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We construct a relativistic chiral nucleon-nucleon interaction up to the next-to-next-to-leading order in covari-
ant baryon chiral perturbation theory. We show that a good description of the np phase shifts up to Tlab = 200
MeV and even higher can be achieved with a χ̃2/d.o.f. less than 1. Both the next-to-leading order results and
the next-to-next-to-leading order results describe the phase shifts equally well up to Tlab = 200 MeV, but for
higher energies, the latter behaves better, showing satisfactory convergence. The relativistic chiral potential
provides the most essential inputs for relativistic ab initio studies of nuclear structure and reactions, which has
been in need for almost two decades.

The nucleon-nucleon (NN ) interaction plays an essential
role in our microscopic understanding of nuclear physics.
Starting from the pioneering works of Weinberg [1–3], chiral
effective field theory (ChEFT) has been successfully applied
to derive the NN interaction. Nowadays the so-called chiral
nuclear forces have been constructed up to the fifth order [4–
6] and sixth order [7] and reached the level of the most refined
phenomenological forces, such as Argonne V18 [8] and CD-
Bonn [9], and have become the de facto standard in ab initio
nuclear structure and reaction studies [10–13].

Nonetheless, these forces are based on the non-relativistic
heavy baryon chiral perturbation theory(ChPT) and cannot be
used in relativistic many-body studies [14–18], for which till
now only the Bonn potential [19] has been widely used [20].
In addition, there are continuing discussions on the rele-
vance of renormalization group invariance and how the Wein-
berg power counting should be modified to allow for proper
non-perturbative renormalization group invariance [21, 22].
Lorentz covariance, as one of the most fundamental require-
ments of Nature, may play a role here. It is particularly in-
spiring to note that in the one-baryon sector covariant baryon
ChPT has been shown to provide new perspectives on a
number of long standing puzzles, such as baryon magnetic
moments [23], Compton scattering off protons [24], pion-
nucleon scattering [25], and baryon masses [26, 27]. See
Ref. [28] for a short review.

Recently, a covariant power counting approach similar to
the extended-on-mass-shell scheme in the one-baryon sec-
tor [29, 30] was proposed to describe the NN interac-
tion [31, 32]. 1 At leading order (LO), the covariant scheme
has been successfully tested in the NN system [31, 37–40],
hyperon-nucleon system [41–46], and ΛcN system [47, 48].

1 We note that a modified Weinberg’s approach to the NN scattering prob-
lem was proposed in Ref. [33], which employs time-ordered perturbation
theory and relies on the manifestly Lorentz-invariant effective Lagrangian
and aims at improving the UV behavior of Weinberg’s approach [34–36].

In addition to providing already a reasonable description of
the J = 0, 1 np phase shifts at LO, it also shows some inter-
esting features of proper effective field theories. In Ref. [37],
it was shown that for the 1S0 partial wave, some of the typical
low energy features can be reproduced at LO, contrary to the
conventional Weinberg approach. In addition, it also shows
improved renormalization group invariance, for example, in
the 3P0 channel [40]. In Ref. [49], it was shown in a hy-
brid phenomenological approach that the LO relativistic three-
body interaction leads to a satisfactory description of polar-
ized pd scattering data in the whole energy range below the
deuteron breakup threshold, solving the longstandingAy puz-
zle thanks to the new terms considered in the 3N force. Fur-
thermore, in Ref. [50], it was shown that the relativistic effects
in the perturbative two-pion-exchange (TPE) contributions do
improve the description of the peripheral NN scattering data
compared to their non-relativistic counterparts. In Ref. [51],
the same feature is found also for the non-perturbative TPE
contributions.

Nonetheless, for realistic studies of nuclear structure and
reactions, the relativistic chiral force has to be constructed to
higher chiral orders. Furthermore, a complete understanding
of the relativistic chiral nuclear force beyond leading order is
also of high relevance. For such purposes, in the present work,
we construct the first accurate relativistic NN interaction up
to the next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO). 2

In order to take into account the non-perturbative nature
of the NN interaction, we solve the following relativistic
Blankenbecler-Sugar (BbS) equation [53],

T (p′,p, s) = V (p′,p, s)

+

∫
d3k

(2π)3
V (p′,k, s)

m2

Ek

1

q2
cm − k2 − iεT (k,p, s),

(1)

2 Recent studies show that the NNLO non-relativistic chiral forces can pro-
vide reliable inputs already, but the N3LO forces yield smaller uncertain-
ties [52]
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where |qcm| =
√
s/4−m2 is the nucleon momentum on the

mass shell in the center of mass (c.m.) frame, and a sharp
cutoff Λ is introduced to regularize the potential and its value
will be specified later. The momenta of the incoming, outgo-
ing, and intermediate nucleons are depicted in Fig. 1, consis-
tent with the 3D reduction of the Bethe-Salpeter equation to
the BbS equation [54].

(
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(
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(
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(
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= +

(
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FIG. 1. Relativistic kinematics of nucleon-nucleon scattering.

Up to NNLO, the relativistic chiral potential consists of the
following terms

V = V LO
CT +V NLO

CT +VOPE+V NLO
TPE +V NNLO

TPE −VIOPE, (2)

in which the first two terms refer to the LO [O(p0)] and NLO
[O(p2)] contact contributions, while the next three terms de-
note the one-pion exchange (OPE), leading, and subleading
TPE contributions. The last term represents the iterated OPE
contribution.

The chiral effective Lagrangians for the nucleon-nucleon
interaction in covariant baryon ChPT have been constructed
up to O(p4) in Ref. [32]. There are four contact terms at
LO, 13 terms at NLO, and no contact terms at NNLO. As
is argued in the Supplementary Material, the large subleading
TPE contributions affect the descriptions of some higher par-
tial waves, especially 3P2. Relevant discussions in the non-
relativistic cases can be found in Refs. [55–57]. In order to
partially compensate the large subleading TPE contributions
to the 3P2 channel, we promote two nominal N3LO contact
terms to NLO. Considering that in our covariant power count-
ing, the NLO contact terms already contain terms of O(p4)
as is depicted in the Supplementary Material, we promote the
same terms but originally counted as of N3LO to NLO for the
3P2-3F2 partial waves. This is equivalent to removing part
of the correlations between the higher order contact terms for
3P2-3F2 and the other J = 2 partial waves. Therefore, in the
end, we have in total 19 low-energy constants (LECs) up to
NNLO. We note that although this number is larger than that
of the non-relativistic NNLO potential (9) but smaller than
that of N3LO (24) [57, 58] 3. In our relativistic framework,
the 19 LECs contribute to all the partial waves with total an-
gular momentum J ≤ 2, which makes it impossible to reorga-
nize the LECs according to partial waves, different from the
non-relativistic cases 4. We refer to the Supplementary Ma-

3 It should be noted that the two isospin-violating LECs are not included
here. Furthermore, the results of Ref. [58] with which we compare were
obtained by setting c2,3,4 semi-free.

4 Note that in the non-relativistic framework, there is no LEC for the 3F2

partial wave up to N3LO.

terial for the explicit expressions of the LO and NLO contact
potentials.

For the treatment of non-perturbative OPE and TPE contri-
butions, we refer to Ref. [51]. In Table I, we show the values
of LECs needed to evaluate the OPE and TPE contributions.

TABLE I. Decay constant fπ (in units of MeV) [11], coupling con-
stant gA [11], and NLO πN couplings (in units of GeV−1) [59]
adopted for evaluating the OPE and TPE diagrams.

c1 c2 c3 c4 fπ gA

−1.39 4.01 −6.61 3.92 92.4 1.29

An important feature of ChEFT is that it allows for reli-
able uncertainty quantification. In the literature, two different
ways have been used to estimate the truncation uncertainties
of chiral nuclear forces. One is varying the cutoff in a rea-
sonable range, for example, from 450 MeV to 550 MeV [11].
The other is to treat the difference between the optimal results
obtained at different orders as the estimate of truncation un-
certainties [4]. Recently, a general Bayesian model has been
proposed [60–62] and applied in the latest non-relativistic
studies [63–65], which we follow in the present work. This
method is statistically well-established and can provide a sta-
tistical interpretation for the estimated uncertainties. For a
detailed account of the implementation of this approach in the
present study, see the Supplementary Material.

In Ref. [51], we showed that the higher partial waves which
do not receive contact contributions up to NNLO can be well
described with a cutoff of 0.9 GeV. In addition, only the
3D3 partial wave is sensitive to the cutoff, which implies that
higher order LECs are needed for this particular partial wave
to achieve renormalization group invariance. As a result, in
the fitting of the LECs at NLO and NNLO, we fix the cutoff
at 0.9 GeV.

Following the strategy adopted in non-relativistic studies,
e.g., Refs. [4, 68], we perform a global fit to the np phase
shifts for all the partial waves with total angular momen-
tum J ≤ 2 [67]. 5 For each partial wave, we choose
eight data points with laboratory kinetic energy Tlab =
1, 5, 10, 25, 50, 100, 150, 200 MeV for the fitting. The χ2-like
function to be minimized, χ̃2, is defined as

χ̃2 =
∑

i

(δi − δiPWA93)2, (3)

where δi are theoretical phase shifts or mixing angles, and
δiPWA93 are their empirical PWA93 counterparts [67]. A few
remarks are in order. First, the χ̃2 defined above does not
have proper statistic meaning, as no uncertainties are assigned
and the number of data fitted is a bit arbitrary (eight for each

5 For a justification of direct fits to phase shifts, see, Ref. [69]. An alternative
fit to the results of the Granada partial wave analysis [70–72] is given in
the Supplementary Material.
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TABLE II. LECs (in units of 104GeV−2) for the relativistic LO, NLO, and NNLO results shown in Fig. 2.

O1 O2 O3 O4 O5 O6 O7 O8 O9 O10 O11 O12 O13 O14 O15 O16 O17 D1 D2

LO −1.32 −0.21 −0.93 0.31

NLO −2.62 9.45 −5.42 −6.05 30.09 9.02 −9.19 8.74 4.74 7.02 3.52 11.42 −6.03 −20.55 −4.99 −12.80 6.30 0.42 0.28

NNLO −14.83 −2.25 −4.85 6.24 −0.82 1.96 −6.89 7.19 1.44 3.50 −8.10 −9.38 −4.33 −12.89 −12.26 −11.69 3.86 −1.88 −0.63

TABLE III. χ̃2 =
∑
i(δ

i − δiPWA93)2 of different chiral forces for partial waves up to J ≤ 2.

Total 1S0
3P0

1P1
3P1

3S1
3D1 ε1

1D2
3D2

3P2
3F2 ε2

NLO 17.02 1.02 7.04 0.46 0.33 1.80 1.69 0.15 2.18 1.35 0.95 0.01 0.04
NNLO 16.61 0.18 0.30 1.07 1.55 3.36 0.26 0.03 0.01 9.56 0.01 0.27 0.01

NR-N3LO-Idaho 8.84 1.53 0.30 2.41 0.04 2.33 1.00 0.02 0.57 0.42 0.17 0.03 0.02
NR-N3LO-EKM 16.08 13.45 0.29 0.34 0.06 0.01 0.13 0.01 0.02 0.43 0.12 1.22 0.00

partial wave in the present study). Second, as the same uncer-
tainties for the phase shifts and mixing angle are assumed, this
necessarily put more weights on those partial waves of large
magnitude, for example, 1S0 and 3S1.

The so-obtained fitting results are shown in Fig. 2, where
the theoretical uncertainties are obtained via the Bayesian
model explained in the Supplementary Material for a DoB
level of 68%. The corresponding LECs are given in Table II.
For comparison, we also show the non-relativistic N3LO re-
sults obtained with different strategies for regularizing chiral
potentials from Refs. [11, 58] and Refs. [4, 66] which are de-
noted as NR-N3LO-Idaho and NR-N3LO-EKM, respectively.
Comparing the LO, NLO, and NNLO results as well as the
uncertainties, it is clear that the chiral results are converging
reasonably well. In addition, the LECs look quite natural, par-
ticularly, those at NNLO, as the magnitude of most of them is
in between 1 ∼ 10, thoughO1,O14,O15, andO16 are perhaps
a little bit large, but not abnormally large.

First we notice that the NLO and NNLO relativistic results
describe the np phase shifts very well up to Tlab = 200 MeV,
at a level similar to the non-relativistic N3LO results. Par-
ticularly interesting is that the NLO and the NNLO results
also agree well with each other for Tlab ≤ 200 MeV, while
the NNLO results are in better agreement the PWA93 data
for larger kinetic energies. This demonstrates that the chiral
series converge well. On the other hand, for 3F2, the NLO
results are better, which can be attributed to the compromise
that one has to make to fit all the J = 2 partial waves with five
LECs to balance the large contributions of subleading TPE. It
can be largely improved once the correlation between the D-
waves with J = 2 and 3P2-3F2 are removed, i.e., theD-waves
and 3P2-3F2 are fitted separately or the cutoff is slightly mod-
ified. We note that in obtaining the NR-N3LO-Idaho results,
the phase shifts of this channel were lowered by a careful fine-
tuning of c2 and c4 [58].

The χ̃2’s for each partial wave are given in Table III. Judg-
ing from the total χ2, the quality of the relativistic fits is com-
patible to the non-relativistic N3LO results. Comparing the
NR-N3LO-EKM results with the relativistic NNLO results,

we find that although the total χ̃2’s are similar, they originate
from different partial waves. The largest contribution to the
total χ̃2 of NR-N3LO-EKM comes from the 1S0 partial wave
while that of our NNLO results originates from the 3D2 par-
tial wave. It should also be noted that if we set the cutoff at 0.8
GeV, we can achieve a total χ̃2 as small as 5.3 (see the Supple-
mentary Material for details), which is even smaller than that
of NR-N3LO-Idaho, which is about 9. However, as shown in
Ref. [51], the 3D3 partial wave cannot be well described with
a cutoff of 0.8 GeV. Therefore, in the present work, we stick
to the cutoff of 0.9 GeV. 6

To summarize, we constructed a relativistic chiral nucleon-
nucleon interaction up to the next-to-next-to-leading order in
covariant baryon chiral perturbation theory. The 19 low en-
ergy constants were fixed by fitting to all the partial wave
phase shifts with total angular momentum J ≤ 2. We ob-
tained a good description of the PWA93 phase shifts. The
next-to-leading order and the next-to-next-to-leading order re-
sults agree well with each other for Tlab ≤ 200 MeV, while
at higher energies the NNLO results agree better with the
PWA93 phase shifts. This demonstrated the convergence of
the covariant chiral expansions. Given the quality already
achieved in describing the np phase shifts, the NNLO rela-
tivistic chiral NN interaction provides the much wanted in-
puts for relativistic ab initio nuclear structure and reaction
studies. In particular, it may provide new insights into many
long-standing problems, e.g., the Ay puzzle, in combination
with the leading order relativistic 3N chiral force explored in
Ref. [49], which appears at NNLO.

6 It should be mentioned that the relatively large cutoff together with the
pion-nucleon couplings ci determined from pion-nucleon scattering (which
result in strongly attractive subleading TPE contributions in some chan-
nels) could lead to the appearance of deeply bound states (see Ref. [5] for
a detailed discussion). Although they are beyond the range of the EFT
and are irrelevant for the low-energy physics [68, 73], they could poten-
tially complicate many-body calculations (See Ref. [73] for a solution).
We leave a study of their impact on relativistic ab initio calculations to a
future work.
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FIG. 2. NN phase shifts for partial waves with J ≤ 2. The red solid lines denote the relativistic NNLO results obtained with a cutoff of
Λ = 0.9 GeV and the blue dashed lines denote the relativistic NLO results obtained with a smaller cutoff of Λ = 0.6 GeV. The corresponding
bands represent the uncertainties for a DoB level of 68%. For comparison, we also show the LO relativistic results (black dotted lines)
obtained with a cutoff of Λ = 0.6 GeV and the two sets of non-relativistic N3LO results NR-N3LO-Idaho (Λ = 0.5 GeV, green dash-dotted
lines) [11, 58] and NR-N3LO-EKM (cutoff = 0.9 fm, magenta short-dotted lines) [4, 66]. The black dots denote the PWA93 phase shifts [67].
The shaded regions denote that those data are not fitted and the corresponding relativistic results are predictions.
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Supplementary Material for “Accurate relativistic chiral nucleon-nucleon interaction up to NNLO”

In this supplemental material, we provide further details
that are useful to understand the results presented in the main
text.

FITS WITH 17 LECS

In this section, we present the NN scattering phase shifts
obtained in our NNLO chiral nuclear force with 17 LECs as
dictated in Ref. [1], and explain why two nominal N3LO con-
tact terms need to be promoted.

Following the same fitting strategy as detailed in the main
text, we obtain the results shown in Fig. 1. For compar-
ison, we also show the non-relativistic NNLO and N3LO
results which are referred to as “NR-NNLO” [2], “NR-
N3LO-Idaho” [3, 4], and “NR-N3LO-EKM” [5, 6], respec-
tively. In Table. I, we tabulate the χ̃2 obtained by fitting
to the PWA93 phase shifts at laboratory energies Tlab =
1, 5, 10, 25, 50, 100, 150, 200 MeV for each partial wave, as
well as the sum of them. Clearly, compared to the results
shown in the main text, only the 3P2 partial wave cannot be
satisfactorily described.

It was already noticed in Ref. [2] that the non-relativistic
subleading TPE potential is a bit strong such that the de-
scription of the phase shifts can be worsened at NNLO for
some partial waves, e.g., the 3P2 partial wave. This was
attributed to the dimensional regularization applied in regu-
larizing the TPE loop diagrams that takes into account the
high-momentum contribution of pion loops. Replacing the
dimensional regularization with the so-called spectrum func-
tional regularization, which is essentially a cutoff regulariza-
tion, improves the description of 3P2 at NNLO (but worsens
the description of some other partial waves [7–9]). On the
other hand, a better description with the dimensional regular-
ization can be obtained when the non-relativistic chiral poten-
tial was constructed up to N3LO [3], which yields results in
good agreement with the PWA93 phase shifts for all the par-
tial waves considered there (but with a dedicate fine-tuning of
the NLO πN LECs c2 and c4). In Refs. [5, 10], the authors
presented another high-quality non-relativistic chiral potential
with NLO πN LECs ci’s fixed using an appropriate regular-
ization in coordinate space. In addition, since there is no LEC
to balance the large TPE contributions except the cutoff and
the NLO LECs of πN scattering c1, c2, c3, c4, V NNLO

TPE intro-
duces strong cutoff dependence for the partial waves with or-
bital angular momentum L = 2, particularly, 3D3. This prob-
lem can be alleviated after the non-relativistic chiral potential
is constructed up to N3LO in which new LECs are introduced.

In our study, we find that the relativistic potential also suf-
fers from the two problems mentioned above but to a less ex-
tent. The contributions from the relativistic V NNLO

TPE is large
and compatible with (but smaller than) their corresponding

non-relativistic counterparts [11].
The large subleading TPE contributions force the 3P2 phase

shifts to drop down with increasing Tlab. To compensate
them, we promote two of the higher order contact terms to
NLO for the 3P2-3F2 coupled channel, which is equivalent to
breaking the correlations between the J = 2 partial waves. In
the following we explain in detail how we achieved this.

In our covariant power counting scheme [1], the NLO con-
tact terms for the J = 2 partial waves already contain nomi-
nally higher order contact terms (in the language of HBChPT)
as is explicitly exhibited in Eq. (22). Obviously, for the two
D-waves, at this order, the contact terms are counted nomi-
nally as of O(p4). For 3P2, the first term is counted as of
order O(p2), while the other two terms are of order O(p4)
and O(p6), respectively. The situation is similar for 3F2 and
the off-diagonal 3P2-3F2. This way, we have in total eight dif-
ferent structures, corresponding to eight combinations of the
NLO LECs(O5,...,17) for all the J = 2 partial waves, while
only three of them are independent.

On the other hand, at N3LO, the contact terms contain
the same structures of nominal order O(p4) for these par-
tial waves. The only difference is that at N3LO, the co-
efficients for these terms are composed of the N3LO LECs
(O18,...,40) [1]. The relevant terms of order O(p4) for 3P2 and
3P2-3F2 at N3LO read

V N3LO
3P2 = D1

πpp′(∆p +∆p′)

m3
,

V N3LO
3P2−3F2 = D2

πpp′3

m3Np′
,

(1)

in which ∆p,∆p′ , Np′ are defined in Eq. (11). The D1 and
D2 are

D1 = (−2O18 −O19 −O20 − 10O21 − 9O22 − 10O24

− 10O25 + 10O26 − 20O27 − 2O28 −O29 −O30

− 10O31 − 9O32 − 10O33 − 12O34 + 12O35 − 16O36

− 10O37 − 14O38 + 14O39 − 12O40)/30,

D2 = −5

√
3

2
(2O18 +O19 +O20 −O22 + 2O28

+O29 +O30 −O32 + 2O34 − 2O35 − 4O36 + 4O38

− 4O39 − 8O40).

(2)

In the present work, we promote these two additional terms
of Eq. (1) from N3LO to V NLO

3P2 and V NLO
3P2−3F2 in Eq. (22).

This is equivalent to performing the following replacements,

C3P2
2 → C3P2

2 +D1, C3PF2
1 → C3PF2

1 +D2. (3)

This way, we break the correlation between C3P2
2 , C3PF2

1 ,
and the other six combinations. We have now five independent
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TABLE I. χ̃2 =
∑

i(δ
i − δiPWA93)

2 of different chiral forces of partial waves up to J ≤ 2.

Total 1S0
3P0

1P1
3P1

3S1
3D1 ϵ1

1D2
3D2

3P2
3F2 ϵ2

NNLO 51.64 0.29 0.29 1.13 1.50 3.40 0.01 0.15 0.01 9.71 34.73 0.41 0.03
NR-NNLO 289.59 2.68 27.49 2.32 20.96 0.62 0.25 1.55 0.06 12.47 217.42 2.52 1.26

NR-N3LO-Idaho 8.84 1.53 0.30 2.41 0.04 2.33 1.00 0.02 0.57 0.42 0.17 0.03 0.02
NR-N3LO-EKM 16.08 13.45 0.29 0.34 0.06 0.01 0.13 0.01 0.02 0.43 0.12 1.22 0.00
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FIG. 1. NN phase shifts for the partial waves with total angular momentum J ≤ 2. The black solid lines denote the relativistic NNLO results
obtained with a cutoff Λ = 0.9 GeV. For comparison, we also show the non-relativistic results up to NNLO (NR-NNLO, Λ = 0.875 GeV, blue
dashed lines [2]) and N3LO (NR-N3LO-Idaho, Λ = 0.5 GeV, green dash-dotted lines [3, 4], and NR-N3LO-EKM, Λ = 0.9 fm, red dotted
lines [5, 6]). The black dots denote the empirical PWA93 phase shifts [12]. The shadows represent the energy regions not taken into account
in the fitting.
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combinations of LECs for the J = 2 partial waves instead of
three. We have checked that the two combinations D1 and D2

only contribute to the 3P2 and 3P2-3F2 partial waves, which
leads to a much better description of the 3P2 partial wave.
Therefore, in total, we have 19 LECs for the NNLO potential
presented in the main text.

INFLUENCE OF CUTOFF VARIATIONS FROM 0.8 GEV TO
0.9 GEV

In Fig. 2, we compare the relativistic NNLO fits obtained
with a cutoff of 0.9 GeV and 19 LECs and those obtained
with a smaller cutoff of 0.8 GeV. With the cutoff switched
to 0.8 GeV, we obtain a relatively better description of 3P0,
3D2, and 3F2 for Tlab ≤ 200 MeV and thus a much smaller
χ̃2 ∼ 5.3. Clearly, the cutoff dependence is visible only for
the 3F2, 3D2 phase shifts and the mixing angle ϵ2 at higher
kinetic energies. This indicates that for these partial waves,
inclusion of higher chiral order contributions is necessary.

For the 3D3 partial wave to which no contact term con-
tributes, the phase shifts are more sensitive to the choice of
the cutoff as is shown in Fig. 6. This is the main reason why
we stick to the cutoff of 0.9 GeV. However, we find that once
the N3LO contact terms are introduced, the cutoff dependence
can be largely suppressed.

COMPARISON WITH THE BONN POTENTIAL

For years, in relativistic studies of nuclear structure and re-
actions, the Bonn potential developed in the 1980’s has been
the only choice [14]. In Figs. 3 and 4, we compare the phase
shifts for partial wave with J ≤ 7. It is clear that on average
the relativistic chiral nuclear force provides a better descrip-
tion of the PWA93 phase shifts than the Bonn potential, for
example, 1S0, 3P0, 3D1, and 3D3.

FIT TO THE GRANADA PWA

In the main text, we have fitted our relativistic chiral nu-
clear force to the Nijgemen 93 partial wave phase shifts [12],
which have been used as benchmark purposes for most previ-
ous studies. Starting from 2013 [15], the Granada group has
started a new partial wave analysis of the nucleon-nucleon
scattering data, employing chiral TPE potentials, providing
uncertainties, as well as taking into account correlations [16–
18]. As a result, it is interesting to fit our relativistic chiral nu-
clear force to the Granada phaseshifts [17]. As uncertainties
are provided in Ref. [17], we perform a standard χ2 fit. The
results are shown in Fig. 5 labeled as “NNLO-G”, in com-
parison with the results obtained by fitting to the Nijmegen
phase shifts and the N3LO results of Refs. [3–6]. Clearly, we
can also obtain satisfactory fits. Comparing the Nijmegen and
Granada phaseshifts, one can see some visable differences in

certain channels, such as 3P2, 3F2, and ε2, which is mainly
due to the fact that charge symmetry breaking is considered
for certain P -waves in Ref. [17]. One can see that the two
N3LO non-relativistic chrial nuclear forces yield results in
better agreement with the Nijmegen PWA results. On the
other hand, in the covariant framework, taking into account
theoretical uncertainties, the two fits (to either the Nijmegen
or the Granada phase shifts) are consistent with each other.

COMPARISON WITH THE NONRELATIVISTIC N3LO
RESULTS FOR HIGHER PARTIAL WAVES

In Fig. 6, we compare the NR-N3LO-Idaho [3, 4] and the
NR-N3LO-EKM [5, 6] chiral force with the relativistic NNLO
chiral force for peripheral partial waves with J ≤ 4 and
L ≤ 4. Higher partial waves are not explicitly shown since
for them the OPE plays the dominant role.

The χ̃2 for each partial wave are collected in Table II.
Clearly for these partial waves, the relativistic NNLO results
are as good as or even slightly better than the nonrelativis-
tic N3LO results for Tlab ≤ 200 MeV except for 3F4. For
3D3 and 1F3, our relativistic NNLO results and NR-N3LO-
EKM are not able to describe well the high-momentum data,
while the NR-N3LO-Idaho results miss the data for Tlab ∈
[100,200] MeV. For 3F3, no results can reproduce the behav-
ior above Tlab = 200 MeV but the NR-N3LO-Idaho results
are slightly better. The large part of the χ̃2 for our relativistic
NNLO results comes from 3F4, in which the subleading TPE
is strong such that it shifts the results well above the PWA93
phase shifts, while the NR-N3LO-Idaho results behave much
better. For the G-waves and the mixing angle ϵ3, all three
results are in pretty good agreement with the empirical data
below Tlab = 200 MeV, while the NR-N3LO-Idaho results
tend to yield smaller values at higher energies.

Note for the peripheral partial waves shown in Fig. 6,
visable differences between the Nijmegen results and the
Granada results are found in the 3D3, 1F3, 3F3, and 3G4 chan-
nels. For these partial waves, the chiral phase shifts are predic-
tions. Although the central values of the chiral nuclear forces
agree better with the Nijmegen results, considering theoretical
uncertainties, they should be viewed more or less equivalent,
particularly for laboratory energies smaller than 200 MeV.

THE BAYESIAN MODEL FOR UNCERTAINTY
QUANTIFICATION

In this section, we briefly introduce the Bayesian model
proposed first in Refs. [19–21] and further improved in
Refs. [22–24].

In this approach, one first rewrites an observable X in terms
of dimensionless expansion coefficients ci as

X = Xref(c0 + c2Q
2 + c3Q

3 + · · · ). (4)
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FIG. 2. NN phase shifts for all the partial waves with J ≤ 2 obtained with a variation of the cutoff from 0.8 GeV to 0.9 GeV. The relativistic
NNLO results obtained with a cutoff of Λ = 0.8 GeV and Λ = 0.9 GeV are represented with red dashed lines and solid black lines,
respectively. The uncertainties due to the cutoff variation are denoted by red shadows.

TABLE II. χ̃2 =
∑

i(δ
i − δiPWA93)

2 of different chiral forces for partial waves shown in Fig. 6.

Total 3D3
1F3

3F3
3F4

3G3 ϵ3
1G4

3G4

NNLO 0.98 0.03 0.03 0.21 0.70 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
NR-N3LO-Idaho 1.73 0.58 0.73 0.13 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.15
NR-N3LO-EKM 3.00 0.56 1.44 0.28 0.54 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.13
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FIG. 3. NN phase shifts for all the partial waves with J ≤ 2 given by the relativistic NNLO chiral potential and the Bonn potential [13].
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FIG. 4. NN phase shifts for all the partial waves with 3 ≤ J ≤ 7 given by the relativistic NNLO chiral potential and the Bonn potential [13].

The chiral expansion parameter Q reads

Q = Max{ p

Λb
,
mπ

Λb
}, (5)

where p is the nucleon momentum in the c.m. frame and Λb

is the cutoff. As is shown in the main text, since the optimum
cutoff is determined to be 0.6 GeV at NLO but 0.9 GeV at
NNLO, we adopt Λb = 0.6 GeV, which results in more con-
servative estimates of truncation uncertainties.

More specifically, at NNLO, it is suggested [22] that Xref

can be defined as

Xref = Max{|XLO|, |X
LO −XNLO|

Q2
,
|XNLO −XNNLO|

Q3
},

(6)
where cm = 1,m ∈ {0, 2, 3} instead of Xref = |XLO| in
order to avoid possible underestimation of Xref .

With the assumption that the next h chiral orders dom-
inate the truncation errors and given the knowledge of
{ci≤k}, the dimensionless residue ∆k ≡ ∑∞

n=k+1 cnQ
n ≃∑k+h

n=k+1 cnQ
n obeys the following probability distribution

prh(∆|ci≤k) =

∫∞
0

dc̄ prh(∆|c̄)pr(c̄)
∏

i∈A pr(ci|c̄)∫∞
0

dc̄ pr(c̄)
∏

i∈A pr(ci|c̄)
, (7)

with A = {n ∈ N0|n ≤ k ∧ n ̸= 1 ∧ n ̸= m} and

prh(∆|c̄) = [
k+h∏

i=k+1

∫ ∞

−∞
dci pr(ci|c̄)]δ(∆−

k+h∑

j=k+1

cjQ
j),

(8)
where c̄ is the hyperparameter for the probability distribution
function pr(ci|c̄), which itself follows the log-uniform proba-
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FIG. 5. NN phase shifts for the partial waves with total angular momentum J ≤ 2. The red solid lines and the gray bands denote the
relativistic NNLO results fitting to the empirical PWA93 phase shifts [12] obtained with a cutoff Λ = 0.9 GeV and 68% DoB truncation
errors. The results fitting to the Granada data [17] are depicted with blue dashed lines labeled as “NNLO-G”. For comparison, we also show
the non-relativistic results up to N3LO (NR-N3LO-Idaho, Λ = 0.5 GeV, green dash-dotted lines [3, 4], and NR-N3LO-EKM, Λ = 0.9 fm,
magenta dotted lines [5, 6]). The black solid circles and triangles denote the empirical PWA93 phase shifts [12] and those of the Granada
Group [17]. The shadows represent the energy regions not taken into account in the fitting.

bility distribution as

pr(c̄) =
1

ln(c̄>/c̄<)

1

c̄
θ(c̄− c̄<)θ(c̄> − c̄). (9)

Following Refs. [20, 22], we utilize the Gaussian prior for

pr(ci|c̄) as

pr(ci|c̄) =
1√
2πc̄

e−c2i /2c̄
2

. (10)

In the practical application, as is suggested in Ref. [20], it is
efficient to take h = 10, c̄< = 0.5 and c̄> = 10.0. For
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FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 5 but for peripheral partial waves with J ≤ 4 and L ≤ 4. Note that for these partial waves, the chiral results are
predictions and independent from the partial wave analyses.

any given degree-of-belief (DoB) interval, the truncation un-
certainties ∆X = Xref∆k can be numerically obtained by
integrating over ∆.

CONTACT TERMS

In this section, we explicitly present the partial wave con-
tributions of the LO and NLO contact terms of our relativistic
chiral nuclear force. For simplification, we define

∆p = Ep −m, ∆p′ = Ep′ −m, (11)
Np = Ep +m, Np′ = Ep′ +m, (12)

Σ = EpEp′ +m2, Γ = EpEp′ −m2. (13)

The contributions of contact terms to each partial wave then
read

V LO
1S0 = 2π

(
2C1S0

1 + C1S0
2

Γ

m2

)

V LO
3P0 = −2πC3P0pp′

m2

V LO
1P1 = −2πC1P1pp′

3m2

V LO
3P1 = −4πC3P1pp′

3m2

V LO
3S1 = C3S1

1

4π
(
7m2 + 2m(Ep + Ep′)− 2EpEp′

)

9m2

+ C3S1
2

2

3
π

Γ

m2

V LO
3D1 = C3D1 8π∆p∆p′

9m2

V LO
3SD1 =

2
√
2π∆p′(6mC3SD1

1 + C3SD1
2 ∆p)

9m2

(14)
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V NLO
1S0 = C1S0

1 + C1S0
2

(∆p +∆p′)

m

+ C1S0
3

(
p2∆pEp′ + p′2∆p′Ep

)

m4

+ C1S0
4

p2p′2

m2NpNp′
+ C1S0

5

Σ
√
s(∆p +∆p′)

m4

+ C1S0
6

√
s∆p∆p′

m3
+ C1S0

7

(s+∆pEp +∆p′Ep′)

m2

+ C1S0
8

Γs

m4
+ C1S0

9

(∆pEp +∆p′Ep′)

m2

+ C1S0
10

∆p∆p′(Ep + Ep′)

m3
+ C1S0

11

∆p∆p′EpEp′

m4

(15)

V NLO
3P0 = C3P0

1

pp′

m2
+ C3P0

2

pp′(∆p +∆p′)

m3

+ C3P0
3

p3p′3

m4NpNp′
+ C3P0

4

pp′
√
s

m3

+ C3P0
5

pp′
√
s(∆p +∆p′)

m4
+ C3P0

6

pp′s
m4

+ C3P0
7

pp′(∆pEp +∆p′Ep′)

m4

(16)

V NLO
1P1 = C1P1

1

pp′

m2
+ C1P1

2

pp′(∆p +∆p′)

m3

+ C1P1
3

p3p′3

m4NpNp′
+ C1P1

4

pp′
√
s(Ep + Ep′)

m4

+ C1P1
5

pp′s
m4

+ C1P1
6

pp′(∆pEp +∆p′Ep′)

m4

(17)

V NLO
3P1 = C3P1

1

pp′

m2
+ C3P1

2

pp′(∆p +∆p′)

m3

+ C3P1
3

p3p′3

m4NpNp′
+ C3P1

4

pp′
√
s(Ep + Ep′)

m4

+ C3P1
5

pp′s
m4

+ C3P1
6

pp′(∆pEp +∆p′Ep′)

m4

(18)

V NLO
3S1 = C3S1

1

∆p +∆p′

m
+ C3S1

2

p2∆p + p′2∆p′

m3

+ C3S1
3

p2p′2

m2NpNp′
+ C3S1

4

∆p∆p′
(
p2 + p′2

)

m4

+ C3S1
5

√
s
(
p2 + p′2

)

m3
+ C3S1

6

√
s∆p∆p′

m3

+ C3S1
7

−4m2 + s+∆pEp +∆p′Ep′

m2

+ C3S1
8

s(∆p +∆p′)

m3
+ C3S1

9

s∆p∆p′

m4

+ C3S1
10

∆pEp +∆p′Ep′

m2
+ C3S1

11

∆p∆p′(Ep + Ep′)

m3

+ C3S1
12

√
s∆p∆p′(Ep + Ep′)

m4
+ C3S1

13

∆p∆p′EpEp′

m4

(19)

V NLO
3D1 = C3D1

1

∆p∆p′

m2
+ C3D1

2

∆p∆p′
(
p2 + p′2

)

m4

+ C3D1
3

√
s
(
p2∆p′ + p′2∆p

)

2m4
+ C3D1

4

p2p′2s
m4NpNp′

+ C3D1
5

∆p∆p′(Ep + Ep′)

m3
+ C3D1

6

∆p∆p′EpEp′

m4

(20)

V NLO
3SD1 = C3SD1

1

√
2∆p′

9m
+ C3SD1

2

√
2∆p′2Np′

9m3

+ C3SD1
3

√
2∆p∆p′

9m2
+ C3SD1

4

√
2∆p∆p′

(
p2 + p′2

)

9m4

+ C3SD1
5

√
2s∆p′ (

√
s+Np′)

9m3

+ C3SD1
6

√
2s∆p∆p′

9m3
+ C3SD1

7

√
2s∆p′

9m3

+ C3SD1
8

√
2s∆p∆p′

9m4
+ C3SD1

9

√
2∆p′Ep′

9m2

+ C3SD1
10

√
2∆p∆p′Ep′

9m3
+ C3SD1

11

√
2s∆p∆p′(Ep + Ep′)

9m4

+ C3SD1
12

√
2∆p∆p′Ep

9m3

+ C3SD1
13

√
2∆p∆p′EpEp′

9m4

(21)

V NLO
1D2 =

C1D2p2p′2

m4

V NLO
3D2 =

C3D2p2p2

m4

V NLO
3P2 = C3P2

1

pp′

m2
+ C3P2

2

pp′(∆p +∆p′)

m3

+ C3P2
3

p3p′3

m4NpNp′

V NLO
3F2 = C3F2

3

p3p′3

m4NpNp′

V NLO
3P2−3F2 = C3PF2

1

2
√

2
3

25

pp′3

m3Np′

+ C3PF2
2

√
2
3p

3p′3

25m4NpNp′

(22)

Note that a factor of π is omitted in Eqs. (15-22). The par-
tial wave combinations in terms of the LECs appear in the
covariant Lagrangians are given as follows.
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3
−O9

C3P1
4 = −4O6

3
− 4O8

3

C3P1
5 = −O14

3
+

2O15

3
− 2O16

3
− 4O6

3
+

4O7

3

C3P1
6 =

O10

3
− 2O11

3
+

2O12

3
− O14

3
+

2O15

3
− 2O16

3

− O6

3
+

O7

3
− O9

3
(27)

C3S1
1 = −O10 −O11 +O12 − 2O13 −O14 −

5O15

3

+
5O16

3
− 2O17

3
− 2O5

3
− O6

3
+

2O7

3
− 2O9

3

C3S1
2 = −O10

2
− 2O11

3
+

2O12

3
− 2O13

3
+

O14

2
+

2O15

3

− 2O16

3
+

2O17

3
− O6

6
− O7

6
+

O9

6

C3S1
3 = −4O10

3
− 4O11

9
+

4O12

3
− 4O14

9
+

4O15

9
+

4O16

9

+
16O17

9
− 2O5

3
− 2O6

3
+

14O7

9
+

4O8

9
+

4O9

9

C3S1
4 = −5O10

18
− 4O11

9
+

4O12

9
− 2O13

9
+

5O14

18
+

4O15

9

− 4O16

9
+

2O17

9
− O6

6
− O7

6
+

O9

6

C3S1
5 = −2O6

3
+

4O7

3
+ 2O8

C3S1
6 = −4O6

3
+

8O7

9
+

20O8

9

C3S1
7 = O14 +O15 −O16 + 2O17

C3S1
8 =

O14

2
+

2O15

3
− 2O16

3
+

2O17

3
− 2O6

3
− 2O7

3

C3S1
9 =

5O14

18
+

4O15

9
− 4O16

9
+

2O17

9
− 2O6

3
− 2O7

3

C3S1
10 = −O10 −O11 +O12 − 2O13 −

O6

3
+

2O7

3
− 2O9

3

C3S1
11 = −5O10

6
+

2O11

9
+

2O12

3
+

2O13

3
+

O14

6
+

14O15

9

− 2O16

3
+ 2O17 −

O6

2
+

23O7

18
+

4O8

9
+

13O9

18

C3S1
12 = −2O6

3
+

4O7

9
+

10O8

9

C3S1
13 = −O10

3
+

8O11

9
+

4O13

3
− O14

3
+

8O15

9
+

4O17

3

− O6

3
+O7 +

4O8

9
+O9

(28)
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C3D1
1 = −O10

3
+

10O11

9
+

2O12

3
+

8O13

3
− 11O14

9

+
2O15

9
+

14O16

9
+

8O17

9
+

O7

9
+

2O8

9
+

17O9

9

C3D1
2 = −2O10

9
− 2O11

9
+

2O12

9
− 4O13

9
+

2O14

9
+

2O15

9

− 2O16

9
+

4O17

9

C3D1
3 =

16O7

9
+

16O8

9

C3D1
4 =

2O14

9
+

2O15

9
− 2O16

9
+

4O17

9

C3D1
5 = −O10

3
+

10O11

9
+

2O12

3
+

8O13

3
− O14

3
+

10O15

9

+
2O16

3
+

8O17

3
+

5O7

9
+

2O8

9
+

13O9

9

C3D1
6 = −O10

3
+

10O11

9
+

2O12

3
+

8O13

3
− O14

3
+

10O15

9

+
2O16

3
+

8O17

3
+O7 +

2O8

9
+O9

(29)

C3SD1
1 = −12O15 + 12O16 + 24O17 − 12O5

− 6O6 − 6O7 + 6O9

C3SD1
2 = −3O11 + 3O12 + 6O13 + 3O15 − 3O16

− 6O17 − 3O6 − 3O7 + 3O9

C3SD1
3 = −5O11 − 3O12 − 6O13 − 2O14 − 7O15

−O16 − 10O17 − 6O5 − 6O6 − 5O7 + 2O8 + 5O9

C3SD1
4 = −O10

2
− 2O11 + 2O12 + 2O13 +

O14

2
+ 2O15

− 2O16 − 2O17 −
3O6

2
− 3O7

2
+

3O9

2

C3SD1
5 = −12O6 − 12O7

C3SD1
6 = −12O6 − 8O7 + 4O8

C3SD1
7 = 3O15 − 3O16 − 6O17

C3SD1
8 =

O14

2
+ 2O15 − 2O16 − 2O17 − 6O6 − 6O7

C3SD1
9 = −6O6 − 6O7 + 6O9

C3SD1
10 = −2O11 − 6O12 − 12O13 − 2O15 − 6O16

− 12O17 − 6O6 − 4O7 + 2O8 + 4O9

C3SD1
11 = −6O6 − 4O7 + 2O8

C3SD1
12 = −5O11 − 3O12 − 6O13 +O15 − 9O16

− 18O17 − 3O6 −O7 + 2O8 +O9

C3SD1
13 = −2O11 − 6O12 − 12O13 − 2O15 − 6O16

− 12O17 − 3O6 + 2O8

(30)

C1D2 = −2O10

15
− 8O13

15
− 2O14

15
− 8O17

15
− 2O7

15

− 4O8

15
− 2O9

15

C3D2 = −O10

5
+

2O11

5
− 2O12

5
− O14

5
+

2O15

5
− 2O16

5

− O7

5
− 2O8

5
− O9

5

C3P2
1 =

2O10

75
+

2O11

75
− 2O12

75
+

4O13

75
+

2O14

75
+

2O15

75

− 2O16

75
+

4O17

75
+

2O7

75
+

4O8

75
+

2O9

75

C3P2
2 =

O10

75
+

2O11

25
− 2O12

25
− 8O13

75
+

O14

75
+

2O15

25

− 2O16

25
− 8O17

75
+

O7

75
+

2O8

75
+

O9

75

C3P2
3 =

13O10

75
+

6O11

25
− 6O12

25
+

16O13

75
+

13O14

75

+
6O15

25
− 6O16

25
+

16O17

75
+

13O7

75
+

26O8

75
+

13O9

75

C3F2 =
4O10

25
+

4O11

25
− 4O12

25
+

8O13

25
+

4O14

25
+

4O15

25

− 4O16

25
+

8O17

25
+

4O7

25
+

8O8

25
+

4O9

25

C3PF2
1 = 5O11 − 5O12 − 10O13 + 5O15 − 5O16 − 10O17

C3PF2
2 = O10 + 6O11 − 6O12 − 8O13 +O14 + 6O15

− 6O16 − 8O17 +O7 + 2O8 +O9

(31)
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