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The uncertainty in the nuclear matrix elements (NMEs) of 0νββ decay for 76Ge, 82Se, 128Te, 130Te, and
136Xe in the self-consistent quasiparticle random phase approximation (QRPA) method is investigated by using

eighteen Skyrme interactions supplemented with either a volume- or surface-type of pairing interactions. The

NMEs for the isotopes concerned (except 136Xe) are less sensitive to the particle-hole (ph) interactions, while

strongly dependent on the employed isovector particle-particle (pp) pairing interactions even though the pairing

strengths are optimized to the same pairing gap. The results indicate that a precise determination of the isovector

pp pairing interaction in the Skyrme energy density functional is of importance to reduce the uncertainty in the

NMEs within the QRPA framework.

PACS numbers: 21.60.Jz, 23.40.s, 23.40.Hc

I. INTRODUCTION

Neutrinoless double-beta (0νβ β ) decay is a lepton-
number-violating process, which is preferred by extensions of
the standard model [1–3]. Such a hypothetical second-order
transition occurs only if neutrinos are their own antiparticles,
i.e., the Majorana particles. Besides demonstrating the exis-
tence of lepton-number-violation, if this process is driven by
the standard mechanism of exchange light Majorana neutri-
nos, the discovery of 0νβ β decay provides a practical way
to determine the mass scale and mass hierarchy of neutri-
nos, provided that the corresponding nuclear matrix elements
(NMEs) M0ν are known. Since not only the unknown neutrino
properties but also nuclear physics are involved, the NMEs
can only be obtained by nuclear many-body approaches, see
for instance the recent reviews [4–6], among which quasiparti-
cle random phase approximation (QRPA) and interacting shell
model (ISM) are two widely used microscopic models.

Due to the large discrepancy in the NMEs obtained by dif-
ferent nuclear models, a great deal of efforts has been made to
reduce this uncertainty. Based on the nuclear models of either
ISM [7] or QRPA with G-matrix-based residual interactions
(G-QRPA) [8–13], the effects of the induced currents, the size
of the single-particle basis, dipole-form-factor cut-off parame-
ters, and short-range correlation have been assessed. In partic-
ular, by using different realistic nucleon-nucleon (NN) poten-
tials renormalized by G matrix, including Bonn, Argonne, and
Nijmegen, Rodin et al. found the NMEs are essentially inde-
pendent of the residual interactions in the QRPA [9]. How-
ever, in their QRPA approach the ground state is obtained
by the same Coulomb corrected Woods-Saxon potential, even
though the residual interactions for excited states are different.
Therefore, the uncertainty study of M0ν using NN interactions
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needs to be revisited with the self-consistent QRPA, where the
same effective NN interactions are consistently used for both
the ground state and excited states.

In the past decade, the fully self-consistent QRPA based on
Skyrme energy density functionals (EDFs) has been applied
to the study of β β decay. The effects of overlap factor of ex-
cited states, many-body correlations, as well as the isoscalar
pairing on M0ν are studied [14–17]. In Ref. [18], axially de-
formed Skyrme QRPA was used to calculate M0ν for the first
time. Recently, the NMEs of 2νβ β decay, M2ν , calculated
by deformed Skyrme QRPA using finite amplitude method
[19], and spherical relativistic QRPA [20] became available.
In these studies, however, the uncertainty of M0ν was not in-
vestigated.

In this work, we focus on the uncertainty induced by the
particle-hole (ph) channel and particle-particle (pp) channel
of effective interactions with a fully self-consistent QRPA
based on Skyrme EDFs. A brief introduction of the formal-
ism is outlined in Sec. II. In Sec. III, we present the results of
M0ν calculated by different ph and pp interactions. Conclu-
sions and perspectives are given in Sec. IV.

II. FORMALISM

In the self-consistent QRPA, the same effective nuclear in-
teraction is employed to solve the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov
(HFB) equation and the follow-up QRPA equation. For the
ph channel, we use the Skyrme interaction. For the pp chan-
nel, we use the δ interaction [21, 22],

V pp(r1,r2) =

[

t ′0 +
t ′3
6

ρ(
r1 +r2

2
)

]

δ (r1 −r2), (1)

which is referred to the surface- and volume-type of pairing
interactions for the t ′3 term is switched on or off. In the case of
surface pairing, t ′3 = −37.5t ′0 is employed, where the pairing
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field is peaked at the nuclear surface and follows roughly the
variations of the nucleon density.

The nuclear matrix element of 0νβ β decay is defined as

M0ν ≡−M0ν
F +M0ν

GT +M0ν
T , (2)

where the tensor term M0ν
T is negligibly small [8, 18]. For the

ground-state-to-ground-state transition (0
(i)+
g.s. → 0

( f )+
g.s. ), the

Fermi term is

M0ν
F =

8R

g2
A

∫

q2dq ∑
NiN f

∑
JP

∑
πiνi

∑
π f ν f

Ĵ−2 hF(q
2)〈N f JP|NiJ

P〉
q(q+Ed)

×〈0( f )+
g.s. ||[c†

π f
c̃ν f

]J||N f JP〉〈NiJ
P||[c†

πi
c̃νi

]J||0(i)+g.s. 〉
× (−)J〈 jπ f

|| jJ(qr)YJ|| jν f
〉〈 jπi

|| jJ(qr)YJ || jνi
〉,

(3)
and the GT term is

M0ν
GT =

8R

g2
A

∫

q2dq ∑
NiN f

∑
JP

∑
πiνi

∑
π f ν f

Ĵ−2 hGT(q
2)〈N f JP|NiJ

P〉
q(q+Ed)

×〈0( f )+
g.s. ||[c†

π f
c̃ν f

]J ||N f JP〉〈NiJ
P||[c†

πi
c̃νi

]J||0(i)+g.s. 〉

×
J+1

∑
l=J−1

(−)l〈 jπ f
|| jl(qr)[Ylσ ]J|| jν f

〉〈 jπi
|| jl(qr)[Ylσ ]J|| jνi

〉.

(4)
Here jk(qr) is the spherical Bessel function of k-th order,
and Yk is the spherical harmonic function. An empirical for-
mula of the nuclear radius is adopted, i.e., R = 1.2A1/3fm.
In QRPA model, the closure approximation can be avoided,

Ed = (ΩNi
+ΩN f

+∆λ
(i)
πν −∆λ

( f )
πν )/2, where ΩNi

(ΩN f
) and

∆λ
(i)
πν (∆λ

( f )
πν ) are respectively the eigenvalues of QRPA equa-

tion and the difference of proton and neutron Fermi surfaces
for mother (daughter) nucleus [cf. Eq(10) in Ref. [23]].
〈N f JP|NiJ

P〉 is the overlap factor of the two QRPA excited
states [24]. The one-body transition densities in mother and
daughter nuclei are

〈NiJ
P||[c†

πi
c̃νi

]J||0(i)+g.s. 〉=− Ĵ[XNiJ
P∗

πiνi
uπi

vνi
+Y

NiJ
P∗

πiνi
vπi

uνi
],

〈0( f )+
g.s. ||[c†

π f
c̃ν f

]J||N f JP〉=− Ĵ[X
N f JP

π f ν f
vπ f

uν f
+Y

N f JP

π f ν f
uπ f

vν f
],

(5)

where Ĵ =
√

2J+ 1. XNJP

πν and Y NJP

πν are respectively the for-
ward and backward amplitudes of QRPA. The form factors hF

and hGT are

hF(q
2) =− g2

V (q
2),

hGT(q
2) =g2

A(q
2)− q2

3m
gP(q

2)gA(q
2)

+
q2

6m2
g′2M(q2)+

q4

12m2
g2

P(q
2),

(6)
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FIG. 1. M0ν for 76Ge, 82Se, 128Te, 130Te, and 136Xe, calculated by

self-consistent QRPA model with 4 Skyrme interactions (denoted by

different shapes of symbols) and two kinds of pairing interactions

(denoted by solid symbols for volume pairing and hollow symbols

for surface pairing).

with

gV (q
2) =

1

[1+ q2/Λ2
V ]

2
,

gA(q
2) =

1.27

[1+ q2/Λ2
A]

2
,

gP(q
2) =

2mgA(q
2)

q2 +m2
π

,

g′M(q2) = gM(q2)+ gV (q
2) = 4.70gV (q

2).

(7)

Here m and mπ denote the mass of proton and π meson, re-
spectively. The energy cut-offs Λ2

V = 0.71(GeV)2 and Λ2
A =

1.09(GeV)2 [8].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In Skyrme HFB calculations, the pairing (neutron-neutron
and proton-proton) interactions are fixed to reproduce the ex-
perimental pairing gaps obtained from three-point formula
of binding energies. For the residual pairing interactions
in QRPA, the strengths of isoscalar proton-neutron pairing
fIS are fixed by tuning M2ν

GT to the experimental data [25],
while the strengths of isovector channel fIV are determined
by M2ν

F = 0 due to the isospin symmetry [26]. Intermediate
states of JP = 0±,1±, ...,10± are considered. An unquenched
value of axial-vector coupling constant gA = 1.27 is used.

We first perform a systematic calculation on the NMEs of
0νβ β for 76Ge, 82Se, 128Te, 130Te, and 136Xe, where SkM∗

[27], SkO′ [28], SLy4 [29], and SGII [30] interactions are
used for the ph channel. The tensor force is not included in
this work. Both volume and surface pairing interactions are
used for the pp channel. Results are depicted in Fig. 1. One
can see clearly that with the same kind of pairing interaction,
M0ν obtained by different ph interactions are close to each
other, with the discrepancy less than 15% for all the nuclei of
concerned. However, M0ν is sensitive to the use of pairing
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FIG. 2. M0ν for 76Ge as a function of the isoscalar pairing strength

fIS. The contributions to M0ν from 1+ intermediate states are shown

in panel (a), where the arrows mark the fIS fixed by experimental

M2ν
GT. The total values and the values without the contributions from

1+ intermediate states of M0ν are shown in panel (b).

interactions. The use of the surface pairing interaction leads
to a much larger M0ν than the use of volume pairing, except
for 136Xe. We note that B(E2;0+g.s. → 2+1 ) values for both
mother and daughter nuclei can be better reproduced by vol-
ume pairing compared to surface pairing, especially for SkM∗

and SGII.

To understand the difference of M0ν between volume pair-
ing and surface pairing, we plot in Fig. 2 the M0ν for 76Ge
as a function of the isoscalar pairing strength fIS. The contri-
bution from 1+ states to M0ν , denoted as M0ν (1+) shown in
Fig. 2(a), decreases rapidly with increasing fIS, which is sim-
ilar to the trend of NMEs of 2νβ β decay M2ν

GT [23]. It comes

from the fact that for both M0ν (1+) and M2ν
GT, only 1+ inter-

mediate states are involved, which are sensitive to isoscalar
pairing. By adjusting the value of fIS to reproduce the ex-
perimental M2ν

GT in the calculations, the values of M0ν (1+) by
the volume and surface pairing interactions are close to each
other, as seen from Fig. 2(a). However, unlike 1+ states, other
multipoles are not so sensitive to isoscalar pairing so that their
contributions to M0ν are stable for different fIS, as shown in
panel (b). As a result, the behavior of the total M0ν mainly de-
pends on the the decreasing trend of M0ν(1+) when increas-
ing fIS, while the difference of M0ν between volume pairing
and surface pairing comes from the different contributions of
other multipoles in these two cases. Since M0ν contributed by
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FIG. 3. ∑NJP |δNJP |2 in mother nuclei (a) and in daughter nuclei (b).

other multipoles is not sensitive to isoscalar pairing, the differ-
ence in the M0ν from the different form of pairing interaction
should be caused by the isovector pairing part.

In the calculation of M0ν , pairing interaction plays its
role mainly through the overlap of HFB wave functions
〈HFB f |HFBi〉, one-body transition densities, as well as the
number of two quasiparticle (2qp) proton-neutron configura-
tions. To qualitatively investigate the pairing effects on M0ν ,
we introduce the sum of one-body transition densities δNJ , de-
fined as

δNiJ
P ≡− Ĵ−1 ∑

πiνi

〈NiJ
P||[c†

πi
c̃νi

]J||0(i)+g.s. 〉

=∑
πiνi

(

X
NiJ

P∗
πiνi

uπi
vνi

+Y
NiJ

P∗
πiνi

vπi
uνi

)

,

δN f JP ≡− Ĵ−1 ∑
π f ν f

〈0( f )+
g.s. ||[c†

π f
c̃ν f

]J ||N f JP〉

= ∑
π f ν f

(

X
N f JP

π f ν f
vπ f

uν f
+Y

N f JP

π f ν f
uπ f

vν f

)

,

(8)

where the occupation amplitudes are involved in one-body
transition densities and the number of 2qp configurations of
QRPA is considered by ∑πν . In Fig. 3, we compare the sum
of |δNJP |2 for both mother and daughter nuclei of β β de-
cay. With the same kind of pairing, ∑NJP |δNJP |2 for different
Skyrme interactions are similar. However, for each Skyrme
interaction, ∑NJP |δNJP |2 obtained by the surface pairing is al-
ways larger than that obtained by the volume pairing. We no-
tice that although the mean pairing gaps determined by the
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FIG. 4. M0ν for 76Ge [panels (a) and (b)] and 136Xe [panels (d) and

(e)] with 18 Skyrme interactions and two kinds of pairing interac-

tions. Blue circles and black squares are respectively the results of

volume and surface pairing interactions. Their corresponding mean

values and standard deviations are represented by the dashed lines

and shaded regions. Results of other nuclear models for 76Ge and
136Xe are plot in panels (c) and (f), respectively.

isovector pairing for the ground-state calculation are fixed to
the experimental data, the occupations of single-particle levels
around the Fermi surface are very different for volume-pairing
and surface-pairing cases. In the case of the volume pairing,
the distribution of occupation probability is much sharper than
the case of surface pairing. As a result, there are more single-
particle levels with partial occupations for the case of surface
pairing, and this will lead to a larger 2qp space for QRPA cal-
culation, and hence a larger ∑NJP |δNJP |2 value, which imme-
diately gives rise to a larger M0ν when using surface pairing.

The values of the overlaps 〈HFB f |HFBi〉 are similar for dif-
ferent pairing interactions for all considered nuclei, around
0.82, except for the semi-magic nucleus 136Xe, whose values
are around 0.45 and 0.25 for the cases of volume pairing and
surface pairing, respectively. This is because a sharper distri-
bution of the occupation probability for neutrons in the daugh-
ter nucleus 136Ba in the case of volume pairing is more similar
to that in the mother nucleus 136Xe, which is a step function
due to the magic neutron number. As a result, although the

∑NJP |δNJP |2 in 136Xe is not different from other nuclei, by
considering the overlap factor 〈HFB f |HFBi〉 for 136Xe, the

M0ν by different pairing interactions are similar, where vol-
ume pairing even gives a slightly larger M0ν compared to the
surface pairing case, as shown in Fig. 1.

Since 76Ge and 136Xe are of experimental interest to
GERDA [31], MAJORANA [32], and EXO [33], KamLAND-
Zen [34], XENON [35] collaborations, we further systemat-
ically examine the independence on ph channel interaction
and dependence on ground-state isovector pp interaction of

M0ν for 76Ge and 136Xe. Besides the previously used SkM∗,
SkO′, SLy4, and SGII, another 14 Skyrme interactions are em-
ployed. They are SLy5 [29], SKO [28], SGI [30], SII, SIII,
SIV [36], LNS [37], SkT6 [38], BSk1 [39], MSk1 [40], SkI3,
SkI4 [41], SAMi [42], and Zσ [43]. The effective mass m∗

and Landau parameter g′0 of these interactions span a wide
range. The former will affect the structure of single-particle
levels [44], while the later plays an important role in spin-
isospin excitations [45]. Results of M0ν with 18 Skyrme inter-
actions and two kinds of pairing forces are depicted in Fig. 4.

Their mean values M
0ν

and standard deviations σ are listed in
Tab. I. For each kind of pp interaction, M0ν obtained by dif-
ferent ph interactions are close, where the standard deviations

σ are only around 10% of the mean values M
0ν

. Besides, as
the results in Fig. 1, M0ν obtained by volume pairing are gen-
erally smaller for the open shell nucleus 76Ge, and larger for
semi-magic nucleus 136Xe due to the occupation probability
distribution around Fermi surface.

We further make a brief comparison of the NMEs between
our values and other theoretical results in Fig. 4(c) and (f).
For 76Ge, our value of the NME is 5.65(45) in the case of
volume pairing, which is very close to the previous Skyrme
QRPA calculation [18]. Also, the NMEs obtained by spherical
G-QRPA [46, 47], relativistic (R-) and non-relativistic (NR-)
generator coordinate methods (GCM) [48, 49], and interact-
ing boson model (IBM2) [50] lie within around 1.0 ∼ 2.0σ

from our M
0ν

by volume pairing, while our results are about
twice the NMEs obtained by the deformed G-QRPA [51], ISM
[7], triaxial projected shell model (TPSM) [52], and ab ini-

tio approaches including in-medium similarity renormaliza-
tion group (IMSRG) [53] and realistic shell model (RSM)
[54], which could be caused by the lack of complicated many-
body correlations [5, 11, 55]. For 136Xe, our values of the
NMEs are 1.72(11) by the volume pairing and 1.35(15) by
the surface pairing, which are respectively close to the results
of previous Skyrme QRPA and deformed G-QRPA. Either by
the volume pairing or surface pairing, our results are smaller
than the other models. The reason could be the sharp neutron
Fermi surface in 136Xe [18], which significantly suppresses
the NMEs through the overlap of HFB functions.

It is also noticed that in previous study with G-QRPA [9],
the M0ν values are independent of the form of different real-
istic nucleon-nucleon potentials after the particle-particle in-
teraction is adjusted to correctly reproduce the 2νβ β -decay
rate, where the Coulomb corrected Woods-Saxon potential
is used to calculate the ground-state single-particle energies
while the residual interaction in QRPA is described by G-
matrix [56, 57]. In this work, the same Skyrme interaction is
consistently used for both ground-state and excited-state cal-
culation in self-consistent QRPA. With completely different
single-particle structure and residual ph interaction obtained
from a wide range of effective mass and Landau parameter,
the M0ν is still independent of the ph interaction. In contrast,
the form of pp interaction is the main cause of uncertainties
for M0ν in self-consistent QRPA calculation.

In view of the recent interest in the study of the possible cor-
relation between the matrix elements of double Gamow-Teller
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transition MDGT and M0ν [47, 55, 58], we examine this corre-
lation with the QRPA using 18 Skyrme interaction in Fig. 5.
Being contrary to the independence of ph interaction in M0ν ,
MDGT is strongly affected by the choice of ph interactions.
Consequently, there seems no correlation between MDGT and
M0ν in QRPA model. The reason could be the different be-
haviors of the distributions of MDGT and M0ν as functions of
the inter-nucleon distance r in QRPA. Both short range re-
gion (r . 3fm) and long range region (r & 3fm) contribute
much to MDGT, while only the short range region governs M0ν

[47, 58, 59].

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES

In summary, the dependence of NMEs of 0νβ β decay on
ph and pp interactions is investigated in the framework of
self-consistent QRPA based on Skyrme density functionals.
Similar values for the M0ν are obtained by different Skyrme
interactions, namely, ph interactions. In the systematical cal-
culations of β β emitters 76Ge and 136Xe with 18 Skyrme
interactions having a large span over Landau parameter and
effective mass, standard deviations are only around 10% of

the mean values M
0ν

. However, M0ν shows a dependence
on pp interaction. For open shell nuclei 76Ge, 82Se, 128Te,
and 130Te, M0ν obtained by surface pairing are always much

TABLE I. Mean values M
0ν

and the standard deviation σ of M0ν

obtained by 18 Skyrme interactions and two kinds of pairing interac-

tions for 76Ge and 136Xe.

Volume pairing Surface pairing

Nucleus 76Ge 136Xe 76Ge 136Xe

M
0ν

5.65 1.72 8.40 1.35

σ of M0ν 0.45 0.11 0.66 0.15

larger than those obtained by volume pairing, due to the bigger
2qp space of QRPA model caused by a more smeared occupa-
tion probability distribution. The inverse case is found in the
semi-magic nucleus 136Xe with much closer results, caused
by the different situation in the calculation of overlap factor
〈HFB f |HFBi〉, where the sharp occupation probability distri-
bution given by the volume pairing gives a larger value. We
also investigate the correlation between MDGT and M0ν . Due
to the dependence of MDGT on the ph interaction, there seems
no correlation between them.

In the case of volume pairing, the NMEs for 76Ge and 136Xe
are respectively 5.65(45) and 1.72(11), while in the case of
surface pairing, they are 8.40(66) and 1.35(15). The large un-
certainty is originated from the isovector pairing interaction,
which cannot be uniquely determined by the pairing gaps.
Therefore, other constraints on the pairing interactions need
to be considered in order to reduce the observed uncertainty
in the NMEs by the QRPA method.
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