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Abstract

Solar neutrino flux constraints from the legacy GALLEX/GNO and SAGE experiments continue to influence contemporary global
analyses of neutrino properties. The constraints depend on the neutrino absorption cross sections for various solar sources. Fol-
lowing recent work updating the 51Cr and 37Ar neutrino source cross sections, we reevaluate the 71Ga solar neutrino cross sections,
focusing on contributions from transitions to 71Ge excited states, but also revising the ground-state transition to take into account
new 71Ge electron-capture lifetime measurements and various theory corrections. The excited-state contributions have been tra-
ditionally taken from forward-angle (p, n) cross sections. Here we correct this procedure for the ≈ 10%–20% tensor operator
contribution that alters the relationship between Gamow-Teller and (p, n) transition strengths. Using state-of-the-art nuclear shell-
model calculations to evaluate this correction, we find that it lowers the 8B and hep neutrino cross sections. However, the addition of
other corrections, including contributions from near-threshold continuum states that radiatively decay, leads to an overall increase
in the 8B and hep cross sections of ≈ 10% relative to the values recommended by Bahcall. Uncertainties are propagated using
Monte Carlo simulations.
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1. Introduction

The legacy radiochemical gallium experiments,
GALLEX/GNO [1–4] and SAGE [5, 6], played an im-
portant role in resolving the solar neutrino problem. The
combined results from the 37Cl [7], Kamiokande [8], and
the gallium experiments produced a pattern of solar neutrino
fluxes that was incompatible with the standard solar model
(SSM), even if model parameters were adjusted to change the
Sun’s core temperature [9–11]. The apparent need for new
physics helped to justify a new and more capable generation
of experiments that established that neutrinos are massive and
undergo flavor mixing. The GALLEX/GNO and SAGE results
continue to have impact today, influencing global analyses
of neutrino parameters [12–14] and providing (along with
Borexino [15] results) one of the few direct constraints on the
low-energy pp neutrinos.

The solar electron-neutrino rates extracted from these ex-
periments depend on cross sections calculated by Bahcall [16]
more than twenty-five years ago. Here we update these cross
sections, incorporating corrections similar to those introduced
in [17], where 71Ga cross sections for the low-energy neutrino
sources 51Cr and 37Ar were reevaluated.

The neutrino-source work was undertaken because of the
“gallium anomaly” [18], the discrepancy between the predicted
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and observed neutrino rates obtained in four neutrino-source
calibrations of the GALLEX/GNO and SAGE experiments,
which now stands at ≈ 4σ, due to the recent high-intensity
BEST experiment [19, 20]. Given the increased significance
of the discrepancy, a reevaluation [17] of the 71Ga capture cross
sections for 51Cr and 37Ar neutrino sources was performed, to
ensure that associated theory uncertainties had been properly
addressed. The new work employed the most recent Q value
and Particle Data Group couplings, and included radiative cor-
rections and the effects of weak magnetism — the leading con-
tribution from momentum-dependent weak transition operators.
Excited-state contributions to the cross section have tradition-
ally been estimated from forward-angle (p, n) cross sections
[16]. An important correction affecting the proportionality of
neutrino capture and (p, n) scattering comes from a sub-leading
tensor operator that contributes only to the latter process. The
size of this correction was determined empirically in [17] and
applied to the two excited states of 71Ge that contribute to the
neutrino-source capture cross sections. This new work yielded
both an updated cross section and a Monte-Carlo uncertainty
envelope that confirmed nuclear physics is not responsible for
the Ga neutrino-source anomaly.

Here we provide a similar update of 71Ga solar neutrino cross
sections, providing best values and uncertainties. The changes
we find are small but affect the various solar neutrino sources
differently. First, the solar pp neutrinos, which dominate the
71Ga rate, are captured almost exclusively through the transition
to the 71Ge ground state. As this transition is tightly constrained
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by the known electron-capture (EC) lifetime of 71Ge, our up-
date reflects small changes from the inclusion of radiative and
weak-magnetism corrections and the use of a more accurate Q
value. The next most important source, the line neutrinos pro-
duced in the sun by EC on 7Be, are absorbed through the same
transitions studied in [17] (see Fig. 1). There it was found that
the corrections to the 51Cr and 37Ar cross sections associated
with the ground- and excited-state transitions tended to cancel,
leading to small overall changes of ≈ 2%. Cross sections for the
third most important source, the high-energy 8B neutrinos, were
taken in [16] from uncorrected (p, n) cross sections. Given the
impressive improvement in the correspondence between weak
and (p, n) transition strengths achieved in [17] when a tensor
amplitude correction was applied (see Fig. 2 in that reference),
we include the same correction for the 71Ga 8B cross section.

2. Neutrino sources and spectra

The solar neutrino sources we address are listed in Table 1.
The EC pep and 7Be sources produce discrete lines, while the
β-decay pp, 8B, hep, 13N, 15O, and 17F sources produce neu-
trinos in a continuous spectrum. The line energies and the β-
decay end-point energies (neglecting in the Table solar thermal
effects) are denoted by Emax

ν . Also shown are the (unoscillated)
fluxes taken from the SSM calculations of Herrera and Serenelli
[21], using the high-metallicity (high-Z) GS98 composition of
[22] and the low-Z (AAG21) of [23]. The tension between
these results has been often referenced as the solar metallicity
problem. The third set of fluxes, denoted MB22p, incorporates
changes in composition and opacities introduced by Magg et al.
[24].

Solar neutrino cross sections are obtained by integrating over
a flux distribution normalized to unity, denoted below by the
probability distribution P(Eν)

⟨σ⟩ =

∫ ∞

0
dEν P(Eν) σ(Eν). (1)

This quantity depends on the shape of the neutrino spectrum
for a given source, but not the source’s SSM flux.

β-decay sources: The Sun’s β+-decay sources produce
low-energy neutrinos in approximately allowed spectra

dωβ±
dEe

=
G2

F cos2 θC

2π3 peEeE2
ν Fβ± (Z f , Ee)

[
BF∓ + g2

ABGT∓
]
, (2)

where pe and Ee are the electron three-momentum and en-
ergy, and Eν is the neutrino energy. We adopt the PERKEO3
[25] value for the axial coupling constant gA = 1.2764 and
the Particle Data Group (PDG) values for the Fermi constant
GF/(ℏc)3 = 1.1664 × 10−5/GeV2 and Cabibbo angle cos θC =
0.9733. Fβ± (Z f , Ee) accounts for the distortion of the outgo-
ing positron or electron by the Coulomb field of the daugh-
ter nucleus of charge Z f , and BF∓ and BGT∓ are the Fermi and
Gamow-Teller (GT) transition probabilities, respectively, with
the former contributing only to transitions between members of

the same isospin multiplet. The superscript ∓ on these proba-
bilities indicate whether the nucleus’s isospin is being lowered
(p→ n) or raised (n→ p).

The energy released in the decay is denoted by W0, the
nuclear mass difference between the initial and final states,
which up to small atomic binding corrections, is equivalent to
M[i]−M[ f ]−me, where M is the atomic mass. The electron and
neutrino energies are related by W0 = Ee + Eν, neglecting tiny
corrections due to nuclear recoil and electronic rearrangement.
Thus

P(Eν,W0) = N pe Ee E2
ν Fβ+ (Z f , Ee), (3)

where the constant N is fixed by the normalization condition∫ Emax
ν

0
dEν P(Eν,W0) ≡ 1. (4)

The maximum neutrino energy, Emax
ν = W0 − me, is listed in

Table 1 for the solar sources of interest. In the cases described
below where Fβ+ (Z f , Ee) is computed, we follow [17], with the
electron amplitude at the nuclear surface taken from solutions
of the Dirac equation for a uniform charge distribution, with
corrections for finite nuclear size and a more realistic charge
distribution added through the terms L0 and U discussed below.
The various β-decay sources are treated as follows:

13N, 15O, and 17F neutrinos: These spectra are computed
from Eq. (3), treating the effects of Coulomb distortion on the
outgoing positron as described above. The error incurred by
working in the allowed limit can be estimated from the lead-
ing correction due to weak magnetism, which is O(W0/mN), or
about 0.1% and thus negligible.

pp neutrinos: Solar reactions occur in a high-temperature
plasma. The effects of temperature on the β-decay spectra dis-
cussed above, as well as on 8B spectrum discussed below, are
negligible [26]: the first-order Doppler shifts due to the motion
of the parent nucleus cancel, as there is no preferred direction.
In contrast, for the β-decay fusion reaction p + p, finite tem-
perature modifies the relative kinetic energy of the fusing ions.
The net effect, after integrating over the thermal profile of the
solar core, can be well approximated by introducing a spectrum
shift ∆Wpp

0 ≈ 3.2 keV [16],

Plab(Eν,W0)→ P⊙(Eν,W th
0 ) ≡ Plab(Eν,W0 + ∆Wpp

0 ). (5)

In this case, the shift is a significant ≈ 1% of Emax
ν .

8B neutrinos: This spectrum extends to about 17 MeV, and
as the decay is dominated by the transition to the broad 2+ reso-
nance at ≈ 3 MeV in 8Be, Γcm ≈ 1.5 MeV, deviates significantly
from an allowed shape. As described in the Solar Fusion III
(SFIII) study [27], corrections for weak magnetism are signif-
icant and are constrained by measurements of the analog elec-
tromagnetic decay, while radiative corrections have been eval-
uated theoretically and are smaller. We follow SFIII in using
the spectrum of Longfellow et al. [28], extracted from the mea-
sured spectrum of α particles produced in the resonance decay.
In SFIII, it is noted that differences in this spectrum relative to
the previously adopted standard, that of Winter et al. [29], are
less than 5% for neutrino energies below 15 MeV.
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Table 1: Solar neutrino β-decay and EC sources and their maximum or line energies, respectively, in the absence of solar thermal effects (see text). The fluxes are
taken from the SSM calculations of [21] using the compositions GS98 [22] (high-Z), AAG21 [23] (low-Z), and MB22p [24]. Associated uncertainties are indicated.

Source Type
Eν

(MeV) GS98 AAG21 MB22p
units

(cm−2s−1)

pp β+ ≤0.420 5.96 (0.6%) 6.00 (0.6%) 5.95 (0.6%) 1010

pep EC 1.442 1.43 (1.1%) 1.45 (1.1%) 1.42 (1.3%) 108

7Be EC 0.862 (89.5%) 4.85 (7.4%) 4.52 (7.3%) 4.88 (8.1%) 109

0.384 (10.5%)
8B β+ ≲ 15 5.03 (13%) 4.31 (13%) 5.07 (15%) 106

hep β+ ≤ 18.77 7.95 (31%) 8.16 (31%) 7.93 (30%) 103

13N β+ ≤ 1.198 2.80 (16%) 2.22 (13%) 3.10 (15%) 108

15O β+ ≤ 1.732 2.07 (18%) 1.58 (16%) 2.30 (18%) 108

17F β+ ≤ 1.738 5.35 (20%) 3.40 (16%) 4.70 (17%) 106

hep neutrinos: We have taken this spectrum from Bahcall
[16], who assumed an allowed shape. However, as discussed in
SFIII, the allowed contribution to the hep reaction is suppressed
because the Gamow-Teller operator cannot connect the main s-
wave components of the initial p+3He and final 4He states, en-
hancing the importance of p-waves, two-body currents, weak
magnetism, and other corrections. Unfortunately, the hep stud-
ies that have incorporated such corrections into cross-section
calculations have not published neutrino spectra. Thus the ef-
fects of these corrections on the spectrum shape are presently
unknown. As discussed above for the pp reaction, the hep end-
point will be shifted by thermal effects, but the shift is inconse-
quential (≈ 0.1% [16]) as W0 is relatively large.

EC neutrinos: The thermal effects include a first-order
Doppler broadening of the line due to the motion of the decay-
ing nucleus, and an effective shift associated with the kinetic
energy of the captured electron. (Continuum electron capture
accounts for over 80% of the total solar capture rate on 7Be.)
The 7Be line shape has been calculated by Bahcall [30]. The
result can be expressed in the simple form of Eq. (5) with
∆W

7Be
0 = 1.29 and 1.24 keV for the 862 and 384 keV lines, re-

spectively. As the detailed profiles are available [26], we have
instead chosen to numerically integrate over the line shapes.

There does not appear to be a corresponding calculation of
the pep line shape in the literature. However, the effective shift,
which includes contributions from both the electron kinetic en-
ergy and the center-of-mass energy of the fusing protons, can
be estimated from results in [26]. Using Eq. (56) of that ref-
erence along with the digitized SSM profiles of the BP98 SSM
[31], we find an electron contribution to the shift of 1.36 keV.
(The corresponding BP98 calculation for the 7Be shift yields
1.33 keV, in good agreement with the value given above.) The
shift from the relative kinetic energy of the fusing protons can
be equated to that for the pp reaction, 3.2 keV. Combining these
results, we find that total shift for Eq. (5) is ∆Wpep

0 ≈ 4.5 keV.

3. Solar neutrino cross sections

As radiochemical experiments, GALLEX/GNO and SAGE
are semi-inclusive, counting transitions to all kinematically
accessible bound states in 71Ge — states below the breakup
threshold of 7.416 MeV (see Fig. 1). Near-threshold contin-
uum states with significant γ-ray branches may also contribute.

The flux-averaged solar neutrino absorption cross section is
given in the allowed approximation by

⟨σ⟩ =
G2

F cos2 θC

π

∑
f

∫
dEν P⊙(Eν,W th

0 )

× peEeFβ− (Z f , Ee)g2
ABGT+ ,

(6)

where the GT nuclear transition probability for i→ f is

BGT+ =
1

2Ji + 1
| ⟨Jπfα f ∥ÔJ=1

GT+∥J
π
i αi⟩ |

2, ÔJ=1
GT+ ≡

A∑
i=1

σ(i)τ+(i).

(7)
Here || denotes a matrix element reduced in angular momentum,
while ÔJ=1

GT+ is the one-body contribution to the long-wavelength
axial-vector current operator. States are labeled by their spin
and parity Jπ, with α representing all other quantum numbers.
The integral in Eq. (6) is performed over one of the normal-
ized P(Eν) described in the previous section — either β-decay
spectra or thermally broadened electron-capture line spectra —
while the sum extends over all kinematically accessible final
states. The atomic mass difference — the 71Ge EC Q value —
is precisely known [32]

QEC = M
[
71Ge

]
− M

[
71Ga

]
= 232.443 ± 0.093 keV, (8)

and governs the kinematic relationship

Ee = Eν − E − QEC + me − 0.09 keV, (9)

where E is the nuclear excitation energy of the state |Jπfα f ⟩,
measured relative to the 71Ge ground state. Here we follow
Bahcall [16] by including a very small correction for energy
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Figure 1: Partial level diagram for 71Ga(νe, e−)71Ge. The threshold for 71Ge
breakup is 7.416 MeV.

loss due to electron rearrangement. Only neutrinos with Eν >
QEC+0.09 keV ≡ Qeff

EC can produce 71Ge, setting a lower bound
on the integral in Eq. (6). We omit target recoil effects of order
O(Eν/MT ) ≲ 10−4, with MT being the mass of the daughter
nucleus.

F(Z f , Ee) is a correction for the Coulomb distortion of the
outgoing electron in the field of the daughter nucleus,

F(Z f , Ee) = F0(Z f , Ee)L0(Z f , Ee)U(Z f , Ee)S (Z f , Ee), (10)

where the Fermi factor F0 is given by the Dirac solution for a
uniform charge distribution, evaluated at the nuclear surface

F0(Z f , Ee) = 4(2peRN)2(γ−1)eπy
|Γ(γ + iy)|2

[Γ(1 + 2γ)]2 ,

γ ≡
√

1 − (αZ f )2, y ≡ αZ f
Ee

pe
.

(11)

For the nuclear radius of 71Ge, we adopt the value RN = 5.23
fm, consistent with elastic electron scattering data. The quan-
tities L0 and U are finite-nuclear-size corrections to F0 that, in
combination, yield a result similar to what would be obtained
by solving the Dirac equation for a realistic nuclear charge dis-
tribution (see [17, 33]), while S corrects the outgoing electron
wave function for the effects of atomic screening. These are
treated as in [17].

As the 71Ga ground state has Jπi =
3
2
−, the allowed final states

have Jπf =
1
2
−, 3

2
−
, or 5

2
−. The final-state sum in Eq. (6) extends

over all such 71Ge states below particle breakup with excitation
energy Eex ≲ Eν − QEC (see Fig. 1); we discuss continuum
contributions below. The principal nuclear physics task is to
determine the needed BGT values. Below, we discuss transitions

to the 71Ge ground state, where the inverse EC rate determines
the transition probability, and to excited states, where the BGT
values are extracted from forward-angle (p, n) scattering.

3.1. Ground-state BGT value and neutrino capture rate

An important attribute of 71Ga(νe, e−)71Ge is its low thresh-
old, which leads to a solar neutrino capture rate dominated by
pp neutrinos. The pp rate is determined by the transition to the
71Ge ground state, the strength of which is rather precisely de-
termined by the EC half life of 71Ge,

τ1/2

[
71Ge

]
=


11.43 ± 0.03 d [34],
11.46 ± 0.04 d [35],

11.468 ± 0.008 d [36].
(12)

The weighted mean and standard deviation of the three mea-
surements yields τ1/2 = 11.465 ± 0.008 d and the rate ω =
(6.997±0.005)×10−7/s. The uncertainty is less than 0.1%. The
measurements reported in [35, 36] are recent, announced subse-
quent to the analysis of [17], though they are in good agreement
with the older result [34] employed there.

The procedure for extracting the ground-state BGT value from
the EC rate is described in [17], and need not be repeated
here. We have updated these results to take into account the
new EC measurements. The L/K and M/K capture ratios are
also needed in the analysis of [17], which were taken to be
0.117 and 0.019, respectively. As noted in [35], newer re-
sults are available. The measurements of [37, 17] can be com-
bined to give the L/K ratio of 0.118 ± 0.004, while [38] yields
M/K = 0.019 ± 0.003. As these newer measurements are con-
sistent with the values used in [17], no update is necessary. One
then obtains for the BGT+ value for 71Ga(ν, e−) excitation of the
71Ge ground state,

Beff
GT+ (g.s.) ≡ BGT+ (g.s.)[1 + gv,b]EC[1 + ϵq]EC

= 0.0863 ± 0.0013 (95% C.L.),
(13)

where the two additional terms are the small radiative and
weak-magnetism contributions to EC, discussed below and in
[17].

3.2. Extracting BGT values from charge-exchange reactions

Kuzmin, who proposed the 71Ga detector, noted the issue of
transitions to 71Ge excited states [39]. It is well established
empirically, apart from corrections we discuss below, that BGT
profiles can be extracted from medium-energy forward-angle
(p, n) scattering [40]. Measurements were made on 71Ga by
Krofcheck et al. [41], using 120 and 200 MeV proton beams.
Later, Frekers et al. obtained similar results with (3He,t) [42,
43].

While the highest energy solar neutrinos can excite 71Ge
states up to nearly 20 MeV, only those states that decay elec-
tromagnetically, rather than by particle breakup, will contribute
to 71Ge counting. This includes all 71Ge states below neutron
breakup threshold, S n(0+) = 7.416 MeV, the minimum energy
to produce a free neutron accompanied by 70Ge in its 0+ ground
state. In Bahcall’s treatment of the 71Ga cross section [16], it
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was assumed that these would be the only contributing states.
However, GT transitions from the 3/2− ground state of 71Ga
can populate 1/2−, 3/2−, and 5/2− states in 71Ge, of which only
the 1/2− and 3/2− states can undergo p-wave decay to the 0+

ground state of 70Ge. A channel for p-wave decay of the 5/2−

states opens up at S n(2+) = 8.46 MeV, when the 2+ first excited
state of 70Ge can be reached. Thus one might anticipate addi-
tional contributions to the Ga cross section from (technically)
unbound states between 7.41 and 8.46 MeV.

Indeed, from the ratios of γ-decay widths to total widths,
Γγ/Γ, obtained by Ejiri et al. [44] from 71Ga(3He,tγ), we find
that 58 ± 4 and 46 ± 4% of the transition strengths within the
last two energy bins of Table 2, respectively, yield bound 71Ge.
We reduce the Krofcheck (p, n) strengths in these two bins ac-
cordingly. As Γγ/Γ drops sharply above 8.46 MeV, we do not
consider bins above this threshold.

We previously noted the generally good track record of
forward-angle (p, n) measurements of GT strengths, established
empirically by testing the method on GT transitions of known
strength. See [17] for examples and further discussion. How-
ever, cases are known [45] where the proportionality can fail,
particularly for weak transitions. Two such transitions con-
tribute to the 7Be neutrino response. In [17] it was shown that
these discrepancies are removed if a tensor correction is added
to the dominant spin (p, n) operator

ÔJ=1
(p,n)(δ) ≡ ÔJ=1

GT+ + δÔ
J=1
T+ , (14)

where

ÔJ=1
T+ =

√
8π

A∑
i=1

[Y2(Ωi) ⊗ σ(i)]J=1 τ+(i), (15)

with δ its dimensionless coupling strength. Thus, the quantity
extracted from (p, n) scattering for the transition i→ f is

B(p,n)
GT =

1
2Ji + 1

|⟨Jπfα f ||ÔJ=1
(p,n)(δ)||J

π
i αi⟩|

2. (16)

With this correction, a remarkable improvement was achieved
in the correlation between B(p,n)

GT and BGT, for measurements
over a wide range of transition strengths and nuclear targets,
for a fixed δ = 0.074 ± 0.008 (1σ) [17].

The need for such a tensor contribution is not surprising:
(p, n) scattering at forward angles and thus low momentum
transfers will select out the longest-range component of the nu-
clear force, one-pion exchange. The pion-exchange potential
includes both central and tensor terms. When averaged to an
effective one-body operator, the former yields a contribution
proportional to ÔJ=1

GT , the latter to ÔJ=1
T .

The presence of a tensor contribution in (p, n) scattering re-
actions was first noted in [45], while the importance of ac-
counting for this contribution when extracting the BGT strengths
from forward-angle (p,n) measurements was first addressed in
[46, 47]. The analysis performed in [46, 47] was recently ex-
tended in [17], using an improved selection of data and a more
careful uncertainty analysis. That analysis yielded the value of
δ given above.

3.3. Excited-state BGT values: the 175 keV and 500 keV levels
Transitions to the 5/2− (175 keV) and 3/2− (500 keV) states

in 71Ge are of special importance as they govern the excited-
state contributions to the 51Cr and 37Ar neutrino-source experi-
ments as well as to pp and 7Be solar neutrino capture (see Fig.
1). The (p, n) measurements made on 71Ga [41] had sufficient
resolution to separate the contributions of these two states from
each other and from the ground state. The recent calculations
of [17] used the effective operator formalism described above
to extract the underlying BGT values from the measured B(p,n)

GT
values, propagating all errors via Monte Carlo. The results are

BGT+ (5/2−) ≤ 0.0077 (68% C.L.),
BGT+ (3/2−) = 0.0104 ± 0.0022 (68% C.L.).

(17)

These extractions depend on nuclear shell-model (SM) esti-
mates of the relative strengths of the spin and spin-tensor op-
erators. The uncertainties above account for the theory differ-
ences that result from the use of different candidate effective
interactions. As SM calculations make certain common model
assumptions, such variations do not necessarily reflect the en-
tire theory uncertainty.

3.4. Other excited-state contributions
At energies above those of the two states just considered, the

density of 71Ge states grows rapidly. While one can no longer
extract the strengths of individual transitions due to the limited
resolution of (p, n) measurements, the broad profile of B(p,n)

GT can
be determined, with transitions grouped into energy bins whose
widths are comparable to the resolution. The bins employed in
Table 2 are from [41, 48], apart from the three highest in energy.
In those cases — 7.0–7.42, 7.42–8.0, and 8.0–8.46 MeV — the
bin boundaries have been slightly adjusted so that they corre-
spond to the neutron breakup thresholds for populating the 0+

ground state and 2+ first excited state of 70Ge. In these bins, we
have then reduced the B(p,n)

GT strength, retaining the proportion
that decays electromagnetically and thus contributes to 71Ge
counted in the SAGE and GALLEX/GNO experiments. We
take the γ-decay branching probability from [44].

From the tabulated B(p,n)
GT strength distribution, one can ex-

tract the BGT+ distribution needed in calculations of the 8B and
hep neutrino cross sections on 71Ga, provided the data are cor-
rected for the tensor contribution. While this correction has
been made previously for the resolved states at 175 and 500
keV in 71Ge, we are not aware of any attempt to evaluate the
impact of the tensor correction on the inclusive GT response.

The standard SM space for A=71 nuclei is
2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2: several carefully tuned, phenomeno-
logically successful effective interactions exist for this space,
and the space is separable, so that spurious center-of-mass
excitations can be eliminated. Inclusive response functions
can in principle be evaluated by solving for a complete set
of 71Ge states, then summing transitions to those states. In
practice, this is impractical as the dimension N of the m-scheme
SM basis for 71Ge exceeds 108. Here we use two powerful
and complementary techniques to characterize the inclusive
response function,
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Table 2: GT strengths B(p,n)
GT extracted from (p, n) reactions [41, 48]. Except for the first three transitions, the strengths are summed over all states within an energy

bin. The bins are taken from [48] except for the last three, where some slight adjustments have been made to align with neutron breakup thresholds (see text).
The derived BGT values take into account both the tensor contribution to B(p,n)

GT and, for the last two continuum bins, the fraction of the strength Γγ/Γ that decays
electromagnetically and thus contributes to 71Ge counting [44].

E (MeV) B(p,n)
GT Γγ/Γ BGT+ E (MeV) B(p,n)

GT Γγ/Γ BGT+

0.0 0.089 ± 0.007 – 0.0862 ± 0.0012a 4.0–4.5 0.2937 ± 0.0213 1 0.2972 ± 0.0225
0.175 < 0.005 1 ≤ 0.0077 4.5–5.0 0.3008 ± 0.0210 1 0.3003 ± 0.0214
0.500 0.011 ± 0.002 1 0.0104 ± 0.0022 5.0–5.5 0.2906 ± 0.0206 1 0.2827 ± 0.0205
0.6–1.0 0.0401 ± 0.0039 1 0.0405 ± 0.0040 5.5–6.0 0.4794 ± 0.0319 1 0.4508 ± 0.0324
1.0–1.5 0.0360 ± 0.0037 1 0.0368 ± 0.0038 6.0–6.5 0.5292 ± 0.0349 1 0.4783 ± 0.0368
1.5–2.0 0.0432 ± 0.0045 1 0.0437 ± 0.0046 6.5–7.0 0.4382 ± 0.0281 1 0.3856 ± 0.0295
2.0–2.5 0.0394 ± 0.0038 1 0.0395 ± 0.0039 7.0–7.42 0.3920 ± 0.0254 1 0.3428 ± 0.0249
2.5–3.0 0.0980 ± 0.0089 1 0.0993 ± 0.0092 7.42–8.0 0.5097 ± 0.0287 0.58 ± 0.04 0.2604 ± 0.0240
3.0–3.5 0.1495 ± 0.0128 1 0.1516 ± 0.0130 8.0–8.46 0.2935 ± 0.0185 0.46 ± 0.04 0.1208 ± 0.0130
3.5–4.0 0.2444 ± 0.0189 1 0.2463 ± 0.0200
a Ground-state GT strength, taken from EC rate, corresponds to Beff

GT+ defined in Eq. (13).

1. Energy-unweighted sum rules, computed from the SM
71Ga ground state: these give information about the total
strength, but not its spectral distribution;

2. An iterative Lanczos moments method [49, 50] that ex-
tracts spectral information from the SM Hamiltonian ĤSM,
though our preferred SM space is incomplete.

Sum rules: The vector operators of interest

Ô1M
(p,n)(δ) =

A∑
i=1

[
σ1M(i) + δ

√
8π [Y2(Ωi) ⊗ σ(i)]1M

]
τ+(i),

Ô1M
GT+ =

A∑
i=1

σ1M(i)τ+(i),

act on the SM 71Ga ground state to form a vector |w1M⟩,

Ô1M |71Ga(g.s.)⟩ = |w1M⟩. (18)

While the ground state resides in the 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 va-
lence space, |w⟩ includes components outside this space. For
example, Ô1M

GT connects the orbitals 1 f5/2 ↔ 1 f7/2, and 1g9/2 ↔

1g7/2. One then uses closure to compute the norm of |w1M⟩,
with holes below and particles above the valence space con-
tracting. This requires evaluation of the ground-state one- and
two-body density matrices. One obtains, for example,

1
2Ji + 1

∑
Jπf α f

∣∣∣⟨Jπfα f ||Ô1
GT+ ||J

π
i αi⟩

∣∣∣2 = 1∑
M=−1

⟨w1M
GT+ |w

1M
GT+⟩, (19)

giving the familiar Ikeda rule discussed below. The sum rule
includes all excitations and thus yields the correct integrated
strength of the response function, but does not provide spectral
information.

Lanczos method: One operates with Ô1M on the SM 71Ga
ground state to form a vector |w1M⟩R

Ô1M
∣∣∣71Ga(g.s.)

〉
= |w1M⟩R ≡ N1M

R |v
1M⟩R, (20)

where |v1M⟩R is a unit vector, N1M
R is a normalization, and the

subscript R indicates that only configurations within the SM
space are retained. We take |v1M⟩R ≡ |v1⟩ as the pivot for re-
cursively constructing the Lanczos matrix

ĤSM|v1⟩ = α1|v1⟩ + β1|v2⟩,

ĤSM|v2⟩ = β1|v1⟩ + α2|v2⟩ + β2|v3⟩,

ĤSM|v3⟩ = β2|v2⟩ + α3|v3⟩ + β3|v4⟩, . . .

where ĤSM is the SM Hamiltonian. As ĤSM is only defined
within the valence space, all vectors |vi⟩ are contained in that
space.

One truncates the algorithm after n steps, where n ≪ N,
with N being the dimension of the SM basis. The Lanczos
matrix is then diagonalized, yielding a set of n energies and
eigenstates {EL(i), |ϕL(i)⟩, i = 1, n}. Let us denote the exact
eigenvalues and eigenenergies — the results one would obtain
if one could diagonalize the full ĤSM of dimension N — as
{E(i), |ϕ(i)⟩, i = 1,N}. One can demonstrate that

⟨v1|ĤλSM|v1⟩ =

n∑
i=1

|⟨v1|ϕL(i)⟩|2 EλL(i) ≡
n∑

i=1

fL(i)EλL(i)

=

N∑
i=1

|⟨v1|ϕ(i)⟩|2 Eλ(i),

(21)

for λ = 1, . . . , 2n − 1. That is, the n Lanczos energies EL(i)
and associated weights fL(i) ≡ |⟨v1|ϕL(i)⟩|2 and the N exact SM
energies E(i) and weights |⟨v1|ϕ(i)⟩|2 form two discrete prob-
ability distributions whose 2n − 1 lowest moments in energy
are identical. The Lanczos algorithm extracts from the full N-
dimensional ĤSM exactly the long-wavelength moments needed
to characterize the broad profile of the response function. If one
is comparing theory to an experiment with limited resolution, so
that the experiment is insensitive to the high-frequency varia-
tions of the response, then the Lanczos procedure provides pre-
cisely the information needed. While the Lanczos representa-
tion of the response function is discrete — a set of energy points
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Table 3: The ratio of single-particle matrix elements ⟨ f ∥OJ=1
T ∥i⟩/⟨ f ∥OJ=1

GT ∥i⟩.

⟨ f ∥ ∥i⟩ Ratio

⟨
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ − 1

2∥ ∥
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ − 1

2 ⟩
2(ℓ+1)
2ℓ−1

⟨
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ + 1

2∥ ∥
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ + 1

2 ⟩
2ℓ

2ℓ+3

⟨
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ − 1

2∥ ∥
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ + 1

2 ⟩ − 1
2

⟨
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ + 1

2∥ ∥
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ − 1

2 ⟩ − 1
2

⟨
(
ℓ 1

2

)
j = ℓ + 1

2∥ ∥
(
(ℓ + 2) 1

2

)
j = ℓ + 3

2 ⟩ ±∞

and weights — a continuous distribution can be obtained by
spreading the δ-function strengths fL(i) around the points EL(i)
using a smoothing function, such as a Gaussian or Lorentzian.
We adopt the latter choice, leading to the replacement

n∑
i=1

∫
dE fL(i) δ(E − EL(i))

→

n∑
i=1

∫
dE fL(i)

Γ

2π
1

(E − EL(i))2 + (Γ/2)2 ≡

∫
dE f̃n(E).

(22)

The Lorentzian width Γ can be chosen to mimic the resolu-
tion of the comparison experiment. One expects the continu-
ous function f̃n(E) to converge with increasing n, as the typi-
cal spacing of neighboring Lanczos eigenvalues becomes small
compared to Γ. This smoothing allows one to more easily calcu-
late the effects of the tensor correction as a function of E — that
is, with fewer Lanczos iterations n — since it damps the fluctu-
ations that one would encounter when using the corresponding
discrete probability distribution. The correction one applies to
extract BGT from the experimental results for B(p,n)

GT is

∆(ϵi, ϵ f ) ≡

1∑
M=−1

(N1M
R,GT)2

∫ ϵ f

ϵi

f̃ 1M
GT (E) dE

1∑
M=−1

(N1M
R,GT+T)2

∫ ϵ f

ϵi

f̃ 1M
GT+T(E) dE

, (23)

for each energy bin [ϵi, ϵ f ] in Table 2. The sum extends over
the three magnetic projections of the operators defined in Eq.
(18). Note that the correction factor involves a matrix element
ratio; this reduces worries about the effects of configurations
outside the SM space. The resulting corrected BGT values are
shown in Table 2. The error bars include the nuclear modeling
uncertainties from the three SM calculations described below.

3.5. Sum rule results

Table 3 gives the ratio of the tensor and GT amplitudes for
single-particle matrix elements. The interference between the
operators can be constructive or destructive for spin-orbit part-
ners, depending on whether the matrix elements are diagonal
(e.g., 2p3/2 ↔ 2p3/2) or not (e.g., 2p3/2 ↔ 2p1/2). Conse-
quently, the shell structure of the ground state plays a role in

determining the character of the interference in a given region
of the response spectrum. For example, in 71Ga the amplitude
2p1/2(n)→ 2p3/2(p) is expected to couple the neutron and pro-
ton Fermi surfaces; the resulting destructive interference would
cause B(p,n)

GT to underestimate BGT+ at very low excitation ener-
gies.

The best known sum-rule result for GT responses is that of
Ikeda [51, 52], which constrains the difference between BGT+

and BGT− , where the latter governs the response for the conju-
gate reaction 71Ga(ν̄e, e+)71Zn. (BGT− is defined in analogy with
Eq. (7), but with the isospin operator change τ+ → τ−. The
same substitution distinguishes B(n,p)

GT from B(p,n)
GT .) It is straight-

forward to generalize the Ikeda sum rule to charge exchange,∑
Jπf α f

[
B(p,n)

GT − B(n,p)
GT

]
= 3(1 + 2δ2)(N − Z). (24)

(The standard Ikeda result is obtained by taking δ → 0, as
this removes the tensor operator.) The absence of a term lin-
ear in δ ensures that the total strength in the difference be-
tween the (p, n) and (n, p) responses will deviate from the weak-
interaction Ikeda sum rule by only ≈ 1%. It also provides a first
hint that effects linear in δ primarily redistribute strength, while
leaving the integrated strength largely unchanged.

One can also evaluate the sum rules in the two isospin di-
rections separately, from the ground-state one- and two-body
density matrices, e.g.,∑

f

BGT± ≡
1

2Ji + 1

∑
f

| ⟨J fα f ∥ÔJ=1
GT±∥Jiαi⟩ |

2, (25)

and similarly for B(p,n)
GT and B(n,p)

GT . Results for the latter,
where the 71Ga ground state is described within the SM space
2p3/21 f5/22p3/21g9/2 but transitions to a complete set of final
states are summed, are given in the first line of Table 4. As
our generalized Ikeda sum rule requires, the contribution pro-
portional to δ is identical in the two isospin directions. The
linear term is quite small, again hinting that the primary ef-
fect of the GT-tensor interference is a redistribution of strength
in each isospin direction, while the integrated strength remains
little changed.

We then repeat this calculation, limiting the sum over final
states to those in our SM space. (This requires removing from
the sum rule terms where particles and holes outside the SM
valence space contract.) This incomplete sum should roughly
correspond to an integration over the low-energy spectrum, as
these are the states the SM describes. The results are given
in the second line of Table 4. We now see that 1) terms lin-
ear in δ dominate and constructively interfere, and 2) the (p, n)
response exceeds the GT+ response by a fractional amount of
O(δ) ≈ 10%, which is significant. The SM states exhaust some-
what less than 50% of Ikeda sum rule: this suggests that states
outside the SM valence space, which should dominate the high-
energy side of the GT response, will exhibit destructive inter-
ference also roughly proportional to δ.

The tentative conclusion is that the primary effect of the ten-
sor term — which generates the difference between BGT+ and

7



g.s. description restrictions
∑

B(p,n)
GT

∑
B(n,p)

GT
∑

[B(p,n)
GT − B(n,p)

GT ]
2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 none 29.55 − 2.58δ + 156.45δ2 2.55 − 2.58δ + 102.45δ2 27(1 + 2δ2)

” SM 13.23 + 13.73δ + 26.30δ2 0.31 − 0.34δ + 0.32δ2 12.92 + 14.07δ + 25.98δ2

1 f7/22p3/21 f5/22p1/2 none 27 + 153.86δ2 99.86δ2 27(1 + 2δ2)

Table 4: Energy-independent sum rules for B(p,n)
GT , B(n,p)

GT , calculated for a complete set of states via the ground-state one- and two-body density matrices, or
alternatively, calculated with only those final states contained within the indicated SM space. If δ = 0, the corresponding results for BGT+ and BGT− are obtained.
The ground state is computed either in the canonical 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 space or in 1 f7/22p3/21 f5/22p1/2, a space that includes all spin partners but requires us
to describe 71Ga with a closed neutron shell. These results were generated from the JUN45 and KB3G interactions, respectively.

B(p,n)
GT — is a spectral distortion linear in δ, while the overall

change in the energy-independent sum rule is much smaller.
We can now use the Lanczos moments method to extract more
information on the spectral distortion.

3.6. Lanczos method results

As in the last sum-rule example discussed above, this method
addresses the impact of the tensor interaction on the low-energy
spectrum, the ≈ 50% of the response carried by states in the SM
valence space. This is the portion of the spectrum, below par-
ticle breakup, that dominates solar neutrino capture. The Lanc-
zos method goes well beyond the sum rule by determining the
shape of the response function, making use of the spectral infor-
mation encoded in the effective interaction ĤSM. The Lanczos
iterations were performed using the configuration-interaction
code BIGSTICK [53, 54] for three 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 inter-
actions, JUN45 [55], jj44b [56], and GCN2850 [57]. These
interactions have been used previously in calculations of elec-
troweak observables and yield satisfactory descriptions of the
low-lying spectra for the two nuclei of interest. See Ref. [17]
and references therein for details.

Figure 2 shows the GT and (p, n) response functions obtained
by performing n = 300 Lanczos iterations for each of the six
needed operators Ô1M

GT+ and Ô1M
(p,n) and for each of the three ef-

fective interactions. The differences between the panels pro-
vide a measure of the uncertainty stemming from the effective
interaction. (This should not be misconstrued as a total theory
uncertainty, as the calculations share certain common assump-
tions.) We chose a smoothing width Γ = 0.5 MeV to approx-
imate the experimental resolution of the (p, n) data. Although
there are detailed differences that depend on the choice of in-
teraction, the qualitative changes due to the tensor interaction
are very similar. For low-lying nuclear states with excitation
energies E ≲ 4 MeV, the GT and tensor components of Ô(p,n)
interfere destructively, so that when one makes the (p, n) tensor
correction ∆(ϵi, ϵ f ) averaged over the three shell-model calcu-
lations, the extracted BGT+ strength is increased by ≈ 1–2% rel-
ative to the measured B(p,n)

GT . Above this energy, the interference
is constructive, so that when one makes the tensor correction,
the extracted BGT strength is reduced relative to the measured
B(p,n)

GT , with the effects growing to ≈ 10% near the peak of the
SM response.

The tensor contribution to forward-angle (p, n) scattering
was identified from weak GT transitions, where the relative
contribution from ÔJ=1

T+ is enhanced [46, 47]. The prototypical

example is an ℓ-forbidden M1 transition between orbitals with
quantum numbers [n, ℓ, j = ℓ + 1

2 ] and [n − 1, ℓ + 2, j = ℓ + 3
2 ].

The Gamow-Teller operator does not change ℓ, and conse-
quently these transitions will be dominated by the tensor op-
erator. Neutrino capture to the first excited state, 71Ga(3/2−,
gs)→71Ge(5/2−, 175 keV), is a candidate ℓ-forbidden transi-
tion: In the naı̈ve single-particle SM, a 1 f5/2 neutron is con-
verted to a 2p3/2 proton. More sophisticated, correlated SM
calculations confirm that the density matrix governing this tran-
sition does have a strong ℓ-forbidden component [17, 58].

However, a semi-inclusive response function is an integrated
quantity, where absolute contributions are what matter. As the
contribution linear in δ arises from an interference between
ÔJ=1

T+ and ÔJ=1
GT+ , the tensor operator can make its largest absolute

contribution when the GT amplitude is large. Numerically, this
is what we observe: the largest absolute corrections appear near
the peak of the GT response. One can also anticipate the sign of
the interference, whether constructive or destructive, based on
simple SM arguments. For example, as noted previously, one
would expect the amplitude for conversion of a 2p1/2 neutron
to a 2p3/2 proton to influence (ν, e−) transitions to low-energy
states in 71Ge, as these orbitals are near the neutron and proton
Fermi surfaces, respectively. From the ratio of single-particle
matrix elements of the tensor and GT operators given in Table
3, one expects destructive interference and resulting differences
between the (p, n) and GT+ responses of O(δ) ≈ 10%. This is
the behavior seen numerically below ≈ 4 MeV. As the 2p3/2 has
a significant occupation, Pauli blocking will tend to suppress
the response.

Similarly, one expects the amplitudes 2p1/2 (n) → 2p1/2 (p)
and 1 f5/2 (n) → 1 f5/2 (p) to be prominent in the transition den-
sities for higher-lying levels. From Table 3, one anticipates con-
structive interference, little Pauli blocking, and thus a strong
response. The absolute contributions should also correlate with
neutron occupations, which would favor the 1 f5/2 orbital over
the 2p1/2.

3.7. A SM crosscheck

There is a nice crosscheck possible in which the Lanczos
method is employed in a SM space that includes all spin-orbit
partners, and thus is complete for the GT operator. 71Ga can be
described alternatively as a closed-neutron-shell nucleus in the
1 f7/22p3/21 f5/22p1/2 SM space. This description of the 71Ga
ground state is not optimal: 71Ga is in a transition region where
significant nuclear deformation arises as the neutron number is
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Figure 2: Bottom: Response functions for the GT+ and (p, n) operators, calculated by the Lanczos moments method. The SM basis restricts transitions to the
2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 valence space. E is the excitation energy of the final state in 71Ge. The panels compare results for three commonly used SM effective
interactions. A Lorentzian smoothing function of width Γ = 0.5 MeV was applied. The vertical dashed line marks the energy S n(2+) = 8.46 MeV, above which the
branching ratio to the ground state of 71Ge is effectively zero. Top: Relative difference [B(p,n)

GT − BGT+ ]/BGT+ due to the inclusion of the tensor operator.

increased, with polarization effects generating substantial neu-
tron occupation of the 1g9/2 orbital and proton occupation of
the 1 f5/2 orbital, driven in part by the attraction between these
two shells [49]. Yet despite this shortcoming, this space gives
us an opportunity to use the Lanczos method while simultane-
ously preserving the sum rules for the GT and GT-tensor inter-
ference amplitudes. The sum rule results, given in the third line
of Table 4, show that the GT-tensor interference term vanishes
identically in both isospin directions. Thus this term can only
generate a redistribution of strength.

We then utilize the Lanczos procedure within the
1 f7/22p3/21 f5/22p1/2 SM space, for each of three effective
interactions. As expected, the resulting descriptions of the
71Ga ground state show deficiencies. The KB′ [59] and GXPF1
[60] interactions incorrectly predict the ordering of the lowest
3 states in 71Ge. The third interaction, KB3G [61], yields the
correct ordering but gives rather poor values for the energies,
placing the 5/2− state at 0.645 MeV and the 3/2− state at 1.478
MeV.

Nevertheless, treating 71Ga in this space allows us to make
several significant points. First, because the neutron shell is
closed, BGT− vanishes and the GT Ikeda sum rule is saturated by
BGT+ . Consequently, as we see from Table 4, when the tensor
contribution is turned on, B(n,p)

GT must be proportional to δ2, and
from Eq. (25), B(p,n)

GT cannot contain any terms linear in δ. We
conclude that the small sum-rule contribution linear in δ in the
energy-independent sum rule (first line of Table 4) reflects the
fact that in a more realistic calculation, the neutron shell still
remains mostly closed, with typically just a couple of neutrons
excited into the 1g9/2 orbital.

The results in Fig. 3, shown for the three interactions, are re-
assuring. In each calculation we see the same qualitative trends
apparent in Fig. 2, with the tensor interaction leading to modest

destructive interference at the lowest energies, ≲ 3 MeV, and
more substantial constructive interference in the region of 4–8
MeV. The results obtained from the two spaces differ systemati-
cally only at higher energies, near the GT resonance peak ≈ 12–
14 MeV, where the GT-complete SM calculations find modest
destructive interference, while SM 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 inter-
ference is constructive. At these energies, one expects configu-
rations omitted from the 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2 SM response cal-
culation to play a significant role.

Finally, we examine the ratio of the ÔT+ and ÔGT+ matrix el-
ements, averaged over the energy bins of Table 2, for the two
SM spaces. This is displayed in Fig. 4. Each SM result is as-
signed an uncertainty, computed from the 1σ variations among
the three competing interactions we employ in each SM space.
This ratio is the underlying quantity we use to extract BGT+ from
B(p,n)

GT via Eq. (23). Below ≈ 8.5 MeV — the region relevant to
solar neutrino studies — the two calculations are in reasonable
agreement, with deviations generally smaller than the spreads
induced by the choice of effective interactions used in each
space. Presumably the differences seen above 8.5 MeV reflect
the impact of the 1g9/2 shell.

This crosscheck helps reassure us that the tensor distortions
of the spectrum below 8.5 MeV are robust, and not an artifact of
the absence of spin-orbit partners in the 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2-
space Lanczos calculations.

3.8. BGT+ distribution
Table 2 gives the extracted BGT+ for nuclear excitation ener-

gies between 0.6 and 8.46 MeV as a binned distribution. The
bins have a typical width ∆E = E f − Ei ≈ 0.5 MeV, and due to
the very high density of nuclear states, represents the net con-
tributions of many transitions.

Although a very good approximation, Bahcall simplified the
sum over excited states by assigning the strength of each bin to a
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Figure 3: As in Fig. 2 but using 3 different SM interactions in the 1 f7/22p3/21 f5/22p1/2 model space.
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Figure 4: The tensor correction ∆(ϵi, ϵ f ), Eq. (23). A Lorentzian width Γ = 0.5
MeV has been used, matching the bins ϵ f − ϵi = 0.5 MeV used experimen-
tally. Blue triangles (red squares) correspond to SM calculations performed
in the f pg ( f p) model space. The vertical dashed line marks the energy
S n(2+) = 8.46 MeV, above which the branching ratio to the ground state of
71Ge is effectively zero. Error bars denote 1σ uncertainties resulting from av-
eraging the three SM calculations performed in each model space.

“doorway state” placed at the midpoint of the bin; we follow ex-
periment more faithfully by distributing the BGT+ strength uni-
formly over each interval. Nuclear excitation energies become
continuous, reflecting the high density of states, with the Bk

GT+

for each bin k defining a uniform density

Bk
GT+ =

∫ Ek
f

Ek
i

Bk
GT+

∆Ek

 dE ≡
∫ Ek

f

Ek
i

ρk
BGT+

dE, (26)

with E the nuclear excitation energy in 71Ge. The sum and
integration in Eq. (6) then become

⟨σ⟩ ∼
∑

f

∫
dEν BGT+ . . .→

∫ Emax
ν

Qeff
dEν

∫ Eν−Qeff

0
dE ρBGT+

. . . ,

(27)
where ρk

BGT+
vanishes except when Ek

i < E < Ek
f and

ρBGT+
≡

∑
k

ρk
BGT+
.

The sum extends over the 16 bins of Table 2, restricting E to
values between 0.6 and 8.46 MeV. In Eq. (27), Emax

ν is the
maximum neutrino energy of the solar source. One adds to this
result the contributions of the first three discrete states of Table
2, using Eq. (6) directly.

We take B(p,n)
GT as given by experiment, in contrast to Bahcall

who scaled the experimental B(p,n)
GT profile of [41] so that the

ground-state B(p,n)
GT value exactly matches that from EC. There

are several reasons we did not follow Bahcall’s procedure. First,
the measured ground-state B(p,n)

GT values, 0.089± 0.007 [48] and
0.085±0.015 [41], agree at 1σwith the EC value extracted here,
0.0863. Second, the (p, n) normalization used experimentally is
unrelated to the ground state, based instead on the isospin ana-
log state and the empirical relationship between Fermi and GT
strengths, determined from cases where both are known [62]. If
this relationship were updated to take into account the current
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value of gA, the extracted B(p,n)
GT values become 0.085±0.007 and

0.082±0.015, respectively, still in agreement with the EC result.
Third, Bahcall’s procedure equates EC and (p, n) strengths and
thus does not take into account the effect of the tensor ampli-
tude. Using the SM to estimate the tensor contribution in order
to extract BGT+ from the (p, n) cross sections of [48, 41], we
find constructive interference and values of 0.079 ± 0.006 and
0.075± 0.013, again rougly consistent with the EC value at 1σ.
Furthermore, in our work we assign an overall 12% normaliza-
tion uncertainty to the measured B(p,n)

GT , which exceeds any dif-
ference in the ground state EC and (p, n) strengths, regardless
of what corrections are included.

4. Solar Neutrino Cross Section Results

With the input neutrino spectra, cross section formulation,
and needed BGT+ strengths now specified, we can compute cap-
ture cross sections for the various solar neutrino sources. While
the pp neutrino cross section is effectively determined by the
EC rate, in other cases we must rely on transition strengths ex-
tracted from the B(p,n)

GT results of Table 2. As noted previously,
apart from the first two excited states, the needed information
is available only as strength integrated over energy bins. This is
not a significant issue, as the bins are narrow compared to the
8B and hep spectra.

As discussed in [17], there are additional uncertainties affect-
ing the overall normalization of the (p, n) measurements that
arise from the experimental treatment of efficiencies, beam nor-
malization, neutron attenuation, background subtractions, etc.
Based on past experimental evaluations of these effects, an es-
timate of the normalization uncertainty of ± 12%(1σ) was ob-
tained in [17]. With the inclusion of this systematic normal-
ization uncertainty, it was found that the overall uncertainty in
the fitted value of δ = 0.074 ± 0.008 — which employed data
from a range of nuclei — was also ≈ 12%. This is signifi-
cant, as the weakest transitions providing the most purchase on
δ would lead to larger variations in δ, had the normalization
uncertainty been underestimated. Thus the experimental esti-
mate of a 12% normalization uncertainty appears reasonable
from this statistical test. We adopt the same normalization un-
certainty here, treating it as a systematic uncertainty in that all
of the bins grouping unresolved states are allowed to move up
or down by this amount. In general, this systematic uncertainty
dominates for energetic solar neutrino sources that require inte-
grations over many bins.

4.1. pp Neutrinos

The driving reaction of the pp chain, p + p → 2H + e+ +
νe , produces a spectrum of neutrinos with endpoint energy
E⊙ν,max(pp) = 423.41 ± 0.03 keV, extending ≈ 3.2 keV beyond
the laboratory value due to thermal effects described earlier.
The minimum neutrino energy for producing 71Ge is set by the
Q value, E⊙

ν,min(pp) = 232.5 keV.
Using Eqs. (6) and (13) and including only the ground-state

transition

⟨σ⟩
g.s.
pp =

G2
F cos2 θC

π

∫ E⊙ν,max

E⊙
ν,min

dEν P⊙(Eν,W th
0 ) peEe

× Fβ− (Z f , Ee) g2
A BGT+ (g.s.)

[1 + gv,b](ν,e)

[1 + gv,b]EC

[1 + ϵq](ν,e)

[1 + ϵq]EC
,

where the last two terms, treated as in [17], are the corrections
for the differential effects of radiative corrections and weak
magnetism on EC and pp neutrino capture.

As the naı̈ve size of these corrections is ≈ 0.5%, they were in-
cluded in [17] because the EC rate is known so precisely (now
to ≲ 0.1%). In fact, the two corrections were found to have
opposite signs, leading to a net correction of just 0.2%. Conse-
quently they play a minor role in the error budget for extracting
Beff

GT+ from the EC rate. Nevertheless, for consistency with the
earlier work, we have made the same corrections here, com-
bining Eq. (13) with calculations of the radiative and weak-
magnetism corrections for pp neutrino capture. We take the
normalized pp neutrino spectrum from Bahcall [16]. As the av-
erage energy for this spectrum is ⟨E⊙ν (pp)⟩ = 266.8 keV, only
neutrinos in the upper half of the spectrum are above the thresh-
old for capture. Performing the integral in Eq. (28) we find

⟨σ⟩
g.s.
pp = (1.158 ± 0.009) × 10−45 cm2 (28)

There is an additional contribution from the 5/2− first excited
state of 71Ge, but only neutrinos within 16 keV of the endpoint
are sufficiently energetic to drive this transition. Extracting the
BGT+ value from B(p,n)

GT (see Table 2), we find that the contribu-
tion is negligible. Thus ⟨σ⟩pp ≈ ⟨σ⟩

g.s.
pp to the precision given in

Eq. (28).
For other transitions, uncertainties are larger, dominated by

the extraction of BGT+ from (p, n) results; radiative corrections
are neglected in these cases. We do include weak magnetism
corrections in the 8B and hep calculations, where momentum
transfers are much larger. The procedure for doing so is de-
scribed below.

4.2. 7Be Neutrinos

The 7Be neutrinos are the second most important solar
source. The EC reaction

7Be + e− → 7Li + νe (29)

proceeds dominantly to the 3/2− ground state of the daughter
nucleus with QEC = 861.8 keV and to the 1/2− excited state
at 477.612 keV with branching ratio 10.44%, producing two
distinct line sources of neutrinos. As discussed in Sec. 2, ther-
mal motion within the sun broadens each line asymmetrically,
generating a width at half maximum of ≈ 1.7 keV [30], while
shifting the average line energies by

⟨E⊙ν (7Be)⟩ = 861.8 keV + 1.28 keV = 863.1 keV,

⟨E⊙ν (7Be)⟩ = 384.3 keV + 1.24 keV = 385.5 keV.
(30)
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The 385 keV line can only excite the transition to the ground
state of 71Ge, whereas the 861 keV neutrinos can excite the
5/2− and 3/2− states at 175 and 500 keV, respectively. Both
of these excited states were resolved in the forward-angle (p, n)
measurements of Krofcheck et al. [41, 48]. The calculation of
the 7Be cross section thus follows very closely that performed
for the 37Ar and 51Cr neutrino sources in [17], where the same
two excited states contribute. In the analysis described there,
the BGT+ values were extracted from the (p, n) results, account-
ing for the tensor operator contributions and for SM uncer-
tainties in evaluating these contributions, propagating errors by
Monte Carlo yielding the results in Eq. (17). We use these re-
sults, referring the reader to the original source for the detail.
We find for the cross section

⟨σ⟩7Be = 7.05+0.35
−0.09 × 10−45 cm2. (31)

The calculation treats the thermally broadened 7Be neutrino
lines by integrating over the numerical profiles given by Bah-
call [30], though omission of the line broadening does not alter
the result above.

4.3. pep Neutrinos
Neutrinos produced via the pep reaction

p + p + e− → 2H + νe , (32)

are well approximated as a line source, which after accounting
for thermal effects has an energy

E⊙ν (pep) = 1.447 MeV. (33)

Consequently, pep neutrinos have sufficient energy to reach
71Ge states up to 1.214 MeV. Based on the level assignments
of [63], there are nine candidate GT transitions to states above
500 keV, with energies ranging from 0.706 to 1.212 MeV. Tran-
sitions to these states were not resolved in the (p, n) studies of
[41, 48], but instead are grouped into the bins of Table 2. We
use the BGT strengths from the first two bins, which are cen-
tered at 0.8 and 1.25 MeV, treating the strengths within each bin
as uniformly distributed. That is, only a fraction of the BGT+

strength within the 1.0–1.5 MeV bin is included.
We find

⟨σ⟩pep = 20.4+1.0
−0.5 × 10−45 cm2. (34)

The unresolved states contribute (12 ± 2)% of this total.

4.4. CNO Neutrinos
The CNO β-decay reactions

13N→ 13C + e+ + νe,
15O→ 15N + e+ + νe,
17F→ 17O + e+ + νe,

(35)

produce allowed neutrino spectra with end-point energies

E⊙ν,max(13N) = 1.1982 ± 0.0003 MeV,

E⊙ν,max(15O) = 1.7317 ± 0.0005 MeV,

E⊙ν,max(17F) = 1.7364 ± 0.0003 MeV,

(36)

and thus can excite states in 71Ge below 0.796, 1.499, and 1.504
MeV, respectively. Consequently, unresolved states grouped
within the first bin of Table 2 contribute to the capture of all
CNO sources, while those in the second bin contribute to the
capture of 15O and 17F neutrinos.

We adopt the allowed CNO neutrino spectra of Bahcall [16]
and perform the phase-space integrations to find

⟨σ⟩13N = 5.94+0.28
−0.07 × 10−45 cm2,

⟨σ⟩15O = 11.2+0.5
−0.2 × 10−45 cm2,

⟨σ⟩17F = 11.2+0.5
−0.2 × 10−45 cm2.

(37)

The ground-state transition, with its precisely known BGT+

strength, accounts for 91, 84, and 84%, respectively, of the to-
tal cross section values. The influence of the unresolved excited
states is somewhat diminished by the β-decay phase space, with
these states accounting for (1.8 ± 0.3), (8 ± 1), and (8 ± 1)% of
the totals, respectively. Thus in each case the excited-state con-
tribution is roughly split between the unresolved states and the
resolved 175 and 500 keV states, with the former dominating
the resulting uncertainty bands.

4.5. 8B Neutrinos
The energetic solar neutrinos produced in the β decay of 8B,

8B→ 8Be∗ + e+ + νe, (38)

are of special importance because of their sensitivity to the so-
lar core temperature and because they are the branch observed
in high-threshold detectors like SuperKamiokande. The spec-
trum extends to approximately 17 MeV and deviates from an
allowed shape because the final state in 8Be is a broad reso-
nance. The results of several recent measurements that have
helped to better define the spectrum are summarized in SFIII
[27]. We follow the recommendations in this review to adopt
the experimentally derived spectrum of Longfellow et al. [28].
The procedures followed in [28] take into account weak mag-
netism (the interference term between vector and axial-vector
three-currents) and radiative corrections.

Because of the higher energies of these neutrinos, we also
include in the cross sections the weak magnetism contribution.
This yields

⟨σ⟩
g.s.
8B =

G2
F cos2 θC

π

×
∑

f∈bound

∫
dEν PLong

⊙ (Eν) peEe Fβ− (Z f , Ee) g2
A BWM

GT+ ,
(39)

where the sum extends over all bound and quasi-bound states in
71Ge, as we described previously, and

BWM
GT+

≡ BGT+

1 + 2Ē
3mNgA

µT=1 +
⟨ j fα f ||

∑A
i=1 ℓ(i)τ+(i)|| jiαi⟩

⟨ j fα f ||
∑A

i=1 σ(i)τ+(i)|| jiαi⟩

 ,
(40)

with mN being the nucleon mass and Ē ≡ Ee + Eν − m2
e/Ee.
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In our convention all matrix elements are real. Because the
isovector magnetic moment µT=1 = 4.706 ≫ 1, one expects the
first term in the correction to dominate over the second. Qual-
itative arguments have been made that the second term can be
absorbed into the first by the replacement

⟨ j fα f ||
∑A

i=1 ℓ(i)τ+(i)|| jiαi⟩

⟨ j fα f ||
∑A

i=1 σ(i)τ+(i)|| jiαi⟩
→ −

1
2
.

While this assumption is motivated by studies of transitions be-
tween spin-orbit partners, its validity has been tested recently in
shell-model calculations, where on average it has been found to
hold, though with significant deviations correlated with cases
where the spin matrix element is weak [64]. Such cases,
though, contribute little to the semi-inclusive sum of interest,
because the correction factor multiplies BGT+. We took the fur-
ther precaution of testing this simplification by computing the
associated energy-independent sum rules for 71Ga. For the SM
space 2p3/21 f5/22p1/21g9/2, we obtained a sum-rule average of
-0.53. Thus we make the simplification

BWM
GT+ ≈ BGT+

[
1 +

2Ē
3mNgA

(
µT=1 −

1
2

)]
. (41)

Folding the corrected cross section with the Longfellow spec-
trum and summing over the BGT+ strengths of Table 2 we obtain

⟨σ⟩8B = 2.57+0.30
−0.25 × 10−42 cm2. (42)

The unresolved excited states dominate this result, accounting
for (87 ± 1)% of the total. Likewise, the ±12% uncertainty in
the normalization of the (p, n) data is the dominant source of
uncertainty.

4.6. hep Neutrinos
A rare branch of the pp chain produces the high-energy hep

neutrinos
3He + p→ 4He + e+ + νe , (43)

with a maximum energy of 18.778 MeV. As discussed in SFIII
[27], there is no adequate discussion of the shape of this spec-
trum in the literature. While nominally an allowed transition,
the GT operator cannot connect the dominant s-wave compo-
nents of the initial p+3He and final 4He states. Consequently,
weak magnetism and other one-body corrections to the vec-
tor current, two-body vector and axial-vector currents, and p-
waves in the p+3He wave function, normally unimportant under
solar conditions, are significantly enhanced. In addition, can-
cellations arise between the one- and two-body contributions.
While all of these effects have been addressed in sophisticated
few-body calculations of the S factor [65, 66], the publications
did not provide the resulting neutrino spectrum. In the absence
of a modern spectrum, we continue to use the allowed spectrum
of Bahcall [16].

Folding this spectrum with the BGT+ strengths of Table 2
while using Eqs. (39), (41) yields

⟨σ⟩hep = 7.84+0.9
−0.9 × 10−42 cm2. (44)

The unresolved excited states also dominate this result, ac-
counting for (92 ± 1)% of the total.

4.7. Cross Section Summary

The results of this section are summarized in Table 5 and
compared to [16]. Bahcall’s 1997 cross sections remained in
use throughout the lifetimes of the SAGE and GALLEX/GNO
experiments, employed in the analyses that constrained the so-
lar neutrino flux. Consequently, these cross sections are embed-
ded in modern global neutrino analyses that use the constraints
from these archival experiments. Table 5 also includes the 71Ga
capture rate ⟨σϕ⟩ for the fluxes of the three SSMs of Table 1.

Our analysis narrows uncertainties on the various solar neu-
trino cross sections significantly. However, with the exception
of the pp cross section, Bahcall’s central values fall within our
1σ error bands. (The pp exception reflects the precise value of
gA now available.) The largest differences between the present
calculation and [16] are found for the high-energy 8B and hep
neutrinos, where our cross section central values are ≈ 7% and
10% larger than those of Bahcall, respectively. Key differences
in the calculations include:

1. The contribution of continuum bins below 8.46 MeV,
where Γγ/Γ is significant. This increases our 8B cross sec-
tion by ≈ 4% (before accounting for the tensor-operator
correction).

2. The tensor operator. Below 4 MeV the interference of the
GT and tensor operators is destructive, so the correction
increases the extracted BGT+ strength, and thus the 8B cross
section, by 0.3%. Above 4 MeV the interference is con-
structive, so the correction decreases the extracted BGT+

strength. The tensor effects are large, but the phase space
for these states is less favorable, leading to a decrease in
the 8B cross section of −2.5%. The sum is a net decrease
of −2.2%.

3. The weak magnetism correction, which increases our 8B
cross section estimate by ≈ 2%. Bahcall discusses this
correction, though his numerical procedures for 71Ga (in-
cluding treatment of the orbital angular momentum contri-
bution) are unclear: he references for details a calculation
of 8B β decay [67]. Thus we are unable to assess whether
the two treatments of weak magnetism are in quantitative
agreement.

4. The use of the 8B neutrino spectrum determined by
Longfellow et al. [28] increases the capture rate by ≈
2.4%.

5. Bahcall’s rescaling of the experimental B(p,n)
GT values. The

normalizing ground-state EC BGT+ is not given explicitly
in [16], but we estimate his procedures would have re-
duced the transition strengths by ≈ 2%, thus diminishing
his cross sections relative to ours by the same amount.

5. Summary

The cross sections derived here and presented in Table 5 are
only somewhat different than those recommended by Bahcall
[16]. The central-value changes range from ≈ −2% for 7Be
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⟨σ⟩HR ⟨σ⟩Bahcall97 ⟨σϕ⟩HR,GS98 ⟨σϕ⟩HR,AAG21 ⟨σϕ⟩HR,MB22p

ν Source (10−45 cm2) (10−45 cm2) (SNU) (SNU) (SNU)

pp 1.158+0.009
−0.009 1.172+0.027

−0.027 69.0+0.7
−0.7 69.5+0.7

−0.7 68.9+0.7
−0.7

pep 20.4+1.0
−0.5 20.4+3.5

−1.4 2.92+0.15
−0.08 2.96+0.15

−0.08 2.90+0.15
−0.08

7Be 7.05+0.35
−0.09 7.17+0.50

−0.22 34.2+3.0
−2.6 31.9+2.8

−2.4 34.4+3.3
−2.8

8B 2.57+0.30
−0.25 × 103 2.40+0.77

−0.36 × 103 12.9+2.3
−2.3 11.1+1.9

−1.9 13.0+2.5
−2.5

hep 7.84+0.9
−0.9 × 103 7.14+2.3

−1.1 × 103 0.062+0.021
−0.021 0.064+0.021

−0.021 0.062+0.020
−0.020

13N 5.94+0.28
−0.07 6.04+0.36

−0.18 1.66+0.28
−0.27 1.32+0.18

−0.17 1.84+0.29
−0.28

15O 11.2+0.5
−0.2 11.4+1.4

−0.6 2.32+0.43
−0.42 1.77+0.29

−0.28 2.58+0.48
−0.47

17F 11.2+0.5
−0.2 11.4+1.4

−0.6 0.060+0.012
−0.012 0.038+0.006

−0.006 0.053+0.009
−0.009

Total 123.2+6.9
−6.3 118.6+6.1

−5.5 123.8+7.4
−6.8

Table 5: Comparison of the 71Ga neutrino capture cross sections determined here vs. those of Bahcall [16]. Capture rates in solar neutrino units (1 SNU ≡ 10−36

captures/71Ga atom/s) are obtained by folding the updated cross sections with the SSM fluxes and their uncertainties, as given in Table 1. The uncertainties on the
total rate are very conservatively obtained by adding the uncertainties for each separate capture rate, thereby treating these rates as maximally correlated.

and CNO neutrinos to ≈ +10% for hep neutrinos. As noted
above, in general our central values are in good agreement with
those of Bahcall, which typically fall within the 1σ uncertain-
ties we have derived — though in some cases this comes about
because of cancellations among the various corrections we have
included. Our uncertainties, which are significantly smaller
than those of [16], are derived by quantitatively evaluating er-
rors on parameter inputs, such as the (p, n) cross section un-
certainties, tensor operator uncertainties, and any input needed
from nuclear microphysics, then propagating these uncertain-
ties by Monte Carlo through the calculations. In contrast, the
uncertainty analysis of [16] was significantly less quantitative,
as described below.

For the high-energy hep and 8B neutrinos, the largest change
in the total cross section comes from including contributions
from two energy bins in the continuum where Γγ/Γ is not negli-
gible. Bahcall assumed that continuum states would not decay
electromagnetically and thus would not yield countable 71Ge.
This increase in the cross section is partially canceled by the
tensor correction, which interferes constructively with the GT
amplitude for excitations in the range of 4–8 MeV, thus mod-
estly reducing the extracted BGT+ strengths.

The uncertainties we obtain are typically reduced by a factor
of ≈ 2–3, compared to those of [16]. In the case of the pp neu-
trinos, the uncertainty reduction is the net result of our use of
modern weak couplings with reduced errors, explicit calcula-
tions of small corrections due to weak magnetism and radiative
corrections, and improvements in the measured EC rate and Q
value.

For higher-energy neutrinos that induce transitions to excited
states of 71Ge, the improved uncertainties reflect our more so-
phisticated extraction of GT strengths from charge-exchange
data. In his work, Bahcall equated BGT+ to B(p,n)

GT , but having no
quantitative way to address uncertainties in this relationship, ar-
bitrarily designated a 3σ uncertainty in extracted BGT+ strengths
by either doubling or halving the experimental values for B(p,n)

GT .

Bahcall’s 1σ cross-section uncertainties, reproduced here in Ta-
ble 5, were taken to be one-third of the resulting 3σ uncertain-
ties. Effectively, his uncertainty sweeps questions about the re-
lationship between BGT+ and B(p,n)

GT into a correction analogous
to our normalization uncertainty, taking that to be 33% at 1σ.

However, as discussed in more detail here and in [17], a bet-
ter understanding of the relationship between GT transitions
and forward-angle (p, n) amplitudes has been achieved by test-
ing the latter in transitions where the BGT+ strengths are known.
The inclusion of the subdominant tensor operator in the (p, n)
analysis systematically accounts for the differences between the
two probes. Further, analyses of experimental systematics sug-
gest a 1σ normalization uncertainty in B(p,n)

GT of about 12%, with
this estimate supported by the correlation between the tensor-
corrected B(p,n)

GT and BGT+ , now that this correlation extends to
weak transitions where δ is important, if not dominant. As
noted in [17], 12% is consistent with many past estimates of
the normalization uncertainty, which typically have ranged be-
tween 10% and 20%. Our more nuanced understanding of the
relationship of B(p,n)

GT to BGT+ has thus given us much more con-
fidence in our assessment of the true uncertainties inherent in
the use of forward-angle (p, n) cross sections to map out GT
strengths.

We believe the current effort is the first to explore the effects
of the tensor correction in the effective operator for forward-
angle (p, n) scattering on extractions of the inclusive BGT re-
sponse. In retrospect, it is regrettable that such investigations
were not undertaken during the period when major experimen-
tal programs on forward-angle (p, n) scattering, like that at
IUCF [68], were underway. While we have focused on the task
at hand — better defining the 71Ga solar neutrino cross section
— the phenomenology uncovered suggests that the community
did not fully recognize all of the opportunities to connect (p, n)
studies with shell structure. The generalized Ikeda sum rule de-
rived here is quadratic in the tensor coupling strength δ and thus
little changed. Effects linear in δ in the energy-independent sum
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rule cancel precisely in the difference between B(p,n)
GT and B(n,p)

GT .
Consequently, in systems like 71Ga with a large neutron excess
and largely blocked B(n,p)

GT , this implies that the linear contri-
bution to the energy-independent sum rule for B(p,n)

GT must be
very small. We found precisely this behavior in our sum rule
evaluations. But this cancellation is not what one expects in
single-particle transitions, where naı̈vely ⟨σ⟩2 ≈ ⟨σ⟩⟨ℓ⟩. That
is, one expects deviations between BGT+ and B(p,n)

GT , and between
BGT− and B(n,p)

GT , that are linear in δ, with signs fluctuating. Thus
the tensor correction leads to a distortion of the B(p,n)

GT profile
relative to BGT+ , but not a significant increase in the overall in-
tegrated strength. The distortions, including their varying signs,
are determined by the underlying single-particle amplitudes (as
in Table 3) and by where the strength associated with those
amplitudes concentrates in the spectrum. We see this behavior
manifested in the truncated SM results of Table 4. The knowl-
edge that the leading effect of the tensor correction for nuclei
with largely unblocked valence neutrons is a spectral distortion,
rather than a change in the energy-unweighted sum rule, opens
up a role for nuclear theory in future forward-angle (p, n) anal-
yses.
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M. Gromov, C. Hagner, E. Hungerford, A. Ianni, A. Ianni, V. Koby-
chev, D. Korablev, G. Korga, D. Kryn, M. Laubenstein, B. Lehn-
ert, T. Lewke, E. Litvinovich, F. Lombardi, P. Lombardi, L. Ludhova,
G. Lukyanchenko, I. Machulin, S. Manecki, W. Maneschg, S. Mar-
cocci, Q. Meindl, E. Meroni, M. Meyer, L. Miramonti, M. Misiaszek,
M. Montuschi, P. Mosteiro, V. Muratova, L. Oberauer, M. Obolen-
sky, F. Ortica, K. Otis, M. Pallavicini, L. Papp, L. Perasso, A. Pocar,
G. Ranucci, A. Razeto, A. Re, A. Romani, N. Rossi, R. Saldanha,
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