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Background: The production of 7Be and 7Li nuclei plays an important role in primordial nucleosynthesis,
nuclear astrophysics, and fusion energy generation. The 3He(α, γ )7Be and 3H(α, γ )7Li radiative-capture
processes are important to determine the 7Li abundance in the early universe and to predict the correct fraction
of pp-chain branches resulting in 7Be versus 8B neutrinos. The 6Li(p, γ )7Be has been investigated recently
hinting at a possible cross section enhacement near the thershold. The 6Li(n, 3H)4He process can be utilized for
tritium breeding in machines dedicated to fusion energy generation through the deuteron-tritium reaction, and is
a neutron cross section standard used in the measurement and evaluation of fission cross sections.
Purpose: In this work we study the properties of 7Be and 7Li within the no-core shell model with continuum
(NCSMC) method, using chiral nucleon-nucleon interactions as the only input, and analyze all the binary mass
partitions involved in the formation of these systems.
Methods: The NCSMC is an ab initio method applicable to light nuclei that provides a unified description of
bound and scattering states and thus is well suited to investigate systems with many resonances and pronounced
clustering like 7Be and 7Li.
Results: Our calculations reproduce all the experimentally known states of the two systems and provide
predictions for several new resonances of both parities. Some of these new possible resonances are built on
the ground states of 6Li and 6He, and thus represent a robust prediction. We do not find any resonance in the
p + 6Li mass partition near the threshold. On the other hand, in the p + 6He mass partition of 7Li we observe
an S-wave resonance near the threshold producing a very pronounced peak in the calculated S factor of the
6He(p, γ )7Li radiative-capture reaction.
Conclusions: While we do not find a resonance near the thershold in the p + 6Li channel, in the case of 6He + p
reaction a resonant S-wave state is predicted at a very low energy above the reaction threshold, which could be
relevant for astrophysics and its implications should be investigated. We note though that this state lies above
the three-body breakup threshold not included in our method and may be influenced by three-body continuum
correlations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The A = 7 systems, in particular 7Be and 7Li, play an
important role in primordial nucleosynthesis, nuclear astro-
physics, and fusion energy experiments.

The 3He(α, γ )7Be and 3H(α, γ )7Li radiative-capture pro-
cesses are crucial for the determination of the primordial 7Li
abundance in the early universe [1–3] and for predicting the
correct fraction of pp-chain branches resulting in 7Be versus
8B neutrinos [4,5]. Measuring these reactions at the very low
solar energies required for astrophysics modeling is extremely
challenging due to the suppression of the reaction probabil-

*mvorabbi@triumf.ca
†navratil@triumf.ca

ity caused by the Coulomb repulsion between the reactants.
Consequently, despite the several experimental measurements
[6–14], a predictive theoretical description is needed to re-
liably guide the extrapolation of higher-energy experimental
data down to the desired solar values [15]. A summary of
the experimental status of production and destruction of 7Be
at the relevant energies for astrophysics can be found in
Ref. [15].

A recent experimental investigation of the 6Li(p, γ )7Be
capture reaction at Lanzhou [16] hinted at a possible reso-
nant enhancement of this cross section near the threshold. If
real, this enhancement would have consequences for nuclear
astrophysics. A new experiment [17] is also in progress at
the Laboratory of Underground Nuclear Astrophysics [18]. A
theoretical investigation of S-wave resonances in 7Be is then
called for.
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Furthermore, the 6Li(n, 3H)4He resonant reaction is impor-
tant for tritium breeding at facilities dedicated to the demon-
stration of fusion energy generation with deuterium-tritium
fuel such as ITER [19].

Starting from the early 1960s several theoretical papers
have been devoted to the microscopic description of the
3He(α, γ )7Be and 3H(α, γ )7Li radiative-capture processes
[20–31]. In particular, in Ref. [26] these reactions were inves-
tigated within the ab initio no-core shell model with contin-
uum (NCSMC) using a renormalized chiral nucleon-nucleon
interaction. The calculated astrophysical S factors displayed a
reasonable agreement with experimental data.

The scope of the present work is to extend this previous
investigation of 7Be and 7Li nuclei published in Ref. [26]
considering all the possible binary mass partitions involved
in the formation of such systems and analyzing the spectra in
a wider energy range.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II we give the
formalism of the NCSMC, while in Sec. III we display the
results for the 7Be and 7Li. We first show the comparison
with the experimentally known states and then we will show
our predictions for new possible resonant states. Finally, in
Sec. IV we draw our conclusions.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Since the aim of this paper is to extend the work of
Ref. [26], we adopt the same conditions. The starting point
of our approach is the microscopic Hamiltonian

Ĥ = 1

A

A∑
i< j=1

( �̂pi − �̂p j )2

2m
+

A∑
i< j=1

V̂ NN
i j , (1)

which describes nuclei as systems of A nonrelativistic point-
like nucleons interacting through realistic internucleon in-
teractions. For consistency with Ref. [26], we only use
the nucleon-nucleon (NN) interaction. Typically, also three-
nucleon (3N) contributions can be taken into account. In the
present work we adopt the NN chiral interaction [32] devel-
oped by Entem and Machleidt up to the fourth order (N3LO)
in the chiral expansion. In the framework of chiral effective
field theory (EFT) [33,34], the Lagrangian is expanded in
powers of (Q/�χ )n, where Q is the external momentum and
�χ represents the hard scale of the theory and it is chosen
of the order of 1 GeV. Such an expansion allows a systematic
improvement of the interaction and provides a hierarchy of the
NN and many-nucleon interactions which naturally arise in a
consistent scheme [35–38].

A faster convergence of the NCSMC calculations is ob-
tained by softening the chiral interaction through the simi-
larity renormalization group (SRG) technique [39–43]. The
general scheme for such a renormalization procedure is to
keep two- and three-body SRG induced terms in all calcula-
tions, even in the case when the initial chiral 3N force is not
included. In the current work, to be consistent with Ref. [26]
and due to the too high computational effort of dealing with
a three-nucleon projectile, we also discard the induced 3N
terms.

The NN potential is softened via the SRG and we evolved
the interaction up to λSRG = 2.15 fm−1, where the parameter
λSRG specifies the resolution scale at which the NN potential
is evolved. The value of λSRG adopted in this work is the same
as that one used in Ref. [26] and it has been chosen as the best
value that allows us to reproduce the experimental separation
energies of 7Be and 7Li.

The NCSMC calculation of the scattering observables
requires in input the eigenstates of the two colliding nuclei
and the eigenstate of the compound system created during
the interaction process. These eigenstates are calculated with
the NCSM [44–46], an ab initio method where all nucle-
ons are considered as active degrees of freedom and the
many-body wave function is expanded over a complete set
of antisymmetric A-nucleon harmonic-oscillator (HO) basis
states containing up to Nmax HO excitations above the lowest
Pauli-principle-allowed configuration:

∣∣�Jπ T
A

〉 =
Nmax∑
N=0

∑
i

cJπ T
Ni |ANiJπ T 〉 . (2)

Here N denotes the total number of HO excitations of all
nucleons above the minimum configuration, Jπ T are the total
angular momentum, parity and isospin, and i additional quan-
tum numbers. The sum over N is restricted by parity to either
an even or odd sequence. The basis is further characterized
by the frequency 	 of the HO well. Square-integrable energy
eigenstates expanded over the Nmax h̄	 basis, |ANiJπ T 〉, are
obtained by diagonalizing the intrinsic Hamiltonian of Eq. (1).
In this work the value of the HO frequency has been chosen
to be h̄	 = 20 MeV, again consistently with Ref. [26].

The NCSMC wave function is then represented as the
generalized cluster expansion. For 7Be we have

∣∣�Jπ T
A=7, 1

2

〉 =
∑

λ

cJπ T
λ |7Be λJπT 〉

+
∑

ν

∫
dr r2 γ Jπ T

ν (r)

r
Aν

∣∣�Jπ T
νr, 1

2

〉
, (3)

while for 7Li we have

∣∣�Jπ T
A=7,− 1

2

〉 =
∑

λ

cJπ T
λ |7Li λJπT 〉

+
∑

ν

∫
dr r2 γ Jπ T

ν (r)

r
Aν

∣∣�Jπ T
νr,− 1

2

〉
. (4)

The first term of Eqs. (3) and (4) consists of an expansion
over NCSM eigenstates of the aggregate system (7Be and
7Li) indexed by λ. These states are well suited to explain the
localized correlations of the two seven-body systems, but are
inadequate to describe clustering and scattering properties that
are better addressed by the second term corresponding to an
expansion over the antisymmetrized channel states in the spirit

024304-2



7Be AND 7Li NUCLEI WITHIN THE NO-CORE … PHYSICAL REVIEW C 100, 024304 (2019)

of the resonating group method [47–51]. For 7Be we have
∣∣�Jπ T

νr, 1
2

〉 = [( ∣∣4He λ4Jπ4
4 T4

〉 ∣∣3He λ3Jπ3
3 T3

〉 )(sT )
Y�(r̂4,3)

](Jπ T )
1
2

× δ(r−r4,3)

rr4,3
, (5)

∣∣�Jπ T
νr, 1

2

〉 = [( ∣∣6Li λ6Jπ6
6 T6

〉 ∣∣p 1
2
+ 1

2

〉 )(sT )
Y�(r̂6,1)

](Jπ T )
1
2

× δ(r−r6,1)

rr6,1
, (6)

while for 7Li we have∣∣�Jπ T
νr,− 1

2

〉 = [( ∣∣4He λ4Jπ4
4 T4

〉 ∣∣3H λ3Jπ3
3 T3

〉 )(sT )
Y�(r̂4,3)

](Jπ T )
− 1

2

× δ(r−r4,3)

rr4,3
, (7)

∣∣�Jπ T
νr,− 1

2

〉 = [( ∣∣6Li λ6Jπ6
6 T6

〉 ∣∣n 1
2
+ 1

2

〉 )(sT )
Y�(r̂6,1)

](Jπ T )
− 1

2

× δ(r−r6,1)

rr6,1
, (8)

∣∣�Jπ T
νr,− 1

2

〉 = [( ∣∣6He λ6Jπ6
6 T6

〉 ∣∣p 1
2
+ 1

2

〉 )(sT )
Y�(r̂6,1)

](Jπ T )
− 1

2

× δ(r−r6,1)

rr6,1
. (9)

The ν index represents all the quantum numbers on the
right-hand side not appearing on the left-hand side and the
subscript ± 1

2 is the isospin projection, i.e., (Z − N )/2. All
these terms describe the relative motion of the two colliding
nuclei involved in the formation of the composite system
during the scattering process. Here, the coordinate �r4,3 in
Eq. (5) is the separation distance between the center of mass
of 4He and 3He, while �r6,1 in Eq. (6) represents the separation
distance between 6Li and the proton. The same meaning holds
for the separation distances in the channel states of 7Li.

The discrete expansion coefficients cJπ T
λ and the continu-

ous relative-motion amplitudes γ Jπ T
ν (r) are the solution of the

generalized eigenvalue problem derived by representing the
Schrödinger equation in the model space of the expansions (3)
and (4) [52]. The resulting NCSMC equations are solved by
the coupled-channel R-matrix method on a Lagrange mesh
[53–55]. We emphasize that the sums over the index ν in
Eqs. (3) and (4) include all the mass partitions involved in
the formation of the compound systems 7Be and 7Li. The
NCSMC calculation of these systems with the coupling be-
tween the all binary mass partitions is however beyond our
present capabilities due to the challenge of dealing with a
three-body projectile involved in the 3He + 4He and 3H +
4He reactions. In the present work we will thus consider the
different partitions separately. Applications of the NCSMC
with a two-body projectile and with the coupling between
different mass partitions can be found in Refs. [56,57].

III. RESULTS

The NCSMC calculations require in input the NCSM
eigenstates of the colliding nuclei and of the composite
system. In this work we used eight lowest negative-parity

TABLE I. Comparison between the NCSMC and the experi-
mental relative (EB) and total (E ) energies of the Jπ = 3/2−

1 and
1/2−

1 bound states of 7Be produced with the 3He + 4He and 6Li + p
reactions. Here, the EB energy represents the energy of the state
with respect the threshold of the reaction. All calculations were
performed at Nmax = 11 in the HO expansion and using the SRG-
evolved NN N3LO chiral interaction [32] at the resolution scale of
λSRG = 2.15 fm−1.

Jπ = 3/2− Jπ = 1/2−

3He + 4He ↔ 7Be
EB (MeV) −1.52 −1.26
Expt. (MeV) −1.587 −1.157
E (MeV) −36.98 −36.71
Expt. (MeV) −37.60 −37.17

6Li + p ↔ 7Be
EB (MeV) −5.73 −5.39
Expt. (MeV) −5.606 −5.177
E (MeV) −36.47 −36.13
Expt. (MeV) −37.60 −37.17

and six lowest positive-parity NCSM eigenstates for 7Be and
7Li with total angular momentum J ∈ {1/2, 3/2, 5/2, 7/2}
and isospin T = 1/2. Concerning the reactants, we used the
ground state for 4He [(JπT ) = (0+0)] and 3He (3H) [(JπT ) =
1/2+1/2], while we used four states for 6Li [(JπT ) =
(1+0), (3+0), (0+1), (2+1)] and two states for 6He [(JπT ) =
(0+1), (2+1)]. All the calculations were performed using the
SRG evolved chiral N3LO NN interaction [32] with λSRG =
2.15 fm−1 and with h̄	 = 20 MeV. In the following subsec-
tions we present results obtained at Nmax = 11, the largest
space we could reach for technical reasons. However, we
performed calculations also at smaller Nmax spaces to check
convergence.

Every single mass partition was studied separately, neglect-
ing the coupling with the other mass partitions. Depending on
the reaction under consideration, the states of the composite
system that are below the reaction threshold come out from
our calculations as bound states. In the following we will thus
show the results for 7Be and 7Li in two separate subsections,
presenting first the values of the ground state (3/2−

1 ) and
the first excited state (1/2−

1 ) of both systems obtained from
the calculation performed with the different mass partitions.
We will then show the results for the resonant states and the
comparison with the experimentally known ones, and we will
finally show our predictions for new possible resonances.

A. The 7Be system

We studied the 7Be nucleus within the NCSMC using
the 3He + 4He and 6Li + p reactions, which represent the
only two binary mass partitions in this system. All the other
mass partitions involve at least three reactants and are not
considered in the present work.

The relative (EB) and total (E ) energies of the Jπ = 3/2−
1

and 1/2−
1 states of 7Be computed with the NCSMC are

displayed in Table I and are compared with the correspond-
ing experimental values. Here, the EB energies represent the
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TABLE II. Properties of the ground state of 7Be computed with
the NCSM and NCSMC approaches using the 3He + 4He mass
partition and compared with the experimental data. The reduced
transition probabilities are from the ground state 3/2−

1 to the first
excited state 1/2−

1 . The ANCs Cl j are shown for both the ground
state and the 1/2−

1 state.

3He + 4He NCSM NCSMC Expt. Refs.

rch (fm) 2.38 2.62 2.647(17) [58]
rm (fm) 2.15 2.41 2.42(4) [59]
Q (e fm2) −4.57 −6.14 –
μ (μN ) −1.14 −1.16 −1.3995(5) [58]
B(E2) (e2 fm4) 10.90 20.02 26(6)(3) [60]
B(M1) (μ2

N ) 1.55 1.49 –
(Cp3/2)2 (fm−1) – 15.78 23.3+1.0

−2.3 [61]

(Cp1/2)2 (fm−1) – 13.22 15.9+0.6
−1.5 [61]

energy of the state under consideration with respect the
threshold of the considered reaction. We can see that in both
cases, not only the EB energies, but also the total ones are
in a very good agreement with the experimental values. This
is particularly true for the 3He + 4He reaction, where the
difference between the theoretical and the experimental total
energies is less than 1 MeV.

In Table II we also report the properties of the ground sate
of 7Be obtained from the study of the 3He + 4He reaction with
the NCSM and NCSMC, and we compare our results with the
existing experimental data. Besides the values of the charge
radius (rch), quadrupole moment (Q), and magnetic dipole
moment (μ), already reported in Ref. [26], Table II is now
updated with the theoretical predictions of the matter radius
and the reduced transition probabilities B(M1; 3/2−

1 → 1/2−
1 )

and B(E2; 3/2−
1 → 1/2−

1 ). The experimental measurement of
the B(E2) value has been recently performed at the University
of Notre Dame [60]. Our NCSMC result is consistent with this
new measurement. Also recently, a new matter radius mea-
surement was published in Ref. [59]. Our calculation is in an
excellent agreement with the reported value. In addition, we
also present the asymptotic normalization coefficients (ANCs)
for both the ground state and the 1/2−

1 bound state. The cluster
form factors for the two states defined by r 〈�Jπ T

νr, 1
2
|Aν |�Jπ T

A=7, 1
2
〉

with the ket and bra from Eqs. (3) and (5), respectively, are
shown in Fig. 1. We can see that the NCSMC wave functions
extend beyond 10 fm.

In Fig. 2 we show the phase shifts computed with the
NCSMC and compared to the experimental spectrum of 7Be.
On the left-hand side of the figure we show the results for
the two mass partitions. The lower panel on the left con-
tains the phase shifts for the 3He + 4He reaction, while the
upper panel contains the results obtained from the 6Li + p
calculation. The phase shifts are displayed as functions of the
experimental excitation energy and the experimental values of
the thresholds are displayed with the two vertical dashed lines.
The comparison between the theoretical and the experimental
resonance energies are shown in Table III. The column on the
right displays the experimental excitation energy spectrum.
The solid lines are the known resonant states with their
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1/2-   4He+3He  s=1/2  l=1
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FIG. 1. NCSMC cluster form factor of the 7Be ground state
(solid line) and the 1/2−

1 state (dashed line) calculated for the
4He + 3He mass partition.

relative energies on the left and their Jπ quantum numbers
on the right, while the dashed lines show the thresholds of the
two processes, which match with the dashed lines in the left
panels.

From Fig. 2 we can clearly see that our results are in a
very good agreement with the experimental energy spectrum
and all the states are reproduced in the correct order. In the
spectrum of the 3He + 4He reaction we have four phase shifts
corresponding to the 7/2−

1 , 5/2−
1 , 5/2−

2 , 7/2−
2 states, while for

6Li + p we have the 5/2−
1 , 5/2−

2 , 7/2−
2 , 3/2−

2 states. The 7/2−
1

state is below the 6Li + p threshold and thus it is only showed
in the spectrum of the 3He + 4He process. Of course this state
comes out from the 6Li + p NCSMC calculation as a bound
state, exactly as it happens for the 3/2−

1 and the 1/2−
1 ones.

The 3/2−
3 state with T = 3/2 at 11.01 MeV is not shown

here and it will be discussed in the mirror 7Li system. Finally,
the sharp peak in the 2F5/2 phase shift of the 3He + 4He
spectrum and the sharp peak in the 2P5/2 phase shift of the
6Li + p spectrum deserve a comment. Experimentally, the
cross section of the 3He + 4He process only shows a peak

TABLE III. Energies (Er) and widths (�) in MeV of the resonant
states of 7Be computed with the NCSMC and compared with the
existing experimental data [62]. Only the resonances with T = 1/2
are considered and the resonance energies are given with respect the
threshold of the corresponding reaction.

NCSMC Expt.

Jπ Er � Er Ex �

3He + 4He
7/2−

1 3.61 0.33 2.98 4.57 0.175
5/2−

1 4.87 1.00 5.14 6.73 1.2
7/2−

2 9.98 0.40 7.68 9.27 –
6Li + p

5/2−
2 1.83 0.66 1.60 7.21 0.40

7/2−
2 3.99 0.60 3.66 9.27 –

3/2−
2 3.24 2.19 4.29 9.9 1.8
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E
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+
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3 H
e 
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e

FIG. 2. Comparison between the theoretical and the experimental energy spectrum of 7Be. The two panels on the left show the theoretical
phase shifts of 3He + 4He and 6Li + p scattering computed with the ab initio NCSMC method, while the column on the right displays the
experimental energy spectrum. The solid lines represents the energy states while the dashed lines show the thresholds of the two processes. The
theoretical results have been adjusted to the experimental excitation energy. The calculated thresholds are shown in Table I. In the partial wave
labels we also provide information on the target state for phase shifts not built on the ground state. Calculations were performed at Nmax = 11
in the HO expansion and using the SRG-evolved NN N3LO chiral interaction [32] at the resolution scale of λSRG = 2.15 fm−1.

in correspondence of the energy of the 5/2−
1 state, while for

6Li + p a peak is only found at the energy of the 5/2−
2 state.

Thus, the contribution of the 3He + 4He to the 5/2−
2 state is

basically negligible, exactly as it happens for the 5/2−
1 state

in the 6Li + p spectrum. Even without the coupling between
the two mass partitions, our results correctly reproduce the
contributions to the two 5/2− states in both spectra.

In Table III we display the numerical values of the energies
and widths of the known states computed with the NCSMC
and we compare our results with the experimental values,
where we also show the experimental excitation energy, for
a better comparison with Fig. 2. Both energies and widths
are nicely reproduced even though the agreement with the
experimental data is not perfect. For the 3He + 4He mass
partition we did not include in the table the 5/2−

2 state, while
for 6Li + p we left out the 5/2−

1 state. These two states are
indeed too narrow and the widths are negligible in those
respective mass partitions.

In Fig. 3 we show our predictions for new possible T =
1/2 resonances that are experimentally unknown. As seen in
the experimental spectrum in Fig. 2, all known states are of
negative parity. The interesting result is that we found new
possible resonances of both parities. In Fig. 3(a) we present
the 4P1/2 and 6P5/2 phase shifts built on the 6Li ground state

and the 3+0 excited state, respectively. We note that the first
4P1/2 resonance has been observed experimentally in 7Li, see
Sec. III B. Consequently, we expect that it should be possible
to observe it in 7Be as well. The S-wave phase shifts built
on the four 6Li states included in our calculations are plotted
in panel (b). We observe a resonance behavior in particular
in the phase shifts built on the 0+ and 2+ T = 1 states. The
corresponding eigenphase shifts are displayed in Fig. 3(c) and
confirm resonances in 1/2+, 3/2+, and 5/2+ channels. The
resonance energies and widths of some of these predicted
resonances are summarized in Table IV. We note that all
these predicted resonances are in three-body continuum not
included in our calculations. In particular, we anticipate that
the 3/2+ and 5/2+ will be influenced by the three-body
continuum as the 2+1 state of 6Li is rather broad.

1. The 6Li(p, γ )7Be radiative capture reaction

As discussed in the Introduction, recently the 6Li(p, γ )7Be
capture reaction has been investigated at Lanzhou [16] and
suggested a possible new structure just above the threshold
that has not been observed in the previous measurements
[63–66]. In our analysis, we also computed the capture reac-
tion. We do not find any resonance near the 6Li + p threshold
as shown in Figs. 2 and 3. Consequently, the shape of our
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FIG. 3. Predictions of new negative- and positive-parity resonant
states in the spectrum of 7Be obtained from the NCSMC calculation
of the 6Li + p scattering. The negative-parity (positive-parity) phase
shifts are displayed in panels (a) and (b), respectively. In panel
(c) we present eigenphase shifts corresponding to the positive-parity
resonant states shown in panel (b). All shown partial waves have
isospin T = 1/2. In the phase shift partial wave labels we also
provide information on 6Li states. The results are displayed as
functions of the kinetic energy in the center of mass. Calculations
were performed at Nmax = 11 in the HO expansion and using the
SRG-evolved NN N3LO chiral interaction [32] at the resolution scale
of λSRG = 2.15 fm−1.

calculated S factor reproduce the trend of the earlier experi-
mental data with no evidence of a new structure at very low
energy. Recently, the same reaction has been also investigated
in Refs. [67,68] with similar findings. As in our calculation the
coupling between the 6Li + p and 3He + 4He mass partitions
is not included, our calculated S factor overestimates the data.

TABLE IV. Energies (Er) and widths (�) in MeV of some of the
new predicted resonant states of 7Be computed with the NCSMC.
Only the resonances with T = 1/2 are considered and the resonance
energies are given with respect the threshold of the 6Li + p mass
partition.

NCSMC
Jπ Er �

6Li + p
1/2− 4.11 2.15
5/2− 6.79 4.47
1/2+ 4.22 0.96
3/2+ 7.26 1.69

TABLE V. Comparison between the NCSMC and the experi-
mental relative (EB) and total (E ) energies of the Jπ = 3/2−

1 and
1/2−

1 bound states of 7Li produced with the 3H + 4He, 6Li + n, and
6He + p reactions. Here, the EB energy represents the energy of
the state with respect the threshold of the reaction. All calculations
were performed at Nmax = 11 in the HO expansion and using the
SRG-evolved NN N3LO chiral interaction [32] at the resolution scale
of λSRG = 2.15 fm−1.

Jπ = 3/2− Jπ = 1/2−

3H + 4He ↔ 7Li
EB (MeV) −2.43 −2.15
Expt. (MeV) −2.467 −1.989
E (MeV) −38.65 −38.37
Expt. (MeV) −39.25 −38.77

6Li + n ↔ 7Li
EB (MeV) −7.38 −7.05
Expt. (MeV) −7.250 −6.772
E (MeV) −38.13 −37.79
Expt. (MeV) −39.25 −38.77

6He + p ↔ 7Li
EB (MeV) −10.39 −10.06
Expt. (MeV) −9.975 −9.498
E (MeV) −38.06 −37.73
Expt. (MeV) −39.25 −38.77

The extension of our formalism to include the coupling is
under way. It is clear that it will improve the description of
the magnitude of the S factor but it will not change its shape.

2. The 3He(α, γ )7Be radiative capture reaction

The S factor of the 3He(α, γ )7Be radiative capture calcu-
lated with the same Hamiltonian and approach as employed
in this paper was presented for kinetic energy range up to
3.8 MeV in the center of mass by black solid line in the
top panel of Fig. 5 of Ref. [26]. Recently, motivated by the
above discussed Lanzhou experiment a new 3He(α, γ )7Be
measurement has been performed in the energy range between
4 and 4.5 MeV [69], i.e., in the region just above the thresh-
old of the 6Li(p, γ )7Be capture. This first experiment above
3.1 MeV in the center of mass found a flat structureless S
factor. For example, at 4.42 MeV, the S34 = 0.55(4) keV b has
been reported [69]. Our calculated NCSMC S factor beyond
the range shown in Ref. [26] is monotonically increasing; at
4.42 MeV, we find S34 = 0.48 keV b, which is slightly below
the experiment [69].

B. The 7Li system

We present now the results for 7Li that we obtained ana-
lyzing the 3H + 4He, 6Li + n, and 6He + p reactions. In this
case there is one more reaction than in the 7Be case and also
here these are the all possible binary mass partitions involved
in the formation of the 7Li system. Also in this case, the three
processes were studied separately.

In Table V we summarize the values of the relative and
total energies of the two 3/2−

1 and 1/2−
1 bound states. Since

the 3H + 4He reaction has the lowest energy threshold, the
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FIG. 4. The same as in Fig. 2 for 7Li and 3H + 4He, 6Li + n, and 6He + p scattering with calculated thresholds in Table V.

experimental values are well reproduced and the difference
between the total energies is less than 1 MeV, similarly as for
3He + 4He mass partition in 7Be. The agreement is also good
in the other two cases even if the differences are a bit larger.

In Table VI we display the properties of the ground state
obtained from the study of the 3H + 4He reaction with the
NCSM and NCSMC. The theoretical results for rch, Q, and
μ are compared with the experimental values, and the theoret-
ical predictions of B(M1; 3/2−

1 → 1/2−
1 ) and B(E2; 3/2−

1 →
1/2−

1 ) are reported. As in the 7Be case, the rch, Q, and B(E2)
values increase substantially when NCSMC is applied due to
the proper physical tail of the NCSMC wave functions. We
also present the NCSMC ANCs for the ground state and the
1/2−

1 state that compare quite well with the values extracted
from experimental data. The cluster form factors for the two
states resamble closely the 7Be ones shown in Fig. 1. We
therefore do not show them.

In Fig. 4 we show the results for the phase shifts. The figure
is basically organized as Fig. 2, here the difference is that we
have three mass partitions instead of two. On the left-hand
side there are the three panels displaying the phase shifts of
the corresponding process, while on the right-hand side there
is the experimental spectrum. Again, the solid lines represent
the energy levels while the dashed lines show the reaction
thresholds. The theoretical phase shifts in three panels on
the left are adjusted to the experimental thresholds displayed
with dashed lines. As in the previous case, also for 7Li our
method is able to reproduce all the energy levels in the correct
order. Two differences must be addressed with respect the
previous case. The first difference concerns the T = 3/2 state
at 11.24 MeV, that we now discuss and demonstrate that it
is theoretically well reproduced in particular in the 6He + p
scattering. The second difference concerns the two 5/2− states
at the energies of 6.604 and 7.454 MeV, respectively. In this
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TABLE VI. Properties of the ground state of 7Li computed
with the NCSM and NCSMC approaches using the 3H + 4He mass
partition and compared with the experimental data. The reduced
transition probabilities are from the ground state 3/2−

1 to the first
excited state 1/2−

1 . The ANCs Cl j are shown for both the ground
state and the 1/2−

1 state.

3H + 4He NCSM NCSMC Expt. Refs.

rch (fm) 2.21 2.42 2.39(3) [70]
Q (e fm2) −2.67 −3.72 −4.00(3) [71]
μ (μN ) 3.00 3.02 3.256 [72]
B(E2) (e2 fm4) 3.49 7.12 8.3(5) [73]
B(M1) (μ2

N ) 2.05 2.00 –
(Cp3/2)2 (fm−1) – 12.21 12.74(110) [74]
(Cp1/2)2 (fm−1) – 9.99 9.00(90) [74]

case the threshold of the 6Li + n reaction is exactly in between
these two states and thus only the 5/2−

2 state appears in the
spectrum of this mass partition. The 5/2−

1 resonance is shown
in the spectrum of the 3H + 4He scattering, and once again we
find a situation similar to the previous one. The experimental
cross section for 3H + 4He has a peak in correspondence of
the 5/2−

1 state, while for 6Li + n the peak is found at the
energy of the 5/2−

2 state. This experimental observation is
reproduced by our calculation and the very small contribution
to the 5/2−

2 state from the 3H + 4He process can be seen in
its spectrum at the excitation energy of ∼9.5 MeV. The last
comment concerns the 8P7/2 phase shifts in 6Li + n scattering,
that is built on the 3+ state of 6Li and in the figure seems to
appear at the threshold of 6He + p. This is purely accidental
and simply due to the shift of the theoretical results to the
experimental thresholds.

In Table VII we report the energies and widths of the
resonant states of 7Li computed with the NCSMC and com-
pared to the experimental values. For 3H + 4He reaction we

TABLE VII. Energies (Er) and widths (�) in MeV of the reso-
nant states of 7Li computed with the NCSMC and compared with the
existing experimental data [62]. The resonance energies are given
with respect the threshold of the corresponding mass partition. All
the states have isospin T = 1/2 except the 3/2−

3 state in 6He + p
which has T = 3/2.

NCSMC Expt.

Jπ Er � Er Ex �

3H + 4He
7/2−

1 2.79 0.214 2.18 4.652 0.069
5/2−

1 4.04 0.785 4.14 6.604 0.918
7/2−

2 9.33 0.435 7.10 9.57 0.437
6Li + n

5/2−
2 0.48 0.21 0.20 7.454 0.080

3/2−
2 1.83 1.70 1.50 8.75 4.712

1/2−
2 2.60 2.44 1.84 9.09 2.752

7/2−
2 2.91 0.039 2.32 9.57 0.437

6He + p
3/2−

3 1.74 0.63 1.26 11.24 0.26
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FIG. 5. The same as in Fig. 3 for 7Li from the NCSMC calcula-
tion of the 6Li + n scattering.

do not include the 5/2−
2 state. The general agreement with

the experimental values is good, and the resonant centroids
are basically reproduced by our calculations. In this case, the
energy of the 7/2−

2 state is better reproduced by the 6Li + n
calculation, even though its contribution to the width is very
small.

Also for 7Li our calculations predict new resonant states
that are shown in Fig. 5 for 6Li + n, and in Fig. 6 for 6He + p,
respectively. The resonance energies and widths of some of
these predicted resonances are summarized in Table VIII. As

TABLE VIII. Energies (Er) and widths (�) in MeV of some
of the new predicted resonant states of 7Li computed within the
NCSMC. The resonance energies are given with respect the threshold
of the 6Li + n and 6He + p mass partitions.

NCSMC
Jπ T Er �

6Li + n
5/2− 1/2 4.79 7.73
1/2− 1/2 7.71 6.13
1/2+ 1/2 3.78 1.11

6He + p
1/2+ 1/2 0.23 0.13
3/2− 1/2 1.94 0.41
1/2− 3/2 3.03 2.65
5/2− 3/2 4.43 2.10
3/2− 3/2 4.55 5.21
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FIG. 6. Predictions of new negative- and positive-parity resonant
states in the spectrum of 7Li obtained from the NCSMC calcula-
tion of the 6He + p scattering. The phase shifts are displayed as
functions of kinetic energy in the center of mass. All calculations
were performed at Nmax = 11 in the HO expansion and using the
SRG-evolved NN N3LO chiral interaction [32] at the resolution scale
of λSRG = 2.15 fm−1.

for 7Be, all currently experimentally known 7Li states have
negative parity, while our NCSMC calculations predict new
resonances of both parities. Figure 5(a) shows the 4P1/2 and
6P5/2 phase shifts built on the 6Li ground state and the 3+0
excited state, respectively. We note that the first resonance in
4P1/2 partial wave corresponds to the experimentally known
state at 9.02 MeV and the phase shift is also included in Fig. 4.
The narrow resonances in the 2P1/2 partial wave built on the
6He ground state presented in Fig. 6 will mix with the much
broader 4P1/2(1+0) partial waves in a calculation that couples
different mass partitions as well as in experiment. Conse-
quently, their widths obtained in the present calculations are
unrealistically small and we do not include these resonances
in Table VIII. We note that for T = 3/2, we predict a new
1/2− resonance built on the 6He ground state as well as a
3/2− and 5/2− resonances built in the 6He 2+1 state, see
Fig. 6(b). As the latter state is unbound, our predictions for
the 3/2− and 5/2− resonances are less robust than that of
the 1/2− resonance. The S-wave phase shifts built on the
four 6Li and two 6He states included in our calculations are
plotted in Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 6(c), respectively. Contrary to
the situation in 7Be (Fig. 3), we find resonant behavior in the
6Li + n scattering in the partial waves built on the T = 0 1+
and 3+ 6Li states with the resonances appearing below the
T = 1 0+ and 2+ states thresholds. In the 6He + p scattering,

the 1/2+ resonace appears just above the threshold, also below
the 6Li 0+1 state not coupled in the present calculations.
Consequently, the prediction of the positive-parity 1/2+S-
wave resonance in 6He + p appears robust. Still, we have to
keep in mind that this state is in the three-body continuum
(4He + d + n) that is not included in our calculations and, of
course, this can affect its properties.

1. The 6He(p, γ )7Li radiative capture reaction

The sharp resonance near the threshold of the 6He + p
reaction suggests a resonant S factor for the 6He(p, γ )7Li
radiative-capture reaction. Indeed, our calculated S factor pre-
dicts a very pronounced and sharp peak just above the thresh-
old. Its possible implications for astrophysics, if any, remain
to be investigated. As pointed out in the previous subsection,
the three-body continuum not included in our calculations
could affect this resonance and the S factor. Since we do not
include the coupling between the different mass partitions, the
magnitude of our calculated S factor is unrealistically large.
Consequently, we do not present the calculated S factor until
the coupling of the 7Li mass partitions is implemented in our
formalism. Experimental investigation of the 6He(p, γ )7Li
radiative capture has been performed only at energies well
above the threshold, e.g., at E6He = 40 MeV/A [75].

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In Ref. [26] the 7Be and 7Li systems have been studied
within the NCSMC approach investigating the 3He + 4He and
the 3H + 4He reactions. In the present work we extended the
work of Ref. [26] and studied these systems in a wider energy
range considering all the binary-mass partitions. In addition
to the two previous ones, here we also studied the 6Li + p,
6Li + n, and 6He + p reactions and investigated 7Be and 7Li
bound states as well as resonances and scattering states. Our
results provide a very good description of the experimental
energy spectrum of both systems. Not only the bound state
energies but also the resonant states are nicely reproduced in
the correct order. The widths of the known resonances are
also well reproduced. Besides these known states we found
several new resonances of both parities, some of them built on
the ground state of 6Li and 6He. Finally, we also investigated
the 6Li(p, γ )7Be and the 6He(p, γ )7Li radiative-capture pro-
cesses. Contrary to the Lanzhou experiment, we did not find
any resonance in the S-wave near the 6Li + p threshold. Our
predicted 6Li(p, γ )7Be S factor is nonresonant and smooth at
low energies. On the other hand, we predict a pronounced S-
wave resonance in 7Li near the 6He + p threshold that results
in a sharp peak in our predicted S factor for the 6He(p, γ )7Li
reaction. Its possible implications for astrophysics, if any,
remain to be investigated. It also must be noted that this state
is already in three-body continuum that we did not include in
our calculations and can thus affect our results.

The presented calculations can be improved in three ways.
First, the coupling between the different mass partitions needs
to be introduced, which would then allow to study transfer
reactions such as 6Li(n, 3H)4He. Second, the chiral three-
nucleon interaction should be included. Third, the three-body
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continuum should be considered. The work on the first two
points is in progress. The third one is the most challenging
and will require more technical development.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the NSERC Grant No.
SAPIN-2016-00033 and by the U.S. Department of Energy,
Office of Science, Office of Nuclear Physics, under Work

Proposals No. SCW1158 and No. SCW0498. TRIUMF re-
ceives federal funding via a contribution agreement with
the National Research Council of Canada. This work was
prepared in part by LLNL under Contract No. DE-AC52-
07NA27344. Computing support came from an INCITE
Award on the Titan supercomputer of the Oak Ridge Lead-
ership Computing Facility (OLCF) at ORNL, from Westgrid
and Compute Canada, and from the LLNL institutional Com-
puting Grand Challenge Program.

[1] S. Burles, K. M. Nollett, J. W. Truran, and M. S. Turner, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 82, 4176 (1999).

[2] K. M. Nollett and S. Burles, Phys. Rev. D 61, 123505
(2000).

[3] K. M. Nollett, Phys. Rev. C 63, 054002 (2001).
[4] E. G. Adelberger, S. M. Austin, J. N. Bahcall, A. B. Balantekin,

G. Bogaert, L. S. Brown, L. Buchmann, F. E. Cecil, A. E.
Champagne, L. de Braeckeleer, C. A. Duba, S. R. Elliott, S. J.
Freedman, M. Gai, G. Goldring, C. R. Gould, A. Gruzinov,
W. C. Haxton, K. M. Heeger, E. Henley, C. W. Johnson, M.
Kamionkowski, R. W. Kavanagh, S. E. Koonin, K. Kubodera,
K. Langanke, T. Motobayashi, V. Pandharipande, P. Parker,
R. G. H. Robertson, C. Rolfs, R. F. Sawyer, N. Shaviv, T. D.
Shoppa, K. A. Snover, E. Swanson, R. E. Tribble, S. Turck-
Chièze, and J. F. Wilkerson, Rev. Mod. Phys. 70, 1265 (1998).

[5] E. G. Adelberger, A. García, R. G. H. Robertson, K. A.
Snover, A. B. Balantekin, K. Heeger, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf,
D. Bemmerer, A. Junghans, C. A. Bertulani, J.-W. Chen, H.
Costantini, P. Prati, M. Couder, E. Uberseder, M. Wiescher,
R. Cyburt, B. Davids, S. J. Freedman, M. Gai, D. Gazit, L.
Gialanella, G. Imbriani, U. Greife, M. Hass, W. C. Haxton, T.
Itahashi, K. Kubodera, K. Langanke, D. Leitner, M. Leitner,
P. Vetter, L. Winslow, L. E. Marcucci, T. Motobayashi, A.
Mukhamedzhanov, R. E. Tribble, K. M. Nollett, F. M. Nunes,
T.-S. Park, P. D. Parker, R. Schiavilla, E. C. Simpson, C.
Spitaleri, F. Strieder, H.-P. Trautvetter, K. Suemmerer, and S.
Typel, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 195 (2011).

[6] B. S. Nara Singh, M. Hass, Y. Nir-El, and G. Haquin, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 93, 262503 (2004).

[7] D. Bemmerer, F. Confortola, H. Costantini, A. Formicola, G.
Gyürky, R. Bonetti, C. Broggini, P. Corvisiero, Z. Elekes, Z.
Fülöp, G. Gervino, A. Guglielmetti, C. Gustavino, G. Imbriani,
M. Junker, M. Laubenstein, A. Lemut, B. Limata, V. Lozza,
M. Marta, R. Menegazzo, P. Prati, V. Roca, C. Rolfs, C. R.
Alvarez, E. Somorjai, O. Straniero, F. Strieder, F. Terrasi, and
H. P. Trautvetter (LUNA Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 97,
122502 (2006).

[8] F. Confortola, D. Bemmerer, H. Costantini, A. Formicola, G.
Gyürky, P. Bezzon, R. Bonetti, C. Broggini, P. Corvisiero, Z.
Elekes, Z. Fülöp, G. Gervino, A. Guglielmetti, C. Gustavino,
G. Imbriani, M. Junker, M. Laubenstein, A. Lemut, B. Limata,
V. Lozza, M. Marta, R. Menegazzo, P. Prati, V. Roca, C. Rolfs,
C. R. Alvarez, E. Somorjai, O. Straniero, F. Strieder, F. Terrasi,
and H. P. Trautvetter (LUNA Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 75,
065803 (2007).

[9] T. A. D. Brown, C. Bordeanu, K. A. Snover, D. W. Storm, D.
Melconian, A. L. Sallaska, S. K. L. Sjue, and S. Triambak, Phys.
Rev. C 76, 055801 (2007).

[10] A. Di Leva, L. Gialanella, R. Kunz, D. Rogalla, D. Schürmann,
F. Strieder, M. De Cesare, N. De Cesare, A. D’Onofrio, Z.
Fülöp, G. Gyürky, G. Imbriani, G. Mangano, A. Ordine, V.
Roca, C. Rolfs, M. Romano, E. Somorjai, and F. Terrasi, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 102, 232502 (2009).

[11] M. Carmona-Gallardo, B. S. Nara Singh, M. J. G. Borge, J. A.
Briz, M. Cubero, B. R. Fulton, H. Fynbo, N. Gordillo, M.
Hass, G. Haquin, A. Maira, E. Nácher, Y. Nir-El, V. Kumar, J.
McGrath, A. Muñoz-Martín, A. Perea, V. Pesudo, G. Ribeiro, J.
Sánchez del Rio, O. Tengblad, R. Yaniv, and Z. Yungreis, Phys.
Rev. C 86, 032801 (2012).

[12] C. Bordeanu, G. Gyürky, Z. Halász, T. Szücs, G. Kiss, Z.
Elekes, J. Farkas, Z. Fülöp, and E. Somorjai, Nucl. Phys. A 908,
1 (2013).

[13] C. R. Brune, R. W. Kavanagh, and C. Rolfs, Phys. Rev. C 50,
2205 (1994).

[14] A. Kontos, E. Uberseder, R. deBoer, J. Görres, C. Akers, A.
Best, M. Couder, and M. Wiescher, Phys. Rev. C 87, 065804
(2013).

[15] A. D. Leva, L. Gialanella, and F. Strieder, J. Phys.: Conf. Ser.
665, 012002 (2016).

[16] J. He, S. Chen, C. Rolfs, S. Xu, J. Hu, X. Ma, M. Wiescher, R.
deBoer, T. Kajino, M. Kusakabe, L. Zhang, S. Hou, X. Yu, N.
Zhang, G. Lian, Y. Zhang, X. Zhou, H. Xu, G. Xiao, and W.
Zhan, Phys. Lett. B 725, 287 (2013).

[17] C. Broggini, D. Bemmerer, A. Caciolli, and D. Trezzi, Prog.
Part. Nucl. Phys. 98, 55 (2018).

[18] Laboratory of Underground Nuclear Astrophysics, https://luna.
lngs.infn.it/index.php.

[19] ITER Organization (2018), https://www.iter.org.
[20] T. A. Tombrello and P. D. Parker, Phys. Rev. 131, 2582 (1963).
[21] T. Kajino, Nucl. Phys. A 460, 559 (1986).
[22] T. Mertelmeier and H. Hofmann, Nucl. Phys. A 459, 387

(1986).
[23] A. Csótó and K. Langanke, Few-Body Syst. 29, 121 (2000).
[24] T. Neff, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 042502 (2011).
[25] C. Gustavino, M. Anders, D. Bemmerer, Z. Elekes, and D.

Trezzi, Eur. Phys. J. A 52, 74 (2016).
[26] J. Dohet-Eraly, P. Navrátil, S. Quaglioni, W. Horiuchi, G.

Hupin, and F. Raimondi, Phys. Lett. B 757, 430 (2016).
[27] C. A. Bertulani, A. M. Mukhamedzhanov, and Shubhchintak,

AIP Conf. Proc. 1753, 040001 (2016).
[28] A. S. Solovyev and S. Y. Igashov, Phys. Rev. C 96, 064605

(2017).
[29] E. M. Tursunov, S. A. Turakulov, and A. S. Kadyrov, Phys. Rev.

C 97, 035802 (2018).
[30] M. Takács, D. Bemmerer, A. Junghans, and K. Zuber, Nucl.

Phys. A 970, 78 (2018).

024304-10

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.4176
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.4176
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.4176
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.4176
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.123505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.123505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.123505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.123505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.63.054002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.63.054002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.63.054002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.63.054002
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.70.1265
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.70.1265
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.70.1265
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.70.1265
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.195
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.195
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.195
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.195
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.262503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.262503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.262503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.262503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.122502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.122502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.122502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.122502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.065803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.065803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.065803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.065803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.055801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.055801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.055801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.055801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.232502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.232502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.232502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.232502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.032801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.032801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.032801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.032801
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2013.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2013.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2013.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2013.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.50.2205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.50.2205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.50.2205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.50.2205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.065804
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.065804
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.065804
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.87.065804
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/665/1/012002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/665/1/012002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/665/1/012002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/665/1/012002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.07.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.07.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.07.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.07.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2017.09.002
https://luna.lngs.infn.it/index.php
https://www.iter.org
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.131.2582
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.131.2582
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.131.2582
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.131.2582
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90428-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90428-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90428-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90428-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90141-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90141-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90141-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(86)90141-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s006010070012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s006010070012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s006010070012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s006010070012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.042502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.042502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.042502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.042502
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16074-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16074-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16074-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2016-16074-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4955357
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4955357
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4955357
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4955357
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.064605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.064605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.064605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.064605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.97.035802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.97.035802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.97.035802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.97.035802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2017.11.009


7Be AND 7Li NUCLEI WITHIN THE NO-CORE … PHYSICAL REVIEW C 100, 024304 (2019)

[31] R. Higa, G. Rupak, and A. Vaghani, Eur. Phys. J. A 54, 89
(2018).

[32] D. R. Entem and R. Machleidt, Phys. Rev. C 68, 041001 (2003).
[33] S. Weinberg, Phys. Lett. B 251, 288 (1990).
[34] S. Weinberg, Nucl. Phys. B 363, 3 (1991).
[35] C. Ordóñez, L. Ray, and U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. Lett. 72, 1982

(1994).
[36] U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. C 49, 2932 (1994).
[37] E. Epelbaum, A. Nogga, W. Glöckle, H. Kamada, Ulf-G.

Meißner, and H. Witała, Phys. Rev. C 66, 064001 (2002).
[38] E. Epelbaum, Phys. Lett. B 639, 456 (2006).
[39] F. Wegner, Ann. Phys. 506, 77 (1994).
[40] S. K. Bogner, R. J. Furnstahl, and R. J. Perry, Phys. Rev. C 75,

061001 (2007).
[41] R. Roth, S. Reinhardt, and H. Hergert, Phys. Rev. C 77, 064003

(2008).
[42] S. Bogner, R. Furnstahl, and A. Schwenk, Prog. Part. Nucl.

Phys. 65, 94 (2010).
[43] E. D. Jurgenson, P. Navrátil, and R. J. Furnstahl, Phys. Rev. Lett.

103, 082501 (2009).
[44] P. Navrátil, J. P. Vary, and B. R. Barrett, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84,

5728 (2000).
[45] P. Navrátil, J. P. Vary, and B. R. Barrett, Phys. Rev. C 62,

054311 (2000).
[46] B. R. Barrett, P. Navrátil, and J. P. Vary, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys.

69, 131 (2013).
[47] K. Wildermuth and Y. Tang, A Unified Theory of the Nucleus

(Vieweg, Braunschweig, 1977).
[48] Y. Tang, M. LeMere, and D. Thompsom, Phys. Rep. 47, 167

(1978).
[49] T. Fliessbach and H. Walliser, Nucl. Phys. A 377, 84 (1982).
[50] K. Langanke and H. Friedrich, in Advances in Nuclear Physics,

edited by J. W. Negele and E. Vogt (Plenum, New York, 1986).
[51] H. M. Hofmann and G. M. Hale, Phys. Rev. C 77, 044002

(2008).
[52] P. Navrátil, S. Quaglioni, G. Hupin, C. Romero-Redondo, and

A. Calci, Phys. Scr. 91, 053002 (2016).
[53] P. Descouvemont and D. Baye, Rep. Prog. Phys. 73, 036301

(2010).
[54] M. Hesse, J.-M. Sparenberg, F. Van Raemdonck, and D. Baye,

Nucl. Phys. A 640, 37 (1998).
[55] M. Hesse, J. Roland, and D. Baye, Nucl. Phys. A 709, 184

(2002).
[56] F. Raimondi, G. Hupin, P. Navrátil, and S. Quaglioni, Phys. Rev.

C 93, 054606 (2016).
[57] G. Hupin, S. Quaglioni, and P. Navrátil, Nat. Commun. 10, 351

(2019).
[58] W. Nörtershäuser, D. Tiedemann, M. Žáková, Z. Andjelkovic,

K. Blaum, M. L. Bissell, R. Cazan, G. W. F. Drake, C.
Geppert, M. Kowalska, J. Krämer, A. Krieger, R. Neugart, R.

Sánchez, F. Schmidt-Kaler, Z.-C. Yan, D. T. Yordanov, and C.
Zimmermann, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 062503 (2009).

[59] A. Dobrovolsky, G. Korolev, A. Inglessi, G. Alkhazov, G. Colò,
I. Dillmann, P. Egelhof, A. Estradé, F. Farinon, H. Geissel, S.
Ilieva, Y. Ke, A. Khanzadeev, O. Kiselev, J. Kurcewicz, X.
Le, Y. Litvinov, G. Petrov, A. Prochazka, C. Scheidenberger,
L. Sergeev, H. Simon, M. Takechi, S. Tang, V. Volkov, A.
Vorobyov, H. Weick, and V. Yatsoura, Nucl. Phys. A 989, 40
(2019).

[60] S. L. Henderson, T. Ahn, M. A. Caprio, P. J. Fasano, A. Simon,
W. Tan, P. O’Malley, J. Allen, D. W. Bardayan, D. Blankstein,
B. Frentz, M. R. Hall, J. J. Kolata, A. E. McCoy, S. Moylan,
C. S. Reingold, S. Y. Strauss, and R. O. Torres-Isea, Phys. Rev.
C 99, 064320 (2019).

[61] Q. I. Tursunmahatov and R. Yarmukhamedov, Phys. Rev. C 85,
045807 (2012).

[62] D. Tilley, C. Cheves, J. Godwin, G. Hale, H. Hofmann, J.
Kelley, C. Sheu, and H. Weller, Nucl. Phys. A 708, 3 (2002).

[63] Z. Switkowski, J. Heggie, D. Kennedy, D. Sargood, F. Barker,
and R. Spear, Nucl. Phys. A 331, 50 (1979).

[64] C. Tingwell, J. King, and D. Sargood, Aust. J. Phys. 40, 319
(1987).

[65] F. Cecil, D. Ferg, H. Liu, J. Scorby, J. McNeil, and P. Kunz,
Nucl. Phys. A 539, 75 (1992).

[66] R. M. Prior, M. C. Spraker, A. M. Amthor, K. J. Keeter, S. O.
Nelson, A. Sabourov, K. Sabourov, A. Tonchev, M. Ahmed,
J. H. Kelley, D. R. Tilley, H. R. Weller, and H. M. Hofmann,
Phys. Rev. C 70, 055801 (2004).

[67] G. X. Dong, N. Michel, K. Fossez, M. Płoszajczak, Y.
Jaganathen, and R. M. I. Betan, J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part. Phys.
44, 045201 (2017).

[68] A. Gnech and L. E. Marcucci, Nucl. Phys. A 987, 1 (2019).
[69] T. Szücs, G. G. Kiss, G. Gyürky, Z. Halász, T. N. Szegedi, and

Z. Fülöp, Phys. Rev. C 99, 055804 (2019).
[70] C. D. Jager, H. D. Vries, and C. D. Vries, At. Data Nucl. Data

Tables 14, 479 (1974).
[71] H.-G. Voelk and D. Fick, Nucl. Phys. A 530, 475 (1991).
[72] P. Raghavan, At. Data Nucl. Data Tables 42, 189 (1989).
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