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Current simulations of air showers produced by ultra-high energy cosmic rays (UHECRs) do not
satisfactorily describe recent experimental data, particularly when looking at the muonic shower
component relative to the electromagnetic one. Discrepancies can be seen in both average values
and on an individual shower-by-shower basis. It is thought that the muonic part of the air showers
isn’t accurately represented in simulations, despite various attempts to boost the number of muons
within standard hadronic interaction physics. In this study, we investigate whether modifying the
final state of events created with Sibyll 2.3d in air shower simulations can achieve a more consistent
description of the muon content observed in experimental data. We create several scenarios where
we separately increase the production of baryons, 𝜌0, and strange particles to examine their impact
on realistic air shower simulations. Our results suggest that these ad-hoc modifications can improve
the simulations, providing a closer match to the observed muon content in air showers. One side-
effect of the increased muon production in the considered model versions is a smaller difference in
the predicted total muon numbers for proton and iron showers. However, more research is needed
to find out whether any of these adjustments offers a realistic solution to the mismatches seen in
data, and to identify the precise physical process causing these changes in the model. We hope that
these modified model versions will also help to develop improved machine-learning analyses of
air shower data and to estimate sys. uncertainties related to shortcomings of hadronic interaction
models.
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1. Introduction

This study addresses the ’Muon Puzzle’ [1, 2], a key challenge in the interpretation of extensive
air shower (EAS) data. Specifically, we focus on the discrepancy between observed and predicted
muon numbers in EAS, along with the associated inconsistency between the depth of shower
maximum (⟨𝑋max⟩) and the ground-level signal [3, 4]. In pursuit of gaining better understanding
of this problem, we explore ad-hoc modifications of the hadronic interaction model Sibyll 2.3d [5–
7]. While numerous standard [8–12] and exotic [13–17] mechanisms have been proposed to
address this problem, our study specifically focuses on quantitatively evaluating several conventional
mechanisms. For this purpose, we employ a customized version of Sibyll, designed for direct use
in realistic EAS simulations. All modifications of the model satisfy the constraint that, on an event-
by-event level, all fundamental constraints such as energy-momentum and quantum numbers of
relevance are conserved. Furthermore, existing experimental data from particle physics experiments
are considered as guiding input, limiting some of the changes to energy and phase space regions for
which no such data exist.

2. Sibyll⋆

We construct the custom models by modifying events generated with Sibyll 2.3d. Once the initial
event generation is complete, we start by letting all hadronic resonances with a shorter lifetime than
that of K0

s decay, except for 𝜋0. We then go through the event’s particle list to identify appropriate
pairs or triples of pions, only considering the five nearest neighbors for every pion. If the combined
invariant mass of the selected pions is sufficient and the sampling criterion is fulfilled, we exchange
them with a pair of new particles that together have the same total momentum, invariant mass, and
charge. We calculate the final momenta from the invariant mass, the new particles’ masses, and a
minor transverse momentum sourced from an exponential distribution in transverse mass. In these
altered events, we maintain conservation of energy, momentum, and charge, although (iso)spin
conservation is not upheld.

The acceptance rate of these particle exchanges hinges on the total center-of-mass (CM) energy
(
√
𝑠) and the fraction of longitudinal momentum 𝑥F (defined as 𝑝𝑧/𝑝𝑧,max, with momenta 𝑝 in the

CM frame) of the initial particle. The probability of exchanging particles is parameterized by

𝑃𝑖 = 𝑃𝑖,0 · |𝑥F | 𝜖𝑖 · 𝑓 (
√
𝑠, 𝐸thr) . (1)

The emphasis given to forward or central particles depends on the chosen value for the exponent
𝜖𝑖 in the 𝑥F-dependence. If 𝜖𝑖 = 0, all particles receive equal weight, preserving the original
distribution’s shape in longitudinal phase space. As 𝜖𝑖 approaches 1, the forward part of the
𝑥F-spectrum is enhanced.

The energy dependence of 𝑓 (
√
𝑠, 𝐸thr) is logarithmic. It is set such that the rate is precisely zero

below a threshold energy 𝐸thr and reaches the nominal 𝑃0,𝑖 at lab energies of 1019 eV (1.37×105 GeV
in CM frame). The threshold energy 𝐸thr is set at 5 GeV.

This parameterization of energy dependence represents a very gradual change in particle
production, from no change at low energies, where fixed target experiments effectively limit the
entire phase space, to LHC energies, where only the central region is well constrained, up to
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the UHECR energy scale (with no lab experiment constraints). Overall, this spans five orders of
magnitude in energy, and the modification scales from zero to one. As an alternative, we allow
a more drastic increase of the exchange rate towards high energies (above 13 TeV in CM frame)
represented as 𝑃𝑖 → 𝑃𝑖,0 + 𝑃𝑖,HE · 𝑓HE(

√
𝑠, 13 TeV). This mode depicts a swift transition to new

physics beyond the LHC scale. Lastly, we apply this algorithm for all projectiles or only for mesons.
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Figure 1: Fraction of projectile energy carried by 𝜌0, anti protons and charged kaons in 𝜋−C collisions [18,
19]. Lines are Sibyll 2.3d, Sibyll 2.1 and different variants of Sibyll⋆.
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Figure 2: Multiplicities of 𝜋+, anti protons and charged kaons in pp collisions [20–22]. Lines are Sibyll 2.3d,
Sibyll 2.1 and different variants of Sibyll⋆.

Using the previously discussed algorithm, we construct different Sibyll 2.3d variants with
an aim to enhance muon production in EAS. We select three distinct modifications known for
their efficacy in muon production: 𝜌0 production, baryon anti-baryon pair-production, and kaon
production enhancement [8–11, 17]. These variants are denoted as S⋆(𝜌0), S⋆(𝑝), and S⋆(K±,0).

In the 𝜌0 variant, 𝜋0 are directly substituted with 𝜌0. For the baryon pair and kaon pair variant,
charge-neutral combinations of two or three pions are replaced with 𝑝𝑝 or 𝑛�̄� pairs, and K+K−

or K0 K̄0 pairs respectively. We adjust the parameters for each variant to align the energy in the
corresponding component with NA61 measurements [18, 19] (refer to Fig.1 and Fig. 2).

Producing 𝜌0 significantly impacts muon production in EAS because 𝜌 mesons can form
directly from the pion projectile. This mechanism doesn’t hold for proton projectiles, hence for the
𝜌0 variant, only meson projectile interactions are modified. However, the modifications for baryon
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pair and kaon production apply to any projectile and include a rapid increase at energies beyond the
LHC. The parameters are adjusted so that the energy fraction carried by all hadrons except neutral
pions at 10 EeV is approximately the same across all variants (≈ 0.82).

Furthermore, we create a fourth variant using both 𝜌0 and baryon pair production (S⋆(mix)).
In this scenario, we choose a more moderate increase of 𝜌 production and dismiss the rapid increase
of baryon production at high energies. The parameters of the different variants are detailed in
Tab. 1.

Table 1: Parameters in different variants of Sibyll⋆.

Label 𝑃𝑖,0 forward weight 𝜖𝑖 projectiles 𝑃𝑖,HE

𝜌0 0.8 0.3 mesons -
𝑝 0.5 0.7 all 0.25

𝐾±,0 0.5 0.8 all 0.3
𝜌-mix 0.8 0.4 mesons -
𝑝-mix 0.5 0.7 all -

Note that the mechanism driving the effectiveness of both strangeness enhancement and in-
creased baryon pair production in raising the muon number is fundamentally the same: quantum
number conservation (strangeness and baryon number, respectively). The key difference is that
baryon production works effectively at all energies (no nucleon decay), while strangeness is only
conserved in EAS at high energies, where kaon decay is negligible. Note also that since hyperons
do not decay into kaons, enhanced hyperon production is part of the variant with enhanced baryon
production.

3. EAS predictions

In our EAS predictions, we carried out full air shower simulations using CORSIKA1 for each S⋆

variant. We compared the resulting average depth of shower maximum (⟨𝑋max⟩) and the average
number of muons at ground level (⟨𝑁𝜇⟩) with simulations using the unmodified Sibyll 2.3d. These
simulations were set to mirror conditions at the Pierre Auger Observatory site. The results for a
primary proton with energy 10 EeV and an incident zenith angle of 67◦ are presented in Fig. 3. These
results show a notable increase in the number of muons, while ⟨𝑋max⟩ remains largely unaffected.

In the analysis shown in Fig. 4, we compare the predicted values of ⟨𝑋max⟩ and ⟨ln 𝑁𝜇⟩ from
proton, helium, nitrogen, and iron primaries with the measurement from the Pierre Auger Obser-
vatory [25]. Our findings indicate that only the 𝜌0 and the mixed 𝜌0 baryon-pair variant yield a
sufficient number of muons to match the levels shown in the data.

The model predictions in Fig. 4 for p, He, N and Fe all fall on a line. The reason is that per the
superposition model, ⟨𝑋max⟩ and ⟨ln 𝑁𝜇⟩, have the same dependence on the primary mass (linear

1CORSIKA v7.7420 [23]; The magnetic field and observation level are set to the values of the site of the
Pierre Auger Observatory. Low-energy hadronic interactions were modeled using FLUKA 2021.2.9 [24].
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Figure 3: 𝑁𝜇 and 𝑋max for proton showers at 67◦ across Sibyll variants. The left panel shows a substantial
increase, up to 35%, in the number of muons for the mixed and 𝜌 variant. However, the variation on the
shower maximum between Sibyll 2.3d and its variants is less than 7 g/cm2. The grey line represents the
required increase in muon count to align with the data from the Pierre Auger Observatory.
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Figure 4: Comparison of the predicted values for ⟨𝑋max⟩ and ⟨𝑁𝜇⟩ from various Sibyll⋆ variants to the
measurements obtained from the Pierre Auger Observatory. [25]

in ln 𝐴), e.g. ⟨ln 𝑁𝜇⟩(𝐴, 𝐸) = (1 − 𝛽) ln 𝐴 + ⟨ln 𝑁𝜇⟩(1, 𝐸), where 𝛽 is the exponent in the energy
dependence of the number of muons for proton primaries, that is ⟨ln 𝑁𝜇⟩(1, 𝐸) = 𝛽 ln 𝐸 . In
simplified models à la Heitler-Matthews we have

𝑁𝜇 = 𝐴 ·
(

𝐸

𝐴 · 𝐸dec

)𝛽
(2)

with 𝛽 being computed as ln 𝑁ch/ln 𝑁tot, where 𝑁ch and 𝑁tot denote the multiplicities of charged
and all pions, respectively [26]. More broadly, 𝛽 is associated with the fraction of hadrons that
carry enough kinetic energy to re-interact rather than decay. The slopes in Fig. 4 decreases from
Sibyll 2.1 towards the variants with the highest levels of muon production. This behavior is common
to all variants S⋆. The greater a fraction of energy is kept in hadrons, the larger the increase in the
number of muons and the larger 𝛽, and consequently, the less pronounced is the separation of the
primary masses in ⟨𝑁𝜇⟩.
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muon densities at 1000 m in parentheses.

The data clearly favor a larger muon content at high energy leading to a reduction in the mass
resolution. However Fig. 5 shows that for specific experiments the situation may be not as dramatic,
as the separation between primary masses (respectively 𝛽) varies with the distance from the shower
axis. The reason is that muons at different lateral distances are dominated by different phases of the
shower development [6, 27–30].

4. Inclusive fluxes

We employed the MCEq code [31] for a comparative analysis of the atmospheric muon and neutrino
fluxes as predicted by the S⋆ versions against the original Sibyll 2.3d. Considering the modification
(S⋆(𝜌0)) impacts secondary pion interactions and (S⋆(𝑝)) affects the production of secondary
baryons, both of which influence the shower development in deeper atmospheric layers, we didn’t
foresee changes to inclusive fluxes, which primarily depend on the air shower’s early stages. Our
findings confirm no significant effects. However, since 𝐾± decays into muons and neutrinos, for the
S⋆(K±, 0) model, we identified a minor increase in muon fluxes of around 5% at tens of TeV and
PeV energies, and up to a 20% increase in atmospheric neutrino fluxes.

5. Discussion

In this study, we explored custom variants of the Sibyll 2.3d model, aiming to boost muon production
in extensive air showers. Our focus centered on three modifications: 𝜌0 production, baryon anti-
baryon pair-production, and kaon production enhancement. Significantly, the 𝜌0 and mixed 𝜌0

baryon-pair enhancements effectively aligned with the observed muon production data from the
Pierre Auger Observatory at 10 EeV. In contrast, elevating strangeness or baryon production proved
insufficient, even when amplified to extreme levels. However, our results don’t definitively eliminate
these scenarios, especially considering that our implementation does not permit the production of
leading strangeness (e.g. 𝑝 → Λ0 → K+ + n).
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Our simulations show that these modifications increase the number of muons, while the average
depth of shower maximum remains largely unaffected. Another observation is that the degree of
primary mass separation through muon measurement is predicted to be smaller in the modified
models than in the original Sibyll 2.3d and other interaction models as along as the total number of
muons is concerned. This is also expected within the Heitler-Matthews model [26] as more energy
is kept in the hadronic channel in each interaction, increasing the exponent 𝛽. On the other hand,
the muon density at sufficient distance from the shower core (for example, 1000 m) is a very well
suited observable for composition studies.

Moreover, despite certain modifications leading to increased muon fluxes, inclusive fluxes -
primarily dependent on early air shower stages - remained largely unchanged. Only the S⋆(K±, 0)
model showed a minor increase in muon fluxes and a noticeable increase in atmospheric neutrino
fluxes, due to the decay of 𝐾± into muons and neutrinos.

The provided variants of Sibyll 2.3d can be used to train machine-learning models like deep
neural networks to have a better description of the measurements and to estimate systematic uncer-
tainties stemming from shortcomings of modeling hadronic multiparticle production.
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