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Abstract

Viktor Schauberger, an early twentieth century Austrian forester, proposed that naturally
occurring vortex motion in water and air represents a fundamentally superior organizing princi-
ple to linear, "explosive” technology, and that devices exploiting properly formed vortices could
generate levitating thrust, in some accounts by producing a localized reduction in air pressure
or density sufficient to lift a craft. This paper argues that Schauberger’s genuine and often
insightful observations about fluid dynamics in natural systems, some of which anticipated later
hydrodynamic research, were extended by later popularizers into propulsion and antigravity
claims with no experimental apparatus, no measured thrust, and no mechanism connecting vor-
tex geometry to any known channel for producing net lift beyond ordinary aerodynamic pressure
differences already well described by conventional fluid mechanics.

1 Introduction

Schauberger’s original work concerned the behavior of water in mountain streams, observing that
naturally meandering, vortex-forming flow appeared to keep water cooler and more oxygenated than
water forced through straight, engineered channels, and proposing broader principles of "implosion,”
inward-spiraling motion, as more efficient and less destructive than the “explosion” principle he
associated with combustion engines and industrial machinery. Later popularizers, particularly
from the 1990s onward, extended these fluid-dynamics observations into claims that Schauberger
built, or nearly built, flying disc craft using vortex-generating turbines that produced antigravity
lift, sometimes tied to wartime German secret-technology narratives.

2 Separating the Defensible Observation From the Propulsion Claim

The defensible core of Schauberger’s work, that vortex and spiral flow patterns can be more efficient
at certain fluid transport and mixing tasks than straight-channel flow, and that temperature and
dissolved gas content affect water density and flow behavior in ways worth studying, has some
genuine basis and later partial support in hydrodynamics research, though Schauberger’s own
theoretical framework around it, involving concepts like ”living water” and biological energy in
fluids, was never formalized into testable, quantitative predictions distinguishable from ordinary
temperature-dependent viscosity and density effects. This is a modest, defensible observation about
fluid behavior. It provides no basis whatsoever for a propulsion or antigravity claim, since efficient
mixing and reduced turbulent drag in a stream have no established relationship to producing net
lift or weight reduction in an aircraft.



3 The Missing Apparatus

Unlike several other claims surveyed in this series, the Schauberger antigravity narrative does not
rest on a disputed experimental result; it rests almost entirely on secondhand accounts, wartime
rumor, and reconstructions built decades after Schauberger’s death, with no surviving working de-
vice, no contemporaneous measurement of thrust or lift, and no technical drawing precise enough to
reconstruct and test. Popular accounts describe a "repulsine” device using vortex-shaped turbine
blades said to have produced levitation during a documented but disputed 1945 test, an account that
exists in multiple, mutually inconsistent secondhand versions with no surviving physical evidence,
no independent witness testimony taken close to the event, and no patent or technical documen-
tation from Schauberger himself describing a working antigravity mechanism, as opposed to his
genuine and separately documented turbine and pipe-design patents, which describe conventional,
if efficiency-focused, fluid handling equipment with no lift or antigravity claims attached.

4  Why Vortex Geometry Has No Available Gravitational Channel

Even granting the most generous reading of Schauberger’s fluid dynamics work, a vortex is a pattern
of bulk fluid motion governed entirely by conventional Navier-Stokes dynamics, producing pressure
gradients that can, as in any aerodynamic device, generate lift through purely mechanical means
already well understood and exploited by ordinary rotorcraft and turbines. Nothing about spiral
versus straight flow geometry introduces a channel into gravitational curvature, on the entropic
account or on the standard general-relativistic one; a vortex is a redistribution of ordinary fluid
molecules, several orders of scale removed from the mass-energy redistribution gravitation tracks,
and no version of the Schauberger literature, from the original work through its later populariza-
tions, proposes a mechanism specifying otherwise beyond evocative language about implosion and
natural energy.

5 Objections

Supporters sometimes argue that Schauberger’s ideas were suppressed or discredited by an en-
trenched industrial establishment invested in ”explosive,” combustion-based technology, and that
the absence of a preserved working repulsine reflects historical circumstance rather than the device’s
nonexistence or nonfunction. Suppression narratives of this kind are difficult to falsify by design,
but they do not substitute for the missing apparatus, measurement, or mechanism, and the sur-
viving, well-documented portion of Schauberger’s actual patent record, conventional fluid-handling
equipment, is not consistent with an inventor who had separately solved antigravity propulsion and
simply failed to document it.

6 Conclusion

Schauberger’s genuine contribution was a set of qualitative observations about natural fluid flow
that later, more rigorous hydrodynamics research has partially engaged with on its own terms;
the antigravity propulsion narrative built on top of it is supported by no surviving apparatus, no
measurement, and no mechanism connecting vortex flow to gravitational curvature, and rests almost
entirely on secondhand and posthumous reconstruction of claims Schauberger’s own documented
patent record does not itself make.
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