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Abstract –The geomagnetic field prevents energetic particles, such as galactic cosmic rays, from directly
interacting with the Earth’s atmosphere. The geomagnetic field is not static but constantly changing, and
over the last 100,000 years, several geomagnetic excursions occurred. During geomagnetic field excur-
sions, the field strength is significantly decreased and the field morphology is strongly influenced by
non-dipole components, and more cosmic ray particles can access the Earth’s atmosphere. Paleomagnetic
field models provide a global view of the long-term geomagnetic field evolution, however, with individual
spatial and temporal resolution and uncertainties. Here, we reconstruct the geomagnetic shielding effect
over the last 100,000 years by calculating the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity using four global paleomagnetic
field models, i.e., the GGF100k, GGFSS70, LSMOD.2, and CALS10k.2 model. We compare results for
overlapping periods and find that the model selection is crucial to constrain the cutoff rigidity variation.
However, all models indicate that the non-dipole components of the geomagnetic field are not negligible
for estimating the long-term geomagnetic shielding effect. We provide a combined record of global
cutoff rigidities using the best available model for individual time intervals. Our results provide the
possibility to estimate the cosmogenic isotope production rate and cosmic radiation dose rate covering
the last 100,000 years according to the best current knowledge about geomagnetic field evolution, and will
be useful in further long-term solar activity and climate change reconstruction.
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1 Introduction

The geomagnetic field acts as a natural shield against
charged energetic particles, such as galactic cosmic rays, that
impact the Earth’s atmosphere. The primary cosmic ray particles
are protons that are deflected when moving in the geomagnetic
field (Beer et al., 2012; Bütikofer, 2018). Since energetic
particles with equal rigidity R = pc/Ze (momentum per unit
charge of the particle) have the same moving trajectory in a con-
stant magnetic field, rigidity is frequently used by the cosmic
ray community to study geomagnetic field shielding. Thus,
the geomagnetic field shielding effect can be quantitatively esti-
mated as the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity (Smart et al., 2000;
Smart & Shea, 2009). When the time is fixed, at a given loca-
tion and incidence angle, the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity Rc is a
threshold value, and only particles with rigidity higher than this
threshold value can reach the Earth’s atmosphere. The effective

cutoff rigidity is an average of the shielding effect, considering
incident particles in all incident angles, while the effective ver-
tical cutoff rigidity, Rvc, only considers incident particles in the
vertical direction (Cooke et al., 1991). The calculation of the
cutoff rigidity started with the pioneering work by Størmer
(1955) through theoretical analysis, which only considered the
dipole component of the geomagnetic field. The cutoff rigidity
is determined more accurately by tracing the trajectory of the
particles using a geomagnetic field model and considering both
the dipole and non-dipole components (Shea et al., 1965). Since
the geomagnetic field changed constantly in the geological past,
the geomagnetic shielding was also constantly changing. The
long-term modulation of the galactic cosmic rays by the geo-
magnetic field is referred to as “geomagnetic modulation” in
the cosmic ray community (e.g., Beer et al., 2012).

Understanding the “geomagnetic modulation” is fundamen-
tal to studying the long-term variation of the cosmic ray flux,
which controls the cosmogenic radionuclides (e.g., 10Be, 14C,
36Cl, 39Ar, half-lives in the range of ~300–1.5 � 106 years)*Corresponding author: gaojw@mail.iggcas.ac.cn
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production rate, cosmic ray induced ionization rate, and cosmic
ray radiation intensity (Shea & Smart, 2000; Lifton et al., 2008;
Usoskin et al., 2008, 2010). When using the cosmogenic
radionuclide production rate to reconstruct the solar activity or
for cosmogenic nuclides dating, the long-term trend caused by
“geomagnetic modulation” must be removed (Desilets & Zreda,
2003; Solanki et al., 2004; Usoskin, 2017). Cutoff rigidity, as a
quantitative estimation of the “geomagnetic modulation”, can be
inferred from geomagnetic field models. For the current geo-
magnetic field, the cutoff rigidity has been extensively studied
using the standard International Geomagnetic Reference Field
(IGRF) model (Shea & Smart, 1990; Gerontidou et al., 2021);
however, the variation of cutoff rigidity on multi-millennial
timescales is much less studied. Most of the earlier studies
which inferred the long-term variation of the cutoff rigidity trea-
ted the geomagnetic field as an ideal dipole field (see e.g., Lal,
1991; Gosse & Phillips, 2001; Usoskin et al., 2006). Lifton
(2016) calculated the cutoff rigidity variation covering the
Holocene (14–0 ka, with “ka” standing for thousand years
before present, where “present” is 1950 AD as used in radiocar-
bon dating) derived from global paleomagnetic field models that
consider non-dipole field contributions: CALS10k.1 and SHA.
DIF.14k (Korte et al., 2011; Pavón-Carrasco et al., 2014).
Due to the previous lack of paleomagnetic field models before
14 ka, further back in time, Lifton (2016) treated the geomag-
netic field as a geocentric axial dipole (GAD) field and esti-
mated the cutoff rigidity using virtual axial dipole moment
(VADM) records that are obtained from global averages of
regional field intensity records (see e.g., review by Panovska
et al., 2019 for more details about the VADM). Lifton (2016)
found clear regional differences when using paleomagnetic field
models or a simple GAD to estimate the cutoff rigidity.

Knowledge about the spatial and temporal variations of the
geomagnetic field is essential to reconstruct the long-term geo-
magnetic shielding effect. In the last 100 ka, global or regional
geomagnetic excursions occurred several times (e.g., Singer,
2014; Laj & Channell, 2015; Panovska et al., 2019). The
Laschamps excursion is the best-documented excursion that
occurred at around 41 ka, when the geomagnetic field intensity
dramatically decreased and the non-dipole component of the
geomagnetic field strongly influenced the geomagnetic field
morphology (Korte et al., 2019b). In a previous study, we
showed that the influence of the non-dipole field could not be
ignored when studying the geomagnetic shielding effect during
this excursion (Gao et al., 2022). The Mono Lake/Auckland
excursion (~34 ka) and the Norwegian–Greenland Sea excur-
sion (~65 ka) also show demonstrably dipole field decrease
along with significant directional deviations from the axial
dipole field. Information about the long-term variation of the
geomagnetic field comes from paleomagnetic sediment records,
archaeomagnetic, and lava flow records (e.g., Brown et al.,
2015a, 2015b; Constable & Korte, 2015; Panovska et al.,
2018a). The knowledge about the paleomagnetic field evolution
has constantly improved from individual records to regional or
global stacks of relative paleofield intensity (RPI) (e.g., Guyodo
& Valet, 1999; Laj et al., 2004) or equivalent virtual (axial)
dipole moments (VADM or VDM) (e.g. Ziegler et al., 2011;
Ziegler & Constable, 2015), and to global continuous paleo-
magnetic field models that resolve large-scale non-dipole field
contributions (e.g., Leonhardt et al., 2009; Constable et al.,
2016; Korte et al., 2019a; Panovska et al., 2021).

In recent years, several paleomagnetic field models have
been established to reveal the long-term variations of the
geomagnetic field covering up to the last 100 ka (see e.g.,
review by Panovska et al., 2019, and references therein). The
available models focus on different timescales. The GGF100k
model, for example, concentrates on the long time variation
of the geomagnetic field spanning the past 100 ka and has
similar spatial resolution but less temporal resolution compared
with Holocene models (Panovska et al., 2018b). On the con-
trary, the LSMOD.2 model provides a more detailed view of
the Laschamps excursion but only covers a limited time interval
(50–30 ka) (Korte et al., 2019b). Most recently, Panovska et al.
(2021) presented a new model called GGFSS70, which spans
70–15 ka with higher temporal resolution than GGF100k and
indicates the characteristics of three global excursions: the
Norwegian–Greenland Sea, Laschamps, and Mono Lake excur-
sion. Those paleomagnetic field models provide the possibility
to reconstruct the long-term variation of the cutoff rigidity con-
sidering for the first time also the non-dipole field contributions.

In this study, we reconstruct the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity
variation over the last 100 ka using four global paleomagnetic
field models, i.e., the GGF100k, GGFSS70, LSMOD.2, and
CALS10k.2. They are introduced in Section 2. Global grids
of the cutoff rigidities are presented in 200-year steps for the
period 100–10 ka and 50-year steps for the period 10–0 ka,
using a trajectory tracing program (see Supplementary
Movie S1). The detailed differences in cutoff rigidity results
using different paleomagnetic field models are investigated in
Section 3. The models which are considered to best resolve
the cutoff rigidity structure during different time intervals are
selected for calculating a combined record of the effective
vertical cutoff rigidity, named Rc100k. In Section 4, we present
the variation of latitudinal cutoff rigidity structure, impact area,
and global cosmic ray flux over the last 100 ka based on
Rc100k. Discussion and conclusion are given in Section 5.

2 Paleomagnetic field models

Over the last decades, a growing number of long-term
global continuous paleomagnetic field models have been
published. Those models are based on the compilation of pale-
omagnetic data and provide a global view of geomagnetic field
evolution within the model time interval. In this section, we
briefly introduce the modeling method and compare the spatial
and temporal resolution of five paleomagnetic models utilized in
this study, namely IMOLEe, CALS10k.2, GGF100k,
LSMOD.2, and GGFSS70.

Spherical harmonic (SH) functions are commonly used to
obtain a global picture of geomagnetic field evolution. In a
source-free region, the time-depending internal magnetic field
B can be expressed as the negative gradient of a potential V:

V r; h;u; tð Þ ¼ a
XLmax

l¼1

Xl

m¼0

a
r

� �lþ1
gml tð Þ cos muð Þ þ hml tð Þ sin muð Þ� �

� Pm
l cos hð Þ; ð1Þ

where r, h, / are the geocentric spherical coordinates, and a is
the Earth’s mean radius, 6371.2 km. Lmax is the maximum SH
degree, and Pm

l is the Schmidt quasi-normalized associated
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Legendre functions. Based on archaeomagnetic, volcanic, and
paleomagnetic sediment data, paleomagnetic field models
utilize various inversion techniques to solve for the time-
varying spherical harmonic coefficients (gml ðtÞ, hml ðtÞ).
A major advantage of the SH functions is that dipole and
non-dipole components of the geomagnetic field can be easily
separated (see e.g., review by Panovska et al., 2019 for more
details).

Here, we use five long-term continuous SH paleomagnetic
field models to obtain the best currently available view of
geomagnetic field evolution over the last 100 ka. The IMOLEe
model (Leonhardt et al., 2009), spanning 44–36 ka, was the first
continuous global paleomagnetic field model covering the
Laschamps excursion. The IMOLEe model is constrained by
only six palaeomagnetic records, mostly located in the North
Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico. Being the oldest of the models,
it might now be the least reliable given the sparse data distribu-
tion compared to more recently developed models. However, to
get a good idea about differences in cutoff rigidity depending on
differences in underlying models, we include results based on
this model in the comparison in Section 3.

The CALS10k.2 model (Constable et al., 2016), spanning
10–0 ka, is the latest version of the CALS model series model
(Korte et al., 2009, 2011; Korte & Muscheler, 2012) and super-
sedes all previous CALS series models (Constable et al., 2016).
For the historical period of the past 400 years, CALS10k.2 is
constrained by and agrees closely with the gufm1 model
(Jackson et al., 2000), with the spatial and temporal resolution
strongly increased compared to the earlier millennia. As our
focus here lies on longer time scales, we do not consider any
of the numerous other recently developed Holocene field
models (see e.g., Constable & Korte, 2015 for a review). The
large-scale surface features of the geomagnetic field in the last
10 ka reconstructed by the CALS10k.2 model are consistent
with other Holocene models, e.g., HFM.OL1.A1 and
ARCH10k.1 (Constable et al., 2016).

The GGF100k model (Panovska et al., 2018b) provides
information about geomagnetic field evolution covering the
full past 100 ka. It is constrained by more than 100 continuous
sediment records and utilizes temporal smoothing kernels to fit
both high and low-resolution records. Nevertheless, it has a
lower temporal resolution than all the shorter models. It is the
only available global model for some intervals within the past
100 ka.

The LSMOD.2 model (Korte et al., 2019b), spanning 50–30
ka, provides a more detailed view of the Laschamps (~41 ka)
and Mono Lake/Auckland (~34 ka) excursions. The LSMOD.2
model is reconstructed from volcanic and high-resolution sedi-
ment data and the paleomagnetic data included in the LSMOD.2
model is notably increased compared to the IMOLEe model.
A series of models based on different data sets were developed
to test the influence of data selection. The preferred model
shows similar excursion characteristics compared with other
models and provides robust characteristics of the Laschamps
and Mono Lake/Auckland excursions.

The GGFSS70 model (Panovska et al., 2021), spanning
70–15 ka, is a model built from nine globally distributed sedi-
ment records, considered to have good chronological informa-
tion with the most up-to-date age calibrations. The GGFSS70
model provides a clear view of three excursions: the
Norwegian–Greenland Sea (~65 ka), Laschamps (~41 ka),

and Mono Lake/Auckland (~34 ka). It is the first continu-
ous global paleomagnetic field model representing the
Norwegian–Greenland Sea excursion in detail.

Figures 1a and 1b show the dipole power and non-dipole
power of the five paleomagnetic field models evaluated at
Earth’s surface. Apart from the clearly global Laschamps excur-
sion (La, ~41 ka) with the lowest dipole power, two further
excursions are manifested by clear lows in dipole power, in
particular in GGFSS70, i.e, the Norwegian–Greenland Sea
(NGS, ~65 ka), and Mono Lake/Auckland (ML, ~34 ka) excur-
sions. Further excursions were observed only regionally, proba-
bly due to a less strong dipole decrease, e.g., the Post Blake
(PB, ~98 ka) (Thouveny et al., 2004) and Hilina Pali (HP,
~19 ka) (Ahn et al., 2018) excursions. Those only show a
moderate decrease in dipole power. Since the SH models are
smoothed representations of the paleomagnetic data, some
details of the excursions may not be well represented by the glo-
bal SH models, in particular by the most strongly smoothed
GGF100k (Panovska et al., 2019, 2021).

As described above, the SH models cover various time
intervals and have different spatial and temporal resolutions.
In order to get the best currently available view of the geomag-
netic field variation over the last 100 ka, it is necessary to com-
bine the models. To get an idea of their similarities and
differences, Supplementary Movies S2 and S3 show the radial
component Br and geomagnetic field intensity Btotal of the pale-
omagnetic models over the entire time interval (100–0 ka). We
will discuss the influence of the differences for estimating cutoff
rigidities in Section 3.

3 Cutoff rigidity during excursions from
different paleomagnetic models

Compared with theoretical equations, the trajectory tracing
method provides a more accurate estimation of the geomagnetic
cutoff rigidity (Smart & Shea, 2009). In this section, we briefly
introduce the methodology of trajectory tracing and compare the
cutoff rigidity results using different geomagnetic field models
during the Norwegian–Greenland Sea, Laschamps, and Mono
Lake/Auckland excursions. More details about the trajectory
tracing program can be found in Smart et al. (2000).

The common method to determine the trajectory of a cosmic
ray particle is by tracing a negatively charged particle, as the tra-
jectory of an outward-directed negatively charged particle is
identical to the trajectory of an inward-directed positively
charged particle with the same charge and the same rigidity.
We traced the particle starting at 20 km above the Earth’s
surface (geodetic coordinates are used) as an approximation
for the top of the atmosphere. The trajectory tracing is termi-
nated when the particle reaches the outer boundary (taken as
25 earth radii away from the Earth’s center) or returns to the
atmosphere. The influence of the magnetosphere current on geo-
magnetic cutoff rigidity calculation is not considered in this
study. If the trajectory of the particle reaches the outer bound-
ary, it is called an “allowed particle”, otherwise, it is a “forbid-
den particle”, respectively. Note that the cutoff rigidity is not
sharp. In the transition from the first forbidden rigidity down
to the last allowed rigidity, there is a penumbra region, in which
both allowed and forbidden rigidities exist. At each given
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location, after scanning particle rigidity at discrete steps from
low to high through the energetic particles spectrum, the effec-
tive vertical cutoff rigidity Rvc is calculated, which is a weighted
average over the rigidity penumbra and describes the trans-
parency of the penumbra (Cooke et al., 1991; Bütikofer,
2018). The Rvc (in units of GV, i.e. 109 Volt), tracing particles
initiated in the vertical direction, is the most widely used
approximation for the effective cutoff rigidity (Smart et al.,
2000). Energetic particles with different incidence directions
can also be considered in cutoff rigidity calculation, and other
approximations for the effective cutoff rigidity, e.g., the appar-
ent cutoff rigidity can also be determined (apparent cutoff rigid-
ity is an average over cutoff rigidity in nine different directions
Clem et al., 1997). However, the difference between the vertical
and apparent cutoff rigidity is about 1 GV at the equator region
for today’s geomagnetic field and is negligible globally during
the Laschamps excursion (Gao et al., 2022). Details of the Rvc
calculation can be found in Shea et al. (1965); Bütikofer
(2018) and Gao et al. (2022).

In this study, Rvc was calculated on global grids of 5� in
latitude by 5� in longitude, using paleomagnetic field models
spanning up to the last 100 ka in 200-year steps for the
GGF100k, GGFSS70, LSMOD.2, and IMOLEe models, and
in 50-year steps for the CALS10k.2 model. Calculating the
high-resolution cutoff rigidity is time-consuming even for mod-
ern computers. To reduce the computation time, the rigidity was
determined in two steps, refining the scan over the penumbra
region (Gao et al., 2022). The first rigidity scan is from
30 GV to 0 GV with an 0.5 GV rigidity interval (covering
the spectrum of the energetic particles Mironova et al., 2015).
The second rigidity scan is from the highest forbidden rigidity

value found in the first step plus 0.5 GV to the lowest allowed
rigidity value minus 0.5 GV using a 0.01 GV rigidity interval.
This hybrid rigidity scan can significantly decrease the compu-
tation time without reducing the accuracy (Gao et al., 2022).
Also, the influence of the crustal field on cutoff rigidity determi-
nation is ignored because the crustal field is insignificant in
calculating the cutoff rigidity even during geomagnetic field
transitions (Gao et al., 2022).

Paleomagnetic field models have uncertainties from limita-
tions in data distribution, data reliability, and dating accuracy,
but these uncertainties are not well quantified. However, differ-
ences among their predictions, e.g., among geomagnetic field
evolution maps give indications of these uncertainties. We
expect the effect of the uncertainties on cutoff rigidities to be
strongest during the excursions when the dipole is weak. There-
fore, we compare the cutoff rigidity results from different models
during the three most prominent excursions in the time interval:
the Laschamps, Norwegian–Greenland Sea, and Mono Lake/
Auckland excursions. We then selected the most suitable model
to reconstruct the cutoff rigidity variation for different time inter-
vals, and we present here the cutoff rigidity results covering the
last 100 ka, named Rc100k (see Supplementary Movie S1). The
time series of paleomagnetic field model selection for calculation
Rc100k can be found at the bottom of Figures 1 and 5, and the
transition times at which we switched from one model to another
for the final record are given in Table 1.

3.1 Laschamps excursion

The Laschamps excursion, first discovered in the
Laschamps lava flows, is the best-documented excursion (see

Fig. 1. Dipole power (a) and non-dipole power (b) evaluated at Earth’s surface over the last 100 ka, as predicted by five continuous spherical
harmonic geomagnetic field models: IMOLEe (Leonhardt et al., 2009), CALS10k.2 (Constable et al., 2016), GGF100k (Panovska et al.,
2018b), LSMOD.2 (Korte et al., 2019b), and GGFSS70 (Panovska et al., 2021). Five global and regional excursions are labeled on the top
panel a: PB: Post Blake, NGS: Norwegian–Greenland Sea, La: Laschamps, ML: Mono Lake/Auckland, and HP: Hilina Pali. Gray areas indicate
the three excursions studied in more detail here: NGS, La, and ML. The time intervals of the model, and models used to calculate Rc100k are
given by the color bars at the bottom.
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e.g., review by Laj & Channell, 2015) and is documented by
records all around the world. Recent paleomagnetic field models
demonstrated that the dipole power is close to zero, and the
axial dipole coefficient g01 is not only reduced to zero but also
reverses its sign for a few hundred years in the middle of the
excursion (Korte et al., 2019b; Panovska et al., 2021). Based
on the LSMOD.2 and GGFSS70 model, the dipole moment
reached its minimum of 0.36 � 1022 Am2 and 0.12 �
1022 Am2 at 40.98 ka and 40.97 ka, respectively, which is
clearly lower than the present-day value of about 8� 1022 Am2.

There is no clear definition for the start and end times of
geomagnetic excursion events. Several parameters have been
proposed to indicate the excursion duration time, one of
them is the paleosecular variation (PSV) index (Panovska &
Constable, 2017), which considers both field directions and
intensity to quantitatively estimate field complexity and variation
activity and provides a threshold value for transitional field as
found during excursions and reversals. According to the PSV
index, the Laschamps excursion started at 41.9 ka and ended
at 40.1 ka, with a duration of 1.8 kyr (Korte et al., 2019b). A
detailed presentation of cutoff rigidity maps during the
Laschamps excursion based on the LSMOD.2 model is given
by Gao et al. (2022). We now compared four SH models cover-
ing the Laschamps excursion, i.e., GGF100k, GGFSS70,
LSMOD.2, and IMOLEe model.

Figure 2 illustrates the different cutoff rigidity results cover-
ing the Laschamps excursion by four snapshots in time. The
geomagnetic field variations and the cutoff rigidity changes over
the full time are provided in Supplementary Movies S1 and S2,
respectively. All models show a clear dipole field decrease
during the excursion (Fig. 1a), leading to less latitudinal depen-
dence of the cutoff rigidities, which are globally lower than 4
GV at around 40.95 ka. The GGF100k model has a higher
dipole moment at the middle of the excursion due to its limited
temporal resolution, and thus is least well suited to provide cut-
off rigidities for this time. The IMOLEe model gives generally
similar results as GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2, but also with some
clear differences. For example, although the general latitudinal
distribution of cutoff rigidities is similar in amplitudes at
42.45 ka, there are clear longitudinal differences. This is due
to a local maximum of the geomagnetic field over Africa
inferred from the IMOLEe model (see Movie S3), while the
GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2 models indicated a local maximum

over the Southern Pacific Ocean instead. We attribute this
difference to the sparse data distribution of the IMOLEe model,
and consider the GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2 models that are
constructed by using more globally distributed records as more
reliable. The global geomagnetic field patterns and resulting
cutoff rigidities from the GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2 models
are generally in good agreement. As the LSMOD.2 model has
a slightly higher temporal resolution than the GGFSS70 model,
the LSMOD.2 model is selected to reconstruct the long-term
cutoff rigidity Rc100k during and around the Laschamps
excursion.

3.2 Norwegian–Greenland Sea excursion

The Norwegian–Greenland Sea (NGS) excursion was first
reported using Norwegian Greenland Sea sediments (Bleil &
Gard, 1989; Nowaczyk & Frederichs, 1999). Although it has
been documented in much fewer locations than the Laschamps,
the two models covering the NGS excursion (GGF100k and
GGFSS70) indicate a clear drop in dipole field strength. Using
the PSV index and the GGFSS70 model, Panovska et al. (2021)
indicated that the transitional epoch is over 66–56 ka, and
two PSV peaks appeared at 65–63 ka and 60–58 ka. As shown
in Figure 1a, there are also two clear dipole power drops at
~65 ka and ~59 ka.

Figures 3a and 3b show four snapshots of the cutoff rigidity
results during the NGS excursion (66–63 ka) using the
GGF100k and GGFSS70 model, respectively. The snapshots
cover the first peak of the PSV value, which corresponds to
the dipole power local minimum at ~65 ka. The GGFSS70
model shows a clear dipole field decrease at 65–64 ka, the
lowest dipole moment is 1.87 � 1022 Am2 at 64.9 ka (approx-
imately 23% of today’s dipole moment, 8 � 1022 Am2). The
GGF100k model indicates only a slight decrease in the dipole
field around 65 ka. Although the dipole power of the GGF100k
model is higher than that of the GGFSS70 at 63 ka, the dipole
tilt angles from both models are similar and result in similar
global geomagnetic field and cutoff rigidity patterns. Since the
GGF100k model has a lower temporal resolution compared
with the GGFSS70 model, the NGS excursion features are less
well resolved by the GGF100k model. We in general, prefer the
higher resolution GGFSS70 model over GGF100k and use it to
calculate the Rc100k over and around the NGS excursion.

Table 1. Transition times between the different models used for Rc100k and several parameters describing the geomagnetic field, including
DM: dipole moment, kD: the latitude of the dipole axis, /D: the longitude of the dipole axis, DP: dipole power, and NDP: non-dipole power.

Time (ka) Model DM (1022 Am2) kD (�) /D (�) DPa (103 lT2) NDP (lT2)

67.85 GGF100k 6.06 �84.4 �32.4 1.10 42.5
GGFSS70 6.03 �82.2 71.3 1.09 65.7

49.95 GGFSS70 7.66 �84.4 31.7 1.76 81.6
LSMOD.2 7.89 �83.7 0.36 1.86 79.5

32.65 LSMOD.2 6.53 �86.2 77.1 1.28 60.5
GGFSS70 6.57 �87.5 32.8 1.29 54.1

17.55 GGFSS70 7.42 �88.7 57.1 1.64 64.5
GGF100k 7.50 �81.4 83.6 1.68 84.4

9.95 GGF100k 7.68 �87.8 26.0 1.76 38.2
CALS10k.2 7.76 �84.9 61.6 1.79 31.6

a Dipole and non-dipole power are evaluated at the Earth’s surface.
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3.3 Mono Lake/Auckland excursion

The excursion previously and widely known as Mono Lake
(ML) excursion follows soon after the Laschamps excursion at
around 34 ka (e.g., Benson et al., 2003). This event has been
termed the Mono Lake or Auckland excursion, depending on
the locality where the excursion was first identified, and there
is a long-standing discussion and new recent evidence that the
event found at the location of Mono Lake had large dating
errors and might be the Laschamps excursion (see Marcaida
et al., 2019). Although there are strong suggestions to prefer
the name Auckland excursion, we use Mono Lake/Auckland
here to avoid confusion. Korte et al. (2019b) argued that the
ML excursion is not a single excursion but rather a series of
excursions that occurred between 36 and 30 ka. Using the
GGFSS70 model, Panovska et al. (2021) suggested that the
ML excursion is a double event, which has two dipole field
intensity drops at 34 and 29 ka. The minimum dipole moment
during the ML excursion according to this model is
3.3 � 1022 Am2 at 34.4 ka, approximately 41% of today’s
dipole moment.

The cutoff rigidity results during the first dipole field drop of
the ML excursion calculated from the GGF100k, GGFSS70,
and LSMOD.2 models are shown in Figure 4. Again, the dipole
moments of both the GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2 models are
lower than that of the GGF100k model during the ML excur-
sion, and the ML excursion seems suppressed by strong tempo-
ral smoothing in the GGF100k model. The dipole field variation
during the ML excursion appears consistent (see Movie S3)
among the GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2 models; however, the
small-scale structure of those two geomagnetic field models
show regional differences. At 33.45 ka, for example, two local
cutoff rigidity maxima are found over South America and the
Western Pacific from the GGFSS70 model, while the intensity

maximum is found over central Africa from the LSMOD.2
model. Over central Africa, the GGFSS70 model results in
cutoff rigidity close to 9 GV, while the LSMOD.2 model results
in 13 GV, giving differences in cutoff rigidity over central
Africa up to 4 GV during the ML excursion. Since the
LSMOD.2 model has a slightly higher temporal resolution;
we use this model for its full-time interval, including the ML
excursion. However, the dipole field drop around 29 ka is not
covered by the time interval of LSMOD.2, and we then use
the GGFSS70 model with higher spatial and temporal resolution
than the GGF100k model.

3.4 Combining the paleomagnetic field models

For the three most prominent excursions, the most suitable
model is selected to reconstruct the cutoff rigidity variation
described above. The CALS10k.2 model is used to study cutoff
rigidity evolution during the Holocene (10–0 ka). Furthermore,
within the time range 100–70 ka and 18–10 ka, the GGF100k
model is selected to calculate the Rc100k because no other pale-
omagnetic field model covers these periods. However, to obtain
smooth transitions from one model to the other, we chose tran-
sition times when the dipole moment of the adjoining models
agree closely. The chosen transition times are given in Table 1,
as well as the dipole power, non-dipole power, and the dipole
tilt angle of the different models at those epochs. The geomag-
netic field is dipole dominated at all the transition times, and the
geomagnetic field patterns from the different models are similar
(see Figs. S1 and S2). The cutoff rigidity differences between
different models are generally small but exceed 6 GV (see
Fig. S3) at a few locations and some of the transition times.

Figure 5 shows the axial dipole moment (ADM) over
the past 100,000 years obtained from the combined paleomag-
netic field models (GGF100k, GGFSS70, LSMOD.2, and

Fig. 2. Effective vertical cutoff rigidity contour maps covering the period of Laschamps excursion (43.95–39.45 ka) calculated from the (a)
GGF100k, (b) GGFSS70, (c) LSMOD.2, and (d) IMOLEe models.
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CALS10k.2) (Panovska et al., 2019). The comparison of the
axial dipole moment from the combined model over the last
100 ka to several virtual axial dipole moment (VADM) stacks
(GLOPIS-75 (Laj et al., 2004), C2018-Overall stack (Channell
et al., 2018), sint-800 (Guyodo & Valet, 1999), and sint-2000
(Valet et al., 2005)) overall gives a reasonable agreement (see
Fig. 5). However, the NGS excursion appears longer in our
model, with a second ADM low at ~59 ka (from the GGFSS70
model), which is not found in any of the VADM stacks, and the
ADM is in general somewhat lower between 59 and 50 ka. The
high values of the C2018-Overall stack around 30 to 12 ka, not
found in any of the other curves, likely result from regional bias
due to the dominance of Atlantic records in this stack. At that
time, our model agrees well with other stacks.

To quantitatively assess the influence of the model selection
on cutoff rigidity estimation, the global average of the cutoff
rigidity differences obtained from different models are shown
in Supplemental Figure S4 (see Gao et al., 2022, Eq. (11)).
For comparison, global averages of the value differences
between the Rc100k and the cutoff rigidity calculated using
the model with limited maximum SH degree are also shown
(see Supplemental Fig. S5). Differential maps of Rvc over the
full time are provided in Movies S4 and S5. Due to the system-
atic difference in dipole moment level between GGF100k and

GGFSS70 (see Fig. 1), the globally averaged cutoff rigidity dif-
ference between these two models is rather large, and similarly,
the difference between IMOLEe and LSMOD.2 during the
Laschamps excursion is large due to the clear difference in
non-dipole power (see also Fig. 1) at a time when the field is
not dipole dominated. Otherwise, the differences among cutoff
rigidity obtained from different models are mostly close to the
difference between the Rc100k and the estimates based on
GAD. Apart from the influence of the non-dipole field, the
model selection is also crucial to constrain the cutoff rigidity
variation over the last 100 ka.

3.5 Uncertainty estimates

The paleomagnetic field data clearly contain uncertainties
both in magnetic data and their ages, but it is difficult to get
reasonable uncertainty estimates for the paleomagnetic field
models, as standard methods tend to underestimate the model
uncertainties for regions where data are sparse or non-existent.
Here, we used a bootstrap technique to obtain the formal uncer-
tainties of the GGF100k model and propagated these to cutoff
rigidity uncertainties. The bootstrap technique to obtain model
uncertainties has previously been applied to Holocene geomag-
netic field models (Korte & Constable, 2008; Korte et al., 2011)

Fig. 3. Effective vertical cutoff rigidity contour maps covering the period of the Norwegian–Greenland Sea excursion (66–63 ka) calculated
from the (a) GGF100k and (b) GGFSS70 models.
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(see Supplementary Text S1 for more details about the bootstrap
technique applied to the GGF100k model).

In general, paleomagnetic field uncertainties increase with
time, i.e., smaller at the recent end and larger close to 100 ka.
A direct error propagation from the magnetic field components
to the cutoff rigidity are not straightforward. Therefore, we esti-
mated the upper and lower bound for the cutoff rigidity for two
epochs by considering the minimum and maximum magnetic
field values at selected epochs. The cutoff rigidity uncertainties
are up to 2 GV at the equator when the geomagnetic field is
dipole dominated. During the Laschamps excursion, the geo-
magnetic field is less dipole dominated, and the uncertainty of
the cutoff rigidity is also smaller, about 1.5 GV at the equator.
The cutoff rigidity differences between the different models
(e.g., the LSMOD.2 and the GGFSS70 model) are larger than
the cutoff rigidity uncertainties, and the GGF100k uncertainty
estimates probably underestimate the true model uncertainties.
The actual cutoff rigidity uncertainties are likely in the order
of the cutoff rigidity differences between using the two high-
resolution models, LSMOD.2 and GGFSS70, which are based
on somewhat different data sets.

4 Results

We reconstructed the cutoff rigidity variation over the last
100 ka from the combined model using trajectory tracing.
Global grids (5� in latitude, 5� in longitude) of the effective

vertical cutoff rigidities Rvc are presented covering the last
100 ka, and we name this product Rc100k (see Movie S1).
Based on the Rc100k, the latitudinal cutoff rigidity profile,
impact area, and the global cosmic ray flux during the last
100 ka are presented in this section.

4.1 Latitudinal cutoff rigidity structure

With today’s strongly dipole-dominated geomagnetic field,
the cutoff rigidity is inversely correlated with the geomagnetic
latitude. The cosmic ray intensity observed on the ground
increases with geomagnetic latitude from the equator to about
45� geomagnetic latitude because the geomagnetic shielding is
weaker than the atmosphere shielding above this latitude. This
latitude is called the “knee” of the cosmic ray latitude curve,
at about 45� geomagnetic latitude. The cutoff rigidity value at
the latitude “knee” is dependent on both the calculation method
and the geomagnetic field model, and is ~6.3 GV using
equations considering only the dipole field, or ~4.0 GV using
a trajectory tracing program that considered both dipole and
non-dipole field (Shea & Smart, 1990; Smart & Shea, 2009).

However, the inverse correlation is no more valid during
excursions, when the geomagnetic field is no more dipole
dominated. For example, at the midpoint of the Laschamps
excursion, the cutoff rigidities are globally lower than 4 GV
and nearly independent of latitude (Fig. 2), and the latitudinal
dependence also largely breaks down during the NGS excursion
(Fig. 3b). During geomagnetic polarity transitions, there is no

Fig. 4. Effective vertical cutoff rigidity contour maps covering the period of the Mono Lake/Auckland excursion (36.45–33.45 ka) calculated
from the (a) GGF100k, (b) GGFSS70, and (c) LSMOD.2 models.
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clear definition of the “geomagnetic latitude”. We show the
mean value of Rvc averaged over longitude at geographic
latitudes 45� N, 0� N, and 45� S in Figure 6a. Furthermore,
the latitudinal and longitudinal structure of the cutoff rigidity
is provided in Movie S1g. The latitudinal (longitudinal) struc-
ture of the cutoff rigidity is an average of cutoff rigidity over
longitude (latitude).

For today’s geomagnetic field, the Rvc is ~15 GV at the
equator and ~5 GV at latitude ±45�. During the excursions, as
the geomagnetic field strength decreased, the global cutoff rigid-
ity is accordingly decreased. The Rvc at the equator regionally
reduces to ~3 GV during the NGS and the Laschamps excur-
sions and reduces to ~7 GV during the ML excursion. The mean
value of Rvc at Earth’s equator versus the dipole moment of the
geomagnetic field is provided in Figure S6. The Rvc at the
equator depends nearly linearly on the dipole moment of the
geomagnetic field, but this relation changes when the dipole
moment gets very low, around 2 � 1022 Am2, and the non-
dipole field becomes important. A hemispheric asymmetry of
Rvc is observed during the NGS excursion. The Rvc at latitude
45� N is decreased to about 1 GV during the first dipole field
drop (65–63 ka), and the Rvc at latitude 45� S is decreased to
about 1.5 GV during the second dipole field drop (60–58 ka).

4.2 Impact area

Compared to the latitudinal cutoff rigidity structure, the
impact area is more convenient for describing the global cutoff
rigidity, especially during excursions when the inverse correla-
tion between the cutoff rigidity and geomagnetic latitude no
longer exists (Vogt et al., 2007; Stadelmann et al., 2010). The
impact area, expressed as a percentage, is defined as the area
where the energetic particles at a given cutoff rigidity can reach
the atmosphere normalized to the total area of Earth. The impact
area covering all rigidities derived from Rc100k is shown in
Movie S1i, and the impact area at 2.5 GV, 5 GV, and
7.5 GV over the last 100 ka is shown in Figure 6b.

When geomagnetic field excursions occurred, the impact
area increased significantly. The impact area at 2.5 GV rises
to ~90% and ~50% at the midpoints of the Laschamps and
NGS excursions, respectively, and shows a slight rise to
~30% during the ML excursion. Moreover, the impact area at
7.5 GV rises to 100% for all these three excursions, which
indicates that the geomagnetic field during excursions cannot
prevent energetic particles with rigidity higher than 7.5 GV
from directly hitting the atmosphere.

The impact area also has hemispheric asymmetry during the
NGS and ML excursions. Figure 6c illustrates the impact area at
2.5 GV and 7.5 GV in the northern hemisphere (solid lines) and
in the southern hemisphere (dashed lines), respectively. For the
first dipole field drop of the NGS excursion (65–63 ka), the
impact area is higher in the northern hemisphere. On the con-
trary, for the second dipole drop (60–58 ka), the impact area
is higher in the southern hemisphere. Additionally, the impact
area in the southern hemisphere shows a steep increase during
the second dipole field drop of the ML excursion (30–28 ka).

4.3 Cosmic ray flux

The cutoff rigidity controls the flux of cosmic ray particles
which can access the Earth’s atmosphere. Cosmic ray particles
with rigidity lower than the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity cannot
reach the Earth’s atmosphere. Using the Rc100k, the variation
of global cosmic ray flux over the last 100 ka is reconstructed.
The global cosmic ray particle flux is the total number of cosmic
ray particles which access the Earth’s atmosphere through the
geomagnetic field and is calculated by integration over the
cosmic ray spectrum (Shea & Smart, 2004). The galactic cosmic
ray particles are mainly protons (~90%) (Gaisser et al., 2016),
and we only calculated the cosmic ray proton flux for simplicity.
The cosmic ray flux for alpha particles (~9%) and heavier nuclei
(~1%) can be calculated in a similar way. The cosmic ray spec-
trum is mainly modulated by the solar activity, and can be deter-
mined by the modulation parameter U (Steinhilber et al., 2008).

Fig. 5. Axial dipole moment (ADM) evolution with time as combination from four paleomagnetic field models: GGF100k (100–67.85 ka and
17.55–9.95 ka), GGFSS70 (67.85–49.95 ka and 32.66–17.55 ka), LSMOD.2 (49.95–32.65 ka), and CALS10k.2 (9.95–0 ka). Virtual axial
dipole moment (VADM) stacks obtained from globally distributed relative paleointensity (RPI) records are also shown for comparison:
GLOPIS-75 (Laj et al., 2004), C2018-Overall stack (Channell et al., 2018), sint-800 (Guyodo & Valet, 1999), and sint-2000 (Channell et al.,
2018).
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In general, the cosmic ray intensity is high when solar activity is
low. We utilized the modulated cosmic ray spectrum at modu-
lation parameter U = 400, 500, and 600 MeV, corresponding to
the cosmic ray spectrum at solar minimum (see Fig. S7) (Vos &
Potgieter, 2015). The solar activity before the Holocene is gen-
erally not known, and the solar minimum is chosen for simplic-
ity (Solanki et al., 2004; Usoskin, 2017). The global cosmic ray
flux is calculated by integrating the cosmic ray spectrum
(Fig. S7) from the local cutoff rigidity to infinity over geo-
graphic latitude and longitude:

F global ¼
Z 1

Rvc

pf R;Uð Þ dXdR

¼
Z p

h¼0

Z 2p

u¼0

Z 1

Rvc

pr2f R;Uð Þ sin h dhdudR: ð2Þ

Here, f(R, U) is the cosmic ray intensity at rigidity R and
modulation parameter U. Radius r = 6391.2 km is 20 km above

the Earth’s mean radius. The factor p appears because it is a
conversion between downward cosmic ray flux on the top of
the atmosphere and the cosmic ray flux in the interplanetary
space (see Poluianov et al., 2016, Eq. (3)). Note that the cosmic
ray spectrum provided in Figure S7 is in units of MeV and the
rigidity-energy conversion equation can be found in Vogt et al.
(2007), equation (12) and Gao et al. (2022), equation (15).

Figure 6d illustrates the global cosmic ray intensity over the
last 100 ka. The global cosmic ray intensity was significantly
increased during the excursions. At the midpoint of the
Laschamps excursion (41 ka) and the solar modulation param-
eter U = 400 MeV, the number of cosmic ray particles accessing
the Earth’s atmosphere were approximately two times higher
than today’s value. During the NGS and the ML excursions,
the maximum global flux was ~1.8 and ~1.3 times of today’s
value, respectively. Figure 6e shows the global cosmic ray
intensity at different rigidities at U = 400 MeV over the last
100 ka. The cosmic ray flux access to the atmosphere is higher
at low rigidity (~1 GV) because the cosmic ray spectrum shows

Fig. 6. (a) Mean value of Rvc over longitude at latitudes 45� N, 0� N, and 45� S; (b) impact area of energetic particles at Rvc equal to 2.5 GV, 5
GV, and 7.5 GV; (c) impact area of energetic particles at Rvc equal to 2.5 GV and 5 GV, with solid lines (dashed lines) indicating the impact
area in the northern hemisphere (southern hemisphere), respectively; (d) global cosmic ray proton flux accessing the Earth’s atmosphere; (e)
cosmic ray proton flux reaching the Earth’s atmosphere due to its rigidities during the last 100 ka. For comparison, today’s values calculated
using the International Geomagnetic Reference Field (IGRF) at epoch 2020 (Alken et al., 2021) are included in panels a and b as dashed lines.

J. Gao et al.: J. Space Weather Space Clim. 2022, 12, 31

Page 10 of 15

https://www.swsc-journal.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027/olm
https://www.swsc-journal.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027/olm
https://www.swsc-journal.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027/olm


a maximum value at about 1 GV (~432 MeV). During the
Laschamps excursion, a large number of cosmic ray particles
accessed the Earth’s atmosphere, with most of the particles in
the rigidity range of 0–4 GV, and led to high cosmic ray expo-
sure. At the NGS and ML excursions, the cosmic ray intensity
also increased, but most of the particles which accessed the
atmosphere had rigidity lower than 2 GV.

5 Discussion and conclusion

Using a combination of four global paleomagnetic field
models, i.e., GGF100k, GGFSS70, LSMOD.2, and
CALS10k.2, we reconstructed the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity
over the last 100 ka in a collection of global grids named
Rc100k (the effective vertical cutoff rigidity covering the last
100 ka), which is a quantitative estimation of the geomagnetic
field shielding effect. The grids are calculated using a trajectory
tracing program, which considers both the dipole and non-
dipole components of the geomagnetic field. The most suitable
model is selected to reconstruct the cutoff rigidity variation
during three excursions, i.e., the Norwegian–Greenland Sea
excursion (~65 ka), Laschamps excursion (~41 ka), and Mono
Lake/Auckland excursion (~34 ka). After comparing the results
for overlapping periods, we found that the model selection is
crucial to constrain the cutoff rigidity variation. The comparison
of the Rc100k and cutoff rigidity results using models with
limited maximum SH degrees confirms earlier findings that
the large-scale non-dipole contributions of the geomagnetic field
are not negligible for estimating the long-term cutoff rigidity.
The Rc100k is used to predict how strongly the impact area
and global cosmic ray flux increase during the excursions. At
the midpoint of the Laschamps excursion, the global cosmic
ray flux reaching the Earth’s atmosphere was up to three times
as much as today’s value, while it was about twice as high
during the earlier NGS excursion.

The paleomagnetic field models, constructed by compilation
of paleomagnetic data, provide a global view of the geomag-
netic field evolution, however, with individual spatial and
temporal resolution. Moreover, they contain uncertainties that
are not well quantified and thus cannot be directly considered
in estimating cutoff rigidities. The GGF100k, GGFSS70,
LSMOD.2, and CALS10k.2 models are built by a similar
modeling strategy (see e.g. Korte & Constable, 2003). Since
the paleomagnetic field data always contain uncertainties, regu-
larization in space and time are applied to determine the sim-
plest model that explains the data to the desired level. For the
four models utilized in this study, regularization limits the effec-
tive spatial resolution to about SH degree 5. When calculating
the Rc100k, full resolution models are utilized to reveal the
most detailed structure of the cutoff rigidity map, but details
should not be over-interpreted, while the large-scale structure
of the cutoff rigidity maps is considered to be reliable. The
CALS10k.2 model spanning only the recent 10,000 years has
the highest temporal resolution, while the GGF100k model
has the lowest temporal resolution, clearly lower than 200 years.
The Rc100k is a series of cutoff rigidity snapshots over the last
100 ka. Cutoff rigidity values at any given time within the last
100 ka can be derived by using linear interpolation from
Rc100k; however, the temporal variation of the Rc100k should

be considered no higher than 200 years for the period
100–10 ka and no higher than 50 years for 10–0 ka.

As can be inferred from Figure 1a, the agreement of the
models is not always ideal at the ends of the time intervals,
and we chose the epochs where different models are joined in
some cases to minimize any jumps in particular in the dipole
moment strength. At the transition times, i.e., at 67.85 ka,
49.95 ka, 32.65 ka, 17.55 ka, and 9.95 ka, the dipole moment
and the dipole axis direction of the adjoining models are very
similar (see Table 1 and Fig. 5). However, the combined model
unavoidable contains slight jumps at the transition times.

The Rc100k provides the possibility to estimate the cosmo-
genic isotope (e.g., 10Be, 14C, 36Cl) production rate, cosmic ray
induced ionization rate, and cosmic ray radiation intensity cov-
ering the last 100 ka. Most of the previous studies estimated the
cosmogenic isotope production rate using VADM reconstruc-
tions, which treated the geomagnetic field as an ideal dipole
field (e.g. Gosse & Phillips, 2001), although other studies indi-
cated that the non-dipole field is also important for cosmogenic
isotope production rate estimation (Nishiizumi et al., 1989;
Dunai, 2000, 2001). A growing number of studies argued that
the high cosmic ray flux during excursions enhanced the cosmic
radiation dose and the nucleation of clouds and may cause
climatic and environmental changes (e.g., Shea & Smart,
2000; Carslaw et al., 2002; Courtillot et al., 2007; Cooper
et al., 2021). High cosmic ray ionization may result in a high
nucleation rate of sulfuric acid aerosols in the atmosphere,
which could, in turn, act as cloud condensation nuclei (see
review by Reid, 2000). The cosmic ray flux is modulated by
both the solar activity and the geomagnetic field. Using the
Rc100k, assuming a constant solar activity, we reconstructed
the cosmic ray flux variation over the last 100 ka, providing
an opportunity to advance the understanding of the cosmic radi-
ation dose rate and clouds nucleation rate in this time interval.
Furthermore, combining the cosmogenic isotope production rate
and the cosmic ray flux, the Rc100k would, in turn, be useful
for long-term solar activity reconstruction.

The cutoff rigidity calculation contains additional uncertain-
ties in addition to those resulting from uncertainties in the pale-
omagnetic field models. The effective vertical cutoff rigidity,
Rvc, is an approximation of the effective cutoff rigidity, which
only considers incident particles in the vertical direction (Rao
et al., 1963; Shea et al., 1965). For today’s geomagnetic field,
the difference between the Rvc and the Rac (Apparent cutoff
rigidity: an average over cutoff rigidity in nine different direc-
tions (Clem et al., 1997)) can be up to 1 GV in the equator
region (Clem et al., 1997; Gao et al., 2022). Moreover, the
real-time cutoff rigidity contains daily, seasonal, and solar activ-
ity variations and could also be influenced by the external field
created by current systems outside the Earth, e.g., magneto-
spheric magnetic fields (Smart et al., 2000; Smart & Shea,
2001, 2005). Those short-term variations (up to decades time-
scales) of the cutoff rigidity are averaged out on multi-millennial
timescales. The most important limitation of cutoff rigidity esti-
mation is the accuracy of the geomagnetic field model (Shea &
Smart, 1990). One of the greatest challenges is the characteris-
tics of the regional geomagnetic field excursions, e.g. Post
Blake (~98 ka) excursion and Hilina Pali (~19 ka) excursion,
which may not be well resolved by current global paleomag-
netic field models. Since the amount of paleomagnetic field data
increases continuously, future paleomagnetic field models will
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reveal more details of the geomagnetic field evolution and thus
can further improve our understanding of the geomagnetic field
shielding effect.

Supplementary materials

Supplementary material is available at https://www.swsc-
journal.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027/olm

Table S1: The effective vertical cutoff rigidity (in unit of
GV) calculated using trajectory tracing from a combination of
four global paleomagnetic field models, i.e., GGF100k,
GGFSS70, LSMOD.2, and CALS10k.2 over the last 100 ka.
Timing resolution is 200 year before 10 ka, and 50 year after
10 ka.

Table S2: The effective vertical cutoff rigidity (in unit of
GV) calculated using the GGF100k model. Timing resolution
is 200 year.

Table S3: The effective vertical cutoff rigidity (in unit of
GV) calculated using the GGFSS70 model. Timing resolution
is 200 year.

Table S4: The effective vertical cutoff rigidity (in unit of
GV) calculated using the LSMOD.2 model. Timing resolution
is 200 year.

Table S5: The effective vertical cutoff rigidity (in unit of
GV) calculated using the CALS10k.2 model. Timing resolution
is 50 year.

Movie S1. The effective vertical cutoff rigidity Rvc contour
maps derived from (a) GGF100k, (b) GGFSS70, (c) LSMOD.2,
(d) IMOLEe, (e) CALS10k.2, and (f) Rc100k. (g) The latitudi-
nal structure of Rc100k. (h) The longitudinal structure of
Rc100k. (i) the impact area derived from Rc100k.

Movie S2. The geomagnetic field radial component Br from
(a) GGF100k, (b) GGFSS70, (c) LSMOD.2, (d) IMOLEe,
(e) CALS10k.2, and (f) the combined model used to calculated
the Rc100k over the last 100 ka.

Movie S3. The geomagnetic field intensity Btotai from
(a) GGF100k, (b) GGFSS70, (c) LSMOD.2, (d) IMOLEe,
(e) CALS10k.2, and (f) the combined model used to calculated
the Rc100k over the last 100 ka.

Movie S4. The cutoff rigidity difference between
(a) GGF100k and GGFSS70, (b) GGFSS70 and LSMOD.2,
(c) LSMOD.2 and IMOLEe, and (d) CALS10k.2 and GGF100k.

Movie S5. The Rvc contour maps using models with maxi-
mum spherical harmonic (SH) degree (a) geocentric axial dipole
(GAD), (b) 1, (c) 2, and (d) 3. The difference between Rc100k
and cutoff rigidity results using model with maximum
SH degrees (e) geocentric axial dipole (GAD), (f) 1, (g) 2,
and (h) 3.

Figure S1. Geomagnetic field radial component Br maps
from different paleomagnetic field models at (a) 67.85 ka, (b)
49.95 ka, (c) 32.65 ka, (d) 17.55 ka, (e) 9.95 ka. The left and
middle panels show the Br maps of the adjoining models. The
differences between two models are shown in the right panels.

Figure S2. Geomagnetic field intensity Btotai maps from dif-
ferent paleomagnetic field models at (a) 67.85 ka, (b) 49.95 ka,
(c) 32.65 ka, (d) 17.55 ka, (e) 9.95 ka. The left and middle
panels show the Btotal maps of the adjoining models. The differ-
ences between two models are shown in the right panels.

Figure S3. Effective vertical cutoff rigidity Rvc contour
maps derived from different paleomagnetic field models at

(a) 67.85 ka, (b) 49.95 ka, (c) 32.65 ka, (d) 17.55 ka, (e) 9.95
ka. The left and middle panels show the Rvc maps derived from
the adjoining models. The differences between two Rvc maps
are shown in the right panels.

Figure S4. The global average of the value differences
Dvc between different paleomag- netic field models. The differ-
ence between Rc100k and cutoff rigidity calculated using only
the geocentric axial dipole (GAD) from the combined model is
also shown for comparison.

Figure S5. (a) The global average of the value differences
�Dvc and (b) the global average of the percentage differences
�Pvc between Rc100k and cutoff rigidity calculated using the
truncated paleomagnetic field model, up to spherical harmonic
degree 3, 2, 1, and geocentric axial dipole (GAD).

Figure S6.Mean value of the cutoff rigidity at Earth’s equa-
tor versus dipole moment of the geomagnetic field over the last
100 ka.

Figure S7. Cosmic ray spectrum for protons at solar modu-
lation parameter $ = 300, 400, 500 and 600 MeV.

Acknowledgements. This work was supported by the Strategic
Priority Research Program of the Chinese Academy of
Sciences (Grant No. XDB 41000000), the National Natural
Science Foundation of China (Grant Nos. 41922031,
41774188), the Key Research Program of the Institute of
Geology and Geophysics, CAS (Grant Nos. IGGCAS-
201904, IGGCAS-202102), and the Key Research Program
of Chinese Academy of Sciences (Grant No. ZDBS-SSW-
TLC00103). J. Gao acknowledges financial support from
China Scholarship Council (202004910583). S. Panovska
acknowledges the Discovery Fellowship at the GFZ Potsdam,
Germany. The authors gratefully acknowledge D. Smart and
M. Shea for providing a modified version of the trajectory
tracing program. The geomagnetic core field models are avail-
able at https://doi.org/10.5880/GFZ.2.3.2020.005. The cutoff
rigidity results, Rc100k, covering the last 100 ka are available
from the EarthRef Digital Archive at https://earthref.org/
ERDA/2521/ or from the supporting information of this paper.
The editor thanks Alexandre Fournier and an anonymous
reviewer for their assistance in evaluating this paper.

References

Ahn H-S, Sohn YK, Lee J-Y, Kim JC. 2018. Preliminary
paleomagnetic and rock magnetic results from 17 to 22 ka
sediment of jeju island, korea: Geomagnetic excursional behavior
or rock magnetic anomalies? Earth Planets Space 70(1): 1–24.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-018-0850-4.

Alken P, Thébault E, Beggan CD, Amit H, Aubert J, et al. 2021.
International geomagnetic reference field: The thirteenth genera-
tion. Earth Planets Space 73(1): 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s40623-020-01288-x.

Beer J, McCracken K, Steiger R. 2012. Cosmogenic radionuclides:
Theory and applications in the terrestrial and space environments.
Springer Science & Business Media, Berlin, Heidelberg.

Benson L, Liddicoat J, Smoot J, Sarna-Wojcicki A, Negrini R, Lund
S. 2003. Age of the Mono Lake excursion and associated tephra.
Quat Sci Rev 22(2–4): 135–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-
3791(02)00249-4.

J. Gao et al.: J. Space Weather Space Clim. 2022, 12, 31

Page 12 of 15

https://www.swsc-journal.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027/olm
https://www.swsc-journal.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027/olm
https://doi.org/10.5880/GFZ.2.3.2020.005
https://earthref.org/ERDA/2521/
https://earthref.org/ERDA/2521/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-018-0850-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-020-01288-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-020-01288-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-3791(02)00249-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-3791(02)00249-4


Bleil U, Gard G. 1989. Chronology and correlation of quaternary
magnetostratigraphy and nannofossil biostratigraphy in Norwegian-
Greenland sea sediments. Geol Rundsch 78(3): 1173–1187.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01829339.

Brown MC, Donadini F, Korte M, Nilsson A, Korhonen K, Lodge A,
Lengyel SN, Constable CG. 2015a. Geomagia50. v3: 1. General
structure and modifications to the archeological and volcanic
database. Earth Planets Space 67(1): 1–31. https://doi.org/
10.1186/s40623-015-0232-0.

Brown MC, Donadini F, Nilsson A, Panovska S, Frank U, Korhonen
K, Schuberth M, Korte M, Constable CG. 2015b. Geomagia50.
v3: 2. A new paleomagnetic database for lake and marine
sediments. Earth Planets Space 67(1): 1–19. https://doi.org/
10.1186/s40623-015-0233-z.

Bütikofer R. 2018. Cosmic ray particle transport in the earth’s
magnetosphere. In: Solar particle radiation storms forecasting and
analysis, Springer, Cham, pp. 79–94. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-60051-2_5.

Carslaw K, Harrison R, Kirkby J. 2002. Cosmic rays, clouds, and
climate. Science 298(5599): 1732–1737. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.1076964.

Channell J, Hodell D, Crowhurst S, Skinner L, Muscheler R. 2018.
Relative paleointensity (rpi) in the latest pleistocene (10–45 ka)
and implications for deglacial atmospheric radiocarbon. Quat Sci
Rev 191: 57–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2018.05.007.

Clem J, Bieber J, Evenson P, Hall D, Humble J, Duldig M. 1997.
Contribution of obliquely incident particles to neutron monitor
counting rate. J Geophys Res: Space Phys 102(A12): 26919–
26926. https://doi.org/10.1029/97JA02366.

Constable C, Korte M. 2015. Centennial-to millennial-scale geomag-
netic field variations. In: Treatise on geophysics, Elsevier, Cambridge,
pp. 309–341. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-044452748-6.00094-8.

Constable C, Korte M, Panovska S. 2016. Persistent high paleosec-
ular variation activity in southern hemisphere for at least 10,000
years. Earth Planet Sci Lett 453: 78–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
epsl.2016.08.015.

Cooke D, Humble J, Shea M, Smart D, Lund N, Rasmussen I,
Byrnak B, Goret P, Petrou N. 1991. On cosmic-ray cut-off
terminology. Il Nuovo Cimento C 14(3): 213–234. https://doi.org/
10.1007/BF02509357.

Cooper A, Turney CS, Palmer J, Hogg A, McGlone M, Wilmshurst
J, Lorrey AM, Heaton TJ, Russell JM, McCracken K, Anet JG,
et al. 2021. A global environmental crisis 42,000 years ago.
Science 371(6531): 811–818. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
abb8677.

Courtillot V, Gallet Y, Le Mouel J-L, Fluteau F, Genevey A. 2007.
Are there connections between the earth’s magnetic field and
climate? Earth Planet Sci Lett 253(3–4): 328–339. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.epsl.2006.10.032.

Desilets D, Zreda M. 2003. Spatial and temporal distribution of
secondary cosmic-ray nucleon intensities and applications to
in situ cosmogenic dating. Earth Planet Sci Lett 206(1–2): 21–
42. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(02)01088-9.

Dunai TJ. 2000. Scaling factors for production rates of in situ
produced cosmogenic nuclides: A critical reevaluation. Earth
Planet Sci Lett 176(1): 157–169. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-
821X(99)00310-6.

Dunai TJ. 2001. Influence of secular variation of the geomagnetic
field on production rates of in situ produced cosmogenic nuclides.
Earth Planet Sci Lett 193(1–2): 197–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0012-821X(01)00503-9.

Gaisser TK, Engel R, Resconi E. 2016. Cosmic rays and particle
physics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Gao J, Korte M, Panovska S, Rong Z, Wei Y. 2022. Effects of the
laschamps excursion on geomagnetic cutoff rigidities. Geochem
Geophys Geosyst 23(2): e2021GC010261. https://doi.org/10.1029/
2021GC010261.

Gerontidou M, Katzourakis N, Mavromichalaki H, Yanke V,
Eroshenko E. 2021. World grid of cosmic ray vertical cut-off
rigidity for the last decade. Adv Space Res 67(7): 2231–2240.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2021.01.011.

Gosse JC, Phillips FM. 2001. Terrestrial in situ cosmogenic nuclides:
Theory and application. Quat Sci Rev 20(14): 1475–1560.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-3791(00)00171-2.

Guyodo Y, Valet J-P. 1999. Global changes in intensity of the earth’s
magnetic field during the past 800 kyr. Nature 399(6733):
249–252. https://doi.org/10.1038/20420.

Jackson A, Jonkers AR, Walker MR. 2000. Four centuries of
geomagnetic secular variation from historical records. Philos
Trans R Soc Lond Ser A: Math Phys Eng Sci 358(1768): 957–990.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2000.0569.

Korte M, Constable C. 2003. Continuous global geomagnetic field
models for the past 3000 years. Phys Earth Planet Inter 140(1–3):
73–89. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pepi.2003.07.013.

Korte M, Constable C. 2008. Spatial and temporal resolution of
millennial scale geomagnetic field models. Adv Space Res 41(1):
57–69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2007.03.094.

Korte M, Muscheler R. 2012. Centennial to millennial geomagnetic
field variations. J Space Weather Space Clim 2: A08. https://doi.
org/10.1051/swsc/2012006.

Korte M, Donadini F, Constable C. 2009. Geomagnetic field
for 0–3 ka: 2. A new series of time-varying global models.
Geochem Geophys Geosyst 10(6): Q06008. https://doi.org/
10.1029/2008GC002297.

Korte M, Constable C, Donadini F, Holme R. 2011. Reconstructing
the holocene geomagnetic field. Earth and Planetary Science
Letters 312(3–4): 497–505. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2011.
10.031.

Korte M, Brown MC, Gunnarson SR, Nilsson A, Panovska S,
Wardinski I, Constable CG. 2019a. Refining holocene
geochronologies using palaeomagnetic records. Quat Geochronol
50: 47–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quageo.2018.11.004.

Korte M, Brown MC, Panovska S, Wardinski I. 2019b. Robust
characteristics of the Laschamp and Mono Lake geomagnetic
excursions: Results from global field models. Front Earth Sci 7:
86. https://doi.org/10.3389/feart.2019.00086.

Laj C, Channell J. 2015. 5.10 – geomagnetic excursions. In: Treatise
on geophysics (second edition), 2nd edn, Schubert G. (Ed.),
Elsevier, Oxford, pp. 343–383. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-
444-53802-4.00104-4.

Laj C, Kissel C, Beer J. 2004. High resolution global paleointensity
stack since 75 kyr (glopis-75) calibrated to absolute values. Wash
DC Am Geophys Union Geophys Monogr Ser 145: 255–265.
https://doi.org/10.1029/145GM19.

Lal D. 1991. Cosmic ray labeling of erosion surfaces: In situ
nuclide production rates and erosion models. Earth Planet
Sci Lett 104(2–4): 424–439. https://doi.org/10.1016/0012-821X
(91)90220-C.

Leonhardt R, Fabian K, Winklhofer M, Ferk A, Laj C, Kissel C.
2009. Geomagnetic field evolution during the Laschamp excur-
sion. Earth Planet Sci Lett 278(1–2): 87–95. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.epsl.2008.11.028.

Lifton N. 2016. Implications of two holocene time-dependent
geomagnetic models for cosmogenic nuclide production rate
scaling. Earth Planet Sci Lett 433: 257–268. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.epsl.2015.11.006.

J. Gao et al.: J. Space Weather Space Clim. 2022, 12, 31

Page 13 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01829339
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-015-0232-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-015-0232-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-015-0233-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-015-0233-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60051-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60051-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1076964
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1076964
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2018.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1029/97JA02366
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-044452748-6.00094-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2016.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2016.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02509357
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02509357
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abb8677
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abb8677
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2006.10.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2006.10.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(02)01088-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(99)00310-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(99)00310-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(01)00503-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(01)00503-9
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021GC010261
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021GC010261
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2021.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-3791(00)00171-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/20420
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2000.0569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pepi.2003.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2007.03.094
https://doi.org/10.1051/swsc/2012006
https://doi.org/10.1051/swsc/2012006
https://doi.org/10.1029/2008GC002297
https://doi.org/10.1029/2008GC002297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2011.10.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2011.10.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quageo.2018.11.004
https://doi.org/10.3389/feart.2019.00086
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53802-4.00104-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53802-4.00104-4
https://doi.org/10.1029/145GM19
https://doi.org/10.1016/0012-821X(91)90220-C
https://doi.org/10.1016/0012-821X(91)90220-C
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2008.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2008.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2015.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2015.11.006


Lifton N, Smart D, Shea M. 2008. Scaling time-integrated in situ
cosmogenic nuclide production rates using a continuous geomag-
netic model. Earth Planet Sci Lett 268(1–2): 190–201. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.epsl.2008.01.021.

Marcaida M, Vazquez JA, Stelten ME, Miller JS. 2019. Constraining
the early eruptive history of the mono craters rhyolites, California,
based on 238u–230th isochron dating of their explosive and
effusive products. Geochem Geophys Geosyst 20(3): 1539–1556.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018GC008052.

Mironova IA, Aplin KL, Arnold F, Bazilevskaya GA, Harrison RG,
Krivolutsky AA, Nicoll KA, Rozanov EV, Turunen E, Usoskin IG.
2015. Energetic particle influence on the earth’s atmosphere. Space
Sci Rev 194(1): 1–96. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-015-0185-4.

Nishiizumi K, Winterer E, Kohl C, Klein J, Middleton R, Lal D,
Arnold J. 1989. Cosmic ray production rates of 10be and 26al in
quartz from glacially polished rocks. J Geophys Res: Solid Earth 94
(B12): 17907–17915. https://doi.org/10.1029/JB094iB12p17907.

Nowaczyk N, Frederichs T. 1999. Geomagnetic events and relative
palaeointensity variations during the past 300 ka as recorded in
Kolbeinsey ridge sediments, Iceland sea: Indication for a strongly
variable geomagnetic field. Int J Earth Sci 88(1): 116–131.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s005310050250.

Panovska S, Constable C. 2017. An activity index for geomagnetic
paleosecular variation, excursions, and reversals. Geochem Geophys
Geosyst 18(4): 1366–1375. https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GC006668.

Panovska S, Constable C, Brown M. 2018a. Global and regional
assessments of paleosecular variation activity over the past 100 ka.
Geochem Geophys Geosyst 19(5): 1559–1580. https://doi.org/
10.1029/2017GC007271.

Panovska S, Constable C, Korte M. 2018b. Extending global
continuous geomagnetic field reconstructions on timescales
beyond human civilization. Geochem Geophys Geosyst 19(12):
4757–4772. https://doi.org/10.1029/2018GC007966.

Panovska S, Korte M, Constable C. 2019. One hundred thousand
years of geomagnetic field evolution. Rev Geophys 57(4): 1289–
1337. https://doi.org/10.1029/2019RG000656.

Panovska S, Korte M, Liu J, Nowaczyk N. 2021. Global evolution
and dynamics of the geomagnetic field in the 15–70 kyr
period based on selected paleomagnetic sediment records. J Geophys
Res: Solid Earth 12: e2021JB022681. https://doi.org/10.1029/
2021JB022681.

Pavón-Carrasco FJ, Osete ML, Torta JM, De Santis A. 2014. A
geomagnetic field model for the holocene based on archaeomag-
netic and lava flow data. Earth Planet Sci Lett 388: 98–109.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2013.11.046.

Poluianov S, Kovaltsov GA, Mishev AL, Usoskin IG. 2016.
Production of cosmogenic isotopes 7be, 10be, 14c, 22na, and
36cl in the atmosphere: Altitudinal profiles of yield functions. J
Geophys Res: Atmos 121(13): 8125–8136. https://doi.org/10.1002/
2016JD025034.

Rao U, McCracken K, Venkatesan D. 1963. Asymptotic cones of
acceptance and their use in the study of the daily variation of
cosmic radiation. J Geophys Res 68(2): 345–369. https://doi.org/
10.1029/JZ068i002p00345.

Reid GC. 2000. Solar variability and the earth’s climate: Introduction
and overview. Space Sci Rev 94(1): 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1023/
A:1026797127105.

Shea M, Smart D. 1990. The influence of the changing geomagnetic
field on cosmic ray measurements. J Geomagn Geoelect 42(9):
1107–1121. https://doi.org/10.5636/jgg.42.1107.

Shea M, Smart D. 2000. Cosmic ray implications for human health.
Cosm Rays Earth 93: 187–205. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-
017-1187-6_10.

Shea M, Smart D. 2004. Preliminary study of cosmic rays, geomag-
netic field changes and possible climate changes. Adv Space Res
34(2): 420–425. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2004.02.008.

Shea M, Smart D, McCracken K. 1965. A study of vertical cutoff
rigidities using sixth degree simulations of the geomagnetic field.
J Geophys Res 70(17): 4117–4130. https://doi.org/10.1029/
JZ070i017p04117.

Singer BS. 2014. A quaternary geomagnetic instability time scale.
Quat Geochronol 21: 29–52. (Quaternary Geochronology Special
Issue: Advances in 40Ar/39Ar Dating of Quaternary Events and
Processes). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quageo.2013.10.003.

Smart D, Shea M. 2001. A comparison of the tsyganenko model
predicted and measured geomagnetic cutoff latitudes. Adv Space
Res 28(12): 1733–1738. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0273-1177(01)
00539-7.

Smart D, Shea M. 2005. A review of geomagnetic cutoff rigidities for
earth-orbiting spacecraft. Adv Space Res 36(10): 2012–2020.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2004.09.015.

Smart D, Shea M. 2009. Fifty years of progress in geomagnetic
cutoff rigidity determinations. Adv Space Res 44(10): 1107–1123.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2009.07.005.

Smart D, Shea M, Flückiger E. 2000. Magnetospheric models and
trajectory computations. Cosm Rays Earth 93: 305–333.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-1187-6_15.

Solanki SK, Usoskin IG, Kromer B, Schüssler M, Beer J. 2004.
Unusual activity of the sun during recent decades compared to the
previous 11,000 years. Nature 431(7012): 1084–1087. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature02995.

Stadelmann A, Vogt J, Glassmeier K-H, Kallenrode M-B, Voigt
G-H. 2010. Cosmic ray and solar energetic particle flux in
paleomagnetospheres. Earth Planets Space 62(3): 333–345.
https://doi.org/10.5047/eps.2009.10.002.

Steinhilber F, Abreu J, Beer J. 2008. Solar modulation during the
holocene. Astrophys Space Sci Trans 4(1): 1–6. https://doi.org/
10.5194/astra-4-1-2008.

Størmer C. 1955. The polar aurora, Clarendon Press, Oxford.
Thouveny N, Carcaillet J, Moreno E, Leduc G, Nerini D. 2004.
Geomagnetic moment variation and paleomagnetic excursions
since 400 kyr bp: A stacked record from sedimentary sequences of
the portuguese margin. Earth Planet Sci Lett 219(3–4): 377–396.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(03)00701-5.

Usoskin IG. 2017. A history of solar activity over millennia. Living
Rev Sol Phys 14(1): 1–97. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41116-017-
0006-9.

Usoskin IG, Korte M, Kovaltsov G. 2008. Role of centennial
geomagnetic changes in local atmospheric ionization. Geophys Res
Lett 35(5): L05811. https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL033040.

Usoskin IG, Solanki S, Korte M. 2006. Solar activity reconstructed
over the last 7000 years: The influence of geomagnetic field
changes. Geophys Res Lett 33(8): L08103. https://doi.org/10.1029/
2006GL025921.

Usoskin IG, Mironova I, Korte M, Kovaltsov G. 2010. Regional
millennial trend in the cosmic ray induced ionization of the
troposphere. J Atmos Sol-Terr Phys 72(1): 19–25. https://doi.org/
10.1016/jjastp.2009.10.003.

Valet J-P, Meynadier L, Guyodo Y. 2005. Geomagnetic dipole
strength and reversal rate over the past two million years. Nature
435(7043): 802–805. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03674.

Vogt J, Zieger B, Glassmeier K-H, Stadelmann A, Kallenrode M-B,
Sinnhuber M, Winkler H. 2007. Energetic particles in the paleo-
magnetosphere: Reduced dipole configurations and quadrupolar
contributions. J Geophys Res: Space Phys 112(A6): A06216.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JA012224.

J. Gao et al.: J. Space Weather Space Clim. 2022, 12, 31

Page 14 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2008.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2008.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018GC008052
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-015-0185-4
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB094iB12p17907
https://doi.org/10.1007/s005310050250
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GC006668
https://doi.org/10.1029/2017GC007271
https://doi.org/10.1029/2017GC007271
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018GC007966
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019RG000656
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021JB022681
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021JB022681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2013.11.046
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025034
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025034
https://doi.org/10.1029/JZ068i002p00345
https://doi.org/10.1029/JZ068i002p00345
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026797127105
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026797127105
https://doi.org/10.5636/jgg.42.1107
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-1187-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-1187-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2004.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1029/JZ070i017p04117
https://doi.org/10.1029/JZ070i017p04117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quageo.2013.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0273-1177(01)00539-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0273-1177(01)00539-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2004.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2009.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-1187-6_15
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02995
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02995
https://doi.org/10.5047/eps.2009.10.002
https://doi.org/10.5194/astra-4-1-2008
https://doi.org/10.5194/astra-4-1-2008
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(03)00701-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41116-017-0006-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41116-017-0006-9
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL033040
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006GL025921
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006GL025921
https://doi.org/10.1016/jjastp.2009.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/jjastp.2009.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03674
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006JA012224


Vos EE, Potgieter MS. 2015. New modeling of galactic
proton modulation during the minimum of solar cycle 23/24.
Astrophys J 815(2): 119. https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/815/
2/119.

Ziegler L, Constable C. 2015. Testing the geocentric axial dipole
hypothesis using regional paleomagnetic intensity records from

0 to 300 ka. Earth Planet Sci Lett 423: 48–56. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.epsl.2015.04.022.

Ziegler L, Constable C, Johnson C, Tauxe L. 2011. Padm2m: A
penalized maximum likelihood model of the 0–2 ma palaeomag-
netic axial dipole moment. Geophys J Int 184(3): 1069–1089.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2010.04905.x.

Cite this article as: Gao J, Korte M, Panovska S, Rong Z & Wei Y, et al. 2022. Geomagnetic field shielding over the last one hundred
thousand years. J. Space Weather Space Clim. 12, 31. https://doi.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027.

J. Gao et al.: J. Space Weather Space Clim. 2022, 12, 31

Page 15 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/815/2/119
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/815/2/119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2015.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2015.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2010.04905.x
https://doi.org/10.1051/swsc/2022027

	Introduction
	Paleomagnetic field models
	Cutoff rigidity during excursions from different paleomagnetic models
	Laschamps excursion
	Norwegian-Greenland Sea excursion
	Mono Lake/Auckland excursion
	Combining the paleomagnetic field models
	Uncertainty estimates

	Results
	Latitudinal cutoff rigidity structure
	Impact area
	Cosmic ray flux

	Discussion and conclusion
	Supplementary materials
	Acknowledgements
	References

