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We calculate the 16O spectral function by combining coupled-cluster theory with a Gaussian
integral transform and by expanding the integral kernel in terms of Chebyshev polynomials to allow
for a quantification of the theoretical uncertainties. We perform an analysis of the spectral function
and employ it to predict lepton-nucleus scattering. Our results well describe the 16O electron
scattering data in the quasi-elastic peak for momentum transfers ∣q∣ ⪆ 500 MeV and electron energies
up to 1.2 GeV, extending therefore the so-called first principles approach to lepton-nucleus cross
sections well into the relativistic regime. To prove the applicability of this method to neutrino-
nucleus cross sections, we implement our 16O spectral functions in the NuWro Monte Carlo event
generator and provide a comparison with recently published T2K neutrino data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Long-baseline neutrino-oscillation programs hold a
special place among neutrino experimental endeavours.
Driven by their ambitious aims—measuring the CP-
violating phase in the electroweak sector and search-
ing for new physics—the next-generation experiments
DUNE [1] and T2HK [2] will drastically reduce the sta-
tistical uncertainty to keep them at the level of a few
percent. This implies that systematical uncertainties, un-
til now overshadowed by the statistics, will require more
attention. A considerable source of uncertainty comes
from the modeling of neutrino-nucleus interactions [3–
5]. Given that neutrinos are elusive particles, they can
in fact be detected only indirectly via the measurement
of the final particles produced in their interaction with
target nuclei. Moreover, oscillation experiments use neu-
trino fluxes of a wide energy-range, from hundreds of
MeV to few GeV, which make them sensitive to a vari-
ety of dynamical mechanisms. These conditions require
an excellent understanding of the underlying processes
to precisely reconstruct the neutrino energy in each ob-
served event.

A theoretical description of electroweak reactions that
starts from the forces among nucleons and their inter-
actions with external probes, and is based on a numer-
ical solution of the problem within controlled approxi-
mations, is arguably the doorway to a solid understand-
ing of the dynamical mechanism governing lepton-nucleus
scattering. This so-called first principles (or ab initio)
approach is on the one hand computationally intensive,
but on the other hand offers the prospects of quantifying
and possibly reducing nuclear physics uncertainties in the
computed cross sections. For light nuclei, Green Function
Monte Carlo (GFMC) has been very successful in deliv-
ering predictions of electroweak cross-sections [6, 7]. For
nuclei up to mass number 40, the Lorentz integral trans-
form combined with coupled-cluster theory (LIT-CC) has
been recently proven to work well [8, 9]. Both the above

mentioned methods are capable of describing the low
energy-momentum part of the lepton-nucleus cross sec-
tion which depends on the details of the nuclear dynam-
ics in the final state, the so-called final state interaction
(FSI). In particular, in the case of the LIT-CC method
an extension to higher energies and momenta is compli-
cated by the necessity of using soft nuclear Hamiltoni-
ans which typically have a cutoff of about 500 MeV and
therefore cannot be reliably used to describe FSI beyond
that point. However, at higher energies while ground-
state correlations remain important, FSIs become negli-
gible and one can assume that only one nucleon in the
nucleus interacts with the external probe and is knocked
out after getting all the momentum transferred from the
lepton. In this regime, one can use the spectral function
(SF) to compute cross sections, leading to a simplifica-
tion of the computational task.

The SF formalism is a well established approach to de-
scribe lepton-nucleus scattering within the impulse ap-
proximation (IA). It is based on a factorization ansatz of
the ground-state nucleus in terms of one nucleon which
participates to the interaction vertex with the external
probe, while the remaining A − 1 nucleus is a spectator.
The SF formalism is amenable to an extension of the
first principle description to the relativistic regime, be-
cause one can use relativistic currents in the interaction
vertex and even account for higher-energy mechanisms
like the pion production [10]. This is particularly use-
ful in neutrino physics, allowing to address consistently
various reactions within the same underlying formalism.

The experimental collaborations perform neutrino en-
ergy reconstruction using Monte Carlo (MC) event gen-
erators. The analysis requires the knowledge of the semi-
inclusive reactions, most importantly the outgoing pro-
tons and pions distributions. Currently, the neutrino
community is devoting considerable efforts into improv-
ing the quality of implemented nuclear models and into
going beyond the simple inclusive cross-sections. Also
in this respect the SF formalism is a convenient tool to
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model the electroweak processes, because it allows to ad-
dress semi-inclusive knockout reactions in a straightfor-
ward way. For example, phenomenological SFs can be
constructed using the experimental (e, e′p) data, see, e.g.,
Ref. [11] for the recent results from the Jefferson Labora-
tory. There are several theoretical models of phenomeno-
logical nature of the spectral function already available
for neutrino studies [12–14]. However, with the prospect
of quantifying theoretical uncertainties, it is worth in-
vesting into the development of spectral functions de-
rived from first principles. A first calculation based on
the self consistent Green’s function (SCGF) method was
provided in Refs. [15, 16]. Recently, a new method to
construct spectral functions for the many-body system
based on Chebyshev polynomials expansion of the inte-
gral kernel (ChEK method) [17, 18] was proposed. The
ChEK method used in conjunction with coupled-cluster
theory [19] was benchmarked on 4He leading to a good
agreement with electron-scattering data [20]. In this pa-
per, we present a computation of the 16O spectral func-
tion with the ChEK method. The main advantage of this
approach is that it accounts for the uncertainties of the
spectral reconstruction. This feature becomes especially
valuable when theoretical uncertainties are propagated to
the computed cross sections, allowing for a comparison
to experimental data on equal footing.

The paper is organized in the following way. In Sec. II
we review the quasi-elastic (QE) process within impulse
approximation. In Sec. III we present the theoretical
framework in which we perform the calculation of the
spectral functions. In Sec. IV we apply the formalism to
16O, comparing our results both to electron and neutrino
scattering data. The latter is done withing the NuWro
Monte Carlo generator [21, 22]. Finally, we conclude in
Sec. V.

II. SPECTRAL FUNCTION FORMALISM IN
QUASI-ELASTIC SCATTERING

The differential cross-section for the lepton-nucleus
scattering can be expressed as

d2σ

dωd cos θ
= κ
∣k∣

∣k′∣
LµνW

µν , (1)

where the energy-momentum transfer is given by q =
(ω,q), the scattering angle θ and initial and final lepton
four-momenta are k = (Ek,k) and k′ = (Ek′ ,k

′), respec-
tively. The interaction vertex depends on the process
with

κEM = (
α

q2
)
2

, κCC,NC = (
GF cos θC

2π
)

2

, (2)

for electromagnetic (EM), charge-current (CC) or
neutral-current (NC), respectively. The lepton tensor is
given by

Lµν = 2a[kµk
′
ν + k

′
µkν − gµν(kk

′
) ± iηϵµναβk

′αkβ] , (3)

with a = 1, η = 0 for electromagnetic and a = 4, η = 1 for
electroweak reactions. The hadronic tensor

Wµν
=∑

f

δ4(p0 + q − pf)⟨0∣ (J
µ
)
†
∣Φf ⟩⟨Φf ∣J

ν
∣0⟩ , (4)

where Jµ is the electroweak current, and ∣0⟩ and ∣Φf ⟩

are the initial and final nuclear state with respective four
momenta p0 and pf , depends on the reaction mechanism
under examination. For the electroweak current Jµ, we
consider here only one-body operators which in the no-
tation of the second quantization can be written as

Jµ
= ∑

α,β

⟨β∣jµ∣α⟩a†
βaα , (5)

where α and β are the quantum numbers of single-
particle states created and annihilated by the respective
operators a† and a. Within the spectral function for-
malism, we can use the fully relativistic currents in the
matrix element

⟨p + q∣jµ∣p⟩ = ū(p + q) (V µ
+Aµ

)u(p) , (6)

with Dirac spinors u and the single-nucleon current jµ

having a vector-axial structure. Constructing the most
general form of V µ and Aµ using the available four-
vectors, we have

V µ
= F1γ

µ
+

F2

2m
iσµνqν ,

Aµ
= FAγ

µγ5
+
FP

m
qµγ5 ,

(7)

where form factors denoted by F depend on the con-
sidered process. For the EM scattering we will use
Fn,p
1 , Fn,p

2 parametrized as in Ref. [23]. The CC vec-
tor form-factor is related to the electromagnetic ones as
Fi = F p

i − F
n
i . The axial form factors – present only in

the weak interactions – are related under PCAC (par-
tially conserved axial current):

FP (Q
2
) =

2m2

Q2 +m2
π

FA(Q
2
) , (8)

with FA taken as a dipole with MA = 1030 MeV axial
mass.

Under the assumption that the struck nucleon does not
interact with the final nuclear state, we can factorize the
final plane-wave nucleon with momentum p′ and the A−1
nuclear state as ∣Φf ⟩ → ap′ ∣ΦA−1⟩. By inserting a com-

plete set of intermediate states, ∫ d
3p/(2π)3∣p⟩⟨p∣apa

†
p,

the many-body matrix element of the current operator
can be approximated by

⟨Φf ∣J
ν
∣0⟩ ≈ ∫

d3p

(2π)3
⟨p′∣jµ∣p⟩∑

α

⟨p∣α⟩⟨ΦA−1∣aα∣0⟩ . (9)

The hadron tensor factorizes the interaction vertex while
the nuclear effects are encapsulated into the spectral
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function S(p,E) 1 , separately for neutrons and protons,
as

Wµν
(q) = ∫

d3p

(2π)3
dE

m

Ep

m

Ep+q
[Sn
(p,E)wµν

n (p, q) + S
p
(p,E)wµν

p (p, q)]

× δ(ω +E −Ep+q −Ekin
f ) , (10)

where Ekin
f is the kinetic energy of A − 1 system and

Ep+q is the kinetic energy of outgoing nucleon. Here, the
spectral function is defined as

S(p,E) = ∑
α,β

⟨p∣α⟩⟨p∣β⟩†

⨋
ΦA−1

⟨0∣a†
β ∣ΦA−1⟩⟨ΦA−1∣aα∣0⟩δ(E − (E0 −EΦ)) .

(11)

and it gives the probability distribution of kicking a nu-
cleon with momentum ∣p∣ out of the ground-state, leav-
ing it with an excitation energy E. Finally, the factorized
interaction vertex wµν(p, q) = ⟨p+ q∣jµ∣p⟩†⟨p+ q∣jν ∣p⟩ em-
ploys the current from Eq. (6).

Within the IA, the outgoing nucleon is decoupled from
the nuclear final state, hence one is able to factorize the
high-energy physics taking place at the interaction vertex
from the properties of the nuclear ground state. However,
it is well known that neglecting the FSI at the intermedi-
ate momentum transfer of the order of hundreds of MeV
leads to some inconsistencies with the data [24]. The QE
peak is shifted towards higher energy transfers and it ex-
hibits too much strength. These inconsistencies can be
partially alleviated if the FSI for the struck nucleon are
also included by introducing an optical potential to de-
scribe the interaction of the struck nucleon with the rest
of the nucleus. Its real part amounts to the potential
energy of the nucleon in the nuclear medium, while the
imaginary part is responsible to account for the absorp-
tion channels of outgoing nucleon.

Phenomenological optical potentials are fitted using
elastic nucleon-nucleus scattering data. In the present
calculations we will use the real part of the optical po-
tential for 16O from Ref. [25]. The relativistic potential
gives the scalar and vector contributions to the Dirac
equation, dependent on the kinetic energy and the radial
position. Following the same steps as in Ref. [26], averag-
ing over the density of protons, we arrive at the real part
of optical potential ReU(tkin) shown in Fig. 1 with tkin
being the kinetic energy of the outgoing nucleon. The
fit of Ref. [25] is reliable only above tkin = 25 MeV (mo-
mentum ∣p′∣ ≈ 215 MeV). The inclusion of the imaginary
part introduced as a folding of the cross section with a
Lorentzian function [26], was reported to overestimate

1 To simplify the notation, from now on we will write p instead
of ∣p∣ when referring to an argument of the SF, S(p,E), and
momentum distribution, n(p).

the absorption rate leading to non-physical large tails
from the Lorentzian distribution, see Ref. [27]. There-
fore, we will not take the imaginary part into account in
our current predictions, since the topic requires further
investigations.

In essence, within our treatment of the FSI, the real
part of optical potential enters the hadron tensor chang-
ing the energy conservation as

Wµν
FSI(q) = ∫

d3p

(2π)3
dE

m

Ep

m

Ep+q
[Sn
(p,E)wµν

n (p, q) + S
p
(p,E)wµν

p (p, q)]

× δ(ω +E −Ep+q −Ekin
f −ReU) . (12)

Following Ref. [26], we take ReU at tkin =
√
m2 + q2−m2.

50 100 150 200 250
tkin [MeV]

30

25

20

15

10

5

0

Re
U(

t ki
n)

 [M
eV

]

FIG. 1. The real part of optical potential for 16O as a function
of the kinetic energy of the outgoing proton from Ref. [25].

III. SPECTRAL FUNCTIONS FROM THE
CHEK METHOD

Spectral functions as shown in Eq. (11) are defined in
terms of the imaginary part of the hole propagator in a
many-body system

ImGh(α,β,E) =

− π⨋
ΦA−1

⟨0∣a†
β ∣ΦA−1⟩⟨ΦA−1∣aα∣0⟩δ(E − (E0 −EΦ)) .

(13)

The spectrum of excited states ΦA−1 contains bound
and continuum states, making the direct calculation of
ImGh(α,β,E) challenging. To circumvent this problem
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we calculate its integral transform

ImG̃h(α,β,E)

= ∫ dωImGh(α,β,ω)K(ω,E)

= −π⨋
ΦA−1

⟨0∣a†
β ∣K(EΦ,E −E0)∣aα∣0⟩

= −π⟨0∣a†
β ∣K(H,E −E0)∣aα∣0⟩ ,

(14)

with the integral kernel K(ω,E). If we are interested
in ImGh(α,β,E), the integral transform has to be in-
verted. The inversion procedure requires in general solv-
ing an ill-posed problem. It has been successful for the
Lorentz or Laplace kernel when the responses have a rela-
tively simple shape composed of one or two peaks [28, 29].
A variety of techniques were proposed to achieve it.
The spectral function, however, has a more complicated
structure, making the inversion practically impossible.
Therefore, here we follow a different strategy outlined in
Ref. [20]. We quote here only the most important steps
of the derivation, while all the details can be found in
Refs. [18, 20].

We reconstruct ImGh(α,β,E) as a histogram. Our
goal is to estimate each bin (centered at η having width
2∆), as

ImGh(α,β;η,∆) ≡ ∫
η+∆

η−∆
dE ImGh(α,β,E) , (15)

using the integral transform

ImG̃h(α,β;η,∆) ≡ ∫
η+∆

η−∆
dE ImG̃h(α,β,E) . (16)

The uncertainty of this reconstruction depends on the
properties of the kernel K. From our previous studies, we
found that the Gaussian kernel has very convenient prop-
erties, which we characterize using parameters Σ (accu-
rateness) and Λ (resolution)

sup
ω∈[−1,1]

⨋

ω+Λ

ω−Λ
K(ω,E)dE ≥ 1 −Σ . (17)

Using these definitions we arrive at the histogram which
is constrained from below and above by the integrated
integral transforms,

ImG̃h(∆ −Λ) −Σ ≤ ImGh(∆) ≤ ImG̃h(∆ +Λ) +Σ ,

(18)

where we suppressed the quantum numbers α, β and the
bin’s center η. The integral transform in Eq. (14) it-
self can be calculated in various manners, depending on
the employed kernel. For example, the Lorentz integral
transform can be conveniently obtained via Lanczos al-
gorithm which gives access to the set of the lowest eigen-
values. Here, however, we will use a different strategy
which can be applied not only to the Lorentzian but also

to the Gaussian kernel, namely by expanding the kernel
into Chebyshev polynomials

K(ω,E) =
N

∑
k=0

ck(E)Tk(ω) . (19)

We note that Chebyshev polynomials are defined on
[−1,1] so we have to scale our problem in such a way
that the spectrum of Hamiltonian is confined in [−1,1]
range. The coefficients ck of this expansion have analyti-
cal form, while the Chebyshev polynomials Tk follow the
recursive relations

T0(x) = 1; T−1(x) = T1(x) = x;

Tn+1(x) = 2xTn(x) − Tn−1(x) .
(20)

We can obtain the moments of this expansion iterating
the action of the nuclear Hamiltonian H on the initial
state aα∣0⟩

⟨Φ̃0∣ ≡ ⟨0∣a
†
β ∣ , ∣Φ0⟩ ≡ aα∣0⟩ ,

⟨Φ̃k ∣ ≡ ⟨Φ̃k−1∣H ∣Φk⟩ =H ∣Φk−1⟩

µ0 = ⟨Φ̃0∣Φ0⟩ , µ1 = ⟨Φ̃0∣Φ1⟩ ≡ ⟨Φ̃1∣Φ0⟩

µk+1 = 2⟨Φ̃0∣Φk+1⟩ − µk−1 ≡ 2⟨Φ̃k+1∣Φ0⟩ − µk−1 .

(21)

Combining Eqs. (14) and (21) we arrive at

ImG̃h(α,β,E) = − π
N

∑
k=0

ck(E)⟨0∣a
†
βTk(H)aα∣0⟩

≡ − π
N

∑
k=0

ck(E)µk .

(22)

We truncate the expansion at the level on N moments,
introducing a controllable error γ,

γ =
∞
∑

k=N+1
ck(E)Tk(ω) , (23)

It has to be included into an overall uncertainty budget,
leading to the final prediction

ImG̃h(∆−Λ) −Σ − 2γ(∆ −Λ)

≤ ImGh(∆)

≤ ImG̃h(∆ +Λ) +Σ + 2γ(∆ +Λ) .

(24)

By setting ∆ (the histogram’s width), Λ (width of the
kernel) and N (number of Chebyshev moments) we can
estimate the lower and upper bound on ImGh(∆) ac-
cording to Eq. (24). We note that Σ and γ have a known
analytical form, and the uncertainty is mainly driven by
∣ImG̃h(∆ +Λ) − ImG̃h(∆ −Λ)∣.

Coupled-cluster theory

We calculate the Chebyshev moments µk within the
spherical coupled-cluster framework [19]. This formalism
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starts from a reference state ∣Φ⟩, in our case a Hartree-
Fock solution, on top of which we include the nuclear
correlations using an exponential ansatz

∣0⟩ = eT ∣Φ⟩ ,

T =∑
i,a

tai a
†
aai +

1

4
∑
ijab

tabij a
†
aa

†
baiaj + ... .

(25)

In our present calculation we retain the first two terms
of this expansion, i.e. we work in the singles and doubles
(CCSD) approximation. The t amplitudes appearing in
the correlation operator T can be determined solving a
set of coupled nonlinear equations. For the calculation
of the Green’s function we need to construct a set of
initial A−1 states acting with the similarity transformed
operators aα and a†

α on the left and right ground-state

∣Φ0⟩ = aα∣Φ⟩ ≡ e
−TaαeT ∣Φ⟩ ,

⟨Φ̃0∣ = ⟨Φ∣a
†
α ≡ ⟨Φ∣(1 +Λ)e−Ta†

αe
T ,

(26)

where Λ is the de-excitation operator which has to be in-
cluded since the coupled-cluster is a non-hermitian the-
ory yielding different left and right eigenstates. The cal-
culation of Chebyshev moments requires an iterative ac-
tion of the similarity transformed Hamiltonian, following
the recursive relation from Eq. (21).

IV. RESULTS

In all the results presented in this paper, we employ
the NNLOsat nuclear Hamiltonian [30] containing both
nucleon-nucleon (NN) and three-nucleon (3N) forces de-
rived in chiral effective field theory at next-to-next-to
leading order [31]. The low-energy constants in this
Hamiltonian are fitted both to NN scattering data, as
well as to properties of light nuclei and selected medium-
mass nuclei. We recall that the current operators imple-
mented in this work are not derived in chiral effective
field theory, but we rather use the relativistic forms de-
scribed in Section II. In the coupled-cluster calculations,
3N interactions are approximated at the normal-ordered
two-body level [32, 33], and an additional cut on three-
nucleon configurations E3max ≤ 16 is imposed. We per-
formed calculations for the model space of 15 oscillator
shells and values of underlying harmonic oscillator fre-
quencies h̵Ω = 12 − 20 MeV.

To benchmark our calculation we first look at the
charge distribution and compare it with previous results
from the SCGF [15] method. In the upper panel of Fig. 2
we present the direct result of the computation which in-
cludes spurious center of mass (CoM) contaminations,
denoted with CCSD. We also show the intrinsic charge
distribution, for which the CoM contributions were sub-
tracted (see Ref. [20] for details), denoted with “CCSD
intr”. They are both in a very good agreement with the
SCGF predictions, for which a different numerical proce-
dure is used to remove the CoM contributions. We also

note that the “CCSD” and “CCSD intr” distributions are
similar, which confirms the well known fact that spurious
CoM effects decrease with the nuclear mass (for a com-
parison see Fig. 2 in Ref. [20] for 4He, where the effect
was larger).

Next, we look at the momentum distribution n(p) =

∫ dE S(p,E) to further assess the role of the CoM con-
tamination We follow the same procedure as explained in
Ref. [20] to calculate the intrinsic n(p). In Fig. 2 we show
both n(p) and p2n(p) in the inset. The CoM removal
affects mostly low momenta (shown as a blue band in
Fig. 2). The uncertainty comes from varying the width

of the CoM Gaussian used as an ansatz, h̵Ω̃ = 16 − 24
MeV. The CoM effect will be negligible when we con-
sider the momentum-weighted p2n(p), as in the case of
cross-section calculation. We will therefore safely neglect
this effect from now on.
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CCSD intr
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SCGF intr

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
|p| [fm 1]

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

n(
p)

 [f
m

3 ]

CCSD
CCSD intr

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
|p| [fm 1]
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(p
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fm
3 ]

FIG. 2. Charge distribution (upper panel) comparison be-
tween CCSD and SCGF calculations using the same interac-
tion NNLOsat. Momentum distribution (lower panel) using
CCSD. See text for details.

In order to investigate the dependence of the spec-
tral function on the basis, we looked separately at in-
tegrated distributions: n(p) = ∫ dE S(p,E) and S(E) =

∫ d
3p S(p,E). Momentum distribution n(p) is practi-

cally independent on the choice of h̵Ω. The differences
between various S(E) can be appreciated in Fig. 3. The
dominating peaks (below 30 MeV) have almost the same
strength and are shifted by less than 1 MeV, while the
spectrum above 30 MeV is quite different, as can be seen
in the inset of Fig. 3. A direct comparison of the full 2D
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distribution of the spectral function for various h̵Ω re-
veals some strength redistribution. There are also some
small regions which give a negative contribution. This
non-physical behaviour is most likely due to the fact that
the coupled-cluster theory is non-hermitian. The appear-
ance of small admixtures of non-physical states has been
already observed [34, 35]. We have numerically checked
that the negative contribution is smallest for h̵Ω = 14
MeV and in this case it stays at the per-mil level. For
other values of oscillator frequencies it reaches at most
4% for h̵Ω = 20 MeV. Therefore, we have decided to per-
form all the further calculations with this optimal value
of h̵Ω = 14 MeV which alleviates the non-physical be-
haviour.

10 20 30 40 50
E [MeV]

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

S(
p,

E)
d3 p

= 12 MeV
= 14 MeV
= 20 MeV

35 40 45 50
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

FIG. 3. The integrated energy distribution S(E) of the pro-
ton spectral function for various values of h̵Ω = 12 − 20 MeV.
The chosen binning is also shown (arbitrary normalization).

In Fig. 4, we show the final SF histograms separately
for protons and neutrons using 2∆ = 3.5 MeV bin-
ning. In this case the Hamiltonian spectrum is limited
by energy E = 250 MeV.2 We set Λ = 0.66 MeV, and
the number of Chebyshev moments N = 4000 to keep
the truncation error γ negligibly small. One can ob-
serve two clearly dominating peaks at E ≈ 13(10) and
21(18) MeV for neutrons (protons), which correspond to
1p1/2 and 1p3/2 states, and some strength distributed at
higher energies. We note that for this estimation we use
ImGh(∆) ≈ ImG̃h(∆) which lies between the lower and
upper bounds, as shown in Eq. (24).

A. Uncertainty estimation

The estimated uncertainties coming from the ChEK
procedure (see Eq. (24)) affect mostly the energy range
E > 40 MeV. This can be understood when various
sources of uncertainty are analyzed in Eq. (24). With our

2 This value is needed to scale the spectrum to [−1,1] range where
the Chebyshev polynomials are defined.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
|p| [MeV]

0

20

40

60

80

100

E
[M

eV
]

Sp(p, E) [fm3 MeV 1]

0.000

0.024

0.048

0.072

0.096

0.120

0.144

0.168

0.192

0.216

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
|p| [MeV]

0

20

40

60

80

100

E
[M

eV
]

Sn(p, E) [fm3 MeV 1]

0.000

0.024

0.048

0.072

0.096

0.120

0.144

0.168

0.192

0.216

FIG. 4. 16O spectral functions for protons (upper panel) and
neutrons (lower panel). See text for details of spectral re-
construction. The theoretical uncertainty, not shown in this
figure, is discussed in Subsec. IVA.

choice of parameters we keep Σ and γ small, and the un-
certainty is driven by ∣ImG̃h(∆+Λ)−ImG̃h(∆−Λ)∣. The
lower part of the spectrum (below 30 MeV) is composed
of well separated peaks, and therefore with our choice
of the histogram binning the uncertainties are negligible.
The total strength of the SF is dominated by this re-
gion. Therefore, the uncertainties have an overall small
impact on the cross section. The uncertainties estimated
for ImG̃(α,β,E) lead to ∣p∣-dependent errors in the final
SF, according to Eq. (11). In Fig. 5 we show the proton
spectral function at three values of momenta ∣p∣. The
spectrum below E = 40 MeV is not affected by the un-
certainties while for higher energies the errors are larger.
They will not, however, influence much the cross-section
results, since the hadron tensor is weighted by p2d∣p∣. In
fact, the weighted momentum distribution p2n(p) peaks
at ∣p∣ ≈ 150 MeV (see Fig. 2).

B. Applications to electron-nucleus scattering

Electron scattering experiments serve as an excellent
test to check the reliability of the nuclear models and of
the assumed approximations. Unfortunately, there are
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FIG. 5. Proton spectral function of 16O for three values of momentum ∣p∣. The uncertainty bars come from Eq. (24).

only scarce data available for 16O, corresponding to mo-
mentum transfers in the range of 320−650 MeV. In Fig. 6,
we compare our results with the available experimental
data. Clearly, our calculations compare better in the
kinematical regime of higher momentum transfer, as ex-
pected from an IA assumption. When accounting for the
FSI via the optical potential as described in Sec. II, the
position of the QE peak is shifted to lower energy trans-
fers so that the agreement with the experimental data
improves. As anticipated, the effect of FSI is stronger
in the lower momentum-energy regimes presented in the
first row of Fig. 6.

Within our approach, we propagate the theoretical un-
certainty from the SF to the cross-section results. In
practice, we construct two SFs taking both the lowest
and the highest values for each histogram bin as pre-
sented in Fig. 5, and with those two SFs we construct
a lower and an upper cross section, respectively, which
lead to the bands in Fig. 6. The obtained uncertainty
is of the order of a few percents and reaches about the
10% mark at the QE peak. Although the response in the
QE peak for ∣q∣ > 500 MeV seems to well describe the
data, our predictions might actually be too high. In fact,
other mechanisms not included in the calculation, such
as meson exchange currents (MEC) and pion production,
typically contribute by mostly enhancing the high-energy
slope of the QE peak. However, we note that the imag-
inary part of the optical potential, not included in our
current calculations, could quench the response, giving
therefore some room for the above mentioned enhancing
contributions. Therefore, we expect here some cancella-
tions of the omitted contributions, whose investigation is
left to future work.

Finally, in Fig. 7 we present a comparison of our cal-
culations with the previous results of Ref. [15] obtained
from the SCGF method. We show only one kinemat-
ics, since the comparison is similar for other setups. We
observe that the two curves are very similar, indicating
a nice agreement. Looking at the details, the QE peak
in CCSD is slightly shifted towards the left with respect
to the SCGF calculation. We expect that the source of
this tiny deviation lies in the differences between the two
many-body methods. As pointed out before, we obtain
also very similar charge distributions. We have checked
that the momentum distributions are also in very good

agreement between the two methods, indicating that the
many-body description of the ground states is very simi-
lar. However, the slight differences observed in the cross
section may indicate a stronger sensitivity to the details
of the many-body method for dynamical observables. We
nevertheless consider this benchmark very successful.

C. Applications to neutrino-nucleus scattering

We now redirect our attention to the application of
our calculations to neutrino-nucleus scattering. The 16O
spectral function is of particular interest for T2K and
future T2HK experiments. A direct comparison of the
QE peak with the data for the neutrino-nucleus scat-
tering is currently not possible due to the experimen-
tal constraints. The neutrino flux has a broad energy
spectrum so that many mechanisms contribute and can-
not be well separated. Moreover, the current experimen-
tal uncertainties are large and dominated by the statis-
tics. Nevertheless, recently the T2K collaboration pub-
lished inclusive cross-section on 16O for CC0π events (no
pions detected in the final state) for various angles of
the outgoing muon [38]. This observable should have a
large contribution coming from the single-nucleon knock-
out mechanism, which is well described by our SF. To
make a full comparison with the data, we need to (i)
account for all other possible mechanisms, beyond the
one-nucleon knockout and (ii) get the distribution of
the produced hadrons going beyond the inclusive cross-
section. We achieve this by implementing our SF in the
NuWro MC event generator [21, 22]. Typically, the MC
generators describe the neutrino-nucleus scattering in a
two-step process. In the first step, the scattering takes
place on a single nucleon (or a pair of nucleons in case
of meson-exchange currents) in the primary vertex. This
is where we include our SF model. In the next step,
the produced particles (predominantly nucleons and pi-
ons) are cascaded through the nucleus, where they can
re-scatter, be absorbed, or produce other particles. Var-
ious approaches to model the inter-nuclear cascade were
recently compared in Ref. [39]. From this perspective
including the imaginary part of the optical potential –
omitted in our calculation – might lead to the double
counting of some effects already accounted for in the cas-
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cade.

The results of the simulation for the double differential
cross section νµ+

16O→ µ−+X of CC0π events done with
NuWro and our SF are presented in Fig. 8. In the same
plot we also show the predictions for the SF with the

inclusion of optical potential (hatched pattern, denoted
with SF+FSI). Here, we do not account for the theoreti-
cal uncertainty of spectral function, focusing only on the
role played by optical potential. Other dynamical chan-
nels, MEC and resonance contributions (RES), were cho-
sen to be the same as explained in Ref. [38]. We are aware
that these predictions are not fully consistent, since the
theoretical description of each mechanism is based on a
different model. To make our comparison with the exper-
imental data more meaningful, we would need to address
all the contributions within the same SF method. This is
certainly an important direction of future investigations.
However, at this point we focus only on the IA mecha-
nism. In Fig. 9 we show our final prediction, including
the uncertainty of SF. It leads up to ∼ 10% effect, depend-
ing on the considered kinematics. We find a reasonable
agreement with the data, similar to the results of Ref. [38]
where several MC event generators were employed (a va-
riety of models were used for the QE mechanism, in-
cluding random phase approximation corrections, a phe-
nomenological spectral function or relativistic mean field
calculations). Our SF quenches the response when com-
pared to the local Fermi Gas, even by 25% for forward
scattering angles. In fact, the kinematics of the most for-
ward angles (upper left panel in Fig. 8) depend mostly
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on the details of the nuclear model, since the momen-
tum transfer is the smallest (covers mostly the range of
∣q∣ ≈ 100 − 300 MeV). For the angles 0.96 < cos θ < 1
the optical potential causes a substantial depletion of the
bins corresponding to the values of ∣k′∣ < 800 MeV. Our
simple model of FSI gives reasonable results for the elec-
tron scattering at the intermediate momentum transfer
∣q∣ ⪆ 450 MeV shifting the QE peak to lower energies (see
Fig. 6). Here, on the contrary, we observe a significant
effect. At this kinematics (low ∣q∣ and forward scattering
angles) the IA is much less reliable. This region of phase-
space escapes the capability of our method and should be
rather described by a consistent calculation of FSI, avail-
able with the LIT-CC approach. We also observe that the
contribution coming from the phenomenological MEC is
substantial in this range. This prediction can also be
verified using an ab-initio approach including one- and
two-body currents [7, 40].

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We calculated spectral functions of 16O within the
many-body coupled-cluster framework and employing a
chiral nuclear Hamiltonian including 3N forces at next-
to-next-to leading order. The procedure required a re-
construction of the spectral properties (i.e. the energy-
dependant part of the SF), which we performed within
the ChEK method. This approach, which was bench-
marked on the 4He in an earlier publication [20], allows
to assess the uncertainty of our calculation and to prop-
agate it to the cross-section results.

Within the impulse approximation, the SF can be di-
rectly related to the scattering cross-section. Using this
assumption, we give predictions for the lepton-nucleus
scattering in the QE regime both for electron and neu-
trino scattering. The electron scattering data for 16O are
scarce and cover only the medium and high momentum
transfer regions.

Within this energy range the IA works well and we get
a good agreement with the data, although for ∣q∣ < 500
MeV the FSI play an important role and the inclusion
of optical potential visibly improves the agreement. We

still do not account for the absorption of the outgoing
nucleon, which is certainly an important topic to be ad-
dressed in the future when aiming at the comparison with
inclusive data. We would like to point out that further
investigations of the QE region are currently restricted
due to the lack of low-energy electron-scattering data on
16O. More data would be of great value to guide theoret-
ical models used in the future T2HK experiment. There
are plans to take new data on 16O in the future at MAMI
in Germany [4].

We presented a comparison with neutrino T2K data
for CC0π events which are sensitive to the QE mecha-
nism. To this end, we implemented our SF in the NuWro
MC generator. In our analysis we observed that for the
forward angles the optical potential plays an important
role. In fact, the IA picture becomes much less reliable in
this regime and a consistent calculation which accounts
for the final state interactions, as the LIT-CC, would be
more appropriate. Also the role played by the two-body
currents should be examined. The work in this direction
is already on-going. Since our studies are mainly mo-
tivated by the neutrino oscillation experiments, we find
it important to make our spectral functions available for
further exploration [41].
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