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The present work is an attempt to re-evaluate the nuclear corrections to the energy levels of hydrogen by using an
effective potential approach. The basic idea is to infer from electron—proton scattering a potential which may then be
applied to the bound-state problem. In lowest order, the potential is chosen from the first-order Feynman diagram for
the scattering. With this choice the Breit equation is obtained. It is then solved in an approximate way, in the non-
relativistic limit of the proton, to obtain wave functions which are accurate enough for use in evaluating the effects of
perturbations of the potential. The reduced mass corrections to the fine structure and the hyperfine structure levels
are readily found. The effect on the hyperfine splitting of the distribution of the proton charge and magnetic moment
is obtained by correcting the lowest-order potential to include the proton form factors. A further modification is needed
in evaluating additional recoil corrections, of relative order am/M, to the fs and the hfs. This additional term accounts
for the failure of the iteration of the lowest-order potential to reproduce the scattering obtained from the second-order
Feynman diagrams. The a?m/M contribution to the state-dependent mass corrections to the hfs is also analyzed within
the context of this approach. All the corrections found are in complete agreement with previous results obtained by
the Bethe-Salpeter (BS) equation, but the present method has the virtue of conceptual simplicity.
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I. INTRODUCTION

During the past few years, discrepancies between
theory and experiment on the hyperfine splitting
(hfs)1? and the Lamb shift>® of atomic hydrogen
have led to renewed interest in the nuclear corrections
to the energy levels.

Previous calculations of nuclear corrections have
been carried out mainly within the framework of a
completely relativistic formalism such as that pro-
vided by the Bethe-Salpeter (BS) equation.”® Although
the need for a rigorous covariant formulation of the

* Work supported in part by the U.S. Office of Naval Research.
t Present address.

two-body problem is clear, it is equally clear that
the BS approach is extremely complicated. Therefore,
it seemed worthwhile to recalculate the corrections
by using a straightforward semirelativistic approach
rather than the more formal methods of the BS
equation.

A re-evaluation of the nuclear corrections serves
two useful purposes. First, it provides a substantial
check of previous work. This is particularly important
in the case of the hfs of hydrogen, where a discrepancy
of 45 ppm ? (parts per million) has provided a serious
challenge to theorists for some time.® Second, it at-
tempts to present a self-contained unified treatment
in a single article. A systematic, simple presentation
of these corrections is not currently available in the
literature.

Our approach is basically an “effective potential
model,” in which the system is described by a mod-
ified Dirac equation with a potential inferred from
scattering theory. It should bé stressed at the start
that this work should be understood as a model rather
than a rigorous development from first principles.

In Sec. II the lowest-order potential is handled.
Most of the contents of this section are a repetition
of previous work recently published by us.!! In Sec. III
we present a treatment of the nuclear corrections to
the hyperfine splitting of hydrogen within the con-
text of the effective potential approach. The results
are in agreement with those obtained by fully co-
variant techniques. Section IV contains an evaluation
of the recoil corrections to the fine structure of hy-
drogen; confirmation of previous results is obtained.
Finally, in Sec. V we discuss the recent status of the
nuclear corrections and the latest situation with regard
to the discrepancies previously mentioned.
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II. EFFECTIVE POTENTIAL MODEL
A. Method

In relativistic physics the problem of defining a
meaningful Schrodinger-type equation for two inter-
acting particles is a nontrivial matter. In fact, a re-
alistic analog of the Dirac equation to describe the
two-body problem does not exist. One usually resorts
to a covariant field-theoretic description of the system
in order to provide a rigorous foundation.

Our approach is an attempt to use a Schrédinger-
type equation in which the potential is inferred from
scattering theory. Logunov and Tavkhelidze®® have
done some work along similar lines. In addition, a
paper by Faustov® on the hyperfine splitting of
hydrogen treats the problem in a similar way.

Let us assume, at first, that the electron—proton
scattering may be approximately predicted by using
a local potential V(x.—x,) which “effectively” re-
places the interactions between the particles via the
quantized radiation field. We use as a starting point
the equation*

[E—H(x,)—Hy(Xp) 1¥(Xe, Xp)
=V (Xe—Xp)¥(X, Xp).  (2.1)

Using the Lippmann—-Schwinger equations,* one may
obtain the scattering predicted by Eq. (2.1). The
S matrix becomes (f1)

—2mi8 (Ex+Ey—Es—Eq) (¢ | V | ¥i*), (2.2)

where E; and E; are the incoming energies of the
electron and proton, respectively, and E; and E, are
the corresponding outgoing energies. An eigenstate of
the free Hamiltonian representing an outgoing state
is given by {¢;|, whereas |¢;t) is an eigenstate of
the full Hamiltonian having incoming plane waves
| ¢:) and outgoing scattered waves. We have

| ¢:)+[1/(Ei—Heueo+-10) IV | ¢iF), (2.3)

where the 440 indicates that the denominator has
a very small positive imaginary part. In the first
Born approximation, the scattering amplitude in mo-
mentum space is

— (2m) 484 pr-tpo— ps— pu)
X (m*M?] EAEoFyEy) Y2ut (pa, 53) 4 (Pay 54)
X V(pl_p3)u(P17 Sl)“?(j’% 52): (2'4)

where #(p;, s;) is the Dirac spinor for a particle of
momentum p; and spin projection s;, and & is a four-
dimensional § function for energy and momentum
conservation. This may now be compared to the
lowest-order amplitude, given in Fig. 1(a), for the

* Variables referring to the proton will usually contain a sub-
script p, whereas variables which involve the electron will either

have a subscript ¢ or no subscript at all. The free Hamiltonian for
the electron is - p,-+Bm, whereas for the proton it is apep,+8M.
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Fi6. 1. One-photon-exchange amplitude for e-p scattering.
(a) Point proton. (b) Finite-size proton with an anomalous
moment.

relativistic scattering in the center-of-mass system of
an electron and a proton. The amplitude is*

1€2(27) 04 (p1+ po— ps— pu)
X (m*M?) EsEoEsEy) V2t (s, s3) 14" (P, 54)
X [1/(Pr—pa)*](1— v @) u(p1, 51) 2 (2, 52). (2.5)

A comparison of (2.4) and (2.5) indicates that the
lowest-order potential may be defined as

V(pi—ps) =—[¢/(p1—ps)](1— @r- o). (2.6)

The potential of (2.6) is the sum of the Coulomb
and Breit potentials. With the use of (2.6) as the
potential, Eq. (2.1) is known as the Breit equation.’s

There are a number of corrections to (2.6) which
must be made to obtain a more realistic potential.
First of all, the proton is not a point Dirac particle
like the electron, and therefore its finite size must be
accounted for. Second, the anomalous magnetic mo-
ment of the proton, which is presumably due to its
pion cloud, makes it necessary to include a Pauli
interaction. Third, the potential in (2.6) was chosen
from the scattering amplitude on the energy shell.
Although there is no unique way of describing the
departure from the energy shell, we will find it
convenient to choose the off-the-energy-shell behavior
in such a way as to minimize the importance of
further corrections to the potential. This brings us
to the fourth correction, one which is chosen so as
to rectify the failure of the iteration of the lowest-
order potential to match the two-photon exchange.
All these corrections™will_be_discussed _in detail in
due course.

B. Lowest Order and the Modified Dirac Equation

The fine structure and the hyperfine structure are
relativistic corrections to the atomic binding, and
therefore the electron should be treated as a rela-
tivistic particle. However, the nuclear corrections in

*We are using the Coulomb gauge. Therefore many vectors
will be transverse to the photon’s momentum. The symbol 1 is
used to denote transversality. For example, in (2.5) ar=q—
(e-kk)/k?, with k=p;—ps.
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lowest order may be obtained by treating the proton
nonrelativistically, since the characteristic momenta
involved are much smaller than the proton mass.
Therefore, instead of using Eq. (2.1) as a starting
point, we will use the nonrelativistic reduction of (2.1)
for the proton variables.

In the center-of-mass system, the free Hamilto-
nian is

Hireo= “'P‘l‘ﬂm‘!‘ (p2/2M) . (2'7)

If the interaction between the electron and the pro-
ton is expressed by Eq. (2.6), the evaluation of this
potential to order M~ between free proton spinors
gives

e p1+p3>]
V (2)+ AV i@ = — — + o | ————
eff eff q2 [1 oL ( 2M

7 e
“uig @ (q%ép),

(2.8)
where q stands for the momentum transfer (p;—ps)
from the electron to the proton; é, is the (2X2)
Pauli spinor of the proton. For the time being, we
will use (2.8) as the lowest-order potential; correc-
tions will be added later in order that the potential
correspond to Fig. 1(b) rather than Fig. 1(a).

Equation (2.8) is the momentum-space representa-
tion of the potential which will be used in a modified
Dirac equation to describe a wave function which
depends on the relative coordinate of the electron
and proton. This wave function is a four-component
spinor for the electron and a two-component constant
spinor for the proton.

It should be recognized that on the energy shell,
the scattering amplitude is not changed by replacing
aL in (2.8) by e; the difference vanishes in the center-
of-mass frame. This illustrates a general ambiguity
inherent in the effective potential approach; one may
add to the effective potential terms whose matrix
elements vanish for real scattering. Such terms will
not vanish in higher order nor will they vanish for
bound states. This ambiguity suggests that the selec-
tion of the potential should be made in such a way
as to minimize the importance of corrections to the
potential. In other words, our choice should be gov-
erned by a desire to obtain as much as possible of
the scattering from the initial choice of the potential.
The use of s rather than e seems to be an optimum
one from this point of view. Furthermore, it is not
difficult to show that had we omitted the trans-
versality condition, the usual Dirac degeneracy in
hydrogen would be split by an amount of order
(m/M) fs rather than (am/M) fs. This would have
to be corrected later.

The proton spin-dependent part of the potential
(AV:@) of (2.8) will at first be discarded; it will
be handled later by perturbation theory. In position

space the potential V@ is readily found to be
VA{e-p/2M, V}+(1/4M)[e-p, [p, W]], (2.9)

where V=—qa/r and W= —ar.

Using the free Hamiltonian of (2.7) and the effec-
tive potential of (2.9) we arrive at a modified Dirac
equation

» «p
((x p+Bm—+ 2M+V+ {ZM’ V}

+ ()7 Lap, [, W )W) =B9(x). - (210

Note that in the limit M—o, this reduces to the
ordinary Dirac equation with a Coulomb potential.
The corresponding BS equation does not have this
property since a positive energy projection operator
occurs to the left of V; this difference is of course
compensated by higher terms in the BS equation.

C. Solutions of the Modified Dirac Equation

We notice that some of the terms appearing in
Eq. (2.10) are contained in the square of a-p+
Bm~+V. For example, the square would have a p?
and an {a-p, V}; these terms appear in (2.10) but
divided by 2M. This suggests a rearrangement of
(2.10) in terms of a simpler Hamiltonian whose solu-
tions may readily be found.

The rearrangement is governed e posteriori by our
desire to obtain the exact reduced mass correction to
the nonrelativistic binding. For relativistic corrections
to the energy it suffices to obtain mass corrections
in terms of a power series in m/M; actually only ome
power is usually needed.

We find that the Hamiltonian may be rewritten as

He—m?
2
m m

= {“'p’ ve (1—5117)}

mBV? [1—B(m/M) I

H=H,+ +(4M)7[H,y, [p?, W]]

M2 [1—(m¥/ M2’ (2.11)
where
Hy= a-p+Bm+V (i—%) . (212

In obtaining (2.11) we have made use of the fol-
lowing identities:

{e,8}=0; p¥/2M=(1/2M) (e-p)?;
(1/2M) (V245 [V, [p% W]]) =0.

The term involving W in the last relation arises from
the difference between v and « in (2.6); if it were
not there, the Dirac degeneracy in hydrogen would
be removed to order (m/M) fs.
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At this point, H may be approximated by
Hy+[(Hi—m?) /2M 1+ (1/4M) [Hy, [p*, W1 (2.13)
The error in the energy introduced by this approxi-
mation is negligible {O[(m/M)%*]}, and the error
in the wave function is also too small to be of any
consequence.

If the solutions of Hyhr=Ews can be determined,
then the solutions of Hy=Ey are easily seen to be
approximately

Y=N{1—(1/4M)[p*, W1},

where N is a normalization constant. The wave func-
tion ¢ is correct to order M~! in the relativistic cor-
rections to it.

For Y1 we have the equation
1—B(m/M)
1— (m?/ M?)
Let Y1= (1+8\)yy, where X is a constant to be chosen
in such a way that the equation for ¥, will not con-
tain a term BV. Substituting ¢1 into Eq. (2.15),
multiplying on the left by 1+4p\, and dividing by
1—22, we obtain, with A= (M /m) {1—[1— (m/M)?]"2},

1— (By/M) ) 14 ]
|«rtom (o) G
_ E[1—(m*/EM) ]
[t— (wt/3%) 3

The above equation is a Dirac equation for a par-
ticle of mass

(2.14)

[a'p+ﬂm+ 14 ( )} h=Egs. (2.15)

Yo. (2.16)

in the field of a Coulomb potential

o @ 1
Ty 7 [1— (m?/ M) J2°

Since Ey=m~+O (ma?), we find that

1—(m/M) )1/2
1+ (m/M)]

Using this value of m’ in Eq. (2.16) we obtain an
equation whose solutions are well-known Dirac wave
functions Ya1,jm(m'a’r, @’) 18 Furthermore, with the
approximate value of 7', we have

m'm (

T S
1+ (m/M)

If the wave function ¢, is normalized to unity, the
normalization condition on ¢ leads to a value of N
equal to (14X)~! with an error of order (m/M)aZ.
The contribution to ¥ from the term (1/4M)[p%, W 1
[see (2.14) ]is ignored since it is roughly O[ (m/M) o* Jy1
for values of 7 near the Bohr radius. It should be
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pointed out that this term, if retained, would lead
to a logarithmic divergence in the hyperfine splitting.
If structure is included, as it must be, this contribu-
tion is finite and is not important.

Therefore, to the desired accuracy, the solution of
Eq. (2.10) is

¥=L(1+8N)/(1+)) o,

where ¥, is the Dirac wave function for an electron
of mass m' acted upon by a Coulomb potential whose
strength is determined by o'.

D. Some Corrections to the Potential of Eq. (2.8)

As previously mentioned, the potential of Eq. (2.8)
was selected on the basis of Fig. 1(a). However, the
scattering is determined from Fig. 1(b), which in-
cludes the proton form factor and the anomalous
moment, rather than from Fig. 1(a). Therefore Eq.
(2.8) must be corrected.

The proton vertex (v,) is replaced by

F#:Fl(_q2)7u+F2(_q2) (iu/2M) owg’, (2.17)

where F1 and F; are the Dirac and Pauli form factors,
and p is the anomalous moment of the proton; and
ouw=%i[Vy, v»]- The form factors F; and F, are re-
lated to the experimentally determined electric and
magnetic form factors Gz and Gu.* In the region of
momentum transfer of interest to us (] ¢* | K4M?),
F, and F, are approximately equal to Gz, where?”

Ge(—¢@®)=[A¥(A—g®) ], A=0.91 M.

Therefore, we replace Eq. (2.6) by V®(p;—ps),
where

V@ (p1—ps) =— (/%) (vol'v)
+ (/%) e (voI). (2.18)

Here Ty and I are, respectively, the time and spatial
parts of T,. For simplicity, we will call Gz above F.
If (2.18) is evaluated between free proton spinors to
order M~, we obtain the replacement for (2.8),

Vetf®@@ AV of @

¢ e pPitp
=— &F(qz)— e (—’2— Ms)F((f)
_8 Fla?
¢ 20 (1+p) e-(gx6,)F(g?). (2.19)

In obtaining (2.19) from (2.18) we have rejected all
terms explicitly containing more than one inverse
power of the proton mass. It may be shown that
such terms do not contribute to the desired order of
(am/M) his and (am/M) fs.

Equation (2.19) does not contain contributions
from ¢, different from zero since we have assumed

*Gg=F— (¢/AM?) uF;, Gy = Fy+uF,.
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thus far that off-the-energy-shell effects can be ig-
nored. However, in the next section we will correct
(2.19) by including some dependence off the energy
shell. This correction will be chosen so as to minimize
further corrections which arise from the failure of the
iteration to match the two-photon exchange am-
plitude.

III. THE HYPERFINE STRUCTURE OF
HYDROGEN

The hyperfine splitting of the ground state of hy-
drogen has been measured by Crampton, Kleppner,
and Ramsey? to be

Vexpt1= 1420.4057518004-28X 10~° MHz

by constructing a hydrogen maser which operates
between the levels of interest. Theorists can hardly
hope to compete with the precision of the above
results, but they have, over the years, refined the
calculations so that the level of uncertainty of the
known contributions is believed to be only a few
parts per million relative to the Fermi splitting. Un-
fortunately, there are additional contributions from
the internal dynamics of the proton which have not
yet been reliably calculated; it would be surprising
if these contributions turned out to be more than
10 ppm.

The theoretical splitting between the triplet and
singlet states of the ground state of hydrogen is con-
veniently written in the form

3 R <Mp) (#8)2 ( - )3
eoret™ = cl—J\— A
theoret 3 4 Mel \Mo m+M
X a?{14+3a?—a2(3— In 2)

3
+ g (d() In? a—I—a1 In 0l+ 02) —-cqmaRp,
T

mo ma
—a (E) it ﬁ Xpol}- (3.1)
The constants factored outside the braces ({ }) are
arranged in such a way as to make optimum use of
the best-known fundamental constants. The first two
terms in braces contain the Fermi splitting’® and the
Breit relativistic correction’® as well as the reduced
mass correction to the hfs. The additional corrections
of order o and o are those residual radiative cor-
rections which do not alter the magnetic moment of
the electron. The coefficient §— In 2 was evaluated
by Kroll and Pollock®® and by Karplus, Klein, and
Schwinger.* The quantities a; and @y were obtained
by Layzer® and by Zwanziger?® and were also veri-
fied in a recent article by Brodsky and Erickson?
on radiative level shifts. In the latter article the
authors also estimate the value of as.

The last three terms of Eq. (3.1) represent nuclear
corrections. The calculation of these terms [we refer

to them as the nonrelativistic (NR) size correction
which depends on the electromagnetic radius of the
proton (R,:), the recoil correction given by ¢, and
the proton polarization correction given by Xpo1]
requires specific knowledge of proton form factors
and dynamical structure. The NR size term was de-
rived by Zemach,® whereas the recoil plus size cor-
rection (not separated into two contributions) was
first obtained by Iddings and Platzman.! It is the
proton polarization correction which has only been
estimated with various models.

In this section we will rederive (3.1) except for the
radiative corrections. We divide the section into four
parts:

A. Hyperfine splitting and reduced mass corrections;
B. Nonrelativistic size contribution;

C. Additional recoil terms;

D. Discussion.

A. Hyperfine Splitting and Reduced Mass
Corrections

The interaction Veu® [Eq. (2.8)] was previously
put aside in Sec. II.B. This part of the potential
gives rise to the hyperfine splitting, which we now
proceed to calculate by first-order perturbation theory.

If we include the anomalous magnetic moment of
the proton, then in the momentum representation
the perturbing potential is given by

AVers®=— (i/2M ) up [/ (P1— ) *] @[ (P1—Ds) X 8,].
(3.2)

In position space it may be written as
AVess®= (¢/2M)pp[ @ x p, a/7]-6,. (3.3)

For the first part of the calculation, it will be con-
venient to work in position space where the wave
function is approximately given by

¥(r) = LA+8N) / (142) oo (1). (34)

Using (3.4) and the value of A given above, we find
that the large and small components of the wave
function are, respectively,

1— (m/M)\V2
(i) #0:
(3.5)

Since the interaction couples the large and small
components of the wave function, the energy change
may be calculated as

U0l (1— (m/M)
2M \1+4(m/M)

Yu(r) =¢or(r) and Ys(r)= (

1/2
)" [t @axn, Ve to),
(3.6)

where we have used the wave function ¥ rather
than ¢. If the proton had infinite mass, the above
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integral would be®
—}i(ma)*da(1+302) (de- 6,), (3.7)

but our wave functions depend on e and on o
rather than moa and «, respectively; the result for
finite mass must therefore be

— Fi(meact)? 4

X <1+% —1—:(;—:/1”2—)) (,°6,). (3.8)

When (3.8) is combined with the numerical factors
appearing in front of the integral sign in (3.6), the
result obtained is

2mopy (Mea@)® (@)
3mM =« <1+§ 1— (mZ/MZ)) (8e:85). (3.9)

We see, therefore, that the Fermi splitting Er between
the triplet and singlet states is modified to

In this simple way we have obtained the reduced
mass correction to the Fermi formula. The modifica-
tion of the Breit correction ($a?) due to mass cor-
rections should be ignored since terms of comparable
magnitude were also considered to be too small.

E/=EF(

B. Nonrelativistic Size Correction

The first estimate of the contribution to the hyper-
fine splitting due to the finite size of the proton was
made in 1949 by Brown and Arfken,® who assumed
for simplicity that the proton consists of a shell of
charge. Although this assumption is crude, it does
give a rough estimate of the correction.

A more sophisticated calculation for an arbitrary
distribution of the proton charge and magnetic mo-
ment was done by Zemach in 1956.% This calcula-
tion, in which the nonrelativistic approximation to
the wave function was used, has withstood the test
of time and gives the bulk of the proton structure
correction.

It is by no means obvious that the nonrelativistic
approximation to the wave function suffices to obtain
the major part of the structure correction. In fact,
for the electron to see the proton structure it must
interact with the proton in such a way as to exchange
high enough momentum for the form factors to be
appreciably different from unity. The occurrence of
these high-momentum processes indicates that the
electron will be relativistic.

In spite of the fact that the electron will be re-
lativistic, the use of the nonrelativistic wave function
can be justified.” A detailed examination of the inte-
grals shows that the large components of the wave
function are needed only for relatively small momenta
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(p~ma), where the nonrelativistic approximation is
valid for them. Even though the small components
are needed for rather large values of momentum
(M > p>>m), it turns out (surprisingly) that they are
very well approximated there by the corresponding
NR ones (see Appendix B).

In this paper, when we say that a particular ap-
proximation is valid or that a term is negligible, we
have specifically estimated the term by obtaining its
order of magnitude in terms of such small quantities
as a or m/M. The reader is referred to the paper
of Erickson and Yennie® for a discussion of “rules
of order” in estimating integrals.

The correction which we obtain in this section in-
volves the ratio of a nuclear radius to the Bohr radius
(maRy:). Since this is already quite small, we may
evaluate it in the limit of infinite proton mass. The
wave functions are therefore Coulomb wave func-
tions, except that a two-component spinor for the
proton is included. Let us denote the Coulomb wave
function by ¢. in coordinate space and by ¢, in mo-
mentum space. The distribution of the proton charge
will modify these to . and ¢.*, where the super-
script (s) is used to indicate that structure is in-
cluded.

The modification of the potential due to the proton
structure is indicated in Eq. (2.19). In addition to
the change of the wave function brought about by
the distribution of electric charge, we must also con-
sider the modification of the perturbation due to the
distribution of the magnetic moment. Although we
have previously assumed that the form factors will
be denoted by F, it is convenient in what follows
to distinguish between Gz and Gu, even though these
are both equal to F (i.e., for | ¢* | <4M?). The cor-
rection to the hfs due to size effects is therefore

&
AE©= /da @ (ps) ( )m *(Pi—ps)
X 6,Gur [(pr— Ps) 2]950(8) (p1) &p1d®ps

x d:od’c(pl)dspldsfs- (3.11)

As mentioned previously, we will evaluate (3.11) by
using the NR approximation to the wave function.
To denote the NR approximation of a function ¢,
we use ¢; to indicate the usual spin-independent
factor in the NR wave function, we use ¢. Therefore,
the wave functions are written

-~ -7 Xe
$e(P1) =:(P1)xp ((d-pl/Z’m) xe)

and

8.9 () =6, (pox,,( ) (3.12)

Xe
(6 ¢ pl/ 2m) Xe.
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where x, and x, are two-component spinors for the
electron and proton;

2

c - —_ 2 2 —1 % ’
$.(p) =— [e— (p2/2m) ] / o o )
(3.13)
and, to a sufficiently good approximation,
r &

(s) (pl) N¢c (pl) - [5_ (p /Zm) ]_1 (2 )3 m

X {Ge[(p—p)*]-1} 6:(p"), (3.14)

where ¢ is the NR binding energy.
Using (3.11) and (3.12) we obtain a contribution
to the hyperfine structure given by

6| [ 610 @) GuL (227

X8O @EpIp— [ 1 @IBIEPIR|. (19)
In coordinate space, (3.15) may be written as

oo Gea) | [ 010 @m 80 @ 1400

(3.16)
where

putn= [ (qu)p (i9-) Gae ().

From (3.16) it is clear that we need a good approxi-
mation for ¥,®(r) only for small values of 7. This
permits us to make some simplifying approximations
in the following paragraph.

In the p’ integration of (3.14) only small values
of p’ (p'~mc) are emphasized. Therefore ¢, and ¢,
can differ appreciably only for large values of pi.
This means that we may neglect p’ compared to p
in the integrand of (3.14) to obtain

é:@ (pr) o (p1) — [e— (p:2/2m) T (¢¥/ps)
X [Ge(p?)—1] [@c{o)/(ZW) 337 (3.17)

Moreover, for large values of 1 (pr>mea), we may
certainly neglect ¢; for small p; the second term of
(3.17) is negligible compared to the first, and there-
fore it is clear that we may set e=0 for all p;. With
these approximations, the Fourier transform of ¢, (p;)
becomes

3.9 (5)~b(1) +2mB (0)
% f exp (—ipr-1) ; [Ge(p)—
=|/7.;(I') +ma"§z¢(0) _ma‘pc(o)

X/Iu——r[pE(u)dsu‘

(3.18)

Approximating §.(r) by ¥.(0) (1—mar), we obtain
Pe@ (1) R (0) — manf..(0) f |u—r|pe(u)d®u. (3.19)

When (3.19) is substituted into (3.16) and use is
made of the condition

/pM(r)d3r= 1,

the result obtained is
(&/6mM) (8,+6,) | $.(0) |2

X [—-Zmoc f lu—r[pE(u)pM(r)dsud“r]. (3.20)

This is exactly the Zemach correction to the hfs.
It is equal to
— 2maR,, X his, (3.21)

where
Ry= f lu—r | pac(Wps(t) Pudr  (3.22)

is an appropriate proton radius. The derivation of
this result for the specific case of a shell of electric
charge and a point magnetic moment is presented
in Appendix C using a different method.

The experimental determination of proton form
factors, obtained from electron—proton scattering, in-
dicates that the exponential fit provides a good de-
scription of both the electric and magnetic form
factors.”” We will therefore use

pE (1) =pur(r) = (A%/8) ",
where A=0.91M. We obtain

Ru= [ 5] oau(x) (3.23)
with
pe(t) = [ pale—u)pur(w)dta
= (1/647) A2 [1+Ar+3(Ar)?].  (3.24)

Evaluating (3.23) we find that
Rp:=(35/8) (1/A)=1.02 F.

Since the relative correction is —2ma R,;, we obtain
a nonrelativistic size effect of

(3.25)

This simple result, obtained in terms of a suitable
proton radius, represents most of the contribution
due to the structure of the proton.

—38.2 ppm.

C. Additional Recoil Corrections

Thus far we have treated corrections to the hyper-
fine splitting coming from the finite size and finite
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mass of the proton by considering the potential in
(2.19). There are, however, further corrections of
relative order am/M. These are not contained in the
potential of (2.19), but must be found by first ob-
taining a suitable modification of the potential. Before
going on to evaluate the effect of this modification,
let us briefly review the work of others.

Some 15 to 20 years ago, Breit and his co-workers
attempted an approximately relativistic treatment of
nuclear motion corrections.’®® Although their results
contained the correct reduced-mass corrections, they
did not contain relative corrections of order am/M
for either the fine structure or the hyperfine structure.
The difficulty with their approach, as discussed by
Salpeter,?® was that it corresponded to single-particle
theory rather than to hole theory (so far our ap-
proach has the same flaw, but this is remedied by
further corrections to the potential).

In the early 1950’s Arnowitt?® and Newcomb and
Salpeter®® independently calculated these additional
recoil corrections to the hyperfine splitting by com-
pletely covariant techniques, the former based on a
method developed by Karplus, Klein, and Schwinger,*
and the latter based on the Bethe-Salpeter equation.”?
Unfortunately, these calculations are logarithmically
divergent since they are done for a point proton with
an anomalous magnetic moment; the nonrenormal-
izability of the Pauli interaction is responsible for
the divergence.

In 1958 Iddings and Platzman! took into account
the form factors of the proton in obtaining the cor-
rections due to structure and recoil. Their result is
not obviously separable into a part which may be
attributed to a proton size [as the Zemach result
in (3.25)] and a part which may be interpreted as
a recoil correction. Such a separation is desirable
since it clarifies the difference between the results of
Iddings and Platzman and those of Zemach.

The method which we employ yields the same
numerical answer as that of Iddings and Platzman,
but it does make the separation referred to above.

The selection of an effective potential is made
under the assumption that one which accounts for
the observed electron—proton scattering will be ad-
equate for use in the bound-state problem. Although
this statement seems plausible, it is by no means
obvious since the choice of a potential is not unique.
Our particular choice is guided by maximum sim-
plicity. The lowest-order potential in (2.19) predicts
the first-order scattering; other choices could do just
as well. However, we will modify (2.19) so as to
obtain a potential which not only gives the first-order
scattering but also gives a good portion of the second-
order scattering. This new potential will thereby
minimize the corrections which arise due to the failure
of the iteration in a Lippmann-Schwinger formalism
to match higher-order scattering. Let us call this new
potential Vg @@,
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(b)

Fic. 2. Two-photon-exchange graphs. (a) Complete two-
photon amplitude. (b) and (c) Approximations to (a) using on-
the—lmass-shell form factors and excluding excited states of the
nucleon.

The second iteration of Ves’®® does not correspond
exactly to the scattering obtained from the graph of
Fig. 2(a). This situation may be remedied by adding
an additional term (AV@®) which represents the
difference between the two-photon exchange and the
iteration. The new potential will have the property
that its first and second iterations give the correct
scattering to order o

Although it is quite clear that AV @® is smaller
by one power of a than the lowest-order potential
(it is also smaller by m/M), it does not follow a prior
that its expectation value in the bound state will be
smaller by one power of o than the energy splitting
induced by the lowest-order potential. The reason for
this is due to the dependence of the wave functions
on the fine-structure constant. Difficulties of this sort
do not arise for the hyperfine structure, but are
present for the fine structure.

Needless to say, the two-photon-exchange Feynman
graph of Fig. 2(a) is not calculable since it involves
the strong interactions. It may, however, be evaluated
approximately by neglecting excited-state contribu-
tions and off-the-mass-shell, form-factor effects. By
definition, these neglected contributions are called the
proton polarization correction and are denoted by
Xpot In (3.1). The diagrams actually used are shown
in Figs. 2(b) and 2(c). In subtracting the iteration
of the lowest-order potential, we do not include the
magnetic (spin-spin) interaction of (2.19) twice. The
magnetic interaction was treated only by first-order
perturbation theory to obtain the hfs, and it would
not be consistent to include two magnetic interactions
in the iteration. Such interactions will arise from
the two-photon graphs and may be handled in this
way rather than from second-order perturbation theory
with AV @G,

In the interest of simplicity, let us first assume
that the proton is a Dirac particle. We would like
to demonstrate that the iteration of the lowest-order
potential is contained in the two-photon graphs, but
that there are residual terms which contribute to the
recoil corrections. The actual calculation for a more
realistic proton will be accomplished in a different
way than that suggested by the work which follows.
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X X X

‘-
A d gy mE'=0

*Re E'=m

Fic. 3. TheTE’ planeflocating the poles of the integrand of
(3.342) (not drawn to scale). The symbols indicate proton (pr),
electron (el) for,form-factor (ff) poles.

In the Coulomb gauge, the two-photon amplitude is
(4ma)?
(2m)*

f d*p"{ Do, [Lo,o+Co,0](1/05*) (1/a1%)

1
Q& gi+i0
+ D@ o[ Lieot+Core][1/(g2+140) J(1/a?)
+Dig.r0 [Liw.raytCio,rm]

4+ Do, 1 [Lo,tay+Curapy o:|

X (g2+10)"1(g24130)71}, (3.26)
where
G=p"—p, G=p—P,
Do p=0(ps)va[1/ (' —m~+10) Jvsu(p1), (3.27a)

Lo y="1p(pa)¥a[1/ (po— '+ o1+ M+190) v, (p3),

(3.27b)
and
Cov="1p(p2)Ya[1/ (DstD'—pr—M+10) Jysrip(p2).
(3.27¢)

The notation used is rather cumbersome due to the
use of the Coulomb gauge. The number in parentheses
associated with the symbol L indicates the momentum
to which the gamma matrix is transverse and also
serves to indicate which vectors are dotted into each
other (see Appendix A on notation).

As mentioned earlier, part of the amplitude of
(3.26) is predicted by the second iteration of the
lowest-order potential. To see this, let us look at the
term involving Dy,.qLo,+q). This represents a process
in which a transverse photon is exchanged, followed
by a Coulomb interaction. The integral over p,’ may
easily be done by contour methods, picking up the
residues at the various poles. If we close the contour
in the upper half of the complex p,’ plane, we obtain
a contribution from the proton pole located at E;+

Ey— (p+M2)14i0. We obtain
— (47a)%
(4r2) i/dﬁ? "5(p3) o

(27)?

X [Exrt Ey— (p*+M?) V2~ e p'—Bm ] esqyu(pr)
Yo(p*+ M) 2 4y-p'+ MU

z(p/2+M2) 1/2

X tp(ps) 'Yo( )nmup(pz)

1 1
X = B I =gt O
In the NR limit for the proton this simplifies to
@y’ e
(2r)? (p'—po)?
X [E—(p"/2M) — e+ p'—Bm ™ erqyu(pr)

U(ps) Yo

e?
X )= CCe?/230) = @723} x
x [" TR (o) % ap] o (3.29)

where E=E1+E2— .

This is almost exactly the scattering predicted by
part of the iteration of (2.19) (with F=1 and u=0);
the only difference is due to the presence of some
terms involving the proton kinetic energy

[(pl/2M)— (p?/2M) .

We note, however, that the second term in (2.18)
should really have in the denominator ¢*—g? (in
lowest order, go=0). Therefore we interpret this ¢
as the difference in proton energies [i.e.,

@= (P41 — () 1],

We now modify (2.19) so that the new lowest-order
potential is

2
Vietf®O+ AV @@ = — qi2 F(—=¢)

£ (p1+pa
M

q2

)F(—-q2)

+ 20 (14w a-qx 6, P(—g). (330)

¢ 2M

Let us stress that this modification does not affect
the lowest-order scattering; it does, however, affect
higher-order scattering and bound states. In (3.30)
we have prescribed a behavior off the energy shell.
Our choice is consistent with our desire to include
in the lowest-order potential as much as possible
with regard to the scattering. The iteration of (3.30)
(with F=1 and p=0) now gives exactly the same
scattering as does (3.29).

It would seem that the most logical way of pro-
ceeding to the recoil corrections is as follows: (1) First
evaluate the correction to the hfs due to the difference
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between (3.30) and (2.19). This means that all of
(3.29) has already been accounted for. (2) Obtain
the corrections due to the other poles in (3.26) (e.g.,
electron and photon poles). However, it turns out
that the most logical method is rather difficult since
it does not lead us to simple integrals. In fact, when
form factors are included, matters become hopelessly
complicated.

It may be shown, however, that the contributions
from other poles [mentioned in (2) above] can be
evaluated by neglecting the external momenta in com-
parison to p’.# Furthermore, if we simply ignore the
difference between (3.30) and (2.19) and instead
treat the difference between (3.29) and the iteration
of (2.19) as a perturbation (in the limit of ignoring
external momenta), we obtain essentially the same
result as if we followed prescription (1) above. These
statements are not obvious, but the proof is given
elsewhere.”” The upshot of these remarks may be
summarized. The two-photon-exchange contains the
iteration of the lowest-order potential of (2.19), but
the residual terms may all be calculated by assuming
that the external momenta can be ignored compared
to the internal momentum p’. Although we have
only discussed the case with F=1 and p=0, the

(4ra)?
(2m)*

359

same conclusions apply in the more general problem.
As mentioned previously, in these considerations we
always bear in mind that errors can be estimated,
and shown to be of higher order, in a standard way
(see Ref. 3).

The method suggested above for calculating recoil
corrections involves a separation into various pole
terms. This procedure was used for a point proton
and gave exactly the Newcomb and Salpeter cor-
rection. We will not include this calculation since we
prefer to treat the more general problem of an ex-
tended proton. However, we adopt a different pro-
cedure in order to make the integrals more man-
ageable.

We have found that after the iteration of the po-
tential is subtracted out, it is justifiable to set the
external momenta equal to zero and to ignore bind-
ing. Therefore, we may set the external momenta to
zero in the two-photon amplitude and subtract the
iteration, in the same approximation. The details of
these approximations are discussed elsewhere.® All of
the integrals become much simpler if this procedure
is followed.

The two-photon-exchange amplitude, including form
factors and the Pauli interaction, is

/ d*p’{ Do,o[Ls,0+C0,0][1/(p'—ps)*1[1/ (Pr—p")*]

+ Do,ooy [Lo,1y+C' 10y 0] [1/(p"—1s) 21 [(pr— ") *+40T
+ Digyo[L'1@),0+Clo,10] [(p'—p3)*+0] 1 [1/(pr—p")%]

+ Digaw [L'swm, 1+ Cra,2@m] L' —ps) 3017 [(21—p")*+4017,  (3.31)

where D, is given in (3.27a) and L', 3, C's. are given by replacing v, and v, of (3.27b) and (3.27c) by T,
and TI';, where Tuy=Dvut (is/2M) 0,0gr JF (—gi2) . (3.32)
From (3.31) and the iteration of the lowest order potential of (2.19) we may infer a correction to the po-
tential equal to AVo4(9®= B+ B,+ Bu+ B+ Bu—IL—1, (3.33)

where p1, p; are neglected compared to p’. The expressions for the B’s are obtained from (3.31). The first
two correspond to contributions to the hfs in which one magnetic interaction has occurred, either with the
Dirac or the anomalous moment of the proton. The next three involve double magnetic interactions of various
types. Finally the terms I; and I, correspond to the iteration of the lowest-order potential and are therefore
subtracted. We find

(47a)? 8 ) FAp*— (B'—m)7] 1
= oyt 3 | Y T By ) L= PR
8 (4ra)? , .
By= Byt Ju-irp idedy / 4! (E'—m)
P~ (2—m)’]
X EE@—mi—prrioP—am (B —m)] ([(E—my— 0@ —my )
(4ra)?4 / diy (E'—m)*F[p"— (E'—m)?] 1
1= ome 3% ([(E'—m)?—p"+i0 P—4m?(E'—m)?} {[(E'—m)*—p*+i0—4M*(E'—m)?}’
(3.34¢)
By, = 2uBy, (3.34d)
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and

(4 a)2 o PP — (E'—m)*]
B““=2( ) )t % d”/‘“’ (E'—m)2—p"+i0

— M (B —m)*+ AL(E—m) = D" T+ 30 [ (E'—m)*— "]

@ —my =y 0T (B )™} ([ =y 0P E )
The I’s turn out to be*
Al o ()
Il— 3 (27r)3 Q.* dgz/ P 2(m+M)p’4 (3.35&)
and
L=yl (3.35b)

The evaluation of AV@® is a straightforward but arduous task. It should be noted that By, By, I3, and I,
are all divergent quantities but that the divergences cancel in B;—I; and B,—I,. We shall not discuss at great
length the integrations of (3.34) and (3.35) but shall merely indicate the method.

The poles in the E’ plane for the integral of B; are located as shown in Fig. 3. The contour which we have
drawn does not enclose any poles of the integrand, regardless of the value of p’. Therefore, using Cauchy’s
theorem, we obtain®:3

/ " (B —m)dE =i / " f[—i(E—m)]dE, (3.36)

where f is the integrand; f could also be any other function of E’—m which confines its poles as in Fig. 3 and
which vanishes fast enough at infinity.
Using (3.36) and replacing E'—m by E’ (change of variable of integration), we find that

8 (4ma)? [ (B*+p?) FA(E*+p?)
3°@n ] P (@ o A ER] (B0 AR

In obtaining (3.37) we have discarded a term which is odd in E’ and would therefore integrate to zero. The
advantage achieved in transforming (3.34a) to (3.37) is that we may now work in a four-dimensional, Euclidean
space. As previously mentioned, (3.37) has a divergence at small values of p’ which will be canceled by a cor-
responding divergence in I;. Let us therefore impose a small cutoff X on the p’ integrals of (3.37) and (3.35a).
Later we may let A—0.

If we now transform to coordinates K and ¢ as determined by

B,=

(3.37)

E?=K?cos?y and p?=K?sin?y, (3.38)
B; becomes
32 (4ra)? fw / sin? Ydy KdKF2(K?)
By= — e® N .
=73 (27)* Ge* 6p sin—1ovE) (K24m? cos? ) (K2H-4M? cos? ) (3:39)
and (3.35a) becomes (here K=p')
2 » JK F?(K?
L= 7). dk P(K) (3.40)

X — .
T (2)s Ger 0y K2 m+M
It is a straightforward exercise to show that the integral on ¥ may be extended to zero without obtaining an

* The iteration of the potential is

a3 2
(gf)am FL(p'—ps)%] [1+ @i (p2+p3)][E (p"%/2M) — w-p'—Bm]™? (2M>M'p (m— 4 e
XFL(p1—p)*]e: (p1—p’) X 6p+reverse ordering. (a)
If we take its expectation value using the wave functions ¢ of Sec. II, we find that it is the same as the expectation value of

da?’ 1_3)\ —é F[(p’_p3)2] — el — 7\ —1 1+B)‘ aY) _
W( )(p'—psV A—me/arye (B er B b (1+>\){M”"(p pye LB mE) e (o p)”"}

+reverse ordering, (b)

where E,= m.edaz2 ThlS latter expression glves I, and I, in the appropriate limit. The former (a) is difficult to work with
because of a spurious pole in the propagator occurring at hlgh momentum,
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additional contribution in the limit A—0. The integral over ¢ in (3.39) may readily be done, thus giving
(47['(1)2 [ ( K2 )1/2 ( KZ )1/2]
By=%n? —— — F2 K2 14+ —)}) —m|14+ — . .
= o ), (K*) tap) "\t (3.41)

The difference Bi—1I; is quite well behaved in the limit A—0. The integrals in (3.40) and (3.41) may readily
be evaluated with the help of standard integral tables.
The result is

3 fl_(4’m)2 0p(A?) {l (M—m) 3 (1_ ,—n_z>1/2 [A (ﬁ 3 )1/2]
—h=3 20t % 7"\ "2 17 n) Pt @t

M2 1\V2 A2 \1/2
(1‘; - Z) sin™! (1— WQ) } N (3.42)

where Op(Az)g(Az) =—3A%03/9(A2)3](1/A2) g(A?) for any function g. This expression applies for 4m2<A2< 4Mz2,
but in going to the limit A—w we must make the replacement

MZ 1 1/2 A2 1/2 1 M2 A A2 1/2
—_— e — in—1 —_ —_— —_— 1 — — .
(A2 4) s (1 4M2> (4 AZ) [ T (4M2 1) ]

All of the integrals may be evaluated in a similar way. The complete results are

(4ra)24 8.+, { (M—m) (1 m2)1/2 [ A ( A2 >1/2]
B —_— B = —— 2 1 - l et 1
h B e 3 an s 0P | TR 170 "o e
(]‘f_ 1)1’2 . -1(1 ﬁ)”z} A [1 A_ (i"_M2 1)1’2 -1 1 _fﬁ ”2]
a2 g) " ar A ARV sin ar
M2 A dam\V2 T A
2 s (1-= il
m? { o ( A2 ) In [Zm T Am? )] (3.432)
(41ra)24 G¢* 6y . . (M——m) (1 m2>1/2 A (Az )1/2]
By—I,+Byu=p—- ) 33— szP(A) i\ 1T In 2m+ e 1
(]‘f 1)1’2 . -1(1 _AZ_)”’} _A [1 A (@_{2_1)1/23i -1(1_ _fﬁ)m]
A g) " ar ae\|"x "\ x 1 ar

M2 A 42 \V/2 A A2 1/2
ot (- 2wl () ) | s
and

, (4ma)? 1 8.6, . 6A2[ A (% )1/2 - ( A2 )1/2]
B,= I (2 )2 24M2 mZOP(A) lnM+ A2 1 Sy 1

2A2 A Am2\V2 A A2 1/2 A2(M2—m?)
+ ( +2) [lnm (1 —A—z) In [%—i_ (4m2 —1) ]} T 2mAM?

2\ 1/2 2 1/2
{m2+2m2 In=—A?ln = +A2 (1— 4ﬂ) In [—A— + (i —1) ]}) (3.43¢)
m A? 2m 4m?

The correction to the potential therefore leads to a recoil correction [O (mo/M his)] suitably modified
an energy change of |¥.(0) |2 (AV.x®@®), where the by the proton form factors. When this correction is
expectation value is over the appropriate spin states. added to the much larger nonrelativistic size correc-
The evaluation of this leads to a relative correction of tion of (3.25) (—38.2 ppm), we obtain a total of

—34.6 ppm. (3.45)

This is in complete agreement with the correction
for the hfs of hydrogen. This may be interpreted as obtained by Iddings and Platzman.!

3.6 ppm (3.44)
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F16. 4. Approximation of virtual Compton scattering off a proton.

In the limit of a point proton, the correction
becomes

%Ep[w(wu)}l

M
-3(1—%p®) In— — . (346
x| -3t - (+ T+ in )] G0
This expression does not agree with the corresponding
result of Newcomb and Salpeter,® which is

’%‘Eptwuﬂ)rl

M 1 9 2A
X [ —3(1—%u2) ln; —u? ( 8+ 4rln I{-—)] , (347)
where A’ is a cutoff. As pointed out by Guerin,3
who also obtains (3.46), the difference between (3.46)
and (3.47) is due to the noncovariant introduction
of a cutoff A’, which is allowed to approach infinity
whenever this would not cause a divergence.

D. Discussion

Aside from reduced mass corrections, the nuclear
corrections to the hfs may be separated into three

types:

(1) A size correction, first obtained by Zemach,
of —38.2 ppm.

(2) A small recoil correction of 3.6 ppm, calculated
for an extended proton. In the limit M—c this term
vanishes, but in the limit A—c a logarithmic di-
vergence appears.

(3) The proton polarization corrections, which have
not yet been completely calculated.

In this paper our concern has been only with the
first two terms. The separation into these two terms
is useful since the difference between the results of
Zemach and of Iddings and Platzman is exactly the
3.6 ppm which we have calculated. It is important
to emphasize that the bulk of the correction is the
—38.2 ppm above and that the calculation of this is
quite simple. On the other hand, the additional small
contribution of 3.6 ppm is much more difficult to
obtain.

Now we should like to describe briefly the situation
with respect to the remaining contributions which
have been lumped together as proton polarization
corrections. These have been entirely ignored in this
paper but have been discussed by many authors.

First of all, there is the problem of excited-state
contributions to the virtual Compton diagram. In our
work, these have been avoided by approximating the
diagram as illustrated in Fig. 4. Various authors have
studied the excited-state contributions to the hfs and
have estimated these at less than 1 ppm.®*~% More
recently, Drell and Sullivan®® have re-examined the
polarizability corrections with several nonrelativistic
models and find contributions of several parts per
million. They conclude that our uncertainty of proton
dynamics is such that one cannot rule out the pos-
sibility of fairly sizeable corrections.

A second problem concerns the use of the usual
on-the-mass-shell form factors to describe the vertex
functions which arise when the intermediate state is
a virtual proton. However, we have seen that most
of the nuclear contribution which we have obtained
comes from the nonrelativistic size term, in which
the proton is on its mass shell. Therefore, we might
hope that off-the-mass-shell effects will be unimportant
since they would affect only the recoil correction of
3.6 ppm which is quite small already. In any case,
a correct and complete calculation of the proton
polarizability would include these effects.

IV. NUCLEAR MOTION CORRECTIONS TO
THE FINE STRUCTURE

A. Reduced Mass Corrections

The nuclear motion corrections to the fine structure
levels are of two types:

(1) Reduced mass corrections.
(2) Additional recoil terms of order (am/M) fs.

The reduced mass corrections were originally com-
puted by Breit and Brown.”’ In this section we will
recalculate this correction in a different way; this
calculation also appears in a recent article which we
have written.!

From (2.13) it is easily shown that the eigenvalue
E is related to E; by

E=E+[(E2—m?)/2M]. (4.1)
The energy E; may be found by solving the equation®
E\[1— (m*/EaM) ]
[t— (/A I

_ m—(E/M] (. a
= Ti= (/o) 727 (”’J ' [1— (m?/ 307 ]”2) '

* The function f(#, j, a) is given by
f(n, 4, @) =[14-(e/ {n— (j+3) +L(G+3) 2— T2} 0
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This relation, obtained from Eq. (2.16), is a con- B i s 3
sequence of the fact that we are dealing with”the 3 3 3 3
Dirac equation for a Coulomb potential. o
The value of E; is - - <P e =
z N Lp-
B, = Mt /) (4.2) "1 ] 2N
SR ' 3 5 . -
and therefore [ 1 1 .l
Femy. MU= D [ (/3] (a) (b)
= 1+ (m/M) f F16. 5. Double Coulomb scattering from a nonstatic proton. (a)
Ladder graph. (b) Crossed graph.
m [1—(m/M) T
+ M (F=1* [1+(m/M)f° (43)  methods of Schwinger, of Karplus and Klein, and of

Expanding in powers of f—1 to second order we
obtain

m(f=1) [1— (m?*/ M) ]

E=mt 14 (m/M)
m [ (/M) 1 [—1— (Gm/M)]
o U [i+ (m/3) T - 48

Using
' o __ 1
f(n,J, -[T_W) —l=—ais (m?/ M)

X [””" (1_ (Z:/Mz)) (Hl_ - 43;) +0<a4>] ,

we obtain

E=m+ [f(n}jy 0[)"‘1]

_m
1+ (m/M)
m? o m? m o
— — — —— . (4.
+to (Mn“) +0 (szs) +0 (Mn2f5> (45
It should be mentioned that the term

m[1+(m/M) T [f(n, j, &) —1]

contains some terms of the same magnitude as those
which were discarded. For practical purposes these
may be discarded also, but since they are very small
it does no harm to retain them. For example, terms
like (m/M)2%fs are still too small to measure in the
hydrogen atom.

Equation (4.5) contains the fine-structure levels as
well as the reduced mass correction to these levels.

B. Additional Recoil Corrections

Salpeter® originally derived additional recoil cor-
rections (beyond reduced mass) by using the Bethe—
Salpeter equation. As mentioned earlier, the work of
Breit, Brown, and Arfken® did not obtain terms of
the type (am/M) fs; the absence of such terms is
associated with use of single-particle theory rather
than hole theory. The results of Salpeter were later
confirmed by Fulton and Martin,¥ who employed the

Fulton and Karplus.3¥4

The recoil corrections referred to above are also
calculable by the effective potential approach. The
contributions are of three types. The first involves
corrections to the exchange of two Coulomb photons.
The second is obtained by considering recoil when
one transverse photon is transferred. The third and
last takes into account processes in which two trans-
verse photons are present.

These three contributions will be evaluated for the
2§ state of hydrogen. Contributions for other states
may be obtained in a similar way.

1. Coulomd Correction, AE,,

The lowest-order potential contains an instantaneous
Coulomb interaction. The iteration of this part of the
potential,

ap’ ¢
(2m)3 (p'—ps)?
X[E—(p"?%/2M) — a-p'—Bm]* [/ (p1—p')2], (4.6)

describes double Coulomb interactions and should
account for part of the scattering obtained from the
second-order Feynman diagrams, Figs. 5(a) and 5(b).
The use of slanted lines for Fig. 5(b) should not be
misunderstood. In the crossed graph the interactions
are really instantaneous, and if we decomposed this
graph into time-ordered graphs, the lines would be
horizontal. The intermediate states would involve a
proton, two electrons, and a positron or an electron,
two protons, and an antiproton. The dashed notation
tells us to use a 7, at the vertices and photon prop-
agators containing only three-momentum transfer.
The diagrams of Fig. 5(b) symbolize the amplitude

(4ma)?
(2m)*

X [(po—p'+pr— M~+i0) 7+ (pstp'— pr— M+40) ]
X voup(p2) [1/ (m—p)21[1/(p'—ps)?].  (4.7)

If we set Ei+E;—M equal to E, the contribution
to the ladder graph of (4.7) from the proton pole
in the upper half of the complex £’ plane corresponds

[ am@ =m0y )@ by
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to the scattering predicted by (4.6), provided we
treat the proton nonrelativistically. The relativistic
region of the proton is unimportant in evaluating
the correction. Furthermore, the proton pole of the
crossed graph, which is located at E'<—2M, also

does not contribute to order M1,

The only remaining pole in the upper-half plane
comes from the electron propagator. When this pole
is taken into account and the contribution evaluated
to order M~' and the external proton lines are as-
sumed on the mass shell, we obtain an addition to
the potential

—(4ma)® [— (p"*+m?) 2y —p"H—m] 1
—_—t ! 2M
(2m)3 / 7 —2(p"*+m?)12 Y =) (pi—p)?

2p1-ps—2p’- (pr+ps)

— 2p’2
X | G B G ] Tt G TG

In obtaining (4.8) we have approximated E; by the
mass of the electron. The bound-state wave functions
will tend to emphasize values of p; and ps near the
Bohr momentum when (4.8) is treated as a per-
turbation. The values of p’ which are important are
much larger, and therefore the leading contribution
may be obtained by setting p: and ps equal to zero
as compared to p’. With these approximations, (4.8)
leads to a contribution of

—4o? | . © p”dp’
_M I'l’n.l(o) |2‘/(; (p/2+m2)1/2[m+ (p'2—|-m2)”2:|3
(4.9)

The integral in (4.9) is easily done, and the result
for the 2§ state is

AEcc= '_%(az/MM) I 11325(0) 12’ (410)

in complete agreement with that obtained by Fulton
and Martin.¥ It should be pointed out that the result
quoted in Salpeter’s paper [see Eq. (3.6) of Salpe-
ter®] should be multiplied by a factor of 2. This
error has been noted in the past (see Footnote 1,
page 102 of Bethe and Salpeter'®).

2. Single-Transverse-Photon-Correction, AEp

The recoil correction to the fine-structure levels
involving a single transverse photon requires special
treatment. Since there are contributions of order
(am/M) fs arising from very small values of mo-
menta (p~ma), it is not possible to ignore atomic
binding in the atom; for the hfs it was possible to
set the binding energy equal to zero in evaluating
the small corrections, because the important values
of momenta were much larger than binding effects.

This illustrates a serious problem one faces in
dealing with the Feynman graphs in the bound-state

—2¢

&%k Z (1| eer exp (1k+X,) | m)+ {m | apL exp (—ik+X,) [n)

] s

problem; the expansion in terms of the fine-structure
constant is often not simple since many Feynman
graphs may be needed. In fact, in the present situa-
tion, the need for binding corrections suggests the
necessity of considering all Coulomb exchanges oc-
curring during the time interval between the emission
and the absorption of the transverse photon. It is
quite clear that one cannot easily perform the sum
over all the required graphs, and therefore an alter-
native method is needed.

Previous calculations of this correction have been
done by separating the energy of the transverse
photon into a low- and a high-frequency part. Three-
dimensional perturbation theory was used for the
low-frequency part, whereas the high-frequency part
was treated by four-dimensional methods. Actually,
Salpeter also handled the high-frequency part by
a three-dimensional method.

Our calculation is very similar to previous ones
except that we do not invoke a separation into low-
and high-frequency parts. We also use only three-
dimensional perturbation theory. The perturbation
Hamiltonian H’ responsible for emission and absorp-
tion of transverse photons is

ek
(2F) 12

X {e.-[ar(k) exp (tk-x,)+art(k) exp (—ik-x.)]
— oy-[as(k) exp (4k-x,)+as’(k) exp (—ik-x,)]},

(4.11)

where ar(k) and arf(k) are the usual destruction
and creation operators for a transverse photon of
momentum k. The second-order perturbation of the

energy corresponding to an exchanged transverse
photon is therefore

I_____e

(4.12)

(2r)?

E,—E,—k

where E, and E, are the energies of the intermediate and initial unperturbed atomic states. The factor of 2
in front of the integral accounts for the two ways in which emission and subsequent absorption can occur.
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If one makes the approximation of discarding E,—E, in (4.12) (corresponding to ignoring the recoil cor-
rections of interest here), the result is simply the Breit interaction. The correction to this is therefore

e {m| aps exp (—ik-X,) | n)(E,

— Em)

8xd

We are interested in corrections of order M. Since
ape introduces one power of M~! by virtue of its
coupling to the small components of the proton wave
function, we replace ep1 by —p.r/M and thereafter
use ordinary Coulomb wave functions, eigenfunctions
of @, pe+Bm~+V. With this approximation and the
nonrelativistic approximation of replacing .. by
Per/m, we obtain in the center-of-mass system

a_ (&
2wmM J k2

(1| pa exp (ic-x) | m)-m | p| 1) (B B)
X2 E,—E,—k

(4.14)

where r=X,—X, and p is the conjugate momentum.
We write the exponential above as

1+ [exp (¢k-r)—1]

and then separate the contribution AEr into two
terms, AEr; and AErps, such that

AEp= lim (AET1+AET2) (4:.15)
A->
and
ABp= —2— [* T
T e ] B2
E,—FEn
XE(ﬂIpxlm <m|p|n>( )’ (4.160)
E,—En—F
LY
ABr= it ] &
X3 (n|ps[exp (ik-r)—1]|m)-{m | p |n)(En—En)
E,—En—F :
(4.16b)

The evaluation of AEr is accomplished by using
the Bethe logarithm.** After doing the % integration
in (4.16a), we obtain

AE1'1= (— a/21rzmM)

X 22 (n|pr|m)-(m|p|n)In|A/(Ba—En)|. (4.17)

The logarithm is a slowly varying function, and we
therefore replace it by an average value

In | A/(En—Em>Av I .,

—4ra (n| eor exp (ik-Xx,) | m
&k
EkLe> B

) (4.13)

The sum over states is then easily evaluated for s
states, the result for 2S5 being

AEr=$§(c2/mM) | 2s5(0) |*In | A/{Es—En)av|. (4.18)

The logarithm appearing in (4.18) has been evaluated
to a high degree of accuracy for =2 and also for
other values of the principal quantum number.*

The computation of AEr; is somewhat more com-
plicated than that of AEp. However, the appearance
of the factor exp (¢k.r)—1 in (4.16b) suggests that
appreciable contributions come only from values of %
which satisfy k-r>>0. This will require 2>>ma?, and
therefore we may ignore E,—E, in the denominator
of (4.16b), which may then be rewritten as

Ar = [* P85 ) Lexp (ko) 1] m)
T 2mtmM B < 7 | PLLexp (2 m

«{m|Le-p+Bm+V,p]|n). (419)
Using [a:p+Bm+V, p]=iVV=ar/r® we obtain

o A dk
Ay 2emM ) B
X {n|[p—(p-kk/k*)]- (r/7) [exp (ik-1) —1] | n)
(4.20)
after summing over the intermediate states.
For n=2 we obtain
o?(ma) (ma)®
ABp wmM  8x
3 d 1 a?
— —_— - 2 _
X [1+ 1" Ty T8 (ma) d(ma)2]
Ak (., t1-kk\ r .
X fd“r/ 733—(r— " ) %[exp (ik-r) —1]emer,
(4.21)

The angular integral over % in (4.21) is quite straight-
forward and gives

2 /A k/d3 mrrz[‘*"g’) -§], (4.22)

where 71 is a spherical Bessel function. In terms of
ordinary Bessel functions, (4.22) may be written as

Adk [ - Js/g(kr) 1
3211'2/; j?:-/; dre—me [(%r)”zW—g . (4.23)
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The integral over » may be done using the aid of
a good set of integral tables (e.g., Ryshik and Grad-

stein®®). We obtain

32n2 /OA‘Z—: (3mar) [F (% 1,3, :ﬁ) -1], (4.24)

2’ mPa?

where F is a hypergeometric function. The remaining
integration may be accomplished most readily by
using an integral representation of the hypergeometric
function.

The final result, after taking the indicated deriva-
tives in (4.21), is

AEry= (802/3mM) | $25(0) 2[23— In (A/ma)]. (4.25)

Combining (4.25) with (4.18) we obtain AEp for the
2S state. We have

AEr= (8a%/3mM) | $5(0) [*
X (33+ In | ma/{Es—En)av|). (4.26)

Note that the dependence on A is now gone. This
result is in complete agreement with that previously
obtained.?8:%

3. Two-Transverse-Photon Correction, AErr

The recoil corrections of interest here contain only
one inverse power of the proton mass. The proton
pole terms arising from the diagrams in which two
transverse photons are exchanged are of order M2
and are therefore discarded (they also reproduce ap-
propriate terms in the iteration).

—2a2 m+ (p2+m?) 12
/d? (14 cos® O4y45) [( 2(p"2-m?) 12

X [2m*4-2m(p?4m?) 12— p+-2ps- p' T4 [2(gs+q) T~ l(

where ¢i= | 1| and ¢s= | g3 |. There are no factors
of the external momenta in the numerator which
would tend to emphasize large values of p; or ps
(i.e., >ma). This does not imply that we may set
p1 or ps equal to zero in all places since there are
contributions coming from small values of p’. How-
ever, we may simplify (4.29) considerably by letting
p1 and ps—0 in those integrals which emphasize
large p’. We then have

—2a?
=2 [y (1 cost )

1 1
o e s T
1

+ 4m4143(91+43)] - (4:30)

We may therefore approximate [to O(M~1)] the
addition to the potential as

e

Lt (E'—m) GL1y*6L(3)
M

E’—p"—m+i0
X [(p'—ps)* 40T [(pr—p")* 401" (4.27)

In obtaining (4.27) we have evaluated the proton
factors to order M~! between free spinors, and we
assume a coupling only to the large components of
the electron wave function. It may be shown that
coupling to the small components introduces addi-
tional powers of the fine-structure constant.

The addition to the potential (4.27) corresponds
to the so-called “seagull graph” shown in Fig. 6.
In fact, this graph is equivalent to the contact term
¢A.2/2M which arises from the usual “minimal”
coupling, when the proton is treated nonrelativistically.

In evaluating éip,* 61 Wwe retain only the part
which is spin independent since we are looking for
fine-structure corrections in .S states. The spin-inde-
pendent part is

1+ (q1° 43)%/Qi2qs*= 1+ c0s? O4y0s,

where q=pi—p’ and q;=p’—ps. For values of p’
much larger than p; and ps, cos 8y, will be replaced
by unity.

The integral over E’ in (4.27) is most easily ac-
complished by contour methods. The poles in the
upper half-plane arise from the vanishing of each of
the three denominators. We obtain

(4.28)

) [2m?+2m(p"*+m?) 12— p2+2p;-p T

2m— QG1—Qs )]
, (4.29
(—2mgs+qs*—p'?) (—2mq1+q2—p'?) (4.29)

The various terms of (4.30) are separately divergent
for large p’ but these divergences all cancel. At this
stage it is quite clear that the first two terms of
(4.30) come from values of " much larger than the
Bohr momentum, and therefore we may set

c0s? Og,05=1.

However, the third term of (4.30) clearly has a con-

Fic. 6. Seagull graph.
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tribution from small p’. Therefore (4.30) may be
rewritten as AVrr=AVyri+AVrr,, with

o? ) 1
AVrri= m—- / ddp’ 5’2(1)—’2—{—1;;25—172 (4313)
and
—a? (14 cos?84,45)
AVrre= B! e 1T 4.31b
e 2emM q1gs(q1+¢s) ( )

The correction to the energy levels is therefore

Az [ @pudtpedt (o) AVa (01, OB (0. (4:32)

The evaluation of AErr is most readily accomplished
by separating the p’ integral into the regions p'<B
and p'>B, where B is much larger than ma and
also much smaller than m. The contribution from
p'>B is

aZ

2emM

© ., 1 1
X 411'/1; ap [(p/2+m2)1/2 - ;/]
%
o

AErPE [ P25(0) [2

SEATROI! (433)
~ M 28 n 8

In obtaining (4.33) we have neglected B compared
to m in certain terms which appear in the logarithms
which arise.

In the region from p’=0 to p’=B the contribution
to AVpm is quite small. Therefore, to the desired
accuracy, the contribution comes entirely from AVrre
and is

—o?

2emM

AETT<B ~

B
[ ey 3o

[1—|— €08% 04445

qlqa(qx+qs)] o(p). (4:34)

This is exactly the integral which appears in (4.27)
of Fulton and Martin.¥” It has been evaluated in an
exact way by these authors and in an approximate
way by Salpeter.?® Therefore we merely quote the
result and refer the reader to the article of Fulton
and Martin for a brief discussion of the manner in
which this integral may be handled. We have

202 .
_;1; [ Pas(0) |2

AETT<B ~

ma 7T 4
n—+-+-01-m2)|. (435
x[m22+2eta-ma)|. @
When this is combined with (4.33) we obtain

+ 202
mM

- 4
AEypr = | Ps(0) |? [ln at % + 3 (1—In 2)]

(4.36)
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for the correction due to the exchange of two trans-
verse photons.

When (4.36) is combined with (4.26) and (4.10)
we obtain the complete recoil correction of order
(am/M) fs for the 2§ state of atomic hydrogen. Our
result is in total agreement with the work of Salpeter
and of Fulton and Martin. The contribution of the
recoil corrections to the 2P state has not been given
here, but it may be found in a similar way. It is
quite small by comparison to the 2§ correction. Our
results provide a partial confirmation of the part of
the splitting 2.Sy2—2Py2 due to recoil corrections to
the fine structure. This correction is certainly involved

in the theoretical and experimental determination of
the Lamb shift.

V. DISCUSSION

The principal aim of the present work has been
to provide a conceptually simple, unified treatment
of the recoil and finite size corrections to the hyper-
fine and fine structure of hydrogen. Our results are
in agreement with earlier calculations which have
been based mainly on covariant perturbation theory
using the Bethe-Salpeter equation. Aside from the
recent work of Guerin® (which treats the hyperfine
splitting), there has not been a complete treatment
of these problems in any one paper; and it was not
self-evident to the present authors that there might
not be some small error due to a mismatch when
the various pieces of the calculation are put together.
In particular, some authors used the Coulomb gauge
and others used the covariant gauge.

In any approximation scheme it is always valuable
to include as much as possible in the initial part
which can be treated completely. If one approximates
at too early a stage, the number of small correction
terms multiplies and the chance for a subtle error
increases. In the present work, this has been accom-
plished at the expense of using a formalism which,
while plausible, does not start with a correct bound-
state equation. However, we can adopt the following
philosophy. One can always use the solution to our
equation (including finite size effects) as the starting
approximation for a solution to the Bethe-Salpeter
equation. This would replace the usual approach of
using the solution of the Breit equation with the
transverse-photon term omitted. The corrections to
this initial approximation would then turn out to be
very small, and one could bypass the detailed treat-
ment of terms of intermediate size. Independently,
our initial equation has been derived from the Bethe—
Salpeter equation by Gross* using an approximation
in which only the dominant pole in the contour in-
tegration over the internal energy is retained. This
pole is the proton positive energy pole, so that the
equation which remains after the energy integration
is a Dirac equation for the electron with an effective
potential.
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TaBLE I. Fine-structure-constant discrepancy (the nature of the
uncertainty is indicated in parentheses).

Fine structure®
Solid stateb

g 1=137.03884-0.0012 (exptl)

s 1=137.0359-0.0008
(exptl—two std. dev.)

Cmuontum™~1=137.0383=20.0026 (exptl)
gz 1=137.0382-£0.0064 (exptl)

anss 1=137.0358-+0.0002 (known
theory) = (unknown
theory)

Muoniume
Electrond g—2
Hyperfine structuree

a Reference 50.
Reference 10.
¢ W. E. Cleland, J. M. Bailey, M. E. Eckhause, V. W. Hughes, R. M.
I(Vfggie)y, R. Prepost, and J. E. Rothberg, Phys. Rev. Letters 13, 202
d D, T. Wilkinson and H. R. Crane, Phys. Rev. 130, 852 (1963).
© Reference 2.

We should remind the reader here of the non-
uniqueness of the lowest-order potential. Several dif-
ferent potentials (using different gauges) give the
same first Born approximation to the scattering, but
yield rather different results when used in a bound-
state problem. Presumably these differences would be
reflected in different, second-order contributions to
the potential, but it is clearly advisable to include
as much as possible in the effective first-order po-
tential. Thus it turns out that the Breit potential
is a better choice than one derived from a covariant
gauge. For some refinements in the correct choice of
the lowest-order potential, the reader is referred back
to the discussion following Eq. (3.30).

Our approach to nuclear corrections, through the
use of a modified Dirac equation, is similar in spirit
to methods used by Barker and Glover® and by
Sternheim.® The above authors have used the Foldy—
Wouthuysen? transformation to approximate the exact
two-body relativistic equation. In the Barker and
Glover paper the lowest-order (in the fine-structure
constant) nuclear corrections to the fine structure
and hyperfine structure of hydrogen are obtained.
The mass corrections are calculated up to and in-
cluding terms of order (m/M)? for both the Dirac
and Pauli parts of the interaction. The work of
Sternheim is concerned with calculating very accu-
rately the state-dependent mass corrections to the
hfs of hydrogen and its isotopes.

We will now briefly compare and contrast our own
work with that of Sternheim. The first point to be
emphasized is that the practical aims of the two
pieces of work are rather different. The present work
was primarily concerned with obtaining the maximum
accuracy for the 1.5 hyperfine splitting. Beyond rel-
ative order am/M the calculation becomes very dif-
ficult. However, the contributions of this order come
from very small distances (<1/m) and hence turn
out to give the same fractional correction to the 1§
and 2S hfs; therefore they cancel in taking the ratio
of the two splittings. The state-dependent corrections
are of relative order o®m/M and come from larger

radii (~ap). Sternheim calculated these using nearly
the same effective Hamiltonian as has been treated
in this paper. In effect, he has two terms in addition
to those displayed in our Eq. (2.19). The first of
these (in our notation) is a correction to the time
component of the potential:

—edp="1(a/2M*) (up+3)dppx V(1/7).  (5.1)

It arises from the small components of the proton
spinor, which we have previously ignored. The other
term, whose significance will be explained shortly, is

—id-(AxA)/2m, (5.2)

where A is the vector potential from the proton ap-
pearing in (2.19). This term contributes whenever
the components of A are noncommuting.

Sternheim’s procedure is to make a Foldy-Wouth-
uysen? transformation of the effective Hamiltonian,
keeping only those terms which contribute up to rel-
ative order o?m/M. Since this is (roughly) an ex-
pansion in powers of p/m, it is valid only for distances
larger than an electron Compton wavelength. It would
not be adequate for a small distance contribution to
a single state. This is apparent from the fact that
his transformed Hamiltonian has terms with the
dependence . He uses a small » cutoff which can-
cels in the contribution to the ratio of 25 to 1S hfs.
Omitted terms in the expansion will be even more
singular at small 7, and their cutoff dependence will
not cancel in the end. This implies that at some
point the Foldy—Wouthuysen transformation will lead
to a “false expansion,”* i.e., additional powers of
p/m are of order 1 rather than of order a. Because
the operators occurring in Sternheim’s calculation
are already singular, it is not quite obvious that higher
terms in the Foldy-Wouthuysen expansion would not
also contribute to the order of interest. Nevertheless,
since our method of calculation yields- a result in
agreement with Sternheim’s, this particular pathology
does not actually occur.

Our calculation of the ratio is given in more detail
in Appendix D and will be described here briefly.
Tracing back through our calculation, it is discovered
that terms of order o?n/M to the ratio can come
from only five places, which are the following:

(i) A contribution of relative order o?m/M to the
effective mass m' in Eq. (2.16).

(ii) A normalization correction to the wave func-
tion, which was noted in Sec. II. C to be of relative
order o?m/M.

(iii) The —[p% W ¥1/4M contribution to the wave
function, which was noted in Sec. II.C to be of
relative order a?m/M at a Bohr radius.

(iv) The contribution of (5.1), which comes from
the small components of the electron’s wave function.

* A false expansion is one in which the order in « increases less

rapidly than would be estimated by assigning typical values to
the momentum and coordinate operators.
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(v) The residual effects of the two-photon contri-
butions which are not already contained in our treat-
ment of the lowest-order potential. These include
a term of the form (5.2) as well as the second-order
magnetic-moment interaction. The second-order mag-
netic-moment interaction can be split into two terms
corresponding, respectively, to positive- and negative-
energy intermediate electron states. The former can
be evaluated nonrelativistically,”® and the latter is
canceled precisely by the term in (5.2) which is
quadratic in the proton’s magnetic moment.

Now let us compare these in detail with various
contributions from Sternheim’s treatment. The con-
tribution from (iii) is precisely canceled by a part
of the contribution from (5.2) (the cross term in-
volving the convection and magnetic parts of A).
Accordingly, the contributions from (i), (ii), and (iv)
agree precisely with Sternheim’s results from the ef-
fective Hamiltonian treated in lowest order in the
proton’s magnetic moment. Our calculation of (i)
and (ii) is trivial, and our calculation of (iv) is
identical to that of Sternheim. In toto, our calcula-
tion is therefore considerably more compact. The
significance of (5.2), as shown by Sternheim,%% is
that the two-photon interaction of the electron does
not contain any effective interaction of the form (5.2).
This contribution is necessary to cancel a similar one
from the term

(8/2m)[a- (p+eA) P

which arises in the Foldy-Wouthuysen transformation.
His result is confirmed explicitly in Appendix D.
Any comparison of theory and experiment in quan-
tum electrodynamics requires of course a knowledge
of the fine-structure constant and possibly of other
physical constants. At the present time there is an
unresolved discrepancy between the two best deter-
minations of a. The value accepted until recently
was obtained from the measurements of the fine-
structure separation in deuterium by Dayhoff, Trieb-
wasser, and Lamb.® It is important to note that
this was obtained by adding two experimental num-
bers: the Lamb shift (2Sy,—2Py, separation) and
the high-frequency separation (2P;;—2S)2). Clearly,
the theoretical uncertainties in the shift of the S
state cancel, and those in the relative shift of the
P states are small. There seems to be no obstacle
in the theory toward using this experiment to de-
termine . More recently, an entirely different de-
termination of @ was carried out by Parker, Taylor,
and Langenburg,’® who used the ac Josephson effect.
Although it may seem incredible that solid-state
theory is sufficiently accurate for this purpose, it
appears that it is necessary to make use of only very
general features like energy conservation and gauge
invariance. In any case, the internal consistency of
the results using different materjals and experimental
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F1c. 7. Comparison of theory and experiment for the hydrogen
fine structure. The shaded regions represent the experimental
results. Each theoretical value has three independent uncer-
tainties, as indicated in the box. These errors are supposed to
include realistic estimates of neglected terms as well as uncer-
tainties introduced by other experiments; they should be inter-
preted as a limit of error.

conditions provides the most convincing demonstra-
tion of the interpretation.

The situation is summarized in Table I, which
includes not only the two determinations just men-
tioned, but also the results of other experiments ex-
pressed in terms of the value of & they would predict.
Note that the indicated errors are “limits of error”
which perhaps correspond to two standard deviations.
With improved experimental accuracy or better theo-
retical understanding (as indicated), any of these
experiments could resolve the discrepancy between
the present two determinations. We note that if the
solid-state determination is correct, a long outstand-
ing discrepancy of about 45 ppm between theory and
experiment in the hyperfine structure (hfs) would be
removed. From the discussion of Sec. III. D, it would
require an exceedingly large nucleon polarization effect
to reconcile the hfs with the fine-structure value of a.

The disagreement between the two values of « is
actually worse than is indicated by a straightforward
comparison of the two values shown in Table I. This
is because one value of a must predict two experi-
mental numbers in the fine structure. The more com-
plete situation is illustrated in Fig. 7, where we plot
theoretical values of the two splittings as a function
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of a together with the experimental results. The Lamb
shift for H is plotted rather than that for D since
it has smaller theoretical uncertainties. We see that
the solid state a predicts much too large a high-
frequency separation (~0.6 mHz too large), well out-
side the quoted error for that measurement. This
seems much too large to be accounted for by any
theoretical uncertainties in the Lamb shift. We can
draw two conclusions from this figure: (i) The solid
state a is not compatible with the fine-structure
measurements. (ii) Using the fine structure «, there
is a discrepancy in the Lamb shift between theory
and experiment; the theory would have to be shifted
about three or four times its limit of error to agree
with experiment.

Before one takes the Lamb shift discrepancy too
seriously, the experimental discrepancy between values
of a should be resolved. If it should turn out that
the high-frequency separation (2P3s—2Sy2) should
increase to yield agreement with the solid state e,
the Lamb shift discrepancy would be reduced to an
almost tolerable size. On the other hand, if the dis-
crepancy persists, there are a number of possible
ways it might be accounted for. One would be an
error in some part of the theoretical evaluation. This
seems very unlikely since all but a few very small
terms have been checked by several authors.®* Another
would be that the contributions of the omitted terms
in the perturbation expansion are unexpectedly large.
Still another is that some known physical effect has
been overlooked; this too seems unlikely since many
competent physicists have explored a variety of pos-
sibilities. The most intriguing possibility is that some
unknown physics is beginning to show up. There
have been some speculations along this line.55
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APPENDIX A: NOTATION

The notation of Schweber’s'* book is used except
as otherwise noted. We work with a metric tensor
Zuy=g" with components

8oo= —gn= —gn= —g3= 1
and

2u=0 for uzv. (A.1)

We distinguish between covariant and contravariant
vectors by using upper and lower indices. The scalar
product of vectors 4, and B* is

A,B*=A,B,—A-B. (A.2)

Therefore, the four-momentum p? is equal to E*—p?
We will also use a notation defined by

b=7puv*=Evo—p-.

The symbol I is utilized to denote transversality.
In cases in which there is no ambiguity as to what
momentum a vector is transverse, we will use no
further indices. However, if we wish to write the
components of the vector A perpendicular to a mo-
mentum designated as 1, we may write Aig. The
number in parentheses also aids us in determining
the manner in which vectors are dotted into one
another. For example, vectors with the symbol (1)
are multiplied by other vectors with the same symbol.
For instance, the appearance of a product such as

(A.3)

YL@YL W) YL VL@
means

_ Y'qsqsw')( _ Y'QIQU)
};; ('Yz o Vi PE

Yp* Q1g1;
X (’Yp:i_ T) (’an'“"

Our units are chosen such that fi=c=1 and &=
4ra. The electron mass will be denoted by s and
the proton mass by M.

In various places in the text we will distinguish
between proton and electron variables by using a sub-
script e or p. However, in most places the symbol e
is dropped since it will be understood that nonsub-
scripted variables refer to the electron.

Yo q.%qai)
. (A4
P (A4)

APPENDIX B: ASYMPTOTIC FORM OF THE
HYDROGEN WAVE FUNCTION (15)

In momentum space the Coulomb wave function
satisfies the equation

—e?

(£ ap=pm)™ (2) @—p)?

—— $:(1"),
(B.1)

where E is the energy eigenvalue. We would like to
obtain the asymptotic value of this wave function.

If we insert the nonrelativistic approximation to
the wave function,

é:(p) =

(2ma)52 1

M e P T

% ([(d'P';(;Zm:lxe) =) ([(d.p)x/ezm]X) ,» (B.2)

into the right-hand side of (B.1), we obtain on the
left-hand side an excellent approximation to the wave
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function for all p. We find that

2

+m & .
2m(—2me+p?) P

) o)+

¢.(p) & (E

2m

ap ép .
——¢c(p’)Xe7
(2r)? (p'—p)*
where E and e actually contain more than just the
basic binding. The integral appearing in (B.3) may
be readily evaluated by contour methods.
For large values of p we obtain the result

L(E+m)/2m]xebe(p) +3(wer) (p/m) x$:(p). (B.4)
This asymptotic value is not in agreement with the
asymptotic value obtained from the lowest-order treat-
ment of the BS equation with a Coulomb kernel.

The small components of ¢.(p) are equal to

ép &y  —e
me—p?J) (2m)3 (0'—p)*~
but this in turn is simply

[(s-p)/2m]x$:(p). (B.6)

This is exactly the same as the small components
of ¢.. This was previously noted in Sec. III.

(B.3)

¢‘cS(p) = 2 e$c(p,) :“:F (BS)

APPENDIX C: NONRELATIVISTIC SIZE
CORRECTION—SHELL OF CHARGE

The hyperfine splitting is proportional to | $(0) 2,
as was seen in Sec. ITI. If the proton consists of a
shell of charge of radius R rather than a point charge,
the result should change to |§®(0) |2, where the
superscript (s) stands for size or structure.

If we write

PO (1) =110 (1), (C.1)
then for values of >R we have the equation
@¢® [dr*+{—B*+ 28(1+n) /r} $9=0, (C.2)

where the energy is related to 8 by 82=2m | E| and
the small quantity 5 is given by g(1+7)=ma. To
first order in the small quantity 5, the solution of
(C.2) may be shown to be

$O=N{r+alrn (81— (1/2) T} ¥ (>R). (C3)
The equation for <R is

#¢® [dr+{—p+28[(1+9)/R]} $9=0. (C4)
Its solution is approximately given by
FO=Nr(1—jyrt+-)§0(0) (<R), (CS)

where

v=—3+[28(1+n)/R].
If we match (C.3) and (C.5) at r=R we obtain

3n

the relationship
§@(0) (1—§vR?) = ¢ #*{1+y[In BR— (1/28R) ]},
(C.6a)
and if we match derivatives we find
$@(0) (1—3vR?) = —BR {14-9In BR— (1/28R) } ¢#7
4+ [1+9(In BR+1)]e B, (C.6b)

The quotient of (C.6a) and (C.6b) may be used to
obtain the value of . The result turns out to be

(c.n

Therefore the finite size of the proton changes the
binding energy to

Eximo[1—5(maR)?]. (C.8)

Using (C.6a) and the normalization of the wave
function we find that

PO (0)=(1—maR)¥(0).

10§ (maR)?.

(C.9)
Therefore

|9@(0) P (1—2maR) [¥(0) [ (C.10)
and the correction due to a finite shell of charge is
—2maR his. (C.11)

This may be compared to the correction appearing
in (3.21) of the text. It obviously agrees with the
result previously obtained.

APPENDIX D: CONFIRMATION OF STERNHEIM'’S
STATE-DEPENDENT MASS CORRECTIONS
TO HYPERFINE STRUCTURE

As mentioned in Sec. V, we have obtained the
same result as Sternheim for the o?m/M state-de-
pendent mass correction to the hfs of hydrogen.
Here we will work out some of the details of this
calculation.

Using Egs. (2.14) and (2.16) in the text we find
that a sufficiently accurate solution of our modified
Dirac equation is given by

Yas={1/[1+r—A(a?/2) ]}

X {1—(1/4M)[p%, W1} (1+B\)¢o1s (D.1)
and
Yos= {1/[1+A—X\(a?/8) ]}

X {1—(1/4M)[p%, W1} (1+BN)o2s.  (D.2)

The state-dependent o? terms in the denominators
arise from an evaluation of the normalization of the
wave functions to the required order. The wave func-
tions ¥, are solutions of Eq. (2.16) which depend on
an effective mass and a modified fine-structure con-
stant, as discussed after Eq. (2.16). The parameter A
has also been defined above Eq. (2.16). To the
desired accuracy the effective masses for 1.5 and 25
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are, respectively,

. mL1= (/M) +3(m/M)e?]
e [1— (m2/ M) 2

(D.3)

and

= m{1— (m/M)+3(m/M)o?]
[1_ (m2/M2) ]1/2

The hyperfine splitting is now obtained from

(D.4)

o
2M
By analogy with Eqgs. (3.6)—(3.9) we obtain the fol-

lowing contributions from (D.5) {for the moment,
we ignore the [p? W] term in (D.1) and (D.2)}:

1S:

2opp,  (142) (1=N)
3M [1+A—r(a2/2) P

[ Et@Lexp, mlop@. (D)

(m’lsa,) %o/ ( 1—]—%&'2) <ds : dp)-
(D.6)
2S:

2ap,  (14+X) (1—2)
3M [1+A—r(a2/8)

(m'a50’) 2 (14+%La’?) (8e+ 8p).

(D.7)

From (D.7) and (D.6) we obtain contributions of
order o®m/M to the residual R, which is defined by

1+ R= 8wy (hfs) /vi(hfs). (D.8)
These contributions are
—$o2(m/M) (D.9)

and constitute the sum of (i) and (ii) referred to
in Sec. V. We see that they arise in a simple way
from the normalization and the effective mass.

There is also the correction which arises from the
[p%, W] term of the wave functions in (D.1) and
(D.2). It is

et [ —ai 6, X @t
2Mfd"l’° (x) { M

Although it will be canceled precisely by another per-
turbation, this term may easily be evaluated for the

1S and 25 states (using a cutoff at small 7). The
resulting contribution to R is

(}¢—2In 2)e*(m/M). (D.11)

This contribution arises in the Foldy—Wouthuysen
approach from the noncommutativity of the con-
vection and magnetic interactions. In that treatment,
it is given by the interaction

i6-[(AxAn)+(AnxA)]/2m,  (D.12)

where A,, and A, denote the magnetic and convection
parts of A. It was shown by Sternheim® that such

}mo. (D.10)

effective interactions should cancel. In the present
formalism, we then expect that the two-photon-ex-
change contributions should yield a compensating
term to (D.10).

Let us consider in detail how this cancellation oc-
curs. In momentum space the contribution due to
two transverse photons of the Dirac type is

i(4ma)?
(2m)*

f a*p'{voyLe (P —m+1i0)yrqy

+ voveq? (B ps— ' —m4-10) "y i )

X [(p'—ps)2+i0T [(p1—p')*+i0] (1 —2;-[1:4) .

X (p1+p2—p'—M+i0>~lvf( (D.13)

d-p21/2M> )

We are interested in terms which are explicitly
O(1/M?). Using a positive-energy projection operator
for the proton we obtain

i(4ra)?
(2m)*

,[ @’ [vovse (p'—m—+1i0) "y

+ vovray! (1t ps— ' —m+10)"y1m*]
X [(p'— p3)2+i0T 2 [(p1—p')2+i0] (E1— E'+1i0) 1

1 a0 ST :
X[ o T 2 (PP X6
ptp | i ' i
X[ ep) xa, | 0
The E' integral of (D.14) may be done by contour
methods. We will first consider the ladder graph and
close the contour above the axis. The proton pole
contributes

azp’ . . .
(471_0‘)2/ (_2%—5%7*(3>'(P'_m+ 10)y1q

1 1 p3+p’ 1 , :I'.
— (p'— é
X (pl—p’)’(p’—ps)”[ T +2M (p'—ps) X6,
.50 S DS |
X[ L ey s, @19

where E’ in the electron propagator is equal to Ei.
In the low-momentum region (g, ps, p'~ma) this is
exactly the transverse-transverse part of the iteration
of the potential.

The convection—convection and convection-magnetic
terms of (D.15) have been incorporated in the effec-
tive potential treatment. Only the magnetic-magnetic
term is new. Let us consider it briefly. The electron
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factor may be written as

Y
3) El'_‘ (p/2+m2) 1/2+1-0

A_(p")
E1_+_ (p'2+ mz) 1/2__

with Ay and A_ the positive- and negative-energy
projection operators. The positive-energy part of the
propagator gives a contribution which has been eval-
uated by Schwartz®® using second-order perturbation
theory. (Note: In this term one should really keep
all orders of the Coulomb interaction.)

Next we consider the negative-energy part of (D.15).
To the desired accuracy the electron factor becomes

(D.17)

- ]cuu)" (D.16)
10

(1/2m) o1 ‘o1’
and therefore we obtain a contribution of
(1/2m) (8- An)?= (1/2m) [An+Ap+id-A, x A, ]

(D.18)
Only the second term

(1/2m)id-A, x A,

contributes to the hfs.

There are additional contributions to the ladder-
graph term of (D.14). The electron pole occurs at
E'~—m and leads to photon and proton denomina-
tors which are, respectively, of order 4m? and 2m.
These large denominators lead to a very high nominal
order (apparent powers of ) for the resulting oper-
ator. While the true order is less, it is still higher
than terms being considered and is state independent.
In considering the photon pole contributions, it is
convenient to separate the electron propagator into
positive- and negative-energy parts. For the former,
the electron denominator is of the order of the photon
momentum. Since the same denominator is of the
order of the binding energy in the proton pole con-
tribution, the resulting contribution is one power of
a smaller than the terms we seek.

The important contributions are those coming from
the negative-energy part of the electron propagator.
The electron factor becomes

(D.19)

(1/4m?) ar@y'm(1—7o) sy (1/2m) o1& 'o 10’
(D.20)
and we obtain

@ 1 1 1
P (Zm) 0'1.(3) 0’.1.(1)

— (4ra)?

(2m)? 2 (p'—ps)? (p—p')?
ptp, i, ¢
XJ:—ZF + m (p'—ps) xd?]

X [p‘“’ o — (=7 xep], (D.21)
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which is
— (1/4m)[A2+id-A x A]. (D.22)

Next we will consider the crossed graph of (D.14).
Here it is convenient to close the contour in the Jower
half-plane. The electron pole is again unimportant.
The photon poles are again important only for the
negative-energy part, but not for the positive-energy
part (the same argument as for the ladder graph).
The electron factor for the negative-energy part
becomes

(1/2m) o'J.(1)j0'J.(3)i, (D.23)

and we obtain
+(1/4m)[A2—i¢-A x A7) (D.24)

The over-all sign of (D.24) differs from that of (D.22)
because we have closed the contour in the lower half-
plane. The relative sign of the two terms is negative
due to the order of the matrices in (D.23).

Adding up the contributions (D.19), (D.22), and
(D.24) we obtain

(1/2m)i6+An % Ap— (1/2m)ic-AxA.  (D.25)

We note that terms involving A,, X A,, cancel in (D.25),
and we are left with

—(1/2m)is-[ (A% An)+ (AnxA;) ] (D.26)

This term exactly cancels (D.12), and therefore the
expression in (D.11) does not contribute to R.

We have demonstrated this cancellation only for
the case of the Dirac part of the magnetic moment.
The Pauli interaction will behave in the same way
to the order of accuracy which we require.

Finally, the interaction of Eq. (5.1) will give a con-
tribution to R. The interaction may be written as

+ (ut+3) (6 )_vg _ a(ut3) 6L
2M T M) 22
The expectation value of (D.20) gives a contribution

to R, connecting the small components of the Dirac
wave function. We obtain

(D.27)

8- +3) é,°L ¢-
/dw’r() pa(;WZ) 2 anp(r). (D.28)
Using
6p*L=%(8,°686-L+6:Lg,4) (D.29)

and ¢:Lg-py=—28-py (this follows from the fact

. that @-py is a Py state), we obtain

a(n+z) / By

T AmME
Expression (D.24) may easily be evaluated for the
1S and 2.5 states. We obtain a contribution to R of

L(ut-3)/up)(m/M)e?(3In 2—55). (D.31)

(D.30)
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Adding (D.9), (D.31), and the term obtained by
Schwartz,®® we obtain complete agreement with Eq.
(2.18) of Sternheim.*

In addition to the terms just discussed, we have
carefully examined the two-photon contribution to the
effective potential to see whether there are any fur-
ther state-dependent contributions to R of order
a?m/M. The ladder and crossed diagrams separately
have such contributions, but they are easily seen to
compensate when added. We have not examined the
higher-order contributions (i.e., from three or more
photons) to the effective potential. In view of the
cancellations in the two-photon contribution, it seems
unlikely, although not impossible, that contributions
arise in higher order.
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