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AMoRE searches for the signature of neutrinoless double beta decay of 100Mo with a 100 kg sam-
ple of enriched 100Mo. Scintillating molybdate crystals coupled with a metallic magnetic calorimeter
operate at milli-Kelvin temperatures to measure the energy of electrons emitted in the decay. As a
demonstration of the full-scale AMoRE, we conducted AMoRE-I, a pre-experiment with 18 molyb-
date crystals, at the Yangyang Underground Laboratory for over two years. The exposure was 8.02
kg·year (or 3.89 kg100Mo·year) and the total background rate near the Q-value was 0.025 ± 0.002
counts/keV/kg/year. We observed no indication of 0νββ decay and report a new lower limit of
the half-life of 100Mo 0νββ decay as T 0ν

1/2 > 3.0× 1024 years at 90% confidence level. The effective
Majorana mass limit range is mββ<(210–610) meV using nuclear matrix elements estimated in the
framework of different models, including the recent shell model calculations.

Experiments with solar and atmospheric neutrinos
[1, 2] have found that neutrinos are massive. Various os-
cillation experiments [3–6] have measured the three mix-
ing angles and two mass differences. Although the ab-
solute masses of neutrinos have not yet been measured,
we know they are very small, less than 1 eV/c2 based
on measurements of the endpoint of the tritium beta-
decay energy spectrum and from cosmological observa-
tions [7, 8].

The small neutrino masses and the absence of right-
handed neutrinos in the Standard Model motivated the
introduction of Majorana masses for neutrinos, as op-
posed to charged leptons that have Dirac masses. Small
Majorana neutrino mass can be generated via the seesaw
mechanism in which the masses of active neutrinos are
suppressed by heavy right-handed sterile neutrinos [9],
and the mass terms violate lepton number conservation
[10].

The currently well-established method for determin-
ing if neutrinos are Majorana fermions is to search for
neutrinoless double beta (0νββ) decay of nuclei [11]. Re-
gardless of the underlying mechanism, the observation
of 0νββ decay would prove that lepton number is vio-
lated [12], which is necessary for the seesaw mechanism
and leptogenesis [13]. The amplitude of 0νββ decay
is proportional to the effective Majorana mass, defined

by the charged-current couplings of Majorana neutrinos.
The main challenge in 0νββ decay experiments is achiev-
ing the sensitivity to reach the true effective Majorana
mass. A 0νββ decay experiment requires monitoring a
large mass of isotopes with a detector having an ultra-
low background and a high energy resolution. In spite
of more than seventy years of experimental efforts [14],
no signal for 0νββ decay has been observed. The best
half-life limit has been established by KamLAND-Zen for
136Xe with T 0ν

1/2 > 2.3× 1026 years, limiting the effective

Majorana mass to mββ<(36–156) meV [15]. For other
isotopes, the limits of T 0ν

1/2 (mββ) are: 3.3 × 1025 years

(90–305 meV) for 130Te by CUORE using cryogenic tech-
niques [16], 1.8 × 1026 years (79–180 meV) for 76Ge by
GERDA using high purity germanium detectors [17], and
1.8×1024 years (280–490 meV) for 100Mo by CUPID-Mo
using cryogenic scintillating crystal detectors [18, 19].

AMoRE searches for the 0νββ decays using
molybdate-based crystal detectors operating at
milli-Kelvin (mK) temperatures [20, 21], similar to
CUPID-Mo. AMoRE aims to achieve zero background,
defined as less than one count in the region of interest
(ROI) near Qββ=3034.4 keV for the five-year duration
of the experiment with a detector array of about 100 kg
of 100Mo isotope.
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The AMoRE project is progressing in three phases.
The first two phases, AMoRE-Pilot and AMoRE-I, were
completed at the 700-meter-deep Yangyang Underground
Laboratory (Y2L). AMoRE-II will run at the newly built
Yemilab for five years. We have reported a half-life limit
of T 0ν

1/2 = 3.0× 1023 years at a 90% confidence level (CL)

using six 48deplCa100MoO4 crystals in the AMoRE-Pilot
run [22–24]. To confirm the performance and long-term
stability of the detection system and determine the low
background level that is achievable with the existing un-
derground setup, we operated AMoRE-I from 2019 to
2023. The AMoRE-I detector array consists of eighteen
crystals with a total mass of 6.2 kg, including 3.0 kg
of 100Mo. This report describes the experimental setup,
data analysis, and the results on a new half-life limit of
100Mo.

AMoRE-I was carried out in the same cryostat
and shielding arrangement that was used for AMoRE-
Pilot [22–25], but with a larger number of detectors. We
made a few modifications to the detector modules and
shielding enhancements. The AMoRE-I system used a
two-stage temperature control system to maintain the
detector tower at a constant temperature [26]. The
datasets used for this report were taken at a tempera-
ture of 12mK.

The AMoRE-I detector array comprised
five Li2

100MoO4 (LMO) crystals, and thirteen
48deplCa100MoO4 (CMO) crystals, six of which were
inherited from AMoRE-Pilot. The molybdenum isotopes
in the crystals were enriched with 100Mo at 95.7±0.2%.
Each detector module consisted of a crystal surrounded
by a Vikuiti reflector film, an MMC sensor connected
to the crystal, and a light detector made of an absorber
with an MMC sensor. The mass-spring vibration
damping system [27] was removed to accommodate the
increased number of detector modules. The stainless
steel screws in the detector modules were replaced with
copper and brass for lower radioactive contamination.
Additionally, Si wafers with SiO2 antireflection coating
were used for the light absorber instead of Ge wafers [28].
One flat surface of the LMO crystal, upon which the
gold phonon collector was evaporated, was ground with
1500-grit SiC sandpaper to enhance the gold film bond
at the interface. Each crystal had a stabilization heater
attached to the flat surface to measure and correct
the gain drift of the heat signal [29], primarily due to
temperature fluctuations. Pulses of fixed current and
duration were injected through the heater every 10
seconds. Detailed descriptions of the detector module
can be found in [26, 30].

An additional 5 cm of lead was added outside of the
cryostat vacuum chamber to further reduce high-energy
environmental γ’s. Initially, aluminum plates were used
to support the lead bricks, but these plates were found
to be highly contaminated by 228Ra and were removed in

May 2021. Ten additional muon counters made of plastic-
scintillator panels were installed to extend the solid-angle
coverage for the detector array.

Heat and light signals from the SQUID electronics
were continuously digitized without an event trigger and
stored using flash analog-to-digital converter modules
with an 18-bit resolution for a 10-volt peak-to-peak dy-
namic range at a 100 kHz sampling frequency. Data
acquisition (DAQ) with the full eighteen-crystal detec-
tor array started in December 2020 and ended in April
2023, with a 93% live time. About 78% of the DAQ
live time was dedicated to physics measurement, while
calibration and other commissioning data took up the
remaining time. For calibration runs, which took place
every 4-8 weeks, depending on the detector’s stability,
welding rods containing small amounts of thorium were
placed between the outer vacuum chamber and the ex-
ternal lead shielding.

To suppress noise, the heat signal of each detector was
processed using a Butterworth bandpass filter for the of-
fline analysis. For most detectors, the trigger thresh-
olds were set below 100 keV. Two modules that suffered
from a significant vibration or electric noise had higher
thresholds. The amplitudes of the heat and light signals
were determined by fitting template waveforms to the
data using a least-squares fit [31]. The fit was applied to
the filtered waveforms and the bandwidths of the But-
terworth filters were optimized to provide the highest
energy resolutions. A template signal was constructed
by averaging raw signals from 2.615 MeV γ events that
were accumulated during calibration runs. The fit result
easily distinguishes non-physical events such as SQUID
jumps or reset signals. The rise and fall times were de-
rived from the raw signals, defined as the time elapsed
between specific points on the pulse. Unlike the AMoRE-
pilot analysis, which used the time difference between the
10 and 90% levels of the signal, this analysis defined rise
time (RT) variably for each detector, optimizing the pulse
shape discrimination (PSD) power. One LMO detector
had a noisy light signal, making it impossible to calcu-
late the light signal amplitude accurately. Data from this
detector were excluded from the analysis because of the
limited PSD power. Examples of the RT versus signal
amplitudes for a CMO and an LMO detector are shown
in Figure 1.

The detector response change over time, mainly caused
by temperature, variations, influenced the pulse ampli-
tudes and shapes of both physics and heater signals. Cor-
relations between the heater signal’s RT and the ampli-
tude of 2.615 MeV γ events were determined with cali-
bration data and used for drift correction in the corre-
sponding dataset. A dataset consists of a calibration run
followed by physics runs before the next calibration.

The β/γ energy scale was initially calibrated using four
prominent γ peaks at 511.0 keV, 583.2 keV, 911.2 keV,
and 2614.5 keV in the spectrum taken with the source
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FIG. 1. Particle discrimination parameters: light-to-heat amplitude ratios (L/H) and the raw heat signals’ rise times (RT) of
(a) CMO06 and (b) LMO02 detectors. Dots with blue-yellow color gradients denote physics data, overlaid on the source data
denoted as gray dots. Events in both 3-MAD bands for L/H and RT denoted as dashed-orange curves were selected as β/γ
events. Events in the muon veto window are indicated by red circles. Some α-like events with muon coincidence at the electron
equivalent energy slightly above 5 MeV in the LMO data are caused by the capture of muon-induced neutrons on the lithium-6
nuclei: 6Li(n, α)t.

for each dataset. As in the previous analysis, signal am-
plitudes for each detector were all well described as a
quadratic function of true energy values, without a con-
stant term [22, 32]. Secondary energy calibration was
performed using another quadratic function with a con-
stant term, including more γ peaks from the combined
calibration data.

Due to non-uniform, position-dependent detector re-
sponses, peaks in most detectors’ energy spectra were
asymmetric, showing tails on both the lower and upper
sides. Among various peak-fitting functions, the Bukin
function [33] was found to be well-suited for all of the
peaks in the calibration spectrum. The spectra around
the 2.615 MeV peak in the calibration data for a CMO
and an LMO detector are shown in Figure 2. Shape pa-
rameters that were determined from fitting below 2.615
MeV were extrapolated to Qββ to estimate the 0νββ sig-
nal shape. The squares of energy resolutions (h2) were
well-fitted to a quadratic function of energy. Other shape
parameters for asymmetry (ξ), left-tail (ρL), and right-
tail (ρR) varied slowly with energy, and their uncertain-
ties were extrapolated using a linear function or were left
constant, depending on each detector’s characteristics.

The 0νββ event-selection criteria for background re-
duction were divided into two categories. The first cate-
gory was particle identification to remove the continuous
α background around the ROI due to radioactive contam-
ination on the crystal surface or surrounding materials.
Two parameters were adopted for each detector: PSD us-
ing RT of the heat signal, and the light-to-heat amplitude
ratio (L/H), which leverages the differences in scintilla-
tion quenching for α and β/γ particles. Figure 1 shows
the RT and L/H versus energy for the calibration runs,

background runs, and events that were coincident with
muons for one CMO and one LMO detectors. Here, the α
events are clustered at higher energies and at smaller RT
and L/H values, while most of the β/γ events without
muon coincidence lie below 2.6 MeV.

The median-absolute-deviation (MAD) values were de-
termined using source data at the energy range of 465-
2665 keV and fitted using a function of energy. Events
within the 3 MAD bands for RT and L/H, denoted as
the dashed-orange curves in Figure 1 were selected as
β/γ events. The selection efficiencies at the calibration
γ-peak energies were determined by comparing the event
counts at each peak before and after the selection us-
ing the Bukin function on top of a simple exponential
or linear background to extract the peak counts from
the resulting spectra. These β/γ selection efficiencies,
when extrapolated to Qββ , varied among detectors and
ranged between 80 and 95% with uncertainties around
the 1% level. Generally, CMO detectors showed a much
better discrimination power than LMO, for both RT and
L/H parameters, due to the higher light yield and the
correlation of light yield with the pulse shape [34, 35].
The alpha backgrounds for the six CMO detectors used
in AMoRE-Pilot were reported in [23]. The activities of
226Ra (228Th) for the AMoRE-I data set were determined
by analysis of α − α coincident events from the sequen-
tial decay of 222Rn and 218Po (224Ra and 220Rn). These
were 5–59 µBq/kg (1–13 µBq/kg) in the CMO detectors,
except for one highly contaminated CMO crystal, and
1–2 µBq/kg for both 226Ra and 228Th in the LMO de-
tectors. Detailed background modeling of AMoRE-I is in
progress.

The second event-selection category involved a series
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FIG. 2. Part of the energy spectrum measured with the
Th-containing sources (blue points with error bars) around
2.615MeV γ peaks for a CMO crystal (left) and an LMO
crystal (right) are shown at the top. The fit function (solid-
orange curve) consists of an exponential (dashed-gray curve)
plus a smeared-step (dotted-gray curve) background compo-
nent and a peak signal component that is represented by a
Bukin function (solid-red curve). For the Bukin function, the
peak location (µ) and the full-width-at-half-maximum energy
resolution (h) are given in keV units, and the asymmetry (ξ),
left-tail (ρL), and right-tail (ρR) parameters are in percent.
The bottom panels show the fit residuals defined for the data
bins with positive counts as: ([data]− [fit])/

√
[data].

of anti-coincidence cuts. First, events occurring within
10ms after a muon candidate event were rejected. About
ten thousand muon candidate events were registered
daily, resulting in an inefficiency of only 0.1% with neg-
ligible uncertainty. Secondly, we imposed a single-hit re-
quirement that the signal candidate is the only hit that
occurred within a 2ms time window. Since the trigger
rate of the background runs was typically about 1 Hz,
the efficiency of this single-hit requirement was about
99.8%. The final anti-coincidence condition, called α-
tagging, targeted one of the major backgrounds in the
ROI from the beta decay of 208Tl with Q ∼4.998MeV.
These background events follow an α event emitted in
212Bi decay to 208Tl. Since the half-life of 208Tl is 3.053
minutes and the energy released in the α decay of 212Bi is
6.207MeV, all events within 20 minutes after an α event
in the same crystal with 6.2 ± 0.1MeV energy were re-
jected. Two detectors with exceptionally high α event
rates had a narrower α energy window of 0.04MeV [23].
The efficiency of this α-veto was about 98% on average:
78% for the most α-contaminated CMO and higher than
99% for LMOs. The cut efficiencies are summarized in
Table I.

Figure 3 shows the resulting background energy spec-
tra accumulated for 8.02 kg·year (or 3.89 kg100Mo·year)
exposure, following step-by-step selections, overlaid with
the calibration spectrum. The first dataset taken with
the aluminum support plate, shown as the dark blue

TABLE I. Efficiencies of the selection cuts utilized to sup-
press background in the vicinity of the expected 0νββ peak,
and the typical systematic uncertainties. The efficiencies av-
eraged over all the detectors are given in parentheses. The
0νββ containment efficiency is calculated using the DECAY-
0 event generator [37] and the GEANT4-based detector sim-
ulation [36].

Parameters/selection Efficiency (%) Uncertainty (%)

Particle identification
PSD×L/H (3 MAD) 78.8-95.4 (89.9) 1.6

Anti-coincidences
Multiplicity (M = 1) 99.8 <0.1
Muon veto (10 ms) 99.9 <0.1
212Bi α veto (20 min) 77.6-99.8 (97.8) 0.6

0νββ containment 78.4-82.4 (81.1) 1.0

Total detection efficiency 49.1-76.1 (70.9) 1.6

shaded area, represents about 14% of total exposure but
contains about 20% of the events in the energy range
below 2.7 MeV, including about 60% of 2.615 MeV γ
events. Despite this, the background due to the con-
taminated aluminum plate is mainly confined to energies
below 2.7 MeV, so these data were included in the 0νββ
analysis. As shown in the previous studies [22], the rela-
tionship between the signal amplitude and energy differs
for α events compared to β/γ events due to pulse shape
differences, which vary across detectors. Consequently, α
energies, which were determined separately, are not re-
ported in this work. As a result, the energy spectrum for
all detectors and datasets shown in Figure 3 has many α
peaks above 4 MeV electron-equivalent energy that are
distributed incoherently when they are calibrated with
the functions for β/γ events.
Events in the 2.7–3.6 MeV energy range were selected

for the 0νββ study. The background energy distribution
was approximated as a linear combination of flat and
exponential background components. The exponential
component includes high-energy 2νββ-decay events and
β background from internal and surface contamination
of the crystal [23]. The flat component is introduced to
describe high energy γs from neutron capture, external
sources such as rock and radon in the air, and residual β
and α events due to incomplete rejection.
Considering the background (b) and the 0νββ de-

cay signal (s) can be expressed in terms of the de-
cay rate (Γ0ν=ln 2/T 0ν

1/2), the number of 100Mo nuclei

(N100), the detection efficiency (ε) for the 0νββ decay
of 100Mo (shown in Table I), and the DAQ livetime (t)
as s=εΓ0νN100t. An unbinned likelihood function was
constructed as follows:

L =

N∏
i=1

ni∏
j=1

(si + bi)
ni e−si−bi

ni!
· fs+b

i (Ei
j) · π(εi,νi), (1)

where i and j are indices of the detector and its events,
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FIG. 3. Energy distributions of AMoRE-I data corresponding to 8.02 kg·year exposure, following step-by-step selections– a:
raw data events after removing non-physical signals, b: β/γ events after selection using the pulse shape discrimination and
L/H ratio, c: after all anti-coincidence selection, d: after removal of the aluminum plates, e: simulated two-neutrino double
beta (2νββ) decay component corresponding to the exposure of d [36–38]. The source calibration spectrum (f, yellow line)
is scaled to match the size of 2.615 MeV γ peak in d. Some background events remained in the high-energy range after all
cuts, such as those in 5–6 MeVee, due to inefficient α rejection in the LMO data. Letters above prominent γ peaks denote the
corresponding decay chains: u for uranium-238, t for thorium-232, c for cobalt-60, and k for potassium-40.

respectively, and ni is the number of observed events at
the ith detector. The expected spectral shape was de-
scribed by the probability density function, fs+b, that
includes a background model, with flat and exponential
components, plus a signal peak in the form of a Bukin
function for fully contained 0νββ events. Efficiency (εi)
and peak shape parameters (νi) were treated as nuisance
parameters with Gaussian priors (π).

FIG. 4. The energy spectrum of selected events in the region
of interest. The points with error bars are measured data with
the 1σ Poisson confidence intervals. The solid blue curve is
the best fit with a null signal, and the shaded region denotes
the combined uncertainty of the fit. The dashed red curve
shows the expected signal shape for a 0νββ decay half-life of
3.0×1024 years, the upper limit at a 90% confidence level from
this study.

The minimized negative-log-likelihood was profiled
over the sensitive range of Γ0ν from 0 to ∼ 10−23 year−1,
and the best fit was found at Γ0ν = 0.0 year−1, meaning
that no event excess was found over the assumed back-
ground shape, as shown in Fig. 4. The corresponding
limit on the half-life of the 0νββ decay of 100Mo was
evaluated at a 90% confidence level to be:

T 0ν
1/2 > 3.0× 1024 years, (2)

which extends the CUPID-Mo limit, 1.8×1024 years [19].
The posterior analysis leads to a total background

level of b = 0.025 ± 0.002 counts/keV/kg/year.
Among the AMoRE-I detectors, LMO detectors showed
a slightly lower background rate of 0.021 ± 0.005
counts/keV/kg/year on average, while background
counting rate of the CMO detectors is 0.026 ± 0.003
counts/keV/kg/year. The total background rate in
AMoRE-I was reduced by ∼15 times compared to that
of AMoRE-pilot.
We calculated the effective Majorana mass within the

theoretical framework of the light neutrino exchange
model, incorporating the phase space factor [39–41] and
nuclear matrix elements (NMEs) [42–49]. The range of
inferred upper limits on the effective Majorana mass is
mββ<(210–350) meV assuming an axial vector coupling
constant gA = 1.27. If we include the first shell model
calculation recently published for 100Mo in [50], which
presents the lowest NME among the theoretical values,
the range of limits extends to mββ< (210–610) meV. The
lower limit is derived from an energy density functional
considering the nuclear deformation and pairing fluctua-
tion [44], while the upper limit is based on a shell model
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that explicitly includes the short-range correlations [50].

We are preparing AMoRE-II at Yemilab [51], at a
depth of ∼1000 meter (∼2700 meter water equivalent)
underground with a muon rate about a quarter of that
at Y2L [52]. We have developed an LMO detector mod-
ule with improved energy resolution and alpha back-
ground rejection [53, 54]. The radiopurity of all ma-
terials for AMoRE-II has been measured and evalu-
ated for their contribution to background levels [55].
Over 300 LMO crystals have been grown, and a total
of 360 crystals will be used in AMoRE-II. The back-
ground level for AMoRE-II is projected to be less than
1 × 10−4 counts/keV/kg/year based on radioassay data
and GEANT4 simulations [56]. The discovery sensitivity
is projected to be approximately 4.5× 1026 years for five
years of data collection.
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