentum with its environment. The report 
did state, however, that the demonstration model, 
mounted on wheels, achieved net movement across 
the floor because it was able, through friction, to ex-
change momentum with the floor. "Mr. Cook" the 
report states, "insisted we did not grasp the signif-
icance of the principle of his invention." 

Dr. Olsen concludes his report with the follow-
ing analogy (Exhibit 6-4b). 

Let's at this point look at the invention studied 
by both NASA and United Airlines (Fig. 6-2). Two coun-
terrotating rotors each consist of a carrier containing a 
lead bar (propellant mass) shorter than the carrier. The 
counterrotating rotors are phased so that forces lateral 
to the direction of motion are canceled. The carriers 
are mounted on shafts connected through bearings to 
the main frame of the vehicle, and are rotated at a 
constant angular velocity. The frame is mounted on 

Cook drive. 

Fig. 6-2 

This was the drive studied by NASA and United Airlines. 
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INTRODUCTiON 

On 9/10/71 Robert Cooke brought to UAL a device designed to convert 
centrifugal force into a linear thrust. In spite of being declared  
in violation of the laws of motion by the U.S. Patent Office, 
Cook's crudely-built rig moved spasmodically across the floor. 

This report provides a dynamic analysis of Cook's mechanism. The 
cycle demonstrated by Cooke, as well as two other cycles which offer 
performance improvements, are examined... 

Cooke's Propulsion Cycle  

Cooke set up his working model so that the propellant mass followed 
the path shown in Figure 3. From point 1 to point 2 the propellant 
mass is pinned against the end of the tract by centrifugal force. Tie
thrust seen in this segment is the component of centrifugal force in 
the direction of the cart motion. This thrust is 

	

T-2 =Mp R(.02  cos (A(' 	 (1) 

ie.e m is the propellant mass, 

R is one half the sliding distance of the track, 

Wis the angular velocity of the rotor, and 

t is time. 

Due to Cooke's positioning of the spring, the propellant mass spends 
more time behind the center of rotation of the track than forward of the 
center. Thus, the net thrust in segment 1-2 is negative. 

When the propellant mass reaches point 2, the spring force overcomes 
the centrifugal force, and the mass accelerates down the tract to point 
3. During this portion of the cycle the system acts as a mechanical  
analogue of a rocket.  The propellant mass is accelerated in the aft 
direction by the spring force and the resultant reaction produces a 
forward thrust upon the cart. In addition to this reaction force there is  
Coriolis force which is the inertial effect occurring when a mass is  
constrained to move in a straight line across a rotating body.  The 
total thrust in segment 1-2 is 

2KRcosi\tcoscot _  40‘comp  s i nht s in cot 

2 ""ilp(Alscol ) 

wiere K is the spring constant, and 

{ 1\ -. - Cr+ 12--5-(7:,-, + -1-)+J- iw a rc,02 -21(61  — .2_ 1 K2 ( I  + I )2  
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0 
 is the mass of the cart. 
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At point 3 the propellant mass strikes the end of the cart —ducing 
a negative impulsive force. 

(r MI: Rwz R  
At e rno nip 	KRA:  F./nie  

coswi 
(3) 

where 	A t is the time required to stop the propellant mass, and 

F. =KR -rne 

During this segment of the cycle the propellant is stopped at the expense 
of the forward momentum of the cart. 

The resultant thrust on the cart for the entire cycle is shown in 
Figure 3. 

A Modification of Cooke's Cycle  

A significant improvement in_performance can be achieved by using_viscou-3 
damping to arrest the propellant mass. Not only can the large negative 
impulse be avoided, but by delaying the travel of the mass to the end of 
the track, the negative centrifugal force componant can be reduced... 

...Cooke's cycle coulc also be improved by the use of a constant force  
rather than the -variable spring force to accelerate the propellant mass. 
This would increase the thrust during the ejection stroke by allowing 
tlie use of greater force and improving the timing of the stroke... 

G$ 



ANALYSIS OF A PROPULSION DEVICE PROPOSED FOR USE BY NASA AS A 

MEANS OF ACHIEVING SHORT TRIP TIMES TO THE MOON AND PLANETS* 

During recent visits to the Advanced Concepts and Mission Division 

at the Ames Research Center, Mr. Cooke
* 
 described and demonstrated a model 

of a propulsion device he invented. Mr. Cooke believed that the device 

would serve as a space propulsion system capable of transporting payloads 

to the moon and planets in times shorter than those possible with current 

propulsion systems. However, after listening to Mr, Cooke's explanation 

of the principle on which the device relied for propulsion and after ob-

serving the operation of the demonstration model, members of the ACMD 

were unanimous in their conclusion that the device could not provide any 

useful propulsion in space inasmuch as the device did not change in mass 

during operation nor did it exchange momentum with its environment. The 

demonstration model, mounted on wheels, did achieve net movement across 

the floor because it was able, through friction, to exchange momentum 

with the floor. Mr. Cooke insisted that we did not grasp the significance 

of the principle of his invention (eccentrically moving masses developing 

centrifugal force which was used to pull the machine in a preferential 

direction by means of springs attached to the rotating masses), and cited 

a report by an engineer at United Airlines that indicated the device 

would provide net momentum in a preferred direction. On a subsequent 

visit, Mr. Cooke brought a copy of the United Airlines report to ACMD 

for our appraisal. We made a Xerox copy of the report and returned 

Mr. Cooke's copy with a promise that we would study the engineer's 

analysis and give Mr. Cooke the results of that study within two weeks. 

I was requested to review the report and communicate my analysis to the 

inventor. 

Examination of the dynamic analysis of the propulsion device by.... 

an engineer employed by United Airlines, revealed a fault that is probably 

the major cause of the erroneous results obtained.... 

....Rather than correct the errors....I chose a less complicated and less 

involved method to show that the net momentum of the propulsion device 

proposed by Mr. Cooke is zero over one cycle. The analysis by....is 

attached for reference, and my analysis is contained in the following 

sections. 

*Only the relevant conclusions of this report are presented, the first 

section - a physical description - and the second - detailed mathematics -

have been deleted. 

**Editor's note: This report misspells Cook's name throughout. 

Ex. 6-4a 

Portion of NASA's first erroneous analysis of Cook's CIP invention. 
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....Perhaps an analogy will illustrate how Mr. Cooke's principle can 

provide motion in a desired direction under some conditions but not in 

space. Suppose one member of a group is told that if he can manage to 

get from the center of a frictionless pond of ice without throwing away 

any part of his clothing or other mass, he will receive a reward. The 

member agrees, and asks that he be allowed to have two bowling balls with 

him. The group allows this, and the member is then placed on a sled in 

the middle of the pond with the two bowling balls held at arms length 

ahead of him. Left alone, the member swings the bowling balls in opposite 

arcs until they are at either side of him, still at arms length. While 

the balls were in motion, the sled moved forward x feet, but came to a 

stop when the balls reached the end of their arcs. Now the person draws 

the balls toward him until they meet in front of him. The sled remains 

motionless. Then he slowly extends the balls to arms length ahead of 

him to the original position, and observes that the sled moves backward 

x feet to its initial location, and stops when the bowling balls reach 

their fully extended position. The member then quickly pulls the bowling 

balls toward him until they touch his chest. Again the sled moves forward 

x feet and stops. Now he slowly extends the balls ahead of him until 

they are again at arms length, and the sled moves back x feet and stops. 

After some thought, the member draws the bowling balls to his chest, rests 

them in his lap while he takes a small bag of sand from his pocket and 

sprinkles some on the ice behind each sled runner. Then he slowly 

extends the balls to arms length ahead of him and notes with satisfaction 

that when the balls reach their fully extended position the sled moves 

slowly forward. As he pulls the two balls toward his chest, the sled 

moves faster ahead but resumes the slow motion again when the balls come 

to rest against his chest. In due course of time, the member arrives at 

the edge of the pond and claims his reward. Is he entitled to it? 

Net Impulse 

The net impulse over one cycle is the algebraic sum of the six 

individual impulses calculated in the foregoing analysis. 

We have 
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Ex. 6-4b 

Dr. Olsen's concluding analogy. 
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(a) (b) 

Fig. 6-3 

(a) Direction of positive Coriolis force produced by radially moving 
ball between A and B; (b) the ball drained of angular momentum; 
(c) direction of negative Coriolis force produced by radially moving 
ball between B and C. 

small wheels. At the ends of the carriers are springs 
attached to the frame. These are used to accelerate 
the propellant mass radially. 

Forty-five degrees from the desired direction 
of travel both lead bars are accelerated radially in the 
carrier and impact in the rearward direction. Then they 
are recycled to the 45° position, and the action repeats. 
Mechanically, it's rather simple, but the true full-force 
picture is extraordinarily complex. 

In his analysis Dr. Olsen states, "Rather than 
correct the errors in the United analysis I have chosen 
a less complicated and less involved method to show 
that the net momentum of the propulsive device pro-
posed by Mr. Cook is zero over one cycle." 

Dr. Olsen's report was quite a disappointment. 
Not only did he analyze the incorrect principle, but 
also his timing calculations were not based on the 
timing. inherent in Cook's actual model. Cook knew 
that what Olsen had analyzed wouldn't work from his 
— Cook's— experiments. Olsen corrected the timing in 
a later report, but never did rectify the incorrect 
principle. 

Cook wrote a summary on Dr. Olsen's prin-
ciple. He entitled it "How Not To Propel with Inertial 
Forces." This summary is presented here. 

HOW NOT TO PROPEL WITH INERTIAL FORCES 

In 1971, Dr. Olsen made what he thought was an honest 
analysis of the CIP (Cook Inertial Propulsion) engine. He made the 
statement that in order to simplify the math involved in analyzing 
the system he would condense the propellant mass (which on the 
working model was a long lead bar) into a small round ball.* In 
doing this he failed to realize he had changed the sound mechan-
ical principle on which the CIP engine was founded. The drawings 
he made of his idea showed a ball contained inside a revolving 
tube which had springs on each end that were compressed and 
released at certain intervals for the purpose of trying to create an 
effective force. 

Let's simply explain the principle Dr. Olsen analyzed. At 
T = 1 the spring is released sending the ball A toward the center of 
rotation B. As the ball moves toward center, it must lose angular 
momentum, which creates a Coriolis force (Fig. 6-3a). 

Assuming counterrotation and synchronization, this force 
is produced in the + Y direction. 

At T = 2 the tube is vertical and the ball B at center. It has 
lost all angular momentum but still has linear momentum in the 
— Y direction (Fig. 6-3b). 

At T = 3 the ball has moved from center B to position C 
(Fig. 6-3c). It had to increase angular velocity and again create a 
Coriolis force but this time in the — Y direction. 

The impact force, which is produced by the ball arriving at 
C equals the force used to initially release it at T = 1. These forces 
cancel. The Coriolis force produced between T = 1 and T = 2 
balances the Coriolis force produced between T = 2 and T = 3. 

Also, the positive centrifugal force produced between 
T = 3 and T = 1 exactly cancels the negative centrifugal force 
during this same time. 

This change can be seen in Exhibit 6 -4a 
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In his report (page 9) Dr. Olsen lists these six 
impulses in the direction of travel over one cycle, and 
shows the net impulse to be zero. We couldn't agree 
more. 

No one has ever fully analyzed the complete 
principle. It looks so innocent but yet is supercomplex. 
(I still do not completely understand all the details of 
why it works. Cook does by his feel for inertial forces 
and his newly acquired knowledge of advanced math 
and physics.) Together we can give you a glimpse of 
the forces involved and how Dr. Olsen strayed from 
the principle. 

The two counterrotating rotors of the demon-
stration model have long lead bars. To properly analyze 
the principle you have to consider these as bars. 

At T = 1 (45°), the lead bars were moved ra-
dially by springs controlled by cams. The bars overlap 
the center of rotation by four inches (Fig. 6-4). 

Moving the bars radially causes two Coriolis 
impulses to occur simultaneously in each one. A posi-
tive Coriolis impulse is produced by the portion of the 
bars moving toward center, and negative Coriolis im-
pulses occur in the portion moving away from center. 
Because of their quadrant, the force vectors were 
additive in the desired direction of travel. This principle 
demands simultaneous Coriolis impulse forces. 

As the bars move radially at a controlled rate 
the following happen: 

(a) The centripetal force acting on the section of mass 
constrained to move radially away from the center of 
rotation in a straight line is destroyed (because that 
part moves from the center in nearly a tangent). A 
mass moving in a tangent cannot produce centrifugal 
force, although it will produce a tangential acceler-
ation or negative Coriolis force (provided a constant 
positive torque is maintained). 

(b) The loss of centripetal force and consequently cen-
trifugal force on four inches of mass overlapping the 
center of rotation causes the opposing centrifugal 
force produced by the overlapping four inches of 
mass on the other side of center to become more 
effective in producing a positive propulsive effect. As 
long as the bar does not move radially, eight inches 
of mass has forces in equilibrium. In other words, 
four inches of mass on each side of the center coun-
terbalance each other until moved radially. 

(c) Although the lead bar remains physically the same 
size while spinning (12 inches x 11/2 inches x 11/2 
inches), the inertial mass varies a great deal, some-
thing that Dr. Olsen neither mentions nor considers 
in his report. 

A good way to visualize this is in the form of a 
cone— shown by the concentration of dots in Figure 
6-5. 

When the greater mass moves toward center 
it has to give up energy (which produces a positive 
Coriolis force) while the mass moving away from 
center increases its energy content and produces a 
negative Coriolis force. The Coriolis forces combine in 
the positive direction with the increased centrifugal 
force imbalance created by the removal of the centri- 

Fig. 6-4 

Lead bar properly positioned in its carrier. 

petal force in the short end of the mass. Again, note 
that the bar only travels four inches in the carrier before 
it impacts, producing a negative impact force in the 
rearward direction. 

To complete the picture there are other forces 
(such as the gyroscopic forces) to consider. A com-
plete analysis is extremely complex and beyond the 
scope of this book. 

Shortly after Olsen's report, a similar— and 
incomplete— report was done by Dr. Dick Albert at 
the University of Arizona (Exhibit 6-5). 

Fig. 6-5 

The inertial force cone. 



Notes on the Cook Cycle 

A mass is forced to move at constant velocity over 

an arc from A to C. It is then accelerated from C through 

0 towards A along a diameter which rotates with the same 

angular velocity w. Before reaching A it is retarded so as 

x to reduce its radial velocity at A to zero. 

The mass moved in such a manner exerts forces on the 

mechanism driving and guiding it. By resolving them into 

their components in the X and. Y directions and intergrating 

them over the complete cycle the reaction of the system 

can easily be found. 

Moving from A to C the mass is subject to centrifugal force. All components in 

the direction of Y during the travel from A to B are equal but opposite to all 

components over the paths from B to C. Their total therefore is zero. An addition 

of the components in the X direction gives a resultant force through the center of 

rotation. 

Moving from C to 0 the mass is retarded in the -X direction as its velocity is 

reduced from w r to zero and accelerated from 0 to A where it attains again the 

velocity of w r but in the +X direction. 

Adding the reaction forces of the X acceleration and X deceleration of the mass 

from C to A, gives a resultant force in the direction of -X, through the center of 

the diameter and of the same valve as the +X resultant of the centrifugal forces from A 

to C thus yielding zero when added to it. 

That these two resultants are equal becomes obvious if one considers that the 

work done in changing the velocity w r from the +X direction in A to -X in C is equal to 

the work done in changing it back from -X in C to +X in A. 

As the total of the reaction forces caused by acceleration of the mass from C 

towards A is equal and opposite to the reaction due to the retardation before reaching 

C, these forces cancel out equally. 

The foregoing shows that over the cycle all forces have added up to zero and 

the whole system has returned to its position at the origin. 

Ex. 6-5 

University of Arizona analysis by Dr. Dick Albert. 

 



On December 2, 1971 the Concord Transcript 
(Concord, California) displayed the model tested by 
United Airlines on its front page. Cook again chal-
lenged Newton: "The somewhat ambiguous words of 
Newton's third law are greatly responsible for the 
delay in developing this system." (See Exhibit 6-6.) 

Cook returned to Presidio for vacation over the 
holidays. Armed with the United Airlines report he was 
sure investors were on the horizon. He wanted a com-
plete system built to prove his theory fully. 

A few months later in March a newspaper 
story (Exhibit 6-7a) about him was published in 
Ojinaga, Chih., Mexico, which is across the Rio Grande 
from Presidio. Here is a translation: (Exhibit 6-7b). 

On his way back to California Cook stopped in 
Tucson. There, he stopped by to see Steve Wilkerson 
at the Daily Star to describe the results of the test 
United Airlines had done on his invention. Wilkerson 
showed Cook the critical letter Dr. Holloway had sent 
the newspaper almost two years earlier. Insulted, 
Cook arranged a meeting with Holloway to discuss his 
idea as well as the United Airlines report. 

The two men talked for about an hour. Dr. Hol-
loway became convinced that Cook's principle was 
sound. "I'll buy that," he said. "I believe you're right." 
This conversation happened on a Friday, so Dr. Hol-
loway told Cook to make arrangements for Steve 
Wilkerson to come in on the following Monday and he, 
Holloway, would publicly endorse the concept. 

That Monday was something of a shock to 
Cook, for instead of endorsement he was handed the 
following unexpected report supposedly disproving his 
idea (Exhibit 6-8). 

"Over the weekend," explained Holloway, "I 
conducted some experiments and I won't be endors-
ing this thing publicly. I built your machine out of an 
erector kit I use for building models and it worked 
beautifully on wheels, it zipped right across the labora-
tory table. But then I put it on an air bucket and all it did 
was gyrate in a circle." Cook requested to see the 
model but Holloway stated that it had already been 
dismantled. "But did you use counterrotating rotors?" 
Cook inquired. "Oh, yes," Holloway replied, "and all it 
did was gyrate in a circle." 

Cook, who believed Holloway told the truth, 
was now worried. He had never tested one of his 
models on an air cushion. He reasoned, though, that if 
Holloway did really use counterrotating rotors and the 
device didn't propel it sure couldn't gyrate in a circle 
— it would have to oscillate back and forth. Cook be-
came suspicious. A small article (Exhibit 6-9) in the 
Arizona Daily Star of April 21, 1972 records Cook's 
stop in Tucson. 

Once back in California Cook immediately pur-
chased an air cushion. When floating on this cushion 
of air, his machine worked perfectly. 

That May (in 1972) a San Francisco business- 

Fig. 6-6 

CIP on an air cushion propelling on a flat laboratory table. 

man, Phil Stall, responded to an ad Cook had run in the 
San Francisco Examiner seeking an investment part-
ner. The two men signed a partnership agreement. 
Cook moved to San Francisco and continued his ex-
periments at a college, which was owned by Stall. 

Stall was curious as to what Dr. Holloway 
would say of Cook's successful experiments with the 
machine on an air cushion. He phoned Holloway and 
asked him to witness a demonstration. (Cook would 
bring the machine to Tucson once again.) Holloway 
agreed. 

So Cook went to Arizona and demonstrated 
the machine on an air cushion in one of the University 
laboratories. Dr. Holloway still wouldn't accept it. He 
claimed that the mechanism was propelling forward 
because the machine tended to tilt the air cushion and, 
as the cushion tilted, the air escaped out the back 
creating a kind of jet propulsive effect. Cook then 
placed the machine at the back of the air cushion so 
the cushion couldn't be tilted up. It still worked. 
Dr. Holloway now couldn't explain what was happen-
ing so he called it a "trick machine." (See Fig. 6-6.) 
After this incident, Stall phoned Holloway, who main-
tained that he still wasn't satisfied that Cook had 
proven anything. 

Stall arranged for a further test on Cook's 
machine at United Airlines. This time, the machine 
was tested for two weeks with an accelerometer 
attached to a polygraph recorder and oscilloscope. The 
test was conducted by one of United's top engi-
neers, Rob Wolf, who had 27 years of engineering 
experience. Prior to the test Wolf had reviewed the 
analytical report prepared by United, and wasn't con-
vinced it was totally accurate. "Bob," Wolf told Cook, 
"this accelerometer test will probably disprove your 
theory." 
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Concord Man invents 

New Propulsion Plan 
By JOHN DAVIDSON 

Concord resident Bob Cook, 
37, has invented a new pro-
pulsion system which he says 
will cut air pollution and pow-
er just about anything that 
moves. 

His only problem is that, 
thanks to Newton's third law, 
he's having a hard time find-
ing believers. 

"For every action, there is 
an opposite and equal reac-
tion," said Sir Isaac Newton 
almost 300 years ago. 

According to Cook, who is a 
printing pressinan by trade, 
these few and "somewhat 
ambiguous" words are great-
ly responsible for the delay in 
developing his new system. 

Cook says his system is a 
completely new way of mov-
ing cars, airplanes, etc., by 
converting centrifugal force 
into 'a line of "linear force." 

At this state-his principle is 
illustrated in a small working 
model — built with hand tools 
— that resembles some sort 
of surrealistic bicycle. 

It consists of an aluminum 
frame, a motor, and four 
small rotors or "carriers." 

The rotors are hollow and 
they have weights inside, 
which can slide back and 
forth. The motor operates a  

cam which pulls on springs 
_attached to the rotors. 

When the invention is start-
ed up, it powers the frame 
forward in a series of jerks 
because of three actions out-
lined by Cook: 

• The spining of a rotor 
sends the weight to one end, 
which multiplies the force at 
that end. 

• As the weighted end of 
the rotor nears the high point 
of its forward spin the at-
tached spring pulls it back. 
This generates more resist-
ance at the high point, which 
results in more positive force 
there. 

• The negative centrifugal 
force created by the weighted 
end of the rotor in its back-
ward spin is nullified by add-
ing more rotors, which are 
timed so there is a minimum 
negative force. 

Sound simple? Not really, 
says Cook, but it could be put 
into use now if it weren't for 
Newton. 

"Some engineers have in-
terpreted Newton's law to say 
that such a mechanism will 
not work (because the back-
ward spin if the rotors pre-
sumably would offset the for-
ward spin)," Cook says. 
"Others say not so." 

"Several small models have 
already been built to test the  

principle involved and they 
work," the inventor adds. 
"One model was demonstrat-
ed at the University of Arizo-
na but it wasn't endorsed be-
cause of Newton's law! The 
model worked but that's be-
side the point. 

"Another model was recent-
ly demonstrated at the en-
gineeing department of Unit-
ed Air Lines in San Francis-
co. There an engineer was 
given the job of studying the 
idea. His conclusion: "The 
system would work in outer 
space and might be a good 
substitute for helicopter ro-
tors ... Cook says. "This 
engineer ... felt that this sys-
tem did not violate Newton's 
law." 

Cook also demonstrated a 
model at NASA's Ames Re-
search Center at Mt. View, 
but says engineers there re-
fused to believe that the model 
was really propelling itself 
with centrifugal force since 
they felt Newton's law was 
against it. 

"Like all new and really out-
standing systems, this idea is 
being met with skepticism 
and this could delay its devel-
opment and eventual use for 
several years .. ." Cook 
notes. 

Cook, a bachelor who has 

lived in Concord on and off 
for almost 20 years, says he 
has taken time off from his 
printing trade to work on his 
system and to try to pro-
monte it. 

"Off and on for about the 
last two years I've been con-
ducting experiments in Texas 
(at a relative's home)," Cook 
says. lie moved to Concord 
the latest time about six 
months ago and has been con-
tinuing work at the home of 
friends, 

The inventor says he struck 
upon the idea for his propul-
sion system accidentally. 

"I was more or less work-
ing on a motor — a perpetual 
motion experiment, just out 
of curiosity even though that's 
considered nutty. I made a 
mistake which put the motor 
out of balance. Then I real-
ized it was going to propel 
itself. It was at that time I 
became interested in this 
principle (centrifugal force)." 

After that accidental dis-
covery, Cook says he came to 
Oakland to see a patent attor-
ney, and a patent search was 
conducted to see if someone 
had a similar device. 

He says he filed for a pat-
ent in April, 1969, but it was 
refused on the grounds it was 
contrary to the laws of me-
chanics (Newton's third law.) 

After that, Cook refiled ac-
cording to a change made in 
design (he found he had made 
a slight mistake in the origi-
nal). That was in October of 
last year, and that application 
is still pending. 

Right now he says he is in 
the pr o c e s s of contacting 
business and getting media 
coverage. 

"I'd like to see inventor 
William Lear, who's working 
with a steam turbine for 
cars," the local inventor says. 
"I'm looking for someone to 
help me develop my system." 

The most important use of 
his device would be in cars, 
Cook says, since it could be 
helpful in cutting smog. 

"It can be used on just 
about anything that moves," 
he says, noting it could be 
powered even by solar energy 
in space. "All you need is 
something to cause the rotors 
to spin." 

In an actual full-sized mo-
tor, he adds, there would 
have to be an 18-rotor mecha-
nism (the rotors would only 
have to be eight inches long 
each). 

The centrifugal force pro-
pulsion system is not Cook's 
first invention — he says it's 
his eighth. "Practically all of 
the rest dealt with the print-
ing trade," he says. "They've 
all worked. But financially 
speaking, the inventions were 
tco late since those types of 
presses were just about obso-
lete." 

Cook, who has a high school 
education, says he is "more or 
less self-taught. I'm just cu-
rious — machinery fascinates 
me; it just comes second na-
ture to me." 

The inventor claims his 
centrifugal force system real-
ly does not oppose Newton's 
law. "When the frame moves, 
that's the reaction (in New-
ton's principle). This system 
just diverts the reaction."• 

Well, they doubted Coperni-
cus and Freud too ... 

NEW INVENTION — Concord resident Bob Cook says he has invented a new pro-
pulsion system based on centrifugal force. He is now seeking someone to help 
him develop the system, which he claims will power just about anything that 
waves. The key feature of a small working model he has built is four small rotors 
whin, when spun by a motor attached to an aluminum frame, propel the model 
forward in a series of jerks. —Transcript Photo 

Ex. 6-6 	
*Cook maintains that he never made this statement, and was misquoted 

The Concord Transcript's news account. 	 by the reporter. 



Genial Inventor de Presidio, Texas. 	GENIAL INVENTOR FROM PRESIDIO, TEXAS 

Robert Cook es el nombre 
de un nativo de Is vecioa pobla 
chars de Presidio, Texas, de :38 

afios de edad, atento y caballe 
row, de facil palabra y class in 
teligencia. quien con la satiefac 
don reflejada en su roetro, nos 
muestra fotograflas, documen 

toe y nos de toda clime de ex-
pliceciones de un aparato que 
scabs de crear de su invenci6n, 
eobre el cual. is Ottani de Pa 
tentes de Estados Unidos polo 
le Irate enviarle el flamers) de 
registro, puss ya le di6 el "vis• 
to bueno". 

Se trats de un equipo a 
propul4i6o, que adaptado a los 
autornoviles y movido a vapor, 
h3ri innecesarios el Iciguefial y 
la transmisi6o, aaf como otrss 
partes del vehiculo, inclusive 
los frenos, ye que dicho epara 
to serviri pars !mpulser !se rue 
dap y pica tresser el movimien 
to. Pero lo mans importante de 
todo y por ser tema de 'chili-
dad la conteminacion del am-
bieote o de Is atmOsfera, debi-
do a au combustion, esta no 
nroluciri rmteriaR r6xinae.enn 

to que posiblemente y ei ee lle• 
gar a poner en upo,reducira en 
un gcnn porcentaje este peligro 
que ame tiara al mundo. 

Nos dice el senor Cock 

que su aparato ya foe examine 
do por la Uaited Air Lines, la 

ma* importante linea aires de 
Estados Unidos, y que habien 
dolo estudiado a conciencie, en 
contraron aceptable, puesto q' 
edemas se hen dado cuenta que 
invirtiendo hPicps del ana 
rato, egos pueden impeler ha - 
cia arriba, por ejemplo a un a 

aunque el invents esti 
especialmente jisenado pars 
vehiculos terrestree. 

Nueetro entrevist ado q u e , 
como decimos, es nativo de Pre 
sidio, pasa largos temperadas 
en Cal, fornis y nos sigue dicien 
do que ettfi en espera del name 
ro de la patente y que perma 
nem& posiblemente en la yeti 
na poblaeitm haste el dia alti 
mo del presente mss. Est& e n 
case de sus the Mariquita, • • 
Panchita y Teresita Rodriguez 
donde ah. re tambien se encuen 
tra so padre, el senor Federico 
Cock. Nos deapedimos del se-
Sur Cook trayendonos la sgra 
dable satisfaccian de haber co-
nocido a un hombre sencillo y 
bums, con mochas aepiracio-
nes y deseos de trabajar y per 
vir. 

His name is Robert Cook, he's a native citizen 
of our border town, Presidio, Texas. The 38-year old 
Cook has a keen intelligence and an easy manner. He 
is quick to show off pictures and documents relating 
to the latest model of his invention, explaining that 
although the USA Patent Office has already given its 
approval, the registered number is still pending. 

Cook's invention is a propulsion engine that 
can be adapted to automobiles and can be powered by 
steam. The engine needs no drive shaft or transmis-
sion, and the adaptor supplants conventional wheels 
and brakes. In addition, and of most concern today, 
this engine will not produce toxicant materials to pol-
lute the air, thus reducing a great deal of atmosphere 
pollution. 

Cook tells us that his apparatus has already 
been examined by the United Air Lines, the largest air 
line in the USA. After studying it, they found Cook's 
engine acceptable for planes: the propellers can be 
impelled upward although the invention was specially 
designed for land vehicles. 

Cook, as we said, is aNnative of Presidio, but 
spends long periods of time in California. At present, 
he is waiting to receive his patent number, but will 
remain in our vicinity until the last day of this month. 
He is staying with his aunts, Mariquita, Panchita, and 
Teresity Rodriguez. His father, Mr. Fred Cook is also 
with him. As we ended our interview with Cook, we 
felt a pleasant satisfaction of having met a simple and 
good man with many aspirations and wishes to work 
and serve mankind. 

Translated by Eva Maria Nieto 
from Renovacion, Semanario De La Verdad 
Cd. Ojinaga, Chih., Mexico. 
Owner and G. Manager—Tomas Noriega 
March 19, 1972 

Ex. 6-7b 

Translation of the 1972 story. 

Ex. 6-7a 

First foreign language news report of Cook's invention. 

Tucsonan's Son Allowed Patents 
For His Controversial Engine 

Ex. 6-9 

The 1972 Arizona Daily Star story. Cook states, 
"In my case, I don't think Newton's Law has 

been properly interpreted." 

but Cook insists this con-
clusion does not mean it can% 
be used to propel cars or 
boats. 

"One of the airline's engi-
neers, David B. Doll, told me 
it could possibly be used as a 
substitute for helicopter ro-
tors," he said. 

Cook was in Tucson en route 
to the San Francisco patent of-
fice, where he expects to be 
issued the patents and to ar-
range for foreign patents from 
Canada, England, France, 
Germany, Japan and Italy. 

Cook had an even cruder 
model of his invention checked 
two years ago by two Univer-
sity of Arizona physicists. Al-
though they admitted the rig 
works, they insisted it violated 
Newton's Third Law — that 
for every action there must be  

an equal and opposite reac-
tion. 

"The model works, is all I 
know," said Cook. "In my 
case, I don't think Newton's 
Law has been properly inter-
preted." 

Cook's present model pro-
duces about five pounds of 
"intermittent" thrust, but he 
believes it can produce a 
"constant" thrust when four 
more rotors are added. With 
six rotors, he thinks, it could 
produce up to 3,000 pounds of 
thrust electrically at 2,000 rev-
olutions per minute, without 
emitting exhaust and without 
having to have batteries re-
charged. 

Cook is a printing press me-
chanic• by trade, but has re-
signed his job in Concord, 
Calif., to devote all his time to 
the promotion of his invention. 

By ART EFIRENSTROM 
Star Business Editor 

Although once declared to 
violate the laws of motion, a 
crudely built engine invented 
by a Tucsonan's son has been 
allowed 10 U.S. patent claims 

as a result of a study by 
United Air Lines. 

Robert L. Cook, whose fa-
ther, Fred W. Cook, lives at 
501 E. Jacinto St., said UAL 
engineers in San Francisco 
"have opened lots of doors for 
me and people are beginning 

to take me seriously for a 
change." 

The report, signed by R.C. 
Collins, UAL vice president 
for engineering, found the de-
vice for converting centrifugal 
force into a linear thrust not 
efficient enough for airplanes, 



Evaluation of the Cooke "Propulsion System" 

This device will not work in space at all: the unit will move back and forth in a closed 

path and the center of mass will remain steady. On the ground however, jerky forward motion 

is possible by applying a centripetal acceleration for an extended time in one half plane 

and for a very short period of time in the other half plane. Since the bearings of the 

wheel cannot react to the impulsive force, the load is transmitted to the ground, 

effectively applying an external force. 

This machine can be simplified tremendously by having a single (no sliding) rotating 

mass at the end of a boom synchronized with a set of brakes. When the reaction is acting for-

ward the brakes are in the released position and when it acts in the other way they are 

locked. Since the ground transmits a resistance force through the tires, the machine is 

effectively prevented from returning to its original position. 

Still another simplification is possible. Mount the wheels on ratchet bearings. 

We have a "rectification of centrifugal force' in appearance only: the device works 

through an interaction between friction and centripetal acceleration. Note: The analysis 

by UAL is incorrect. The basic equation is (in free space) 
Jdv 

dt 	 dt 
	 Jv = dt 
	

dt 
v + 	= ° 

where J is the moment of inertia. UAL engineers neglected dJ/dt. It is fairly easy to show 

that the c.m. motion is bounded. On the ground we have 

dt 	Jv 
= F

1-2 

in which F
1-2 

if the friction force. Since F
1-2 

has a high static component and a low 

dynamic component and since an impulsive internal load is absorbed by the structure whereas a 

finite time application is transmitted to the bearings, the bearings then act as unidirec-

tional brakes. 

Recommendations: I suggest Mr. Cooke stop wasting his money and time. 

Ex. 6-8 

Dr. Jim Holloway's evaluation after his study of the Cook propul-
sion system. 
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Ex 6-10 

Schematic of United Airlines' accelerometer test. 
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Ex. 6-11 

Accelerometer printout of Cook's cycle showing positive conclusions. 
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Here is the testing arrangement (Exhibit 6-10): 
Wolf was amazed at the results: "In all hon-

esty the results of our tests are positive, it does 
work." The "peak forces" were 61/4 positive to 
3 negative, and the positive area on the graph was 
greater than the negative (Exhibit 6-11). 

No one could really explain the results; the 
tests again proved Cook had done the unthinkable. 
"We're willing to back up the analysis and our results 
to anyone that calls." said United, "but that's as far as 
we can go. We can't recommend one way or another 
that anyone invest or not invest in this thing." 

With such startling conclusions one might think 
that the engineering staff of United Airlines would be 
anxious to inform the world of their findings. This 
didn't happen. Too much doubt set in: With something 
so seemingly impossible could they be sure their 
analysis was correct? United didn't want to get in-
volved with controversy. They felt, for obvious busi-
ness reasons, that since the idea wasn't feasible for 
the airlines they would avoid any further testing on this 
crude, inefficient model. United wasn't in the business 
of promoting inventions. 

The whole problem seemed to be one of 
human vanity. Cook's impression was that the engi-
neers and authorities at United seemed afraid of the 
controversy that would be initiated by pushing the idea 
too far. The engineers began to suspect they might be 
wrong, and a tremendous fear appeared to develop. 
This attitude ultimately prevented a thorough in-depth 
study of this tremendous idea. It also prevented the 
specialists from recognizing the true controversy 
between Cook's demonstration of an internal propul-
sive force and the laws of mechanics. The profes-
sionals seemed to be extremely confused about the 
scientific implications of what Cook had or had not 
uncovered. 

The accelerometer tests were finished on 
December 27, 1972. A few days later, in January 1973, 
Cook sent Dr. Holloway the following letter (Exhibit 
6-12) informing him of the results: 

Phil Stall, upon hearing of the test results at 
United, decided to go ahead and have a more powerful 
version of the machine built. He asked Cook to get 
three different estimates from machine shops for the 
next model. Excited over the accelerometer test re-
sults, Cook couldn't begin to expect that he was soon 
to be undermined again. 

By the time Cook had obtained the estimates, 
Stall, having second thoughts, had soured on the idea. 
What changed his mind were the opinions of one of 
his young business associates, Richard Toole, a recent 
graduate of Dartmouth. Toole had been assigned to 
accompany Cook to United to witness the tests there. 
Awed by the reception and treatment that Cook was 
afforded at United's Testing Center, Toole appeared to 
be jealous and envious. Earlier, on their drive to United,  

he had boasted of his education and his private pilot's 
experience. Cook failed to see how that had anything 
to do with the testing Toole had been sent to confirm. 

Rather than criticize the experimental arrange-
ments while viewing it at United or in Cook's presence, 
the young man did something quite unethical. He later 
— in private— informed Stall that the tests had not 
been conducted properly. This statement was an out-
right falsehood. The tests were performed by United's 
top engineering professionals. Stall now wanted a 
more positive endorsement from what he considered 
more qualified personnel. He wished to bring in other 
experts. The ideal people, he thought, would be at the 
California Institute of Technology (Caltech) in Pasa-
dena. The President of Caltech, however, recom-
mended Dr. Gary Hiller, an associate professor of 
mechanical engineering at the University of California, 
Berkeley to analyze the machine. 

In January of 1973 Cook, Stall, and Hiller met in 
San Francisco over a business dinner. Arrangements 
were for Dr. Hiller and Cook to meet later, on the 
campus. When fully introduced to the idea, Dr. Hiller's 
initial reaction was positive. He believed that there 
might really be something to this machine but he 
didn't trust his own judgment: The machine seemed 
too good to be true. Hiller took it to a second professor 
who, likewise, became excited. But the second pro-
fessor didn't feel confident that they were qualified 
enough to pass final judgment on the idea, even 
though it looked good to them. The two men then 
presented the idea to a third professor, Dr. John 
Brown, who had a reputation as a "super brain." 
Dr. Brown didn't have time to talk to Cook on the day 
they were introduced, so Cook left some reports and 
Dr. Brown said he would check the matter out in time. 

A few weeks later a student friend of Cook's 
nephew, one Mike Figueira, went to Dr. Brown to ask 
his opinion on the invention. Dr. Brown told Figueira 
that he wouldn't spend fifteen minutes checking it out 
after he realized what the idea was all about because 
— as he put it— it was "contrary to the laws of 
nature." Figueira passed this comment on to Cook, 
who offered to come to Brown's office and further 
discuss the idea. Brown stated flatly that the thing 
wouldn't work and he wouldn't waste his time on it. 

When news of events reached Stall he sug-
gested it was time to "throw in the towel." Stall 
assumed the professors had spent a lot of time build-
ing models in the laboratory. Cook explained that the 
professors had conducted no experiments, that every-
thing they said was conjecture. Stall couldn't believe it. 
"The professors have a chance to make a lot of dough 
if this thing works, why should they pass up a chance 
like this?" He wanted out. 

Cook went to San Francisco with dissolution of 
partnership papers in hand. Before signing, however, 
Stall had decided to speak directly with Dr. Hiller to 



January 2, 1973 
R.L. Cook 
Concord, CA 

Professor Jim Holloway 
Areo-Space and Mechanical Engineering Dept. 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 

Dear Friend, 

My last two weeks have been very exciting because of the tests "United Airlines" 
has been doing on my propulsion device which you were introduced to last summer. I'm 
certain that you won't believe the results of the tests since they were positive. 

The "accelerometer" showed that the "peak forces" were approximately 6f positive 
to 3 negative and although the area under each peak was very close to being equal, 
never-the-less the positive area was greater in practically all the recordings. 

The test records have given me a perfect picture of what I suspected all along 
and I was not at all surprised at the results although the director of "United's" 
engineering lab, was very amazed to say the least. Mr. Rob Wolf was the one that 
selected and set up the test. He is a specialist in this field and has had 27 years  
experience. The testing was very thorough - they worked on it for several days. 
Incidently before the test was conducted I mathematically and graphically illustrated 
the results to be expected but no one expected those results to come true. But they 
did - the only difference was that I used pounds and inches on my scale and they 
used "G's" and centimeters on theirs. The results on both scales were almost 
identical 6f+ to 3 negative. Perhaps this was all a strange coincidence but it's 
interesting to see how I set up the equations and got these results. 

In closing I must say; 

1. Although the machine barely passed the test - it must be remembered that 
an incomplete system was tested. Certain very important parts were missing on the 
test machine because I don't have the skill nor the equipment to build them. One of 
these parts (a radial velocity regulator) for the propellant mass (or weight) could 
have prevented overacceleration which produced the somewhat long lasting negative 
force. 

At the speed the rotor was turning the radial velocity of the mass should not 
have exceeded 1; ft. per second but without it this velocity reached about 8 ft. per 
second which was too much for good efficiency. 

2. I'm convinced that I have discovered a new principle regarding motion - namely 
how angular momentum can be converted into a linear force which can increase or effect 
linear momentum in space or in any environment where motion can take place. 

3. The wording of the old accepted principle of linear momentum is incorrect 
and should be buried with it's author (Newton I believe). I for one refuse to be 
limited by such teachings especially when they are wrong. 

4. The system appears to be highly inefficient at first glance - but it 
really isn't when the full truth is known. A properly built machine will fully 
demonstrate this fact. 

I am preparing drawings for a "factory built" machine which hopefully will be 
finished some time this year. It will be a complete system designed to produce 
about 200 pounds of constant force. 

I'll keep you informed on my progress and if you have any questions please feel 
free to ask, also if you have any suggestions that might help expedite the work, 
I'd like to hear them. 

Sincerely, 

'6,42,47t- 
Robert Cook 

Ex. 6-12 

Cook's "good-news" letter to Dr. Holloway regarding positive test 
results from United Airlines. 



confirm the experiments done to disprove Cook's 
model. When Cook arrived at his office, Stall was still 
waiting for Dr. Hiller to return his call. They both waited 
but finally, becoming impatient, signed the paper any-
way. Cook was just leaving when Hiller's call came 
through. 

Stall quizzed Hiller on what tests were con-
ducted at the University. He was informed that since 
the idea was against the "laws of nature," the pro-
fessors hadn't considered it worth their time to con-
struct anything or do any experiments because they 
assumed the idea to be worthless. 

Cook had been totally honest when he told 
Stall no experiments had been done. Now, realizing 
this, Stall suggested that they tear up the dissolution 

He was informed that since the 
idea was against the "laws of 
nature," the professors hadn't 
considered it worth their time to 
construct anything or do any exper- 
iments because they assumed 
the idea to be worthless. 

papers and continue with the original contract. But 
Cook was just too angry. He felt that Stall didn't trust 
him, that his honesty had been impuned, and that his 
partner had caused him to be subjected yet once again 
to humiliation from professors. Cook's feelings had 
been hurt too much to continue the partnership. 

On his own now, Cook wouldn't quit. Deciding 
on the basis of cost estimates and the recommenda-
tions of United's personnel, he chose Menches Tool 
and Die, Inc. of San Carlos, California to build his sixth 
working model (the first that was not handmade). The 
machine cost a whopping $3,869. It did produce a 
greater positive force, but still was not the complete 
system needed to produce continuous acceleration. 
This 85-pound model could — at a slow 70 rpm and 
15 pounds of spring pressure— drag a 200-pound 
man across the floor. The fact that so little spring 
pressure was used strongly indicated that the model 
worked without the help of static friction. 

During the latter part of 1973 Bob traveled with 
his shop-built model seeking supporters, investors, 
and manufacturers. He was battling a dead but power-
ful opponent— Sir Isaac Newton— and his proof was 
still too weak to be taken seriously by Newton sup-
porters. His meetings with scientists, professors, and  

engineers, however, slowly educated him, providing 
the nomenclature needed to later answer his critics. 

Eventually, Cook felt better prepared to remeet 
the hostile Dr. John Olsen at NASA. He made an 
appointment, this time bringing the professionally built 
model on an air cushion as well as an improved grasp 
of the necessary terminology and mathematics. Olsen 
wanted to witness the demonstration in the hall by the 
receptionist's desk. Cook was offended at this. He had 
spent years developing an alternative concept of 
transportation and the only facility his government 
could give him to demonstrate his working model was 
a small place by the receptionist's desk. The inhos-
pitable Olsen made it clear from the outset that he 
wasn't at all pleased having to look at the machine. 
Fortunately, as Cook prepared the demonstration, so 
many scientists and engineers gathered that a class-
room had to be opened to accommodate them. With a 
blackboard to use Cook took advantage of the oppor-
tunity to give approximately a one-hour lecture-
demonstration. Colonel Alfred M. Worden, one of the 
Apollo 15 astronauts, was in the audience. Afterward, 
he wished Cook success because he felt rocket trans-
portation was too expensive. 

This visit wasn't without moments of humor. 
When the lecture was over, Cook and his friend Harold 
Furlo (who had accompanied him to NASA) were dis-
cussing with Dr. Olsen the errors that he, Olsen, had 
made in a previous analysis, "Well," Dr. Olsen said, "I 
might be inclined to believe that such a thing is pos-
sible if no less an authority than Newton— Isaac that 
is— hadn't said this sort of thing was impossible." 

Furlo, overhearing Olsen, quickly jumped into 
the foray with some salty language: "In this regard 
Newton didn't know what the fuck he was talking 
about." Dr. Olsen and the other sophisticated scien-
tists present were deeply shocked. They had never 
heard anyone speak so irreverently of Newton. 

Escorting Dr. Olsen by the elbow, Furlo said, 
"Come over here and let me explain to you how this 
machine works." He went on to depict how the two 
rotors acted like two men pulling a boat down a canal 
with ropes stretched at 45° angles. Furlo showed how 
these two men pulling evenly on both sides of the 
canal at the same speed could make the boat move 
down the canal in a straight line. 

"I can agree with you that this might work on 
the ground or in a canal but where are you going to get 
the two little men to pull this thing in outer space?" Dr. 
Olsen asked. Furlo, pointing at the black motor on the 
machine, replied, "Do you see that motor there? Well, 
that small motor is the two little men that are going to 
pull this in outer space." The response left Dr. Olsen 
flabbergasted. 

The lecture had been well received but Cook's 
model had barely propelled (for then-unknown 
reasons). Therefore, he had not provided an overly 



Fig. 6-7 

The warped platform caused the edges of the air cushion to drag. 
The warp is accentuated here, but could not be seen in the actual 
situation. 

convincing demonstration. The model, mounted on an 
air cushion, had been placed on a wooden platform 
Cook had brought from home. Not until he placed a 
straight edge across the platform after he had returned 
home did Cook realize what had gone wrong. Covered 
by sheet metal on one side, the platform had been 
warped—the sides had curled upward due to the high 
moisture content of the air following heavy rains. 
Because of the model's low efficiency it needed a 
perfectly level surface for a proper demonstration. The 
warped platform had a devastating effect on the ma-
chine's performance: It had caused too much drag on 
the air cushion, especially during the positive force 
cycle (Fig. 6-7). 

Cook phoned Dr. Olsen to explain the ma-
chine's poor performance. But the NASA scientists 
already felt they understood what was happening and 
had begun their dynamic analysis. They were certain 
the machine wasn't doing what Cook was convinced it 
was. They saw no need for him to return with the 
machine. Copies of their latest analysis would soon be 
mailed to him. At the lecture, Cook recalled Dr. Olsen 
saying, "If Newton's third law goes, we're wide open 
for perpetual motion." From the way this was said, 
Cook got the impression that Olsen considered per-
petual motion some kind of a crime. 

I came into the picture in January of 1974, first 
meeting Cook while on vacation from Denver, Colo-
rado. I was visiting my brother Brett, a graduate 
student at the University of the Pacific in Stockton, 
California. Brett's roommate Art Smoke was Cook's 
nephew. Brett and Art fascinated me with their 
accounts of Cook's experiments. They both had in-
tense confidence in the inventor's ingenuity and his 
integrity. I anxiously awaited meeting Cook at Art's 
wedding reception, and on that very day my brother 
and I made arrangements with Cook to view his ma-
chine and hear his unbelievable story. Seeing the 
model a few days later, I fell in love with Cook's 
project at once and soon became convinced that the 
man hadn't been given a proper hearing. 

Then 23, I left a good job in Denver to assist 
the inventor, expecting no immediate financial com-
pensation for my work. Even at that young age, I had 
extreme confidence in my ability to promote, and, 
being a small-town farm boy from Iowa, was an ex-
tremely hard worker. With a reputation for being thor-
ough in my work and studies, and with a degree in 
mathematics, I felt I could benefically complement 
Cook in his efforts and be an ideal assistant to him. My 
own frank evaluation of his working model led me to 
agree with his interpretations. The conclusion Cook 



had reached was, to me, quite staggering. Being 
trained in classical physics, I initially experienced a 
great deal of difficulty and discomfort in considering 
Cook's contentions. 

I soon reasoned, however, that a machine this 
fantastic couldn't possibly be difficult to promote. No, 
not something with the potential to reshape history, 
provide a major solution to the energy crisis, and cor-
rect errors in the foundations of physics. How could 
this invention help but stir up all kinds of interest? 
Surely, the rewards were too great for absolutely no 
honest, in-depth study to be done. I was in for the 
shock of my life. To this day, ensuing events do not 
seem real to me. If Cook were wrong, I wanted to 
know. I could accept defeat, but not knowing for sure 
one way or the other drove me crazy. All of Cook's 
experiments to date had proved positive. 

Many of the experts had explained that Cook's 
model was taking advantage of static friction to im-
pulse along. With the friction removed, it would dupli-
cate the earlier experimental test results of Dean's 
drive. (When the load on Dean's unit was placed on 
rollers, it simply oscillated back and forth.) 

Cook had done experiments on both a boat in a 
small pool and on an air cushion. To his expectation 
and everyone elses' disbelief the machine worked 
better without friction. But Cook could not win. He'd 
carry out one suggested experiment successfully, and 
there was always another he hadn't tried, always one 
more. It all started with Dr. Clark Jacobsen at the 
University of Arizona. He.suggested that the wheels 
on Cook's original model weren't properly lubricated. 
With a little oil on the wheels, he maintained, the 
device shouldn't propel. A few squirts of oil, and the 
machine ran beautifully! Next, Dr. Tom Livingston 
suggested putting the machine on water. Cook did, 
and away it impulsed! Then Dr. Holloway suggested 
the air cushion experiment. After this success, they 
concluded, "Well, maybe that's not the way to do it. It 
has to have an accelerometer test." And after that test 
proved the machine worked, the professors were still 
not satisfied. They admitted the test results proved 
positive, but were convinced that the test equipment 
was not properly set up, although it was done by 
professionals for a full two weeks. What does it take? 

In February of 1974 Dr. Olsen's revised report 
arrived along with a separate, smaller report from a 
Dr. Kenneth Dunham, which corroborated Olsen's 
report. All Dr. Olsen had done was to change the 
timing of his old incorrect principle. Nevertheless, we 
weren't really counting on a miracle. Dr. Olsen did 
suggest that we read a brief discussion in Arthur C. 
Clarke's Profiles of the Future. He indicated we might 
recognize our own device in the passage: 

Yet every few years, some hopeful inventor builds and 
actually demonstrates, at least to his own satisfaction, an 
antigravity device. These are always laboratory models, 
producing (or, rather, apparently producing) only a very tiny 
lift. Some of the machines are electrical, others purely 
mechanical, based on what might be called the "bootstrap 
principle," and containing unbalanced flywheels, cranks, 
springs, and oscillating weights. The idea behind these is 
the action and reaction may not always be equal and oppo-
site, and there may sometimes be a little net force left over 
in one direction. Thus, though everyone agrees that you 
can't lift yourself by a steady pull on your bootstraps, per-
haps a series of properly timed jerks might have a different 
result. 

Put this way, the idea seems completely absurd, 
but it is not easy to refute an intelligent and sincere inventor 
with a beautifully made machine containing dozens of parts, 
moving in every possible direction, who maintains that his 
oscillating contraption produces a net lift of half an ounce 
and that a bigger model could take you to the Moon. You 
may be 99.999 percent sure that he is wrong, yet be quite 
unable to prove it. If gravity control is ever discovered, it will 
surely depend on much more sophisticated techniques than 
mechanical devices—and it will probably be found as a 
byproduct of work in some completely unexpected field of 
physics. 2  

Also in February I joined Cook for his second 
meeting with Dr. Brian Williams, a physicist at Law-
rence Livermore Laboratory (Livermore, California). 
Cook spoke highly of Dr. Williams, rating him as the 
most open, genuine, and brilliant scientist he had 
yet met. 

Dr. Williams began an honest analysis of the 
principle. After some concentration he concluded that 
to give this principle a complete and thorough analysis 
would require several weeks or even months. Dr. Wil-
liams suggested that we conduct a rope experiment. 
He felt if we could make the model hang off center we 
would have a super convincing demonstration for any 
scientist. 

A front page picture (Exhibit 6-13) in the Contra 
Costa Times (February 8, 1974) documents the ma-
chine suspended from ropes at Buchanan Air Field in 
Concord, California. Again, Cook expressed his confi-
dence that Newton's third law was in trouble. The 
Times had interviewed both Olsen and Williams. As 
expected, Dr. Olsen's words were not kind: "While 
the device may have limited success on earth, it would 
never work in deep space. He's trying to violate the 
laws of nature and not having much success, but it 
might be nice as a Christmas toy for kids."* 

Dr. Williams wasn't quite as severe in his skep-
ticism: "I have my doubts that it does what he thinks it 
does, but the important thing is to see if it performs 
and then try to explain why. And even if Cook has 
developed a new form of propulsion it is probably so 

*Compare these words to John W. Campbell's remark (Analog, Oct. 1961): 
.. a breakthrough device demonstrates a hitherto unguessed potentiality 

in the Universe. And is, therefore by definition, contrary to 'known and 
established laws of Nature.' " 

5s3 
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Machine Challenges Newton's Law Of Motion 
By SUE SHOEMAKER 

An apparently simple. 85 - pound 
device which Bob Cook of Pittsburg has 
invented may not revolutionize the 
transportation and aerospace in-
dustries overnight — but then again 
maybe it will. 

Cook has spent the last six years and 
about $50,000 developing what he 
claims is a revolutionary new method 
of propulsion, which defies scientific 
laws of nature. 

Despite doubts ranging from skep-
ticism to outright disbelief on the part 
of scientists and engineers at Ames 
Research Center and United Air Lines, 
Cook says his device in a more 
sophisticated form would be capable of 
solving the energy crisis and propelling 
any vehicle, from bicycles to space 
craft. 

Basically, Cook's device consists of 
four rotors mounted in two levels on a 
frame. Atop each rotor is a weight 
which slides back and forth in a short 
track. 

As the rotor turns forward. the 
weight, attached by a spring to the 
frame of the machine, slides forward, 
jerking the machine forward. 

As the rotor continues its revolution 
the weight slides back, but because the 
speed of the rotor has been reduced the 
weight moves back with less force than 
it moves forward, so although the 
machine jerks backward, the backward 
jerk is weaker than the forward jerk 
and the net effect seems to be a slight 
forward movement. 

The forward thrust is intermittent, 
occurring only when the weight slides 
forward once per revolution, but Cook 
and his assistant. Joel Dickinson, are 
working to improve it by making the 
forward thrust continuous. 

Cook acknowledges the device he is 
now testing is a crude model — "sort of 
like the Wright brothers' first plane," 
he says with a chuckle. Although rotor 
movement is now very slow, he says it 
and the speed of the machine could be 
increased. 1,000 times. 

"With the help of advanced 
hydraulics and ball bearings, there 
would be hundreds of uses for it," he 
says. 

Cook was testing the device at 

Buchanan Air Field in Concord 
Wednesday and planned to take it back 
to Ames later in the week. Although it 
is currently powered by electricity, he 
says one of the device's most 
revolutionary features is that it can run 
on any type of power, from steam to 
solar energy. 

In addition, he claims the machine 
needs relatively little power to reach 
great speeds, an important factor in 
times of fuel shortage. 

"This form of inertial, pro-
pulsion could eventually be the 
most widely used form of propulsion. It 
could outrun anything we have now," 
he predicts. 

MACHINE'S MAKERS 
Bob Cook and Joel Dickinson 

And even of more scientific 
significance, Cook and Dickinson, who 
admitted he was an "A - I skeptic" un-
til he saw the machine, are sure the in-
vention disproves Newton's Third Law 
of Motion, that every action has an 
equal and opposite reaction. 

They are confident that once it is 
accepted by the scientific establish-
ment the device will force a re - evalua-
tion of the basis of physics and 
revolutionize the entire field. 

But acceptance does not seem 
forthcoming. although scientists at 
both United and Ames have been suf-
ficiently interested in the device to test 
and analyze it. 

Their conclusion has been that, on a 
theoretical basis the device should not 
work; that according to known scien-
tific principles it cannot contradict 
Newton's Law and do what Cook 
believes it does. 

But to David Doll, an aeronauti-
, rat engineer at United, this does not en-
tirely rule out the possibility Cook has 
really discovered something. 

"He may have something in this in-
vention which is not covered by simple 
Newton's Law analysis," Doll says. He 
added according to Newtonian analysis 
the helicopter should never have 
worked. 

"Maybe he's got another 
helicopter," he says. 

According to Doll, the United scien-
tists concluded the device would not be 
practical for use by the airlines. In ad-
dition to certain technical problems 
which would be encountered in adap-
ting the device on a large enough scale 
to lift and propel planes, he says the 
method is substantially less efficient 
than current means of propulsion. 

"But it's an interesting device," 
Doll says. "I can't really see any 
promise for it in the industry but it's 
fun to watch. I'm kind of rooting for 
him." 

An Ames scientist who is familiar 
with Cook's work is more discouraging. 
While the device may have limited 
success on earth, it would never work 
in deep space, he claims. 

"He's trying to violate the laws of 

nature and not having much success," 
he said. "But it might be nice as a 
Christmas toy for kids." 

Dr. John Trenholm, a physicist at 
the University of California's 
Lawrence Laboratory at Livermore, is 
unwilling to be quite so strong in his 
skepticism. 

"I have my doubts that it does what 
he thinks it does, but the important 
thing is to see if it performs and then 
try to explain why," Trenholm says. 

And even if Cook has developed a 
new form of propulsion, Trenholm 
says, it is probably so weak that it will 
never prove useful in transportation. 

But even limited success would be 
very valuable to science, he adds. "The 
value would not be in practical applica-
tion but in pointing out to scientists that 
in some small way the principles on 
which they base their work is wrong. 

The discovery of just such an 
"error" years ago led to the develop-
ment of the hydrogen bomb, he said. 

"The scientific community is not 
always right," Trenholm pointed out. 
"There's no fundamental reason why 
someone in their backyard in Pittsburg 
can't come up with something really 
significant." 

A former printing pressman, Cook 
has worked full time on his inventions 
for the past six years. Although he has 
had no advanced training in 
engineering or physics he says he 
comes from a "long line of engineers 
and physicists." 

Ex. 6-13 

Test conducted at Buchanan Field in Concord, California, as re-
corded by the Contra Costa Times. 
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Isaac Newton's third law of 
motion may have been contra-
dicted Monday afternoon in 
Stockton. 

A contraption resembling a 
child's large-scale erector set 
model, described by its inven-
tor as an internal propulsion 
device, passed its final test—it 
moved forward on almost fric-
tionless ice. 

Newton's law says that for 
every action there has to be 
an equal and opposite reac-
tion, or to put it another way—
for a body to move it must be 
acted on by an outside source. 

"Newton made a mistake, 
that's all," said the inventor, 
Bob Cook, 39, of Pittsburg, 
who maintains the device will 
revolutionize transportation. 

The device is made of coun-
ter-rotating cams and gears 
resting on thin blades that are 
powered by an electric motor, 
but battery or even solar 
power could be used, says 
Cook. 

He explained the contrap-
tion is propelled by the so-
called "phantom" Coriolis 
force trapped inside the rotors 
which results in the motion de-
spite the absence of friction. 

Webster identifies the Cor-
iolis force as corresponding to  

the Coriolis acceleration of a 
body equal to the product of 
mass by the Coriolis' accelera-
tion and responding as a re-
suult of the earth's rotation for 
the deflection of projectiles 
and the motion of the winds to 
the right in the northern hem-
isphere and to the left in the 
southern hemisphere. 

Skeptics claimed the device 
would "just sit there and rock 
back and forth" if all friction 
were eliminated, said Cook. 

It moved forward in short 
spurts Monday afternoon at 
Oak Park Ice Rink, however, 
Cook maintains the experi-
mental model can be im- 
proved to get a Mitt e constant 

force by more and a better 
combination of rotors. 

"I have definitely proven 
the principle is sound by doing 
all the tests that are required. 
Now I have to determine the 
efficiency," he explained. 

Some of the tests included 
movement on an air cushion 
suspended from ropes and in a 
raft floating in a swiiimmming 
pool. 

"People say it can't work 
because it defies the law of na-
ture," said the soft-spoken and 
rather shy inventor who ad-
mitted he has no formal edu-
cation. 

He was a printer for about 
18 years in the East Bay area 
and says he stumbled on the 
idea for the contraption when 
he was experimenting with 
new energy source. 

BOB COOK 

"I made a mistake and 
came up with this." 

Cook has been working on 
the test model for about six 
years and has invested some 
$50,000, according to an assist-
ant, Joel Dickenson, 24, of 
Pittsburg. 

Cook claims the device can 
be used to propel automobiles 
and "could even Move in 
space" if solar power were 
used. 

He patented the device in 
1972 and the next step is to ei-
ther raise capital to produce a 
working model or to sell the 
idea to a manufacturer, said 
Dickenson. 

COOK'S 'INTERNAL PROPULSION' DEVICE 

Invention Displayed 

Newton Challenged 

Ex. 6-14 
NASA's suggested ice experiment successfully conducted in 
Stockton, California, as documented in a story captioned "Newton 
Challenged." 
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weak that it will never prove useful in transportation. 
But even limited success would be very valuable to 
science. The value would not be in practical application 
but in pointing out to scientists that in some small way 
the principles on which they base their work is wrong. 
The discovery of just such an 'error' years ago led to 
the development of the hydrogen bomb. The scientific 
community is not always right. There's no fundamen-
tal reason why someone in their backyard in Pittsburg 
can't come up with something really significant." 

That week Cook and I paid what was to be our 
last visit to Dr. Olsen and "friends." The results of the 
rope experiments had— so far— been inconclusive. 
Because the positive force was intermittent, the 
85-pound machine did not hang on one side; rather, it 
tended to impulse slightly more in the positive direc-
tion than the negative. What was convincing, though, 
was that when we made it swing like a pendulum we 
could increase the arc by timing the positive impulse 
on the forward swing, and decrease the arc by timing 
the positive impulse on the rearward swing. 

One of the purposes of our return trip to Ames 
Research Center that spring was to gain access to the 
Moffett Field blimp hangars. These had extremely high 
ceilings that would allow us to present a demonstra-
tion to the scientists on much longer ropes. With 
longer ropes we were sure we could give a more 
impressive demonstration because gravity would take 
longer to produce its negative effects on the machine. 
This would allow the machine to swing further off 
center. A large air hangar was one of the few places 
we could think of in which to do a convincing experi-
ment. We had considered suspending the machine 
from a bridge, but were afraid air currents would inter-
fere with the results. (Remember that the positive 
force produced by this model was very weak.) The 
smaller air hangar in Concord used for our earlier ex-
periments was inadequate; the ceiling was just 
too low. 

We approached Dr. Olsen with our plans and 
explained how we needed an indoor environment 
where we could use longer ropes for our experiments. 
Unfortunately, these experiments didn't appeal to the 
space scientists. They vetoed use of the air hangar for 
this purpose. 

I finally cornered Dr. Olsen and said, "Look, we 
have successfully completed all the experiments that 
have been suggested and the machine has stood the 
tests. Is there any other experiment we could try that 
might convince you?" After a few minutes he re-
sponded, "Yes, there is something. Find yourself a 
perfectly smooth ice-skating rink, place the machine 
on a rigid base supported by sharpened and honed out 
hockey blades, and if the machine is successful I will 
personally come to see the demonstration." 

Dr. Olsen was quite confident that this experi-
ment, if set up properly, would fail. The Stockton 

Record (February 12, 1974) has a large picture of this 
experiment on its front page (Exhibit 6-14). The ex- 
periment was conducted at the Oak Park Ice Rink in 
Stockton, California, and it was extremely successful. 
The machine had seldom worked better. It spurted 
across the ice rink. We turned it around, and back 
it came. 

We compared this experiment to the last page 
of Dr. Olsen's latest report. (See Exhibit 6-15.) There, 
Olsen had suggested that the forward impulse tended 
to depress the front and lift the rear of the machine so 
that it moved forward with the aid of friction. We took 
a close look at our working model— it was perfectly 
stable. Olsen's argument couldn't possibly be right. 

We called him to remind him of his promise. 
Surprised at our results, he nonetheless remained 
skeptical. "You sure you had enough weight on the 
machine?" he joked with Cook. He never did keep his 
promise. 

So far, the various front page stories on Cook's 
invention had gotten no reaction, but they did interest 
KRON-TV (Channel 4 in San Francisco) enough to do a 
brief segment on their nightly news program. Here's 
how that TV interview of April 5, 1974 went: 

ANNOUNCER: Jeff Simon is in Concord visiting the inventor 
of a strange new machine. 
SIMON: Printer and part-time engineer Bob Cook has in-
vented a machine which according to everything we learned 
in high school physics shouldn't work. According to New-
tonian law anything that moves must react against some-
thing else. A car's tires react against the pavement, an 
airplane's propellers react against the air, but Cook's internal 
propulsion machine suspended here on a cushion of air 
moves from some internal force called the Coriolis effect. 
COOK: The rotors utilize a force which is similar to a force 
you feel while walking toward the center of a spinning 
merry-go-round, and you'll think your feet are coming out 
from under you. This is a very powerful force. 
SIMON: How might this machine be used in the future? 
COOK: In the future it could be used in space and in general 
aviation and both a major airline and NASA have studied the 
principle, the major airline has agreed with it in principle 
even though they're a little concerned with the efficiency at 
this time. 
SIMON: Cook says he had developed faster, more efficient 
models of his invention but he can't show them because 
they're not patented yet. He figures if he puts together 18 of 
these rotors set at certain angles the internal propulsion 
machine will fly. Well, who knows, maybe that's how the 
flying saucers do it. Jeff Simon in 4 Country. 

The segment was scheduled to appear on both 
the early evening and late evening news. For reasons 
unknown it wasn't repeated on the later news 
program. 

In late February and early March of 1974, we 
paid several visits to the University of the Pacific 
campus. Reactions of the professors were typical: Dr. 
Greg Howland wouldn't take time to evaluate it, 
"unless it was hanging four feet out on ropes"; 



....With this particular timing, the first four impulses contribute 

to forward motion, and the last two contribute to a rearward motion. 

It is interesting to note that the greatest impulse 1 5  (contributed 

by the impact of the mass at which time the impulse direction is 

tOtorl or 270 ° ) occurs in the rearward direction. Because in practice, 

the springs on the demonstration model of the machine are attached at 

one end to the sliding masses, one pair of which is well above the 

center of mass of the machine, and are attached at the other end to 

the rear of the vehicle, the forward impulse 12 tends to depress the 

front and lift the rear of the vehicle. At the occurrence of the 

rearward impulse 15, however, the action of the upper sliding masses 

tends to lift the front and depress the rear of the machine. Because 

15  is greater than 12, the frictional force of the machine in contact 

with a supporting surface, or the rolling friction if supported on 

wheels, would tend to be greater in the rearward direction. Thus, 

there could be a net forward movement of the vehicle through an ex-

change of momentum with the Earth. In space, however, as shown by 

the analysis, there would be only an oscillation to and fro, with 

"to" equal to "fro". 

Although the analysis was made on the basis of the conditions of 

the sketch, it is completely general and any other numerical values of 

AIGOtz'and Acould be used (subject to (.0.1  (att< (1./t* < ir ) in 

place of the values of14, 	and% used in the example given 

here, and the same result ( 	 ) would be obtained. 

Ex. 6-15 

Ice experiment disproves the conclusions Dr. Olsen made in a 1974 NASA report. 

Dr. Larry Fisher just wanted to look at the idea on 
paper to satisfy himself. No one got excited about our 
model. Dr. Fisher did have the courtesy to give us 
some advice on promoting the idea. "Take the humble 
pie approach," he suggested. "Since you have no 
advanced education, and can't speak the professors' 
language, simply walk in and explain you have a ma-
chine that works. You can't understand how it works 
so you would like a professional explanation or evalua-
tion." We had tried all approaches, including this one, 
and none had met with much success. 

We contacted the science reporters of the San 
Francisco Examiner, the Oakland Tribune, and the San 
Francisco Chronicle. Greg Mahn of the Examiner was 
not interested. Franklin Jorth of the San Francisco 
Chronicle agreed to see us but after a few minutes of 
hearing our ideas he found them far too controversial 
for his interest. He laughed! Peter Christensen of the 

Tribune was the most openminded and interested. He 
made a special trip to Concord to visit with us and view 
the model. The machine did get Christensen excited 
but before doing a complete story he wanted a pro-
fessional endorsement. He called the Lawrence Liver-
more Laboratory and requested assistance in finding 
the best individual available to evaluate Cook's idea. 
Dr. Brian Williams was the man recommended. 
Christensen was the one who first put Cook in contact 
with Dr. Williams. The reporter wanted the scientist's 
endorsement of the idea before he would do a story. 
Williams suggested that more experiments would 
have to be conducted before he could make a public 
statement for or against the idea. The story was never 
published. 

In light of all our experiments with positive 
documented results, we raised the question: How can 
scientists be so positive that we are wrong? We have 



working hardware; they have theories. Only the ulti-
mate test remains: will the machine work in outer 
space? 

The exchanging of momentum with the envi-
ronment through friction was one phenomenon cited 
as aiding our system. Honest testing, however, 
showed that the results were the same: The less the 
friction, in fact, the better the results. Early in 1974 we 
evaluated our progress. It seemed we had exhausted 
most of our possibilities with the existing model. To 
convince the businessmen, we had to convince the 
scientists. So far, we had failed. Our biggest problem 
was lack of funds. We had to build a super convincing 
model that could produce a constant thrust. 

The disappointment was the poor overall effi-
ciency of the machine. Based on the United Airlines 
test we estimated approximately a 1 % efficiency. 
Cook, a perfectionist, wasn't proud of this system. He 
took pride in the fact that the machine had uncovered 
tremendous flaws in the field of physics (an extremely 
great discovery in itself), but the efficiency wasn't 
impressive. The fact that the model had so far passed 
all tests and did appear to dispute the laws of physics 
should have been reason enough for a far greater 
investigation. But this wasn't to be. 

Cook now became determined to find a more 
efficient way to propel inertially. He continually re-
minded me of his belief that any object under the 
influence of gravity was propelling with inertial forces, 
and was doing so superefficiently. We had to find that 
secret. 

So, in the early part of 1974, nearly broke, we 
abandoned our promotion of the patented idea—our 
only real hope for financial support— and went back to 
the drawing board. We began about six months of 
intense experiments to find a more efficient way to 
propel. A basic approach soon developed in experi-
menting with new concepts: identify road blocks; cir-
cumvent road blocks. Before finding the right solution 
we were to discover many ways of "How not to propel 
efficiently." But we did experiments. We wanted 
something the experts could not ignore. We branched 
into unexplored areas, tested new principles. Both of 
us were fighters, not quiters. Cook was no ordinary 
man; he possessed vision, foresight, and I became his 
pupil. He was fighting for the truth. When I frequently 
became deeply depressed over the discouraging re-
marks made by the experts, Cook continued to remind 
me that the experts were speaking from ignorance of 
our principle. He gave me the assurance I needed. 

We were on a wild adventure. "I would rather 
be ashes than dust," Jack London said in 1916. "I 
would rather that my spark should burn out in a brilliant 
blaze than that it should be stifled by dry-rot. I would 
rather be a superb meteor, every atom of me in mag-
nificent glow, than a sleepy and permanent planet. The 
proper function of man is to live, not exist. I shall not  

waste my days in trying to prolong them. I shall use 
my time." 3  

The Wright brothers themselves had devel-
oped their expertise from experiment after experi-
ment. Wilber Wright stated our feelings perfectly: 
"Having set out with absolute faith in the existing 
scientific data, we were driven to doubt one thing after 
another, until finally, after years of experiment, we 
cast it all aside and decided to rely entirely upon our 
own investigations." 4  Neither Wilbur nor Orville ever 
got around to high school diplomas. They felt reading 
gave them a great degree of misinformation. Cook 
held a similar attitude: "I've gotten more clues from 
nature than from anything I've read in books," he 
recalls. "When I'm really stuck I just look at nature." 

Our early models developed both positive and 
negative forces. The positive being slightly stronger 
than the negative. We were determined to find a prin-
ciple that eliminated the negative forces, which had 
adversely affected the performance and efficiency of 
earlier models. 

Cook at West Pittsburg, California, where an important series of 
experiments was conducted during 1974. 
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THE EXPERIMENTS 

It is beneficial to review our experiments and 
discuss what we learned. Past experiments had pro-
vided one solid clue to a solution: Counterrotation 
would be required. Intuitively, Cook also felt sure that 
the solution would resemble a miniature solar system. 

We developed a checklist of forces, evaluating 
each force before building any models. We felt we 
definitely had to consider Coriolis, centrifugal, centri-
petal, and gyroscopic forces. 

Fig. 6-8 

(a) Ratchet arm 

Ratchet Arm 

The ratchet arm was our first new concept. 
Here, we had one large arm moving clockwise. On the 
end of that arm were two smaller counterrotating 
arms each with a weight on the end. The counterrota-
tion canceled the lateral forces of the small arms and 
produced a two-directional force, first positive then 
negative. The object of the model was to keep the 
main arm rigid on the positive impulse and translate 
that force to the machine, thus propelling it forward 
(Fig. 6-8a). When the force went negative, the main 
arm flexed in a clockwise direction canceling our neg-
ative effects, thus preventing these effects from re-
turning the cart to its original position. By phasing in a 
complement of units, we hoped to attain a constant 
positive force. 

Miniature parts used to build the ratchet arm. 

We also had to consider the fact that the two 
counterrotating weights were changing radius with 
respect to the main center of the system. We would 
have Coriolis forces present here that had to be con-
sidered. The weight going away from the center of the 
system produced a negative Coriolis force on its 
center of rotation, while the weight going toward the 
center of the system produced a positive Coriolis 
force. The Coriolis forces canceled each other. 

We reviewed our checklist. Everything ap-
peared to check out. We were ready to build a working 
model. The lack of money forced us to build the small 
ratchet arm from miniature parts. We used portions of 
several toy clock kits, a circular saw blade, and a small 
electric shaver motor to construct the first experi- 

Ratchet arm under construction in 1974. 
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Fig. 6-8 

(b) ratchet arm with magnet and rotating ring. 

mental model and begin experimenting. What a dis-
appointment! The machine wouldn't propel. We tried 
adjustment after adjustment with no success. 

There was obviously a negative force in the 
system, but we couldn't find it. My diary entry of June 
20, 1974 reports: "Results very depressing— had a 
negative force in the system and we aren't sure what 
it's all about. Efficiency and performance of little 
system poor." 

We had been certain this new idea was it, the 
failure came as a terrible blow. We had to be over-
looking something! A few more days of experiments 
and Cook recognized the problem, which was caused 
by tangential acceleration. When the main arm moved 
backwards, kinetic energy was stored in the arm. 
When the positive force developed, all of it was used 
to stop the negative momentum of the arm, and none 
was left to be translated into forward motion of the 
machine. We added a new ingredient to our checklist 
— tangential acceleration. We did nonetheless learn 
how an oscillating tangential force could be controlled. 
This bit of information eventually proved to be a sig-
nificant ingredient in the ultimate solution, even 
though it seemed rather unimportant at the time. 

We next considered using a magnet in con-
junction with the small ratchet arm to prevent the 
negative acceleration problem. We added a magnet on 
the end of the main arm with its pair of small counter-
rotating rotors. The idea was to introduce an outside 
rotating ring with small metal plates attached at 
appropriate intervals (Fig. 6-8b). 

Our object was to use the positive centrifugal 
force provided by the small counterrotating arms to  

propel the system forward. When the negative cen-
trifugal force appeared, we would introduce our "out-
side" force provided by the rotating ring, which was 
also attached to the cart. The outside rotating ring had 
its small metal plates positioned to align themselves 
adjacent to the magnet at the appropriate timing, and 
prevented the flexible arm from flexing negatively. By 
providing the rotating ring with a constant angular 
velocity, we hoped to absorb our negative force by 
converting it to a negative torque on the rotating ring 
and overcoming the torque with more energy from our 
power source to maintain constant angular velocity. 
The magnetic principle here would be similar to an 
automobile speedometer or tachometer. 

We soon learned that we had additional prob-
lems. We could not prevent the negative force from 
affecting our center of motion and destroying the 
positive effects. 

Pulsating Ring of Energy 

Instead of using small counterrotating rotors 
and a magnet to create the force why not (Cook 
reasoned) simply spin four weights near a magnet 
attached to the frame of the system? 

We had hoped that when the weight passed by 
the powerful magnet it would produce a positive im-
pulse force on the magnet and propel the cart in the 
positive direction (Fig. 6-9). We hoped the simulta-
neous negative impulse force registering on the 
weight would slow it down but not translate itself to 
the center of the system. If this occurred we could 
then accelerate the flywheel back to the proper 
angular velocity without negative effects. From study-
ing our experimental results, we found that the force 
required to re-accelerate the weight would be drawn 
off of a particular portion of the spinning ring. The 
tangential force needed to reaccelerate the flywheel 
would be translated to the center as a negative im-
pulse force, resulting in a balanced system. This ex-
periment failed. 

We now thought we could lick this acceleration 
problem by increasing the flexibility of the system. 
Instead of using a rigid arm, why not use a flexible arm 
(heavy cord) attached to four rotating weights? We 
had to find a way to convert the negative impulse force 
into a negative torque without affecting the center of 
the mechanism. A floating ring was placed between 
the center and the spinning weights to distribute the 
force acting on one weight to all the other weights 
simultaneously, thus producing a torque. The torque 
would cause the cords to begin wrapping around the 
center shaft thereby changing the diameter of the 
flywheel and the amount of inertial mass stored in the 
flywheel. Therefore, energy could be drained from the 
flywheel and used for propulsion. We hoped that, be-
cause the spin of the weights was from the negative- 



to-positive anticipated direction of travel, the resulting 
positive force produced on the magnet and attached 
cart would then propel our machine forward (Fig. 
6-10). 

After building the model more problems be-
came obvious. When the weight spun near the mag-
net it would slow down and get out of position in 
relation to the other weights before the floating ring 
could convert the negative impulse force simulta- 

Fig. 6-9 

Pulsating ring of energy. 

Fig. 6-10 

Pulsating ring of energy with flexibility. 

neously to a negative torque. To reaccelerate the 
weight back into position (in relation to the other 
weights) again created a negative tangential impulse 
force balancing the positive one. This model failed. 

Even though these experiments weren't suc-
cessful they taught us how important flexibility was in 
the system, which provided our second major clue: 
Flexibility might have to be included in any final solu-
tion. We were on a systematic and logical path to the 
truth. 

Unbalanced Rotor with Shift 

But why couldn't we propel by simply using an 
unbalanced rotor? Figure 6-11a shows a complete 
cycle of the rotor. With a 2 to 1 ratio, the small rotor 
travels 180° for every 90° the large arm travels. 
Remember that a system of four rotors will cancel out 
unwanted vertical and lateral forces. Why not, at posi-
tion A, shift our weight to the opposite end of the 
unbalanced rotor? (See Fig. 6-11b.) 

The centripetal and impact forces created 
when shifting the weight could be canceled by a com-
plete system. The Coriolis forces would be acting ver-
tically, and would also be canceled with a full com-
plement of rotors. It appeared as if we could shift the 
weight without producing a negative effect on the 
overall system. 

The resulting positive centrifugal force pro-
duced by the small rotor would be developed at just 
the ideal time to give the greatest force vector con-
tribution in the forward direction. The negative cen-
trifugal force would appear at the most ineffective 
time. 

We would have both resultant positive and 
negative forces but, because of the vector contribu-
tion, the positive centrifugal force would be greater 
than the negative and an overall positive force should 
result. On paper, this idea had appeared sound. At the 
time we hardly realized how close this simple idea, a 
product of Cook's intuition, was to achieving the 
impossible. 

Unbalanced Rotor without Shift 

We realized that we could generalize the prin-
ciple. By adopting a 1-to-1 large to small arm ratio 
we could duplicate our earlier idea without shifting the 
weight (Fig. 6-12). The centrifugal force affecting the 
small rotors center of rotation appeared to always be 
positive, producing a lopsided centrifugal force. But as 
a result of simplifying our general principle, the prob-
lem soon became obvious: These ideas wouldn't 
work. Our forces were in equilibrium. We were pitting 
centrifugal force against itself. 
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Tracing the path of the weight through space 
in the horizontal plane produced an ellipse. Next, we 
began studying a number of possible combinations 
using elliptical orbits. After we explored this area for 
several days the forces turned into a nightmare. Cir-
cular motion, not elliptical, seemed the way to go. 

One other variation was to have both rotors in 
the same plane of motion timed at a 1-1 ratio. The 
centrifugal force on the small rotor's center of rotation 
was always positive. The Coriolis force on the main 
center would also be balanced because, as one weight 
came toward center, its mate moved away. Would this 
be a positive centrifugal force? It looked good— for a 
few minutes. Then, we again saw the difficulty. The 
angular velocity of the smaller weights is opposite the 
angular velocity of the wheel in quadrants I and II, 
reducing the positive centrifugal force affecting the 
main center of the system for the positive 180° of 
rotation. In quadrants III and IV, the angular velocity of 
the weights adds to the wheel's angular velocity, re-
sulting in a larger negative centrifugal force for the 
negative 180° of rotation. What you gain, you give right 
back. A neatly balanced force. 

Every one of the combinations we examined 
eventually came up balanced. These ideas added to 
our feel for inertial forces but, obviously, we were 
missing key ingredients for a workable solution. We 
needed to study new ideas. 

We built no models, but evaluated the possibil-
ity of building both external and internal mass ac-
celerators. Fig. 6-11 

(a) Force pattern of unbalanced rotor with 2-1 ratio; (b) the effects 
of shifting the mass on the force pattern. 
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Fig. 6-12 

Unbalanced rotor with 1-1 ratio. 
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Fig. 6-13 

External inertial mass accelerator. 
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External Inertial Mass Accelerators Picture two spin-
ning rings. At 90° from the desired direction of travel 
attach a "foreign" mass to each ring, and release them 
90° later. The idea is to introduce a dead mass (energy 
wise)* to each ring, pump it full of energy, thereby 
almost instantly creating a powerful positive impulse 
force) then 90° later release it. The kinetic energy of 
the masses was to be destroyed by collision with each 
other. We could then recycle the dead masses back to 
their starting positions, re-energize, and repeat. Re-
member that by releasing the masses at point A, they 
will leave the ring in a tangent, and by synchronizing 
the units, the two masses could be made to collide 
and destroy their inertial mass (Fig. 6-13). We con-
sidered the possibility of using a strong magnetic field 
to introduce, guide, and possibly recycle the masses. 
But to build this machine would be quite a feat! 

*The mass in a static state. 

Internal Inertial Mass Accelerators Instead of intro-
ducing the "foreign" masses externally, introduce our 
propellant masses from the center. By radially accel-
erating the mass through a tube we hoped to take 
advantage of a resulting Coriolis force and the positive 
impulse created by initiating the radial acceleration. 
Here, we again make the dead masses more effective 
by energizing them inertially. We could then expel the 
energized masses in a tangent after 90°, drain their 
kinetic energy by collision with each other, and recycle 
them back to the center and repeat the cycle. Our 
object was to have the radially moving masses leave 
the tube in a tangent (Fig. 6-14). 

The greater inertial mass providing the forward 
propulsion would produce a tremendous positive force 
compared to the small negative force produced by re-
cycling the de-energized masses back to their centers. 

The principle looked sound, but to construct a 
model would be nightmarish. To Cook, destroying all 
this energy by collision seemed a crime, so we aban-
doned these ideas. 

The Spiral 

Cook soon realized that a coiled tube was one 
way to convert the tremendous inertia into positive 
acceleration which otherwise would have been de-
stroyed by the collision of the masses. (Strangely, 
Cook had always had the feeling that the workable 
solution would involve a spiraling propellant mass). A 
coiled telephone cord provides a good example of this 
setup. By forcing a linearly accelerated mass to enter a 
coiled tube perpendicularly, a positive propulsive 
thrust could be created. This thrust would be produced 
by the resistance of the mass to change its linear 
direction as the tube forced it to spiral and lose its 
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Fig. 6-14 

Internal inertial mass accelerator. 

inertial mass. The draining of this energy would pro-
duce the desired positive force. When recycled, the 
de-energized mass would produce a small negative 
force in comparison to the large positive force pro-
duced by the much greater inertial mass. The positive 
force would be determined by the initial linear velocity 
of the mass (Fig. 6-15). 

The plastic tubes we first experimented with 
failed so we had a metal pipe coiled for $168 and 
began again. The coiled pipe was attached to a 
wheeled cart. An exploding firecracker provided the 
initial linear thrust. 
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These experiments sent our neighbors (and, 
occasionally ourselves) running for cover. Everything 
seemed to go wrong. We had too short a tube; we 
couldn't slow the radial velocity appreciably; we had 
too many different force vectors; we had too few 
firecrackers; and we had too many complaints from 
neighbors. 

These trials did, however, give us our third 
major clue to the final solution: We would have to find 
a way to take advantage of the various inertial energy 
states of the propellant mass. Somehow we needed 
to find a way to shift the propellant mass efficiently 
from high to low energy states. But how? 

We now had three major clues to the solution: 

1. counterrotation 
2. flexibility 
3. positive inertial control of mass 

As it turned out, we would need just one 
more clue. 

Early in October of 1974 we ran completely out 
of money and had to terminate our experiments with 
no solution in sight. 

Cook's father, in failing health, returned to the 
Bay Area from Arizona. We had been conducting our 
experiments in West Pittsburg, California, an area not 
known for the pure quality of its air. Because of his 
own allergies and his father's ill health, Cook moved to 
a small country home at Fallon in northern Marin 
County, California, approximately 30 miles north of 
San Francisco. Here, in the fall of 1974, the final solu-
tion that we sought synthesized. 

In Fallon, with good fresh air and a quiet atmo-
sphere, Cook was able to put in the concentration 
needed to solve this mystery. 

Cook kept a notebook. Resting on his back 
with the window opened just right to provide loads of 
fresh air, he began reviewing the experiments. Day in 
and day out he studied combination after combination 
after combination. After about a month (from mid-
October to mid-November), and after studying and 
rejecting over 100 possible combinations, Cook went 
back to an old experiment with small counterrotating 
rotors. On November 18th, a glimpse to a possible 
solution appeared. The light at the end of that tunnel 
was very faint at first but it wouldn't go out. It just got 
brighter. Had Cook, after all these years, finally brought 
off the impossible— had he found a way to propel 
internally and superefficiently? It looked too good to be 
true. You would expect the excitement to be intense. 
It was not. 

The month before, Cook had lost a close friend; 
he was still extremely sad and, in addition, not nearly 
as confident after so many disappointments. It 
seemed that every time he got close, he was some-
how pushed away. All these feelings prevented Cook 

Fig. 6-15 

(a) Double spiral on cart 

Had Cook, after all these years, 
finally brought off the impossible 
— had he found a way to propel 
internally and super efficiently? 

Fig. 6-15 

(b) deflecting force vectors. 



Farm house in Fallon, California, where the elusive solution was 
first conceived after Cook studied and rejected over 100 possible 
combinations. 

from initially being fully aware of just what he had 
discovered. And if this new principle was indeed the 
solution, could it be translated into a mechanism? 
Cook still wasn't sure. It was mainly a question of 
gearing. Could a machine be built with the gear-train 
necessary to provide the required rotations? 

The more Cook studied the idea, the more 
convinced he became that a machine based on it could 
be built. He was, gradually, becoming excited as the 
thrill of finding this almost impossible solution began 
to take hold. 

Enthusiastic, Cook told his father about it. At 
89 and in ailing health, his father still grasped the 
significance of the principle. "Bob," he said, "You're  

right in the middle of quantum mechanics. I wish I was 
20 years younger to help you unlock more of these 
mysteries with the mathematical know-how I used 
to have." 

To unlock nature's secret Cook had needed a 
fourth ingredient—the splitability of mass. The ulti-
mate solution encompassed the following factors: 

1. counterrotation 
2. flexibility 
3. positive inertial control of mass 

4. splitability of mass 

One of the greatest ideas in history had been 
created. Let us examine the facts. 
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7 ThePrinciplel 

/  U ntil now the principle of the conservation of 
angular momentum has stood the test of time, 

judging by the great number of failures experienced by 
inventors attempting to create reactionless drives. In 
most cases, in trying to destroy angular momentum in 
order to propel, these inventors have succeeded in 
creating a negative linear thrust that destroyed any 
positive motion imparted by the angular momentum. 
Here is the secret of how we circumvented this 
problem. 

The principle is so beautiful, and the mechanics 
are so simple, but the implications are phenomenal! 
Let's analyze the total system part by part. 

The propulsion unit itself must be considered a 
closed system. The motor, being a separate part of 
the system, can be considered an open system. We 
should bear in mind that the propulsion system re-
quires a prime mover, such as electric motors, gas-
oline or steam engines, and so forth. 

How It Works 

Each unit has two counterrotating upper and 
lower arms maintaining a constant angular velocity 
(Fig. 7-1). Attached to the end of the upper arm A is a 
small rotor C, which is geared to spin at a constant 
velocity. It spins in a plane perpendicular to both arm A 
and arm B. The small rotor C has a permanently fixed 
mass (FM) attached to one end, an identical exchange-
able mass (EM) attached to the opposite end, and a 
nucleus mass (N) attached to the center of the rotor. 
(See Fig. 7-2.) (We will discuss the nucleus mass later.) 
At one end of arm A (opposite to rotor C), a counter-
weight (CW) balances the nucleus mass exactly. (This 
counterweight, shown here for simplicity, would be 
replaced by a rotor identical to rotor C in a complete 
system.) 

The exchangeable mass transfers from rotor C 
to lower arm B, splitting the propellant mass. And, 

Fig. 7-1 
	

Fig. 7-2 

Counterrotating arms. 	 Counterrotating arms with rotor and counterweight. 



180° later, it is transferred back to rotor C. This cycle 
(Figs. 7-3a through 7-3d) is continuously repeated to 
create an imbalance in the system. The object of this 
configuration is to synchronize rotor C and arm B so 
that the exchangeable propellant mass can be trans-
ferred without creating an impact. Keep in mind that to 
cancel all unwanted vertical forces, horizontal forces 
and their vibrations will require a set of at least four 
rotors. (See Fig. 7-4.) 

There are only so many forces in nature that 
can be produced when something spins. The three  

main forces are products of centrifugal force, Coriolis 
force, and gyroscopic precession. We know from ex-
perience that when there is a multiple spin (such as in 
the CIP), gyroscopic precession is going to develop. 
The gyroscopic forces in this case are vertical, and can 
be canceled with a complete system. All Coriolis 
forces (which are horizontal) can also be canceled with 
a complete system. 

The only force to consider, then (since all 
others are canceled), is centrifugal force. Let's study 
the centrifugal force picture. 
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Fig. 7-3 

(a) Positive force cycle; (b) mass splits; (c) neutral cycle; (d) mass recombines. 
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Fig. 7-4 

(a) Unwanted vertical and lateral forces canceled by four counter-
rotating rotors; (b) two counterrotating rotors cancel unwanted 
vertical forces. 
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Masses combine for 180° to produce positive cycle. 

For 180° between A and B we have a complete 
combined propellant mass producing positive cen-
trifugal force (Fig. 7-5). 

For 180° between B and A we have split the 
propellant mass. The centrifugal force generated by 
mass C equals the centrifugal force of mass D. We 
have 180° of forces in equilibrium (Fig. 7-6). 

What we have now is a mass multiplier. We 
have a greater mass for 180° and, with a greater mass, 
we can accumulate more kinetic energy and produce 
more force. The mass itself is just like a sponge. As 
the angular velocity of the mass is increased, it— the 
mass— acts like a sponge soaking up water. The mass 
grows inertially. It may start out at one pound but it can 

Fig. 7-6 

Masses split for 180° to produce neutral cycle. 

grow to thousands of pounds inertially. By phasing in 
three pairs of units as a three-phase alternating current 
system, we can produce a constant force (for smooth-
ness six pairs of units are required). 

Let's now look closely at what happens at 
points A and B where the exchange is made (Fig. 7-7). 
We can best illustrate this action by considering a 
helicopter passing alongside an airplane. Picture a sta-
tionary helicopter with its blade tips moving at 200 
mph around its center (Fig. 7-8). When the helicopter 
is sitting on the ground and the rotor is spinning clock-
wise in still air, the velocity of the rotor tips through the 
air remains constant. If the rotor tip speed is 200 mph, 
all tips are moving through the air at the same angular 

 

+Y 

  

A.tor TiF A 
200 MPH 

5TATiONAKI CUFF 
-Y 

 

Fig. 7-7 
	

Fig. 7-8 

Exchange made at points A and B. 	 Equal velocity of rotor tips A and B with craft on the ground. 
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velocity. If you released one rotor tip at the 3 o'clock 
position and another at the 9 o'clock position, one 
would leave in a tangent at 200 mph in the + Y direc- 
tion, and the opposite rotor tip would leave in a tan- 

gent at 200 mph in the — Y direction. The energy 
states of these tips are identical though their direction 
is opposite. Watch what happens, however, when the 
helicopter begins to move forward, and how this 
movement affects the energy states of these rotor 
tips. 

As the helicopter moves at 100 mph in the + Y 
(or forward direction), an observer positioned on the 
ground would see rotor tip B (if released in the 
9 o'clock position) leaving in a tangent at 300 mph in 
the + Y direction, and rotor tip A (if released in the 
3 o'clock position) leaving in a tangent at 100 mph in 
the — Y direction (Fig. 7-9). The energy states of these 
tips have now changed, and to stop the tip that is 
moving faster would require more energy than to stop 
the slower moving tip. There is a greater momentum 
in tip B because momentum is simply mass times 
velocity. The greater inertial mass would now have 
more work potential because of the greater kinetic 
energy imparted by the velocity. 

I n forward flight, the helicopter has a maximum 
speed limit due to an effect called blade stall. If the 
rotor tips are spinning at 200 mph, and the forward 
velocity of the helicopter matches this speed, the tip 
moving in the opposite direction of the system would 
be momentarily stationary in space during part of the 
spin. This phenomenon is called the critical rotor speed 
and, since one rotor would be stationary in space and 
not producing lift, the helicopter would flip over. The 
advance ratio is the ratio of forward speed of the 
helicopter to rotor tip speed. Modern helicopters are 
commonly operated at a 50-60% advance ratio. A re-
actionless system would have no critical rotor speed 
because it doesn't have to react with the air. It can 
hover like a helicopter. Relative velocities (outside the 
system) would have no effect on the system. 

Also, if you give two masses a double spin (for 
example, give them both a horizontal and vertical spin 
simultaneously), then you are going to affect the 
energy states of the masses that spin in those circles. 
In Cook's view, the following is a fundamental of na-
ture: as the angular velocity of the mass moving with 
the system is increased, this moving mass will have a 
greater energy state than the mass moving in the 
opposite direction of the system. That principle is in-
corporated into Cook's mechanism to produce desired 
propulsive effects. 

We take advantage of the effects that come 
from varying these energy states. Whenever the pro-
pellant mass reaches its low-energy state (at point A 
or B), we transfer it. When the matching unit realigns 
itself with the exchangeable mass, it's recycled. We 
exchange mass and energy back and forth. 

4Y 

Fig. 7-9 

The relative velocity of rotor tips A and B is affected by forward 
motion of the craft. 

Now imagine the helicopter approaching an 
airplane from the opposite direction. Both are moving 
at 100 mph relative to the ground (Fig. 7-10). 

At the very instant the plane and helicopter are 
alongside each other, a person positioned on the tip of 
the plane wing hands a weight to a person located on 
the tip of the helicopter blade (Fig. 7-11). For an instant 
the two people are stationary in space relative to one 
another. Although this weight and our daring volun-
teers are in a high inertial energy state relative to the 
outside environment, they are in a zero inertial energy 

Fig. 7-10 

The plane and the helicopter pass while flying in opposite di-
rections. 
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Fig. 7-12 

Transfer points of exchangeable weight. 

state relative to each other. Here the exchangeable 
weight is transferred (Fig. 7-12). It is important to note 
that the plane and helicopter can approach each other 
at any reasonable speed and still make the exchange 
as long as the velocity of that one helicopter rotor tip 
matches that of the plane for an instant. The situation 
is similar to a baton exchange between two relay 
runners. 

This gives a good picture of how the propellant 
mass is split and exchanged while in a low kinetic 
energy state. Remember, however, that in the actual 
mechanism the plane of rotation of the small rotor is 
perpendicular to the plane of rotation of the main arms 
A and B. 

Now let's consider the independent path of 
travel for each mass during a complete revolution of 
the main arms. The centrifugal force generated by the 
permanently fixed mass on the rotor balances (can-
cels) over 360°. The exchangeable mass, however, is 
forced to remain on the positive 180° of arm move-
ment producing positive centrifugal force except at 
two points, where its direction is reversed. Figure 7-13 
shows a path of the fixed mass; Figure 7-14 shows 
one possible path of the exchangeable mass. 

A complete vector analysis of the exchange-
able mass does show a negative impulse force pro-
duced when the direction of the mass is reversed. The 
negative force or impulse has a much shorter time to 
effect negative motion than the positive force pro- 

Fig. 7-11 

The zero inertial energy state of volunteers is a result of their zero 
relative velocity. 
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duced by the combined propellant mass. Nonetheless, 
an analysis shows this negative impulse could com-
pletely cancel the longer lasting positive force unless 
rectified in some way (Fig. 7-15). 

Then where is this fantastic solution? (Have 
patience, we won't disappoint you.) 

What we have done is to find a way to rectify 
the two large negative impulses. Here we introduce 
one of our most important actions: flexibility of the 
system, which allows negative force and energy to be 
controlled by transferring it to a nucleus mass located 
in the center of the rotor. Flexibility in this system 
must be complemented by a nucleus mass that ab-
sorbs the negative force and energy instead of allow-
ing these factors to produce a negative effect on the 
overall system. When the small rotor is out of balance 
we have to compensate for the undesirable effects 
produced by the unbalanced centrifugal force on the 
rotor. That is the purpose of the oscillator and 
the nucleus. 

The oscillator feature of the system allows the 
necessary flexibility needed to complement the action 
of the nucleus mass, which is to temporarily absorb 
and store this energy. The oscillator feature allows the 
unbalanced centrifugal force to advance and retard the 
rotor (along with its nucleus mass) up to several inches 
by trapping the rotor's driveshaft in a motion limiting 
slot (Fig. 7-16). If we didn't have the nucleus mass we 
would have no anchor to produce the centripetal force 
required to vertically curve the direction of the fixed 
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Fig. 7-13 

Possible path of fixed mass. 

Fig. 7-14 

Possible path of exchangeable mass. 

Fig. 7-15 

The two intense impulse forces produced by reversal of the mass 
cancel the longer lasting, less intense positive centrifugal force. 

Fig. 7-16 

(a) The unbalanced rotor oscillating; (b) the motion limiting slot 
canceling the effects of resultant force. 
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mass attached to the rotor. Without the nucleus mass, 
the centripetal force required would have to be pro-
vided by the main arm, and this would translate to the 
center of the system as a negative force. Our exper-
iments have positively confirmed that a heavy nucleus 
mass in the center of the rotor will control the oscilla-
tions completely. We have found an 18-lb nucleus 
mass will move less than 2 inches when a 45-lb force 
is applied for 1/16 of a second. Our experiments have 
also shown that the higher the angular velocity of the 
unbalanced mass, the less the time duration and the 
shorter the oscillations. At several thousand rpms, the 
oscillations will amount to a fraction of an inch. 

The nucleus mass acts as a storage battery for 
kinetic energy. As the nucleus mass causes the fixed 
propellant mass to slow down (relatively speaking), 
energy is absorbed into the nucleus. The low-energy 
state of the fixed propellant mass is the low angular 
velocity state of this mass. If released in this state the 
fixed mass would have a low value of kinetic energy. 
This energy given up by the fixed propellant mass has 
to be transferred to some other part of the system 
without producing negative effects. 

As the fixed propellant mass continues to spin 
about the nucleus mass it has to return from a low to 
high inertial energy state. It receives the energy back 
from the nucleus mass it transferred earlier in the 
cycle. The nucleus mass does not provide any propul-
sive effect. The nucleus mass is a control for the 
oscillations as well as a storage cell for the kinetic 
energy that drains off the fixed propellant mass at 
various positions when the rotor is in an unbalanced 
state. 

Without the nucleus mass, the energy in the 
fixed propellant mass would produce a negative force 
that would have a negative effect on the center of the 
system. If we couldn't drain the energy from the fixed 
propellant mass in this way, we couldn't create an 
unbalanced centrifugal force. 

The energy drained from the fixed propellant 
mass increases the angular velocity of the rotor and 
nucleus mass in relation to the main arm, and when 
the energy is returned to the fixed propellant mass, it 
reduces this angular velocity. In a sense all we're 
doing is juggling energy back and forth. 

We can view this process in the same way we 
look at certain bodies in our solar system: The earth 
(which is similar to our nucleus mass) forces the moon 
(similar to our fixed mass) to circle around it because it 
(the earth) has a greater mass. (Fig. 7-17.) In our pro-
pulsion system the center of the rotor can move a bit 
to one side in our oscillator, but it will never reach the 
end of the motion limiting slot and impart a negative 
force to the center of the system. 

In our system, this negative force produces 
two different effects. One increases the angular veloc-
ity of the nucleus mass in relation to the center of the 

Fig. 7-17 

The moon affects the position of earth in space. 

main arm, while the second does just the opposite. 
These forces cause the rotor and nucleus to oscillate. 
We are not dealing with one single mass, but actually 
with a rotor composed of three spinning masses. 

If we had a single mass without this special 
spin and we were trying to oscillate it on the main arm 
back and forth for 180°, we could not go anywhere, 
because in stopping the mass the resulting negative 
tangential force (which can be considered a negative 
linear impulse) would destroy any positive momentum 
created by the positive centrifugal force. 

To produce the desired force mechanically, a 
double spin is absolutely necessary. This type of sys-
tem demands flexibility and splitability. We know this 
from experimentation. 

Where are the negative effects, if any, going to 
come from? The only negative force that could destroy 
the positive motion imparted by the combined propel-
lant mass would have to appear at either point A or B. 
(See Fig. 7-7.) Due to the motion limiting slot and the 
flexibility in the system this negative force doesn't 
register its effects on the whole system. 

We predict this system when fully developed 
will convert energy into a force so directly and effi-
ciently that we expect an 80 to 90% efficiency poten-
tial. There is no propulsion system in the world that 
can compete against this. (For example, many experts 
consider the advanced rocket systems of today less 
than 2% efficient.) Remember that one unique feature 
of our system is that any type of energy source can be 
utilized— it has the potential to be almost as efficient 
as the electric motor. One way to increase the effi-
ciency of the system would be to hermetically seal the 
unit so air wouldn't interfere with the spin of the 
rotors. Air does not help propel it, and is just a 
nuisance in this case. We are talking about a system 
that almost defies imagination. When properly built, 



propellant mass exchanges of over 4,000 per minute 
are possible in each unit. 

A series of microswitches could time the ex-
changes. We could actually adjust this timing as the 
speed of the rotors increase. With electrical timing 
controls, we could make the timing adjustments sim-
ilar to a car's electrical distributor with a centrifugal 
force advance. As the rotory in a car's distributor picks 
up speed, the centrifugal force advance mechanism 
will advance the timing so the spark gets to the spark 
plug in time to compensate for the higher speed. We 
need a centrifugal force timing advance system such 
as this to be adapted to the Cook engine. 

The principle employed in the system is so 
perfectly natural. We have proved the principle beyond 
any doubt. It is interesting to compare Cook's principle 
to a prediction by G. Harry Stine in an article entitled 
"Detesters, Phasers and Dean Drives." 

We further come to the conclusion that the Dean Drive—or 
any machine capable of producing a unidirectional force—
would have to consist of a device that was one system 
during part of a cycle and another during the rest of the 
cycle. Or a device in which the initial system was delib-
erately destroyed during one part of the cycle and re-
assembled during the rest of the cycle.' 

Mr. Stine was exactly right! We accomplished that 
same purpose not by destroying the system, but by 
detaching and recycling a part of the system. The 
exchangeable part of the propellant mass is what 
accomplishes this amazing result. 

Another prediction by Russell E. Adams, Jr. (in 
an article called "In Search of the Bootstrap Effect") 
was not quite so accurate: 

In conclusion, it is not my intent to debunk the concept of a 
mechanical space drive. However, centrifugal drives have 
no chance of success in my opinion. Impulse and gyro-
scopic drives might work. The idea that such a gross de-
parture would not have been noticed in the three hundred 
year history of mechanics seems inconceivable. 2  

Let's examine how a system of this type could 
be designed. The most ideal combination of ratios and 
proportions for a complete system has yet to be estab-
lished. There are so many variables it would take hun- 
dreds of experiments to best determine the most ideal 
arrangement. In addition, the best method of locking 
and unlocking the exchangeable propellant mass has 
yet to be established. 

Combining four rotors in proper sequence, we 
cancel all unwanted vertical forces, lateral forces, and 
their vibrations. By adding additional units and properly 
timing them we can produce a smooth constant uni-
directional force. This preferred 12-rotor configuration 
could eventually be built quite compactly. It could be 
installed to propel any type of car, airplane, ship, 
submarine, spacecraft, and so on. 

Fig. 7-18 

The CIP can produce forward and reverse thrust. 

In an automobile or locomotive, for example, 
only one 12-rotor unit would be needed. The positive 
force would be directed to the front of the vehicle, and 
the steering mechanism would do the guiding (Fig. 
7-18). To slow down, you would change the timing of 
the exchangeable mass 180°, trapping it on the oppo-
site side of the spin. Without changing the direction of 
the rotors, the force would instantaneously be re-
versed, slowing or stopping your vehicle. You could 
stop on the slickest field of ice instantly. 

The system is simple compared to a car's 
automatic transmission. This simplicity will reduce 
initial cost and maintenance and produce greater effi-
ciency. For marine use a ship or submarine equipped 
with this system would have amazing maneuverability. 

For space travel the most ideal craft seems to 
be some kind of saucer shaped craft while, for atmo-
spheric use, the system tends to favor a cigar shaped 
craft. These flying vehicles would have unlimited 
maneuverability. 

)05 



The combination of three 12-rotor units posi-
tioned in a circle at 120° intervals (Fig. 7-19) could 
produce instant horizontal propulsion in any direction. 
To go forward, flip on unit A; to reverse, flip a micro-
switch, which changes the timing of the electromag-
netic latching mechanism 180°. This action will reverse 
the force, eliminating forward momentum and thus 
reverse your direction (Fig. 7-20). 

If you are traveling forward and you want to 
turn right, simultaneously reverse the force of unit A to 
eliminate forward momentum and flip on unit C. (Unit 
A would be activated in the reverse mode just long 
enough to destroy the forward momentum and then 
neutralized [Fig. 7-21].) 

To travel northeast, use a combination of units 
A and C (Fig. 7-22). Or, to travel southwest, reverse 
both units A and C. Any direction of travel in a horizon-
tal plane is possible. By combining vertical and hori-
zontal units, any type of maneuver is possible. 

For the ultimate in safety, three units could be 
stacked vertically. The purpose of having three vertical 
units in this arrangement would be to provide two 
extra emergency back-up units. Both backup units 

Fig. 7-19 

Units A, B, and C spaced at 120° intervals in a circle. 

Fig. 7-21 

A fast right turn. 

Fig. 7-20 

(a) Unit A activated in the forward mode while B and C remain 
neutral; (b) unit A activated in the reverse mode. 

Fig. 7-22 

A combination of units A and C combine to produce a northeast 
force (A is pointing north and C is pointing east). 
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would be fully energized in the neutral mode, so if the 
main vertical unit in use failed in a gravitational field, 
and the craft began to lose altitude, a sensing device 
could automatically activate one of the back-up units 
while the defective unit was repaired. The third unit 
would now become the back-up unit. Another safety 
advantage gained by energizing the extra units would 
be the potential to drain kinetic energy from them in 
case their prime mover failed. When energized, the 
rotors of the system will act as energy storing 
flywheels. 

To lift straight up, neutralize the horizontal units 
and activate one of the main vertical units, and up you 
go. To hover in a gravitational field, simply balance the 
vertical force with the gravitational force and you hover 
in space. 

The type of craft we envision for space travel 
could be built like a dome-shaped saucer. The dome 
would house the main propulsion or sustainer units 
whereas the smaller horizontal propelling units could  

be positioned in their own spheres under the craft (Fig. 
7-23). The larger floor area provided by the saucer 
shape would yield more space than a cylindrical shape 
for passenger movement on long-range trips. After 
leaving our planet's gravitational field for a long space 
voyage, the craft's main sustainer unit accelerates it, 
preferably at 1 g. By maintaining this rate of acceler-
ation the space ship would automatically produce an 
artificial gravity, and as long as the floor pointed away 
from the direction of acceleration, this artificial gravity 
would hold the occupant to the floor. The space trav-
eler couldn't distinguish between being on the earth in 
our gravitational field or in an accelerating spaceship. 
By flipping the craft over, halfway to their destination, 
so the floor area now faces the direction of travel (and 
decelerating at 1 g), the space traveler now wouldn't 
be able to distinguish between deceleration and grav-
ity (Fig. 7-24). 

Let's consider acceleration potential. A series 
of these rotors spinning at high speed store tremen- 

Fig. 7-24 

Artificial gravity produced by acceleration and deceleration at 1 g. 
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Artist's rendition, cross-section of spacecraft powered by the CIP. 
(Robert Cook's conception of propulsion unit placement.) 
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dous kinetic energy similar to a segmented flywheel. 
With proper bearings and lubrication almost all friction 
would be eliminated. 

If we wish to keep a unit energized without 
producing a force, we can do so by preventing the 
propellant masses from exchanging and thereby pre-
serving our kinetic energy for instant emergency use. 
With a flip of a switch we can instantly activate force in 
the rotors by triggering an exchange of the mass. 

A huge force could be developed instanta-
neously. Remember it will be possible to make ex-
changes at over 4,000 per minute per unit. Whatever 
the rotor speed, recall that the exchange is made while 
the exchangeable mass and lower arm are in a zero 
relative inertial energy state to each other. Force could 
be developed instantly, and the craft could accelerate 
at speeds no human could tolerate. You could also 
stop instantly by activating an energized unit at the 
appropriate force setting. This makes a right angle turn 
possible. One unit can knock out the positive momen-
tum while another unit can accelerate it instantly to the 
right or left. 

For a safety feature a clutch could engage or 
disengage the unit from the main drive, permitting a 
series of rotors to be de-energized and stopped for any 
needed purpose, including repairs. 

Because of their light weight and compactness 
any number of back-up units could be carried. With 
these extra standby rotors storing kinetic energy and 
ready for instant use, emergency landings and total 
system failures would be almost unheard of. When 
this system is fully developed units weighing as little 
as 2,000 to 3,000 pounds could have a force potential 
of 250,000 pounds. Gigantic forces such as these may 
be needed to overcome the large gravitational fields of 
certain massive bodies in space. 

Three 12-rotor units could also be mounted on a 
gimble (Fig. 7-25). A needed unit could simply be ro-
tated into place. Here unit B replaces unit A while A is 
repaired, serviced, or periodically rested. Vertical units 
could also be made to function in a similar fashion. 
Even with several units malfunctioning you could still 
get out of town. 

It's easy to see that a craft employing this 
system could be designed and built to produce almost 
unlimited acceleration and unlimited maneuverability. 
Cook's invention now makes this application a reality. 

What would be the speed limit of this system 
in deep space? Einstein predicted that nothing could 
travel faster than the speed of light. He set an ultimate 
speed limit of 186,000 miles per second. 

But why would there be a speed limit on an 
internal propulsion system? What would restrict it's 
acceleration? Einstein's theory predicts that mass 
becomes infinite as it reaches the speed of light. For 
a propulsion system where energy is fed externally 
(or mass is exchanged with the environment as a 

Fig. 7-25 

Normal configuration of horizontal propulsion units with gimbles. 
Direction of force for each unit A, B, and C can be varied 360°. 

rocket), Cook can accept the speed of light as a barrier 
because to accelerate the craft by external means to 
the speed of light would require infinite energy. But 
the force propelling a reactionless system is produced 
internally. Why should there be a speed limit when we 

. . . Einstein's theory of relativity 
established the speed of light as 
the ultimate speed limit. However, 
the foundation of his theory was 
based on the erroneous assump-
tion that all force capable of 
accelerating objects had to be 
external. 

do not have to exchange momentum with the envi-
ronment? The potential here appears to be mind-
staggering. We have to readjust our thinking. 

We should view the acceleration of objects in 
space with this new law of motion in mind: 

F 1  = ma. 
Perhaps the connotation of this simple equa-

tion could mean finally achieving or exceeding the 
"impossible" speed of light. The reader should re-
member that Einstein's theory of relativity established 
the speed of light as the ultimate speed limit. How-
ever, the foundation of his theory was based on the 
erroneous assumption that all force capable of accel- 

to 
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Fig. 7-26 

The evolution of speed. 

erating objects had to be external. Had Einstein known 
that internal forces could be produced to accelerate 
objects would he have expressed himself differently in 
this regard? Perhaps had he known, he might have 
been able to solve the mystery of the unified field 
theory that he had worked on for over 30 years until 
the time of his death in 1955. 

Speed limits have consistently been broken 
(Fig. 7-26). 

When the principle incorporated in Cook's 
invention is fully understood it will result in a re-
evaluation of many basic principles of physics and me-
chanics. We are not authorities in quantum mechanics 
or nuclear physics and are not qualified to fully inter-
pret our experiments, but we would like to provide you 
with a glimpse of our speculations. 

We believe that the principle involved here 
deals with the study of the mechanical structure of the 
atom— quantum mechanics. In principle the machine 
resembles an atom reconstructed on a gigantic scale. 
The main center of the machine can be viewed as the 
nucleus of an atom and the propellant mass of the 
small rotor as the mass and energy particles revolving 
around a smaller but separate nucleus (on the ma-
chine, the nucleus mass attached to the center of the 
rotor). Our machine has certain spin requirements, 
orbital requirements, energy state requirements, and 
nucleus requirements, which should have meaning to 
the experts in the field of quantum mechanics. 

Some of the basic concepts of quantum me-
chanics explored by such men as Planck, SchrOdinger, 
Maxwell, and Heisenberg can be viewed in this ma-
chine. Consider symmetry, parity, and counterrotation. 
What about selection rules and the spin orientation of 

particles? Remember the quantization of energy and 
angular momentum? 

This principle when thoroughly studied (and 
demonstrated by a complete system) will certainly 
display some intriguing correlations with the principles 
of quantum mechanics. 

Could this discovery lead to the solving of the 
mystery of gravity? What is gravity? Gravitation is 
defined as the mutual attraction between all masses 
and particles of matter in the universe. Einstein said all 
forms of energy are subject to gravitational attraction. 
We can determine that an object weighing 60 pounds 
on earth would weigh 10 pounds on the moon and 
16,740 pounds on the sun. But what are the actual 
mechanics of gravity? How do the particles of matter 
actually respond when under the influence of gravity? 

This confused Newton, who at one time sug-
gested the supposedly "mechanical" properties of 
extension and inertia are, after all, themselves "per-
fectly incapable of being explained mechanically." 3  

Some of the scientists we had discussions 
with have assumed that great men such as Newton 
and Einstein have clearly answered the questions of 
gravity. Here is Newton's observation on gravity: "you 
sometimes speak of gravity as essential and inherent 
to matter. Pray do not ascribe that notion to me; for 
the cause of gravity is what I do not pretend to 
know." 4  This dilemma confronted Einstein: "The idea 
that there should exist two structures in space, inde-
pendent of one another—the gravitating space and 
the electromagnetic one— is intolerable." 5  

It's obvious that these foremost experts on 
gravity did not have the full answers regarding the 
mechanics of it. For this reason, scientists should not 

It I 	1-0-3 



have been so dogmatic in rejecting the theory of the 
possibility of internal propulsive forces. From our own 
experience, it's now becoming more and more ob-
vious to us that gravity is an internal propulsive force of 
some kind. Let's consider for a moment the classic 
cannonball and feather experiment. 

Newton was questioned about why a cannon-
ball and feather fell at the same rate when dropped in a 
vacuum (Fig. 7-27) but, when they were accelerated 
horizontally, why the cannonball required so much 
more force than the feather to accelerate. Newton 
stated that in the case of gravity Mother Nature very 
conveniently provided just enough force to propel each 
object at the same rate. What he didn't explain was 
what he meant by "Mother Nature," or just how it was 

Fig. 7-27 

Famous cannonball and feather experiment. 

able to effectuate the equal acceleration of these 
objects. 

Gravity as an external force doesn't seem log-
ical to us, especially when you try to explain how 
objects respond to external acceleration. 

Why don't we— for a moment— consider grav-
ity as an internal propulsive force? Assume mass and 
energy are interchangeable, as Einstein showed. Since 
the cannonball contains more mass particles or weight 
than the feather, it has more energy contained within it 
than the feather. (Remember there has to be energy to 
accelerate a mass.) 

From this we can now develop a new theory 
involving force, mass, and energy in producing these 
gravitational effects. Let's assume the mass particles 
that spin about the nucleus of each atom are some-
how caused to accumulate more of their number on 
the side of the nucleus closest to the "foreign object." 
Since any particle of mass that spins produces a cen-
trifugal force, by having a greater number of mass 
particles on one side of the nucleus (nearest the for-
eign mass) we can assume an unbalanced centrifugal 
force is produced in that direction. This affects both 
masses simultaneously, and consequently they propel 
toward each other if similar in mass. In the case of the 
cannonball or feather versus the earth, the smaller 
mass will move toward the greater mass due to the 
inertia of the greater mass (Fig. 7-28). 

The fact that the energy and mass ratios of the 
cannonball and feather are identical conveniently ex-
plains why a feather and cannonball fall at the same 
rate when accelerated by their own internal propulsive 
forces. When accelerated horizontally by an external 
force, the greater mass requires a greater energy and 
force. 

Here is the distinction we are trying to make 
between Force Internal and Force External. With this 
distinction in mind we believe that in one case the 
cannonball was accelerated by an external horizontal 
force and, in the case of gravity, by an internal vertical 
force. 

Einstein's theory of gravity predicted the exis-
tence of gravitational waves or gravitational radiation. 
Einstein's gravitational waves travel at the speed of 
light, carry energy, and can exert forces on matter in 
their path producing, for example, very small vibrations 
in elastic bodies. His theory predicts that the wave is 
produced by the change in the distribution of matter. 
It is not produced, Einstein believed, by a rotating 
sphere, but would result from a rotating body not 
having symmetry about its axis of rotation. 6  

Cook's theory of gravity predicts that the un-
balanced centrifugal force produced within each atom 
is triggered by energy wave radiation of some sort. 
This energy is similar to an electric current producing a 
magnetic effect in an electromagnet. Although the 
electrical current is not a magnetic wave, it does result 



in producing magnetism. (It is known that whenever 
an electric current flows in a wire, magnetism can be 
detected around that wire.) This current can be com-
pared to Einstein's gravitational waves or radiation. 
Similarly, energy radiating from all masses in the uni-
verse is quite possibly the trigger of gravitational 
effects just as electrical energy is the trigger for 
electromagnetism. 

We can make this distinction: Cook's theory 
views gravity as an internal force whereas Einstein's 
theory views gravity as an external force. 

We believe that, on a gigantic scale, we have 
duplicated to a certain extent the mechanics of gravity. 
Every atom has inner force potential due to the swirl-
ing sea of motion it possesses, and spin has been 
ascribed to practically every type of fundamental par-
ticle in the universe. That inner force potential of the 
atom is similar to the CIP engine spinning at high 
speed while in neutral (Fig. 7-29). You have to trigger 
the gravitational effect that produces motion, which is 
similar to signaling our rotors electrically to exchange 
the propellant mass. Our mechanism, when producing 
propulsion, is a rotating body or system not having 
symmetry about its axis of rotation (Fig. 7-30). But 
when spinning in the neutral mode the mechanism is 
symmetrical in both mass and spin. 
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The unbalanced centrifugal force within each atom may be gravity. 
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Fig. 7-29 

The CIP engine in neutral compared to an undisturbed atom. 
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Fig. 7-30 

The CIP engine producing propulsion compared to a disturbed 
atom (gravity?). 



It is interesting to note that the internal force 
generated by the CIP engine is produced in a wave-
form by centrifugal force, which in a sense is artifical 
gravity. And what are the mechanics of magnetism? In 
many ways these mechanics are certainly similar to 
gravity. Cook is convinced that both gravity and mag-
netism are internal propulsive forces. His theory is that 
magnetism primarily affects the electrical or energy 
particles spinning about the nucleus of the atom 
whereas gravity primarily affects the spinning mass 
particles. 

Our research and experiments have raised 
these conjectures and many more. We will need help, 
however, to fully unravel these mysteries and unlock 
some of the related secrets of nature. 
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8 The History (Par t II) 

/5 o, late in 1974 an idea with the potential to 
  shape the future course of history was for-

mulated. 
In December of that year Cook returned to his 

patent attorneys in Oakland to disclose his new idea. 
Mr. Gardner was astonished. After 33 years in the 
business, and having studied over 400 mechanical 
actions, he had never seen anything like it. He asked 
Cook, "How do you ever think up these things any-
way?" 

Gardner promised to give the idea top priority 
and put the project ahead of all others on his agenda. 
He was so enthused that he wanted to help in any way 
he could. Unfortunately, he died in 1975. An entry in 
his diary showed that he had planned to introduce 
Cook to several industrialists. 

In February of 1975, Cook, my brother Brett, 
and I revisited Dr. Brian Williams in Pleasanton, Cali-
fornia. We were all extremely excited because this 
was the first opportunity to introduce the new prin-
ciple to a member of the scientific community. Serious 
conversation lasted for many hours. 

Williams performed a mathematical analysis of 
the two propellant masses designed to propel the 
machine. He evaluated each mass independently. The 
force produced by the fixed mass balanced over 360° 
of travel. The exchangeable mass produced positive 
centrifugal force for 180°, but Williams concluded that 
the two negative impulse forces produced by revers-
ing the masses' direction of travel exactly canceled the 
positive force produced by the combined masses. Un-
happily, our time together had to be concluded just as 
we were beginning to discuss the oscillator and 
nucleus, which were designed to cancel the negative 
effects. These are the secrets of why the system 
works and how we recycle the mass without produc-
ing negative effects. Cook felt we had overworked 
Dr. Williams, who offered to continue the analysis. 
However, after such long hours of intense concentra-
tion Cook felt it wrong to encourage him to press on. 
The visit ended. 

On our trip home, we decided that before we 
unveiled the final elements of the solution we wanted 
to support our theory with a working model to avoid 
any further confusion. Thus, in 1977 and again in 1979 
Dr. Williams was reissued invitations to view the newly 
completed oscillator, a key feature of the machine, and 

continue his unfinished analysis. His busy schedule 
prevented him from attending. 

Circumstances forced Cook to return to Pitts-
burg, California from Fallon. Here, he began work on 
his first handmade model incorporating the new prin-
ciple. Unfortunately, the air pollution in Pittsburg was 
intensifying and again, for health considerations, Cook 
moved, this time to Vallejo, California located on the 
northern part of San Francisco Bay. The move was a 
lonely one for Cook, who left his friends, but he had to 
find a place near the water with a more plentiful supply 
of fresh air to relieve his allergies. Two months after 
he settled in Vallejo, the Sunday Vallejo Times-Herald 
ran a story and a picture of his new, crude first model 
(Exhibit 8-1). Again, Cook takes issue with Newton's 
third law of motion. 

The difficulty with this first handbuilt model 
was that the exchange mechanism (required to make 
the mass split and transfer) necessitated more preci-
sion than a "handmade job" could provide. The first 
model never worked, not even good enough to allow 
the principle to be tested. 

Cook making adjustments on first handbuilt CIP prototype in early 
1975. 



Cook knew a machine could be built that could 
consistently make exchanges at 1,000 per minute or 
more. He had done something similar when he had 
worked in the printing trade. The presses Cook had 
operated could cut, fold, transfer, and deliver flimsy 
paper at similar speeds. He reasoned that if he could 
make high-speed exchanges with paper, he certainly 
could build a propulsion system capable of transferring 
a condensed mass at high speed. 

Late in June of 1975 Cook realized that it would 
take a professionally built model with a precise ex-
change mechanism and oscillator to prove the prin-
ciple. The second model was thus built in Berkeley, 
California by a friend at a cost of $200. When the 
machine was completed and returned to Vallejo we 
still found ourselves with an unworkable model. The 
wrong ratios and proportions had been used. Modifi-
cations had to be made. A friend— Harold Furlo of 
Concord—assisted us building some needed parts in a 
small shop in his garage. Unfortunately, the changes 
weren't sufficient to correct the severe deficiencies in 
the second model, but with a budget of several hun-
dred dollars we couldn't expect miracles. 

The model, however, wasn't a total failure. For 
the first time we confirmed that the exchange mech-
anism could transfer and reverse the direction of the 
mass between the arms in both directions. Even 
though we couldn't keep the exchanges consistent, 
we did actually witness it done. More than ever, we 
realized we needed a precise mechanism. 

The principle had not yet been completely veri-
fied by a working model, so late in 1975 with a few 
thousand dollars investment, Cook was ready to make 
one more attempt at a more precise handbuilt model. 

This time, the correct ratios and proportions 
were used. Additionally, on this third model, Cook, 
incorporated a splitable drivetrain that could be dis-
connected in such a way to allow only the small rotor 
to turn. Cook was now able to study the oscillations 
and determine the requirements for the nucleus mass. 
From these experiments, we proved that the nucleus 
mass was going to do its job. Because the nucleus 
mass could be kept relatively small, we believed 
beyond any doubt that for all practical purposes the 
theory had been successfully proven. This convinced 
us that the so-called impossible internal propulsive 
force would be successfully demonstrated in the very 
near future. Little did we realize that we faced a four-
year struggle. 

This model also confirmed that the exchange 
mechanism would positively work at higher speeds 
and with much larger masses. One difficulty was to 
keep the masses exchanging between the arms uni-
formly. Here, we only had limited success, and 
couldn't maintain the exchanges consistently enough 
at high speed to positively produce propulsion. 

Most of these experiments were accomplished 
during 1976. Funds again ran out early that year and 
the progress was often dictated by availability of 
money. If funds were there we could purchase the 
necessary parts; if not, we were stalled. Because of 
the controversy with Newton, the potential investors 
we approached would lose interest when they sought 
scientific advice as to the validity of Cook's seemingly 
impossible invention. From early 1976 to the middle of 
1977 progress was delayed for lack of funds. 

Until the summer of 1976 Cook had been living 
alone with his three dogs— Bismark, a German Shep-
ard; Shadow, a black Labrador; and Teeny Tiny, a 
Great Dane. That June, Cook married Scherl Carr. 

Because of the controversy with 
Newton, the potential investors 
we approached would lose 
interest when they sought scien- 
tific advice as to the validity of 
Cook's seemingly impossible 
invention. 

Early in 1977, with additional living expenses, 
Cook began to sell firewood part-time to support his 
family and experiments. As the year continued, he 
was compelled to partially abandon his experiments to 
prevent financial disaster. 

In June of that year, Richard Bower, a retired 
tax collector and potential promoter, offered to lend 
Cook his assistance. He arranged for Roy Renner (an 
outstanding consulting mechanical engineer and one-
time consultant to the State of California on the steam 
bus project) to investigate Cook's model and study the 
principle. Renner, upon examining the model, con-
cluded that he could see nothing wrong with the prin-
ciple, and strongly recommended that a precision 
model be built. 

With these conclusions, Bower assured Cook 
that financial needs would be met. Unfortunately, 
Bower could not come through financially. Cook again 
faced financial deadend. Discouraged and exhausted, 
he was forced to terminate his experiments com-
pletely. He moved everything to Esparto, California (a 
town approximately 45 miles north of Vallejo) to 
become involved full-time in the firewood business. 

The situation was bad. Here was an inventor of 
unlimited creativity living near poverty logging and sell-
ing firewood. His ideas were extraordinary. Cook had 



Inventor BuildsThe CIP Engine 

Robert L. Cook. of Vallejo, is an inventor working on 
a brand-new propulsion system that can be used on 
land, at sea and in outer space. Here he is seen with a 
mock-up of a portion of his device. He said it would take 
eight of these gadgets to complete his entire system.-
Times-Herald Photo. 

By CAROL CROSS 
Times-Herald Staff Writer 

A new device which its in-
ventor says could revolu-
tionize propulsion systems 
on land, at sea and in outer 
space currently is undergo-
ing tests and further refine-
ment in the home of Robert 
L. (Bob) Cook of 605 Wilson 
Ave., Vallejo. 

The Texas-born 41-year-
old Cook arrived here two 
months ago from Pittsburg, 
and although his vocation is 
that of a printing pressman, 
he has been working full-
time for the past three 
years and part-time for four 
years before that, on his 
rather odd-looking contrap-
tion. 

The inventor, a bachelor 
who s e formal education 
ended with his graduation 
from Mt. Diablo High School 
in Concord, has enough faith 
in the potential of his engine 
that he is having a new 
model built in Berkeley. He 
estimates his investment in 
the engine over the years to 
have totaled some $60,000. 

Cook apparently took issue 
with Isaac Newton's third 
law of motion when he start-
ed out to perfect what he 
calls "the CIP engine." 

"This highly controversial 
system, once considered to-
tally unworkable by most 
scientists, is now beginning 
to get more attention from 
them and they are not so 
sure that it can't work," he 
said, 
NEWTON'S LAW 

"This controversy is 
caused by the fact that 
Newton's laws of motion  

imply. that in order to move 
an object (or mass), you 
must either push it or pull it 
with an outside (external) 
force. 

"The CIP engine is an in-
ternal force system which 
converts centrifugal force 
into a linear thrust. Experi-
ments conducted with an 
early concept model, using 
highly sophisticated equip-
ment at a modern laborato-
ry, proved that a very weak 
internal force was being 
produced. 

"Later experiments have 
led to a tremendous break-
through and now show great 
possibilities." 

As a result Cook sees "a 
ray of hope for the future at 
this time in history when so 
many people are trying to 
solve our energy and pollu-
tion problems without much 
success." 

The inventor said the U.S. 
Patent Office granted a pat-
ent on the original concept 
in 1972 and that a new pat-
en t is pending on the 
"break-through" which he 
believes "could very well 
prove the CIP engine to be 
the world's most efficient 
system for propelling any-
thing from submarines to 
spacecraft." 

He adds that certain re-
cent experiments indicate 
such high efficiency can be 
achieved and that if so, the 
following things can happen: 

1. "The cost of building 
and operating cars will go 
way down. Cars no longer 
w i 11 need transmissions, 
drive shafts and differential 
gears. The CIP engine car 
will be moved by an inter-
nal force similar to artificial  

gravity. 
"It will use 35 to 50 per 

cent less fuel because of 
less moving parts and less 
friction." 

2. "Surface vessels as well 
as submarines will benefit 
from this system. Subma-
rines are plagued by the 
change of viscosity of water 
at great depths — which 
causes great resistance to 
the turning of their propel-
lors. 

"With this system. which 
doesn's require propellors to 
react on water in order to 
move, this problem will be 
eliminated." 

3. "Space work is where 
the system could provide 
so me 	science-fiction-like 
performances. Up until now 
the fastest man-made ob-
ject, Pioneer 10, has 
reached a speed of 100,000 
miles per hour. 

"This is great speed, but 
compared to the speed po-
tential of an internal force 
system it is nothing. Engi-
neers who have studied the 
CIP engine believe that in 
space it could reach or ex-
ceed the speed of light 
(136,000 miles per second)! 

HIGH SPEED 
"One engineer calculated 

it would take the system two 
months to reach that speed 
(in space) if a constant 32.2 
feet per second of accelera-
tion was maintained.* Some 
believe this is the type of 
en gin e used by certain 
UFOs, since they are not 
rocket-powered a n d the 
high-pitched so u n d they  

make undoubtedly is that of 
rotors turning at high RPM 
— just like a CIP engine!" 

Cook describes his system 
as "very simple" and says 
this is how it works: 

"It will consist (in most 
cases) of eight units syn-
chronized and phased to pro-
duce a constant force. Each 
unit will consist of two 
counter-rotating arms, with 
one arm having a spinning 
rotor. This rotor will have a 
weight (mass) that can split 
in two. 

"A n effective working 
force will result (when the 
mass is together) for 180 de-
grees of arm travel and 
then the mass will split. 
Half of the mass will go 
clockwise and the other half 
counter-clockwise. This will 
neutralize the effective 
working force for 180 de-
grees of arm travel. 

•"The two masses are then 
rejoined on the spinning 
rotor and the cycle is re-
peated. The system can be 
powered by gasoline, elec-
tricity or just about any-
thing that can make the 
arms and rotors spin. 

"It will have almost un-
limited force potential. To 
give an idea of this potential 
— if you spin a one-pound 
weight in a two-foot diame-
ter circle at 7,000 RPM it 
will produce 14,000 pounds of 
force and at 40,000 RPM 
about 80,000 pounds.* 

"If you convert that into 
linear thrust, you can propel 
almost anything." 

Cook is being assisted in 
his work on the engine by 
Joel Dickinson, 27, of Con-
cord. 

Ex. 8-1 

The first published Vallejo Times-Herald story on the CIP. 	 *These figures were not calculated correctly. 



concepts for new propulsion systems, new energy 
sources, and new methods of water purification. His 
radical mechanical ideas were backed by a 23-year 
history of success. Obviously, something was terribly 
wrong with our nation's methods of evaluating new 
and great ideas with phenomenal potential. Here was 
a lifetime of experimental knowledge possessed by a 
mechanical expert in rotary motion going to waste 
oiling chain saws. What a crime! What injustice! 

Events in late 1977 and early 1978 got Cook 
back on the track of perfecting his machine. The fran-
chise to the range Cook was logging was lost as a 
result of a friend's death and that, coupled with a wet 
winter, knocked him out of the firewood business. 
Cook laughs when he recalls that 1977 with all its 
financial problems was probably the healthiest year of 
his life due to all the exercise. Without his logging 
work Cook had no reason to remain in Esparto so he 
returned to his previous residence near the water 
in Vallejo. 

He was again on the financial hotseat. He now 
had a wife and one baby boy, Robert, Jr. (born April 10, 
1977) to support and another, Victor Alexander (born 
July 1, 1978), on the way. Because of these tremen-
dous obligations, Cook, in early 1978, swallowed his 
pride and returned to visit his ex-partner Bob Stall in 
San Francisco in an effort to restimulate interest in his 
new invention. Stall was much too busy with his proj-
ects to become involved, but he treated Cook cordially. 

In the spring of 1978, while in Vallejo, Cook's 
allergies again put him out of action for several 
months. While recovering and although extremely 
weak, he prepared a small article for the Vallejo paper 
in hopes of stimulating some additional interest and 
possibly financial support for his idea. The small article 
printed in the Vallejo Times-Herald during April 1978 
did eventually bring the desired results: Cook was 
invited to lecture at the Vallejo adult center. 

The lecture was well received and the instruc-
tor, Mrs. Eva Pallesen, later discussed investing in the 
invention with her husband, Dr. Jim Pallesen of 
Pt. Richmond, California. After meeting with Cook, 
Dr. Pallesen wanted to help and suggested that Cook 
incorporate. An appointment was set with attorney 
Gary Knudsen in San Francisco, but, since Knudsen 
became ill, Cook discussed his desire to incorporate 
with Knudsen's partner, David Paul, a prominent San 
Francisco corporate attorney. Subsequently, Dr. Pal-
lesen spoke directly to Paul regarding the details of 
incorporating. Dr. Pallesen was so enthusiastic about 
the project that David Paul himself became interested 
in investing. 

Ultimately, Dr. Pallesen did not invest but David 
Paul did. Paul added a friend, Bryce Olson (the owner 
of an accounting firm in Milbrae, California) and Olson 
in turn added a friend, Bill Wayne (a pilot for United 
Airlines). The three signed a partnership agreement 

The Cook family. Left to right: Victor, Scherl, Bob, and Bob, Jr. 

with Cook for a whopping 18% interest in his patent 
and put $15,000 in a trust fund to be used for con-
struction of a model. This agreement was signed early 
in July of 1978. Cook had little choice; he had to get 
the project back on its feet. 

Late in that year a fourth prototype model was 
started by Earl Kelly in his machine shop in Riverbank, 
California. Kelly had been recommended by Roy 
Renner. As Kelly completed the major components, 
Cook would pick them up for assembly. 

In December of 1978 Cook returned to his 
hometown of Presidio for the holidays. There, he vis-
ited his friend Tomas Noriega, editor and publisher of 
the weekly newspaper Renovacion (Ojinaga, Chih., 
Mexico.) As a result of this visit the following news 
article was published (Exhibit 8-2a and 2b). 

Back in Riverbank, Kelly was delayed in his 
work by sickness, so it wasn't until May of 1979 that 
Cook received all the completed major components. 
The machine itself was yet to be completed, so a new 
machine shop was located to finish the model. Jim 
Harmsworth, owner of H & D Machine and Engineer-
ing (Benicia, California) was engaged to build the ma-
chine. His work began where Kelly's had ended. 

By June, with approximately $18,000 invested, 
Paul, Olson, and Wayne became disenchanted with 
the slow progress. One of the major factors disap- 



September 1978 at Earl Kelley's machine shop. Left to right: Cook, 
Kelley, and Roy Renner. (Picture courtesy of Richard Bower.) 

The latest CIP prototype under construction. 



pointing the investors was the project's delays (caused 
by Kelley's illness), which had cost both time and 
money. Paul wrote on June 15: "You must bear in 
mind, Bob, that we have sustained you for a full year 
now. We must impress on you that no further funds 
will be available for your support in the immediate 
future. Therefore, you must plan to seek independent 
employment to provide for the maintenance of your 
family. During this period we (Bryce, Bill, and I) will 
undertake the task of exploiting the invention by the 
best possible means." 

Cook was angry. He had given a full 18% in-
terest in a multimillion dollar idea and this was all the 
support he was given. Not one expert had been hired 
by Paul to analyze Cook's principle. He felt betrayed 
because, he now believed that experiments conducted 
on the almost-completed model had proven the great 
worth of the idea. By the time of Paul's letter, the 
oscillating mechanism as well as the exchange mech-
anism had started to work, and by the middle of July  

an eight-pound propellant mass would be exchanged 
consistently. These fairly consistent exchanges would 
begin to register the first propulsive forces on the 
system as well as the workbench it was bolted to. 

For a year, the investors had sent Cook $1,200 
per month to cover his family's living expenses so that 
he could work full-time on the model. The $18,000 
total, less the $14,400 living expenses sent Cook for a 
full year actually meant the machine had been con-
structed for a puny $3,600. This figure is incredible 
when compared to the staggering 1 billion, 98 million* 
spent in 1979 by NASA on the problem-riddled space 
shuttle, a system the CIP engine will make obsolete. 

After several months of working on the ma-
chine and familiarizing himself with the principle, Jim 
Harmsworth of H & D Machine and Engineering had 

*David Baker, "Programming the Shuttle to Future Needs," Spaceflight, 
(Vol. 22, No. 3, March 1980), p. 137. 

Ex. 8-2a 
	

Ex. 8-2b 

A friendly newspaper story on Cook's work. 	 A translation of the 1979 story. 

Nos Visit6 Connotado Cientifico 
I.a semana anterior estuvo a visitarnos en nuestra 

Redaction, el ;Owen cientifico-inventor Roberto Cook Rodri 
guez originario de la vecina poblaciOn de Presidio Texas y 
que ahora reside en Vallejo, California, EE. UU., y de 
quien ya en otra ocasion anterior nos hahCamos ocupado, en 
relation con un aparato de su invention para adaptarse a to 
do vehlculo combustion interns y que no habia podido per-
feccionar por la falta de recursos econornicos. 

Este aparato, nos dice el sefior Cook, es para reducir 
considerablemente el gasto do combustible de los motores 
de los vehiculos (automoviles, aviones, cohetes espaciales , 

 etc.) y que al mismo tiempo les da mucho mayor potencia y 
por lo tanto rods velocidad por • menoo gasto, y que ahora, 
nos sigue diciendo, que ya se ha organized° una empresa in-
ternacional de capitales fuertes estara en condition's segu 
ras de poder dar a conocer al mundo su invento, lo que ha-
rá por todos los medios de publicidad, habiendonos ofrecido 
enviarnos proximamente mas detslles, pues of desea que su 
tierra natal, que es Presidio, se vaya dando cuenta de Io que 
esta en visperas de evolucionar toda clase de transportation 
a motor. 

We Were Visited by Noted Scientist 

Last week we were visited at our residence, by the young 
scientific inventor Roberto Cook Rodriguez* who originates from 
the neighboring population of Presidio, Texas and who now resides 
in Vallejo, California, U.S.A. and who on another past occasion had 
brought to our attention an apparatus of his own invention to be 
adapted on internal combustion (engines) vehicles but had not 
been able to perfect it because of lack of economic resources. 

This apparatus, Mr. Cook tells us, is to reduce consider-
ably the cost of fuel for vehicle motors (automobiles, airplanes, 
special rockets, etc.) and at the same time will give them higher 
efficiency and also more speed for less cost, and now, he con-
tinues to tell us, an international organization with strong financial 
backing has been formed. He will be in a secure condition to let the 
world recognize his inventions, which he will do through all public 
news media, having offered us more exact details, because he 
desires that his native land, which is Presidio, become aware of 
what is about to revolutionize all types of motor transportation. 

*Note how the name is given in Spanish. The mother's maiden name, 
Rodriguez, is added after the surname— Cook. 



Dickinson, Harmsworth, and Cook at H & D Machine and Engi-
neering. 

become a believer. An inventor himself, with over 
30 years experience designing and building machines, 
Harmsworth was impressed and declared the idea the 
most outstanding invention in history. He recognized 
Cook as a mechanical genius and wasn't about to give 
up improving the machine because David Paul had 
ended funding it. He continued to build parts for the 
model, knowing that Cook had no immediate funds to 
reimburse him for his work. 

Exploring all avenues to stir up interest in his 
idea, Cook attended the 10th Annual MUFON (Mutual 
UFO Network, Inc.) Symposium on July 8, 1979 in 
Burlingame, California. Cook talked briefly with both 
featured speakers, Stanton T. Friedman, a nuclear 
physicist of Hayward, California, and Dr. J. Allen Hynek 
(of Northwestern University), director of the Center for 
UFO Studies in Evanston, Illinois. Dr. Hynek compli-
mented Cook on being the first person he had met in 
34 years that claimed to actually have working hard-
ware to demonstrate his ideas on space propulsion 
and hadn't asked for 20 million dollars and 10 years to 
develop them. Dr. Hynek asked to be kept informed of 
Cook's progress. 

Cook also had a longer discussion with James 
M. McCampbell, director of research for MUFON. 
McCampbell took notes of the conversation but noth-
ing came of it. 

In July of 1979 the first conclusive experiments 
verifying the soundness of the principle took place, 
four and one-half years after the concept was con-
ceived. That month we positively confirmed that the 
oscillating mechanism and its nucleus could eliminate  

all negative effects. Even though the machine hadn't 
actually propelled itself across the floor yet, Cook 
knew that the principle was proven: It had to propel 
once it increased its exchanges about 20 more per 
minute. The situation echoed the position of the 
Wright brothers: Even before their first plane flew 
(with an engine), the brothers knew it was going to be 
successful. (Their first plane had a drag of 98 pounds in 
order to create enough lift to fly. Once they knew the 
motor could develop 132 pounds of thrust they knew it 
was going to fly.) Cook relayed the good news to his 
partners: The principle had been proven to his satis-
faction. What was satisfactory to Cook, however, was 
far from satisfactory to his financial backers. They had 
to see a fully demonstrable model, which they insisted 
should be composed of two counterrotating units. 

Cook and Harmsworth pouring over the blueprints at H & D. 

Cook and Harmsworth near the Bridgeport milling machine used to 
manufacture some of the parts for the CIP engine. 



Cook now made it clear that he needed addi-
tional funds to continue work on the machine, and if 
his partners didn't wish to cooperate he wanted to buy 
back their 18% interest and find new backers. A meet-
ing was arranged with Cook early that August so Paul, 
Olson, and Wayne could decide what course to follow. 

Present at the meeting were Jim Harmsworth, 
the machine shop owner, and Seth Hodson, a retired 
NASA engineer. Both men had come on Cook's behalf 
to help the investors better evaluate the inventor's 
conclusion. At the meeting also was David Paul's son, 
a biophysicist, who was already familiar with the dis-
appointing Dean Drive. Cook received the impression 
even before the meeting began that Paul, Jr. had con-
cluded that the machine was a worthless assortment 
of gears and weights that had little more potential than 
a vibrator to propel, and that his father had been fool-
ish to finance this wild creation. The evaluation of the 
machine by the "expert" the investors brought lasted 
less than 25 minutes. Cook wasn't given a chance for 
a full explanation and almost nothing was asked of 
Harmsworth or Hodson. Later, we learned that Paul, 
Jr., a totally unqualified expert in mechanics, indeed 
had pronounced the machine just another Dean drive 
and had soured his father and partners on the future 
potential of the invention. 

Later that month Cook was notified his part-
ners wanted out, and for $18,000 they would gladly 
release all their interest. 

During October of 1979, at H & D Machine and 
Engineering, the exchange mechanism was "fine 
tuned" to the point where a consistent exchange was 
possible at high speed. Finally, with both the oscillator 
and exchange mechanisms well adjusted, the machine 
was given its first true test. 

Late in the afternoon of October 15, 1979 Cook 
and an employee of H & D, Fred Petty, made final 
adjustments of the machine on the welding table. 
Dead tired from the heat and a full day's work, they 
were about to quit for the day but before leaving they 
gave the machine one last try. 

The gears began spinning, the mass began 
exchanging, and the nucleus began to perfectly control 
the oscillations. Finally, the machine reached the nec-
essary rotor speed required to overcome friction on 
the wheels and propel. Unbelievably— after all those 
years of frustration and ridicule suffered by the in-
ventor—the machine began to surge forward. History 
had been made. A weak internal propulsive force had 
been fully demonstrated and the foundations of 
physics and mechanics had been proven wrong! 

Cook and Petty stood there dumbfounded. 
They couldn't believe what they were seeing. The 
machine had moved when they least expected it. 
Could it really have happened? A few minutes later 
Bob Woodyard, a friend and investor, dropped by. He, 
too, witnessed the machine propel. They ran it several  

times and each time the experience seemed unreal. 
Cook was exhausted, but extremely happy. 

You can imagine how Thomas Edison's work-
ers must have felt after finally succeeding with the 
light bulb. They had become accustomed to labor 
without hope. They never dreamed that their long 
months and years of hard work could be ended 
abruptly and almost by accident. The suddenness of it 
all took their breath away. 

Cook was sure these results would re-interest 
his partners. He told them of his success but reminded 
them that further improvements needed to be made 
before proper demonstrations for business interest 
could be conducted. Since the machine was not yet 
perfected to the point of enduring a full promotional 

History had been made. A weak 
internal propulsive force has been 
fully demonstrated and the 
foundations of physics and 
mechanics had been proven 
wrong. 

schedule, Paul, Olson, and Wayne still couldn't get too 
excited about the experiments. They would still rather 
have their money returned and get out of Cook's way. 
If they couldn't pitch in and help financially, Cook 
wanted them out. He would seek other investors. 

That is exactly what happened. In December of 
1979 an agreement of release and discharge was 
signed by Paul, Olson, and Wayne who were given 
three $6,000 money orders by Cook. The signed 
agreement concluded, "The undersigned acknowl-
edges that they have had the full opportunity to in-
spect the model and all data connected therewith, 
have had experts inspect the same and advise them 
concerning the device, that at all times during the 
relationship Robert L. Cook represented to the under-
signed that the invention is workable and valuable." 

New investors had entered the picture. The 
Woodyard family, owners of Delta Bearing Company 
of Pittsburg and Benicia, California purchased Paul, 
Olson, and Wayne's interest in the idea and initially 
supplied Cook with the $18,000. The Woodyard's had 
gotten to know Cook as he purchased gears, bearings, 
and various materials from them for his machine. They 
took a tremendous interest in his work and were con-
sidering investing. In November both Jim Harmsworth 
and the Woodyards hired Dr. Charles Reeg, one of the 
heads of a department of physics at a large university, 
to attend a small lecture Cook was planning at H & D 
Machine and Engineering. Harmsworth (who had al- 



Left to right: Cook, Dickinson, Harmsworth, and Bob Woodyard. 

Jack and Bob Woodyard at a Delta Bearing outlet. Cook at the blackboard during the November, 1979 lecture. 
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Nov. 29, 1979 

Dear Mr. Woodyard: 

I have made calculations which concern the ideal case of the 

machine invented by Mr. Cook... 

...The momentum possessed by the mass has opposite direction 

to the momentum provided by the fixed mass. This fixed mass produces  

the unbalanced momentum which can be used to propel the vehicle... 

Ex. 8-3a 

Report verifying Cook's successful rectification of centrifugal force. 

Ex. 8-3b 

Dr. Reeg's graph of the unbalanced momentum. 

ready helped substantially) and the Woodyards both 
wanted a professional written analysis on Cook's prin-
ciple in order to assist them in making future invest-
ment decisions regarding the invention. 

Dr. Reeg attended and seemed to react favor-
ably to the lecture-demonstration. In a signed report 
dated November 29, 1979 (the first written report ever 
done by a qualified scientist on the new principle), 
Dr. Reeg concluded: (1) The principle is sound, and 
(2) the efficiency potential exceeds 50% (Exhibit 8-3a). 
Dr. Reeg's graph of the momentum follows (Exhibit 
8-3b): 

Dr. Reeg was the first professor to sign a re-
port unequivocally concluding that the idea was work-
able. This report prompted the Woodyard family to 
provide the funds necessary to buy out Paul, Olson,  

and Wayne's interest. 
Seeing his theories proven and having a pro-

fessor's endorsement made Cook even more confi-
dent in his discussions with physicists. That Novem-
ber, during a phone conservation with Dr. Williams, 
Cook made his strongest challenge yet. He told 
Dr. Williams that he was so convinced of his principle 
that he was willing to wager $10,000 on it. Dr. Wil-
liams asked Cook if he disproved his theory would he 
get the $10,000. "Yes," Cook replied, "but its a two-
way street. If you fail to disprove my theory, then you 
owe me $10,000." 

Cook asked Dr. Williams to clarify the wager. 
"My argument against your idea," Williams said, "is 
the fact that you're saying force is not equal to mass 
times acceleration." "No," Cook replied, "I'm not say- 



The CIP engine mounted on wheels. 

ing that. What I'm trying to establish is the fact that a 
distinction has to be made between the (newly dis-
covered) force internal and force external. These two 
forces have to be considered and I say I can produce 
an internal force. If you want to wager I can't produce 
an internal force with a mechanism that will affect the 
momentum of an object get your $10,000 out and get 
ready to lose it. I do have a mechanism that will dem-
onstrate this fact." 

Dr. Williams responded, "I'd rather not take 
you up on that wager. I'd rather come to your next 
lecture and demonstration." A top nuclear physicist 
had backed down from Cook's challenge. There would 
be more to come. 

So, as the decade of the 1980s began, we 
were still struggling to have our ideas fully accepted. 

Totally frustrated by his failure to obtain a fair 
hearing from the scientific community (which had 
been a major factor blocking the avenues of interest 
from the business world), Cook lashed out at Newton 
in his strongest attack yet, in the Sunday Vallejo 
Times-Herald of February 3, 1980 (Exhibit 8-4): 

When the truth of the matter regarding his (Newton's) 
blunders is fully known, it will be seen that his erroneous 
teachings have misled those in the field of mechanics into 
designing terribly inefficient systems of transportation. The 
laws have blinded the scientists. 

Close-up of the arms and rotors of CIP engine mounted on a boat. 



Times-Herald/Joe Krebs 

Bob Cook with an invention he hopes may one day power space crafts and submarines. 

Inventor propelled by engine 
By SEAN McVEY 

Times-Herald Staff Writer 

VALLEJO — It looks more like a Rube 
Goldberg fantasy than the engine of the 
future. It is a concoction of gears, machined 
metal parts and wire. When switched on, it 
shakes its frame as a massive arm with 
weights on both ends turns. 

But Vallejo inventor Bob Cook predicts it 
will efficiently hurtle space craft through 
space at or near the speed of light, propel 

nuclear submarines through the world's 
oceans and weed cars and trucks along high-
ways. 

The invention is called the CIP (Cook 
inertial propulsion) engine. Cook explains 
that the engine harnesses centrifugal force. 

Imagine whirling a stone on the end of a 
string. A tremedous amount of centrifugal 
force is created with very little use of energy. 

But problems occur if this unconverted 
power is to be used. As long as the stone keeps 
whirling in a circle, the forces cancel them- 

selves out with each revolution. 

Cook explains the CIP engine captures 
these forces. At one point in the cycle. an  
imbalance in the centrifugal force is made, 
creating a forward thrust. 

The internal combustion engine in a car 
turns the wheels and the car moves forward 
because the turning wheels move against the 
ground. This is called two dimensional force. 

With the CIP engine, there is one 
dimensional force because the engine is 
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thrusting itself along. There is no 
need for a drive train. The wheels 
simply give the car something to 
roll on. 

Cook said the thrust will work the 
same whether the CIP engine is on 
land, in the air. at the bottom of the 
sea or in space. 

For cars, the greater efficiency 
of the CIP comes from the lack of a 
transmission and differential, both 
of which take tremedous power to 
turn, Cook said. 

"With a 200 horsepower internal 
combustion engine, less than half of 
it reaches the rear wheels," he said. 
"The other horsepower is used up in 
the transmission and differential." 

Years ago, one of Cook's seven 
CIP engine prototypes was tested by 
United Airlines. Recently a United 
engineer told Cook if the engine 
could save one cent per gallon of 
fuel, it would save the airline $20 
million annually. 

Presently, the best jet engines 
are 6 percent efficient and rocket 
engines are less than 2 percent effi-
cient. Cook said. 

Saying he has refined the engine 
since United tested it at 1 percent 
efficiency, he said the next pro-
totype could have an efficiency rat-
ing as high as 85 percent. 

Dr. 	 chairman of 
physics department, using 

the United Airlines report, pre-
dieted the invention would produce 
about a 30 percent efficiency, about 
the same as an internal combustion 
engine. 

'It - is possible that as much as 
$200 million per year could be saved 
by United Airlines once the new 
system is fully utilized by corn-
mericial aviation," Cook said. "The 
entire transportation industry, 
would save billions of dollars be-
cause the system will eventually be 
used on just about everything that 
moves." 

However the principle behind 
Cook's invention — the one 
dimensional force — is contrary to 
Issac Newton's laws. 

In 1687 Newton wrote an explana-
tion of the laws of physics in a book 
called "Philosophiae Naturalis 
Principia Mathematics," the foun-
dation for the science of motion. 

The first law states every body in 
a state of rest or in a state of 
straight motion will remain in that 
state unless acted on by external 
forces. 

Ex. 8-4 

Cook's strongest attack on Newton gets published. 



BOB COOK 
"...Newton's third law was a blunder" 

Jim Harmsworth, owner of H&D Machine Shop, said he became a believer. 

The second law said the accelera-
tion of a given body is proportional 
to the force causing it. 

And the third law said that for 
every action, there is an opposite 
and equal reaction. 

In the past, Cook has run up 
against a scientific stone wall from 
engineers and physicists because 
the CIP violates several of these 
laws. However, the walls are begin-
ning to crumble since Cook has de-
veloped a theory for his CID engine 
and he has a working model. 

The CIP's thrust is caused by 
Internal force, not an outside force, 
which is contrary to Newton's first 
and third laws. 

"This law (the second), from 
which the universally accepted for-
mula of FMA Is derived, leaves no 
room for Internal forces to affect 
the acceleration of an object," Cook 
said. "The 'F' in FMA was always 
taken for granted to mean an ex-
ternal force. 

"The new system clearly and 
without doubt demonstrates that a 
new force has to be considered by 
the scientists, namely that a distinc-
tion has to be made between force 
external and force internal." 

Cook calls Newton's third law 
"the biggest blunder" of the three 
laws. 

"It states for every action or 
force, there must be an equal and 
opposite reaction." he said. "In oth-
er words there can never be a force 
acting in nature unless two bodies 
are involved. One exerting the force 
and the other on which the force is 
exerted. But I'm creating a force 
with just one body involved. The 
thrust is created within the sys-
tem." 

Because he is bucking the father 
of science. Cook said he has encoun-
tered tremendous resistance in 
either obtaining scientific approval 
or financing for his invention. 

"One reason why this system has 
taken me almost 12 years to prove 
out is the fact that the principle 
works contrary to Newton's law," 
Cook said. "The science community 
would not consider it possible until a 
working model was finally function-
ing and this theory was properly put 
forth to explain it in a rational way. 

"Until one year ago no one of any 
stature in society would lend a help-
ing hand to me and I had to go it 
alone for all of that time." 

Although Newton's laws have 
been studied by countless gener-
ations of students, and his theories  

have been the basis for disciplines 
of mathematical studies, Cook has 
harsh words for Newton's laws. 

"When the truth of the matter 
regarding his blunders is fully 
known, it will be seen that his er-
roneous teachings have mislead 
those in the field of mechanics to 
stop designing terribly inefficient 
systems of transportation," he said. 
"The laws have also created the 
tremedous wasteful use of fuel by 
these inefficient systems which 
in turn have created a situation in 
the world which is now setting up a 
world war. 

"The laws have also blinded the 
scientists to the point of being un-
able to recognize an invention that 
is able to reduce the fuel needs of 
the transportation industry." 

Joel Dickinson, one of the in-
vestors in the CIP and a 
mathematics major in college, sof-
tens Cook's criticism of Newton. 

"Bob is hard on Newton," 
Dickinson said. "I'm not. It has 
been the people who have in- 
terpreted Newton's laws that have 
been wrong." • 

Seth Hodson, who assisted in the 
design, fabrication and overseas in-
stallation of deep space tracking 
equipment for NASA, and who first 
became familiar with Cook's inven-
tion while drafting the plans for it, 
is enthusiastic about its potential. 

"Yes I think it definitely works," 
Hodson said. "It is one of the 
greatest breakthroughs. I have no 
doubt that it works." 

James Harmsworth, owner of 
H&D Machine Shop in Benicia, has 
30 years experience designing and 
building prototype machines. He be-
came a believer when Cook ap-
proached him a year ago about 
building a model. 

"It is going to revolutionize the 
transportation industry, especially 
the airline industry," Harmsworth 
said. "It is going to make an im-
pact, especially in this time of 
energy problems." 

One deficit Cook had against him 
while working on the CIP engine 
was the Dean Drive. The Dean 
Drive, named after Norman L. 
Dean, a bureaucrat, was a machine 
that was also supposed •o use cen-
trifugal force. 

Investors flocked to Dean and 
gave him approximately $250.000 to 
develop his project. However it 
turned out to be a sham. 

When Cook started work on his 
centrifugal force machine, the 
memory of the Dean Drive was  

fresh in the minds of investors and 
scientists. 

"It caused me a lot of problems," 
Cook said. "I had to fight against 
that for a long time." 

He is ready to expand beyond his 
present one-rotor prototype. His 
next project is a six-rotor CIP en-
gine. 

Cook will be receiving his United 
States patent on his latest CIP en-
gine soon. He said he needs money 
to make foreign patents and develop 
the new six-rotor engine. 

"I'm mad as hell. We have a 
solution to the energy problem," 
Cook said. "I'm not some lunatic 
and this isn't some pie in the sky 
idea. The scientists and engineers 
should be helping us. After all, they 
are United States citizens. Here I 
am working my tail off. They should 
be helping me." 

*Dickinson was misquoted here. 



By early June all the necessary adjustments to 
the CIP had been made to complete a special experi-
ment with the model mounted on a boat. As usual, the 
experts had predicted that on water this new mech-
anism would produce bounded motion. This time— on 
June 9, 1980—the machine not only propelled the 
length of the pool in a continuous motion, but for the 
very first time actually accelerated. These amazing 
results further reinforced Cook's contention of the 
existence of an internal propulsive force. 

Robert Cook has earned an unpredjudiced 
analysis of his theories and his working models. 

On June 9, 1980 the latest CIP engine accelerated this boat across a pool. 

0 



9. Epilogue 

1  H 0,, does an inventor with a great breakthrough 
invention get a fair hearing from the scientific 

community or the institutions of higher learning? 
Cook has done his research openly and hon-

estly. His models have at all times been available for 
inspection, testing, and evaluation. We have contacted 
dozens of scientists and professors in an effort to 
obtain fully honest evaluations of the models. We have 
desperately tried to get the proper fundings and make 
the needed business arrangements to build a flying 
prototype. So far we have succeeded in getting only 
limited funding. The idea has been presented to 
NASA, United Airlines, and many universities. As a 
result of dealing with United Airlines, Cook has been 
provided with both a dynamic analysis and accel-
erometer test report, both of which agree that the 
machine works. We also have a written analysis by the 
chairman of a physics department at a major university 
concluding that the latest principle works. We have 
conducted every test that scientists and professors 
have suggested— with positive results— and those 
results have been rejected in most cases. What does it 
take to get acceptance of a desperately needed break-
through idea? 

We have been very careful in presenting the 
truth. Every effort has been made to document Cook's 
legitimate struggle and substantiate the authenticity of 
his work. This book is about real people and real 
events. Anyone can confirm its contents by examining 
public documents. 

The public should demand that accurate 
models be built to prove or disprove Cook's ideas. 
Professional research in this "forbidden" area should 
begin in earnest immediately.* Cook deserves a just 
evaluation. Most of those who examined his models 
have agreed that whether they work or not, they de-
serve proper study. But who in the areas of science or 
big business has helped? 

It has been a struggle. Cook has survived 12 
years of frustrations, unnecessary detours, and terrible 
disappointments. Recklessness and underhanded 
chicanery by certain professors and "experts" have 
already ruined several promising business relation-
ships, as you have witnessed. 
*Cook is concerned that the United States will be slow in recognizing the 
enormous military and social value of the CIP. Cook's attorneys have 
already filed the CIP patent specifications and claims in several countries. 

Fuel saving ideas such as the CIP engine 
should be given top priority by all countries of the 
world for speedy development. We need to embrace 
new and original ideas. Slowly improving "accepted 
and proven technology" is only temporary medication 
for a potentially fatal wound. 

One of the major delaying factors in our case 
has been the world's attitude toward evaluating and 
accepting new and controversial ideas. Remember 
just this century the Wright brothers flew for years 
before the world's experts thought it was "possible to 

How does an inventor with a great 
breakthrough invention get a fair 
hearing from the scientific com-
munity or the institutions of 
higher learning? 

fly." In this day and age, it is predominately "teams" 
that develop ideas; we seem to have forgotten how to 
encourage the freedom necessary for pure creation 
(which has in almost all cases required individual 
thought and sacrifice). Modern education has created 
an atmosphere of fear that tends to strangle individ-
ual creative thoughts. Listen to the words of John 
Steinbeck: 

Our species is the only creative species, and it has 
only one creative instrument, the individual mind and spirit 
of man. Nothing was ever created by two men. There is no 
good collaborations, whether in music, in art, in poetry, in 
mathematics, in philosophy. Once the miracle of creation 
has taken place, the groups can build and extend it, but the 
group never invents anything. The preciousness lies in the 
lonely mind of man. 

And now the forces marshalled around the concept 
of the group have declared a war of extermination on that 
preciousness, the mind of man. By disparagement, by star-
vation, by repressions, forced direction and stunning 
hammer-blows of conditioning, the free roving mind is being 
pursued, roped, blunted, drugged. It is a sad suicidal course 
our species seems to have taken. And this I believe: that 
the free exploring mind of the individual human is the most 
valuable thing in the world. And this I would fight for: the 
freedom of the mind to take any direction it wishes, un-
directed. And this I must fight against: any idea, religion, or 
government which limits or destroys the individual.' 



This book is a message of hope. It provides 
badly needed answers for the frightening possibilities 
inherent in a world energy crisis. Cook's ideas can lead 
to changes in our world that will benefit us all. The 
tremendous excitement and adventure of exploring 
our solar system and galaxy completely, is an oppor-
tunity given our generation by the CIP engine. Humans 
can now work together for common world goals of 
space exploration, such as mining the planets. 

We cannot overemphasize the fact that the 
gross blunder by Newton is perhaps one of the great-
est and costliest mistakes ever perpetuated. Newton's 
errors have misled and limited scientific thought and 
expectations for almost 300 years—an unbelievable 
situation, to say the least. The new laws of motion, 
when fully understood, could lay the foundation for 
solving the great mysteries of gravity and magnetism. 
They could also pave the way to success for the three 
mechanical inventions most desperately needed by 
our world today: 

1. A new nonpolluting energy source capable of producing 
energy without using fossil or nuclear fuels. (Proper under-
standing of the mechanics of gravity and magnetism could 
soon make this a real possibility.) 

2. A new propulsion system similar to the OP engine 
3. A highly efficient method of water purification 

These are the ideas that the governments of 
the world should concentrate their resources on, 
rather than weapons of mass destruction and worth-
less rocket development. These are the areas of re-
search Cook has concentrated his studies and unique 
abilities on. Arthur Palmer's 1931 description of 
Thomas Edison may some day soon apply to Robert 
Cook: 

He has led no armies into battle. He has conquered 
no countries. He has enslaved no peoples. Yet he wields a 
power the magnitude of which no warrior has ever 
dreamed. "2  
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The author (left) Joel Dickinson, 30, holds a Bachelor of Science 
in Mathematics from Dana College, Blair, Nebraska. The inventor 
(right) Robert Cook, 46, has no formal education but has been a 
journeyman in the following four trades: flatbed web pressman, 
rotary web letter pressman, stereotypist, and rotary offset press-
man. (Ordinarily, journeyman status in each of these trades takes 
five years to achieve.) 


