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Abstract: Precision spectroscopic measurements of isotope shifts have recently reached

a high level of accuracy. Tests of King non-linearity (NL) along isotope chains have been

proposed as a tool to search for fifth-force mediators. At the same time, these tests can

potentially teach us about the structure of heavy nuclei at unprecedented precision, where

King NL has already been observed in several systems. A robust interpretation of the

existing data, however, is hampered by incomplete control over the Standard Model (SM)

contributions. We develop a systematic effective field theory framework, matching the SM

onto scalar non-relativistic QED in the infinite nuclear mass limit and then onto quantum-

mechanical potentials. This approach organizes all nuclear effects into a small set of Wilson

coefficients and cleanly separates short- and long-distance physics. We show that the

commonly used treatment of the ⟨r2⟩2 term needs to be reconsidered, as it arises only

at second-order in perturbation theory, and we derive the long-range 1/r4 potential from

nuclear polarizability. Applying the framework to hydrogen-like systems, we provide a

transparent classification of SM sources of King NL relevant for current and future isotope-

shift experiments. The formalism can be applied to learn about the shape of the heavy

scalar nuclei at a higher level of precision and detail than what was previously attainable.
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1 Introduction

Precision spectroscopy of isotope shifts has long been a powerful tool for probing nuclear

structure, such as determining the nuclear charge radii, and searching for physics beyond

the Standard Model (SM) [1–3]. More recently, “King non-linearity” (King NL) has been

proposed as a novel method to constrain the existence of new light mediators that would

induce a fifth force between the nucleus and electrons [4, 5]. To measure King NL, one

compares frequency differences, ∆νai , between two or more atomic transitions (i) across

a chain of at least four isotopes (a). If only the leading mass-shift and field-shift effects

are present, these frequency differences are expected to lie on a straight line when plotted

against mass shifts, µa = 1/mAa − 1/mA′
a
, where mAa ,mA′

a
are the nuclear masses of the

isotopes [6]. The key insight proposed in refs. [4, 5] was that since the fifth-force mediators

induce calculable King NL, the absence of such effects can be used to set bounds on the

couplings and mass of the mediator. As long as the observed ∆νai remain consistent with

linearity, one can then set constraints on potential new physics. Conversely, any significant

deviation from linearity may signal either higher-order SM corrections or the existence of

new, isotope-dependent forces coupling electrons and neutrons [5, 7, 8].

Experimentally, we are now in a position where sub-kHz spectroscopy allowed to es-

tablish King NL in several systems, most notably Yb+ [9–12] and Ca+ ions [13, 14]. There

are many more systems where King NL could be measured in the future (see, e.g., [15]).

This remarkable experimental progress raises the question of whether such high-precision

data can also be leveraged to probe nuclear structure with unprecedented accuracy. The

central difficulty in describing and interpreting King NL is the limited theoretical control

over non-perturbative SM contributions (see, for instance, ref. [16] for a recent review).

Understanding the SM contributions remains an active area of research, and it is not yet

fully settled whether all relevant sources have been correctly identified. In the pioneering

work of ref. [9], which first established the observation of King NL, the ⟨r4⟩ and ⟨r2⟩2

contributions were, for instance, treated as related effects. Subsequent studies, however,

recognized them as distinct contributions [10], which received some support by the ab ini-

tio nuclear-structure calculations presented in [12]. The situation is further complicated

by the fact that not all SM corrections generate independent sources of King NL. Some

higher-order shifts in the electronic transition energy can be absorbed into common pref-

actors in the King linearity relation, thereby obscuring which effects genuinely contribute

to the King NL.

What makes the problem more manageable, however, is that the physics involved is de-

scribed by several well separated scales, so that one can construct the appropriate effective

field theories (EFTs) and develop the corresponding counting of different contributions. In

this paper we initiate such a systematic treatment of King NL using EFTs. The key obser-

vation is that there is a large hierarchy between typical nuclear, rN ∼ 10−15 m, and typical

atomic length scale, a ∼ 10−10 m. Along with an expansion in the fine structure constant

α, this then allows to organize corrections to the atomic energy levels in terms of their

scaling with ϵ = rN/a ∼ 10−5 and α ∼ 10−2. Technically, this is done by constructing two

EFTs, and performing a two-step matching. In the first step, we match the SM onto non-
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relativistic quantum electrodynamics (NRQED), where both the nucleus and the electrons

are treated as non-relativistic objects described by second quantized fields. To simplify

the discussion, we work in this first step in the infinite nuclear mass limit. In the sec-

ond step, we match onto a first-quantized description, with interactions now described by

the quantum-mechanical (QM) potential between electrons and nucleus (sometimes also

referred to as potential NRQED or pNRQED [17]). This potential can then be applied

systematically within QM perturbation theory.

The above EFT framework cleanly separates short-distance nuclear physics and long-

distance atomic physics. It also provides a transparent classification of which operators

contribute to King NL at a given level of precision. While the approach is applicable more

generally, in this paper we apply it to a hydrogen-like system with spin-0 nuclei. Even in

this simple setting, we are able to gain better understanding of several SM contributions

to the King NL. In particular, we show that the common treatment of the ⟨r2⟩2 term in

the literature is incorrect: it arises only through second-order QM perturbation theory,

requiring the explicit use of electronic Green’s function, and not just the wave function of

the state itself. In addition, we derive, using field theory methods, the parametrically more

important contribution of nuclear polarizability to King NL, demonstrating that it induces

a long-range 1/r4 potential, and provide estimates of its impact on King NL.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we construct the scalar NRQED La-

grangian in the infinite nuclear mass limit and perform the first matching from the SM,

identifying the relevant Wilson coefficients such as the charge radius squared ⟨r2⟩, ⟨r4⟩,
and polarizabilities. In section 3 we match NRQED onto QM potentials (pNRQED), in-

cluding tree-level and loop-induced interactions, and highlight which operators contribute

to genuine King NL. In section 4 we revisit the hydrogen-like example, reproducing and

extending Friar’s classic results and clarifying the origin of the ⟨r2⟩2 term. Section 5 dis-

cusses the phenomenological implications for isotope-shift experiments in Ca+ and Yb+,

emphasizing the separation of SM contributions from possible new physics. We conclude

in section 6, while appendices contain further details on the material covered in the main

text: app. A contains details on matching calculation of NRQED Wilson coefficients, app.

B on matching onto QM potentials, app. C a discussion of UV and IR divergences, and

app. D further details on ⟨r2⟩ induced corrections to the wave functions.

2 NRQED for King Non-linearity

We start with the first step in the matching procedure, matching the SM onto NRQED,

where both the nucleus and the electron are treated as non-relativistic. We limit the

discussion to hydrogen-like systems, composed of a single nucleus and a single electron, so

that no electron-electron interactions are needed. We also limit ourselves to the case of

spin-0 nuclei, which are then described by a scalar field S. This reduces the number of

possible NRQED operators, simplifying the discussion, and compatible with systems where

King NL was observed. In sec. 6, we discuss how one can go beyond this approximation

using our EFT framework.
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The matching of SM onto NRQED for the case of hydrogen, i.e., an EFT for a non-

relativistic spin-1/2 nucleus interacting with a non-relativistic electron is well known [17–

20], and we can reuse many of the results. However, there is also an important difference:

unlike for the case of a proton, we need to keep track separately of the scalings of different

Wilson coefficients of NRQED operators with the inverse size of the nucleus, 1/rN ∼
A−1/3/rp, and with its mass, M ∼ Amp. Here, A is the mass number and is A ≫ 1

in the systems we are interested, e.g., A(Yb) ≃ 170 and A(Ca) ≃ 40. That is, while in

the proton-electron system one can still treat the proton mass, mp ≃ 1 GeV, and the

inverse of proton radius, 1/rp ≃ 1 fm−1 ≃ 0.2 GeV [21] as though they are the same

scale, this is no longer true even for a “lighter” nucleus such as Ca, with charge radius

1/rN ≃ 1/(3.5 fm) ≃ 0.06 GeV [22], and mass is M ≃ 40 GeV [21]. This difference is even

larger for Yb, for which 1/rN ≃ 1/(5 fm) ≃ 0.04 GeV [22], and M ∼ 160 GeV [21].

In the two-body problem of a single electron bound to a nucleus, we thus have the

following hierarchy of scales

EN ≪ Ee ≪ p≪ me ≪ ΛN ≪M, (2.1)

where ΛN ≡ 1/rN denotes the typical scale associated with the nucleus being an extended

object, me is the mass of the electron (which is almost equal to the reduced mass of the

system), p ∼ Zαme is the typical momentum of electron and/or nucleus, Ee ∼ p2/me ∼
Z2α2me is the typical kinetic energy of the bound electron, and EN ∼ p2/M ∼ Z2α2m2

e/M

the kinetic energy of a nucleus. Since M is much larger than any of the other energy scales

in the problem, we can safely take the M →∞ limit to the precision we are working when

constructing the NRQED Lagrangian relevant for King NL calculations. Note that in this

limit also EN → 0, further simplifying the problem.

The NRQED Lagrangian for a hydrogen-like system with spin-0 nucleus is composed

out of three terms,

LNRQED = LS + LSψe + Lψe , (2.2)

with LS (Lψe) describing the interactions of a non-relativistic scalar nucleus field S (non-

relativistic electron field ψe) with the electromagnetic field, while LSψe contains contact

interaction terms between S and ψe. In the M →∞ limit LS is obtained as an expansion

in p/ΛN , Lψe as an expansion in p/me, while LSψe involves both expansions. In the

construction of the higher dimension operators the non-relativistic fields and derivatives

scale as (after theM →∞ limit was already taken, note that we do not distinguish between

soft and ultrasoft modes [23])

S ∼ p3/2, ψe ∼ p3/2, ∂i ∼ p, ∂t ∼ p2/me, (2.3)

while for the electromagnetic vector potential, the electric and magnetic fields, we have

(see [24])

A0 ∼ p2/me, Ai ∼ p, Ei ∼ p2, Bi ∼ p3/me. (2.4)

We will need the explicit forms only for LS and LSψe , given in eqs. (2.7) and (2.10) below,

while Lψe (up to dimension 8) can be found in [19, 20].
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Let us first derive LS : at the present level of experimental precision, it suffices to

include operators up to dimension 8. We also only need interactions that are bilinear in

S. The complete basis of such operators was explicitly constructed in the context of non-

relativistic quantum chromodynamics (NRQCD) in Ref. [20] (see also [25]), and can also be

inferred from [19] by discarding the spin-dependent terms. Importantly, Lorentz invariance

relates some of the higher-dimension Wilson coefficients to the lower ones [19, 26, 27] (this is

often referred to as the reparametrization invariance (RPI) when working to leading order).

In the infinite-mass limit these relations imply that many of the higher-dimension operators

vanish, reducing the number of operators we need to consider. We will demonstrate this

explicitly below.

To construct the form of LS we define first (see also app. A.1)

Dt = ∂t + ieZA0, D = ∇− ieZA, (2.5)

where e is the electromagnetic coupling constant and Z is the total electric charge of the

nucleus. In eq. (2.5) we follow the convention of ref. [18]. At dimension 4, LS contains

a single operator, LS ⊃ S†iDtS. At dimension 5, there is similarly only a single spin-

independent operator, LS ⊃ c2S
†D2S/2M , where Lorentz invariance fixes c2 = 1. In the

M → ∞ limit this term vanishes. At dimension 6 there is also a single spin-independent

operator, which, however, does not vanish in the M → ∞ limit. Conventionally, in the

cases where M and ΛN are not parametrically different, this is written as LS ⊃ cDS†e(∇ ·
E)S/8M2. However cD/M

2 does not scale with the mass of the nucleus, but rather with the

size of the nucleus. We make this explicit, by setting cD/8M
2 = c⟨r2⟩/Λ

2
N , where c⟨r2⟩/Λ

2
N is

proportional to ⟨r2⟩, the squared charge radius of the nucleus (see app. A.1). At dimension 7

there are four spin-independent operators: c4S
†D4S/8M3, icMg S

†{Di, [∂×B]i}S/16M3,

cA1g
2 S†(B2−E2)S/8M3, cA2g

2 S†E2S/16M3 [18]. Lorentz invariance implies c4 = 1 and

cM = cD [28], so the first two vanish as M → ∞. The Wilson coefficients of last two

are, however, related to the electric (αE) and magnetic (βM ) polarizabilities, which scale

as ∼ r3N and do not vanish in the M → ∞ limit, see [19]. Finally, at dimension 8 there

are four spin-independent operators: cX1S
†g[D2,D · E + E ·D]S/M4, cX2S

†g{D2, (∇ ·
E)}S/M4, cX3S

†g[∇2(∇·E)]S/M4, icX4S
†g2{Di, [E×B]i}S/M4 [19]. Lorentz invariance

relates cX1, cX2, and cX4 to lower-dimensional coefficients. Therefore, only one operator,

cX3 S
†g[∇2(∇ · E)]S/M4, is non-vanishing in the M → ∞ limit, namely, cX3/M

4 =

c⟨r4⟩/Λ
4
N , where c⟨r4⟩/Λ

4
N is proportional to ⟨r4⟩.

Collecting the above results, the scalar NRQED Lagrangian in theM →∞ limit takes

the simple form

LS = S†
{
iDt +

c⟨r2⟩

Λ2
N

(∇·E) +
cE2

Λ3
N

E2 +
cB2

Λ3
N

B2 +
c⟨r4⟩

Λ4
N

∇2(∇·E)

}
S , (2.6)

where we denoted explicitly the expected scaling with ΛN , and kept terms up to dimension

8. Here, the c⟨r2⟩ term gives the charge radius of the nucleus, ⟨r2⟩, the cE2 and cB2 are

related to the electric and magnetic polarizabilities of the nucleus, respectively, while the

c⟨r4⟩ is related to ⟨r4⟩ (where, intuitively, as for the charge radius, the expectation value is
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over the electric charge distribution inside the nucleus; see app. A.1 for the exact definition).

Including all the prefactors, we have1

LS = S†
{
iDt + eZ

⟨r2⟩
6

(∇·E) + αE E2 + βM B2 + eZ
⟨r4⟩
120

∇2(∇·E)

}
S . (2.7)

That is, up to dimension 8 in the infinite-mass limit, the interaction of a scalar nucleus with

photons is fully characterized by just four Wilson coefficients: ⟨r2⟩, ⟨r4⟩, and the electric

and magnetic polarizabilities αE , βM .

We include the βM S†B2S operator, although according to eq. (2.4) it is power sup-

pressed. We will use it in the calculation of the polarizabilities’ contribution to the poten-

tial. As we will see below, the magnetic polarizability will only contribute to the short-

distance part of the potential arising from the interaction with the relativistic electrons.

In accordance with eq. (2.4) and at the order we are working, it does not contribute to the

long-range potential arsing from the interaction with non-relativistic electrons, see section

3.3.

The value of the electric polarizability can be estimated from the hydrodynamic model:

for heavy nuclei, it is proportional to atomic mass number as A5/3 [30, 31]. In this model

it is given as [7]

αE =
(
0.8 + 2.8A−1/3

) e2R2A

40 asym
=

(
0.8 + 2.8A−1/3

)
2.6× 10−2A5/3 fm3, (2.8)

where e2 = 4πα, asym = 23MeV (0.12 fm−1) is the nuclear symmetry energy and R is the

nuclear radius. For R = r0A
1/3, where r0 = 1.15 fm [7], the estimated values of electric

polarizability from eq. (2.8) for Ca (40 ≤ A ≤ 46) and Yb (168 ≤ A ≤ 174) isotopes

are respectively in the range αE ∈ [19, 24] fm3 and αE ∈ [170, 180] fm3. Alternatively,

using data from global analysis of photo-absorption cross-section measurements [32], the

magnitude of αE can be expressed analytically as [33],

αE = 32π
(A/132)2

(A/132)1/3 − 0.31
fm3. (2.9)

Using eq. (2.9), the values for αE for Ca and Yb isotopes are, respectively, in the range

[26, 31] fm3 and [210, 220] fm3. Comparison between the two estimates shows that the esti-

mated values of αE carry about 20% modeling uncertainty. Perhaps even more importantly,

the two predictions for αE have different dependence on A, and thus predict different trends

for αE variation between different isotopes of a given element. Note, that we will not need

the value of the magnetic polarizability βM in our analysis.

1Eq. (2.7) uses Gaussian units, including for the definitions of αES
†E2S and βMS

†B2S operators, see

[29]. This should be compared with the definitions that use Heaviside units, e.g., in ref. [19], which in the

M → ∞ limit uses e2αES
†E2S/α = 4παES

†E2S and e2βMS
†B2S/α = 4πβMS

†B2S as the definitions

for the same operators, see [29]. The difference is an overall factor of 4π [29], which is already taken into

account in the expressions below. That is, the model estimates for αE below are in the convention used in

(2.7).
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Next, let us turn to the interactions of non-relativistic electrons, given by LSψe and

Lψe . The choice of performing the non-relativistic expansion also for electrons is motivated

by the fact that in the QM analysis of ref. [34], relativistic corrections do not generate new

sources of King NL. In particular, the relativistic corrections can be absorbed into the

field shift, see section 5.2. The only notable exception is the case of polarizability, where

matching onto QM potentials requires going beyond the non-relativistic approximation.

These contributions, absent in ref. [34], are treated in sec. 3.3.

The bilinear Lagrangian up to dimension 8 of heavy fermions and non-relativistic

electrons can be found in ref. [19], from which we can infer the Lagrangian that contains

two non-relativistic electron fields and two non-relativistic scalar fields up to dimension 8.

We follow the notation of ref. [19] for the Wilson coefficients, except that we now include

the expected scaling with ΛN . Denoting the non-relativistic electron field by ψe we have,

for the terms that are expected not to vanish in the M →∞ limit,

LSψe =
d2me

Λ3
N

S†Sψ†
eψe +

d3
Λ4
N

S†Di
+Sψ

†
eD

i
+ψe +

d6
meΛ3

N

S†Sψ†
e(D

2 +
←−
D2)ψe

+
gd10
Λ4
N

S†S ψ†
eσ ·Bψe +

id11
meΛ3

N

ϵijkS†Dk
+S ψ†

eσ
iDj

−ψe,

(2.10)

where D± = D ±
←−
D , while the terms suppressed by powers of 1/M are

L1/MSψe
=

d4
MΛ3

N

S†Di
−Sψ

†
eD

i
−ψe +

med5
M2Λ3

N

S†(D2 +
←−
D2)Sψ†

eψe

+
id12
MΛ3

N

ϵijkS†Dk
−S ψ†

eσ
iDj

+ψe .

(2.11)

As we will show in section 4 below, out of the operators in eqs. (2.10) only the operator

with the Wilson coefficient d6 induces a new contribution to King NL. Nevertheless, to

compare with previous literature [34], we need the value of the Wilson coefficient for the

lowest-dimension contact interaction, d2. This term arises at one loop, from a two-photon

exchange between the electron and the nucleus, so that d2 ∼ O(Z2α2).2 The additional

me/ΛN suppression in the definition of d2 is obtained from the matching in appendix A.2.

We find that
d2
Λ3
N

=
π

3
(Zα)2 ⟨r3⟩(2) +

d inel.
2

Λ3
N

+
d
1/M
2

m2
eM

. (2.12)

where ⟨r3⟩(2) ∼ O(1/Λ3
N ) is the well-known Friar radius of the nucleus [34, 35]. The

size of the inelastic contribution d inel.
2 is currently not known for heavy nuclei, but was,

for instance, found to be O(50%) of the elastic one for proton structure corrections to

the Lamb shift in muonic hydrogen [36]. In (2.12) we also included the 1/M suppressed

contribution, which for a point-like spin 1/2 particle in the MS scheme is given by d
1/M
2 =

Z2α2
(
log(m2

e/µ
2)+1/3

)
[17]. Since we work in theM →∞ limit in this paper, d

1/M
2 /m2

eM

2The tree level contribution to the S†Sψ†
eψe operator, from a single photon exchange, is included as the

⟨r2⟩ term in (2.7). It is point-like since the 1/q2 from the photon propagator is canceled by the linear q2

dependence in the charged radius part of the electromagnetic form factor for S; see also eq. (3.6) below.
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is formally power suppressed. Numerically, since Λ3
N ∼ 20(2)m2

eM for Ca (Yb), it is,

however, expected to be the most important term in d2 for nuclei we consider. Since we

have a composite scalar, and not a point-like spin 1/2 particle, our analysis needs to be

extended to order 1/M to fully determine the magnitude of d
1/M
2 . We leave that for a

future study.

Since they are not required for our purposes, we will not explicitly calculate the other

Wilson coefficients in eqs. (2.10) and (2.11). The assigned scalings with ΛN , me and M

in the definitions of the operators are partially motivated by Lorentz invariance relations,

a.k.a. the reparametrization (RPI) relations [26], which require d2/4 = d4 + d5, d5 =

d6, and 8(d11 + d12) = −d2 [19]. Since there are only three RPI relations among six

Wilson coefficients, the higher-dimensional coefficients d4, d5, d6, d11, and d12 cannot be

uniquely expressed in terms of d2 alone. In particular, while the assigned scalings for these

operators in eqs. (2.10) and (2.11) are consistent with the RPI relations, some of these

Wilson coefficients could contain additional factors ofme/ΛN and/or ΛN/M . Furthermore,

d3 and d10 do not enter the RPI relations at all, so that for these we simply used the

naive dimensional scaling with 1/ΛN in the definitions in eq. (2.10). The 1/M suppressed

operators in eq. (2.11) are not expected to be important numerically, and we thus do not

include them in our study from now on.

3 Quantum mechanical potentials from NRQED

In this section we match the NRQED electron–scalar-nucleus interactions, eqs. (2.7) and

(2.10), onto QM potentials, working to leading power in 1/me and in the M → ∞ limit.

The resulting potential receives several different contributions

V (r) = V1-photon(r) + Vcontact(r) + Vpol.(r), (3.1)

and will then be used in QM perturbation theory to calculate the atomic energy levels

and hence the isotope shifts. In this section we first perform the matching at tree level

in NRQED: V1-photon(r) from single photon exchange in sec. 3.1, and Vcontact(r) from

contact terms in sec. 3.2. The one-loop two-photon exchange calculation involving electric

polarizability operator, which gives rise to Vpol.(r), is performed in sec. 3.3. Other one-loop

contributions, which are not relevant for King NL, are discussed in sec. 3.4.

3.1 Tree level matching: single photon exchange

The QM potential that arises from a single photon exchange between a non-relativistic

electron and a scalar nucleus receives three distinct contributions to the order we are

working (see fig. 1). These are due to the three distinct couplings of the scalar nucleus

with a single photon, contained in eq. (2.7): the S†iDtS term, and the terms proportional

to charge radius squared, ⟨r2⟩, and the fourth moment ⟨r4⟩. The corresponding Feynman

rules for an emission of A0 are (see also [37, 38]),

−ieZ, ie

6
⟨r2⟩ q 2, − ie

120
⟨r4⟩ (q 2)2. (3.2)
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Figure 1. NRQED Feynman diagrams for one photon exchange contributing to the QM potential

V (r). The dot, cross, and diamond vertices represent the minimal coupling (from Dt), and from

⟨r2⟩, and ⟨r4⟩ terms, respectively.

In non-Coulomb gauges there are also contributions from the Ai exchanges. These are

1/me suppressed since Ai couplings start at order 1/me in the NRQED Lagrangian for the

electron, Lψe , and can be neglected to the order we work. Thus from Lψe , we only keep

the O(1/m0
e) term, Lψe = ψ†

eiDtψe + · · · = −eZeψ†
eA0ψe + · · · , where Ze = −1.

Equating each diagram in fig. 1 to iM, the potential in momentum space is given by

Ṽ (q) = −M [39], while the potential in the position space is given by the Fourier transform

V (r) =

∫
d3q

(2π)3
eiq·r Ṽ (q). (3.3)

Summing the three contributions gives the tree level potential due to a single photon

exchange, up to dimension 8,

V1-photon(r) = VZ(r) + V⟨r2⟩(r) + V⟨r4⟩(r). (3.4)

For the three contributions to the potential we find,

iMZ =
c

q2
⇒ ṼZ(q) =

−Ze2

q 2
⇒ VZ(r) = −

Zα

r
, (3.5)

iM⟨r2⟩ = −
c⟨r2⟩
6q2

q2 ⇒ Ṽ⟨r2⟩(q) =
Ze2

6
⟨r2⟩ ⇒ V⟨r2⟩(r) =

4πZα

6
⟨r2⟩ δ3(r), (3.6)

iM⟨r4⟩ =
c⟨r4⟩
120q2

(q2)2 ⇒ Ṽ⟨r4⟩(q) = −
Ze2

120
⟨r4⟩q2 ⇒ V⟨r4⟩(r) =

4πZα

120
⟨r4⟩∇2

[
δ3(r)

]
,

(3.7)

where in writing down the amplitudes we defined c ≡ (−iZee)(−ig00)χ†
s′χs(−ieZ) =

−ie2δs′sZ, with χs the two-component spinor for the electron. For Ṽ (q) we used the

approximation q2 ≃ −q 2. In the potentials we do not display δs′s, and write e2 = 4πα.

We also used that the Fourier transform of q2 is ∇2
[
δ3(r)

]
[40].

3.2 Tree level matching: contact interactions

Next, let us obtain the contributions to the potential from the operators with four fields

in eq. (2.10),3

Vcontact(r) =
∑
i

Vi(r), (3.8)

3As we will see below, the derivatives acting on nuclear field S in these operators can be moved by

integration by parts to act on electron fields. This is not the case for contact operators in eq. (2.11), and

thus their expectation values necessarily involve the highly suppressed nuclear momenta and can be ignored.
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where the sum is over the operators with Wilson coefficients i = d2, d3, d6, d10, d11.

The single dimension 6 four-field operator,

Ld2 =
d2me

Λ3
N

S†S ψ†
eψe , (3.9)

produces a momentum-independent amplitude and hence a local potential,

iMd2 = i
d2me

Λ3
N

⇒ Ṽd2(q) = −
d2me

Λ3
N

⇒ Vd2(r) = −
d2me

Λ3
N

δ3(r) . (3.10)

Note that this contribution to the potential has the same r dependence as V⟨r2⟩(r) in

eq. (3.6) even though Vd2(r) is suppressed by O(Zαme/ΛN ) (see also the discussion below

eq. (2.11) and in app. A.2).

Next, we consider the dimension-8 operators, eq. (2.10). The operator with the Wilson

coefficient d10 will only generate a shift to the energy level when coupled to an external

magnetic field. Therefore we do not include it in the potentials below. Two of the operators

in eq. (2.10) include covariant derivatives on S. Since these operators are already power

suppressed, we can ignore, to the order we are working, the coupling to photons in the

covariant derivatives and use integration by parts to move the regular derivative to act on

the electron fields:

Ld3 = − d3
Λ4
N

(
S†S

) [
2
(
∇ψ†

e ·∇ψe

)
+ ψ†

e(
←−
∇2 +∇2)ψe

]
+O(e) ,

= − d3
Λ4
N

(
S†S

)
∇2

[
ψ†
eψe

]
+O(e) , (3.11)

Ld11 =
2id11
meΛ3

N

(
S†S

) [
σ ·

(
∇ψ†

e ×∇ψe
)]

+O(e) , (3.12)

while for the d6 term no changes are needed compared to the definition of the operator in

eq. (2.10),

Ld6 =
d6

meΛ3
N

(
S†S

) [
ψ†
e(
←−
∇2 +∇2)ψe

]
+O(e) . (3.13)

To obtain the corresponding QM potentials for the operators with the Wilson coefficients

d3,6,11, it is more straightforward to not use the Fourier transform, but rather to require

thatM = −
∫
d3r⟨ϕ|V (r)|ϕ⟩, where the expectation is over the electronic wave function,

knowing that the potential will be proportional to δ3(r) with appropriately placed deriva-

tives.4 This gives

Vd3(r) =
d3
Λ4
N

∇2
[
δ3(r)

]
, (3.14)

Vd6(r) = −
d6

meΛ3
N

(←−
∇2δ3(r) + δ3(r)∇2

)
, (3.15)

4Alternatively, one can follow the approach of Ref. [17], where, neglecting spin, the potential Ṽ depends

on two distinct variables: q, the Fourier transform variable of r, and p = −i∇r. Both approaches lead to

the same position-space potentials. An analogous procedure to Ref. [17] was applied in the derivation of

the spin-orbit charge density in Refs. [41, 42].
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Vd11(r) =
2id11
meΛ3

N

[
σ ·

(←−
∇δ3(r) × δ3(r)∇

)]
, (3.16)

where we were careful to place the derivatives acting on the final state electronic wave

function to the left of the delta functions. Explicitly, the expectation values are

⟨Vd3⟩ϕ =
d3
Λ4
N

{ [
∇2ϕ(0)∗

]
ϕ(0) + 2∇ϕ(0)∗ ·∇ϕ(0) + ϕ∗(0)

[
∇2ϕ(0)

] }
, (3.17)

⟨Vd6⟩ϕ = − d6
meΛ3

N

{
ϕ†(0)∇2ϕ(0) +

[
∇2ϕ†(0)

]
ϕ(0)

}
, (3.18)

⟨Vd11⟩ϕ =
2id11
meΛ3

N

[
σ ·

(
∇ϕ†(0)×∇ϕ(0)

)]
, (3.19)

where on the l.h.s. we introduced a short-hand notation

⟨Vdi⟩ϕ ≡
∫
d3r⟨ϕ|Vdi(r)|ϕ⟩. (3.20)

The above contact operators thus probe the curvature of the electronic wave function at

the origin.

Note that the contributions to the energy levels from Vd3 and Vd6 are suppressed by,

respectively, O(k2/meΛN ) ∼ O(Z2α2me/ΛN ) and by O(k2/m2
e) ∼ O(Z2α2), compared to

Vd2 . Here, both d2 and d3,6 are expected to first arise from one-loop two photon exchange

contributions when matching onto NRQED, and thus we expect d2 ∼ d3,6 ∼ O(Z2α2). The

effect of the Vd11 potential, which involves the electron spin, is to split the p-level according

to the electron spin

∆Ed11 = ∓ 3d11
πmeΛ3

N

[
dRn1
dr

(0)

]2
ms, (3.21)

where ms = ±1/2 and we used the standard definition ϕn1m(r) = Rn1(r)Y1m(θ, φ). For

s-level and d-levels (or higher), these contributions vanish, since for central potentials

∇ϕ(0) = 0 for s- and d-orbitals (or higher).

3.3 One-loop matching: polarizability

In the M → ∞ limit there are only two spin-independent dimension-7 operators — the

electric and magnetic polarizability operators in eq. (2.7),

LS ⊃ S†(αE E 2 + βM B 2
)
S. (3.22)

To calculate the potential generated by these operators we use a shortcut: we calculate the

diagram in fig. 2 using an EFT with a relativistic electron and a nonrelativistic nucleus,

and then split the amplitude into a short-distance part (giving a contribution to the d2
Wilson coefficient in eq. (2.12)) and the leading non-local contribution,Mpol.(q

2).5

5The latter could also be obtained by performing a calculation in NRQED, i.e., from a diagram in fig.

2 with the electron line now denoting a non-relativistic field.
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Figure 2. Contribution from electric and magnetic polarizabilities (represented as a shaded circle)

to the energy shift in a hydrogen-like atom.

In covariant notation, eq. (3.22) is written as

LS ⊃ S†
[
βM
2
FµνFµν − (αE + βM )FµαF να vµvν

]
S, (3.23)

where Fµν is the electromagnetic field-strength tensor, and vµ = (1, 0, 0, 0) the heavy-

nucleus four-velocity label, taken for simplicity to coincide with the lab frame. The corre-

sponding Feynman rule is

Tρσ = i βM (gρσ q1 ·q2 − q2ρq1σ)− i (αE + βM )[gρσ(v ·q1)(v ·q2)
−q1σvρ(v · q2)− q2ρvσ(v · q1) + (q1 ·q2) vρvσ] ,

(3.24)

where v · q1,2 = q01,2. In the q1 = q2 limit this agrees with ref. [43]. The one-loop integral

expression for the amplitude is then

iMαE ,βM = ie2
∫

ddl

(2π)d
ū(k′) γρ(/l +me)γ

σ u(k)

[(k − l)2 + i0][(l − k′)2 + i0] [l2 −m2
e + i0]

Tρσ, (3.25)

with d = 4 − 2ϵ, and k, k′ the four-momenta of incoming and outgoing electrons. We

evaluate eq. (3.25) in dimensional regularization using FeynCalc to perform the Dirac

algebra and Passarino-Veltman reduction to a basis of scalar integrals A0, B0, C0 [44–46].

Taking the nonrelativistic limit, ū(k′)u(k) ≃ χ†
s′χs+O(1/m

2
e), and setting k ·v = k′ ·v = me

and k · k′ = m2
e − q2/2, we obtain from eq. (3.25) the potential in the momentum space,

MαE ,βM ≈
α

8π

{(
5αE − βM

)
me

[
1

ϵ
− γE + log

(4π µ2
m2
e

)]
+ 8αEme

+ π2 i αE
√
−q2 − i0

}
+O

( 1

me

)
.

(3.26)

The terms in the first line do not depend on q2. They lead to a contact term in the position

space potential, ∝ δ3(r), and are absorbed into the d2 Wilson coefficient, contributing

to dinel.2 in (2.12). In contrast, the third term in eq. (3.26) is non-analytic in q2 and

features a branch cut beginning at q2 = 0, signaling the presence of long-range contributions

associated with two-photon intermediate states. In accordance with eq. (2.4), the magnetic
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polarizability only contributes to the short-distance part of the potential arising from the

interactions with relativistic electrons. To the order we are working, it does not contribute

to the long-range potential arising from the interaction with non-relativistic electrons.

Using similar methods, we can show that the magnetic polarizability gives rise to long-

range potential at higher orders [47].

To isolate this long-range potential, one can use dispersion formalism [48]. The Fourier

transform of a non-analytic term like
√
−q2 − i0 is performed using a subtracted dispersion

relation. Defining t = q2, the potential in coordinate space is given by [49]

V (r) =
1

4π2r

∫ ∞

t0

dt e−
√
tr Disc[iṼ (t)], (3.27)

where t0 denotes the threshold of the branch cut, typically t0 = 0 for massless intermediate

states, and Disc[iṼ (t)] represents the discontinuity across the cut. The discontinuity and

the imaginary part are related via

Disc[iṼ (t)] = 2i Im[iṼ (t)], (3.28)

where

Im[(x− i0)k] = θ(−x)(−x)k sin
(
−kπ

2

)
. (3.29)

Evaluating the integral in eq. (3.27) using this identity leads to a 1/r4 long-range

potential,6

Vpol.(r) = −
α

8π

αE
r4

+O
(

1

me

)
. (3.30)

We obtain the same expression for the potential as in refs. [35, 51]; however, the form of

the long range potential was obtained in [51] by arguing that, if the potential for E goes

as 1/r2, then it should go as 1/r4 for E 2. Here, we have derived analytically the potential

from the amplitude of a two-photon exchange due to polarizability.

3.4 One-loop matching: other contributions

In addition to the one-loop contribution from the two-photon polarizability vertex, which

we calculated in sec. 3.3, there are also two-photon one-loop graphs that are generated

by two insertions of single-photon coupling of the nucleus (see Figs. 5, 6, 7 in app. B,

which also contains further details). None of these contributions result in a new long-range

potential:

(i) Two minimal A0 couplings (∝ Z2): In the non-relativistic/potential region these

graphs reproduce the iteration of the Coulomb interaction and are accounted for by

solving the Schrödinger equation with VC(r) = −Zα/r; they do not match onto a

new short-distance potential, see, e.g., refs. [17, 52].

6The q independent terms in (3.26) lead to Vcontact = −(αme/4π)
[
(5αE − βM ) log

(
Λ
/
me

)
+ 4αE

]
δ3(r),

where Λ denotes an ultraviolet cutoff associated with the excitation scale of the nucleus. The delta-function

term appearing at O(me) contributes to the energy shifts of s-states. A similar result was obtained in

refs. [19, 35, 50], involving a two-photon exchange without momentum transfer.
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(ii) One minimal and one ⟨r2⟩ coupling (∝ Z ⟨r2⟩): The ⟨r2⟩ vertex supplies a factor

of q 2 that cancels one of the photon propagators. The result is analytic in q 2 and

renormalizes local dimension-8 contact operators in LSψe .

(iii) Two ⟨r2⟩ couplings (∝ ⟨r2⟩2): Both photon propagators are canceled, reducing the

graphs to bubble-type integrals with static denominators. In the on-shell static limit

they vanish in dimensional regularization, see app. B.

At one-loop order, there are also contributions involving insertions of the unique

dimension-six7 four-field operator Ld2 . These also do not lead to long-range potentials:

(iv) Insertion of one four-field operator and one Coulomb photon: The resulting diagram

involves only a single massless Coulomb propagator, that carries the external momen-

tum. Without a pair of propagators sharing the momentum flow, there is no pinch

singularity as q 2→ 0, and therefore the amplitude is analytic in q 2, renormalizing

the short-distance coefficients in eqs. (2.7) and (2.10).

(v) Double insertions of four-field contact interactions: Their effect is to renormalizes

d2. They do not introduce a new instantaneous potential or any non-analytic q-

dependence.

In short, at one loop the only long distance potential is generated by the two-photon

polarizability contribution, and is given in eq. (3.30).

4 Nonlinearities from the EFT approach

4.1 Recapitulation of relevant QM potentials

Before we calculate the King NL from the EFT approach, we collect the full list of QM

potentials that we have derived. Apart from the Coulomb potential itself, we have two QM

potentials arising from EFT one-photon exchange diagrams (see sec 3.1),

V⟨r2⟩(r) =
4πZα

6
⟨r2⟩ δ3(r) , (4.1)

V⟨r4⟩(r) =
4πZα

120
⟨r4⟩∇2

[
δ3(r)

]
. (4.2)

From contact interactions (see sec. 3.2), we have four spin-independent QM potentials,

from dimension-6 contact interaction

Vd2(r) = −
d2me

Λ3
N

δ3(r) , (4.3)

from dimension-8 contact interactions,

Vd3(r) =
d3
Λ4
N

∇2
[
δ3(r)

]
, (4.4)

7Contributions from dimension-eight four-field operators are power suppressed.
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Vd6(r) = −
d6

meΛ3
N

(←−
∇2δ3(r) + δ3(r)∇2

)
. (4.5)

and the 1/r4 potential from 1-loop contribution due to electric polarizability,

Vpol.(r) = −
α

8π

αE
r4
. (4.6)

We can estimate the relative size of the various short-distance contributions using

first-order QM perturbation theory. Since
∫
d3r |ϕ|2 = 1, the electronic bound-state wave

function scales as |ϕ| ∼ a−3/2, where a is the atomic length scale. For hydrogen-like

systems, a = (Zmeα)
−1, and we define ϵ ≡ rN/a ∼ 10−3(10−2) as the ratio of nuclear to

atomic scales, with the numerical values given for Ca (Yb). The finite-size corrections to

the energy levels from ⟨r2⟩ are then parametrically,

∆E⟨r2⟩ ∼ |ϕ(0)|2 Zα⟨r2⟩ ∼
Zα⟨r2⟩
a3

∼ Zα

a
ϵ2, (4.7)

consistent with the proton-radius effects being suppressed by ϵ2 relative to the atomic

binding energy Z2α2me = Zα/a. Proceeding similarly, the parametric size of energy shift

∆Ei induced by each potential is

⟨r2⟩ : (Zα/a) ϵ2, ⟨r4⟩ : (Zα/a) ϵ4, (4.8a)

d2me/Λ
3
N : (Zα/a) ϵ3, d3/Λ

4
N : (Zα/a)Zα ϵ4, (4.8b)

d6/meΛ
3
N : (Zα/a) (Zα)2 ϵ3, Polarizability : (Zα/a)Z2/3α ϵ3, (4.8c)

In above scaling estimates, we assumed that: (i) all non-perturbative parameters scale

as powers of the nuclear size assumed in (2.10), which we already know is only approximate

— for d2 there are corrections that can be an order of magnitude larger, see (2.12); (ii) same

as d2, also d3 and d6 start at order Z2α2, though this is not yet known; and (iii) for electric

polarizability we assumed the heavy nuclei scaling in hydrodynamic model, αE ∝ Z5/3α,

see eq. (2.8).

Next, we use these potentials to find the shift to the energy levels and from them,

determine the King NL.

4.2 First order in QM perturbation theory

The energy level shifts in the first-order QM perturbation theory are given by the expec-

tation values of the various QM potentials,

∆Ei = ⟨Vi⟩ϕ. (4.9)

We split the evaluation of the expectation values for s-levels and higher levels.

s-levels: Two of the potentials, V⟨r2⟩ and Vd2 , include δ
3(r) without any derivatives.

The ⟨Vi⟩ϕ expectation values for these involve the integral∫
d3r ϕ∗(r)δ3(r)ϕ(r) = |ϕ(0)|2 . (4.10)
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Since the wave function of a bound state in a central potential with angular momentum

ℓ scales as rℓ for small r, these potentials yield non-zero contributions only for s-levels.

Explicitly,

∆E s−level
⟨r2⟩ =

4πZα

6
⟨r2⟩ |ϕ(0)|2 , (4.11)

∆E s−level
d2

=
d2me

Λ3
N

|ϕ(0)|2 . (4.12)

The potentials that depend on ⟨r4⟩ and d3 include ∇2[δ3(r)], and thus ⟨V⟨r4⟩⟩ϕ, ⟨Vd2⟩ϕ
require the integral∫

d3r ϕ∗(r)
[
∇2δ3(r)

]
ϕ(r) =

∫
d3r∇2 |ϕ(r)|2 δ3(r) = ∇2 |ϕ(0)|2

=
[
∇2ϕ(0)∗

]
ϕ(0) + 2∇ϕ(0)∗ ·∇ϕ(0) + ϕ∗(0)

[
∇2ϕ(0)

]
.

(4.13)

Assuming a central potential, this vanishes for ℓ > 1 states.

For s-levels, where ϕ is real, there is a divergence in the r → 0 limit as noted previously

in the literature, see, e.g., [53, 54]. We can isolate the divergence

∇2 |ϕ(r)|2
∣∣∣∣
r→0

= 6ϕ(0)ϕ′′(0) + 6
[
ϕ′(0)

]2
+

4ϕ(0)ϕ′(0)

r
, (4.14)

where the prime denotes a derivative with respect to r, and we used that the s-level wave

function ϕ is real. This divergence is UV in nature since it arises from the r → 0 limit.

We expect it to cancel against an opposite term in the EFT calculation. This can be

checked by using a full single-photon nuclear potential, δV (r) and analyzing the integral∫
d3r ϕ∗(r)δV (r)ϕ(r) in momentum space. We find that large-momentum IR divergence

cancels against the small-momentum UV divergence (see also app. C and ref. [47]). For

our purposes we only note these divergent terms, but will not consider them in the King

NL analysis. The energy level shift due to V⟨r4⟩, Vd2 with a UV cutoff rUV is thus

∆E s−level
⟨r4⟩ =

4πZα

20
⟨r4⟩

{
ϕ(0)ϕ′′(0) +

[
ϕ′(0)

]2
+

2ϕ(0)ϕ′(0)

3 rUV

}
, (4.15)

∆E s−level
d3

=
6 d3
Λ4
N

{
ϕ(0)ϕ′′(0) +

[
ϕ′(0)

]2
+

2ϕ(0)ϕ′(0)

3 rUV

}
. (4.16)

The expectation value for the Vd6 potential involves the integral

Id6 =

∫
d3r

{
ϕ∗(r)∇2ϕ(r) +

[
∇2ϕ∗(r)

]
ϕ(r)

}
δ3(r) = ϕ∗(0)∇2ϕ(0) +

[
∇2ϕ(0)

]∗
ϕ(0)

(4.17)

This is non-zero only for the s−level (for p−level and higher ℓ−states, the wave function

ϕ vanishes at the origin) and has the form

Id6 = 2ϕ(0)∇2ϕ(0) = 6ϕ(0)ϕ′′(0) + 4
[
ϕ′(0)

]2
+ 4

ϕ(0)ϕ′(0)

r

∣∣∣∣
r→0

, (4.18)
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where in the first equality we used the fact that for s−levels the wave functions is real.

The s−level energy shift given a UV cutoff rUV for the divergent piece is

∆E s−level
d6

= − 6 d6
meΛ3

N

ϕ(0)ϕ′′(0)− 4 d6
meΛ3

N

[
ϕ′(0)

]2 − 4 d6
meΛ3

N

ϕ(0)ϕ′(0)

rUV
. (4.19)

Finally, the energy level shift from the 1/r4 potential due to the electric polarizability

is given by

∆Epol. = −
ααE
8π

∫
d3r ϕ∗(r)

1

r4
ϕ(r). (4.20)

For the s-levels, this results in 1/rUV and ln rUV divergences when using rUV as the UV

cut-off on the integral [35]. For a hydrogen-like atomic system we find as a function of n

is then

∆Eℓ=0
pol. = −

ααE
8π

∫ ∞

rUV

dr
[Rn,0(r)]

2

r2

= −ααE
8π

8(Zαme)
4

n3

{
1

2ZαmerUV
+ ln

(
2ZαmerUV

n

)
+ γE + Cn

}
,

(4.21)

where Cn are rational numbers that can be calculated from the coefficients of the Laguerre

polynomial in Rn,0. For example, C1 = −1, C2 = −3/8, and C3 = 1/54. Though we do

not show this explicitly, we expect all such divergences to be systematically canceled by

the properly renormalized Wilson coefficients of higher dimension operators [47], and we

thus set the divergent parts to zero.

Higher ℓ-levels: For V⟨r4⟩ and Vd3 , for p-level, from eq. (4.13) only the 2∇ϕ(0)∗ ·
∇ϕ(0) results in a non-zero expectation value. Using the standard definition ϕn1m(r) =

Rn1(r)Y1m(θ, φ), we find the contribution to energy shift due to ⟨r4⟩, d3 to be

∆E p−level
⟨r4⟩ =

4πZα

80π
⟨r4⟩

[
R′
n1(0)

]2
, (4.22)

∆E p−level
d3

=
3 d3
2Λ4

N

[
R′
n1(0)

]2
. (4.23)

For ℓ > 1 the contributions to ∆E p−level,∆E p−level vanish.

For the non-s level, the contribution to the energy shift from 1/r4 potential in electric

polarizability is finite and given by,

∆Eℓ̸=0
pol. = −

ααE
8π

∫ ∞

0
dr

[Rn,ℓ(r)]
2

r2
. (4.24)

For a hydrogen-like atomic system, the energy shift as a function of n, ℓ is then

∆Eℓ̸=0
pol. = −

ααE(Z αmr)
4

16π n5
3n2 − ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

ℓ(ℓ+ 1)(ℓ+ 3/2)(ℓ2 − 1/4)
. (4.25)
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4.3 The ⟨r2⟩2 contribution from second-order in QM perturbation theory

At second-order in QM perturbation theory we only need to evaluate the contributions

from V⟨r2⟩, to match the current level of experimental precision. These contributions are

nonzero only for s−level, where we have for the n-th energy level, see, e.g., ref. [34],

∆E(2)
n =

∫
d3r d3r′ϕn(r)V⟨r2⟩(r) G̃(r, r

′, En) V⟨r2⟩(r
′)ϕn(r

′)

=

(
4πZα

6

)2

⟨r2⟩2 ϕn,0(0) G̃(0, 0, En)ϕn,0(0),
(4.26)

where G̃ is the “reduced” Green’s function of the system.8 It is given by

G̃ = G− 1

(E − En)
ϕn,0(r)ϕn,0(r

′), (4.27)

where G is the Green’s function QM system that satisfies (equating me with the reduced

mass as in the rest of the paper)[
−∇2/(2me) + V (r)− E

]
G(r, r′, E) = δ(r − r ′) . (4.28)

Since the bound state energy scales as Zα/a, the reduced Green’s functions scales as

G̃ ∼ 1/
(
Zαa2

)
. Equation (4.26) then implies that the energy level correction ∆E

(2)
n scales

as (Zα/a) ϵ4. This is the same size as the energy shift due to ⟨r4⟩, eqs. (4.15) and (4.22).

Note, however, that unlike the energy level corrections that arose at first order in QM

perturbation theory that we derived in sec. 4.2, the energy shift ∆E
(2)
n does not depend

just on the energy level that is being perturbed, but rather on the entire spectrum of the

Hamiltonian. That is, calculating the ⟨r2⟩2 contribution to the energy levels requires the

knowledge of the full Green’s function. This can be obtained by expanding in α and ϵ the

potential V (r), and similarly the energy levels and the Green’s function (4.28), obtaining

a system of differential equations each containing only terms of the same size in terms of

α and ϵ scaling. The reduced Green’s function is thus given by

G̃ = G(0) + G̃Z + · · · , (4.29)

where

G(0) = −2me/4π|r − r′|, (4.30)

solves the O(α0, ϵ0) differential equation, −∇2/(2me)G
(0) = δ(r − r ′), and G̃Z is the

reduced Green’s function solution of the corresponding O(α, ϵ0) differential equation, in

which the potential is the Coulomb one, V (r) = VZ(r). The ellipses in (4.29) denote

contributions that are further suppressed by powers of α and/or ϵ, and that can be ignored

at our precision. For G̃Z , we use the results from ref. [34], for which in our calculation, eq.

(4.26), we only need the s-wave part,

4πG̃Z = −2mr

r>

{
1−Zαr−Zαr′−2Zαmrr>

[
log(2Zαmrr>)+2γE−

3

2
+ψ(n)− 1

n
− lnn

]}
,

(4.31)

8In ref. [34] this was denoted as G′.
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with r> = max(r, r′), ψ(n) the digamma function, and γE the Euler-Mascheroni constant.

In fact, for King NL we only need the n-dependent part of the above expression, while

the n-independent part can be absorbed into the field shift. That is, writing G̃Z as a

sum of n−dependent and n−independent terms, G̃Z = G̃n-indep.Z + G̃n-dep.Z , we have for the

n-dependent part,

G̃n-dep.Z (0, 0, En) =
m2
e(Zα)

π

[
ψ(n)− 1

n
− lnn

]
. (4.32)

In the calculation of ∆E
(2)
n the universal part of the Green’s function, G(0), as well

as the n−independent part of the Coulomb reduced Green’s function, G̃n-indep.Z , give a

contribution that is proportional to |ϕn,0(0)|2. As we will show below, in sec. 5.1, such

terms can be absorbed into effective ⟨r2⟩ contribution to the energy shifts, including the

divergence in (4.26) from ln r> term in G̃n-indep.Z .9 The G̃n-dep.Z term, on the other hand,

gives a different dependence on n and thus contributes to King NL, as we discuss in more

detail in the next section.

5 Phenomenological implications

5.1 Calculating nonlinearities from EFT

Let us now apply the above results to the calculation of King NL using EFT. The energy

shifts due to finite nuclear effects have the general form

∆En,ℓ = Fn,ℓ ⟨r2⟩eff +G
(2)
n,ℓ ⟨r

2⟩2 +G
(4)
n,ℓ ⟨r

4⟩eff + Pn,ℓ αE +Dn,ℓ d̃6 + · · · , (5.1)

where we explicitly denoted the dependence on the EFT Wilson coefficients that encode

nuclear effects, ⟨r2⟩eff, ⟨r2⟩2, ⟨r4⟩eff, αE , and d̃6 ≡ d6/(meΛ
3
N ), while the prefactors F (n, ℓ),

G2(n, ℓ), G4(n, ℓ), P (n, ℓ), and D(n, ℓ) depend only on electron wave function, and thus

on principal quantum number n and angular momentum ℓ. The expressions for these

prefactors are given in equations (5.13)-(5.16) and (5.23).

The nuclear size effects that result in the same electron wave function dependence were

in (5.1) lumped together into effective coefficients, ⟨r2⟩eff and ⟨r4⟩eff. At leading order in

ϵ, i.e., at O(1/Λ2
N ), ⟨r2⟩eff coincides with ⟨r2⟩, while including corrections up to O(1/Λ4

N )

one has for hydrogen-like atoms (see also the discussion below),

⟨r2⟩eff =⟨r2⟩ − 3me

2πZα

d2
Λ3
N

+ ⟨r2⟩2
(
2πZα

3

)2

G̃n-indep.Z +

+ (meZeffα)
2

[
3

10
⟨r4⟩ − 9

πα

d3
Λ4
N

]
.

(5.2)

The coefficient ⟨r4⟩eff, on the other hand, receives corrections from higher dimensional

contact interaction operators already at leading order in ϵ,

⟨r4⟩eff = ⟨r4⟩+ 30

πZα

d3
Λ4
N

. (5.3)

9Note that the G(0) contribution in eq. (4.26) is also UV divergent. In the formalism of ref. [34] this

term gave rise to the Friar radius ⟨r3⟩(2), while in our formalism the Friar radius contribution arises from

d2.
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The definitions of the EFT operators corresponding to the Wilson coefficients ⟨r2⟩, ⟨r4⟩,
d2, d3, and d6 can be found in eqs. (2.7) and (2.10).

Next, let us estimate the size of King NL. Consider an atomic transition i = (n, ℓ)→
(n′, ℓ′) with frequency νAi for isotope A, and the same transition, but now for a different

isotope, A′, so that the transition frequency10 is νA
′

i . The difference, ωAA
′

i ≡ 2πνAA
′

i ≡
2π(νAi − νA

′
i ), is then given by, cf. eq. (5.1),

ωAA
′

i =Ki µAA′ + Fi
(
⟨r2A⟩eff − ⟨r2A′⟩eff

)
+G

(2)
i

(
⟨r2A⟩2 − ⟨r2A′⟩2

)
+G

(4)
i

(
⟨r4A⟩eff − ⟨r4A′⟩eff

)
+ Pi

(
αE,A − αE,A′

)
+ · · · ,

(5.4)

where Ki is the electronic coefficient multiplying the mass shift, µAA′ = 1/MA − 1/MA′ ,

while Fi = Fn,ℓ−Fn′,ℓ′ , G
(2/4)
i = G

(2/4)
n,ℓ −G

(2/4)
n′,ℓ′ , and Pi = Pn,ℓ−Pn′,ℓ′ . The ellipses denote

the contribution proportional to d̃6 and higher order terms. The full evaluation of d̃6 we

leave for future work, since it requires matching calculation for dimension 8 operators.

Given that we have not yet performed the matching for these higher dimension operators,

it is even possible that the d6 contribution is zero to the order we are working.

The largest contributions to νAA
′

i in (5.8) are from µAA′ and ⟨r2A⟩eff terms. If these are

the only two nuclear size/mass effects, one can write down a linear relation between two

atomic transitions, i = 1, 2,

ωAA
′

2

εAA′
=
F2

F1

ωAA
′

1

εAA′
+

1

MA

(
K2 −

F2

F1
K1

)
+∆AA′

NL , (5.5)

where we introduced a small parameter

εAA′ ≡MAµAA′ ≃ A′ −A
A

, (5.6)

while ∆AA′
NL contains non-linear corrections. That is, for ∆AA′

NL = 0 there is a so called King

linearity relation between the reduced frequency differences, νAA
′

1,2 /εAA′ , with the same

proportionally factor, F2/F1, and a constant off-set,
[
K2 −K1(F2/F1)

]
/MA, for any pair

of isotopes A,A′.

The non-linear correction to the King linearity relation is given by

εAA′ ∆AA′
NL =

(
G

(2)
2 −

F2

F1
G

(2)
1

) (
⟨r2A⟩2 − ⟨r2A′⟩2

)
+
(
G

(4)
2 −

F2

F1
G

(4)
1

) (
⟨r4A⟩eff − ⟨r4A′⟩eff

)
+
(
P2 −

F2

F1
P1

)(
αE,A − αE,A′

)
+ · · · .

(5.7)

Note that this correction vanishes either in the limit where nuclear size effects are isotope

independent, or in the limit of all the electronic factors proportional to the field shift

ones, i.e., G
(2)
2 /G

(2)
1 = F2/F1,... That is, King NL requires effects that differ both in the

electronic and the nuclear factors. Assuming naive scalings with A for the nuclear size

10To convert energy (E) to frequency (ν) we need to divide by h, the Planck constant. Since we are using

ℏ = 1 units, we have E = ω = 2πν.
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effects: ΛN ∝ A−1/3, ⟨r2⟩ ∝ A2/3, ⟨r4⟩ ∝ A4/3, and using the large mass scaling for

polarizability in the hydrodynamic model, αE ∝ A5/3, the King NL correction is then

given by

∆AA′
NL ≃

εAA′

9

[
− 2

(
G

(2)
2 −

F2

F1
G

(2)
1

)
⟨r2A⟩2 − 2

(
G

(4)
2 −

F2

F1
G

(4)
1

)
⟨r4A⟩eff

+ 5
(
P2 −

F2

F1
P1

)
αE,A

]
+ · · · .

(5.8)

Note that in writing ∆AA′
NL we dropped the εAA′ independent terms, since they only correct

the constant off-set in the King NL relation, while ellipses denote terms of higher order

in εAA′ . While the expression in (5.8) is only approximate, and for precise prediction one

should use (5.7) with nuclear size coefficients extracted from other data. Eq. (5.8) does

highlight the fact that King NL first arises at O(ϵ3) and O(ϵ4) from three distinct types

of nuclear size effects. Parametrically, the different contributions in (5.8) are (see also the

more detailed calculation for hydrogen-like atoms, given below)

⟨r2⟩2 : (Zα/a)ϵ4, (5.9)

⟨r4⟩eff : (Zα/a)ϵ4, (5.10)

αE : (Zα/a)Z2/3α ϵ3, (5.11)

where as illustration we used the same scalings for Wilson coefficients as in eqs. (4.8b)

and (4.8c). The not yet evaluated d6 contribution, which we do not display in (5.8), is

parametrically of size (Zα/a)(Zα)2ϵ3 and thus naively expected to be small.

To gauge the sizes of different contributions to King NL, let us calculate the expressions

for electronic prefactors in the expression for the energy levels, (5.1), for a hydrogen-like

system. For this, we only need the expressions for wave functions ϕn,ℓ(r) that are solutions

of the Schrödinger equation for the Coulomb potential V (r) = Zeff α/r.
11 At r → 0, ϕn,0(r)

satisfy (in the M →∞ limit)

ϕ′n,0(0) = −meZeff αϕn,0(0), (5.12)

so that

Fn,ℓ =
4πZα

6
|ϕn,ℓ(0)|2 δℓ0, (5.13)

G
(2)
n,ℓ =

(
4πZα

6

)2

G̃n-dep.Zeff
(0, 0, En) |ϕn,ℓ(0)|2 δℓ0, (5.14)

G
(4)
n,ℓ =


4πZα

20
ϕn,0(0)ϕ

′′
n,0(0), ℓ = 0,

4πZα

80π
[R′

n1(0)]
2 , ℓ = 1,

0, ℓ > 1,

(5.15)

11Corrections to ϕn,ℓ(r) from nuclear size effects amount to subleading corrections. Note also that we

use Zeff instead of Z, to be able to trace which Z factors arise from wave-function and which from the

definitions of the operators. In the numerical analysis we can set Z = Zeff.
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Dn,ℓ =
{
−6ϕ(0)ϕ′′n,ℓ(0)− 4

[
ϕ′n,ℓ(0)

]2}
δℓ0, . (5.16)

For hydrogen-like atom the wave-function at r = 0 satisfy

|ϕn,0(0)|2 =
(Zeffαme)

3

n3π
, (5.17)

ϕn,0(0)ϕ
′′
n,0(0) =

(Zeffαme)
5

3n5π
+

(Zeffαme)
5

3n3π
, (5.18)

thus giving

Fn,ℓ =
2(Zα)(Zeffαme)

3

3n3
δℓ0, (5.19)

G
(2)
n,ℓ =

4(Zα)(Zeffαme)
5

9n3

[
ψ(n)− 1

n
− lnn

]
δℓ0, (5.20)

G
(4)
n,ℓ =



(Zα)(Zeffαme)
5

15n5
, ℓ = 0,

−(Zα)(Zeffαme)
5

45n5
, ℓ = 1,

0, ℓ > 1,

(5.21)

Dn,ℓ = −
(Zeffαme)

5

2n5
δℓ0, (5.22)

with ψ(n) the digamma function, while the electronic prefactor for polarizability term is

Pn,ℓ =


−ααE

8π

8(Zeffαme)
4

n3

{
ln

(
2Zeffαme

n

)
+ γE + Cn

}
, ℓ = 0,

−ααE(Zeffαme)
4

16π n5
3n2 − ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

ℓ(ℓ+ 1)(ℓ+ 3/2)(ℓ2 − 1/4)
, ℓ ̸= 0.

(5.23)

In the expression above for ℓ = 0 from eq. (4.21), we only show the finite terms that

contribute to the energy shift due to polarizability, after the divergent pieces have been

canceled. The electronic coefficient multiplying the mass shift Ki is,

Kn,ℓ = R∞c
Zeffme

n2
. (5.24)

We can use the above results for numerical estimates. In table 1, we first list in the

2nd column the differences of transition frequencies, νAA
′

i , taking A′ = A + 2, for three

different transitions, α: 3S → 2P , β: 4D → 3P , and γ: 3D → 2S. In the numerical

analysis we set Zeff = Z and use a simple-minded model for the Wilson coefficients given

by a uniform-sphere model for the nucleus, and ignoring higher order terms in ⟨r2⟩eff and

⟨r4⟩eff, so that

⟨r2⟩eff = ⟨r2⟩ = 3

5
R2, ⟨r2⟩2 =

(3
5
R2

)2
, ⟨r4⟩eff = ⟨r4⟩ = 3

7
R4, (5.25)

where R = r0A
1/3. In table 1, 2nd column, we then show the leading dependence on A

and Z, both for νAA
′

i , and for different contributions to it, as given in eq. (5.4). In 3rd to

5th column, we then give the numerical examples for the case of Ca19+ isotopes, taking

as examples (A,A′) = {(40, 42), (42, 44), (44, 46)}, while always Z = 20. The numerical

values for Cn in eq. (5.23) for the transitions we are interested in are C2, C3 = −3/8, 1/54.
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H-like; A′ = A+ 2 40,42Ca19+ 42,44Ca19+ 44,46Ca19+

νAA
′

α=3S→2P 4.6× 102 Z2 THz 1.8× 105 THz 1.8× 105 THz 1.8× 105 THz

νAA
′

β=4D→3P 1.6× 102 Z2 THz 6.4× 104 THz 6.4× 104 THz 6.4× 104 THz

νAA
′

γ=3D→2S 4.6× 102 Z2 THz 1.8× 105 THz 1.8× 105 THz 1.8× 105 THz

Kα µAA′/h 5.0× 102 Z2/A2 GHz 1.2× 102 GHz 1.1× 102 GHz 1.0× 102 GHz

Kβ/ µAA′/h 1.7× 102 Z2/A2 GHz 4.4× 101 GHz 3.9× 101 GHz 3.6× 101 GHz

Kγ µAA′/h 5.0× 102 Z2/A2 GHz 1.2× 102 GHz 1.1× 102 GHz 1.0× 102 GHz

Fα ⟨r2⟩AA′/h 8.5× 10−1 Z6/A1/3 Hz 2.9 GHz 2.8 GHz 2.8 GHz

Fβ ⟨r2⟩AA′/h 0 0 0 0

Fγ ⟨r2⟩AA′/h −2.3Z6/A1/3 Hz −9.6 GHz −9.5 GHz −9.4 GHz

G
(2)
α ⟨r2⟩2AA′/h −1.2× 10−5 Z6A1/3 Hz −2.6 kHz −2.6 kHz −2.7 kHz

G
(2)
β ⟨r

2⟩2AA′/h 0 0 0 0

G
(2)
γ ⟨r2⟩2AA′/h 6.0× 10−5 Z6A1/3 Hz 1.3× 101 kHz 1.3× 101 kHz 1.4× 101 kHz

G
(4)
α ⟨r4⟩AA′/h 1.4× 10−6 Z6A1/3 Hz 3.6× 10−1 kHz 3.6× 10−1 kHz 3.7× 10−1 kHz

G
(4)
β ⟨r

4⟩AA′/h 1.3× 10−7 Z6A1/3 Hz 3.3× 10−2 kHz 3.4× 10−2 kHz 3.5× 10−1 kHz

G
(4)
γ ⟨r4⟩AA′/h −2.9× 10−7 Z6A1/3 Hz −7.7× 10−1 kHz −7.8× 10−1 kHz −7.9× 10−1 kHz

Pα α
AA′
E /h −5.8× 10−1 Z4A2/3 Hz −1.7 MHz −1.7 MHz −1.8 MHz

Pβ α
AA′
E /h 2.3× 10−3 Z4A2/3 Hz 6.8× 10−2 MHz 6.9× 10−2 MHz 7.1× 10−2 MHz

Pγ α
AA′
E /h 2.0Z4A2/3 Hz 5.8 MHz 5.9 MHz 6.0 MHz

Table 1. Numerical example of isotope shift frequency differences for several transitions, α: 3S → 2P , β:

4D → 3P , and γ: 3D → 2S, in hydrogen-like systems, taking A′ = A+ 2 (2nd column) and for three isotope

combinations for the case of Ca19+. Different rows show either either the total frequency shift (with h being

the Planck’s constant), or different contributions to it as in (5.4), where we shortened ⟨r2⟩AA′ = ⟨r2⟩A−⟨r2⟩A′ ,

etc.

5.2 Comparison to Friar’s predictions for s−levels in hydrogen-like atoms

It is illuminating to compare our EFT based results with the purely QM calculation for

hydrogen-like atoms [34, 55]. In ref. [34] the nuclear finite-size effects were calculated for

s-levels in hydrogen-like atoms using QM perturbation theory, and assuming that the effect

of nucleus can be described fully by a classical charge distribution ρ centered at r = 0. The

results for the shifts to the energy levels were expressed in terms of moments of a general
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(unknown) charge distribution, e.g., ⟨rn⟩ρ =
∫
d3rρrn/Ze, and are (in the M →∞ limit)

∆EQM
n,0 =

2π

3
|ϕn,0(0)|2Zα

[
⟨r2⟩ρ −

Zαme

2
⟨r3⟩ρ(2) + (Zαme)

2FNR + (Zα)2FREL

]
, (5.26)

with

FNR =
2

3

(
ψ(n)− 1

n
− lnn

)
⟨r2⟩2ρ +

1

10n2
⟨r4⟩ρ +

2

3

(
2γ − 4

3

)
⟨r2⟩2ρ

+
2

3
⟨r2⟩ρ⟨r2 ln(2Zαmer)⟩ρ + ⟨r3⟩ρ⟨r⟩ρ +

1

9
⟨r5⟩ρ⟨r−1⟩ρ + INR

2 + INR
3 ,

(5.27)

FREL =− ⟨r2⟩ρ
(
ψ(n) + 2γ +

9

4n2
− 1

n
− 13

4
+ ln(2Zαmer)− lnn

)
− 1

3
⟨r3⟩ρ⟨r−1⟩ρ + IREL

2 + IREL
3 ,

(5.28)

where INR,REL
2,3 do not depend on n, see ref. [34] for their explicit forms. Since the above

calculation assumes a classical charge distribution it cannot capture all the nuclear finite-

size effects. For example, the term |ϕn(0)|2ZαZαme ∼ O
(
Zα(meZα)

4
)
in (5.26), receives

corrections due to nuclear excitations that are not included in the above expression. To

understand such differences between the two results in more detail, let us rearrange the

expression (5.26) into a form that makes the comparison with the EFT result in (5.1)

straightforward,

∆EQM
n,0 = FQM

n,0 ⟨r
2⟩ρ,eff +G

(2)QM
n,0 ⟨r2⟩2ρ +G

(4)QM
n,0 ⟨r4⟩ρ +O

(
(Zα)7

)
. (5.29)

Using |ϕn,0(0)|2 = (Zαme)
3/(πn3), the electronic pre-factors are given by

FQM
n,0 =

2(Zα)(Zαme)
3

3n3

{
1 + (Zα)2

(
− ψ(n)− 9

4n2
+

1

n
+ lnn

)}
, (5.30)

G
(2)QM
n,0 =

4(Zα)(Zαme)
5

9n3

(
ψ(n)− 1

n
− lnn

)
, (5.31)

G
(4)QM
n,0 =

(Zα)(Zαme)
5

15n5
, (5.32)

while the effective charge radius square is

⟨r2⟩ρ,eff =⟨r2⟩ρ −
Zαme

2
⟨r3⟩ρ(2) + (Zα)2m2

e

[
2

3
⟨r2⟩2ρ

(
2γ − 4

3

)
+ ⟨r3⟩ρ⟨r⟩ρ

+ ⟨r2⟩ρ⟨r2 ln(2Zαmer)⟩ρ +
1

9
⟨r5⟩ρ⟨r−1⟩ρ + INR

2 + INR
3

]
+ (Zα)2

[(
−2γ +

13

4

)
⟨r2⟩ρ − ⟨r2⟩ρ ln(2Zαmer)

− 1

3
⟨r3⟩ρ⟨r−1⟩ρ + IREL

2 + IREL
3

]
.

(5.33)

Comparing eq. (5.29) with the EFT result in eq. (5.1), we notice several differences.

First of all, while the expressions for the electronic prefactors G
(2)
n,ℓ and G

(4)
n,ℓ agree when

restricted to s-levels, the expressions for Fn,ℓ differ, due to relativistic corrections that were
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not included in our EFT calculations. While these corrections could be included also in

the EFT calculation, the difference is not important in practice for the measurements of

King NL, since the constant offset in King linearity relation, eq. (5.5), is fit from data.

The second difference is that, even when ⟨r2⟩ and ⟨r4⟩ EFT Wilson coefficients are

interpreted as the corresponding moments of a classical nuclear charge distribution, ⟨r2⟩ρ
and ⟨r4⟩ρ, the expressions for ⟨r2⟩eff in eq. (5.2) and ⟨r2⟩ρ,eff in eq. (5.33) differ at orders

(Zα) and (Zα)2. That is, at O(Zα) the Friar radius contribution in ⟨r2⟩eff is only a part

of the d2 Wilson coefficient entering ⟨r2⟩eff, and contains both the inelastic contributions

from nuclear excitations as well as one loop contributions from matching at scale M ,

see eq. (2.12). At O
(
(Zα)2) the expression for ⟨r2⟩ρ,eff includes contributions that would

correspond to a two-loop matching for d2 Wilson coefficients in the EFT, which we did

not include in this paper, while the EFT result also includes the contribution from d3
and higher dimension operators. While further work is required to fully understand these

differences, is is also clear that the d3 contribution is not relevant for King NL since the

field shift (dependence on ⟨r2⟩eff) gets factored out explicitly when constructing the King

linearity relation, eq. (5.5).

The third difference is that ⟨r4⟩eff differs from ⟨r4⟩ρ by the contributions from the d3
operators. The difference is irrelevant for King NL that is insensitive to redefinitions of

⟨r4⟩. The fourth difference is that polarizability was not considered in [34]. Finally, there is

the contribution from the d6 operator, which was also not considered in [34]. If one limits

the discussion to only transitions between s−levels, this contribution can be included in

⟨r4⟩, while in general it constitutes a new contribution to King NL.

5.3 Comparison with approximate treatments of ⟨r2⟩2 term

In sec. 4.3, we showed that the evaluation of ⟨r2⟩2 contribution to the energy shift requires

the knowledge of the full QM spectrum. The calculation of the electronic prefactor G
(2)
i

multiplying the quadratic field shift in (5.4) is expected to remain rather involved also

when considering multi-electron systems. Formally, it corresponds to calculating

G
(2)
i =

1

2

∂2ωAA
′

i

(∂⟨r2A⟩)2
. (5.34)

Part of the quadratic dependence of ∆En,ℓ on ⟨r2⟩ is due to the variation of the wave

function at the origin as ⟨r2⟩ changes in the linear field shift contribution to the energy

levels. Following refs. [9, 56] which for s−levels would then give from eq. (4.11) the following

approximation12

G
(2)app
i =

πZ α

3

∂ρi(0; ⟨r2⟩)
∂⟨r2⟩

. (5.35)

Here, ρi(0; ⟨r2⟩) is the difference in electronic density at the origin for i = (n, ℓ)→ (n′, ℓ′)

transition. Since this is much easier to calculate, refs. [9, 56], for instance, used it as an

12The proportionality factor of πZ α/3 in (5.35) is different from [9] since we are using ℏ = 1 units and

define ρi as the 3-D electronic density, not the radial electronic density.
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estimator of the full G
(2)
i term in (5.34). In fact, to make the calculation numerically

tractable, ref. [56] made a further approximation, calculating the derivative in (5.35) as

∂ρi(0; ⟨r2⟩)
∂⟨r2⟩

= Ci
∂ρPi
∂r2

∣∣∣
r2=⟨r2⟩

, (5.36)

where ρPi is the charge density difference for a point nucleus and Ci a constant, conjectured

to be the same as the following ratio of charge density differences

CPi =
ρi(0; ⟨r2⟩)

ρPi (r
2 = ⟨r2⟩)

. (5.37)

The need for such approximate treatments illustrates, on the one hand, how difficult

it is to obtain the sizes of King NL effects for multi-electron systems. While both the

ratio in (5.37) and the derivative on r.h.s. of (5.36) are much easier to calculate, on the

other hand, it is unclear how well these approximate the full results. This is difficult to

answer at present for multielectron systems, however, using our framework we can test

how well the approximations work for hydrogen-like atoms. In appendix D we give further

details and also analytical comparisons, while here let us give a representative numerical

example, taking n = 2 and n′ = 3 with Z = 1, rp = 0.842 fm, me = 0.511 MeV. This gives

G
(2)app
i /G

(2)
i = 1.2 since G

(2)app
i includes also terms that can be absorbed into Fi. Note,

however, that this comparison is highly dependent on how the other moments of classical

nuclear charge density are treated, see appendix D. For CPi approximating Ci, the two are

similar in magnitude, though of opposite signs. These results highlight the need for further

study on calculating G
(2)
i .

6 Summary and outlook

In this manuscript we developed an effective field theory (EFT) description of King Non-

Linearity (King NL) that cleanly separates nuclear and atomic physics. The SM was

matched onto scalar NRQED in the M →∞ limit, with the nuclear structure encoded

in a small set of Wilson coefficients (⟨r2⟩, ⟨r4⟩, αE , βM , . . .) multiplying higher dimension

operators. This EFT description was then matched onto quantum-mechanical (pNRQED)

potentials for the bound electron.

Using this framework we showed that King NL first arises from four distinct sources

at O(ϵ3) and O(ϵ4) in the ratio ϵ = rN/a, where a is a typical atomic size, and rN a

typical nuclear size. Two sources can be directly related to a dimension-7 operator and a

dimension-8 operator of the non-relativistic EFT, namely, the electric polarizability, αE ,

and the effective “quartic”-charge radius, ⟨r4⟩eff, respectively. The third source arises at the

second order in quantum mechanical perturbation theory, and is proportional to ⟨r2⟩2, while
the fourth source is due to a dimension-8 operator with the Wilson coefficient d6, whose

size is at present only conjectured at the parametric level. The αE and ⟨r4⟩eff contributions

require the knowledge of only a few leading electronic levels, while the ⟨r2⟩2 term requires

knowledge of all the levels of the system. Parametrically, polarizability contribution is the

dominant one, and enters in King NL at O((Zα/a)Z2/3α ϵ3), assuming a hydrodynamic
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model for the size of polarizability, while ⟨r2⟩2 and ⟨r4⟩eff contributions are nominally of

O((Zα/a)ϵ4).
In terms of effective potentials at tree level, we find that the ⟨r2⟩ and ⟨r4⟩ operators

result in short-range potentials V⟨r2⟩ ∝ δ3(r) and V⟨r4⟩ ∝ ∇2δ3(r). Finite-size two-photon

effects are captured by contact operators: the unique dimension-6 term includes the Friar

radius contribution, while the relevant dimension-8 term acting on the electron produces

a local ∇2δ3(r) structure (finite for ℓ≥ 1, renormalizing s-waves). One-loop graphs with

two single-photon couplings are in the static on-shell limit analytic in q 2 and do not

generate a long-range potential. The only long-range effect at this order is due to nuclear

electric polarizability, which at one loop gives rise to a potential with 1/r4 behavior as

well as a local contact term that renormalizes higher dimension operators. The commonly

discussed ⟨r2⟩2 contribution arises solely from second-order QM perturbation with a double

insertion of V⟨r2⟩ and the reduced Coulomb Green’s function at the origin; this reproduces

a quadratic field shift and requires no extra nuclear input beyond ⟨r2⟩. The utility of the

EFT approach that we employ is most apparent in clear power counting in rN/a and α of

different ⟨r2⟩, ⟨r4⟩, polarizability and contact term contributions, allowing to identify the

dominant contributions to King NL.

In this work we limited the discussion to scalar nuclei and hydrogen-like systems.

There are thus several important effects that need to be incorporated into our theoretical

framework in order to be able to match with the current experimental data on King NL.

First of all, our current treatment needs to be extended to include multi electron systems.

Multi-electron effects are important when calculating transition amplitudes for higher ℓ

states, and can potentially lead to sizable King NL even in absence of nuclear polarizability.

For instance, for calcium it was proposed that the leading effect could arise from the

quadratic mass shift [14]. Second, incorporation of higher order relativistic effects will

allow for proper treatment of hyper-fine transitions and spin-orbit effects. Finally, one

would want to move away from the static limit for the nucleus and include effects that are

suppressed by powers of 1/Mn.
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Figure 3. One-photon interaction with a scalar vertex represented as shaded circle.

A Matching calculation of NRQED Wilson coefficients

A.1 One-photon matching of Wilson coefficients

The one-photon interaction of a scalar is parametrized by a form factor F (q2), defined via

Γ(3) = −ie
(
p+ p′

)µ
F (q2), (A.1)

where Γ(3) is the irreducible three-point function, q = p′ − p, with p(p′) the incoming

(outgoing) momentum of the scalar, and p2 = p′2 = M2, see fig. 3. For scalar nucleus,

F (q2) is a non-perturbative object.

We can determine the coefficients of LS , eq. (2.6), by comparing the full amplitude

Γ(3) expressed in terms of F (q2) and the effective theory amplitude, keeping in mind that

the field S in LS is rescaled compared to the standard relativistic field by a factor of 2M ,

see, e.g., refs. [28, 57]. We perform the matching in the rest frame of the initial scalar,

i.e., taking p = 0. Comparing the two expressions for Lorentz index µ = 0, and using

q0 = −q2/2M as well as q2 = −q2 + O
(
1/M2

)
in eq. (A.1), we find that the matching

condition is

−ie
[
F (0)− F ′(0)q2 +

1

2
F ′′(0)q4 + · · ·

]
!
= −ieZ + ie

c⟨r2⟩

Λ2
N

q2 − ie
c⟨r4⟩

Λ4
N

q4 + · · · , (A.2)

where the
!
= sign requires the two sides to be equal. This gives

Z = F (0) ,
c⟨r2⟩

Λ2
N

= F ′(0) ,
c⟨r4⟩

Λ4
N

=
1

2
F ′′(0) . (A.3)

Following the standard parameterization for the expansion of the form factor, see, e.g.,

ref. [58]

F (q2) = F (0)

(
1− 1

6
q2⟨r2⟩+ 1

120
q4⟨r4⟩+ · · ·

)
, (A.4)

we thus have

⟨r2⟩ = 6
F ′(0)

F (0)
, ⟨r4⟩ = 60

F ′′(0)

F (0)
. (A.5)

The coefficients of the NRQED Lagrangian (2.6) are thus

Z = F (0) ,
c⟨r2⟩

Λ2
N

= F (0)
⟨r2⟩
6

,
c⟨r4⟩

Λ4
N

= F (0)
⟨r4⟩
120

, (A.6)

giving the final expression for LS in eq. (2.7) in the main text.
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Figure 4. Two-photon interaction with a scalar vertex represented as shaded “blob”.

Operator-basis check from matching the spatial current J i

The electromagnetic current of a relativistic spin-0 nucleus is fixed by Lorentz invariance,

⟨p′|Jµ(0)|p⟩ = g (p+ p′)µ F (q2), q = p′ − p, g = eZ, (A.7)

with F (0) = 1. The non-relativistic expansion of the full-theory spatial current is then

fully determined

⟨p′|J i|p⟩full = g (k′i + ki)
[
1− ⟨r

2⟩
6

q 2 +
⟨r4⟩
120

q 4 + · · ·
]
+ O

(
1

M2

)
. (A.8)

On the EFT side, we can extract Jµ by varying L with respect to Aµ, keeping only

terms linear in A. From the operators in LS one finds, between single-nucleus plane-wave

states,

⟨p′|J0|p⟩EFT = g
[
1−

c⟨r2⟩

Λ2
N

q 2 + · · ·
]
, (A.9)

⟨p′|J i|p⟩EFT = g

[
c2
2M

(k′i + ki) +
cM
8M3

(
(k′i + ki) q 2 − ((k′ + k)·q) qi

)
+
c⟨r2⟩

Λ2
N

q0qi + · · ·

]
.

(A.10)

The origin of the three pieces in eq. (A.10) is as follows: (i) the kinetic operator S†D2S/(2M)

yields the minimal spatial current ∝ (k′ + k)i with coefficient c2; (ii) the cM operator with

[∂ ×B]i produces the transverse projector (q 2δij − qiqj) acting on the external Aj , hence

the two terms proportional to cM ; (iii) the Darwin operator c⟨r2⟩ (∇·E) contains a −∂t(∇·A)

piece, generating the q0qi structure.

Two immediate consequences follow. First, matching the time component J0 fixes

c⟨r2⟩/Λ
2
N = ⟨r2⟩/6 and requires c2 = 1. Second, comparison of the spatial current shows

that no independent qi structure may appear, which enforces cM = c⟨r2⟩. This relation,

a manifestation of reparametrization invariance, ensures that the Darwin and magnetic-

Darwin terms combine to reproduce the Lorentz-covariant current. With this constraint

the extra 1/M3 pieces vanish in the infinite-mass limit, leaving the q 2 dependence governed

solely by the charge radius. At dimension 8 the same reasoning eliminates cX1, cX2 and

cX4, leaving only c⟨r4⟩ as independent.

A.2 Two-photon matching of Wilson coefficients

Using the result above, we can construct the one photon exchange amplitude between the

electron and the nucleus. We find that there is no contribution to the Wilson coefficient
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d2 in LSψ in eq. (2.10) at order α. To determine the Wilson coefficient of the dimension-

six contact interaction we thus need to consider two-photon exchange forward amplitude

between the electron and the nucleus.

Let us denote by Wµν(p, q) the two-photon interaction of a scalar nucleus of four-

momentum p with a photon of momentum q,

Wµν(p, q) = i

∫
d4x eiqx⟨p|T {Jµe.m.(x)J

ν
e.m.(0)} |p⟩, (A.11)

where Jνe.m. =
∑

ψ Qψψ̄γ
µψ is the electromagnetic current in QCD, with e conventionally

factored out (the sum is over light quarks, ψ = u, d, s, with Qψ the charge of quark ψ).

Current conservation,

qµW
µν(p, q) = qνW

µν(p, q) = 0 , (A.12)

implies that Wµν(p, q) can be expressed as

Wµν(p, q) =

(
−gµν + qµqν

q2

)
W1 +

(
pµ − p · q qµ

q2

)(
pν − p · q qν

q2

)
W2 . (A.13)

The two scalar functions W1,W2 depend on the variables ν = 2p · q and Q2 = −q2. One

can show, see, e.g., [38], that translation invariance implies that Wµν(p, q) = W νµ(p,−q).
As a result, W1 and W2 are even functions of ν = 2p · q. For scalar point particle of charge

+1, for instance,13

W1 = −2, W2 =
8Q2

Q4 − ν2
. (A.14)

The expression for W2 is identical to the spin-1/2 case, while W1 is different. Unlike the

spin-1/2 case, we now have in W1 only the contribution that does not involve an off-shell

point-particle propagator.

In analogy to the spin-1/2 case, we assume that W1 satisfies a subtracted dispersion

relation in ν,

W1(ν,Q
2)−W1(0, Q

2) =
2ν2

π

∫ ∞

ν0

dν ′
Im W1(ν

′, Q2)

ν ′ (ν ′2 − ν2)
, (A.15)

and that W2 satisfies an unsubtracted dispersion relation

W2(ν,Q
2) =

2

π

∫ ∞

ν0

dν ′ ν ′
Im W2(ν

′, Q2)

ν ′2 − ν2
. (A.16)

As an example, consider the point-particle scalar case. We have Im W1 = 0 and Im W2 =

4π
[
δ(ν −Q2) + δ(ν +Q2)

]
. Taking W1(0, Q

2) = −2, we reproduce eq. (A.14).

From the definition of Wµν , eq. (A.11), one can obtain the identity [59]

2 ImWµν =
∑
X

⟨p|Jµ|X⟩⟨X|Jν |p⟩(2π)4δ(4) (q − pX + p)

+
∑
X

⟨p|Jν |X⟩⟨X|Jµ|p⟩(2π)4δ(4) (q + pX − p) ,
(A.17)

13For elementary scalar the definition of Wµν(p, q) in eq. (A.11) needs to be amended to include contri-

butions from two-photon interactions of the scalar.
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where pX is the four-momentum of the state X. The summation includes phase space inte-

grals and sum over spins of the state X. This equation allows us to separate the composite

scalar and the inelastic contribution in the imaginary part of Wµν . The composite scalar

contribution is given in terms of a form factor, and the inelastic contribution in terms of

inelastic structure function.

Using the dispersion relations we can express the scalar functions as [52]

W1(ν,Q
2) =W1(0, Q

2) +WS,1
1 (ν,Q2) +W c,1

1 (ν,Q2), (A.18)

W2(ν,Q
2) =WS,0

2 (ν,Q2) +W c,0
2 (ν,Q2), (A.19)

where the superscript numbers denote the number of subtractions, the superscript S is the

composite scalar contribution, and the superscript c is the continuum, also called inelastic,

contribution.

Let us look at the composite scalar contribution to eq. (A.17). Using (A.1) we have

2e2 ImWµν =

∫
d4p′

(2π)4
(2π)δ

[
p′ 2 −M2

] {
(2π)4δ(4)

(
q − p′ + p

) [
ie
(
p+ p′

)µ
F (q2)

] [
−ie

(
p+ p′

)ν
F (q2)

]
+

+ (2π)4δ(4)
(
q + p′ − p

) [
ie
(
p+ p′

)ν
F (q2)

] [
−ie

(
p+ p′

)µ
F (q2)

] }
=(2π)δ

(
2p · q + q2

)
e2

[
F (q2)

]2
(2pµ + qµ) (2pν + qν)

+ (2π)δ
(
2p · q − q2

)
e2

[
F (q2)

]2
(2pµ − qµ) (2pν − qν) ,

(A.20)

which thus gives

ImWµν =4π
[
F (q2)

]2(
pν − p · q qν

q2

)(
pµ − p · q qµ

q2

)[
δ
(
2p · q + q2

)
+ δ

(
2p · q − q2

)]
.

(A.21)

We therefore have

Im W1 = 0, and Im W2 = 4π
[
δ(ν −Q2) + δ(ν +Q2)

] [
F (q2)

]2
. (A.22)

If we take F (q2) ≡ 1 we reproduce the point-particle result. Inserting the expressions for

the imaginary parts into the dispersion relations, eqs. (A.15), (A.16), and assuming that

W1(0, Q
2) = −2 +O

(
Q2

)
, gives

W1 = −2 +O
(
Q2

)
, W2 =

8Q2

Q4 − ν2
[
F (−Q2)

]2
. (A.23)

Next, let us consider the two-photon forward amplitude for e−(k)+S(p)→ e−(k)+S(p)

process, in Feynman gauge. In terms of the hadronic tensor we find [38]

iMFull = −Z2
e e

4

∫
d4l

(2π)4
ūγµ(/k − /l +me)γνu

(k − l)2 −m2
e

(
1

l2

)2 1

2M
Wµν(p, l), (A.24)

where the 1/2M prefactor is due to the non-relativistic normalization of the dimension 3/2

composite scalar field, see, e.g., the appendix of ref. [60].
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To match onto NRQED, we insert eq. (A.18) into eq. (A.24) and set the lepton 3-

momentum to zero, i.e., k = (me, 0⃗) and work in the rest frame of the nucleus, i.e.,

p = (M, 0⃗). Furthermore, tthe electron Dirac spinors should be used with non-relativistic

normalization u(k)†u(k) = 1, so that we replace u(k) → (χ 0)T , where χ is a two-

component spinor. Since W1 and W2 are even functions of ν = 2p · q = 2Mq0, this

allows to simplify the integration by discarding odd power of l0 in the integral. After these

simplifications we find

iMFull = −Z2
e e

4

∫
d4l

(2π)4
1

l4 − (2mel0)2

(
1

l2

)2 me

M

[
−W1

(
l2 + 2l20

)
+M2(l2 − l20)W2

]
.

(A.25)

We now perform a Wick rotation l0 → iQu, where Q is the magnitude of the 4-d Euclidean

vector and u the polar angle between Q and the Euclidean time direction. We find

MFull =−
me

M

1

4π3
Z2
e e

4

∫ ∞

0
dQ

∫ 1

−1
du

√
1− u2 Q3

(Q2)2
1

Q2 + 4m2
eu

2
×

×
[(
1 + 2u2

)
W1(2MiQu,Q2)−M2(1− u2)W2(2MiQu,Q2)

]
.

(A.26)

Next, let us specialize to composite scalar contribution. Inserting the expression for W2

from eq. (A.23) and using the fact that W1 is only non-zero at order M0, we find after the

u integration

MM→∞
Full,S = 16me α

2Z2
e

∫ ∞

0

dQ

(Q2)2
[
F (−Q2)

]2
+O

(
1

M

)
. (A.27)

This amplitude has an IR divergence that cancels in the matching onto NRQED.

Using NRQED Feynman rules we compute the amplitude for photon scattering off a

scalar nucleus. In the scalar NRQED propagator we keep the M dependence since q0 is

of the same order as −q2/2M , see, e.g., [38]. For the vertices we only keep the leading

interaction in M . We find

M2WEFT
2 (ν,Q2) =

8Q2

Q4 − ν2

(
Z2M2 − 1

4
Z cDQ

2

)
+O

(
Q2

M2

)
=M2 8Q2

Q4 − ν2

(
Z2 − 1

3
Z2 ⟨r2⟩Q2

)
+O

(
Q2

M2

)
.

We can check this result by taking the limits ν → 0 and Z → 1 to reproduceM2WEFT
2 (0, Q2)

calculated in [19].

The ν dependence in (A.28) is identical to that of the full theory. Subtracting the

EFT expression, M2WEFT
2 (ν,Q2), from the full theory result for M2W2(ν,Q

2) given in

eq. (A.23), gives the higher dimension contribution. That is, equatingMM→∞
Full,S −MM→∞

EFT

to d2me/Λ
3
N gives

d2me

Λ3
N

= 16me α
2Z2

e

∫ ∞

0

dQ

Q4

{[
F (−Q2)

]2 − [F (0)]2 +
[F (0)]2 ⟨r2⟩Q2

3

}
+O

(
1

M

)
.

(A.28)
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Using the relation between ⟨r2⟩ and F ′(0) it is straightforward to check that the integral

is IR finite. It is proportional to the Friar radius (cubed), which is given by

⟨r3⟩(2) =
48

π

1

[F (0)]2

∫ ∞

0

dQ

Q4

{[
F (−Q2)

]2 − [F (0)]2 +
[F (0)]2 ⟨r2⟩Q2

3

}
, (A.29)

so that, up to inelastic and 1/M contributions (see eq. (2.12)),

d2me

Λ3
N

=
π

3
(Zα)2me ⟨r3⟩(2) . (A.30)

The expression in (A.29) agrees with [61, 62], if we identify F (q2) with GE(q
2). Notice

that the analogous expression in ref. [35] is missing the ⟨r2⟩Q2 term. Given that refs. [61, 62]

do not derive ⟨r3⟩(2), while the derivation in [35] is missing a term, the above result appears

to be the first complete derivation of the Friar radius using field theory methods.

B Matching onto QM potentials

In this appendix, we outline the calculation of the one-loop box diagrams with two ex-

changed photons. A detailed study is left for a future work [47].

B.1 The Z2 contributions
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Figure 5. Two-photon exchange with two minimal A0 couplings (∝ Z2). In pNRQED these graphs

correspond to the iteration of the Coulomb potential.

The box and crossed-box diagrams in fig. 5 contain two minimal A0 couplings from the

S†iDtS operator. These reproduce the iteration of the Coulomb potential in the poten-

tial region and therefore do not match onto a new short-distance operator. In pNRQED

language, integrating out hard/soft modes leaves the instantaneous Coulomb potential

VC(r) = −Zα/r. Repeated exchange is generated by solving the Schrödinger equation,

i.e., by ladder resummation in the potential region, see, e.g., pNRQED and potential-region

factorization in refs. [17, 52].

B.2 The Z − ⟨r2⟩ contributions

In the diagrams in fig. 6 the ⟨r2⟩ vertex supplies a factor of q 2. In either topology (left or

right panel) this factor cancels one Coulomb propagator, so the box effectively reduces to
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Figure 6. Two-photon exchange with one minimal A0 coupling and one ⟨r2⟩ coupling.

a triangle with a static propagator. In the static on-shell limit there is no pinch singularity

at q 2 → 0, and the remaining dependence on external kinematics is through v ·k or v ·k′,
not through k ·k′. Hence the amplitude is analytic in q 2 and generates no nonanalytic

(or long-range) piece. This analytic dependence is expected to be absorbed into local

dimension-8 contact operators in LSψe (the d3,4,5,6 structures), i.e., it renormalizes short-

distance coefficients rather than producing a new long-range potential [17, 19, 52]. The

same conclusion holds for the crossed graph in the right panel in fig. 6: after the propagator

cancellation it depends only on k′ 2 and likewise renormalizes local operators.

B.3 The ⟨r2⟩2 contribution
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Figure 7. Two-photon exchange with two ⟨r2⟩ couplings.

The amplitude for the graphs in fig. 7 with NRQED vertices S† e ⟨r2⟩
6 [∇·E]S is

iM⟨r2⟩2 =

∫
d4l

(2π)4

[
ū(k′) (−ieγ0) i

(l− k′)2
i(/l +me)

l2 −m2
e + i0

i

(k − l)2
(−ieγ0)u(k)

]
×
[
ie |l− k′|2 ie |k − l|2 ⟨r

2⟩2

36

(
−1

v ·l − v ·(p+ k)
+

1

v ·l − v ·(k′ − p)

)]
= (4πα)2 µ2ϵ

⟨r2⟩2

36

∫
ddl

(2π)d

[
ū(k′) γ0

/l +me

l2 −m2
e

γ0 u(k)

]
×
(

−1
v ·l − v ·(p+ k)

+
1

v ·l − v ·(k′ − p)

)
.

(B.1)
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Each ⟨r2⟩ vertex supplies a factor of q 2 that cancels a Coulomb propagator, so the box

reduces to a bubble with a single static propagator. It is convenient to express eq. (B.1)

in terms of heavy-light two-point functions:

iM⟨r2⟩2 = (4πα)2
⟨r2⟩2

36
ū(k′)u(k)me

[
B̄0

(
me, v ·k′ − v ·p

)
− B̄0

(
me, v ·k + v ·p

)]
+ (4πα)2

⟨r2⟩2

36
ū(k′) γ0γµγ0 u(k)

[
B̄µ

(
me, v ·k′ − v ·p

)
− B̄µ

(
me, v ·k + v ·p

)]
,

(B.2)

with the standard integrals (Appendix A of ref. [63])

i µ2ϵ
∫

d4−2ϵl

(2π)4−2ϵ

1

l2 −m2
e

=
1

16π2
A1(me), (B.3)

i µ2ϵ
∫

d4−2ϵl

(2π)4−2ϵ

1

(v ·l −∆)(l2 −m2
e)

=
1

16π2
1

∆
B̄0(me,∆), (B.4)

i µ2ϵ
∫

d4−2ϵl

(2π)4−2ϵ

lµ

(v ·l −∆)(l2 −m2
e)

=
vµ

16π2
[
B̄0(me,∆) +A1(me)

]
, (B.5)

where

A1(me) = m2
e log

m2
e

µ2
−m2

e

(1
ϵ
− γE + ln 4π + 1

)
, (B.6)

B̄0(me,∆) = −2∆2 log
m2
e

µ2
− 4∆2F

(me

∆

)
+ 2∆2

(1
ϵ
− γE + ln 4π + 2

)
. (B.7)

Collecting all the terms, gives

M⟨r2⟩2 =
i α2 ⟨r2⟩2

18

[
(v ·k)2 − (v ·k′)2 +me (v ·k − v ·k′)

] [1
ϵ
− γE + 2 + log

4πµ2

m2
e

]
, (B.8)

which vanishes in the static on-shell limit, v · k = v · k′ = me. Thus the ⟨r2⟩2 box and

crossed-box diagrams do not generate a new long-range potential; any analytic remainder

renormalizes local contact terms, consistent with the pNRQED matching logic [17, 19, 52].

C UV and IR divergencies

The traditional approach to nuclear structure spectral corrections involves introducing

a nuclear electric potential δV (r) parameterizing the deviation from a Coulomb potential

[34]. In momentum space δV (r) is related to the electric form factor, the Fourier transform

of the charge density. The potential δV (r) is used in QM perturbation theory to express

nuclear structure corrections to spectra in terms of moments of the charge density. In an

EFT approach we express these corrections directly in terms of moments. In momentum

space, this amounts to expanding the electric form factor in powers of q2. It is not surprising

that this leads to UV divergencies since higher orders in the expansion introduce more and

more powers of q2. In the main text we encountered this, e.g., in the contribution to the

s-levels from the ⟨r4⟩ operator. To clarify this point, we present below a method of regions

based analysis, see, e.g., section 2.1 of [64].
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Define (sign convention follows [39])

δV (r) =

∫
d3q

(2π)3
eiq·r δṼ (q) ≡

∫
d3q

(2π)3
eiq·r

(−4παZ)
q2

[
F (−q2)− 1

]
, (C.1)

where F (−q2) is the electric form factor. We are working in the infinite nuclear mass limit

where q2 ≈ −q2. We consider the energy level shift induced by δV , in momentum space:

∆E =

∫
d3r |ψ(r)|2 δV (r) =

∫
d3q

(2π)3
(−4παZ)

q2
[
F (−q2)− 1

] ∫
d3r eiq·r|ψ(r)|2 . (C.2)

To shorten the notation, we redefine for the remainder of this appendix, F (−q2)→ F (q2).

For simplicity, let us also focus only the energy shift of the hydrogen 1s level, where a

similar analysis also applies to other s levels. The expression from the full theory is

∆EFull
1s = 4παZe(2meZα)

4

∫
d3q

(2π)3

[
F (q2)− 1

]
q2(q2 + (2meZα)2)2

. (C.3)

For the high-momentum region |q|2 ≫ (meZα)
2 we can approximate in the integrand

q2 + (2meZα)
2 ≈ q2:

∆EHigh
1s = 4παZQe(2meZα)

4

∫
|q|>Λ

d3q

(2π)3

[
F (q2)− 1

]
q6

. (C.4)

Without information on F we cannot calculate the above integrals.

In the low-momentum region, |q|2 ≪ (meZα)
2, the integral can be expressed in terms

of derivatives of F (q2) with respect to q2 at q2 = 0.

∆ELow, F ′

1s = 4παZQe(2meZα)
4

∫
|q|≤Λ

d3q

(2π)3
F ′(0)

1

(q2 + 4(meZα)2)2

=
1

2
(2meZα)

3αZQeF
′(0)− 2(2meZα)

4αZQeF
′(0)

πΛ
+ · · · ,

(C.5)

and

∆ELow, F ′′

1s = 4παZQe(2meZα)
4

∫
|q|≤Λ

d3q

(2π)3
F ′′(0)

2

q2

(q2 + 4(meZα)2)2

=
(2meZα)

4αZQeF
′′(0)Λ

π
− 3

4
(2meZα)

5αZQeF
′′[0] + · · · .

(C.6)

Let’s illustrate the process using the popular dipole model

F (q2) =
m4
ϕ

(q2 +m2
ϕ)

2
. (C.7)

Using the dipole model for F in the above expressions yield

∆EFull
1s = −

(2meZα)
3αZQe(meZα+mϕ)

(2meZα+mϕ)3

= −(2meZα)
3αZQe

m2
ϕ

+
5

4

(2meZα)
4αZQe

m3
ϕ

− 9

2

(2meZα)
5αZQe

m4
ϕ

+ · · · ,
(C.8)
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and

∆EHigh
1s = −4(2meZα)

4αZQe
m2
ϕπΛ

+
5

4

(2meZα)
4αZQe

m3
ϕ

− 6(2meZα)
4αZQeΛ

m4
ϕπ

+ · · · . (C.9)

The first term in ∆EHigh
1s is IR divergent in the Λ→ 0 limit, while the second term is the

1/m3
ϕ term in the full result, eq. (C.8). These terms mirror eq. (S14) in [5]. Finally, the

third term in eq. (C.9) is finite in the Λ→ 0 limit.

For the low-momentum region the F ′(0) term gives

∆ELow, F ′

1s = − (2meZα)
3αZQe

m2
ϕ

+
4(2meZα)

4αZQe
m2
ϕπΛ

+ · · · . (C.10)

The first term is the 1/m2
ϕ term in the full result. The second term is finite in the Λ→∞

limit. When we add all the regions together, it will cancel the IR divergence of the high

momentum region. The F ′′(0) term gives

∆ELow, F ′′

1s =
6(2meZα)

4αZQeΛ

m4
ϕπ

− 9

2

(2meZα)
5αZQe

m4
ϕ

+ . . . . (C.11)

The first term is UV divergent in the Λ→∞ limit. When we add all the regions together,

it will cancel against the O(Λ) term from the high momentum region. The second term is

the 1/m4
ϕ term in the full result.

Adding up the three integrals we find that ∆EHigh
1s +∆ELow, F ′

1s +∆ELow, F ′′

1s = ∆EFull
1s .

The analysis confirms the conclusion of [5] that the 1/m3
ϕ originates from the high-energy

region. The analysis also shows that the UV divergence we encounter from ∇2δ3(r) will be

removed by high-momentum effects and thus can be ignored. The remaining finite result

gives the correct answer.

D Further details on ⟨r2⟩ induced shifts in the wave functions

Here we provide further details relevant for the results in sec. 5.3. From [34] the difference

in electronic density at the origin for i = (n, ℓ)→ (n′, ℓ′) transition is given by

ρi(0; ⟨r2⟩) = (ϕn′,ℓ′ +∆ϕn′,ℓ′)
2 − (ϕn,ℓ +∆ϕn,ℓ)

2, (D.1)

where ϕn,ℓ = ϕn,ℓ(0) is the value of the wave function at the origin for point-like nucleus,

and ∆ϕn,ℓ is the correction due to the composite nucleus.

For hydrogen-like systems, the shift in the wave function entering (D.1) is given by

(setting ℓ = ℓ′ = 0 for simplicity) [34]

(ϕn +∆ϕn)
2 = |ϕn(0)|2 +∆ϕ2n + 2ϕn∆ϕn , (D.2)

where

∆ϕ2n =|ϕn(0)|2(Z αme)
2
{
⟨r⟩2 − 4

3
(Z αme)⟨r⟩⟨r2⟩B(n)− 4

3
(Z αme)⟨r⟩⟨r2⟩ (2 γE − 4/3)

− 4

3
(Z αme)⟨r⟩⟨r2 log(2Z αme r)⟩

}
,

(D.3)
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ϕn∆ϕn =(Z αme)|ϕn(0)|2
{
− ⟨r⟩+ 2Z αme

3
⟨r2⟩B(n) +

2Z αme

3
⟨r2⟩ (2 γE − 4/3)

+
2Z αme

3
⟨r2 log(2Z αme r)⟩

}
,

(D.4)

where B(n) = ψ(n)− 1/n− lnn. For nS → n′S transition,

ρnS→n′S(0; ⟨r2⟩) =
(Z αme)

3

π

{[
1− 2Z αme⟨r⟩+ (Z αme)

2
(4
3
⟨r2 log(2Z αme r)⟩

+ ⟨r⟩2
)
− 4

3
(Z αme)

3⟨r⟩⟨r2 log(2Z αme r)⟩

+

(
4

3
(Z αme)

2⟨r2⟩ − 4

3
(Z αme)

3⟨r⟩⟨r2⟩
)
(2 γE − 4/3)

](
1

n3
− 1

n′3

)
+

[
4

3
(Z αme)

2⟨r2⟩ − 4

3
(Z αme)

3⟨r⟩⟨r2⟩
](

B(n)

n3
− B(n′)

n′3

)}
.

(D.5)

Notice that it depends not just on ⟨r2⟩ but also on other moments of the general

(unknown) charge distribution: ⟨r⟩ and ⟨r2 log(2Zαmer)⟩.
The partial derivative with respect to ⟨r2⟩, keeping all other expectation values fixed,

and working to order (Zαme)
5, is given by

∂ρnS→n′S(0; ⟨r2⟩)
∂⟨r2⟩

=
4(Zαme)

5

3π

{
(2 γE − 4/3)

(
1

n3
− 1

n′3

)
+

(
B(n)

n3
− B(n′)

n′3

)}
.(D.6)

This gives from eq. (5.35),

G
(2)app
nS→n′S =

4(Zα)(Zαme)
5

9

{
(2 γE − 4/3)

(
1

n3
− 1

n′3

)
+

(
B(n)

n3
− B(n′)

n′3

)}
, (D.7)

which differs by an extra factor proportional to (2 γE − 4/3) from the exact expression for

G
(2)
nS→n′S in eq. (5.19),

G
(2)
nS→n′S =

4(Zα)(Zαme)
5

9

{(
B(n)

n3
− B(n′)

n′3

)}
. (D.8)

The density for the point charge nucleus is obtained from small−r expansion of the

wavefunction ϕn(r),

ρPi (r
2 = ⟨r2⟩) =

(
|ϕn′,ℓ′(r)|2 − |ϕn,ℓ(r)|2

) ∣∣∣∣∣
r2=⟨r2⟩

, (D.9)

where [34],

|ϕn,ℓ(r)|2 = |ϕn,ℓ(0)|2
{
1− (2Zαmer) + (Zαmer)

2 +
2(Zαmer)

2

3

(
1 +

1

2n2

)}
. (D.10)

Hence for nS → n′S transition,

ρPnS→n′S

∣∣∣
r2=⟨r2⟩

=
(Z αme)

3

π

{[
1− 2Z αme

√
⟨r2⟩+ 5

3
(Z αme)

2⟨r2⟩
]
×

×
(

1

n3
− 1

n′3

)
+

(Z αme)
2⟨r2⟩

3

(
1

n5
− 1

n′5

)}
,

(D.11)
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and its partial derivative with respect to r2 is

∂ρPnS→n′S

∂r2

∣∣∣∣∣
r2=⟨r2⟩

=
4(Zαme)

5

3π

{
5

4

(
1

n3
− 1

n′3

)
+

1

4

(
1

n5
− 1

n′5

)}
. (D.12)

For n = 2 and n′ = 3 with Z = 1, α = 1/137, rp = 0.842 fm, me = 0.511 MeV, we find

from eq. (D.7), G
(2)app
nS→n′S/h = −3.5×10−5Hz fm−4 and from eq. (D.8) G

(2)
nS→n′S/h = −2.9×

10−5Hz fm−4. Their ratio is 1.2, since G
(2)app
i includes also terms that are absorbed into

Fi in the King NL analysis. Note, however, that the numerical value for G(2)app depends

crucially on how the other moments are treated. Here, we treated ⟨r⟩ and ⟨r2 log(2Zαmer)⟩
as independent, while if one models the nucleus as a particular classical charge density,

they would be correlated with ⟨r2⟩. Evaluating numerically the derivative in eq. (D.6), by

varying the size of such classical charge density can thus pick up also parametrically larger

contributions proportional to ⟨r⟩.
Using the same values, n = 2, n′ = 3, Z = 1, the ratio of eq. (D.5) to eq. (D.11) gives

CPnS→n′S = 1, while the ratio of eq. (D.6) to eq. (D.12) gives CnS→n′S = −0.8. The two are

similar in magnitude, but have opposite signs. These results highlight the need for further

study of how G
(2)
i can be most efficiently evaluated.
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