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Executive Summary

1608.03591

shape of the resonance [40], but it is definitely different
from the shape of the forward or backward asymmetry [40].
Therefore, the above experimental data make the interpre-
tation of the observed anomaly less probable as being the
consequence of some kind of interference effects.
The deviation cannot be explained by any γ-ray related

background either, since we cannot see any effect at off
resonance, where the γ-ray background is almost the same.
To the best of our knowledge, the observed anomaly can
not have a nuclear physics related origin.
The deviation observed at the bombarding energy of

Ep ¼ 1.10 MeV and at Θ ≈ 140° has a significance of 6.8
standard deviations, corresponding to a background fluc-
tuation probability of 5.6 × 10−12. On resonance, the M1
contribution should be even larger, so the background
should decrease faster than in other cases, which would
make the deviation even larger and more significant.
The eþe− decay of a hypothetical boson emitted iso-

tropically from the target has been simulated together with
the normal IPC emission of eþe− pairs. The sensitivity of
the angular correlation measurements to the mass of the
assumed boson is illustrated in Fig. 4.
Taking into account an IPC coefficient of 3.9 × 10−3 for

the 18.15 MeV M1 transition [32], a boson to γ branching
ratio of 5.8 × 10−6 was found for the best fit and was then
used for the other boson masses in Fig. 4.
According to the simulations, the contribution of the

assumed boson should be negligible for asymmetric pairs
with 0.5 ≤ jyj ≤ 1.0. The open circles with error bars in
Fig. 4 show the experimental data obtained for asymmetric

pairs (rescaled for better separation) compared with the
simulations (full curve) including only M1 and E1 con-
tributions. The experimental data do not deviate from the
normal IPC. This fact supports also the assumption of the
boson decay.
The χ2 analysis mentioned above to judge the signifi-

cance of the observed anomaly was extended to extract the
mass of the hypothetical boson. The simulated angular
correlations included contributions from bosons with
masses between m0c2 ¼ 15 and 17.5 MeV. As a result
of the χ2 analysis, we determined the boson mass to be
m0c2 ¼ 16.70# 0.35ðstatÞ MeV. The minimum value for
the χ2=f was 1.07, while the values at 15 and 17.5 MeV
were 7.5 and 6.0, respectively. A systematic error caused by
the instability of the beam position on the target, as well as
the uncertainties in the calibration and positioning of the
detectors is estimated to be ΔΘ ¼ 6°, which corresponds to
0.5 MeV uncertainty in the boson mass.
Since, in contrast to the case of 17.6 MeV isovector

transition, the observed anomalous enhancement of the
18.15 MeV isoscalar transition could only be explained by
also assessing a particle, then it must be of isoscalar nature.
The invariant mass distribution calculated from the

measured energies and angles was also derived. It is shown
in Fig. 5.
The dashed line shows the result of the simulation

performed for M1þ 23%E1 mixed IPC transition (the
mixing ratio was determined from fitting the experimental
angular correlations), the dotted line shows the simulation
for the decay of a particle with mass of 16.6 MeV=c2 while
the dash-dotted line is their sum, which describes the
experimental data reasonably well.
In conclusion, we have measured the eþe− angular

correlation in internal pair creation for the M1 transition
depopulating the 18.15 MeV state in 8Be, and observed a
peaklike deviation from the predicted IPC. To the best of
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FIG. 4. Experimental angular eþe− pair correlations measured
in the 7Liðp; eþe−Þ reaction at Ep ¼ 1.10 MeV with
−0.5 ≤ y ≤ 0.5 (closed circles) and jyj ≥ 0.5 (open circles).
The results of simulations of boson decay pairs added to those
of IPC pairs are shown for different boson masses as described in
the text.
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FIG. 5. Invariant mass distribution derived for the 18.15 MeV
transition in 8Be.
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A  N E W  PA RT I C L E ! ?

Observation of Anomalous Internal Pair 
Creation in 8Be: A Possible Signature of a 
Light, Neutral Boson

A.J. Krasznahorkay, et al. PRL 116, 042501 
(2016);  arXiv:1504.01527

Very high claimed (local) statistical 
significance (>6!)

FIG. 2. Schematic depiction of the Atomki pair spectrometer experiment [6, 30], interpreted as
evidence for the production of a new boson X. The proton beam’s energy is tuned to excite lithium
nuclei into the 8Be⇤ state, which subsequently decays into the 8Be ground state and X. The latter
decays into an electron–positron pair whose opening angle and invariant mass are measured.

but also others, such as an E1 component from non-resonant direct proton capture [31]. They
observe that the best fit comes from a 23% admixture of this E1 component. Nevertheless, they
are unable to explain the bump by experimental or nuclear physics e↵ects, and instead find
that the excess in the ✓ distribution has a statistical significance of 6.8� [6]. A corresponding
bump is seen in the mee distribution.

If a massive particle is produced with low velocity in the 8Be⇤ decay and then decays to
e+e� pairs, it will produce a bump at large opening angles. It is therefore natural to consider
a new particle X and the two-step decay 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX followed by X ! e+e�. With fixed
background, Krasznahorkay et al. find that the best fit mass and branching fraction are [6]

mX = 16.7± 0.35 (stat)± 0.5 (sys) MeV (1)

�( 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX)

�( 8Be⇤ ! 8Be �)
Br(X ! e+e�) = 5.8⇥ 10�6 . (2)

For the best fit parameters, the fit to this new particle interpretation is excellent, with a
�2/dof = 1.07.

The new particle interpretation passes a number of simple consistency checks. The
electron–positron invariant mass and opening angle are related by

m2

ee = 2Ee+Ee� � 2
q
E2

e+ �m2

e
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e cos ✓ + 2m2

e
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cos ✓
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+O(m4

e) , (3)

where

E ⌘ Ee+ + Ee� and y ⌘ Ee+ � Ee�

Ee+ + Ee�
(4)

are the total energy and energy asymmetry, respectively. The second term in the last line of
Eq. (3) is much smaller than the first and may be neglected. At the Atomki pair spectrometer,
the 8Be⇤ nuclei are produced highly non-relativistically, with velocity of 0.017c and, given
mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the X particles are also not very relativistic. As a result, the e+ and e�

are produced with similar energies, and so one expects small |y| and mee ⇡ E sin(✓/2). The
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Be-8 As a New Physics Lab
• Beryllium-8 is composed of four 

protons and four neutrons.

• Its ground state decays into two alpha 
particles.

• It is a somewhat unusual nucleus:

• It has large excitations (~20 MeV) 
with long lifetimes.

• Relatively Easy to make in the lab 
from p + 7Li.

• Transitions from excited to ground 
states probe MeV-scale weakly coupled 
physics, such as an axion.

Excited state

Ground state

R e s o n a n t  
P ro d u c t i o n

D i s c r e t e
Tr a n s i t i o n s

Treiman & Wilczek, Phys. Lett. B74 (’78); 
Donnelly et al., Phys. Rev. D18 (’78)



Be-8 Levels

• The Be-8 ground state is a 0+ iso-singlet.

• There are a variety of excited states with different spins and iso-spins.

• For today, interested in the 1+ 17.64 Be*’ and 18.15 Be* states.  There is some 
evidence that these states are actually admixtures of iso-triplet and iso-singlet.

arXiv:1609.07411

Pastore et al,  PRC90 (2014) [1406.2343]



Be* Decays
• Be* decays are dominantly a hadronic 

transition into 7Li + p.

• There are also rare M1 electromagnetic 
transitions into a gamma ray and the 8Be 
ground state.

• Even rarer still is through an off-shell 
photon (still M1), leading  to a final state 
of e+e- + the 8Be ground state.

• This process is often referred to as 
``internal pair conversion” (IPC).

"

p

"* e+

e-

 7Li



Internal Pair Conversion
• Internal pair conversion is 

observed for a variety of nuclear 
transitions.

• It is generally well-described 
analogously to atomic transitions.

• They can be classified as E or 
M and the angular momentum  
l = 0, 1, 2, …

• The photon propagator leads to 
an invariant mass of the e+e- 
which falls with rising mee.

• All of those are monotonically 
falling and pretty smooth.

neutral boson. A limit of r4:1! 10"4 was obtained for the boson
to γ-ray branching ratio [25–29].

2. Internal Pair Creation (IPC)

It was predicted [2–4] that the angular correlation between the
eþe" pairs (emitted in IPC) peaks at 01 and drops rapidly with the
correlation angle (Θ) as shown in Fig. 1.

The above calculations show that the angular correlations at
small separation angles are almost independent of the multi-
polarity of the radiation, whereas at large separation angles, they
depend critically upon the multipole order. Thus, it is important to
measure angular correlations efficiently at large angles.

3. The two-body decay of a boson

When a nuclear transition occurs by emission of a short-lived
ðτo10"13 sÞ neutral particle, the annihilation into an eþe" pair is
anti-parallel (i.e. Θcm ¼ 1801) in the center of mass system. In the
laboratory system, their angular distribution is sharply peaked
(FWHMo101) at intermediate angles due to the Lorentz boost and
provides a unique signature for the existence and a measure for
the mass of an intermediate boson. In order to search for such an
anomaly in the angular correlation, we need a spectrometer with
sufficient angular resolution.

The invariant mass can be determined approximately from the
correlation angleΘ between eþ and e" and from their energies in
the following way[26]:

m2 ' ð1"y2ÞE2 sin 2ðΘ=2Þ; ð1Þ

where E¼ Eþ þE" þ1:022 MeV is the transition energy and
y¼ ðEþ "E" Þ=ðEþ þE" Þ, with Eþð"Þ indicating the kinetic energy
of the positron (electron) in the laboratory system.

4. Overview of pair spectrometers

Magnetic β ray spectrometers were used first for internal pair
formation studies [30–34]. Maximal detection efficiency of 10"4

for electron–positron pair detection was achieved for a few cases
[32,34]. Improvement of the pair resolution by improvement of
the momentum resolution (to 1.3%) with smaller particle trans-
mission reduced the efficiency to 5!10"6. An important advance
[33] in the use of intermediate-image pair spectrometer was
provided by the installation of a specially designed spiral baffle
system which selected electron–positron internal pairs emitted at
large relative angles (501rθr901).

The next generation of internal-pair spectrometers used two
dE=dxþE scintillator-detector telescopes for the detection of the
electron–positron pairs in quadruple coincidence [35,36]. A multi-
detector (six scintillation electron telescopes plus an annular Si(Li)
particle detector) high-efficiency pair spectrometer was built by
Birk and co-workers [37]. An experimental pair-line efficiency of
28% and a sum-peak energy resolution of 12% for the 6.05 MeV E0
pair line in 16O were achieved.

Schumann and Waldschmidt have detected internal pair spec-
tra in the energy range of 2.8–6.5 MeV from an (n,γ) reaction with
a combination of super-conducting solenoid transporter plus Si
(Li)-detector spectrometer [38]. The pair-line efficiency of the
spectrometer [39] was large, but it had a very limited dis-
crimination power for different multipolarities in this energy
region.

The Debrecen superconducting solenoid transporter plus two-
Si(Li)-detector electron spectrometer was also adapted for
internal-pair studies [40]. The observed pair-line efficiency for two
detectors operated in sum-coincidence mode was 35%, while the
energy resolution was 0.6% at 2 MeV. A similar spectrometer built
by Kibédi and co-workers [41] and has been used recently for
internal pair studies [42].

A highly segmented phoswich array of plastic scintillators was
constructed for measurements of eþe" pairs emitted in high-
energy electromagnetic transitions in nuclei by Montoya and co-
workers [43]. Electron (positron) energies of 2–30 MeV can be
measured by each individual element, with a total transition
energy resolution of δE/E¼13% for a 20 MeV transition. The array
covers 29% of the full solid angle and its efficiency is 1.6% for a
6 MeV E0 internal pair decay, and 1.1% for an 18 MeV E1 transition.

A positron–electron pair spectroscopy instrument (PEPSI) was
designed to measure transitions in the energy region of 10–
40 MeV by Buda and co-workers [44]. It consists of Nd2Fe14B
permanent magnets forming a compact 4π magnetic filter con-
sisting of 12 positron and 20 electron mini-orange-like
spectrometers.

A ΔE"E multi-detector array was constructed by Stiebing and
co-workers [45] from plastic scintillators for the simultaneous
measurement of energy and angular correlation of eþe" pairs
produced in internal pair conversion (IPC) of nuclear transitions up
to 18 MeV. The array was designed to search for deviations from
IPC stemming from the creation and subsequent decay into eþe"

pairs of a hypothetical short-lived neutral boson. The spectrometer
consisted of six ΔE"E scintillator detector telescopes. The size of
the ΔE detectors, which determines the solid angle, were
22!22!1 mm3 and placed at 110 mm from the target. The
angular resolution of the spectrometer was ΔΘ¼ 151, and the
efficiency for one pair of telescopes was ' 3! 10"5. The fixed
mounting angles of the telescopes made possible investigating 15
correlation angles simultaneously. The investigated angular range
extended from 201 to 1311.

In this paper, we present a novel eþe" pair spectrometer
equipped with multi-wire proportional chambers and large
volume plastic scintillator telescopes placed as close to the target
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The ATOMKI Experiment

18.15 MeV
138 keV width



ATOMKI Experiment

• The ATOMKI experiment produces a beam of protons with well-calibrated energy which 
strike a thin lithium foil, producing excited states of  8Be.  Particular excited states can be 
selected by adjusting the energy of the protons in the beam.

• Detectors measure the e+e- opening angle and their energies.

  1.03 MeV
~10 keV spread

18.15 MeV
138 keV width



ATOMKI ExperimentThe	completed	spectrometer

Observation of Anomalous Internal Pair 
Creation in 8Be: A Possible Signature of a 
Light, Neutral Boson 
A.J. Krasznahorkay, et al. PRL 116, 042501 (2016)
arXiv:1504.01527

A pair spectrometer for measuring 
multipolarities of energetic nuclear transitions  
J. Gulyás, et al. NIM-A 808, 21 (2016); 
arXiv:nucl-ex/0311002



Energy Scan
• The ATOMKI experiment 

observes a bump-like structure 
in opening angles around 140 
degrees when they scan through 
the Be* resonance.

• Off-resonance runs, both above 
and below the Be* state seem 
to match the naive expectations 
of an M1 IPC transition.

• In particular, the 17.64 MeV Be*’ 
state does not see the same 
enhancement.

• The (local) statistical significance 
of the bump structure is ~ 6.8!
above background.
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Event Selection
• A resonant structure in the opening angle is 

suggestive of a peak in the e+e- invariant mass.

• Maybe Be* can decay into a new state of 
some kind (which itself decays into e+e-) 
and the ground state?

• Given the intriguing result, the ATOMKI 
analysis examines some of the  characteristics 
of the resonance-like signal, based on 
measurements of the e+ and e- energies.

• The invariant mass of the e+e- defines the 
mass of the hypothetical new state.  It should 
be produced with a definite boost, and so the 
opening angle should correlate with that mass 
appropriately.

• Opening angle is correlated, but distinct 
from the invariant mass.

The Be* is produced
with v ~ 0.02, very

close to at rest.



Event Selection 2
• They also define the ``symetric-ness” 

of the e+e- pair, y.

• A two body decay of Be* into the 
ground state and a new particle 
should have roughly equal 
energies for the e+ and the e-.

• They divide their data into events 
with y < 0.5 and y > 0.5.

• To avoid the possibility of decay into 
a lower level excited state (rather 
than directly to the ground state), 
they apply a cut on the sum of the    
e+ and e- energies.

FIG. 2. Schematic depiction of the Atomki pair spectrometer experiment [6, 30], interpreted as
evidence for the production of a new boson X. The proton beam’s energy is tuned to excite lithium
nuclei into the 8Be⇤ state, which subsequently decays into the 8Be ground state and X. The latter
decays into an electron–positron pair whose opening angle and invariant mass are measured.

but also others, such as an E1 component from non-resonant direct proton capture [31]. They
observe that the best fit comes from a 23% admixture of this E1 component. Nevertheless, they
are unable to explain the bump by experimental or nuclear physics e↵ects, and instead find
that the excess in the ✓ distribution has a statistical significance of 6.8� [6]. A corresponding
bump is seen in the mee distribution.

If a massive particle is produced with low velocity in the 8Be⇤ decay and then decays to
e+e� pairs, it will produce a bump at large opening angles. It is therefore natural to consider
a new particle X and the two-step decay 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX followed by X ! e+e�. With fixed
background, Krasznahorkay et al. find that the best fit mass and branching fraction are [6]

mX = 16.7± 0.35 (stat)± 0.5 (sys) MeV (1)

�( 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX)

�( 8Be⇤ ! 8Be �)
Br(X ! e+e�) = 5.8⇥ 10�6 . (2)

For the best fit parameters, the fit to this new particle interpretation is excellent, with a
�2/dof = 1.07.

The new particle interpretation passes a number of simple consistency checks. The
electron–positron invariant mass and opening angle are related by

m2

ee = 2Ee+Ee� � 2
q
E2

e+ �m2

e

q
E2

e� �m2

e cos ✓ + 2m2

e

= (1� y2)E2 sin2

✓

2
+ 2m2

e

✓
1 +

1 + y2

1� y2
cos ✓

◆
+O(m4

e) , (3)

where

E ⌘ Ee+ + Ee� and y ⌘ Ee+ � Ee�

Ee+ + Ee�
(4)

are the total energy and energy asymmetry, respectively. The second term in the last line of
Eq. (3) is much smaller than the first and may be neglected. At the Atomki pair spectrometer,
the 8Be⇤ nuclei are produced highly non-relativistically, with velocity of 0.017c and, given
mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the X particles are also not very relativistic. As a result, the e+ and e�

are produced with similar energies, and so one expects small |y| and mee ⇡ E sin(✓/2). The
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FIG. 2. Schematic depiction of the Atomki pair spectrometer experiment [6, 30], interpreted as
evidence for the production of a new boson X. The proton beam’s energy is tuned to excite lithium
nuclei into the 8Be⇤ state, which subsequently decays into the 8Be ground state and X. The latter
decays into an electron–positron pair whose opening angle and invariant mass are measured.
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observe that the best fit comes from a 23% admixture of this E1 component. Nevertheless, they
are unable to explain the bump by experimental or nuclear physics e↵ects, and instead find
that the excess in the ✓ distribution has a statistical significance of 6.8� [6]. A corresponding
bump is seen in the mee distribution.
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For the best fit parameters, the fit to this new particle interpretation is excellent, with a
�2/dof = 1.07.

The new particle interpretation passes a number of simple consistency checks. The
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(4)

are the total energy and energy asymmetry, respectively. The second term in the last line of
Eq. (3) is much smaller than the first and may be neglected. At the Atomki pair spectrometer,
the 8Be⇤ nuclei are produced highly non-relativistically, with velocity of 0.017c and, given
mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the X particles are also not very relativistic. As a result, the e+ and e�

are produced with similar energies, and so one expects small |y| and mee ⇡ E sin(✓/2). The
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Event Selection 2
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• Note that in the bump region ~14 - 18 MeV, the signal is a pretty large fraction of the total 
number of events (though it is a small fraction of the total integrated over all mee).



Detector Resolution
• ATOMKI detector geometry 

does have some impact on the 
acceptance in terms of the 
opening angle between the e+ 
and e-.

• However, based on simulations 
(blue histogram), and confirmed 
by calibration data (red dots), 
they do not expect a sharp 
feature at ~140 degrees.

• (Though there is some structure 
in the response, but at a much 
smaller level).

J. Gulyás, et al. 
NIM-A 808, 21 (2016)

defined. Thus, it was advantageous to break the rotational sym-
metry to make the response curve smoother. Since we also had to
increase the response around 90°, we set the geometry of the
setup as shown in Fig. 5 as well as a photograph in Fig. 6.

Beside the eþe" coincidences, the down-scaled single electron
events (ΔE"E coincidences) were also collected during the whole

experiment for making experimental energy and response cali-
brations. An event mixing method [51] was used to determine
experimentally the relative response of the spectrometer as a
function of the correlation angle by using the above single events.
According to the method, uncorrelated lepton pairs were gener-
ated from subsequent single events and their correlation angle
was calculated as for the coincident events. The resulted angular
correlation for the uncorrelated events gave us the experimental
response curve. Reasonably good agreement (their average dif-
ference was less than 3.0% in the 40–1701 angular range) was
obtained with the results of the MC simulations as presented in
Fig. 7.

The deviations between the simulated and the experimentally
determined response functions might be associated to the slightly
non-uniform efficiency of the MWPC detectors. In order to over-
come this uncertainty the experimental angular correlations were
corrected always with the experimentally determined response,
and the simulated response was used only for correcting the
simulated angular correlations.

When electrons from the target pass through the set-up to the
wire chambers multiple scattering in the target holder, in the wall
of the carbon fibre vacuum chamber, and in the wire chamber
windows takes place. This gives rise to an angular spread of the
reconstructed angular correlation.

The simulated angular resolution corresponds to FWHM # 71.
We use bins of 10° in the correlation spectra.

The shape of the coincidence response curve depends also on
position of the beam spot, which may walk during a long experi-
ment. However, using the above event mixing method, this effect
can be compensated, so the extracted angular correlation will be
independent of small variations in the beam spot position.

In order to check the experimentally determined response
curve with data, the angular correlation of the eþe" pairs created
in the 6.05 MeV E0 transition was measured and corrected by the
response curve determined in the same experiment. As shown in
Fig. 8, very good agreement has been obtained with the theoreti-
cally predicted E0 angular correlation. Their average difference
was less then 3.0%.

Fig. 5. CAD drawing of the eþe" spectrometer with five MWPCþΔE"E detector
telescopes. The target (black(blue) spot in the centre of the figure) is evaporated
onto 10 μm Al strip foil spanned between 3 mm thick Perspex rods to minimize the
scattering and external pair creation in the vicinity of the target. The beam pipe is
shown in black around which the MWPC detectors are arranged. Their gas volume
is closed by a plastic pipe having thin (1 mm) wall thickness. The 1 mm thick ΔE
detectors are shown in black(red), while the E scintillators in grey(yellow) and their
light guides are in dark grey(blue). (For interpretation of the references to colour in
this figure caption, the reader is referred to the web version of this paper.)

Fig. 6. Photograph of the completed spectrometer together with their gas system,
electronics, and data acquisition system.
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defined. Thus, it was advantageous to break the rotational sym-
metry to make the response curve smoother. Since we also had to
increase the response around 90°, we set the geometry of the
setup as shown in Fig. 5 as well as a photograph in Fig. 6.

Beside the eþe" coincidences, the down-scaled single electron
events (ΔE"E coincidences) were also collected during the whole

experiment for making experimental energy and response cali-
brations. An event mixing method [51] was used to determine
experimentally the relative response of the spectrometer as a
function of the correlation angle by using the above single events.
According to the method, uncorrelated lepton pairs were gener-
ated from subsequent single events and their correlation angle
was calculated as for the coincident events. The resulted angular
correlation for the uncorrelated events gave us the experimental
response curve. Reasonably good agreement (their average dif-
ference was less than 3.0% in the 40–1701 angular range) was
obtained with the results of the MC simulations as presented in
Fig. 7.

The deviations between the simulated and the experimentally
determined response functions might be associated to the slightly
non-uniform efficiency of the MWPC detectors. In order to over-
come this uncertainty the experimental angular correlations were
corrected always with the experimentally determined response,
and the simulated response was used only for correcting the
simulated angular correlations.

When electrons from the target pass through the set-up to the
wire chambers multiple scattering in the target holder, in the wall
of the carbon fibre vacuum chamber, and in the wire chamber
windows takes place. This gives rise to an angular spread of the
reconstructed angular correlation.

The simulated angular resolution corresponds to FWHM # 71.
We use bins of 10° in the correlation spectra.

The shape of the coincidence response curve depends also on
position of the beam spot, which may walk during a long experi-
ment. However, using the above event mixing method, this effect
can be compensated, so the extracted angular correlation will be
independent of small variations in the beam spot position.

In order to check the experimentally determined response
curve with data, the angular correlation of the eþe" pairs created
in the 6.05 MeV E0 transition was measured and corrected by the
response curve determined in the same experiment. As shown in
Fig. 8, very good agreement has been obtained with the theoreti-
cally predicted E0 angular correlation. Their average difference
was less then 3.0%.

Fig. 5. CAD drawing of the eþe" spectrometer with five MWPCþΔE"E detector
telescopes. The target (black(blue) spot in the centre of the figure) is evaporated
onto 10 μm Al strip foil spanned between 3 mm thick Perspex rods to minimize the
scattering and external pair creation in the vicinity of the target. The beam pipe is
shown in black around which the MWPC detectors are arranged. Their gas volume
is closed by a plastic pipe having thin (1 mm) wall thickness. The 1 mm thick ΔE
detectors are shown in black(red), while the E scintillators in grey(yellow) and their
light guides are in dark grey(blue). (For interpretation of the references to colour in
this figure caption, the reader is referred to the web version of this paper.)

Fig. 6. Photograph of the completed spectrometer together with their gas system,
electronics, and data acquisition system.
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Fig. 7. Detector response for the five-telescope setup as a function of correlation
angle (θ) for isotropic emission of eþe" pairs (histogram) in Monte Carlo simula-
tions and from experimental data (black(red) dots) as explained in the text. (For
interpretation of the references to colour in this figure caption, the reader is
referred to the web version of this paper.)
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• Both at similar (for an 11B 
target) and below (for the 
7Li target) proton energies, 
the reconstructed angular 
distribution agrees well with 
the expectations from 
simulation of either an E1 or 
an M1 transition.

• They also consider a variety 
of other targets, including O, 
Si, etc, and find no hint of a 
signal from any of them.

J. Gulyás, et al. 
NIM-A 808, 21 (2016)

especially at large separation angles, so the effect of traversing
cosmic rays has to be considered. Background measurements have
been performed before and after the experiments with the set-
tings (gates, thresholds, etc.) of the in-beammeasurement, and the
angular correlation of the background events were subtracted
with a weighting factor. This factor was determined by comparing
the high energy part (Esum420 MeV) of the sum energy spectra
measured in-beam and off-beam, which contained only cosmic
events in both cases.

7. Measured pure E1 and M1 transitions

To demonstrate the reliability of the spectrometer, we investi-
gated a pure E1 transition in 12C and a pure M1 transition in 8Be as
well. The 12C resonance at 17.2 MeV with a width Γ¼1.15 MeV is
populated in the 11B(p,γ)12C reaction at 1.6 MeV bombarding
energy. It decays by isovector E1 transitions to the ground state
and first excited state with energies of 17.2 and 12.8 MeV. The 8Be
resonance at 17.6 MeV with Γ¼11 keV is populated in the 7Li(p,
γ)8Be reaction at 441 keV proton bombarding energy. It decays to
the ground state and the particle-unstable first excited state
(Γ¼1.5 MeV) with 17.6 and 14.6 MeV isovector M1 transitions.

Fig. 10 shows the angular correlations for the above M1 and E1
transitions compared with the simulated full curves which con-
firms the reliability of our setup. The average difference between
the experimental and simulated angular correlations was less than
2.8% and 5.5% for the M1 and E1 transitions, respectively. We have
not observed any significant anomaly for the 17.6 MeV isovector
M1 transition in 8Be reported earlier [25].

8. Summary

An electron positron pair spectrometer has been constructed
for precise angular correlation measurements of high energy
(6–18 MeV) nuclear transitions. 5 plastic ΔE"E telescopes are

used together with MWPC detectors for identification of the par-
ticles, for measuring their energies and for measuring the position
of the hits. The energy resolution of the spectrometer for the
summed energy of the eþe" pairs was found to be 10% at 1.8 MeV.
The suppression factor for high energy γ rays compared to the IPC
of a 18 MeV E1 transition was 1.5%. The angular correlation of the
eþe" pairs can be studied with the spectrometer for angles
between 501 and 1701 with an average efficiency of $ 7% 10"3

and with an angular resolution better than 10°. The shape of the
angular correlations for 3 different nuclear transitions could be
well reproduced (within 3–5%) by showing the reliability of the
spectrometer. The above properties of the spectrometer made it
possible to measure a significant (E30%) deviation in the angular
correlation of the eþe" pairs at Θ¼ 1401 observed in the
18.15 MeV isoscalar M1 transition of 8Be [52,53].
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rescaled for better comparison of the shapes.

J. Gulyás et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 808 (2016) 21–28 27



Detector Resolution 2

as possible having remarkably higher efficiency (! 7" 10#3 for
one pair of telescopes) and better angular resolution (ΔΘ¼ 21)
than previously obtained by Stiebing and co-workers [45].

5. Monte-Carlo simulations

Monte Carlo (MC) simulations of the experiment were per-
formed using the GEANT3 code in order to determine the detector
response function. For different transition energies and multi-
polarities a lookup table is created for electron and positron
energies and correlation angles using the Rose calculations [2]. The
first electrons (or positrons) are generated isotropically, with ϕe

random between 0 and 2π and θe as a sine distribution, and the
second particles with relative angles ϕ and θ, with θ according to
the lookup table. Isotropic emission of pairs would also result in a
sine distribution for the relative angles θ, the so-called
correlation angle.

The size of the detector telescopes was large enough
(82"86"80 mm3) to stop all 16 MeV electrons or positrons.
Certainly, the γ radiations created by bremsstrahlung or annihi-
lation could escape from the detectors and resulted in distorted
peak shapes.

Fig. 2 shows the peak shapes for the energy sum of the detected
particles originated from 6 and 18 MeV nuclear transitions. The
escape of bremsstrahlung at 18 MeV considerably distorts the
peak shape.

Electrons and positrons are treated differently in Geant3.21
(version 14 of 19 March 2002). The additional annihilation of
positrons in comparison to electrons is correctly described. For low
positron energy there is still a discussion about the correct
description of the energy deposition. This is important for positron
spectroscopy [46]. But for our resolution and energy region such a
possible discrepancy has been neglected. The tracks of the primary
electrons and positrons are followed through the set-up, together
with secondary ones induced by γ's including the annihilation γ's.
The detected energy losses in the scintillators are stored including
the kinetic energy that is left over at the end of a track when
stopped inside the scintillator. These idealized signals from the
scintillation detectors are analyzed in the same way as the data

and a comparison for a few reference decays should tell us how
well we understand the setup in our simulations. Electron positron
pairs from a hypothetical intermediate boson decay can also be
generated, as well as background processes like (i) γ–γ coin-
cidences, (ii) single high energy gamma events, and (iii) traversing
cosmic muons. By adding background with a weight according to
the total IPCC the effect of the different backgrounds have been
estimated.

6. The spectrometer

Plastic scintillator detectors combine reasonable energy reso-
lution with minimum response to γ radiation and with excellent
characteristics for fast, sub-nanosecond coincidence timing, which
is crucial for good background reduction. Thus, we use plastic ΔE
#E detector telescopes for the detection of the eþe# . In contrast
to Ref. [45], very thin ΔE detectors (52"52"1 mm3) were chosen
that give a remarkably improved γ suppression. The E detectors
have much larger dimensions (82"86"80 mm3) than in Ref. [45].
The spectrometer setup is shown in Fig. 3 with six scintillation
detector telescopes and six position sensitive gaseous detectors at
60° relative to their neighbours surrounding the target inside the
carbon fibre beam pipe. The response of the detector set-up as a
function of correlation angle theta for isotropic emission of eþe#

pairs is shown in Fig. 2 (bottom). A detector with 4π solid angle
acceptance would show a sine distribution and the simulated
curve with three sharp peaks can be understood as the limited
phase space with only detector combinations at 60, 120, and
180° with an angular range in a single detector of about 40°.
Another setup with five telescopes will be also described with a
smoother acceptance for the angular correlation of the eþe# pairs.

γ rays were detected by a Ge clover detector at a distance of
25 cm from the target behind the Faraday-cup. The detector has an
active volume of 470 cm3 and it is also equipped with a BGO anti-
coincidence shield [47].

The positions of the hits are measured by multiwire propor-
tional counters (MWPC). Recently, Sauli reviewed the status of the
gaseous radiation detectors [48], which was a good guidance in
designing and building the position sensitive detector of the pre-
sent eþe# spectrometer. Multi-wire proportional chambers and
drift chambers were developed at CERN during the late 1960s [49].
The advantages of MWPC detectors are well-known. Their sensi-
tive area can be designed to a variety of applications. They are
commonly used in the detection of minimum ionizing particles,
X-rays, neutrons and charge particles [49,50]. They have relatively
good energy and position resolution, high efficiency, and good
uniformity over the sensitive volume. The standard MWPC has
also well known limitations in spatial resolution, in counting rates,
etc. which motivated the development of new generation gaseous
detectors like Micro-Pattern Gas Detectors (MPGD), MICRO-Mesh-
Gaseous Structure (MICROMEGAS) detectors, Gas Electron Multi-
pliers (GEM), and Close Cathode Chambers (CCC), for high
luminosity accelerators. In our application, however the main
concern was to minimize the amount of materials in the vicinity of
the target that was the reason of choosing the original MWPC
principle.

The MWPC detectors, which were constructed at ATOMKI, were
placed in front of the ΔE and E detectors. The anode of the MWPC
is a set of parallel 10 μm thick gold-plated tungsten wires at a
distance of 2 mm from each other. The cathodes are made of thin
(100 μm) printed boards with 1.25 mm-wide Cu strips. The anode–
cathode distance is 3.5 mm. The two cathodes are placed per-
pendicular to each other giving the x and y coordinates of the hit.
Delay-line read-out (10 ns/taps) is used for the cathode wires. Ar
(80%)þCO2(20%) counting gas was flowing across the detector
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Fig. 2. Simulated peak shapes for the spectrometer at 6 and 18 MeV using 10
million events for both energies. The response function for 18 MeV is multiplied by
10 for better visibility.
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reconstructed peak shapes for a 
narrow particle decaying into     
e+e-.

• They consider both a low mass 
(6 MeV) and high mass (18 MeV) 
example.

• At high masses, there is a fairly 
long tail down to lower energies.

• The response on the high end is 
pretty narrow, with a ~MeV 
energy resolution.

18 MeV response 
curve multiplied by

10 for better
visibility.



Sanity Checks
• The excess is a bump on top of what is expected to be a smooth 

monotonically decreasing background.

• It’s not a ``last bin” effect.

• The opening angle and invariant mass are consistent with a two body decay 
from Be* to a state with rest energy around 16.5 MeV and the ground state.

• The e+ and e- have symmetric energies, consistent with a sequence of two-
body decays:

• Be*      X(16.5 MeV) + Be (ground state)

• X       e+ e-

• The bump disappears for off-shell proton energies, perhaps arguing against 
some kind of nuclear interference effect.

• There are a handful of known nuclear transitions at such large energies, and 
none we have found have been well-studied.



So What’s Going On?
• Obviously, one should be cautious.  In the very least we would like to 

see these results repeated, preferably by a different group.

• Logically, we should consider the possibilities of:

• Experimental Error/Miscalibration/Etc;

• Nothing is obviously wrong with the experiment: the angles and 
energies all seem self-consistent and pass the sanity checks.

• Up until now unknown Nuclear Physics Effects;

• Nuclear physicists so far haven’t come up with an obvious 
explanation for a bump (but they continue to work on it!)        
This is crucial.

• Physics Beyond the Standard Model,

• My attitude here: Let’s see what kind of new physics can explain it and 
see what other constraints/opportunities there are to learn more.



BSM Interpretation
• A BSM interpretation requires a new particle, X.  

• The ATOMKI group fits a hypothesis consisting of the expected M1 IPC 
background, and also allows for a fit contribution of E1 pollution:

• A few things are clear:

• It must be a boson coupled to leptons in order to decay into e+e-

• It must couple to quarks and/or gluons so that it can appear in beryllium 
transitions.

• It has a short life-time such that it decays within about 1 cm so that its 
decay is prompt compared to the detector geometry.

FIG. 2. Schematic depiction of the Atomki pair spectrometer experiment [6, 30], interpreted as
evidence for the production of a new boson X. The proton beam’s energy is tuned to excite lithium
nuclei into the 8Be⇤ state, which subsequently decays into the 8Be ground state and X. The latter
decays into an electron–positron pair whose opening angle and invariant mass are measured.

but also others, such as an E1 component from non-resonant direct proton capture [31]. They
observe that the best fit comes from a 23% admixture of this E1 component. Nevertheless, they
are unable to explain the bump by experimental or nuclear physics e↵ects, and instead find
that the excess in the ✓ distribution has a statistical significance of 6.8� [6]. A corresponding
bump is seen in the mee distribution.

If a massive particle is produced with low velocity in the 8Be⇤ decay and then decays to
e+e� pairs, it will produce a bump at large opening angles. It is therefore natural to consider
a new particle X and the two-step decay 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX followed by X ! e+e�. With fixed
background, Krasznahorkay et al. find that the best fit mass and branching fraction are [6]

mX = 16.7± 0.35 (stat)± 0.5 (sys) MeV (1)

�( 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX)

�( 8Be⇤ ! 8Be �)
Br(X ! e+e�) = 5.8⇥ 10�6 . (2)

For the best fit parameters, the fit to this new particle interpretation is excellent, with a
�2/dof = 1.07.

The new particle interpretation passes a number of simple consistency checks. The
electron–positron invariant mass and opening angle are related by

m2

ee = 2Ee+Ee� � 2
q
E2

e+ �m2

e

q
E2

e� �m2

e cos ✓ + 2m2

e

= (1� y2)E2 sin2

✓

2
+ 2m2

e

✓
1 +

1 + y2

1� y2
cos ✓

◆
+O(m4

e) , (3)

where

E ⌘ Ee+ + Ee� and y ⌘ Ee+ � Ee�

Ee+ + Ee�
(4)

are the total energy and energy asymmetry, respectively. The second term in the last line of
Eq. (3) is much smaller than the first and may be neglected. At the Atomki pair spectrometer,
the 8Be⇤ nuclei are produced highly non-relativistically, with velocity of 0.017c and, given
mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the X particles are also not very relativistic. As a result, the e+ and e�

are produced with similar energies, and so one expects small |y| and mee ⇡ E sin(✓/2). The

6

The fit prefers a 23%
E1 contribution.

For these parameters, the 
goodness of fit is χ2 / dof = 1.07. 



New Physics Explanations

18.15 MeV
138 keV width



Effective Field Theory
• We can capture the essential 

features of the decay in terms of 
a low energy effective field 
theory.

• The deBroglie wavelength of the 
emitted particle is λ ~ 1/(6 
MeV), whereas the size of the 
nucleus is r ~ 1/(100 MeV).

• We can treat the nucleus as 
point-like, expanding in       
r / λ ~ 1 / 20.

• We assume parity conservation 
to avoid getting bogged down 
with strong APV constraints, but 
this assumption can be relaxed.

3

We write e↵ective operators O mediating the magnetic Be⇤µ ! Be +X transition. The rate of this decay is

�(Be⇤ ! BeX) =
|kX |

8⇡M2
Be⇤

h|M|2ispins |kX | =
q
(18.15 MeV)2 �m

2
X , (1)

where M = hBeX|O|Be⇤i and |kX | is the magnitude of the X 3-momentum. Krasznahorkay et al. report the best fit
branching ratio to be

�(Be⇤ ! BeX)

�(Be⇤ ! Be �)
Br(X ! e

+
e

�) = 5.6⇥ 10�6
. (2)

One can now parameterize the leading-order operators for the case when the new boson has specific J

P spin-parity
assignments: a 1� vector V , a 1+ axial vector A, a 0+ scalar ', or a 0� pseudoscalar a. Lorentz invariance and the
assumption of parity conservation constrain the form of the e↵ective operators. The operators are written with respect
to a cuto↵ scale ⇤ ⇠ GeV, the size of the nucleus at which nuclear fine structure is relevant [Flip: check!]. The cuto↵
scale also encodes form factors that depend on the spin and parity of the new particle by O(1) factors. This approach
was recently highlighted in Ref. [12]. It is convenient factor out the new physics coupling g so that, for example, ⇤
cancels in the ratio of decay rates in (2) up to an O(1) ratio of form factors.
The lowest dimensional, Lorentz invariant, parity-conserving e↵ective operators for each type of new boson are,

LV =
gV

⇤V
BeGµ⌫F

(V )
⇢� ✏

µ⌫⇢� LA =
gA

⇤A
BeGµ⌫

F

(A)
µ⌫ +

m

2
A

gA⇤0
A

BeAµ Be
⇤µ (3)

LS =
gS

⇤2
S

(@µs)(@⌫Be)G⇢�✏
µ⌫⇢� LP = gP Be (@µa) Be

⇤µ
. (4)

We have defined Gµ⌫ = @µBe
⇤
⌫ � @⌫Be

⇤
µ is the field strength for the excited Beryllium state and F

(V,A)
µ⌫ to be the

corresponding field strengths for the new vector and axial bosons. Although the vector and axial vector cases include
gauge invariant operators, this gauge invariance is neither required nor manifest since the new boson is massive. For
the vector, an explicit gauge-breaking term proportional to Be⇤µ V⌫ cannot simultaneously satisfy Lorentz invariance
and parity without applying two derivatives and ✏µ⌫⇢�. Then one may use integration by parts, the equation of

motion @

µ
F

(V )
µ⌫ = �m

2
V V⌫ , and the Ward identity @µBe

⇤µ = 0 to convert this back to the unique operator in LV .
This is in contrast to the axial vector, where the gauge-breaking term cannot be related by operator identities to
the gauge-invariant term and is thus a separate coe�cient1 with a separate e↵ective coupling 1/⇤0. Since the term
manifestly violates the gauge symmetry, we assume that it is proportional to the order parameter of the gauge breaking,
v

2. We have used m

2
A = g

2
v

2 to rewrite this in terms of the axial vector mass.
Observe that the leading scalar operator is dimension 6 and is correspondingly suppressed by two powers of the cuto↵.

The resulting decay rate goes like g

2
s�(Be

⇤ ! Be s) ⇠ |ks|3M2
Be⇤/⇤

4
s [Flip: Check]. One generally requires a large

scalar coupling gS to compensate the suppression factors; such couplings may be ruled out by experiments searching
for light bosons. On the other hand, the pseudoscalar coupling is a dimension 4 operator. [Flip: Say something more
re: ga�� being excluded to very small couplings.] The gauge-invariant spin-1 operators yield decay rates that go like
|kX |3, with the exception of the gauge-breaking axial term, which is proportional to only one power of |mathbfkA|.

In this manuscript we focus on the case of the J

P = 1� vector which has the convenient property that the nuclear
form factors vanish in the ratio Eq. (2),

�(Be⇤ ! BeX)

�(Be⇤ ! Be �)
=

↵V

↵

r
1�

⇣
mX

18.15 MeV

⌘2
, (5)

where ↵V = g

2
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One can now parameterize the leading-order operators for the case when the new boson has specific J

P spin-parity
assignments: a 1� vector V , a 1+ axial vector A, a 0+ scalar ', or a 0� pseudoscalar a. Lorentz invariance and the
assumption of parity conservation constrain the form of the e↵ective operators. The operators are written with respect
to a cuto↵ scale ⇤ ⇠ GeV, the size of the nucleus at which nuclear fine structure is relevant [Flip: check!]. The cuto↵
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cancels in the ratio of decay rates in (2) up to an O(1) ratio of form factors.
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In this manuscript we focus on the case of the J
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V /4⇡. [Flip: Note is this a bit of an approximation? from NNDC2 it looks like the � decay gives 18.13
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In this section we investigate whether the 8Be anomaly can be explained by any of the existing simple extensions
of the Standard Model. First, we note that since the final decay product is an electron-positron pair, the particle
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The leading operators are dimension-
four (pseudo-scalar), -five (vector and 

axial-vector), and -six (scalar).

The scalar operator vanishes upon 
applying the equation of motion.

Gµ⌫ ⌘ @µBe⇤⌫ � @⌫Be⇤µ
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Effective Field Theory
• We can capture the essential 

features of the decay in terms of 
a low energy effective field 
theory.

• The deBroglie wavelength of the 
emitted particle is $ ~ 1/(6 
MeV), whereas the size of the 
nucleus is r ~ 1/(100 MeV).

• We can treat the nucleus as 
point-like, expanding in       
r / $ ~ 1 / 20.

• We assume parity conservation 
to avoid getting bogged down 
with strong APV constraints, but 
this assumption can be relaxed.
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This is in contrast to the axial vector, where the gauge-breaking term cannot be related by operator identities to
the gauge-invariant term and is thus a separate coe�cient1 with a separate e↵ective coupling 1/⇤0. Since the term
manifestly violates the gauge symmetry, we assume that it is proportional to the order parameter of the gauge breaking,
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2. We have used m
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2 to rewrite this in terms of the axial vector mass.
Observe that the leading scalar operator is dimension 6 and is correspondingly suppressed by two powers of the cuto↵.

The resulting decay rate goes like g
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for light bosons. On the other hand, the pseudoscalar coupling is a dimension 4 operator. [Flip: Say something more
re: ga�� being excluded to very small couplings.] The gauge-invariant spin-1 operators yield decay rates that go like
|kX |3, with the exception of the gauge-breaking axial term, which is proportional to only one power of |mathbfkA|.

In this manuscript we focus on the case of the J

P = 1� vector which has the convenient property that the nuclear
form factors vanish in the ratio Eq. (2),
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where ↵V = g
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V /4⇡. [Flip: Note is this a bit of an approximation? from NNDC2 it looks like the � decay gives 18.13

MeV photons, not 18.15.]
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In this section we investigate whether the 8Be anomaly can be explained by any of the existing simple extensions
of the Standard Model. First, we note that since the final decay product is an electron-positron pair, the particle
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where M = hBeX|O|Be⇤i and |kX | is the magnitude of the X 3-momentum. Krasznahorkay et al. report the best fit
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One can now parameterize the leading-order operators for the case when the new boson has specific J

P spin-parity
assignments: a 1� vector V , a 1+ axial vector A, a 0+ scalar ', or a 0� pseudoscalar a. Lorentz invariance and the
assumption of parity conservation constrain the form of the e↵ective operators. The operators are written with respect
to a cuto↵ scale ⇤ ⇠ GeV, the size of the nucleus at which nuclear fine structure is relevant [Flip: check!]. The cuto↵
scale also encodes form factors that depend on the spin and parity of the new particle by O(1) factors. This approach
was recently highlighted in Ref. [12]. It is convenient factor out the new physics coupling g so that, for example, ⇤
cancels in the ratio of decay rates in (2) up to an O(1) ratio of form factors.

The lowest dimensional, Lorentz invariant, parity-conserving e↵ective operators for each type of new boson are,
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corresponding field strengths for the new vector and axial bosons. Although the vector and axial vector cases include
gauge invariant operators, this gauge invariance is neither required nor manifest since the new boson is massive. For
the vector, an explicit gauge-breaking term proportional to Be⇤µ V⌫ cannot simultaneously satisfy Lorentz invariance
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This is in contrast to the axial vector, where the gauge-breaking term cannot be related by operator identities to
the gauge-invariant term and is thus a separate coe�cient1 with a separate e↵ective coupling 1/⇤0. Since the term
manifestly violates the gauge symmetry, we assume that it is proportional to the order parameter of the gauge breaking,
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2. We have used m
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2 to rewrite this in terms of the axial vector mass.
Observe that the leading scalar operator is dimension 6 and is correspondingly suppressed by two powers of the cuto↵.

The resulting decay rate goes like g
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s [Flip: Check]. One generally requires a large

scalar coupling gS to compensate the suppression factors; such couplings may be ruled out by experiments searching
for light bosons. On the other hand, the pseudoscalar coupling is a dimension 4 operator. [Flip: Say something more
re: ga�� being excluded to very small couplings.] The gauge-invariant spin-1 operators yield decay rates that go like
|kX |3, with the exception of the gauge-breaking axial term, which is proportional to only one power of |mathbfkA|.

In this manuscript we focus on the case of the J

P = 1� vector which has the convenient property that the nuclear
form factors vanish in the ratio Eq. (2),
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The leading operators are dimension-
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features of the decay in terms of 
a low energy effective field 

The deBroglie wavelength of the 
emitted particle is $ ~ 1/(6 
MeV), whereas the size of the 
nucleus is r ~ 1/(100 MeV).

We can treat the nucleus as 
point-like, expanding in       

We assume parity conservation 
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0+ Scalar Particle
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ANGULAR MOMENTUM

PARITY

The decay is forbidden
if parity is conserved.
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We expect our finding for the 
scalar operator is more general.



Axion-like Particle
• The EFT dictates that a pseudo scalar 

particle can couple Be* to the ground 
state.

• We initially discarded this possibility 
because of strong ALP constraints on 
this mass range.

• However, these bounds are relaxed 
because of the prompt decay to e+e-.

• Ellwanger and Moretti followed this up  
in 1609.01669.

• They use a nuclear shell model to 
estimate transition matrix elements.

• They conclude that it works provided 
O(10%) cancellations in some FCNCs.
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manifestly violates the gauge symmetry, we assume that it is proportional to the order parameter of the gauge breaking,
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2. We have used m
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Observe that the leading scalar operator is dimension 6 and is correspondingly suppressed by two powers of the cuto↵.
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re: ga�� being excluded to very small couplings.] The gauge-invariant spin-1 operators yield decay rates that go like
|kX |3, with the exception of the gauge-breaking axial term, which is proportional to only one power of |mathbfkA|.

In this manuscript we focus on the case of the J

P = 1� vector which has the convenient property that the nuclear
form factors vanish in the ratio Eq. (2),
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where ↵V = g

2
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In this section we investigate whether the 8Be anomaly can be explained by any of the existing simple extensions
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Figure 1. Summary of constraints on the ALP parameter space (compilation from [11] and
references therein; in particular SLAC electron fixed target limits are from [4, 9, 18]). The new
limits from the proton beam dump experiments CHARM and NuCal, derived in the present paper,
are shown in turquoise and orange.

and the ALP lifetime is given by ⌧ = 1/�. For an ALP with energy Ea � ma in the

laboratory frame, the typical decay length is then given by

la = � � ⌧ ⇡ 64⇡Ea

g

2
a� m

4
a

⇡ 40 m⇥ Ea

10 GeV

✓
ga�

10�5 GeV�1

◆�2 ⇣
ma

100 MeV

⌘�4
. (2.4)

A given experiment will be most sensitive to ALPs with a decay length comparable to

the distance L between target and the detector. Particles with shorter decay length are

likely to decay before they reach the decay volume and the decay products will be absorbed.

Crucially, larger couplings imply shorter decay lengths and therefore lead to an exponential

suppression of the expected number of events in a given experiment. It is therefore a great

challenge to probe ALP-photon couplings in the range 10�6 GeV�1
< ga� < 10�2 GeV�1

for ALP masses above 10 MeV (cf. figure 1).3 While these couplings are large enough

to produce a significant number of ALPs in the target of a beam dump experiment, the

fraction of ALPs that reach the detector depends sensitively on the detector geometry

and the beam energy. The higher the beam energy and the shorter the distance between

target and detector, the larger ALP-photon couplings can be probed. The high beam

energy of proton beam dump experiments is therefore suited for making progress in the

large coupling window. This e↵ect can be seen in figure 1 (cf. section 5 for details). The

turquoise region from the proton beam dump experiment CHARM extends beyond the

limit from the electron beam dump experiment SLAC 137, even though the former has a

longer distance to the decay volume. Nevertheless, this can only partially compensate the

3Both smaller couplings and smaller ALP masses are in fact very strongly constrained by astrophysical

and cosmological observations. Larger couplings, on the other hand, can be tested directly at colliders such

as LEP or the LHC [11].
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Spin One
• For a vector particle, the EFT 

corresponds to a dimension-5 operator 
(two operators for axial-vectors).

• For a massless vector, this EFT also 
describes EM transitions, and the 
dimension 5 nature of the operator 
reflects the fact that this is an M1 
transition.

• For axial-vector couplings, the nuclear 
matrix elements do not exist in the 
literature.

• There is a group at TRIUMF currently 
working to estimate them.

• There is a wider menu of constraints 
and UV worries such as anomalies.
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We write e↵ective operators O mediating the magnetic Be⇤µ ! Be +X transition. The rate of this decay is

�(Be⇤ ! BeX) =
|kX |
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Be⇤

h|M|2ispins |kX | =
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(18.15 MeV)2 �m
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X , (1)

where M = hBeX|O|Be⇤i and |kX | is the magnitude of the X 3-momentum. Krasznahorkay et al. report the best fit
branching ratio to be

�(Be⇤ ! BeX)

�(Be⇤ ! Be �)
Br(X ! e

+
e

�) = 5.6⇥ 10�6
. (2)

One can now parameterize the leading-order operators for the case when the new boson has specific J

P spin-parity
assignments: a 1� vector V , a 1+ axial vector A, a 0+ scalar ', or a 0� pseudoscalar a. Lorentz invariance and the
assumption of parity conservation constrain the form of the e↵ective operators. The operators are written with respect
to a cuto↵ scale ⇤ ⇠ GeV, the size of the nucleus at which nuclear fine structure is relevant [Flip: check!]. The cuto↵
scale also encodes form factors that depend on the spin and parity of the new particle by O(1) factors. This approach
was recently highlighted in Ref. [12]. It is convenient factor out the new physics coupling g so that, for example, ⇤
cancels in the ratio of decay rates in (2) up to an O(1) ratio of form factors.

The lowest dimensional, Lorentz invariant, parity-conserving e↵ective operators for each type of new boson are,
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We have defined Gµ⌫ = @µBe
⇤
⌫ � @⌫Be

⇤
µ is the field strength for the excited Beryllium state and F

(V,A)
µ⌫ to be the

corresponding field strengths for the new vector and axial bosons. Although the vector and axial vector cases include
gauge invariant operators, this gauge invariance is neither required nor manifest since the new boson is massive. For
the vector, an explicit gauge-breaking term proportional to Be⇤µ V⌫ cannot simultaneously satisfy Lorentz invariance
and parity without applying two derivatives and ✏µ⌫⇢�. Then one may use integration by parts, the equation of

motion @

µ
F

(V )
µ⌫ = �m

2
V V⌫ , and the Ward identity @µBe

⇤µ = 0 to convert this back to the unique operator in LV .
This is in contrast to the axial vector, where the gauge-breaking term cannot be related by operator identities to
the gauge-invariant term and is thus a separate coe�cient1 with a separate e↵ective coupling 1/⇤0. Since the term
manifestly violates the gauge symmetry, we assume that it is proportional to the order parameter of the gauge breaking,
v

2. We have used m

2
A = g

2
v

2 to rewrite this in terms of the axial vector mass.
Observe that the leading scalar operator is dimension 6 and is correspondingly suppressed by two powers of the cuto↵.

The resulting decay rate goes like g

2
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Be⇤/⇤

4
s [Flip: Check]. One generally requires a large

scalar coupling gS to compensate the suppression factors; such couplings may be ruled out by experiments searching
for light bosons. On the other hand, the pseudoscalar coupling is a dimension 4 operator. [Flip: Say something more
re: ga�� being excluded to very small couplings.] The gauge-invariant spin-1 operators yield decay rates that go like
|kX |3, with the exception of the gauge-breaking axial term, which is proportional to only one power of |mathbfkA|.

In this manuscript we focus on the case of the J

P = 1� vector which has the convenient property that the nuclear
form factors vanish in the ratio Eq. (2),

�(Be⇤ ! BeX)
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mX

18.15 MeV

⌘2
, (5)

where ↵V = g

2
V /4⇡. [Flip: Note is this a bit of an approximation? from NNDC2 it looks like the � decay gives 18.13

MeV photons, not 18.15.]

IV. PROBLEMS WITH THE STANDARD PARTICLE CANDIDATES

In this section we investigate whether the 8Be anomaly can be explained by any of the existing simple extensions
of the Standard Model. First, we note that since the final decay product is an electron-positron pair, the particle

1 One may rewrite this term as a sum of (@µBe)Fµ⌫Be⇤⌫ plus the gauge invariant term, from which it is clearly a dimension-5 operator.
2
http://www.nndc.bnl.gov/chart/getdataset.jsp?nucleus=8BE&unc=nds
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Kozaczuk, Morrissey, Stroberg  in progress
(Talk by Kozaczuk on the LHC Forum site)
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FIG. 5. Constraints on couplings with non-renormalizable Yukawa couplings, in the family non-universal case.

Second- and third-generation fermions f with electric charge Qf have vector couplings cfV = ✏Qf and
vanishing axial couplings. As discussed in Sec. IV, the strongest experimental constraints can be evaded
by setting cqV = 0 for first-generation quarks, which in this model e↵ectively fixes qu and qd in terms of ✏,
another fine-tuning. Neutrino couplings do not get generated from mass mixing with the Z because the SM
Higgs is uncharged. In Fig. 5, we plot the allowed parameter space for ceA in this model for ceV = 10�3. This
model comes closest to realizing the generic IR parameter space described in Sec. II E below mA0 = 20 MeV
where BaBar loses sensitivity, albeit at the cost of several fine-tunings. Nonetheless, we see that the region
compatible with both the ⇡0 ! e+e� and (g � 2)µ anomalies (which is also consistent with (g � 2)e) is now
strongly excluded by the anomalon bounds, highlighting the tension between UV and IR considerations.
Indeed, for this choice of ceV , the entire parameter space in ceA is ruled out by a combination of IR limits
(BaBar) and UV limits (anomalons).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Dark force carriers at the MeV scale are a fascinating possibility for physics beyond the Standard Model.
They allow for a richer dark matter sector, which includes relevant interactions that o↵er new opportunities
in model-building and for which there may even be experimental hints. A large body of work has focused
on the case of vector interactions with the SM fermions, but it is worthwhile to understand the space of
axially-coupled particles as well. The chiral nature of the SM implies that realizing large axial couplings is
non-trivial, with the shape of the IR physics impacted by UV physics living at the TeV scale or above.

We have examined light force carriers with axial-vector interactions from both ends of the energy spectrum:
from the low energy experimental perspective, where a rich set of constraints from many searches provide
complementary information, and also from the point of view of TeV models, to understand how the need
for gauge invariance under the full SU(3)c ⇥ SU(2)L ⇥ U(1)Y ⇥ U(1)D impacts the phenomena that can be
realized at MeV scales. An immediate question is how to reconcile the SM Yukawa interactions with the

*)$+,-."% /(01%$)2.3

Kahn, Krnjaic, Mishra-Sharma, TMPT
arXiv:1609.09072
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Figure 4: Obtained upper limits at 90% CL on the mixing parameter ε2 versus the DP mass
mA′ , compared to other published exclusion limits from meson decay, beam dump and e+e−

collider experiments [16–22]. Also shown is the band where the inconsistency of theoretical and
experimental values of muon (g − 2) reduces to less than 2 standard deviations, as well as the
region excluded by the electron (g − 2) measurement [2, 23,24].

the mass range 2me < mA′ < mK − mπ. The expected branching fraction value is B(K± →
π±A′) < 2 · 10−4ε2 over the whole allowed mA′ range [24], in contrast to B(π0 → γA′) ∼ ε2

for mA′ < 100 MeV/c2. In the NA48/2 data sample, the suppression of the DP production
in the K+ decay with respect to its production in the π0 decay is partly compensated by the
favourable K±/π0 production ratio, lower background (mainly from K± → π±ℓ+ℓ− for ℓ = µ
or mA′ > mπ0) and higher acceptance [25,26].

For the A′ → e+e− decay, the expected sensitivity of the NA48/2 data sample to ε2 is
maximum in the mass interval 140 MeV/c2 < mA′ < 2mµ, where the K± → π±A′ decay is not
kinematically suppressed, the π0

D background is absent, and B(A′ → e+e−) ≈ 1 assuming that
the DP decays only into SM fermions. In this mA′ interval, the expected NA48/2 upper limits
have been computed to be in the range ε2 = (0.8 − 1.1) × 10−5 at 90% CL, in agreement with
earlier generic estimates [2, 24]. This sensitivity is not competitive with the existing exclusion
limits.

Conclusions

A search for the dark photon (DP) production in the π0 → γA′ decay followed by the prompt
A′ → e+e− decay has been performed using the data sample collected by the NA48/2 experiment
in 2003–2004. No DP signal is observed, providing new and more stringent upper limits on the
mixing parameter ε2 in the mass range 9–70 MeV/c2. In combination with other experimental
searches, this result rules out the DP as an explanation for the muon (g − 2) measurement
under the assumption that the DP couples to quarks and decays predominantly to SM fermions.
The NA48/2 sensitivity to the dark photon production in the K± → π±A′ decay has also been
evaluated.
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⇡0 ! �X

• For a dark photon, the nuclear 
physics is identical to the usual EM 
transition, and cancels out of the 
ratio of partial widths.

• The ATOMKI group initially claimed 
that their signal was consistent with 
a dark photon interpretation.

• It turns out there was an error in 
their extraction of &.

• The corrected point at &~ 0.1 is 
ruled out by NA48/2’s search for 
'0 "X.

Corrected & ~ 0.011

Br(8Be⇤ ! X)

Br(8Be⇤ ! �)
⇠ "2

|~pX |3

|~p� |3



Proto-phobic Vectors
• We choose to focus from here on at vector (rather than axial vector) interactions, 

so that the matrix elements will be under control.

• We’d like to engineer away the bounds from NA48/2 without turning off couplings 
to first generation quarks altogether, which drives us to ``proto-phobic” couplings:

• Note that axial vectors will naturally evade NA48/2, since their couplings to '0  do 
not go through the anomaly, and are thus suppressed by the small quark masses.f l i p  .  t a n e d o 23u c i  .  e d u@ NEW PHYSICS IN BERYILLUM-8?

14

!0-phobia = p+-phobia
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To avoid NA46/2, prohibit !0 decay to X!
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Goldstone 
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see Georgi, Weak Interactions, 2nd ed.



Iso-Spin Violation
• To identify the target region for 

generalized up and down quark 
charges, we need to address the 
evidence for iso-spin mixing in the 
Be* and Be*’ states.

• Pastore et al infer that these states 
are mixed by looking at their 
hadronic decays, which find that the 
physical states {a,b} are related to 
eigenstates of iso-spin by:

• with mixing parameters:

ISOVIOLAT ING

ISOCONSERVING

Pastore, et al. Phys. Rev. C 90 [1406.2343]; 
Phys. Rev. C 88 [1308.5670]

↵1 ⇠ 0.21(3) �1 ⇠ 0.98(1)

 a = ↵1 T=0 + �1 T=1

 b = �1 T=0 � ↵1 T=1



Matrix Elements
• These mixing angles are used together with computations of the pure iso-spin states 

for vector current transitions.

• However, they find that even with iso-spin mixing taken into account, the EM 
transitions are still not well described.  We introduce ( ~ 0.5 to parameterize iso-
spin mixing in the underlying vector current matrix elements themselves.f l i p  .  t a n e d o 23u c i  .  e d u@ NEW PHYSICS IN BERYILLUM-8?
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Isospin Violation

Pastore, Wiringa et al. Phys. Rev. C 90 [1406.2343], Phys. Rev. C 88 [1308.5670]

it can be determined by demanding that the resulting M1 transition rate of the 17.64 MeV
decay reproduces its experimental value. The final M1 transition matrix elements thus read

h 
0,0||M1|| a

1

i = ↵
1

M1
1,T=0

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

+ ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

, (23)

h 
0,0||M1|| b

1

i = �
1

M1
1,T=0

� ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

. (24)

The needed shift in the M1 partial width of the 17.64 MeV transition is 3.0 ± 2.1 eV.
Employing the matrix elements of Ref. [24], we find the central value of  = 0.549, to yield
h 

0,0||M1|| b
1

i = 0.265µN and a M1 partial width of 1.62 eV, which is within 1� of the
experimental result.

With the above discussion of both isospin mixing and isospin breaking in hand, we now
turn to their implications for an M1 transition mediated by an X boson with vector couplings
"ne and "pe to the neutron and proton, respectively. The M1 transition mediated by X is

h 
0,0||M1X || b

1

i = ("n + "p)�1

M1
1,T=0

+ ("p � "n)(�↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

) , (25)

where the neutron and proton X couplings appear because the 8Be system contains equal
numbers of neutrons and protons. The resulting ratio of partial widths is, then,

�X

��

=
|("p + "n)�1

M1
1,T=0

+ ("p � "n)(�↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

)|2
|�

1

M1
1,T=0

� ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

|2
|kX |3
|k�|3 . (26)

In the limit of no isospin mixing (↵
1

= 0, �
1

= 1) and no isospin breaking ( = 0), Eq. (26)
reproduces Eq. (14). However, substituting the isospin mixing parameters of Eq. (16) and
the M1 transition strengths of Eq. (20), we find

�X

��

= |� 0.09 ("p + "n) + 1.09 ("p � "n)|2 |kX |3
|k�|3  = 0 (27)

�X

��

= | 0.05 ("p + "n) + 0.95 ("p � "n)|2 |kX |3
|k�|3  = 0.549 . (28)

The isoscalar contribution is only a small fraction of the isovector one, and so, in general,
large modifications from isospin violation are possible.

In Fig. 3, we plot the ratio �X/�� in the ("p, "n) plane. In the case of perfect isospin, the
transition is isoscalar and the ratio depends on "p + "n, but in the case of isospin violation,
the isovector transition dominates, and the ratio depends e↵ectively on "p � "n. The e↵ects
of including isospin violation are, therefore, generally significant. Interestingly, however,
in the protophobic limit with "p = 0, isospin violation only modifies �X/�� by a factor of
about 20%. However, for larger values of |"p|, for example, |"p| ⇠ |"n|/2, isospin-breaking
e↵ects can be significant, leading to factors of 10 changes in the branching ratios, or factors
of 3 modifications to the best fit couplings. Such large excursions from protophobia are
excluded by the NA48/2 limits for the best fit values of the couplings corresponding to
mX = 16.7 MeV, but may be possible for larger values of mX within its allowed range, as we
discuss below.
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IV. SIGNAL DEPENDENCE ON ISOSPIN MIXING AND BREAKING

The discussion of Sec. III E assumed that isospin is conserved and that the 8Be states are
states of well-defined isospin. As noted in Sec. IIA, however, there is substantial evidence
that the 8Be states are isospin-mixed, and, as we note below, there may also be isospin
breaking in the electromagnetic transition operators stemming from the neutron–proton
mass di↵erence. In this section, we determine the impact of isospin mixing and breaking on
the rate for 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX, which, of course, has implications for the parton-level couplings
required to explain the 8Be signal.

The ground-state structure and excitation spectrum of 8Be, as well as its electromagnetic
transitions, have been studied with ab initio QMC techniques, based on non-relativistic
Hamiltonians with phenomenological nucleon-nucleon and three-nucleon potentials [21–24].
The latest work, Ref. [24], uses the newer AV18+IL7 potential.

Isospin mixing is addressed in the manner of Ref. [20]: the empirical total (hadronic)
widths are used to fix the isospin-mixing of the states within a particular doublet. That is,
for a doublet of spin J , the physical states (with labels a and b) are given by [24]

 a
J = ↵J J,T=0

+ �J J,T=1

 b
J = �J J,T=0

� ↵J J,T=1

, (15)

where a denotes the lower energy state. Note that ↵J and �J are real and satisfy ↵2

J +�2

J = 1.
The widths of the isospin-pure states are computed using the QMC approach, permitting
the extraction of the mixing parameters in Eq. (15) from the measured widths, yielding, for
example [24],

↵
1

= 0.21(3) and �
1

= 0.98(1) . (16)

The empirical excitation energies, which are unfolded from the experimental data using these
mixing coe�cients, agree with the QMC energies of the states of all three mixed doublets, to
within the expected theoretical error—that is, to within 1% uncertainty.

Given this success, this procedure may be applied to the electromagnetic transitions of
these isospin-mixed states as well, so that the M1 transitions to the ground state are of the
form

h 
0,0||M1|| a

Ji = ↵JM1J,T=0

+ �JM1J,T=1

(17)

h 
0,0||M1|| b

Ji = �JM1J,T=0

� ↵JM1J,T=1

, (18)

where M1J,T is the reduced matrix element of the M1 operator with the isospin pure J, T
states. For reference we note that this matrix element is related to the partial width �M1

for
the transition via

�M1

=
16⇡

9
↵~c

✓
�E

~c

◆
3

B(M1)

✓
~c

2Mp [MeV]

◆
2

, (19)

where B(M1) = |h Jf ||M1|| Jii|2/(2Ji+1) is in units of (µN )2, the squared nuclear magneton.
We emphasize that the M1 operator can mediate both isoscalar (�T = 0) and isovector
(|�T | = 1) transitions. The J|�T | isospin currents are given in Eq. (11).

Unfortunately, the leading one-body (impulse approximation) results compare poorly to
experiment. The inclusion of meson-exchange currents in the M1J,T matrix element improves
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within the expected theoretical error—that is, to within 1% uncertainty.

Given this success, this procedure may be applied to the electromagnetic transitions of
these isospin-mixed states as well, so that the M1 transitions to the ground state are of the
form

h 
0,0||M1|| a

Ji = ↵JM1J,T=0

+ �JM1J,T=1

(17)

h 
0,0||M1|| b

Ji = �JM1J,T=0

� ↵JM1J,T=1

, (18)

where M1J,T is the reduced matrix element of the M1 operator with the isospin pure J, T
states. For reference we note that this matrix element is related to the partial width �M1

for
the transition via

�M1

=
16⇡

9
↵~c

✓
�E

~c

◆
3

B(M1)

✓
~c

2Mp [MeV]

◆
2

, (19)

where B(M1) = |h Jf ||M1|| Jii|2/(2Ji+1) is in units of (µN )2, the squared nuclear magneton.
We emphasize that the M1 operator can mediate both isoscalar (�T = 0) and isovector
(|�T | = 1) transitions. The J|�T | isospin currents are given in Eq. (11).

Unfortunately, the leading one-body (impulse approximation) results compare poorly to
experiment. The inclusion of meson-exchange currents in the M1J,T matrix element improves
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matters considerably, yielding finally �M1

= 12.0(3) eV for the 17.64 MeV transition, to
be compared with �expt

M1

= 15.0(1.8) eV [29], and �M1

= 0.50(2) eV for the 18.15 MeV
transition, to be compared with �expt

M1

= 1.9(4) eV [29]. Nevertheless, the discrepancies are
still significant, and it would seem that something is missing. It is possible that the treatment
of wave function mixing is somehow inadequate. Table V of Ref. [24] shows that increasing
the value of ↵

1

to 0.31 makes the M1 transition rate of the 18.15 MeV state double, while
decreasing the 17.64 MeV transition by only 5% [49].

The deficiency can be redressed in a distinct way that has not previously been considered
in this context. Isospin breaking can appear in the hadronic form of the electromagnetic
transition operators themselves [50, 51] to the end that changes in the relative strength of
the isoscalar and isovector transition operators appear as a result of isospin-breaking in
the masses of isospin multiplet states, such as the nonzero neutron-proton mass di↵erence.
This is pertinent because electromagnetic transition operators involve both one and two-
body contributions. The nuclear structure calculations of Ref. [24] employ electromagnetic
transition operators from chiral e↵ective theory in the isospin limit [52, 53]. The empirical
magnetic moments of the neutron and proton are employed in the leading one-body terms
in these analyses, albeit they are normalized by the average nucleon mass, rather than
the proton mass that appears in the definition of the nuclear magneton. Consequently the
isospin-breaking e↵ects that shift the relative strength of the isoscalar and isovector transition
operators appear in higher-order terms, namely in the relativistic corrections to leading
one-body operators, as well as in the two-body operators. These e↵ects are likely numerically
important for the dominantly isoscalar electromagnetic transitions because the relativistic
one-body corrections and two-body contributions are predominantly isovector in the isospin
limit [24, 54], though technically these corrections to a given contribution appear in higher
order in the chiral expansion.

We choose to include these isospin-breaking e↵ects through the use of a spurion formal-
ism [55]. That is, we include isospin-breaking contributions through the introduction of a
fictitious particle, the spurion, whose purpose is to allow the inclusion of isospin-breaking
e↵ects within an isospin-invariant framework. Since the largest e↵ects should stem from the
neutron-proton mass di↵erence, the spurion acts like a new �T = 1 operator because its
size is controlled by (Mn � Mp)/MN , where MN is the nucleon mass. Since the isoscalar
transition operators are extremely small we include the “leakage” of the dominant isovector
operators into the isoscalar channel only. This is justified by noting that Ref. [24] used
states of pure isospin and included meson exchange currents, to determine the isovector and
isoscalar M1 transition strengths to be

M1
1,T=1

= 0.767(9)µN and M1
1,T=0

= 0.014(1)µN , (20)

where the numerical dominance of the isovector M1 transition strength arises from that of
the empirical isovector anomalous magnetic moment and the charged-pion, meson-exchange
contribution, which is isovector.

Characterizing the strength of the �T = 1 spurion by , the matrix elements of Eqs. (17)
and (18) are thus amended by the addition of

�h 
0,0||M1|| a

1

i = ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

(21)

�h 
0,0||M1|| b

1

i = �
1

M1
1,T=1

. (22)

The size of  is controlled by non-perturbative e↵ects. To illustrate its role, we assume that
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�h 
0,0||M1|| a

1

i = ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

(21)

�h 
0,0||M1|| b

1

i = �
1

M1
1,T=1
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The size of  is controlled by non-perturbative e↵ects. To illustrate its role, we assume that

12

it can be determined by demanding that the resulting M1 transition rate of the 17.64 MeV
decay reproduces its experimental value. The final M1 transition matrix elements thus read

h 
0,0||M1|| a

1

i = ↵
1

M1
1,T=0

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

+ ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

, (23)

h 
0,0||M1|| b

1

i = �
1

M1
1,T=0

� ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

. (24)

The needed shift in the M1 partial width of the 17.64 MeV transition is 3.0 ± 2.1 eV.
Employing the matrix elements of Ref. [24], we find the central value of  = 0.549, to yield
h 

0,0||M1|| b
1

i = 0.265µN and a M1 partial width of 1.62 eV, which is within 1� of the
experimental result.

With the above discussion of both isospin mixing and isospin breaking in hand, we now
turn to their implications for an M1 transition mediated by an X boson with vector couplings
"ne and "pe to the neutron and proton, respectively. The M1 transition mediated by X is

h 
0,0||M1X || b

1

i = ("n + "p)�1

M1
1,T=0

+ ("p � "n)(�↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

) , (25)

where the neutron and proton X couplings appear because the 8Be system contains equal
numbers of neutrons and protons. The resulting ratio of partial widths is, then,

�X

��

=
|("p + "n)�1

M1
1,T=0

+ ("p � "n)(�↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

)|2
|�

1

M1
1,T=0

� ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

|2
|kX |3
|k�|3 . (26)

In the limit of no isospin mixing (↵
1

= 0, �
1

= 1) and no isospin breaking ( = 0), Eq. (26)
reproduces Eq. (14). However, substituting the isospin mixing parameters of Eq. (16) and
the M1 transition strengths of Eq. (20), we find

�X

��

= |� 0.09 ("p + "n) + 1.09 ("p � "n)|2 |kX |3
|k�|3  = 0 (27)

�X

��

= | 0.05 ("p + "n) + 0.95 ("p � "n)|2 |kX |3
|k�|3  = 0.549 . (28)

The isoscalar contribution is only a small fraction of the isovector one, and so, in general,
large modifications from isospin violation are possible.

In Fig. 3, we plot the ratio �X/�� in the ("p, "n) plane. In the case of perfect isospin, the
transition is isoscalar and the ratio depends on "p + "n, but in the case of isospin violation,
the isovector transition dominates, and the ratio depends e↵ectively on "p � "n. The e↵ects
of including isospin violation are, therefore, generally significant. Interestingly, however,
in the protophobic limit with "p = 0, isospin violation only modifies �X/�� by a factor of
about 20%. However, for larger values of |"p|, for example, |"p| ⇠ |"n|/2, isospin-breaking
e↵ects can be significant, leading to factors of 10 changes in the branching ratios, or factors
of 3 modifications to the best fit couplings. Such large excursions from protophobia are
excluded by the NA48/2 limits for the best fit values of the couplings corresponding to
mX = 16.7 MeV, but may be possible for larger values of mX within its allowed range, as we
discuss below.
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h 
0,0||M1|| a

1

i = ↵
1

M1
1,T=0

+ �
1

M1
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+ ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

, (23)

h 
0,0||M1|| b

1

i = �
1

M1
1,T=0

� ↵
1

M1
1,T=1

+ �
1

M1
1,T=1

. (24)

The needed shift in the M1 partial width of the 17.64 MeV transition is 3.0 ± 2.1 eV.
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+ �
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|�
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|k�|3  = 0.549 . (28)

The isoscalar contribution is only a small fraction of the isovector one, and so, in general,
large modifications from isospin violation are possible.

In Fig. 3, we plot the ratio �X/�� in the ("p, "n) plane. In the case of perfect isospin, the
transition is isoscalar and the ratio depends on "p + "n, but in the case of isospin violation,
the isovector transition dominates, and the ratio depends e↵ectively on "p � "n. The e↵ects
of including isospin violation are, therefore, generally significant. Interestingly, however, in
the protophobic limit with "p = 0, isospin violation only modifies �X/�� by a factor of about
20%. However, for larger values of |"p|, for example, |"p| ⇠ |"n|/2, which are also allowed by
the NA48/2 limits, isospin-breaking e↵ects can be significant for larger values of mX within
its allowed range, leading to factors of 10 changes in the branching ratios, or factors of 3
modifications to the best fit couplings.

V. SIGNAL REQUIREMENTS FOR GAUGE BOSON COUPLINGS

In this section, we discuss what a gauge boson’s couplings must be to explain the 8Be
signal. We begin with the leptonic couplings, where the requirements are straightforward to
determine. To produce the IPC signal, the X boson must decay to e+e�. The Atomki pair
spectrometer has a distance of O(few) cm between the target, where the 8Be excited state is
formed, and the detectors that observe the charged particles [30]. The X boson decay width
to electrons is

�(X ! e+e�) = "2e↵
m2

X + 2m2

e

3mX

q
1� 4m2

e/m
2

X , (29)
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The trends look totally different if one neglects the isospin mixing between the 
states.  However, in the photophobic region, the effects are typically of order 

10% or so.

Isospin Breaking Matters!
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FIG. 4. Contours of �X/�� in the ("p, "n) plane for the parameterization of isospin violation
in Eq. (28). Also shown are the dark photon axis ("n = 0) and the protophobic region with
|"p|  1.2 ⇥ 10�3 allowed by NA48/2 constraints on ⇡0 ! X�. The mX values are fixed to
mX = 16.1 MeV (left) and 17.3 MeV (right), corresponding to the ±1� (statistical) range of mX .

larger phase-space suppression, and these may significantly shift the contours of �X/�� in
the ("p, "n) plane, as can be seen by comparing the ±1� values of mX in Fig. 4.

Last, and most importantly, to determine the favored couplings, one must know how the
best fit �X/�� depends on mX . In the original experimental paper, the best fit branching
ratio �X/�� = 5.8⇥ 10�6 was presented without uncertainties and only for the best fit mass
of 16.7 MeV. In a subsequent analysis, however, the experimental collaboration explored the
implications of other masses [57]. In preliminary results from this analysis, the M1 and E1
background normalizations were fit to the angular spectrum in the range 40�  ✓  120�,
and confidence regions in the (mX ,�X/��) plane were determined with only statistical
uncertainties included. For masses larger than 16.7 MeV, the best fit branching ratio was
found to be significantly smaller. For example, for mX = 17.3 MeV (17.6 MeV), the best
fit was for �X/�� ⇡ 2.3 ⇥ 10�6 (0.5 ⇥ 10�6) [57]. For such large masses, the best fit with
fixed backgrounds is not very good, and the implications for nucleon-level couplings are
partially o↵set by the reduced phase space factor |kX |3/|k�|3. In a full analysis, one should
also include systematic errors which are clearly a significant source of uncertainty in the
mX determination, and also let the background levels float in the fit. We expect that
including these e↵ects will significantly improve the fit for larger masses and favor even
smaller couplings. Specifically, since the anomalous events at angles between 120� and 135�

cannot come from signal when the X mass is heavier, larger M1 and E1 backgrounds will
improve the fit and thus require smaller signal to achieve the best fit to the angular spectrum.

Clearly a complete understanding of the experimental uncertainties requires a detailed
analysis that incorporates an accurate estimate of nuclear isospin violation, simulation of the
experiment, systematic uncertainties, varying backgrounds, and the null 8Be⇤0 result. Such
an analysis is beyond the scope of this study. As a rough estimate of the hadronic couplings
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The M1 dependence ~ p3 results in a substantial mass dependence, 
since the new boson is produced non-relativistically.



Why nothing from Be*’ ?
• The large isospin mixing between the 

17.64 and 18.15 MeV states argues 
that it is difficult to use iso-spin 
structure to explain why no signal is 
seen in the Be*’ state.

• Of course, this possibility was also 
closed because protophobic couplings 
implies an equal admixture of 
isosinglet and isotriplet currents.

• Thus, the best prospect to explain 
why the new boson is produced in 
Be* but not Be*’ decays is the fact 
that the phase space is close to 
saturated.

• Things get a lot more comfortable if 
one assumes the mass is more like 
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of the experimental fit to the mass.
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Electron Couplings
• The electron couplings are bounded from below 

by the need to decay promptly before the 
ATOMKI detectors, ~1 cm from the target.

• This requirement places the mild constraint that 
the electron couplings be:

• It doesn’t particularly care whether these 
couplings are vector or axial, but we prefer 
vector couplings to avoid running into APV and 
other parity-odd observable constraints.
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The isoscalar contribution is only a small fraction of the isovector one, and so, in general,
large modifications from isospin violation are possible.

In Fig. 3, we plot the ratio �X/�� in the ("p, "n) plane. In the case of perfect isospin, the
transition is isoscalar and the ratio depends on "p + "n, but in the case of isospin violation,
the isovector transition dominates, and the ratio depends e↵ectively on "p � "n. The e↵ects
of including isospin violation are, therefore, generally significant. Interestingly, however, in
the protophobic limit with "p = 0, isospin violation only modifies �X/�� by a factor of about
20%. However, for larger values of |"p|, for example, |"p| ⇠ |"n|/2, which are also allowed by
the NA48/2 limits, isospin-breaking e↵ects can be significant for larger values of mX within
its allowed range, leading to factors of 10 changes in the branching ratios, or factors of 3
modifications to the best fit couplings.

V. SIGNAL REQUIREMENTS FOR GAUGE BOSON COUPLINGS

In this section, we discuss what a gauge boson’s couplings must be to explain the 8Be
signal. We begin with the leptonic couplings, where the requirements are straightforward to
determine. To produce the IPC signal, the X boson must decay to e+e�. The Atomki pair
spectrometer has a distance of O(few) cm between the target, where the 8Be excited state is
formed, and the detectors that observe the charged particles [30]. The X boson decay width
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its bounds are derived from X-bremsstrahlung from the
initial p beam and ⇡0 decays to X bosons [24]. Both
of these are suppressed in protophobic models. The
CHARM experiment at CERN also bounds the param-
eter space through searches for ⌘, ⌘0 ! X�, followed by
X ! e+e� [25]. At the upper boundary of the region ex-
cluded by CHARM, the constraint is determined almost
completely by the parameters that enter the X decay
length, and so the dark photon bound on " applies to
"e and requires |"e| > 2 ⇥ 10�5. A similar, but weaker
constraint can be derived from LSND data [26–28].
There are also bounds on the neutrino charge "⌫ . In the

present case, where "e is non-zero, a recent study of B�L
gauge bosons [29] finds that these couplings are most
stringently bounded by precision studies of ⌫̄ � e scat-
tering from TEXONO for the mX of interest here [30].
Reinterpreted for the present case, these studies require
|"⌫"e|1/2 . 7 ⇥ 10�5. There are also bounds from co-
herent neutrino-nucleus scattering. Dark matter experi-
ments with Xe target nuclei require a B�L gauge boson
to have coupling gB�L . 4⇥ 10�5 [31]. Rescaling this to
the current case, given Z = 54 and A = 131 for Xe, we
find |"⌫"n|1/2 < 2⇥ 10�4.
To explain the 8Be signal, "n must be significantly

larger than "e. Nevertheless, the ⌫̄ � e scattering con-
straint provides a bound on "⌫ that is comparable to or
stronger than the ⌫�N constraint throughout parameter
space, and so we use the ⌫̄ � e constraint below. Note
also that, given the range of acceptable "e, the bounds
on "⌫ are more stringent than the bounds on "e, and so
B(X ! e+e�) ⇡ 100%, justifying our assumption above.

Although not our main concern, there are also bounds
on second-generation couplings. For example, NA48/2
also derives bounds on K+ ! ⇡+X, followed by X !
e+e� [10]. However, this branching ratio vanishes for
massless X and is highly suppressed for low mX . For
mX = 17 MeV, the bound on "n is not competitive with
those discussed above [9, 11]. KLOE-2 also searches for
� ! ⌘X followed by X ! e+e� and excludes the dark
photon parameter " . 7 ⇥ 10�3 [32]. This is similar
numerically to bounds discussed above, and the strange
quark charge "s can be chosen to satisfy this constraint.
In summary, in the extreme protophobic case with

mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the charges are required to satisfy
|"n| < 2.5 ⇥ 10�2 and 2 ⇥ 10�4 < |"e| < 1.4 ⇥ 10�3,
and |"⌫"e|1/2 . 7⇥ 10�5. Combining these with Eqs. (5)
and (7), we find that a protophobic gauge boson with
first-generation charges

"u = �1

3
"n ⇡ ±3.7⇥ 10�3

"d =
2

3
"n ⇡ ⌥7.4⇥ 10�3

2⇥ 10�4 . |"e| . 1.4⇥ 10�3

|"⌫"e|1/2 . 7⇥ 10�5 (10)

FIG. 2. The 8Be signal region, along with current constraints
discussed in the text (gray) and projected sensitivities of fu-
ture experiments in the (mX , "e) plane. For the 8Be signal,
the other couplings are assumed to be in the ranges given in
Eq. (10); for all other contours, the other couplings are those
of a dark photon.

explains the 8Be anomaly by 8Be⇤ ! 8BeX, followed by
X ! e+e�, consistent with existing constraints. For |"e|
near the upper end of the allowed range in Eq. (10) and
|"µ| ⇡ |"e|, the X boson also solves the (g � 2)µ puzzle,
reducing the current 3.6� discrepancy to below 2� [9].
Conclusions. We find evidence in the recent obser-

vation of a 6.8� anomaly in the e+e� distribution of
nuclear 8Be decays for a new vector gauge boson. The
new particle mediates a fifth force with a characteristic
length scale of 12 fm. The requirements of the signal,
along with the many constraints from other experiments
that probe these low energy scales, constrain the mass
and couplings of the boson to small ranges: its mass is
mX ⇡ 17 MeV, and it has milli-charged couplings to
up and down quarks and electrons, but with relatively
suppressed (and possibly vanishing) couplings to protons
(and neutrinos) relative to neutrons. If its lepton cou-
plings are approximately generation-independent, the 17
MeV vector boson may simultaneously explain the exist-
ing 3.6� deviation from SM predictions in the anomalous
magnetic moment of the muon. It is also interesting to
note that couplings of this magnitude, albeit in an ax-
ial vector case, may resolve a 3.2� excess in ⇡0 ! e+e�

decays [33, 34].
To confirm the 8Be signal, the most direct approach

would be to look for other nuclear states that decay to
discrete gamma rays with energies above 17 MeV through
M1 or E1 electromagnetic transitions. Unfortunately,
the 8Be system is quite special and, to our knowledge,
the 8Be⇤ and 8Be⇤0 states yield the most energetic such
gamma rays of all the nuclear states.

Protophobic to ~10%

E141 and (g-2)e

TEXONO
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Protophobic Challenge
• It is difficult to get protophobic couplings to the quarks, because they do not 

commute with SU(2) x U(1).

• Thus, engineering them requires electroweak symmetry breaking.  There are 
two options:

• Mass mixing (through a Higgs charged under SU(2) x U(1)Y x U(1)X )

• A small fraction (< 10-3) of the SM Z appears in the mass eigenstate.

• Kinetic Mixing

• Since mass mixing generically leads to axial couplings, we choose to follow 
the kinetic mixing path from here on.

VII. U(1)B MODEL FOR THE PROTOPHOBIC GAUGE BOSON

In this section, we present anomaly-free extensions of the SM where the protophobic gauge
boson is a light U(1)B gauge boson that kinetically mixes with the photon. These models
have significant virtues, which we identify in Sec. VIIA. One immediate advantage is that
it does not di↵erentiate between left- and right-handed SM fermions, and so naturally has
non-chiral couplings. Depending on the best fit couplings discussed in Sec. V, the resulting
models may be extremely simple, requiring only the addition of extra particles to cancel the
anomalies, as discussed in Sec. VIIB.

A. U(1)B Gauge Boson with Kinetic Mixing

The promotion of U(1)B baryon number from a global to a local symmetry has recently
attracted attention [89–97]. Gauged U(1)B is not anomaly-free, but these studies have
constructed a number of models in which the gauge anomalies are cancelled with rather
minimal new matter content.

Here we assume that the U(1)B symmetry is broken through a Higgs mechanism, as
discussed below, generating a mass for the B gauge boson. As with all Abelian symmetries,
the B gauge boson will generically mix kinetically with the other neutral gauge bosons of
the SM. At energies well below the weak scale, this mixing is dominantly with the photon.
The resulting Lagrangian is

L = �1

4
eFµ⌫

eF µ⌫ � 1

4
eXµ⌫

eXµ⌫ +
✏

2
eFµ⌫

eXµ⌫ +
1

2
m2

eX
eXµ

eXµ +
X

f

f̄ i /Df , (52)

where eFµ⌫ and eXµ⌫ are the field strengths of the photon and B gauge boson, the sum runs
over all fermions f , and the covariant derivative is

Dµ = @µ + ieQf
eAµ + ie✏BBf

eXµ . (53)

Here Qf and Bf are the electric charge and baryon number of fermion f , and ✏B is the B
gauge coupling in units of e. The tildes indicate gauge-basis fields and quantities.

In the mass basis, the Lagrangian is

L = �1

4
Fµ⌫F

µ⌫ � 1

4
Xµ⌫X

µ⌫ +
1

2
m2

XXµX
µ +

X

f

f̄ i /Dµf , (54)

where

mX ⌘ 1p
1� ✏2

m eX (55)

is the physical X boson mass, and

eAµ ⌘ Aµ +
✏p

1� ✏2
Xµ

eXµ ⌘ 1p
1� ✏2

Xµ (56)

define the physical massless photon A and massive gauge boson X. The fermions couple to
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"f = gXXf + ✏Qf

"f = gXXf + ✓Zg
Z
f



U(1) Baryon
• To begin with, take U(1)B.

• By itself, this results in equal couplings to 
proton and neutron.  The proton is 
neutralized if we tune the kinetic mixing 
parameter & = - gB .

• This tuning is O(10%) to successfully 
evade NA48/2.

• The electron couplings are generically a bit 
too big.

• (However, the muon couplings are in the 
ballpark needed to address (g - 2)*!)

• Neutrino couplings are naturally zero.

photons with the usual charge eQf , but they couple to the X boson with charge e"f , where

"f = "BBf + "Qf , (57)

and the script quantities are defined by

"B =
✏Bp
1� ✏2

" =
✏p

1� ✏2
. (58)

The X charges for the SM fermions, using 1st generation notation, are

"u =
1

3
"B +

2

3
" (59)

"d =
1

3
"B � 1

3
" (60)

"⌫ = 0 (61)

"e = �" . (62)

The ⇡0 constraints we have discussed above require " and �"B to be approximately equal to
within 10% to 50%. It is therefore convenient to define " ⌘ �"B + �, so

"u = �1

3
"B +

2

3
� (63)

"d =
2

3
"B � 1

3
� (64)

"⌫ = 0 (65)

"e = "B � � , (66)

with corresponding nucleon charges "n = "B and "p = �.

This model has some nice features. For small �, the charges are Q� B, which satisfies
the protophobic condition. For the same reason, the neutrino’s charge is identically zero.
As discussed in Sec. VIC, the constraints on neutrino charge are among the most stringent,
both given ⌫–e and ⌫–N constraints, and the 8Be signal requirement that X decays not be
dominated by the invisible decay X ! ⌫⌫̄. The model is highly constrained, and we see
that the electron coupling is not suppressed relative to the quark couplings. However, for
"B ⇡ 0.002 and � ⇡ 0.001, this model provides an extremely simple and minimal explanation
of the 8Be signal (provided gauge anomalies are cancelled, as discussed below). Note that
it predicts values of "e ⇡ 0.001, that is, in the upper part of allowed range of Eq. (50).
Assuming "µ ⇡ "e, such couplings remove [56] at least part of the longstanding discrepancy in
(g � 2)µ between measurements [98] and the SM prediction [99], with important implications
for the upcoming Muon (g � 2) Experiment at Fermilab [100]. They also imply promising
prospects for future searches for the protophobic X boson at low-energy colliders, as discussed
in Sec. X.

We treat the kinetic mixing " as a free parameter. In a more fundamental theory, however,
" may be related to "B. For example, if U(1)B is embedded in non-Abelian gauge group, "
vanishes above the symmetry-breaking scale, but when the non-Abelian symmetry breaks,
it is generated by vacuum polarization diagrams with particles with electric charge and B
quantum numbers in the loop. Parametrically, " ⇠ (e2/6⇡2)"B

P
f QfBf ln rf [10], where the

sum is over pairs of particles in the loop, and the rf are ratios of masses of these particles.
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Assuming "µ ⇡ "e, such couplings remove [56] at least part of the longstanding discrepancy in
(g � 2)µ between measurements [98] and the SM prediction [99], with important implications
for the upcoming Muon (g � 2) Experiment at Fermilab [100]. They also imply promising
prospects for future searches for the protophobic X boson at low-energy colliders, as discussed
in Sec. X.

We treat the kinetic mixing " as a free parameter. In a more fundamental theory, however,
" may be related to "B. For example, if U(1)B is embedded in non-Abelian gauge group, "
vanishes above the symmetry-breaking scale, but when the non-Abelian symmetry breaks,
it is generated by vacuum polarization diagrams with particles with electric charge and B
quantum numbers in the loop. Parametrically, " ⇠ (e2/6⇡2)"B
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U(1) Baryon  Anomalons
• Cancelling anomalies requires us to add 

more fermions.

• A set of fermions which look like a chiral 
family of leptons (but carrying baryon 
number) will do the trick.

• The U(1)B - breaking Higgs VEV is too 
small to give them big enough masses, so 
they get the bulk of their masses from the 
SM Higgs.

• Contributions to precision EW S and T 
parameters are acceptable for ΔΜ ~ 50 
GeV.

• LHC bounds require M > about 500 GeV.

Given ⇠ 100 particles, one would therefore expect " ⇠ "B in general, and the particular
relation " ⇡ �"B, which is not renormalization group-invariant, may be viewed as providing
information at low-energy scales about the GUT-scale particle spectrum.

B. Anomaly Cancellation and Experimental Implications

Models with gauged baryon number require additional particle content to cancel anomalies.
The simplest experimentally viable extension of the SM with gauged U(1)B requires adding
three vectorlike pairs of color-singlet fields [93, 96].4 These fields and their quantum numbers
are listed in Table I. The new fields carry baryon charges that satisfy the anomaly cancellation
condition B

2

�B
1

= 3. The � field is naturally a dark matter candidate [96, 102], and it has
to be the lightest of the new fields to avoid stable charged matter.

The U(1)B symmetry is broken by the vacuum expectation value (vev) hSBi = vX/
p
2

of a new SM-singlet Higgs field carrying baryon number B = 3 to allow for vectorlike mass
terms and to make the � field the lightest one. The new Yukawa terms in the Lagrangian are

LY = �y
1

 LhSM

⌘R � y
2

 L
eh
SM

�R � y
3

 RhSM

⌘L � y
4

 R
eh
SM

�L

��
 

SB L R � �⌘SB⌘R⌘L � ��SB�R�L + h.c. (67)

In Refs. [93, 96] U(1)B is assumed to be broken at the TeV scale. However, to have a light
U(1)B gauge boson and a gauge coupling consistent with the 8Be signal, the vev of the new
Higgs boson cannot be so large. Defining its vacuum expectation value by hSBi = vX/

p
2,

the mass of the new X gauge boson corresponding to the broken U(1)B is given by

mX = 3e|"B|vX , (68)

implying

vX ⇡ 10 GeV
0.002

|"B| . (69)

As a result, the new particles cannot have large vectorlike masses from the �i couplings in
Eq. (67), but must rather have large chiral couplings from the yi terms of Eq. (67).

TABLE I. New particle content of the simplest anomaly-free U(1)B model.

Field Isospin I Hypercharge Y B

SB 0 0 3
 L

1

2

�1

2

B
1

 R
1

2

�1

2

B
2

⌘R 0 �1 B
1

⌘L 0 �1 B
2

�R 0 0 B
1

�L 0 0 B
2

4 A model unifying gauged baryon number and color into a non-Abelian SU(4) has been constructed and,

after symmetry breaking, yields the same new particle content as the U(1)B model discussed here [101].
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These new fermions look 
something like charginos and 

neutralinos in the MSSM.



U(1) B-L
• An intrinsically anomaly free option is     

U(1)B-L.

• This still results in equal couplings to proton 
and neutron, so again we neutralize the 
proton by O(10%) tuning of the kinetic 
mixing parameter to & = - gB-L .

• Now the electron couplings are naturally 
smaller than the quark couplings, as desired.

• The price to pay is that the neutrino 
couplings are not only non-zero, but roughly 
the size of the neutron coupling; too big!

• We can dial these away by mixing with 
vector-like leptons.  This still requires 
large Yukawa interactions, and generically 
produces chiral lepton couplings.

the photon. The resulting X-charges for the SM fermions, using 1st generation notation, are

"u =
1

3
"B�L +

2

3
" (70)

"d =
1

3
"B�L � 1

3
" (71)

"⌫ = �"B�L (72)

"e = �"B�L � " , (73)

or, defining " ⌘ �"B�L + � as above,

"u = �1

3
"B�L +

2

3
� (74)

"d =
2

3
"B�L � 1

3
� (75)

"⌫ = �"B�L (76)

"e = �� . (77)

The corresponding nucleon charges are "n = "B�L and "p = �.
The charges of the kinetically mixed B � L gauge boson have nice features for explaining

the 8Be anomaly. For � ⇡ 0, the charges are Q�(B�L), which satisfies the basic requirements
of a protophobic solution to the 8Be anomaly: namely, the X boson couples to neutrons, but
its couplings to both protons and electrons are suppressed. More quantitatively, by choosing
the two parameters |"B�L| ⇡ 0.002� 0.008 and |�| . 0.001, the up and down quark couplings
give the 8Be signal and are su�ciently protophobic to satisfy the ⇡0 constraints. This is
no great achievement: by picking two free parameters, two conditions can be satisfied. But
what is non-trivial is that with this choice, the electron coupling satisfies the upper bound
|"e| . 1.4⇥ 10�3, which is required by the completely independent set of experiments that
constrain lepton couplings.

Unfortunately, in contrast to the U(1)B case, the neutrino coupling does not vanish. In
these models, we see that "⌫ = �"n while the constraints discussed above require the neutrino
coupling to be significantly below the neutron coupling. In the next section, we present a
mechanism to neutralize the X-charge of SM active neutrinos to satisfy these bounds.

B. Neutrino Neutralization with Vectorlike Leptons

The B�L gauge boson with kinetic mixing predicts |"⌫ | = |"n| ⇠ 0.002� 0.008. However,
for the allowed range of "e, the bounds from ⌫ � e scattering require |"⌫ | to be reduced by a
factor of ⇠ 4 or more. In this section, we neutralize the X-charge of the active neutrinos
by supplementing the SM with vectorlike leptons with opposite B � L quantum numbers.
The B � L symmetry is broken by a Higgs mechanism, generating a vacuum expectation
value for the new SM-singlet Higgs field hX . This symmetry breaking simultaneously (1)
generates the 17 MeV mass for the X boson, (2) generates a Majorana mass for the SM
sterile neutrinos, which would otherwise be forbidden by B �L symmetry, and (3) mixes the
SM active neutrinos with the new lepton states such that the resulting mass eigenstates have
suppressed X-charge.

The fields of these models include the SM Higgs boson h
SM

, and the SM lepton fields `L,
eR, and ⌫R, where the last is the sterile neutrino required by B�L anomaly cancellation. To
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Outlook
• A bump in the e+e- invariant mass spectrum of a rare decay of  8Be* to 

the  8Be ground state motivates a new particle whose mass is ~ 17 MeV.

• Statistically, the signal is ~6.8σ.  Main question is the modeling of 
nuclear background processes.

• Requires ~ 10-3 couplings to quarks, and should not appear in π0 

decays.  For a vector, this happens for protophobic couplings.

• There could be connections to other mysteries at the MeV scale:

• (g - 2)μ ?

• Couplings are in the correct ballpark.

• Proton radius?

• Difficult to build models.  

• Isn’t this supposed to be going away?



Outlook
• There could be connections to other mysteries at the MeV scale:

• Self-interacting dark matter?

• Attempted in 1609.01605.

• Seems to run into problems with direct detection.

• '0      e+e- as measured by KTev?

• Longstanding 2-3! discrepancy;                                              
requires axial couplings. 2

vector meson dominance, and a non-local constituent
quark model. All results agree with each other within
the quoted uncertainties.
The excess of Bmeas over BSM suggests that non-SM

processes may be contributing to this rare decay. If the U
boson couples to quarks as well as electrons, the lowest-
order contribution to π0 → e+e− would come from the
tree-level process π0 → U⋆ → e+e−. The smallness of
this contribution would be explained by very small values
of the coupling constants, which are, in fact, natural in
the light dark matter model [1, 9].
The U boson coupling to quarks and electrons can be

written in terms of vector and axial-vector components,

L ⊃ Uµ

{

ūγµ (guV + γ5g
u
A)u+ d̄γµ

(

gdV + γ5g
d
A

)

d

+ēγµ (geV + γ5g
e
A) e} (1)

where u and d are the up and down quark fields, and e
is the electron field. It is not necessary to have family-
universal couplings, and in fact we will assume that cou-
plings to the second and third generations are suppressed.
To respect the unitary bound in the ultra-violet, the U
should correspond to a local U(1)U symmetry, which is
spontaneously broken. One might worry that the pres-
ence of axial vector couplings implies that the Yukawa
interactions between u, d, and e and the Higgs respon-
sible for generating fermion masses are not symmetric
under U(1)U . However, given the tiny u, d, and e masses
compared to the electroweak scale, it is easy to accom-
modate them from effective higher dimensional operators
induced by high mass states.
At tree level, the contribution to π0 → e+e− is medi-

ated by an off-shell U boson, as depicted in Fig. 1. The
U boson contribution to the matrix element is given by

MU =
(gdA − guA)g

e
Afπ

m2
U

[ūγµγ5v]pµ (2)

where me, and mU are the electron, and U -boson masses,
fπ is the pion decay constant, and pµ is the π0 four-
momentum, p2 = m2

π. (See the Appendix for details).
To obtain the full amplitude for π0 → e+e−, the U

boson matrix element is combined with the Standard
Model amplitude for π0 → e+e− [8] and summed over
the outgoing electron and positron spins. The partial
width π0 → e+e− is computed from the expression for
the two-body decay,

Γ =
|p⃗|

8πm2
π

|MSM +MU |2 (3)

where |p⃗| is the three-momentum of one of the outgoing
particles, and is equal to approximatelymπ/2, neglecting
the electron mass.

III. BOUNDS ON U -QUARK COUPLINGS

We interpret the positive difference Bmeas − BSM =
(1.3± 0.4)× 10−8 as the contribution of MU in Eq. (3).

U∗

π0

{

ū, d̄

u, d

e−

e+

gu
A
− gd

A
ge

A

FIG. 1: Feynman diagram for π0
→ e+e−.

Taking the known pion and electron masses, fπ0 = 130±
5 MeV and τπ0 = (84± 6)× 10−18 s [10], we find

(guA − gdA)g
e
A

m2
U

= (4.0± 1.8)× 10−10 MeV−2. (4)

In order to make contact with other constraints on this
model, we assume, as an illustration, that the electron
coupling and the difference in quark couplings are equal,
i.e., guA − gdA = geA ≡ gA. This choice is arbitrary, but
one might naturally expect such a relation to hold within
an order of magnitude; a more precise relation requires
a specific model for the fermion charges under U(1)U ,
which is beyond the scope of this Letter. With this as-
sumption,

gA = 2.0+0.4
−0.5 × 10−4 ×

( mU

10 MeV

)

(5)

where the asymmetric error bars come from taking the
square root of Eq. (4). Fig. 2 shows this constraint as
a thick line labeled “π0”. If a given model specifies a
different relation between guA − gdA and geA, then this line
will move vertically in the plot.
Fayet has derived other bounds on the coupling of

U bosons to quarks and leptons from a variety of pro-
cesses [9], and some of these are shown in Fig. 2. The
dashed line labeled “(g−2)e” indicates his constraints on
the axial coupling of U to electrons derived from mea-
surements of the anomalous magnetic moment of the
electron; the region above this line is excluded. Con-
straints from kaon decays, as well as (g − 2)µ [9], can
be evaded if we assume that couplings to second and
third generation fermions are suppressed. Neutrino-
electron scattering can provide a relatively severe con-
straint [9], but may be evaded if the coupling to electrons
is largely right-handed. Finally, the three solid lines la-
beled “1 MeV,” etc., show constraints on the total U − e
coupling ftot =

√

(fe
V )

2 + (fe
A)

2 from the dark matter
relic density [9], assuming Cχ = 1, for three hypotheti-
cal values of the χ mass. The regions above these lines
correspond to smaller values of Cχ.

The curves in Fig. 2 show that our values for the
couplings of the U -boson to light quarks and leptons
are interesting in the context of the light dark matter
model, falling in the same order-of-magnitude as other
constraints. Since MU depends on a set of coupling
constants different from the other constraints, the rare
decay π0 → e+e− provides a different view of the phe-
nomenology of the light U boson.

(guA � gdA)g
e
A

✓
20 MeV

mX

◆2

⇡ 1.6⇥ 10�7Kahn, Schmitt, TMPT  
arXiv:0712.007 & PRD

19

!
"!
"#

!!
!"

→
γ$
%

!!!""!
!""#$%&

!!!""μ '()#*%&

η →
!! !

!

π
! →
!!

!"

!"
#$
%&'

+%(,
-.,/0

!
"##
$%

$
&'
(
")
'&

! !" !"!
!"!"

!"!#

!"!$

!"!!

!!% !#$%"

!! !"
!

!"#$%& '()!*)$+,-."% /(01%$)2.3 !!" " 45!!

FIG. 5. Constraints on couplings with non-renormalizable Yukawa couplings, in the family non-universal case.

Second- and third-generation fermions f with electric charge Qf have vector couplings cfV = ✏Qf and
vanishing axial couplings. As discussed in Sec. IV, the strongest experimental constraints can be evaded
by setting cqV = 0 for first-generation quarks, which in this model e↵ectively fixes qu and qd in terms of ✏,
another fine-tuning. Neutrino couplings do not get generated from mass mixing with the Z because the SM
Higgs is uncharged. In Fig. 5, we plot the allowed parameter space for ceA in this model for ceV = 10�3. This
model comes closest to realizing the generic IR parameter space described in Sec. II E below mA0 = 20 MeV
where BaBar loses sensitivity, albeit at the cost of several fine-tunings. Nonetheless, we see that the region
compatible with both the ⇡0 ! e+e� and (g � 2)µ anomalies (which is also consistent with (g � 2)e) is now
strongly excluded by the anomalon bounds, highlighting the tension between UV and IR considerations.
Indeed, for this choice of ceV , the entire parameter space in ceA is ruled out by a combination of IR limits
(BaBar) and UV limits (anomalons).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Dark force carriers at the MeV scale are a fascinating possibility for physics beyond the Standard Model.
They allow for a richer dark matter sector, which includes relevant interactions that o↵er new opportunities
in model-building and for which there may even be experimental hints. A large body of work has focused
on the case of vector interactions with the SM fermions, but it is worthwhile to understand the space of
axially-coupled particles as well. The chiral nature of the SM implies that realizing large axial couplings is
non-trivial, with the shape of the IR physics impacted by UV physics living at the TeV scale or above.

We have examined light force carriers with axial-vector interactions from both ends of the energy spectrum:
from the low energy experimental perspective, where a rich set of constraints from many searches provide
complementary information, and also from the point of view of TeV models, to understand how the need
for gauge invariance under the full SU(3)c ⇥ SU(2)L ⇥ U(1)Y ⇥ U(1)D impacts the phenomena that can be
realized at MeV scales. An immediate question is how to reconcile the SM Yukawa interactions with the

*)$+,-."% /(01%$)2.3

Requires careful understanding
of UV physics canceling 

anomalies.

Kahn, Krnjaic, Mishra-Sharma, TMPT
arXiv:1609.09072



Outlook
• The next step is to get experimental confirmation.

• ATOMKI is running with new detectors.

• TUNL.

• UK Van de Graaf accelerator.

• Upcoming low energy experiments can probe the relevant parameter 
space.
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Fig. 3. (a) Measured angular correlation for the yield of e+e- 
pairs from the reaction ’ 'B( p, e+e- ) ‘*C, using geometrical de- 
tector efficiencies and normalised to the theoretical El-IPC cor- 
relations [ 9 ] (dashed line) in the angular range over this range. 
The solid line includes effects from EPC [ 131 and multiple scat- 
tering calculated in a MC simulation (dot-dashed line). (b) Ratio 
of the experimental data and the IPC prediction (dashed curve in 
Fig. 3a). Open circles denote correlations between the six small 
detectors, open triangles between one large detector (7) and small 
detectors, open squares between the other large detector (8) and 
small detectors. The data point at 68’ represents the correlation 
between the two large detectors (7) and (8) (see also Fig. I). 

determined with adequate precision. To account for 
differences in the low-energy thresholds of the detec- 
tors, in particular for the large detectors, normalisation 
factors of 0.78 and 0.95 were applied to all combi- 
nations of the small telescopes with telescope 7 and 
8 respectively. The detector combination 7-8 conse- 
quently has been normalised by the product of both 
factors. The level of systematic uncertainties due to 
detector, beam and target alignment, as well as due 
to energy and angular smearing, have been estimated. 
The overall effect is expected to be roughly of the 
same size as the statistical errors. This is confirmed by 
the spread - beyond statistical fluctuations - in data 
points of Figs. 3 and 4 where approximately the same 
central w values are obtained from different pairs of 
detector telescopes. 

In Figs. 3a and 4a the measured angular correla- 
tions of e+e- pairs with a sum energy above 5MeV 
are shown for the reactions “B(p, e+e-)‘*C (El- 

ll...~...~...~...,...,~.‘,., 
20 40 60 80 100 120 14( 

correlation angle w (degrees) 

I 

Fig. 4. (a) Measured angular correlation for the yield of e+e- 
pairs from the reaction 7Li(p, e+e-)‘Be and curves similar to 
Fig. 3a. (b) Ratio of data and IPC obtained in the same way as 
in Fig. 3b. 

transitions) and 7Li(p, e+e- ) *Be (Ml -transitions), 
respectively. The data sets are scaled to unity at the 
smallest correlation angle measured. The dashed lines 
represent IPC distributions for non-aligned nuclei [ 91 
normalised to the data points at large w (w > 120’)) 
where relative contributions from EPC and multiple 
scattering are minimal. The latter clearly show up at 
o < 50” and mainly arise from the carbon-fibre tube 
used as vacuum window for the leptons. 

The shape of these contributions for the particu- 
lar geometry of our apparatus (dot-dashed lines in 
Figs. 3a and 4a) has been determined by means of 
GEANT Monte Carlo simulations [ 17 1. At 21 o the 
number of pairs due to EPC and multiple scattering 
was calculated for both reactions to be typically 45% 
with respect to IPC. However a value of 57% is needed 
to achieve good agreement for the 12C data. Consid- 
ering the uncertainties in the nontrivial determination 
of the EPC contributions this appears acceptable to us. 
Moreover, the difference does not influence the data 
at w > 50” to a significant extent. The solid lines in 
Figs. 3a and 4a represent the sum of IPC (normalised 
to the data at w > 120”) and EPC, both including mul- 
tiple scattering. As the angular correlations of e+e- 
pairs due to IPC decline by almost two orders of mag- 
nitude in the w range considered, any possible devia- 

Consistent with BG
Broad excess 

likely E1 pollution

12C E1 transition 8Be (17.6 MeV)  
M1 transition

Excluded by ATOMKI

The ``deBoeron” claims from the 90s were less convincing 
and are now ruled out.

de Boer et al.  Phys. Lett. B388 (1996) 235



Beryllium crying Wolf?

12C E1 transition 8Be (17.6 MeV)  
M1 transition

• There were preliminary results from 
ATOMKI reported which claimed an 
excess (of ~3!) at 13 MeV.

• This has lead some to question the 
current result.

• The explanation from ATOMKI itself 
is that these were preliminary results 
based on a less than fully calibrated 
detector.

• This signal, after calibration, grew 
into the current 16.7 MeV excess 
under discussion here.

• While I can’t add much to the 
technical discussion, it is worth 
remembering that experimental 
recalibration happens all the time…

Talk by Krazsnahorkay about 
preliminary results from ATOMKI

Recall the first D0 measurement of mtop!
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required to explain the 8Be signal, we take

|"n| = (2� 10)⇥ 10�3 (32)

|"p|  1.2⇥ 10�3 , (33)

where the upper part of the "n range includes the coupling for the best fit branching ratio for
mX = 16.7 MeV, and the lower part presumably includes the best fit value for the larger mX

that simultaneously explain the 8Be⇤ signal and the 8Be⇤0 null results. The proton coupling
constraint follows from the NA48/2 constraints to be discussed in Sec. VIA 1. In presenting
our models in Secs. VIIA and VIIIA, we leave the dependence on "n explicit so that the
impact of various values of "n can be easily evaluated. Note that the lower values of �X/��

are still too large to accommodate a dark photon explanation.

VI. CONSTRAINTS FROM OTHER EXPERIMENTS

We now discuss the constraints on the gauge boson’s couplings from all other experiments,
considering quark, electron, and neutrino couplings in turn, with a summary of all constraints
at the end of the section. Many of these constraints were previously listed in Ref. [7]. We
discuss them here in more detail, update some—particularly the neutrino constraints—to
include new cases and revised estimates from other works, and include other constraints.

A. Quark Coupling Constraints

The production of the X boson in 8Be⇤ decays is completely governed by its couplings
to hadronic matter. The most stringent bound on these couplings in the mX ⇡ 17 MeV
mass range is the decay of neutral pions into X�. For completeness, we also list the leading
subdominant constraints on "q, for q = u, d.

1. Neutral pion decay, ⇡0 ! X�

The primary constraint on new gauge boson couplings to quarks comes from the NA48/2
experiment, which performs a search for rare pion decays ⇡0 ! �(X ! e+e�) [58]. The
bound scales like the anomaly trace factor N⇡ ⌘ ("uqu � "dqd)2. Translating the dark photon
bound N⇡ < "2

max

/9 to limits on the new gauge boson couplings gives

|2"u + "d| = |"p| . (0.8� 1.2)⇥ 10�3

p
Br(X ! e+e�)

, (34)

where the range comes from the rapid fluctuations in the NA48/2 limit for masses near
17 MeV. In Ref. [7], we observed that the left-hand side becomes small when the X boson is
protophobic—that is, when its couplings to protons are suppressed relative to neutrons.
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2. Neutron–lead scattering

A subdominant bound is set from measurements of neutron-nucleus scattering. The
Yukawa potential acting on the neutron is V (r) = �("ne)2Ae�mXr/(4⇡r), where A is the
atomic mass number. Observations of the angular dependence of neutron–lead scattering
constrain new, weakly-coupled forces [59], leading to the constraint

("ne)2

4⇡
< 3.4⇥ 10�11

⇣ mX

MeV

⌘
4

. (35)

3. Proton fixed target experiments

The ⌫-Cal I experiment at the U70 accelerator at IHEP sets bounds fromX-bremsstrahlung
o↵ the initial proton beam [60] and ⇡0 ! X� decays [61]. Both of these processes are
suppressed in the protophobic scenario so that these bounds are automatically satisfied when
Eq. (34) is satisfied.

4. Charged kaon and � decays

There are also bounds on second generation couplings. The NA48/2 experiment places
limits on K+ ! ⇡+(X ! e+e�) [43]. For mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the bound on "n is much weaker
than the one from ⇡0 decays in Eq. (34) [56, 62]. The KLOE-2 experiment searches for
� ! ⌘(X ! e+e�) and restricts [63]

|"s| . 1.0⇥ 10�2

p
Br(X ! e+e�)

. (36)

In principle "s is independent and need not be related to the 8Be⇤ coupling. However, in the
limit of minimal flavor violation, one assumes "d = "s.

5. Other meson and baryon decays

The WASA-at-COSY experiment also sets limits on quark couplings based on neutral
pion decays. It is both weaker than the NA48/2 bound and only applicable for masses
heavier than 20 MeV [64]. The HADES experiment searches for dark photons in ⇡0, ⌘, and
� decays and restricts the kinetic mixing parameter to " . 3 ⇥ 10�3 but only for masses
heavier than 20 MeV [65]. HADES is able to set bounds on gauge bosons around 17 MeV in
the ⇡0 ! XX ! e+e�e+e� decay channel. This, however, is suppressed by "4n and is thus
insensitive to |"n| . 10�2. Similar considerations suppress X contributions to other decays,
such as ⇡+ ! µ+⌫µe+e�, to undetectable levels.

6. W and Z decays

The X boson can be produced as final state-radiation in W and Z decays into SM
fermions. When the X then decays into an electron–positron pair, this gives a contribution to

17



f l i p .  t a n e d o u c i  .  e d u@ NEW PHYSICS IN BERYILLUM-8?
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atomic mass number. Observations of the angular dependence of neutron–lead scattering
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3. Proton fixed target experiments

The ⌫-Cal I experiment at the U70 accelerator at IHEP sets bounds fromX-bremsstrahlung
o↵ the initial proton beam [60] and ⇡0 ! X� decays [61]. Both of these processes are
suppressed in the protophobic scenario so that these bounds are automatically satisfied when
Eq. (34) is satisfied.

4. Charged kaon and � decays

There are also bounds on second generation couplings. The NA48/2 experiment places
limits on K+ ! ⇡+(X ! e+e�) [43]. For mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the bound on "n is much weaker
than the one from ⇡0 decays in Eq. (34) [56, 62]. The KLOE-2 experiment searches for
� ! ⌘(X ! e+e�) and restricts [63]
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p
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In principle "s is independent and need not be related to the 8Be⇤ coupling. However, in the
limit of minimal flavor violation, one assumes "d = "s.

5. Other meson and baryon decays

The WASA-at-COSY experiment also sets limits on quark couplings based on neutral
pion decays. It is both weaker than the NA48/2 bound and only applicable for masses
heavier than 20 MeV [64]. The HADES experiment searches for dark photons in ⇡0, ⌘, and
� decays and restricts the kinetic mixing parameter to " . 3 ⇥ 10�3 but only for masses
heavier than 20 MeV [65]. HADES is able to set bounds on gauge bosons around 17 MeV in
the ⇡0 ! XX ! e+e�e+e� decay channel. This, however, is suppressed by "4n and is thus
insensitive to |"n| . 10�2. Similar considerations suppress X contributions to other decays,
such as ⇡+ ! µ+⌫µe+e�, to undetectable levels.

6. W and Z decays

The X boson can be produced as final state-radiation in W and Z decays into SM
fermions. When the X then decays into an electron–positron pair, this gives a contribution to

17
�(Z ! 4e) that is suppressed by O("2e). For the electron couplings "e . 10�3 required here,
the impact on the inclusive widths is negligible compared to the order per mille experimental
uncertainties on their measurement [66]. The specific decay Z ! 4` has been measured to
lie within 10% of the SM expectation by ATLAS and CMS [67, 68] and is consistent with
the couplings of interest here.

B. Electron Coupling Constraints

The X boson is required to couple to electrons to contribute to IPC events. In Eq. (30)
we gave a lower limit on "e in order for X to decay within 1 cm of its production in the
Atomki apparatus. In this section we review other bounds on this coupling.

1. Beam dump experiments

Electron beam dump experiments, such SLAC E141 [69, 70], search for dark photons
bremsstrahlung from electrons that scatter o↵ target nuclei. For mX = 17 MeV, these
experiments restrict |"e| to live in one of two regimes: either it is small enough to avoid
production, or large enough that the X decay products are caught in the dump [71], leading
to

|"e| < 10�8 or
|"e|p

Br(X ! e+e�)
& 2⇥ 10�4 . (37)

The region |"e| < 10�8 is excluded since the new boson would not decay inside the Atomki
apparatus. This leads to the conclusion that X must decay inside the beam dump. Less
stringent bounds come from Orsay [72] and the SLAC E137 [73] experiment. The E774
experiment at Fermilab is only sensitive to mX < 10 MeV [74].

2. Magnetic moment of the electron

The upper limit on |"e| can be mapped from dark photon searches that depend only on
leptonic couplings. The strongest bound for mX = 17 MeV is set by the anomalous magnetic
moment of the electron, (g � 2)e, which constrains the coupling of the new boson to be [62]

|"e| < 1.4⇥ 10�3 . (38)

3. Electron–positron annihilation into X and a photon, e+e� ! X�

A similar bound arises from the KLOE-2 experiment, which looks for e+e� ! X� followed
by X ! e+e�, and finds |"e|

p
Br(X ! e+e�) < 2⇥10�3 [75]. An analogous search at BaBar

is limited to mX > 20 MeV [76].
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the impact on the inclusive widths is negligible compared to the order per mille experimental
uncertainties on their measurement [66]. The specific decay Z ! 4` has been measured to
lie within 10% of the SM expectation by ATLAS and CMS [67, 68] and is consistent with
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The X boson is required to couple to electrons to contribute to IPC events. In Eq. (30)
we gave a lower limit on "e in order for X to decay within 1 cm of its production in the
Atomki apparatus. In this section we review other bounds on this coupling.
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Electron beam dump experiments, such SLAC E141 [69, 70], search for dark photons
bremsstrahlung from electrons that scatter o↵ target nuclei. For mX = 17 MeV, these
experiments restrict |"e| to live in one of two regimes: either it is small enough to avoid
production, or large enough that the X decay products are caught in the dump [71], leading
to

|"e| < 10�8 or
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The region |"e| < 10�8 is excluded since the new boson would not decay inside the Atomki
apparatus. This leads to the conclusion that X must decay inside the beam dump. Less
stringent bounds come from Orsay [72] and the SLAC E137 [73] experiment. The E774
experiment at Fermilab is only sensitive to mX < 10 MeV [74].

2. Magnetic moment of the electron

The upper limit on |"e| can be mapped from dark photon searches that depend only on
leptonic couplings. The strongest bound for mX = 17 MeV is set by the anomalous magnetic
moment of the electron, (g � 2)e, which constrains the coupling of the new boson to be [62]

|"e| < 1.4⇥ 10�3 . (38)

3. Electron–positron annihilation into X and a photon, e+e� ! X�

A similar bound arises from the KLOE-2 experiment, which looks for e+e� ! X� followed
by X ! e+e�, and finds |"e|

p
Br(X ! e+e�) < 2⇥10�3 [75]. An analogous search at BaBar

is limited to mX > 20 MeV [76].
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the impact on the inclusive widths is negligible compared to the order per mille experimental
uncertainties on their measurement [66]. The specific decay Z ! 4` has been measured to
lie within 10% of the SM expectation by ATLAS and CMS [67, 68] and is consistent with
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The X boson is required to couple to electrons to contribute to IPC events. In Eq. (30)
we gave a lower limit on "e in order for X to decay within 1 cm of its production in the
Atomki apparatus. In this section we review other bounds on this coupling.
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Electron beam dump experiments, such SLAC E141 [69, 70], search for dark photons
bremsstrahlung from electrons that scatter o↵ target nuclei. For mX = 17 MeV, these
experiments restrict |"e| to live in one of two regimes: either it is small enough to avoid
production, or large enough that the X decay products are caught in the dump [71], leading
to
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Br(X ! e+e�)
& 2⇥ 10�4 . (37)

The region |"e| < 10�8 is excluded since the new boson would not decay inside the Atomki
apparatus. This leads to the conclusion that X must decay inside the beam dump. Less
stringent bounds come from Orsay [72] and the SLAC E137 [73] experiment. The E774
experiment at Fermilab is only sensitive to mX < 10 MeV [74].

2. Magnetic moment of the electron

The upper limit on |"e| can be mapped from dark photon searches that depend only on
leptonic couplings. The strongest bound for mX = 17 MeV is set by the anomalous magnetic
moment of the electron, (g � 2)e, which constrains the coupling of the new boson to be [62]

|"e| < 1.4⇥ 10�3 . (38)

3. Electron–positron annihilation into X and a photon, e+e� ! X�

A similar bound arises from the KLOE-2 experiment, which looks for e+e� ! X� followed
by X ! e+e�, and finds |"e|
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Br(X ! e+e�) < 2⇥10�3 [75]. An analogous search at BaBar

is limited to mX > 20 MeV [76].
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4. Proton fixed target experiments

The CHARM experiment at CERN also bounds X couplings through its searches for
⌘, ⌘0 ! �(X ! e+e�) [77]. The production of the X boson in the CHARM experiment is
governed by its hadronic couplings. The couplings required by the anomalous IPC events,
Eq. (31), are large enough that the X boson would necessarily be produced in CHARM.
Given the lower bound from decay in the Atomki spectrometer, Eq. (30), the only way to
avoid the CHARM constraint for mX = 17 MeV is if the decay length is short enough that
the X decay products do not reach the CHARM detector. The dark photon limit on " applies
to "e and yields

|"e|p
Br(X ! e+e�)

> 2⇥ 10�5 . (39)

This is weaker than the analogous lower bound on |"e| from beam dump experiments. LSND
data imposes an even weaker constraint [78–80].

C. Neutrino Coupling Constraints

The interaction of a light gauge boson with neutrinos is constrained in multiple ways,
depending on the SM currents to which the boson couples; see Refs. [81, 82]. The neutrino
coupling is relevant for the 8Be anomaly because SU(2)L gauge invariance relates the electron
and neutrino couplings. Because neutrinos are lighter than electrons, this generically opens
additional X decay channels and reduces Br(X ! e+e�). This, in turn, reduces the lower
bound on "e in Eq. (30) and alleviates many of the experimental constraints above at the
cost of introducing new constraints from X–neutrino interactions.

1. Neutrino–electron scattering

Neutrino–electron scattering stringently constrains the X boson’s leptonic couplings. In
the mass range mX ⇡ 17 MeV, the most stringent constraints are from the TEXONO
experiment, where ⌫̄e reactor neutrinos with average energy hE⌫i = 1 � 2 MeV travel 28
meters and scatter o↵ electrons. The resulting electron recoil spectrum is measured. The
path length is short, so the neutrinos remain in nearly pure ⌫e flavor eigenstates. In the
SM, ⌫̄ee ! ⌫̄ee scattering is mediated by both s- and t-channel diagrams. A new neutral
gauge boson that couples to both neutrinos and electrons induces an additional t-channel
contribution.

Because constraints from ⌫̄ee scattering are sensitive to the interference of SM and new
physics, they depend on the signs of the new gauge couplings, unlike all of the other constraints
discussed above. The importance of the interference term has been highlighted in Ref. [48]
in the context of a B � L gauge boson model. In that model, the neutrino and electron
couplings have the same sign, and the interference was found to be always constructive.

Assuming that the experimental bound is determined by the total cross section and not
the shape of the recoil spectrum, one may use the results of Ref. [48] to determine the bounds
in our more general case, where the couplings can be of opposite sign and the interference
may be either constructive or destructive. Define the quantity g ⌘ |"e"⌫ |1/2. Let �� be the
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4. Proton fixed target experiments

The CHARM experiment at CERN also bounds X couplings through its searches for
⌘, ⌘0 ! �(X ! e+e�) [77]. The production of the X boson in the CHARM experiment is
governed by its hadronic couplings. The couplings required by the anomalous IPC events,
Eq. (31), are large enough that the X boson would necessarily be produced in CHARM.
Given the lower bound from decay in the Atomki spectrometer, Eq. (30), the only way to
avoid the CHARM constraint for mX = 17 MeV is if the decay length is short enough that
the X decay products do not reach the CHARM detector. The dark photon limit on " applies
to "e and yields

|"e|p
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maximal allowed deviation from the SM cross section and g± (g
0

) be the values of g that
realize �� in the case of constructive/destructive (negligible) interference,

�� = g4
0

�X (40)

�� = g2
+

�
int

+ g4
+

�X (41)

�� = �g2��int

+ g4��X , (42)

where g4�X is the purely X-mediated contribution to the cross section and g2�
int

is the
absolute value of the interference term. Solving these equations for the g’s yields the simple
relation

g�g+ = g2
0

. (43)

The authors of Ref. [48] found that for mX = 17 MeV, the maximal allowed B � L gauge
boson coupling, gB�L, is 2⇥ 10�5 and 4⇥ 10�5 in the cases of constructive interference and
no interference, respectively. From this, including the factor of e di↵erence between the
definitions of gB�L and our "’s, we find

p
|"e"⌫ | < 7⇥ 10�5 for "e"⌫ > 0 (constructive interference) (44)

p
|"e"⌫ | < 3⇥ 10�4 for "e"⌫ < 0 (destructive interference) . (45)

The relative sign of the couplings thus has a significant e↵ect. For a fixed value of "e, the
bound on |"⌫ | is 16 times weaker for the sign that produces destructive interference than for
the sign that produces constructive interference.

2. Neutrino–nucleus scattering

In addition to its well-known motivations of providing interesting measurements of sin ✓W
and bounds on heavy Z 0 boson [83, 84], coherent neutrino–nucleus scattering, may also provide
leading constraints on light, weakly-coupled particles [85, 86]. Although ⌫–N scattering
has not yet been observed, it is the target of a number of upcoming experiments that use
reactors as sources. In addition, the process can also be probed using current and next-
generation dark matter direct detection experiments by searching for solar neutrino scattering
events [87]. For a B � L gauge boson, this sensitivity has been estimated in Ref. [88] for
SuperCDMS, CDMSlite, and LUX, with the latter providing the most stringent constraint of
gB�L . 1.5⇥ 10�4. Rescaling this result to the case of a boson with couplings "⌫e and "p,ne
to nucleons yields

"⌫"n


(A� Z) + Z

"p
"n

�
<

A

4⇡↵

�
1.5⇥ 10�4

�
2

, (46)

where we approximate the LUX detector volume to be composed of a single xenon isotope.
Since the NA48/2 bounds on ⇡0 ! X� imply the protophobic limit where "p ⌧ "n, the
second term on the left-hand side may be ignored. Taking A = 131 and Z = 54 then yields
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FIG. 5. Summary of constraints and target regions for the leptonic couplings of a hypothetical X
gauge boson with mX ⇡ 17 MeV. Updated from Ref. [7].

|"⌫"n|1/2 < 6⇥ 10�4 or

"⌫ < 2⇥ 10�4

✓
0.002

"n

◆
. (47)

This bound is weaker than the ⌫–e scattering bound with constructive interference and
comparable to the ⌫–e bound with destructive interference. As the ⌫–N bounds are estimated
sensitivities, we use the ⌫–e bounds in the discussion below.

D. Summary of Constraints

Combining the required ranges of the couplings to explain the 8Be signal from Sec. V with
the strongest bounds from other experiments derived above, we now have the acceptable
ranges of couplings for a viable protophobic gauge boson to explain the 8Be signal. Assuming
Br(X ! e+e�) = 1, the requirements are

|"n| = (2� 10)⇥ 10�3 (48)

|"p| . 1.2⇥ 10�3 (49)

|"e| = (0.2� 1.4)⇥ 10�3 (50)p
|"e"⌫ | . 3⇥ 10�4 . (51)

The nucleon couplings are fixed to reproduce the 8Be signal rate while avoiding the ⇡0 ! X�
decays, and the quark couplings are related by "u + 2"d = "n and 2"u + "d = "p. The
electron coupling is bounded from above by (g � 2)e and KLOE-2 and from below by beam
dump searches, and the neutrino coupling is bounded by ⌫–e scattering. The allowed lepton
coupling regions are shown in Fig. 5.
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postulate that they may be in the keV range as required for warm dark matter. To prevent
the decays X ! ⌫R⌫R from significantly diluting the 8Be signal in this case, the ⌫R X-charges
must also be neutralized, for example, through mixing with vectorlike isosinglet neutrinos.
Alternatively, the sterile neutrino masses may be in the 10 – 100 MeV range, as may be
helpful for reducing the standard BBN predictions for the 7Li abundance to the observed
levels [115]. We leave these astrophysical and cosmological implications for future work.

One might worry that having a model with an exact U(1)B�L or U(1)B gauge symmetry
down to the GeV or MeV energy scale would prevent any baryon number asymmetry from
being generated. This, however, is not the case, as was discussed, for example, in Ref. [96]
for a model with gauged U(1)B. A lepton number asymmetry can still be produced at a high
scale and then be partially converted into baryon number through the electroweak sphalerons.
For the case of gauged U(1)B�L one could also invoke a Dirac leptogenesis scenario which
relies on the fact that the right-handed neutrinos decouple early on during the evolution
of the Universe, trapping some amount of lepton number [116, 117]. The resulting lepton
number deficit in the visible sector is then again transferred to baryon number through the
sphalerons.

We have introduced additional fermionic matter to render the models compatible with
experimental constraints. The step of adding extra matter may not be necessary, and it may
be possible to satisfy all the existing experimental constraints by considering a combination of
gauged U(1) quantum numbers. The possibility of multiple, new U(1) gauge bosons has been
explored previously, in the two dark-photon (“paraphoton”) case [118] and for three Abelian
groups [119]. Here we note that if one were to combine a U(1)B�L model with kinetic mixing
with a second, unbroken gauge symmetry, e.g., Le � L⌧ , it is possible to bring the fermion
couplings of the B � L gauge boson to the form of the U(1)B model. Such relationships are
completely compatible with the couplings needed to describe the 8Be anomaly and satisfy
other constraints. However, equivalence principle constraints on new, massless gauge bosons
that can couple to the constitutents of ordinary matter are severe [107, 120, 121]. We note
that we can address this problem by making the massless gauge boson’s couplings to electrons
vanish at tree level. Further investigation is required to check that this su�ces to render the
model compatible with experimental constraints on new, (nearly) massless gauge bosons.

IX. FUTURE EXPERIMENTS

Current and near future experiments will probe the parameter space of interest for the
protophobic gauge boson X. The projected sensitivities of various experiments are shown in
Fig. 6 and we briefly discuss them below.

Other Large Energy Nuclear Transitions. The 8Be⇤ and 8Be⇤0 states are quite special in
that they decay electromagnetically to discrete final states with an energy release in excess
of 17 MeV. Other large-energy gamma transitions have been observed [122], such as the
19.3 MeV transition in 10B to its ground state [123] and the 17.79 MeV transition in 10Be
to its ground state [124]. Of course, what is required is large production cross sections
and branching fractions so that many IPC events can be observed. It would certainly be
interesting to identify other large energy nuclear transitions with these properties to test the
new particle interpretation of the 8Be anomaly.

LHCb. A search for dark photons A0 at LHCb experiment during Run 3 (scheduled for the
years 2021 – 2023) has been proposed [125] using the charm meson decay D⇤(2007)0 ! D0A0

with subsequent A0 ! e+e�. It takes advantage of the LHCb excellent vertex and invariant
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FIG. 6. The 8Be signal region, along with current constraints (gray) and projected sensitivities of
future experiments in the (mX , "e) plane. Updated from Ref. [7].

mass resolution. For dark photon masses below about 100 MeV, the experiment can explore
nearly all of the remaining parameter space in "e between the existing prompt-A0 and beam-
dump limits. In particular, it can probe the entire region relevant for the X gauge boson
explaining the 8Be anomaly.

Mu3e. The Mu3e experiment will look at the muon decay channel µ+ ! e+⌫e⌫̄µ(A0 !
e+e�) and will be sensitive to dark photon masses in the range 10 MeV . mA0 . 80 MeV [126].
The first phase (2015 – 2016) will probe the region "e & 4⇥ 10�3, while phase II (2018 and
beyond) will extend this reach almost down to "e ⇠ 10�4, which will include the whole region
of interest for the protophobic gauge boson X.

VEPP-3. A proposal for a new gauge boson search at the VEPP-3 facility was made [127].
The experiment will consist of a positron beam incident on a gas hydrogen target and will
look for missing mass spectra in e+e� ! A0�. The search will be independent of the A0 decay
modes and lifetime. Its region of sensitivity in "e extends down into the beam dump bounds,
i.e., below "e ⇠ 2⇥ 10�4, and includes the entire region relevant for X. Once accepted, the
experiment will take 3 – 4 years.

KLOE-2. As mentioned above, the KLOE-2 experiment, looking for e+e� ! �(X ! e+e�),
is running and improving its current bound of |"e| < 2⇥ 10�3 [75] for mX ⇡ 17 MeV. With
the increased DA�NE-2 delivered luminosity and the new detectors, KLOE-2 is expected to
improve this limit by a factor of two within two years [128].

MESA. The MESA experiment will use an electron beam incident on a gaseous target to
produce dark photons of masses between ⇠ 10�40 MeV with electron coupling as low as
"e ⇠ 3⇥ 10�4, which would probe most of the available X boson parameter space [129]. The
commissioning is scheduled for 2020.

DarkLight. The DarkLight experiment, similarly to VEPP-3 and MESA, will use electrons
scattering o↵ a gas hydrogen target to produce on-shell dark photons, which later decay
to e+e� pairs [130]. It is sensitive to masses in the range 10�100 MeV and "e down to
4⇥ 10�4, covering the majority of the allowed protophobic X parameter space. Phase I of
the experiment is expected to take data in the next 18 months, whereas phase II could run
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FIG. 6. The 8Be signal region, along with current constraints (gray) and projected sensitivities of
future experiments in the (mX , "e) plane. Updated from Ref. [7].
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produce dark photons of masses between ⇠ 10�40 MeV with electron coupling as low as
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within two years after phase I.
HPS. The Heavy Photon Search experiment is using a high-luminosity electron beam

incident on a tungsten target to produce dark photons and search for both A0 ! e+e� and
A0 ! µ+µ� decays [131]. Its region of sensitivity is split into two disconnected pieces (see
Fig. 6) based on the analyses used: the upper region is probed solely by a bump hunt search,
whereas the lower region also includes a displaced vertex search. HPS is expected to complete
its dataset by 2020.

PADME. The PADME experiment will look for new light gauge bosons resonantly produced
in collisions of a positron beam with a diamond target, mainly through the process e+e� !
X� [132]. The collaboration aims to complete the detector assembly by the end of 2017 and
accumulate 1013 positrons on target by the end of 2018. The expected sensitivity after one
year of running is "e ⇠ 10�3, with plans to get as low as 10�4 [133, 134].

BES III. Current and future e+e� colliders, may also search for e+e� ! X�. A recent
study has explored the possibility of using BES III and BaBar to probe the 17 MeV
protophobic gauge boson [13].

X. CONCLUSIONS

The 6.8� anomaly in 8Be cannot be plausibly explained as a statistical fluctuation, and the
fit to a new particle interpretation has a �2/dof of 1.07. If the observed bump has a nuclear
physics or experimental explanation, the near-perfect fit of the ✓ and mee distributions to
the new particle interpretation is a remarkable coincidence. Clearly all possible explanations
should be pursued. Building on our previous work [7], in this study, we presented particle
physics models that extend the SM to include a protophobic gauge boson that explains the
8Be observations and is consistent with all other experimental constraints.

To understand what particle properties are required to explain the 8Be anomaly, we first
presented e↵ective operators for various spin-parity assignments. Many common examples
of light, weakly coupled particles, including dark photons, dark Higgs bosons, axions, and
B � L gauge bosons (without kinetic mixing) are disfavored or excluded on general grounds.
In contrast, general gauge bosons emerge as viable candidates.

In Ref. [7] we determined the required couplings of a vector gauge boson to explain the
8Be anomaly assuming isospin conservation, and found that the particle must be protophobic.
In this work, we refined this analysis to include the possibility of isospin mixing in the
8Be⇤ and 8Be⇤0 states. Although isospin mixing and violation can yield drastically di↵erent
results, these e↵ects are relatively mild once one focuses on protophobic gauge bosons. It
would be helpful to have a better understanding of the role of isospin breaking in these
systems and a quantitative estimate of their uncertainties. The presence of isospin mixing
also implies that the absence of an anomaly in 8Be⇤0 decays must almost certainly be due to
kinematic suppression and that the X particle’s mass is above 16.7 MeV. Combining all of
these observations with constraints from other experiments, we then determined the favored
couplings for any viable vector boson explanation.

We have presented two anomaly-free extensions of the SM that resolve the 8Be anomaly.
In the first, the protophobic gauge boson is a U(1)B gauge boson that kinetically mixes
with the photon. For gauge couplings and kinetic mixing parameters that are comparable in
size and opposite in sign, the gauge boson couples to SM fermions with approximate charge
Q � B, satisfying the protophobic requirement. Additional matter content is required to
cancel gauge anomalies, and we presented a minimal set of fields that satisfy this requirement.
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