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and animated” the abstract concept of beauty, called
it Venus, and assigned to it the qualities of a living
organism.

This type of reasoning of course represents an old
form of idolatry known as animism.'! It is a faith that
is in direct conflict with the professed rationalistic na-
ture of the science of modern man. Hence transform-
ism is not only profoundly unscientific, it is self-con-
tradictory an tﬁus irrational as a philosophy, and it
is borne by an apostate faith.

The question “What is man? Who is he?” cannot be
answered by man himself, concluded De Wit. For a
Christian biologist the answer given by the revelation
from God’s Word and the limits set by Him to our ac-
tual observations form the indispensible point of de-
parture for a veritable science of man.

In a final article I hope to demonstrate how a thor-
oughly Christian approach to creation can lead us to
a Scriptural philosophy of nature and a reformation of
the sciences.
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Abstract

God could have started magnetic fields in the solar system in a very simple way: by creating the original atoms
of the planets with many of their nuclear spins pointing in the same direction. The small magnetic fields of so
many atomic nuclei add up to fields large enough to account for the magnetism of the planets. Within seconds
after creation, ordinary physical events would convert the alignment of nuclei into a large electric current circu-
lating within each planet, maintaining the magnetic field. The currents and fields would decay steadily over
thousands of years, as Barnes has pointed out. The present magnetic field strengths of the Earth, Sun, Moon,
and planets agree very well with the values produced by this theory and a 6000-year age for the solar system.
The theory is consistent with all the known data and explains many facts which have puzzled evolutionists.

Introduction

The Earth’s magnetic field is what makes compass
needles point north. In an earlier paper! I showed that
God could have started the Earth’s field in a very sim-
ple way, by using the magnetic fields of spinning
atomic nuclei (Figure 1). He could have created many
of the Earth’s original atomic nuclei with their spins
pointing in a particular direction. The small magnetic
tields of so many nuclei would add up to a field large
enough to account for the Earth’s magnetism.

Immediately after their creation, the atoms would
begin to collide due to normal thermal motions. With-
in seconds these collisions would knock the nuclei out
of their original alignment into a more random order.
But the ordinary laws of electricity and magnetism
would maintain the magnetic field by starting up a
large electric current — billions of amperes — in the
Earth’s conductive interior. The process is shown in
Figure 2.

*D. Russell Humphreys has a Ph.D. in physics and is a physicist
at Sandia National Laboratories, Albuquerque, NM 87185.
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Figure 1. Magnetic field of an atomic nucleus. Atoms of many
elements, such as hydrogen, have spinning nuclei. Such a
nucleus has a small magnetic field, like that of a small bar
magnet lined up with the spin axis.
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Figure 2. The change from aligned nuclear spins to a circulating current in a planet. (a) God creates atomic nuclei with aligned
spins, producing a magnetic field around the planet. (b) Thermal collisions of atoms begin to disorient the spins, starting up an
electric current in the interior which maintains the field. (c) A few seconds after creation, the nuclei are completely disoriented.
The current is fully established, and the magnetic field is as strong as before.

The electrical resistance of the interior would then
cause the current and field to decay steadily over
thousands of years down to the size they are today.
The field would decrease exponentially, that is, by a
fixed percentage per unit time (Figure 3). (Since read-
ers of this Quarterly come from very diverse areas of
science, I am italicizing and explaining the more tech-
nical terms.)

Dr. Thomas Barnes? has used 130 years of published
magnetic field observations to show that the earth’s
field indeed appears to be decaying exponentially at
about five percent per century. He also showed that
that decay rate corresponds to a reasonable value of
electrical conductivity in the Earth’s core.

In my article I calculated on the basis of the nuclear
magnetism hypothesis that the Earth’s field at creation
was about eighteen times stronger than it is now. This
value agrees to within five percent with the value we
get by extrapolating the field’s present decay rate 6000
years into the past, well within the experimental error.

A magnetic field generated and decaying in this way
would have about the same shape as the field of a bar
magnet. Such a field has only two poles (north and
south), so physical scientists call it a dipole field.
Most of the Earth’s field today is dipolar.

So the nuclear magnetism idea, the short Biblical
time scale. and an exponential decay all fit the main
features of the Earth’s field rather well. After writing
the first article, I began to wonder if God made the
magnetic fields of the Sun, Moon, and planets in the
same way, that is, by creating the nuclei with their
spins lined up.

Fortunately, the last decade of planetary exploration
has produced much data against which to check the
theory. The next three sections outline the theory. For
details and references. see my previous article. In sec-
tions 5-9 I apply the theory to the various solar system
bodies and compare the results to the known magnetic

field data.

As well as I can tell, all of the data fall within the
bounds of the theory. I hope that you, the reader, will
find this as exciting as I do.

Water: The Raw Material of Creation

The strength of a dipole field’s source is called its
magnetic moment. It is proportional to the amount of
current circulating in the source and the area encircled
by the current. The dipole magnetic moment of the
earth today is 7.9 X 1022 Joules per Tesla (1 J/T = 1
Ampere-meter? = 1000 Gauss-cm?).% 4

To calculate the magnetic moment of a planet at
creation, we must know the original material. In the
previous article I presented Scriptural evidence that
God originally created the Earth as a sphere of pure
water. One of the Scriptures is the last part of 2 Peter
3:5 (NASB): “. .. and the earth was formed out of
water and by water.” Shortly after that, God must
have transformed much of the water into other matter,
such as iron, silicon, minerals, and rock.

I know of no explicit Scripture which says that God
created the heavenly bodies in the same way He did
the Earth. But there is a hint, perhaps. The Hebrew
word translated “heavens” in Genesis 1 consists of two
other Hebrew words which mean “there, waters.” Let
us assume that God created the Sun, Moon, and plan-
ets as water, which He then transformed.

Lining Up Nuclei

The next thing we need to know is how much mag-
netic moment water can have. How magnetic moments
in a water molecule line up under normal circum-
stances, and how God may have aligned them at crea-
tion are discussed in this section.

The magnetic moments of the 10 electrons in a water
molecule cancel themselves out, so that their total con-
tribution is zero. The magnetic moment of the oxygen
nucleus is similarly zero. But the two hydrogen nuclei
(protons) in the molecule each have a magnetic mo-
ment of 1.41 X 10-2¢ J/T.¢ An external magnetic field
(however slight) normally lines each pair of nuclei into
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Figure 3. Exponential decay curve, plotted on two types of
graph. (a) Ordinary graph with linear (evenly-spaced)
scales. Time T is the characteristic decay time. (b) Log-
linear graph, having a linear horizontal scale and a logarith-
mic (compressed) vertical scale. An exponential decay is a
straight line on such a graph. The magnetic fields of planets
decay exponentially over thousands of years.

one of four possible arrangements. Figure 4 shows the

possibilities. A molecule in group (A) has its proton

spins pointed in opposite directions, so that its total
magnetic moment is zero. Chemists call this the para
state. Molecules in groups (B), (C), and (D) are in
what chemists call the ortho state. An ortho molecule
has its proton spins pointing in the same direction, so

that its total magnetic moment is 2.82 x 10-2¢ J/T.

The three types of ortho molecules have their magnetic

moments parallel (B), opposed (C), or in random di-

rections perpendicular (D) to the external field.

In normal circumstances, the number of molecules
in each of the four groups—three ortho and one para--
is roughly equal. All the magnetic moments cancel
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out, so that water normally has no net magnetic mo-
ment of its own. However, God was under no require-
ment to create the water molecules in their normal
order. For example, He could have created all the
molecules with their proton magnetic moments lined
up in a given direction, producing the maximum mag-
netic moment possible from the protons. Or, He could
have lined up the protons of the third ortho group
(Figure 4(D)) along the field axis. Figure 5 shows this
order. This would produce a field having one-fourth
of the maximum strength with a minimum of deviation
from the normal order. I do not know from Scripture
what proportion of the protons God aligned in each
case. In the previous article I put an arbitrary factor,
k, into the equations. This alignment factor represents
what fraction of the maximum field God chose.

The maximum value of k is one; the minimum is
zero. Ordering by whole subgroups would give pos-
sible values of %, %, %, or 1. In the previous paper I
assumed that k for the earth was 4 I supported this
choice by pointing out that it increases the molecular
order with a minimum of perturbation from the normal
alignment. But it is a subjective choice. In the absence
of any better criterion, let us assume that k = 0.25
unless we find out otherwise.

Calculating the Fields

The previous sections tell us everything we need to
know to calculate a planet’s magnetic moment at crea-
tion. It is simply the combined magnetic moment of all
the aligned ortho water molecules.

The magnetic moment of . of an ortho molecule is
2.82 x 10-26 J/T (section 3). The total number of water
molecules comprising the planet at creation is the
planet’s mass m (in kg) divided by the mass mw of a
water molecule, 2.992 X 10-2¢ kg. The factor k then
gives us the fraction of aligned molecules. Putting all
this together into an equation gives us the planet’s
magnetic moment M. at creation (in J/T):

M. = k(m/myw)iw. D)
This equation works out numerically as:
M. = k(0.9425) D). @
g
That is, every kilogram of water God created had a
magnetic moment of nearly k Joules per Tesla.

As I mentioned in the introduction, a large electric
current would begin circulating in the planet’s interior

Field
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Figure 4. Normal alignment of the hydrogen nuclei in water

subjected to a weak magnetic field. Twenty-five percent of
the water molecules are in each of the four possible states.
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Figure 5. One possible special alignment of water protons at
creation. This configuration would produce 25 percent of the
maximum possible magnetic field with not much deviation
from the normal order.

around the magnetic field axis, replacing the alignment
of protons within seconds. The current would then
decay exponentially.® So the magnetic moment M at
any time ¢ after creation would be:

M = M. exp(—t/T). 3)

Here T is the decay time, the time it takes for the field
to decrease to 36.8 percent of any given value (Figure
3). M. is the magnetic moment at creation given in
equations (1) and (2). A planetary core of radius R
(in meters) and uniform electrical conductivity o (in
mhos per meter) would have a decay time of:?

T = (uooR%/7?) seconds, 4)

where uo is the magnetic permeability (4m X 107
henry per meter).

Equations (1) or (2) can tell us the original magnetic
moment of a planet. Measurements give us the present
value. A straightforward reading of Scripture can give
us the time ¢ between creation and now. We can then
solve equation (3) to give us the decay time of the
planet’s field:

t
= In(M./M) ®)

We can use this calculated decay time in equation (4)
to calculate the average electrical conductivity of the
planet’s core:

T

o = 7*T/uR2 (6)

If we have a reasonable estimate of the core radius,
we can tell whether equation (6) gives us a reasonable
value for the conductivity.

The Earth
Figure 6 shows how the Earth’s measured dipole
magnetic moment has decreased over the last 150
years.'% 11 The best fit to the data occurs with a decay

time of:
T = 2049 = 79 years (data). (7

The best-fit line gives a magnetic moment for the year
1980 A.D. of:

M = (7.94 = 0.05) X 102 J/T (data). (8)

Table I contains a summary of the relevant solar sys-
tem measurements.!? Using the table’s value for the
Earth’s mass in equation (1) with k = 0.25 (section 3)

8.0
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gives my theory’s estimate of the Earth’s magnetic mo-
ment at creation:

M, = 141 X 102 J/T (theory). )

If the chronologic geneologies of Genesis 5 and 11
have no gaps in them, then the date of creation was
about 4000 B.C.!3 That would mean that the Earth in
1980 A.D. had an age of about 5980 years. Using these
values in equation (5) gives this theory’s estimate of
the decay time of the Earth’s magnetic field:

T = 2075 years (theory). (10)

This value agrees with the measured value in (7) to
better than two percent, well within the experimental
error. Using the experimental decay time (7) and the
measured core radius'* of 3471 km in equation (6) gives
us an estimate of the Earth’s average core conductivity:
41900 = 1600 mhos/meter. This value is close to esti-
mated conductivities of some materials under core
conditions.!?

T T T
i Decay Time i
2049 Years
" Magnetic ’
Moment
- (1022 4/T)
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Figure 6. Observed values of the Earth’s magnetic dipole mo-
ment since 1829 A.D. A straight line on this log-linear graph
implies an exponential decay. The straight line shown is the
best (least-squares) fit to the data. The data are tabulated in
reference 1 which come from references 10 and 11. This in-
cludes eight new points since Barnes’ paper (Ref. 2).

The Sun

The Sun has the largest magnetic moment of any
object in the solar system. The fields at its surface are
usually complex. They are very strong in some places,
especially near sunspots. The Sun’s magnetic fields
and sunspot activity go through a fairly regular 22-year
cycle.’ When the number of sunspots is at a mini-
mum, the Sun’s general magnetic field is nearly di-
polar.l” At that time, according to spectroscopic ob-
servations, the Sun’s magnetic moment has its maxi-
mum value:18-20

M = 3.5 X 10% J/T (data). (11)

This value is only approximate because no space probe
has orbited the Sun to make more accurate measure-
ments.

The magnetic moment does not stay at this peak
level long. Over a period of years it steadily decreases
to zero, reverses direction, and begins to increase
again. Eleven years after the first peak the dipole mo-
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ment is again at a maximum, this time in the opposite
direction. After another 11 years the dipole moment
and direction are as they were at first. So the Sun’s
field reverses itself once every 11 years. If the solar
cycle has stayed the same since creation, the field has
reversed more than 500 times. If we now use the solar
mass of Table I in equation (1) with k = 0.25, we get
the following value for the solar magnetic moment at
creation:

M. = 4.65 x 102 J/T (theory). (12)

This value is only about 25 percent higher than the
latest observed peak. If this theory is correct, the Sun’s
magnetic field has not changed much since creation.
The Sun’s energies churn up the field, reversing it pe-
riodically, but they have not made the magnetic mo-
ment any larger. Instead, the churning seems to have
decreased the field a bit. Using the values above in
equation (5) gives an effective decay time of about
19000 years. I call this an “effective” decay time be-
cause it is shorter than the time we would calculate
simply from equation (4). It means that the reversal
cycles dissipate more energy than a simple decay does.
This picture of the Sun’s magnetic cycle differs from
the one evolutionists imagine. They want to have solar
and planetary fields maintaining themselves by a dy-
namo (self-generating) process for billions of years.*!

To accomplish this, the fluid motions in the Sun
would have to crank as much energy into the magnetic
field as various loss mechanisms dissipate. But no dy-
namo theory at present is mathematically specific
enough to determine such quantities. In contrast to
the dynamo theories, equation (12) implies that the
field loses more than whatever it might gain, making
the peak moment decrease a little each cycle. Figure
7 illustrates the difference. If the Sun is a dynamo, the
engine does not seem to be chugging. The dynamo
is running down.
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Figure 7. The variation of the Sun’s magnetic moment accord-
ing to (a) dynamo theories, (b) this theory. If the peak
magnetic moments are indeed decreasing, then the Sun does
not have a self-generating dynamo.

The Moon
Today the Moon has very little, if any, magnetic
moment of its own. An analysis of the Apollo 15 lunar
orbiter data sets the following upper limit on the
Moon’s present dipole moment:??
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M < 1.3 x 10% J/T (data). (13)

But the Moon once had a strong magnetic field in the
past. Lunar rock samples brought back by the Apollo
crews had a natural remanent ( permanent) magnetiza-
tion acquired by cooling in an external magnetic field.
Some of the rocks were basalt, formed from cooling
lava. Others were breccia, fragments probably pressed
together by meteorite impacts. All magnetically tested
samples had a remanent magnetization.?® But only a
few were chemically stable enough to measure the
ancient field intensity by the most accurate method.?*
The most accurately measured basalt is sample num-
ber 62235, taken by the Apollo 16 astronauts near the
Descartes highlands.2? The basalt had been in a field
of about 0.12 milliteslas (1.2 Gauss) when it cooled
down. This intensity would be produced by a lunar
magnetic moment of about:

M, ~ 6.3 x 1021 J/T (data). (14)

The best-measured breccia is sample number 15498,
taken by the Apollo 15 crew from Dune crater near the
Lunar Appenines.2¢ It was in a 2100 nanotesla (0.021
Gauss) field during the meteorite impact. This corre-
sponds to a lunar dipole moment of about:

M, ~ 1.1 x 10% J/T (data). (15)

I have assumed that these samples were near the
magnetic equator when they cooled. If they were not,
the dipole moments could be up to 50 percent smaller.
Local irregularities in the ancient field could easily
give a 50 percent error the other way, too. Most of
the field intensities measured by the other (less accu-
rate) methods give results between these two values.
How do these values compare with the theory? Using
the mass of the Moon (Table 1) and k = 0.25 in equa-
tion (1) gives us the magnetic moment of the Moon at
creation:

M. = 1.73 x 102 J/T (theory). (16)

Using this value and the present value (13) in equation
(5) shows that the decay time of the Moon’s field is
less than 364 years. This is a very short decay time.
But it is a reasonable value, because the Moon has a
very small core. Seismic measurements on the Moon
give a core radius of about 350 km, which is consistent
with other estimates.?” Using this radius and the above
decay time in equation (6) shows that the Moon’s aver-
age core conductivity is less than 30000 mhos/meter.
This is about 75 percent of the value we got for the
Earth’s core. Such agreement is very close, considering
the fact that small impurities can easily change the
conductivity of a substance by an order of magnitude.
It implies that the Earth and Moon could have similar
core compositions.

We can now use the above decay time in equation
(5) to estimate how long after creation the two lunar
rocks were formed. Using the values (14) and (15) in
turn for M in equation (5), and solving for ¢ gives a
formation time of less than 370 years after creation for
the basalt and less than 1840 years for the breccia.
Figure 8 shows the various times and dipole moments.
The lava forming the basalt flowed less than a few
centuries after creation. According to Genesis 5 and
7, the Flood occurred 1656 years after creation. So the
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meteorite forming the breccia hit the Moon less than a
few centuries after the Genesis Flood.

Evolutionists have disagreed among themselves over
how to solve what one called “the enigma of lunar
magnetism.”?® One faction points out that the data re-
quire a field source inside the Moon.?? They deduce
from this that the Moon had a dynamo which later
stopped. The other faction says that the Moon could
never have had a dynamo.?¢ First, its present slow ro-
tation and small core are incompatible with most dy-
namo models. Second, current evolutionary theories
cannot allow a molten core in the Moon’s early history.
Yet a molten core is essential to the dynamo theory.
So this group keeps trying to find ways that some ex-
ternal field could have magnetized the Moon rocks.
Both groups have started from a good point and then
reached wrong conclusions. The Moon’s field had an
internal source, but it was not a dynamo. It was just an
electric current running down . Here we have a simple
creationist solution to a “paradox™! that has puzzled
evolutionists for a decade.
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Figure 8. Decay of the Moon’s magnetic moment. The present
value is an upper limit. The initial value is from this theory.
The values M; and M- are rough (factor of two) estimates of
the lunar magnetic moment from the measured natural rem-
anent magnetization of two lunar rocks (Ref. 23 and 25).
The times for M; and M. are estimated from the decay curve.

The Inner Planets

The Mariner 10 flybys of Mercury in 1974 and 1975
showed that the planet has a small but definite mag-
netic field. That surprised dynamo theorists, who had
expected no field at all*? because of the planet’s slow
rotation. Mercury’s lack of an atmosphere and an iono-
sphere make analysis of even a small field relatively
simple. The magnetic dipole moment is:3*

M = (48 = 0.3) x 10 J/T (data). 17)

Using k = 0.25 and Mercury’s mass (Table 1) in equa-
tion %1) gives us its magnetic moment at creation:
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M, = 7.5 X 1022 J/T (theory). (18)

These two values, put into equation (5), give a decay
time of about 813 years. From Mercury’s density and
other data, planetologists estimate that it has a fairly
dense core with a radius of about 1830 km.?* Using
this radius and this decay time in equation (6) gives us
an average conductivity for Mercury’s core of 60000
mhos/meter. This value is of the same order of mag-
nitude as the core conductivities of the Earth and
Moon.
Mercury’s magnetism is a problem for dynamo theo-

rists:

.. . the very existence of the field is puzzling. If

Mercury can maintain a steady dipole field, the

earth, which rotates 59 times as fast and has a core

twice as large, should be able to sustain more com-

plicated fields.??

Again, this theory gives a simple answer to what
seemed a difficult problem.

Measurements from both American and Russian
space probes show small magnetic fields around Venus.
Unlike Mercury, however, Venus has an atmosphere
which complicates the analysis of small fields. At pres-
ent, scientists feel that the planet’s magnetosphere
(ionosphere and solar wind) generates much of the ob-
served field. If that is so, then the internally-generated
magnetic moment of Venus is less than:3% 37

M < 10® J/T (data). (19)

Using k = 0.25 and the planet’s mass (Table 1) in equa-
tion (1) gives us the dipole moment of Venus at crea-
tion:

M. = 1.15 x 10** J/T (theory). (20)

This implies, by equation (5), a decay time of less than
513 years. If the core radius is about 2700 km,38 this
rapid decay implies from equation (6) that the core
conductivity of Venus is less than 17000 mhos/meter.

Dynamo theorists say that the slow rotation of Venus
explains its low field. But our creationist theory offers
an explanation which is at least as good: that the core
of Venus is less than half as conductive as the Earth’s.
The various space missions to Mars have shown that
it, like Venus, has a small magnetic field. The upper
limit to its dipole moment is:3°

M < 2.1 x 10 J/T (data). 1)

Again, using k = 0.25 in equation (1) gives the dipole
moment of Mars at creation:

M. = 1.51 x 10?8 J/T (theory). (22)

These values imply a decay time of less than 535 years.
Using an estimated core radius of 1750 km shows that
Mars’” core conductivity is less than 43000 mhos/meter.
This is about the same as the Earth’s conductivity.
So for the Moon and the terrestrial planets, we find
similar core conductivities. But the dynamo theories
do not produce such consistency:
Mars has no field, although it rotates more than
50 times as fast as Mercury. If Mar’s core is com-
parable in size to Mercury’s, as some workers have
argued on the basis of the mean density of the
planet, the absence of a field on Mars and the
presence of one on Mercury is baffling.4°
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Table I
Solar System Physical Data
From Reference 12

Number Body Mass Av. Radius Av. Density Rotation Period
(kg) (km) (g/cm?) (days)
1 Sun 1.991 x 103¢ 695950 1.410 24.66
2 Mercury 3.181 x 1023 2433 5.431 58.82
3 Venus 4.883 x 10%* 6053 5.256 244.59
4 Earth 5.979 x 10%¢ 6371 5.519 1.00
5 Moon 7.354 x 1022 1738 3.342 27.40
6 Mars 6.418 x 10*3 3380 3.907 1.03
7 Jupiter 1.901 x 10%7 69758 1.337 0.41
8 Saturn 5.684 x 1026 58219 0.688 0.43
9 Uranus 8.682 x 102 23470 1.603 0.45
10 Neptune 1.027 x 102%¢ 22716 2.272 0.66
11 Pluto (1.08 = 1.00) x 102 5700 1.65 = 1.57 6.41

In summary, the creation/decay theory explains the
magnetism of the inner planets more consistently than
the dynamo theory does.

The Outer Planets
Jupiter is the largest and most massive object orbit-
ing the Sun. The Pioneer and Voyager missions to this
awesome planet showed that it also has an intense
magnetic field. Its magnetic moment is second only to
the Sun’s:#!
M = 1.55 x 10%*7 J/T (data). (23)

If we use our arbitrary value of k = 0.25 in equation
(1) to calculate Jupiter's magnetic moment at creation,
we get a value less than this. The minimum alignment
fraction which will give the present field is 0.87. But
since the field must have decayed at least somewhat
since creation, the fraction must have been greater. If
we use the maximum alignment fraction, k = 1.0, then
we get a maximum value for Jupiter’s magnetic mo-
ment at creation:

M. < 1.79 X 10% J/T (theory). (24)

So it looks as if God pulled out nearly all the organ
stops when He orchestrated Jupiter. Not only did He
create a larger mass of water, but He lined up more
than 90 percent of the water’s hydrogen nuclei. These
two values imply that Jupiter’s decay time is greater
than 41000 years.

We have no direct measurements on Jupiter’s core
radius R yet. But we can use Jupiter’s average surface
radius Rs, 70000 km, to express the average core con-
ductivity of equation (6) as a function of R/Rs:

o = (w2T/poR2)(Re/R)2. 25)

Using the above decay time in (25) gives us a minimum
value for Jupiter’s core conductivity:

o > (R«/R)*(2100 mhos/meter). (26)

From Jupiter’s low density and equatorial bulge, plan-
etologists estimate that it is mostly hydrogen and some
helium, with a rocklike inner core. The hydrogen is
probably in a liquid state (possibly metallic also) below
about 0.8 jovian radii from the center.*? Using this in
equation (26) shows that the average core conductivity
is greater than 3000 mhos/meter. This value is some-

what lower than theoretical estimates of the conduc-
tivity of liquid metallic hydrogen. But it is consistent
with the estimated conductivity of liquid molecular
hydrogen.*3 At present there are not enough experi-
mental data on the conductivity of hydrogen at high
pressures and temperatures to shed further light.

Saturn is also a low-density planet like Jupiter, but
somewhat smaller. Pioneer 11 measurements show
that its magnetic moment is:*4 3

M = 4.3 x 10% J/T (data). @7

Using k = 0.25 and Saturn’s mass from Table 1 gives
its magnetic moment at creation:

M. = 1.34 x 102 J/T (theory). (28)

These two values give a decay time of 5300 years.
Using an average surface radius of 58000 km in equa-
tion (25) gives Saturn’s average core conductivity:

o = (Rs/R)*(390 mhos/meter). (29)

If the core radius is about 0.6 Saturn radii,*¢ its average
conductivity is about 1100 mhos/meter. So the two
gas giant planets have similar core conductivities ac-
cording to this theory.

Until Voyager 2 flies past Uranus in January 1986,
we will not have any direct measurements of that
planet’s magnetic field. However, observations of
ultraviolet light from atomic hydrogen in the atmos-
phere of Uranus provide good indirect evidence that
the planet does have a field.*” Using the mass from
Table I and assuming that k = 0.25 gives Uranus’ mag-
netic moment at creation:

M. = 2.05 X 10?5 J/T (theory). (30)

The maximum value (for k = 1.0) according to this
theory would be 8.18 X 10?5 J/T. One recent specula-
tive model of Uranus has a dense core of about 8000
km radius surrounded by an icy mantle.*8 If the core
conductivity is similar to that of the inner planets, it
would be of the order of 10¢ mhos/meter. In that case,
according to equation (3), (4), and (30), the present di-
pole moment of Uranus would be of the order of 10*
J/T.

Voyager 2 may go on to a rendezvous with Neptune,
the eighth planet, in late 1989. If it is successful, it
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will provide the only measurements to date on Nep-
tune’s magnetic field. Using the Table I value for
Neptune’s mass and k = 0.25 gives an estimate of Nep-
tune’s magnetic moment at creation:

M. = 2.42 x 10?5 J/T (theory). (31)

The maximum value (for k = 1.0) would be 9.68 x
10%5 J/T. Neptune is supposed to have a core and icy
mantle similar to those of Uranus.*® If that model is
correct, we would expect Neptune to have a similar
present magnetic moment, of the order of 1024 J/T.

If Neptune does have a field, it would make some
difficulties for the dynamo theorists, because its core
is supposed to be solid. A solid conductive core is no
hindrance to the creationist theory, but it is to the dy-
namo theory.

Voyager 2 is not scheduled to visit Pluto, the ninth
planet. We do not even know its mass very well. From
the Table I value and k = 0.25 we estimate its mag-
netic moment at creation as:

M, = (2.55 = 2.37) x 10 |/T (theory).  (32)

Pluto’s density indicates that it is mostly ice, which
has a low conductivity. If that is so, we would not
expect Pluto to have any appreciable magnetic mo-
ment at present.

In summary, the magnetism of the outer planets falls
within the bounds of our creationist theory. Jupiter’s
huge field is close to, but under, the limit set by using
k = 1.0 in the theory. Saturn’s field is more typical.
The theory indicates that both .planets have similar
core conductivities, which is consistent with their simi-
lar structure. The upcoming Voyager 2 visits to Ura-
nus and Neptune offer a chance to further test the
creationist and evolutionist theories. If either of the
two planets has a field stronger than the k = 1.0 limit,
it would be evidence against the creationist theory. On
the other hand, if either planet lacks a conductive fluid
interior and yet has a sizable field, it would weigh
heavily against the dynamo theory.
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Conclusions

Table II and Figure 9 summarize the magnetic field
data. The magnetic dipole moments cover a very wide
range, from 10'® J/T to 10%° J/T. All the data fall
within the bounds of the theory I am presenting. No
solar system body yet measured has a magnetic mo-
ment greater than the k = 1.0 limit. Yet all of the
bodies show evidence of having once had a magnetic
moment a sizable fraction of that limit.

Evolutionists often say that creationist theories are
not “real science” because, they claim, such theories
make no predictions which can be tested. But in this
theory we have a counterexample to their claim. Here
are some specific predictions of the theory which could
be tested by future data from space missions:

1. Older igneous rocks from Mercury or Mars
should have natural remanent magnetization, as the
Moon’s rocks do.

2. Mercury’s decay rate is so rapid that some future
probe could detect it fairly soon. In 1990 the planet’s
magnetic moment should be 1.8 percent smaller than
its 1975 value.

3. The upcoming Voyager 2 encounters with Ura-
nus and Neptune should show planetary magnetic mo-
ments less than the k = 1.0 limit: 8.2 x 10?* J/T for
Uranus and 9.7 X 10%® J/T for Neptune.

There are several important points I wani to em-
phasize:

Magnetic reversals are not conclusive proof of a self-
generating dynamo. In section 6 we saw that though
the Sun’s energies reverse its field periodically, the
present field is no stronger than the created field. Ap-
plying this to the Earth’s field means that evidence for
possible reversals in the past does not contradict the
creation-decay theory. The Earth’s field could, for ex-
ample, have decayed steadily from creation to the
Flood, reversed rapidly many times during the up-
heavals of the Flood: and afterwards resumed its
steady decay.

This theory is more comprehensive than the dynamo
theories. As far as I can tell, it explains everything the
dynamo idea does, but in a simpler, more quantitative

Table IT
Solar System Magnetic Data

Magnetic Moment Present Magnetic  Decay Time Core Radius  Core Conductivity
Number Body at Creation (J/T) Moment (J/T) (years) (km) (mho/meter)

1 Sun 4.7 X 10?° 3.5 X 10%® 19000

2 Mercury 7.5 X 1022 4.8 x 1019 810 1800 60000
3 Venus 1.2 x 10%¢ <1.0 x 101® <510 2700 <17000
4 Earth 14 x 102 7.9 x 1022 2075 3480 42000
5 Moon 1.7 X 1022 <1.3 X 1015 <360 350 <30000

6 Mars 1.5 x 102 <2.1 X 108 <540 1750 <43000
7 Jupiter 1.8 x 1027 1.6 x 10?7 >41000 56000 >3000
8 Saturn 1.3 x 1028 4.3 x 1025 5300 35000 >1100
9 Uranus 2.1 x 10?5

10 Neptune 24 X 10%

11 Pluto 2.6 x 10%¢

Magnetic moments at creation are from this theory with k = (.25, except for the case of Jupiter, where k = 1.0. Present magnetic
moments are measured values. Dccay times are deduced from created and present moments. Core radii of the Earth and Moon are
measured; all others are estimates from current planetary models. Core electrical conductivities are deduced from other items. The
deduced decay time for the Earth agrees well with the observed decay time of 2049 = 79 years.
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Figure 9. Magnetic moments in the solar system since creation.
The initial values come from this theory. The present values
are from experimental measurements. Triangles represent
measured upper limits.

way. It also explains the presence of a field on Mer-
cury, the absence of one on Mars, and the former field
of the Moon—all of which puzzle evolutionists.

The solar system is young. It would be impossible
to understand the field strengths of the Earth, Moon,
and inner planets on the basis of this theory without a
time scale of roughly 6000 years.

Water was the raw material of creation. This theory
would not work using the present composition of the
solar system. The nuclei of the Moon and inner planets
have too little magnetic moment. The hydrogen nuclei
of the Sun and outer planets have too much. Only the
proportion of hydrogen in an equal mass of water gives
the right results.

The Bible is scientifically accurate. A straightfor-
ward reading of Scripture supplied the essentials of
this theory: the possibility of initial alignment, the
water composition, and the short time scale. The fact
that the theory fits the facts shows that the scientist
can rely on the Bible for new insight into the natural
world.

Finally, notice that we find magnetic fields of the
right magnitudes throughout the solar system. This
may be true throughout the whole universe. I have
done “back of the envelope” calculations for white
dwarf stars, which have the strongest magnetic fields
yet observed in nature. Although the subject of stellar
magnetic fields properly belongs to another paper, the
theory appears to fit them, too.

In this light we see that what one evolutionist called
“the ubiquity of magnetic fields” in the cosmos™ is
really a clue to creation. It is the Creator’s signature
upon his artistry.

“The heavens declare the glory of God,
And the expanse shows forth His handiwork.”
Psalm 19:1.

-
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QUOTE

Lecturing in the fourteenth-century medieval universities consisted of reading the books of a prominent ancient
author, very often Aristotle, and commenting on the text. This had by then been an old tradition going back to
Hellenistic times and in particular to Muslim schools. One of Aristotle’s scientific books which was most often
commented upon was his cosmology, called On the Heavens. There Aristotle most explicitly states that the world
is eternal and that its motion, and in particular the daily circular motion of the sphere of stars, is also eternal be-
cause the world is and must be uncreated, that is, without a beginning. Whatever else the Prime Mover of Aris-
totle was, he was not a Creator. Aristotle had only scorn for the idea of creation out of nothing. For Aristotle,
the world, the universe, the cosmos, was the ultimate entity, likely identical in its better or celestial parts with the
Prime Mover himself. The cosmos, according to Aristotle, had necessarily to be what it is—in no way could the
Prime Mover fashion, let alone create, a different universe.

Newton’s first law was formulated by medieval schoolmen in reaction against such and similar statements of
Aristotle and of other pagan classical scholars who held those statements to be absolute dogmas. The eternity
and uncreatedness of the universe was indeed the chief dogma of all pagan religions, old and new, crude and
refined. The medieval reaction to that dogma was, as one could expect it, made in terms of the first dogma of
Christian Creed, the dogma of creation of all time, that is, in the beginning. How productive and fruitful that
reaction was for science can be seen in John Buridan’s commentaries on Aristotle’s On the Heavens. After re-
jecting Aristotle’s doctrine on the eternity of motion, Buridan wrote: “In the beginning when God made the
heaven and the earth, He imparted a certain amount of impetus (motion) to the stars which impetus they still keep
because they move in a space where there is no friction.” This statement, which is essentially equivalent to
Newton’s first law, reappeared in many medieval lecture notes and appeared in print many times before Descartes
came to the scene.

Jaki, Stanley L. 1984. God and man’s science: a view of Creation in The Christian vision: man in society. Lynne
Morris, editor. The Hillsdale College Press. Hillsdale, MI, pp. 42, 43.





