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ABSTRACT: We formulate point-particle effective field theory (PPEFT) for relativistic spin-half fermions
interacting with a massive, charged finite-sized source using a first-quantized effective field theory for
the heavy compact object and a second-quantized language for the lighter fermion with which it in-
teracts. This description shows how to determine the near-source boundary condition for the Dirac
field in terms of the relevant physical properties of the source, and reduces to the standard choices
in the limit of a point source. Using a first-quantized effective description is appropriate when the
compact object is sufficiently heavy, and is simpler than (though equivalent to) the effective theory
that treats the compact source in a second-quantized way. As an application we use the PPEFT to
parameterize the leading energy shift for the bound energy levels due to finite-sized source effects in
a model-independent way, allowing these effects to be fit in precision measurements. Besides captur-
ing finite-source-size effects, the PPEFT treatment also efficiently captures how other short-distance
source interactions can shift bound-state energy levels, such as due to vacuum polarization (through
the Uehling potential) or strong interactions for Coulomb bound states of hadrons, or any hypothetical
new short-range forces sourced by nuclei.
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1 Introduction

Nature is full of examples where small but massive compact objects (of linear size R) interact with
and control the motions of lighter neighbours within a much larger surrounding domain (of size a >
R). Examples include nuclei and atoms, stars and solar systems as well as legions of others. For
such systems familiar arguments (such as the multipole expansion) show that only a few features of
the compact object are often relevant to understanding motions in their larger environment. This
simplicity usually emerges once observables are expanded in powers of small ratios like R/a.
Effective field theories [1, 2] are the natural language for exploiting this kind of simplicity, though
these are usually only formulated in a second-quantized language with all species of particles repre-
sented by their respective quantum field. For instance two-body contact interactions between two



species of particles in a fully second-quantized framework would be represented in terms of their
respective fields by terms like g(¢*1)(x*x) in an effective Lagrangian.

Our companion papers [3, 4] explore how to formulate such effective theories using instead a first-
quantized language for the heavy compact object, reserving the second-quantized language for the
lighter particles with which it interacts.! In this mixed first-quantized/second-quantized (one-two)
language, if the heavy () particle is in a position eigenstate situated at x = 0 then the two-body
contact interaction mentioned above instead has the form g(¢*1) §3(x). This kind of formulation
would be appropriate when the mass of the compact object is sufficiently large. In such situations all
information about the source enters observables through the boundary conditions that are implied for
the light fields at the position of the heavy compact object; boundary conditions that are completely
determined by the source’s first-quantized effective action.

This type of one-two formulation can have several advantages. One of these is the more direct
connection it provides to the study of particle motion within a central (e.g. Coulomb or gravitational)
potential, for which many useful tools are known (particularly for bound states). In this they are
complementary to a fully second-quantized (two-two) formulation, such as for NRQED or NRQCD
[7, 8], in which induced quantities — like the nuclear Coulomb potential or solar gravitational field —
arise as a resummation of a particular class of interactions that dominate in some limits. By contrast,
in the mixed one-two framework such classical fields are included into the zeroth order description
about which one perturbs.

Furthermore, relating the near-source boundary conditions to the source action takes the guesswork
out of small-r boundary conditions, and shows in particular why linear ‘Robin’ boundary conditions
are so generic at low energies (see also [9]). More generally, they show how to handle singular potentials
(like V(r) o rP with p < —2) unambiguously, despite the generic absence in these cases [10] of smooth
solutions at the origin.

The study in [3, 4] considered both nonrelativistic and spinless relativistic particles orbiting the
massive compact object, focussing in particular on unusual effects that arise if the compact source
size, R, is small enough that relativistic kinematics is relevant for the matching problem to the interior
physics of the source even for bound states whose total energy, w, is nonrelativistic: m —w < m. This
mixed relativistic/nonrelativistic regime occurs when mR < v < 1, where v ~ Z« is the speed of the
orbiting particle (whose mass is m). (Here we take the source charge to be Ze and a = €2 /47 is the
usual fine-structure constant.)

In particular, for relativistic spinless particles an interesting regime was identified for which energy
shifts of S-wave states due to the source’s finite size scale as

OWga ~

m
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3
) x (Za)’m*R, (1.1)

where the last factor is the S-wave Schrédinger-Coulomb wave-function at the origin [1(0)]?
(mZa/n)3. Effects like this, scaling linearly with R, are unusual and so lead to the question of whether
similar shifts occur for the spin-half electrons and muons that arise in conventional and muonic atoms.

We here address this question by extending the discussion of [3, 4] to spin-half systems, finding
that although many of the features of the Klein-Gordon problem of [4] also carry over to the Dirac
field studied here the scaling of (1.1) does not: the corresponding leading Dirac expression instead

ISimilar methods have been developed to handle compact gravitating systems, such as for gravitational-wave emission
by inspiralling compact objects [5] and gravitational back-reaction in extra-dimensional models to [6].



gives the standard result:
mZa

3
dwp ~ ZaR? ( ) o« (Za)*m3R?. (1.2)

At first sight this difference in scaling may seem surprising, since spin-dependent effects in orbital
energies might be expected to be suppressed by v ~ Za leading one to expect Dirac and Klein-Gordon
predictions to agree at leading order in Za.. Although this expectation is true for most observables, it
proves not to be true when tracking finite-size effects because relativistic effects are not small at radii
r~ Ronce RS Za/m ~ (Za)?as (where ap is the Bohr radius). Indeed the ratio of dwxe and dwp
given above is of order Za/mR, which is order unity for electrons (for which mR ~ Za even though
both are separately small).

Along the way we show how to formulate the near-source boundary condition for fermions, and
why these differ from those that arise for bosons. We identify how the couplings for two-body contact
interactions run, even at the classical level, and how this running goes over to the running found in
[3, 4] in the non-relativistic limit. This running properly captures how effective theories can some-
times generate scattering lengths that are much larger than the size R of the underlying object, and
corresponds to the first-quantized version of a similar discussion found in [8].

Another result from [3, 4] carries over to fermions: the fixed point of the running is not at
¢s = ¢, = 0 for charged sources (for which Za # 0). It turns out this nontrivial fixed point is precisely
what is required in order for the fixed point to reproduce standard results for the Dirac equation in
the presence of specific nuclear charge distributions. That is, when we compare the PPEFT approach
to explicit solutions to the Dirac equation in the presence of a finite-size charge distribution, we find
that matching produces contact interactions for the PPEFT that sit precisely at the infrared fixed
point of the RG flow. This shows why energy-level shifts take on a particularly model-independent
form (proportional to the charge-radius 2 = (r?) and higher moments [11, 12] — see also [13]) in the
special case where the nucleus is modelled as a specific charge distribution.

In what follows we specialize for simplicity to parity-preserving interactions and spinless compact
central objects, and so strictly speaking the interactions we find suffice in themselves to describe finite-
size effects in the He™ ion or muonic states in even-even nuclei [12, 14-17]. The effects we find also
apply to nuclei with spin (such as hydrogen) once the effective theory of the first-quantized source is
supplemented by the extra interactions that a nuclear spin allows. (We intend to return to discuss
spinning sources more fully in a later paper.)

In Section 2 we set the stage by introducing the point-particle effective action in the context of
Dirac fermions. In Section 3 we derive the boundary condition and the induced renormalization group
running in the presence and absence of a Coulomb potential. This leads to the discussion of bound
state energy shifts implicated by the boundary condition in Section 4. We discuss applications of
PPEFT for fermions in Section 5 and conclude in Section 6. We discuss various technicalities in the
appendix.

2 Action and field equations

To make things concrete we focus on describing a relativistic spin-half charged particle interacting with
a small charged source. The system of interest consists of a 34+1 dimensional ‘bulk’ action coupled to
a 0+1 dimensional ‘point-particle’ action representing the small source (e.g. the nucleus of an atom),

Siot :/d4x £B+/ dr Lp:/d4x [EB—F/ dr 6*(x — y(7)) Ly | , (2.1)
w w



where W indicates the integration is over the world-line, y*(7), of the source. In the final equality
L and L, are both regarded as being functions of the bulk fields evaluated at an arbitrary spacetime
point, z*. L, is also a function of the ‘brane-localized’ position field, y* (7).

2.1 Action and field equations
Taking the bulk dynamics to be QED with a fermion of charge —e, the bulk action becomes

Sp=— / dz B F F" + (D +m)p| (2.2)

with D,¢ = (0, + teA,). This should be considered in the spirit of a Wilson action, and so in
principle also includes an infinite series of subdominant local terms involving more powers of the fields
and their derivatives (whose effects are not important in what follows).

The point-particle action is similarly given by an expansion in these fields, for which (for a spinless,
parity-preserving source) the leading parity-even terms are?

S,,:—/ dr {M—QAMy“+csE¢+icv@w¢Q”—BV'EH"" ; (2:3)
w

where the over-dot denotes differentiation with respect to proper time, the coefficients cs, ¢, and h all
have dimension length-squared and the ellipses indicate terms suppressed by more than two powers of
length. Notice that terms involving more than two powers of ¢ first arise suppressed by a coupling with
dimension (length)®, and so are nominally subdominant to several terms involving only two powers of
1 but more derivatives than those written above.

Specializing to the rest frame for a motionless source, y*(7) = &}, with charge @ = Ze the bulk
field equations become

D+m)p+T =0 and 9, F"™ —ie gy’ +j" =0, (2.4)
e J = oLy _ (cs + icv70>1/)53(x) e (2.5)
oLl
and
§v = gfi =Ze (1 + ?W) §3(z) 8 . (2.6)

2

2 = (r?) of the source

This last equality trades the parameter h for the mean-square charge radius: r
charge distribution using h = % Ze 7"12,.

2.2 Bulk solutions

We seek solutions to the bulk equations with a motionless point charge situated at the origin. The
Maxwell equation is straightforwardly solved for the given source by choosing A = 0 and electrostatic
potential

A% = Ze [ L ?53(33)] : (2.7)

drr

20ur metric is mostly plus and our Dirac conventions in rectangular and polar coordinates are given in Appendix A.



Here the first term is the usual homogeneous solution to the Poisson equation, normalized using the
boundary condition at small radial distance, r = €, corresponding to nonzero electric flux

7{ d*Qn-E = Ze. (2.8)

This boundary condition can be obtained by integrating the Maxwell equation over small Gaussian
pillbox of vanishingly small radius » = e. By contrast, the second term in (2.7) is the particular
integral arising when solving div E = —V24° = % Ze rgv%?’(x).

We wish to repeat the above arguments for the Dirac field, whose field equation is

0

(D +m) + (cs +icyy’) ¢ 6° ()

- [i’yo (w + Zra) +7-V+ m} Y+ (cs + iy tot’yo) V&3 (x), (2.9)

where the second line specializes to energy eigenstates,® ¥ (t) = 1 e~ and to gauge potentials of the
form (2.7). The parameter ¢, o denotes the total localized combination

Ze? 9 2

Cotot 1= o+ =61 :chr?Zozrg. (2.10)
This implies 1, and 5 are related by
Zao . . 0 3
—(w+ - ) 10k0k | Yr + My + (cs W + 1Cy oty wR) 0°(x) =0
Z
and [— (w+ f‘) +wkak} o Mg+ (0o b + o) (@) = 0. (211)

Outside the source these equations become (J) +m)vy = 0 which (see Appendix B for a summary
in the present conventions) for rotationally and parity invariant situations have solutions of the parity-

v (PN () UT(0,0) +igi(r) U (0,0)
v <¢3) - <f+(r) U* (9, ¢) —igs(r) U(9,¢)> ) (2.12)

even form

and parity-odd form

—_ (Ve _ (-0 U(0,0) +ig-(r)UT(6,9)
v (1/);) - (f—(?“) U=(0,¢) —ig—(r) U+(9,¢)) '

Here U# are the spinor harmonics that combine the particle’s spin-half with orbital angular momenta

3
3.
The functions f4(r) and g+(r) are found by explicitly solving the radial part of the Dirac equation

in the presence of a potential Ag(r). For a Coulomb potential with source charge Ze these radial
equations are (see Appendix B for details)

(2.13)

{=jF % to give total angular momentum j = %,

Z 2 Z
f_’F(ererra)g%_ and g;+?(mwf)f+a (2-14)

3Speaking of ‘energy eigenstates’ for a relativistic field is shorthand for evaluating matrix elements of the form
(0]tp(z)|n), between the vacuum and an energy eigenstate. The energy w is the energy of |n) (relative to the vacuum)
and can be found in the usual way from the poles in the correlation functions like (¢(z)¥(y)).



together with

g'z(m—w—Za>f and f’+2i=<m+w+zra>g. (2.15)

r

These have as their general solutions

fe = Vmtwe P?ptt {AiM {C - %,% + 1;,0} +Cep M [—C - % —2( + 1;4

—Ay (%)M [c— Z:°”+1,2<+1;p} (2.16)
+0s (il ) i |- 222 41 cac 4 1) |

and

gr = —Vm—we P2t {Aﬂ:M {C— %ﬂé# 1;4 +Cup *M {—C - %,—QCJr 1;/)]

+AL <I§_§%>M {CZ:erl,%Jrl;p} (2.17)
(+Zaw/k \ _o¢ Zaw .

Here Ay and C. are integration constants, MJa,b;z] = 1+ (a/b)z + --- are the standard confluent
hypergeometric functions, w is the mode energy and x and ¢ are defined by

2
k=+/(m—w)(m+w) and ¢ = \/(7 + ;) —(Za)?, (2.18)

with x real because of our focus on bound states: m > w. The parity of the solution enters the above
formulae only through the parameter K = F(j + %) where (perversely) standard conventions match
negative (positive) K to parity-even (parity-odd) states.

3 Fermionic boundary conditions and the point-particle action

The next step is to formalize the boundary conditions at the surface of a spherical Gaussian pillbox
of radius r = ¢, along the lines of what is done in (2.8) for the Maxwell field. We now show how these
relate the constants ¢s and ¢, of the source action to the ratios g4 /fy and f_/g_ at r = e. These
boundary conditions are again obtained from the source action by integrating the equations of motion
over the interior of the pillbox using the delta-function.

3.1 Source-bulk matching

That is, given the action
5 == [ dta[v=gT® +myv+ V=G INUE @) (31)

where b = g, 0a2" Opx” is the induced metric on the world-volume of the source and N = ¢, +ic, tot7°
is the Dirac matrix specified by the source action S,. Then the 1 equation of motion is

V=g (D +m)+/—§ Ny §(z) =0, (3.2)



so integrating over the small Gaussian pillbox, P, of radius € centred on the source then gives (in the
limit € — 0 of vanishingly small pillbox)

lim [ d%z+v/—g nuy* = lim / dfde €2 sin v"p = —/—§ N(0). (3.3)
e—0 Jop e—0
Here n, is an outward-pointing unit normal to the pillbox so n,dz# = dr, and the integral of the
ma term vanishes as € — 0. Our conventions on gamma-matrices in polar coordinates are given in
Appendix A.
For spherically symmetric configurations (in the limit where e is much smaller than all other scales
of interest) this implies the boundary condition

1
2 2.r . 0
/T Ed Q [e vy +—4 (cs—i—zcvtow )} P =0. (3.4)

Notice this boundary condition is trivially satisfied pretty much anywhere in the absence of a source,
for a small enough pillbox. This is because no source means ¢, = ¢, = r, = 0 and 1 varies slowly
enough to be approximately constant across the pillbox. In this case the integral over all directions
for 4" on the surface of the pillbox gives zero trivially.

The boundary condition on the Gaussian pillbox can be written as [ d*Q B, () = 0 where

¢ Cy — 0"
Bei=q"+¢& +ic,7° = o : 3.5
€ 7+5+ U’Y <6U+ZO'T és ( )
The dimensionless coefficients ¢, = c,/(4me?) and ¢, = ¢y 101/ (47€%) can be interpreted as the co-
efficients of a term in a ‘boundary action’ defined on the codimension-one surface of the Gaussian
pillbox,

Shound = — / d3LE E (és + 1&y ’YO + - )7:[} . (36)
oP

The subscript € on B, is meant to emphasize that the constants ¢, (and in general also the original
couplings ¢; themselves) also must carry an implicit e-dependence if physical quantities are to remain
unchanged as € is varied (more about which below).

To see what these boundary conditions mean we write them out separately for ¢, and v, leading
to

—és/dQszf - /d2Q (ev —z‘a’”)ﬁ and —/dQQ (c —|—iar> oE :as/dmw,ﬂ;. (3.7)

Notice that these can be found from one other by making the replacements v, < 1, together with
(éy,¢s) & (=&, —¢5). Acting on bulk solutions (2.12) and (2.13) and evaluating the angular integra-
tions, these give

és+év:m: 9+ and éS,éU:M: f; ) (3.8)
4me? v ) oe 4me? 9-) .

In what follows we determine c¢s(R) and ¢,(R) from several hypothetical UV completions for
the structure of the source of size R, and then regard (3.8) as a boundary condition that selects
the exterior solution appropriate for the source of interest. This emphasizes that it is only through
boundary conditions like (3.8) that the physics of a specific source can influence the exterior solution,
and so enter into physical observables.



3.2 RG evolution

The radius of the Gaussian pillbox, r = €, where the boundary condition is not a physical scale,
and so must drop out of predictions for observables (unlike the physical size, R, of the underlying
source, say). In detail, this happens because any explicit e-dependence arising in a calculations of an
observable cancels an implicit e-dependence buried within the ‘bare’ quantities ¢; and ¢,. Following
the procedure of [3, 4] (which in turn builds on [18]), we next determine what the e-independence of
observables implies for the e-dependence of ¢, and c,.

First we establish what is needed to ensure physical quantities remain independent of e. Boundary
conditions like (3.8) affect observables by determining the ratio of the integration constants that arise
when integrating the bulk field equations. For instance, writing the general solutions, (2.16) and
(2.17), to the radial part of the Dirac field equation in the form

fr(r) =As fie(r) + Crfox(r) and  gi(r) = Argi+(r) + Cigos(r), (3.9)

it is the two ratios Cy. /A4 and C_ /A_ that are determined by a boundary condition like the specifica-
tion of (g+/f+)r=e. Energy levels for states of either parity are determined by demanding the resulting
value for the appropriate C'/A be consistent with what is required for C'/A by normalizability of the
modes at infinity. Scattering amplitudes are similarly determined by C/A. It follows that physical
predictions are e-independent if cs(e) and ¢,(€) are chosen to ensure C/A is e-independent for both
parity choices.

At some level (3.8) says it all. Rather than reading (3.8) as fixing f4/g+ at a specific radius given
known values of ¢s and ¢, we can instead read the equations

i@ f(9 00 1],
Cs(e)‘[ﬁ(eﬁg_(e) [f+<e> g_<e>]2 ! (8.10)

as giving c,(€) and ¢, tot(€) for known functions fi(r) and g4 (r). This means that the e-dependence
of the right-hand-side of (3.10) is simply given by the r-dependence of fi(r) and g4 (r) using (3.9),
with 7 = €. Because C+ and A4 are r-independent the above conditions tell us what ¢; and ¢, tot
must do to keep them also e-independent.

Our greatest interest is when € is much smaller than the typical scale a of the external problem

:|27T62 and  cytot(€)

(such as the Bohr radius, for applications to atoms), and in this limit it suffices to use the leading
small-r form of the solutions fi and g+ when computing the e-dependence of ¢s and cytot. In this
regime solutions are usually well described by power laws, with (3.9) reducing to

r\¢—1 r\—¢—1 r\¢—1 ry\—¢—1

far) = A (B) +ow (B and  gu(r)=Ax(2) w0 (L) @)
a a a a

For such solutions the choice of Cy /Ay controls the precise radius at which one of these solutions

dominates the other one, and as a result the RG evolution of the couplings implied by (3.10) in this

regime describes the cross-over between these two types of evolution.

3.2.1 Non-relativistic limit

We start by examining this running for parity-even states in the nonrelativistic limit, which corresponds
to the evolution found in [3, 4] using the Schrédinger equation.

The radial equations for parity-even states are given by (2.14) which imply in the nonrelativistic
limit (for which the energy and mass are approximately equal, w ~ m, and much larger than all other
scales) it follows that g4 ~ f!/(2m) < f4. Using this in the second of egs. (2.14) and dropping



subdominant terms gives the Schrodinger equation (in the presence of a Coulomb potential), with
Schrodinger field ¢(r) = f4(r).
In this limit the Dirac spinor is approximately given by

Y~ % (i) ; (3.12)

so in the nonrelativistic limit the combination appearing in the source action is
Cvaw + iCu@W()l/) = (Cs + CU)SD*SD = héﬁ*% (313)

where h = ¢5 4 ¢, is the coupling for the analogous effective Schrodinger contact interaction.
Defining the quantity A := 2m hyoy = 2m (h + %’“ Zo 1"129), the nonrelativistic limit of the boundary
condition (3.8) therefore is

/
A =2m Aoy = 2m(cs + Cyior) = STME <%) ~ 4ge? (4,0) , (3.14)
f+ r—e ¥ r=e

in agreement with the boundary condition found for a Schrédinger field coupled to a source with
Lagrangian density £, = —h*p§3(x) [3, 4]. These references also show that restricting to s-wave
(¢ = 0) configurations and using the small-r asymptotic form ¢;(r) oc r’ and @o(r) o< r~¢~1 implies

that for small e the evolution of h given in (3.14) satisfies the differential RG equation

a1 . A mh

=2 (1-2) h A= p1="2 4 3.15
“de " 2 ( where ore T e T (3.15)

in which the last equalities define A
The evolution of A evidently has two fixed points, at A, = £1, and these respectively correspond

to Ay = 0 and A\, = —4me. Comparing with (3.14) shows these forms for A\, are equivalent to having

o(r) o< % and ¢(r) x 771 (i.e. v and r=¢~1 for £ = 0), showing the crossover described below (3.11).

3.2.2 Relativistic running when Za =0

A similar story relates the solutions f and g to solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation in the relativistic

case, as is most easily seen in the absence of the Coulomb interaction (Za = 0), as we now show.

Parity-even case

When Za = 0 the first of eqs. (2.14) again gives g4 as the derivative of f,:

i

b
m+ w

g4 = (3.16)

for a mode of energy w. Using this in the second equation then shows f, satisfies the Klein-Gordon
equation. This shows that the r-dependence of the ratio g+ /f4 is proportional to the ratio x’/x for

a Klein-Gordon field: 1 ,
9+ X

9+ _ X ) 3.17

(f+>r—s m+w<x>r—e ( )

But refs. [3, 4] show (even for Za # 0) that if we define the quantity

/
A = dre? <X> : (3.18)
X r=e




for x a general £ = 0 solution to the Klein-Gordon equation, then \ := (\/27¢) + 1 satisfies the RG

equation
. N 2
d (A _¢l|, (A

for € small enough to use the small-r asymptotic solution for x(r). Here (s := /1 —4(Z«a)?. As
Zo — 0 it follows A as defined in (3.18) again satisfies the RG equation (3.15).
These considerations show that when Za vanishes, if we define the quantity

Ab = (m+w)(cs + ¢) = (m + w)dme? (‘j{) = 4re? (1‘;) : (3.20)

for parity-even j = % states, then ;\'g‘ := (A} /2me) + 1 satisfies the same RG equation, eq. (3.15), as
does X in the Klein-Gordon case. Notice that in the nonrelativistic limit we have A\ — 2m(cs + ¢,)
in agreement with the Za — 0 limit of (3.14).

Parity-odd case
A similar argument goes through for the parity-odd j = % states. Parity-odd states satisfy the radial

equations (2.15) and so when Za = 0 we have

PREE (3.21)

m—w

Repeating the arguments of the parity-odd case then shows that g_ = x satisfies the Klein-Gordon
equation and so implies that A = (A, /2me) + 1 satisfies (for small €) the same RG equation, (3.15)
as do the parity-even and Klein-Gordon cases, provided we define

A = (m —w)(cs — ) = (m — w)dme? (f_) = 47é? (X/> . (3.22)
g9- X
Flow patterns

The flow obtained by integrating (3.15) is given (for € small enough that f and g are dominated by
their near-source asymptotic forms) by

k() = A (e+ €os) + (e —con) _ (e+%>“ , (3.23)

(6+60i)+5\6‘:(6*60i) € — €xt

a flow that is shown in Fig. 1. In the first equality the integration constant is chosen using the initial
condition A% (ep+) = AL, while in the second equality 7+ = sign(|]A%| — 1) and the RG-invariant
quantities e,+ are defined as the scales where the Xﬁg approach zero (or diverge). Which of these one
uses depends on whether the RG trajectory of interest has |5\§| greater than or smaller than 1. In
either case e, is given explicitly by inverting the first equality of (3.23):

YEYE 1 3t £ yE
Cxt lim )‘D/\O 1 (>‘D >‘0) =y (AO 1) )

0 A5— 0 ABAE—14+ (A5 - A A1

(3.24)

As shown in detail in [3, 4], the e-independence of physical quantities implies they depend only on
AL (e) and € through RG-invariant quantities like €, .

~10 -
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Figure 1. Plot of the RG flow of A% (as defined in the main text) vs Ine/e, when Za = 0. A representative
of each of the two RG-invariant classes of flows is shown, and e, is chosen as the place where A = 0 or A — oo,
depending on which class of flows is of interest.

For € > ¢,+ (though € not so large as to invalidate the small-r expansion of the mode functions
at r = €) the flow approaches the fixed point at A = +1, with A — 1 o €,1/e. Because Af — 1
(cs £ ¢p) /e this implies ¢, and ¢, simply become independent of € in this limit.

For small € the flow emerges from the repulsive fixed point at Af = —1 with A +1 ~ —2n1 (¢/e,)
with (as before) ni = sign(|]A%| — 1). Consequently for small e the couplings ¢, and ¢, evolve linearly
with € (as opposed to the naive quadratic behaviour expected on dimensional grounds):

+ —
cs(e) :1< AD + Ap ):_m+0(62)

2\m+w m-—w m?2 — w?
1 AT AT dnwe
and co(e) = B (mfr)w — me) = +0(e?). (3.25)

The flow describes the transition between these two asymptotic states, and clearly no source coupling
(cs = ¢, = 0) is an RG-invariant fixed point, and it is also RG-invariant to have ¢, = 0 while ¢, runs
(corresponding to €,y = €,_).

As a concrete example, suppose matching to a UV completion were to give the predictions

ey = goR? and cs = g5 R? at € = R, (3.26)

for a microscopic scale 1/R > w > m and dimensionless constants |g,|, |gs| S O(1) . Then AE(R) =

(m 4 w)(gs £ g») R? while the signs ny = sign(Af — 1) are ;. = sign(gs + g») and 1 = sign (g, — gs).

Then the RG-invariant scales are e,+ /R = n+ (AL — 1)/(A5 4+ 1) and so
€t (m+w)(gs £ gv)R/47

R =" T £ w)(g: £ g,)R/Ax ]

(3.27)
and so e,4 > R requires (g5 +g,)R ~ —4mw/(m=+w). Unlike for the nonrelativistic case there is always

an w for which this can be satisfied, but because wR < 1 this is only possible in the effective theory
if g5 £ g, is sufficiently large and has the right sign.
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For general € the running couplings are

Nt
SE(e) = €+ €5t _ eJr(6+R)(m:|:(.u)(gs:I:gv)R/47r7 (3.28)
€— €4t e+ (e— R)(m +w)(gs £ g, )R/47
which has the right limits for both large and small €. Consequently
2me [« (95 + g0)R?
(€) £ cyle) = +_1)= 2
es(€) £eule) = T (AD ) 1+ (1— R/e)(m + w)(gs + go)R/4n’ (3:29)

which shows how the flow for € > €, is towards constant ¢, and ¢,,, asymptoting to limits renormalized
relative their values at € = R.

3.2.3 Relativistic running when Za # 0

We repeat the analysis of Section 3.2.2 this time for the case Za # 0 as is relevant to the Coulomb
problem.

Parity even

The running in the parity even case is determined by equation (3.8). The small radius expansion of
the mode functions f (2.16) and g (2.17) yields to leading order

(s fm —w (1= Or + (m +w) Za] 266)* + [(1+ O + (m +w) Za]
Cs+ Cy = () ~ — 5
- m+w [(1+4 )k + (m —w)Za] (26€)* + [(1 — O)k + (m — w) Za]

30)
30)

w m+‘+ +‘+

The RG running can be found by calculating the derivative d(és + ¢é,)/de and after inverting
inserting €%¢ as a function of és + &,:
2 2
s 1 ¢
<Cs et za) (za)

AL = Za(e, + é,) + 1, (3.32)
the RG equation (3.31) takes the form

N . 2
d [ A} AT
— 2] = 1—| == .
ede<c> ¢ <C> | (3.33)
which has the solution

A5 Abo/¢+tanbl¢In(e/er)] _ (o +Q)(e/e0)* + (\hy—¢)
¢ 1+ (Ahe/Q tanh[¢n(e/eo)]  (Apo +)(€/€0)* = (Afo =€)

dAS A’U
GM:_ZQ

- (3.31)

Defining the quantity

(3.34)

Parity odd

Similarly to the parity even case we can write (3.8) as

g—

Cs — Cy =

N (f) o m+w[(1—C)/<J—(m—w)Za](2f~ze)2<+[(1+<)H_(m_w)Za}%.
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Repeating the procedure of the previous subsection we then find the running to be
2 2
L 1 ¢
( —& - z@> - <2a)

Ap = Za(es — &) — 1, (3.37)

€ 7(1(05 — &) =Z«

= (3.36)

Again, one can define the quantity

in terms of which the RG equation (3.36) takes the form
d (i )
S -2 IS I ) )
ed€<c> ¢ (C> | (339)
which has the solution

Ay Apy/C—tanh(CIn(e/er)) _ (Apy+ )+ gy — O(e/e0) (3.39)

¢ 1= (Apo/O) tanh(CIn(e/en))  (Apg+¢) — (Apg — €)(€/e0)2¢

Fixed points

From the running equations (3.33) and (3.38), it is clear that there are fixed points when A\ = ¢,
and when A\ = £(. However, from the solutions (3.34) and (3.39), we see that the fixed points of
AL are coupled. The fixed point obtained in the limit ¢ — oo (which we call the IR fixed point)
corresponds to be A} = +¢ and A\; = —(, so that

=0 and Gy = oL (IR) (3.40)

¢; =0 and ¢ === . .
The UV fixed point is similarly defined as the limit ¢ — 0 and is given by A} = —¢ and A, = +(, so
that

R . +1
és=0 and é,=— <€2a> (UV). (3.41)

For later purposes (when comparing to results for specific nuclear charge distributions) we remark
that the IR fixed point implies the couplings ¢, evaluate at € = R to

(cs 4+ ¢o)in ~ —21Za R?, (3.42)

which uses ( ~ 1 — 1(Za)2.

The attentive reader may also be puzzled as to why the running for Zao — 0 does not coincide
with the Za = 0 running found earlier. The reason for this is the observation that the limits ¢ — 0
and Za — 0 do not commute, due to the appearance of factors of 1/(1 — () ~ 1/(Za)? within the
hypergeometric functions that furnish the Dirac-Coulomb solutions. (Related to this, mode functions
can asymptote to 7P at small  where p o (Z«)?, again displaying non-commuting small-r and Za — 0
limits.) As discussed in later sections, this makes the evaluation of energy shifts for bound states for
specific values for Za and nuclear size R somewhat subtle, since care must be taken to work to a
consistent order in small quantities.
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3.3 Higher-order interactions

For some applications it is insufficient to work only to lowest order in the nuclear size, and so we pause
here to classify some of the next-to-leading interactions according to their dimension:

S,,:/d4x{£o+£1+£3+£4+£5+~~], (3.43)

where the operators appearing in £,, has engineering dimension (mass)”. In this notation Lo+ £+ L3
represent the terms already written in (2.3), so we now enumerate the dimension-4 interactions. At
this order the operators consistent with invariance under rotations, gauge transformations and C, P
and T are E2, B2 and* 1" Dg1). We therefore take

£4 = — |:; (EE E2 + iLB B2) + Ct QZJ’YODOQZ{| 53(.’E) ) (344)

where ¢; and the ‘polarizabilities’ A, and h, are new effective couplings having dimension (length)3.
For instance the time derivative appearing in the last of these terms contains contributions to the
Dirac equation that resemble a correction to ¢, by an amount dc, o ¢;w. For nonrelativistic bound
states and for ¢, o< R? and ¢; < R® such corrections look like mR3|¢(0)|? contributions to the energy
shift, and so contribute to some of the subleading corrections discussed below.

One can continue in this way to as high a dimension as one wishes. Notice that the first interaction
to involve more than two Dirac fields — such as ‘three-body’ interactions, like c3p, (v 9) (¥ 9) 6%(x) —
arises once we consider effective couplings with dimension (length)®.

Effectively, we can parametrize the boundary condition as

<g+) =¢ 2 with §g = g1+ g2(mRZa) + G3(Za)? + - . (3.45)
f+ r=R

Any microscopic source physics can only influence parity-even physical observables through their
contributions to the constants ¢;, only a few of which are relevant to any given order in the small
expansion parameters. This makes these parameters useful proxies for specific models of source physics,
and their values are computed in Appendix B for several simple examples. Although quantities like
g2 can be traded for parameters like ¢; and/or h; we do not pursue this connection explicitly here.

4 Bound-state energy shifts

With a view to computing nuclear-size effects on atomic energy levels we next turn to the implications
source contact interactions have for the energy of states bound to the source. Our assumptions of
rotation invariance in S), restricts us for simplicity to atoms with spherically symmetric nuclei. What
we find also applies to nuclei with spin but must be supplemented by spin-dependent nuclear-size
effects (such as nuclear-size effects for hyperfine splitting [11]).

4.1 Energy-shift calculations

Bound-state energies are computed by reconciling the implications for the integration constants,
Cy /A4, appearing in (3.9) (or in more detail (2.16) and (2.17)) as imposed by the small-r and large-r

4A spatial derivative, 17 - V1), need not be included separately since it is redundant — i.e. it can be recast in terms
of one of those already written by a field redefinition and/or an integration by parts.
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boundary conditions. At small r the relevant boundary conditions are (3.8), which we repeat here for
convenience

ot o, = St tot (G4 and 6 ¢y = S oot _ (J= : (4.1)
4me? /). 4e? 9-) .

and the implications of these for C'y /Ay — as found using (2.16) and (2.17) — must be consistent
with normalizability at large r, which implies

Ci T(1+20) I'(~(—Zaw/k)

_ = 4.2
Ay T(1-20) TI'((-Zaw/k) (4.2)
1.0
0.5
x
3 00
]
N
-0.5
-1.0
04 0.2 0.0

Zawlk

Figure 2. The black curve plots the right-hand side of eq. (4.2) f(Zaw/k) = T(1+20)I'(—¢ — Zaw/k)/(I'(1 —
20)I'((—Zow/k)) vs Zaw/k, with the zero of energy chosen to be the eigenvalue of the n = 2 and j = 1 states.
Standard Dirac energy levels correspond to places where the plotted quantity vanishes, while finite-size effects
of the source correspond to those energies for which (4.2) instead equals a specified nonzero (positive) value.
The dashed curves show two approximations to (4.2) that provide useful analytic expressions for energy shifts.
The blue (red) curve shows the single-pole (double-pole) approximation to (4.2), described in the main text.
In order to better display the shape of these curves, for plotting purposes we use ¢ = 0.9 (and so Za ~ 0.45)
and for concreteness expand about the pole at n = 2.

In the absence of a source the Dirac energy eigenvalues are given by solutions to Cy /Ay = 0,
which (4.2) shows is satisfied when ( — Zaw/k = —N with N =0,1,2,---. This returns the standard
Dirac energy eigenvalues

e |1 (Za) ]_m:m[l_ (Za)? [ —3(j+1/2)

— _ (Za)* + O[(Za)®| , (4.3)
(n+cfj,%)2 2n? 8ni(j +1/2)
where n = N + (j + %) =1,2,3, - is the usual principal quantum number.
In the presence of a finite-sized source we instead solve for w by equating the right-hand side
of (4.2) to the nonzero value of C//A obtained by fixing f/g using the boundary condition (3.8) at
nonzero r = €. In practice this is done in two steps: (i) computing the value of C'/A implied from
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the microscopic physics of the source (as parametrized by S, say); and (i) solving (4.2) for w as a
function of nonzero C/A, given a known form for C'/A. We next consider each of these steps in turn.

Solving for dw

Solving for dw = w—wy with given C//A requires no knowledge of source structure since the right-hand
side of (4.2) is dictated purely by the known solutions to the Coulomb-Dirac equation. Although this
is easily done numerically, there are also accurate analytic approximations that are very useful (par-
ticularly when tracking the dependence of the result on external parameters), which are summarized
briefly here.

Figure 2 plots the right-hand side of (4.2) against energy with the zero of energy chosen to be the
Dirac energy eigenvalue for a point-like source corresponding to a particular whole number N. Also
plotted are two approximate forms, corresponding to approximating I'(—N + §z) ~ (=) /[N!dz] in
just the denominator (single-pole approzimation) or in both the denominator and numerator (double-
pole approzimation). As the figure shows, because of the presence of a nearby pole in the numerator
the first of these approximations turns out only to have a radius of convergence of order (1—() ~ (Za)?
and so is only of use for extremely small dz.

1

— single pole
----- double pole

0.100

"0.001 0010 1 10
mR

Figure 3. A plot of the relative error made when computing §w/|+(0)|?

approximations single pole (black solid) and double-pole (blue dashed) to the right-hand side of eq. (4.2) as

described in the main text. The plot’s horizontal axis is mR, where m is the mass of the orbiting fermion and

for nonzero C'/A using two analytic

R is the size of the source. For plotting purposes we use Za = 1/137 and compute the shifts to the parity-even
j= % state with n = 2 assuming the source to be a shell of positive charge with radius R.

The double-pole approximation turns out to be much better then the single-pole one (particularly
given that the left-hand side, Q := —(C/A), of (4.2) turns out to be positive for small §z), and suffices
for identifying the leading energy shift and its first subleading correction. This can be seen in Fig. 3,
which compares the solution obtained for dw using these approximate formulae to numerical results.
For the purposes of these comparisons the source is assumed to be a fixed charged shell of radius R,
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whose energy eigenvalues can be computed exactly, and the state whose energy is perturbed is taken
to be a parity-even S state (similar results obtain for parity-odd states). The plots show that the error
obtained when using the double-pole approximation is order (Za)? out to mR < O(1), for reasons
identified below when we seek to compute O(Za)? terms.

Concretely, the double-pole approximates the right-hand side of (4.2) using the leading Laurent

expansion near the poles of the Gamma functions,

I +2¢) Tly(z) —2¢ A1 - Q) oz

Gl 00 = 5 =5¢) "]~ (NT N+ D@ -2 —57)"

(4.4)

which uses y(z) = (—x and x = Zaw/k and so y(xy + 0x) = —N +dy = —N — dz where z, = N +(
corresponds to the Dirac-Coulomb energy eigenvalue (4.3) for a point source. To proceed we regard
Q := —(C/A) as a function of f(€)/g(e) and w and evaluate it at w = wy, equating the result to (4.4).
This allows éz (and hence also dw) to be solved for explicitly as

Zam? 1)Q/2
S — am?dw o n(n+1)Q/ ’ (4.5)
(m? —w3)*2 1+ n(n+1)Q/[2(Za)’]
where (because our later focus is on j = %) we trade N for the principal quantum number, n =

N + 1, and write 1 — { ~ %(Za)z. (The single-pole approximate differs from the above by taking the
denominator to be unity, and only gives the leading contribution reliably in the limit mR < 1, if R is
the typical size of the source.)

It is useful to extract the naive Coulomb wave-function at the origin from dw by writing

h Za\?
Sw = <t (m O‘) , (4.6)
™ n
where tracking through the definitions gives
B e 25 N rc/? in(n+1)Q @)
T Zam? ~ Zam? 1+ inn+1)Q/(Za)?]’ )
where we write m? — w? = ¢, (Zam/n)? and so
3(n—1)(Za)?

A =1+ 3(n —1)(Za)® +0(Za)*, (4.8)

2n2

which can be taken as unity for the leading and O(Z«) correction but not once order (Za)? contri-
butions are required. As we shall see, for O(Za)? corrections (4.4) must also be revisited to include
also subleading terms in dz.

Determining Q = —C/A

To use the above formulae in practice we require an expression for how Q@ = —C/A depends on the
properties of the source. If the UV completion were a specific classical distribution, p(r), of radius R
then C'/A would be fixed by demanding continuity of f/g between the exterior and interior solutions
at r = R (examples of this are discussed in more detail below). In general, knowledge of C/A is
equivalent to knowledge of f/g at some radius, since this is ultimately the only way the physics of the
source influences exterior phenomena.

What is required then is an explicit expression for Cy /AL as a function of fi(e)/g+(e). In
principle this is obtained by taking the ratio of expression (2.16) and (2.17) for the exterior solution
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(for each parity) and solving the resulting equations for C; /A4 and C_/A_. This is efficient and easy
to implement numerically and once this is done fi/g+ at 7 = € can be traded for constants in the
source action through boundary conditions like (3.8).

Analytic expressions® for the required relation for Cx /A can also be found when e is small enough
to justify keeping only the leading small-r asymptotic form for the confluent hypergeometric functions
in (2.16) and (2.17). Specializing to states with j = % — i.e. parity-even (S) states f and g; and
parity-odd (P) states f_ and g_— — since these are the states most sensitive to finite-size effects of the
source, we find the leading small-e form

Cy  [C+1+ZaX]—[(CF VX — Za](f+/g+)

A re)26 )
AT R ZaX] - [CE DX+ Zall /o) (1.9)

where fi /gy is evaluated at 7 = € and X is defined by X := \/(m — w)/(m + w). As we shall see, it
is the factor of 2 in the exponent of (2k€)2¢ that is responsible for the main differences between this
Dirac case and the Klein-Gordon problem studied in [4] (for which instead (2ke)% appeared). This
factor has its origins in the spin-orbit coupling that mixes two different orbital angular momenta into
each state having fixed j.

4.2 Leading and first-subleading energy shifts

For detailed studies of the influence of nuclei on atomic energy levels one expands all contributions
to bound state energies as a dual series in the small parameters (Za)? and meZa ~ ¢/ay, where
ap = 1/(mZa) is the Bohr radius and € ~ R where R ~ 1 fm is a typical nuclear size. In practice,
comparison with experiments on atomic energy levels requires both the leading contribution and its
subleading O(mRZ«) correction, and for electronic atoms (Za)? corrections are also required since for
R of order a Fermi these are comparable in size to (mRZ«) corrections. Our purpose in this section
is to identify as generally as possible how these terms depend parametrically on the properties of the
source.

Although (4.9) is sufficient for some applications, a more accurate approximation turns out to be
required in order to track the leading subdominant coefficients in this kind of expansion. Increased
accuracy is required for bound-state calculations because nominally independent variables like x and
X become specific powers of Za once evaluated at the lowest-order bound-state energies w = wy. For
instance, using (4.3) in the definitions implies
[1 + (’)(Za)ﬂ and Xp; = Za

n

2meZa

Pnj = 2KyE = {1 + O(Zoz)z} , (4.10)
and so higher powers of these compete with powers of Z« arising elsewhere (such as from the expansion
of ¢). Extracting a particular order in Z« is further complicated by the appearance of factors of
(1 —¢)7! o< (Za)~? in the expansion of the confluent hypergeometric functions Mla, 1 — 2(; pl, due
to the singularity of M|a,b; z] as b approaches a nonpositive integer.

We next identify the leading and subleading O(mRZa) and O(Za)? contributions to the energy
shift. To do so we use the exact expressions, (2.16) and (2.17), for the general Dirac-Coulomb solution
and solve for the integration constants @ = —(C/A) in terms of f/g evaluated at r = ¢ = R, finding

0= _ ¢ _ { [(Qm) + Q10)9 + X(—Q20 + Q10)f} 2(}
A (Q21 + Qu1)g + X (—Q21 + Qu1) f —R

5Such analytic expressions are useful (even when numerical results are easy) for tracking the leading parametric
dependence of energy shifts on external variables.

(4.11)
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where (as before) X := \/(m — w)/(m + w) and

QlO::M(C_x71+2C;p)a Qll ZZM(—C—J771—2C§,0)’

Q20 := — (IC(_—Z) M —z+1,142¢p) (4.12)
and Qo= <I§+_§)M<<:c+1,12<;p) :

with x = Zaw/k while & = Zam/k. These are to be evaluated at the lowest-order solution, x =
Ty =N+(, where N=n—1and { ~ 1+ %(Zoz)2 for j = % states, and we work only to subdominant
order in mRZa and (Za)?. Eq. (4.11) agrees with (4.9) at lowest order in p, for which M|a, b; p] = 1.

Since p = 2ky R «x mRZa working to fixed order in Za allows us to expand M in powers of p,
but when doing so must be careful about factors of 1/(1—¢) o (Za)~2 appearing in the coefficients of
the hypergeometric series. Such terms only arise when b of M]a, b; p] is a negative integer and so only
are a factor in Q11 and Q1. Since all powers of p involve the factor mR our guiding principle when
expanding in p is to keep terms involving only a single subdominant power of Z«. This also allows us
to neglect all subdominant powers of 1 — ¢ o (Za)? in any p-dependent terms. Using ¢ ~ 1 — 1(Za)?
and r ~xy =N+ ( ~ N + 1 one finds

Q1o :=M(C—x,1+2§;p):1—(Z:;])p—l-N(A;l_l)pQ-l-“-, (4.13)
and
Q20 = —<I€~_Z)M(C—$+1,1+2C;P)
() [ (PP ]
while
Qu = M(=(—z,1-2¢p)
~ 14+ (N+2)p— [(N;L(?ENC;FU] %2+ [N(N;(rfz(é\;# 1)} Z—Ter , (4.15)
and
Qa1 = <f(+_”;> M(=C—z+1,1—2;p) (4.16)
-~ (ste)foom oo [ () )

Parity-even leading energy shifts

Collecting results and specializing to the parity-even j = % S states (i.e. those with K = —1) gives
the leading contribution (unsuppressed by any additional powers of Z«)

2(1+2¢,)
1—2(1+2¢,)(mR)

%n(n +1)94 ~ { 2} (mRZa)? (leading order) (4.17)

where ¢, contains the entire contribution of the physics of the source, through (3.45).
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Using (4.17) in the double-pole approximation (4.7) then gives

Bt~ T gn(n+1)Q
7 Zam? |1+ In(n+1)Q4/(Za)?
=27 ZaR*(1+2§1) (leading order), (4.18)

where we use £, ~ §; because at leading order consistency requires also dropping subleading terms
in £,. Notice the cancellation here of the spurious (mR)? terms in the denominator of (4.17); a
cancellation that is missed if only the single-pole approximation is used (thereby showing that physical
energy shifts lie beyond its domain of validity).

Parity-even subleading O(mRZa) energy shifts

Including also subdominant terms linear in Z« requires keeping corrections coming from the expansion
of the higher orders in p, leading to

1 1426, — AT
§n(n+1)Q+N 2 !

= 2 (mRZa)? bleadi d 4.19
1_2(1+2§g—A1+)(mR)2+A2+} (mRZ«) (subleading order) ( )

where we use {; = g1 + §2(mRZa) in the explicitly written terms, but it suffices to use only &, = g1
in the quantities

2n — 1\ mRZ«
AT :=2(n—1)(g
1 (n—1) (91 + on ) "
Z
and A = [1+2n(1+g1)] mi e (4.20)
Consequently the double-pole approximation gives
o~ T gn(n+1)Q
of 7 Zam? |1+ in(n+1)Q4/(Za)?
~ 21 ZaR? [(1 +251)(1 = A) + 262 (mRZa) — Aﬂ (4.21)
3 RZ

— o1 ZaR? {1 + 241 + 242 (mRZa) — {1 + 8n2 (1 + 5+ 2))} mgnf} ,

which includes all corrections that are down only by a single power of Za (but drops (Za)? everywhere).
Later sections verify that these expression capture specific special cases in the literature.
Parity-odd leading energy shift

We next turn to parity-odd j = % P states (for which K = 41). In this case following the same steps
reveals the leading contribution to be

~1 2 2mRZa\>
Q_ ~— <n2n ) [ff - 3(mRZoz)} <mna> (leading order) (4.22)
where the entire contribution of source physics is through
X (5‘) = % with & = fi(mRZa) + fa(mRZa)? + fs(Za)? +--- . (4.23)
—/ r=R

with (as before) X = \/(m — w)/(m +w).
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Dropping all subdominant powers of Za (and for consistency restricting the source contribution
to {f ~ fi(mRZa) gives the leading parity-odd energy shift
hoy = = T =D Za)>mR®  (leading ord 4.24
of T fg—* (Za)*m (leading order) . (4.24)
As usual, this is smaller than the parity-even result because it is suppressed by the spin-orbit coupling
required to link the P states to £ = 0 orbital angular momentum.

Parity-odd subleading O(mRZ«a) energy shift

Even though small, for some special cases (such as the charged shell described below) it happens that
f1 = § and so the leading contribution to parity-odd states vanishes. Such cases are dominated by
the subleading contribution, for which

&5 — 3(mRZa) + Ay
1+ (n? — 1)(mR/n)?[¢s — 3(mRZa)] — Ay

n?—1

“nn+1)Q0_ ~ — (mRZa)? (4.25)

n2

where we can use {5 = filmRZa) 4+ fo(mRZa)? in the explicitly written factors, but stop at & ~
filmRZa) in

AT =~ [ —(2n—3 )fl]M (4.26)
and Ay = % {fl (nn—i—l)} (mRZa),
leading to
. { gn(n+1)Q- }
ff T Zam? 1+%n(n+1)Q—/(ZQ)2
) _
~ m(n? 2_ 1) ZaR2 & — 5(1713‘?5) A (subleading order) (4.27)
2
== T2 (o { (i-2) |1+ (J; - g) miza)| + (12 ) <mRZa>} .

4.3 Subleading (Za)? energy shifts

This section computes the subdominant O(Za)? energy shifts for parity even and parity odd cases.
Because factors of mR do not accompany the subleading powers of Z« it suffices to drop all nontrivial
powers of p from the get-go and instead focus on the subdominant powers of (Za)?. Because of this
we can evaluate Q directly using (4.9), which is repeated here for convenience

K —(—ZaX]g+ (K+ )X — Za]f

KR)X . .
K+ ¢ ZaXlg+ (K - OX — Za]j > (4.28)

Q ~

This is to be expanded to order (Za)?, using ¢ ~ 1 — 1(Za)? and

(zay 17

(N +¢)?

~m {1 - (22‘2)2 _ n —83;)4(204)4 +O[(Za)®| . (4.29)

w—wy =m|l+
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and

o = V=) 2w [ 22 B L ozapl] )
80 in particular
26y R)? ~ {1 + MM - O[(Za)‘*}] (meza)Z . (4.31)
Similarly
X o Xy = st 2 o D& | oo (4.32)

m+wy 21 8n3

Using the corresponding terms in the source expansion {5 ~ §1+§3(Z «)? then gives @ for parity-even
(K = —1) states as

% ~ (mRZa)’ {2(1 +2§1) {1 —(Za)*In <2mRZ°‘>}
N (6n2 —n —3) — (2n3 —4n? +n + 3)2G1 — 4n?*(n + 1)§? (Za)?
2n2(n+ 1)
+443(Za)? + O[(Za)4]} . (4.33)
Table 1. First few harmonic numbers
N o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Hy [0 1 3/2 11/6 25/12 137/60 49/20 363/140 761/280

To work systematically to relative order (Z a)2 we must keep track of the factor of ¢y in heg

Rt ~ (4.34)

2n?

rcd 25w oz ] 3(n—1)(Za)?
Zam? — Zam? ’

and it is also necessary to refine the double-pole approximation, by keeping subdominant terms in the
Gamma-function expansion:

\N
F(y)zf(éy—N):( ) [;y—i—HN—’y—&-(’)(éy)] , (4.35)

where the harmonic numbers (see also Table 1) are defined by

H —il—/ldxl_x (4.36)
N k_ O 1_:E7 ’

and the integral representation shows in particular that Hy = 0. y is the Euler-Mascheroni constant

N = lim [HN —In N} — 0.57721 56649 01532 86060 65120 ...
N— oo
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Tracking only the m-independent (Za)? terms the leading contributions then are

h;wvaaRQ{%1+2m)P—%Zaf[m<2m§2a>+lﬂﬁl+7” (4.37)

12n2 —n—9

4G5 +5+85 — 262 + (1+24)) ————=
+[gy+-+g1 91+(+-m)mﬂm+1)

} (Za)? + O[(Za)4]} )
The first term agrees with the leading result found earlier, and to these can be added the subleading
(mRZa) corrections found in eq. (4.21) above.

Some implications of these formulae are explored in the next sections.

5 Examples

As ever, the power in using an effective action to describe the short-distance properties of the source lies
in its generality. That is, coefficients like c;, r;, and ¢, can be used to describe the leading contributions
due to any localized source physics, provided only that this physics arises over small enough scales,
R, to make an expansion in powers of R/a useful (where a is a typical macroscopic scale — such as
the Bohr radius of an exterior orbit). This ensures the model-independence of parametrizing physical
quantities like energy shifts in terms of these parameters.

This section emphasizes this point by indicating how several kinds of microscopic source physics
contribute to effective couplings in the source action, S, and how the above expressions reproduce
familiar results in specific instances.

5.1 Explicit charge distributions

Perhaps the simplest example of microscopic source physics that can be parametrized by S, is the
situation where the source is an explicit static charge distribution, p(z), rather than a point charge.
Examples of this form are studied in the literature, with sensitivity to source structure often estimated
by tracking how energy shifts alter as p(z) is varied through a plausible range of configurations
[12, 14, 15, 19, 20).

5.1.1 Relations to moments

The leading terms in the source-dependent energy shift in this case have been calculated by perturbing
the interior solution around the Coulomb problem and are known® to be given by [12]

a <T3>(2) + (Za,U')QFNR + (Za)2FREL ) (51)

2m s Za
heg = ?Za [rp 5

where p is the reduced mass (so g — m in the infinite-source-mass limit used here) and

() @) = / & d®y [x[*ply — x)p(y), (5.2)

and Fy, and Fjj, are given in terms of various charge moments in [12].

This result is model-independent inasmuch as the expression for the coefficients of the series are
universal functions of these moments, and so with the energy shift due to various charge distributions
just differing in the values these distributions predict for the moments themselves. This is a more

6See also [13] for a discussion of the limits of this expansion.
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limited sense of ‘model-independence’ than we use here, since the model-independence of the predic-
tions of the effective action apply not just to static charge distributions, but essentially to any kind
of source physics that is sufficiently localized. (This model-independence of EFT methods for atomic
measurements are emphasized within the 2nd-quantized framework in [17, 21].)

We verify in Appendix B that for a general static charge distribution, p(x), the quantity g; that
dominates how source physics appears in g /f is related to the rms charge density, rf, = (r?), by

2
-
(1+251)R* = =, (5.3)
which implies that the leading energy shift given by (4.18) becomes
2
his ~ 3 Za 7“12J , (5.4)

as required for consistency with (5.1). On the other hand, the boundary condition (3.8) shows how
the parameter g, is also interchangeable with one combination of ¢; and ¢, ot through

(Cs + tot)

9+
+

€=

2
— st e+ L Zar? = 4nR? — 47y Za R?. (5.5)
R 3 b r=R
This implies
cs + ¢y = —2rZa R?, (5.6)

i.e. the infrared fixed point found in (3.42). Note the difference from the Schrédinger running where
we found that h = 0 is a fixed point that parametrizes a trivial boundary condition.

The subdominant (mRZa) contribution also provides a relation between g, and the higher moment
(r®)(2). Comparing (4.21) with (5.1) and using (5.3) shows

(r®)(2) =~ —6R? {2§2 - [1 + 8n? <1 + ggl(gl + 2))} 3;2} , (5.7)

Although we do not have a general proof of this result, we can verify it for specific charge distributions.
These higher terms can be related to higher-dimension interactions — such as those of (3.44) — in
Sp, using matching conditions similar to (5.5), although we do not pursue this here.

5.1.2 Specific charge distributions

The detailed calculations done for specific charge distributions [12, 19, 20] provide useful checks on the
higher-order terms, since these must agree on the series coefficients for the specific charge distributions
studied. To provide this check we compute the couplings §; and fz for various charge distributions in
Appendix B, and we here use these in the above expressions for heg to verify agreement where overlap
is possible.

Spherical charged shell

The simplest such example is that of a charged shell, for which

_ Ze
4w R?

p=0cd(r—R) o(r—R) (5.8)

which is convenient since the interior solution can be solved exactly in closed form. (We have checked

that our numerical results for this case agree with those of [20].) For this distribution the rms charge
radius is r2 = R? and (r%) ) = 16R?/5.
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For the parity-even state the boundary parameters appearing in g4 (R)/f+(R) work out to be
1 2 1 1

g = — — 0o — — — _— d e — — — 5.9
B="3, n="Ftegs  ad B="E (5.9)
while for the parity-odd state the analogous parameters are
R fo=+-— d fo=+o (5.10)
— — — I = — . .
1=Ty RETE 0 T3

Using these values to compute the leading and subleading (mRZ«) and (Za)? energy shifts then
gives

2mRZ
hly ~ 7Za R? {2(1 +241) {1 —(Za)? [ln (mRa) + Hpp1 + ’YH

n
R 3. . 2mRZ

+4gs(mRZa) — [1 +8n2 (1 + 5 910 + 2))] % (5.11)

12n2 —n—9
2n?(n+1)

21 ZaR? 8 2mRZ« 91 12n2—-n-9 2
T2V 1 % (mRZa) — | (2222 4om, o T (g

73 { 5(m O‘) {n< n )+ T 4n2(n+1)}(a)+ }

(charged shell),

+ {4@;3 + 54851 — 247 + (1 +241) } (Za)? + O[(mRZa)?, mR(Za)?, (Za)4]}

for parity-even states. Notice the correct result for rf, and the cancellation of the n-dependence (and
agreement with) the second moment <r3>(2) for this distribution. This expression also agrees well with
numerical evaluation (as illustrated in Fig. 3).

In this case, because f1 = %, the leading parity-odd energy shift vanishes, leaving a fesult that is
smaller than would naively be expected. The energy shifts predicted by the parameters f; in this case

are
hog ~ — %(ZQ)QTHRB { (fl - ;) 1+ (J;l - g) (mRZa)| + <f - ;) (mRZa)}

— + M(Za)%ﬂ]%“ (charged shell) (5.12)
45n2 ' )

Both of these results also depend on n in the way indicated by numerical evaluation.

Uniform spherical distribution

A second go-to example is the case of uniform charge distribution, although in this case the interior
solution cannot be computed in closed form. We have verified that our solutions agree in this case
with the numerical results given in [20]. Analytic expressions for the series expansion for the energy
shifts are also given in [19], and we have verified that our results agree with these (and with [12]) in

this case.
Evaluating the boundary condition g4 (R)/f+(R) using the interior solutions returns the following
values 2 116 1 736
0 = — — o — — — R a — — — 1
h=-g BT Emptege b B= iy (5.13)
while the same calculation for the parity-odd states gives
A 2 A 32 A 2
—_—— — 2 d W = 4 — . 5.14
fi 3 fa=+ 35 on fa=+ 5 (5.14)
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Used in the parity-even energy shift, these values return the leading and sub-leading results

hly ~ nZa R? {2(1 +261) {1 —(Za)? [ln <2m1§Za> + Hpt +’YH

3 omRZ
+445(mRZa) — [1 +8n? (1 + 50100+ 2))] %
12n2 —n—9

463 +5+891 — 252 + (1 +241) ————
—I—{gs—!— +8g1 — 297 + (14 241) 2+ 1)

(5.15)

} (Za)? + O[(mRZa)?, mR(Za)?, (Za)ﬂ}

2 ZaR? 2 Z 22 12n2 —n — 2
%mR{wO(mRza)[ln(W)wwﬂ (o7 12n —n 9}(@) +}

5 63

(uniform sphere) .

6930  4n2(n+1)

These agree with the coefficients given explicitly in [19]. The first two terms also agree with [12] since

the rms radius is 7"% = %R2 for this distribution, while the second moment is <r3>(2) = % R? and so
Zam(r¥)z 1325 80

————— =- — - (mRZa) = -(mRZa). 5.16

22 3 g1 3 (MAZe) = gy(mRZa) (5.16)

5.2 Other applications

A point-particle effective action like S, can be used to parametrize any short-range source physics and
so need not be limited to describing the effects of finite nuclear size. This section summarizes a few
such examples.

Vacuum polarization

A standard contribution to atomic energy levels that also can be captured using S, is the contribution
(or parts of the contribution) due to vacuum polarization. It is well-known that the effects of vacuum
polarization on the field of a point charge, Ze, can be described by the Ueling potential [22], of the

2aZe [ du 1 our
Uty = 202 [ BT (14 5 ) e, (5.17)

form

3rr

in which m is the mass of the particle circulating within the loop. Since the range of this interaction is
of order R ~ m~! the electron and muon vacuum polarizations fall into the category of physical effects
acting over much smaller distances than typical sizes of orbits in ordinary atoms. The same is true
for the influence of the muonic vacuum polarization within muonic atoms (but because m. ~ am,, it
is not true for the shifts on muonic atom energies due to electron vacuum polarization).

Such a potential shifts the energy of atomic states with low angular momentum that sample the
potential near the nucleus, by an amount that is proportional (in the Schrodinger limit) to the wave-
function at the origin: |©(0)|?. Using the notation of earlier sections, the resulting energy shift has
size

47Za?
~ 15m2’
where m is the mass of the particle in the loop. Since the photon line of the vacuum polarization
does not flip helicity the arguments of earlier sections imply that this leading energy shift is correctly
captured (at order (Za)?/m?) in all low-energy observables through a contribution to the effective

Bt = (5.18)

couplings in (2.3) of size ,
4Z

SZO d vtot — — T - o -
C an Cy tot 15m2

(5.19)
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Strong interactions and anti-protonic atoms

When the particle orbiting a nucleus experiences the strong interaction (such as for a 7=, K~ or p)
then it experiences a short-range (R ~ m ') strong interaction with the nucleus in addition to the
usual Coulomb interaction. These are often described in the literature in terms of explicit nuclear
potentials, which though concrete introduce an element of model-dependence into the treatment.

For such situations a more model-independent approach is to use the contact interactions appear-
ing in (2.3) to capture the effects of these strong interactions on energy shifts and nuclear scattering
amplitudes. This has the advantage of using only the short range of the force to organize the calcula-
tion, and so allows the disentangling of effects that rely only on this from those that instead depend
on the detailed form assumed for any hypothetical nuclear potential.

Ref. [4] shows how parametrizing these strong interactions in terms of the lowest-dimension contact
interaction allows the derivation of a relation between the strong-interaction induced shifts in atomic
energy levels and the scattering length for collisions with the nucleus, that reproduce the standard
Deser formula [23] (derived using nuclear potentials in the 1950s).

The leading effects of the nuclear force on antiprotons in protonium [24, 25] can similarly be
captured through the contact interactions of (2.3), though for protonium the existence of a relatively
quick annihilation channel reduces the practical utility of using measurements of the energy shifts
to learn about the nuclear interaction. But because this annihilation can also be described in the
effective point-source action through the addition of imaginary parts to the effective couplings ¢ and
¢y one use for S, in this case is to compute the dependence of the annihilation rate on the principal
quantum number n for S and P states. Thinking of the annihilation rate as the imaginary part of the
energy eigenvalue shows that this n-dependence should be the same as for the energy shifts found in
earlier sections, and this indeed reproduces what is found when modelling annihilation using nuclear
potentials [26].

The virtue of rederiving this result using S, is that the effective field theory shows why the result
is robust, and not an artefact of model-dependent details.

Exotic interactions

A fairly obvious use for contact interactions in the point-particle action is to parametrize the effects of
any hypothetical new forces acting between nuclei and electrons or muons, and in particular forces that
differ in strength between these two (since these can be captured through species-dependent values for
¢s and ¢,, unlike for 7,). Indeed the observation that the existence of such short-range interactions
could, in principle, explain the proton radius puzzle [16] has led to efforts to better understand their
size [21] and to the proposal of exotic interactions of this type [27].

6 Summary

In this paper, we introduce the PPEFT of Dirac fermions using a first-quantized language for the heavy
compact object and a second-quantized language for the lighter fermion with which it interacts. This
formalism can be advantageous to the fully second-quantized framework in the limit of the compact
object being much heavier than the light interacting particle, i.e. the heavy compact object can be
regarded as being in a position eigenstate to first approximation.

This formalism was previously introduced for bosons [3, 4] where it was found that energy shifts
due to the finite size R of the source scale linearly in R which is unusual. This does not carry over to
fermions, i.e. energy shifts scale as R?. The absence of such unusual energy shifts means that there is
no additional term that could account for the proton-radius-puzzle.
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Our PPEFT allows one to parametrize the currently measurable energy shifts and their leading
corrections due to the finite size of the nucleus for hydrogen and muonic hydrogen. Other applications
include parametrizing strong interactions between the orbiting particle and the nucleus and anti-
protonic atoms as well as hypothetical new forces acting between nuclei and electrons or muons.

In general, energy shifts are found by comparing the ratio of integration constants, C'//A, appearing
in the mode expansions (2.16) and (2.17) for the radial solutions to the Dirac equation found in two
ways. On one hand normalizability at large r implies C'/A is given by (4.2), while on the other hand
it is fixed by the boundary condition for the ratio of radial functions, f/g, evaluated at a small radius
r = € near where the small source intervenes. The expression for C'//A given f/g|,_. can be found
either by working numerically with the exact mode functions, or analytically using (4.9) if € is small
enough that the mode functions are well-approximated by their small-r asymptotic forms.

The main contribution of the PPEFT construction given here is to express f/g at r = € in terms
of general effective couplings, such as ¢; and ¢, using the conditions given in egs. (3.8). This leads
to a low-energy expansion applicable to a generic source physics provided only that the size of the
source is sufficiently small. In the explicit calculations presented here ‘generic’ is in practice restricted
for simplicity to parity conserving and rotationally invariant sources, rather than considering different
source models one at a time. Results for specific models of the source can then be found by evaluating
cs and ¢, explicitly using the model, such as along the lines as was done in the text for specific charge
distributions.

What sets the size of €? The above procedure works for boundary conditions provided at any
small radius r = €, provided that € is much smaller than the applications of interest (such as the Bohr
radius, for atomic examples) while also being larger than the actual size R of the source. The effective
couplings — e.g. ¢s and ¢, — themselves also depend on € in precisely the way required to ensure
that physical quantities do not; an evolution computed for ¢, and ¢, explicitly in §3.2. Once c¢s; and
¢, are specified by matching to a specific model at r = R, their size at larger r = € is dictated by this
evolution.

Finally, we give explicit formulae for energy shifts in the Dirac-Coulomb case as a double series in
powers of mRZa and (Za)?, given a similar expansion for the boundary conditions f/g of the form

1 9+ A o A 2
— | = = Z Z 1
7a(55) =i+ iatmnzo) + gs(z0) + .. (6.1)

Q”M (!J;_)T_R = filmRZa) + fo(mRZa)* + fs(Za)* + ..., (6.2)

with ‘plus’ and ‘minus’ referring to positive and negative parity eigenstates. The parameters fi and
g; can be determined directly from a particular model of the underlying source and can be traded for
parameters in the effective Lagrangian parameters (like ¢; and ¢, with higher orders also depending
on their higher-dimensional counterparts).

Given such a boundary condition we write the energy shift to electrostatic bound states in terms

and

of an effective §-function potential:

ht 3
SwE = 2o <m2a> : (6.3)
7T n

— 98 —



where the effective coupling hciﬁ is given order by order in (Za)? and (mRZa) by:

hly ~ nZa R? {2(1 +241) [1 —(Za)? {ln (2m1§Za> + Hpta Jr’}/H

12n2 —n—9

4G5 +5+ 85 — 262 + (1 + 201 ————=
+[gs+ + 81 — 297 + (1 +241) 2 1 1)

} (Za)? (6.4)
+ [2@ - # [1 + 8n? (1 + %gl(gl +2)>” (mRZa) +} ,

and

n2

e = — T 2D (zaps { (7-3)

fi 5
1 + (2 - 3> (mRZa)

+ (f2 - ;) (mRZa) + ... } , (65)

These expressions apply for general ﬁ and §; out to subdominant order mRZa and (Za)?, and
so suffice for modern comparisons with precision measurements. As such they provide a model-
independent description of source effects, allowing source effects to be efficiently parameterized when
comparing modern measurements [28] with other precisions corrections, such as those of QED.

Finally, we have verified explicitly that these expressions reproduce those in the literature when
specialized to the special case where the source is modelled as an explicit charge distribution, and
for comparison purposes give expressions for the leading values of fZ and g; for several simple models
considered elsewhere.
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A Gamma-matrix conventions

When necessary we use the following representation for the tangent-frame gamma matrices:

0 _ ;o _ _ OI . 0 O
v =—if= Z(IO s w=—il g ) (A1)

where oy, are the Pauli matrices,

01 0 —: 10
(71—(10), 02_(i O) and 0'3—(0 _1>, (A2)
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and T is the 2-by-2 unit matrix. The gamma matrices are defined to satisfy the Dirac algebra {y*,v"} =
2nH” where n*" is the inverse Minkowski metric, given (in rectangular coordinates) by diag(— + ++).
Similarly
. I 0
75 = —inPylyyt = (0 _I> , (A3)

and ¢ := ¢ = i1pT40. The chirality projection matrices are

%=%(1+v5) and ’YR:%(l_'YE)) 50 w=<z;) (A4)

As usual, the Pauli matrices satisfy
{O’Z‘,O'j} :261']' and [O’Z‘,O'j] = 2i€ijk0k)7 (A5)

and so defining y* := 1[y*,~"] we have

1 1/ —-20, 0 —or 0
L= = == = . A.
ok = 510, ] = 5 < 0 20k> ( 0 ak) (A.6)
while
1 1 ([oj,0%] 0 . o 0
k= =V == = i€, . A.
Vik 2[7]»’716] 9 ( 0 [ijak] 15kl 0 o (A7)
Consequently the spin parts of the boost and rotation generators are block-diagonal in this basis, since
] 1 (o; 0O ) 1/0; 0
Bii=——npi=—-| ? d Yoi=——ep==(" . A8
J 9 70.7 2 ( 0 _O.J > an J 4 €]kl’}/ 2 0 O_J ( )

A.1 Polar coordinates

Our conventions for spherical polar coordinates {r,0, ¢} are standard, with (as usual)
x=rsinfcos¢p, y=rsinfsing and z=rcosb. (A.9)

The differentials therefore satisfy

dz sin 6 cos ¢ cosf cos¢ —sin ¢ dr
dy | = | sinfsing cosfsing coseo rdf (A.10)
dz cosf —siné 0 rsinfde

in terms of which the flat 3D metric is
gij dz'dad = da? + dy? + d2® = dr? + r2(d6? + sin? 0de?) =: (") + (e”)? + (e?)?. (A.11)

This last equality defines the normalized frame of basis 1-forms, e,, ey and ey, so that an orthonormal

frame is given by
e =dr, e =rdf and e®=rsinfdep. (A.12)

We implicitly work in a gauge with 0,A* = 0. For later use notice the inverse of (A.10) is

dr sinfcos¢ sinfsin¢ cosf dz
rdf = | cosfcos¢ cosfsing —sinf dy | . (A.13)
rsinf d¢ —sin ¢ cos ¢ 0 dz
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The radial gamma matrices then are defined by

70 = yles® + 12,0 +4le,

1
— (4" cos§ + 77 sin§) cos 6 — 7 sin 6] (A.14)

(0 o
r \ —o? ’

with ”
_sinf e—? 0
0% == (0, cosp + oysing)cosf — o, sinf = ( ei¢sclzs 9 c sirfgs ) . (A.15)
Similarly
7" = 7te? 9%, +7%.?
1 .
" rsind [=7" sin ¢ + 97 cos ¢]
B i 0 o
- rsin@ \ —o® 0 )’
with i
0% = —0,sing + Oy COS P = (ie()i¢ _Z% ) ) (A.16)

and (for completeness)

’YT _ ’YlezT +,y2eyr _'_,YSEZT
= (y' cos ¢ + 7% sin @) sin O + 43 cos § (A.17)

_ 0 o"
o —o" 0 )’

with
6 e sinf
0" = (0gcos¢ + oysing)sinf + o, cosd = (e;;ossine 6_ CS;I; )
1 .
( = “’)‘"-&. (A.18)
r\r+wy -z r
Finally
9¢:_¢9:. VCOSQ e Sin _ 7 A19
79 77 Z(e“i’sinﬁ —cosf s (A.19)
and so )
1 oo 0 ? " 0
0 =7 = % = 5—— = -0 A.20
7 T T r251n9< 0 090¢) r251n9<0 ar>’ ( )
which also implies
L9 . c" 0
Yoo = 9o090s7’ 7" = ir’ sin@ ( 0 gr> ' (A.21)

For future reference notice also that with the convention ¢7%¢ = +det e,* = +1/(r?sin ) the above
imply

T

0 —0o 0 —o"

= =0 = (0 ) ) and  pg75 = i’ sing (J ) ) : (A.22)
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and so

P = =5 € s (A.23)
Solutions to the Dirac equation, (J) 4+ m)vy = 0 also solve
2 ie v
0=DH-m)(D+m)p= D" —m*)p = [DMD” —m? + 27 F,W} Y, (A.24)
which is the Klein-Gordon equation supplemented by a spin term, whose explicit form is
) iZa (o" 0
+ 5 ’Y F‘;w = +Z€")/ OF70 = _TT < 0 —O’T) s (A25)

and we use the definition of the fine-structure constant: o := e?/(4m). Once a solution, x, to (A.24) is
found, then the corresponding electron-type solution to the Dirac equation () +m)y = 0is v = (P —
m)x [and similarly the corresponding positron-type solution to (/) —m)y = 0 would be 1) = (D +m)x].

A.2 Spinor harmonics

When solving the Dirac equation we define quantities having definite quantum numbers (j and j,) for

_,(6,9)
Y L ias(6,0)

¢<j+1—jz)/[2( +1)] Y, (6, ¢)
VG +1+5)/2(G+D] Y, 0,0) |

Notice that the property Yz, (71 — 60, ¢ +7) = (=)*Yy4. (6, ¢) implies parity acts on these combinations
oppositely: fIUjijz = (—)ij%Ujijz. Furthermore, notice also that o” Ujijz = U;sz. Indeed the result
o” Ujijz = nU]?sz with 72 = 1 is a consequence of the properties (i) 0" = # - ¢ is parity odd; (i)
(0™)? = 1; and (i44) [J,0"] = 0, so a direct calculation only determines 1 = 1 rather than n = —1.

J and J,, leading to the following 2-component spinors

U, (0.6) = [ G+i/C) Y,y

—_ m\»—- M»—-

and U, (0,9) = (A.26)

1
Jz—3
1 1
t3d:t3

We directly evaluate for the case of most interest: j = % For this purpose we use the explicit

1 / / 3
Yoo = , Y= cosf = z
47r
+
Yiti =Fy/ — 3 et sing = 1/ 3ty , (A.27)
8w T r

in the definitions of the Ufj to find
5 Jz

forms

] r25)

and

0.0 = oz |

Yio(6,6) LT s 1

V2 an,as)] - { ] Vix e
V2Y1_1(0,9) 1 T — 1y 1 [e *sinf

_\/g[ —Y10(0,¢) } { }:\/E{ ]’
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which are also what is found explicitly by acting on U fj with the explicit matrix
2 Jz

JT:r-Ezl( ‘ xly). (A.30)

r r\x+iy —z

Similarly, acting with ¢” on U;j gives
3=

_ 1 z T—1y z 1 1
’r’l] 9 = = — :‘/+
g %%( 9) VAT r2 (x+iy -z ) L?-I-Zy} Vam {0} bs

R . 1 z  x—1y z—aiy| 1 (U —
00 = s (Ll ) 2 - ] -

(A.31)

For later purposes we also evaluate the spatial derivatives explicitly using ¢ -V = o Oy = 0,0, +
0y0y + 0,0, as wellas & -V f(r) = f'(r)d-Vr = f'(r)d-r/r = f'(r)o”. This trivially gives

0, (A.32)

O’kak UT .
3 Jz
while

and 00, U; , =
2

, (A.33)

in agreement with an algebraic evaluation.

B Dirac solutions

This appendix collects several exact and approximate solutions to the Dirac equation that are used in
the main text.

B.1 Exterior (Coulomb) solutions

Bound states for the Dirac equation are found as usual by demanding that the boundary condition
(normalizability) at infinity be compatible with the boundary condition at the origin.

Energy eigenvalues

If the boundary condition at the origin is the usual one (for which we discard the singular solution to
the radial equation — see below) the energy eigenvalues are

~1/2
~1/2
(Za)? (Za)?
Wy = M m =m |l + 3
RERTEREPAE
~1/2
7 2

=m |1+ ( O‘). - 21 , (B.1)

(n+¢-i-3)
where j = %7 %7 -+ and the principal quantum number is defined by n = N + (j + %) =1,2,3,---.

We define ¢ = 11/1+4j(j + 1) — 4(Za)? or

(= ¢ (.7' ¥ ;) - (Za)2, (B.2)
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so( —1as Za — 0 when j = % This implies

(j+;+<> (j+;—c)=<j+;)2—<2=<2a)2- (B.3)

The standard derivation shows that for N = 0 (that is, except for n = j + %) each state with
fixed n and j comes two-fold degeneracy corresponding to parity s = +. The most famous example is
N=1andj= %, which corresponds ton =2 and j = % in which case the degeneracy is between the
2851 /2 and 2P /5 states that get split by the Lamb shift. This two-fold degeneracy does not occur for
N =0, corresponding to the n = 5 + % states like 15; /o (the ground state), 2P;/9, 3D5/5 and so on.
(Notice that here S, P and D do not strictly correspond to specifying ¢ but instead give the parity
value s for the corresponding state.)

Parity Eigenstates

Normally atomic states are given as parity eigenstates, which involves combining v, and 5 since the
wL(0a¢):| —1 <0 Z) |:1/)L(7T_97¢+7T)

P P=1. . B.4

Bty i 0) Ll — 0.6+ ) By

We expect a unique solution for each choice of parity, j and j, quantum numbers, while the above
just relates the radial functions for left- and right-handed fields to one another. The Dirac equation

action of parity is

reads
—i(DQ+Uka)wR+m¢L =0 and —i(DO —Uka)l/JL+m¢R =0, (B5)
and so
Z Z
1o Vi, = (w + f) Y, —myy and iopVity = — (w + f) Vr +my . (B.6)

To identify the parity eigenstates we expand in terms of the spinor harmonics U and U~ of
Appendix A and define the radial functions f(r) and g(r) using the following ansétze:

5= LU 0,8) +igy (n) Uy (0, 9)
and ¢ = fi(r)US; (0,6) —igy(r)Uy; (6, 0)
¢y = [ (1 U;;.(0,0) +ig_(r) U, (6,9)

and ¢, = f(r)U;;(0,¢) —ig-—(r) U} (6,9), (B.7)

where the superscript on ¥ and subscripts on f and g are the parity eigenlabel p = +. Using this in
either of (B.6) gives the same conditions relating g and f. For the parity even states the relations are

Za 2 Za
f;:(m+w+r)g+ and gﬁr+i+:(m—w—r)f+, (B.8)

while for parity odd states these relations instead become

g'_:<m_w_za>f_ and f’_+2i‘=<m+w+zra>g_, (B.9)

r

as used in the main text.
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Coulomb-Dirac solutions

To solve the radial Dirac equations, (B.8) and (B.9), for general radius we introduce the two functions

_lppc( L g )
_1 /2 1-(( / g ) .
Q2_26p P \/m+w+\/m—w

where p = 2kr and kK = vVm? —w?. Some manipulation shows that these satisfy the following first-
order linear ODEs

Zow

PR+ (20 +1-p)Q) — (¢ — T)Ql =0

pRY + (20 +1 - )@ — (C+1-222)g, =0,

(B.11)

which hold for either sign of the parity quantum number. The parameter ¢ is as defined in (B.2). The
most general solutions to these equations are given as linear combinations of confluent hypergeometric
functions M(a, b; p) = 1+ (a/b)p + - - -, thereby introducing a total of four integration constants.

The Dirac equation imposes two relations between the four constants. Hence, we can express the
solutions @1 and Q2 as

Q= AM [c - %,24 + 1;p] +Cp %M [—c - % —2( + 1;4 (B.12)
_ (—Zaw/k  Zaw .
@2 =4 (K—Zam/m) M{C K +1,2C+1,P]
C(+ Zaw/k _a¢ Zow _

where K = F(j + 3) for states with parity £1. A and C are the two remaining integration constants,
and are chosen so that the function multiplying A is bounded as p — 0 while the function multiplying
C diverges there.

The corresponding expressions for f and g are then given by

f=vVmtwer/2pt {AM [c— %,zw 1;4 +Cp~ M {—c - %,—2@4 1;p:|
¢—Zaw/k Zaw _
(+Zaw/k \ _o Zow _
and
g=—Vm—we P/2pt1 {AM [C - %,QC—F 1;p} +Cp %M [—C - %7—% + 1;4
(—Zaw/k Zaw _
(+Zaw/k \ o . Zaw B .
_C<K—Zozm/n>p M{C - +1, 2C+1,p}}.
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Normalisation of the state for p — oo demands A and C must be related by

A I(1-20 T'((—Zaw/k)
C TA+2) T(— - Zaw/k) (B.16)

which follows from the the large-p form of the confluent hypergeometric functions M. When C' = 0
this condition reproduces the energy eigenvalue given in (B.1). Alternative boundary conditions at
r — 0 change the bound state energy levels (and any other physical implications) entirely by changing
what they imply for A/C.

As the above formulae attest, such alternative boundary conditions governing A/C' can be imposed
by demanding that the ratio f/g take a specific value at a particular radius r = e. (For instance, for
particles orbiting a known charge distribution that extends out to radius r = R, it is continuity of the
internal with the external solution at » = R that imposes the required condition:

Jout (R7 K) _ gin(Ra K)
fout(Ra K) fin(R, K)
where fous and gout are the Coulomb solutions described above, valid for » > R, and fi, and g, are

given by the solving the Dirac equation for the charge distribution for » < R. The next sections
provide several representative solutions for simple charge distributions.

(B.17)

B.2 Interior solutions for given charge distributions

This section collects several simple solutions appropriate to the interior for several kinds of charge
distributions, and gives the approximate series solutions in the general case.

B.2.1 Charged-shell model

In this case consider an exactly solvable model of a charge distribution against which later results can
be compared. The model assumes a charge distribution that makes up a spherical shell, with surface

density o. That is,
Ze

" inR?
where R is the radius of the shell, and the second equality assumes the total charge is Ze. The

p=0cd(r—R) o(r—R) (B.18)

corresponding electromagnetic potential found by integrating Maxwell’s equations then is

A Z
AO:4—e ifr>R  and A0=£ ifr<R. (B.19)
uvs T

The Dirac equation outside the shell is therefore sees only the Coulomb potential and so is the one
whose solutions are given above. The solution inside the shell is essentially the free Dirac equation,
though in the presence of a nonzero constant A°. That is, it is equivalent to (A.24), which now reads

ie

0=(D—-m)(D+m)= [DMD“—mQ—&— 5

WWFW} ¢ = [D,D" —m?| ¢, (B.20)
where the spatial derivatives are D; = 0; while the time derivative (acting on an energy eigenstate) is

. . Za
DO = 3t + Z@Ao = —1 (w + 47TI%> . (B21)

This has as solutions the usual spherical Bessel functions

Aje(kr) 4+ Bye(kr), (B.22)
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and B = 0 if we demand R be bounded at r = 0. Specializing to j = % the appropriate solutions are
f+ = Ayjo(kr), f- = B_ji(kr), g+ = Byji(kr) and g_ = A_jo(kr). Since f and g’ vanish at the
origin it follows that g, and f_ must vanish there and this is automatic because these only involve
¢ =1. When evaluated at r = R then

g+(R) _ ( By ji(kR)
fo(R) <A+> Jo(kR)’ (B.23)
nd
' f-(R) _ (B ) j1(kR) -
9-(R)  \A_) jo(kR)" :

Finally, the Dirac equation says f| = (m + W)gy and ¢' = (m — W) f_ where W = w+ Za/R.

Using
sinx cosx

— = S 0, (B.25)

sinx

Jo(z) = ~14+0(x?*) and ji(z)= -
so jo(x) = —ji(x) we find f| = (m + W)gy implies —kA; = (m+ W)B, and ¢ = (m — W) f_
implies —kA_ = (m — W)B_. This allows the boundary condition to be written

g+(R) ( k ) a(kR) W -—m [sin(k:R) — kR cos(kR)
— \m+W /) jo(kR) VW 4m kRsin(kR)
(kR)*>  2(kR)* L ]

+

B.2
15 315 (B-26)

= (W -m)R [1 +

where we use (sinz — zcosz)/(wsinz) =z + 2 + gz 2° + .
To make contact with the series for in powers of (Za)? and mRZ« we evaluate at a bound-state
energy and use

(kR)? = [(w +m)R+ Za} [(w —m)R+ Za}
(2mR + Za)Za + O[(mRZa)? or (Za)*mR],

1

and
(W —m)R = (w —m)R + Za ~ 727112(204)%3 + Za = Za [1 - mifa + O[(Za)3mR]] . (B.27)
b
o 9:(R)  Zaly (2 L (mRZ)+(Za)2+--~ (B.28)
F(R) ~ 3 15 2n2 T ’ '

which drops terms in the brackets that are of order mR(Za)?, (mRZa)? and (Za)*.
Similarly, for the parity-odd case

f-(R) _ _( k ) A(kR) _ W m [sin(kR) —chos(kR)]

g—(R) m—W ) jo(kR) W —m kRsin(kR)
m 2 4
_ (W+3 )R [1+ (kﬁ) N 2(§1R5) +} , (B.29)

and so again using the bound-state energy and the above approximate expressions we have

= B_g;] ~ (ij) S (GmR + Za) [1+f§(2mR+2a)+..}

1 2
~ —(mRZa) + 4—5(mRZa)2 +

3n @ +0[mR(Za)* (Za)'].  (B.30)
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These imply g4 /f1 ~ —%(W—m)R ~ —%(Za) in the parity-even case for both the nonrelativistic
and relativistic limits, while f_/g— ~ 2mR in the nonrelativistic limit (mR > Za) while in the
relativistic limit (for which Za/R > w ~ m) we instead find f_/g_ ~ 3 Za.

Expansion coefficients

For comparison with the results for other charge distributions for use in the main text it is useful to
quote the above results in terms of parameters §; and f; appearing in the expansion

(ng> = Za[§1 +§2(mRZa)+§3(ZOé)2+...} ’ (B.31)
f+ r=R
and

:;Z (i;:)r_R = % [fl(mRZoz) + fo(mRZa)? + f3(Za)? + - } , (B.32)

With these definitions the above calculation shows that the charged shell predicts for the parity-even
state we have

. 1 2 1 |
g1——§7 g2 = 475—’—6? and gs = 15 (B33)
while for the parity-odd state the parameters are
. 2 A 2 P 1
— 42 —_ 42 d = . B.34
hi=+3, L=+ an fa=+3 (B.34)

B.2.2 General charge distribution

Next evaluate the interior solution for a general distribution p(r) for r < R by evaluating as a series

in kR. This is generally sufficient since kR ~ M RZa or Z« in the cases mR > Za and mR < Za.

The goal will be to determine f/g at r = R as a function of the first few derivatives of p at r = 0.
To this end assume a charge distribution of the form

p=p(r) with p(R)y=0 forr>R, (B.35)
where R is the radius of the distribution and
477/ drr?p(r) = Ze. (B.36)
0
The corresponding electromagnetic potential satisfies E = —VA® and so V-E = —V2A4Y = p and so
1
ViAo = 50, (ﬁaTAO) = (B.37)
and so P
A0 = ZC . B.
dor > B (B.38)

For r < R we use dimensionless variable u = r/R so Ag(u) satisfies
L (w24 )' — R (B.39)
u2 o) — P .

and if we demand that p and Ag must be analytic at © = 0 we may demand p(—u) = p(u) (and
similarly for Ag(u)) and so write (with a small abuse of notation)

_ 3Ze 9 n
plu) = Ar R [Po-i-pzu +pgut A
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Note that the coefficients poj are not completely independent of each other, since the charge density
must satisfy Ze = fd?’x p(r), and so we must have

1 pok
2
51 k3 (BAL)

Inserting (B.40) into the Maxwell equation leads to

37
642 +20Agu® + -+ k(k + DA 2 4 = 25 ; [0+ pou® b 4] (BA2)
and so 7 37 37
epo €p2 €EPK—2
Ay = = d Ay = ———""" B.43
2T SR Y= %R ™ " dmk(k+ DR (B43)
while continuity at » = R demands
Ze
Ag(0) + Ay 4+ Ay 4+ = ——— | (B.44)
4R

and so

Zo 3 3Pk—
eAo(r) = eAo(0) + R[Q B 4+.-.+muk+..}

Z;{ 1+5( 1)+?’2—%2( —1)+~--+]££’:21)(uk—1>+-~}7 (B.45)

where u = r/R. These identify the parameters — i.e. Ag(0), po, p2 and so on — that govern the

leading form of the interior solutions to the Dirac equation.

We now solve the Dirac equation explicitly. The solution outside the shell is sees only the Coulomb
potential and so is the one given in earlier appendices. The solution inside the shell we solve in the
presence of the above nonzero potential Ag(r), perturbatively in w.

Parity-even states

For parity-even states the functions f, and g satisfy (B.8), which reads
2
Opfy = [m +w-— eAO(r)} g+ and 0.9+ + % =|m-w+ er(r)} f+ (B.46)
so in terms of w = r/R we find

L= R[m +w-— er(u)}g+ (B.47)

—{(m+w)Rer( )R — Za{(Q)qu(?gg) +'~]}g+,

()

and

[m w + eAo(u )] i (B.48)

R
{m w)R + eAg(0 )R+Za[(2>u +<32’)02>u +- ”f;.
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Writing

1 1
I+ :fg+§f;u2+1fiu4+

1 1
+:gfu+§ggu3+gg;u5+---, (B.49)
then (B.47) implies
ffu+fiud 4+ = (m+w)R —edo(0)R — Za (p—o)u2+ 302 ut -
2 20
1
X [gfu + gg;ru‘g +-- ] : (B.50)
and so
i = [(m+w)R—eAo(O)R]gf = M.gf
+
g Zapo M Zapo
it = [tm+r - cn0r] B - (252 o7 = (%) o - (£522) o7
+ 7 +
= [(m—l—w)R—er( R %5 7‘“ ( 3”291 ) , (B.51)
and so on, where we define
My = [m + (w — eAO(O)”R. (B.52)

Similarly (B.48) implies

5 Lo T 4y 3p2
393U +5g5u+ M_+Za (2)u+ 20 ut + -

X [fﬁ{ + %f;’ff + .- } (B.53)

397 +

and so
g = (J\g) fo
of = (M1 + Zapo)ig (B.54
- 4100 () (252 ]

and so on.

These equations fix all coefficients in terms of the unknown normalization fi as well as A(0) and
the p; which are assumed to be known. The series for the solution at r = R then takes the form

f+(R)—f+[+f2+f4+ } and g+(R)—f+[gl++g"++g5++ } (B.55)
N ST T “Lig  3f 5 ’
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where

o _ M-
fo 3
f; 91‘_ ) My M- 1 2
2= M 2) = = ——(koR
AN T 6 !
£ _ M_ i‘F Zapo _ Zapg n M, M? _ Zaopg 7%(]? R)?
3¢ 5 ) 258 10 10 30 10 30
B (MuYel(Zapal _ Zapo (My MY (B’ (.56
a5t 12 ) 5 8 )i 8 5 3 120 '
of _ (ML, (Zow) i | 3Zap
5y 7 ) 45 14 ) 2ff 140
ZapoM?  M_ 4 13Zapg 9  3Zaps
= - = 4L T (kR)* - — (kR
165 sdp "of) s RS+ =g
i (M) 8 (Zom)si (Zem) el
6§ 6 ) 5 12 ) 3ff 40 ) 5t
Zapy (My M_ (Zapo)®  Zapo 9 (koR)®
=2ty ) - koR)?(19M_ —13M, ) —
40 ( 7 3 ) 120+ Boap o) ( *) 5040
and so on. These last equalities define
2
k2 = [w—er(O)] “m?  sothat  (koR)?= —M,M._, (B.57)

and because M_ ~ O(Za) and My ~ O[mR + Za] we see that the expansion is controlled by powers
of mRZa and (Za)?.

The boundary condition of interest in this case is g4+ (R)/f+(R) which is given by

Fo)on T WA A .

N H_(f? i, fo ) ]
‘[fo++3f3+5fo++ Mgt ter T

(g+> gf +303 503+
r=R

Consequently

M_ koR)? Z 5M2  13(koR)? 37
9+ —J= 1_(0 ) L 29Po 1y _ 13(koR) + ap2{1+...}+...
f+)oen 3 10 10 84 84 140

1 a a 2
x{1+6(k0R)2+Za'00 (M_M)_Zapg (M++M> (Zapo) +}

8 3 5 40 7 3 120
M- (koR)*] | Zapo 5M2 2(koR)*| | (Zapo)® (M- M,
=1 1 — =t
3 { * 15 + 10 + 63 + 21 * 8 18 50
+Zapa[l ] 4 (B.59)

where (koR)? = —M,M_ with M_ ~ O(Za) and My ~ O[mR + Za] and drop any terms that are
suppressed by more than just mRZa or (Za)? relative to the leading term.

Notice in particular that higher coefficients p; enter suppressed only by Za. We now show that
these terms of order Za sum to give the result required to have the energy shift be controlled by the
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mean-square charge distribution

= —/d?’m ol (B.60)
To see if this is so we track these terms explicitly using
i __3Zapk-s + (other terms) for k =3,5,7 (B.61)
kfE  k(k—1)(k+2) o :
The leading contribution to g /g_ then is
g+ M_ 3p2k
=47 +
o3 akzzo (2k + 2)(2k + 3)(2k + 5)
6A0 (O)R 3p2k
— 7 B.62
3 O‘];(2k+2)(2k+3)(2k+5)+ (B-62)
SO using
= 3p2k
Ao(O)R=—Za |1 —_— B.63
eAo(0) a +k%%(%t2)(2k+3) ’ (B.63)
we have
9+ 1 < 3p2k P2k )
=L =7 —— 4+ — —+ ..
Rl I kZ:O ((% ¥ 2)(2k+3)(2k +5)  (2k+2)(2k + 3)
1 < P2k
=Za|—=-— —_ B.64
“173 kzzo(zk+3)(2k+5) + (B-64)
This contributes to the effective coupling hjﬂ the amount
2 (9+ - P2k
h+m22R21—— = 2nZaR? -2 —_
eff = Sae { " <f+>} e kZ:O2k+3 )(2k +5)
= 2rZaR> Z P2k 2\ o zaR? i P2k (B.65)
2k+3 | 2k+5
2
= gZar
Parity-odd states
For parity-odd states the functions f_ and g_ satisfy (B.9), which reads
2f_
Org— = [m —w+edo(r)|f- and O.f_ + - = [m +w—eAy(r)|g—, (B.66)

which has the same form as did the parity-even case if we make the replacements fi <> g_, f— <> g+
and w — eAg <> —(w — eAp). This implies the solutions have the same form with gii < 5 as well as
My < M_ and p; < —p;.
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Consequently for parity-odd states we have
(f) _ Fitafs gl £
9-/)v—r 90 + 305 58 oo

O B PR PR H (9294 )]
_[+390+590+ 290+490+ ’

M. (koR)? } _ Zapo {1 LMz (kOR)Z} | (Zap)? <M+ M_)

3 15 10 63 21 8 18 50

,Zap2{1+...]+..., (B.67)

B.2.3 Uniform charge distribution

A special case of the previous section is the case of a constant charge distribution

3Ze
47 R3

p= forr <R, (B.68)

and so represents the special case pg = 1 and pg = 0 for all k £ 0. For this distribution the rms radius
and the moment (7’3)(2) are given explicitly by

3R?
3 4 _
—/d zrip(z Rd/ drr® = = (B.69)

and

e = Zop / @y xply — ply) = ﬁ [yl yPp@oty)

3/2
/ /dy/ dcosf y?z +22+2yzc059>
1 /3 5 5
o \7= /odz/o dyyz(|y+z| ly — Z|)
!
5

Il
N
/\

w(‘.O

3 Z (R z R
- (7“3> / e {/ dy [5y°=" +10y"2" +°] + / dy [5y°2 + 10y°2% + y2°]
0 0 .
_ 1 32/Rd i8+1R26+§R44+§R62_¥R3 (B.70)
= 5\ 73 o Zz 422’ B z 5 z 6 z¢| = 51 . )

The electrostatic potential coefficients for this charge distribution are

Z
Azzé and Ay =0 fork>2, (B.71)

and so in the continuity condition this gives

Z 37
Ap(0) + Ay = —ﬁ and so eAp(0) = _TRQ . (B.72)
The complete electrostatic potential therefore is
Za
o) = 5 |14 3 (a2 -1)] (B.73)
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where u = r/R. Consequently

My =mR+ (wR+ 322&> :(mj:W)R:t%, (B.74)
and so
2 Za\*? 2
(koR)*=—-M M_=|WR+ 5 ) - (mR)=. (B.75)

Finally, evaluating at bound-state energies w ~m [1 — $(Za/n)? +---], we have M_ ~ —3Za +
imR(Za/n)? + OlmR(Za)'] and My ~ 32 Za +2mR [1 — (Za/2n)? + O[(Za)"]] so their product is
(koR)* = =M M_ ~ 2(Za)? + 3mRZa [1 4+ O[(Za)?]]. The boundary condition therefore becomes

— 4

- 2 5M2 2 2 -
o) M [ RBP] | Zaf, SME L 2(R)?) | (Za) (M- M.
fv/)—r 3 15 10 63 21 8 18 50
2 107 1 419 9

Similarly, the parity-odd expression is

(f>TR _ My [1 (kOR)2] _ Zapo [1+ 5M2 2(kOR)2] N (Za po)? (M+ M) L

g_ 3 15 10 63 21 8 18 50
omR 27
:mT+TO‘+-~-. (B.77)

Expansion coefficients

For comparison, in terms of the parameters g; and fl found in

(g+> =Za [§1 + g2(mRZa) + §3(Za)? + - } 7 (B.78)
f+ r=R
and
m—w f; B i . ) ) R )
m -+ w <g>TR ~ 9, [f1(mRZoz) + fa(mRZa)* + f3(Za)” + } , (B.79)
h
we have .2 A__g_ki d . 736 (B.50)
g1 = 5’ g2 = 1575 on2 an g3 = T35 )

while for the parity-odd state the parameters are

2 A 32 .
fo=4-— and fz=+-. (B.81)

h=3, 315
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