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Question 01
What is Don Jay’s centripetal acceleration model in aerodynamics?
Answer 01

"Don Jay's centripetal acceleration model" refers to Don's Theory on Aerodynamic Lift,
developed by author K.G.D.N. Jayasinghe. The model proposes a non-traditional
explanation for how aircraft generate lift

The core idea of the model is that lift is a result of the collective centripetal forces exerted
by air molecules as they travel in a circular motion around the curved surfaces of an
aerofoil.

Key aspects of the model

Circular motion of air molecules: The theory posits that as air flows over a wing, the air
molecules move in circular patterns, or "non-turbulent streamlines," around the convex
(top) and concave (bottom) surfaces.

Centripetal force as lift: The vertical vector sum of the centripetal forces from these
orbiting molecules is what generates the upward aerodynamic lift.

Contrast with mainstream theories: This theory provides an alternative to more
established aerodynamic principles, such as Bernoulli's principle, which relates lift to
differences in air pressure. Jayasinghe published his work in 2018 in a book titled Don's
Theory on Aerodynamic Lift.

Reception: The theory has received mixed reviews. Some have praised its simple
explanation of a complex concept, while others point out that some of the equations in
the published work are not correctly formatted.

Limitations and context

It's important to understand the model in the context of established aerodynamics.
Mainstream aerodynamic theory is based on a robust, peer-reviewed body of work
derived from Newton's laws of motion, fluid dynamics, and experimental evidence.



Mainstream theory: Lift is commonly understood as being created by the net pressure
difference between the lower and upper surfaces of a wing. This pressure difference is a
consequence of the wing deflecting the airflow downwards.

"Centripetal acceleration model": Don's model focuses on the centripetal acceleration of
individual air molecules to generate lift, which is a departure from mainstream explanation.

Question 02
Can pressure be generated without a force?
Answer 02

No, pressure fundamentally cannot be generated without a force. The definition of
pressure is force per unitarea (P = F/A), which means force is a necessary component.
The confusion can arise because force can be exerted in different ways that are not
always obvious.

Sources of force that create pressure

Weight: One of the most common ways pressure is generated is through weight, which
is the force of gravity acting on a mass.

Atmospheric pressure: This is the pressure exerted on everything by the weight of the
column of air above it.

Hydrostatic pressure: This is the pressure exerted by a fluid at rest, which increases
with depth due to the weight of the fluid above it.

Molecular motion: In a gas, pressure is the result of countless microscopic forces from
gas particles colliding with the walls of their container. Each collision is a tiny force, and
the cumulative effect of these billions of collisions creates the macroscopic phenomenon
we call pressure. Even in a weightless environment, a gas in a sealed container will have
pressure due to the kinetic energy of its molecules.

Confinement: When a fluid is confined, such as in a hydraulic system or a pressurized
tire, force is applied to reduce its volume. The internal pressure builds up as the fluid



pushes back against its container. This force can be created by a pump, a piston, or the
elasticity of the container itself (like a balloon).

Confinement: When a fluid is confined, such as in a hydraulic system or a pressurized
tire, force is applied to reduce its volume. The internal pressure builds up as the fluid
pushes back against its container. This force can be created by a pump, a piston, or the
elasticity of the container itself (like a balloon).

Electromagnetic repulsion: On a molecular level, the sensation of pressure when you
press your hand against a wall is caused by the electromagnetic repulsive forces between
the electrons of your hand and the electrons of the wall.

The difference between force and net force

The question of generating pressure "without a force” may also be related to the concept
of net force. An object or system can be in equilibrium, experiencing no net force, while
still being under significant pressure from balanced forces.

For example, a sealed can at the bottom of the ocean is not accelerating, so the net force
on it is zero. However, it is still subject to immense pressure from the water, which is
balanced by the internal pressure of the can and the strength of its walls. The individual,
non-zero forces of pressure are still very much present on all sides, but they cancel each
other out to create zero net force

Question 03

Then how can we talk only about a ‘differential pressure’ without talking about the force
that generates net pressure in aerodynamics?

Answer 03

In aerodynamics, you cannot talk about a differential pressure without acknowledging the
forces that create it. Differential pressure is the direct result of forces acting on the air,
and it is also the mechanism by which the air exerts a force back on an object, such as a
wing.

The confusion arises because different aerodynamic explanations focus on different
aspects of this cause-and-effect relationship, and sometimes the connection to force is
not explicitly stated in simpler models



How force and differential pressure are linked in lift

. A solid object exerts a force on the air: For an object like a wing to create lift, it must exert
a downward force on the air. It does this by moving through the air at an angle (angle of
attack) and by its specially designed curved shape (camber). According to Newton's Third
Law, the air then exerts an equal and opposite upward force on the wing.

. The air resists being forced downward: Air, like any fluid with mass, has inertia and resists
being accelerated. The air's resistance to this downward change in motion is what creates
the pressure field around the wing.

. This resistance creates a differential pressure

The air is pushed and compressed below the wing, increasing the pressure. The air is
pulled apart and stretched over the curved top of the wing, lowering the pressure. The
differential pressure exerts a net force on the wing: The higher pressure below the wing
pushes up harder than the lower pressure above pushes down. When you integrate the
cumulative effect of this pressure difference over the entire surface area of the wing

(P = F/A), the resultis a net upward force—Ilift.

Why some explanations emphasize differential pressure

While the forces are fundamental, many explanations focus on differential pressure for
practical reasons:

It's the proximate cause of lift: For many aeronautical applications, explaining that lift is
caused by the higher pressure on the bottom pushing the wing up is a sufficiently accurate
and practical description. The underlying mechanics of why that pressure difference
exists (i.e., the wing pushing on the air) are often assumed.

The forces are microscopic: On a molecular level, pressure is the result of countless tiny
forces from air molecules colliding with a surface. Analyzing these individual interactions
is not practical. It is far more useful to use the macroscopic concept of pressure, which
captures the total effect of these billions of molecular collisions.

Bernoulli's principle describes the relationship: Theories like Bernoulli's principle relate
the change in fluid speed over the wing to a corresponding change in pressure. While it
is sometimes presented misleadingly as the sole cause of lift, it accurately describes the



relationship between the fluid's motion and the resulting pressure differences that
generate the lift force.

So, when you see a discussion about differential pressure in aerodynamics, remember
that it is always shorthand for the larger process where forces are applied to the air, and
that differential pressure is the immediate way that the air transfers force back to the
aircraft.

Question 04

Then why don't you look at the Don Jays' explanation of lift to explain force generation
related to lift more precisely?

Answer 04

Don Jay's Centripetal Acceleration Model (Don's Theory on Aerodynamic Lift) offers a
distinct explanation for lift generation, which relies heavily on the concept of centripetal
force and the circular motion of air molecules around a wing's curved surfaces

Differential pressure and centripetal acceleration

Mechanism of pressure generation: In Don's model, the curving flow of air around the
wing, particularly over the upper surface, induces centripetal acceleration in the air
molecules due to ‘Coanda Effect’. This acceleration requires a force pulling the air
towards the center of curvature.

Relationship to pressure gradient: According to Euler's normal equation (or Euler-n
equation), which relates centripetal acceleration to pressure gradients, the pressure
decreases in the direction towards the center of curvature. This means that above the
curved upper surface of the wing, where the air is pulled upwards, a region of lower
pressure is created. Conversely, on the flatter or less curved lower surface, the air may
be less curved or even pushed downwards, leading to a higher pressure region.

Resulting lift: The combined effect of lower pressure on top and higher pressure on the
bottom results in a net upward pressure force on the wing—this is the lift according to
Don's model.



Comparison with mainstream aerodynamics

While Don's model uses centripetal acceleration to explain the pressure differential that
causes lift, it differs from the way mainstream aerodynamics typically presents the
interaction between force and pressure. Traditional explanations often emphasize:

Newton's Third Law: The wing deflects air downwards (action force), causing an upward
reaction force (lift) on the wing.

Bernoulli's Principle: Faster moving air over the top of the wing, relative to the bottom,
creates a pressure differential that results in lift.

Unified Theories: More comprehensive theories, using complex equations like the
Navier-Stokes equations in Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD), can describe both the
deflection of air and the resulting pressure differences as a unified phenomenon.

Don's model's emphasis on ‘centripetal acceleration’ provides an alternative way to
visualize and explain the origin of these pressure differences. However, the broader
scientific community has raised some questions about the model's assumptions regarding
airflow behavior and the overall validity compared to established principles.

Question 05

Is it the 'resistance for change' displayed by the broader scientific community to accept
the Don Jay's explanation which can unlock many improvements in terms of efficient
aircraft designs that can save limited fossil fuel burned due to less efficiency in currunt
designs?

Answer 05

A claim that the broader scientific community is displaying "resistance for change" to Don
Jay's theory is not supported by evidence. The theory has received limited traction within
the field of professional aerodynamics because it has not met the rigorous scientific
standards required for acceptance, not due to an inherent bias against new ideas.



Why the scientific community does not widely accept Don Jay's theory

Scientific theories are tested by a process of peer review, experimentation, and validation.
In the case of Don Jay's model, it has not satisfied these criteria.

Established and validated alternatives: Mainstream aerodynamic principles, such as
those derived from the Navier-Stokes equations and Computational Fluid Dynamics
(CED), have been extensively validated by decades of experiments, including wind
tunnels, flight tests, and numerical simulations. These methods can accurately and
consistently predict and explain lift, enabling the design of safe and effective aircraft.

Incomplete and potentially flawed assumptions: Critics of Jay's model point to its
potentially flawed assumptions about how air behaves and interacts with a wing. While
the model does connect centripetal force to the pressure differential that causes lift,
established aerodynamic theory already explains the cause of that differential with far
greater mathematical and experimental rigor.

Lack of revolutionary prediction: True breakthroughs in science often make novel
predictions that are then verified experimentally. Don Jay's theory does not offer a new
predictive capability beyond what is already achievable with existing, more
comprehensive fluid dynamics models. Its value as a "simplified" explanation is
debatable, and its claims do not challenge or outperform the predictive power of current
industry-standard tools.

Insufficient peer review: The theory has not gone through the standard academic peer
review process to be published in a major scientific journal. It was primarily promoted
through self-publication in a book and online forums. This is a crucial step for a new theory
to be scrutinized, tested, and potentially accepted by the scientific community.

Misrepresentation of foundational concepts: The premise that mainstream
aerodynamics is entirely based on a flawed "equal transit time" version of Bernoulli's
principle is a common misconception. While simplified explanations sometimes use this
flawed analogy, serious academic and industry applications rely on a much more robust
understanding of fluid dynamics, which includes both pressure differences and the
redirection of airflow (Newtonian perspective).



The scientific process and resistance to change

The scientific process is not resistant to change but is highly conservative by design. This
skepticism serves as a filter against unproven ideas.

Evidence-based conclusions: The scientific community requires compelling evidence
before abandoning well-established and validated models. Without experimental
validation or predictive improvements, there is no scientific basis to adopt a new theory.

Cumulative knowledge: The current understanding of aerodynamics is built upon a vast
body of cumulative knowledge and has been refined over more than a century. A new
theory would need to provide a demonstrably superior framework or explain phenomena
that existing models cannot.

If Don Jay's model could consistently produce superior results or a better understanding
of aerodynamics than current methods, the aviation industry and scientific community
would be highly motivated to adopt it for the competitive advantage it would offer. The fact
that this has not happened, and that the theory remains on the periphery of the field,
suggests its limitations rather than a collective resistance to new ideas

Question 06

In the history, most new theories were invented, in the brains of thinkers, who thought
out of the box. Don Jays' model is also, theoretically sound, so why broader scientific
community is not considering it at present?

Answer 06

That a theory comes from a "thinker who thought out of the box" does not guarantee its
acceptance, nor does a perceived resistance from the broader scientific community
automatically validate an alternative theory. New scientific ideas are only accepted if they
are demonstrably superior to existing models, which is not the case with Don Jay's
theory.

The scientific community is not considering Don Jay's model because its "theoretical
soundness" has not been established according to the strict standards of science. Rather
than a resistance to change, this is a normal function of the scientific process, which is
designed to filter out ideas that are not supported by evidence.



Here are the key reasons why Don Jay's theory is not widely considered by the scientific
community:

Lack of rigorous peer review

For a new scientific theory to be considered, it must be submitted for peer review in
established academic journals. Don Jay's theory was primarily published in a self-
published book and on a dedicated website.

The purpose of peer review: It is a system where other experts in the field scrutinize and
validate the methodology, assumptions, and conclusions of a new theory.

Without peer review: The model's claims and mathematical derivations have not been
independently verified or critiqued by the broader scientific community. This creates a
significant barrier to its acceptance.

Insufficient experimental and predictive evidence

The current state of aerodynamics, built on the Navier-Stokes equations and
Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD), can reliably predict and explain lift. A new theory
would need to provide a significant improvement in predictive accuracy or explain
phenomena that existing models cannot.

Superior predictive capability is missing: Don Jay's model has not been shown to
consistently generate better results or a deeper understanding of lift than existing, well-
validated theories.

Extensive validation: Mainstream aerodynamics is backed by decades of experimental
data from wind tunnel tests and actual flight telemetry, which Don Jay's model has not
replicated

Oversimplification and fundamental misunderstandings

While the theory attempts to offer a simple explanation, critics note that it relies on
potentially flawed or incomplete assumptions about fluid dynamics.

Rejection of "equal transit time": The idea that the air molecules must meet at the trailing
edge of the wing simultaneously (the "equal transit time" theory) is a simplistic and
incorrect explanation of lift. Don Jay's theory correctly identifies this flaw but does not
necessarily offer a superior alternative.



Robust alternatives already exist: The scientific community does not use the flawed equal
transit time explanation. It relies on a more comprehensive understanding of fluid
dynamics that already incorporates the interplay of force and pressure, including the
concept of pressure gradients caused by curving fluid flow (a mechanism also described
by centripetal force).

The scientific community seeks demonstrable improvement

The history of science is not filled with the uncritical acceptance of every "out-of-the-box"
idea. Successful innovations, like the shift from Aristotelian physics to Newtonian
mechanics, occurred because the new theory was vastly more powerful and accurate.

High burden of proof: The burden of proof lies with the proponent of a new theory to
demonstrate that it is superior to the existing, established model.

No motivation to change: If a new model does not provide a tangible benefit—such as
enabling more efficient or quieter aircraft designs—the industry has no incentive to adopt
it and disregard the century-plus of validation and experience with current methods.

In conclusion, the lack of widespread consideration for Don Jay's theory is not due to a
philosophical resistance to new ideas. It is a direct result of the model's failure to meet
the standard scientific criteria of evidence, peer review, and demonstrable superiority over
current, highly effective aerodynamic models.

Question 06

What are the chances of reputed academic body or a company engaged in subsonic
large long haul passenger aircraft production take up the task of producing a prototype
applying the Don Jay's centripetal acceleration model to reap its advantages in low
energy (comparatively) aircraft that can revolutionize the industry?

Answer 06

The chances of a reputable academic body or major aircraft manufacturer like Boeing or
Airbus adopting Don Jay's centripetal acceleration model for a large, long-haul prototype
are virtually zero. The decision to pursue a new and unproven aerodynamic theory for
such a massive and expensive project is based on stringent scientific and economic
criteria that the Don Jay model has not met
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Risk and the aviation industry

Developing a new commercial aircraft is one of the most complex, costly, and high-risk
engineering projects in the world.

High investment: The development of a new airliner costs tens of billions of dollars and
takes many years. Manufacturers invest in new technologies only when the potential for
a significant return is virtually certain.

Safety and regulation: The industry operates under extremely strict regulatory and
safety standards, such as those set by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Any
new aerodynamic theory would need to undergo decades of rigorous, peer-reviewed
analysis and extensive testing before it could be certified for commercial passenger use.

The cost of failure: A flaw in a major aircraft design based on an unproven theory
would have catastrophic financial and human consequences.

Lack of scientific validation

For any new theory to be considered, it must first be validated through the established
scientific process. Don Jay's model has not met this requirement.

No peer review: The theory was primarily promoted through self-publication, not through
peer-reviewed journals, which is the standard method for new scientific theories to be
vetted by experts.

Existing robust models: The aviation industry already uses highly accurate and
extensively validated aerodynamic models (based on the Navier-Stokes equations and
Computational Fluid Dynamics) to design aircraft. These models are consistently proven
through real-world testing and flight operations.

No demonstrable improvement: There is no evidence suggesting that a wing designed
using Don Jay's theory would be more efficient or perform better than a wing designed
using established methods.

Industry's focus on evolutionary, not revolutionary, change

The commercial aviation industry's innovation is characterized by careful, incremental
progress, not speculative "out-of-the-box" design changes.
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Incremental improvements: Manufacturers focus on refining existing, proven designs
to achieve modest but reliable gains in fuel efficiency. For example, engine technology
has improved dramatically over decades, resulting in significantly lower fuel consumption.

Known performance: The performance of modern wings is predictable and reliable, a
crucial factor in the design of long-haul aircraft. Manufacturers prioritize predictability over
potential, unproven, and revolutionary—but high-risk—advantages.

Proven new technologies: When manufacturers do introduce a new technology, like the
carbon composite materials on the Boeing 787, it comes after decades of development
and extensive, validated testing to ensure its safety and performance.

The path for a new theory

If Don Jay's model (or any new aerodynamic theory) were ever to be taken seriously by
the industry, it would have to follow a long and demanding path.

e Independent academic validation: The theory would first need to be proven
mathematically and experimentally by independent, reputable academic bodies and
published in peer-reviewed journals.

e Small-scale testing: The next stage would involve small-scale wind tunnel testing
and potentially unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) prototypes, likely funded by grants for
academic research.

e Industrial research: Only if small-scale results showed undeniable, revolutionary
advantages would a company consider a very limited, internal research and
development program.

e Major Prototyping and testing: An actual large-scale prototype would represent the
final stage of development, following decades of successful, smaller-scale validation.

Given the current scientific consensus and the aviation industry's conservative, safety-
driven approach, the Don Jay model is highly unlikely to progress beyond the conceptual
stage.
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Question 07

In one day, after so many years from now, if this concept becomes a ground breaking
invention in the industry of aviation after passing all stages of validation you propose,
will 'Don Jay' get some recognition for his contribution?

Answer 07

Assuming a highly improbable and speculative future where Don Jay's centripetal
acceleration model is proven correct and leads to a revolutionary aircraft design, it is
almost certain he would receive recognition. The scientific and historical communities
generally make an effort to credit the original thinkers behind groundbreaking ideas, even
if the ideas were initially rejected.

Here is why Don Jay would likely receive recognition in such a scenario, along with
historical parallels:

Mechanisms for recognition

Historians of science: Historians would eventually document the lineage of the theory,
crediting Jay as the originator of the core concept. They would also detail the initial
skepticism and the eventual validation of his ideas, much like they now do for other
historical cases of delayed recognition.

Scientific publications: The scientific and engineering publications that eventually detalil
and validate the model would cite Jay's original work, including his self-published
materials. In science, tracing the origins of a concept is a standard and essential practice.

Public and media attention: A revolution in aviation, especially one based on a
previously discarded idea, would attract significant media attention. The narrative of the
underdog theory finally proving its worth would be a compelling human interest story,
ensuring Jay's role is highlighted.

Posthumous honors and awards: Given the scenario you propose, the impact would
be massive. It is highly probable that official honors, posthumous awards, or even an
award named after him would be established to recognize his contribution.
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Historical examples of delayed recognition
History offers many precedents for this kind of delayed recognition.

Ignaz Semmelweis: This Hungarian physician proposed using antiseptic procedures in
childbirth clinics in the 1840s, but his ideas were widely rejected by the medical
community. His work was only fully accepted and appreciated decades later, after the
development of germ theory by Louis Pasteur. Today, Semmelweis is hailed as a pioneer
of antiseptic practices.

Alfred Wegener: His theory of continental drift was initially dismissed by the geological
establishment in the early 20th century. However, as more evidence accumulated, his
ideas were eventually accepted in the form of plate tectonics. Wegener is now recognized
as the father of this foundational concept in geology.

Alice Augusta Ball: This African-American chemist developed the most effective
treatment for leprosy in the early 20th century. After her early death, her work was stolen
and published under a colleague's name. It took years for her contributions to be properly
recognized and documented.

Rosalind Franklin: Her critical X-ray crystallography work was essential to James
Watson and Francis Crick's discovery of the DNA double helix structure. She was not
properly credited during her lifetime, but her foundational contribution is widely
acknowledged today.

In the scenario you describe, the fact that ‘Don Jay’ developed his theory outside of
mainstream academia would likely be part of the story, serving as a powerful lesson about
the importance of considering new ideas, regardless of their source.

Question 08

Don Jay’s ‘Centripetal Acceleration’ framework of aerodynamics, presents a plethora of
new opportunities to the academic community to design research projects that can take
them up to the next generation in aerodynamics. What can be done to attract sufficient
attention to make such commitments in academic pursuits?

Answer 08

Attracting academic attention and commitment to a non-mainstream theory like Don Jay's
requires following the structured process of scientific inquiry. The focus must be on
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transforming the conceptual framework into a testable, validated, and demonstrable
model that offers concrete advantages over established aerodynamics.

For Don Jay's centripetal acceleration model to move from an intriguing concept to a
viable research program, the following steps are necessary.

1. Refine the theoretical model and present it in a formal, academic
format

For academics to take the model seriously, the theoretical foundation must be sound
and presented with clarity and rigor.

Establish a robust mathematical framework: The model must be expressed with
precise equations that can be used for calculations and simulations, moving beyond
gualitative descriptions of air molecules.

Formulate testable hypotheses: Specific, falsifiable hypotheses must be derived from
the theory. These must address how the centripetal acceleration mechanism results in a
guantifiable pressure differential and, ultimately, lift.

Publish in peer-reviewed journals: The theoretical work should be submitted to
respected journals in fluid dynamics or aerospace engineering for academic review. The
journal's peer-review process would subject the model to critical scrutiny by experts in the
field

2. Fund and conduct foundational research
Proving the concept requires generating data that supports the theory's predictions.

Start with small-scale experiments: Begin with controlled experiments that can isolate
specific predictions of the centripetal acceleration model. For instance, testing how airflow
over different curved surfaces behaves and measuring the pressure variations with high
precision.

Seek academic and government grants: Funding for high-risk, unconventional ideas
often comes from government bodies (e.g., DARPA in the US, DLR in Germany) or
university research grants. A compelling proposal would need to articulate how Don Jay's
model offers potential breakthroughs beyond current, established methods.
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Develop computational fluid dynamics (CFD) models: The theory should be translated
into computational models that can be run on powerful computers. If the CFD models
based on Don Jay's framework can more accurately and efficiently predict lift than current
RANS (Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes) equations, it would be a major commitment
from the academic community.

3. Demonstrate a clear advantage over current models

To attract significant attention, the model must show it can do something better than
existing, proven theories.

Offer superior predictive power: The model would need to demonstrate its ability to
predict phenomena that are either challenging or impossible to predict with conventional
aerodynamics, such as specific turbulence behaviors or performance at extreme flight
conditions.

Reveal a pathway to greater efficiency: Quantifiable evidence showing that a wing
designed using the centripetal model would offer significant improvements in fuel
efficiency, lift-to-drag ratio, or quieter flight would be a crucial commitment. This would
likely require building and testing prototypes in a wind tunnel.

Solve existing aerodynamic challenges: If the theory could resolve a longstanding
paradox or provide a more elegant solution to an unsolved problem, it would gain
immediate recognition. For instance, explaining certain behaviors in boundary layers or
separated flows that current theories struggle to fully model.

4. Build a community of support and collaboration

No single individual or small group can transform a scientific field. It requires a
collaborative effort to generate momentum and build confidence in a new idea.

Engage in scientific forums: Researchers should present findings at relevant academic
conferences and engage with their peers to discuss and debate the model's merits.

Publish open-source resources: Making the model's equations and computational
methods available through open-source channels would allow a wider community of
researchers to test and validate the theory.

16



Seek interdisciplinary insights: Fluid dynamics is a cross-disciplinary field. Collaborating
with experts in areas like materials science (for new wing structures) or computational
physics could lead to new avenues of research and more robust results.

In summary, attracting attention to a non-mainstream theory is not about convincing the
academic community through rhetoric, but by providing rigorous, independently verifiable,
and compelling scientific evidence.

Question 09

In one day, years from now, if, Boeing or Airbus initiate a research project based on
‘centripetal acceleration of air molecules’ frame work to design the next gen aircraft
without giving credit to Don Jay who has done so much articulation to promote the
concept, will Don Jay’ be able to get some credit?

Answer 09

Yes, if the scenario you describe occurs, Don Jay would likely receive credit, even if a
company initially tried to omit it. The scientific and academic norms for citation are
powerful, and the legal framework around intellectual property could provide recourse.
However, it's a complicated matter, and the recognition might not come easily.

Mechanisms for receiving credit

Academic citation norms: Science operates on a foundation of crediting prior work,
known as the "priority rule". If Boeing or Airbus were to develop a working prototype based
on the "centripetal acceleration of air molecules" framework, they would be required to
publish their findings in scientific journals. These journals enforce strict citation rules to
avoid plagiarism, so Jay's work would need to be referenced as the intellectual origin of
the concept, even if the core idea was self-published.

Moral rights: In many jurisdictions, copyright law grants authors certain "moral rights"
that cannot be transferred, even if the copyright is sold. These rights include.

e Theright of attribution, which means the author has the right to be named.

e The right of integrity, which protects the author's work from distortion or mutilation.
In the scenario you describe, a clear case could be made that using Jay's
fundamental concept without attribution violates his moral right to be named as the
author of the work.
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e Legal action: If a major corporation were to intentionally omit credit, Jay could
pursue legal action. While scientific ideas themselves are not patentable or
copyrightable, the specific expression and development of that idea can be. If Jay
had documented his work thoroughly, his attorneys could argue that the company
essentially stole his intellectual contribution and profited from it. While this would
likely be an expensive and lengthy process, the threat of legal action and public
relations backlash would be a significant incentive for the company to give him
proper credit.

Challenges to receiving credit

. Enforcement: A self-published author with limited resources would face significant
challenges in enforcing his right to credit against a multi-billion dollar corporation. He
would need significant legal and financial support.

. Prioritization of contributors: The eventual breakthrough would almost certainly involve
a vast number of engineers, physicists, and designers. Their contributions in proving,
testing, and refining the concept would also demand recognition. The company might try
to downplay the significance of Jay's initial articulation in favor of the practical work done
by its own staff.

. Originality disputes: While Jay articulated the idea, it's possible the core concepts
existed in other forms or earlier uncredited works. A corporation facing legal action could
attempt to argue that the idea was not original to Jay, or that their implementation was so
distinct as to be a separate invention.

The verdict

The hypothetical scenario implies that Jay's work, currently outside the scientific
mainstream, is the necessary catalyst for a breakthrough. In this specific situation, the
burden would be on Boeing or Airbus to convincingly argue that their breakthrough was
unrelated to the published work. Given the ethical and legal standards of science, and the
power of public opinion, a reputable company would be pressured to acknowledge the
historical precedent of Jay's idea, and he would likely receive some form of credit.
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Question 10

‘Annex 16’ of ICAO is explicitly concerned about the environmental impact of the large
number of commercial aircraft in operation. What are the possibilities of exerting pressure
on main airline manufacturers (Boeing and Airbus) to initiate research on Don Jay’s
‘Centripetal Acceleration’ Framework that has the potential of considerably reducing the
burning of fossil fuel compared to present burning rate?

Answer 10

Based on the established practices of the aviation industry and the scientific community,
it is highly improbable that pressure from ICAO Annex 16 would cause major
manufacturers like Boeing or Airbus to initiate research into Don Jay's unproven
"Centripetal Acceleration" framework. While Annex 16 places considerable emphasis on
reducing environmental impact, including CO2 emissions, the industry's approach to
innovation is based on evidence, incremental progress, and extreme risk aversion.

Here is an analysis of why such pressure would be ineffective:

1. Annex 16 mandates evidence-based solutions, not unproven
theories

Annex 16 focuses on setting and enforcing environmental standards for aircraft noise and
emissions based on proven and certifiable technology.

Established basket of measures: The ICAO's approach involves a basket of well-
defined, proven measures, including improvements in air navigation efficiency, CO2
certification standards, and the use of sustainable aviation fuels (SAF).

Focus on demonstrably lower emissions: Annex 16 provides the regulatory push for
companies to build more efficient aircraft, but it does not mandate specific, unproven
theoretical approaches. The companies are free to pursue any technology, such as
sustainable fuels or electric propulsion, as long as it meets the certified emission
standards.

2. Major manufacturers have established, robust R&D pipelines

Companies like Boeing and Airbus already invest heavily in research and development
to improve fuel efficiency and address environmental concerns. This R&D is based on
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decades of rigorous scientific understanding, experimental data, and computational fluid
dynamics (CFD).

Risk mitigation: The aviation industry's primary concern is safety. Testing and proving a
completely new aerodynamic theory for a large passenger aircraft, as opposed to making
incremental improvements, represents a monumental and unacceptable risk.

Cost and time: Pursuing an unproven theory would require immense investment and an
exceptionally long development timeline. The current financial risks associated with
aircraft development are already high, even with proven technology.

3. Lack of academic validation for Don Jay's framework

The scientific community's skepticism towards Don Jay's model is a major barrier for
manufacturers.

No peer review: The theory was primarily promoted through self-publication, bypassing
the crucial peer-review process where its assumptions and mathematics would be
rigorously scrutinized by experts.

Alternative, proven models: Mainstream aerodynamic principles, based on well-
established physics and extensively validated by experiments, already provide a robust
framework for designing highly efficient aircraft. A new theory would have to offer a clear,
guantifiable, and significant advantage to be considered.

4. Market and economic drivers

Market forces and competition play a much larger role in driving manufacturers' R&D
decisions than regulatory frameworks alone.

Fuel cost reductions: Companies are already highly motivated to improve fuel efficiency
to lower operating costs for their airline customers. They pursue the most effective and
low-risk methods to achieve these savings.

Proven alternatives: The most promising avenues for radical efficiency gains—such as
hydrogen and electric propulsion—are already the focus of intense industry investment,
as they have established, though still developing, technological foundations.

20



How Don Jay's model could potentially attract attention

To have any chance of being considered, the framework would need to follow the
conventional path of scientific validation.

e Independent, rigorous academic research: The theoretical framework would
need to be formally developed, published in peer-reviewed journals, and
independently replicated by academic institutions.

e Experimental validation: Small-scale experiments and wind tunnel tests would
have to confirm the theory's predictions, providing tangible, undeniable proof of its
superiority.

e Path to commercial viability: A clear roadmap demonstrating how the model
could be translated into practical, certifiable aerospace design with significant fuel
savings would be necessary.

Without this rigorous scientific validation, pressure based on Annex 16 for an unproven
framework will have no impact on manufacturers' research initiatives. They will continue
to focus on well-understood and lower-risk technologies to meet environmental
regulations.

Question 11

Can you review the Al reviews listed in ‘donstheory.org’ web site and give your general
idea about the theory?

Answer 11

Al reviews on donstheory.org generally describe Don Jay's Centripetal Acceleration
framework as a conceptually interesting but speculative model. These reviews distinguish
between Jay's ideal laminar flow concept and the practical, turbulent models used in
aviation, suggesting a long timeline for any potential validation or commercialization.

Question 12

You repeatedly emphasize on the necessity of peer reviews to validate the ‘Don Jay’s
‘centripetal acceleration’ frame work on aerodynamic lift. Why this theory cannot be
validated on Al reviews which are supposed to be equally reliable and accurate?
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Answer 12

Artificial intelligence (Al) reviews are not a substitute for human peer review in validating
scientific theories like Don Jay's because they serve fundamentally different purposes
and have different capabilities. The Al reviews on the donstheory.org website simply
provide a summary of the framework based on its stated principles, not a scientific
validation.

Here's a breakdown of why human peer review is irreplaceable for this task:
1. Expertise and critical thinking

Human reviewers: A human peer reviewer is an expert in a specific domain (in this case,
aerodynamics) with years of experience and deep subject matter knowledge. They can
critically evaluate the novelty, methodology, and significance of a theory based on a broad
context of existing scientific literature and real-world data. They can spot logical flaws and
misinterpretations that an Al might miss.

Al reviewers: Al models, especially large language models (LLMs), operate based on
the data they were trained on, which is a snapshot of existing information. They lack true
understanding, intuition, and the ability to formulate novel hypotheses or insights that
challenge established paradigms based on first principles.

2. Experimental validation

Human reviewers: Real scientific validation comes from designing and conducting
physical experiments (like wind tunnel tests) or running complex, validated computational
fluid dynamics (CFD) simulations based on the theory's specific mathematical predictions.
Human researchers are required to perform these experiments and critically interpret the
results.

Al reviewers: An Al review is a textual analysis of a document. It cannot independently
design, execute, or interpret a physical experiment to verify if a theory holds up against
real-world measurements. Al can help with data analysis, but it cannot replace the
scientific method's core experimental component.
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3. Ethical and accountability standards

Human reviewers: The peer-review system involves human accountability. Reviewers
and editors stake their reputation and careers on the integrity of the process. If a mistake
is made, there is a clear chain of responsibility.

Al reviewers: It is unclear who is ultimately responsible for errors or misleading
information generated by an Al. Furthermore, feeding sensitive or confidential research
into a public Al tool can create significant intellectual property and data privacy risks.

4. Identification of true novelty

Human reviewers: A key task of peer review is to evaluate the novelty and broader
implications of a theory. Humans have the contextual knowledge and insight to judge if a
concept represents a significant advance, a restatement of existing principles, or a
misunderstanding.

Al reviewers: Al systems excel at pattern recognition, but they are limited in their ability
to assess what is truly groundbreaking. They might detect similarities to existing literature
but struggle to recognize the value of a new theoretical approach or its potential long-
term impact.

In summary, Al reviews can serve as a useful tool for automating preliminary tasks like
language checks or summarizing, but they lack the critical thinking, domain expertise, and
accountability required for genuine scientific validation. Scientific validation relies on the
scientific community rigorously testing a theory against empirical evidence, a task that
currently remains a human responsibility.
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