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Secondary cosmic ray fluxes are important probes of the propagation and interaction of high-energy particles
in the Galaxy. Recent measurements of primary and secondary cosmic ray nuclei have revealed unexpected
spectral features that demand a deeper understanding. In this work we report the direct measurement of the
cosmic ray boron spectrum from 10 GeV/n to 8 TeV/n with eight years of data collected by the Dark Matter
Particle Explorer (DAMPE) mission. The measured spectrum shows an evident hardening at 182 ± 24 GeV/n
with a spectral power index of γ1 = 3.02 ± 0.01 before the break and an index change of ∆γ = 0.31 ± 0.05 after
the break. A simple power law model is disfavored at a confidence level of 8σ. Compared with the hardenings
measured in the DAMPE proton and helium spectra, the secondary boron spectrum hardens roughly twice as
much as these primaries, which is consistent with a propagation related mechanism to interpret the spectral
hardenings of cosmic rays observed at hundreds of GeV/n.

Introduction - The origin and transport of Galactic Cosmic Rays (GCRs) — high energy particles that are accelerated and

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

11
46

0v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.H

E
] 

 1
8 

D
ec

 2
02

4



2

travel through our Galaxy — and their interplay with the inter-
stellar medium (ISM) are of great importance in astrophysics
[1]. The lithium, beryllium, and boron in GCRs, with abun-
dances that are orders of magnitude higher than that expected
from stellar nucleosynthesis, are mainly produced by spalla-
tion of heavier nuclei with the ISM. These nuclei are there-
fore called secondary cosmic rays, which offer a unique probe
of the propagation and interaction processes of GCRs. The
spectra of GCRs show hardenings at a few hundred GeV per
nucleon, as reported by many experiments for virtually all pri-
mary species such as protons, He, C, O, Ne, Mg, Si, Fe [2–14],
and becomes softer again at around 10 TeV per nucleon as
recently observed in the proton and helium spectra [11–15].
Recent measurements of the boron spectrum by AMS-02 in
the 1.9 GV − 3.3 TV rigidity range [16] and by CALET in the
energy range of 8.4 GeV/n to 3.8 TeV/n [17] also gave hints of
a hardening at Ebr ∼ 200 GeV/n. However, with the available
statistics, the significance of the hardening is not high. The
spectral behavior goes beyond a single power law, demanding
a deeper understanding of the acceleration and/or propagation
mechanisms of GCRs and highlighting the necessity of pre-
cise measurements extending to even higher energies.

The Dark Matter Particle Explorer (DAMPE) is a space-
based GCR and γ-ray detector that has been smoothly operat-
ing since its launch in December, 2015 [18]. The instrument
includes four main sub-detectors: a plastic scintillator (PSD)
designed to measure the absolute value of the charge of the
incoming particles and to act as a veto for gamma-ray iden-
tification [19]; a silicon-tungsten tracker-converter (STK) to
measure particle direction and charge, and convert imping-
ing gamma rays into electron-positron pairs [20]; a thick bis-
muth germanium oxide electromagnetic calorimeter (BGO)
to measure the energy and direction of particles and to dis-
tinguish hadronic and electromagnetic showers [21]; a neu-
tron detector (NUD) to further enhance the discrimination be-
tween hadronic and electromagnetic particles [22]. DAMPE
is calibrated with the on-orbit data [23–27], enabling precise
measurements of various kinds of particles in a wide energy
range. Here we present the measurement of the cosmic ray
boron fluxes in an energy range from 10 GeV/n to 8 TeV/n,
using 8 years of DAMPE data.

Monte Carlo simulations – Monte Carlo (MC) simulations
using the GEANT4 toolkit (version 4.10.5) [28] are performed
to study the response of the detector to different particles in a
wide energy range. For boron nuclei with primary energies
between 10 GeV and 100 TeV, we employ the FTFP BERT
physics list, and for energy above 100 TeV, the EPOS-LHC
model [29] which is linked to the GEANT4 with the Cos-
mic Ray Monte Carlo (CRMC) package 1 [30]. The events
are initially generated uniformly from a hemispherical surface
around the detector with isotropic direction, following a E−1

spectrum. Simulated events are then re-weighted during the

1 https://web.ikp.kit.edu/rulrich/crmc.html

analysis to a E−3 spectrum. Both 10B an 11B isotopes are sim-
ulated, and the isotopic ratio can be re-weighted in the analy-
sis. The systematic uncertainties related to the spectral shape
and the isotopic ratio applied to re-weighting the MC simula-
tions are evaluated carefully and included in the final spectral
measurement. Additional MC simulations are produced with
FLUKA 2011.2x [31] in order to evaluate the uncertainty re-
lated to the hadronic interaction models. For the FLUKA sim-
ulation of boron, the deposited energy response in the BGO
calorimeter is corrected by a global factor of 0.95 for all ener-
gies based on the comparison with beam-test data [32]. While,
no correction is performed for the GEANT4 simulaiton as the
energy response is consistent with beam-test data within ∼2%
[32].

Event Selection - In this analysis, 8 years of on-orbit
data are used, recorded by DAMPE between January 1,
2016 and December 31, 203. The events collected when
the satellite crosses the South Atlantic Anomaly (SAA) re-
gion are excluded. After subtracting the instrument’s dead
time (∼18.44% of the operation time), the time dedicated
to on-orbit calibration (∼1.56%), a giant solar flare between
September 9 and September 13, 2017 2, and the SAA passage
time (∼5%) [23], the total exposure time is ∼1.4×108 s, cor-
responding to ∼73.9% of the operation time. A general pre-
selection is then applied to select events with good quality. A
selection tailored to the boron nuclei follows.

(i) Pre-selection is a set of requirements that ensure a proper
event reconstruction and shower development, mainly involv-
ing the BGO calorimeter. They include:

• the total deposited energy in the BGO calorimeter must
be larger than 40 GeV, corresponding to an incident en-
ergy larger than ∼80 GeV for boron nuclei, to avoid the
geomagnetic rigidity cutoff effect [33];

• the energy deposit in each BGO layer must be lower
than 35% of the total deposited energy in the calorime-
ter, to reject events entering from the side;

• the BGO bar with the highest energy deposit in the first
four layers must not be on the edge, to ensure a good
containment of the shower in the calorimeter.

(ii) Trigger selection - Events passing the High Energy
Trigger (HET) are selected. The requested condition is a de-
posited energy larger than ∼ 10 MIPs in the first three BGO
layers and larger than ∼ 2 MIPs in the fourth layer (one MIP
releases ≃ 23 MeV in a BGO bar) [34]. The HET is designed
to select good electromagnetic shower events. For boron nu-
clei, the HET condition is easily satisfied and the efficiency is
very high (see the Supplemental Material).

(iii) Track selection - The particle trajectory of each event
is obtained by by selecting the one track from multiple can-
didates STK tracks reconstructed with the Kalman filter algo-
rithm [35]. The good candidate tracks are confined as that the

2 https://solarflare.njit.edu/datasources.html

https://web.ikp.kit.edu/rulrich/crmc.html
https://solarflare.njit.edu/datasources.html
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number of hits on the track is larger than 3 in both xz and yz
layers, the χ2/d.o.f. value of the Kalman filter is smaller than
15, the angular deviation from the BGO shower axis is within
25◦ and the average distance with the energy CoG (center of
gravity) positions in the first four BGO layers is within 15
mm. Then, the track with the maximum average hit energy
is chosen as the best one. The selected track is further re-
quired to match the maximum PSD hits in both PSD-x and
PSD-y layers, and pass through the calorimeter from top to
bottom. Apart from the Kalman filter track reconstruction,
the machine learning track approach [36] is also applied as a
cross-check in this analysis. These two different track recon-
struction methods show a very good consistency on the boron
spectral measurement.

(iv) Charge selection - The particle charge Z is recon-
structed with the ionization energy deposited in both PSD and
STK. The measured charge value from the hit of the first STK
layer along the track is set to be larger than 3 (QSTK1 > 3), in
order to suppress protons and helium events. The PSD is com-
posed of four sub-layers placed in a hodoscopic configuration
in yz-view and xz-view, which provides, at most, four indepen-
dent charge measurements. A global PSD charge is defined
by considering the PSD signals in a different set of the 4 sub-
layers to reduce the mis-identification for events undergoing
inelastic interactions inside the PSD (see the Supplemental
Material). Boron candidates are selected in the charge in-
terval that varies with the deposited energy(Edep) as follows:
4.7 < QPSD < 5.25+0.01·log2(Edep/GeV). Such an energy de-
pendence is introduced in order to maintain a uniform charge
selection efficiency of ∼90% in the entire energy range of the
analysis. In total, 8.25 × 105 boron candidates with Edep > 40
GeV are selected for the spectral measurement.

(v) Background subtraction - Due to its secondary origin,
boron has a relatively low flux with respect to abundant pri-
maries. For this reason the background contamination from
different nuclear species has to be carefully evaluated. A MC-
based template fit is performed on the QPSD variable to esti-
mate the background in the selected PSD charge window of
boron, as shown in Fig. 1. The MC simulations for nuclei
from helium to oxygen, generated with GEANT4, are shown
by dashed lines. The red solid line corresponding to the sum
of all the species shows a good fit to the flight data. The
background from fluorine and heavier nuclei is neglected in
this analysis, as their fluxes are much lower than those of car-
bon and oxygen. The estimated contamination fractions from
different species are shown in Fig. S1 of the Supplemental
Material. The most prominent sources of background are
carbon and oxygen, especially at lower energies. The contri-
butions from helium and beryllium become significant with
increasing energy. The overall estimated background is found
to be 1% to 2% for Edep < 100 GeV and ∼5% around 10 TeV.
Even at the highest deposited energies, the background frac-
tion is small enough, ∼6%, ensuring a pure sample for the flux
measurement.

Effective acceptance - The effective acceptance in the i-th
bin of incident kinetic energy can be estimated from the MC
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FIG. 1. Distributions of QPSD for flight data (black points) in two
energy bins of Edep: [0.63, 2] TeV (top), and [6.3, 20] TeV (bottom).
The best fit of the total MC templates is shown as the red histogram,
while the templates of each nucleus are shown in different color ac-
cording to the legend.

samples as Ai(Ei
inc) = Ggen · N i

sel/N
i
gen, where Ggen is the geo-

metrical factor corresponding to the surface used to generate
events in the MC simulation, N i

gen is the number of gener-
ated events in the i-th energy bin, and N i

sel is the number of
events that pass the selection. The effective acceptance as a
function of incident kinetic energy is shown in Fig. S2 of the
Supplemental Material.

Energy measurement & unfolding procedure - The energy
is measured through adding the energy recorded by the BGO
bars together. If the energy deposited in a single BGO bar ex-
ceeds ∼ 4 TeV, some readout channels may saturate, leading
to non-linearity in the energy response. A saturation correc-
tion based on MC simulation [37] was developed to correct
the energy measurement when one or more bars are saturated.
Another effect to be taken into account is the signal quenching
in the BGO bars [38]. This effect is corrected based on com-
paring MC samples with the quenching switched on and off in
the simulation of ionization energy deposits in the calorimeter
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[32]. The quenching effect for boron nuclei results in about
2% lower energy deposit in the BGO for a kinetic energy of
200 GeV.

Since the thickness of the BGO calorimeter is of ∼ 1.6 nu-
clear interaction lengths, it is not able to fully contain the
hadronic showers developed by CR nuclei. The energy de-
posited in the calorimeter will only be a fraction of its primary
energy (∼ 35% − 45%), subject to large fluctuations. For this
reason it is difficult to extract the incident kinetic energy Einc
from the deposited energy Edep event by event, and a statisti-
cal unfolding procedure is needed. The number of events in
the i-th bin of BGO deposited energy, N(Ei

dep), is related to
the number of events in the j-th bin of incident kinetic energy
N(E j

inc) by

N(Ei
dep)(1 − βi) =

n∑
j=1

P(Ei
dep|E

j
inc)N(E j

inc), (1)

where βi is the background fraction, P(Ei
inc|E

j
dep) is the en-

ergy response matrix which is derived using MC simulations.
An iterative Bayesian unfolding approach with the smooth-
ing regularization [39] is adopted to calculate the number of
events in each Einc bin.

Flux calculation - The differential flux for each energy bin
Φi as a function of the incident kinetic energy can be com-
puted as

Φi = Φ(Ei
inc, E

i
inc + ∆Ei) =

N(Ei
inc)

∆T · Ai · ∆Ei
, (2)

where ∆Ei is the width of the i-th kinetic energy bin, N(Ei
inc)

is the number of events in the i-th kinetic energy bin after the
unfolding, ∆T is the total exposure time, and Ai is the effective
acceptance. The fluxes are then converted to kinetic energy
per nucleon assuming the isotopic ratio of Y =11 B/(10B +11

B) = 0.7 [16].
Uncertainty analysis - The statistical uncertainties are asso-

ciated with Poissonian fluctuations of the number of detected
events N(E j

dep). However, since the unfolding process intro-
duces a bin-to-bin migration, this uncertainty cannot be di-
rectly translated to the kinetic energy bins. To properly deter-
mine the error propagation in the unfolding procedure, a toy-
MC approach is applied, sampling the event numbers in each
deposited energy bin with Poisson fluctuations. The varia-
tions of the unfolded numbers of events in each kinetic energy
bin are then obtained. The standard deviation of the result-
ing boron flux distribution in each bin is assigned as the 1σ
statistical error.

The systematic uncertainties due to different sources are in-
vestigated extensively, including the selection efficiencies, the
unfolding procedure, the background subtraction, the isotope
composition of boron, and the hadronic model. The selection
efficiencies of the simulation are compared with the flight data
and the deviations are taken as the related systematic uncer-
tainties. The agreement between simulation and data is within
1.5% for the HET efficiency, 3% for the STK track efficiency,
2% for the STK charge efficiency (see the Supplemental

Material). The uncertainty of the PSD charge selection is
estimated by varying the PSD charge selection window to
change the efficiency by −15% to +5% and checking the flux
variations. The uncertainty due to the background subtraction
is estimated by considering the errors of the contamination
fractions (see the Supplemental Material). The uncer-
tainty of the unfolding procedure, related to the initial value
of the spectral index and the finite statistics of the MC sam-
ple, is estimated to affect the flux measurement by (0.5-1.0)%.
The uncertainty due to the assumed boron isotope composi-
tion of Y = 0.7 ± 0.1 [16] is estimated to be ∼ 1.9%. Fi-
nally, the systematic uncertainty associated with the hadronic
model used in the MC simulation is obtained through compar-
ing simulation results with the test beam data or two different
simulation tools. Specifically, below 75 GeV/n an uncertainty
of 4% is assigned according to the comparison of the energy
response between the test beam data and the GEANT4 simu-
lation. At higher energies, the uncertainty is assigned as the
difference between the fluxes measured using the GEANT4
and the FLUKA simulations. The difference becomes larger
with the increase of energy and reaches ∼ 20% at the high-
est energies. The statistical and systematic uncertainties for
different incident energies are summarized in Fig. S7 of the
Supplemental Material.

Results - The boron spectrum measured with DAMPE is
shown in the top panel of Fig. 2. The spectrum converted to
kinetic energy per nucleon, assuming the isotopic composition
of Y = 0.7, is shown in the bottom panel. The corresponding
data tables including statistical and systematic errors are re-
ported in the Supplemental Material. The DAMPE spec-
trum is compared with previous measurements by PAMELA
[43], AMS-02 [44], and CALET [45]. At low energies, our
result is in agreement, within uncertainties, with the AMS-
02 and PAMELA measurements. Compared with other mea-
surements, the DAMPE result extends to higher energies and
exhibits a clear hardening above O(100) GeV/n. To quantita-
tively obtain the properties of the hardening, the spectrum is
fitted by a Smoothly Broken Power Law (SBPL) function

ΦSBPL(Ek) = Φ0 ·

(
Ek

GeV/n

)−γ1
[
1 +

(
Ek

Ebr

)s] ∆γs
. (3)

The dashed line shown in Fig. 2 represents the best SBPL fit
in the energy range from 25 GeV/n to 8 TeV/n. The fit gives
χ2/d.o.f.= 1.7/10. The hardening is identified at Ebr = 182 ±
24 GeV/n with a slope before the break of γ1 = 3.02 ± 0.01
and an index change of ∆γ = 0.31 ± 0.05. The significance of
the hardening, when tested against a single power law (PL) fit
which gives χ2/d.o.f.= 71.3/12, is 8σ. More details about the
spectral fit can be found in the Supplemental Material.

Conclusion and discussion - The measurement of the cos-
mic ray boron spectrum with 8 years of DAMPE data is pre-
sented in this work. The flux was measured in a kinetic en-
ergy per nucleon range from 10 GeV/n to 8 TeV/n. Compared
with previous measurements, the DAMPE spectrum presents
a much improved precision at high energies (> 1 TeV/n). For
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FIG. 2. Top panel: boron spectrum weighted by E2.7 as measured
with DAMPE. The statistical errors are represented by red error bars
and the total errors, given by the sum in quadrature of statistical
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panel: comparison of the DAMPE spectrum (converted to kinetic
energy per nucleon assuming the isotopic composition of Y = 0.7
[16] and weighted by E3) with previous measurements by HEAO-C2
[40], CRN-SpaceLab2 [41], TRACER [42], PAMELA [43], AMS-
02 [44], and CALET [45]. For the AMS-02 results [44], the fluxes
are converted from rigidity to kinetic energy per nucleon assuming
the isotopic composition of Y = 0.7.
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FIG. 3. The ∆γ values of the hardening in the spectra of proton,
helium, B/C, B/O and boron measured with DAMPE.

the first time, the DAMPE measurement provides an observa-
tion of spectral hardening at Ebr = 182 ± 24 GeV/n, with a
significance of 8σ. The spectral index below the hardening
energy is 3.02 ± 0.01, and the change of the spectral index
above Ebr is 0.31 ± 0.05. Previous measurements by AMS-02
[44] and CALET [45] suggested such hardening with limited
statistical significance, without claiming a definitive conclu-
sion, due to the smaller statistics and lower energy reach. The
spectral change of ∆γ = 0.31 ± 0.05 suggests that secondary
boron hardens about twice as much as primaries such as pro-
ton and helium as previously measured by DAMPE [11, 12],
as shown in Fig. 3. The result is also consistent with the
hardenings in boron-to-carbon and boron-to-oxygen flux ra-
tios [46], if carbon and oxygen show similar hardenings with
protons and helium. Such an observational fact supports the
propagation mechanism to account for spectral hardenings of
GCRs. This is because for a diffusion coefficient ∝ E−δ and
an initial primary cosmic ray spectrum of E−α, the propagated
primary (secondary) cosmic ray spectrum should be E−α−δ

(E−α−2δ). As a consequence, if δ has a change of ∆δ, secon-
daries would show a spectral change of 2∆δ, with respect to
∆δ for primaries. Other mechanisms such as secondary pro-
duction around sources or re-acceleration by nearby shocks
may also explain the data [47, 48].
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The global charge of PSD

The PSD is made of four sub-layers, two oriented in the
y direction and two in the x direction, which provides at
most four independent charge measurements. The signal of
each PSD hit is corrected taking into account the light atten-
uation, the incident angle, quenching in the scintillator bars
and equalization of different PMTs [49, 50]. The global PSD
charge estimator is defined as

QPSD =

∑
i QPSD,i

NPSD
, (4)

where the index i goes over the PSD sub-layers with non-zero
signal, checking that charges QPSD,i in successive sub-layers
satisfy the condition:

|QPSD,i − QPSD,i+1| < 1, (5)

and NPSD is the number of sub-layers passing this requirement.
The same procedure is applied to the MC simulations, and the
MC charge distributions are shrinked to match the flight data.
The PSD charge as a function of deposited energy in the flight
data is shown in Fig. S1. The boron candidates are selected
with a deposited-energy-dependent charge interval (as shown
by solid lines in Fig. S1) to keep a stable charge efficiency of
∼90% in the whole energy range.
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FIG. S1. The PSD charge as a function of deposited energy for par-
ticles with Z = 2 − 8 in the flight data. The red lines indicate the
selection conditions of boron candidates.

Background contamination

Fig. S2 shows the estimated fractions of background con-
tamination for boron candidates in the selected PSD charge
window obtained via the MC template fit, from helium,
lithium, beryllium, carbon, nitrogen, and oxygen nuclei. The
uncertainties of the total contamination fractions are estimated
on the basis of Binomial distribution by considering the statis-
tics of the selected boron candidates in each deposited energy
bin.
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FIG. S2. Background contamination fractions estimated with the MC
template fit for boron.

Effective acceptance validation

The flux measurement relies on effective acceptance ob-
tained from the MC simulations, as shown in Fig. S3. There-
fore it is crucial to validate the simulation by comparing it
with the flight data taken from the experiment. To do so, the
efficiency of each applied cut is computed with simulation and
flight data. To calculate the efficiency with flight data, a care-
fully selected control sample has to be used.
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FIG. S3. Effective acceptance as computed from B10 and B11 MC
samples for the boron selection.

HET efficiency

To compute the HET efficiency, another trigger defined in
the DAMPE DAQ is used. The Low Energy Trigger (LET)
has a loose request of an energy deposition of larger than 0.4
MIPs in the first and second layers and larger than 2 MIPs in
the third and fourth layers of the BGO. The LET is pre-scaled
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FIG. S4. HET efficiency computed for the flight data (blue) and MC
simulation (red). The bottom panel shows the ratio, with horizontal
dashed lines marking the ±1.5% differences.

by a factor of 8 (64) when the satellite is inside (outside) the
latitude range of [−20◦, 20◦]. The efficiency of this trigger for
boron is computed to be 100% with the MC sample. The HET
efficiency is computed as

ϵHET =
NHET|LET

NLET
, (6)

where NLET is the number of events passing the full boron
sample selection described in this work, but with the request
of the LET replacing the HET; NHET|LET is the number of
events that pass this selection, plus the HET request. The effi-
ciencies for the flight data and MC are shown in Fig. S4. The
uncertainties for the flight data at high energies are relatively
large due to the low statistics in the control sample, caused
by the LET pre-scaling. The largest discrepancy between the
data and MC, taking into account the uncertainties, is 1.5%,
which is assigned as systematic uncertainty due to the HET
efficiency.

STK track efficiency

To validate the STK track efficiency, a specific boron sam-
ple is first selected on the basis of the BGO track, i.e. the
shower axis in the BGO calorimeter. Due to the limited an-
gle resolution of the BGO track, a strong correlation with the
maximum PSD hit strip is requested in both PSD-x and PSD-
y layers. The track efficiency is then estimated as the ratio of
the number of events that pass the STK track selection to the
total number in such a sample.

ϵSTK−track =
NSTK−track|BGO−track

NBGO−track
, (7)
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FIG. S5. STK track efficiency computed for the flight data (blue)
and MC simulation (red). The bottom panel shows the ratio, with
horizontal dashed lines marking the ±3% differences.

The agreement between data and simulation is shown in
Fig. S5, with a maximum discrepancy of 3%, which is as-
signed as the related systematic uncertainty.

STK charge selection efficiency

The control sample to estimate the STK charge efficiency
is chosen using the energy deposited in the second layer of
the STK. A much more strict PSD charge selection window is
chosen to minimize the background from those primary nuclei
in the control sample. The STK charge selection efficiency is
then computed as

ϵSTK1 =
NSTK1|STK2|PSD

NSTK2|PSD
. (8)

The agreement between data and simulation is shown in
Fig. S6, with a maximum discrepancy of 2%, which is as-
signed as the related systematic uncertainty.

Uncertainty summary

The total uncertainty budget is shown in Fig. S7. Table
S1 presents the fluxes and associated uncertainties of boron
measured with DAMPE.
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TABLE S1. The boron fluxes as function of kinetic energy per nucleon measured by DAMPE, together with the 1σ statistical errors and the
systematic uncertainties from the analysis and hadronic interaction models. The average mass number used to compute the kinetic energy per
nucleon is A = 10.7.

Ek Ek,low Ek,high Φ ± σstat ± σ
ana
sys ± σ

had
sys

[GeV/n] [GeV/n] [GeV/n] [GeV/n−1m−2 s−1 sr−1]
11.5 10.0 13.3 (5.25 ± 0.01 ± 0.23 ± 0.21) × 10−3

15.3 13.3 17.8 (2.36 ± 0.01 ± 0.11 ± 0.09) × 10−3

20.5 17.8 23.7 (1.04 ± 0.01 ± 0.05 ± 0.04) × 10−3

27.3 23.7 31.6 (4.43 ± 0.02 ± 0.20 ± 0.18) × 10−4

36.4 31.6 42.2 (1.86 ± 0.01 ± 0.08 ± 0.07) × 10−4

48.5 42.2 56.2 (7.77 ± 0.05 ± 0.34 ± 0.31) × 10−5

64.7 56.2 75.0 (3.25 ± 0.03 ± 0.14 ± 0.13) × 10−5

86.3 75.0 100.0 (1.37 ± 0.01 ± 0.06 ± 0.06) × 10−5

124.8 100.0 158.5 (4.49 ± 0.06 ± 0.20 ± 0.18) × 10−6

197.8 158.5 251.2 (1.18 ± 0.02 ± 0.05 ± 0.05) × 10−6

313.5 251.2 398.1 (3.29 ± 0.10 ± 0.15 ± 0.14) × 10−7

496.8 398.1 631.0 (9.50 ± 0.41 ± 0.48 ± 0.52) × 10−8

787.4 631.0 1000 (2.60 ± 0.17 ± 0.14 ± 0.19) × 10−8

1248 1000 1585 (7.18 ± 0.71 ± 0.46 ± 0.52) × 10−9

1978 1585 2512 (2.31 ± 0.32 ± 0.18 ± 0.23) × 10−9

3135 2512 3981 (7.16 ± 1.35 ± 0.89 ± 1.20) × 10−10

5515 3981 7943 (1.67 ± 0.49 ± 0.34 ± 0.28) × 10−10
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FIG. S6. The STK charge selection efficiency computed for the flight
data (blue) and MC simulation (red). The bottom panel shows the
ratio, with horizontal dashed lines marking the ±2% differences.

Spectral fitting

The DAMPE boron spectrum is fit with two different mod-
els. One is a power-law (PL) function

ΦPL(Ek) = Φ0 ·

(
Ek

GeV/n

)−γ
, (9)
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Hadronic model

Statistical uncertainties
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FIG. S7. Relative uncertainties on the boron flux measurements from
different contributions. The total systematic uncertainties, shown in
black, are the quadratic sum of all systematic ontributions.

and the other is a Smoothly Broken Power Law (SBPL) func-
tion

ΦSBPL(Ek) = Φ0 ·

(
Ek

GeV/n

)−γ1
[
1 +

(
Ek

Ebr

)s] ∆γs
. (10)

The SBPL model has five parameters: the normalization Φ0,
the break energy Ebr, the spectral index before the break γ1,
the change of spectral index ∆γ, and the smoothness parame-
ter of the break s.

To perform the fit, a χ2 is defined, taking into account the
correlation between the points introduced by the unfolding
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procedure, as

χ2 =
∑

i

∑
j

[
Φ(Ei

k)S (Ei
k,w) − Φi

]
C−1

i j

[
Φ(E j

k)S (E j
k,w) − Φ j

]
+

3∑
k=0

(
1 − wk

σ̃sys,k

)2

,

(11)

where the index i, j go over the kinetic energy bins, Φ(Ek) is
the function to model the flux, Φi is the measured flux in the i-
th bin, C−1

i j is the inverse of the covariance matrix between the
i-th and j-th energy bins, S (Ei

k,w) is a piece-wise function de-
fined as: S (Ei

k,w) = w0 if log[Ei
k/(GeV/n)] < 1.8, w1 if 1.8 ≤

log[Ei
k/(GeV/n)] < 2.6, w2 if 2.6 ≤ log[Ei

k/(GeV/n)] < 3.2,
and w3 if log[Ei

k/(GeV/n)] ≥ 3.2. Here w j are the so-called
nuisance parameters defined in different ranges of energy, to
take into account the potential bias in the flux measurement
introduced by the systematic uncertainties. In this case the
energy range of the flux measurement is divided into four sec-
tions, each one corresponding to a nuisance parameter. Fi-
nally σ̃sys,k is the sum of the relative systematic uncertainties.

The fit is done for an energy range of 25 GeV/n to 8 TeV/n.
Given the relatively large uncertainties at high energies, the
smoothness parameter s cannot be effectively constrained, and
it is fixed as 5 for a consistency with that adopted in our pro-
ton and Helium analyses [11, 12]. The best fit χ2 value over
the number of degree of freedom is χ2/d.o.f.= 1.7/10, for the
SBPL model. As a comparison, for the PL model, we get
χ2/d.o.f.= 71.3/12. This gives a significance of the hardening
of 8σ. The best fit results of the parameters and the uncertain-
ties for the SBPL model are collected in Table S2.

TABLE S2. The parameters of the SBPL model obtained from the fit
of the boron spectrum.

Fit energy range 25 GeV/n - 8 TeV/n
Nuisance parameters 4
Φ0 (10−9 GeV−1 m−2 s−1 sr−1) 9.76 ± 0.37
Ebr (GeV/n) 182 ± 24
γ1 3.02 ± 0.01
∆γ 0.31 ± 0.05
s 5 (fixed)
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