arXiv:2104.10075v1 [nucl-ex] 20 Apr 2021

A new anomaly observed in^4He supports the existence of the hypothetical X17 particle

A.J. Krasznahorkay,^{1, ∗} M. Csatlós,^1 L. Csige,^1 J. Gulyás,^1 A. Krasznahorkay,^{1, †} B.M. Nyakó,^1 I. Rajta,^1 J. Timár,^1 I. Vajda,^1 and N.J. Sas^2 1Institute of Nuclear Research (ATOMKI), P.O. Box 51, H-4001 Debrecen, Hungary 2University of Debrecen, 4010 Debrecen, PO Box 105, Hungary

Energy-sum and angular correlation spectra of e^+e^− pairs produced in the^3H(p,γ)^4He nuclear reaction have been studied at Ep=510, 610 and 900 keV proton energies. The main features of the spectra can be understood by taking into account the internal and external pair creations following the direct proton radiative capture by^3H. However, these processes cannot account for the observed peak around 115^∘ in the angular correlation spectra. This anomalous excess of e^+e^− pairs can be described by the creation and subsequent decay of a light particle during the direct capture process. The derived mass of the particle is mXc^2=16.94±0.12(stat) ± 0.21(syst) MeV. According to the mass and branching ratio (Bx = 5.1(13) × 10^{−6}), this is likely the same X17 particle, which we recently suggested [Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 052501 (2016)] for describing the anomaly observed in the decay of^8Be.

PACS numbers: 23.20.Ra, 23.20.En, 14.70.Pw

Recently, we measured electron-positron angular correlations for the 17.6 MeV, and 18.15 MeV, J^p = 1^+ → J^π = 0^+, M1 transitions in^8Be and an anomalous angular correlation was observed [1]. This was interpreted as the creation and decay of an intermediate bosonic particle, which we now call X17, with a mass of m_Xc^2=16.70±0.35(stat) ±0.5(sys) MeV. The possible relation of the X17 boson to the dark matter problem and the fact that it might explain the (g-2)_μ puzzle, triggered an enhanced theoretical and experimental interest in the particle and hadron physics community [2, 3]. A number of such light particles have already been predicted for many decades with a wide range of different properties [4–10], but have never been confirmed experimentally.

Our data were first explained with a 16.7 MeV, vector gauge boson, X17 by Feng and co-workers [11, 12], which may mediate a fifth fundamental force with some coupling to Standard Model (SM) particles. The X17 boson is thus produced in the decay of an excited state to the ground state,^8Be^∗ →^8Be + X17, and then decays through the X17 → e^+e^− process. Constraints on such a new particle, were also taken into account by Feng and co-workers [11, 12].

Zhang and Miller [13] investigated the possibility to explain the anomaly within nuclear physics. They explored the nuclear transition form factor as a possible origin of the anomaly, and found the required form factor to be unrealistic for the^8Be nucleus.

Ellwanger and Moretti made another possible explanation of the experimental results through a light pseudoscalar particle [14]. Given the quantum numbers of the 8Be^∗ and^8Be states, the X17 boson could indeed be a J^π = 0^− pseudo-scalar particle, if it was emitted with L = 1 orbital angular momentum.

∗ kraszna@atomki.hu † Currently working at CERN, Geneva, Switzerland

Alves and Weiner [15] revisited experimental constraints on QCD axions in the O(10 MeV) mass window. In particular, they found a variant axion model that remains compatible with existing constraints. This reopens the possibility of solving the strong CP problem at the GeV scale. Such axions or axion-like particles (ALPs) are expected to decay predominantly by the emission of e^+e^− pairs.

Subsequently, many studies with different models have been performed including an extended two Higgs doublet model [16]. Delle Rose and co-workers [17] showed that the anomaly can be described with a very light Z_0 bosonic state. They also showed [18] how both spin-0 and spin-1 solutions are possible and describe Beyond the Standard Model (BSM) scenarios.

In parallel to these recent theoretical studies, we reinvestigated the^8Be anomaly with an improved experimental setup. We have confirmed the signal of the assumed X17 particle and measured its mass [m_Xc^2 = 17.01(16) MeV] and branching ratio compared to the γ decay [B_x = 6(1) × 10^{−6}] with improved precision [19, 20]. The observed deviation in the angular correlation of the e^+e^− pairs was found much smaller in the 17.6 MeV than in the 18.15 MeV transition of^8Be [21].

In the present work, we have conducted a search for the X17 particle in the^3H(p,γ)^4He reaction using different proton beam energies. The experiment was performed in Debrecen at the 2 MV Tandetron accelerator of ATOMKI. The^3H(p,γ)^4He reaction was used at bombarding energy of E_p = 510, 610 and 900 keV to induce radiative capture and to populate the overlapping J^π = 0^+ first, and J^π = 0^− second excited states in^4He [22].

The proton beam with a typical current of 1.0 μA was impinged on a^3H target for about 100 hours for each bombarding energy. The^3H was absorbed in a 4.2 mg/cm^2 thick Ti layer evaporated onto a 0.4 mm thick molybdenum disc with a diameter of 50 mm. The density of the^3H atoms was ≈ 2.7 × 10^{20} atoms/cm^2.

The disk was cooled down to liquid N_2 temperature to prevent^3H evaporation. In such a thick^3H+Ti target, the proton beam was stopped completely. The target was shifted off the center of the spectrometer by 20 mm upstream to avoid the screening by the target backing and holder. We have used also a large (Duth) fixing screw, so the maximal correlation angle we could utilize was ≈ 140^o.

The proton energies were chosen to stay below the threshold of the (p,n) reaction (E_{thr} = 1.018 MeV). The^4He nucleus was excited up to E_x = 20.21, 20.29 and 20.49 MeV at the used proton beam energies, so it was expected that the first excited state of^4He (J^p=0^+, E_x=20.21 MeV, Γ=0.50 MeV) and the second one (J^p=0^−, E_x=21.01 MeV, Γ=0.84 MeV) were also populated in^4He [22].

Our previous experimental setup [1, 24] has recently been upgraded by the replacement of the scintillators (EJ200) and PM tubes (Hamamatsu 10233-100) in order to avoid the effects of scintillator material aging. As another improvement, the MultiWire Proportional Chambers (MWPC) have been replaced by novel Double-sided Silicon Strip Detectors (DSSD)to enhance the efficiency of the experimental setup and its homogeneity.

We also increased the number of telescopes from 5 to 6. The sizes of the scintillators were 82 × 86 × 80 mm^3 each. The positions of the hits were registered by the DSSDs having sizes of 50x50 mm^2 strip widths of 3 mm and a thickness of 500 μm. The telescope detectors were placed perpendicularly to the beam direction, each at 60^∘ to its neighbors, around a vacuum chamber made of a carbon fiber tube with a wall thickness of 1 mm.

In order to search for the assumed X17 particle, both the energy-sum spectrum of the e^+e^− pairs measured by the telescopes, and their angular correlations, determined by the DSSD detectors, have been analyzed. For the real “signal” events we always requred that the energy-sum for the e^+e^−-pairs should be equal to the thansition energy, which we want to investigate.

Since the counting rates in the detectors were low (≈ 150 Hz in the scintillators and ≈ 25 Hz in the DSSD detectors) and the coincidence time window was sharp (≈ 10ns), the effect of random coincidences was negligible. In the following, we show only the real-coincidence gated spectra.

The downscaled (x0.08) energy-sum spectrum of the e^+e^− pairs collected by all combinations of the telescope pairs in the 10 - 25 MeV energy range is shown by a dashed-line histogram in Fig. 1a) after subtracting the cosmic-ray background (CRB). This background was measured for two weeks before and after the experiments using the same gates and conditions as used for the in-beam data. It has been found that above E(sum)=25 MeV only the CRB contributes to the spectrum.

The CRB contribution in the studied 10 - 25 MeV energy range has been determined by normalizing the off-beam spectrum to the in-beam spectra in the energy range E(sum)≥25 MeV. This contribution has been

FIG. 1. a): Experimental energy-sum spectra of the e^+e^− pairs derived, respectively, for “All” different detector combinations (dashed-line histogram with counts multiplied by 0.08) and for detectors at 120^∘ relative angles (solid-line histogram). The cosmic-ray background contributions are subtracted from both spectra. The CRB spectrum corresponding to the “All” spectrum is plotted with dotted line. b): The difference of the solid-line and the dashed-line histograms above.

found to be a relatively small part of the total spectrum as indicated by the dotted histogram in Figure 1a). In the figure, E(sum) means the measured energy sum of the e^+ and e^− particles corrected for the energy loss due to the pair creation (1.02 MeV) and for the average energy loss of the two particles when crossing the vacuum chamber and the DSSD detectors (1.08 MeV).

In order to reduce the External Pair Creation (EPC) background, we constructed a spectrum also from e^+e^− pairs, which were detected by telescope pairs with relative angles of 120^∘. The spectrum is shown in Fig. 1a) as a full-line histogram. The general shape of this histogram is similar to that of the dashed-line one, however there is a well observable peak on top of the smoothly decreasing shape at around 20.5 MeV. The difference of the two spectra is presented in Fig. 1b). The peak in the spectrum may come from the internal pairs created in the direct proton capture process or in the 0^+ → 0^+ E0 transition of^4He and may also come from the e^+e^−- decay of the X17 hypothetical particle.

To check these possibilities, in the further analysis we have compared the angular correlation spectra of the e^+e^− pairs corresponding to this peak region (“Signal” in Fig.1b) with that of obtained for the background region (“Background” in Fig. 1b).

The angular correlations of the e^+e^− pairs were determined from the position data of the DSSD detectors for each beam energy. First, the efficiency calibration of the spectrometer was performed by taking the uncorrelated pairs of consecutive events of the in-beam data as described in detail in Ref. [1]. This efficiency was then used to normalize the raw angular correlation spectra, and finaly, the CRB contributions were subtracted. Considering the kinematics of the e^+e^− pair creation process, we also required the following condition for the asymmetry parameter: −0.3 ≤ y = (E_e+ − E_e− )/(E_e+ + E_e− ) ≤ 0.3, where E_e+ and E_e− denote the kinetic energies of the positron and electron, respectively. The resulting angular correlation spectra are indicated in Fig. 2 by dots, stars and full circles for Ep= 510 keV, 610 keV and 900 keV, respectively. For better readability, the spectra are shifted by 1-1 order of magnitude according to the labels.

FIG. 2. Angular correlations of the e^+e^− pairs for the ”Signal” region (see Fig. 1). Symbols with error bars indicate experimental data measured in the^3H(p,γ)^4He reaction at different proton beam energies, while solid-line histograms correspond to the respective data obtained in the simulations described in the text.

The angular correlations of the e^+e^− pairs for the background region marked in Fig. 1 are shown in Fig. 3 similarly to Fig. 2.

The experimental angular correlations were compared to combinations of Monte Carlo simulations of different processes resulting valid e^+e^− events in the spectrometer. An e^+e^− event is considered valid, if it passed all the conditions and cuts that was applied for the experimental data. The simulations were performed by the Geant3 code implementing the full experimental setup,

FIG. 3. Angular correlations of the e^+e^− pairs for the ”Background” region (see Fig. 1). See the caption of Fig. 2 for more details.

the target, its backing and the target holder. The energy resolution of the telescopes was also considered and the energy sum of the simulated e^+e^− pairs should be either in the “Signal” or in the ”Background” energy range. Each of the simulated angular correlations was calculated by taking into account the full stopping of the protons in the target.

In the light of the above considerations, we simulated the contribution of the external e^+e^− pairs created by the high-energy γ-rays from the^3H(p,γ)^4He reaction. We also determined the contribution of internal pair creation (IPC) process. For that, both the properties of the proton capture process and the emission of an e^+e^− pair mediated by a one-photon exchange was calculated by Viviani and co-workers [26]. They provided us highstatistic Monte-Carlo event files which we used as particle generator inputs in our Geant3 simulations.

The simulated angular correlations are indicated by full-line histograms in Fig. 2. and Fig. 3. for the ”Signal” and the ”Background” sum-energy range, respectively.

We found that the most significant background was provided by e^+e^− pairs created by γ-rays generated during direct proton capture on^3H. For small correlation angles, this process can fully interpret the measured values.

As a result of this, the normalization of the contribution of γ events was derived from the simulation’s fit to the data in the 45 to 70 degree opening angle region.

Note, that for the background regions of the sumenergy, the experimental and the corresponding simulated curves (performed also for the background region) showed a fairly good agreement over the entire angular range (see Fig. 3), thus validating the correctness of the simulations.

Here we mention that in this case the usual method of background determination, i.e. performing the experiment without target material, cannot be applied because the main source of the background is the target material itself.

For further theoretical interpretation of the results shown in Fig. 2, the simulated angular correlations were subtracted from the experimental ones. The angular correlations (points with error bars) obtained after subtraction are shown in Fig 4.

The corresponding proton beam energies are indicated in the figure. The anomaly previously observed and explained by the decay of the X17 particle appeared at each of the bombarding energies.

In order to derive the exact value for the mass of the decaying particle from the present data, we carried out a fitting procedure for both the mass value and the amplitude of the observed peak.

The fit of the original experimental data was performed with RooFit [25] by describing the e^+e^− angular correlation with the following intensity function (INT ): INT = N_{EP C} ∗ P DF (EP C) + N_{IP C} ∗ P DF (IP C)+ N_{Sig} ∗ P DF (sig) , (1) where P DF (X) stands for the MC-simulated probability density function and N_X is the fitted number of the events of the given process. P DF (sig) was simulated by Geant3 incorporating the relativistic two-body decay of a particle with a given mass. Therefore, P DF (sig) was constructed as a 2-dimensional model function of the e^+e^− opening angle and the mass of the simulated particle. To construct the mass dependence, the PDF linearly interpolates the e^+e^− opening angle distributions simulated for discrete particle masses.

Using the intensity function described in Equation 1, we first performed a list of fits by fixing the simulated particle mass in the signal PDF to a certain value, and employing RooFit estimate the best values for N_{Sig} and N_{EP C} and N_{IP C} . Allowing the particle mass to vary in the fit, the best fitted mass is calculated. We also made fits by fixing the N_{EP C} value to the experimental data in the angular range of 40 to 70 degrees.

The values obtained for the energy and branching ratio of the X17 boson and the IPC values, as a result of the average of the two fits described above, are summarized in Table 1, and the corresponding fits after subtraction of the EPC background are shown in Fig. 4.

Table 1. shows the fitting parameters and the average of the parameters. As can be seen, consistent values were

FIG. 4. Comparison of the experimental and the simulated angular correlations of the e^+e^− pairs. The best fitted sum (dashed line) as sum of the the simulated background (dotted line) and the simulated contribution of the hypothetical X17 boson is compared with the experimental signal values (dots with error bars).

TABLE I. Internal Pair Creation Coefficients (IPCC), X17 Boson branching ratios (Bx), masses of the X17 particle, and confidences derived from the fits.

Ep IPCC Bx Mass Confidence (keV) ×10^{−4} ×10^{−6} (MeV/c^2) 510 2.5(3) 6.2(7) 17.01(12) 7.3σ 610 1.0(7) 4.1(6) 16.88(16) 6.6σ 900 1.1(11) 6.5(20) 16.68(30) 8.9σ Averages 5.1(13) 16.94(12) 8Be values 6 16.70(35)

obtained for each fitting parameter. In the last row, our corresponding values measured in the case of^8Be are also shown [1].

As shown, the branching ratios of the X17 particle are identical within error bars, for the three beam energies proving that the X17 particle was most likely formed in direct proton capture, which has a dominant multipolarity of E1.

As discussed, IPC generated mostly during the direct capture (E1) transition, however, the IPCC deduced to be much smaller than expected from the Bohr’s approximation and also smaller than the one predicted by Viviani and co-workers [26].

The systematic uncertainties were estimated by simulations. Taking into account the uncertainty of the target position along the beam line estimated to be ± 2 mm, may cause an Δm_Xc^2=± 0.06 MeV uncertainty. The uncertainty of the place of the beam spot perpendicular to the beam axis was estimated to be ± 2 mm in the worst case, which may cause a shift in the invariant mass of Δm_Xc^2±=0.15 MeV. The whole systematic error was conservatively estimated as: Δm_Xc^2(syst.) = ±0.21 MeV.

We emphasize, that the obtained mass agrees very well with that observed in the earlier^8Be experiment (m_Xc^2=16.70±0.35(stat.)±0.5(syst.) MeV), which is remarkable considering that the excesses in the observed angular correlation spectra appear at different correlation angles as one would indeed expect from the kinematics of the relativistic two-body decay. Thus, we strongly believe, that our new observation enhance the possibility that the measured anomalies can be attributed to the same new particle X17.

Very recently, Zhang and Miller [27] studied the protophobic vector boson explanation by deriving an isospin relation between photon and X17 couplings to nucleons. They concluded that X17 production is dominated by direct capture transitions both in^8Be and^4He without going through any nuclear resonance. A smooth energy dependence is predicted that occurs for all proton beam energies above threshold [27]. Our present results obtained for^4He at different beam energies agrees with their prediction.

In summary, we have studied the energy-sum and angular correlation spectra of e^+e^− pairs produced in the 3H(p,γ)^4He reaction at E_p= 510, 610 and 900 keV proton energies. The main features of the spectra can be understood rather well taking into account the internal and external pair creations following the direct proton capture on the target. We have, however, observed a peak-like anomalous excess of e^+e^− pairs in the angular correlation spectra around 115^∘ at each beam energy. This e^+e^− excess cannot be accounted for by the above processes, however, it can be described by the creation and subsequent decay of a light particle during the proton capture process to the ground state of the^4He nucleus. The derived mass of the particle (m_Xc^2=16.94±0.12(stat.)±0.21(syst.) MeV) agrees well with that of the X17 particle, which we recently suggested [1, 19, 20] for describing the anomaly observed in 8Be. This observation supports the X17 particle hypothesis.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We wish to thank M. Viviani for providing us their theoretical results, D. Horváth for the critical reading of the manuscript and for the many useful discussions. We wish to thank also for Gy. Zilizi for providing us the^3H targets and for Z. Pintye for the mechanical and J. Molnár for the electronic design of the experiment. This work has been supported by the Hungarian NKFI Foundation No. K124810 and by the GINOP-2.3.3-15- 2016-00034 and GINOP-2.3.3-15-2016-00034 grants.

[1] A.J. Krasznahorkay et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 042501 (2016).

[2] A. Datta, J. Feng, S. Kamali, J. Kumar, arXiv:1908.08625.

[3] Citations for Ref. [1]:

http://inspirehep.net/search?ln=en&p=refersto%3Arecid- %3A1358248 [4] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lett., 40, 223 (1978). [5] F. Wilczek, Phys. Rev. Lett., 40, 278 (1978). [6] T. W. Donnelly, S. J. Freedman, R. S. Lytel, R. D. Peccei, and M. Schwartz, Phys. Rev. D18, 1607 (1978).

[7] P. Fayet, Phys. Rev. D 70, 023514 (2004). [8] M. Pospelov, A. Ritz, B. Voloshin, Phys. Lett. B662, 53 (2008).

[9] Cheuk-Yin Wong, Phys. Rev. C81, 064903 (2010). [10] H. Davoudiasl, Hye-Sung Lee and W.J. Marciano, Phys.

Rev. D85, 115019 (2012).

[11] J. L. Feng, B. Fornal, I. Galon, S. Gardner, J. Smolinsky, T.M.P. Tait, P. Tanedo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 071803 (2016).

[12] J.L. Feng, B. Fornal, I. Galon, S. Gardner, J. Smolinsky, T.M.P. Tait, P. Tanedo, Phys. Rev. D 95, 035017 (2017).

[13] Xilin Zhang, Gerald A Miller Phys. Lett. B773 159

(2017).

[14] U. Ellwanger and S. Moretti, JHEP 11 39 (2016). [15] D.S.M. Alves, and N. J. Weiner, High Energy Phys. 92, (2018).

[16] Luigi Delle Rose et al., Phys. Rev. D 96, 115024 (2017) and references therein.

[17] Luigi Delle Rose et al., Phys. Rev. D 99 055022 (2019). [18] Luigi Delle Rose et al., Frontiers in Physics 7 73 (2019). [19] A.J. Krasznahorkay et al., J. Phys.: Conf. Series 1056, 012028 (2017).

[20] A.J. Krasznahorkay et al., Acta Phys. Pol. B 50, 675 (2019).

[21] A.J. Krasznahorkay et al., Proceedings of Science, (Bormio2017) 036 (2017).

[22] D.R. Tilley, H.R. Weller, G.M. Hale, Nucl. Phys. A541 1 (1992).

[23] K.I. Hahn, C.R. Brune, and R.W. Kavanagh, Phys. Rev.

C, 51 1624 (1995).

[24] J. Gulyás et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. in Phys. Res. A 808, 21 (2016).

[25] W. Verkerke and D. P. Kirkby, “The RooFit toolkit for data modeling,” eConf C 0303241 (2003) MOLT007 [physics/0306116].

[26] M. Viviani et al., arXiv:2104.07808. [27] Xilin Zhang, Gerald A. Miller, Phys.Lett. B 813 136061 (2021).