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The convergence properties of spectroscopic factors in the ab initio no-core shell model are hereby
investigated. For this, we consider nuclear energies and spectroscopic factors in A = 6 and 7 iso-
topes, using the chiral forces NNLOopt and N3LO. While low-lying spectrum energy demonstrates
remarkable convergence with the increase of model space within the no-core shell model, the spec-
troscopic factor exhibits no definitive convergence trend and seems independent of the employed
nuclear interaction. The use of spectroscopic factors issued from the no-core shell model to calcu-
late cross-sections of knockout reaction might then be questionable. The results are compared with
that of the standard shell model and ab initio Monte Carlo calculations.

I. INTRODUCTION

In nuclear physics, spectroscopic factors (SFs) serve as
vital keys to unlocking insights into the nuclear struc-
ture and behavior [1–6]. These factors quantify the like-
lihood of a nucleon occupying a particular single-particle
state within the nucleus [5–7], influencing an array of
nuclear reactions [1]. SFs pertaining to transfer and
knockout nuclei have long been at the forefront of ex-
perimental investigations in nuclear physics [1–6, 8–10].
Moreover, they are of paramount importance in nuclear
astrophysics [11], where they aid in comprehending stel-
lar nucleosynthesis and related processes. When applied
to nucleon transfer or knockout reactions, modern nu-
clear reaction theories often produce results that signif-
icantly deviate from experimental data [1, 12–14]. In
experiments, SF is often deduced from direct reaction
measurements, where it acts as a normalization factor
in the reaction cross-section [1]. However, the SF is al-
ways calculated using the nuclear structure models, and
the calculated value also depends on the specific model
adopted [1, 13–15]. It has been observed that the SF ex-
tracted from the (e, e′p) reaction is typically 30%− 40%
smaller compared to predictions based on the mean-field
shell model [16, 17]. This discrepancy is often referred
to as “quenching”. The origin of this “quenching” is
currently a topic of intense research [1]. It is speculated
that it may stem from the complexities of long-range and
short-range correlations [1, 3]. However, the exact mech-
anisms and implications of these correlations remain an
open question, prompting further investigations. In nu-
clear structure, the precision in determining SF is pivotal
for elucidating a variety of phenomena [13–15, 18, 19].

In recent years, ab initio calculations have emerged as
pivotal tools in advancing the field of nuclear physics [20–
26]. One of the main advantages of these ab initio calcu-
lations is their inherent objectivity, stemming from their
independence from empirical parameters and experience
rules. Furthermore, ab initio calculations offer a refined
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avenue for treating internucleon correlations precisely,
providing predictive insights into the properties of nu-
clei that are either challenging to probe or currently be-
yond the reach of experimental investigations [3, 14, 24].
Among various methods, the ab initio no-core shell model
(NCSM) is particularly notable [20, 27–31]. A distin-
guishing feature of the NCSM is its equal treatment of
every nucleon within the nucleus without the presump-
tion of an inert core. This distinction means the NCSM
provides a more comprehensive and democratic picture
of nuclear behavior. The main challenge facing the ab
initio calculations in this field is the considerable compu-
tational cost associated with these calculations [32–34].
Strategies, including renormalization and extrapolation
methods, have been increasingly adopted to address this
challenge with notable success [28, 29, 33, 35–40]. The
energies, electromagnetic, and radius have been system-
atically investigated by the ab initio NCSM calculation.
However, the systematic investigation of the convergence
of SF with ab initio NCSM calculation is lacking.

In this work, we employ the ab initio NCSM to calcu-
late the SFs. We begin by briefly introducing the NCSM
framework and the definitions of the overlap function and
the SF. Subsequently, we utilize the NCSM to calculate
the energies of 6He, 6Li, and 7Li, and discussed the con-
vergence with the increasing model space. We then sys-
tematically calculate the SFs of 7Li and present their con-
vergence with the increasing model space. In our prac-
tical application, we use the calculated SFs to compute
the cross-section of knockout reactions, and the results
are compared with the calculations with the SFs derived
from the standard shell model (SM) and ab initio Monte
Carlo methods. Finally, a summary will be provided.

II. METHOD

A. No core-shell model

The nucleus is an intricate system composed of A-
nucleons, consisting of neutrons and protons. The cor-
responding Hamiltonian of this A-body system can be
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expressed as

Ĥ =
∑
i<j

(pi − pj)
2

2Am
+ V̂NN + ..., (1)

where m denotes the nucleon mass and V̂NN represents
the nucleon-nucleon (NN) interaction, to which three-,
four-, ... body forces should be considered in principle.
However, only the NN is considered in the present work.
Moreover, the Coulomb force is also included in the prac-
tical calculations. Two sets of chiral interactions, the
optimized next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLOopt) [41]
and the next-to-next-to-next-to-leading order (N3LO) in-
teraction [42], are adopted. To accelerate the conver-
gence of the many-body calculations, the chiral N3LO
potential is softened by the similarity renormalization
group (SRG) method with λ = 2.0 fm−1 [43]. The bare
forces are used in practical calculations for the NNLOopt

interaction.
Within the NCSM framework, the many-body

Schrödinger equation is solved in the harmonic-oscillator
(HO) basis, which is the linear combination of the Slater
determinant of the single-particle states. In real calcu-
lations, a large but finite HO basis is utilized. The re-
sults of the NCSM calculations rely on two pivotal pa-
rameters: the frequency of the HO basis (ℏw) and the
truncation of the model space (Nmax) [20]. The Nmax

presents the total number of oscillator quanta allowed
above the minimum for a given nucleus in the many-
body HO basis space. Our objective is to achieve con-
vergence in this two-dimensional parameter space (ℏw,
Nmax), where convergence implies the results are inde-
pendent of both ℏw and Nmax, within estimated uncer-
tainties. The dimensionality of the NCSM calculations
increases drastically with the mass of nuclei. Due to the
limitations of current large supercomputers, the NCSM
can only give near-convergence results for nuclei with nu-
cleon number A ≤ 16 [20, 44]. Balancing the quest for
accurate results with the constraints of computational
resources, the NCSM calculations are calculated within
the model space with Nmax, ranging from 0 to 12 for the
A = 6 and 7 isotopes. Simultaneously, the ℏw varies from
10 MeV to 32 MeV.

B. Overlap function and spectroscopic factor

The overlap function, denoted as Iℓj(r), is defined as
follows

Iℓj(r) = ⟨ΨJA

A |
[
|ΨJA−1

A−1 ⟩ ⊗ |rℓj⟩JA

]
⟩,

=
1√

2JA + 1

∑
i

⟨ΨJA

A ||a†niℓj
||ΨJA−1

A−1 ⟩uni
(r),(2)

where |ΨJA

A ⟩ and |ΨJA−1

A−1 ⟩ are the wave functions of the
A and A− 1 nuclear systems, respectively. The variables
ℓ and j denote the orbital and total angular momenta of

the partial wave being considered in Iℓj(r). And a†niℓj

is the creation operator associated with the |niℓj⟩ state;
uni

(r) represents the radial wave function of the |niℓj⟩
state.
The SF is defined as the norm of the radial overlap

function Iℓj(r) from Eq. (2). This can be represented as

C2Sℓj =

∫
Iℓj(r)

2dr, (3)

where C2S is a standard notation for SF. Current nu-
clear reaction theory defines the nuclear knockout reac-
tion cross-section as

σtotal =
∑
ℓj

fCoMC2S(ℓj)σsp (ℓj) , (4)

where the total cross-section is represented by σtotal. The
term σsp (ℓj) denotes the cross-section of the removal of
a nucleon in the ℓj partial wave. The fCoM is the center-
of-mass (CoM) correction factor, which is equal to 1 in
NCSM and (A/A− 1)N in standard SM calculations, re-
spectively, whereN is the major oscillator quantum num-
ber. σsp (ℓj) is calculated using reaction models, such
as the eikonal model [45]. By combining the calculated
σsp (ℓj) with the C2S obtained from nuclear many-body
models for structure, it becomes feasible to determine the
theoretical cross-section of the knockout reaction. This
procedure is paramount as it establishes a crucial bridge
linking theoretical predictions directly with experimental
data.
Let us comment on the CoM effects in Eqs. (2,3,4) in

NCSM. Even though |ΨJA−1

A−1 ⟩ and |ΨJA

A ⟩ are products of
CoM times intrinsic wave functions, i.e. they are free from
CoM spuriosity, their CoM parts are different, on the one
hand, and the operators in Eqs. (2,3) are not translation-
ally invariant, on the other hand. Consequently, CoM
spuriosity is, in principle, present in Eqs. (2,3). However,
SF and overlap functions are not physical observables,
so an exact removal of CoM effects is not meaningful
even in NCSM. The only physical quantity arising from
overlap functions and entering cross-section expressions
is the asymptotic normalization coefficient [46, 47]. The
latter is defined in the asymptotic region, where CoM
corrections vanish. In fact, Eq. (4) is an approximate
expression, whereby the use of asymptotic normalization
coefficients or SFs should be equivalent (up to a different
normalization of σsp (ℓj) [46, 47]), so that it is legitimate
to ignore CoM corrections in Eqs. (2,3,4) with NCSM.

III. RESULTS

Firstly, we focus on the energy of 6He, 6Li, and 7Li nu-
clei. The energies of the ground state and excited state in
those nuclei are calculated using NCSM with NNLOopt

and N3LO interactions as a function of Nmax and ℏw.
Results are presented in Figs. 1,2,3. A point of specific
interest here is the dependency of convergence properties
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FIG. 1. The calculated energy of the ground state (0+
1 ) and

excited state (2+
1 ) for 6He with NNLOopt and N3LO interac-

tion, plotted as functions of truncation of model space Nmax

and HO frequency ℏw. The chiral N3LO interaction is renor-
malized via the SRG method with λ = 2.0 fm−1. Black lines
correspond to experimental data.

in model space truncation Nmax and HO frequency ℏw
in NCSM calculations. As the figures illustrate, energy
dependency on ℏw reduces as Nmax increases. Ideally,
the computed observable should be independent of the
parameters [48]. Moreover, the convergence rate with
Nmax is different for different states [30] and the mini-
mum energy value is observed to lie between ℏw = 18−22
MeV. Another noteworthy observation is that as Nmax

increases, the gap between different curves narrows, in-
directly indicating a convergence trend in the energy cal-
culation results.

We observe that the results of N3LO and NNLOopt

have distinct differences in energy spectra and conver-
gence rates. The calculations employing N3LO interac-
tion demonstrate lower energy and notably faster conver-
gence than those using NNLOopt interaction. Moreover,
the proximity of the results for different ℏw values in-
dicates that N3LO exhibits lesser parameter dependence
with a fixed largest Nmax in the practical calculation.
The energy of infinite model spaces (Nmax → ∞) can
be extrapolated based on the results of calculations in
finite model space using extrapolation formulas [49, 50].
In this work, the extrapolation is done based on a simple
exponential form, written as [32, 40]

E(Nmax) = E(Nmax → ∞) +A1 exp(−A2 ·Nmax), (5)

where E(Nmax → ∞), A1, and A2 represent specific pa-
rameters that can be obtained by fitting the NCSM cal-
culations in finite model space.

As depicted in Fig. 1, we present the calculated re-
sults for 6He. The lowest energy obtained in the NCSM
calculations of 6He in the Nmax = 12 model space is at
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FIG. 2. Similar to Fig. 1, but for the ground state (1+
1 ) and

excited state (3+
1 , 0+

1 ) of 6Li.

ℏw = 18 MeV for N3LO interaction and at ℏw = 22
MeV for NNLOopt interaction. For the ground state en-
ergy of 6He, the extrapolation results are −27.378(042)
and −29.246(040) MeV for NNLOopt and N3LO, respec-
tively, and the experimental data of ground state energy
of 6He is −29.271(054) MeV [51]. The error of the energy
is deduced from the uncertainty of extrapolated energies
based on the NCSM calculations using Nmax = 2, 4, 6,
8, 10, and 12 model spaces. For the 2+1 excited state,
a comparable situation occurs where the result of N3LO
is closer to experimental data with respect to that of
NNLOopt. Similar results have also been obtained for
the low-lying states in 6Li and 7Li, see Table I for detail.

Our NCSM calculation for the energy aligns consis-
tently with preceding NCSM studies [20, 30, 33, 48]. Of
particular intrigue is the convergence trend of SF within
NCSM calculations, as comprehensive studies specifically
addressing SF convergence are notably scarce. The SF
presents a challenge to ab initio calculations. The com-
plexity arises because SFs are profoundly sensitive to
the intricacies of the nuclear Hamiltonian and the nu-
ances of the many-body wave function [18, 19]. Follow-
ing similar calculations in assessing energy convergence,
we performed systematic NCSM calculations of the SFs
in 7Li using chiral N3LO interaction with λ = 2.0 fm−1

and NNLOopt interactions. The results are depicted in
Figs. 4, 5, 6, 7 as functions of both the model space trun-
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FIG. 3. Similar to Fig. 1, but for the ground state (3/2−
1 ) and

excited state (1/2−
1 ) of 7Li.

TABLE I. Energies (in MeV) of the low-lying states in
6He and 6,7Li extrapolated from NCSM calculations. The
NNLOopt and N3LO interactions were used with ℏw = 22
and 18 MeV, respectively. Experimental data are taken from
Ref. [51].

Nucleus State NCSMNNLOopt NCSMN3LO Expt. [51]

6He 0+
1 −27.378(042) −29.246(040) −29.271(054)

6He 2+
1 −24.757(112) −26.814(100) −27.474(025)

6Li 1+
1 −30.593(072) −32.392(038) −31.994(018)

6Li 3+
1 −27.527(058) −29.518(065) −29.808(002)

6Li 0+
1 −26.574(076) −28.348(041) −28.431(010)

7Li 3/2−
1 −37.777(196) −40.195(034) −39.245(042)

7Li 1/2−
1 −37.419(137) −39.894(033) −38.767(003)

cation Nmax and the frequency ℏw of HO basis. Such
a presentation is intended to elucidate the convergence
behavior of SF in a more detailed manner. Within the
scope of these SF calculations, our primary attention is
centered on the p3/2 and p1/2 partial waves, given their
dominant roles in the A = 7 isotopes.
Let us examine the SF for 6He ⊗ p3/2,1/2 → 7Li using

the NNLOopt interaction, as shown in Fig. 4. Except for
Fig. 4(f), the range of the vertical axis of the SFs is [0 : 1].
It is observed that the SF of 6He(0+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 )
is larger than that of other channels. In addition, results
reveal a pronounced dependence of the calculated SFs on
the HO frequency ℏw in small model spaces. However, as
Nmax increases, this sensitivity to ℏw weakens. As seen in
Fig. 4 (a), the SF for 6He(0+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 ) is al-
most constant when Nmax increases, making it difficult to
ascertain its convergence results. The trend is shown in
Fig. 4 (f). The N3LO result also exhibits a similar trend,
see Fig. 5 (a) and (f) for detail. Additionally, to further

investigate the impact of renormalization on our calcula-
tions, we also perform the calculations using N3LO with
λ = 2.4 fm−1. The results indicate that while the cal-
culated ground state energies exhibit dependence on the
SRG parameter, the SFs are almost independent of the
SRG parameter. Moreover, the calculated SF is almost
identical in the calculation using N3LO and NNLOopt

interaction, despite the varying results on the calculated
ground state energy. A comparable trend is evident in
the NCSM calculations for the SFs of 6He(2+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 →
7Li(1/2−1 ). Upon reviewing the figures, it is evident that
the convergence trend for SF calculations with increas-
ing model space differs at a small level for both interac-
tions, and a convergence pattern is not readily apparent.
Moreover, these observed trends diverge from established
extrapolation formulas for energy [33, 49]. Therefore, we
cannot straightforwardly adapt the existing formulas for
energy extrapolation to calculate SFs within the NCSM
calculations. However, the convergence is quite differ-
ent for SFs of different states or partial waves. For the
SFs of 6He(2+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 ),

6He(2+1 ) ⊗ p1/2 →
7Li(3/2−1 ), and

6He(0+1 )⊗ p1/2 → 7Li(1/2−1 ), a converged
trend is evident. This trend shows values almost indepen-
dent of ℏw and Nmax in NCSM calculations, especially
within large model spaces. In the NCSM calculation for
the SFs of 6Li ⊗ p3/2,1/2 → 7Li, similar situations are

obtained. The SFs of 6Li(1+1 , 0
+
1 ) ⊗ p3/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 )

demonstrate a linear trend as Nmax increases and the
convergence SF cannot be reliably guarantee. However,
the calculations of SFs of 6Li(1+1 ) ⊗ p1/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 )

and 6Li(0+1 ) ⊗ p1/2 → 7Li(1/2−1 ) exhibit converged trend,

which is similar to the calculations in 6He(2+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 →
7Li(3/2−1 ), see Fig. 6 and Fig. 7 for detail.
Generally, the convergence rate of SFs within NCSM

calculations using the HO basis is slow. At present, there
are no established extrapolation methods available for
reliably predicting these values. Similar to the NCSM
calculations of root-mean-square radius [30, 34, 52–54],
electric quadrupole moment [30, 52–55], and E2 tran-
sition [52, 54, 55], which correspond to the long-range
operators, the convergence of SFs also exhibits slow con-
vergence, which is due to the wave function of the last
nucleon need to be expanded with more nodes of localized
HO single-particle states.

Our NCSM calculations highlight the complexity and
unpredictability inherent in the behavior of SF, empha-
sizing the need for more refined approaches to describe
these behaviors effectively. It is worth noting that, al-
though the convergence of SF calculations within the
NCSM framework remains uncertain, the method in-
herently incorporates a significant degree of configura-
tion mixing. To test the SFs in NCSM calculations,
we adapt them to calculate the knockout reaction cross-
section. Although the convergence of SFs calculations
in the NCSM is not obtained, the calculated SFs within
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FIG. 4. The calculated SFs of 6He ⊗ p3/2,1/2 → 7Li using NCSM with NNLOopt interaction as functions of Nmax and ℏw.
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FIG. 5. Similar to Fig. 4, but for 6He ⊗ p3/2,1/2 → 7Li using chiral N3LO interaction renormalized via SRG with λ = 2.0 fm−1.

TABLE II. The comparison of theoretical and experimental inclusive cross-sections for knockout reactions from the 7Li projectile.
The NCSM calculations with NNLOopt and N3LO are performed with ℏw = 22 and 18 MeV, respectively. The C2S of the SM
includes a center-of-mass motion correction of 1.17.

C2S σVMC
sp [56] σ

NNLOopt

th σN3LO
th σSM

th σVMC
th [56] σGFMC

th σexp [56]

Reaction Final state NCSMNNLOopt NCSMN3LO SM [56] VMC [56] GFMC [57] (mb) (mb) (mb) (mb) (mb) (mb) (mb)

(7Li,6Li) 1+ 0.661 0.683 0.733 0.715 0.668 56.9(13) 37.61 38.86 41.71 40.7(9) 38.00

(7Li,6Li) 0+ 0.231 0.234 0.389 0.219 0.203 56.8(26) 13.12 13.29 22.10 11.9(5) 11.53

Inclusive 50.73 52.15 63.81 52.6(10) 49.53 30.7(18)

(7Li,6He) 0+ 0.459 0.466 0.806 0.439 0.406 60.8(31) 27.91 28.33 49.00 26.7(14) 24.68

Inclusive 27.91 28.33 49.00 26.7(14) 24.68 13.4(7)
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FIG. 6. Similar to Fig. 4, but for 6Li ⊗ p3/2,1/2 → 7Li using chiral NNLOopt interaction.
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FIG. 7. Similar to Fig. 4, but for 6Li ⊗ p3/2,1/2 → 7Li using chiral N3LO interaction renormalized via SRG with λ = 2.0 fm−1.

Nmax = 12 model space are adopted in the following
knockout reaction calculations.

The knockout reaction (7Li,6He) and (7Li,6Li) have
been comprehensively analyzed in Ref. [56], where SFs
derived from both the SM and ab initio VMC methods
were utilized to calculate the cross-sections for neutron
and proton knockout from a 7Li beam, which offer valu-
able theoretical and experimental benchmarks. The cal-
culated SFs from NCSM are also employed in the above
knockout reaction calculations. It is important to note
that the NCSMNNLOopt

analysis uses a calculation with

ℏw = 22 MeV, while the NCSMN3LO employs results
from ℏw = 18 MeV. Additionally, for comparison pur-
poses, we also consider SFs derived from the ab initio
Green’s Function Monte Carlo (GFMC) method [57].
The σVMC

sp , SFs of both SM and VMC, and σexp pre-
sented in Table II are taken from Ref. [56]. To evalu-
ate the effects of calculated SF on cross-section calcula-
tions, the same σsp derived from the VMC wave function
is adopted [56]. The σsp are combined with SFs from
the SM, NCSM, VMC, and GFMC in the calculations of
cross-section, as depicted in Eq. (4).



7

Interestingly, in the NCSM approach, the two inter-
actions yield nearly identical results, revealing minimal
deviations, which is due to the calculated SF from NCSM
using that two interactions are almost identical. More-
over, the SFs from our NCSM calculations align closely
with those from VMC and GFMC. However, the SFs cal-
culated via SM are larger than those of ab initio NCSM,
VMC, and GFMC calculations. This disparity is espe-
cially evident in the SFs of 6Li(0+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 )

and 6He(0+1 ) ⊗ p3/2 → 7Li(3/2−1 ).

For 7Li single proton knockout reaction, SFs derived
from the NCSM give an inclusive cross-section of approx-
imately 28 mb, which aligns well with the ab initio VMC
and GFMC calculations, although these results tend to
overestimate compared to experimental data. In con-
trast, the SM gives a notably higher cross-section of 49
mb. A similar pattern is observed in the 7Li single neu-
tron knockout reaction, where the SM calculations also
overestimate the cross-section compared to experimental
data, and the calculations are improved within the ab
initio frameworks of NCSM, VMC, and GFMC calcula-
tions.

The discrepancy between theoretically predicted and
experimentally measured reaction cross-sections has long
been a subject of intensive scrutiny in nuclear physics.
Despite numerous studies and investigations into this in-
consistency, a comprehensive explanation for these devi-
ations remains elusive. Such discrepancies can often hint
at overlooked or simplified physics in theoretical frame-
works. Undoubtedly, the elucidation of these discrepan-
cies requires a combined effort, leveraging insights from
both reaction and structural models. In reaction model-
ing, the widespread adoption of adiabatic (or sudden)
and eikonal approximations [3, 45] may introduce po-
tential inaccuracies. Delving deeper into nuclear struc-
ture reveals that even models providing structural inputs
to reaction frameworks have inherent limitations. The
intrinsic complexity of the NCSM provides it a unique
advantage: cross-sections derived from this model show
a better alignment with experimental observations com-
pared to that of SM calculations in some cases. Further-
more, NCSM calculations align well with results from
other state-of-the-art theoretical approaches, such as the
ab initio VMC and GFMC. This confluence of results

from various models shows that NCSM can be used in
practice to evaluate cross-sections, but only from an em-
pirical point of view. A sound determination of cross-
sections in NCSM indeed demands SFs to be indepen-
dent of the used model space and, hence to be converged
or renormalized in a precise manner, which is not yet the
case.

IV. SUMMARY

We undertook comprehensive calculations of spectro-
scopic factors using the ab initio NCSM for 7Li, utilizing
two distinct chiral interactions: NNLOopt and N3LO. In
the NCSM, calculated energies demonstrate good con-
vergence with both the increasing model space and the
varying HO frequency ℏw. Contrary to energy calcu-
lations, SFs display a relatively slow convergence as the
model space expands. This slow convergence complicates
the application of existing energy convergence formulas,
making the predictability and reliability of SF calcula-
tions more challenging. This absence of a pattern neces-
sitates the development of more nuanced approaches or
methodologies to assess and ensure the convergence of
SFs in theoretical models. The calculated SFs are also
employed in the knockout reaction cross-section calcula-
tions. It is noteworthy that the results of NCSM calcula-
tions are consistent with the results from both ab initio
VMC and GFMC methods. Nevertheless, this agreement
is still not fully justified from a theoretical point of view
due to the absence of convergence of SFs in NCSM.
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R. Skibiński, K. Topolnicki, J. P. Vary, K. Vobig, and
H. Wita la (LENPIC Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 98,
014002 (2018).

[28] C. Forssén, J. P. Vary, E. Caurier, and P. Navrátil, Phys.
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