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The distribution of shower maxima of UHECR air showers
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Abstract: We present the measurementX®f,.«, the depth of the maximum of the longitudinal development of ultra
high energy air showers, with the fluorescence detector of the PiegerAdbservatory. After giving an update on the
average and fluctuations of,,.x with 80% more data than previously published, we discuss the distributiois,of

for different energies and compare it to the predictions of air shoivarlations for different primary particles.

Keywords: UHECR, The Pierre Auger Observatory, mass composition, showenraa

1 Introduction mation about the mass of the primary cosmic ray, but the
whole distribution is sensitive to the mass composition.

Measuring the cosmic ray composition at the highest emwe expect the maximum of the shower to behave as
ergies, along with other measurements such as the flux and
the arrival direction distribution, is a key to separatedtie a(lnE—Ind)+p3
ferent scenarios of origin and propagation of cosmic rays. . .
The composition cannot be determined from direct me 15 funlctlon t(')f the fﬁergﬁff"”%the rt?]aSSlhOf the primary.
surements but must be inferred from measurements of t Qtﬁe ongagn ri edllsXe ine dlas 5 eTCh ange QX‘F”‘>
shower that the cosmic ray primary produces in the atme‘\fr;d entre]rgfy “;h_ q { T\?ﬂx>n/ Oén' netﬁararme er;?
sphere. The atmospheric depth at which this shower at e close he dependency Alnax On e properties
tains its maximum sizeX ..., carries information about of the hadr(_)nlc mteractlon_s. There are different theereti
the mass of the primary particle and the characteristié:sal _calculat|o_ns extrz_ipolatmg the avallgble data to the en
of hadronic interactions at very high energy. For a give rgies of the interaction between the primary and the atmo-
Shoer. X, i b determined by e depn o e s FLSTE JUOEEn ) ek, o b e 0 o0 e
interaction of the primary in the atmosphere, plus the de ) . I

P y P b pﬂ|es [3, 4]. The different hadronic models predict diffdren

hat it takes th lop. Th h of the first iA- . .
thatit takes the cascade to develop e depth of the first alues forX .., but its dependence on the mass of the pri-

teraction is expected to be a decreasing function of the log- X 1ax: . ) .
P 9 ary is qualitatively compatible with the model described

arithm of the primary energy, while the depth of the ShOWehere: at a given energy, we expect that for lighter primaries

development rises d8(F) [1]. The measured distribution 2 :
of X,,ax results from the folding of the distribution of the the distribution qumafx W'!l be deeper and broader than
he one for heavier primaries.

depth of the first interaction, the shower to shower deve}—

opment fluctuations, and the detector resolution. We use data from the Fluorescence Detector (FD) of the
The superposition model allows a qualitative treatment cﬁlerre Auger Obsgrvatory [5] to measure the d|str|bu.t|on
of X ..« for ultra high energy cosmic ray showers. First

different nuclear primaries of mask at a given energy,
P g 9% we present an update of the measurements\gf.) and

it describes the shower as a superpositiod aghowers of . . o .
energyE/A. Under this assumption the depth of the maxPLMS (Xmax) @s afunction of energy with 80% more statis-

imum of the cascade will be linear witn(E) — In(A)). tics thar_1 pre_viously reported [6]. In_ad_ditiqn, we present,
Showers of heavier nuclear primaries will develop fastefPr the firsttime, the measuretn,a, distributions.

that lighter ones. At the same time the fluctuations of the

first interaction will be reduced (by less thafv/Adueto 2 Data Analysis

correlations between the interactions of the differentexuc

ons). Thus not only the mean value B, carries infor- - pa¢s taken by the Pierre Auger Observatory between De-

cember 2004 and September 2010 are used here. The Sur-
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Figure 1: The resolution aX,,.x obtained using events recorded
simultaneously from two FD stations, compared to a detailed
Monte Carlo simulation.
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face Detector (SD) has 1660 water detector stations ar-
ranged in a 1.5 km triangular grid and sensitive to the 30 11 TN +
shower particles at the ground. The FD has 27 tele- B s ISR A
scopes overlooking the SD, housed in 5 different stations,
recording UV light emitted in the de-excitation of nitro- 10
gen molecules in the atmosphere after the passage of the bl N
charged particles of a shower. The shower geometry is re- E [eV]
constructed from the arrival times of the data. The numbeiigure 2: (X nax) (top panel) andRMS (Xmax) (bottom panel)
of fluorescence photons emitted is proportional to the egs & function of the energy. Data (points) are shown with the
ergy deposited in the atmosphere by the shower. Using tRgtdictions for proton and iron for several hadronic interaction
. . models. The number of events in each binis indicated. Systematic
shower geometry and correcting for the attenuation of thg,
light between the shower and the detector, the longitudinal
profile of the shower can be reconstructed. This profile is
fitted to a Gaisser-Hillas function [7] to determit&,.x  we require data from at least one SD station, we place an

and the energy of the shower [8]. energy dependent cut on both the shower zenith angle and
We follow the analysis already reported in [6]. We considethe distance of the SD station to the reconstructed core so
only showers reconstructed using FD data and that havetB€ trigger probability of a single station at these energie
least a signal in one of the SD stations measured in coinds saturated for both proton and iron primaries.

dence. The geometry for these events is determined with &nally, requiring that the shower maximum is observed
angular uncertainty of 0°g9]. The aerosol content in the means that, for some shower geometries, we could intro-
atmosphere is monitored constantly during data taking [1@uce a composition dependent bias in our data. This is
and only events for which a reliable measurement of thavoided using only geometries for which we are able to
aerosol optical depth exists are considered. Also the cloutbserve the full range of th& .., distribution.

content is monitored nightly across the array and periodg; the end 6744 events (42% of those that pass the quality
with excessive cloud coverage are rejected. Furthermorgyis) remain above0'® eV. The systematic uncertainty

i : 2 . .' .
we reject events with &°/Ndf greater than 2.5 when the i, the energy reconstruction of the FD events is 22% The
profile is fitted to a Gaisser-Hillas, as this could indicéi@ t (o5o|ytion inX,,,. is at the level of 2Q;/cm? over the en-
presence of residual clouds. The total statistical untyta  erqy range considered. This resolution is estimated with a

in the reconstruction oX..x is calculated including the {etaijled simulation of the detector and cross-checkedjusin

uncertainties due to the geometry reconstruction and to thes gifference in the reconstructad, .. when one event is
atmospheric conditions. Events with uncertainties abov§yserved by two or more FD stations (Fig. 1).

40 ¢g/cm? are rejected. We also reject events that have an

angle between the shower and the telescope smaller than

2(° to account for the difficulties of reconstructing their3 Results and discussion

geometry and for their high fraction of Cherenkov light. Fi-

nally, in order to reliably determind’,,,,,. we require that In Fig. 2 we present the updated results {6f,,.,) and
the maximum has been actually observed within the fielg VS (Xmax) Using 13 bins ofAlog E = 0.1 below
of view of the FD. 15979 events pass this quality selection.0'® eV and Alog E = 0.2 above. An energy depen-
Another set of cuts is used to ensure that the data samplelgnt correction ranging from 3.&/cm? (at 10 eV) to

unbiased with respect to the cosmic ray composition. Since0.3 g/cm? (at7.2-10' eV, the highest energy event) has
been applied to the data to correct for a small bias observed

—
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certainties are indicated as a band.
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Figure 3: Distribution ofX,,.x. The values of the energy limits and the number of events selected aratadifor each panel.
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09(E) distribution as the energy increases can be clearly obderve

from the figures. This reduction is even more striking for
the tail of the distribution towards deef,,...: the proton-
like tail at low energy gives gradually way to much more
symmetric distributions with smaller tails.

For most of the models, the data would have to be adjusted
within their systematic uncertainties to simultaneously
match both{ X ,,.x) andRMS (X ,ax) t0 @ given composi-
tion mixture (X ,ax) downward andRMS (X,.x) upward
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obks o and/or the energy scale upward). As can be seen in Fig. 2,
Xy - < X [Q/CIP] the MC predictions are more uncertain for {H€,,..) than
18 0@ > 104 for the fluctuations. This is mainly due to the additional de-

pendence of X,,,.x) on the multiplicity in hadronic inter-
actions [3]. In Fig. 4 we therefore compare gtepeof the
distributions, X ,ax — (Xmax), to MC predictions for dif-
ferent compositions and hadronic interaction models. As
can be seen, in this representation the various models pre-
dict a nearly universal shape. At low energy, the shape of
the data is compatible with a very light or mixed compo-
sition, whereas at high energies, the narrow shape would
favour a significant fraction of nuclei (CNO or heavier). It

ot e Tad 1 T TS =N is, however, worthwhile noting, that both the mixed com-
-300 -200 -100 0 100 200 00 L. . . .

Xinax - < Xmax™ [9/CNP] position and the pure iron predictions are at odds with the
Figure 4: Centered distributioX max — (Xmax), for the lowest Measured Xo..x). Also, a significant departure from the
and highest energy bins. Subtraction of the mean allows onjgredictions of the available hadronic models would modify
for the comparison of the shapes of these distributions with thihis interpretation (see [4] for an estimate of the propgerti
superimposed MC simulations (see text). Mixed is 50% p and F&¢ nadronic interactions up 0185 eV using these data
and [12] for a comparison between our data and some of
6r_1e model predictions).
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when reconstructing Monte Carlo simulated events. The't
tal systematic uncertainty i\X,,,.x) goes from 1Qz/cm?
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Abstract: The surface detector array of the Pierre Auger Observatory provides information about the longitudinal de-
velopment of the hadronic component of extensive air showers in an indirect way. In this contribution we show that it
is possible to reconstruct the Muon Production Depth distribution (MPD) using the FADC traces of surface detectors far
from the shower core. We characterize the goodness of this reconstruction for zenith angles around 60° and different
energies of the primary particle. From the MPDs we define X}, as the depth, along the shower axis, where the number
of muons produced reaches a maximum. We explore the potentiality of X/, as a sensitive parameter to determine the

mass composition of cosmic rays.

Keywords: Muon Production Depth distributions, Pierre Auger Observatory

1 Introduction

The Pierre Auger Observatory was conceived to study the
properties of Ultra-High Energy Cosmic Rays (UHECR).
It is a hybrid detector that combines both surface and flu-
orescence detectors at the same site [1]. The origin and
chemical composition of UHECR are still an enigma. Cur-
rently, the most sensitive parameter to analyse mass com-
position is the depth of the shower maximum, X ,,x, see
e.g. [2, 3], measured by the fluorescence detector (FD) [4].
The fluorescence detector operates only on clear, moonless
nights, so its duty cycle is small (about 13 %). On the other
hand, the surface detector array (SD) [5] has a duty cycle
close to 100 %. This increase in statistics makes any SD-
based observable of great interest to study the composition
of UHECR.

In an extensive air shower (EAS) muons are mainly pro-
duced by the decay of pions and kaons. Their production
points are constrained to a region very close to the shower
axis, of the order of tens of meters [6]. Muons can be taken
as travelling along straight lines to ground, due to the lesser
importance of bremsstrahlung and multiple scattering ef-
fects compared to other geometrical and kinematical fac-
tors. In [6, 7] these features are exploited to build a model
for obtaining the muon production depth (MPD) along the
shower axis. The MPDs are calculated from the muon time
structure at ground. These times are given along with the
times of the other particles reaching ground by the FADCs
of the SD. In this work we show that MPDs provide a phys-

ical observable that can be used as a sensitive parameter to
study the chemical composition of cosmic rays [8].

2 MPD reconstruction

Starting from the time signals that muons produce in the
surface detectors, the model discussed in [6, 7] derives
from geometrical arguments the distribution of muon pro-
duction distance, z:

1 /[ r?

where 7 is the distance from the point at ground to the
shower axis, A is the distance from the same point to the
shower plane and ¢, (geometrical delay) is the time delay
with respect to the shower front plane. The shower front
plane is defined as the plane perpendicular to the shower
axis and moving at the speed of light, c, in the direction
of the shower axis. It contains the first interaction point
and also the core hitting ground. This calculation assumes
that muons travel at the speed of light. If we account
for their finite energy F, the total time delay would be
ct = cty + ct.(E). This extra contribution is dominant
at short distances to the core, where the geometrical time
delay is very small. At large distances (r > 600 m) the
kinematic delay, t., acts as a correction (typically below
20%). It must be subtracted from the measured time delay
prior to the conversion into z, as described in [6, 7].

Equation 1 gives a mapping between the production dis-
tance z and the geometrical delay t, for each point at
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Figure 1: Muon production depth distributions (MPDs) extracted from an iron shower of 10!? eV simulated with
AIRES [10] at two different zenith angles: 41° (left) and 60° (right). The MPD dependence with the distance to the

core is shown.

ground. The production distance can be easily related to
the total amount of traversed matter X # using

Xt = /OO p(z")dz' (2)

where p is the atmosphere density. This X # distribution is
referred to as MPD. The shape of the MPD contains rel-
evant information about the development of the hadronic
cascade and the first interaction point. To extract valu-
able physics insight from the MPD we perform a fit. It
was found that a Gaisser-Hillas function [9] can describe
the shape of the MPD well. The fit with this function pro-
vides the maximum of the distribution, X .. We interpret
X*# . as the point where the production of muons reaches
the maximum along the cascade development. As shown
in the following sections, this new observable can be used
for composition studies.

The MPD is populated with the surviving muons reach-
ing ground, so its shape depends on the zenith angle. Fig-
ure 1 displays MPDs directly extracted from AIRES sim-
ulations [10] at different zenith angles and at different dis-
tances from the core, r. For angles of about 40 ° and lower,
the shape of the MPD and the position of its maximum
show a strong r dependence. However, at zenith angles
of around 60° and above, where the showers develop very
high in the atmosphere, the differences between the MPD
at different distances to the core become small. Thus, for
those showers we can add in the same histogram the X #
values given by the time signals from the different surface
detectors. The addition of the signals from the different
surface detectors contributing to the MPD at small zenith
angles would demand the introduction of a correction fac-
tor that transforms all those signals to the one expected at a
reference r (see [6, 7] for a thorough discussion about this
correction). At larger zenith angles the distortion due to the
detector time resolution becomes larger. The above reasons

lead us to select the data with measured zenith angles be-
tween 55° and 65° for our analysis.

2.1 Detector effects

The precision of the method is limited so far by the detec-
tor capabilities. The total uncertainty of the MPD maxi-
mum, 0. X}, ., decreases as the square root of the number
of muons IV,,, and decreases quadratically with the distance
to the core r. This last uncertainty is linked to each single
time bin entry of the FADC traces. To keep the distortions
on the reconstructed MPD small, only detectors far from
the core can be used. The cut in  diminishes the efficiency
of the reconstruction, as the number of muons contribut-
ing to the MPD is reduced. Hence a r.,; value must be
carefully chosen in order to guarantee good reconstruction
efficiencies, avoiding at the same time a bias on the mass
of the primary.

Furthermore, signals collected by the water Cherenkov
detectors are the sum of the electromagnetic (EM) and
muonic components. Both exhibit a different arrival time
behavior. As a consequence, a cut on signal threshold,
rejecting all time bins with signal below a certain value,
might help diminishing the contribution of the EM contam-
ination. The so called EM halo, coming from the decay of
muons in flight, is harder to suppress. But this component
follows closer the time distribution of their parent muons,
thus it does not hamper our analysis.

2.2 Reconstruction cuts

To study and select the cuts needed for a good MPD re-
construction and an accurate X ¥ determination we have
used Monte Carlo simulations. The selection of cuts must
be a trade off between the resolution of the reconstructed

MPD and the number of muons being accepted into such
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Figure 2: Energy evolution of the resolution we obtain, on
an event by event basis, when we reconstruct X% for
showers generated with AIRES and QGSJETII [11].

reconstruction. The chosen 7., is energy independent.
This implies that any difference in resolution that we find
for different energies will be mainly a consequence of the
different amount of muons detected at ground. In our anal-
ysis, we consider only those detectors whose distance to
the shower core is larger than 1800 m. To reduce residual
EM contamination and potential baseline fluctuations we
have applied a mild cut on the threshold of the FADC sig-
nals used to build the MPD. We have discarded FADC bins
where the signal is below 0.3 VEM. Finally, the MPD is
reconstructed adding those detectors whose total recorded
signal is above 3 VEM. This requirement is set to avoid,
in real data, the contribution of detectors (usually far away
from the core) having a signal dominated by accidental par-
ticles.

This set of cuts has a high muon selection efficiency. Re-
gardless of the energy of the primary and its composition,
muon fractions above 85% are always obtained. This guar-
antees an EM contamination low enough to obtain an accu-
rate value of X*

max*

2.3 Selection cuts

To optimize the quality of our reconstructed profiles we ap-
ply the following cuts:

e Trigger cut: All events must fulfill the TS trigger
condition [5].

e Energy cut: Since the number of muons is energy
dependent, N, o £ / P, we have observed that in
events with energies below 20 EeV the population of
the MPD is very small, giving a very poor determi-
nation of the X} observable. Therefore we restrict
our analysis to events with energy larger than 20 EeV.

dN /dX [a.u.]
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Figure 3: Real reconstructed MPD, 6 = (59.05 + 0.07) °
and E = (94 + 3) EeV, with its fit to a Gaisser-Hillas func-
tion.

e Fit quality: Only events with a good MPD fit
(x%Mmdf < 2.5) to a Gaisser-Hillas function are ac-
cepted.

e Shape cut: The reduced x2? of a straight line
and a Gaisser-Hillas fit must satisfy yZ,/ndf <
2X %, /ndf.

e Curvature: When the fitted radius of curvature of
the shower front, R, is very large we observe an un-
derestimation of the reconstructed X /... . So only

events with R < 29000 m are included in our analy-
sis.

The overall event selection efficiencies are high (> 80%)
and the difference between iron and proton is small for the
whole range of considered energies (see Table 1). Our cuts
do not introduce any appreciable composition bias. We fi-
nally note that for the set of surviving events, the bias in the
XM reconstruction is between 4= 10 g cm 2, regardless
of the initial energy or the chemical composition of the pri-
mary. The resolution ranges from about 120 g cm ~?2 at the
lower energies to less than 50 g cm ~2 at the highest energy

(see Figure 2).

We note that the predictions of X[ from different
hadronic models (such as those shown in Figure 4) would
not be affected if a discrepancy between a model and
data [12] is limited to the fotal number of muons. How-
ever, differences in the muon energy and spatial distribu-

tion would modify the predictions.

3 Application to real data

Our analysis makes use of the data collected between Jan-
uary 2004 and December 2010. Our initial sample of events
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Figure 4: (X ) as a function of the energy. The number
of real data events in each energy bin is indicated. The
predictions for proton and iron following different hadronic
models are shown as well.

Table 1: Selection efficiencies for proton and iron
QGSIJETII Monte Carlo showers as a function of energy.
logio(E/eV) | &, (%) | ere (%) | lep — el (%)

19.25 82 87 6
19.50 84 86 2
19.75 85 82 3
20.00 95 97 2

with zenith angle € [55°,65°] and a reconstructed energy
bigger than 20 EeV consists of 417 events. The overall se-
lection efficiency amounts to 58%, which translates into
244 surviving events. The difference between the efficien-
cies shown in Table 1 and the selection efficiency in real
data is due to the TS5 cut [5]. This cut has an efficiency of
about 72% for data, while all our Monte Carlo showers are
generated as T5 events. We compute MPDs on an event by
event basis. Figure 3 shows the reconstructed MPD for one
of our most energetic events. The evolution of the (X ¥ )
observable as a function of energy is shown in Figure 4.
The selected data has been grouped into five bins of en-
ergy. Each bin has a width of 0.1 in log(E/eV), except
the last one which contains all the events with energy larger
than log10(E/eV)=19.7. The error bars correspond to the
ratio between the RMS of the distributions of X# . and
the square root of the number of entries. If compared to air
shower predictions using standard interaction models, our
measurement is compatible with a mixed composition.

Table 2 lists the most relevant sources contributing to the
systematic uncertainty. The uncertainties on the MPD re-
construction and event selection translate into a systematic

uncertainty on (X/,.) of 11 gem™2.

4 Conclusions

We have shown that it is possible to reconstruct the muon
production depth distribution using the FADC traces of the
SD detectors far from the core. From the MPDs we define
a new observable X% . It measures the depth along the
shower axis where the number of produced muons reaches
a maximum. We have characterized the applicability of
this observable and analysed its resolution for zenith angles
~ 60° and different shower energies. We have demon-
strated, for the first time, that X} is a parameter sensi-
tive to the mass composition of UHECR. The result of this
study is in agreement with all previous Auger results [13]

obtained with other completely independent methods.

Table 2: Evaluation of the main sources of systematic un-

certainties.
Source Sys. Uncertainty (g cm ~2)
Reconstruction bias 9.8
Core position 4.8
EM contamination 1.5
X2 cut 0.2
Selection efficiency 1
Total | 11
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Abstract: Due to its hybrid design, the Pierre Auger Observatory ghesia variety of independent experimental observ-
ables that carry information on the characteristics of tingitudinal development of ultra-high energy air show@isese
include the direct measurement of the profile of the energpsie of showers in the atmosphere through the detection of
fluorescence light but also observables derived from thevshsignal measured with the surface detector array. In this
contribution we present a comparison of the results obdiivith the fluorescence detector on the depth of shower max-
imum with complementary information derived from asymmetroperties of the particle signal in the surface detector
stations and the depth profile of muon production point®) dégived from surface detector data. The measurements are
compared to predictions for proton- and iron-induced shiswe
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1 Introduction 2 Measurements of the Longitudinal Shower
Development

The properties of ultra-high energy cosmic rays (UHE-

CRs) can be studied by measuring the extensive air showeggth the Pierre Auger Observatory [3] information on the

(EAS) that they produce in the atmosphere. For examplghower development can be extracted using both the Sur-

information on the mass of the primary particles can, iface Detector (SD) and the Fluorescence Detector (FD).

principle, be derived from the longitudinal depth profilesThe SD consists of more than 1660 detector stations cov-

of these showers. However, the longitudinal developmegting an area of approximatedp00 km2. Each SD unit is

of the showers are strongly affected by the mass compg-water-Cherenkov detector with electronics that digitise

sition of cosmic rays and by the features of the hadronige signal at 40 MHz sampling rate. The FD has a total of

interactions, both of which vary with energy in a mannep7 optical telescopes arranged in five sites overseeing the
that is unknown. If one were confident about the behaviowp.

of one of these quantities then the behaviour of the othq.rhe observation of showers with the ED allows us to di-
could be deduced. rectly measure the most important observable to charac-
In this article we present the measurement of four indepegerise the longitudinal profile of a shower, the depth of the
dent observables that are closely related to the longi@lidinshower maximumX ..., i.e. the depth at which air show-
depth profile of air showers and hence, sensitive to primagfs deposit the maximum energy per unit mass of atmo-
mass composition. Due to the different character of the olgphere traversed [4]. On the other hand, the SD provides
servables employed, a direct comparison of the measuighservables which are related to the longitudinal shower
ment results is not possible. Instead, the data are compagsidfile as well. These observables are subject to indepen-
to predictions from air shower simulations. Modelling undent systematic uncertainties (both experimentally aad th
certainties are considered by using the three different igyretically). Moreover the higher statistics of showers mea
teraction models EPOS, QGSJET II, and SIBYLL [1], butsyred with the SD allows us to reach higher energies than
it is understood that the differences between these modeglgh the ED.

might not fully represent the theoretical uncertaintigs [2
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Figure 1: Typical longitudinal development of the energpalgt (left panel), of the average asymmetry in the risetime
(centre panel) and the muon production depth (right panel).

2.1 Depth of Shower Maximum netic particles, since muons travel in almost straightdine
whereas the electromagnetic particles suffer more multi-
The measurement of the longitudinal profile of the energyle scattering on their way to ground. Due to the absorp-
deposit in the atmosphere with the Pierre Auger Observgon of the electromagnetic (EM) component, the number
tory is described in [4]. In this analysis hybrid events, i.eof these particles at the ground depends, for a given energy,
showers observed simultaneously by the FD and at leas the distance to the shower maximum and therefore on
by one SD station, have been used. The longitudinal prghe primary mass. In consequence, the time profile of par-
file of the energy deposit is reconstructed by the FD froicles reaching ground is sensitive to cascade development

the recorded fluorescence and Cherenkov light signals. ThHg the higher is the production height the narrower is the
collected light is corrected for the attenuation between thime pulse.

shower and the detector using data from atmospheric MOPhe time distribution of the SD signal is characterised by

itoring devices. Th_e longitudinal showe_r profile is recon. ans of the risetime (the time to go from 10% to 50% of
structed as a function of the atmospheric depth ARd,

is obtained by fitting the profile with a Gaisser-Hillas func.he total integrated signal, >, which depends on the dis-

; . . . - tance to the shower maximum, the zenith argknd the
tion. A typical longitudinal profile of the energy deposit Ofdistance to the core. In previous studies [6] the risetime
one shower is shown in the left panel of Fig. 1.

was related to the shower maximum using a subset of hy-
The Xy,ax results presented here are an update of [4]. Hygrid events. Using this correlation it is possible to measur
brid events recorded between December 2004 and Septeifie shower evolution with surface detector data.

ber 2010 with reconstructed energy abdvwg® eV have
been used for the present analysis. To obtain a good r
olution in the measurement df,,., several quality cuts

The azimuthal asymmetry df, , from water-Cherenkov
Hetector signals of non-vertical showers carries inforomat
. . d bout the longitudinal development of the showers [7]. Un-
are applied. The cuts and their effects are described ful grtunately it is not possible to define the asymmetry on an

'; [5]. Aflter_ all _?Ets’ 6744 everllts aref tshelec;[]ed for theevent-by-event basis, therefore the risetime asymmetry is
A max aNAYSIS. € average vaiues ot the SNoWer May,ine by grouping events in bins of energy amdh. A
imum, (X.x), @s a function of energy are displayed in

Fia. 2. al i dicti f | models. U key parameter for the analysis is the angleéhe azimuth
'9. £, aongside predictions from Severa’ modets. ncecringle in the shower plane (the plane perpendicular to the
tainties of the atmospheric conditions, calibration, ¢gen

. i o . shower axis). Detectors that are struck early in the devel-
lection and reconstruction give rise to a systematic uncer-

tainty of < 13 g /em? [4] which corresponds tg, 13% of pment of the shower across the array have values of this

. . ) ._angle in the range-7/2 < ¢ < w/2 with ¢ = 0° corre-
the proton-iron separation predicted by the models. Sin . / o . . .
. . onding to the vertical projection of the incoming direc-
the X,nax resolution of the FD is at the level of 2§ cm? % g proj g

above a few EeV, the intrinsic shower-to-shower quctuation onto the shower plane. For eadh, tec ) bin a fit of
; ' gl t = b cos ¢ provides the asymmetry amplitude,
tions, RMS(X,,,.x), can be measured as well, see Ioweé 1/2/1) = a+beosCp Y y amp

; /a. For a given energy, the/a value changes with the
panel of Fig. 2. zenith angle, i.e. distance to the shower maximum. The
evolution ofb/a with zenith angle is thus reminiscent of
2.2 Asymmetry of Signal Risetime the longitudinal development of the shower and has a max-

imum which is different for different primaries [8]. For
For each SD event, the water-Cherenkov detectors recasglch energy bin, the asymmetry amplitude is fitted using a
the signal as a function of time. The first part of the signataussian function dfi(sec ). This allows the determina-
is dominated by the muon component which arrives eafon of the position of the maximun®,,.x, defined as the
lier and over a period of time shorter than the electromagmg|ue ofsec 6 for which b/a is maximum. In Fig.1, centre



32ND INTERNATIONAL COsMIC RAY CONFERENCE BEIJING 2011

shown in Fig. 2. The systematic uncertainty in the mea-

650 sured values 08,,., has been evaluated taking into ac-
_ — EPOSVL.99 count its possible sources: reconstruction of the coreeof th
Ng 600 " 2;?_52';03 shower,_evgnt selection and risetime vs core dista.mce pa-
S — proton ' rameterisation and amounts 0 10% of the proton-iron
13;6550 —iron separation predicted by the models. We note that muon
3£ [ Syst. Unc. numbers predicted by EAS simulations differ from those

observed in data [2]. A preliminary study, using a nor-

500 malization of 1.6 [2], indicates a possible change of about

< 5% of the proton-iron difference.

As mentioned above, the shower observalilgs,. and
Xmax are expected to be correlated as both are dependent
upon the rate of shower development. The correlation be-
tweenO,,,, and X ., shown in Fig. 3 has been obtained
with hybrid data using criteria similar to those adopted
in [4]. In Fig. 3 the® .« VS Xy« Correlations found with
Monte Carlo data are also shown for proton and iron pri-
maries, demonstrating that the correlation is independent
of the primary mass.
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Figure 2: Results on shower evolution sensitive observ-
ables compared with models prediction. The error bars cor-
respond to the statistical uncertainty. The systematieunc 2.3 Depth Profile of Muon Production Points

tainty is represented by the shaded bands.
Using the time information of the signals recorded by the

SD itis also possible to obtain information about the longi-
panel, an example 0f/a as a function ofn(sec §) and the  tudinal development of the hadronic component of exten-
corresponding fit to obtaif®,,.x is shown for the energy sive air showers in an indirect way. In [10] a method is pre-
bin of log(£/eV) = 18.85 — 19.00. sented to reconstruct the Muon Production Depth (MPD),
Data collected with the surface detector of the Pierre Augée. the depth at which a given muon is produced measured
Observatory from January 2004 to December 2010 hawarallel to the shower axis, using the FADC traces of de-
been used for th®,,., analysis, with a total of 18581 tectors far from the core. The MPD technique allows us to
events surviving the following cuts. Events are requiregonvert the time distribution of the signal recorded by the
to satisfy the trigger levels described in [9] and to be ir5D detectors into muon production distances using an ap-
the regime of full array efficiency for all primary species:proximate relation between production distance, trarssver
E > 3.16 x 108 eV andd < 60°. For selected events, distance and time delay with respect the shower front plane.
detectors are used in the analysis if the signal size is abolvéom the MPDs an observable can be defingg,, ., as
10 VEM and not saturated and if they have core distancé’e depth along the shower axis where the number of pro-
between 500 m and 2000 m. The measured valué€sqf. duced muons reaches a maximum. This new observable is
obtained for 6 bins of energy abovel6 x 10'® eV are a parameter sensitive to the longitudinal shower evolution
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which, as in the case @,,.x, can be obtained with the in-
formation provided by the SD alone (see [11] for detailed
explanation of the analysis). The method is currently re- g
stricted to inclined showers where muons dominate the sig- S e ; e
nal at ground level (studies to extend the analysis to \adrtic g acfB
showers are ongoing). Once the MPD is obtained for each i
event, the value oK'/ is found by fitting a Gaisser-Hillas
function to the depth profile. An example of the MPD pro-
file and the result of the Gaisser-Hillas fit of a particular
eventwithE =~ 95 EeV and zenith angke~ 60° is shown
in the right panel of Fig. 1.

IR B |

The results of( X% ) presented here are based on data 600 T e e
collected between January 2004 and December 2010, with

zenith angles betweesh° and65°. The angular window

was chosen as a trade-off between muon to EM ratio addgure 4:Xmax vs X/, obtained for proton and iron sim-
the reconstruction uncertainty. The finite time resolutioilated showers using QGSJETII-03 hadronic interaction
in the FADC traces produces an uncertainty on the recofodel.

struction that decreases with the core distance and ireseas

with the zenith angle. Thus, to keep these distortions lovis jnfluenced by both, the shower-to-shower fluctuations of
only detectors far from the core £r 1800 m) can be used. ingividual components and their relative displacement in
This distance restriction imposes a severe limitation & thygyms of (Xmax). However, within experimental uncer-
energy range where the method can by applied. Therefoggnties, the behaviour OfXtmax), Omax and (X£._ ) as

only events with reconstructed energy larger than 20 Ee¥hown in Fig. 2 is compatible with the energy evolution of
are used. After applying a set of reconstruction and qualifgms(x,,..,). In particular, at the highest energies all four
cuts (see [11] for a complete description of the cuts), d totanalyses show consistently that our data resemble more the

of 244 events are selected. The measured valugsf,)  simulations of heavier primaries than pure protons.
are presented in the upper panel of Fig. 2. The systematic

uncertainty due to reconstruction bias, core position, re-

jection of the EM component and quality cuts amounts tlReferences
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Estimate of the proton-air cross-section with the Pierre Auger Observatory
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Abstract: Using the tail of the distribution of the depth of shower maxima observed wdtfPtbrre Auger Observatory,
we derive an estimate of the proton-air cross-section for particle ptioduat center-of-mass energiesxfTeV. Air
showers observed with the fluorescence detector and at least one sfatie surface detector array are analysed in
the energy range from0'® to 10'%-® eV. Systematic uncertainties in the cross-section estimate arising from thellimite
knowledge of the primary mass composition, the need to use shower 8onaland the selection of showers are studied
in detail.

Keywords. Proton-air, Cross-section, Pierre Auger Observatory

1 Introduction An over-riding concern of the analysis has been the assign-
ment of realistic systematic uncertainties to the resuk. W
One of the biggest challenges towards a better understarigicognise and identify the unknown mass composition of
ing of the nature of ultra-high energy cosmic rays is to imeosmic rays ashe major source of systematic uncertainty
prove the modeling of hadronic interaction in air showerdor the proton-air cross-section analysis and we evaluate
Currently, none of the models is able to consistently ddts impact on the final result. The analysis is optimised to
scribe cosmic ray data, which most importantly prevents @inimise the impact of contamination by the presence of
precise determination of the primary cosmic ray mass conparticles other than protons in the primary beam.
position.

Studies to exploit the sensitivity of cosmic ray data to th% Analysis approach
characteristics of hadronic interactions at energies feyo
zta;e-(\)/]:/-mz-E;:;??Zgj:gggﬁ?;gjg?g Ezg:g gﬁﬁgr?ﬂre@e method used to estimate the proton-air cross-section

go0. . . . . ... 1S the comparison of an appropriate air shower observable
observation of cosmic ray particles [1], the rapidly shifti . - :

: : ; with Monte Carlo predictions. A disagreement between
chus towards h|ghgr energies required the use of exte.ns%gta and predictions is then attributed to a modified value
air shower observations [2,3]. The property of mteracsnonof the proton-air cross-section. The present analysis is a
most directly linked to the development of extensive ai{wo-step process '

showers is the cross-section for the production of hadronic ) o
particles (e.g. [4, 5]). Firstly, we measure an air shower observable with high sen-

) . : . sitivity to the cross-section. Secondly, we convert thigme
We present the first analysis of the proton-air cross-sectio . : . .
. . surement into an estimate of the proton-air cross-section
based on hybrid data from the Pierre Auger Observatory. : ; . . 18
. o r particle productiong,,_.;:, in the energy interval0
For this purpose we analyse the shape of the distribution 9? 18.5 . .
) 010-° eV. The selection of this energy range has the fol-

the largest values of the depth of shower maxig,., . .

- : . : . lowing advantages and features:
the position at which air showers deposit the maximumen-"— =
ergy per unit of mass of atmosphere traversed. Tails Statistics: A large number of events are recorded.
of the X,,,.x-distribution is very sensitive to the proton-air Composition: The shape of th&,,,,«-distribution is com-
cross-section, a technique first exploited in the piongerinpatible with there being a substantial fraction of protans i
work of Fly's Eye [3]. To obtain accurate measurementthe cosmic ray beam. The situation is less clear at higher

of Xax, the timing data from the fluorescence telescopeanergies.

is combined with that from the surface detector array for gnergy: The average center-of-mass energy for a cosmic
precise reconstruction of the geometry of events. ray proton interacting with a nucleon in the atmosphere
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is 57 TeV, significantly above what will be reached at théhe (X,,,.,) and RMS(X,,...) [6, 8] to extract a data sample
LHC. that has an unbiasel,,,. distribution.

. . . In the first step we derive the range of valuesXaf...
As the primary observable we defifg via the exponen that corresponds to the deepgt= 20% of the mea-

tial shapedN/dXmax < exp(—Xmax/Ay) Of the Xnax- .
o ax ¢ ~* . sured showers. We select only event geometries that al-
distribution of the fractiory of the most deeply penetrating w, for each shower, the complete observation of the slant

. S |
air showers. Considering only these events enhances 1RE 5 .
contribution of protons in the sample as the average depgiPL" 'ang€ from50 10 1004 g /em?, which corresponds to

) R . .8 % of the observed ,..-distribution. These fiducial
at which showers maximise is higher in the atmosphere for
T volume cuts reduce the data samplel i35 events, pro-
non-proton primaries.

) o ) viding a good estimate of the unbias&d,, . -distribution.
The choice of the fractiorf is a crucial part of the def- s gistribution is then used to find the range of values
inition of the observable\ ;. While a small value off o x that contains the0 % deepest showers, which is
will enhances the proton fraction, since protons penetraj§entified to extend from 768 to 1004 g/fmDue to the
most deeply of all primary nuclei, it also reduces the numyiteq statistics involved in this range estimation, thes
ber of events for the analysis. By varyirfgve investigate 5 11 5 /em? uncertainty on the definition of the range of
how much the bias due to non-proton induced showers c@he tajl, which will be included in the estimation of the sys-
be reduced without statistical uncertainties being dontina (e matic uncertainties.
Following th i h h 2 h .

0 ow!ngt ese studies we ?ve c Og@.ﬁ: 0% sot at_ In the second step we select those events from the orig-
for helium-fractions up to 15% biases induced by hellurri1nal data sample of1628 high quality events that allow
are kept below the level of the statistical resolution. A th

same time this choice suppresses elements heavier than hgozo%ﬂetfofrzsse:gg; n ?; :;;Jg;s_jg ﬁlg);‘ tfrzce)znljmﬁgsts q
lium very efficiently. grem, P 9 o

distribution. This is a more relaxed fiducial volume cut
since we are not requiring that a shower track can be ob-
3 TheMeasurement of Ay served at depths higher in the atmosphere than 76&g/cm
which maximises the event statistics and still guarantees a

We use events collected between December 2004 aHpPiasedX..x distribution in the range of interest. In total
September 2010. The atmospheric and event-quality cUfiere are8082 showers passing the fiducial volume cuts, of
applied are identical to those used for the analysis dynich783 events have theik,,. in the selected range and

(Xmax) and RMS o) [6,8]. This results in 1628 high thus directly contribute to the measurement\gt The av-
quality events betweetn!s and 1085 eV. erage energy of these eventd 882 eV, corresponding to

a center-of-mass energy ¢fs = 57 TeV in proton-proton
collisions.

In Fig. 1 we show the data and the result of an unbinned
maximum likelihood fit of an exponential function over the
range768 to 1004 g/cm?. This yields

A = 55.8 23 glem?

10

T TTTTHW
.

Aj = (55.8 4 2.34tat + 0.64y5) g/cm” . 1)

The systematic uncertainty arises from the precision with
which the range of depths that are used can be defined.

Values ofA ; have been calculated for modified event selec-
tions and for different ranges of atmospheric depths. It is
N found that the changes ik. lie within the statistical uncer-
1100 1200 tainties. The re-analysis of sub-samples selected acaprdi
to zenith-angle, shower-telescope distance and energy pro
duces variations of the value d@f; consistent with statis-
Figure 1: Unbinned likelihood fit of\; to the tail of the tjcal fluctuations. We conclude that the systematic uncer-
Xmax distribution. tainties related to the measurement are beléw

dN/dX ., [em%g]

T T TTTHW
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The X ..., distribution of the data is affected by the known

geometrical acceptance of the fluorescence telescopeséas Determination of the cross-section

well as by detection limitations related to atmospheribtig

transmission. The impact of the telescope acceptance We must resort to Monte Carlo simulations to derive an

the X .. distribution is well understood and can be studestimate of the proton-air cross-section from the measure-

ied by using data (see [8]) and with detailed Monte Carlment ofA;. These have been made using the same energy

simulations of the shower detection process. In the followdistribution as in the data, and the events from the simula-

ing we use the strategy developed for the measurementtains have been analysed with the identical procedures used
for the data.
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lations (Sibyll2.1 [9], QGSJet01 [10], QGSJetll.3 [11] and
80 Ry EPOS1.99 [12)).

—e— QGSJet0lc

ol ‘3\“«%& o St Brror -0~ QGSJetll3 The need to use Monte Carlo calculations introduces

\a\q —= - Sibyll 21 model-dependence to this section of the analysis. It is

— \ZQ -4 Epos 199 known that other features of hadronic interactions, such as
5 the multiplicity and elasticity, have an impact on air showe
2 development [4,5]. We use the very different multiparticle

§<u production characteristics of the four models to sample the

systematic effect induced by these features.

The proton-air cross-sections for particle production de-
rived are given in Table 1. Only SIBYLL needs to be
800 modified with a rescaling factor significantly differentifino
unity to describe the tail of the measur&g,.., distribution.

The systematic uncertainty of 22% [13] in the absolute
Figure 2: Relation between}'“ ando,, .;;. As example value of the energy scale leads to systematic uncertainties
we show the conversion of the measurem&EzW = Ay of 7mbinthe cross-section afdeV in the center-of-mass
with the QGSJetll model. energy.

Furthermore, the simulations needed to obtgjn,,;. from
Table 1: Cross-sections derived from the measurgais-  the measured  as shown in Fig. 2 depend on additional
ing different interaction models. The given uncertaintiefarameters. By varying for example the energy distribu-
are statistical only. The rescaling facton(E, fio), is tion, energy and¥,,., resolution of the simulated events,
a measure of how much the original cross-section of the find that related systematic effects are below 7 mb.
model have to be changed. The average depth of . of showers produced by pho-
tons in the primary beam at the energies of interest lies

i 18.24
Model Rescaling factor at) eV p—an/Mb about50g/cm? deeper in the atmosphere than for pro-
QGSJet01 1.04 +0.04 524 + 23 tons. The presence of photons would bias the measure-
QGSJeitll.3 0.95+0.04 503 + 22 ment. However, observational limits on the fraction of pho-
SIBYLL 2.1 0.88 +0.04 497+ 23 tons are< 0.5% [14, 15] and the corresponding underesti-
EPOS 1.99 0.96 + 0.04 498 + 22

mation of the cross-section is less than 10 mb.

With the present limitations of air shower observations, it
In general, the Monte Carlo values m?{lc do not agree is impossible to distinguish showers that are produced by
with the measurement. It is known from previous workhelium nuclei from those created by protons. Accordingly,
that the values oNJ\ﬂC derived from simulations are di- lack of knowledge of the helium fraction leads to a signifi-
rectly linked to the hadronic cross-sections used in the singant systematic uncertainty. From simulations we find that
ulations. Accordingly we can explore the effect of changep—air IS Overestimated by 10, 20, 30, 40 and 50 mb for
ing cross-sections in an empirical manner by multiplyingpercentages of helium of 7.5, 20, 25 32.5 and 35% respec-
the cross-sections that are input to the simulations by dively. We find that CNO-group nuclei introduce no bias
energy-dependent factor [7] for fractions up to~ 50 %, thus we assign no systematics

on the cross-section for it.

15
lg (£/10"7eV) , (2) In Table 2, where the systematic uncertainties are sum-
lg (101 eV/10%5 eV) marised, we quote results for 10, 25 and 50 % of helium.

where E' denotes the shower energy aifig is the fac-
tor by which the cross-section is rescaled at’ eV. The

m(E, fi9) =1+ (fio — 1)

rescaling factor is unity below0!® eV reflecting the fact Table 2: Summary of the systematic uncertainties.
that measurements of the cross-section at the Tevatron WerBescription Impact ono, i
used for tuning the interaction models. This technique A susternalics T6mb
of modifying the original cross-sections predictions dur- Hgd?/onic interaction models 16 mb
ing the Monte Carlo simulation process assures a smootl]Erlergy scale —;37 mb

transition from accelerator data up to the energies of ourS_ i q terisati 7mb
analysis. For each hadronic interaction model, the value of imuiations and parameterisations m

f19 is obtained that reproduces the measured valukof Eh(ln_tons,foo‘;/s % <+1102mbb
The cross-section is then deduced by multiplying the factor H;:L‘m' o5 0/° '30 mb
Eqg. (2) to the original model cross-section. L £ 7 ”

a (_ ) g _ _ Helium, 50 % -80mb
In Fig. 2 we show the conversion curves for simu-—g = (w/o composition) 15mb, +20mb

lations based on the four most commonly used high-
energy hadronic interaction models for air shower simu-
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Figure 3: Resultingr,_,; compared to other measure- 5
ments [1-3] and model predictions. The inner error bars[ ]
are statistical only, while the outer include all systemati
uncertainties for a helium fraction of 25 % and 10 mb pho-
ton systematics.

It is interesting to note that the model-dependence is mod-
erate and does not dominate the measurement. (3]

We summarise our results by averaging the four values o[
the cross-section (Table 1) to give

(5]
(6]

[7]

Op—air — (505 + 225tat (t?g)syst) mb

at a center-of-mass energy 87 £ 6 TeV. The helium-

expectations at the LHC. First analyses at the LHC also
indicate slightly smaller hadronic cross-sections than ex
pected within many models [16].

We plan to convert the derived,_,;, measurement into
the more fundamental cross-section of proton-proton col-
lisions using the Glauber framework [17]. Thus, a direct
comparison to accelerator measurements will be possible.
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Abstract: Muons in extensive air showers are messengers of the hadroni@sbore whose simulation is subject to large
theoretical uncertainties due to our limited knowledge of multi-particle pramluan hadronic interactions. Different meth-
ods of deriving the fraction of the signal observed in the surface thetecoming from either the muonic or electromagnetic
shower components are used to compare the data from the Pierre @ogetvatory with predictions of Monte Carlo sim-
ulations. The observations are quantified relative to the predictions othtaitie QGSJET Il and FLUKA as interaction
models. The predicted number of muons at 1000 m from the showeisdgiser than that found in data, and the energy
that would have to be assigned to the surface detector signal, basealer simulations, is systematically higher than that
derived from fluorescence observations.

Keywords. muons, hadronic interactions, ultra high energy extensive air shomeim deficit, simulations

1 Introduction Sec. 3, the time structure of the particle signals in the
surface detectors and a universal property of air showers
The Pierre Auger Observatory is a powerful detector foare used to estimate the number of muons in the data. Fi-
studying extensive air showers at very high energy. Theally, in Sec. 4, the ground signals of simulated events
combination of the fluorescence detector (FD) and surfagse matched to those measured by rescaling the number of
detector array (SD) of the Observatory allows the simulmuons arising from hadronic processes and changing the
taneous measurement of several observables of showegBergy assignment in simulated showers.
providing opportunities to cross-check our current under-
standing of the phy'sics of air showers. Ma'ny.features of a'g Study of Individual Hybrid Events
showers depend directly on the characteristics of hadronic
interactions which are unknown at very high energy and iAt the Auger Observatory, thousands of showers have been
phase space regions not covered in accelerator experimemggorded for which reconstruction has been possible using
For example, recent work has quantified the sensitivity dfoth the FD and SD. These hybrid events have been used to
the number of muons in ultra-high-energy air showers toonstruct a library of simulated air-shower events whege th
several properties of hadronic interactions, including thlongitudinal profile (LP) of each simulated event matches
multiplicity, the charge ratio (the fraction of secondary p a measured LP. The measured LP constrains the natural
ons which are neutral), and the baryon anti-baryon pair prehower-to-shower fluctuations of the distribution of parti
duction [1, 2]. Using models of hadronic interactions thatles at ground. This allows the ground signals of simulated
do not provide a good description of shower data might leaglents to be compared to the ground signals of measured
to incorrect conclusions about the mass and the energy @&wents on an event-by-event basis.

signment being drawn from measurements. Hybrid events were selected using the criteria adopted
In this work the data of the Pierre Auger Observatory ior the energy calibration of the SD [5] in the energy
compared to showers simulated using the interaction modeinge18.8 < log (F) < 19.2 recorded between 1 Jan-
QGSJET 11.03 [3], which has become a standard referenceary 2004 and 31 December 2008. 227 events passed all
model for air-shower experiments. Updates are providetlts. Air showers were simulated using SENECA [6] with
to several methods presented previously [4], and a ne@GSJET Il and FLUKA [7] as the high- and low-energy
method is introduced. In Sec. 2, the data from the surfa@ent generators. For every hybrid event, three proton-
and fluorescence detectors is compared simultaneously, amd three iron-initiated showers were selected from a set of
an event-by-event basis, to the results of simulations. 00 simulated showers for each primary type. The energy
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is muon-dominated. Therefore, the increase of the discrep-
ancy with zenith angle suggests that there is a deficit of
muons in the simulated showers compared to the data. The
discrepancy exists for simulations of showers with iron pri
maries as well, which means that the ground signal cannot
be explained only through composition.

3 Estimate of the Muonic Signal in Data

3.1 A multivariate muon counter

In this section, the number of muons at 1000 m from the
shower axis is reconstructed. This was accomplished by
first estimating the number of muons in the surface detec-
tors using the characteristic signals created by muonin th
PMT FADC traces and then reconstructing the muonic lat-
eral distribution function (LDF) of SD events.

In the first stage, the number of muons in individual surface
detectors is estimated. As in thanp method4], the total
signal from discrete jumps

>

FADC bin ¢

J = 1)

(xi+1 — xi)ﬂ{$i+1 —T; > 0.1}
—_——
jump

was extracted from each FADC signal, wherds the sig-

nal measured in thé&h bin in Vertical Equivalent Muon
(VEM) units, and the indicator functiofi{y} is 1 if its
argumenty is true and0 otherwise. The estimatof is
correlated with the number of muons in the detector, but it
has an RMS of approximatel0%. To improve the pre-
cision, a multivariate model was used to predict the ratio
n=(N,+1)/(J+1). 172 observables that are plausibly
correlated to muon content, such as the number of jumps
and the rise-time, were extracted from each FADC signal.

Figure 1: Top panel: A longitudinal profile measured for Principal Component Analysis was then applied to deter-
a hybrid event and matching simulations of two showermine 19 linear combinations of the observables which best
with proton and iron primariesMiddle panel: A lateral capture the variance of the original FADC signals. Using
distribution function determined for the same hybrid evernthesel9 linear combinations, an artificial neural network
as in the top panel and that of the two simulated eventéANN) [10] was trained to predic and its uncertainty.
Bottom panel:R, defined asss‘((ll%%))f’a’a, averaged over the The output of the ANN was compiled into a probability ta-
hybrid events as a function of qec bIelPANN = P(N, =N | FADQ signa). The RMS of this
estimator is abou?5%, and biases are also reduced com-

and arrival direction of the showers matches the measurgg red to the estimatof.

event, and the LPs of the selected showers have the lowddthe second stage of the reconstruction, a LDF
x? compared to the measured LP. The measured LP and N(r,v,8,7) =
two selected LPs of an example event are shown in the top V2T = @

. 2
panel of Fig. 1. exp (V + Blog —— 4+ log (L) )
The detector response for the selected showers was simu- 1000m 1000m
lated u3|.ng.the_Auganf|.|£ software package [8,9]. The g it tg the estimated number of muons in the detectors for
lateral distribution function of an observed event and thal, . event. whereis the distance of the detector from the
of two simulated events are shown in the middle panel of,g\wer axis ana 3, and~ are fit parameters. The num-
Fig. 1. For each of the 227 events, the ground signal gk of muons in each surface detector varies from the LDF
1000 m from the shower axis, (8000), is smaller for the  according to the estimatBayy and Poisson fluctuations.
simulated events than that measured. The ratio of the megse fit parameters;, 3, and, have means which depend
sured §1000) to thatggg)icted in simulations of showersy, he primary energy and zenith angle as well as vari-
with proton primariess((lTO))za:, is 1.5 for vertical showers ances arising from shower-to-shower fluctuations. Gaus-
and grows to around 2 for inclined events; see the bottosian prior distributions with energy- and zenith-dependen
panel of Fig. 1. The ground signal of more-inclined eventmeans were defined for the three fit parameters. All the
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parameters were estimated using an empirical Bayesian ap- Zenith Angle [Degrees]
proach: three iterations were performed between (i) finding 15 30 45 60
the maximuma posterioriestimater;, 3;, and®; for each g | "Multiv. Method ——— ‘
shower: given the fixed priors, and (ii) re-estimating the ' Universality ——

. . . . = ~ Univ. | - -
priors given the fixed parameter estimatgss;, and?;. it o

The value of the muonic LDF at 1000 mxp(7), is highly T4 2

correlated withN,(1000), the number of muons in sur- <
face detectors 1000 m from the shower axis. The RMS 15
of exp(V) in showers simulated using QGSJET I11i8%
and 5% for proton and iron primaries. To correct several 1t
biases that depend on the energy and zenith angle of the
showers, a quadratic functiof( exp(ﬁ),@ was tuned on

a library of showers simulated using QGSJET Il with sim-
ulated detector response. The final estimaf(1000) =  Figure 2: The number of muons estimated 1800 m
f(exp(ﬁ),@ has a systematic uncertainty bel@® of in data relative to the predictions of simulations using
6% from uncertainty in the composition ant 3/;% from QGSJET Il with proton primaries. The results obtained
uncertainty in the hadronic models, determined by reconsing the multivariate method are shown as the solid line
structing showers simulated using EPOS 1.6. The totalith systematic uncertainties as the dashed lines. The re-
systematic uncertainty decreases with the zenith angle: $iflts obtained using the universality 8f / Se., are shown

sec(6)

6 = 55°itis fgg’. as circles with statistical and systematic uncertainflém
results when the methods are applied on a library of iron-
3.2 Universality of S,,/Sem behavior on X, initiated showers are shown as the dot and dash-dot lines.

The ratio of the muonic signal to the electromagnetic (EM)

signal, S,./Sem, at 1000 m from the shower axis exhibitsparameterization of Eq. (3) using QGSJET Il on showers
an empirical universal property for all showers at a fixegimulated using EPOS 1.99. The systematic uncertainty
vertical depth of shower maximunX,, [11]. S,,/Sem is  Of S, from event reconstruction is 14% &' eV, deter-
independent of the primary particle type, primary energynined through complete shower simulation and reconstruc-
and incident zenith angle. The dependencé,pfS.,, on tion using AugeOffline. The systematic uncertainty from
XY .. can be described by a simple parameterization whicgvent reconstruction is dominated by the systematic uncer-

leads to the following expression for the muonic signal iainty of S(1000), with only a few percent coming from
showers with zenith angle betweésf and65° the uncertainty ofX'7,,, and the zenith angle.

S(1000) 3.3 Application to data

(3) By applying the multivariate and the universality methods
to data collected between 1 January 2004 and 30 Septem-

where §1000) is as defined abové, is the zenith angle, ber 2010, a significant excess of muons is measured com-

a = 1.2, and A, a andb are fit parameters [12]. The esti- pared to the predictions of simulations using QGSJET I;

mation of the muonic signal in data is complicated by theee Fig. 2. The multivariate method was applied to SD

dependence of the fit parametetsa, andb in Eq. (3) on events over the energy rangg.6 < log(F) < 19.4 and

the choice of hadronic interaction model. This dependendg — 57°. The universality method was applied to hybrid

gives rise to a systematic uncertainty in the measuremeenents over the energy ran@e.8 < log(E) < 19.2 and

of the muonic signal in data which is difficult to quantify 45° — 65°. For both methods, the excess is estimated here

due to the uncertainty in properties of hadronic interacelative to showers simulated with proton primaries.

tions. This problem can be overcome with an additionafhe muitivariate method is used to determine the num-
phenomenological consideration: for showers with zenitfe, of muons,N,,(1000). The relative excess is angle-

angles abovel5°, the fraction of the EM signal coming jndependent, to within 3%, until abod®°, above which
from the decay and interactions of muons rapidly increaseg.increases. In particular, & = 38° the excess is

As shown in [13], different models of hadronic interactions<1_65t8:§8) and atd = 55° the excess is§1.88f0'17). The

. . . 0.06
are in agreement on thg, /S, ratio for showers with yniversality ofS,, /S, for fixed X7, is used to estimate

zenith angle abové5°, sinceS), /Sew increasingly reflects  the total muonic signal. Fais° —53°, the relative excess is
the equilibrium between muons and their EM halo. (1.76 + 0.04(stat) + 0.29 (syst)), while for 53° — 65°
The fitin Eq. (3) provides an unbiased estimate of both thiae discrepancy rises {4.89 + 0.04 + 0.28).

muonic and EM signals. The RMS of the muonic signal
in showers simulated using CORSIKA [14] is less than 5%
and 3% for proton and iron primaries [12]. The systematic
uncertainty ofS,, from uncertainty in the hadronic models As demonstrated in the analyses, and shown in Figs. 1 and
is estimated to be 6%, determined by the application of th&, simulations of air showers using QGSJET Il with pro-

Sﬁt _
B 14 cos®(0)/ (XJax /A0 —a)

max

Discussion



20

J. ALLEN et al. INTERPRETATION OFAUGER OBSERVATORY SURFACE DETECTOR SIGNAL

— an increase of only the hadronically produced muons and
Reconstruction Syst. ——— their decay products. In addition, the potential incredse o

Composition Syst. - rol wrr . .
25t 1 N with zenith angle suggests that a global rescaling of

the ground signal from muons is overly simplistic.

In summary, all of the analyses show a significant deficit
in the number of muons predicted by simulations using
5| | QGSJET II with proton primaries compared to data. This
discrepancy cannot be explained by the composition alone,
although a heavy composition could reduce the relative ex-
\ \ cess by up to 40%. The purely-observational estimation of
1 11 12 the muonic signal in data, using the signal traces of sur-
Eresc face detectors and universal properties of air showers, is
. ) . . compatible with results previously presented and the re-
Figure 3: The one-sigma contour of the fltM?“ReS.C and . sults obtained from inclined showers [4, 15, 16]. The in-
EResc from the simple matching of the ground signals in . ! .
simulated and measured hybrid events. The systematic cnrgaased sophistication of the methods gives further weight

- - " the previous conclusions: at the current fluorescence en-
certainties from reconstruction and composition are showﬁ P . . .

. . : ergy scale, the number of muons in data is nearly twice
as solid and, slightly offset, dashed lines.

that predicted by simulations of proton-induced showers.

) o ) The update and application to recent data of the constant
ton and iron primaries underestimate both the total de‘teCtﬁltensity cut with universality method and the “smoothing

signal at ground level and the number of muons in even{§eihod” are in progress. The possible zenith angle depen-

collected at the Pierre Auger Observatory. These discregance Of]\/'lrtel suggests that, in addition to the number, there

ancies could be caused by an incorrect energy assignmeRty, aiso be a discrepancy in the attenuation and lateral dis-
within the 22% systematic uncertainty of the energy scalgipytion of muons between the simulations and data.

of the Auger Observatory and/or shortcomings in the sim- . . . .
ulation of the hadronic and muonic shower components. An extension of the studies using EPOS 1.99 is in progress.

To explore these potential sources of discrepancy, a sim-
ple modification of the ground signals was implemented iﬁ
the simulated hybrid events of Sec. 2. The uncertainty in
the energy scale motivates the rescaling of the total groufiti] R. Ulrich, R. Engel, M. Unger, Phys. Rev. D, 20BB;
signal by a factotZreso and the muon deficit motivates a 054026.

rescaling of the signal from hadronically produced muonp] T. Pierog, K. Werner, Phys. Rev. Lett., 200801:
by a factorV, rese The rescaled muonic and EM compo-  171101.

nents of §1000), S,, and Sem — both defined for proton [3] S. Ostapchenko, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl., 208;

Nu, Resc

erences

primaries — modify the ground signal 143.
0.92 [4] A. Castellina, for the Pierre Auger Collaboration, Proc
S(1000)gim = ERee Ny RescSyu,sim + ErescSem,sim » (4) 31th ICRC, todz, Poland, 2009. arXiv:0906.2319v1

here th t0.92isth ling of th jc [astro-ph] .
Where fhe exponen 's e energy scaing o emuorll The Pierre Auger Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett.,

signal predicted by simulations. The rescaling factorsewe 2008.101: 061101,

applied uniformly to all events. This represents a simiglist
modification, andV,, resc does not reflect any changes in[6] H.-J. Drescher, G. R. Farrar, Phys. Rev. D, 2068,

) T 116001.

the attenuation and lateral distribution of muons. Howeve . . )
both the attenuation and LDF would change if, for exampl ,7] gl Battistoni et al., AIP Conference Proc., 20896:
the energy spectrum of muons predicted by simulations tg] S .Argiro et al.. Nucl. Instrum. Meth.. 200A580:

not in agreement with the data.
nag w 1485,

EResc and N, pesc were determined simultaneously byjg) 3 llen etal., J. Phys. Conf. Ser., 20a89: 032002.
making a maximum-likelinood fit between the modi-110] | Nabney: 2002, Netlab: Algorithms for Pattern
fied, simulated $1000) and the measured ($000) for Recognition, Springer.
the ensemble of hybrid events. The best fit values c[le] A Yushkov' etal., Phys. Rev. D, 20181: 123004

0.18 . .y . . y . .
NiResc and EResiO"’(‘)rge (2:2140.23(stat) 5 (SYs))  [12] D. D'Urso et al., paper 0694, these proceedings.
and (1.09 & 0.08 Tg75) respectively; see Fig. 3. The sys-[13] A. Yushkov et al., paper 0687, these proceedings.
tematic uncertainties arise from uncertainty in the COMPQ14] D. Heck etal., FZKA 6019, 1998, Forschungzentrum
sition and event reconstruction. Karlsruhe.
The signal rescaling in simulated hybrid events is fundg15] R. Engel, for the Pierre Auger Collaboration, Proc.
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cannot be compared directly 19, resc, Which represents per 0718, these proceedings.
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Abstract: The energy deposit integral can be used for determining the calorireeiigy of air showers observed with
fluorescence telescopes. The invisible fraction of the primary ensrgyaged over many showers, is typically estimated
from Monte Carlo simulations and later added for the reconstruction of tabpomary energy. In this contribution we
derive a simple parameterization of the invisible energy correction tnadeapplied to individual events measured with
both the fluorescence and the surface detectors. The obtained peiaation is robust with respect to a change of the
high energy hadronic interaction model employed in the simulation andrihas @ery small primary mass dependence,
reducing the associated systematic uncertainties of energy reconstructio

Keywords: Ultra High Energy Extensive Air Showers, Missing Energy, Muons, idaitt interactions

1 Introduction

When an ultra high energy cosmic ray interacts in the atm
sphere a cascade of particles is generated. In the casce
an important fraction of the energy is deposited in the atm¢

20

Missing Energy Correction
= * Iron EPOS 1.99
= * Mixed EPOS 1.99
= * Proton EPOS 1.99

=
oo

primary [76]

sphere as ionization of the air molecules and atoms, and t %, *°F~~ __ - 1Ll Wieed o8I
remaining fraction is carried away by neutrinos and higl « 14 ~— \\\\ T et QoETIIC
energy muons that hit the ground. 12k ~—_ T~ Mied yolr2.L

A fraction of the total deposited energy is re-emitted dur
ing the de-excitation of the ionized molecules as fluores
cence light that can be detected by fluorescence telescor
The telescopes use the atmosphere as a calorimeter, m 6
ing a direct measurement of the longitudinal shower deve 4
opment. The energy deposit integral can be used to d
termine the calorimetric energy¥t.,;) of air showers ob-

served with fluorescence telescopes. dg 185 19 195 20 205
. . . . Log (E_[eV]
The fraction of energy carried away by neutrinos and hig %ol

energy muons is priori unknown, and corrections for

this so-called missing energ¥yissing) Must be properly Figure 1: Eprissing(Eca) correction for fluorescence de-
applied to the measureli,; to find the primary energy tectors.

(Eprimary)- Generally, the missing energy correction is

parameterized as a function &car (Ensissing(Eca)), uncertainty in the determination of the primary energy and

Wh_'Ch is estimated from Monte Ca_\rlo_ 5|mulat|on_s avery ossibly a bias, if the actual mass composition is different
aging over many showers. The missing energy is abo m the assumed average

10% of the primary energy depending on the high ener . L
hadronic interaction model and on the primary mass, & e model dependence of the missing energy estimation as

shown in Figure 1. Since the primary mass cannot be dg_funcnon of Eca is @ direct consequence of using a pa-

termined on an event by event basis, an average mass cdgmeter that is not actually related 1o the missing energy,

position must be assumed. This introduces a systemafit t0 the electromagnetic energy. The lack of knowledge

10

N
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2 A Toy Model for the Missing Energy

Q O 12 j Hadronic Model & Primary Mass

e] r In the Heitler model extended to hadronic cascades by
ho] 7 . . . .

o 0.1 777 Qeswriproon Matthews [3], the primary energy is distributed between
g C /. epos 1,98 Proton electromagnetic particles and muons.

£ 0.08- 4

(o] |-

; r . QGSIETIon Ey = gceNmaz + g:Nu (1)

% 006j v

= J 7 One can identify the second term directly as the missing
2 004 energy:
< 002 . ‘:; Eissing = & Ny )

. 0.02— 7 M . - . .
3 C ;27/ %%@ whereg¢ is the critical energy for the electromagnetic parti-
C Wil /7? n clesand is the pion critical energy. Although the number
9177008 -0.06 004 002 0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1

Montecatlo L QGSIETOL of muons generated in the shower depends on the high en-
(Biissing “missng  (Ec)/Epy  ergy hadronic interaction model, the pion critical energy
is a well established quantity that depends primarily on
Figure 2: Difference bet\NeeEQGSJET()l(ECal) and the the medium density where the first interactions take place,

Missing . . . . . .
missing energy from showers simulated with EPOS an@akmg.tms relationship robust to changes in the hadronic
interaction model.

QGSJETII, in units of the primary energy.
Nyklicek et al. [4] have shown using vertical showers that
the model dependence is reduce®ifr;ssin 4 iS €Stimated
of the correct interaction model at h|gh energies also ‘intrmsing its correlation with the total number of muons at
duces a systematic uncertainty and possibly a bias, that gji®&yund above GeV. In their work there is a linear relation
Ultlmately not known. For example, a miS-reCOﬂStrUCtiOFﬂo the number of muons (Eq 2) and the proportiona"ty fac-
of the missing energy due to appearance of new physics{r obtained from Monte Carlo simulations is of the order
the hadronic interaction models could explain features @ff a critical energy¢™ ~ 10 GeV which is in agreement
the cosmic ray energy spectrum like the knee without malgith the predictions made using the extended toy model of
ing any use of changes in the primary spectrum slope[ljsatthews [3].
The event by event deviations with respect to a refery

o n observable related to the muon content of the shower
ence average value of the missing energy for QGSJET

. . GSJIETOL uld be more suitable for the determination of the missing
mixed mass compositiofy.. 7., (Ecar)) can be S€eN anergy correction. However, the number of muons is not

n Flgutre 2t Lc:cotlﬂng a}t the spread C.?L.Jsetﬁ by;he. ml; irectly measured in the Pierre Auger Observatory. One of
reconstruction ot th€ missing energy, 1t 1S then desirabig, simplest observables related to the muon content of the
to have a missing energy parameterization as a function

isS(1 .
shower observables that are less model dependent, and |V((a)Wer 1s5(1000)

a better estimation of the true missing energy on a showgraSed on universality studies [5, 6], the relationship be-
by-shower basis. tween S(1000) and the muon content should be univer-

Extensi i sh ted by ultra-hiah sal when expressed as a function of the stage of develop-
XIENSIVE alr showers created Dy ullra-nigh energy COSMife v of the cascade at ground level measuredby =

ray are measured with two complementary techniques round — Xmas (distance measured in atmospheric depth

the Pierre Auger Observatory. The longitudinal show rom the ground to the point of maximum development of
development is recorded with the Fluorescence Detectme shower). For a fixe® X, a change in the primary mass
(FD), while the muonic and electromagnetic componen r the hadronic model that modifies the muon content of the

can be measured at ground by the Surface Detector (S hower (an thus, the missing energy) will chars§2000)

The I?tzral_?r:stnbutlon Off the sfgﬁwerlgg(r)tlclets atcghromdk'accordingly. This makes the combination of these param-
sampied with an array ot more than water-LnerenkQ4e s more robust for the determination of the missing en-

detectors yvhile the fluorescence light emi§sion along ¥ gy, and less dependent of the details of the hadronic in-
shower trajectory through the atmosphere is observed WI{ ractions or the primary mass composition. Even if the

a SeF of 2_4 telescopes [2]. o Heitler model is an oversimplification, it provides great in
In this article, a new approach for the determination of thg|ght on the phenomen0|ogy of shower cascades. The total

missing energy in extensive air showers is presented. Tlgimber of muons follows a power law with the primary
approach takes advantage of the hybrid nature of the Pieggergy

Auger Observatory, using the signal at 1000 m from the E, B
shower core §(1000)) and the atmospheric slant depth of Ny = <€,r> 3)
the shower maximumX(,,...) to provide a robust estima- ¢

tion of the missing energy, reducing the systematic uncefhe primary energy is also a power law of(1000) for
tainties that this correction introduces in the deternmimat @ fixed angle £3s-), or for a fixed stage of shower devel-

of the primary energy.
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distributed incos? 6 in zenith angle rangé = 0—65°. The
Y207 atronic Model & Primary Mass EPOS 1.99 [11] generated data_ sample contains also ap-
proximately 4<10* showers but discrete values of energy
and zenith angle.

The X,,.. value for Monte Carlo simulations was taken

from the Gaisser Hillas fit of the longitudinal energy de-
004 006 008 posit profile and the missing energy of the simulated event
(10029 was calculated following [12]. Since the simulations in

80 == QGSJET-Il Proton

= QGSJET-Il Iron

Number of Events

-0.08 -0.06 -0.04

sssss

Models

§ 10 T the library are not .hybrid, t_he FD reconstru_ction accuracy
% 95 Iron QGSIET-I was factored in by introducing a 20% Gaussian smearing of
oo the Monte Carlo calorimetric energy2a Gaussian smear-
= 8% ing of the primary zenith angle and a 2am~—2 Gaussian
3 = smearing ofX,,... These values are rather conservative

B3 ] T5 2 5 s for hybrid events and the results presented in this work are
* insensitive to the value of these parameters, as long as they
are kept within a reasonable range.

Figure 3: Fit of log(Ewissing[GeV]) Vs. ] )
log(S(1000)[V EM])(bottom) and its residues(top) The shower library generated with the QGSJETII
: ; hadronic interaction model was used to parameterize the
for fixed DX bin. e '
missing energy as a function ¢f(1000) and DX. The
_ _ o surface detector events had to satisfy quality cuts for good
opment using universality iV X S(1000) reconstruction[13]. The showers were divided
8 in 13 equidistant bins oD X, ranging from 175 to 1100
N (Q(DX)S(WOO)”) (@) gem™2. For each bin ofDX, the missing energy is fitted
g & using equation (5). A representative example of these fits

and the corresponding residues are shown in figure 3. The

where the functiom(D.X) takes into account the attenua-yariation of the parametet with DX was then parameter-
tion with DX. Based on this toy model, one can estimate, . \ith a third degree polynomial

the missing energy using(1000) and DX
A(DX) =7.347 — 3.4110*DX + 1.58 10" °DX?

log(Eissin = ADX)+ Bl 1 5 _
A(DX) = log(&) + Blog (a( )) .
& the paramete3 was fixed to 0.98 and thel parameter

B = py. dependence witlD X for QGSJETII showers. The dif-
ference betweetly;ssing (S(1000), DX) and the actual
A(DX) and B will have to be determined with fits to missing energy of the QGSJETII showers as a function
Monte Carlo simulations. As we will see in section 3, e of E,; is presented in Figure 4 (left). Filled circles rep-
parameter can be set to a fixed value close to unity. Thisigsent the values obtained usifig;sin, (S(1000), DX)
easy to understand if we consider that in this simple modahd empty circles represent Monte Carlo true values, which
/3 depends on the inelasticity and multiplicity of pion in-are slightly shifted to the left to aid clarity. There is a goo
teractions and is usually within 10% of 0.9 [3] andis agreement with a small bias of less than 1 % of the pri-
in the 1.06 - 1.09 range [7]. Once the values of A and Bnary energy depending on the mass composition and its
are known, we will be able to estimate the missing energyalue decreases with primary energy. The set of EPOS
of any event wher&(1000) and X .4, are measured. We simulations was used to test hdWy;ssin, (S(1000), DX)
will call this new parameterization of the missing energyperformed with a change in the hadronic model. EPOS
Erissing(S(1000), DX). is significantly different from QGSJETII and is known
to generate more muons than other models, and conse-
. quently more missing energy. The difference between
3 Resultsand conclusions Erissing(S(1000), DX) and the actual missing energy of
) ) the EPOS showers is presented in Figure 4(right). Itis im-
Showers simulated with CORSIKA[8] were subsequentlyyortant to emphasise that we are using a parameterization
used as input in the detector simulation code, and recogptained from QGSJETII showers to describe the missing
structed using the official Offline reconstruction framekvor energy given by a significantly different hadronic model
of the Pierre Auger Observatory [9]. The generated dajfke EPOS, without introducing important biases or loos-
sample contains approximately40* showers simulated jng to0 much accuracy. As we mentioned in the introduc-
using the hadronic interaction model QGSJETII(03)[10}jon, this is possible because we are estimating the miss-
This library consists of proton and iron initiated shower$ng energy using observables closely related to the muonic

following a power law primary energy spectru (') in  component of the shower at a given shower development
the energy rangbg(FE/eV) = 18.5 - 20.0 and uniformly
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Missing Energy Correction
Missing Energy Correction

== = Iron EPOS 1.99

Iron QGSJET-II
w— = Mixed EPOS 1.99

Mixed QGSJET-II
= Proton EPOS 1.99

Proton QGSJET-II

Mixed QGSJETO01C

Mixed QGSJET01C

Evissing/ Eprimary [%0]
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Figure 4: Average missing energ¥aissing (51000, DX) (filled circles) as a function of the calorimetric energy for

QGSJETII (left) and for EPOS (right) using th€/;ssing (51000, DX) from QGSJETII. Monte Carlo true values

(empty circles) are slightly shifted to the left to aid ctariLines represenks;ssing (Ecar) parameterizations.

stage, that are in turn tightly related to the origin of thgrimary mass or the hadronic model. Future work will
missing energy. also include tests with other hadronic interaction models
To illustrate this point, in figures 2 and 5 we showt© strengthen the hypothesis of hadronic model indepen-
the difference between the missing energy parameteﬁence, and an extension applicable to the reconstruction of
zations and the simulation true values for each of th¥ery inclined showers.

considered parameterizations. It can be seen in figdybrid events that trigger the surface detector array aed th
ure 5 how Eiissing (S(1000), DX) gives a better esti- fluorescence telescopes separately are ideally suited to es
mation of the missing energy thaﬁﬁfsssif]TOI(ECal), timate the missing energy. The application of this method
even if the hadronic model or the primary mass i40 determine the missing energy from a set of such hybrid
changed. Using the presented missing energy estima@yents and a detailed study of the impact of this new miss-
Eissing(S(1000), DX), the hadronic interaction model ing energy correction on the surface detector calibratien a
bias is removed while, at the same time, the bias due to tifeprogress.

mass composition is reduced by a factor of two with respect

to the previousz @SS/ ET0L (. ) parameterization. References
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