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ABSTRACT

Aims. We improve the description of the evolution of the Sun’s opad total magnetic flux on time scales of years to millenia.
Methods. In the model employed here the evolution of the solar totdl @men magnetic flux is computed from the flux emerging
at the solar surface in the form of bipolar magnetic featundsch is related to the sunspot number cycle parametersande
estimated from historical records. Compared to earliesives of the model in addition to the long-lived open flux, red&@o a more
rapidly decaying component of the open flux is considerea: Model parameters are constrained by comparing its outjplt w
observations of the total surface magnetic flux and with anstuction of the open magnetic flux based on the geomagneixes.

A method to compute the Sun’s total magnetic flux and the satmagmber during the Holocene, starting from the open flugioled
from cosmogenic isotopes records, is also presented.

Results. By considering separately a rapdly evolving and a slowhjhéag component of the open flux the model reproduces thesSun’
open flux, as reconstructed based on the aa-index, much aette reasonable description of the radial component efpfgnetary
magnetic field data are obtained. The greatest improveraéntthe reproduction of the cyclic variation of the open flircluding
the amplitudes of individual cycles. Furthermore, we fotmak approximately 25% of the modeled open flux values siheeshd

of the Maunder Minimum are lower than the averaged value 29868, i.e. during the current low minimum. The same proparis
observed in reconstructions of the open flux during the Holedased on cosmogenic isotopes, which suggests thaegenpsolar
minimum conditions are below average, but not exceptiamgdims of the heliospheric magnetic flux.

Key words. Sun: magnetic fields, Sun: sunspots, Sun: solar wind, gtun: evolution, Sun: solar-terrestrial relations

1. Introduction The evaluation of the solar surface magnetic flux bud-
o o ) get requires continuous and full-disk magnetograms, which
The vanablhty of the magnetic field has a strong mfluencer_nm are available for just for the last few solar cycles. Even
dynamics of the outer layers of the Sun. Thus, the 11-yedicCyGoy this period the total amount of magnetic flux emerg-
variability of the magnetic field is registered by severdhspa- ing in small bipolar magnetic regions is uncertain due to
rameters such as the sunspot number and area, the rate bt WNg |imited spatial resolution of the data (Krivova & Solink
flargs and coronal mass ejectlpns occur, the flux of solaryx,-razooll)_ In order to assess the solar magnetic flux budget on
radio waves and solar energetic particles, as well as thkaot longer time scales semi-empirical models have been used
spectral solar irradiance. The variation of the total maigrikix (Krivova et al. [2007; Solanki et &l. 2000, 2002), as well as
and the surface distribution of the field also influences eno fjyx transport computations (Baumann €f. al. 2004; Mackaylet a
magnetic flux and hence the heliospheric magnetic field. 3002/ Schiissler & Baumahn 2006; Wang ét al. 2002,12005). The
Our knowledge of the evolution of the Sun’s magnetic fluformer are based on the sunspot record and attempt to recon-
on longer time scales is limited by the availability of conti  struct the evolution of the total magnetic flux and the flux egne
ous and reliable observations of the solar magnetic fieldstMang in large and small bipolar regions as well as the evolutib
of these observations are available for just a few decadgs, ¢arge unipolar regions that give rise to the solar open flinese
since the beginning of the space age in the case of the open nfagdels are validated by comparing them with the record of the
netic flux. On longer time scales, the solar magnetic flux rhast total magnetic flux obtained from magnetograms as well as wit
reconstructed or computed from proxies. Thus, the heli@sph a longer record of the Sun’s open magnetic flux deduced from
flux (i.e. the solar open flux) is reconstructed based on the gRe aa index, a measure of the variability of the Earth’s netign
omagnetic aa-index from 1868 to the present (Lockwood et gikld produced by its interaction with the variable intergtary
1999;/ Rouillard et al. 2007). The open and total magnetic flyild, i.e. the Sun’s open fluk (Lockwood eilal. 1999).
since roughly 1610 can be computed from the sunspot number The models of Solanki et al. (2000, 2002) of the evolution of
(Solanki et al! 2000, 2002). During this period, the open fluge solar magnetic flux reproduce the long-term variatiothef
lar open flux and sunspot number were obtained based on c$on over the solar cycle than the observations. In additize
mogenic isotopes such &8C and'°Be (Solankietall 2004; computed open flux lags the observations by roughly 2-3 years
Usoskin et al. 2002, 2003, 2004, 2007). These shortcomings are the result of the simplicity of theleho
which, in order to explain the long-term trend requires thero
Send offprint requests to: L.E.A. Vieira, e-mail:vieira@mps.mpg.de  flux to have a lifetime of multiple years. Such an extendeat lif
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Fig. 1. (a) Comparison of the observed (symbols) and modeled (Bo&)l total magnetic flux. Each data point is an integral over
a synoptic chart for one Carrington rotation fiBrent symbols are used forfidirent data sets: circles represent the KP NSO data,
squares MWO data and diamonds WSO data. For the modeled 8walie $act + 0.3¢epn + dopen) IS given (see text). The dashed
blue lines bound the period used for the optimization of tammeters of the model between 1974 and 2002. (b) Recotestruc
magnetic flux in AR (blue line), ER (green line), open (Redd)irand total flux (cyan line). For the total flux here the value
(dact + deph + Popen) is plotted. (c) Fractional contribution of AR, ER and opaurxfto the total Flux.

time is appropriate for the field in the large polar corondébp surface. In particular, there is no one-to-one correspoceef
but not for some of the smaller, relatively short-lived Itatitude  high and low latitude coronal holes to slowly and rapidlylevo
coronal holes that are the source regions of a significactiéras ing flux.

of the open flux during the high activity phases of solar cycle

The main motivation of this work is to estimate the evolution
of the solar magnetic flux taking into account that in additio =~ The paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2 we describe
to the long-lived open flux there are also more rapidly evalvi the solar magnetic flux model, the parameter optimizatian pr
source regions (coronal holes). These are often assodiatied cedure, and the model parameters. The results are desarnibed
active regions or decaying active regions. For the purpo$esSect. 3. The extension of the model to periods prior to teleisc
the model, it is important to distinguish between the sloartlyl sunspot observations is presented in Sect. 4. The conchiaie
rapidly evolving flux and not between the locations on thausolgiven in Sect. 5.
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2. Model Description evolution of the four surface magnetic flux components that w
consider:
2.1. Approach
i %_6 _ Pat _ bact _ Pt 1)

The model presented here is an extension of the one presentél = o Tht  Toa
by/Solanki et al.[(2002), which is itself an extension of tharkv
of [Solanki et al.[(2000). In this model the evolution of the tod¢epn Peph  Peph 2
tal and open magnetic flux is computed from the flux emerg-dt €eph ~ O 2)
ing at the solar surface in form of bipolar magnetic features eph  “eph
On the Sun, the bipolar magnetic regions display a contiauoyr r

: T . -¢open Pact ¢open
size spectrum_(Harvey 1993). In the model the spectrum is di—— = — - , 3)
vided into two classes according to the size and life-timthef dt Tat  Topen
structures, following Harvey (1993) and others. Large laipo
structures emerging in the activity belts and living up toesal  9%open  dact . Peph  Popen 4
weeks are classified as Active Regions (AR). Small shoeliv ™~ dt a AT % )
bipoles, which emerge over a larger range of latitudes, lase ¢ eph
sified as Ephemeral Regions (ER). The magnetic flux emergegjce = B+ B (5)
rate in active regions is roughly proportional to the sumspion- * P~ 7open © Fopen»
ber, which allows it to be estimated from historical recoifise o = act + bepn + & (6)
emergence rate of magnetic flux in ephemeral regions is higﬁb o act T Peph T Yopen»

than in active regions and their contribution to the totabtoh Wherepac, deph: dopen: aNddioa refer to magnetic flux of AR,

spheric magnetic flux is significant. In spite of their lintitéfe- £ "5nen flux, and the total flux. The open flux is the sum of the
time the numbe_r and latitude of gphemeral regions also eso"fapidly (#hpen) aNd slowly 5,,) evolving components (Ef] 5).
over a cycle, which is extended with respect to the sunsmecy pigtinguishing between these two components of the opelisfiux
but shows a much smaller contrast between activity maximypl, main diference to the computations of magnetic flux evolu-

and minimum. The literature contains contradictory St&#ets o py[Solanki et al.(2002) and Krivova et 4l. (2007) andliea
whether there are more or less ephemeral regions atactiaity 5 the introduction of one more fiérential equation. Thel e

imum (Hagenaar 200L; Harvey 1993). In the model, paramet@lgey only hyg.q since it is assumed to reside in small coronal
of the cycle (such as time of maximum, amplitude and lengt)yjes |ocated close to ARs. In contragt,, obtains contribu-

displayed by the ephemeral regions are assumed to be rédateghns from both active regions and ephemeral regions. itless
the properties of the corresponding sunspot cycle. at least partly in the polar cap coronal holes, but also diseev

Part of the magnetic flux that emerges in active ar@.g. in the flux from decaying active regions wandering ® th
ephemeral regions is dragged outward by the solar wind ap@les).
reaches far into the heliosphere. It is called the open ntagne ~ The time constants)y, 7g,,, Topen @Nd75ne, are the decay
flux. As the source of the open magnetic flux is located in ofime scales of the AR, ER, rapid and slow components of the
ten large regions with a dominant magnetic polarity, it car s open flux, respectively. Following Solanki et al. (2000) artia-
vive on the solar surface for a relatively long time, reaghirers, we assume that the decay process is due to the camcellati
up to several years. There are, however, also smaller,eshovtith flux of opposite polarity, but do not specify the procbss
lived coronal holes often associated with decaying actése ryond giving the decay time. The time constagy is the flux
gions. These lead to a far more rapid variation in the Surtisnsfer time from active regions to the rapidly evolvingreo
open magnetic flux, in particular around activity maximund anponent of the open flux, whilel, andréph are the flux transfer
shortly after it. Hence, some of the flux from active regionssl times from AR and ER to the slowly evolving component of the
open, but stays open only for a relatively short time (Cranmegpen flux, respectively.
2002) Ikhsanov & lvanov (1999) show a histogram of equato- The input parameters of the model are the flux emer-

rial coronal holes (CH) lifetimes according to which ne&0f6  gence rates of active and ephemeral regions. Here, the flux
do not outlive 3 solar rotations, implying a median lifetime emergence rate in active regions is chosen to be linearly
80-90 days. This may be an upper limit, since they only cansidyroportional to the monthly averaged group sunspot number
equatorial coronal holes that survive at least 2 solarimtat We  (Hoyt & Schattell 1998)R,, and is scaled according to the ob-
stress, however, that our rapidly and slowly decaying ope®8  servations df Schrijver & Harvey (1994) for cycle 21. Foliogy

cannot be simply associated with low and high latitude caforKrivova et al. (2007), we define the flux emergence rate of AR
holes. An alternative interpretation of the rapidly evalyiopen zg

flux is that it is additional flux carried into the heliosphdrg

CMEs before their disconnection from the Sun (Crookeretal. a1 o 7
2002; Luhmann et al. 1998; Owens & Crodker 2006). As sucfct ~ € Rénax,21 ’ @)
it is not strictly open (in the sense that it does not reaclha|

way out to the Heliopause), but it does contribute to therinte . pax21 " ) 21
planetary field and the Sun’s magnetic flux at 1 AU. This is \Q('th €t = 23x 10 Mxyr anngHx = 172. The value

relevant quantity for comparing with the open magnetic fiux a of RS‘“’” was obtained from 3-month running meandyf
AU reconstructed by Lockwobd (2009). Following |Solanki et al. [(2002), we obtain the total flux

) _ emergence rate in ER as a sum over multiple overlappingsycle
In the following, we extend the previous model of

Solanki et al. [(2002) by distinguishing between rapidly alec Negces
ing open flux ¢k, .., and slowly decaying open flus ... A set t) = i 8
offourcoupledogepdinarycﬂferential equations then describes thgeph() ; €epn(V) ®




4 Luis Eduardo A. Vieira and Sami K. Solanki: Evolution of tBelar Magnetic Flux

where we define,, (t) as

(9)

HereX is a scaling factor angd/(t) is a function defined as

g = {cos2 (r(t-t)/TLy).
0

, other wise.

etpn() = e Xg (1)

~Tepn/2 < (t=1) < Ty /2, 1OW=773"

As the error of individual observations is unknown, we use
the standard deviation of the obseruggy and reconstructed
dopen_data sets to estimate the valuesyof. Following oth-
ers (Holland & Welsch 1977), we apply a weighting function
(Cauchy weighting function)

1
1+r2 (16)

In order to reduce the influence of outliers, the value the

wheret}, is the time at which cyclé reaches maximum activity weight function is set to
andT'eph is the length of the ephemeral cycle. Equation (10) is

equivalent to Eq. (6) of Krivova et al. (2007). The length loé t

ephemeral cycle is related to the length of the activity eyEl,
in the following way:

T =T —c, (11)
and
Toon =T + 2Ty, (12)

wherecy is the ER cycle extension parameter ari,2is the
extension of the ER cycliein relation to AR cycla.

We define the maximum emergence rate at cyclehich
appears in Equatiofl(9) as

ma, i

(13)

vh

= m 5 (17)

0.6745

whered is a tuning parameteh is the deviation of the model
from the observatiorieeconstructiontf = x_ ., — X,.). Here
mad is the median absolute deviation of the residuals from their
median values, and the constant 0.6745 makes the estimate un
biased for the normal distribution. The tuning paramet@rig

set to 2.385 according to Holland & Welsch (1977).

2.3. Input data and parameters of the model

For the total surface magnetic flux we use a set of obsenation
compiled by Arge et all (2002) and Wang et al. (2006). Thisadat
set is based on almost daily observations of the solar guial
tospheric field that have been carried out at the Mt. WilsdaiSo
Observatory (MWO), National Solar Observatory Kitt Peale(K

whereRg,”""X’i is the maximum sunspot number observed at cycSO), and Wilcox Solar Observatory (WSO) over cycles 20-23.

2.2. Parameter optimization

Note that for the optimization we only use data recorded be-
tween 1974 and 2001 when data from all observatories is-avalil
able. Outside these periods we compare with the obsergation

posteriori as a further test of the model. We take into actoun

The model has 8 free parameters. These are introduced and ¥ finding of Krivova & Solankil(2004) that more than half of
cussed in Sect. 2.3. Here we describe how the optimizatiorthe photospheric flux of ER may escape detection in the em-
carried out. The free parameters were adjusted by comparigyed synoptic maps due to their relatively low spatiabtes

the model output with observations of the total surface ma#ion. Consequently, we compare the measurements of thle tota
netic flux deduced from synoptic charts of the Sun’s radiad fiemagnetic flux to the valuefe: + Cephdeph + Popen), Wherecepn
(Arge et al 2002) and with a reconstruction of the open mai§- the fraction of¢epn that is detected, which is relatively un-
netic flux based on the geomagnetic aa-indeX by Lockoé&@rtain, because magnetic polaritie_s are often missed @il sm
(2009). This is a revised version of the reconstruction due $cales. Here, we sety, to be approximately 30% compared to
Lockwood et al.[(1999). This revised open flux includes aprrethe value of 40% employed by Krivova et al. (2007). The value
tions due to kinematicfeects produced by the propagation oPf Cepn affects the amplitude of the ER cycle in the model since
CMEs (Lockwood et al. 2009a, b). It covers the period froﬁh_e values of the total flux during solar activity minima idete

1904 to 2008.

mined mostly by the ER flux.

The optimization of the model’s free parameters is realized The parameters of the model as well as their adopted or best
using the genetic algorithm PIKAIA described by Charbonhedit values are listed in Tablé 1. The ER flux decay time is fixed to

(1995%). The code maximizes a function (fitness functignde-
fined as
1

f(parameters) =
X’

, (14)
2
total + X/ 5pen

a valued of 14 hours as found by Hagenaar (2001). The remain-
ing parameters are allowed to vary within a given range based
also on independent observations /amghysical assumptions.
This range is also given in Tallé 1.

The ranges of the decay time scale of the AR flu¥,,
the ER amplitude factorX, and the extension parametey,

wherey? is the reduced? , i.e. they? per degree of freedom are_set as discussed previously |by Krivova etial. (2007) and

(Df). For this analysis, we define

\ . S
V2= 1 Zwi (X:mdel - Xlobs]
i1

Df O (15)

where N is the number of observed data points, wmg,s

Solanki et al.|(2000, 2002). The best value found for the yeca
time scale of the AR flux is approximately 0.32 years. This es-
timate is close to the 0.25 years obtained assuming a balance
between flux emergence and decay (Krivova et al. 2007). The
best-fit ER amplitude factor is approximately 106 and thdecyc
extension parameter is approximately 5 years, which led&ls E
cycles that are longer than 20 years. These values feratit

and X .4 represent thé-th observed and modeled data pointrom previouly obtained ones, which indicates that thevidtrc-
respectively.c' is the error of thei-th observed data point. tion of ¢, changes the best-fit solution.
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Table 1. Magnetic flux model parameters.

Parameter Symbol  Value (years) Min Max
AR Flux decay time scale o 0.32 0.2 0.8

AR Flux to Slow Open Flux transfer time scale 72, 85.29 10.0 90.0
AR Flux to Rapid Open Flux transfer time scale 12, 1.71 0.0016 3.0016
ER Flux decay time scale oo 0.0016  Fixed

ER Flux to Slow Open Flux transfer time scale g, 10.08 10.0 90.0
Rapid Open Flux decay time scale Topen 0.1255 0.0822 0.3562
Slow Open Flux decay time scale Topen 1.36 0.0016 6.0016
ER amplitude factor X 106.08 80.0 160.0
ER cycle extension parameter Cx 5.01 5.0 9.0

Solanki et al.|(2002) and Krivova etlél. (2007) postulates thmost of the long-term variability of the slowly evolving cpo-
the flux transfer time scale from ER to the open flux is a facient of the open flux is due to the flux transferred from ER. For
tor of six_higher than the flux transfer time scale from AR7g.., = 1.4 years both process play a role.
(Tepn = 67act)- This assumption is based on the observation that
in cycle 21 the contribution of ER to the axial dipole momeit o
the Sun was about a factor of six smaller than that of the AR; Results
assuming an average lifetime of ER of 8 hours (Hatvey 1994.;  comparison of the model output and the
Here, we have not constrained the valuerebp{] in relation to observations/reconstructions

1 o : S i
Tae Decause it is not clear if onlyg,e, contributes to the ax- .
ial dipole or if 75, also influences it. In addition, we employ3-1-1. Total Magnetic Flux

a longer average lifetime of ER (14 hours) as proposed by thgyure[1a shows a comparison of the observed (symbols) with

more recent work of Hagenaar (2001). We searched the besifé modeled (solid line) total magnetic flux. The three obser

values of both parameters in a wide range from 10 to 90 yeaygtional data sets are represented usirfedint symbols: cir-

We dgflned_th|s wide range in order search va!ues in the_dom@u@s represent the KP NSO data, squares MWO data, and di-

in which|Krivova et al. ((2007) found the solutions for this-paamonds WSO data. Values are given for each Carrington ro-

rameters. The best fit values fol, andTéph are approximately tation (CR) from the start of observations to the present: CR

85 and 10 years, respectively. 1615-1975 (NSO), CR 1516-2082 (MWO), and CR 1642-2081
Note that due to the extended length of the ephemeral cydé&/SO). Only the period between the vertical dashed linesasiu

around activity minimum both the preceding and followingley for the optimization of the parameters. The total flux pidtiere

contribute to the total and open flux. For the current minimuri$ given bydita = dact + 0.3peph + open- The factor 0.3 takes

we do not yet know the features (strength, length, and time B0 account that a major part of the photospheric flux from ER

maximum) of the next cycle (cycle 24). Therefore we negléd missed when employing synoptic charts due to their redbti

this cycle completely, so that the modeled magnetic fluxemlulow spatial resolution (Krivova & Solarki 2004).

during the current minimum may be too low. The model reproduces well the average variability of thadat
We searched for the transfer time of AR flux to the rapidI§ets émployed. The minima between the cycles 21-22 and 22-23

decaying open fluxi&,) in the range betweeﬂgph (14 hours) e slightly overestimated while the minima between théeS/c:_
and 6 years. The best-fit value found for this parameter is Q-21 and 23-24 are well reproduced. Note that the obsensati

proximately 1.7 years, while the best value of the decay tifne the descending phase of cycle 23 and the minimum between

: d : the cycles 23-24 were not employed for the optimization ef th
theJ:)%dly evolving component of the open flurg,) is about parameters of the model. It is grafifying to see that the model

: . ({Eproduces the total magnetic flux during the cycle 20 anohdur
The decay time scale of the slowly evolving component ghe declining phase of cycle 23, although these data poiets w

the open flux {5,,) is restricted to the range between 50 day$nt ysed to constrain the solution and the low value of the flux

and 6 years. The upper limit was defined in order to contain t{§¢ing the current minimum lies well outside the range of the
values previously found for the decay time scale of the open fl ; evious minima.

(approximately 3-4 years). The optimum value returned 8y th rigre 1p displays the calculated evolution of the AR mag-
code is approximately 1.4 years. This value is shorter than teic flux, ER flux, open flux and the total flux. In this panel the
previous estimate of the decay of the open flux between 3 anghd| fiux is given by the expressionisa = da + deph + bopen-

years. The modeled minimum values of the total flux between the cy-
We note that the set of best-fit parameters presented in Taligs 20-21 is reduced by approximately 20% relative to the mi
1 do not constitute a unigue solution. In particular, we 80- imum value between cycles 21-22 and it has the same level
lutions for short values ofy,, (3 years) andg,e, (7 months) as the minimum between the cycles 22-23. The modeled value
that have similar values of the fitness function. While a def the present minimum is approximately one third of that fol
cay time of the open flux of about 3-4 years, as found Hgwing cycle 22. For the model discussed here the ER flux has
Krivova et al. (20077); Solanki et al. (2000, 2002), deteresithe lower variation over the activity cycle than previously falby
long-term evolution of the open flux by producing significaririvova et al. (2007) and_Solanki etial. (2002). This is due to
overlap between cycles, a short decay time of approxim&telyhe very extended length of the ephemeral regions cycld; lea
months cannot on its own account for the observed secular vamg to a larger overlap between them. This small variatiotinef
ations because the flux from the previus cycle has decayed bphemeral region flux is in between the variations proposed b
fore the next cycle starts properly. Instead, for such atsf§gy, Harvey (1998) and Hagenaar (2001). Shorter ephemeralrregio
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cycles, with less overlap, produce results that are morédasim This dfect is observed, for example, in the apparent saturation
to those of Harvey (1993), as modelled|lby Solanki et al. (2008r even decrease of the geomagnetic AE-index during intense
and Krivova et al.[(2007). Even longer ephemeral regionascl magnetic storms (Akasofu 1981; Feldslein 1992; Gonzalaf et
with even more overlap, produce maximadig, in agreement [1994). As discussed hy Lockwood et al. (2009c), in pringiple
with the results of Hagenaar (2001). this non-linear &ect is not significant for the aa-index because,

The relative contribution of AR, ER and open flux to thalthough it is derived as a proxy of substorm activity, it Is o
total flux is presented in Figure 1c. The average contribpudio tained from mid-latitude stations. Except during very ige
the AR flux to the total flux is approximately 50% during thenagnetic activity, this #ect is avoided for mid-latitude stations
activity maxima while the contribution from ephemeral @ because the auroral electrojet always migrates towardatiers
is about 40%. During the minima, the ER flux contribution isvith increasing activity! (Lockwood et al. 2009c). We speatel
about 80% while the contribution from AR flux is approximatel that due to the exceptionally high activity during cycle k8 ta-
10%. The open flux represents a small fraction of the total flimdex may have underestimate the level of maximum magnetic
(approximately 10% during all phases of the cycle). activity all the same.

According to Wang et al. (2006), the low-latitude component
3.1.2. Open Flux of the open flux closely tracks the Sun’s equatorial dipole-co

e Op ponent, whose strength depends on the amount of flux present i
Figure[2a shows a comparison between the open flux recte active regions and on the longitudinal distributiontef aic-
structed byl Lockwodd[ (2009) (blackline) and the modelddity. Thus, asymmetries in the longitudinal distributiof large
open flux (blue line) from 1904 to 2008. The square indicat@§tive regions can lead to large-amplitude variations eflokv-
the value observed in 2008 (average over the year), the tatitude componentofthe open flux. As the model presentes he
angle the modeled value of the open flux (for the same péoes not describe the longitudinal distribution of the\atstithe
riod). For comparison, the green line represents the moelel @ips (Gnevyshev gap) observed in the open flux near the cycle
scribed byl Krivova et al.[(2007). As the parameters of thgtaxima are not reproduced.
model were obtained by fitting to the open flux reconstructed As pointed out in Sect. 2, in principle the magnetic flux
by|Lockwood et al.[(1999), we optimized the parameters of tifgnerging in ERs belonging to cycle 24 contributes to the slow
model according to the procedure described in Sect. 2.3, ic@mponent of the open flux during the descending phase of cy-
to the data of Lockwodd (2009), prior to plotting its outpnt i cle 23 and the present minimum. However, the flux emerging in
Fig.[@a. The parameters obtained for the Krivova et al. (R00ZR for cycle 24 was not included since we do not know the rel-
model are presented in Taljle 2, where the limits within whicgvant cycle parameters yet. Nonetheless, the model regesdu
the parameters were searched for are also given. A lag of &pe present low level of the open flux.
proximately 2-3 years between the open flux reconstructed by This result suggests that cycle 24 will be rather weak or peak
Lockwood (2009) and that based on the Krivova étlal. (200Y§ry late. However, since we cannot be sure that the dedeted s
model is evident. Phase shifts are also observed in fluxfeangf parameters represents a unique solution, we hesitateeto u
models due to thefect of the decay term in the flux transporthe present model to quantitatively predict the strengtieregth
equation/(Mackay et dl. 2002; Schiissler & Baunfann2006). Thf cycle 24. Test calculations indicate that even for a gisen
calculated open flux evolution based on the present moded+epvalue of the model's free parameters only a functigs 1) of
duces well the reconstruction of the open flux based on the ¢@e strengths, and lengthl, of the next cycle can be determined
omagnetic aa-index. In particular, théset between model andon the basis of our model.
observations, which is well seen in the result$ of Solankilet ~ The evolution of the rapidly and slowly evolving components
(2002) and in the model based lon Krivova €t al. (2007) is no9 the open flux is presented in Fig. 2b as well as the complete
gone. In addition, amplitudes of individual cycles are now imodeled open flux. Most of the cyclic variation is determibgd
general better reproduced. For reference, a dashed recefine the rapidly evolving component, while the slow component pr
resenting the average value observed in 2008 is drawn. | lea@luces a background field that varies from cycle to cycle, biyt o
the present model reproduces this value, while the preyims  relatively weakly over a cycle. The slow component peaks gen
pler version of the model employedby Krivova et al. (2007%slo erally after the fast one in the descending phase of the stinsp
not. cycle. The relative contributions of the rapidly and sloetplv-

We note a discrepancy between the observed and modé€[@ components to the complete open flux are shown in Figure
values for cycle 19, which is the strongest sunspot cycle oB¢. A drop of similar magnitude as the current one (but stgrti
served since the Maunder Minimum. The cause of this discrdem a higher level, so that the slow open flux did not reactsuc
ancy during the maximum of cycle 19 is not clear. It may be thiaw levels as in 2008-2009) is seen between cycles 19 and 20,
for such a strong cycle, parameter values affedént from those when a weak cycle followed a very strong one. During the so-
valid for other cycles. For example, Wang et al. (2005) reguilar minima, the open flux is maintained almost exclusively by
different meridional flow speeds from cycle to cycle in order #€ slow component (Figure 2c). According to the model, the
reproduce the Sun’s open magnetic flux and to obtain theipplarapidly evolving component contributes with about 40% & th
flip at the poles from one minimum to the neit (Baumann et @&pen flux at solar maxima and this fraction remained almast co
2004). The meridional flow speed could influence our paramgtant during the last century, even during cycle 19.
ters, which we have maintained unchanged for all cyclesoAls
other solar parameters, such as the emergence latituded, c ; :
differs (Solanki et al. 2008), which is not taken into account l;‘%yl'& Estimates of errors in the model
our model. Alternatively, the reconstruction based on the aFigure[3 presents further quantitative ways of comparirgy th
index could underestimate the peak value of the open flux dunodel with the observations. Figure 3a displays the scplter
ing high solar activity. The sensitivity of high latitudeaibns of the modeled versus the observed total magnetic flux. As in
to the auroral electrojet can be reduced at high activityahse Figure 1a, diferent data sets are indicated byfelient symbols.
the electrojet drifts to lower latitudes (Lockwood et/al02@). Each point represents a Carrington rotation. Also showraare
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Table 2. Magnetic flux model parameters.

Parameter Symbol  Value (years) Min Max
AR Flux decay time scale Tact 0.22 0.2 0.8
AR Flux to Open Flux transfer time scale 1, 18.46 10.0 90.0
ER Flux decay time scale Teph 0.0016 Fixed

ER Flux to Open Flux transfer time scale 7 110.76 Gta

Open Flux decay time scale Topen 487 0.0016 6.0016
ER amplitude factor X 159.05 80.0 160.0
ER cycle extension parameter Cx 6.45 5.0 9.0

regression (blue line), whose equation is given in the pamel data. Consequently, the modeled radial component is system
the set of expectation values for the modek(x; red line). The atically lower than the interplanetary observations, thatot
correlation co#ficient for the overall data set is approximatelyncorporate this correction.

0.92 and the/? per degree of freedom (i.e. reducgd is 0.16. We test the null hypothesis that the mean valugBof on
Here, the reduceg? value is computed for the worst case witteach Bartels rotation is the one computed by the model. Mere,
the weight function\y) in Eq. (15) equal to 1. The slope of theapply the Student’s test. Figure 4c presents the p-valutsnwi
regression (D3 + 0.02) indicates a good reconstruction of th&artels rotations, which are the probability of observingaue
variability of the cycle amplitude, although the amplituzfehe as extreme or more extreme of the test statistic value giyen b
reconstruction is somewhat lower than the observationsign

3b the distribution of the model error, defined here as tltedi (Xy —
ence between the model output and the observations is qi),lotltéest =T s (19)
for the total magnetic flux. The mean error value 53x 104 vn

Wb and the standard deviation is aboud®x 10'* Whb. The h is th is th deled values is th |
distribution is slightly asymmetric with a median value abjio where(X) Is the meany Is the modeled values Is the sample
1.42% 104 Wh. standard deviation, andlis the sample size. For reference, the

. . PR
The scatter plot of the modeled versus the empirically reco[?ed dashed line displays the 5% significance lewel( 0.05).

; o he red crosses in Fig. 4b indicate the periods at which wilcou
structed open flux is plotted in Fig. 3c. Annual averages e p _ . . o o
ted. The regression (blue line) and the set of expectatibresa rejectthe nl_JII hypothe_3|s at the significance level of 5% ndke
several periods in which the model values do not represent th

for the model § = x; red line) are also displayed. The Correlaélvera ed values over Bartels rotations. Long periods ofe&lis
tion codficient is approximately 0.86 and the reduged also g ) gp

computed withw = 1, is 0.31. The slope of the regression ancy occur in the ascending phase of cycle 21 and the desgendi

0.86 + 0.05. For this parameter, the regression is biased by tHEaseS of cycles 21 and 23.

high difference between the values observed and modeled for

the maximum of cycle 19 and ascending phase of cycle 21. TB@. Reconstruction of the solar magnetic fluxes since the

Figure 3d shows the distribution of the model error for therop Maunder Minimum

flux. The mean and median values for the error distributi@n ar )

~0.17x10% Wb and-0.19x 10" Wb, respectively. The standard I e reconstruction of the total flua = dact + deph + Popen)

deviation is 106 x 10 Wb. from 1700 to 2008 based on the group sunspot number is dis-
Since the open flux is distributed isotropically at 1 AUPlayed in Figlba, while the reconstructions of the AR (blne)

(Lockwood et all. 20094, and references therein), the réigiel 2"d ER (green line) fluxes are plotted in Figlire 5b. Finaklg, t

intensity at Earth is related to the open flux by reconstruction of the open flux (green Ii.ne) is shown in Elg. 5
For reference, the empirical reconstruction of the open(filue

open(l) line) based on the geomagnetic aa-index is included in thie pl
open/ (18) A clear secular trend in the ER and open flux leads to a secular
4nr trend in the total flux.

As pointed out in Sect. 3.1.1, the modeled value of the total
whererg is the mean distance between the Earth and the Sfinx during the present minimum is approximately one third of
The observed (red line; OMNI 2 data, King & Papitashivili 2p05the value observed during the previous minimum betweeresycl
and the modeled (blue line) radial compongBt|) of the in- 22-23. Furthermore, the modeled total flux during the presen
terplanetary magnetic field (IMF) are compared in Eilg. 4ee Thminimum is at the same level of the value returned by the model
observations are averaged over Bartels rotations and ¢ogerfor the Dalton Minimum, a period of low solar activity lasgin
period from 1976 to 2009. Figuié 4b presents thEedénce be- from approximately 1790 to 1830 (Figure 5a). The modeled to-
tween the observations and the modeled radial componemeoftal flux during the present minimum is maintained entirely by
IMF (blue line) and the standard deviation of values within #he contribution of magnetic flux emerging in ERs belongimg t
Bartels rotation (dotted green lines). We note that the miese cycle 23 since the flux emerging in ER for cycle 24 was not in-
values are systematically higher than the modeled values. Tluded due the lack of knowledge of parameters for this cytle
mean diference is about 0.25 nT with a standard deviation ofiust terefore be considered a lower limit.

0.68 nT (see Figs. 4d-e). In order to understand this discrep The group sunspot number, which extends from approxi-

ancy of 0.25 nT, we recall that to estimate the model parameately 1610 to the present, allows the solar magnetic flux to
ters we compared the modeled output with the reconstructibe reconstructed also prior to 1700. The model gives an open
by [Lockwood (2009), which incorporates a correction due tnd total flux near zero through most of the Maunder Minimum

Kinematic dfects ((Lockwood et al. 2009a,b). This correction efMM). This is a natural consequence of the coupling of the

fectively reduces the estimated open flux from interplanyetastrength of the cycle of ER to that of sunspots, so gt turns

B (t) =
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Fig. 2. (a) The open flux resulting from the present model (blue lare) the reconstruction based on the geomagnetic aa-imotex fr
1904 to 2008 (black line). The dotted green line present®pien flux according to the model described by Krivova et &10{9.
The square marks the value observed in 2008, the trianglentdeled value. Cycle number is indicated at the bottomeoptmel.
(b) Rapidly (green line) and slowly (red line) evolving cooments of the open flux (blue line). (c) Fractional contributof the

rapidly (green line) and slowly (red line) evolving compateeto the total open flux. For reference, dashed red linegsepting
the value observed in 2008 are drawn in panels (a) and (b).

out to be extremely weak in the Maunder Minimum. In additiod. Reconstruction of solar magnetic flux for the

the length of the Maunder Minimum is longer than the decay Holocene

time of the flux, so that in the model practically no flux supgv

from the pre-Maunder Minimum cycles until the end of the MMFor studies aiming to isolate the Sun’s influence on the Earth
climate time series of the solar magnetic and activity arzled
as long as possible. Unfortunately, indices of solar agtstiich
as the sunspot number, used here to reconstruct the AR, ER, to
tal and open magnetic flux, have been adequately recordgd onl
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Fig. 3. (a) Scatter plot of the modeled versus the observed total fi)xTotal Flux model error distribution. (c) Scatter pldttbe

modeled versus the reconstructed open flux. The cycle minédues (red squares) are indicated in the frame. (d) Openrfadel
error distribution.

since the invention of the telescope in the 17th centuryyTép- 4.1. Derivation of the magnetic flux model

resent the longest running time series of direct measurenoén . L . . : .
past solar variability. Cosmogenic isotopes provide estiamof B différentiating Equatior {6) with respect to time, we obtain
solar activity that are less clean, in the sense that thegf@eted  dpgpen  ddhpen  Adbgpen

by the other quantities, such as the geomagnetic field and Prog = gt + at (20)
cesses (e.g. climate varia;ions and ca_rbon cycle). Howthease o _ _

records extend to earlier times, covering periods up toghnds ~ Substituting Equation§4) and (5) [n-{20), we find

of years|(Stuiver & Braziunas 1989). dopen dsfpen . Jact . epn . Ben  Jopen .

L . dt — dt Tk 7L 75 75 (21)
By combining physics-based models for each of the pro- act  Teph  "open - Topen
cesses connecting the isotope concentration in a releeant t  After averaging over 10 years, we obtain
restrial archive with solar activity, open flux and from iteth
sunspot number could be reconstructed by Solankil et al 40200/ d¢open\| dopen\ . [ dact\ | [ Pepn Popen Popen 22)
and Usoskin et all (2004, 2007). Since from cosmogenicfpgto\ dt [/~ \ dt + a + i + S pen - Spen |
records the primary solar parameter that can be deternsribd i eph

open flux, the problem faced here is opposite the one dedit wifere, the symba(...) denotes 10-year averaging.

in Sect. 2 and 3. How to compute the SN from the open flux? We assume that on decadal time scale the flux in active re-
This was first dealt with by Usoskin et|al. (2002). In the recorgions evolves in a steady state, i.e. the flux emerging ivecti
structions carried out so far, the solar open flux is linketthwhie regions is approximately equal to the decay due to seveoal pr
sunspot number, AR and ER flux by inverting the model by deesses. In this way, we can write from Ef. 1

scribing the evolution of the solar surface magnetic conepts
for a given sunspot number (Krivova et al. 2007; Solanki £t a<¢id> = ()

2000, 2002). In this section, we update the previous estimft \ Tact '

the sunspot number, AR, and ER flux based on the inversion of

the model described in Sect. 2.1. In addition, often onlyt'mulW ere

year, e.g. decadal, averaged data are available. Henceagéne 1 1 1 1

o ==+ —+ . (24)
take this into account. Tat 1o Thy T2y

(23)
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Fig. 4. (a) Modeled radial flux at 1 AU (blue line) in comparison wittetmeasured radial interplanetary magnetic field component
(OMNI data; red lines) averaged over Bartels rotationsD(ifference between the measured and the modeled radial fluxifizye

at 1 AU. For reference, the 1-sigma value over Bartels mtatis also plotted (green lines). The read cross¢sgpresent the
values rejected in the hypothesis test (see text for theigéisn of the test). (c) Student’s test p-values over Bantetations. The

red dashed line shows= 0.05. (d) Scatter plot of the modeled versus observed radiaéfld AU. (e) Distribution of the dierence
between the measured and the modeled radial flux at 1 AU.

The validity of this approximation can be tested by computiron a decadal scale is well founded. Substituting Eq. (7) Etjo
the ratio(@ac) / {€act) from the model output, which should be(23), we obtain

close tory (0.27 years). We found thébact) / {€act) iS approx-

imately 0.1% higher than the value ;. Consequently, the as-

sumption that the flux in active regions evolves in a steaalest

max,21

(o) ~ m@ (Rg) - (25)
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Fig. 5. Magnetic flux reconstruction from group sunspot number fHgo$chatten 1998) since 1700. (a) Total Magnetic Flux. (b)

Active (blue) and Ephemeral (green) Region fluxes. (c) Medelpen flux (green line). The Open Flux reconstruction basetie

geomagnetic index-aa by Lockwood (2009) is plotted forneziee (blue line). The dash red line represents the 200& wdlthe
Open Flux.

Similarly, sincergph ~ 14 hours is also very short comparek < Ry >. The numerical value of k found by Usoskin et al.
to the cycle length, we obtain from Eqgl (2) aht (8) (2007) is 22 + 0.4._ The flux emergence in ER displays extended
cycles, so that adjacent cycles partially overlap. For ¢tefpa-

Noycles rameters presented in Table 1, adjacent cycles overlap iaya w
Peph(t) ~ Teph€epn(t) ~ TepnX Z emaxigi(t), (26) thatalow 11-year variability of the ER cycle is observed Hrel
i=1 long-term trend is directly related to the 10-year averagé,.
h At the maximum of an ephemeral region cyabgsn, we can set
where g = 1, so that we obtain using E¢.{13)
.. 27)
Teph  Tepn  Teph

The maximum emergence rate during the activity cyicle
can be computed using Equatién](13). Following Usoskin et al rax21 .
(2007), we assume a linear relation between the amplituthesof ( max,i> €act F{me' €act (Rg> (28)
solar cycle and the 10-year averaged sunspot nuni§&t'(= act Ryex2L Ry*21




12 Luis Eduardo A. Vieira and Sami K. Solanki: Evolution oétBolar Magnetic Flux

The ER flux averaged on a decadal time scale is then giv

Empirical cumulative distribution function

by 1
max,21 0.9 i
<¢eph> ~ Teph% kX <Rg> . (29) 0.8 i

0.7+
Present Value (2008)

We can also assume that the rapid open flux evolves ir
steady state on a decadal time scale. In this case,

0.6
; Zos5r
< $act > _ Topen

= . (30) 0.4

r 2
< Popen > Tact

0.3~
We found that the value of the rati@ ¢, >/< ¢{,pen > is 02l
within approximately 0.5% of the value of ratiﬁ[,pen/rgct.

Model

Yang et al. [2000] Geomagnetic Model

Korte & Constable [2005] Geomagnetic Model
T T T

0.1

Consequently, for a steady state, the t it rt"*“> in Eq. (22) 0

-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12

can be negleted. Open Magnetic Flux (10 W)

In order to compute the evolution of the open flux, we agg g comparison of the empirical cumulative distribution
sume that functions, F(x), of the open flux. The blue line is the distri-

d A<¢ > bution of the modeled open flux based group sunspot number

< ¢°Pe”> ~ open 31) (Hoyt& Schattelh 1998). Red and black lines are distributioh

dt At the open flux based oHC data |(Usoskin et al. 2007) derived
where from paleo-geomagnetic reconstructions_of Yang etial. (200

and Korte & C_onstable (2005), respectively. The 2008 annual
<A¢open> _ <¢open(tj + At)> _ <¢open(tj)> ) (32) averageis indicated by the red circle.

Substituting Egs. (30) and (31) infa{22) we obtain

<¢open>. <¢open>. 1 - <¢eph>. 4.2. Reconstructed magnetic flux through the Holocene
SLi Lo+ =2 (o) + —— . (33)
I 2 act/j 1 ’ . . .
At 1 Tat  TopenTact Teph Our reconstruction of past solar activity relies on the datas-

timate of the solar open flux from measurement$‘af as was
Where<¢opm>j+l = <¢open(tj + At)>, <¢open>j = <¢open(tj)>a and  done earlier by Solanki et lal. (2004) and Usoskin et al. (2007

As discussed by Usoskin et &l. (2007), the estimate of tha ope
1 1 1 flux depends on the knowledge of the temporal evolution of

T - S pen T At (34)  the geomagnetic field. Usoskin et al. (2007) presented two re
constructions based on the paleomagnetic models by Yarg et a
Replacing Egs. (25) and (29) into (33) we obtain (2000) and_Korte & Constable (2005). The first one extends
through the whole Holocene while the second one reaches back
<¢open>j+l <¢open>j around 7000 years. In Figl 6, a comparison between the empir-
AL = c(Rg>, , (35) ical cumulative distribution functions of these two recions-
n ! tions based ort*C data and the one based on the telescopic
where, the constant c is given by sunspot record is presented. In order to compare the distrib
tions of the open flux based dfiC, we have employed just the
1 Topen TepnkX | emex2t period over which the time series overlap. As the geomagneti
c= (T— = ) at+ 7 ex 2l (36) dipole moment of Korte & Constable (2005) is systematically
act  topentact eon | Ry lower than that obtained by Yang ef al. (2000), a systemiatica

higher open flux is obtained. We note that the distribution of
the open flux estimated from sunspot number is closer to the
_ reconstruction using the Korte & Constahle (2005) geomtigne
<Rg>i a<¢°pe">i * b<¢°pen>i+l ’ (37) dipole moment. It suggests that if the paleo-geomagnetiarre
structions of Korte & Constable (2005) is close to the rea-ev
lution of the magnetic field, the values of the open flux since
1 Maunder Minimum are not unusual comparing to the values ob-

Rearranging, we get

where

a= cry’ (38) served during the Holocene. If, however, the paleo-geowrtign
reconstruction by Yang etal. (2000) is closer to the real evo
and lution of the magnetic field, the values of the open flux since
1 the Maunder Minimum are unusually high compared to the

= AL (39) Holocene. Furthermore, we note that about 25% of the modeled

values of the open flux from these two reconstructions are be-

The 10-year averaged AR and ER can be retrieved by subw the value observed in the present minimum based on the
stituting Eq. (37) in Egs. (25) and (29), respectively. Thgidly Korte & Constable|(2005) reconstruction, while about 45% of

evolving component of the open flux can then be obtained fraime values of the open flux based on Yang et al. (2000) are below
Eq. (30). the present value. Note that the value for the present mimimu



Luis Eduardo A. Vieira and Sami K. Solanki: Evolution of thel& Magnetic Flux 13

100

T
Model (Open Flux — U2007/KC)
Model (GSN)

o]
o

[o2}
[=}

(@)

Total Flux (10 Wh)
B
S

Ny
o

o

| | |
500 1000 1500 2000
Time

100 T T T T T T

[¢5)
o
T

60~

(b)

a0} | H

Total Flux (104 Wh)

20 J B

o B

| | | | | |

-5000 -4000 -3000 -2000 -1000 0 1000 2000
Time

Fig.7. Long-term total magnetic flux reconstruction from 14C ddthae blue line is the reconstruction based on the open flux
obtained by Usoskin et al. (2007)using paleo-geomagnati flom Korte & Constable (2005). The green line is the retoic-

tion of the total magnetic flux (10-year running means) basethe group sunspot number since 1700 AD. Panel (a) shows the
reconstruction from 500 AD to present while panel (b) shdwvesreconstruction since 5000 BC.

is a yearly value, while the curves based on the reconsbngti 5. Concluding remarks
from 1C are decadal averages.

. : he present paper, we have considered an extension dfithe s
urpEanson betven the reconstuctons of the sunill moderof Solank eLal (2002)and Kiova & (3007
by [Usoskin et al.[(2007) reveals a good correspondeRce ( scribing the evolution of the Sun's open and total magnatic fl
0.96). We note that the reconstructions obtained based on J{§ have shown that by considering separately a rapidly evolv
two approaches are quite similar, with the reconstructiomf "9 @nd a slowly evolving component of open flux we obtain a
Usoskin et al.[(2007) having slightly lower values duringthi greatly |mproved agreement with of the solar open flux recon-
activity. Both reconstructions are based on the open flimese  Structed since 1904 by Lockwaood (2009) and a reasonable al-
by [Usoskin et &l.1(2007) using the Korte & Constahle (200% oygh not perfect desc_rlptlon of _the OMNI data as well ae Th
model. The main dierence between the two models is the reldl'a/" Improvement prow_ded b_y th's version ofthe mod_el '_Shm t
tionship between the open flux and sunspot number. In thil;,wohe]prOdU(I:.t'oé1 of tpe é:y(_:cljlc \1ar|a'|[|on of the open flux, indlug

we distinguished the fast and slowly evolving componenthef e amplitudes of individual cycles.

open flux, while in the reconstruction by Usoskin et al. (007 The rapidly decaying open flux is most likely harbored in
such a separation is not made. small coronal holes associated with ARs or decaying ARslewhi
O'We slowly decaying open flux is associated with the polao<or

We obtain the reconstruction of the total magnetic flux fr al holes, but also with open flux at low latitudes.

the estimate of the magnetic flux in AR (Eg. (25)), ER (E(f
(29)), and the open flux provided hy Usoskin gt al. (2007). We found that approximately 25% of the modeled open
Figure[J presents the obtained reconstruction based on flue values since the end of the Maunder Minimum are lower
Korte & Constable|(2005) geomagnetic model. In Fig. 7a, whan the low observed during the present minimum (i.e. in
concentrate on the reconstruction since 500 AD (blue liRe). 2008), which suggests that the present solar minimum condi-
reference, the total flux estimated from sunspot data ipted. tions are not exceptional in terms of the heliospheric migne
The reconstruction since 5000 BC is shown in Figure 7b. The titux. We noted that the same amount is observed in the recon-
tal flux is required to compute the irradiance, which will be t struction of the open flux by Usoskin et al. (2007) based on the
topic of a forthcoming paper. Korte & Constablel (2005) model, while about 45% of the open
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flux values are lower than the value during the current mimmu
in the reconstruction based on the Yang et al. (2000) model.
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