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We study a relativistic Hartree-Fock Lagrangian model which considers confinement, chiral sym-
metry breaking, nucleon form factor and short range correlations. The chiral potential originally
based on the linear sigma-model is compared to an improved potential generated by the Nambu-
Jona–Lasino (NJL) model for quark interaction. Our model is also anchored in fundamental hadronic
properties predicted by Lattice-QCD calculations and a few nuclear empirical properties. We explore
in a Bayesian approach the role of the saturation density, the energy per particle and the incom-
pressibility modulus for the model selection. We find that most of our models could not reproduce
these empirical quantities, unless a phenomenological ”missing” energy is added. The properties of
this ”missing” energy are therefore inferred from our Bayesian analysis and we obtain that it shall
be attractive. Finally we analyse the origin of the break down density in relativistic approaches and
we relate it to the properties of the scalar potential.

I. INTRODUCTION

The fundamental theory of strong interactions, Quantum Chromo-Dynamics (QCD), has shown great success in de-
scribing high-energy phenomena prevalent at extreme temperatures or densities [1]. In these regimes, the perturbative
nature of QCD enables its application from diagrammatic approaches. However, when confronted with low energies,
such as those encountered within nuclear physics – where temperatures and densities are comparatively low (below 1
GeV.fm−3) – QCD transitions into a non-perturbative regime. This non-perturbative nature manifests itself through
non-linear phenomena like the spontaneous breaking of symmetries endowing the QCD vacuum with a non-trivial
structure, and a seemingly unrelated property, the color confinement.

In the low-energy regime, where direct perturbative approaches fall short, several approaches capturing the symme-
tries inherent in the theory have been proposed. Notably, the Nambu-Jona–Lasinio (NJL) model [2] and the Chiral
Effective Field Theory (χ-EFT) [1] have emerged as promising frameworks.
In a previous paper [3], we have developed a mean-field approach for nuclear matter based on a chiral version – as

originally proposed in [4–8] – of the relativistic theories of Walecka and collaborators [9, 10] in which we have included
chiral symmetry breaking, confinement, nucleon finite size through form factors (FF) and short range correlations
(SRC) due to the repulsive nature of the nuclear interaction at short distance. The model employed, the so-called
relativistic Hartree-Fock with chiral symmetry and confinement (RHF-CC), constitutes a specific implementation of
a theoretical framework called the chiral confining model, see a concise summary in Ref. [11]. It offered advantageous
features which are further detailed hereafter:

1. A modern understanding of the ”nuclear physics” scalar sigma meson σW employed in Walecka model, which
has been a subject of controversy. This scalar field is identified with the chiral invariant field s = S − Fπ,
associated to the radial fluctuation of the chiral condensate S around the ”chiral radius” Fπ, which is the pion
decay constant [12].

2. An enhanced saturation mechanism based on the so-called Walecka mechanism (the competition between scalar
and vector fields) and completed with the interplay between the tadpole term of the chiral potential and the
polarisation term originating from quark confinement [4–7].

To clarify the first point, let us consider the lightest u and d quarks with the flavor number Nf = 2. The chiral
field associated to the fluctuations of the quark condensate ⟨q̄q⟩ resulting from chiral symmetry breaking can be
parameterised in terms of a SU(2) matrix M as:

M = σ + iτ⃗ · π⃗ ≡ S U ≡ (s + Fπ)U ≡ (σW + Fπ)U , (1)

with U(x) = ei τ⃗ ·ϕ⃗(x)/Fπ . The scalar field σ (respect. S) and pseudo-scalar fields π⃗ (respect. ϕ⃗) written in Cartesian
(respect. polar) coordinates appear as in-medium dynamical degrees of freedom and may deviate from the vacuum
value, ⟨σ⟩vac = ⟨S⟩vac = Fπ ∝ ⟨qq⟩vac. The sigma and the pion in polar coordinates, associated to the amplitude

ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

10
10

0v
1 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  1

8 
Ja

n 
20

24



2

fluctuation s ≡ σW and the phase ϕ⃗ of this condensate, are considered in our approach as effective degrees of freedom.

Their dynamics are governed by an effective chiral potential, Vχ

(
s, ϕ⃗

)
, having a typical Mexican hat shape associated

with the broken chiral symmetry of the QCD vacuum. Again, one may be tempted to identify σW with the scalar
field σ in the Cartesian coordinates. In this case, terms of order mπ will appear in the NN interaction, which is not
allowed as first argued by Birse [13].

One notable challenge arises when using chiral effective theories (without confinement) to describe nuclear saturation
[14–17]. Regardless of the specific chiral model employed, these systems are unstable and collapse. This is due to
the in-medium reduction of the sigma mass: the in-medium value of S, Smedium, differs from its value in vacuum,
Svacuum, which corresponds to the minimum of the ”Mexican hat” vacuum effective potential. The sigma mass being
proportional to V ′′

χ (S) and V ′′
χ (Smedium) < V ′′

χ (Svacuum), leads to its reduction. This effect can be attributed to the

presence of a s3 tadpole diagram in the potential Vχ, generating attractive three-body forces that disrupt saturation
even when the repulsive three-body force from the Walecka mechanism is present. This brings us to the second point.

So far in the discussion, we haven’t employed the knowledge from QCD that nucleons are composed of quarks and
gluons. Consequently, nucleons respond to the presence of the surrounding nuclear scalar field by readjusting their
quark sub-structure distribution, as shown in the pioneering work of P. Guichon [18] in the quark-meson coupling
(QMC) model. As proposed in [4–7], this response can be accounted for by introducing the nucleon’s reaction to the
scalar field s through the nucleon scalar susceptibility κNS = d2M⋆

N (s)/ds2 where the nucleon mass M⋆
N (s) represents

the nucleon polarised mass as defined in Eq. (18). In our previous papers we have introduced a dimensionless parameter
we called C, that we call CNS for convenience in this work:

CNS =
κNSF

2
π

2MN
. (2)

It happens that the quadratic dependence of the mass M⋆
N (s) on the scalar field s generates a repulsion which

counterbalances the role of the attractive tadpole term responsible for the destruction of saturation.
It seems that the issue of the collapse induced by the chiral potential is solved by the contribution of the nucleon

polarisation, itself due to the quark sub-structure of nucleons. However, there is still an issue in this solution which
we now discuss. As pointed out in our recent work [19], this new issue is about the numerical values taken by the
dimensionless parameter CNS. The MIT bag model in the QMC framework predicts CNS ∼ 0.5, or the QCD-connected
version of the chiral confining model in Ref. [11, 20] predict CNS ∼ 0.3. However Lattice-QCD (LQCD) data from
the Adelaide group [21–24] favors values larger than one, and in our previous work employing a Bayesian analysis, we
predict a value for CNS around CNS ≈ 1.4 [3]. So far, our studies have employed the Linear Sigma Model (LσM) for
the chiral effective potential [3, 5–7, 25, 26], given by:

Vχ,LσM(s) =
1

2
m2
ss

2 +
1

2

m2
s −m2

π

Fπ
s3 +

1

8

m2
s −m2

π

F 2
π

s4 , (3)

where we see the cubic tadpole term mentioned previously, which is responsible for the collapse. The usage of such
a model is probably too naive, and a richer NJL potential has recently been suggested in Ref. [19] based on a more
accurate description of the low-energy realisation of chiral symmetry in the hadronic sector.

In this paper, we investigate the effect of this NJL potential on the properties of symmetric nuclear matter in a
similar manner to what was done in Ref. [3] for the RHF-CC version of the chiral confining model. We first introduce
this new NJL potential in Sec. II and compare it to the LσM one. In Sec. III we inject this new potential into our
RHF-CC calculation, and we perform a Bayesian analysis, which is introduced in Sec. III A, to see what values of the
NJL parameters are able to reproduce the desired nuclear empirical parameters (NEP). Throughout this work, we
address two questions: one relating to the lack of attraction under our considered priors, inducing a ”missing energy”
term, as discussed in Sec. IIID, and the other one relating to a the breakdown of the model at higher densities in
Sec. IV.

II. THE NJL CHIRAL CONFINING MODEL

The main idea to construct the NJL chiral potential is to consider nuclear matter as made of nucleons, seen as
Y-shaped strings with quarks at the ends subject to a non-perturbative confining force [8]. The constituent NJL
quarks acquire significant mass from the quark condensate, which serves as the order parameter associated with
the spontaneous breaking of chiral symmetry in the QCD vacuum. As the density n of nuclear matter increases, the
presence of nucleons alters the QCD vacuum, leading to a decrease in the quark condensate and a gradual restoration of
chiral symmetry. The explicit construction of the chiral-invariant scalar field S, associated with the radial fluctuation
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mode of the chiral condensate, in the NJL framework has been done in Ref. [8]. It follows that the mass of the
constituent quarks aligns with the in-medium expectation value, M = S(n). To characterize this field in the context
of nuclear physics, we define an ”effective” or ”nuclear physics” scalar field s by scaling the chiral-invariant scalar
field S as follows:

S ≡ M0

Fπ
S ≡ M0

Fπ
(s+ Fπ) (4)

Here, M0 = S(s = 0) represents the constituent quark mass in vacuum. The vacuum expectation value of the
”effective” scalar field, S = Fπ, coincides by construction with the value of the pion decay constant Fπ and we remind
that its fluctuating component, s, is suggested to be identified to σW . For a detailed exposition of this construction,
we refer to Refs. [8, 19, 20]. Note that from Eq.(4), one can deduce,

∂

∂s
=
M0

Fπ

∂

∂S
(5)

A. The NJL chiral potential

We define the following NJL Lagrangian:

LNJL = ψ (i γµ∂µ − m) ψ +
G1

2

[(
ψψ

)2
+

(
ψ iγ5τ⃗ ψ

)2]
− G2

2

[(
ψ γµτ⃗ ψ

)2
+

(
ψ γµγ5τ⃗ ψ

)2
+

(
ψ γµ ψ

)2]
. (6)

where ψ are the quark fields, and there are four parameters: the coupling constants G1 (scalar) and G2 (vector), the
current quark mass m and a (non-covariant) cutoff parameter Λ. We note that in the QCD-connected version of the
chiral confining model, the G1 parameter behaves as G1 ∼ σT 4

g where σ is the string tension and Tg is the string
width, whereas the cutoff Λ is related to the inverse of the string width, see Ref. [11, 20] for further details.

The parameter G2 however cannot be fixed by a physical observable. In the following, we therefore consider two
characteristic choices for G2 coupling: i) G2 = 0 corresponding to the absence of vector interaction, and ii) G2 = G1

compatible with the π-a1 mixing, see Refs. [8, 19, 20]. The remaining three parameters (G1, m and Λ) are determined
to reproduce the pion mass Mπ and the pion decay constant Fπ. Since there is one more parameter than the number
of constraints, we expect to obtain a family of solutions, see Section III B for more details.

The NJL chiral potential can be obtained from the NJL Lagrangian after using path integral techniques and
semi-bosonisation, see details in Ref. [8], and can be expressed as:

Vχ,NJL(S) = −2NcNf
(
I0(S) − I0(M0)

)
+

(S −m)
2 − (M0 −m)

2

2G1
. (7)

Here, the term −2NcNfI0(S) corresponds to the total in-medium energy of the Dirac sea of constituent quarks,
with I0(S) denoting the NJL loop integral given below. The vacuum constituent quark mass M0 corresponds to
the minimum of the chiral effective potential, satisfying V ′

χ,NJL(s = 0) = 0, where V ′ represents the derivative with
respect to the scalar field s. M0 can be obtained by solving the gap equation:

M0 = m + 4NcNfM0G1 I1(M0), (8)

In Eq. (8), I1(M0) denotes another NJL loop integral. The various loop integrals encountered here are given by:

I0(S) =
∫ Λ

0

dp

(2π)3
Ep(S), I1(S) =

∫ Λ

0

dp

(2π)3
1

2Ep(S)
,

I2(S) =
∫ Λ

0

dp

(2π)3
1

4E3
p(S)

, J3(S) =
∫ Λ

0

dp

(2π)3
3

8E5
p(S)

,

J4(S) =
∫ Λ

0

dp

(2π)3
15

16E7
p(S)

, (9)

where Ep(S) =
√

S2 + p2. These integrals depend on the scalar field S and are used in the evaluation of the gap
equation.
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FIG. 1. The LσM and NJL potentials (in units of the string tension σ2
g , where σg = 0.18 GeV2) are shown as a function

of the scalar field −s/Fπ. The LσM (dashed line) is given by Eq. (3), the NJL model (full line) by Eq. (7), and the NJL
potential up to order three (dash-dotted line) and four (dotted line) and given by Eq. (10). The potentials are plotted for the
following parameters: m = 5.9 MeV, Λ = 586 MeV, G1 = 14.21 GeV−2, mπ = 139.6 MeV, Fπ = 91.9 MeV, M0 = 398 MeV,
and ms = 809 MeV. Note graphically the role of the explicit symmetry breaking term, −Fπm

2
πs, which breaks the degeneracy

between the two minimums of the ”Mexican hat” potential.

B. Expansion of the NJL chiral potential in powers of the s field

To compare between the NJL chiral potential and the LσM, we perform an expansion of the NJL potential in
Eq. (7) around the vacuum (s = 0) and we get:

Vχ,NJL(s) ≈
1

2
m2
ss

2 +
1

2

m2
s −m2

π

Fπ

(
1− Cχ,NJL

)
s3 +

1

8

m2
s −m2

π

F 2
π

(
1− 6 Cχ,NJL +Dχ,NJL

)
s4 + ..., (10)

where the canonical pion mass mπ =
√

mM0

G1F 2
π
is calculated in the bosonized NJL model. The effective scalar mass ms

is defined as

m2
s = 4M2

0

f2π
F 2
π

+ m2
π , (11)

with

f2π =
F 2
π

1− 4G2F 2
π

= 2NcNfM
2
0 I2(M0) . (12)

We refer the reader to Ref. [8] for more details on the derivation of the previous equations. The parameters Cχ,NJL

and Dχ,NJL are defined as:

Cχ,NJL =
2

3

M2
0 J3(M0)

I2(M0)
, (13)

Dχ,NJL =
4

3

M4
0 J4(M0)

I2(M0)
. (14)

The parameters Cχ,NJL and Dχ,NJL represent the correction to the original LσM potential (3) induced by the NJL
model at orders three (tadpole term) and four. The parameter Cχ,NJL for instance modifies the cubic term which
softens its attractiveness. At the limit Cχ,NJL = 1, the cubic tadpole term becomes zero, as in the case of the QMC
model [18, 27], while at the limit Cχ,NJL = 0 the NJL potential is identical to the LσM potential (at order three).
A comparison of the LσM and NJL potentials is shown in Fig. 1 for the parameters given in the caption, m =

5.9 MeV, Λ = 586 MeV, G1 = 14.21 GeV−2, which fix mπ and Fπ to their centroid values given in Tab. I. From
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Eqs. (8) and (11), we obtain M0 = 398 MeV and ms = 809 MeV. The two minimums of the LσM potentials are not
degenerate because of the explicit symmetry breaking due to the pion mass and incorporated in Eq. (3), more details
are given in the introduction of Ref. [3] for instance.

Fig. 1 shows that the NJL potential and its approximation up to fourth order in s agrees very well up to the chiral
restoration at s = −Fπ, which represents the upper limit for the scalar field considered in our model. The LσM
and the NJL potential coincides for low values of the scalar field s and differences are visible for s ≳ −0.3Fπ. The
cubic approximation reproduces well the NJL potential up to about s ≈ −0.6Fπ, while the quadratic approximation
is almost on top of NJL potential up to chiral restoration s = −Fπ.

In the following work we will use the NJL potential (7), and we set for simplicity in the notations Cχ ≡ Cχ,NJL,
Dχ ≡ Dχ,NJL and Vχ ≡ Vχ,NJL.

III. RELATIVISTIC HARTREE-FOCK APPROACH INCLUDING NJL CHIRAL POTENTIAL AND
CONFINEMENT

The Lagrangian describing the relativistic Hartree-Fock approach with chiral potential and confinement (RHF-CC)
can be written as the sum of a kinetic fermionic term,

Lψ = ψ̄ (iγµ −MN ) ∂µψ , (15)

where the field ψ represents the nucleon spinor, and of the meson-nucleon term,

Lm = Ls + Lω + Lρ + Lδ + Lπ , (16)

collecting all meson contributions considered in our model: s, ω, ρ, δ and π. Note that the term associated with the
scalar field s contains also the dynamical chiral potential Vχ. Using notation of Ref. [6] these meson-nucleon terms
can be expressed as,

Ls =
(
MN −M⋆

N (s)
)
ψ̄ψ − Vχ(s) +

1

2
∂µs∂µs ,

Lω =− gωωµψ̄γ
µψ +

1

2
m2
ωω

µωµ − 1

4
FµνFµν ,

Lρ =− gρρaµψ̄γ
µτaψ + gρ

κρ
2MN

∂νρaµψ̄σ
µντaψ

+
1

2
m2
ρρaµρ

µ
a − 1

4
Gµνa Gaµν , (17)

Lδ =− gδδaψ̄τaψ − 1

2
mδδaδa +

1

2
∂µδa∂µδa ,

Lπ =
gA
2Fπ

∂µφπaψ̄γ
µγ5τaψ − 1

2
m2
πφπaφπa

+
1

2
∂µφπa∂µφπa ,

where the symbols have their usual meaning. Historically, the pion coupling was defined as F̃π/mπ, which is replaced

by gA/(2Fπ) considering F̃π = mπgA/(2Fπ), where gA is the axial coupling constant and Fπ is the pion decay constant.
This Lagrangian only differ from the one in Ref. [3] by the use of the NJL chiral potential Vχ(s) instead of VLσM (s).
The leading order effect induced by the quark confinement is incorporated in the nucleon mass through the nucleon
polarisability κNS as in the QMC model:

M⋆
N (s) =MN + gss+

1

2
κNS

(
s2 +

s3

3Fπ

)
. (18)

The term in s3 is introduced as in Ref. [4] such that the susceptibility vanishes at chiral restoration. It is the simplest
way to incorporate chiral restoration, however it is not impossible that this prescription is too simple and the real
evolution of the mass close to chiral restoration may be more complex. The present model is indeed expected to be
valid only for small polarisation of the nucleon and may break-down well before the chiral restoration. The limit at
chiral restoration shall however be satisfied in all cases. One can estimate the domain where the nucleon mass is well
described by Eq. (18). Fixing this limit at the values where the highest order correction is larger than 10-20% of the
previous order, one finds smax ≈ −0.3Fπ to −0.6Fπ, which also corresponds to the break-down limit of our model,
see Sec. IV. We can conclude that our model can safely be employed up to the break down density.
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The in-medium susceptibility is defined as:

κ̃NS(s) =
∂2M⋆

N (s)

∂s2
= κNS

(
1 +

s

fπ

)
, (19)

which indeed vanishes at full chiral restoration, i.e., s̄ = −Fπ, where s̄ is the mean value taken by the field s in the
ground state.

The nuclear matter energy density is defined as [3]

ε0 = ϵK + ϵHs+ω+ρ+δ + ϵFs+ω+ρ+δ+π (20)

where ϵK , ϵH and ϵF refer to the kinetic, Hartree and Fock contributions respectively. The Fock term includes all finite-
size and short-range correlations generated by the monopole form factors (FF) and the Jastrow ansatz parameterised
by qc, which corresponds to model D of Ref. [3].

The Adelaide group [21–24] have shown that the nucleon mass can be expanded in terms of the pion mass squared,
m2
π, in the following form:

MN (m2
π) = a0 + a2m

2
π + a4m

4
π + ...+Σπ(m

2
π,Λ) , (21)

where the pionic self-energy Σπ(m
2
π,Λ) containing non analytical contribution is explicitly separated out and they have

determined the values of the parameters ai from LQCD. Using Eq. (21), we can relate a2 and a4 to our parameters
via the following relations (see Ref. [19]):

a2 =
Fπ gS
m2
s

(22)

a4 = −Fπ gS
2m4

s

(
3 − 2 C̃L

)
(23)

with C̃L = MN/(gS Fπ)CNS + 3/2Cχ. Again, note that when Cχ = 0, we find the same LQCD relations as for the
LσM in Refs. [3, 5, 6].

In our study of the RHF-CC model, we have used a Bayesian approach to explore the model parameters phase
space, and to translate uncertainties from our constraints to model parameter uncertainties. In the next section we
briefly describe the Bayesian approach and the various nomenclatures encountered.

A. Bayesian analysis

In the Bayesian approach, the so-called ”data” are the quantities which are constrained by experimental data, e.g.,
Fπ, mπ, and the NEPs nsat, Esat and Ksat, as well as by the analysis of well established theories, e.g., the LQCD
parameters a2 and a4. The ”model” parameters are quantities like coupling constants, e.g., gω, gs and CNS, or masses,
e.g. ms, which directly enter into the definition of the model. A ”model” can therefore can be simply represented by
the set {θi} of these ”model” parameters. They will be fixed in such a way as to reproduce the previously mentioned
”data”. The Bayesian probability associated to a set of models and to a set of data can be obtained in two different
ways since (Bayes theorem):

P ({θi} | data)× P (data) = P (data | {θi})× P ({θi}), (24)

where P ({θi} | data) is the posterior probability associated to a model given a set of ”data”, P (data) is the evidence
which is defined as the normalisation of the posterior probability. We have P (data | {θi}) the likelihood probability
associated to a set of ”data” given a model, which can be expressed for instance as

logP (data | {θi}) = −1

2

1

Ndof

∑
i

[Oi(data)−Oi({θi})]2

∆O2
i

, (25)

where Ndof is the number of independent ”data” – the number of ”data” minus the number of ”model” parameters
– and the sum goes over the number of data where Oi(data) represents a data and Oi({θi}) its prediction from the
model and ∆Oi is the uncertainty in the data originating from the uncertainty in the measurement, but it can also
incorporate a systematic uncertainty estimation associated to the ”model” (in this case one shall consider the sum of
the square of the different uncertainties [29]). Finally, the probability P ({θi}) in Eq. (24) is the prior probability, which
represents the a-priori knowledge on the model parameters. For priors, Gaussian distributions are considered when
dealing with experimental data since the Gaussian width can be associated to the experimental standard deviation
(std. dev.), and flat distributions are taken when a width is not meaningful, e.g., for the LQCD data which are
extracted from [21]. The constraining quantities which are considered in our study are given in Tab. I.
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TABLE I. The values of the constraining quantities: the parameters a2 and a4 from LQCD, the parameters Fπ, Mπ, M0, Λ
2G1

from the NJL sector, and the NEP Esat, nsat and Ksat. In the last column, the symbol ⋆ refers to the quantities for which
we impose a uniform distribution (since we are agnostic in the distribution of these quantities), while for the rest a Gaussian
distribution is considered. Note that in our preliminary study we do not consider the constraint on M0.

Parameters Ref. centroid std. dev. (or total width)

a2 (GeV−1) [21] 1.553 0.136⋆

a4 (GeV−3) [21] -0.509 0.054⋆

Fπ (MeV) 92 2

mπ (MeV) 139.6 2

M0 (MeV) < 400 MeV

Λ2G1 5.5 9⋆

Esat (MeV) [28] -15.8 0.3

nsat (fm−3) [28] 0.155 0.005

Ksat (MeV) [28] 230 20

B. Parameters for the NJL model

In the following preliminary study, we explore the values taken by the NJL model parameters, which are G1, m (or
equivalently M0) and Λ, conditioned only by the ”data”: mπ and Fπ as given in Tab. I. We also add an extra prior
requiring a ”natural” value of Λ2G1 in the following sense: a large value of Λ2G1 would imply an unrealistic dominance
of the interaction over the kinetic contributions whereas a small value would mean a perturbative interaction, hence
forbidding spontaneous chiral symmetry breaking. We would thus like to have Λ2G1 in the range ∼ 1 − 10, and we
consider a flat distribution since no values in this range has any reason to be favored over the others. With these in
mind, we can run a Bayesian analysis that fully explores the phase space of the parameters. In the following, we only
show the case G2 = 0, since the other case G2 = G1 is qualitatively similar.
We represent in Fig. 2 the posterior probability obtained from the Bayesian analysis in the form of a corner

plot, where we place on the diagonal the posterior probabilities marginalised over all parameters but one, and the
correlations between the parameters are given in the off-diagonal insets. The result of the preliminary study is shown
in gray. The most noticeable feature is that a wide range of valid solutions are obtained, instead of single peaked ones.
This is expected since we have considered a flat prior on Λ2G1. Some of these solutions are however not physical:
they give a too high value for M0 or ms (see Ref. [30]). To remain in the physically allowed domain, we shall add
an additional prior selecting models for which M0 < 400 MeV (blue contours). We note that our physical solutions
contain the one considered in Ref. [11, 19, 20] (red star).

In the next section we investigate the full RHF-CC model with additional parameters as well as additional constraints
in order to understand which ones of them are able to reproduce the correct saturation properties.
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FIG. 2. Corner plot showing the posterior probabilities and the correlations between the various NJL parameters for G2 = 0
(grey band). The valid range of solutions extends to high values of M0 which are considered unphysical per Ref. [30]. The blue
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TABLE II. Model parameters (masses and coupling constants) which are fixed to be constant in the present analysis.

MN mρ mδ mω gρ gδ gA

MeV MeV MeV MeV

938.9 779.0 984.7 783.0 quark model: gω/3 1 1.25

TABLE III. We consider two cases for κρ, the coupling constant of the ρT : weak ρT with κρ=3.7 suggested by the Vector
Dominance Model (VDM) [31], and strong ρT with κρ=6.6 suggested by scattering data [32].

ρT model Ref. κρ

weak ρT WRT [31] 3.7

strong ρT SRT [32] 6.6

C. The RHF-CC Lagrangian and the nuclear matter properties

We now consider the full RHF-CC model considering the conditions imposed by fundamental QCD properties and
empirical properties of dense nuclear matter.

Some parameters in the RHF-CC model are fixed, e.g., the meson masses, the nucleon mass in the vacuum and
some coupling constant, see Tab. II. Since Eq. (11) fixes the value for ms, we can determine the value for gs from the
relation (22). We consider a weak coupling between nucleons and δ meson by fixing gδ = 1. We are only left with
gω and gρ which are linked together under the simple quark model relation: gρ = gω/3. There is therefore only one
parameter to fix, e.g., gω, which is obtained from the condition to reproduce the nuclear saturation density nsat.
In Tab. III, we give the value considered for the nucleon ρ tensor coupling fρ = gρκρ, according to either the vector

dominance model (VDM) [31] which we call weak rho tensor (WRT) or to the scattering data [32] which we call strong
rho tensor (SRT). In this first study, we focus on the SRT and WRT scenarios, and we perform a Bayesian analysis
constrained by nsat as mentioned earlier. The results can be seen in Fig. 3.

Fig. 3 represents two corner plots where the lower triangle shows the correlations for the SRT case and the upper
triangle the correlations for the WRT case. The marginalised posterior probabilities for these two cases are represented
together on the diagonal insets. Note that among all the models which pass the aforementioned constraints, a large
number of them do not correctly reproduce the empirical value of the energy Esat.

The main differences between the two cases are indeed observed for the posterior distribution function of Esat and
Ksat. It is clear from Fig. 3 that there is a complication in reproducing Esat which is more marked in the WRT case
than the SRT case. This can be traced back to the a2 prior: a large value of the binding energy favors large values
of gs, the main attractive channel, which also corresponds to a large value of a2 from Eq. (22). In the WRT scenario,
the tensor ρ channel is less attractive and cannot be completed by more attraction in the s channel, which is limited
by the prior on a2.
We perform the same analysis in the case G2 = G1. Our results are shown in Fig. 4, where the same qualitative

features as in Fig. 3 are obtained. Note however a few differences since there are some models which reproduce the
empirical values of Esat and Ksat, for SRT and WRT. In the WRT case, these models are however a bit marginal.
For the majority of models the saturation energy is however predicted to be different from the empirical expectation.

This might be due to the absence of an attractive contribution to the total energy, such as the correlation energy
(see Refs. [5, 33]). So in the present work, we perform a Bayesian inference of the so-called ”missing” energy which is
required by each model to get the empirical value for the empirical parameters. To do so, we introduce a phenomeno-
logical term for the ”missing” energy: a term linear in density is constrained by the condition Esat = −15.8±0.3 MeV
and a term containing quadratic density dependence is additionally constrained to reproduce the empirical incom-
pressibility modulus Ksat = 230± 20 MeV [28]. Note that we do not calculate explicitly the correlation energy in the
present work.

Furthermore, the parameter CNS represented in Figs. 3 and 4 acquires values which are lower than 1, as expected
from the discussion presented in Sec. I.
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D. The ”missing” energy

The ”missing” energy is a phenomenological quantity introduced in the present study, function of the density, and
added to the energy per particle to reproduce the empirical parameters. It can be calculated microscopically from
the correlation energy, for instance, but in this study we develop an approach where it is inferred from the Bayesian
analysis. We introduce two analytical forms for the ”missing” energy: the first one assumes that it goes linearly with
the density,

e1m.e.(n) = α1n , (26)

and the second one assumes an additional quadratic dependence,

e2m.e.(n) = α2n+ β2n
2 . (27)
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We therefore introduce one (two) additional parameter(s) in the Bayesian analysis, which is (are) controlled by one
(two) additional constraints: The condition to reproduce the expected energy per particle at saturation Esat (and the
incompressibility modulus Ksat).

This study allows us to infer a band of possible ”missing” energies, which reproduce the NEPs. In other words, a
microscopic calculation of the correlation energy, that we plan to perform in a future study, should fall in our inference
bands. Note however that the band inferred by our approach should be larger than the one which would be obtained
from a microscopic calculation.

The results of our inference are shown in Fig. 5, where the 67% and 95% confidence bands for the cases G2 = 0 (on
the left panels) and G2 = G1 (on the right panels) are shown. We also study the two scenarios: SRT (top panels) and
WRT (bottom panels). We first focus on the SRT: for G2 = 0, we observe that all inferences from this energy, be it
a linear or a quadratic density dependence, give negative values, which means that the ”missing” energy is predicted
to be attractive, which is in agreement with what already was observed in Fig. 3: the models are located above the
expectation value for the saturation energy. The Bayesian inference therefore chose negative values for this ”missing”
energy. The blue band shows our inference in the case of a linear density dependence for the ”missing” energy, see
Eq. (26), while the red band shows the quadratic version, Eq. (27), which is also constrained by the requirement to
reproduce Ksat. We observe that the constraint on Ksat implies a negative curvature of the ”missing” energy (see the
peak of the distribution for the ”missing” energy’s curvature ∆K represented in Fig.7).

On the second column of Fig. 3, we study the case with G2 = G1 and SRT for which we recall that some models are
able to reproduce the expectation values for the saturation energy Esat. As a consequence, we expect from our inference
that some models predict no contributions from the ”missing” energy, or even positive (repulsive) contributions. It
is interesting however that in order to also reproduce the correct incompressibility Ksat, only attractive contributions
are allowed, be it linear or quadratic.

For G2 = G1 and the WRT scenarios, all models need negative ”missing” energy to reproduce NEPs. The magnitude
of the ”missing” energy in this case is however globally larger than in the SRT case. It may even be a bit larger
than the Fock contribution to the energy which is of the order of ∼ 20 MeV, see Ref. [3] for instance. This may pose
question if the ”missing” energy breaks the expected hierarchy of many-body contributions, with terms at a given
order which shall be smaller in absolute value than their previous order. It would therefore be interesting to check
the microscopic calculation of the correlation energy, in particular in the WRT case.
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To better understand the SRT case, we can look at Figs. 6 and 7, which show correlations for the case G2 = G1.
In Fig. 6, we show the correlation between the value of the linear ”missing” energy at saturation Elinearcorr = e1m.e(nsat)
and the incompressibility. There is a positive correlation showing that the larger the ”missing” energy, the larger
the incompressibility modulus Ksat with values above the NEP. So in order to match better with the expected value
for Ksat, the ”missing” energy shall be large and negative (models having Ksat ∼ 250 MeV requires ∼ −120 MeV of
”missing” energy).

In Fig. 7, we show that the quadratic ”missing” energy has two contributions: one for the saturation energy,
corresponding to the value of the ”missing” energy at saturation Equadraticcorr = e2m.e(nsat), and the other one, the

contribution to the incompressibility at saturation which comes from the curvature, i.e ∆K = (3n)2
∂2e2m.e(n)

∂n2 |n=nsat
.

As stated in the case before, the energy has to be attractive otherwise it would increase Ksat, but interestingly we see
that a large majority of models have a negative curvature in order to bring down its value to the experimental one.

The difference between the linear and quadratic contribution is then that for the linear energy to be able to reproduce
both Esat and Ksat, a large and negative value of the ”missing” energy is required, whereas for the quadratic energy,
the value of Ksat is brought down in an interplay between the curvature and the value of the ”missing” energy at
saturation, which explains why we need smaller attraction.

To summarise, our Bayesian inference for the ”missing” energy shows that it is statistically expected to be negative
(attractive) with a small negative curvature in the region between nsat and 2nsat. Our result provides a motivation
for a future study, where we wish to confront our inference to the microscopic calculation of the correlation energy.
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IV. MODEL BREAK-DOWN AT HIGH DENSITY

We now explore higher densities and push our model to its limits. We remark that there is a break down density
above which the equations

V ′(s̄) = −g∗sns , (28)

M∗
D(p) =MN +ΣS(p) , (29)

p∗ = p+ p̃ΣV (p) , (30)

do not have a solution anymore. In Eq. (28), the effective scalar coupling g∗s is defined as g∗s = ∂MN (s̄)/∂s̄ and ns is
the total scalar density defined as

ns =

∫
2 dp

(2π)3
M∗
D(p)

E∗(p)
f(p) , (31)

with E∗(p) =
√
M∗2
D (p) + p∗2 and f(p) = θ(pF − p) is the occupation number for the nucleon characterized by the

Fermi momentum pF . In Eqs. (29)-(30) we introduce the unit momentum vector p̃ = p/p, whereas ΣS(p), Σ0(p),
and ΣV (p) are the scalar, time-like and vector-like self-energies, described in Ref. [3] for instance.
The derivative V ′(s̄) is zero for s = 0 as well as at chiral restoration for s = −Fπ and it is negative between these

two boundaries, see Fig; 1 for instance. There is therefore a value, named s̄min, for which V ′(s̄) is minimal. It is
found to be s̄min = −48.5 MeV (−40.5 MeV) for the same parametrisation of the NJL (LσM) potential as in Fig. 1,
see Fig. 8.

We draw in Fig. 8 dots corresponding to equidistantly increasing densities for which we search for solutions of the
equations of motion (28), (29), and (30). This is done for the LσM and NJL potentials. We observe that for the LσM
potential, the step in s between two successive densities decrease as one gets closer and closer to the value smin, while
for the NJL potential, this phenomenon is much less visible. As a consequence, the solution of the equation of motion
reaches the break-down density at lower density for NJL potential compared to LσM potential for the considered
parameter set.
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FIG. 9. Representation of the correlations between the parameters and the breakdown density nmax and their individual PDFs
for G2 = 0 in the SRT (blue) and WRT (orange) scenarios.

The value of the break-down density nmax for which the scalar field is s̄ = s̄min depends however on the model
itself. We therefore explore it systematically in a Bayesian way and for the NJL potential, considering the same set
of models shown in Figs. 3 and 4. Results are shown in Figs. 9 and 10 for the case G2 = 0 and G2 = G1 respectively.
We didn’t find any clear correlation between the value of nmax and the ’model’ parameter shown in Figs. 9 and 10,
however we remark that the choice for κρ and especially G2 have an important effect on its distribution.

The break down density is of mathematical origin, since it is due to the vanishing of the solution for the equations
of motion. It represents therefore the upper density above which our model cannot be applied, and it ranges between
∼ 4 to 14 times nsat. In applying our model to neutron stars, the break down density represent the maximum density
of a given EoS.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have examined a new chiral potential derived from the NJL model, and its effect on the predictions
of the RHF-CC model developed in Ref. [3]. We consider here also the LQCD data as well as the empirical properties
to fit our parameters, and we have investigated two sets of NJL potentials, one with the absence of vector interaction
(G2 = 0) and the other one compatible with the a1 − π mixing (G2 = G1).

We have shown that most of the models fail to simultaneously reproduce Esat with the required data, given the
experimental and LQCD constraints due to a lack of attractive binding energy. This directly lead us to the question
of the role of additional contributions to the energy per particle, such as for instance the correlation energy. A
phenomenological ”missing” energy is added to reproduce the saturation energy with a linear density dependence,
or to reproduce the incompressibility modulus with an additional quadratic dependence in the density. We have
managed to bring in the extra attraction needed to reproduce the binding energy, and we showed that negative
curvatures were additionally required if one wishes to also reproduce the incompressibility. However, for cases where
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attractive interactions are suppressed, either by the absence of vector interaction which in it turn lowers ms and thus
gs, or by lower values of the attractive tensor interaction, a large contribution is needed to satisfy Esat and Ksat. A
more complete model with a microscopic calculation of the correlation energy is envisioned in our future work. We
have also focused on symmetric matter, so the effect of the correlation energy on neutron matter is still not known
and will also be explored with this microscopic calculation.

Additionally, while pushing the model to high densities we discovered that there is a breakdown density above
which the set of equations of motion (28), (29), and (30) have no solution. This breakdown is of mathematical origin
and is related to the properties of the chiral potential. To our understanding, it is however not related to a physical
quantity. No correlation have been found between the model parameters and this breakdown density, which occurs
above ∼ 4nsat.

Finally, despite the limitation at high densities, we generated an approach based on RHF-CC with NJL potential,
which is anchored in QCD properties and which is able to describe the properties of nuclear matter. With this
approach we managed to resolve the conflict between confining models such as the QMC, and LQCD data, all whilst
respecting chiral symmetry.

[1] S. Weinberg, Phys. Lett. B 251, 288 (1990). doi:10.1016/0370-2693(90)90938-3
[2] Y. Nambu, G. Jona-Lasinio, Phys. Rev. 124, 246 (1961). doi:10.1103/PhysRev.124.246
[3] M. Chamseddine, J. Margueron, G. Chanfray, H. Hansen, R. Somasundaram, The European Physical Journal A 59(8)

(2023). doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-023-01089-2. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epja/s10050-023-01089-2

[4] G. Chanfray, M. Ericson, Eur. Phys. J. A 25, 151 (2005). doi:10.1140/epja/i2005-10074-6
[5] G. Chanfray, M. Ericson, Phys. Rev. C 75, 015206 (2007). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.75.015206
[6] E. Massot, G. Chanfray, Phys. Rev. C 78, 015204 (2008). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.78.015204
[7] E. Massot, G. Chanfray, Phys. Rev. C 80, 015202 (2009). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.80.015202
[8] G. Chanfray, M. Ericson, Phys. Rev. C 83, 015204 (2011). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.83.015204
[9] B.D. Serot, J.D. Walecka, Adv. Nucl. Phys. 16, 1 (1986)

[10] B.D. Serot, J.D. Walecka, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 6, 515 (1997). doi:10.1142/S0218301397000299
[11] G. Chanfray, Eur. Phys. J. A 60(1), 7 (2024). doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-023-01221-2
[12] G. Chanfray, M. Ericson, P.A.M. Guichon, Phys. Rev. C 63, 055202 (2001). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.63.055202
[13] M.C. Birse, Phys. Rev. C 53, R2048 (1996). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.53.R2048
[14] J. Boguta, Phys. Lett. B 120, 34 (1983). doi:10.1016/0370-2693(83)90617-2
[15] A.K. Kerman, L.D. Miller, in 1974 PEP Summer Study (1974)
[16] W. Bentz, A.W. Thomas, Nucl. Phys. A 696, 138 (2001). doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(01)01119-8
[17] G. Chanfray, Nucl. Phys. A 721, 76 (2003). doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(03)01019-4
[18] P.A.M. Guichon, Phys. Lett. B 200, 235 (1988). doi:10.1016/0370-2693(88)90762-9
[19] G. Chanfray, H. Hansen, J. Margueron, Eur.Phys.J.A 59(11), 264 (2023). doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-023-01179-1. URL

https://hal.science/hal-04074564

[20] G. Chanfray, M. Ericson, M. Martini, Universe 9(7) (2023). doi:10.3390/universe9070316. URL https://www.mdpi.com/

2218-1997/9/7/316

[21] D.B. Leinweber, A.W. Thomas, R.D. Young, Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 242002 (2004). doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.242002
[22] D.B. Leinweber, A.W. Thomas, R.D. Young, Physical Review Letters 92(24) (2004). doi:10.1103/physrevlett.92.242002.

URL https://doi.org/10.1103%2Fphysrevlett.92.242002

[23] A.W. Thomas, P.A.M. Guichon, D.B. Leinweber, R.D. Young, Prog. Theor. Phys. Suppl. 156, 124 (2004). doi:
10.1143/PTPS.156.124

[24] W. Armour, C. Allton, D. Leinweber, A. Thomas, R. Young, Nuclear Physics A 840(1-4), 97 (2010). doi:
10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2010.03.012

[25] E. Massot, J. Margueron, G. Chanfray, EPL 97(3), 39002 (2012). doi:10.1209/0295-5075/97/39002
[26] R. Somasundaram, J. Margueron, G. Chanfray, H. Hansen, Eur. Phys. J. A 58(5), 84 (2022). doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-

022-00733-7
[27] P.A.M. Guichon, A.W. Thomas, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 132502 (2004). doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.132502
[28] J. Margueron, R. Hoffmann Casali, F. Gulminelli, Phys. Rev. C 97(2), 025805 (2018). doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.97.025805
[29] J. Dobaczewski, W. Nazarewicz, P.G. Reinhard, Journal of Physics G: Nuclear and Particle Physics 41(7), 074001 (2014).

doi:10.1088/0954-3899/41/7/074001. URL https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/41/7/074001

[30] A. Biguet, H. Hansen, P. Costa, P. Borgnat, T. Brugière, The European Physical Journal A 51(9) (2015). doi:
10.1140/epja/i2015-15121-1. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2015-15121-1

[31] R.K. Bhaduri, Models of the nucleon: From quarks to soliton (Addison-Wesley, 1988)
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