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Abstract A search for full energy depositions from1

bosonic keV-scale dark matter candidates of masses be-2

tween 65 keV and twice the electron mass excluded,3

1021 keV, has been performed with data collected dur-4

ing Phase II of the GERmanium Detector Array (Gerda)5

experiment. Our analysis includes direct dark matter6

absorption as well as dark Compton scattering. With a7

total exposure of 105.5 kg yr, no evidence for a signal8

above the background has been observed. The result-9

ing exclusion limits deduced with either Bayesian or10

Frequentist statistics are , if not the best, among the11

most stringent direct constraints in the mass range of12

140-1021 keV. As an example, at a mass of 150 keV the13

dimensionless coupling of dark photons and axion-like14

particles to electrons has been constrained to α′/α <15

8.7 × 10−24 and gae < 3.3 × 10−12 at 90% credible16

interval (CI), respectively.17

Additionally, a search for peak-like signals from beyond18

the Standard Model decays of nucleons and electrons is19

performed. First Gerda lifetime limits have been es-20

tablished for the inclusive decay of a single nucleon in21

76Ge: for neutrons τn > 1.5 × 1024 yr and for protons22

τp > 1.3 × 1024 yr at 90% CI. For the electron decay23

e- → νeγ a lower limit of τe > 5.4× 1025 yr at 90% CI24

has been determined.25

1 Introduction26

The main goal of the Gerda experiment was to search27

for the neutrinoless double-beta (0νββ) decay of 76Ge.28

An array of high-purity germanium (HPGe) detectors29

enriched up to ∼87% in 76Ge was employed in an active30

liquid argon (LAr) shield. The shielded environment31

and the excellent energy resolution of the Ge detec-32

tors made the experiment also suitable for the search of33

peak-like signatures induced by new physics processes34

other than 0νββ decay. In this paper, searches for keV-35

scale bosonic dark matter (DM) interactions and single-36

particle disappearance processes are reported.37

Gerda is sensitive to pseudoscalar (axion-like par-38

ticles, ALPs) and vector (dark photons, DPs) bosonic39

DM candidates, sometimes referred to as super Weakly40

Interacting Massive Particles (superWIMPs) [1]. A pre-41

vious search for photoelectric-like absorption of bosonic42

DM candidates, with masses1 up to 1 MeV, was re-43

a correspondence: gerda-eb@mpi-hd.mpg.de
balso at: NRNU MEPhI, Moscow, Russia
cpresent address: Duke University, Durham, NC USA
dalso at: Moscow Inst. of Physics and Technology, Russia
epresent address: Semilab Zrt, Budapest, Hungary
falso at: Dubna State University, Dubna, Russia
gpresent address: Nuclear Science Division, Berkeley, USA
1In this paper, natural units are used, i.e. c = 1.

ported by Gerda in [2]. In this paper, a second inter-44

action process, i.e. the dark Compton scattering pro-45

cess, was included in the calculation of the interaction46

rate of these DM particles with electrons [3,4]. Despite47

its lower detection efficiency (see Table 2), the dark48

Compton scattering benefits from a larger interaction49

cross-section for energies above ∼140 keV [3].50

Moreover, the experiment can probe beyond the Stan-51

dard Model (BSM) decay processes violating conserva-52

tion laws of the Standard Model (SM), e.g., the decay53

of a single neutron or proton [5]. As pointed out by54

Sakharov, the violation of the conservation of baryon55

number is one of the three fundamental criteria needed56

to be fulfilled to produce the matter-antimatter asym-57

metry in the early Universe [6]. Gerda explores the58

disappearance of a single nucleon in 76Ge by looking59

for the β-decay of the 75Ge ground state to an excited60

state of 75As in coincidence with the γ-ray emitted in61

the subsequent 75As de-excitation. The population of62

the 75Ge ground state follows the disappearance of ei-63

ther a neutron or a proton in 76Ge. Proton decay, in par-64

ticular, populates first the unstable 75Ga nucleus that65

later decays by β-emission to 75Ge.66

Another BSM process of interest is the decay of an67

electron via e- → νeνeνe or e- → νeγ, where the latter68

channel is explored in this study. It allows a sensitive69

test of the U(1) gauge symmetry that ensures the sta-70

bility of the electron as well as the zero mass of the71

photon.72

The paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2, the theo-73

retical framework for the bosonic DM and single-particle74

disappearance searches are introduced. In Sect. 3 an75

overview of the Gerda setup is given, focusing on the76

data selection and the evaluation of detection efficien-77

cies for the final states of interest. In Sect. 4, Frequentist78

and Bayesian analysis methods, are sketched that are79

used in our data analysis. In Sect. 5, results obtained80

with both statistical frameworks are presented. Conclu-81

sions are drawn in Sect. 6.82

2 Approaches to the search for new physics83

2.1 Bosonic dark matter84

Several galactic and cosmological observations indicate85

the existence of DM. However, its nature is still un-86

known. In the cosmological standard model ΛCDM the87

energy density contains 27% of DM, with the rest being88

ordinary matter (5%) and dark energy (68%). Hence,89

several laboratory studies have been conducted or are90

planned to detect and investigate the nature of DM [7].91

Various theoretical models for DM candidates have been92
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proposed for masses ranging over many orders of mag-93

nitudes [8]. In the energy range explored by Gerda,94

bosonic keV-scale DM particles are particularly inter-95

esting candidates. Masses within this range imply a96

super-weak interaction strength between the DM and97

the SM sector, much weaker than normal weak-scale in-98

teractions. The mass and the cross-section requirements99

follow directly from the necessity of having an early100

thermal decoupling of the DM sector, which happened101

before the electroweak epoch at TEW ∼ 100GeV [1]. In102

this paper, pseudoscalar and vector bosonic DM candi-103

dates are considered, focusing on masses below 2me ∼104

1022 keV, whereme is the electron mass. For DMmasses105

mDM ≥ 2me, decays into e-e+ pairs are possible, mak-106

ing long-lived DM highly unlikely. Below this threshold,107

bosonic DM candidates are stable at the tree level. In108

addition, radiative decays of ALPs and DPs into pho-109

tons are possible at loop level in the keV-MeV range [1,110

9].111

The previous Gerda study focused on the bosonic

DM absorption in processes analogous to the photo-

electric effect. Here, the DM particle is completely ab-

sorbed by a detector’s atom, which later releases an

electron in the final state. The expected signal is a full

absorption peak at the rest mass of the DM, assuming

these DM particles have very small kinetic energies at

β = vDM ∼ 10−3. The peak is then broadened due to

the detector’s energy resolution. Assuming a DM den-

sity of ρDM = 0.3 GeV cm−3, the DM flux at Earth

becomes [10]

ΦDM (mDM) = β
7.8× 10−4

mDM
b−1 d−1 . (1)

The photoabsorption cross section at a given mass is [1]

σa,e (ma) = g2ae
m2

a σpe(ma)

β

(
3

16παm2
e

)
(2)

and

σV,e (mV) =
α

′

α

σpe(mV)

β
(3)

for pseudoscalar and vector DM candidates, respectively.

Here, ma (mV) is the ALP (DP) mass and σpe is the

energy-dependent photoelectric cross-section of Ge. Ac-

counting for the molar mass of the target material Mtot

(g/mol), the absorption interaction rate for pseudoscalar

and vector DM is, respectively, [2]

RA
a ≈ 1.47× 1019

Mtot
g2ae

(
ma

[keV]

)(
σpe

[b]

)
kg−1 d−1 (4)

and

RA
V ≈ 4.68× 1023

Mtot

α
′

α

(
[keV]

mV

)(
σpe

[b]

)
kg−1 d−1 . (5)

The ALPs and DPs dimensionless couplings to electrons112

are parametrized via gae and α
′
/α, respectively. In par-113

ticular, α′ denotes the hidden sector fine structure con-114

stant and is related to the kinetic mixing strength κ of115

DPs via α′ = ακ2 [11]. For absorption of DPs, the ex-116

pression in Eq. (5) is only valid for mV≳100 eV where117

in-medium effects are negligible [11, 12]. Compared to118

the former Gerda publication, the rate constants of119

proportionality were recalculated. A more precise nu-120

merical value of 1.47 instead of 1.2 and 4.68 instead of121

4 was obtained for ALPs and DPs, respectively. These122

estimates align with the numbers published in [13].123

In this study, a second process has been included.

This is the dark Compton scattering DM+ e-→e- + γ

causing the release of a photon and an electron with

fixed energies. For a non-relativistic incident DM par-

ticle having an energy equal to ω ≈ mDM, the recoil

energy T of the electron and the energy ω’ of the emit-

ted photon are [4]

T =
ω2

2(me + ω)
and ω′ =

√
T 2 + 2meT . (6)

Adapting rate formulas from [4], the dark Compton in-

teraction rate becomes

RC
a ≈ fC

a Ne
1.27× 1024

Mtot
g2ae

(
[keV]

ma

)
kg−1 d−1 (7)

and

RC
V ≈ fC

V Ne
7.79× 1022

Mtot

α
′

α

(
[keV]

mV

)
kg−1 d−1 , (8)

where Ne is the number of electrons of the target ma-

terial. The mass-dependent factors for ALPs and DPs

are, respectively,

fC
a (ma) =

m2
a (ma + 2me)

2

(ma +me)
4 (9)

and

fC
V (mV) =

(mV + 2me)
(
m2

V + 2memV + 2m2
e

)
(mV +me)

3 . (10)

As shown in [3] that higher total interaction rates for124

DM particle masses above ∼100 keV are expected when125

including the dark Compton scattering process. In a126

realistic experimental environment, different scenarios127

are possible depending on the efficiency with which the128

final state particles are detected. The focus here is on129

events in which both the final electron and photon are130

detected within a single Ge detector, leading to a signal131

at energy T + ω′ = mDM . The spectral shape of the132

signal in this absorption plus dark Compton scattering133

search is the same as in a pure absorption search, with134

the difference that the total expected signal is given by135

the sum of both contributions.136
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2.2 Nucleon decay137

Baryon and/or lepton number conservation violating138

single- and multi-nucleon decays are predicted in sev-139

eral extensions of the SM. High nucleon decay lifetime140

sensitivities were already reached for light nuclei by141

tonne-scale experiments (see selected constraints listed142

in Sect. 5.2). In this work, the inclusive, i.e. mode-143

independent, decay of a single neutron and proton in144

76Ge is investigated. In the former, a neutron would145

disappear in a 76Ge nucleus, leading to an excited 75Ge146

nucleus if no particles other than photons are emitted.147

The energy release of approximately 9.4 MeV corre-148

sponds to the lowest nuclear separation energy for a149

nucleon in 76Ge [14,15], which could then be observed.150

As in this energy release, neither the number of photons151

emitted nor their angular distribution is unique, the en-152

ergy deposition in the Gerda detector array following153

such decay is difficult to model. Hence, the subsequent154

low energy β-decay of the ground state 75Ge to an ex-155

cited state of 75As, followed by a γ de-excitation of the156

daughter nucleus, is considered. The dominant decay157

channel searched for in this analysis is the β-decay to158

the 264.60 keV level (Qβ = 912.6 keV, 11.5% branching159

ratio), which is followed by the emission of a 264.60 keV160

photon (see Fig. 1).161

The same method applies to the disappearance of a162

single proton. If a proton decays without the emission163

of accompanied nucleons, the produced 75Ga isotope164

undergoes β-decay to 75Ge with a half-life of 126(2) s165

and a branching ratio of 100% [16]. Given that both166

neutron and proton decays can be probed with the co-167

incident 75As 264.60 keV photon, this search is referred168

to as nucleon decay in the rest of the article.169

This study aims to establish limits for nucleon dis-170

appearance in 76Ge which has, to our knowledge, not171

yet been probed.172

2.3 Electron decay173

Many laboratory tests have been performed to test the

fundamental U(1) gauge symmetry ensuring charge con-

servation (see selected constraints listed together with

our results in Sect. 5, Table 5). The decay of an electron

violating charge conservation could happen through the

emission of three neutrinos, e-→3νe, or a neutrino and

a γ-ray, e- → νeγ. The former process has a maximal

energy deposition that is equal to the maximal electron

binding energy of 76Ge of ∼11.1 keV [17]. As this value

is below the trigger threshold of Gerda, this signa-

ture could not be used in this study. Instead, the de-

cay e-→νeγ was analysed. The peak is expected to lie

around half of the electron mass, i.e. at Eγ ∼ 255.5 keV.
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Fig. 1 Scheme of the 75Ge ground state β-decay to 75As
and subsequent γ-decays, adapted from [16]. The β-decay
(Qβ =912.6 keV) to the second excited 75As state in coin-
cidence with the 264.60 keV γ-ray is used to tag both the
neutron and proton disappearance in 76Ge. Level and γ-ray
of interest are highlighted in red. The transition 75Ga→75Ge
following 76Ge proton decays is shown in blue

In addition, the release of the relevant atomic binding

energies causes both a Doppler broadening and a shift of

the 255.5 keV peak for different electron atomic levels.

In our setup electron decays could occur both within a

germanium detector as well as in its surrounding ma-

terials which include neighboured germanium detectors

and LAr. If an electron decays within a detector’s sensi-

tive volume, both the photon energy and the one com-

ing from the rearrangement of atomic shells, i.e. from

X-rays or Auger electrons, are detected. Hence, for the

i -th atomic shell with binding energy Eb,i, the total

energy is

Et,i =
me − Eb,i

2
+ Eb,i =

me + Eb,i

2
. (11)

In the case of an electron decaying outside the recording

detector, the total detected energy equals

Et,i =
me − Eb,i

2
. (12)

Using Eq. (11) and the information provided in Sect. A174

of the appendix the total energy recorded in a given175

germanium detector is expected to lie at 256.0 keV for176
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electrons decaying within the detector’s sensitive vol-177

ume. Additionally, Gerda germanium detectors can178

detect outgoing photons coming from neighbouring ger-179

manium material undergoing the electron decay as well180

as from the surrounding LAr. Hence, using Eq. (12),181

outgoing photons with energies of 255.0 keV and 255.3182

keV, respectively, can be tagged. For each of these three183

contributions, the signal energy was derived as a weighted184

mean of energies Et,i with the electron occupancy num-185

bers as weights. Germanium and argon binding energies186

used in Eqs. (11) and (12) are listed in the appendix (see187

Table 6 in Sect. A). The total signal energy is expected188

to be 255.9 keV by weighting for different source masses,189

electron occupancy numbers and detection efficiencies190

(see Eq. (A.3) in Sect. A). Other surrounding materials.191

e.g. detector holders or electronic components, were not192

taken into account. Because of their low mass, they do193

not alter the results by more than a few percent. The194

corresponding Doppler broadened line shape was de-195

termined as described in [18]. A discussion of the signal196

shape used in the present analysis is provided in the197

appendix (see Sect. A). Figure 2 shows the final line198

shape, obtained by convolving the Doppler profile with199

a weighted Gaussian mixture distribution modelling the200

expected resolution broadening caused by the finite de-201

tector resolution (see Sect. 4.1). For the mixture model,202

the weights are defined as the exposures of each data203

set, separated by detector type and data-taking phase204

(see Sect. 3). Considering the contributions of source205

detectors, surrounding detectors, and the LAr, the con-206

volution yields a full width at half maximum (FWHM)207

of 5.2 keV, where the mixture model contributes 2.0208

keV, and the full Doppler-broadened line 4.4 keV.209

3 Details of the GERDA experiment210

The Gerda experiment was located underground at211

the Laboratori Nazionali del Gran Sasso (LNGS) of212

INFN, in Italy, under the Gran Sasso mountain. The213

rock overburden offers a shield of about 3500 m water214

equivalent, reducing the cosmic muon flux by six orders215

of magnitude [19]. Started in December 2015, the sec-216

ond phase of the experiment used 10 coaxial (Coax) de-217

tectors, 3 of them having a natural 76Ge isotopic abun-218

dance, together with 30 enriched Broad Energy Ger-219

manium (BEGe) detectors [20]. In October 2017, the220

energy trigger threshold of detectors was lowered from221

O(100) to O(10) keV. Data taking was interrupted in222

April 2018 for a hardware upgrade by replacing one223

enriched Coax detector (∼1 kg) and all natural Coax224

detectors by 5 new enriched inverted coaxial (IC) de-225

tectors, with a total mass of 9.6 kg [21]. Data taking226

was resumed in July 2018 and lasted until November227
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Fig. 2 The contributions from detector resolution (red) and
the Doppler-broadening (green) of lines from electron decay
in the different atomic shells of germanium and argon (see
Sect. 4.1). The total expected line shape of the electron de-
cay signal at 255.9 keV is shown in blue. All Gaussians are
normalized to unit area. Indicated resolution values are given
in FWHM

2019. Here, data collected before (after) the 2018 up-228

grade are referred as Phase II (Phase II+) data. HPGe229

detectors were arranged in 7 strings, each of them en-230

closed in a transparent nylon cylinder that mitigates231

the 42K background [22]. The 7-string array was oper-232

ated inside a 64 m3 LAr cryostat [23] which provided233

both cooling and a high purity, active shield against234

background radiation. To detect scintillation light, the235

LAr volume around the array was instrumented with236

a curtain of wavelength-shifting fibers coupled to sili-237

con photo-multipliers. Additionally, 16 cryogenic pho-238

tomultiplier tubes (PMTs) were mounted on the cop-239

per plates at the two ends of the cylindrical LAr vol-240

ume [20, 24]. During the 2018 upgrade, the geometri-241

cal fiber coverage was improved with the addition of242

an inner curtain [21]. The LAr cryostat was placed in-243

side a tank containing 590 m3 of ultra-pure water. The244

water tank was instrumented with 66 PMTs that help245

to detect Cherenkov light coming from muons passing246

through the experimental volume. The muon-induced247

background was further reduced to negligible levels by248

operating plastic scintillator panels placed on the roof249

of the clean room [25].250

3.1 Data selection251

In this paper, only Phase II and II+ data collected after252

the installation of the LAr veto system [20] were con-253

sidered. Different data sets were used for bosonic DM254

and particle disappearance searches. Table 1 shows the255
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exposure levels evaluated for enriched Coax, BEGe and256

IC detectors, during different periods of data taking.257

Natural coaxial detectors were left out of the analy-258

sis because of their unstable behaviour that translated259

into low duty factors. Pulse shape discrimination (PSD)260

cuts, which had been optimised for the 0νββ decay261

search, were not applied in this study. Hence, the fi-262

nal dataset contains both data where the PSD cut is263

applicable and data where it is not. Total exposure for264

all searches is E = 105.5 kg yr.265

Table 1 Exposures accumulated with indicated detector
types during Gerda Phase II (up to April 2018) and
Phase II+ (from July 2018). R denotes the energy range of the
respective spectra used for analysis in the bosonic DM search.
Total partial exposures for the energy intervals of 65 − 195
keV and 196 − 1021 keV are E1=60.0 kg yr and E2=105.5
kg yr, respectively.

Data collection R (keV) Exposure (kg yr)

Coax BEGe IC

Dec 2015 -Oct 2017 196-1021 21.1 24.4 -
Oct 2017 -Apr 2018 65-1021 7.5 8.4 -
Jul 2018 -Nov 2019 65-1021 13.2 22.2 8.7

All searches share the same set of cuts, except the search266

for nucleon decay where the simultaneous firing of two267

detectors is required. This cut is henceforth referred268

to as the multiplicity 2 (M2) cut. Quality cuts were269

applied to remove non-physical events starting from270

the inspection of waveform parameters. Additionally,271

muon-induced events and events leading to energy de-272

positions in the LAr were vetoed.273

Bosonic dark matter A generic peak search was per-274

formed to look for signatures of a monoenergetic peak275

caused by the interaction of bosonic DM. The energy276

spectrum was filled only with events of multiplicity one277

(M1), i.e. events triggering only one Ge detector. A his-278

togram of the final M1 data set is shown in Fig. 3.279

The bosonic DM analysis is performed in the interval280

65(195) - 1021 keV. The upper interval edge was fixed281

below 2me, the energy threshold of decays into electron-282

positron pairs. The lower energy bound was motivated283

by the analysis threshold of the Ge detector. Until Octo-284

ber 2017, events were accepted if their energy exceeded285

≥ 195 keV. Afterwards, the detector thresholds were286

lowered, thus, in addition, the data starting from 65287

keV became available for this analysis. This change of288

thresholds causes the jump around 195 keV in the M1289

energy spectrum of Fig. 3. More details are given in290

the appendix (see Sect. B). The 39Ar β− decay is well291
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Fig. 3 Combined Gerda Phase II/II+ spectrum of event
multiplicity 1 after quality, muon veto, and LAr cuts. The
dominant background contributions from 39Ar β decay and
76Ge 2νββ decay are indicated. The green dashed line sep-
arates the regions 65 − 195 keV and 196 − 1021 keV with
exposure E1 = 60.0 kg yr and E2 = 105.5 kg yr, respectively
(see Table 1). The blue dashed lines mark the energy range
inspected for bosonic DM candidates, i.e. 65-1021 keV

visible, up to the end-point energy of 565(5) keV [26].292

This 39Ar background is the reason why only full energy293

depositions were considered also for the Compton scat-294

tering process. Beyond ∼500 keV, the background con-295

tinuum is dominated by the 76Ge two-neutrino double-296

beta (2νββ) decay characterized by an end-point energy297

of Qββ = 2039.06 keV [21]. After applying the LAr cut,298

an almost clean 2νββ decay spectrum is observed (see299

Sect. 4.2).300

Nucleon decay The study of a single nucleon decay in301

76Ge was performed by searching for an outgoing β par-302

ticle with maximum energy Eβ = 912.6 keV and a co-303

incident γ-ray of energy Eγ = 264.60 keV (see Fig. 1).304

The emitted β particle is expected to be seen in the305

same detector where the nucleon decay happened since306

the range of an electron in germaniummaterial isO(10µm−307

1mm) for the energy range from 50 keV to 1 MeV [27].308

The photon may escape and propagate through the LAr309

to a neighbouring detector. Although the probability of310

this scenario is rather low, using this coincident tag-311

ging in two HPGe detectors strongly reduces the back-312

ground. In a M2 event with energies (E1, E2), the part-313

ner with energy E1(2) is classified as γ candidate if: i)314

E1(2) is within the γ-window of interest and E2(1) <315

Eβ + 2 ·FWHM(Eβ) ∼ 918 keV, or ii) E1, E2 are both316

within the γ-window and
∣∣E1(2) − Eγ

∣∣ < ∣∣E2(1) − Eγ

∣∣,317

or iii) E1, E2 are both outside the γ-window, with318

E1 and E2 < 918 keV and E1(2) < E2(1). The accu-319

mulated histogram of gamma candidates is shown in320
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Fig. 4 Histogram of γ candidates in multiplicity 2 (M2)
events; see text for more details. The spectrum accounts for
M2 events that survived quality cuts as well as muon and
LAr vetoes, restricting to energies in the range 200-1500 keV.
The inset shows data in the blue band energy range inspected
for the nucleon decay signal, i.e. Eγ ± 12.5 keV with Eγ ∼
265.0 keV (gray dashed line)

Fig. 4. The search for the 75As de-excitation photon at321

264.60 keV is performed in a ± 12.5 keV wide window322

around Eγ = 265 keV. The width of the fit window was323

chosen sufficiently large both to contain the potential324

signal and to correctly model the background with a325

1st order polynomial. The choice made when E1 and326

E2 are both outside the γ-window is arbitrary and has327

no effect on the nucleon-decay analysis that focuses on328

events within the γ-window. More details on the signal329

model and the systematic uncertainties related to the330

choice of the search window width are given in Sect. 4.1331

and 4.4, respectively.332

Electron decay For the analysis of the electron decay333

into νeγ, a broadened γ-line signal has to be considered334

(see Sect. 2.3). Limiting the analysis to full energy γ335

peaks, the same M1 data set was used as for the bosonic336

DM analysis.337

3.2 Detection efficiencies338

To estimate the expected detection efficiencies, simula-

tions were run in the MAjorana-GErda (MaGe) frame-

work [28]. MaGe is a GEANT4-based software tool

that allows users to generate simulated background and

signal histograms for theGerda experiment. Separately

for each detector type (Coax, BEGe, and IC), three

different sets of particle emissions (e-, γ, e- + γ) were

simulated, as well as 75Ge decays. For all simulations,

a set of 107 primary particles was generated, uniformly

distributed over the detector array. Details on the simu-

lation settings are reported in the following paragraphs.

The generated raw files provide several pieces of infor-

mation, e.g., the positions of the primary vertex, the

hit energy depositions, and the particle types. The sim-

ulated events were then processed, taking into account

specific settings for each experimental run, e.g., trigger

thresholds, switched-off detectors, and dead layer mod-

els [29]. Acceptance efficiencies for the muon veto to-

gether with the quality cuts and the LAr veto were ob-

tained as exposure-weighted averages of Phase II and II+

efficiencies [21]. For a given cut, the total acceptance ef-

ficiency is

ϵcut =
1

E (ϵcut, II · EII + ϵcut, II+ · EII+) . (13)

Using exposures EII = 61.4 kg yr and EII+ = 44.1 kg

yr, total cut efficiencies of ϵµ = 0.999(1) and ϵLAr =

0.979(1) were obtained for the muon and LAr veto, re-

spectively. The total detection efficiency for a given final

state x is computed as

ϵx = ϵµ · ϵLAr ·
Nd∑
i=1

Ei · ϵx,i
E , (14)

where Ei and ϵx,i are the exposure and the full-energy339

peak efficiency for the i-th data set, respectively, while340

Nd denotes the total number of data sets. In particu-341

lar, the full exposure E was divided into five data sets:342

enr-BEGe (32.8 kg yr) and enr-Coax (28.6 kg yr) from343

Phase II, plus enr-BEGe (22.2 kg yr), enr-Coax (13.2344

kg yr) and enr-IC (8.7 kg yr) from Phase II+. Table 2345

provides a summary of the total detection efficiencies ϵX346

for the various potential signals for new physics. More347

details are given below for each simulated process. For348

all simulated efficiencies, the statistical uncertainty is349

negligible given the high number of simulated events.350

The dominant systematic uncertainties affecting the ef-351

ficiencies are the detectors’ active volume uncertainties.352

For the nucleon decay search, there is an additional sys-353

tematic uncertainty coming from the 76Ge enrichment354

level uncertainty. Systematic uncertainties are further355

commented in Sect. 4.4. Summing in quadrature all con-356

tributions, a total uncertainty of 5% is accounted in all357

searches.358

Bosonic DM Simulations of electron energies in the in-359

terval 65 to 1021 keV are required for the bosonic DM360

absorption channel, while for the dark Compton scat-361

tering channel the simulation of simultaneously out-362

going electrons and photons is needed. Starting at 65363

keV, efficiencies were computed as the ratio between the364

number of events in the full-energy peak and the num-365

ber of simulated particles in steps of 1 keV. Primaries366
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Table 2 Summary of total detection efficiencies for indicated
searches of potential signals from new physics. A total system-
atic uncertainty of 5% is accounted for all searches. Statistical
uncertainties can be safely neglected given the high number
of simulated primaries

Bosonic DM

electron, ϵe-

65 keV 0.852± 0.043
1021 keV 0.805± 0.040

electron & photon, ϵe-∧γ

65 keV 0.839± 0.042
1021 keV 0.165± 0.008

Nucleon decay via 75Ge decay

coincidence of electron
& 264.60 keV photon, ϵn 0.0020± 0.0001

Electron decay

me/2 keV γ-ray emitted
within recording detector, ϵGe,det 0.419± 0.021
by neighbouring Ge material, ϵGe,mat 0.034± 0.002
by LAr, ϵAr 0.00070± 0.00004

were simulated separately for each phase (Phase II or367

Phase II+) and detector type. The total detection effi-368

ciencies were calculated as exposure-weighted means for369

the entire data-taking time and overall detector types370

(see Eq. (14)). Including acceptance efficiencies for qual-371

ity cuts, muon veto and LAr veto, total detection effi-372

ciencies for tagging electrons range from 0.852± 0.043373

at 65 keV to 0.805± 0.040 at 1021 keV. The same en-374

ergy grid was used for the total energy when generat-375

ing electrons plus photons from a single vertex with the376

energy constraints given by Eq. (6). Including all cuts,377

total detection efficiencies for tagging simultaneously378

electrons and photons at energy T + ω′ = mDM range379

from 0.839± 0.042 at 65 keV to 0.165± 0.008 at 1021380

keV. At higher energies, the efficiency rapidly decreases381

because the probability of losing photons gets higher.382

In the window 65-1021 keV, the γ attenuation length in383

Ge material ranges from O(mm) up to O(few cm) for384

energies above ∼ 100 keV [4,30]. Escaping photons de-385

posit energy either outside Ge material (if in LAr, the386

full event is discarded), leading to electron only signals387

at energy T <mDM , or in a second germanium detec-388

tor, leading to M2 events that are discarded from the389

bosonic DM analysis.390

Nucleon decays via 75Ge Applying the same energy cuts391

used for building the M2 data set (see Sect. 3.1), the392

β decay of 75Ge and the subsequent gamma decays in393

75As were simulated as well. Weighting over individual394

data sets with their exposures, a total detection effi-395

ciency of 0.0020± 0.0001 was derived.396

Electron decay The detection efficiency of measuring397

a ∼ 256 keV photon released after the electron decay398

in the Ge detectors and LAr volume was separately399

simulated. The efficiency, averaged over the exposure400

and accounting for the applied cuts, is found to be401

0.419± 0.021 for decays recorded in germanium detec-402

tors and 0.034± 0.002 for decays originating from de-403

tectors surrounding the one that fully recorded the out-404

going photon. The efficiency of tagging photons origi-405

nating in LAr was found to be 0.00070± 0.00004. This406

contribution was simulated in a cylinder with a radius407

of 0.8 m and a height of 1.4 m shielding the detector408

array, for a total mass of mAr = 3884.1 kg.409

4 Analysis methods410

4.1 Signal model411

In all signal channels searched for, full energy depo-412

sitions within the Ge detectors are assumed, leading413

to peaks above the background continuum. The ex-414

pected line at a probed energy would be constrained415

by the finite energy resolution of the detectors. The416

signal shape was thus modelled as a Gaussian profile417

under the assumption of a symmetric line shape for418

full charge collections. In the case of the electron decay419

channel, the line would be further broadened because of420

the Doppler effect as described in Sect. 2.3. Given that421

all data were merged over different detector channels,422

the signal shape was a mixture of individual Gaussian423

distributions for each detector. The energy resolution424

(in standard deviations of a Gaussian peak) within dif-425

ferent detector types operated inGerda agree very well426

on the order of O(1 keV), with systematic uncertain-427

ties of approximately 0.1-0.2 keV, which comply with428

the systematic uncertainty on the energy scale [31]. The429

exposure-weighted resolution σ ranges from 0.9 keV up430

to 1.2 keV in the bosonic DM interval of interest of431

65 keV to 2me. For particle disappearances at ∼265 keV432

and ∼256 keV, the energy resolution σ is 0.9 keV. A433

bin size of 1 keV was thus chosen, being the closest in-434

teger to the energy resolution in standard deviations.435

Compared to this width, the uncertainties mentioned436

above are sufficiently small to accurately model the437

peak shape via a Gaussian mixture model over detec-438

tor types, instead of using a full mixture model over all439

individual detector channels. The weights in the mix-440

ture model are the exposures of the individual detector441

types, as well as the two data-taking phases. Both sig-442

nal centroid and resolution, as measured from approx-443
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imately weekly calibrations [31], were fixed for every444

probed signal model, leaving only the signal strength445

amplitude as a free parameter in the signal shape to be446

fitted.447

For a DM signal model, the search window was lim-448

ited to 25 keV, centred at the incoming DM mass parti-449

cle, which is sufficiently large to compare the potential450

signal with ∼1 keV resolution in standard deviations to451

the wide background continuum discussed below. Every452

integer mass value in the search range of 65-2me keV453

was probed iteratively. For the nucleon decay, the same454

search window width was used but evaluated for the455

coincident M2 data centred at Eγ ∼ 265 keV. For the456

electron decay channel, owing to the broadening, the457

search window was increased to a width of 120 keV,458

ranging from 196 keV to 316 keV.459

4.2 Background model460

Background continuum TheGerda background model461

after the LAr veto cut does not fully cover the energy462

range of interest [32]. Hence, it does not reproduce the463

observed 39Ar dominated spectral shape at lower en-464

ergies. Thus, an empirical fit model, motivated by the465

underlying physical processes, was applied to constrain466

the background continuum in the M1 data set. The467

2νββ-decay dominated upper half of the signal range468

was modelled with a polynomial function. The domi-469

nating 39Ar β-decay background contribution at ener-470

gies below approximately 500 keV was modelled with471

a modified β-decay distribution [33, 34]. Owing to the472

propagation of the emitted electrons through the cryo-473

genic liquid, resulting in strong bremsstrahlung emis-474

sions, a modification to the original β-decay shape was475

needed. Plots of the empirical background model as ap-476

plied for the signal search, and an evaluation of its accu-477

racy to describe the data, are provided in the appendix478

(see Sect. B).479

No background decomposition of the M2 energy spec-480

trum shown in Fig. 4 is available. These events have481

a different energy distribution compared to M2 data482

shown in [35]. The difference comes from having ap-483

plied both an energy cut to M2 events and the LAr484

veto in this paper. Moreover, the M2 spectrum used485

in [35] contains the sum of the two coincident energies.486

Figure 4 M2 spectrum was instead fitted with a linear487

function of energy in a 25 keV wide interval around the488

expected signal at ∼265.0 keV.489

γ-ray background Background γ-radiation emitted from490

surrounding materials creates the very same peak pro-491

file in the data as the bosonic DM signals searched for.492

Thus, the γ-lines cannot be distinguished from these493

signals. Hence, as a first step, a generic search for any494

peak-like excess above the background continuum was495

performed, independently of whether an excess was caused496

by a known isotope transition or new physics. If the sig-497

nificance of an excess exceeded 3σ, and if it could be498

explained by a known γ-transition, the corresponding499

γ-line peak was added to the background model. When500

evaluating limits on the bosonic DM interactions and501

the electron decay lifetime, the background model func-502

tion was refitted in a second step, including the γ-rays503

identified during the generic search. When determining504

bosonic DM limits, the γ-line peaks energies were ex-505

cluded together with 3 bins on the right and on the left,506

corresponding to an exclusion window of approximately507

2.5 FWHM width for each detected γ line.508

4.3 Statistical frameworks509

Two independent statistical analyses were conducted510

to identify a potential excess at any probed energy511

value. A binned Bayesian fit of the signal peak above512

the background model was performed in the respec-513

tive signal window, employing a positive uniform prior514

for the signal strength amplitude. In addition, a Fre-515

quentist fitting procedure was employed using the pro-516

file likelihood-ratio test statistics from [36]. Asymptotic517

distributions were assumed to hold, and the physically518

allowed signal strength was constrained to the posi-519

tive domain. Both statistical approaches are described520

in more detail in the appendix (see Sect. C). In both521

methods, a 3σ threshold was required to identify an522

indication of a potential signal. A 4σ (5σ) effect was523

required to claim signal evidence for the particle decay524

searches (for the bosonic dark matter search, prone to525

a strong look-elsewhere effect as discussed in Sect. C).526

An example of a Bayesian fit is shown in Fig. 5 for a527

bosonic DM mass of 662 keV for which an excess of528

5.1σ has been observed and attributed to the known529

137Cs line at ∼662.0 keV. The observed local p-values530

for each probed peak position in the bosonic DM search531

range, as determined in the Frequentist framework, are532

shown in Fig. 6. Overall, nine expected γ-ray transitions533

were identified, plus one unknown excess at 710 keV, as534

listed in Table 3. The global significance of the uniden-535

tified excess is discussed in the appendix (see Sect. C).536

As the corresponding local significance of this peak re-537

mains below the evidence threshold, it was concluded538

that no bosonic DM signal was found.539

Also for the nucleon and electron decay channels no540

significant signal excess was seen. Hence, upper lim-541

its were evaluated for all new physics searches inde-542

pendently at 90% CI and 90% CL (see Sect. C for543

technical details). The corresponding sensitivities were544



10

650 655 660 665 670
Energy (keV)

220

240

260

280

300

320

340

360

E
ve

n
ts

/
ke

V

G
E

R
D

A
2
0
2
4

E0

Observed (N0=172.3)

Background

Fig. 5 Part of the M1 spectrum shown in Fig. 3 with an
example of a Bayesian fit at 662 keV (vertical line). The em-
pirical background contribution is shown in red, while the
best-fit model is shown in blue. N0 denotes the best-fit signal
strength. The signal excess of 5.1σ can be explained by the
661.7 keV γ-line from 137Cs (see Table 3)

200 400 600 800 1000
Energy (keV)

10−12

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

100

L
o
ca

l
p

-v
al

u
e

G
E

R
D

A
 2

0
2

4

5σ

3σ

Fig. 6 Plot of the local p-values of all count strength am-
plitudes versus the tested energies for the DM search. Apart
from the 3σ excess at 710 keV all other local excesses with
≥3σ can be attributed to known γ transitions (see Table 3)

determined via Monte Carlo (MC) simulations in the545

Bayesian case, and via Asimov data sets [36] in the546

Frequentist method.547

4.4 Systematics548

Different sources of systematic uncertainties were inves-549

tigated. In the Bayesian framework, the accuracy of ex-550

pected limits was checked via MC simulations. At each551

probed energy value, 103 toy-MC spectra were gener-552

ated assuming no signal and Poisson fluctuations for553

the number of background events. Each toy spectrum554

Table 3 List of energy ranges R where ≥ 3σ excesses are
found by the Bayesian and/or Frequentist fits, and their max-
imum significance S (Bayesian, Frequentist). The most likely
origin of these peaks are γ transitions from indicated nuclei;
the respective energies Eγ are taken from [37]

R (keV) S (σ) Origin Eγ (keV)

237 - 240 8.4, 8.5 212Pb 238.632 (2)
293 - 297 6.4, 6.7 214Pb 295.224 (2)

338 2.9, 3.0 228Ac 338.320 (5)
349 - 353 10.0, 10.7 214Pb 351.932 (2)
477 - 479 3.6, 3.6 228Ac 478.4 (5)
512 - 516 8.8, 10.2 85Kr 513.997 (5)

581 3.1, 3.1 208Tl 583.187 (2)
660 - 663 5.1, 5.4 137Cs 661.657 (3)

710 2.9, 3.3 - -
910 - 912 3.5, 3.8 228Ac 911.196 (6)

was fitted with a signal+background model. The dis-555

tribution of the derived limits for the signal strength556

amplitudes was used to derive the median sensitivity.557

Measured limits are well contained within the simu-558

lated expectation bands and agree with the median559

sensitivity expected in case of no signal (see Fig. 12560

in appendix E). In the Frequentist case, the Asimov561

data sets were employed to investigate systematic un-562

certainties. Here both the accuracy of the Asimov sen-563

sitivity estimations and the assumption of asymptotic564

distributions for the limit evaluation were confirmed565

via 106 MC simulations at the equally spaced energies566

{100, 150, ..., 1000} keV for bosonic DM searches and567

at the energies of the two decay channels. The result-568

ing uncertainties are within 11 (3)% for the M2 (M1)569

data set, which is judged sufficiently accurate.570

The systematic uncertainty on the bosonic DM results571

caused by the background modelling approach was checked572

via a different background fit. The results obtained with573

the empirical background fit model were compared to574

those obtained with a polynomial background contin-575

uum fit in each individual search window, in exact anal-576

ogy to our former work shown in [2]. The respective577

sensitivities reveal a systematic uncertainty of ∼1%, in-578

dicating a good accuracy of the background modelling579

procedure. Here, the uncertainty was estimated as the580

median of all deviations between the two approaches.581

Following the same fitting treatment as in our previous582

work would change the Bayesian (Frequentist) limits by583

approximately 1 (2)%, again estimated as the median584

deviation.585

The impact of modelling the background continuum on586

the results for the two decay channels was probed as587

well, using a second order polynomial function, and ad-588

ditionally a 1st order background for the nucleon decay589

fit, using different search window widths. The differ-590
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ences in the Bayesian (Frequentist) sensitivities for dif-591

ferent fitting strategies remain within approximately 2592

(4)% for the nucleon decay analysis and are ∼1% for593

the electron decay search.594

Furthermore, the effect of the bin width has been inves-595

tigated. Probing bin widths within reasonable proxim-596

ity to the energy resolution scale in standard deviations597

of 1 keV, with a systematic uncertainty of around 0.1-598

0.2 keV, reveals an uncertainty on both bosonic DM599

results of ∼7%. The uncertainties are slightly smaller600

for the decay channel sensitivities, independently of the601

statistical framework.602

The detector-geometry-related uncertainties caused by603

the active volume or the level of enrichment in 76Ge (the604

latter being relevant for the nucleon decay search only)605

have an impact of approximately 4% and 2%, respec-606

tively. These were estimated as the exposure-weighted607

mean of the active volume and enrichment fraction un-608

certainties of the different detector types [21].609

5 Results610

5.1 Bosonic dark matter611

No evident excess caused by bosonic DM interactions

has been found beyond the expected fluctuations of the

continuous background. Using the interaction rate for-

mulas shown in Sect. 2.1, the derived count strength

limits Nup at 90% CI and CL are converted into upper

limits on the maximal physical interaction strength of

ALPs and the kinetic mixing of DPs. In particular, the

conversion formula reads

gϕ =
Nup

E · 365.25 ·Rϕ
, (15)

where ϕ denotes the DM candidate of interest, which

can either be an ALP (ϕ ≡ a and gϕ ≡ g2ae) or a DP

(ϕ ≡ V and gϕ ≡ α
′
/α), and E = 105.5 kg yr the expo-

sure (see Table 1). The total DM interaction rate Rϕ

(kg−1d−1) accounting for detection efficiencies shown

in Table 2 is given by

Rϕ = ϵe- ·RA
ϕ + ϵe-∧γ ·RC

ϕ . (16)

When computing the absorption interaction rates through

Eqs. (4) and (5), the photoelectric cross-section σpe for

germanium target material was taken from Ref. [27].

The molar mass Mtot = 75.66 g/mol of enriched Ge

detectors was computed as

Mtot = f76Ge ·M76Ge + (1− f76Ge) ·Mres , (17)

where the Gerda exposure-weighted 76Ge enrichment

fraction is f76Ge = 87.5% [21]. The molar mass of all

isotopes but 76 present in enriched Ge detectors is com-

puted as

Mres =
∑
i̸=76

Mi · fi
ftot

, (18)

for Ge isotopes i = {70, 72, 73, 74}. Molar masses Mi612

are taken from [27], while relative isotopic composi-613

tion values fi were taken from Table 1 of [21], with614

ftot =
∑

i̸=76 fi. In particular, M76Ge = 75.92 g/mol615

and Mres = 73.86 g/mol. The derived limits on the616

kinetic mixing strength of DPs and the ALP-electron617

coupling are compared to other experimental results618

in Fig. 7. Constraints for specific masses are listed in619

the appendix, see Table 7 in Sect. D. The results ob-620

tained with the Frequentist method largely align with621

the Bayesian results, but are slightly more stringent at622

the locations of underfluctuations below the expected623

background levels. In the appendix, individual effects624

of the absorption and the scattering process on the to-625

tal results are shown (see Sect. D), and the sensitivities626

compared as determined with the two different statis-627

tical approaches (see Sect. E).628

The limits derived by Gerda are the most stringent di-629

rect measurement results between ∼140 keV and 2me.630

Better constraints are provided by COSINE-100 [42] for631

masses in the range of about 245-280 keV and 570-670632

keV. Improvements of almost up to two orders of mag-633

nitude at the highest probed energies above ∼500 keV634

for the DP channel are achieved, induced by the dom-635

ination of the Compton cross-section versus the ab-636

sorption cross-section. For ALPs, this corresponds to637

an improvement of almost an order of magnitude. At638

intermediate energies, the doubled exposure in combi-639

nation with the combined effect of absorption and scat-640

tering leads to factors of around 2 to 10 more severe641

constraints, depending on the precise energy and the642

particle candidate. At lower energies, the new results643

improve only marginally upon the limits derived in [2].644

The small improvement in this region is mostly trig-645

gered by an approximately four times higher exposure,646

meaning an expected improvement by a factor of 2 only,647

as the dark Compton process does not contribute rele-648

vantly in this range. Hence, the sensitivities of xenon-649

based direct DM detection experiments could not be650

reached, due to the higher background level in our low651

energy range and the lower exposure.652

5.2 Nucleon decays653

A lower constraint on the nucleon lifetime based on

the observed upper limit on the event number Nup,n is
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around identified γ-lines (see Table 3) have been omitted.
Top: Bayesian constraints at 90% CI on the kinetic mixing
strength of DPs. Bottom: Bayesian constraints at 90% CI
on the coupling strength of ALPs to electrons. Results from
other direct detection experiments [38–42] are shown, as well
as the previous Gerda limits [2]. The dashed, dark red line
indicates the region below which the interpretation as a DM
candidate being stable on the scale of the age of the Universe
is valid without further assumptions [9]. Indirect constraints
from X-ray and γ-ray observations taken from Refs. [9,43] are
indicated by the dot-dashed, brown line. Constraints derived
from red giant (RG, dot-dashed, gold line) and horizontal
branch (HB, dot-dashed, purple line) star energy losses are
discussed in [44]

calculated as

τlow = ϵn ·Neff · NA

Nup,n
· E · f76Ge

Mtot
(19)

where ϵn is the efficiency to tag a coincident electron-654

photon pair (see Table 2 in Sect. 3), Neff is the effec-655
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Fig. 8 Part of the M2 spectrum shown in Fig. 4 with the
Bayesian fit of the nucleon decay signal at E0 ∼265 keV.
A 1st-order polynomial was used to model the continuous
background

tive number of particles which can undergo the consid-656

ered decay, and NA is the Avogadro’s constant. Mtot657

(kg/mol) and f76Ge are given in Sect. 5.1, while the658

exposure E = 105.5 kg yr is taken from Table 1. As659

described in Sect. 2.2, only one specific branch of the660

inclusive nucleon decay is considered, i.e. the one in661

which the nucleon decays from one of the most exter-662

nal nuclear shells with the de-excitation of the daughter663

nucleus by γ-emission only, without subsequent emis-664

sion of other particles. Hence, it is necessary to know665

the effective number of decaying neutrons (protons) in-666

side the parent 76Ge nuclei, whose decay could produce667

the specific daughter nucleus 75Ge (75Ga). Following668

Refs. [45–48], the effective number Neff = 16 (14) for669

neutrons (protons) was obtained by using the single-670

particle shell model with a modified Woods-Saxon po-671

tential [49, 50], and the set of parameters adjusted for672

76Ge. The calculations were done with the shell-model673

codes KSHELL [51] and CoSMo [52] comparing, where674

possible, our full range of the sub-shell nucleon binding675

energies with the values obtained in Refs. [53, 54].676

677

In the Bayesian framework a best fit of 6.8 counts was678

obtained, with a significance of 1.1σ (see Fig. 8). The679

90% CI upper limit is equal to Nup,n = 16.5 counts, and680

the median sensitivity is estimated to be Ns,n = 10.5681

counts. In the Frequentist approach, the best-fit signal682

strength is 4.2 counts, corresponding to a significance of683

0.7σ. This leads to a count limit of Nup,n = 15.2 counts684

with a median sensitivity estimate of Ns,n = 9.8 counts.685

The respective limits on the nucleon lifetimes estimated686

through Eq. (19) are shown in Table 4. The lifetime687

limit for Neff = 1 is provided both as a measure of the688
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inclusive nuclear decay rate and for comparison with689

other published limits, where different effective num-690

bers of nucleons were used depending on the specific691

isotopes under consideration.692

For a comparison with the results of previous nu-693

cleon disappearance studies see the detailed compila-694

tion of the Particle Data Group ‘p Mean Life’ [55].695

For inclusive decays of neutrons and protons bound696

in 129,136Xe [45, 46] , 127I [47] and 130Te [48, 56] mean697

life limits between 3.3×1023 and 8.6×1024 yr have been698

found. Orders of magnitude better limits are reported699

by the Borexino, KamLAND and SNO+ collaborations700

for the parent nuclei 12,13C [57, 58] and 16O [59] prof-701

iting from the huge mass of their low-background de-702

tectors. These latter experiments provide limits on the703

decay of bound nucleons into invisible modes where no704

energy is deposited in the detector in the decay itself.705

The best limits are provided by SNO+ for neutron and706

proton disappearance in 16O, 9×1029 yr and 9.6×1029707

yr, respectively [59].708

5.3 Electron decay709

Similarly to Eq. (19), the constraint on the electron

decay lifetime is calculated as

τlow = (ϵGe,det + ϵGe,mat) ·Neff,Ge ·
NA

Nup,e
· E
Mtot

+ ϵAr ·Neff,Ar ·
NA

Nup,e
· mAr

mGe
· E
MAr

.

(20)

Here, all electrons in Ge and Ar atoms were used, i.e.710

Neff,Ge = 32 and Neff,Ar = 18. The LAr molar mass is711

MAr = 39.95 × 10−3 kg/mol, with total mass mAr =712

3884.1 kg. The total Ge mass mGe = 38.78 kg is com-713

puted as exposure-weighted averages of Phase II and II+714

masses [21]. Exposure E = 105.5 kg yr and efficien-715

cies are taken from Table 1 and 2, respectively. Mtot716

(kg/mol) is given in Sect. 5.1.717

718

For the 255.9 keV Doppler broadened γ-line caused by a719

potential electron decay in Ge or Ar, no relevant devia-720

tion from the expected background was observed in the721

data. In the Bayesian fitting method, shown in Fig. 9,722

the best-fit amplitude equals 15.3 counts with signif-723

icance equal to 0.3σ. The obtained limit is Nup,e =724

264.2 counts, and the median sensitivity is Ns,e = 249.4725

counts. In the Frequentist procedure, a best-fit value726

of 3.8 counts is found, with vanishing significance. The727

evaluation of the upper limit yieldsNup,e = 263.1 counts,728

with a sensitivity of Ns,e = 259.2 counts. The corre-729

sponding limits on the electron lifetime are listed in730
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Fig. 9 Part of the M1 spectrum shown in Fig. 3 with
the Bayesian fit of the electron decay at E0 = 255.9 keV
(continuous line). The background fit includes two signif-
icant γs (dashed lines) at Eγ,1 =238.6 keV (212Pb) and
Eγ,2 =295.2 keV (214Pb), see Table 3

Table. 4, and set into perspective in Table 5. The liquid-731

scintillator experiment Borexino set the currently tight-732

est constraint. All other results were obtained with Ge733

detectors. Note that the validity of the statistical anal-734

ysis conducted to obtain the numerical value of [18] has735

been questioned in Refs. [55, 60].736

6 Conclusions and outlook737

In this paper, searches for full energy depositions caused738

by a coupling of bosonic DM with keV-scale masses739

with the atoms in the Gerda detectors are reported.740

No significant excess has been observed, hence con-741

straints on the kinetic mixing of DPs as well as on742

the coupling of ALPs to electrons have been derived,743

in both Bayesian and Frequentist frameworks. Further-744

more, the stability of the neutron and the proton in-745

side 76Ge against inclusive decays with subsequent γ-746

only emission of the daughter isotope has been investi-747

gated by searching for a coincident signal induced by a748

75Ge β decay accompanied by the dominating 75As de-749

excitation γ-line of 264.60 keV. In addition, a Doppler750

broadened γ-line at 255.9 keV, which would be induced751

by the charge non-conserving decay of an electron into752

νeγ, has been analysed. None of the particle disappear-753

ance modes has been found, and constraints on the life-754

times of these particles have been derived in both sta-755

tistical frameworks.756

The limits for the search of DP and ALP DM pose757

the most stringent direct experimental results between758

roughly 140 keV and 2me,except for masses in the 245-759
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Table 4 Summary of results of the search for inclusive neutron (n) and proton (p) decays (n, p → X) in 76Ge as well as
for electron decay e- → νeγ. For each decay, the observed best-fit value (obs.) is shown together with its significance (sig.).
The extracted upper limits at 90% CI/CL and the median sensitivity for the signal strength are indicated with Nup and Ns,
respectively. Lower lifetime limits (L) on τlow are deduced in the Bayesian and Frequentist frameworks according to Eqs. (19),
(20) at 90% CI and CL, respectively, with the sensitivity S equal to the median value assuming the background-only hypothesis.
Neff = 16 (14) denotes the effective numbers of neutrons (protons) used for deriving the nucleon lifetime limit. Neff = 1 yields
the corresponding nuclear decay rate limit. As to electron decay, Neff denotes the number of electrons in Ge and Ar atoms

Search Framework Signal counts Neff τlow(yr)

obs. (sig.) Nup Ns L S

n, p → X Bayesian 6.8 (1.1σ) 16.5 10.5 1 9.1× 1022 1.4× 1023

16 (n) 1.5× 1024 2.3× 1024

14 (p) 1.3× 1024 2.0× 1024

Frequentist 4.2 (0.7σ) 15.2 9.8 1 9.8× 1022 1.5× 1023

16 (n) 1.6× 1024 2.4× 1024

14 (p) 1.4× 1024 2.1× 1024

e- → νeγ Bayesian 15.3 (0.3σ) 264.2 249.4 32 (Ge), 18 (Ar) 5.4× 1025 5.7× 1025

Frequentist 3.8 (0.0σ) 263.1 259.2 32 (Ge), 18 (Ar) 5.4× 1025 5.5× 1025

Table 5 Selection of constraints on the electron lifetime τe
at 90% CL

Experiment Nuclei Decay τe(yr)

Borexino [61] C, H, N, O e- → νeγ 6.6× 1028

HdM [18](a) Ge e- → νeγ 9.4× 1025

Majorana [62] Ge e- → 3νe 3.2× 1025

Edelweiss-III [38] Ge e- → 3νe 1.2× 1024

Gerda Ge e- → νeγ 5.4× 1025

(a) more likely overestimate [55,60]

280 keV and 570-670 keV intervals where stronger con-760

straints are set by COSINE-100 [42]. However, for vec-761

tor DM candidates, the indirect lifetime constraint based762

on the age of the Universe dominates significantly over763

the derived limits for masses above ∼500 keV. In gen-764

eral, indirect galactic background searches for 3γ in-765

duced by DP decay are significantly more stringent [63].766

In the energy range studied by Gerda, ALP DM mod-767

els are mostly constrained by indirect, astrophysical768

measurements. Moreover, the ALP masses are further769

largely ruled out by the needed stability over the age770

of the Universe if one again assumes ALPs to compose771

the entire DM [9]. The results for the ALP channel are772

shown as well, as more exotic, fine-tuned models have773

been suggested therein to omit the latter constraint. As774

a further remark, direct constraints on the absorption775

of ALPs have been reinterpreted to probe violations of776

Poincaré invariance [64]. Hence, not only all combined777

results for ALPs and DPs, but also the individual ab-778

sorption and the scattering channel constraints, are ap-779

pended to this paper (see Fig. 11.780

Regarding the determined lower lifetime limits on781

the inclusive nucleon decays in 76Ge, it is emphasised782

that, to our knowledge, these are the first constraints783

on these processes. However, the sensitivity of Gerda784

compared to the free nucleon decays or mode-dependent785

decays in any isotope is orders of magnitude below786

large-scale experimental results introduced in Sect. 1.787

The electron lifetime limit is among the strongest lim-788

its measured with semiconductor detectors, although789

the sensitivity does not reach that of large-scale scintil-790

lation experiments such as Borexino [65].791

The analyses presented here motivate further searches792

for these new physics channels with O(100 keV) en-793

ergy depositions in semiconductor experiments. In par-794

ticular, the future LEGEND-1000 experiment, operat-795

ing more than one tonne of Ge detectors enriched in796

76Ge for ten years in underground-sourced LAr [66],797

will improve these Ge-based constraints on bosonic DM798

interactions and the lifetimes of electrons, neutrons,799

and protons. The 39Ar concentration in underground-800

sourced LAr is measured by the Darkside collaboration801

to be reduced by a factor 1400 [67]. Thus the sensitivity802

of LEGEND-1000 will be enhanced in the low-energy803

regime by more than an order of magnitude. Further804

improvements could be realised by deploying Ge de-805

tectors of natural isotopic composition (or depleted in806

76Ge) in a setup similar to LEGEND-1000, to reduce807

the background induced by 2νββ decays.808
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Appendix828

A: Doppler broadened peak profile829

Using the virial theorem, i.e. Ekin. = −Epot./2, the

Doppler broadened line shape can be analytically de-

scribed as a sum of Gaussian contributions over all

atomic shells weighted by their electron occupancy num-

ber ni,

I(E) =

Nb∑
i=1

Ii(E) =

Nb∑
i=1

ni√
2πσi

e
− (E−Et,i)

2

2σ2
i , (A.1)

whereNb is the total number of atomic shells for a given

atom [18] and Et,i is the total energy deposited in a de-

tector after an electron decay (see Eqs. (11) and (12)).

The line width for the i -th atomic shell is

σi = Et,i ·
√

kBTi

me
≈ 0.0442 · Et,i ·

√
Eb,i , (A.2)

where kB is Boltzmann’s constant and Ti is the abso-

lute electron temperature, with energies Et,i and Eb,i

expressed in keV. Notice that the numerical pre-factor

has been found upon recalculation, whereas [18] states a

slightly larger value of 0.0447. The individual Ge and Ar

atomic shell contributions as deduced from their respec-

tive electron binding energies are listed in Table 6. Con-

sidering both Ge and Ar decays, the Doppler-broadened

line shape is given as

I(E) ∝ Neff,Ge ·mGe

Nb,Ge∑
i

Ii,det(E) · ϵGe,det

+ Neff,Ge ·mGe

Nb,Ge∑
i

Ii,mat(E) · ϵGe,mat

+Neff,Ar ·mAr

Nb,Ar∑
i

Ii,Ar(E) · ϵAr ,

(A.3)

where Neff,Ge (Neff,Ar) is the total number of available830

electrons in Ge (Ar) atoms,mGe (mAr) is the total mass831

Table 6 Germanium and argon electron binding energies
Eb,i for different atomic shells as taken from [69] together
with electron shell occupation numbers ni. The correspond-
ing FWHM contributions to the Doppler broadening of the
electron decay signal are separately shown for the dominant
contributions coming from Ge source detectors (K, L1-L3,
M1-M5, N1-N2) and from the LAr (K, L1-L3, M1-M3). The
FWHM value of each atomic shell was derived according to
Eq. (A.2)

Shell ni Eb,i (keV) FWHMi (keV)

Ge Ar Ge Ar

K 2 11.103 3.2059 90.6 47.4
L1 2 1.4146 0.3263 31.7 15.2
L2 2 1.2481 0.2506 29.8 13.3
L3 4 1.217 0.2484 29.5 13.3
M1 2 0.1801 0.0293 11.4 4.6
M2 2 0.1249 0.0159 9.6 3.4
M3 4 0.1208 0.0157 9.4 3.3
M4 4 0.0298 - 4.8 -
M5 6 0.0292 - 4.8 -
N1 2 0.0143 - 3.2 -
N2 2 0.0079 - 2.4 -

of the Ge array (Ar volume), and ϵGe (ϵAr) is the de-832

tection efficiency in the Ge array of the outgoing pho-833

ton following an electron decay originating within the834

Ge (Ar) volume (see Table 2 in Sect. 3). For germa-835

nium, sensitive detector contributions (det) and contri-836

butions from surrounding detector material (mat) are837

taken into account separately.838

B: Empirical background model839

The empirical background model, as well as its compo-840

nents (i.e. the 2νββ and the 39Ar decays), are shown841

in the top panel of Fig. 10, together with the M1 data842

(see Sect. 3.1, Fig. 3) to which the model has been fit. A843

bin width of 1 keV was used, consistent with the analy-844

sis procedure presented in this paper. Figure 10 shows845

fits in two separate energy regions, i.e. 53 to 207 keV846

(middle) and 184 to 1033 keV (bottom), together with847

the corresponding residuals, defined as the difference848

between expected and observed counts over the square849

root of the expected counts. The two energy regions850

visible in the top panel were chosen such that to ac-851

count for the 25 keV width of the fit window used in852

DM searches and to correctly handle the change in ex-853

posure around 195 keV due to the lowering of trigger854

thresholds in October 2017.855

The empirical modified β distribution modelling the856

39Ar β spectrum is based on Eq. (5) of ref. [33], us-857

ing a β distribution as the baseline distribution. It was858

restricted to ten free parameters in this use-case: two859
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Fig. 10 Top: empirical background fit model. The fit was
performed with a tenth order polynomial and a β-modified β
distribution. The vertical dashed, blue lines denote the lowest
probed DM mass of 65 keV, the data set transition value of
195 keV, and 1021 keV as the highest potential integer DM
mass below 2me. Middle, bottom: plots of the data (blue
dots) and the model (black line) in the two different energy
ranges, i.e. 53-207 keV and 184-1033 keV, with the respective
residuals shown below each panel. Residuals are defined as
the difference between expected counts and observed counts,
normalized by the square root of expected counts

shape parameters plus shift and scale parameters, for860

both β components, one modification parameter, and861

one global amplitude parameter. For the empirical 2νββ862

distribution, modelled as a tenth-order polynomial van-863

ishing at both 0 keV and the Qββ value, five parameters864

are kept free, analogously to the parametrization pre-865

sented in [70]. The optimum parameters for both the866

2νββ function and the 39Ar parametrization have been867

found via a combined histogram fit. Apart from the868

clear deviations at and around the observed γ-line posi-869

tions as discussed in Sect. 4.3, the residuals largely fluc-870

tuate within the expected 1 and 2σ ranges. The validity871

of the model was further investigated using the reduced872

χ2-estimator and the non-parametric Kolmogorov-Smirnov873

test [71] as goodness-of-fit measures. Considering a pos-874

teriori all identified γ-transitions, no significant devia-875

tions between the model and the data were found. Sim-876

ilarly, no significant deviation of the distribution of the877

residuals from normality was observed, as probed with878

both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and the Shapiro-879

Wilks test [72].880

881

C: Statistical frameworks882

In this section, the applied statistical methods are de-883

scribed in detail.884

Bayesian method To identify a potential excess at any885

probed energy value, a binned Bayesian fit of the sig-886

nal peak above the background was performed in the887

respective signal window. Poisson fluctuations were as-888

sumed for bin contents. The Markov-Chain-Monte-Carlo889

algorithm was applied via the Bayesian Analysis Toolkit890

(BAT) software [73]. A uniform prior was chosen to con-891

strain the signal amplitude to the physically allowed892

positive range. The posterior signal distribution was893

then marginalised via eight Markov chains of 106 it-894

erations each. The significance of signal strengths hav-895

ing a marginalized posterior distribution incompatible896

with zero counts was estimated via the global mode di-897

vided by the upper and the lower 68% quantiles of the898

posterior distribution, σ = U68−L68

2 . Defining the sig-899

nificance in this manner, the maximally visible excess900

at 710 keV (see Sect. 4.3), which cannot be attributed901

to an expected γ-line, has a significance of 2.9σ.902

Frequentist method For the fitting procedure in the Fre-903

quentist statistical framework, the local significance was904

estimated for each of the probed DM candidate masses905

assuming the asymptotic 1
2χ

2(1) distribution, cf. [36],906

where 1 denotes the degrees of freedom. The unex-907

pected excess at 710 keV (see Sect. 4.3) has a local908
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significance of 3.3σ. Given the large number of searches,909

this estimate needs to be corrected for the look-elsewhere910

effect. The compensation of this effect can be approxi-911

mated by applying a Bonferroni correction [74], mean-912

ing a rescaling of the local p-values by the number of913

trials. A less conservative option is the method of data-914

driven self-calibration [75]. The global significance es-915

timation in this method is based on peaks artificially916

induced into the data. Upon both Bonferroni correc-917

tion and self-calibration, the observed 3.3σ peak corre-918

sponds to a global significance ≤ 1σ, and might be in-919

terpreted as a noise fluctuation. Alternatively, this peak920

might be of physical origin, i.e. caused by the presence921

of an unexpected isotope in or near the Ge detectors.922

The determined limits were obtained with the profile923

likelihood ratio method [76], partially via the MINUIT2924

algorithm [77]. The test statistics t̃ of [36] was applied925

to constrain the physical signal strength to positive val-926

ues, again relying on the asymptotic (non-central) χ2(1)927

distributions. The median exclusion sensitivity and the928

non-centrality parameter were estimated from the Asi-929

mov data set, as motivated in [36] as well.930

D: Direct dark matter absorption vs dark Compton931

scattering932

Fig. 11 compares the effect of direct dark matter ab-933

sorption and dark Compton scattering on the Bayesian934

limit for the kinetic mixing coupling of DPs to electrons.935

Including the dark Compton scattering interaction in-936

duces a strong sensitivity improvement compared to the937

previous results [2] at higher energies. The same conclu-938

sions hold for the limits on the ALP-electron coupling939

strengths (not shown). Table 7 shows selected results940

on the kinetic mixing strength of DPs and the coupling941

of ALPs to electrons taking both direct dark matter942

absorption and dark Compton scattering into account.943

944

E: Comparison of bosonic dark matter sensitivities945

The Bayesian (Frequentist) median sensitivities assum-946

ing no signal are plotted for the kinetic mixing cou-947

pling of DPs to electrons in Fig. 12, together with the948

expected 1 and 2σ fluctuation bands for the Bayesian949

limits, as determined from a set of 103 MC simulations950

sampled individually at each inspected integer mass951

value. Here, both the photoelectric-like absorption and952

Compton scattering processes are taken into account953

when extracting the coupling values. The Frequentist954

sensitivities were extracted directly from the Asimov955

data sets (see Sect. C). The drop visible around 196956
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dimensionless coupling constant of DPs to electrons, plotted
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considering photoelectric-like absorption only (gold), Comp-
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gions around identified γ lines (see Sect. 4.3, Table 3) were
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keV is related to the difference in exposure between957

the energy intervals of 65-195 keV (45.5 kg yr) and 196-958

1021 keV (60.0 kg yr). Upper limits shown in Fig. 11 lie959

well within the expectation bands. The same behaviour960

is found for ALP-electron coupling strengths (here not961

shown).962
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Table 7 Bosonic DM upper limits (L) and sensitivities (S) at 90% CI/CL on the kinetic mixing strength of DPs (α
′
/α) and

on the coupling of ALPs to electrons (gae) at indicated masses as determined in the Bayesian and Frequentist frameworks. The
photoelectric-like absorption process as well as the dark Compton scattering were included in the DM interaction rate with
Ge material when deriving the coupling values. For each mass, the observed best-fit value (obs.) is shown together with its
significance (sig.). For non-positive obs. values, the significance is null and not displayed. Upper limits derived for all masses
between 65 keV and 2me are shown in Fig. 7. Sensitivities for the entire mass range are shown in Fig. 12

Mass Framework Signal counts α
′
/α (DPs) gae (ALPs)

(keV) obs. (sig.) L S L S L S

65 Bayesian 22.2 (0.5σ) 189.7 173.2 5.7× 10−25 5.2× 10−25 2.0× 10−12 1.9× 10−12

196 23.8 (0.9σ) 171.9 161.4 1.1× 10−23 9.9× 10−24 2.8× 10−12 2.7× 10−12

1021 0.0 34.4 46.0 1.1× 10−22 1.4× 10−22 3.3× 10−12 3.8× 10−12

65 Frequentist -89.4 99.6 177.2 3.0× 10−25 5.4× 10−25 1.5× 10−12 2.0× 10−12

196 50.5 (0.5σ) 210.9 159.7 1.3× 10−23 9.9× 10−24 3.1× 10−12 2.7× 10−12

1021 -15.9 31.0 45.8 1.0× 10−22 1.4× 10−22 3.1× 10−12 3.8× 10−12
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