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Pierre Auger Observatory
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3000 km2 area, Argentina
27 fluorescence telescopes plus

...1660 Water Cherenkov tanks

Auger Hybrid Observatory
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A New Generation: Hybrid Observation of EAS
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Concept pioneered by the
Pierre Auger Collaboration
(Fully operational since 06/2008)
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SD Station>85,000 visitors at the Observatory
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Pierre Auger Collaboration
~500 Collaborators; 90 Institutions, 18 Countries:
Argentina Poland  UK

Australia Portugal  USA

Brasil  Romania  

Czech Republic Slovenia Bolivia*

France Spain Vietnam* 

Germany 

Italy USA

Mexico

Netherlands 
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1. Brief Overview of Recent Results
• energy spectrum
• mass composition
• anisotropies
• photons

2. Puzzles to be solved; Rational of 
Upgrade
	
 • origin of the flux suppression
	
 • proton astronomy at the highest energies
	
 • features of hadronic interaction @ √s~100 TeV

3. Cost Estimate, Timeline

Outline
• neutrinos ➙ J. Alvarez-Muniz

• particle & fundamental physics
• interdisciplinary science, ...
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Exposure and Performance

9

32 000 km2 sr yr and about an additional 6 500 km2 sr each year
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Event Example in Auger Observatory
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Event Example in Auger Observatory
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Update of Energy Scale in 2013
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sphere. In order to avoid an overestimation of the shower208

energy, this light must be subtracted from the detected pho-209

ton profile. The multiple scattering contribution has been210

parameterised according to [16] and the uncertainty on this211

parameterisation affects the shower energies in a fully cor-212

related way by about 1% [8].213

Another update of the profile reconstruction is related to214

the fit of the energy deposit. We have developed a maximum215

likelihood fit taking into account realistic fluctuations of the216

signal in the PMTs. This technique increases the shower217

energies by about 2% and eliminates a bias in the old fit218

technique.219

In order to improve the fit of dE/dX , a Gaussian con-220

straint is imposed on the parameters that define the shape of221

the Gaisser-Hillas function [12]. Changing these constraints222

by one standard deviation, we have evaluated a further cor-223

related uncertainty in the shower energy which ranges from224

3.5% to 1% (it decreases with energy). Other errors on225

the shower energies arises from the statistical error of the226

dE/dX fit which decreases with energy from 5% to 3%,227

and an average uncertainty of 1.5% that arises from the228

uncertainty in the shower axis geometry. Both are of the229

uncorrelated type.230

The full reconstruction technique has been tested using231

Monte Carlo simulations. On average, the reconstructed232

energies differ from the true ones by about 2%. This bias233

has been considered as another correlated uncertainty.234

6 The missing energy235

The last update in the reconstruction concerns the estimate236

of the missing energy [17]. In the past we used an estimate237

entirely based on simulated showers [18] while now the238

missing energy is derived from Auger data. This significant-239

ly reduces the dependence on the hadronic interaction mod-240

els and mass composition. The missing energy (E
mis

) may241

be calculated for each individual shower by using the FD242

measurement of the longitudinal profile and the SD signal243

at 1000 m from the axis, S(1000). E

mis

can be reliable es-244

timated only above 3⇥1018 eV (the energy above which245

the SD array is fully efficient).Indeed, below this energy246

S(1000) is biased, being affected by upward fluctuations in247

the shower signals. Since the FD detects showers at lower248

energies and since we want to update the missing energy for249

all FD events, E

mis

is parameterised with an analytical func-250

tion above 3⇥ 1018 eV, and the function is used over the251

full FD energy range. The function is used above 3⇥1018
252

eV to make the FD energy independent of fluctuations in253

an individual S(1000) measurement.254

The same set of hybrid showers used to calibrate the SD255

energies (see next section) is used to find the parameters of256

the relation between E

mis

and the calorimetric energy E

cal

:257

E

mis

= a0(E
cal

[EeV])a1 . The fit is performed minimising a258

c2 function which takes into account the fluctuations of both259

FD and SD measurements. The results of the minimisation260

are: a0 = (1.74±0.01)⇥1019 eV and a1 = 0.914±0.001.261

The correlation coefficient of the two parameters is -0.1.262

The number of muons measured with the SD [19] is high-263

er than predicted by the simulations used to derive the old264

missing energy [18]. The missing energy contribution to265

the primary energy now ranges between 15% at 1018eV266

and 11% at the highest energies (before we had 11%÷8%).267

Consequently total shower energies increase by about 4%.268

The systematic uncertainties on the missing energy have269

been analysed carefully [17]. They cause a correlated uncer-270

tainty in the total energy which decreases with energy from271

3% to 1.5%. We note that with the old parameterisation the272

overall uncertainty was 4%.273

Due to the stochastic nature of air showers, the missing274

energy is also affected by shower-to-shower fluctuations.275

They are parameterised according to [12] and they introduce276

an uncorrelated uncertainty of about 1.5%.277

7 Impact on the energy scale and on its278

systematic uncertainty279

The changes in the event reconstruction described in the280

previous sections have an impact on the energy determina-281

tion and associated uncertainty for both FD and SD events.282

Concerning FD energies, all changes are summarized in ta-

Changes in FD energies at 1019 eV
Airfly fluorescence yield (sec. 2) -8.3%

New optical efficiency 3.7%
Calibr. database update with opt. halo corr. 3.2%

Sub total (FD calibration - sec. 4) 6.9%
Likelihood fit of the profile 2.2%

Folding with the point spread function 7.6%
Sub total (FD profile reconstruc. - sec. 5) 9.8%

New missing energy (sec. 6) 4.1%
Total 12.5%

Table 1: Changes to the energy of showers at 1019eV.
283

ble 1, for a reference energy of 1019eV. Figure 1 shows the284

cumulative energy shift as a function of the shower energy
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Fig. 1: Cumulative energy shift as a function of the shower
energy when we introduce the various effects.

285 when we introduce the effects described in sections 2, 4, 5286

and 6. The update of the analysis of the VAODs described in287

section 3 does not significantly change the shower energies.288

The overall change ranges from about +16% at 1018eV to289

+12% at 1019eV . We note that the new energy scale is con-290

sistent with the old one for which we had an overall system-291

atic uncertainty of 22% [3]. Moreover the changes are also292

consistent within each sector of the reconstruction. In fact293
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December 2012. The number of showers above 3 ⇥ 1018

eV is 1475. The fit takes into account the resolutions of
both EFD and S38 (see table 2). The resolution of EFD is
determined using all uncorrelated uncertainties described
above. The fit yields: A = (0.190 ± 0.005)⇥ 1018 eV and
B = 1.025 ± 0.007 and with a correlation coefficient of -
0.98. The root-mean-square deviation of the distribution of
ASB

38/EFD is about 18.5%. It is dominated by low-energy
showers and is compatible with the expected resolution
obtained from the quadratic sum of all the uncertainties
listed in table 2 (18% at 3⇥1018 eV).

Uncertainties entering into the SD calibration fit
Aerosol optical depth 3%÷6%
Horizontal uniformity 1%
Atmosphere variability 1%

Nightly relative calibration 3%
Statistical error of the profile fit 5%÷3%
Uncertainty in shower geometry 1.5%

Invis. energy (shower-to-shower fluc.) 1.5%
Sub total FD energy resolution 7%÷8%

Statistical error of the S(1000) fit [3] 12%÷3%
Uncert. in lateral distrib. function [3] 5%

shower-to-shower fluctuations [3] 10%
Sub total SD energy resolution 17%÷12%

Table 2: Uncertainties uncorrelated between different show-
ers and affecting the SD energy estimator.

The large number of hybrid showers detected over 9 years
has allowed several consistency checks [24]. The SD energy
estimator (ESD = ASB

38 for a given value of S38) has been
studied by making calibration fits to data collected during
different time periods and/or under different conditions. We

Systematic uncertainties on the energy scale
Absolute fluorescence yield 3.4%

Fluor. spectrum and quenching param. 1.1%
Sub total (Fluorescence yield - sec. 2) 3.6%

Aerosol optical depth 3%÷6%
Aerosol phase function 1%

Wavelength depend. of aerosol scatt. 0.5%
Atmospheric density profile 1%

Sub total (Atmosphere - sec. 3) 3.4%÷6.2%
Absolute FD calibration 9%

Nightly relative calibration 2%
Optical efficiency 3.5%

Sub total (FD calibration - sec. 4) 9.9%
Folding with point spread function 5%

Multiple scattering model 1%
Simulation bias 2%

Constraints in the Gaisser-Hillas fit 3.5% ÷ 1%
Sub total (FD profile rec. - sec. 5) 6.5% ÷5.6%

Invisible energy (sec. 6) 3%÷1.5%
Stat. error of the SD calib. fit (sec. 7) 0.7%÷1.8%
Stability of the energy scale (sec. 7) 5%

Total 14%

Table 3: Systematic uncertainties on the energy scale.

have found that ESD is stable within 5%, significantly above
the statistical uncertainties. Even though these variations of
ESD are consistent with the quoted systematic uncertainties,
we use them conservatively to introduce another uncertainty
of 5%.

The FD uncertainties correlated between different show-
ers should be propagated to the SD energy scale by shift-
ing all FD energies coherently by their uncertainties. This
means that the correlated uncertainties propagate entirely to
the SD energies. Table 3 lists all uncertainties on the Auger
energy scale. Most of them have a mild dependence on en-
ergy. When this dependence is non-negligible, we report
the variation of the uncertainty in the energy range between
3⇥1018 eV and 1020 eV. The total uncertainty is about 14%
and approximately independent of energy. We stress that
we have made a significant improvement by comparison
with the total 22% uncertainty reported previously [3].
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Auger Combined E-Spectrum (0°-80°)
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Is this the GZK-effect... ?
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threshold: EpEγ > (mΔ
2 - mp2)

⇒ EGZK ≈ 6·1019 eV
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GZK-Effect: Energy losses in CMB

p

CMB

p
π 

A

CMB

photo-pion production

photo disintegration

➙ GZK-Horizon ~ 60 Mpc

p+ �CMB ! � ! p+ ⇡0

A+ �CMB ! (A� 1) + n...



17.5 18.0 18.5 19.0 19.5 20.0 20.5
log10(E/eV)

1036

1037

1038

E
3 J

(E
)
[e

V
2

km
-

2
sr

-
1

yr
-

1 ] �E/E = 14 %

Proton, Ecut = 1020 eV
Proton, Ecut = 1020.5 eV
Iron, Ecut = 1020 eV
Iron, Ecut = 1020.5 eV

1018 1019 1020
E [eV]

VHEPA, Kashiwa/Tokyo (Japan), March 19-20, 2014Karl-Heinz Kampert - Univ. Wuppertal 16

Data compared to GZK-effect

(Phys. Rev. Lett., 2008, updated)

p-sources

Fe-sources
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Protons Emax,p = 1018.9 eV

Model inspired by Allard, Astropart. Phys. 39-40, 2012

Limiting Energy of Sources (Emax~Z) + GZK

Simulations done with CRPropa 2.0

m=0; γ=1.55
In this case GZK-effect is
not responsible for cut-off!

Iron Emax, Fe = 26 Emax,p  = 1020.3 eV
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Longitudinal Shower Development ➙ Primary Mass
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Example of a 3·1019 eV EAS event in FD

KHK, Unger, APP 35 (2012)
EPOS 1.99 Simulations

<Xmax>

RMS(Xmax)
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Xmax and RMS(Xmax) as a fct of E
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Updated Measurement of hX
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Auger data show a smooth change
to a heavier composition above 5 EeV

using post LHC interaction models:
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Composition compared with astrophys. scenarios
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Implications of a heavy composition

24

Extragalactic propagation of ultrahigh energy cosmic-rays q
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a b s t r a c t

In this paper we review the extragalactic propagation of ultrahigh energy cosmic-ray (UHECR). We pres-

ent the different energy loss processes of protons and nuclei, and their expected influence on energy evo-

lution of the UHECR spectrum and composition. We discuss the possible implications of the recent

composition analyses provided by the Pierre Auger Observatory. The production of secondary cosmogenic

neutrinos and photons and the constraints their observation would imply for the UHECRs origin are also

addressed. Finally, we conclude by briefly discussing the relevance of a multi messenger approach for

solving the mystery of UHECRs. ! 2011 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

After more than 50 yr of experimental efforts, the origin of ultra-

high energy cosmic-rays (UHECRs, e.g., cosmic-rays above

!1018 eV) remains a mystery. The understanding of the production

of these particles, the most energetic particles in the universe, is

one of the most intense research field of high energy astrophysics.

Since the pioneering experiment at Volcano Ranch and the observa-

tion of the first cosmic-ray event above 1020 eV (see [1] for a com-

plete review of the early experiments), large statistics have been

accumulated above 1018 eV. High resolution measurements of the

UHECR spectrum, composition and arrival direction have been al-

lowed by recent experiments like AGASA [2], HiRes [3], the Pierre

Auger Observatory [4] and Telescope Array [5]. Among the most

interesting recent results, one can cite (see [6]) the evidence for a

suppression of the UHECR flux above 3–5 " 1019 eV observed by

HiRes [7] and Auger [8] with a large significance. Furthermore,

the recent analyses at the Pierre Auger Observatory seem to indi-

cate an evolution of the composition toward heavier elements

above the ankle [9] as well as hints for an anisotropic distribution

of the arrival directions of the highest energy events [10] and in par-

ticular a possible diffuse excess in the direction of the Centaurus

constellation[11]. Since the statistics above !3 " 1019 eV are quite

low, and the consistency between the results of different experi-

ments is still a matter of debate, these trends remain to be con-

firmed and understood with future data.

The extragalactic origin of UHECRs (at least above the ankle of

the cosmic-ray spectrum) is widely accepted. As a consequence

the measured cosmic-ray spectrum on Earth has to be shaped by

the effect of the propagation of the particles in the extragalactic

medium. During their journey from the source to the Earth the in-

jected cosmic-ray spectrum and composition can be modified by

interactions with photon backgrounds and cosmic magnetic fields.

A detailed modeling of the extragalactic propagation of UHECRs is

then a necessary ingredient for the astrophysical interpretation of

the data. One of the most important features due to UHECRs extra-

galactic propagation is the prediction of a cut-off in the observed

spectrum above a few 1019 eV due to interactions of UHE protons

or nuclei with photons of the Cosmic Microwave Background

(CMB). This prediction [12,13] of the so-called GZK cut-off (named

after the authors of the original studies Greisen, Zatsepin and Kuz-

min) was made in 1966, closely following the discovery of the

CMB. This prediction started a long series of studies on the extra-

galactic propagation of UHECRs including the production of sec-

ondary neutrinos and photons.

In this paper, we review the main aspects of the extragalactic

propagation of UHECR protons and nuclei. It will be organized as

follows. In the next section, we will review the main interaction

channels of protons and nuclei and discuss their influence on the

energy and mass losses. In Section 3., we show some propagated

spectra, allowing us to discuss expectations concerning the evolu-

tion of the composition from the source to the Earth and the pro-

duction of secondary protons. We discuss, in particular, the

possible implications of the composition trend suggested by the

recent analyses of the Pierre Auger Observatory. In Section 4 we

discuss discuss the production of secondary messengers (neutrinos

and photons) and the possible constraints their observation could

bring for the understanding of the UHECR origin. in Section 5.,

we finally conclude by briefly discussing the prospects for improv-

ing our understanding of the UHECR phenomenon and the ex-

pected contributions of current and planed experiments in

cosmic-rays, gamma-rays and neutrinos.
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In light of the increasingly heavy UHECR composition at the highest energies, as observed by the Pierre

Auger Observatory, the implications of these results on the actual source composition and spectra are

investigated. Depending on the maximum energy of the particles accelerated, sources producing hard

spectra and/or containing a considerably enhanced heavy component appear a necessary requirement.

Consideration is made of two archetypal models compatible with these results. The secondary signatures

expected, following the propagation of the nuclear species from source to Earth, are determined for these

two example cases. Finally, the effect introduced by the presence of nG extragalactic magnetic fields in

collaboration with a large (80 Mpc) distance to the nearest source is discussed.

! 2013 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

During the last decade the field of UHECR research has under-

gone considerable developments with the completion of extremely

large detector facilities. The data from these instruments has lead

to a notable improvement in both the quantity and quality of

UHECR measurements. Following the digestion of this new infor-

mation, a revision of the UHECR model working hypothesis may

be due. In particular, measurements sensitive to the UHECR com-

position have improved dramatically with a coherent picture start-

ing to emerge from the ensemble of different composition sensitive

measurements the Pierre Auger Observatory (PAO) has made [1]. It

should be noted that this picture is obscured somewhat when

additional observational data from the TA experiment are included.

The statistical significance of this disagreement, however, remains

unclear. In this study, such additional observational data sets are

neglected.

2. Monte Carlo modeling

In order to test different hypothesis models, a Monte Carlo

description of UHECR propagation is used, as first described in

[2]. In this description, UHECR protons and nuclei are propagated

through the cosmic microwave background (CMB) and cosmic

infrared background (CIB) radiation fields, undergoing photo-disin-

tegration, photo-pion, pair production, and redshift losses as they

do so. Though the cross-sections and target photon spectral distri-

butions relevant for the proton related energy loss processes are

well understood, some uncertainty still remains in both the

photo-disintegration cross-sections and the CIB spectral distribu-

tion relevant for nuclei propagation. In the present study, the

description of these adopted are [3,4] for the cross-sections and

CIB spectral distribution respectively. In Sections 3–5, extragalactic

magnetic field (EGMF) effects are neglected. The effects introduced

by such fields on the main results are discussed in Section 6. In or-

der to take account of EGMF effects, the ‘‘delta-approximation’’

prescription provided in [5] is implemented.

To perform a comparison with the PAO measurements, the

predicted values of the composition sensitive shower profile

parameters, Xmax and RMSðXmaxÞ, were determined for each model.

In order to encapsulate the uncertainty in the hadronic model

description for these values, the spread in predicted values from

four different models [6–9] was determined.

The Monte Carlo description was applied to an ensemble of dis-

tributed sources whose redshift evolution scaled as ð1þ zÞm , with

m ¼ 3 from zmin (with corresponding nearest source distance

Lmin) up to zmax ¼ 1:5. An energy spectrum output by each source,

of the form dN=dE / E%ae%ðE=Emax;ZÞ , with Emax;Z ¼ ðZ=26ÞEmax;Fe, was

adopted.1 Source spectral indices in the range 1 < a < 3, and 3-com-

ponent compositions were scanned over for both the cutoff energy

cases of Emax;Fe ¼ 1020 eV and Emax;Fe ¼ 1020:5 eV. Only spectral and

composition data points with energies above 1018:6 eV were used

in the analysis. The systematic errors for the energy resolution,

Xmax, and RMSðXmaxÞ, were also included in the v2 determination.

The regions of parameter space for which good fits to both the

spectral and composition data were found are shown in Fig. 1.

From each of the two cutoff energy results, two example models
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one event

per squar
e-kilo
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an energ

y flux
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30 eV cm
!2 s!
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tly completed

Pierre
Auge
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rvator

y [1]
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e dete
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t 3000
km

2 is thu
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to detec
t up to
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l hund

red U
HE CR event
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year.

Howe
ver, d
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the st
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g CR

spectr
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rival f
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we go

up in energ
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etecta

ble

at ene
rgies

aroun
d 10

20 eV. H
ence,

the statist
ical u

ncer-

tainty
assoc

iated
with t

he up
per en

d of th
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The Pierre Auger Observatory’s (PAO) shower profile measurements can be used to constrain the chem-

ical composition of the ultra-high energy cosmic ray (UHECR) spectrum. In particular, the PAO’s measure-

ments of the average depth of shower maximum and the fluctuations of the depth of shower maximum

indicate that the cosmic ray spectrum is dominated by a fairly narrow distribution (in charge) of heavy or

intermediate mass nuclei at the highest measured energies ðE J 1019 eVÞ, and contains mostly lighter

nuclei or protons at lower energies ðE # 1018 eVÞ. In this article, we study the propagation of UHECR

nuclei with the goal of using these measurements, along with those of the shape of the spectrum, to con-

strain the chemical composition of the particles accelerated by the sources of the UHECRs. We find that

with modest intergalactic magnetic fields, 0.3 nG in strength with 1 Mpc coherent lengths, good fits to the

combined PAO data can be found for the case in which the sources accelerate primarily intermediate

mass nuclei (such as nitrogen or silicon). Without intergalactic magnetic fields, we do not find any com-

position scenarios that can accommodate the PAO data. For a spectrum dominated by heavy or interme-

diate mass nuclei, the Galactic (and intergalactic) magnetic fields are expected to erase any significant

angular correlation between the sources and arrival directions of UHECRs.
! 2010 Published by Elsevier B.V.

1. Introduction

The chemical composition of the ultra-high energy cosmic ray

(UHECR) spectrum has long been a topic of great interest [1–6].

Until recently, however, very little was known about the nature

of these particles. On one side of the debate, the so called Hillas cri-

terion [7] gives a preference for the electromagnetic fields of cos-

mic ray sources to accelerate heavy nuclei to higher energies

than protons or light nuclei. On the other side, it has been argued

that the angular correlations reported by the Pierre Auger Observa-

tory (PAO) [8], as well as features in the shape of the UHECR spec-

trum [9], suggest that these particles consist largely of protons.

None of these arguments, however, has yet settled the question

of what types of particles make up the UHECR spectrum.

Data from the Pierre Auger Observatory (PAO), however, is

offering increasingly powerful insights into this question. Firstly,

the spectral shape predicted for the UHECR all-particle spectrum

depends not only on the injected spectrum and spatial distribution

of the sources, but also on the chemical composition that is in-

jected from the sources of the highest energy cosmic rays. As the

PAO measures the UHECR spectrum with increasing precision

[10], this information can be used to constrain the chemical com-

position of these particles [11]. Furthermore, the PAO is capable

of performing several measurements that can be used to directly

or indirectly determine the chemical composition of UHECRs as

they enter the Earth’s atmosphere. Among these empirical tools

are the measurements of the average depth of shower maximum,

hXmaxi, and the RMS variation of this quantity, RMSðXmaxÞ. On aver-

age, proton-induced showers reach their maximum development,

hXmaxi, deeper in the Earth’s atmosphere than do showers of the

same energy generated by heavier nuclei. Accompanying this re-

sult, the shower to shower fluctuation of Xmax about the mean,

RMSðXmaxÞ, is larger for proton-induced showers than for iron-in-

duced showers of the same energy. As a result, measurements of

both hXmaxi and RMSðXmaxÞ can be used to infer the average chem-

ical composition of the UHECRs as a function energy.

Very recently, the PAO collaboration has announced their first

measurements of RMSðXmaxÞ [12,13]. These measurements, along

with those of hXmaxi, imply that the UHECR spectrum contains a

large fraction of heavy or intermediate mass nuclei, especially at

the highest energies measured. Furthermore, the small values of

RMSðXmaxÞ measured by the PAO also imply that the composition

of the UHECR spectrum is relatively narrowly distributed at the

highest measured energies, containing little or no protons or light
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Abstract. We use a kinetic-equation approach to propagation of ultra high energy cosmic
ray protons and nuclei to infer possible implications of the data on spectrum and chemical
composition collected by the Pierre Auger Observatory. Using a homogeneous source dis-
tribution, we show that a simultaneous fit to the spectrum, elongation rate Xmax(E) and
dispersion σ(Xmax) implies the injection of nuclei with very hard spectra. This leads however
to underestimate the flux at energies E ≤ 5× 1018 eV, thereby implying that an additional
cosmic ray component is required, which needs to be of extragalactic origin. We discuss the
nature of this additional component in terms of the recent findings of KASCADE-Grande
on fluxes and chemical composition, which allows to describe the transition from Galactic to
extragalactic cosmic rays.
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j(E) = j0 +jE arctan
✓

log10 (E/EeV )� µ

s

◆
(4)

To report the midterm status of the prescription, the phase
of the first harmonic is shown in Fig. 3. The top panel
shows the phase derived with data from January 1 2004 to
December 31 2010 for the larger array, that corresponds to
the analysis in [5] and from September 12 2007 to April
11 2011 for the infill. The bottom panel is derived with
data since June 25 2011 up to December 31, 2012. At this
stage, the values as derived from the analysis applied to the
infill array are still affected by large uncertainties. On the
other hand, the overall behavior of the points as derived
from the analysis applied to the regular array shows good
agreement with equation 4, using the same parameters as
the ones derived with data prior to 2011. The final result
of the prescription is expected for 2015, once the required
exposure is reached.

DE[EeV] mean noise
0.25 - 0.5 5 ⇥ 10�3

0.5 - 1 5 ⇥ 10�3

1 - 2 3.5 ⇥ 10�3

2 - 4 6.8 ⇥ 10�3

4 - 8 1.4 ⇥ 10�2

> 8 2.0 ⇥ 10�2

Table 2: Mean noise in each energy interval considered in
the analysis of the regular array. The analysis performed
in the two first energy bins uses the E-W method, which
explains why the mean noise is about two times larger thanp

p/N.

4 Discussion and conclusions
We have searched for large scale patterns in the arrival di-
rections of events recorded at the Pierre Auger Observa-
tory. No statistically significant deviation from isotropy is
revealed within the systematic uncertainties. The probabil-
ities for the dipole amplitudes that are measured to arise
by chance from an isotropic flux are of about 0.03% in the
energy range from 1-2 EeV, 0.9% for 2-4 EeV and 0.1%
above 8 EeV.

These are interesting hints for large scale anisotropies
that will be important to further scrutinise with independent
data. In addition, the intriguing possibility of a smooth
transition from a common phase compatible with the right
ascension of the Galactic Center at energies below 1 EeV to
a phase around 100� above 5 EeV will be specifically tested
through a prescribed test.
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Fig. 10.— Celestial map of photon flux upper limits in
h
photons
km2·yr

i
illustrated in Galactic

coordinates.

The energy flux in TeV gamma rays exceeds 1 eV cm�2 s�1 for some Galactic sources with579

a di↵erential spectral index of E�2 (Hinton & Hofmann 2009; H.E.S.S. 2011). A source580

with a di↵erential spectral index of E�2 puts out equal energy in each decade, resulting in581

an expected energy flux of 1 eV cm�2 s�1 in the EeV decade. No energy flux that strong582

in EeV photons is observed from any target direction, including directions of TeV sources583

such as Centaurus A or the Galactic center region. This flux would have been detected with584

> 5� significance, even after penalizing for the large number of trials (using Eqn. 6 and585

Eqn. 7). Furthermore, an energy flux of 0.25 eV cm�2 s�1 would yield an excess of at least586

5� for median exposure targets. If we make the conservative assumption that all detected587

photons are at the upper energy bound, a flux of 1.44 eV cm�2 s�1 would be detectable.588

This result for median exposure targets is independent of the assumed photon spectral589

index, and implies that we can exclude a photon flux greater than 1.44 eV cm�2 s�1 with590

5� significance.591
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j(E) = j0 +jE arctan
✓

log10 (E/EeV )� µ

s

◆
(4)

To report the midterm status of the prescription, the phase
of the first harmonic is shown in Fig. 3. The top panel
shows the phase derived with data from January 1 2004 to
December 31 2010 for the larger array, that corresponds to
the analysis in [5] and from September 12 2007 to April
11 2011 for the infill. The bottom panel is derived with
data since June 25 2011 up to December 31, 2012. At this
stage, the values as derived from the analysis applied to the
infill array are still affected by large uncertainties. On the
other hand, the overall behavior of the points as derived
from the analysis applied to the regular array shows good
agreement with equation 4, using the same parameters as
the ones derived with data prior to 2011. The final result
of the prescription is expected for 2015, once the required
exposure is reached.

DE[EeV] mean noise
0.25 - 0.5 5 ⇥ 10�3

0.5 - 1 5 ⇥ 10�3

1 - 2 3.5 ⇥ 10�3

2 - 4 6.8 ⇥ 10�3

4 - 8 1.4 ⇥ 10�2

> 8 2.0 ⇥ 10�2

Table 2: Mean noise in each energy interval considered in
the analysis of the regular array. The analysis performed
in the two first energy bins uses the E-W method, which
explains why the mean noise is about two times larger thanp

p/N.

4 Discussion and conclusions
We have searched for large scale patterns in the arrival di-
rections of events recorded at the Pierre Auger Observa-
tory. No statistically significant deviation from isotropy is
revealed within the systematic uncertainties. The probabil-
ities for the dipole amplitudes that are measured to arise
by chance from an isotropic flux are of about 0.03% in the
energy range from 1-2 EeV, 0.9% for 2-4 EeV and 0.1%
above 8 EeV.

These are interesting hints for large scale anisotropies
that will be important to further scrutinise with independent
data. In addition, the intriguing possibility of a smooth
transition from a common phase compatible with the right
ascension of the Galactic Center at energies below 1 EeV to
a phase around 100� above 5 EeV will be specifically tested
through a prescribed test.
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Figure 4: The contributions of different components to the
average signal as a function of zenith angle, for stations at 1
km from the shower core, in simulated 10 EeV proton air
showers illustrated for QGSJET-II-04. The signal size is
measured in units of vertical equivalent muons (VEM), the
calibrated unit of SD signal size [18].

where � is the energy scaling of the muonic signal; it has the
value 0.89 in both the EPOS and QGSJET-II simulations,
independent of composition [19].

Finally, the variance of S(1000) with respect to Sresc must
be estimated for each event. Contributions to the variance
are of two types: the intrinsic shower-to-shower variance in
the ground signal for a given LP, sshwr, and the variance due
to limitations in reconstructing and simulating the shower,
srec and ssim. The total variance for event i and primary
type j, is s2

i, j = s2
rec,i +s2

sim,i, j +s2
shwr,i, j.

sshwr is the variance in the ground signals of showers
with matching LPs. This arises due to shower-to-shower
fluctuations in the shower development which result in
varying amounts of energy being transferred to the EM and
hadronic shower components, even for showers with fixed
Xmax and energy. sshwr is irreducible, as it is independent
from the detector resolution and statistics of the simulated
showers. It is determined by calculating the variance in the
ground signals of the simulated events from their respective
means, for each primary type and HEG; it is typically
� 16% of Sresc for proton initiated showers and 5% for iron
initiated showers.

srec contains i) the uncertainty in the reconstruction of
S(1000), ii) the uncertainty in Sresc due to the uncertainty
in the calorimetric energy measurement, and iii) the uncer-
tainty in Sresc due to the uncertainty in Xmax; srec is typi-
cally 12% of Sresc. ssim contains the uncertainty in Sresc due
to the uncertainty in Sµ and SEM from the S(1000)�wµ fit
and to the limited statistics from having only three simu-
lated events; ssim is typically 10% of Sresc for proton initi-
ated showers and 4% for iron initated showers.

The resultant model of si, j is checked using the 59 events,
of the 411, which are observed with two FD eyes whose
individual reconstructions pass all required selection cuts
for this analysis. The variance in the Sresc of each eye is
compared to the model for the ensemble of events. All
the contributions to si, j are present in this comparison
except for sshwr and the uncertainty in the reconstructed
S(1000). The variance of Sresc in multi-eye events is well
represented by the estimated uncertainties using the model.
In addition, the maximum-likelihood fit is also performed
where sshwr is a free parameter rather than taken from the
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Figure 5: The best-fit values of RE and Rµ for QGSJET-II-
04 and EPOS-LHC, for mixed and pure proton composi-
tions. The ellipses show the one-sigma statistical uncertain-
ties. The grey boxes show the estimated systematic uncer-
tainties as described in the text; these will be refined in a
forthcoming journal paper.

models; no significant difference is found between the value
of sshwr from the models, and that recovered when it is a fit
parameter.

The results of the fit for RE and Rµ are shown in Fig.
5 and Table 1 for each HEG. The ellipses show the one-
sigma statistical uncertainty region in the RE �Rµ plane.
The systematic uncertainties in the event reconstruction
of Xmax, EFD and S(1000) are propagated through the
analysis by shifting the reconstructed central values by their
one-sigma systematic uncertainties; this is shown by the
grey rectangles.1 As a benchmark, the results for a purely
protonic composition are given as well2.

The signal deficit is smallest (the best-fit Rµ is the closest
to unity) in the mixed composition case with EPOS. As
shown in Fig. 6, the primary difference between the ground
signals predicted by the two models is the size of the muonic
signal, which is �15(20)% larger for EPOS-LHC than
QGSJET-II-04, in the pure proton (mixed composition)
cases respectively. EPOS benefits more than QGSJET-II
when using a mixed composition because the mean primary
mass determined from the Xmax data is larger in EPOS than
in QGSJET-II [20].

4 Discussion and Summary
In this work, we have used hybrid showers of the Pierre
Auger Observatory to quantify the disparity between state-
of-the-art hadronic interaction modeling and observed at-
mospheric air showers of UHECRs. The most important ad-
vance with respect to earlier versions of this analysis[21], in
addition to now having a much larger hybrid dataset and im-
proved shower reconstruction, is the extension of the anal-

1. The values of ssim, srec and sshwr and the treatment of system-
atic errors used here will be refined with higher statistics Monte
Carlo simulations and using the updated Auger energy and Xmax
uncertainties, for the journal version of this analysis.

2. Respecting the observed Xmax distribution is essential for evalu-
ating shower modeling discrepancies, since atmospheric attenu-
ation depends on the distance-to-ground. This is automatic in
the present analysis, but the simulated LPs – which are selected
to match hybrid events – is a biased subset of all simulated
events for a pure proton composition since with these HEGs
pure proton does not give the observed Xmax distribution.

54

Figure 7: Value of the energy rescaling parameter RE and
muon rescaling parameter Rµ that best represent the Auger
hybrid data at 10 EeV. The predicted energy is compatible
with the observed one (RE is compatible with 1 within the
systematics on the absolute energy scale) while the muon
rescaling parameters demands an increase of at least 20% of
the muon size from the models. ([23]).
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Figure 8: Conversion of the Xmax and Xµ
max observable

to hlnAi using two different hadronic interaction mod-
els EPOSS-LHC (left) and QGSJetII-04 (right). While
QGSJetIII-04 present a more coherent conversion, EPOS-
LHC offers a better description of the rapidity gap distribu-
tion of p-p collision at the LHC. The modification of this
distribution in EPOS to better reproduce the LHC p-p data is
believed to be responsible for the shift in Xµ

max [53].
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analysis that accounts for the non-uniform exposure in
different parts of the sky we introduce weights in the
classical Rayleigh analysis. Each event is weighted with the
inverse of the integrated number of unitary cells at the local
sidereal time of the event. The Fourier coefficients a and b
of the modified Rayleigh analysis are:

a =
2

N

N

�
i=1

wi cos(�i), b =
2

N

N

�
i=1

wi sin(�i) (2)

where wi � [�Ncell(�0
i )]�1 with �0

i the local sidereal time
of the event with right ascension �i. We express �0

i in
radians and chose it so that it is always equal to the right
ascension of the zenith at the center of the array. The sum
runs over the number N of events in the energy range
considered, and N = �N

i=1 wi. The amplitude r and phase �
are calculated via r =

�
a2 +b2 and � = arctan(b/a). They

follow a Rayleigh and a uniform distributions, respectively,
in the case of underlying isotropy.

Another source of systematic effects is induced by
weather variations, leading both to daily and seasonal mod-
ulations. To eliminate these variations the conversion of
the shower size into energy is performed by relating the
observed shower size to the one that would have been mea-
sured at reference atmospheric conditions. Above 1 EeV,
this procedure is sufficient to control the size of the side-
band amplitude to the level of �10�3 [5]. Below 1 EeV
weather effects have a significant impact also on the de-
tection efficiency for the regular array with 1.5 km spac-
ing, and hence spurious variations of the counting rates are
amplified. Therefore, we adopt in this case the differential
East�West method [6]. This takes into account the differ-
ence between the event counting rate measured from the
East sector, IE(�0), and the West sector IW (�0). Since the
instantaneous exposure for Eastward and Westward events
is the same, this difference allows us to remove, at first or-
der in the direction, effects of experimental or atmospheric
origin without applying any correction, although at the price
of reducing the sensitivity to the first harmonic modulation.
For the case of the infill, we will use only the East-West
method since we are in this case particularly interested in
the very low energies below full efficiency (while above
3⇥1017 eV the most sensitive results are obtained from the
larger statistics accumulated by with the regular array with
1.5 km spacing). The amplitude r and phase � can be calcu-
lated from the arrival times of N events using the standard
first harmonic analysis slightly modified to account for the
subtraction of the Western sector to the Eastern one. The
Fourier coefficients aEW and bEW are defined by:

aEW =
2
N

N

�
i=1

cos(�0
i +�i), bEW =

2
N

N

�
i=1

sin(�0
i +�i) (3)

where �i=0 if the event comes from the East and �i = � if it
comes from the West (in this way the events from the West
are effectively subtracted). The amplitude r of the right as-
cension modulation determined with the Rayleigh formal-
ism is related to rEW =

�
a2

EW +b2
EW through the relation

[5] r = �hcos(� )i
2hsin(q)i rEW . Note that the phase determined with

the East-West method as �EW = arctan(bEW /aEW ) is re-
lated to the phase determined with the Rayleigh formalism
by � = �EW +�/2.

2.2 Analysis at the sidereal frequency
To perform first harmonic analyses as a function of energy,
the choice of the size of the energy bins is important to avoid
the dilution of a genuine signal with the background noise.
The size of the energy bins for the analysis with the array
with 1.5 km spacing was chosen to be � log10(E) = 0.3 be-
low 8 EeV (and one single bin for all energies above 8 EeV
was used). This is larger than the energy resolution. For the
analysis with the infill array a bin size of � log10(E) = 0.6
was used. Data from the larger array was used for energies
above 0.25 EeV, and the infill array was used to comple-
ment this measurements down to 0.01 EeV.
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Figure 1: Equatorial dipole amplitude as a function of
energy. The results of the modified Rayleigh analysis are
shown with black circles and blue triangles corresponds to
the analysis with East-West method, in both cases using data
from the array with 1.5 km spacing. Red squares correspond
to data from the infill array using the East-West method.
The dashed lines are the 99% CL upper values of the
amplitude that could result from fluctuations of an isotropic
distribution.

The Rayleigh amplitude r measured by any observatory
can be used to reveal (or infer) anisotropies projected on
the Earth equatorial plane. In the case of an underlying pure
dipole, the relationship between r and the projection of the
dipole on the Earth equatorial plane, d?, depends on the
latitude of the observatory and on the range of zenith angles
considered : d? � r/hcos� i [5]. d? is the physical quantity
of interest to compare the results of different experiments
and the pure dipole predictions. For the regular array one
has that hcos� i � 0.78 while for the infill this number
results hcos� i � 0.79. The obtained amplitude d? is shown
in Fig. 1 and in Table 1, the dashed line in the plot represents
the upper values of the amplitude which may arise from
fluctuations in an isotropic distribution at 99% CL, denoted
by diso

?99%. Table 1 shows also the number of events, N,
the phase with its associated uncertainty, the probability
P that an amplitude larger or equal than that observed in
the data arises by chance from an isotropic distribution
(P(> r) = exp(�r2N /4)).

Note that in the energy ranges 1-2 and 2-4 EeV the mea-
sured amplitudes of d? of (1.0± 0.2)% and (1.4± 0.5)%
have a probability to arise by chance from an isotropic dis-
tribution of about 0.03% and 0.9%, while above 8 EeV the
measured amplitude of (5.9±1.6)% has chance probabil-
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�(E) = �0 +�E arctan
�

log10 (E/EeV )�µ
s

�
(4)

To report the midterm status of the prescription, the phase
of the first harmonic is shown in Fig. 3. The top panel
shows the phase derived with data from January 1 2004 to
December 31 2010 for the larger array, that corresponds to
the analysis in [5] and from September 12 2007 to April
11 2011 for the infill. The bottom panel is derived with
data since June 25 2011 up to December 31, 2012. At this
stage, the values as derived from the analysis applied to the
infill array are still affected by large uncertainties. On the
other hand, the overall behavior of the points as derived
from the analysis applied to the regular array shows good
agreement with equation 4, using the same parameters as
the ones derived with data prior to 2011. The final result
of the prescription is expected for 2015, once the required
exposure is reached.

�E[EeV] mean noise
0.25 - 0.5 5 ⇥ 10�3

0.5 - 1 5 ⇥ 10�3

1 - 2 3.5 ⇥ 10�3

2 - 4 6.8 ⇥ 10�3

4 - 8 1.4 ⇥ 10�2

> 8 2.0 ⇥ 10�2

Table 2: Mean noise in each energy interval considered in
the analysis of the regular array. The analysis performed
in the two first energy bins uses the E-W method, which
explains why the mean noise is about two times larger than�

�/N.

4 Discussion and conclusions
We have searched for large scale patterns in the arrival di-
rections of events recorded at the Pierre Auger Observa-
tory. No statistically significant deviation from isotropy is
revealed within the systematic uncertainties. The probabil-
ities for the dipole amplitudes that are measured to arise
by chance from an isotropic flux are of about 0.03% in the
energy range from 1-2 EeV, 0.9% for 2-4 EeV and 0.1%
above 8 EeV.

These are interesting hints for large scale anisotropies
that will be important to further scrutinise with independent
data. In addition, the intriguing possibility of a smooth
transition from a common phase compatible with the right
ascension of the Galactic Center at energies below 1 EeV to
a phase around 100� above 5 EeV will be specifically tested
through a prescribed test.
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The phase evolution in the same energy range, also345

shown in Fig. 9, has an interesting behavior with a smooth346

transition from the galactic centre direction (270�) to 90�.347

A prescription associated to this smooth transition was de-348

veloped in April 2011. After 18 month the new and in-349

dependent data set is showing a similar trend [24]. An-350

other 18 month of data collection to reach an aperture of351

21,000 km2 sr with the independent data set is however352

needed before the prescription can be closed and tested.353

It is interesting to note that despite the possible hints354

for CR anisotropy discussed above, any such anisotropy355

would be remarkably small (at the % level). The Auger356

collaboration is therefore able to place stringent limits on357

the equatorial dipole amplitude d? as shown on Fig. 10. In358

this figure, the prediction labeled A and S correspond to a 359

model in which cosmic rays at 1 EeV are predominantly of 360

galactic origin. They escape from the galaxy by diffusion 361

and drift motion and this causes the predicted anisotropies. 362

A and S stand for two different galactic magnetic field 363

symmetries (antisymmetric and symmetric). In the model 364

labeled Gal [54] a purely galactic origin is assumed for 365

all cosmic rays up to the highest energies. In this case 366

the anisotropy is caused by purely diffusive motion due 367

to the turbulent component of the magnetic field. Some 368

of these amplitudes are challenged by our current bounds. 369

The prediction labeled C-G Xgal is the expectation from 370

the Compton-Getting effect for extragalactic cosmic rays 371

due to the motion of our galaxy with respect to the frame 372
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• Auger provides a wealth of high quality data
• We observe a coherent bahavior of observables

• The origin of the flux suppression remains an open problem
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The Role of
Hadronic Interactions
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Xmax compared to Pre-LHC models

<Xmax> RMS(Xmax)
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Xmax compared to Post-LHC models

LHC data have been very useful for
tuning of  interaction models

<Xmax> RMS(Xmax)

see talk by H. Menjo this morning
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p-Air Cross-Section from Xmax distribution

Data: 1018 eV < E < 1018.5 eV

In practice: σp-Air  by tuning models 
to describe Λ seen in data

X1: point of 1st interaction
ΔX1

ΔXmax ≈ X1

Difficulties:
• mass composition can alter Λ
• fluctuations in Xmax

• experimental resolution ~ 20 g/cm2

Λint

top of atmosphere



Inelastic Proton-Proton Cross-Section

Standard Glauber conversion + propagation of modeling uncertainties
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p-Air and pp Cross section @ √s=57 TeV
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Same measured Event
with predicted signals for p and Fe 

Interaction Models underestimate Muon-numbers

38

Models underestimate 
µ-content of EAS by 30-60%

models

independent tests e.g. using shower
universality yield the same results

Measured event 
with matching p and Fe-simulations

G.R. Farrar et al., Muon content of hybrid PAO CRs
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Figure 4: The contributions of different components to the
average signal as a function of zenith angle, for stations at 1
km from the shower core, in simulated 10 EeV proton air
showers illustrated for QGSJET-II-04. The signal size is
measured in units of vertical equivalent muons (VEM), the
calibrated unit of SD signal size [18].

where a is the energy scaling of the muonic signal; it has the
value 0.89 in both the EPOS and QGSJET-II simulations,
independent of composition [19].

Finally, the variance of S(1000) with respect to Sresc must
be estimated for each event. Contributions to the variance
are of two types: the intrinsic shower-to-shower variance in
the ground signal for a given LP, sshwr, and the variance due
to limitations in reconstructing and simulating the shower,
srec and ssim. The total variance for event i and primary
type j, is s

2
i, j = s

2
rec,i +s

2
sim,i, j +s

2
shwr,i, j.

sshwr is the variance in the ground signals of showers
with matching LPs. This arises due to shower-to-shower
fluctuations in the shower development which result in
varying amounts of energy being transferred to the EM and
hadronic shower components, even for showers with fixed
Xmax and energy. sshwr is irreducible, as it is independent
from the detector resolution and statistics of the simulated
showers. It is determined by calculating the variance in the
ground signals of the simulated events from their respective
means, for each primary type and HEG; it is typically
⇡ 16% of Sresc for proton initiated showers and 5% for iron
initiated showers.

srec contains i) the uncertainty in the reconstruction of
S(1000), ii) the uncertainty in Sresc due to the uncertainty
in the calorimetric energy measurement, and iii) the uncer-
tainty in Sresc due to the uncertainty in Xmax; srec is typi-
cally 12% of Sresc. ssim contains the uncertainty in Sresc due
to the uncertainty in S

µ

and SEM from the S(1000)�w
µ

fit
and to the limited statistics from having only three simu-
lated events; ssim is typically 10% of Sresc for proton initi-
ated showers and 4% for iron initated showers.

The resultant model of si, j is checked using the 59 events,
of the 411, which are observed with two FD eyes whose
individual reconstructions pass all required selection cuts
for this analysis. The variance in the Sresc of each eye is
compared to the model for the ensemble of events. All
the contributions to si, j are present in this comparison
except for sshwr and the uncertainty in the reconstructed
S(1000). The variance of Sresc in multi-eye events is well
represented by the estimated uncertainties using the model.
In addition, the maximum-likelihood fit is also performed
where sshwr is a free parameter rather than taken from the
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Figure 5: The best-fit values of RE and R
µ

for QGSJET-II-
04 and EPOS-LHC, for mixed and pure proton composi-
tions. The ellipses show the one-sigma statistical uncertain-
ties. The grey boxes show the estimated systematic uncer-
tainties as described in the text; these will be refined in a
forthcoming journal paper.

models; no significant difference is found between the value
of sshwr from the models, and that recovered when it is a fit
parameter.

The results of the fit for RE and R
µ

are shown in Fig.
5 and Table 1 for each HEG. The ellipses show the one-
sigma statistical uncertainty region in the RE � R

µ

plane.
The systematic uncertainties in the event reconstruction
of Xmax, EFD and S(1000) are propagated through the
analysis by shifting the reconstructed central values by their
one-sigma systematic uncertainties; this is shown by the
grey rectangles.1 As a benchmark, the results for a purely
protonic composition are given as well2.

The signal deficit is smallest (the best-fit R
µ

is the closest
to unity) in the mixed composition case with EPOS. As
shown in Fig. 6, the primary difference between the ground
signals predicted by the two models is the size of the muonic
signal, which is ⇡15(20)% larger for EPOS-LHC than
QGSJET-II-04, in the pure proton (mixed composition)
cases respectively. EPOS benefits more than QGSJET-II
when using a mixed composition because the mean primary
mass determined from the Xmax data is larger in EPOS than
in QGSJET-II [20].

4 Discussion and Summary
In this work, we have used hybrid showers of the Pierre
Auger Observatory to quantify the disparity between state-
of-the-art hadronic interaction modeling and observed at-
mospheric air showers of UHECRs. The most important ad-
vance with respect to earlier versions of this analysis[21], in
addition to now having a much larger hybrid dataset and im-
proved shower reconstruction, is the extension of the anal-

1. The values of ssim, srec and sshwr and the treatment of system-
atic errors used here will be refined with higher statistics Monte
Carlo simulations and using the updated Auger energy and Xmax
uncertainties, for the journal version of this analysis.

2. Respecting the observed Xmax distribution is essential for evalu-
ating shower modeling discrepancies, since atmospheric attenu-
ation depends on the distance-to-ground. This is automatic in
the present analysis, but the simulated LPs – which are selected
to match hybrid events – is a biased subset of all simulated
events for a pure proton composition since with these HEGs
pure proton does not give the observed Xmax distribution.
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The muon content of UHECR air showers observed by the Pierre Auger Observatory

The Pierre Auger Collaboration
(Dated: January 17, 2014)

The hybrid events of the Pierre Auger Observatory are used to test the leading, LHC-tuned,
hadronic interaction models. For each of 411 well-reconstructed hybrid events collected at the
Auger Observatory with energy 1018.8

− 1019.2 eV, simulated events with a matching longitudinal
profile have been produced using QGSJET-II-04 and EPOS-LHC, for proton, He, N, and Fe pri-
maries. The ground signals of simulated events have a factor 1.3-1.6 deficit of hadronically-produced
muons relative to observed showers, depending on which high energy event generator is used, and
whether the composition mix is chosen to reproduce the observed Xmax distribution or a pure proton
composition is assumed. The analysis allows for a possible overall rescaling of the energy, however
it proves not to be needed.

PACS numbers: Pierre Auger Observatory, ultra-high energy cosmic rays, muons, hadronic interactions

INTRODUCTION

The ground-level muonic component of ultra-high en-
ergy (UHE) air showers is sensitive to hadronic parti-
cle interactions at all stages in the air shower cascade,
and to many properties of hadronic interactions such
as the multiplicity, elasticity, fraction of secondary pi-
ons which are neutral, and the baryon-to-pion ratio [1].
Air shower simulations rely upon hadronic event gener-
ators (HEGs), such as QGSJET-II [2], EPOS [3], and
SIBYLL [4]. The HEGs are tuned on accelerator exper-
iments, but when applied to air showers they must be
extrapolated to energies inaccessible to accelerators and
to phase-space regions not well-covered by existing ac-
celerator experiments. These extrapolations result in a
large spread in the predictions of the various HEGs for
the muon production in air showers [5].

The hybrid nature of the Pierre Auger Observatory,
combining both fluorescence telescopes (FD) [6] and sur-
face detector array (SD) [7], provides an excellent experi-
mental setup for testing and constraining models of high-
energy hadronic interactions. Thousands of air showers
have been collected which have a reconstructed energy
estimator in both the SD and FD. The measurement of
the longitudinal profile (LP) constrains the shower devel-
opment and thus the signal predicted for the SD, at the
individual event level.

PRODUCTION OF SIMULATED EVENTS

In the present study, we compare the observed ground
signal of individual hybrid events to the ground signal
of simulated showers with matching LPs. The data
we use for this study are the 411 hybrid events with
1018.8 < E < 1019.2 eV recorded between 1 January 2004
and 31 December 2012 and satisfying the event quality
selection cuts in [8, 9]. This energy range is sufficient to
have adequate statistics while being small enough that
the primary cosmic ray mass composition does not evolve
significantly.

For each event in this data set we generate Monte Carlo
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FIG. 1. Top: The measured longitudinal profile of a typical
air shower with two of its matching simulated air showers, for
a proton and an iron primary, simulated using QGSJET-II-
04. Bottom: The observed and simulated ground signals for
the same event.

(MC) simulated events with a matching LP, as follows:
• Generate a set of showers with the same geometry and
energy, until 12 of them have an Xmax value within the
1-σ reconstruction uncertainty of the real event.
• Among those 12 generated showers select, based on the
χ2-fit, the 3 which best reproduce the observed longitu-
dinal profile (LP).
• For each of those 3 showers do a full detector simu-
lation and generate SD signals for comparison with the
data. We produce three simulated showers to adequately
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estimator in both the SD and FD. The measurement of
the longitudinal profile (LP) constrains the shower devel-
opment and thus the signal predicted for the SD, at the
individual event level.

PRODUCTION OF SIMULATED EVENTS

In the present study, we compare the observed ground
signal of individual hybrid events to the ground signal
of simulated showers with matching LPs. The data
we use for this study are the 411 hybrid events with
1018.8 < E < 1019.2 eV recorded between 1 January 2004
and 31 December 2012 and satisfying the event quality
selection cuts in [8, 9]. This energy range is sufficient to
have adequate statistics while being small enough that
the primary cosmic ray mass composition does not evolve
significantly.

For each event in this data set we generate Monte Carlo
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FIG. 1. Top: The measured longitudinal profile of a typical
air shower with two of its matching simulated air showers, for
a proton and an iron primary, simulated using QGSJET-II-
04. Bottom: The observed and simulated ground signals for
the same event.

(MC) simulated events with a matching LP, as follows:
• Generate a set of showers with the same geometry and
energy, until 12 of them have an Xmax value within the
1-σ reconstruction uncertainty of the real event.
• Among those 12 generated showers select, based on the
χ2-fit, the 3 which best reproduce the observed longitu-
dinal profile (LP).
• For each of those 3 showers do a full detector simu-
lation and generate SD signals for comparison with the
data. We produce three simulated showers to adequately
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• Clear observation of flux suppression

• Strongest existing bounds on EeV ν and γ
• Strongest existing bounds on large scale anisotropies

• First hints on directional correlations to nearby matter

• Increasingly heavier composition above ankle

• pp cross section at ~10*ELHC, LIV-bounds, ...

• muon deficit in models at highest energies

• geophysics (elfes, solar physics, aerosols...)

Major Achievements
in the first 6 years of operation

40
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Science Goals of Auger Upgrade

41

1. Elucidate the origin of the flux suppression,
    i.e. GZK vs. maximum energy scenario

- fundamental constraints on UHECR sources
- galactic vs extragalactic origin
- reliable prediction of GZK ν- and -γ fluxes

2. Search for a flux contribution of protons up to
    the highest energies at a level of ~ 10%

- proton astronomy up to highest energies
- prospects of future UHECR experiments

3. Study of extensive air showers and hadronic
    multiparticle production above √s=70 TeV

- particle physics beyond man-made accelerators
- derivation of constraints on new physics phenomena
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Q1: GZK effect or Exhausted Sources ?

43
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Q3: Hadronic Interactions (1019 eV)

45

Inelastic Proton-Proton Cross-Section

Standard Glauber conversion + propagation of modeling uncertainties
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LHC
G.R. Farrar et al., Muon content of hybrid PAO CRs

33RD INTERNATIONAL COSMIC RAY CONFERENCE, RIO DE JANEIRO 2013
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Figure 4: The contributions of different components to the
average signal as a function of zenith angle, for stations at 1
km from the shower core, in simulated 10 EeV proton air
showers illustrated for QGSJET-II-04. The signal size is
measured in units of vertical equivalent muons (VEM), the
calibrated unit of SD signal size [18].

where a is the energy scaling of the muonic signal; it has the
value 0.89 in both the EPOS and QGSJET-II simulations,
independent of composition [19].

Finally, the variance of S(1000) with respect to Sresc must
be estimated for each event. Contributions to the variance
are of two types: the intrinsic shower-to-shower variance in
the ground signal for a given LP, sshwr, and the variance due
to limitations in reconstructing and simulating the shower,
srec and ssim. The total variance for event i and primary
type j, is s

2
i, j = s

2
rec,i +s

2
sim,i, j +s

2
shwr,i, j.

sshwr is the variance in the ground signals of showers
with matching LPs. This arises due to shower-to-shower
fluctuations in the shower development which result in
varying amounts of energy being transferred to the EM and
hadronic shower components, even for showers with fixed
Xmax and energy. sshwr is irreducible, as it is independent
from the detector resolution and statistics of the simulated
showers. It is determined by calculating the variance in the
ground signals of the simulated events from their respective
means, for each primary type and HEG; it is typically
⇡ 16% of Sresc for proton initiated showers and 5% for iron
initiated showers.

srec contains i) the uncertainty in the reconstruction of
S(1000), ii) the uncertainty in Sresc due to the uncertainty
in the calorimetric energy measurement, and iii) the uncer-
tainty in Sresc due to the uncertainty in Xmax; srec is typi-
cally 12% of Sresc. ssim contains the uncertainty in Sresc due
to the uncertainty in S

µ

and SEM from the S(1000)�w
µ

fit
and to the limited statistics from having only three simu-
lated events; ssim is typically 10% of Sresc for proton initi-
ated showers and 4% for iron initated showers.

The resultant model of si, j is checked using the 59 events,
of the 411, which are observed with two FD eyes whose
individual reconstructions pass all required selection cuts
for this analysis. The variance in the Sresc of each eye is
compared to the model for the ensemble of events. All
the contributions to si, j are present in this comparison
except for sshwr and the uncertainty in the reconstructed
S(1000). The variance of Sresc in multi-eye events is well
represented by the estimated uncertainties using the model.
In addition, the maximum-likelihood fit is also performed
where sshwr is a free parameter rather than taken from the
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Figure 5: The best-fit values of RE and R
µ

for QGSJET-II-
04 and EPOS-LHC, for mixed and pure proton composi-
tions. The ellipses show the one-sigma statistical uncertain-
ties. The grey boxes show the estimated systematic uncer-
tainties as described in the text; these will be refined in a
forthcoming journal paper.

models; no significant difference is found between the value
of sshwr from the models, and that recovered when it is a fit
parameter.

The results of the fit for RE and R
µ

are shown in Fig.
5 and Table 1 for each HEG. The ellipses show the one-
sigma statistical uncertainty region in the RE � R

µ

plane.
The systematic uncertainties in the event reconstruction
of Xmax, EFD and S(1000) are propagated through the
analysis by shifting the reconstructed central values by their
one-sigma systematic uncertainties; this is shown by the
grey rectangles.1 As a benchmark, the results for a purely
protonic composition are given as well2.

The signal deficit is smallest (the best-fit R
µ

is the closest
to unity) in the mixed composition case with EPOS. As
shown in Fig. 6, the primary difference between the ground
signals predicted by the two models is the size of the muonic
signal, which is ⇡15(20)% larger for EPOS-LHC than
QGSJET-II-04, in the pure proton (mixed composition)
cases respectively. EPOS benefits more than QGSJET-II
when using a mixed composition because the mean primary
mass determined from the Xmax data is larger in EPOS than
in QGSJET-II [20].

4 Discussion and Summary
In this work, we have used hybrid showers of the Pierre
Auger Observatory to quantify the disparity between state-
of-the-art hadronic interaction modeling and observed at-
mospheric air showers of UHECRs. The most important ad-
vance with respect to earlier versions of this analysis[21], in
addition to now having a much larger hybrid dataset and im-
proved shower reconstruction, is the extension of the anal-

1. The values of ssim, srec and sshwr and the treatment of system-
atic errors used here will be refined with higher statistics Monte
Carlo simulations and using the updated Auger energy and Xmax
uncertainties, for the journal version of this analysis.

2. Respecting the observed Xmax distribution is essential for evalu-
ating shower modeling discrepancies, since atmospheric attenu-
ation depends on the distance-to-ground. This is automatic in
the present analysis, but the simulated LPs – which are selected
to match hybrid events – is a biased subset of all simulated
events for a pure proton composition since with these HEGs
pure proton does not give the observed Xmax distribution.
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(Auger Collaboration, ICRC 2013 & 1307.5059)
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Up to know, composition based solely on Fluorescence 
Telescopes, duty cycle ~10-15%
(different operation modus planned to yield factor ~2)
➙ most effectively achieved by upgrade of surface detectors
    (duty cycle 100%)
➙ immediate boost in statistics by a factor of ~10 !

classical approach:
enhance electromagnetic/muonic separation of stations
(and time resolution) 

Answering the science questions requires
composition sensitivity event-by-event
into the flux suppression region
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Nµmax  vs  Xmax
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Muons may even outperform Xmax

at highest energies !
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Different Upgrade Options under Study
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Proposed Project

We need mass composition on an event by event basis with high statistics

Upgrade of the Pierre Auger Observatory

– Segmentation of surface detector stations

– First prototypes are being built (2013/2014)

Proposal

– Development of calibration and analysis tools

– Determination of the mass composition using the engineering array

Integration in the Helmholtz Association and KIT

– World leading experts on cosmic rays at KIT (IKP, IEKP, IPE)

– The proposed project is an essential part of the Helmholtz Program for
Astroparticle Physics and KSETA

– High impact and visibility of HNG expected

3 / 3

Scintillator on top
(ASCII)

segmented tank
(LSD)

RPCs below
(Marta)

Scintillators in
ground (AMIGA-Grande, TOSCA)

plus new electronics
to facilitate readout 
and improve WCDs

Need to improve on em/mu separation in EAS



!1

Participation of Mexico in the Auger Upgrade 
ASC-II: Auger Scintillators for Composition II!
Scintillation detector of 2 m2 !
27 strips of 1.8 m x 4cm x 1cm with WLS   
optics fibers and a 1/2 “ PMT 

WCD: muon, electrons and gammas. 
ASCII sensible to muons and electrons 
AMIGA: muons of high energy 
Universality: Xmax, E, Nmu + geometría 600-800m from core and E > 1019 eV
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ASCII (Scintillator on Top)
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LSD (segmented tanks)
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Figure 8: Separation power white top. 30EeV9
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MARTA (RPCs below)
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discrimination power of the
integrated muon LDF at 1019 eV
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AMIGA-Grande (Scintillators in ground)
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Measured LDF for a shower with reconstructed
energy of 1.1·1019 eV

WCD

AMIGA
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TOSCA (Scintillators in ground)
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AMIGA like
scintillator bars

expected µ-resolution
for 4 m2 muon coverage

Prototype working
in field
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Electronics
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Time Line and Plans of Upgrade
Planned Cost Target:
~ 20 % of initial investment ➙ 10-12 MUSD (~8-10 M€)

Time Line:

55

2013201320132013 2014201420142014 2015201520152015 2016201620162016 2017201720172017 2018201820182018

Science Proposal subm •
Review of Science Proposal •
Prototyping in field X X X X

Selection of Prototype

Submission of TDR •
Final Evaluation X X

Seeking funds / construction • X X X X X X X X X X

take data X X X X X X X X X X X X ➙ 

upgrade finished •

data taking into 2023 will double the statistics
of all data up to 2015

prelim. positive report to FB by SAC in 11/2013

•

detailed review last week

now
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Conclusions

➙ factor of ~10 in statistics for composition measurements
➙ GZK vs maximum energy
➙ allow p-astronomy (composition enhanced anisotropy)
➙ learn about global features of hadronic interactions at 
    √s > 70 TeV
➙ decisive prediction of UHE (cosmogenic) ν-fluxes
➙ decisive for next generation UHECR Experiments

56

Auger is well in place
to address these questions for the next decade

Enhancing the surface detector array for better 
em/mu separation will boost the science of Auger
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Thank you
for your attention!

Photo by Steven Saffi




