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Charge conservation and the Pauli exclusion principle (PEP) result from fundamental symmetries
in the Standard Model, and are typically taken as axiomatic. High-precision tests for small violations
of these symmetries could point to new physics. In this work we consider three models for violation
of these processes which would produce detectable ionization in the high-purity germanium detectors
of the Majorana Demonstrator. Using a 37.5 kg-yr exposure, we report a new lower limit on
the electron mean lifetime of τe > 3.2 × 1025 yr (90% CL), the best result for this decay channel
(e → νeνeνe or more generally e → invisibles) in more than two decades. We also present searches
for two types of violation of the PEP, setting new limits on the probability of two electrons forming
a symmetric quantum state. Using our 228Th calibration data set, which introduces electrons new to
the system through electron-positron pair production, we obtain a world-leading model-independent
limit for a terrestrial experiment of β2/2 < 1.0× 10−3 (99.7% CL). Our 37.5 kg-yr exposure is also
used to search for a process where an electron in an atomic system spontaneously violates the PEP,
resulting in a model-dependent upper limit of β2/2 < 1.0× 10−48 (90% CL).

Searches for small violations of fundamental symme-
tries have driven modern experimental physics, from the
discovery of parity nonconservation in β-decay [1], to
tests disproving Bell’s inequality [2–4]. In this work we
consider two well-validated principles of quantum me-
chanics, charge conservation and Pauli exclusion, which
emerge from robust mathematical frameworks and are

typically taken as axioms. Many models have been
proposed which allow their violation by exotic mecha-
nisms [5–13], and point to signs of new physics.

Large underground radiation detectors offer a novel en-
vironment to search for rare signals produced by such
symmetry violations. The Majorana Demonstra-
tor, a high-purity germanium (HPGe) array, has world-
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FIG. 1. Three processes disallowed by quantum mechanics that would produce ionization in Ge atoms. A simplified view of the
atom includes a nucleus (red) surrounded by the closest orbital electrons (blue) depicting their nonstandard processes (green).
Additional bound electrons are not illustrated for clarity. Left: Charge nonconservation, with an electron decaying to three
neutrinos. Middle: Pauli exclusion principle (PEP) violation by a newly born electron produced by pair production from an
incident gamma (Type I) Right: PEP violation where an electron descends to a fully occupied energy level (Type III).

leading energy resolution and ultra-low levels of radioac-
tive backgrounds, and in addition to its primary search
for neutrinoless double beta decay [14, 15], it has been
used to search for bosonic dark matter [16, 17], fraction-
ally charged particles [18], trinucleon decay [19], and sig-
natures of quantum wavefunction collapse [20].

The Demonstrator consists of two separate mod-
ules of p-type point contact (PPC) HPGe detectors, with
29.7 kg enriched in 76Ge, and collected an ultimate ex-
posure of 65 kg-yr [15]. From this primary data set,
an exposure of 37.5 kg-yr of enrGe data was selected for
analysis of the 1–100 keV low-energy range. To produce
the final spectrum, a series of analysis cuts are applied
which remove events from electronics noise and energy-
degraded surface events, while retaining bulk events
above 20 keV with 92% efficiency [17]. The enrGe detec-
tors achieved background rates of 0.01 counts/(keV kg d)
from 20–40 keV and 0.06 counts/(keV kg d) at 5 keV
through use of highly radiopure materials, the deep un-
derground location, and careful control of the surface ex-
posure time. In the spectrum, we observe a nearly flat
continuum consisting of Compton scatter events between
20–100 keV, with contributions from 3H, 55Fe, and 68Ge
below 20 keV.

In this work, we present an experimental test of charge
conservation, searching for the spontaneous disappear-
ance of an electron to “invisibles” (no photons), with
the most favorable mode being to three neutrinos, (e →
νeνeνe) [21]. Our result for the mean lifetime of the elec-
tron is the best in more than two decades [22]. We then
report new limits on violations of the Pauli exclusion
principle, which would also have a detectable ionization
signature in our HPGe array. These “forbidden” mecha-
nisms considered are illustrated in Fig. 1.

I. TEST OF ELECTRIC CHARGE
CONSERVATION

Conservation of electric charge arises from the global
U(1) symmetry gauge invariance of the electric field [23].
The photon is the associated gauge boson, massless and
exactly symmetric under gauge transformation with an
unobservable quantum phase. Extremely small experi-
mental upper limits on the photon mass are generally
considered to be evidence of exact electric charge conser-
vation. However, there are theoretical BSM frameworks
which allow electric charge nonconservation, either by
broken gauge symmetry or by hidden processes such as
charge leakage into extra dimensions [24–27].

Violation of charge conservation implies that electrons,
the lightest charged leptons, may have a finite lifetime.
Hence, the conservation of electric charge can be tested
by searching for the decay of electrons to chargeless
particles with lighter mass, such as neutrinos and pho-
tons. Experiments have set limits on the decay pro-
cess (e → νeγ) by searching for a peak at 255.5 keV,
with the best result from Borexino giving a mean life-
time τe > 6.6× 1028 y [28]. The electron may also decay
without a photon to multiple neutrinos or other unknown
chargeless BSM particles, often referred to as a “disap-
pearance” mode. Decay to three neutrinos (e→ νeνeνe)
is considered the most favorable of these modes, being
comprised of known particles which can balance angu-
lar momentum and conserve lepton number. In gen-
eral, a search for electron disappearance would include ef-
fects from any “invisible” mechanism, not only the three-
neutrino mode. Disappearance mechanisms to date give
lifetimes on the order of 1024 years [21], and we point
out that if more than one decay mode is available for
an electron, the channel with the shorter lifetime will be
favored.

Data from the low-background physics run of the
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FIG. 2. Spectral fit of the energy region surrounding the
peak at 11.1 keV expected from the (e → νeνeνe) charge
nonconserving decay of a Ge K-shell electron. The 90% CL
upper limit on the rate is R = 0.0013 counts/kg-d, taken from
a 37.5 kg-y exposure.

Demonstrator can be used to search for decay of
atomic electrons within the HPGe detectors. If a K-shell
(ground state) electron in a Ge atom decays to neutri-
nos (or other invisibles), a hole is produced in the shell,
and electrons in higher shells will cascade to fill it, emit-
ting X-rays and Auger electrons until the full binding
energy (11.1 keV) is released. This cascade occurs in a
short time scale relative to the HPGe charge collection
time, making the signature of this process a Gaussian
peak in the spectrum at 11.1 keV.

We perform an unbinned maximum likelihood fit in
the region of interest, and extract an upper limit on the
potential contribution from an absent peak by varying
the number of counts in the peak and profiling the like-
lihood function to a particular confidence level (90%,
95%, or 99%) to compare with previous literature val-
ues. The excellent energy resolution allows discrimina-
tion from the nearby 10.37 keV X-ray line originating
from 68Ge electron capture decay, and the acceptance ef-
ficiency of the pulse shape analysis cuts is (91 ± 2)% at
11.1 keV. The energy calibration provided by the ββ(0ν)
analysis is validated by observation of the 10.37 keV line
at the expected energy. The background function is a
second-order Chebyshev polynomial, and nearby cosmo-
genic peaks are included in the model. This method is
the same one used to search for peaked signatures for
exotic dark matter in Ref. [17] and further details are
given in Sec. A. The fit result is shown in Fig. 2, giv-
ing a 90% upper limit on the event rate at 11.1 keV of
R = 0.0013 counts/(kg-d). The limit on the mean life-
time τe = ne/R is calculated from the upper limit on the
decay rate per unit time R, the number density of Ge
atoms, NGe = 7.96× 1024/kg, and two K-shell electrons
for each Ge atom, ne = 2NGe. We find a mean lifetime
of τe(e → νeνeνe) > 3.2 × 1025 y at 90% CL, the most
stringent limit for this decay channel by a factor 13 over
Ref. [22].

II. TESTS OF PAULI EXCLUSION PRINCIPLE
VIOLATION

The Pauli exclusion principle (PEP) states that two
identical fermions cannot occupy the same quantum
state [29]. In modern quantum mechanics, it is un-
derstood to originate from the spin-statistics theorem,
which describes the antisymmetric behavior of fermions
in quantum systems [30]. Many mechanisms of PEP-
violation have been proposed, making a direct compari-
son difficult [8, 9, 31–34]. Experimental tests of the PEP
may set limits on the probability of two fermions to form
a symmetric quantum state. In this work it is taken to be
a ratio of lifetimes between PEP-obeying (antisymmet-
ric) and PEP-violating (symmetric) atomic transitions of
electrons,

β2/2 ≡ τPEP/τPEP−v. (1)

The transitions in which a model allows the PEP to be
violated are determined by the initial symmetric states
of the electron. In particular, the Messiah-Greenberg
superselection rule [35] forbids transitions of individual
electrons between antisymmetric and symmetric states,
allowing only newly created electrons, or electrons al-
ready in a symmetric state, to make the transition. As
electrons in symmetric states have not been observed,
the newly created ones are the only model-independent
test currently available. This constraint, however, can be
evaded by exotic physics such as the existence of extra
dimensions or electron substructure [36, 37]. More re-
cently, it has been proposed that the violation of the spin-
statistics theorem and hence PEP violation can emerge
naturally from quantum gravity [38]. The paper by El-
liott et al. [39] reviews the experimental and theoretical
considerations. Following this framework, processes that
can violate the PEP are classified into three categories:

• Type I interactions are between a system of elec-
trons and a PEP-violating electron that has not
previously interacted with other electrons. A newly
created electron from pair production has not es-
tablished previous symmetry with any system, and
a PEP-violating process is allowed by any model.
It can travel a short distance between atoms before
interacting with (or being captured by) an atomic
shell.

• Type II interactions are between a system of elec-
trons and an electron that has not previously inter-
acted with that given system. An electron may be
created (or already exist in a steady state), travel
some distance, and interact with another system
such as an atom, e.g. through an electric current,
with some probability of PEP violation.

• Type III interactions are between a system of elec-
trons and an electron within that given system.
This is the most model-dependent search, since the
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FIG. 3. The combined 228Th spectrum for all active detectors
in the Majorana Demonstrator calibration data set, from
data taken during 2015–2019.

PEP-violating electron is already in a steady state
in its host atom.

Each type of PEP violation can be tested experimen-
tally with HPGe detectors, and tests of Types I and III
are possible with the Demonstrator data set. A Type
I search is performed using the 228Th calibration data,
and a Type III search is performed with the 37.5 kg-yr
low-energy background data. A Type II search has been
done previously in Ref. [39] with a prototype Majorana
detector, using electrical current through Pb as the tran-
sition source, and more recently the VIP-2 experiment
has improved this limit [40, 41]. We note that in the final
state, a PEP-violating electron could in principle persist
in the K shell indefinitely, which would change the chem-
ical properties of the atom and be detectable by spectro-
scopic methods [42]. Ref. [39] considers these long-lived
final states unlikely, and the PEP-violating electron could
subsequently decay (e.g. to three neutrinos).

A. Type I PEP Violation: Electrons generated by
pair production in 228Th calibration data

The calibration system of the Demonstrator con-
sists of twin 228Th line sources, periodically introduced
into the system for weekly 60-90 minute calibrations
of each module and periodic longer runs. We utilize
40.43 days from the first detector module, and 21.38
days from the second module. The signature of Type
I PEP violation in the Majorana calibration data set
can be observed from pair production events produced
by 2614.5 keV gamma rays from the decay of 208Tl in the
228Th line source (Fig. 1), which create electron-positron
pairs in the detectors. The positron annihilation pro-
duces two 511.0 keV gamma rays, and one or both may
escape the detector, creating single-escape peak (SEP)
events at 2103.5 keV and double-escape peak (DEP)
events at 1592.5 keV. If the PEP is violated, the pair-
produced electron may be captured by a Ge atom and
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FIG. 4. Calibration fits in the single-escape peak (SEP, top)
and double-espcape peak (DEP, bottom) regions, showing the
best-fit from the combined fit of the SEP and DEP peaks
(cyan), and the contribution to the 10.6 keV region above the
peak corresponding to a 95% CL upper limit on β2/2 (red).

transition to the already occupied K shell. The transi-
tion energy of this forbidden process and the cascade of
electrons to fill the empty L-shell will add up to release
10.6 keV of energy, when correcting for the additional
shielding of the nuclear charge when the K shell is oc-
cupied [39]. The full-energy peak contains a significant
contribution of ionization events with no pair production,
which precludes its use in our search. The additional
cascade produced by the PEP-violating capture to the K
shell sums with the SEP or DEP energy, making the sig-
nature of the transition a peak 10.6 keV above the SEP
and DEP peaks. The best prior limit for this process
is β2/2 < 1.4 × 10−3 (3σ CL) [39] achieved by using a
single HPGe detector and 228Th source. Our calibration
runtime and active detector mass are both significantly
larger, comprising a multi-year run of the Demonstra-
tor. The spectrum used for our Type I search is shown
in Fig. 3, with standard data cleaning and quality cuts
applied [43].

Analysis of the peaks 10.6 keV above the SEP
(2104 keV) and DEP (1592 keV) peak can be done sep-
arately or with a combined fit. Since β2/2 is defined in
terms of the ratio τPEP/τPEP−v, many systematics in-
cluding uncertainties in efficiency and exposure cancel
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TABLE I. Upper limits on β2/2 from each fit technique, with
the combined fit method giving the most stringent limit.

method 95% CL 3σ (99.7%) CL
SEP + DEP 6.3× 10−4 1.0× 10−3

SEP 1.3× 10−3 1.6× 10−3

DEP 1.6× 10−3 2.1× 10−3

out, resulting in a more robust search. For each detec-
tion method, we employ a binned likelihood fit approach
adapted to a variable binning, to reduce statistical and
systematic errors associated with each peak. The SEP
and DEP are fit with a precision peakshape function
to reduce systematic error [43], while the PEP-violating
peak 10.6 keV above is counted using a single bin to min-
imize statistical error and measure the rate only. The
primary peak is selected to compute an upper limit on
τPEP, and the upper region gives τPEP−v. This allows us
to compute the lifetimes τPEP and τPEP−v and set limits
on β2/2, by performing a simple counting analysis of the
events in each peak.

The sensitivity of the three detection techniques de-
pends on the signal peak and background count rates at
each energy, and the results from each method are given
in Table I and Fig. 4. Our most stringent result is ob-
tained from a combined fit of the SEP+DEP regions of
interest, β2/2 < 1.0 × 10−3 at 99.7% CL (3σ). This is
currently the best of all terrestrial Type I PEP violation
searches, improving the previous best limit by 30%.

B. Type III PEP Violation: Electron transition in
low-energy background data

We also searched for Type-III PEP-violating transition
of an L-shell electron in a Ge atom to the already occu-
pied K-shell [10, 16], shown in Fig. 1. The signature of
this process is a Gaussian peak at 10.6 keV, which would
appear as a shoulder on the 10.37 keV 68Ge peak. Simi-
lar to the CNC search, we search for the PEP-violating
atomic transition with the 37.5 kg-yr low-energy data set.
The total efficiency of the low-energy cuts is (91 ± 2)%
at 10.6 keV, and we set an upper limit of the count rate
in the spectrum at the region of interest with the same
profile likelihood technique.

We find an upper limit on the count rate at 10.6 keV,
R = 0.0041 counts/kg-d (90% CL), shown in Fig. 5. We
then calculate the mean lifetime using the same expres-
sion for lifetime as in Sec. II A, τe = nGe/R. We find a
mean lifetime of 1.7×1032 s (90 % CL). Majorana pre-
viously set the most stringent upper limit at 90% CL on
this process, at β2/2 < 8.5 × 10−48 with 478 kg-d expo-
sure [16]. Comparing to the 1.7×10−16 s mean lifetime of
a standard K-α transition in Ge, we set an improved limit
on the PEP-violating transition at β2/2 < 1.0 × 10−48

(90% CL), a factor 8.9 improvement over the previous
limit [16].

C. Discussion

Low-background underground radiation detectors offer
a unique enviroment to search for weak signatures from
nonstandard processes. This work is an important com-
plement to searches such as VIP-2 [40, 41], which search
for Type-II PEP-violation by circulating large numbers
of charge carriers through a sensitive detection volume.
Larger Ge arrays with lower backgrounds are currently in
active development [44] and an order-of-magnitude im-
provement in these tests of fundamental quantum me-
chanical principles may soon be attained.
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Appendix A: Methods

1. Detectors and data taking scheme

The Demonstrator was located at the 4850-ft un-
derground of the Sanford Underground Research Facil-
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ity (SURF) in Lead, South Dakota, consisting of two
separate ultra-low background modules of PPC HPGe
detectors with a total mass of 44.1 kg, of which 29.7 kg
were enriched to 88% in 76Ge [45]. The detectors were
operated in a vacuum cryostat within a graded shield
made from ultra-low background electroformed Cu and
other shielding materials sourced to meet stringent ma-
terial purity requirements [46].

The Demonstrator calibration system accomodates
a 228Th line source through a track penetrating the shield
and surrounding each cryostat in a helical shape [47].
When deployed, the line source exposed all detectors in
the array for energy calibration and stability determina-
tion. During normal operations, sources were deployed
weekly for 60-90 minutes to perform routine energy cal-
ibrations, while longer runs (12-24 hours) were taken to
refine energy and other pulse shape analysis parameters.

From 2015–2019 the original set of 35 enrGe detectors
were operated, using a data blindness scheme of alternat-
ing 31 hours of open data followed by 93 hours of blinded
data, to mitigate possible bias in the development of anal-
ysis routines. Analysis of the calibration data set does
not employ a blinded approach. The Demonstrator
continues to operate with 14.3 kg of natural Ge detec-
tors in a single module for background studies and other
rare-event searches.

2. Peak fits at low energy

The peak scanning algorithm uses a ±(7σres + 1) keV
window near the peak position as the fit region of inter-
est (ROI), where σres is the exposure-weighted combined
detector resolution as a function of energy. The 1 keV
offset ensures an ROI of at least 2 keV, even for a vanish-
ingly small σ. The ROI for the PEP-violating transition
search at 10.6 keV is 8.6–12.6 keV, and the ROI for the
charge nonconserving electron decay at 11.1 keV is 9.1–
13.2 keV. In the low-energy background data near the
10.6 keV signature, cosmogenic peaks at 65Zn (8.98 keV),
68Ga (9.66 keV), and 68Ge (10.37 keV) are expected. Ex-
ternal 210Pb may also induce a peak at 10.8 keV. The
energy calibration in the low-energy region is precise
enough to treat the location of the cosmogenic peaks as
fixed at the literature values. Other contributions from
tritium beta decay and Compton scattering from higher
energy peaks form a background continuum that is sepa-
rable from the peak-like signature, and is approximated
by a second-order polynomial within the ROIs.

In the narrow ROIs where the background continuum
can be approximated as a second-order polynomial, the
spectrum is modeled as

P(E; θ) = η(E)
(
n0Ppoly +

npks∑
i

ni PG,i + nobsPrare

)
,

(A1)
where Ppoly,PG,i and Prare are the normalized spectral
distributions for the polynomial background, i-th cosmo-
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FIG. 5. The 90% CL spectral fit of the rare Gaussian peak
at 10.6 keV expected from the PEP-violating transition of
an L-shell electron in a Ge atom to the already-occupied K-
shell. The 90% CL upper limit on the counts at 10.6 keV is
0.0041 counts/kg-d.

genic peak and the rare event peak of interest, respec-
tively, and n0, ni and nobs are the number of events in
each distribution. Additional nuisance parameters are
denoted θ. We fit the model spectrum to the data using
the unbinned extended likelihood method [48–50]. While
the shape parameters for the polynomial background are
unbounded, the widths of the Gaussian rare peak and
background peaks are constrained by the detector energy
resolution.

Profiling the likelihood function by varying the num-
ber of counts in the rare signal peak, and fixing all other
nuisance parameters at their best-fit values, is a standard
technique which results in a conservative upper limit on
the rate. The signal peaks in both the CNC and Type
III PEP searches overlap to some extent with the cosmo-
genic lines. The likelihood contour is typically flat up to
the number of counts assigned to the overlapping peaks,
and only increases to the desired CL above these counts;
hence the presence of overlapping peaks does not result
in an artificially better limit. Fig. 5 shows the spectral
fit in the ROI of the PEP-violating atomic transition in
Ge at the 90% CL upper limit.

The total acceptance efficiency η(E) of the low-energy
data cleaning cuts is determined by convolving the data
cleaning efficiency, the individual detector threshold ef-
ficiencies, and the efficiency of the energy-degraded slow
pulse event rejection [51]. The low-energy cuts retain
(91± 2)% of single-site events in our ROI, which we take
to be constant within each narrow fit window. We note
that the efficiency correction is a smooth function and
will not introduce peak structures, and remains above
80% acceptance down to 3 keV [17]. A complementary
search for the signature of a PEP-violating transition to
the L-shell (∼ 1.3 keV) may be undertaken, but would
produce a weaker signal and less well-motivated result.
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3. Peak fits at high energy

Our search for the peaks 10.6 keV above the single- and
double-escape peaks, and resulting limit, uses a binned
profile likelihood analysis method. The PEP-violating
peak is expected to be very faint, and in this analysis
we refer to this region as the “echo” peak. Initial values
for the SEP and DEP parameters are obtained from a
fit to each peak, and are input to the main fit contain-
ing both the escape and echo peak regions. The PEP-
violating parameter β2/2 is defined by the ratio of life-
times, τPEP/τPEP−v, and is obtained from the ratio of
counts in each peak region of interest,

β2

2
=
Necho

Npeak
=
Necho,SEP +Necho,DEP

Npeak,SEP +Npeak,DEP
. (A2)

We maximize the sensitivity by considering counts from
both the SEP and DEP regions, as shown by Table I.

Our signal model consists of contributions from the two
peaks Ppeak, Pecho, which we write as a cumulative distri-
bution function over energy E with nuisance parameters
θ and bin index i:

Ci(β, θ) =Npeak

∫
i

Ppeak(E, θ) dE

+
β2

2
Necho

∫
i

Pecho(i).

(A3)

We precisely measure the escape peak counts with
a precision peakshape function Ppeak, and combine all
counts in the echo peak Ppeak into a single bin with width
5σres. A multi-bin peak fit is not optimal for a faint (or
nonexistent) bump, since its shape is completely hidden
within the Poisson uncertainty of the background. The
energy regions selected for the DEP and SEP peaks are
chosen where the Compton background can be accurately
modeled by a linear term, avoiding one nearby gamma
peak from 212Bi at 1620 keV, and are given in Table II.

We fit the DEP and SEP peaks with a germanium
peakshape Ppeak, comprised of the Ge response [43], a
smoothed step function and linear background term, and
an overall count normalization,

Ppeak (E, θ) =
Npeak f

2λ exp
(
σ2
g

2λ2 − E−µ
λ

)
×

erfc
(
σg√
2λ
− E−µ√

2σres

)
+H erfc

(
E−µ
σg

)
+mE + n.

(A4)

The peakshape function is a sum of a Gaussian with
several correction terms. At its mean energy µ, the Gaus-
sian width σg is allowed to float from the expected reso-
lution σres. The error function describes the low-energy
tail, including an exponential slope λ and the fraction of
signal events in the tail f . A smoothed step function con-
tribution with height H is included to account for events
which have undergone small-angle Compton scattering,
losing energy and not contributing directly to the main

TABLE II. Energy range for fitting in the hit spectrum, en-
ergy range of the PEP-violating peak used as a single-bin in
the likelihood fit, and bin size, chosen such that the Poisson
uncertainty of each bin is less than 5%.

SEP DEP
Escape peak (keV) [2090.0 – 2132.0] [1585 – 1607.6]
Echo peak (keV) [2110.1 – 2118.1] [1599.9 – 1606.3]
Bin size (keV) 0.01 0.01

peak. The parameters m and n define the slope and floor
of the linear background below the peak, respectively.

Grouping the nuisance parameters, we have

θ = (Npeak, µ, σg, f,H,m, n, λ). (A5)

Prior to fitting with the full peakshape in Eq. A4, the
peaks are fit to a simple Gaussian and linear background
to obtain initial values. The expected energy resolution
σres is calculated by the primary 0νββ analysis using cali-
bration data [15]. The other parameters in the peakshape
function are set to initial values of λ = 1.7 keV, f = 0.15
and H = 0.

To search for the existence of the echo peak, and set
an upper limit if its best-fit value is not significant, we
construct a variable-width binned likelihood function Li
based on the signal model Ci. We use products of the
Poisson probability of finding the observed number of
events in bin i when the expected value is Ci:

L(β2/2, θ) =
∏
i

P (Oi | C(i, θ)). (A6)

This is easily extended to a fit that combines the SEP
and DEP energy regions (index r),

L(β2/2, θ) =
∏
r

∏
i

P (Ori | Cri(ir, θr)). (A7)

Since the energies of the escape peaks are well known,
we include a constraint on µ as a pull term to penalize
any fit where µ deviates significantly from the expected
value,

Lpull(µ) =
1

2π σres
e−

µ−µ
σres . (A8)

The final binned likelihood used for our analysis is
given by

L = L(β2/2, θ) Lpull(µr). (A9)

The best-fit values for our search are given in Table III.
Finding no significant signal in either echo peak region,

we profile the likelihood function to set an upper limit
on β2/2. Nuisance parameters are fixed to their best-
fit values, and the number of counts in the echo peak
is increased until reaching a 95% CL upper limit. Fig. 6
expresses this profile over the likelihood function in terms
of the β2/2 parameter, for the SEP-only, DEP-only, and
combined SEP+DEP analysis.
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TABLE III. Best-fit parameters for the SEP and DEP cali-
bration peaks.

Parameter SEP DEP
Npeak (counts) 33340 23300

µ (keV) 2103.5 1592.6
σ (keV) 1.92 1.20

f 0.133 0.14
τ (keV) 2.5 1.02

H (counts) 0 0
m (counts/keV) 0.31 2.47
n (counts) 210 -3240

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
-log10( 2/2)

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

(-l
og

-li
ke

lih
oo

d) SEP
DEP
SEP+DEP

FIG. 6. ∆log-likelihood as a function of β2/2, used to set an
upper limit to 95% CL (green horizontal line). The values
are presented for SEP-only (cyan), DEP-only (purple), and
SEP+DEP (red) methods. Higher values of − log10(β2/2)
correspond to tighter upper limits.

Alternate analysis schemes exploiting the close-packed
detector arrangement of the Demonstrator were also
considered, including a technique of selecting only cali-
bration events (multi-detector hits) where one detector
records a 511 keV energy deposition, and searching for
the same weak peaks alongside the DEP/SEP regions.
For the Majorana data set, we find this method in-
creases the signal-to-background (S/B) of the peaks by
∼ 15% but lowers the overall number of events available
for analysis by 66%. Near the SEP, we would require
1000 times more calibration data to make this method
competitive, and the DEP requires another factor of 100
increase in statistics to provide similar results as the pri-
mary scheme of considering all available events.
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