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• The best fit empirical model for annual values of the tilt angle is:

௜ߙ = ቐ
min 70°; 1.5° + 909.5° ȉ ௜ܺ

ଶ 	ݎ݋݂	 ௜ܺ ≤ 0.4
min 70°; 11.1° + 118.8° ȉ 1 − ௜ܺ

ଶ 	ݎ݋݂	 ௜ܺ ≥ 0.4

where ௜ܺ = ݅ ܰ, ݅⁄ is the year in the solar cycle (SC) and N is the cycle length in
years: ݅ = 1,ܰ

• The fitting is done using the observations by the Wilcox Solar Observatory
(WSO), since 1976.

• Maximum tilt angle is set at 70º due to observational limitations;

• Modeled tilt angle is consistent with the WSO estimated values (Figure 1);

• Reflects the asymmetry of the tilt΄s cyclic shape;

• Best correlation is during the ascending phase;

• The variable solar activity is the principle source of Galactic Cosmic Rays
(GCR) modulation in the heliosphere.

• Considering the force field approximation to full modulation model, we
develop a semi-empirical model to describe GCR modulation, revisiting the
earlier modulation model by [1], with new data including the minimum of
2009.

• Terrestrial archives of radionuclides 10Be and 14C are used to test the validity
of the model.

• We also develop an empirical model to reconstruct the cyclic behavior of the
tilt angle of the Heliospheric Current Sheet (HCS).
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• Using the modulation model we computed the modulation potential for three different OSMF series (figure 3)

• These reconstructions were applied to the cosmogenic production models by [4] and [3], for 14C and 10Be,
respectively.

• The 3 reconstructions agree well for the period after 1850s.

• The SS-case ranks significantly higher comparing to the other two for the period prior to 1790, which includes
the Maunder Minimum, as well as for the period 1820-1830.

• The radionuclides calculations are compared with the 14C global production, computed from INTCAL09 data [9]
(Figure 4).

• The reconstructions based on HS and L-cases appear to agree well with the radiocarbon record, however the
computations based on the SS-case show that it underestimates the global radiocarbon production. This is also
apparent when one plots the difference between the record and the computations for each case (Figure 5).

• The relation between 10Be production and measurements is not absolute and includes a scaling factor, related to
the unknown wet/dry deposition [2] as a free parameter. Thus, the model results cannot be compared with the
data for 10Be . There is a good agreement in the overall time variability but the distinction between different SN
reconstructions is not possible.

• The semi-empirical modulation model has the form:

߶ = ߶଴ × ܨ
௡ି ఈ

ఈబ 1 + ݌ߚ

where ܨ is the Open Solar Magnetic Flux (OSMF) expressed in 1015Wb, ߙ is the
tilt angle of the Heliospheric Current Sheet (HCS) (in degrees) and ݌ the polarity
of the large scale HMF.

• To fit parameters we used the reconstructed OSMF by [6,7], the tilt angle
computed by the model in Sec. 2 and the polarity defined as 1=݌ or -1 for
positive and negative polarity periods respectively and 0=݌ for the years
when polarity reverses.

• The best fitted parameters are: ߶଴ = 1479.4MV, 	 ଴ߙ = 145.5°, 	݊ = 1.04 and
ߚ = −0.091.

• The discrepancy during the maximum of SC 22 is possibly related to high
solar wind plasma flow pressure during years 1991-1992 (Figure 2).

• The discrepancy during the latest SC is related to the polarity reversal leading
to positive polarity of both north and south polar fields during the maximum
phase of the cycle (Figure 2).

Figure 3. Reconstructed modulation potential over the period 1610 – 2014, based on 3 different
OSMF series computed using as input the group sunspot number (GSN) by [5] (HS-case), the
SN proposed by [6] (L-case) and the SN proposed by [10] (SS-case).
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• We propose two semi-empirical models for centennial reconstructions of the HCS tilt angle and
the modulation potential respectively.

• The tilt angle model describes the cyclic behavior of the HCS tilt angle and its dependence on
the phase of the solar cycle only.

• The modelled ߶ shows good correlation with the reconstructed by ground based neutron
monitor measurements for the period 1951-2014 with a small deviation during the solar
maximum of cycle 22 (possibly related to high pressure of solar wind plasma flow velocity) and
the latest solar maximum (possibly due to the extended polarity reversal period).

• The global radionuclides production records from terrestrial archives such as tree rings and ice
cores supports the validity of our model, since there is a good correlation between the records and
computations based on the reconstructed modulation potential.

• The global radiocarbon production records from tree rings indicates a discrepancy during the
Maunder Minimum for the computations based on the SS-case.

• However, the ice core records of 10Be can not be considered for this study, since there is a free
scaling parameter, making it difficult for comparisons.

Figure 1. Annual variations of
the HCS tilt angle as provided
by WSO (blue solid line), and
calculated by the model (red
curve). Green stars represent
reconstructed HCS tilt angles
for 1870 until 2002 by image
analysis of total solar eclipses
courtesy of M. I. Pishkalo).

3. Modulation potential model

Figure 4. Decadal variations of the global radiocarbon
production.

Figure 5. Temporal variation of the difference between the
record curve and the reconstruction curves shown in Figure 3 for
different cases.
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