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ABSTRACT: A compact, deeply bound state of uuddss quarks would, if it exists, be stable or
very long-lived. Lattice QCD calculations cannot yet determine whether this neutral, spin-0, flavor
singlet di-baryon (“S”) exists, and empirical models give highly divergent predictions for the mass
of a possible compact configuration distinct from a Λ-Λ molecule. Surprisingly, experimental
observations to date would not have detected it. The strongest present laboratory constraint comes
from the lower bound on the H-dibaryon formation time in a doubly strange hypernucleus, but this
is insufficient to discover or exclude a compact, long-lived S. In this paper we develop several
experimental strategies to discover or constrain such a state, some of which are more generally
applicable to any new long-lived neutral hadron. If a stable S exists, it could comprise the dark
matter as well as potentially resolve the muon g-2 anomaly.
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1 Introduction

Elementary particles consisting of four or more quarks and antiquarks have been of considerable
theoretical and experimental interest in recent years. In 2003 Belle discovered an extremely nar-
row four-quark state, X(3872), with quark content cc̄uū [1]. This discovery has been confirmed
by many experiments.1 In 2015 LHCb discovered a narrow pentaquark state with quark content
cc̄uud [2]. In 2019 using significantly larger statistics, LHCb resolved the data into three narrower
states with the same quark content [3]. Many other multiquark states have been identified in the
years 2003-2017 [4]. They all involve a heavy quark and antiquark, cc̄ or bb̄. Most of these states
are likely to be hadronic molecules, i.e. heavy-quark analogs of the deuteron, with two color-singlet
hadrons attracting each other via light meson exchange.

The situation changed dramatically with the recent discovery by LHCb of the Tcc tetraquark
with quark content ccūd̄ [5, 6]. This discovery provides significant support to the theoretical con-
sensus that the yet-to-be-observed analogous bbūd̄ state is a deeply bound compact tetraquark, as
opposed to a hadronic molecule. This state is expected to lie well below the BB threshold, making
it stable against strong decay [7–11]. It is natural to ask if any deeply-bound, compact, multi-quark
states involving only light u, d, s quarks may be possible. Unlike for hadrons containing heavy
quarks, theory for multi-light-quark states is not presently sufficiently accurate to make reliable
predictions so experiment must be the guide.

This paper is devoted to the experimental detection of a stable bound state of six light quarks,
u↑u↓d↑d↓s↑s↓, having a mass low enough to be absolutely stable, or effectively stable with a life-
time greater than the age of the Universe, or simply a lifetime so long that it would not be detected
in searches for neutral decaying particles.2 The postulated stable uuddss state is designated S or
“sexaquark” [12].3 The stability of an S can result from its mass being too low for baryon-number-
conserving decay, or from its decay requiring a doubly-weak interaction and/or the transition am-
plitude being suppressed due to small spatial overlap or tunneling barrier [13]. Note that both an S
and a di−Λ molecule may exist.

This paper has two key parts: 1) establishing that a hadron with properties of the sexaquark
would not have been detected by existing experiments and 2) proposing several experimental strate-
gies to rectify this deficiency in our experimental knowledge. The general experimental challenge
to discovering an S or excluding its existence is that S’s are neutral and similar in mass to neutrons,
but interact less and are much less abundant. S’s do not call enough attention to themselves in high
energy experiments to have been recognized as a new particle among the plethora of final particles.
As we shall discuss in detail, dedicated searches for the H-dibaryon (a hypothesized particle [20]

1For a detailed review on X(3872), also known as χc1(3872) see the PDGLive https://pdglive.lbl.gov/
Particle.action?init=0&node=M176&home=MXXX025.

2By contrast, in the context of the tetraquark and pentaquark states, “stable” refers to decaying via an electromagnetic
or weak rather than strong interaction.

3“Hexaquark” is the generic term for any dibaryon or triple-qq̄ hadron. The sexaquark discussed here is a specific
example of a hexaquark. The name sexaquark, “S”, was chosen for the stable state considered here because its phe-
nomenology is entirely different from other hexaquarks; using the symbol H for this particle would cause confusion with
the H-dibaryon with lifetime≈ 10−10 s or generic hexaquarks, as well as with the Higgs. The word sexaquark is appro-
priate because it evokes six, stable, singlet, scalar, strange and strong – all attributes of the state. An additional benefit
of using the Latinate “sexa” is that then the Greek prefix series tetra-, penta-, hexa- remains used for states consisting of
qq̄ or qqq plus qq̄ pairs.
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having the same quantum numbers as the S but with a weak-interaction lifetime) either employed
signatures not applicable to the stable S or had insufficient sensitivity.

The experimental search for a sexaquark has motivations beyond the importance of having a
correct picture of the stable hadrons. We recently showed [19] that the muon g-2 anomaly [92]
can be due to missed hadronic final states in e+e− annihilation resulting in a too-low value of
the hadronic vacuum polarization (HVP) as determined by the R-ratio measurements [93]. This
missed-hadronic states mechanism also explains why the latest lattice QCD calculations of the
HVP [94? ] agree with the g-2 measurement but not with the direct R-ratio value. In order for
hadronic final states to be missed, a significant portion of the final energy needs to be carried by
neutral long-lived hadrons [19]. The sexaquark is the only concrete candidate so far for filling the
requirements of that role, further motivating the experimental searches proposed here. Moreover
a neutral stable sexaquark potentially provides dark matter without physics beyond the Standard
Model [14]: it can reasonably have the observed relic abundance [15] and is consistent with existing
limits on dark matter interactions [16–18].

The organization of this paper is as follows. We begin with several short sections reviewing
information needed for thinking about laboratory sexaquark detection, so that the paper is self-
contained. Section 2 provides general background and context. In Sec. 3 we briefly survey calcula-
tions of the mass of the H-dibaryon and the S. In Sec. 4 we discuss the properties of the S that ac-
count for its elusiveness and are pertinent to its experimental detection, and estimate production and
scattering cross sections. Section 5 discusses the amplitude for interconversion between S and two
baryons, which determines the cross section for S production in low energy experiments and the
formation time of S in a hypernucleus; this interconversion amplitude is also relevant for whether
sexaquark dark matter can survive in the hot hadronic phase of the Early Universe. Section 6 sum-
marizes the principle constraints on the scattering cross section from cosmology, astrophysics, and
dark matter (DM) direct detection experiments which apply if DM is composed predominantly of
sexaquarks. These preliminaries lay the groundwork for Sec. 7, the central content of the paper, in
which strategies to discover the S in laboratory experiments are proposed. Section 8 summarizes
the paper. Details of certain lengthy calculations are given in the Appendices.

2 Overview

The proposed S is a spin-0, flavor singlet, parity-even boson with charge Q=0, baryon number B=2,
and strangeness S=-2. Unlike the tetraquark, pentaquark and the heptaquark states, the sexaquark
is composed of valence quarks and no valence antiquarks. Analog states of the S with one or more
of the light (uds) quarks substituted by a c or b of the same charge, would have a short lifetime
(. 10−8 s) since direct decay at the quark level such as c → d or b → c, u is not kinematically
suppressed. Moreover since there are 18 different color, flavor, spin combinations using u, d, s
quarks, totally antisymmetric color singlet states with baryon number up to 6 could be potentially
interesting. The phenomenology of these states is an entirely different topic and is not the subject
of the present paper.

A sufficiently stable S is potentially a good dark matter candidate [15, 21, 22], a possibility we
first noted in [23]. The ratio of densities of S dark matter (SDM) and baryons in the Universe can
be estimated from statistical equilibrium in the quark-gluon plasma using known parameters from
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QCD [15] and is consistent with observation. Primordial nucleosynthesis limits on unseen baryons
are satisfied as long as ambient S’s do not participate actively in nucleosynthesis, i.e., S does not
form bound states with light nuclei D, T or He. These and related topics are briefly summarized in
Sec. 6.

Whether the S is stable enough to be dark matter depends on its mass and its dissociation
amplitude to two baryons, g̃; as discussed in Sec. 5, theoretical estimates suggest g̃ . 10−6. An S
lighter than deuterium cannot decay without violating baryon number conservation and so would
be absolutely stable. Even if the S is not absolutely stable, it can be the dark matter or at least a
component of it, if its lifetime is long enough compared to the age of the Universe. This is assured
ifmS < mp+me+mΛ = 2054.46 MeV, the lightest mass compatible with a ∆S = 1 decay, below
which the decay rate ∼ G4

F g̃
2, causing the S to be effectively stable [13]. Two separated baryons

with the same quark content as the S must have a mass ≥ 2mΛ = 2231.36 MeV, so if the 6 quarks
are bound by & 176.9 MeV, the state is effectively stable.4

Deep binding is facilitated by the unique symmetry structure of the S. Fermi statistics give the
6-quark combination uuddss a privileged status. Uniquely among 6-light-quark states, the spatial
wavefunction of the S can be totally symmetric at the same time that the color, flavor, and spin wave
functions are simultaneously individually totally antisymmetric. (Other color-singlet 6-light-quark
states are not spatially symmetric, e.g., the deuteron is a loosely bound pair of nucleons, and states
containing still heavier quarks are not stable to weak decay and hence would not be of interest as
dark matter candidates.) When mass-splitting is governed by hyperfine interactions (at the heart of
general most-attractive-channel arguments, e.g., [26–28], and fundamental in explaining the baryon
mass hierarchy in QCD [29]) the most deeply-bound state of a system of fermions is the one in the
smallest allowed representation of the color, spin and internal symmetries. Thus the S, being a
singlet in both flavor and spin, should be the most-tightly bound 6-quark state, analogous to the
deep binding of the 4He nucleus compared to two deuterons, and to the singlet state in positronium
being lower in energy than the triplet.

The tendency for strong attraction in the u↑u↓d↑d↓s↑s↓ system was pointed out by R. Jaffe
40 years ago. Using the bag model and a one-gluon-exchange calculation of QCD hyperfine split-
ting [20], he estimated the mass of the state, which he called the H-dibaryon, to be ≈ 2150 MeV.
With this mass, the H can decay via a singly-weak interaction and was estimated to have a typical
weak interaction lifetime ∼ 10−10 − 10−8 s [24].

Numerous experiments to discover the H-dibaryon gave null results. Observation of hyperon
decay products from an S =−2 hypernucleus [30, 31] is evidence against the existence of an H-
dibaryon with a formation time that is shorter than the hyperon lifetime. The limit on production
of a narrow Λpπ− resonance in the final states of Υ decay [32], is evidence against an H-dibaryon
with mS > mΛ + mp + mπ = 2193.5 MeV. Searches for a new neutral decaying particle [33–
36] failed to find an H-dibaryon with a typical weak interaction lifetime and mass in the expected
range. A beam dump plus time-of-flight experiment to search for new long-lived neutral particles
[37] might have had the sensitivity to discover an H-dibaryon or S, except that that experiment

4Lifetime estimates taking into account various processes and considering a range of masses were derived in [24, 25],
however the g̃2 suppression of the decay rate was not included so the lifetimes obtained should be multiplied by≈ 5/g̃2,
where the factor 5 reflects that

√
4/5 of the S wavefunction consists of colored-octet baryons which are not available

final states [].
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explicitly excluded consideration of masses less than 2 GeV, to mitigate the overwhelming neutron
background.

In sum, H-dibaryon searches to date exclude an H-dibaryon with a typical weak interaction
lifetime, ∼ 10−10 − 10−8 s but do not exclude the existence of a long-lived state with the same
quantum numbers.

3 Mass and stability of the sexaquark

Eventually, lattice QCD should be able to answer the question of whether a stable sexaquark exists.
The challenges in applying lattice QCD are keeping the noise at an acceptable level while reaching
the infinite volume and continuum limits with realistic quark masses. The problems grow rapidly
with the number of constituents [38], and lighter quarks increase the noise. The best conventional
lattice gauge calculation to date, that of the NPLQCD collaboration [39] using the Lüscher method,
had a pion mass ∼800 MeV. While far from physical quark masses, this calculation confirms the
tendency to relatively deep binding, with the B=2, S=-2 channel [39] having a binding energy of
80 MeV relative to two Λ’s. Even with an 800 MeV pion, Ref. [39] has only a short plateau-like
region before the noise takes over, showing the challenge of reaching the physically realistic, highly
relativistic situation where chiral symmetry breaking condensates are predominantly responsible
for the mass. The HAL QCD approach [40] fits two baryon correlation data on the lattice with
an effective scattering potential. Their calculations to date, using realistic quark masses [41], do
not provide evidence for or against a compact, deeply bound S particle in the correlation function.
Such evidence would be suppressed first by a simple Clebsch-Gordan factor of 1/40 owing to the
overlap of a state of two color-singlet Λ’s with a fully antisymmetrized six quark state with S
quantum numbers, as well as further dynamically suppressed owing to the small spatial overlap
of the wavefunctions (see discussion of g̃ in Sec. 5 below); methods to improve the sensitivity are
under investigation.5 The sensitivity of studies using the Lüscher method, e.g., [39], is also reduced
by the inhibition of S production from a pair of S=-1 baryons, embodied in the small value of g̃.

Unfortunately, there is no good analog system for empirically estimating the mass of the S
based on other hadron masses. The S is a scalar, so chiral symmetry breaking has no formal
implications for its mass, and its mass has no a priori relation to the masses of baryons. Model
predictions for the H-dibaryon mass cover a wide range from stable to unbound (mS > 2231.4

MeV). Reference [42] calculated a mass of 1718 MeV in the instanton liquid model, disputing
the earlier claim [44] that three-body repulsion due to the light-quark-instanton unbinds the H
entirely. QCD sum rule calculations have predicted masses from∼1.2 GeV [45] to∼2mΛ = 2230

MeV[46]. An early constituent quark model with hyperfine interactions gave 2.18 GeV [47], naive
diquark phenomenology resulted in estimates ranging from ∼ 1.2 GeV to ∼ 2.17 GeV [48] and a
recent detailed study with diquarks found a mass of 1883 MeV [49].

To summarize, some degree of binding in the flavor- and spin-singlet di-baryon channel is
predicted in most models, yet such a state appears to be excluded experimentally if it decays with a
typical weak interaction lifetime. This means either that almost all model predictions are wrong, or
the state is long enough lived to have escaped detection in existing searches. Thus the experimental

5T. Hatsuda, private communication.
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search for a stable or effectively stable S is highly motivated; as we shall see in the following, the
mass range 1.85− 2.2 GeV is most promising.

4 Properties and Cross Sections

Three attributes of a stable S make it very difficult to detect:
• The S is neutral and a flavor singlet, so it does not couple to photons, pions and most other
mesons, nor does it leave a track in a detector.
• The S has no pion cloud and may be more compact than ordinary baryons; the amplitude for
interconversion between S and baryons is small.
• The mass of the S makes it difficult to distinguish from the much more copious neutron.

Being a flavor-SU(3) singlet, the S cannot couple to flavor-octet mesons, except through an
off-diagonal coupling transforming it to a much heavier flavor octet dibaryon. At low momenta,
as relevant for dark matter interactions, the SN interaction can receive contributions from the
exchange of glueballs (masses & 1.5 GeV), the flavor singlet superposition of ω and φ vector
mesons denoted φ0 (mass≈ 1 GeV) and the f0 – the very broad isosinglet scalar (also known as σ)
with mass ∼ 500 MeV which is a tetraquark or di-meson molecule. Due to the extended nature of
the f0 and the fact that pions do not couple to the S, the f0’s contribution to S interactions should
be small compared to that of the φ0, particularly if the f0 is a two pion resonance. Exchange of
φ0, which is a vector meson, produces a repulsive nucleon-nucleon or S-S interaction. However
the sign of the S-φ0 coupling need not be the same as that of the N -φ0 coupling, so the S-nucleon
interaction can be attractive or repulsive. There is no fundamental approach to predict the strength
of the φ0 coupling to S (or, for that matter, the φ0 coupling to other hadrons). Without this, we
cannot model b appearing in Eq. (4.1) below or calculate the cross section for non-relativistic φ0-
mediated DM-nucleon and DM-nucleus scattering.

The charge radius of a nucleon, ∼0.9 fm in spite of its Compton wavelength being 0.2 fm, is
a measure of the cloud of pions surrounding it. The fact that the S does not couple to the octet of
pseudoscalar mesons, on account of its being a flavor singlet, implies that the S is not surrounded
by a pion cloud. Therefore it would be expected to have a smaller spatial extent than octet mesons
and baryons. Naively parameterizing the radius rX of a particle X as a linear superposition of its
Compton wavelength λX plus that of the lightest meson M to which it couples strongly,

rX = λX + b λM , (4.1)

and fitting to the nucleon charge radius, we find b = 0.45. For mS ≈ 2 GeV, the Compton
wavelength λS ≈ 0.1 fm, so Eq. (4.1) with b = 0.45 would imply that the S would have a spatial
extent rS ≈ 0.2 − 0.3 fm for φ0 or f0 mesons respectively. There is no contradiction between
being more compact and being more deeply bound relative to other light-quark hadrons, since the
short-distance QCD attraction, ∼ ln(r)/r, compensates the increased zero-point kinetic energy by
virial arguments.

Our understanding of non-perturbative QCD is presently inadequate to enable a first principles
prediction of hadron cross sections at energies in and above the resonance regime. Naively invok-
ing a black-disk model using the charge radii fails badly for nucleon-nucleon and meson-nucleon
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scattering, for example predicting an elastic pp cross section more than a factor 5 greater than ob-
served at ECM = 10 GeV and even more discrepant for πp and Kp.6 It is not surprising that a
black-disk model fails at low energy because hadrons are color-singlets so their couplings and scat-
tering amplitudes are non-zero only due to interactions between color fluctuations in the respective
hadrons. With rS potentially considerably smaller than rp, the probability of color fluctuations in
both hadrons intersecting and producing an interaction could be quite a bit smaller than in a pp
collision; in that case the sexaquark and nucleon or nucleus would be more transparent to each
other and their cross section much smaller. With this in mind, in our discussion of experimental
strategies we will consider sexaquark cross sections ranging from the corresponding nucleon cross
section to much smaller. As we shall see, appropriately designed experiments can find sexaquarks
over a large range of scattering cross sections.

In addition to being electrically neutral, the S has spin-0 so its magnetic dipole moment is zero.
In the equal u, d, s quark mass limit, the spatial wavefunction of the S is perfectly symmetric and
its charge radius vanishes. Thus its charge radius is very small and its coupling to photons is
suppressed by SU(3) flavor symmetry and powers of rS , the S radius. For rS . 0.4 fm, S coupling
to γ’s can only be non-negligible for momentum-transfer & O(0.5 GeV). Thus elastic scattering of
S with gammas or electromagnetic fields is not astrophysically or cosmologically relevant. Note
that since the S is an isospin singlet, its interactions are the same with neutrons and protons.

5 Conversion between S and baryons

Processes that require low-relative-momentum interconversion of S and baryons (e.g., fusion or
dissociation) are strongly suppressed, even though the scattering cross section of an S with nucle-
ons and nuclei can be within an order of magnitude of similar hadronic reactions. Such intercon-
version processes include:
• Fusion of hyperons to an S in a doubly strange hypernucleus;
• Breakup of S dark matter in the hot hadronic medium after SDM formation at the end of the
quark gluon plasma era;
• Production of S in a reaction like K−p→ SΛ̄;
• Decay of nuclei to S if kinematically allowed, e.g., d→ S + e+ + νe;
• Decay of the S if it is not absolutely stable.

The interconversion between an S and baryons is described in hadron effective field theory by
a Yukawa vertex, e.g.,7

< ΛΛ′|HQCD |S >≡
g̃√
40
ūΛ′γ5vΛc . (5.1)

6The black-disk model for scattering of hadrons having radii R1 and R2 predicts σtot = π(R1 + R2)2 = 2σel =

2σinel; for data see https://pdg.lbl.gov/2020/hadronic-xsections/. See [50] for discussion and
overview of the status of modeling cross sections at very high energy where a black disk model should eventually
be valid.

7The S is a parity-even scalar. A BB′ final state (e.g., ΛΛ) has intrinsic parity +1, so its having L = 0, S = 0 is
consistent with angular momentum and parity conservation and Fermi statistics. The γ5 in this expression results from
using charge conjugation to express the matrix element in a manifestly covariant form; it does not reflect parity violation.
For details see [51].
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Figure 1. Excluded and predicted regions of g̃, reproduced from [51]. The upper grey band is the theoretical
prediction for g̃, with the band width reflecting different estimates of the tunneling suppression. The colored
regions show constraints described in the text and in Ref. [51]. Regions bounded by solid lines are excluded
independently of whether the S comprises DM, while regions bounded by dashed lines would be excluded
if S comprises 100% of the DM.

The interconversion amplitude for other baryon combinations, Σ+Σ−, Σ−Σ+, Σ0Σ0, pΞ−, Ξ−p,
nΞ0, and Ξ0n, are the same except for the sign. The Clebsch-Gordan coefficient

√
1/40, derives

from the requirement that the S wavefunction is fully anti-symmetrized under exchange of any
two quarks. The full wavefunction has an amplitude

√
4/5 to consist of products of color-octet

baryons, and only
√

1/5 to be products of color-singlet baryons. Within the color-singlet terms,
the amplitude to have the same internal spin, flavor and color structure as two Lambda’s is just√

1/8, whence the
√

1/40.
The dynamical fusion/dissociation amplitude g̃ is itself suppressed by two effects:

(i) The hard-core repulsion in the baryon-baryon potential reduces the wave-function overlap be-
tween the quarks in the two baryons and the quarks in the S, which are concentrated at the ori-
gin [13].
(ii) Interconversion between S and two baryons requires the color-flavor-spin state of the quarks
to be reconfigured, being three color-entangled diquarks (ud, ds, su) in the S while being a ud
diquark plus a strange quark in each of the two Λ’s. Since di-quarks are deeply bound, breaking
and reconfiguring them entails a tunneling suppression.

Figure 1, reproduced from [51], gives the current experimental and observational limits on
g̃, along with theoretical estimates for g̃. The grey bands show theoretical calculations of g̃ for

– 8 –



two different assumptions for the sexaquark radius rS (entering the wavefunction overlap) and
two different estimates of the tunneling suppression. In all cases shown, the hard-core radius
in the baryon-baryon potential is taken to be the standard value of 0.4 fm, but this quantity is
poorly constrained and even a slightly larger value greatly reduces g̃ [13]. In the upper band, rS
is calculated with Eq. (4.1) and b = 0.45, as fits baryons, while the lower band is a lower bound
on the overlap taking rS to be the S’s Compton wavelength.8 The overlap itself is only an upper
limit on g̃ since the tunneling suppression of the transition can be very significant, as exemplified
by the Gamow factor in nucleosynthesis. The tunneling suppression is e−action, where the action
for tunneling between configurations is estimated in Fig. 1 as six times the action for an individual
quark to tunnel, 6(∆E∆t). Calculating the action for each quark using ∆t ≈ rp/c and ∆E =100
or 300 MeV, results in a tunneling suppression factor from 0.05 to 10−4; this range is represented
by the grey bands. The upper grey band represents the present best estimate for g̃. See [51] for
further details.

5.1 Experimental constraints on g̃

We now briefly survey the experimental and observational constraints on g̃ reported in [51]. These
constraints fall into two categories: those which apply in general, and those which only apply if
sexaquarks are a significant component of dark matter. The general constraints are shown as solid
boundaries in Fig. 1 while dashed lines indicate those which follow if sexaquarks constitute 100%
of the DM. Some limits are relatively independent of mS , while limits based on the stability of
nuclei or that of the sexaquark apply only in specific ranges of mS .

IfmS is light enough,mS < mD = 1876.122 MeV, the S is absolutely stable but deuterium is
unstable to electron capture – forming an S with neutrino emission. IfmS < md−me = 1875.101

MeV, the deuteron nucleus can decay directly by d → Se+ν, although as a 3-body decay this is
strongly phase-space suppressed near threshold. The turquoise excluded region shown in Fig. 1 is
derived [51] from the excellent limit on the rate of injection of positrons of energy greater than 5.5
MeV from the Sudbury Neutrino Observatory (SNO) detector [? ], placing a limit on the lifetime
for d → Se+νe. For mS ≤ 1870 MeV the limit is τd > 1028 yr, becoming very much stronger
as mS decreases and the three-body phase space opens up; τd > 1031 yr for mS . 1850 MeV.
The turquoise excluded region in Fig. 1 gives the corresponding constraint on g̃. Deuteron stability
disfavors mS . 1850 MeV but does not totally exclude it, in the absence of stronger theoretical
confidence in calculating g̃. The orange dashed line is the earlier, weaker limit from [13] based on
the SuperK background level compatible with 16O instability.9

8The wave function overlap – Eq. (5.1) withHQCD replaced by unity – was first calculated in [13], for free baryons
and for baryons in a nucleus, using the Isgur-Karl parameterization of the spatial distribution of quarks. That overlap
calculation yielded g̃ . 10−6.5 using rS from Eq. (4.1) with b = 0.45 and a nominal value of the hard-core radius,
0.4 fm. The overlap decreases rapidly with increasing hard-core radius [13] which is poorly determined; it may be 0.5

fm [52] or larger, in which case the overlap . 10−7.5. Determining the structure of the baryon-baryon potential at short
distance is not only experimentally but also theoretically difficult, because the appropriate degrees of freedom transition
from baryons at long distance to quarks at short distance. The overlap increases with increasing rS , but less strongly;
for further investigation of parameter sensitivities see [13, 51].

9Reference [48], using the results of [13] but employing a wavefunction that does not properly reflect the known
short-distance suppression of the baryon-baryon wavefunction in nuclei, exaggerates the constraining power of 16O
stability.
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If mS > 1870 MeV, the strongest secure constraint on g̃ which does not rely on sexaquarks
comprising the DM, follows from the requirement that the formation time of the S in a doubly-
strange hypernucleus be longer than the lifetime of the Λ [13]. This bound is shown as the green
excluded region in Fig. 1 and is evidently too weak to exclude values of g̃ expected for a compact
sexaquark.10 A stronger limit is possible if the arrival time distribution of neutrinos from SN1987a
can be used to constrain the cooling time of proto-neutron stars (as suggested in [53] but questioned
in [54]). Under the assumption that use of SN1987a is valid, the authors of Ref. [55] calculate the
effect of an additional process ΛΛ→ S+γ on the cooling rate of SN1987a. They find that requiring
S production to not equilibrate faster than 10 s implies that < σΛΛ→Sγ v >. 4 × 10−34 cm3/s.
Equation (8) of Ref. [55] expresses < σΛΛ→Sγ v > in terms of g̃ (=

√
40gSΛ in their notation), the

binding energy BS = 2mΛ−mS and the temperature, taken to be 30 MeV. Solving for g̃ gives the
limit shown in the red dotted line in Fig. 1.11

The sexaquark mass range 1870 MeV < mS < 2mn = 1879 MeV is special. In this range the
constraints on g̃ are much weaker because S is massive enough that deuteron decay in SNO would
not produce a detectable positron signal, yet the S is essentially absolutely stable because the phase
space for S → de−ν̄ is so small. In this region, the only constraints are those from hypernuclear
decay and SN1987a.

5.2 Dark Matter constraints on g̃

If the S is a major component of the dark matter, several stronger constraints on g̃ in the higher
mass range can be derived [51]. The condition that the lifetime of the S be longer than the age
of the Universe, τS > τUniv, is shown in Fig. 1 in blue; it is readily satisfied for mS < 2054

MeV because below this mass S → Λn is kinematically forbidden and the S decay amplitude is
doubly-weak [13]. We can calculate the amount of deuterium produced by DM decays since the
epoch of primordial nucleosynthesis as a function of g̃, and compare that to the difference between
the predicted deuterium abundance from Big Bang nucleosynthesis and the value measured at late
time in Ly-α systems (z ∼ 4). Assuming the S accounts for all of the dark matter, this excludes
g̃ in the brown region in the upper right corner [51]. Essentially the same region is excluded by
requiring the DM to baryon ratio implied by primordial nucleosynthesis when the Universe was a
few minutes old, to agree with the value inferred from the CMB when the Universe was 300,000
years old [16].

The strongest constraint on g̃ for an unstable S comprising all of the dark matter comes from
limits on heating of astrophysical systems. For mS > mn +mΛ the process is S → Λn with the Λ

decaying predominantly to nucleon and pion, while for 2mn < mS < mn +mΛ the process is the
doubly-weak S → nn. In both cases, the final step is n→ pe−ν. Following [56, 57], this excludes
the magenta region [51]. The heating constraint can be simply rescaled from Fig. 1 if the fraction
of DM composed of sexaquarks is not 100%. For instance if S’s only account for 1% of the DM,

10Placing a limit on g̃ from the formation time constraint if mS > 2mΛ −mπ = 2090 MeV requires more detailed
treatment of nuclear effects than provided in Ref. [13], hence the phasing-out of the constraint above this mass. With
further work modeling the nuclear physics, the hypernuclear constraint could be extended to higher mass.

11Reference [55] does not actually report their constraint on gSΛ, but instead reports limits on rS through an overlap
calculation. As the ΛΛ wavefunctions used are not given, we cannot compare to that aspect of their work.
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the rate of S → nn could be 100 times higher and the upper bound on g̃ would increase by a factor
10.

The horizontal black dashed line in Fig. 1 is the maximum value of g̃ consistent with survival of
SDM as the Universe transitions from the quark gluon plasma into a hot hadronic plasma [58]. This
value is calculated by requiring that the reaction rate of breakup processes such as K+S → pΛ is
less than the expansion rate of the Universe at T ≈ 150 MeV. The survival condition becomes easier
and easier to satisfy as the Universe cools, and the upper bound on g̃ would be weakened if there
were continuing production of SDM throughout the QGP-hadron transition. Considering all of the
relevant reactions, survival of SDM is guaranteed if g̃ is less than . 2× 10−6 [15]. This constraint
is satisfied based on overlap alone, even without taking into account tunneling suppression. Hence
the conclusion of [59] that dark matter cannot be di-baryonic, while applicable for a loosely-bound
H-dibaryon, is inapplicable to SDM.

To summarize this section, the QCD interconversion amplitude g̃ between S and two baryons
must be small, as shown in Fig. 1. Theoretical estimates based on wavefunction overlap are very
sensitive to the assumed sexaquark radius, with a value of g̃ . 10−7 being obtained as a fiducial
value. The observational constraints on g̃ are strongest below mS ≈ 1870 MeV; for higher masses
g̃ ≈ 10−4.5 is compatible with experimental constraints as long as dark matter does not predomi-
nantly consist of sexaquarks. A small g̃ makes calculating the sexaquark mass in lattice QCD very
challenging. The HAL QCD strategy is to reconstruct the ΛΛ potential, then calculate bound state
masses in that potential. However a small g̃ implies that accurately probing the ΛΛ potential at
small distances through ΛΛ scattering will be difficult.

6 Astrophysical and related constraints

If a sexaquark exists with mS . 2.05 GeV, sexaquarks can naturally be the dark matter [15]. In
this section we briefly report constraints on sexaquark dark matter (SDM) and some implications.

If the dark matter is composed all or in part of sexaquarks, the possibility of a non-negligible
scattering cross section with baryons can have observable astrophysical and cosmological conse-
quences. References [17, 18] provide a comprehensive compendium of present limits on DM-
baryon interactions for DM in the GeV mass range. A full non-perturbative analysis is essential,
solving the Schrödinger equation for extended nuclear sources rather than assuming Born approxi-
mation scaling with nuclear mass number A. Cosmological limits from small scale structure in the
CMB give a limit on the dark matter nucleon cross section, σXp . 10−24.5 cm2, and a similar limit
follows from cooling of gas clouds [17, 57]. Recently, these limits have been improved by combin-
ing constraints from big bang nucleosynthesis with bounds from a novel dewar experiment [60, 61],
giving σXp . 10−26.2 cm2 [18] for mS ≈ 2 GeV. This is at the upper range of plausible S-nucleon
cross sections (Sec. 4).12

12Direct DM detection experiments are at much lower energy than encountered in accelerator experiment contexts,
with Galactic DM having a typical 300 km/s velocity implying keV-range kinetic energies for SDM. Furthermore, direct
detection experiments with significant material overburden lose sensitivity when the DM particles reaching the detector
have lost enough energy via scattering in the overburden that they are no longer capable of triggering the detector.
This effect is particularly important for DM in the GeV range; as a consequence, the ultra-sensitive deep underground
WIMP detectors are not sensitive to sexaquark DM. Near-surface experiments to date suffer from the problem that SDM
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A DM-baryon interaction in the 10−26cm2 range would have implications for astrophysics. A
recent detailed analysis [64] of the rotation curves of 121 well-measured galaxies in the SPARC
dataset found that inclusion of a (likely puffy) DM disk in addition to a spherical halo improved the
fit, possibly pointing to a DM-baryon interaction as present for SDM. A DM-baryon interaction
could also help solve the core-cusp problem of standard cold dark matter halos, although baryonic
physics alone may be sufficient.13 As a final example, we note that the cooling-flow catastrophe
in X-ray clusters can be eliminated by mild heating of the intra-cluster gas induced by DM-gas
interactions [68–70].

A potential astrophysical challenge to the existence of a stable sexaquark is the observation of
neutron stars with masses above 2 M�. Hyperons, which we know exist, present a similar problem
for the existence of massive neutron stars, a problem resolved by quark deconfinement [71, 72]
at densities below the emergence of a hyperon-dominated phase. Reference [73] takes an empir-
ical approach to examining the compatibility of neutron star observations with the existence of a
sexaquark, allowing for both a deconfined phase and a density dependence of the hadron masses
as in [74], and demanding simultaneous consistency with both the GW170817 constraints on tidal
deformability [75] and with the mass-radius relation of pulsars including the highly constraining
NICER results on PSR J0740+6620 [76–78]. Reference [73] finds that: (1) a deconfined (quark
matter) core is essential to support the most massive neutron stars; (2) a significant contribution of
hyperons must be excluded in any density regime, as that excessively softens the equation of state;
(3) present observational constraints are compatible either with early deconfinement such that sex-
aquarks also never play a role, or with a sexaquark-dominated phase. This raises the interesting
possibility of low mass neutron stars with a sexaquark core, or a more massive neutron star with a
sexaquark layer, potentially giving a means to probe and constrain sexaquark properties [73].

7 Strategies for accelerator discovery

The cross section for production of S in exclusive hadronic collisions is proportional to g̃2, so that
S production in reactions near threshold such as K−p → SΛ̄ is severely suppressed compared to
competing processes without S production (contrary to expectations for the more weakly bound
H-dibaryon or a di-Λ molecule). Thus search strategies which are not suppressed by g̃2 are needed.
Furthermore, a good search strategy will have some feature of the observation or measurement that
provides a clear demonstration of – or smoking gun for – production of a new particle. The general
experimental challenge to discovering an S and demonstrating its existence is that S’s are neutral
and similar in mass to neutrons, but interact less and are much less abundant.

The sexaquark production rate in hadronic interactions can be expected to vary strongly with
the experimental conditions. At low energies where production is through exclusive processes, the

deposits little energy in detectors and the detector responses have not been calibrated in the relevant regime [17, 62].
Note that SENSEI [63], which is sensitive to GeV-and-below masses, relies on a DM-electron coupling which is not
present for the electrically neutral S.

13The core-cusp problem motivated the suggestion of Self-Interacting Dark Matter [65]. SDM has self-interactions
due to φ0 exchange, but the analysis of [16] predicting σSS in terms of the S-nucleon Yukawa coupling and the nucleon-
φ0 coupling taken from hadron effective field theory fits, combined with the new limit αSN . 0.8 obtained in Ref. [18],
implies σSS . 0.02 cm2/g – much smaller than invoked in SIDM models and easily compatible with limits from the
Bullet Cluster, e.g., [66, 67].
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production fraction is reduced relative to production of other hadrons by a factor g̃2, which at low
momentum is measured to be . 10−9 and estimated to be . 10−12 (see Sec. 5 and Fig. 1). As
the relative momentum of the S and baryons increases, the simple overlap calculation of [13] is
no longer applicable and the effective g̃ may increase. At still higher relative momentum, when
S production occurs directly from a multi-quark state such as found in the central region of a
high energy collision or in Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decay, g̃ does not enter and the rate can be higher. In
high-multiplicity inclusive reactions such as pp collisions at the LHC, the production rate can be
estimated by extending the heuristic that there is a price of O(10−1) for each additional quark in
the state, based on the meson to baryon ratio in the central region of high energy collisions and Z
decay. If applicable, this heuristic suggests the production rate of S (and S̄) in the central region
of pp interactions is of order 10−3 to 10−5 relative to neutrons, depending on whether a factor-10
penalty applies just for the quarks in the S or also for those in the accompanying anti-baryons.

Even with a production rate relative to neutrons of order 10−5, S’s would be routinely pro-
duced in the LHC since on average about 0.1 neutrons are produced in the central region of a pp
collision, per unit of rapidity.14 The inelastic pp cross section at 13 TeV is about 80 mb [80] and the
integrated pp luminosity at 13 TeV to date is ≈ 150 fb−1. Thus about 1016 inelastic pp collisions
have occurred, which could have produced & 1010 S and S̄’s in the central rapidity region.

Heavy ion collisions are also very attractive for searching for S and S̄, in part because the pro-
duction rate in central collisions is large, but even more importantly because the S and S̄ production
rate can be estimated more confidently than for pp collisions, as discussed in Sec. 7.4 below. The
cross section for the 50% most central Pb-Pb collisions at 5 TeV CM is about 4 b [81] and the
integrated luminosity collected to date is a few nb−1, implying & 1010 central Pb-Pb collisions.
With upcoming high luminosity running, these numbers will increase by large factors.

While the number of S and S̄’s produced may be large, their presence would not have been
obvious in experiments to date. Unlike in a search for heavy Beyond the Standard Model neutral
particles, e.g., as expected in supersymmetry, where a new particle would escape with large miss-
ing energy or missing transverse momentum [82], the S has a typical QCD transverse momentum,
O(1) GeV, so the energy or momentum imbalance in an LHC detector – where the particle multi-
plicities are very large and many particles are not detected – would not be significant. Moreover,
neutrons with an abundance O(102.5−105) greater than S’s, constitute a large background with
very similar properties. Both neutron and S have zero charge, inhabit the same mass range, and
have relatively low interaction probability in most detectors. The rare interaction of an S or S̄
would normally be dismissed as the occasional interaction of a neutron or anti-neutron, if indeed it
was even noticed.

In the following we discuss several search strategies, each with their own strengths and limi-
tations. The approaches are complementary in that one may be quickest to establish the existence
of a new neutral stable particle with properties consistent with the S and measure the product of its
production and scattering cross section, while another could demonstrate the characteristic baryon

14See [79] for charged particle multiplicities in the central region of pp collisions at
√
s = 0.9, 2.76 and 7 TeV. The

dN/dY values are slowly varying with c.m. energy, and p and p̄ are nearly equal, so to adequate approximation we
take them equal, and equal to n and n̄, based on isospin invariance. For reference, the ATLAS inner tracker covers a
pseudorapidity range ±2.5.
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number and strangeness quantum numbers. Followup experiments could determine the mass and
the S-baryon interconversion parameter, g̃.

7.1 Previous searches and low energy exclusive reactions

In Ref. [12] we comprehensively reviewed experimental searches for the H-dibaryon and deter-
mined that searches up to then (2017) either were only sensitive to masses above 2 GeV, or searched
for decay products and hence were not capable of discovering a stable S, or were not sensitive
enough to discover the S. A closer examination of the literature shows that sexaquarks would have
escaped detection over the entire mass range in which they are effectively stable (mS < 2054

MeV). Appendix D gives more details.
A key approach of the H-dibaryon searches was to use a low energy exclusive reaction such as

K−p→ SΛ̄, in which the baryon number and strangeness of the unseen S (H) would be clear, and
the missing mass would give mS . Just a few unambiguous events like this would constitute a dis-
covery if the resolution is good and all particles are identified. But in exclusive or low-multiplicity
interactions at relatively low energy, the production cross section is ∼ g̃2 times the cross section
for a kinematically similar process not involving S. So given the upper limits on g̃, the rate for
K−p → SΛ̄ would be at best 108 times lower than for other channels not including the S. The
required degree of background rejection is currently not achievable.

7.2 Final states of Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays

The states Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decay to hadrons through an intermediate three-gluon state. The gluons
then convert to quarks and anti-quarks, which subsequently form hadrons. Since the characteristic
size of the ggg state from which the final hadrons emerge is (10 GeV)−1= 0.02 fm, S and S̄ are
produced directly without the factor g̃ which suppresses exclusive scattering reactions.15

Two distinct approaches using Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays are discussed below: (i) reconstruction
of the missing mass for final states consistent with an escaping S or S̄, and (ii) demonstration of
a correlated, statistically significant imbalance in the baryon number and strangeness of observed
final particles in the totality of Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays.

An ideal reaction for the first approach, proposed in [12] is

Υ [→ gluons]→ S Λ̄ Λ̄ or S̄ Λ Λ + pions or γ , (7.1)

(or both pions and γ) with the S or S̄ escaping undetected. The second approach, developed below,
exploits the fact that an S or S̄ carries |B − S| = 4. Since B and S are conserved in the strong
interactions and the Υ has B = S = 0, the observed final state when an S is produced and escapes
would have a net B = −2, S = +2 and B − S = −4, and the opposite for an escaping S̄.

The experimental requirements for a significant signal in either approach depends on the
branching fraction F for inclusive S plus S̄ production. For a search utilizing a particular ex-
clusive final state, the sensitivity further depends on the exclusive/inclusive ratio for that channel.
In an inclusive short-distance-initiated reaction like decay of Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) the closure approxi-
mation is valid and estimation of F for inclusive S or S̄ production should be fairly robust. The

15The Belle collaboration recognized early on that Υ decay final states are potentially enriched in flavor singlets, in
particular a possible H-dibaryon [83]. However their search required evidence of H-dibaryon decay into Λ final states,
so would not have seen a stable sexaquark.
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calculation, detailed in Appendix A, yieldsF ≈ 2.7×10−7. The small value is due to the necessity
of producing three extra gluons to have the required minimum six qq̄ pairs, at a penalty of α6

s in the
rate, the low probability of six quarks or antiquarks being nearest neighbors, and the low probabil-
ity of six quarks or antiquarks of the required flavors being in a color-flavor-spin singlet state. The
branching fraction for producing S and S̄ in the continuum region between the Υ(1S, 2S, 3S)’s
and on the Υ(4S) is significantly less than on the Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) resonances because then the final
state is initialized by qq̄ rather than three gluons, requiring still higher orders of αs to form the
6q6q̄ final state.

If all the accompanying final particles are seen, as in processes like (7.1), the mass of the
unseen S or S̄ can be reconstructed from 4-momentum conservation: m2

S = (pΥ − pΛ1 − pΛ2 −
Σpπ′s&γ′s)

2. The resolution is so good in some detectors,O(20 MeV), that even a handful of events
appearing to be Λ̄Λ̄ or ΛΛ + pions and/or gammas, consistent with having a common missing
mass, would be a powerful smoking gun for the existence of the S and could determine or strongly
constrain its mass. Other final states besides ΛΛ/Λ̄Λ̄ are also discovery avenues, e.g., Ξ−p instead
of ΛΛ, or a Λ can be replaced by K−p. As long as no baryon number or strangeness carrying
particle escapes detection besides the S or S̄, any combination of hyperons and mesons with B=
± 2, S= ∓ 2 quantum numbers, including final states with higher multiplicities, can be used. The
Λ̄Λ̄ and ΛΛ final states are very good because the Λ’s short decay length (cτ = 8 cm) and 64%
branching fraction to the 2-body charged final state p π−, mean Λ’s and Λ̄’s can be reconstructed
with high efficiency and their 4-momenta can be well-measured. The drawback of this approach is
that it is difficult to obtain an adequate dataset of events in which all final particles are identified
and the final state is known not to have missing baryons or strange particles.

BABAR performed a search for exclusive S and S̄ production, accompanied only by Λ̄Λ̄ or
ΛΛ, and placed an upper limit on the branching fraction BFSΛ̄Λ̄+h.c. < (1.2−2.4)×10−7 [84]. To
compare this to expectations, Appendix B estimates the penalty for demanding an exclusive final
state, by examining exclusive branching fractions for other channels in Υ decay. The exclusive
penalty is found to be at least a factor 10−4. Thus Babar’s sensitivity in the search [84], is by far
insufficient to shed light on the possible existence of a stable S. A more hermetic detector such as
Belle-II could carry out a semi-inclusive search as indicated in (7.1), which would be sensitive to a
much higher portion of S and S̄’s.

A complementary strategy for demonstrating production of S and S̄’s in Upsilon decay is
to measure the proportion of events having specified numbers {NB, NS, NB̄, NS̄} of baryons,
strangeness +1 particles, anti-baryons and strangeness -1 particles in the final state, to establish
a statistically significant excess of events with the correlated B-S = ±4 accompanying S and S̄
production. The feasibility of this approach depends on F (the inclusive branching fraction of S
or S̄), Ntot, the total number of Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays recorded, and the identification efficiency of
the various baryons and strange particles, including losses from less than 4π detector coverage.

An approximate method to assess the possible sensitivity of this approach is described in
Appendix C, using a single effective efficiency for identifying baryons and anti-baryons, eb, and
similarly es for strange and anti-strange particles. The Belle-II particle ID efficiency for baryon and
kaons is 0.8-0.9 depending on how hard they cut, which depends on the backgrounds they want to
suppress, so we show results for eb = 0.8 and 0.9. Hyperons have clearly determined strangeness,
but only half the kaons do (since the neutral KL,S

0 mass eigenstates are superpositions of K0 and
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Figure 2. Estimated significance of a |B − S| 6= 0 signal for 109 Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays as a function of
sexaquark branching fraction, F , for several representative baryon and strangeness ID efficiencies, from top
to bottom {eb, es} = {0.9, 0.5}, {0.9, 0.4}, {0.8, 0.5}.

K̄0) so we report results for es = 0.4 and 0.5. Figure 2 shows the statistical significance by
which a |B− S| = 4 excess can be established as a function of the sexaquark inclusive branching
fraction F , for Ntot = 109 Υ decays and three different combinations of assumed efficiencies eb
and es; the significance scales as

√
Ntot. Not surprisingly, large eb is more important than large

es, since baryons are rarer and thus any sexaquark contribution makes a larger relative impact on
the baryon abundances. A sensitivity of 4-8σ appears to be possible with Belle-II, depending on
the actual effective efficiencies, for the estimated inclusive branching fraction F ≈ 2.7× 10−7 and
109 Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays.

The sensitivity to S production can be increased by exploiting events with final states with
other values of detected |B− S| 6= 4. For instance, events with two baryons and one negative
strangeness particle have some sensitivity to F but with a larger fractional contribution from stan-
dard channels, {2b 1s̄} in the notation of Appendix C. Cases like {1b 1b̄ 1s 1s̄} which get no con-
tribution from S or S̄ are valuable to develop confidence that the systematics of the background
are fully understood. A more accurate forecast of the sensitivity of this strategy at Belle-II requires
a real detector simulation. This is facilitated by the hadronic event generator EPOS-LHC having
been modified to incorporate S and S̄ production in Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decay as well as pp and heavy
ion collisions [85].

7.3 High intensity photon beams

J-Lab has a tagged photon beam of energy 9 to 12 GeV, with 108 photons/second on target. The
GlueX experiment, which anticipates collecting of order 1012 interactions, has adequate kinematic
reach to probe reactions such as

γ p→ S Λ̄K+ + pions . (7.2)
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A 12 GeV photon provides ECM = 4.84 GeV, which is 1.35 GeV above the 3.5 GeV total mass of
S, Λ̄, K+ for mS = 2mp, leaving room to spare for phase space and pion production. Given the
potentially very large number of events, and depending on the solid angle coverage and tagging ef-
ficiency, good discovery channels could be either the missing mass structure or unbalanced baryon
number and strangeness due to an escaping S. The cross-section for the process (7.2) is suppressed
relative to other final states by a factor g̃2

eff which should not be so small as g̃2 discussed in Sec. 5
since the momentum transfer to the S is larger here.

7.4 Heavy Ion Collisions

Central relativistic heavy ion collisions are a very attractive production site for S and S̄, despite
the integrated luminosity for heavy ions at the LHC being much less than for pp, for two reasons.
Firstly, production of heavy or complex states is less strongly suppressed than in other processes,
as discussed below. Secondly, S and S̄ production in central relativistic heavy ion collisions should
have some relationship to production in the Early Universe, if sexaquarks are indeed the DM. The
processes are not identical because in the Early Universe the cooling timescale at the hadronization
transition is ∼ 10−5 s and the medium is infinite, while in a heavy ion collision the cooling time
is very much shorter and the plasma expands into the vacuum. Nonetheless, measurement of (or
limits on) S and S̄ production in a heavy ion collision will be very informative.

With regard to production, [86] obtains an excellent fit to the relative abundances of final
particles observed by ALICE in central Pb-Pb collisions (including such complex and exotic states
as anti-tritium), under the assumption of statistical equilibrium at a temperature T = 156 MeV and
accounting for production and decays of resonances. The main systematic uncertainty in their fit
is associated with treatment of the resonances. A similar approach applied to S and S̄ production
should give a result similar to deuteron and anti-deuteron production: dN/dY ≈ 10−1 in the
central Pb-Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 2.76 TeV – about a factor-300 lower than p and p̄ production.

A more detailed coalescence model for sexaquark production in relativistic heavy ion collisions
predicts a production rate relative to deuterons of 1.4 to 0.22 for mS from 1700 to 1950 MeV [87].

The strategy outlined in Sec. 7.2 in the context of Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays — looking for an
excess of events in which the observed final state particles have |B − S| = 4 due to production
and escape of an S or S̄ whose baryon number and strangeness is balanced by the observed final
state hadrons — is not an effective approach for heavy ion or LHC p-p collisions. One problem is
the impossibility of perfectly measuring the B and S of each final particle given the very high CM
energy and multiplicities. A further problem is the limited rapidity range that can be observed. For
example in Ref. [88], ALICE presents a study of the event-to-event fluctuations in the baryon num-
ber of particles with 0.6 < p < 1.5 GeV/c and |η| < 0.8. They find that for central collisions the
difference in number of baryons and anti-baryons is of order the sum. With such large fluctuations,
it would be difficult to discern a population of events above background with B − S = ±4, unless
a large portion of the final particles can be identified. A detector simulation would be needed to
properly assess the prospects.

However the long-interaction-length neutral particle technique discussed in the next section
could be very effectively used for central relativistic heavy ion collisions.
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7.5 Search for long-interaction-length stable neutral particle

The challenge in searching for inclusive S and S̄ production in a high energy collision is identifying
them in the face of vastly more neutrons, as mentioned earlier. The task is actually more difficult
than discovery of new massive beyond-the-standard-model particles such as massive supersym-
metric particles, where decay to a neutral stable particle (lightest supersymmetric particle) which
escapes undetected provides a missing-energy or missing-momentum signature [82]. Charged mas-
sive long-lived particles can be detected by their characteristic energy deposition, and time-of-flight
is also useful. Recent interest in milli-charged particles and dark photons kinematically mixed with
ordinary photons, has stimulated efforts such as MilliQan [89] looking for a component of pene-
trating, weakly-ionizing particles. Experiments such as FASER [90] search for light, weakly inter-
acting particles produced in the forward direction which can penetrate 100’s of meters of shielding
and decay in the detector. Here, we outline requirements for searching inclusively for a neutral,
stable but moderately interacting particle in the GeV mass range, where the major challenge is
discriminating it from neutrons.

A possible strategy is to search for evidence of a non-decaying neutral component different
from known neutral long-lived particles, with an interaction length longer than that of neutrons.
Figure 3 illustrates schematically the general strategy to search for an anomalous component of
long-interaction-length neutral stable particles. Due to the small value of g̃, the S̄ annihilation
channel is much smaller than its scattering channel, so S̄ interactions can be taken to be indistin-
guishable from S interactions in this context. In one realization of an experimental setup, a target
is followed by a sweeping magnet and decay region to remove charged and short-lived neutral sec-
ondaries of the high energy collision. (Additional passive absorber, not shown, might be employed
to reduce K0

L’s and other known particles.) This region is followed by an instrumented region with
particle tracking interleaved with absorber, indicated in black and brown, respectively. The purpose
of the tracking layers is to measure the longitudinal position, z, of n, n̄, S and S̄-initiated scattering
or annihilation events, and to reject decays or interactions of long-lived neutrals. An alternate real-
ization is to use an existing LHC detector to identify the charged particles and neutrals that decay
within it, with the layered tracker/absorber being outside. Or, conceivably, an existing detector
component may be suitable for this purpose. Note that in the simplest setup, the long-interaction-
length neutral (LILN) detector only records the position of the interaction and rejects background;
no discrimination between an n, n̄, S or S̄ induced interaction is required.

Under the simplifying approximation that an interacting n, n̄, S or S̄ scatters sufficiently that
it will not interact in the detector fiducial region again, the number of interactions per unit length
as a function of distance z from the beginning of the absorber-detector is

dN

dz
=

1

λ
e−z/λ , (7.3)

where λ is the interaction length. Figure 4 illustrates how the number of interactions per unit length
changes as a function of thickness z of the absorber traversed, in the limit that the detector elements
and material preceding the absorber-detector device have negligible material; the absorber is taken
to be Fe or Pb, with neutron scattering length of 9.7 cm. (The n and n̄ scattering length and
the n̄ annihilation length have been inferred from pp and p̄p cross sections at plab = 10 GeV/c,
accounting for nuclear shadowing.)

– 18 –



I’m 
ver
y 
inte
rest
ed 
in 
it.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

I’
m 
v
e
r
y 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d 
i
n 
it
.

Figure 3. Schematic (not to scale) of possible realizations of a long-interaction-length neutral particle de-
tector. The key element is the brown block which represents Fe or other absorber, with interleaved detectors
(black) to localize vertices and to identify neutral particle interaction points and decay vertices of residual
K0

L’s. The cyan lines represent neutrons or S’s (and their antiparticles) and the red lines indicate charged
particles. In a fixed-target configuration, the thin black rectangle on the left is the target and the grey block is
absorber and/or sweeping magnet. In a collider configuration, the red incoming arrow should be ignored and
the black rectangle represents the collision region. The grey block could be the inner detector of an existing
experiment; in a dedicated apparatus its function is to remove everything but n’s and S’s as efficiently as
possible.

20 40 60 80 100 120 140
cm

10-5

0.001

0.100

ints/cm

Figure 4. Signal in a detector designed to discover the presence of a new component of neutral hadrons via
a departure from the expected decrease of interactions per unit length. The horizontal axis is the thickness of
material traversed (the brown and black layers in Fig. 3). The green curve (obscured by the red curve below
≈ 70 cm) shows the number of n and n̄ scattering and annihilation interactions per cm of Fe or Pb, per
produced n or n̄, as a function of depth in the absorber in the idealized calculation discussed in the text. The
blue curves show S and S̄ interactions per cm of Fe or Pb, for λint,S = 5λint,n (solid) and λint,S = 20λint,n
(dashed); in both cases, σprod,S is taken to be 1/300σprod,n. The red curves show the total interactions per
cm in each case. The dotted lines are for λint,S = 5λint,n and σprod,S = 1/3000σprod,n.

Figure 4 shows the number of neutron and anti-neutron interactions per cm of Pb or Fe tra-
versed (green). The ratio of annihilation and elastic and inelastic scattering cross sections is taken
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from pp and p̄p scattering at 10 GeV/c. The blue lines show the number of S and S̄ scattering
interactions per unit length traversed, taking their interaction length to be five (solid) or twenty
(dashed) times that of n. For the solid and dashed curves the S, S̄ production rates are taken to
be 1/300 that of neutrons as expected in a central heavy ion collision if mS ≈ 2mp, based on the
measured ratio of p : d and p̄ : d̄ in the central region and assuming particle production can be
described as thermal [86]. The dotted curves assume a factor-10 lower S, S̄ production rate and
λint,S = 5λint,n.

The key point of Fig. 4 is that only about one meter of absorber is required to observe a de-
viation from the neutron and antineutron-dominated exponential decrease in interaction rate, even
if the S interaction length is large. Integrating Eq. 7.3 yields the total number of n, n̄ interactions
in any given absorber thickness range, per n, n̄ produced in the primary collision and entering the
detector. For instance, in the absorber thickness range 80 < z < 120 cm, the fraction of n, n̄’s
interacting in that distance range is 0.00057. For a central heavy ion collision where there are 30
produced n’s per unit rapidity, this translates to 0.017 n, n̄ interactions per collision per unit rapidity
observed by the detector. For an illustrative choice λint,S = 5λint,n and σprod,S = 1/300σprod,n,
the same range of absorber thickness would contribute 0.043 S, S̄ scattering interactions. With say
1010 collisions and a geometric acceptance f ≡ ∆φ∆Y this simple estimate gives ∼1.7 f × 108

interactions in the absence of S and S̄ versus ∼ 4.3 f × 108 interactions with S and S̄, in the
given circumstances. Even though the estimate here is simplistic, e.g., assuming a particle can only
scatter once before it disappears, it shows that statistics is not the likely limiting factor of such
an approach since there will be plenty of events. Rather, the sensitivity will be governed by the
ability to eliminate background and accurately determine the distance-dependence of n, n̄ or S, S̄
interactions in the absorber.

As to where such a long-interaction-length neutral detector should be placed, both the fixed-
target and the collider setups have advantages and drawbacks. When the absorber-detector is in
the central region in the center-of-mass of a collision, most n, n̄, S and S̄’s have energies of a
few GeV or less, making their interactions harder to discriminate from background such as decays
and cosmic ray secondaries. On the other hand, in a high energy fixed-target setup, particles such
as KL’s with high Lorentz factors could add an additional source of interactions, complicating
the simple picture in Fig. 4. Installing the long-interaction-length neutral detector behind an LHC
detector or using an existing detector component to achieve the same function, would be valuable
for tagging central heavy ion collisions and reducing background.

A third setup can be superior, especially if the S-nucleon scattering cross section is small.
Namely, put the detector behind more shielding to remove all of the known particles and simply
search for events consistent with being a hadronic scattering initiated by an S or S̄ coming from
the interaction point. Figure 5 shows the number of S and S̄ scattering events per neutron produced
in the given direction in a 1m Fe absorber-detector such as illustrated in Fig. 3, as a function of the
S scattering length relative to the neutron scattering length, for different amounts of shielding and
taking S production to be 1/300 that of n. The figure shows that if σS−Fe << σn−Fe so the inter-
action length ratio is large, there is only a factor-few reduction in event rate going from a shielding
thickness of 1m to 50m, according to this simplified estimation framework. This insensitivity to
interaction length ratio can give useful flexibility in locating a suitable site, moreover being able
to locate behind a great deal of shielding can be useful for reducing background from the primary
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Figure 5. Number of S and S̄ interactions in 1m of Fe, per produced neutron in the central region, after 1m
(blue), 10m (gold) and 50m (green) of Fe absorber, as a function of the ratio of interaction length of S to
that of n, taking σprod,S = 1/300σprod,n.

interaction products.
In a detected S or S̄ collision the momentum |pS | of the incident S is unknown. However in

the central region the spectrum as a function of transverse energy (ET ≡
√
p2
T +M2) is similar for

all hadrons. It peaks below a few GeV, so one can reasonably expect the same to be true for S and S̄.
In the S-nucleus scattering event, the final S’s 3-momentum is also unknown. The accompanying
secondary hadrons should have a similar distribution as for neutron-initiated events but without the
forward diffractive component. The total energy of the secondaries gives a lower bound on the
energy of the incident S, from which one can infer a lower bound on v/c for a given assumed mS .
One can also model the energy of produced particles as a function of the initial energy of the S
and its mass. With a decent estimate of v/c of the initial S or S̄, timing the scattering event with
respect to bunch-crossings could be useful to reduce background from cosmic ray scattering, and
potentially constrain mS .

Practical considerations of cost, as well as physical and engineering constraints, are highly rel-
evant. We note that the milliQan detector [89], being installed for LHC Run 3 behind 17m of rock
outside the CMS detector, may have sensitivity to S, S̄’s produced in the primary collision. The
rock would eliminate the neutron and other remnants of the primary interaction almost entirely,
leaving only the remaining S and S̄ as neutrals to initiate interactions. These S and S̄ initiated
vertices could possibly be discriminated from other backgrounds. (Note that the FASER exper-
iment [90] searched for an anomalous component of neutral penetrating particles which decay,
whereas the sexaquark search needs to trigger on neutral penetrating particles which interact.)

For milliQan, the detector subtends a fraction 0.0053 of azimuth and the pseudorapidity ac-
ceptance is ±0.0167, giving f = 8.5 × 10−5. Taking dNn/dY = 0.17, we obtain the number of
S and S̄’s entering the solid angle of the detector and interacting in 1m Fe-equivalent by multiply-
ing the appropriate curve in Fig. 5 by 3 × 10−5 times the total number of interactions. With 1016

inelastic interactions calculated previously for 150 fb−1 and using the gold curve to approximate
the milliQan shielding over the range of interaction length ratio shown, the estimated number of
events in the milliQan detector is (3×104 to 9×107)(Nint,mQ/Nint,1mFe), where the last factor is
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the ratio of the number of interaction lengths in the milliQan detector to that in the 1m Fe used in
Fig. 5. An attractive feature of the milliQan setup is that all inelastic interactions would contribute,
not just those which trigger the CMS detector. With modern, very high precision timing and a
physically long detector, time of flight could be another tool to discriminate an S, S̄ component
from background.

7.6 S̄ annihilation in an LHC tracker

Anti-sexaquarks, S̄, should be produced in high energy pp and heavy ion collisions at the LHC, at
a rate of perhaps 10−2.5 − 10−5 relative to anti-neutrons, according to the estimates earlier in this
paper. In a detector such as CMS, ATLAS, ALICE or LHCb, such S̄’s can annihilate with nucleons
in the material of the beam-pipe or tracker, to produce a very distinctive final state in which for
instance a Λ̄ and a K emerge from the thin material layer with no visible incoming particle.

Unfortunately, despite the total number of S̄’s produced being potentially very large thanks
to the high integrated luminosity of the LHC and the fact that minimum-bias events are equally
good for this study, the expected rate of useful events is small. If the lab energy of the S̄ is
small enough for the annihilation event to not produce too many final particles to reconstruct, the
annihilation cross section, which goes as ∼ g̃2

eff , may be very small. If the S̄ energy is large
and many particles are produced, possibly evading the full ∼ g̃2 suppression, then identifying the
characteristic B = -1 and S = +2 signature of the final state is difficult. Moreover, reconstruction of
the resulting low-momentum tracks with unusual displacement from the interaction vertex proves
very difficult, leading to a significant efficiency loss [91]. See Appendix D.3 and [12] for more
detailed discussion.

Alternative to attempting to reconstruct the final state from the annihilation of the S̄ on detector
material, one may also attempt to establish an anomalous B=+1 and S=-2 characteristic in the
other particles produced in the collision, thus evading the small S̄ annihilation cross section. This
approach is however hampered by too large backgrounds to be viable.16

8 Summary

An undiscovered stable or extremely long-lived sexaquark composed of uuddss with B=2, S=-2,
Q=0 and spin 0 is compatible with our present understanding of QCD. Calculating the mass of the
S with realistic quark masses is beyond current capabilities of lattice QCD, and phenomenological
models differ widely in their predictions. Thus experiment must be the arbiter of the existence of a
stable sexaquark.

Experiments rule out an S which is short-lived, but the possibility of an S which is effectively
stable has yet to be adequately explored. The search for a stable sexaquark is challenging because
the production rate of S’s is very small in low energy hadronic collisions where quantum number
conservation can be readily tracked, due to the short-distance repulsion of baryons which sup-
presses conversion between two baryons and an S. In high energy collisions where the production
rate is higher, the S is difficult to identify due to its similarity to the vastly more copious neutrons,
moreover baryon number and strangeness accounting are futile due to missing and unidentified
particles.

16S. Lowette, private communication.
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Strategies to overcome these problems and discover a stable S have been discussed here. Three
are especially promising:
(1) In final states of Υ decay:

(a) Search for an excess of events with B=±2, S = ∓2.
(b) Reconstruct the missing mass in events with ΛΛ or Λ̄Λ̄ and no other baryons or strange

particles. If there is a population of events with an unseen S or S̄, the missing mass spectrum will
have a characteristic shape which for a perfect, hermetic detector would peak near mS .
(2) Search for γ p→ S Λ̄K+ (+ possible pions), exploiting the very high luminosity and suitable
Ecm of GlueX at J-Lab.

(3) Perform a search for new, long-interaction-length neutral particles produced in high energy
collisions. Examples of possible detector setups and estimates of rates have been given. This
should be a powerful approach if background can be adequately suppressed.

The search for a sexaquark – or more generally any new, long-interaction-length neutral hadron
– is further motivated by our recent observation [19] that production of a yet-unknown neutral,
long-lived hadron can resolve the muon g-2 anomaly [92] by increasing the Hadronic Vacuum Po-
larization contribution to g-2 relative to the value presently inferred from e+e− experiments [93].
At the same time, this would reconcile the HVP value measured on the lattice [94] with observa-
tions. The approach to discovering a hitherto-overlooked long-interaction-length neutral hadron
proposed in Sec. 7.5 directly addresses searching for any such particle, not only the S.

The possibility that a stable sexaquark may comprise all or part of the dark matter of the
Universe adds further urgency to investigating its existence in the laboratory.
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A Statistical model for inclusive S or S̄ production in Υ decay

The inclusive branching fraction for S/S̄ production in Υ decay was estimated using a statistical
model in [12] and is reviewed here for completeness. Υ decays below open-bottom, i.e., Υ(1S),
Υ(2S) and Υ(3S) decays, go through 3-gluons. To leading order each gluon converts to q and q̄’s
of ≈ 2 GeV, which produce mini-jets or form hadrons through string-fragmentation. Production
of the minimum 6q + 6q̄ with 6 q’s or q̄’s having relatively similar momenta needed to produce
an S or S̄ requires creating 3 more gluons, at a penalty factor of α3

s in the amplitude. Here
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αs & αs(Υ) ≈ 0.2, and may be O(1) because large momentum transfer is not required, so we
adopt the geometric mean.

The next requirement is for 6 q or q̄’s to be nearest neighbors in space, within a distance scale
< rS . Statistically, the penalty for having exclusively q’s or q̄’s within a nearest-neighbor grouping
is
(

1
2

)5. As a zeroth approximation, no penalty is included for such a grouping of q or q̄’s to have
an appropriate spatial wavefunction to be an S or S̄, on the grounds that the q and q̄’s originate
in a region of size ≈ 1

10GeV = 0.02 fm then expand, so at some point they will be in the relevant
volume to form an S.

Finally, to form an S or S̄, the 6 q’s or q̄’s must have the total flavor-spin-color quantum
numbers to be an S or S̄. Without loss of generality consider the 6q case. S belongs to the
(1,1,1) representation of SU(3)c × SU(3)f × SU(2)s. With a spatially symmetric wavefunction,
Fermi statistics implies it is in the totally antisymmetric 6-quark representation of SU(18). In a
statistical approximation that the q’s produced by the gluons randomly populate all possible color,
flavor and spin states, the fraction of cases contributing to the antisymmetric representation is
18× 17× 16× 15× 14× 13/(6× 5× 4× 3× 2)/186 = 5.46× 10−4. Dividing by 25, multiplying
by (α2

s ≈ 0.2)3 and by 2 for the sum of S and S̄ results in the estimated branching fraction of
Upsilon to states containing an S or S̄: F ≈ 2.7× 10−7.

A more detailed model calculation could give a larger estimate, since color correlations among
the gluons and quarks likely enhance the amplitude for states corresponding to attractive QCD
channels, while the simplification of ignoring the spatial structure could lead to a suppression.
Combining these effects with the crude nature of the estimated dependence on αs, means improve-
ments can take this naive estimate in either direction.

B Exclusive SΛ̄Λ̄ + c.c. branching fraction in Υ decay

BABAR studied the missing mass in Υ(2S, 3S)→ Λ̄ Λ̄+single invisible particle and its charge
conjugate, and placed an upper limit on the branching fraction for Υ(2S, 3S) → S Λ̄ Λ̄ + c.c..
In this section we take two approaches to estimating theoretically what branching fraction can be
expected. First, we use measured exclusive branching fractions for J/Ψ and Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) decays
that can provide general guidance for the penalty of demanding a low-particle-number exclusive
final state rather than fully inclusive S production. Second, we start with the measured branching
fraction for the exclusive process Υ2,3S → φK+K− and modify it to to adapt it for Υ(2S, 3S)→
S Λ̄ Λ̄.

B.1 Guidance from observed exclusive final states

General properties of J/Ψ and Υ states are summarized in Table I. Relevant data from the PDG
bearing on the exclusive penalty in their decays is given in Tables II-IV. Comments noted below.
J/Ψ (Table II):

• Branching fraction for inclusive baryon-antibaryon production ≈ 10−2: Making a pair of
baryons + mesons is 100x harder than just making mesons.

• BR(π+π−)/BR(π+π−+X) ≈ (1.5×10−4)/(0.15) = 10−3 withX an observed exclusive
mode: Exclusive to inclusive penalty is at least 10−3.
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state mass (MeV) width (keV)

J/Ψ 3096.9 92.9± 2.8

Υ1S 9460.3 54
Υ2S 10023.3 32± 2.6

Υ3S 10355.2 20.3± 1.85

Table 1. 1−− Charmonium and Bottomonium states, from [95] .

Υ1S (Table III):

• Sum over 100 observed exclusive modes accounts for 1.2% of decays: Average exclusive BR
≈ 10−4.

• There is no observed 2-body decay, with upper limit 4× 10−6. (The most sensitive channels
are ρπ, ωπ.) A few 3-body decays observed, biggest being ωπ+π− with BR 4.5 × 10−6:
Multi-body final states favored over 3-body. Suppression factor for 3-body at leastO(10−5).

• Biggest identified exclusive decay, Υ1S → π+π− 2π0, has BR 1.3× 10−5.

Υ2S , Υ3S (Table IV):

• BR(Υ2S → Υ1S + ππ) = 26.5%.

• BR(Υ3S → Υ2S +X) = 0.1.

• Several exclusive 3 body decays seen. The most significant is φK+K− with BR 1.6×10−6.

• There are only upper limits on Υ2S 2-body decays, except K∗(892)0K̄∗2 (1430)0 + c.c. with
BR= (1.5± 0.6)× 10−6.

Basically, any individual low-multiplicity exclusive channel in the decay of ggg with invariant
mass≈ 10 GeV is highly suppressed. In Υ1,2,3S decay, respectively 82%, 59% and 36% go through
the ggg channel. From the Tables, the largest 3-body channels detected is consistently VM+2 PS,
each having branching fraction ≈ 2 × 10−6. From this, we infer a suppression factor ≈ 10−5 for
a ggg with invariant mass ≈ 10 GeV, to go to any 3-body exclusive final state. Starting from the
inclusive branching fraction estimate 2.7 × 10−7, gives the estimated branching fraction for the
exclusive channels Υ2,3S → SΛ̄Λ̄ + cc of few 10−12.

B.2 Direct estimate starting from BF(Υ2S,3S → φK+K−)

We seek to estimate BF(Υ2S,3S → SΛ̄Λ̄) starting from the branching fraction for an observed
3-body decay. At least one pair of final particles in Υ → S Λ̄ Λ̄ must have L = 1 to satisfy
angular momentum, parity conservation and Fermi statistics. This suppresses the rate compared to
an L = 0 final state like φK+K−, but the 10 GeV CM energy has large phase space, so we ignore
it.

The BF(Υ1S,2S,3S → φK+K−) ≈ 2× 10−6 for all three initial states. Following the discus-
sion for inclusive S or S̄ production, the rate for Υ2S,3S → ggg → SΛ̄Λ̄ is suppressed relative to
Υ2S,3S → ggg → φK+K− by the factors
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Final State branching fraction

hadrons 87.7%
virt. γ + hadrons 13.5%

ggg 64.1%
γgg 8.8 %
`+`− ≈ 3× 2%
π+π− 1.47× 10−4

2(π+π−)π0 4.1%
3(π+π−)π0 2.9%
4(π+π−)π0 0.9%

ρπ 1.7%
2(π+π−π0) 1.6%
π+π− +X 14.6 %

pp̄ 2.1× 10−3

pp̄+ {π0, π+π−, π+π−π0, η} 12.5× 10−3

ω2π+ 2π− 8.6× 10−3

ωπ+π−π0, ωπ0π0 4.0, 3.4× 10−3

π+π−π0, φK+K−, K+K0
Sπ
− ≈ 2× 10−6

π+π− 2π0 1.3× 10−5

Ξ0Ξ̄0, ∆(1232)++ ¯∆(1232)
−−

1.7, 1.1× 10−3

Table 2. J/Ψ1S , from [95]

Final State branching fraction

ggg 81.7%
γgg 2.2 %
`+`− ≈ 3× 2%
ρπ, ωπ <≈ 3.7× 10−6

π+π−, K+K−, pp̄ < 5× 10−4

π+π−π0, φK+K− (ωπ+π−) ≈ 2(4.5)× 10−6

π+π− 2π0 1.3× 10−5

sum 100 exc. modes 1.2 %
J/Ψ +X (5.4± 0.4)× 10−4

Table 3. Selected Υ1S hadronic decays, from [95]

Final State branching fraction

ggg 58.8%
γgg 8.8 %

Υ(1S) + ππ 26.5 %
J/Ψ+anything < 6× 10−3

π+π−2π0 1.3± 0.3× 10−5

φK+K− (1.6)± 0.4)× 10−6

K∗K−π+ (2.3± 0.7)× 10−6

K0
SK

+π− + cc 1.14× 10−6

Table 4. Selected Υ2S , from [95]

1. (α2
s ≈ 0.2)3 = 0.008, to account for the production of 3 additional qq̄ pairs beyond the 3

qq̄ pairs required to form any non-exotic hadronic final state from ggg (which is in particular
sufficient to form φK+K−).
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Final State branching fraction

ggg 0.357± 0.026

γgg 0.0097

Υ2S+anything 0.106
(non-Υ2S)bb̄+anything 0.32

`+`− ≈ 3× 0.02

Table 5. Selected Υ3S , from [95]. No non-leptonic non-b-containing final states seen.

2. (1/2)5 = 0.03, the probability of having 6q’s or 6q̄’s in immediate proximity to make an S
or S̄. The parallel factor for the φK+K− final state is a factor (1/2)1 = 0.5.

3. The color-flavor-spin factor from the requirement that the 6q’s or 6q̄’s have the quantum
numbers of the S or S̄ the totally antisymmetric singlet representation of SU(18): 18×17×
16 × 15 × 14 × 13/(6 × 5 × 4 × 3 × 2)/186 = 5.46 × 10−4. For the case of the φ, the
analogous factor is (1/3)(3/4)(1/9) = 0.028, where the factors are respectively for forming
a color singlet, spin-1 and specified flavor.

Thus ignoring spatial wave-function suppression we get the estimate

BRΥ2,3S→SΛ̄Λ̄ = 0.008

(
0.03

0.5
· 5.4 10−4

2.8 10−2

)
BRΥ2,3S→φK+K−

=1.25× 10−11.

Whether there is also a penalty for making pp instead ofK+K− is unclear. No such penalization is
called for when calculating inclusive S production, because baryon number conservation requires
production of a pair of anti-baryons with S. However for the exclusive amplitude the penalization
may apply, since there is no unitarity sum over all possible final states. In that case, there would be
an additional suppressionO(10−1) as seen in J/Ψ decay and the heuristic 0.1 for a baryon relative
to a meson high-multiplicity hadronic final states. We also dropped the flavor-counting-factor since
that is less important. In sum, this approach leads to the estimate BF(SΛ̄Λ̄) ≈ O(10−11 − 10−12).

Thus two different estimation methods point to a similar branching fraction for the SΛ̄Λ̄ and
c.c. exclusive final states, O(10−11 − 10−12), which is 4 orders of magnitude or more below the
current experimental limit set by BABAR [84].

Final State branching fraction number events

γ π+π− 6.3± 1.2± 1.3× 10−5

γ 2π+2π− 2.5± 0.7± 0.5× 10−4 26
γ π+π−K+K− 2.9± 0.7± 0.6× 10−4 29
γ π+π−pp̄ 1.5± 0.5± 0.3× 10−4 7± 6

γ π0π0 1.7× 10−5

γ K+K− < 1.14× 10−5 90% CL
γ pp̄ < 0.6× 10−5 90% CL

γ 2h+2h− 7.0± 1.1± 1.0× 10−4 80± 12

γ 3h+3h− 5.4± 1.5± 1.3× 10−4 80± 12

γ 4h+4h− 7.4± 2.5± 2.3× 10−4 80± 12

γ 2K+2K− 1.14× 10−5 2± 2

Table 6. Radiative Υ1S , CLEO measurements from [95]
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C Feasibility of using B − S = ±4 as a diagnostic for S production

In the “maximally inclusive” approach, the signature is the imbalance of baryon number B and
strangeness S associated with production of an undetected S or S̄. (The probability of production
of both an S and an S̄ in a single event is small and can be ignored for this purpose.) The S
or S̄ being neutral, stable and not interacting in the detector, escapes undetected, with its B and
S compensated by other particles in the event. With an estimated inclusive branching fraction of
≈ 3 × 10−7 in Υ(1S, 2S, 3S) final states, and few-body exclusive branching fractions typically
a factor 104 or more smaller than their inclusive counterparts (see App. B) it is motivated to ask
whether searching for an excess of events with B−S = ±4 could be a possible strategy. Or, more
generally, comparing the relative abundances of events with B-S combinations that are rare but
get contributions from events when an S or S̄ is produced and escapes, with its quantum numbers
balanced in the remaining hadrons.

A proper study requires detector simulations, but here we assess the feasibility taking a single
“effective efficiency” eb for identifying a produced baryon or anti-baryon as such and “effective
efficiency” es for identifying a produced strangeness+1 or strangeness-1 particle as such. The other
needed inputs are fb, the branching fraction for producing aB−B̄ pair in the final state, and fs, the
branching fraction for producing a strange-anti-strange pair in the final state, in the absence of S
or S̄ production. From Z-decay final states, we adopt for our rough estimate fb = 0.05, fs = 0.16.
We make the further simplifying assumption that the inclusive branching fraction to produce a pair
of baryons (in the absence of S or S̄ production) is f2

b , and so on. The branching fraction to produce
a single S or S̄ is F/2. In the following, we take F << fb < fs and keep higher orders in fb and
fs such that the dropped terms are less significant than those kept, assuming eb, es > 0.2.

As a simplifying assumption, we take the efficiency of correctly recognizing a B = +1 and
B = −1 particle to be equal, which is not exactly true, and similarly for strangeness ±1. For
this rough estimate, we assuming identifying baryons and strangeness is independent and uncorre-
lated, but that is not exact – for instance Λ, Λ̄’s are particularly easy to ID but in the approximation
adopted, the efficiency of counting them would be eb es, also missing the correlation due to the fact
that the geometric penalty should not be counted independently. In fact, for those reasons, the esti-
mate below may be somewhat pessimistic. Likewise, studies focussing specifically on correlations
in hyperon production (e.g., excess of events with observed Λ,Λ or Λ̄, Λ̄ compared to expectations
from Λ, Λ̄) may prove to be more favorable due to their enhanced ID power, overcoming their more
limited statistics.

Using the abbreviation {xb yb̄ zs vs̄} to represent the fraction of final states in which there are
exactly x identified baryons, y identified anti-baryons, z identified S=+1 particles and v identified
S=-1 particles, this simplified treatment enables us to write all of the {xb yb̄ zs vs̄}’s up to final
states with exactly 4 identified B and/or S non-zero particles. The following gives some examples:

{1b} = eb(fb(1− eb) + F(1− eb)(1− es)2 + 2f2
b (1− eb)3)(1 + fs(1− es)2) (C.1)

{2b 2s̄} = e2
be

2
s(F/2 + f2

b f
2
s (1− eb)2(1− es)2) (C.2)

{1b 1b̄ 1s 1s̄} = e2
be

2
s(fbfs + 4fbf

2
s (1− es)2 + 4f2

b fs(1− eb)2) . (C.3)

This treatment does not consider mis-identification which must be taken into account for a complete
assessment, but it gives an idea of the possible statistical power.
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The most sensitive combination to find a signal for F 6= 0 is of course {2b 2s̄} = {2b̄ 2s}. To
assign a statistical significance to the measurement of a non-zero value of F in terms of “number
of σ’s”, we use

nσ(F) =
({2b 2s̄}(F) + {2b̄ 2s}(F)− ({2b 2s̄}(F = 0) + {2b̄ 2s}(F = 0))

√
Ntot√

({2b 2s̄}(F) + {2b̄ 2s}(F) + {2b 2s̄}(F = 0) + {2b̄ 2s}(F = 0))/2
. (C.4)

Figure 2 shows the significance by which a given sexaquark branching fraction is distinguished
from background according to this simplified analysis, for Ntot = 109. The statistical model
estimate for the inclusive branching fraction of S plus S̄ is F = 2.7 × 10−7 and the significance
scales as

√
Ntot. The different colored lines give 3 examples of how the significance depends on the

efficiencies eb and es. The Belle-II particle ID efficiency for baryon and kaons is 0.8-0.9 depending
on how hard they cut, which depends on what backgrounds they want to suppress, so we consider
eb = 0.8 and 0.9. Since only charged K’s have a definite strangeness, we penalize kaons by a
factor-2; hyperons on the other hand have clearly determined strangeness, so we consider es = 0.4

and 0.5. Not surprisingly, large eb is more important than large es, since baryons are rarer and thus
any sexaquark contribution makes a larger relative impact on the baryon abundances.

A detailed analysis could exploit other combinations such as {2b 1s̄} which have some sen-
sitivity to F but with a larger fractional contribution from standard channels, and use cases like
{1b 1b̄ 1s 1s̄} which get no contribution from S or S̄ to develop confidence that the systematics of
the background are fully understood. How well the systematics deriving from the matter-antimatter
asymmetry of the detector are understood, can be checked as well. Since the initial Υ has B=S=0
we know the produced particles are symmetric under (B-S)→-(B-S). But since negative baryon
number particles have some probability of annihilating in the beam pipe or other material, which
raises the apparent baryon number in the final state by one unit if not accounted for, events satisfy-
ing B-S = +4 or +2 could somewhat outnumber those satisfying B-S = -4 or -2, with a corresponding
enhancement to B-S = -3 or -1 relative to B-S = +3 or +1.

D Selected other experiments

D.1 Experiment excluding a long-lived loosely-bound H dibaryon, without decay or mass
requirement

The BNL E888 collaboration performed two different searches for the H dibaryon [35] and [96].
The latter uniquely among existing experiments, did not restrict its search to mass greater than 2
GeV or to decaying H dibaryon.

In E888, a 24.1 GeV/c proton beam from the Brookhaven National Laboratory AGS, was
directed onto a Pt target from which a neutral beam cleaned of photons was produced at 65 mr.
Approximately 18 m down stream, it struck a scintillation counter system – “the dissociator” –
which was followed by drift chambers, magnet, trigger counters and Cerenkov counter, optimized
for identifying diffractively produced Λ’s. A total of 4× 107 events were recorded. They placed a
limit on the product of cross sections for H production and dissociation:

dσH
dΩ
|65 mr <

(
NH

ΛΛAΛKSσ
c
ΛKS

N c
ΛKS

AΛΛσΛΛ

)
dσn
dΩ
|65 mr , (D.1)
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whereN c
ΛKS

is the number of coherently produced Λ0K0
S , AΛΛ andAΛKS are the acceptances and

efficiencies for H + A → Λ0Λ0A → pπ−pπ−A and n + A → Λ0K0
SX → pπ−π+π−X respec-

tively, where diffractively dissociated final states are characterized by the distinctively forward-
peaked distribution, and σΛΛ and σcΛKS are the respective diffractive dissociation cross sections.
Using their acceptance estimates, upper limits on NH

ΛΛ taking into account estimates of back-
grounds, and knowledge of dσndΩ , they found for 24.1 GeV/c p-Pt collisions at 65 mr:

dσH
dΩ
|65 mr

σΛΛ

0.5mb
< 2.3× 10−4dσn

dΩ
|65 mr

σcΛKS
5.9µb

. (D.2)

The conventional H-dibaryon scenario, in which the H is a relatively loosely bound state of
two Λ’s, is constrained by these limits. However this limit is far too weak to be constraining for
the tightly bound S scenario. The diffractive dissociation cross section has a wavefunction overlap
penalty of g̃2; as discussed in the main text, this is . 10−11. For a review of eight other H-dibaryon
searches, see [97].

D.2 Doubly-strange hypernucleus decay

By now, the study of the masses of various doubly-strange hypernuclei has become an important
research area in nuclear physics, providing a new window on Λ− Λ and Ξ−N interactions. The
KEK group has developed an extensive dataset of events recorded in an emulsion with a sequence of
reconstructed interactions providing strong constraints on the kinematics and interpretation. One
famous example is the “Nagara event” [31, 98]; it has multiple interpretations, but all involve
existence of a double-Λ nucleus which decays to a single-Λ nucleus and nucleons. Other events
confirm the production of hypernuclei with two Λ’s. Such processes demonstrate that the time-
scale for conversion of a ΛΛ system into an S is longer than for the weak decay of one of the Λ’s.
This excludes the existence of a loosely bound H-dibaryon whose overlap with a di-Λ state would
be large, but is compatible with expectations for a sexaquark as discussed in Sec. 5. Taking the
formation time of an S to be & 10−10s, places an observational bound g̃ . 10−5. As seen in Fig. 1
this is consistent with expectations for a sexaquark.

D.3 S̄ annihilation in the LHC beam-pipe or detector

A possible strategy [12] is to take advantage of the tremendous luminosity of the LHC, and look
for characteristic decay chains after S̄ annihilation in the beam-pipe or detector, e.g.,

S̄ +N → Ξ̄+,0 +X, with Ξ̄+,0 → Λ̄π+,0 & Λ̄→ p̄π+

or S̄ +N → Λ̄ +K+,0 +X. (D.3)

S̄’s should have a similar transverse-energy distribution as other hadrons, i.e., < pt >.
O(1 GeV). The anti-baryon produced in S̄ annihilation in a central tracker will commonly be a
Ξ̄+,0 with γ ∼ 1 which decays in O(5 cm) to Λ̄π+,0, followed 64% of the time by Λ̄ → p̄π+ in
about 8 cm. Observing such distinctive production and decay chains provides unambiguous evi-
dence for a B=-2, S= +2 neutral particle that initiated the annihilation interaction in the beam pipe
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or detector. Complementing Ξ̄ production are S̄n → Λ̄K0
S , where the double “V ”s locate the an-

nihilation vertex and Λ̄ identification proves the initiating particle has B = −2, and S̄p → Λ̄K+,
where the B = −2 and S = +2 of the initial state is unambiguous.

There are≈30 charged particles with pseudo-rapidity |η| < 2.4, for 7 TeV LHC p-p collisions
[79], so the number of S̄’s produced with pseudo-rapidity |η| < 2.4 in a dataset with N111011

recorded interactions is NS̄ ≈ 3fprod
−4 N11 108, where fprod

−4 10−4 is the S̄ production rate relative
to all charged particles in the given rapidity range. The material budget for the CMS tracker and
beam pipe ranges from 0.12-0.55 hadronic interaction lengths in this η range; take 0.33 for an
estimate. Write the S̄ annihilation cross section as σS̄N ≡ fannih

−6 10−6σNN , acknowledging that
the annihilation reaction is at relatively low energy so the penalty of the overlap suppression is
more severe than that for production in the original high energy collision. Finally, take the fraction
of annihilation final states containing Ξ̄, Λ̄ to be fΞ̄,Λ̄, where we expect fΞ̄,Λ̄ ∼ O(1) for low

√
s

annihilation. Thus the number of potentially reconstructable annihilation+decay chains is

NΞ̄,Λ̄ = fprod
−4 fannih

−6 fΞ̄,Λ̄N11 102. (D.4)

In some subset of events, all the final particles of the annihilation will be identified and their
3-momenta adequately measured. With these events, the 3-momentum and kinetic energy of the
S̄ can be deduced from energy-momentum conservation, modulo the nuclear Fermi-momentum of
the nucleon on which the S̄ annihilates. In principle, this could enable the mass of the S̄ to be
measured. However reconstruction of the events proved difficult in practice [91]. Production of S
and S̄ has been implemented in the microcanonical fireball contribution to final states in the event
generator EPOS-LHC, which will facilitate detector studies for LHC and for Υ decay [85].
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