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Abstract

We have reanalyzed data obtained by Potter in a 1923 experiment aimed at testing whether the accelerations of test
masses in the Earth’s gravitational field are independent of their compositions. Although Potter concludes that the
accelerations of his samples compared to a brass standard were individually consistent with a null result, we show that
the pattern formed from a combined plot of all of his data suggests the presence of a fifth force coupling to baryon
number.

1. Introduction

For many years it has been recognized that tests of
the weak equivalence principle (WEP) are an important
tool in the search for new physics beyond the Standard
Model [1–7]. The reasons are twofold: First, many ex-
tensions of the Standard Model introduce new bosons
whose virtual exchange leads to new forces. Second, it
is most likely that the couplings of these new bosons to
fermions are not all the same [5, 8–11]. This inevitably
leads to forces which depend on the compositions of
the test bodies [12, 13], in contrast to gravity which is
composition-independent. Hence, finding a violation of
the WEP could lead to the discovery of new physics.

Recently it has been argued that in order to test for
the presence of a composition-dependent fifth force in
a WEP experiment, data are needed from significantly
more than one independent pairs of test samples whose
accelerations are being compared [14]. Note that early
experiments searching for composition-dependent ef-
fects in gravity by Newton [15], Bessel [16], Eötvös
[17–19], and Potter [20, 21] used many different sam-
ples. This is in stark contrast to more recent, high-
precision WEP experiments [22–27] which typically
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compare accelerations involving only two samples. The
reason that early researchers used many different sam-
ples is just as relevant today as it was for Newton: One
must use a sufficient number of different materials to
discern a pattern if one exists. Since many different
theoretical models exist for new forces, with different
couplings and spatial dependences, it may be difficult
to predict a priori what may actually be observed in a
given experimental setup. However, the clearest signal
would be the observation of a pattern in the data, where
none should exist. It is then remarkable that the most
precise WEP test utilizing a significant number of sam-
ples, the torsion balance experiments by Eötvös, Pekár,
and Fekete (EPF) [17–19], in fact reveal such a pattern.

Motivated by anomalous experimental results and
theoretical considerations, Fischbach and colleagues ex-
amined the EPF data for an acceleration dependence on
baryon number [28–31]. They found that the difference
in accelerations between samples was directly propor-
tional to the difference in baryon-to-mass ratios of the
samples. While their proposal to explain these results (a
new “fifth force” arising from a Yukawa potential pro-
portional to baryon number with a range on the order of
several hundred meters) was subsequently excluded by
many experiments [1, 2, 6, 7, 24, 31], the pattern in the
EPF data remains unexplained. In order to resolve this
Eötvös paradox [32], reconciling the EPF data with the
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lack of confirmation from precise experiments, it has
been proposed recently that a new set of WEP experi-
ments should be carried out using a sufficient number
of samples, with widely varying baryon-to-mass ratios,
to confirm or exclude the pattern observed in the EPF
data [14].

It is against this backdrop that we decided to examine
the data from the WEP experiment conducted by Potter
published in 1923 [20]. It is interesting to note that Pot-
ter’s motivation was not dissimilar to what is motivating
modern researchers. At the time, it was thought that the
constituents of nuclei were hydrogen nuclei (protons)
or helium nuclei. (The neutron had not yet been discov-
ered.) Potter wished to see if gravity affected the hydro-
gen and helium components differently, and so chose
a number of samples with different numbers of these
more fundamental nuclei. His experiment, which will
be described in more detail below, utilized a pendulum
and was less precise than the earlier EPF torsional bal-
ance experiment. From the measured periods of each
sample pendulum, Potter calculated and compared the
respective accelerations. In his published paper [20],
specifically, he reported a null result (each acceleration
is within the limit of uncertainty to one another) which
suggested the data were consistent with the WEP within
experimental uncertainties.

In our reanalysis of the Potter data described below,
we observe an unexpected result. Specifically, we find
that Potter’s period data, in fact, exhibit a clear depen-
dence on the samples’ baryon-to-mass ratios in a man-
ner not unlike that found in the EPF data. Our discus-
sion of the Potter experiment describes his procedure
and presents his results. We then carry out our reanaly-
sis of the data and detail the evidence for a period depen-
dence on baryon number. A phenomenological force
which could explain these data, and the similar EPF re-
sults, is suggested. We also consider alternative cou-
plings to atomic number Z and neutron number N. We
conclude by discussing the implications of these results
and how they might provide an important clue in resolv-
ing the Eötvös paradox.

2. Potter Experiment Description

2.1. Experimental Design and Procedure

In contrast to the EPF [14] and Eöt-Wash [2] tor-
sion balance experiments, the Potter experiment [20]
was performed with a pendulum, improving upon the
method used by Bessel [16]. Since he was not interested
in an absolute measurement of gravity, Potter compared
the sample pendulum periods with a standard made of

brass. Five groups of measurements were performed
and the results are presented in Table 1. (We note that
many details describing the experiment were omitted in
the published version of Potter’s paper, but are included
in the original submitted manuscript, which exists in the
archives of the Royal Society [21].)

In the beginning of each group of experiments, the
apparatus was calibrated by comparing a brass sample
to the brass standard. Both the standard pendulum and
test pendulum were of the same composition, and this
allowed a calibrated acceleration to be recorded for the
remainder of the samples in that group. The “calibrated”
acceleration was defined as g. This calibration tech-
nique also provided the period of a brass sample within
each group to which the other materials could be com-
pared.

The period, TS , of the standard was measured us-
ing a standard clock and found to be 1.7703 seconds.
Each of the samples was compared to the period of the
standard in the following manner: The sample and the
brass standard were released together, and hence were
in phase initially. After drifting out of phase, they re-
turned to being in phase, and the total time of this cycle
was recorded. More precision was obtained by timing
100 of these “beat” periods.

2.2. Experiment Groups
Each group had a distinct experimental setup for the

sample pendulum; however, each group was always
compared to the standard pendulum by using the period
of coincidence in the technique described previously.

Group 1: The first group of measurements deter-
mined the periods of brass, followed by lead and steel.
This group of samples was measured using a Cambridge
and Paul Brass Cylinder. A brass filled bob was mea-
sured three times and averaged to calculate and calibrate
the period of the brass sample for Group 1.

Group 2: The second group of samples were studied
using a Hilger Brass Cylinder. The calibration was de-
fined by measurements of a brass disc in a Hilger brass
cylinder. After the first sample, ammonium fluoride, the
pendulum needed to be cleaned and taken apart. When
the pendulum was reassembled, a new brass measure-
ment was needed, and the remaining samples were de-
fined as a separate group (Group 3).

Group 3: Two new brass calibration measurements
were made. The calibration was defined by measure-
ments of a brass disc in a Hilger brass cylinder, as well
as a brass ring. The period of the brass disc and ring
were averaged and recorded. The periods of bismuth,
paraffin wax, and duralumin were then independently
measured in the same Hilger brass cylinder.
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Table 1: Results from the Potter experiments [20]. TS is defined as
the period of the brass standard.

Material Period Acceleration
Group 1–
Brass 1.0004172 TS g
Lead 1.0004193 TS 0.999992g
Steel 1.0004220 TS 0.999980g
Group 2–
Brass .9999185 TS g
Ammonium fluoride .9999175 TS 1.000005g
Group 3–
Brass .9999885 TS g
Bismuth .9999895 TS 0.999994g
Paraffin wax .9999865 TS 1.000012g
Duralumin .9999905 TS 0.999992g
Group 4–
Brass 1.0000520 TS g
Paraffin wax 1.0000490 TS 1.000014g
Mahogany 1.0000485 TS 1.000015g
Group 5–
Brass .9999365 TS g
Paraffin wax .9999335 TS 1.000014g

Group 4: The fourth group of samples was measured
in a Hilger duralumin cylinder. A brass disc was used
to calibrate the group. After this calibration was car-
ried out, the periods of paraffin wax and mahogany were
measured.

Group 5: The final group of samples was again mea-
sured in a Hilger duralumin cylinder, and the calibra-
tion was done using a brass disc (similar to the previous
group of samples). The only period to be measured in
this group was that of paraffin wax.

2.3. Corrections for Systematic Effects

The values of the periods recorded in Table 1 are not
the raw measured values, but include multiplicative cor-
rection factors to account for various systematic effects,
which Potter took into consideration. These systematic
effects include:

• A reduction factor was incorporated into the pe-
riod of the pendulum to correct for a center of mass
which was not in the center of the cylinder.

• Potter also included a correction factor for finite
amplitudes estimated to be extremely small.

• A buoyancy correction was included for each pe-
riod, which also included any corrections from
temperature and pressure changes.

• Potter concluded that no correction due to damping
was necessary.

• Potter used a micrometer to measure the total
length of the pendulum arm, since the period de-
pended on the length of the pendulum. He plot-
ted the micrometer reading versus the mass of the
loaded substance. Potter then made a correction
which is dependent on the amount of deviation
from the expected straight line.

• Lastly, Potter discussed the correction made for
non-rigid motion between the pendulum bob and
the wire, as well as between the wire and the knife-
edge mounting. Potter calculated a multiplicative
correction for the non-rigidity of the connection of
the bob and wire, but stated that the correction be-
tween the wire and knife mounting was negligible.

2.4. Potter’s Conclusions

After obtaining the corrected periods for each exper-
iment group, Potter then calculated a value of the grav-
itational acceleration for each of the samples relative to
the brass sample of the experimental group, as shown in
Table 1. Potter observed that, except for the steel sam-
ple, none of the periods deviated from the correspond-
ing brass samples by larger than one part in 3 × 105. He
concluded that no differences in the accelerations by his
samples beyond the experimental errors were observed.
Unfortunately, he did not include a detailed analysis of
his statistical or systematic uncertainties.

Potter was well aware that the sensitivity of his ap-
paratus was much less than the torsion balance used by
EPF, whose work was published shortly before his paper
[17]. He mentioned that he attempted to obtain funding
for an Eötvös balance, but failed. Interestingly, a few
years later, he managed to obtain a grant to fund a new
experiment using an Eötvös balance. He published a
brief note stating that he again observed no differences
in the mass to weight ratios of his samples, this time
to one part in 1.5 × 107, but gave no specific results or
details [33].

3. Reanalysis of the Potter Data

3.1. Motivation

As in the case of the Potter experiment, it was con-
ventionally accepted that the EPF experiment gave no
evidence of a violation of the WEP. However, as dis-
cussed in the Introduction, a reanalysis of the EPF ex-
perimental data by Fischbach et al., revealed a pattern in
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Table 2: Summary of Data for Potter Samples. Here ∆Tib is mea-
sured in units of TS . Because of the uncertainty in the composition-
dependence of mahogany and the difficulty in estimating its value of
B/µ, we have not included its value of ∆(B/µ)ib.

Material Index (i) 106∆Tib 103∆(B/µ)ib

Lead − Brass 1 2.100 −1.00121
Steel − Brass 2 4.800 0.04672
NH4F − Brass 3 −1.000 −2.00941
Bismuth − Brass 4 1.000 −1.02305
Paraffin wax − Brass 5 −2.667 −2.24491
Duralumin − Brass 6 2.000 −0.38021
Mahogany − Brass 7 −3.500 —

the data which could be explained by a new force cou-
pling to baryon number. As emphasized in Ref. [14], it
is the pattern in the data which is important, a pattern
which should not exist if the WEP is valid.

With this in mind, we decided to undertake a reanal-
ysis of the Potter experiment since it used a significant
number of samples, and the published paper [20] (and
unpublished manuscript [21]) contained sufficient de-
tails of the experimental procedure and analysis to un-
dertake a reanalysis. Because the Potter experiment was
significantly less sensitive than the EPF experiment, one
does not expect to find a pattern in the Potter data, even
if a fifth force coupling to baryon number existed, and
had been detected by the EPF experiment.

3.2. Period Values for the Potter Samples

In our reanalysis, we decided to focus on the periods
obtained by Potter for each sample (Table 1) rather than
the accelerations. Surprisingly, Potter did not provide
any details how that latter were calculated, and it was
not obvious how these results were obtained.

Because of the different setups for each of the exper-
iment groups, the periods for each sample (Ti) must be
compared to the period of brass in each respective group
(Tb),

∆Tib ≡ Ti − Tb (1)

where Ti and Tb are both in units of TS , the period of
the standard. Table 2 presents a summary of the calcu-
lated difference in period for each substance compared
to brass (∆Tib).

3.3. B/µ Values for the Potter Samples

Since the EPF experimental data exhibit an accelera-
tion dependence on the baryon-to-mass ratio B/µ, where
µ = m/mH is the mass of the sample in units of the mass
of hydrogen mH, we calculated B/µ for each of the sam-
ples used by Potter. Several of the samples were chosen

for their relatively large hydrogen contribution, as dis-
cussed by Potter [20].

Here are some comments on these samples:

• Paraffin wax (CH2)n is an obvious choice, given its
relatively large hydrogen concentration, and gen-
eral availability (B/µ = 1.006698).

• Similar remarks apply to ammonium fluoride,
NH4F (B/µ = 1.006933).

• The chemical composition of mahogany, unlike
those of the other Potter samples whose composi-
tions are well-determined, is uncertain and depen-
dent on its source [34]. Therefore, we have not
included the mahogany sample in our analysis.

• Bi and Pb are elements whose B/µ values are given
in Table 2.1 of Ref. [1] (Bi: B/µ = 1.007920 and
Pb: B/µ = 1.007942). Although the concept of
baryon number (B), and hence of B/µ, did not ex-
ist at the time of the experiment, Pb(Z = 82) and
Bi(Z = 83) are neighbors in the Periodic Table of
Elements, and hence have very similar values of
B/µ.

• From Ref. [35] the alloy duralumin is composed
of Al(94.5%) + Cu(5%) + Mg(0.5%), by weight.
Since Al and Mg are also neighbors in the Periodic
Table, any variations in the B/µ values for duralu-
min are likely to be small and will be solely due to
the Cu content, which is any case is also relatively
small. The composition of this alloy of Duralumin
yields B/µ = 1.008563.

• With respect to steel, there are many alloys of
Fe which could be used as “steel.” As a rep-
resentative “steel” we use the value quoted in
Ref. [35] for stainless steel whose composition by
weight is: Fe (80.6%), C (0.4%), Cr (18.0%), Ni
(1.0%). The composition of this alloy of steel gives
B/µ = 1.008990.

• Brass is an alloy of copper and zinc, and can have
multiple compositions. The composition of brass
used in this analysis is quoted from Ref. [35] to
be Cu (60.0%), Zn (39.0%), Sn (1.0%) by weight.
The resulting baryon-to-mass ratio for this compo-
sition is 1.008943.

Table 2 shows the composition difference of each
sample, i, compared to brass, where

∆

(
B
µ

)
ib
≡

(
B
µ

)
i
−

(
B
µ

)
b
. (2)
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4. Fifth Force Model

Before continuing, and to motivate our subsequent
analysis, let us examine the effect of a new fifth force
on the Potter experiment. As discussed in Ref. [14],
the pattern observed in the EPF experiment can be ex-
plained by a force which couples linearly to baryon
number,

~F5 = B~F5 (3)

where ~F5 is a constant force field. Since the magnitude
of this force is much less than the gravitational force, its
effect on the Potter experiment can be investigated using
a simple pendulum model.
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Figure 1: Cartoon of a simple pendulum acted upon by the grav-
itational force (m~g) and a 5th-force proportional to baryon number
(B~F5).

Consider the setup shown in Fig. 1. A small test mass
m is suspended from massless string of length L, and
acted upon by the gravitational force m~g and a fifth force
given by Eq. (3) which, for simplicity, acts in the same
plane as the string tension and the gravitational force.
The tension and fifth force act at angles θ and φ, respec-
tively, relative to the vertical defined by the local value
of ~g as shown.

The torque τ acting on the pendulum mass is given
by (for θ � 1),

τ = −mgL sin θ + BF5L sin(θ + φ)
= −mgL sin θ + BF5L(sin θ cos φ + cos θ sin φ)
≈ (−mg + BF5 cos φ)Lθ + BF5L sin φ. (4)

Solving for the equilibrium angle (τ = 0), and assuming
that the gravitational force is much larger than the fifth
force contribution (mg � BF5 cos φ), the equilibrium
angle simplifies to,

θeq =
BF5 sin φ

(mg − BF5 cos φ)
≈ BF5 sin φ

mg
. (5)

The equation of motion of a pendulum with the fifth
force is then,

d2θ′

dt2 =

(
− g

L
+

B
m
F5 cos φ

L

)
θ′, (6)

where θ′ = θ−θeq is the angle of the pendulum measured
relative to the shifted equilibrium position, rather than
from the vertical. Eq. (6) is the differential equation of
a simple pendulum

d2θ′

dt2 = −
(geff

L

)
θ, (7)

where the usual value of g is replaced by geff given by

geff ≡ g − B
m
F5 cos φ. (8)

The period T of the pendulum is then given by

T = 2π

√
L

geff

= 2π

√
L
g

(
1 − B

m
F5 cos φ

g

)−1/2

. (9)

If we rewrite the mass in terms of the mass of hydrogen,
m = µmH, where mH = m(1H1) = 1.0078251u, and use

B
m

(
F5 cos φ

g

)
=

B
µ

(
F5 cos φ

mHg

)
� 1, (10)

it follows that

T ≈ 2π

√
L
g

(
1 +

B
µ

F5 cos φ
2mHg

)
= T0 + T5. (11)

Here the expression for the period has been explicitly
separated into the gravitational and fifth-force contribu-
tions, T0 and T5, respectively, where,

T0 ≡ 2π

√
L
g
, (12)

T5 ≡ T0

(
F5 cos φ
2mHg

) (
B
µ

)
. (13)

When computing the difference in the periods of each
material (Ti) and brass (Tb) in the Potter experiment,
the difference (Ti − Tb) will subtract out the constant
gravitational contribution (T0) common to both. This
leaves the fifth-force contribution which depends on the
baryon-to-mass difference of the two samples, i and b,

∆Tib = Ti − Tb = T5,i − T5,b

= T0

(
F5 cos φ
2mHg

) (
Bi

µi
− Bb

µb

)
= T0

(
F5 cos φ
2mHg

)
∆

(
B
µ

)
ib
. (14)
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Dividing by T0 we find,

∆Tib

T0
=

(
F5 cos φ
2mHg

)
∆

(
B
µ

)
ib
. (15)

As can be seen by this analysis, the intrinsic simplic-
ity of the Potter experimental setup makes it easier to ex-
tract directional information of ~F5. While a torsion bal-
ance is experiment is most sensitive to horizontal forces,
a pendulum is most sensitive to forces acting vertically.
For example, if the vertical component of the fifth force
is upward (|φ| < π/2), T5 > 0, while a downward com-
ponent (|φ| > π/2) gives T5 < 0. For example, if we
assume ~F5 is antiparallel to ~g (φ = 0), it then follows
from Eq. (15) that the period of the Potter data is,

∆Tib

T0
=

(
F5

2mHg

)
φ=0

∆

(
B
µ

)
ib
. (16)

If Bi/µi > Bb/µb, then Eq. (16) gives Ti > Tb. This is
intuitively what we expect from a force acting against
gravity: The larger the value of B/µ, the greater the
force opposing gravity, and hence the lower the net ac-
celeration driving the pendulum. This then results in a
longer period, Ti > Tb.

These results tell us that if ∆Tib is plotted versus
∆(B/µ)ib, and this simple model is correct, we should
expect the values to form a line with slope given by
F5 cos φ/2mHg, and the intercept should vanish.

5. Plotting the Potter Data

5.1. Coupling to Baryon Number

In what follows, we present two figures exhibit-
ing Potter’s data. Figure 2 plots the periods ∆Tib vs.
∆(B/µ)ib, the corresponding difference in B/µ values
between sample i and the brass sample for each group.
Following the model given by Eq. (15), a linear fit to the
data provides the slope and intercept for Fig. 2. Given
the uncertainty in the composition of mahogany [34],
that datum has not been included.

Of central importance in the ensuing discussion is
that no experimental uncertainties are shown for the
data points, since no quantitative uncertainties are ac-
tually quoted by Potter for the individual data points.
What we have from Potter is the following statement
in his summary, dealing with the accelerations of his
various samples compared to brass: “...no difference
greater than that attributable to experimental error has
been found.” Stated another way, the acceleration dif-
ferences, ∆(aib/g), were consistent with zero for all
of his samples. It follows that the uncertainties of

Figure 2: Plot of the 6 samples measured by Potter compared to brass.
∆Tib is defined in Eq. (1) and ∆(B/µ)ib is defined in Eq. (2), respec-
tively. The 6 samples are tabulated in Table 2.

the period differences would also be consistent with
zero. Nonetheless, the data evidently suggest a pattern
which depends on the composition-dependent quanti-
ties ∆(B/µ)ib. The nonzero slope of the resulting line
in Fig. 2, is consistent with what would be expected
from a composition-dependent fifth force proportional
to baryon number. Although the statistical significance
of the Potter results cannot be assessed, the “Potter ef-
fect” illustrates that a series of measurements, each con-
sistent with a null result, can nonetheless support an in-
teresting nonzero effect.

Since there are no uncertainties for ∆(B/µ)ib, and
none quoted for ∆Tib, a simple linear regression is suf-
ficient to find the slope aB/µ, intercept bB/µ, and the co-
efficient of determination (R2) of the line in Fig. 2:

aB/µ = (2.81 ± 0.40) × 10−3, (17a)

bB/µ = (4.14 ± 0.55) × 10−6, (17b)

R2
B/µ = 0.92. (17c)

Next, for illustrative purposes, we assigned an uncer-
tainty to each data point that is consistent with a null
measurement, as shown in Fig. 3. A weighted least
squares fit with these assumed uncertainties results in
a slope and intercept give by

aB/µ = (2.29 ± 1.0) × 10−3, (18a)

bB/µ = (3.46 ± 1.5) × 10−6. (18b)

We note that the slope and the intercept of the lines in
Fig. 3 and Fig. 2 agree. If the simple model given by
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Figure 3: Plot of the 6 samples tabulated in Table 2 measured by Potter
compared to brass with artificially assigned error bars that are consis-
tent with a null effect.

Eq. (15) is correct, the positive slope indicates that the
directional angle of ~F5 satisfies |φ| < 0, i.e., it has a
component that is vertically upward. Of course, with
uncertainties for each data point, the uncertainties of
the slope and intercept are increased compared to Eqs.
(17a) and (17b); however, it is important to emphasize
that the slope still represents a non-zero effect, and the
value of R2 indicates a reasonably good fit.

However, the intercepts of the lines in Figs. 2 and 3
are not consistent with zero, within the uncertainties, as
shown by Eqs. (17b) and (18b). According to Eq. (15),
a fifth-force contribution would not lead to an intercept.
(We note that a similar analysis for the EPF experiment
gives a vanishing intercept [14].) The non-vanishing in-
tercept suggests the presence of a non-baryonic system-
atic effect, which could arise from an unanticipated ex-
perimental systematic effect or in one of the multiplica-
tive systematic corrections Potter made, as discussed
earlier. Alternatively, it is important to note that, due to
Potter’s experimental procedure, all of the period differ-
ences are taken with an experiment group’s brass sam-
ple. A systematic involving these brass samples would
also lead to a non-vanishing intercept.

5.2. Alternative Couplings
The inference from Figs. 2 and 3 of a correlation be-

tween baryon number B and the periods measured by
Potter can be further strengthened by comparing those
results with other possible correlations such as with neu-
tron number N and atomic number Z. A summary of the
composition values used for the samples used by Pot-
ter is given in Table 3. In Figs. 4 and 5, we plot the

Table 3: Summary of Data for the Potter Samples. (The mahogany
datum is not included for reasons discussed in the text.)

Index (i) 106∆Tib 103∆(B/µ)ib 102∆(N/µ)ib 102∆(Z/µ)ib
1 2.100 −1.001 5.655 −5.755
2 4.800 0.047 −1.225 1.230
3 −1.000 −2.009 −8.987 8.786
4 1.000 −1.023 5.507 −5.609
5 −2.667 −2.245 −12.07 11.84
6 2.000 −0.380 −2.682 2.644

Figure 4: Search for a correlation of the data with ∆N/µ with a plot
of the 6 samples tabulated in Table 3.

analogs of Fig. 2 for the variables N/µ, and Z/µ, where
N = B − Z.

From Fig. 4, the slope, intercept, and coefficient of
determination for a fifth force coupling linearly to N
from the linear regression give,

aN/µ = (2.32 ± 1.4) × 10−5, (19a)

bN/µ = (1.57 ± 0.96) × 10−6, (19b)

R2
N/µ = 0.42. (19c)

Similarly, from Fig. 5, the slope, intercept, and coeffi-
cient of determination for a fifth force coupling linearly
to Z are given by

aZ/µ = (−2.31 ± 1.4) × 10−5, (20a)

bZ/µ = (1.54 ± 0.96) × 10−6, (20b)

R2
Z/µ = 0.41. (20c)

It is clear from both the plots, and the associated fits in
Eqs. (19a)–(20c), that there is no significant correlation
between either ∆(Z/µ) nor ∆(N/µ) and the periods in the
Potter data. The slope of both plots are non-zero within
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Figure 5: Search for a correlation of the data with ∆Z/µ with a plot of
the 6 samples tabulated in Table 3.

the uncertainties, but R2 ≈ 0.4 suggests that the differ-
ence in composition for ∆(Z/µ) and ∆(N/µ) does not
properly predict the value for ∆Tib. Therefore, ∆(Z/µ)
and ∆(N/µ) are not good predictors of a composition de-
pendent force affecting the Potter data. This reinforces
the significance of the correlation of the Potter data with
∆(B/µ) as embodied in Eq. (15).

6. Discussion

Since the Potter experiment has significantly less pre-
cision than the EPF experiment, and many experiments
have shown no evidence of a violation of the WEP prin-
ciple [1, 2, 6, 7, 24, 31], it is remarkable that one finds
a pattern in the Potter data very similar to what was ob-
served in the EPF data [28]. As noted in the Introduc-
tion, we have shown previously that data from a signifi-
cant number of independent pairs of samples are needed
to test for the presence of a composition-dependent fifth
force [14]. To establish this conclusion we started with
the results from the original Eötvös experiment [17–19],
and inflated their uncertainties to create a data set where
the acceleration differences of each pair were consis-
tent with a null effect. We then demonstrated quantita-
tively that, even in this extreme circumstance, the mod-
ified Eötvös data set still supported the presence of a
composition-dependent fifth force.

What is new in our current presentation is that we can
now support the previous conclusion with a set of actual
published experimental data obtained by Potter [20].
Although his period differences are consistent with a
null effect, as seen in Fig. 3 the resulting slope of the

line provides a clear example of how a fifth force signal
can nonetheless be embedded in the pattern formed by
a set of measured quantities. These results reinforce the
argument presented in Ref. [14] calling for a new round
of high precision tests of the WEP using many multiple
samples. We also hope that the result of this reanalysis
of the Potter experiment is an important clue that will
point to a final resolution of the Eötvös paradox.
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