arXiv:1111.1072v2 [hep-ph] 17 Apr 2012

Positronium oscillations to Mirror World revisited

S. V. Demidov^∗, D. S. Gorbunov^†,

Institute for Nuclear Research of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 60th October Anniversary prospect 7a, Moscow 117312, Russia

A. A. Tokareva^‡

Faculty of Physics of Moscow State University, Leninskiye gory 1-2, MSU, Moscow 119991, Russia

Abstract

We present a calculation of the branching ratio of orthopositronium decay into an invisible mode, which is done in the context of Mirror World models, where ordinary positronium can disappear from our world due to oscillation into its mirror twin. In this revision we clarify some formulas and approximations used previously, correct them at some places, add new effects relevant for a feasible experiment and finally perform a combined analysis. We include into consideration various effects due to external magnetic and electric fields, collisions with cavity walls and scattering off gas atoms in the cavity. Oscillations of the Rydberg positroniums are also considered. To perform a numerical estimates in a realistic case we wrote computer code, which can be adopted in any experimental setup. Its work is illustrated with an example of a planned positronium experiment within the AEgIS project.

1 Introduction

Since discovery of parity violation in particle physics in 1957 [1] its origin in Nature remains a mystery. An idea for how to retain the mirror symmetry based on new particles of opposite

∗e-mail: demidov@ms2.inr.ac.ru †e-mail: gorby@ms2.inr.ac.ru ‡e-mail: tokareva@ms2.inr.ac.ru

chiralities was put forward long ago [2] and developed to the idea of two coexisting parallel Worlds in [3] (see also [4]), where mirror transformation can be realized as the composition of CP and particle↔mirror particle transformations.

The idea of a Mirror World has a long and interesting history nicely recounted in the review [5]. Today the Mirror World model is one of the most attractive possible extensions of the Standard Model of particle physics. This theory is based on the assumption that in addition to the Standard Model its mirror image exists and corresponding new particles interact very weakly with SM fields. Thus, the theory is based on the gauge group G × G^′, where G = SU(3) × SU(2)_L × U(1)_Y , G^′ = SU(3)^′ × SU(2)^′_R × U(1)^′_Y . As it was pointed out before, originally the deep theoretical motivation for this extension was originally a restoration of the mirror symmetry: P-transformation changes ordinary left particles to mirror right ones [2]. If this symmetry is exact then every particle has its mirror partner (twin) with the same mass and lifetime but is charged under different gauge groups.

Certainly, if mirror particles exist they inevitably interact with ordinary particles gravitationally. But in general these models allow for two kinds of direct renormalizable interactions — portals — between the Standard Model (SM) and the Mirror World particles. One of them, called the Higgs portal [6], can be probed in high energy collider experiments (see e.g. Ref. [7]). Here we discuss implications of the second type of interactions between SM and Mirror World particles, dubbed as the Abelian portal,

L_Y = ϵ 2 cos θ_W cos θ^′_W B^′_{μν} B^{μν} , (1) where B_{μν} and θ_W are the U(1)_Y field strength tensor and the weak mixing angle, respectively, and B^′_{μν} and θ^′_W are the same quantities in the mirror sector. Studying of this interaction calls for another sort of experiment.

The most sensitive way to search for the Mirror World in a laboratory is looking for the disappearance of ordinary orthopositronium (oPs) resulting from oscillation to the mirror twin and its subsequent decay to mirror photons. The oscillation becomes possible due to a photon - mirror photon mixing hidden in Eq. (1). Similar processes for bound states of quarks (vector mesons) are much less sensitive to the Abelian portal (1).

A new experiment [8] is proposed to search for the oPs disappearance with the sensitivity to branching ratio at the level of 10^{−7} −10^{−8}. This refers to the value of the mixing parameter entering (1) ϵ ∼ 10^{−9}. Quite remarkebly, it is the first time when experimentalists have a chance to enter a region of parameter space which is both phenomenologically viable and interesting for cosmological applications.

Indeed, the mirror matter can play very important role in cosmology and astrophysics (see, e.g. Refs [9, 10, 11]). Mirror matter can behave like dark matter on the astrophysical and cosmological scales. With Mirror symmetry (slightly) violated (say, by different vacuum expectation values of our Higgs field and Mirror Higgs field) the phenomenology becomes more fascinating. Indeed, photon-paraphoton mixing from the Abelian portal (1) implies the presence of millicharged particles: mirror particles effectively carry a tiny charge with respect to electromagnetism. Thus, mirror matter particles can be directly produced in collider experiments [12], be tested with electromagnetic precision measurements [13], change the CMB anisotropy picture due to participation in primordial plasma dynamics at recombination [14], contribute to supernovae explosions [15]. The idea of Mirror World naturally explains the presence of light sterile neutrino(s) at the eV-scale, as suggested by neutrino anomaly announced by the LSND experiment [16] and is now in agreement with the combined analysis of cosmological data [17, 18, 19]. Indeed, since we have sub-eV neutrinos in our sector, which within the SM acquire masses from dimension-5 interaction terms, then mirror (sterile) neutrino masses are of the same order. Mirror symmetry provides similar dimension-5 operators which give masses to mirror neutrinos and may yield mixing with neutrinos from our sector.

In this paper we revise positronium oscillations into its mirror twin. The paper is organized as follows. We start in Section 2 with the discussion of positronium oscillations in a vacuum. Further, in Section 3 we describe the relevant parameters of the proposed experiment [8] (Section 3.1), present the combined analysis of positronium scattering off the gas atoms (Section 3.2) and the cavity walls (Section 3.3), and take into account the interaction with electric and magnetic fields (Section 3.4). Numerical estimates are given for a particular setup of the proposed experiment [8]. Section 4 is devoted to the study of oscillations of the Rydberg (highly excited) positroniums. Section 5 contains conclusions and a discussion of open problems.

2 Warming-up task: orthopositronium oscillations in vacuum

We begin with a simplified picture of vacuum oscillations. Hereafter if not stated otherwise we consider a model with the Mirror World, where the mirror symmetry is exact: values of all mirror masses and mirror coupling constants coincide with those of the corresponding originals. Positronium couples to its mirror twin due to photon-paraphoton mixing emerging from the Abelian U(1)_Y -portal (1), L_{int} = ϵ 2 F^′_{μν} F^{μν} , (2)

where F_{μν} and F^′_{μν} are electromagnetic and paraelectromagnetic field strength tensors, respectively. Orthopositronium (oPs) can oscillate to its twin oPs^′ via virtual photon mixed with virtual paraphoton due to coupling (2). The corresponding transition matrix element reads ⟨oPs | L_{int} | oPs^′⟩ = 2πϵf ≡ δ 2 , (3)

where parameter f ≈ 8.7 × 10^4 MHz

is determined [20] by the one-photon annihilation diagram involving orthopositronium. Experimental constraints on mixing parameter ϵ have been recently reviewed in Ref. [10]. The first experimental limits on ϵ from oPs physics were discussed in Refs. [21, 22]. Searches for an invisible decay of orthopositronium have a rather long history [23, 24, 25]. Nonobservation of positronium disappearance oPs → invisible places a direct limit on the mixing parameter [26] ϵ < 1.55 × 10^{−7} .

The strongest indirect limit on ϵ in a model with exact mirror symmetry comes from cosmology [10], ϵ < 3 × 10^{−10} . (4)

It ensures that our and Mirror Worlds have never come to equilibrium in the early Universe; then with somewhat colder mirror plasma the mirror baryons serve as cold dark matter in the Universe. Remarkably, the limit (4) is not far from the estimate [27] ϵ √ ξ_O′ ≈ (7 ± 3) × 10^{−10} , (5)

required to explain the annual modulation signal, in direct dark matter searches performed by CoGeNT and DAMA experiments. Here ξ_O′ is a mass fraction of the mirror oxygen in dark matter particles. Strictly speaking, there is no overlap between the two ranges (5) and (4). The gap grows on account of the fact that observation of the matter distribution in the Bullet cluster (1E 0657-558) can be reconciled with the Mirror dark matter only if the largest fraction of dark matter particles are confined in compact macroscopic objects (mirror asteroids, stars, etc) [28]. Then, the dark matter particle flux should be lower than what was supposed in [27] and hence the required DAMA/CoGeNT signal interval of the mixing parameter is higher than (5). At the same time, the analyses of new data on primordial Nucleosynthesis [29] and cosmic microwave background anisotropy [30] suggest a somewhat higher rate of the Universe expansion which can be explained by a contribution of mirror matter. This relaxes the cosmological limit (4) to some extent.

In the nonsymmetric model, the cosmological bound is generally much weaker. For instance, let the only source of asymmetry be different values of the Higgs boson vacuum expectation values, ⟨H⟩ ≠ ⟨H^′⟩. Then in the hierarchical case ⟨H⟩ ≪ ⟨H^′⟩ one obtains [10]

ϵ < 3 × 10^{−9} × √ ⟨H^′⟩ ⟨H⟩ , from the succesfulness of the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis.

To summarize the limits discussed above, in what follows we adopt

ϵ = 1 × 10^{−9} (6)

as a reference number for numerical estimates. This particular value is of considerable interest, since it has been argued [31] that the DAMA/LIBRA periodic signal [32] and observations by CoGeNT [33] can be explained within the Mirror World model with a mixing of the order (6) by galactic mirror baryons, while other relevant experiments [34] were blind to this dark matter. In any case, if mirror matter plays the role of dark matter particles, the direct limit on mirror mixing should be of order (6). Moreover, it has been argued that studies of positronium in the proposed experiment [8] will be sensitive right up to the values of mixing parameter. Thus, for the first time the experiment enters into the phenomenologically interesting and cosmologically allowed region of the model parameter space.

For the reference mixing (6) the value of matrix element responsible for oPs ↔ oPs^′ oscillations (3) is δ ≈ 1090 s^{−1} ≈ 7.3 × 10^{−13} eV , (7) which is much lower than the rate of orthopositronium decay (mostly decay to three photons) [35, 36] (see Ref .[37] for more precise and recent theoretical calculations),

γ ≈ 7.040 × 10^6 s^{−1} ≈ 4.634 × 10^{−9} eV . (8)

Hereafter we work in the “flavor” basis: the evolution of the system oPs-oPs^′ in a vacuum can be described by the Schrödinger equation for the doublet wave function Ψ =

(ψ_{oPs} , ψ_{oPs}′ )^T, i dΨ dt = HΨ , (9)

where the Hamiltonian in the positronium rest frame accounts for the positronium and mirror positronium decays and their mutual oscillations, H = ( E − iγ/2 δ/2 δ/2 E − iγ/2 ) , (10)

where E is the kinetic energy of oPs and oPs^′. When solving Equation (9) for the wave function one obtains the probability to have mirror positronium instead of initial positronium by the elapsed time t, P (oPs → oPs^′) = e^{−γt} sin^2 tδ 2 . (11)

Mirror orthopositronium decays mainly into three mirror photons and the probability of oPs disappearance is given by [38]

Br (oPs → invisible) = γ ∫_∞ 0 P (oPs → oPs^′) dt = δ^2 2 1 γ^2 + δ^2 ≈ δ^2 2γ^2

, (12)

since δ ≪ γ, cf. Eqs. (7) and (8).

3 Realistic consideration

3.1 Realistic experimental setup

We proceed with the study of complications in the positronium description arisen in a real experiment. Indeed, the realistic case of positronium oscillations is much more involved. In our analysis we consider the general setup of experiments proposed in Ref. [39] and then further developed in Ref. [8] with more reliable estimates of the sensitivity to the mixing parameter.

In the experiment [8] oPs states will be formed in a thin nanoporous SiO_2 target placed on the bottom of the vacuum cavity (10 cm in diameter and 10 cm in height). After the formation a significant fraction of the oPs can escape inside the cavity and can become almost completely thermalized with the average temperature equal to the temperature of the target [35]. The cavity is surrounded by an almost hermetic 4π electromagnetic calorimeter to detect annihilation photons. The experimental signature of the oPs-oPs^′ oscillations is the absence of energy deposition in the calorimeter expected from the ordinary positronium decays. The typical residual gas pressure is above 10^{−5} Torr. There is an optional external electric field E ≲ 100 kV/cm and magnetic field B ≲ 10^3 G (exceptionally up to B ≲ 10^5 G).

Note that the experiment [8] can also be preformed, e.g., in the framework of the AEgIS project (Antihydrogen Experiment: Gravity, Interferometry, Spectroscopy) at CERN [40, 41]. The main goal of AEgIS experiment is a mass production of antihydrogen. In this experiment orthopositroniums are a source of slow positrons that recombined with antiprotons. There is a proposed technology of adopting Rydberg (highly excited) positroniums instead of the usual ground-level orthopositroniums: the former live longer and positroniums move slower inside. Thus, in the AEgIS experiment, not only ground states will by confined within the cavity, but also excited oPs with the Rydberg numbers n ≲ 30.

3.2 Oscillations in gas

Let us consider the role of positronium interaction with gas. Generally, the time-evolution of the system oPs-oPs^′ is described by density matrix

ρ (t) = ∫ d^3x ΨΨ^† = ∫ d^3x ( ψ_{oPs}ψ^∗_{oPs} ψ^∗_{oPs}ψ_{oPs}′ ψ_{oPs}ψ^∗_{oPs}′ ψ_{oPs}′ ψ^∗_{oPs}′ ) . (13)

The density matrix (13) solves the following equation [38] dρ dt = −iHρ + iρH^† + 2π n v ∫ d cos θ F (θ) ρ F^†(θ) , (14)

with the Hamiltonian, cf. (10), H = ( −^{2π}_k n v f(0) + E − i γ/2 δ/2 δ/2 E^′ − i γ^′/2 ) , (15)

where E and E^′ are the positronium and mirror positronium energies, γ and γ^′ are their widths^1, k refers to the value of the positronium 3-momentum, and v is the mean relative velocity between the positronium and gas molecules. The positronium scattering off gas is described by the matrix

F (θ) = ( f(θ) 0 0 0 ) , (16)

1Different notations for oPs and oPs^′ are used (E, E^′ for energies and γ, γ^′ for widths) because corresponding quantities can differ from one another in external electromagnetic field and for the case of broken mirror symmetry.

where θ is a scattering angle; in the cavity mirror positronium does not scatter off ordinary matter given the small mixing (6). The first term in the Hamiltonian (15) accounts for the presence of gas in the system, which changes the energy of the positronium state. There n stands for the number density of gas particles, so that the frequency of the positronium scatterings off gas w is determined by the cross section σ or (with help of the optical theorem) by the forward scattering amplitude f(0) as w ≡ σ n v = 4π k n v Imf(0) . (17)

In what follows, we resort to the case of slow scatterings, where the scattering amplitude does not actually depend on the scattering angle θ: i.e. scattering is saturated in s-wave. The real part of the scattering amplitude is positive^2 and by analogy with Eq. (17), can be conveniently parametrized as w_{Re} ≡ 4π k n v Ref(0) . (18) In this case the problem is solved analytically as follows. Once positronium is produced (at t = 0), the system is in the pure flavor state,

Ψ (0) = ( 1 0 ) , and hence ρ (0) = ( 1 0 0 0 ) . (19)

We parametrize the density matrix at arbitrary moment as ρ ≡ ( ρ_1 x + iy x − iy ρ_2 ) , (20)

then Eq. (14) yields dρ_1 dt = −γρ_1 − δy (21a) dρ_2 dt = δy − γ^′ρ_2 (21b) dy dt = δ 2 (ρ_1 − ρ_2) + (w_{Re} 2 − Δ ) x − 1 2 (γ + γ^′ + w) y (21c) dx dt = − 1 2 (γ + γ^′ + w) x + ( Δ − w_{Re} 2 ) y (21d)

where Δ ≡ E^′ − E.

2At large distances r positronium is attracted by an atom, i.e., it propagates in the negative potential U (r) < 0, hence in the Born approximation for nonrelativistic particles we obtain positive value for the amplitude (see, e.g. [42]), f ≈ −2m ∫_∞ 0 U(r)r^2dr > 0.

We are interested in the total probability for the orthopositronium to disappear, which under study reads Br (oPs → invisible) = ∫_∞ 0 ρ_2dt ∫_∞ 0 ρ_1dt + ∫_∞ 0 ρ_2dt

. (22)

One can integrate the system (21), with the initial condition (19), and introducing notations Y ≡ ∫_∞ 0 ydt , X ≡ ∫_∞ 0 xdt , P_i ≡ ∫_∞ 0 ρ_idt , i = 1, 2 , arrive at a linear system of algebraic equations: −γP_1 − δY = −1 δY − γ^′P_2 = 0 δ 2 (P_1 − P_2) + (w_{Re} 2 − Δ ) X − 1 2 (γ + γ^′ + w) Y = 0 − 1 2 (γ + γ^′ + w) X + ( Δ − w_{Re} 2 ) Y = 0

(23)

Then the oscillation probability (or probability to disappear) (22) is given by

Br (oPs → invisible) =

P_2 P_1 + P_2

. (24)

Let us introduce the following notations: Γ ≡ 1 2 (γ + γ^′ + w) , Δ_{Re} ≡ Δ − w_{Re}/2 . (25)

Taking into account the hierarchy δ ≪ Γ, the solution of the system (23) can be simplified and we obtain P_1 + P_2 =^1_γ ( 1 + O (_{δ3} Γ^3 )) and for the probability [38],

Br (oPs → invisible) = δ^2 2 Γ γ^′ 1 Γ^2 + Δ^2_{Re} ( 1 + O ( δ^2 Γ^2 )) . (26)

Note that in the “flavor” basis, the case of an exact mirror symmetry implies equal energies and widths of positronium and its twin in the absence of external electromagnetic fields, hence Δ = 0 and γ^′ = γ.

For the numerical estimate, we apply the obtained formula to a particular case of the experiment described in Section 3.1. Here the cavity is proposed to be filled with nitrogen N_2 at room temperature T_0, so that

k_BT_0 = 0.025 eV . (27)

The momentum transfer cross section of positronium on nitrogen was measured in Ref. [43] as follows: σ_m ≡ ∫ (1 − cos θ) dσ dΩ dΩ = (35 ± 8) × 10^{−16}cm^2 , (28) and remains almost constant with temperature varying at k_BT_0 < 0.3 eV. And if scattering amplitude does not depend on scattering angle we obtain for the total cross section after integrating over the angle variables σ ≡ ∫_{dσ} dΩ dΩ ≈ σ_m. In accordance with the feasible experimental setup [8] we assume that orthopositroniums are emitted from the target with a temperature of T_{oPs} ∼ T_0, close to the nitrogen temperature (27). Thus, the positronium average momentum is k = m_{oPs}v_{oPs} where positronium average velocity equals

v_{oPs} = √ 3k_BT_{oPs} m_{oPs}

= 8.1 × 10^6 cm s^{−1} × √ k_BT_{oPs} 0.025 eV

. (29)

In principle, there may be processes of pick-off annihilation and ortho-to-parapositronium conversion. But the corresponding probabilities are negligibly small (see, e.g. Ref. [44]) at the positronium energies and the gas pressures relevant for the class of experiments in question [8].

In what follows, we set T_{oPs} = T_0. One observes, that v_{oPs} is much higher than the velocity of nitrogen atoms, so one can replace v in Eq. (17) with v_{oPs} in order to estimate the collision frequency and, in particular, to check that for the cross section (28), the slow scattering approximation is valid indeed and the scattering amplitude does not depend on the scattering angle as we have assumed. For corresponding energies of colliding particles the cross section is mostly saturated by the real part of the amplitude, so |Re f(0)| ≈ √ σ/4π . The nitrogen pressure P_{N2} is related to the nitrogen number density n_{N2} by P_{N2} = n_{N2} k_BT_{N2} . Obviously, the presence of gas suppresses oscillations (see Eq. (26)), if its density is high enough for positronium to scatter off atoms at least once. This effect can be understood as the loss of coherence due to a different angular distribution of the positronium and its mirror twin after collision, which is encoded in Eq. (16) (see also Ref. [45] for discussion of similar effects). For the reference temperature (27) this implies a pressure P_{N2} of order 10^{−3} Torr or higher. We put all the formulas above into Eq. (26) with the reference value of the mixing parameter (6). When introducing dimensionless variables P ≡ P_{N2} / (10^{−3} Torr) and T ≡ k_B T_{N2} / (0.025 eV) we write for the invisible branching ratio

Br (oPs → invisible) = 1.2 × 10^{−8} × ( ϵ 10^{−9}

)_2 × 1 + 0.067 × P/T^{1/2} (1 + 0.067 × P/T^{1/2})^2 + (0.29 × P/T )^2 . (30)

This dependence can be used [21] to check against the possible systematics once the signal is found.

3.3 Oscillations in a finite volume

In a laboratory orthopositronium is trapped in a cavity. Then if positronium velocities are high enough to reach the walls before decay, the interaction with wall material modifies the (possible) oscillations into mirror positronium. The reason is simple: positronium interacts with walls, while its twin does not and if produced in a cavity flies away freely.

Let us use the instant approximation for the positronium interaction with a wall. Then, between the scatterings off the wall, the oscillations proceed as in an infinite volume case, but when positronium hits the wall, nondiagonal elements of the density matrix (13) nullify. The oscillations stop at this point, since the mirror positronium flies away, while the positronium gets reflected, and hence their wave functions get separated in space, and the coherence gets lost. This is the main observation.

To account for this instant decoherence properly, let us consider the oscillations of a stable positronium. Then, the evolution of the density matrix elements is described by the following equations: dρ_1 dt = −δy (31a) dρ_2 dt = δy (31b) dy dt = δ 2 (ρ_1 − ρ_2) (31c)

and x remains zero with initial condition (19), which is the pure positronium state.

It is convenient to introduce the variable s ≡ ρ_1 − ρ_2 and parametrize the time interval between i−1-th and i-th reflections as τ_i; the system starts to evolve at t = 0 being in the positronium state (19). Then before the first reflection the solution of the system (31) is

t < τ_1 : s = cos tδ , y = 1 2 sin tδ . At t = τ_1 we nullify y (τ_1) = 0, but the diagonal variable remains intact, s (τ_1) = cos τ_1δ. Then, the evolution of the system between the first and second reflections proceeds as follows,

τ_1 < t < τ_1 + τ_2 : s = cos τ_1δ cos (t − τ_1)δ , y = 1 2 cos τ_1δ sin (t − τ_1)δ .

It is straightforward to see that right after the n-th reflection the solution reads

s (τ_n) = n∏ k=1 cos τ_kδ , y (τ_n) = 0 .

When introducing the average time between reflections ⟨τ⟩ ≡ t n one finds that the positronium velocity (29) and the typical size L ∼ 10 cm of the detector volume are related as ⟨τ⟩ ≃ L/v_{oPs}. For the reference value of the oscillation rate (7), the average reflection rate obeys ⟨τ⟩δ ≪ 1 . Then we can use the exponential approximation to obtain the smooth solution

s ≈ exp (_n ∑ k=1 log ( 1 − (τ_kδ)^2 2 )) ≈ exp ( − δ^2n 2 1 n n∑ k=1 τ^2_k ) = exp ( − δ^2⟨τ^2⟩ 2⟨τ⟩ t ) (32)

Thus, collisions with walls result in the exponential suppression of oscillations.

One can mimic the suppression (32) by introducing an additional suppression to the Equation (31c), dy dt = δ 2 s − wy . (33) Then, at δ/w ≪ 1 one has s = exp ( − δ^2t w ) , and matching (32) is achieved with w = 2⟨τ⟩ ⟨τ^2⟩ . (34)

Thus, comparing (33) to (21c) one accounts for the collisions with walls by replacing (see (25)) Γ → Γ + w in the formula for oscillations (26).

To support our approach, let us consider a limiting case when the time intervals between the collisions with the walls are all equal, τ_{k+1} − τ_k ≡ τ, then ⟨τ^2⟩^{1/2} = ⟨τ⟩ = τ and one obtains for the oscillation probability

ρ_2 = 1 2 ( 1 − e^{− δ2 τ t2} ) ≈ 1 4 δ^2 τt. (35)

This result is in agreement with Refs. [46, 47] for the neutron-antineutron and neutron-mirror neutron systems where any neutron collides for many times. On the contrary, the obtained result deviates from a similar one in Ref. [8] where w = 1/⟨τ⟩ instead of (34), hence it is two times smaller. The origin of this term in the corresponding equations of Ref. [8] was not explained in that paper. One can obtain this answer with our method provided the random variable τ is distributed in accordance with the Poisson statistics, which we find unjustified when the positronium trajectories are reasonably tractable.

However, in general case, the wall collision rate is not a quantity which can be welldefined in any real experiment. For example, the authors of Ref. [8] argue that the number of collisions in the proposed experiment is of order unity, i.e. τγ ∼ 1. In this case, the gas pressure, the geometry of cavity, and the properties of the oPs source (like energy and angle distributions) become important and the wall collision rate becomes a largely uncertain quantity (e.g., it depends on the direction of positronium propagation, etc.).

To take into account all those effects and make accurate predictions for the probability of positronium disappearance, a numerical calculation should be performed. We apply the Monte-Carlo approach to simulate the evolution of the oPs-oPs^′ system in the following way. The density matrix is calculated numerically by solving Eq. (21) with initial conditions (19). We use the geometry of the positronium cavity described in Section 3.1. In our numerical simulations, we suppose that the positroniums in the initial state have isotropic nonrelativistic Maxwell velocity distribution with a temperature of T_{oPs} (equal to the temperature of gas), which is reasonably close to the realistic distribution observed in Ref. [35]. When collision with the wall takes place we change the density matrix in the following way ρ ≡ ( ρ_{11} ρ_{12} ρ_{21} ρ_{22} ) → ( ρ_{11} 0 0 0 ) , (36)

which corresponds to total disappearance of mirror positronium from the cavity. The decoherence due to gas collisions is already taken into account in Eq. (21). However, collisions with gas also change the direction of positronium motion. So, we simulate time intervals between the collisions according to its average value (17): the probability of the positronium experiencing an interaction in small time interval dt equals P_{int} = ρ_{11} ( 1 − e^{−wdt} ) . After the collision with a gas atom, the direction of the positronium velocity changes according to the isotropic distribution. We neglect small changes in the absolute velocity in the scattering off gas atoms. To get feeling of the influence of wall collision let us consider the same topology of experiment cavity as it is described in Section 3.1 but with different absolute size, i.e. we take vacuum cavity of L cm in diameter and L cm in height. In Fig. 1 we present the

Figure 1: The dependence of the branching ratio on the characteristic size of experiment cavity L at different values of gas pressure. We chose ϵ = 10^{−9}, k_BT_{oPs} = 0.025 eV.

branching ratio dependence on the characteristic size L of cavity where orthopositroniums decay.

The dependencies of the branching ratio of orthopositronium disappearance on gas temperature and gas pressure are presented in Fig. 2. To see clearly the effect of wall collisions we also plot the pressure dependencies obtained with Eq. (30) for comparison. Obviously, the cavity finite size effect as well as the gas effect are always in a reduction of positronium disappearance branching ratio: collisions prevent positronium from oscillations to its twin.

3.4 Oscillations in static electric and magnetic fields: Zeeman and Stark effects

It is well known that in an external static magnetic field B the state of orthopositronium with m = 0 mixes with parapositronium [48, 49] and these states show Zeeman shifts in

Figure 2: The dependence of the branching ratio of the positronium disappearance on gas (here is nitrogen) pressure (left panel) and gas temperature (right panel) with (points) and without (solid lines, Eq. (30)) wall collisions. The positronium temperature equals nitrogen temperature and we set ϵ = 10^{−9}. Note that Br(oPs → invisible) scales as ϵ^2.

their energies and decay rates^3

Δ_± = 1 2 ( −Δ_{HF S} ± √ Δ^2_{HF S} + (4μ_0B)^2 ) , (37)

Γ_± = 1 2 ( γ + γ_P ± (γ − γ_P ) Δ_{HF S} √ Δ^2_{HF S} + (4μ_0B)^2 ) , (38)

where Δ_{HF S} ≈ 8.4 × 10^{−4} eV is hyperfine energy splitting [50], γ_P ≈ 8.1 × 10^9 s^{−1} is parapositronium decay rate and μ_0 ≈ 5.79 × 10^{−5} eV/T is the Bohr magneton. Here the conditions γ, γ_P ≪ Δ_{HF S} were used and we neglected radiative corrections to gyromagnetic ratios of electron and positron.

If the magnetic field is strong, i.e. 4μ_0B ≫ Δ_{HF S} which corresponds to B ≫ 3.6 T, then Γ_± ≈^1_2 (γ + γ_P ) ≫ γ. Hence, the state of orthopositronium with m = 0 quickly decays and its contribution to oPs-oPs^′ oscillations is negligibly small. When the magnetic field is weak, 4μ_0B ≪ Δ_{HF S} , the shifts in the energy levels and decay rates read

Δ_+ ≈

(2μ_0B)^2 Δ_{HF S} , Δ_− ≈ −Δ_{HF S} − (2μ_0B)^2 Δ_{HF S} ,

Γ_+ ≈ [ 1 − ( 2μ_0B Δ_{HF S} )_2 ] γ + ( 2μ_0B Δ_{HF S} )_2

γ_P , Γ_− ≈ ( 2μ_0B Δ_{HF S} )_2 γ + [ 1 − ( 2μ_0B Δ_{HF S} )_2 ] γ_P . 3In the limit B → 0 the state “+” goes to the orthopositronium state while “−” to parapositronium.

Thus, when the weak magnetic field is applied the oPs state becomes a superposition of “+” and “−” states of which “−” decays quickly, while “+” is approximately m = 0 state of the orthopositronium which acquires shifts in its energy and decay rate. Numerically we estimate Δ_+ ≈ 2.5 × 10^6 s^{−1} × ( B 100 G

)_2 . (39)

The mixing between new state and the mirror twin of m = 0 state of the orthopositronium also gets corrections of order (μ_0B/Δ_{HF S} )^2 which can be neglected.

There is also the quadratic Zeeman effect in positronium [51]. The corresponding energy shift Δ_D = 2α^2a^3_0B^2 ≈ 10^4 s^{−1} × ( B 100 G

)_2

, (40)

where a_0 ≃ 0.1 nm is the Bohr radius, applies equally to all four spin states of the lowest energy and can be considerable for large magnetic field.

In an external static electric field E all three orthopositronium states get shifted equally due to the Stark effect [42],

Δ_S = − 1 2 α_0ϵ_0E^2 = −1.85 × 10^{−7} eV × ( E 100 kV/cm

)_2

≈ −2.8 · 10^8 s^{−1} × ( E 100 kV/cm

)_2 , (41) where α_0 =^9_2 4πa^3_0 determines polarizability of orthopositronium, and ϵ_0 refers to the free space permittivity. With a reasonable field strength available in a laboratory (in particular, in the AEgIS experiment), E ∼ 100 kV/cm, the energy splitting due to the Stark effect (41) can be considerable.

Let us summarize the effect of the external electromagnetic field. For large magnetic field, m = 0 state immediately decays and does not contribute to the oscillations. Hence, in case of unpolarized orthopositroniums this results in decreasing of total oscillation probability by a factor 2/3. This behavior gives a tool to check for possible systematics in the experiment, where magnetic fields as large as 10 T are available (as, in particular, in the experiment [8]), which is quite useful especially if evidence for the oscillations is found. In the weak magnetic and electric fields the m = 0 oPs state acquires total energy shift

Δ_0 = Δ_+ + Δ_D + Δ_S , (42)

and its decay width becomes γ_0 = Γ_+. The oPs states with m = ±1 get energy shift

Δ_1 = Δ_D + Δ_S , (43) while their decay rates remain intact.

Averaging the disappearance probability over states with different angular momentum components

Br (oPs → invisible) = ∫_∞ 0 ρ^{m=0}_2 dt + 2 ∫_∞ 0 ρ^{m=±1}_2 dt ∫_∞ 0 (ρ^{m=0}_1 + 2ρ^{m=±1}_1 + ρ^{m=0}_2 + 2ρ^{m=±1}_2 )dt

, (44)

one obtains

Br (oPs → invisible) = δ^2 2γ(1 + 2^{Γ+}_γ ) ( Γ_0 Δ^2_0 + Γ^2_0 + 2 Γ_+ γ Γ Δ^2_1 + Γ^2 ) , (45)

where Γ_0 =^1_2 (Γ_+ + γ + w).

The results for invisible branching ratio of the orthopositronium in the presence of electric and magnetic fields with different values of gas pressure are presented in Figures 3 and 4, respectively. Here we also include the effect of the wall collisions in the geometry described

Figure 3: The dependence of the branching ratio of the positronium disappearance on the external electric field E at different values of gas pressure. We chose ϵ = 10^{−9}, k_BT_{oPs} = 0.025 eV and the magnetic field B = 0.

in Section 3.1. We see that generically presence of an external electromagnetic field leads to

Figure 4: The dependence of the branching ratio of the positronium disappearance on the magnetic field B at different values of gas pressure. We chose ϵ = 10^{−9}, k_BT_{oPs} = 0.025 eV and the electric field E = 0.

decreasing of the oscillation rate and thus to deterioration of the sensitivity of experiment to the Mirror World physics. Some nontrivial dependence on the magnetic field stems from the fact that both Zeeman effect contributions to the energy splitting have the sign which is opposite to the contribution of the coherent scattering (15). As we have already mentioned the dependence on the external parameters like electric or magnetic fields can be used to get rid of systematic uncertainties or (in case of positive signal) to get evidence that the observed effect is due to the oscillation nature of positronium disappearance rather than direct decay into some invisible particles.

Let us note in passing, that in a model with broken mirror symmetry where the positronium and its mirror twin obtain mass splitting larger than orthopositronium width, oscillations are absent because of the loss of coherence, and the branching ratio of an invisible mode is strongly suppressed (see Eq. (26)),

Br (oPs → invisible) ≃ δ^2 2 Γ γ 1 Δ^2 . However, with magnetic field tuned to cancel this mass splitting by using the Zeeman effect, one still has a possibility of the Mirror World hunting via the positronium portal.

4 Rydberg states and models with vacuum mass splitting between twins

Let us proceed with discussion of oscillations of (highly) excited positronium with zero total momentum l = 0 and the large principal quantum number n. Its annihilation rate into photons to the leading order in QED coupling reads

Γ_{oPsn→3γ} = γ n + 1 2n^3

, (46)

thus numerically, Γ_{oPsn→3γ} ≃ 7 × 10^6 s^{−1} × n + 1 2n^3

. (47)

At large n it scales as ∝ n^{−2} and becomes much smaller than the decay rate of the orthopositronium ground state. Meanwhile, the fastest transition from the level ns is to the level 2p, in which the rate is Γ_{ns→2p} = 4 3 [ mα^2 4 ( 1 4 − 1 n^2 )]_3 × |d|^2 , (48)

where m is the electron mass, and the squared matrix element of the dipole moment [42] is given by |d|^2 = 4 m^2α

2^{15}n^9(n − 2)^{2n−6} 3(n + 2)^{2n+6} . At a large n it approaches |d|^2 ≈ 4 m^2α

2^{15} exp(−8) 3 n^3 , and thus the transition rate (48) asymptotes to Γ_{ns→2p} ≃ 2^7 3^2 · exp(8) α^5m n^3

≈ 7.5 × 10^7 s^{−1} × 1 n^3

. (49)

The estimates in (47) and (49) explain what happens to the Rydberg positroniums. Low excited levels of n < 20 decay into 2p state, which quickly (Γ_{2p→1s} = 3.1 × 10^8 s^{−1}) decays further into 1s, where finally positronium annihilates. At a larger n the direct annihilation of excited states dominates. Note that the matrix element of the positronium oscillation (3) also depends on n. The estimate of the total oscillation probability of the excited positronium follows from the formula in (12) upon rescaling δ → δ n + 1 2 n^3

, γ → Γ_{oPsn→3γ} = γ n + 1 2 n^3 . Hence, at large n the invisible decay branching ratio of the Rydberg positronium coincides with that of the ground state.

Note that for the model with small vacuum splitting between positronium and its twin one can think of oscillations between states of different principal numbers n and n^′. Then both E and E^′, and γ in two diagonal entries depend on these numbers and the formula for the disappearance branching ratio can be generalized to this case.

5 Conclusions and open problems

In this paper we have presented the complete analysis of orthopositronium oscillations into its twin within the Mirror World models. We took into account the relevant effects due to the possible scatterings off walls and gas atoms, and the influence of external electric and magnetic fields.

In a background-free case, the highest sensitivity to the mixing of a photon and paraphoton responsible for the oscillations in positronium sector, is achieved in the pure vacuum with an infinitely large experimental volume. At a given value of mixing parameter the invisible branching ratio of positronium (disappearing via oscillation to its twin, which subsequently decays into paraphotons) decreases when applying electric or magnetic fields, adding gas to the cavity and decreasing its size (or equivalently increasing positronium velocities). We have calculated this decrease as a function of the relevant physical parameters, which can be used to get rid of possible systematics in the experiment, if evidence of a positronium disappearance is found.

To perform numerical estimates, a computer code has been written, which allows us to account for a realistic geometry of the cavity, a realistic positronium spectrum (distribution over velocity), the details of scattering off the cavity walls and gas atoms, etc. To illustrate the code, the numerical results for the setup of positronium experiment [8] proposed within the AEgIS project have been presented. For the first time, the experiment will enter the phenomenologically interesting and cosmologically allowed region of the model parameter space. The code can be used for other setups and may be further improved by implementing more details of positronium interactions with gas, walls, and magnetic and electric fields. The properly completed modification can be used in simulations of events in a real experiment.

The presented numerical results for the experimental setup [8] can be improved with the account of high-velocity positroniums. Their presence in a small number seems to slightly diminish the sensitivity to the mixing parameter: faster scatterings off gas atoms and walls spoil oscillations to the Mirror World. A similar effect — decreasing sensitivity to invisible mode — is expected for a more accurate realistic treatment of positronium scatterings including induced positronium annihilation, small blind spots in the detector, etc. Thus, we propose our numerical estimates to be used to place an upper limit on the sensitivity of a given experiment in the mixing parameter.

For the first time, we analyzed oscillations of excited positroniums — Rydberg positroniums — into their similarly excited twins. In the vacuum the branching ratio of a high-level Rydberg positronium decay into nothing is the same as that of the ground state (at the same mixing). Rydberg positroniums will be available, e.g., in the AEgIS experiment and can be used for better control over possible systematics. They might be of some interest in the models with a slightly violated Mirror symmetry, resulting in a small mass shift between electron and its twin.

We thank P. Crivelli for correspondence and S. Gninenko for numerous valuable discussions. The work is supported in part by the grant of the President of the Russian Federation NS-5525.2010.2, by Russian Foundation for Basic Research grants 11-02-01528-a (D.G. and S.D.) and 11-02-92108-YAF a (D.G.), by the SCOPES grant (D.G.) and by the ”Dynasty” Foundation awarded by the Scientific board of ICPFM (A.T.).

References

[1] C. S. Wu, E. Ambler, R. W. Hayward, D. D. Hoppes, R. P. Hudson, Phys. Rev. 105 (1957) 1413.

[2] T. D. Lee, C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev. 104 (1956) 254.

[3] I. Kobzarev, L. Okun, I. Pomeranchuk, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 3 (1966) 837.

[4] R. Foot, H. Lew and R. R. Volkas, Phys. Lett. B272 (1991) 67.

[5] L. B. Okun, Phys. Usp. 50 (2007) 380 [arXiv:hep-ph/0606202].

[6] A. Y. Ignatiev and R. R. Volkas, Phys. Lett. B487 (2000) 294, [arXiv:hep-ph/0005238];

B. Patt and F. Wilczek, “Higgs-field portal into hidden sectors,” arXiv:hep-ph/0605188. [7] J. D. Wells, In *Kane, Gordon (ed.), Pierce, Aaron (ed.): Perspectives on LHC physics* 283-298. [arXiv:0803.1243 [hep-ph]]; E. E. Boos, S. V. Demidov, D. S. Gorbunov, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A26 (2011) 3201. [arXiv:1010.5373 [hep-ph]]; C. Englert, T. Plehn, D. Zerwas, P. M. Zerwas, Phys. Lett. B703 (2011) 298. [arXiv:1106.3097 [hep-ph]].

[8] P. Crivelli, A. Belov, U. Gendotti, S. Gninenko, A. Rubbia, JINST 5 (2010) P08001 [arXiv:1005.4802 [hep-ex]].

[9] S. I. Blinnikov, M. Khlopov, Sov. Astron. 27 (1983) 371-375.

[10] Z. Berezhiani, A. Lepidi, Phys. Lett. B681 (2009) 276. [arXiv:0810.1317 [hep-ph]]. [11] P. Ciarcelluti, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D19 (2010) 2151. [arXiv:1102.5530 [astro-ph.CO]]. [12] R. Barbieri, T. Gregoire and L. J. Hall, “Mirror World at the LHC”, [arXiv:hepph/0509242].

[13] H. Gies, J. Jaeckel, A. Ringwald Europhys. Lett. 76 (2006) 794, [hep-ph/0608238v1]. [14] S. L. Dubovsky, D. S. Gorbunov and G. I. Rubtsov, JETP Lett. 79 (2004) 1 [Pisma Zh.

Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 79 (2004) 3] [arXiv:hep-ph/0311189].

[15] S. Davidson, S. Hannestad, G. Raffelt, JHEP 0005 (2000) 003. [hep-ph/0001179]. [16] A. Aguilar et al., Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 112007; A.A. Aguilar-Arevalo et al., Phys.

Rev. Lett. 105 (2010) 181801.

[17] J. Hamann, S. Hannestad, G. G. Raffelt, I. Tamborra, Y. Y. Y. Wong, Phys. Rev. Lett.

105 (2010) 181301. [arXiv:1006.5276 [hep-ph]].

[18] E. Giusarma, M. Corsi, M. Archidiacono, R. de Putter, A. Melchiorri, O. Mena, S.

Pandolfi Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 115023, [arXiv:1102.4774 [hep-ph]]. [19] G. Mangano, P. D. Serpico, Phys. Lett. B701 (2011) 296-299. [arXiv:1103.1261 [astroph.CO]].

[20] S. L. Glashow, Phys. Lett. B167 (1986) 35.

[21] S. N. Gninenko, Phys. Lett. B 326 (1994) 317.

[22] R. Foot and S. N. Gninenko, Phys. Lett. B 480 (2000) 171, [arXiv:hep-ph/0003278]. [23] G. S. Atoian, S. N. Gninenko, V. I. Razin and Yu. V. Ryabov, Phys. Lett. B 220 (1989) 317.

[24] T. Mitsui, R. Fujimoto, Y. Ishisaki, Y. Ueda, Y. Yamazaki, S. Asai and S. Orito, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 2265.

[25] S. N. Gninenko, N. V. Krasnikov, V. A. Matveev and A. Rubbia, Phys. Part. Nucl. 37 (2006) 321.

[26] A. Badertscher, P. Crivelli, W. Fetscher, U. Gendotti, S. Gninenko, V. Postoev, A. Rubbia, V. Samoylenko et al., Phys. Rev. D75 (2007) 032004. [hep-ex/0609059].

[27] R. Foot, Phys. Lett. B703 (2011) 7 [arXiv:1106.2688 [hep-ph]]. [28] S. I. Blinnikov, Phys. Atom. Nucl. 73 (2010) 593 [arXiv:0904.3609 [astro-ph.CO]]. [29] Y. I. Izotov and T. X. Thuan, Astrophys. J. 710, L67 (2010) [arXiv:1001.4440 [astroph.CO]].

[30] E. Komatsu et al. [WMAP Collaboration], Cosmological Interpretation,” Astrophys. J.

Suppl. 192, 18 (2011) [arXiv:1001.4538 [astro-ph.CO]]. [31] R. Foot, Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 043529. [arXiv:0804.4518 [hep-ph]]. [32] R. Bernabei et al. [ DAMA Collaboration ], Eur. Phys. J. C56 (2008) 333 [arXiv:0804.2741 [astro-ph]].

[33] C. E. Aalseth et al. [ CoGeNT Collaboration ], Phys. Rev. Lett. 106 (2011) 131301.

[arXiv:1002.4703 [astro-ph.CO]]; C. E. Aalseth, P. S. Barbeau, J. Colaresi, J. I. Collar, J. Diaz Leon, J. E. Fast, N. Fields, T. W. Hossbach et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 107 (2011) 141301. [arXiv:1106.0650 [astro-ph.CO]].

[34] J. Angle et al. [ XENON Collaboration ], Phys. Rev. Lett. 100 (2008) 021303.

[arXiv:0706.0039 [astro-ph]]; E. Aprile et al. [ XENON100 Collaboration ], “Dark Matter Results from 100 Live Days of XENON100 Data,” [arXiv:1104.2549 [astro-ph.CO]];

J. Angle et al. [ XENON10 Collaboration ], Phys. Rev. Lett. 107 (2011) 051301. [arXiv:1104.3088 [astro-ph.CO]].

Z. Ahmed et al. [ CDMS Collaboration ], Phys. Rev. Lett. 102 (2009) 011301. [arXiv:0802.3530 [astro-ph]].

[35] R. S. Vallery, P. W. Zitzewitz and D. W. Gidley, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 203402. [36] O. Jinnouchi, S. Asai and T. Kobayashi, Phys. Lett. B 572 (2003) 117 [hep-ex/0308030]. [37] B. A. Kniehl, A. V. Kotikov and O. L. Veretin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101 (2008) 193401 [arXiv:0806.4927 [hep-ph]]. B. A. Kniehl, A. V. Kotikov and O. L. Veretin, Phys. Rev. A80 (2009) 052501.

[38] G. Feinberg and S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 123 (1961) 1439.

[39] A. Badertscher et al., Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 19 (2004) 3833 [arXiv:hep-ex/0311031]. [40] M. Doser [ AEGIS Collaboration ], J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 199 (2010) 012009. [41] http://aegis.web.cern.ch/aegis/home.html [42] L. D. Landau, E. M. Lifshitz, Vol. 3. Quantum Mechanics, Non-Relativistic Theory.

Third Edition, Pergamon, 1991.

[43] F. Saito, Y. Nagashima and T. Hyodo, J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 36 (2003) 4191. [44] V. I. Goldansky, Physical chemistry of positron and positronium, Nauka, Moscow, 1968 [45] R. A. Harris and L. Stodolsky, Phys. Lett. B 116 (1982) 464.

[46] B. O. Kerbikov, Phys. Atom. Nucl. 66 (2003) 2178 [Yad. Fiz. 66 (2003) 2228] [arXiv:hepph/0212293].

[47] B. Kerbikov and O. Lychkovskiy, Phys. Rev. C 77 (2008) 065504. [48] O. Halpern, Phys. Rev. 94 (1954) 904. [49] A. Rich, Rev. Mod. Phys. 53 (1981) 127.

[50] Y. Sasaki, A. Miyazaki, A. Ishida, T. Namba, S. Asai, T. Kobayashi, H. Saito, K. Tanaka et al., J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 225 (2010) 012045. [arXiv:1002.4567 [physics.atom-ph]].

[51] G. Feinberg, A. Rich, J. Sucher, Phys. Rev. A41 (1990) 3478.