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The 1S hyperfine splitting in hydrogen is measured to an impressive ppt precision and will soon
be measured to ppm precision in muonic hydrogen. The latter measurement will rely on theoretical
predictions, which are limited by knowledge of the proton polarizability effect ∆pol. Data-driven
evaluations of ∆pol have long been in significant tension with baryon chiral perturbation theory. Here
we present improved results for ∆pol driven by new spin structure data, reducing the long-standing
tension between theory and experiment and halving the dominating uncertainty in hyperfine splitting
calculations.

PACS numbers: 11.55.Hx,25.30.Bf,29.25.Pj,29.27.Hj

The hyperfine splitting in hydrogen, the renowned 21 cm
line arising from the magnetic dipole interaction of elec-
tron and proton, stands out as one of the best-measured
quantities in physics, currently known to an impressive
12 digits. This level of precision is challenging for the-
ory to match, particularly in accounting for the effects of
proton structure [1]. These structure effects are ampli-
fied in muonic hydrogen, where the hydrogen’s electron
is replaced by a muon. Presently, several high-profile ex-
periments [2, 3] are aiming at a first-ever measurement
of the ground-state hyperfine splitting in muonic hydro-
gen. Their success in finding this forbiddingly narrow
transition crucially depends on an accurate assessment
of proton structure effects. However, previous determi-
nations [4–6] of the leading uncertainty among these pro-
ton structure effects, the proton polarizability effect ∆pol,
have large error bars and are in significant tension with
corresponding theoretical calculations [4, 7, 8]. In this
letter, we improve upon the evaluation of the proton po-
larizability contribution with new experimental proton
spin structure data from Thomas Jefferson National Lab-
oratory, significantly reducing this long-standing tension
and halving this quantity’s uncertainty.

The classical picture of the hydrogen atom is fairly sim-
ple: a pointlike spinless electron bound by a pointlike
spinless proton via the Coulomb force. The Schrödinger

equation gives the energy spectrum in natural units as
En = −α2mr/(2n

2), with n the principal quantum num-
ber and mr the reduced mass. The more sophisticated
picture of the atom is modeled as a correction to this
simple picture, including the effects due to spin and the
structure of the proton, to be discussed here. The proton
structure effects are small, but clearly seen in the hydro-
gen spectrum at the current level of precision. They are
more prominent in muonic hydrogen, because of a much
smaller Bohr radius, aB = 1/(αmr), given that mr goes
roughly as the lepton mass, which is 200 times heavier
for the muon. The muon has thus 2003 greater probabil-
ity [as given by the wave-function squared at the origin,

|Ψn(0)|
2
= 1/(πa3Bn

3)] to be probing the proton sub-
structure.

Because of this heightened sensitivity to nuclear struc-
ture details in muonic atoms, the recent breakthrough
in the laser spectroscopy of muonic hydrogen (µH) by
the CREMA Collaboration led to an order-of-magnitude
improvement in the measurement of the proton charge
radius [9]. Surprisingly to many, it appeared to be 7 σ
smaller than the most-recent CODATA recommended
value of the charge radius at the time [10]. This spectac-
ular discrepancy, dubbed as the “proton radius puzzle”
(see [11, 12] for an early review) has since been largely re-
solved and, from 2018 onwards, CODATA recommends
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the smaller, and more precise, µH value. This chapter
is not yet closed, with many new measurements of the
proton charge radius underway using the conventional
methods of normal hydrogen (H) spectroscopy, elastic
electron-proton (ep) scattering and even muon-proton
(µp) scattering, see [7, 13, 14] for recent reviews. Here
we concern ourselves with the calculation of the µH hy-
perfine splitting (HFS), and its implications for the next
milestone of µH spectroscopy: the upcoming experimen-
tal measurement of the µH ground-state HFS.

Two different collaborations are competing to provide
this first-ever HFS measurement: CREMA [2] at the Paul
Scherrer Institut (PSI) and FAMU [3] at the RIKEN-
RAL Muon Facility. Given the extreme narrowness of
this transition, their success depends in part on how well
the proton-structure corrections are understood, since
the searches can only be done over a very limited range
of frequencies.

To leading order, O(α4), the HFS is given by the Fermi
energy

EF =
8α

3a3B

1 + κp

mlMp

, (1)

where ml is the lepton mass (either me in H or mµ in
µH), and Mp is the proton mass. Here the proton struc-
ture is only represented through the anomalous magnetic
moment.

At the next order, O(α5), the proton structure effects
can all be computed via the two-photon (2γ) exchange
diagram of Fig. 1, which usually is split into three con-
tributions:

E2γ
nS-HFS =

EF

n3

(

∆Z +∆recoil +∆pol

)

(2)

The largest, ∆Z , comes from the proton Zemach radius
RZ , a measure of how far the electric and magnetic distri-
butions of the proton are correlated with each other. RZ

is expressed in terms of the elastic electric and magnetic
form factors GE(Q

2) and GM (Q2):

RZ = −
4

π

∫ ∞

0

dQ

Q2

[

GE(Q
2)GM (Q2)

gp
− 1

]

, (3)

with gp as the proton gyromagnetic g-factor. The recoil
contribution ∆recoil can likewise be expressed in terms
of the form factors, but the final contribution from the
polarizability, ∆pol, is more complicated.

The polarizability effect is caused by the proton’s mo-
ments induced by the electromagnetic fields of the bound
leptons. Unlike the radius, the polarizability contribution
is not given by the form factors, but rather by the inelas-
tic structure functions g1,2(x,Q

2), which are functions of
the Bjorken x, a variable which tracks the fraction of the
interaction’s momentum carried by one of the proton’s

p

e−/µ−

γ

e−/µ−

p

γH/µH H/µH

FIG. 1. Two-photon exchange diagram showing the interac-
tion between electron (e−) and proton (p) in hydrogen, or
muon (µ−) and proton in muonic hydrogen.

quark constituents. This contribution is more difficult
to obtain, due to the necessity to cover a 2-dimensional
phase space, while the required spin structure function
data are relatively sparse, especially at low Q2 which
dominates the determination. Previously, there had been
only limited g1 data and a complete lack of g2 data in the
kinematic region most relevant to the HFS. Nonetheless,
a data-driven evaluation of this contribution has been
attempted in the past [4–6].

The present status is that the existing data-driven eval-
uations, while consistent with each other, are in dis-
agreement with chiral perturbation theory (χPT), which
predicts a significantly smaller contribution of this ef-
fect [8, 15].

Under the general assumptions of unitarity (optical theo-
rem) and analyticity (dispersion relations) of the forward
Compton scattering, the contribution of the spin struc-
ture functions has the following form [4, 7]:

∆pol =
αml

2π(1 + κp)Mp

(

∆1 +∆2

)

, (4)

∆1 =

∞
∫

0

dQ2

Q2

[

β1(τl)F
2
2 (Q

2)

+
8M2

p

Q2

xth
∫

0

dx β̃1(τ, τl) g1(x,Q
2)

]

, (5)

∆2 = −24M2
p

∞
∫

0

dQ2

Q4

xth
∫

0

dx β̃2(τ, τl) g2(x,Q
2) (6)

where β’s are elementary kinematic functions, τ ’s are
kinematic variables, and F2 is the Pauli form factor, the
explicit definitions of which are in the Supplemental Ma-
terials. xth corresponds to the minimum energy neces-
sary to generate a pion, at an invariant mass W of 1073.2
MeV.

∆pol currently dominates the theoretical uncertainty of
HFS calculations [1, 7] and it is evident that to calcu-
late this contribution accurately, we must examine ex-
perimental measurements of the spin structure functions
g1 and g2. Notably, the low-Q

2 regime dominates the in-
tegrals of Eqs. (5) and (6) due to the 1

Q4 factors, so it is
especially vital to determine the spin structure functions
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FIG. 2. The hyperfine contribution integrands for ∆1 and
∆2 in Eqs. (5) and (6), weighted by Q2, for muonic hydro-
gen. Results from the g2p experiment [16] are shown in blue
squares. The results of the EG4 experiment [17] are shown in
orange triangles. The inner error bars represent the statistical
uncertainty, while the outer error bars represent the total un-
certainty including systematic error. The green dash-dot and
cyan dashed lines represent the phenomenological Hall B and
MAID models [18, 19] respectively. The form factor term of
the integrand for ∆1 is constructed using the Arrington form
factor fit [20]. The red line indicates a new phenomenological
fit to the data and extrapolation to low Q2=0 and high Q2,
with the red band representing the uncertainty of the calcu-
lation. The results are similar but have different mass scaling
in electronic hydrogen.

at low Q2 if we wish to fully understand the hydrogen
atom, and by extension the HFS effect in general.

In the following, we focus on a new empirical input for
the proton spin structure functions. Our evaluation de-
tails new results from Jefferson Lab Experiments E03-
006 (EG4) and E08-027 (g2p), two complementary ex-
periments both aimed at collecting low Q2 data with
longitudinally and transversely polarized proton (NH3)
targets, respectively [16, 17]. Here, we present these ex-
periments’ contribution to the hyperfine integrals above,
with the g2p data providing the first data-driven extrac-
tion of ∆2, and the EG4 data providing new ∆1 data
with unprecedented coverage in the low-Q2 region.

In the EG4 experiment, 1-3.5 nA of longitudinally po-
larized electron beam was incident on a longitudinally
polarized NH3 target. The scattered electrons were de-
tected using the CEBAF Large Acceptance Spectrometer
(CLAS). The longitudinal polarized cross section differ-
ence ∆σ‖ was directly extracted from the yield differ-
ence between left- and right-handed beam electrons, such

−100 0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Δpol [μH] (ppm)

Hagel tein
et al. '23

LO BχPT

Fau tov
et al. '06

Carl on
et al. '11

Tomalak
et al. '19

ThisμWork

Data-Driven
Analyses

FIG. 3. The polarizability contribution to the hyperfine split-
ting for muonic hydrogen. The analysis of this work is shown
in a red circle, and is compared to previous data-driven disper-
sion relation calculations [4–6] shown in orange squares, and
the baryon chiral perturbation theory calculation [21] shown
in blue triangles.

that contributions from the unpolarized material cancel.
Combined with an estimation of the (small) transverse
contribution based on a parameterization of world data,
the proton structure function g1 was extracted. Four dif-
ferent beam energies, along with the very small scatter-
ing angle down to 6◦, allowed the minimum Q2 to reach
a very low 0.012 GeV2. These g1 results were used to
form the bulk of the low Q2 ∆1 data presented in this
letter, see Fig. 2 (top panel).

In the g2p experiment, the parallel and perpendicular
double spin asymmetries A‖ and A⊥ were measured for
the scattering of 50 nA polarized electrons on longitu-
dinally and transversely polarized NH3 targets, respec-
tively. Scattered electrons were detected at an angle
of ≈6.5◦ using the Hall A High Resolution Spectrom-
eters and a Septa Magnet. Measured asymmetries were
combined with unpolarized cross section models from the
Bosted-Christy phenomenological fit [22] to form polar-
ized cross section differences, which were used to extract
the spin structure functions. By varying the polarized
target magnetic field and electron beam energy, five dif-
ferent kinematic settings were measured ranging from Q2

of 0.02 GeV2 to 0.12 GeV2. Four of these settings were
measured with a transverse polarized target field, giving
rise to a perpendicular polarized cross section difference
and a g2 result, and one setting with a longitudinally po-
larized target field, which provides a parallel polarized
cross section difference and a g1 result. The results from
the g2p experiment are the first data in a range relevant
to the HFS, and so are used to form the ∆2 results in
this letter.
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Results for the ∆1 integrand are shown in the top of
Fig. 2. The unmeasured part of the integral, largely
at low Bjorken-x, is estimated using the CLAS Hall B
model [18]. This is the best available model, contain-
ing significantly more modern g1 data than the Simula
parametrization [23] used in previous analyses [4]. A new
phenomenological fit, shown in red, is generated to ex-
trapolate to the low Q2 region. Details on the fitting
procedure can be found in the Supplemental Materials.
Numerical results for these contributions are obtained
by integrating over the data where they exist, primar-
ily the EG4 data shown [17], as well as data from the
EG1b experiment in the Q2 = 1.0-5.0 GeV2 region [18].
The contribution from the low-Q2 regime is calculated
by integrating the displayed extrapolation fit, while the
high-Q2 contribution above Q2 = 5.0 GeV2 is calculated
using the Hall B Model [18].

Results for the ∆2 integrand in Eq. (6) are shown in the
bottom of Fig. 2. The unmeasured part of the dx inte-
gral is again estimated using the Hall B model [18]. The
results of g2p shown are the first ever direct experimen-
tal extractions of this quantity. The low and high Q2

regions are calculated using the displayed fit, which is
described in detail in the Supplemental Materials. Due
to the comparative lack of g2 data, the extrapolation has
a somewhat larger error than for the ∆1 results.

This historical lack of g2 data makes it difficult to con-
clude if the Hall B model [18] is a good estimation of
the low-x region or not. To account for this, we compare
the result using the older Simula parametrization [23],
which contains a significantly different prediction for the
low-x behaviour of g2, and include the difference in our
extrapolation error by comparing the upper and lower
error bands of our extrapolating fit to the data in each
case. Despite the very different models, this error con-
tribution is relatively small, because the low-x region is
suppressed for ∆2.

The integrated results for ∆1, ∆2, and ∆pol are as fol-
lows:

∆e
1 = 6.78± 1.02(data)± 0.24(extrapolation) (7)

∆µ
1 = 5.69± 0.84(data)± 0.20(extrapolation) (8)

∆e
2 = −1.98± 0.16(data)± 0.38(extrapolation) (9)

∆µ
2 = −1.40± 0.11(data)± 0.31(extrapolation) (10)

∆e
pol = 1.09 ppm± 0.31 ppm (11)

∆µ
pol = 200.6 ppm± 52.4 ppm (12)

The total polarizability contribution to the hyperfine
splitting is provided in parts per million (ppm) of the
Fermi energy EF . The uncertainties for ∆1 and ∆2 are
divided into uncertainty coming directly from the data,

and a combined systematic uncertainty coming from the
extrapolations into high and low Q2 regions and into the
low-x regime. The extrapolation error is calculated by
generating pseudo-data within the data’s error bars, and
calculating a new fit to this pseudo-data. This proce-
dure is repeated 1000 times, and the standard deviation
in the resulting fits is taken as the extrapolation error
band. The total extrapolation error in the table also
includes a contribution from the choice of low-x fill-in
model, where the highest upper band and lowest lower
band achievable with different choices of fill-in model are
taken as the absolute limits of the error band. The data
error is a combination of statistical and systematic error
from the respective experiments contributing [16–18].

As can be seen in Fig. 3, the new data from EG4 and
g2p dramatically reduce the long standing discrepancy
between the leading-order (LO) χPT prediction [8, 15]
and earlier data-driven dispersive evaluations [4–6] of the
polarizability contribution. The large difference from the
earlier dispersive results is illustrative of the importance
of low-Q2 data for ∆pol, and the improvement in the
available phenomenological models [18], which are con-
strained by a larger amount of data compared to earlier
parametrizations used in previous analyses [23, 24].

Our new data-driven evaluations of ∆pol put us in the
unique position to update the theoretical predictions of
the HFS in (muonic) hydrogen, as well as the extractions
of the proton Zemach radius from measurements of the
HFS. The 1S HFS in H is extraordinarily well-measured
[25, 26]:

E exp.
1S-HFS(H) = 1 420.405 751 768(2)MHz. (13)

Therefore, the presently most precise extraction of RZ

from spectroscopy is achieved when comparing the mea-
sured 1S HFS in H to the full theory prediction including
QED, electroweak and strong interaction effects:

EnS-HFS =
EF

n3
(1 + ∆QED +∆weak +∆strong) . (14)

For details on the numerical factors entering Eq. (14),
we refer to the compilations in [7, Eq. (40) and (42)].
Here, ∆strong contains the 2γ-exchange contributions in-
troduced in Eq. (2), as well as other hadronic corrections
such as hadronic vacuum polarization. The O(α5) recoil
corrections ∆recoil are taken from [27, Eq. (14) and (15)]
and are consistent with our choice of F2. Since the F2

term in ∆pol cancels exactly with a corresponding term in
∆recoil, we do not need to take into account uncertainties
of the F2 parametrization in our ∆pol evaluation. Note
that radiative corrections (e.g., through electronic vac-
uum polarization) to the 2γ-exchange diagram are taken
into account as well. The proton Zemach radius is then
extracted from the 1S HFS in H as:

RZ = 1.036(8) fm. (15)
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FIG. 4. Comparison of various extractions of the proton
Zemach radius RZ [4, 8, 29–31].

This result is more precise than previous extractions
[1, 28], as can be seen from the top panel of Fig. 4, where
extractions of the Zemach radius from the measured 1S
HFS in H are shown, assuming the same theoretical pre-
diction of the HFS, but different values of ∆pol as shown
in Fig. 3. Our evaluation of ∆pol based on new data for
the proton spin structure functions (red), can be con-
sidered an update of the previous dispersive analysis [1]
(orange open circle). It has moved closer to the extrac-
tion based on LO χPT (blue), but still does not agree.
In the bottom panel of Fig. 4, recent precise results from
lattice QCD suggest a small RZ [29], in perfect agreement
with the LO χPT extraction from the 1S H HFS, but in
tension with evaluations based on proton form factors
measured in scattering [30, 31]. Our work is compatible
with both [29] and [31].

Given the limited beam time and required tunability of
the laser setup, precise theory guidance is crucial for the
experiments planned by the CREMA [2] and FAMU [3]
collaborations. Here we present an updated theory pre-
diction for the 1S HFS in µH, based on the theory com-
pilation in [7, Eq. (40)], and substituting our ∆pol, as
well as our extraction of the Zemach radius from the 1S
HFS in H, cf. Eq. (15):

E th.
1S-HFS(µH) = 182.636(16)meV. (16)

This result is in perfect agreement with the presently
most precise prediction presented in [7, Eq. (48)] that
is based on scaling the result from the very accurate
electronic hydrogen experimental HFS measurement, cf.
Eq. (13), and calculating the small (including small in the
uncertainty limits) nonscaling corrections, as suggested
in [32, 33].

We present results for the first ever experimental data in
a regime which contributes significantly to the integrals
of the ∆1 and ∆2 Hyperfine Splitting contributions. This
new data provides previously lacking guidance on how to
constrain theoretical calculations of the Hyperfine Split-
ting effect. Previous data-driven work to determine these

quantities [4] has been limited by older results lacking
inelastic proton spin structure function data in the low
Q2 regime. These new results are much closer to agree-
ment with χPT calculations of ∆pol, strongly reducing
the long-standing tension between methods [7] and re-
ducing the overall error on the polarizability contribution
by a factor of two. The reduction in uncertainty provided
by our data is crucial in order to facilitate the search for
the narrow µH 1S HFS in the planned experiments by
the CREMA [2] and FAMU [3] Collaborations, as well
as to interpret these future measurements. With these
experiments aiming at up to 1 ppm relative precision,
they have the potential to provide novel insights into the
magnetic structure of the proton.
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