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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 (r?)? term needs to be reconsidered, as it arises only
at second-order in perturbation theory, and we derive the long-range 1/r* 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, Av?, 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, p, = 1/ma, —1/ma;, where ma,, ma; 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 Av{ 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 (r*) and (r?)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, 7 ~ 10~ m, and typical
atomic length scale, a ~ 107! m. Along with an expansion in the fine structure constant
«, this then allows to organize corrections to the atomic energy levels in terms of their
scaling with € = r/a ~ 107> and a ~ 1072, Technically, this is done by constructing two
EFTs, and performing a two-step matching. In the first step, we match the SM onto non-



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 (r?)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/r* 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 (r?), (r®),
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 (r?)? term. Section 5 dis-
cusses the phenomenological implications for isotope-shift experiments in Cat 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 (r?) 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.



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/ry ~
A_1/3/7‘p, and with its mass, M ~ Am,. 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, m, ~ 1 GeV, and the
inverse of proton radius, 1/r, ~ 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/ry ~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/ry ~ 1/(5fm) ~ 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<KE. <p<Kme << Ay <€ M, (2.1)

where Ay = 1/ry denotes the typical scale associated with the nucleus being an extended
object, m, is the mass of the electron (which is almost equal to the reduced mass of the
system), p ~ Zam, is the typical momentum of electron and/or nucleus, E. ~ p*/m, ~
Z%a%m, is the typical kinetic energy of the bound electron, and Ey ~ p?/M ~ Z?a?m?2/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 — oo limit to the precision we are working when
constructing the NRQED Lagrangian relevant for King NL calculations. Note that in this
limit also Eny — 0, further simplifying the problem.
The NRQED Lagrangian for a hydrogen-like system with spin-0 nucleus is composed
out of three terms,
LarqEp = Ls + Ly, + Ly, (2.2)

with Lg (Ly,) describing the interactions of a non-relativistic scalar nucleus field S (non-
relativistic electron field 1).) with the electromagnetic field, while Lg,, contains contact
interaction terms between S and .. In the M — oo limit Lg is obtained as an expansion
in p/An, Ly, as an expansion in p/me, while Lgy, involves both expansions. In the
construction of the higher dimension operators the non-relativistic fields and derivatives
scale as (after the M — oo limit was already taken, note that we do not distinguish between
soft and ultrasoft modes [23])

S~p 2 he~pE Bi~p, O~ PP me, (2.3)

while for the electromagnetic vector potential, the electric and magnetic fields, we have
(see [24])
Ag ~ p®/me, A ~p, E; ~p*, Bi ~ p®/me. (2.4)

We will need the explicit forms only for Lg and Lgy,, given in egs. (2.7) and (2.10) below,
while Ly, (up to dimension 8) can be found in [19, 20].



Let us first derive Lg: 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 L£g we define first (see also app. A.1)

D=8, +ieZA°, D=V —icZA, (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, Lg contains
a single operator, Lg D STiD;S. At dimension 5, there is similarly only a single spin-
independent operator, Lg D ¢2STD?S/2M, where Lorentz invariance fixes ¢ = 1. In the
M — oo limit this term vanishes. At dimension 6 there is also a single spin-independent
operator, which, however, does not vanish in the M — oo limit. Conventionally, in the
cases where M and Ay are not parametrically different, this is written as Lg D cDSTe(V .
E)S/8M?. However cp/M? does not scale with the mass of the nucleus, but rather with the
size of the nucleus. We make this explicit, by setting cp/8M? = c<r2>/A?V, where c(,.2y JAZ; is
proportional to (r2), the squared charge radius of the nucleus (see app. A.1). At dimension 7
there are four spin-independent operators: c4STD*S/8M3, icprg ST{D?, [0 x B]*}S/16M3,
ca1g® ST(B? — E?)S/8M?3, ca2g® STE?S/16M? [18]. Lorentz invariance implies ¢4 = 1 and
e = cp [28], so the first two vanish as M — oo. The Wilson coefficients of last two
are, however, related to the electric (ag) and magnetic (S3s) polarizabilities, which scale
as ~ 73 and do not vanish in the M — oo limit, see [19]. Finally, at dimension 8 there
are four spin-independent operators: cx1S'g[D? D - E + E - D|S/M*, cx2STg{D?,(V -
E)}S/M*, cx3STg[VA(V-E)|S/M*, icx4STg?>{ D’ [E x B]*}S/M* [19]. Lorentz invariance
relates cx1, cx2, and cx4 to lower-dimensional coefficients. Therefore, only one operator,
cx3STg[V?(V - E)|S/M*, is non-vanishing in the M — oo limit, namely, cx3/M* =
c<,,4>/A‘]1V, where C<7'4)/A§1\/' is proportional to (r#).

Collecting the above results, the scalar NRQED Lagrangian in the M — oo limit takes
the simple form

. cr2 Cp2 cRp2 Cr4
ﬁsst{th+ /<\2> (V-E)+ 5 B + 2 B+ /<\4>V2(V-E)}S, (2.6)
N N N N

where we denoted explicitly the expected scaling with A, and kept terms up to dimension
8. Here, the c(,2y term gives the charge radius of the nucleus, (r?), the cp2 and cpe are
related to the electric and magnetic polarizabilities of the nucleus, respectively, while the
c(pay is related to (r*) (where, intuitively, as for the charge radius, the expectation value is



over the electric charge distribution inside the nucleus; see app. A.1 for the exact definition).
Including all the prefactors, we have'
) (r?) 2 2 (r") 2

Lg=15 {th + eZT (V-E)+ag E*+ By B” + eZﬁV (VE)} 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), (r*), and the electric
and magnetic polarizabilities ag, Bas.

We include the By STB2S 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]

e2R?A

— (0.8 2.8A—1/3)
ar ( * 40 agym

- (0.8 +2.8471/3) 2.6 x 1072 4% i, (2.8)
where €? = 47a, asym = 23 MeV (0.12 fm~!) is the nuclear symmetry energy and R is the
nuclear radius. For R = rgAY?, where rg = 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 ap € [19,24]fm® and ag € [170,180] fm3. Alternatively,
using data from global analysis of photo-absorption cross-section measurements [32], the
magnitude of ag can be expressed analytically as [33],

(4/132)? 3
(A/132)1/3 —0.31

ap = 327 (2.9)
Using eq. (2.9), the values for ag for Ca and Yb isotopes are, respectively, in the range
26, 31] fm® and [210, 220] fm®. Comparison between the two estimates shows that the esti-
mated values of ag carry about 20% modeling uncertainty. Perhaps even more importantly,
the two predictions for ag have different dependence on A, and thus predict different trends
for ap variation between different isotopes of a given element. Note, that we will not need
the value of the magnetic polarizability 8s in our analysis.

'Eq. (2.7) uses Gaussian units, including for the definitions of apSTE?S and B STB2S operators, see
[29]. This should be compared with the definitions that use Heaviside units, e.g., in ref. [19], which in the
M — oo limit uses ezaESTEZS/a = dxragSTE?S and eQ,BMSTBQS/a = 4nBySTB2S as the definitions
for the same operators, see [29]. The difference is an overall factor of 47 [29], which is already taken into
account in the expressions below. That is, the model estimates for ap below are in the convention used in
(2.7).



Next, let us turn to the interactions of non-relativistic electrons, given by Lg,, and
Ly, . 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 Ay. Denoting the non-relativistic electron field by . we have,
for the terms that are expected not to vanish in the M — oo limit,

dome ds
Lsu, =55 Sl + 11 STDLSYID b + —STSYH(D? + DYy
p N A | (2.10)
+ 250 gtg ylo . By, + —L ik STDE S wiat DIy,
A meAN

where DL =D + 5, while the terms suppressed by powers of 1/M are

1M dg i ; 2 2
%o =IAT SIDLSYIDL . + A3 t(D? + D)5yl o
M 2.11
Zdl? z ik k i
+ AL ikStDE S ylot DIy, .

As we will show in section 4 below, out of the operators in egs. (2.10) only the operator
with the Wilson coefficient dg 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, do. This term arises at one loop, from a two-photon
exchange between the electron and the nucleus, so that do ~ O(Z%a?).? The additional
me /AN suppression in the definition of dy is obtained from the matching in appendix A.2.
We find that

d2 T 9, 3 innel. d;/M
g =3 (Za)™ (r°) ) + AZ, + m2M (2.12)

where (r%)5) ~ O(1/A%) is the well-known Friar radius of the nucleus [34, 35]. The
size of the inelastic contribution d2inel' 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;/ M
Z%a?(log(m?/p*)+1/3) [17]. Since we work in the M — oo limit in this paper, dé/M/sz

2The tree level contribution to the STSwyi. operator, from a single photon exchange, is included as the
(r?) term in (2.7). Tt is point-like since the 1/¢* from the photon propagator is canceled by the linear ¢*
dependence in the charged radius part of the electromagnetic form factor for S; see also eq. (3.6) below.



is formally power suppressed. Numerically, since A% ~ 20(2)m2M for Ca (Yb), it is,
however, expected to be the most important term in ds 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;/ M 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 Ay, m. 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 dy/4 = dy + ds5, d5 =
dg, and 8(dy; + d12) = —dy [19]. Since there are only three RPI relations among six
Wilson coefficients, the higher-dimensional coefficients dy, ds, dg,d11, and dis cannot be
uniquely expressed in terms of do alone. In particular, while the assigned scalings for these
operators in egs. (2.10) and (2.11) are consistent with the RPI relations, some of these
Wilson coefficients could contain additional factors of m./Ax and/or Ay /M. Furthermore,
ds and dig do not enter the RPI relations at all, so that for these we simply used the
naive dimensional scaling with 1/Ax 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, eqgs. (2.7) and
(2.10), onto QM potentials, working to leading power in 1/m, and in the M — oo limit.
The resulting potential receives several different contributions

V(T) = Vl—photon('r) + Vcontact("‘) + Vpol. (7')7 (31)

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: Vi_photon(r) from single photon exchange in sec. 3.1, and Viontact(r) from
contact terms in sec. 3.2. The one-loop two-photon exchange calculation involving electric
polarizability operator, which gives rise to Vj,o1. (), 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 STiD;S term, and the terms proportional
to charge radius squared, (r?), and the fourth moment (r#). The corresponding Feynman
rules for an emission of A are (see also [37, 38]),

e
120

—iez, T ) (@) (32)
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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 D;), and from
(r?), and (r*) terms, respectively.

In non-Coulomb gauges there are also contributions from the A’ exchanges. These are
1/m, suppressed since A* couplings start at order 1/m,. in the NRQED Lagrangian for the
electron, Ly, , and can be neglected to the order we work. Thus from Ly, , we only keep
the O(1/m0) term, Ly, = liDihe + - - = —e Zapt A% + - - -, where Z, = —1.

Equating each diagram in fig. 1 to iM, the potential in momentum space is given by
V(q) = —M [39], while the potential in the position space is given by the Fourier transform

3 . ~
V(r) = / (3733 eV (q). (3.3)

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

exchange, up to dimension 8,

Viphoton(T) = Vz (1) + Vigay (1) + Vipay (). (3.4)
For the three contributions to the potential we find,
) c ~ —Zé? VA
iMz = Z = Vz(q) = 2 = Vz(r)= T (3.5)
. c(r? - Ze? ArZ o
My ==l = V@ =200 = Vi) = 220480, (0)
. c(rt) 50 ¥ Ze*, 4\ o AmZa, 4\ o2 (53
iMpay = 12042 (@) = V(@) = 550" = Viy(r) = =5~ () V [8°(m)]

(3.7)

where in writing down the amplitudes we defined ¢ = (—iZ.e)(—igoo) Xi,xs(—ieZ) =
—ie%0y47, with xs the two-component spinor for the electron. For V(q) we used the
approximation ¢?> ~ —g?. In the potentials we do not display dy,, and write e? = 4rma.

We also used that the Fourier transform of g2 is V2 [63(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
Veontact (7“) = Z Vi(T)v (38)
i

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.



where the sum is over the operators with Wilson coefficients ¢ = do, d3, dg, d1g, d11.
The single dimension 6 four-field operator,

dome
La, = 23 STSlﬁlllfe, (3.9)
N

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

iMdQ = ZK = de(q) = —K = VdQ(T) = —

83(r). (3.10)

Note that this contribution to the potential has the same r dependence as V(,2y(r) in
eq. (3.6) even though Vg, (r) is suppressed by O(Zam./An) (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 dig 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:

Loy = —2(519) [2 (Vo - W) + (T2 4+ 92 + 0(e).
N
= —Iil%f(S‘LS)V2 [wlwe] +0(e), (3.11)
N
2id
Lay, = mi/\l% (S1S) [a (Wl x Vwe)] + O(e), (3.12)

while for the dg term no changes are needed compared to the definition of the operator in
eq. (2.10),
dg

Lag = ot (519) 01T+ 9] + 0(e). (3.13)

To obtain the corresponding QM potentials for the operators with the Wilson coeflicients
d3 6,11, it is more straightforward to not use the Fourier transform, but rather to require
that M = — [ d®r(¢|V (r)|¢), where the expectation is over the electronic wave function,
knowing that the potential will be proportional to §3(r) with appropriately placed deriva-
tives.* This gives

Vds(r) = [il%v2 [53(7')] ) (3.14)
Vi (1) = —mff\?v (V283 (r) + 63(r)V?), (3.15)

4 Alternatively, one can follow the approach of Ref. [17], where, neglecting spin, the potential V depends
on two distinct variables: g, the Fourier transform variable of , and p = —iV,.. 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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22d11

oAl 17 (Vo) x 8(r)V)], (3.16)

Van, (7‘) =

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

Wae= 13 {[v%( )] 6(0) + 2V6(0)" - Vo(0) + ¢ (0) [V26(0)] }, (317)
(Vagho = — A3 {610)v26(0) + [V26'(0)] 6(0) }, (3.18)
Windo= et [ (9910) % vo)) . (3.19)

where on the L.h.s. we introduced a short-hand notation
Vado= [ driolVam)lo). (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 Vg, and Vj, are suppressed by,
respectively, O(k?/meAn) ~ O(Z%a?me/AN) and by O(k?/m?) ~ O(Z?a?), compared to
Va,. Here, both do and d3 ¢ are expected to first arise from one-loop two photon exchange
contributions when matching onto NRQED, and thus we expect da ~ d3 6 ~ O(Z 2a?). The
effect of the Vj;,, potential, which involves the electron spin, is to split the p-level according
to the electron spin

AEdn = F

3d11 [anl

2
St . 21
mmeA, | dr (0)} " (3:21)

where ms = £1/2 and we used the standard definition ¢n1m, (1) = Rui1(r) Yim (0, ¢). For
s-level and d-levels (or higher), these contributions vanish, since for central potentials
V¢(0) =0 for s- and d-orbitals (or higher).

3.3 One-loop matching: polarizability

In the M — oo limit there are only two spin-independent dimension-7 operators — the
electric and magnetic polarizability operators in eq. (2.7),

Ls D S (ag E?*+ By B?)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 ds

Wilson coefficient in eq. (2.12)) and the leading non-local contribution, My (g%).”

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 DSt 57MF’“’FW—(ozE—FBM)F“aF”avuvl, S, (3.23)
where F),, is the electromagnetic field-strength tensor, and v* = (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

Too = 1 Br(9po 41-92 — @2pq10) — i (@ + Bar)[gpo(v-q1)(v-q2)

(3.24)
—q10Vp(V - @2) — @2ps (v - q1) + (q1-92) Vpvs)

where v - q1 2 = q?’Q. In the ¢1 = g2 limit this agrees with ref. [43]. The one-loop integral
expression for the amplitude is then

. Y a(k") v (I +me)y” u(k)
i Moy, = i€’ / @) (k=12 +i0)[(l — )2 + 0] [12 — m2 & i0] -7

(3.25)

with d = 4 — 2¢, 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 Ay, By, Cp [44-46].
Taking the nonrelativistic limit, @(k")u(k) ~ XZ,XS—FO(l/mg), and setting k-v = k' -v = m,
and k - k' = m2 — ¢?/2, we obtain from eq. (3.25) the potential in the momentum space,

« 1 A p?
Mag,gy & {(5043 _/BM)me |:€ —YE +log( méb ):| + 8apme

8T 2

+ 12 iapy—q? —iO} —l—(’)(i) )

Me

(3.26)

The terms in the first line do not depend on g?. They lead to a contact term in the position
space potential, o< §3(r), and are absorbed into the dy Wilson coefficient, contributing
to d°" in (2.12). In contrast, the third term in eq. (3.26) is non-analytic in g> and
features a branch cut beginning at g2 = 0, signaling the presence of long-range contributions
associated with two-photon intermediate states. In accordance with eq. (2.4), the magnetic

- 12 —



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 1/ —q?2 — 40 is performed using a subtracted dispersion
relation. Defining ¢ = ¢2, the potential in coordinate space is given by [49]

1 o /R
V)= /t dt e~V Disc[il (1)), (327)
0

where ty denotes the threshold of the branch cut, typically tyg = 0 for massless intermediate
states, and Disc[iV (t)] represents the discontinuity across the cut. The discontinuity and
the imaginary part are related via

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

where
(2 — i0)"] = 6(—2)(—2)" sin (-’?) | (3.29)

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

Vool (r) = ——2L 1 0 <7:L> . (3.30)

potential,’

8wt .
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/r* for E2. 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 A° couplings (o Z2): In the non-relativistic/potential region these
graphs reproduce the iteration of the Coulomb interaction and are accounted for by
solving the Schrédinger equation with Vo(r) = —Za/r; they do not match onto a
new short-distance potential, see, e.g., refs. [17, 52].

5The ¢ independent terms in (3.26) lead to Veontact = —(avme /4) [(5 ag — fu)log (A/me) +4 aE] 53(7'),
where A 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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(i) One minimal and one (r?) coupling (o< Z (r?)): The (r?) vertex supplies a factor
of @2 that cancels one of the photon propagators. The result is analytic in g2 and
renormalizes local dimension-8 contact operators in Lgy, .

(iii) Two (r?) couplings (o< (r?)?): 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-six” four-field operator Lg,. 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 g2 — 0, and therefore the amplitude is analytic in g2, renormalizing
the short-distance coefficients in egs. (2.7) and (2.10).

(v) Double insertions of four-field contact interactions: Their effect is to renormalizes
ds. They do not introduce a new instantaneous potential or any non-analytic g-
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),

Vi) (1) = 747252 S 02 8(r) (4.1)
Vipay (r) = 4717220 <0 v 5(r)] . (4.2)

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

from dimension-6 contact interaction

dgme
Vay(r) = =S5 5°(r). (43)
N
from dimension-8 contact interactions,
_ d3 g3
Vs (1) = ATV [6°(r)] (4.4)
N

"Contributions from dimension-eight four-field operators are power suppressed.
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Vi (1) = — (%253 +63(r)V2). (4.5)

and the 1/7* potential from 1-loop contribution due to electric polarizability,

o O
Vpol.(r) = _QTT (46)

We can estimate the relative size of the various short-distance contributions using
first-order QM perturbation theory. Since [ d®r|¢|?> = 1, the electronic bound-state wave

function scales as |¢| ~ a=3/2

, where a is the atomic length scale. For hydrogen-like
systems, a = (Zmea)~!, and we define € = ry/a ~ 1073(1072) 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 (r?) are then parametrically,

Zalr®)  Za

~ GO Zagr?) ~ S~ SR e @)

a3

consistent with the proton-radius effects being suppressed by €? relative to the atomic
binding energy Z?a?m,. = Za/a. Proceeding similarly, the parametric size of energy shift
AF; induced by each potential is

(r¥): (Zaja) €, Yy (Zaja) €, (4.8a)
dome /Ny : (Zaja) €3, ds/ANy . (Zaja) Zae€, (4.8b)
ds/meNy : (Zaja) (Za)? €, Polarizability :  (Za/a) Z*3aé, (4.8¢)

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 dy there are corrections that can be an order of magnitude larger, see (2.12); (ii) same
as dg, also d3 and dg start at order Z2a?, though this is not yet known; and (iii) for electric
polarizability we assumed the heavy nuclei scaling in hydrodynamic model, ag x Z%/3aq,
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,

AE; = (V). (4.9)

We split the evaluation of the expectation values for s-levels and higher levels.
s-levels: Two of the potentials, V},2y and Vj,, include §3(r) without any derivatives.
The (V;)4 expectation values for these involve the integral

/ @ ¢ (1) (r)o(r) = |6(0) 2. (4.10)
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Since the wave function of a bound state in a central potential with angular momentum
¢ scales as ! for small r, these potentials yield non-zero contributions only for s-levels.

Explicitly,
slevel AMZ
B = T2 0y o), (4.11)
s—leve dame
AE; e = A |6(0)[ . (4.12)
N

The potentials that depend on (r*) and ds include V2[6°(r)], and thus (Vi4))e, (Vay)e
require the integral

/ d’r ¢’ (r) [V?6°(r)] 6(r) = / d*r V2 |o(r)[ 6% (r) = VZ |6(0)
= [V26(0)"] 6(0) + 2V(0)" - V(0) + ¢"(0) [V*6(0)] -

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

(4.13)

For s-levels, where ¢ 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

V9P| =660)6(0) + 6 [¢(0)] + 20O (4.14)

r—0 r

where the prime denotes a derivative with respect to r, and we used that the s-level wave
function ¢ 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, §V(r) and analyzing the integral
[ d3r ¢*(r)5V (r)é(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 Vi,4y, Vg, with a UV cutoff ryy is thus

AdnZ o

ABGy === (") {¢(0)¢”(0)+[¢ (0)]* + 2(’5;:?;( >}, (4.15)
AE ;e :GAZJZS’ {¢(0>¢”<0> +[¢0)]° + 2¢:(a f,«)fv( )} - (4.16)

The expectation value for the V;, potential involves the integral
Ty = [ % {0 (0) V20(0) + [V20° ()] () }3°(2) = 9°(0) 9260) + [V6(0)]" 6(0)
(4.17)

This is non-zero only for the s—level (for p—level and higher /—states, the wave function
¢ vanishes at the origin) and has the form

I, = 20(0) V20(0) = 66(0)¢"(0) + 4 [ )P + 42000
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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 ryy for the divergent piece is
2 4dg ¢(0)¢'(0

meA%, rUV

6 dg
meA%,

4 dg
meA:])’V

AEdseflevel - _ QS(O)(}S”(O) _
Finally, the energy level shift from the 1/r* potential due to the electric polarizability
is given by
[6Xe 35

1
ABpo = ———= d3r ¢*(r)74¢(r). (4.20)

For the s-levels, this results in 1/ryy and Inryy divergences when using ryy as the UV
cut-off on the integral [35]. For a hydrogen-like atomic system we find as a function of n

is then
- aap [ [Ruolr
At = 002 [ g [Rual)
T Jrov " (4.21)
8(Zame)* 1 2Zam, ‘
__aag ( a;n) i aMeruy IR
8w n 2Zameryy n

where C), are rational numbers that can be calculated from the coefficients of the Laguerre
polynomial in R, . For example, C1 = —1, Cy = —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 f-levels: For V|4, and Vg, for p-level, from eq. (4.13) only the 2 V(0)* -
V¢(0) results in a non-zero expectation value. Using the standard definition ¢ (1) =
Ru1 (1) Yim (0, ), we find the contribution to energy shift due to (r?), ds to be

At Za
p—level 4 / 2
—leve 3d 2
AEP! lzm—j (R, (0)]". (4.23)
N

For ¢ > 1 the contributions to AEP~level A pp=level yanigh.
For the non-s level, the contribution to the energy shift from 1/r* potential in electric
polarizability is finite and given by,

] 2
AEA = 29 / g Bt (4.24)
0

pol. 81 72

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

AptA _ _cos(Zam,)t 3n? —L(£+1)
pol. 167nd> L0+ 1)(0+3/2)(2—1/4)

(4.25)
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4.3 The (r?)? contribution from second-order in QM perturbation theory

At second-order in QM perturbation theory we only need to evaluate the contributions
from V{,2), 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],

AE7(L2) = /dg’r' d37’/¢n("°) ‘/(r2>(r) é(’!‘, ,,,/7 En) Vv<7“2) (TI)¢n(r,)

A Zo\ 2 (4.26)
A ~
= (%) % 60000) 6(0,0.E4) 0n0(0),
where G is the “reduced” Green’s function of the system.® It is given by
~ 1
G=G— ———d, no(r’), 4.27
(E _ En)(b ,O(T)(b ,0(7" ) ( )

where G is the Green’s function QM system that satisfies (equating m, with the reduced
mass as in the rest of the paper)

[-V?/(2me) + V(r) — E] G(r,v',E) = 6(r — 7). (4.28)

Since the bound state energy scales as Za/a, the reduced Green’s functions scales as
G~1/ (Zaca?). Equation (4.26) then implies that the energy level correction AE,(LQ) scales
as (Za/a) €*. 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 AET(f) 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 « and € 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
« and € scaling. The reduced Green’s function is thus given by

G=GO1+Gy+---, (4.29)

where
GO = —2m,/4x|r — /), (4.30)

solves the O(a?, ") differential equation, —V?2/(2m.)G© = §(r — r'), and Gy is the
reduced Green’s function solution of the corresponding O(a, ") 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 « and/or €, and that can be ignored
at our precision. For Gz, we use the results from ref. [34], for which in our calculation, eq.
(4.26), we only need the s-wave part,

~ 2
4Gy = — Mr

3 1

{1 — Zar — Zar' = 2Zam,rs [log(2Zam,rs) +2vg — 3 +1(n)— = —Inn] },
n

(4.31)

r>

5In ref. [34] this was denoted as G.
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with 7~ = max(r,7’), ¥(n) the digamma function, and vz 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 Gz as a
sum of n—dependent and n—independent terms, G, = ég’indep T+ ég’dep', we have for the
n-dependent part,

- 2z 1
Grder (0,0, B,) = me(Za) [1/}(n) -~ -l n} . (4.32)
In the calculation of AE,(E) the universal part of the Green’s function, G(9, as well
as the n—independent part of the Coulomb reduced Green’s function, G’g’mdep', give a

contribution that is proportional to |¢,0(0)]?. As we will show below, in sec. 5.1, such
terms can be absorbed into effective (r?) contribution to the energy shifts, including the
divergence in (4.26) from Inrs term in égindep'.g The érzl'dep " 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

AEn,Z = Fn,ﬂ <T2>eff + G(Z) <T2>2 + G(4) <T4>eff + Pn,Z ap + Dn,é JG +- (51)

nt nt
where we explicitly denoted the dependence on the EFT Wilson coefficients that encode
nuclear effects, (r2)eq, (r2)2, (r)eqr, ap, and dg = dg/(mA%;), while the prefactors F(n, £),
Ga(n, ), G4(n,f), P(n,?), and D(n,f) depend only on electron wave function, and thus
on principal quantum number n and angular momentum ¢. 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, (r?)og and (r*)eg. At leading order in
€ ie., at O(1/A%), (r?)es coincides with (r?), while including corrections up to O(1/A%)
one has for hydrogen-like atoms (see also the discussion below),

2
(%)en =) = g+ 2 (T2 ) G
9 ds ]

X (5.2)

Sty -

+ (mCZeﬁa)Z |: . A4
N

The coefficient (r*)eg, on the other hand, receives corrections from higher dimensional
contact interaction operators already at leading order in e,

(o = (1) +

— (5.3)
Tz A;lv

9Note that the G© contribution in eq. (4.26) is also UV divergent. In the formalism of ref. [34] this
term gave rise to the Friar radius (7’3)(2), while in our formalism the Friar radius contribution arises from
do.
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The definitions of the EFT operators corresponding to the Wilson coefficients (r2), (r*),
da, d3, and dg can be found in egs. (2.7) and (2.10).

Next, let us estimate the size of King NL. Consider an atomic transition ¢ = (n,f) —
(n',¢") with frequency v for isotope A, and the same transition, but now for a different

. oy . ! / ’
isotope, A’, so that the transition frequency'® is I/iA ;4’4 = 2mA =

. The difference, w i

2m (vt — I/Z-A/), is then given by, cf. eq. (5.1),

A K w4+ F (1) et — (P)est) + Gz@) ((r3)? = (r3)?)

(5.4)
+ G ((rhder = (rh)em) + Pi(ama — amar) +

where K is the electronic coefficient multiplying the mass shift, paar = 1/Mg — 1/My/,
while F; = Fo g — Fy o, G/ = G8)Y — GC/)) and P, = P,y — Py . The ellipses denote
the contribution proportional to dg and higher order terms. The full evaluation of dg 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 dg contribution is zero to the order we are working.

The largest contributions to 44" in (5.8) are from 44 and (r3)eg terms. If these are
the only two nuclear size/mass effects, one can write down a linear relation between two

atomic transitions, : = 1, 2,

AA’ AA’
w} Fywi 1 ( Fy ) AA
= == — Ky — =K A 5.5
can  Fleaw | Ma\CET R L) TONL (5:5)
where we introduced a small parameter
A —A
ean = Mapan =~ 1 (5.6)

while Aﬁf' contains non-linear corrections. That is, for Aﬁf/ = 0 there is a so called King
linearity relation between the reduced frequency differences, yfé“/ /eaar, with the same
proportionally factor, Fy/F), and a constant off-set, [Kg — Ki(Fy/ Fl)] /M 4, for any pair
of isotopes A, A'.

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

/ F: F:
car A4 = (08 = 267) (0207 = 03) + (687 = T A7) (ke — ()

F:
+ <P2 - Fipl) (apa—apa)+--

(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)/G§2) = Fy/F),... 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

1075 convert energy (E) to frequency () we need to divide by h, the Planck constant. Since we are using
A =1 units, we have £ = w = 27v.
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effects: Ay oc A7V/3 (r2) o A%3, (r*) o« A3, and using the large mass scaling for
polarizability in the hydrodynamic model, ap x A%3, the King NL correction is then
given by

/ , F
g == [ afel? - Ba®) 2 26 - o) oy
) I (5.8)

+5(P - gpl)aE,A} T

Note that in writing AQL we dropped the € 4 4/ independent terms, since they only correct
the constant off-set in the King NL relation, while ellipses denote terms of higher order
in €44-. 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(e?) and O(e*) 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)

() (Zaja)e, (5.9)
(Meg s (Zaja)e, 5.10)
ag: (Zaj/a) Z2/3a63, (5.11)

where as illustration we used the same scalings for Wilson coefficients as in eqgs. (4.8b)
and (4.8¢c). The not yet evaluated dg contribution, which we do not display in (5.8), is
parametrically of size (Za/a)(Za)?e® 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 ¢, ¢(r) that are solutions
of the Schrédinger equation for the Coulomb potential V (r) = Zeg a/r. 1t At 7 — 0, ¢ o(7)
satisfy (in the M — oo limit)

¢;’L70(0) = _meZeffad)n,O(O)a (5.12)
so that
47rZa
Foe= |6n.0(0) [ be0, (5.13)
47TZO( n-de
fo}:( : ) G (0,0, ) 60 0(0) 00, (5.14)
47rZa
—n Pn,0(0)¢ 0(0), £=0,
Gn4): 47rZa , 2 _, (5.15)
o+ 801 [Rnl(o)] ) 14 )
0, 0>1,

" Corrections to ¢n ¢(r) from nuclear size effects amount to subleading corrections. Note also that we
use Zeg 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 = Zeg.
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Dy = {=66(0)0],1(0) = 4 [0}, 1(0)]* } G0, - (5.16)

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

Ze € 3
|6n.0(0)* = % (5.17)
n3m
" . (Zeffame)S (Zeffame)5
$n0(0)0n0(0) = —2 5 - (5.18)
thus giving
2(Za)(Zegame)?
Foyp = ( )(:,m;f ) d¢0, (5.19)
) _ 4HZa)(Zegame)® 1
Gnl - 9n3 P(n) — n Inn| &, (5.20)
(Za)(Zegam,)®
15nb » £=0,
Gf:% —{ (Za)(Zegame)® /-1 (5.21)
’ 45n° T
0, £>1,
Zogam,)?
D = —(ef;ng,) 000, (5.22)

with 9 (n) the digamma function, while the electronic prefactor for polarizability term is

Z o)A 27 .
_aap8(Zeame) {m( off 7Y >+7E+Cn}, (=0,
n

8 n3
P, = (5.23)
_OéOéE‘(Zeﬁ‘Oéme)4 3n?2—L(l+1) 040
167 n® 0+ 1)(0+3/2)(02 —1/4)° ’
In the expression above for £ = 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 K; is,

Zoff Me
n?

Ko = Rooc (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, 1/{4‘4', taking A" = A + 2, for three
different transitions, a: 3S — 2P, 5: 4D — 3P, and ~: 3D — 2§5. In the numerical
analysis we set Z.g = 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 (r?).g and
(r*)f, so that

(et = (r2) = gRQ, (r2)? = (232)2, (Yo = (1) = %R”‘, (5.25)

where R = rog A/3. In table 1, 2nd column, we then show the leading dependence on A
and Z, both for VZ-AA/, 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 Cal'®t isotopes, taking
as examples (A, A") = {(40,42),(42,44), (44,46)}, while always Z = 20. The numerical

values for C), in eq. (5.23) for the transitions we are interested in are Co,C3 = —3/8,1/54.
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H—like; A = A+2 40,42Ca19+ 42,44Ca19+ 44,460319+
VA G op 4.6 x 10? Z2? THz 1.8 x 10° THz 1.8 x 10° THz 1.8 x 10° THz
VA D sp 1.6 x 102 Z* THz 6.4x 10" THz 6.4 x10* THz 6.4 x 10* THz
VA D o 4.6 x 10? Z? THz 1.8 x 10° THz 1.8 x 10° THz 1.8 x 10° THz
Ko piaa/h 5.0 x 102 22/A? GHz 1.2 x 10> GHz 1.1 x 10> GHz 1.0 x 10> GHz
Kg/ paa/h 1.7 x 10> Z?/A? GHz 4.4 x 10! GHz 3.9 x 10! GHz 3.6 x 101 GHz
K. piaar/h 5.0 x 10?2 Z2 /A% GHz 1.2 x 10> GHz 1.1 x 10> GHz 1.0 x 10> GHz
Fo(r®)qar/h 85 x 1071 Z6/A'/3 Hy 2.9 GHz 2.8 GHz 2.8 GHz
Fs(r¥)aar/h 0 0 0 0
E, (r?Yan /b —2.328/AY3 Hz —9.6 GHz —9.5 GHz —~9.4 GHz
GO (122, /h  —1.2 x 1075 Z6 AY/3 Hy —2.6 kHz —2.6 kHz —2.7 kHz
G (24 0/h 0 0 0 0
G (122 /b 6.0 x 107° 26 A3 Hy 1.3x10' kHz  1.3x10' kHz 1.4 x 10! kHz
GV try u/h 14x10626AY3 Hz  36x 107 kHz 3.6x 1071 kHz 3.7 x 107! kHz
G (aw/h 13x1077Z8 A3 Hz  33x102kHz 34 x 102 kHz 3.5 x 107! kHz
GW g /h —29x107 720 A3 Hy —7.7x 107 kHz —78x 107" kHz —7.9x 10~ kfz
P, ap? /b ~5.8 x 1071 Z4 A?/3 Hz ~1.7 MHz —1.7 MHz ~1.8 MHz
Py ap®' /h 23x1073 24 A?P Hz 6.8 x 1072 MHz 6.9 x 1072 MHz 7.1 x 1072 MHz
Py ap? /b 2.0 Z4 A3 Hz 5.8 MHz, 5.9 MHz 6.0 MHz

Table 1. Numerical example of isotope shift frequency differences for several transitions, a: 3S — 2P, S:
4D — 3P, and v: 3D — 25, in hydrogen-like systems, taking A’ = A 4+ 2 (2nd column) and for three isotope
combinations for the case of Cal®t. 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 (r?) 4ar = (r?) 4 — (r?) 4,
ete.

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 p 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., (r"), = [ d3rpr"/Ze, and are (in the M — oo limit)

2w Zame
AE = S 1éno(0)[*Za [ (r%)p == (*)p2) + (Zome) e + (Za)* Frew |, (5.26)
with
Pam =3 (vln) = 5 —Inn )02 + ozt + 3 (20— 3) 0 (5.27)
2 1 _ ’
20Dl m@Zamen))y + () + 5 (F) 0+ B+ BT,
9 1 13
Frer, = — <7’2>p(1/1(n) +2y+— - ——+ In(2Zamer) —Inn )
) an®ono 4 (5.28)
=3y + L I
NR,REL . . .
where I, 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 |¢,(0)[>?ZaZame ~ O(Za(meZa)*) 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,

AER = FXN ) e + G2 + GO Y, + 0((Za)T). (5.29)

Using |¢,.0(0)|?> = (Zam,)3/(7n?3), the electronic pre-factors are given by

FA — Q(Za)?fffme)g {1 v (Za)2< —(n) — 4%2 + % +1n n)} , (5.30)
Gn%%QM = 4(Za)£§f3ame)5 (zp(n) — % —1In n), (5.31)
Gl = (Za)1(5chzme)57 (5.32)
while the effective charge radius square is
()oen =0 250 ()0 + (ZaPm | 2023 (2= 3 ) + (s
+ (r?) ,(r* In(2Zamer)), + é(r5)p(r*1>p + IR 4 I}J,\IR] )
5.33

+(Za)? [ <—2'y + f’) (), — (2, In(2Zam.r)

1 _
_ §<T3>p<7“ 1>p + IgLEL + I?I;{EL:|.

Comparing eq. (5.29) with the EFT result in eq. (5.1), we notice several differences.
(2

n,
restricted to s-levels, the expressions for F,, , differ, due to relativistic corrections that were

First of all, while the expressions for the electronic prefactors G % and Gfﬁ% agree when
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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 (r?) and (r%) EFT Wilson coefficients are
interpreted as the corresponding moments of a classical nuclear charge distribution, (r?) P
and (r),, the expressions for (r?)eg in eq. (5.2) and (r?), ¢ in eq. (5.33) differ at orders
(Za) and (Za)?. That is, at O(Za) the Friar radius contribution in (r?)eg is only a part
of the dy Wilson coefficient entering (r?).g, 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((Za)?) the expression for (r?), s includes contributions that would
correspond to a two-loop matching for do Wilson coefficients in the EFT, which we did
not include in this paper, while the EFT result also includes the contribution from dg
and higher dimension operators. While further work is required to fully understand these
differences, is is also clear that the ds contribution is not relevant for King NL since the
field shift (dependence on (r?).g) gets factored out explicitly when constructing the King
linearity relation, eq. (5.5).

The third difference is that (rt)eg differs from (r%), by the contributions from the ds
operators. The difference is irrelevant for King NL that is insensitive to redefinitions of
(r1). The fourth difference is that polarizability was not considered in [34]. Finally, there is
the contribution from the dg 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
(r%), while in general it constitutes a new contribution to King NL.

5.3 Comparison with approximate treatments of (r?)2 term

In sec. 4.3, we showed that the evaluation of (r2)? contribution to the energy shift requires
the knowledge of the full QM spectrum. The calculation of the electronic prefactor GZ(-Q)
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

@ _ 1 Pt

CT R0 (5:34)

Part of the quadratic dependence of AE,, on (r?) is due to the variation of the wave
function at the origin as (r?) 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

approximation'?

a@evp _ T2 9pi(0; (r?))
g 3 002

Here, p;(0; (r?)) is the difference in electronic density at the origin for i = (n, ) — (n’,¢')

(5.35)

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

12The proportionality factor of mZ a/3 in (5.35) is different from [9] since we are using A = 1 units and
define p; as the 3-D electronic density, not the radial electronic density.
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estimator of the full Gz@) 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

9pi0 (%) _ ., Opr
8<T2> T or2 r2=(r2)

: (5.36)

where p!” is the charge density difference for a point nucleus and C; a constant, conjectured
to be the same as the following ratio of charge density differences

p_ pil0:(r?)

e = 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, r, = 0.842 fm, m, = 0.511 MeV. This gives
GEQ)app / GZ@) = 1.2 since GEZ)app includes also terms that can be absorbed into F;. Note,
however, that this comparison is highly dependent on how the other moments of classical
nuclear charge density are treated, see appendix D. For CZ-P approximating Cj, the two are
similar in magnitude, though of opposite signs. These results highlight the need for further

study on calculating Gf).

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 — oo limit, with the nuclear structure encoded
in a small set of Wilson coefficients ((r2), (r*), ag, B, - . .) 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(e3) and O(e*) in the ratio € = ry/a, where a is a typical atomic size, and ry 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, ag,
and the effective “quartic”-charge radius, (r*)eg, respectively. The third source arises at the
second order in quantum mechanical perturbation theory, and is proportional to (r?)2, while
the fourth source is due to a dimension-8 operator with the Wilson coefficient dg, whose
size is at present only conjectured at the parametric level. The ag and (r*)g contributions
require the knowledge of only a few leading electronic levels, while the (r?)? term requires
knowledge of all the levels of the system. Parametrically, polarizability contribution is the
dominant one, and enters in King NL at O((Za/a) Z*/3a €*), assuming a hydrodynamic
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model for the size of polarizability, while (r?)2 and (r%).g contributions are nominally of
O((Za/a)et).

In terms of effective potentials at tree level, we find that the (r?) and (r*) operators
result in short-range potentials Vj,2y o §3(r) and Vipay o V263(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 V263(r) structure (finite for £ > 1, renormalizing s-waves). One-loop graphs with
two single-photon couplings are in the static on-shell limit analytic in g2 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/r* behavior as
well as a local contact term that renormalizes higher dimension operators. The commonly
discussed (r2)? contribution arises solely from second-order QM perturbation with a double
insertion of Vj,2y 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 ry/a and « of
different (r2), (r%), 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 £
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/M™.
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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(¢?), defined via
ré = _je (p—i—p/)“F(qQ), (A.1)

where T'®) is the irreducible three-point function, ¢ = p’ — p, with p(p’) the incoming
(outgoing) momentum of the scalar, and p? = p/ 2 — M2, see fig. 3. For scalar nucleus,
F(q?) is a non-perturbative object.

We can determine the coefficients of Lg, eq. (2.6), by comparing the full amplitude
I'®) expressed in terms of F (¢?) and the effective theory amplitude, keeping in mind that
the field S in Lg 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 p = 0, and using
® = —¢*/2M as well as ¢> = —¢2 + O (1/M2) in eq. (A.1), we find that the matching
condition is

1 c c
—ie |F(0) — F'(0)g®> + =F"(0)q* + - -- = —ieZ +ie <T22> q® —ie <T> g+, (A2)
2 Ay Ay
where the = sign requires the two sides to be equal. This gives
Cr?) _ Gty _ Lo
0, G =FO, =0 (43)

Following the standard parameterization for the expansion of the form factor, see, e.g.,
ref. [58]

1 1
2y _ 12,0 4,4\
Fat) = F0) (1= G207 + pygatr) +--). (A4)
we thus have F(0) F(0)
2 4
= = —_— . A-
0= = ol (A5)
The coefficients of the NRQED Lagrangian (2.6) are thus
Cr2) (r?) o (rt)
Z =F = F(0)— -+ =F(0)— A.
0. G =rofl Sl-rofy. (A6)

giving the final expression for Lg 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*

The electromagnetic current of a relativistic spin-0 nucleus is fixed by Lorentz invariance,
WI"0)p) = g+ F(@®), q=p—p,  g=eZ, (A7)

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

7,2 7,4
W' T p)ran = g (K" + k) 1—<6>q2+<123q4+---} - O(@) (A.8)

On the EFT side, we can extract J# by varying £ with respect to A,, keeping only
terms linear in A. From the operators in Lg one finds, between single-nucleus plane-wave

states,
Cip2
W1 e =g [1- 5l g 4] (A.9)
N
i ¢ Y c Y i C(r2 i
@' [p)erT =g[2]\24(k' + &)+ 8]\];3 ((k' +k)q* - ((k'+k)-q)q> + <2N>q0q +

(A.10)

The origin of the three pieces in eq. (A.10) is as follows: (i) the kinetic operator STD?S/(2M)
yields the minimal spatial current o< (k' + k)? with coefficient co; (ii) the cjs operator with
[0 x B]" produces the transverse projector (q26" — g'q’) acting on the external A;, hence
the two terms proportional to cys; (iii) the Darwin operator c,2y (V-E) contains a —0;(V-A)
piece, generating the ¢’¢’ structure.

Two immediate consequences follow. First, matching the time component JV fixes
cr2y/ A% = (r?)/6 and requires co = 1. Second, comparison of the spatial current shows
that no independent ¢* structure may appear, which enforces c¢y; = ¢(2y. 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/M?3 pieces vanish in the infinite-mass limit, leaving the g2 dependence governed
solely by the charge radius. At dimension 8 the same reasoning eliminates cx1, cxo and
cx4, leaving only c(,4y 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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dy in Lgy in eq. (2.10) at order a. 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 W#¥(p,q) the two-photon interaction of a scalar nucleus of four-

momentum p with a photon of momentum g,
W (pq) =i [ dho e IT (I, (2102 (0)} ), (A1)

where JY , = Z¢ Qw/—w/%b is the electromagnetic current in QCD, with e conventionally
factored out (the sum is over light quarks, ¢ = u,d, s, with @ the charge of quark ).

Current conservation,

a. W (p,q) = e, W"" (p,q) =0, (A.12)
implies that W#"(p, q) can be expressed as
cq gt cqa’
WH (p,q) = < g" +q> W +< P qqzq > <p”—p qqzq >W2. (A.13)

The two scalar functions Wi, Ws depend on the variables v = 2p - ¢ and Q? = —¢?. One
can show, see, e.g., [38], that translation invariance implies that W*(p, q) = W"*(p, —q).
As a result, Wy and W5 are even functions of v = 2p - ¢. For scalar point particle of charge

+1, for instance,'3

8(Q)?
Qi — 2
The expression for W5 is identical to the spin-1/2 case, while W7 is different. Unlike the

Wy =-2, W= (A.14)

spin-1/2 case, we now have in W7 only the contribution that does not involve an off-shell
point-particle propagator.

In analogy to the spin-1/2 case, we assume that WW; satisfies a subtracted dispersion
relation in v,

21/ Im Wy (v, Q%)
Wi, Q%) — Wi(0.Q?) /d'wﬂ_ﬂ, (A15)
and that W, satisfies an unsubtracted dispersion relation
2 [ Im Wa (v, Q?)
2\ 2 )
WQ(V,Q ) = ; /VO dUl Z//W. (Alﬁ)

As an example, consider the point-particle scalar case. We have Im W1 = 0 and Im Wy =
4m [6(v — Q%) + 6(v + Q?)]. Taking W1(0,Q?) = —2, we reproduce eq. (A.14).
From the definition of W#¥ eq. (A.11), one can obtain the identity [59]

2Im W =" (p|J*|X)(X]J|p) (27) 6™ (¢ — px +p)

X (A.17)
+ > (plJ” | X)(X|T#|p) (27) 6 (¢ + px — D),
X

13For elementary scalar the definition of W*¥(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 W#”. 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]

Wiy, Q%) = Wi(0,Q%) + W' (v, Q%) + Wi (v, @), (A.18)
5,0 0
WQ(V) QQ) = VVZ7 (Vv 622)_}_“/207 (V7 QZ)) (Alg)
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

262 Tm WH = / éii;(%)a w2 = 2] {
(2m)*6W (¢ —p' +p) [ie (p+ )" F(¢*)] [—ie (p+ )" F(¢*)] +
+(2m)*W (¢ +p —p) [ie (p+ )" F(¢*)] [~ie (p+P)" F(¢*)] } (4.20)
=(2m)3 (2p- q+¢%) 2 [F(A)]” 20" + ¢") (2" + ")
+(2m)8 (20 g ¢°) € [F(¢*)]” (20" — ") (20" — ¢"),

which thus gives

Im WH —Ar [F(qQ)]Q (py_p~q2q1/> (pu_p-quq#) [5 (2p~q+q2) +5(2p-q—q2)].

q
(A.21)

We therefore have

Im Wy =0, and Tm Wy = 4 [6(v — Q%) + 6(v + Q)] [F(¢)]*. (A.22)

If we take F'(¢?) = 1 we reproduce the point-particle result. Inserting the expressions for
the imaginary parts into the dispersion relations, egs. (A.15), (A.16), and assuming that
W1(0> Q2) =-2+0 (QQ)) giVES

Wi =-2+0(Q%, Wy= 5 [F(-QY)]°. (A.23)

Qv
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]

, A ay (= T+ me)yu (11?1
2 4 e) v v
iMpan = —Zce / (2m)3 u(k —)Z2—m2 <l2> WW“ (p, 1), (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,ﬁ) and work in the rest frame of the nucleus, i.e.,
p = (M,0). Furthermore, tthe electron Dirac spinors should be used with non-relativistic
normalization u(k)fu(k) = 1, so that we replace u(k) — (x 0)T, where x is a two-
component spinor. Since W; and W, are even functions of v = 2p - ¢ = 2M¢°, this
allows to simplify the integration by discarding odd power of [° in the integral. After these

simplifications we find

d*l 1 1\?m
; _ 2.4 e Wi (12 2 2012 _ 2\
M = —Zee /(27T)4 14— (2m,1°)? (12) M {— 1 (P 20) + MAI ~ 1g) 2]'
(A.25)

We now perform a Wick rotation 10 — iQu, where @ is the magnitude of the 4-d Euclidean
vector and u the polar angle between ) and the Euclidean time direction. We find

. 1 fe'e) 1 3 1
Mpa = m 26264/ dQ/ du \/1—u2(52
0 1

M 473 2)2 Q? + 4m2u? - (A.26)
x [(1+ 2u?) W1(2MiQu, Q%) — M?(1 — u*)Wa(2MiQu, Q%)] .

Next, let us specialize to composite scalar contribution. Inserting the expression for Wy
from eq. (A.23) and using the fact that Wy is only non-zero at order M, we find after the

u integration

MM = 16m, a?Z?2 /oo ) [F(-@*)])*+0 <1> (A.27)
= e . .

; “Jo (Q2)2 M

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 ¢° is
of the same order as —q?/2M, see, e.g., [38]. For the vertices we only keep the leading
interaction in M. We find

MZWZEFT(V, Q2) 8Q2 (ZQ M2 N iZCD Q2> L0 <Q2>

T Qf .2 M2
8Q? 1 2
:M2Q4?V2 <ZQ—3Z2 (7"2)Q2> +0 <W>

We can check this result by taking the limits v — 0 and Z — 1 to reproduce M 2WQEFT(O, Q?)
calculated in [19].

The v dependence in (A.28) is identical to that of the full theory. Subtracting the
EFT expression, M2WEFT (v, Q?), from the full theory result for M2Ws(v, Q?) given in
eq. (A.23), gives the higher dimension contribution. That is, equating M%ﬁgo — M0

to dame/ A?’V gives

e —tom.a?z? [ 08 { [F-Q)) - [FO + [FWW} ro(n).
N 0
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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

3, 48 1 *dQ 22 2 [F(0) (r1)@Q?
=T For ) o {[F( e } . (a2
so that, up to inelastic and 1/M contributions (see eq. (2.12)),
di’];;e = T (ZPme () (A.30)

The expression in (A.29) agrees with [61, 62], if we identify F(¢?) with Gg(g?). Notice
that the analogous expression in ref. [35] is missing the (r2)Q? 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

-k l K - -k -
(& > > > € (& > €
k1 -k
P P P P
ST P P oS ST P il w8

Figure 5. Two-photon exchange with two minimal A° couplings (x 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 A° couplings from the
S1iDS 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
Ve(r) = —Za/r. Repeated exchange is generated by solving the Schrédinger equation,
i.e., by ladder resummation in the potential region, see, e.g., pPNRQED and potential-region
factorization in refs. [17, 52].

B.2 The Z — (r?) contributions

In the diagrams in fig. 6 the (r?) vertex supplies a factor of q2. 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 A° coupling and one (r?) coupling.

a triangle with a static propagator. In the static on-shell limit there is no pinch singularity
at g2 — 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 g2 and generates no nonanalytic
(or long-range) piece. This analytic dependence is expected to be absorbed into local
dimension-8 contact operators in Lgy, (the d3 456 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’? and likewise renormalizes local operators.

B.3 The (r?)? contribution

S P p+k—1 o S S D pl—FK I S
Figure 7. Two-photon exchange with two (r?) couplings.
The amplitude for the graphs in fig. 7 with NRQED vertices STe @ [V-E|S is

‘ a\r o[, i i Me i ,
i Mayz = /(27r)4 {u(k ) (—iey?) I—k) 2 (_l:r;g —l—)iO TEE (—ze’yo)u(k)]

2\2 -1 1
" {m A e T N B Ry e e (g

2)2 d e
= (4ma)? p*e <36> /(jﬂ-éd [U(kﬁ/) o ZIQ—E m2 ~+° U(k)}

(B.1)

. <u-z_qu+k) +”'l—“‘1(’“/_p)>.
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Each (r?) vertex supplies a factor of g2 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:

r2)2 _ _
i Mpayz = (4ma)? ) a(k u(k) me [Bo(me, v-k" —v-p) — Bo(me, v-k + U-p)]

2\2
+ (4ma)? <7;>6> a(k") YOy 40 u(k) [Bu(me, v-k" —v-p) — By(me, vk + v-p)],
with the standard integrals (Appendix A of ref. [63])
a1 1
- 2e
e /(27r)4_2€ E 2~ Tgm A1me): (B-3)
d*=2 1 11
- 2€
- = Bo(me, A), B.4
H /(2@4—26 I A)E—m?) ~ T6x2 & DolmeB) (B4)
di=2] 2 o
- 2e _
/L/‘I’ /(27[—)426 (Ul _ A)(l2 _ mg) - 16772 [Bo(mea A) + Al(m6>]7 (B5)
where
2y M 2 (1
Ai(me) = m; logﬁ —m; (E — g + Indm + 1), (B.6)
2
_ . 1
Bo(me, A) = —2A2 log% - 4A2F(%) 4 2A2 (g — g +Indr +2). (B.7)
Collecting all the terms, gives
P 2 [02\2 1 4 2
My = W1g> (0-k)2 — (0-k')2 + me (v-k — v-k’)} [g g+ 2+ log ;’;‘ } (B.8)

which vanishes in the static on-shell limit, v - k = v - ¥ = m,. Thus the (r?)? 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 §V () parameterizing the deviation from a Coulomb potential
[34]. In momentum space 6V (r) is related to the electric form factor, the Fourier transform
of the charge density. The potential 6V (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 g2. It is not surprising
that this leads to UV divergencies since higher orders in the expansion introduce more and
more powers of g2. In the main text we encountered this, e.g., in the contribution to the
s-levels from the (r*) 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])

3q ~ 3q —4ro
SV (r) = / (gﬂggezq”" 5V (q) = / (gﬁ‘igew( 4q2 2) [F(~q%) — 1], (C.1)

where F'(—q?) is the electric form factor. We are working in the infinite nuclear mass limit
where ¢> ~ —q°. We consider the energy level shift induced by 6V, in momentum space:

3q (—4ro ,
ag= [ i W’“)FW(T)—/(Z;;S( - D [r-q) 1) [ @rearump. (©2)

To shorten the notation, we redefine for the remainder of this appendix, F'(—q?) — F(q?).

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

d’q [F(q?) —1]
(2m)3 ¢%(q2 + (2meZa)?)?

AE™ — 4raZ,(2meZa) C.3
1s

For the high-momentum region |q|? > (m.Za)? we can approximate in the integrand
@’ + (2meZa)? = q*:

2y _
AET® = 470 ZQ.(2meZa) / dq [F(a®) ~1] (C.4)

jaj>A (27)3 q°
Without information on F' we cannot calculate the above integrals.

In the low-momentum region, |q|? < (m.Za)?, the integral can be expressed in terms
of derivatives of F'(g%) with respect to g* at g* = 0.

/ d3q 1
AE Y = drazQ.(2meZa)t / (0
h elameZo) et V@ amzare
1 22meZa)*aZQ F' (0
_ L omzayazq.r (o) - 2EMZ)0ZQEN0)
2 TA
and
AELow, " _ 4 2Qu(2m.2 )4/ d*q F"(0) q°
=4« meZ
s ‘ ‘ lgI<A (27T)3 2 (q2 + 4(7716204)2)2 (C 6)
2meZa)aZQ . F"(0)A 3
_ ( me Oé) 047r Qe ( ) —1(2meZoz)50zZQeF”[0]+---
Let’s illustrate the process using the popular dipole model
4
m
F(@}) = ——2o. (C.7)
(g% +m3)?
Using the dipole model for F in the above expressions yield
ARFUll (2meZa)aZQe(meZa+my)
s 2meZa + my)3
(2me < (C.8)

B (2meZa)3aZQ. N §(2m€ZOz)4aZQ6 B g(2m6Za)5aZQe n
m3 4 mj 2 my ’
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and

. 4 4 4
AE{{;gh _ _4(2meZ2a) aZQ. N ?(ZmGZa?3 aZQe 6(2me202 aZQeA b (C9)
mgTA 4 My mem

The first term in AEi,igh is IR divergent in the A — 0 limit, while the second term is the
1/m2’) 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 A — 0 limit.

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

(2meZa)3aZQ. 4(2meZa)*aZQ.
2 + 2 +
my mgmA

AERw - (C.10)
The first term is the 1/ mé term in the full result. The second term is finite in the A — oo
limit. When we add all the regions together, it will cancel the IR divergence of the high
momentum region. The F”(0) term gives

v 6(2meZa)*aZQ. A 9 (2m.Za)aZ
AE{J;W’F _ ( Me 062 [0 Qe o 7( Me 0421 (6% Qe T (Cll)
myT 2 mg

The first term is UV divergent in the A — oo limit. When we add all the regions together,
it will cancel against the O(A) term from the high momentum region. The second term is
the 1/m;15 term in the full result.

Adding up the three integrals we find that AEﬁigh + AE{JSOW’ oy AE{JSOW’ B = AR,
The analysis confirms the conclusion of [5] that the 1/ m:; originates from the high-energy
region. The analysis also shows that the UV divergence we encounter from V2§3(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 (r?) 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,f) — (n/, ') transition is given by

i (05 (1)) = (¢nr o + Ay 1) — (Pnp + A )?, (D.1)

where ¢, ¢ = ¢, ¢(0) is the value of the wave function at the origin for point-like nucleus,
and A¢,, ¢ 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 £ = ¢ = 0 for simplicity) [34]

(6 + Adn)? = [6n(0)]* + AP2 + 2 ¢ Aoy, (D.2)

where

AGE =lon(O)P(Z ame {17 = S(Zamo) i) (%) B = 5(Zam)ir) () (275 — 4/3)

A Zam)r) g2 Zam, ),
(D.3)
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oS =(Zamlon(O)] — (1) + 220 (02) B+ 2L 2 (2 - 413)
2Zam (D4)
Te(ﬂ log(2 Z am. r)>},
where B(n) = 1(n) — 1/n —Inn. For nS — n'S transition,
Prs—snrs(0; (%)) _(Za;ne)?’{ [1 —2Zame(r) + (Z am,)? <§(r2 log(2Z amer))

+ <r>2> — %(Zozme)?’(r) <r2 log(2Z amer))

#[gzamet) - jzampen)] (25 - PG

(D.5)
Notice that it depends not just on (r?) but also on other moments of the general
(unknown) charge distribution: (r) and (r?log(2Zamer)).
The partial derivative with respect to (r?), keeping all other expectation values fixed,
and working to order (Zam,)%, is given by
Opns—ws(0;(r?)) _ 4(Zame)® 11 B(n) _ B(n')
= 29 —4/3) | = — — — - (D.6
a(r?) 3 (2yp —4/3) B m ) T\ n’3 (D-6)
This gives from eq. (5.35),
2 4 Za)(Zam,)? 1 1 B(n) B(n)
Gr = SR L2 yp = 4/3) (5 — = ) + - (D7)

9 n3 n3 n'3

which differs by an extra factor proportional to (2yg — 4/3) from the exact expression for
GC)_ ¢ ineq. (5.19),

e G, g = AZI 0 {(BQ}) . B<g’>>} . (D8)

The density for the point charge nucleus is obtained from small—r expansion of the
wavefunction ¢, (r),
pi (1 = (r*)) = (|ow o (r)* = |6ne(r) ) : (D.9)

r2=(r?)

where [34],

2(Zamer)? 1
|Pne(T)[* = |hne(0)] {1 — (2Zamer) + (Zamer)? + (36) <1 + 2n2>} . (D.10)
Hence for nS — n/S transition,

ame)?
= (Z){ [1—22ame <T2>+§(Zame)2<r2>:| X

P —sn
nS—n’S r2=(r2) T

(o) 2 () |

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

Ons s _MZem) 51 1N L1 1 (D.12)
or? 37 4 \n3 nB 4 \n®> nd ' '
r2=(r?)

Forn=2and n' =3 with Z =1, o = 1/137, r, = 0.842 fm, m, = 0.511 MeV, we find
from eq. (D.7), Gfgfz/s/h = —3.5x1075Hz fm~* and from eq. (D.8) G1(125),Hn,s/h = —2.9x
107°Hz fm~*. Their ratio is 1.2, since GEQ)app includes also terms that are absorbed into
F; in the King NL analysis. Note, however, that the numerical value for G22PP depends
crucially on how the other moments are treated. Here, we treated (r) and (r?log(2Zam.r))
as independent, while if one models the nucleus as a particular classical charge density,
they would be correlated with (r?). 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
C’fsﬁn/s = 1, while the ratio of eq. (D.6) to eq. (D.12) gives Cy,5—,vs = —0.8. The two are

similar in magnitude, but have opposite signs. These results highlight the need for further
study of how GEQ) can be most efficiently evaluated.
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