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A R T I C L E I N F O A B S T R A C T

Editor: Tommy Ohlsson In this contribution to the proceedings of the 182nd Nobel Symposium, I reflect on the concept 
of “discovery” as it is used by physicists and astronomers. In particular, I comment on how the 
scientific community distinguishes discoveries from propositions that are supported only by lesser 
forms of evidence, emphasizing the social nature of this process and remarking on the subjective 
factors that go into making such judgments. I advocate for an approach that is intentionally 
Bayesian in nature, in which individuals are encouraged to evaluate and publicly state their 
priors and to update them systematically. I close by applying these practices to the case example 
of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess.

1. Introduction

I recently had the pleasure of attending a Nobel Symposium on the topic of dark matter. At that meeting, I gave a talk describing 
the status of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess. Given that you can find my thoughts on that topic elsewhere [30,43,36], I 
decided to write these proceedings about my reflections on another series of discussions that took place at that meeting.

Over the course of the Nobel Symposium, several of the participants had a series of lengthy conversations in which we discussed 
the following question: What would have to occur before we, as a scientific community, would be willing to declare that we had 
discovered the nature of dark matter.1 Most of these discussions were practical in nature, with various participants suggesting 
examples of hypothetical experimental signals that might one day rise to the level of an authentic discovery. There was little, 
however, that was particularly systematic about these discussions. Different people in the conversation – all of whom were experts 
in their respective fields – seemed to apply different kinds of criteria to the question at hand, and otherwise approach the question 
in a diversity of ways. I left the meeting feeling intrigued by the very concept of discovery, including the question of how we as a 
community decide what has and has not been discovered and, more broadly, in the role that this concept has played in the history 
of science, and especially in that of physics and astronomy.

2. What makes a discovery a discovery?

The scientific method is often described in almost cartoonishly simplistic terms, to such a degree that it barely resembles the 
activities of science as they are practiced in the real world. In this common caricature, the scientific method follows a sequence 
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the existence of dark matter to have been firmly established for many years. For a historical account, see Bertone and Hooper [14].
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of well-defined steps, such as posing questions, constructing hypotheses, making predictions, testing predictions, and rejecting or 
refining hypotheses. As it is actually practiced, however, the scientific method does not resemble the steps of a recipe. Instead, there 
is a great deal of complex social behavior that goes into determining how the scientific community responds to new information. This 
complexity is not necessarily a bad thing; in some cases, there can be considerable benefits to the so-called “wisdom of the crowd.” 
If we are not thoughtful about how these collective judgments are formed, however, we run the risk of sub-optimally allocating our 
time and other resources. After all, our collective judgments impact which experiments are to be funded and ultimately carried out, 
as well as which ideas are to be explored and to what depth. If made poorly, these judgments can delay scientific progress, and 
otherwise cause us to learn less about our universe than we potentially could have.

Perhaps the most well-known work on the process of science as it is actually practiced is The Structure of Scientific Revolutions by 
the historian and philosopher Thomas Kuhn [38]. In his book, Kuhn introduced the concept of a “paradigm shift,” and argued that 
science does not progress through the steady accumulation of knowledge, but instead undergoes alternating periods of “normal” and 
“revolutionary” activity. During periods of normal science, data is collected and new facts are learned while operating within the 
boundaries of an established paradigm. During scientific revolutions, in contrast, old ideas are discarded as new ones are built up and 
adopted, resulting in the creation of new paradigms. There is no objective criteria or formula for determining when a new paradigm 
will be established. Furthermore, such revolutions do not occur at the individual level, but instead take place among communities of 
scientists, working across a given field or subfield of research. Paradigm shifts are thus fundamentally social in nature.

When I was a graduate student, I found myself under the impression that there existed a clear line of demarcation between those 
scientific facts that had been discovered and those provisional propositions that were supported only by lesser forms of evidence. I 
recall us all agreeing at that time that the top quark had been discovered several years earlier [3,5], but that the early evidence of 
the Higgs boson from LEP II [12,6] did not rise to that standard.2 It was striking just how clear-cut and unambiguous this distinction 
appeared to be.

In the field of particle physics, the word discovery is sometimes treated as a synonym for one or more measurements that are 
discrepant with the predictions of the null hypothesis at a level of at least 5 standard deviations (“evidence” is similarly reserved 
for measurements that are discrepant by at least 3 standard deviations). Much like the step-by-step caricature of the scientific 
method, this simple definition of what it means to make a discovery does not hold up to historical scrutiny. In practice, the scientific 
community takes much more than measures of statistical significance into account when deciding how to respond to new data. By 
scrutinizing and systematically refining the processes by which we collectively make such judgments, we could potentially improve 
our ability to effectively allocate resources, and otherwise increase the rate at which we are able to make scientific progress.

3. On statistics and systematics

As a branch of mathematics, statistics offers a means of obtaining objective and well-defined answers to certain precisely posed 
and well-defined questions. When confusion or ambiguities arise regarding a question of statistics in the physical sciences, it is 
usually not due to mathematical error. Rather, it is more often the case that someone has asked one question but answered another.

There exist many examples of experimental or observational anomalies that could be said to have met the traditional 5𝜎 discovery 
threshold, and yet that are not generally regarded as discoveries by the scientific community. The annual modulation of the event 
rate reported by the DAMA Collaboration, for example, has a quoted significance of 8.9𝜎 [13], and yet very few of us think that 
this experiment is detecting particles of dark matter. Anomalies and tensions regarding the rate of Hubble expansion [23], and the 
muon’s anomalous magnetic moment [42,10] are also at or near the 5𝜎 threshold, and yet have not attained the status of discoveries.

There are many reasons for why a given anomaly might not be treated as a discovery of new physics, even in the presence of very 
high statistical significance. In some generality, an excess or other anomaly could appear in a given data set for any combination of 
the following reasons:

1. The result could be a statistical fluctuation.

2. The systematic uncertainties could be underestimated.

3. The measurement could be in error.

4. There could be an underestimated trials factor.

5. The anomaly could be a real signal that is the result of new physics.

In the case of the signal reported by DAMA, the statistical significance is so high as to essentially rule out options 1 and 4, while 
option 5 is all but excluded by the null results of other dark matter experiments. This suggests that this anomaly is likely to be a 
consequence of some unknown systematic issue, or some kind of measurement error. In the case of the Hubble tension, all five of 
the possibilities listed above could plausibly be at play. The same is true for the muon’s anomalous magnetic moment, although 
systematic uncertainties related to the Standard Model prediction of this quantity seem perhaps most likely to be behind this tension 
(for a review, see [8]).

As illustrated by these and many other examples, it is often unclear whether experimental backgrounds or other systematic 
uncertainties associated with a measurement are understood well enough to support a claim of discovery. Such issues can be mitigated 
in cases where the measurements under consideration provide a diverse collection of complementary information. Consider, for 
2
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example, a measurement of a single number – perhaps a rate or a branching fraction – that is 5𝜎 discrepant with the value predicted 
by the Standard Model. It would be relatively easy in such a case to conceive of reasons for the discrepancy that do not involve 
new physics. Contrast this with a measurement that includes multiple kinds of events, or a distribution of those events, or an image, 
or other such complex information. Although such a signal could, in principle, arise from a statistical fluctuation or some kind of 
unknown background, this would require something of a conspiracy of factors. Such signals are especially compelling when the 
features of the measured data are easily explained by one or more well-motivated models of new physics.

In the following two sections, I will focus on two specific factors that can influence our collective assessment of experimental 
anomalies: the counting of trials factors, and theoretical priors.

4. Trials and trials of trials

In 2016, an excess of diphoton events with an invariant mass of approximately 750 GeV was reported at the Large Hadron Col-

lider (LHC). Initially, the (local) significance of this 750 GeV excess was reported to be 3.9𝜎 at ATLAS [1] and 3.4𝜎 at CMS [37], 
corresponding to chance probabilities of 0.00005 and 0.0003, respectively. Even after accounting for the “look elsewhere” effect 
arising from the fact that these analyses searched for analogous signals across a number of different invariant mass values (con-

stituting different “trials”) [28], the odds of obtaining such a signal at one or more mass was found to be 0.017864 and 0.0548, 
corresponding to global significances of 2.1𝜎 and 1.6𝜎, respectively. Treating the ATLAS observation as a confirmation of the CMS 
excess, the probability of obtaining such a result (in the absence of new physics) is only 0.0003 ×0.017864 = 5 ×10−6, corresponding 
to approximately 4.6𝜎 significance, and only slightly below the traditional 5𝜎 threshold for discovery. To the disappointment of 
many, this excess began to decline as ATLAS and CMS collected more data, revealing it to have been nothing more than a statistical 
fluctuation [11,19].

Although this excess generated a great deal of excitement at the time,3 I don’t know of anyone who thought that it was especially 
likely that this excess was due to new physics. I certainly never heard anyone express the view that the odds of this were anywhere 
close to 1 − (5 ×10−6) ≈ 99.9995%. Even the most enthusiastic proponents of this excess treated this likelihood to be on par with that 
of a coin toss. Given its quoted statistical significance, I find it interesting to ask why this was the case.

I know of no reason to suspect that there were any measurement errors of consequence involved in the appearance of the 750 
GeV excess. Instead, I would argue that this anomaly was more likely the result of a statistical fluctuation combined with a large and 
somewhat difficult to quantify trials factor. After all, many thousands of different searches for new physics have been carried out at 
the LHC, and thus anomalies with a statistical probability of (10−3), or even (10−4), should appear in this data set from time to 
time. If we take this factor to be 104, for example, it would increase our estimated odds of observing an anomaly as unlikely as the 
750 GeV excess to ∼ 5 × 10−6 × 104 ∼ 5%. While such a result could be seen as a bit unlikely, it is far from implausible.

5. Theory bias or theory guidance?

As a very different example, consider the scientific community’s reaction to the LHC’s discovery in 2012 of “a new particle with 
a mass of 125 GeV” (aka, the Higgs boson). When this result was first announced, the CMS and ATLAS collaborations reported 4.9𝜎

and 5.0𝜎 evidence in favor of the existence of this particle, respectively. Almost immediately, most of us in the particle physics 
community began to refer to this as the “discovery of the Higgs boson.”

The response to this announcement was strikingly different from that of the 750 GeV diphoton excess. This was in part due to the 
higher statistical significance of the Higgs discovery, overcoming the look elsewhere penalty associated with even a large trials factor. 
I would argue, however, that there was another important factor at play in this situation. Namely, the scientific community fully 
expected that the LHC would discover the Higgs boson, and that it would have properties (production rates, branching fractions, etc.) 
that were broadly consistent with those reported by ATLAS and CMS in their 2012 announcement. In contrast, no one was expecting 
that the LHC would discover a new 750 GeV particle with the couplings and other characteristics that would be required to generate 
the reported diphoton anomaly. In other words, most of us evaluated the prior probability of the Higgs boson to be much greater than 
that of something capable of generating the 750 GeV excess.

Some of my colleagues will surely object to one taking these kinds of expectations into account when evaluating the likelihood 
that a given anomaly or excess is the consequence of new physics. In the following section, I will take this opportunity to explain 
why I respectfully disagree.

6. Intentional bayesianism

In contrast to mathematics, the pursuit of science cannot rely entirely on the logical techniques of deduction and induction. 
Instead, the scientific method can be thought of as an application of abduction, defined as inference to the best explanation [24]. A 
well known example of abductive reasoning is the process of Bayesian inference, as formulated in terms of Bayes’ theorem.

Bayes’ theorem can be used to determine the probability that a given theory is true, taking into account both prior knowledge and 
newly acquired data. Given a set of data, Bayes’ theorem states that the (posterior) probability of a given theory can be expressed as 
follows:
3
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𝑃 (𝑇𝑖|𝐷) =
𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇𝑖)𝑃 (𝑇𝑖)

𝑃 (𝐷)
. (1)

The quantity 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇𝑖) is the likelihood that the data set 𝐷 would be obtained if the theory 𝑇𝑖 is true, 𝑃 (𝑇𝑖) is the prior probability 
that the theory 𝑇𝑖 is true, and 𝑃 (𝐷) =

∑
𝑖 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇𝑖) 𝑃 (𝑇𝑖) is a normalization factor.

Bayes’ theorem is a mathematical theorem, and is unambiguously true. That being said, the results of the equation above (i.e. the 
posterior probabilities) depend critically on one’s priors. Unlike the other quantities appearing in Bayes’ theorem, the priors are 
fundamentally subjective in nature; there is no algorithm or other objective criteria that can be used to establish these priors. 
Instead, the values of 𝑃 (𝑇𝑖) are a matter of judgment. In practice, one’s priors can take into account a variety of factors, including an 
assessment of a theory’s naturalness, fine-tuning, motivation, and overall plausibility.

Given the fundamentally subjective nature of Bayesian priors, different individuals will assign them different values. One might 
think that this would make Bayes’ theorem useless, but this turns out to not be the case. Importantly, as more data is accumulated, 
the posterior probabilities of different individuals will converge, even if they start out with very different priors. Bayesian inference 
thus makes it possible to build consensus, at least in the presence of sufficient data.

In our ordinary behavior, we are all Bayesians – at least informally. We are all more skeptical of information that surprises us, 
and are more likely to accept information that confirms our expectations. This is Bayesian inference at work. Whereas a critic might 
point to this as the nefarious influence of theoretical bias, I call it the appropriate and rational application of abductive reasoning.

In practice, there are many instances in which human beings fail to properly apply Bayesian principles. In particular, I have 
noticed a number of instances in which an individual’s stated position on a given proposition (i.e., their posterior probability) does 
not change as new and relevant information is obtained. What I speculate is going on in these instances is that the person in question 
has in mind – or in their gut – a vague notion of the likelihood that the proposition under consideration is true, and that they then 
proceed to subconsciously reverse engineer their priors such that they obtain something close to their intuitively desired posterior 
probability. In other words, they are changing their priors in order to counteract the impact of the new information. This failure 
mode of human psychology can be counteracted – or at least mitigated – by one reflecting upon and clearly stating their initial 
priors, effectively preventing them from retroactively editing them as new information comes to light. To my surprise and sometimes 
frustration, I find that many of my colleagues are reluctant to quantitatively state their estimated priors (or their posteriors, for that 
matter). In my opinion, we would all reach more reliable conclusions – both individually and as a scientific community – if we were 
more thoughtful and deliberate in assessing our own Bayesian priors.

7. The application of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess

In this section, I will use the signal known as the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess to illustrate some of the points that I have 
been trying to make in these proceedings. This excess, as found in the data collected by the Fermi Telescope, is highly statistically 
significant and exists for all existing models of the astrophysical diffuse emission and known point sources [18,21] (for early work, 
see [25,31,32,4,35,26,20,16,7]). The intensity of this excess emission peaks near the direction of the Galactic Center, and is clearly 
spatially extended both above and below the Galactic Plane. The Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess has been interpreted as a 
possible signal of annihilating dark matter, but could also be generated by a large population of faint millisecond pulsars.

Before considering any gamma-ray or other related data, I will begin by stating some of my priors, as I recall them to have been 
before the original observation of the gamma-ray excess (circa 2008):

1. There is a probability of 0.4 that the main component of the dark matter is a thermal relic.

2. Contingent on point 1 being true, there is a probability of 0.2 that the mass of the dark matter particle is in the range of 10-100 
GeV.

3. Contingent on points 1 and 2 being true, there is a probability of 0.7 that the annihilation cross section of the dark matter 
particle is within a factor of 5 of 𝜎𝑣 = 2 × 10−26 cm3∕s (the value predicted for a velocity-independent thermal relic that makes 
up all of the dark matter).

I based these priors on a variety of considerations, and another reasonable and well-informed individual might have come up with 
different values at that time. For example, my prior for point 1 is based on a subjective assessment of minimality and plausibility. If 
someone thought that this probability should instead be closer to 0.05 or to 0.7, I would not have objected very much to that view. 
I doubt that many individuals with a background in particle cosmology would have estimated this probability to be very far outside 
of this range, however. Similarly, in order for a thermal relic to freeze out with the measured density of dark matter without ruining 
the successful predictions of Big Bang nucleosynthesis, it must have a mass in the range of ∼ 10−3 − 105 GeV [15,40,27]. Given that 
these and other constraints tend to be easier to satisfy near the middle of this range, I came up with the estimated probability of ∼ 0.2
for the mass range of 10-100 GeV. Taken together, these numbers yield an estimated prior probability of ∼ 0.4 ×0.2 ×0.7 = 5.6% that 
annihilating dark matter would produce a signal from the Galactic Center that is qualitatively similar to that observed by the Fermi 
Telescope.

Next, I will state my estimated priors as they relate to the astrophysical backgrounds (from pulsars) that could potentially produce 
a signal similar to that of the Galactic Center Excess:

1. There is a probability of 0.2 that there are enough pulsars in the Inner Galaxy to produce a gamma-ray signal with an intensity 
4
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2. Contingent on point 1 being true, there is a probability of 0.5 that the pulsars’ spatial distribution would be qualitatively similar 
to that of the observed gamma-ray excess (as opposed to being dominated by the central stellar cluster, or significantly elongated 
along the Galactic Plane, for example).

Taking all five of these priors together, I would have estimated at the time that there was a 5.6% probability that dark matter 
would generate a signal similar to that of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess, a 10% probability that pulsars would generate a 
similar signal, and an 85% chance that no such signal would appear in the Fermi data. When this signal was identified, and as its 
spectrum and angular distribution were measured, I came to evaluate 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇DM) ∼ 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇pulsars) ∼ 1 and 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇Neither ) ∼ 0. In other 
words, this signal could be explained by either dark matter or pulsars, but required at least one or the other to be present. This data, 
therefore, led me to arrive at posterior probabilities that were approximately given by 𝑃 (𝑇DM|𝐷) ∼ 0.36, 𝑃 (𝑇pulsars|𝐷) ∼ 0.64, and 
𝑃 (𝑇neither |𝐷) ∼ 0.

In the years that followed, new data became available which was relevant to interpretations of this signal. Some of my additional 
priors (circa 2013) were:

1. If the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess is generated by dark matter, there is a probability of 0.7 that a direct detection signal 
would be observed by 2023 (by experiments such as LZ and XENONnT).

2. If the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess is generated pulsars, there is a probability of 0.7 that at least several of the brightest 
gamma-ray pulsars in the Inner Galaxy would be detected by 2023 (by Fermi).4

3. If the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess is generated pulsars, there is a probability of 0.7 that (103) bright low-mass X-ray 
binaries would be observed in the Inner Galaxy (by INTEGRAL, etc.).

Given that no direct detection signals have appeared [2,9], no pulsars have been found near the Galactic Center [41], and far 
too few low-mass X-ray binaries have been found in the Inner Galaxy [29], we can use this information to calculate new posterior 
probabilities, obtaining 𝑃 (𝑇DM|𝐷) ∼ 0.65 and 𝑃 (𝑇pulsars|𝐷) ∼ 0.35. In other words, taking this new information into account, I 
estimate that it is roughly 65% likely that the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess is generated by annihilating dark matter. This 
result is a reasonably accurate impression of my current thinking about this situation. I encourage you to state your own priors and 
use them to estimate the posterior probabilities that follow.

For the particle physicists reading this, I expect that many of you do not know much about pulsars, making it difficult for you 
to establish your related priors. Details aside, the most important information in this context is that, 1) pulsars are known to exist, 
and 2) they generate gamma-ray emission with a spectral shape that is similar to that of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess. The 
remaining points require some more specialized knowledge for which you might have to rely on the opinions of experts.5 This is one 
reason why I think it is important for experts to clearly state their priors on a variety of propositions – so that others can use that 
information to guide their own Bayesian reasoning.

From a dark matter perspective, this is an intriguing situation, but it is hardly conclusive. It certainly does not rise to the level of a 
discovery. To significantly increase the posterior probabilities in favor of either dark matter or pulsar interpretations of this signal, we 
will need one or more additional observations that are consistent with one of these hypotheses but not with the other. For example, 
if pulsars are responsible for this signal, they should also produce a flux of TeV-scale emission that traces the angular distribution 
of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess. By searching for this emission, the Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA) will provide an 
important test of whether pulsars generate the observed excess [36]. In particular, given that 𝑃 (𝐷TeV|𝑇pulsars) ≫𝑃 (𝐷TeV|𝑇DM), we 
can expect this observation to significantly aid in distinguishing between these hypotheses.

Even more important to the question at hand will be future gamma-ray observations of Milky Way dwarf galaxies, which I 
consider to be the most likely way that this question will ultimately be resolved [43]. In the most recent analyses of Fermi data from 
the directions of dwarf galaxies, a small excess was identified. For dark matter with characteristics consistent with those required 
to generate the Galactic Center Excess, the statistical significance of this signal is approximately ∼ (1.5 − 2)𝜎 [39].6 To take this 
into account, I apply 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇pulsars) ∼ 0.13 and 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇DM) ∼ 1, obtaining 𝑃 (𝑇DM|𝐷) ≈ 93% and 𝑃 (𝑇pulsars|𝐷) ∼ 7%. Despite being of 
only modest statistical significance, this information materially impacts the evaluation of my posterior probabilities. If this excess 
were to grow in statistical significance, even to ∼3𝜎 (corresponding to 𝑃 (𝐷|𝑇pulsars) ∼ 0.003), I would become quite confident in 
the conclusion that the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess is generated by dark matter, 𝑃 (𝑇DM|𝐷) ≈ 99.8%. Note that, in this 
context, a discovery does not necessarily require a posterior probability that is equivalent to the 𝑝−value corresponding to 5𝜎, 
1 − (3 × 10−7).

4 This not being the case would require the members of the Inner Galaxy pulsar population to be systematically less luminous than pulsars observed elsewhere [34,

33,17].
5 A pet peeve of mine is the phrase “astrophysical sigmas,” which is sometimes used by particle physicists to express the view that uncertainties quoted by 

astrophysicists are often unreliable. Although some astrophysical measurements suffer from large or difficult to quantify uncertainties, many do not. The same, of 
course, is true in particle physics. Consider, for example, the current state of interpretations of the muon’s anomalous magnetic moment.

6 A similar analysis by Di Mauro et al. [22] allowed for the possibility of spatially extended dark matter profiles around dwarf galaxies, and found a somewhat 
5
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8. Closing thoughts

Since I have already indulged myself by preparing a very non-traditional contribution to these proceedings, I see no reason to not 
do so further. So, in that spirit, I will close by sharing with you some words from our universe’s premiere physics-punk band7:

She holds her secrets closely

Her grip is strong like steel
And just when you think you’ve caught a glimpse

Of everything that’s real, you ask

Can I trust myself?

She hides herself in darkness

Concealing all that’s true

You think that you have seen the light

But many have been fooled before you, so you ask

Can I trust myself?

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to 
influence the work reported in this paper.

Data availability

No data was used for the research described in the article.

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank the organizers of the 182nd Nobel Symposium for inviting me to participate in that very interesting meeting. 
I would also like to thank the other participants of that symposium, whose discussions helped to inspire this contribution. This work 
has been supported by the Fermi Research Alliance, LLC under Contract No. DE-AC02-07CH11359 with the U.S. Department of 
Energy, Office of Science, Office of High Energy Physics.

References

[1] M. Aaboud, et al., ATLAS, Search for resonances in diphoton events at √𝑠=13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2016) 001, arXiv :
1606 .03833.

[2] J. Aalbers, et al., LZ, First dark matter search results from the LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) experiment, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131 (2023) 041002, arXiv :2207 .03764.

[3] S. Abachi, et al., D0, Observation of the top quark, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74 (1995) 2632–2637, arXiv :hep -ex /9503003.

[4] K.N. Abazajian, M. Kaplinghat, Detection of a gamma-ray source in the Galactic Center consistent with extended emission from dark matter annihilation and 
concentrated astrophysical emission, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 083511, arXiv :1207 .6047, Erratum: Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 129902.

[5] F. Abe, et al., CDF, Observation of top quark production in 𝑝̄𝑝 collisions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74 (1995) 2626–2631, arXiv :hep -ex /9503002.

[6] M. Acciarri, et al., L3, Higgs candidates in 𝑒+𝑒− interactions at √𝑠 = 206.6-GeV, Phys. Lett. B 495 (2000) 18–25, arXiv :hep -ex /0011043.

[7] M. Ajello, et al., Fermi-LAT, Fermi-LAT observations of high-energy 𝛾 -ray emission toward the Galactic Center, Astrophys. J. 819 (2016) 44, arXiv :1511 .02938.

[8] T. Aoyama, et al., The anomalous magnetic moment of the muon in the Standard Model, Phys. Rep. 887 (2020) 1–166, arXiv :2006 .04822.

[9] E. Aprile, et al., XENON, First dark matter search with nuclear recoils from the XENONnT experiment, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131 (2023) 041003, arXiv :2303 .14729.

[10] P. Athron, C. Balázs, D.H.J. Jacob, W. Kotlarski, D. Stöckinger, H. Stöckinger-Kim, New physics explanations of a𝜇 in light of the FNAL muon g − 2 measurement, 
J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2021) 080, arXiv :2104 .03691.

[11] ATLAS, Search for scalar diphoton resonances with 15.4 fb−1 of data collected at √𝑠=13 TeV in 2015 and 2016 with the ATLAS detector, Technical Report, 
CERN, Geneva, 2016, https://cds .cern .ch /record /2206154, all figures including auxiliary figures are available at https://atlas .web .cern .ch /Atlas /GROUPS /
PHYSICS /CONFNOTES /ATLAS -CONF -2016 -059.

[12] R. Barate, et al., ALEPH, Observation of an excess in the search for the standard model Higgs boson at ALEPH, Phys. Lett. B 495 (2000) 1–17, arXiv :hep -ex /
0011045.

[13] R. Bernabei, et al., DAMA, LIBRA, New results from DAMA/LIBRA, Eur. Phys. J. C 67 (2010) 39–49, arXiv :1002 .1028.

[14] G. Bertone, D. Hooper, History of dark matter, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90 (2018) 045002, arXiv :1605 .04909.

[15] C. Boehm, M.J. Dolan, C. McCabe, A lower bound on the mass of cold thermal dark matter from Planck, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 08 (2013) 041, https://

doi .org /10 .1088 /1475 -7516 /2013 /08 /041, arXiv :1303 .6270.

[16] F. Calore, I. Cholis, C. Weniger, Background model systematics for the Fermi GeV excess, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 03 (2015) 038, arXiv :1409 .0042.

[17] I. Cholis, D. Hooper, T. Linden, Challenges in explaining the Galactic Center gamma-ray excess with millisecond pulsars, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 06 (2015) 
043, arXiv :1407 .5625.

[18] I. Cholis, Y.M. Zhong, S.D. McDermott, J.P. Surdutovich, The return of the templates: revisiting the Galactic Center excess with multi-messenger observations, 
arXiv :2112 .09706, 2021.
6

7 https://thespectraldistortions .bandcamp .com.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibF46ABB2DE76920B80D0CAEF79E9B95D2s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibF46ABB2DE76920B80D0CAEF79E9B95D2s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibCA68A4016DDFC09D3C653F43CFE7E458s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib595BCE7FB7C66FE3B4013135D9DE83B8s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib784A335BF05A92B797CBEC8E753ADB90s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib784A335BF05A92B797CBEC8E753ADB90s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib67DA83F15DC29B571C33366AD2704236s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibDCDCA33871EDE2AA853F77B52A3753C9s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibC82201FC3BFFB8D23A61B6BDCA3B1A3As1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibEE565D182D3ADAE5010529DDA44D4768s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib3CABC66ADC09FFA2953FB37A2D618847s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibAA79E919E3A843FD50DCEC28C4D97E24s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibAA79E919E3A843FD50DCEC28C4D97E24s1
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2206154
https://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/GROUPS/PHYSICS/CONFNOTES/ATLAS-CONF-2016-059
https://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/GROUPS/PHYSICS/CONFNOTES/ATLAS-CONF-2016-059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibD98ECBFA42F75C7F87FD360E3FBAAD0Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibD98ECBFA42F75C7F87FD360E3FBAAD0Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib2C99EF230B5B35BDE3B0B117BA7BC354s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib8411D0FF97146CD48AA6F0A155D45276s1
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/08/041
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/08/041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibDEECABBE7C2271D55E16C9BECFC1F04Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibBC85A18D66397AE2858431C96524A35Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibBC85A18D66397AE2858431C96524A35Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibA6C1ACDA5C0E4AC4136CBF44C5EE4055s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibA6C1ACDA5C0E4AC4136CBF44C5EE4055s1
https://thespectraldistortions.bandcamp.com


Nuclear Physics, Section B 1003 (2024) 116458D. Hooper

[19] CMS, Search for resonant production of high mass photon pairs using 12.9 fb−1 of proton-proton collisions at √𝑠 = 13 TeV and combined interpretation of 
searches at 8 and 13 TeV, Technical Report, CERN, Geneva, 2016, https://cds .cern .ch /record /2205245.

[20] T. Daylan, D.P. Finkbeiner, D. Hooper, T. Linden, S.K.N. Portillo, N.L. Rodd, T.R. Slatyer, The characterization of the gamma-ray signal from the central Milky 
Way: a case for annihilating dark matter, Phys. Dark Universe 12 (2016) 1–23, arXiv :1402 .6703.

[21] M. Di Mauro, Characteristics of the Galactic Center excess measured with 11 years of 𝐹𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖-LAT data, Phys. Rev. D 103 (2021) 063029, arXiv :2101 .04694.

[22] M. Di Mauro, M. Stref, F. Calore, Investigating the effect of Milky Way dwarf spheroidal galaxies extension on dark matter searches with Fermi-LAT data, Phys. 
Rev. D 106 (2022) 123032, arXiv :2212 .06850.

[23] E. Di Valentino, O. Mena, S. Pan, L. Visinelli, W. Yang, A. Melchiorri, D.F. Mota, A.G. Riess, J. Silk, In the realm of the Hubble tension—a review of solutions, 
Class. Quantum Gravity 38 (2021) 153001, arXiv :2103 .01183.

[24] I. Douven, Abduction, in: E.N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, summer 2021 ed., Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2021.

[25] L. Goodenough, D. Hooper, Possible evidence for dark matter annihilation in the inner Milky Way from the Fermi Gamma Ray Space Telescope, arXiv :0910 .2998, 
2009.

[26] C. Gordon, O. Macias, Dark matter and pulsar model constraints from Galactic Center Fermi-LAT gamma ray observations, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 083521, 
arXiv :1306 .5725, Erratum: Phys. Rev. D 89 (2014) 049901.

[27] K. Griest, M. Kamionkowski, Unitarity limits on the mass and radius of dark matter particles, Phys. Rev. Lett. 64 (1990) 615.

[28] E. Gross, O. Vitells, Trial factors for the look elsewhere effect in high energy physics, Eur. Phys. J. C 70 (2010) 525–530, arXiv :1005 .1891.

[29] D. Haggard, C. Heinke, D. Hooper, T. Linden, Low mass X-ray binaries in the inner Galaxy: implications for millisecond pulsars and the GeV excess, J. Cosmol. 
Astropart. Phys. 05 (2017) 056, https://doi .org /10 .1088 /1475 -7516 /2017 /05 /056, arXiv :1701 .02726.

[30] D. Hooper, The status of the galactic center gamma-ray excess, SciPost Phys. Proc. 12 (2023) 006, arXiv :2209 .14370.

[31] D. Hooper, L. Goodenough, Dark matter annihilation in the Galactic Center as seen by the Fermi Gamma Ray Space Telescope, Phys. Lett. B 697 (2011) 412–428, 
arXiv :1010 .2752.

[32] D. Hooper, T. Linden, On the origin of the gamma rays from the Galactic Center, Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 123005, arXiv :1110 .0006.

[33] D. Hooper, T. Linden, The gamma-ray pulsar population of globular clusters: implications for the GeV excess, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 08 (2016) 018, 
arXiv :1606 .09250.

[34] D. Hooper, G. Mohlabeng, The gamma-ray luminosity function of millisecond pulsars and implications for the GeV excess, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 03 (2016) 
049, arXiv :1512 .04966.

[35] D. Hooper, T.R. Slatyer, Two emission mechanisms in the Fermi bubbles: a possible signal of annihilating dark matter, Phys. Dark Universe 2 (2013) 118–138, 
arXiv :1302 .6589.

[36] C. Keith, D. Hooper, T. Linden, Cherenkov Telescope Array will test whether pulsars generate the Galactic Center gamma-ray excess, Phys. Rev. D 107 (2023) 
103001, arXiv :2212 .08080.

[37] V. Khachatryan, et al., CMS, Search for resonant production of high-mass photon pairs in proton-proton collisions at √𝑠 =8 and 13 TeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117 
(2016) 051802, arXiv :1606 .04093.

[38] T.S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1962.

[39] A. McDaniel, M. Ajello, C.M. Karwin, M. Di Mauro, A. Drlica-Wagner, M. Sànchez-Conde, Legacy analysis of dark matter annihilation from the Milky Way dwarf 
spheroidal galaxies with 14 years of Fermi-LAT data, arXiv :2311 .04982, 2023.

[40] K.M. Nollett, G. Steigman, BBN and the CMB constrain neutrino coupled light WIMPs, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 083505, arXiv :1411 .6005.

[41] D.A. Smith, et al., Fermi-LAT, The third Fermi large area telescope catalog of gamma-ray pulsars, arXiv :2307 .11132, 2023.

[42] G. Venanzoni, Muon g-2, New results from the Muon g-2 Experiment, in: 2023 European Physical Society Conference on High Energy Physics, 2023, arXiv :
2311 .08282.
7

[43] F. Xu, D. Hooper, The dark matter discovery potential of the advanced particle-astrophysics telescope (APT), arXiv :2308 .15538, 2023.

https://cds.cern.ch/record/2205245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib307CB8A3C1920B9C6DB3FA7F059D8DC1s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib307CB8A3C1920B9C6DB3FA7F059D8DC1s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibC2FEB89DA1CE119BC75DB4632C820DBDs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib86F29A98F7FD7762165C41F97C147C80s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib86F29A98F7FD7762165C41F97C147C80s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib1D1C79A11D762C0D056B77CC315E0403s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib1D1C79A11D762C0D056B77CC315E0403s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibC5CF5496F63CCB48490A88B9F4E0F0D7s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib7260CFBB104880D2938F31C06BCD1DB8s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib7260CFBB104880D2938F31C06BCD1DB8s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib3E01607E316E6EC5DE8F0B98655E603As1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib3E01607E316E6EC5DE8F0B98655E603As1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibA74C3A1DC760915B63E4895829FE4A03s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib9394FE3A558805840972901963725B31s1
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/05/056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibE0AD0B73BB219640BB2F853761B7E766s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib0AAAD821073CD2E8CF6E94DE3CEFB571s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib0AAAD821073CD2E8CF6E94DE3CEFB571s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib57979AA0556B8DCFF61490EFC21DD17Fs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib610BC841C60BED6010454AA8F0DF50FEs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib610BC841C60BED6010454AA8F0DF50FEs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibACBBCD53106171B94F86D3FCEC7A45C2s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibACBBCD53106171B94F86D3FCEC7A45C2s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibAC098B7BEB240146E777F45A58BD5F72s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibAC098B7BEB240146E777F45A58BD5F72s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibA1BD945357E4B11AA1527A8160E3A8FAs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibA1BD945357E4B11AA1527A8160E3A8FAs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib55B1C98936C25DBE2016EBE69EE088D3s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib55B1C98936C25DBE2016EBE69EE088D3s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib69062872E9E62855C07D294D872352A8s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib851CC81B19DB173DFDBC620A479D13DBs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib851CC81B19DB173DFDBC620A479D13DBs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bibA1AE62523846BAA29C386B95CA40C367s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib70722A3B6EEBAD41A279931C8C7638E3s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib4BC577DEBE7B417F60C6B0B3D75FD15Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib4BC577DEBE7B417F60C6B0B3D75FD15Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(24)00024-5/bib84A02220DEBDF3C9D8DD9A356114491Bs1

	What makes a discovery?
	1 Introduction
	2 What makes a discovery a discovery?
	3 On statistics and systematics
	4 Trials and trials of trials
	5 Theory bias or theory guidance?
	6 Intentional bayesianism
	7 The application of the Galactic Center Gamma-Ray Excess
	8 Closing thoughts
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	Acknowledgements
	References


