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We study the deflections of ultra-high-energy cosmic rays in several widely used models of the
coherent Galactic magnetic field (GMF), including PT11 (Pshirkov et al. [1]), JF12 (Jansson and
Farrar [2]), UF23 (Unger and Farrar [3]) and KST24 (Korochkin, Semikoz, and Tinyakov [4]). We
propagate particles with rigidities of 5, 10, and 20 EV and analyze the differences in deflection
predictions across these GMF models. We identify the GMF components responsible for deflections
in various regions of the sky and discuss the uncertainties in modeling these components, as well as
potential future improvements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Two modern ultra-high-energy cosmic ray (UHECR)
experiments, the Pierre Auger Observatory (Auger) [5]
and the Telescope Array (TA) [6, 7], were largely moti-
vated by the possibility of UHECR astronomy. At that
time, it was believed that most of the UHECR above the
ankle at E > 3 EeV were protons [8]. In this case, the
deflections of UHECR with E > 60 EeV in the Galactic
magnetic field (GMF) with the magnitude of BGal ∼ µG
were expected to be on the order of a few degrees [9].
The extragalactic field was not expected to produce large
deflections either. Indeed, since protons lose energy in in-
teractions with the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
radiation [10, 11], their propagation distance is limited to
50−100 Mpc. Taking into account constraints on the in-
tergalactic magnetic field (IGMF) BIGMF < 1 nG, the
latter would not significantly change the trajectories of
UHECR protons on their way from sources to our Galaxy.
As a result, most UHECR protons with E > 60 EeV
should point back to their sources within a few degrees,
and one could try to identify the sources after collecting
a few years of data with the Auger and TA experiments.
Moreover, exact modeling of the GMF would not be re-
quired if one could identify the sets of events of different
energies coming from the same source (see, e.g., [12, 13]).

However, the actual situation appears to be more chal-
lenging for UHECR astronomy. In 2009, the Auger Col-
laboration presented evidence, based on the analysis of
the distribution of air shower maxima, indicating that
the composition of cosmic rays shifts from intermediate
to heavy nuclei at the highest energies [14]. For heavy
or even intermediate nuclei, the role of the GMF model
is significantly amplified, as is the effect of its uncertain-
ties. For instance, in the case of iron nuclei, deflections
in the GMF are expected to be of order 60−90◦ even for
E > 60 EeV UHECR [15, 16], leading to uncertainties
in reconstructed source positions that may reach several
tens of degrees. This makes search for sources of UHECR
extremely difficult.

The observed UHECR flux exhibits a remarkable de-

gree of isotropy. The most significant deviation —in fact,
the only one to surpass the 5σ significance threshold— is
the dipole anisotropy detected by Auger at E > 8 EeV
[17, 18]. A combined analysis of data from Auger and TA
has yielded an all-sky measurement of the flux multipoles
[19, 20] in an assumption-free manner. Additionally, sev-
eral intermediate-scale anisotropies have been observed.
Earlier experiments had already provided some evidence
of such anisotropies [21]. Currently, in the southern sky,
Auger detects the excess of events in the direction of the
Cen A radio galaxy [22, 23], while in the northern sky, TA
observes a hotspots [24]. The nature of these excesses,
however, is not yet firmly established.
The observed isotropy of UHECR suggests that these

particles undergo significant deflections in magnetic
fields. This makes it nearly impossible to identify their
sources by directly cross-correlating observed UHECR
directions with catalogs of potential sources, except in
cases where the catalogs contain only a few objects. An
alternative approach is to reconstruct the source direc-
tions by backtracking the observed events through the
GMF, assuming the field follows one of the existing mod-
els [1–4, 25–27]. Likewise, applying correction for GMF
one can attempt to explain the dipole and intermedi-
ate angular scale anisotropies in the arrival directions of
UHECR [28–31]. Backtracking is particularly promis-
ing for the highest-energy events, such as the Amaterasu
particle, which was observed by TA and had an energy
of E ∼ 244 EeV [32].
To carry out these tasks, precise knowledge of GMF is

essential. In this context, it is crucial to identify regions
of the sky where GMF is reasonably well understood and
the predicted deflections can be trusted, at least as a first
approximation. These are, in the first place, the regions
where the deflections are minimal.
In this paper, we compare the deflections of UHECR

predicted by our recent GMF model [4] with those ex-
pected in alternative or earlier models, such as [1], [2],
and [3]. Through this comparison, we identify the com-
ponents of each model that contribute to the deflections
in different regions of the sky and determine the areas
where these deflections are likely to be minimal.
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Since the composition of UHECR is uncertain and
likely changes with energy [14, 33–35], we present our re-
sults for UHECR deflections in terms of rigidity R = E/Z
rather than energy. At E = 10 EeV protons have the
rigidity of R = 10 EV. On the other hand, the highest
energy events with energies in excess of 100 EeV, assum-
ing most of them are heavy nuclei, also have rigidities
around 10 EV. To account for potential uncertainties, we
present the comparison of deflections at three values of
rigidity, R = 5 EV, R = 10 EV, and R = 20 EV. These
values likely represent the rigidity range of the bulk of
UHECR.

In Section II, we compare the UHECR deflections pre-
dicted by different GMF models and discuss the sources
of their uncertainties. This is followed by a summary and
concluding remarks in Section III.

II. GMF MODEL DEPENDENCE OF UHECR
DEFLECTIONS

The GMF is an unavoidable medium that deflects
charged UHECRs, thereby obscuring their sources.
While the general structure of the GMF is consistent
across recent models, the parametrization and exact pro-
files of its components differ, making the UHECR deflec-
tion highly model-dependent. In this section, we com-
pare the predicted UHECR deflections in popular GMF
models, including the two most recent models, UF23 and
KST24. We discuss the GMF components responsible for
UHECR deflections in certain regions of the sky, as well
as the modeling uncertainties associated with these com-
ponents and possible future improvements. Our analysis
is limited to the coherent GMF only; the turbulent GMF
is not considered.

A. Deflection magnitudes

We start our comparison by reconstructing UHECR
deflections in four models of the coherent GMF: PT11
(Pshirkov et al. [1]), JF12 (Jansson and Farrar [2]),
UF23 base (Unger and Farrar [3]) and KST24 (Korochkin,
Semikoz, and Tinyakov [4], the C++ implementation of
KST24 model can be found at [36]). To obtain the direc-
tions of the particle momenta before entering the GMF,
we backtracked antiparticles from the position of the So-
lar System to the edge of the Galaxy, defined as a galac-
tocentric radius of r = 20 kpc. As the propagation dis-
tances are small compared to typical UHECR mean free
paths, interactions were neglected.

The results of the backtracking are shown in Fig. 1 for
particles with rigidities of R = 20 EV and R = 10 EV
and in Fig. 2 for R = 5 EV. Specifically, we measure
the angular difference between the particles’ momentum
at the Solar System and at the edge of the Galaxy and
plot it as a function of the former. The quantitative and

qualitative differences between the different models are
clearly visible.

The total difference shown in Figs. 1 and 2 accumu-
lates effects of various origins. The first effect can be
attributed to the different nature of the magnetic field
tracers used to construct the GMF model. The most
pronounced effect of this type is visible in the central
part of the Galaxy (−60◦ < l < 60◦). The PT11 model
predicts smaller deflections in this region of the sky com-
pared to all other models. This is because PT11 was fit-
ted only to the rotation measures (RMs) of extragalactic
sources, whereas three other models were also fitted to
synchrotron data from the WMAP/Planck. RM data is
sensitive to the magnetic field parallel to the line of sight
(LOS) and is thus almost insensitive to the X-field com-
ponent of the GMF, which crosses the Galactic plane
from below upwards in the central part of the Galaxy
and is mainly perpendicular to the LOS. The presence of
the X-field component is clearly identifiable in the syn-
chrotron data and is primarily responsible for the large
deflections observed in the central Galaxy at all latitudes
in JF12, UF23 and KST24.

The second type of difference is associated with uncer-
tainties in the background fields and the different param-
eterizations of known GMF components. Indeed, typical
GMF tracers are integral in nature and represent a com-
bination of the magnetic field convolved with the thermal
electron density (in the case of RM) or the cosmic-ray lep-
ton density (in the case of synchrotron emission). There-
fore, uncertainties in the background fields propagate
into uncertainties in the GMF. Moreover, reconstructing
the 3D magnetic field structure from 2D skymaps allows
significant freedom in the parameterization of GMF com-
ponents.

Recently, a significant effort was made in [3] to ex-
plore this type of uncertainty. In this study, the authors
considered several background electron density models
along with a variety of GMF halo profiles to quantita-
tively estimate the resulting differences. As a result, a
collection of eight significantly different models was pre-
sented. In Fig.1, we showed only the base model from
the UF23 collection. For UHECR deflections in the re-
maining seven UF23models and the related discussion, we
refer the reader to [3], particularly to Figs. 18, 19 and 20
therein.

The last type of uncertainty is related to the inter-
pretation of the data itself. Namely, the local features
appearing in the data should be masked or modeled inde-
pendently, while the large-scale features, associated with
the coherent GMF, should be included in the model. The
main obstacle here is that information about the distance
to magnetic structures is still very limited and available
only for a few of them. The interpretation of the data
is one of the primary sources (along with parametriza-
tions) of the differences between the most recent models,
UF23 and KST24. While both were fitted to very simi-
lar datasets [37], the predicted UHECR deflections differ
quite substantially in a significant fraction of the sky.
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FIG. 1. Angular deflections of R = 20 EV (upper panels) and R = 10 EV (lower panels) particles in PT11, JF12, UF23 base

and KST24 GMF models. The position of the dipole is for the energies ETA
Auger ≥ 10 Eev

8.55 Eev from [20]. The skymaps are shown
in the Galactic coordinates using the Mollweide projection. The Galactic center is at the center of the maps and longitude
increases to the left.
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FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1 but for particles with a rigidity of R = 5 EV.

To better understand the differences between UF23 and
KST24 models, it is useful to divide the sky into three re-
gions: the central Galaxy (−60◦ < l < 60◦), the outer
Galaxy at high latitudes, and the outer Galaxy at low
latitudes. In the central Galaxy the deflections are con-
trolled by the X-field and its interplay with the toroidal
field of the halo (the GMF halo component parallel to the
disk). As shown in the Fig. 1 the deflections in this region
form a ”butterfly-like” pattern. The typical deflections
are large, exceeding > 20◦ for 20 EV particles even far
above and below the Galactic plane. This is a robust
prediction of the recent models JF12, UF23, and KST24
all of which take into account the polarized synchrotron
data.

On the other hand, the boundaries of the ”butterfly-
like” region of strong deflections are not well constrained.
As shown in Fig. 1, the shape of the ”butterfly” is highly
model-dependent. Moreover, the transition from large to
small deflections occurs rapidly. This is particularly im-
portant because of the Cen A excess in the UHECR data,
detected by Auger. This excess may indicate the presence
of a local UHECR source and is located at the bound-
ary of the ”butterfly” region in all models, as shown by
the black circle in Fig. 1. Technically, the instability in
the Cen A region arises because the strongest X-field is
concentrated in the inner 5-7 kpc around the Galactic
center. Since GMF models are typically fit to the entire

sky at once, the fit is not sensitive to the exact shape of
the X-field profile at the edge of this region. However,
this area is crucial for the UHECRs backtracking around
the Cen A excess. A necessary improvement when con-
structing the next generation of GMF models should be
a detailed analysis of this region.

In contrast, in the outer Galaxy at high latitudes
(|b| ≳ 20◦), all models predict relatively small deflec-
tions, likely not exceeding 30◦. Currently, there is no
data suggesting the presence of a strong GMF in these
directions. Interestingly, the TA hotspot, marked by the
black circle in Fig. 1, is located in this region. As a re-
sult, UHECR source searches in this area are likely to be
less dependent on the specific GMF model.

Finally, in the outer part of the sky at low Galactic
latitudes (90◦ ≳ l ≳ 270◦, |b| ≲ 30◦), the deflections pre-
dicted by KST24 differ drastically from those of UF23, see
Fig. 1. The difference arises from the different treatment
of the Fan region, an area of strong polarized synchrotron
emission located in the outer Galaxy near the Galactic
plane. In Fig. 1 the Fan region is roughly shown with a
green dashed contour. For a long time, the Fan region
was believed to be a nearby magnetized bubble and was
therefore excluded from GMF fitting. However, recent
evidence [38, 39] strongly suggests that the Fan region is
a Galactic-scale feature that must be incorporated into
coherent GMF models. The KST24 model is the first to
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FIG. 3. Histogram of angular deflections of R = 10 EV parti-
cles, backtracked in PT11, JF12, UF23 base and KST24 GMF
models. The initial momenta of the particles were uniformly
distributed over the sky, corresponding to the centers of the
pixels in the HEALPix binning scheme with NSIDE = 128.
The arrows indicate the medians of the corresponding distri-
butions.

include the Fan region as part of the large-scale GMF.

Fitting the Fan region in KST24 required a relatively
strong magnetic field in the Local and Perseus Galac-
tic spiral arms, which accounts for the stronger UHECR
deflections predicted by KST24 in the outer Galaxy com-
pared to earlier models. However, there are two impor-
tant caveats to consider. First, in the KST24 analysis, the
magnetic field strength in the Fan region is degenerate
with the density of cosmic-ray leptons. As a result, the
parameters of the magnetic field may change once a more
reliable distribution of relativistic leptons becomes avail-
able. Second, a magnetic field reversal (from clockwise to
counterclockwise) in the outer Galaxy could reduce the
predicted deflections without affecting much the polar-
ized synchrotron emission. While indication for such a
reversal has been observed in pulsar data [25], its signif-
icance remains uncertain. In view of the large size of the
Fan region, the magnitude of deflections in this region is
essential for the interpretation of the dipole observed by
Auger [17, 18].

Another new feature introduced in the KST24 model is
the magnetic field associated with the wall of the Local
Bubble [4, 40]. The bubble wall itself does not strongly
affect deflections due to its small size. The analysis by [4]
demonstrated that it allows avoiding the need to invoke
striated magnetic fields. Future studies will further clar-
ify the role of the Local Bubble in UHECR deflections.

The all-sky distributions of deflection magnitudes in
the four models are compared in Fig. 3 for R = 10 EV
particles. One can see that with the addition of GMF
components the expected deflections increase. Median
deflection in the KST24 model of approximately 31◦,
is nearly twice that of the PT11 model, where it is
about 17◦. Additionally, the JF12 and UF23 base mod-
els, which do not fit the Fan region, predict a significant
portion of the sky with small deflections. This results in

a peak of the corresponding histograms below 10◦. As a
consequence of fitting the Fan region in the KST24 model,
these regions largely disappear, and the fraction of the
sky with deflections smaller than 10◦ drops to less than
≲ 10%.

B. Deflection directions

In this section, we continue the comparison and discuss
the directions of UHECR deflections in the GMF models.
The directions of deflections of R = 20 EV particles are
shown in Fig. 4. The particles were backtracked starting
from a regular grid, marked with colored dots. The lines
indicate the evolution of the direction of the particles’
momentum as they were backtracked to the edge of the
Galaxy in the KST24 GMF model. The ellipses encircle
the predictions of the JF12 and UF23 collection of models
(including all eight models) for the same initial momenta
of particles. One can see that, in roughly half of the sky,
the predictions of the KST24 GMF model lie outside the
uncertainty regions of the JF12 and UF23 models. The
largest differences are concentrated along the Galactic
plane. This is to be expected, as this is the most difficult
for modeling region of the Galaxy.
As a particular example of the application of the KST24

model, in Fig. 5 we show the source localization region
of the Amaterasu particle. This particle, detected by
TA [32], had an arrival direction (l, b) = (36.2◦, 30.9◦)
in Galactic coordinates and an extremely high energy of
E = 244± 29 (stat.)+51

−76 (syst.) EeV. The origin of Amat-
erasu has been studied extensively [41–44], but its source
has not yet been reliably identified.
In Fig. 5, we present the Amaterasu source localiza-

tion. The purple contour for the KST24 model was ob-
tained by varying the model parameters, as well as par-
ticle energy, within their one-sigma uncertainty. Addi-
tionally, 5◦ smearing by a toy model of the turbulent
GMF was taken into account, following the prescription
from [45]. For the KST24 contour, the Amaterasu parti-
cle was assumed to be an iron nucleus. The contour size
is primarily driven by the observed energy uncertainty.
This, however, does not include “systematic” uncertain-
ties related to modeling of GMF, so the actual uncer-
tainties are larger. This is illustrated by the green con-
tour in Fig. 5, which shows the source localization from
a Monte Carlo analysis of [42] for the UF23 models. Note
that, for both the green contour from [42] and the purple
contour presented in this paper for KST24, the particles’
energy was rescaled to 212 EeV to account for system-
atic bias in energy reconstruction for heavy primaries.
Note also that the observed direction of the Amaterasu
event points to the Loop I, the bright feature in the po-
larized synchrotron data (shown with black dashed lines
in Fig. 5). Recently, it was shown to be a Galactic-scale
outflow [46, 47], but it is not included in any GMF model.
Incorporating this feature into GMF models could influ-
ence the reconstructed direction.
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FIG. 5. Localization of the source of the Amaterasu particle.
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model assuming Amaterasu is an iron nucleus. A green con-
tour corresponds to a localization region obtained in [42] for
the UF23 collection of models. For both contours the Amat-
erasu energy was rescaled to E = 212 EeV to account for the
systematic bias of the energy reconstruction for the heavy pri-
maries [32]. Black stars mark bright starburst galaxies from
the catalog of [48].

III. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

GMF models have significantly improved from the pre-
vious generation models PT11 and JF12 to recent versions
UF23 and KST24. While the primary components of the
GMF in the halo remain consistent with those in earlier
models — including the toroidal field below and above
the Galactic plane and the X-shaped field in the central
Galaxy — the parametrization of these components and
the results of their fits to observational data differ sub-
stantially. Notably, recent fits indicate generally higher
magnitudes for the GMF, leading to increased typical
expected deflections.

The situation is more challenging in the Galactic disk
due to strong contamination from local structures, such
as supernova bubbles, and the alignment of spiral arms
along the line of sight, especially toward the Galactic
center. The differences between models are most pro-
nounced in the disk, making deflections at low Galactic
latitudes the most uncertain. In this region, the KST24
model stands out as it is the first to fit the Fan region
rather than masking it out. Fitting this region neces-
sitates a stronger magnetic field in the direction of the
outer Galaxy compared to previous models, resulting in
significantly larger deflections in this area. This in turn
can affect reconstruction of the UHECR dipole.

In summary, in most directions on the sky, UHECR
deflections are still too uncertain — both in direction
and magnitude — to enable source identification through
backtracking. A notable exception is the region at high

latitudes, roughly at 30◦ < b < 70◦ in the outer Galaxy,
where all existing models consistently predict relatively
small deflections. Interestingly, this is the same region
where the TA hotspot has been observed. Regarding the
Amaterasu particle, the precise localization of its source
cannot be achieved with the KST24 model, although the
reconstructed source region is close to that found with
the UF23 model.

Most of the uncertainty in current GMF modeling,
at least within the phenomenological approach discussed
here, arises not from the statistical limitations of the data
but from its interpretation and freedom to select different
components and their parametrizations. This flexibility
is, in turn, linked to the integral nature of the data used,
where distance information is implicit. The resulting de-
generacy could be resolved by adding data that explicitly
include distance information, such as Faraday rotation
measures of pulsars. Incorporating such data into future
models should enable more precise predictions of UHECR
deflections.
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