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Abstract

On their way through the heliosphere, Galactic Cosmic Rays (GCRs) are modulated by vari-
ous effects before they can be detected at Earth. This process can be described by the Parker
equation, which calculates the phase space distribution of GCRs depending on the main
modulation processes: convection, drifts, diffusion and adiabatic energy changes. A first or-
der approximation of this equation is the force field approach, reducing it to a one-parameter
dependency, the solar modulation potential ¢. Utilizing this approach, it is possible to re-
construct ¢ from ground based and spacecraft measurements. However, it has been shown
previously that ¢ depends not only on the Local Interstellar Spectrum (LIS) but also on the
energy range of interest. We have investigated this energy dependence further, using pub-
lished proton intensity spectra obtained by PAMELA as well as heavier nuclei measurements
from IMP-8 and ACE/CRIS. Our results show severe limitations at lower energies including
a strong dependence on the solar magnetic epoch. Based on these findings, we will outline

a new tool to describe GCR proton spectra in the energy range from a few hundred MeV

to tens of GeV over the last solar cycles. In order to show the importance of our modifica-
tion, we calculate the global production rates of the cosmogenic radionuclide '°Be which is a
proxy for the solar activity ranging back thousands of years.

1 Introduction

During the last years major progress has been achieved concerning the modulation of
Galactic Cosmic Rays (GCRs) due to several facts:

1. Voyager 1 and 2 passed the termination shock at 94 AU [Stone et al., [2005] and 84
AU [Richardson et al., 2008]], respectively, and Voyager 1 the heliopause at 121 AU
[Gurnett et al.| |2013], setting the boundary of the modulation volume that is directly
influenced by the Sun’s activity;

2. the Local Interstellar Spectra (LIS) of ions and electrons are now much better known
than ever before [Potgieter et al.,|2015; Vos and Potgieter, |2015; |Bisschoff and Pot-
gieter}, 2016; (Corti et al., 2016; Ghelfi et al., [2016} |[Herbst et al., [2017] thanks to the
Voyager measurements [Stone et al., [2013;|Cummings et al.,[2016] in the outer he-
liosheath and the precise measurements by the PAMELA [Adriani et al.||2011alb]] and
AMS-02 [Aguilar et al.l2015]] investigations;

3. the advanced understanding of particle wave interaction in the solar wind that leads
to particle scattering, described in the transport equation of [Parker| [1965]] by diffusive
processes [Burger et al., [2000; Tautz et al., |2014; [Shalchi, 2015]); and

4. the progress in modeling the background heliosphere [e.g. Scherer et al.,|2011]] and
the particle propagation [Potgieter] 2013|| thanks to increasing computing power.

However, another line of research contributed much in our current understanding of
GCRs. Cosmogenic radionuclides are the only window to the Sun’s activity history over
more than a few thousand years. Thus, tremendous effort has been undertaken in order to
analyze the different data sets in order to determine the modulation parameter during the
Holocene [[Vonmoos et al., [2006}; |Steinhilber et al., 2008, [2012; Herbst et al., 2010]. For such
studies the first-order force field approximation depending only on one parameter, the force
field parameter or solar modulation potential ¢, is utilized in order to describe the energy
spectra at Earth. Commonly, these ¢-values are determined using the count rates of neutron
monitors [Usoskin et al., 2005, 2011; Ghelfi et al., [20177; [Usoskin et al.,[2017]]. The energy
dependent response of such ground based stations at sea level to protons and a-particles has
recently be investigated by Mishev et al.|[2013]]. Their Fig. 3 shows that the response is de-
creasing with decreasing energy, with significantly small contributions below a few GeV.
Taking into account that the GCR spectra of protons and a-particles are not strongly energy-
dependent in this energy range, neutron monitors are marginally sensitive to energies below
a few GeV. However, note that during a Ground Level Enhancement (GLE) the energy spec-



trum of solar energetic particles in the range above 700 MeV is o«« E~3 [Mewaldt et al., [2012;
Kiihl et al.| 2017}, leading to the fact that in these cases an enhancement is usually measur-
able [Thakur et al.| 2016]]. Like most spacecraft measurements that are only sensitive to en-
ergies below a few GeV the production of cosmogenic radionuclides is sensitive to particles
with smaller energies [Webber and Higbie, 2003] 2010]. Figure[I](top) shows the count rate
variation of the Kiel neutron monitor (black curve, multiplied by 5 to match scale), and the
intensity variations of 1.28 GV proton measurements by PAMELA (red curve) as well as
1.28 GV proton proxies (blue curve). All variations have been normalized to January 2009.
The bottom panel displays the sunspot number from the Royal Observatory of Belgium. The
solar magnetic epoch is indicated by A<0 and A>0, respectively. In an A>0-solar magnetic
epoch the magnetic field is pointing outward over the northern and inward over the southern
hemisphere; vice versa for an A<0-solar magnetic epoch. Note that here and in the following
we move from the energy to the rigidity frame in order to compare measurements of different
particle species. A more detailed description is given in Sect. [3.T] where the derivation of the
1.28 GV proton proxies is described. From Fig. [I]it is evident that:

1. the GCR intensity is anti-proportional to the sunspot number (i. e. the intensity is
high when the sunspot number is low and vice versa),

2. the amplitude of the variation is much larger for the lower rigidities than for the higher
rigidities (about a factor of 5 when comparing 1.28 GV protons and their proxies with
the Kiel neutron monitor), and

3. there is an rigidity dependent difference for an A>0 and A<0-solar magnetic epoch
minimum, i. e. the intensities are larger for the Kiel neutron monitor in 1987 com-
pared to 1976 and 1997 and vice versa for the 1.28 GV proton proxies (omitting the
unusual minimum 2009).

The latter effect is only understood when taking into account gradient and curvature drifts:
Cosmic ray proton spectra are softer during an A>0-cycle so that below 500 MeV the A>0-
solar minima spectra are always higher than the corresponding A <0-spectra [Kota and Jokipii,
1983} |Beatty et al., 1985} |Potgieter and Moraall, [1985]]. This means that the adiabatic en-
ergy losses that cosmic rays experience are somewhat different in both cycles [Strauss et al.|
2011]], and also cause the proton spectra for two consecutive solar minima to cross at a few
GeV [Reinecke and Potgieter, |1994]. Thus, it is questionable to apply the commonly used en-
ergy spectra, derived from neutron monitor measurements utilizing the force field solution, to
phenomena that are predominantly caused by lower energy ions. Recently, Corti et al.|[2016]
performed a similar approach as laid out in this work, utilizing a force field modification with
two ¢ parameters to describe GCR spectra measured over a large energy range by BESS,
PAMELA, and AMS-02 but only for single selected time periods from 1993 to 2011. (Cholis
et al.|[2016] presented a rigidity dependent modulation parameter which is not derived from
direct GCR measurements but instead of measurements of the heliospheric current sheet tilt
angle and the magnetic field amplitude.

In what follows we will briefly recall the derivation of the force field solution following
the work by Moraal [2013]]. In the following section it is shown that helium and carbon mea-
surements at 1.27 GV aboard IMP-8 and ACE, respectively, are a good proxy for the tem-
poral variation of protons at the same rigidity. Normalizing these count rates to the proton
intensities at 1.28 GV measured by PAMELA, we can derive a solar modulation potential at
these rigidities. Following the arguments from [Herbst et al.|[2010, [2017], this solar modu-
lation potential, however, does not necessarily have to be in agreement with the one derived
by [Usoskin et al.|[2005]], Usoskin et al.|[2011]] but also not with the one given by |Gil et al.
[2015]) or|Usoskin et al.|[2017] because it is derived at a different rigidity range. In order to
ascribe the full spectrum, we perform a detailed analysis of the rigidity dependence of the so-
lar modulation potential using the high-precision PAMELA measurements, and show that a
weighted combination of two modulation potentials is capable to describe the rigidity spectra
for a full Hale cycle.



0.5

() 1.28 GV PAMELA protons kiel neutron monitor * 5
1.28 GV IMP-8 & ACE/CRIS proton proxies

(C(H)-Co)/Co

250 | ) ;
200 F .
150 | .

100 F .

Sunspot number

0 L. .t [P [ [ HE— L ALY/ A R ]
1976 1982 1988 1994 2000 2006 2012 2018

Year

Figure 1. Top: Monthly averaged count rate variation of the Kiel neutron monitor (black curve, multiplied
by 5 to match scale), intensity variations of 1.28 GV proton measurements by PAMELA (red curve), and the
intensity variations of 1.28 GV proton proxies (blue curves, cf. Sect.[3.I). The data have been normalized to

January 2009. Bottom: Monthly sunspot number from the Royal Observatory of Belgium.



2 Cosmic ray transport in the heliosphere

The transport of cosmic rays inside the heliosphere was first described by |Parker| [[1965]:
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where f(r, P,t) denotes the differential cosmic ray phase space distribution function, r the
spatial coordinates, P the particle rigidity, ¢ the time, and

i) the outward convection by the solar wind speed V,
ii) the gradient and curvature drifts in the global heliospheric magnetic field [Jokipii
et al.,|1977],
iii) the diffusion through the irregular heliospheric magnetic field,
iv) the adiabatic energy change due to the divergence of the expanding solar wind, and
v) the local sources like particles accelerated at the Sun.

Although the modulation of GCRs in the heliosphere strongly depends on all the processes
mentioned above, a much simpler analytical approximation can be derived from Eq.[I] Fol-
lowing |[Moraal|[2013] see also|Gleeson and Axford|[1968]];|Caballero-Lopez and Moraal
[2004]]1, Eq. [T] can be reduced to a simple convection-diffusion equation if there is (a) no
source of cosmic rays (Q = 0), (b) a steady state (0 f/dt = 0), (c) an adiabatic energy loss
rate (dP/dt) = (P/3)V - Vf/f = 0, and (d) no drifts. Assuming spherical symmetry, i. e.
only the radial direction is taken into account, this leads to

vPof  Of _
3 9P ar

with v = V, denoting the solar wind speed. If the diffusion coefficient «(r, P) is separable

k = k1(r) - ko(P) with r the heliocentric distance and P the particle rigidity, and furthermore
k2(P) o« P, the following expression for the so-called force field parameter (or solar modula-
tion potential) ¢ can be obtained:
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Here r}, represents the outer boundary like the solar wind termination shock or the heliopause
(cf. |Caballero-Lopez and Moraal| [2004]). Typical modulation values, still depending on the
LIS model used, vary between 300 and 1500 MV with increasing solar activity. |Gleeson and
Urch|[[1973]] as well as |Caballero-Lopez and Moraal|[2004]] and Moraal|[2013] investigated
the validity of the force field approximation by comparing its results with a full numerical so-
Iution of the steady state, spherically symmetric (one-dimensional) transport equation and di-
rect measurements (see e. g. Fig. 5 in|Moraal| [2013]]). Although they found that the approx-
imation starts to deviate from the full numerical solution at energies below ~150-550 MeV
and when going to the outer heliosphere, it is still a useful way to describe differential inten-
sity spectra Jiay at 1 AU during intermediate and low solar activity by using the following
equation:
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Jiau(E, ¢) = Jpis(E + @)

The force field function @ is given by ® = (Ze/A)¢, where Z and A are the charge and mass
number of the cosmic ray nuclei, respectively. E represents the kinetic energy of the parti-
cles, E, their rest energy (E, = 0.938 GeV for protons) and Jr ;s gives the differential en-
ergy spectra of the LIS representing the boundary condition of the force field approximation.
However, the full LIS by now has not been measured, thus multiple LIS-models exist in the
literature.
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Figure 2. Left: Normalized carbon intensities from ACE/CRIS with respect to PAMELA proton intensities

at three corresponding rigidities. Right: Normalized helium intensities from IMP-8 (1.03-1.45 GV) with re-

spect to normalized ACE/CRIS carbon intensities at three different rigidities. (All data with statistical errors.)

For each data set the best fit linear regression is given.

In what follows, we perform a x> minimization process similar to[Wiedenbeck et al.
[2005]] to derive the solar modulation potential ¢ for an actual measurement of the intensity
spectrum Jiay at 1 AU. First, we generate model intensity spectra for the investigated energy
(respectively rigidity) range using the force field solution with varying ¢. In this process we
use either the LIS from [Burger et al.|[2000] as described by |Usoskin et al.| [2005]] (used for
a more in-detail analysis later on) or the newer model by [Vos and Potgieter|[2015], which
is used by Usoskin et al.|[2017]]. Then, for each spectrum we calculate the sum-of-squares
deviation to the measured spectrum, and choose that ¢ with the smallest deviation.

3 Observation and data analysis

As already mentioned, the energy (rigidity) dependent modulation of galactic cosmic
rays (GCRs) with solar activity is shown in the upper panel of Fig. [T} where the intensity
variations of the Kiel neutron monitor (black curve) and of 1.28 GV proton proxies (blue
curves) as a proxy for high and low energy GCRs are plotted over time, respectively. A sim-
ple comparison with the sunspot number in the panel below gives the anti-correlation be-
tween solar activity and GCR intensity. As described in Sect. 2] the time profile of high en-
ergy GCRs in the inner heliosphere can be reasonably approximated by the force field ap-
proximation. In this process, the energy spectrum of a GCR species at 1 AU is derived from
its unmodulated local interstellar spectrum (LIS) only by the modulation potential ¢.

3.1 Proton proxies

Neutron monitors at Earth have been proven to be very reliable proxies for long-time
GCR measurements. However, they are limited with respect to the observable energies due
to the shielding of the Earth’s magnetic field and atmosphere. To measure energies below
the GeV range one has to take advantage of balloon-borne or spacecraft experiments. In
this work we will use energetic particle observations from the spacecraft ACE, IMP-8, and
PAMELA to cover the time period from the 1970s to the last, commonly called unusual solar
minimum in 2009 and beyond.



In a first step we are interested in the temporal behavior of different ions with the same
rigidity. The rigidity P is calculated from the particle momentum p by P = éTe. It has been
shown previously that ions with the same ratio % like helium, carbon or oxygen undergo the
same temporal variation [e.g. 'Webber et al., | 2005; |Gieseler et al., 2008; Heber et al.| 2008
McDonald et al.l 2010]]. We take advantage of this and use IMP-8 helium and ACE/CRIS
carbon measurements as proxies for protons at the same rigidity. Figure 2] shows the cor-
relation between monthly proton intensities measured by PAMELA [Adriani et al., 2011a]
and normalized ACE/CRIS carbon intensities (ACE Science Center) at three corresponding
rigidities (the highest available for ACE/CRIS carbon) in the time 2006-2009 (left), and the
same three carbon intensities correlated with normalized IMP-8 helium intensities (F. B. Mc-
Donald, private communication) at 1.03-1.45 GV for 1997-2000 (right), respectively. In both
cases the three different ACE/CRIS carbon intensities show good linear correlations with the
PAMELA protons and IMP-8 helium, yielding slopes from 0.93 + 0.02 to 0.95 + 0.02 and
0.91 + 0.01 to 0.96 + 0.02 for the best fit linear regressions, respectively.

Although the different particles should undergo the same temporal variations by the
solar modulation, differences in the spectral slopes of their individual LIS can lead to varia-
tions in their intensity ratios. The significance of this effect has been investigated by calcu-
lating the differential rigidity spectra ratios at Earth of protons to carbon, helium to carbon,
and protons to helium, respectively. Here the force field approach with different LIS for all
three particles has been used. We choose to utilize the model from Bisschoft and Potgieter
[2016] because it provides independent LIS for each investigated species: proton, helium
and carbon. In Fig.[3] these ratios are plotted with respect to the solar modulation poten-
tial for different rigidities. At low particle rigidities all ratios show a dependency with the
solar modulation potential, which gets significant for very low rigidities. At the observed
1.3 GV the intensity ratios can vary by a maximal factor of 19.2% for protons to carbon,
8.9% for protons to helium, and 9.5% for helium to carbon, respectively, when comparing
intensities at low (¢=300 MV) and high (¢=1200 MV) solar activity. However, the effect
vanishes when intensities are compared at the same level of solar activity. For the periods
with solar modulation potentials between 530 MV and 690 MV (i. e. years 2006-2009) the
ratio of the measured 1.28 GV proton intensity from PAMELA and 1.27 GV carbon inten-
sity from ACE/CRIS follows the same behavior, albeit with a constant offset. In what follows
we will use the 1.27 GV ACE/CRIS carbon intensity, normalized to the 1.28 GV PAMELA
proton intensity, and the 1.03-1.45 GV IMP-8 helium intensity, normalized to the normalized
1.27 GV ACE/CRIS carbon intensity, as proxies for 1.28 GV protons.

3.2 Intensity time profiles

Figure [ (top) displays the intensity time profiles of 1.28 GV protons measured by
PAMELA (red curve), and the corresponding proton proxies derived from IMP-8 helium
(1973-2000, blue curve) and ACE/CRIS carbon measurements (1997-2017, blue curve). The
orange curve shows the intensity time profile at 1.28 GV using the solar modulation poten-
tial from|Usoskin et al.|[201 1] based on the LIS from [Burger et al., | 2000] while the black
curve shows the same intensity for the updated modulation potential as given by [Usoskin
et al|[2017]) using the LIS from [Vos and Potgieter, 2015]]. The bottom panel of Fig. @ shows
the deviation of the calculated force field intensities for ¢ from [Usoskin et al.|[2011]] (orange)
and [Usoskin et al.|[2017]] (black) compared to the proton proxies, respectively. Utilizing the
solar modulation values from|Usoskin et al.|[2011] the intensities are overestimated by up to
70% and 50% during the 1980’s and 2000’s solar minima, respectively. The differences are
significantly smaller during the 1970’s and 1990’s. This behavior is somehow expected due
to the hardening of the spectra during an A<0-solar magnetic epoch. [Usoskin et al.|[2017]]
presented an updated version of their modulation potential reconstruction (for the energy
range 1-30 GeV, i. e. 1.7-30.9 GV), which includes three main changes: (1) the usage of the
new yield function for neutron monitors at sea level by [Mishev et al.|[2013]]; (2) the usage
of a recent LIS by|Vos and Potgieter| [2015]], which incorporates Voyager measurements in
the outer heliosheath; and (3) the calibration of the neutron monitor response to the direct
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Figure 3. Dependency of the ratio of force field model differential rigidity spectra of protons to carbon

(dashed-dotted lines), helium to carbon (solid lines), and proton to helium (dashed lines), respectively, with

respect to the solar modulation potential ¢ and for different rigidities (denoted next to lines). All LIS based on

|Bisschoff and Potgieter][2016]]. The red line shows the ratio of the proton intensities measured by PAMELA

at 1.28 GV and the carbon intensities measured by ACE/CRIS at 1.27 GV with statistical errors (gray shaded

area with additional systematic errors for PAMELA; red dot-dashed line shows a fit line through the measure-

ments). Marked by shading from 300 to 1200 MV is the range of typical solar modulation.
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Figure 4. Top: Measured and calculated intensity time profiles of 1.28 GV protons. The red and blue
curves reflect the measurements of protons by PAMELA (with statistical uncertainties in red and system-
atics given by gray shaded area, respectively) as well as proton proxies by IMP-8 helium (1973-2000) and
ACE/CRIS carbon (1997-2017, both with statistical errors), respectively. The calculated intensity of the force
field solution at 1.28 GV using the modulation potential from|Usoskin et al.|[2011] based on the LIS from
[Burger et al.,|2000] is displayed by the orange curve while the black curve shows the same intensity for the
updated modulation potential as given by |[Usoskin et al.|[2017]] using the LIS from [[Vos and Potgieter, [2015].
Bottom: The deviation of the calculated force field intensities for ¢ from|Usoskin et al.|[2011]] (orange) and
Usoskin et al.|[2017]] (black) compared to the proton proxies, respectively. The two shaded time periods mark
the normalization interval of IMP-8 helium to ACE/CRIS carbon and of ACE/CRIS carbon to PAMELA
protons, respectively (cf. Fig.[2). Vertical dotted lines with annotations above plot indicate the measurement
periods used in Fig.[T0}



PAMELA proton measurements from 2006-2009. Because of the changes in the used LIS,
the solar modulation potentials from [Usoskin et al.| [2005}2011]] and |Usoskin et al.| [2017]]
can not be compared directly (cf. Fig. 10 in|Usoskin et al.|[2017]). However, the yielded in-
tensities are comparable and shown in Fig. [ (top). The intensity calculated using the force
field solution with the new modulation potential from [Usoskin et al.| [2017] (black line)
agrees quite well with the PAMELA proton intensities from 2006-2009 because of the cal-
ibration to these measurements, and also with the proton proxies during the previous A<0-
cycle (cf. Fig. E] (bottom)). [Usoskin et al.|[2017]] noted that their model may slightly under-
estimate the modulation during periods of high solar activity (i. e. low solar modulation po-
tential). This can be seen in the time periods around 1980-1983, 1989-1992, 2001-2004, and
2012-2016, where their model overestimates the intensities compared to the measured proton
proxies by up to 50%, 85%, 130% and 100%, respectively. However, more important are the
discrepancies between the [Usoskin et al.| [2017] model and the proton proxies in the A > 0-
cycles. During the 1970’s and 1990’s solar minima the model underestimates the intensities
permanently by up to 20%. Note that this cannot be explained by the effect of different LIS
for protons, helium and carbon (as investigated in Fig. [3)) because at all solar minima there
were comparable intensity levels and thus ¢-values. The only exception is in 2009 where the
highest space-age intensities were detected, but this time period does not show any different
behavior.

3.3 Solar modulation potential for different rigidity ranges

Gil et al.|[2015] and |Usoskin et al.|[2017]] showed that the solar modulation potential ¢
from [Usoskin et al.|[2011]], which is calculated using neutron monitor observations, is not in
agreement with ¢-values obtained by the analysis based on PAMELA proton data. Details of
the fitting procedure of the PAMELA data are only given in|Usoskin et al.|[2017]], where ¢ is
fitted to proton energies from 1 to 30 GeV (i. e. 1.7 to 30.9 GV), which the authors claimed
is the most effective part of the energy spectrum for GCR detection by neutron monitors. In
the following we investigate in more detail which part of the PAMELA proton spectra should
be used to calculate the solar modulation potential in order to compare it with one derived
by neutron monitor measurements. As discussed in Sect. |1} the most recent yield function
of a sea level neutron monitor is given by |[Mishev et al.|[2013|]. Their Fig. 3 indicates the
strong decrease of the yield function with decreasing energies below 10 GeV. To investigate
the implications of this effect, we used the force field approach to generate rigidity-dependent
GCR proton intensity spectra for two typical solar modulation potentials, 300 and 1200 MV,
reflecting low and high solar activity, respectively. These spectra are then folded with the
proton yield function from [Mishev et al.|[2013]] [in the analytical form given by Caballero-
Lopez, 2016], resulting in Fig.[5] Marked by shading are the areas containing 1% and 50%
of the particles; i. e. the rigidity range up to 3 GV contains only 1% of all particles for the
scenario with ¢ = 1200 MV (and even less for a smaller ¢), while up to 15-20 GV 50%
of the particles are detected, yielding an approximation for the mean neutron monitor rigid-
ity. This indicates that neutron monitors are almost not sensitive to the rigidity range below
3 GV, where the PAMELA proton data shows the strongest modulation effects.

The top panel of Fig. [6]shows the solar modulation potential during the time period
2006-2010 derived as described in Sect. 2] using the proton proxies and different rigidity
ranges of the PAMELA proton measurements together with the neutron monitor based re-
sults of [Usoskin et al.|[2011]] (duso11), and the deviations between these findings. All poten-
tials were calculated using the LIS of Burger et al|[2000]. Figure[6](bottom) shows the same
potentials from proton proxies and PAMELA as well as results from [Usoskin et al.|[2017]]
(duso17) but now the LIS of [Vos and Potgieter| [2015]] was used. A¢yso11 is given as a 1o
uncertainty of 26 MV [Usoskin et al.|[2011]], and Adyso17 < 10 MV [Usoskin et al. 2017}
in Fig. E](bottom) 10 MYV is shown]. The uncertainties A¢,,, of the calculated solar modula-
tion potential derived from the proton proxy measurements are determined by estimating the
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influences of the uncertainties of rigidity, AP, and of intensity, Al, as followed:

Agp = max |¢p(P, 1) — ¢(P £ AP, I)| (5)
A¢p = max |¢(P, 1) — ¢(P, I £ Al (6)

Adpp =\AGp* + Ady? )

Here Al is the statistical uncertainty of the measured intensities. AP, the uncertainty of
the mean rigidity of the single proton proxy measurement channel, is estimated by using a
force field intensity I to calculate the spectral-dependent mean rigidity at very low (¢ =
200 MV) and at very high solar activity (¢ = 1500 MV) following:

_ 2 Irr(Pi, @) - Pi
(P = 2 Irr(Pi, ¢)

1
AP = = [(Piow) = (Phign)| ©)

®)

The different ¢pam are derived from different parts of the PAMELA proton spectrum by a
non-linear least squares fit procedure weighting each data point by its uncertainties in rigidity
and intensity. To estimate their errors A¢paym the 10~ uncertainties are used. An exception

is ¢pam for the single channel PAMELA proton measurement ’1.25-1.31 GV’. Because it
contains only one rigidity data point, the same approach as for the A¢,, is used here.

The significant difference between ¢y/5011 and the potentials from PAMELA, ¢pa,,
is visible in Fig. [6] (top), especially if it is compared to the potentials derived from single
measurement channels at lower rigidities (magenta and blue lines) or from the whole spec-
trum from 0.4 to 50 GV (black line). This offset gets smaller when only higher rigidity parts
of the PAMELA proton spectrum are used for the potential calculation, starting from the
rigidity range 1.7-31.3 GV (green line) used by |Usoskin et al.|[2017]] up to neglecting all
lower rigidity particles and also the high rigidities where almost no solar modulation takes
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Figure 6. Top two panels: Solar modulation potential (with uncertainty range) from|Usoskin et al.| [2011

based on neutron monitor measurements (red curve), derived from 1.23-1.29 GV proton proxies (ACE/CRIS

carbon, blue curve) and from PAMELA proton measurements in different rigidity ranges. All modulation
potentials were calculated using the LIS from [Burger et al.| [2000]. The deviations of the solar modulation
potentials derived by PAMELA to those from [Usoskin et al.| [2011]] are plotted in the panel below. Bottom

two panels: Same as above, but now the solar modulation potentials are calculated using the LIS from|[Vos |
[and Potgieter] [2013] or are taken from |[Usoskin et al [2017]], respectively.

12—



1800, l LIS Usoskin elt al. 2005 resp. Bufger et al. 2000

1600}
1400}
1200} | ;
1000 ;
800} | . | [ ‘ ;
600} | An : i
400} k ) i
200L

¢[Jsoll
o (ACE/CRIS C, 1.23 ~1.29 GV) []
dpp (IMP-8 He, 1.03 — 1.45 GV)

o/MV

1980 1990 2000 2010
Year

Figure 7.  Similar to Fig.[f](top) but now for the time period 1973-2017: Solar modulation potential from
Usoskin et al.|[2011] based on neutron monitor measurements (red curve) and derived from 1.28 GV proton
proxies (IMP-8 helium and ACE/CRIS carbon, black and blue curve, respectively). All modulation potentials
were calculated using the LIS from |Burger et al.[[2000].

place (3-31.3 GV, orange line). Still the offset is between 10% and 50%. Furthermore, the
deviations of ¢papn, t0 Puso11 show a small temporal trend. Altogether, from Fig. |§| (top) it
seems obvious that the smallest deviation can be achieved if the lower rigidities are left out
from the ¢ calculation, as indicated by Fig.[5} and only the spectrum from 3 GV upwards is
used. Defining this threshold at higher rigidities would result in losing sensitivity to the so-
lar modulation, which significantly decreases with increasing rigidity in this range. This will
be shown in more detail in Sect.[3.4] The overall picture seems to be more coherent in Fig. 6]
(bottom), where ¢y75017 Was calculated using PAMELA measurements to calibrate the neu-
tron monitor responses in the investigated time interval. This results in much smaller devia-
tions between ¢ pans, and ¢yso17. But also in the fact that the neutron monitor based ¢yso17
now better reflects the lower rigidity parts of the PAMELA proton spectrum than the rigidity
ranges which should correspond to neutron monitor measurements.

Because we want to use a solar modulation potential reflecting the neutron monitor
measurements in the following analysis, we continue using ¢y 5,11 from|Usoskin et al.|[2011]]
and calculate ¢, reflecting the proton proxy measurements using the LIS from Burger et al.
[2000] for the time period from 1973 up to 2017. These results are presented in Fig.[7]and
are available as data set S1 in the supporting information (also online at http://www.ieap.
uni-kiel.de/et/ag-heber/cosmicrays).

3.4 Rigidity dependence of the solar modulation potential

In order to derive the rigidity dependence of the solar modulation potential we utilize
the monthly averaged proton measurements from PAMELA [Adriani et al.l 201 1a]] and apply
the following procedure:

1. The LIS from Burger et al.| [2000] is used as the input spectrum for Eq.[4]

2. For each small PAMELA rigidity bin the solar modulation potential ¢paay, that fits
best the measured intensity is determined by a minimizing process.

3. These solar modulation potentials are plotted with respect to rigidity (colored lines in

Fig.§).
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Figure 8. Solar modulation potential derived from PAMELA proton measurements for each rigidity bin
and monthly measurement interval (colored lines). The values above 10 GV (plotted with lighter colors)

are not reliable, see text for details. In addition, for the first, mid and last investigation period all data points
with uncertainties are plotted (black points). Through each ensemble of this data points a straight line fit is
calculated (in linear space), omitting the range above 10 GV (black solid line; the dotted line prolongs this fit
to higher rigidities). For these three periods also the measured ¢ and ¢yy4,11 With their uncertainties are
included (red data points). Assuming a linear relationship, each pair of ¢, and ¢yy4,11 is connected by a
straight line (in linear space), yielding the rigidity-dependent ¢(P) as given by Eq. (magenta line).
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Figure 9. Deviations of the solar modulation potential ¢ p 45z, derived from PAMELA proton measure-
ments for each rigidity bin and monthly measurement interval (as in Fig.[8), to the rigidity-independent

dUso11 (top) and ¢y, (middle) as well as the rigidity-dependent ¢(P) (bottom), respectively.

Since the modulation is small compared to the measurement uncertainties at rigidities above
10 GV, the minimization process is not reliable here and the yielding ¢-values are not rep-
resentative. Note that this picture also depends on the used LIS model. Fig.[§clearly indi-
cates a non-constant dependency of the solar modulation potential with respect to rigidity.
This shows that it is not reasonable to describe GCR intensities in the inner heliosphere by
only one rigidity-independent parameter ¢. To get an analytically description of the rigidity
dependence of ¢ pps straight line fits have been calculated for each monthly averaged pro-
ton measurement, omitting the unreliable rigidity range above 10 GV (solid black lines in
Fig.[8). These fits are used to calculate the corresponding rigidities for the neutron monitor-
based solar modulation potentials ¢y5,11: For each monthly potential the rigidity at which
the corresponding fit line has the same value is calculated, afterwards the mean and stan-
dard deviation of these rigidities is calculated. This yields a mean rigidity for ¢grs011 Of
Pyson = 13.83 +4.39 GV, which is in the rigidity range expected from Fig.[5] With these
two solar modulation potentials for two different rigidities in the spectrum we can now estab-
lish a full rigidity-dependent modulation potential.

4 The two parameter force field approach

In Sect. 3.4 we showed that it is not sufficient to describe GCR intensities at Earth by
only one rigidity-independent parameter. As a workaround, we now present a modified force
field approach which utilizes two solar modulation potentials at two different rigidities. We
use these two parameters:

1. ¢pp, derived from the 1.28 GV proton proxies IMP-8 helium and ACE/CRIS carbon,
which are normalized to PAMELA proton measurements at the same rigidity.

2. dusot1, calculated by [Usoskin et al| [2011]] and representing the neutron monitor mea-
surements at higher rigidities.
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We base our analysis on the modulation potential from |Usoskin et al.|[2011] and notUsoskin
et al.|[2017]] because we need a potential which reflects the solar modulation at neutron mon-
itor rigidities. In|Usoskin et al.|[2017] the neutron monitor response has been calibrated to
the direct PAMELA proton measurements thus reflecting these rigidities (cf. Sect. and
especially Fig.[6). In Fig.[| we already showed that the rigidity dependence of ¢ can be ap-
proximated by a straight line (in linear scale). Accordingly, we assume a linear interpolation
between our two parameters, ¢, and ¢ysoi1. Figure[g] also shows the measured ¢,,, and
dUso11 for the first, mid and last PAMELA time period including their uncertainties as given
in Sect. @] (red data points). Each pair of ¢, and ¢y011 is then connected by a straight
line (in linear space), yielding our new rigidity-dependent modulation parameter ¢(P) (ma-
genta line):

o) = {—;’;5;‘;’:1:;‘2,;;; “(P=Ppp)+ épp 1f P < Puson

¢US()ll it P> PUS()ll

with P,, = 1.28 + 0.01 GV and Pygo11 = 13.83 £ 4.39 GV as derived in Sect.@and
respectively. Note that ¢(P) = ¢yso11 for higher (i. e. neutron monitor) rigidities, where
the minimization process to derive ¢ is not reliable (see Sect. . The lower limit of ¢(P)
is given by the validity of the force field approach at lower rigidities. As described in Sect. [2]
at 1 AU the force field solution starts to show significant deviations from a full numerical
solution at energies below approximately 150-550 MeV, i. e. 0.55-1 GV. Because of that the
two parameter approach presented here - like the standard force field approximation - should
not be applied below these rigidities.

FigureE] shows the deviation of the rigidity-independent ¢y/5,11 (top) and ¢,,,, (mid-
dle), as well as the rigidity-dependent ¢(P) (bottom) to ¢ppaps. Here ¢ppapy is the solar mod-
ulation potential derived from PAMELA proton measurements for each rigidity bin and
monthly measurement interval from Fig.[8] Figure[Q]illustrates the rigidity ranges for which
duUso11 and ¢, are valid (i. e. the deviation vanishes): ¢y 011, derived from neutron moni-
tor measurements, is only able to reproduce ¢ p4)s measured by PAMELA at rigidities above
10 GV. And ¢,,,, can only be used up to 4 GV without deviating significantly from ¢paps.
However, our newly derived rigidity-dependent modulation parameter ¢(P) is able to de-
scribe the ¢ p 4pr-values obtained from PAMELA proton spectrum measurements over the
whole rigidity range from 0.4 GV up to neutron monitor rigidities at 15 GV, where the mini-
mization process becomes unreliable with increasing rigidities.

4.1 Comparison with other measurements

To test our two parameter force field approach, a comparison with independent mea-
surements of proton spectra at different times is given in Fig.|[10] where the deviation between
model and measurement is displayed. The model intensities are calculated using Eq. ] with
the LIS from Burger et al.|[2000] and ¢(P) from Eq.|10} taking the monthly solar modulation
potentials ¢,,, and ¢y so11 as shown in Fig.[7|(and available as data set S1 in the supporting
information). The measurements are from AMS-01 [Alcaraz et al.,[2000], BESS [Shikaze
et al.,[2007]] and BESS-Polar I+II [[Abe et al.,[2016]], partly obtained from the Database of
Charged Cosmic Rays [Maurin et al.| 2014]]. In addition, two PAMELA measurements,
which were used in our previous analysis to determine ¢, and ¢(P), are also included here.
Note that the time intervals of measurements (given in days next to the year) and models
(i. e. ¢-values) can differ significantly, especially for the BESS missions. The BESS bal-
loon flights each took measurements over roughly a day, whereas the solar modulation po-
tentials were calculated for the whole corresponding month. This can result in significant
deviations. For BESS-Polar II a weighted mean of the ¢-values for the mission time (Decem-
ber 2007 and January 2008) has been calculated. The shaded areas indicate the uncertainties
for the zero deviation lines, resulting from the statistical and systematic errors of the mea-
sured intensities (inner shading) and the uncertainties of the ¢ calculations (additional outer
shadings). For an interpretation of Fig. it is important to also take a look at the long-term
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Figure 10. Deviations of proton spectra measured by AMS-01, BESS, BESS-Polar and PAMELA to force

field models for solar modulation potentials from [Usoskin et al.| [2011]] (75011, dotted lines),
(¢U 5017, dashed-dotted lines), derived from proton proxies (¢, dashed lines), and from Eq.[T0|

(¢(P), solid lines), respectively. The shaded areas indicate the uncertainties for the zero deviation lines, result-

ing from the statistical and systematic errors of the measured intensities (inner shading) and the uncertainties
of the ¢ calculations (additional outer shadings). Note that the time intervals of measurements (given in days
next to the year) and models (i. e. ¢-values, monthly values) can differ significantly, especially for the BESS

missions. The measurement periods are also indicated in time series plot Fig. ]
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temporal variation of GCRs, presented in Fig. 4] (top). Here the proton proxy time series is
plotted, and the time intervals of all measurements shown in Fig. [I0]as well as the solar po-
larity cycles are indicated. In the following each panel of Fig.[10]is interpreted in detail:

1. The three measurements by BESS and AMS from 1997 and 1998 were all obtained
during an A>0 solar cycle and show similar results: for the BESS measurements, the
duso11-model delivers too high, the ¢y75,17-model too low intensities at lower investi-
gated rigidities, whereas the ¢(P)-model shows the lowest deviation at these rigidities;
for AMS 1998 all models yield slightly too low intensities and are quite close to each
other.

2. Measurements from BESS 1999 were made in the declining phase of the A>0 epoch
and show similar results for all models, with the ¢;5,17-model giving slightly lower
deviations.

3. The BESS 2000 and 2002 observations provide less good agreements between models
and measurement because they took place during the solar maximum. However, there
are big differences between the models at lower rigidities. The ¢(P)-model yields de-
viations of up to 30% in 2000 and 20% in 2002, while the ¢y/5011-model deviates by
up to 60% and 20%, and the ¢/5,17-model by more than 60% for the same periods.

4. BESS-Polar I was launched 2004 in the rising phase of the last A<0 solar cycle. The
deviations show similar behavior as before: at higher rigidities all models show com-
parable and good results, while below 5 GV only the ¢(P)-model gives deviations of
less than 10%. As in 2002, for the very low investigated rigidities all models provide
too high intensities.

5. The comparisons in 2007, 2008, and 2010 with BESS-Polar II and PAMELA, respec-
tively, all took place during the last A<0 epoch and yield comparable results: the
models for ¢(P) and ¢y 017 show good agreements with the measurements, while
the ¢y so11-model shows big deviations below 5 GV.

In summary, we state that for all analyzed time intervals from 1997 to 2010, covering the
last A>0 epoch and its declining phase as well as the last A<0 epoch with its rising phase,
the ¢(P)-model yields the lowest deviations and delivers for almost all cases good results.
The ¢yso17-model shows good agreements with the measurements for all observations in the
A<O0 solar cycle, at which it has been calibrated to the measurements. But it has the biggest
deviations in the solar maximum phase and underestimates the intensities in the last A>0
solar cycle. The ¢y 5011-model can only describe the measurements at all rigidities during
some intervals in the last A>0 solar cycle and for one measurement at solar maximum; apart
from that it shows big deviations below 5 GV.

5 Importance of the new solar modulation potential values for the production rate
values of 1'Be

The production of secondary particles within the Earth’s atmosphere strongly depends
on the GCR flux interacting with the atmospheric constituents. These secondary particles
may also produce so-called cosmogenic radionuclides like '°Be, *C and *°Cl, which are of-
ten used as a proxy of the solar activity on time scales of thousands of years [see e. g.|Stein-
hilber et al.,[2012; Muscheler et al., 2016]]. Since there is an anti-correlation between the
production and the solar activity, the force field solution and its solar modulation potential
¢ is commonly used to compute the production rate values. For further information on the
computations itself see e. g. [Herbst et al.| [2017].

In order to estimate the influence of changes in the solar modulation potential due to
the analysis of its rigidity dependence as described in Sect.[3.4] we compute the global pro-
duction rate values of '°Be for the newly presented rigidity-dependent ¢(P) as defined by
Eq. The upper panel of Fig. 11|{shows the temporal evolution of the global '°Be produc-
tion based on the solar modulation potential by \Usoskin et al.|[2011]] (red line) as well as
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Figure 11. Top: Time profiles of global 1°Be production rate values based on the solar modulation pa-
rameter by [Usoskin et al.[[2011] (red line) and ¢(P) from Eq.|10|(blue line). Bottom: Deviation of these two

production rate values.

the newly derived ¢(P) (blue line). As discussed in Herbst et al.|[2017], a direct comparison
is only possible because both records are based on the same LIS model [here [Burger et al.,
2000]. It shows that the results displayed in Fig.[7]are reflected in these computations. While
the production rate values are in good agreement during times of similar solar modulation
potential values (i. e. around 1980 and 2000) strong deviations occur when the ¢-values
strongly differ from each other (i. e. around 1990 and 2010). The bottom panel of Fig. [IT]
shows the deviation between the production rates based on ¢(P) and ¢y .11, respectively.
Non-negligible differences of more than +15% occur. This is of great importance, because
the solar activity reconstructions from the cosmogenic radionuclide records, which go back
thousands of years, are based on the solar modulation values during the spacecraft era. Uti-
lizing the newly reconstructed rigidity-dependent ¢(P)-values may have a strong influence on
these reconstructions.

Note, that this analysis has not been performed for the newer solar modulation potential
values from [Usoskin et al.|[2017]] based on the LIS by |Vos and Potgieter| [2015]]. As noted
before due to its derivation ¢y;5,17 reflects the solar modulation as observed by PAMELA
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proton measurements and not by neutron monitors. Thus, using ¢ys017 we lack informa-
tion of the solar modulation at higher rigidities and, therefore, we cannot derive a rigidity-
dependence based on this parameter.

6 Summary

In this work we have demonstrated that the commonly used force field approach shows
a significant rigidity dependence below 10 GV. As a simple yet sufficient workaround we in-
troduced a modification to the model using two solar modulation potential parameters deter-
mined by GCR measurements at different rigidities. Thus, we were able to provide a monthly
rigidity-dependent solar modulation potential for the period from 1973 to 2016, covering two
A>0 and two A<O0 solar magnetic cycles. It can easily be calculated following Eq. [I0]us-
ing the data set S1 included in the supporting information of this manuscript (also online at
http://www.ieap.uni-kiel.de/et/ag-heber/cosmicrays).

In order to obtain the solar modulation potential for protons at around 1.28 GV for the
whole time period of more than 40 years, we took advantage of the fact that different GCR
ions show the same temporal behavior in the inner heliosphere if compared at the same rigid-
ity. Thus, we could use IMP-8 helium and ACE/CRIS carbon measurements, normalized
to PAMELA proton observations, to obtain so called 1.28 GV proton proxies, which were
then used to calculate the corresponding solar modulation potential at these lower rigidities.
In addition, we utilized the solar modulation potential calculated by [Usoskin et al.| [2011]]
from neutron monitor measurements for higher rigidities. Compared to newer findings by
the same authors [[Usoskin et al., 2017], this potential was found to reflect the neutron moni-
tors observations best. These two modulation potentials at mean rigidities of approximately
1.28 GV and 13.83 GV already demonstrate the rigidity dependence of the force field ap-
proach. The significance of this dependency has been emphasized by the full rigidity-dependent
solar modulation function, which we calculated from PAMELA proton spectra from 2006-
2010 by connecting our two modulation potentials from spacecraft and neutron monitor ob-
servations with an empirical rigidity transition function. We compared the rigidity-independent
modulation potentials from [Usoskin et al.| [2011]], Usoskin et al.|[2017] and from our proton
proxies together with the newly derived rigidity-dependent potential function to independent
observations by AMS-01, BESS and BESS-Polar (as well as dependent PAMELA measure-
ments) for time periods from 1997 to 2010. Thereby, we could demonstrate that the here pre-
sented force field modification is the only model in the comparison which is able to describe
the observed proton spectra from 1-100 GV in both solar polarity cycles.

The impact of the different solar modulation potentials on the production rates of the
cosmogenic radionuclide '°Be has been illustrated at the end of this work. We showed that
the production rate values based on our newly developed rigidity-dependent solar modula-
tion potential ¢(P) have a non-negligible difference of more than +15% from those based on
the record by [Usoskin et al.| [2011]], especially during solar minima. And although our sim-
plified model cannot replace full numerical solutions of the transport equation, which are
necessary to further investigate all propagation processes of GCRs in the heliosphere, it is an
easy to use (and within its limitations reasonable) two-parameter model to describe the so-
lar modulation during the spacecraft era, on which all solar modulation reconstructions from
cosmogenic radionuclide records are based on.

Upcoming updated data sets from PAMELA and AMS-02 (with potentially higher pre-
cision) for time periods after 2010 will help to investigate the rigidity-dependence of the so-
lar modulation potential in more detail. In addition, they will improve the normalization of
the proton proxies by covering not only a part of but the full A<0 and also the beginning of
the next A>0 solar cycle.

-20-


http://www.ieap.uni-kiel.de/et/ag-heber/cosmicrays

Acknowledgments

This work was partly carried out within the framework of the bilateral BMBF-NRF-project
"Astrohel" (01DG15009) funded by the Bundesministerium fiir Bildung und Forschung.

We thank the PAMELA collaboration for providing the proton data via the Italian Space
Agency (ASI) Science Data Center (http://tools.asdc.asi.it/cosmicRays. jsp).
We thank the ACE/CRIS instrument team and the ACE Science Center for providing the
ACE data (http://www.srl.caltech.edu/ACE/ASC/). We acknowledge the NMDB
database (http://www.nmdb. eu), founded under the European Union’s FP7 program (con-
tract no. 213007) for providing the Kiel neutron monitor data. We thank the Sodankyld
Geophysical Observatory of the University of Oulu for providing the solar modulation po-
tential from Usoskin et al.|[2005, 2011]] (http://cosmicrays.oulu. fi). Sunspot num-
ber data used in this study was obtained via the web site http://www.sidc.be/silso/
courtesy of the SIDC-team, World Data Center for the production, preservation and dis-
semination of the international sunspot number, Royal Observatory of Belgium. We thank
the Database of Charged Cosmic Rays (http://1psc.in2p3. fr/crdb) for providing
easy access to multiple cosmic ray data sets. J. G. would like to thank M. Potgieter and D.
Strauss for many fruitful discussions. The data presented in Fig. [7]is included in the support-
ing information for this manuscript (also online athttp://www.ieap.uni-kiel.de/et/
ag-heber/cosmicrays).

References

Abe, K., H. Fuke, S. Haino, T. Hams, M. Hasegawa, et al. Measurements of Cosmic-Ray
Proton and Helium Spectra from the BESS-Polar Long-duration Balloon Flights over
Antarctica. ApJ, 822, 65, 2016. 10.3847/0004-637X/822/2/65,1506.01267,

Adriani, O., G. C. Barbarino, G. A. Bazilevskaya, R. Bellotti, M. Boezio, et al. PAMELA
Measurements of Cosmic-Ray Proton and Helium Spectra. Science, 332, 69, 2011a.
10.1126/science.1199172,/1103.4055.

Adriani, O., G. C. Barbarino, G. A. Bazilevskaya, R. Bellotti, M. Boezio, et al. Cosmic-Ray
Electron Flux Measured by the PAMELA Experiment between 1 and 625 GeV. Physical
Review Letters, 106(20), 201101, 2011b. 10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.201101,/1103.2880.

Aguilar, M., D. Aisa, B. Alpat, A. Alvino, G. Ambrosi, et al. Precision Measurement of the
Proton Flux in Primary Cosmic Rays from Rigidity 1 GV to 1.8 TV with the Alpha Mag-
netic Spectrometer on the International Space Station. Physical Review Letters, 114(17),
171103, 2015. 10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.171103.

Alcaraz, J., B. Alpat, G. Ambrosi, H. Anderhub, L. Ao, et al. Cosmic protons. Physics Let-
ters B, 490, 27-35, 2000. 10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00970-9.

Beatty, J. J., M. Garcia-Munoz, and J. A. Simpson. The cosmic-ray spectra of H-1, H-2,
and He-4 as a test of the origin of the hydrogen superfluxes at solar minimum modulation.
ApJ, 294, 455-462, 1985. 10.1086/163311.

Bisschoff, D., and M. S. Potgieter. New local interstellar spectra for protons, helium and
carbon derived from PAMELA and Voyager 1 observations. Ap&SS, 361, 48, 2016.
10.1007/s10509-015-2633-8,1512.04836.

Burger, R. A., M. S. Potgieter, and B. Heber. Rigidity dependence of cosmic ray proton
latitudinal gradients measured by the Ulysses spacecraft: Implications for the diffusion
tensor. J. Geophys. Res., 105, 27,447-27,456, 2000. 10.1029/2000JA000153.

Caballero-Lopez, R. A. An estimation of the yield and response functions for the mini neu-
tron monitor. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 121, 7461-7469, 2016.
10.1002/2016JA022690.

Caballero-Lopez, R. A., and H. Moraal. Limitations of the force field equation to describe
cosmic ray modulation. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 109, A01101,
2004. 10.1029/2003JA010098.

Cholis, I., D. Hooper, and T. Linden. A predictive analytic model for the solar modulation
of cosmic rays. Phys. Rev. D, 93, 043016, 2016. 10.1103/PhysRevD.93.043016,1511.

iy


http://tools.asdc.asi.it/cosmicRays.jsp
http://www.srl.caltech.edu/ACE/ASC/
http://www.nmdb.eu
http://cosmicrays.oulu.fi
http://www.sidc.be/silso/
http://lpsc.in2p3.fr/crdb
http://www.ieap.uni-kiel.de/et/ag-heber/cosmicrays
http://www.ieap.uni-kiel.de/et/ag-heber/cosmicrays
1506.01267
1103.4055
1103.2880
1512.04836
1511.01507
1511.01507

01507.

Corti, C., V. Bindi, C. Consolandi, and K. Whitman. Solar Modulation of the Local Inter-
stellar Spectrum with Voyager 1, AMS-02, PAMELA, and BESS. ApJ, 829, 8, 2016.
10.3847/0004-637X/829/1/8,1511.08790.

Cummings, A. C., E. C. Stone, B. C. Heikkila, N. Lal, W. R. Webber, G. J6hannesson, 1. V.
Moskalenko, E. Orlando, and T. A. Porter. Galactic Cosmic Rays in the Local Interstellar
Medium: Voyager 1 Observations and Model Results. ApJ, 831, 18, 2016. 10.3847/0004-
637X/831/1/18.

Ghelfi, A., F. Barao, L. Derome, and D. Maurin. Non-parametric determination of H and
He interstellar fluxes from cosmic-ray data. A&A, 591, A94, 2016. 10.1051/0004-
6361/201527852,/1511.08650.

Ghelfi, A., D. Maurin, A. Cheminet, L. Derome, G. Hubert, and F. Melot. Neutron monitors
and muon detectors for solar modulation studies: 2. ¢ time series. Advances in Space
Research, 60, 833-847, 2017. 10.1016/j.asr.2016.06.027,/1607 .01976.

Gieseler, J., B. Heber, P. Dunzlaft, R. Miiller-Mellin, A. Klassen, R. Gémez-Herrero,

H. Kunow, R. Wimmer-Schweingruber, and R. A. Mewaldt. The radial gradient of galac-
tic cosmic rays: Ulysses KET and ACE CRIS Measurements. International Cosmic Ray
Conference, 1, 571-574, 2008.

Gil, A., I. G. Usoskin, G. A. Kovaltsov, A. L. Misheyv, C. Corti, and V. Bindi. Can we prop-
erly model the neutron monitor count rate? Journal of Geophysical Research (Space
Physics), 120, 7172-7178, 2015. 10.1002/2015JA021654.

Gleeson, L. J., and W. 1. Axford. Solar Modulation of Galactic Cosmic Rays. ApJ, 154, 1011,
1968. 10.1086/149822.

Gleeson, L. J., and I. H. Urch. A Study of the Force-Field Equation for the Propagation of
Galactic Cosmic Rays. Ap&SS, 25, 387-404, 1973. 10.1007/BF00649180.

Gurnett, D. A., W. S. Kurth, L. F. Burlaga, and N. F. Ness. In Situ Observations of Interstel-
lar Plasma with Voyager 1. Science, 341, 1489-1492, 2013. 10.1126/science.1241681.
Heber, B., J. Gieseler, P. Dunzlaff, R. Gomez-Herrero, A. Klassen, R. Miiller-Mellin, R. A.

Mewaldt, M. S. Potgieter, and S. E. S. Ferreira. Latitudinal Gradients of Galactic Cosmic

Rays during the 2007 Solar Minimum. ApJ, 689, 1443-1447, 2008. 10.1086/592596.
Herbst, K., A. Kopp, B. Heber, F. Steinhilber, H. Fichtner, K. Scherer, and D. Matthia.

On the importance of the local interstellar spectrum for the solar modulation pa-

rameter. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 115, D00I120, 2010.

10.1029/2009JD012557.

Herbst, K., R. Muscheler, and B. Heber. The new local interstellar spectra and their influ-
ence on the production rates of the cosmogenic radionuclides '°Be and '“C. Journal of
Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 121, 2017. 10.1002/2016JA023207.

Jokipii, J. R., E. H. Levy, and W. B. Hubbard. Effects of particle drift on cosmic-ray trans-
port. I - General properties, application to solar modulation. ApJ, 213, 861-868, 1977.
10.1086/155218.

Kota, J., and J. R. Jokipii. Effects of drift on the transport of cosmic rays. VI - A three-
dimensional model including diffusion. ApJ, 265, 573-581, 1983. 10.1086/160701.

Kiihl, P., N. Dresing, B. Heber, and A. Klassen. Solar Energetic Particle Events with Protons
Above 500 MeV Between 1995 and 2015 Measured with SOHO/EPHIN. Sol. Phys., 292,
10, 2017. 10.1007/s11207-016-1033-8.

Maurin, D., F. Melot, and R. Taillet. A database of charged cosmic rays. A&A, 569, A32,
2014. 10.1051/0004-6361/201321344,|1302.5525.

McDonald, F. B., W. R. Webber, and D. V. Reames. Unusual time histories of galactic
and anomalous cosmic rays at 1 AU over the deep solar minimum of cycle 23/24. Geo-
phys. Res. Lett., 37,1.18101, 2010. 10.1029/2010GL044218.

Mewaldt, R. A., M. D. Looper, C. M. S. Cohen, D. K. Haggerty, A. W. Labrador, R. A.
Leske, G. M. Mason, J. E. Mazur, and T. T. von Rosenvinge. Energy Spectra, Composi-
tion, and Other Properties of Ground-Level Events During Solar Cycle 23. Space Sci. Rev.,
171, 97-120, 2012. 10.1007/s11214-012-9884-2.

22—


1511.01507
1511.01507
1511.08790
1511.08650
1607.01976
1302.5525

Mishev, A. L., I. G. Usoskin, and G. A. Kovaltsov. Neutron monitor yield function: New
improved computations. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 118, 2783—
2788, 2013. 10.1002/jgra.50325.

Moraal, H. Cosmic-Ray Modulation Equations. Space Sci. Rev., 176, 299-319, 2013.
10.1007/s11214-011-9819-3.

Muscheler, R., F. Adolphi, K. Herbst and A. Nilsson. The revised sunspot record in com-
parison to cosmogenic radionuclide-based solar activity reconstruction. Sol. Phys., 2016.
10.1007/s11207-016-0969-z.

Parker, E. N. The passage of energetic charged particles through interplanetary space.
Planet. Space Sci., 13, 9-49, 1965. 10.1016/0032-0633(65)90131-5.

Potgieter, M. Solar Modulation of Cosmic Rays. Living Reviews in Solar Physics, 10, 2013.
10.12942/1rsp-2013-3,/1306 . 4421,

Potgieter, M. S., and H. Moraal. A drift model for the modulation of galactic cosmic rays.
ApJ, 294, 425-440, 1985. 10.1086/163309.

Potgieter, M. S., E. E. Vos, R. Munini, M. Boezio, and V. Di Felice. Modulation of Galactic
Electrons in the Heliosphere during the Unusual Solar Minimum of 2006-2009: A Model-
ing Approach. ApJ, 810, 141, 2015. 10.1088/0004-637X/810/2/141.

Reinecke, J. P. L., and M. S. Potgieter. An explanation for the difference in cosmic ray mod-
ulation at low and neutron monitor energies during consecutive solar minimum periods.

J. Geophys. Res., 99, 14, 1994. 10.1029/94JA00792.

Richardson, J. D., J. C. Kasper, C. Wang, J. W. Belcher, and A. J. Lazarus. Cool heliosheath
plasma and deceleration of the upstream solar wind at the termination shock. Nature, 454,
63-66, 2008. 10.1038/nature07024.

Scherer, K., H. Fichtner, R. D. Strauss, S. E. S. Ferreira, M. S. Potgieter, and H.-J. Fahr. On
Cosmic Ray Modulation beyond the Heliopause: Where is the Modulation Boundary?
ApJ, 735, 128, 2011. 10.1088/0004-637X/735/2/128.

Shalchi, A. Analytic Forms of the Perpendicular Diffusion Coefficient in NRMHD Turbu-
lence. ApJ, 799, 232, 2015. 10.1088/0004-637X/799/2/232.

Shikaze, Y., S. Haino, K. Abe, H. Fuke, T. Hams, et al. Measurements of 0.2 20 GeV/n
cosmic-ray proton and helium spectra from 1997 through 2002 with the BESS spectrom-
eter. Astroparticle Physics, 28, 154-167,2007. 10.1016/j.astropartphys.2007.05.001,
astro-ph/0611388.

Steinhilber, F., J. A. Abreu, and J. Beer. Solar modulation during the Holocene. Astrophysics
and Space Sciences Transactions, 4, 1-6, 2008. 10.5194/astra-4-1-2008.

Steinhilber, F., J. A. Abreu, J. Beer, 1. Brunner, M. Christl et al. 9,400 Years of Cosmic Ra-
diation and Solar Activity From Ice Cores and Tree Rings. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci., 109(16),
5967-71, 2012. 10.1073/pnas.1118965109.

Stone, E. C., A. C. Cummings, F. B. McDonald, B. C. Heikkila, N. Lal, and W. R. Webber.
Voyager 1 Explores the Termination Shock Region and the Heliosheath Beyond. Science,
309, 2017-2020, 2005. 10.1126/science.1117684.

Stone, E. C., A. C. Cummings, F. B. McDonald, B. C. Heikkila, N. Lal, and W. R. Webber.
Voyager 1 Observes Low-Energy Galactic Cosmic Rays in a Region Depleted of Helio-
spheric Ions. Science, 341, 150-153, 2013. 10.1126/science.1236408.

Strauss, R. D., M. S. Potgieter, I. Biisching, and A. Kopp. Modeling the Modulation of
Galactic and Jovian Electrons by Stochastic Processes. ApJ, 735, 83, 2011. 10.1088/0004-
637X/735/2/83.

Tautz, R. C., A. Shalchi, and A. Dosch. Pitch-angle Scattering of Energetic Particles with
Adiabatic Focusing. ApJ, 794, 138, 2014. 10.1088/0004-637X/794/2/138,|1408.6947.

Thakur, N., N. Gopalswamy, P. Mikeld, S. Akiyama, S. Yashiro, and H. Xie. Two Excep-
tions in the Large SEP Events of Solar Cycles 23 and 24. Sol. Phys., 291, 513-530, 2016.
10.1007/s11207-015-0830-9.

Usoskin, I. G., K. Alanko-Huotari, G. A. Kovaltsov, and K. Mursula. Heliospheric mod-
ulation of cosmic rays: Monthly reconstruction for 1951-2004. Journal of Geophysical
Research (Space Physics), 110, A12108, 2005. 10.1029/2005JA011250.

23—


1306.4421
astro-ph/0611388
1408.6947

Usoskin, I. G., G. A. Bazilevskaya, and G. A. Kovaltsov. Solar modulation parameter for
cosmic rays since 1936 reconstructed from ground-based neutron monitors and ioniza-
tion chambers. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 116, A02104, 2011.
10.1029/2010JA016105.

Usoskin, I. G., A. Gil, G. A. Kovaltsov, and L. Alexander. Heliospheric modulation of
cosmic rays during the neutron monitor era: Calibration using PAMELA data for 2006
-2010. Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 122, 3875-3887, 2017.
10.1002/2016JA023819.

Vonmoos, M., J. Beer, and R. Muscheler. Large variations in Holocene solar activity: Con-
straints from “Be in the Greenland Ice Core Project ice core. Journal of Geophysical
Research (Space Physics), 111, A10105, 2006. 10.1029/2005JA011500.

Vos, E. E., and M. S. Potgieter. New Modeling of Galactic Proton Modulation during the
Minimum of Solar Cycle 23/24. ApJ, 815, 119, 2015. 10.1088/0004-637X/815/2/119.

Webber, W. R., B. Heber, and J. A. Lockwood. Time variations of cosmic ray electrons and
nuclei between 1978 and 2004: Evidence for charge-dependent modulation organized by
changes in solar magnetic polarity and current sheet tilt. Journal of Geophysical Research
(Space Physics), 110, A12107, 2005. 10.1029/2005JA011291.

Webber, W. R., and P. R. Higbie. Production of cosmogenic Be nuclei in the Earth’s at-
mosphere by cosmic rays: Its dependence on solar modulation and the interstellar cos-
mic ray spectrum. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 108, 1355, 2003.
10.1029/2003JA009863.

Webber, W. R., and P. R. Higbie. What Voyager cosmic ray data in the outer heliosphere tells
us about '°Be production in the Earth’s polar atmosphere in the recent past. Journal of
Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 115, A05102, 2010. 10.1029/2009JA014532.

Wiedenbeck, M. E., A. J. Davis, R. A. Leske, W. R. Binna, C. M. S. Cohen, et al. The Level
of Solar Modulation of Galactic Cosmic Rays from 1997 to 2005 as Derived from ACE
Measurements of Elemental Energy Spectra. International Cosmic Ray Conference, 2,
2717, 2005.

24—



