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Abstract: Sterile neutrinos are hypothetical particles in the minimal extension of the Standard
Model of Particle Physics. They could be viable dark matter candidates if they have a mass in the
keV range. The Karlsruhe tritium neutrino (KATRIN) experiment, extended with a silicon drift
detector focal plane array (TRISTAN), has the potential to search for keV-scale sterile neutrinos by
measuring the kinematics of the tritium β-decay. The collaboration targets a sensitivity of 10−6 on
the mixing amplitude sin2Θ. For this challenging target, a precise understanding of the detector
response is necessary. In this work, we report on the characterization of electron backscattering
from the detector surface, which is one of the main eects that inuence the shape of the observed
energy spectrum. Measurements were performed with a tandem silicon drift detector system and a
custom-designed electron source. The measured detector response and backscattering probability
are in good agreement with dedicated backscattering simulations using the Geant4 simulation
toolkit.
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1 Introduction

Sterile neutrinos have gained signicant attention in the eld of particle physics and astrophysics. In
the scope of a minimal extension to the StandardModel of Particle Physics (SM), they are postulated
as the right-handed counterparts to the well-known left-handed neutrinos [1]. As a consequence,
an additional new neutrino mass eigenstate is introduced. While left-handed neutrinos actively
participate in weak interactions, right-handed neutrinos do not interact via any of the fundamental
forces described by the SM. Right-handed neutrinos only interact via the gravitational force of the
new mass eigenstate and their mixing with the active neutrino avors. In the following, the new
mass eigenstate is referred to as ‘sterile neutrino’.

The introduction of sterile neutrinos addresses various unresolved questions in cosmology
and neutrino physics, contingent upon factors such as their mass s, the mixing with the active
avor (described by the mixing amplitude sin2Θ), and the production mechanism [1–3]. By
incorporating sterile neutrinos into the framework of the SM, they oer a natural mechanism for
mass generation for active neutrinos [4]. Sterile neutrinos are not constrained to a specic mass
range, and those in the keV-mass scale would serve as a viable dark matter candidate [2]. As such,
the mixing amplitude of sterile neutrinos has been subject to stringent constraints from indirect
searches and cosmological observations of 10−10 < sin2Θ < 10−6 in a mass range of 1 keV to
50 keV [5–10]. However, these limits are model-dependent and can be signicantly relaxed by
several orders of magnitude through modications to the models of dark matter decay [11].

By analyzing the β-decay spectrum, it is possible to search for sterile neutrinos independently
of cosmological and astrophysical models [12]. In a β−-decay, an electron and an electron anti-
neutrino e are emitted. The measured energy spectrum of the electrons is a superposition of
spectra corresponding to the dierent neutrino mass eigenstates which compose the neutrino avor
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eigenstate e. Therefore, a keV-scale neutrino mass eigenstate would display a signicantly reduced
maximal electron energy compared to the other decay branches. This results in a kink-like signature
at s below the endpoint energy 0 of the energy spectrum, accompanied by a global distortion of
the spectrum [13].

The Karlsruhe tritium neutrino (KATRIN) experiment was designed to perform high-precision
measurements of the tritium β−-decay spectrum at its endpoint energy of 0 = 18.6 keV to test
the eective electron anti-neutrino mass [14]. The experiment primarily consists of a highly stable
tritium source with an activity of up to 1011 Bq, a spectrometer section utilizing the magnetic adia-
batic collimation with electrostatic (MAC-E) lter principle, and a detector section. By upgrading
the detector section with a new, so-called TRISTAN detector system, the experiment will have
the capability to analyze the entire energy spectrum, not just the endpoint region. The TRISTAN
detector will be commissioned in the KATRIN beamline after the neutrino mass measurement
campaigns are nished at the end of 2025. It will consist of modular silicon drift detector (SDD)
arrays and will measure the dierential energy spectrum with an energy resolution of less than
300 eV FWHM1 at 20 keV [15]. With this upgrade, a search for sterile neutrinos with masses up
to 18.6 keV and admixtures down to 10−6 will be possible, improving current laboratory limits by
several orders of magnitude [13, 16–18].

For a sterile neutrino search with a mixing-angle sensitivity at the parts-per-million (ppm)
level, a thorough understanding of the detector response is crucial. This includes all experimental
inuences that alter the measured spectral shape of the tritium spectrum. The detector response for
SDDs is primarily dominated by electronic noise, partial charge collection at the entrance window2

of the detector [15, 19], and the inevitable eect of electron backscattering, as illustrated in gure 1.
When an electron undergoes scattering processes inside the detector, its direction of movement

randomly changes, potentially resulting in its backscattering towards the entrance window and
subsequent exit from the detector. Also, secondary electrons produced in the detector by the
incoming electron can escape from the detector volume. Consequently, backscattering is a major
source of incomplete charge collection, aecting the measured electron spectrum over the entire
energy range. The extent of backscattering depends on the initial energy I and incident angle I
of the incoming electron. Lower electron energies and higher incident angles lead to a reduced
penetration depth relative to the entrance window, increasing the probability of electron escape
from the detector. In addition, the presence of electric and magnetic elds in the KATRIN beamline
introduces the possibility of backscattered electrons being reected back towards the detector.
Whether the backscattered electron returns to the detector, as well as the temporal and spatial
dierence between the rst and possible second interaction with the detector, depends on the energy
and the angle of the backscattered electron.

This work investigates the backscattering properties of the TRISTAN detector system at various
initial electron energies and incident angles. To this end, measurements (see section 2) andGeant4
backscattering simulations (see section 3) are performed at dierent electron energies and angles.
By comparing the results (see section 4), we assess the ability of Geant4 to accurately model
backscattering in silicon detectors.

1FWHM stands for the peaks’ full width at half maximum.
2The entrance window denotes in the scope of this work the side through which the electron enters the detector

volume.
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Figure 1: Measured response of the TRISTAN detector to 10 keV electrons. The detector response
diers from purely Gaussian resolution eects. It is modied by various factors, including signal
read-out, detector design, and physical eects. The eect of electron backscattering leads to a broad
tail from the main peak down to the minimal measurable deposit energy.

2 Experimental investigations

2.1 Measurement setup

TwoTRISTANdetectors are utilized tomeasure electron backscattering: a 7-pixel prototype detector
as an active target, in the following called target detector, and a 166-pixel detector module [20]
to detect the backscattered electrons, in this work called backscattering detector. The pixels are
hexagons with a circumscribed diameter of approximately 3.3mm and a thickness of 450 µm
arranged in a honeycomb structure. Both detectors are mounted on copper holding structures and
positioned on the cooling plate of a cylindrical vacuum chamber. Electrons from a custom-designed
electron gun [21] are directed towards the target detector. The geometry of the experimental setup
is depicted in gure 2.

The electron gun comprises an electrically heated tantalumwire which emits thermal electrons.
A negative high voltage up to 10 kV is applied between the wire and a grounded copper electrode to
accelerate these electrons. The uncertainty of the electron’s kinetic energy was not measured yet,
but it is expected to be in the order of 1 – 10 eV and is, therefore, negligible considering the detector
energy resolution of about 200 – 300 eV in the measured electron energy range. The electrons leave
the electron gun through a hole in the copper electrode. The rate of electrons reaching the target
detector can be adjusted by the heating current in the wire between about 1 and 10 kcps3.

The resulting mono-energetic electron beam is directed at the central pixel (CC) of the 7-pixel
target detector. To investigate various incident angles between the electron beam and the target
detector, the target detector can be rotated around the axis parallel to the center of the chip surface.
The setup provides the exibility to choose any incident angle between 0° and 60°.

3Here, cps abbreviates counts per second.
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(a) Top view (b) Front view

Figure 2: In-vacuum setup. The experimental setup is depicted from a top view (gure 2a) and a
front view (gure 2b). The electron gun is positioned inside a copper shielding. It emits a mono-
energetic electron beam directed towards the 7-pixel target detector. The 166-pixel backscattering
detector faces the target detector. Following the electron gun, steering coils and a thin plate are
placed to deect and shield misaligned electrons. The entire setup is mounted onto a cooling plate
installed inside the vacuum chamber.

The 166-pixel backscattering detector faces towards the target detector to detect the backscat-
tered electrons. Its positioning was deliberately chosen to ensure maximum angular coverage within
a single measurement without a direct line of sight between the electron gun and the backscattering
detector. A copper stand and an aluminum plate xate the backscattering detector on the cooling
plate exibly. The take-o angle, representing the angle between the backscattering detector plane
and the target detector plane, is set to 45°. Some pixels of the backscattering detector exhibit noisy
spectra, encounter connection issues, or are partially shaded by the printed circuit board (PCB) of
the target detector in the experiment. Those pixels are not considered for the later comparison of
the data with the simulation.

To ensure proper alignment of the electron beam with the central pixel of the target detector,
steering coils are inserted downstream from the electron gun, enabling the beam to be magnetically
deected in both horizontal and vertical directions. Furthermore, the electron beam diameter is
reduced with a shielding inserted after the steering coils to safeguard the backside of the backscat-
tering detector and the PCB of the target detector. This leads to a beam diameter of about 9mm at
the target detector plane. For the analysis, only events in the central pixel of the target detector are
taken into account.
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Both detectors are calibrated using an 55Fe source. Afterwards, a series of nine measurements
is conducted to explore dierent congurations of the initial energy I and incident angles ΘI of
the incoming electrons at the target detector. Each combination for I ∈ {5 keV, 7.5 keV, 10 keV}
and ΘI ∈ {0◦, 31◦, 59◦} is investigated. Count rates ranging from 2 to 7 kcps are observed in the
central pixel of the target detector. That variation in rate occurs due to small instabilities of the
electron gun and increased irradiation of the surrounding pixels at higher incident angles. For the
data acquisition, three synchronized CAEN VX2740 digitizers are used. The energy, pixel number,
and timestamp are recorded for every detected event in either of the detectors.

2.2 Coincidence analysis

In the experiment, all pixels of the target detector are exposed to the electron beam due to its angular
spread. Since the measured backscattering properties are aected by variations in the incident angle
at the target detector, it is important to extract the backscattered electrons originating only from
the central pixel of the target detector. As both detectors are active, events in the backscattering
detector can be correlated to events in the target detector through their timestamp. This event
correlation can be accomplished with a coincidence selection. This means only events where the
time dierence between the event in the central pixel of the target detector and the event in the
backscattering detector is shorter than a given time window are selected. In the following, a time
window of 500 ns is chosen, as it is approximately the maximal electron drift time in a pixel [22].
The time the electron needs to propagate from one detector to the other is in the order of ns or below
for the observed energies and the detector distances and is therefore negligible.

Figure 3 illustrates a typical energy spectrum of the incoming electrons measured by the
central pixel of the target detector and the backscattered electrons measured in all pixels of the
backscattering detector before and after applying the coincidence selection. In the target detector,
the energy spectrum of the coincidence events mainly resembles the shape of the backscattering tail
observed in the overall measured energy spectrum of the target detector. Hence, the coincidence
analysis enables the identication and extraction of the signature of backscattered electrons in the
target detector. The height of the backscattering tail before and after the coincidence selection
diers due to the backscattering detector’s incomplete angular coverage of the space.

The shape of the coincidence spectrum measured in the backscattering detector also resembles
the shape of the total recorded backscattering spectrum. The fact that not all events in the backscat-
tering detector are also coincidence events can be explained by the relative number of electrons
impacting the central pixel of the target detector rather than the surrounding pixels or insensitive
area.

For both detectors, the energy spectra after the coincidence selection are truncated at high
energies due to the energy threshold of the detectors. If one of the events falls below the detection
threshold, the other event cannot be identied as a coincidence event. This situation occurs
in cases of elastic backscattering, where the initial electron is reected at the target detector
surface, or inelastic backscattering in the partially insensitive detection area at the entrance window.
Additionally, secondary backscattered electrons are predominantly low-energetic and likely to fall
below the backscattering detector’s energy threshold. Therefore, maintaining a low energy threshold
is crucial for investigating backscattering.
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(a) Target detector (b) Backscattering detector

Figure 3: Typical electron energy spectra with and without coincidence selection. The energy
spectrum of the incoming electron measured in the central pixel of the target detector (gure 3a)
and the backscattered electrons measured in any pixel of the backscattering detector (gure 3b) are
shown before and after applying the coincidence cut. The spectra are shown for an initial electron
energy of 10 keV and an incident angle of 0°.

The remaining electrons at high energies are caused by random coincidence; thus, an incoming
and a backscattered electron just by chance simultaneously hit the detectors without causal relation.
In the experiment, it is further possible for a coincidence to occur between a pileup event in the
target detector and an event in the backscattering detector. To reduce both eects, an upper energy
limit is imposed on the measured total energy of both coincidence events for the later comparison
with the simulation. The total energy of the coincidence event in the target detector, combined
with the energy of the coincidence event in the backscattering detector, must not exceed the initial
electron energy, accounting for the energy resolutions of both detectors.

To keep simulation and measurements comparable, hard energy thresholds are set at higher
energies. This approach is easier thanmodeling the actual energy threshold from the data acquisition
system of the experiment. Consequently, for an event in the target detector, the corresponding event
in the backscattering detector must have an energy greater than 1 keV, while for an event in the
backscattering detector, the energy of the corresponding event in the target detector must not be
below 0.8 keV.

3 Geant4 backscattering simulations

The experimental setup is implemented in a stand-alone application based on theGeant4 simulation
framework. The G4EmStandardPhysicsSS physics list is used for all simulations [23]4. The
dierence to the default physics list for low energy physics is that it does not combine several
single scattering processes into one multiple scattering process. For this reason, it is favored for
backscattering investigations within this work although it is more computationally heavy. This work
does not include uncertainties arising from selecting a particular Geant4 physics list.

4A production cut of 100 eV is applied.
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(a) Side view (b) Top view (c) Zoom on the entrance window

Figure 4: Experimental setup as implemented in the Geant4 simulation toolkit. The setup is
visualized from a side view (gure 4a) and top view (gure 4b). The arrangement of hexagon-shaped
pixels, consisting of silicon (red) and a thin silicon-dioxide layer (blue), matches the experimental
conguration. In gure 4c, the layers implemented to t the charge collection eciency at the
entrance window are depicted (purple). Exemplary electron paths are displayed using green arrows,
while dotted black arrows indicate the coordinate system.

In the simulation, the silicon detector pixels are generated as hexagons made of silicon with
a 10 nm silicon-dioxide layer on the entrance window side5. The pixels are arranged in a vacuum
sphere to form the 7-pixel target and the 166-pixel backscattering detector, replicating their positions
within the experimental setup, see gure 4. Additional structures, such as the PCBs and copper
holding structures, can be neglected in the simulation due to the coincidence analysis of the data.
The read-out chain and data acquisition system are not implemented. Electronic noise and statistical
uctuations are added outside the simulation.

In the simulation, each electron is generated individually and precisely hits the central pixel
of the 7-pixel target detector at its center. In this work, the actual beam prole is assumed to be
negligible. The event number of each generated electron is stored to establish a correlation between
the electrons detected in the 7-pixel target and 166-pixel backscattering detectors, resembling the
coincidence analysis in the experiment. A total of 10 million electrons are simulated for each
combination of the initial electron energy I and incident angle ΘI. This is approximately in the
order of measured counts in the central pixel of the 7-pixel target detector in the experiment.

For each event, the energy depositions within the pixel are summed up and recorded alongside
the event and pixel number. To account for incomplete charge collection at the entrancewindow side,
as it occurs in the experiment due to the doping prole and the resulting electric eld conguration,
each individual energy deposition in a pixel is weighted by the charge collection eciency as dened
in equation 3.1 [25].

CCE(;, 1, ) =

0,  < 

1 + (1 − 1) · exp − −



,  > 

(3.1)

5For the TRISTAN detectors, a silicon-dioxide layer is intentionally added to prevent it from growing naturally. It is
manufactured with a controlled homogeneous thickness of 8 – 10 nm [15, 24].
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The charge collection eciency (CCE) of a detector pixel depends on the position  of the
interaction point relative to the entrance window. The formula indicates that the detector is insensi-
tive within a dead layer of thickness . Beyond this layer, the charge collection eciency jumps
to a value 1 and then exponentially rises based on the eective transition layer thickness .

To determine the CCE parameters, a separate setup consisting of a single pixel is implemented
in Geant4. At the entrance window side, the pixel consists of 30 layers of 10 nm thickness each,
as depicted in gure 4c. The rst layer is composed of silicon-dioxide while the remaining layers
and an adjoining bulk layer of 449.7 µm thickness are made of silicon. The simulation records the
accumulated energy depositions for each layer and the bulk material. Simulations are performed
for each I and ΘI setting. The simulation is tted to the measured data of the 7-pixel target
detector with the parameters of the CCE as free parameters for each setting. The tting process also
considers possible energy miscalibrations of the detector system, electronic noise of the read-out
chain in the experiment, and the dierence in the number of generated incoming electrons between
simulation and experiment.

The average t results for the CCE are then incorporated into the actual backscattering simu-
lation, assuming identical behavior for all pixels in the setup. An average dead layer thickness of
 = 10.7+2.8−6.7 nm is evaluated, which aligns with the design value of 8 – 10 nm for the thickness of
the insensitive silicon-dioxide layer. The average value for 1 is 0.856+0.042−0.091. Hence, 85.6% of the
charge deposited right after the dead layer is detected. The mean eective transition layer thickness
amounts to  = 75.7+25.1−26.2 nm. The uncertainties here are deduced as the minimal and maximal
values obtained for each parameter comparing the nine ts performed for the nine combinations of
I and ΘI settings.

4 Results and comparison

4.1 Electron energy spectra

In gure 5, the measured energy spectra after the coincident selection and the corresponding
simulations are shown. All backscattering tails in the spectra of the central pixel of the target
detector exhibit a decrease in counts as the energy depositions in the target detector increase.
When examining each initial energy, the tails become steeper at lower energy depositions as the
incident angle increases. In fact, for an incident angle of ΘI = 59°, the decrease in counts towards
higher energies in the target detector is approximately exponential until the threshold eects start to
dominate the shape of the spectrum. Similar trends, albeit less pronounced, can be observed when
reducing the initial energy at a xed incident angle. Consequently, for high incident angles and low
initial energies, the energy deposition in the target detector is diminished, leading to higher energy
values for the backscattered electrons.

For the measurement at 0°, the shape of the backscattering spectrum remains relatively con-
sistent for the dierent incident energies. However, for larger incident angles, an increase in counts
towards higher energy values for the backscattered electrons is observed. This indicates that,
for higher incident angles, backscattered electrons lose less energy in the target detector. This
is consistent with the observations of the backscattering tail in the target detector. Furthermore,
it is observed that high-energy backscattering electrons are predominantly directed towards large
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(a) Target detector (b) Backscattering detector

Figure 5: Comparison of coincidence energy spectra. The spectra for coincidence events occurring
in the target detector (gure 5a) and the backscattering detector (gure 5b) are depicted. Each
panel shows the spectra for the three dierent settings of the initial electron energies at a given
incident angle. The counts in the spectra are normalized to the total number of incoming electrons
in the target detector. The light green band illustrates the uncertainty introduced in the simulation
due to geometrical uncertainties in the experiment and uncertainties of the tted transition layer
parameters.

azimuthal backscattering angles. This phenomenon becomes more pronounced at larger incident
angles.

The experimental and simulated spectra are in good agreement within the total uncertainty.
However, slight discrepancies between the simulation and the experiment can be observed at the
silicon escape peak, which is more prominent in the experimental data. This peak can be observed at
1.74 keV below the initial electron energy in the spectrum of the target detector. The corresponding
photon peak in the backscattering detector is hence positioned at 1.74 keV. Furthermore, as
the transition layer at the entrance window becomes more inuential, the mismatch between the
simulation and the experiment becomes more pronounced, particularly in the spectral decline at
high energies. One possible explanation for this mismatch could be energy losses due to charge
sharing. Even though the time stamps are utilized to identify charge sharing in the target detector,
this identication method is limited due to the energy threshold of the data acquisition system. This
problem could be mitigated in future measurements by reducing the electron beam size below the
size of a singular pixel such that the charge sharing eects at the pixel border become neglectable.
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To account for geometric uncertainties in the experiment and inaccuracies in the transition layer
parameters used for the simulation, multiple simulations have been performed. Here, the values
for the geometric positioning of the backscattering detector relative to the target detector in three
dimensions, the incident and take-o angle, and the transition layer parameters are randomized from
a at distribution of values within the respective uncertainties of each parameter. The uncertainties
associated with the geometric parameters are estimated based on the spatial and angular precision
achievable within the experimental setup amounting to about 3mm in position and 3° in angle.
Uncertainties associated with the transition layer parameters are given in section 3. The resulting
variation between the simulations is illustrated as an error band in gure 5. This method of using
multiple simulations with randomized input parameters provides a rough estimation of the total
error and the variability of the energy spectra given the uncertainties on various input parameters,
which is sucient for the work presented here.

4.2 Backscattering coecients

The backscattering coecient is a fundamental parameter quantifying the relation between incom-
ing and backscattered electrons. It is calculated by taking the ratio of electrons detected in the
backscattering detector to those measured in the target detector. To account for the detection e-
ciency, this ratio is appropriately scaled. The detection eciency depends on the spatial coverage
and positioning of the backscattering detector, as well as on the charge collection eciency in com-
bination with the detector energy threshold. The detection eciency is obtained from simulations,
where the ratio of generated and backscattered electrons to the experimentally measurable electrons
can be determined. Furthermore, the number of detected incoming electrons in the target detector
is corrected by the number of identied pileup and charge sharing events for the experimental data.

The backscattering coecient depends on energy and angle, as depicted in gure 6. Specif-
ically, there is a signicant increase as the incident angle becomes larger. The backscattering
coecient more than doubles, comparing an incident angle of 59° with the minimal angle of 0°.

Figure 6: Comparison of backscattering coecients. In each panel, the ratio of electrons detected in
the backscattering detector to the electrons measured in the target detector is shown as a function of
the incident angle at dierent initial electron energies. The backscattering coecients are corrected
for the backscattering detection eciency.
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Furthermore, a slight decrease of about 1% in the backscattering coecient is observed with in-
creasing initial electron energy. The backscattering coecients obtained from the experiment and
the simulation are in good agreement regarding the backscattering coecient within the uncer-
tainties. Additionally, an agreement with literature values was found, which provides condence
in the reliability of the experimental and simulated measurements. For example, a backscattering
coecient of about 20.5% for an initial electron energy of 10 keV and an incident angle of 0° is
evaluated. This is in good agreement with literature values of around 17 – 21% for silicon materials
[26–29].

The errors for the simulation on the coecients are again roughly estimated by considering the
minimum and maximum values from a set of 10 simulations with randomly varied initial geometry
and transition layer parameters conducted for each initial energy and incident angle conguration.
For the experiment, a maximal uncertainty of 1% each for the inuence of pileup and charge sharing
on the amount of measured incoming electrons is assumed.

5 Conclusions and outlook

For the investigation of the eect of electron backscattering on silicon drift detectors, an experimen-
tal test setup was designed and implemented. It consists of a heated tantalum wire as an electron
source and two TRISTAN silicon drift detector devices to detect incoming and backscattered elec-
trons. It was possible to explore the relationships between the energy and angle of incoming and
backscattered electrons. Through a coincidence analysis, the contribution of backscattered electrons
in the total energy spectrum of the target detector could be extracted. In a second step, Geant4
simulations were used to model the detector response.

The experimental and simulation results show a good agreement within the uncertainties
considered. Furthermore, the obtained backscattering coecients, which quantify the ratio of
backscattered to incoming electrons, align well with values reported in literature. It is worth noting
that the accuracy of the transition layer modeling and the precision in geometric factors signicantly
impact the results. Improving the geometric accuracy of the experimental setup has a high potential
to reduce the total uncertainty of the energy spectra and the backscattering coecients. Furthermore,
a more thorough investigation of the transition layer model combined with the inclusion of precise
modeling of the data acquisition system should be performed to reach a higher agreement between
simulation and experiment. In this respect, reducing the electron beam size to the diameter of a
single pixel will also help mitigate spectral mismatches due to charge sharing in the target detector.
Furthermore, measurements at very low electron rates can reduce the eect of pileup and mitigate
the need for its rate-dependent modelling.

In summary, this study has introduced a method to measure the backscattering properties
specic to the TRISTAN detector. We have validated the suitability of the Geant4 simulation
toolkit for backscattering investigations of silicon detectors. As a result, this work provides a
foundation for an experimentally validated model of backscattering, vital for sensitivity studies and
the forthcoming analysis of tritium spectra measured with the TRISTAN detector.
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