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ABSTRACT

The Earth expansion problem has attracted great interest, and the present
study demonstrates that the Earth has been expanding, at least over the
recent several decades. Space-geodetic data recorded at stations distributed
globally were used (including global positioning system data, very-long-
baseline interferometry, satellite laser ranging stations, and stations for
Doppler orbitography and radiopositioning integrated by satellite), which
covered a period of  more than 10 years in the International Terrestrial
Reference Frame 2008. A triangular network covering the surface of  the
Earth was thus constructed based on the spherical Delaunay approach,
and average-weighted vertical variations in the Earth surface were
estimated. Calculations show that the Earth is expanding at present at a
rate of  0.24 ± 0.04 mm/yr. Furthermore, based on the Earth Gravitational
Model 2008 and the secular variation rates of  the second-degree coefficients
estimated by satellite laser ranging and Earth mean-pole data, the principal
inertia moments of  the Earth (A, B, C) and in particular their temporal
variations, were determined: the simple mean value of  the three principal
inertia moments (i.e., [A+B+C]/3) is gradually increasing. This clearly
demonstrates that the Earth has been expanding, at least over the recent
decades, and the data show that the Earth is expanding at a rate ranging
from 0.17 ± 0.02 mm/yr to 0.21 ± 0.02 mm/yr, which coincides with the
space geodetic evidence. Hence, based on both space geodetic observations
and gravimetric data, we conclude that the Earth has been expanding at a
rate of  about 0.2 mm/yr over recent decades. 

1. Introduction
Whether the Earth is expanding or contracting at

present is an interesting problem in science. Some scientists
support the viewpoint of  Earth expansion, and some are
against this viewpoint.

The expanding Earth hypothesis is mainly supported by
paleontology, paleomagnetism, paleoclimatology and
geology data [e.g., Scalera 2003a]. Wilson [1960] declared
that the Earth is expanding based on geological evidence and
the Wegener’s continental drift hypothesis. By simulating the
expansion process of  the Earth, Creer [1965] concluded that

the Earth radius RE was around 0.55R in the early
Precambrian (ca. 3,800 Myr ago), around 0.94R to 0.96R in
the early Paleozoic (ca. 544 Myr ago), and around 0.96R to
0.97R in the early Mesozoic (ca. 230 Myr ago), where R =
6371 km, the mean radius of  the Earth at present. Based on
various geological evidence, Dearnley [1965] showed that RE

was around 4400 km before 270 Myr ago, and around 6000
km before 6.5 Myr ago, and that the mean radius has
increased at a rate of  about 0.6 mm/yr. Carey [1976, 1988]
concluded that the Earth is expanding within the ocean-floor
expansion framework, and Chen [2000] reported that the
Earth started to expand around 4300 Myr ago, with a radius
of  about 4651 km and at an increased rate of  around 0.4
mm/yr at that time, compared with the radius increase at a
rate of  around 0.1 mm/yr at present. A study by Müller
[2010, http://zeitexpansion/de] suggested that not only is
the universe expanding, but also the Earth, and the radius of
the Earth increases at a rate of  about 0.6 mm/yr.

Following a series of  studies of  three paleogeographical
reconstructions for the Paleocene, Cretaceous and Jurassic,
Scalera [1998, 2001] carried out a further reconstruction for
the Triassic period with the assistance of  paleomagnetic data.
He found that the data are best reconciled if  they are treated
in an expanding Earth framework, and the mean rate of
increase of  the Earth radius is 15 mm/yr. Based on analyses
of  the Laser Geodynamics Satellites and very-long baseline
interferometry (VLBI) data for stable nonorogenic
continental regions, Gerasimenko (1993) indicated an
increase in the Earth radius of  4.15 ± 0.27 mm/yr. However,
later studies of  Gerasimenko [1996, 1997] showed that the
rate of  increase of  the Earth radius does not exceed 1
mm/yr, by analyzing the VLBI data. Further, Gerasimenko
[2003] reprocessed the NASA VLBI data (NASA GSFC
solution number 1122, June 1999) and obtained a possible
radius increase of  0.2 mm/yr after removing the network
points that influenced their heights by as much as ±4.0
mm/yr. 
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It appears that the increase in the Earth radius by about
15 mm/yr declared by Scalera [2001] is too large. Later,
Scalera [2003a,b, 2006a] admitted the existence of  a much
slower expansion rate at present, such as a few millimeters or
fractions of  millimeters per year, based on the following
reasoning. One of  the main indications for a very low
expansion rate at present is the global map of  the spreading
rates in geologic time [see McElhinny and McFadden 2000,
Fig. 5.19: the half  spreading map of  the ocean floors], which
shows a minimum ocean floor expansion at present. The
other indication is the neotectonic period [Ollier and Pain
2001], starting from a few millions of  years ago, which is in
strong contradiction with the subductive processes that
should be active for hundreds of  millions of  years. Scalera
[2008] proposed a new orogenic model for more efficient
extrusion of  deep material onto the surface to constitute fold
belts exactly in the periods of  the minimum of  this global
expansion. This model has no large-scale subduction, but the
phase changes towards a more unpacked lattice of  the
isostatically rising masses. Thus, this does not contradict the
observed neotectonic period. Scalera [2003a, 2006a] also
suggested that in the expanding Earth frame, the polar
motion parameters can be prolonged in the current
geological past, up to 100 Myr ago, which reproduces with
satisfactory approximation the more reliable true polar
wander path and its slowing down around 50 Myr ago, which
was considered as being detected by Besse and Courtillot
[1991, 2002]. Then, Scalera [2003a,b, 2006a] concluded that
the expansion contributes partly to the observed secular
decrease in the gravity zonal harmonics J2 and the increasing
length of  day. However, the expansion induced =–5.53
×10-13/yr does not coincide with the observed value =
=–(2.60±0.3)×10-11/yr [e.g., Groten 2004], and the
expansion-induced increase in length of  day is not quite
certain, since it is related to not only the variation in the
Earth inertia moments that are also under argument, but
also the tidal friction.

On the other hand, some scientists favor the viewpoint
that during the geological time, the Earth radius has held
invariant, or has been subject to very tiny changes that
cannot be detected with the present observation accuracy
and by present techniques. The major argument in favor of
a constant radius is the belief  that a substantial increase in
size of  the Earth should have had an observable effect on its
rotational dynamics (mainly the length of  day), which was
considered as not being confirmed by the paleontologic data
[Burša and Šidlichovský 1984]. It has been demonstrated that
the observed decrease in the second zonal harmonic of  the
geopotential field and that of  the angular velocity of  the
Earth rotation affect the Earth rotation dynamics
significantly. Burša [1985] further argued that the angular
momentum equation of  the Earth–moon system is well
satisfied using recent data, and that there is no space for an

expanding Earth hypothesis as well as for secular variations
in the Newtonian gravitational constant [Dirac 1937]. In the
study of  Burša and Hovorková [1994], which argues against
the conclusion of  Carey [1988], three different kinds of  Earth
density models were assumed to estimate the internal energy
necessary for expansion from 0.6R to R, and they stated that
no dynamic evidence exists for the origin of  this energy over
the last 450 Myr. Different from their opinions, we here
remark on two points. First, the angular momentum of  the
Earth-moon system can still be held invariant if  the
expansion does exist. For instance, a small expansion of  the
Earth gives rise to a small slow-down of  the Earth rotation,
which causes a small expansion of  the moon orbit around
the Earth. Various observations by lunar laser ranging (LLR)
show that the moon orbit is expanding, the origin of  which
is mainly due to the tidal friction, and might be partly due to
the Earth expansion that causes the deceleration of  the Earth
rotation to some extent. Second, the expansion energy
source might also include contribution from nonuniform
expansion in the interior of  the Earth. For instance, the loss
of  the potential energy arising from denser particles falling
down towards the center of  the Earth could compensate for
the energy necessary for expanding the outer part of  the
Earth. 

We note that some scientists favor the viewpoint that
the Earth is contracting within a shorter period. The main
evidences come from seismic and space-geodetic studies.
Using seismic data, Lyttleton [1965, 1983] concluded that the
radius of  an original all-solid Earth would have been 370 km
greater than the present radius. Based on the coordinates and
velocities, and on their error estimations of  the global
positioning system (GPS), satellite laser ranging (SLR) and
VLBI stations issued by the International Earth Rotation
Service, Huang et al. [2002] and Sun et al. [2006] concluded
that the Earth is contracting.

Carey [1976] suggested that the Earth expansion
hypothesis can be identified using the observed gravity
variations. His suggestion, however, has not been well
considered as the gravity data at that time were not accurate
enough to detect relatively fine volume variations of  the
Earth. Now, precise gravimetric measurements have been
developed, especially superconducting gravimetry and
satellite gravimetry (e.g., the Challenging Mini-Satellite
Payload (CHAMP), the Gravity Recovery and Climate
Experiment (GRACE), and the Gravity Field and Steady-
State Ocean Circulation Explorer (GOCE) sattelites), and
these enable us to access temporal information in gravity
fields with relatively high accuracy. Then, based on the
recently released gravity field model, i.e., the Earth
Gravitational Model 2008 (EGM2008) [Pavlis et al. 2008], the
Earth (temporal) principal inertia moments (PIMs), A, B and
C, can be determined, as they are closely related to the
second-degree harmonic coefficients of  the gravity field
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model [see e.g., Heiskanen and Moritz 1967, Marchenko and
Abrikosov 2001]. Here, we note that EGM2008 did not
provide new variation rates of  the second-degree harmonic
coefficients, and the values of  the second-degree harmonic
coefficients released by EGM2008 hold almost the same as
those of  EGM96, and consequently, for the purpose of  the
present study, using either EGM96 or EGM2008 does not
make any difference. In the present study, the EGM2008
gravity field model is used. 

The variations in A, B and C just reflect the variations in
the Earth’s figure and mass distribution with respect to time.
As is well known, these PIMs (i.e., A, B and C) will become
larger on average (the mean of  the PIMs is just [A+B+C]/3
in this report) if  the Earth expands. On the other hand, the
rapid development of  space-geodetic techniques (e.g., GPS,
VLBI, SLR, Doppler orbitography and radiopositioning
integrated by satellite (DORIS)) makes it possible to directly
estimate the variations in the Earth volume (radius) over
recent decades. In the present study, we demonstrate that the
Earth has been expanding, at least over the recent decades,
based on both the temporal PIMs of  the Earth and the
coordinates and vertical velocities of  the globally distributed
space-geodetic observation stations. 

In summary, the topic of  the Earth expansion is a
relatively controversial subject. In the present study, we just
focus on the variations in the Earth radius over the recent
several decades (~30 yr). Here, it should be noted that in
terms of  the Earth expansion problem, there are still a lot of
publications that are not cited in this paper, and interested
readers can find them in the relevant publications.

The Earth expansion problem is related to different
research branches and the determination of  the expansion
rate might have a significant influence in science. In Section
2, the Earth expansion rate is estimated based on the space-
geodetic data of  629 space-geodetic stations under the
International Terrestrial Reference Frame 2008 (ITRF2008)
(including GPS, SLR, VLBI and DORIS stations), covering a
period longer than 10 yr. Then, in section 3, the temporal
PIMs are determined based on the EGM2008 gravity field
model, as well as the secular variation rates of  the second-
degree harmonic coefficients that are provided by SLR
observations [e.g., Cheng et al. 2011] and secular variations
in the mean pole of  the Earth. Furthermore, the Earth
expansion rate is estimated here. In the last section, as well as
our concluding remarks, we discuss some problems related
to this Earth expansion and the mass growth of  the Earth. 

2. Evidence from space geodetic data
Investigations into the secular vertical displacements of

the Earth crust are effective ways to judge whether the Earth
is expanding. In this section, we estimate the Earth expansion
(contraction) rate based on the space geodetic data covering
more than 10 yr under ITRF2008.

2.1 Data and selection of  stations
The spatial geodetic data used in this study are the ITRF

solutions, which are reference frames that consist of  sets of
station positions and velocities with their variance/covariance
matrices given. There are different versions of  ITRFs
[Altamimi et al. 2007, 2011]. The most recently released
version of  ITRF is ITRF2008 [Altamimi et al. 2011, see also
http://itrf.ensg.ign.fr/ITRF_solutions/2008/]. In this
framework, there are 1572 recordings at present from various
stations (including GPS, VLBI, SLR and DORIS). Due to
discontinuities of  many of  these recordings, only 935 stations
were available for the present study. In another aspect, stations
that are very close to each other (e.g., the distance between
any two stations is smaller than m; see Section 2.3)
might be considered as one, and consequently they are
merged into one station by weighted average in the present
study. For instance, the stations with code numbers ‘21736S003’
and ‘21736S005’ are taken as one station. The same handling is
applied to the stations with station codes ’7810’,’7824’ and
‘KELY’. Thus, there are 845 stations left in all.

To calculate the expanding (or contracting) rate of  the
Earth, the most straightforward method is to estimate the
vertical (or radial) velocities of  every point on the surface of
the Earth, and then to estimate the Earth expansion rate
based on the averaged vertical velocities of  all of  the
observation sites (stations), with their corresponding weights
that are determined according to the corresponding
observation accuracies. We constructed a spherical Delaunay
triangular irregular network (TIN) from the stations
provided by ITRF2008. The spherical Delaunay TIN
(SDTIN) consists of  spherical triangles that just cover the
whole surface of  the Earth, and the vertical velocity of  a
triangle can be expressed by a representative vertical velocity
(see below). Then the expansion rates of  the Earth can be
estimated by the representative vertical velocities of  all of
the triangles that comprise the SDTIN.

The selection of  the stations should be taken with great
care. First, the distribution of  the ITRF stations is not
uniform. The number of  stations in the northern
hemisphere is much greater than that in the southern
hemisphere. This means that not all of  the stations have the
same weight in calculating the Earth expansion rates.
Second, the stations located in active tectonic zones (e.g.,
orogen belts or zones) should be removed from our
calculations. 

To find out which stations are located in active tectonic
zones, we first examined the distributions of  the orogen belts
(figure 1). In the present study, we used the information of
the plate boundaries and orogen belts based on the Peter Bird
2002 (PB2002) plate model [Bird 2003; see Figure 1 in present
study]. The PB2002 model can be freely downloaded from
website http://peterbird.name/publications/2003_PB2002/
2003_PB2002.htm. According to Bird [2003], the orogen belts
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are defined as the zones where the horizontal velocity at any
point cannot be modeled from Euler poles. Then, we can
reasonably assume that when the observation stations are
located on orogen belts, the vertical velocities at these
stations are not reliable. Hence, for our calculations, we
removed the stations that are located in the orogen belts. 

As shown in Figure 2, the absolute values of  the vertical
velocities of  some stations are greater than 0.02 m/yr, and so
large vertical movements of  these kinds of  stations are not
related to the Earth expansion, but to tectonic activities like
earthquakes and volcanoes, for example. Hence, these kinds
of  stations were not included in our calculations. After
removing these stations that are located in orogen zones and
those with vertical velocities greater than 0.02 m/yr, there
are 629 stations left, and these are the stations used in our
calculations.

2.2 Methods
To estimate the Earth expansion rate based on the

vertical velocities of  the chosen stations, we can use the TIN,
which is constructed from data points (stations) spread over
the surface of  the Earth. The TIN is formulated using the
Delaunay approach [e.g., Chew 1989, Park et al. 2001, Nico
et al. 2005]. The Delaunay TIN is a set that consists of
triangular figures that satisfy the following conditions: (1)
they are connected side-by-side to each other, and any two
arbitrary figures do not overlap; and (2) the network just
covers the whole surface of  the Earth.

In earlier studies [e.g., Sun et al. 2006, Shen and Zhang
2008], the TIN constructed on a sphere was mapped on a
plane, which is constructed in two steps. First, the stations on
the surface of  the Earth are projected onto two planes. Then
the SDTIN is constructed by setting up the TIN on these two
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Figure 1.Distribution of  the 935 geodetic stations listed in ITRF2008. Green lines, plate boundaries; yellow areas, orogen belts. Information of  both plate
boundaries and orogen belts are from Bird [2003]. Red, 306 geodetic stations located in orogen belts (* Oro); blue, other 629 stations (* Used). Stations:
dots, GPS; circles, DORIS; squares, SLR; pentagons, VLBI. Green stations, those used in estimating the expansion rate in the present study. 

Figure 2.Vertical velocity and distance from nearest plate boundaries or orogen boundaries of  the 629 stations outside the orogen belts. Vertical velocities
of  most stations are less than 0.02 m/yr as absolute values, no matter how far the stations are from nearest plate boundaries or orogen belts. 
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planes. For convenience, this is referred to as the pseudo-
SDTIN here. However, the topologic relation on a sphere is
different from that on a plane, and the major defect of  pseudo-
SDTIN lies in its torsions of  the topological relations near the
equator area, and additional interpolation stations will not
reduce this defect in most cases. Consequently, in the present
study, we set up the TIN directly on a sphere [e.g., Renka
1997], which is referred to as the SDTIN. 

To estimate the Earth expansion rate, we need to carry
out the following procedures. First, select a group of  stations,
and project them onto the Earth surface (a spherical surface
with the Earth mean radius R = 6371 km), and set up a TIN
on this spherical surface. Second, the vertical velocity of  a
triangle as a whole is expressed by the representative vertical
velocity of  the triangle, and the latter is determined by those
at the three endpoints of  this spherical triangle (see below).
Finally, the Earth expansion rate is estimated by averaging
the representative vertical velocities of  all of  the triangles
(which construct the SDTIN), with their weights taken into
account. 

To determine the representative vertical velocity of  a
triangle, for the present purpose, it is accurate enough to
take a spherical triangle as a plane triangle K. Let us use D, E,
F to denote the three endpoints of  the triangle K, and oD, oE,
oF as the vertical velocities at D, E, F, respectively. Then, with
equal weights, the representative vertical velocity of  the
triangle is: 

(1)

To evaluate the accuracy of  otr, the error propagation
law can simply be applied to Equation (1). 

Hence, the averaged vertical velocity of  a triangle is
determined by the velocities at its endpoints. Then, the
expansion rate of  the Earth can be estimated based on the
weighted and averaged vertical velocities of  all of  the
triangles that just cover the whole surface of  the Earth.  

2.3 Results
In our calculations, we apply formulae with weights (see

Equation 2 in the following) to calculate the expansion rate
of  the Earth from the vertical velocities of  the triangles set
up by the SDTIN, which is built from the ITRF stations.

To set up a TIN, the algorithm requires that two stations
should not be too close to each other. Indeed, besides the
discontinuity problem mentioned above, some groups of
stations are very close to each other because different
observation instruments are used in a very small area for the
purpose of  their collocation ties. For convenience and
without loss of  the generality, as mentioned in Section 2.1, in
our calculations we choose a distance threshold of  m.
If  the distance of  two stations is less than this threshold, the
two stations are considered as one new station or

representative station, the determination of  the position and
velocity of  which are described in the following. Here we
note that the choice of  the threshold is quite arbitrary, and it
does not significantly influence the result. The basic
requirement is that it should not be too small (otherwise it is
still not convenient and certain algorithms would fail), nor
too large (otherwise it is not necessary). When there are k
stations in a very small region, we consider these k stations
as one representative station. The position and velocity of
the representative station are obtained by averaging the
corresponding positions and velocities of  the k stations, with
their weights considered.

When the representative vertical velocities of  each
triangle are obtained based on Equarion (1), we can estimate
the expansion rate of  the Earth using the following formula,
expressed as:

(2)

where oG is the expansion rate of  the Earth, oi the
representative vertical velocity of  the i-th triangle, N the
number of  triangles, Si the spherical area of  the i-th triangle,
v2

oi the variance of  the i-th triangle, and Pi the weight of  oi.
We note that Pi is proportional to the area Si of  the i-th
triangle, and inversely proportional to the variance v2

oi of  oi. 
The 629 stations are taken into our calculations in our

final estimate of  the Earth expansion rate. The absolute
value of  the vertical velocity of  each station included in this
study is smaller than 0.02 m/yr. The numerical results show
that the variation rate of  the Earth radius is (0.54 ±0.05)
mm/yr, as listed in Table 1. 

Post glacial rebound (PGR) has long been thought of  as a
reasonable candidate in explaining the uplift of  the surface of
the Earth [e.g., Lemoine et al. 2006]. However, based on the
data released from the website http://grace.jpl.nasa.gov/
data/pgr/ [Paulson et al. 2007], the estimated average uplift
rate ou of  the surface of  the Earth caused by PGR is only ou=
= (5.69×10-6±1.09×10-4) mm/yr. This means that the global
contribution of  PGR to the Earth volume variation can be
neglected. However, in the present study, the expansion rate
is estimated from 629 stations that are distributed over the
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THE EXPANDING EARTH AT PRESENT

NUMBER OF 
STATIONS USED 

EXPANSION RATE
(10–4 m/yr)

ACCURACY
(10–4 m/yr)

629 5.39 ± 0.52

629 (with PGR considered)* 2.38 ± 0.37

* PGR, post glacial rebound

Table 1. Earth expansion rate estimating based on the 629 space-geodetic
stations used in the present study
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Figure 3. Vertical velocities of  the 629 geodetic stations outside the orogen belts. PGR effects are not filtered out. Large uplift motion can be seen in
northern America and northern Europe.

Figure 4. Uplift due to PGR for the 629 stations outside the orogen belts. Large uplift trends can be seen in northern America and northern Europe.
Moderate uplift trends can be seen in Antarctica. 

Figure 5.Vertical velocities of  the 629 stations outside the orogen belts with PGR effects appropriately filtered out. Moderate uplift trends can still be seen
in northern America and northern Europe, indicating large uplift trends in these area cannot be simply attributed to PGR. The uplift trends in Antarctica
are not as large as indicated by Figure 3.
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globe. Hence, to obtain a more reasonable indication of  the
influence of  PGR on the uplift of  the surface of  the Earth, it
is necessary to calculate the uplift rate for each space-
geodetic station. In the present study, we expand the grid
data of  uplift rates of  the lithosphere into spherical harmonic
coefficients, and then the uplift rate from PGR can be
calculated according to the following equation:

(3)

where C
_
P
n0, C

_
P
nm and S

_
P
nm are the spherical harmonic

coefficients obtained from grid values of  the uplift rate from
the PGR model [from the website http://grace.jpl.nasa.gov/
data/pgr/; see Paulson et al. 2007], and P

_
n0 (cos(i)) and P

_
nm

(cos(i)) are normalized Legendre functions defined in
geophysical convention. The vertical velocities of  the stations
are shown in Figure 3, and the contributions of  PGR to the
vertical motions of  the stations are shown in Figure 4. The
distributions of  the vertical velocities with PGR effects
filtered out are shown in Figure 5.

After subtracting the PGR contributions from each
space-geodetic station and following the procedures
described above, the estimated expansion rate of  the Earth
with PGR effects considered is (0.24 ± 0.04) mm/yr, as listed
in Table 1.

Hence, based on the space geodetic data, we can
conclude that the Earth expansion rate has been about 0.24
mm/yr over recent decades. 

As a remark, we note that based on 736 GPS stations,
Shen and Zhang [2008] concluded that the Earth expansion
rate is 0.5 mm/yr, where the stations with vertical velocities
larger than 0.05 m/yr were removed, the PGR effects were
not considered, and the stations located in orogen belts were
included in the calculations. We note that from Table 1, if

the PGR effects are not considered, the expansion rate would
be (0.54 ±0.05) mm/yr, which coincides with that of  Shen
and Zhang [2008].

The accuracy listed in Table 1 is optimistic compared to
the accuracy of  the techniques mentioned above [Altamimi
et al. 2008]. However, we note that the estimated magnitudes
of  the accuracy in the present report are consistent with the
accuracy of  the velocities of  some stations listed in ITRF2008
(e.g. station with code 7207), and hence the order of  the
accuracy is acceptable. 

3. Evidence from temporal gravity fields
In this section, we further improve the study of  Shen et

al. [2008], who provided a preliminary result that showed
that the Earth is expanding at a rate of  about 0.3 mm/yr,
based on temporal gravimetric observations.

3.1 Secular trends of  the Earth inertia moments
The parameters related to the temporal gravity field

used in this study are listed in Table 2. C
_
20, C
_
21, S
_
21, C
_
22 and S

_
22

are provided from EGM2008. The uncertainty of  C
_
20 is

provided from Cheng et al. [2011], while those of  C
_
21, S
_
21, C
_
22

and S
_
22 are provided from EGM2008. The secular variation

rate of  C
_
20 together with its uncertainty are provided by the

International Earth Rotation Service 2010 (Petit and Luzum,
2010). The mean pole data (ftp://tai.bipm.org/iers/conv2010/
chapter7/annual.pole) are used to derive the time series of  C

_
21

and S
_
21, based on Equation (6.5) of  the International Earth

Rotation Service 2010 [Petit and Luzum 2010]. The secular
variation rates of  C

_
21 and S

_
21 are then calculated by linear fit

to these time series, and the secular variation rates of  C
_
22 and

S
_
22 can be calculated by an iterative approach, as given by
Marchenko and Abrikosov [2001; see Equations 84-90 therein]. 

A mean value of  the dynamic flattening HD is
determined based on six different HD values as listed in Table
3, which is referred to the epoch J2000.0, and HD reads: 

( ( ))

( ) ( ( ))

cos

cos sin cos

C P

C m S m P
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= +

+ +
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THE EXPANDING EARTH AT PRESENT

PARAMETER VALUE VARIATION RATE (×10–12/yr)

Geocentric gravitational constant GM 3.986004415 ×1014 m3/s2 (a)

Earth semi-major axis a 6378136.3 m (a)

Second-degree harmonic coefficients
(10–6/yr)

C–20 –484.16948±0.00002 (b) 11.6±1.3 (d) 

C–21 –0.00020662±0.000007 (c) –6.41±0.46 (e)

S–21 0.00138441±0.000007 (c) 12.14±0.56 (e)

C–22 2.439383±0.000007 (c) –2.20±1.48 (e)

S–22 –1.40027370±0.000007 (c) –3.22±1.93 (e)

Gravitational constant G [Groten 2004] (6.67428±0.00067)×10–11 m3 kg–1 s–2 (d)

Dynamic flattening HD (3273763.2±5.0)×10–9 (e)

(a) EGM2008; (b) Cheng et al. [2011]; (c) EGM2008; (d) International Earth Rotation Service 2010; (e) Calculated in the present study.

Table 2. Relevant parameters[Marchenko and Abrikosov 2001, Marchenko and Schwintzer 2003, Groten 2004, Lemonine et al. 1998] used in the
calculations in the present study. The second-degree harmonic coefficients of  potential are from the EGM2008 gravity field model.



. (4) 

In the Earth’s principal inertia axis system [i.e., the
coordinate axes coincide with the principal inertia axes of
the Earth; e.g., see Munk and MacDonald 1960], the PIMs of
the Earth (i.e., A, B, C) are linked to the second-degree
harmonic coefficients (A

_
20, A
_
22, etc., also expressed in the

principal inertia axis system) of  the gravity field by the
following equation [Marchenko and Abrikosov 2001,
Marchenko and Schwintzer 2003]: 

(5)

where M and a are the Earth mass and mean equatorial
radius, respectively, and the dynamic flattening HD is defined
as [e.g., Heiskanen and Moritz 1967]:

(6)

In Equation (5), A
_
20 and A

_
22 can be calculated based on

the theory of  Marchenko and Abrikosov [2001] and
Marchenko and Schwintzer [2003]:

(7)

where:

(8)

and:

(9)

where C
_
2m and S

_
2m (m=0,1,2) are the fully normalized second-

degree harmonic coefficients of  the gravitational potential
in the International Terrestrial Reference System. Here, C

_
2m

and S
_
2m are just those provided by the EGM2008 gravity

model (we note that using either EGM96 or EGM2008, there
is no significant difference for the purpose of  the present
study). 

To estimate the mean changes in the PIMs (i.e., A, B and
C), it is convenient to introduce a mean rotational inertia I (a
simple mean of  the PIMs): 

(10)

Based on Equations (5) and (10), this immediately gets:

(11)

or:

(12)

Then, from Equations (5) and (12) one has:

(13)

and its differential with respect to time reads:

(14)

Indeed, generally, the Earth does not expand uniformly
in all directions, and now we would like to discuss some
details about this. 

Based on Equation (5), the PIM variation rates are:

(15)

Then, A, B and C and their variation rates A
:

, B
:

and C
:

can be determined, once the second-degree harmonic
coefficients, their derivatives, and HD and H

:

D are given. 
The second-degree harmonic coefficients, their

derivatives, and HD are listed in Table 2. As references, the HD

values given by some previous studies are listed in Table 3.
Then, based on Tables 2 and 3, A, B and C are determined,
which are listed in Table 4 along with some previous results
from other studies. We note that to determine A

:

, B
:

and C
:

, H
:

D

should be given a priori. However, H
:

D is hard to obtain due to
the inaccurate calculations of  the dynamical flattening itself.
Nevertheless, it was roughly estimated as about –1×10-10/yr
to –7.4×10-10/yr [e.g., Dehant and Capitaine 1997, Bourda and
Capitaine 2004] from the secular variation rate of  J2, which
could be quite precisely determined by long-term SLR
observations [Cheng and Tapley 2004]. Indeed, according to
Bourda and Capitaine [2004], we have the following equation:

(16)
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It should be noted that the C
_:
20 appeared in Bourda and

Capitaine [2004], i.e., the quantity as given above appeared in
their Equation (8), should be referred to the Earth’s principal
inertia axis system, i.e., it should be replaced by A

_:
20 in the

present study. Otherwise the dynamic flattening of  HD

defined by Bourda and Capitaine [2004] can vary with C
_
20

because the latter is related to the coordinate systems; this

contradicts the lack fact that H
:

D does not depend on the
choice of  the coordinate systems. Hence, in the present
study, Equation (16) should be written as:

(17)

Then, the estimated value of  H
:

D is, as listed in Table 5,

H C
Ma A5D

2

20=-o ro

THE EXPANDING EARTH AT PRESENT

AUTHOR(S) HD

Williams [1994] (a) 0.0032737634

Souchay and Kinoshita [1996] (a) 0.0032737548

Hartmann and Soffel [1997] (a)
Hartmann et al. [1999] (a)

0.0032737600

Bretagnon et al. [1998] (a) 0.003273766818 ±0.000000000023

Roosbeek and Dehant [1998] (a) 0.0032737674

Mathews [2000] (b) 0.0032737668

Mathews et al. [2002] (c) 0.0032737949

Marchenko and Schwintzer [2003] (d) 0.0032737634±0.0000000032

This study (e) 0.0032737632±0.0000000005

(a) Estimated from the precession rate of  the equator.
(b) Estimated by fitting the rigid Earth nutation series to the observed data.
(c) Estimated by fitting the nutation series to observations from VLBI.
(d) Estimated by least-square estimation of  the values from all of  the HD-values corresponding to the same precession rate as given in Marchenko and
Schwintzer [2003], with reference epoch 1997.0.
(e) Estimated by least-square estimation of  the same values as given in Marchenko and Schwintzer [2003], with reference epoch 2000.0.

Table 3. Values of  the dynamic flattening HD.

Table 4. The determined Earth principal inertia moments (PIMs).

A/Ma2×107 B/Ma2×107 C/Ma2×107 SOURCE
Groten [2004] 3296150±20 3296220±20 3307010±20 Space gravimetric data

Marchenko and Schwintzer [2003] 3296143.3±3.2 3296215.9±3.2 3307006.0±3.2 Space gravimetric data

Marchenko [2009] 3296127.45±5.0 3296200.07±5.0 3306990.11±5.0 Space gravimetric data

This report 3296144.6±5.1 3296217.2±5.1 3307007.3±5.1 Space gravimetric data

AUTHOR(S) H
:

D ×1011

Dehant and Capitaine (1997) (a) ~–10

Bourda and Capitaine ( 2004) (b) –7.45

Marchenko and Schwintzer (2003) (c) –7.864

Marchenko (2009) (d) –7.8453

This study (e) –7.84±0.88

(a) Roughly estimated from space-gravimetric observations.
(b) Estimated from space-gravimetric data by neglecting second-order terms.
(c) Estimated from space-gravimetric data by neglecting second-order terms based on assumption that the trace of  the inertia moment tensor in the
principal inertial axis system is invariant. 
(d) Estimated from space-gravimetric data by neglecting second-order terms based on the assumption that the trace of  the inertia moment tensor in
the principal inertia axis system is invariant.
(e) Estimated from space-gravimetric data by neglecting second-order terms without assuming the invariance of  the trace of  the inertia moment ten-
sor in the principal inertia axis system.

Table 5. The estimated values of  H: D.



which also lists the corresponding results from some
previous studies. 

Now, based on Tables 2-5, the variation rates of  the
PIMs (i.e., A, B, C) can be determined, and the results here are
listed in Table 6.

The PIMs are critique indicators of  the Earth dynamics.
Variations in both the volume and mass of  the Earth can alter
the PIMs. Hence, the increase in the PIMs on average might
be caused by several factors: 1) the expansion of  the Earth; 2)
the increase in the Earth mass; and 3) the rise of  the sea level. 

The influence of  a sea level rise can be eliminated, because
even if  under the assumption that the global mean sea level rise
rate is as large as around 2 mm/yr [it is actually not so large; see
e.g., Cabanes et al. 2001, Church 2001, Milly et al. 2003,
Cazenave and Nerem 2004, Holgate and Woodworth 2004,
Church et al. 2004, Alley et al. 2005, Church and White 2006,
Shepherd and Wingham 2007], we can show that the
contribution of  the sea level rise to the mean increases in the
PIMs is too small compared with the observed (calculated)
mean increases in the PIMs. The reasoning here is as follows. 

Assume that the sea level rise rate is 2 mm/yr (a value
that is known to be overestimated), and assume that the
whole surface of  the Earth is covered by 3-km-thick sea water
before the sea level rise. After the sea level rise, the thickness
of  the sea water becomes 3 km + 2 mm. Then, the mean
changes in the PIMs caused by this sea level rise can be
expressed as: 

(18)

where R, R0, R1 are respectively the radii of  the solid Earth,
the whole Earth (solid and ocean), and the whole Earth after
the sea level rise, and t0 and t1 are the densities of  the water
before and after the sea level rise, which can be expressed as:

(19)

(20)

where in the calculations we have used the following values:
R= 6368 km, R0 = 6371km [Dziewonski and Anderson 1981],
and R1 = 6371000.002 m. According to Equation (18), taking
into account Equations (19) and (20), we get:

(21)

As I = (A+B+C)/3 is (based on the results calculated in
the present report, see Tables 2 and 4):

(22)

the relative variation rate of  I caused by the sea level rise is:

(23)

This value is much smaller than the observed result of
5.24×10-11/yr (see Table 6). Hence, the contribution of  a sea
level rise to the observed average increases in the PIMs can be
neglected. We note that in the present study the observed
result of  I

:

is (see Tables 2 and 6):

(24)

At present, there is no definite evidence showing that
the mass of  the Earth is increasing. Hence, we can assume
that the Earth mass M holds invariant and only the Earth’s
volume changes with time in our present investigations. 

Now, after eliminating the influences of  sea level rise and
mass increase (or growth), only the Earth expansion is left as a
valid candidate to explain the mean increases in the PIMs. 

As a remark, we note that there is continuous
gravitational differentiation and geothermal convection. kg m1 0 100
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PARAMETER VALUE (1011) UNCERTAINTY (1011)
A–20 –48416520.9 4.0

A–22 281240.6 5.4

A–
:

20 1.1600 0.1300

A–
:

22 –0.03 0.16

A
:
/Ma2 2.63 0.36

B
:
/Ma2 2.55 0.36

C
:
/Ma2 (a) 0 0 

I
:
/Ma2 1.73 0.17

m 5.24 0.51

(a) Here the calculated secular variation rate C:/Ma2 is zero. This is because certain higher order terms are neglected in Equation (17). As our major 
purpose was to investigate the secular variation rate I:/Ma2, this approximation is not significant.

Table 6. The variation rates of  the Earth principal inertia moments (PIMs) and relevant parameters determined in the present study. The calculations
needed from the parameters in the present report come from Table 2, Table 3 and Table 5. 
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within the Earth. The lighter elements ascend, while the
heavier ones go down towards the central parts of  the Earth.
If  the Earth’s volume holds invariant, this process should
cause a decrease in I, which appears to conflict with our
calculated results based on observations. However, if  the
Earth as a whole is expanding during this period, this increase
in Imight be properly explained.

Not only Earth expansion and mass growth, but also
large-scale mass redistributions can give rise to the
variations of  the inertia moment I, such as PGR, ocean
circulation and ice melting. However, the PGR cannot
explain the true polar wander over the long geological times
[see Scalera 2006a for a detailed discussion, and references
therein], and ocean circulation can only cause periodic, and
not long period, variations in I. Polar ice melting and the
associated sea level rise will increase C but reduce A and B,
which contradicts the corresponding values determined in
the present study. Hence, with our present knowledge,
under the assumption that the Earth mass holds invariant
(in the opposite case, see Section 4), the increasing tendency
of  I can only be explained by the Earth expansion
hypothesis. 

As a remark, in our investigations, different from
Marchenko and Schwintzer [2003], we do not assume that
the trace of  the inertia tensor is invariant, i.e., in the present
study, the assumption of  the invariance of  the trace of  the
inertia tensor is not applied. Indeed, such an assumption does
not hold. As can be imagined, whether the Earth expands or
not cannot be assumed a priori, but needs to be observed.
Then, if  the Earth does expand or contract, the relation
A+B+C = constant will fail.  

In the following, we estimate the Earth expansion rate
based on the calculated increased rate of  I.

3.2 A simple model to explain the secular trend of  the Earth’s
inertia moment

First, we roughly estimate the expansion rate by assuming
that the Earth is a uniform sphere with the mean radius a =
=6371 km and a mean density t . 5.54 g cm–3 at an initial time.
Then, 1 yr later, the Earth becomes a uniform sphere with the
radius a' and the density t due to the expansion (note that it is
assumed that the total mass of  the Earth holds invariant). The
inertial moments before and after the expansion are I = 2/5Ma2

and I' = 2/5Ma'2, respectively. Then: 

(25)

where m is the expansion ratio per year:

(26)

From this equation, a' – a=0.167 mm/yr is arrived at,
the accuracy of  which will be considered later. 

3.3 A more realistic expansion model
In the following, we estimate the expansion rate of  the

Earth by adopting a spherically stratified Earth model, the
preliminary reference Earth model (PREM) [Dziewonski and
Anderson 1981]. Although the Earth has lateral density
variations at all depths, as magnitude estimates, taking the
Earth as a spherically stratified body as given by PREM is
sufficient.

According to PREM (see Table 7, where x = r/R is the
normalized radius and R = 6371 km is the mean radius of
the Earth), we divide the Earth into N spherical layers. Each
layer is uniform and different layers can have different
densities, based on the density distribution given by PREM.
Then, the expansion of  the Earth is equivalent to the total
expanding effect of  the N layers. In the present study, we
treat every 500 m in depth as one layer if  r is smaller than
6291 km, and the depths ranging from r = 6291 km to r =
=6356 km are divided into 650 layers, with the thickness of
each layer as 100 m. The rest of  the crust and the ocean are
considered as two layers. So, the Earth is divided into 13234
layers.

A uniform spherical layer has the constant density t, and
let us denote the density and radii of  the inner and outer
surfaces of  the i-th layer by ti, ri–1 and ri, respectively, where
i= 1, 2, ..., N. At the initial time, the volume of  the i-th layer
can be expressed as:

(27)

while at time t (in the present study, the unit of  time is 1 yr),
the volume of  the i-th layer is:

(28)

where, as noted before, ri and ri–1 are the radii of  the outer
and inner surfaces of  the i-th layer, respectively, and at the
same time they are the radii of  the inner surface of  the (i+1)-
th layer and the outer surface of  the (i–1)-th layer,
respectively.

The radial expansion ratio ii (i = 1, 2, ..., N) can be defined
as:

(29)

and based on Equations (27)-(29) we get the following
expression:

(30)

Assume that the mass of  the i-th layer holds invariant
during the expansion, then taking into account Equation
(30), the density before expansion, ti(0), and that after
expansion, ti(t), meet the relation:
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(31)

The inertia moments of  the i-th layer before and after
the expansion can be expressed as:

(32)

where i= 1, 2, ..., N. Then the inertia moments of  the whole
Earth before and after the expansion can be expressed as:

(33)

and the annual variation rate of  the Earth inertia moments
can be expressed as (set t = 1 year):

(34)

Or, alternately:

Defining li and mi as follows:

(36)

(37)

we obtain:

(38)

Generally, each layer has different chemical compositions
and physical phases, and consequently the expansion rate of
each layer might be different in the case where the Earth does
expand. However, it is relatively difficult to estimate the
expansion rate of  every layer as we do not know exactly how
the expansion rate of  every layer responds to the composition,
pressure, temperature, stress, etc., of  every layer. Nevertheless,
as quantity estimation and without loss of  the generality, in the
present study we just considered three simplified models,
stated as follows.

Model 1: the expansion ratio is a linear function of  ri:
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RADIUS (km) DENSITY (g/cm3)
Inner core 0~1221.5 13.0885–8.8381x2

Outer core 1221.5~3480.0 12.5815–1.2638x–3.6426x2–5.5281x3

Lower mantle 3480.0~5701.0 7.9565–6.4761x+5.5283x2–3.0807x3

Transition zone

5701.0~5771.0 5.3197–1.4836x

5771.0~5971.0 11.2494–8.0298x

5971.0~6151.0 7.1089–3.8045x

LVZ* 6151.0~6291.0 2.6910+0.6924x

LID* 6291.0~6346.6 2.6910+0.6924x

Crust
6346.6~6356.0 2.900

6356.0~6368.0 2.600

Ocean 6368.0~6371.0 1.020

* LVZ, low velocity zone; LID, high speed lid layer.

Table 7. The Earth density distribution provided by PREM [Dziwonski and Anderson 1981].
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THE EXPANDING EARTH AT PRESENT

AUTHOR(S) EXPANSION RATE (mm/yr) RESPECTIVE PERIOD OR EPOCH DATA SOURCE

This report 
(uniform model)

0.17±0.02 At present Temporal gravity observations

This report (model 1) 0.21±0.02 At present Temporal gravity observations

This report (model 2) 0.17±0.02 At present Temporal gravity observations

This report (model 3) 0.18±0.02 At present Temporal gravity observations

This report (Mean) 0.18±0.02 At present Temporal gravity observations

This report 0.24±0.04 At present Global GPS, VLBI and DORIS sites

Egyed [1957) 0.5-0.7 From 4400 Myr ago to present Paleogeography data

Carey [1958) 12.7 From 250 Myr ago to present Nonpaleomagnetism

Cox and Doell [1961] 0.24 From 250 Myr ago to present Paleomagnetic data

Dearnley [1965] 0.65±0.15 From 4500 Myr to present (4500 Myr) Multi-geological evidence

Yabushita [1987] –0.22 to 0.33 From 4600 Myr ago to present Comparison of  the areas of  lithosphere 
of  planets and the moon

Owen [1992] 0.63 From 200 Myr ago to present Sea-floor spreading of  plate tectonic 
and paleobiology

Burša [1993] [–0.3 to 0.3] (if  it exists) At present LLR

Gerasimenko [1993] 4.15±0.27 At present LAGEOS and VLBI

Gerasimenko [1996, 1997] <1 At present VLBI

Gerasimenko [2003] ～0.2 At present VLBI

Wang [1997] 0.64 From 2500 Myr ago to present Biopaleogeography and  tectonic 
paleogeography

Chen [1990] 0.40 From 4380 Myr ago to present Terrestrial planet analysis combined 
with paleobiological clock

Fu et al. [1998] 0.1 Several Myrs ago to present Analysis of  plate model data

Chen [2000] 0.4 Before 4300 Myr Tectonism and geological limitation
condition

Chen [2000] 0.1 At present Tectonism and geological limitation 
condition

Maxlow [2001] 22 At present VLBI, SLR, GPS and LLR

Scalera [2001] 15 From Triassic (220 Myr ago) to present Paleogeographical reconstructions

Scalera [2003a] 14.3 From Triassic (215 Myr ago) to present Paleogeographical reconstructions

Scalera [2003b] 0.26 (polar radius) At present Space-gravimetric data

Scalera [2003b] 3 (equatorial radius) At present Space-gravimetric data

Scalera [2006b] 14 From Triassic (220 Myr ago) to present Paleogeology

Huang et al. [2002] 1.30±2.38 At present Global GPS and VLBI sites

Sun et al. [2006] –4.1 At present Global GPS and VLBI sites

Shen and Zhang [2008] 0.5 At present Global GPS sites

Shen et al. [2008] 0.3 to 0.6 At present Global GPS sites and temporal gravity 
observations

Müller [2010] 0.6 Universal expansion hypothesis

LLR, lunar laser range; GPS, global positioning system; VLBI, very-long-baseline interferometry; DORIS, Doppler orbitography and radiopositioning
integrated by satellite; LAGEOS, Laser Geodynamics Satellites; SLR, satellite laser ranging.

Table 8. Expansion rates of  the Earth.



(39)

Model 2: the expansion ratio is a constant for all of  the
layers:

(40)

Model 3: the expansion ratio is a power function of  ri:

(41)

In Equations. (39) to (41), the parameters a, b, c are
constants to be determined, which correspond to Models 1,
2 and 3, respectively. No matter in which case (Model 1, 2 or
3), Equation (35) can be written in the following form:

(42)

Generally, the above equation has no analytical solution
for variable h (h=a, b, c). We use the Monte Carlo method
to search for a certain h to meet the following condition:

(43)

where the positive real number f can be arbitrarily small. Then,
we find values that best fit Equation (43). Using these values,
we can obtain the increasing rates ii=i(ri) (i = 1, 2…, N) for
every ri according to Equations (29) to (31). Then, the Earth
expansion rate can be determined based on Equation (29).

3.4 Estimates of  the Earth expansion rates and their
accuracies 

To evaluate the accuracy of  the estimated expansion
rate, the following relation needs to be established:

(44)

where li and mi are defined by Equations (36) and (37). Then,
application of  the error propagation law to Equation (44)
leads to the needed accuracy evaluation.

With different models proposed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3,
the Earth expansion rates can be estimated accordingly, and
the corresponding results are listed in Table 8. For reference,
some, but not all, of  the results from previous studies related
to the Earth expansion (or contraction) problem are also listed
in Table 8. We note that in our investigations, the results from
different models suggest that the Earth expansion rates range
from 0.17 ± 0.02 mm/yr to 0.21 ± 0.02 mm/yr. These
conclusions coincide not only with our results based on the
space geodetic data (see Section 2), but also with the results
provided by many previous studies [e.g., Creer 1965, Dearnley
1965, Carey 1976, Chen 2000, Scalera 2003b].

4. Discussion and conclusions
The topic of  the Earth expansion is a relatively

controversial subject that developed mainly in the first
decades of  the twentieth century [e.g., see Carey 1976].
Nowadays, some scientists support and some are against the
conclusion that the Earth is expanding. Nevertheless, huge
amounts of  geodetic data (e.g., deformation, gravity, and
more) justify a renewed effort to examine the observables
that support a varying Earth radius.

The present study uses space-technique-observed
secular deformations and secular gravity field variations
(second degree harmonic coefficients) that show that the
Earth is expanding at the rates of  0.24 ± 0.04 mm/yr (see
Table 1) and 0.18 ± 0.02 mm/yr (see Table 8), respectively.

If  the Dirac’s large numbers hypothesis is accepted
[Dirac 1937, 1974], which states that the gravitational
constant G decays with the age of  the universe, then it might
be concluded that the Earth is expanding, as a body will
become looser when G decreases. However, it is almost
impossible to calculate the Earth expansion rate based on this
Dirac’s large numbers hypothesis, due to the complicated
structure and the relatively poorly determined geophysical
parameters, such as density, viscoelastic coefficients, Love
numbers, et cetera.

Based on various geological evidences, many scientists
have concluded that the Earth is expanding at a rate ranging
from 0.1 mm/yr to several millimeters every year. Our
investigations show that the Earth is expanding, at least at
present, at a rate of  about 0.2 mm/yr, and the evidences
come from both temporal gravity fields and space geodetic
data. Based on the EGM2008 temporal gravity field model,
calculations show that the PIMs are gradually increasing, at
a mean rate of  1.73 ×10-11/yr (i.e., I

:

), which demonstrates
the present expansion of  the Earth at a rate of  about 0.18
mm/yr. From another aspect, based on the coordinates and
vertical velocities of  629 space geodetic stations that are
spread over the globe, we find that the average radius of  the
Earth is increasing at a rate of  about 0.24 mm/yr. Whether
our conclusion can be extended to the geological time scale
is a problem to be investigated further. 

One possible explanation for this mean increase in the
PIMs might be due to the growth of  the Earth mass. If  we
assume that the mean increase in the PIMs is due to the
growth of  the mass of  the Earth [Clark 2008] rather than the
expansion of  the Earth, what can we conclude? In the case
where the growth is uniform, the mass M of  the Earth
increases at a rate of  about 5.24 ×10-11/yr based on the mean
increases in the PIMs given in the present report. In other
cases, the rate of  increase of  M depends on how the Earth’s
mass gain is distributed inside the Earth.

If  the mass of  the Earth is growing uniformly at present,
the global superconducting gravimeters (SGs) [Goodkind
1999] should record a common signal of  gravity increase of

d
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Dg, which depends on the distribution of  the growth of  the
Earth mass. The relevant calculations are stated as follows. 

Assume that the radius of  the Earth does not change
and that the increases in the PIMs come from the Earth mass
growth DM, then the gravity at the surface of  the Earth will
have a long-term trend that can be expressed as follows: 

(45)

The growth DM will be determined based on the
observed quantity I

:

/I = 5.24×10-11 under the assumption that
this quantity is caused by the growth of  the Earth mass.

For different assumptions of  the distribution of  the
Earth mass growth, the growth rate of  the Earth mass
determined will be different. We discuss the following cases. 

Case I. The mass growth DM is uniformly distributed in
the whole of  the Earth. 

In this case, we have:

(46)

Noting that M = (5.972 ± 0.007)×1024 kg and R = 6371
km, we have:

(47)

Case II. The mass growth DM is uniformly distributed in
the mantle and crust of  the Earth. 

In this case, the density growth can be expressed as:

(48)

where RCMB = 3480 km is the radius of  the core-mantle
boundary [Dziewonski and Anderson 1981]. The relation
between Dt and DI can be expressed as:

(49)

Substituting Equation (48) into Equation (49), we get

(50)

and

(51)

Case III. The mass growth is uniformly distributed in the
crust of  the Earth. 

Similar to case II, we can directly write out the following
result:

(52)

(53)

where Rmantle = 6346.6 km is the radius of  the mantle
[Dziewonski and Anderson 1981]. 

As a short summary, we conclude that if  the continuous
increase in the PIMs is due to the growth of  the Earth mass,
then corresponding to the cases of  the uniform distributions
of  the whole Earth (Case I), the mantle and crust (Case II),
and the crust (Case III), the gravity on the ground will
increase by 42.6 nGal/yr, 37.5 nGal/yr and 25.6 nGal/yr,
respectively. 

However, if  the expansion is only related to the volume,
the gravity change on the Earth surface can be expressed as:

(54)

Assume that the Earth expansion rate is dR/dt = 0.15
mm/yr, then the long-term trend of  gravity on the ground
is:

(55)

which means that the gravity on the ground will decrease by
as much as –46 nGal/yr if  the Earth is expanding at a rate of
0.15 mm/yr. 

Due to their high accuracy and sensitivity, SGs can be
used to provide confirmation as to whether the mass of  the
Earth is growing and/or whether the Earth is expanding.
Unfortunately, as the accuracy of  the secular term in SG
recordings is of  the level of  100 nGal [e.g., see Crossley and
Hinderer 2008], it is relatively difficult to provide confirmation
using only one SG record. However, it might be possible to
provide confirmation using the datasets continually recorded
by about 30 SGs distributed over the globe. 

Indeed, here we can indicate that our space-gravimetric
observations do not support the mass growth hypothesis, as
in the present study it holds that A

:  

> B
:  

> C
: 

, while if  the mass
growth hypothesis holds, the relation A

:  

= B
:  

= C
:

should be
satisfied approximately. 

As a remark, PGR might be an explanation for the global
uplift of  the surface of  the Earth. Large vertical velocities in
Greenland and Antarctica can be explained by PGR.
However, based on the data released from the website
http://grace.jpl.nasa.gov/data/pgr/ [Paulson et al. 2007],
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the estimated average uplift rate ou of  the surface of  the
Earth caused by PGR is only (5.69×10–6 ± 1.09×10–4 mm/yr.
Subtracting the PGR effects from the vertical velocities of
our 629 stations, the estimated expansion rate from these 629
stations is 0.24 mm/yr (see Table 1).

Finally, if  the Earth expands, the following question
might be raised: How is it possible, if  the Earth radius
increases, to evaluate the GPS (or VLBI, or other techniques)
baseline variations using the same radius as today for
previous years? Is a systematic error introduced into the
computations? An answer might be that GPS and VLBI are
geometric Cartesian methods in which a pure square
Cartesian reference frame is used without the use of  the
Earth radius. However, as the Earth is like a rotating platform
and the position in space is determined by electromagnetic
signal speeds and times (based on some kind of  time-keeping
system, e.g., atomic clocks), then the distances (positions)
determined are related to the radius of  the Earth. This
problem remains to be solved. 

Acknowledgements. We sincerely thank M.R. Edwards, R.
Stephenson, M.W. Clark and S.X. Zhang for fruitful discussions, and an
associated Editor and two anonymous Reviewers for valuable comments
and suggestions on our original manuscript. Without these comments and
suggestions this revised manuscript could not have been finished. This
study is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of  China
(grant No. 41174011; 40974015; 40637034), the Special Scientific
Researching Fund of  the State Key Laboratory of  Information
Engineering in Surveying, Mapping and Remote Sensing (China), and the
Open Fund of  the Key Laboratory of  Geospace Environment and
Geodesy, Ministry of  Education, China (No. 08-02-02).

References 
Alley, R.B., P.U. Clark, P. Huybrechts and I. Joughin (2005).
Ice-sheet and sea-level changes, Science, 310, 456-460. 

Altamimi, Z., X. Collilieux, J. Legrand, B. Garaytand and
C. Boucher (2007). ITRF2005: A new release of  the In-
ternational Terrestrial Reference Frame based on time
series of  station positions and Earth orientation pa-
rameters, J. Geophys. Res., 112, B09401, doi: 10.1029/
2007JB004949.

Altamimi, Z., X. Collilieux and C. Boucher (2008). Accuracy
assessment of  the ITRF datum definition. In: P. Xu, J. Liu
and A. Dermanis (Eds.), International Association of  Ge-
odesy Symposia, Springer, Wuhan, China, 101-110.

Altamimi, Z., X. Collilieux and L. Métivier (2011).
ITRF2008: an improved solution of  the international
terrestrial reference frame, J. Geodesy, 85, doi: 10.1007/
s00190-011-0444-4.

Besse, J. and V. Courtillot (1991). Revised and synthetic ap-
parent polar wander paths of  the African, Eurasian,
North American and Indian plates, and true polar wan-
der since 200 Myr, J. Geophys. Res., 96, 4029-4050.

Besse, J. and V. Courtillot (2002). Apparent and true polar
wander and the geometry of  the geomagnetic field over

the last 200 Myr, J. Geophys. Res., 107 (B11), 2300, doi:
10.1029/2000jb000050.

Bird, P. (2003). An updated digital model of  plate boundaries,
Geochem. Geophys. Geosyst., 4, 1027, doi: 10.1029/
2001GC000252. 

Bourda, G. and N. Capitaine (2004). Precession, nutation,
and space geodetic determination of  the Earth’s vari-
able gravity field, Astron. Astrophys., 428, 691-702. 

Bretagnon, P., G. Francou, P. Rocher and J. L. Simon (1998):
SMART97:a new solution for the rotation of  the rigid
Earth, Astron. Astrophys., 329, 329-338.

Burša, M. and M. Šidlichovský (1984). On the expanding
Earth hypothesis, Studia Geophys. Geodaet., 28 (3),
215-223.

Burša, M. (1985). Tidal friction, the Earth’s rotation, and
hypothesis of  an expanding Earth, Veroeffentlichungen
des Zentralinstituts fuer Physik der Erde, 81 (1), 61-67.

Burša, M. (1993). Global geodynamic long-term variations
and expanding earth hypothesis, Studia Geophys. Geo-
daet., 37 (2), 113-124.

Burša, M. and O. Hovorkova (1994). Expanding earth hy-
pothesis and the earth’s gravitational potential energy,
Studia Geophys. Geodaet., 38, 235-245.

Cabanes, C., A. Cazenave and C.L. Provost (2001). Sea level
rise during past 40 years determined from satellite and
in situ observations, Science, 194, 840-842.

Carey, S.W. (1958). A tectonic approach to continental drift,
Continental drift: A Symposium, Australia, University
of  Tasmania.

Carey, S.W. (1976). The expanding Earth. Elsevier, Ams-
terdam. 

Carey, S.W. (1988). Theories of  the Earth and Universe: a
History of  Dogma in the Earth Sciences. Stanford Uni-
versity Press, Stanford, California, pp. 413.

Cazenave, A. and R.S. Nerem (2004). Present-day sea level
change: Observations and causes, Rev. Geophys., 42
(RG3001), doi: 10.1029/2003RG000139

Chen, Z.G. (1990). The initial values of  the basic parame-
ters and its average change rate of  expanding earth,
Acta geodaetica Sinica (in Chinese), 33 (5), 611-618.

Chen, Z.G. (2000): The evolution model of  the Earth’s lim-
ited expanding, Chinese Science Bulletin, 45, 304-312. 

Cheng, M.K. and B.D. Tapley (2004). Variations in the
Earth’s oblateness during the past 28 years, J. Geophys.
Res., 109, B09402, doi: 10.1029/2004JB003028. 

Cheng, M.K., J.C. Ries and B.D. Tapley (2011). Variations
of  the Earth’s figure axis from satellite laser ranging
and GRACE, J. Geophys. Res., 116: B01409, doi:
10.1029/2010JB000850. 

Chew, P.L. (1989). Constrained Delaunay triangulations,
Algorithmica, 4, 97-108. 

Church, J. (2001). How fast are sea levels rising?, Science,
294, 802-803. 

SHEN ET AL.

451



452

Church, J.A., N.J. White, R. Coleman, K. Lambeck and J.X.
Mitrovica (2004). Estimates of  the regional distribution
of  sea level rise over the 1950 to 2000 period, Journal of
Climate, 17, 2609-2625.

Church, J.A. and N.J. White (2006). A 20th century accel-
eration in global sea-level rise, Geophys. Res. Lett., 33,
L01602, doi: 10.1029/2005GL024826. 

Clark, M.W. (2008). Combined growth and expansion of
the Earth measured by lunar recession rate and GPS.
Private communication. 

Cox, A. and R. R. Doelll (1961). Palæomagnetic Evidence
relevant to a Change in the Earth’s Radius, Nature, 190,
36-37.

Creer, K.M. (1965). An expanding Earth, Nature, 205, 539-
544. 

Crossley, D. and J. Hinderer (2008). Report of  GGP activi-
ties to Commission 3, completing 10 years for the
worldwide network of  superconducting gravimeters,
Observing our changing Earth, IAG Symposia.
Springer, 511-521.

Dearnley, R. (1965). Orogenic fold-belts, convection and ex-
pansion of  the Earth, Nature, 206, 1284-1290. 

Dehant, V. and N. Capitaine (1997). On the precession con-
stant: Values and constraints on the dynamic flattening;
Link with oppolzer terms and tilt-over-mode, Celestial
Mechanics & Dynamical Astronomy, 65, 439-458.

Dirac, P.A.M. (1937). The Cosmlogical Constants, Nature,
139, 323-323.

Dirac, P.A.M. (1974). Cosmological models and the large
numbers hypothesis, Roy. Soc. Lond. Proc., A338, 439-
446. 

Dziewonski, A.M. and D.L. Anderson (1981). Preliminary
reference Earth model, Phys. Earth Planet. Inter., 25,
297-356. 

Egyed, L. (1957). A new theory on the internal constitu-
tion of  the earth and its geological geophysical conse-
quences, Acta geol Acad Science Hung, 4, 43.

Fu, R., J.H. Huang, L.G. Li and X.H. Chang (1998). Is Earth
Expanding?Moving of  the Plate and Change of  the
Earth’ Geometry Measure, Chinese Geophysical Soci-
ety (in Chinese), pp. 385.

Gerasimenko, M.D. (1993). Modeling of  the change of
Earth dimensions and deformations from space track-
ing data. Proceedings of  the CRCM’93, Kobe, 1993, J.
Geod. Soc. Jap., 215-217

Gerasimenko, M.D. (1996). Very likely that geodesy will
soon resolve the main problem of  the Earth evolution:
a few new facts. Proceedings of  the 3-th International
Symposium ‘Regularities of  Structure and Evolution of
Geospheres’, 16-20 September 1996, Vladivostok, 3-6.

Gerasimenko, M.D. (1997). A few geodetic arguments in
the favour of  hypothesis of  expanding Earth, Far East-
ern Mathematical Reports, 3, 69-79.

Gerasimenko, M.D. (2003). The problem of  the change of  the
Earth dimension in the light of  space geodesy data. In: G.
Scalera and K.-H. Jacob (Eds.), 2003: Why Expanding
Earth? – A book in Honour of  Ott Christoph Hilgenberg.
Proceedings of  the 3rd Lautenthaler Montanistisches Col-
loquium, Mining Industry Museum, Lautenthal (Ger-
many) May 26, 2001, INGV, Rome, 395-405.

Goodkind, J.M. (1999). The superconducting gravimeter,
Rev. Sci. Instrum., 70, 4131-4152. 

Groten, E. (2004). Fundamental parameters and current
(2004) best estimates of  the parameters of  common rel-
evance to astronomy, geodesy, and geodynamics, J. Ge-
odesy, 77, 724-732. 

Hartman, T. and M. Soffel (1997). A new nutation series for
a rigid Earth model. In: I.M. Wytrzyszczak, J.H. Lieske
and R.A. Feldman (Eds.), Dynamics and Astrometry of
Natural and Artificial Celestial Bodies. Kluwer Academic
Publishers, The Netherlands, 287-293.

Hartman, T., M. Soffel and C. Ron (1999). The geophysical
approach towards the nutation of  a rigid Earth, Astron.
Asrtophys. (Suppl. Ser. 134), 271-286.

Heiskanen, W.A. and H. Moritz (1967). Physical Geodesy.
W.H.Freeman, San Francisco, California.

Holgate, S.J. and P.L. Woodworth (2004). Evidence for en-
hanced coastal sea level rise during the 1990s, Geophys. Res.
Lett., 2004, 31(7), L07305, doi: 10.1029/ 2004GL019626.

Huang, L., Z. Ma and J. Zhu (2002). The newest observa-
tional evidence on asymmetrical deformation of  the
Earth, Acta Seismologica Sinica, 15, 210-213. 

Lemoine, F.G., S.M. Klosko, C.M. Cox and T.J. Johnson (2006):
Time-variable gravity from SLR and DORIS tracking
(http://cddis.gsfc.nasa.gov/lw15/docs/papers/Time-
Variable%20Gravity%20from%20SLR%20and%20
DORIS%20Tracking.pdf ).

Lyttleton, R.A. (1965). On the phase-change hypothesis of
the structure of  the Earth, Proc. Roy. Soc., 1965, A287:
471-495. 

Lyttleton, R.A. (1983). The Earth and its mountains, Na-
ture, 305, 672. 

Marchenko, A.N. and O.A. Abrikosov (2001). Evolution of
the Earth’s principal axes and moments of  inertia: the
canonical form of  solution, J. Geodesy, 74, 655-669. 

Marchenko, A.N. and P. Schwintzer (2003). Estimation of
the Earth’s tensor of  inertia from recent global gravity
field solutions, J. Geodesy, 76, 495-509. 

Marchenko, A.N. (2009). Current Estimation of  the Earth’s
Mechanical and Geometrical Parameters. In: Sideris
(Editor), Observing our Changing Earth, International
Association of  Geodesy Symposia 133, Springer-Verlag. 

Mathews, P.M. (2000). Improved models for precession and
nutation. In: K.J. Johnston, D.D. McCarthy, B.J. Luzum
and G.H. Kaplan (Eds.), Towards Models and constants
for Sub-Microarcsecond Astronomy. U.S. Naval Observa-

THE EXPANDING EARTH AT PRESENT



tory Special Publications, USNO Washington, 212-222.
Mathews, P.M., T.A. Herring and B.A. Buffet (2002). Model-
ing of  nutation-precession: new nutation series for non-
rigid Earth, and insights into the Earth’s interior, J.
Geophys. Res., 107 (B4), doi: 10.1029/2001JB000390.

Maxlow, J. (2001). Quantification of  an Archaean to Recent
Earth Expansion Process Using Global Geological and
Geophysical Data Sets.

McElhinny,M.W. and P.L. Mcfadden (2000). Paleomagnet-
ism – Continents and Oceans. Academic Press, New
York, pp. 380.

Milly, P.C.D., A. Cazenave and M.C. Gennero (2003). Con-
tribution of  climate-driven change in continental water
storage to recent sea-level rise, PNAS, 100, 13158-13161. 

Müller, V. (2010). Expansion von Erde und Universum,
http://zeitexpansion/de.

Munk, W.H. and J.G.F. Macdonald (1960). The rotation of
the Earth, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Nico, G., P. Rutigliano, C. Benedetto and F. Vespe (2005).
Terrain modelling by kinematical GPS survey, Natural
Hazards and Earth System Sciences, 5, 293-299. 

Ollier, C.D. and C.F. Pain (2001). The neotectonic period,
New Concepts in Global Tectonics Newsletter, 20, 14-16. 

Owen, H.G. (1992). Has the Earth increased in size? New
concepts in Global Tectonics, Tex. Univ. Press, Lub-
bock, USA, 289-296.

Park, D., H. Cho and Y. Kim (2001). A TIN compression
method using Delaunay triangulation, Intern. J. Geo-
graph. Inf. Sci., 15, 255-270. 

Paulson, A., S. Zhong and J. Wahr (2007). Inference of  man-
tle viscosity from GRACE and relative sea level data, Geo-
physical Journal International, 171 (2), 497-508.

Pavlis, N.K., S.A. Holmes, S.C. Kenyon and J.K. Factor
(2008). Earth gravitational model to degree 2160:
EGM2008, European Geosciences Union General As-
sembly, Vienna.

Petit, G. and B. Luzum (Eds.) (2004). IERS Conventions
(2010). Verlag des Bundesamts fur Kartographie und
Geodasie, Frankfurt am Main 2010.

Renka, R.J. (1997). Algorithm 772. STRIPACK: Delaunay
triangulation and Voronoi diagram on the surface of  a
sphere, ACM Trans. Math. Software, 23 (3), 416-434.

Roosbeek, F. and V. Dehant (1998). RDAN97: an analytical
development of  rigid Earth nutation series using the
torque approach, Celest. Mech. Dynam. Astron., 70,
215-253.

Scalera, G. (1998). Paleogeographical reconstructions com-
patible with Earth dilatation, Ann. Geofis., 41 (5-6), 819-
825.

Scalera, G. (2001). The Global paleogeographical recon-
struction of  the Triassic in the Earth’s dilatation frame-
work and the paleoposition of  India, Ann. Geofis., 44
(1), 13-32.

Scalera, G. (2003a). The expanding Earth: a sound idea for
the new millennium. In: G. Scalera and K.-H. Jacob
(Eds.), 2003: Why expanding Earth ? A book in honour
of  Ott Christoph Hilgenberg, INGV, Roma, 181-232.

Scalera, G. (2003b). Gravity and Expanding Earth, GNGTS
– Atti del 21° Convegno Nazionale, Roma.

Scalera, G. (2006a). Are artificial satellites orbits influenced
by an expanding Earth? Annals of  Geophysics, 49, 819-
824. 

Scalera, G. (2006b). TPW and polar motion as due to an asym-
metrical Earth expansion. In: G. Lavecchia and G. Scalera
(Eds.), 2006, Frontiers in Earth Sciences: New Ideas and In-
terpretations, Annals of  Geophysics, 49, 483-500.

Scalera, G. (2008). Is large scale subduction made unlikely
by the mediterranean deep seismicity? New Concepts
in Global Tectonics Newsletter, 47, 24-30.

Shen, W.B. and Z. Zhang (2008). Detecting the effects of
earth expansion by space geodetic data, Science of  Sur-
veying and Mapping, 32 (3), 5-6

Shen, W.B., W. Chen, Z. Zhang and L. Jin (2008). The ex-
panding Earth: evidences from temporary gravity ields
and space-geodetic data. Presented at EGU General As-
sembly, April 13-18, 2008, Vienna (abstract EGU2008-A-
04733). 

Shepherd, A. and D. Wingham (2007). Recent sea-level con-
tributions of  the Antarctic and Greenland Ice Sheets.
Science, 315, 1529-1532. 

Souchay, J. and H. Kinoshita (1996). Corrections and new
developments in rigid Earth nutation theory: I. Luniso-
lar influence including indirect planetary effects, As-
tron. Asrtophys., 312, 1017-1030.

Sun, F., X. Zhu, R. Wang and J. Li (2006). Detection of
changes of  the Earth’s volume and geometry by using
GPS and VLBI data, Chinese J. Geophys., 49, 1015-1021.

Wang, H. (1997). Speculation on Earth’s rhythms and con-
tinental dynamics, Earth Science Frontier, 4, 3.

Williams, J.G. (1994). Contributions to the Earth’s obliq-
uity rate, precession and nutation, Astronomical Jour-
nal, 108, 711-724.

Wilson, G. (1960). The tectonics of  the «Great Ice Chasm»,
Filchner Ice Shelf. Antarctica. Proc. Geol. Assoc., 71,
130-136. 

Yabushita, S. (1987). The Earth’s expanding, Earth Science,
1, 22.

*Corresponding author: Wen-Bin Shen,
Wuhan University, School of  Geodesy and Geomatics, Key Laboratory
of  the Geospace Environment and Geodesy, Wuhan, China;
email: wbshen@sgg.whu.edu.cn.

© 2011 by the Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia. All rights
reserved.

SHEN ET AL.

453


