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           Several other inventors have indeed independently obtained

           self-oscillation in barium ferrite magnets for limited periods

           (several weeks).  Don Watson comes to mind, who was able to

           sustain the oscillations two weeks or more, I believe.  Another is

           a friend of mine in France, who prefers to remain nameless. 

           While the French unit is in self-oscillation, you can indeed

           extract energy with a common coil where the waving magnetic

           field cuts the coil, completely without external signal or power

           input.  I also did this sort of thing on a single conditioned Sweet

           magnet {
}, completely removed from any electrical input

           whatsoever.  A single demonstration of that effect is sufficient to

           prove overunity, for there is power out (weak) but absolutely no

           power in.  In fact, on a conditioned Sweet magnet whose fields

           were "waving," you could carefully place a little piece of shim

           stock or a razor blade, and that shim or blade would sit there

           and wave to and from against the air resistance.  You could

           move the little assembly around, out of the room, out of the

           building, and it would continue.  I have observed such a

           continuous little working setup, for a Sweet magnet, go on for

           many hours. Now try that with an ordinary permanent magnet,

           and let me know if you can sustain the "waving against air

           resistance" and continuous performance of free work.

           Further, self-oscillation in permanent magnets and magnetic

           materials  is indeed in the hard literature; we have cited

           references {
, 
}.  Sweet's discovery was how to obtain such

           oscillation at much lower frequencies (tens of kilohertz in the

           literature, ELF {
} in Sweet's magnets).  There are more than a

           hundred or so odd and peculiar phenomena that do occur in

           permanent magnet fields {
}, already in the literature, and it is not a

           simple consideration of a "north and south pole" at all.  Most

           would-be experts seemingly never heard of all the novel effects

           available in magnetic materials, and already in the literature.  Try

           looking into the exchange force, e.g., which can momentarily be

           some 10,000 times as strong as the magnetic field from a

           magnet.  Feynman's three volumes mention that force, as do

           many magnetics materials books and the scientific literature.  It is

           also possible to deliberately evoke such exchange forces,

           briefly, so that the symmetry of the magnetic field around a

           closed integration loop is broken.  That gives a nonconservative

           field, which anyone can see can produce COP>1.0 a priori.  When


a nonconservative force F is integrated around a closed path, then


for one or more paths the line integral  ( F(dl ( 0 and net work 

can be done by that force.

           In the 500 watt unit where Sweet exhibited a gain of 1,500,000,

           one speculation that occurred to me was that perhaps he had

           discovered how to evoke the exchange forces continuously, and

           oscillate them at ELF frequencies.  That, however, is pure

           speculation on my part, and must be understood in that context

           only.  Later I came to very strongly believe Sweet had uncovered

   
how to condition the barium nucleus into self-oscillation.

           Incidentally, multivalued potentials arise {
} naturally in the

           magnetics theory anyway as we previously pointed out {
}, and 

the theorists then go to some trouble {
} to discard

these effects or assume them

           away.  No one has seemed to deliberately seek them out and

           evoke them to use them intentionally!  If so, then a multi-valued

           magnetostatic scalar potential at a point can be used to produce

           COP>1.0, as I pointed out in an old 1980 or so paper.

           About half of the known magnetic phenomena is

           well-understood today. The other half is either (a) not

           understood at all, or (b) understood with varying degrees of

           reliability and applicability.  Magnetics is still very much a

           developing science, contrary to the opinions of most "critics".

           Unfortunately most magnetics engineers are working on thin

           films, not trying to make multivalued potentials and suddenly

           evoked exchange forces in rotary permanent magnet engines.

           Note that *******  has no knowledge whatsoever of the

           implications of the fact that the magnetic dipole is a provable true 

           negative resistor {
}, based solely on particle physics, Whittaker {10}

           1903, and the definition of a negative resistor. He doesn't know

           particle physics, and he hasn't read Whittaker's paper {
}.

           His pooh-poohing the Kron {
} negative resistor is just sheer naiveté. 

           Kron was one of the greatest electrical scientists of his time, and

           applied full general relativity to rotating machines, electrical

           circuits and generators, etc. Simply go check Kron's papers in the

           literature.  Even today, there are few electrodynamicists really

           able to fully comprehend his advanced work.  And direct

           quotations {
} from his own published technical papers in the

           literature leave no doubt he had made a negative resistor. 

           Further, other scientists have commented on Kron's discovery

           of the "open path" {
} connecting any two points in a circuit, and

           usable—by Kron—to provide energy transfer at will. The mechanism by

           which he did this is what Kron was never allowed to reveal {
}. 

           For the determined but dogmatic  overunity critic who adamantly believes

           COP>1.0  EM systems are impossible, let me give him a simple suggestion. 

           Calculate how much work you have to do in making a simple

           little convenient dipole (such as charging a capacitor which has

           very low capacitance, to a high voltage).  You can make that

           little dipole quite suddenly, because of very minimal

           capacitance.  Now use the standard calculation of the fields and

           potentials springing from that little dipole that was suddenly

           created by you, with those fields and potentials moving out in all

           directions at the speed of light.  Wait awhile, say a year.  At that

           point the fields and potentials now occupy a gigantic volume in

           space with a radius of one light year.  They reach far beyond the

           solar system and far out into deep space, on the way to the

           stars.  NOW calculate how much field energy has appeared in

           that volume.  All from that little dipole you easily created.  You

           yourself certainly never input such a vast amount of energy!  So

           tell me precisely where all that enormous amount of EM energy

           came from after you put in a little tiny bit to form the dipole {
}. 

           And where it continues to come from at the same rate {
}, as you sit

           there watching it.

           Now imagine that little dipole suddenly was created in an atom

           back at the beginning of the universe, whether by a big bang or

           whatever.  Wait a few billion  years (i.e. to the present day) with

           that matter and that dipole still existing.  Now the steady

           radiation of EM field energy and potential energy from that little

           dipole has filled a far greater volume of space, with a radius of

           billions of light years.  Encompasses all the distant stars,

           galaxies, whatever.  Make a decent estimate of that amount

           of energy, which is now billions of times greater than the

           one-year calculation.  Tell me precisely where all that energy

           came from after that little bitty dipole was suddenly formed back

           there at the beginning, by expending such a small amount of

           energy.  And where all that energy flow continues to come from

           at the same rate.

           Think about that for awhile, and then come back and explain to

           me where all that energy in those two gedanken experiments

           came from.  Show me how conservation of energy is and was

           and will be upheld.  If the would-be critic cannot meet this little

           requirement, and cannot explain all that enormous EM energy

           and its source, he has no energy flow expertise at all, and

           understands nothing about how conservation of energy can

apply to such an energy flow.  I warn the critic in

           advance that this very problem has not been resolved in

           electrodynamics, because the basis {
} for the solution lies over in particle

           physics (where it has been known now for some 50 years), but the

           electrodynamicists simply have not and will not change their

           seriously flawed 136 year old theory. We will quote a

           well-known physicist on "sources" and the source charge

           problem, shortly.

           As another example, academics and would-be Tesla fans mostly

           have no comprehension at all of what Tesla did.  In fact, one

           cannot even see what he did, if using vector and tensor

           electrodynamics.  All the ordinary electrodynamics fails to

           reveal the old Master's real ability.  Dr. T. Barrett {
} analyzed Tesla's

           actual patented circuits in quaternion electrodynamics {
}, which has

           higher topology than either vector or tensor electrodynamics. 

           The quaternion analysis clearly showed Tesla's ability to shuttle

           energy around in his circuits at will, and without the usual

           currents and dissipations, etc.  Barrett went on to apply the

           process to communications, and was awarded two patents {
} on

           them. So when a learned (or unlearned!) fellow pooh-poohs

           Tesla's accomplishments, then if he has not read Barrett's

           exposition of Tesla's true work, he simply has no real

           understanding of what Tesla knew and did.  Neither do the usual university

           professors, who mostly use—you guessed it!—tensor and vector

           electrodynamics.

           In fact, Tesla apparently did run a car off a free energy (energy

           shuttling) motor.  His nephew rode in the car with him, and the

           last I knew the nephew was still alive, and had openly described

           the operation of the automobile, etc.  This however, is

           admittedly anecdotal, not rigorous!  We simply have no

           description left of how Tesla built his power unit for the car.  The Moray

           laboratories did have an extensive collection of Tesla papers and

           materials, some extremely difficult or nearly impossible to come

           by {
}.

           Until we have the critic's "analysis" of purported overunity magnetics

           devices in terms of what magnetics really has to offer, then I

           regard all such criticism as ill-founded and nonscientific.  You

           can, e.g., rig a situation that initiates the exchange force.  Or

           several other odd magnetic forces, spin wave flipping, etc. 

           Simply check out the Dromgoole effect {
}, e.g. as one example of

           a very odd and powerful yet momentary effect.  The Lenz effect

           can be used at just a critical moment, as in the magnetic Wankel

           engine {
}. The magnetic Wankel engine, e.g., can indeed be made

           to work at COP>1.0, since the Lenz law effect is applied to

           momentarily get some "free increase" in energy at the precise

           point needed to "jump" the multivalued potential zone.

           Also, the Kawai {
} patented process does work, doubling the

           efficiency of a magnetic motor.  When applied to a high

           efficiency magnetic motor (0.7 or 0.8, e.g.) it does produce an engine that

           is COP>1.0.  Two such Kawai-modified high efficiency

           Japanese magnetic motors were rigidly tested by Hitachi.  I

           hope no one is sufficiently naïve as to suggest that the Hitachi

           test engineers do not know how to test for COP, including all

           the variables and absolute state of the art instruments, etc. {
}.

           The would-be investigator or critic has to first make up his mind

           about what is to constitute a legitimate overunity Maxwellian

           system, scientifically. Rigorously, it is simply an open system (in

           an exchange with its active electromagnetic environment; in this

           case the active vacuum) far from thermodynamic equilibrium. 

           As is well-known in the thermodynamics of such open systems

           in disequilibrium {
}, such a system is permitted by the laws of

           nature, physics, and thermodynamics to (i) self-order, (ii)

           self-oscillate or self-rotate, (iii) output more energy than one

           inputs, (iv) power itself and an external load, and (v) exhibit

           negentropy.

           Anyone purporting to critique a free energy system, who is not

           even aware of such elementary open system criteria, is not

           qualified to critique the system!  If it's an obvious fake, that is

           one thing.  If it's an open system in disequilibrium with its

           external environment and one can detail the mechanism, that's quite another.

           It is also a fact that the electrodynamics almost invariably used

           by all the dogmatic critics of overunity systems is simply the tired

           old classical EM theory with the proven vacuum interaction

           arbitrarily excluded.  In other words, that model cannot even be applied to

           any system in an open exchange with the vacuum (as all systems are),

           unless that exchange is in equilibrium and can therefore be neglected.


Even the great accusers that we are "perpetual motion" loonies, seriously err.


In fact, they even admit that open systems far from equilibrium do exist and


are permitted, but then refer to them as "false perpetual motion machines" {
}.

           The first o/u requirement to examine the system for is, is the system an open
           system with its environment, say the active vacuum?  We can

           always answer yes to that question, so we never have to ask it

           again.  Then we must seek an answer to the next question, given an open 


system:  Does the system freely receive excess energy from its active


environment, and then convert that energy to power loads without simultaneously


destroying the method of receiving the free environmental energy?
           The other requirement, given an open dissipative system, is this:  What is

           the specific process or mechanism that breaks the symmetry in this

           system's energy exchange with its active vacuum environment?  Well, an

           answer to this is a simple dipole, so every EM system still is okay so

           far.

           Note that the dogmatic critics never even get through these elementary

           "front end" steps.

           So now we have an open system with broken symmetries.  It

           thus has either (i) overall broken 3-symmetry, or (ii) overall net

           symmetry consisting of broken symmetries which sum to a net

           zero,  in its vacuum energy exchange.

           So now we are getting down to it.  If the system is overunity,

           then it must have an overall or net broken symmetry in its

           vacuum energy exchange, and specifically when it discharges


its excitation energy.

           This leads us to, "What causes then, or can cause, the universal

           emergence of net symmetry in ordinary EM systems, which all

           contain dipoles as broken symmetries and are all open and in

           exchange with the active vacuum?

           Well, it turns out to be the self-application by the system of the

           Lorentz symmetrical self-regauging criterion during its discharge 

of its excitation energy. The closed current loop system uses precisely 

half its collected excitation energy to power the external loads and 

losses, and the other half is used to destroy its source dipole.  Hence 

the system the system obeys the usual Lorentz-regauged subset 

Maxwellian equations.   It also kills its dipole extraction of EM energy

from the vacuum faster than that energy can be collected and used to power the load.  Hence that circuit is COP<1.0.

           Those specific Lorentz-regauged Maxwell-Heaviside equations exclude 

overunity systems, since a priori the application of the Lorentz condition arbitrarily excludes all

           Maxwellian systems which can collect and freely use some of the energy from

Its vacuum exchange!  In other words, it excludes all permissible overunity Maxwellian systems a priori.

           So now we are getting somewhere.  The question now is,

           assuming this system we wish to analyze or test is an overunity

           system, how does it violate the Lorentz condition, and therefore

           be technically capable of overunity since it is then one of those

           Maxwellian systems that Lorentz arbitrarily discarded?!!!

           Here one must examine the closed loop circuit.  First, we apply

           the voltage (potential) to the circuit asymmetrically, which itself

           violates the Lorentz condition.  It therefore does yield a net

           force (known as the emf) and so the net force will discharge the

           net collected energy from the initial asymmetrical regauging,

           through the available loads and losses.

           So since we universally are permitted to asymmetrically regauge

           the system initially and "excite" it (change its energy freely;

           regauging is just a change of potential, and that alone does not

           require work), {
} we now must look at the discharge of the

           collected (Poynting) free energy in the circuit. Note we have

           already implicitly omitted the Heaviside energy flow component

           that is present in the surrounding space but was not intercepted 

by the circuit.

           In the common closed current loop circuit where the Heaviside

           component has been neglected and is not involved, the

           discharge of the asymmetrically (initially) excited circuit has been

           made absolutely symmetrical!  Here the circuit design—passing

           a unitary electron current {
} from all loads and losses in the

           external circuit back through the source dipole (which is actually

           furnishing the energy flow, not the generator shaft energy or the

           battery's available chemical energy), defeats any attempt at

           overunity, if it functions in the designed unitary current fashion.

           In short, the back emf is precisely the reverse of the excitation

           potential, and equal current passes back through this back emf

           as passes through all external loads and losses.  It follows

           rigorously that the circuit discharges Lorentz-symmetrically, with

           precisely half of the collected Poynting energy being dissipated

           to drive the spent electrons back through the back emf of the

           source dipole, scattering the charges and destroying the dipole,

           and cutting off the energy flow extracted by the dipole from the

           vacuum.

           The remaining half of the collected energy in the circuit is

           dissipated through the loads and losses in the external circuit. 

           Well, since any real system has some losses, that makes less

           than half the collected energy used to power the load, while a

           full half of the energy was used to destroy the dipole.

           Thus in the conventional closed loop circuit with its symmetrical

           Lorentz discharge of the collected energy, the system kills its

           source dipole and its energy extraction from the vacuum faster

           than it powers the load.

           Since it requires as much new input energy to restore the

           destroyed dipole (that restoration is what the input shaft energy

           to the generator does, or the available chemical energy in the

           battery does), then one must continually input more shaft energy

           into the generator than the system winds up getting dissipated to

           power the load.  By definition of COP, that system is then a

           COP<1.0 system, a priori.

So if every EM system is an open system freely exchanging energy

with the active vacuum, then every EM system has the inherent 

capability of exhibiting COP>1.0, unless the system itself is performing

some function which prevents COP >1.0.  So the question then becomes,            "Where and how does that system defeat the usual Lorentz

           symmetrical regauging during discharge of its excitation energy?"

           For normal appearing circuits, this becomes the master question

           to examine. Unless a mechanism for asymmetrical discharging of

           the excitation energy is there, then either the inventor is honestly mistaken

           (not accounting for phase factor, using common RMS meters to

           "measure" spiky things and not sine waves, etc.) or there is possible fraud

           involved.  I have personally seen both kinds of cases.

           I have yet to see a single self-appointed critic who reproduced

           the above elementary introduction as to how one rigorously 

           examines or considers or approaches a purported overunity

           machine.

           And yes, Virginia, we know about instrument calibration.  Frank

           Golden, whom I worked with for some years, was specialized in

           calibration.  Every certified test laboratory also certifies the

           calibration of all instruments used in the testing.  Any professional test

           engineer is also well versed in the need for calibrated

           instruments, etc.  All such things are "old hat" to proper test

           engineers, and to aerospace engineers using such

           Government-certified test labs on government contracts.

           Anyway, this is just a few comments in this entire area of the

           would-be critic  simply making "grand pronouncements."   A

           falsity believed by a million scientists is still a falsity nonetheless. 

           On the other hand, when I see a critique which carefully lays out the actual

           requirements for a permissible COP>1.0 EM power system,

           showing that the critic is properly balanced and knowledgeable,

           and then he criticizes the device or approach because it does not

           meet the required criteria, then I will certainly read that critique

           in depth, with interest, and very seriously.  That critic has made a

serious and proper scientific statement and a real contribution.

           But those self-appointed critics who just spout classical EM

           theory, after Lorentz's condition has been applied and the

           Heaviside energy flow component has been discarded, simply

           have no expertise worthy of the name in this hopefully emerging

           new overunity field.

           Further, it only takes a single white crow to prove that not all

           crows are black.  The Bohren {
} experiment and its independent

           replications {
} alone are sufficient to prove that EM systems can

           output more energy than we ourselves input, and that the rest of

           the output energy can only come from the active vacuum in

           some manner.  Bohren's experiment routinely puts out some 18

           times as much energy as one inputs, by "normal" calculations.  If

           one includes the conventionally discarded Heaviside energy flow

           component, however, one realizes that one actually input far

           greater energy than one accounted for. The resonant particle

           used by Bohren to intercept the energy flow thus sweeps out a

           greater reaction cross section, intercepting additional energy

           from the Heaviside component (the Poynting component is only

           described by collection on a unit point static charge.).

           So the "pronouncements" of would-be critics who have not

           done their homework in the rigorous requirements for open

           systems far from equilibrium with their active environment, may

           be viewed as the same type of learned "pronouncements" once

           made about nuclear energy.  E.g., here is one famous such

           pronouncement by a prestigious scientist: "The energy produced

           by the breaking down of the atom is a very poor kind of thing. 

           Anyone who expects a source of power from the

           retransformation of these atoms is talking moonshine." 

           (Renowned British physicist Ernest Rutherford, Nobel Prize

           winner, 1930).  There are countless such examples in the history

           of science, and today science has not changed its manner of

           behavior.

           Just because a person has  a doctorate or even a Nobel Prize, that

           does not necessarily mean that his pronouncements are true, or

           even worthy!  Pedigree is no guarantee of experimental truth or

           absence of same.

           In the past our university education usually has

           ill-prepared us in the field of EM energy flow!  To quote from one

           text by Schwarz {
} as an example: "Just how it is that the connections [of a

           conductor] to the energy source, say a battery, are at the ends

           of the wire, yet energy flows in through the sides [of the

           conductor], should be pondered by the reader." Not to pick on Schwarz, 

who was an able

           scientist!  But that shows the "clarity" with which energy flow

           theory was often expressed.  Continuing with Schwarz, to show

           that everyone still followed blindly along with Lorentz's little

           surface integration trick to discard the embarrassingly huge

           Heaviside component of energy flow: "There will be many

           opportunities in which the interpretation of E(H as a rate of flow

           of energy per unit area will be profitable.  In most cases of

           practical interest, such an interpretation is valid, although it must

           always be kept in mind that only the integral of S over a closed

           surface can be physically measured..."
           Now note that Schwartz very, very carefully told the truth by

           carefully adding in limiting adjectives "practical" and

           "physically"!  Without plainly saying it, he actually includes the

           fact (implicitly) that only the diverged component of energy flow

           is retained by that procedure (is physically measured).  He

           himself appears to have known that additional energy flow that

           was nondiverged could pass through that integration volume and

           be discarded by the procedure, which was due to Lorentz.

           We now give a quote from Semiz {
}, an excellent scientist which in one

           stroke places the entire "energy flow" and "energy source"

           question in sharp focus: "The very expression 'energy source' is

           actually a misnomer.  As is known since the early days of

           thermodynamics, and formulated as the first law, energy is

           conserved in any physical process.  Since energy cannot be

           created or destroyed, nothing can be an energy source, or sink. 

           Devices we call energy sources do not create energy, they

           convert it from a form not suitable for our needs to a form that is

           suitable, a form we can do work with."  

           Now apply that dictum to the "source dipole" or "source charge"

           problem. Instantly the dipole or charge has to be continuously

           receiving energy from the vacuum, because it is continuously

           radiating energy to the vacuum in observable form.  But it cannot be

be receiving that energy flow from 3-space, as we can easily show by 

actual instrumental measurements.  Yet it is continually pouring out

EM energy in 3-space in all directions—again, as can be shown easily.

Since we cannot measure any energy the vacuum is furnishing to the

           charges or dipole in 3-space, then obviously the incoming energy from the

           vacuum must be in nonobservable form.  There is only one other dimension

from which the flow can be incoming!  And that is the time domain.  

And so it is.  The source charge and the source dipole freely receive EM energy flow from the time domain, transduce it, and re-emit it in real 3-space in all directions.

           The reader can take it from there.  If the isolated dipole, so to

           speak, continuously pours out energy "received from the

           vacuum," then so must any dipole—including the dipole formed

           in the generator's internal charges or in the battery's internal

           charges by the action of the internal energy of the generator or

           battery respectively.  This then rigorously means that, yes

           indeed, every electrical circuit is and always has been powered

           by EM energy "extracted from" the vacuum by the source

           dipole.  All the shaft energy input to the generator, does nothing but 

make the internal magnetic field which then performs work upon the

internal charges, to force them apart and make the source dipole.

Generators and batteries do not power their own attached external circuits.  They simply make their source dipole, which then extracts enormous energy from the vacuum, pouring it out from the terminals and filling all space surrounding the external circuit.

So the energy we input to the shaft of a generator, or

           the chemical energy available in the battery, does not power

           the external circuit.  It is dissipated totally upon the charges in

           separating the plus from the minus and forming that source

           dipole.  And that, dear reader, never appeared in any of your

           EM power systems electrical engineering textbooks! {
}{
}.

           Until the dogmatic free energy critics learn something more about

           fundamental physics, and something more about the flaws and

           problems in the present classical EM theory, their totally

           unscientific criticism cannot be taken seriously.  Ad

           hominem remarks (such as "all o/u experimenters are frauds, all

           are naïve with instruments, etc.) is just that—ad hominem and

           completely nonscientific.   There is absolutely no such thing as a

           scientific dialogue with a dogmatist.  After all, he already knows

           everything, and God checks in with him early every morning

           before He begins the new day.

Once once succeeds in any new endeavor, of course, the very same dogmatic critics go through a very interesting set of changes, as pointed out by Arthur C. Clarke {
}:"If they [quantum fluctuations of vacuum] can be [tapped], the impact upon our civilization will be incalculable.  Oil, coal, nuclear, hydropower, would become obsolete - and so would many of our worries about environmental pollution."  "Don't sell your oil shares yet -- but don't be surprised if the world again witnesses the four stages of response to any new and revolutionary development: 1. It's crazy! 2. It may be possible -- so what?  3. I said it was a good idea all along.  4. I thought of it first." 
           Very best wishes,

           Tom Bearden
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