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ACCURATE PREDICTIONS BASED ON THE YOUNG EARTH CREATION MODEL

By Dan Reynolds, PhD
ood scientific theories are able to explain data
and make testable predictions. For the Christian,
a third element is required, that the theory be in

harmony with the clear teachings of scripture. Some
creation scientists even begin with scripture to formulate
theories and hypotheses. In this essay, we will look at
three predictions ultimately based on scripture, made by
physicist Russell Humphreys of the Institute for Crea-
tion Research. The predictions deal with (1) the magni-
tude and dynamics of planetary magnetic fields, (2) the
existence of a cosmic rotation axis, and (3) diffusion of
helium through zircons. All of these predictions are in
accord with a young earth interpretation of Genesis 1.
As we will see, the data fit the predictions well.

The young earth approach to questions on origins often
start with the following assumptions: (1) scripture is ab-
solute and the final authority on all subjects about which
it has spoken clearly (sola scriptura); (2) scripture speaks
clearly about the events of creation week and the Flood
(perspicuity); (3) whatever scripture teaches clearly is
considered undeniable fact which science may help to
explain (ministerial use of reason) but can never contra-
dict or refute. Scripture constrains science to what ex-
planations are possible; (4) teachings of scripture should
be held firmly while theories of science are held loosely
(“If you marry your theology to science today, you’ll be
a widow tomorrow”); (5) science changes, scripture re-
mains the same; and (6) scripture is absolute truth from
a perfect God; science is tentative truth from a fallen
man. It should be noted that point #4 also applies to sci-
entific theories made by young earth creationists; only
the scriptures are absolute. Even if a scientific theory ex-
plains all the known data, makes predictions that have
been confirmed, and is consistent with scripture, it must
still be viewed as tentative because there may yet be
facts yet undiscovered which will not agree with it. For
this reason, the theories of science (young earth, old
earth, etc.) must never been considered equal in author-
ity to scripture.

The first prediction concerns the nature and magnitude
of planetary magnetic fields. Most of us played with
magnets as children or perhaps remember studying
them in physics class. Recall that “bar” magnets are con-

ceived as having
“north” (N) and
“south” (S) poles.
Like poles of differ-
ent magnets repel
(e.g., N-N) while
opposite poles attract
(e .g.  N-S) .  The
invisible “force field”
surrounding magnets
can be described
mathematically and
is called a magnetic
field. The speed and
direction of charged
particles (electrons,
protons, etc.) can be
altered by magnetic
fields. On the other
hand, the circulation
of charged particles
(e.g., electrons through a coil of wire) can generate mag-
netic fields. Objects that have two magnetic poles like a
bar magnet are called dipoles. It turns out that the most
of the planets and moons in the solar system have mag-
netic fields that act like dipoles. Unlike bar magnets
however, planetary magnetic fields vary with time. Dr.
Humphreys has devised a biblically consistent scientific
theory to explain the origin and decay of planetary
magnetic fields over time as well as field reversals dur-
ing the Flood.1

The features of Dr. Humphreys’ theory include:

• The biblically derived assumption that the origi-
nal created matter in the universe was ordinary
water (Gen 1:1-2; 2 Pet 3:5).

                                                                        
1 Humphreys DR (1984) The creation of planetary mag-
netic fields, Creation Res Soc Quar J 21 (3) <http://www.
creationrsearch.org/crsq/articles/21/
21_3/21_3.html> Accessed 2007 Dec 16
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• The earth and all other celestial bodies were de-
rived from the water by supernatural and natu-
ral processes (e.g., nuclear fusion).

• The magnetic fields of all the hydrogen nuclei in
the initial water were supernaturally
aligned—hydrogen nuclei are protons. Protons
spin and behave like dipole bar magnets with a
constant magnetic field strength. The combined
aligned magnetic fields of the hydrogen nuclei
started an electric current in the original water.
This current resulted in a magnetic field for the
universe. The alignment of the hydrogen nuclei
was soon lost (as soon as God allowed natural
physical processes to take over), but the large
scale magnetic field remained. God started the
universe rotating.

• The earth (and the rest of the solar system) was
formed by God out of some of the water using,
perhaps, nuclear fusion or supernatural proc-
esses. The electric current that had been circulat-
ing in the water now circulated in the new earth
that had pretty much the same composition as
today (molten iron-nickel core).

• The current in the earth and its associated mag-
netic field began to decay due to the electrical
resistance of the earth’s core material.

• The earth’s magnetic field has been decaying
from its initial amount for 6000 years.

• Like many natural phenomena, the decay was
assumed to occur exponentially.

Hence the initial field strength of a planet’s magnetic
field would depend upon how much water it was made
from. The decay rate of a planet’s magnetic field would
depend upon the electrical resistance of the core mate-
rial, determined by its composition. With this informa-
tion, the present strength of a planet’s magnetic field
could be predicted assuming the planet was created
6,000 years ago (if, in fact, the solar system is young).
The result? The theory accurately predicted the previous
field on Mars as confirmed by Mars Global Surveyor,2

the magnetic field strengths of Uranus and Neptune as
confirmed by Voyager 2,3 and explains the present and
former fields of moons and planets with slow rotation.
The latter success is important because rival “dynamo”
theories, which assume planetary magnetic fields de-
pend on the rate of planetary rotation, mis-predicted the
magnitude of fields where the rotation speed was slow.
                                                                        
2 Humphreys DR (1999) Mars global surveyor confirms
creation!, Creation Matters 4(3)
<http://www.creationresearch.org/creation_matters/9
9/cm9905.html> Accessed 2007 Dec 16
3 Humphreys DR, Beyond Neptune: Voyager II supports
creation. <http://www.icr.org/article/329/> Accessed
2007 Dec 16

The fact that the theory explains the data and made ac-
curate predictions supports the validity of the theory
and lends support to the young earth interpretation of
Genesis. The earth’s field supports a young earth in an-
other way. Extrapolating the earth’s field strength back-
ward in time using its present decay rate indicates the
field could not be much older than tens of thousands of
years. This is due to the fact that the heat resulting from
resistance to the electric current eventually exceeds the
melting point of the earth when the current becomes too
great.

There is good evidence that the earth’s magnetic field
has reversed several times in the past. The dynamo the-
ory holds that the molten material in the earth’s core is
circulating ions unevenly, thereby creating an electric
current and magnetic field. As the intensity of the main
magnetic field decreases, secondary fields form which
have the same energy as the energy lost from the main
field. At some point, these “reservoirs” of magnetic field
energy can rebuild the main field but with the opposite
polarity, thereby accounting for past magnetic field re-
versals. This main field-secondary field energy exchange
is how the dynamo is supposed to sustain itself over bil-
lions of years, with reversals occurring over several mil-
lion years. However, recent measurements of the field
strengths of the main and secondary fields over a 30 year
period have shown the total field energy (main + secon-
dary) is decreasing, making the perpetual dynamo im-
possible and limiting the age of the earth’s magnetic
field to thousands of years.4 Additional measurements
have shown that the “missing” energy is being lost as
heat. This outcome is expected from The Second Law of
Thermodynamics, which says that all natural processes
loose some energy as heat. Some have suggested that a
planet’s rotation could restore the original field strength
after reversal, but as we have seen, Dr. Humphreys be-
lieves that the earth’s magnetic field reversed several
times during the Flood, when global tectonic activity
may have caused circulation of the core fluids tempo-
rally giving rise to magnetic reversals.5 That rapid rever-
sals have occurred in the past is evidenced by remnant
magnetic fields in small lava pools that must have
cooled rapidly (in days) where the orientation of rem-
nant magnetic fields (imprinted by the earth’s external
                                                                        
4 Humphreys DR (2002) The earth’s magnetic field is still
losing energy. Creation Res Soc Quar J 39(1):1-11;
<http://www.creationresearch.org/crsq/articles/39/39
_1/GeoMag-Prn.pdf> Accessed 2007 Dec 16
5 Humphreys DR (1990) Physical mechanism for rever-
sals of the Earth’s magnetic field during the flood. Pro-
ceedings of the Second International Conference on
Creationism, Creation Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh,
PA,129-142
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magnetic field at the time of solidification) varies by as
much as 90 degrees.

Hence, the Decaying Current model of planetary mag-
netic fields explains the origin and magnitude of plane-
tary magnetic fields, including those generated by
planets and moons with slow rotation. The model also
explains rapid field reversals and has made accurate
predictions concerning the field strengths of several
planetary bodies. Another prediction of the theory will
soon be put to the test, possibly as early as January 2008,
when NASA’s MESSENGER mission to Mercury will
measure the planet’s magnetic field.6,7

The second prediction is that the universe has a rotation
axis. As stated above, Dr. Humphreys believes that the
original created matter was a rotating ball of water with
a magnetic field. As described elsewhere, Dr. Hum-
phreys believes that God used a white hole to unfold the
universe to its current state. His theory offers a solution
to the starlight-time problem within the young earth
framework.8,9 If the universe does have a rotations axis,
where might evidence be found for it? It turns out that
the CMB (Cosmic Microwave Background) radiation, the
alleged echo of the time when the universe was first cool
enough to allow matter to form from plasma, is polar-
ized.10,11 For our purposes, polarization just means that

                                                                        
6 Humphreys DR (2004) Mercury’s Messenger. Creation
Matters 9(4):1,9; <http://www.creationresearch.org/
creation_matters/pdf/2004/CM09%2004%20low.PDF>
Accessed 2007 Dec 16
7<http://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/messenger/m
ain/index.html>
8 Humphreys DR (2000) Starlight and Time, Master
Books, Green Forest, AR
9 Humphreys DR (2000 Oct 11) Starlight Wars: Starlight
and Time withstands attacks <http://www.
answersingenesis.org/docs2/4389starlight10-10-
2000.asp> Accessed 2007 Dec 16 ; Also see an explana-
tion offered for the  Pioneer Effect which make sense in
light of Dr. Humphreys’ cosmological model:  Hum-
phreys DR (2007) Creationist cosmologies explain the
anomalous acceleration of Pioneer spacecraft. J Creation
21(2):61-70; <http://www.creationontheweb.com/
content/view/5181/> and Humphreys DR (2007 Oct 1)
Creation cosmologies solve spacecraft mystery. Impact.
<http://www.icr.org/article/3472> Accessed 2007 Dec
16
10 Humphreys DR (2003) Light from creation illuminates
cosmic axis. Act and Facts 32(6):4;
<http://static.icr.org/pdf/af/af0306.pdf> Accessed
2007 Dec 17
11 Nodland B, Ralston JP (1997) Indication of anisotropy
in electromagnetic propagation over cosmological dis-
tances. Phys. Rev. Lett. 78:3043-3046; <http://arxiv.org/

the light has direction in it. 12 Big Bang cosmological
models assume that the universe is the same every-
where, that there are no special places such as a center,
an edge or an axis to the universe. However, Dr. Hum-
phreys’ white hole cosmology predicts the universe is
finite and bounded; that it has a center, an edge, and a
rotation axis. The polarization of the CMB is consistent
with a cosmic rotation axis and/or a pervading cosmic
magnetic field. It also turns out that light from galaxies
is also polarized.13 The magnitude of the polarization in-
creases with the distance to the galaxies, making a local
cause unlikely. Indeed, enough evidence for a cosmic
axis has mounted that many secular cosmologists make
reference to the “axis of evil”. 14 The reason they refer to
the axis as “evil” is that if confirmed, the axis will con-
tradict the basic assumption that the universe is the
same everywhere, an assumption crucial to Big Bang
scenarios. However, the existence of a cosmic axis is
completely consistent with and even predicted by some
creationist cosmologies, such as Dr. Humphreys’.

The final prediction we will discuss deals with the diffu-
sion rate of helium gas through zircons.15,16 This subject
has implications for the rate of radiometric decay in the
past. Helium gas is a by-product of radioactive elements
such as uranium and radium that undergo alpha decay.
It turns out that there are tiny crystals of zirconium sili-
cate (called zircons) that occur in granites and may con-
tain up to a few percent uranium in their crystal lattice.
                                                                                                                              
PS_cache/astro-ph/pdf/9704/9704196v1.pdf> Accessed
2007 Dec 17
12 For a more in-depth discussion on the polarization of
the CMB, see: Reynolds D (2005 Aug) Starlight and time:
scripture and science support a young earth cosmology.
<http://tasc-creationscience.org/media/aug05.pdf>
Accessed 2007 Dec 16
13 Bezerra VB, Cuesta HJM, Ferreira CN (2003) Cosmic
optical activity in the spacetime of a scalar-tensor
screwed cosmic string. Phys. Rev. D 67(8) 084011;
<http://www.citebase.org/fulltext?format=application
%2Fpdf&identifier=oai%3AarXiv.org%3Ahep-
th%2F0210052> Accessed 2007 Dec 17
14 Merali Z (2007 Apr 13) ‘Axis of evil' a cause for cosmic
concern.
<http://space.newscientist.com/article/mg19425994.00
0-axis-of-evil-a-cause-for-cosmic-concern.html> Ac-
cessed 2007 Dec 17
15 Humphreys DR (2003) New RATE data support a
young world. Impact 366: 1; <http://static.icr.org/pdf/
imp/imp-366.pdf > Accessed 2007 Dec 17
16 Humphreys DR, Austin SA, Baumgardner JA, Snelling
AA (2003) Helium diffusion rates support accelerated
nuclear decay. Proceedings of the Fifth International Confer-
ence on Creationism, <http://www.icr.org/pdf/
research/Helium_ICC_7-22-03.pdf> Accessed 2007 Dec
17



4

As the uranium decays, helium builds up inside the zir-
con. Eventually, the helium diffuses out of the zircons
into the surrounding rock. Dr. Humphreys lead a team
that investigated the speed at which helium diffuses
through zircons. They studied zircons from a borehole
thousands of feet deep where conventional radiometric
dating put the age of the rocks at 1.5 billion years. They
examined zircons from various depths and tempera-
tures. They tested the zircons for helium content and
found that the zircons contained less and less helium
with increasing depth and temperature. This was ex-
pected because the rate of diffusion should increase as
the rock gets hotter. The coolest zircons contained ~80%
of the helium expected from the amount of radiometric
decay based on the measured uranium and lead (the fi-
nal decay product of uranium). Studies showed that the
amount of helium in the rock surrounding the zircons
was less than that in the zircons demonstrating that he-
lium was diffusing out of the zircons, not vice-versa. The
question was then how fast does the helium diffuse
through zircons. Dr. Humphreys then predicted what
the diffusion rates would be as a function of temperature
assuming the rocks were 1.5 billion years old and assum-
ing they were only 6000 years old. Dr. Humphreys team
then had a contract lab experimentally determine the
diffusion rate of helium through zirconium silicate at
various temperatures. The results are shown in Figure 1.

Reciprocal temperature is plotted on the horizontal axis
and the diffusion rate on the vertical; hence the tempera-
ture increases going from right to left. The square boxes
are the predicted values of the diffusion rates as a func-
tion of temperature for the creation model (6000 years)
and uniformitarian model (1.5 billion years). The round

dots are experimental data. As can be clearly seen, the
data closely overlap with the predictions based on the
creation model (6000 years) and are no where near the
values expected for the uniformitarian model (1.5 billion
years). Hence, according to the diffusion rate data and
the amounts of helium detected in the zircons, the zir-
cons are only about 6000 years old! The implication is
that the nuclear decay of uranium was accelerated in the
past.

In summary, we have considered three scientific predic-
tions that were based on sound science and a young
earth interpretation of scripture. In each case, subse-
quent studies showed the predictions were correct. Stay
tuned this January to see if Dr. Humphreys’ prediction
concerning the strength of Mercury’s magnetic field will
be born out by the Messenger probe. 

COMING EVENTS
Thursday, January 10, 7:00 P.M., Providence Baptist
Church, 6339 Glenwood Ave., Raleigh, Room 631
Dan Reynolds will discuss three fulfilled predictions
made by physicist Russell Humphreys made from a
young earth perspective.

Figure 1
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