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Abstract

We review determinations of the electric proton charge radius from a diverse set of low-energy
observables. We explore under which conditions it can be related to Wilson coefficients of appro-
priate effective field theories. This discussion is generalized to other low-energy constants. This
provides us with a unified framework to deal with a set of low-energy constants of the proton as-
sociated with its electromagnetic interactions. Unambiguous definitions of these objects are given,
as well as their relation with expectation values of QCD operators. We show that the proton
radius obtained from spectroscopy and lepton-proton scattering (when both the lepton and proton
move with nonrelativistic velocities) is related to the same object of the underlying field theory
with O(α) precision. The model dependence of these analyses is discussed. The prospects of con-
structing effective field theories valid for the kinematic configuration of present, or near-future,
lepton-proton scattering experiments are explored.
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GENESIS 1. The beginning
In the beginning God created quarks,

And made them interact through the strong forces,
And it was dark ...

And God said, “I do not understand a damn thing”,
And so he said “Let there be photons”,

And there was light ...

1 Introduction

The determination of the electric proton charge radius from the measurement of the Lamb shift of muonic
hydrogen by the CREMA collaboration [1, 2] with unprecedented accuracy, and its discrepancy with the,
until then, accepted value of the proton radius, obtained as a weighted average of measurements from
electron-proton scattering and the regular hydrogen Lamb shift [3] (up to some exceptions [4]) produced
a shock in the scientific community, shaking the, then accepted, methods and, above all, error analyses
of specialized determinations of the proton radius and related quantities. Different branches in high-
energy, hadron, nuclear and atomic physics, associated with the physics of the different experiments
used for these determinations, turned their attention to this problem producing a flurry of activity.
The possibility that the discrepancy was coming from new physics effects, like those that break lepton
universality, was a powerful motivation for these studies. Here, we review some of this research. Some
earlier reviews on the proton radius puzzle can be found in [5, 6]. In this review we put emphasis in
posing the problem in an effective field theory (EFT) context. This allows us to describe the different
experiments that yield determinations of the proton radius in an equal footing. In particular, we
will make explicit the theoretical expressions that guarantee that the same definition of the proton
radius is used for the different observables (with relative O(α) precision). This connection is achieved
for the different spectroscopy and lepton-proton scattering experiments, but for the latter only in a
very specific kinematic region. Nevertheless, we also discuss how to construct EFTs for lepton-proton
scattering experiments in an extended kinematics, which still guarantees that the very same proton
radius is measured.

The use of EFTs also allows us to relate the determination of the proton radius with the deter-
minations/definitions of other low-energy observables, providing a unified framework for dealing with
low-energy constants that involve a single proton. These low-energy constants can also be related to
form factors and structure functions (via expectation values of QCD operators). Expressions showing
these relations are also displayed in this review. The fact that they can be understood as Wilson coef-
ficients of an effective theory makes explicit that the form factors should be computed with an infrared
cutoff. This infrared cutoff is the ultraviolet cutoff of the effective theory. In some cases, like for the
anomalous magnetic moment, this cutoff can be sent smoothly to zero and the Wilson coefficient can
be identified with a low-energy constant. In other cases, the cutoff produces logarithmic divergences.
Therefore, only the combination of the Wilson coefficient with some Feynman diagrams of the effective
theory yields a finite result. This is indeed the case of the proton radius. We will call such Wilson
coefficients quasi-low-energy constants.

The experiments we mainly consider in this review are the elastic electron-proton scattering, the
elastic muon-proton scattering, the Lamb shift of regular hydrogen, and the Lamb shift of muonic
hydrogen. For these four experiments, we will consider that the transfer momentum between the lepton
(either electron or muon) and the proton, Q2, is much smaller than the mass of the pion: Q2 � m2

π.
This will imply that all hadronic effects can be encoded in low-energy constants, which, in the language
of EFTs, correspond to Wilson coefficients of the Lagrangian of the effective theory. In order to have
a single EFT describing the nonrelativistic bound state and the lepton-proton scattering, we also need

3



the energy of the incoming lepton, E, to be nonrelativistic. In this situation, we can guarantee that
we are using the same effective theory in all these experiments (or we can connect them by matching)
and, thus, the same Wilson coefficients, in particular the same proton radius. This situation is clearly
fulfilled for the Lamb shift, as we have that Q ∼ meα and E −me ∼ meα

2 for hydrogen, and Q ∼ mµα
and E −mµ ∼ mµα

2 for muonic hydrogen. For elastic electron-proton or muon-proton scattering, Q2

can be arbitrarily large1 or small. Therefore, we restrict the study of these experiments to kinematic
configurations such that Q2 � m2

π. In order to have the complete connection with spectroscopy, we
also require E −mli � mli , where mli is the mass of the lepton (either muon or electron). In realistic
kinematics for present lepton-proton scattering experiments, the lepton is relativistic and the effective
theory should be modified. We discuss this further in the main body of the review.

Another issue raised by the high-precision measurement of the proton radius by the CREMA col-
laboration was the necessity to fix what had actually been measured in those different experiments. In
other words, what the definition of the proton radius was. At leading order in α, the electromagnetic
coupling, it was known that the definition of the proton radius was G′E(0), the derivative of the electric
Sachs form factor at zero momentum (see for instance the classical reviews [7, 8]). Note, however,
this does not mean that the Fourier transform of the Sachs form factor can be interpreted as a density
probability, as emphasized in [9]. Irrespectively of this discussion, the definition of the proton radius
is ambiguous once electromagnetic corrections are incorporated in the observables. The reason is that
G′E(0) is infrared divergent once electromagnetic corrections are included. Actually, this issue had al-
ready been discussed in the context of the (muonic) hydrogen Lamb shift [10, 11] before the advent of
this measurement, but it was this very precise measurement that transformed this issue into an urgent
question to be elucidated, as the precision was high enough to discriminate among possible different
definitions. Indeed, one point that is often raised, and it is still open to some discussion, is whether
the proton radius measured in Lamb shift is the same as the proton radius measured in electron-proton
scattering once electromagnetic corrections are incorporated. We clarify this issue in this review. Fi-
nally, we also remark that this is a general problem for several (quasi-)low-energy constants2 like the
electric and magnetic polarizabilities. In any case, for the other quasi-low-energy constants, the present
precision is not high enough to require a quantitative study of these effects.

At this stage, it is worth enumerating the different scales that are at hand (and the ratios of them that
can be generated) for these observables. In the ep and µp systems, we are basically testing the proton
with different point-like probes (e, µ, γ) and several different scales are involved in their dynamics.
For the ep system, they are (M is the proton mass): . . . , meα

2 , meα, me, ∆M = Mn − M , mµ,
∆ = M∆ −M , mπ, M , mρ, Λχ, . . . , which we group and name in the following way:

• meα
2: ultrasoft (US) scale.

• meα: soft scale.

• m
(e)
r = Mme

M+me
, ∆M = Mn −M , me: hard scale.

• mµ, ∆ = M∆ −M , mπ: pion scale.

• M , mρ, Λχ: chiral scale.

For the µp system, they are: . . . , mµα
2 , mµα, mµ, ∆M = Mn −M , me, ∆ = M∆ −M , mπ, M ,

mρ, Λχ, . . . , which we group and name in the following way:

• mµα
2: US scale.

1Q2 is bounded from above since it is restricted to be in the interval 0 ≤ Q2 ≤ 4M(E2−m2)/(M + 2E). Nevertheless,
it can be made arbitrarily large by changing E.

2As stated before, we use the name of quasi-low-energy constants for Wilson coefficients that are logarithmically
infrared divergent.
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• ∆M = Mn −M , me, mµα: soft scale.

• m
(µ)
r = Mmµ

M+mµ
, mµ, ∆ = M∆ −M , mπ: hard/pion scale.

• M , mρ, Λχ: chiral scale.

Besides all these scales, we have the parameter Q, the transferred momentum between the lepton and
the proton. For the hydrogen and muonic hydrogen, Q ∼ soft scale, whereas for the elastic scattering,
we will set Q to fulfill Q2 � m2

µ but will otherwise let it be free.
On top of that, for the case of the lepton-proton scattering, we have to consider the energy of

the incoming lepton, E, as another free variable. For spectroscopy, the bound-state dynamics fixes
E − mli ∼ mliα

2, which ensures that the lepton is nonrelativistic. Nevertheless, for lepton-proton
scattering, E is not fixed a priori and could be very large. Actually, for nowadays experiments, it is
large.

By doing ratios of the different scales, several small expansion parameters can be built. Basically,
this will mean that the observables, can be written, up to large logarithms, as an expansion, in the
case of the ep, in α, me

mπ
and mπ

M
, and in the case of the µp, in α and mµ

M
. For the elastic scattering, we

will also have the extra ratio: Q
mπ

. In some cases, it will also prove convenient to use the reduced mass

m
(µ/e)
r ,3 since it will allow to keep (some of) the exact mass dependence at each order in α.

The main purpose of this review is the determination of the proton radius (though we will also discuss
other low-energy constants), which is a quasi-low-energy constant. Therefore, ideally, we should take
Q2 → 0, or approach this limit as much as possible. According to the typical values of Q mentioned
above, the determination of the proton radius from the measurement of the Lamb shift of regular
hydrogen would be ideal. Actually, the theoretical expression of the Lamb shift of regular hydrogen
has been computed to very high orders (for some reviews see [7, 8, 12, 13]). On the other hand, the
smaller the value of Q, the most precise has to be the measurement, and the theoretical prediction,
to determine the slope of the Sachs form factor. At present, the experimental precision of Lamb shift
of regular hydrogen is not high enough and the muonic hydrogen represents, at present, the place on
which the precision of theory and experiment are optimal.

The electromagnetic proton radius, r2
p, is a hadronic quantity. Chiral loops give contributions to r2

p

that scale as ∼ 1/Λ2
χ, up to logarithmically enhanced contributions. Nevertheless, actual measurements

give that the size of the inverse proton radius is of the order of (or slightly smaller than) twice the pion
mass. The theoretical expressions that we will use in the determination of the electromagnetic proton
radius will have O(α) relative accuracy.4 Nevertheless, with this precision, other hadronic quantities
will appear. In principle, these have to be determined too. In practice, the only one that may cause
problems is what is called the two-photon exchange (TPE) correction. This correction is proportional to
the mass of the lepton. For the case of the electron-proton sector, this introduces an extra suppression
factor of order me/mπ that makes such contribution subleading. For the muon-proton sector, there is
no such suppression, since mµ/mπ ∼ 1, and such hadronic effect has to be carefully determined, at least
with a precision of order O(α × 1

r2pΛ2
χ
). In practice, the accuracy achieved for this quantity fixes the

accuracy one achieves in the determination of the proton radius from the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift.
We devote some time to study these TPE effects. We also do so for its spin-dependent counterpart,
which can be determined from measurements of the hyperfine splitting of regular hydrogen and muonic
hydrogen.

The structure of the review will be as follows. We first discuss the EFTs that describe the observables
we use to determine the proton radius. We then discuss the relation of the Wilson coefficients of the

3To avoid producing cumbersome notation, we will just write mr for the reduced mass, following from the context if

we refer to m
(e)
r or m

(µ)
r .

4Some logarithmically enhanced O(α2) effects will also be considered.
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effective theory with the proton radius and other low-energy constants, as well as their relation with form
factors. We also give the expression for the TPE contribution in terms of structure functions, as well as
in terms of dispersion relations. We then write and discuss the theoretical expressions for the different
observables we consider in this review. Afterwards, we review determinations of the proton radius, as
well as of some other low-energy constants, including the TPE corrections. Finally, we conclude and
summarize the situation of the proton radius puzzle. In the appendix, we give some details of the
computation of the soft-photon emission in dimensional regularization.

2 Effective Field Theories

We display the EFTs suitable for the description of the Lamb shift in regular hydrogen and muonic
hydrogen. We also show that these EFTs apply to the description of the muon-proton and electron-
proton elastic scattering in some specific kinematic region. For the muon-proton sector, the EFT is
characterized by being in the kinematic regime with Q2 � m2

µ and E − mµ � Q, where E is the
energy of the incoming muon. For the electron-proton sector, the EFT is characterized by being in the
kinematic regime with Q2 � m2

e and E − me � Q, where E is the energy of the incoming electron.
We then discuss the relation of the Wilson coefficients of the effective theory with the proton radius
and other low-energy constants, as well as with the form factors. We also give the expression for the
TPE contributions in terms of structure functions, as well as in terms of dispersion relations. Finally,
we discuss how the EFTs should be changed to accommodate different kinematic regimes more relevant
for, nowadays or near-to-come, lepton-proton elastic scattering experiments.

2.1 NRQED(µp)

In the muon-proton sector, by integrating out the scale mπ ∼ mµ of HBET (see Sec. 2.3), an EFT for
nonrelativistic muons and protons, relativistic electrons and photons appears. In principle, we should
also consider neutrons but they play no role at the precision we aim for. The effective theory is nothing
but NRQED [14] applied to this matter sector, as discussed in [15, 11, 16]. It has a hard cut-off ν � mπ

and therefore pion, Delta and higher resonances have been integrated out. The effective Lagrangian
reads

LNRQED(µ) = Lγ + Le + L(NR)
µ + LN + LNe + L(NR)

Nµ . (2.1)

The pure photon sector is approximated by the following Lagrangian (iDν = i∂ν − eAν)

Lγ = −1

4
F µνFµν +

(
d

(µ)
2

m2
µ

+
d2

M2
+
d

(τ)
2

m2
τ

)
FµνD

2F µν , (2.2)

d
(µ)
2 and d

(τ)
2 are generated by the vacuum polarization loops with only muons and taus respectively. At

O(α) they read

d
(µ)
2 =

α

60π
+O(α2) , d

(τ)
2 =

α

60π
+O(α2) . (2.3)

The hadronic effects of the vacuum polarization are encoded in d2 (where Z is the charge of the
nucleus, with Z = 1 for the proton):

d2 =
M2

4
Π′h(0) =

Z2α

60π
+ dhad

2 +O(α2) . (2.4)

Π′h(0) is the derivative of the hadronic vacuum polarization (we have defined Πh(−k2) = −k2Π′h(0) +
. . .). The experimental figure for the total hadronic contribution reads Π′h ' 9.3 × 10−3 GeV−2 [17].
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Following standard practice, we have singled out the contribution due to the loops of protons (assuming
them to be point-like) in the second equality of Eq. (2.4). Note though that dhad

2 is still of order α.
The electron sector reads

Le = l̄e(i /D −me)le . (2.5)

We do not include the term
− egle
mµ

l̄eσµνleF
µν , (2.6)

since the coefficient gle is suppressed by powers of α and the mass of the lepton. Therefore, it would
give contributions beyond the accuracy we aim for. In any case, any eventual contribution would be
absorbed in a low-energy constant.

The muonic sector reads

L(NR)
µ = l†µ

{
iD0

µ +
D2
µ

2mµ

+
D4
µ

8m3
µ

+ e
c

(µ)
F

2mµ

σ ·B

+e
c

(µ)
D

8m2
µ

[∇ · E] + ie
c

(µ)
S

8m2
µ

σ · (Dµ × E− E×Dµ)

}
lµ, (2.7)

with the following definitions: iD0
µ = i∂0 − eA0 and iDµ = i∇ + eA. The Wilson coefficients c

(µ)
X can

be computed order by order in α. They read (where we have used the fact that c
(µ)
S = 2c

(µ)
F − 1 [18])

c
(µ)
F = 1 +

α

2π
+O(α2) , (2.8)

c
(µ)
S = 1 +

α

π
+O(α2) . (2.9)

Taking the values of the form factors for the muon-electron difference computed in [19] and those

for the electron computed in [20], we can deduce the following expression for the c
(µ)

D,MS
(ν) Wilson

coefficient:5

c
(µ)

D,MS
(ν) = 1 +

4α

3π
ln

(
m2
µ

ν2

)
(2.10)

+
(α
π

)2
{

8

9
ln2

(
mµ

me

)
− 40

27
ln

(
mµ

me

)
+

85

81
+

4π2

27

+

[
π2

6

(
18 ln 2− 40

9

)
− 1523

324
− 9

2
ζ(3)

]
+O

(
me

mµ

)}
+O

(
α3
)
.

For the determination of the Lamb shift with O(mµα
6)× large logarithms accuracy (where the large

logarithms are generated by the ratios of different scales), we only need c
(µ)
D with O(α2)× large logarithm

accuracy. We also include the finite piece for completeness but neglect O(me/mµ) terms. Note that
analogous O(α2) terms (changing mµ by M and either keeping me or changing it by mµ) would exist

for c
(p)
D if computing the Wilson coefficient as if the proton were point-like at the scale M . Even if these

5In NRQED(µp), the electron has not been integrated out. Therefore, Eq. (2.10) is not the c
(µ)
D Wilson coefficient

of NRQED(µp). Eq. (2.10) will show up after lowering the muon energy cut-off below the electron mass in pNRQED
(to be defined later, see Sec. 2.8). Still, we choose to present it here as, otherwise, we would be forced to do an extra
intermediate matching computation that would unnecessarily complicate the derivation of the final result. Since we have
integrated out the electron, note also that α = 1/137.14... in this equation, i.e., any running associated with the electron
is written explicitly in Eq. (2.10).
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effects are small, they should be taken into account for eventual comparisons with lattice simulations
where, typically, only the hadronic correction is computed.

For the proton sector, we have

LN = N †p

{
iD0 +

D2
p

2M
+

D4
p

8M3
− e c

(p)
F

2M
σ ·B

−e c
(p)
D

8M2
[∇ · E]− ie c

(p)
S

8M2
σ · (Dp × E− E×Dp)

}
Np , (2.11)

where iD0
p = i∂0 + ZeA0, iDp = i∇− ZeA and for the proton Z = 1. The Wilson coefficients cF , cD,

· · · are hadronic, non-perturbative quantities. In some cases, they can be directly related to low-energy
constants, for instance with the anomalous magnetic moment of the proton, κp = 1.792847356(23) [21],
but not in other cases, like the proton radius. We ellaborate on this discussion in Sec. 2.7. Let us note
that, with the conventions above, Np is the field of the proton (understood as a particle) with positive
charge if li represents the leptons (understood as particles) with negative charge.

LNe refers to the four-fermion operator made of nucleons and (massless) electrons. It does not
contribute to the muonic hydrogen spectrum at O(mrα

5), nor to elastic muon-proton scattering with
the required accuracy. Still, we write it for completeness:

δLNe =
1

M2
cple3,RN̄pγ

0Np l̄eγ0le +
1

M2
cple4,RN̄pγ

jγ5Np l̄eγjγ5le . (2.12)

Finally, we consider the four-fermion operators:6

LNR
Nµ =

c3

M2
N †pNp l

†
µlµ −

c4

M2
N †pσNp l

†
µσlµ . (2.13)

The discussion of c3 and c4 is postponed to Sec. 2.7.2.

This EFT (and consequently the very same Wilson coefficients) can also be applied to the elastic
muon-proton scattering in the kinematic situation with (E −mµ)2 , Q2 � m2

µ.

2.2 NRQED(ep)

The effective Lagrangian relevant for the hydrogen Lamb shift reads

LNRQED(e) = Lγ + L(NR)
e + LN + L(NR)

Ne . (2.14)

This effective theory is nothing but NRQED [14] applied to this matter sector, as discussed in [15, 11, 16].
It has a hard cut-off ν � me.

The different terms of the Lagrangian have the same form as in the previous section but changing
the Wilson coefficients. Lγ is as in the previous section (Eq. (2.2)) but adding the electron vacuum

polarization correction. L(NR)
e is as L(NR)

µ in the previous section (Eq. (2.7)) changing the muon by
the electron. For the hydrogen Lamb shift, we need more precision than for the muonic hydrogen
Lamb shift. This means that more terms in the 1/me expansion of the Lagrangian density than in the
analogous µp case need to be considered. Nowadays, the NRQED Lagrangian for the electron-proton

6The coefficients c3 and c4 should actually read c
plµ
3 and c

plµ
4 , as they actually depend on the nucleon and lepton the

four-fermion operator is made of. Nevertheless, to ease the notation we eliminate those indices when it can be deduced
from the context.
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sector is known to O(1/m4): [14, 18, 22]. We refer to the last reference for the explicit expressions.

Also the Wilson coefficients change. The three-loop expression for c
(e)
F was computed in [23]:

c
(e)
F = 1 +

α

π

1

2
+
α2

π2

(
3

4
ζ(3)− π2

2
ln 2 +

π2

12
+

197

144

)
+
α3

π3

(
83

72
π2ζ(3)− 215

24
ζ(5) +

100

3

(
a4 +

ln2 2

24

(
ln2 2− π2

))
− 239

2160
π4 +

139

18
ζ(3)− 298

9
π2 ln 2

+
17101

810
π2 +

28259

5184

)
, (2.15)

where a4 =
∞∑
n=1

1

2nn4
. Combining this result with the three-loop expression of the derivative of F ′1 at

zero momentum [24], we can deduce c
(e)
D , which reads

c
(e)

D,MS
(ν) = 1 +

4α

3π
ln

(
m2
e

ν2

)
+
α2

π2

(
−9

2
ζ(3) + 3π2 ln 2− π2 20

27
− 1523

324

)
+
α3

π3

(
85

12
ζ(5)− 121

36
π2ζ(3)− 791

12
ζ(3)− a4

1136

9
− ln4 2

142

27
− π2 ln2 2

478

135
+ π2 ln 2

23791

270

+π4 1591

1620
− 249767

4860
π2 +

88409

11664

)
. (2.16)

The important point for us is that the Wilson coefficients of LN do not change with respect to the
muon-proton case, which is where we have the proton radius. L(NR)

Ne has the same form as L(NR)
Nµ (see

Eq. (2.13)) in the previous section (replacing the muon by the electron) but the Wilson coefficients are
different. The leading contribution to c3 is proportional to the mass of the lepton (see the discussion
in [11] and Eq. (2.72) below). This makes this contribution to be suppressed by an extra me

mπ
factor for

the Lamb shift of regular hydrogen. Finally, for completeness, we also give d
(e)
2 to three loops [25]:

d
(e)
2 =

α

60π
+
α2

π2

41

648
+
α3

π3

(
8135

36864
ζ(3) +

23

1440
π2 − 325805

1492992
− 1

60
π2 ln 2

)
. (2.17)

This EFT can also be used for the description of the elastic scattering of the electron and proton
in the kinematic condition (E −me)

2 , Q2 � m2
e, and, therefore, the very same Wilson coefficients (in

particular the proton radius and the TPE Wilson coefficient, c3) appear.

2.3 Relativistic muon with Q2 ∼ m2
µ ∼ m2

π

The kinematic constraints of Sec. 2.1 can be relaxed to ease the connection with the kinematics of
forthcoming experiments. Therefore, we consider the situation Q2 ∼ m2

µ and E2 ∼ m2
µ, where E is

the energy of the incoming electron. In this situation, we have Q2 ∼ m2
π, and it is natural to consider

HBET [26] as the effective theory to describe this kinematic regime. Indeed, this is a situation that
could be realized in the MUSE experiment [27, 28, 29]. It corresponds to a hard cut-off ν << M , Λχ,
and much larger than any other scale in the problem.

The HBET Lagrangian applied to this specific matter sector has been considered in Ref. [15]. The
starting point is the SU(2) version of HBET coupled to leptons, where the Delta is also kept as an
explicit degree of freedom (based on large Nc arguments). The degrees of freedom of this theory are the
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proton, neutron and Delta, for which the nonrelativistic approximation can be taken, pions and leptons
(muons and electrons), which will be taken relativistic, and photons.

The Lagrangian can be structured as follows

LHBET = Lγ + Ll + Lπ + Llπ + LN + L(N,∆) + L(N,∆)l + L(N,∆)π + L(N,∆)lπ, (2.18)

representing the different sectors of the theory. In particular, the ∆ stands for the spin-3/2 baryon
multiplet (we also use ∆ = M∆ − M , the specific meaning in each case should be clear from the
context).

The Lagrangian can be written as an expansion in e and 1/M (M is of the order of the scales that
have been integrated out). Let us consider the different pieces of the Lagrangian more in detail.
Lγ has the same form as Eq. (2.2) but without including the vacuum polarization of the particles

that are still relativistic in the theory. Similarly, the leptonic sector reads (iDν = i∂ν − eAν)

Ll =
∑
i

l̄i(i /D −mli)li , (2.19)

where now i = e, µ. We do not include the term

− egli
M

l̄iσµνliF
µν , (2.20)

since the coefficient gli is suppressed by powers of α and the mass of the lepton. In any case, any
eventual contribution would be absorbed in a low-energy constant.

The pionic Lagrangian Lπ is usually organized in the chiral counting. For the chiral computations
that appear in this review, the free pion propagator provides with the necessary precision. Therefore,
we only need the free-particle pionic Lagrangian:

Lπ = (∂µπ
+)(∂µπ−)−m2

ππ
+π− +

1

2
(∂µπ

0)(∂µπ0)− 1

2
m2
ππ

0π0 . (2.21)

The one-baryon Lagrangian L(N,∆)π is needed at O(1/M2). Nevertheless, a closer inspection sim-
plifies the problem. A chiral loop produces a factor 1/(4πF0)2 ∼ 1/M2. Therefore, the pion-baryon
interactions are only needed at O(mπ), the leading order, which is known [26, 30, 31]:7

L(N,∆)π = N̄ (iΓ0 + gAu · S)N + gπN∆

(
T̄ µa w

a
µN + h.c.

)
, (2.22)

where

U = u2 = eiτ ·π/Fπ , (2.23)

Γµ =
1

2

{
u†∂µu+ u∂µu

† − ie
2
Aµ
(
u†τ 3u+ uτ 3u†

)}
, (2.24)

uµ = iu†∇µUu
†, (2.25)

waµ =
1

2
Tr[τauµ] = − 1

Fπ
∂µπ

a − e

Fπ
Aµε

a3bπb + ... , (2.26)

and T µa is the Rarita-Schwinger spin-3/2 field and Sµ = i
2
γ5σµνv

ν is the spin operator (where we take
vµ = (1,0)).

7Actually, terms that go into the physical mass of the proton and into the physical value of the anomalous magnetic

moment of the proton κp = c
(p)
F − Z should also be included (at least in the pure QED computations) and that will be

assumed in what follows. For the computations reviewed in this paper, these effects would be formally subleading. In
any case, their role is just to bring the bare values of M0 and κ0p to their physical values. Therefore, once the values of
M and κp are measured by different experiments, they can be distinguished from the effects explicitly considered in this
review.
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Therefore, we only need the one-baryon Lagrangian LN at O(1/M2) coupled to electromagnetism.
This would be a NRQED-like Lagrangian for the proton, neutron (of spin 1/2) and the Delta (of spin
3/2). The neutron is actually not needed at this stage and LN has the same form as Eq. (2.11). It is
very important to emphasize that the hadronic Wilson coefficients of LN do not yet incorporate effects
associated with the pion and/or Delta particle.

As for the Delta (of spin 3/2), it mixes with the nucleons at O(1/M) (O(1/M2) are not needed in
our case). The only relevant interaction in our case is the p-∆+-γ term, which is encoded in

L(N,∆) = T †(i∂0 −∆)T +
eb1,F

2M

(
T †σ

(3/2)
(1/2) ·B τ

3(3/2)
(1/2) N + h.c.

)
, (2.27)

where T stands for the delta 3/2 isospin multiplet and N for the nucleon 1/2 isospin multiplet. The
transition spin/isospin matrix elements fulfill (see [32])

σ
i(1/2)
(3/2) σ

j(3/2)
(1/2) =

1

3
(2δij − iεijkσk), τ

a(1/2)
(3/2) τ

b(3/2)
(1/2) =

1

3
(2δab − iεabcτ c). (2.28)

The baryon-lepton Lagrangian provides new terms that are not usually considered in HBET. The
relevant term in our case is the interaction between the leptons and the nucleons (actually only the
proton):

L(N,∆)l =
1

M2

∑
i

cpli3,RN̄pγ
0Np l̄iγ0li +

1

M2

∑
i

cpli4,RN̄pγ
jγ5Np l̄iγjγ5li . (2.29)

The above matching coefficients fulfill cpli3,R = cp3,R and cpli4,R = cp4,R up to terms suppressed by mli/M .
Note that these Wilson coefficients are different from those that appear in Eq. (2.13), since dynamical
effects associated with the pion and Delta particle are not incorporated in c3,R and c4,R. We do not
consider possible extra dimension six four-fermion operators because they are suppressed by an extra
factor of mli/Λχ due to chiral symmetry.

Finally, the remaining terms in the HBET Lagrangian in Eq. (2.18) can be neglected for the purposes
of this review.

2.4 Relativistic muon with Q2 � m2
µ

An intermediate situation between the one discussed in the previous section and the one discussed in
Sec. 2.1 is to set Q2 � m2

µ, E2 ∼ m2
µ and (E −mµ)2 ∼ m2

µ. This is a situation that could be realized
for a certain range of parameters in the MUSE experiment [33]. This situation could still be described
using HBET. Nevertheless, such effective theory does not profit from the kinematic constraint that
Q2 � m2

π, since, in this situation, the pion and Delta could be integrated out, as they do not appear
as asymptotic states. Nevertheless, the fact that E and E −mµ are of the same order as the pion mass
complicates the construction of an efficient EFT. E cannot be approximated by mµ because E −mµ

is of the order of the muon mass. A natural way to deal with this situation with EFTs is to consider
E as a fixed scale, in the spirit of LEET [34] (or of its more modern SCET versions), and treat it at
the same level as the muon mass or other scales that have been integrated out and are not dynamical
anymore. Actually, one could also consider the situation when E2 � m2

µ (such kinematics cannot be
described with the HBET presented in the previous section), which would also naturally be described
by a LEET-like effective theory. This kinematics will be realized in COMPASS [35]. This would be
a very interesting line of research to be pursued (indeed the elastic electron-proton scattering in the
situation Q2 � m2

e has been studied using SCET in [36] and used to incorporate the resummation of
large logarithms).

We emphasize that trying to describe this kinematic regime with an EFT Lagrangian like

LQED(µ) = Lγ + Le + Lµ + LN + LNµ + LNe , (2.30)
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would require the four-fermion vertex to be a complicated function. The complication appears in the
four-fermion sector due to the dependence on E, the lepton energy. Still, it is very important to
emphasize that LN and the hadronic Wilson coefficients of LN remain equal, since the pion and Delta
can be integrated out, and, in the proton bilinear sector, the relevant scale for matching is Q2 rather
than E, the former being invariant under changes of reference frame.

2.5 Boosted NRQED(µp)

A possible way out to the problem posed in the previous section is to boost the proton to the reference
frame where the incoming muon is at rest, i.e., such that E = mµ. This would guarantee that the
outcoming muon is still nonrelativistic (E ′ − mµ � mµ), since we restrict to the kinematic situation
where Q2 � m2

µ. Then, matching computations, and computations of observables, would be like for
standard NRQED(µp) but with a boosted proton: P µ = Mvµ + kµ, where v2 = 1 and kµ is small. Note
that with this EFT we can study, on an equal footing, the situation (in the reference frame where the
incoming proton is at rest) when E ∼ mµ or when E � mµ, as far as Q2 � m2

µ. This was the situation
studied in the previous section. Note that, in the EFT that we have in this section, the difference
between having E ∼ mµ or E � mµ, discussed in the previous section, would just reflect in a different
value of v, wherever it appears.

By working with this EFT, we can then do matching computations and integrate out pions and
Deltas without problems. For the bilinear proton part of the Lagrangian, the Wilson coefficients do
not change, since the internal scale in the matching computations is Q2, which does not change after
boosts. The difference appears in the four-fermion sector. The computation would be similar to the
one made in [37, 38] but with a boosted proton. A new vector v appears. In a way, compared with the
previous section, we trade E by v. The advantage is that it is easier to construct the effective theory,
it is just NRQED(µp) but with a boosted proton. The Lagrangian would read as follows

LQED(µ) = Lγ + Le + Lµ + LNv + LNvµ + LNve , (2.31)

where we use Nv to emphasize that the proton is boosted. The different terms that appear in this
Lagrangian are equal to those that also appear in Eq. (2.18), except for the pieces of the Lagrangian
with Nv field content. These now read

LNv = N †p

{
iv ·D +

(v ·D)2 −D2

2M
+

((v ·D)2 −D2)2

8M3
− e c

(p)
F

4M
σµνG

µν

−e c
(p)
D

8M2
[Dµ, G

µν ]− ie c
(p)
S

8M2
σµν{Dµ, Gρν}vρ

}
Np , (2.32)

δLNvµ =
1

M2
c
plµ
3,Rv · v

′N̄p /vNp l̄µ /v′lµ +
∑
ij

ej · e′i
1

M2
c
plµ
4,RN̄p /ejγ5Np l̄µγ /e′iγ5lµ

+
c
plµ
5,R

M2

∑
j

v · e′jN̄p /vNp l̄µ /e′jγ5lµ +
∑
j

ej · v′
c
plµ
6,R

M2
N̄p /ejγ5Np l̄µ /v′γ5lµ , (2.33)

δLNve =
1

M2
cple3,RN̄p /vNp l̄e /vle +

1

M2

∑
j

cple4,RN̄p /ejγ5Np l̄e /ejγ5le , (2.34)

where, for completeness, we also include the four-fermion operators made of proton and lepton, even
though they are negligible for the experiments at hand.
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To write these terms as general as possible, we have introduced a v′ for the muon, even if we set
v′ = (1,0) for the reference frame of the muon at rest. The vectors eiµ and e

′i
µ are space-like vectors

such that: v · ei = 0 and ei · ej = −δij; and v′ · e′i = 0 and e′i · e′j = −δij. Note that the set {v, ei} (and
also {v′, e′i}) form a basis of the space-time manifold.

The four-fermion operators with muon-proton content now have potentially four Wilson coefficients
that should be determined. It would be very interesting to do the matching computation and try to
determine them. After the computation is done, transforming to the frame where the experiment was
actually made would be a trivial thing.

As we have already mentioned, the Wilson coefficients of the bilinear term do not change with
respect to those one has in the rest frame, as they only depend on Q2, which is Lorentz invariant. Note
also that with this trick, we could study in a controlled way the experiments MUSE and COMPASS,
as far as Q2 � m2

π. Going from one experimental setup to the other could be done by a change of v.
This EFT could also be useful for a possible experiment of the scattering of a proton on the muonic

hydrogen at rest. This is a kind of gedanken experiment for muons but has been considered in the case
of the scattering of protons on hydrogen [39].

2.6 Relativistic electron with Q2 � m2
π ,m

2
µ

If Q2 � m2
µ and E − me � me, we are in the kinematic configuration where we can apply the

NRQED(ep) Lagrangian described in Sec. 2.2. This guarantees that the very same Wilson coefficients
as in hydrogen are used. It also guarantees that the same proton radius is measured as in hydrogen and
muonic hydrogen (at least with relative O(α) precision). On the other hand, such kinematic constraints
are very restrictive and are not satisfied by the experimental setup of present, and near-future, electron-
proton scattering experiments. We can relax the previous conditions to Q2 � m2

µ and E2 � m2
µ.

Nevertheless, here we cannot play the same trick as before. Even if we put the initial electron at
rest, after the collision the electron is scattered ultrarelativistically. The following Lagrangian could be
considered if E2 � m2

π, m2
µ

L = Lγ + Le + LN + LNe . (2.35)

In other words, it is the same Lagrangian of HBET (see Eq. (2.18)) but without pions, muons, and
Deltas. If we are in the situation where the incoming electron is more energetic, with E ∼ mµ, we can
use the HBET Lagrangian of Eq. (2.18) but without muons. If we want to profit from the kinematic
constraint Q2 � m2

π, we have the same problems as in Sec. 2.4, and the same discussion applies. Also,
if we consider the situation mµ <∼ E for electron-proton scattering (which is realistic), we should treat
the electron as an ultra-relativistic particle, even if we restrict to Q2 � m2

µ, and the same discussion as
in Sec. 2.4 applies.

In any case, irrespective of this discussion, it is very important to emphasize that the hadronic
Wilson coefficients of LN remain equal, as far as the energy and three-momentum of the photon is
much smaller than the mass of the pion.

2.7 Low-energy constants, Wilson coefficients and form factors

In this section, we show the relation between the Wilson coefficients of the effective theory, the form
factors, and the low-energy constants.

2.7.1 Form factors

We define the form factors as (Jµ = N̄pγ
µNp)

〈p′, s|Jµ|p, s〉 = ū(p′)

[
F1(−q2)γµ + iF2(−q2)

σµνqν
2M

]
u(p) , (2.36)
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and Taylor expand Fi in powers of Q2 ≡ −q2:

Fi(Q
2) = Fi(0) +

Q2

M2
F ′i + ... , (2.37)

and we define

F̃i ≡ Fi(0), F̃
(n)
i ≡ dnFi

(d(Q2/M2))n

∣∣∣∣
Q2=0

. (2.38)

Assuming the analyticity of form factors in the complex q2 plane and the appropriate high-energy
behavior, i.e., |F1(Q2)/Q2|, |F2(Q2)| <

Q2→∞
|const|, we write down the subtracted and unsubtracted

dispersion relations for the proton form factors F1 and F2 respectively (for a discussion about their
validity see, for instance, [40]):

F1

(
Q2
)

= 1− Q2

π

∞∫
4m2

π

ImF1 (−t− iε) dt

t (t+Q2)
, F2

(
Q2
)

=
1

π

∞∫
4m2

π

ImF2 (−t− iε) dt

t+Q2
. (2.39)

Dispersive integrals start from the 2-pion production threshold in the time-like region (Q2 < 0) corre-
sponding to pp̄ production or annihilation. Lepton-proton scattering kinematics is given by spacelike
momentum transfer Q2 > 0.

One important issue that is often raised is whether electromagnetic corrections are included in the
matrix element of Eq. (2.36). We choose them to be included, otherwise one should include more
correlators of O(α), besides the TPE correction, in the observables we consider.

The Sachs form factors disentangle the interaction of the proton with the electric and magnetic field
in the nonrelativistic limit. Therefore, it is natural to use them for the interaction of photons with
protons at low energies. The relation between Dirac-Pauli and Sachs form factors (for the proton) reads

GE(Q2) = F1(Q2)− τF2(Q2), GM(Q2) = F1(Q2) + F2(Q2), (2.40)

with

τ =
Q2

4M2
, (2.41)

and the values at zero-momentum transfer are

F1(0) = Z, F2(0) = κp. (2.42)

The low momentum transfer expansion of the Sachs form factors relates to the different radii as

GE(Q2) = Z −
r2
p

3!
Q2 +

〈r4〉E
5!

Q4 − 〈r
6〉E
7!

Q6 + ... , (2.43)

and
GM(Q2)

Z + κp
= 1− 〈r

2〉M
3!

Q2 +
〈r4〉M

5!
Q4 − 〈r

6〉M
7!

Q6 + ... . (2.44)

The form factors are the scalar components of the matrix element of the electromagnetic current
sandwiched between proton states. These matrix elements include loop corrections (both hadronic and
electromagnetic). When relating these matrix elements with the Wilson coefficients of the EFT, it
should be understood that these loops have an infrared cutoff and that this infrared cutoff corresponds
to the ultraviolet cutoff of the effective theory. As the effective theories we consider have an ultraviolet
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cutoff much smaller than the hadronic scale, all hadronic effects are encoded in the Wilson coefficients.
The only loops for which a cutoff has to be introduced are of electromagnetic origin and produce that
some 〈rn〉 are ν dependent, where ν is the cutoff of the effective theory. This dependence is logarithmic
if working with dimensional regularization. If there is no logarithmic dependence on the factorization
scale, like for κp and others, they can be associated with low-energy constants. Rewriting them in terms
of low-energy constants one has

c
(p)
F = F̃1 + F̃2 = Z + κp = Z + κhad

p +
Z3α

2π
+O(α2), (2.45)

c
(p)
S = F̃1 + 2F̃2 = Z + 2κp = Z + 2κhad

p +
Z3α

π
+O(α2) . (2.46)

Note that κp includes O(α) effects. In principle, this is also so for κhad
p , to which we have subtracted the

proton-associated point-like contribution to the anomalous magnetic moment (note that the point-like

result is a bad approximation for c
(p)
F , even though it gives the right order of magnitude).

When the radii are factorization scale dependent, one cannot assign low-energy constants to the
Wilson coefficients (or the radii).8 Instead, as we have already mentioned, we name them quasi-low-
energy constants (as they have to be combined with a loop computation in the effective theory to
yield the theory prediction for the observable). The most paradigmatic example is the proton charge
radius (see also the discussion in Ref. [11]). It can be written in the following way in terms of the
electromagnetic current form factors at zero momentum:

c
(p)
D (ν) = F̃1 + 2F̃2 − 8F̃ ′1 = Z +

4

3
M2r2

p(ν) = Z − 8M2 dGE(Q2)

dQ2

∣∣∣∣
Q2=0

. (2.47)

This object is infrared divergent, which makes it scale and scheme dependent. This is not a problem
from the EFT point of view but makes the definition of the proton radius ambiguous. The standard
practice is to make explicit the proton-associated point-like contributions in the computation. This
means using the following definition for the proton radius

c
(p)

D,MS
(ν) ≡ Z +

4

3

Z3α

π
ln

(
M2

ν2

)
+

4

3
r2
pM

2 +O(α2). (2.48)

In other words, the standard definition (which corresponds to the experimental number) of the proton
radius reads (up to O(α2) corrections):

r2
p =

3

4

1

M2

(
c

(p)

D,MS
(M)− Z

)
. (2.49)

Note that rp includes O(α) terms in its definition. This should be kept in mind when comparing with
lattice determinations. Note, also, that this definition sets ν = M . This is not natural, since this
assumes that the proton is point-like up to (and beyond) the scales of the proton mass. This is a bad

approximation, as we can see comparing the piece of c
(p)

D,MS
associated to the structure of the proton:

4
3
r2
pM

2 ' 21.3, with ”Z=1” for a point-like particle. This illustrates that the point-like result does not
even give the right order of magnitude for cD.9

8Actually, for a unique relation between low-energy constants and Wilson coefficients, the Lagrangian density has to
be expanded in a minimal basis of operators. This is true irrespectively of working with low-energy or quasi-low-energy
constants.

9Note that this also happens for the Wilson coefficients cA1 and cA2 (for their definition, see Ref. [11]), for which their
physical values are far from zero: cA1

' 12 and cA2
' −72, even though for a point-like particle their values would be

”1” and ”0” respectively (up to O(α) corrections).
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After the discussion of those particular examples, we now discuss the other Wilson coefficients that
appear at low orders in the 1/M expansion. From [18, 22], we can relate the NRQED Wilson coefficients
with the form factors, and therefore the radii as (we make explicit if they depend on the factorization
scale)

c
(p)
W1

(ν) = F̃1 +
1

2
F̃2 − 4F̃ ′1 − 4F̃ ′2 = c

(p)
F

(
1 +

2

3
M2〈r2〉M(ν)

)
− κp

2
,

c
(p)
W2

(ν) =
1

2
F̃2 − 4F̃ ′1 − 4F̃ ′2 = c

(p)
W1

(ν)− Z,

c
(p)
p′p = F̃2 = κp,

c
(p)
M (ν) =

1

2
F2 − 4F̃ ′1 = −1

2
(Z + κp − c(p)

D (ν)),

c
(p)
X1

(ν) =
5

128
F̃1 +

1

32
F̃2 −

1

4
F̃ ′1 =

1

32

(
c

(p)
D (ν)− κp +

Z

4

)
,

c
(p)
X2

=
3

64
F̃1 +

1

16
F̃2 =

1

64
(3Z + 4κp),

c
(p)
X3

(ν) = −1

8
F̃ ′1 −

1

4
F̃ ′2 +

1

2
F̃ ′′1 =

1

64

(
−Z − 2κp + c

(p)
D (ν) +

8

15
M4〈r4〉E(ν)

)
,

c
(p)
X5

=
3

32
F̃1 +

1

8
F̃2 =

1

32
(3Z + 4κp),

c
(p)
X6

(ν) = − 3

32
F̃1 −

1

8
F̃2 +

1

4
F̃ ′1 +

1

2
F̃ ′2 =

1

8

(
Z − c(p)

F +
c

(p)
D (ν)

4
− c(p)

W1
(ν)

)
. (2.50)

Then, we can define the following radii in terms of the NRQED Wilson coefficients as

〈r2〉M(ν) =
3

2c
(p)
F M2

(
c

(p)
W1

(ν)− Z − κp
2

)
, (2.51)

〈r4〉E(ν) =
15

8M4
(64c

(p)
X3

(ν)− c(p)
D (ν) + Z + 2κp). (2.52)

It is quite remarkable that they are scale dependent, as these radii are of fundamental importance in
determinations of the proton radius from lepton-proton scattering [41]. Nevertheless, with the present
level of precision, such ambiguity should not affect present determinations of the proton radius. In
the future, as the precision increases, this discussion will be relevant if we aim to give unambiguous
determinations of these quantities with O(α) precision (as we do already for r2

p). Therefore, let us
discuss what is known at present for the O(α) running of these Wilson coefficients. One can read the
point-like contribution at one loop in the MS from [18] (see also [42])

F point−like
1 = 1− α

π

Q2

M2

(
−1

8
+

1

3
log

M

µ

)
+
α

π

Q4

M4

(
− 11

240
+

1

20
log

M

µ

)
, (2.53)

F point−like
2 =

α

π

[
1

2
− Q2

M2

1

12

]
. (2.54)

One could then consider factoring these contributions out of the radii. One would then have

〈r2〉M(ν) =
1

M2

α

π

1

c
(p)
F

(
ln
M2

ν2
− 1

4

)
+ 〈r2〉(had)

M (ν), (2.55)

〈r4〉E(ν) =
3

M4

α

π

(
ln
M2

ν2
− 1

)
+ 〈r4〉(had)

E (ν). (2.56)
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Note that, unlike what happens for the proton radius, what we call the pure hadronic quantity may still
have ν scale dependence. This happens when the Wilson coefficients that contribute to the renormal-
ization group equation of a given Wilson coefficient are different from the point-like expressions. This
is indeed the case for cW1 . Its running was computed in [43] (for the running including light fermions,
see Eq. (45) of [44], which produces logarithmically enhanced corrections at higher powers in α):

ν
d

dν
c

(p)
W1

= −4

3
c

(p)
F

α

π
, (2.57)

and does not coincide with the point-like running (since c
(p)
F 6= 1).10 On the other hand, the running of

c
(p)
X3

is not known. Therefore, the running of 〈r4〉(had)
E (ν) cannot be determined at present.

It would also be interesting to study the general (to-all-orders in α) renormalization properties of the

Wilson coefficients and the associated radii. For point-like computations, c
(p)
F is renormalization group

independent, as it is expected for a low-energy constant. The same should happen after the inclusion
of hadronic corrections. For c

(p)
D , it seems that there is no renormalization after one loop. It would be

interesting to see if this could be proven to all orders.

2.7.2 Structure functions

We also consider matrix elements of the time-ordered product of two electromagnetic currents. For on-
shell photons, they are of relevance for the determination of the electric and magnetic polarizabilities
of the proton, related to the Wilson coefficients c

(p)
A1

and c
(p)
A2

of the EFT. They can be determined from
accurate measurements of the Compton scattering. Nevertheless, this is beyond the purpose of this
review. Here we only mention that their definition may suffer from some ambiguities, and that they are
infrared divergent at O(α) (see, for instance, [22, 45]).

For the case of off-shell photons, the forward doubly virtual Compton tensor is of particular interest
to this review,

T µν = i

∫
d4x eiq·x〈p, s|T{Jµ(x)Jν(0)}|p, s〉 , (2.58)

which has the following structure (ρ = q · p/M ≡ v · q, although we will usually work in the rest frame
of the proton, where ρ = q0):

T µν =

(
−gµν +

qµqν

q2

)
S1(ρ,Q2) +

1

M2

(
pµ − Mρ

q2
qµ
)(

pν − Mρ

q2
qν
)
S2(ρ,Q2)

− i

M
εµνρσqρsσA1(ρ,Q2)− i

M3
εµνρσqρ

(
(Mρ)sσ − (q · s)pσ

)
A2(ρ,Q2) ≡ T µνS + T µνA .(2.59)

It depends on four scalar functions, which we call structure functions. We split the tensor into the
symmetric (spin-independent), T µνS = T νµS (the first two terms of Eq. (2.59)), and antisymmetric (spin-
dependent) pieces, T µνA = −T νµA (the last two terms of Eq. (2.59)).

Forward doubly virtual Compton scattering amplitudes have the following crossing properties:

S1(−ρ,Q2) = S1(ρ,Q2), S2(−ρ,Q2) = S2(ρ,Q2), (2.60)

A1(−ρ,Q2) = A1(ρ,Q2), A2(−ρ,Q2) = −A2(ρ,Q2). (2.61)

By means of dispersion relations, real parts of the forward doubly virtual Compton scattering am-
plitudes S1, S2, A1, A2 can be expressed in terms of imaginary parts up to the subtraction function in

10As an aside, note that c
(p)
W1

alone does not appear in observables. The combination of Wilson coefficients that appears

in observables is c
(p)
W1
− c(p)W2

, which indeed does not run [43].
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the amplitude S1 (Ssubt
1 (0, Q2)) to ensure the convergence of the corresponding integral:

Re S1(ρ,Q2) = Re Spole
1 (ρ,Q2) + Ssubt

1 (0, Q2) +
2

π

∞∫
νinelthr

ρ2Im S1(ρ′ + iε, Q2)

ρ′ (ρ′2 − ρ2)
dρ′, (2.62)

Re S2(ρ,Q2) = Re Spole
2 (ρ,Q2) +

2

π

∞∫
νinelthr

ρ′Im S2 (ρ′ + iε, Q2)

ρ′2 − ρ2
dρ′, (2.63)

Re A1(ρ,Q2) = Re Apole
1 (ρ,Q2) +

2

π

∞∫
νinelthr

ρ′Im A1 (ρ′ + iε, Q2)

ρ′2 − ρ2
dρ′, (2.64)

Re A2(ρ,Q2) = Re Apole
2 (ρ,Q2) +

2

π

∞∫
νinelthr

ρIm A2 (ρ′ + iε, Q2)

ρ′2 − ρ2
dρ′, (2.65)

where we have separated the proton pole contributions to the forward doubly virtual Compton scattering
amplitudes

Spole
1 (ρ,Q2) =

2Q4G2
M(Q2)

Q4 − 4M2ρ2 − iε
, (2.66)

Spole
2 (ρ,Q2) = 8M2Q2F

2
1 (Q2) + Q2

4M2F
2
2 (Q2)

Q4 − 4M2ρ2 − iε
, (2.67)

Apole
1 (ρ,Q2) =

4M2Q2F1(Q2)GM(Q2)

Q4 − 4M2ρ2 − iε
, (2.68)

Apole
2 (ρ,Q2) = −4M3ρF2(Q2)GM(Q2)

Q4 − 4M2ρ2 − iε
, (2.69)

and have assumed the sufficiently vanishing high-energy behavior in the complex ρ plane:

|S1(ρ,Q2)/ρ2|, |S2(ρ,Q2)|, |A1(ρ,Q2)|, |A2(ρ,Q2)/ρ| <
ρ→∞

const. (2.70)

All integrals start from the pion production threshold ν inel
thr = mπ+ m2

π−q2
2M

. Assuming the Regge behavior
|S1| → ρα0 , |S2| → ρα0−2, |A1| → ρα0−1, |A2| → ρα0−1 with the leading Pomeron intercept α0 = 1.08 [46,
47, 48, 49, 50], the condition on the vanishing high-energy behavior of Eq. (2.70) is satisfied.

Note that the subtraction function here does not vanish at Q2 → 0, rather

Ssubt
1 (0, Q2) −→

q2→0
Re SBorn

1 (ρ,Q2)− Re Spole
1 (ρ,Q2) = −2F 2

1

(
Q2
)
, (2.71)

due to nonvanishing difference between Born SBorn
1 (ρ,Q2) and pole contributions.

The proton forward doubly virtual Compton tensor appears convoluted with its lepton analog in
the Wilson coefficients of the four-fermion operators made by two lepton fields and two proton fields.
The explicit expressions for the spin-independent and spin-dependent Wilson coefficients read [51]

cpli3 = −e4Mmli

∫
d4kE
(2π)4

1

k4
E

1

k4
E + 4m2

li
k2

0,E

{
(3k2

0,E + k2)S1(ik0,E, k
2
E)− k2S2(ik0,E, k

2
E)
}

+O(α3) , (2.72)
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and

cpli4 =

∫
d4kE
3π2

1

k2
E

1

k4
E + 4m2

li
k2

0,E

{
(k2

0,E + 2k2
E)A1(ik0,E, k

2
E) + i3k2

E

k0,E

M
A2(ik0,E, k

2
E)

}
+O(α3) , (2.73)

consistent with the expression obtained long ago in Ref. [52].
These expressions keep the complete dependence on mli and are valid both for NRQED(µp) and

NRQED(ep). Again, it is common practice to single-out the proton-associated point-like contribution.
Note that this assumes that one can treat the proton as point-like at energies of the order of the proton
mass. We have already seen that this is a bad approximation for cD and other Wilson coefficients.
Nevertheless, we keep this procedure for the sake of comparison.11 Therefore (we write the expression
for a generic lepton li),

c3(ν) ≡ −M
mli

ds(ν) + chad
3 +O(α3) , (2.75)

c4 ≡ −M
mli

dv + chad
4 +O(α3) , (2.76)

where the point-like Wilson coefficients read as follows:

ds(ν) = − Z2α2

m2
li
−M2

[
m2
li

(
ln
M2

ν2
+

1

3

)
−M2

(
ln
m2
li

ν2
+

1

3

)]
, (2.77)

dv =
Z2α2

m2
li
−M2

mliM ln
m2
li

M2
. (2.78)

The expression of ds should be understood in the MS scheme, dv on the other hand is finite. ds was
computed in Ref. [53] and dv in Ref. [14].

2.8 potential NRQED

To deal with the case when both the proton and the lepton are nonrelativistic, it is convenient to
use the EFT named potential NRQED (pNRQED) [54]. It combines quantum mechanics perturbation
theory for the nonrelativistic bound state (or for the fermion-antifermion pair above threshold) and
quantum field theory for the relativistic massless modes: photons (and light fermions, if they exist in
the effective theory). This EFT is optimal if compared with NRQED because it makes explicit that
for nonrelativistic modes (leptons) there are no physical degrees of freedom (as asymptotic states) with
energy of order mliv, where v is the velocity of the lepton. This is achieved by integrating out scales
of O(mliv). Thus, all the dynamical degrees of freedom in the EFT have ultrasoft energy. We next
discuss the main features of this theory when applied to the muon-proton sector and when applied to
the electron-proton sector. A more detailed exposition of the former can be found in [15, 11, 16] and of
the latter in [55, 56].

11In this expression, we have computed the loop with the proton being relativistic to follow common practice. Nev-
ertheless, this assumes that one can consider the proton to be point-like at the scales of the proton mass. To stick to a
standard EFT approach one should consider the proton to be nonrelativistic. Then one would obtain

dMS
s (ν) = −Z2α2

(
ln
m2
li

ν2
+

1

3

)
. (2.74)

The difference between both results is of the order of α2m
2
li

M2 , and gets absorbed into chad3 (which we do not know with

such precision anyhow). Therefore, the value of cpli3 , will be the same no matter the prescription used. In practice there
could be some difference due to truncation, but always of the order of the error of the computation.
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2.8.1 pNRQED(µp)

After integrating out scales ofO(mµα ∼ me) in NRQED(µp), the resulting effective theory is pNRQED(µp).
This EFT naturally gives a Schrödinger-like formulation of the bound-state problem but still keeping
the quantum field theory nature of the interaction with ultrasoft photons, as well as keeping the infor-
mation due to high-energy modes (of a quantum field theory nature) in the Wilson coefficients of the
theory. Up to O(mrα

5), the effective Lagrangian reads

LpNRQED =

∫
d3xd3XS†(x,X, t)

{
i∂0 −

p2

2mr

+
p4

8m3
µ

+
p4

8M3
− P2

2(mµ +M)

−V (x,p,σ1,σ2) + e

(
M + Zmµ

M +mµ

)
x · E(X, t)

}
S(x,X, t)−

∫
d3X

1

4
FµνF

µν , (2.79)

where mr = mµM

mµ+M
, x and X, and p and P are the relative and center-of-mass coordinate and momentum

respectively.
The potential V can be written as an expansion in 1/mµ, 1/M , α, ... We will assume 1/r ∼ me

(which is realistic for the case at hand) and that mµ � M . We then organize the potential as an
expansion in 1/mµ:

V (x,p,σ1,σ2) = V (0)(r) + V (1)(r) + V (2)(r) + · · · , (2.80)

where

V (n) ∝ 1

mn
µ

. (2.81)

We will also make the expansion in powers of α explicit. This means that

V (n,r) ∝ 1

mn
µ

αr. (2.82)

V (0,1) = −Zα
r

has to be included exactly in the leading order Hamiltonian to yield the leading-order
solution to the bound or near-threshold state problem:

h =
p2

2mr

− Zα

r
. (2.83)

Thus, the contribution to the energy of a given potential is (for near-threshold states we take v ∼ α,
though this could be relaxed)

〈V (n,r)〉 ∼ mµα
1+n+r , (2.84)

up to large logarithms or potential suppression factors due to powers of 1/M . Iterations of the potential
are dealt with using standard quantum mechanics perturbation theory producing corrections such as:

〈V (n,r) · · ·V (m,s)〉 ∼ mµα
1+n+r+(1+m+s−2) , (2.85)

and alike. Therefore, in order to reach the desired O(mα5) accuracy, V (0) has to be computed up to
O(α4), V (1) up to O(α3), V (2) up to O(α2) and V (3) up to O(α).

The different potentials are obtained by matching the NRQED(µp) diagrams (using static propa-
gators for the proton and/or muon) to the diagrams in pNRQED(µp) in terms of potentials (see Ref.
[16] for details). In this way, the Coulomb potential and its corrections are generated. In particular,
the leading correction to the Coulomb potential is generated by the vacuum polarization of the photon
(see Fig. 1):

Ṽ
(0,2)

VP (k) = 4πZ
α2

π

Π1(−k2)

k2
, (2.86)
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Figure 1: One-loop electron vacuum polarization contribution to the static potential.

where

Π1(k2) = k2

∫ ∞
4

dq2 1

q2(m2
eq

2 − k2)
u(q2), (2.87)

and

u(q2) =
1

3

√
1− 4

q2

(
1 +

2

q2

)
. (2.88)

This term indeed produces the bulk of the Lamb shift in muonic hydrogen. The next-to-next-to-leading
order term of the static potential can be understood as a correction to the vacuum polarization. It
was computed by Källen and Sabry [57]. The next-to-next-to-next-to-leading order term of the static
potential coming from the vacuum polarization has been computed in Ref. [58], see also [59] where the
complete set of diagrams can be found. The remaining next-to-next-to-leading order contribution to
the static potential is generated by diagrams that cannot be completely associated with the vacuum
polarization. This object could be deduced from the computation in Ref. [60]. For the other corrections
to the Coulomb potential, see [11, 16]. The matching at tree level is shown in Fig. 2. For us, the
main concern are the hadronic corrections. The leading hadronic corrections always appear in the same
combination

δVhad =
1

M2
Dhad
d δ(3)(r) , (2.89)

Dhad
d = −chad

3 − 16παdhad
2 +

2πα

3
r2
pM

2 . (2.90)

This contribution is generated by matching the first, third and last diagram of Fig. 2 to a Dirac-delta
potential. Therefore, low-energy experiments cannot disentangle the three different Wilson coefficients,
but only measure the specific combination in Eq. (2.90). If one wants to determine the proton radius,
one needs to determine the other Wilson coefficients from different sources with enough precision. For
illustration, if one aims to determine the proton radius with 1 per mille precision, one would need to
know the TPE contribution with 10% accuracy, since the size of the TPE contribution is around 1% the
size of the proton radius contribution, and the hadronic vacuum polarization with 30% accuracy, since
the hadronic vacuum polarization contribution is around 0.3% the size of the proton radius contribution.

2.8.2 pNRQED(ep)

One can obtain the pNRQED(ep) effective Lagrangian from the one of the previous section by switching
off the electron contribution, changing the muon by the electron, and then adding the muon vacuum
polarization correction to d2. To O(meα

5), such Lagrangian can be found in the appendix of [56].
Nevertheless, for nowadays precision of regular hydrogen Lamb shift, one should write the Lagrangian
to higher order in both the 1/me and the α expansion. The explicit expression of such Lagrangian
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µ

p

p

µ

µµ

pp

µµ

pp

µ

p

Figure 2: The non-zero relevant diagrams for the matching at tree level in the Coulomb gauge. The
dashed and zigzag lines represent the A0 and A fields respectively, while the continuous lines represent
the fermion and antifermion fields. For the A0, the circle is the vertex proportional to cD, the square
to cS (spin dependent), and the black dot to d2, while for A, the square is the vertex proportional to
cF and the other vertex appears from the covariant derivative in the kinetic term. The last diagram is
proportional to c3 and c4. The symmetric diagrams are not displayed.

is not known at present. Here, we only sketch how existing computations would be encoded in the
EFT computation in Sec. 3.2. In any case, note that this effective theory is not suitable for the elastic
electron-proton scattering case at Q2 � m2

e but requires Q2 � m2
e.

3 Observables. Spectroscopy

3.1 Muonic hydrogen Lamb shift: E(2P1/2)− E(2S1/2)

The only experimental measurements of the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift [1, 2] correspond to the energy
difference E(2P3/2) − E(2S1/2) and E(2P1/2) − E(2S1/2). For theoretical discussion, we focus on the
latter. Its determination with EFTs was worked out in [61, 16]. It uses pNRQED applied to the muon-
proton sector (see Sec. 2.8.1). It has embedded the Wilson coefficients of the NRQED Lagrangian (see
Sec. 2.1) in the potentials. The determination of the spectrum is achieved by a combination of quantum
mechanics perturbation theory and the interaction of the bound state with ultrasoft photons, which is
computed using quantum field theory techniques. All these computations are made using dimensional
regularization.

V V

Figure 3: 2nd order perturbation theory of the bound-state Green function generated by a generic
potential V .
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kUS

Figure 4: Correction due to ultrasoft photons.

Illustrative diagrams are shown in Fig. 3 for a nonrelativistic quantum mechanics perturbation
theory computation, and in Fig. 4 for the leading contribution to the Lamb shift generated by the
interaction of ultrasoft photons with the bound state.

We represent the 2nd order perturbation theory correction to the bound-state Green function gen-
erated by the potential V (n,m) (with (n,m) 6= (0, 1)) by Fig. 3, where the double line represents the
bound state and the vertices (local in time) the potentials. In order to obtain the associated energy
shift, we will compute objects like (and analogous expressions in case of different potentials (including
permutations))

δEV (n,m)×V (n,m)

n`j = 〈ψn`j|V (n,m) 1

(En − h)′
V (n,m)|ψn`j〉

=

∫
dr2dr1ψ

∗
n`j(r2)V (n,m)(r2)G′n`(r2, r1)V (n,m)(r1)ψnlj(r1), (3.1)

where
1

(En − h)′
= lim

E→En

(
1

E − h
− 1

E − En

)
, (3.2)

G′n`(r1, r2) ≡ 〈r1|
1

(En` − h)′
|r2〉 ≡ lim

E→En

(
G(r1, r2;E)− ψ∗n`(r1)ψn`(r2)

E − En

)
, (3.3)

ψn`(r) is the bound state wave function of the (nl)-state and En is the energy of the state with Hamilto-
nian h as in Eq. (2.83), and G(r1, r2;E) is the Coulomb Green function (see for instance, the appendix
of Ref. [62]).

The leading contribution to the bound state energy generated by the interaction of the ultrasoft
photons with the bound state (see Fig. 4) reads (in MS scheme)

δEUS
nl =

2

3

(
M + Zmµ

M +mµ

)2
α

π

((
ln

ν

mr

+
5

6
− ln 2

)(
Ze2

2

)
|ψn`(0)|2

m2
r

−
∑
n′ 6=n

|〈n| p
mr

|n′〉|2(En − En′) ln
mr

|En − En′|

)

≡ mrZ
4α5

n3π

(
M + Zmµ

M +mµ

)2(
δ`,0

(
−4

3

(
lnR(n, `) + ln

mrZ
2α2

ν

)
+

10

9

)
− (1− δ`,0)

4

3
lnR(n, `)

)
, (3.4)

where |ψn`(0)|2 = δ`0
π

(
mrZα
n

)3
. lnR(n, l) are the Bethe logarithms and are implicitly defined by the

equality with Eq. (3.4). For their numerical values for the 2S and 2P states, we have used the values
quoted in [63].

Most of the contributions to the Lamb shift generated from nonrelativistic quantum mechanics per-
turbation theory were known prior to the EFT computation, see [63, 64, 59, 65, 60]. These contributions
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can be easily incorporated into the EFT framework. Some of them were checked in [16], where one
can find the complete set of contributions to this order. Note that, even though most of the contri-
butions can be associated with a pure QED calculation, the hadronic effects are also included in this
computation. Their effects are included in the NRQED Wilson coefficients, and are encoded in the
delta potential in the Lagrangian of pNRQED (see Eq. (2.90). Finally, the theoretical expression for
the Lamb shift in terms of the proton radius and the other hadronic contribution reads [16]

∆EL = 206.0243 meV

−
[

1

π

m3
rα

3

8

]
α

M2

r2
p

fm2

[
47.3525 + 35.1491α + 47.3525α2 ln(1/α)

]
+

[
1

π

m3
rα

3

8

]
1

M2

[
chad

3 + 16παdhad
2

]
+O(mrα

6) . (3.5)

Note that since chad
3 ∼ α2 and αdhad

2 ∼ α2, the third line of the previous equation encodes all the
hadronic effects of order α5 that are not related to the proton radius. This presentation of the result
where rp and chad

3 are kept explicit could be important for the future. In the long term (once the origin
of the proton radius puzzle is clarified) the natural place from where to obtain the proton radius is the
hydrogen Lamb shift and chad

3 (once the radius has been obtained) from the muonic hydrogen, since
chad

3 is suppressed by an extra factor of the lepton mass. In this scenario, a complete evaluation of
the O(mrα

6) term may improve the precision of an eventual experimental determination of chad
3 . Note

that, in this discussion, we assume that we can determine dhad
2 from alternative methods, like dispersion

relations.

3.2 Regular hydrogen Lamb shift

We now discuss the theoretical determination of the Lamb shift for regular hydrogen. Reviews of
theoretical expressions for different energy splittings can be found in [7, 8] and [66, 67, 12, 13]. The first
two give a detailed account for the different contributions to the Lamb shift. The last four references
give more updated reviews including the most up-to-date computations. We will use them for the
discussion in this section.

The mass of a (n`)fj state of hydrogen12 can be written as (we use the notation from [66])

En`jf = me +M + E(g)
n + E

(fs)
n`j + E

(hfs)
n`jf , (3.6)

where

E(g)
n = −(Zα)2mr

2n2
(3.7)

is the gross structure, E
(fs)
n`j is named the fine structure contribution, and E

(hfs)
n`jf the hyperfine structure

contribution.13 Here, mr=meM/(me +M) is the reduced mass.

We focus here on the evaluation of E
(fs)
n`j . Its contributions can be organized in the following way:

E
(fs)
n`j = mr[fnj − 1 +

(Zα)2

2n2
]− m2

r

2(me +M)
[fnj − 1]2+EEFT

n`j +E
(6)
n`j+E

(7)
n`j+E

(8)
n`j , (3.8)

12We use here the most common notation in atomic physics, where F = L + S, J = L + Se, and the lower case
parameters are their corresponding quantum numbers, where L is the angular momentum, Se is the spin of the electron
and S = Se + Sp is the total spin. A different basis is used in other references, as, e.g., in [16], where the notation would
change j → je (actually jµ because in that case the muonic hydrogen case was under study), f → j and a redundant
basis with s as a quantum number is kept.

13The hyperfine splitting for the ground state of hydrogen is studied in the following section and for the muonic hydrogen
in the next-to-following section.

24



where fnj = [1 + (Zα)2(n− δ)−2]−1/2 (with δ = j + 1
2
− [(j + 1

2
)2 − (Zα)2]1/2).

As it is customary, we include the exact solution of the Dirac equation with the Coulomb potential
in the first term in (3.8) (after subtracting the leading term). This solution includes an infinite set of
relativistic corrections in the infinite proton mass limit. They are organized in even powers of Zα. This
result should be possible to obtain from an EFT computation. One should use the NRQED Lagrangian
(see Sec. 2.2) to all orders in the 1/me expansion but setting the transverse photon components to zero
and only including the covariant time derivative (i.e., the longitudinal photon in the Coulomb gauge),
setting the mass of the proton to infinity, and all the radiative corrections to the Wilson coefficients to
zero. At low orders, one has the Balmer formula (which we explicitly subtract) and the first relativistic
corrections are traditionally associated with the Breit-Fermi potential (but setting the proton mass to
infinity).

Some recoil corrections associated with the finite mass nature of the proton are included in the
second term of (3.8). This term is generated by considering some relativistic corrections in 1/M but
computing the matrix elements using the solution of the Dirac equation with a Coulomb potential.

The term EEFT incorporates all the contributions that have been computed using the pNRQED(ep)
EFT defined in Sec. 2.8.2 up to O(mrα

5) plus higher-order contributions from the Wilson coefficients
in Eqs. (2.15-2.17). The total contribution reads14

EEFT
n`j =

mr(Zα)4

2n3

(
1

j + 1
2

− 3

4n
+

mr

(me +M)

1

4n

)
+

(Zα)4

8n3

[
mr

(
3

n
− 8

2`+ 1

)
− m3

r

meM

(
1

n
+

8

2`+ 1
+

32α

3π

(meZ +M)2

meM
lnR(n, `)

)]
+

[
πα

2meM

(
Zc

(e)
D M

me

+
c

(p)
D me

M

)
− 16πZα

(
d

(e)
2

m2
e

+
d

(µ)
2

m2
µ

+
d2

M2

)
− c3

M2

+
2πZα

meM

(
1 +

4αZ

3π
− 7Zα

3π

(
1

2n
−Hn + ln

νn

2αmrZ

))
+Zα2

(
1

me

+
Z

M

)2(
10

9
− 4

3
ln
α2mrZ

2

ν

)]
(αmrZ)3

πn3
δ`0

+

[
XLSe

(
Zc

(e)
F

meM
+
Zc

(e)
S

2m2
e

)
+

Z

2meM

(
`(`+ 1)− 7Zα

3π

)]
(1− δ`0)

`(`+ 1)(2`+ 1)

2α(Zαmr)
3

n3
, (3.11)

where Hn is the n-th harmonic number, δ`0 is the Kronecker delta,

XLSe =
1

2
(j(j + 1)− `(`+ 1)− 3/4) , (3.12)

14Contributions to the hyperfine splittings have been omitted from the expression in (3.11). These are given by

expectation values of operators 〈LSp〉, 〈Ŝpe〉 and 〈SpSe〉. They read

EEFT,hfs
n`jf =

[
8παc

(e)
F c

(p)
F

3meM

]
(αmrZ)3

2πn3

(
f(f + 1)− 3

2

)
δ0`

+

[
Dsc

(e)
F c

(p)
F

2meM
+XLSp

(
c
(p)
F

meM
+

c
(p)
S

2M2

)]
(1− δ`0)

`(`+ 1)(2`+ 1)

2α(Zαmr)
3

n3
, (3.9)

where

XLSp =
`(`+ 1)

(
f(f + 1)− j(j + 1)− 3

4

)
2j(j + 1)

(
1− 1

2(2j + 1)(`− j)

)
, Ds =

`(`+ 1)
(
f(f + 1)− j(j + 1)− 3

4

)
2j(j + 1)(2j + 1)(`− j)

. (3.10)
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lnR(n, `) are the Bethe logarithms for hydrogen (tabulated in Ref. [68]), and

c3|O(α2) = −M
me

ds(ν) + chad
3,TPE , (3.13)

(see Eq. (2.75)). chad
3,TPE is of relative order O(α× me

mπ
) compared to the proton radius, albeit logarithmi-

cally enhanced by a ln(me/mπ) factor. The logarithmic enhanced contribution can be obtained using
chiral perturbation theory. It can be found in Eq. (46) of [11], and can be written in terms of the proton
polarizabilities (see [69, 70]). For the pure pion cloud, the polarizabilities were computed in Ref. [71].
The contribution due to the Delta particle can be found in Ref. [72]. The numerical impact of these
logarithmic enhanced terms to the Lamb shift is of order ∼ − δl0

n3 0.08 kHz (see [11]). What it has been
missing this far was the computation of chad

3,TPE using chiral perturbation theory beyond the logarithmic
approximation. We profit this review to do such computation and fill this gap. We give in Eq. (5.13)
the full correction from the chiral theory following the analysis of Ref. [38], both, for the pure pion case,
and by also including the Delta particle. The numerical impact of chad

3,TPE is ∼ − δl0
n3 0.124(42) kHz (see

Table (5)).
Note that there are no me(Zα)5 effects in the infinite proton mass limit (they only appear after

including 1/M corrections) in Eq. (3.11). Note also that the first two terms in (3.11) are introduced to
compensate for double counting with the first two terms in Eq. (3.8). Finally, it can be seen that the
contributions of O(mrα

6) and O(mrα
7) in (3.11), which are associated with the hard scale, correspond

to the contributions from the functions B40 and C40 in [67], respectively.

The terms E
(n)
n`j in (3.8) contain the remaining known terms of O(mrα

n). E
(6)
n`j is fully known in the

static limit and at leading recoil order. It reads

E
(6)
n`j =

m3
r(Zα)6

meMn3

3 (1− δ`0)

4
(
`− 1

2

) (
`+ 1

2

) (
`+ 3

2

) (1− `(`+ 1)

3n2

)
+

[
m3
r(Zα)6

3n3
r2
p ln

ν

mr(Zα)2
− δc

(1)
3 + δc

(1),had
3

M2

(αmrZ)3

πn3

]
δ`0 , (3.14)

where

δc
(1)
3 =

α(Zα)2πM2

m2
e

(
2 ln 2− 427

96

)
+
α(Zα)2M

108πme

(
1792 + 3π2(72 ln 2− 35)− 648ζ(3)

)
− (Zα)3πM

me

(
4 ln 2− 7

2

)
, δc

(1),had
3 = −π(Zα)3

3
M2r2

p ln
Λ

ν
. (3.15)

The first term of Eq. (3.14) was computed in e.g. [73] (it corresponds to Eq. (4.23) in [8]). It could
be obtained from the determination of O(1/M) tree-level diagrams in NRQED and correspondingly
matching them to potentials in pNRQED (see for instance [74]). The logarithmic dependent term in
(3.14), proportional to r2

p, comes from second order perturbation theory of the delta-potential and was
originally computed in [75] (see [76] for the computation in the setup of the pNRQED). Note that we
only keep the logarithmic term with this precision, as finite corrections will be of the same order as
contributions in the Wilson coefficient δc

(1),had
3 , which are model dependent. O(α3) corrections to c3

are encoded in δc
(1)
3 and δc

(1),had
3 . The first term encodes the contributions that are independent of

the structure of the proton. They scale like 1/m2
e and 1/me. They would be generated by a matching

computation after integrating out the hard scale ∼ me (see, for instance, Figs. 3.9 and 3.10 in [8], which
would produce contributions that would be encoded in the coefficients A50 and V50 in the notation
of [67]). The second term encodes the corrections that are sensitive to the structure of the proton,
of these we only keep the leading logarithmic-dependent terms, as it is the only piece that is model
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independent.15 Their role is to cancel the scale dependence of the second order perturbation theory
computation in the EFT. One thing that has to be determined is the scale at which the divergence gets
regulated. Typically, it is assumed that it is regulated at some hadronic scale, i.e., Λ ∼ mπ or higher.
For instance, in [66], the inverse of the proton radius was taken. This is something that should be more
deeply investigated. In this respect, note that there are no meα

6 ln(1/α) corrections to the Lamb shift
if one considers the proton to be point-like. The effect in the energy shift is however small.

We now summarize the remaining O(meα
7) and O(meα

8) corrections:

E
(7)
n`j =

α

π

(Zα)6

n3

m3
r

m3
e

me(A
(`)
62 λ

2 + A
(n`j)
61 λ+G

(n`j)
SE (Zα))

+
α

π

(Zα)6

n3

m3
r

m3
e

me(V
(`)

61 λ+G
(n`j)
VP (Zα))

+
(α
π

)2 (Zα)5

n3

m3
r

m3
e

meB
(`)
50 +

me

M

α

π

(Zα)6

n3
me

m3
r

m3
e

(
2

3
λ2 +

∆RR

π
λ

)
δ`0

+
me

M

(Zα)7

πn3
me

(
D

(`)
72 λ

2 +D
(n`j)
71 λ

)
, (3.16)

and

E
(8)
n`j =

(α
π

)2 (Zα)6

n3
me(B

(n`)
63 λ3 +B

(n`)
62 λ2 +B

(n`)
61 λ+G

(n`j)
TPC (Zα))

+
(α
π

)3 (Zα)5

n3
meC

(n`)
50 . (3.17)

Note that in (3.16) there are no corrections of O(me(Zα)4α3), as they are all encoded in the Wilson
coefficients in (3.11). Actually, it is a general pattern that the corrections of order mr(Zα)4αn can be
encoded in EEFT

n`j , either from the ultrasoft O(α5) correction or from radiative corrections associated
with the hard scale (the mass of the electron) encoded in the Wilson coefficients. This discussion shows
that, at present, there are uncomputed O(mr(Zα)4α4) contributions to the Lamb shift. To obtain

those, one would need to compute c
(e)
D and c

(e)
F to O(α4). In Ref. [67], the estimated error associated

with these contributions was assumed to be(α
π

)4 (Zα)4

n3
me ∼

10 Hz

n3
. (3.18)

This estimate assumes that the coefficient multiplying this correction is of O(1).
In Eqs. (3.16) and (3.17), we follow the standard notation used in [67] (but also compare with [8]),

except for G
(n`j)
TPC (Zα), which we take from [13], and replaces Bnl

60. In the notation of these papers, D
functions come from relativistic recoil corrections, A’s from self energy, V ’s from vacuum polarization,
B’s from two-photon corrections and C’s from 3-photon corrections.16 The different terms of these
corrections read, λ=ln(me/(mr(Zα)2)),

A
(`)
62 = −δ`0, (3.19)

A
(n`j)
61 =

[
4Hn +

28

3
ln 2− 4 lnn− 601

180
− 77

45n2

]
δ`0+ (1− 1

n2
)(

2

15
+
δj 1

2

3
)δ`1+

8(3n2−`(`+1))(1−δ`0)

3n2`(4`2−1)(`+1)(2`+3)
,

(3.20)

15Contrary to [8, 67], we do not include the non-logarithmic rp-dependent contribution of order (Zα)6 as its computation
contains certain model dependence.

16Note that in the previously discussed mr(Zα)4αn corrections, all the effects encoded in the A, B, ... functions are
encoded in the Wilson coefficients of the effective theory.
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B
(`)
50 =−21.55447(13)δ`0 , (3.21)

B
(n`)
63 =− 8

27
δ`0 , (3.22)

B
(n`)
62 =

16

9

[71

60
− ln 2 + γ+ψ(n)−lnn− 1

n
+

1

4n2

]
δ`0+

4δ`1
27

n2−1

n2
, (3.23)

B
(n`)
61 =

[
413581

64800
+

4N(nS)

3
+

2027π2

864
− 616 ln 2

135
− 2π2 ln 2

3
+

40 ln2 2

9
+ ζ(3)

−43

36
+

709π2

3456
+

(
304

135
− 32 ln 2

9

)(
3

4
+ γ + ψ(n)− lnn− 1

n
+

1

4n2

)]
δ`0

+

[
4

3
N(nP ) +

n2 − 1

n2

(
467

810
− j

3
− 8

27
ln 2

)]
δ`1 , (3.24)

with ψ being the digamma function and N(n`) is the term generated by the Dirac delta correction to
the Bethe logarithm tabulated in [77],

D
(`)
72 = −11

60
δ`0 , (3.25)

and

V
(`)

61 = − 2

15
δ`0 . (3.26)

As we said, we follow the notation of [67], but these contributions can also be found in [8]. We give
here the relation of our equations to those of this last reference for ease of reference: (3.26) corresponds
to Eq. (3.66). (3.19) to the double log in Eq. (3.53). (3.20) to the sum of the single log in Eq. (3.53)

and (3.55). (3.25) is the recoil correction in Eq. (4.24). B
(n`)
50 has been computed numerically in [78].

Comparing to the results in [8], we find that (3.21) is the sum of Eqs. (3.41)-(3.43) and (3.46)-(3.48).
For the other coefficients the equivalence is the following: (3.22) is Eq. (3.75), (3.23) corresponds to
Eqs. (3.77), (3.78), (3.86) and (3.92), while (3.24) can be obtained from Eqs. (3.79), (3.80), (3.83), (3.87),

(3.88) and (3.93)-(3.94). To B
(n`)
61 in (3.24) we have also added the missing light-by-light contribution

computed in [79, 80]. The coefficients A61 and A60 (G
(n`j)
SE (0)), B62, B61 and B60 have been computed

in [79, 80, 81] in the context of NRQED. The values of G
(n`j)
SE (Zα) and G

(1)(n`j)
VP (Zα) of Eq. (3.16), are

discussed in Ref. [67], where one can find tabulated values (see also Refs. [82, 83, 81]). G
(1)(n`j)
TPC (Zα) is

discussed in [12, 13]. Note that their determinations formally obtain higher orders in α, including some
logarithms of O(mrα

8). Expanding in Zα,

G
(n`j)
SE (Zα) = A

(n`j)
60 + A

(n`j)
71 (Zα)λ+ · · · , (3.27)

G
(n`j)
VP (Zα) = V

(n`j)
60 + V

(n`j)
71 (Zα)λ+ · · · , (3.28)

G
(n`j)
TPC (Zα) = B

(n`j)
60 +B

(n`j)
71 (Zα)λ+ · · · , (3.29)

and, from Eqs. (3.97) and (3.100) in [8], one obtains

A
(n`j)
71 = π

(
139

64
− ln 2

)
δ`0, V

(n`j)
71 =

5π

96
δ`0. (3.30)

Values for A
(n`j)
60 can also be found in Table 3.4 of [8] and V60 is obtained from Eqs. (3.64), (3.68)

and (3.70) of this reference. It is worth noting that the difference between the all-order computation of

G
(n`j)
SE (Zα) and the expansion in (3.27) is ∼ 13 kHz for 1S hydrogen. The attitude towards this problem
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is to take the numerical determination as the correct one (assuming that the uncomputed terms would

make up for the difference). The claimed error of the numerical evaluation of G
(n`j)
SE (Zα) is enough for

nowadays required precision. G
(n`j)
TPC (Zα) is computed in [13] for the 1S state with an error of ∼ 7%. For

higher excitations, only B60 is computed numerically (with the additional light-by-light contribution
found in [80]), and the error quoted in [67] is of the order of 30%.

The function C
(n`)
50 in (3.17) is not well known. The value quoted in [67] corresponds to the partial

results found in [84] (they correspond to Eqs. (3.51)-(3.52) in [8]). A more recent and precise estimate
was obtained in [13] from where we take our result.

The values of D
(n`j)
71 have been recently calculated numerically in [85], where they also give an

estimate for D
(n`j)
70 . Other functions can be found in CODATA [67] and agree with [8].

The identification of Eqs. (3.16) and (3.17) with a computation in the effective theory is more
complicated, except for the analysis performed in [81]. One can also see that the coefficient B50 could
be associated with a hard contribution, and similarly for C50, though this coefficient is not known
completely. Other contributions can be thought of as combinations of perturbation theory of potentials
and ultrasoft loops. This is particularly so for those that have a nontrivial (different from δl0/n

3)
dependence on the quantum numbers of the state.

We now enumerate the dominant theoretical uncertainties to the fine-structure energy contributions
E

(fs)
n`j (a more detailed account can be found in Ref. [67]). The first comes from the error of the coefficient

G
(n`j)
TPC (B

(n`)
60 ), which leads to an error of order δ`0(0.7 kHz)/n3 for the 1S energy level and δ`0(2.0 kHz)/n3

for higher nS states (for other energy levels the error is smaller). The second comes from the uncertainty
in rp. For instance, a 1 per mille error in the determination of the proton radius produces a shift of
order δ`0(2.0 kHz)/n3 in the energy levels. The third comes from the coefficient C50 of Eq. (3.14), which,
following the computation in [13], yields −3.3(10.5)δ`0. This leads to an uncertainty of δ`0(0.3 kHz)/n3.
The fourth comes from uncomputed terms of order meα

7 ln 1/α × me
M

. Following [67, 66], the error
associated with this term is assumed to yield an uncertainty of order δ`0(0.7 kHz)/n3. An additional
uncertainty associated with D71 has now been resolved by Ref. [85] and does not need to be included.
All other uncertainties listed in Ref. [67] are more than one order of magnitude smaller.

Finally, it is worth emphasizing that the theoretical expressions collected in this review are different
with respect to those in Refs. [67, 66], as we neglect terms that may introduce some model dependence,
or that are of the same order as these. Numerically, the differences are irrelevant (of the order of 0.4
kHz, 0.02 kHz, and 0.002 kHz for 1S, 2S and 2P states), showing that this is a safer way to proceed.

3.3 Hydrogen hyperfine splitting

The hyperfine splitting of the ground state of hydrogen is one of the most accurate measurements made
by mankind [86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93] with the result

Eexp
hyd,HF(1S) = 1420.405751768(1) MHz , (3.31)

which we take from the average of Ref. [94].

Since then, there has been a continuous effort to derive this number from theory. The first five
digits of this number can be reproduced by the theory of an infinitely massive proton (except for the
1/M prefactor of the Fermi term incorporating the anomalous magnetic moment of the proton) and a
nonrelativistic lepton, systematically incorporating the relativistic corrections of the latter. A summary
of these pure QED computations can be found in Refs. [95, 94, 7, 67]. Particularly detailed is the account
of Refs. [7, 8], which we take for reference. Such computation has reached (partial) O(meα

8) precision
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and reads

δEQED
hyd,HF(1S) =

8m3
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3Mme
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(
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+

25187

8640
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− 9 ln 2
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− 4 ln 2
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5 ln 2
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96
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ln

1

(αZ)2
− 3.82(63)

]
+ Z3α2

[
17

8

]
+O(Z0α2)

}
, (3.32)

where mr = Mme/(M + me). c
(p)
F ≡ Z + κp = 2.792847356 and c

(e)
F = 1.00115965 (see Eq. (2.15)) are

the magnetic moments of the proton and electron respectively, which we take exactly, i.e., they include
the O(α) corrections. Besides those, there are pure QED recoil corrections of O

(
meα

6me
M

)
, computed

in Ref. [95] (we take Z = 1 in this expression):

δEQED,recoil
hyd,HF (1S) =

8m3
rα

6

3meM
c

(p)
F

me

M

[
κp

(
7

4
ln

1

2α
− ln 2 +

31

36

)
+ 2 ln

1

2α
− 6 ln 2 +

65

18

+
κp

κp + 1

(
−7

4
ln

1

2α
+ 4 ln 2− 31

8

)]
. (3.33)

On top of these, there are recoil corrections of higher orders, as well as corrections due to the hadronic
structure of the proton. Similarly to the discussion we had in previous sections for the Lamb shift
in regular hydrogen, it would be helpful to organize such computations/results using EFT techniques
designed for few-body atomic physics such as NRQED and potential NRQED, as these theories profit
from the hierarchy of scales that we have in the problem. Nevertheless, this has not yet been done.
What has been done already is to relate this result with the Wilson coefficients that appear in NRQED.
This was done in [96]. The result can be summarized in the following expression

Eexp
hyd,HF(1S) = δEQED

hyd,HF(1S) + δEQED,recoil
hyd,HF (1S) (3.34)

+
4m3

rα
3

πM2

(
cpe4 − α

(
M

me

δc
pe,(−1)
4 +

2

3
π

(
2c

(p)
F +

7

4
κ2
p

)
ln
me

ν
+ δKhard

))
+O(mα8,mα7me

M
) ,

where the second line is the contribution associated with the TPE correction minus its point-like con-
tributions that are already included in the first line of Eq. (3.34) (see [96] for details).

The comparison of this theoretical result with the experimental number allows to determine (a
specific part of) the Wilson coefficient of the four-fermion operator of the NRQED Lagrangian (a
preliminary number was already obtained in Refs. [15, 97] (see also [38])), which we name c̄pe4,TPE:

c̄pe4,TPE ≡ cpe4 − α3

(
M

me

δc
pe,(−1)
4 +

2

3
π

(
2c

(p)
F +

7

4
κ2
p

)
ln
me

ν
+ δKhard

)
(3.35)

= cpe4,TPE + α3[Kpe − δKhard] +O(α4, α
me

M
) .

It differs from cpe4,TPE by O(α3) effects (note that cpe4,TPE is of order α2).
Alternatively, one can determine this Wilson coefficient using dispersion relations. See the discussion

in Sec. 5.6.
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3.4 Muonic hydrogen hyperfine splitting

The EFT for the muonic hydrogen hyperfine splitting is again pNRQED(µp) (see Sec 2.8.1). The
computation in the EFT was done in [96]. Similarly to muonic hydrogen Lamb shift, several of the
computations were made before and a summary of these results for the 2S hyperfine can be found in
[98] (see also [99]). Similarly to the previous section, we define17

c̄pµ4,TPE ≡ cpµ4 − α3

(
M

mµ

δc
pµ,(−1)
4 +

2

3
π

(
2c

(p)
F +

7

4
κ2
p

)
ln
mµ

ν
+ δKhard

)
(3.36)

= cpµ4,TPE + α3[Kpµ − δKhard] +O(α4, α3mµ

M
) ,

δĒTPE
pµ,HF(nS) =

4m3
rα

3

n3πM2
c̄pµ4,TPE . (3.37)

With these definitions, the 1S hyperfine splitting energy shift reads

Eth
pµ,HF(1S) = 183.788(7) meV + (1 + 0.0040)δĒTPE

pµ,HF(1S) , (3.38)

where the error in the first term is the expected size of the O(mµα
6) uncomputed corrections (either

related to the electron vacuum polarization effects or to higher-order recoil corrections).
For the 2S hyperfine splitting energy shift, one has

Eth
pµ,HF(2S) = 22.9579(8) meV + (1 + 0.0033)δĒTPE

pµ,HF(2S) , (3.39)

where, again, the error in the first term is the expected size of the O(mµα
6) uncomputed corrections

(either related to the electron vacuum polarization effects or to higher-order recoil corrections).

4 Observables. Low-Q2 limits of lepton-proton scattering

In this section, we describe low-momentum transfer limits of the elastic lepton-proton scattering (Q2 �
m2
µ, m

2
π). We obtain expressions valid in the lepton nonrelativistic limit:

β =

√
E2 −m2

li

E
=
|k|
E
� 1. (4.1)

In this limit, the lepton-proton cross section can be written in terms of the same Wilson coefficients
that appear in (muonic) hydrogen spectroscopy. This allows for a smooth and controlled connection
with spectroscopy analyses. To cover the kinematic range of modern electron-proton and muon-proton
scattering experiments, we relax the condition of nonrelativistic leptons: β � 1. We reproduce known
results for point-particle contributions and extend them to a general kinematic setup.

4.1 Nonrelativistic lepton(muon)-proton scattering

We consider first the kinematics of the elastic scattering of a lepton on the proton (nucleus) target at
rest, which defines the laboratory frame: p = (M, 0), k = (E,k), p′ = (E ′p,k−k′), k′ = (E ′,k′), and the
lepton scattering angle is θlab. The lepton-proton scattering cross section at tree level is conveniently
expressed as (

dσ1γ

dΩ

)
point−like

≡
(
dσ0

dΩ

)
=

2Mα2

Q2

|k′|
|k|

ε

1− εT

1 + τp
ε

M + E − E ′ |k||k′| cos θlab

, (4.2)

17Kpµ includes all physical effects associated with the chiral and higher scales, except for those we explicitly subtract
from point-like computations at the muon mass scale. This is different for Kpe, which incorporates all the corrections
generated by the chiral scale.
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with kinematic variables

εT =
ν2 −M4τp(1 + τp)(1 + 2ε0)

ν2 +M4τp(1 + τp)(1− 2ε0)
, ε = εT + ε0(1− εT) , ε0 =

2m2
µ

Q2
, τp =

Q2

4M2
,

(4.3)
crossing symmetric variable ν = 1

4
(p+ p′) · (k+ k′) = ME−Q2/4, and the squared momentum transfer

Q2 = −(p′− p)2. This equation accounts correctly for all relativistic and recoil corrections at tree level.
In the static limit of the proton, M → ∞, we obtain the Mott cross section σMott (see, for instance,
[100, 101]) (

dσ0

dΩ

)
M→∞

=
dσMott

dΩ
=

α2

4k2β2 sin4 θlab
2

(
1− β2 sin2 θlab

2

)
, (4.4)

with the relativistic lepton velocity β in Eq. (4.1). The traditional Mott result corresponds to the scat-
tering of the relativistic lepton on the infinitely heavy source of a Coulomb field. In the nonrelativistic
limit of the lepton, β → 0, we obtain the traditional Rutherford formula.

The dominant (not suppressed by powers of α) structure effects of the spin-1/2 baryon are accounted
for by introducing the Sachs electric and magnetic form factors GE and GM defined in Sec. 2.7.1 in the
differential cross section as [102, 103](

dσ1γ

dΩ

)
Sachs

=
2Mα2

Q2

|k′|
|k|

ε

1− εT

G2
E + τp

ε
G2
M

M + E − E ′ |k||k′| cos θlab

=
dσ0

dΩ

1

1 + τp

(
G2
E +

τp
ε
G2
M

)
. (4.5)

To reproduce the point-like particle result of Eq. (4.2), one has to make the replacement GE → 1 and
GM → 1.

We now consider the incorporation of O(α) corrections. Some of them are already encoded in the
Sachs form factors. This makes Eq. (4.5) to be ill-defined because of the infrared divergences of the
proton and/or muon vertices. Such divergences are regulated by the real emission of soft photons
from the proton known as soft bremsstrahlung with photons of energy below ∆E. In other words, the
observable of µp→ µp scattering is actually (see, for instance, the discussion in [101, 36]):(

dσ

dΩ

)
measured

=
dσ

dΩ
(p→ p′) +

dσ

dΩ
(p→ p′ + γ(kγ < ∆E)). (4.6)

In the following, we provide the low-momentum transfer expansion, Q2 � m2
µ, of the complete

set of O(α) corrections. This means that we will restrict the discussion to the kinematic situation

when τp � 1 and τµ = Q2

4m2
µ
� 1. For masses of the muon and proton, τµ � τp. One can neglect

the proton-line contributions with this counting. However, we keep both parameters on the equal
footing for generality. To smoothly connect with spectroscopy, we also constrain β � 1 (in other words
|p|2/m2

µ � 1). Irrespective of the kinematics, we split the different contributions to the cross section
to O(α) in the following way:(
dσ

dΩ

)
measured

= Z2

(
dσ1γ

dΩ

)
point−like

+
dσMott

dΩ

[
δ

(p)
soft + Z2

(
δ

(µ)
soft + δVP

)
+ Z3

(
δ

(pµ)
soft + δTPE

)
+O(α2) +O(τ 2)

]
.

(4.7)

In order to include the electron vacuum polarization correction, we make the replacement [104, 105]:

α→ α

1− α
π

(
1
3

ln
(
Q2

m2
e

)
− 5

9

) ' α

(
1 +

α

π

(
1

3
ln

(
Q2

m2
e

)
− 5

9

))
, (4.8)

32



in the first term of Eq. (4.7) (this neglects subleading effects in the electron mass assuming Q2 � m2
e,

which is a good approximation for modern experiments). In the nonrelativistic limit, the different terms
in Eq. (4.7) read

δ
(p)
soft = τp

[
β2
(
c

(p) 2
F − Z2

)
− Z

(
c

(p)MS
D (ν)− Z

)
+

4

3

Z4α

π

(
2 ln

2∆E

ν
− 5

3

)]
, (4.9)

δ
(µ)
soft −→

β→0
τµ

[
β2
(
c

(µ) 2
F − 1

)
−
(
c

(µ)MS
D (ν)− 1

)
+

4

3

α

π

(
2 ln

2∆E

ν
− 5

3

)]
. (4.10)

This computation has been done using NRQED(µp) (see Sec. 2.1). Note that, for simplicity, in these
two terms we have incorporated the contribution associated with the vertex correction, which in the
language of effective theory corresponds to a “hard” contribution, and it is incorporated in the Wilson
coefficients of the proton and muon. These Wilson coefficients have been computed using dimensional
regularization and renormalized in the MS scheme. This is the same way in which we have done the
computation of the soft diagrams drawn in Fig. 5. Some details of such computation are given in
Appendix A.

Figure 5: Leading-order soft diagrams contributing to δ
(p)
soft (upper figure) and to δ

(µ)
soft (lower figure).

The interference term δ
(pµ)
soft in Eq. (4.7) is obtained from the computation of the diagrams drawn in

Fig. 6. It is given in the limit β → 0 by

δ
(pµ)
soft −→

β→0

4

3

α

π

Q2

Mmµ

[
ln

2∆E

ν
− 5

6

]
. (4.11)

The explicit expression for the vacuum polarization correction, beyond the electron vacuum polar-
ization of Eq. (4.8), reads as

δVP = 32τµ

[
d

(µ)
2 +

m2
µ

M2
d2 +

m2
µ

m2
τ

d
(τ)
2

]
. (4.12)

Note that d2 also includes the hadronic vacuum polarization, see Eq. (2.4). We illustrate the diagram-
matic representation of such contribution in Fig. 7.

For the determination of the TPE contributions, we consider first the case of two point-like spin-1/2
particles,18 which we draw in Fig. 8. In the β � 1 limit, the leading terms in the Q2-expansion of the

18For a complete expression of the TPE correction, see the original references [106, 107].
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Figure 6: Leading-order soft diagrams contributing to δ
(pµ)
soft .

TPE correction read

δpoint−like
TPE −→

β→0

α

π

(
π2

(
Q

2mr

− Q2

4m2
rβ

)
+

7

3

Q2

Mmµ

ln
ν

Q
− Q2

M2 −m2
µ

(
mµ

M
ln
M

ν
− M

mµ

ln
mµ

ν

))
, (4.13)

with the reduced mass mr = Mmµ/ (M +mµ). The first two terms of this expression correspond to the
β � 1 limit of the well-known Feshbach term [108] obtained for the scattering in the static Coulomb
field, i.e., when M →∞:

δF = παβ
sin θlab

2
(1− sin θlab

2
)

1− β2 sin2 θlab
2

= πα
Q

2E

1− Q
2|k|

1− Q2

4E2

−→
Q2→0

πα

(
Q

2E
− Q2

4βE2

)
−→
β→0

πα

(
Q

2mµ

− Q2

4mµ|k|

)
.

(4.14)
In the language of nonrelativistic EFTs, this term corresponds to a potential loop. Indeed, δTPE could
be split into potential, soft and hard contributions (even if it has not been computed in this way):

δpoint−like
TPE = δpot + δsoft + δpoint−like

hard . (4.15)

The eventual advantage of doing this splitting is that one can deal with one scale at a time. Moreover,
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Figure 7: Symbolic diagrammatic representation of δVP.

the nonperturbative dynamics gets encoded in the hard term. The different terms would then read

δpot = δF, (4.16)

δsoft =
α

π

Q2

6Mmµ

(
14 ln

ν

Q
− 1

)
, (4.17)

δpoint−like
hard = − Q2

2Mmµ

ds(ν)

πα
. (4.18)

Q2 terms can be absorbed into the Wilson coefficient ds(ν), where ds(ν) refers to the point-like contri-
bution of Eq. (2.77).

Figure 8: TPE contributions for point-like particles.

Including hadronic TPE effects, only the hard term changes, which now reads

δpoint−like
hard −→ δhard = − Q2

2Mmµ

[
ds(ν)

πα
− mµ

M

chad
3

πα

]
. (4.19)

The expression above has correct relativistic and recoil terms at orders Q,Q2 lnQ2 and Q2 for targets
with structure. As before, Q2 terms can be absorbed into the Wilson coefficients ds(ν) and chad

3 , where
chad

3 is dominated by modes with energy of order mπ. The determination of this contribution can be
found in [38] for muonic hydrogen, and here in Eq. (5.13) for regular hydrogen.

These results could be obtained from diagrammatic computations of the EFTs presented in Sec. 2.1
and Sec. 2.8. In particular, note that all the hadronic corrections that we have considered appear in
the same combination as in Dhad

d , as it should be (see Eq. (2.90)). Therefore, the hadronic corrections
are the same as in muonic hydrogen spectroscopy.

Finally, we can perform the same analysis for the scattering of a nonrelativistic proton and a non-
relativistic electron. The computation is identical. We have to eliminate all contributions associated
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with the electron in the previous computation first, we then replace the muon by the electron, and then
reintroduce the vacuum polarization of the muon in Eq. (4.12). Again, all hadronic corrections appear
in the same combination as in Dhad

d , as it should be (see Eq. (2.90)). Therefore, the hadronic corrections
are the same as in regular hydrogen spectroscopy. We can also relate these Wilson coefficients with
the Wilson coefficients that appear in the muon-proton sector. The Wilson coefficients of LN have the
same hadronic content in both regular and muonic hydrogen. Therefore, up to terms dependent on
the mass of the lepton (which are suppressed by powers of α), they yield the same proton radius. The
hadronic vacuum polarization effects are also equal in both theories (with the same caveat as before).
Note, on the other hand, that the TPE is different, it depends on the mass of the lepton at the leading
non-vanishing order in α.

4.2 Relativistic lepton(muon)-proton scattering

The results of the previous section provide a rigorous connection between the non-perturbative effects
that appear in spectroscopy and those that appear in lepton-proton scattering. Unfortunately, such
kinematic situation is not fulfilled by the experimental setup of forthcoming muon-proton scattering
experiments. For the MUSE experiment [33], the three-momentum of the incoming muon is of the
order of muon mass, 115-210 MeV, and it will probe the momentum transfer region Q2 = 0.0016 −
0.08 GeV2. Therefore, in this situation, the lepton has to be treated relativistically. In the case of
the COMPASS++/AMBER experiment [35], the lepton is ultrarelativistic (β ' 1), since the energy
of the incoming lepton changes in the range 50-200 GeV and the transfer momentum will reach Q2 =
0.001 − 0.02 GeV2. For the general kinematics of the MUSE experiment, the use of HBET applied to
the muon-proton sector, as worked out in [15, 11], could be appropriate (see Sec. 2.3). The reason is
that the pion mass scale is of the order of the incoming energy of the lepton, and of the order of Q2.
Note that this is a problem for the attempts to construct an EFT for the MUSE experiment made in
[109, 110], where the pion particle, and other close-by degrees of freedom, are not incorporated in the
Lagrangian.

We may consider a specific kinematic setup of the MUSE experiment and assume that, in such
corner, τµ � 1 but still keeping the muon relativistic. This kinematic regime is closer to the one
considered in the previous section. In the kinematic regime where τp and τµ are small, we can always
keep the linear powers in these parameters and neglect those that are of generic order τ 2. In this
particular kinematic setup, the only open channel is the elastic process. This means that the relevant
effective theory can be written in terms of the proton and the lepton, even if the lepton needs to be
treated relativistically. In principle, one would think that keeping τµ � 1 would guarantee that all
hadronic effects should appear as Wilson coefficients of the appropriate effective theory, as there are no
dynamical hadronic degrees of freedom as asymptotic states. Nevertheless, one cannot simply elliminate
the pion while keeping the lepton relativistic. Since E is still kept dynamical, there is entanglement
with the pion mass. At present, there is no effective theory that profits from the constraint τµ � 1.
We have discussed possible (to-be-constructed) effective theories that could describe such kinematic
regime efficiently in Secs. 2.4 and 2.5. Irrespectively of the construction of the effective theory, it
is worth seeing what is known at present. Several terms can be computed with arbitrary β without
further complications. The corrections corresponding to the real radiation for a general β can be found
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in [36, 111, 112, 113, 114]. They read

δ
(p)
soft = τp

[
β2
(
c

(p) 2
F − Z2

)
− Z

(
c

(p)MS
D (ν)− Z

)
+

4

3

Z4α

π

(
2 ln

2∆E

ν
− 5

3

)]
, (4.20)

δ
(µ)
soft = τµ

[
β2
(
c

(µ) 2
F − 1

)
−
(
c

(µ)MS
D (ν)− 1

)
+

4

3

α

π

(
2 ln

2∆E

ν
+

1

2β2

(
1− 1 + 3β2

2β
ln

1 + β

1− β

))]
,

(4.21)

δ
(pµ)
soft =

α

π

Q2

MEβ2

[
2

(
1− 1− β2

2β
ln

1 + β

1− β

)
ln

2∆E

ν
− 2 +

1− β2

4β

(
ln2 1 + β

1− β
+ 4Li2

2β

1 + β

)]
. (4.22)

These equations have been obtained in the limit τµ = Q2/m2
µ, τp = Q2/M2 � 1 keeping β arbitrary

otherwise (in particular, E could be much larger than Q). In the nonrelativistic limit β → 0, the results
of the previous section are recovered. In particular, in the nonrelativistic limit for the muon (β → 0),

Eq. (4.21) reduces to Eq. (4.9) for δ
(µ)
soft. Proton structure effects do not show up at this level of precision

in δ
(µ)
soft or in δ

(pµ)
soft . Note also that c

(µ)MS
D (ν) and c

(µ)
F include O(α) radiative corrections. We choose to

rewrite them in this way to make the connection with the previous section smooth, but it should be
kept in mind that the computation is not performed with an effective theory with nonrelativistic muons
and its corresponding Wilson coefficients.

The TPE correction is more complicated. To simplify the problem, we first consider the point-like
contribution. The QED limit of TPE in Eq. (4.7) for the scattering of two spin-1/2 particles with
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masses M and mµ is given by19

δpoint−like
TPE =

α

π

(
π2M +mµ

2M

Q

E
+ 2

(
ln ρ

β
− ln ρ′

β′

)
ln
Q2

ν2
+

Q2

2ME
ln

Q2

Mmµ

+
Q2

2

(
β ln ρ

s
− β′ ln ρ′

u

))
+
α

π

(
1 +

mµ

M
+
M

mµ

)
Q2

4|k|2 − s Q2

M2

(
π2M + 2mµ

2M

Q

M
+
Q2

M2

(
3

2
ln

Q2

Mmµ

− 1

4
ln
m2
µ

M2
− 3

))
+
α

π

Q2

M2

(
1 +

mµ

M
+
M

mµ

)
Q2

4|k|2 − s Q2

M2

(
3s−M2 +m2

µ

)
f (Q2)−

(
3u−M2 +m2

µ

)
f ′ (Q2)

8Mmµ

+
α

π

Q2

ME

(
sf (Q2)− uf ′ (Q2)

4ME
+
M4 −m2

µ

4su
ln
m2
µ

M2
− 2

)
, (4.27)

with the following definitions:

f
(
Q2
)

=
1

β

(
ln ρ ln

Q2

Mmµ

+
1

2
ln
ρmµ

M
ln
ρM

mµ

+ 2 ln
1 + β

2β
ln ρ− Li2(ρ2)− π2

3

)
− 1

β
Re

(
Li2

(
1 +

ρmµ

M

)
+ Li2

(
1 +

ρM

mµ

))
, (4.28)

f ′
(
Q2
)

=
1

β′

(
ln ρ′ ln

Q2

Mmµ

+
1

2
ln
ρ′mµ

M
ln
ρ′M

mµ

+ 2 ln
1 + β′

2β′
ln ρ′ − Li2

(
ρ′2
)

+
π2

6

)
− 1

β′

(
Li2

(
1− ρ′mµ

M

)
+ Li2

(
1− ρ′M

mµ

))
, (4.29)

ρ =

√
1− β
1 + β

, ρ′ =

√
1− β′
1 + β′

, (4.30)

Mandelstam invariants s = M2 + m2
µ + 2ME, u = 2M2 + 2m2

µ − s + Q2, and the final lepton velocity

19With an additional condition τµ � β2E2/s, the QED Q2 → 0 limit has a much simpler form [115]

δpoint−likeTPE =
α

π

(
π2M +mµ

2M

Q

E
+

2Q2

MEβ2

(
1− 1− β2

2β
ln

1 + β

1− β

)
ln
ν

Q
+

Q2

2ME

(
1− 1

β
ln

1 + β

1− β

)
ln

Q2

Mmµ

)
+
α

π

Q2

ME
K, (4.23)

with the constant term K:

K =
M2 +m2

µ

4ME

1

β

(
Li2

(
1− mµ

M
ρ
)

+ Li2

(
1− M

mµ
ρ

)
− Li2

(
1 +

mµ

M
ρ
)
− Li2

(
1 +

M

mµ
ρ

)
− π2

2

)
− 1

2β

(
Li2

(
1− mµ

M
ρ
)

+ Li2

(
1− M

mµ
ρ

)
+ Li2

(
1 +

mµ

M
ρ
)

+ Li2

(
1 +

M

mµ
ρ

)
+ ln2 mµ

M
+
π2

6

)

− 1

β

(
Li2

1− β
1 + β

+ ln
1 + β

2β
ln

1 + β

1− β
− 1

8
ln2 1 + β

1− β

)
+
βM2m2

µ ln 1+β
1−β +

(1−β2)(M4−m4
µ)

2 ln
mµ
M

(M2 −m2
µ)2 − β2(M2 +m2

µ)2
− 2, (4.24)

ρ =

√
1− β
1 + β

. (4.25)

In the nonrelativistic limit, the constant K is given by

K −→
β→0
−π

2Mmµ

4m2
rβ

+
1

2

M2 +m2
µ

M2 −m2
µ

ln
mµ

M
. (4.26)
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β′. In the heavy-proton limit, the corresponding expression is given by

δpoint−like
TPE −→

M→∞

α

π

(
π2M +mµ

2M

Q

E
− π2 Q2

4βE2
+

2Q2

MEβ2

(
1− 1− β2

2β
ln

1 + β

1− β

)
ln
ν

Q

+
Q2

2ME

(
1− 1

β
ln

1 + β

1− β

)
ln

Q2

Mmµ

)
+
α

π

Q2

2ME

(
ln
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M
− 4
)

+
α

π

Q2

4|k|2 −Q2

(
π2M + 3mµ

M

Q

2mµ

− π2M +mµ

M

Q2

4βm2
µ

+
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Mmµ

(
3

2
ln

Q2

Mmµ

− 1

4
ln
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− α

π

(
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M

Q2
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+

Q2

4|k|2 −Q2
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Mmµ

)
1

2β

(
ρ
(

1− ln
ρmµ

M

)
− 1

ρ

(
1 + ln

ρM
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+
α

π

Q2

ME

(
1

4
ln
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µ
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− 2− 1

β

(
− ln2 ρ+ 2 ln ρ ln

2β

1 + β
+ ln ρ ln
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M
+ Li2

(
ρ2
)

+
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3
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.

(4.31)

The leading term represents the Feshbach correction of Eq. (4.14) and can be expressed as

δpoint−like
TPE −→

M→∞
απ

Q
2E

1 + Q
2|k|

. (4.32)

The expressions above have correct relativistic and recoil terms at orders Q and Q2 lnQ2 for targets
with structure. The Q2 term contains structure effects and contributions from magnetization of the
proton, as well as from all inelastic intermediate states. It can be written as [116, 103, 115, 117]

δstr
TPE =

f 2γ
+ (E)

e2

Q2

2ME
, (4.33)

where the forward unpolarized amplitude f 2γ
+ (E) is evaluated over the kinematic coverage of the proton

Dirac and Pauli form factors and the unpolarized proton structure functions defined in Sec. 2.7.2 and
can be expressed as [116, 117]

f 2γ
+ (E) = −4α2

M2

∫
id4q

π2

M2 (k · q)2 (2S1 − S2) + q2
(
M2m2S1 − (k · p)2 S2

)
+ 2 (k · p) (k · q) (p · q) S2(

q4 − 4 (k · q)2) (q2)2
.

(4.34)
Note that in the structure functions S1 and S2, one subtracts the point-like contribution.

In the lepton nonrelativistic limit, f+ reproduces the Wilson coefficient chad
3 described above:

f 2γ
+ (E = mµ) = 4

mµ

M
chad

3 . (4.35)

It would be interesting to derive δstr
TPE from the suitable effective theory. We emphasize that it is in this,

four-fermion part, where there are differences with respect to the spectroscopy computation, whereas
the bilinear part (where the proton radius is) remains the same.

4.3 Ultrarelativistic lepton(electron)-proton scattering

We now repeat the discussion of the previous section replacing the scattered lepton from muon to
electron. In this case, we have an opposite relation between the scale of momentum transfer and the
lepton mass. We kept Q2 � m2

µ in the previous section, whereas now we are in the opposite situation:
Q2 � m2

e (but still keeping Q2 � m2
µ, m2

π). Electrons are typically ultrarelativistic in electron-
proton scattering experiments. For instance, high-statistics Mainz data [118, 105] was taken with beam
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energies between 180 and 855 MeV covering the momentum transfer range Q2 = 0.004 − 1 GeV2,
while the recent PRad experiment at JLab [119] was performed at beam energies 1.1 and 2.2 GeV
covering Q2 = 0.00021 − 0.06 GeV2. Two other experiments are going to perform measurements at
lower beam energies: 30− 70 MeV with Q2 = 10−5 − 3× 10−4 GeV2 by ProRad experiment [120, 121],
and 20 − 60 MeV with Q2 = 0.0003 − 0.008 GeV2 by ULQ2 experiment at Tohoku University [122].
Nevertheless, we still can profit from several results obtained in the previous sections. The point-like
result of Eq. (4.2) is the same and can be simplified noting that ε0 → 0, ε→ εT as

ε→ εT →
ν2 −M4τp(1 + τp)

ν2 +M4τp(1 + τp)
=

1

1 + 2(1 + τp) tan2 θlab
2

, (4.36)

where the same substitution applies also after the inclusion of the proton form factors as in Eq. (4.5).
Similarly to Sec. 4.1, we organize the cross section and all O(α) corrections in the following way:(
dσ

dΩ

)
measured

= Z2

(
dσ1γ

dΩ

)
point−like

+
dσMott

dΩ

[
δ

(p)
soft + Z2

(
δ

(e)
soft + δVP + δ

(e)
vert

)
+ Z3

(
δ

(pe)
soft + δTPE

)
+O(α2, τ 2

p )
]
.

(4.37)

The structure of the O(α) corrections is similar to the one before, though in some cases the explicit
expressions are quite different since now we take the lepton to be ultrarelativistic.

To include the electron vacuum polarization correction, we also make the replacement of Eq. (4.8)
in the first term of Eq. (4.37). The vacuum polarization correction from heavier particles, δVP, is the
same as in the muon-proton scattering, i.e., it is given by Eq. (4.12).

The vertex correction on the proton side δ
(p)
soft can be obtained from Eq. (4.21), replacing the muon

by the electron and taking the ultrarelativistic limit β → 1 for the electron:

δ
(p)
soft = τp

[(
c

(p) 2
F − Z2

)
− Z

(
c

(p)MS
D (ν)− Z

)
+

4

3

Z4α

π

(
2 ln

2∆E

ν
− 5

3

)]
. (4.38)

The QED vertex correction on the electron side in the limit Q2 � m2
e cannot be described by

the Wilson coefficients of the nonrelativistic theory as in Eq. (4.21). It is now given by the following
expression [36, 105, 114]:

δ
(e)
vert =

α

π

[
2

(
ln
Q2

m2
e

− 1

)
ln

ν

me

− 1

2
ln2 Q

2

m2
e

+
3

2
ln
Q2

m2
e

− 2 +
π2

6

]
, (4.39)

while the radiation of soft photons from the electron line δ
(e)
soft is described by

δ
(e)
soft =

α

π

[
2

(
ln
Q2

m2
e

− 1

)
ln

(
2∆E

ν

)
+ f

(
E,Q2

)]
, (4.40)

where

f
(
E,Q2

)
=

(
1− ln

2E

me

)
ln

2E

me

+

(
1− ln

2E ′

me

)
ln

2E ′

me

− Li2

(
1− 4EE ′

Q2

)
− π2

3
, E ′ = E − Q2

2M
,

(4.41)
up to terms suppressed by powers of the mass of the electron. If we further take the limits Q2/M2 � 1
and Q2/E2 � 1, we obtain the following leading expressions:

δ
(e)
soft =

α

π

[
2

(
ln
Q2

m2
e

− 1

)
ln

(
∆E

E

me

ν

)
+

1

2
ln2 Q

2

m2
e

− π2

6
+

Q2

2ME

(
ln
Q2

m2
e

+
M

E
ln

Q

2E
+
M

2E
− 1

)]
,

(4.42)
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δ
(pe)
soft = 2

α

π

[
Q2

ME
ln

2∆E

ν
− Q2

ME

]
. (4.43)

Note that all these results for soft-photon emission are independent of the proton structure.
For the determination of the TPE contribution, it is convenient to consider first the case of two

point-like spin-1/2 particles. The low momentum transfer limit of the TPE correction in the scattering
of two point-like spin-1/2 particles with mass M and vanishing mass me, i.e., Q2 � m2

e, is given
by [123, 124, 125]

δpoint−like
TPE =

α

π

(
π2 Q

2E
+ 2

Q2

ME
ln
ν

Q
+

Q2

ME

(
1 + ln

Q

2E

)
ln

Q

2E
+

Q2

ME
Ke

)
, (4.44)

with the constant term Ke:

Ke = −1

2

(
ln2 2E

M
+

(
1− M

2E

)
Li2

(
1− M

2E

)
+

(
1 +

M

2E

)
Li2

(
1 +

M

2E

))
+

2E2 +M2

4E2 −M2
ln

2E

M
+
π2

12

(
1− 3M

2E

)
− 1. (4.45)

When the heavy proton limit is considered, Ke describes the exchange of Coulomb photons only

Ke −→
M→∞

−π
2

4

M

E
. (4.46)

The expressions above have correct coefficients at orders Q,Q2 ln2Q2 for targets with structure. Note
that we could also reproduce the vertex corrections, radiation of soft photons and infrared pieces of
the TPE term by taking the low-Q2 limit of expressions from [36], where the author formulates the
computation of the radiative corrections in a SCET approach.

Inelastic intermediate states contribute to Q2 lnQ term as well [123, 125, 126]. This correction,
δinel

TPE, is expressed as the photon energy Eγ integral over the total photoabsorption cross section on the
proton σT (Eγ):

δinel
TPE = C (E)

Q2

ME
ln

Q

2E
,

C (E) =
ME

2π3

∞∫
mπ+

m2
π

2M

dEγ
Eγ

(
Eγ
E
− Eγ

E
ln

∣∣∣∣∣1− E2

E2
γ

∣∣∣∣∣+

(
1 +

E2
γ

2E2

)
ln

∣∣∣∣∣E − EγE + Eγ

∣∣∣∣∣
)
σT (Eγ) , (4.47)

starting from the pion production threshold. To obtain the resulting correction up to Q2 lnQ terms,
δinel

TPE should be added to δpoint−like
TPE in Eq. (4.37), i.e., δTPE = δpoint−like

TPE + δinel
TPE +O(τp).

5 Determination of the low-energy constants

In the previous sections, we have given theoretical expressions for the Lamb shift in regular and muonic
hydrogen. We have also given theoretical expressions for the electron-proton and muon-proton elastic
scattering in some specific kinematic situations. In these theoretical expressions, the nonperturbative
physics associated with hadronic scales is encoded in coefficients that can be related to Wilson coeffi-
cients of the appropriate EFT. Later, expressions valid in kinematic configurations realizable in modern
or near-future elastic lepton-proton scattering experiments (not directly obtained from EFTs) were
derived. We now review some determinations of the proton radius (but we also briefly discuss other
Wilson coefficients). The relative precision of these determinations of the proton radius is of order α.

41



As a matter of principle, it should be possible to derive these Wilson coefficients directly from QCD.
Thus, they should be pure functions of the light quark masses and ΛQCD. Nevertheless, at present, it is
not possible to obtain accurate numbers for them from first-principle computations. Numerical lattice
simulations of QCD, though rapidly evolving, are still in their early stages, and produce numbers with
large errors for these Wilson coefficients. We show a set of recent determinations of the electromagnetic
proton radius in Fig. 9, and in Fig. 10 for the magnetic proton radius squared, 〈r2

M〉. Note that some of
these determinations are not genuine determinations of the electromagnetic proton radius, since they
only compute the isovector part, and take the isoscalar part from the experiment to produce predictions
for the proton radii. They also suffer (with the exception of [127]) from the same problems that direct
fits to elastic electron-proton data: one has to perform extrapolations to Q2 → 0, which is one of the
main sources of (uncontrolled) uncertainty in these analyses (see the discussion in forthcoming sec-
tions). Another issue that limits the accuracy of present lattice determinations, in comparison with the
determinations below, is that these lattice determinations of the proton radius do not incorporate O(α)
corrections. Therefore, they cannot compete, at present, with the precision of theoretical expressions
one has for spectroscopy and lepton-proton scattering.

0.70 0.75 0.80 0.85

Figure 9: Values of rp in units of fm obtained from recent lattice simulations in comparison with
the determinations from muonic hydrogen (in blue). Following historical order, we have (errors are
combined errors in quadrature when necessary): PACS’18 rp = 0.766(35) fm [128] (Erratum); ETMC’18
rp = 0.742(21) fm, and ETMC’20 rp = 0.774(32) fm [129, 127]; PNDME’20 rp = 0.69(5) fm [130];
CLS’21 rp = 0.827(20) fm [131]; and NME’21 rp = 0.86(13) fm [132]. In the case of [130, 131, 132],

we obtain the proton radius by combination of the isovector result, 〈r2〉(v)
E , with the experimental

measurement for the neutron radius 〈r2〉(n)
E = −0.1161(22) fm [133] so that 〈r2〉E = 〈r2〉(v)

E + 〈r2〉(n)
E .

We compare to the values obtained in muonic hydrogen from an EFT analysis rp = 0.8413(15) fm [61]
(orange point) and the CREMA determination rp = 0.84087(39) fm [2] (red point), and to the averaged
value reported by CODATA06 rp = 0.8768(69) fm [3] (black point).

5.1 Chiral perturbation theory

Once one is giving up direct QCD computations, the next most rigorous approach is to compute the
Wilson coefficients using chiral perturbation theory. Nevertheless, the accuracy one can reach within
this framework is limited. It can only predict the nonanalytic dependence in the light-quark masses
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(and the nonanalytic dependence in Nc, the number of colors, if working in the large Nc limit). For
the case of the electric proton charge radius, the leading contribution is the chiral logarithm, but the
constant term cannot be fixed by the theory. Therefore, chiral perturbation theory alone can only give
the order of magnitude of the proton radius. For other radii, the situation is potentially better. If we
are below the two-pion production threshold in the t channel, the form factors are analytic functions in
Q2. Therefore, the series is convergent and truncating the series by a polynomial is not a problem if the
error of the unknown coefficients can be estimated. The high-order coefficients of the Taylor expansion
are determined (with relative) higher and higher accuracy by the first singularity closest to the origin
(this is due to a theorem in complex variable by Darboux (1878)). The leading scaling in the pion mass
of these radii is the following (we remind that ∆ = M∆ −M):

〈r2k〉E ∼
1

F 2
π

1

m2k−2
π

[
1 +O

(mπ

∆

)]
, (5.1)

〈r2k〉M ∼
M

F 2
π

1

m2k−1
π

[
1 +O

(mπ

∆

)]
, (5.2)

up to single logarithms.
In Fig. 10, and in Table 1, we give the values of these radii as predicted by pure chiral perturbation

theory, and after including the contributions associated with the Delta particle (which can be motivated
by a large Nc analysis). In order to estimate the error, the following scaling was taken [38]: mπ ∼√

ΛQCDmq and ∆ ∼ ΛQCD

Nc
. One then has the double expansion mπ

ΛQCD
∼
√

mq
ΛQCD

and ∆
ΛQCD

∼ 1
Nc

. To

determine the relative size between mπ and ∆, one observes that mπ
∆
∼ Nc

√
mq

ΛQCD
∼ 1/2. Therefore, a

50% uncertainty is associated with the pure chiral computation. Leaving aside the Delta, the splitting
with the next resonances suggests a mass gap of order ΛQCD ∼ 500-770 MeV depending on whether
one considers the Roper resonance or the ρ. Similarly, it is also taken mK ∼

√
ΛQCDms ∼ 500 MeV of

order ΛQCD. Therefore, when including the effect of the ∆, one assigns mπ
ΛQCD

∼ 1/3 and ∆
ΛQCD

∼ 1/2,

as the uncertainties of the pure chiral and the Delta-related contribution respectively, and adds these
errors linearly for the final error. This gives the expected size of the uncomputed corrections, which is
taken as the error of the computation. A similar analysis yields the error quoted in Eq. (5.6) below.

For 〈r2k〉M/E with large k, it is likely that the error is smaller than the one quoted in Table 1.
This error is estimated using the size of the ratios of the pion and/or Delta-Nucleon mass difference
with respect to higher resonances [38]. Nevertheless, it is expected that there should be some kind of
suppression in k, the power of the radii. This is worth being investigated further in the future. Indeed,
the importance of the Delta resonance becomes smaller and smaller as k increases. General analytic
expressions for these coefficients to arbitrary order can be found in [38]. These coefficients are derived
from the Sachs form factors computed in [71, 134, 135]. The numerical values at low orders can be
found in [41]. Some of the numerical values of these coefficients at higher order were communicated by
one of us to one of the authors of [136] before its publication.

Note that these predictions for the radii do not include electromagnetic corrections. Therefore, they
cannot reach O(α) precision (in practice, the hadronic error is larger and masks possible O(α) effects).

The odd powers of the moments of the charge distribution of the proton are obtained (defined)
through the relation:

〈r2k+1〉 ≡ π3/2Γ(2 + k)

Γ(−1/2− k)
24+2k

∫
d3q

(2π)3

1

q2(2+k)

[
GE(q2)−

k∑
n=0

q2n

n!

(
d

dq2

)n
GE(q2)

∣∣∣
q2=0

]
, (5.3)

and for G2
E the analogous expression reads

〈r2k+1〉(2) =
π3/2Γ[2 + k]

Γ[−1/2− k]
24+2k

∫
d3q

(2π)3

1

q2(2+k)

[
G2
E(−q2)−

k∑
n=0

q2n

n!

(
d

dq2

)n
G2
E(−q2)

∣∣∣
q2=0

]
. (5.4)
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0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

Figure 10: Values of 〈r2〉M in units of fm2 from different methods. From bottom to top: The first
numbers (in blue) are recent predictions by lattice simulations: PACS’18 0.50(30) fm2 [128] (Erratum);
ETMC’18 0.50(12) fm2 [129]; PNDME’20 0.17(25) fm2 [130]; CLS’21 0.60(10) fm2 [131]; NME’21 0.7(6)
fm2 [132]. In the case of [130, 131, 132], we obtain the proton radius by combination of the isovector

result with the experimental measurement for the neutron radius 〈r2〉(n)
M = 0.864+0.009

−0.008 fm and neutron

magnetic moment µ(n) = −1.9130427(5) [133] so that 〈r2〉M = (µ(v)〈r2〉(v)
M + µ(n)〈r2〉(n)

M )/(µ(v) + µ(n)).
The 2nd set of numbers (in orange) is first the pure chiral prediction (with only pions): 0.35(18) fm2,
and then the result after the inclusion of the effects associated with the Delta particle: 0.44(16) fm2.
The next points (in lilac) are Bernauer et al.’10 0.604(24) fm2 [118], Zhan et al.’11 0.752(35) fm2 [137],
Lee et al.’15 0.602(59) fm2 [138], and Borah et al.’20 0.546(70) fm2 [139]. These points come from fits
using general functions over a large range of energies. Finally (in green), we include Belushkin et al.’06
0.729(9) and 0.723+0.003

−0.012 fm2 [4]; Lorenz et al.’12 0.740(34) fm2[140]; Alarcon et al.’17 1.29(25) fm2 [136],
Alarcon et al.’20 0.723(17) fm2 [141]; and Lin et al.’21 0.717(10) fm2 [142], which incorporate dispersion
relation constraints.

By using dimensional regularization, one can eliminate all the terms proportional to integer even powers
of q2. For k > 1, 〈r2k+1〉 is dominated by the chiral result and can be approximated by

〈r2k+1〉 ' π3/2Γ(2 + k)

Γ(−1/2− k)
24+2k

∫
dD−1q

(2π)D−1

1

q2(2+k)
G

(2)
E (q2) , (5.5)

and 〈r2k+1〉(2) ' 2〈r2k+1〉 at leading order in chiral perturbation theory. Analytic expressions of these
quantities obtained from chiral perturbation theory can be found in Eq. (4.12) of [38].

We show some numbers for these moments in Table 2 both in the effective theory with only pions
and in the effective theory with pions and Deltas. We also compare with results obtained from different
parameterizations of the experimental data for the form factors. In Table 2, we compare odd moments
with the standard dipole ansatz [144], and with different determinations using experimental data of the
electric Sachs form factor fitted to more sophisticated functions [145, 143].20 The latter fit claims to be

20The agreement with [145] for n = 7 is accidental. We have checked that the growth with n is different with respect
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π π&∆ [136] [139] [143]

〈r4〉E 0.71(36) 0.60(29) (1.16, 1.70) 1.08(29) 2.59(19)(04)

〈r6〉E 5.4(2.7) 5.0(2.0) (7.59, 9.00) 29.8(7.6)(12.6)

〈r8〉E 104(52) 99(37) (121, 129)

〈r10〉E × 10−3 3.7(1.8) 3.5(1.3) (3.86, 3.94)

〈r12〉E × 10−3 201(100) 196(69) (202, 204)

〈r14〉E × 10−5 159(79) 155(54) (155, 156)

〈r16〉E × 10−7 169(85) 166(58) (161, 162)

〈r18〉E × 10−9 235(112) 232(80) (220, 221)

〈r20〉E × 10−12 41(21) 41(14) (37.9, 38.0)

〈r4〉M 0.71(35) 0.79(28) (2.14, 2.81) −2.0(1.9)

〈r6〉M 6.3(3.2) 6.9(2.4) (12.9, 15.2)

〈r8〉M 127(63) 137(47) (194, 213)

〈r10〉M × 10−2 44(22) 47(16)

〈r12〉M × 10−3 239(120) 254(87)

〈r14〉M × 10−5 184(92) 194(66)

〈r16〉M × 10−7 191(96) 201(69)

〈r18〉M × 10−9 258(129) 271(92)

〈r20〉M × 10−12 44(22) 46(16)

Table 1: Values of 〈rn〉E and 〈rn〉M in units of fmn. The first two columns follow from chiral perturbation
theory. The first column is the pure chiral prediction (with only pions), and the second column is the
result after the inclusion of the effects associated with the Delta particle. Uncertainties in the last
two digits are shown in parentheses. The third column are the intervals predicted by chiral motivated
dispersion relation determination [136]. The 4th column [139] are fits to data using the muonic hydrogen
proton radius value. The 5th column is taken from the analysis of scattering data in [143].

the most accurate. Nevertheless, we observe large differences, bigger than the errors. This is especially
worrisome for large n, since the chiral prediction is expected to give the dominant contribution of 〈rn〉
for n ≥ 3. In this respect, the chiral result may help to shape the appropriate fit function and, thus,
to discriminate between different options, as well as to assess uncertainties. The impact of choosing
different fit functions can be fully appreciated, for instance, in the different values of the electric proton
charge radius obtained in Ref. [118] versus Ref. [140] from direct fits to the ep scattering data. Such
values differ by around 3 standard deviations. Even more worrisome is the fact that the larger the n,
the more sensitive is the determination of 〈r2n+1〉 to the subtraction terms included to render these
objects to be finite for odd powers of 2n+ 1. This should be contrasted with the fact that, on general
grounds, one expects the charge/Zemach moments will be more and more sensitive to the chiral region
for n→∞. We stop the discussion here, but the reason for such large discrepancies should be further
investigated.

The other Wilson coefficients that appear in the observables we are considering in this review are
c3 and c4 (see Eqs. (2.72) and (2.73)). chad

3 encodes all the hadronic effects to the spin-independent
four-fermion Wilson coefficient. At O(α2), it is generated by the TPE contribution. Since chad

3 depends
linearly on the lepton mass, it is dominated by the infrared dynamics and diverges linearly in the chiral
limit. This produces an extra mli/mπ suppression with respect to its natural size, and allows us to

to the chiral prediction.
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〈r3〉 〈r5〉 〈r7〉 〈r3〉(2)

π 0.50(25) 1.62(81) 20.1(10.5) 1.00(50)
π&∆ 0.41(21) 1.52(59) 20.2(7.3) 0.81(42)
[144] 0.7706 1.775 7.006 2.023
[145] 0.9838 3.209 19.69 2.526
[143] 1.16(4) 8.0(1.2)(1.0) −−− 2.85(8)

Table 2: Values of 〈r2n+1〉 in fm units. The first two rows give the prediction from chiral perturbation
theory: the first row for the effective theory with only pions and the second for the theory with pions
and Deltas. The third row corresponds to the standard dipole fit of Ref. [144] with 〈r2〉 = 0.6581 fm3.
The fourth and fifth rows correspond to different parameterizations of experimental data [145, 143],
with the latest fit being based on Mainz data. For completeness, we also quote 〈r3〉(2) = 2.71 fm3 from
Ref. [146].

compute the leading pure-chiral and Delta-related effects in a model-independent way. The complete
matching computation between HBET and NRQED was made in Ref. [38] to which we refer for details
(partial results can be found in [11, 37], and in Ref. [147] in the context of relativistic baryon effective
theory). Overall, in Ref. [38] the following result was obtained for muonic hydrogen

chad
3 ∼ α2mµ

mπ

[
1 + #

mπ

∆
+ · · ·

]
+O

(
α2 mµ

ΛQCD

)
= α2mµ

mπ

{
47.2(23.6) (π),

56.7(20.6) (π + ∆),
(5.6)

where the upper and lower numbers refer to the matching computation with only pions, or with pions
and the Delta particle, respectively. The error was obtained following the same procedure as for the
numbers given in Fig. 10, and in Table 1.

Eq. (5.6) is a pure prediction of the effective theory. It is the most precise expression that can be
obtained in a model-independent way, since O(α2 mµ

ΛQCD
) effects are not controlled by the chiral theory

and would require new counterterms. This number is only marginally bigger than chad
3 = α2mµ

mπ
54.4(3.3),

the number used in Ref. [2], which follows from the analysis in Ref. [148]. This number is obtained
as the sum of the elastic and inelastic terms from Ref. [149] and the subtraction term from Ref. [148].
Note that this evaluation is model dependent due to unavoidable modelling of the subtraction function.
It needs to split chad

3 into three contributions:21

chad
3 = cBorn

3 + cpol
3 = cBorn

3 + csub
3 + cinel

3 . (5.7)

The inelastic contribution reads

cinel
3 =

α2

π

M

mµ

∫ ∞
0

dQ2

Q2

∫ ∞
νinelthr

dρ

(
γ̃1(τ̃ , τµ)ImS1(ρ,Q2)

ρ
+
ργ̃2(τ̃ , τµ)ImS2(ρ,Q2)

Q2

)
, (5.8)

with kinematic notation:

τ̃ =
ρ2

Q2
, (5.9)

21There is some degree of arbitrariness in the definition of the different terms so that some contributions can move from
one term to the other, in particular between the Born and polarizability term. This has to be taken into account when
comparing with the literature.
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and the weighting functions γ̃1 and γ̃2 are given by [149]

γ̃1(τ1, τ2) =

√
τ2γ1(τ2)−√τ1γ1(τ1)

τ2 − τ1

,

γ̃2(τ1, τ2) =
1

τ2 − τ1

(
γ2(τ1)
√
τ1

− γ2(τ2)
√
τ2

)
. (5.10)

The Born contribution at the leading order can be expressed as

cpli3,Born =
π

3
α2M2mli〈r3〉(2) , 〈r3〉(2) =

48

π

∫ ∞
0

dQ

Q4

(
G2
E(Q2)− 1 +

Q2

3
r2
p

)
. (5.11)

Note that the terms proportional to ”1” and r2
p vanish in dimensional regularization. Finally [150],

cpli3,sub = −e4Mmli

∫
d4kE
(2π)4

1

k4
E

1

k4
E + 4m2

li
k2

0,E

(3k2
0,E + k2)S1(0, k2

E)

= −α
2M

2mli

∫ ∞
0

dQ2

Q2

1 +

(
1− Q2

2m2
li

)√4m2
li

Q2
+ 1− 1

S1(0, Q2) . (5.12)

These terms were computed using different techniques. cBorn
3 is proportional to 〈r3〉(2) at leading

order. To compute this object accurately requires a very precise knowledge of the elastic form factors,
as a very precise cancellation of the point-like contributions should occur (for some determinations
of this quantity see [150, 149]). The attempts to compute cpol

3 using dispersion relations require the
introduction of a momentum-dependent subtraction function to make the dispersion relation integrals
convergent (assuming Regge behavior as discussed in Section 2.7.2). Such function cannot be deduced
from experiment, nor theory, without extra assumptions [151, 152, 115, 153], and, therefore, introduce
some model dependence, which is difficult to quantify, as emphasized in Ref. [154]. The determination
in Ref. [148], used in [2], suffers from this problem. Even though the low-energy behavior of the forward
virtual Compton tensor was computed to O(p4), this does not reflect in an improved determination of
the polarizability correction, since an effective dipole form factor is used, not only at the ρ mass scale,
but also at the chiral scale. This problem also introduces a model dependence in the error estimate of
the subtraction term. For comparison, we show different values for the subtraction term obtained in
the literature in Table 3.22

(µeV) [150] [155] [149] [148] [152] [115, 156] [147]

∆E(sub) −1.8 −2.3 −5.3(1.9) −4.2(1.0) 2.3(4.6)(1) 2.3(1.3) 3.0

Table 3: Contributions to the Lamb shift generated by the subtraction term that can be found in the
literature. (1)This number is the adjusted value of Ref. [152], given in [147].

The dispersion relation motivated determinations of cpol
3 use the computations for the subtraction

term discussed above. The analysis of Ref. [147] has a different status. In this reference, the polar-
izability correction was computed using BχPT with only pions. Such computation treats the baryon
relativistically. The result incorporates some subleading effects, which are sometimes used to give an
estimate of higher-order effects in HBχPT. Nevertheless, the computation also assumes that a theory

22Note that this object is divergent in HBET once the Delta particle is introduced [38], and very large in relativistic
BχPT [147].
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with only baryons and pions is appropriate at the proton mass scale. This should be taken with due
caution. Still, it would be desirable to have a deeper theoretical understanding of the difference to
the HBET (with only pions) result, which may signal that relativistic corrections are important for
the polarizability contribution. In any case, the BχPT computation differs from the pure chiral HBET
result by around 50% (this means around 1.5 times the error used for the chiral contribution in HBET,
once effects associated with the Delta particle are incorporated in the calculation), which is reasonable.
We show these results in Table 4 (for convenience we directly write the correction to the Lamb shift).

(µeV) DR + Model [150] [155] [149] [152] BχPT[147](π) HBET[37](π) [61](π&∆)
∆Epol 12(2) 11.5 7.4(2.4) 15.3(5.6) 8.2(+1.2

−2.5) 18.5(9.3) 26.2(10.0)

Table 4: Predictions for the polarizability contribution to the n = 2 Lamb shift. The first four entries
use dispersion relations for the inelastic term and different modeling functions for the subtraction term.
The number of the fourth entry has been taken from [147]. The 5th entry is the prediction obtained
using BχPT. The last two entries are the predictions of HBET: The 6th entry is the prediction at
leading order (only pions) and the last entry is the prediction at leading and next-to-leading orders
(pions and Deltas).

For the electron-proton sector, the suppression factor me
mπ

(though logarithmic enhanced) makes
the TPE contribution to be barely negligible for determinations of the proton radius from regular
hydrogen23, and eventual electron-proton scattering at very low momentum transfer. Nevertheless,
we profit from the theoretical setup developed in [38] for muonic hydrogen, to obtain the equivalent
prediction from chiral perturbation theory of Eq. (5.6) for regular hydrogen

chad
3 = α2me

mπ

{
115.5(57.8) (π),

140.4(47.1) (π + ∆).
(5.13)

We can split the contribution to the fine-splitting energy into polarizability and Born contributions, as
in Eq. (5.7), to find separate predictions for each term.24 The result for the polarizability contribution
approaches very reasonably the logarithmic result obtained in [11] where it is found (using the same
normalization as in Table 5) ∆ETPE = −66.5 Hz for only pions, and ∆ETPE = −77.6 including the
Delta (to compare with the two first entries in the second column of Table 5). In Table 5, we quote
the result for the polarizability from [70] and for the Born contribution from [146] which are collected
together in Ref. [8]. The reference [146] is quoted for the polarizability in [67] where, however, no
estimate is given for the Born correction. Other estimates for just the polarizability term can be found
in [158, 159, 155] obtaining similar numbers.25 A more recent determination of the TPE in hydrogen
using a dispersion relation analysis of the Mainz data without modeling of the Q2 dependence of the
unpolarized proton structure functions and using the proton charge radius from muonic hydrogen can
be found in [156]. In Table 5, we display these results. We observe that, just as in muonic hydrogen,
while each contribution is separately quite different from the determination in the chiral theory, the
total TPE are perfectly compatible among the different determinations.

23Strictly speaking, this is only true if the Rydberg constant has already been determined. In the determination of the
Rydberg constant from the very precise 1S-2S energy difference measurement [157], such contribution has to be taken
into account.

24The Born contribution was actually also computed in [11]. The result is correct for the pure chiral case but incorrect
for the correction including the Delta particle. The correct expression can be found in [38].

25Note that the polarizability term suffers from the same drawbacks as in the case of muonic hydrogen, in particular
the uncontrolled dependence on the subtraction function.
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∆EBorn [Hz] ∆Epol [Hz] ∆ETPE [Hz]

π −14.7(7.4) −87.2(43.6) −101.9(51.0)
π&∆ −12.0(5.7) −111.9(38.5) −123.9(41.6)
[158] −− −99(10) −−
[159] −− −95(7) −−
[8] −40(19) −70(13) −110(23)
[156] −39.9(6.8) −65.1(7.2) −105.0(9.9)

Table 5: Predictions for the TPE energy in Hz and its splitting into polarizability and Born contributions
(normalized by a factor δ`0

n3 ) for regular hydrogen. The first two lines correspond to the results from the
chiral theory, for only pions, and after also including the Delta, presented in this review. The third and
fourth line correspond to predictions of the polarizability term from Refs. [158] and [159] respectively.
The fifth line corresponds to the result presented in [8], which adds the result for the polarizability
from [70] and the Born contribution from [146], where the Born contribution is approximated by the
leading term in the nonrelativistic expansion, i.e., the Zemach radius. The last line is the most recent
determination using dispersion relations and a subtraction function in [156].

5.2 rp. Dispersion relation motivated fits of form factors

As the precision one may reach with pure chiral perturbation theory computations is limited (if one
tries to increase the precision, new counterterms appear that cannot be determined by theory), one
may think of alternative approaches. All of them need extra experimental input. One of them is the
use of dispersion relations to describe the form factors. In other words, to use parameterizations of
the form factors that satisfy Eqs. (2.39). This ensures that such parameterizations fulfill unitarity,
analyticity and crossing symmetry by construction. Note that chiral perturbation theory computations
also enjoy these properties, within the accuracy of the computation, for small momentum transfers. If
the parameterizations used for the dispersion relation implemented chiral symmetry, they should coin-
cide (up to the accuracy chiral symmetry has been implemented in those dispersion-relation motivated
parameterizations) with chiral perturbation theory computations at low momentum transfer. Even if
chiral symmetry is implemented, the freedom one has in parameterizing the form factors is enormous.
In practice, physically-motivated (but not model independent) parameterizations of the imaginary part
of the form factors are used. In order for such analyses to be useful, they need experimental input
to determine the parameters that are introduced in such parameterizations. One such analysis can be
found in [4], where fits are performed simultaneously to space-like and time-like experimental data.
The experimental data in the space-like region corresponds to the real part of the form factors. It is
obtained from elastic electron-proton scattering, whereas the imaginary parts are constrained by the
proton-proton annihilation. The result obtained for the electric proton charge radius in Ref. [4] was
rp = 0.844+0.008

−0.004 or rp = 0.830+0.005
−0.008 depending on the parameterization of the high-energy part. Indeed,

the difference between both numbers gives a lower bound of the error associated with the form chosen
for the parameterization of the data at high energies.

Since then, several analyses have been performed along similar lines but trying to include more
chiral structure in physically-motivated parameterizations of the imaginary part and/or fitting to more
recent data of the form factors. In these more recent analyses, the experimental data in the time-like
region is not directly used in the fits but only the one in the space-like region, which is more precise.
Updates by the Bonn group can be found in [140], where the value rp = 0.84+0.1

−0.1 fm was obtained after
fitting the dispersion-relation motivated parameterizations to the Mainz data. A more recent update
can be found in [142], where the PRad data was added to the previous fit and the following values were
reported: rp = 0.838+0.005

−0.004
+0.004
−0.003 fm and

√
〈r2〉M = 0.847± 0.004± 0.004 fm.

Other groups have also applied combinations of chiral symmetry and dispersion relations to fit Mainz
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data, like the one in [136]. In this reference, they did not dare to try to determine the lowest radii, i.e.,
rp, but only higher radii. In this reference, it was said that the higher-order derivatives depend on the
ρ and ω mass and the two-pion threshold. We argue that these higher radii should mainly depend on
the singularity closest to the origin, the two-pion threshold in this case. This seems to be confirmed by
Table 1. In more recent analysis [160] by the same group, the authors gave indeed a value for the proton
radius: rp = 0.844(7) fm and in [141] for its magnetic counterpart:

√
〈r2〉M = 0.850± 0.001± 0.010 fm.

We show these numbers for the proton radius in Fig. 11 in comparison with the muonic hydrogen
determinations. The values for 〈r2

M〉 reviewed in this section can be found in Fig. 10.

0.82 0.84 0.86 0.88 0.90

Figure 11: Values of rp in units of fm obtained from fits to electron-proton data in comparison with
determinations from muonic hydrogen. From top to bottom (when necessary we have combined errors
in quadrature). Using dispersion relations (in green): Belushkin et al. ‘06 rp = 0.844+0.008

−0.004 fm or
rp = 0.830+0.005

−0.008 fm [4]; Lorenz et al. ‘12 rp = 0.84+0.1
−0.1 fm [140]; Alarcon et al. ‘18 rp = 0.844(7) fm

[160]; and Lin et al ‘21 rp = 0.838+0.06
−0.05 fm [142]. Using chiral perturbation theory: Horbatsch et al. ‘16

rp = 0.855(11) fm [41] (in orange). Using fits to functions (in purple): Bernauer et al. ‘10 rp = 0.879(8)
fm [118]; Zhan et al. ‘11 rp = 0.875(10) fm [137]; Lee et al. ‘15 rp = 0.904(15) fm [138]; Horbatsch and
Hessels ‘15 rp = 0.865(25) fm [161]. The determination from the PRad experiment [119] (in turquoise).
We compare to the values obtained in muonic hydrogen from an EFT analysis rp = 0.8413(15) fm [61]
(in orange) and the CREMA determination rp = 0.84087(39) fm [2] (in red), and to the averaged value
reported by CODATA06 rp = 0.8768(69) fm [3] (in black).

5.3 rp. Pure fits of electron-proton scattering data without dispersion-
relation motivated parameterization

The main problems in determinations of the proton radius from fits to electron-proton scattering data
are choosing the functional form, and the range of energies, to be used in the fit. At present, experiments
have not reached Q2 low enough to directly fit the proton radius, and one has to extrapolate to reach
the Q2 → 0 limit. In the previous section, the way out from this problem has been the use of dispersion
relations and the use of physically motivated parameterizations for the imaginary part of the form
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factors. These parameterizations, however, unavoidably introduce some degree of model dependence.
This has the problem that it is not easy, or possible, to assess the error to model-dependent analyses. If
one restricts to direct fits to electron-proton data, and without extra constraints, the parameterization
of the form factors is arbitrary, and so is the range of Q2 used for the fits. Nevertheless, one can find
strong arguments for why one should focus on the low-Q2 part of the data in order to extract the proton
charge radius [162, 163]. The charged-pion production threshold at Q2 = −4m2

π ≈ −0.078 GeV2 results
in a branch cut in the analytically continued form factor. Thus, one can seriously doubt attempts
[118, 137, 138] at fitting (by polynomials or other functions, such as splines) data beyond the value
of Q2 = 0.078 GeV2, and having confidence in an accurate determination of the slope of GE(Q2) at
Q2 = 0. Note that this problem also affects most lattice determinations discussed above. Another
point of concern is that at higher Q2 the model dependence of the TPE contribution is expected to
affect more the fits. Fits that include higher-Q2 MAMI data [118] also require floating 31 normalization
constants, and the floating of these constants leads to considerable flexibility in the fits, which also
makes determination of the higher-order moments more difficult. However, concentrating only on low-
Q2 data (Q2 < 0.078 GeV2) has not allowed for an accurate determination of rp, since this data
cannot determine the necessary higher moments (in particular, 〈r2〉M and 〈r4〉E) to sufficient accuracy
to allow for a precise extrapolation to Q2=0 of the required first derivative of GE(Q2). Thus, out of
necessity, many attempts have been made to fit scattering data up to higher Q2 to determine rp while
simultaneously determining the higher-order moments.

In Ref. [161], it was shown that values of rp ranging from 0.84 to 0.89 fm are possible from acceptable
fits of the MAMI data, with the value of rp depending on the functional forms ofGE andGM that are used
for the extrapolation to Q2=0. In particular, the higher moments assumed by the different functional
forms lead to a wide range of rp values. The implication of that work [161] is that a precise value of
rp cannot be obtained from electron-proton elastic scattering, unless precise lower-Q2 data becomes
available, or unless there are external constraints on the functional form of GE(Q2) and GM(Q2). The
latter (external constraints on the functional forms) can be obtained from chiral perturbation theory.
This was the approach followed in [41]. If we are below the two-pion production threshold in the t
channel, the function is analytic. Therefore, the series is convergent and truncating the series by a
polynomial is not a problem if the error of the unknown coefficients can be estimated, which is the case
using the prediction from chiral perturbation theory. The first derivative of GM(Q2) and the second
derivative of GE(Q2) at Q2=0 (which are proportional to the magnetic and electric moments 〈r2〉M and
〈r4〉E, respectively) are of particular importance in this extrapolation to Q2=0. The result of the fit in
[41] can be found in Fig. 11.

It would be interesting to see how the situation changes with recent measurements. On the one
hand, we have a recent measurement at MAMI using the radiative return method [164]. Neverthe-
less, at present, the errors are pretty large. The situation is quite different with the recent mea-
surement by the PRad collaboration [119]. This is the first electron scattering experiment to use a
magnetic-spectrometer-free method along with a windowless hydrogen gas target, which overcomes sev-
eral limitations of previous electron-proton scattering experiments and has reached unprecedentedly
small scattering angles. The value for the proton radius obtained in [119] was rp = 0.831(7)stat(12)syst.
This number was obtained using a simple Pade[1,1] rational function for Gp

E:

Gp
E(Q2) =

1 + p1Q
2

1 + p2Q2
, (5.14)

with fit parameters p1 and p2. This determination has been criticized by Paz in [165] and by Horbatsch
in [166]. In the former the statistical error is claimed to be larger. The latter mentions that the
PRad data would be more appropriated to fit higher moments. Also, in [139], it is mentioned that the
experiment does not provide complete uncertainty correlations and uses too small number of coefficients
in z-expansion fits. It is also worth mentioning this last reference for an alternative fit of higher moments
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of the Sachs form factors. In this reference, the authors take the proton radius obtained from the muonic
hydrogen Lamb shift as the accepted value, and determine the higher moments using this constraint in
fits to elastic electron-proton scattering data. The incorporation of the value of the proton radius from
muonic hydrogen in the fits seems to bring higher moments 〈r4〉E and 〈r2〉M (for 〈r4〉M the errors are too
large) closer to chiral perturbation theory predictions if applying the fit methods and parameterizations
used in [139] to MAMI data. They agree within one sigma. See Table 1 and Fig. 10.

Finally, we would like to mention a series of proposed experiments that could measure the proton
radius or find violations of lepton universality. One example of the latter is the measurement of lepton-
pair photoproduction on the hydrogen target [167, 168, 169]. Another possibility, to which not much
attention has been paid, is the use of inverse kinematics experiments (see for instance [39]) that would
allow to reach Q2 values four orders of magnitude smaller than nowadays experiments. Finally, two
other experiments are going to perform measurements at lower beam energies: 30− 70 MeV with Q2 =
10−5−3×10−4 GeV2 by ProRad experiment [120, 121] and 20−60 MeV with Q2 = 0.0003−0.008 GeV2

by ULQ2 experiment at Tohoku University [122]. For these experiments, it is worth emphasizing that
a very high precision should be achieved as we approach Q2 = 0, otherwise it will not be possible to
measure the slope but only the absolute normalization of the proton charge.

5.4 rp. Fits to regular hydrogen

An alternative to direct determinations of the form factors from lepton-proton scattering is the use
of spectroscopy, in particular of energy differences that can be measured with enough precision to be
sensitive to the proton radius. The use of hydrogen spectroscopy has the advantage that Q2 is very small.
This line of research has been quite successful, and the accurate measurements obtained in a series of
experiments have produced competitive determinations of the proton radius (see references in Figs. 12
and 13). The existing situation before the appearance of the proton radius puzzle is summarized in
Fig. 12. Such measurements had large individual errors but after the averaging of [67] the error shrank
considerably. The resulting average favoured a larger value for the proton radius than the result one
obtains from muonic hydrogen Lamb shift. The situation has changed since. New measurements have
been performed. We summarize the new measurements, and their comparison with the 2012 average,
in Fig. 13. There are two measurements of the 1S-3S shift by the MPQ group [170]. The second
measurement overshadows the first, being considerably more precise. This measurement is particularly
interesting as there is also a recent measurement of the same energy shift by the Paris group [171].
These two measurements disagree with each other at the two sigma level. The measurement by the
MPQ group [170] would confirm the result from muonic hydrogen (though slightly bigger by a little
bit more than one standard deviation), whereas the Paris group experiment [171] would confirm the
value obtained by the 2012 hydrogen average.26 This may point to a systematic problem in the set
of measurements made by the Paris group. This view is strongly reinforced by the two recent and
independent experiments of the 2S-4P [172], and 2S-2P [173] energy shifts. These two measurements
are in perfect accordance with the muonic hydrogen result and disagree with the CODATA06 value.

As we have mentioned in Sec. 2.8, the EFT analysis makes explicit that the combination of hadronic
effects that are measured in the Lamb shift of hydrogen or muonic hydrogen is Eq. (2.90). Therefore,
we have a combination of the proton radius, the TPE correction, and the hadronic vacuum polariza-
tion effects. Nevertheless, the TPE correction and the hadronic vacuum polarization effects are O(α)
suppressed. On top of that, the hadronic vacuum polarization can be obtained from other sources with
enough precision (dispersion relations). For the case of the TPE correction, the fact that it is O(mli)
suppressed makes such contribution negligible for the case of regular hydrogen. This is the reason why

26A funny comment often mentioned in conferences is that several members of the MPQ group participated in the
muonic hydrogen measurement, whereas the Paris group is the most important group in the set of experiments that
contributed to the 2010 hydrogen average.
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Figure 12: Pre-2012 determinations of the proton radius from hydrogen and its 2012 average for the
CODATA [67]. From top to bottom, the first three determinations from Lamb-shift like splittings come
from [174, 175, 176] (in purple). The next eleven values (in blue) are obtained from combining the
measurement of the 1S-2S interval [177] with [178] for the first two, [179] for the next two, and [180],
[181], [182] for the n = 6, 8, 12 level measurements respectively. In brown the average from hydrogen
spectroscopy rp = 0.8764(89) fm in [67]. In black the values given by the CODATA06 rp = 0.8768(69)
fm [3], and CODATA18 rp = 0.8768(69) fm. We also compare to the values obtained in muonic
hydrogen from an EFT analysis rp = 0.8413(15) fm [61] (in orange) and the CREMA determination
rp = 0.84087(39) fm [2] (in red).

Lamb shift measurements of regular hydrogen can then be thought of as genuine measurements of the
proton radius with O(α) precision (provided the Rydberg constant is known). Indeed, the influence
of the value taken for the Rydberg constant in the determination of the proton radius from regular
hydrogen spectroscopy should not be underestimated. For instance, if one takes the proton radius value
from the muonic hydrogen determination for granted, one can use this value to determine the Rydberg
constant from the regular hydrogen 1S-2S energy difference with high precision (as it is made in [66]).
In turn, this Rydberg constant can be used in the recently measured 1S-3S energy shifts [171, 170]. Out
of this exercise, one gets smaller values of the proton radius, closer to the muonic hydrogen result. The
same outcome is obtained if one averages over all available determinations of the proton radius (as the
muonic hydrogen Lamb shift result weights the most).

5.5 rp. Fits to muonic hydrogen Lamb shift

At present, there have been two measurements of the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift [1, 2]. Both mea-
surements have been performed by the same group and with the same experimental setup. Similarly to
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Figure 13: Summary of determinations of the proton radius from post-2013 measurements of hydrogen
energy shifts. In green, measurements of the 1S-3S energy difference, in purple 2S-2P, and in blue 2S-4P.
From top to bottom: 1S-3S MPQ ‘20 rp = 0.8482(38) fm [170]; YU ‘19 rp = 0.833(10) fm [173]; LKB
‘18 rp = 0.877(13) fm [171]; MPQ ‘17 rp = 0.8335(130) fm [172]; MPQ ‘16 rp = 0.910(66) fm [183]. In
brown, the average from hydrogen spectroscopy rp = 0.8764(89) fm in [67]. In black, the values given
by the CODATA06 rp = 0.8768(69) fm [3], and CODATA18 rp = 0.8768(69) fm. We also compare to
the values obtained in muonic hydrogen from an EFT analysis rp = 0.8413(15) fm [61] (in orange) and
the CREMA determination rp = 0.84087(39) fm [2] (in red).

what happens with regular hydrogen, the EFT analysis makes explicit that the combination of hadronic
effects that are measured in the Lamb shift of muonic hydrogen is Eq. (2.90). Therefore, we have a
combination of the proton radius, the TPE correction, and the hadronic vacuum polarization effects.
Again, the TPE correction and the hadronic vacuum polarization effects are O(α) suppressed, and the
hadronic vacuum polarization can be obtained from other sources with enough precision (dispersion
relations). What is different now is that the TPE correction is much larger than in regular hydrogen.
The fact that the TPE correction is of O(mµ) makes this contribution not suppressed compared with
hadronic contributions of the order of (or close to) the pion mass. Therefore, to use the muonic hydrogen
Lamb shift for determinations of the proton radius, it is compulsory to take the TPE correction from
other sources. The value chad

3 = α2mµ
mπ

54.4(3.3), which follows from the analysis in Ref. [148], was used
in Ref. [2]. An alternative determination only using chiral perturbation theory can be found in Ref. [38],
and yields chad

3 = α2mµ
mπ

56.7(20.6). An extensive discussion about the derivation of these numbers can
be found in Sec. 5.1. The corresponding predictions for the proton radius can be found in the Figures.

Finally, we would like to remark that if we could get the proton radius from another place, the
muonic hydrogen would be an ideal place to determine chad

3 , the TPE hadronic contribution.

5.6 chad
4 from hydrogen and muonic hydrogen

For completeness, we also consider determinations of cpe4 and cpµ4 . chad
4 encodes all the hadronic effects

to the spin-dependent four-fermion Wilson coefficients. At present, there are no lattice predictions for
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these quantities. With respect to chiral perturbation theory, similarly to chad
3 , this coefficient diverges in

the chiral limit. Nevertheless, it only does so logarithmically (unlike in chad
3 , where the divergence was

linear). Such computation can be found in Ref. [15], and gives the right order of magnitude of the Wilson
coefficient, around 2/3 of the experimental number if setting the renormalization scale ν = mρ.

27 One
cannot improve over this estimate with chiral perturbation theory alone, up to the price of introducing
extra counterterms. An exception to this is the determination of the relation between the cpe4 and cpµ4 .
The difference between them can indeed be determined with high accuracy using chiral perturbation
theory:

c̄pµ4,TPE = c̄pe4,TPE + (c̄pµ4,TPE − c̄
pe
4,TPE) (5.15)

= c̄pe4,TPE +
(
[cpµ4,TPE − c

pe
4,TPE] + α[Kpµ −Kpe]

)
+O

(
α
mµ

M

)
.

The first term can be determined from the hyperfine energy shift measurement with high precision. The
constants Kpµ and Kpe that appear in the above equation are unknown at present.28 They introduce
an error of around 1%, which is added to the error budget. One then approximates Eq. (5.15) as

cpµ4,TPE = cpe4,TPE + [cpµ4,TPE − c
pe
4,TPE] +O(α3) . (5.16)

The key point is that the second term within parenthesis can be determined using chiral perturbation
theory accurately. This was done in Ref. [96], and the following result was obtained:

cpµ4,TPE − c
pe
4,TPE = α2 3.68(72) . (5.17)

For experiment-based determinations of these Wilson coefficients, the situation is the following. At
present, lepton-proton scattering data is not precise enough to determine these Wilson coefficients,
which have to be determined from spectroscopy, or using dispersion relations. For hydrogen, the direct
determination from spectroscopy yields

c̄pe4,TPE = −α248.69(3) . (5.18)

The analogous number for muonic hydrogen can be found (properly rescaled) in Fig. 14. This number
is taken from Ref. [96].

Alternative determinations were obtained from dispersion relations in [63, 184, 185] (see also [7,
186, 149, 187]). In Refs. [188, 156], the author considers the difference between the hydrogen and
muonic hydrogen TPE corrections to reduce uncertainties propagated from experimental measurements
of the proton spin structure. Note that, the relativistic expressions were used in this case and the
high-energy behavior is suppressed, which should improve the convergence, as it also does in the chiral
computation. This explains the most accurate number quoted. We collect these determinations in
Fig. 14. The dispersion relation formulas used in these references were given by [189, 190, 116]

∆HFS =
α

π2c
(p)
F

∞∫
0

dQ2

Q2

∞∫
νinelthr

dρ

M

(
(2 + σ (τl)σ (τ̃)) ImA1 (ρ,Q2)√

τ̃
√

1 + τl +
√
τl

√
1 + τ̃

− 3
Q2

Mρ

σ (τl)σ (τ̃) ImA2 (ρ,Q2)√
τ̃
√

1 + τl +
√
τl

√
1 + τ̃

)
,

(5.19)
in terms of the relative correction to the Fermi hyperfine splitting, where σ (τ) = τ −

√
τ (1 + τ) and

Coulomb contributions from wave functions are subtracted. It can be expressed in terms of Wilson
coefficients as

∆HFS =
3

2πα

mli

M

cpli4

c
(p)
F

. (5.20)

27Strictly speaking one should distinguish between the electron-proton and the muon-proton case, but the contribution
proportional to the logarithm of the mass of the lepton is small, even in the electron case, and does not alter significantly
the estimate.

28See [96] for details.
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Figure 14: Different predictions for the relative TPE correction to the hyperfine splitting of the 2S
energy level in muonic hydrogen ∆HFS. We follow historical order from bottom to top. The first
three results are determinations using dispersion relations: [63, 184, 185]. The fourth one is the direct
determination from the measurement [2] of the hyperfine splitting of the muonic hydrogen as computed
in Ref. [96]. The fifth one is the determination from the combination of the measurement of hyperfine
splitting of hydrogen and chiral perturbation theory [96]. The last one is the determination from the
combination of the measurement of hyperfine splitting of hydrogen and dispersion relations [188, 156].

6 Conclusions

We have reviewed the theoretical expressions used in different experiments for the determination of the
proton charge radius. The observables we have considered are the elastic electron-proton scattering, the
elastic muon-proton scattering, and the Lamb shift in regular and muonic hydrogen. With the help of
EFTs, we have presented a unified vision of these observables. This guarantees that the same Wilson
coefficients are used for those observables. For spectroscopy, this goal is completely achieved, as we
have EFTs at our disposal, see Secs. 2.1, 2.2, and 2.8. These EFTs can also describe the scattering of a
nonrelativistic lepton with a nonrelativistic proton. Therefore, for this specific set of observables, we can
guarantee that the very same proton radius is measured in all these experiments (at least with relative
O(α) precision). Actually, the very same discussion applies to other (quasi-)low-energy constants that
appear in these, or analogous, low-energy experiments: one can relate them with Wilson coefficients of
the EFT in such a way that it can be guaranteed that we are talking about the same quantity.

The theoretical expressions for the elastic muon-proton scattering are provided in Eq. (4.7). At the
end of that section, the set of changes that have to be made to obtain the theoretical expression for the
case of the elastic electron-proton scattering is also explained. In Eq. (3.5), we present the theoretical
expression for the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift E(2P1/2)−E(2S1/2). For the case of regular hydrogen,
there are different theoretical expressions depending on the energy difference one considers. The theo-
retical expressions in this case can be found in Sec. 3.2. The hadronic quantities that appear in these
expressions can be related to the Wilson coefficients of the effective theory in such a way that it is guar-
anteed that we are talking about the same quantity. These hadronic contributions can also be related
to matrix elements of QCD (expectation values of QCD operators), which therefore, could eventually
be determined from lattice simulations. In all cases, the relative precision (with respect to the proton
radius) is of O(α), and the relative theoretical error is of O(α2). This precision requires the knowledge
of the hadronic TPE contribution with O(α2) precision (the leading non-vanishing contribution), at
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least for the case of the muon-proton sector.

The above analysis clarifies the connection between (quasi-)low-energy constants that appear in
physical observables and the Wilson coefficients that appear in the EFT. By posing the problem in
terms of Wilson coefficients, it is easy to realize that definitions of the proton radius, and some other
quasi-low-energy constants like 〈r2〉M and 〈r4〉E (for the explicit discussion see Sec. 2.7.1) are ambiguous
once electromagnetic corrections are switched on. To elliminate such ambiguity, it is necessary to specify
the renormalization scheme and the cutoff of the effective theory. With nowadays precision, this is only
relevant for the proton radius. But in the future, it could be an issue for other low-energy constants
as well. For the particular case at hand, EFTs evidence the relevance of working in a minimal basis
of operators. For the above set of experiments, it is impossible to determine, from experiment, the
proton radius isolated from the TPE correction and the hadronic vacuum polarization. This is better
seen in pNRQED, where these three terms combine in the Wilson coefficient of the delta potential, and
therefore, they always appear in the same way in observables.

The kinematic regime of the lepton-proton sector where we have EFTs at our disposal is limited,
and cannot be applied in most elastic lepton-proton scattering experiments available at present, or in
the near future. In Secs. 4.2 and 4.3, we have presented theoretical expressions for kinematic regions
that are of relevance in those experiments. Our main constraint is that Q2 � m2

π. These expressions
cannot be directly derived from EFTs, but we have tried to connect to some extent with those EFTs.
In particular, we have seen that the proton radius is the same but the TPE correction is different. We
have given explicit expressions for the elastic muon-proton scattering in a kinematic situation that can
be of relevance for the forthcoming experiments MUSE [33] and COMPASS [35] (see Eq. (4.7)). As
far as we know, the different pieces of this expression have never been assembled together in a single
paper. By using such theoretical expressions in these experiments, it would be guaranteed that the
same definition of the proton radius is used (and measured) as in the other experiments that are used
for the determination of the proton radius. For the case of electron-proton scattering with a relativistic
electron, the resulting expression can be found in Eq. (4.37). We have also discussed possible ways to
construct EFTs that would efficiently deal with such kinematic situations in Secs. 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6.

After these theoretical discussions, we have reviewed determinations of the proton radius and other
low-energy constants. Lattice determinations are maturing fast, but they are not yet precise enough.
The precision of chiral computations is also limited because of the appearance of counterterms as one
tries to increase the accuracy of such computations. This is particularly so for the proton radius where
chiral perturbation theory can only predict the logarithmic dependence in the pion mass (on the other
hand, for other radii chiral perturbation theory works better). These two approaches guarantee model
independence. Alternatively, one can use experimental data to determine the proton radius. Several
different experiments are available at present. By far, the most precise determination comes from the
muonic hydrogen Lamb shift. The limit in the precision of this determination is given by the error of the
spin-independent TPE correction to the Lamb shift, which we have discussed in the review. The initial
tension between the determination of the proton radius from the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift with
determinations from electron-proton scattering and hydrogen spectroscopy has faded over time. It soon
became clear that previous determinations of the proton radius from elastic electron-proton scattering
could not predict the proton radius with the claimed accuracy. It is now believed that the pre-muonic-
hydrogen proton-radius determinations from electron-proton scattering did not take into account the
flexibility in the possible functional form of the form factors (at least in the error analysis). The use
of fits up to high energies could distort the extrapolation to Q2 → 0. Therefore, it is more sensible
to restrict fits to the small Q2 region, but then one needs to fix the higher terms in the Q2 expansion
by other means, like chiral perturbation theory, which, within one standard deviation, agree with the
muonic hydrogen number. Alternative determinations fitting scattering data using dispersion relations
also agree with the muonic hydrogen number. In this respect, in retrospect, one lesson learned from the
muonic hydrogen Lamb shift result was that the errors associated with form factor parameterizations
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used for the CODATA08 average were underestimated.

The experimental situation of lepton-proton scattering has improved by the recent result in [119]
(though somewhat disputed by some authors), and more experiments are expected to come both in
the electron-proton and in the muon-proton sector. These last ones would be the first muon-proton
scattering experiments with percent level of accuracy, and will help check universality of the lepton
interactions.

With respect to the determinations from hydrogen spectroscopy, the accumulated new experimental
data strongly favours the proton radius value obtained from muonic hydrogen Lamb shift. The only
remaining problem is some hydrogen measurements by the Paris group, which are at the 3-sigma level
of tension at most. In this respect, the 1S-3S energy shift is particularly compelling. We now have two
measurements of this quantity by two different experimental collaborations, one by the Paris group [171]
and the other by the MPQ collaboration [170]. This provides a venue that may help disentangling this
remaining issue. Note also that the proton radius and the Rydberg constant are strongly correlated. If
one takes the proton radius value from the muonic hydrogen determination for granted, one can use this
value to determine the Rydberg constant from the 1S-2S energy difference with high precision. In turn,
this Rydberg constant can be used in the 1S-3S energy shifts recently measured. Out of this exercise,
one gets smaller values of the proton radius, closer to the muonic hydrogen result. The same outcome is
obtained if one averages over all available determinations of the proton radius (as the muonic hydrogen
Lamb shift result weights the most). Therefore, taking all accumulated evidence together, we cannot
talk of a proton radius puzzle anymore but, at most, of a remaining tension between some experiments,
which should, nevertheless, be clarified.

Finally, it is worth emphasizing that the research activity associated with the proton radius puzzle
has highlighted the existence of a large variety of experiments that measure with high precision the
different low-energy constants associated with the electromagnetic interaction of the proton. This asks
for a unified theoretical setup to handle them. In this respect, we have also discussed in this review the
determination of the spin-dependent TPE effects, which can be directly determined from spectroscopy.
Other radii have also been briefly discussed.
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A Soft-photon emission in dimensional regularization

We describe here how to compute the soft emission contribution to the cross section using dimensional
regularization and MS renormalization scheme. We expand Eq. (4.5) at low Q2 to find (D = 4 + 2ε)

dσ

dΩ
(p→ p′) = =

dσMott

dΩ

[
Z2 + τ

(
(c

(p)
F )2 − Zc(p)

D,MS
(ν)
)
− Z4

p

4

3

α

π

1

ε̂
+O(α, τ 2)

]
, (A.1)

where 1/ε̂ = 1/ε + γE − ln(4π) and c
(p)MS
D is the Wilson coefficient renormalized in the MS scheme,

which can be found in [18, 191].
The second term in the RHS of Eq. (4.6) can be extracted in dimensional regularization and in the

nonrelativistic limit from the result obtained in [192]. We find
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. (A.2)

Putting together Eq. (A.1) and Eq. (A.2), we find for the soft part of Eq. (4.6)(
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for Z = 1.
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and constraints of low-K2 experimental data for the proton radius determination, Eur. Phys. J.
A 55 (2019) 112 [1811.03545].

[121] A. Faus-Golfe et al., First Optics Design and Beam Performance Simulation of PRAE: Platform
for Research and Applications With Electrons at Orsay, in 8th International Particle Accelerator
Conference, p. THPVA079, 2017, DOI.

[122] T. Suda, T. Aoyagi and Y. Honda, Measurement of proton charge radius by low-energy electron
scattering, Kasokuki 15(2) (2018) 52.

[123] R. Brown, Comparison of the scattering of electrons and positrons from protons at small angles,
Phys. Rev. D 1 (1970) 1432.

[124] O. Tomalak and M. Vanderhaeghen, Subtracted dispersion relation formalism for the two-photon
exchange correction to elastic electron-proton scattering: comparison with data, Eur. Phys. J. A
51 (2015) 24 [1408.5330].

[125] O. Tomalak and M. Vanderhaeghen, Two-photon exchange correction in elastic unpolarized
electron-proton scattering at small momentum transfer, Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 013023
[1508.03759].

[126] M. Gorchtein, Forward sum rule for the 2γ-exchange correction to the charge-radius extraction
from elastic electron scattering, Phys. Rev. C 90 (2014) 052201 [1406.1612].

[127] C. Alexandrou, K. Hadjiyiannakou, G. Koutsou, K. Ottnad and M. Petschlies,
Model-independent determination of the nucleon charge radius from lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D
101 (2020) 114504 [2002.06984].

[128] E. Shintani, K.-I. Ishikawa, Y. Kuramashi, S. Sasaki and T. Yamazaki, Nucleon form factors
and root-mean-square radii on a (10.8 fm)4 lattice at the physical point, Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019)
014510 [1811.07292].

[129] C. Alexandrou, S. Bacchio, M. Constantinou, J. Finkenrath, K. Hadjiyiannakou, K. Jansen
et al., Proton and neutron electromagnetic form factors from lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 100
(2019) 014509 [1812.10311].

[130] Y.-C. Jang, R. Gupta, H.-W. Lin, B. Yoon and T. Bhattacharya, Nucleon electromagnetic form
factors in the continuum limit from ( 2+1+1 )-flavor lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020)
014507 [1906.07217].

[131] D. Djukanovic, T. Harris, G. von Hippel, P.M. Junnarkar, H.B. Meyer, D. Mohler et al.,
Isovector electromagnetic form factors of the nucleon from lattice QCD and the proton radius
puzzle, Phys. Rev. D 103 (2021) 094522 [2102.07460].

[132] Nucleon Matrix Elements (NME) collaboration, Precision Nucleon Charges and Form
Factors Using 2+1-flavor Lattice QCD, 2103.05599.

66

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.242001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1007.5076
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1721-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2019-12799-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2019-12799-9
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.03545
https://doi.org/10.18429/JACoW-IPAC2017-THPVA079
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.1.1432
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2015-15024-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2015-15024-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5330
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.013023
https://arxiv.org/abs/1508.03759
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.90.052201
https://arxiv.org/abs/1406.1612
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.114504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.114504
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.06984
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.014510
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.014510
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.07292
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.014509
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.014509
https://arxiv.org/abs/1812.10311
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.014507
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.014507
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.07217
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.094522
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.07460
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.05599


[133] P.D. Group and P.A.e.a. Zyla, Review of Particle Physics, Progress of Theoretical and
Experimental Physics 2020 (2020)
[https://academic.oup.com/ptep/article-pdf/2020/8/083C01/34673722/ptaa104.pdf].

[134] H.W. Fearing, R. Lewis, N. Mobed and S. Scherer, Muon capture by a proton in heavy baryon
chiral perturbation theory, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 1783 [hep-ph/9702394].

[135] V. Bernard, H.W. Fearing, T.R. Hemmert and U.G. Meissner, The form-factors of the nucleon
at small momentum transfer, Nucl. Phys. A 635 (1998) 121 [hep-ph/9801297].

[136] J. Alarcón and C. Weiss, Nucleon form factors in dispersively improved Chiral Effective Field
Theory II: Electromagnetic form factors, Phys. Rev. C 97 (2018) 055203 [1710.06430].

[137] X. Zhan et al., High-Precision Measurement of the Proton Elastic Form Factor Ratio µpGE/GM

at low Q2, Phys. Lett. B 705 (2011) 59 [1102.0318].

[138] G. Lee, J.R. Arrington and R.J. Hill, Extraction of the proton radius from electron-proton
scattering data, Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 013013 [1505.01489].

[139] K. Borah, R.J. Hill, G. Lee and O. Tomalak, Parametrization and applications of the low-Q2

nucleon vector form factors, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 074012 [2003.13640].

[140] I. Lorenz, H.-W. Hammer and U.-G. Meissner, The size of the proton - closing in on the radius
puzzle, Eur. Phys. J. A 48 (2012) 151 [1205.6628].

[141] J.M. Alarcón, D.W. Higinbotham and C. Weiss, Precise determination of the proton magnetic
radius from electron scattering data, Phys. Rev. C 102 (2020) 035203 [2002.05167].

[142] Y.-H. Lin, H.-W. Hammer and U.-G. Meiσner, High-precision determination of the electric and
magnetic radius of the proton, Phys. Lett. B 816 (2021) 136254 [2102.11642].

[143] M.O. Distler, J.C. Bernauer and T. Walcher, The RMS Charge Radius of the Proton and
Zemach Moments, Phys. Lett. B 696 (2011) 343 [1011.1861].

[144] T. Janssens, R. Hofstadter, E.B. Hughes and M.R. Yearian, Proton form factors from elastic
electron-proton scattering, Phys. Rev. 142 (1966) 922.

[145] J.J. Kelly, Simple parametrization of nucleon form factors, Phys. Rev. C 70 (2004) 068202.

[146] J.L. Friar and I. Sick, Muonic hydrogen and the third Zemach moment, Phys. Rev. A 72 (2005)
040502 [nucl-th/0508025].

[147] J.M. Alarcon, V. Lensky and V. Pascalutsa, Chiral perturbation theory of muonic hydrogen
Lamb shift: polarizability contribution, Eur. Phys. J. C 74 (2014) 2852 [1312.1219].

[148] M.C. Birse and J.A. McGovern, Proton polarisability contribution to the Lamb shift in muonic
hydrogen at fourth order in chiral perturbation theory, Eur. Phys. J. A 48 (2012) 120
[1206.3030].

[149] C.E. Carlson and M. Vanderhaeghen, Higher order proton structure corrections to the Lamb shift
in muonic hydrogen, Phys. Rev. A 84 (2011) 020102 [1101.5965].

[150] K. Pachucki, Proton structure effects in muonic hydrogen, Phys. Rev. A 60 (1999) 3593
[physics/9906002].

67

https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/ptep/article-pdf/2020/8/083C01/34673722/ptaa104.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.56.1783
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9702394
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00175-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9801297
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.97.055203
https://arxiv.org/abs/1710.06430
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2011.10.002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1102.0318
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.013013
https://arxiv.org/abs/1505.01489
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.074012
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.13640
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2012-12151-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/1205.6628
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.102.035203
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.05167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136254
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.11642
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.12.067
https://arxiv.org/abs/1011.1861
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.142.922
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.70.068202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.72.040502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.72.040502
https://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0508025
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-2852-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/1312.1219
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2012-12120-8
https://arxiv.org/abs/1206.3030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.020102
https://arxiv.org/abs/1101.5965
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.60.3593
https://arxiv.org/abs/physics/9906002


[151] J. Gasser and H. Leutwyler, Implications of Scaling for the Proton - Neutron Mass - Difference,
Nucl. Phys. B 94 (1975) 269.

[152] M. Gorchtein, F.J. Llanes-Estrada and A.P. Szczepaniak, Muonic-hydrogen Lamb shift:
Dispersing the nucleon-excitation uncertainty with a finite-energy sum rule, Phys. Rev. A 87
(2013) 052501 [1302.2807].

[153] I. Caprini, Constraints on the virtual Compton scattering on the nucleon in a new dispersive
formalism, Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 076002 [1601.02787].

[154] R.J. Hill and G. Paz, Model independent extraction of the proton charge radius from electron
scattering, Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 113005 [1008.4619].

[155] A.P. Martynenko, Proton polarizability effect in the Lamb shift of the hydrogen atom, Phys.
Atom. Nucl. 69 (2006) 1309 [hep-ph/0509236].

[156] O. Tomalak, Two-Photon Exchange Correction to the Lamb Shift and Hyperfine Splitting of S
Levels, Eur. Phys. J. A 55 (2019) 64 [1808.09204].

[157] C.G. Parthey, A. Matveev, J. Alnis, B. Bernhardt, A. Beyer, R. Holzwarth et al., Improved
measurement of the hydrogen 1s−−2s transition frequency, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107 (2011) 203001.

[158] R.N. Faustov and A.P. Martynenko, Proton polarizability and Lamb shift in muonic hydrogen,
Phys. Atom. Nucl. 63 (2000) 845 [hep-ph/9904362].

[159] R. Rosenfelder, Proton polarization shifts in electronic and muonic hydrogen, Phys. Lett. B 463
(1999) 317 [hep-ph/9903352].

[160] J.M. Alarcón, D.W. Higinbotham, C. Weiss and Z. Ye, Proton charge radius extraction from
electron scattering data using dispersively improved chiral effective field theory, Phys. Rev. C 99
(2019) 044303 [1809.06373].

[161] M. Horbatsch and E. Hessels, Evaluation of the strength of electron-proton scattering data for
determining the proton charge radius, Phys. Rev. C 93 (2016) 015204 [1509.05644].

[162] K. Griffioen, C. Carlson and S. Maddox, Consistency of electron scattering data with a small
proton radius, Phys. Rev. C 93 (2016) 065207 [1509.06676].

[163] Z.-F. Cui, D. Binosi, C.D. Roberts and S.M. Schmidt, Fresh Extraction of the Proton Charge
Radius from Electron Scattering, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127 (2021) 092001 [2102.01180].
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