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Abstract The effect of proportional electroluminescence

(EL) is used to record the primary ionization signal

(S2) in the gas phase of two-phase argon detectors for

dark matter particle (WIMP) searches and low-energy

neutrino experiments. Our previous studies of EL time

properties revealed the presence of two unusual slow

components in S2 signal of two-phase argon detector,

with time constants of about 4-5 µs and 50 µs. The

puzzle of slow components is that their time constants

and contributions to the overall signal increase with

electric field (starting from a certain threshold), which

cannot be explained by any of the known mechanisms

of photon and electron emission in two-phase media.

There are indications that these slow components re-

sult from delayed electrons, temporarily trapped dur-

ing their drift in the EL gap on metastable negative

argon ions of yet unknown nature. In this work, this

hypothesis is confirmed by studying the time properties

of electroluminescence in a Thick Gas Electron Multi-

plier (THGEM) coupled to the EL gap of two-phase

argon detector. In particular, an unusual slow compo-

nent in EL signal, similar to that observed in the EL

gap, was observed in THGEM itself. In addition, with

the help of THGEM operated in electron multiplication

mode, the slow component was observed directly in the

charge signal, confirming the effect of trapped electrons

in S2 signal. These results will help to unravel the puzzle

of slow components in two-phase argon detectors and

thus to understand the background in low-mass WIMP

searches.
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1 Introduction

Two-phase argon and xenon detectors for dark mat-

ter search experiments [1] have achieved the current

best limits on WIMP-nucleon spin-independent cross-

section [2,3,4,5,6]. These detectors measure both prompt

primary scintillation signal (S1) and delayed primary

ionization signal (S2), the latter being recorded in the

gas phase using the effect of proportional electrolumi-

nescence (EL) [7].

According to modern concepts [7], there are three

mechanisms responsible for proportional EL in noble

gases: excimer emission in the vacuum ultraviolet (VUV),

emission due to atomic transitions in the near infrared

(NIR), and neutral bremsstrahlung (NBrS) emission in

the UV, visible and NIR range. These three mechanisms

are referred to as excimer (ordinary) EL, atomic EL and

NBrS EL, respectively. Let us briefly recall the details

of these mechanisms using the example of Ar.

NBrS EL is due to bremsstrahlung of drifting elec-

trons elastically scattered on neutral atoms [8,9,10,11,

12,13,14]:

e− +Ar → e− +Ar + hν . (1)

It is fast (≲1 ps) and has no threshold in energy and

thus in electric field.

Excimer EL is due to emission of noble gas ex-

cimers, in a singlet (Ar∗2(
1Σ+

u )) or triplet (Ar∗2(
3Σ+

u ))

state, produced in three-body atomic collisions of the

lowest excited atomic states, of Ar∗(3p54s) configura-

tion, which in turn are produced by drifting electrons

in electron-atom collisions (see reviews [1,7,15,16,17]):

e− +Ar → e− +Ar∗(3p54s) ,

Ar∗(3p54s) + 2Ar → Ar∗2(
1,3Σ+

u ) + Ar ,

Ar∗2(
1,3Σ+

u ) → 2Ar + hν . (2)
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It has a threshold in reduced electric field (E/N), of

about 4 Td (1 Td= 10−17 V cm2) [18,19], correspond-

ing to excitation of the lower energy levels of Ar∗(3p54s)

configuration. Singlet and triplet excimer states are re-

sponsible for respectively the fast (4.2 ns) and slow

(3.1 µs) component of excimer EL [16].

Atomic EL is due to atomic transitions between

the higher (Ar∗(3p54p)) and lower (Ar∗(3p54s)) excited

states, the former being also produced by drifting elec-

trons [18,20]:

e− +Ar → e− +Ar∗(3p54p) ,

Ar∗(3p54p) → Ar∗(3p54s) + hν . (3)

It is fast (20-40 ns) and has a threshold in reduced elec-

tric field of about 5 Td [18,19], corresponding to exci-

tation of the higher energy levels of Ar∗(3p54p) config-

uration.

Depending on the reduced electric field, some of var-

ious EL mechanisms dominate over the others, as illus-

trated in [7]. Namely, NBrS EL fully dominates below

4 Td. Excimer EL dominates above 4 Td in terms of the

absolute photon yield in the VUV range. However, in

the visible and NIR range, NBrS EL remains the main

mechanism up to 10 Td, while above 10 Td it is taken

over by atomic EL.

At low WIMP masses, near the detector thresh-

old, only the S2 signal is possible to detect, using the

so-called S2-only analysis [3,5]. In this case, a precise

model of expected background rates for S2 signals as

a function of detected number of electrons is required.

At the moment, there is discrepancy between the ob-

served and expected number of events in low-energy

region, at low number of electrons, in DarkSide-50 [5]
and XENON1T [21] experiments. Such discrepancy is

currently interpreted as being due to electrons trapped

on impurities in the liquid bulk or at the liquid-gas in-

terface both in Xe [22] and Ar [23]. Earlier observations

of slow components and delayed pulses on µs and ms

scales in Xe [24,25,26,27,28,29] indicate the presence

of these delayed electrons in two-phase Xe detectors.

In our previous works [19,30,31] it was shown that

there are likely delayed electrons of another nature in

two-phase Ar detectors. In those works, the S2 time

properties were studied in a wide range of electric fields

using proportional EL both in the VUV range and in

that of visible and NIR. The former is provided by ex-

cimer EL while the latter is provided by NBrS EL. Two

unusual slow components with time constants of about

4-5 µs and 50 µs, referred to as “slow” and “long” com-

ponent respectively, were observed. An example pulse

shape showing these components obtained in [19] at the

highest electric field and in the visible range is shown

in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1 Signal pulse shape from SiPM matrix facing the EL
gap of two-phase Ar detector obtained in [19] due to NBrS
EL in the visible and NIR range, with 238Pu alpha particles
at reduced electric field of 8.3 Td and pressure of 1.00 atm.
One can see the S1 signal as well as the S2 signal with one
fast and two slow components.

These slow components have the following puzzling

properties that have never been observed before for slow

components of conventional (excimer) scintillation:

1. There are two slow components in proportional

EL, observed simultaneously in the VUV and in the

visible and NIR range, with different time constants: of

about 4-5 µs and 50 µs.

2. Both slow components emerge at a certain thresh-

old in reduced electric field, of about 5 Td, regardless

of the gas phase density, which is 1 Td above the onset

of excimer EL, the latter being related to the lower ex-

cited atomic states Ar∗(3p54s). Accordingly, the 5 Td

threshold is related to the higher atomic excited states

Ar∗(3p54p), similarly to atomic EL in the NIR which

has the same threshold, of 5 Td (see discussion in [19]).

3. Another puzzling property of slow components

is that their contributions and time constants increase

with electric field, which cannot be explained by either

of the two known mechanisms of slow component for-

mation in two-phase Ar detectors, namely by electron

emission from liquid to gas phase [32,33] and by VUV

photon emission via triplet excimer state Ar∗2(
3Σ+

u ) [1,

16]. In those mechanisms, the slow component contri-

bution and time constant either decrease with electric

field or do not depend on the electric field at all, re-

spectively.

4. An unexpected temperature dependence of the

50 µs component (and presumably that of 5 µs) was

observed in gaseous Ar: its contribution decreased with

temperature, practically disappearing at room temper-

ature.

All puzzling properties of slow components can be

successfully explained in the framework of hypothesis

[19] that these are produced in the EL gap in the charge

signal itself, due to temporarily trapping (attachment)
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Fig. 2 Schematic view of the experimental setup (not to
scale).

of drifting electrons on metastable negative Ar ions of

yet unknown nature with lifetimes close to time con-

stants of the slow components, i.e. about 4 and 50 µs.

Taking into the account the 5 Td threshold, the forma-

tion of these metastable Ar ions is related either to the

Ar∗(3p54p) states or some unknown state with similar

energy level. In the frame of this approach it is possible

to explain the temperature dependence of the slow com-

ponents, if one assumes that they are produced mostly

at low temperatures due to electron collisions with Van-

der-Waals molecules Ar2(X
1Σ+

g ) [16,34,35,36].

In this work, this hypothesis is verified by studying

the time properties of electroluminescence in a Thick

Gas Electron Multiplier (THGEM) coupled to the EL

gap of two-phase argon detector. The THGEM thus

worked as an additional “EL gap” of smaller thickness,

decoupled from the liquid-gas interface. If the hypoth-

esis is correct, the slow components should be observed

both in the EL gap and THGEM. In addition, with

the help of THGEM operated in an electron multiplica-

tion (avalanche) mode, it is possible to observe the slow

component directly in the charge signal itself, confirm-

ing the effect of trapped electrons in S2 signal. These

studies will help to unravel the puzzle of slow compo-

nents in two-phase Ar detectors and thus to understand

the background in low-mass WIMP searches.

2 Experimental setup

Fig. 2 shows the scheme of the experimental setup.

It included 48 mm drift region (from the cathode to

the wire grid), 12 mm electron emission region (from

the wire grid to the liquid-gas interface) and 10 mm

EL gap (from the liquid-gas interface to the THGEM).

Electric field in these regions was defined by resistors

R1 = 120 MΩ, R2 = 40 MΩ and R4 = 600 MΩ, resis-

tors R2 being connected to field shaping rings necessary

to obtain uniform field in the drift region [37].

Compared to our previous work [19], there are only a

few modifications: interface THGEM (THGEM0) was

replaced by the wire grid with corresponding R3 re-

sistor being removed; THGEM above the EL gap had

an active area of 10×10 cm2, dielectric thickness of

0.4 mm, hole pitch of 0.9 mm, rim of 0.1 mm and hole

diameter of 0.5 mm (28% optical transparency at nor-

mal incidence). Also, THGEM was connected to a volt-

age divider with charge readout circuit, as shown in

Fig. 2. The detector operated at saturated argon pres-

sures of 1.00 and 1.50 atm, corresponding to a temper-

ature of 87.3 and 91.3 K and gas density of 8.71×1019

and 1.26×1020 cm−3 respectively [38,39].

Of crucial importance for performance of two-phase

detectors is Ar purity. In order to purify it from elec-

tronegative impurities, Ar gas was liquefied from a stor-

age bottle into the cryogenic chamber while passing

through Oxysorb filter at the start of each experimen-

tal run. At the end of the run, Ar was collected from

the chamber back into the bottle. Thus, the same Ar

gas was purified multiple times from its initial total

impurity content below 2 ppm (as declared by man-

ufacturer). This filtration process was demonstrated

to achieve electron life-time in liquid Ar > 100 µs at

200 V/cm field [40], which corresponds to oxygen con-

tent below 3 ppb [41]. Additionally, the N2 content was

monitored by a gas analyzer SVET [42] based on an

emission spectrum measurement technique: it was be-

low 1 ppm.

The EL signal was recorded using four PMTs

R6041-506MOD [43,44] and 5×5 SiPM matrix com-

posed of 13360-6050PE type SiPMs [45] as shown in

Fig. 2. Since no WLS was used, the devices were sensi-

tive to EL in the visible and NIR range only, provided

by NBrS and atomic EL (see section 1). The recorded

photoelectrons (PE) from selected events were used to

produce time histograms reflecting the pulse shape av-

eraged over the selected events. This pulse shape was

then used to obtain time constants and contributions

of slow components if any are present. A detailed de-

scription of the analysis algorithm, event selection and

determination of the parameters of slow components

can be found elsewhere [19,30].

The charge readout circuit (denoted as AMP in

Fig. 2) consisted of CAENMODA1422 charge amplifier

with 45 mV/MeV gain and ORTEC 570 research ampli-

fier with 0.5 µs shaping time and gain of 20 connected

in series. The amplified signal was split using CAEN

N625 unit and sent to oscilloscope and CAEN V1720E

flash ADC for recording on PC for off-line analysis.
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The measurements were performed using 5.5 MeV

alpha particles from a 238Pu source placed on a cath-

ode immersed in liquid Ar. This source provided rather

localized ionization along the drift direction, suitable

for studying the time properties of both EL and charge

signals. The trigger was taken from the S2 signal, pro-

vided by the sum of the signals from all four PMTs.

More details on the experimental setup and procedures

can be found in [19,30].

3 THGEM performance

THGEM coupled to the EL gap is the main feature of

this study. As shown in Fig. 2, it was connected to a

voltage divider which defined two modes of its oper-

ation: passive, when the divider voltage was zero and

THGEM acted as just a grounded anode of the EL gap,

and active, when the divider voltage was positive and

THGEM acted as the second EL gap with an order of

magnitude smaller thickness. In the first case there was

only one EL gap, similarly to our previous works which

allowed to reproduce and verify the previous results.

In the second case there were two successive EL gaps,

THGEM being the second gap. Moreover, THGEM

was operated not only in proportional EL mode (when

light amplitude increases proportionally with the elec-

tric field), but also in avalanche (charge multiplica-

tion) EL mode when light and charge amplitude in-

creases exponentially with the electric field. Maximum

voltage across THGEM (and maximum amplification)

was limited by discharges which occur when electron

avalanches become self-sustainable at sufficiently high

voltages.

In this work, we refer to the signal induced on

THGEM electrodes by drifting electrons as simply

“charge signal”. Using THGEM allowed us to study

charge signal not only though EL, but also directly

with charge-sensitive amplifier. Due to poor signal-to-

noise ratio, the charge signal produced by alpha parti-

cles from 238Pu source (of about 4000 e− [46,47]) could

not be detected directly in the EL gap when THGEM

was grounded and operated as an anode. Accordingly,

to reliably detect the charge signal produced by alpha

particles, THGEM was operated in an avalanche mode,

by applying the voltage (V1) to its divider, as shown in

Fig. 2.

Many results in this work are shown as a function

of reduced electric field at the center of the THGEM

hole (E/NTHGEM). Electric field map in THGEM was

obtained by calculating electrostatic potentials numer-

ically using finite elements method with Gmsh [48,49]

and Elmer [50] open-source programs. These calcula-

tions are discussed in detail in [37]. Fig. 3 shows the

Fig. 3 Calculated electric field along the vertical axis going
through the THGEM hole center.

Fig. 4 Effective charge gain of THGEM used in this work as
a function of reduced electric field at its hole center, measured
in two-phase Ar detector at 1.0 atm and 87.3 K [51]. Top axis
shows corresponding voltage across it. The gain was measured
at high drift (0.56 kV/cm) and EL (7.5 Td) fields using pulsed
X-ray tube.

electric field along the vertical axis passing trough the

THGEM hole center calculated at maximal V0 and V1

used in this work. Note that the field at the THGEM

hole center is equal to 0.57 of its “nominal” value, the

latter defined as the voltage applied across THGEM

(THGEM voltage, ∆VTHGEM) divided by the dielectric

thickness. It should be noted that in the present work

the systematic uncertainty of reduced electric field both

in the EL gap and at the THGEM hole center is esti-

mated to be 4%.

Fig. 4 shows the effective THGEM gain in gaseous

Ar at 1.0 atm as a function of the voltage across it

(∆VTHGEM), measured in two-phase detector at high

electric field in the EL gap (7.5 Td). These measure-

ments were conducted in [51] with high-intensity pulsed
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Fig. 5 SiPM-matrix signal amplitude, expressed in the num-
ber of recorded photoelectrons, as a function of reduced elec-
tric field at the THGEM hole center. The data were obtained
in two-phase Ar detector at 1.0 atm and 87.3 K at low drift
and EL fields using 238Pu alpha particles with EL gap thick-
ness of 10 mm. The blue and red lines are respectively the
linear and exponential fits to the data points and correspond
to the proportional EL and avalanche mode of THGEM per-
formance.

X-ray tube providing about 105 electrons that reach the

gas phase. The effective THGEM gain is defined as the

charge recorded on the THGEM electrode divided by

the charge in front of THGEM, i.e. by charge drifting

in the EL gap. The latter was measured with grounded

THGEM. It should be noted that the effective gain is

always smaller than the real gain of THGEM, propor-

tional to the real number of avalanche electrons [52],

since a some part of electrons in front of THGEM do

not enter its holes and thus are lost for multiplication,

as part of the electric field lines converge at the bottom

electrode.

Another way to characterize the THGEM perfor-

mance is to use an optical signal of the SIPM matrix

placed behind THGEM (see Fig. 2). Its amplitude, be-

ing expressed in the number of photoelectrons, recorded

mostly due to atomic EL in the NIR [7], is roughly pro-

portional to the number of avalanche electrons in the

THGEM holes and thus to the real THGEM gain, see

Fig. 5.

As the reduced electric field increases, one can ob-

serve three modes of THGEM performance in Fig. 5:

that of weak NBrS EL in the EL gap (below 7 Td),

that of proportional EL in THGEM due to atomic EL

in the NIR (between 7 and 17 Td) described by a linear

function (blue line), and that of avalanche scintillation

EL in THGEM due to atomic EL in the NIR (above

17 Td) described by an exponential function (red line).

Fig. 6 Concept of experiment to observe the unusual slow
components in THGEM itself.

Fig. 7 Pulse shape of EL signal in two-phase Ar detector for
SiPM-matrix readout at low EL gap field, of 3.7 Td, at differ-
ent THGEM voltages corresponding to the reduced electric
field in the THGEM hole center of 0, 11.9 and 16.1 Td. The
data were obtained with 238Pu alpha particles and 10 mm
EL gap thickness at 1.5 atm pressure.

The electric field at which transition from proportional

to an exponential mode occurs is in agreement with

detailed measurements conducted elsewhere [53].

4 Observation of unusual slow components in

THGEM

In our previous work [19], one of the main results was

that the unusual slow components in the EL signal

emerge at electric fields higher than 4.8 ± 0.2 Td and

that with increasing field both their time constants and

contributions also increase. It was also shown that the

unusual slow components are most likely formed in

the gas phase in the EL gap. To verify these results,

THGEM was used in this work as an additional gas

gap, coupled to the EL gap and decoupled from the

liquid-gas interface.

To demonstrate that the unusual slow components

can be produced in THGEM itself, the EL gap field was
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Fig. 8 Pulse shapes of EL signal in two-phase Ar detector
for SiPM-matrix readout with grounded THGEM at two dif-
ferent reduced electric fields, of 5.3 and 7.1 Td. The data
were obtained with 238Pu alpha particles and 10 mm EL gap
thickness at 1.5 atm pressure. Dashed lines show fits of slow
and long components by sum of two exponents (see [31] for
details).

fixed at low value of 3.7 Td, just below the onsets of

usual slow component due to triplet excimer EL and un-

usual slow components due to electron trapping. Conse-

quently, one would expect here that only the fast com-

ponent due to NBrS EL will be present in the EL gap

signal at zero THGEM voltage. On the other hand, one

would expect that with increasing the THGEM volt-

age the slow components will emerge when the reduced

electric field in the THGEM holes exceeds 4.8 Td. The

idea of such an experiment is schematically depicted in

Fig. 6.

Fig. 7 fully confirms these expectations: at zero

THGEM voltage only the fast component due to NBrS

EL in the EL gap (blue line) is observed, with almost

symmetric shape defined by electron drift time through

the EL gap, electron diffusion and trigger conditions.

As ∆VTHGEM increases, EL from THGEM becomes

noticeable and its own fast and slow components are

added to the EL signal of the EL gap, with some de-

lay. The fast component of THGEM, as expected, is

delayed with respect to that of the EL gap by about

1 µs and thus can be separated from it. In addition, at

high E/NTHGEM values (red and black lines in Fig. 7),

the THGEM slow component becomes distinct, its time

constant (of about 4 µs) and contribution increasing

with the electric field. It should be noted that contri-

bution of slow components is defined here in the same

way as in [31]: the total contribution of slow and long

component was calculated as a fraction of pulse-shape

area lying after certain time threshold. Slow and long

component were separated from each other by exponen-

tial fits.

Fig. 8 and 9 compare the slow components produced

in the EL gap and in THGEM by corresponding pulse

shapes. Fig. 8 shows the EL signal pulse shapes when

Fig. 9 Pulse shapes of EL signal in two-phase Ar detector
for SiPM-matrix readout at low EL gap field, of 3.7 Td, at
two different THGEM voltages corresponding to the reduced
electric field in the THGEM hole center of 7.6 and 26 Td. The
data were obtained with 238Pu alpha particles and 10 mm EL
gap thickness at 1.5 atm pressure. Dashed lines show fits of
slow and long components by sum of two exponents (see [31]
for details).

the EL gap had high electric field and THGEM was

grounded (passive). Fig. 9 shows results obtained with

active THGEM and the EL gap field being below the

slow component threshold. In both cases, the fast, slow

and long components are observed with similar time

constants and contributions. These figures demonstrate

the strong similarity between the unusual slow compo-

nents produced in the EL gap and those produced in

THGEM both in their general shape and in their de-

pendency on the electric field.

Compared to previous results, one can see additional

so-called S3 signals that look like wide peaks in Fig. 8

at around 62 and 70 µs and in Fig. 9 at around 80 µs.
The time positions of the peaks change with the electric

field, their delay with respect to fast component corre-

sponding to electron drift time from the cathode. These

are obviously caused by photon feedback from the EL

region due to photo-ionization of the cathode, which

became stronger when the interface electrode was re-

placed from THGEM plate (used in previous works) to

wire grid in this work.

Note that the shape of the slow component is more

complex than just the shape of exponentially decreas-

ing function: it tends to have a small bump at the be-

ginning, in particular at higher electric fields, in accor-

dance with our previous results on EL pulse shapes [19,

31]. It is most probably due to photon feedback to the

interface electrode (wire grid here and THGEM plate

in previous works), similarly to S3 signal produced on

the cathode.

Fig. 10 and 11 compare the unusual slow compo-

nents produced in the EL gap and in THGEM by their

time constants and contribution to the overall signal
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Fig. 10 Time constant (τS) of the slow component of EL
signal in THGEM and EL gap as a function of the reduced
electric field in the THGEM hole center and in the EL gap
respectively. The measurements in THGEM were conducted
with active voltage divider shown in Fig. 2 at fixed low EL
gap field, of 3.7 Td, while those in EL gap were done with
grounded THGEM acting as an anode of the gap. The data
were obtained in two-phase Ar detector with 10 mm thick EL
gap and 1.5 atm pressure using 238Pu alpha particles. The
dashed lines are linear fits to the data points.

Fig. 11 Contribution to overall signal of the slow compo-
nent of EL signal in THGEM and EL gap as a function of
the reduced electric field in the THGEM hole center and EL
gap respectively. The data correspond to Fig. 10 and were ob-
tained together. The dashed lines are linear fits to the data
points.

respectively. These results indicate that the unusual

slow components in the EL gap and THGEM are of

the same nature. First of all, the appearances of the

slow components in THGEM and EL gap occur at the

same thresholds in the reduced electric field. In addi-

tion, these components have similar characteristic in-

crease with electric field described by a linear function.

From Fig. 10 and 11 it can also be seen that the

unusual slow components produced in the EL gap and

THGEM at a given electric field are slightly different

in time constants, by about 20%, and considerably dif-

ferent in contributions, by about a factor of 6. This

is easily explained in our hypothesis [19] that the un-

usual slow components are due to electron trapping in

the gas phase on metastable negative ions. If Poisson

statistics of electron trapping can be applied to describe

slow component contribution, then from Fig. 11 one can

conclude that mean drift path of the electron (trapping

length) is greater than the EL gap or THGEM effec-

tive thickness for all electric fields. Indeed, if mean drift

path is equal to the effective gap thickness, then the

contribution of both slow and long components is 63%,

whereas the overall contribution does not exceed 50%

in the experiment. However, it should be remarked that

Poisson statistics can describe slow components contri-

bution in EL signal only approximately, in particular

due to the fact that electron which was trapped has

still made contribution to the fast component and not

only to the slow one.

When the trapping length is larger than the gap

thickness, the time constant is determined mostly by

a single trapping event, i.e. by the negative ion life-

time, and to a much lesser extent by multiple trapping

events, the probability of the latter being well below

unity. This explains why the increase of time constant

with electric field is so weak. The large difference in

contributions observed in Fig. 11 for the EL gap and

THGEM at a given electric field, of about a factor of

6, is consistent with different trapping probabilities for

effective gap thicknesses varying by more than an order

of magnitude: 10 mm versus 0.4 mm respectively.

It must be remarked, however, that simple compar-
ison of the EL gap and THGEM data using mean drift

path of an electron before its trapping is valid only

qualitatively but not quantitatively for several reasons.

First of all, THGEM holes have non-uniform electric

field which can leak from the holes and affect values of

electric field on distances from THGEM of about half

its thickness (see Fig. 3 and [37]). Detailed simulation

of electron drift and trapping in the holes is required to

account for this effect.

Secondly, the observed values of slow component

contribution to the EL signal do not correspond di-

rectly to probability of whether electron was trapped

or not during its drift through whole distance. Indeed,

if an electron was trapped in the middle of its drift,

it still has contributed to the fast component, albeit

with reduced weight. This biasing towards increasing

fast component contribution means that Poisson statis-

tics can only be applied for estimates that will have an

uncertainty of a factor of about 2.
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Fig. 12 Schematic view of electron avalanche occurring in
THGEM hole at high voltages across THGEM. In this sce-
nario, most of the EL signal is produced at the end of the
avalanche.

The situation is complicated further if THGEM

works in avalanche multiplication mode. In this case,

most of the EL signal is produced at the end of an

avalanche, as illustrated in Fig. 12. Under this condi-

tion there is no biasing towards increasing fast compo-

nent contribution. Hence pulse shape of EL signal from

avalanche EL reflects time profile of charge arriving to

the end of the avalanche. Such correspondence between

avalanche EL and charge arrival time is possible due

to atomic EL being fast, with τ = 20–40 ns [16]. This

correspondence is used in the following section to show

that the unusual slow components produced in the EL

gap are present in the charge signal. However, this ef-

fect also prevents direct comparison of data obtained in

avalanche mode with data obtained in proportional EL

mode.

All issues discussed above mean that precise model

of slow component production is required for quantita-

tive description of all measurements. The model and
accompanying Monte-Carlo simulations are currently

being developed in our laboratory.

The fact that the unusual slow components can be

produced in THGEM independently from the EL gap

proves that the production occurs in the gas phase and

not in the liquid bulk or at the liquid-gas interface.

This in turn means that the unusual slow components

are not related to known electronegative impurities.

Indeed, given the upper limit of 3 ppb of O2 im-

purity in liquid Ar (see section 2), one can calculate

its content in gaseous Ar at 1.0 atm using Raoult’s law.

Saturated vapor pressure for O2 at 87 K is 0.71 atm [54],

which yields its content of 2 ppb in the gas phase.

Taking electron attachment rates to this impurity be-

ing proportional to the atomic density (worst case sce-

nario), we obtain that electron lifetime in the gas phase

is >28 ms. Given electron drift time of 2–4 µs, the im-

purities can hardly be responsible for the unusual slow

components. In addition, the attachment rate of O2 de-

Fig. 13 Pulse shape of THGEM charge signal obtained in
two-phase Ar detector at 1.0 atm, with 238Pu alpha particles,
10 mm thick EL gap, EL gap field of 8.3 Td and THGEM
voltage of 2110 V, the latter corresponding to the field at
THGEM hole center of 35.9 Td and effective THGEM charge
gain of 20. The shaping time of charge readout circuit was
0.5 µs.

creases with the electric field, contradicting with the

opposite behavior of the unusual slow components. On

the other hand, the effect of electron attachment to un-

known impurity with boiling point below that of Ar,

albeit much less probable, cannot be fully excluded.

The results of this section raise a question of what

would happen to the slow component if the THGEM

is replaced by a standard (thin) GEM [55], the dielec-

tric thickness of which is about an order of magnitude

smaller (0.05 mm versus 0.4 mm). Assuming that the

reduction factor of the slow component contribution

when going from THGEM to GEM is about the same

as when going from EL gap to THGEM, one would ex-

pect a substantial suppression of the slow component

in GEM compared to THGEM. This means that the

GEM signal remains fast in two-phase Ar detectors, in

contrast to that of THGEM; and this has been indeed

confirmed elsewhere [7,56].

5 Direct measurements of the charge-signal

pulse shape

To verify the hypothesis that the unusual slow compo-

nents are produced due to delayed electrons temporar-

ily trapped on metastable negative ions, the charge sig-

nal induced on the THGEM electrode by drifting elec-

trons was directly measured. To maximize the signal-

to-noise ratio, the maximal drift and EL gap fields, of

0.62 kV/cm and 8.3 Td respectively, were used. The

THGEM voltage was 2110 V, corresponding to the ef-

fective THGEM charge gain of 20 at 1 atm (see Fig. 4).

The measured charge-signal pulse shape is shown

in Fig. 13. Here the time resolution was limited by a

shaping time of the charge readout circuit of 0.5 µs.
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Fig. 14 Pulse shape of SiPM-matrix signal reflecting that of
THGEM avalanche charge signal, at high (8.3 Td) and low
(3.8 Td) EL gap field, obtained in two-phase Ar detector at
1.0 atm, with 238Pu alpha particles, 10 mm thick EL gap and
THGEM voltage of 2110 V, the latter corresponding to the
field at THGEM hole center of 35.9 Td and effective THGEM
charge gain of 20.

The pulse shape has a distinct fast and slow component,

the latter corresponding to the unusual slow component

observed before in EL signal, see Fig. 1 and 7. This re-

sult directly confirms the statement that the slow com-

ponent in EL signal is produced in the charge signal

itself, unambiguously confirming the effect of trapped

electrons in S2 signal.

Compared to Fig. 1, the transition from the fast to

slow component is quite smooth due to poor time res-

olution. The much better separation between the com-

ponents is seen in Fig. 14 where an optical signal of the

SiPM-matrix was used instead of the THGEM charge

signal, with superior time resolution. As discussed be-

fore in section 4 (also see Fig. 12), the SiPM-matrix

optical signal directly reflects the avalanche charge of

THGEM when it is operated in electron multiplication

mode. It also means that the shape of fast component

is defined by the dynamic of the avalanche occurring in

THGEM hole, resulting in the shape of fast component

being independent of the EL gap.

It should be noted that the bump seen at around

36 µs for black line in Fig. 14 is much more pronounced

than bumps seen in Fig. 8 and 9. It corresponds to also

greater S3 signal (seen at around 65 µs in Fig. 14) which

indicates that this bump is related to photo-ionization

of the interface grid by EL photons as discussed in sec-

tion 4.

At lower EL gap fields, the slow component in

Fig. 14 is fully defined by that of THGEM itself (com-

pare to Fig. 7). On the other hand, at higher EL gap

fields, the slow component is composed of both that of

the EL gap and that of THGEM itself, with about the

same contribution, as one can see from Fig. 14. Thus,

it is confirmed that the slow component exists in both

the charge signal of the EL gap and THGEM. Indeed,

if the unusual slow component produced in the EL gap

is due to some delayed scintillations or EL, it would not

be seen against the background of large avalanche EL

in THGEM. In this case, the pulse shape of avalanche

EL would not depend on the conditions in the EL gap.

6 Conclusions

In this work we explored the problem of slow com-

ponents in two-phase Ar detectors for dark matter

searches in a new way, namely using a Thick Gas Elec-

tron Multiplier (THGEM) coupled to the electrolumi-

nescence (EL) gap. There has been a hypothesis pro-

posed in our previous work [19], that these slow com-

ponents are produced by delayed electrons, temporarily

trapped during their drift in the EL gap on metastable

negative Ar ions. The nature of these ions is investi-

gated in [57].

This hypothesis is consistent with results of this

work where an unusual slow component was observed

in EL signal of THGEM, similar to that observed in the

EL gap. Moreover, with the help of THGEM operated

in an electron multiplication mode, the slow component

was observed in the charge signal itself, confirming the

effect of trapped electrons in S2 signal. On the other

hand, the effect of electron attachment to unknown im-

purity, albeit much less probable, cannot be fully ex-

cluded.

These trapped electrons are an additional back-

ground to spurious electrons observed in DarkSide-50

at 10 ms scales [5,23] which are associated with electron

captures in the liquid bulk on electronegative impuri-

ties. Despite the fact that DarkSide’s nominal reduced

electric field is only 4.6 Td, below the threshold of emer-

gence of unusual slow components, electrode sagging

can increase the field at the center of the detector up

to 5.6 Td [58]. And while the unusual slow components

do not affect the spurious electron background at time

scales much greater than 50 µs, the effect may lead to

misidentification of photoelectron cluster corresponding

to single drifting electron. Indeed, due to electron trap-

ping such cluster may be separated into several, lead-

ing to electron being not registered, depending on the

analysis algorithm. Moreover, if electrons are trapped

on metastable negative Ar ions in the gas phase, the

similar process may occur in the liquid which would re-

sult in bulk spurious electron component independent

of impurities.

Another conclusion of this work is that the signal

of THGEM operated in electron multiplication mode

in two-phase Ar is inherently slow due to the presence
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of slow component. This fact should be taken into ac-

count when planning the use of THGEM in two-phase

Ar detectors.
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