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ABSTRACT: Xenon scintillation has been widely used in rare event detection experi-
ments, such as in neutrinoless double beta decay, double electron captures and dark matter
searches. Nonetheless, experimental values for primary scintillation yield in gaseous xenon
(GXe) remain scarce and dispersed. The mean energy required to produce a scintillation
photon, wg., in GXe in the absence of recombination has been measured to be in the range
of 34-111 eV. Lower wgc-values were reported for a-particles when compared to electrons
produced by - or x-rays. Since wsg. is expected to be similar for x-, y-rays or electrons and
almost equal to that obtained for a-particles, the above difference can not be understood.
In addition, at present one may also pose the question of a dependence of ws. on photon
energy. We carried out a systematic study on the absolute primary scintillation yield in
GXe under reduced electric fields in the 70-300 V ecm™ bar™! range and near atmospheric
pressure, 1.2 bar, supported by a robust geometrical efficiency simulation model.

We were able to clear-out the above standing problems: ws. was determined for x/+-
rays in the 5.9-60 keV energy range as well as for a-particles in the 1.5-2.5 MeV range,
and no significant dependency neither on radiation type nor on energy has been observed.
Our experimental wg.-values agree well with both state-of-art simulations and literature
data obtained for a-particles. The discrepancy between our results and the experimen-
tal values found in the literature for x/v-rays is discussed in this work and attributed
to unaddressed large systematic errors in those previous studies. These findings can be
extrapolated to other gases, and have impact on experiments such as double beta decay,
double electron capture and directional dark matter searches while also on potential future
detection systems such as DUNE-Gas.

Neglecting the 3™ continuum emission, as is the case of most of the literature values,
a mean wge-value of 38.7 4 0.6 (sta.) TT-7 (sys.) eV was obtained. If the Xe 3'¢ continuum
emission is to be considered, the average energy to produce a 2! and a 3'¢ continuum
photon was calculated as wyna = 43.5 + 0.7 (sta.) 57 (sys.) eV and wya = 483 +

7 (sta.) ﬂég (sys.) eV, respectively, while the energy to produce either a 3' or a 274

+8.0

continuum photon is wynaygra = 39.9 £ 0.6 (sta.) 777 (sys.) eV.
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1 Introduction

Gaseous xenon (GXe) is playing an increasingly significant role in important areas of neu-
trino physics such as double beta decay and double electron capture experiments [1-6],
and it may be used as detection medium in directional dark matter experiments as well
as in MeV-region ~-ray imaging [7—9]. The capability for simultaneous readout of both
ionization and scintillation signals and for topology reconstruction of the ionizing particle
tracks are important advantages of GXe. In addition, GXe allows for improved energy
resolution when compared to liquid xenon (LXe) [10] due to the observed fluctuations in
energy deposition between the ionization and the scintillation channels in LXe [11], an
effect that can be corrected to some extent by combining both channels [12]. Better energy
resolution may lead to improved electron/nuclear recoil discrimination, being also a major
asset for the neutrinoless double beta decay sensitivity, and the topology of the ionization



track will be an additional tool, providing information about the direction of the WIMP
scatter or discrimination between single and double electron ionization tracks.

The precise knowledge of the xenon response to radiation interactions in both scin-
tillation and ionization channels is of utmost importance for the exact understanding and
modelling of the detector. The primary scintillation yield of GXe is far less understood
than the ionization yield due to the limited number of studies existing in the literature.
Mimura et al. [13] discusses the results obtained until then, while Serra et al. [14] provides
an update with further results published meanwhile.

The dominant scintillation mechanism in xenon at the atmospheric pressure is the
so-called 2" continuum, a Gaussian-like emission spectrum, 10 nm in width. Its centroid
has been reported in the 172-178 range [15-20]. In this work we consider the most recent
value, 175 nm [19]. Nonetheless, other non-conventional scintillation mechanisms have
been observed, such as the broadband Neutral Bremsstrahlung (NBrS) [21] emission and
the 3'¢ continuum emission in the 250-400 nm range [17]. All the ws.-values present in the
literature, except for the most recent study carried out for a-particles [22], consider the 3"
continuum and neutral bremsstrahlung emissions to be negligible.

At reduced electric fields, i.e. the electric field normalized by the gas pressure, E/p,
above 60 V cm™ bar'!, the recombination of primary electrons/ions produced during the
radiation interaction is negligible [13, 14, 23, 24]. In those conditions, the average energy
required to excite a xenon atom, we,, is similar to the average energy expended per scintil-
lation photon ws. = Egep/Nph, where Ny, is the number of scintillation photons and Ege)
the deposited energy [14, 23]. we, does not depend on gas density, below 0.2 g/cm?, ~20
bar at room temperature [13].

Several measurements of the wg. for x- and ~-ray interactions have become available,
although with highly dispersed values from 61 to 111 eV [25-29]. The wg.-values obtained
for 5.5-MeV a-particle interactions are less dispersed, in the 34-60 eV range, and ~ 40%
lower on average than its x/v-ray counterpart despite being obtained for similar working
conditions [13, 14, 22, 24, 30]. An overview of the wg.-values present in the literature can
be found in Table 1.

The average energy expended per excited atom in GXe is expected to be similar for x-,
~-rays or electrons and almost equal to that obtained for a-particles [13]. However, results
presented in the literature are inconsistent with that expectation. The difference between
the above results is presently not fully understood, as can be only partially ascribed to
the different gas density and/or drift field conditions. In addition, at present one may also
pose the question of a dependence of ws. on photon energy.

These inconsistencies motivated us to pursue further experimental studies in a ded-
icated setup where the primary scintillation could be isolated and studied in detail. In
this work, we report new results on the xenon wse.-value in absence of recombination, for
a-particles in the 1.5- to 2.5-MeV range and for x/v-rays in the 6-60-keV range. These
findings can be extrapolated to other noble gases, like Ar and Kr, and might have also
impact on potential future detectors such as DUNE-Gas [31].



wse (V) radiation energy (keV) observations

74 £ 10 X-Tays 5.9 1 bar, [25]
111 + 16 X-rays 5.9 1 bar, [26]
80 £+ 12 X-Tays 5.9 1 bar, [27]
76 + 12 ~-rays 59.5 15 bar, [28]
61 + 18 y-rays 662 14 bar, [29]
39.2 £ 3.2 a-particles 5486 10 bar [14]
34.1 +£ 24 a-particles 5486 5 bar [13]
345 £ 1.7 a-particles 5486 1-10 bar [30]
59.4 £ 1.5 a-particles 5486 1-2 bar [24]
50.5 £ 5.9 a-particles 5486 1 bar, VUV [22]

Table 1. A summary of ws.-values presented in the literature. All values are considered to be
obtained with negligible electron-ion recombination, since authors used reduced electric fields of at
least 70 V cm™' bar!. Some relevant working conditions such as the gas pressure, radiation type
and energy are also listed.

2 Experimental setup

For detailed studies of the primary scintillation, we built a gas proportional scintillation
chamber (GPSC) with photomultiplier tube (PMT) readout, Fig. 1. This apparatus allows
us to study both primary and secondary scintillation signals, S1 and S2, respectively. The
primary scintillation occurs mostly in the absorption region, where a weak electric field
prevents electron-ion recombination and guides the ionization electrons toward a stronger
electric field region, where the secondary scintillation produced by electron impact, also
known as electroluminescence (EL), takes place.

The absorption region is delimited by a Kapton window, 12-pm thick, aluminized on
the inner side, and the gate wire mesh, 0.9-mm pitch stainless-steel wires with 80 pum in
diameter. The anode is made from a similar wire mesh, placed above the photosensor.
The chamber, filled with ~1.2 bar of xenon, consists of a stainless-steel cylinder, 10 cm
in diameter, the bottom part of the body being a Macor disc epoxied to the PMT and to
the detector wall for electrical insulation. The GPSC is operated at room temperature,
with the xenon gas circulating by convection through St707 SAES getters [32], heated to
temperatures up to 250 °C. A field cage of four equally-spaced copper rings interconnected
through resistors was assembled in the absorption region to ensure electric field uniformity.
A polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) structure supports the copper rings. Electric field maps
of the GPSC were obtained using a finite element method solver [33]. The electric field was
found to vary by 8% along the 3.6-cm thick absorption region and by 0.7% along the 1-cm
electroluminescence region. These values are conservative, as they represent the maximum
field variation in a 7-mm radius cylindrical volume, where 95% of the transversely diffused
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Figure 1. Schematic of the gas scintillation chamber used in this work.
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Figure 2. Quantum efficiency (QE) curve of the PMT used in this work. The Xe VUV scintillation
wavelength is also represented, assumed to be 175 nm [19)].

electrons are contained within.

The PMT is an eight dynode model EMI D676QB with a diameter of 52 mm, an
effective cathode diameter of 45 mm, and a spectral sensitivity in the range of 155-625 nm.
The PMT quantum efficiency (QE) curve as provided by the manufacturer is depicted in
Fig. 2. Accordingly, a QE of (20.9+1.5)%, is expected for the Xe 2" continuum, the error
stemming from the differences between emission spectra in the literature.

The PMT signals are directly recorded with a WaveRunner 610Zi oscilloscope from
LeCroy, featuring a sampling rate of 10 GS/s. The PMT output is connected to a load
resistor of 200-() to convert the signal current into voltage. A 50-Q resistor would be



preferable to match the cable impedance and to reduce wave reflections. However, due
to the low gain of our PMT, ~ 10°, a higher resistor value was required to increase the
signal-to-noise ratio up to acceptable levels. Nonetheless, wave reflections in the cable
terminations are properly handled, as will be explained in the following sections.

Four radioactive sources, 199Cd, 244Cm, ?*'Am, and 5°Fe having the 6.4 keV x-rays
removed by means of a chromium filter, collimated up to 2 mm and positioned 1 mm above
the detector window, were used in the present study to produce x/v-rays in the range of
5.9-60 keV and 5.5-MeV alpha particles (being ~2 MeV deposited in the Xe gas). In
addition, a Tb target was irradiated with 59.5 y-rays to provide fluorescence x-rays in the
14-50 keV range. Overall, the counting rate was kept around 10 Hz to avoid pulse pileup,
maintaining the cleanliness of the waveform baseline.

3 Monte Carlo simulations

Despite the large solid angle subtended by the PMT with respect to the secondary scin-
tillation region, most of the primary scintillation photons are produced near the detector
window, far away from the photosensor (see Fig. 1). Consequently, photon reflections on
the detector materials play an important role in the optical geometrical efficiency. Since
this parameter is crucial to estimate the number of emitted primary and secondary scin-
tillation photons, we developed a detailed optical simulation of the detector geometrical
efficiency (GE) using the GEANT4 toolkit [34].

Detector components were designed and meshed with the software FREECAD. Compo-
nents made from the same materials were grouped and their CAD geometries were directly
imported into GEANT4 using the open-source CADMESH header [35]. Optical processes
such as photon reflection and refraction are handled by the G4OPTICALPHYSICS class.
The GEANT4 simulation was developed to account for the full wavelength range from
150 nm to 650 nm, allowing to study other light emission mechanisms beyond the Xe 274
second continuum, such as the 3" continuum and the neutral bremsstrahlung [21, 22].
The refractive indexes of the fused silica PMT window and Xe gas were implemented as
a function of photon wavelength, allowing for full simulation of Fresnel reflections and re-
fractions [36, 37]. The GLISUR model was used for boundary processes, and the respective
optical surface properties, e.g. reflectivity, absorption, and finishing, were defined. Some
of the most relevant parameters comprise the reflectivity of both aluminium and stainless
steel; the former covers the detector window inner surface, and the latter is used in most of
the inner surfaces, including the gate and anode meshes. Experimental reflectivity values
measured in [38] were considered for the 2"¢ continuum of xenon scintillation, while the
remaining wavelength region was covered with values reported in [39, 40]. Less relevant
materials like the PMT Macor holder, the field cage’s copper rings and the PTFE structure
were also included in the GEANT4 simulation, their reflectivity values being taken from
[41-43].

Figure 3 shows a 3-dimensional view of the GEANT4 simulation model and the ray-
tracing of 10 scintillation photons generated 36 mm away from the PMT. The detector GE
along the central axis perpendicular to the PMT can be found in Figure 5. The GE refers to



Window holder
Aluminum

Field cage
Copper rings and
Teflon structure

Gate mesh
and

Anode mesh
Stainless steel

PMT

Figure 3. A 3-dimentional representation of the GEANT4 optical simulation, showing the ray-
tracing of 10 photons.

the ratio of photons reaching the PMT photocathode, i.e. a sensitive area placed below the
PMT window, when photons are generated with random directions at different distances
from the PMT. The impact of radial effects, such as the incident beam divergence, the
size of the ionization electron cluster and the electron transverse diffusion of the ionization
electron cloud have been taken into account.

3.1 Primary scintillation emission

The beam divergence of a-particles and x/v-rays was obtained from a non-optical GEANT4
simulation, considering the aperture of the collimators used in the experimental campaign.
Alpha-particles and x/vy-rays are generated isotropically at random positions above the
collimator and tracked. For a-particles the energy deposition along the track is computed
with a small step size and used to estimate the distribution of primary photons and ion-
ization electrons produced in the xenon gas. Figure 4 left shows an example of a-particle
tracks inside the gas volume. However, for x/y-rays we rely on the more accurate DEGRAD
model, a FORTRAN toolkit developed by S. Biagi [44], to simulate the primary cluster of
xenon excited states and ionization electrons, including the shell absorption by photoelec-
tric effect and subsequent Auger, shake-off and fluorescence emission. For this reason, the
GEANT4 tracking of x/~-rays is stopped as soon as they interact inside the xenon vol-
ume, the interaction positions being recorded. This is only possible for x/y-rays because
a-particles are not supported by DEGRAD.

The working conditions used in our experimental campaign were assumed in DEGRAD,
including the electric field values, pure xenon pressure of 1.2 bar, and estimated temper-
ature of 296 K. Incident x-rays with energies in the 5.9-59.5 keV range were simulated
and the total number of primary electrons and xenon excitations per event were obtained,
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Figure 4. (Left) Tracking of 100 a-particles in xenon gas at 1.2 bar, as obtained from GEANTA4;
(right) the position distribution of S1 and S2 photons produced by 22.1-keV x-ray events in xenon at
1.2 bar and E/p values of 0.15 and 2.3 kV ecm™! bar™! in the absorption and EL region, respectively,
as obtained from the combination of GEANT4, DEGRAD and GARFIELD++. The S1 distribution
comprises 100 x-ray interactions, while the S2 data stem from 100 electrons randomly selected
from a much larger sample. For clarity, only 10% and 20% of S1 and S2 photons, respectively, are
represented.

along with their (x,y,z) coordinates. The overall distributions of the primary scintillation
photons and electrons are computed, combining the distributions of xenon excited states
and electrons obtained from DEGRAD with the x/~-ray interaction positions obtained from
GEANT4. Figure 4 right shows an example of the positions where primary scintillation
photons are generated for 22.1-keV x-rays.

Finally, the GEANT4 optical simulation is supplied with a randomized sample of pho-
tons emitted isotropically following the aforementioned distributions, allowing to compute
the GE curve in the absorption region.

3.2 Secondary scintillation emission

The cluster of ionization electrons obtained for a-particles from GEANT4 and for x/v-
rays from the GEANT4-DEGRAD combination are imported into GARFIELD++, a toolkit
for the detailed simulation of detectors that use gases or semi-conductors as the sensitive
media [45]. GARFIELD++ provides an interface to MAGBOLTZ, a simulation tool that
computes the electron transport parameters in the gas [46]. In GARFIELD++ the geome-
try is defined using the class GEOMETRYSIMPLE and the uniform electric field is set using
the COMPONENTCONSTANT. This is done independently for the absorption and the EL
region, allowing to set different drift models for computational time requirements, enabling
to achieve a better balance between computational efficiency and accuracy of the simulation
results. Gas parameters are also set for both regions using the class MEDIUMMAGBOLTZ.
The drift path is computed using Monte Carlo integration with the class AVALANCHEMC.
After the electrons drift throughout the absorption region, their final positions are imported
to the electroluminescence region where the electric field value is higher than the gas scin-
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Figure 5. GE simulation results for photon emission as a function of distance to the PMT win-
dow, considering the on-axis photon emission and the 3-dimensional photon emission when taking
into account radial effects, such as beam divergence, electron cluster size and transverse electron
diffusion. The GE curve calculated considering only the solid angle and the transparency of gate
and anode meshes is also depicted for comparison. The anode and gate meshes were placed at 0
and 10 mm, respectively.

tillation threshold. The movement of the electrons in this region is modelled using the
class AVALANCHEMICROSCOPIC, where the electron is tracked from collision to collision.
This model enables the detailed calculation of ionisation and excitation processes. With
this method both the coordinates and the number of excited xenon atoms are retrieved
and subsequently imported into GEANT4 where the optical simulation takes place. Ac-
cordingly, the radial distribution of the excited states of xenon in the EL region obtained
from GARFIELD++ accounts for the x/y-ray beam divergence, the initial electron cloud
size and the transverse electron diffusion in both regions. Figure 4 also shows an example
of a distribution for xenon excited states in the EL region simulated for 22.1-keV x-rays.

3.3 Geometrical efficiency simulation results

Figure 5 depicts the GEANT4 GE simulation results for photon emission as a function
of distance to the PMT window. For obtaining the GE curves two different cases were
considered, namely assuming the on-axis approximation and, for a-particles and for three
different x/v-ray energies, considering radial effects, taking into account the respective
collimator sizes and experimental working conditions. The simplistic GE curve calculated
considering only the solid angle and the transparency of gate and anode meshes is also
depicted for comparison.

As expected, calculations based solely on solid angle considerations are highly inaccu-
rate. The GE near the detector window can be underestimated by almost 50% due to the
relatively higher contribution of photon reflections. Moreover, the simplistic assumption
of the mesh transparency fails when neglecting photons hitting the mesh planes at wide
angles. Figure 5 also shows the 68%-confidence level error of the GEANT4 on-axis simu-



lation, which is dominated by the uncertainty in reflectivity and unknown polishing degree
of some materials.

The degradation of the GE arising from radial effects is about 5% in the EL region
and negligible in the absorption region. Remarkably, the GE curves obtained for different
x/7-ray energies and a-particles are comparable even in the EL region. For simplicity, the
four GE curves considering radial effects depicted in Fig. 5 are averaged, the result being
used in further GE corrections.

4 Analysis methodology

4.1 Waveforms sampling and pre-processing

The PMT signal is split into two oscilloscope channels: a “full-channel” that is used to

record the S2 pulse without saturation, and a *

‘zoomed-channel” that is optimized for S1
measurements. The signal of the oscilloscope is triggered on the “full-channel” using the
rising edge of the S2 pulse. This setup allows us to measure simultaneously the S2 and
S1 pulses with high amplitude resolution. Moreover, the “zoomed-channel” delivers lower
baseline fluctuations dominated by the oscilloscope electronic noise.

PMT waveforms have been sampled at 5-10 GS/s. Nevertheless, we were forced to
compress the data due to memory limitations in larger x/~-ray acquisitions. This was
accomplished by averaging successive waveform data points at periodic intervals. On the
one hand, such a procedure degrades the time resolution of waveforms, from 0.1-0.2 ns
to 10-70 ns, which is still adequate for our studies. On the other hand, it increases the
amplitude resolution beyond the 8-bit limit of the oscilloscope. For convenience, the PMT
waveforms are inverted, i.e., waveforms presented from now on have positive amplitude,
despite the PMT signal being negative.

Figure 6 depicts a typical, already compressed PMT waveform obtained for 5.9-keV
x-rays. The large pulse around 63 us is the S2 pulse of an x-ray event, and the small spike
around 34 pus is likely an S1 single photoelectron. The x-ray and gamma-ray energy range,
from 6 to 60 keV, studied in this work produce on average only 1 to 15 photoelectrons per
interaction, which combined with the low gain of our PMT makes the primary scintillation
yield difficult to quantify in a per-event basis. Therefore, despite the S1 footprint being
clearly seen in the example of Fig. 6, it might be indistinguishable from the electronic noise
for other events. For this reason, we rely on waveform averaging to cancel out the electronic
noise hence revealing the primary scintillation signal. Low-frequency fluctuations of the
oscilloscope baseline are the major source of statistical error in the S1 measurements. Yet,
this can be mitigated with a sufficiently large accumulation of waveforms. Each of the data
runs comprises between 10° and 2x10° waveforms, and can span 1 to 3 days of continuous
data acquisition. The stability of the system has been continuously monitored during
such long acquisition periods, by surveilling the centroid of the highest peak in the energy
spectrum of the radioactive source being in use, obtained from the S2 pulse integration.

A pre-processing algorithm was developed to discriminate background events (e.g.,
cosmic radiation), as well as waveforms with features that are unsuitable for further analy-
sis. This is particularly important for the accuracy of primary scintillation measurements.
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Figure 6. Typical PMT waveform obtained for 5.9-keV x-rays, showing both the primary and
the secondary signals, S1 and S2.

Since S2 pulses are 4 orders of magnitude larger than S1 pulses, a single background event
can jeopardize the entire sample of events over which S1 is averaged. An example is a
waveform with two S2 pulses for which one of them falls into the S1 region. Therefore, the
discrimination algorithm rejects waveforms based on the baseline cleanliness, as well as on
the duration, time offset and shape of the S2 pulse. In addition, the oscilloscope baseline
offset is measured at the beginning of every recorded waveform and corrected accordingly.

4.2 PMT calibration

An accurate calibration of the photosensor gain is crucial to quantify both primary and
secondary scintillation yields. A blue LED biased with direct current was used to obtain the
single photoelectron charge distribution of the PMT. Since the detector radiation window
can transmit visible light into the PMT, there was no need to place the LED inside the
gas chamber. PMT waveforms were digitized with a sampling rate of 10 GS/s, allowing to
resolve the short pulses of single-photoelectrons. The oscilloscope trigger threshold was set
as low as possible without being overly saturated by background spikes. The LED light
intensity was adjusted for the probability of having more than one photoelectron event in
the same waveform to be negligible. Several measurements with different trigger levels and
LED intensities were carried out to access the experimental uncertainty. The PMT gain
calibration was performed several times along the full experimental campaign to monitor
its performance. The gain variation was found to be within experimental errors.

Since a 200-€2 load resistor is used to collect the anode signal, wave reflections at both
ends of the signal cable are significant and needed to be account for. However, due to the
relatively large baseline fluctuations, waveform integration of the single photoelectron pulse
for time durations above 200 ns, necessary to take into account those reflections, results in
a large noise peak in the PMT charge distribution, engulfing the single photoelectron peak.
Therefore, instead of integrating the full single photoelectron signal, only a short region of
the waveform containing the first pulse was integrated, between -2 and 7 ns with respect
to the oscilloscope trigger time. This small integration time alleviates the impact of the
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baseline fluctuations, with the disadvantage of excluding the reflected pulses. Figure 7 left
shows the charge distribution resulting from that integration. A sum of three Gaussians
was fitted to this charge distribution: the first Gaussian accounts for the electronic noise
with area, centroid, and sigma being left as free parameters, while the other two Gaussians
account for single- and double-photoelectron emission. Their centroids follow the scaling
1pe and 2pe, respectively, where pe is the centroid of the single-photoelectron Gaussian,
with standard deviations o following ov/1 and o+v/2, respectively, and the areas being
related through Poisson statistics. The centroid and the standard deviation of the single-
photoelectron Gaussian were left as free parameters, as well as the rate parameter, A, of
the Poisson distribution.

This charge distribution was, then, used to select a sample of single-photoelectron
events, with charge values between pe — 0.5¢0 and pe + 0.50, falling outside the electronic
noise and the double-photoelectron Gaussians, Fig. 7 left. The waveforms of these selected
events are then averaged and the baseline offset, measured before the photoelectron pulse,
subtracted. Figure 7 right shows a typical average waveform obtained from those selected
events, highlighting the full pulse and the baseline offset regions. The chain of reflected
pulses is, now, clear, due to the cancellation of the electronic noise. As expected, the
spacing between pulses, ~16 ns, corresponds to twice the cable delay, which is 8 ns. The
full photoelectron signal was integrated between -10 and 200 ns. A mean charge value per
single photoelectron of 10.9 4+ 0.3 mV ns was obtained for a PMT biasing of 1450 V.

As a crosscheck for the above value, a second method was used: subtracting previously
the baseline to each individual waveform, by considering its baseline as a straight line
defined by the two offset values in the regions just before the starting of the pulse and
just after the 200-ns pulse duration, and integrating the full waveform. Averaging over all
waveform integrals, one obtains a charge value 4% lower than what was obtained by the
former method, being this difference most likely due to the baseline correction constraints.

We note that the probability of double-photoelectron emission from the PMT pho-
tocathode is negligible in the visible region, but may reach 20% for VUV photons [47].
Accordingly, one could expect that our experimental results would also be affected by the
double-photoelectron effect. However, this contribution is cancelled out in calculations,
since we use the PMT QE curve provided by the manufacturer, which also includes this
effect.

As the PMT used in this work is old, we also took into account in its calibration the
effect of the afterpulsing, generated by the ionization of residual gases inside the PMT
and the subsequent drift of the positive ions towards the photocathode where they induce
the emission of further electrons. The PMT afterpulsing contribution can be quantified
using primary scintillation events, because they are sufficiently separated in time from the
afterpulsing, given the short scintillation pulse of pure Xe, ~100 ns decay time for the
dimer triplet state. Figure 8 depicts a typical waveform averaged over 1.5 x 103 primary
scintillation waveforms, obtained from a-particle interactions. The reduced electric field in
the absorption region was set to 140 V em™ bar™! to prevent ion recombination [13, 14, 23,
24], while keeping the neutral bremsstrahlung emission at residual levels [21]. The primary
scintillation waveforms were aligned using the rising edge at 50% of the pulse’s height.

- 11 -
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Figure 7. (Left) Charge distribution of the first pulse of single-photoelectron waveforms integrated
between -2 and 7 ns. The corresponding fit function is also depicted, along with the selected region of
single-photoelectron events. Only the electronic noise and single-photoelectron Gaussian functions
are represented, as the double-photoelectron contribution is not visually perceptible; (right) average
waveform for the events selected in the left panel. The integration regions of the baseline offset and
the photoelectron signal are also shown.

The PMT afterpulsing is noticeable well separated from the primary scintillation tail. An
exponential function was fitted between 130 ns and 250 ns to avoid the contributions from
both the fast xenon scintillation component of the singlet state and the afterpulsing. In
this way, the afterpulsing signal could be obtained subtracting the reconstructed S1 pulse
from the average waveform, as illustrated in Fig. 8. An afterpulsing contribution of (24.9
+ 1.3) % was measured. This value was crosschecked using waveforms obtained from a fast
pulsed LED, attaining a 6% lower value, relative to the former result.

We note that the results of Fig. 8 allow us to infer upper limits for the impurity content
in our chamber [48-50]. From the above fit, a value of 73 = 108 + 5 ns was obtained for
the decay time of the Xe dimer triplet state, to be compared with an average reference
value of 73 = 100.9 £ 0.7 ns [51]. Using Eq. (1) from [48] together with the two-body
quenching rates for excited xenon atoms reported in the literature, No, COq, O2, and CHy
from [52] and H2O from [53], an upper limit of 21 ppm can be inferred for HoO, Oy, COq,
and CHy concentrations at 95% confidence level, and 409 ppm for No. Lower values can
be derived for heavier molecules based on the same references. Therefore, our absolute
measurements of primary or secondary scintillation yields are unlikely to be biased by
impurity quenching, since higher concentrations are typically required to have a sizable
impact on Xe scintillation [48-50].

4.3 X-ray and ~-ray runs

4.3.1 Energy and pulse duration cuts

Secondary scintillation pulses were integrated, allowing to build the energy spectrum of the
radioactive sources, being the highest peak used as reference for energy calibration. The
reconstructed energy spectra have shown good linearity, with a deviation lower than 3%
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Figure 8. Average wavefrom obtained from a-particle S1 pulses. The pure S1 contribution is
reconstructed using an exponential curve fitted to the initial part of the tail. The afterpulsing
contribution is obtained by subtracting the S1 contribution to the average waveform.

from the different theoretical values. In this way, waveforms originated for different energies
can be selected for subsequent S1 measurements. The peaks of interest were fitted to
Gaussian functions, and events within 1.4 sigma, o, with respect to their centroids, ¢, were
selected. A double Gaussian fit was applied when the energy peak is highly asymmetrical
due to the presence of two different energies, e.g. Lg; and Lgy lines, with both the ratio
between the centroids, ¢, and the o dependence on /¢ being fixed. Accordingly, in those
latter cases, the selected energy ranged from c¢; —1.4 01, of the first Gaussian, to co + 1.4 09,
of the second Gaussian. The ratio between the areas of the two fitted Gaussian functions
was used to estimate the weighted theoretical energy of the selected double peak, required
for further calculations. Figure 9 shows two examples of energy cuts performed for the
x-ray energy spectrum of a 2*4Cm radioactive source, including the Gaussian fits used for
calibration and energy cuts.

Since S2 pulse duration is directly proportional to the path length drifted by the
primary electron cloud along the EL region, this parameter was used to further discriminate
the waveforms. Figure 10 shows the distribution of S2 pulse duration, measured between
the 50%-thresholds of the S2 rising- and falling-edges, obtained from 14.3-keV interactions
that passed in the energy cut, Fig. 9. The shape of the distribution is attributed to the
longitudinal electron diffusion: the longer the path length drifted by the electrons in the
absorption region, the larger the electron cloud, therefore producing longer S2 pulses. The
pulse width selection region was defined to be between the 15% and 1.5% thresholds of the
rising and falling edges, respectively, as illustrated in Fig. 10. The lower cut discriminates
events corresponding to x-ray interactions occurring inside the EL region, e.g. from x-
ray interactions with higher energies, while the higher cut rejects some background and

anomalous waveforms.

Finally, waveforms passing both the energy and the pulse duration cuts are averaged
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Figure 9. X-ray energy spectrum from a 244Cm radioactive source as obtained from the S2 charge
distribution. The selected events of the 14.3- and 18.0-kev peaks (Pu L, and Pu Lg, ,) are depicted
together with the respective Gaussian fits. A double Gaussian function was used for the 18-keV
peak. The 14.3-keV Gaussian fit was used for energy calibration.
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Figure 10. Distribution of the S2 pulse width of selected 14.3-keV events. The S2 duration cuts
are also illustrated.

to cancel out the electronic noise. The 50%-threshold of the S2 rising edge was chosen for
the alignment of waveforms avoiding the jitter introduced by S2 pulse-width fluctuations.
Figure 11 shows an average waveform obtained for 14.3-keV x-rays, being computed from
the events sampled in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10. Owing the large x/v -ray penetration along the
absorption region, a S1 continuum is unveiled, due to interactions occurring at different
depths, despite being 4 order of magnitude weaker when compared to S2. This continuum
can’t be separated from the S2 rising tail.

4.3.2 Spatial cuts

To avoid contaminating S1 measurements with the S2 contribution, the primary scintil-
lation yield obtained from the average waveforms was determined selecting only x/v-ray
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Figure 11. Average waveform obtained for 14.3-keV x-rays after energy and time cuts have been
applied. The amplitude of the S1 continuum is zoomed-in by a factor of 10%.
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Figure 12. Electron drift velocity values obtained experimentally compared with the MAGBOLTZ

simulation curve.

interactions occurring in the first few centimetres of the absorption region. These spatial
cuts were defined using the electron drift velocity, which was measured for all the studied
energy peaks and all the reduced electric fields applied to the drift region. Electron drift
velocities were computed from the time elapsed between S1 and S2 rising edges of the
average waveform, corresponding to the transit time of electrons across the full absorption
region. Figure 12 shows the electron drift velocity obtained for all studied peak energies
as a function of reduced electric field. Our experimental data agree within two sigma with
the theoretical curve obtained from a MAGBOLTZ simulation, which is also depicted.

The electron drift velocity can be used to plot the waveform as a function of distance
travelled by the primary electron cloud in the drift region. The integration of the S1
continuum of the average waveform was performed for the first 2.5 cm of the absorption
region. This region was chosen to maximize the S1 statistics while keeping possible S2

contribution negligible.
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Figure 13. Average waveform obtained for 14.3-keV x-rays and corrected for the GE curve,
plotted as a function of depth where the primary scintillation occurs, with -3.6 cm and 0 cm
corresponding to the detector window and gate mesh, respectively. The regions of interest used to
compute the baseline offset, already subtracted, and the S1 yield are depicted together with the
theoretical absorption curve of 14.3-keV x-rays in the 1.2-bar xenon gas.

4.3.3 S1 yield determination

The waveform of Fig. 11 can be, now, corrected for the detector geometrical efficiency,
section 3, to estimate the isotropic primary scintillation emission. Figure 13 shows a typical
average waveform obtained for 14.3-keV x-rays, corrected for the GE curve, in terms of the
depth where the scintillation occurs: -3.6 cm and 0 cm correspond to the detector window
and gate mesh positions, respectively. The baseline offset is measured immediately before
the S1 integration region and subtracted to the waveform.

As shown, the GE-corrected waveform follows the theoretical exponential x/~-ray ab-
sorption law, which is also plotted in Fig. 13. This observation supports the reliability of
the developed GE simulation model.

The average waveform was composed by all events under a specific energy peak that
occurred inside the whole absorption region. Therefore, the ratio of events in the S1
integration region to the total number of S1 events occurring in the absorption region had
to be accounted for in the determination of the primary scintillation yield. This parameter,
R., was estimated from the exponential absorption law of x/v-rays in xenon expected for
the respective experimental working conditions, i.e. the theoretical energy of the impinging
x/7-ray, the gas pressure and the temperature.

From the integration of the waveform amplitude, the total charge induced in the PMT
anode by the x/vy-ray interactions was determined. This charge was converted into number
of photoelectrons produced in the PMT photocathode from the single-photoelectron mean
charge, pe, corrected for the afterpulsing contribution, as obtained in section 4.2. There-
fore, the number of primary scintillation photons per event N, was calculated from the
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amplitude of the corrected average waveform, U,,, according to the following equation:

1.1em U
N, / dz, 4.1
"~ Re pe QE s56em Vi GE (4.1)

where QF is the PMT quantum efficiency at 175 nm, vy is the experimental electron drift
velocity, U,,/vq the waveform amplitude and GE the geometrical efficiency, both as a
function of distance to the detector window z, integrated over the -3.6 to -1.1 cm interval.

The energy required to produce one scintillation photon ws. was obtained assuming
the theoretical deposited energy Eg, of the peak being studied or, in the case of double
peaks, the theoretical weighted energy:

E dep

Ny

(4.2)

Wse =

4.3.4 S2 yield determination

In addition to the primary scintillation determination, our setup allows measuring the
electroluminescence yield. This parameter was calculated using the average charge of the
S2 signal, cg9, obtained from the centroid of a Gaussian fitted to the selected energy peak
of the S2 charge distribution, as can be seen in Fig. 9. In this way, the number of EL
photons produced per drift path length, per ionization electron and per unit of pressure,
Y,;, was computed according to the equation:

€S2

Yo = S —
pe QF GE, Az P N,

(4.3)

where GE,; is the average geometrical efficiency in the EL region, 31%, see Fig. 5; Az
is the EL gap length; P is the gas pressure, ~1.2 bar; and N, is the mean number of
ionization electrons produced in a x/v-ray interaction. N, = Edep/wi where w; is the
mean energy required to create one electron-ion pair in xenon. A w;-value of 21.6 + 0.2 eV
was considered, as measured experimentally for xenon at a pressure around 1 bar in [54].

As a cross-check, the cgo parameter can also be obtained from the integration of the
S2 pulse average waveform, as was done for the primary scintillation analysis method.
The Yg;, obtained for both the S2 charge distribution method and the average waveform
integration method were found to agree within a 3%-error, supporting the reliability of the
average waveform analysis used in primary scintillation studies. The former method for
Y, calculations has been henceforth applied, the difference between the two methods being
included in the experimental uncertainty.

4.4 Alpha-particle runs

The energy of 2! Am a-particles is 2 orders of magnitude higher than the studied x/y-ray
energy range. To avoid PMT saturation for S2 pulses, it was biased at a lower voltage,
800 V instead of 1450 V. The PMT gain scaling factor was measured using the centroid
of the 5.9-keV x-ray peak from the °Fe energy spectrum, acquired for both PMT voltages
and using the same reduced electric field values. The theoretical energy deposited by a-
particles in GXe cannot be accurately simulated, due to the unknown thickness of both
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Figure 14. Energy spectrum for 24! Am a-particles obtained from the S2 charge distribution. The
energy cut is also shown. Despite the fact that no Mylar foils have been used in this case to further
reduce a-particle energies, a significant part of their energy was lost to the detector window. The
241 Am x/~-ray peaks are not visible due to the chosen oscilloscope trigger threshold, which was set
above the amplitude of these pulses.

the aluminium-deposited film on the detector window and the gold protective layer of the
radioactive source. Therefore, the detector was calibrated with the 5.9-keV peak from the
%Fe radioactive source, using the same reduced electric field values and gas pressure as
in a-particle runs. Figure 14 shows a typical energy spectrum obtained for the S2 charge
distribution of a-particles after calibration. The different layers of materials degraded
energy and trajectory of a-particles before they reached the xenon gas, resulting in a left-
tailed peak. Low energy events were discriminated as they might have occurred too close to
the detector window where the electric field is weaker, and some of the produced ionization
electrons could have been lost to the window electrode. Thus, only events with energies
higher than 40% of the height of the energy peak were accounted for in primary scintillation
calculations, as illustrated in Fig. 14. Pulse duration cuts were not required for a-particles
because they did not reach the EL region.

As in the x/v-ray analysis method, the average waveform was computed from selected
events and corrected for the baseline offset that is measured before S1. Figure 15 depicts a
typical waveform averaged over 6 x 10% events. Since the a-particle penetration is short and
the electron cloud drift time is similar for all the events, the S1 pulse is sharp and localized.
Therefore, the primary scintillation yield can be obtained directly from the integration over
the full S1 pulse, hence avoiding the need for spatial cuts. Figure 15 illustrates as well the
waveform regions used for baseline offset correction and for S1 integration.

The GE correction was calculated from the simulated GE curve, Fig. 5, weighted
over the energy deposition along the a-particle interaction depth, Fig. 4 left, as obtained
from GEANT4 a-particle tracking, described in section 3.1. Mylar films with different
thicknesses were used to degrade the a-particle energies in order to irradiate the detector
with a-particles of different energies. Accordingly, for every data acquisition, the energy of
simulated a-particles was adjusted for the deposited energy distribution to match the mean
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Figure 15. Average waveform of selected 2.5-MeV «-particle events. The regions of interest used
for baseline offset, already subtracted, and the calculated S1 yield values are also shown.

energy measured experimentally after the energy cuts were applied. The mean geometrical
efficiency value, GE, was found to be in the 6% to 7% range, depending on the a-particle
energy being studied. In this way, the number of primary scintillation photons generated
per event, Npj,, was computed as:

1 5 ps
pe QE@ /2 s

where U, is the amplitude of the average waveform integrated between -2 ps and 5 us

Nph = Umdt , (44)

with respect to 50% of the S1 pulse rising edge. QFE and pe are the same values as in the
x/v-ray analysis method. Finally, the ws.-value was obtained from:

(4.5)

Where Ey), is the measured deposited energy, averaged over the selected events, Fig. 14.

In contrast to x/v-ray runs, the S1 pulse was large enough to be detected in the
individual a-particle waveforms, allowing to perform per-event statistics. For this analysis
method the S1 pulse-time was automatically detected as the maximum amplitude in the
S1 region of the waveform, which was previously processed with a software-implemented
differentiator and a moving average to remove both low- and high-frequency fluctuations.
Finally, the baseline offset and the S1 pulse were integrated in the intervals -4.2 us to -0.2
ps and -0.2 ps to 3.8 us, respectively, with respect to the S1 peaking time. Figure 16
left shows an example of a single a-particle waveform with highlighted integration regions.
Figure 16 right shows the distribution of integration values for both baseline offset and
S1 pulse. Despite the energy of the selected a-particle events not obeying a Gaussian
distribution, the S1 integral distribution is roughly Gaussian due to the large number of
statistical fluctuations. Therefore, both S1 mean charge value and mean baseline offset
could be estimated from the centroid of a Gaussian function fitted to each distribution, as
shown in Fig. 16 right.
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Figure 16. (Left) Waveform of a typical S1 pulse produced by an a-particle interaction. The
integration regions considered for baseline offset and S1 yield calculations are also depicted; (right)
charge distribution from the baseline and S1 regions of interest obtained for 2.5-MeV a-particles,
along with the corresponding Gaussian fits.

The difference between wsc.-values obtained from both methods, average waveform
and per-event statistics, was under 2%. This agreement supports our assumption that the
waveform average method does not introduce a meaningful systematic error in the results.
wg, results for a-particles reported henceforth correspond to the mean value obtained with
both methods.

5 Results and discussion

The reduced electroluminescence yield, Ye;/p, as a function of reduced electric field, E/p,
in the EL region is shown in Fig. 17, together with the theoretical curve obtained with
GARFIELD++ simulation, as described in section 3.2. 5.9-keV x-rays from a °°Fe radioac-
tive source were used, although with much lower acquisition times when compared with
primary scintillation runs. Only the systematic error is depicted since the statistical un-
certainty was lower than 3%, thus negligible. EL yield values that were obtained from the
primary scintillation acquisition runs are depicted as well. The typical approximately lin-
ear dependency of EL yield with electric field is observed. A line fitted to the experimental
data is also depicted, having the following fit parameters: Y;/p = (157+£4) E/p — (127+5),
where Y,;/p and E/p have units of ph/(e” e¢m bar) and kV/(cm bar), respectively. The
interception of the fitted line with the E/p axis, defined as the EL threshold is 0.81 4-0.04
kEV/(em bar). The experimental EL yield is about 7% higher than theoretical predictions
and 14% higher when compared to the experimental values obtained in a driftless GPSC
[55]. Nevertheless, these differences are within experimental uncertainties.

5.1 ws. absolute measurements

The wg.-value was measured for different electric field values in the absorption and in the
EL region to evaluate possible systematic errors and the role of electron-ion recombination.
In the absorption region, the electric field was varied in the 70-300 V cm™ bar™! range. At
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Figure 17. Experimental electroluminescence yield as a function of reduced electric field together
with the corresponding linear fit. Yield values obtained from S1 data runs are also shown, along
with the GARFIELD++ simulation data.

moderately high electric field values, the recently unveiled neutral bremsstrahlung emission
in xenon becomes significant when compared with the weak primary scintillation emission.
We resorted to the NBrS photoelectron yield measured in [21] to estimate its contribution
in our data. The NBrS contribution in the S1 integration region was estimated considering
the geometrical efficiency model and the distribution of event position along the absorption
region. For the highest electric field value, 300 V cm™ bar!, the NBrS accounted for
11% of the total S1 charge, being negligible below 150 V em™ bar'. These corrections
were included in the ws. calculations. For a-particle runs the NBrS impact was negligible
because only a short region of the waveforms was integrated. We did not find any significant
dependency of the wgc.-value, duly corrected for NBrS contribution, on the electric fields
either in the absorption region or in the EL region, within the studied ranges. Therefore,
any major systematic error associated to electric field is unlikely to occur.

Figure 18 shows the w.-values measured in the absence of recombination for x/v-ray
and a-particle interactions in the energy range between 5.9 keV and 2.5 MeV, assuming a
negligible 3" continuum emission. Data points corresponding to the same energy were sta-
tistically combined for clarity. Systematic and statistical errors at the 68% confidence level
are displayed with separated error bars. The systematic uncertainty arises mainly from
the detector geometrical efficiency simulation, Fig. 5, though with sizeable contributions
from the PMT single-photoelectron calibration and quantum efficiency, 9% and 7%, respec-
tively. Whereas the latter two contributions are energy-independent, the GE uncertainty is
generally lower for high energy x/v-rays, since the relevance of photon reflection becomes
smaller for interactions occurring closer to the PMT. This partially explains the large sys-
tematic error in a-particle runs, which also includes an additional error source stemming
from the detector energy calibration, 14%. The statistical uncertainty was dominated by
the oscilloscope’s baseline fluctuations. Therefore, this error was lower in a-particle data
due to the much higher S1 amplitude when compared to the baseline fluctuations.
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Figure 18. Absolute wg.-value obtained experimentally for x-rays, y-rays and a-particles as a
function of deposited energy; simulation and literature experimental data are included for compar-
ison. The statistical and systematic uncertainties in our experimental data are presented in black
and blue error bars, respectively, both referring to the 68% confidence level. The statistically com-
bined wg.-value obtained from our experimental data is also shown, the overall uncertainty being
depicted as a red band. For all the data in the literature, the 3'¢ continuum emission is assumed
to be negligible, except for Leardini’s value.

The mean wg.-value of our experimental data, 38.7 + 0.6 (sta.) 27 (sys.) eV, is also

depicted in Fig. 18, being computed from the entire dataset weighted over the respective
statistical errors. When the dataset was split into x/~-ray and a-particle runs, the mean
wsc-values obtained were 41.8 + 1.0 (sta.) T35 (sys.) eV and 36.6 4+ 0.8 (sta.) 752 (sys.)
eV, respectively. These differences are within the experimental uncertainty, preventing us
from precisely observe any fundamental distinction between the primary scintillation yield
for electrons and alpha particles.

All the values depicted in Fig. 18 assume the 3" continuum emission to be negligible,
except the value reported by Leardini et al., which refers to the 2°¢ continuum only, as
they used optical filters to suppress the most part of the 3" continuum emission [22].
However, the measured values for the primary scintillation yield includes the contribution
of both the 2"d and the 3" continuum, as the PMT is sensitive to wavelengths in the
150-650 nm region. Our PMT QE, Fig. 2, was a factor of 1.32 higher for the xenon 3
continuum with respect to the 2 continuum, while the GE of the detector was a factor
of 1.05 higher, as obtained from the GE simulation model. At 1.2 bar, the ratio between
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the contributions from the 3" and the 2"¢ continuum to the primary scintillation emission
in the absence of recombination was measured to be 0.09 £ 0.01 [22]. Therefore, the mean
energy required to produce a 2" continuum scintillation photon wyns Wwas estimated to be
Wona = (1 + 1.32 x 1.05 x 0.09) ws. = 43.5 & 0.7 (sta.) 757 (sys.) eV, where wg, is the
measured value when neglecting the 3' continuum emission. The mean energy required
to produce a 3™ continuum photon was computed as wgra = (1/0.09) woyna = 483 + 7
(sta.) J_rhl)g (sys.) eV and the mean energy required to produce a primary scintillation
photon was obtained as wynd_ gra = wyna/(1 +0.09) = 39.9 £ 0.6 (sta.) I3 (sys.) eV.

As a crosscheck, instead of relying on the PMT single photoelectron response and the
absolute simulated GE for optical calibration of the detector, one could use the S2 charge
distribution and the corresponding yield value given by simulation. Since the experimen-
tal EL yield depicted in Fig. 17 is 7% higher than the simulation value, one may argue
that data obtained by the former method are overestimated, e.g. due to a systematic
uncertainty related to the PMT calibration. Accordingly, the wg.-values obtained with
that method could be underestimated. Assuming this second method, the results obtained
with the former method could be normalized considering the ratio between theoretical and
experimental EL yields, as the latter was measured for every run by integrating the S2
pulses of the waveforms. Such a correction would make wg.-values 7% higher on average,
which nevertheless is still within the 68% confidence level of the present data of Fig. 18. If,
on one hand, this second analysis method has the advantage of eliminating the systematic
uncertainty introduced by both PMT calibration and QE, as well as a sizeable part of the
GE uncertainty. On the other hand, it introduces new error sources, such as the width
of the EL region and the gas temperature, both contributing ~5%. For this reasons, we
consider the absolute wg.-values depicted in Fig. 18 to be more accurate than EL-corrected
values.

As another crosscheck to our wgc.-values we applied the same analysis method used in
this work to other two gas scintillation chambers filled with Xe, namely a driftless GPSC
used in [21, 49, 50] and a similar chamber built for Kr-gas studies [56]. The wg.-values
obtained for 5.9-keV x-rays and 2-MeV a-particles agree within experimental uncertainties
with the values presented here.

5.2 wgs. comparison with literature values

Figure 18 illustrates well how dispersed is the data from the literature. Despite the the-
oretical values, around 40 eV, are compatible with most of the a-particle results, there
is a clear disagreement with x/~-ray data. ws. is expected to be similar for x-, y-rays
or electrons and almost equal to that obtained for a-particles [13]. However, the results
presented so far in the literature are inconsistent with that expectation, being this differ-
ence not understood. The wg. results presented in this work agree with both theoretical
predictions and most of a-particle experimental values. In addition, the present results do
not show a dependency of ws, with the nature or the energy of the impinging radiation,
being incompatible with literature’s values obtained for x/~-rays, even considering the ex-
perimental uncertainties. The different experimental conditions reported in the literature
seem insufficient to explain the discrepancies. The impact of gas pressure is expected to
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be minor up to 20 bar [13, 22, 48] and for electric field values above 60 V cm™ bar,
recombination is negligible [13, 14, 23, 24].

In order to clarify this puzzle, we attempted to replicate the experimental methodology
of Fernandes’ and Carmo’s works [25, 26], since their experimental apparatus were similar
to the one we have used. A major difference was the fact that the data acquisition system
in those works consisted of conventional x-ray spectroscopy electronics, i.e. instead of
feeding the PMT signal directly into the oscilloscope, the PMT signal was first integrated
and shaped by a pre-amplifier and a linear amplifier chain. Like in our analysis method,
the weak primary scintillation signal was unveiled by averaging several PMT waveforms,
though with far less statistics, 128 against 10° events. Due to hardware signal integration,
the S1 and S2 heights were proportional to the PMT charge produced by the primary
and secondary scintillation emissions. Hence, the S1 and S2 pulse heights from 5.9 keV
x-rays were measured from two averaged waveforms acquired in different runs: one with
a low amplification level set in the linear amplifier to avoid S2 pulse saturation, and the
other with high amplification to reveal the S1 pulses. The ratio between the two pulse
heights was corrected for the difference between the solid angles subtended by the PMT
with respect to the primary and secondary scintillation emissions, being the absolute EL
yield established in the literature used to estimate the total number of primary scintillation
photons, in spite of the 4 orders of magnitude difference between them.

We were able to reproduce Fernandes’ and Carmo’s findings by replicating the above
methodology. We identified several issues in the analysis method leading to large systematic
errors, which in our opinion were not properly accounted for in those works. The lack of an
adequate light propagation model to quantify the geometrical efficiency in the absorption
and in the EL region was the most obvious one. Figure 5 illustrates how important photon
reflection is. From our simulation data, a ~50% underestimation of the wg.-value would
be expected, yet this is the opposite that is shown in Fig. 18. Therefore, a much larger
and opposite experimental error would be required to explain those results.

A major source of systematic errors is the oscilloscope trigger threshold, which serves
in this analysis as the only method of event selection and discrimination. Since S1 and
S2 pulses were averaged over every waveform, their heights include all background events
occurring above the trigger threshold, such as cosmic rays. Indeed, we observed a ~100%
increase of the wg, parameter just by tightly collimating the ®>Fe radioactive source, thus
increasing the ratio between background and 5.9-keV x-ray events. This finding is disrup-
tive, since it demonstrates how the wg. measurement can be easily biased by the radioactive
source activity and by the background levels of a given experiment. When measuring the
S1 height of the average waveform, the signal needs to be amplified by about 3 orders of
magnitude by the linear amplifier. Consequently, the maximum setting of the oscilloscope’s
trigger threshold is much lower than S2 amplitudes. In such conditions, all S2 pulses with
energies above ~0.0059 keV are triggered, and even some S1 pulses can be triggered as if
they were S2 pulses. Many of these backgrounds or badly sampled waveforms do not actu-
ally have any photon emission in the S1 region, thus leading to an underestimation of the
average S1 height. Indeed, we found out that by simply decreasing the trigger threshold,
the wge-value could increase from 60 eV to 150 eV.
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wse (€V) observations

38.7 + 0.6 (sta.) TT7 (sys.) 34 continuum neglected

43.5 + 0.7 (sta.) 187 (sys.) 204 continuum
483 + 7 (sta.) 1150 (sys.) 3" continuum
39.9 + 0.6 (sta.) T3 (sys.) 2rd 314 continua

Table 2. A summary of the mean w,.-values measured in the present work for x-rays, y-rays and
a-particles in the 6-2500 keV energy range, either considering or neglecting the Xe 3' continuum.

6 Conclusions

We have carried out an experimental campaign to measure the gaseous xenon primary
scintillation yield, ws. — the average energy to produce a primary scintillation photon,
for interactions of alpha particles in the 1.5 — 2.5 MeV range and for x/+-rays in the
6 to 60 keV range. We used a gas scintillation chamber instrumented with a PMT to
readout both the primary scintillation, S1, produced upon radiation interaction and the
secondary proportional scintillation, S2, produced by the primary ionization electrons. For
the purpose we digitized the PMT waveforms using the large S2 pulses to trigger the
digitizer, and averaged a very large number of pulses, ~10°, to cancel out the electronic
noise and unveil the signal from the primary scintillation.

Two methods have been used: optical calibration through single photoelectron re-
sponse and optical calibration using the area of the S2 waveform being the corresponding
yield value given by simulation. Both methods agree within the experimental uncertainties.

Measuring the wgc.-value is far more challenging for low energy x-rays than for a-
particles. Whereas per-event statistics can be used in a-particle runs, waveforms averaging
is required for x/~-rays. We validated the latter method by comparing it with per-event
statistics for a-particles, achieving similar results well within the experimental uncertain-
ties.

We obtained a wsc.-value that is simultaneously compatible with well-established liter-
ature data reported for a-particles and in good agreement with state-of-the-art simulations
performed for x/~-ray interactions. In addition, the present results do not show a signifi-
cant dependency of ws. with the nature or the energy of the impinging radiation. These
arguments sustain our hypothesis that some literature ws.-values obtained for x/v-ray are
unreliable due to undressed systematic errors.

The results obtained in this work are summarized in Table 2 for the absolute wg.-value.
We chose to present the mean wgc-value of all our experimental data, being computed from
the entire dataset weighted for the respective statistical errors. In addition, we present the
we-value for second and third continua separately, assuming a 3"9-to-2"¢ continuum yield
ratio of 0.09, as recently disclosed in the literature, and the wg.-value for the emission of
either 3" or 2" continuum photon.
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