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We propose a novel idea to construct an effective interaction under energy-density-functional
(EDF) theories which is adaptive to the enlargement of the model space. Guided by effective field
theory principles, iterations of interactions as well as enlargements of the model space through
particle-hole excitations are carried out for infinite nuclear matter and selected closed-shell nuclei
(*He, 190, *°Ca, "°Ni and '°°Sn) up to next-to-leading order. Our approach provides a new way for
handling the nuclear matter and finite nuclei within the same scheme, with advantages from both

EDF and ab initio approaches.

INTRODUCTION

One important challenge in the nuclear many-body
problem concerns the construction of interactions. Ex-
isting state-of-the-art approaches can be mainly catego-
rized into two extremes: one starts with bare nucleon-
nucleon (NN) degrees of freedom and improves the re-
sults order by order following effective-field-theory (EFT)
[1-14] through ab initio calculations [15-24]; the other
adopts the energy-density-functional (EDF) framework
to build an “in medium” interaction within the self-
consistent mean-field (MF) approximation. However,
both approaches suffer from longstanding shortcomings.

Indeed, although ab initio approaches allow to con-
struct the interaction on a clear foundation, they still
suffer from technical difficulties concerning the reduction
of the enormous model space required to converge the
many-body calculations[25-37]. Attempts along this di-
rection have been carried out through methods of unitary
transformations [35-37] or an EFT procedure which ac-
counts for both ultraviolet and infrared truncations [25—

]. Moreover, much effort has been spent to face theoret-
ical problems related to the power counting issues [38—11]
and the growing importance of three- and four-nucleon
forces with the number of particles in the system [42—44].
Nonetheless, a definite solution to these questions is far
from being assured.

On the other hand, a strong model-dependence char-
acterizes the effective interactions usually employed in
the EDF framework, as derived at the MF level. To
complicate matters, it is known that beyond MF (BMF)
effects need also to be taken into account. In contrast to
the non-perturbative treatment adopted in ab initio cal-
culations, approaches such as the MF Hartree-Fock ap-
proximation or BMF methods are then applied (see for
instance Refs. [15-51]). However, BMF effects are usu-
ally evaluated by employing the same interaction fitted
at MF, which generates an overcounting of correlations at

the BMF level. More refined methods exist to overcome
this problem, such as self-energy-subtraction procedures,
which are used for example in the second random-phase
approximation [45]. Nevertheless, there is a lack of an
order-by-order organization scheme to generate effective
interactions applicable to both nuclear matter and finite
nuclei. Even more importantly, as a common drawback
of both EDF and ab initio approaches, the interaction is
defined in a fixed model space—which stays unchanged
throughout all considered orders.

Inspired by recent efforts toward bridging EDF and
EFT ideas | ], we probe in this work a mnovel
possibility—which proposes to improve both the interac-
tion and the model space order by order. Specifically, we
assume there is an underlying EFT expansion where the
MEF results correspond to the LO contribution. Sublead-
ing corrections are then added, which contain the iterated
LO interaction renormalized in an enlarged model space
through particle-hole excitations. Constructing an EFT
in this direction naturally leads to a novel setup which
demands:

e The interaction to be adaptive to the growth of the
model space at each order.

e Iterations of LO interactions to be performed
through an in-medium propagator.

This strategy was already applied to infinite matter for
instance in Refs. [58, 62, 65, 75]. Note that an attempt to
include the second-order Dyson diagrams have been pro-
posed and applied to the calculation of the 'O binding
energy in Ref. [89]. However, an investigation that fully
exploits the advantages of an enlarged model space and
analyzes the renormalizability of various power-counting
scenarios for both nuclear matter and finite nuclei is so
far absent.

We present here a first study where we apply such a
strategy to both matter and finite nuclei, putting the ba-
sis for a novel approach to be adopted in nuclear structure



calculations. Our focus is indeed to develop a unified
framework together with an order-by-order improvable
and renormalizable interaction which has the potential
to be applied to infinite nuclear matter and nuclei across
the entire nuclear chart, as traditional EDF does.

LEADING ORDER: EMPIRICAL
INTERACTIONS RENORMALIZED UNDER
MEAN FIELD MODEL SPACE

We start by defining the Hamiltonian H o, which con-
tains the kinetic term plus the LO interaction term V%€

Hpo = Zeﬁi+ZVi§O, (1)

% i>]

where e; and n; are the energy and the particle-number
operator for the particle i. The interaction term Vﬁo is
a two-body operator to be determined. To speculate a
reasonable LO interaction under EDF, we make use of
one basic requirement of EFT—the renormalizability of
the observables. Studies performed for nuclear matter in
Refs. [60, 61, 75] suggest that a tg — t3 model of Skyrme-
type interactions is most likely to be a suitable candidate
for VEO. MF calculations of Eq. (1) are straightforward
for both nuclear matter and finite nuclei.

However, we do not adopt the conventional Hartree-
Fock procedure here. Guided by empirical information
(such as the information obtained by shell-model cal-
culations fitted to experiments), one could start with
an ansatz of the wavefunction ¥ and evaluate Hyo by
calculating its matrix element. Note that here ¥ de-
fines our model space at LO and does not change with
the effective interaction. Ref. [90] showed that rea-
sonably good results can be obtained by directly eval-
uating the Gogny interaction between ¥ consisting of a
single-particle basis constructed in the shell model. In-
spired by that, we directly define our LO model space
as the shell-model wavefunction up to the highest oc-
cupied shell and calculate the expectation value of the
Hamiltonian perturbatively. The ground-state (g.s.) en-
ergy of the system at LO can be written as E;g =
E,+E.pui—topm+E.:, with E,,, Ecou, E. the energy of va-
lence particles, the Coulomb, and the core contributions,
respectively; tons = Shw is the center-of-mass (CM) ki-
netic energy. Throughout this exploratory work we only
consider closed-shell nuclei, so that E, = 0, and Coulomb
is treated within mean-field approximation. The core en-
ergy can be further written as the core kinetic plus the
core potential energy, that is E. = t. + V., where [90]
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Figure 1. Ground state energies of *He (a), '°0 (b), and
“0Ca (c) as a function of hw. Results obtained from a to-
ts model and full SLy5, and SkP functionals are plotted as
black solid, red dotted, and green dashed lines, respectively.
The empirical fw value for each nucleus is marked as a red
vertical dashed line. The horizontal blue lines represent the
experimental energies. The SM energy per particle at LO is
plotted as a function of the density p in the inset.

Here jg, j; label the single-particle orbits in the core, tis
the kinetic energy operator; J and 7" are the total angular
momentum and isospin quantum number for each pair of
interacting particles, respectively.

Note that the combination of the harmonic oscillator
(HO) strength fuww and Np,q, (denoting the truncation up
to the highest occupied shell) provides a natural cutoff of
the Fermi sphere in finite nuclei and might play a similar
role as the Fermi momentum kr in the nuclear matter
case. Since our interaction is singular, without additional
regulators, results in general will not converge with the
increase of fiw. For each nucleus, there exists an optimal
hw so that the shell-model basis matches the size of the
nucleus. For nuclei with mass number A, the empirical
fiw ~ 45A~1/3—25 A=2/3 is frequently adopted [01]. With
the above equations, evaluations of the g.s. the energy
of *He, 190 and *°Ca using V1O are straightforward.
The detailed derivation is given in Refs. [39, 90] and
summarized in the supplemental materials, together with
the form assumed by the adopted LO interaction.

We present the g.s. energies as a function of Aw in
Fig.1, where a ty — t3 model of the SkP parametriza-
tion [92] is adopted for V9. LO calculations system-
atically provide strongly overbound nuclei with respect
to experimental data, even at the empirical value of Aw,
though the corresponding MF equation of state (EoS) for
symmetric matter (SM) (shown in the inset of Fig.1) is
quite satisfactory. This is not surprising judging from
the simple form of the LO interaction. We have tried



Figure 2. Once-iterated diagrams for the interaction V<.

ki (k2) denotes the single-particle momentum of the initial
(final) state, and q is the transferred momentum.

other tg — t3 parametrizations, which reproduce as well
the empirical SM EoS, and found that the systematic
overbinding persists. On the other hand, with the ¢ o
Skyrme terms included, the MF g.s. energies obtained
from SkP [92] or SLy5 [93, 94] are very reasonable, with
the minimum also located close to the empirical Aw value.
Although an EFT should aim to capture the most impor-
tant physics already at LO, one could argue that basic
physics is roughly captured once the equation of state
of symmetric matter can be reproduced up to saturation
density.

NEXT-TO-LEADING ORDER: TWO
POSSIBILITIES OF IMPROVEMENTS

To improve further, two approaches are possible. First,
one could add more terms to the effective interaction to-
gether with an EFT-based speculation on their form or
importance, and then evaluate again Eq. (1) to produce
better fits to a wider range of nuclear properties. Many
attempts have been devoted toward this direction[69—

, 95-97]. On the other hand, since nuclei are bound-
states, they should be generated by at least partial it-
eration of a certain interaction. The MF description
might be then improved by considering higher-order cor-
rections coming from the iterated diagrams, such as the
ones corresponding to the enlargement of the model space
through particle-hole excitations. Improvements in this
direction are much less studied, as iterating effective in-
teractions built at MF-level in the loops usually gener-
ates self-consistency problems, unless renormalization is
taken care properly.

Starting from next-to-leading order (NLO), we im-
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1 Alternatively, one could go through extra processes which involve
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prove our theory by considering both of the above direc-
tions, and demonstrate how to establish self-consistent
NLO corrections through proper renormalization proce-
dures. Up to NLO, one has

Enpo = E* + (¥ |V¢]CT| )+ B, (3)

where VZJCT is the higher-order contact interaction enter-
ing at NLO with its contribution evaluated at the MF
level (the same way as in Eq. (2)). The structure of

Vi?T has to be determined according to the renormaliz-

ability and the power-counting scheme. E{XELTO represents

the contribution of the once-iterated diagrams listed in
Fig.2. The general form of E}YLC reads [05]:

iter
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(4)
where jg ;) are the same as in Eq. (2) because one stops
at the highest occupied orbital; X, () stands for excited
states, where the summation starts at the Fermi sphere
and stops at an upper limit which defines the second-
order model space; ¢; = kZ/2m is the single-particle en-
ergy of each state having momentum k; (the effective
mass is set to its bare value m = 939 MeV in this work).
V:EO denotes the part of the LO interaction which is
iterated to provide the NLO contribution. A straight-
forward evaluation of Eq. (4) is in principle possible.
However, the truncation applied to the excited states in
the single-particle basis cannot be directly matched with
the truncation performed for the EoS of matter in Refs.
[60, 61, 75)—where a relative momentum cutoff A is ap-
plied. Moreover, Moshinsky transformations require all
excited states X, g to be represented in terms of the HO
basis!, which complicates the matching between different
nuclei, as they correspond to different w and X, g).

1
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To produce a renormalized interaction to be easily ap-
plied to all cases, we proceed as follows. First, since exci-
tations are governed by V;£0 one can directly represent
the relevant wavefunctions in relative coordinates. Let us
call kq, ko (ki, k%) the single-particle momenta of the ini-
tial/final (intermediate) state. Then, the incoming and
outgoing momenta in relative coordinates are k = (k;—
ky)/2, k' = (kj— k})/2 + q, where q is the transferred
momentum. Eq. (4) can be rewritten as

(11| 00)) 6 () VL0 W) | (5)

the decomposition of the chosen basis into the HO one [99, ].



where
—-m

G= e (6)
U is represented in the same basis used at LO, which
depends on the CM momentum K = k; + ko = kj + kj
and on the relative momentum k. ¢ = 3" ¢; denotes the
intermediate excitations, where ¢; can be represented by
any complete basis. One caveat is that if one chooses
to expand ¥ and 1 in a different basis, an overall factor
f # 1 will be needed to fix the norm. To define the in-
termediate model space, one must truncate it either by
the number of basis states or by the highest momentum.
In this work, we choose the second option and adopt the
free wave-packets basis so that f depends only on Aw.
The detailed derivation leading to Eq. (5) is given in
the supplemental materials. Note that the conversion of
initial/final and intermediate single-particle-basis states
(which are also restricted as mentioned before) to relative
coordinates results in a boundary condition (BC) which
couples kr to new variables k, k/ and K. The 3-folded
integral under the same BC has been carried out to ob-
tain the second-order EoS [62, 98], and is to be carried
out in a similar manner in Eq. (5). However, unlike the
nuclear matter case—where a clear definition of Fermi
momentum is possible—kg is not clearly given in finite
nuclei. In the nuclear matter case, the radial integral
dk is truncated by k € [0,kr]. On the other side, in
finite nuclei, the same integrals are carried out through
k € [0,00]. However, the shell structure (the LO wave-
functions of a nucleus at a chosen hiw) provides a natural
truncation analogous to kr. To proceed, we interpret kp
in finite nuclei to be the highest momentum each wave-
function can access. The procedure to extract kg in a
finite nucleus is thus the following. First, we evaluate
the g.s. energy at the MF level and separate the contri-
butions from the g, the t3, and the V7T terms for each
nucleus. Then, we compare the ratios % and <‘</C>T> to
their corresponding values in SM. The ratios in nuclear
matter depend on kg, whereas the same ratios in finite
nuclei are related to their shell structure. By requiring
the same ratios between finite nuclei and nuclear mat-
ter, we can extract the corresponding kr for *He, 160
and °Ca (denoted as k4) under various Aw values. The
resulting k4 are listed in Table I. One can see that a

hw (MeV) 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
ka of *He 0.90 0.95 0.98 1.02 1.05 1.08 1.12 1.15
ka of 0O 1.08 1.13 1.18 1.22 1.26 1.30 1.34 1.38
ka of °Ca 1.25 1.37 1.35 1.40 1.45 1.49 1.54 1.58

Table I. k4 (unit: fm™*) for *He, °0 and *°Ca under various
hw. Those adopted in Fig. 3 are highlighted by bold text.

heavier nucleus (and a larger hw) naturally corresponds
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Figure 3. Left panels (a)-(c): Ground state energies up to
NLO for *He, *°0O and *°Ca as a function of A. Right panel
(d): Rel. err.= (Ey — Eeap.)/|Eeap.| for first five closed-shell,
N=Z nuclei. The labels NLO (i) and NLO (ii) refer to the two
prescriptions described in the main text, where parameters in
NLO (ii) are obtained by either fitted to EoS only (fit EoS) or
an overall fit including EoS and all five nuclei (fit all). Their
corresponding EoS are plotted in (e).

to a higher k4. We have tried several interactions having
different values of « (the power of the density in the 3
term) and found a very weak spreading (< 1 % variations
for o & 0.16 — 0.3)? between the values of k4 obtained
by using such interactions in the matching of the ratios.

Once k4 is known, we have all the ingredients to per-
form actual calculations. In Refs. [61, 75], the full ¢y — 3
LO interaction is iterated to generate EYLC for nuclear
matter. The same procedure can be performed in prin-
ciple in Eq. (5) for finite nuclei. However, some con-
ceptual subtleties arise regarding how to account for the
density p when one considers the fluctuation of the wave-
functions due to the intermediate excitations. In fact, in
conventional EDF approaches with a density-dependent
term included (for example the ¢3 term of Skyrme inter-
actions), the interaction does not correspond to a gen-
uine Hamiltonian. The iteration of this term generates
a conceptual drawback and may lead to technical prob-
lems such as divergences in BMF calculations for nuclei
[101-103]. Also, the density-dependent term depends on
the wavefunction and this could potentially complicate
an EFT analysis. Therefore, we choose not to iterate the
t3 part of the interaction in this work.

In the following, we perform two types of NLO calcu-
lations:

(i) Only the to part of the LO interaction is iterated,

2 For « up to 1, the extracted kr can vary up to 5%.



and VOT = C(1 + z.P,).

(ii) Same as (i), but with additional V,§7 = 1#;(1 +

21 P)(K? + k?) + t2(1 + 22 P,)K - k, that is, the
Skyrme-type t; 2 terms are added.

Note that the above interactions are Skyrme-like, and
P, = (1 + 0102)/2 is the spin-exchange operator. We
treat C, x., a, t9,1,2,3, and xg,12,3 as the low-energy
constants (LECs) in EFT, and we choose to renormal-
ize them to reproduce the SLy5 SM and neutron matter
(NM) EoSs. The LECs, the x? values and the resulting
EoSs are given in the supplemental materials. Predic-
tions on g.s. energies of “*He, 160, 4°Ca, °Ni and '°°Sn
evaluated up to NLO with A =4 — 10 fm~!, are given in
Fig.3, where the empirical hw = 45A471/3 — 254-2/3 are
adopted. As one can see, the pathological overbinding
trend at LO seems to persist under the prescription (i).
Thus, without the entrance of new kp-dependencies in
the EoS (other than terms behave asymptotically ~ k.
and proportional to t2) at NLO, one does not observe any
improvement from LO to NLO for both the EoS of matter
and finite nuclei. Nevertheless, the NLO renormalizabil-
ity is satisfied—which is reflected in the converging pat-
tern of NLO (i) results against A. A real improvement is
achieved by the prescription (ii), where, by just fitting to
the empirical EoSs, reasonable reproductions of the ex-
perimental binding E.,,. are found for nuclei up to mass

number A = 40 (with |relative error| = IEbb:iE“lpl < 8%,

exp.

where Ej is the resulting binding energy). This suggests
that the t;, t5 terms are indeed indispensable, as indi-
cated by many phenomenological studies. However, the
error grows to ~ 15% when extending the calculation
to the next two N = Z nuclei (*Ni and '°°Sn). Note
that the curves labelled as NLO (ii)a¢ gos are obtained
by keeping the original SkP or SLy5 values of ¢1 2 3, 12,3
and «, while adjusting only ¢y, C' and x¢ . to two EoSs®.
Up to NLO, the computational cost stays very closed
to the MF calculations and is relatively small. Thus,
we attempt a second fit (utilizing all LECs but keeping
a = 1/6) to the empirical EoSs and all five nuclei. We
found it is possible to reproduce the experimental binding
for all five nuclei within 3% (denoted by the red shaded
area and labelled as NLO (ii)g¢ oy in Fig.3), if one al-
lows the SM EoS to be slightly (< 2%) more attractive
around saturation than the one produced by SkP (panel

(e), Fig.3).

3 LECs adjusted to SkP and SLy5 EoSs produce < 1% difference
in Ep up to *0Ca, and are indistinguishable in Fig.3.

POWER COUNTING: A
PARTICLE-NUMBER-DEPENDENT HIGH- AND
LOW-MOMENTUM SCALES

Finally, we speculate the high- and low-momentum
scale Mp; and M;, in our EFT-expansion. Since M,
spans from 0 to kp—which varies with A in a nucleus,
a successful EFT arrangement of observables up to NLO
in terms of powers series in (M;,/Mp;) suggests that Mp;
has the following properties:

e It is at least larger than kp, and depends on the
number of particles A.

e It depends on N,,.. and hw, at least for those nuclei
where central densities are lower than the satura-
tion density of SM. Let us denote by A typical A
values for which nuclei reach the saturation density
in their central region. Then Mj},; increases with A
for A < A,.

The breakdown scale has a functional form Mp;(A, fiw).
For A < Ag, the asymptotic form of the EFT expansion
is Mok __where k is the characteristic center-of-
Ms ™ BRe(A)?
mass momentum scale and 3 Z 1. On the other hand,
Bkr(A) ~ Mp;, that is, becomes a constant for A > A,
where Mj,; is a hard breakdown scale to be extracted by a
Lepage-like plot [104, ] from NLO and next-to-next-
to-leading order (NNLO) results; 23 M7, and 3z M},
correspond to the highest density p for which one can
trust the EoS of SM and NM, respectively (for example,

twice the saturation density of SM).

SUMMARY

In summary, we provide a novel framework to include
BMF correlations order by order. With a reliable ex-
traction of kp, the treatment of finite nuclei and nu-
clear matter can be performed on the same footing. In-
vestigations up to NLO are performed for five N = Z
closed-shell nuclei and for nuclear matter for the first
time. We have tested various arrangements of NLO cor-
rections through renormalization-group analysis. Note
that our analysis are based on a trial and error procedure.
Since not all possibilities are tested, our NLO prescrip-
tion (ii) might still be subjected to further refinements.
Nevertheless, the trial and error procedure carried out
in present work—which checks the renormalizability of
the in-medium loops (and therefore the self-consistency
of the proposed beyond mean field corrections)— can be
repeated with different interactions in the future. Thus,
our work serves as a starting point toward an EFT-
based description of nuclei across the entire nuclear chart.
Many interesting future works including the treatment of
higher-order correlations and a full EFT power-counting
analysis are in progress.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

TWO-BODY MATRIX ELEMENTS AT
MEAN-FIELD LEVEL

In the shell model, the j-j coupling scheme is com-
monly adopted. However, the two-body Skyrme- or
Gogny-type effective interactions operate in the L-S cou-
pling (partial-wave) scheme. Therefore, the following
transformation is needed[106],

|(nalaja) (nole) JT2) = > AN Galat o) (ASS=| ] J-)
AS uS,
(7)

X |(nalama) (nploms) Ap)|SS.),

where (AuSS,|JJ,) are the standard Clebsch-Gordan co-
efficients and

VD Galas dols) = V/2ja+ 1)(2s + 1)(25 + (2N + 1)
la 1/2 j(L
X lb 1/2 jb
NS J

(®)

Here J and J, denote the total angular momentum and
its z-component, respectively, and S and S, are the total
intrinsic spin and its z-component, respectively.

One could rewrite the two-particle wavefuntions in the
laboratory coordinates with quantum numbers (J.J,T) in
terms of wavefuntions in relative coordinates, that is,

| (nalaja)(nblbjb)JJzT >
1— ( 1)S+T+l

(J) -ala; il =
Z Z Z Z’Y)\S (j Jo b) \/2(]. + 5nanb5lalb6jajb)

nINLmM puS, AS
X Mx(nINL;nglonply) (ImLM|Ap) (ApSS,|JJ.)
x |nlm) |[INLM) |SS.) |T),

9)

where |T') is the two-particle isospin eigenstate with a to-
tal isospin 7T'. Finally, the full expression of the two-body

matrix element of an effective interaction Vi reads
(nalaja)(plyjs) J T | Vn [(neleje)(nalaja)JJ.T )

S IED D ID D IDBY DY Be ALY

n/UN'L' nINL m/ M’ mM 'S, uS. NS’ AS
% A8 Geles jala) M (WU N'L'smglanaly)
X My(nINL;nclengla)(U'm/ L' M |IN 1)
x (N S'SLITJ ) (ImL M| ) (AuSS.|JJ.)
X (T| (S§'SL| (N'L'M'| (n'l'm| Vyn |ndm) |[NLM)
x |8S.) |T), (10)

R G I I _ 1-(— 1)S+T+l (J)
with Trs (]alm]blb) = \/2(1+5nanb5l 2 05m )’YAS (]alm blb)

where symbols with prime refer to the left vector. Note
that if Vyn consists only of s-waves, then the kernel
(n'I'm’ | Vyn | nlm) can be further simplified into:

<n/0m’ | VNN,12 | n0m>

1 oo o0

= W pzdp/ p/2dp/wn’0m/(p)VO,Os=j (p,p/)%mm (p/)~
0

(11)

Here Vp 0s=;(p, p’) is the s-wave component of Vi, and
Wni=om 1s the standard Harmonic oscillator (HO) wave-
funtion with quantum numbers n,l,m. In the above
expression, we have assumed that Vi is density in-
dependent. For density-dependent effective interactions
(such as the Skyrme one), one may follow Eqs. (4)-(7) in
Ref.[90] to perform the integral over the CM coordinate
space R = (r1+r2)/2 and to evaluate the matrix element
of (N'L'M'|p(R)[NLM). Here p(R) is proportional to
the modular square of the CM part of the wavefuntion,
with details given in Ref.[90].

The LO interaction adopted in this work has the fol-
lowing form:
‘/1L20 (]_«{»nga)pa’

(12)
i)

t
= 5(1‘17r2)t0(1+xopg)+5(1‘171‘2)53

where tg, t3, o, 23, and « are parameters, p = p(
is the density, and P, = (14-0103)/2 is the spin—exchange
operator.

Note that Eq. (10) can be reduced to a simpler form
in the case of infinity nuclear matter, where the system
becomes homogeneous so that it can be described by a
Fermi gas with wavefunction ¥ consisting of free wave-
packets uy labelled by the momentum k. Within a box
volume €, Eq. (10) becomes

Yo D T +1)(27 + 1) (| Vwluy)

ug,up JT

(13)

where the sum up to the highest occupied orbitals can be
converted into integrals up to the Fermi momentum kg,
that is



> (uk Vv fup) =

Uk, Up

ONCE-ITERATED MATRIX ELEMENTS

The matrix elements of the interaction given in
the main text have exactly the same form as
Eq. (10) here, by replacing the inner kernel
(N'L'M'| (n'UI'm/|Vyn|nlm) |NLM) with

1

aA v 171 LO|, 11, 1

- E (N'L'M'|[(n"U'm! |V In""'m
N//L//]\/I//n//l//m//

x G(N"L"M"|(n"U"m" |V.EO |nim) | NLM),

iter

/> |N//L//M//>
(15)

where G is given by Eq. (6) in the main text. For a
density-independent interaction, the non-vanishing ma-
trix elements in Eq. (15) have quantum numbers N’ =
N, L'’ = L and M’ = M. Furthermore, for the s-wave
part of the effective interaction Viﬁ = to(1+zoP,) con-
sidered in this work, we have n’ = nand ' =1 =m/ =
m = 0 due to the energy conservation property of the
Moshinsky transformations. In addition, one can fur-
ther drop the summation regarding the CM intermediate
states (N" L"” M"| as their overlap is always 1. Thus, the
inner kernel (excluding the external (NLM| and |[NLM))

J

/dek/de/dqbk/ 2dp/d9p/dq§p%k’p).

()0 (k) [t (1 + w0 Py )]

10

(14)
[
becomes:
1
i Z (00| V52 [n""00) G " 00| Vi, 00)
1
= 7 2 (n00[V;E210) G (o Viz 2 [n00). (16)

Note that we have taken the freedom to re-express the
intermediate states from the HO-basis in relative co-
ordinates into any complete set ) |o)(a| within the
same coordinates, where |a) labels the eigenstates. One
can then choose the new basis to be the kinetic eigen-
states so that |o) = |up) and the summation ) is
converted into an integral over the intermediate momen-
tum k’. At the same time, one can also decompose each
outer HO-wavefuntion (n00|k) into a linear combination
of Y, cruk, with ¢ = ¢H9(k). In this way, Eq. (16)

becomes
m (4m)? [, N HES (B)[to (1 + xo Py) Py HQ (K )
_Z(2w)6 k dk/ k'“dk 7 12

Note that, together with the outer integral on (NLM],
Eq. (15) becomes

m (4m)
1

2kp kr A YyHO
5 K*dK / k2 dk / k'l M
(2m) 0 0 0

The dK integral is not equal to 1 and the denominator
does not diverge, due to the fact that the three variables
k = (ki —k2)/2, k' = (ky —k3)/2 = (k1 —kz)/2+q, and
K = k3 + ko = Kk} + k), are restricted by the following
BC:

k1| < krp, k2| < kF,
la+ki| > kp, k2 —q| > kp.

(19)

A detailed illustration of the above BC and the related
treatments to perform the triple integral can be found in
Fig.2 and Fig.3 of Ref.[98].

We note that the results for finite nuclei obtained with
the above equations correspond to the full expressions
given in Egs. (22) and (27) in Ref.[62] for the EoS. The
expressions of second-order EoSs listed in Refs.[58, 60, 61,

| are the asymptotic form after expanding the results in
power series of A. Whereas an analytic result of the triple
integral can be obtained for the EoS of matter, Eq. (18)

T )2 (18)
BC

(

can only be solved numerically for finite nuclei. Although
the asymptotic form agrees with the full expression at
A — o0, the discrepancies between them can be up to
10% for lower cutoff values (A < 6 fm~!). Therefore, we
always adopt the full expression in the nuclear matter
calculations carried out throughout this work.

TABLES OF RENORMALIZED LOW-ENERGY
CONSTANTS

We list below the LECs up to NLO based on the pre-
scriptions (i)-(ii) as described in the main text. Note that

here C* and C** are related to VCT = C(1 + z.P,) by
c=ct
CA*

(17)



A (fm™T) 4 5 6 8 10
to (fm?)  1.349 -1.732 -2.189 -1.546 -1.307
ts (fm®T3*) 96.393 40.434 53.091 59.182 60.729
To -2.468 -1.459 -0.188 -0.480 -0.738

T3 4.188 2.050 0.567 0.479 0.474

a 0.0358 0.218 0.274 0.291 0.289
C* (fm?) -10.994 2.578 -0.631 -2.616 -2.241

CM (fm®) 53.597 21.767 5.281 5.208 7.456

X2

15.1

30.2

289

334

356

Table II. x? and adjusted parameters based on the prescrip-

tion (i) obtained for A = values from 2 to 10 fm™".
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A (fm™ ) 4 5 6 8 10
to (fm?)  -0.173 -0.169 -0.141 -0.0868 -0.139
t1 (fm?) 2448 2448 2448 2448  2.448
ta (fm?)  -2.784 -2.784 -2.784 -2.784 -2.784
ty (fmT3*) 69.747 69.747 69.747 69.747  69.747

Zo -0.243  -0.115 -0.312  1.387  -0.051
1 -0.328  -0.328 -0.328 -0.328 -0.328
T2 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0

T3 1.267 1.267 1.267 1.267 1.267
o} 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167

C* (fm?)  -12.40 -12.398 -12.427 -12.468 -12.410
CM (fm?) -2.556 -2.579 -2.573  -2.827 -2.605
x> 7.6-1073 3.5.107% 2.5-107% 8.1.10* 6.4-107*

Table TIT. x? and parameters based on prescription (ii) ob-
tained from A = 2 to 10 fm™'. Note that at nuclear matter
level we have adopted the empirical EoSs to be those given
by the SLy5-mean-field.

The corresponding EoSs generated by LECs listed in
Tables II-IV are plotted as Figs.4-6.

Finally, we list the LECs correspond to NLO (i)t an
in Table IV.



A (fm™ 1) 4 5 6 8 10
to (fm?)  -0.183 -0.154 -0.123 -0.069 0.130
t1 (fm*)  1.625  1.625 1.625 1.625  1.625
ty (fm*) -1.710 -1.710 -1.710 -1.710 -1.710
ty (fm®T3*) 94.811 94.811 94.811 94.811 94.811
To -0.230  -0.099 -0.159 -0.309  1.699
x1 0.653  0.653  0.653  0.653  0.653
T2 -0.537  -0.537  -0.537 -0.537  -0.537
x3 0.181  0.181  0.181  0.181  0.181
a 0.167  0.167  0.167 0.167  0.167
CA (fm?) -14.653 -14.678 -14.717 -14.781 -14.849
CM (fm?) -10.263 -10.327 -10.350 -10.410 -10.405
x> 9.7-107% 3.5:1072 2.4-1072 6.1-107° 2.2-1072

Table TV. x? and parameters based on prescription (ii) ob-
tained from A = 2 to 10 fm™'. Note that at nuclear matter
level we have adopted the empirical EoSs to be those given
by the SkP-mean-field.
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Figure 4. Second-order EOSs for SM (a) and NM (b) un-
der the prescription (i) adjusted on the full SLy5-mean-field
EOSs, with an effective mass equal to the bare mass, for dif-
ferent values of the cutoff.
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Figure 5. Second-order EOSs for SM (a) and pure NM (b)
under the prescription (ii) adjusted on the full SkP-mean-
field EOSs, with an effective mass equal to the bare mass, for
different values of the cutoff.
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Figure 6. Second—order EOSs for SM (a) and pure NM (b)
under prescription (ii) adjusted on the full SLy5-mean-field
EOSs, with an effective mass equal to the bare mass, for dif-
ferent values of the cutoff.

13



A(fm™T) 4 6 8 10
to (fm?) -4.96 -4.36 -3.72 -3.62
t; (fm*) -1.06 -0.076 0.15 0.16
to (fm*) -7.49 -8.79 -9.06 -8.61
ts (fm®13%) 35.81 48.09 45.09 61.96

Zo -0.20 -0.13 -0.62 -0.47
T1 -3.15 -61.93 49.55 40.72
T2 -0.91 -1.02 -1.04 -1.04
3 233 129 1.66 0.95

a 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167
c? (fm?) 16.8 19.1 27.7 281
C™ (fm?) 35.2 339 69.2 65.1

Table V. Parameters of NLO (ii)gt an obtained from A = 4 to
10 fm~*. Note that for all A, they produce symmetric EoSs
which are consistently more attractive (~ 2%) than the SkP-
mean-field value around saturation density, as shown in Fig.3
(e) in the main text.
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