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Abstract I discuss selected legacies of Weinberg’s application of chiral Lag-
rangians to nuclear physics: (1) the use of the chiral expansion to organize
the interaction of pions and photons with a nucleus; (2) the much-debated
question of why and how the potential derived from a chiral Lagrangian should
be inserted in the Schrödinger equation; (3) the emergence of “pionless EFT”
as a tool for diagnosing universal correlations that are present in quantum few-
body systems of very different sizes, and, perhaps most important of all, (4)
an epistemological shift in what is expected of a nuclear-physics calculation.
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1 Introduction

In 1994 I was a Ph.D. student at Flinders University in Adelaide, Australia. I
was lucky enough to receive a Fellowship to travel to the US so I could present
my research at the 14th International Conference on Few-body Problems in
Physics. The meeting was in Williamsburg, VA, and included an excursion
to Colonial Williamsburg and a tour of the soon-to-be-completed Continuous
Electron Beam Accelerator Facility. I remember several plenary talks from that
conference, but only one parallel-session talk—other than my own. A huge
crowd gathered for the talk of some bloke who had just finished his Ph.D. at
the University of Texas at Austin. His name was Bira van Kolck and he was
discussing how to calculate the three-nucleon force from chiral perturbation
theory [1].
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2 Daniel R. Phillips

Looking back, this was the time when three-nucleon forces came into focus.
It had recently been shown that (local) NN potentials that reproduced NN
data with a χ2/d.o.f. ≈ 1 fell short of the triton binding energy by 10% [2].
But it was not immediately clear how to extend the meson phenomenology
employed to construct precise NN potentials to the 3N system—especially
because “purely meson theoretic” NN potentials couldn’t achieve χ2/d.o.f. ≈ 1
to the NN database. The leading 3NFs of the time—Tucson-Melbourne [3],
Urbana-IX [4]—seemed, at least to a young Ph.D. student, a little ad hoc
in their construction. van Kolck’s talk caused excitement precisely because it
fixed that. It explained why three-nucleon forces were a small, but important,
component of the nuclear force. It showed how to construct them in a manner
consistent with the NN force. And it pointed out the inevitable presence in the
three-nucleon force of short-distance parameters that need to be fit to data.
van Kolck’s own contribution to this volume contains more of this story [5].

The rest, as they say, is history. The approach championed by van Kolck
was, of course, building on the papers of his Ph.D. advisor, Steven Weinberg,
that this volume celebrates, It came to be known as “Chiral Effective Field
Theory” (χEFT) and has become the dominant paradigm in the construction
of nuclear forces. Its ascendancy is partly because of its ability to enforce the
construction of consistent NN and 3N forces, and partly because it provides a
hierarchy of mechanisms in the nuclear force. These benefits, together with the
development of ab initio methods to tackle the quantum many-body problem
have revolutionized approaches to nuclear structure. Jim Friar’s closing talk
at FB14 [6] included a shout-out for Brian Pudliner’s groundbreaking GFMC
calulations of A ≤ 6 systems [7]. Today ab initio methods employ χEFT
potentials to predict the properties of nuclei all the way up to Iron [8] and in
some cases even beyond [9,10].

Elsewhere in this volume others tell the history of that impressive progress
better than I could [11]. In this contribution I instead perversely focus on three
aspects of Weinberg’s seminal papers that either don’t involve nuclear forces
or don’t really have much to do with Chiral Lagrangians. In Section 2 I de-
scribe how I came to believe that the Weinberg-van Kolck approach would be
tremendously useful for electromagnetic and pionic reactions on few-nucleon
systems. Such calculations provided early demonstrations that the approach
worked for reactions in which it had no free parameters and so was more than
“just fitting” [12,13]. In Section 3 I return to Weinberg’s original papers to
amplify a concern he expressed there: why should we iterate the NN poten-
tial, i.e., solve a Schrödinger equation containing the NN potential derived
in χEFT? I argue that the original sin of the Nuclear Forces from Chiral La-
grangians program was a failure to properly work through this issue: “compute
the potential and just stick it in the Schrödinger equation” was, and perhaps
remains, the attitude of much of the community. So I review what Weinberg’s
argument in favor of iteration does and does not establish, and briefly summa-
rize subsequent attempts to justify iteration of the NN potential. This brings
me to my third topic, which is a “toy model” that Weinberg used to explicate
some features of what happens when one solves the Schrödinger equation with
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a singular potential. This toy model became “pionless EFT”: a huge contri-
bution to the field of few-body physics. Work on the three-body problem in
pionless EFT stimulated tremendous interest in Efimov physics and systems
near unitarity [14,15,16,17]. It is also the basis for the “Halo EFT” that per-
mits rigorous examination of several systems near the driplines [18]. Pionless
EFT has nothing to do with chiral symmetry, but it remains the only EFT for
nuclear physics in which renormalization has been completely and carefully
carried out in the two-, three-, and four-nucleon systems. As such it presents
a path through some of the issues that have bedeviled the program to system-
atically obtain Nuclear Forces from Chiral Lagrangians. I conclude with some
comments about what makes χEFT (and pionless EFT) better approaches to
few-nucleon systems than the ones that were in use pre-Weinberg.

I want to be clear that this paper contains no new research, and probably
nothing I haven’t said before somewhere. But I am grateful to the Editors of
this Volume for giving me a chance to reflect on the intellectual influence of
Weinberg’s papers, to reminisce about my own small part in this story, and to
articulate what I see as some of the unfinished business of Weinberg’s work.

2 Electromagnetic and pionic reactions on deuterium

My favorite “χPT for nuclear physics” paper by Weinberg is not thirty un-
til next year. It’s “Three-body interactions among nucleons and pions”, the
oft-overlooked third of the trio of nuclear-physics-transformational papers he
wrote between 1990 and 1992 [19,20,21]. This paper has “only” 497 citations
on INSPIRE as I write this sentence (compared to the massive 1,370 and
1,302 citations for the two “Nuclear forces from chiral Lagrangians” papers).
In Ref. [21] Weinberg does two very interesting things. First, he establishes
that the nominally leading (these days we would say “NLO” or O(Q2)) 1 con-
tribution to the χPT three-nucleon force vanishes, something that was worked
out in more detail by van Kolck in Ref. [22]. But Weinberg then decides that
this makes pion-nucleon-nucleon interactions more interesting. So he calculates
the leading χPT diagrams for those and uses them to obtain a prediction for
the pion-deuteron scattering length.

It was probably partly that pion-deuteron scattering was my Ph.D. project,
but this paper made a big impression on me. It helped that χEFT works
remarkably well for the pion-deuteron scattering length. Compared to the
complicated formalism I was using to try and analyze the problem [23,24]
the simplicity and efficacy of the χPT approach was a revelation. Weinberg’s
prediction was −0.05 m−1π , which is certainly consistent with the experimental
number (at the time) of −0.056±0.009 m−1π . The success turns out to be a bit
of a cheat, because it’s driven by the large contribution from the second-order
term in the multiple-scattering series, which gives almost the full answer [25].

1 Throughout I denote the χEFT expansion parameter by Q, and intend it to be the

standard Q ≡ (p,mπ)
Λb

where Λb is the χEFT breakdown scale, assumed to be of order mρ.
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But for me the striking thing was that χPT provides a systematic approach
to the pion-deuteron scattering length. Writing

aπd = 〈ψd|tπN + tπNN |ψd〉. (1)

and computing the χPT order of the two-body (tπN ) and three-body (tπNN )
pieces of the result, provides an organized expansion for aπd. In particular
Eq. (1) is a controlled way to calculate the “nuclear” corrections to the first
term, whose matrix element evaluates to the isoscalar pion-nucleon scattering
length, i.e., χEFT provides an improvable approach to tπNN .

When I visited Seattle in 1996 Bira van Kolck and I spent some time trying
to work out how to extend the πd scattering calculation above threshold. In
the end, we didn’t pursue that avenue. But I ended up in a collaboration that
computed next-order corrections to Weinberg’s calculation, facilitating tests
of χPT results for the isoscalar pion-nucleon scattering length [26]. It turns
out that there are several wrinkles to power counting for this process [27,28,
29], but what Ref. [21] did—at least for me—was make it clear that EFT
arguments can organize processes on deuterium—and by extension processes
on other light nuclei.

Then there is Compton scattering from deuterium. Because it involves
two photons the model calculations of it that had been done by the mid-90s
were quite complicated [30,31]. Weinberg’s “Three-body interactions” paper
provided a way out of the thicket . Once again we write:

Tπd = 〈ψd|tγN + tγNN |ψd〉, (2)

where tγNN includes mechanisms in which the photon interacts with two nu-
cleons. Moreover, the presence of a momentum conserving delta function on
the spectator nucleon, i.e., the fact that tγN is really tγN ⊗ I when embed-
ded in the γNN Hilbert space, means that tγN dominates over tγNN . This
observation, made in Ref. [32], specifies the size of corrections to an impulse
approximation (i.e. single-nucleon interactions only) treatment of reactions
with external probes.

In γd scattering those corrections due to tγNN come at next-to-leading
order in the χEFT expansion. There are nine diagrams that enter tγNN at that
order (the five in the upper row of Fig. 1 plus diagrams with initial- and final-
state photons interchanged). They are the two-nucleon analogs of the diagrams
that generate the dominant contributions to the dipole electric and magnetic
polarizabilities of the nucleon [33]. But organizing the problem according to
Eq. (2) only makes sense if the diagram is irreducible in the Weinbergian sense.
In my Ph.D. I had learnt a topographical notion of irreducibility [34]. I had
to unlearn it when I started working on γd scattering and realize that for
Weinberg the diagrams is irreducible if it has no low-energy NN state in it.
Because my collaborators and I only considered a tγNN that was irreducible in
this sense the calculations of γd scattering we produced in between 1999 and
2005 [33,35,36] are only valid for photon energies that put the intermediate
NN-state far enough off shell that the standard χPT counting rules apply to
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the diagrams in tγNN , i.e., they are valid for ω ∼ mπ. As the photon energy
goes to zero—or more precisely as it becomes of order m2

π/MN—diagrams such
as those in the lower row of Fig. 1 become reducible and one must face the
vexed question of how to organize them in the EFT [37]. Weinberg’s answer
to that question is the subject of the next section.

Fig. 1 Diagrams that contribute to γd scattering at next-to-leading order (top row) and
next-to-next-to-leading order (bottom row) in χEFT. The shaded semi-circles are deuteron
wave functions. The red horizontal lines represent nucleon propagators whose power counting
changes depending on whether they carry photon energy ω of order mπ or of order m2

π/MN .
Figure adapted from Ref. [37].

3 Why iterate?

The leading-order (LO) NN potential in χPT is an operator whose naive chiral
order is Q0:

〈p′|V (0)|p〉 = C
3S1P3S1

+ C
1S0P1S0

+ V1π(p′ − p); (3)

V1π(q) = −τa1 τa2
g2A
4f2π

σ1 · qσ2 · q
q2 +m2

π

. (4)

Here V1π is the one-pion-exchange potential, Pa is a projector onto the NN
partial wave a, and Ca is a low-energy constant (LEC) appearing in the NN
chiral Lagrangian. This justifies the dominance of one-pion exchange in nuclear
forces; it also predicts the presence of short-distance operators—although only
in S-waves.

Weinberg’s papers [19,20] organize V so that the order of corrections to
V (0) is determined by naive dimensional analysis (NDA) with respect to the
light scales (p,mπ). The leading correction is then O(Q2), and at that order
a number of short-distance operators ∝ p2 enter, together with several two-
pion-exchange diagrams. This counting for V and the progress it has enabled
are discussed in other papers in this volume [38] as well as in reviews such
as Ref. [39]. The use of NDA to organize contributions to the NN potential
is not controversial for momenta of order mπ. Once the particle content of
the theory is fixed the relative size of the various two-pion, three-pion, etc.
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mechanisms is dictated by the χPT power counting. This gives us control over
the long-distance (r ∼ 1/mπ) pieces of the potential.

But the counting of the short-distance (contact) pieces of V is controversial.
It is tied to the unresolved question of whether the resulting potential should
be used as a “typical NN potential”, i.e., inserted into the Schrödinger equation
and used to solve for the NN wave function. Such a solution is equivalent to
iterating the potential to all orders, i.e., summing the Born series generated
by V . But, at a formal level, there is no immediate reason to think the Born
series needs to be summed. In the single-nucleon and meson sectors χPT works
because pion-nucleon and pion-pion interactions are weak at low energies:
that’s why they can be treated in a perturbative expansion. And indeed naive
analysis of powers of momenta tells us that the nuclear potential begins at
O(Q0), while the (one-body) kinetic-energy operator, K, is O(Q−1), and so
suggests the nuclear force is perturbative, since V < K. But if we lived in a
universe where nuclear interactions were perturbative then there would be no
nuclei, no nuclear physics, and no nuclear physicists who spend twenty-five
years arguing about whether χEFT potentials should be iterated or not.

Weinberg justified the insertion of the potential (3) in the Schrödinger
equation by noting that diagrams with a low-energy NN state, such as Fig. 2,
produce a singularity if they are treated using the standard heavy-baryon χPT
propagator. If we take the propagator for a single nucleon of energy p0 to be
i/p0 then the propagator for an NN state of energy E is i/E, and as E → 0 this
blows up. The solution to the problem of this 1/E singularity was articulated
in the context of non-relativistic QED in the 1980s [40]: if p0 → 0 then the

standard heavy-baryon approximation that p0 � p2

2MN
no longer applies, and

the single-nucleon propagator becomes i
p0−p2/(2MN ) . Doing the integral over

the relative energy of the two nucleons yields a two-nucleon propagator that
is the standard non-relativistic Schrödinger equation Green’s function, i.e.,

〈p′|G0(E)|p〉 =
i

E+ − p2

MN

δ(3)(p− p′). (5)

The “pinch singularity” that Weinberg used to justify iteration is thus ame-
liorated by the nucleon kinetic energies: reducible diagrams—diagrams with
low-energy NN intermediate states—do not actually diverge.

They are enhanced though: for E ∼ m2
π/MN and |p| ∼ mπ the propagator

(5) is of order MN/m
2
π, and so is markedly larger than the typical HBχPT

propagator i/q0 that we take to be ∼ 1/mπ. But the kinematic situation is also
different: in a single-nucleon HBχPT diagram the heavy particle is usually off
shell by an amount of order mπ, but here we are dealing with nearly-on-shell
nucleons.

Inserting the propagators for non-relativistic nucleons and doing the inte-
gral over the NN relative energy converts the diagram in Fig. 2 to the expres-
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Fig. 2 A reducible diagram, involving iteration of the one-pion-exchange potential, see
Eq. (6). External lines are labeled with the three-momentum that they carry.

sion

−i〈p′|Titerate(E)|p〉 =

∫
d3p′′

(2π)3
(−i)V1π(p′′ − p′)

i

E+ − p′′2

MN

(−i)V1π(p′′ − p),

(6)
where V1π is the one-pion-exchange potential of Eq. (4). Assuming that we
are dealing with energies of order m2

π/MN we expect that the integral will be
dominated by momenta of order mπ. The (naive) chiral order of the diagram
is then Q3×Q0×MN/Q

2×Q0. Keeping factors of π we find Titerate ∼ MN

4π Q,
with the dimensions are made up by the factors of 1/f2π in V1π. The nominal
order of Titerate is thus Q1, while that of VOPE is Q0. So, once again, we
are faced with the dilemma that χPT implies that nuclear reactions should
be able to be computed in perturbation theory—a prediction that is in clear
contradiction with reality. V (0) is called “the strong force” for a reason, after
all.

Weinberg’s route out of the dilemma, which has also been adopted by Epel-
baum and collaborators (see, e.g., Ref. [41]), is to count MN ∼ Λb/Q, i.e., say
that the scale MN is larger than the natural breakdown scale of χPT and so
iterates of one-pion exchange—or any other nuclear potential—have additional
enhancements which make them as big as their Born-approximation counter-
parts. I have always found this to be rather unsatisfactory. MN falls nicely
in between mρ and 4πfπ, so the scale assignment MN ∼ Λb employed in the
single-baryon sector seems reasonable. Indeed, taking Q ≈ mπ/Λb Weinberg’s
scaling would seem to require an MN of order a few GeV. In the single-nucleon
sector taking MN ∼ Λb is not only numerologically satisfying but seems to pro-
vide phenomenological success. Changing the assignment to make MN larger
by a factor of 1/Q means that all χPT amplitudes computed in the single-
nucleon sector should, in principle, be re-organized before being employed
in a few-nucleon calculation. Over the last five years the Bochum group has
been carrying out this reorganization, thereby restoring the original χEFT
promise of a consistent treatment of chiral single-nucleon and multi-nucleon
amplitudes [42,43]. But this leaves me wondering what the counting of MN
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for amplitudes in the single-baryon sector really should be. Reassigning the
counting of the nucleon mass to justify iteration says that inside nuclei the
nucleon kinetic energy—indeed any nucleon motion—is smaller than antici-
pated: the reassignment pushes the kinetic-energy operator K to higher order
in the χEFT expansion. What if there’s a different—and better—reason to
iterate; one that involves acknowledging V is larger than naive chiral counting
suggests?

In 1998 Kaplan, Savage, and Wise took the argument that iterates of one-
pion exchange are smaller than VOPE itself to its logical and ostensibly absurd
conclusion [44,45]. They attempted a formulation of nuclear physics in which
one-pion exchange was perturbative. In particular, they identified a scale

ΛNN ≡
16πf2π
g2AMN

≈ 300 MeV (7)

below which one-pion exchange can be treated in perturbation theory and
above which it must be iterated. This analysis was later confirmed by Birse,
using renormalization-group methods [46]. Qualitatively ΛNN is the momen-
tum at which one-pion exchange becomes strong. It’s important to note that
ΛNN varies only weakly with quark mass, so one can’t force it to low or high
values by considering the chiral limit when mq → 0. Instead, it’s numerical
value is a result of the interplay of certain hadronic matrix elements. In certain
hadronic molecules where one-pion exchange is also present the corresponding
hadron matrix elements are small enough that ΛNN is a high scale and one-
pion exchange is perturbative [47,48]. But in the NN system ΛNN presents
a finite scale that’s well below Λb even when one considers the chiral limit.
Indeed Long and Yang have pointed out that numerical pre-factors can ren-
der ΛNN lower in some channels, e.g., in the 3P0 channel of NN scattering it
is of order 150 MeV, i.e., ΛNN ∼ mπ [49]. This means that, at least there,
one-pion exchange should be iterated already for momenta of order mπ. And
one could argue that ΛNN is close enough to mπ even in the 3S1-3D1 channel
that iteration is justified.

To incorporate the fact that pion-exchange is a strong force we identify
ΛNN as a low scale in the EFT. VOPE then formally becomes O(Q−1). Now
we are relying on a scale hierarchy

mπ ∼ p ∼< ΛNN � Λχ ∼< MN . (8)

For summaries of the consequences of this for the organization of the NN
potential see Refs. [50,51]. Equation (8) is quite a few scales, and that’s before
we discuss the need to integrate out “radiation pions” that are associated with
the scale

√
MNmπ [52,53]. Not to mention the fact that two low-lying hadronic

resonances, the σ and the ∆, also play a significant role in the NN force.
I think we probably live in an unfortunate 2 universe where these scales

are really too close together for there to be a straightforward EFT that can

2 Or maybe fortunate? If the NN force was not this complicated perhaps we wouldn’t be
here?
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be constructed for nuclear forces. There’s a reason the nuclear-force problem
occupied so many person-hours between 1932 [54], when Chadwick discovered
the neutron, and 1990, when Weinberg wrote Ref. [19]. Weinberg’s simplifica-
tion of that problem launched χEFT and revolutionized the study of nuclear
forces, but it did so partly by eliding the many scales that play a role in nuclear
forces and making the problem as simple as it would be if we lived in a world
where mπ and ΛNN were much smaller than all other relevant momentum
scales.

4 Weinberg’s toy model begets a cross-sub-field research program

All of us who have sat down and numerically solved a regulated version of the
Schrödinger equation with the potential given by Eq. (3) know that the value
obtained for the low-energy constants C3S1

and C1S0
depends on the scale of

regularization and the renormalization scheme adopted, see Refs. [12,55,56,57,
58] for explicit examples. The renormalization group describes the evolution
of these LECs as the renormalization scale, µ is changed [46]. Suppose, then,
that we evolve the renormalization scale down to a value µ ∼< mπ. At this
resolution scale pions are integrated out of the theory; all the physics of s-
wave NN interactions resides in the two contact interactions 3. At resolution
scales µ < mπ the Lagrangian has little to do with chiral symmetry, since the
connection to the mq → 0 limit is lost for values of µ this low. With one-pion
exchange integrated out what we have left is the leading-order Lagrangian of
“pionless EFT”.

That Lagrangian, which includes only the two contact interactions present
in Eq. (3), was written down by Weinberg in his seminal papers. The NN
contact interactions are of chiral order 0, which makes an interesting contrast
with pion-nucleon interactions. The pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson nature of
the pion means that pion-nucleon interactions always involve a power of the
pion momentum or the quark mass. All pion interactions have a chiral order of
at least 1. Nucleon-nucleon interactions are not protected by chiral symmetry
in this way: the NN amplitude has no Adler zeros. Chiral symmetry predicts
that NN interactions are stronger then πN or ππ interactions.

But, as already discussed, an interaction of chiral order 0 is not enough to
justify iteration. In the case of contact interactions the argument is even more
straightforward than the one given in the previous section. Let’s consider an
RG scale µ of order mπ. If C is natural with respect to µ and mπ, we have:

C ∼ 4π

MNmπ
, (9)

where the factor of MN in the denominator is a generic feature of LEC scalings
in non-relativistic EFTs [61]. Meanwhile, computing the diagram in Fig. 3

3 Contact interactions in higher partial waves are also induced [59,60].
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yields

Titerate contact(E) = C2

∫
d3p

1

E+ − p2

M

. (10)

The integral is linearly divergent. If evaluated using dimensional regularization
and minimal subtraction (DR + MS) one obtains a finite result [62]:

Titerate contact(E) = −C2 iMk

4π
⇒ |Titerate contact| ∼ C

k

mπ
(11)

where k =
√
ME. This evaluation obscures the presence of the divergence,

since the use of DR + MS assumes that all power-law divergences are renor-
malized by the LECs present at that order and does not keep track of them.
What DR + MS makes clear is that the (renormalized) one-loop diagram will
be suppressed compared to C itself for momenta k < mπ, i.e., the momenta
for which the EFT is valid.

Fig. 3 The diagram in which a NN contact interaction is iterated, see expression (10).

Weinberg did two very smart things in Ref. [20]. One was to iterate first and
worry about what justifies iteration afterwards. He realized that loop graphs
involving the contact interaction form a geometric series. If we continue to use
DR + MS to evaluate them, then the NN amplitude obtained after summing
the series is:

〈p|T (E)|p′〉 =

(
1

C
+
iMk

4π

)−1
. (12)

The corresponding S-matrix is unitary. By matching to the leading-order
effective-range expansion we obtain the renormalization condition for C:

CDR+MS =
4πa

M
(13)

where a is the NN scattering length. This brings me to the second smart
thing Weinberg did. Or, more correctly, to something he did not do. He did
not use DR + MS to evaluate the integral. Instead he only computed the
“renormalized” value of C, CR, i.e., the value one gets after absorbing into 1/C
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the divergent part of the integral in Eq. (10) 4. Because that linear divergence
is zero in DR + MS CDR+MS = CR.

Regardless of whether Eq. (13) is for CR or C the value on the right-
hand side is not natural, since the NN scattering lengths of 5.4 fm in the 3S1

channel and −23 fm in the 1S0 channel are markedly larger than 1/mπ. Indeed,
C →∞ as 1

a → 0, i.e., as we approach the unitarity limit where T ∼ 1/p and
no length scales are left in the problem. The fact that C is directly related to an
unnaturally large physical scale when DR + MS is employed leads immediately
to difficulties organizing higher-order terms in the EFT expansion [62,63].
Weinberg knew to quit when he was ahead; he never did explain how to extend
his scheme for computing the NN amplitude with contact interactions to the
case of contact interactions with derivatives.

The pathway out of this difficulty was worked out in the late ’90s, some
5-10 years after Weinberg’s initial papers. Two-body systems with large scat-
tering lengths correspond to bound states (or anti-bound states) with shallow
binding. In this case the kinetic energy p2/M and the potential energy can
both be sizable, but they cancel almost completely to yield an overall energy
of the quantum state that is close to zero. Minimal Subtraction obliterates
this fine tuning between kinetic and potential energy since the integral that
corresponds to the effects of the (virtual) kinetic energy of particles inside the
quantum potential has its real part set to zero. If a cutoff regulator is used to
compute the integral in Eq. (11) the fine tuning is preserved [64]. But power
counting at the level of the potential/Lagrangian is then unclear [65].

Kaplan, Savage, and Wise’s elegant Power-law Divergence Subtraction
(PDS) scheme builds in the cancellation of kinetic and potential energy but
emphasizes their scheme-dependence and non-observability, since both become
dependent on the PDS scale µ [44,45]. In PDS

Titerate contact(E) = −C2M

4π
(µ+ ik), (14)

and

C =
4π

M

(
1

a
− µ

)−1
. (15)

Power counting at the level of the LECs can now be accomplished, provided
µ is chosen to be of order k. In that case C2(µ)p2 is smaller than C(µ) by
an amount ∼ k/mπ. In fact, Eq. (15) is anticipated in Eq. (23) of Ref. [20],
where Weinberg discusses choosing a renormalization point corresponding to
E = −µ2/MN , Such use of “subtractive renormalization” for NN EFT was
then championed by Gegelia in Ref. [66] and several subsequent works.

Weinberg did point out that (his version of) Eq. (15) and the large values
of a in the NN problem imply that the NN system is close to an infra-red fixed
point. PDS “works” because it organizes the EFT as an expansion around
that fixed point [67,68]. Denoting R ∼ 1/mπ as the range of the nuclear
force the NN amplitude T is simultaneously expanded in kR and R/a. That is

4 I thank Jambul Gegelia for correcting my initial text on this point.
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particularly clear in PDS, but, in fact, T can be expanded in these two small
parameters without the need to choose any particular subtraction scheme [67,
68]. Provided all counterterms needed for renormalization at a particular order
in the expansion are present any subtraction scheme gives the same answer
for T up to that order [67]. All subtraction schemes give the same physical
amplitude. But some subtraction schemes give more physical amplitudes than
others.

These efforts of the late 1990s to consistently formulate pionless EFT pro-
duced a theory whose renormalization and convergence pattern are very well
understood. Computations to high-order in the NN system followed rapidly [69,
70,71]. A lasting consequence of this effort was the realization that the contact
interaction C has to be enhanced over its naive chiral order of 0 in order to
justify iteration. If 1/a is a light scale and µ ∼ k is also a light scale then the
C of Eq. (15) is O(Q−1). Together with the counting of loops as O(Q) this
justifies iteration of the potential. Considering ΛNN as a light scale can be
similarly regarded as promoting one-pion exchange to O(Q−1) [46].

Because pionless EFT is not specific to nuclear physics it can, in fact, be
used to compute any quantum few-body problem with large scattering lengths,
e.g., 4He dimers, trimers, and tetramers.. Of course, calling it “pionless EFT”
is a bit odd in such a circumstance: perhaps “Short-Range EFT” (SREFT) is
better, since ultimately the EFT is based on the scale hierarchy R� |a|, i.e.,
it’s built for systems where the two-body scattering length is large compared
to the range of the inter-particle potential, R.

When the SREFT Lagrangian was applied to the three-nucleon system it
was found that a three-body force was required at leading order in the EFT in
order to prevent the three-nucleon system collapsing (“Thomas collapse”) [14,
15]. This seems to destroy a selling point of chiral EFT, that three-body forces
are suppressed compared to two-body forces, and it took some people, myself
included, a while to get used to the idea of leading-order three-body forces.
But from a renormalization-group perspective it is not shocking that the size
of three-body forces depends on the resolution scale. In systems where |a| � R
they become a leading-order effect for µ ∼< 1/R.

The presence of a three-body force at leading order is related to pionless
EFT’s realization of famous few-body phenomena such as the Efimov effect [72]
and the Phillips line [73]. The latter is a correlation between the doublet nd
scattering length and the triton binding energy. It had been observed in three-
body calculations with different NN potentials [73,74]. Bedaque, Hammer,
and van Kolck showed that this correlation is a straightforward consequence
of the need for a three-body force at leading order in pionless EFT. Later work
established that the Tjon line—the correlation between three- and four-body
binding energies—can also be understood in this way [75]. This shows that
these famous few-nucleon correlations have nothing to do with QCD. They
don’t even stem from the one-pion-exchange piece of the nuclear force. Instead,
they are driven solely by the proximity of the NN system to the unitarity limit
in which |a| → ∞. And the systematic character of pionless EFT means that



What hath Weinberg wrought? 13

we can predict the order at which the correlation will be broken: O(R2/a2)
for the Phillips line [76,77] and O(R/a) for the Tjon line [78].

These insights opened up new connections between nuclear physics and
other quantum few-body problems. SREFT was very profitably applied to cold
atomic gases near a Feshbach resonance, where it facilitated the diagnosis of
the Efimov effect in systems of 133Cs atoms. In Ref. [79] the location of a loss
feature as a function of two-body scattering length was predicted based on
a universal correlation derived in SREFT [80,16]. Subsequently Hammer and
Platter predicted that, in the unitarity limit, each Efimov trimer is associated
with two Efimov tetramers, and they predicted the binding energies of those
tetramers based on a SREFT calculation [81]. This prediction was confirmed
in subsequent experiments in Innsbruck [82].

Two-body bound states in which R � |a| only exist because of quantum
tunneling, since the particles spend much of their time outside the potential,
i.e., beyond the classical regime. This is an alternative way to understand
the regime in which SREFT is applicable: it’s the EFT of states for which
tunneling is essential to their existence. Particles spend most of their time
outside the potential, so its details don’t affect them very much. Halo nuclei,
in which one or more neutrons or protons have a significant fraction of their
wave function outside the mean-field potential generated by the bulk of the
nucleons in the nucleus, are an example of this phenomenon. SREFT has found
rich applications in those systems [18], where it has revealed several universal
correlations between observables. The search is on for more of these universal
correlations and for manifestations of the Efimov effect in the nuclear context.
Further discussion of Halo EFT can be found in the contribution of Capel to
this volume [83].

5 Weinberg’s nuclear-physics legacies: universality, chiral forces,
error bars, and a more virtuous explanation of few-nucleon physics

I find it amusing that a calculation in the second of Weinberg’s papers that
seems to be there mainly as an example of how to solve the Schrödinger equa-
tion with a singular potential generated such research activity. It’s a great
example of the law of unintended consequences of research. That particular
(and unintended?) legacy of Weinberg’s work ultimately has had wider appli-
cability across few-body physics than the chiral Lagrangians he wrote down
and organized to understand the nuclear force.

But that work on chiral Lagrangians launched literally a 1000 subsequent
investigations. For most nuclear physicists the legacy of the papers this volume
celebrates is that they transformed the way nuclear potentials were computed.
In tandem with advances in scientific computing power and the development
of powerful new many-body techniques nuclear potentials derived in χEFT
revolutionized the study of nuclear structure. As a result we are now in the
situation where ab initio calculations with potentials that are the descendants
of the ones Weinberg wrote down are carried out for a wide variety of nu-
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clei and a number of different processes. Nuclear forces derived from chiral
Lagrangians provide a good description of a tremendous amount of three-
nucleon data [84,85], reproduce properties of nuclei containing more than 100
nucleons [9,10], and—when combined with consistently calculated currents—
describe electroweak observables in light nuclei with high precision [43,86,87,
88,89]

But why did the Weinberg way win? After all, the ab initio calculations
I mentioned in the previous paragraph could be (and sometimes are) carried
out with with the non-χEFT AV18 [90] or CD-Bonn potentials [91]—or with
suitably evolved and softened versions thereof [92,93]. Perhaps the biggest
influence of Weinberg’s papers on nuclear physics is that they became part of
a change in the philosophy of nuclear theorists. Many of us were discontented
with calculations whose sole justification was ”Well, that’s what my model
says”. χEFT gave us a better way to calculate.

In χEFT you don’t guess the mechanisms you think will be important, you
organize them according to power counting in Q. This makes χEFT predic-
tive in a way that few-nucleon calculations before 1990 were not. Prediction in
those models sometimes worked, if it was done with models that were carefully
calibrated to the relevant data, see, e.g., the lovely work on pp fusion of Schi-
avilla, Stoks, and collaborators [94]. But sometimes it didn’t, with my favorite
example being the deuteron quadrupole moment [95,96]. Fitting on-shell NN
data gets you some things very well, but not others. In χEFT that’s not a
surprise, because “everything that is not forbidden is allowed”: eventually, at
some order in Q, all mechanisms not forbidden by symmetries enter the ampli-
tude. This means that two-body currents and higher-body forces—mechanisms
not constrained by NN data or current conservation—eventually show up any
time you calculate something other than NN scattering. But, if using your
NN force model and a one-body operator to calculate something doesn’t put
you on top of the data you no longer get to just shrug your shoulders and
say “I guess my potential doesn’t work for that quantity”. χEFT tells you
when those other mechanisms show up and it tells you how they are related
to other processes. And then it tells you what the residual uncertainty in your
calculation is, because you know if you stopped at order Qk your amplitude is
missing stuff that is O(Qk+1). I still remember Rob Timmermans saying, dur-
ing one of the many heated exchanges at the Trento nuclear-forces workshop
in 1999 [97]: “Real theorists have error bars”. χEFT gave nuclear theorists
the chance to get themselves some error bars. And we are getting better and
better at producing realistic error bars for nuclear-physics calculations [98,99,
100,101,102,103,104].

Philosophers of science talk about a set of “Explanatory Virtues”. If one
theory has more Explanatory Virtues than Theory B it’s a better explanation.
Matthew van Cleave [105] lists the virtues as:

1. “Explanatoriness: Explanations must explain all the observed facts.
2. Depth: Explanations should not raise more questions than they answer.
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3. Power: Explanations should apply in a range of similar contexts, not just
the current situation in which the explanation is being offered.

4. Falsifiability: Explanations should be falsifiable—it must be possible for
there to be evidence that would show that the explanation is incorrect.

5. Modesty: Explanations should not claim any more than is needed to explain
the observed facts. Any details in the explanation must relate to explaining
one of the observed facts.

6. Simplicity: Explanations that posit fewer entities or processes are prefer-
able to explanations that posit more entities or processes. All other things
being equal, the simplest explanation is the best. (Occam’s Razor.)

7. Conservativeness: Explanations that force us to give up fewer well-established
beliefs are better than explanations that force us to give up more well-
established beliefs.”

Weinberg’s papers gave us a way to understand few-nucleon systems that was
Explanatory, Deep, Powerful, Falsifiable, and Simple. No wonder that in the
late ’90s several young post-docs and students, as well as a number of more
established scientists, voted with their feet and chose to work on χEFT.

As I’ve tried to emphasize here, a number of rather foundational questions
regarding the computation of nuclear forces from chiral Lagrangians remain
open. But the clear legacy of Weinberg’s papers is that they produced dramatic
shifts in the technical direction and epistemological orientation of theoretical
work on few- and many-nucleon systems. Nuclear physics hasn’t been the same
since—and that’s a good thing.
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43. A. A. Filin, D. Möller, V. Baru, E. Epelbaum, H. Krebs and P. Reinert, Phys. Rev. C
103, no.2, 024313 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.103.024313.

44. D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage and M. B. Wise, “A New expansion for nucleon-nucleon
interactions,” Phys. Lett. B 424, 390-396 (1998) doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(98)00210-X.

45. D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage and M. B. Wise, “Two nucleon systems from effective field
theory,” Nucl. Phys. B 534, 329-355 (1998) doi:10.1016/S0550-3213(98)00440-4.

46. M. C. Birse, “Power counting with one-pion exchange,” Phys. Rev. C 74, 014003 (2006)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.74.014003.

47. S. Fleming, M. Kusunoki, T. Mehen and U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. D 76, 034006 (2007)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.76.034006.

48. M. P. Valderrama, “Power Counting and Perturbative One Pion Exchange in Heavy
Meson Molecules,” Phys. Rev. D 85, 114037 (2012) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.85.114037.

49. B. Long and C. J. Yang, “Renormalizing chiral nuclear forces: a case study of 3P0,”
Phys. Rev. C 84, 057001 (2011) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.84.057001.

50. M. C. Birse, “More effective theory of nuclear forces,” PoS CD09, 078 (2009)
doi:10.22323/1.086.0078.

51. D. R. Phillips, “Recent results in chiral effective field theory for the NN system,” PoS
CD12, 013 (2013) doi:10.22323/1.172.0013.

52. S. Fleming, T. Mehen and I. W. Stewart, “NNLO corrections to nucleon-nucleon scat-
tering and perturbative pions,” Nucl. Phys. A 677, 313-366 (2000) doi:10.1016/S0375-
9474(00)00221-9.



18 Daniel R. Phillips

53. J. Mondejar and J. Soto, “The nucleon-nucleon potential beyond the static approxima-
tion,” Eur. Phys. J. A 32, 77-85 (2007) doi:10.1140/epja/i2006-10357-4.

54. H. A. Bethe, “What holds the nucleus together?”, Scientific American, September 1953.
55. S. R. Beane, P. F. Bedaque, M. J. Savage and U. van Kolck, “Towards a perturba-

tive theory of nuclear forces,” Nucl. Phys. A 700, 377-402 (2002) doi:10.1016/S0375-
9474(01)01324-0.

56. M. Pavon Valderrama and E. Ruiz Arriola, “Renormalization of NN-scattering
with one pion exchange and boundary conditions,” Phys. Rev. C 70, 044006 (2004)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.70.044006.

57. M. Pavon Valderrama and E. Ruiz Arriola, “Renormalization of the deuteron with one
pion exchange,” Phys. Rev. C 72, 054002 (2005) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.72.054002.

58. C. J. Yang, C. Elster and D. R. Phillips, “Subtractive renormalization of the NN scat-
tering amplitude at leading order in chiral effective theory,” Phys. Rev. C 77, 014002
(2008) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.77.014002.

59. A. Nogga, R. G. E. Timmermans and U. van Kolck, “Renormalization of
one-pion exchange and power counting,” Phys. Rev. C 72, 054006 (2005)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.72.054006.

60. D. Eiras and J. Soto, “Renormalizing the Lippmann-Schwinger equation for the one pion
exchange potential,” Eur. Phys. J. A 17, 89-102 (2003) doi:10.1140/epja/i2002-10138-1.

61. M. E. Luke and A. V. Manohar, “Bound states and power counting in effective field
theories,” Phys. Rev. D 55, 4129-4140 (1997) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.55.4129.

62. D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage and M. B. Wise, “Nucleon - nucleon scattering from effec-
tive field theory,” Nucl. Phys. B 478, 629-659 (1996) doi:10.1016/0550-3213(96)00357-4
[arXiv:nucl-th/9605002 [nucl-th]].

63. D. R. Phillips, S. R. Beane and T. D. Cohen, “Nonperturbative regularization and
renormalization: Simple examples from nonrelativistic quantum mechanics,” Annals Phys.
263, 255-275 (1998) doi:10.1006/aphy.1997.5771.

64. T. D. Cohen, “Regularization, renormalization and range: The Nucleon-
nucleon interaction from effective field theory,” Phys. Rev. C 55, 67-72 (1997)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.55.67.

65. S. R. Beane, T. D. Cohen and D. R. Phillips, “The Potential of effective field theory in
N N scattering,” Nucl. Phys. A 632, 445-469 (1998) doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00007-4.

66. J. Gegelia, “EFT and NN scattering,” Phys. Lett. B 429, 227-231 (1998)
doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(98)00460-2.

67. U. van Kolck, “Effective field theory of short range forces,” Nucl. Phys. A 645, 273-302
(1999) doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00612-5.

68. M. C. Birse, J. A. McGovern and K. G. Richardson, Phys. Lett. B 464, 169-176 (1999)
doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(99)00991-0.

69. J. W. Chen, G. Rupak and M. J. Savage, “Nucleon-nucleon effective field theory without
pions,” Nucl. Phys. A 653, 386-412 (1999) doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(99)00298-5.

70. G. Rupak, “Precision calculation of n p —> d gamma cross-section for big bang nucle-
osynthesis,” Nucl. Phys. A 678, 405-423 (2000) doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00323-7.

71. M. Butler and J. W. Chen, “Proton proton fusion in effective field theory to fifth order,”
Phys. Lett. B 520, 87-91 (2001) doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(01)01152-2.

72. V. N. Efimov, “Weakly bound states of three resonantly interacting particles,” Sov. J.
Nucl. Phys. 12, 589 (1971).

73. A. C. Phillips, “Consistency of the low-energy three-nucleon observables and the
separable interaction model,” Nucl. Phys. A 107, 209-216 (1968) doi:10.1016/0375-
9474(68)90737-9

74. A. W. Thomas and I. R. Afnan, “Charge symmetry as a constraint on off-shell ef-
fects in the three-nucleon system,” Phys. Lett. B 55, 425-429 (1975) doi:10.1016/0370-
2693(75)90546-8.

75. L. Platter, H. W. Hammer and U. G. Meissner, “On the correlation between the bind-
ing energies of the triton and the alpha-particle,” Phys. Lett. B 607, 254-258 (2005)
doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2004.12.068.

76. P. F. Bedaque, G. Rupak, H. W. Griesshammer and H. W. Hammer, “Low-energy
expansion in the three-body system to all orders and the triton channel,” Nucl. Phys. A
714, 589-610 (2003) doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(02)01402-1.

http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9605002


What hath Weinberg wrought? 19

77. C. Ji and D. R. Phillips, “Effective Field Theory Analysis of Three-Boson Sys-
tems at Next-To-Next-To-Leading Order,” Few Body Syst. 54, 2317-2355 (2013)
doi:10.1007/s00601-013-0710-5.

78. B. Bazak, J. Kirscher, S. König, M. Pavón Valderrama, N. Barnea and U. van Kolck,
“Four-Body Scale in Universal Few-Boson Systems,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 143001 (2019)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.143001.

79. T. Kraemer et al., Evidence for Efimov quantum states in an ultracold gas of caesium
atoms, Nature 440, 315-318 (2006) doi:10.1038/nature04626.

80. P. F. Bedaque, E. Braaten and H. W. Hammer, “Three body recombination
in Bose gases with large scattering length,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 908-911 (2000)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.908.

81. H. W. Hammer and L. Platter, “Universal Properties of the Four-Body System with
Large Scattering Length,” Eur. Phys. J. A 32, 113-120 (2007) doi:10.1140/epja/i2006-
10301-8.

82. F. Ferlaino, S. Knoop, M. Berninger, W. Harm, J. P. D’Incao, H. C. Nagerl and
R. Grimm, “Evidence for Universal Four-Body States Tied to an Efimov Trimer,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 102, 140401 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.140401.

83. P. Capel, “Combining Halo-EFT descriptions of nuclei and precise models of nuclear
reactions,” [arXiv:2109.10741 [nucl-th]].

84. N. Kalantar-Nayestanaki, E. Epelbaum, J. G. Messchendorp and A. Nogga, “Signatures
of three-nucleon interactions in few-nucleon systems,” Rept. Prog. Phys. 75, 016301 (2012)
doi:10.1088/0034-4885/75/1/016301.

85. E. Epelbaum, J. Golak, K. Hebeler, H. Kamada, H. Krebs, U. G. Meißner, A. Nogga,
P. Reinert, R. Skibiński and K. Topolnicki, et al. “Towards high-order calculations of
three-nucleon scattering in chiral effective field theory,” Eur. Phys. J. A 56 (2020) no.3,
92 doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-020-00102-2.

86. D. R. Phillips, “Electromagnetic Structure of Two- and Three-Nucleon Systems: An
Effective Field Theory Description,” Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 66, 421-447 (2016)
doi:10.1146/annurev-nucl-102014-022321

87. A. Ekström, G. R. Jansen, K. A. Wendt, G. Hagen, T. Papenbrock, S. Bacca,
B. Carlsson and D. Gazit, “Effects of three-nucleon forces and two-body cur-
rents on Gamow-Teller strengths,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 113 (2014) no.26, 262504
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.262504.

88. G. B. King, L. Andreoli, S. Pastore and M. Piarulli, “Weak Transitions in Light Nuclei,”
Front. in Phys. 8 (2020), 363 doi:10.3389/fphy.2020.00363.

89. A. Baroni, G. B. King and S. Pastore, “Electroweak Currents from Chiral Effective
Field Theory,” [arXiv:2107.10721 [nucl-th]].

90. R. B. Wiringa, V. G. J. Stoks and R. Schiavilla, “An Accurate nucleon-nucleon
potential with charge independence breaking,” Phys. Rev. C 51, 38-51 (1995)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.51.38.

91. R. Machleidt, “The High precision, charge dependent Bonn nucleon-nucleon poten-
tial (CD-Bonn),” Phys. Rev. C 63, 024001 (2001) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.63.024001
[arXiv:nucl-th/0006014 [nucl-th]].

92. S. K. Bogner, T. T. S. Kuo and A. Schwenk, “Model independent low momen-
tum nucleon interaction from phase shift equivalence,” Phys. Rept. 386, 1-27 (2003)
doi:10.1016/j.physrep.2003.07.001.

93. S. K. Bogner, R. J. Furnstahl and R. J. Perry, “Similarity Renormaliza-
tion Group for Nucleon-Nucleon Interactions,” Phys. Rev. C 75, 061001 (2007)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.75.061001.

94. R. Schiavilla, V. G. J. Stoks, W. Gloeckle, H. Kamada, A. Nogga, J. Carlson, R. Mach-
leidt, V. R. Pandharipande, R. B. Wiringa and A. Kievsky, et al. “Weak capture of protons
by protons,” Phys. Rev. C 58, 1263 (1998) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.58.1263.

95. D. R. Phillips, “Higher order calculations of electron deuteron scattering in nuclear
effective theory,” Phys. Lett. B 567 (2003), 12-22 doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00867-0.

96. D. R. Phillips, “Chiral effective theory predictions for deuteron form factor ratios at
low Q2,” J. Phys. G 34, 365-388 (2007) doi:10.1088/0954-3899/34/2/015.

97. R. Timmermans, Talk at ECT* Workshop on Nuclear Forces, Trento, Italy, July 1999.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.10741
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.10721
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0006014


20 Daniel R. Phillips

98. R. J. Furnstahl, D. R. Phillips and S. Wesolowski, “A recipe for EFT uncertainty
quantification in nuclear physics,” J. Phys. G 42, no.3, 034028 (2015) doi:10.1088/0954-
3899/42/3/034028.

99. X. Zhang, K. M. Nollett and D. R. Phillips, “Halo effective field theory con-
strains the solar 7Be + p → 8B + γ rate,” Phys. Lett. B 751, 535-540 (2015)
doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2015.11.005.

100. P. Premarathna and G. Rupak, “Bayesian analysis of capture reactions 3He(α, γ)7Be
and 3H(α, γ)7Li,” Eur. Phys. J. A 56, no.6, 166 (2020) doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-020-
00113-z.

101. A. A. Filin, V. Baru, E. Epelbaum, H. Krebs, D. Möller and P. Reinert, “Extraction of
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