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Abstract — An analysis of calibrations of extensive air showers with zenith angles θ ≤ 50◦ and
energies ESD ≥ 1018.5 eV was carried out in experiments at the Yakutsk array and Telescope Array.
The values of ESD were determined from particle densities measured with ground-based scintillation
detectors at a distance r = 800 m from shower axis. Measured densities were compared with
the values obtained in simulations preformed with the use of corsika code within the framework
of qgsjet-ii.04 hadron interaction model for primary protons. For showers with θ = 0◦ the ESD

estimates of both arrays are very close, and their energy spectra are similar in shape and absolute
value. Another Telescope Array calibration, based on measuring the EAS fluorescent radiation with
optical detectors, gives underestimated energy EFD = 0.787× ESD.

1. INTRODUCTION

Ultra-high energy cosmic rays — cosmic rays (CR)
with energy above ∼1014 eV — have been studied for
more than 50 years. Much is already known about them
(see review [1] for example). But since CR with these
energies can only be studied by registering extensive air
showers (EAS), cascades of secondary particles initiated
by them in Earth’s atmosphere, there is a great diver-
sity in estimations of the energy of primary particles. It
touches upon such important aspects as CR energy spec-
trum at energy E0 ≥ 1017 eV [2, 3] and the so-called
“muon puzzle”: a disagreement between theoretically
predicted and experimentally measured muon flux densi-
ties in EAS, together with discrepancies between different
experiments [4, 5].

Review [1] considers only The Pierre Auger Obser-
vatory (Auger) and Telescope Array (TA) experiments
which measure CR energy using the same technique —
from readings of optical detectors registering the fluo-
rescent light emission accompanying the EAS develop-
ment (fluorescent detectors — FD). The results of ear-
lier experiments — The Yakutsk array (continuously op-
erating since 1973 to this day), Havera Park, AGASA,
etc. — are not mentioned. CR spectra obtained at these
arrays — Akeno (1984, 1992) [6, 7], AGASA [8], Ice
Top [9], Auger [10], TA [11] and Haverah Park [12] —
are shown in Fig. 1. It is seen that spectra of Auger and
TA are roughly consistent with each other but contradict
all other experiments. It was shown earlier [3, 4] that
CR energy measured by Auger [10] was underestimated
by 25%. It is also seen from the figure that the Auger
spectrum with energy rescaling introduced in [4] does not
contradict other experiments which estimate CR energy
with alternative method — by measuring the lateral dis-
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tribution function (LDF) of shower particles with surface
detectors (SD) at observation level.
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Fig. 1. Differential energy spectrum of CR according to
the data of different world arrays: the Yakutsk Array [2],
Akeno [6, 7], AGASA [8], IceTop [9], Auger [10], TA [11] and
Haverah Park [12].

Work [13] provides a detailed description of methods
for estimating primary energy and calculating energy
spectra [11] presented in Fig. 1. Both spectra were ob-
tained from the readings of scintillation SDs located at
the nodes of a rectangular grid with a side 1200 m. They
measure densities of all shower particles at the observa-
tion level and are used to reconstruct the main EAS pa-
rameters: arrival direction, axis coordinates and primary
energy E0. Calculations have revealed (see Section 4)
that the S(800) parameter, detector signals recorded at
axis distance r = 800 m in showers with zenith angles
θ = 0◦, is unambiguously connected to the primary en-
ergy ESD with the following relation:

ESD = E1
SD × S(800, 0◦)1.025±0.010 [eV], (1)
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where E1
SD = (2.29±0.08)×1017 eV. The spectrum thus

obtained is shown in Fig. 1 with dark upward triangles.
It does not contradict other data. Another spectrum,
shown with upward open triangles, was obtained by es-
timating primary energy E1

FD of the same showers from
readings of optical FDs. Values E1

SD and E1
FD were cal-

culated using the Monte-Carlo method. They differ from
each other by factor ESD/EFD=1.27. Below we will con-
sider this issue in more detail.

2. PARTICLE DENSITY MEASUREMENT

2.1. Scintillation detectors

The schematics of a standard scintillation SD con-
stituting the ground array of TA is shown in Fig. 2.
Polyvinyl toluene (C9H10) was chosen as scintillator plas-
tic. In total there are 507 such detectors included in the
events selection system. Two identical scintillation layers
each with effective area s = 1.5 × 1 × 2 = 3 m2 are sep-
arated with a thin steel plate (8). They duplicate each
other’s function to monitor the reliability of EAS parti-
cle density measurements. Optical fibers (3) collect light
produced in scintillators and shift its spectrum into the
working range of a photomultiplier tube (PMT). Each
scintillation layer is observed by a separate PMT.

Fig. 2. The TA SD (Fig. 2.8 in [13]): 1 — container made of
1.2 mm thick steel sheet with dimensions 2.3 × 1.7 × 0.1 m
in which two 1.2 cm thick scintillation layers are stacked (2).
Container 1 is placed under a 1.2-mm steel cover; 3 — optical
fibers transferring ionization flashes into PMT (4); 6 — cross-
section of an optical fiber (1 mm diameter); 7 — slots for
optical fibers (1.2 mm diameter). Both scintillation layers are
wrapped in Tyvek (5); 8 — separation plate made of 1 mm
thick stainless steel. Density of scintillator is 1.032 g/cm3.

For measurement of EAS particle flux the Yakutsk ar-
ray utilizes 2-m2 detectors based on plastic scintillators
made of polystyrene (C8H8) with luminescent additives
(∼2% p-terphenyl and ∼0.02% POPO) in the form of
50×50×5-cm3 blocks [4, 5]. Eight such blocks are placed
around the perimeter of the platform of a light-proof con-
tainer as shown in Fig. 3. In the center of the platform
a PMT FEU-49 is mounted. The light generated inside
scintillator blocks enters the FEU-49 via diffusive reflec-
tion from inner surfaces of the cover which are coated
with a special white paint. The cover of the container is
made of 1.5-mm aluminium sheet. The maximum light
yield is approximately at 440 nm which fits well within
spectral characteristics of FEU-49 and reflective proper-
ties of painted surfaces of the container. The glow du-
ration of scintillator is about several nanoseconds. To
increase the light collection, sides and bottom of each
scintillator block were coated with white paint.

FEU
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500 x 500 x 50 mm
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N 4
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40
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Fig. 3. Standard scintillation detector of Yakutsk array with
area s = 0.25×8 = 2 m2. Density of scintillator is 1.06 g/cm3.
In the center PMT FEU-49 is mounted.

2.2. Measurement units

Telescope Array. In Fig. 4a the mean energy deposit
is shown for a vertical muon traversing a 1.2-cm layer of
scintillator (see Fig. 2), obtained by simulating the SD
response using Geant4 toolkit [14]. Near 300 MeV a wide
minimum of ionization is observed. Histogram in Fig. 4b
is approximated with the Landau distribution [15]. A
small tail on the left arises from marginal effects. As
a unit of response from a single vertical muon (Vertical
Equivalent Muon—VEM) the following value is selected:

VEM = ϵ1(0
◦) = 2.05 MeV, (2)

which is the most probable energy deposit for a vertical
muon with minimum ionization energy (300 MeV).
The Yakutsk array. The particle density of EAS at

Yakutsk array is measured in units of energy deposited
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(a)
P

(b)

Fig. 4. (a) The mean energy deposit of a vertical muon in a
1.2 cm thick layer of scintillator in the TA SD setup (Fig. 2.9
from [13]). (b) Energy losses of muons relative to the 300 MeV
value (minimum ionization in Fig. 4a) in a 1.2 cm thick scin-
tillator obtained via simulation with Geant4. MPV is for the
most probable value. Dashed curve represents the Landau
approximation [15] (Fig. 2.10 from [13]).

by vertical relativistic muons in a 5 cm thick plastic scin-
tillator with 1.06 g/cm3 density [3, 4]:

ϵ1(0
◦) = 11.75 MeV. (3)

Fig. 5. The diagram of the formation of total response ∆ϵ
during the passage of n EAS particles arriving at different
zenith angles (θ) through a scintillation detector of the area
s.

Energy deposit (3) is shown in Fig. 5 with darkened
tracks inside the scintillator block. It is spent by muon on
ionization of the medium of scintillator and is re-emitted
as a light flash. This flash is subsequently converted by
PMT into electric pulse with the amplitude U1(0

◦) —
the level of a single particle (calibration level). The value
U1(0

◦) is regularly measured by collecting the amplitude
spectra from the scintillation detector. In Fig. 5 the total
energy deposit is shown in inclined ∆ϵ(θ) (a) and vertical
∆ϵ(0◦) (b) showers respectively. These deposits are the
same at any zenith angles. The number of particles at a
distance r from the axis is determined with the formula:

n(r, 0◦) =
∆ϵ(r, 0◦)

ϵ1(0◦)
=

U(r, 0◦)

U1(0◦)
. (4)

The particle density of a shower with zenith angle θ
that crossed the detector with surface area s at axis dis-
tance r subsequently equals to:

ρ(r, θ) =
n(r, θ)

s(θ)
=

n(r, 0◦) · cos θ
s · cos θ =

=
U(r)

U1(0◦) · s
=

n(r)

s
[m−2]. (5)

It does not depend on the shower arrival angle since
the amplitude on PMT’s output doesn’t change [3, 4].

3. SIMULATION

3.1. The response of the TA SD

Fig. 6. Energy calibration of EAS by readings of the TA
SD [13].

In Fig. 6 a nomogram is shown obtained in [13] for
estimation of primary energy ESD from the readings of
SD (Fig. 1). It is calculated with Monte Carlo method
using the corsika code [16] within the framework of
the qgsjet-ii.04 hadron interaction model [17] for pri-
mary protons. Responses S(800, θ) were calculated us-
ing the Geant4 toolkit [14] for the entire detector area
(s = 3 m2). In inclined showers these values were mea-
sured in units:

VEM(θ) = 2.05× sec θ [MeV], (6)

which respect the growth of the charged particles en-
ergy deposit (2) in the medium due to increase of their
track by factor sec θ. Unfortunately, some important de-
tails of the responses calculation in [13] were omitted.
They could help understand the contradictions between
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the spectra presented in Fig. 1. To restore the necessary
information we have performed independent calculations.
The TA SD was simulated using Monte-Carlo method
with a set of artificial air showers as a particle source.
These showers were simulated using corsika code [18]
within the framework of the qgsjet-ii.04 model [16] for
primary protons. Low-energy hadron interactions were
treated with fluka code [19]. In Fig. 7 the spectra of
shower particles at axis distances 600 and 1000 m are
displayed. They reflect contributions of these particles
to the total density recorded by the detector. Responses
S(800, θ) were calculated using the custom code created
at the Yakutsk array [18, 20]. It has already been used
previously (see, for example, [2, 4]). During the calcu-
lation we assumed the following notions about the pro-
cesses occurring inside the detector. All charged parti-
cles at axis distance r with energy ϵ(r, θ) which passed
through the screen with a thickness

tscr(θ) = (2× 0.12× 7.874)× sec θ =

= 1.89× sec θ [g/cm2] (7)

with threshold energy

ϵscr(θ) = (1.89× 2.05)× sec θ ≈
≈ 3.9× sec θ [MeV], (8)

acquire a new energy:

ε(r, θ) = ϵ(r, θ)− ϵscr(θ), (9)

via partial ionization loss in the detector. To traverse the
entire upper layer of the detector at angle θ a charged
particle needs energy:

ϵ1(θ) = 2.05× 1.2× 1.032× sec θ ≈
≈ 2.54× sec θ [MeV]. (10)

In such a case every particle with minimal energy

ϵmin(θ) = ϵscr(θ) + ϵ1(θ) =

= (3.9 + 2.54)× sec θ [MeV], (11)

will yield a full-fledged single response. The number of
such responses is proportional to the number of electrons
and muons passing through the SD (see below). It can
be seen from Fig. 7 that not all electrons and a only a
small portion of gamma-photons satisfy this condition.
The rest with energy above the threshold (8) will yield
only “cut” responses, less than one. The shielding of a
scintillator virtually does not affect the response of muons
due to their high energies.
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1

Fig. 7. Energy spectra of EAS particles at different axis dis-
tances in showers with arrival direction cos θ = 0.8 with en-
ergy 1019 eV calculated within the framework of the qgsjet-
ii.04 model for primary protons simulated for the conditions
of TA experiment. The presented number of gamma-photons
was scaled down by factor 20.

3.2. Custom response generator code

As mentioned above, a scintillation detector allows one
to estimate the number of incident particles by measuring
the energy deposited in the scintillator medium. Thus,
for comparing experimental data and model calculations,
it is necessary to use not straight values of the parti-
cle density ρ(r) resulting from the simulation, but de-
tector response. Also at axis distances ∼ 100 − 1000 m
the general particle flux is heavily dominated by gamma-
photons; therefore their contribution to the resulting sig-
nal must be taken into account. Using the differential
energy spectra of shower components at different axis dis-
tances (Fig. 7) one can create a model of a scintillation
detector by taking into account various processes occur-
ring during the passage of m = 3 types of particles that
give the um(ϵ) response functions, which will determine
the recorded densities of these particles.

Our model was created using the “fast simulation” ap-
proach [18, 20]. Such models are well suited for pro-
cessing data averaged over large datasets and are very
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fast. As a result, a one-dimensional model was created,
which represents a scintillation detector as two layers of
medium: a metal screen with threshold energy (8) and a
scintillator with energy deposit (10) for a single response.
Here, the three main recorded components were consid-
ered (e±, µ± and high-energy gamma-photons) and the
most important physical processes associated with them
occurring inside the detector:

• e±: ionization, bremsstrahlung;

• µ±: ionization;

• γ: pair production and recoil electrons from Comp-
ton scattering (δe).

Energy deposit inside the scintillator

∆ϵs(r, θ) = n(r, θ) · ϵ1(θ) (12)

is proportional to the number of particles n(r, θ) that
passed through it and is measured in relative response
units:

ρs(r, θ) = ∆ϵs(r, θ)/ϵ1(θ). (13)

It is seen from (12) and (13) that for response unit (10)
only at the minimum of ionization curve (see Fig. 8 be-
low) the equality is satisfied:

ρs(r, θ) = n(r, θ). (14)

In all other cases ρs(r, θ) > n(r, θ) and the total signal in
detector will be a sum from all three components:

ρs(r, θ) = ρe(r, θ) + ρµ(r, θ) + ργ(r, θ), (15)

where contribution from each component of type m is
defined by the corresponding response function ⟨um(ϵ, θ)⟩
and differential particle spectrum Im(ϵ, r, θ) (see Fig. 7)
at given axis distance with respect to shower zenith angle
θ. Hence the spectrum provides a numerical description
of a source function:

ρm(r, θ) =
∑

i

⟨um(ϵi, θ)⟩ · Im(ϵi, r, θ). (16)

Note that the spectra presented in Fig. 7 are given in the
plane perpendicular to the shower axis. In other words,
within the framework of calculations a shower nearly re-
tains axial symmetry.
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Fig. 8. Differential ionization energy losses of electrons (solid
curve) and muons (dashed curve) in water.

3.3. The response of charged component

In Fig. 8 the ionization losses of electrons and muons
in water are shown. They are close to the same losses in a
plastic scintillator. For electrons with energy ϵ ≤ 10 MeV
they can be represented as:

dϵ

dt
=

2.61

ϵ1.31
+ 1.73 · lg 2ϵ

10

[
MeV

g/cm
2

]
. (17)

Within the region 10 MeV ≤ ϵ ≤ 100 MeV they satisfy
the condition:

dϵ

dt
= 2.38 + 0.464 · lg ϵ

10

[
MeV

g/cm
2

]
, (18)

and at ϵ ≥ 100 MeV their rise much slower:

dϵ

dt
= 2.82 + 0.076 · lg ϵ

10

[
MeV

g/cm
2

]
. (19)

When traversing the total thickness of a plastic l =
1.2 cm with a density ρ = 1.032 g/cm3 in a shower with
zenith angle θ, a charge particle will deposit energy:

∆ϵ1(ϵ, θ) =
dϵ

dt
× 1.2× 1.03× sec θ [MeV]. (20)

In this case the electron response function can be ex-
pressed as:

⟨ue(ϵ, θ)⟩ = ∆ϵ1(θ)/ϵ1(θ), (21)

shown in Fig. 9 for a vertical shower. In inclined events
the curve starts at threshold energy (8) and shifts to the
right. Equations (17)-(21) are also applicable to muons,
in this case energy ϵ must be reduced by 100 times.
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Fig. 9. Responses of electrons (solid curve) and muons
(dashed curve) in the TA scintillator.

3.4. The response of photon component

Fig. 10. Passage of EAS photon component through the
scintillation detector of the Yakutsk array [20]. The model
considers the main processes resulting in generation of elec-
trons/positrons that contribute to the total response.

The overall picture of energy deposit from gamma-
photons is presented in Fig. 10 where SD of the Yakutsk
array is shown as an example [20]. The multi-layered
screen with the thickness tscr = 2.5 g/cm2 consists of
snow (on top), wood, plywood and aluminium. High-
energy gamma-photons have two energy deposition chan-
nels that contribute to the response of a scintillation de-
tector: pair production (γ → e++e−) and recoil electrons
arising from Compton scattering (δe):

ργ = ρe± + ρδe. (22)

It’s worth noting that interaction via each channel may
occur inside both detector roof (scr) and scintillator
medium (sct):

ρe± = ρscre± + ρscte±,

ρδe = ρscrδe + ρsctδe .
(23)

Here the measured response from gamma-photons de-
pends on the number I(ε) of interactions in the primary
stream I0(ε) (see Fig. 7) passing through the layers of
mediums that form the SD with thickness t:

∆Iγ(ε) = I0(ε)× (1− e−µ(ε)·t). (24)

Mass coefficients of interaction with the medium are
shown in Fig. 11.

0

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

10−1 100 101 102 103 104

µ, g−1 cm2

ϵ, MeV

Fig. 11. Mass coefficients of gamma attenuation in the
medium due to generation of recoil electrons via Compton
scattering (solid curve) and pair production (dashed curve).

As an example in Fig. 12 the numbers of gamma-
photons (24) are shown at axis distance r = 600 m in
vertical showers initiated by primary protons with en-
ergy of 1019 eV calculated within the framework of the
qgsjet-ii.04 model for conditions of TA. It is seen that
inside the screen occurs 1.89/(1.2 × 1.032) ≈ 1.53 times
more interactions than inside the scintillator.
The response function of gamma-photons consists of

two components. First of them, uδe(ϵ), refers to recoil
electrons from Compton scattering. As a result of this
process, a separate photon (Fig. 7) can produce an elec-
tron with energy ranging from 0 to input value ϵ. Its
production is equally probable at any depth of screen or
scintillator. At the same time, the ionization losses of
electron still satisfy the equations (17)-(21), and random
values of its energy and depth of origin are taken into
account in the response

⟨uδe(ϵ, θ)⟩ = ⟨∆ϵ1(θ)⟩ /ϵ1(θ), (25)

where average losses ⟨∆ϵ1(θ)⟩ were determined via
Monte-Carlo method by 500-fold drawing (Fig. 13). The
response of second component ⟨uδe(ϵ, θ)⟩ was obtained
with the same technique.
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Fig. 12. The number of gamma-photons at axis distance
r = 600 m in vertical showers with E0 = 1019 eV from pri-
mary protons calculated using the qgsjet-ii.04 model for the
TA: solid lines — Compton scattering; dashed lines — pair
production; 1 and 2 — processes occurring inside the screen,
3 and 4 — inside the scintillator.
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Fig. 13. Response functions of photon component in vertical
EAS: solid curves — Compton scattering of electrons; dashed
curves — pair production; 1 and 2 — processes occurring
inside the screen, 3 and 4 — inside the scintillator.

3.5. Lateral distribution of EAS particles

In Fig. 14 the lateral distributions are shown of three
components in vertical EAS with E0 = 1019 eV initi-
ated by primary protons in the upper layer of the TA
SD (Fig. 2). For clarity: all data were normalized to the
total LDF of charged particles constituted from electrons
with threshold energy εe,thr. = 1 MeV and muons with
threshold energy εµ,thr. = 50 MeV:

ρe+µ(εe,thr. = 1 MeV, εµ,thr. = 50 MeV) = ρch(r). (26)

0
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0.5
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0.7
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100 1000
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r, m

B

C

D E

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

80
0

m

Fig. 14. Lateral distributions of particles in vertical showers
initiated by primary protons with energy 1019 eV. All values
are normalized to the density (26). Calculations were per-
formed using the qgsjet-ii.04 model for the conditions of TA.

The 50 MeV value is the minimum possible energy of
muons in corsika. Relative contributions from electrons

ρarb.u.e (r) =
ρe(εthr. = 1 MeV, r)

ρch(r)
(27)

and muons

ρarb.u.µ (r) =
ρµ(εthr. = 50 MeV, r)

ρch(r)
(28)

are shown with curves B and F correspondingly. The
sum of (27) and (28) equals to 1. The D curve represents
electrons with threshold energy εe,thr. = 3.9 MeV:

ρarb.u.e (r) =
ρe(εthr. = 3.9 MeV, r)

ρch(r)
, (29)

which can pass the entire thickness of the screen and
reach the scintillator. The C curve represents the sum
of (28) and (29). Essentially, it is the density that would
be recorded by a Geiger-Müller counter.
A scintillation detector, due to the processes described

above, reacts to these particles differently. The E curve
represents the responses from electrons with εe,thr. =
3.9 MeV threshold:

sarb.u.e (r) =
se(εthr. = 3.9 MeV, r)

ρch(r)
. (30)

The G curve reflects the responses from muons with
εµ,thr. = 50 MeV:

sarb.u.µ (r) =
sµ(εthr. = 50 MeV)

ρch(r)
. (31)
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The H curve represents the sum of (30) and (31). It
is the response from cascade electrons and muons that
would be recorded by TA SD. It seen that its LDF lies
≈ 1.175 times higher than the LDF of direct number of
these particles (the C curve) in the entire range of axis
distances r.

The J and I curves represent the responses, corre-
spondingly, from photons in the scintillator and detector
screen. It is seen that the former is significantly higher
than the later: at r = 800 m the difference amounts to
times 4. The K curve refers to the sum of J and I:

sarb.u.γ (r) =
sγ(r)

ρch(r)
. (32)

And finally, the L curve represents the sum of re-
sponses (30), (31) and (32) which at r = 800 m is greater
than the sum of (30) and (31) by factor 1.11/0.74 ≈ 1.5.
This shows that the contribution of photonic component
in the total TA SD signal is significant.

3.6. Zenith-angular dependencies of response
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0.8
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1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5

arbitrary units

sec θ

H

C

D

E

F

G

B

K

L

r = 800 m

Fig. 15. Zenith-angular dependencies of responses from com-
ponents which constitute the S(800, θ) signal calculated using
the qgsjet-ii.04 model for primary protons. Symbols are the
same as in Fig. 14, lines were drawn for easier points tracking.

In Fig. 15 the zenith-angular dependencies of signals
from EAS components are shown at axis distance r =
800 m. All designations are the same as in Fig. 14. It
is seen that the sum of responses (30) and (31) (the H
curve) with increase of showers zenith angles gradually
decreases and approaches to the sum of electrons and
muons (the C curve), which virtually does not change.
This suggests that the choice of a response unit in the
form of (10) is correct. It is worth noting that all three
kinds of EAS particles are closest to each other at sec θ ≈
1.25 (see below θ ≈ 38◦) and contribution from photons

(the K curve) in the total response from all particles (the
L curve) is ≈ 28%, i.e. close to the discrepancy between
energy calibrations of TA (Fig. 1).
In Fig. 16 zenith-angular dependences are shown of the

total response S(800, θ) collected from the entire area of
TA SD (s = 3 m2). Gray bands refer to EAS energies
considered in Fig. 6. Their width reflects the accuracy of
the transfer of these data into Fig. 16. Errors are deter-
mined by methodological inaccuracies of our calculations.
Dark circles represent calculation with response unit (6),
light symbols — with response unit (10). Square de-
notes the Amaterasu event registered by TA [21] (see Sec-
tion 4.3). It can be seen that at energy ≈ 3.16×1018 eV
our calculations and the results given in [13] are consis-
tent with each other in the entire considered range of
zenith angles. In other cases, there is no such agreement.
Moreover, calculations with response unit (6) (dashed
line) used in [13] differ in absolute value from calcula-
tions with response unit (10) by factor ≈ 1.27. This
difference remains at other energies.

1

1.5

2

2.5

1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6

log10 S(800, θ)

sec θ

1019.5 eV

1019.0 eV

1018.5 eV

Fig. 16. Zenith-angular dependencies of S(800, θ) calculated
according to the qgsjet-ii.04 model for primary protons: gray
bands refer to the nomogram in Fig. 6 [13] with selected
primary energies. Dark circles — calculation with response
unit (6); light symbols — responses calculated in units (10).
Dark square represents the giant TA event [21].

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Estimation of ESD

It is seen from Fig. 16 that for vertical showers the
nomorgam [13] agrees with our calculations. They can
be expressed with a formula:

ESD = E1
SD × ρs(800, 0

◦)1.025±0.010 [eV], (33)

The corresponding proportional coefficient E1
SD and

classification parameter ρs(r, θ) are given in the Table 1
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below. The E1
SD value equals to the energy of a vertical

shower with the response density ρs(800, 0
◦) = 1 m−2

measured at axis distance r = 800 m. Essentially, ex-
perimentally primary energy is estimated in units of the
energy of some reference EAS event. Column 2 lists ele-
vation of array above sea level, column 4 — spectra cut-
off threshold of EAS particles, below which the events
were not taken into account during calculations (Fig. 7).
Column 5 shows the zenith angle, to which the density
ρs(r, θ) was recalculated. Row 2 lists primary energy esti-
mation according to the formula (33) with response unit
(6).

Before continuing the analysis of the TA energy es-
timation, let’s consider some results [3] that would be
useful in the further discussion. Rows 3 and 4 of the Ta-
ble 1 list the parameters of formula (33) which were either
measured experimentally or calculated for the Yakutsk
array [2]. They are consistent with each other within
3% thus suggesting that simulation is adequate to exper-
iment and vice versa. Using this simple model we have
performed “diagnostics” of other arrays of our interest
at that moment. Row 5 presents the experimental data
of Haverah Park (HP) [22, 23]. This array is located at
atmospheric depth x = 1016 g/cm2, close to the level of
the Yakutsk array. Both use the same classification pa-
rameter, particle density ρs(600, 0

◦) determined with the
formula:

ρs(600, 0
◦) = ρs(600, θ) · exp

(sec θ − 1) · x
λ

[m−2] (34)

with attenuation lengths λ = 500±30 g/cm2 [2] and 760±
40 g/cm2 [23] correspondingly. Row 6 lists the results of
calculations performed for HP where measured densities
ρs(600, θ) were recalculated not to vertical, but to the
value ⟨θ⟩ = 38◦. Only in this case observations [22, 23]
are consistent with calculations [3].

Row 7 lists parameters of the relation (33) for Auger
obtained in [3] from the fundamental formula [24]:

ESD = A×
[

S(1000, θ)

fCIC(θ)/VEM

]1.025±0.007

[eV], (35)

where A = (1.90±0.05)×1017 eV. The S(1000, θ) param-
eter is equal to the total response of all shower particles
in SD with 3.6 m diameter (sSD = 10.2 m2) in units
VEM(0◦) ≈ 270 MeV. The ESD value was determined
from responses S(1000, θ) recalculated to ⟨θ⟩ = 38◦ us-
ing the attenuation curve (Fig. 17):

fCIC(θ) = 1 + ax+ bx2 + cx3, (36)

where x = cos2(θ) − cos2(⟨θ⟩), a = 0.980 ± 0.004,
b = −1.68 ± 0.01 and c = −1.30 ± 0.45. At the
same time the Auger experiment used another param-
eter S38 ≡ S(1000, θ)/fCIC(θ) in the following relation:

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2

S(1000), VEM

sec θ

Fig. 17. The attenuation curve (36) used for recalculation
of the measured response S(1000, θ) to the angle ⟨θ⟩ = 38◦.
The parameter S38 ≈ 50 VEM (dashed line) corresponds to
primary energy 1.05× 1019 eV [24].

EFD = A× S1.025±0.007
38 [eV], (37)

used for energy estimation by readings of FDs register-
ing the EAS fluorescent light emission. The correlation
between these two parameters is shown on Fig. 18.

Fig. 18. Correlation between S38 and EFD (see Fig. 41 in [24]).

Squares in Fig. 19 represent the results of calculation of
the response of Yakutsk SD [3] (Fig. 3) as if it was placed
next to Auger’s or TA’s SDs at corresponding elevations
above sea level. The ρs(1000, θ) density is normalized to
the detector’s unit of area. Parameters of formula (37)
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Table 1. Proportional coefficients E1
SD and classification parameters ρs(r, θ) in the formula (33) which were either measured in

experiment (lines 1, 3, 5, 7) or obtained in qgsjet-ii.04, p (column 9); rows and columns were numbered for convenience

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

xobs.,
g/cm2

r, m cut-off,
MeV

θ ρs(r, θ), m
−2 E1

SD × 1017 Source, 1019 eV Array [reference]

1 876 800 ≥ 3.9 0◦ 13.28± 0.93 7.06± 0.25 qgsjet-ii.04, p TA [this work]

2 876 800 ≥ 3.9 0◦ 16.87± 1.18 5.52± 0.20 qgsjet-ii.04, p TA [this work]

3 1020 600 ≥ 6.0 0◦ 24.60± 0.30 3.76± 0.30 experiment Yakutsk [2]

4 1020 600 ≥ 6.0 0◦ 25.40± 0.02 3.64± 0.02 qgsjet-ii.04, p Yakutsk [2]

5 1016 600 ≥ 9.0 0◦ 13.60± 0.20 7.04± 0.56 experiment HP [22, 23]

6 1016 600 ≥ 9.0 38◦ 13.80± 0.02 6.90± 0.02 qgsjet-ii.04, p HP [3]

7 875 1000 ≥ 9.0 38◦ 5.00± 0.02 19.00± 0.05 experiment Auger [23]

8 875 1000 ≥ 9.0 38◦ 5.02± 0.02 19.13± 0.02 qgsjet-ii.04, p Auger [3]

9 876 1000 ≥ 3.9 38◦ 4.90± 0.16 19.60± 0.60 qgsjet-ii.04, p TA [this work]

10 876 1000 ≥ 3.9 38◦ 6.10± 0.15 15.60± 0.50 qgsjet-ii.04, p TA [this work]

11 876 1000 ≥ 3.9 0◦ 5.80± 0.15 16.50± 0.50 qgsjet-ii.04, p TA [this work]

that correspond to calculations [3] are listed in row 8.
They are identical to the results [24] in row 7. At the
same time they do not contradict the calculations for TA
with response unit (10) (dark circles). The attenuation
curves shown on Fig. 19 intersect at θ ≈ 32◦. Energy
estimations derived from the S38 parameter using the
formula (37) virtually coincide (rows 7, 8 and 9). This
suggests that if a chosen response unit was physically
sound, then differently designed SDs should give similar
response LDFs.

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6

log10
(
ρS(1000, θ)/m−2

)

sec θ

38◦
31.75◦

Fig. 19. Zenith-angular dependencies of ρs(1000, θ) obtained
within the framework of the qgsjet-ii.04 model for primary
protons with energy 1019 eV. Solid curve refers to Fig. 17.
Dark circles — calculation of response with units (10), light
circles — calculation with units (6). Squares represent the
result of calculations [3] for Yakutsk scintillation detector as
if it was placed side by side with TA’s or Auger’s SD.

Empty circles in Fig. 19 represent the results of
ρs(1000, θ) calculation in units (6). They are lying ≈ 1.26
times higher than other data. At θ = 38◦ they give the

parameters of formula (37) (row 10), which relate with
their analogues in row 9 as:

ESD,10 = (19.6/15.6)× ESD,10 ≈
≈ 1.26× ESD,6, (38)

where indices 6 and 10 denote response units (6) and
(10) correspondingly. Now let’s consider a quote from
work [13] (page 101) 1:

“5.6 Energy Scale. To reduce the model
dependence of the TA SD energy scale, the
energy values obtained from the energy es-
timation table (Figure 5.5) are calibrated
against the TA fluorescence detector using
events that are seen in common by both TA
SD and FD and are well reconstructed by
each detector separately. In order to match
the TA FD energy, the TA SD energies deter-
mined from the energy estimation table (Fig-
ure 5.5) need to be reduced by a factor 0.787.
In other words, when the 102 energy estima-
tion procedure derived from the corsika sur-
face detector Monte-Carlo is applied to the
real data, the predicted event energies are on
average 27% higher than those of the fluores-
cence detector:

ECORSIKA, SD = 1.27× EFD (39)

Figure 5.6a shows the energy of the TA SD
plotted versus the energy of the TA FD, af-
ter the TA SD energy has been reduced by a
factor of 1.27.”

1 The numbering of formulas corresponds to this paper.
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From this piece, in the context with the above, the fol-
lowing interpretation is possible. Relations (38) and (39)
are structurally the same. Their left sides are related
to primary energy estimations ECORSIKA, SD and ESD,10

which follow from readings of SD. Values on the right
are 1.26−1.27 times lower than the former. One of them
(EFD) is the estimation of EAS energy obtained using
FD [13].

The second value is the result of our calculation of
ESD,6 energy in the formula (1) with E1

SD = (1.81 ±
0.08) × 1017 eV. It leads to an erronous result due to
the incorrectly selected response unit (6) in [13]. From
a physical point of view it is obvious that a muon (or
electron) with such energy would not be able to traverse
the entire thickness of a scintillator (see Fig. 2). For this,
the particle energy must be

ϵ1(θ)

VEM(θ)
=

2.05× 1.2× 1.032× sec θ

2.05× sec θ
≈ 1.24 (40)

times higher. It is not entirely clear how this fact is
connected with formal equality ESD,6 ≈ EFD in expres-
sions (38) and (39).

4.2. Estimation of EFD

8.5

9

9.5

10

700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500

N(x)

x, g/cm2

A

H

C

776

Fig. 20. Cascade curves of EAS charged particles calculated
within the framework of the qgsjet-ii.04 model for primary
protons with energy 1019 eV. A — function (41). Amplitudes
of curvesH and C are less then the amplitude of A by 1.48 and
1.87 times correspondingly. Their designations are identical
to Fig. 14. Symbols represent integrals (42) of densities (26),
(30) + (31) and (28) + (29), respectively.

In order to understand this, we have attempted to es-
timate the EFD independently. Curve A in Fig. 20 rep-
resents the longitudinal profile N(x) of the full number
of charged particles (electrons and muons) as a function

of the distance x − x0 between the thickness of atmo-
sphere x = 876 × sec θ g/cm2 above the array and the
point of first interaction x0 = 37 g/cm2 of a proton with
energy 1019 eV, obtained within the framework of the
qgsjet-ii.04 model. The maximum of the curve is equal
to xmax = 776± 7 g/cm2, the number of particles in the
maximum Nmax = 6.3 × 109. Analytically the cascade
curve is expressed with the Gaisser-Hillas function [25]:

N(x) = Nmax×

×
(

x− x0

xmax − x0

) xmax−x0
λ

×

× exp
xmax − x

λ
, (41)

where λ is a phenomenological parameter ∼ 70 g/cm2.
It was used in [13] for estimation of EFD. Symbols on
Fig. 20 represent summary values

N(x) = 2π

∫ r∗

0

ρ(r, θ)dr, (42)

of the densities shown in Fig. 14. They were calculated
in the range of axis distances from 0 to r∗ = 104 m
using the LDF (43) measured at the Yakutsk array [18,
20], and turned out to be quite acceptable the analytical
representation of the TA data:

ρ(r, θ) = ρs(600, θ) ·
(

r + r1
600 + r1

)2

×

×
(

r + r0
600 + r0

)β−2

·
(

r + r2
600 + r2

)11

, (43)

where r0 = 8, r1 = 10, r2 = 104 and β(θ) and ρs(600, θ)
are free parameters obtained during the χ2-minimization.
Light squares represent summary densities (28) and (29).
They reflect full number of muons and electrons with
threshold energy εthr. = 3.9 MeV at observation level x.
Dark squares reflect the sum of their responses (30) and
(31). It is seen that the values (42) agree with cascade
curve (41) measured with FD. It means that the qgsjet-
ii.04 model reflects experimental data quite adequately
and can serve as a reliable basis for description of many
processes occurring during the EAS development.
The full integral of the cascade curve (41) can be rep-

resented as the sum:

I =

∫ xobs.

0

N(x)dx+

∫ ∞

xobs.

N(x)dx ≈

≈ 575.4 g/cm2 ×Nmax ≈ 3.63× 1012 g/cm2. (44)

The first term here is the summary path of all charged
particles in the atmosphere down to observation level
xobs. = 876× sec θ g/cm2; second one — summary path



12

of survived particles in the ground until their complete
stopping. Absolute value of I does not depend on the
zenith angle of EAS arrival, since change of zenith angle
only results in redistribution of values of constituents.

The cascade curve (41) was measured experimentally
using FD. It allows one to estimate the EFD energy in
units of VEM described in [13]:

EFD = VEM× I =

= 2.05× 106 · 3.63× 1012 =

= 7.44× 1018 eV. (45)

To account the energy fraction not associated with elec-
tromagnetic component of EAS, its value must be in-
creased by ≈ 7%. Then the final value is:

EFD,6 = 1.07× 7.44× 1018 ≈ 7.96× 1018 eV. (46)

Here index 6 hints that the equality mentioned in Sec-
tion 4.1 is finally satisfied:

EFD,6 ≈ ESD,6. (47)

But this is the minimum possible estimation of primary
energy. As it follows from Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, on both
sides of the minimum of ionization curve energy losses
of electrons and muons exceed 1 VEM. These losses are
especially high just before stopping of particle, when they
increase tenfold. Therefore, estimation (46) should be
additionally increased by δ times. The ionization losses of
electrons and muons in the atmosphere and in ground are
no different from the energy deposit in the SD scintillator.
In our case, this is confirmed by cascade curves C and H
in Fig. 20, which are smaller than the A curve in absolute
value by 1.87 and 1.48 times respectively. The value of
their difference between each other — δ = 1.87/1.48 =
1.264 — is just the desired adjustment.

The final value of EFD is:

EFD = δ × ESD,6 =

= 1.264× 7.960× 1018 eV ≈
≈ 1019 eV. (48)

Let us pay attention to an amazing coincidence: if one
applies the response unit (10) to expression (45), then
the resulting estimation is:

EFD,10 = 1.07× ϵ1(0
◦)× I =

= 1.07× 2.54× 3.63× 1012 =

= 9.87× 1018 eV, (49)

which satisfies the equality:

EFD,10 ≈ ESD,10 (50)

and coincides with estimation (48). This became possible
because the thickness of the SD scintillator is 1.2 cm. In
any other case estimation (49) would differ from (48) this
or other way, depending on the thickness of a scintillator.

4.3. The giant TA event

It was reported that on May 27 2021 a giant event was
registered at the TA [21]. Cosmic particle, dubbed Am-
aterasu, arrived at zenith angle θ = 38.6◦ ± 0.4◦ and the
resulting air shower was detected by SDs which recorded
the value S(800, θ) = 530±57. The energy of this unique
event was estimated as ESD = (2.44 ± 0.29) × 1020 eV.
Let us consider its calibration in the light of every-
thing stated above. Square in Fig. 16 represents the
SD response log10 S(800, 38.6

◦) ≈ 2.72 ± 0.05. Accord-
ing to calculations described in [13] (the “1019.5 eV”
gray band), the energy that corresponds to this signal is
ETA

SD = 102.72−1.86×1019.5 eV = 1020.36 ≈ 2.29×1020 eV.
Within the errors of the experiment [21] and errors of
transferring of the nomogram from Fig. 6 to Fig. 16, this
are, in fact, coinciding values. Our estimation results
from data points at “1019.5 eV” (downward triangles) in
Fig. 16, and the resulting value is ESD = 102.72−2.00 ×
1019.5 = 1020.22 ≈ 1.75 × 1020 eV. This difference in en-
ergy estimations — by factor 2.29/1.75 ≈ 1.3 — arises
from different zenith-angular dependencies of S(800, θ)
shown in Fig. 16. It is difficult to say what has caused
it. But the value of the difference, which is close to
sec 38.6◦ ≈ 1.28, draws attention. We have repeatedly
noted this strange coincidence in both this work and
in [3]. If one converts the S(800, θ) value to S(800, 0◦)
using the two zenith-angular dependencies from Fig. 16
denoted as “1019.5 eV”, then the resulting value will be
ESD = 102.80−2.07 × 1019.5 = 1020.23 ≈ 1.70 × 1020 eV.
The same estimation follows from the formula (33) with
parameters listed in row 1 of Table 1 and the value of
ρs(800, 0

◦) = 102.8/3 ≈ 210 m−2.

5. CONCLUSION

In this work the responses of the TA surface detec-
tors were considered, calculated in air showers from pri-
mary protons with different energies and zenith angles
of arrival using the qgsjet-ii.04 model. This model has
proven itself during the investigation of the “muon puz-
zle” [3, 4]. It was demonstrated that estimation of pri-
mary energy ESD based on the readings of SD in vertical
showers using the formula (1) does not contradict the
calculations [13]. It leads to a better agreement between
energy spectra from Yakutsk array and TA in terms of
absolute value and form (Fig. 1). There is no such agree-
ment in inclined showers. This may be due to incorrectly
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chosen unit of VEM = 2.05 MeV in [13], which does not
reflect the real physical processes occurring in the scintil-
lation detector during registration of EAS. Estimation of
primary energy EFD obtained from the readings of FD,
which is unconditionally prioritized at TA, is less than
ESD by factor ≈ 1.264. In the case of further confirma-
tion of the arguments given in Section 4.2, this estima-
tion may turn out to be incorrect. We will continue the
cross-analysis of the calibrations of world EAS arrays in
comparison with the Yakutsk array.
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