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Abstract

The process of neutrino interaction with 98Mo and 100Mo isotopes is
studied taking into consideration the effect of charge-exchange resonances.
The results obtained by calculating the cross section σ(Eν) for solar neu-
trino capture by the isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo are presented. Both the
experimental data on the strength functions S(E) obtained in charge-
exchange reactions (p, n) and (3He, t) and the strength functions S(E)
calculated within the theory of finite Fermi systems were used. The effect
of the resonance structure of S(E) on the calculated cross sections for
solar-neutrino capture is studied, and the contribution of each high-lying
resonance to the capture cross section σ(Eν) is determined. The contri-
butions of all components of the solar neutrino spectrum are calculated.
The contribution of background solar neutrinos to the double-beta decay
of 100Mo nuclei is estimated.

1 INTRODUCTION
In neutrino physics and astrophysics, the process of interaction of neutrino

with matter is of great importance. In most cases, it is needed to calculate
neutrino capture cross-section σ(Eν) and take into account the structure of the
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charge-exchange strength function S(E), which determines the magnitude of
σ(Eν) and its energy dependence.

When calculating the cross sections of solar neutrinos interaction with atomic
nuclei, σ(Eν), it is necessary to calculate the structure of the function S(E) up
to an energy of 19 – 20 MeV. For solar neutrinos, the upper boundary of the
spectrum is determined by the hep reaction 3He + p→ 4He + e+ + νe, in which
case Ex ≤ 18.77 MeV [1]. For the isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo under consideration,
the strength functions S(E) were measured up to Ex = 18 MeV for 98Mo [2]
and in the region of Ex < 20 MeV for 100Mo [3],[4]. The isotopes 98Mo and
100Mo differ in structure only by two neutrons, but, in the cross section for
solar neutrino capture, σ(Eν), they differ many times, and this is what we will
discuss in the present article.

Yet another reason why we have chosen these nuclei is that large-scale in-
ternational projects aimed at studying double-beta decay employ the isotope
100Mo, and the influence of background solar neutrinos is very important. In
the NEMO-3 experiment using 6.914 kg of the isotope 100Mo and 0.932 kg of
the isotope 82Se, the half-life of 100Mo to the ground state of 100Ru was mea-
sured [5]. When planning experiments with significantly higher exposure, the
background from solar neutrinos cannot be neglected. These backgrounds will
be taken into account for the SuperNEMO project involving a higher mass and
a greater number of isotopes [6]. The situation around backgrounds is simi-
lar in the CUPID-Mo experiment, which is being performed at the Laboratoire
Souterrain de Modane (LSM, France) [7], [8], with promising development [9]
and at the initial stage of the AMoRE experiment [10], [11]. For the 98Mo iso-
tope, ββ-decay is also energetically possible, and the possibility of this process
is now beginning to be investigated [12].

Figure 1: Scheme of charge-exchange excitations of 98,100Mo nuclei.

Figure 1 shows the scheme of charge-exchange excitations of 98,100Mo nuclei
upon neutrino capture followed by the decay of arising 98,100Tc nuclei. One can
see that the excited states of technetium isotopes have a resonance structure.

The giant Gamow–Teller (GT) resonance is the most intensive [13]. An iso-
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baric analog resonance (AR) lies below GTR [14], while the so-called pygmy reso-
nances (PR) [15], which are of importance in charge-exchange reactions [16], [17]
and in beta-decay processes [18], lie still lower. Accordingly, these charge-
exchange resonances manifest themselves in the strength function S(E) and
change substantially the results of the calculation of cross sections for charge-
exchange reactions, including the cross sections σ(Eν) for solar neutrinos capture
by atomic nuclei [17], [19].

Figure 1 also shows the energy thresholds Q1 and Q2 for neighboring 98Tc
and 100Tc isotopes, respectively, which differ greatly. Thus, the energy Q1 = Qβ
for the 98Tc isotope is 1684±3 keV, and for 100Tc Q2 = 172.1±1.4 keV [20]. As
a result, a dominant role in the process of solar-neutrino capture is played by
hard solar neutrinos in the case of the 98Mo nucleus and by neutrinos of lower
energy in the case of the 100Mo nucleus.

In the latter case, these are primarily pp solar neutrinos (that is, those from
the reaction p+ p→ 2H + e+ + νe), with Ex ≤ 420 keV [1] and whose number
is several orders of magnitude greater. This is the reason why the cross sections
σ(Eν) for solar neutrinos capture by these nuclei differ strongly (see below).

2 CHARGE-EXCHANGE EXCITATIONS OF
THE 98,100Mo ISOTOPES

The resonance structure of charge-exchange excitations of the 98,100Mo nuclei
is illustrated in Fig. 2, where the experimental data obtained for the strength
functions in the reactions 98Mo(p, n)98Tc [2] and 100Mo(3He, t)100Tc [3],[4]
are shown along with the respective data calculated [21] within the theory of
finite Fermi systems (TFFS) [22]. The data in Fig. 2 are given in the form
of a graph that represents the dependence of the strength function S(E) on
the excitation energy E reckoned from the ground state of the isotope 100Mo
(see Fig. 1). Reckoned with respect to this reference value, the energies of the
isobaric resonances have close values, since the isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo differ
by only two neutrons. The same reference system permits determining the types
of solar neutrinos in the graph (see Fig. 2b) that make contributions in various
regions of energies of the isotopes 98,100Mo considered here. One can see that
low-energy solar neutrinos (see Fig. 2c) make a dominant contribution, which
is several orders of magnitudes larger than the contribution of other neutrinos
of the solar spectrum, to the capture cross section σ(Eν) for the 100Mo nucleus,
but this is not so for 98Mo, in which case Qβ = 1684 keV and where a dominant
contribution comes from harder boron and hep neutrinos (see Fig. 2c).

The charge-exchange strength functions S(E) for the isotopes 98,100Mo were
calculated within the microscopic theory of finite Fermi systems (TFFS) [22]
in just the same way as this was done earlier for other nuclei [23], [24]. The
energies of the excited states of the daughter nucleus and their matrix elements
were determined by solving the set of secular TFFS equations for the effective
field according to [23], [25]. The calculations were performed in the coordinate
representation with allowance for pairing in the single-particle basis. The basis
was taken in the Woods–Saxon model, and the subsequent iteration procedure
was used to construct the nuclear potential. Effects of the change in the pairing
gap in an external field were neglected—that is, it was assumed that d1

pn =
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Figure 2: Scheme of charge-exchange excitations of 98,100Mo nuclei. Charge-exchange strength
function S(E) for GT excitations of the isotopes (a) 98Tc and (b) 100Tc: (thin curves) experimental
data from [2] for 98Tc and from [4] for 100Tc, (thick curves) results of the present calculation based
on the theory of finite Fermi systems, and (dashed curves) resonances (GTR, PR1, PR2, and PR3).
(c) Fluxes of solar neutrinos, where various contributions are indicated.

d2
pn = 0. This is justified for an external field whose diagonal elements are zero

(see [22], p. 200).
In this work, we used a simplified version of the research [25] – that is, a

partial agreement with m∗ = m and with the local nucleon–nucleon interaction
for allowed transitions Fω in the Landau–Migdal form [22]:

Fω = C0(f
′

0 + g
′

0( ~σ1 ~σ2))(~τ1 ~τ2)δ(~r1 − ~r2) (1)

where C0 = (dρ/dεF )−1 = 300 MeV·fm3 (ρ is the average nuclear-matter den-
sity) and f

′

0 and g
′

0 are the parameters of, respectively, isospin–isospin and
spin–isospin quasiparticle interactions. These coupling constants are the pa-
rameters of the theory. In the present calculations, we used the values:

f
′

0 = 1.351± 0.027

g
′

0 = 1.214± 0.048
(2)
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which were obtained recently [26] from an analysis of the experimental data
on the energies of the analog (38 nuclei) and GT (20 nuclei) resonances. The
energies, Ei, and the squares of the matrix elements, M2

i , were calculated for
allowed-transition-excited isobaric states of 98,100Tc daughter nuclei. The con-
tinuous part of the spectra of the strength function S(E) was calculated in the
same way a [17] upon taking into account Breit–Wigner broadening (see [27]).

For the isotope 98Tc, the charge-exchange strength function S(E) calculated
for GT excitations of 98Mo is shown in Fig. 2a). The energies calculated for
the GT resonance and for the 1, 2, and 3 pygmy resonances are the follow-
ing: EGTR = 12.45 MeV, EPR1 = 7.32 MeV, EPR2 = 6.10 MeV, and EPR3 =
4.40 MeV. The experimental value for the GT resonance is EGTR ≈ 12.3 MeV [2]
– that is, the difference between the calculated and experimental values is mod-
erately small and is equal to 0.15 MeV. As for the observed pygmy resonance,
at EPR = 6.78 MeV according to the (B–W) fit, our calculations yield two (PR1
and PR2) closely lying resonances, and this looks like a fine structure of the
observed PR peak. The results of our calculations show moderately weak res-
onances at the energies of 1.82 and 3.16 MeV; they correspond to small peaks
observed in the vicinity of 2.1 and 3.4 MeV in the experiment reported in [2].
At low excitation energies of Ex < 1 MeV, the strength function calculated
for 98Tc features several excited states that may correspond the observed low-
lying excitations of 98Tc. The calculated value of the analog-resonance energy is
EAR = 9.78 MeV, while its experimental counterpart is EAR = 9.7 MeV [2]. The
difference is ∆EAR = 80 keV and is comparable with the result of our previous
calculation based on the TFFS approach, where ∆EAR = 110 keV [14].

For the isotope 100Tc, the charge-exchange strength function S(E) calcu-
lated for GT excitations of the isotope 100Mo is presented in Fig. 2b). The
calculated resonance energies are EGTR = 13.20 MeV, EPR1 = 8.09 MeV,
EPR2 = 6.32 MeV, and EPR3 = 4.65 MeV, and the experimental value for
the GT resonance is EGTR ≈ 13.3 MeV [3]; that is, the difference between the
experimental and calculated values is small, 0.10 MeV. As for the observed
pygmy resonance, at EPR1 = 8.0 MeV [3] according to the (B–W) fit and
EPR1 = 7.52 MeV [4] according to the (G) fit, the calculated value turned out
to be closer to the experimental value from [3] than to the experimental value
from [4]. Low-lying excitations found in [3] (which was published earlier) at the
energies of E1 = 1.4 and E2 = 2.6 MeV also appeared in the present calculations
as the doublet of states at the energies of 1.30 and 1.42 MeV and an isobaric
state at E2 = 2.70 MeV. The results calculated for the analog resonances are
close to their experimental counterparts – for example, the calculated value is
EAR = 10.99 MeV, while the experimental one is EAR = 11.085 MeV [4]. The
difference is ∆EAR = 95 keV, and this is commensurate with the results of our
earlier calculations [14].

3 NORMALIZATION OF STRENGTH
FUNCTION AND QUENCHING-EFFECT

In describing both the experimental and the calculated data on the strength
function S(E) for the isotopes 98,100Mo which are presented in Fig. 2, the nor-
malization of S(E) is an issue of importance. For example, the experimental
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data for 98Mo were obtained in the reaction 98Mo(p, n)98Tc [2], whereupon the
charge-exchange strength function S(E) was determined up to the excitation
energy of Emax = 18 MeV. It was found that the total sum of the GT matrix
elements B(GT) up to the energy of 18 MeV is 28 5 [2], which is 0.67± 0.08 of
the maximum value of 3(N − Z) = 42, which is given by the sum rule for GT
excitations of the 98Mo nucleus. This means that there is a deficit in the sum
rule for GT excitations.

In the study [4], the results of processing B(GT) for 100Mo are given over
the energy range extending up to 4 MeV. For other energy values, the authors
of the paper [4] do not present neither the dependence of B(GT) on the energy
E, nor do they give the sum

∑
B(GT). In the earlier study [3], it was found,

however, that the sum of GT matrix elements up to the energy of 18.8 MeV is
34.56 or 0.72 (72%) of the maximum possible value of 3(N − Z) = 48. This is
greater by 7.5% than the respective result for 98Mo [2].

The observed deficit in the sum rule for GT excitations is due to the quench-
ing-effect [28] or to a violation of the normalization of GT matrix elements.
Thus, according to the known sum rule, for GT-transitions, the normalization
has the form:∑

M2
i =

∑
Bi(GT) = q[3(N−Z)] = e2

q[3(N−Z)] ≈
∫ Emax

0

S(E)dE = I(Emax)

(3)
where Emax is the maximum energy taken into account in the calculation or
in the experiment and S(E) is the charge-exchange strength function. In the
present calculations, the value of Emax = 20 MeV was employed for the isotopes
98Mo and 100Mo, while, in the experiments, this energy was set to, respectively,
Emax = 18 MeV [2] and Emax ≈ 19 MeV [4]. The parameter q < 1, in Eq. (3)
determines the quenching-effect (deficit in the sum rule); at q = 1,

∑
M2
i =∑

Bi(GT) = 3(N − Z), which corresponds to the maximum value. Within the
TFFS framework, q = e2

q, where eq is an effective charge [22]. As was shown
by A. B. Migdal [29], the effective charge should not exceed unity; for Fermi
transitions, we have eq(F ) = 1, while, for GT transitions, eq(GT ) = 1˘2ζS
(see [22], p. 223]), where ζS , 0 < ζS < 1, is an empirical parameter. Thus,
we see that, in the case of Mo → Tc transitions considered here, the effective
charge eq = eq(GT) is a parameter that is extracted from experimental data.

Figure 3 shows the sum
∑
Bi(GT) in (3) of the matrix elements for the

isotope 98Mo as a function of the energy E reckoned in the isotope 98Tc. One can
see that the calculations with the effective charge of eq = 0.9 (q = 0.81) describe
the experimental data better, but, in the region of energies below 14 MeV, the
calculations with the effective charge of eq = 0.8(q = 0.64) lead to results that
are closer to the experimental data. At higher energies, the calculated curve
asymptotically tends to the value of q[3(N −Z)] = q ·42 at q = e2

q = 0.92 = 0.81
(81%).

Figure 4 shows the sum
∑
Bi(GT) of matrix elements in (3) for the isotope

100Mo as a function of the energy E reckoned in the isotope 100Tc. For this
isotope, the situation is more complicated than that in the case of the isotope
98Mo, because the available data from two experiments reported in [3] and [4]
differ somewhat from each other in normalization of the strength function S(E).
In [3], for example, the sum of GT matrix elements up to the energy of 18.8 MeV
is 34.56 or q = 0.72, which is 72% of 3(N − Z) = 48. This is 7.5% larger than
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Figure 3: Sum of the matrix elements for the isotope 98Mo as a function of the energy E reckoned in
98Tc. The lines represent: (1) experimental data from [2], (2) the results of our calculations based
on the theory of finite Fermi systems at eq = 0.90, (3) the results of our calculations at eq = 0.80,
and (4) the maximum value

∑
Bi(GT) = q[3(N − Z)] at q = e2q = 0.92 = 0.81.

Figure 4: Sum of the matrix elements for the isotope 100Mo as a function of the energy E reckoned
in the isotope 100Tc. The lines represent: (1) the results of our calculations based on the theory
of finite Fermi systems (TFFS) at eq = 0.80, (2) experimental data from [4], (3) the results of our
TFFS calculations at eq = 0.85, (4) experimental data from [3], (5) the maximum value of the sum∑
Bi(GT) = q[3(N − Z)] at q = e2q = 0.802, and (6) the maximum value of the sum

∑
Bi(GT) at

q = e2q = 0.852.

that for 98Tc [2] and corresponds to the value of eq = 0.85. In [4], there are
no data on the dependence of B(GT) on Ex for all of the energies presented
there; nor does that article give the value of the

∑
Bi(GT). For the isotope

100Mo we have calculated the GT strength function S(E) for two versions of
normalization: eq = 0.80 (q = e2

q = 0.64) and eq = 0.85 (q = 0.723).
Figure 4 shows that these two versions of calculations describe well the data
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of both experiments, and it is obvious that the normalization of the GT strength
function for the experiment reported in [4] calls for a refinement in the region
of energies of up to 20 MeV reckoned in the isotope 100Tc.

Thus, the calculations for the isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo have led to close
values of the normalization of the GT strength functions or

∑
Bi(GT) (see (3))

– from q = e2
q = 0.64 (eq = 0.80) for 100Mo, to q = 0.81 (eq = 0.90) for 98Mo

isotope. This confirms the presence of the quenching-effect.
A detailed analysis of thequenching-effect was performed in the study [21],

where it was found that eq = 0.90 (q = 0.81) for the isotope 98Mo and eq = 0.8
(q = 0.64) for the isotope 100Mo, which confirms the presence of the quenching-
effect.

4 CROSS SECTIONS FOR SOLAR
NEUTRINO CAPTURE BY 98,100Mo

NUCLEI
The (νe, e

˘) cross section, which depends on the incident-neutrino energy
Eν , is given by:

σ(Eν) =
(GF gA)2

πc3~4

∫ W−Q

0

WpeF (Z,A,W )S(x)dx

W = Eν −Q− x−mec
2

cpe =
√
W 2 − (mec2)2

(4)

where F (Z,A,W ) is the Fermi-function, S(E) is the charge-exchange strength
function, GF /(~c)3 = 1.1663787(6) × 10−5 GeV−2 is the Fermi weak coupling
constant and gA = −1.2723(23) is the axial-vector constant from [30].

The neutrino-capture cross section σ(E) is shown in Fig. 5 for the reaction
98Mo(νe, e

−)98Tc and in Fig. 6 for the reaction 100Mo(νe, e
−)100Tc. The cross

sections σ(E) are given both according to the calculations with the experimental
strength function S(E) (see Fig. 2) and according to the calculations with the
strength function S(E) obtained within the TFFS approach. Also, the results
of the calculations performed without allowing for GT and pygmy resonances
are presented. The figures show that the calculations with the strength func-
tions S(E) obtained within the TFFS approach describe fairly well the cross
sections σ(E) calculated with the experimental strength functions, the average
discrepancies for the total cross section not exceeding 10% both for 98Mo and
for 100Mo.

From Figs. 5 and 6, one can see that the effect of charge-exchange resonances
on the cross section σ(E) is quite significant. The disregard of only two reso-
nances, the GT resonance and PR1, reduces the cross section σ(E) for 98Mo
by a value of about 10% to a value of about 60% for neutrino energies between
4 and 14 MeV; for 100Mo, the respective reduction is about 5% to 40%. Thus,
the effect of the resonances on the cross section σ(E) for the 100Mo nucleus is
smaller than for the 98Mo nucleus.

This can be seen in Fig. 7, where the relations of the calculated cross sections
σi(E) of the reactions 98Mo(νe, e

−)98Tc and 100Mo(νe, e
−)100Tc are presented,

normalized to the total cross section σtot(E) with the strength functions S(E)
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Figure 5: Neutrino-capture cross section σ(E) in the reaction 98Mo(νe, e
−)98Tc. The points on

display stand for the results of the calculation based on the experimental strength function S(E)
(see Fig. 2). The solid and dashed curves represent the results of the calculations performed with
the strength function S(E) obtained within the TFFS approach: (1) total cross section and (2, 3,
4, and 5) results of the calculations not including, respectively, GTR; GTR and PR1; GTR, PR1,
and PR2; and GTR, PR1, PR2, and PR3, where GTR is the GT resonance.

Figure 6: Neutrino-capture cross section σ(E) in the reaction 100Mo(νe, e
−)100Tc. The points on

display stand for the results of the calculation based on the experimental strength function S(E)
(see Fig. 2). The solid and dashed curves represent the results of the calculations performed with
the strength function S(E) obtained within the TFFS approach: (1) total cross section, (2) results
obtained without including GTR, and (3) results obtained without including GTR and PR1.

calculated within the TFFS framework. The reason behind the reduction of
the effect of charge-exchange resonances on the cross section σ(E) for neutrino
capture by the 100Mo nucleus in relation to the respective results for 98Mo is
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Figure 7: Ratios of the cross sections σi(E) calculated for the reactions (curves 3 and 5)
98Mo(νe, e

−)98Tc and (curves 2 and 4) 100Mo(νe, e
−)100Tc to the total cross section σtot(E)

based on the TFFS approach (curve 1). Curves 2 and 3 were calculated without taking into
account GTR, while curves 4 and 5 were calculated without taking into account GTR and PR1.

that the cross section for 100Mo receives a contribution primarily from low-
energy solar neutrinos, whose number is several orders of magnitude greater
than the number of neutrinos having energies in the region of Eν > 2 MeV and
making a dominant contribution to the region of resonances in 98Mo.

5 RATE OF SOLAR-NEUTRINO CAPTURE
BY 98,100Mo NUCLEI

The solar-neutrino capture rate R (number of neutrinos absorbed per unit
time) is related to the solar neutrino flux and the capture cross section by the
equation:

R =

∫ Emax

0

ρsolar(Eν)σtotal(Eν)dEν (5)

where for the energy Emax, we can restrict ourselves (see [31]) to hep neutrinos
(that is, those from the reaction 3He + p → 4He + e+ + νe), in which case
Emax ≤ 18.79 MeV, or to boron neutrinos (that is, those from the reaction
8B → 8Be∗ + e+ + νe, in which case Emax ≤ 16.36 MeV. The solar-neutrino
capture rate is given in SNU (SNU is a solar neutrino unit that corresponds to
one detection event per second per 1036 target nuclei).

In calculating the cross sections for solar-neutrino capture, it is important
to simulate correctly the flux of solar neutrinos. Several solar models have been
vigorously developed in recent years. They include the BS05(OP), BS05(AGS,
OP) and BS05(AGS, OPAL) models evolved by the group headed by J. N.
Bahcall [31]. The helium concentration and metallicity (the specific number of
atoms heavier than helium), as well as their distributions over the star volume,
are the most important simulated parameters, along with the medium opaque-
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ness parameter and the dimensions of the convection zone. A description of
neutrino fluxes requires a detailed knowledge of the cross section for neutrino
interaction with a detector material and, as a consequence, knowledge of the
strength function and its resonance structure for nuclei of this material. In
this article, we present calculations based on the BS05(OP) model, which is the
most convenient for a comparison with experimental data. The recalculations
to other solar models are reduced to neutrino fluxes renormalization.

Table 1: Solar-neutrino capture rate R (in SNU) calculated for the isotope 98Mo with the strength
function obtained from experimental data reported in [2] (the reduction (in percent) of the capture
rates upon the disregard of GTR and GTR + PR1 is indicated parenthetically)

98Mo 8B hep 15O 17F Total
R 18.415 0.105 5.1 · 10−5 10−6 18.520

R without GTR 10.893 (-40.8%) 0.044 (-58%) 5.1 · 10−5 10−6 10.937 (-41%)
R without GTR and PR1 8.282 (-55%) 0.025 (-76%) 5.1 · 10−5 10−6 8.307 (-55%)

Table 2: Solar-neutrino capture rate R (in SNU) calculated for the isotope 98Mo with the strength
function obtained within the TFFS framework [21] (the reduction (in percent) of the capture rates
upon the disregard of GTR and GTR + PR1 is indicated parenthetically)

98Mo 8B hep 15O 17F Total
R 18.92 0.108 0.0002 10−5 19.028

R without GTR 12.515 (-34%) 0.057 (-47%) 0.0002 10−5 12.572 (-34%)
R without GTR and PR1 10.778 (-43%) 0.043 (-60%) 0.0002 10−5 10.822 (-43%)

Table 3: Solar-neutrino capture rate R (in SNU) calculated for the isotope 100Mo with the strength
function obtained from the experimental data reported in [3], [4] (also given here are the results of
the calculations performed in [32] and based on the use of the data from[4]; the reduction (in percent)
of the capture rates upon the disregard of GTR and GTR + PR1 is indicated parenthetically)

100Mo pp pep 7Be 8B 13N 17F 15O hep Total
R 692.73 15.93 230.06 25.60 12.46 0.40 15.76 0.12 993.05

R without GTR 692.73 15.93 230.06 19.39 (-24%) 12.46 0.40 15.76 0.07 (-42%) 986.78 (-0.6%)
R without GTR and PR1 692.73 15.93 230.06 15.82 (-38%) 12.46 0.40 15.76 0.05 (-58%) 983.21 (-1%)

[32] 695 16 234 16 12 16 989

The numerical values of the solar-neutrino capture rates R calculated for
the isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo are presented in Tables 1–4 (in SNU). The tables
give the results obtained by calculating R with the experimental and theoretical
strength functions S(E) and with and without Gamow-Teller and Pygmy res-
onances [32]. The calculations with the experimental strength functions S(E)
(see Table 1 and 3) were performed by employing data obtained in the reactions
98Mo(p, n)98Tc [2] and 100Mo(3He, t)100Tc [3], [4] (see Fig. 2).

The capture rate obtained for the isotope 98Mo is RTotal = 18.52 SNU (Ta-
ble 1), which is close to the value of SNU from [31] and to the result found by
employing the calculated strength functions; our result is RTotal = 19.028 SNU
(Table 1), while the respective result reported earlier in [33] is 28+15

−8 SNU.
In the calculations for 100Mo (Table 3), use was made of two sets of ex-

perimental data—one from [3] and the other from [4]. The point is that the
table of the data presented [4] for the energies E and matrix elements B(GT)
covers the energy range of E ≤ 4 MeV, whereas, the article of H. Akimune and
his coauthors [3], which was published earlier, presents the tabulated data on
high-lying excitations of the daughter nucleus 100Tc. In addition to the R values
calculated for 100Mo with the experimental strength functions, Table 3 gives the
results obtained by H. Ejiri and S. R. Elliott [32] on the basis of the data from [4]
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Table 4: Solar-neutrino capture rate R (in SNU) calculated for the isotope 100Mo with the strength
function obtained within the TFFS framework [21] (the reduction (in percent) of the capture rates
upon the disregard of GTR and GTR + PR1 is indicated parenthetically)

100Mo pp pep 7Be 8B 13N 17F 15O hep Total
R 586.58 14.46 202.16 31.42 10.91 0.35 14.08 0.15 860.11

R without GTR 586.58 14.35 201.80 20.61 (-34%) 10.89 0.35 14.01 0.08 (-47%) 848.67 (-1.3%)
R without GTR and PR1 586.58 14.29 201.61 17.28 (-45%) 10.88 0.35 13.97 0.06 (-60%) 845.02 (-1.8%)

extending to 4 MeV. In our results, this corresponds to the calculations that dis-
regard GTR, and the discrepancies are insignificant, whereas the discrepancies
between the values of RTotal are approximately 0.4%. In the article published
in 2017 [34], the same authors presented the value of RTotal = 975 SNU, which
differs from their earlier value and from our estimate by about 1%. The discrep-
ancies in question stem from special features of experimental data processing
and are irrelevant to the present analysis.

Comparing the results of the calculations for 98Mo and 100Mo (Tables 1,
2 and 3, 4), first of all, it should be noted a large difference, more than 45
times, between the values of RTotal for these isotopes. This is explained by a
large difference between the energy of Q1 = 1684 keV for the isotope 98Tc and
the energy of Q2 = 172.1 keV for the isotope 100Tc (see Fig. 1). As a result, a
dominant contribution to the process of solar neutrinos capture comes from hard
solar neutrinos in the case of the 98Mo nucleus and from lower energy neutrinos,
mostly pp solar neutrinos, whose number is several orders of magnitude greater
(see Fig. 2), in the case of the 100Mo nucleus. For example, the contribution
of hard boron neutrinos to RTotal in the case of 98Mo is 99%, whereas their
contribution in the case of 100Mo is as small as 2.6%; at the same time, soft pp
neutrinos make a 70% contribution in the latter case (see Fig. 2).

The discrepancies between the R values obtained from the experimental and
calculated data on the strength functions S(E) are more significant, amounting,
for RTotal to about 3% for 98Mo and to about 14% for 100Mo. For 98Mo, this
is explained by the discrepancies the description of resonance states [21], which
make a dominant contribution to the neutrino capture cross section σ(Eν), and,
for 100Mo, it is explained by the inaccuracies in describing low-lying states,
where the calculated value of R depends greatly on the changes in Ex and
B(GT). For example, the change in the ground-state position from 0 to 100 keV
with a step of ∆E = 50 keV causes a sequential change of about 150 SNU in
RTotal at each step ∆E (in all, about 300 SNU). Almost everything is associated
here with the pp-neutrino channel. For neutrinos from 7Ве, the decrease is about
10 SNU at each step ∆E.

The effect of charge-exchange resonances on the rates R of solar neutrinos
capture by the isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo is also illustrated in Tables 1–4. One
can see that the values of RTotal for 100Mo undergo virtually no change in the
case of the calculation without GTR (decrease of about 1%) and in the case
of the calculation without GTR and PR1 (decrease of about 2%), but that,
for 98Mo, these changes are significant: -34% and -43%, respectively. As was
indicated above, the reason is that a dominant contribution to RTotal comes
from low-energy neutrinos (about 70%) – mostly from pp solar neutrinos – for
100Mo and from boron solar neutrinos (about 99%) for 98Mo. As a result, the
calculations without GTR and PR1 make nearly identical contributions toRTotal

and R(8B) for 98Mo. The situation is similar for the iodine isotope 127I [24], in
which case RTotal = 37.904 SNU and R(8B) = 33.232 SNU differ by a value as
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small as 12.3%, whereas the GTR and PR1 contributions reduce RTotal by 72.7%
to 10.345 SNU (27.3%) owing primarily mainly due to boron solar neutrinos.

The analog resonances at the energies of E(AR)exp = 9.7 MeV [2] and
E(AR)calc = 9.78 MeV [21] in 98Mo and at the energies of E(AR)exp = 11.085 MeV [4]
and E(AR)calc = 10.99 MeV [21] in (100)Mo weakly affect the cross sections
σ(E) and on the solar-neutrino capture rates R. For example, the inclusion of
the analog resonances increases R by ∆R ≤ 5% for 98Mo and by ∆R ≤ 1% for
100Mo.

6 CONTRIBUTION OF BACKGROUND
SOLAR NEUTRINOS IN DOUBLE BETA

DECAY 100Mo
According to the scheme of excited levels of the 100Mo nucleus (Fig. 1), all

excitations up to the neutron separation energy Sn = 6764.4 keV will decay into
the 100Tc ground state with subsequent decay into 100Ru. Such formation of
the 100Ru nucleus will imitate the formation of this nucleus in the process of
double beta decay and will be a background event in this process.

Without taking into account neutrino oscillations, our calculations of the
number of neutrino events for 100Mo up to the neutron-separation energy with
allowance for both GT and analog resonances give a value of 188.37 events per
ton per year. The calculations were performed up to the energy of neutron sep-
aration from the 100Tc nucleus, since higher lying excitations will be discharged
via neutron emission and transitions to excited states of the 99Tc nucleus. Such
process is outside the scope of this paper and should be examined separately.
This will not contribute to backgrounds to 100Mo double-beta decay involving
solar neutrinos. The articles published in recent years present the following
values: in 2014 H. Ejiri and S. R. Elliott estimate R = 989 SNU [32] (and
R = 975 SNU [34] later, in 2017), which, in terms of a ton of substance, gives
187.61 [32] (184.95 [34]) events per ton per year.

Table 5: Expected number of events per year (excluding oscillations) from solar neutrinos for current
(with the exception of NEMO-3) and planned experiments to search for 0νββ decay in 100Mo.

Experiment Mass of target isotope
100Mo, kg

Expected number of events per year (without oscillation)
R = 993.05 [35] R = 989 [32] R = 975 [34]

CUPID−Mo [7] 2.26 0.42 0.42 0.42
CUPID [36] Expected mass: 253 47.65 47.46 46.79

AmoRE− I [10] 3.0 0.56 0.56 0.55
AmoRE− II [10] Expected mass: 100 18.84 18.76 18.50

CROSS (medium scale
demonstrator) [37]

Expected mass: 4.7 0.88 0.88 0.87

Mini−BINGO [38] Expected mass (according to
our estimates): 3.36

0.63 0.63 0.62

[39] Expected mass (according to
our estimates): 5.38

1.01 1.01 0.99

NEMO− 3 [5] 6.91 1.30 1.30 1.28

Table 5 presents the expected values of background events for actually op-
erating (with the exception of NEMO-3) and planned experiments to search for
neutrinoless double beta decay in the 100Mo isotope without taking into account
oscillations. The CUPID-Mo experiment [7] uses an array of Li2MoO4 crystals
cooled to 200 mK located in the underground laboratory in Modane (LSM) in
France, in which the phonon and scintillation signals are detected. A similar ap-
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proach was implemented in the AMoRE-I experiment [10], which uses the Yang
Yang underground laboratory in South Korea (CaMoO4 and Li2MoO4 crystals).
Particularly interesting, in the context of the search for the 0νββ process, are
the continuations of these experiments: CUPID [36] and AMoRE-II [10] be-
cause in them, the planned mass of the 100Mo isotope will exceed hundreds
of kilograms, which will make it possible to achieve an exposure of more than
tons*year. New technologies for detecting the 0νββ process are being developed
in the CROSS [37], BINGO [38] collaborations and in a planned experiment at
the CJPL underground laboratory in China [39].

Using the data and reports of the NEMO-3 experiment as an example, let
us analyze the ratio of the number of background events from different sources.
Thus, according to [40] (Table 8), during an exposure of 34.3 kg·years, 15 back-
ground two-electron events were observed in the energy range sought for in the
experiment energy range from 2.8 to 3.2 MeV. According to our estimate, for the
same parameters, the contribution of background events from the absorption of
solar neutrinos will be about ≤ 1%, i.e. ≤ 0.15 events, excluding oscillations.
Accounting for this effect will reduce the number of events by approximately
half. It should also be noted that, depending on the design features of the exper-
iment, the background from solar neutrinos can be significantly suppressed [41].

7 CONCLUSIONS
We have explored the interaction of solar neutrinos with 98Mo and 100Mo nu-

clei, taking into account the effect of charge-exchange resonances. We have stud-
ied the effect of high-lying charge-exchange resonances in the strength function
S(E) on the cross sections for solar-neutrino capture by 98Mo and 100Mo nuclei.
We have employed both experimental data obtained for the strength functions
S(E) in (p, n) and (3He, t) charge-exchange reactions [2], [3], [4] and the strength
functions S(E) calculated within the theory of finite Fermi-systems [21].

A comparison of the calculated strength function S(E) with experimental
data shows good agreement both in resonance-peak energy and in resonance
peak amplitude. There is a deficit in the sum rule for GT excitations. It is due
either to the quenching-effect [28] or to a violation of the normalization of GT
matrix elements. Within the TFFS framework [22], this deficit is compensated
by the introduction of an effective charge eq = 0.90 (q = 0.81) for the isotope
98Mo and eq = 0.8 (q = 0.64) for the isotope 100Mo [21].

We have calculated the cross sections σ(E) for solar-neutrino capture and
have analyzed the contribution of all charge-exchange resonances. We have
found that, in all energy ranges, the cross section σ(E) is substantially larger
for the 100Mo nucleus than for the 98Mo nucleus. This is because the energy
thresholds Q1 and Q2 are markedly different for the neighboring isobaric nuclei
98Tc and 100Tc (see Fig. 1). As a result, the cross sections σ(E) for the 98Mo and
100Mo nuclei are also different. Thus, low energy pp neutrinos, whose number is
several orders of magnitude greater, make the main contribution to σ(E) 100Mo
(see Fig. 2), while the resonant energy region does not affect. Accordingly, the
contribution of high-energy nuclear resonances to σ(E) is smaller for 100Mo than
for 98Mo.

We have also calculated solar-neutrino capture rates R for the isotopes 98Mo
and 100Mo, taking into account all components of the solar neutrino spectrum.
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The calculations have been performed both with experimental and with theo-
retical strength functions S(E) and with and without allowance for the GT and
pygmy resonances.

Comparing the results of our calculations for 98Mo and 100Mo nuclei, we
note that the values of RTotal for these isotopes differ by a factor greater than
45. This is explained by the fact that, as it was already indicated, in the process
of capturing solar neutrinos by the 98Mo nucleus, the main role is played by the
high energy solar neutrinos, and in the case of the 100Mo nucleus - by neutrinos
with lower energies, which are orders of magnitude greater.

Thus, the two isotopes 98Mo and 100Mo of the same element, which dif-
fer only slightly in structure and in charge-exchange strength function, differ
sharply in solar-neutrino capture cross section, σ(E), and in solar-neutrino cap-
ture rate.

The contribution of background solar neutrinos to the double-beta decay of
100Mo nuclei is estimated. It is shown that the source of background events,
which is about 1% of the required statistics, ceases to be a minor background
for exposures of the order of tons*year, and cannot be ignored during processing
and additional data collection. As we showed in this article, the irremovable
background from the capture of solar neutrinos by Mo nuclei is estimated at
this level and requires either an increase in statistics to guarantee the result, or
the use of experimental schemes to exclude events of this kind.

8 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We are are grateful to M. D. Skorokhvatov, I. N. Borzov, L. V. Inzhechik,

V. V. Khrushchev S. S. Semenov, and A. K. Vyborov for stimulating discussions
and for their help in work.

9 FUNDING
This work was supported in part by Russian Science Foundation (project

no. 21-12-00061) and by a grant from the Department of Neutrino Processes at
National Research Center Kurchatov Institute.

References
1J. N. Bahcall, Neutrino Astrophysics (Cambridge University Press. 1988.).
2J. Rapaport, P. Welch, J. Bahcall, E. Sugarbaker, T. N. Taddeucci, C. D.
Goodman, C. F. Foster, D. Horen, C. Gaarde, J. Larsen, and T. Masterson,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 54, 2325–2328 (1985).

3H. Akimune, H. Ejiri, M. Fujiwara, I. Daito, T. Inomata, R. Hazama, A. Tamii,
H. Toyokawa, and M. Yosoi, Physics Letters B 394, 23–28 (1997).

4J. H. Thies, T. Adachi, M. Dozono, H. Ejiri, D. Frekers, H. Fujita, Y. Fujita,
M. Fujiwara, E.-W. Grewe, K. Hatanaka, P. Heinrichs, D. Ishikawa, N. T.
Khai, A. Lennarz, H. Matsubara, H. Okamura, Y. Y. Oo, P. Puppe, T. Ruhe,
K. Suda, A. Tamii, H. P. Yoshida, and R. G. T. Zegers, Phys. Rev. C 86,
044309 (2012).

15

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.54.2325
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(96)01659-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.044309
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.044309


5R. Arnold, C. Augier, A. S. Barabash, A. Basharina-Freshville, S. Blondel,
S. Blot, M. Bongrand, D. Boursette, V. Brudanin, J. Busto, A. J. Caffrey,
S. Calvez, M. Cascella, C. Cerna, J. P. Cesar, A. Chapon, E. Chauveau, A.
Chopra, et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 440 (2019).

6A. V. Rakhimov, A. S. Barabash, A. Basharina-Freshville, S. Blot, M. Bon-
grand, C. Bourgeois, D. Breton, R. Breier, E. Birdsall, V. B. Brudanin, H.
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