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Abstract

A generator of antiproton (p̄) in Geant4 has been developed using a theoretical model with the consideration of

near-threshold treatment and used preliminarily in COMET experiment. The precision of this generator has been

verified by comparing with experimental results taken in CERN (1970) and ITEP (1994). By implementing this

generator into official data analysis framework of COMET, the yield of p̄ in COMET experiment can be evaluated

properly. Background caused by p̄ can also be estimated by this generator in future, which will instruct the design

and optimization. Moreover, this generator can also be used in the simulation of other experiments involving near-

threshold p̄ generation.
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1. Introduction

Simulation of yields of charged particles, especially the yield of p̄, has always been a difficulty in proton-nucleon

collisions at low energy especially when center-of-mass (c.m.s) energy
√

s < 10 GeV since there are many theoretical

methods of approximation near the threshold [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7] but few precise experiment results for validation in

the past. While, simulation of p̄ production is usually a necessary work for many fields of high energy physics and

astrophysics, for example, evaluation of background, design of p̄ source and research on cosmic ray or air shower.

Many simulation works have been taken in this field [8, 9, 10, 11, 12], but
√

s of these works are much higher than

10 GeV.

Recently, various experiments have been proposed or designed to search for new physics using the muon beam

produced from the collision of protons and nucleons, including COMET (The COherent Muon to Electron Transi-

tion) [13, 14], Mu2e [15] and ones in future. Most of these experiments will meet this problem during the optimiza-

tion. In the case of COMET and Mu2e, limited by the accelerator, the energy of proton beam is set to be 8 GeV

(
√

s ≈ 3.86 GeV), which is in the near-threshold region. p̄ production is suppressed at this energy but the near-

threshold approximation is necessary to evaluate the background of p̄. Therefore, we develop a generator of p̄ for
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more precise simulation. Meanwhile, this generator can also be used in the simulation of future experiments relavant

to the p̄ production in p-nucleon collisions.

The COherent Muon to Electron Transition (COMET) experiment [13, 14] at the Japan Proton Accelerator Re-

search Complex (J-PARC) in Tokai, Japan, aims to search for the neutrinoless coherent transition of a muon to an

electron (µ − e conversion) in the field of a necleus, with its single event sensitivity of 2 × 10−17, which is more than

four orders of magnitude improvement over than current upper limit of 7 × 10−13 at 90% C.L. from the SINDRUM II

experiment [16]. As COMET experiment seeks for the process out of standard model that will be extramely rare,

estimation of background level will be of much significance for the design and optimization. Background caused by p̄

with low momenta will be dangerous for detectors and may contaminate the target signals. Since p̄ doesn’t decay and

has relatively larger mass, it cannot be suppressed by the pulse structure of beam. Furthermore, electrons with energy

close to the target signal may be produced from the decay of π mesons, which are produced by the interaction of p̄ in

the beam and the materials near the detectors. For COMET experiments, much fewer p̄ (less than 1 × 10−8 of all the

produced p̄) are able to arrive the detector area as only the secondary beam towards backward direction is collected,

so it is of great significance to precisely describe the distribution of p̄ in the phase space.

In order to evaluate a reasonable acceptance of each kind of particles in detector area, simulation work is performed

using Geant4 [17]. However, yield of p̄ when protons with 8 GeV hitting target will be close to 0 in former simulation

using the official physics lists, because the hadronic processes of Geant4 depend on the interpolation and extrapolation

of experiment results without dealing with specific processes [18]. This generator extended the physics models by

utilizing the theoretical model informed in the following chaper.

2. Method

In our generator, p̄ are produced by the collisions of incident protons and protons in nuleus, namely, p + p →

p+ p+ p+ p̄. By assuming the dynamics of nucleons follow the Fermi Gas model [19], which has already been imple-

mented inside Geant4, the momenta of protons in nucleus (Fermi momenta) can be got by sampling the momentum

distribution of nucleons.

After determining the momenta of both incident and nucleon protons, we need to get the differential production

cross section of p̄. During the last several decades, cross sections of charged particles produced in proton-nucleon

interactions are measured at various energy points [20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29]. While, among these

experiments, the lowest c.m.s energy is 4.98 GeV, which is still higher than the case of COMET, and the largest

scattering angle in laboratory system is 119◦, much smaller than COMET case. For the same reason, cross sections

used in Geant4 simulation may not be accurate because of lacking experimental support. To solve this problem, we
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use a theoretical model developed by Tan et al. in 1983 [3] considering the machinism of p̄ production, of which the

precision has been verified by the comparisons of Chapter 3 between the model and experiments at various cases.

In the model mentioned above, the differential cross section is described by the following formula:

(E ·
d3σ

d3 p
)LE(xR, xT , pt) = (E ·

d3σ

d3 p
)RS (xR, pt) · R(xT ,

√
s) (1)

In this formula,
√

s is the c.m.s energy of p̄ and pt is the transverse momentum of p̄. xR = E/Emax refers to the

ratio of total energy over the maximum total energy and xT = T/Tmax is the ratio of kinetic energy over the maximum

kinetic energy in c.m.s. Emax and Tmax are given by the following formula due to the kinematic constrains:

Emax =
s − M̄2

Xc4 + m2c4

2
√

S
, M̄X = 2.814 GeV (2)

xT =
xR − xm

1 − xm
, xm = mc2/Emax (3)

And, (E · d3σ
d3 p )RS refers to the invariant cross section of p + p → h + X (h-hadron) when

√
s → ∞ called radial-

scaling limit according to Feynman’s work [30]. In 1976, Taylor et al. [1] found that the radial-scaling limit is already

reached at
√

s > 10 GeV. In other word, p̄ production cross section can be described by (E · d3σ
d3 p )RS above 10 GeV.

Below 10 GeV, the cross section in low-energy case (E · d
3σ

d3 p )LE can be got by multiplying a correction factor R(xT ,
√

s)

to (E · d3σ
d3 p )RS .

(E · d3σ
d3 p )RS and the ratio R(xT ,

√
s) can be calculated by the following function according to Ref. [3]:

(E ·
d3σ

d3 p
)RS = f (xR)exp[−(A(xR)pt + B(xR)p2

t )] (mb GeV−2 c3) (4)

f = a1exp(−a2xR)θ(a3 − xR) + (σ00 − a1)(1 − xR)a4 (5)

A = a1exp(−a6xR) + a7exp(a8xR) (6)

B = a9exp[−a10(xR + a11)](xR + a11)a12 (7)
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θ(u) =


0 f or u < 0

1 f or u ≥ 0
(8)

R−1 = 1 − exp[−(1 − exp(−A(xT )QB(xT ))) exp(C(xT )Q − D(xT ))] (9)

Q =
√

S −
√

S t,
√

S t = 3.752 GeV (10)

A = b1 exp(−b2xT ) (11)

B = b3 exp(b4xT ) (12)

C = b5 + b6xT + b7x2
T (13)

D = b8 exp(b9xT ) (14)

where a1, ..., a12 are parameters shown in Table 2 and b1, ..., b9 are parameters shown in Table 2.

σ00 a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9 a10 a11 a12

3.15 1.05 × 10−4 1.01 0.5 7.90 0.465 3.70 × 10−2 2.31 1.40 × 10−2 3.02 × 10−2 3.19 0.399 8.39

Table 1. Parameters in the formula of differential cross section from Ref. [3].

b1 b2 b3 b4 b5 b6 b7 b8 b9

0.306 0.120 0.0552 2.72 0.758 -0.680 1.54 0.594 2.87

Table 2. Parameters in the expression of R from Ref. [3].

With the formula shown above, we can get differential cross sections of p̄ production. And then integral cross

section is available by integrating the differential cross sections within the possible momentum range of p̄. The

total cross sections within [3.7, 6.5] GeV/c have been shown in Figure 1, where the red part is the c.m.s. energy in

COMET case considering the Fermi momenta. With the properties of material, the mean free path of this process can

be calculated, which will be transported to Geant4 kernel to issue a step length.

4



Figure 1. Integral production cross section of p̄.

After this process is determined to occur by Geant4 kernel, the momenta of p̄ are got by sampling the differential

cross section distribution mentioned above. Figure 2 (a) shows the theoretical differential cross section and (b) shows

the momentum distribution got from simulation. These two distributions are consistent with each other well. For

reference, Figure 2 (c) is the case with the trivial assumption that p̄ uniformly distributes in the c.m.s. phase space.

Obviously, the trivial assumption is significantly different from the real case.

3. Comparison with experimental results

3.1. Data taken by CERN in 1970

As mentioned above, several experiments has been performed to measure the production cross sections of charged

particles in proton-nucleon interaction [20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29]. We firstly pick the experiment of CERN

in 1970 [25] to compare with our simulation results since the detailed parameters and data of this experiment can be

found in a published paper.

In this experiment, a liquid hydrogen target, which is 10 cm long and 2 cm in radius, is collided by protons with

19.2 GeV/c momenta. p̄ are messured at laboratory angles of 12.5, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70 mrad with momenta of

4.5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 GeV/c. We build the same set-up as the experiment in simulation program and shoot

5 × 108 protons on the target. In order to collect more p̄, the production cross section has been amplified by 2000

times. We use the same method as the experiment to get the yields in each angle and momentum of p̄. Then both

the expected yields of p̄ calculated by experimental results and the yields of simulation are got and shown in Table 3.

To compare more intuitively, we draw them in the same picture Figure 3. As we can see, the yields of simulation are

consistent well with those calculated by experimental results.
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Figure 2. (a) Theoretical differential cross section when 8 GeV proton hits the nucleon. (b) Momentum distribution got by simulation using the p̄
generator in this work (1 × 106 incident proton). (c) Momentum distribution got by sampling phase space (1 × 106 incident proton).
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P(GeV/c) θ(mrad) Nsim Nmea

4.5

12.5 625.00 ± 25.00 500.62 ± 15.02

20.0 926.00 ± 30.43 723.76 ± 21.71

30.0 1197.00 ± 34.60 1157.92 ± 34.74

40.0 1367.00 ± 36.97 1227.01 ± 36.81

50.0 1406.00 ± 37.50 1312.16 ± 39.36

60.0 1496.00 ± 38.68 1543.48 ± 46.30

70.0 1493.00 ± 38.64 1601.07 ± 64.04

6.0

12.5 411.00 ± 20.27 317.66 ± 9.53

20.0 615.00 ± 24.80 479.29 ± 14.38

30.0 770.00 ± 27.75 656.15 ± 19.68

40.0 768.00 ± 27.71 697.93 ± 20.94

50.0 797.00 ± 28.23 688.24 ± 20.65

60.0 814.00 ± 28.53 740.39 ± 22.21

70.0 756.00 ± 27.50 724.34 ± 21.73

8.0

12.5 141.00 ± 11.87 111.78 ± 3.35

20.0 200.00 ± 14.14 163.41 ± 4.90

30.0 229.00 ± 15.13 234.00 ± 7.02

40.0 223.00 ± 14.93 193.06 ± 5.79

50.0 233.00 ± 15.26 181.39 ± 5.44

60.0 210.00 ± 14.49 183.29 ± 5.50

70.0 188.00 ± 13.71 148.53 ± 4.46

10.0

12.5 34.00 ± 5.83 28.55 ± 1.14

20.0 33.00 ± 5.74 37.64 ± 1.13

30.0 36.00 ± 6.00 43.37 ± 1.30

40.0 35.00 ± 5.92 38.89 ± 1.56

50.0 39.00 ± 6.24 42.39 ± 1.27

60.0 38.00 ± 6.16 35.29 ± 1.06

70.0 20.00 ± 4.47 27.49 ± 1.10

Table 3. Number of p̄ recorded in simulation and the expected number calculated by cross sections measured in CERN (5×108 incident proton with

cross sections amplified by 2000 times). P is the momenta of p̄ and θ is the angle between the direction of escaping p̄ and the incident direction of

proton. Nsim and Nmea denote the number of events evaluated by simulation and that calculated by measured cross section respectively.7
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Figure 3. The number of p̄ simulated by this generator and the number calculated by measured cross sections when p̄ escaping with (a) 4.5 GeV/c

(b) 6 GeV/c (c) 8 GeV/c (d) 10 GeV/c.
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3.2. Data taken by ITEP in 1994

Although the simulation results are very close to the measurements by CERN, the collection angles in CERN

experiment are much smaller than the case of COMET, Mu2e and other experiment. Meanwhile, beam energy is

much higher. In order to verify our generator with an experiment more similar with COMET, we use the ITEP results

in 1994 [24] as one more reference, where thin Be, Al, Cu and Ta foils are used as target hit by protons whose kinetic

energy is 10.14 GeV. p̄ are collected at laboratory angle 97◦ and 119◦. That is to say, the p̄ flying backward have

been measured in this experiments. In COMET experiment, p̄ will be collected at much larger angle in laboratory

system, which has never been measured or reported in history. However, the integral cross section of p̄ drops sharply

when the c.m.s energy decreases. Moreover, there are very few p̄ scattered backward, which are about 1×10−6 or less

of those scattered forward. Therefore, the comparison is very difficult in this case. The cross section in simulation

is amplified by 1 × 107 times. We shoot 5 × 108 protons to the target and get the total yield of p̄. Meanwhile, a

joint distribution of angle and momentum of escaping p̄ in the ITEP case considering the momenta of nucleons is got

by quick sampling for 5 × 1012 times without simulation. After normalizing this joint distribution to the total yield

of simulation, we can got an evaluated number of events in each point of ITEP experiment. At last the number got

by simulation is compared with the expected yield calcualted by experimental cross sections. The comparison results

have been shown in Table 4. Similar with CERN case, we draw each point at the same angle in the same picture, which

can be seen in Figure 4. Simulation yields are consistent with experiment results within 56%, which is acceptable

for the background evaluation of COMET or Mu2e considering there will be no p̄ produced if we use Geant4 official

physics lists. However, the simulation yields are lower than the experiment results by 22% ∼ 56% systematically,

while the discrepancy will still be covered by the uncertainties within 3σ, which will be further varified in COMET.

θ(degree) P(GeV/c) Nsim Nmea

97◦

0.599 (1.59 ± 0.05) × 10−2 (2.41 ± 0.36) × 10−2

0.739 (4.11 ± 0.26) × 10−3 (5.62 ± 0.84) × 10−3

0.920 (3.71 ± 0.77) × 10−4 (7.72 ± 1.39) × 10−4

119◦
0.585 (1.45 ± 0.15) × 10−3 (1.85 ± 0.31) × 10−3

0.660 (3.23 ± 0.72) × 10−4 (7.44 ± 1.19) × 10−4

Table 4. Number of p̄ recorded in simulation and the expected number calculated by cross sections measured in ITEP (5× 108 incident proton with

cross sections amplified by 1 × 107 times). P is the momenta of p̄ and θ is the angle between the direction of escaping p̄ and the incident direction

of proton. Nsim and Nmea denote the number of events evaluated by simulation and that calculated by measured cross section respectively.
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Figure 4. The number of p̄ simulated by this generator and the number calculated by measured cross sections when p̄ escaping with (a) 97◦ (b)

119◦.

3.3. Discussion about the discrepancy between experiments and the generator

There are two main reasons for the discrepancy. Firstly, the model for the momentum distribution of nucleons

used in our work is the Fermi Gas model [19], which is also the common model in Geant4 simulation. However,

Fermi Gas model may not be accurate. Secondly, the generator in this work is developed based on a theoretical model

raised by Tan et al. [3] while this model may not be so accurate when p̄ is produced at a large angle.

As is explained in our article, several theoretical models have been developed in history, but most of them are

phenomenological models. That is to say, they don’t purely start from standard model but are parameterized formulas

modelling existing experimental results. However, the measurements of cross sections when p̄ is produced at large

angle and near-threhold energy are extramely lacked, which might results in the discrepancy between theory and

experiment. Actually, there are multiple reasons for the difficulty in theoretical calculation:

- The models of nucleus may not be so accurate. Nucleus are very complicated systems including complex

potential fields and interactions, which makes calculation difficult.

- The process in our work p + p→ p + p + p + p̄ is a hadronic process. When the
√

s is much larger than thresh-

old, the cross section can be calculated precisely by the perturbation theory. However, when we consider the

production of p̄ at a near-threshold energy, the non-pertuabative effects will significantly influent the calculation

so that the cross sections cannot be directly calculated by standard model.

With more precise cross sections measured and more theoretical models raised in future, more accurate simulations

will definitely be expected.
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4. Compare with Geant4 official process

Despite the discrepancy mentioned above, our generator significantly improves the accuracy of simulation com-

paring with the Geant4 official process. We shoot 1 × 107 protons with 8 GeV, 10 GeV, ..., 100 GeV kinetic energy

to a graphite target (70 cm in length and 13 mm in radius) and simulate the p-nucleon collisions using Geant4 official

physics list and our generator, respectively. Then the p̄ produced by p+ p→ p+ p+ p+ p̄ process are collected. Table 5

shows the simulation results. The yields of p̄ of Geant4 official process are much lower than our generator when the
√

s energy is close to the threshold and will gradually get close to our generator when energy gets higher, especially

when
√

s > 10 GeV, which also varifies that the radial-scaling limit is already reached when
√

s > 10 GeV [1].

However, in the energy region of COMET [13, 14], mu2e [15] and other future experiments searching for CLFV, the

yield of p̄ simulated by Geant4 will be smaller than the yield of our generator by at least two magnitudes. To be clear,

we draw the yields in each energy points into Figure 5.

Considering that the yields of our generator when p̄ escape at a small angle is accurate according to the comparison

with CERN experiment and almost all the p̄ will escape at a small angle due to the strong boost, the total yield of

our generator will be much closer to the reality, which implies that the results by Geant4 official process is far from

correct at the near-threshold energy. Therefore, our generator has significantly improved the accuracy of simulation

of this process.

4 6 8 10 12 14
 / GeV s 

1

10

210

310

410

510

p
 N Geant4

 generatorp

Figure 5. The number of events using Geant4 official physics list and the generator in this work when 1 × 107 incident protons hit the graphite

target.
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Eproton
k (GeV)

√
s (Gev) Np NGeant4

p̄ Ngenerator
p̄

8 4.30+0.21
−0.20 1 × 107 0 34 ± 6

10 4.72+0.24
−0.22 1 × 107 2 ± 1 541 ± 23

12 5.10+0.26
−0.24 1 × 107 57 ± 7 1762 ± 42

20 6.41+0.33
−0.33 1 × 107 4496 ± 67 12408 ± 111

30 7.73+0.41
−0.39 1 × 107 16649 ± 129 27217 ± 165

40 8.86+0.48
−0.45 1 × 107 35229 ± 188 46276 ± 215

50 9.87+0.52
−0.51 1 × 107 55496 ± 236 70144 ± 265

60 10.77+0.58
−0.55 1 × 107 76946 ± 277 93908 ± 306

70 11.61+0.63
−0.59 1 × 107 99539 ± 315 117367 ± 343

80 12.39+0.67
−0.63 1 × 107 121687 ± 349 139588 ± 374

90 13.13+0.71
−0.67 1 × 107 143663 ± 379 161411 ± 402

100 13.82+0.75
−0.71 1 × 107 164958 ± 406 183864 ± 429

Table 5. The number of events using Geant4 official physics list and the generator in this work when 1×107 incident protons hit the graphite target.

Eproton
k denotes the kinetic energy of incident protons.

√
s is the center-of-mass energy whose uncertainty is evaluated by varying the momenum

of nucleon within [−0.1, 0.1] GeV/c. Np refers to the number of incident protons. NGeant4
p̄ and Ngenerator

p̄ are the number of p̄ produced by Geant4

official physics list and the generator in this work, respectively. Statistical uncertainty of p̄ yield is considered in this table.
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5. Summary

A generator of p̄ produced in proton-nucleon interaction has been developed. By comparing with CERN and ITEP

experiment results, the generator is in a fairly good agreement with the measurements when c.m.s energy is close to

the threshold of p̄ production. According to the comparison with experimental results, the yield when p̄ is produced

at small angle is accurate while the yield at much larger angle (> 90◦) will have a discrepancy of 22% ∼ 56%. The

discrepancy will be further tested by the COMET experiment in future. Using our generator, the production process

of p̄ in the collision of proton and nucleon can be simulated more accurate and, natually, background caused by p̄ can

be evaluated properly. In addition, as the parameterized formula can also describe the cross sections of other hadrons

like π and K mesons, the method in this work may be used for more extensive simulations. Meanwhile, many more

theoretical models have been raised in the past several decades [4, 5, 6, 7], which may also be taken into consideration

in our future work.

Besides, our generator is not limited for COMET experiment. It can be used in any other similar experiments that

use Geant4 as their simulation toolkit in order to get the p̄ yield near the threshold.
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[11] M. Jeżabek and A. Rybicki, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136, no.09, 971 (2021).

[12] J. Adams et al. [STAR], Phys. Lett. B 616, 8-16 (2005).

[13] Y. G. Cui et al. [COMET], Conceptual design report for experimental search for lepton flavor violating µ− − e− conversion at sensitivity of

10−16 with a slow-extracted bunched proton beam (COMET), KEK-2009-10.

[14] R. Abramishvili et al. [COMET], PTEP 2020, no.3, 033C01 (2020).

[15] R. K. Kutschke [Mu2e], AIP Conf. Proc. 1182, no.1, 718-721 (2009).

[16] W. H. Bertl et al. [SINDRUM II], Eur. Phys. J. C 47, 337-346 (2006).

[17] S. Agostinelli et al. [GEANT4], Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 506, 250-303 (2003).

[18] GEANT4 Collaboration, GEANT4 Physics Reference Manual.

[19] O. Benhar, A. Fabrocini, S. Fantoni and I. Sick, Nucl. Phys. A 579, 493-517 (1994).

[20] P. Capiluppi, G. Giacomelli, A. M. Rossi, G. Vannini, A. Bertin, A. Bussiere and R. J. Ellis, Nucl. Phys. B 79, 189-258 (1974).

[21] T. Abbott et al. [E-802], Phys. Rev. C 47, R1351-R1355 (1993).

[22] K. Guettler et al. [British-Scandinavian-MIT], Nucl. Phys. B 116, 77-98 (1976).

[23] D. Dekkers, J. A. Geibel, R. Mermod, G. Weber, T. R. Willitts, K. Winter, B. Jordan, M. Vivargent, N. M. King and E. J. N. Wilson, Phys.

Rev. 137, B962-B978 (1965).

[24] S. V. Boyarinov, I. I. Evseev, Y. T. Kiselev, G. A. Leksin, A. N. Martemyanov, K. R. Mikhailov, S. A. Pozdnyakov, Y. V. Terekhov,

V. I. Ushakov and V. A. Sheinkman, Phys. Atom. Nucl. 57, 1379-1388 (1994).

[25] J. V. Allaby, F. G. Binon, A. N. Diddens, P. Duteil, A. Klovning and R. Meunier, High-energy particle spectra from proton interactions at

19.2-GeV/c.

[26] Y. T. Kiselev, V. A. Sheinkman, A. V. Akindinov, M. M. Chumakov, A. N. Martemyanov, V. A. Smirnitsky, Y. V. Terekhov and E. Y. Paryev,

Phys. Rev. C 85, 054904 (2012).

[27] U. Amaldi, R. Biancastelli, C. Bosio, G. Matthiae, J. V. Allaby, A. N. Diddens, R. W. Dobinson, A. Klovning, J. Litt and L. S. Rochester, et

al. Nucl. Phys. B 86, 403-440 (1975).

[28] J. Chiba, D. Ashery, H. Ito, K. Kimura, Y. T. Kiselev, S. Kouda, K. Miyano, T. Murakami, T. Nagae and Y. Nakai, et al. Subthreshold

antiproton productions in pA, dA and αA reactions.

[29] E. W. Anderson, E. J. Bleser, G. B. Collins, T. Fujii, J. Menes, F. Turkot, R. A. Carrigan, R. M. Edelstein, N. C. Hien and T. J. McMahon, et

al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 19, 198-201 (1967).

[30] R. P. Feynman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 23, 1415-1417 (1969).

14


	1 Introduction
	2 Method
	3 Comparison with experimental results
	3.1 Data taken by CERN in 1970
	3.2 Data taken by ITEP in 1994
	3.3 Discussion about the discrepancy between experiments and the generator

	4 Compare with Geant4 official process
	5 Summary

