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ABSTRACT

Using data from the GOTHAM (GBT Observations of TMC-1: Hunting for Aromatic Molecules)
survey, we report the first astronomical detection of the C1oH™ anion. The astronomical observations
also provided the necessary data to refine the spectroscopic parameters of CioH™ . From the velocity
stacked data and the matched filter response, C10H™ is detected at >90¢ confidence level at a column
density of 4.043%5" x 10! cm=2. A dedicated search for the C1oH radical was also conducted towards
TMC-1. In this case, the stacked molecular emission of CioH was detected at a ~3.20 confidence
interval at a column density of 2.02¢ £ x10* cm~2. However, since the determined confidence level is
currently <5g¢, we consider the identification of CyoH as tentative. The full GOTHAM dataset was also
used to better characterize the physical parameters including column density, excitation temperature,
linewidth, and source size for the CsH, CéH and CgH radicals and their respective anions, and the
measured column densities were compared to the predictions from a gas/grain chemical formation
model and from a machine learning analysis. Given the measured values, the C1oH~ /CioH column
density ratio is ~2.03:gthe highest value measured between an anion and neutral species to date.
Such a high ratio is at odds with current theories for interstellar anion chemistry. For the radical
species, both models can reproduce the measured abundances found from the survey; however, the
machine learning analysis matches the detected anion abundances much better than the gas/grain
chemical model, suggesting that the current understanding of the formation chemistry of molecular
anions is still highly uncertain.

Keywords: Astrochemistry, ISM: molecules

1. INTRODUCTION et al. 2006). This detection was the culmination of the

It has now been more than 15 years since the first early predictions that anions should be present under

reported molecular anion was detected in astronomical interstellar conditions (Herbst 1981). And, as summa-
environments with the discovery of CsH- (McCarthy rized by Millar et al. (2017) molecular anions are crit-
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ically important to the physics and evolution of astro-
nomical objects - including building up structures in the
early universe, dominating the visible opacity for stars
like the sun, being the possible carriers to the diffuse
interstellar bands and in determining the physical and
chemical environments of astrophysical regions includ-
ing measuring the impact of interstellar radiation fields
and other molecular cloud properties given their reac-
tivity. As such, the detection of interstellar molecular
anions are far beyond just an astrochemical curiosity.

The initial detection then sparked the search for
new molecular anions and the identification of CsH~
(Cernicharo et al. 2007; Aglndez et al. 2008), CgH~
(Briinken et al. 2007; Remijan et al. 2007; Gupta
et al. 2007; Kawaguchi et al. 2007), CsN~ (Thaddeus
et al. 2008), CsN~ (Cernicharo et al. 2008, 2020) and
CN~ (Aglndez et al. 2010), observed primarily toward
the dark cloud source TMC-1 and the evolved star
IRC+10216. Since these initial detections, searches for
CsH™ have shown that this anion is abundant in a vari-
ety of sources, from quiescent dark clouds to active star-
forming regions (Cordiner et al. 2013). These searches
revealed a wide discrepancy in the anion-to-neutral col-
umn density ratios. The anion-to-neutral column den-
sity ratio for carbon chains varies markedly with chain
length and the astrophysical environment. In TMC-1,
the C¢H~ /CsH ratio is ~2.5%, whereas the C4H- /C4H
ratio is only ~0.0012% (Cordiner et al. 2013), in-
creasing 20-fold to ~0.024% towards IRC+10216 (Cer-
nicharo et al. 2007). The enhanced anion fraction of
longer chains is mirrored by the N-terminated species:
CsN™/CsN = 12.5% and C3N-/C3N = 0.7% in TMC-1.
(Cernicharo et al. 2020). These observations highlight
thatanion chemistry and the limit to which carbon chain
anions can grow in astronomical environments are still
not well understood.

Recently, Siebert et al. (2022) reported the identi-
fication of the largest CHs-terminated carbon chain
molecule CH3C,N toward TMC-1 and in that work, de-
termined the column densities of several large carbon
chainfamiliesand made predictions for the column den-
sities for those species yet to be detected. These predic-
tions were made using the three-phase gas—grain chemi-
cal network model nautilus (v1.1, Ruaud et al. 2016).
In addition, a linear extrapolation as a function of chain
length was made from the measured column densities
of the smaller carbon chains. While the predicted and
measured column density ratios can differ up to an or-
der of magnitude, it served as motivation to conduct an
astronomical search for the elusive, larger carbon chain
species that may already be contained within our exist-
ing TMC-1 dataset.

As such, to follow on from the recent detections and
surveys of molecular anions, an extensive search for the
decapentaynyl radical (CioH) and the decapentaynyl
anion (CioH™ ) was conducted toward the dark cloud
TMC-1 — the site of the first detection of interstellar
anions — with the GOTHAM (GBT Observations of
TMC-1: Hunting for Aromatic Molecules) survey. The
family of H-terminated carbon chain radicals - CxH
(where n > 1) and their associated anions have been
studied invarious astronomical environments and these
species are believed to be share common chemical for-
mation pathways (Bettens & Herbst 1997; Walsh et al.
2009). To best constrain the column density ratios be-
tween the radical and anion species, we performed a
complete re-analysis of CsH, C¢H, CgH radicals and
their associated anions taking advantage of the signif-
icantly improved signal-to-noise ratio and spectral reso-
lution of our data compared to their original detections.
These observations provide the most rigorous measure-
ment of the column densities of these species with which
to compare to chemical formation and machine learning
models. They have also set a new limit to the largest
carbonchainspeciesdetectableinastronomicalenviron-
ments as the first detection of CioH™ and a tentative
detection of CioH are reported towards TMC-1. The
observing parameters describing the search for these
carbon-chain species are presented in Section 2. The
new spectroscopic analyses for C4H, CsH, and CioH™
aregiveninSection 3, which includesadiscussion of how
the astronomical detection of CioH™ enabled the more
accurate determination of its molecular constants. The
observational analyses on how the physical parameters
of TMC-1 are determined from these data are presented
in Section 4. The results of the observational searches for
CioH and CioH™ and the previously detected carbon-
chain molecules are presented in Section 5. A com-
parisonofthe predicted-to-measured columndensityra-
tios for this family of carbon-chain molecules from both
state-of-art gas/grain chemical models and from ma-
chine learning analyses are given in Section 6. Finally,
our conclusions are highlighted in Section 7.

2. OBSERVATIONS

Observations for this study were obtained as part of
the GOTHAM Survey. GOTHAM is a large project
on the 100m Robert C. Byrd Green Bank Telescope
(GBT) currently managed by the Green Bank Obser-
vatory (GBO). The GOTHAM program is a dedicated
spectral line observing program of TMC-1 covering al-
most 30 GHz of bandwidth at high sensitivity and spec-
tral resolution. All data were taken with a uniform fre-
quency resolution of 1.4 kHz (0.05—0.01km/s in veloc-
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ity) and an RMS noise of ~2—20 mK across most of the
observed frequency range with the RMS gradually in-
creasing toward higher frequency because of the shorter
integration times. This work uses the fourth data re-
duction (DR4) of GOTHAM targeting the cyanopolyyne
peak (CP) of TMC-1, centered at ajaoo0 = 04" 41M 42,53,
G000 = +25°41/26.8". Briefly, the spectra in these data
cover the entirety of the X-, K-, and Ka-receiver bands
with nearly continuous coverage from 7.9 to 11.6 GHz,

12.7t0 15.6 GHZ, and 18.0 to 36.4 GHz (24.9 GHz of to-
tal bandwidth). Data reduction involved removal of RFI
and artifacts, baseline continuum fitting, and flux cali-
bration using complementary VLA observations of the
source J0530+1331. Uncertainty from this flux calibra-
tion is estimated at ~20%, and is factored into our sta-
tistical analysis described below (McGuire etal. 2020a).
A full description of the fourth data reduction can be
foundin Sitaetal. (2022) and the observing strategy and
reduction pipeline is fully described in McGuire et al.
(2020a).

3. SPECTROSCOPIC ANALYSES

Upon comparison of the astronomical data and the fit-
ted laboratory spectra found in the publically available
Cologne Database for Molecular Spectroscopy (CDMS;
Endres et al. 2016), it was determined that a re-analysis
of the measured and predicted frequencies was needed
for C4H and C¢H. The spectroscopic data available
for the other radicals and associated anions very closely
matched the observational spectrum and no re-analysis
was required. The subsections below describe the pro-
cess for how the catalogs for C4H and C¢H were revised
and how the catalog for CioH™ was generated using the
astronomically measured spectroscopic data.

3.1. CsH

Upon inspection of the signal from CsH in the
GOTHAM data, it was immediately obvious that the
available line frequencies in the Cologne Database for
Molecular Spectroscopy (CDMS; Endres et al. 2016)
were insufficiently accurate to reproduce the observa-
tions. In particular, the hyperfine splitting, which
is well-resolved in the GOTHAM data, was poorly
matched by the catalog data. In some cases, the pre-
dicted line frequencies varied by more than a full-width
half-maximum linewidth compared to the astronomi-
cally detected features, thus necessitating new high-
resolution measurements.

CsH was prepared in the laboratory using the same
methods as previous experiments on its *C isotopo-
logues (Chen et al. 1995) and vibrationally excited
states (Cooksy et al. 2015). A mixture of 0.1% acetylene

was seeded in neon at a pressure of 2.5 kTorr and su-
personically expanded along the axis of a cavity Fourier
transform microwave (FTMW) spectrometer (Grabow
etal. 2005) in 400 us gas pulses atarate of 6 Hz. During
each gas pulse, a 1.0 kV discharge was struck between
two copper electrodes placed immediately after the valve
aperture, creating reactive products which combined to
make, among other species, CsH. Three perpendicular
pairs of Helmholtz coils are positioned around the spec-
trometer and tuned to null Earth’s magnetic field to less
than 50 milligauss throughout the cavity volume.

A total of 22 hyperfine-resolved transitions between
9 and 38 GHz were measured and assigned. These were
combined with previous sub-millimeter measurements of
a further 10 spin-rotation transitions between 143 and
200 GHzreported by Gottlieb etal. (1983), for which hy-
perfine structure was not resolved. The dipole moment,
which has been a matter of some debate over the years
due to the complicated electronic structure of C4H, was
taken to be 2.1 Debye (D), as recently determined using
high-level quantum chemical calculations (Oyama et al.
2020). Fitting was performed using the SPFIT/SPCAT
suite of programs Pickett et al. (1998). The full mea-
sured linelist, including which lines are used from which
data sources, along with the corresponding input and
output files from SPFIT/SPCAT, are provided as Sup-
plemental Information.

3.2. CeH

Although not quite as striking as for C4H, it was ev-
ident from our high-resolution GOTHAM observations
that existing catalogs for C¢H were insufficiently accu-
rate to reproduce the observational data. To address
this, we have refit all of the high-resolution experimen-
tal lines from the work of Gottlieb et al. (2010), which
had not previously been included. The updated cata-
log was sufficiently accurate for our purposes. The full
measured line list, along with the corresponding input
and output files from SPFIT/SPCAT, are provided as
Supplemental Information.

3.3. CioH~

To our knowledge, no laboratory spectra exist for
Ci0H™, and our own efforts to produce detectable quan-
tities in our instruments have not yet been successful.
Unlike C4sH and C¢H, however, CioH™ is a closed-shell
linear molecule, and as such, it is straightforward to
predict its rotational spectrum, which presents as a se-
ries of lines spaced by ~2B. Given a reliable predic-
tion of the rotational constant, B, prior work has shown
that it is possible to identify such species in interstellar
spectra preceding their laboratory confirmation. Ex-



4 Remijanetal.

amples include CsH* (Pety et al. 2012) in the Horse-
head PDR and CsH* (Cernicharo et al. 2022), HCsNH*
(Marcelino et al. 2020), and HC;NH"* (Cabezas et al.
2022) in TMC-1, among others.

We began our search for CioH™ by using a value of
B =299.882 MHz and D = 1 Hz, obtained by extrapo-
lating and scaling from the shorter members of the fam-
ily of anions. The B value specifically is in excellent
agreement with that obtained from a quantum chemical
calculation carried out at the M06-2X/6-31+G(d) level
of theory and basis set using the Psi4 suite of programs
(Smith et al. 2020) of B = 303.761 MHz. This level of
theory and basis set has been previously shown to reli-

ably produce rotational constants in excellent agreement

with experiment (Lee & McCarthy 2020).

Using our estimated values of B and D, we produced a
catalog of lines and performed a simulation, using a set
of fiducial values for visr, column density ratios between
velocity components, excitation temperature (Tex), and
linewidth (AV). These values are based on our prior de-
tection and treatment of benzonitrile within the source,
and have been shown to be excellent starting points for
the analysis of other molecules in the GOTHAM data
(see Supplementary Information of McGuireetal. 2021).
Noindividual transitions were seen above the noise level
of the observations. A spectral stack of the data us-
ing this first pass estimated catalog, however, revealed
a strong (>50) signal in the stacked spectra shifted by
just over 10 km s from the expected central velocity
(Fig. 1).

We then performed a least-squares fit to determine
what value of the rotational constant would be required
to reproduce the observed signal at the expected central
velocity. We derive a value of B = 299.87133 MHz, dif-
fering from the scaled prediction by 11 kHz or 0.004%.
Thisderived value was then used to generate a final spec-
tral line catalog for C1oH™ that was used for the remain-
der of the analysis described in this paper; a summary
of the values of the B rotational constant determined by
our methods are summarized in Table 1. As described
in detail in McGuire et al. (2021), a fractional accuracy
of better than 10-° (and ideally better than 10 in the
rotational constants of a molecule is required to recover
any significant signal from our spectral stacking tech-
niques. Thus, we can infer that our derived value of B
is likely accurate to at least 3 kHz.

4. OBSERVATIONAL ANALYSIS

In order to derive physical parameters (column den-
sity [Nr], excitation temperature [Tex], linewidth [AV ],
and source size []) for the target molecules in our obser-
vations, we used the same Markov Chain Monte Carlo

CigH™ Using B=299.882 MHz Prediction

Signd -to-Noise (o)
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Relative Velocity (km/s)

Figure 1. Velocity stacked spectra of C1oH™ using our first-
pass estimated catalog generated with B = 299.882 MHz.
The stacked spectra from the GOTHAM DR4 data are dis-
played in black, overlaid with the expected line profile in red
from our first-pass catalog and using our fiducial molecular
parameters. The intensity of the simulation is arbitrarily
scaled (no fit has been performed). The signal-to-noise ratio
is on a per-channel basis.

Table 1. Rotational constant of CioH- from quantum
chemistry, scaled from experimental values of smaller anions,
and determined in this work from our astronomical observa-
tions.

Parameter MO06-2X/6-31+G(d) Scaled This Work

B (MHz) 301.353 299.882 299.87133
D (Hz) - [1.0]" [1.0]"
T D was fixed to a value near that of CgH™ (D = 4.3 Hz; Gupta

et al. 2007), but no attempt was made to refine it further, given
the limitations of the analysis.

(MCMC) model employed in prior GOTHAM analyses
(see, e.g., Sita et al. 2022; Siebert et al. 2022; Lee et al.
2021c) and discussed in detail in Loomisetal. (2021). In
short, the MCMC model calculates the probability dis-
tributions and co-variances for these parameters which
are used to describe the emission of molecules observed
in our data. The resulting corner plots for the molecules
analyzed here are shown in Figs. A2, A3, B1, C1, D1,
El, F1,and G1.

We adopt the 50t percentile value of the posterior
probability distributions as the representative value of
each parameter for the molecule and use the 16% and
84t percentile values for the uncertainties. For proba-
bilities that show a Gaussian distribution, these corre-
spond to the 1o uncertainty level. Many of our resulting
probability distributions are indeed either Gaussian or
nearly Gaussian, and thus these values are usually quite
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representative of the 1o uncertainties. One of the advan-
tages of the MCMC technique over a traditional least-
squares fit approach is that far more of parameter space
isexplored. Correspondingly, amuch larger exploration
of the uncertainty space is performed as well, including
highlighting parameters that may be highly covariant
with one another. This manifests as non-separable dis-
tributions in the corner plots.

To explore this parameter space with our MCMC ap-
proach, a model of the molecular emission is generated
for each set of parameters using the molsim software
package (Lee et al. 2021a) and following the conven-
tions of Turner (1991) for a single excitation tempera-
ture and accounting for the effect of optical depth. Prior
observations from GOTHAM (Xue et al. 2020) and oth-
ers (Dobashi et al. 2018, 2019) have found that most
emission seen at centimeter wavelengths in TMC-1 can
be separated into contributions from four distinct ve-
locity components within the larger structure, at ap-
proximately 5.4, 5.6, 5.8, and 6.0 km s (Loomis et al.
2021). Insomecases, especially for lessabundantspecies
where there is not a clear detection in one of the velocity
components, we find that a three-component model has
performed better (McGuire et al. 2020b).

To determine the statistical evidence that our model
of the emission of these molecules is consistent with the
data, we followed the procedures described in detail in
Loomisetal. (2021) and performed a spectral stack and
matched filtering analysis for C1oH and Cio H™ . Briefly,
a weighted average of the observational spectra in ve-
locity space and centered on each spectral line of a tar-
get molecule was performed. The weights were deter-
mined by the relative intensity of the expected emission
(based on the MCMC-derived parameters) and the lo-
cal RMS noise of the observations. Considering the weak
expected intensities for both C,;oH™ and the CioH iso-
mers, any observational windows containing emission at
>50 were ignored in the analysis of those molecules.

Simulated spectra of the molecular emission using the
same MCMC-derived parameters were then also gener-
ated and stacked using identical weights. This simula-
tion was then used as a matched filter, which is passed
through the observational signal. The resulting impulse
response functionrepresentsthestatistical evidence that
our model of the emission from the molecule —and thus
our derived parameters for the molecule — is consistent
with the observations. In addition to the details of the
methodology provided in Loomis et al. (2021), the ap-
pendices of McGuire et al. (2021) include an extensive
analysis of the robustness of the methodology, including
the improbability of spurious signals and the minimal
impact of red-noise on the procedure.

We also performed MCMC fits for the more abundant
CsH, C4H~, CeH, C¢H~, CgH, and CgH~ molecules.
Given the low line density in our spectra, it is extremely
improbable that interfering signals from other species
would be present. Still, the spectral regions contain-
ing these transitions were manually inspected to ensure
there were no interloping signals or other concerns. All
strongly detected lines in our data are shown in the Ap-
pendix for C4sH (Figs. B2—B4), C4H- (Fig. C2), C¢H
(Figs. D2 and D3), C¢H™ (Fig. E2), CgH (Fig. F2), and
CsH™ (Fig. G2).

5. OBSERVATIONAL RESULTS

Figure 2 shows the stacked data, the stacked MCMC
model, as well as the matched filter response and the
first detection of interstellar CioH™ toward TMC-1. The
stacked emission in the right panel of Figure 2 exhibits
evidence at >90¢ for the presence of this molecule. Fig-
ure Al shows the individual spectral lines present in
the survey. While no individual lines of CioH™ are
present above the current noise level of the survey at
>30, there are spectral features seen in the correspond-
ing passbands that show some emission above the noise
(see, e.g. transitions at 10195.41, 13194.04, 14993.2 and
19191.26 MHz). Table 2 lists the measured physical val-
ues determined from the CioH™ fits. In this case, 3

independent velocity components were detected and_a

total CioH™ column’density of 4.04+10.67 % 10! cm~2
-2.23

was determined.

Table 2. Summary Statistics of the Marginalized C1oH-
Posterior

Ulsr Size Nr Tex AV
(kms~1) @) (10*cm—2) (K) (kms—1)

5.62470012  16*9 3.68"10%87
5.759°09%0 2730 0.27*9% 4.00"%210.360_+0,0%

—0.020

6.040°00L 65924, 0.09'0%2

Nr(Total): 4.04%3%%7 <10 cm™2

Figure 3 show the stacked observational data, the
stacked MCMC model, as well as the matched filter re-
sponse and a tentative detection of the CioH radical to-
wards TMC-1. The stacked molecular emission of CyoH
in the right panel of Figure 3 exhibits evidence at ~3.20
for the presence of this molecule; no individual spectral
lines were present. Table 3 lists the measured physi-
cal values determined from the CyoH fits. In this case,
4 independent velocity components were fit and a to-
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Figure 2. Velocity stacked and matched filter spectra of C1o0H™. The intensity scales are the signal-to-noise ratios (SNR)
of the response functions when centered at a given velocity. The “zero” velocity corresponds to the channel with the highest
intensity to account for blended spectroscopic transitions and variations in velocity component source sizes. (Left) The stacked
spectra from the GOTHAM DR4 data are displayed in black, overlaid with the expected line profile in red from our MCMC fit
to the data. The signal-to-noise ratio is on a per-channel basis. (Right) Matched filter response obtained from cross-correlating
the simulated and observed velocity stacks in the left panel; value annotated corresponds to the peak impulse response of the

matched filter.

tal CioH column density of 2.02*28gx 10 cm=2 was
reported.

Table 3. Summary Statistics of the Marginalized C1oH Pos-

terior
Ulsr Size Nr Tex AV
(kms™1) ) (10*cm~—2) (K) (kms~1)
5.5900 008 247  0.537)7%
+0.015 +4 +0.13 +0.31 +0.019
72000t 24 D%%0m  5.4573,0.002 g
5.859'0 01  13'% 1.15%387
+0.015 +246 +0.01
76-036 —0.013 033 356 0.05_¢ 01

Ny (Total): 2.02*2:58 > 10!t cm~—2

6. DISCUSSION
6.1. Chemical Modeling Predictions

Building on the modeling efforts of carbon-chain
chemistry in Siebert et al. (2022), we utilized the
nautilus v1.1 code (Ruaud et al. 2016) which has
been used previously to successfully study the forma-
tion of carbon-chain molecules detected with GOTHAM
data (Xue et al. 2020; McGuire et al. 2021; Shin-

gledecker et al. 2021). The model’s physical conditions
are identical to those studies (Tgas = Tgrain = 10 K,

NH.=2x10%cm=3, Ay =10,and {cr  =1.3x107% s7%;
Hincelin et al. (2011)) as are the elemental abundances
(Loomis et al. 2021). Based originally off of the KIDA
network, our networkalready contained some formation
routes to the C»H family from n = 2 to n = 10 and the
CrH~ family from n =4 to n = 10.

The simulated abundances are compared with those
observed in TMC-1 and the machine learning predic-
tions discussed in Section 6.2 assuming a TMC-1 hydro-
gen column density of Ny =10 cm™. For utility of
comparison, we adopt the same source age as discussed
in Siebertetal. (2022). However, it should be noted that
the simulated time of peak abundance can vary between
species, with heavier species and longer carbon chains
typically requiring a longer time to form. This time de-
pendence is shown in greater detail in Appendix I.

As Figure 4 shows for the CnH family, the chemical
model agrees within within a factor of 5 and the log-
linear trend is generally reproduced. One of the primary
production pathways of this family comes from atomic



Detection of C;0H™ Toward TMC-1 7

61 cooH
— 4r
)
b
§ 2+
i ‘ l
3 [
g 0 Il |"‘| Ul' lhl”l'"\
[0p]
_2.

—4 -2 0 2 4 6
Relative Velocity (km/s)

-6

Signal-to-Noise (o)

6 CmH' ' ' Peal'< Impullse Res'ponse:' 320 ]

4t _

ot

0 ]
-2t |

20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20

Relative Velocity (km/s)

Figure 3. Similar to Figure 2. Velocity stacked and matched filter spectra of CioH.

reactions of the form

C+ Cn—lHZ - CnH+H (1)

The rate coefficients of these reactions were estimated
by Loison et al. (2014) through extrapolation of the cal-
culations by Chastaing, D. et al. (2001) and Chastaing
etal. (2000) on C + alkenes, alkynes, dienes and diynes.
The other major formation routes involve atomic reac-
tions with related anions:

C+ Cn—lH_ - CnH+ e (2)

H+Cn,~ — ChH+e" (3)

For CioH, these reactions were studied theoretically in
Harada & Herbst (2008) and experimentally in Eichel-
berger et al. (2007) and Barckholtz et al. (2001).
The majority of the family is primarily destroyed
through electron attachment, producing their carbon-
chain length analogs among the C,H~ family. These
rates were also estimated by Harada & Herbst (2008).
For the carbon-chain anions, C-H™, the abundances

agree within an order of magnitude for C¢H and longer.

While the model predictions show the monotonically de-
creasing abundances found for the radical species, akin
to the log-linear trend seen for the majority of long car-
bon chains, it is not able to reproduce the enhanced
abundances found in CeH™ and CioH™ nor the rela-
tive positive correlation between C,H™ abundance and

carbon-chain length. Given the measured valuea the

C1oH™ /C1oH column density ratio is ~ 2.0* -h

highest value measured between an anion and neutral
species to date. Such a high ratio is impossible for our
model to reproduce, even if every electron collision with
CioH results in CioH~ formation. As such, the predic-
tions from the gas/grain chemical model illustrate that

there is much still uncertain about the chemistry needed
toformmolecularanionsinastronomical environments.
The chemical network for these species originates from
estimations done by Harada & Herbst (2008). The pri-
mary productionroute oftheanions (80-90%) isthrough
radiative electron attachment

CnaH+ e_—’CnH_"'y (4)

Another minor production route isalso presentinvolv-
ing reactions between longer carbon-chain anions and
atomic oxygen,

Cn+1H_+O - CnH_+ CO (5)

There are two product channels suggested for the de-
struction reactions between carbon-chain anions and
atomic hydrogen (Harada & Herbst 2008). We consid-
ered the pathway involving associative electron detach-
ment,

CnH_ + H - CnH2+ e_, (6)

for CnH™ (n=4, 6, 8, and 10). In contrast, the other
pathway involves fragmentation and has only been con-
sidered for C1oH™,

CioH +H — CgH™+ CoH. ©)

Harada & Herbst (2008) originally estimated all rates for
route 6 to be 1.0:107° cm? s=L. This was also the rate
estimated for route 7. In order to keep the total CioH™

+ H rate consistent with the other analogous anion reac-

tions in route 6, we modified the rates of both CloH +H
reactions from routes 6 and 7 from 1.0 X 10-° cmé st

to 5.0 X 107 ¢cm?® s~L. This resulted in a factor of ~2
increase in the abundance of CyoH relative to simula-
tions performed with the original rates.

There are limited experimental constraints on these
pathways and the corresponding rate coefficients. In
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NT(X)/N (Ha)
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Figure 4. The abundance and column density of the C,H
(left) and C,H~ (right) families as observed by the GBT
(black, solid, circles), simulated by nautilus (blue, dashed,
stars) at a model time of ¢ =2.5>10° years, and predicted
by machine learning (orange, dotted, ><s). The observed
column density of CoH istaken from Pratap etal. (1997) with
the Five College Radio Astronomical Observatory (FCRAO)
14m antenna .

particular, the major route 4 is very challenging to mea-
sure experimentally because of twofold reasons. Firstly,
anions are difficult to produce in a stable quantity. Sec-
ondly, it is difficult to observe the photoemission pro-
cess due to competing collisional stabilization. In ad-
dition, anion-neutral reactions, for example, might also
contribute to the CnH™ ’s formation, but these need to
be investigated further. Furthermore, while the current
model mainly focuses on the gas chemistry of the CnH~
species, electron attachment processes might occur on
grains, allowing the super excited anion intermediate to
be stabilized efficiently rather than being dependent on
radiative processes in the gas phase. Our understanding
of molecular anions and carbon chains can be improved
by constraining their grain chemistry.

6.2. Machine Learning Predictions

The column densities of both the observed and unob-
served parent and anion pairs were predicted using the
trained supervised learning regressors presented in Lee
et al. (2021b). For brevity, we only explain the relevant
methodological details here.

Starting from SMILES (Simplified Molecular-Input
Line-Entry System) (Weininger 1988; O’'Boyle 2012)
representations of molecules, we rely on a pretrained
MOL2VEC embedding model (Jaeger et al. 2018) to trans-
form each species into corresponding molecular vec-
tors. These vectors form a high dimensional represen-
tation that captures chemical (e.g. charge state, bond-
ing patterns) and structural (e.g. aromaticity) proper-
ties into a compact form usable by even simple regres-
sors for property prediction; in this case, and that of
Lee et al. (2021b), to predict column densities of un-
seen molecules. In contrast to conventional chemical
modeling, our machine learning approach only requires
molecular structure as input, and prior knowledge of
the chemical and physical properties of the source are
captured implicitly based on what molecules have been

observed. Thus, when conditioned on an astrophysical
environment, the trained model predictionscanbeinter-
preted as a baseline for column densities based solely on
manifold distances from new molecules to those already
observed.

The column density predictions from the machine
learning approach are given in Table 4, combining two
types of models as described in Lee et al. (2021b) us-
ing regression modules from scikit-learn (Pedregosa
etal. 2012). The magnitude of the column densities were
predicted using the gradient boosting regressor (GBR),
given its high accuracy in many regression tasks. We
also use a Gaussian process regressor (GPR) to estimate
the uncertainty in the column density predictions. Aside
from CsH, our machine learning predictions match the
mean of the observed values well within an order of mag-
nitude, and are captured within our observational and
model uncertainties.

In case of C4H, the nearly degenerate low-lying elec-
tronic states (Senent & Hochlaf 2010) cause a dis-
crepancy in the dipole moment trend that is observed
across the other carbon chains investigated in this work.
The average dipole resulting from a mixed state is not
well understood, as discussed in Gratier et al. (2016).
We attribute the low column density prediction for
CsH to limitations in the ML predictions, as they are
based purely on chemical similarity without dynami-
cal/electronic effects being considered, and can be con-
sidered as a baseline; their main strength is generalizing
across families of molecules to unseen species in a fast
and data-driven manner.

Theinherentvalue ofthe machine learning predictions
is two-fold: the capability to provide baseline expecta-
tion for the C;0H/CioH™ ratio and a straightforward
means to predict the abundance for the next in series
carbon chains, C12H/C1;H™ . The predictions from the
machine learningapproach are able to better match both
the radical and anion species detected towards TMC-
1 compared to the chemical formation model, except
for the predictions of C4;H due to electronic effects (as
discussed above) and expected model uncertainty for
specieswhererepresentative inventoryand knowledgeis
sparse or lacking. The machine learning approach also
comes closer to predicting the observed CioH™ /CioH
column density ratio compared to the chemical forma-
tion model. As such, it is now possible to make a pre-
diction for the other non-detected carbon chains species,
namely C;oH and Ci2H™ and the smaller molecular an-
ion CCH~. For comparison, the machine learning model
prediction for CCH of 2.2, 10 cm=2 is within a fac-
tor of 3 of the previously measured value of 7,2 10
cm~2 found by Pratap et al. (1997). For CCH~, chem-
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Table 4. Column densities used to train the machine learn-
ing algorithm and the predicted column density outputs

Molecule Nr Nr+ Std dev. Nr- Stddev.
(10cm~—2) (10cm~—2) (10¥cm—3)

CoH 223.0620 3138.7216 15.8525
C4H 4.4814 131.2213 0.1530
CeH 46.8980 512.2110 4.2940
CsH 4.9852 161.8065 0.1536
CioH 6.2294 255.1943 0.1521
CioH 7.1877 364.4581 0.1417
CoH- 22.9619 777.7198 0.6779
C4H~ 1.1724 13.5263 0.1016
CeH~ 1.2983 14.0185 0.1203
CgH~ 3.4520 118.5992 0.1005
CioH- 4.6145 196.5918 0.1083
CioH~ 7.0534 395.2162 0.1259

ﬁm—%ﬁm— o ¥ =
sion. The standard deviations for the predictions were calculated
using Gaussian Process Regression.

ical model predictions are not as clear: earlier chemical
models suggests CCH™ should have a lower abundance
than the larger polyyne anions due to its greatly reduced
radiative electron attachment rate (Herbst & Osamura
2008; Cordiner et al. 2008). Yet, the machine learning
model prediction of 2.3x10% cm~ suggests that CCH-
may be abundant enough to be detected in sources such
as TMC-1. However, the results from Aglndez et al.
(2008) reported an upper limit for CCH- of < 2.2 101!
cm~2 towards TMC-1. As such, these disparate set of
predictions compared to the reported upper limit again
shows our limited understanding of the formation of the
smaller CCH™ anion. For the larger species Ci,H and
Ci2H™, the predictions of 734 10! cm= and 7. 10%
cm=2, respectively, also suggest they may be detected in
TMC-1 once the spectroscopy of these species (includ-
ing calculated or measured dipole moments and parti-
tion functions), specifically C1,H™ are fully character-
ized. The spectroscopy of Ci2H is reported in Gottlieb
et al. (1998a) and can be used to guide an astronomical
search.

7. CONCLUSIONS

Using the GOTHAM data, we report the first astro-
nomical detection of the CioH™ anion toward the dark
cloud TMC-1 with the GBT. In fact, the astronomical
observations provided the necessary data to the refine-
ment of the spectroscopic parameters of C1oH™to enable
the first astronomical detection. These new parameters

will be essential for future studies of C1oH™ in the labo-
ratory. From the velocity stacked data and the matched
filter response, C1oH" is detected at >90 confidence in-
terval. In addition, there is evidence for several individ-
ual lines of CioH™ in the GOTHAM data though none
above the current noise level of the survey beyond the
>30 limit. In this case, 3 independent velocity compo-
nents were detected and a total C;0H™ column density
of 4.0423°8 x 10 cm~2 was determined.

A dedicated search for the CioH radical was also con-
ducted towards TMC-1. The stacked molecular emission
of C1oH was detected at a ~3.20 confidence interval. As
such, the presence of this molecule is currently consid-
ered tentative. In addition, no individual spectral lines
from this species were detected. The measured physical
values determined from the CioH fits include 4 inde-
pendent velocity components and a total CioH column
density of 2.025% x 10 cm=* was reported. Given
the measured values, the C;o0H= /CioH column density
ratio is ~2.0%%% the highest value measured between
an anion and neutral species to date. Such a high ra-
tio is at odds with current theories for interstellar anion
chemistry.

The full GOTHAM dataset was also used to better
characterize the physical parameters including column
density [Nr], excitation temperature [Tex], linewidth
[AV ], and source size ["] for the more abundant C4H,
CsH~, CsH, CeH~, CgH, and CgH™ molecules. These
data were compared to predicted abundances from both
a gas/grain chemical formation model and from a ma-
chine learning analysis. For the radical species, both
models reproduce the measured abundances found from
the survey better than an order of magnitude (except for
the C4H predicted abundance from the machine learn-
ing analysis). However, the machine learning analysis
matches the detected anion abundances much better
than the gas/grain chemical model suggesting that the
understanding of the formation chemistry of molecular
anions is still highly questionable. Finally, using the
machine learning analysis, it is possible to make a pre-
diction for the larger species, namely Ci;oH and CqoH™
and the smaller molecular anion CCH- . For CCH™, a
model prediction of 2.3 « 10'2 cm~2 shows that pre-
dicted column density of CCH" is in stark contrast to
the reported upper limit of < 2.3,10'2 cm~2. However,
for the larger species Ci2H and Ci,H™, the predictions
of 7.1 x 10" cm=? and 7.0 x 10 cm=, respectively
suggest they may be detected in TMC-1 once the spec-
troscopy of these species are fully characterized for an
astronomical search.
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APPENDIX

A. CioH/CioH- ANALYSIS

Fig. Al shows individual lines of CieH- covered in the GOTHAM data through 25 GHz. The data and simulations
are displayed at a smoothed resolution of 5.6 kHz (versus the 1.4 kHz native resolution of the GOTHAM observations)
to show the (very weak) potential signal from these individual lines particularly between 13.1-19.2 GHz. Lines up to
30 GHz were included in the analysis (and are included in the catalog provided in the Supplementary Information),
but are not shown here as the noise level of that data is much higher than the predicted line intensities.

13
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Figure Al. Individual lines of CioH™ covered in the GOTHAM observations through 25 GHz (black). Both the spectra and
the simulations have been smoothed to a resolution of 5.6 kHz (from the native 1.4 kHz full resolution) to better show potential
features. The spectra for lines falling at higher frequencies are substantially noisier and have been omitted from the plot to
reduce the number of panels. Simulations of C1oH™ emission using the parameters given in Table 2 are shown in colors, with
the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central
frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right. Each window is 6.0 km s~!in total width.

Figs. A2 & A3 show the corner plots from the MCMC analysis of CieH-and CioH, respectively.
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Figure A2. Corner plot for CioH- showing parameter covariances and marginalized posterior distributions for the CioH-
MCMC fit. 16th, 50th, and 84t confidence intervals (corresponding to *1 sigma for a Gaussian posterior distribution) ae
shown as vertical lines.

A.l. Jacknife Analysis

To further ensure that the signal attributed to CieH- is molecular in orHin, we performed a jacknife analysis similar
to that described in detail in McGuire et al. (2021). The catalog for CioH- was divided in half, with every other line

assigned to one of two different catalogs. A spectral stack and matched filter was then performed on each catalog
separately. Assuming the signal is indeed molecular and coming from CioH-, the resulting impulse response functions

should, when added in quadrature, should closely reproduce the signal from the full catalog. The results of the analysis
are shown in Fig. A4, and we find impulse response functions of 5.30 and 7.80. When added in quadrature, this results
in a total of 9.2, in very good agreement with the value determined from the entire catalog and shown in Fig. 2 of
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Figure A3. Corner plot for C;oH showing parameter covariances and marginalized posterior distributions for the C1o0H MCMC
fit. 16th, 50th, and 84t confidence intervals (corresponding to 1 sigma for a Gaussian posterior distribution) are shown @
vertical lines.

9.30. As discussed in McGuire et al. (2021), the small mismatch is almost certainly due to minor contributions of red
noise in the data at the level of, in this case, 0.10.
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Figure A4. Velocity stacked and matched filter spectra of CioH™ from a jacknife analysis where the full catalog was split
into two. The intensity scales are the signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) of the response functions when centered at a given velocity.
The “zero” velocity corresponds to the channel with the highest intensity to account for blended spectroscopic transitions and
variations in velocity component source sizes. (Left) The stacked spectra from the GOTHAM DR4 data are displayed in black,
overlaid with the expected line profile in red from our MCMC fit to the data. The signal-to-noise ratio is on a per-channel basis.
(Right) Matched filter response obtained from cross-correlating the simulated and observed velocity stacks in the left panel;
value annotated corresponds to the peak impulse response of the matched filter.
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B. CaH ANALYSIS

The best-fit parameters from the MCMC fit for CaH are shown in Table B1. The corner plot from the analysis is
shown in Fig. B1. Figs. B2—B4 show the individual lines of CaH detected in the GOTHAM observations.

Table B1. C4H Values

Visr Size N Tex AV
(kms™?) Q) (1038cm™?) X (kms™1)

5.65T5%06 b570%06  6.9508
5.754%%° 2972 6.52%2% +0.46 +0.013
586450 543 1.4ZYE OtV-oe V000w
6.0475%%° 45339  1.33P5%

N7 (TotaD)TT: 1.62%9.25 < 10 cm 2

Note — The quoted uncertainties represent the 16 and 84% percentile (10 for a Gaussian distribution) uncertainties.
TColumn density values are highly covariant with the derived source sizes.
T Uncertainties derived by adding the uncertainties of the individual components in quadrature.
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Figure B2. Individual lines of C4H detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of C4H emission using the
parameters given in Table B1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition

are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 4.0 km s~!in total width.
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Figure B3. Individual lines of C4H detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of C4H emission using the
parameters given in Table B1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 4.0 km s™!in total width.
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Figure B4. Individual lines of C4H detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of C4H emission using the
parameters given in Table B1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 4.0 km s~!in total width.
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C. CaH- ANALYSIS

The best-fit 8arar_neters from the MCMC fit for CaH-are shown in Table C1. The corner plot from the analysis is
shown in Fig. C1. Fig. C2 shows the individual lines of CaH- detected in the GOTHAM observations.

Table C1. C4H~ Values

Visr Size Nt Tex AV
(kms™) () (10°%m™? (K (km s™1)
5.6520%%° 4017 2.51708&
57405002317 3]:2 0'95+l‘32 +0.48 +0.014
5.9165%9%° 29%2 0,44_*8753 0:15_g47 V-181 0018
6.0187%22° 1Q%  2.89%%%

Nr(Total): 6.79%4% < 10%° cm =2
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Figure C2. Individual lines of C4H~ detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of C4H~ emission using the
parameters given in Table C1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 4.0 km s™!in total width.
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D. CeH ANALYSIS

The best-fit parameters from the MCMC fit for CeH are shown in Table D1. The corner plot from the analysis is
shown in Fig. D1. Figs. D2 and D3 show the individual lines of CeH detected in the GOTHAM observations.

Table D1. CgH Values

Visr Size Nt Tex AV
(kms™ " (102cm™?) (K) (kms™)

5.600°092 356%%  1.1590%

+0.02 + +0. + .
5.744°000 3575 3.06%0%8 5.128.01360.154 0.025

+0. N 40, —0.008
5.882_%%% 339 %é o.sqoz_;l’g
6.0167) 5 2845 0.460q7

Nr(Total): 5.17%362 > 10'? cm 2
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Figure D1. Corner plot for C¢H showing parameter covariances and marginalized posterior distributions for the CéH MCMC
fit. 16t, 50, and 84t confidence intervals (corresponding to +1 sigma for a Gaussian posterior distribution) are shown &
vertical lines.
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Figure D2. Individual lines of C¢H detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of C¢H emission using the
parameters given in Table D1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 6.0 km s™!in total width.
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Figure D3. Individual lines of C¢H detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of C¢H emission using the
parameters given in Table D1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 6.0 km s™!in total width.
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E. CeH- ANALYSIS

The best-fit parameters from the MCMC fit for CeH- are shown in Table E1. The corner plot from the analysis is
shown in Fig. E1. Fig. E2 shows the individual lines of CeH- detected in the GOTHAM observations.

Table E1. C¢H ~Values

Visr Size Nr Tex AV
(kms™) ()  (10%cm™) ()  (kms)
5.646°00% 919 8.76%%
5784004 3% 9.947%  jp0m w0013
5.90570%% 187 6.66%%
5.991°00 6367 3.08704

Nr(Total): 2.84*35 < 10 cm 2
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Figure E1. Corner plot for C¢H ~ showing parameter covariances and marginalized posterior distributions for the CsH~- MCMC
fit. 16th, 50, and 84t confidence intervals (corresponding to +1 sigma for a Gaussian posterior distribution) are shown &
vertical lines.
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Figure E2. Individual lines of CsH~detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of CéH~emission using the
parameters given in Table E1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 4.0 km s~!in total width.
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F. CsH ANALYSIS

The best-fit parameters from the MCMC fit for CsH are shown in Table F1. The corner plot from the analysis is
shown in Fig. F1. Fig. F2 shows the individual lines of CeH detected in the GOTHAM observations.

Table F1. CgH Values

Visr Size Nt Tex AV
(kms™ " (10cm™?) (K) (kms™)

5.632%0%% 696799 1.35%0%

5.775')5%%  20"3 5.007% 7 lgtz-olfg 0.159 0%

"y : s —0.008
5.897_%% 654_22% 0-47_02.11%
6.01 0_0.'021 672_267 0'44;0:15

Nr(Total): 7.25%2% < 10 cm 2
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Figure F1. Corner plot for CgH showing parameter covariances and marginalized posterior distributions for the CsH MCMC

fit. 16th, 50, and 84t confidence intervals (corresponding to +1 sigma for a Gaussian posterior distribution) are shown &
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Figure F2. Individual lines of CgH detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of CgH emission using the
parameters given in Table F1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Note that for CgH, the two separated features seen in each window represent the e (lower frequency) and f (higher frequency)
states; the two listed hyperfine components are blended into the features. Each window is 6.0 kms~!in total width.
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G. CsH- ANALYSIS

The best-fit parameters from the MCMC fit for CsH- are shown in Table G1. The corner plot from the analysis is
shown in Fig. G1. Fig. G2 shows the individual lines of CsH- detected in the GOTHAM observations.
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Table G1. CgH ~Values

Visr Size NT Tex AV
(kms™ ("™ (10%cm™?) (K) (kms™)
5.6465%08" 873  0.70%%%
5.812¢%%% 29*  2.20"%"* +0.30 +0.005

5.8965%%" 187 O.Sl_?;dg O.1/ _29V-1195_ 0005
6.0215%5%%° 12% 4.5977:5%8

0.005
Nr(Total): 8.00%5 %% 10 cm 2
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Figure G1. Corner plot for CgH ~ showing parameter covariances and marginalized posterior distributions for the CsH-MCMC
fit. 16t, 50, and 84t confidence intervals (corresponding to +1 sigma for a Gaussian posterior distribution) are shown &
vertical lines.
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Figure G2. Individual lines of CgH~detected in the GOTHAM observations (black). Simulations of CgH~emission using the
parameters given in Table G1 are shown in colors, with the total simulation in red. The quantum numbers for each transition
are given in the upper left of each panel, and the central frequency of the window (in the sky frame) is given in the top right.
Each window is 4.0 km s~!in total width.
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H. SPECTROSCOPY

The sources of the spectroscopic catalogs used for the analysis, as well as the literature references from which those
catalogs were created, are provided in Table H1. The rotational partition function values for each of the molecules
analyzed here are provided in Table H2 at the standard ste of temperatures from SPFIT/SPCAT.

Table H1. Sources for the spectroscopic catalogs used in the analysis for each molecule.

Molecule Catalog Source Lab Ref.

CsH This work Gottlieb et al. 1983, this work

C4H - CDMS Guptaet al. 2007; McCarthy & Thaddeus 2008; Amano 2008
CeH This work Gottlieb et al. 2010

CsH - CDMS McCarthy et al. 2006

CsH CDMS McCarthy et al. 1996, 1999

CgH - CDMS Gupta et al. 2007

C1oH CDMS Gottlieb et al. 1998b

CioH~ This work -

Table H2. Values of the rotational partition function used in the analysis for each of the molecules at the standard set of
temperatures from SPFIT/SPCAT.

T (K) C4H C4H - CGH CeH - CaH CaH - CloH CloH_

9.375 18.9084 42.3000 623.9222 142.2101 1407.8848 335.2048 1336.6177 651.7587
18.75  53.8950 84.2651 1478.7845  284.0880  3275.2896 670.0792  3029.9181 1303.1895
37.5  88.9165 168.1992  3503.2976  567.8499 7869.6366 1339.8382 7308.6095  2605.6555
75.0 123.9430  336.0788  7850.9514 1135.3965 18005.0283  2679.3957 17004.5164  5146.2785
150.0 165.5392  671.8809 16755.0177 2270.5807  38992.1292 5358.6689  37330.0583  9254.1018
225.0 211.5154 1007.7399 25714.4862 3405.8862 60175.2140  8038.1533  57920.6283  11998.1575
300.0 264.0606 1343.6560 34689.6933 4541.3128 81412.8992 10717.8486 78585.6294 13864.1185

I. CHEMICAL MODELING TIME DEPENDENCE

Figure I1 shows the time-dependence of the simulated abundances within the nautilus chemical models in relation
to the observed values, shown as hashed horizontal boxes. As it can be seen, the relative trend lines of these species
can be quite time dependent, the time of peak abundance is strongly dependent on carbon chain length. For ease of
comparison to previous studies of carbon-chains in TMC-1, we adopt the same source age as Siebert et al. (2022) of
2.5x10s years, as also shown in Figure I1.
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Figure I1. Simulated gas-phase abundance and column densities of the C,N (left) and C,H~ (right) families from nautilus
chemical models in comparison to the observed values with uncertainties as a horizontal bars with hashed patterns. The time
used in Figure 4 is shown as a vertical dashed gray line. The same hash and color scheme is used for molecules containing the
same number of carbon atoms
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