
Prepared for submission to JCAP

Modeling Strangeness Enhancements
to resolve the Muon Excess
in Cosmic Ray Extensive Air Shower
Data

Julien Manshanden, Günter Sigl and Maria V. Garzelli

II. Institut für Theoretische Physik, Universität Hamburg,
Luruper Chaussee 149, 22761 Hamburg, Germany

E-mail: julien.manshanden@desy.de, guenter.sigl@desy.de,
maria.vittoria.garzelli@desy.de

Abstract. Experimental observations of extensive air showers have revealed an excess of
the muon content with respect to their theoretical simulations, which we refer to as the
muon puzzle. This muon puzzle hampers a precise determination of the ultra-high-energy
cosmic ray mass composition. We investigate the potential of producing states of dense
quark-gluon matter (which we call fireballs) to resolve the muon puzzle as quantified with
data from the Pierre Auger Observatory on the depth of the shower maximum and the
number of muons at ground. Adopting a phenomenological fireball model, we find that
the inelasticity enhancement associated with the formation of a plasma state is in tension
with data on the electromagnetic longitudinal shower development. Instead, we restrict
the fireball model to only enhance the strangeness produced in Standard Model hadronic
interactions, and dub this model the strangeball model. With an analytic approach based
on the Heitler-Matthews model we then find explicit sets of strangeball parameters that
resolve the muon puzzle. Constraints from data on shower-to-shower fluctuations of the muon
number require strangeness enhancements already at energies accessible to current-generation
collider experiments. At Tevatron and LHC energies we estimate 40% of the interactions to
produce strangeballs, corresponding to a 5 − 9% increase of the average fraction of energy
retained in the hadronic cascade compared to predictions from current hadronic interaction
models. A comparison with relevant measurements of the LHCf and LHCb detectors does not
directly exclude this scenario, though the obtained tension with LHCb suggests a stringent
test at 14 TeV.
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1 Introduction

Cosmic rays (CRs) have been measured to attain energies exceeding 1020 eV [1]. These
energies are indicative of the extreme environments responsible for their acceleration. Gaining
an understanding of the CR origin is complicated by the non-trivial propagation to Earth,
with the charged nature of CRs playing a prominent role. Precise measurements of the CR
mass composition should provide stringent tests for current astrophysical scenarios. Due to
the rapidly decreasing CR flux, the masses of CRs with energies above 1015 eV cannot be
measured directly and must instead be inferred from the induced air showers, which leave
characteristic imprints in the atmosphere and on the ground.

Some of these imprints are sensitive to the CR mass. In particular, the depth at which
the shower reaches its maximum Xmax is a traditional mass indicator (e.g., [2, 3]). A con-
sistent picture among further independent mass indicators could enhance the credibility and
accuracy of the inferred composition (e.g., [4, 5]). Instead, various experiments found that
the number of muons reaching the ground points towards a significantly heavier composition,
or inversely, that current air shower simulations underestimate muon production [6–8]. This
is known as the muon puzzle and can be traced back to an incomplete understanding of the
hadronic interactions in air showers. Therefore, the muon puzzle also constitutes an oppor-
tunity for cosmic ray experiments to provide predictions for collider experiments regarding
potentially new physics.
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With ad-hoc adjustments to hadronic interaction parameters, the number of muons was
found [9] to mainly depend on the total multiplicity and the fraction of all pions that are
neutral. Considering also the impact of these adjustments on Xmax, it was shown [10] that an
appropriate suppression of the fraction of energy going into electromagnetic (EM) particles
has the potential to resolve the muon puzzle. Most recently this was also shown to be the
case [11] when considering a phenomenological procedure of swapping pions and kaons.

Here1 we adopt a similar procedure to investigate whether producing fireballs [13] —
one of the various models proposed in the literature [10, 13–17] — in the first few interactions
of an air shower could equally solve the muon puzzle. We subsequently attempt to interpret
data from the Pierre Auger Observatory [18] in terms of macroscopic hadronic interaction
properties by extending the analytic formalism known as the Heitler-Matthews model [19–
21]. Finally, we compare our results to measurements from the LHCf and LHCb detectors at
the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) and suggest some follow-up research to drive this synergy
between cosmic ray and collider experiments.

This paper is structured as follows. In sections 2 and 3 we describe the fireball model
and study its impact on the relevant air shower observables, respectively. The extension to
the Heitler-Matthews model is outlined in section 4, and subsequently applied to Auger data
in section 5. We discuss some implications of these results for measurements at the LHC in
section 6, and draw our conclusions in section 7.

2 The Fireball Model

A fireball state of matter is hypothesized [13] to form when the energy density in a colli-
sion exceeds some threshold value, estimated as 1 GeV/fm3. Upon formation, the fireball
is a plasma consisting of deconfined up and down quarks and gluons maintained in both
kinetic and chemical equilibrium. An associated high baryochemical potential leads to the
fragmentation of gluons into strange quarks, resulting in an enhanced production of strange
secondaries upon hadronization. This indirectly suppresses the neutral pion production com-
pared to the Standard Model case, altering the air shower evolution [13].

In the present study we do not further develop this microscopic treatment, nor trace
its connection to thermodynamical descriptions of the quark-gluon plasma (QGP) [22–28].
While the details regarding such a connection can be found in ref. [13], we proceed here with a
phenomenological approach, only considering an effective enhancement of the strange particle
content and an altered multiplicity and elasticity associated with fireball interactions. We
note, however, that strangeness enhancements are in fact observed in heavy-ion collisions [29–
32] and more recently, with ALICE at the LHC also in proton-lead [33, 34] and proton-proton
collisions [35]. In contrast to a previous study, considering the production of QGPs only in
the first interaction of an air shower [36], the ALICE observations open up the possibility of
copious production of such quark-matter states – perhaps this fireball – in air showers and
thereby potentially contribute to a solution to the muon puzzle [7, 10].

In the following we take our reference frame to be that of the Earth, with the atmospheric
particles at rest providing the fixed target for the energetic air shower projectiles. These
projectiles consist of the primary CRs and the produced secondaries.

The fireball state was proposed to be modeled [37] from Standard Model interactions in
two steps. The enhanced multiplicity and inelasticity associated with a plasma state can be
mimicked by repeated in situ collisions of the projectile (and its secondaries) with air nuclei

1A more extensive description of the studies of sections 3 - 5 can be found in ref. [12].
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until a specific condition is satisfied. We take this condition to be that secondary nucleons
or nuclear fragments only participate in this process if their energy Efrag is above a fixed
fraction fthres of the energy of the projectile Eproj that initiates the fireball2:

Efrag > fthres · Eproj . (2.1)

The enhanced production of strange particles and the associated suppression of the neutral
pion production is then mimicked by swapping all pions and kaons while conserving energy,
direction of momentum, and charge (with an equal probability of changing a π0 into a K0

L

or a K0
S).

For this phenomenological model it is further necessary to define the condition of pro-
ducing a fireball. For a fixed projectile energy, an energy-density threshold as stated above
translates to a fireball-production probability due to variations of the impact parameter. We
expect this probability p(E) to grow with the projectile energy, as more peripheral collisions
can potentially attain the fireball state. This is closely related to the core-corona picture,
which was successfully applied in interpreting the centrality dependence of various observ-
ables in heavy-ion collisions [38–41]. The central region of an interaction, the core, produces a
new quark matter state (similar to our fireball), while the outer region, the corona, produces
particles through standard string fragmentation. From geometrical considerations and in
agreement with these measurements the contribution of the core was found to increase with
centrality, see, e.g., figure 4 of ref. [41]. Given the black disk limit of protons [42], a similar
increase up to unity would then be expected with rising center of mass energy. Whereas in
the core-corona model one typically has a superposition of both kinds of interactions in one
event, the fireball is only produced with a certain probability in a given interaction.

We parametrize this fireball-production probability as follows:

p(E) =


0 , if E < Emin,(

log(E/Emin)

log(Emax/Emin)

)n
, if Emin < E < Emax,

1 , if E > Emax.

(2.2)

In this way no fireballs are produced below some minimum energy Emin. Then the production
probability grows logarithmically (for n = 1) up to some maximum energy Emax, above which
every interaction produces a fireball state. The approximation of having a logarithmic growth
is in line with related previous works, see refs. [10, 15].

Note that swapping all pions and kaons effectively dictates the size of the strangeness
enhancement in fireball interactions. This corresponds to the first approximation of ref. [37],
and should also be regarded as such in this study. More flexibility could be incorporated by
swapping a variable fraction of the pions and kaons. However, in the following analysis this is
degenerate with the probability of eq. 2.2, and thus would not alter our results. The power n
could absorb a potential energy dependence of the size of the strangeness enhancement from
a single fireball, though a detailed assessment of this size is beyond the scope of this paper.

To summarize, our implementation of the fireball model has four parameters: one (fthres)
controlling the plasma state, and three (Emin, Emax, n) regulating the fireball-production
probability.

2Under the simplification of only nuclear secondaries, our fthres-parameter introduces a minimum multi-
plicity for fireball interactions: nmult ≥ 1/fthres, with an equality symbol when equally distributing energy
between the secondaries.

– 3 –



3 The Impact of Fireballs on Air Shower Observables

3.1 Method

To study the effect of the fireball model on the development of air showers we implemented our
phenomenological model into the Conex (version 7.5) [43, 44] module [45, 46] of Corsika
(version 7.74) [47]. This implementation constituted altering the cnexus subroutine, which
functions as the interface between the shower evolution and the hadronic interaction models.
We compute the longitudinal (one-dimensional) shower evolution with the cascade TTT
and AugerHit options, and extract Xmax and the number of muons Nµ at an altitude of
1425 m. We further set the muon detection threshold to 0.3 GeV and the shower inclination
to θ = 67◦ in accordance with the Pierre Auger Observatory study of inclined showers [48].
With this set-up the first part of the shower is computed with a Monte Carlo simulation,
enabling us to also study shower-to-shower fluctuations.

We consider data from the Pierre Auger Observatory (hereafter just ‘Auger data’) on
the average 〈.〉 and fluctuations σ(.) of Xmax and Rµ = Nµ/1.455 · 107 (for θ = 67◦) as
presented at the International Cosmic Ray Conference (ICRC) in 2019 [49]. At this stage we
want to investigate whether there are fireball settings with which we can obtain a consistent
interpretation of the data in terms of the CR mass composition. To do so, we explore the
fireball parameter space by first fixing fthres = 0.01 (invoking a plasma) and Emin = 1015

eV (⇔
√
smin ≈ 1.4 TeV), and then we sample Emax ∈ {1017, 1018, 1019, 1020} eV and n ∈

{1, 2, 4, 8, 1000}. Note that with n = 1000, p(E) represents a step function at Emax.
For each of these fireball settings we simulate 2100 showers from proton, helium, ni-

trogen, silicon and iron CR primaries at an energy of 10 EeV. In this section we do not
consider further energies and thus focus on the corresponding data points at this energy.
Regarding the hadronic interaction models, we use QGSJetII-04 [50, 51], EPOS-LHC [52],
and Sibyll-2.3d [53] at high energies, and UrQMD [54, 55] at low energies.

3.2 Results

The minimum and maximum values of the observables 〈Xmax〉, σ(Xmax), 〈Rµ〉, and σ(Rµ)/〈Rµ〉
under variations of the mass composition are shown in figure 1, with the fireball settings var-
ied along the x-axis. For the average observables these extremes simply correspond to the
proton and iron predictions, but, in case of fluctuations, a mixed composition may lead to
even larger values. Note that the left-most setting (Emax = 1020 eV and n = 1000) introduces
fireballs above the energy of the primary CR and thus corresponds to the Standard Model.
Accordingly, comparisons with the left-most points reveal the impact of the fireball model
on the air shower observables.

For some settings the fireball model sufficiently increases 〈Rµ〉 such that the extremes
encompass the Auger data point (horizontal line). Simultaneously, the difference between
these extremes decreases as fireballs become more abundant at lower energies. This is a
universal feature of models invoking a mass-independent increase of the muon number, ulti-
mately making the muon number less sensitive to the mass composition.

This implementation of the fireball model also affects the other observables. The reduc-
tion of 〈Xmax〉 can be attributed to the production of a plasma and the associated enhanced
inelasticity, accelerating the shower development. This effect seems to saturate as most en-
ergy is deposited in the EM component in the first few interactions. The relative muon
fluctuations are determined by the first interaction [56, 57] and are slightly enhanced for
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Figure 1. Impact of various settings of the fireball model on the ranges of 〈Rµ〉 (top-left), σ(Rµ)/〈Rµ〉
(top-right), 〈Xmax〉 (bottom-left) and σ(Xmax) (bottom-right) predictions from 10 EeV air showers.
Varied on the x-axis are Emax (top axis) and n (bottom axis), while Emin = 1015 eV and fthres = 0.01
are fixed. Showers are simulated using the high-energy hadronic interaction models QGSJetII-04
(squares), EPOS-LHC (circles), and Sibyll-2.3d (triangles) in combination with a pure proton (red)
and pure iron (blue) composition. Further simulating helium, nitrogen and silicon showers enabled
the computation of the mixed compositions that maximize the fluctuations (purple). Data (black
horizontal lines) with systematic (light gray bands) and statistical (dark gray bands) uncertainties
are from the Pierre Auger Observatory as presented at the ICRC 2019 [49].

Emax = 1020 eV, 2 ≤ n ≤ 8 due to a mixture of fireball and Standard Model first inter-
actions. With only fireballs as first interactions, σ(Rµ)/〈Rµ〉 decreases and saturates at a
constant value, seeming to enforce a proton-dominated composition. A similar enhancement,
decrease and saturation can be seen for σ(Xmax), most prominently from iron showers. In
contrast to the muon observables, a splitting emerges between σ(Xmax) from mixed and pure
proton compositions, reflecting the more pronounced separation of the proton and iron Xmax

distributions.
Once the predictions encompass the data points, we can infer the indicated mass compo-

sition {fi} from, e.g., 〈Xmax〉data =
∑

i fi〈Xmax〉i, with i referring to the chemical elements.
Instead of solving these equations explicitly, by simultaneously considering another observ-
able, e.g., 〈Rµ〉 =

∑
i fi〈Rµ〉i, we can compute the range of muon numbers that correspond

to the 〈Xmax〉 data point under variations of the composition. For average observables,
the extremes of this range is guaranteed to correspond to a superposition of at most two
components, which can thus be readily computed.

By comparing data on different observables, this conversion method enables us to inter-
pret the consistency of the mass composition within a specific model. In particular, we are
able to convert data on 〈Xmax〉 to 〈Rµ〉 and σ(Xmax) = [〈X2

max〉 − 〈Xmax〉2data]1/2, and data
on 〈Rµ〉 to 〈Xmax〉 and σ(Rµ)/〈Rµ〉 = [〈R2

µ〉/〈Rµ〉2data − 1]1/2.
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Figure 2. Similar to figure 1, but with data on 〈Xmax〉 and 〈Rµ〉 converted to the other observables
through model predictions, see text for more detail. The error bars represent the variation due to
a degeneracy of the composition. The (total) uncertainties are visualized through the vertical gray
bars, ending where the observable falls outside of allowed range of predictions (i.e., beyond proton,
iron, extreme mix).

The application of this method to the fireball settings of figure 1 is shown in fig-
ure 2. Here it becomes clear that consistency between data on 〈Xmax〉 and 〈Rµ〉 is found for
Emax = 1017 eV and n = 1 with EPOS-LHC. However, the fireball model seems to introduce
an inconsistency between data on 〈Xmax〉 and σ(Xmax), with the average indicating a signifi-
cantly lighter composition than the fluctuations. This can be traced back to the formation of
a plasma accelerating the shower development. Therefore, we repeated the analysis for other
values of fthres ∈ {1, 0.1, 0.001}. It turns out that the aforementioned inconsistency can only
be avoided if one turns off the formation of a plasma by setting fthres = 1, reducing fireball
interactions to correspond to only swapping pions and kaons. The impact on the observables
are shown in figure 3. Notice that these fireballs only affect the muon number (both average
and fluctuations), leaving Xmax unaffected. For the settings summarized in table 1 we find
that a solution of the muon puzzle is possible at ECR = 10 EeV.

Table 1. Settings of the fireball model enabling a consistent composition interpretation of data from
the Pierre Auger Observatory as presented at the ICRC 2019 [49], on both moments of Xmax and Rµ
at 10 EeV.

log10(Emin/eV) log10(Emax/eV) n fthres

QGSJetII-04 15 17 2 1.0

EPOS-LHC
15 18 1 1.0
15 17 4 1.0

Sibyll-2.3d
15 18 1 1.0
15 17 4 1.0
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Figure 3. Same as figures 1 (top) and 2 (bottom), but then for fthres = 1.
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4 A ‘Strangeball’ Extension to the Heitler-Matthews Model

From section 3 we know that only a reduced fireball model — where no plasma is formed
and the multiplicity is unaltered — could potentially resolve the muon puzzle. Without
the formation of a plasma state, it may be misleading to continue calling this a “fireball”.
Therefore, lacking a better word, we will refer to this reduced fireball as a “strangeball”.
It is interesting to note that the rope hadronization model for string fragmentation [58–61]
actually provided the best description of the ALICE strangeness enhancements in proton-
proton collisions [35] without invoking the formation of a plasma. Perhaps this could provide
an alternative microscopic picture for strangeball formation. For the remainder of this work
we thus consider a strangeball model, which consists solely of an appropriate swapping of
pions and kaons, and thus only affects the muon number. An extension of the previous
analysis to other CR energies could then be attempted with an analytic approach, starting
from the Heitler-Matthews model [19–21].

4.1 Derivation

In the Heitler-Matthews model a hadronic air shower is modeled as consisting of charged
and neutral pions. Neutral pions promptly decay to two photons, leaking energy from the
hadronic component to EM showers. The charged pions produce further sets of charged and
neutral pions until their energies fall below the critical energy — defined as where the decay
length becomes shorter than the interaction length — at which point they decay to muons
in a 1:1 ratio.

The number of muons thus corresponds to the number of charged pions at the end of
a shower. Assuming the production of nmult pions in an interaction, of which a fraction r
is charged, one has (rnmult)

k charged pions after k interactions (or generations). With the
further strong assumption of dividing the projectile energy equally over all produced pions,
the critical generation kc (where charged pions reach the critical energy Ec) follows from
E0/n

kc
mult = Ec, with E0 the energy of the CR primary. Combining these, the muon number

at the end of the shower is given by

Nµ = (rnmult)
kc =

(
E0

Ec

)β
, (4.1)

where β ≡ log(rnmult)/ log(nmult) [9].
Swapping pions and kaons mainly induces a suppression of the produced number of

neutral pions. Therefore, strangeball interactions differ from the Standard Model ones by an
increased fraction of energy remaining in the hadronic component after an interaction. In
the Heitler-Matthews model this fraction r ≡ Ehad/Eproj is constant, but in our extension
we allow it to vary throughout the shower, taking at projectile energy E the effective value

reff(E) ≡ [1− p(E)]rSM + p(E)rsb , (4.2)

where rSM and rsb are the values for Standard Model and strangeball interactions, respec-
tively, and p(E) is the strangeball-production probability (eq. (2.2)).

From d log(Nhad/Ntot)/dk = d log((rnmult)
k/nkmult)/dk = log r we see that r quantifies

the generational change of the fraction of particles in the hadronic component. With an
exponentiation and a multiplication by the total number of particles as fixed by the critical
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energy Ntot = E0/Ec, we can incorporate an energy-dependent r-value for the computation
of the muon number:

Nµ =

(
E0

Ec

)
exp

[∫ kc

0
log{reff(E)} dk + ∆disc

]
. (4.3)

Here the upgrade of k from a discrete to a continuous variable required the correction term
∆disc ≡ 1

2 log(rsb/rSM) p(E0), constituting an additional half generation of strangeballs. This
takes into account that the type of interaction is determined by the incoming particles.

The multiplicity relates the generation k to the energy E of the particles at that gener-
ation. In the Heitler-Matthews model we have E = E0/n

k
mult, but at this point we can also

consider an energy-dependent multiplicity. Taking a power-law,

nmult(E) = nscale

(
E

1 GeV

)b
, (4.4)

we can solve the recurrence relation Ek+1 = Ek/nmult(Ek), which enables the computation
of the Jacobian dk/d logE for the integral of eq. (4.3).

Using our parametrization of the fireball (i.e. strangeball) production probability (eq. (2.2))
along with eq. (4.2) and the power-law multiplicity (eq. (4.4)), we compute the muon number
through eq. (4.3) as

Nµ =

(
E0

Ec

)[
xc
x0

]c1
×



1, if E0 ≤ Emin,(
E0

Emin

)δ′(E0)

, if Emin ≤ E0 ≤ Emax,(
Emax

Emin

)δ′(Emax) [xmax

x0

]c2
, if E0 ≥ Emax,

(4.5)

where we defined

c1 ≡
log rSM

log(1− b)
, c2 ≡

log(rsb/rSM)

log(1− b)
, (4.6)

xi ≡ log

(
nscale

(
Ei

1 GeV

)b)
, i ∈ {c, 0,min,max}, (4.7)

δ′(E) ≡ − p(E)

n+ 1

c2

xmin/b
2F1

(
1, 1 + n; 2 + n;

− log(E/Emin)

xmin/b

)
+

1

2

log(rsb/rSM)

log(Emax/Emin)
p(E)

n−1
n ,

(4.8)

for compactness and readability. The function 2F1(a, b; c;x) is the hypergeometric function.
The three energy regimes of p(E) is reflected here as a collection of distorted power-laws.

Below Emin the power-law of the Heitler-Matthews model (eq. (4.1)) transforms to a power-
law of logarithmic terms (eq. (4.7)) due to the energy-dependent multiplicity. The transition
region from no strangeballs to only strangeballs is characterized by a further power-law with
an energy-dependent slope (eq. (4.8)). Above Emax one again obtains the transformed power-
law with logarithmic terms, but then with the slope adjusted for strangeballs (eq. (4.6)).
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4.2 Parameter Estimation

Summarizing the parameters, we have the strangeball settings {Emin, Emax, n} (also through
p(E) in eq. (4.8)), the physical quantities {rSM, rsb, nscale, b, Ec}, and the energy E0 of the
primary CR. For the application of this framework to Auger data we need to estimate the
physical quantities.

Since the hadronic energy fraction and the multiplicity are properties of individual
interactions, we attempted to obtain {rSM, rsb, nscale, b} from the high-energy hadronic inter-
action models directly. We used the CRMC software package [62] as a uniform interface to
QGSJetII-04, EPOS-LHC, and Sibyll-2.3c3 [63], simulating 104 fixed-target collisions of
energetic proton and π+ projectiles with stationary proton and nitrogen targets, varying the
projectile energy from 102 GeV to 1011 GeV in steps of factors of 10.

From each collision we computed the fraction of the projectile energy that is carried
away by hadronic secondaries, counting all particles but {π0, e±, γ} for the Standard Model,
and all particles but {K0

L/S , e
±, γ} for the strangeball model. Changing the projectile energy

or the type of interacting particles induce variations of 〈rSM〉 (〈rsb〉) within 0.1 (0.05). In our
simplified approach we ignore these variations and computed the global averages, giving equal
weights to all energies and projectile-target combinations, resulting in the parameters listed
in table 2. We further computed the total multiplicity of each collision, finding the averages
among many collisions to follow a power-law with projectile energy, for each projectile-target
combination. Averaging these power laws with equal weights (point-wise at each energy)
resulted in a global power law, of which the parameters are also listed in table 2.

Table 2. Estimates of the parameters related to physical quantities for the evaluation of eq. (4.5),
using both CRMC and Conex simulations and various hadronic interaction models.

rSM rsb nscale b Ec [GeV]

C
R

M
C QGSJetII-04 0.781 0.937 5.69 0.193 -

EPOS-LHC 0.788 0.930 7.70 0.166 -

Sibyll-2.3c 0.803 0.921 6.74 0.173 -

C
o
n
e
x QGSJetII-04 0.509 0.720 968 8.68 · 10−2 136

EPOS-LHC 0.550 0.764 3820 2.58 · 10−3 154

Sibyll-2.3d 0.565 0.736 3230 3.92 · 10−5 151

Since we implicitly consider the hadronic shower component to consist of more than just
charged pions, the definition of a single critical energy becomes ambiguous. Therefore, instead
of estimating its value from first principles (through the interaction and decay lengths), we
treat it as a normalization parameter. Setting it to Ec = 220 GeV and using the remaining
parameters from CRMC, the number of muons as a function of primary energy E0 from
eq. (4.5) is given by the dashed lines of figure 4 for EPOS-LHC and Emin = 1015 eV.

We ran an additional set of Conex simulations to evaluate the validity of this approach.
Only considering proton CRs, we explored the strangeball phase-space varying Emin ∈
{1014, 1015, 1016} eV, Emax ∈ {1017, 1018, 1019, 1020} eV, and n ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 1000}. The
energy-dependence of the average muon number is sampled with E0 ∈ {1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100,

3At the time of this study, the updated version Sibyll-2.3d was not yet available in CRMC.
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Figure 4. Energy dependence of the average muon number for various strangeball settings with
EPOS-LHC as obtained with Conex simulations (data points) fitted with eq. (4.5) (solid lines), and
using CRMC-inferred parameters directly with eq. (4.5) (dashed lines). The gray lines correspond to
the no strangeball case, and we fixed Emin = 1015 eV.

200, 500, 1000, 2000, 5000, 10000} ×1016 eV, and the simulations are repeated for the hadronic
interaction models QGSJetII-04, EPOS-LHC, and Sibyll-2.3d, simulating 2100 showers
for each setting. The resulting values for EPOS-LHC and Emin = 1015 eV are indicated by
the points (with negigible statistical uncertainty) in figure 4.

Independent of our choice of Ec, the muon numbers from Conex simulations are not
reproduced by eq. (4.5) when using the parameters inferred from CRMC simulations. This
implies that our attempt to connect microscopic parameters to a macroscopic observable
with an analytic model is too simplistic. This inadequacy can most likely be traced back to
the unphysical Heitler-Matthews assumption of equally dividing the projectile energy over
all secondaries, which is in direct contradiction with the CRMC spectra. One may consider
combining our strangeball extension with the extension presented in [64] to take into account
leading particle effects.

Instead, since the functional form given by the Conex simulations seems to be repro-
duced, we fitted eq. (4.5) directly to the results of these simulations (fixing Emin = 1015 eV;
260 data points), as shown by the solid lines in figure 4. This gave a surprisingly good fit,
where we obtained a single set of parameters for each model as listed in table 2. It thus seems
that realistic effects such as that of leading particles can be absorbed into these parameters,
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making them effective and their physical interpretation should be met with some caution.
The same parameters provided a similarly good description of the Conex simulations with
Emin ∈ {1014, 1016} eV, implying that eq. (4.5) can be used to interpolate the average muon
number Nµ in the primary energy E0, as well as the three strangeball settings Emin, Emax,
and n.

4.3 Mass Dependence

Now we need to introduce a mass dependence to our analytic model by way of the superpo-
sition principle:

Nµ(E0, A) = A ·Nµ(E0/A, 1) . (4.9)

This states that the muon number from a shower initiated by a CR with energy E0 and
mass A corresponds to that of A protons, each a factor A lower in energy. We assume that
the total energy, rather than that per nucleon, is decisive for the production of a strangeball
state. Note that in this case the conventional superposition principle underestimates the
strangeball production from nuclei. This becomes especially apparent when considering a
rapidly changing strangeball production probability p(E), as illustrated in figure 5 (e.g., the
line with Emax = 1019 eV and n = 1).
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Figure 5. Mass dependence of the average muon number at 10 EeV for various strangeball settings
obtained from EPOS-LHC Conex simulations (data points) and compared with our analytic model
(eq. (4.5) with Conex parameters of table 2) by applying the superposition principle (eq. (4.9), solid
lines) and when including our correction factor (with eq. (4.10), dashed lines).
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We introduce a correction factor to the right-hand side of eq. (4.9),

u+ (1− u) · [rsb/rSM]∆p/2 , (4.10)

where u denotes the fraction of the nucleus that does not participate in the first inelastic
interaction (‘spectator nucleons’), and is thus unaffected by the strangeball state. The re-
mainder of the nucleus finds its muon production enhanced by half a generation of additional
strangeballs, weighted by the difference in strangeball-production probability for the nucleus
and its nucleons: ∆p ≡ p(E0)−p(E0/A). This correction factor is equivalent to revising ∆disc

of eq. (4.3) to be evaluated at the energy of the nucleus rather than that of its nucleons.
We found a good agreement with EPOS-LHC Conex simulations when setting u =

1 − 1/
√
A, as indicated by the dashed lines in figure 5. This corresponds to approximately√

A nucleons interacting inelastically. While a slight deviation remains for the other two
models, we expect our approximation to suffice for the current study.

5 Application to Auger Data

Equipped with eq. (4.5), its parameters, and a mass dependence, we looked for strangeball
settings that reproduce Auger data. First, we verified with Conex simulations that the
statistical moments of Xmax are unaffected by the strangeball model. We simulated proton
and iron showers with energy in the range from 1017−1020 eV and strangeball settings Emin =
1015 eV, Emax ∈ {1017, 1018, 1019, 1020} eV, and n ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 1000}, for each hadronic
interaction model. We did not find a significant deviation with respect to simulations without
strangeballs, justifying our approach to only consider changes to the muon number. This puts
us in a situation where we can assume the composition from Xmax to be the true composition
and that we only need to adjust the muon predictions until they give the same picture.

By mapping data on 〈Xmax〉 to 〈Rµ〉 we can directly quantify the size of the muon
discrepancy, as visualized in figure 6 for EPOS-LHC. In the top plot we find the 〈Xmax〉
predictions to follow power-laws in energy, enabling a straightforward interpolation to the
energies of the data points. The interpolation in energy of 〈Rµ〉 comes from our analytic
model, with which we mapped the 〈Xmax〉 data to the bottom plots following the same
procedure as in section 3. These plots correspond to opposite extremes of the strangeball
settings: a gradual introduction of strangeballs starting at low energies (1013 eV; left), or
an abrupt introduction around 1017 eV (right). Considering only these data, both scenarios
seem to resolve the muon puzzle.

A distinction could be made by including information on the relative muon fluctuations
(e.g., [65]), which reflects the physics of the first interaction. In appendix A we explored the
effect of strangeballs on the energy dependence of these fluctuations following a modeling
similar to that of section 4. We found that strangeballs in the first interaction tend to
decrease the relative muon fluctuations, which could lead to shifting the muon puzzle to
these fluctuations. This effectively puts a lower limit on Emax, requiring a 100% probability
of producing strangeballs to be only allowed at energies above what is measured by the Pierre
Auger Observatory.

For a complete exploration of the phase-space of strangeball settings we fixed n ∈
{1, 2, 4, 8, 1000} and varied both 1012 ≤ Emin/eV ≤ 1018 and 1016 ≤ Emax/eV ≤ 1022. As
visualized in figure 7 for EPOS-LHC (similar figures were obtained for QGSJetII-04 and
Sibyll-2.3d) we computed for each setting a chi-squared statistic to quantify the agreement
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Figure 6. Composition inference from Auger data (error bars) on 〈Xmax〉 (top) and 〈Rµ〉 (bottom)
using EPOS-LHC and the strangeball model. The strangeball model (solid lines) leaves 〈Xmax〉
unaffected, data on which (black error bars) can thus be interpreted within the Standard Model
(dotted lines). In the bottom plots a direct comparison with 〈Rµ〉 data (white square error bars)
follows from mapping 〈Xmax〉 data to 〈Rµ〉 within the Standard Model (gray error bars) and the
following two strangeball scenarios (black error bars): Emin = 1013 eV, Emax = 1021 eV and n = 1
(bottom left), and Emin = 1015 eV, Emax = 1017 eV and n = 1000 (bottom right). The line colors
correspond to various nuclei: proton (red), helium (orange), nitrogen (green), silicon (cyan), and iron
(blue).

between data on 〈Xmax〉 and 〈Rµ〉:

χ2(Emin, Emax, n) ≡
6∑
i=1

[
〈Rµ〉〈Xmax〉data(Ei;Emin, Emax, n)− 〈Rµ〉data,i

]2
δ〈Rµ〉2syst,i + δ〈Rµ〉2stat,i

. (5.1)

The sum runs over the six muon data points and 〈Rµ〉〈Xmax〉data(Ei;Emin, Emax, n) represents
the mapped data on 〈Xmax〉, which is subsequently linearly interpolated in logE to the
energies Ei of the data points 〈Rµ〉data,i. We neglect the uncertainty on 〈Xmax〉 data and
consider the total uncertainty on 〈Rµ〉 data to correspond to a quadratic sum of the systematic
δ〈Rµ〉syst,i and statistical δ〈Rµ〉stat,i uncertainties. Note that a division of 〈Rµ〉 by energy is
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Figure 7. Strangeball parameter-space exploration of the compatibility of the composition inference
of Auger data on 〈Xmax〉 and 〈Rµ〉 as quantified by the test statistic χ2 (eq. (5.1)) for EPOS-LHC.
A lower χ2 implies a better compatibility. The inset stars correspond to the central (cyan) and right
(purple) plots in figure 6. The black lines are lower limits on Emax required by data on the muon
fluctuations.

canceled by the uncertainty term.
A resolution of our muon puzzle follows from enhancing the 〈Rµ〉 predictions to a certain

plateau, which only corresponds to a single constraint on the strangeball settings. This is
reflected by the valleys of solutions in figure 7 for each value of n. Lower limits on Emax

from data on the relative muon fluctuations are indicated by the black lines, to the left of
which proton predictions fall more than 1 σ below these data (and the expected heavier
composition corresponds to an even larger tension). Combining these constraints we find
that with fluctuations limiting the number of strangeballs in the first interaction, strangeballs
need to be present at lower energies, to reach the plateau and resolve the muon puzzle. This
roughly excludes scenarios with n > 1, favoring the gradual (blue star) over the abrupt
(purple star) solution.

Considering only n = 1, the combinations of Emin and Emax that minimize χ2 are shown
on the left of figure 8 for each hadronic interaction model. Note that Emax starts at 1018 eV
and thus already roughly takes into account the constraint from the fluctuations. The lower
values for QGSJetII-04 reflects its lower muon numbers. We converted these solutions to
the probability of producing strangeballs (central plot) and the effective enhancement to the
hadronic energy fraction (right plot) at LHC (

√
sLHC = 13 TeV⇔ ELHC = 8.45·1016 eV) and

Tevatron (
√
sTev = 2 TeV ⇔ ETev = 2 · 1015 eV) energies. Only for the lowest allowed values

of Emax may strangeball effects be invisible at Tevatron energies. More compatible with the
constraints from the fluctuations, we find any solution to the muon puzzle to require 35−40%
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(40− 45%) of the interactions to be strangeballs at Tevatron (LHC) energies, corresponding
to an effective increase of the hadronic fraction of 5− 8% (6− 9%).
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Figure 8. Left: Strangeball settings resolving the muon puzzle without violating constraints from
the muon fluctuations (i.e., Emax & 1019 eV). Center and right: Conversion of these strangeball
settings to the strangeball-initiation probability (center, eq. (2.2)) and effective enhancement of the
hadronic energy fraction (right, eq. (4.2)) at LHC (blue, ELHC ≈ 1017 eV) and Tevatron (orange,
ETev ≈ 1015 eV) energies.

Some care is needed in the interpretation of these results. Solutions to the muon puzzle
in terms of Emin and Emax combinations and the subsequent conversion to a strangeball
probability rely on the correct interpolation (and extrapolation) of our analytic model in
terms of the CR energy and the strangeball settings. We verified this with Conex simulations
for a subset of settings (1014 ≤ Emin/eV ≤ 1016 and 1017 ≤ Emax/eV ≤ 1020), as in, e.g.,
figure 4. Many of the solutions in figure 8 are outside this range, but, given the physical
assumptions going into our model, we do not expect large uncertainties associated to these
extrapolations. For the subsequent conversion to an effective increase of the hadronic energy
fraction we employed eq. (4.2) with the parameters listed in table 2. Since the parameters
inferred from Conex simulations are likely unphysical, with in particular the very high
multiplicities, we used the representative parameters found with CRMC simulations instead.

6 Implications for LHC measurements

The hadronic energy fraction r is not a directly measurable quantity at collider experiments.
Therefore, it is worthwhile to translate our results to observables of the relevant detectors at
the LHC. For this we need to explicitly specify the model under consideration. The analytic
model of section 4 is agnostic towards the precise origin of enhancing r, which implies that
the results in the right-most plot of figure 8 could be regarded as independent of the model
behind the enhancement (e.g., swapping). Furthermore, a phenomenological model valid for
air showers may not necessarily be valid for collider experiments. Nevertheless, for the sake
of consistency and simplicity, we will stick to modeling strangeballs by swapping pions for
kaons.

We would further like to point out that our focus on r represents a generic approach to
resolving the muon puzzle. This follows from an assumed proportionality between the energy
kept in the hadronic shower component and the produced number of muons. However, by
swapping particles or otherwise adjusting the hadronic particle spectra one may also enhance
the efficiency of converting hadronic energy into the production of muons. To analyze this
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effect on the muon number it is convenient to reverse the problem and study their genealogy
(see, e.g., refs. [66, 67]), but such considerations are beyond the scope of this paper.
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Figure 9. Weighted pseudorapidity distributions of all (solid lines) and EM-only (including π0,
dashed lines) secondaries from proton-proton collisions at various center-of-mass energies for the
three hadronic interaction models, computed with CRMC. The weight corresponds to the fraction of
projectile energy carried by secondaries when boosted to the fixed-target rest frame, given by eq. (6.1).
The pseudorapidity acceptance regions of LHCb (1.9 < η < 4.9 [7]) and LHCf (|η| > 8.4 [68]) are
indicated in gray.

The part of the air shower evolution relevant to the muon number are the secondaries
that carry away most of the projectile energy Eproj:

E′

Eproj
≈ E + pz√

s
=
xE + xF

2
. (6.1)

Here E and pz are respectively the energy and (z-)momentum of the secondary. The prime
denotes the Earth’s rest frame, and the first equality follows from a boost to the center of mass
frame (where E′ = γ(E + βpz), with γ =

√
s/(2mp) and β ≈ 1, and Eproj ≈ s/(2mp)). The

second step follows from the definitions of xE ≡ 2E/
√
s and Feynman-x xF ≡ 2pz/

√
s. Since

collider experiments detect secondaries in specific pseudorapidity intervals (and above energy
thresholds), it is instructive to identify which pseudorapidity intervals contain most of the
projectile energy. We show in figure 9 the pseudorapidity distributions computed with CRMC
of all (solid lines) and only EM secondaries (dashed lines) from proton-proton interactions for
various CM energies, weighted by eq. (6.1). There is a clear positive correlation between the
CM energy and the pseudorapidity at which the distribution peaks, implying that different
forward regions are relevant at different energies. An enhancement of r corresponds to
reducing the area underneath the EM spectrum (dashed lines). In principle, pseudorapidity
regions away from the peaks need not be affected, but this requires fine-tuning that may be
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difficult to reconcile with an underlying physical model. Therefore, we consider the swapping
of pions and kaons to be equivalently present in all kinematic regions. Note that since
new physics would primarily arise in the constrained central regions, our approach could be
regarded as conservative.

In the following we investigate the effect of swapping pions and kaons on the predictions
of cosmic-ray hadronic interaction models in phase-space regions relevant for the LHCf and
LHCb detectors. In particular, we assess whether current measurements permit an O(40%)
of swapping as we found to be required for solving the muon puzzle (see the central plot in
figure 8).

6.1 LHCf
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Figure 10. The neutral pion yield from proton-proton collisions at
√
s = 7 TeV as measured by

the LHCf detector [68] (data points) and retrieved from various models with CRMC (lines), for the
pT -range of 0.0 to 0.2 GeV. For clarity, we separately visualize the effect of 40% and 100% strangeballs
for each of the hadronic interaction models. The bands correspond to 1σ Monte Carlo uncertainties.

The LHCf measurements of the neutral pion yield from
√
s = 7 TeV proton-proton

collisions [68] constrain the energy going into the EM component, i.e. the complement of r.
A comparison of these measurements with model predictions is shown in figure 10, as well as
the effect of a 40% and 100% strangeball (i.e., swapping pions and kaons). Note that here a
100% strangeball simply corresponds to the neutral kaon spectrum (both K0

S and K0
L). At

this energy the LHCf detector is only sensitive to the high-rapidity tail of the EM distribution
(see figure 9), making only the xF < 0.4 region relevant in practice for the muon number.
While a 40% strangeball induces a significant suppression to the spectra, these deviations
appear to be of the same order of magnitude as the model differences. Therefore, with the
current theoretical uncertainties one cannot exclude a 40% strangeball on the basis of these
data.

6.2 LHCb

The picture looks different when considering LHCb measurements of the K0
S pT -spectrum

produced by
√
s = 900 GeV proton-proton collisions [69], as shown in figure 11. Here, the
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Figure 11. The K0
S pT -spectrum from proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 900 GeV as measured by

the LHCb detector [69] (data points) and retrieved from various models with CRMC (lines), for the
rapidity range of 2.5 to 4. For clarity, we separately visualize the effect of 40% and 100% strangeballs
for each of the hadronic interaction models. The bands correspond to 1σ Monte Carlo uncertainties.

introduction of 40% or 100% strangeballs significantly enhances the spectra as the more
abundant neutral pions are converted to neutral kaons, breaking the reasonable agreement
of the hadronic interaction models with the data. This seems to be a clear constraint on
the strangeball model, especially given the relevant rapidity range for muon production (see
figure 9). However, two caveats need to be considered in the interpretation of this data: the
energy and the species of the colliding particles.

For proton-proton collisions this data implies that strangeballs may only appear at
higher energies, requiring Emin > (900 GeV)2/(2mp) = 4 · 1014 eV. Looking at the left
plot in figure 8 we then find solutions to the muon puzzle only at relatively low values for
Emax (. 1018.5−19.5 eV), which competes with the constraint arising from muon fluctuations,
requiring Emax & 1019 eV. Exploiting this tension, the upcoming proton-proton LHC runs at√
s = 14 TeV provides an opportunity to rule out the formation of strangeballs from protons

as a solution to the muon puzzle. We suggest in particular the ratio of K0
S to the charged

pion spectra as a clear indicator for strangeball-like effects, see figure 12.
It is important to emphasize that the previous discussion only concerns collisions be-

tween protons, and that the bulk of the interactions in air showers are those between pions
and air (see, e.g., figure 1 of ref. [67]). Nuclear effects seem to be negligible as we found
no difference in figure 12 when considering proton-oxygen collisions at 10 TeV. In contrast,
having pions instead of protons as projectiles may play an important role. Unfortunately, it
is experimentally challenging to produce charged pion beams for super-TeV center of mass
collisions and look for strangeballs directly. Until then we depend on the synergy between
indirect measurements at collider and air shower experiments, and the further development
of hadronic interaction models to make progress.

Here we would like to add to this synergy by making a qualitative argument on the
consequence of having pions as projectiles for the viability of the strangeball model. Since
pions are more compact than protons, the same new physics (e.g., strangeballs) should be
induced at lower energies. Inversely, the previously derived constraint on Emin from

√
s = 900
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GeV LHCb data is relaxed for pions. The hadronic cascade in air showers is fueled by
interactions between projectile partons with relatively large x [66, 67] and thus target partons
with small x. At small x ≡ Eparton/Ehadron, the parton distribution function (PDF) is
dominated by gluons, falling as x g(x,Q2) ∝ xα with −0.29 ≤ α ≤ −0.14 at x = 10−4 in
various PDF sets [70]. Estimating the volume difference between pions and protons based
on the number of valence quarks, the gluon volume density of pions is a factor 3/2 that
of protons. A proton-air interaction would achieve the same energy density at a factor
(3/2)1/α ≈ 0.06 − 0.25 in x, or 4 − 18 in energy. This implies that for pion projectiles the
constraint on Emin can be relaxed by about an order of magnitude, alleviating the tension
with the muon fluctuations. Interestingly, this is not sufficient to avoid a constraint from
measurements at

√
s = 14 TeV ⇔ E = 1017 eV. Therefore, the 40% strangeball deviation

from the Standard Model shown in figure 12 is a concrete prediction of the strangeball model
as a solution to the muon deficit.
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Figure 12. Ratio of K0
S to charged pion pT -spectra from proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 14 TeV,

computed with CRMC, that could be measured by the LHCb detector to test the strangeball solution
to the muon puzzle.

7 Conclusions

Adopting the phenomenological modeling of ref. [37], we exclude the production of fireballs in
cosmic ray air showers as a resolution to the muon puzzle based on the fact that it introduces
a tension between data on the average and fluctuations of Xmax. This can be traced back
to the fireball property of producing a plasma state, which enhances the inelasticity (and
multiplicity) and thereby accelerates the shower development. Instead, we find the effect
on Xmax to be negligible when ignoring the formation of a plasma (modeled by repeated
in situ collisions) and only considering enhancements to the strange quark content of the
secondaries (modeled by swapping pions and kaons). This strangeness enhancement is found
to be sufficient for resolving the muon puzzle at 10 EeV.
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To make a clear distinction with the original fireball model, we denote the strange-
ball model as the model enhancing the strangeness without plasma formation. To test this
strangeball model as a solution to the muon puzzle also at other energies, we extended the
Heitler-Matthews model such that it can include variations in the fraction of energy remain-
ing in the hadronic component. By fitting this to strangeball-extended Conex simulations
we inferred the parameters relevant for the strangeball model. With a subsequent applica-
tion to Auger data we find a spectrum of solutions to the muon puzzle, characterized by two
extremes: a sudden introduction of strangeballs at 1017 eV, making up the first few interac-
tions, or a gradual introduction starting already at low energies (< 1014 eV). Data on the
relative muon fluctuations favors the latter extreme, implying that effects must be visible at
energies accessible to collider experiments. At LHC and Tevatron energies, we find a solution
to the muon puzzle to require 40% of the interactions to be strangeballs, corresponding to
a sizable 5 − 9% increase of the energy retained in the hadronic cascade, with respect to
predictions from current hadronic interaction models.

From a comparison with current LHC measurements we cannot directly exclude this
scenario. The theoretical uncertainty on the model predictions for the neutral pion spectra
as measured by the LHCf detector exceeds the effect from a 40% strangeball. While data from
LHCb at

√
s = 900 GeV does exclude a strangeball, this constraint can be circumvented by

only introducing strangeballs above 1014 eV. Note that this competes with the constraint from
the muon fluctuations. This tension is relaxed by an order of magnitude when recognizing
that air showers are dominated by pion-air interactions. We suggest a LHCb measurement
of the ratio of pT -spectra of K0

S to charged pions at
√
s = 14 TeV to be a powerful test for

the strangeball scenario.
As final remarks we would like to emphasize that still much can be won on the as-

troparticle side of the muon puzzle. For example, including data from the underground
muon detector of the Pierre Auger Observatory [71] — and in its extension also data from
other experiments (see, e.g., ref. [6]) — in a similar analysis could further constrain the origin
of the muon puzzle and provide more precise predictions for collider experiments. Along the
same lines, also the reduction of the systematic and statistical uncertainties on respectively
the average and relative fluctuations of the muon number will be beneficial. Finally, the
concrete strangeball prediction of altering the strange particle content in air showers may
affect more observables beyond the absolute muon number: the larger critical energy of kaons
would give rise to a harder muon energy spectrum and a shallower muon production depth.
The latter would actually improve the agreement with Auger data [72], motivating further
studies in this direction as well.

It remains important to connect the particle and astroparticle physics communities as
both are needed to solve the muon puzzle. The benefit to the astroparticle physics commu-
nity is readily apparent, with precision determinations of the cosmic ray mass composition
bringing us closer to revealing the cosmic ray origin. But the potential benefit to the particle
physics community cannot be understated, considering the unique high-energy and ultra-
high-energy laboratory provided by air showers. To sustainably drive this synergy we should
work towards flexible (modular) and transparent hadronic interaction models. These would
enable fundamental interpretations of astroparticle data in term of the underlying particle
physics, as well as lay a solid foundation for studying the cosmos.
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colour rope formation in dense systems of non-parallel strings, SciPost Phys. 13 (2022) 023
[2202.12783].

[61] C. Bierlich, S. Chakraborty, G. Gustafson and L. Lönnblad, Strangeness
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A Relative Muon Fluctuations

The relative shower-to-shower fluctuation of the muon number σ(Nµ)/〈Nµ〉 is mainly deter-
mined by the physics of the first interaction [56, 57]: fluctuations from subsequent interactions
average out. The Pierre Auger Collaboration measured the size of these fluctuations above
4 EeV [65], constraining the production of strangeballs above this energy. We consider the
measurements presented at the ICRC in 2019 [49].
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Figure 13. Energy dependence of the relative muon fluctuations from strangeball-extended Conex
simulations with EPOS-LHC (colored points) for various strangeball settings: Emin = 1015 eV is
fixed, while Emax (colors) and n (plots) vary. These simulations are fitted with our model (colored
lines, eq. (A.7)), whose fit parameters are summarized in table 3. The black data points are from the
Pierre Auger Observatory as presented at the ICRC in 2019 [49].

From our strangeball-extended Conex simulations we find that introducing the strange-
ball model reduces the relative muon fluctuations. This is visualized with proton primaries
in figure 13: above Emax the fluctuations reach a slightly declining plateau between 0.15 and
0.10. For n = 1000 and E0 < Emax one retrieves the Standard Model result, which corre-
sponds to a similar plateau that is approximately 0.05 higher. The transition between the

– 26 –

https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4240-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/1604.00024
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8055-y
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8055-y
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.012012


plateaus is determined by the strangeball settings through the strangeball probability p(E)
of eq. (2.2). A suppression of the relative muon fluctuations may be a general feature of any
model that increases the hadronic energy fraction. We will get back to this at the end of the
appendix.

We exclude the strangeball settings for which the predictions for proton CR primaries
fall more than 1σ (combined systematic and statistical uncertainties) below the data points
from the Pierre Auger Observatory. Note that these constraints are actually more stringent
since the Xmax-inferred composition requires the data to be below the proton prediction (see,
e.g., figure 2 of ref. [65]). The constraints turn out to be mostly on Emax, with that from
the first (third) data point excluding the region to the left of the dashed (double-dot dashed)
lines in figure 7.

To derive these constraints we constructed a model describing the energy dependence
of the relative muon fluctuations, as described below.

A.1 Modeling Relative Muon Fluctuations

We follow a similar approach as in section 4, starting from the principles of the Heitler-
Matthews model.

With the critical energy fixing the total number of particles Ntot and a generational
picture of air showers, the muon number Nµ can be decomposed into a product of hadronic
energy fractions ri at generation i from the first generation until the critical generation kc:

Nµ = Ntot

kc∏
i=1

ri . (A.1)

Fluctuations then arise from variations of these hadronic energy fractions and from
variations of the total number of generations. For our modeling, we fix the total number
of generations to kc, effectively ignoring shower-to-shower fluctuations of the multiplicity.
This is expected to be a subdominant effect since the value of β (see eq. (4.1)) is close to 1
when inferred from Standard Model simulations. See ref. [57] and in particular the discussion
around eq. (4) of this reference for more details.

A generational picture of air showers implies that the hadronic energy fraction at each
generation is independent of the next. Therefore, the variance of the muon number can be
decomposed as

var(Nµ) = var

(
Ntot

kc∏
i=1

ri

)
= N2

tot

kc∏
i=1

[
σ2(ri) + 〈ri〉2

]
−N2

tot

kc∏
i=1

〈ri〉2 , (A.2)

where σ2(ri) and 〈ri〉 are the variance and average of the hadronic energy fraction at gener-
ation i, respectively. The relative muon fluctuations can then be written as

σ(Nµ)

〈Nµ〉
=

√√√√ kc∏
i=1

[
1 +

(
σ(ri)

〈ri〉

)2
]
− 1 . (A.3)

Here ri is the hadronic energy fraction of an entire generation and its fluctuations are sup-
pressed by the number of particles Ni in that generation: σ(ri) = σ(reff)/

√
Ni. This explicitly

shows the dominance of the first interaction.
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The effective hadronic energy fraction of an interaction reff is given by a superposition
of strangeball and Standard Model interactions (eq. (4.2)), which can be propagated to the
(squared) relative fluctuations as

σ2(reff)

〈reff〉2
=

(1− p) σ2(rSM) + p σ2(rsb)

[(1− p) 〈rSM〉+ p 〈rsb〉]2
+

p(1− p) [〈rsb〉 − 〈rSM〉]2

[(1− p) 〈rSM〉+ p 〈rsb〉]2
, (A.4)

where we suppressed the energy dependence of p ≡ p(E) for readability.
From a comparison with Conex simulations it turns out that a continuous extension

of the product in eq. (A.3) provides a better description (see ref. [12] for more details):

kc∏
i=1

[
1 +

(
σ(ri)

〈ri〉

)2
]
→ exp

{∫ kc

0
log

[
1 +

(
σ(ri)

〈ri〉

)2
]
dk + ∆corr

}
. (A.5)

Similar to eq. (4.3) we have a correction factor,

∆corr =
1

2
log

[
1 +

(
σ(ri)

〈ri〉

∣∣∣∣
k=0

)2
]
, (A.6)

corresponding to half a generation of the integrand, with the ratio of moments evaluated at
the first interaction. Physically, this continuous representation allows us to include particles
with energies ‘between’ the generations and thereby partly take into account the elasticity
of interactions in real air showers.

We nevertheless stick to a generational picture with synchronized shower branches and
the energy equally divided over all secondaries. As in section 4, this allows us to use the
multiplicity to relate the generation k to the energy E of the secondaries, and the total
number of particles is simply N = E0/E.

Putting everything together we have

σ(Nµ)

〈Nµ〉
=

√√√√exp

[∫ logEc

logE0

log

(
1 +

σ2(reff)

〈reff〉2
E

E0

)
dk

d logE
d logE +

1

2
log

(
1 +

σ2(reff)

〈reff〉2

∣∣∣∣
E=E0

)]
− 1 ,

(A.7)

with σ2(reff)/〈reff〉2 given in eq. (A.4) and the Jacobian for a power-law multiplicity (eq. (4.4))
given by

dk

d logE
=

1

log(1− b)
1

log
(
n

1/b
scaleE/GeV

) . (A.8)

These two terms significantly complicate the energy dependence of the integrand, pre-
venting an analytic evaluation of the integral. Considering eq. (A.4), not only the strange-
ball probability p(E) (eq. (2.2)), but also 〈rSM〉, 〈rsb〉, σ(rSM), and σ(rsb) may be energy
dependent. It turns out that the declining plateau features in figure 13 cannot be repro-
duced without this additional energy dependence, and thus we parametrize the variances as
σ2(x) = α− β log10(E/GeV), with x ∈ {rSM, rsb}.

With this we obtain a good fit to the Conex simulations as shown in figure 13 for
EPOS-LHC. Similarly good fits are obtained for QGSJetII-04 and Sibyll-2.3d, with all

– 28 –



parameters summarized in table 3. Note that these parameters differ from those listed in
table 2, indicating that our picture is still a simplification of real air showers. We also found
a good agreement with Conex simulations at Emin = 1014 eV and 1016 eV, justifying the
interpolation in also this strangeball setting.

We end with a comment on the suppression of the relative muon fluctuations. At
energies sufficiently above Emax, the first part of the shower consists of strangeballs and
thus σ(Nµ)/〈Nµ〉 is an accumulation of σ(rsb)/〈rsb〉 from the first few interactions. The
same holds for the Standard Model at energies below Emin (or below Emax with high n).
The energy dependencies of σ(rsb)/〈rsb〉 and σ(rSM)/〈rSM〉 thus form the declining plateau
features, whose heights are determined by the sizes of these relative fluctuations. Since the
hadronic energy fraction is bound from above by 1 (which limits the fluctuations), and from
CRMC simulations we have 0.5 < 〈rSM〉 < 〈rsb〉 (table 2), we can expect σ(rsb)/〈rsb〉 <
σ(rSM)/〈rSM〉. This propagates to a plateau with a lower height for the strangeball model.
The same argument holds for any model that increases the average hadronic energy fraction,
with the exception of fine-tuned scenarios invoking a simultaneous, disproportional increase
of the probability of events with low hadronic energy fractions.

Table 3. Fit parameters for modeling the relative muon fluctuations of strangeball-extended Conex
simulations with eq. (A.7). The variances of the hadronic energy fractions are parametrized as σ2 =
α− β log10(E/GeV).

〈rSM〉 〈rsb〉
σ2(rSM) σ2(rsb)

b nscale
α β α β

QGSJetII-04 0.669 0.840 0.100 0.00196 0.0743 0.00140 0.00184 51.29

EPOS-LHC 0.504 0.643 0.0621 0.00114 0.0428 0.000719 0.190 2722

Sibyll-2.3d 0.531 0.658 0.0663 0.00117 0.0527 0.000897 0.177 2429

– 29 –


	1 Introduction
	2 The Fireball Model
	3 The Impact of Fireballs on Air Shower Observables
	3.1 Method
	3.2 Results

	4 A `Strangeball' Extension to the Heitler-Matthews Model
	4.1 Derivation
	4.2 Parameter Estimation
	4.3 Mass Dependence

	5 Application to Auger Data
	6 Implications for LHC measurements
	6.1 LHCf
	6.2 LHCb

	7 Conclusions
	A Relative Muon Fluctuations
	A.1 Modeling Relative Muon Fluctuations


