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18IRFU (DPhP & APC), CEA, Université Paris-Saclay, 91191 Gif-sur-Yvette, France
19Max-Planck-Institut für Kernphysik, Saupfercheckweg 1, 69117 Heidelberg, Germany

20Institut für Physik, Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Newtonstraße 15, 12489 Berlin, Germany
21Institute for Theoretical Astrophysics, University of Heidelberg, Albert-Ueberle-Straße 2,

69120 Heidelberg, Germany

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 107, 082005 (2023)

2470-0010=2023=107(8)=082005(9) 082005-1 © 2023 American Physical Society



22Institut für Physik, Johannes-Gutenberg-Universität Mainz, 55099 Mainz, Germany
23Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München, Geschwister-Scholl-Platz 1, 80539 München, Germany

(Received 2 October 2022; revised 8 February 2023; accepted 14 March 2023; published 26 April 2023)

Some extensions of the Standard Model of particle physics allow for Lorentz invariance and charge-
parity-time invariance violations. In the neutrino sector strong constraints have been set by neutrino-
oscillation and time-of-flight experiments. However, some Lorentz-invariance-violating parameters are not

accessible via these probes. In this work, we focus on the parameters ðað3Þof Þ00, ðað3Þof Þ10, and ðað3Þof Þ11 which
would manifest themselves in a nonisotropic β-decaying source as a sidereal oscillation and an overall shift
of the spectral endpoint. Based on the data of the first scientific run of the KATRIN experiment, we set the

first 90% confidence-level limit on jðað3Þof Þ11j of <0.9 × 10−6 GeV to 3.7 × 10−6 GeV, depending on the

phase. Moreover, we derive new constraints on ðað3Þof Þ00 and ðað3Þof Þ10.
DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.107.082005

I. INTRODUCTION

Charge-parity-time (CPT) and Lorentz invariance are
central ingredients of modern physics and of the Standard
Model (SM) of particle physics. However, some extensions
of the SM such as string theories [1,2], loop quantum
gravity [3], and noncommutative quantum field theories [4]
suggest that CPT and Lorentz invariance may be violated at
high energies. Yet, so far, no experimental evidence for
CPT or Lorentz invariance violation was ever observed and
the parameter space is strongly constrained.
Deviations from Lorentz symmetry are typically descri-

bed in a relativistic effective field theory, the so-called
Standard Model extension (SME) [5–7]. In particular, the
SME specifies all possible Lorentz-invariance-violating
operators for neutrino propagation, many of which have
been constrained with neutrino-oscillation experiments
[8–17]. The so-called “oscillation-free” (of) modes, which
cannot be assessed via oscillation experiments, are usually
constrained by time-of-flight experiments, which probe
the neutrinos’ group velocity compared to that of pho-
tons. However, there are four oscillation-free parameters,

ðaðd¼3Þ
of Þjm, where j and m denote the angular momentum

quantum numbers with j ¼ 0, 1, m ¼ −1, 0, 1, and d
stands for the mass dimension. These parameters can only
be accessed by interaction processes, such as the β decay of
tritium [18,19].
The operators arise from the introduction of the Lorentz-

invariance-violating four-vector aμ, which can be illustrated
as an external vector field, as shown in Fig. 1. Lorentz inva-
riance violation of type aμ in tritium beta decay is governed
by Lagrangian contributions for each of the fermions

La
SME ¼ −ψ̄waμγμψw; ð1Þ

where the species subscript w ∈ fT;He; e; ng labels the
tritium, helium, electron, and neutrino, respectively. In the
calculation of the β-decay spectrum, the momenta of
the external particles are modified by aμ and, at first order,
terms ∝ aμpμ ¼ a0p0 − a⃗ · p⃗ appear, where pμ denotes the
momentum of the emitted electron. This term causes both a
time-dependent and time-independent shift of the spectral
endpoint E0. The former only occurs for nonisotropic β
sources, where a⃗ · p⃗ does not vanish. The time dependence is
caused by the rotation of theEarth in thevector fieldaμ,which
leads to a temporal change of the relative direction between
the electron’s momentum and the vector field and hence
results in a periodic change of the endpoint with sidereal
frequency ω⊕ ¼ 2π

23h 56 min. The latter is caused by the

FIG. 1. Sketch of the equatorial coordinate system. The Earth is
rotating with ω⊕ within the Lorentz-invariance-violating vector
field aμ, defined to be perpendicular to the z axis. Therefore, the
KATRIN experiment, which is located at the colatitude χ ≈ 41°, is
moving with velocity βrot (rotation velocity of the Earth at the
position of KATRIN). The beam axis of the KATRIN experiment
is tilted with respect to the local north by ξ ≈ 17° (this angle is
enlarged in the figure for illustration purposes). The angle θ0 ≈
50.4° depicts the experimental acceptance angle with respect to
the KATRIN beam axis.
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isotropic part a0 as well as the component az along the
rotation axis. Usually the operator aμ is expressed in spherical
decomposition, where the isotropic part is represented by
ðað3Þof Þ00, the part along the rotation axis by ðað3Þof Þ10, and the

periodically time-dependent part by ðað3Þof Þ11 and ðað3Þof Þ1−1 ¼
−ðað3Þof Þ�11 [18,19].

In this work, we assume an isotropic tritium β-decay
source and introduce anisotropy by considering a subset of
β electrons, which are emitted under a conical solid angle,
defined by the experimental acceptance angle θ0. The
endpoint E0 of their energy spectrum is modified by aμ

in the following way:

ΔE0 ¼ ðγ − βrotB sin ξÞ 1ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p ðað3Þof Þ00 þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
3

4π

r
B sin χ cos ξðað3Þof Þ10 þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
3

2π

r
cosðω⊕tÞ½ðβrot − B sin ξÞImððað3Þof Þ11Þ

− B cos ξ cos χReððað3Þof Þ11Þ� þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
3

2π

r
sinðω⊕tÞ½ðβrot − B sin ξÞReððað3Þof Þ11Þ þ B cos ξ cos χImððað3Þof Þ11Þ�; ð2Þ

where γ is the Lorentz factor, βrot is the rotation velocity of
Earth at the location of the experiment, χ is the colatitude of
the experiment, and ξ is the orientation of the experimental
beam axis with respect to the local north, as shown in Fig. 2.
The factor B¼M−1

T ð2πð1− cosθ0ÞÞ−1π
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
E2
tot−m2

e

p
sin2 θ0

depends on the mass of the tritium atomMT , the mass of the
electron me, the total electron energy without Lorentz
invariance violation Etot, and the acceptance angle θ0, which
is illustrated in Fig. 2. From this it becomes clear that an
acceptance angle of less than 90°, and thus an anisotropy, is
necessary to cause a temporal oscillation in addition to a
time-independent shift.
In this work we use data from the first scientific run of

the Karlsruhe Tritium Neutrino (KATRIN) experiment,
which took place in spring 2019 and lasted about one
month. The data was acquired in 361 two-hour-long scans,
from each of which the spectral endpoint E0 was inferred
individually. This time series of E0 measurements is used to

search for a temporal oscillation, expressed by ΔE0 ¼
A cosðω⊕t − ϕÞ, where the oscillation is described by an
amplitude A and phase ϕ and t refers to the standard solar
time. The amplitude can directly be used to limit the

Lorentz-invariance-violating parameter ðað3Þof Þ11. By consid-
ering the oscillatory parts, a · sin ðω⊕tÞ and b · cos ðω⊕tÞ, of
Eq. (2), we can write

A¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
a2þb2

p

¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
3

2π

r
jðað3Þof Þ11j

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
B2cos2χcos2ξþðβrot−B sinξÞ2

q
: ð3Þ

II. KATRIN EXPERIMENT

The goal of KATRIN is to measure the effective electron
antineutrino mass mν with a sensitivity of <0.3 eV at
90% confidence level (CL) after about 1000 days of taking

FIG. 2. Main components of the KATRIN experiment: (a) Tritium source, (b) transport and pumping sections, (c) main spectrometer,
(d) focal plane detector. The dashed line below illustrates the KATRIN beamline. The experiment has an orientation of ξ ≈ 16° east to the
local north N. The acceptance angle θ0 ¼ 50.4° defines the acceptance cone of the β electrons. The black arrows below the spectrometer
indicate the electron momentum (without electric field). When propagating from Bs to Bmin, the pitch angle θ (angle between the
electron momentum and the magnetic field lines) is reduced; while when moving from Bs to Bmax, the pitch angle is increased. An
electron starting with θ > θ0 will be reflected at Bmax.
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data [20,21]. Recently, KATRIN has published the first
direct sub-eV upper limit on the neutrino mass of
mν < 0.8 eV (90% CL) based on the first two data-taking
campaigns [22]. The experiment will continue taking data
for another few years.
KATRIN combines a high-luminosity windowless gas-

eous molecular tritium source with a high-resolution
spectrometer based on the principle of magnetic adiabatic
collimation with electrostatic filtering (MAC-E filter)
[23,24]. This combination allows us to perform a precise
integral measurement of the tritium β-decay spectrum in the
close vicinity of the spectral endpoint E0 ≈ 18.6 keV,
where the impact of the neutrino mass is maximal.
Technically this is realized by a 70-m long experimental

beamline, shown in Fig. 2, which is located at the Karlsruhe
Institute of Technology (KIT) in Germany. The gaseous
tritium source (a) is part of a closed tritium loop [25],
which provides up to 1011 β decays per second in the
10 m-long, 90 mm-diameter source beam tube. The
resulting β electrons are guided by a system of super-
conducting magnets towards the spectrometer section [26].
In the transport section (b), connecting the source and
spectrometer, neutral and ionized tritium is removed by a
differential and cryogenic pumping system [27]. The main
spectrometer (c) analyzes the kinetic energy of the β
electrons with the MAC-E-filter technique. Essentially, it
acts as an electrostatic filter, allowing only β electrons with
sufficient kinetic energy to overcome its precisely adjust-
able retarding potential U [28]. In addition, a slowly
decreasing magnetic field (from Bmax ¼ 4.24 T to Bmin ¼
0.63 mT in the center of the main spectrometer) aligns
the momenta of the isotropically created electrons. This
magnetic adiabatic collimation provides a large angular
acceptance (θ0 ¼ 50.4°) with a sharp cutoff energy
[ΔEð18.6 keVÞ ¼ 2.8 eV] at the same time. By measuring
the rate of transmitted electrons (charge q ¼ −e) as a
function of the retarding energy qU the integral β-decay
spectrum is obtained, as illustrated in Fig. 3(a). The electrons
are detected by a 148-pixel silicon PIN focal-plane detector
(d), installed at the exit of the spectrometer [29].
For the presented analysis it is important that the

KATRIN experiment accepts only electrons that are
emitted at an angle of less than 50.4° relative to the
magnetic field lines in the source. The acceptance angle
θ0 ¼ arcsinð ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

Bs=Bmax

p Þ is determined by the source mag-
netic field Bs ¼ 2.52 T and the maximal magnetic field in
the beamline Bmax ¼ 4.24 T. These values are chosen to
exclude electrons with a long path through the source and
hence increased scattering probability. It is this selection of
direction which makes KATRIN sensitive to the anisotropic
Lorentz-invariance-violating operator ðað3Þof Þ11.
This work uses data from the first high-luminosity

(2.45 × 1010 Bq) tritium campaign, which ran from
April 10 to May 13, 2019 [30,31]. The integral spectrum
was recorded by repeatedly scanning the energy interval
from E0 − 90 eV to E0 þ 50 eV. In each so-called scan a
series of 39 nonequidistant high-voltage (HV) set points

is applied to the main spectrometer. The HV set points
U are applied in alternating upward (up-scan) and
downward (down-scan) directions to compensate for
possible time-dependent drifts of the system to first order.
The measurement time at each HV set point lasts between
17 and 576 s, as shown in Fig. 3(c). The net scan time is
about 2 hours.
The presented search for Lorentz invariance violation

follows the same initial protocol as the neutrino-mass
analysis. To this end, we choose an analysis interval
covering a region from 40 eV below E0 (22 HV set points)
to 50 eV aboveE0 (5 HV set points). In the same manner as
for the neutrino-mass analysis, we apply quality cuts to
each scan and select 274 stable scans. The 117 selected
pixels (79% of the detector area) are combined to one
effective pixel (so-called uniform fit), which leads to 274
integral spectra RðqUiÞ with about 7400 events each. For
the neutrino-mass analysis, these are further combined to a
single high-statistics scan, while in this work they are
analyzed individually to access the temporal variation of
the spectral endpoint.

III. ENDPOINT FIT OF INTEGRAL SPECTRUM

The theoretical spectrum RcalcðqUÞ consists of the
differential β spectrum Rβ, the experimental response
function fðE; qUÞ, and a retarding-energy-independent
background RBg:

RcalcðqUÞ ¼ As ·NT

Z
RβðE;m2

ν;E0Þ · fðE− qUÞdEþRbg

ð4Þ

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 3. (a) Electron spectrum RðqUÞ of a single scan where all
pixels are combined (uniform fit). The spectrum of the best fit
RcalcðqUÞ extends to the endpoint E0 and lies on top of an energy-
independent background Rbg. (b) Residuals of RðqUÞ relative to
the 1σ-uncertainty band of the best fit model. (c) Measurement-
time distribution.
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where As is the amplitude of the signal andNT is the effective
number of tritium atoms in the source. E denotes the energy
of the electron. The differential spectrum, described in
detail, for example, in [31,32], depends on the endpoint
of the tritium spectrum E0 as well as the effective electron
antineutrino mass m2

ν ¼
P

3
i¼1 jUeij2m2

i , where U is the
PNMS matrix and mi the masses of the neutrino-mass
eigenstates. In addition, it is considered that the tritium
molecule can be in rotational, vibrational, and electronic
excited states, which are described bymeans of a final-states
distribution. The response function fðE; qUÞ describes the
transmission probability of an electron as a function of its
energy. It includes the spectrometer resolution and energy
losses due to scattering in the gaseous source.
The computed spectrum R⃗calc is fit to the data R⃗data by

minimizing

χ2ðη⃗Þ ¼ ðR⃗calcðη⃗Þ − R⃗dataÞTC−1ðR⃗calcðη⃗Þ − R⃗dataÞ; ð5Þ
with respect to the free parameters η⃗. For the neutrino-mass
analysis [31] the combined data of all scans are analyzed
with the four free fit parameters As, E0, Rbg, and m2

ν. An
excellent agreement of the model with the data was
demonstrated in [30,31]. In this work, in contrast, we
analyze the scans separately, which leads to an individual
endpoint for each scan. Moreover, we set m2

ν to zero in
the fits, since we assume it to be a time-independent
parameter, which has no effect on the oscillation signal
due to Lorentz invariance violation. An example fit can be
seen in Fig. 3(a).
Every fitted endpoint has an uncertainty, which is

composed of a statistical and a systematic part. As we
are interested in a temporal variation of the endpoint, only
the statistical uncertainties and those systematic uncertain-
ties, which can vary with time, are of concern for this
analysis. For example, the time-independent uncertainty on
the theoretical description of the molecular final states
would have the same effect on the endpoints of all scans,
and thus would not affect the oscillation signal. In contrast,
the magnetic field may vary slightly from scan to scan and
therefore influences the uncertainty of the fitted oscillation
of the endpoint.
Uncertainties of a statistical nature, such as the Poisson

uncertainty of each data point and additional source acti-
vity and background fluctuations, are included via the
covariance matrix C of Eq. (5). In particular, a back-
ground component, present during this measurement cam-
paign, which arises from 219Rn and 220Rn decays inside of
the main spectrometer, leads to a non-Poissonian (NP)
overdispersion of the rate [30,31,33]. To determine the
influence of systematic uncertainties we employ the
Monte- Carlo propagation technique [31]. Here, the data
are fitted about 105 times while varying the relevant
systematic parameters (e.g., the magnetic fields and source
properties) in each fit. The distribution of fitted endpoints
is used to determine the best-fit value and uncertainty of
the endpoint.

The statistical uncertainty of the endpoint in a single
scan is σstatE0

¼ 247 meV, which dominates over the total

systematic uncertainty of σsystE0
¼ 70 meV. The largest

effect beyond the statistical uncertainty arises from the
above-mentioned non-Poissonian background component.
This overdispersion of the background-rate distribu-
tion increases the statistical uncertainty and contributes
69 meV to the uncertainty budget of the endpoint in
each scan. Uncertainties of the column density ρd (the
integral of the gas density ρ over the length of the source d),
activity fluctuations during a scan, the concentration of
different tritium isotopologues in the source, the source
electric potential, as well as the magnetic field stability,
contribute with less than 10 meV each to the endpoint
uncertainty per scan. All uncertainties are summarized
in Table I.
Since we are interested in a temporal oscillation of

the endpoint, we verified the absence of any oscillatory
behavior of the individual slow control and nuisance
parameters. We exclude any statistically significant
sinusoidal time evolution of the background rate, the
source activity, and any of the systematic parameters
mentioned above.
The spectral model RcalcðqUÞ assumes a constant end-

point, and thus neglects the fact that, in the case of Lorentz
invariance violation, the endpoint would slightly change
during the course of a 2-hour scan. We justify this
approximation, by introducing an effective time, as illus-
trated in Fig. 4. To this end, we simulate several up and
down scans, including a continuously changing endpoint,
according to various assumed values of Lorentz invariance
violation. We fit these simulated scans with the theoretical
model RcalcðqUÞ and demonstrate that the inferred endpoint
agrees to within<1% with the theoretical true endpoint at a
fixed effective time te relative to the start of the 2-hour scan.
As the different HV set points have different sensitivity to
the endpoint, te depends on the measurement-time distri-
bution and the scan direction. We find te ¼ t0 þ 87 min
(for up scans) and te ¼ t0 þ 52 min (for down scans),
where t0 is the start time of the scan.

TABLE I. 1σ uncertainties on the endpoint E0 in eV for a fit to a
Monte-Carlo-generated spectrum of a single scan. The values are
calculated using Monte-Carlo propagation.

Effect σðE0Þ
Non-Poissonian background 0.069
Subrun activity fluctuation 0.006
Source electric potential 0.005
Column density ρd 0.004
Magnetic fields 0.004
Isotopologue concentration <0.001
Total syst. uncertainties 0.070
Stat. uncertainty 0.247
Total uncertainty 0.257
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IV. SEARCH FOR SIDEREAL ENDPOINT
OSCILLATION

The fitted endpoints with corresponding uncertainties of
the individual scans, illustrated in Fig. 5, can be used to
search for oscillations with sidereal frequency ω⊕ ≈ 2π=
ð23 h 56 minÞ caused by the Lorentz-invariance-violating

parameter ðað3Þof Þ11. The oscillation is described by E0 ¼
Dþ A cos ðω⊕t − ϕÞ with the baseline D, the amplitude A
and the phase ϕ, which are treated as free parameters.
To set a limit on the amplitude and phase, we used a two-

dimensional χ2-grid search in ðA;ϕÞ. At each grid point the
amplitude A and the phase ϕ are fixed parameters, while we

FIG. 4. Illustration of the effective-time concept. Here we assume a certain Lorenz-invariance-violation scenario, illustrated by the red
line. The corresponding individual endpoint measurements (blue dots) are shown at the time of the start of each 2-hour scan. Shifting the
data points by a fixed time (here: 87 minutes) reproduces the true variation of the endpoint. An individual time shift is evaluated for up
scans and down scans (see main text). To good approximation the time shift is independent of the size of the Lorentz invariance
violation.

FIG. 5. Illustration of the fitted endpoints (blue dots) at their effective times te. The red line shows the best fit of an oscillation with
sidereal frequency and free amplitude and free phase. The best fit corresponds to Abest ≈ 0.03 eV and ϕbest ≈ 0.78π and has a reduced
χ2R ¼ 0.98. The bottom panel displays the normalized residuals of the data fit (black).
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treat the baseline D as a free parameter. An exclusion
contour is extracted from the χ2 map using a likelihood

ratio as test statistic ΛðA;ϕÞ ¼ LðA;ϕÞ
Lbest

. Applying Wilks’

theorem, Δχ2 ≡ −2 lnΛðA;ϕÞ ¼ χ2ðA;ϕÞ − χ2best behaves
according to a χ2 distribution with 2 degrees of freedom
[34]. This means that for a confidence level of 90%, one
excludes all grid points for which Δχ2 > χ2c ≈ 4.61 holds.
We confirmed the correct coverage of this approach by
means of Monte-Carlo simulations. For about 5000 sim-
ulations of the experiment, including both statistical and
systematic uncertainties, and assuming the null hypothesis
H0 (A ¼ 0 eV) as well as several alternative hypothesesH1

(A ≠ 0 eV), we show that the Δχ2 distribution follows the
theoretical χ2 curve and gives a critical χ2 of χ2c ¼
4.55� 0.06, which is in good agreement with Wilks’
theorem. Finally, according to Eq. (3) we translate the

limit on the amplitude A into a limit on ðað3Þof Þ11.

V. RESULTS

In order to prevent human-induced bias in the analysis
and to determine a sensitivity of the considered dataset to
possible Lorentz invariance violation, the χ2 grid scan is
first performed on simulated data, assuming no Lorentz
invariance violation. The sensitivity to the amplitude of the
sidereal oscillation is found to be A < 0.05 eV (90% CL).

This translates into a sensitivity of jðað3Þof Þ11j< 2.3 ×
10−6 GeV (90% CL) by means of Eq. (3).
After the investigation with simulated data, a grid search

is performed with the real data, as shown in Fig. 6. The best

fit is found at jðað3Þof Þ11jbest ¼ 1.4 × 10−6 GeV (correspond-
ing to Abest ¼ 0.03 eV) and ϕbest ¼ 0.78π. The difference
of the χ2 of the null hypothesis and the best fit is
Δχ2 ¼ 1.86, which corresponds (for 2 degrees of freedom)
to a p value of 0.39 and is thus not significant at
90% confidence level. The resulting 90% confidence-level
exclusion curve is illustrated by the shaded region in Fig. 6.

The strongest exclusion of jðað3Þof Þ11j < 1 × 10−6 GeV
(A < 0.02 eV) is found at a phase of ϕ ≈ 0π.

In addition we can also constrain ðað3Þof Þ00 and ðað3Þof Þ10 as
done in [18], by searching for a time-independent shift of
the Q value of the β decay with respect to the theoretical Q
value. In order to assess the Q value in KATRIN the
measured effective endpoint E0 has to be corrected for the
electric potential in the source Φso, the work function of
the spectrometer Φsp and the molecular recoil energy Erec,
which leads to QKATRIN ¼ E0 þ Erec − ðΦso −ΦspÞ. For
this analysis, E0 is obtained from a fit to the combined data
of all scans; see [31] for details.
The calculatedQ valueQcalc is given by a high-precision

measurement of the mass difference of 3He and T [35],
corrected for molecular dissociation and ionization energies
[36]. A significant difference between the QKATRIN and
Qcalc could be interpreted as a signature of Lorentz in-

variance violation, caused by the parameters ðað3Þof Þ00 and

ðað3Þof Þ10 [see Eq. (2)].
In order to disentangle both parameters, one needs to

make use of a second experiment, for example, the Mainz
direct neutrino-mass experiment [37], which is located
at a different site ðχ ¼ 40°; ξ ¼ −65°Þ from KATRIN
ðχ ¼ 41°; ξ ¼ 16°Þ. We infer both parameters by setting
up a system of two linear equations, derived from Eq. (2),

ΔEKðMÞ
0 ¼ ΔQKðMÞ ¼ γ

1ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p ðað3Þof Þ00

−
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
3

4π

r
BKðMÞ sin χKðMÞ cos ξKðMÞðað3Þof Þ10; ð6Þ

where the superscripts K (M) refer to KATRIN (Mainz),
respectively.
We compare Qcalc ¼ 18575.72� 0.07 eV [35] to both

QKATRIN ¼ 18575.2� 0.5 eV [30] and QMainz ¼ 18576�
3 eV [38], which was obtained from a dedicated Q value
determination campaign of the Mainz experiment. Note
that the analysis presented in [18] uses Troitsk data [39] and
a different dataset of the Mainz experiment. We find no

significant deviation from zero for ðað3Þof Þ10 and ðað3Þof Þ00 and
thus set an upper limit of jðað3Þof Þ10j< 6.4 × 10−4 GeV and

jðað3Þof Þ00j< 3.0 × 10−8 GeV (90% CL). The limit is domi-
nated by the endpoint uncertainty of the Mainz experiment
and thus of similar magnitude than the result obtained
in [18].

FIG. 6. 90% CL exclusion limit for the Lorentz-invariance-
violating parameter jðað3Þof Þ11j and the phase ϕ. The right y axis
displays the corresponding amplitude of the endpoint oscillation,
according to Eq. (3). Using a χ2-grid search and Wilks’ theorem,
the exclusion limit for the total uncertainties (blue solid line) are
calculated. The green dashed-dotted line shows the exclusion
limit, including only the statistical uncertainty. The orange
dashed line includes an enlarged statistical uncertainty due to
the non-Poissonian (NP) distribution of the background rate,
as explained in the main text. The best fit is shown by the
black cross.
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VI. CONCLUSION

KATRIN is uniquely positioned to study oscillation-free
Lorentz-invariance-violating operators that cannot be
accessed by time-of-flight or neutrino-oscillation experi-
ments. Based on the first physics run of the KATRIN

experiment we were able to probe the parameter ðað3Þof Þ11 by
searching for a sidereal oscillation of the endpoint of the
tritium β-decay spectrum. We find no oscillation and

release the first upper limit on this parameter of jðað3Þof Þ11j <
0.9 × 10−6–3.7 × 10−6 GeV (90% CL). Based on the
future final KATRIN dataset, a sensitivity at the level of
5 × 10−7 GeV (90% CL) could be reached.
Besides the anisotropic Lorentz-invariance-violating

parameter, the parameters ðað3Þof Þ00 and ðað3Þof Þ10 were
investigated using the absolute endpoint measurements
of both the KATRIN and the Mainz experiments. We find

limits of jðað3Þof Þ10j< 6.4 × 10−4 GeV and jðað3Þof Þ00j <
3.0 × 10−8 GeV (90% CL), which is comparable to the
limit obtained from Mainz and Troitsk data [18].
This initial study illustrates that the scientific potential of

precision β-spectroscopy experiments, such as KATRIN,
extends well beyond the neutrino-mass search to physics
beyond the standard model.
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