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High energy beams incident on a fixed target may scatter against atomic electrons. To a first
approximation, one can treat these electrons as free and at rest. For precision experiments, however,
it is important to be able to estimate the size of, and when necessary calculate, sub-leading correc-
tions. We discuss atomic binding corrections to relativistic lepton-electron scattering. We analyze
hydrogen in detail, before generalizing our analysis to multi-electron atoms. Using the virial theo-
rem, and many-body sum rules, we find that the corrections can be reduced to measured binding
energies, and the expectation value of a single one-body operator. We comment on the phenomeno-
logical impact for neutrino flux normalization and an extraction of hadronic vacuum polarization
from elastic muon electron scattering at MUonE.

I. INTRODUCTION

Leptonic interactions provide a clean laboratory for
precision physics. In this work we consider high energy
leptons (specifically neutrinos and muons) scattering on
atomic electrons in a fixed target. When considering
fixed target experiments the asymptotic in-state includes
atomic electrons bound to nuclei. For certain experi-
ments, high levels of precision are necessary. Precision
goals can range from modest to extremely demanding.
As an example of a modest goal, the future DUNE exper-
iment will aim for a percent-level determination of their
neutrino flux normalization using νe→ νe scattering [1].
The Moller collaboration will attempt a sub-percent mea-
surement of parity violation using an 11 GeV beam of
electrons scattering off atomic electrons in a hydrogen
target [2]. A more stringent example is provided by the
MUonE experiment [3], which aims to extract hadronic
vacuum polarization from µe → µe scattering [4] with
an error budget for the differential cross section’s shape
(1/σ) × dσ/dt at the level of 10 ppm [5, 6].

It is intuitively obvious that these systems are well ap-
proximated by treating the atomic electrons as at rest,
and working in the lab frame. For experiments with de-
manding precision goals, approximating the electrons as
free and at rest may not be sufficient at which point
binding corrections should be included. At bare mini-
mum a parametric estimate for the size of these correc-
tions should be established, and if necessary they should
be computed. A number of basic questions immediately
arise: what controls the binding expansion? how large
are these corrections? how do they scale with atomic
number? how does one include relativistic corrections?

To answer these questions concretely, we focus on neu-
trino and muon scattering on atomic electrons. For ex-
ample, consider neutrinos scattering from a hydrogen
atom at rest (i.e., with zero momentum),

ν(k) + 1H(0) → ν(k′) + e−(p′) + p+(h′) . (1)

For a generic atom A we consider νA → νe−B+ and sum
over all final states B+. We focus on kinematics such
that ∣p′∣ ∼ ∣k′∣ ∼ ∣k∣ are large, and ∣h′∣ ∼

√
2meϵA is small,

where ϵA is the binding energy of the atom; for hydrogen
ϵH ≃ α2me/2. Our goal is to provide a simple universal
formula for the binding corrections to the cross section.

A natural question is what controls the size of bind-
ing corrections parametrically. For example when ma-
trix elements depend on the Mandelstam variable s =
(k + p)2 with kµ = (ω,0,0, ω), considering an electron
at rest vs. in motion we find s = m2

e + 2meω vs. s =
m2

e + 2(Eeω − peω cos θ). This would suggest corrections
of the size pe/me ∼

√
ϵA/me. Alternatively, one may

guess that since energy conservation is modified by the
binding energy ϵA, and the available energy is of order ω
that corrections will be parametrically given by ϵA/ω a
dramatically smaller correction. As we will see in what
follows, the leading order corrections are of order ϵA/me.

We study these binding corrections in detail for νe →
νe scattering from an argon atom, and for µe→ µe scat-
tering from a carbon atom. We find that the paramet-
ric scaling mentioned above holds in general, but that
a accidental cancellation makes the binding correction
to νe → νe scattering very small. By way of contrast,
for µe → µe scattering the corrections are of their natu-
ral size. For MUonE, we find that these corrections are
roughly 5× larger than their stated error budget goal, and
must be included in future analyses. We do not include
final state interactions (which can enter at the same or-
der in the expansion) deferring their treatment to future
work [7].

Our analysis differs qualitatively from non-relativistic
processes such as dark matter electron scattering [8–10].
We always consider an ultra-relativsitic final state elec-
tron, and a precision target that is much more stringent
than what is required for dark matter direct detection.
To retain theoretical control, it is therefore essential to
expand around a free electron at rest as the zeroth or-
der approximation. Our approach also sums over all final
states (including ionized debris), and does not rely on a
mean-field model of the atom.

The rest of the paper is organized along the following
lines. First in Section II we define, without approxima-
tion, the kinematics and phase space for scattering from
hydrogen. Next in Section III we describe how, at low-
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est order in the fine structure constant α (i.e. neglecting
final state interactions), the relevant matrix element in
the case of hydrogen can be related to well known free
electron matrix elements. Next, in Section IV we outline
a consistent expansion scheme to compute binding cor-
rections. In Section V we discuss realistic multi-electron
atoms and how to use sum rules and the virial theorem
to reduce the problem to the atomic matrix element of
a single one-body operator. Next in Section VI we dis-
cuss applications at high energy fixed target experiments
including DUNE and MUonE. Finally in Section VII we
summarize our findings and outline potentially interest-
ing future directions.

II. KINEMATICS AND PHASE SPACE

Consider a particle scattering on hydrogen producing
a proton and electron in the final state. For definiteness,
we will take this to be a neutrino. The relevant matrix
element is written in terms of the weak Hamiltonian den-
sity and is given by,

T = ∫ d4x ⟨νe−p+∣HW (x)∣1Hν⟩

= (2π)4δ(4)(Σp̃) ⟨νe−p+∣HW ∣1Hν⟩ .
(2)

The tilded energy and momentum conservation reads

ΣẼ =me − ϵH + ω − ω′ −E′ − T ′p (3)

Σp̃ = k + (−h′) − k′ − p′ , (4)

where T ′p is the proton’s kinetic energy, ω is the incident
neutrino’s energy, ω′ the outgoing neutrino’s energy, E′
the outgoing electron’s energy, and ϵH the binding en-
ergy of hydrogen. Notice that Eq. (4) is the same as we
would obtain for a free electron in the initial state with
momentum p = (−h′), but that Eq. (3) differs by the
binding energy of hydrogen.

We will focus on scattering from an unpolarized tar-
get. We average over the orientation of all atoms, which
is equivalent to averaging over the quantum number mJ

(i.e., the magnetic quantum number for total angular
momentum). This gives the same spin-averaged matrix
elements as would be obtained by summing over free-
particle spin and averaging over mℓ (i.e., the orbital
quantum number) [11]. Then, suppressing all spin in-
dices for simplicity, the cross section is given by

σ = 1

2ω

1

2MH
∫ dΠνdΠedΠp (2π)4δ(4)(Σp̃) ∣M∣2 , (5)

where T = (2π)4δ(4)(Σp̃)M and Lorentz invariant phase
space is written for a particle of species-a as dΠa =
d3pa/[(2Ea)(2π)3]; this formula assumes a relativistic
normalization of states. It is convenient to eliminate the
neutrino’s phase space using the 3-momentum delta func-
tion,

σ = 1

2ω

1

2MH
∫ dΠp ∫ dΠe

1

2ω′
(2π)δ(ΣẼ) ∣M∣2 . (6)

The energy conserving delta function can be used to elim-
inate the angle of the outgoing electron, cos θ′, relative
to the beam axis. The explicit solution is given by

cos θ′ =
2ω(E′ −me + ∣h′∣ cos θ + ϵH − Tp) − (E′ −me + ϵH − Tp)2 + h′2 − 2∣h′∣∣p′∣ sinϕ sin θ′ sin θ + p′2

2∣p′∣(ω + ∣h′∣ cos θ)
, (7)

where θ and ϕ label the directions of the outgoing proton.
Including the relevant Jacobian and integrating over the
azimuthal angle (trivially by symmetry) we then arrive
at

σ = 1

2ω

1

2MH
∫ dΠp(1 +

∣h′∣ cos θ
ω

)
−1

∫
dE′

8πω
(1 +

Tp

ω′
) ∣M∣2 .

(8)

The limits of integration run from Ee =me (the threshold
for ionization) to Emax

e which is given by solving

E′ +
√
q2 + 2p′ ⋅ q + p′2 + T ′p =me − ϵH + ω . (9)

where q = k − h′. At this stage all of our expressions are
exact, and we now begin to discuss sensible approxima-
tions.

An important input in our analysis is that M is the
matrix element involving a bound atomic electron. As we

will see below, this implies that the outgoing proton has
momentum on the order of αme (for hydrogen). Large
proton momenta are suppressed by the atomic wavefunc-
tion. Consequently, the proton’s kinetic energy Tp can be
counted as Tp ∼ α2m2

e/mp and can be neglected relative
to ω ∼ ω′ ∼ E′.

Naively, the relative corrections from the modified en-
ergy conservation conditions are suppressed by ϵH/ω. A
careful analysis shows that this naive expectation holds
true for the phase space, but does not hold true for
the matrix element squared, ∣M∣2. As we discuss near
Eq. (18), conservation of energy and momentum can
cause certain Lorentz invariant products to be much
smaller than the size of their individual components in
the lab frame. For example p′ ⋅ k′ ∼ p ⋅ k ∼ meω. This is
much smaller than the naive estimate of p′ ⋅ k′ ∼ ω2. For
this reason, we keep only the leading terms in the phase
space but expand the matrix element to O(p2/m2

e) as
discussed in detail in Section IV.
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We drop all terms suppressed by λ ∼ ϵH/mp, ϵH/ω (for
example the proton’s recoil energy).1 Then,

σ = 1

2ω

1

2MH
∫ dΠp ∫

dE′

8πω
∣M∣2 +O(λ) , (10)

with

cos θ′ = 2ω(E′ −me) − (E′ −me)2 + p′2

2∣p′∣ω
+O(λ) , (11)

and

Emax =
1

2
( m2

e

2ω +me
+ 2ω +me) +O(λ) . (12)

The binding corrections to final-state kinematics (e.g.,
the limits of integration over final electron energies) are
suppressed by the large energy scales in the problem.
They produce an effect of O(ϵH/ω), which for ω ∼ GeV
and ϵH ∼ 10 eV amounts to a 10−8 correction; this is
much smaller than the shifts in the matrix element that
we discuss below.

III. REDUCTION TO PLANE WAVES

The matrix element of the weak Hamiltonian in Eq. (2)
can be written in terms of plane-wave (i.e., free-electron)
states. For the outgoing scattering state, this is trivial
at lowest order in α since ∣e−p+⟩out ≃ ∣e−p+⟩PW with the
subscript denoting a plane-wave state. Final state inter-
actions can be added perturbatively order-by-order in α
but are not included in what we present below, but are
studied separately in [7]. The bound states demand the
inclusion of the Coulomb interaction at zeroth order, but
may still be expanded in plane wave states. At leading
order in α a hydrogen atom at rest can be written as2
[12]

∣1H⟩ ≃
√
2MH ∫

d3p

(2π)3
ψ̃(p)

√
2Ee

√
2Ep

∣p+e−⟩PW , (13)

with the proton carrying momentum −p and the electron
carrying momentum p. The approximation holds up to
O(ϵH/me).

We suppress spin indices for simplicity anticipating
spin averaging in the initial state. The function ψ̃(p)
is the Fourier transform of the coordinate space wave-
function ψ(x). The factors in square roots are neces-
sary when working with relativistically normalized states.
The energies that appear are those of free particles,
Ee =

√
p2 +m2

e and Ep =
√
p2 +m2

p. One can easily check
that provided ∫ d3p/(2π)3∣ψ̃(p)∣2 = 1 and the electron
and proton states are normalized relativistically, then it
follows the hydrogen atom has the correct normalization
also.

Using ⟨p+(h′)∣p+(−p)⟩ = 2Ep(p)(2π)3δ(3)(p + h′), we
may therefore write, to leading order in α,

M= ⟨νe−p+∣HW ∣1Hν⟩

≃
√

2MH2Ep

2Ee
ψ̃(p) M(p′,k′,p,k)

(14)

where we have introduced the matrix element for 2 → 2
scattering of an incident neutrino from a free electron
with momentum p,

M(p′,k′,p,k) = ⟨ν(k′)e−(p′)∣HW ∣ν(k)e−(p)⟩PW .
(15)

Note that this matrix element is a function of the three
momenta only.

Writing the cross section in terms of the free-electron
matrix element we then find,

σ≃∫
d3p

(2π)3
∣ψ̃(p)∣2 1

2E

1

2ω
∫

dE′

8πω

1

2
∑
spins

∣M∣2 , (16)

where spin sums and averages which were previously left
implicit have been made explicit. This formula holds up
to an accuracy of O(ϵA/me). The factor of 1/2 in this
formula results from averaging over the initial electron
spin and assumes the incident neutrino is polarized (as it
must be).

Let us now evaluate the free-electron matrix element for the example at hand of νe→ νe scattering using

M = −
√
8GF [ū(k′)γµPLu(k)][ū(p′)γµ(cLPL + cRPR)u(p)] , (17)

PL,R = (1 ∓ γ5)/2 are chiral-projectors. Summing over spins and performing traces over Dirac matrices we obtain

∑
spins

∣M∣2 = 128G2
F × [c2L(p ⋅ k)(p′ ⋅ k′) + c2R(p ⋅ k′)(k ⋅ p′) − 4cLcRm2

e(k ⋅ k′)] . (18)

1 Terms that go like h′/ω ∼ λ1/2 vanish upon integration over the
final-state proton’s phase space for a rotationally invariant state.
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We have used the notation k ⋅p = kµpµ = ω
√
p2 +m2

e−k⋅p;
these invariants are only functions of three-momenta.

Notice that the matrix element squared is of order
∣M∣2 ∼ m2

eω
2. To see this one can use energy and mo-

mentum conservation to relate Lorentz invariants involv-
ing two four-vectors with large energy components such
as p′ ⋅ k′ to Lorentz invariants involving p such as p ⋅ k.
After this has been done it becomes immediately appar-
ent that the matrix element is O(m2

eω
2) with a series of

corrections controlled by the ratio ∣p∣/me.
At this point it is important to emphasize that the

kinematic relations for our process differ from those of
2 → 2 electron scattering. In particular when using en-
ergy and momentum conservation to relate (p′ ⋅ k′) to
(p ⋅k) we must account for the binding energy. Let us de-
fine ⟨V ⟩ ≡me−ϵH−E(p), and introduce the four-velocity
of the hydrogen atom uµ = (1,0,0,0) in the lab frame.
We then have

pµ + kµ + ⟨V ⟩uµ = p′µ + k′µ . (19)

This allows us to trade different Lorentz invariants for
one another,

p′ ⋅ k′ = p ⋅ k + ⟨V ⟩(p + k) ⋅ u + 1
2
⟨V ⟩2

≃ p ⋅ k + ⟨V ⟩ω ,
(20)

p′ ⋅ k = p ⋅ k′ + ⟨V ⟩(k′ − p) ⋅ u − 1
2
⟨V ⟩2

≃ p ⋅ k′ + ⟨V ⟩ω′ .
(21)

k ⋅ k′ = p ⋅ p′ +m2
ℓ −m2

e + ⟨V ⟩(p′ − p) ⋅ u − 1
2
⟨V ⟩2

≃ p ⋅ p′ +m2
ℓ + ⟨V ⟩E′ ,

(22)

where mℓ = 0 for νe→ νe scattering, but will be equal to
the muon mass when we consider µe→ µe scattering.

IV. WEAK BINDING EXPANSION

In the limit of weak binding we may estimate ∣p∣ ∼√
2ϵHme and expand in ϵH/me. In what follows, the

use of the symbol “≃” denotes results that hold up to
and including O(ϵH/me) in the weak binding expansion.
We need only the first terms in p2 and ⟨V ⟩ separately.

2 The state ∣e−(p)⟩ has a polarization spinor u(p). This accounts
for the leading relativistic correction to ψ(p) (see Appendix C
for a discussion).

Setting m2
ℓ = 0,

(p ⋅ k)(p′ ⋅ k′) ≃ (p ⋅ k)(p ⋅ k + ω⟨V ⟩) (23)

≃ (p ⋅ k)20[1 +
p2

m2
e

(1 + cos2 θeν) +
⟨V ⟩
me
] ,

(p ⋅ k′)(p′ ⋅ k) ≃ (p ⋅ k′)(p ⋅ k′ + ω′⟨V ⟩) (24)

≃ (p ⋅ k′)20[1 +
p2

m2
e

(1 + cos2 θeν′) +
⟨V ⟩
me
] ,

k ⋅ k′ ≃ p ⋅ p′ + ω′⟨V ⟩ (25)

≃ (p ⋅ p′)0[1 +
p2

2m2
e

+ ⟨V ⟩
me
] ,

where we have dropped terms linear in p that vanish
upon averaging over the electron’s wavefunction. The
outgoing electron and neutrino are nearly aligned with
the beam axis, with angles set by 1/γ ∼

√
me/ω where

γ is the boost to the center of mass frame. We may
therefore set cos θeν′ ≃ cos θee′ ≃ cos θeν ≡ cos θ.3

The subscript zero denotes the Lorentz invariant evalu-
ated for an elecron at rest e.g., (p⋅k)20 = (m2

e+2meω)2. We
observe that the terms multiplying c2L and c2R in Eq. (18)
will be multiplied by a common factor, whereas the term
proportional to cLcR is not. Nevertheless this cross term
is lepton-mass suppressed (me/ω ∼ 10−3 for ω ∼ 1 GeV),
and we can neglect it when computing the corrections.

The cross section can now be written in the simple
form

σ ≃∫
d3p

(2π)3
∣ψ̃(p)∣2(1 + 1

3

p2

m2
e

− ϵH
me
)

× 1

2m

1

2ω
∫

dE′

8πω

1

2
∑
spins

∣M∣20 .
(26)

where we have expanded 1/E = 1/m(1−p2/2me). Notice
that the corrections begin at O(p2/m2

e) much like in the
case of bound-muon decays [13–15]. We recognize the
second line as the cross section for scattering with an
electron at rest. We have exchanged ⟨V ⟩ for ϵH using
p2/2me + ⟨V ⟩ = −ϵH . We define the binding correction
dσB via dσ ≃ dσ0 +dσB. We therefore find at the level of
the differential cross section, the binding correction can
be written as

dσB =
1

me

⟨1H∣ 2
3
T̂ + Ĥ ∣1H⟩
⟨1H∣1H⟩

× dσ0

= 1

me
⟨ 2
3
T̂ + Ĥ⟩dσ0 ,

(27)

where ⟨. . .⟩means expectation value divided by the states
norm. This simple factorized form is a consequence of the

3 If one worked with e.g., k ⋅ k′ rather than p ⋅ p′, then large
cancellations occur ωω′ − k ⋅ k′ ∼ O(meω). One cannot set
cos θeν′ ≃ cos θee′ ≃ cos θeν and must retain higher order terms.
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symmetric nature of the leading terms proportional to c2L
and c2R in the tree-level matrix element. Note that ⟨T̂ ⟩
is related to ⟨Ĥ⟩ by the virial theorem, and so the entire
correction is fixed in terms of hydrogen’s binding energy.

V. BEYOND HYDROGEN

When considering more complicated atoms the analy-
sis above must be generalized. We are in fact interested
in the sum over all final atomic states. Let us consider a
reaction

ν(k) +A(0) → ν(k′) + e−(p′) +B+(h′) , (28)

where B is an atomic system with one fewer electron
than A, with center of mass momentum h′, but otherwise
unconstrained. We can separate out the final state phase
space of B+ into its center of mass motion and “the rest”
∑B . We therefore have

σ = 1

2MA

1

2ω
∑
B
∫ dΠB ∫ dΠνdΠe

(2π)4δ(4)(Σp̃) ∣MB ∣2 .
(29)

The energy conserving delta function now carries a de-
pendence on the final state B

ΣẼ = EA + ω −E′ − ω′ −EB . (30)

As above, we neglect the recoil energy of the system B

EA −EB ≃ (me − ϵA) + ϵB , (31)

where ϵA and ϵB are the atomic binding energies of A
and B+ respectively. Introducing

E =me + ω − (E′ + ω′) , (32)

(the energy conservation condition for an electron at rest)
we have

ΣẼ = E − (ϵA − ϵB) . (33)

Using the mode expansion of the field ψe, and again
neglecting final state interactions, the matrix element can
be written in the form

⟨e−B+∣ψ̄eΓψe∣A⟩ = ∫
d3q

(2π)3
√
2Eq

ū(p′)Γu(q)

× ⟨B+∣âq∣A⟩ .
(34)

with Γ an appropriate Dirac bilinear. Notice that
⟨B+(h′)∣âq∣A(0)⟩ ∝ (2π)3δ(3)(q − h′). We can there-
fore replace u(q) ↔ u(h′). It is convenient to insert
∫ dϵ δ(ϵ−ϵA+ϵB) and such that∑B can be pulled through
the other integrals,

σ = ∫ dϵ∫
1

2ω
∫

dΠe

2ω′
(2π)δ(E − ϵ)

∑
B
∫ dΠB ∫

d3q

(2π)3
√
2Eq

d3p

(2π)3
√
2Ep

δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨A∣â†
q∣B+⟩ ⟨B+∣âp∣A⟩

1

2
∑
spins

∣M(p,k,p′,k′)∣2 ,
(35)

where the free-electron matrix element, M is defined
above. We have anticipated that the integrand in
Eq. (35) is proportional to δ(3)(p − q), and that the
atomic matrix elements are spin diagonal after averag-
ing over initial spins of A and summing over the finals
spins of B. Equation (35) may be conveniently re-written
in terms of the spectral function using ⨋B = ∑B ∫ dΠB ,

SA(ϵ,p) =∫
d3q

(2π)3 ⨋B
⟨A∣â†

p∣B⟩ δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨B∣âq∣A⟩

=∫
d3q

(2π)3 ⨋B
⟨A∣â†

pδ(ϵA+Ĥ − ϵ)∣B⟩ ⟨B∣âq∣A⟩

=∫
d3q

(2π)3
⟨A∣â†

pδ(ϵA+Ĥ − ϵ)âq∣A⟩ . (36)

The Hamiltonian Ĥ is defined with all rest masses of
elementary particles subtracted. It may be written as

Ĥ = T̂ + V̂1 + V̂2 i.e., as a kinetic energy, electron-nucleus
potential, and inter-electron potential contribution. We
then have

σ = ∫ dϵ∫
d3p

(2π)3
SA(ϵ,p) (37)

1

2ω

1

2E
∫ dΠe

1

2ω′
δ(E − ϵ)1

2
∑
spins

∣M∣2.

The energy and momentum conservation conditions now
read

E + ω + Ṽ = E′ + ω′ , (38)
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with Ṽ ≃ −ϵ−p2/2me. We then find for the cross section

σ ≃∫ dϵ∫
d3p

(2π)3
SA(ϵ,p) (1 +

1

3

p2

m2
e

− ϵ

me
)

× 1

2m

1

2ω
∫

dE′

8πω

1

2
∑
spins

∣M∣20 ,
(39)

which holds to an accuracy of ϵA/me. When computing
the corrections from p2 and ϵ, it is sufficient to use a
non-relativistic spectral function which satisfies energy
weighted sum rules [16] (the latter of which is due to
Koltun [17])

∫ dϵ∫
d3p

(2π)3
p2

2me
SA(ϵ,p) = ⟨T̂ ⟩A = ϵA , (40)

∫ dϵ∫
d3p

(2π)3
(−ϵ) SA(ϵ,p) = ⟨T̂ ⟩A + ⟨V̂1⟩A + 2⟨V̂2⟩A

= (−3ϵA − ⟨V̂1⟩A) . (41)

To relate the matrix elements to binding energies we have
used the virial theorem: ⟨T ⟩A = ϵA and ⟨V̂1+V2⟩A = −2ϵA.
For a sketch derivation of the sum rules see Appendix A.
We then find for the binding correction at order ϵA/me

σB =
1

me

⟨A∣ 5
3
T̂ + V̂1 + 2V̂2∣A⟩
ZA ⟨A∣A⟩

σ0 . (42)

Therefore, at the level of differential cross section for
νe→ νe scattering we have

dσB =
1

ZAme
(−7

3
ϵA − ⟨V̂1⟩A)dσ0 . (43)

The relevant atomic input for the leading order binding
corrections is therefore the measurable binding energy,
and a single one-body matrix element, ⟨A∣V̂1∣A⟩ / ⟨A∣A⟩.
To evaluate this matrix element for an atom with ZA elec-
trons the radial density field of electrons nA(r) = ⟨n̂(r)⟩A
is sufficient

⟨V̂1⟩A = ZA × ∫ d3r nA(r)(
−ZAα

∣r∣
) , (44)

where ∫ d3r nA(r) = 1. This is particularly interesting
because nA(r) is amenable to calculation, and is in gen-
eral easier to predict than e.g., the full many-body wave-
function.

To estimate parametric scaling with ZA we can make
use of the Thomas-Fermi model (see Appendix B), which
should be accurate at the 10% level or better.4 One finds,

⟨V̂1⟩A ≈ −Z7/3
A × (30 eV) . (45)

4 More accurate many-body calculations and the Thomas-Fermi
model differ by ∼ 10% at the level of nA(r), but these differences
tend to largely cancel for integrated quantities such as ⟨V̂1⟩A.

In this expression one factor of ZA comes from the total
number of electrons in the atom. Another factor of ZA

comes from the nuclear Coulomb potential. The final
factor of Z1/3

A comes from the Thomas-Fermi length scale
b0 ≈ 0.88Z−1/3A a0 with a0 = 1/(αme) the Bohr radius.

VI. APPLICATIONS

In this section we discuss some simple applications of
our methods to problems of physical interest. We focus
DUNE and MUonE specifically.

A. Neutrino flux measurements

An immediate application of our results is the measure-
ment of neutrino flux normalization at future high inten-
sity neutrino experiments. For concreteness we will focus
on scattering event rates at the DUNE near detector with
a liquid argon time projection chamber (LArTPC). This
is interesting both because of DUNE’s anticipated high
statistical sample of νe→ νe scattering, but also because
argon is a noble element. Therefore, the treatment used
above in terms of a spherically symmetric isolated atom
(i.e., without complications due to molecular physics) ap-
plies immediately.

Recent estimates suggest that a measurement of the
νe elastic scattering rate in a 30 ton LArTPC in the near
detector hall can supply a measurement of the neutrino
flux normalization with a 2% uncertainty after five years
of operation [18]. The authors of Ref. [18] assume a νe
elastic scattering rate of ∼ 120 × 30 = 3.6 × 103 events per
year for a 30 ton liquid argon detector and a five year
run time. The DUNE conceptual design report suggests
roughly twice as large a statistical sample will be avail-
able per year [1]. When combined with a ten vs. five year
run time this could reduce statistical errors by a factor
of two. Higher statistics, and improved control over de-
tector systematics may then allow for determination of
the neutrino flux with ≲ 1% precision. It is important
to have theoretical control over all possible corrections
at a sub-percent level. Estimating the effect of binding
corrections a priori one would expect a correction of size
∼ Z4/3

Ar α
2 ≈ 2.5 × 10−3.

The total binding energy of argon is given by ϵAr =
14.40 keV [19]. Estimating the average inverse radius us-
ing tabulated Hartree-Fock calculations from Ref. [20],
and averaging over atomic orbitals, we find ⟨V1⟩Ar =
−34.2 keV.

We then find for the binding correction to the cross
section for scattering on atomic electrons in argon,

dσB = (−[
7

3
(1.57) − 3.71] × 10−3)dσ0

≈ (−6 × 10−5) × dσ0 .
(46)
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This is much smaller than the previously estimated error
on the cross section (±0.37%) [21]. We find due to the del-
icate cancellation between binding energy and one-body
potential terms, that this estimate is very sensitive to the
precise value of each term. Nevertheless, the size is al-
ways much smaller than 10−3 and can therefore be safely
neglected for neutrino flux normalization measurements
with an argon target.

B. Muon electron scattering

MUonE will measure muon electron scattering with
tagged incoming muons, and excellent angular resolution
for outgoing electrons and muons. Bound state effects
can be, and indeed are, important for MUonE. The pur-
pose of the experiment is to measure the running of α(µ)
where α is the electromagnetic fine structure constant.
The strategy may be summarized schematically as [6]

1

σ

dσ

dt
= 1

σ(0)
dσ0

dt
∣α(t)
α(0)

∣
2

× (1 + δR(t)) , (47)

where δR contains radiative corrections. Note that this
method requires only the shape of the differential cross
section and not its overall normalization. Since hadronic
vacuum polarization is a small effect [3, 4], the demands
for δR(t) are extraordinarily stringent (10 ppm) [6], as are
the demands for systematic experimental uncertainties
[5]. The ultimate performance of the detector is beyond
our control, but our goal is to help reduce theoretical
errors stemming from bound-state corrections below the
requisite target of 10 ppm.

As we have discussed above in the case of neutrino
scattering, bound-state corrections should also be in-
cluded i.e., one should make the replacement (1 + δR) →
(1+ δR + δB). As we will see, the bound state corrections
to µe → µe have important phenomenological implica-
tions for an extraction of hadronic vacuum polarization
at MUonE.

The angular resolution at MUonE is superb; 0.02 mrad
[5]. It is therefore interesting to ask if the effects from
atomic binding can significantly shift the kinematics of
µe→ µe scattering events. We have checked the modified
kinematic constraints, and find that for the ∼ 150 GeV
muon beam at MUonE, the shifts in θµ and θe are sup-
pressed by ϵA/Eµ ≪ 0.02 mrad and are therefore irrele-
vant for practical considerations.

At tree-level µe → µe is mediated by an off-shell pho-
ton, whose virtuality is given by q2 = (k − k′)2 with k
the four-momentum of the incoming muon, and k′ the
momentum of the outgoing muon. The relevant matrix
element in our problem is then ⟨e−B+∣Ĵµ∣A⟩ with Ĵµ the
(leptonic) electromagnetic current. Following identically
to above, for the reaction

µ±(k) +A→ µ±(k′) + e−(p′) +B(−p) , (48)

-0.14 -0.12 -0.10 -0.08 -0.06 -0.04 -0.02 0.00

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

FIG. 1. The function f(t), as defined in Eq. (55), for
√

s =
405 MeV, plotted over the interval tmin ≤ t ≤ 0 where the
largest momentum transfer is given by tmin = −(s −m

2
µ)

2
/s.

we arrive at

σ =∫ dϵ∫
d3p

(2π)3
SA(ϵ,p)

× 1

2E

1

2∣k∣ ∫
dE′

8πω

1

4
∑
spins

∣M∣2 ,
(49)

where the factor of 1/4 comes from averaging over both
electron and muons spins in the initial state. Neglecting
me/ω and m2

e/m2
µ, the spin-summed matrix element is

given by

∑
spins

∣M∣2 ≃ 32e4
(k ⋅ p′)(k′ ⋅ p) + (k ⋅ p)(k′ ⋅ p′) −m2

µ(p ⋅ p′)
[(k − k′)2]2

.

When expanding Lorentz invariants in terms of p we
must be more careful than in the case of neutrino scatter-
ing. Terms proportional to cos θ can appear from both
the numerator and denominator. One should therefore
keep terms linear in p, and the appropriate identities are

(p ⋅ k) ≃ (p ⋅ k )0[1 −
∣p∣ cos θ
me

+ p2

2m2
e

] , (50)

(p ⋅ k′) ≃ (p ⋅ k′)0[1 −
∣p∣ cos θ
me

+ p2

2m2
e

] , (51)

(p ⋅ p′) ≃ (p ⋅ p′)0[1 −
∣p∣ cos θ
me

+ p2

2m2
e

] , (52)

where we (again) use cos θee′ ≃ cos θeµ′ ≃ cos θeµ ≡ cos θ.
Next, we expand in p2 and ϵ. After averaging over angles
in the bound state, we may make the replacement,

1

2E
∑
spins

∣M∣2 → 1

2m
{ ∑

spins

∣M∣20[1 +
ϵ

me
]

−
8e4m2

µ

(p ⋅ p′)0
[ ϵ
me
+ 1

3

p2

m2
e

] }.
(53)
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Upon integration against the spectral function and using
the relevant sum rules, we find at O(ϵA/me),

dσ

dt
≃ dσ(0)

dt
[1 + 1

ZAme

[3ϵA + ⟨V̂1⟩A]

− f(t)
ZAme

(11
3
ϵA + ⟨V̂1⟩A)] ,

(54)

where the Mandelstam variable t for an electron at rest
is defined as t ≃ −2(p ⋅p′)0 = −2meE

′ in the limit of small
electron mass. The function f(t) (plotted in Fig. 1 for√
s = 405 MeV) is obtained from Eq. (53) after dividing

through by the leading order answer,

f(t) =
m2

µ(p ⋅ p′)0
(p ⋅ k)20 + (p ⋅ k′)20 −m2

µ(p ⋅ p′)0

=
−2m2

µt

(s + t −m2
µ)2 + (s −mµ)2 + 2m2

µt
.

(55)

For a shape-only measurement, the relevant quantity is

1

σ

dσ

dt
≃ 1

σ(0)
dσ(0)

dt
(1 − f(t)

ZAme
[11
3
ϵA + ⟨V̂1⟩A]) , (56)

To get a sense of the size of this correction we may assume
a carbon target, taking ϵC = 1.03 keV [19] and ⟨V1⟩C =
−2.40 keV [20]. We find,

1

ZAme
[11
3
ϵA + ⟨V̂1⟩A] ≃ 45 × 10−5 . (57)

This is almost two orders of magnitude larger than the
theory-error target of MUonE. Using

√
s = 405 MeV and√

−t = √−tpeak = 330 MeV [5] we find that this correction
amounts to a 5 × 10−5 shift which is a sizeable effect,
when compared to the 10−5 error budget demanded by
MUonE [6]. Notice that there is no delicate cancellation
in Eq. (57) in contrast to the accidental cancellation in
Eq. (46), and the binding correction is of natural size.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Using a simple perturbative analysis, the virial theo-
rem, and the Koltun sum rule [17], we have identified
a new model independent relationship between the ex-
pectation value of the single body potential operator,
and binding corrections to high energy scattering. We
have studied these corrections in detail for νe → νe and
µe → µe scattering. We find that due to rotational sym-
metry, corrections begin at O(ϵA/me) where ϵA is the
binding energy of the target atom. Our main results are
Eq. (43) for νe → νe scattering, and Eqs. (54) and (56)
for µe→ µe scattering. The results of this paper can also
be applied to Moller scattering off atomic electrons or-
biting hydrogen [2]. Since there are no Z-enhancements
in hydrogen, we expect that the atomic binding correc-
tions will be comparable to two-loop QED corrections
and below the precision goals stated in Ref. [2].

In our analysis we have treated the final state electron
as a free-particle solution (which amounts to using the
impulse approximation). In general there will be pertur-
bative corrections from Coulomb exchange with the final
state system ∣B⟩ that are not included in the radiative
corrections to νe → νe and µe → µe scattering involving
free electrons. These effects are well studied in e.g., non-
relativistic contexts [22] but have not (to our knowledge)
been computed for the ultra-relativistic kinematics we
consider here. The effect of final state interactions can
be estimated in the case of hydrogen, but it is presently
unclear if any universal form exists for many-body atoms.
These corrections should be computed in the future and
added to the binding corrections discussed in this paper
(see Ref. [7] for a discussion).

The results presented here are important for ultra-
precise measurements of muon electron scattering, as is
planned for the MUonE experiment. Unlike in neutrino
flux measurements, where the total cross section is most
important, for MUonE the most relevant observable is
the differential distribution with respect to the angles of
outgoing muon and electron. The binding corrections
discussed here will impact extractions of hadronic vac-
uum polarization from MUonE. Importantly, the error
budget there is ∼ 10−5 and even for light nuclei (e.g., car-
bon with Z4/3 ≈ 11) atomic binding corrections must be
incorporated.
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Appendix A: Sum rules

Since the Koltun sum rule [17] is very simple, but may
be unfamiliar to some readers, we provide a self contained
discussion (see also Ref. [16]). Let us consider the hole
spectral function for a state ∣A⟩

SA(ϵ,p) =∫
d3q

(2π)3 ⨋B
⟨A∣â†

p∣B⟩ δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨B∣âq∣A⟩ .

(A1)

The first (trivial) sum rule stems from the identity
∫ dϵδ(x− ϵ)f(x) = f(x) for any test function. Therefore,

∫ dϵSA(ϵ,p) = ∫
d3q

(2π)3
⟨A∣ â†

p ⨋
B
∣B⟩⟨B∣ âq ∣A⟩

= ∫
d3q

(2π)3
⟨A∣â†

pâq∣A⟩ .
(A2)
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When weighted against p2/2me and integrated over d3p

this gives ⟨T̂ ⟩.
Next, for the Koltun sum rule, we re-write ϵ in terms

of the Hamiltonian via (suppressing ∫ d3q/(2π)3 for
brevity’s sake),

ϵ⨋
B
⟨A∣â†

q∣B⟩ δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨B∣âp∣A⟩ (A3)

= (ϵA − ϵB)⨋
B
⟨A∣â†

q∣B⟩ δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨B∣âq∣A⟩ ,

= ⨋
B
⟨A∣â†

p∣B⟩ δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨B∣âqϵA − ϵB âq∣A⟩ ,

= ⨋
B
⟨A∣â†

p∣B⟩ δ(ϵA − ϵB − ϵ) ⟨B∣â†
p[Ĥ, âq]∣A⟩ .

where we have used Ĥ ∣A,B⟩ = −ϵA,B ∣A,B⟩. Then, using
(−ϵ) instead of ϵ and integrating we obtain

∫ dϵ (−ϵ)SA(ϵ,p) = ∫
d3q

(2π)3
⟨A∣â†

p[âq, Ĥ]∣A⟩ . (A4)

Taking a Hamiltonian with one- and two-body operators,

Ĥ =∑
p

p2

2me
â†
pâp + ∑

p,p′
V1(p,p′)â†

p′ âp

+ ∑
p,p′,q,q′

V2(p,p′,q,q′)â†
p′ â

†
q′ âpâq ,

(A5)

evaluating the commutator, and integrating over dϵ to
remove the delta function, we arrive at

∫
d3p

(2π)3 ∫
dϵ(−ϵ)SA(ϵ,p) =

⟨A∣T̂ + V̂1 + 2V̂2∣A⟩
⟨A∣A⟩

. (A6)

For a more general Hamiltonian written as an expansion
n-body operators as Ĥ = ∑n Ôn one finds [17]

∫
d3p

(2π)3 ∫
dϵ(−ϵ)SA(ϵ,p) = ∑

n

n
⟨A∣Ôn∣A⟩
⟨A∣A⟩

. (A7)

Appendix B: Thomas-Fermi estimate

The Thomas-Fermi model offers a crude description
of bulk atomic properties [23]. Since we have reduced
the problem of binding corrections to evaluating ⟨V̂1⟩A
the quality of the estimate depends only on the accuracy
with which we can model nA(r).

The Thomas-Fermi model can be summarized as
r2n(r) ∝ x1/2[f(x)]3/2 where x = r/b0 with b0 =
0.88Z−1/3a0. The function f(x) is determined by solving
the differential equation,

xf ′′(x) = x1/2[f(x)]3/2 , (B1)

with f(0) = 1 and f ′(0) ≃ 1.588. Using this solution, and
integrating numerically, one finds

∫ dx ( 1x)x
1/2f(x)

∫ dx x1/2f(x)
≈ 1.79 . (B2)

Converting to physical units gives Eq. (45).

Appendix C: Relativistic corrections

In Eq. (13) we have written a hydrogen (or hydrogen-
like) atom in terms of an entangled proton (nucleus) and
a free-electron state. In the limit of mp/me →∞ the pro-
ton (nucleus) acts as a static Coulomb field and the exact
solution (to all orders in Zα) is given by the solution of
the Dirac equation in a central potential. These wave-
functions generically cannot be written in the form of
Eq. (13). Nevertheless, as we dicuss below, these effects
begin first at O(p3/m3

e) and are therefore sub-dominant
in our expansion.

Consider the Dirac equation in a central potential. Us-
ing the “Bjorken and Drell” basis this can be written as

⎛
⎝

− ϵH + V (x) −iσ ⋅∇
iσ ⋅∇ 2m − ϵH + V (x)

⎞
⎠
⎛
⎝
U(x)
L(x)

⎞
⎠
= 0 . (C1)

Non-relativistic bound states satisfy the counting ∇ ∼
O(λ), V (x) ∼ O(λ2), and ϵH ∼ O(λ2), as required by the
virial theorem. We may then expand order-by-order in
λ,

U(x) = U (0)(x) +U (2)(x) +U (4)(x) + . . . , (C2)

L(x) = L(1)(x) +L(3)(x) +L(5)(x) + . . . , (C3)

ϵH = ϵ(2)H + ϵ
(4)
H + ϵ

(6)
H + . . . , (C4)

where we have anticipated the vanishing of alternating
orders. The fact that ∇ is the dominant term in the
expansion implies the constraint at leading order,

L(1)(x) = −iσ ⋅∇
2m

U (0)(x) . (C5)

The zeroth order upper component satisfies the
Schrödinger equation,

[− 1

2m
∇2 + V (x)]U (0)(x) = −ϵ(0)H U (0)(x) . (C6)

The second order correction U (2)(x) incorporates fine-
structure effects including, for example, spin-orbit cou-
pling. We may therefore, through O(λ2) = O(ϵH/me),
write the hydrogen-like Dirac wavefunction as5,

Ψ(x) =
⎛
⎝

ψH(x)
−iσ⋅∇
2me

ψH(x)
⎞
⎠
+O(λ3) , (C7)

where ψH(x) ≡ U (0)(x) + U (2)(x) is a two-component
spinor. Note that in the spirit of degenerate perturbation
theory, there always exists a basis such that the upper
component spinor in Eq. (C7) is an eigenstate of the spin-
orbit coupling L ⋅ S.

5 This result generalizes Problem §39 and Eq. (57.3) of [24] to
O(v2/c2) in the non-relativistic expansion.
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Equivalently in momentum space we find

Ψ̃(p) =
⎛
⎝

ψ̃H(p)
σ⋅p
2me

ψ̃H(p)
⎞
⎠
+O(λ3) . (C8)

Note in Eq. (C7) we are not assuming that ψ̃(p) is
a rotationally invariant function of the three momen-
tum. Hence this equation holds not just for the ground
state, but orbitally excited states as well. We see that
up to a normalization of states (i.e., relativistic vs.
non-relativistic conventions) this is equivalent to using
Eq. (13) up to O(λ3) corrections.

When computing corrections to the matrix ele-
ment, the contributions from U (2) enter only via
∫ d3p/(2π)3∣ψ̃H(p)∣2∣M0∣2. Since M0 is independent
of p (by definition) there is no correction, because

the norm of the wavefunction is fixed to all orders
∫ d3p/(2π)3∣ψ̃(p)∣2 = 1. When computing the terms pro-
portional to p2/m2

e and ϵ/me in e.g., Eq. (26) it is suffi-
cient to use the zeroth-order approximation to the wave-
function.

The above analysis makes it clear that this approx-
imations (likely) holds to the same accuracy in many-
body atoms. One can write the full QED Hamiltonian,
and similarly expand the result order-by-order in λ. The
constraint Eq. (C5) will appear independent of the de-
tails of the interactions between electrons, all of which
are counted as O(λ2).

The fully relativistic spectral function satisfies the ex-
act sum rule ∫ d3p/(2π)3 ∫ dϵ S(ϵ,p) = Z. When com-
puting corrections due to bound states, i.e., for terms
proportional to p2/m2

e or ϵ/me, it suffices to use the non-
relativistic approximation of the spectral function.
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