arXiv:1112.5765v1 [hep-ph] 25 Dec 2011

Planetary Impacts by Clustered Quark Matter Strangelets

Lance Labun and Jan Rafelski

Department of Physics, The University of Arizona, Tucson, 85721 USA

(Received 20 December 2011) PACS numbers: 21.65.Qr,96.25.Pq,95.35.+d,96.30.Ys,91.45.Jg

1. Overview

Large mass strangelets 10^{−12} < M/M_⊕ < 10^{−5} (M_⊕ = 6 10^{24} kg is the Earth’s mass) could originate either in the early universe phase transition to the hadronic vacuum [1] or in collisions of stellar strange quark matter objects [2]. Isolated s ≃ u ≃ d-quark matter strangelets could be stable for a large range of baryon numbers [3].

Despite several mechanisms by which the strange quark matter can evaporate, strangelets have been argued to survive in the present time [3, 4]. Stability of bulk strange quark matter is made possible by the reduction in free energy per baryon due to the presence of the third Fermi sea. At sufficiently high density, this reduction may lead to a new minimum, making strange quark matter energetically favored. Here we show a new minimum occurs in the case of clustered quark matter [5], opening the opportunity to discover large strangelets’ interactions with bodies in the solar system.

Impacts by strangelets with meteorite-scale mass and smaller M < 10^{−12}M_⊕ generate seismic disturbances on passing through a planet [6]. Seismic events fitting the profile of strangelet passage have been sought on the Earth [7] and Moon [8]. While seismic searches must record the strangelet passage event in real time, persistence over geologic timescales is possible for impact signatures of larger strangelets with mass in the asteroid mass domain 10^{−12} < M/M_⊕ < 0.01. Such large strangelets have gravitational tidal interactions with normal matter, capable of extensively disrupting the interior and surface of rocky solar bodies and leading to longlived impact features.

2. Clustered strange quark matter

A smaller strange quark mass improves stability of strangelets by reducing the energy penalty resulting from the mass difference. Interest in strange quark matter and strangelets is thus heightened by the reduction in the official strange quark mass range m_s(2 GeV) = 104^{+26}_{−34} MeV [9] due to the most recent lattice results [10]. With this value of m_s, calculations within the framework of QCD [11] lead to the expectation of strange quark (1) matter in the center of neutron stars, given observations of neutron stars with masses greater than two times the solar mass.

To model non-perturbative effects of QCD at low temperature and near nuclear density, we consider the clustered quark model [5] (CQM) extended to include a massive strange quark. In CQM the strong interactions are modeled with correlated 3-quark colorless states in a sea of free quarks. By taking 3-quark states with the quantum numbers and qualitative spectrum properties of nucleons in the confining (hadronic) phase, the model phenomenologically interpolates between the hadronic phase and the quark matter phase.

We extend the CQM incorporating the massive strange quark by including the third Fermi sea of free massive strange quarks as well as correlated 3-quark states corresponding to the four lowest mass strange (S = −1) baryons, the isospin singlet Λ and isospin triplet Σ^{±,0}. The strangeness content is controlled by chemical equilibrium between quark flavors, which is enforced by weak interactions, and the state of the system is further constrained by the baryon number. The thermodynamic potential can then be computed in the excluded volume method as a function of baryon density.

The initial and still preliminary results from this study suggest relatively strong binding due to the added strange flavor. Figure 1 shows the energy per baryon of bulk clustered strange quark matter (CSQM) E/b = 3P + B with bag constant B^{1/4} = 155 MeV and constant strange quark masses increasing from m_s = 90 MeV. The strange quark mass varies with the energy scale (here set by chemical potential), with m_s ≃ 140 MeV below nuclear density and decreasing for higher densities. The semi-realistic value B^{1/4} = 155 MeV, corresponding to 4B = 0.247 GeV/fm^3, has been selected to ensure that normal nuclear matter near 1/n = 6 fm^3 described within Dirac-Brueckner-Hartree-Fock (DBHF) model [12] is sufficiently stable against decay into SQM for physical values of m_s. As bottom frame shows, an increase to B^{1/4} = 171 MeV reduces CSQM binding, but still results in an absolutely bound state.

To assess the density at which transition to CSQM could occur we show in the lower frame of Figure 1 the difference ΔE/b = 3P_{CSQM} + B − (E/b)_{DBHF} i.e. the energy per baryon of CSQM compared to DBHF nuclear matter [12]. Clustered strange quark matter appears energetically favored in bulk at zero temperature, ΔE/b being negative for densities above nuclear density 1/n < 5 fm^3. Comparison of B^{1/4} = 155 MeV (dashed lines) and B^{1/4} = 171 MeV (solid lines) shows the outcome is sensitive to the value of the bag constant B. Our results suggest that an absolutely stable minimum in E/b always exists within CSQM, which means that such strangelets once produced never decay.

For very large strangelets, stability is enhanced by gravity, while for

Fig. 1. Top frame: Energy per baryon E/b as a function of baryon density n. The lowest dashed curve is for clustered strange quark matter (CSQM) with m_s = 90 MeV and each successive curve increases m_s by 10 MeV, ending with m_s = 140 MeV for the uppermost dashed curve. Comparison curves for u, donly clustered quark matter and Dirac-Brueckner-Hartree-Fock (DBHF) [12] are also shown. Bottom frame: the energy difference between CSQM and DBHF, with upper curve corresponding to m_s = 140 MeV and lower corresponding to m_s = 90 MeV. B^{1/4}=155 MeV for dashed lines and =171 MeV for solid lines.

(much) smaller strangelets, stability depends also on the surface tension between the quark matter phase and external hadronic vacuum [13].

3. Impacts on Planetary Bodies

A strangelet is a prominent representative of a compact ultra dense object (CUDO). Features of CUDO impacts on rocky solar system bodies were recently explored for a CUDO mass range 10^{−12} < M/M_⊕ < 0.01 in [14]. The compactness of the impactor results in a steep gradient in the gravitational potential, and the gravitational tidal force of the strangelet is strong enough to pulverize normal matter. For these reasons, a beyondnuclear density impactor cannot be stopped at the surface of the planet, and rather passes through the planet, creating both entry and exit features on the surface.

The strong gravitational tidal forces result in two primary mechanisms for depositing the energy of the impacting strangelet in the planet. The first is heating, entrainment, and mixing of rock in the planet’s interior due to pulverization, accretion, and displacement of the rock nearest the strangelet trajectory. The second is the seismic shock wave created by tidal stresses farther from the strangelet. Where this shock wave meets the surface, the topography will be extensively disturbed, creating further debris that can be pulled into the atmosphere.

Impacts by intermediate mass strangelets could resolve a variety of geologic puzzles both on the Earth and on other solar system bodies [14]: 1. The entrainment of rock during the strangles passage through the interior leads to mixing of material across all layers of the impacted body. Non-volatile elements, differentiated into the core during the Earth’s molten early stages, could thus be reintroduced into the upper mantle and crust [15] where we find these today.

2. The exit of the strangelet could seed mantle plumes [16] and establish punctual volcanic hotspots in the middle of Earth’s thick continental crust. Moreover, when the strangelet passes near to the planetary core, the hotspots are seeded by magma of a deep origin. Basing plumes and hotspots deep in the mantle is difficult in the present theory of mantle dynamics, yet is determined to so in the case of the Hawaiian hotspot [17]. 3. The ability of strangelets to pull material from the surface (high) into the atmosphere offers an effective mechanism to create “nuclear winter” conditions. For example, a global dust veil occurring in AD 536 is not satisfactorily explained as either a comet impact [18] or a volcanic eruption [19]. 4. Penetration of the mantle and deposition of debris high in the atmosphere on exit would provide a causal link between impact signals, large volume volcanic eruptions and mass extinctions [20]. Large, explosive volcanic events [21], also capable of ejecting matter high into the atmosphere, are believed to occur at a frequency similar to the expected CUDO impact rate, and could potentially be just that.

5. Causing lava flow on planetary bodies considered volcanically inactive, CUDO impacts could contribute to the geologically recent volcanic formations observed on the Moon [22], Mercury [23] and Mars [24]. Only the presence of an ultra-dense component (such as a strangelet) in the impactor can cause lava flow; normal matter meteorites are incapable of penetrating the crust [25].

Naturally, impacts by larger mass strangelets are expected to occur more rarely than impacts by smaller mass strangelets, which are recognized by acoustic signatures. Preservation of impact features over geological time scale may sufficiently enhance detection sensitivity. However, even if agreement should be reached that a CUDO impact has occurred, features specific to strangelets will need to be recognized.

4. Summary and Conclusions

We have discussed the increased stability of strange quark matter given improved understanding of strange quark mass and clustering feature of cold quark matter. Our result implies that nuclear matter could be converted to strange quark matter by compression, e.g. in relativistic heavy ion collisions, or more likely, in the center of neutron stars.

Many laboratory searches for small strangelets have produced no positive signature to date [26]. We hope that persistence of impact formations over geologic timescales which turn rocky planets into integrating detectors will open the search for large strangelets.

This work was supported by the grant from the U.S. Department of Energy, DE-FG02-04ER41318.

REFERENCES

[1] A. R. Bodmer, Phys. Rev. D 4, 1601 (1971); E. Witten, Phys. Rev. D 30, 272 (1984).

[2] J. Madsen, Phys. Rev. D 71, 014026 (2005); A. Bauswein et al., Phys. Rev.

Lett. 103, 011101 (2009);

[3] J. Madsen, Lect. Notes Phys. 516, 162 (1999).

[4] J. Madsen, H. Heiselberg and K. Riisager, Phys. Rev. D 34, 2947 (1986);

M. L. Olesen and J. Madsen, Phys. Rev. D 43, 1069 (1991) [Erratum-ibid. D 44, 566 (1991)]; K. Sumiyoshi and T. Kajino, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 24B, 80 (1991); P. Bhattacharjee, J.-e Alam, B. Sinha and S. Raha, Phys. Rev. D 48, 4630 (1993).

[5] J. W. Clark, J. Cleymans and J. Rafelski, Phys. Rev. C 33, 703 (1986). [6] A. De Rujula & S. L. Glashow, Nature 312, 734 (1984); E.T. Herrin & V. L.

Teplitz, Phys. Rev. D 53, 6762 (1996).

[7] E. T. Herrin, D. C. Rosenbaum & V. L. Teplitz, Phys. Rev. D 73, 043511 (2006).

[8] W. B. Banerdt, T. Chuia, E. T. Herrin, D. Rosenbaum & V. L. Teplitz, Adv.

in Space Res. 37 1889-1893 (2006).

[9] K. Nakamura, et al. (Particle Data Group), J. Phys. G 37, 075021 (2010).

[10] C. T. H. Davies, C. McNeile, K. Y. Wong, E. Follana, R. Horgan, K. Hornbostel, G. P. Lepage and J. Shigemitsu et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 132003 (2010); B. Blossier et al. [ETM Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 82, 114513 (2010). Y. Aoki et al. [RBC and UKQCD Collaborations], Phys. Rev. D 83, 074508 (2011);

[11] E. S. Fraga and P. Romatschke, Phys. Rev. D 71, 105014 (2005). A. Kurkela, P. Romatschke and A. Vuorinen, Phys. Rev. D 81, 105021 (2010).

[12] E. N. E. van Dalen, C. Fuchs and A. Faessler, Nucl. Phys. A 744, 227 (2004);

E. N. E. van Dalen, C. Fuchs and A. Faessler, Phys. Rev. C 72, 065803 (2005); T. Klahn, et al., Phys. Rev. C 74, 035802 (2006).

[13] M. G. Alford, K. Rajagopal, S. Reddy and A. W. Steiner, Phys. Rev. D 73, 114016 (2006); M. G. Alford and D. A. Eby, Phys. Rev. C 78, 045802 (2008).

[14] L. Labun, J. Birrell and J. Rafelski, “Solar System Signatures of Impacts by Compact Ultra Dense Objects,” arXiv:1104.4572 [astro-ph.EP].

[15] P. E. van Keken, E. H. Hauri, and C. J. Ballentine, Ann. Rev. Earth Plan.

Sci. 30, 493-525 (2002); M. Willbold, T. Elliott, S. Moorbath, Nature 477 195 (2011).

[16] W. J. Morgan, Nature 230, 42-43 (1971); V. Courtillot, A. Davaille, J. Besse & J. Stock, Earth and Planetary Sci. Lett. 205, 295-308 (2003); W. J. Morgan & J. P. Morgan, pp 65-78, in G. R. Foulger, D. M. Jurdy, editors, Plates, plumes, and planetary processes, Geological Society of America Special Paper 430 (2007).

[17] S. G. Nielsen, M. Rehkämper, M. D. Norman, A. N. Halliday, & D. Harrison, Nature 439, 314-7 (2006); A. V. Sobolev, A. W. Hofmann, K. P. Jochum, D. V. Kuzmin & B. Stoll, Nature 476, 434-437 (2011).

[18] E. Rigby, M. Symonds & D. Ward-Thompson, Astron. Geophys. 45, 1.23-1.26 (2004); J. Quaternary Sci. 22 101-109 (2007);

[19] Geophys. Res. Lett. 35, L04708 (2008); D. G. Ferris, et al., J. Geophys. Res.- Atmosph. 116, D17308 (2011).

[20] J.P. Morgan, T. J. Reston & C. R. Ranero, Earth and Planetary Science Letters 217, 263-284 (2004); R. V. White & A. D. Saunders, Lithos 79, 299- 316 (2005).

[21] S. Self, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. A 364 2073-2097 (2006); S. Self, S.Blake, Elements 4 41-46 (2008).

[22] H. Hiesinger & W. Head, Rev. Min. Geol. 60, 1-81 (2006); M. J. Rutherford & P. Papale, Geology 37, 219-222 (2009); B. L. Joliff, et al., Nature Geosci. 4, 566-571 (2011).

[23] J. W. Head et al., Science 333, 1853-1856, (2011); D. T. Blewett, et al Science 333, 1856-1859, (2011).

[24] G. Neukum et al., Nature 432, 971-979 (2004); L. Keszthelyi, S. Self & T.

Thordarson, J. Geol. Soc. 163, 253-264 (2006). [25] B.A. Ivanov & H. J. Melosh, Geology 31, 869-872 (2003). [26] J. Sandweiss, J. Phys. G G 30, S51 (2004).