arXiv:1109.0521v2 [astro-ph.HE] 27 Mar 2012

Measurement of separate cosmic-ray electron and positron spectra with the Fermi Large Area Telescope

M. Ackermann,^{1, ∗} M. Ajello,^2 A. Allafort,^2 W. B. Atwood,^3 L. Baldini,^4 G. Barbiellini,^{5,6} D. Bastieri,^{7, 8} K. Bechtol,^2 R. Bellazzini,^4 B. Berenji,^2 R. D. Blandford,^2 E. D. Bloom,^2 E. Bonamente,^{9, 10} A. W. Borgland,^2 A. Bouvier,^3 J. Bregeon,^4 M. Brigida,^{11, 12} P. Bruel,^{13} R. Buehler,^2 S. Buson,^{7, 8} G. A. Caliandro,^{14} R. A. Cameron,^2 P. A. Caraveo,^{15} J. M. Casandjian,^{16} C. Cecchi,^{9, 10} E. Charles,^2 A. Chekhtman,^{17} C. C. Cheung,^{18} J. Chiang,^2 S. Ciprini,^{19, 10} R. Claus,^2 J. Cohen-Tanugi,^{20} J. Conrad,^{21, 22, 23} S. Cutini,^{24} A. de Angelis,^{25} F. de Palma,^{11, 12} C. D. Dermer,^{26} S. W. Digel,^2 E. do Couto e Silva,^2 P. S. Drell,^2 A. Drlica-Wagner,^2 C. Favuzzi,^{11, 12} S. J. Fegan,^{13} E. C. Ferrara,^{27} W. B. Focke,^2 P. Fortin,^{13} Y. Fukazawa,^{28} S. Funk,^{2, †} P. Fusco,^{11, 12} F. Gargano,^{12} D. Gasparrini,^{24} S. Germani,^{9, 10} N. Giglietto,^{11, 12} P. Giommi,^{24} F. Giordano,^{11, 12} M. Giroletti,^{29} T. Glanzman,^2 G. Godfrey,^2 I. A. Grenier,^{16} J. E. Grove,^{26} S. Guiriec,^{30} M. Gustafsson,^7 D. Hadasch,^{14} A. K. Harding,^{27} M. Hayashida,^{2, 31} R. E. Hughes,^{32} G. Jóhannesson,^{33} A. S. Johnson,^2 T. Kamae,^2 H. Katagiri,^{34} J. Kataoka,^{35} J. Knödlseder,^{36, 37} M. Kuss,^4 J. Lande,^2 L. Latronico,^{38} M. Lemoine-Goumard,^{39, 40} M. Llena Garde,^{21, 22} F. Longo,^{5, 6} F. Loparco,^{11, 12} M. N. Lovellette,^{26} P. Lubrano,^{9, 10} G. M. Madejski,^2 M. N. Mazziotta,^{12} J. E. McEnery,^{27, 41} P. F. Michelson,^2 W. Mitthumsiri,^{2, ‡} T. Mizuno,^{28} A. A. Moiseev,^{42, 41} C. Monte,^{11, 12} M. E. Monzani,^2 A. Morselli,^{43} I. V. Moskalenko,^2 S. Murgia,^2 T. Nakamori,^{35} P. L. Nolan,^2 J. P. Norris,^{44} E. Nuss,^{20} M. Ohno,^{45} T. Ohsugi,^{46} A. Okumura,^{2, 45} N. Omodei,^2 E. Orlando,^{2, 47} J. F. Ormes,^{48} M. Ozaki,^{45} D. Paneque,^{49, 2} D. Parent,^{50} M. Pesce-Rollins,^4 M. Pierbattista,^{16} F. Piron,^{20} G. Pivato,^8 T. A. Porter,^{2, 2} S. Rainò,^{11, 12} R. Rando,^{7, 8} M. Razzano,^{4, 3} S. Razzaque,^{50} A. Reimer,^{51, 2} O. Reimer,^{51, 2} T. Reposeur,^{39} S. Ritz,^3 R. W. Romani,^2 M. Roth,^{52} H. F.-W. Sadrozinski,^3 C. Sbarra,^7 T. L. Schalk,^3 C. Sgrò,^{4, §} E. J. Siskind,^{53} G. Spandre,^4 P. Spinelli,^{11, 12} A. W. Strong,^{47} H. Takahashi,^{46} T. Takahashi,^{45} T. Tanaka,^2 J. G. Thayer,^2 J. B. Thayer,^2 L. Tibaldo,^{7, 8} M. Tinivella,^4 D. F. Torres,^{14, 54} G. Tosti,^{9, 10} E. Troja,^{27, 55} Y. Uchiyama,^2 T. L. Usher,^2 J. Vandenbroucke,^{2, ¶} V. Vasileiou,^{20} G. Vianello,^{2, 56} V. Vitale,^{43, 57} A. P. Waite,^2 B. L. Winer,^{32} K. S. Wood,^{26} M. Wood,^2 Z. Yang,^{21, 22} and S. Zimmer^{21, 22} 1Deutsches Elektronen Synchrotron DESY, D-15738 Zeuthen, Germany 2W. W. Hansen Experimental Physics Laboratory, Kavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology, Department of Physics and SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA 3Santa Cruz Institute for Particle Physics, Department of Physics and Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of California at Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, USA 4Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Pisa, I-56127 Pisa, Italy 5Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Trieste, I-34127 Trieste, Italy 6Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Trieste, I-34127 Trieste, Italy 7Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Padova, I-35131 Padova, Italy 8Dipartimento di Fisica “G. Galilei”, Università di Padova, I-35131 Padova, Italy 9Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Perugia, I-06123 Perugia, Italy 10Dipartimento di Fisica, Università degli Studi di Perugia, I-06123 Perugia, Italy 11Dipartimento di Fisica “M. Merlin” dell’Università e del Politecnico di Bari, I-70126 Bari, Italy 12Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Bari, 70126 Bari, Italy 13Laboratoire Leprince-Ringuet, École polytechnique, CNRS/IN2P3, Palaiseau, France 14Institut de Ciències de l’Espai (IEEE-CSIC), Campus UAB, 08193 Barcelona, Spain 15INAF-Istituto di Astrofisica Spaziale e Fisica Cosmica, I-20133 Milano, Italy 16Laboratoire AIM, CEA-IRFU/CNRS/Université Paris Diderot, Service d’Astrophysique, CEA Saclay, 91191 Gif sur Yvette, France 17Artep Inc., 2922 Excelsior Springs Court, Ellicott City, MD 21042, resident at Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 20375, USA 18National Research Council Research Associate, National Academy of Sciences, Washington, DC 20001, resident at Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 20375, USA 19ASI Science Data Center, I-00044 Frascati (Roma), Italy 20Laboratoire Univers et Particules de Montpellier, Université Montpellier 2, CNRS/IN2P3, Montpellier, France 21Department of Physics, Stockholm University, AlbaNova, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden 22The Oskar Klein Centre for Cosmoparticle Physics, AlbaNova, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden 23Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences Research Fellow, funded by a grant from the K. A. Wallenberg Foundation 24Agenzia Spaziale Italiana (ASI) Science Data Center, I-00044 Frascati (Roma), Italy

25Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Udine and Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Trieste, Gruppo Collegato di Udine, I-33100 Udine, Italy 26Space Science Division, Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 20375-5352, USA 27NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771, USA 28Department of Physical Sciences, Hiroshima University, Higashi-Hiroshima, Hiroshima 739-8526, Japan 29INAF Istituto di Radioastronomia, 40129 Bologna, Italy 30Center for Space Plasma and Aeronomic Research (CSPAR), University of Alabama in Huntsville, Huntsville, AL 35899, USA 31Department of Astronomy, Graduate School of Science, Kyoto University, Sakyo-ku, Kyoto 606-8502, Japan 32Department of Physics, Center for Cosmology and Astro-Particle Physics, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43210, USA 33Science Institute, University of Iceland, IS-107 Reykjavik, Iceland 34College of Science, Ibaraki University, 2-1-1, Bunkyo, Mito 310-8512, Japan 35Research Institute for Science and Engineering, Waseda University, 3-4-1, Okubo, Shinjuku, Tokyo 169-8555, Japan 36CNRS, IRAP, F-31028 Toulouse cedex 4, France 37GAHEC, Université de Toulouse, UPS-OMP, IRAP, Toulouse, France 38Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezioine di Torino, I-10125 Torino, Italy 39Université Bordeaux 1, CNRS/IN2p3, Centre d’Études Nucléaires de Bordeaux Gradignan, 33175 Gradignan, France 40Funded by contract ERC-StG-259391 from the European Community 41Department of Physics and Department of Astronomy, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, USA 42Center for Research and Exploration in Space Science and Technology (CRESST) and NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771, USA 43Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Roma “Tor Vergata”, I-00133 Roma, Italy 44Department of Physics, Boise State University, Boise, ID 83725, USA 45Institute of Space and Astronautical Science, JAXA, 3-1-1 Yoshinodai, Chuo-ku, Sagamihara, Kanagawa 252-5210, Japan 46Hiroshima Astrophysical Science Center, Hiroshima University, Higashi-Hiroshima, Hiroshima 739-8526, Japan 47Max-Planck Institut für extraterrestrische Physik, 85748 Garching, Germany 48Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Denver, Denver, CO 80208, USA 49Max-Planck-Institut für Physik, D-80805 München, Germany 50Center for Earth Observing and Space Research, College of Science, George Mason University, Fairfax, VA 22030, resident at Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 20375, USA 51Institut für Astro- und Teilchenphysik and Institut für Theoretische Physik, Leopold-Franzens-Universität Innsbruck, A-6020 Innsbruck, Austria 52Department of Physics, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195-1560, USA 53NYCB Real-Time Computing Inc., Lattingtown, NY 11560-1025, USA 54Institució Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avançats (ICREA), Barcelona, Spain 55NASA Postdoctoral Program Fellow, USA 56Consorzio Interuniversitario per la Fisica Spaziale (CIFS), I-10133 Torino, Italy 57Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Roma “Tor Vergata”, I-00133 Roma, Italy (Dated: July 12, 2019)

We measured separate cosmic-ray electron and positron spectra with the Fermi Large Area Telescope. Because the instrument does not have an onboard magnet, we distinguish the two species by exploiting the Earth’s shadow, which is offset in opposite directions for opposite charges due to the Earth’s magnetic field. We estimate and subtract the cosmic-ray proton background using two different methods that produce consistent results. We report the electron-only spectrum, the positron-only spectrum, and the positron fraction between 20 GeV and 200 GeV. We confirm that the fraction rises with energy in the 20–100 GeV range. The three new spectral points between 100 and 200 GeV are consistent with a fraction that is continuing to rise with energy.

PACS numbers: 96.50.S-, 95.35.+d, 95.85.Ry, 98.70.Sa

Introduction. Positrons were discovered in cosmic rays (CRs) in 1964 [1]. Subsequent measurements through the 1960s and 1970s [2, 3] showed that the positron fraction, e^+/(e^+ + e^−), decreases with energy up to ∼10 GeV. See [4] and references therein for a summary of these early experiments. Balloon payloads through the 1980s measured CR electrons and positrons with inconsistent results [5, and references therein]. Starting in the mid- 1990s, HEAT [6–10], CAPRICE [11, 12], and TS93 [13] measured the CR positron spectrum and fraction up to ∼

50 GeV, indicating a predominantly decreasing positron fraction with increasing energy. However, a small excess in the positron fraction above ≈ 7 GeV was detected by HEAT and also seen in CAPRICE data, as well as by AMS-01 [14]. Recently, the PAMELA instrument has measured a positron fraction that increases with energy above ∼10 GeV [15, 16] with high precision, confirming the indications seen in the earlier data.

The best established mechanism for producing CR positrons is secondary production: CR nuclei interact inelastically with interstellar gas, producing charged pions that decay to positrons, electrons, and neutrinos. However, this process results in a positron fraction that decreases with energy [4, 17]. The origin of the rising positron fraction at high energy is unknown and has been ascribed to a variety of mechanisms including pulsars, CRs interacting with giant molecular clouds, and dark matter. See [18, 19] for recent reviews.

The Large Area Telescope (LAT) is a pair-conversion gamma-ray telescope onboard the Fermi Gamma-ray Space Telescope satellite. It has been used to measure the combined CR electron and positron spectrum from 7 GeV to 1 TeV [20, 21]. The LAT does not have a magnet for charge separation. However, as pioneered by [22] and [23], the geomagnetic field can also be used to separate the two species without an onboard magnet. Müller and Tang [23] used the difference in geomagnetic cutoff for positrons and electrons from the east and west to determine the positron fraction between 10 GeV and 20 GeV. As reported below, we used the shadow imposed by the Earth and its offset direction for electrons and positrons due to the geomagnetic field, to separately measure the spectra of CR electrons and positrons from 20 GeV to 200 GeV. In this energy range, the 68% containment radius of the LAT point-spread function is 0.1^∘ or better and the energy resolution is 8% or better.

Region selection and exposure calculation. The Earth’s magnetic field significantly affects the CR distribution in near-Earth space. At energies below ∼10 GeV, a significant fraction of the incoming particles are deflected back to interplanetary space by the magnetic field (“geomagnetic cutoff”). The exact value of the geomagnetic cutoff rigidity depends on the detector position and viewing angle. In addition to the geomagnetic cutoff effect, the Earth blocks trajectories for particles of certain rigidities and directions while allowing other trajectories. This results in a different rate of CRs from the east than the west (the “east-west effect”) [24–26].

Figure 1 shows example trajectories for electrons and positrons. Positive charges propagating toward the east are curved outward, while negative charges are curved inward toward the Earth (Figure 1). This results in a region of particle directions from which positrons can arrive, while electrons are blocked by the Earth. At each particle rigidity there is a region to the west from which positrons are allowed and electrons are forbidden. There

FIG. 1: Examples of calculated electron (red) and positron (blue) trajectories arriving at the detector, for 28 GeV particles arriving within the Equatorial plane (viewed from the North pole). Forbidden trajectories are solid and allowed trajectories are dashed. Inset: the three selection regions (electron-only, positron-only, and both-allowed) for the same particle energy and spacecraft position as the trajectory traces (viewed from the instrument position in the Equatorial plane).

is a corresponding region to the east from which electrons are allowed and positrons are forbidden. The precise size and shape of these regions depend on the particle rigidity and instrument location.

We used a high-precision geomagnetic field model (the 2010 epoch of the 11th version of the International Geomagnetic Reference Field [27]) and a publicly available code [28] to trace charged particle trajectories in the magnetic field and determine allowed vs. forbidden regions for each species. We previously used the same magnetic field model and tracer code to perform a precise comparison between predicted and measured geomagnetic cutoff rigidities for the Fermi LAT orbit, finding that the tracer code accurately predicts the geographical distribution of the geomagnetic cutoff [29]. We used a static 2010 model for all of the data analyzed here, which were recorded between June 2008 through April 2011.

Each particle trajectory is traced backward from the spacecraft until it reaches 20 Earth radii from the Earth center or reaches the Earth’s atmosphere, which we approximate with a 60 km thickness (Figure 1). If the trajectory reaches 20 Earth radii, it is an allowed trajectory. If it reaches the atmosphere, it is a forbidden trajectory. We calculate electron-only, positron-only, and both-allowed (control) regions for each 30 s time step using the instantaneous spacecraft latitude and longitude and the nominal orbital altitude of 565 km. The regions are determined for each energy bin, with 10 logarithmically spaced energy bins spanning 20–200 GeV. The 30 s time step (in which the spacecraft travels ∼ 2^∘ longitude) is sufficient to achieve a finely sampled distribution of instantaneous regions and exposures. Although we use binned position data for the exposure calculation, we use the instantaneous spacecraft position at the time of each event to determine which region it lies in, so the event selection is not affected by the finite step size.

We define the “deflected horizon” (inset of Figure 1) to be the curve that separates the allowed and forbidden regions for a particular energy, charge, and spacecraft position. The curve represents the position of the Earth horizon as “deflected” by the geomagnetic field, with deflection occurring in one direction for electrons and in the opposite direction for positrons. At 20 GeV the curves differ significantly from the actual Earth horizon. At higher energies, the curves asymptotically approach the undeflected horizon. The positron-only region is defined to be the region above the positron horizon and below the electron horizon. A corresponding definition is used for the electron-only region. The region above both instantaneous horizon curves and below a nadir angle of 130^∘ is the control region, where both species are allowed. The control region is truncated at 130^∘ because the additional statistics gained using a larger region are unnecessary for this analysis and require more processing time. The regions vary with spacecraft position and particle energy.

We determine the integrated exposure (cm^2 sr s) for each of the three regions by integrating the energy- and direction-dependent effective area of the instrument over the solid angle of each region and over the livetime of the data set. The numerical integration is performed with 0.5^∘ pixels. For each particle, we use the reconstructed energy and actual spacecraft position at the time of the event to determine the deflected electron and positron horizon curves. We then calculate the nadir angle difference between the particle arrival direction and the deflected horizon: D_± = N − N_±, where N is the nadir angle from which the event arrived and N_± is the nadir angle of the positron (electron) horizon, evaluated at the azimuth direction from which the event arrived. As described below, we use D_± to select one set of CR electrons and another set of CR positrons and to remove atmospheric electrons and positrons.

When a CR nucleus interacts in the Earth’s atmosphere, it produces a shower of secondary particles including gamma rays, electrons, and positrons. At the high energies considered here, the secondaries are closely collimated along the direction of the primary. The limb of the atmosphere is therefore visible in gamma rays as a bright, thin (1-2^∘ wide) ring of emission. [30]. The peak emission is produced at a nadir angle of 68^∘, which is 1.3^∘ (∼60 km) above the Earth surface.

Atmospheric electrons and positrons are produced with angular distributions similar to that of atmospheric gamma rays. Unlike the gamma rays, they are deflected by the geomagnetic field before reaching the LAT and arrive from the direction of the deflected horizon curves rather than the actual Earth horizon. After accounting

FIG. 2: Distribution of D+, for events with D− < −2^∘. The spike at D+ = 0^∘ is due to atmospheric positrons. The events with D+ > 0^∘ are CR positrons plus residual proton background events. The events with D+ < 0^∘ are residual background events.

for the deflection, however, they are also detected as a 1- 2^∘ wide ring of emission (Figure 2). Like the gamma-ray emission, the peak atmospheric positron emission seen by the LAT is produced at an impact parameter of ∼60 km above the Earth surface. The detection of this population, and its narrow distribution at D_+ = 0, confirms that the magnetic field model and particle tracer code are accurate. As a cross check, we also ran the trajectory tracer code with the 1995 magnetic field model. Changing from the 2010 to the 1995 model, D_± changes by less than 1^∘ for most events, and the distribution shown in Figure 2 changes negligibly.

To remove atmospheric electrons and positrons, which are concentrated near D_+ = 0 and D_− = 0, we trim the edges of our selection regions by a “trim width” W in nadir angle. We evaluated the residual contamination by atmospheric electrons and positrons by performing the full positron flux measurement as a function of W . The contamination decreases significantly from W = 0^∘ to W = 2^∘ and is smaller than statistical fluctuations for W ≥ 4^∘. The contamination is <10% for W = 2^∘ and <3% for W = 4^∘. Below 100 GeV we trim by 4^∘. Above 100 GeV we trim by 2^∘; the systematic effect from residual secondaries with this less conservative trimming is larger (10%) but still smaller than the statistical uncertainty in this energy range. As explained below, we have included these estimates of the residual atmospheric contamination in the systematic uncertainties. This effect is included for the positron flux but is negligible for the larger electron flux: negligible variation with W is seen in the electron flux.

Run and event selection. Data collected in the LAT standard mode of operation (survey mode) are not suitable for this analysis. In survey mode, the LAT points away from the Earth, keeping the electron-only and positron-only regions (which are centered on the Earth horizon) outside of or at the edge of the field of view. However, the LAT has observed in special modes with the horizon in the field of view. Direct limb-pointed observations have been performed for instrument commissioning and calibration [30]. Pointed observations have also been performed in which a particular celestial direction is tracked for several hours or several days. During these observations the target is tracked until it is occulted by the Earth, during which time the spacecraft tracks along the limb of the Earth, with a 50^∘ offset toward zenith, until the target re-emerges from occultation. We used 775 runs from these observation categories with a total observation time of 39.0 days. A LAT run is an interval of data taking that typically spans one orbit.

The recorded events are dominated by a background of CR protons and heavier nuclei. Here we used the same particle classification technique that we developed to measure the combined e^+ + e^− spectrum [20, 21] to separate CR leptons from this background. We use events in the 20–200 GeV range. Below 20 GeV the electron/positron sensitivity is small due to the event filter applied onboard the LAT: any event that deposits 20 GeV in the calorimeter passes this filter, but below this energy charged particles are significantly suppressed in favor of gamma rays [21]. Above 200 GeV, the electrononly and positron-only regions become very small; this combined with the steeply falling spectra makes the number of detected events prohibitively small.

Background subtraction. The CR hadron flux (predominantly protons) between 20 GeV and 200 GeV is 2–3 (depending on energy) orders of magnitude larger than the electron flux and 3–4 orders of magnitude larger than the positron flux [31]. Our lepton/hadron separation criteria suppress the hadron background to a level that is between 4% and 20% (depending on energy) of the combined electron+positron flux [20, 21].

We used two independent methods to estimate the residual proton contamination remaining after the selection cuts described above. The first background estimation method uses fits applied to the flight data alone; it does not require simulating the detector. The transverse size of showers in the calorimeter provides significant discrimination power for separating electromagnetic showers from hadronic interactions. In this method we use slightly relaxed selection criteria to increase the statistics of both leptons and hadrons and fit the distribution of transverse shower size to statistically estimate the number of signal (and background) events present in the three regions.

Distributions of the transverse shower size are produced for each energy bin and for each region. They are fit with a function that represents the sum of signal and background (Figure 3). The number of leptons in the

FIG. 3: Transverse shower size distribution in the electrononly region. In the positron-only region, the number of events with small transverse shower size is smaller, but the mean and width of the distribution are similar. See [32] for additional figures.

sample is determined by integrating the signal function up to 35 mm, where we truncate the integral to reduce the effect of the distribution tail. The signal and background shower size distributions are each parameterized with a Gaussian. To evaluate the uncertainty due to small differences between real data distributions and the Gaussian approximation, we applied this fit-based technique to a sample of events collected in survey mode to determine the e^+ + e^− spectrum, and compared it to the previously published LAT measurements [20, 21]. The spectrum determined with the fit-based background subtraction method agrees with the published one within 5%. Tests on Monte Carlo simulations confirm that the choice of Gaussian functions is sufficient to obtain the number of signal events at the few-percent level.

The fit is well constrained in the control (both species allowed) region where the number of events is large and the signal-to-background ratio allows us to easily distinguish protons from electrons/positrons. In the other two regions (electron-only and positron-only) the statistics decrease rapidly with energy and the signal peak parameters are not well constrained. This is particularly important in the positron region where the background distribution has a larger overlap with the signal. However, the distribution of shower size depends primarily on particle type (lepton or hadron) and on the angle θ between the particle track and instrument axis. The electron and positron regions correspond to particular θ distributions (the two distributions are very similar to one another) which we reproduce by assembling a reference set of events from the control region with the same θ distribution. We then fix the mean and sigma parameters of the signal Gaussian to the values obtained by fitting this reference data set and fit only the normalization to the data sets from the positron-only and electron-only regions. No assumptions are made on incoming angle dependence of the background Gaussian, whose parameters are always free.

We evaluated the uncertainty introduced by this fit stabilization procedure by changing the mean and sigma parameters (within ±3 times the uncertainty of the fit values from the reference data sets) and calculating the resulting variation in the number of signal events. The maximum deviation of the number of signal events is 4% and is included in the systematic uncertainty for each energy bin.

The second method of estimating the residual proton background is based on a Monte Carlo (MC) simulation. The LAT detector MC is based on GEANT 4 [33] and has been validated using comparisons to flight data and pre-flight beam test data. We produced a set of 40 billion Monte Carlo protons between 4 GeV and 10 TeV (∼3% of which pass the trigger and onboard filter) with a power-law distribution in energy with an index of 1.5. We also simulated 150 million electron events between 4 GeV and 1 TeV (∼13% of which pass the onboard filter) with a spectral index of 1. The spacecraft orbit in the simulation matched the actual flight orbit for the data set used. We re-weight the MC proton flux to the spectrum measured by the AMS-01 experiment (index 2.78) [34], and the MC electron flux to the spectrum measured by the Fermi LAT [20, 21] (index 3.08). We apply the same analysis cuts to the MC and flight data in order to estimate the residual proton contamination. Roughly 0.1% of the protons that pass the onboard filter also pass the analysis cuts we designed to reject them. We traced the trajectories of surviving events and removed events with trajectories blocked by the Earth. The accuracy of the MC proton rate has been validated by comparing a variety of distributions between MC and flight data. In particular, we inverted individual cuts in order to produce samples with an enriched proton background contribution. The rate of MC protons agrees with flight data within ∼ 8%.

Results. The common systematic uncertainty in the CR electron/positron flux for the two background subtraction methods are: ±5% effective area; ±5% onboard filter efficiency in the two lowest energy bins (20.0– 31.7 GeV); and^{+0%}_{−3%} below 100 GeV,^{+0%}_{−10%} above 100 GeV due to atmospheric lepton contamination. The systematic uncertainty of atmospheric positron contamination is asymmetric because such contamination can only cause us to overestimate, not underestimate, the CR positron flux. Systematic uncertainties present only for the flight data fitting method are 5–10% (depending on energy and region) due to discrepancies between the fit shape and the actual distribution and 2–4% due to using the reference θ distribution. Components present only for the MC method are ∼8% due to discrepancies between MC protons and flight data, and 2–10% CR proton spectral index uncertainty, evaluated using three recent CR proton spectrum measurements (BESS [35], AMS-01 [34], and PAMELA [36]). Summing systematic uncertainty components in quadrature (we expect them to be uncorrelated), we estimate 10–16% (depending on energy) uncertainty in the positron flux for the fit method and 8–19% for the MC method. To determine the final uncertainty of each spectral point we add the statistical uncertainty in quadrature; for the MC method this includes both signal and background statistics.

Our best estimates of the spectra are shown in Figure 4 and Table I. We chose the fit method for all energy bins except the highest, because this method has slightly smaller uncertainty. For the highest energy bin we use the MC method because the statistics are not sufficient for fitting. Results from the MC method are consistent within the total (systematic + statistical) uncertainty of the fit method in all of the bins in the control and electron regions and in seven out of nine bins in the positron region. The maximum single-bin difference is 1.5 times the total uncertainty. The positron fraction (^{J(e+)}_{J(e+)+J(e−)} ) is shown in Figure 5. Error propagation is performed independently for the fraction and for the individual spectra; the contribution due to effective area uncertainty cancels in the fraction. The small difference between the combined e^+ + e^− flux we measured in the control region and the total flux we reported previously is due to instrument response functions that have been updated to account for “ghost events” [37].

Energy J(e^+) × 10^5 J(e^−) × 10^{4 J(e+)}_{J(e+ )+J(e−)}

20.0 − 25.2 160±5^{+20}_{−21} 154±1^{+14}_{−14} .094±.003^{+.010}_{−.010} 25.2 − 31.7 80.2±2.9^{+10}_{−10} 72.8±.6^{+6.5}_{−6.5} .099±.003^{+.010}_{−.011} 31.7 − 39.9 43.4±2.0^{+4.9}_{−5.1} 34.1±.4^{+2.5}_{−2.5} .113±.005^{+.012}_{−.012} 39.9 − 50.2 21.8±1.7^{+2.5}_{−2.6} 16.1±.3^{+1.2}_{−1.2} .119±.008^{+.012}_{−.013} 50.2 − 63.2 10.7±1.4^{+1.2}_{−1.3} 7.89±.28^{+.58}_{−.58} .119±.014^{+.012}_{−.013} 63.2 − 79.6 5.52±1.4^{+.66}_{−.68} 3.66±.23^{+.27}_{−.27} .131±.029^{+.014}_{−.014} 79.6 − 100 3.90±1.2^{+.46}_{−.48} 1.67±.21^{+.12}_{−.12} .189±.049^{+.018}_{−.019} 100 − 126 1.83±.57^{+.22}_{−.28} .97±.12^{+.08}_{−.08} .160±.045^{+.017}_{−.023} 126 − 159 1.28±.45^{+.15}_{−.20} .481±.085^{+.039}_{−.039} .210±.065^{+.021}_{−.030} 159 − 200 .911±.48^{+.13}_{−.16} .214±.069^{+.011}_{−.011} .30±.13^{+.03}_{−.04}

TABLE I: Flux (GeV^{−1} m^{−2} s^{−1} sr^{−1}) and positron fraction as a function of energy (GeV). Uncertainties are ±stat ±sys.

The spectrum measured in each of the three regions between 20 and 200 GeV is well described by a power law. The fit to the positron spectrum is (2.02±0.22 × 10^{−3} GeV^{−1} m^{−2} s^{−1} sr^{−1})(^E_{20GeV} )^{−2.77±0.14}, while the fit to the electron spectrum is (2.07±0.13 × 10^{−2} GeV^{−1} m^{−2} s^{−1} sr^{−1})(^E_{20GeV} )^{−3.19±0.07}. The uncertainties are determined by including the total (statistical plus systematic) uncertainty of each energy bin. The fitted indices are consistent with the index we reported previously for the total

FIG. 4: Energy spectra for e^+, e^−, and e^+ + e^− (control region). In the control region where both species are allowed, this analysis reproduces the Fermi LAT results reported previously for the total electron plus positron spectrum [20, 21] (gray). Previous results form HEAT [9] and PAMELA [38] are shown for reference. The bottom panel shows that the ratio between the sum and the control flux is consistent with 1 as expected.

FIG. 5: Positron fraction measured by the Fermi LAT and by other experiments [7, 14, 16]. The Fermi statistical uncertainty is shown with error bars and the total (statistical plus systematic uncertainty) is shown as a shaded band.

electron plus positron spectrum (3.08±0.05) [20, 21].

Conclusion. We measured the CR positron and electron spectra separately between 20 and 200 GeV, using a novel separation technique which exploits the chargedependent displacement of the Earth’s shadow due to the geomagnetic field. While the positron fraction has been measured previously up to 100 GeV [15, 16] and the absolute flux has been measured previously up to 50 GeV [9, 39], this is the first time that the absolute CR positron spectrum has been measured above 50 GeV and that the fraction has been determined above 100 GeV.

We find that the positron fraction increases with energy between 20 and 200 GeV, consistent with results reported by PAMELA [15, 16]. Future measurements with greater sensitivity and energy reach, such as those by AMS-02 [40], are necessary to distinguish between the many possible explanations of this increase.

The Fermi LAT Collaboration acknowledges support from a number of agencies and institutes for both development and the operation of the LAT as well as scientific data analysis. These include NASA and DOE in the United States, CEA/Irfu and IN2P3/CNRS in France, ASI and INFN in Italy, MEXT, KEK, and JAXA in Japan, and the K. A. Wallenberg Foundation, the Swedish Research Council and the National Space Board in Sweden. Additional support from INAF in Italy and CNES in France for science analysis during the operations phase is also gratefully acknowledged.

∗ Electronic address: markus.ackermann@desy.de † Electronic address: funk@slac.stanford.edu ‡ Electronic address: warit@slac.stanford.edu § Electronic address: carmelo.sgro@pi.infn.it ¶ Electronic address: justinv@stanford.edu [1] J. A. De Shong, R. H. Hildebrand, and P. Meyer, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 12, 3 (1964).

[2] J. L. Fanselow, R. C. Hartman, R. H. Hildebrad, and P. Meyer, Astrophys. J. 158, 771 (1969).

[3] J. K. Daugherty, R. C. Hartman, and P. J. Schmidt, Astrophys. J. 198, 493 (1975).

[4] R. J. Protheroe, Astrophys. J. 254, 391 (1982). [5] D. Müller and K. K. Tang, in International Cosmic Ray Conference (1990), vol. 3 of International Cosmic Ray Conference, pp. 249–+.

[6] S. W. Barwick, J. J. Beatty, C. R. Bower, C. Chaput, S. Coutu, G. de Nolfo, D. Ficenec, J. Knapp, D. M. Lowder, S. McKee, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 390 (1995).

[7] S. W. Barwick, J. J. Beatty, A. Bhattacharyya, C. R.

Bower, C. J. Chaput, S. Coutu, G. A. de Nolfo, J. Knapp, D. M. Lowder, S. McKee, et al., The Astrophysical Journal Letters 482, L191 (1997).

[8] S. W. Barwick, J. J. Beatty, C. R. Bower, C. J. Chaput, S. Coutu, G. A. de Nolfo, M. A. DuVernois, D. Ellithorpe, D. Ficenec, J. Knapp, et al., The Astrophysical Journal 498, 779 (1998).

[9] M. A. DuVernois, S. W. Barwick, J. J. Beatty, A. Bhattacharyya, C. R. Bower, C. J. Chaput, S. Coutu, G. A. de Nolfo, D. M. Lowder, S. McKee, et al., The Astrophysical Journal 559, 296 (2001).

[10] J. J. Beatty, A. Bhattacharyya, C. Bower, S. Coutu, M. A. DuVernois, S. McKee, S. A. Minnick, D. Müller, J. Musser, S. Nutter, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 241102 (2004).

[11] G. Barbiellini, G. Basini, R. Bellotti, M. Bocciolini, M. Boezio, F. Massimo Brancaccio, U. Bravar, F. Cafagna, M. Candusso, P. Carlson, et al., Astronomy and Astrophysics 309, L15 (1996).

[12] M. Boezio, P. Carlson, T. Francke, N. Weber, M. Suffert, M. Hof, W. Menn, M. Simon, S. A. Stephens, R. Bellotti, et al., The Astrophysical Journal 532, 653 (2000).

[13] R. L. Golden, S. J. Stochaj, S. A. Stephens, F. Aversa, G. Barbiellini, M. Boezio, U. Bravar, A. Colavita, F. Fratnik, P. Schiavon, et al., The Astrophysical Journal Letters 457, L103 (1996).

[14] M. Aguilar, J. Alcaraz, J. Allaby, B. Alpat, G. Ambrosi, H. Anderhub, L. Ao, A. Arefiev, P. Azzarello, L. Baldini, et al., Physics Letters B 646, 145 (2007).

[15] O. Adriani, G. C. Barbarino, G. A. Bazilevskaya, R. Bellotti, M. Boezio, E. A. Bogomolov, L. Bonechi, M. Bongi, V. Bonvicini, S. Bottai, et al., Nature 458, 607 (2009).

[16] O. Adriani, G. C. Barbarino, G. A. Bazilevskaya, R. Bellotti, M. Boezio, E. A. Bogomolov, L. Bonechi, M. Bongi, V. Bonvicini, S. Borisov, et al., Astroparticle Physics 34, 1 (2010), 1001.3522.

[17] I. V. Moskalenko and A. W. Strong, The Astrophysical Journal 493, 694 (1998).

[18] Y.-Z. Fan, B. Zhang, and J. Chang, International Journal of Modern Physics D 19, 2011 (2010), arXiv:1008.4646.

[19] T. A. Porter, R. P. Johnson, and P. W. Graham, ArXiv e-prints (2011), 1104.2836.

[20] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, M. Axelsson, L. Baldini, J. Ballet, G. Barbiellini, D. Bastieri, M. Battelino, et al., Physical Review Letters 102, 181101 (2009), 0905.0025.

[21] M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, L. Baldini, J. Ballet, G. Barbiellini, D. Bastieri, B. M. Baughman, K. Bechtol, F. Bellardi, et al., Phys. Rev. D 82, 092004 (2010), 1008.3999v2.

[22] R. R. Daniel and S. A. Stephens, Phys. Rev. Lett. 15, 769 (1965).

[23] D. Müller and K.-K. Tang, Astrophys. J. 312, 183 (1987).

[24] B. Rossi, Phys. Rev. 36, 606 (1930). [25] T. H. Johnson, Phys. Rev. 43, 834 (1933). [26] L. Alvarez and A. H. Compton, Phys. Rev. 43, 835 (1933).

[27] C. C. Finlay et al., Geophysical Journal International 183, 1216 (2010).

[28] D. F. Smart and M. Shea, Final Report, Grant NAG5-8009 (2000), URL ftp://nssdcftp.gsfc.nasa.

gov/models/cosmic_rays.

[29] M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, A. Allafort, W. Atwood, M. Axelsson, L. Baldini, G. Barbiellini, D. Bastieri, K. Bechtol, R. Bellazzini, et al., Astroparticle Physics 35, 346 (2012), arXiv:1108.0201.

[30] A. A. Abdo, M. Ackermann, M. Ajello, W. B. Atwood, L. Baldini, J. Ballet, G. Barbiellini, D. Bastieri, B. M. Baughman, K. Bechtol, et al., Phys. Rev. D 80, 122004 (2009), 0912.1868.

[31] A. W. Strong and I. V. Moskalenko, 31st International Cosmic Ray Conference. ArXiv e-prints (2009),

0907.0565.

[32] See supplementary online material, appended for reference (2012), URL http://link.aps.org/supplemental/

10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.011103.

[33] S. Agostinelli, J. Allison, K. Amako, J. Apostolakis, H. Araujo, P. Arce, M. Asai, D. Axen, S. Banerjee, G. Barrand, et al., Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research Section A: Accelerators, Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equipment 506, 250 (2003).

[34] M. Aguilar, J. Alcaraz, J. Allaby, B. Alpat, G. Ambrosi, H. Anderhub, L. Ao, A. Arefiev, P. Azzarello, E. Babucci, et al., Physics Reports 366, 331 (2002).

[35] S. Haino, T. Sanuki, K. Abe, K. Anraku, Y. Asaoka, H. Fuke, M. Imori, A. Itasaki, T. Maeno, Y. Makida, et al., Physics Letters B 594, 35 (2004).

[36] O. Adriani, G. C. Barbarino, G. A. Bazilevskaya, R. Bellotti, M. Boezio, E. A. Bogomolov, L. Bonechi, M. Bongi, V. Bonvicini, S. Borisov, et al., Science 332, 69 (2011).

[37] R. Rando et al., 31st International Cosmic Ray Conference. ArXiv e-prints (2009), 0907.0626.

[38] O. Adriani, G. C. Barbarino, G. A. Bazilevskaya, R. Bellotti, M. Boezio, E. A. Bogomolov, M. Bongi, V. Bonvicini, S. Borisov, S. Bottai, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 201101 (2011).

[39] S. Schael, in International Cosmic Ray Conference (2008), vol. 4 of International Cosmic Ray Conference, pp. 753–756.

[40] A. Kounine, ArXiv e-prints (2010), arXiv:1009.5349.

MEASUREMENT OF SEPARATE COSMIC-RAY ELECTRON AND POSITRON SPECTRA WITH THE FERMI LARGE AREA TELESCOPE. SUPPLEMENTARY ONLINE MATERIAL.

Shower transverse size distribution

The distribution of the transverse size of showers in the calorimeter is used to determine the number of signal events in the three regions used in this analysis: the electron-only, the positron-only, and the control region (where both species are permitted). In the paper we used the electron-only case between 31.7 and 39.9 GeV to explain the technique. Here we show also the positron-only case in Figure 6. Figure 7 shows another example in the energy interval from 126.2 GeV to 158.9 GeV, which is the highest energy bin in which the fitting technique is applied. The distributions of events in the control region for both energy intervals are shown in Figure 8.

FIG. 6: Transverse shower size distribution in the electron-only region (left panel) and positron-only region (right panel) for the energy interval from 31.7 GeV to 39.9 GeV.

FIG. 7: Transverse shower size distribution in the electron-only region (left panel) and positron-only region (right panel) for the energy interval from 126.2 GeV to 158.9 GeV.

FIG. 8: Transverse shower size distribution in the control region in the two energy intervals 31.7 – 39.9 GeV (left panel) and 126.2 – 158.9 GeV (right panel).