HOOKE-KEPLER LAW OF GRAVITATION: the rejected law of gravitation,
which turned out to be more accurate and perfect than Newton's law.
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Abstract. The role of Robert Hooke in the discovery of the law of universal gravitation is
shown in a new light. New circumstances are revealed that relate to the priority dispute between
Hooke and Newton. It is shown that Newton's law of gravitation is not the only law of gravitational
interaction. There is another law of gravitation that was outside Newton's field of vision. The existence
of this law was indicated by Robert Hooke in his correspondence with Newton. Robert Hooke pointed
out that the law of gravitation should take into account the elliptical orbits of the planets and the
inverse square law. In 1687, Newton presented the law of gravitation, which includes the inverse
square law. But the parameters of the elliptical orbit were not included in Newton's law. Instead of
the orbital parameters, Newton introduced mass into his law. As a result, a more perfect law of
gravitation than Newton's law was not discovered. Here we present this law of gravitation. It has a
beautiful and mathematically perfect form: Fn.x = mR”3/(T*r)”2. | call this physical law the Hooke-
Kepler law of gravitation. It includes the Kepler constant. It includes the inverse square law. It does
not include the central mass. This is a more accurate and perfect law of gravitation than Newton's
law, since distances and periods are known from observations with greater accuracy than mass. Thus,
Hooke's path to the law of gravitation was more promising than Newton's. Robert Hooke was very
close to discovering an alternative law of gravitation. Obviously, Hooke knew something about
gravitation that Newton did not.
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1. Introduction
It is believed that with the advent of Newton's law of gravity, the desired law of gravitational
interaction, to which Hooke and Newton were moving, was discovered. At the same time, it is believed
that the law discovered by Newton is the only possible law of gravitational interaction. The possibility
of the existence of an alternative law of gravity is not considered.

There is currently a major re-evaluation of Hooke's contribution to mechanics. Researchers of
the work of Hooke and Newton did not pay attention to the fact that Hooke and Newton understood
the future law of gravity differently. Researchers passed by the fact that Hooke and Newton were
moving towards the future law of gravity in different ways. These different approaches and different
paths must have led them to two different laws of gravity. Newton's approach ended with the discovery
of only one of the two laws of gravity existing in Nature. The second law of gravity, to which Hooke's
path objectively led, remained undiscovered.

Newton presented the law of universal gravitation in a verbal formulation in 1687. At the same

time, as of 1687, there were not one, but two verbal formulas for the future law of gravitation. They
differed significantly from each other. One verbal formulation was given by Newton. The second
verbal formulation of the law of gravitation was given by Hooke. In essence, these were verbal
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formulas for two different laws of gravitation. Newton's verbal formulation became the law of
universal gravitation. Hooke failed to transform his knowledge into a law of gravitation. His verbal
formulation was unreasonably forgotten after the appearance of Newton's law of universal gravitation.
Newton and Hooke, without suspecting it, spoke of two different laws of gravitation.

Hooke and Newton took different paths to the law of gravitation. These different paths led
them to different laws of gravitation. Newton discovered only one of the two laws of gravitation.
Newton used masses as parameters in the law of gravitation. Hooke was very close to discovering the
second alternative law of gravitation. Hooke did not rely on masses, but persistently investigated
elliptical trajectories. This can be seen both in his works and in his experiments with a pendulum [1,
2].

Hooke hoped that Newton would help him explain the law of gravity. Robert Hooke, in his
correspondence with Newton, indicated that the law of gravity should take into account the elliptical
orbits of the planets and the inverse square law [1]. Newton was more interested in masses as
parameters of the law of gravity and the relationship of elliptical orbits with the inverse square law.
Newton did not see the advantage of using the parameters of an elliptical orbit in the law of gravity
and overestimated the role of mass as a parameter in the law of gravity. Newton, in his letter to Hooke
dated December 13, 1679, stated regarding elliptical orbits: "...it being of no great moment..." [1].

As a result, the law of gravity that Hooke was working towards was not discovered. It was a
completely different law, not similar to Newton's law. We show that the law of gravitation that Hooke
was working towards is an exact and mathematically perfect law of gravitation, more perfect than
Newton's law. We present this law of gravitation and give it a complete explanation. We show that
Hooke's path to the law of gravitation was more promising than Newton's. Hooke's path led him to
yet another law of gravitation, more perfect than Newton's law. Obviously, Hooke knew something
about gravitation that Newton did not.

2. About Newton's original law of gravity Fn o mM/r?.
Newton formulated his law of gravity in verbal form. In his formulation, the gravitational force

is proportional to the masses and inversely proportional to the square of the distance. When trying to
present Newton's law of gravity in symbolic form, a mistake is often made. It is mistakenly presented
as: Fn = mM/r2. The formula for force uses the equal sign. This symbolic representation of Newton's
law in the form of equality is a fairly common mistake. Newton actually said that the force of attraction
is proportional to the masses. Therefore, the equal sign in the symbolic representation of the law
proposed by Newton is unacceptable. The correct form of presentation of the original law proposed
by Newton is as follows:

F, oc mM
N2 1)
Where: Fy is the force, m, M are the masses of bodies, r is the distance, « is the proportionality
sign.
As we can see, Newton presented the world with an unfinished law of gravity. Formula (1) is
not an exact formula for the law of gravitation. Using masses as parameters did not allow Newton to
obtain an exact formula for the law of gravitation. In this unfinished form, Newton's law existed for



almost 200 years. It turned into the exact equality Fn = GmM/r? only after the gravitational constant
G was introduced into it [3 - 6]. It took almost 200 years before the proportionality law Fn o< mM/r?
proposed by Newton turned into the exact law of gravitation Fn = GmM/r?. In fact, Newton's
proportionality law Fn o« mM/r? with the appearance of the constant G was "refined" to the exact law
of gravitation Fn = GmM/r2. The appearance of the constant G in Newton's law of gravitation was a
revolutionary step. The constant G saved Newton's unfinished law and turned it into an exact law of
gravitational interaction of two bodies.

But even in its unfinished form, Newton's law became a real breakthrough in science.
Gravitational interaction became one of the 4 fundamental interactions in Nature. At the same time,
the illusion appeared and took root that Newton's law gives a complete description of gravitational
interaction. It is still believed that this is the only formula for the force of gravitational interaction.
Below we will show that there is another law of gravity that was outside Newton's field of vision and
we will give its formula. The existence of this law of gravity was indicated by Robert Hooke in his
correspondence with Newton long before the discovery of Newton's law. Robert Hooke pointed out
that the law of gravity should take into account the elliptical orbits of the planets and the inverse
square law. Hooke did not mention mass as a parameter in the law of gravity.

3. Hooke's hint that Newton did not use
It is known that in 1679-1680 Robert Hooke entered into correspondence with Newton. Hooke

in his correspondence with Newton gave him two hints for the future law of gravity. The first hint:
the law of gravity should include the inverse square law. The second hint: the law of gravity should
take into account the elliptical orbits of the planets, as in Kepler's law. In practice, Hooke gave an
approximate verbal description of the future law of gravity. This verbal description differs from the
verbal description of the law of gravity (1) given by Newton. Elliptical orbits were known at that time
from Kepler's laws. The inverse square law was proposed by Bullialdus [3]. [7]. But the possibility of
their application in the future law of gravity was not obvious. Hooke was the first to guess that the
law of gravity could be derived from Kepler's empirical laws. He persistently studied motion along
elliptical trajectories and studied the inverse square law. To do this, he conducted experiments with a
pendulum and used a graphical method to describe an elliptical orbit [1]. In his letters to Newton, he
emphasized elliptical orbits. Newton confirmed that he had received Hooke's suggestion that motion
along an ellipse should be taken into account: "...as if he had found the motion in the Ellipsis, which
inclined me to try it ..." [8].

The law of gravitation, published in 1687, shows that Newton rejected one of Hooke's hints.
Of Hooke's two hints, only the inverse square law is included in Newton's law of gravitation. As a
result, the law of gravitation that included the parameters of the elliptical orbit hinted at by Hooke
remained undiscovered. Perhaps the situation can be clarified by Newton's letter to Hooke dated
December 13, 1679. In it, Newton writes [1]: «Your acute Letter having put me upon considering thus
far ye species of this curve, | might add something about its description by points quam proxime. But
the thing being of no great moment | rather beg your pardon for having troubled you thus far with
this second scribble. ... ».

What was of great importance to Hooke meaning, for Newton "... being of no great moment
..."". Newton did not see the advantage of using the parameters of an elliptical orbit and overestimated



the role of mass as a parameter in the law of gravity. Newton used only the first hint - the inverse
square law. Obviously, Hooke's first hint confirmed his own opinion. Newton's manuscripts show that
Newton came to the understanding of the need to use the inverse square law in the law of gravity
before 1669 [9, 10]. It was this hint from Hooke that caused the dispute about priority. Newton rejected
the second hint. He did not use Hooke's second hint about elliptical orbits, like Kepler's. Instead of
using the parameters of an elliptical orbit, he introduced masses into the law of gravity. It is known
that Kepler's laws do not include masses. The use of masses in the law of gravity led to the fact that
instead of an exact law of gravity, Newton proposed only a proportional dependence of force on
masses.

There is a known entry in his notebook from 15 years before his correspondence with Hooke
in 1679: "if a body moves in an ellipse, then the force at each point... can be found™ [11]. Newton
found a formula for the gravitational force using mass, but did not find a more perfect formula for the
same force using the parameters of an ellipse. And this is against the background of the fact that
Kepler's laws had been known since 1619. And this is against the background of the fact that Hooke
persistently pointed out the need to take into account elliptical motion. Why was Newton satisfied
with an inaccurate law of gravity Fn o« mM/r?, using mass as parameters? Why did he reject Hooke's
hint and not use the parameters of an ellipse? This remains a mystery.

4. Two different approaches should have led to two different laws of gravity.

Newton introduced masses as parameters in his law of gravity. Hooke did not talk about
masses in the context of the law of gravity. Hooke believed that the law of gravity should be
represented by the inverse square law and elliptical orbits, as in Kepler. Kepler's laws do not include
masses. Hooke and Newton had different ideas about the future law of gravity.

Robert Hooke's 1685 manuscript shows that he was working hard to create a quantitative
theory of motion using the geometric method of constructing an ellipse [12]. He studied elliptical
orbits to determine the gravitational force. Could this have led Hooke to discover a law of gravity
different from Newton's? We show that Keplerian dynamics could indeed have led Hooke to discover
a law of gravity better than Newton's.

5. Hooke-Kepler law of gravitation.

Let us consider in more detail the second hint that Hooke so persistently suggested to be taken
into account in the law of gravitation. Maybe Hooke was wrong? After all, Newton rejected his hint
and used masses instead of elliptical orbit parameters? Is it possible to propose a formula for the law
of gravitation in which the parameters of the orbit are used instead of mass? To answer these questions,
let us consider what the law of gravitation would look like in symbolic form, adequate to Hooke's
verbal formulations.

According to Hooke's first hint, the law of gravitation should include the inverse square law.
According to Hooke's second hint, the law of gravitation should include the parameters of an elliptical
orbit. The central mass should not be included in the law of gravitation, since masses are not included
in Kepler's laws. Direct use of Kepler's laws does not lead to the formula for gravitational force. The
problem is solved by Kepler's constant [13], which directly follows from Kepler's 3rd law.



Using Hooke's verbal description of the future law of gravity, it is not difficult to obtain a
symbolic formula for the alternative law of gravity. Based on Hooke's verbal formulations, the
alternative law of gravity can be represented by the following symbolic equivalent:
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Fig. 1. Hooke-Kepler law of gravity. Where: m is the mass of the body, R and T are orbit
parameters, r is the distance.

As we can see, Hooke was not mistaken with the second hint. The fundamental law of gravity
that Hooke hinted at does exist. The parameters of the elliptical orbit together with the inverse square
law do lead to a new law of gravity. Robert Hooke was very close to discovering an alternative law
of gravity.

The law of gravity (Fig. 1) includes Kepler's constant. It includes the inverse square law. It
does not include the central mass. This precise and beautiful law of gravity was not discovered by
Newton, despite Hooke's hint. The reason is that Newton used masses as parameters and did not use
Hooke's second hint about elliptical orbits.

Paying tribute to the genius of Robert Hooke, I call this mathematically perfect law of gravity
the Hooke-Kepler law. This is a more precise and perfect law of gravity than Newton's law, since
distances and periods are known from observations with greater accuracy than mass. If Newton had
heeded both of Hooke's hints, he could have offered the world two laws of gravity. One approximate
law of gravity Fn o« mM/r? , and the second exact law of gravity Fn.x = mR3/T?r2.

As we can see, Newton had the opportunity to give the world an exact law of gravity back in
1687. To do this, it was enough to use Kepler's law. Robert Hooke clearly indicated this in his letter.
Historians have paid more attention to the first hint: the inverse square law. Newton took this hint
from Hooke into account. The inverse square law is equally compatible with both masses and orbital
parameters. It was because of this hint that a dispute about priority arose between Newton and Hooke.
The second hint about the need to take into account motion along an elliptical orbit in the law of
gravity was ignored. Newton rejected this hint. And in vain! As a result of Newton rejecting Hooke's
second hint, the more perfect law of gravity was not discovered. Hooke knew something more
profound about gravity, but he failed to transform his knowledge into the law of gravity. One can only
guess what a great impetus to the development of science would have been received in the second half
of the 17th century if Newton had accepted both of Hooke's hints.

6. Comparison of two laws of gravity.
Hooke and Newton had different approaches to the law of gravity. Newton and Hooke, without

even realizing it, were talking about two different laws of gravity. Hooke relied on Kepler's laws.
Newton used masses as parameters. Newton managed to discover the law of gravity. But it was not
the exact law of gravity. Hooke was very close to discovering the exact law of gravity. But he failed



to do so. Hooke turned to Newton for help. But Newton also failed to discover the exact law of gravity,
the signs of which Hooke suggested to him.

From a comparison of the two laws it follows that the law of gravity Fn ¢ mM/r? proposed
by Newton is clearly inferior to the Hooke-Kepler law of gravity Fn.x = mR3/T?r? (Fig. 2).
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Fig. 2. Hooke-Kepler law of gravitation and Newton's law of gravitation.

The law of gravitation (1), proposed by Newton, was not a quantitative physical law. It was
presented as an approximate verbal formula. Law (1), proposed by Newton, is an incomplete law of
gravitational interaction of two bodies. Hooke-Kepler law of gravitation (Fig. 1) is a quantitative
physical law. Hooke-Kepler law is an exact and complete law of gravitational interaction of two
bodies. Newton's law includes masses as parameters. Hooke-Kepler law of gravitation does not
include central mass. Hooke-Kepler law includes Kepler constant as a parameter [13].

Hooke-Kepler law of gravitation (Fig. 1) and Newton's law of gravitation (1) are not equivalent
physical laws. These are different laws of gravitation. There is no equal sign between them:
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The common feature of the two laws of gravity is the inverse square law. This feature became
the cause of the priority dispute between Hooke and Newton.

7. The gravitational constant G includes the Kepler constant R3/T2,
The constant G is called the Newtonian constant of gravitation [14]. But Newton did not even

mention it. The constant G appeared in the formula for the law of gravitation much later than the
discovery of the law of universal gravitation. Henry Cavendish in 1798 also did not know about the
existence of the constant G and did not measure it. He measured the density of the Earth. The constant
G appeared in the formula F = GmM/r? almost 200 years after the discovery of the law of universal
gravitation and 75 years after the Cavendish experiment.

J. A. M. Pereira in [15] showed the history of the appearance of the constant G. In 1803, S. D.
Poisson presented the formula for the law of universal gravitation F = f mM/r? with the coefficient f,
which later became the constant G [15, 16].

In 1873, A. Cornu and J. B. Baille also used the symbol f for the coupling constant in Newton's
law of gravitation (4 - 6, 15).

The law of universal gravitation in the form familiar to us F = GmM/r? was presented by J. H.
Poynting in 1913 [15, 17].



The constant G is now considered a fundamental constant [14]. Limits on the change of G
have been confirmed. Analysis of observations shows that the gravitational constant G has changed
by less than one part in ten billion per year over the past nine billion years [18].

There is an ongoing debate about the fundamental status of the constant G [19 - 21]. In [22],
it was shown that the constant G can be represented using the fundamental physical constants of the
electron by the following formula:

G =rdlt?meDo  (3)

Where: re is the radius of the electron, te = re/c, me is the mass of the electron, Do is the large
Weyl number (Do = 4.16561... x 10742).

The constant G is presented in formula (3) by electromagnetic constants. The formula for
calculating G includes the Kepler constant for the electron re®/te?.

In [13] it is shown that the constant G can be presented using the parameters of the Universe
by the following formula:

G=RAITéMu (4

Where: Ry is the radius of the Universe, Ty is the time of the Universe, My is the mass of the
Universe.

Formula (4) includes the Kepler constant for the Universe R.*/T.2. Formulas (3) and (4) show
that G is a composite constant. A similar equation is valid for the solar system:

G=RYT°Me (5

Where: R, T are the parameters of the planet's orbit, Mo is the mass of the Sun.

The universality of the constant G leads to an interesting connection between the parameters
of the electron, the parameters of the solar system and the parameters of the Universe:

re/te?meDo = R3T?Mo = RE/TW?Mu  (6)

Equation (6) lacks a formula that includes the parameters of the galaxy. The universality of
the constant G indicates that this equation must include a formula that includes the parameters of the
galaxy, represented by the Kepler constant. This equation is valid for all structural objects in the
Universe:

3/t.2 — R3/T2 — R3 2 - —RJ3T2

re /te meDo - R /T MO - R ga|axy/T ga]axyMga|axy — Ru /Tu Mu (7)

What is surprising is the presence in the equation of the electron parameters in the same row
with the parameters of objects in the Universe.

8. Conclusion.

Hooke offered Newton cooperation. Newton chose competition. Hooke gave two hints for the
future law of gravity: the law of gravity should include the inverse square law, like Bullialdus, and
elliptical orbits, like Kepler's. Newton included the inverse square law in his law of gravity, but did
not include the parameters of the elliptical orbit. Instead of the parameters of the elliptical orbit, he
used mass. Newton did not see the decisive role of the parameters of the elliptical orbit and
overestimated the role of mass as a parameter in the law of gravity. As a result, the world received an
incomplete law of gravity in the form: Fn o mM/r2. This law of Newton's gravity existed in an
incomplete form for about 200 years until the constant G appeared in it.

In those years, nothing prevented Newton from giving the world an exact law of gravity in the
form: Frk = mR3/T?r2, At that time, both Kepler's laws and inverse square law were well known.
These laws opened the way to a more perfect law of gravity. But to do this, Newton would have to



accept both hints that Hooke gave him. In this case, there would be very little Newtonian in the law
of gravity of the form: Fn-kx = mR3/T?r2. This would be Hooke's law.

Perhaps Newton's rivalry played its fatal role and prevented him from giving the world the
exact and mathematically perfect law of gravity that Hooke pointed him to. Hooke argued with
Newton over the inverse square law in Newton's inaccurate and incomplete law. Hooke did not know
how close he was to the exact and more valuable law of gravity.

In 1853, H. Garcet presented Newton's gravitational force as: F = 4m2(a3T?)(m12) [15, 23].
Garcet presented the force formula in the context of Newton's verbal formula. He did not notice that
this formula for gravitational force is not adequate to Newton's verbal formula. He also did not notice
that this formula for gravitational force is very close to Robert Hooke's verbal formula. Again, an
opportunity was missed to see in this formula an alternative law of gravitation that Hooke had hinted
at.

After Newton's law was refined 200 years later and presented as Fn = GMm/R?, it became
clear how closely the law of gravity and Kepler's laws are connected. Now a student or even a
schoolchild can show the connection between Newton's law and Kepler's laws. It is easy to derive
both Newton's law from Kepler's laws and Kepler's laws from Newton's law. When deriving such a
connection, it is easy to see Kepler's constant R%/T2. When deriving, this constant R3/T2 appears in
formulas every time and reminds us that its rightful place is in the new law of gravitation, which
Newton was unable to discover. Hooke saw and predicted the close connection between Kepler's laws
and the future law of gravitation long before Newton's law of gravitation appeared. Hooke directly
pointed out to Newton that the law of gravitation should take into account the elliptical orbits of the
planets and the law of inverse squares.

9. Conclusions
1. There were two different verbal formulations of the law of gravity. One formulation

belonged to Newton: the force is proportional to the masses and inversely proportional to the square
of the distance. The other verbal formulation belonged to Hooke. Robert Hooke pointed out that the
law of gravity should take into account the elliptical orbits of the planets and the inverse square law.

2. Different verbal formulas could not refer to the same law of gravitation. They referred to
two different laws of gravitation.

3. Using masses as parameters led Newton to the law of gravity of the form: Fn oc mM/r?. As
a result, the world received the law of universal gravitation. To turn this proportional formula into an
exact equation, the gravitational constant G was needed. Newton's law existed in an unfinished form
for about 200 years until the constant G appeared in it.

4. Hooke's approach should have led to an exact law of gravity of the form: Fr.x = mR3/T?r?.
Robert Hooke was very close to discovering this exact alternative law of gravity.

5. The law of gravity F1-k = mR3/T2r? surpasses in its perfection the law proposed by Newton:
Fn o« mM/r2. The Hooke-Kepler law surpasses in its perfection the law of gravity containing the
constant G (Fn = GMm/r?), since distances and periods are known from observations with greater
accuracy than mass and the constant G.

6. If Newton had accepted both of Hooke's hints, the world would have received the exact and
perfect law of gravity Fr-k = mR3/T?r? back in 1687. Nothing stood in the way. At that time, both



Kepler's laws and the inverse square law of Bullialdus were well known. Hooke's verbal formulations
gave the necessary hint. But Newton used mass in the law of gravity instead of the parameters of an
elliptical orbit.

References.

Nauenberg, M. Robert Hooke’s Seminal Contribution to Orbital Dynamics. Phys. perspect. 7,
4-34 (2005). https://doi.org/10.1007/s00016-004-0226-y

2. Enrique Gaztanaga. Hooke's picture & Newton's Lockdown. (2022).
https://darkcosmos.com/home/f/newton-and-lockdown

3. Historical Notes: The Gravitational Constant June 2023 Isobel Falconer
DOI:10.48550/arXiv.2306.06411

4. Ducheyne, S. Testing universal gravitation in the laboratory, or the significance of
research on the mean density of the earth and big G, 1798-1898: changing pursuits and
long-term methodological-experimental continuity. Arch. Hist. Exact Sci. 65, 181-227
(2011). https://doi.org/10.1007/s00407-010-0075-9

5. Cornu, Marie-Alfred, and Jean-Baptistin Baille. 1873. Détermination nouvelle de la
constante de I’attraction et de la densit¢é moyenne de la terre. Comptes rendus
hebdomadaires des séances de I’ Académie des Sciences 76 (n° 13, Semestre 1): 954-958.

6. A. Cornu and J. B. Baille. D etermination nouvelle de la constante de I’attraction et de la
densit'e moyennede la terre. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris, 76, 1873.

7. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inverse-square_law

8. Newton-Hooke priority controversy for the inverse square law,
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Newton-
Hooke priority controversy for the_inverse square law

9. Sfetcu, Nicolae, "Hooke's claim on the law of gravity", SetThings (January 14, 2019), DOI:
10.13140/RG.2.2.16867.81441, URL = https://www.telework.ro.com/en/hookes-claim-on-
thelaw-of-gravity/

10. Whiteside, D. T. 1991. “The Pre-History of the ‘Principia’ from 1664 to 1686.” Notes and
Records of the Royal Society of London, 11-61.

11. Michael Nauenberg. Hooke, Newton, and the Trials of Historical Examination . Physics
Today 57 (8), 2021 (2004). https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4796646

12. Herman Erlichson, Hooke's September 1685 Ellipse Vertices Construction and Newton's
Instantaneous Impulse Construction, Historia Mathematica, Volume 24, Issue 2, 1997, Pages
167-184, ISSN 0315-0860, https://doi.org/10.1006/hmat.1996.2133.

13.  Kosinov, M. (2024). Kepler’s constant in celestial mechanics, in electromagnetism and in
cosmology. Cambridge Open Engage. doi:10.33774/coe-2024-gx0d6

14.  CODATA values of the fundamental physical constants. https://www.nist.gov/programs-
projects/codata-values-fundamental-physical-constants.

15.  J. A. M. Pereira (2021). J. Phys.. Conf. Ser. 1929 012014. DOl 10.1088/1742-
6596/1929/1/012014

16.

S. D. Poisson, "Treatise on Mechanics", Vol 1, (1803), Graisberry and Gill, Dublin,pg.
377


https://doi.org/10.1007/s00016-004-0226-y
https://darkcosmos.com/home/f/newton-and-lockdown
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.06411
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inverse-square_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Newton-%09Hooke_priority_controversy_for_the_inverse_square_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Newton-%09Hooke_priority_controversy_for_the_inverse_square_law
https://www.telework.ro.com/en/hookes-claim-on-%09thelaw-of-gravity/
https://www.telework.ro.com/en/hookes-claim-on-%09thelaw-of-gravity/
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4796646
https://www.nist.gov/programs-
https://www.nist.gov/programs-

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

J. H. Poynting,"The Earth, its Shape, Size, Weight and Spin". Cambridge/New York:
CambridgeUniversity Press/G.P. Putnam’s Sons (1913) pg. 84].

Mould, J.; Uddin, S. A. (10 April 2014). "Constraining a Possible Variation of G with
Type IaSupernovae". Publications of the Astronomical Society ofAustralia.
doi:10.1017/pasa.2014.9. S2CID 119292899.

M. J. Duff, L. B. Okun and G. Veneziano. Trialogue on the number of fundamental constants.
JHEP 03. 2002; 023. physics/0110060.

Wesson, Paul S. Constants and Cosmology - the Nature and Origin of Fundamental Constants
in Astrophysics and Particle Physics. Space Science Reviews, Volume 59, Issue 3-4, pp. 365-
406. DOI: 10.1007/BF00242090

Duff, M. J. (2014). How fundamental are fundamental constants? Contemporary
Physics, 56(1), 35-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/00107514.2014.980093

Kosinov, M. (2024). FIVE PRIMARY FUNDAMENTAL CONSTANTS FOR
EXPRESSING THE ENTIRE SET OF PHYSICAL LAWS, SECONDARY CONSTANTS
AND PARAMETERS OF THE UNIVERSE. Cambridge Open Engage. doi:10.33774/coe-
2024-fxz88)

H. Garcet, Elements de Machanique, Lezorby et Magdeleine Ed. (1853).



https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/link_gateway/1992SSRv...59..365W/doi:10.1007/BF00242090
https://doi.org/10.1080/00107514.2014.980093

