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Abstract

The proton, deuteron and triton masses can be determined relative to the electron
mass via rovibrational spectroscopy of molecular hydrogen ions. This has to occur
via comparison of the experimentally measured transition frequencies and the ab
initio calculated frequencies, whose dependence on the mass ratios can be calculated
precisely. In precision experiments to date (on HD' and H;), the transitions have
involved the ground vibrational level v = 0 and excited vibrational levels with quantum
numbers up to v = 9. For these transitions, the sensitivity of the ab initio frequency
on the high-order-QED contributions is correlated with that on the mass ratios. This
prevents an efficient simultaneous determination of these quantities from experimental
data, so that the accuracy of the mass ratios is essentially limited by the theoretical
uncertainty. Here we analyze how the accuracy of mass ratios may be improved
by providing experimental transition frequencies between levels with larger quantum
numbers, whose sensitivity on the mass ratio is positive rather than negative, or
close to zero. This allows the unknown QED contributions and involved fundamental
constants to be much more efficiently determined from a joint analysis of several
measurements. We also consider scenarios where transitions of D; are included. We
find these to be powerful approaches, allowing in principle to reach uncertainties for
the mass ratios two orders smaller than CODATA 2018, and without using muonic
hydrogen data. For the Rydberg constant and the charge radii, improvements by

factors of 4 to 11 are projected.

I. INTRODUCTION

The precision spectroscopy of the molecular hydrogen ion (MHI) HD* has made signifi-
cant progress in the past few years. The combination of recently obtained experimental [1-4]
and theoretical results [5] on the transition frequencies permits extracting one “fundamen-
tal” constant, the reduced proton-deuteron mass relative to the electron mass, j,q/me. The
current uncertainty from MHI spectroscopy, ([ftpa/Me]expp+) = 2.5 x 107° [4, [6], is com-
petitive with direct mass measurements using Penning traps [7H10]. The accuracies of some

of the experimentally determined transition frequencies are already higher than those of the



theoretical predictions. Hence, the latter limit the accuracy of the determination of fi,q/m.
The theoretical uncertainty is dominated by unknown high-order-QED contributions [5].

The question arises which are the fundamental limitations to the attainable uncertainties
in the determination of the mass ratios, and of other constants, using any possible future
result of MHI spectroscopy. The question has first been addressed in an earlier analysis
[11], where different measurement scenarios were considered. A scenario that included three
HD™ transitions and two Hj transitions (assumed to have been measured with fractional
uncertainties 1 x 1071?), no other experimental input data, and assumed 3 x 1072 theory
uncertainty, resulted in a proton-electron mass ratio uncertainty u(m,/me) ~ 1.5 x 1078,

In the present study, we seek to “break” the correlation between the theoretical uncertain-
ties of the transition frequencies due to uncalculated terms. The existence of this correlation
has first been emphasized in ref. [I1]. Alighanbari et al. [4] observed that the correlation is
partially removed when computing ratios of theoretical transition frequencies between levels
of not-too-disparate vibrational quantum numbers. The agreement between theoretical and
experimental ratios exhibits a particularly small combined uncertainty.

Two different approaches are used in our study: (i) a simplified approach, in which the
unknown QED contributions are treated as a single parameter to be determined by solving a
system of linear equations. (ii) a least-squares adjustment (LSA), similar to CODATA [12]
and Ref. [6], where QED contributions to the different transition frequencies are treated
as adjustable parameters. We also propose to include qualitatively different vibrational
transitions in the measurement program and discuss several scenarios, i.e. sets of transitions
measured on different MHI.

Figure [1| summarizes the current situation and presents one main idea of this paper. The
figure displays, for six transitions of HD™, the correlation between the unknown (uncalcu-
lated) QED contribution and the mass ratio value deduced from requiring the theoretical
frequency to match the experimental frequency. The four transition frequencies measured to
date (green, light blue, brown and gray) have a similar relationship between mass uncertainty
and QED uncertainty: the bands have similar slopes. Considering each measured frequency
independently, as well as the estimated uncertainty of the QED contributions (yellow band),
one can derive a value for the mass ratio with uncertainty u([tipa/me]expmp+) = 2.5 x 1075,
This is substantially determined by the QED uncertainty.

The similar band slopes imply that even when the four transitions are taken together,



they are not particularly effective in reducing the uncertainty of the mass ratio. If, however,
a suitably chosen additional transition frequency is introduced, whose slope is qualitatively
different (fx, red band), then a simultaneous determination of both the mass correction and
the QED correction with reduced uncertainty becomes possible. This will be discussed in

detail in the following.
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FIG. 1. Determination of the nuclear-electron mass ratio of HD' from single transition frequencies.
Shown are four already measured transitions (fo, f1, f5, fo) and two “hot-band” transitions considered
for future measurement, X : (v = 9N = 1) —» (v = 1§, N' = 0), Y : (7,1) — (15,0). fx (red)
is a “positive-mass-sensitivity” transition, fy (blue) is a “suppressed-mass-sensitivity” transition. Note
that the band slope is similar for fy, fi, f5, fo because the abscissa is the normalized QED contribution
Apue,qEp/0.32, see eq. . The width of each band takes into account (1) the uncertainty of the theoretical
transition frequency due to the uncertainty of the Rydberg constant and the uncertainties of the r.m.s.
charge radius of proton and deuteron, (2) the uncertainty of the experimentally measured frequency, (3) the
uncertainty of the hyperfine structure theory. For the four measured transitions, the experimental results
f(*®) and theoretical results with CODATA 2018 constants f2((t)111§or) have been used in the plot. For the
proposed transitions (red and blue bands) we have assumed a hypothetical perfect match, f (exp) — Z((t)}llgor),
experimental uncertainties u( f)(pr)) = u( f}(,e Xp)) = 0.3kHz, and 0.035 kHz spin theory uncertainty. The
yellow shaded range indicates the estimated normalized uncertainty of the unknown QED contribution
to the theoretical transition frequency, stemming from the three contributions w(dfqrp.1), w(dfQED 2),
u(dfqrp,3) (see text for details). The horizontal black dashed lines indicate the £1 standard uncertainty
interval of the value of p,q/m. according to CODATA 2018. The dark cyan dotted lines represent the £1
standard uncertainty interval of p1,4/me derived from Penning trap measurements. It is computed from the
uncertainties of the atomic mass of the electron [7] (modified as in [13]), of the atomic mass of the deuteron

[9], and of the proton-deuteron mass ratio [I0].



A. Theoretical transition frequencies

We only consider the so-called spin-averaged rovibrational frequencies. This is reasonable
since it has been shown theoretically that the contribution of hyperfine energies can be
completely eliminated by measuring the complete set of hyperfine components of a transition
and then applying a sum rule [14]. A first demonstration has recently been given [I5]. The ab
initio theory of the spin-averaged frequency is well-developed [5]. A spin-averaged theoretical

frequency may be decomposed as

F) = for(Ro, {mi/me}) + 8 fqun(Rec, @, {mi/me}) + (1)
+5fnuc({7'i}) + 5fnuc,h.0. )

where the important dependencies on fundamental constants are indicated. Here, R, is the
Rydberg constant, m; is the mass of a nucleus (proton, deuteron, triton), m, is the electron
mass, « is the fine-structure constant, r; is the charge radius of proton, deuteron, or triton.
In addition, all terms in the equation are functions of the vibrational and rotational quantum
numbers of the lower (v, N) and upper (v, N') rovibrational levels; they will be indicated
explicitly below. The first term, f,,, is the nonrelativistic transition frequency, arising from
the solution of the three-body Schrodinger equation. The second term, 6 fqrp, contains all
energy corrections due to relativistic and QED effects. The third term is the leading-order
finite-nuclear-size shift. Finally, the fourth term, 6 fyucn.o., contains small nuclear corrections
of higher order, whose dependencies on fundamental constants may be neglected. The
fundamental constants displayed in the equation above represent the dominant dependencies.

MHI spectroscopy can be exploited to determine one or more of the above fundamental
constants from the comparison of a set of experimentally measured transition frequencies

theor

{ f,gexP )} and their theoretical counterparts { f,g )}. We therefore first discuss qualitatively

the impact of theoretical uncertainties and uncertainties of the fundamental constants on

the four terms of f,gtheor).

B. Uncertainty of the theoretical prediction

To begin with, we consider the uncertainties stemming from the involved fundamental

constants. All terms in eq. (2)) are proportional to the Rydberg constant; however the impact
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of its current uncertainty (CODATA 2018 [13]) is mainly on the first term, since the second-
largest term, 0 fqrp, is approximately 5 x 10* times smaller than the first. The uncertainty
of the mass ratios therefore also affects mostly the first term. Since we actually wish to
determine mass ratios more accurately than provided by CODATA 2018, the sensitivity of
fnr to the mass ratios, i.e. the partial derivatives 0f,,./0(m;/m.), are important quantities.
They have been computed in a number of works, e.g. [16, [I7]. Since the fine-structure

constant does not enter f,,. except via R, its current uncertainty is not relevant in f,,.

The third term 0 fi,c is equal to the difference of the finite-nuclear-size shifts in the upper
and lower levels. The shift of each energy level is proportional to the expectation value of
the delta potential Vs; = d(r.;) of the electron at nucleus 4, i.e. to the probability density
at the nucleus. (Vj;) is expressed in atomic units. Its values can be accurately calculated.

The nuclear-size shift for a heteronuclear MHI is given by [18]

8 foue = 20Roe(21/3)ag® (r} (Vs )w n = (Vsr)ov) + 75 ((Vao)w v — (Vz)un)) 5 (2)

where 71, 79 are the charge radii of the two nuclei. The value of ¢ f,,. is uncertain because
of the uncertainties of r1,ry. The density values (Vj;), n decrease as the vibration becomes
more excited (larger v), because the molecule becomes more stretched. For HDT, (Vj ), n—o
varies from ~ 0.21 for v = 0 to ~ 0.17 for v = 9 to ~ 0.16 for v = 18. For the following,
it is important to note that the values for proton and deuteron are close, differing only by

< 0.14% for v < 9 and by 1.5% for v = 18.

The following nuclear charge radius data have been recommended by CODATA 2018 [13]:

73 o018 = 0.7080(32) fm?,
rions = 4.5283(31) fm?. (3)

The two uncertainties are almost perfectly correlated, because the deuteron-proton radius
difference 12 — rﬁ is strongly constrained by the measurement of the isotope shift of 1S-2S

transition in H and D. Its recommended value is

[7”62[ — 7’2]2018 = 382036(41) fm2. (4)
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We can reexpress eq. ([2)) as

1
5fnuc = 26R00(27T/3)a62§((r% + 7’;) ((‘/5,1>U/,N/ + <V;5,2>v’,N’ - (<V;5,1>v,N + <‘/(5,2>U,N)) +
(ﬁ—@«wmwwa@mw—m@mwwwmmo
2 1
= QCROO—?TCL_2 ((T%+T’§) ((Vs12)vr.n0— (Vsa2)un) +

302
(r3=13) (AV312)ur v — (AVi2)o) ) (5)

with the notations (Vsi2) = (V51 + Vso) and (AVs12) = (Vi1 — Via).

For homonuclear MHI the second term in the parenthesis is zero by definition. In order to
keep the analytical model simple, for heteronuclear MHI we shall ignore the nominal value
of the second term, i.e. its value for r; = r;9013. For actual computations it could easily
be included. We shall also neglect its uncertainty, which can be justified as follows. In a
given fit scenario, one obtains the order of magnitude of the uncertainty of the combination
r? 4+ r2 appearing in the first term. The uncertainty of the combination r? — r2 will be
similar or smaller for some scenarios (e.g. when both HD* and HJ data is included). In
any case, the multiplying factor (AVs), nv — (AVs), v is a factor of at least 6 smaller than
(Vs)w.n'—(Vs)w N, see column 7 in Tab.. Thus, we may neglect the uncertainty of the second
term in the parenthesis compared to the uncertainty of the first term. One may improve on
this approximation in an extended model, where one incorporates the experimental results
from H/D spectroscopy, i.e. the result eq. together with its uncertainty, in the second

term. Its uncertainty will then be negligible.

Thus, the uncertainty of 0 f,. is approximately

1
(6 faue) = 2¢Ro0(27/3)ag 25“(7“%,2018 + T§,2018) ((Vsa2)v .z — (Vsa2)u,n)
= 15.6kHz X ((Vspa)w.n' — (Vspa)ov) [HD'] (6)
= 15.7kHz x (<V5,pp>v’,N’ - <V5,pp>v,N) [H;] : (7>

In the second line, for HD™, we inserted the uncertainty u(r§72018 + 7“212018) = 0.0063 fm?,
where correlation has been taken into account.

We now discuss uncertainties of purely theoretical origin. They mainly concern the QED
correction 0 fqrp and arise dominantly from QED contributions of high order in a (R..a®

and above). An important point is that the largest sources of uncertainties are described by
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terms that are also proportional to (Vs12)w nv — (Vs12)un [B]. The largest one is the higher-

order remainder of the one-loop self-energy correction, which has an estimated uncertainty

u(8fqrp,1) = 2¢Ro0 x 41.20°((Vsa2)w v — (Vsi2)u,n)
=40.9kHz x ((Vs12)w v — (Vs12)0) - (8)

The second largest source of uncertainty is the higher-order remainder of the two-loop QED

correction. The uncertainty associated with this term is

6
a
u(d fqep,2) = 2cR x 90.1 7((‘/5,12%',1\1/ — (Vs12)u.n)

= 28.5kHz x ((Vs12)w . nv — (Vs12)uN) - (9)

A smaller uncertainty in 6 fqrp arises from the fact that some of the QED corrections at
orders Rooa* and R..a® have been computed in the adiabatic approximation. This is the case
for the relativistic correction of order Ry, [19] and for the one-loop self-energy and vacuum
polarization at order Ro,o® [20, 21]. The corresponding uncertainties are estimated from the
relative difference between the expectation values of an operator of the type Vo calculated
in the adiabatic approximation on the one hand, and in an exact three-body approach on
the other hand. These uncertainties are not proportional to (Vji2)w nv — (Vs12)u.n, more-
over they have very different dependencies on the ro-vibrational degrees of freedom: they
are small for transitions between low-lying states and increase when more excited states
are involved, whereas (Vs 12), v decreases with v and N. Due to this, the theoretical errors
affecting different transitions are only imperfectly correlated. However, even for transitions
between high-lying states, uncertainties associated with the adiabatic approximation remain
much smaller than those from uncalculated higher-order terms (Egs. |8 and E[), so that the
theoretical uncertainties of all the transitions considered in this work are strongly correlated
to each other (see Table . This is why in Sec. [l] we neglect uncertainties due to the adia-
batic approximation, allowing unknown theoretical contributions to be described by a single
unknown parameter. This simplified model yields analytical formulas for the uncertainties of
fundamental constants as determined from HMI spectroscopy, which is very useful to guide
the choice of an optimal set of transitions. The results of this model are verified by per-
forming a least-squares adjustment (LSA) where imperfect correlations between theoretical

uncertainties are taken into account, see Sec. [[1I]
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There are two other smaller sources of uncertainty from unknown QED contributions.
One is a yet uncalculated part of the recoil correction of order Ro,a(m./m;), with estimated

uncertainty [19]

T Me

Me
(b faga) = 20ft % ' ((Vahrr = (Vin)oo) B+ (sadoov = Vahoo) )

(10)
This can be reexpressed in terms of (Vs12) and (AVjis) similarly to the nuclear-size shift
(Eq. ) Again, the term proportional to (AVj2) is either zero for homonuclear ions, or

much smaller for heteronuclear ones, and may be neglected. The uncertainty then simplifies

to
Me T
u(8fqEps) = 2¢Re X o' —=— ((Vs.12) o nv — (Vs12)u.n)
f12 32
= 1.5kHz X ((Vspa)v n' = (Vspa)on) [HD'], (11)
= 2.0kHz x ((Vspp)o.n0 — (Vo pp)o.n) [H;], (12)

where 12 = m1m2/<m1 + mg).
Finally, the higher-order nuclear correction ¢ fuueno. (last term in eq. (2)) is negligibly
small for the proton. Only the corrections for the deuteron are included in the theoretical

transition frequency, with a small associated uncertainty of [5]
u((sfnuc,h.o.) =0.45 kHZX(<‘/z$,d>v’,N’ - <‘/§,d>v,N) ~ (.23 kHz x (<V;5,12>v’,N’ - <‘/5,12>”U,N) . (13)

The combined uncertainty of the contributions given in eqs. (7SO12l[L3) is

uo (k) [(Vsi2)v v — (Vsi2)onli (14)

where uo(HD") ~ 52.2 kHz and uo(HJ) ~ 52.3 kHz, which includes a 49.9 kHz contribution
from purely theoretical uncertainties, and a 15.6 kHz contribution due to the uncertainty of
nuclear charge radii in HD* (15.7 kHz in Hy). For the vibrational transitions in Tab.[[] the
purely theoretical part corresponds to a fractional frequency uncertainty of approximately
8 x 10712, This is a main result of the theory in ref. [5]. Note that the value of the theoretical
uncertainty has no influence on results deduced from the analytical model (see next Section),
but is important for the approach based on an LSA (Sec.

One last point related to theoretical uncertainties is worth mentioning. Whereas all

contributions to theoretical transition frequencies have been so far computed with negligibly
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small numerical uncertainties, this may be much harder to achieve for some of the transitions
studied in this work, which involve levels with high vibrational quantum numbers such as
v = 18 (see Tables[[] and [[I). In particular, accurate calculation of the nonrelativistic Bethe
logarithm [22] for such states is a very serious numerical challenge. However, this obstacle
is not of a fundamental nature, and in the present exploratory analysis we will assume that

it can be overcome in the future.

II. ANALYTICAL MODEL
A. Master equation

Above, we have clarified that the combined uncertainty of the transition frequency arising
from nuclear and QED effects is, to a good approximation, proportional to the delta-potential
difference of lower and upper spectroscopy levels. This is the key point for our analytical
model. We shall recast this uncertainty as an unknown correction to be determined from
experiments. To quantify the correction we introduce the species-dependent, dimensionless

parameter A, qep(k) that describes the combined deviations from the “best” theory values,

Anuo,QED(/f)[<V5,12>u',N/—<V5,12>v,N]kXQCRooOé5 = A(0 faue+0 faueho. 40 faED,1+0 fQED 210 foED 3) |

where k denotes the molecular species. Ad f; is the unknown deviation of the actual contri-
bution of type ¢ from the currently calculable one.

According to the discussion above, the recoil correction (6 fqrp3) is species dependent.
There are different possibilities for its treatment. The correction is amenable to an ab initio
calculation [23], and this calculation is expected to be easier than reducing u(dfqrp,1) or
u(d fqrp2). In this case, we would be allowed to ignore the correction in the present context.
Alternatively, we could incorporate the recoil correction into Ay,.(k). With any of these

treatments, we may write

AnuC,QED(k> - Anuc<k) + Anuc,h.o.(k) + AQED 5

where all quantities are dimensionless and independent of the levels, and Aqggp is also
independent of the molecule species.
The Rydberg constant is also affected by uncertainty; we introduce the fractional devia-

tion with respect to the CODATA 2018 value Ay, = Ry /Reo 2018 — 1.
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In summary, we may express a theoretical spin-averaged frequency as follows,
f(theor) (U7 N7 UI) Nl) fz(t)}igor ( N7 UI? N/) + 20 Roo,2018 X
heor)
<Ahf2((t)18 at.u. ( ’ Na ,Ul7 N/)+

Z Am 5 an(t)lllgoét u. ( ) N7 Ul? N/)/a(mi/m€)+

i=1,2

Aveqena® (Vi) = (Vi) ) (15)
where A,,; = m;/me. — [m;/me]agis and the molecule-species dependence k is implicit.
f28}11§0r (v, N,v', N') is the ab initio transition frequency computed with the CODATA 2018

fundamental constants and no uncertainty is associated with it. A subscript “at.u.” indi-
cates that the frequency is expressed in atomic units. The above “master equation” is a
generalization of eq. (16) of ref. [19]. (While the master equation has been stated with CO-
DATA 2018 values, these are just reference values; the equation would be just as applicable
if we used CODATA 2014 reference values instead.) There is one such master equation for
each MHI species. For homonuclear MHI appropriate simplifications hold. Considering all
six MHI species (enumerated by the index k), there are 10 unknown parameters, A, ,, Ay, 4,
Aty {Anueqep(k)}, and Ay,

The master equation is approximate, since we have explicitly neglected some terms that
arise for heteronuclear MHI and because additional small uncertainties are present in the
theoretical transition frequency, that stem from the use of adiabatic wavefunction to calcu-
late several QED contributions and do not have the simple form of the last term in eq. .

For exploratory analyses such as the present one, in the second and third line of eq. ,

égligor) may be replaced by f,., the theoretical nonrelativistic frequency. The latter can

be approximated by the adiabatic transition frequency - obtained by solving the one-
dimensional radial Schrodinger equation with the adiabatic potential [24] appropriate to
each species.

For heteronuclear MHI, the two mass-deviation contributions from m; and msy may be

approximately subsumed into a single one concerning the reduced nuclear mass ji;o:
afnr,at.u.(vu N7 UI» N/)
o\ ’

with A = pa/me, Ay = pa2/Me — [f12/Me)oms. This approximation is good, because the

Am,)\

nonrelativistic transition frequency is well approximated by the difference of the adiabatic

energies.
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For reference, the current (CODATA 2018) uncertainties of the mass ratio deviations are
w(Appoo1s) = 1.1 x 1077, u(Ap g201s) = 1.3 X 1077, w(A, 10018) = 2.7 x 1077, Furthermore
the (current) uncertainty of Ayue.qep 18 U(Ape.qep(HD™)) ~ 52kHz/(2 ¢ Rywa®) ~ 0.38, and
similar for Hy . The uncertainty of A\ = i,q/me is u([Amx(HD")]2018) = 5.6 X 1078, or 4.6 x
10~ in relative terms. The uncertainty of this last quantity deduced from recent Penning
trap experiments [7HI0] is moderately smaller [6], see Fig.[I] All of these uncertainties do
not enter the present treatment.

The Rydberg constant fractional uncertainty is u(Ay 2018) = 1.9x 1072, This is a relevant

quantity only in the simplest scenario outlined here, the measurement of a transition pair

(Supplemental Material (SM), Tab.1).
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B. Transitions

Table[l| presents the relevant parameters for a number of electric-dipole allowed transitions
of HD*. A few electric-quadrupole transitions of Hf having v'—v = 2 are reported in Tab.

The mass sensitivities, denoted by s or /3 in the following sections, as well as the expec-
tation values of the delta functions, (Vj), are obtained from nonadiabatic (exact) nonrela-
tivistic calculations, a choice which may be relevant especially for transitions involving large
vibrational quantum numbers. To compute the mass sensitivities we followed an approach
similar to that of ref. [I6]. The hamiltonian (Eq. (6) of [16]) is re-expressed as a function of
the variables fi,4/m. and m,/m., then the derivatives are easily found to be equal to some
combinations of the kinetic energy operator expectation values. Their expressions can be
found in eqgs. (13b) and (13 ¢) of ref. [6].

Among the shown transitions of HD™ are those that have already been studied experi-
mentally to date, all having v = 0 as lower level. In addition, a few hot-band transitions
are included. Transition number5 (red in Fig. 1) occurs between highly excited vibrational
levels: v = 9, v/ = 18. It exhibits the opposite sign of the sensitivity s of the frequency to
the mass ratio compared to transitions having the ground vibrational level as lower level.
Transition 5 is just one of several such transitions. Also, we point out the existence of tran-
sitions that have strongly suppressed sensitivity to the mass ratio. Number 6 is an example
that is shown in blue in Fig. 1. Such transitions are obviously not effective in determining
the mass ratio. However, they are effective in determining the QED contribution parameter
Anue,qep, and therefore, when part of a set of other transitions, contribute to determining
the mass ratio. An important aspect is that while s does not scale with the transition
frequency value, V' is approximately proportional to it. This correlation has an important

consequence: Ay,cqep cannot be determined as accurately as the mass ratio.
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no. Transition Frequency | furat.u. s \%4 AV
(v, N) = (v',N')| f(THz) O farata/ON | (Vs)w n-(Vso N | (AV §)w nr-(AV §)u.n

1| (0,00—(0,1) 131 [0.000200|—1.611 x 10~7|  —0.0003698 2.0 x 1010

2 [ (0,0)—(1,1) 58.6 | 0.00891 | —3.526 x 10°6|  —0.009850 —6.8 x 1076

3 (0,0)—(5,1) 260 0.0395 |—1.363 x 107 —0.04187 —0.000057

4 (0,3)—(9,3) 415 0.0631 |—1.816 x 1075 —0.06460 —0.00018

) (9,1)—(18,0) 208 0.0316 | 8.272 x 1076 —0.02868 —0.0043

6| (7,1)—(15,0) 237 | 0.0360 |-3.113x10°8|  —0.03373 ~0.00095

71 (9,1)—(13,0) 118 | 0.0180 |—1.027x10°7|  —0.01671 ~0.00036

8| (5,1)=(13,0) 278 | 0.0422 |-5.242x1076|  —0.04059 ~0.00049

TABLE I. Some transitions of HD™ and their properties. The first one is a rotational transition,

the others are vibrational transitions. The last four entries are “hot-band” transitions. Transition

5 is the only one among the list that has a positive s. A = ppq/me. In this table, Vs = V; 4,
AV& AVZSpd

no. Transition Frequency | fur,at.u. s Vv

(v, N) = (v',N')| f(THz) 8 faratan./O(mp/me) | (Vs)or N1=(Ve)w,n

1 (1,0)—(3,2) 124 0.0189 —4.531 x 1076 —0.02049

2 | (11,0)—(13,2) 53.4 0.00811 1.516 x 1076 —0.007464

31 (12,0)—(14,2) 45.9 0.00698 2.284 x 1076 —0.006314

4 (9,0)—(11,2) 67.7 0.0103 1.572 x 107 —0.009773
TABLE II. Some rovibrational transitions of H;r and their properties. The first transition has

recently been observed [15]. Transitions 2 and 3 have substantial positive sensitivity s. Transition

4 has a suppressed sensitivity. In this table, Vs = Vs .

C. Determination of the mass ratios and Rydberg constant

If a large enough set of experimental transition frequencies is available, a LSA of the
quantities A, ,,, Apue,qep (k) and Ay, can be made using the master equation . Instead,

for the sake of simplicity we consider the cases of minimal-size data sets being available, so
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that these quantities are obtained by solving a linear system of equations.

The proposed measurement approach presented here is not only applicable to HD™ but
also to all other MHI species - whose vibrational transitions have not yet been determined
with laser spectroscopy with competitive accuracy. We have analyzed several scenarios.
Some of them are presented in SM. One is described in the following.

In view of the approximations made, projected uncertainty levels obtained with the ana-
lytical approach should be considered as indicative only. The analytical approach is never-
theless very useful as it allows to identify easily the most promising transitions, as confirmed

by comparison with an LSA in Sec.[[T]}

Two species

One scenario we consider comprises three transitions in HD' and two transitions in
Hy. This will allow to determine the five quantities fi,q/me, mp/Me, Apueqen(Hg ),
Apueqep(HDT), and R, that appear in the two corresponding master equations. Once
fpa/me and my,/m. have been obtained, the deuteron mass mgy/m. becomes available. Data
from more than 5 transitions would be very useful for consistency checks, and would then
be analyzed using LSA.

Let us first consider a general aspect of this scenario. Recall the deviations AHUQQED(H; ),
Apue.qep(HDT) in terms of their contributions, the charge radii deviations, the QED devia-

tion, and the higher-order nuclear deviation (if present),
1
Apueqep(Hy ) = a_5(27r/3)aa2§ x 2A(r2) + Aqep, (16)
1
Anuc,QED(HD+) = O{_5(27T/3)&0_2§ X A(?"; + 7"2) + AQED + Anuc,h.o.(d) . (17)

Small corrections have been neglected. Note that Aggp is independent of the molecu-
lar species, under the assumptions made. We may compare the contributions on each
r.h.s., in other words, their uncertainties. The uncertainty of the first contribution is of
order 0.11. The uncertainty of the second, u(Aqgp), is of order 50 =~ 0.37, according
to eqs. @ Last, u(Apeno (d)) ~ (0.23kHz)/(2¢Ro’®) = 0.0017 (eq. ) Once fit
results for Auue.qep(Hy ), Aneqrep(HDT) are obtained, we can obtain from egs. an

approximate value for the difference of the squared radii of deuteron and proton,

A(r3) — A(r?) ~ 2(27/3) tag o® (AHUC,QED(HDJ“) — Apueqep(Hy ) — Anuc,h.o.(d)) . (18)

p

16



The mentioned uncertainty of the last term sets the minimum possible uncertainty of the
Lh.s., 9 x 107° fm?. This is a factor 4.5 less than the CODATA 2018 uncertainty, eq. (4).

Table [T shows the result of a particular measurement scenario: three HD™ transitions
found to be favourable (see SM) and two transitions in Hj .

For frequency uncertainties at the 1 Hz level (last line in the table), the uncertainty of the
Rydberg constant is one order smaller than CODATA 2018, while for p,q/m. it is two orders
and for m,,/m, it is three orders smaller. The uncertainty of Apueqrep(HD') — Ayueqrn(Hg)
is smaller than that of Auucho (d), see rightmost column in the table. This implies an
experimental uncertainty for A(r7) — A(r2) four times smaller than the CODATA 2018
uncertainty. These results are encouraging and will be verified in the next chapter using a

more rigorous approach.

Transitions Uq, Up, Uc, Ud, Ue w(Ama) | u(Amp) | Ur(Roo) |u(Agp+) u(AH;) u(Agp+—
alblc|d|e (kHz) (10719) | (10719) | (1012) Aps)
314(5(1|2 {0.3,0.3,0.3,0.3,0.1} 130 220 55 2.7 2.7 0.11
34]5/1]2 {0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.03} 44 74 18 091 | 089 | 0037
3[4(5(1|2] {0.03,0.03,0.03,0.03,0.03} 13 26 5.5 0.27 0.27 0.018
314(5(1|2] {0.003,0.003,0.003,0.01,0.01} 1.3 5.5 0.55 0.027 0.027 | 0.0055
3[4(5]1|2]{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003} | 1.3 2.6 0.55 0.027 0.027 | 0.0018
3]4(5]1|2]{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.001,0.001} | 1.3 2.2 0.55 0.027 0.027 | 0.0010
3]4(5]1|2]{0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001} | 0.44 0.87 0.18 0.0091 | 0.0089 | 0.00061

TABLE III. Analytical model: determination of the five quantities m,/me, A\ = pipa/me, Ry-
dberg constant, and nuclear-QED corrections Anuc’QED(H;), Apue,qep(HDT) by measuring five
transitions, three in HD™ and two in H2+ . Columns 1, 2, 3 indicate the chosen transitions of HD*
(a,b,c); columns 4, 5 refer to the transitions of H; (d,e). The transition labels are defined in pre-
vious tables. Column 6 are the assumed experimental uncertainties. The other columns give the
absolute uncertainties of the determined quantities. Note that the fractional uncertainty of the Ry-
dberg constant, u, (R« ), is equal to u(Ap). We used the abbreviations Ayp+ = Anuc’QED(HD“‘),

AH; = Anuc,QED(H;—).
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III. SIMULATIONS OF FUNDAMENTAL CONSTANT DETERMINATIONS US-
ING LEAST-SQUARES ADJUSTMENTS

The analysis presented in Sec.[[I| relies on the assumption that the combined uncertainty
of a transition frequency arising from nuclear and QED effects can be described by a single
term proportional to the delta-potential difference between the lower and upper levels. As
already noted, this is only approximately true, because one of the contributions to the
theoretical uncertainty cannot be written under this form, namely, the uncertainty arising
from the use of the adiabatic approximation in calculation of high-order QED corrections.
A more elaborate description that takes into account the imperfect correlations between
theoretical uncertainties of different rovibrational transition frequencies is thus required to
verify the insights given by our simple analytical model and obtain more precise estimates
of achievable precision of fundamental constant determinations from MHI spectroscopy. In
the following, we use the linearized least-squares adjustment (LSA) procedure described in
Appendix E of [12]. See also [6] for a recent application to MHI spectroscopic data.

Each of the (hypothetical) transition frequency measurements yields the following obser-

vational equations:

fexp = fth —+ dfth =+ 5)\(>\—/\0) + /BROOC(ROO_ROOO> + ﬁri(ri_rio) ) (19>
Sf = of™™. (20)

The dotted equality sign means that the left and right hand sides should agree within
estimated uncertainties. fP and f'" are respectively the experimental and theoretical
transition frequency. The latter is obtained using reference (e.g. CODATA 2018) values
of the involved fundamental constants: the mass ratio A\, the Rydberg constant, and the
nuclear charge radii r;. The dependence of the theoretical frequency on these constants
is linearized around their reference values (A9, Rooo, Ti0) using the sensitivity coefficients:
By = Of ™ JON = Of2/ON, Br. = [/(cRx), Br, = Of™/Or;. For heteronuclear molecules,
eq. contains an implicit summation over i, and A = p12/me, p12 being the reduced mass
of the nuclei. For homonuclear molecules, A\ = m;/m., m; being the mass of a nucleus.

The theoretical uncertainty of the transition frequency is accounted for by introducing
the additive correction 6 f™, which is treated as an adjusted constant. A second input data

with zero value (6 f = 0) and uncertainty equal to the estimated theoretical uncertainty is
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Correlation coefficients

Among HD* transitions

r(1,2) = 0.99570 r(1,3) =0.98071 r(1,4) =0.95733 r(1,5) =0.91011 r(1,6) = 0.86385
r(1,7) = 0.84570 r(1,8) = 0.87967 r(2,3) =0.99460 r(2,4) =0.97998 r(2,5) = 0.94457
r(2,6) = 0.90678 r(2,7) =0.89148 r(2,8) =0.91993 r(3,4) = 0.99535 r(3,5) = 0.97355
r(3,6) = 0.94565 r(3,7) =0.93370 r(3,8) = 0.95566 r(4,5) =0.99102 r(4,6) = 0.97257
r(4,7) = 0.96383 r(4,8) = 0.97958 r(5,6) =0.99493 r(5,7) = 0.99081 r(5,8) = 0.99766
r(6,7) = 0.99939 r(6,8) = 0.99948 r(7,8) = 0.99774

Among H;‘ transitions

r(1,2) = 0.93922 r(1,3) = 0.93365 r(1,4) =0.92866 r(2,3)=0.99987 r(2,4) = 0.99956
r(3,4) = 0.99991

Between HD' and Hj transitions

r(1,1) = 0.99083 r(1,2) =0.88436 r(1,3) =0.87684 r(1,4) =0.87018 r(2,1) = 0.99904
r(2,2) = 0.92377 r(2,3) =0.91758 r(2,4) =0.91206 r(3,1) =0.99804 r(3,2) = 0.95852
r(3,3) = 0.95388 r(3,4) =0.94969 r(4,1) =0.98748 r(4,2) =0.98149 r(4,3) = 0.97833
r(4,4) = 0.97541 r(5,1) = 0.95759 r(5,2) = 0.99826 r(5,3) = 0.99721 r(5,4) = 0.99610
r(6,1) = 0.92378 7(6,2) = 0.99905 r(6,3) =0.99960 r(6,4) =0.99987 r(7,1) = 0.90982
r(7,2) = 0.99696 r(7,3) =0.99806 r(7,4) =0.99881 r(8,1) =0.93566 r(8,2) = 0.99990
r(8,3) = 0.99993 r(8,4) = 0.99976

TABLE IV. Correlation coefficients between theoretical uncertainties of HDT and H;r transition

frequencies. The arguments are the transition numbers, defined in Tables

included in the LSA [Eq. (20)).
We take into account correlations between different input data. Measurements of different
transitions are assumed to be uncorrelated to each other, but theoretical uncertainties are

strongly correlated. The correlation coefficients among the d f are estimated using the results

of [5] and can be found in Table
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1. Two transitions in one species

We first consider the scenario where two transitions are measured in HD*. Since in this
case we are only aiming to determine the mass ratio ,q4/m., additional data is required on
the other involved fundamental constants: R, 7, and rq. We thus include the following

observational equations:

R 2018 = Reo, (21)

74,2018 =1 (1 =D, d)- (22)

The correlation coefficients between the CODATA 2018 values of these constants are:
7(Roo 2018, Tp201s) = 0.88592, 7( R 2018, Td2018) = 0.90366, and r(rp201s, ra2018) = 0.99165.
The total number of input data is N = 7 (two experimental frequencies, two associated J f,
and the three CODATA 2018 values), whereas the number of adjusted constants is M = 6
(ftpa/Me; Roos Tpy Ta, and the two §f™). Results are displayed in the last column of Tab. I
in SM.

As already indicated by the analytical model (see SM), we recognize the importance of
choice of transition pair: (3,5) is substantially more favourable than (3,4). The lowest LSA
uncertainty among the examples is approximately 3 x 107, a factor 8 lower than what is
obtained from two of the currently available measurements (last row in the table), and a
factor 19 smaller than the CODATA 2018 uncertainty.

In the case of HJ, two measurements may already offer the possibility to determine
other constants in addition to m,/m.. However, two transitions are still not sufficient to
determine the three involved constants (m,/me, R, 7p), and some additional input data is
required. It would make little sense to include the CODATA 2018 value of, e.g., r, in order
to determine m,/m,. and R, because the proton charge radius is strongly correlated to the
Rydberg constant by the very precise measurements of the 1S-2S transition frequency in the
H atom [25] 26]. We instead include these 1S-2S measurements and associated theoretical
df correction (similarly to eq. (20]) in our LSA using the information provided in [I3] (items
A6-AT7 from Table X, B1-B2 from Table VIII, and their correlation coefficients from Table
IX). The uncertainty of the theoretical correction is 1.4kHz. The total number of input
data is N = 7 (two Hy experimental frequencies, two associated Jf, the two H(1S-2S)

measurements and one associated ¢ f), whereas the number of adjusted constants is M = 6
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Trans. Ug, Up ur(mp/me) | ur(Roo) | w(rp)
al b (kHz) (1071%) [ (107'2)| (fm)
1| 3| {03,0.3) 7.4 27 | 0.029
1| 3| {0101} 47 25 | 0.027
1| 3 | {0.03,0.03} 4.3 25 0.027
1] 3 {0.01,0.01} 4.2 25 0.027
1| 3 [{0.003,0.003} 4.2 25 0.027
1| 3 [{0.001,0.001}| 4.2 25 | 0.027
CODATA 2018 60 1.9 ]0.0019

TABLE V. Linearized LSA procedure. Examples of determination of m,/m., Rydberg constant,
and proton charge radius by measuring two transitions a, b in H;r H(1S-2S) measurements are

included in the input data. u, denotes a fractional uncertainty, v an absolute uncertainty.

(myp/Mme, Roo, Tp, the two § f™(Hy) and one & f*™(H)).
Results are displayed in Tab. [V] We see that there is no further gain in pursuing an
experimental frequency uncertainty smaller than 0.1kHz. For that case, the mass ratio un-

certainty, ~ 4.7 x 10712 fractionally, is 13 times smaller than the CODATA 2018 uncertainty.
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2.  Three transitions in one species

Similarly, three transition measurements in HD™ could be used to determine the Ryd-
berg constant and nuclear radii r,, 74. To do this, we again include the H(1S-2S) mea-
surements [25], 26], but also the H-D(1S-2S) isotope shift measurement [27] (item A5 from
Table X, B17-B18 from Table VIII, and correlation coefficients from Table IX). The theory
uncertainty is set to 0.34kHz. The total number of input data is N = 11 (three HD" ex-
perimental frequencies, three associated 0 f, the three H/D(1S-2S) measurements and two
associated df), whereas the number of adjusted constants is M =9 (ppa/me, Roos Tpy Tds
the three 5 ft(HD*) and § W (H), 6 £ (H-D)).

Results are displayed in Tab. [VIl The first case in the table (row 3) considers the three
rovibrational transitions measured to date. In this case, the uncertainty of the fitted mass
ratio fi,q is not competitive because no input values of the Rydberg constant and nuclear
radii are provided. Among the examples, the lowest LSA uncertainty for the mass ratio is
approximately 3 x 107, the same value as for the case of two transitions only. Now, also
the charge radii are determined, but their uncertainties are approximately one order larger

than from muonic hydrogen/deuterium measurements.
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Trans. Uq, Up, Ue Ur(Apd) | ur(Roo) | w(rp) | w(ra)
alblc (kHz) (10712) | (107*2) | (fm) | (fm)
2134 {0.15,0.6,0.46} 106 111 0.12 | 0.047
31415 {0.3,0.3,0.3} 5.4 23 0.024 | 0.0095
314|5| {0.03,0.03,0.03} 2.2 17 0.018 | 0.0071
314(5| {0.01,0.01,0.01} 2.1 17 0.018 | 0.0070
3145/{0.003,0.003,0.003} | 2.1 17 0.018 | 0.0070
314/5/{0.001,0.001,0.001}| 2.0 17 0.018 | 0.0070
315/6/{0.003,0.003,0.003} | 3.0 19 0.021 | 0.0082
315/8/{0.003,0.003,0.003} | 2.9 19 0.020 | 0.0081
316(7({0.003,0.003,0.003} | 2.4 18 0.019 | 0.0076
316(81({0.003,0.003,0.003} | 2.6 19 0.020 | 0.0078
CODATA 2018 46 1.9 ]0.0019|0.00074

TABLE VI. Examples of LSA of the four constants Apg = ftpd/Me, Roo, Tp, T4 by measuring three
transitions a, b, ¢ in HD*. H(1S-2S) and H-D(1S-2S) isotope shift measurements are included in

the input data.

3. Two species

Here, we consider the case where three transition measurements in HD* and two in Hy
are available. In principle, this is enough to determine the five quantities: fi,q/me, m,/me,
Rydberg constant, proton and deuteron charge radii. The LSA then comprises N = 10
input data (the five experimental frequencies and five associated 0 f) and M = 10 adjusted

constants (tpa/me, my/me, Roc, 1y, 74, and the five § ).

Results are displayed in Tab. [VIIL We see that the uncertainties “saturate” once the
experimental frequency uncertainties are at the 10 Hz level. There is no substantial reduction
of the uncertainty of the reduced proton-deuteron mass ratio compared to the case of only
three HDT transitions. But a strong (six-fold) reduction in the uncertainty of the proton-
electron mass ratio compared to the case of only two HJ transitions is obtained. The
uncertainty of the deuteron charge radius is now similar to the CODATA 2018 value. We
may compare Table [VII| with the corresponding Table [[II] of the analytical model. The

24



Trans. Ugy Upy Ue, U, Ue Ur(Apa) |Ur(mp/me) | ur(Roo) | u (1p) | w(rq)

alblc|d|e (kHz) (1071 (107'2) | (107*2)| (fm) | (fm)
3141512 {0.3,0.3,0.3,0.3,0.1} 3.8 8.9 43 | 0.068 | 0.0019
314(5[1|2 {0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.03} 2.8 3.0 23 | 0.036 |0.00099
314|5/1|2| {0.03,0.03,0.03,0.03,0.03} 2.7 1.3 19 | 0.030 [0.00085
314|5/1|2| {0.03,0.03,0.03,0.01,0.01} 2.7 1.1 19 | 0.030 [0.00082
31415/1(2]{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003} | 2.7 0.68 19 | 0.030 |0.00080
31415/1(2]{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.001,0.001} | 2.7 0.67 19 | 0.030 |0.00080
314|5/1|2]{0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001} | 2.7 0.67 19 | 0.030 |0.00080
CODATA 2018 46 60 1.9 {0.0019|0.00074

TABLE VII. LSA determination of the five quantities: A\pg = pipq/me, mp/me, Rydberg constant,
proton and deuteron chargee radii, by measuring five transitions, three in HD™ (a, b, ¢) and two
in Hj (d, ). No other input data is included. Columns 1, 2, 3 indicate the chosen transitions of
HD™; columns 4, 5 refer to H;r The transition labels are defined in previous tables. Column 6
gives the assumed uncertainties of the measured frequencies. Fractional or absolute uncertainties

of the five adjusted constants are shown in columns 7-11.

latter overestimates the projected reduction of uncertainties by a few orders, for the smallest
assumed experimental uncertainties. This is due to the assumption of perfect correlations.

Alternatively, the HD* data can be combined with the H(1S-2S) and H-D(1S-2S) mea-
surements to get more accurate determinations. In this case, the number of input data is
N = 15 (adding the three H/D experimental frequencies and two associated 0 f with respect
to the previous adjustment), whereas the number of adjusted constants is M = 12 (adding
the two H/D 4 f'h).

Results are displayed in Tab. [VIII, When the experimental uncertainties are assumed to
be 1 Hz (last row in the table), i.e. fractionally 2 x 107 to 2 x 107!, depending on the
transition, the uncertainties plunge by impressive factors compared to CODATA 2018:

u(fpa/me) by a factor 600,

u(my,/m.) by a factor 1000,

u(Rw) by a factor 4,

u(ry) by a factor 11,
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u(rq) by a factor 7.

Compared to the scenario discussed earlier [II], the reduction of the uncertainties
u(my/me), u(ppa/me), u(Roo) u(ry), u(ry) is by factors 72, 110, 6, 37, 140, respectively,
where now experimental uncertainties are assumed being two orders smaller, a different set
of MHI transitions, and inclusion of different hydrogen data are considered.

It should be noted that already for uncertainties on the order of (2 —5) x 107! - one
order lower than today - (data row 4 in the table) the uncertainties of the charge radii and
of the Rydberg constant would be a factor 2 smaller than CODATA 2018 uncertainties, and

the mass ratio uncertainties a factor ~ 25 smaller.

Trans. Ug, Up, Ue, U, Ue Ur(Apa) | ur(Ap) |ur(Roo)| u(rp) | w(rq)
alblc|d|e (kHz) (1071%)| (10712) | (107*2) | (fm) | (fm)
21314112 {0.3,0.3,0.3,0.3,0.1} 29 6.4 15 0.016 | 0.0062

4
411(2/{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003} | 2.7 0.73 14 0.0014 | 0.00053

5112 {0.3,0.3,0.3,0.3,0.1} 3.1 5.1 2.7 0.0029 | 0.0011

5112 {0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.03} 14 24 1.0 |0.00096 | 0.00037

5|12 {0.03,0.03,0.03,0.03,0.03} 0.47 1.1 0.78 10.00060| 0.00023

{0.03,0.03,0.03,0.01,0.01} 0.47 0.76 0.61 |0.00031| 0.00011

5(1]2]{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003} | 0.088 0.12 0.57 |0.00019|0.000055

5(1]2]{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.001,0.001} | 0.088 | 0.089 0.56 |0.00019|0.000051

[ = N N S e
(@)
—
[\)

5(1(2]{0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001} | 0.076 | 0.057 0.56 |0.00019|0.000051

3(415/1|2|{0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003,0.003} | 0.080 0.11 0.48 |0.000150.000025

3(4]5/1|2|{0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001,0.001} | 0.066 | 0.052 0.48 |0.00014|0.000013

CODATA 2018 46 60 1.9 0.0019 | 0.00074

TABLE VIII. LSA: similar to Tab. but with H(1S-2S) and H-D(1S-2S) measurements included
as input data. The last two scenarios are computed for QED theory uncertainties 1 x 10712, a
factor 8 smaller than elsewhere in this work. The main effect is a reduction of the uncertainty of

Td-
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4. Transitions with weak sensitivity to the mass ratios

Related to the fact that in any species there are transitions with positive and with negative
sensitivity to the relevant mass ratios, there are also transitions with small, in a few cases very
small sensitivity. In HJ, transition 4 has sensitivity 29 times smaller than for transition 1.
The latter may be viewed as a “reference transition”, exhibiting quasi-harmonic sensitivity,
since its initial and final levels have small vibrational quantum numbers. Another transition,
(6,0) — (13,2) has sensitivity —6.504 x 1072 at.u., approximately 1 x 103 times smaller. In
HD™, transition 6 has sensitivity approximately 110 times smaller than reference transition
2, according to the nonadiabatic calculation.

The existence of such transitions opens up an additional opportunity: determination of
only the set of constants (Ru, 7y, 7q), ignoring the mass ratios. In other words, the mass
ratios are not adjusted in the LSA. Keeping the present analysis simple, we may omit the
CODATA 2018 values as input to the LSA, claiming that the current uncertainties of these
constants are small enough that their significance in the results of the LSA would turn
out to be small. This is certainly the case, if the most appropriate transitions are chosen.
CODATA 2018 values of the mass ratios are still used to compute the theoretical transition
frequencies that are input to the LSA.

We show in Tab.[[X]a LSA example. In comparison with the result of Tab.[VII| that relied
on 5 transitions, here the obtained Rydberg constant uncertainty is similar, while the radii’s
uncertainties are less than a factor 2 larger. All three uncertainties are substantially smaller
than CODATA 2018.

For the selected Hy transition 4 the impact of the CODATA 2018 uncertainty of m,/m.
is u,(fq) = 2.7 x 107" and thus is twice smaller than the fractional uncertainty of the
adjusted Rydberg constant in the third scenario of the table. The above assumption is thus

still acceptable. If necessary, one may select an Hy transition with weaker sensitivity.
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Trans. Ug, Ug ur (Ro) | u(rp) u(rq)

al d (kHz) (1071%) | (fm) (fm)

6| 4 {0.1,0.1} 2.5 ]0.0026 | 0.0010

6/ 4 | {0.01,0.01} 0.63 ]0.00037| 0.00013

6/ 4 [{0.003,0.003}| 0.58 [0.00027|0.000090

6/ 4 [{0.001,0.001}| 0.58 [0.00026 |0.000085
CODATA 2018 1.9 0.0019 | 0.00074

TABLE IX. LSA for the determination of Rydberg constant and charge radii only. Two MHI
transitions with small sensitivity to the mass ratios are considered. The experimental inputs are:
one frequency of HDT (a, transition 6), one frequency of Hf (d, transition 4), H(1S-2S) and H-
D(1S-2S) isotope shift measurements. No input from CODATA 2018 is used in the LSA. The
uncertainties of the adjusted constants have saturated when the experimental uncertainties are

reduced to 0.003 kHz.

5. Ratios of frequencies

When we consider different transitions in the same species or in different species, we find
pairs that have similar sensitivity to the respective mass ratios. Furthermore, all transition
frequencies are proportional to the Rydberg constant. Finally, the QED uncertainties are
correlated. Then, we may construct ratios of frequencies in which these constants or con-
tributions are fully or partially suppressed. Frequency ratios are conceptually simple and
therefore they are attractive for illustration purposes. In ref. [4] ratios of (experimentally
available) HD* frequencies were considered. Because appropriate ratios suppress the influ-
ence of QED uncertainties, it was argued that they can be used as figures of merit for a test
of quantum mechanics.

Here, we consider ratios of HD* and HJ frequencies. By proper choice of the transition
pair, such a ratio may remove the sensitivity to m,/m.. Indeed this sensitivity is present
also in HD™, where it is intertwined with the sensitivity to mg/m,. However, this latter
ratio has been very precisely measured [10] and its uncertainty is therefore of less concern.

By inspection, we found the HD™ transitions 11: (v = 0,L = 0) — (4,1) and 12:
(v =1L =0) — (3,1) to have fractional sensitivities &, /m. = (far) ' fur/O(myp/me)
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very similar to that of reference transition 1 in Hf (3, /m. = —2.3948 x 107*). The HD*
derivatives are 8, /m, = (—2.3791, —2.3907) x 107, respectively. The first HD" transition
is particularly easily accessible and has already been utilized [28].

The analysis of the fractional deviation of the HD*(11)-HJ (1) frequency ratio,

[f11:(HD™)/ f1(H3)]theo
[f11(HD™)/ f1(H3)]exp

shows that the dominant uncertainty contributions of the computed ratio are (1.2,0.78,0.33) x

107'2, originating from the uncertainties of r4 (CODATA 2018), my/m, [10], and QED the-

—1 (23)

ory, respectively. (The contribution of u(7,201s) is smaller still.) The experimental frequency
uncertainties are negligible in comparison, once smaller than 0.03 kHz.

Thus, in the context of today’s knowledge of fundamental constants, this frequency ratio
directly probes the value of the deuteron charge radius. In contrast, in the ratio f5/f; of two
HD™* frequencies discussed in ref. [4], the dominant non-experiment uncertainties originate
from QED theory and fi,q/me.

If the improvements in the uncertainty of r; and of the mass ratios projected in the
previous sections are realized at a moderate level, a different interpretation may result. For
improvements by factors of 7, the uncertainty of the calculated ratio eq. (23)), ~ 3 x 10713,
would be dominated by today’s QED uncertainty. Then, the comparison of experimental

and calculated ratios would imply a test of quantum physics at this noteworthy level.
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6. Three species

We briefly discuss the scenario of three species that form a “closed” triad, i.e. having only
two distinct nuclei. We choose the non-radioactive triad Hj , Dy and HD*. We consider
only transitions between low-lying vibrational levels, for which the QED contributions are
more easily computable.

As can be seen from Tab.[X]| row 4, using one transition per species, already for the
current theory uncertainty and assuming a 20-fold improvement of experimental uncertainty
compared to today, m,/m., Rydberg constant and the proton and deuteron charge radii
would be obtainable with competitive uncertainties, without using muonic hydrogen data
as input data.

Moreover, a putative improvement in QED theory uncertainty by a factor 8 would result
in levels substantially below CODATA 2018 for all five fundamental constants. In the last

scenario of the table, the fractional uncertainty of mg/m, ~ 0.7 x 10712,

Trans. Uq, Ud, Uf Ur (fpa/Me) |Ur (Mp/ Me) |Ur (Roo) | w(rp) | u(rq)
ald|f (kHz) (10712 (10713 | (107*2)| (fm) | (fm)
3115 {0.6,0.2,0.2} 19 19 5.9 0.0063 | 0.0025
3/1|5] {0.03,0.03,0.03} 18 19 1.5 0.0015 | 0.00060
311|5[{0.003,0.003,0.003} 18 19 1.5 0.0014 | 0.00056
3[1/5| {0.03,0.03,0.03} 2.6 2.7 0.79 ]0.00055| 0.00022
3(1]5/{0.003,0.003,0.003} 2.6 2.7 0.63 |0.00020|0.000085
CODATA 2018 46 60 1.9 0.0019 | 0.00074

TABLE X. LSA for the determination of five fundamental constants from three MHI species and
H/D data. The experimental inputs are: one frequency of HD™ (a: transition 3), one frequency of
Hy (d: transition 1), one frequency of D] (f: transition 5, (1,0) — (3,2)), H(1S-2S) and H-D(1S-
2S) measurements. No input from CODATA 2018 is used in the LSA. The last two scenarios are
computed for QED theory uncertainties 1 x 1072, a factor 8 smaller than elsewhere in this work.
For both levels of theory uncertainty, the uncertainties of the adjusted constants saturate when the
experimental uncertainties reach 0.003kHz. A correlation coefficient of 0.99 between transitions

a-f and d-f has been assumed.
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IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Here, we derived two main results. First, it is in principle possible to determine mass
ratios vastly more accurately than known today (CODATA 2018). This could be accom-
plished by, for example, measuring five MHI transitions with uncertainty at the 1 Hz level.
The set of transitions should include transitions between highly excited vibrational levels.

Second, also the Rydberg constant and charge radii can in principle be determined more
accurately than known today, provided that future MHI spectroscopy data is combined
with already available H and D spectroscopy data. Data on the charge radii from muonic
hydrogen spectroscopy is not required. The radii values are adjusted to the MHI, H/D data.

In order to arrive at the above conclusions, we performed two different analyses.

The first is analytical model that was kept simple in order to highlight that one can
take advantage of the correlated theory uncertainty for different transitions. The number of
experimental transition data considered was kept small and equal to the number of unknown
parameters to be determined in a particular scenario. We emphasized that in order to obtain
accurate mass ratios, precise a priori knowledge of the charge radii (from muonic hydrogen
spectroscopy) is not essential. In this model, the values of the charge radii are fitted to the
data, always in conjunction with the QED corrections, in form of the quantity Au,cqep.

If, on the other hand, one would take into account the muonic hydrogen spectroscopy
charge radii, the QED corrections Aqgp and the higher-order nuclear size corrections for

the proton and the deuteron A,cpo. could be

obtained separately, from eqs. (L6][17).

Within the analytical model we also showed that if more than one MHI species is mea-
sured, it is in principle possible to obtain the differences of squared charge radii of proton,
deuteron and triton, with uncertainties comparable with or smaller than CODATA 2018 -
using data from MHI spectroscopy only.

The second analysis was a LSA. It has the advantage of being more flexible and powerful,
for two reasons: first, it allows to take into account partial correlations of the theory un-
certainties. Second, one can include fundamental constants results and/or data and theory
from other systems. Such inclusion is extremely favourable, as is evident from the compar-
ison of Tab.[VII] and [VIII] It is then that an impressive improvement of accuracy of the 5

fundamental constants becomes possible in principle. If the projected fractional uncertainty
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6 x 10~ for the proton-electron mass ratio would be achieved, this would be the most
accurately determined fundamental constant, topping the electron g factor.

We highlight that one LSA scenario (Tab.[X]) consists of just one highly accurate measure-
ment (10 Hz uncertainty level) on each member of the Hj - HD™ - D] triad, in combination
with H/D data. This furnishes uncertainties competitive with CODATA 2018 for the 5 fun-
damental constants. Notably, the three vibrational transitions do not need to involve large
vibrational quantum numbers v. Thus, the computation of the theoretical frequencies with
the assumed uncertainty 8 x 1072 will be possible using the already available QED theory
techniques.

In the presented LSAs, we only considered scenarios involving three of the six MHI, HD*,
Hy, D3, but obviously the treatment could be extended to MHI that contain the triton. We
expect that its properties can in principle also be determined with similar uncertainties as
for the proton and the deuteron in the considered scenario.

Many scenarios relied on vibrational transitions between levels of large v. We caution that
it will be challenging to perform the ab initio computation of the corresponding transition
frequencies at an uncertainty level of 8 x 107!2. It is especially the Bethe logarithm that is
challenging to compute with sufficient accuracy [22].

Even if the measurement scenarios we have considered allow to (partially) circumvent
limitations associated with QED theory uncertainties, it remains beneficial to improve the
theory further, as shown for example by the last two lines of Table [X] This could be achieved
through computation of higher-order corrections to the one-loop self-energy and two-loop
corrections that are currently the largest sources of theoretical uncertainty [5], but also
by recomputing in a three-body approach some corrections previously calculated in the
adiabatic approximation, which would increase the correlations between uncertainties of
different transition frequencies (see the discussion in Sec. [[B).

In order to achieve the mentioned impressive uncertainties, we have considered exper-
imental frequency uncertainties (systematic and statistical combined) as small as 1 Hz,
corresponding to fractional frequency uncertainties in the 107'° range. Such levels appear
achievable, as our earlier analyses have shown [29, [30].

Concerning the experimental feasibility of measuring a “hot-band” transition frequency,
we point out that in HD™' a rovibrational level with v = 9 has a lifetime on the order

of 10 ms. This is long enough for allowing preparation of a MHI in this level using e.g.
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Rabi flopping. The spectroscopic excitation should follow within a time interval of order
millisecond. In the homonuclear MHI, the lifetime of all excited vibrational levels is of the
order of days (see ref. [I0] for observations) and so the spectroscopy can take place after a
longer wait time, and with slower rate.

In HJ, the spectroscopy can be performed on electric quadrupole (E2) transitions [31].
Recently, a vibrational transition has been observed [15], demonstrating feasibility. Transi-
tions to be addressed in future work would likely be those with a small difference v" — v, in
order to achieve sufficiently high Rabi frequency with available laser sources. Among transi-
tions having v'—v = 2, (12,0) — (14, 2) at 46 THz is one with positive mass ratio sensitivity,
while (9,0) — (11,2) at 68 THz has suppressed mass ratio sensitivity. E2 transitions are
also suitable for the vibrational spectroscopy of D3, and have been discussed theoretically
in detail [32].

In this work we also emphasized that powerful tests of consistency of experimental values
obtained from different experiments may be performed: e.g. rﬁ and 72 obtained from Hj and
HD™ must be consistent with the values obtained from the triad D, HT™ and DT". Such
tests could be very important in order to uncover overlooked systematic shifts and enhance
confidence in the results.

The proposed approach leads to more accurate mass ratios via comparison between ex-
periment and theory prediction. The values of these constants are functions of the forces
assumed to act between the particles contained in the MHI. Consequently, the approach may
also lead to more sensitive searches for beyond-Standard-Model (BSM) forces between the
particles, and more accurate tests of their wave properties, topics that have been explored in
recent studies [1}, 2] 4], 33]. BSM signatures could appear in values of the obtained Rydberg
constant, mass ratios or squared radii differences, that do not agree with measurements on
the electronic and muonic hydrogen isotopes and direct mass measurements. One simple ex-
ample of a BSM physics test is the comparison of the charge radii from Tab.[VIII] obtained
from MHI and electronic H/D, with those obtained from muonic H/D. The latter values
are derived assuming conventional QED for the muon-radiation field interaction and for the
muon-nucleus interaction. Any discrepancy between the two sets of results could hint at
BSM forces.

A BSM electron-nucleus interaction that depends on the nuclear composition could be

probed using data obtained only from MHI (as a violation of relationship eq. (3), SM)or as
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inconsistent mass ratio values obtained from different MHI species. Such effects could also

be tested in a LSA where the energy shifts induced by hypothetical BSM interactions are

included, and parameters describing these interactions are adjusted [4, [33].
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