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The images shown were obtained from the Soft X-ray Telescope
(SXT) on the Yohkoh solar research spacecraft from October 3, 1991
to January 25, 1992. This particular selection is described in the
article "The Yohkoh Mission for High-Energy Solar Physics", by L.
Acton, et. al., Science vol. 258 , 23 Oct. 1992 pp. 618-625. The
images here were selected to exemplify a variety of solar coronal
features seen in soft x-rays.

A. Large Helmet type structure

B. Arcade of x-ray loops seen end-on

C. Dynamic eruptive which grew at a velocity of about 30km/sec
D. One of many small symmetrical flaring loops seen by SXT

E. Two cusped loops with heating in northern loop

F. Tightly beamed x-ray jet toward southwest at 200 km/sec

G. The sinuous magnetic connection between active regions
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INTRODUCTION

It is a widely accepted misconception that the solar system would have been
created by the collapse of nebulae around the solar region, just as our galaxy itself.

Where this is true for the stars in the galaxy, this is definitely wrong for our
planetary system.

Indeed, many stars in our galaxy were created during the formation of our disk
galaxy out of a regular, spherical or elliptical galaxy, due to the angular momentum
of the galaxy's center, which contains fast spinning stars and black holes. This process
has been extendedly explained in my book “Gravitomagnetism - including an
introduction to the Coriolis Gravity Theory”. The disk was compressed by the
angular gravity of the galaxy's center, a second gravity field on top of Newtonian
Gravity. The smaller and colder parts were able to clump together and heathen up by
that compression. Elsewhere, voids were created that way, and a heterogeneous disk,
as our spiral disk galaxy shows us, could form.

The difference between the solar system creation and the galaxy creation is
enormous. Where we find numerous stars in the galaxy on the same orbit or at close
orbits, our solar system counts only nine (or, more correctly: eight) planets, which
orbit very far from each-other. Moreover, on each orbit or nearby it, there are no
other planets nor objects. The only place where other objects are found is on the
asteroid belt and, as an extension of that belt, a number of asteroids, called Trojans,
on Jupiter’s orbit.

The nebula theory has numerous unsolved problems. The very existence of the
Trojans prove that asteroids doesn’t just go away or aren’t just absorbed by the planet
of (or near) an orbit. At the contrary, one should then find several planets on the
same orbit, and remaining asteroids from the nebula. The diversity of the planets’
spin orientations is another problem. More problems arise regarding the big
difference between the set of core planets and the set of gas planets. Nothing in the
nebula theory can explain the differences of spin either.

In this little book, the reader will find numerous arguments in favor to a totally
different point of view: the planets all come from an electromagnetic solar explosion.
The reason of the existence of a set of four core planets versus the set of four gas
planets will be explained, and why their masses, as groups, are related like the mass
quotient of a proton versus an electron. Jupiter’s spin rate will be explained and the
orientation of the planets’ spin as well. Also the orbital distance between the planets
can be explained with very high probability.

In a few moments, the reader will discover this fresh Solar Protuberance
Paradigm, enriched with a multitude of evidence. Enjoy the reading!

p.1



Fundamentals of the

Solar Protuberance Model
and evidence from the Gas
Planets

The Sun possesses a gigantic energy, which is etedeid the bound and unbound protons and
electrons that it contains. The energy that escapes the Sun is only made from atomic binding
energy and doesn't even alter the protons andretegtapart from the creation of neutrons, which
on their turn are again protons and electronsedids only a small energy to blow out the total mass
of our planets, and that mass is but 0.2 % of thesSnass. These are the fundamentals of the Solar
Protuberance Theory.

My first paper, written in January 2005, was a puiynattempt to catch that idea, in the sense of a
solar eruption. A strong evidence is found throulgla kinetic and thermal energies of a solar
eruption process.

After this first paper, | realized that the eruptimust have been electromagnetic and | explain that
process in the second paper, whereby | prove witarg high probability the origin of the orbital
sequence and the mutual distances between thaglane

Part of the explanation lays in the fundamentals Grhivitomagnetism, which lead to the
requirement of only prograde orbits, but also t® thechanism that achieves that. If the reader is
interested to enter more in dept about Gravitomiaggme he should avoid reading mainstream
interpretations such as the so-called “Linearizezhéal Relativity Theory”, because they have
nothing common with true Heavisidian Gravitomagsati My first book “Gravitomagnetism” and
my very first paper on the subject are the easiggtoach to the subject, full of real examples from
the cosmos.

Enjoy the reading!
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AreVenus and Uranus tilt of natural origin?
or

On the formation of our planetary system.

T.DeMees - thierrydemees@pandora.be

Summary

The formation theories of our solar system have still remained filled of question marks.
Why arethe orbits of Mercury and Pluto that much eccentric, and that of the other planets much less? Why arethe
axial tilts what they are? This we will discover in this paper. Here we will start from the primary model of a huge
solar protuberance and next apply the electromagnetic and the gravitational dynamics to it. The gplication of
these physics leads us to the description of how the planets arose, their orbits, their tilt, and their composition.
Also wewill comment why the Asteroids Belt and the Trojan Asteroids probably arose.

Initially, we will bring in that the complete planetary system originated froma solar eruption, and reveal that the
planets have successively developed in the order : Mercurius, Venus, the Earth, and Mars on the one hand, and on
the other hand Neptune, next Uranus and probably Pluto, then successively Saturnus and Jupiter. At last, the
Asteroids Bdt was formed, just after the formation of Mars and Jupiter. This theory is supported by the other
parameters such as the comparison of the planet’s density, size and chemical composition. Also the comparison of
their tilt, the spacing between their orbits, and the elliptic orbit and tilt of some planets support the theory. We find
evidencethat Venus' and Uranus' tilt are totally natural.

Index

1. A plausible starting point: the solar eruption cloud. / Some formation theories about our solar system/ A cloud
nearby the sun.

2. The electromagnetic solar eruption model. / Solar flares, post-flare loops and pronminences / Dynamics of the
erupted cloud / Does our model match the planets' parameters?

3. The temperature and the initial velocity of the huge solar eruption. / Forces acting on the cloud / Does this fits
the creation of our planetary system ?

4. How thefirst planets got separated./ The orbit drift / The axial tilt/ The gyrotation pressure / The separation of
Mercury, Pluto, Uranus and Neptune.

5. The reason of the elliptic orbit of Mercury and Pluto. / The gravitation force of the cloud / The eccentricity of
Neptune's orbit

6. The shaping of the other planets and objects. / Venus, the Earth, and Mars on the one hand, Neptune, Uranus,
and Saturn on the other hand. / Jupiter, the Asteroids Belt and the Trojan Asteroids. The shaping and the
elliptic orbit of Mars.

7. Additional validation of the model / The rotation period of Jupiter / The orbit velocity of Mercury

8. Conclusion: how gyrotation explainsthe formation of our planetary system.

9. References and interesting lecture.
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1. A plausible starting point: the solar eruption cloud.

Some formation theories about our solar system. — The planets emerged fromalocal cloud

Has our planetary system arisen from acollision between the sun and another object? An almost-collision? Is a
huge sun eruption the origin of our solar system? A separation of a part of the sun? Do the planets come from an
alignment out of an interstellar nebula? Different theories will prefer the one or the other cause, more or less
founded. So far no proof has been provided which can exclude all theorieswith respect to another.

Actual theories in literature start from a solar nebula becoming a ring with whirls, due to a turbulent compression
of the nebula into a disc cloud. These whirls are then supposed to form the planets. But nor the origin of the
compression nor that of the whirls however are explained in a convincing way.

Let us choose as origin of the planets, a solar eruption, although solar eruptions generaly are limited in size. The
total mass of all the planets is just one fraction (0,1%) of the sun’s mass. We will see that the choice of the
eruption type is not unimportant, but we provisionally start with a hot cloud.

The first question concerns the position of that cloud around the sun. Since only a few planets arouse, rather
consistently spread in the space near the sun, the provenance could be a solar eruption cloud, which did not wander
around the whole sun, but which was only present in alimited area. There is in fact only one planet per orbit, and
the orbit lie on regular distances of each other, as follows from the empiric Titius law:

a= 04+ 0,3.2" whereaisthe semi major axisin (AU) and the exponent N, takesvalues 1, 2, 3, ...

Other examples of contracting clouds showed symmetric evolutions. We have also seen in “Lectures on: A
coherent dual vector field theory for gravitation” (2 that plane galaxy systems convert themselves into spiral
systems; in " Cassini-Huygens mission"” (4l we saw how the Saturn rings are converted into a range of mini-rings.
But in these both cases the cloud has aways remained symmetrical to the central mass, planet or bulge of the
galaxy system. Whereas at our solar system an asymmetry must have been arisen.

A cloud nearby the sun. — Minimum conditions

How can the solar eruption cloud have looked like? It is surprising that the planets eventually describe a circular or
an elliptic orbit. And it is also unexpected that there only exists one planet per orbit region.

In order to combine all conditions which would give a chance for the formation of such a planetary system, the
minimum requirements are the following:

(a) it concerned a huge loca solar eruption (b) in which already all types of atoms were present.

The eruption (a) caused the ejection of matter, about 0,15 % of the sun’s total mass, at a speed above the escape
velocity of the sun. The cloud with a vaporised heavier core (b) could escape from the sun’s attraction by means of
the eruption force, while the pressure of the erupted gasses arranged alarge spacing of the cloud.

While after the eruption the cloud is, in a whole, blown further away by the gas and the vapour pressure, the
heavier particles will occupy a less extended area. The gasses continue expanding more easily, and will remain
farther away than the other particles do.

Consequently our model forms an excellent basis for a planetary system such as ours: a small number of planets,
broadly spread, with one per orbit region, describing circular prograde orbits. Of course provided that the further
formation itinerary can be explained.

A certain number of phenomena must still be explained: Mercury and Pluto have got an éliptic orbit, and Venus
and Uranus got avery different tilt fromthe other planets. Couldn’t Pluto not be an adopted planet? Has the tilt of
Venus and Uranus not been changed by a huge collision? Can we explain al the other macroscopic properties of
each planet? These very pertinent questions have fairly good solutions, thanks to the Maxwell analogy for
Gravitation.

Hereafter we see how all thisisfairly compatible.
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2. The electromagnetic solar eruption model.

Solar flares, post-flare loops and prominences. — A huge prominence as model

The description of the magnetic properties of the sun can be found in the literature. The sun becomes active near
sunspots, and those sunspots are principally found in pairs, with a magnetic north pole and a magnetic south pole.

When mass gjections occur, at very high temperature, the ionised hydrogen and the electrons follow a magnetic
path which quit one sunspot pole and goes to the other pole, creating so a magnetic buckle outside the sun’'s

surface.

Solar flares and post-flare loops are very common events at the sun’s surface. Prominences, which reach further
from the sun’s surface are common as well. All these phenomena are provoked and maintained in suspension by

the magnetic fields of the sun.

fig. 2.1 : Solar protuberance.

So many different eruptions can take place that in the
meantime we simplify our eruption model. Let us consider an
exceptionally huge prominence (eruption) that follows a
magnetic field path. Positive hydrogen ions will erupt from
point & while rotating screw wise along the magnetic line
along point b to point C. Electrons will flow contrariwise.
When we take the tangential velocity into account, the
equation (2.2), see lower, is at the origin of the spiral
screwing cloud along the magnetic field path,

This gives a rotation W which changes of direction at every
point of the prominence, but their direction change also with
the sun’ saxis-symmetric angular position.

After some time, the guiding magnetic field falls away, so
that the cloud expands without changing the local directions
of W anymore.

How will this cloud evolve?

Dynamics of the erupted cloud. — Electromagnetism and Gravitation

N

=

i upper view a
}

fig. 2.2 : Solar protuberance.

Drawing fig.2.1 shows the eruption, projected in the vertical plane.
In the horizontal plane, a similar drawing can be made, fixating the
rotation vector in the horizontal plane (seefig.2.2).

The global velocity of the rotating particles is directed aong the
magnetic field path. The velocity vector and the rotation vector are
parallel n each location. Even when the magnetic field path felt
away, both velocities were maintained.

Animportant fact is that due tothe law (for low velocities) :

V=GM/r 2.1)

where V is the tangential velocity in relation to the sun, a certain
orbit position with radiusI will be associated to every fraction of the
cloud.

Theradial initial velocity of point a is very probably far above the sun’s escape velocity, while itsinitial tangential
velocity is much lower. The final orbit radius of point awill therefore be very large. When the screwing hydrogen

Jan. 2005
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cloud reached point C , much kinetic energy was gone (as will be demonstrated later in this chapter) and it is not
sure if the velocity of point C will even reach the sun’s escape velocity, or rather fall back towards the sun. The
remaining part, enclosing point b , will be spread away over a large space. But we should take notice : due to the
cloud’ s shape, the radial velocity of point a relative to the sun is much higher than that of point b . Hence, point a
will not necessarily be the extreme point of the planetary system, due to their respective tangentia velocities!
Point &, which has a small tangential component, will stay closer to the sun than point b. Within a few lines we
will clarify this behaviour, and validate it all throughout this paper.

When the guiding magnetic field path vanished, the corresponding vectorsW maintained their angular momentum
orientation.

The cloud expands not uniformly, and its shape becomes elongated. In fig. 2.3 we show the further evolution of
the cloud.

The major part of the erupted cloud contained hydrogen ions and electrons that |eft the sun with high speed. This
creates an electric field with an attraction force. The sun’s magnetic field as well exerts aforce, and both forces
together can be written as an electromagnetic force Fem :

Fan=q(E+Vv B) (2.2
where V is the speed of charge 0, the electrical field is E, and the magnetic fieldis B .

Equation (2.2) causes severa effects. We know that the tangential velocity component is responsible for the
screwing motion; the radial component is causing another effect: Depending of the sun’s magnetic polarity of that
moment, the radial expanding cloud will undergo a prograde or retrograde swing. This means that the radial
expulsion velocity will contribute to the final tangential velocity, and so, the orbit radius. Hence, it is possible that
point aisnot the farthest point.

The cloud will also be pressed to the neutral magnetic equator of the sun'¥, this is the plane in the middle of the
two poles. Indeed, only when the tangential velocity of the cloud is perpendicular to the sun’s magnetic field lines,
no forceswill act on it but aradial one. The most stable place isthe sun’s magnetic equator.

The electrically neutral particles of the cloud will not undergo such forces. Another force however, much less
important, can still play arole.

Aswe know from “A coherent dual vector field theory for gravitation” M not only gravitation induce forces, but
each motion of objects aswdll is transmitted by gravitation towards other objects, resulting in a force. We cal the

corresponding field gyrotation field W , and the resulting gravitomagnetism force Fgg responds to :
Fog=m(g+v W) 23)

where V is the speed of mass M, the gravitation acceleration is written as g, the so-called gyrotation field as W'
The gyrotation field is defined by the motion of another massin alocal gravitation reference field.

The sun’s and the galaxy’s rotation is transmitted by gravitation into gyrotation forces which are responsible for
two effects. The first effect of the sun’sand the galaxy’ srotation is that the escape velocity of the cloud, combined
with gyrotation, will provoke a prograde swing of the cloud according (2.3).

The second effect of the sun’s rotation isthat the gyrotation force brings the cloud in the equator plane of the sun,
and maintains the cloud under pressure.

The order of magnitude of (2.2) versus (2.3) isvery different, so isthe time needed to get a noticeable effect by the
latter one. We should keep in mind that even if only a small percentage or a fraction of the cloud is ionized, it
might contribute to an accelerated progress of the planets' formation. After time, when the ions disappeared, the
latter forces became predominant.

In order to understand well the evolution fromfig. 2.1 and fig. 2.2 towardsfig. 2.3and fig. 2.4 below, we must not

forget that the angular momentum of each fraction of the cloud will remain the same fromthe moment that the
magnetic guiding path of the cloud vanished. So, if we consider the eruption as many superposed screwing rings,
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the angular momentum of each ring remains the same, but the rings will slide the one over the other in order to get
abroaden set of rings.

A:WS We 'c'\@‘% i

=Ly

4
_____________________________ , X Qg/

. . /
side view G/

fig. 2.3 : Thespiral splitted upinto several rings.

e 1

!
upper view Q/

! fig. 2.4 : The spiral splitted up into several rings. ga}//yw a
i

It is clear that every rotating ring will influence the rings close by, because the particles’ velocities in the common
border operate against each other. These particles can contribute in three kinds of effect: (a) due to collisions, push
away the rotation centres of the several screwing rings; (b) group every set of two rings into a common ring with a
larger diameter; (c) by annihilation of opposed speeds, create turbulent regions without rotation.

The general example shown in the drawings illustrate that a large region at both sides of point b has got a
relatively constant tilt.

An important consegquence of (2.2) is also that the screwing motion of the cloud will create an opposed induced
field B that slows down the velocity, more and more while it moves on from point a to points b and C. At last, the
extremity of the cloud is only screwing very vaguely. In addition, the globally scale-enlarging cloud acquired
principally a tangential velocity in relation to the sun. Point C got the Mercury orbit speed of about 50 km/s. In

next chapter, we will see that this apparently means the half of the initial speed of point . In chapter 7 we will
understand better the link between both velocities.
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Does our model match the planets' parameters ? — The model fits with most of the planet’ s data

In table 2.1 are shown the major parameters of our planetary system. The comparison of the masses shows that the
planets are in alogic order except for Mars and Pluto. In chapter 4 we will find reasonable explanations to this.
Moreover, Neptune and Uranus should be inversed to match alogic order. Let usremind thisfor later.

The densities do not follow a very clear logic, because this depends from several parameters. the composition of
the matter (kind and state: solid, vapour, or gas), the internal pressure of it, and the velocity-dependent external
pressure caused by the sun and the galaxy, which we find out of (2.2) and (2.3). Hence, the density patters do not
result in immediate conclusions concerning the model.

The axial tilt of the planets is given in the last line of the table. Very typical are the tilts of the Earth, Mars, Saturn
and Neptune. These tilts increase steadily from 23,5° to 28,3°. On the other hand, the tilt of Jupiteris 3,1°.

Comparing these results with our model in fig. 2.3, we see that the model shows a kind of protuberance which is
not totally correct.

SUN  MERCURY VENUS EARTH MARS  JUPITER SATURN URANUS NEPTUNE PLUTO

Mass (1024kq) 1989000 0,33 487 5,97 0,642 1899 568 86.8 102 0,0125
Diameter (10° m) 1390000 4879 12104 12756 6794 142984 120536 51118 49528 2390
Density (kq/ms) 5427 5243 5515 3933 1326 687 1270 1638 1750
Rotation Period  (hours) 1407,6 -5832,5 239 24,6 99 10,7 172 16,1 -153,3
Distance from Sun (109 m) 57,9 108,2 149,6 2279 778,6 14335 28725 4495,1 5870
Orbital Period (days) 88 2247 365,2 687 4331 10747 30589 59800 90588
Orhital Inclination  (dearees) 7 34 0 19 13 2.5 08 1.8 17.2
Orbital Eccentricitv Eccentricitv 0.205 0.007 0.017 0.094 0.049 0.057 0.046 0.011 0.244
Axial Tilt (dearees) 0,01 1774 235 25,2 31 26,7 97,8 28,3 122,5
table 2.1®

The planets Earth until Neptune, with the
exception of Jupiter and Uranus, have tilts
which vary very dlightly. The protuberance that
initially we thought dike fig. 2.5 seems to
resemble much more fig. 2.6 : the points a and
Cinfig. 2.3 got atotally different tilt as the rest
of the cloud. This would explain the dightly
changing tilt of the planets Earth until Neptune.
fig. 2.5 fig. 2.612 But we need to explain the tilt of Jupiter. We
will attempt to solve this in chapter 6 when we
analyse the consequences of the electromagnetic protuberance-model more in detail, especially the central part of
the cloud.

The rotation period also represent an important parameter in order to compare the planetary system with the
model. For the planets Earth, Mars, Saturn and Neptune, the rotation period is short. Jupiter has even the shortest

rotation period. Very probably, our model has got the requested properties. The spin of point a is the highest, and
decreases towards point C because of the energy losses between in both points. However, the tilt of the cloud
fractions near point @, which constituted the proto planets Mercury and Venus, vary very rapidly from the one to

the other angle. When fractions group towards a planet, the combination of different tilts will partly be
transformed into thermal energy.

On the other hand, the tilt in Jupiter’s region (point b) is quite the same, allowing Jupiter to rotate faster than the
other planets.

The axid tilt of Mercury and that of Venus are not what we would expect with the model. However, their rotation

period is that slow, that the theoretical prediction of the tilt is difficult anyway. Although the model shows a
certain tilt (in fig. 2.3 it is 120°, but we know that the remaining rotation in point Cislow and turbulent anyway),
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depending of the eruption shape and orientation, Mercury has an axial tilt of about 0° and Venus of nearly 180°.
Considering Mercury’s small mass and the extremely long periods of both planets, the global angular momentum
of these two planetsis negligible.

Thetilt of Uranusis similarly 90°, because point @ didn’t reach the extremity of the planetary system. Morelikely,
Uranus was predestined to reach the edge of our planetary system, according to our reflections about fig. 2.3.

Also table 2.2 gives support to this model. It is known that the solar activity depart from sunspots, or near
sunspots. Sunspots are colder than the surrounding surface of the sun. They contain lots of iron and many other
low- and non-volatile atoms such as metals and rocky material. Very probably, reasonable amounts of sunspot
meatter have been blown out during this huge eruption.

Atomic
Element (wt%) Mass Mercury Venus Earth Mars
Fe 26 64,47 31,17 32,07 9,50
O (bound) 8 14,44 30,90 30,12 45,00
Si 14 7,05 15,82 15,12 25,00
Mg 12 6,50 14,54 13,90 17,00
S 16 0,24 1,62 2,92
Ni 28 3,66 1,77 1,82
Ca 20 1,18 1,61 1,54 1,50
Al 13 1,08 1,48 141
Total (wt%) 98,62 98,91 98,90 98,00
Total mass (10°'kg) 033 487 597 0,642
table 2.2 a M1
Atomic
Element (wt%) Mass Jupiter Saturn Uranus  Neptune Pluto
H 1 90,00 93,00 59,00 74,00
He 2 10,00 3,00 10,00 22,00
Rocky core (estimate) 25 3,00 30,00 3,00 70,00
Water 10 30,00
Total (wt%) 100,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 100,00
Total mass (10*'kg) 1899 568 86,8 102 00125

table 2.2 b.[*]

The sunspot at point & blew out rocky material such aswe find in Uranus, Pluto, Neptune and Jupiter.

Very probably, point C has jected some sunspot content which contained much iron, such as we find decreasingly
in Mercury, Venus, the Earth and Mars. Did it happen following to an implosion of incoming matter coming from
a? Though, it seems clear that the group of planets Mercury, Venus, the Earth and Mars are very unlike the group
Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus, Neptune, although the group Earth, Mars, Saturn, and Neptune has an almost identical tilt.
This confirms a different origin of both groups, but acommon eruption event.

Did the two flows join, resulting in a turbulent non-rotating zone near Venus ? | suppose they did. That would
help explaining the Mercury’s and Venus' tilt and rotation period, and the more “normal” tilt and rotation period
of the Earth and Mars. The implosion model in point & also helps explaining the properties jump between Mars
and Jupiter, while maintaining the Titius law.

The model also explains why Neptune's composition is more Saturn-like than Uranus-like. The normal order of
the planets' matter content requires again an inversion of Uranus and Neptune.

The case of Pluto will be discussed | ater, because of its particularly strange properties and itsinsignificant size.

Finally, the model is supported by the many spin-orbit and orbit-orbit resonances in our planetary system. These

resonances suggest indeed a link between the corresponding objects[15]. The large moons got a 1:1 spin-orbit
resonance, indicating that they came out the proto-planets in formation, due to some gravitational eccentricity in
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the cloud which was in splitting process. Pluto and Neptune have a 3:2 spin-orbit resonances, confirming our
model concerning the link between both planets.

3. Thetemperature and theinitial velocity of the huge solar eruption.
Forces acting on the cloud — Gaslaw, gravitation and kinematics

Immediately after the eruption, the cloud took in a zone, nearby the sun. We consider the cloud in the equator
plane for the moment, although the gection probably occurred at another latitude. Fig. 3.1 shows a very general
situation.

Sun /—\ fig. 3.1 :initia
MO , F\’O a’ i ‘T\-M eruption cloud.
~ * vy

The influences on the cloud are:

a Theinitial velocity Vo, which must have been above the escape vel ocity of the cloud.
Hence, Vo > (GMO/RO)'NZ.

b. The pressure P of the gasses and the vapour, which is responsible for the further expansion of the cloud,
in all directions. Asamatter of fact, theinitial velocity is generated by thisinterna pressure.

c. Thirdly, we have got the temperature, which is related to the pressure as well.
d. The electromagnetic force from the sun, as seen in chapter 2.
e. Thegravitomagnetism force, due to the sun’s attraction and rotation.

f.  Finally, the gjected mass, which is causing a gravitational contraction.

The explosion area is shown in fig. 3.2.

g
The equation of the kinetic and the thermodynamic energies results in 4:
a T v Y mal= kT 31
<+ -»> P
\L/ This equation is valid for the average velocity a/Nand the mass M, of one gas
\9’ atom or molecule.
T isthe temperature of the eruption which is close to the one of the sun.
_ _ K isaphysical constant. The sun’s temperature is known, and the total expulsed
fig. 3.2 : eruption. mass can be estimated.

For one mole of gas, equation (3.1) becomes Yy mm &%=, Nak T where
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Na = Avogadro'snumber = 6. 102 mole™. Thisis the number of gas atomsin one mole.
So, &?i=3Nak T/ my,
And the gasses’ velocity is afi= (3Nak T/ my) w2, (3.2)

K = Boltzmann constant = 1,38 X 10" JK

G = universal gravitation constant = 6,67 X 10N m? kg 2
Mg =2. 10 kg : isthe sun’s mass.

Ro=0,7. 10° m :isthe sun’ sradius.

TO is the sun's temperature at the location of the eruption. It is clear that the eruption of a planetary

system must be a very exceptional event. The core, with a radius of l/4 RO has a generaly

accepted temperature of 1,5 . 10 K . Also the corona, outside the sun’s surface has about the same

temperature. As afirst approximation of the exceptional eruption temperature we shall assume that
it reached 1,5 .10 'K .

My equals the mass of one mole of gas particles, which can be hydrogen isotopes, deuterium and helium.
Therefore we check the composition of our planetary systemin tab. 2.2 a. and b.

Only the four large outer planets have got much hydrogen (91%) and helium (9%). When the eruption took place,
the hydrogen was ionised before becom ng bi-atomic molecules.

Hence, the average mass My, is 0,91 g+ 4.0,09g= 1,27 g/mole.
The average velocity &/ 1 i at which the gas particles move inside a gas bubble of the sun can be found out of
equation (2.2) :

&nfi=54.10°m's,

and the directions at which these hydrogen gas molecules move are random, because of the many collisions in the
gas. A freed molecule however reaches such speeds.

Indeed, the gravitational velocity Vg = - (GMg/Ry) V2 \ill counteract this speed, in order to get a
maximum possible initial velocity of :

Vo = (3Nak T/ mn) 2~ (GMy/R,) 2 = 1,07. 10° /s (3.3)

out of the sun’ s surface.

Does thisfits the creation of our planetary system ? — A sunspot erupted with the hot cloud

A pregnant question is to know how big the gas bubble should have been in order to gject a mass as large as the
sum of all our planets, asteroids, and gasses of our planetary system.

To answer that question, we need to consider that the surface temperature of the sunis only Ts; = 5,8 . 10 %K.

If an eruption took place, colder surface matter will be ejected by hot gasses laying below that surface. And as we
know from tab. 2.2. , the inner planets contain lots of heavier metals such as iron, just as probably sunspots do.
And sunspots are definitely considered as predictors of solar activity.
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Thus, we should consider an enormous internal gas bubble blowing away a sunspot out of the sun’s gravitation
area. We can estimate the sunspot mass Mg, as the sum of the inner planets and the cores of the outer planets,
which equals 1,2.10 = kg ; the gas bubble is then the mass of hydrogen and helium My, in our planetary system,
which is2,6.10 %7 kg and constitutes only 0,5 % of the total mass of the planets.

This means that the order of megnitude of the final eruption speed Vg will nearly be 10 >mi's (order of
magnitude). Indeed, we have no confirmation of the real eruption temperature. It is however obviousthat if we set
To <10 Kin (3.3), thefinal eruption velocity will tend to zero.

In literature about nuclear fusion, a temperature of 10 8K is mentioned to make carbon by fusion of helium. Even
hotter temperatures are needed to make possible the fusion of other nuclei and to finally produceiron, which isthe
final step in the fusion process, as the atomic number equal to 26 makes a peak of the binding energy curve.
Higher fusion steps would consume instead of create energy.

The chosen temperature T, = 1,5.10 'K isinthat way not overestimated.

What we have found out until now is:

A solar eruption left the sun’ s surface at an initial speed of nearly 10 5 NS, assuming an initial cloud temperature
of1,5.10 'K .In any case, the minimum temperature must have been of order 10 K.

During the eruption, huge masses of hydrogen and heliumions snatched other colder matter of a sunspot, which
was then expelled as well.

In the next chapter we are analysing how the planetssplit-off from the cloud.

4.How thefirst planets got separated.

We shall understand in the present chapter, but also the following ones, that the logical separation order of the
planets is the formation of the inner and the outer planets at first. There are three physical phenomena which are
responsible for the separation of the planets off the cloud.

The orbit drift. — Tangential velocity defines the orbit

We have seen in chapter 2 that the sun’s magnetic field will cause a prograde or retrograde swing (I guess it was
prograde) of theionised part of the cloud. The same force transformed a part of the radial velocity into atangential
force. The cloud has been driven towards the sun’ s magnetic equator by the same force.

In my work "A coherent double vector field theory for gravitation" W of 2003 we saw that the gyrotation forces of
the sun cause a swing as well, although much weaker, and bring the cloud in the equatorial areatoo.

The cloud iswidely spread, as shown in fig. 2.3 and 2.4, and its fractions cover a wide range of orbit velocities.

Each movement will have consequences on the law of energy conservation between gravitation and centrifugal
forces, which is, for small speeds, expressed by:

V2=GM/r 4.1)

All these effects make the cloud becoming spirally shaped. This effect alone will however not split-off the planets.

The axial tilt. — Repellent turbulences help separation

Earlier we saw that the fractions of the cloud near points aand C are dissimilar because of their tilt. These

different tilts cause a turbulent region between in the cloud’s fractions, where many collisions occur. Due to the
high temperature of the gasses, the turbulent zones are more repellent, what makes the split-off easier.
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In our opinion, neither this effect seems sufficient to obtain the split-off. But third force was added to the other
two.

The gyrotation pressure. — Edges separated faster

In my work “ Cassini-Huygens Mission, New evidence for the Dual Field Theory for Gravitation” (41 | have shown
that the tiny Saturn rings did split-off one by one from a larger ring, because of the gyrotation force which is
caused by the orbit velocity of therings.

Very rapidly, the ring’s edge laying the most inwards near Saturn separates, forming so a tiny ring. As well the
most outer laying edge of the same main ring detaches. One by one, the separations will result in new edges for the
main ring. And again the extreme edges will form new tiny rings. Bit by bit, the main ring will be transformed into
tiny rings, from the outer edges towards the centre of the main ring.

In our planetary system, the split-off happened analogically: first were separated Mercury and Neptune, shortly
later Uranus. We believe this because (4.1) is responsible for a slower proto-Neptune, so that point &, thus proto-

Uranus approached the remaining cloud, while proto-Neptune got away from it.
These separations reduced the extent of the remaining cloud. But what about Pluto?

The separation of Mercury, Pluto, Uranus and Neptune. — First stepsin defining the separation order

Can we assume that Mercury and Pluto must have separate from the cloud when the rest of the cloud still remained
intact? As a matter of fact, how certain are we that Pluto is no adopted planet? We can answer the latter question.
The level of certitude follows of the density of the planet. Thisis virtually the same as the one of Neptune, the last
planet but one. In tab.2.1 some important parameters of all planets are reproduced, showing this.

fig.5.5 : orbitsof our planetary system.

Nevertheless still the next uncertainty exists. Is Pluto the first separated planet on that side? The mass of Pluto is
only one fraction of that of Neptune. Moreover all planets beyond Mars are large, with alow density, what shows
that the cloud at that place indeed experienced asmall gravitation and gyrotation force.

The separation of Neptune of the cloud asthefirst planets at that side, before Pluto, is however much more logical.
The extremity of the cloud was very extended by the gasses, what justifies the separation of a large planet. It
seems more obvious that Ruto arose only accidentally, in the neighbourhood of Neptune and Uranus, because
there could have been asmall limb between Neptune or Uranus and the rest of the cloud. The axial tilt of Pluto, its
composition and its rotation period, which has a 3 to 2 orbit resonance with Neptune, even suggests that Pluto
arouse out of the region near proto-Neptune.
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Pluto has a nearly symmetric elliptic orbit with the circular orbit of Neptune, and both orbits join twice per
revolution, in the neighbourhood of the small axis of Pluto's ellipse. In the next chapter we will try to find the
reason for it more in detail.

Let us safeguard this conclusion for the time being. Out of tab. 2.1. follows aso that the size, the spread-out of the
orbits, the densities and the tilts correspond quite well with our model of fig. 2.3, corrected with fig. 2.6.

5. Thereason of the elliptic orbit of Mercury and Pluto.
The gravitation force of the cloud - Mercury and Pluto got a gravitational oscillation

Earlier, we saw that the split off of Mercury and Neptune apparently took place at first, probably together with
Pluto, and next Uranus, whereas the rest of the cloud remained still a whole, even if it was awidely extended

Mercury Cloud Uranus Neptune Pluto

fig.5.1.a: gravitational planet's sepatation model : separation of ME, UR, NE, PL.

Infig.5.1.athe solar system is presented after the formation of the first four planets.

o ~ (= o .

Neptune Mercury  Sun Cloud Uranus Pluto

fig.5.1.b : gravitational planet's sepatation model : other view.

Naturally, it follows from the law (4.1) that those planets which no longer revolute in phase with the cloud, will
finally reach their dedicated orbit.

Infig.5.1.b we have drawn the cloudin front of the sun, under a certain angle.

Based on this figure, we find that the gravitation forces that are experienced by Pluto, Uranus, and Mercury
became quite different: Pluto experiences a smaller force because the other planets are now further away. Mercury
now experiences a larger force because the cloud stands farther away. Both planets have got an eccentric
revolution orbit because there original gravitation forces vanished as soon as the split off changed their orbit
frequency. The planets were therefore swung to a higher (for Pluto) or lower orbit (for Mercury), where they
obtained respectively a smaller or larger speed. This exchange of potential and kinetic energy becomes an
oscillating motion, what means an elliptic orbit. Without doubt, the small mass of both planets were at the origin
of such strong effect.

The eccentricity of Neptune’s orbit — Neptune was the lonely planet
And Neptune? Its orbit appears to not be eccentric!

Could the spiral shaping of the cloud be the cause of this? Probably it is. Neptune position was influenced by the
expanding and the spirally spreading-out of the cloud, presented as fig.5.2 (upper sight). The gravitation force of
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the cloud did not change the circular orbit, because due to (4.1), Neptune slowed down and went tangentially away
from the cloud, whereas Uranus could stay closer to the remaining cloud. It is not impossible that Pluto was also
swung away by Neptune's gravitation effect, what enlarged the main axis of the elliptic orbit.

The other planets have also got characteristics which follow from this model. In the next chapter we see which
ones and how this happened.

0
O -
Sun Mercury Cloud Uranus Pluto Neptune

fig.5.2 : gravitational planet'ssepatation model : top view.

6. The shaping of the other planets and objects.

Venus, the Earth, and Mars on the one hand, Neptune, Uranus, and Saturn on the other hand.

In the same way as the first planets have split themselves off, also Venus, the Earth and Mars successively split
off. The cloud became each time less extended, but at the same time the spiral shape of the cloud became larger. It
seems perhaps strange that Mars is a lot smaller than the Earth and Venus. But on the other hand, it is not at all
certain that the cloud was nicely homogeneous. It is indeed conceivable that it consisted of parts with different
composition, with regard to the shape and with regard to the type of particles: the totally different properties of
gasses and solid particles grouped the solids closer to the sun, and the gasses further away.

The same was valid for Uranus and Saturn, which also successively split them off. Two planets which are much
larger, revolve on much larger distance, and have got alow density, as expected.

The residual planet, Jupiter, and the remaining objects such as the Asteroids Belt and the Trojan Asteroids have
not yet been discussed. They form a separate part of our solar system, they confirm our model once again, and
allow us still to improve the description of the solar eruption cloud.

Jupiter, the Asteroids Belt and the Trojan Asteroids. The shaping and the elliptic orbit of Mars.

Jupiter has been created totally unlike the other planets. This planet is the last one which arose, the largest, and
stood in the middle of the system. It is also the one that today resembles the most the original cloud. This planet
has been separated from nothing else, and has remained what it was at the origin: a cloud of gasses.

A remarkable similitude between the model and the planets’ data, which we analysed also in chapter 2, lays in the
fact that Jupiter has a global magnetic field of 0,1 Tesla (10° Gauss), as much as the magnetic field of a sunspot.
This suggests that Jupiter is magnetically similar to the sunspot area of which it has erupted.

But not only Jupiter however did remain at last. On the same orbit as Jupiter and on equal distance of it we have a
group of Asteroids. They are respectively called the Western and the Eastern Trojan Asteroids, and are situated at
60° to the right and the left of Jupiter, in the so-called Lagrange points.

And between Mars and Jupiter is situated the widely spread Asteroids Belt.
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The reader will already have realized that this Asteroids Belt arose from the spiral cloud, after that all planetswere
formed, and when the spacing of the residual parts of the cloud had no chance any more to get regrouped, because
the residual spiral cloud finally became an eccentric ring. The reason for the somewhat more elliptic shape of
Mars' orbit has to do with the eccentric spiral shape which the "Asteroids cloud" then already had (when forming
an almost closed ring) strongly influenced by the attraction force of Jupiter. This deformed Mars' orbit the elliptic
way as well, the more by its quite small mass. Jupiter keeps this eccentricity of the Asteroids Belt ongoing. Marsis
smaller than the Earth, against all expectations. This can only be explained by the spread-out of the proto-
Asteroids Cloud before Mars’ final formation, resulting in a much smaller cross-section of the cloud at Mars’ orbit
level.

The Trojan Asteroids are something strange. But also there, we can assume that the cloud, close the eventual orbit
of Jupiter was already spiraly stretched, so that the astringency of that portion of the spiral could not entirely take
place: the centre part of that circular section of the cloud contracted towards Jupiter, but on both sides in the same
orbit the gravitation forces did not reach sufficiently far and so there stay behind two groups of Asteroids,
symmetrically positioned relative to Jupiter.

Finally, the thoughts above about Jupiter bring us to a solution for Jupiter’ stilt. The spiral cloud where Jupiter and
the Trojan Asteroids were made measured at least a third of the orbit circumference. But as well, that part of the
cloud filled several orbit widths, with their own velocities and orbit periods. The tilt is about 26°, but the several
fractions of this cloud got different orientations of this samettilt after many orbital periods. It is perfectly possible
that the grouping of those different orientations of thistilt resulted in the averagetilt of 3°.

7. Additional validation of the model
The rotation period of Jupiter — The rotation period fits the model

Jupiter, the largest planet and which resembles the most the original erupted cloud can be used for some control
calculations, at least, to verify the validity of the order of magnitude of the model. This should define the final
credibility of the model as awhole.

The eruption took place under a magnetic field. This made the hydrogen ions rotate screw wise at a certain speed,
probably the same velocity as Jupiter srotation velocity.

The rotation velocity of Jupiter is 9,9 hours.
Using table 2.2, the equatorial velocity at Jupiter’ ssurfaceis :

v=p 1,4.108m/(9,9.36005) = 1,26. 10 °m/s
The overall average velocity has the order of magnitude of 10 >m/s.

This velocity complies with the assumed eruption velocity of (3.3) of about 10 Smis.

The orbit velocity of Mercury — The orbit vel ocity does not fit the model

Thisinitial velocity and the existence of the initial spirally screwing cloud suggest that we can split the velocity
into two components: (1/2)2 of the velocity wasrotating tangentially and (1/2)"/? of the velocity was a speed
along the guiding magnetic field line.

We also know that the radial speed became an orbit speed and that the tangential component has got astrong
induced magnetic speed reduction. The same flow velocity caused the implosion in point a that was followed by
the mass ejection in @ The orbit speed of Mercury would end up at about 0,88.10 ° m/Swhen using our model,
dueto energy losses during theimplosion. Mercury’s orbit velocity isnow about 5.10 ® m/s. Thisvalue

is much larger than what we would expect. Other possible phenomena should be considered for the core planets.
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The speed along the guiding magnetic field line cannot be used to verify the compliance of the model with other
planets, because the line orientation in space can not be determined.

8. Conclusion: the formation of our planetary system.

The assumption of a huge solar protuberance, adopted at the beginning of this work appears to give, by using
classic physics and the Maxwell analogy for Gravitation, the complete description for the creation of our planetary
system, and the eccentric orbit of Mercury, Mars and Pluto.

The planets were created from one eruption, but consisted of two successive eruptions: a first eruption of mainly
hydrogen at one side of the protuberance (proto-Uranus (!), -Neptune, -Saturn, -Jupiter), followed by an eruption
due to the shock wave at the other side of the protuberance (proto-Mercury, -Venus, -Earth, -Mars).

One by one, the planets have been separated fromthe cloud rather quickly, starting with the outer planets Neptune
and probably Pluto, followed by Uranus, Saturn and Jupiter with the Trojan Asteroids on the one hand. The
planets Uranus and Neptune got inverted during their formation. Pluto arose probably from a small limb out of
Neptune.

On the other hand we had first Mercury, followed by Venus, the Earth, Mars —together with the proto-Asteroids
cloud— , and the Asteroids Ring. The Asteroids remained at last as coagulated scraps in thespiral, and in the end a
central Asteroids Ring.

Many parameters have been checked with the model. The planets' axid tilts comply with the model, including
these of Uranus and Venus. Their composition, size, mass, orbit, and rotation period comply as well. The orbit
velocity of Mercury complies moderately. We did not find any significant parameter contradicting the model.

[(e]
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Curiosum : The Titius-Bode law shows a
modified proto- gas-planets’' sequence.

by using the Solar Protuberance Hypothesis and Gravitomagnetism.

T. De Mees - thierrydemees @ pandora.be

Summary
During my research on a better comprehension of the formation of our planetary system, which started with my
paper “Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origin?”, it appeared to me that the protuberance-model needs an

addition. As know from my former paper, Neptune is the “lonely planet”. But I found more.

In this paper, I come to the curiosum, that the sequence order of the gas-planets, at the very beginning of its
existence as proto-planets, should have been as follows: proto-Jupiter, -Neptune (!) , -Saturn, and -Uranus.

The basis for this research lays in the existence of the remarkable Titius-Bode law, and the unexpected successive
matter composition of our gas-planets.

Index
1. The solar protuberance. / The Titius-Bode law / The gas-part and the core-part.

2. The initial expansion speed of the proto-gas-planets. / The electromagnetic properties of a solar protuberance /
Disruption into proto-planets.

3. Evaluating the gas planets' order. / The gas planets' order, based on the actual physical data / Is the switching
of Uranus and Neptune confirmed here ?/ Interpretation of the acceleration's sign / The alternative hypothesis
for the initial position of Neptune.

4. Discussion: Is all the preceding to be taken seriously?

5. Conclusion : curiosum about the formation of the gas-planets of our planetary system.

6. References and interesting lecture.
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1. The solar protuberance.

The Titius-Bode law — The orbits of the planets are spread according a simple law.

In the paper “Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origin?”, it appeared that the planets were probably born
out of the sun due to a huge protuberance. A part of it, containing screwing gasses, has been following an
electromagnetic force line coming out of the sun, and was mainly composed of hydrogen and helium, supposed to
be electrically charged (ions). Thus, a spirally wound ring-segment arose from the sun, was then fractioned into
proto-planets and finally became a set of planets.

One of the reasons to suppose the existence of a protuberance instead of a interstellar cloud (like another theory
proposes) is the fact that there exists only one planet per orbit, and that these orbits lie on certain distances of each
other, as follows from the empiric Titius' law (also known as Titius-Bode law): @ = 0,4 + 0,3 . 2" , wherein a
is the semi major axis in (AU) and the exponent 7, takes the values 1, 2, 3, ... This law was found in 1766, when
Uranus was not discovered yet. Nevertheless, it is also valid for the distances of Uranus and Neptune to the sun.

The gas-part and the core-part — Basic concept

As explained in my former paper, the protuberance was a solar eruption in which all types of the planet's atoms
were already present. It caused the ejection of matter, about 0,15 % of the sun’s total mass, at a speed of about / i
m/s .

The hypothesis of a solar protuberance implies that the planets were created from one eruption only, but consisted
of two (successive or simultaneous) eruption shocks: a first eruption shock of mainly hydrogen and some helium
at one side of the protuberance (proto-Uranus, -Neptune, -Saturn, -Jupiter), followed by an implosion-explosion
shock due to the hydrogen shock wave hitting a solar spot at the other side of the electromagnetic force line of that
protuberance (proto-Mercury, -Venus, -Earth, -Mars).

2. The initial expansion speed of the proto-gas-planets.

The electromagnetic properties of a solar protuberance — A screwing hot cloud

When the protuberance or eruption is formed, and taking in account the second shock, hitting the solar spot, the
series of proto-planets has the following shape. When mass ejections occur, at very high temperature, the ionised
hydrogen and the electrons follow a magnetic path which quit one sunspot pole and go to the other pole, creating
so a magnetic buckle outside the sun’s surface (fig.2.1).

— Sun

Fig.2.1
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In fig.2.1, B is the magnetic field, ¢ the electric charge and v the screwing speed of the hot cloud. Remark that the
dynamics of the cloud are essentially defined by the positive hydrogen ions. The mass of electrons is too
insignificant to influence these dynamics. The electrons will screw very tightly about the electromagnetic force
line, in the inverted screwing direction of the hydrogen- and helium ions.

The rotation speed of the proto-gas-planets has been found in former paper out of some thermodynamic
considerations of the sun, and this speed complies perfectly with the actual rotation speed of Jupiter.
Disruption into proto-planets — Basic equations

How did the protuberance exactly split-up into proto-planets? Therefore we have to look at fig.2.2.

Sun

Fig.2.2

Since there are four gas planets known, I will restrict the number of parts to four, assuming that the other parts are
insignificant for next calculation. The solid planets are much smaller than the gas-planets and their
electromagnetic charge is not easy to estimate. Was a ionised cloud surrounding them? According to which
distribution? Therefore, I will not consider too much the solid-core planets further for this paper.

Each part of the screwing hot cloud will undergo a force from the other parts. So, it follows that the cloud will
expand in length, allowing the final separation of the parts into proto-planets. The distance D between the parts is
assumed to be the same for the whole protuberance.

In the drawing, I have shown two examples of forces: F 10) and F., which mean respectively the force on part 4
due to part 3, and the force on part 3 by the part 4.

For simplicity, I consider the X-axis positive to the right side, and I disregard the bending of the magnetic force
line. This is allowed because, at the end, all the planets move in elliptic orbits, and the starting direction of the
proto-planets at this stage of the study is then of little importance.

The forces can then be written as follows.

For part 1 (the first proto-gas-planet):

. 4.9, F. - 9% . 4,4,
‘D gne, D? ® 4n¢,(2D) ' ane,(3DY
Hence :
4
_ _q,(36q, +9q; +4q,)
F=SNF, . = 21
! Z 1 144 e, D? @1
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F,
and the acceleration a | of the part 1 with mass m is : a = ! (2.2)
m,
For the acceleration of the other parts of course, a similar equation as (2.2) exists.
For part 2 :
- T4 q F,, - 99 F. - 1%
204
' 4re, D? @ dne,D? @ are,(2D)
Hence : (—4 +4q, +
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For part 3 :
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The order of the proto-planets however is not known, and we have to find this out by reasoning or by trying out all
the possibilities.

3. Evaluating the gas planets' order.

The gas planets' order, based on the actual physical data — The sequence order changed.

There are several reasons to doubt that the actual order of the planets is the same as that of the conception of the
proto-planets. In my former paper, I found a few ones. One of the conclusions was that Neptune, the 'lonely
planet', was perhaps inversed with Uranus due to the shape of the protuberance. This inversion fit quite well with
the strange tilt of Uranus.
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Here, I will find another point of view. But amazingly, it is not exactly what I expected. Neptune originated from a
totally different region of the protuberance! Although the formal evidence is missing, interesting indications will
be found here.

With (2.2), the acceleration of the parts of the protuberance can be calculated, taking in account the electrical
charges, which are directly proportional with the known planetary masses.

SUN  MERCURY VENUS  EARTH MARS  JUPITER SATURN URANUS NEPTUNE PLUTO

Mass (10%kg) 1989000 0,33 4,87 597 0,642 1899 568 86,8 102 0,0125
Diameter (10° m) 1390000 4879 12104 12756 6794 142984 120536 51118 49528 2390
Density (kg/m®) 5427 5243 5515 3933 1326 687 1270 1638 1750
Rotation Period  (hours) 1407,6  -5832,5 23,9 24,6 9,9 10,7 -17,2 16,1 -153,3
Distance from Sun (10° m) 57,9 108,2 149,6 227,9 778,6 14335 2872,5 4495,1 5870
Orbital Period (days) 88 224,7 365,2 687 4331 10747 30589 59800 90588
Orbital Inclination  (degrees) 7 34 0 1,9 1,3 2,5 0,8 1,8 17,2
Orbital Eccentricity Eccentricity 0,205 0,007 0,017 0,094 0,049 0,057 0,046 0,011 0,244
Axial Tilt (degrees) 0,01 177,4 23,5 25,2 3,1 26,7 97,8 28,3 122,5
table 3.101¢

In table 3.1, the strange axial tilt of Uranus and its unexpected negative rotation period brought me, in the former
paper, to the investigation of the protuberance's shape. Neptune did not play any significant role in this
investigation.

As shown in the table 3.2, Uranus has a remarkable matter composition, compared with the other gas planets.

Atomic

Element (wt%) Mass Jupiter Saturn Uranus  Neptune Pluto

H 1 90,00 93,00 59,00 74,00

He 2 10,00 3,00 10,00 22,00
Rocky core (estmate) 25 3,00 30,00 3,00 70,00
Water 10 30,00
Total (Wt%) 100,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 100,00
Total mass (10%*kg) 1899 568 86,8 102 0,0125

table 3.2 1131

Thus, the order-sequence of the gas-planets' orbits, compared which the sequence of their tilts and their
composition, did me think of some inversion between the planets, compared with the original combination of
proto-planets.

Is the switching of Uranus and Neptune confirmed here ? — The wrong hypothesis

My former paper, “Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origin?”, suggests that Uranus' and Neptune's orbit
became inverted during their conception, due to the supposed high curvature of the protuberance's ends. Since
Uranus is very different of the other gas-planets, the inversion hypothesis seemed to be the logical solution.

Proto M[kgl q[C] a[m/s]
planets (xE24) .k .p
1 Jupiter 1899 1899 150,79
2 Saturn 568 568 -443,83
3 Neptune 102 102  -238,99
4 Uranus 86,8 86,8 -113,75

Table 3.3 : The wrong hypothesis.
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In the table 3.3 , the equations (2.1) to (2.5) are applied on the supposition that Uranus' and Neptune's positions in
the large sun's protuberance were originally inverted, compared with the orbits of today.

I connect the condition for the direct proportionality of the accelerations with the orbit radii to the following: the
physical law (for low velocities)

Vi =GM/r (3.1)

must have been able to catch the planets into orbits, while they decelerated due to the increasing distance to the
sun, and thanks to the bending path of the ejected proto-planets, caused by the sun's gravitation.

For the easy use of the calculations, I have put the figures of the electric charges of the proto-planets equal to the
actual masses' data of the planets, multiplied with a unknown constant factor k. The reasons are firstly that it is
probable that the hot cloud was almost totally ionised and secondly that the value of the distances D between the
protuberances' parts are not known.

The results for the initial acceleration of the proto-planets' are multiplied with an unknown constant factor p as
well.

Interpretation of the acceleration's sign — The sign does not matter

Indeed, the sign of the acceleration is of no importance, because the path can initiate an orbit at both sides of the
sun. A negative (positive) sign for the acceleration will cause a prograde (retrograde) orbit, -or inversely-.

Even when the orbits initiate in retrograde way, these orbits will turn back into prograde orbits, as explained in “A4
coherent dual vector field theory for gravitation”. This collapse is generated by any body, moving in the spinning
gravitation field of the sun, and the conclusion was that the prograde-wise spinning sun will automatically
generate prograde orbits of the planets. During this angular collapse, the orbit's diameter remains unchanged, and
the retrograde orbit turns towards a prograde orbit, more or less about a virtual axis, laying in the sun's equator
plane.

Table 3.3 however is not inspiring at all. Since the accelerations are -or should be- directly proportional with the
distances of the actual orbits of the planets, the final order-sequence would then have become : Uranus, Jupiter,
Neptune, Saturn, which is indeed not correct.

Since the hypothesis of table 3.3 did not work, other alternatives should be tested.

The alternate hypothesis for the initial position of Neptune — The helium content as an indicator

One of the other possible positions of Neptune can be found out of the matter composition of the planets. Neptune
got only 3% of rocky matter, just as Saturn. At the other hand, the mass-sequence (gradually from very large mass
to small mass) of the actual gas planets sequence is surprising. Maybe we should try to put Neptune near Jupiter,
in order to get the more another protuberance sequence: proto-Jupiter, -Neptune, -Saturn, -Uranus. This makes
sense regarding their absolute (not relative) helium and rocky core content, which are then successively decreasing
(see table 3.1). Proto-Uranus, of which its heavy rocky core is then at an extremity of the protuberance.

The result of that hypothesis is given in table 3.4.

Proto M[kgl qlIC] a [m/s?]

planets  (xE24) .k .p
1 Jupiter 1899 1899 63,41
2 Neptune 102 102 -327,33
3  Saturn 568 568 -122,49
4 Uranus 86,8 86,8 -201,13

Table 3.4 : The right hypothesis and the best fit.
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Here, when considering only absolute values for the acceleration @ , we find the final sequence Jupiter, Saturn,
Uranus, Neptune, because the accelerations are directly proportional with the orbit radii.

In (3.1) , v is the tangential velocity in relation to the sun, and r the radius of the orbit position at any moment,
associated to the mass of each part (proto-planet) of the cloud.

A very interesting discovery in table 3.5 is the compliance of the orbit radii with the Titius-Bode law. Although
the values do not fit 100% perfectly, the orders of magnitude follow very well the 2" -law, because each orbit
diameter is about half the next orbit diameter. The result for Jupiter is less significant than the Titius-Bode law
requests it, but the other results are very impressive. Remark that the constant value in the Titius-Bode law is
insignificant for the larger orbits of the gas-planets.

Original Final
sequence sequence
1 Jupiter
1 Jupiter 2 Saturn
2 Neptune
3 Saturn 3 Uranus
4 Uranus
4 Neptune
Table 3.5

An huge initial acceleration (five times the acceleration of Jupiter !) must have pushed Neptune away at a very

high speed. Since the distances D between the successive parts of the screwing protuberance are not known, I am
unfortunately unable to define the real initial accelerations.

4. Discussion: Is all the preceding to be taken seriously?

Apparently, the point of view in “Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origin?”, where an inversion of Uranus
and Neptune has been suggested, contradicts the actual analysis. But even if it does, this will not affect the general
thoughts and the conclusions of that former paper, because mainly the tilt of the planets was concerned in there,
and the considerations about Neptune took no preponderant place.

All other combinations for the correspondence of the electro- and gravitodynamics of the protuberance with the
Titius-Bode law came out to nothing.

The excellent compliance of the sequence proto-Jupiter, -Neptune, -Saturn, -Uranus with the Titius law makes
possible to go further on this exciting research.

But is the compliance of these calculations with the Titius-Bode law not merely accidental? Must this study be
taken seriously? I really don't know. Maybe, maybe not.

The only thing we can do about it is to find other indications stating or refuting the switching of the
(proto-)Neptune's sequence, and to look at the possibilities of an accidental fitting of the figures.

At the first sight, there are some difficulties, such as the less perfect compliance of the Jupiter's orbit. At the other
hand, the calculations are made with pure and simple maths, based on the well-known Coulomb force.

The protuberances of the sun, which are regularly observed, vanish indeed after some strange and sudden smear-
outs in different directions.

The interpretation of the signs with the Maxwell Analogy for Gravitation is based on well-known properties,
which are implicitly validated by the quasi-equivalence between this analogy and the GRT.
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By testing all other combinations of order sequences for the proto-gas-planets, none of these sequence orders fits
(even very approximately) the Titius-Bode law.

Probably, the actual hypothesis should be taken seriously enough to allow further research on questions such as:
What is the reason for Jupiter's less perfect fitting? How about the other, smaller planets: is the present theory
applicable as well and did there exist a different sequence order at the conception than the actual one? Do the
existence of the asteroid ring comply with the protuberance model of this paper? What was the sequence-order of
the eight proto-planets? Etc.

5. Conclusion : curiosum about the formation of the gas-planets of our planetary system.

The hypothesis of the changed gas-planets' sequence, essentially of Neptune, allows maintaining the assumption of
a huge solar protuberance, while fitting the Titius-Bode law quite well. The planets were created from one huge
eruption, but consisted probably of two successive (or simultaneous) eruption shocks: a first eruption shock of
mainly hydrogen at one side of the protuberance : proto-Uranus, -Saturn, -Neptune (!) , -Jupiter (or the other way
around), followed by an implosion-explosion shock due to the first shock wave at the other side of the
protuberance : proto-Mercury, -Venus, -Earth, -Mars, in a yet unknown sequence order.

Using this protuberance theory, and calculating the initial electromagnetic accelerations due to the ionisation of
this hot screwing cloud, the requested position of proto-Neptune is quite a surprise. The sequence of the proto-gas-
planets has been validated using the Titius-Bode law, to which the found orbit sequences fit remarkably well.

For the interpretation of the data, the use of the principles of the Maxwell (or better Heaviside-) Analogy for
Gravitation is mandatory, making evident the indifference of the initial orbit direction of the proto-gas-planets.
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First validation of the
Theory

How can we be sure of the validity of the theony2He first place, the excellent relative fit oéth
orbit diameters, speaks for itself. But one coulonder how the almost circular orbits that we
observe could form. Does a solar burst guaranteesuaar orbit? Not at all.

The first paper proves that whatever the origirmite' eccentricites were, they end up to become
almost circular.

Another validation concerns the discovery of gasets elsewhere in the universe. An interesting
test of the theory occurred with the discovery ¢iuge gas planet in 2007. Several examples have
been observed, and in the second paper, we |laakcata gas planet.

The next and last paper of this chapter continoesfine the investigation about the Solar
Protuberance Theory through the creation of theptgatets. It is very probable that a small part of
the initial mass ejection got lost in space. Wheplyng that possibility, one comes to the
astonishing result that the Solar Protuberance riffgs with the final orbital positions of the gas
planets for 99,99%!

Hereafter, the reader will find some more suppgrpapers for the theory.
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Natural Decrease of Orbital Eccentricities

Explained by Gravitomagnetism

Thierry De Mees

Abstract: The amazing Solar Protuberance Theory gives three strong proofs for the creation of our planets from

a huge electromagnetic eruption. I found a 99,98% probability fit between the initial planetary orbit diameters

calculated with the theory and the actually observed ones. Since the initial orbits probably were highly eccen-

tric, the question remains whether or not the actual planetary orbital eccentricities can be explained by the

theory. This is proven here in different ways.

Keywords: Gravitomagnetism, planets, spinning stars, black holes, Solar Protuberance Theory.

1. The Solar Protuberance Theory

All the planets were created out of the sun. In an earlier paper
[4], T have proven that the thermal energy of a solar eruption
perfectly complies with the kinetic energy of Jupiter, our largest
gas planet. In latter papers [5] [6] [7] [8], I proved that a simulta-
neous electromagnetic eruption occurred of both, the set of the
four core planets and the set of the four gas planets. The electro-
magnetic eruption was made of a plasma spiral of protons that
followed a solar magnetic line. The spiral was made of four huge
loops. Simultaneously, an spiral of electrons erupted from a
sunspot area, and followed the solar magnetic line as well. The
spiral was made of four smaller loops. The four loops of each set
got repelled by Coulomb repulsion and got ejected in space.

This theory is likely because of two more reasons. The first
one is that, amazingly, the quotient of the masses of both the core
planets and the gas planets corresponds to the quotient of the
electron mass to the proton mass.

Secondly, the calculations of the electromagnetic repulsion of
the planets exactly comply (as mutual relative values, up to a
99,98% probability) with the actual orbit sizes for all the planets,
as well for the set of core planets as for the set of gas planets. The
only missing information is the eccentricity of the orbits, and it is
probable that their initial eccentricity was much higher than no-
wadays. But how could the eccentricity change?

2. The classical orbital energy losses

It is obvious that no work is exerted by orbiting objects. The
planets are in a state of equilibrium between potential and kinetic
energy and the resulting path generally becomes an fairly perfect
ellipse.

But the path can be occupied by dust and cause a counter
pressure that depends from the planet’s shape, its diameter and
its squared velocity. Since the elliptical path causes the planets to
have variable speeds, maximal at the perihelion and minimal at
the aphelion, the counter pressure by dust will act differently
along the elliptic path as follows. When the planet’s speed reach-

es its maximum, the counter pressure slows it down. And a
slower planet moves to a wider orbit.

Such a process will make the planet widening its orbit at
places where the speeds are high, and at places of lower speed it
will almost remain at its orbit.

3. The ‘relativistic’ orbital energy losses

Another effect is occasioned by the so-called relativistic effect
of the planet’s speed. In terms of the relativity theory, this means
that if one wants to maintain the speed of a fast planet, one has to
put the energy into it.

According to the Newtonian case, the elliptical path would
remain the same forever. Here however, the high velocity at the
planet’s perihelion makes the orbit slowing down by the relati-
vistic effect.

In terms of gravitomagnetism (i.e. the Maxwell analogy for
gravity [2] [3], initiated by Heaviside [1]), the more correct and
the more precise interpretation is slightly different from the rela-
tivistic one, but the result is globally the same: the planets obtain
slowing speeds at the perihelion side, and this is totally indepen-
dent from any planets’ environment.

4. The solar pressure

A third effect is caused by the solar radiation and matter ex-
pel which is pushing the planets away from the sun, the closer to
the sun they are. Huge quantities of mass are continuously ex-
pelled, and when the planets are located at their perihelion, they
experience the largest push. Here also, planets will tend to move
to a wider orbit at that place.

5. Conclusion

It is clear that there are several reasons for the widening of
the planets” orbits when they are near the sun, either by the pla-
net’s speed, either by the solar pressure. Also fast orbiting stellar
binaries obey to the law of the decreasing eccentricity. In that
case, the relativistic effect is the most important one.
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On the unexplained density of exoplanet TrES-4.

T. De Mees - thierrydm @ pandora.be

1. Discovery of the exoplanet TrES-4.

The exoplanet TrES-4 has been discovered in 2007. Its density is 0.24 gr/cm?® and its diameter is 1.7 times that of

Jupiter. The orbital radius is 7.3.10° m and the orbital period is 3.5 days about a star which has a mass of 1.2 Me.
It is not known why such low-density planets can exist. Low-density planets should quickly become more dense,
due to gravitation.

2. The eruption hypothesis.

One of the possible explanations is that the exoplanet TrES-4 is hollow. That means that the overall density could
exist together with a large diameter. The conditions for such a hollow planet are given by the hypothesis that the
planet is formed by an eruption of the star. Less than 0.2% of the star's mass would be an electromagnetic eruption
made of ionized hydrogen (protons and electrons).

3. First support for the eruption hypothesis: our solar system.

The arguments for such an eruption lay in the extrapolation of the hypothesis of our planet systems' formation. In
my paper “Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origin?” 1 explain that the electromagnetic eruption of ionised
hydrogen (in the form of protons and electrons) along magnetic paths that are external from the sun's surface, will
make a spirally wound cloud along that magnetic path. The theory is proven to comply with the rotation velocity
of Jupiter.

The hypothesis has been further developed in my paper “The Titius-Bode Law Shows a Modified Proto-Gas-
Planets' Sequence” , wherein 1 discover that such a spirally wound cloud would perfectly fit with the actual
distances of our gas-planets, if we consider that the proto-planet Neptune was originally located next proto-
Jupiter, instead of next proto-Uranus. The correlation of the found sequence of the proto-planets versus the final
and actual location of the planets is very high, because all other possible sequences of proto-planets totally fail.
Moreover, the actual chemical composition of Neptune versus Jupiter does not contradict this hypothesis at all.

4. TrES-4 : a hollow cloud?

When I apply the eruption hypothesis to the exoplanet TrES-4, the planet would be a spirally wound cloud of
protons and electrons, which each had another distance to the magnetic path, due to their different mass. The
spirally wound cloud is then hollow, and inside the hollow sphere, the gravitation field is zero. The electric field is
zero as well, if we consider either that the cloud's electrons were attracted again to the proton's cloud, either that
the very light electrons are on the way to reach the much more heavy protons. In that way, the overall density of
the cloud can be very low compared to its diameter. Due to the eruption of high temperature ionized hydrogen, the
cloud is spinning about its axis. Due to these three effects, nor the gravitation field nor the electrical field will
have much grip on making the cloud denser.
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5. TrES-4 : a young planet?

If we give some credit to the eruption hypothesis, the distance of the exoplanet to its star is quite interesting. Since
this distance is very short, and its orbital velocity high, I cannot but suggest that the exoplanet is not a very old
planet, but rather only a proto-planet. I expect that the exoplanet's orbit radius will increase with time.

Indeed, the proto-planet will become more dense with time, just as Jupiter did. A supplementary argument of the
large diameter of the exoplanet can be the high temperature of the cloud. But no data was available at the time of
writing this paper.

6. Conclusion.

The electromagnetic stellar eruption hypothesis is a very promising explanation of the very low density of the
exoplanet TrES-4. This explanation is supported by the excellent results of the solar eruption hypothesis, and by
the corresponding nature of proto-planets created in this way.

The exoplanet is in that case rather a proto-planet and is expected not to come from a very ancient eruption.

7. References and interesting literature.

1. http://www.space.com/scienceastronomy/070806 largest exoplanet.html

2. De Mees, T., General insights for the Maxwell Analogy for Gravitation.
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Spherical and disk galaxy's dynamics.
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Did the proto-gas planets' core lose
mass before their final formation?

Did B-decay of neutrons occur?

by using the Solar Protuberance Hypothesis and Maxwell Analogy for Gravitation.

T. De Mees - thierrydemees @ pandora.be

Summary
Our gas planets and our core planets are formedagroups from one solar protuberance. It appdaatthe
ionized hydrogen (protons) generated the gas @a@leand the corresponding amount of electrons gertethee
core planetdbl. In this paper, we will discuss the hypothesigd tha order sequence of the proto- gas planets that
we found®! could imply that the neutrons that were involvedhe process of the solar protuberance, possittly g
[ - decay. This hypothesis gives a probability fi98f7%. We also analyze the hypothesis that agbahne proto-
gas planets' core mass got lost during the formadbthe gas planets. For the latter hypothesis,fing a
probability fit of 99,99%.
Keywords:gas planets, neutrons, ionization, polarization.

Method:analytical.
Notation:decimal comma.

Index
1. The solar protuberandeThe Titius-Bode law / The gas-part and the core-p&isruption into proto-planets.

2. The best fit for the proto-gas-planété perfect fit for the proto- gas planets / Did vesttthe proto- planets’
sequence correctly?

3. Re-evaluating the gas planets' order.
4. The hypothesis of the lost matter.
5. Discussion and conclusion.
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1. Pro memore The solar protuberance.

The Titius-Bode law Fhe orbits of the planets are spread accordingnapse law.

In the paper The Titius-Bode law shows a modified proto- gasipla’ sequent@l, it appeared that the planets
were probably born out of the sun due to a hugetrelmagnetic protuberance. A part of it, containfagewing
ionized gazes, has been following an magnetic ftireecoming out of the sun, and was mainly comgdosg
hydrogen and helium, supposed to be mainly eledlyicharged (ions). Thus, a spirally wound setriafy-
segments arose from the sun, was then fractionegimoto-planets and finally became a set of planet

The gas-part and the core-parBasic concept

The protuberance was a solar eruption in whiclyals of the planets' atoms were already presecaused the
ejection of matter, abo®,15% of the sun’s total mass, at a speed of abh6uin/s for the proto-gas planets.

The hypothesis of a solar protuberance impliestti@planets were created from one eruption onlycbnsisted
of two (successive or simultaneous) eruption shoak#st eruption shock of mainly hydrogen and somelium

at one side of the protuberance (proto-UranusurBatNeptune, -Jupité#) followed by a shock by the amount
of electron#! (corresponding to the amount of ionized hydrogkthe gas planets) hitting a solar spot at therothe
side of the electromagnetic force line of that pbatrance (proto-Mercury, -Mars, -Venus, -Edfth)

Disruption into proto-planets Basics

How did the protuberance exactly split-up into prptanets? Therefore we have to look at fig.1.1.

Fig.1.1 Lorentz forces make the protons and electronsedwivout a magnetic path and
Coulomb forces F pull and break apart the zonesiefsblar protuberance into parts.

Since there are four gas planets known, | haveictst the number of parts to four, assuming thatgas planets
don't influence the core planets formation.

Each part of the screwing hot cloud will undergforce from the other parts. So, it follows that teud will
expand in length, allowing the final separatioritaf parts into proto-planets. The distabBcbetween each part is
assumed to be the same for the whole protuberdmseCoulomb forces will disrupt the ionized scregvitioud
into parts and create a steadily decreasing aati&prof the disrupted parts until they get a canstorbital
velocity that is strictly related to their orbitdias by the geometrical la& = V2 / r(for circular orbits).
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2. The best fit for the proto-gas-planets.

A perfect fit for the proto- gas planets tatiStical fit of 100%.

When | tested the best fit for the proto- gas pietheit appeared that the sequence order had to he-pianus, -
Saturn, -Neptune and -Jupiter, as shown in talile 2.

Proto M kgl qIC] F (N) a[m/sf] r((xxE9) alr
planets (xE24) mutually comparative figureso  nly
1 Jupiter 1899 1899 120417,7 63,41 778,6 12,28
2 Neptune 102 102  -33387,15 -327,33 4495,1 -13,73
3 Saturn 568 568 -69572,9 -122,49 1433,5 -11,7
4 Uranus 86,8 86,8 -17457,65 -201,13 2872,5 -14,28
X= 0,997

Table 2.1 The best fit for the proto- gas planets, wherés'tghe electrical charge, 'F' the Coulomb force
between the considered proto-planet versus the @itido-planets, "a the corresponding acceleration,
the actual orbit radius, X the statistical fit imditor. X = 0,997 means a fit of 99,7%.

Remark the statistical valué for a/r which becomesX = 0,997 . The valuX is determinative for the fit of the
values between the proto- gas planets' sequencthardtual orbits of the planets.

This is found when applying the statistically basgdation:

/Z:;a/r

We can then compare the proto-planets' accelesatiod the today's orbital radii. The results caricoed by
using (2.1) and the values will be situated betw@éperfect fit) and 0,5 (worst fit). The statigtiovalidity of (2.1)
is not proved here and we consider it only as ditator and a valuation method for the results.

4
2.1)

=1

If we want to transform the gradation from 0 (or Q%orst fit) to 1 (or 100% , perfect fit) we needuse (2.2).

X=2|1- 24:(;1,./1'1.)2

i=1

(2.2)

If the positive sign ford/l in the table 2.1 means a prograde orbit, the negaign means a retrograde orbit.
However, | showed in a former papethat any retrograde orbit swivels into a progradsit in time, due to the
transmission of the Sun's angular momentum touh®gnding space, by the means of gyro-gravité&tion

Did we test the proto- planets' sequence correcthy@ matter was supposed to have been ionized.

During the study about the proto-gas planets, we ltansidered that all the matter was ionized, i@ major
part of the planets is made is hydrogen. But ititieather chemical element have a considerablighten the

total mass. So, the values of the electrical cha@yge the table 2.1 should not be equivalent to thessn(one
nucleon for one charge) but to the equivalent nurobprotons (and no neutrons) related to the mass.
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Below, we have shown the chemical composition efghs planets, where is shown that considerablertnof
neutrons will play no role at all in the electromatic solar protuberance.

Atomic

Element (Wt%o) Mass Jupiter Saturn Uranus  Neptune Pluto

H 1 90,00 93,00 59,00 74,00

He 2 10,00 3,00 10,00 22,00
Rocky core (esimate) 25 3,00 30,00 3,00 70,00
Water 10 30,00
Total (Wt%) 100,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 100,00
Total mass (102*kg) 1899 568 86,8 102 0,0125

Table 2.211: A considerable amount of neutrons will play no rafell in the electromagnetic solar protuberance.

These amounts has to be subtracted from the vafube electrical charg§ in the table 2.1. In the next chapter,
we will correct the values and make a very stratigeovery.

3. Re-evaluating the gas planets' order.

When we change the electrical charge of the nubkgi content neutrons to half the charge of thgirivalent
weight, we have to take the hydrogen nuclei for%aGthd the other nuclei for approximately 50% to S&heir
weight. Remember, the figures are not absolutecanitoe compared mutually.

By doing this, we come to the table 3.1. beloweAfising the equation (2.2) , we find for the statal valueX
= 0,988 , which means an comparative fit of 98,8%.
No other proto- gas planets' sequence order fiteibnan that of table 3.1. and the second chgiiees us a fit of

only 94% X = 0,94).

Proto M[kgl qlC] F (N) a[m/sg r(xE9) alr
planets (xE24) mutually comparative figureso  nly
1 Jupiter 1899 1804,05 105283,16 55,44 778,6 14,04
2 Neptune 102 88,74  -27480,08 -269,41 4495,1 -16,68
3 Saturn 568 548,12  -64506,39 -113,57 1433,5 -12,62
4 Uranus 86,8 69,01  -13296,68 -153,19 2872,5 -18,75
X= 0,988

Table 3.1The best fit for the proto- gas planets, wheresdhe electrical charge that is reduced to
the number of protons, by deduction of the neutrétishe Coulomb force between the considered
proto-planet versus the other proto-planets, "a tlorresponding acceleration, 'r' the actual orbit

radius, X the statistical fit indicator. X = 0,988eans a fit probability of 99%.

Since here we find 'onlyX = 0,988 whereas in table 2.1 we foudd= 0,997 , it means that the probability of a
wrong proto- gas planets' sequence is below 1,28d.far table 2.1, it is below 0,3%.

Hence, it seems not very realistic that the fouallles of the charge in table 3.1 are correct, aihove tried to

find the most reasonable correction to the takle But there is another possibility. How sure canhe that all
the erupted matter found its way inside the prdamgts?
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4. The hypothesis of the lost matter.

When the solar protuberance took place, the ionimatter screwed about a magnetic path. All the enatsn't
however ionized : the neutrons didn't ionize angl ldrger and heavier the atoms, the less percemagens
occur and the less nucleons are ionized. That rireas® nuclei screw much farther away from the miagpath
due to the larger inertial mass compared to themtarforce that acts on the nuclei.

It might be possible that the heaviest particlesehd been cached by the proto-planets and goifesgiace.

If we consider that the planets' cores were 50%elathan they are in the final planets, we getahée 4.1. In that
table, we have taken the electrical charge to I08416f the hydrogen and 50% of the core.

Proto M [kg] q[C] F (N) a[m/sfl r(xE9) alr
planets (xE24) mutually comparative figureso  nly
1 Jupiter 1899 2074,66 148934,21 78,43  778,6 9,93
2 Neptune 102 123,35 -44440,15 -435,69 4495,1  -10,32
3 Saturn 568 605,67 -80337,67 -141,44  1433,5 -10,14
4 Uranus 86,8 111,44 -24156,4 -278,3 28725 -10,32
X = 0,9999

Table 4.1The best fit for the proto- gas planets, wherertiass of the core has been augmented with 50% and
'g' is the electrical charge that is reduced to thanber of protons, by deduction of the neutrdfighe Coulomb
force between the considered proto-planet versustier proto-planets, "a the corresponding accafen, 'r'

the actual orbit radius, X the statistical fit irditor. X = 0,9999 means a fit probability of 99,99%

This result suggests that a part of the core cbalk been lost (in our example of table 4.1 : 38Ujng the
formation of the planets, while it was presentatsolar eruption.

5. Discussion and conclusion.

The analysis of the solar protuberance was fidiye while considering that all the mass could Haeen ionized
during the formation of the proto- gas planets.sTive a fit of 99,7%. The consequence of thismagsan is
that also the neutrons of the protuberance couic Hseen ionized for a short tim@ ¢ decay) and maybe
rearranged into nuclei by electrons capture, becafierwards, some core has been formed in theplgasts,
which by definition should contain neutrons for abbalf the number of their nuclei.

In the second analysis | corrected that and | wsdy half of the nuclei's masses to find their @glent number
of electrical charge. This gave a less good f@®8%. This is indeed not that far from the 99, 04of the case
where we used the core mass and the electricajeliamla proportion 1:1.

It is clear that the absolute difference of 0,9%ween both results cannot be a worthily supporgfeotally new
theory about neutrons that would admitfa- decay of neutrons due to the high temperature tued
electromagnetic influence. In order to obtain titual cores of the gas planets, we would have $aras that
there was a rearrangement of the nuclei into peotomd neutrons just after tge- decay, by the absorption of
electrons. Literature however never mentiofied decay and spontaneous re-caption of electrongrdipns in
nuclei. The best neutrons can do is to polarize.

But we also fixed two parameters that are useddtoulating the fitting, which also could influenttee result.

In the first place, we consider that the four prajas planets were equidistant, which is not certa a former
paper concerning the core-planets, we have intediacsmaller distance between two proto-planetsagntave
got a better fit. This however made us play withepaeters for a better fit, which is at least a 8usps method.
The second parameter concerns the following: wet dmow to what extend the acceleration decreaséved
while the proto-planets began to mutually expandieanthe Coulomb forces. The values of the initial
accelerations are not a full guarantee for thd fialues of the orbit radii.
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From one thing we can be quite sure, the fit offthend proto- gas planets' original sequence opdeto-Uranus,
-Saturn, -Neptune, -Jupiter appears to be quitdestaven if small variations of the parametersiatreduced.

At the other hand, would it have been better ithad found a fit of only, say 95%, for the table?.1

Probably it would made us believe that the neutreadly did short-time “ionize”, but even then, accidental fit
of the figures still would have been possible, dmeghe two remaining parameters that could diffemf our
assumptions.

I conclude that, however very unlikely, a possilitization” of neutrons in the solar protuberanzan be
examined according an assumed strength of the rtiadieéd and a very high temperature.

In the second hypotheses, which is much more liKelycreased the original mass of the proto-plsinegre with
50%, while keeping the non-hydrogen ionization @%band | came to a fit level of 99,99%. This resulgjgests
that the cores have lost nearly 30% of their weigtd space during the formation of the planetse &kteroids,
the moons and the planets' rings are only a pahatfloss. Of course, the figures we found arg ordications of
possible hypotheses that merit to be analyzeddurifhey are no proof by themselves.
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Accumulation of evidence
from the Core Planets

Can the same be said from the core planets? In this chapter, | have put two papers that treat on the
core planets.

The first paper is treating the formation of the proto-core-planets.
Strong evidence is found that both the core planets and the gas planets came from the same
el ectromagnetic explosion, and moreover, by the dynamica approach of impulse moments.

The second papers analyzes the order sequence of the proto-core-planets and their final orbits,
under the influence of the electromagnetic protuberance from the Sun.

Although thefit is less convincing than for the gas planets, it is still aremarkable support in favor of
the Solar Protuberance Theory.

Discover now the amazing creation of our own and of the other planets!
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|sthe Earth a former solar sunspot?

by using the Solar Protuberance Hypothesis and the Maxwell Analogy for Gravitation.

T.DeMees - thierrydm@pandora.be

Summary

In two former papers,Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origihand “ The Titius-Bode law shows a
modified proto- gas-planets' sequericeshow that the solar protuberance-model is aeguteresting hypothesis
for the explanation of the planets' origin. Thisdabcomes to the following conclusions up to now.“Are
Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origih? started with the hypothesis thatl5 %of the sun erupted. | found
that this eruption formed the planets. To proves,thi used the observed sun's temperature as thiceru
temperature, and the data then comply with thdiostaselocity of Jupiter and with the orbit velocibf Mercury.

| needed the Maxwell Analogy for Gravitation to a®io prograde orbits for all planets.

When, in“The Titius-Bode law shows a modified proto- gaargts' sequence.’ tried to find the dynamics of
the solar protuberance-model, | came to the uné&gemnclusion that proto-Neptune originated chwsdupiter
at first and was repelled to its actual orbit. Themical composition of the planets shows that Mepindeed is
not at its 'natural’ place.

In this paper, | analyse the electrical dynamicghef protuberance and | come to the conclusion ttiatgas-
planets and the core-planets were created simolteshe With the solar protuberance-model, | carcwdate the
correct total mass of the core-planets out of tireservation of momentum against the gas-planetde\itte gas-
planets have been created by a certain numbeotdns out of an electromagnetic solar protuberagxactly the

same number of electrons have created the coretplaim fact, the impulse of the gas-protuberanes the
protons-side and it perfectly corresponds to theuilse of the core-planets at the electrons-side.

I ndex
1. A huge solar protuberandéelhe spread of the gas-planets / The gas-part hadore-part.

2. The internals of a solar protuberanc&he electromagnetic properties of a solar protulbee/ Conservation
of momentum.

3. Conclusion : good probability of a simultanecusation of all our planets.

6. References and interesting lecture.
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1. A huge solar protuberance.

The spread of the gas-planetShe gas-planets follow the Titius-Bode law.

Solar flares and post-flare loops are very commants at the sun’s surface. Prominences, whichhréather
from the sun’s surface are common as well. All gnpkenomena are provoked and maintained in suspehgi
the magnetic fields of the sun.

So many eruption types can take place that in thkarmtime we simplify our eruption model. We considar
exceptionally huge prominence (eruption) that feca magnetic field path.

The gas-part and the core-parBasic concept

As explained in my first paper, the protuberancs wa&olar eruption in which all types of the pl&atoms were
already present. It caused the ejection of maatswut0,15 %of the sun’s total mass, at a speed of ab@um/s

We will analyse the hypothesis of a solar protubeeaand verify if the planets were created from engtion
only, or consisted of two (successive or simultars@@ruption shocks: a first eruption shock of ryahydrogen
and some helium at one side of the protuberanc®ojiranus, -Saturn, -Jupiter, -Neptune), followsd an
implosion-explosion shock hitting a solar spot ke tother side of the electromagnetic force line thudt
protuberance (proto-Mercury, -Venus, -Earth, -Mars)

2. Theinternals of a solar protuberance.

The electromagnetic properties of a solar protulbe—A screwing hot cloud

When the protuberance or eruption is formed, akohgain account the second shock, hitting the sspaot, the
serie of proto-planets has the following shape. MVhmss ejections occur, at a temperaturé,6f.10'K , the
ionised hydrogen and the electrons follow a magnadith which quit one electric pole and go to aeothole,
creating so a magnetic buckle outside the sunfasei(fig.2.1).

_— Sun

Fig.2.1

In fig.2.1 ,B is the magnetic fieldj the electric charge andthe screwing speed of the hot cloud. Remark tret t
dynamics of the cloud are almost solely definedtty positive hydrogen ions. The mass of electran®o
insignificant to influence these dynamics. The &tats will screw very tightly about the electromatjo force
line, in the inverted screwing direction of the hygen- and helium ions.
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The rotation speed of the proto-gas-planets has Weend in former paper out of some thermodynamic
considerations of the sun, and this speed compéissgood with the actual rotation speed of Jupiter

Conservation of momentunBasic statement

Let us have a look at fig.2.1 again. At one sid¢éhefprotuberance, the ionized hydrogen leavesulface of the
sun and screws in the direction of the other side. ionized hydrogen, and some ionized helium ahg protons
and neutrons.

The total electric charge is directly proportiot@althe sum of the gas-planets' masses. Accorditigetdable 2.1
this total mass equald” ,,, = 2,66.10”” kg . We consider that most of the mass consists abpso All of the

mass of the proto-gas-planets is made of gasses, e can say thaPf ,,, = M , , where M , is the mass
of the corresponding ionized gasses related tprbhi®-gas-planets.

SUN  MERCURY VENUS  EARTH MARS  JUPITER SATURN URANUS NEPTUNE PLUTO

)
hours) 14076  -5832,5 23,9 24,6 9,9 10,7 -17,2 16,1 -1563,3
m)

Mass (10%kg) 1989000 0,33 4,87 597 0,642 1899 568 86,8 102 0,0125
Diameter (10°m) 1390000 4879 12104 12756 6794 142984 120536 51118 49528 2390
Density (kg/m® 5427 5243 5515 3933 1326 687 1270 1638 1750
Rotation Period (|

Distance from Sun (10° m 57,9 108,2 149,6 227,9 778,6 1433,5 2872,5 4495,1 5870
Orbital Period (days) 88 224,7 365,2 687 4331 10747 30589 59800 90588
Orbital Inclination  (degrees) 7 3,4 0 1,9 1,3 2,5 0,8 1,8 17,2
Orbital Eccentricity Eccentricity 0,205 0,007 0,017 0,094 0,049 0,057 0,046 0,011 0,244
Axial Tilt (degrees) 0,01 1774 23,5 25,2 3,1 26,7 97,8 28,3 122,5

table 2.1

At the other side of the protuberance, a same dyasftnegative electric charge is appealed forthoy ionized
hydrogen and helium.

Let us start with the hypothesis that at that pl#oe surface of the sun was a sunspot. We wiltkcimow if this
hypothesis fits with the observed data.

The quantity of negative electric charge at thespohside must be the same as the positive elettage at the
hydrogen side of the protuberance.

Now, we look what happened just before the erupfidme total hydrogen mass involved at one siddef t
magnetic path is given b , = 2,66.10%" kg . And all that mass is made of protons only. At sanspot
side, we have lots of iron and many other chenmetahents.

The sunspot has been hit by the electric flow efdlectrons. Indeed, the ionized hydrogen did itdhb sunspot,

but only the electrons did. The electrons folloveespirally path, very close to the magnetic patthef
protuberance, while the ionized hydrogen followeslidely spread spirally path along the same magmetth.

The conservation of momentum defines that the méuneiof the erupted mass of electroM, must be equal
to the momentum of the maM, of the erupted sunspot matter:

M,v,=M_v, (2.1)

Thus, the hypothesis that the electrons hit themoinand so created a pure mechanical processpofses, will
be checked here.

We know the velocity of the ionized hydrogen froAré Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural Origihat the
moment of eruption, which i&, = 2,5. 10° m/s. This velocity could be deducted from the suafagerature

only, although the quite low accuracy we have gotfit. Therefore we have taken the real velocftthe gasses
in Jupiter, of which | believe that it is as clasepossible from the original protons' velocityeMelocity of the
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electrons has to be the same, because the iomzztibhe hydrogen splits the protons and the edastrand only
the temperature of the sun is responsible for #iecity of both the protons and the electrons alinegmagnetic
path, according my former paper. Henae,:= v , .

In the paper Are Venus' and Uranus' Tilt of Natural OrigihPalso calculated the approximative velocity bét
core planets. Since the accuracy of that calculatidoo low, we shall use the real velocitieshaf tore-planets
here. However, this does not harm the validityhef teasoning in this paper.

The average orbital velocity of the core-planesesent the velocity of the erupted sunspot. Thusising the
figures of table 2.1, and by applying the planeisss-related load factors, we find an average itglotabout

v, =0,3.10° m/s . And finally, the total massM, of the electrons that are involved is :

m
M,=M,= (2.2)
m
P
where m, and m, are the elementary masses of the electron arpgreten.
m 2,66.10%
Hence, M, = 2,66.107 — kg =" (2.3)
m, 1838

It is possible to calculate the total mass of fleeted part of the sunspMs out of (2.1), combined with (2.3):

_2,5.10° m/s .2,66.10” kg
sunspot 1838.0,3.10° mjs

(2.4)

or

M

sunspot

=12.10% kg (2.5)

which indeed is, with a very good approximatione taum of the masses of the core-planets, which is
11.8. 10* kg . The velocities used in (2.4) are correct withisnaall error margin. The asteroid belt should be
considered as a part of the gas-planets' composhiat its mass is marginal anyway.

What can we deduct about the sunspot?

In a sunspot, there are many different chemicahefes present in different quantities. As a matfefact, the
equation (2.5) implies that the sum of the corexpla is a good representation of the content ofhapot. When
we look at table 2.2 , we have an idea of the eldsnwhich are present in our core-planets.

Atomic

Element (wt%) Mass  Mercury Venus Earth Mars
Fe 26 64,47 31,17 32,07 9,50
O (bound) 8 14,44 30,90 30,12 45,00
Si 14 7,05 15,82 15,12 25,00
Mg 12 6,50 14,54 13,90 17,00

S 16 0,24 1,62 2,92

Ni 28 3,66 1,77 1,82
Ca 20 1,18 1,61 1,54 1,50

Al 13 1,08 1,48 1,41
Total (wt%) 98,62 98,91 98,90 98,00
Total mass (10*kg) 0,33 4,87 5,97 0,642

table 2.2
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3. Conclusion : good probability of a smultaneous creation of all our planets.

From the former papers followed that the solarydetance is a valid hypothesis as the origin ofdhenation of
our planets. There is a strong probability that glas-planets came out of the same protuberancethansole
needed data was the sun's internal temperaturehwiven by the fusion process of hydrogen taihe | have
given the configuration of the proto-gas-planetdsiuence inside the originally erupted cloud, whias different
from the one now. The calculation of this sequename out as the only possibility out of 24 thecwmdti
sequences. And this configuration solved the oradithe Titius-Bode law.

Now, we find evidence that while the core-planetwen been created by the impact of the electronthef
protuberance, the gas-planets must have beendi@atbe impact of the same number of protons. Ttmgssame
protuberance process created all the planets asahe eruption process, but the group of core Hawnery
probably came out of a sunspot at one side of tbhtulperance and the group of gas-planets very ptplame
out the sun's hot surface at the other side optbtiberance.

By the addition of the core planets' chemical coftere obtained the composition of a typical sumspo

If the hypothesis of a huge protuberance is vatidylso implies that if we discover exo-planets sarhere
(generally these are large gas-planets) , thaaksdsa good chance to find core-planets as well cansequently a
higher chance of intelligent life than we could ekiave imagined before.
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The core-planets’' tilt and spin rate can be
explained by the Solar Protuberance
Hypothesis and Gyro-Gravitation.

by using the Solar Protuberance Hypothesis and the Maxwell Analogy for Gravitation.

T. De Mees - thierrydemees@pandora.be

Summary

Several of my former papers showed that a huge solar protuberance created the gas planets of our solar system. A
curiosum is the changed sequence order of the actual gas planets compared with their sequence order when the
solar protuberance has occurred.

In my paper “Is the Earth a Former Solar Sunspot? ”, strong evidence was given that the core planets as well were
created by the same solar explosion : the impulse of the protons related to the exploded gas-planets out of the sun,
corresponded perfectly with the impulse of the equivalent number of electrons that were related to the explosion
of the core-planets, at the same instant.

In the present paper, I come to the second curiosum, that the proto-planets Mercury and Venus have been ejected
in a retrograde orbit, and the proto-planets Earth and Mars have been ejected in a prograde orbit.

We show why Mercury and Venus came back in a prograde orbit and why both planets have a very slow spin rate,
while the Earth and Mars have almost the same spin rate.

Finally, we find that the ejection of the four planets corresponds with the remarkable Titius-Bode law as well.

Key words - solar sunspot, core planets, solar protuberance, retrograde orbit.

Method - Analytical.
Notation - Decimals with comma.
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1. The solar protuberance. - pro memore

The gas-part and the core-part — Basic concept

As explained in my former papers, the protuberance was a solar eruption in which all types of the planet's atoms
were already present. It caused the ejection of matter, about 0,15 % of the sun’s total mass, at a speed of about /0’
m/s .

The hypothesis of a solar protuberance implies that the planets were created from one eruption only, but consisted
of two (successive or simultaneous) eruption shocks: a first eruption shock of mainly hydrogen and some helium
at one side of the protuberance (proto-Uranus, -Neptune, -Saturn, -Jupiter), followed by an implosion-explosion
shock due to the hydrogen shock wave hitting a solar spot at the other side of the electromagnetic force line of that
protuberance (proto-Mercury, -Venus, -Earth, -Mars).

The electromagnetic properties of a solar protuberance — A screwing hot cloud

When the protuberance or eruption is formed, and taking in account the second shock, hitting the solar spot, the
serie of proto-planets has the following shape. When mass ejections occur, at very high temperature, the ionised
hydrogen and the electrons follow a magnetic path which quit one sunspot pole and go to the other pole, creating
so a magnetic buckle outside the sun’s surface (fig.1.1).

B .
/ e
Sun .
Fig.1.1: protuberance hypothesis: ions, protons spiralling about a magnetic path.
In fig.1.1, B is the magnetic field, q the electric charge and v the screwing speed of the hot cloud. Remark that the

dynamics of the cloud are almost solely defined by the positive hydrogen ions. The electrons will screw very
tightly about the electromagnetic force line, in the inverted screwing direction of the hydrogen- and helium ions.

Disruption into proto-planets — Basic equations

How did the protuberance exactly split-up into proto-planets? Therefore we have to look at fig.1.2.

Sun

Fig.1.2: Lorentz and Coulomb forces in the solar protuberance.
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Since there are four core planets known, I will restrict the number of parts to four, assuming that the gas planets
don't influence the core planets formation.

Each part of the screwing hot cloud will undergo a force from the other parts. So, it follows that the cloud will
expand in length, allowing the final separation of the parts into proto-planets. The distance D between the parts is
assumed to be the same for the whole protuberance.

In the drawing, I have shown two examples of forces: F’ i) and F' @ which mean respectively the force on part 4

due to part 3, and the force on part 3 by the part 4.

For simplicity, I consider the X-axis positive to the right side, and I disregard the bending of the magnetic force
line. This is allowed because, at the end, all the planets move in elliptic orbits, and the starting direction of the
proto-planets at this stage of the study is then of little importance.

The forces can then be written as follows.

For part 1 (the first proto-core-planet):

- 4.9 F .. - 9. 9; - 9,49,
R 13 14
'@ gne, D? ® 4n¢,(2D) “ 4ne,(3D)
Hence :
4
_ _ 49,369, +9q, +44q,)
F,=)F,, = (1.1)
! Z 1o 144 1, D*
. _ K
and the acceleration a | of the part 1 with mass m is : a, - (1.2)
m,
For the acceleration of the other parts of course, a similar equation as (2.2) exists.
For part 2 :
- T9q F.-_1% F . = 9:49,
2(1) 4n.£0D2 2(3) 4”EOD2 2(4) 4]T£0(2D)2
Hence : - _ qz('4q1+4q3+q4)
F, = Z Fz(i) - 2 (1.3)
i°T;3.4 161 ¢,D
For part 3 :
- “q: 4, -q;q - 44,
F,, 6=—"" - 372 F - 1314
P ane, (2D @ gne, D? @ 4n¢,D?
Hence : - -
9;(-q,-449,+ 4q,)
F, - F,, - (1.4)
3 ,-:Z,M 3(7) 167 ¢ ,D?
For part 4 :
_ 444, - 9.9 -q,q
F, - —=" F,,bB - ——"*=— F . = 413
4(1) 4”80(30)2 4(2) 4”80(21))2 43) 47-[801)2
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Hence : 3
_ _—q,(4q, +9q, +36q,)
F, =M F,. =
4 Z 4(i) 144 7.[80 DZ

i=1

(1.5)

The order of the proto-planets however is not known, and we have to find this out by reasoning or by trying out all
the possibilities.

2. Evaluating the core planets' order.

The core planets' order based on the actual physical data — A normal sequence order.

In the table 2.1 we see that the core planets' order seems to be quite normal compared with the sequence order of
the gas planets, which at their creation (proto-planets) were having the sequence order proto-Uranus, -Saturn,
-Jupiter, -Neptune.
The core-planets show first a small planet and ends-up with a small planet as well, just as the shape of a usual
solar protuberance.

With (1.2), the acceleration of the parts of the protuberance can be calculated, taking in account the electrical
charges, which are directly proportional with the known planetary masses. In fact, unlike the gas-planets, where
the main element is hydrogen, with an electrical charge of 1 versus the atomic mass, the core-planets will have an
electrical charge of 2 versus the atomic mass of the elements, because the neutrons are equally present as the
protons.

SUN  MERCURY VENUS  EARTH MARS  JUPITER SATURN URANUS NEPTUNE PLUTO

Mass (10%*kg) 1989000 0,33 4,87 5,97 0,642 1899 568 86,8 102 0,0125
Diameter (10°m) 1390000 4879 12104 12756 6794 142984 120536 51118 49528 2390
Density (kg/m?) 5427 5243 5515 3933 1326 687 1270 1638 1750
Rotation Period  (hours) 1407,6  -5832,5 23,9 24,6 9,9 10,7 -17,2 16,1 -153,3
Distance from Sun (10° m) 57,9 108,2 149,6 227,9 7786 14335 2872,5 4495,1 5870
Orbital Period (days) 88 224,7 365,2 687 4331 10747 30589 59800 90588
Orbital Inclination  (degrees) 7 34 0 1,9 1,3 2,5 0,8 1,8 17,2
Orbital Eccentricity Eccentricity 0,205 0,007 0,017 0,094 0,049 0,057 0,046 0,011 0,244
Axial Tilt (degrees) 0,01 177,4 235 25,2 31 26,7 97,8 28,3 122,5
table 2.11¢

Now, let us look at the chemical composition of the core planets and try to deduce the proto-planet sequence order
that possibly is the most appropriate choice.

U-group .

>I4%OK ' T U/Si
0.3 0.5 | 2 3

r:o;g_'ﬂ';"m( e @D+ Fe/S
0.3 06 | 3 6

:(;Oq_r:::gw r—m—v—ﬂ-@-—,——-rm e e s e BT
0.03 0.06 0l 03 06

Ti-group .
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Fig. 2.1"7: Chemical composition of the core planets and the Moon.
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In fig.2.1, we show the relative compositions of the planets Mercury (Me), Venus (Ve), Earth (E), Mars (Ma) and
the Moon (Mo). Since our hypothesis is that the core-planets are originated from a solar sunspot, we will
especially look at the iron composition, because the distribution of other elements in solar sunspots are not known.

In the whole fig.2.1 , we find Venus and Earth close together. For Mars, we also get figures that are relatively
close to Venus and Earth, especially for the content of iron. Only Mercury shows a higher relative content of iron,
compared with the other core planets.

Based on this table, we can only conclude that the Earth and Venus were probably grouped as proto-planets.
Mercury has a stronger iron content, and Mars and Mercury got a composition that is very close to that of the
Earth and Venus.

Comparing the actual planets and the proto-planets' sequence order. — the basic order is incorrect.

When the equations (1.1) to (1.5) are used for the four core-planets, we can find 4! = 24 solutions for the original
proto-planets' sequence order. Since the order 1,2,3,4 is fully symmetrical to the order 4,3,2,1 , we will only get
41/2 significant sequence order possibilities of the proto-planets. Hopefully, only one solution of them will give a
good correlation between the actual orbit positions of the planets, compared with the original order sequence that
is tested.

Proto M[kgl q[C] F(N) a][m/s] r(xE9)
planets (xE24) Comparative figures. orbit

1 Mercury 0,33 0,33 0,53 1,61 57,9
2 Venus 4,87 4,87 7,06 1,45 108,2
3 Earth 597 597 6,43 -1,08 149,6
4 Mars 064 064 -1,16 -1,81 227,9

Table 2.2 : test for a proto-planets' sequence order. We chose the
same order of the proto-planets as their actual sequence order.

In the table 2.2 , the equations (2.1) to (2.5) are applied on the supposition that the core planets' positions in the
large sun's protuberance were originally the same as the actual ones.

It is clear that the values of the Coulomb force F' are tangential to the Sun, but radial forces to the proto-planets.

The values of /" and a are only mutually comparative and not absolute values. We multiply F with an unknown
factor because the value of the distances D between the protuberances' parts are not known. The results for the

initial acceleration @ of the proto-planets' are multiplied with an unknown constant factor p as well.

I connect the condition for the direct proportionality of the accelerations with the orbit radii to the following: the
physical-geometrical law (for low velocities, where v is the tangential velocity to the orbit)

V=GM/r (2.1)

must have been able to catch the planets into orbits, while they decelerated due to the increasing distance to the
sun, and thanks to the bending path of the ejected proto-planets, caused by the sun's gravitation.

The more the proto-planets become distant to the Sun, the more the they also become distant to each other and the
more their velocities loose their radial orientation towards the Sun and instead become tangential velocities by

respect to the Sun. This means that @ and 7 are directly proportional : @ ~ r .

For the easy use of the calculations, I have put the figures of the electric charges of the proto-planets equal to the

actual masses' data of the planets, multiplied with a constant factor kK = ge/(m, + my) = qe/(2 mp ).
The reasons are that it is probable that the hot cloud was almost totally ionised.
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Interpretation of the acceleration's sign — Retrograde orbits become prograde orbits.

Indeed, the sign of the acceleration can initiate an prograde or a retrograde orbit about the sun. A negative
(positive) sign for the acceleration will cause a prograde (retrograde) orbit, -or inversely-.

Even when the orbits initiate in retrograde way, these orbits will turn back into prograde orbits, as explained in “4
coherent dual vector field theory for gravitation”. This angular orbit-swivelling is generated by any body, moving
in the spinning gravitation field of the sun, and the conclusion was that the prograde-wise spinning sun will
automatically generate prograde orbits of the planets. During this angular orbit-swivelling, the orbit's diameter
remains unchanged, and the retrograde orbit turns towards a prograde orbit, more or less about a virtual axis,
laying in the sun's equator plane.

The loss of angular momentum when a retrograde orbit swivels into a prograde one.

If a full prograde orbit is at 0° and consequently at the Sun's equator level, a retrograde orbit can be defined as an
orbit between -90° and +90°. The full retrograde orbit is at 180° and this orbit will need the most energy to swivel
into a full prograde orbit.

The energy for swivelling is provided by the Sun's gyrotation field, and there is no reason for an energy loss.

Definition of a statistical gauge for evaluating possible order sequences.

Table 2.2 is not resulting in accelerations that are directly proportional with the distances of the actual orbits of the
planets. According table 2.2, the final order-sequence would then have become : Earth, Venus, Mercury, Mars,
which is not correct.

When applying the statistically based equation

,/ (a,/r,) Z

we can compare the proto-planets' accelerations and the today's orbital radii. The results we can find using (2.1)
will be situated between 0,5 (perfect fit) and 1 (worst fit). The statistical value of (2.1) is not defined here and we
consider it only as an indicator and a standardisation method for the results.

@.1)

If we want to transform the gradation from 0 (or 0% , worst fit) to 1 (or 100% , perfect fit) we need to use (2.2).

X21—/ 3/1‘ z

In the case of table 2.2 we got a result of X = 0,91 or a 91% fit, which is reasonably good but not good enough to
be a proof. Ideally, in order to get a real fit, we need to reach at least a fit of 97% , provided that there is only one
solution between 97% + 3%. In other words, we only can be sure of a final result if it is clearly superior to the rest
of the group of possible solutions.

2.2)

Since the hypothesis of table 2.2 wasn't correct, other alternatives should be tested.

Testing other sequence orders — There is no best fit.

There are two sequence orders that have results for X that are 0,96 or 0,97. These are the ones where the Earth and
Venus are grouped together at the beginning or the end of the protuberance.
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Indeed, the two mirror-solutions come to the same result. But that means that we didn't find any perfectly fit for
the protuberance's sequence order of the core planets.

One could say that one of the reasons of that failure can be that the distance D is not a constant for the core

planets. So, we could try all the combinations including many variations of the distance ). But will that augment
the reliability of the result?

We will look at this phenomenon in the next chapter and analyse it.

3. The interpretation of the results.

Hypothesis: the distance D wasn't a constant — Proto-Venus and -Earth were closer.

This hypothesis is at least suspicious. Don't we risk to just try to find a solution by finding a value for D that fits
without any physical ground? Moreover, if we would find a better result, would it be reliable when based on some
iterating manipulation of figures? The answer is that we have no certitude anyway, even if we find a good fit.

I tried a number of possibilities where I made variate ID between 0.8 D and 1.1 D but that mostly gave worse
results. We got only one good fit : when the distance between the middle two proto-planets is reduced from D to
0,86 D , for the sequence order Mercury, Mars, Venus, Earth, we get a fit of X = 0,988 which is excellent.

Proto M[kgl] q[C] F(N) a[m/s] r(xE9) alr

planets (xE24) mutually comparative figures only
1 Earth 597 597 7,61 1,27 1496 117,43
2 Venus 4,87 4,87 -6,1 -1,25  108,2 -86,45
3 Mars 0,64 064 -1,28 -2 2279 114,23
4 Mercury 0,33 0,33 -0,28 -0,69 57,9 -83,32
X= 0,988

Table 3.1: result for the proto-core-planets with a distance between the
middle two proto-planets that is reduced from D to 0,86 D . Proto-Mercury
and -Venus have very similar values of a/r and Mars and the Earth as well.

Remark that the mass of the Earth almost equals the sum of the three other planets. This is an interesting
complement of evidence for the choice of the proto-planets' sequence order. From that point of view, the group of
Venus + Mars + Mercury is balanced with the Earth. Moreover, Venus and the Earth are almost twins by size and
by composition. Therefore, the proposed proto- sequence order seems to be the only reasonable one. Finally, the
correct chemical composition of Mars is not well know, and most of the publications have extrapolated them
according the actual sequence order !'*,

The proto-planets Mercury, Venus and Mars have been projected in retrograde direction and the orbits have been

swivelling towards prograde orbits in time. The Earth was projected in prograde direction. We analyse this case in
more detail in the next chapter.

The exploded sunspot turned itself into a sequence of proto-planets — It exploded like an onion.
As we saw in my former paper “Is the Earth a Former Solar Sunspot?”, 1 show that the sum of the gas planets'

impulsion, seen as protons, have projected the same quantity of electrons into a sunspot which generated an
equivalent quantity of core planets' impulsion. Both the gas planets and the core planets are strictly bound as two
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groups of four planets. The group of gas planets as generated by very hot protons and the group of core planets as
generated by much colder electrons.

When looking from Mercury to the other planets, the proto-planets' sequence order begins with the most iron-
contenting planets and ends with the planet having the most diversified number of atomic elements, the Earth. It
probably exploded like an onion : in the middle, Mercury; around it, the first layer, Mars; then the second layer
Venus and finally the last layer: the Earth.

The mystery of the sequence proto-planets, their spin rate and their tilt two by two.

In the table 3.1 , the proto-planets Mars and Earth show almost identical figures for a/7 . The same is true for the
proto-planets Mercury and Venus. What did they make grouping? No one can tell this for sure and we can only
emit hypotheses.

Remarkable is also that two planet-groups have the same spin rates and tilts (the inverted tilt of Venus is
considered equivalent because the spin is nearly zero).

Can all this be accidental, or is this mutually related? The probability for an accidental fit is 4!/(2!2!) or 16,7 %. 1
believe we should look at the more probable 83,3 %.

The global tilt of four of the eight planets is around 26°. The other planets are tilted near zero or a multiple of 90°.
And the rotation time of two of the core planets is about 24 hours, whereas that of the gas planets is about 10 to 17
days.

One of the possible reasons of the very slow spin of Mercury and Venus could be that both proto-planets started to
leave the solar protuberance under an angle with the magnetic path of that protuberance or under an angle with
another magnetic path. This would result in an interaction between the ionized proto-planets and the magnetic path
by a Lorentz force.

The Lorentz force, acting upon the circling ionized ring could have flipped the ring when it slid perpendicularly
through the magnetic path. When the spinning ring has flipped by force, it has transformed its spin direction into
the inverted direction. But by doing this, its original angular momentum has been totally consumed. The spin
value is reduced to almost zero.

4. Discussion and conclusion.

One could be impressed by the excellent fit of the proto-planets sequence Earth, Venus, Mars, Mercury. However,
when we look at the chemical content, the correspondence is logical. No other order sequence would better fit
with the figures. It is very probable that the four core planets came out of a protuberance that was originated by
the electrons. These electrons correspond to the mass of the core planets just as correspond the same quantity of
protons with the mass of the gas planets.

The vanishing of the spin of Mercury and Venus could perfectly happen by the swivelling of the proto-planets
when they slid over a solar magnetic path, with the result of a spin flip and a consumption of the spin. Mercury
could have been re-flipped afterwards by a magnetic solar field, due to its high content of iron.

Based on the analysis of this paper, it seems obvious that the core planets are born out of a sunspot and its area,
while the gas planets are created by an electromagnetic explosion out of the solar surface.
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Thierry De Mees

One day in 2004, I discovered the mainstream nebula
theory which is supposed to explain the creation of our
planets, and I was astonished. There were many
suppositions needed that didn't even hold, to obtain the
planets out of a nebula around the Sun.

Why couldn't the Sun itself, a gigantic reservoir of
energy, not be at the origin of the planets?

When I investigated that possibility, I rapidly came to the
concept of a solar explosion, and month after month I
steadily found new evidence to support that hypothesis,
without any other suppositions than that of the Huge
Solar Protuberance.

Nothing followed so easily and logically out of my pen
than the calculations and the evidence of this new
paradigm.
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