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We address a method of limiting neutron-mirror neutron mixing (εnn′) by analyzing its effect on
neutron star (NS) heating. This method employs observational bounds on the surface temperature
of NSs to constrain εnn′ . It has been suggested that the bound obtained this way is so stringent that
it would exclude any discovery of n− n′ oscillation in the currently planned terrestrial experiments
at various laboratories. This conclusion motivated us to critically analyze this suggestion in more
detail. In this note, we point out a very interesting new effect present in nearly exact mirror models,
which can significantly affect this bound. The new element is that in nearly exact mirror models
there is the mirror analog of β decay, i.e. n′ → p′ + e′ + ν̄′e, which creates a cloud of mirror particles
n′, p′, e′, D′ and He′ inside the NS. The resulting e′ can “rob” the energy generated by the n→ n′

transition from the NS, via e − e′ scattering enabled by the presence of a (minute) millicharge in
mirror particles. Such a tiny millicharge on mirror particles is highly likely in these models. This
results in energy being emitted as unobserved mirror photons via fast mirror bremsstrahlung, whose
effect is to relax the stringent bounds on εnn′ .

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutron stars (NSs) and their violent supernova birth
events have played a special role in constraining physics
beyond the standard model (BSM) [1]. This is especially
true for BSM scenarios where new light particles such as
axions, majorons and light sterile neutrinos coupling to
standard model (SM) particles are present. Most con-
straints arise from energy loss arguments in the super-
nova explosion. Another type of signatures arises in a
class of BSM scenarios called mirror models, where the
heating of a NS becomes the source of constraints. We
focus here on this latter class of models.

The mirror models contain an identical duplicate of the
particles and forces of the SM, coexisting with it in the
same universe, but invisible to us since all its forces ex-
cept gravity are different from ours. These models were
proposed by Lee and Yang in their parity violation paper
in order to maintain parity as a good symmetry of nature
despite the maximal parity violation in observed weak in-
teractions [2–16]. Under parity the particles and forces
of the SM transform to those of the mirror SM, and the
cross-interactions between the particles in two sectors are
dictated by a priori unknown couplings, e.g. the kinetic
mixing of photon with the mirror photon [17, 18]. They
have been extensively studied in the past three decades,
in connection with dark matter (DM) possibly residing
in the mirror sector as well as sterile neutrinos being the
mirror partners of the familiar ones. In a special subclass
of these models, where the mirror symmetry is almost
exact, there arises the possibility of a highly degenerate
neutron-mirror neutron system, raising the possibility of
neutrons oscillating to mirror neutrons (n − n′ oscilla-
tion) [19].

In general, the Hamiltonian for the n− n′ system can

be written in the form of

H =

(
mn + ∆E εnn′

εnn′ mn′

)
, (1)

with mn and mn′ , respectively, the masses of n and n′,
εnn′ the parameter enabling n − n′ mixing. There are
generally two (small) parameters that are important for
the n−n′ transition, i.e. the off-diagonal mass parameter
εnn′ and the mass splitting δnn′ ≡ |mn′ − mn|. In ad-
dition, there is another parameter ∆E, denoting the en-
vironmental effects contributing to the mass splitting in
the matrix (1), which can arise for instance due to mirror
gas density or mirror magnetic fields. This parameter is
essentially an unknown parameter and introduces an in-
herent uncertainty into the conclusion about εnn′ derived
from an experiment. Thus from any laboratory search,
one can get a broad range of limits on εnn′ , depending on
assumptions about ∆E. This is the case for exact mirror
models.

On the other hand, if we take δnn′ 6= 0, a further pa-
rameter is introduced. This could happen in asymmetric
mirror models. If n− n′ transition is searched in a non-
zero magnetic field B, it could in principle compensate
the effect of δnn′ by the equivalent energy ∆E = µnB in-
duced by magnetic field, with µn being the neutron mag-
netic moment [20]. It is even possible that magnetic field
of a proper strength can resonantly enhance the n − n′
transition. But, again due to our lack of knowledge, we
will never know for sure about the mirror magnetic field.
Nevertheless, it is important to carry out the searches for
n − n′ oscillation in the hope that some such possibility
can occur and we will discover the n − n′ oscillation. A
discovery of n − n′ oscillation will, however, provide us
another input to determine εnn′ in a certain range.

Thus to summarize this part, if the n − n′ transition
exists with a time scale τnn′ ≡ 1/εnn′ at the order of ten
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seconds, it can be detected in a rather simple disappear-
ance n → n′ and/or regeneration n → n′ → n type ex-
periment with an intense beam of cold neutrons, provided
the mirror magnetic field is not too large [21–23]. The
current existing laboratory limits on n − n′ mixing are
from Refs. [24–33]. The experimental results are conven-
tionally presented in terms of the time scale τnn′ . In par-
ticular, the strongest limit among them is from Ref. [25],
which excludes the transition time scale τnn′ < 414 sec,
corresponding to the limit of εnn′ < 1.6×10−18 eV assum-
ing exact mirror models so that δnn′ = 0 and the effect
of the mirror magnetic field is somehow compensated or
suppressed. In other words, such a limit applies only to
the small splitting δnn′ < 10−14 eV and ∆E = 0 and be-
comes invalid for a larger ∆E. The combined results of
other experiments searching for n− n′ transitions at dif-
ferent magnetic fields still allow εnn′ as small as 3×10−17

eV in the range of mass splitting up to δnn′ ' 10−12 eV.
For larger splitting, the experimental limits sharply drop
(see Fig.7 in Ref. [29]): for say δnn′ > 10−13 eV, they al-
low εnn′ > 10−15 eV [19]. Some of these experiments have
observed anomalies up to 5σ, which could imply n − n′
oscillation with εnn′ = (1 ÷ 2) × 10−17 eV [24, 27–29].
Therefore, experiment was designed to test these anoma-
lies, which can exclude the value of εnn′ down to 5×10−18

eV for the range of δnn′ up to few times 10−11 eV [32].
The sensitivities can be further improved at the Euro-
pean Spallation Source [34] and other experiments [33].

Another result in neutron physics that motivates the
n−n′ search is the neutron lifetime anomaly. The lifetime
of neutron can be determined by observing the disappear-
ance of ultra-cold neutrons in magnetic traps [35–43], or
from the appearance of decay products (protons) in a
beam experiment [44–46]. However, there has been ten-
sion between the measured neutron lifetime in these two
methods, at the level of 4σ [47–49]. Such a discrepancy
can be explained by the n− n′ oscillation, in the param-
eter range of δnn′ > 3 × 10−7 eV and εnn′/δnn′ > 10−3

or so [50, 51]. Some regions of this parameter space have
been excluded by the limit from Ref. [33]. In fact, the
n−n′ mass splitting could be as large as δnn′ ' 1 MeV, in
which case the neutron lifetime anomaly can be tackled
via n→ n′ decay as in Ref. [19].

The n − n′ oscillation with small oscillation times,
in any case smaller than the neutron decay time of
roughly 880 sec, can have interesting astrophysical impli-
cations [52–54]. Since NSs are extremely rich in neutrons,
they are perfect laboratories for testing the implications
of n− n′ oscillations. The transition of an ordinary neu-
tron n to a mirror neutron n′ is followed by a drop of
the latter towards the NS center (under gravity). The
hole left will then be filled by another neutron n, and in
the process the NS will lose part of the mass and energy
will be liberated [55, 56]. If the process is fast enough,
it would lead eventually to a fully mixed star [57]. The
mass loss of a NS, whatever the reason for it is, can man-
ifest in many ways: for instance it can lead to changes
in the orbital period of a binary pulsar, regardless of the

mechanism by which mass loss occurs [58]. Using ob-
servational constraints on the rate of the binary periods
for several binary pulsars, upper bounds can be set on
the corresponding n − n′ mixing parameter εnn′ . The
limits on the period change in several pulsars led to an
upper limit of 10−13 eV on εnn′ , which is valid for mass
splitting δnn′ up to few MeV [59].1 Furthermore, the NS
arguments are independent of δnn′ , unless the mass split-
ting is very large and also the magnitude of the mirror
magnetic field, which makes the NS limits universal and
interesting.

More recently, it was noted that there can be another
drastic effect of n → n′ transition in a single pulsar as
well [55, 60]. It was well known that when a neutron
converts to a mirror neutron, the hole left by the dis-
appearing neutron is quickly filled by a neutron near its
Fermi level. In this process a considerable amount of en-
ergy can be released, which will affect the luminosity of
the NS. Taking the coldest NS, PSR J2144−3933 [61], it
was found that the n−n′ mixing parameter εnn′ <∼ 10−17

eV [55, 60]. This bound is valid for n−n′ mass difference
δnn′ up to 10 MeV [60]. However, the relation between
the n− n′ transformation and εnn′ is highly non-trivial,
depending on the nuclear model, the NS mass etc. In
Ref. [55], the limit on εnn′ is estimated from general ar-
guments (see more concise estimates in Ref. [62]), while in
Ref. [60] it was numerically calculated for one particular
equation of state, with a considerably large uncertainties
in the final result. Therefore, the limit of εnn′ <∼ 10−17 eV
can only be considered as an order of magnitude estimate,
within a factor of few. This bound is particularly impor-
tant, since currently planned terrestrial experiments are
sensitive to εnn′ at the level of 10−17 eV [24–33]. How-
ever, it has been pointed out in our previous paper that
there is a loophole in this argument [63], and the present
paper is an elaboration of this result.

It is well known that if the energy emitted from astro-
physical objects is even partially in the form of electro-
magnetic energy, then the expected signal and ensuing
bounds would be dramatically enhanced. The works of
Refs. [64–66] are a few examples among many related to
supernovae and NSs, and the NS conversion into mixed
star is no exception. Ref. [60] used the fact that the
heat generated in old, cold pulsars is emitted directly via
photons [67, 68]. This leads to a strong upper bound
on the rate Γn→n′ of neutron to mirror neutron conver-
sion, which translates to an upper bound on the mixing
parameter εnn′ ≤ 10−17 eV.

In this paper we critically analyze this by following the
evolution of the n′ generated in n − n′ transition a bit
longer. We use the fact that in almost exact mirror mod-
els, the mirror neutrons generated inside the NS β decay

1 If n′ is lighter than n, the n− n′ mass splitting can be at most
roughly few MeV from nuclear stability [19]. In less dense regions
of NSs, the matter induced splitting δnn′ can be less than 15
MeV, depending on equation of state.
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producing mirror electrons e′, mirror protons p′ and mir-
ror neutrinos ν̄′e. These mirror charged particles then
provide a competing cooling channel via the emission of
mirror photons, and reduce the photonic signal claimed
in Ref. [60], considerably relaxing the upper bounds on
εnn′ . While the strong gravity in the NS causes the mir-
ror particles to sink towards the center of the star, we
find that for a relatively wide acceptable range of interac-
tions between the ordinary and mirror sectors, mediated
by the millicharge of mirror particles, the nucleons and
electrons of the visible sector in this core region of the
NS can transfer their energy to the mirror particles. The
latter then emit this energy via mirror photons, which
do not interact with the ordinary nucleons and electrons
and can freely escape.

The plan of this paper is as follows: in Section II we
briefly recap the thermal state of the NS in the absence
of any mirror particles, and describe the first steps in
the slow n − n′ conversion. The following sections con-
tain the new result of the present work. We first show
in Section III that in the case of mn ' mn′ the β decay
n′ → p′+e′+ ν̄′e occurs in the NS. This is followed by the
fast electromagnetic capture process n′ + p′ → D′ + γ′

and the formation of other heavier nuclei X ′. Next in
Section IV we address the hydrostatics of the mirror
e′ − X ′ fluid, which is dominated by the stellar grav-
ity operating on the X ′s and the Fermi pressure of the
light e′s. We then describe in Section V the sort of “mini
white dwarf” formed inside the NS, and indicate how
the small milli-charge ε leads to dramatic cooling effects
of the star for non-negligible non-gravitational couplings
between the two sectors. Following that, in Section VI
we briefly comment on the possible impact of ultra cold
neutron stars (UCNSs) on a variety of new physical ef-
fects. In Section VII we note that searching for such
UCNS, as providing signatures for new BSM physics, is
not hampered by accretion of interstellar medium (ISM)
gas. We also comment on the apparent uniqueness of the
coldest pulsar PSR J2144−3933, which is used to derive
the strongest upper bounds on εnn′ . We summarize in
Section VIII. The details of the cross section for e − e′
scattering are given in Appendix A.

II. THE NEUTRON STAR PSR 2144-3933 AND
n− n′ CONVERSION RATE

We now review some of the basic information about
the pulsars given in Refs. [67, 68], which give a listing
of 55 different pulsars of various ages, magnetic fields,
surface temperatures and luminosities. Initially, shortly
after their birth, the NSs are relatively hot and they cool
down via volume emission of neutrino pairs. Eventually
its internal temperature Tint drops, and the neutrino lu-
minosity which scales as T 8

int becomes negligible. The
goal of Refs. [67, 68] was to understand the heat con-
duction and emission mechanism of such electromagnet-
ically emitting pulsars. At the time of observation, the

star may be still cooling off or, if some other sources of
energy exist, it may have settled into a thermal steady
state, with the thermal energy emitted as electromag-
netic radiation often as a black body radiation. Let us
apply this scenario to the pulsar PSR J2144−3933.

In a steady state, the black body luminosity (the power
radiated from the star surface) is given by the Stefan-
Boltzmann formula:

dW

dt
= LNS = 4πσSBR

2T 4
s , (2)

where σSB is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant, R is the ra-
dius of the NS, and its external surface temperature Ts is
maintained by the constant internal energy source. If we
have observational limits on the luminosity, this implies
upper bounds on the rate of internal heat production.

Finding stars with black body radiation would of
course not prove the scenario of n − n′ transition and
resulting mass reduction of NS, as it could reflect, for
example, the ongoing cooling of the initial hot star, ax-
ion conversion in the magnetic fields, accretion of DM,
accretion of ISM gas, or any other activity. However,
finding sufficiently cold pulsars, for which strong bounds
on their electromagnetic emissions are available, will pro-
vide independent upper bounds on every potential heat-
ing mechanism. The colder the pulsar considered, the
lower its luminosity is and the stronger is the resulting
bound.

In discussing constraints on the internal heat in a NS,
it is important to note the feature that there is a ∼100
meter thick nuclear “thermal blanket” just under the sur-
face [69]. It causes the internal temperature, which is
almost uniform over the NS, to drop dramatically by a
factor of ∼100 as we move out from the inside across
the blanket towards the surface. The estimated upper
bound on surface temperature Ts ∼ 42000 K of the cold-
est pulsar PSR J2144−3933 [61] would then corresponds
to Tint ∼ 4.2× 106 K ' 0.35 keV. This internal temper-
ature would play an important role in obtaining upper
bounds on any heat generating mechanism.

If the n → n′ processes were the only source of heat
supply, then in a steady state the overall n−n′ transition
rate would be given by

dNn′

dt
=
LNS

∆E
, (3)

where ∆E is the energy initially gained by ordinary
nucleons in each n → n′ transition. In degener-
ate neutron matter, the Fermi momentum is about
(nN/0.15 fm−3)1/3 × (300 MeV), with nN the nucleon
number density (N = p, n is nucleon in the star). It is ex-
pected that only a small fraction of neutrons close to the
Fermi surface can take part in the n→ n′ transition, and
the mirror neutron n′ takes away a sizable fraction of the
total momentum of nucleons in the process nN → n′N .
To be concrete, we take explicitly ∆E = 30 MeV for the
calculations below. However, one should note that, this
is only an order of magnitude estimate, and the factors
of few can make a difference (see e.g. Ref. [55]).
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For PSR J2144−3933, taking R = 12 km, the luminos-
ity inferred from Eq (2)

LNS ' 3× 1027 erg/sec (4)

then translates into the rate of generating new mirror
neutrons:

dNn′

dt
∼ 0.5× 1032

(
Ts

42000 K

)4

sec−1 (5)

Some pulsars in the sample of Refs. [67, 68] have temper-
atures up to 100 times higher yielding dNn′/dt ∼ 1040

sec−1, and were also used to bound high εnn′ values.
Returning to our oldest PSR J2144−3933, we find from
Eq. (5) that during its long lifetime of 330 million years
about

Nn′ ∼ 1048 (6)

neutrons would convert into mirror neutrons. This com-
prises a tiny Nn′/Nn ∼ 10−9 fraction of the total nucleon
number in the star, with no change of the gravity fields
and of the local density profile of the ordinary NS.

Backtracking a bit, we recall the basic energetics of the
n→ n′ transitions inside the NS. This underlies their ro-
bustness and that of the resulting upper bounds on εnn′

of the n−n′ mass difference. Unlike the much earlier sug-
gested n − n̄ oscillations [70–72], the n − n′ transitions
cannot happen in nuclei, as such transitions will lower
their energy by the n′ binding of ∼ 8 MeV. In the NS,
however, nuclear binding effects are secondary to grav-
ity. The newly born n′ escapes from its original location
carrying along its initial ∼ 30 MeV Fermi energy, yet the
strong gravity prevents it from escaping the NS.

Neighboring neutrons rush into the “hole” formed, and
the work done in the process is

dW = p(r)dV , (7)

where p(r) is the local pressure, and dV ∼ fm3 is the
volume of the hole. The work indicated in the equation
above is also ∼ 30 MeV on average and becomes “heat”,
namely kinetic energy of these nucleons. These nucleons
collide with neighboring neutrons with density nN ∼ 1039

cm−3, and very quickly settle into the spatially and tem-
porally fixed internal temperature Tint (∼ 0.35 keV).

Finally we note that only the kT/EF fraction of nu-
cleons and electrons in the high energy tail of the de-
generate Fermi-Dirac energy distribution are not Pauli
blocked and can be excited (or de-excited) to higher (or
lower) empty energy states, reducing by kT/EF the spe-
cific heat and the heat content Q∗ of the NS. It is then
given by

Q∗ =
Nn(kT )2

EF
. (8)

Upon using kT ∼ 0.35 keV appropriate to PSR
J2144−3933, and EF = 30 MeV (so that kT/EF ∼

10−5), and the total number of nucleons in the star
Nn ∼ 2× 1057, we find

Q∗ ∼ 1052 keV . (9)

The fact that only the kT/EF fraction of these end point
“active” electrons will partake in electron scattering or
any other dynamic processes, will play an important role
in the following calculations.

III. n′ DECAY AND THE e′ −X ′ FLUID

In this section, we argue that: (i) the assumption of
high degree of degeneracy between the n and n′, supple-
mented by the assumption that n′, like the neutron, is
made of three mirror quarks u′d′d′; (ii) mirror quarks
have strong, weak and electromagnetic gauge interac-
tions, which are similar to those in the ordinary sector.
This will imply that

• The mirror gauge couplings as well as the mirror
quark masses are almost equal to the corresponding
SM values, with a high degree of precision.

• The existence of (ν′, e′), with the mirror electron
mass me′ also nearly equal to the electron mass
me.

• The p′ mass must be below the n′ mass.

• Since me′ ' me with very high precision, if the ν′e
mass is small, there will be n′ beta decay like the
familiar neutron with the same rate.

To elaborate a bit on this argument: clearly if the
quark and mirror quark masses were different, we would
not expect the n and n′ masses to be so nearly equal.
Similarly, if the gauge couplings of the various ordinary
and mirror quarks were not nearly equal, the n and n′

masses should receive contributions from color and mir-
ror color couplings αc and α′c (or the corresponding QCD
scales ΛQCD and Λ′QCD), which would upset the required
high degree of degeneracy. This then suggests that the
proton and its mirror partner p′ will also be highly de-
generate. Similarly, the matching of electromagnetic self
energy, i.e.

∆mEM ∼ αΛQCD ∼ MeV , (10)

forces a highly precise equality of charge and mirror
charge, where ∆mEM stands for the electromagnetic en-
ergy of the quarks, and α is he fine-structure constant.

To avoid a mirror photon mass mγ′ from affecting the
mirror electromagnetic self energy above, we need a strict
upper bound on the mass of the mirror photon:

mγ′ ≤
√

4πα−1δnn′ΛQCD ∼ 10−3 eV . (11)

For simplicity we adopt a massless mirror photon, leading
to the milli-charged scenario [73, 74]. In this scenario the
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massless photons organize so as to have one coupled ex-
clusively to the ordinary leptons and quarks. The mirror
charged fermions couple mainly to the mirror photon, but
carry an ordinary “millicharge” εe, with e denoting the
electron’s charge. The weak radiative corrections imply
equality of masses and couplings of ordinary and mirror
gauge bosons.

We note parenthetically that putting mn ' mn′ with
all these assumptions together essentially implies an al-
most exact mirror model. There is, however, one more
caveat that we have to address. In exact mirror mod-
els, there are three extra light neutrinos and the mirror
photon. To bring about consistency between three extra
neutrinos and an extra photon contributing to the energy
density in the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) epoch of
the universe with the Planck data [75], we require that
there be asymmetric inflation implemented [76]. This
will remove the above BBN problem by lowering the re-
heating temperature in the mirror sector by a factor of
three. This will then dilute the impact of the extra mirror
neutrinos and the mirror photon on BBN, thus restoring
consistency. Since asymmetric inflation changes the dy-
namics of the mirror sector compared to the visible sec-
tor, this has the impact on particle physics parameters of
the model such as δnn′ . It has been shown that this mir-
ror symmetry breaking effect can be made very mild and
compatible with mn ' mn′ in a suitably chosen inflation
model [77, 78].

The β decay of n′ proceeds in the same manner as just
stated, and will have the same rate of ∼ (880 sec)−1 as
ordinary neutron decay in vacuum, so long as the Fermi
energy of the electron is much smaller than the Q value
of 0.7 MeV of the β decay. If there is a mirror weak
interaction similar to the familiar weak interaction, the
β′ decay is [55, 62]

n′ → p′ + e′ + ν̄′e . (12)

The only caveat could be that the ν̄′e could be heavier
without affecting the n − n′ mass degeneracy. The new
process is depicted schematically in Fig. 1. The p′s, like
the n′s, are gravitationally bound to the NS, and local
mirror charge neutrality forces ne′(r) = np′(r) at all r <
R. The mirror neutrons and mirror protons slow down
and form mirror deuterons D′, since the process

p′ + n′ → D′ + γ′ , (13)

is faster than the inverse beta decay e′+p′ → n′+ν′. As
in the Sun and other lighter ordinary stars, the following
nuclear fusion will be dominated by the mirror proton-
proton chain [79]. For instance, the mirror deuteron
D′ will undergo further fusion with p′ to form 3

2He′,
and two 3

2He′ will generate 4
2He′ while releasing two p′

and some energy. In such processes, a small fraction
of 7

3Li′ and 7
4Be′ may also be generated. However, no

matter what nuclear processes happen in the mirror sec-
tor, charge neutrality holds locally inside the mirror star,
i.e. ne′(r) =

∑
X′ Z ′n′(A

′

Z′X ′, r), with n′(A
′

Z′X ′, r) the

number density of the mirror nucleus X ′ with Z ′ p′ and
(A′ − Z ′) n′ as function of radius r.

IV. THE PROFILE OF ne′

In this section we write down the equations governing
the hydrostatic structure of the e′−X ′ sphere, and then
solve them. The mirror electrons e′ and mirror nuclei
X ′ constitute a fluid that is supported against the grav-
ity of the ordinary NS by degenerate pressure, which is
dominated by that of the e′. The mass density of the
fluid is dominated by the mirror nuclei X ′. For simplic-
ity we assume in this section the nuclei in the mirror star
are mostly 4

2He′. Then charge neutrality requires that
ne′(r) ' 2n4

2He′(r). Since the number density of 4
2He′ is

half of that of D′, the number of e′ will not change and
the mass density will be the same as the case of e′ −D′
fluid.

The e′ pressure for a given Fermi momentum pF is

Pe′ =
8π

3me′ h̄
3

∫ pF

0

dp
p4√

1 + (p/me′c)2
, (14)

and the hydrostatic equation is

∂

∂r
Pe′(r) = −ρ(r)g(r) , (15)

where the mass density ρ(r) ' ne′(r)m4
2He′/2. For the

small radii considered, the gravitational acceleration can
be approximated by

g(r) =
GNM(r)

r2
=

4π

3
GNρ0r , (16)

where GN is the Newtonian constant of gravitation, ρ0 =
1015 gr cm−3 is the center mass density of the NS. For r <
2 km the density is almost a constant. Moreover, for such
small radii, the general relativistic modifications of the
hydrostatic equation are very small (a relative correction
of ∼ 10−3). As we shall see, this enables an analytic
solution of the hydrostatic equation.

We thus obtain

8π

3me′ h̄
3

p4F√
1 + (pF /me′c)2

∂

∂r
pF (r)

=−2π

3
GNρ0m4

2He′ne′(r)r . (17)

Substituting in

ne′(r) =
8π

3

(
pF (r)

h̄

)3

, (18)

and introducing the dimensionless parameter XF ≡
pF /me′c, we can obtain a very simple equation for XF :

XF√
1 +X2

F

d

dr
XF (r) = −

2πGNρ0m4
2He′

3me′c2
r = − r

r20
,(19)
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D′ γ′
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1 n→ n′ transition

2 decay n′ → p′ + e′ + ν̄′

& p′ + n′ → D′ + γ′
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e′ e′

e′ e′
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e e

e′ e′

4

5

6

mirror star

FIG. 1. A schematic depiction of what happens after the n−n′ transition takes place in a NS. The formation of heavier nuclei
such as 4

2He′ is not shown in this figure, which will not affect the main results in this paper. In the right panel we zoom in the
“mirror star” region in the left panel.

with

r0 =

√
3me′c2

2πGNρ0m4
2He′

' 0.296 km . (20)

The solution is√
1 +X2

F (0)−
√

1 +X2
F (r) =

r2

2r20
, (21)

leading to

XF (r) =

[(√
X2
F (0) + 1− r2

2r20

)2

− 1

]1/2
. (22)

Then from Eq. (18), we can obtain the solution for
ne′(r):

ne′(r) =
8π

3m3
e′c

3h̄3

[(√
X2
F (0) + 1− r2

2r20

)2

− 1

]3/2
.

(23)

The number of the e′ up to the radius r is

Ne′(r) =

∫ r

0

4πne′(x)x2dx . (24)

The fluid is confined inside a sphere with radius Rc so
that ne′(Rc) = 0. Once XF (0) is given, Rc, ne′(r) and
the total number Ne′ ' 2N4

2He′ are determined by pure
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FIG. 2. ne′ as function of r.

numbers and fundamental constants. This resembles the
case of the Chandrasekhar mass. In order to find the
value of XF (0), we solve the structure equation iterating
the value of XF (0) until the constraintNe′(Rc) = 5×1047

is satisfied, so that the total number Ne′ ' 2N4
2He′ is

half of the total n′ generated. We obtain XF (0) = 8.9,
implying EF (0) = 4 MeV and Rc = 1.18 km. The mirror
electron density ne′ as function of r is shown in Fig. 2.
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V. ENERGY DRAIN TO THE MIRROR FLUID
AND NEUTRON STAR COOLING

Finally we are ready to face the central question of
this work: Can the X ′s, e′s and γ′ provide a fast cool-
ing route for the oldest and coldest NSs, quenching the
photonic signals and evading the resulting strict bounds
on εnn′? Having even a tiny fraction of weakly inter-
acting particles inside a star can dramatically modify its
thermal properties. Recall, for example, that the hypo-
thetical ∼ 5 GeV DM particles collecting inside the sun
over its age to 10−12 level can cool the solar core and
was considered as a resolution of the early solar neutrino
anomaly [80, 81]. The value of the solar luminosity has
been recently used to bound a possible interaction be-
tween mirror DM and the ordinary solar matter [82]. In
a similar manner, we argue that the additional 10−9 frac-
tion of mirror particles can strongly affect the cooling of
old NSs. This is also suggested by having the energy gen-
erated matching the production of the n′ and ensuing p′

and e′ mirror particles.

Let us first recap the steady state picture envisioned
in deriving the strict bound by using the electromagnetic
luminosity L = dW/dt of the NS. A key point is that the
rate of n → n′ transition is constant and independent
of any thermal or other variations (except for stopping
when the mixed star forms, which happens after many
Hubble times for the small values of εnn′ considered).
The ∼ 50% of the heat generated which resides in the
SM component is then radiated via a fixed black body
luminosity [60]. Having all the mirror particles segre-
gated in a “core region” comprising ∼ 0.1% of the star
volume would have seemed to minimize their ability to
intercept and impede ordinary heat emission and photon
radiation from the mirror free, large outer region. This,
in turn, would have suggested only minor luminosity re-
duction and no relaxing of the bounds on εnn′ . However,
a more careful scrutiny shows that this simplistic argu-
ment is misleading.

The energy emission from the core will be dominated
by the radiation of mirror photons, while the heat is con-
tinuously transferred from the normal sector to the mir-
ror sector by scatterings of the normal and mirror elec-
trons in the core region. For sufficiently large millicharge
ε, the heat emission rate from the mirror particles may
overtake the normal emission rate from the external sur-
face by an appreciable factor. The ordinary photonic en-
ergy may then account only for a small part of the energy
generated inside the star. Furthermore, the cumulative
effect of this over most of the stellar history will reduce its
heat content and push the internal and external surface
temperatures to zero, quenching the photonic emission
and destroying the steady state model envisioned.

Thanks to the mutual mirror electromagnetic scatter-
ing of the mirror particles inside the core region and at-
tendant emission of the fast escaping mirror photons, the
time required for their cooling off and equilibrating at a
temperature T ′ is very short on typical thermal timescale

of tthermal = W ∗/(dW/dt), where W ∗ = Q∗ is the total
heat content of the star. Using Eqs. (4) and (8) we find
tthermal ∼ 3× 1015 sec, which happens to be close to the
age of the star.

Since the emission of heat from the mirror sector is
much faster than heat transfer between the sectors, any
amount of heat in the mirror sector will be emitted rather
than go back to the normal sector, which also implies that

T ′ ≤ T . (25)

To avoid detailed discussion at the particle scattering
level, we first view the core region as a black body for
the mirror photons with temperature T ′, as indeed it ab-
sorbs any such photon falling on it . The surface of area
4πR2

c of the inner ”core region” serves effectively as an
additional boundary, through which the heat in the nor-
mal component of the surrounding star can be emitted.
The mirror electrons in the core will then radiate their
heat content to the outside with the rate of black body
luminosity:

L′ = 4πσSBR
2
cT
′4 . (26)

Relative to the internal core region surface 4πR2
c , the

stellar surface is larger – by roughly a factor of 100. How-
ever the thermal blanket makes the internal temperature
about hundred-fold bigger than the surface temperature.
Thanks to the possibility that T

′4 ≥ 108T 4
s , even if we

keep T ′ < T to make e→ e′ energy transfers more than
the reverse transfer, we can still, in principle, have the
rate of mirror photon emission almost six orders of mag-
nitude bigger than that of the ordinary photons, so long
as Rc ≥ 1 km.

However, to verify that this indeed happens, we need
to check how many e − e′ collisions occur per second
(which we denote by Ṅcol) between the Ne(r < Rc) ∼
1038R3

c cm−3 electrons in the core region and the Ne′ ∼
5× 1047 mirror electrons. If the total energy transferred
per second via these collisions from the ordinary to mirror
electrons much exceeds the stellar luminosity, namely the
inequality

Ṅcol∆E ∼ Ṅcol∆T � LNS ∼ 2× 1036 keV sec−1(27)

holds, then the mirror luminosity dominates and the sce-
nario envisioned in deriving the strict upper bounds on
εnn′ becomes inoperative. On the other hand, if the in-
equality in Eq (27) is (strongly) reversed, then the above
scenario involving the β decay of the mirror neutron will
be irrelevant.

For the average energy transfer of ∆T ∼ 0.35 keV,
Eq. (27) becomes Ṅcol ≥ 1037 sec−1. Each electron and
also each mirror electron move with the speed of light c.
Then we can express Ṅcal with energy transfer of ∼0.35
keV in a manner, which is symmetric between the ordi-
nary and mirror sectors:

Ṅcal =
cff ′Ne(r < Rc)Ne′σee′

(4π/3)R3
c

, (28)
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where f = kT/EF ∼ 10−5 and f ′ = kT ′/E′F ∼ 10−4 are
the fractions of the “active” electrons and mirror elec-
trons, respectively. For Rc = 1.2 km, collecting all these
factors, the condition Ṅc � 1037 sec−1 translates into
the following requirement on the e − e′ scattering cross
section:

σee′ ' ε2σee � 10−50 cm2 , (29)

where σee is the standard Rutherford scattering cross sec-
tion of electrons in the same kinematic configuration. For
the formula for σee′ , see Appendix A. The important ab-
sence of the u-channel diagram in the calculation of e−e′
scattering and some analogue processes have been em-
phasized by Ref. [83]. Including only the Feynman dia-
gram for the t-channel photon exchange, the cross section
σee′ is calculated by having the relativistic e and e′ with
energies EF ' 10E′F ' 35 MeV collide at random rela-
tive direction in the laboratory frame and transferring an
energy of T ∼ 0.35 keV between them. Using a plasmon
mass as the cutoff, we estimate this cross section to be
σee′ ' 4πα2ε2/EFT ' 10−23ε2 cm2 (see Appendix A for
details), which leaves us with the rather weak, easy to
satisfy requirement

ε2 � 10−27 . (30)

There are laboratory limits on the mixing parame-
ter from positronium decays, which result in ε < 5 ×
10−8 [84]. The cosmological bounds from the BBN are
yet stronger: for the case of exact mirror parity, the limit
is ε < 3 × 10−10, for the case of asymmetric mirror sec-
tor, the limit can be much weaker [85]. This still leaves
enough margin for satisfying Eq. (30). The strongest up-
per bound ε ≤ 10−12 [86] do not apply here, as in mirror
models the DM is made of neutral objects such as the
composite mirror Hydrogen, deuteron or Helium. Inter-
estingly, these limits remain in the range of interest for
a direct detection of mirror nuclei as DM via Rutherford
scattering mediated by this kinetic mixing [87]. A full list
of the laboratory, astrophysical and cosmological limits
and future prospects on mirror photon mass and its ki-
netic mixing with the SM photon can be found e.g. in
Ref. [88]. The parameter space of 10−27 <∼ ε2 <∼ 10−19

of interest in this paper can be probed by ALPHA [89],
BREAD [90], DARK E-field [91], LAMPOST [92], MAD-
MAX [89] and SuperCDMS [93].

VI. COMMENTS

Here are some comments:

1. This alternative dominant channel of energy emis-
sion via an unobserved hidden channel undermines
the ability to put upper bounds on the n→ n′ tran-
sition rate. Even assuming that this is the only
source of internal energy, it evades the strict up-
per bounds on εnn′ claimed. The energy transfer
happens for a wide range of ε, which are definitely

allowed and possibly even favored within mirror
models. Furthermore, this motivates the fascinat-
ing transition of NS to a mixed normal-mirror NS
in the first place.

Even though the photonic cooling of UCNS is not a
reliable way to set bound on the n→ n′ transition
rate for the case of near exact mirror symmetry
and slow n → n′ transition, there are situations
when it works: e.g. (i) we could have a near exact
mirror symmetry but the millicharge of the mirror
fermions ε <∼ 10−13 or, (ii) an asymmetric mirror
model with mp′ ≥ mn′ where n′ is the DM of the
universe, so that β decay of mirror neutron is for-
bidden. It can also work in other dark baryon con-
texts, such as those suggested in connection with
the neutron lifetime anomaly [94].

2. Actually one can compare the energy loss of NSs
due to the energy transition mechanism in this pa-
per with that due to radiation of photons. If the
former is comparable to the latter, or a few time
larger, the NS limit on the n − n′ mixing parame-
ter εnn′ will also be weakened, at least to some ex-
tent. However, the NS limits in such scenarios will
depends on how much energy is transferred to the
mirror sector, which goes beyond the main scope of
this paper.

3. An advantage of the heating up argument as com-
pared with the orbital period stability method [59]
is that: in principle in the former one can use all
pulsars, whereas for the other one using orbital pe-
riod data requires binary pulsars [58, 59].

4. Unfortunately, unlike the misquote in Ref. [60], the
spinning period changes of single pulsars – which,
as part of the ambitious nano-gravity project, have
been determined in many cases with stunning ac-
curacy – cannot be used, as it is affected by rela-
tively large and incalculable changes due to mag-
netic braking etc. This is the reason why binary
pulsars were used in Refs. [58, 59].

5. As PSR J2144−3933 used in Ref. [60] seems to be
a unique outlier in many respects, one should re-
serve judgement until more UCNSs of the same or
lower temperature/luminosity are discovered. The
feature that most clearly distinguishes it from the
other 55 pulsars included in Ref. [67] is the lumi-
nosity, which is a factor of 30 lower than that of
the next low luminosity quartet of pulsars shown
in Fig 1. of Ref. [60]. Also its spin period of 8.5
seconds, the longest among observed radio pulsars,
combined with a small magnetic field, make it a
very weak pulsar. Indeed we happen to see it just
because it is relatively close. It is also worth men-
tioning that, with three other pulsars, it was not
included in the tables and figures of the exhaustive
reviews of Refs. [67, 68], as these pulsars do not con-
tribute to the understanding of the heat conduction
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and cooling mechanism of old cool pulsars. Finally,
the pulsar PSR J2144−3933 is also rather unique
in terms of its orbital parameters, which were stud-
ied using very high precision observations [61, 95].
The tangential velocity components in and out of
the plane of the galaxy are large, suggesting that
along almost all its trajectory it is at much larger
distances, where finding its temperature and lumi-
nosity would be impractical. Since we do not ex-
pect any correlations between the orbital and ther-
mal parameters, it would then suggest that many
more nearby pulsars are just as cold or colder.

6. The energy transfer mechanism in this paper can be
applied equally to other NSs, e.g. those in Ref. [67]
although the surface temperatures of these stars
are higher and the luminosities are larger than PSR
J2144−3933. However, the limits of these stars on
εnn′ is to some extent weaker than that from PSR
J2144−3933, the relaxation of these limits due to
the emission of γ′ will depend on the stellar sizes,
temperatures etc. More generally, the transfer
mechanism may also cause faster cooling of younger
neutron stars, thus affecting significantly the emis-
sion of neutrino pairs or gravitational waves. Then
this mechanism can be constrained by the corre-
sponding astrophysical observations. However, this
is beyond the main scope of this paper.

We close this section with the following comments: it
is clear that a milli-charge portal connection between the
ordinary and mirror sectors is important for our conclu-
sion, and if there is no such connection, the strict bounds
on εnn′ derived in Ref. [60] will be valid. Even so, there is
the question as to whether on the basis of a single UCNS
the PSR J2144−3933 one should give up on the efforts to
measure εnn′ as small as 10−17 eV. We believe not, until
more similar NSs are discovered.

VII. ROLE OF ACCRETION

We now consider the effect of accretion on the NS lumi-
nosity. Using the heating of UCNS to detect dissipative
DM has been suggested by many authors. A key point is
the accretion of mutually non-interacting DM particles,
where the gravitational focusing is controlled by angu-
lar momentum conservation along the trajectory of each
particle, and the accretion radius is:

Ra =
vesc
v∞

R = κvR , (31)

where vesc ∼ 0.4c is the escape velocity from the NS,
v∞ ∼ vvirial ∼ 10−3c is the much smaller velocity at in-
finity of the particles, and κv = vesc/v∞. On the other
hand, when the particles accreted are strongly mutually
interacting and in particular also dissipative, then angu-
lar momentum is not conserved and only energetics can

be used. The star then accretes from distances up to the
Bondi-Hoyle-Lyttleton (BHL) accretion radius

RBHL ∼
v2esc
v2∞

R = κ2vR , (32)

and the corresponding effective areas are κ2v ∼ 105 times
larger than in the non-interacting case. Every accreted
particle which does stay in the star contributes ∼ 20%
of its rest mass to the energy, which is näıvely expected
to be radiated via photons. For the particle to stay in
the NS, it should lose a fraction κ−2v ∼ 10−5 of its energy
in the first collision inside the star. For having such a
collision, the optical depth is required to be2

nnRσ ≥ 1 , (33)

which is easy to obtain, where nn ∼ 1039 cm−3 is the
number density of neutron in the NS, and σ ≥ 10−45 cm2

is the cross section between the infalling particle and the
neutron in the NS.

Accretion of interstellar gas onto the NS surface will
liberate energy, which is a fraction 1−

√
1− 2GNM/c2R

of the mass accreted. For M = 1.5M� (with M� the
solar mass) and R = 12 km it is ∼0.2. The latter ther-
malizes and is radiated from the surface. Let us consider
accretion from the ISM onto a NS with mass MNS, ra-
dius R and velocity v∞ relative to the ISM. The mass
accretion rate is Ṁ = πv∞R

2
BHLρ, where ρ is the mass

density of the accreted ISM material. The pulsar PSR
J2144−3933 under consideration is above the mid plane
of galactic disk, so we adopt a Hydrogen number den-
sity of 0.1 cm−3. With MNS = 1.5M� and R = 12 km,
the transverse velocity of the pulsar turns out to be 132
km/s [95], implying that v∞ > 132 km/s. Considering
the low ISM temperature, this is indeed supersonic. The
corresponding accretion radius is Ra < 1.82 × 1012 cm,
and the mass accretion rate is Ṁ < 9.5 × 106 gr/sec. If
it would have been accreted onto the NS, the accretion
luminosity would have been 1.6× 1027 erg/sec, implying
a surface temperature of 3.6× 104 K, which is about the
observational upper limit [61].

However, accretion would not occur, since the pulsar
wind energy density at the accretion radius exceeds by
three orders of magnitude the gravitational energy den-
sity of the inflowing gas at the accretion radius [61, 95].
Moreover, even for a weaker pulsar wind, accretion would
be prevented due to the strong rotating magnetic field,
which will disperse the accreted gas via the propeller
mechanism [96]. The absence of accretion of ISM gas onto
NS is important for motivating a campaign searching for
UCNS, as otherwise the above estimate of the BHL ac-
cretion may suggest that we will not be able to find many
pulsars colder than the UCNS PSR J2144−3933.

2 Having the interactions between the ordinary and dark sectors
mediated via dark photon may be problematic, as most of the
energy could be emitted via dark photons.
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VIII. SUMMARY

To summarize the main results of this paper: the pho-
tonic luminosities of UCNSs do not necessarily imply
robust bounds on εnn′ . In particular, they do not ex-
clude discovery via terrestrial measurements of the tiny
εnn′ ∼ O(10−17 eV). This is achieved via a small ex-
tra follow up (by ∼ 103 seconds) of the n → n′ saga in
NSs, which is a novel, new scenario to our mind. In this
scenario, under the joint effect of the weight of the mir-
ror nuclei and the Fermi energy of the mirror electrons,
the mirror nuclei and electrons form a configuration re-
sembling that of a “mini white dwarf” inside the NS. A
remarkable feature of this configuration is its universality
stemming from, and in analogy with, the features of NSs
and actual white dwarfs. Within this structure, heat is
transferred relatively fast (on characteristic thermal time
scales of the NS) from the heat reservoir in the normal
matter of the NS to the mirror sector, and is radiated via
mirror photons.
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Appendix A: e− e′ scattering cross section

In this appendix, we give the formulae for e− e′ scat-
tering cross section. The scattering of e and e′ is very
similar to the e− − e− Møller scattering, with the e− e′
scattering having only the t channel diagram, since e and
e′ are not identical particles. The amplitude square for
e− e′ scattering is given by

1

4
|M|2 =

2e2e′2ε2

t2

[
s2 + u2 − 8m2

e(s+ u) + 24m4
e

]
,

(A1)

with me the mass of e and e′ (assuming for simplicity the
masses of e and e′ are the same). In the relativistic limit,

1

4
|M|2 = 32π2α2ε2

[
1− 2

sin2 (θ/2)
+

2

sin4 (θ/2)

]
,

(A2)

with θ the scattering angle in the center-of-mass frame.
Then the differential cross section reads

dσ

dΩ
=

1

4E1E2

1

32π2

1

4
|M|2

=
α2ε2

4E1E2

[
1− 2

sin2 (θ/2)
+

2

sin4 (θ/2)

]
, (A3)

where E1, 2 are the energies of e and e′ in the initial state
in the star frame.

The presence of sin(θ/2) in the denominator implies a
mostly forward scattering. The expression is divergent
for θ = 0 and we put the cutoff at the plasmon mass in
the fluid in our estimate. In the dense e − p fluid the
(ordinary) photon behave as a plasmon with a mass mγ

equal to the plasma frequency ω, i.e. mγ = ω. The
e− e′ scattering cross section is therefore proportional to
m−2γ = ω−2 instead of (TT ′)−1 ∼ T−2. In normal metals

with n ∼ 1024 cm−3, the standard expression

ω2 = 4πe2ne/me (A4)

yields a plasma frequency corresponding to an energy of
∼15 eV. Having here ne ∼ 1038 cm−3, i.e. 1013 times
higher, leads to a modification of e − e′ cross section,
which is 2 × 10−11 times smaller. This dramatically re-
duces the range of ε, for which the basic constraint of
Ncol > 1037 is satisfied.

However, the plasma frequency in Eq. (A4) is invalid
here. As mentioned in Section II, in the highly degenerate
electron fluid only a small fraction f = T/EF of “active”
electrons can respond to an external oscillating electric
field, much like the fact that only the electrons at the
top of the conduction band in metals can freely respond.
In the NS, the electron density ne ∼ 4k3F /9π. With the
high Fermi energy EF ∼ 20 MeV � me of the electrons
in the NS, the electrons are relativistic, and we can write
the density of the relevant “active” electrons as:

ne, active = f × 4E3
F

9π
=

4E2
FT

9π
. (A5)

Also, the electron mass me representing the inertial re-
sistance of the system to oscillating is no longer rele-
vant, and should be replaced by its Fermi energy EF in
Eq. (A4). Making these two changes in Eq. (A4), we have

m2
γ = ω2 =

16

9
EFT . (A6)

The e− e′ Rutherford cross section will then be reduced
by

T

EF
∼ 0.35 keV

20 MeV
∼ 10−5 , (A7)

which still allows Ncol > 1037 so long as ε > 10−13.
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