
MIT-CTP/5799
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The subtraction function plays a pivotal role in calculations involving the forward Compton
amplitude, which is crucial for predicting the Lamb shift in muonic atom, as well as the proton-
neutron mass difference. In this work, we present a lattice QCD calculation of the subtraction
function using two domain wall fermion gauge ensembles near the physical pion mass. We utilize
a recently proposed subtraction point, demonstrating its advantage in mitigating statistical and
systematic uncertainties by eliminating the need for ground-state subtraction. Our results reveal
significant contributions from Nπ intermediate states to the subtraction function. Incorporating
these contributions, we compute the proton, neutron and nucleon isovector subtraction functions
at photon momentum transfer Q2

∈ [0,2] GeV2. For the proton subtraction function, we compare
our lattice results with chiral perturbation theory prediction at low Q2 and with the results from
the perturbative operator-product expansion at high Q2. Finally, using these subtraction functions
as input, we determine their contribution to two-photon exchange effects in the Lamb shift and
isovector nucleon electromagnetic self-energy.

INTRODUCTION

The Lamb shift has been instrumental in advancing our
understanding of quantum electrodynamics (QED) and
the structure of the atom. It refers to a slight difference
in energy levels within the hydrogen atom that was not
predicted by the Dirac equation. Modern precision mea-
surements of the Lamb shift have reached a point that
they can probe the internal structure of the proton. A
landmark example is the 2010 measurement of the Lamb
shift in muonic hydrogen [1], which yielded an exception-
ally accurate determination of the proton charge radius -
an order of magnitude more precise than previous world
averages like the CODATA-2010 value [2]. Theoreti-
cal uncertainties in extracting the proton charge radius
from the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift are mainly due to
the two-photon exchange (TPE) contribution, where the
non-perturbative hadronic part is linked to the forward
Compton amplitude. This presents a promising target
for lattice QCD, with the first such calculation recently
published [3]. On the other hand, previous studies have
largely relied on dispersive analyses using experimental
data as input [4–8], supplemented by effective field theo-
ries [9–15], non-relativistic QED [16], and the operator-
product expansion (OPE) [17]. Such analyses require a
subtraction function to ensure the convergence of the dis-
persive integral at large momentum transfers, and large
uncertainties in this subtraction function limit the preci-
sion of the TPE calculations. A similar challenge arises
in the dispersive analysis of the isovector nucleon electro-
magnetic self-energy, where the largest uncertainty also
stems from the subtraction function [18–22].

The study of the subtraction function dates back to

1950s. In a foundational paper [23], Chew, Goldberger,
Low, and Nambu developed dispersion relations for for-
ward Compton scattering, introducing a subtraction con-
stant (the subtraction function in modern terminology)
to account for uncertainties at low momentum transfers.
While much of the Compton amplitude can be derived
from experimental data using principles like analyticity
and unitarity, the subtraction function remains inacces-
sible from direct measurements, making it a persistent
challenge in modern dispersive analyses. Current calcu-
lations of the subtraction function rely on models, lead-
ing to significant variation depending on the chosen ap-
proach. Efforts to constrain the subtraction function in-
corporate theoretical insights at both low [6, 16, 24–29]
and high momentum transfers [17, 30], but the intermedi-
ate region remains poorly understood. A recent proposal
suggests that dilepton electroproduction could further
constrain the subtraction function, offering hope that fu-
ture precision experiments at electron facilities such as
MAMI, MESA, and JLab might shed light on this key
quantity [31]. Theoretically, a precise ab initio calcula-
tion, such as from lattice QCD, would greatly enhance
the accuracy of theoretical predictions. Here, we present
our lattice QCD calculation of the subtraction function.

CHOICE OF SUBTRACTION POINT

In Euclidean space, the spin-averaged forward doubly-
virtual Compton scattering tensor is expressed in

Tµν(P,Q) =
1

8πM
∫ d4xeiQ⋅x⟨N ∣T[Jµ(x)Jν(0)]∣N⟩

= K1(P,Q)T1(ν,Q
2
) +K2(P,Q)T2(ν,Q

2
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where

K1(P,Q) = −δµν +
QµQν

Q2
,

K2(P,Q) = −
1

M2
(Pµ −

P ⋅Q

Q2
Qµ)(Pν −

P ⋅Q

Q2
Qν) ,(2)

and ν = P ⋅Q/M , with P = (iM,0) andQ = (Q0,Q) repre-
senting the Euclidean nucleon and photon four-momenta,
respectively. M is the nucleon mass, Jµ,ν are the electro-
magnetic quark currents and T1,2(ν,Q) are the Lorentz
scalar functions. When needed, we use the superscripts
(p) and (n) to distinguish between proton and neutron
scalar functions. The isovector Lorentz scalar functions
are defined as T

(v)
1,2 = T

(p)
1,2 − T

(n)
1,2 .

The TPE correction to the Lamb shift of a hydrogen-
like atom is

∆E = −
8mα2

em

π
∣ϕn(0)∣

2
∫ d4Q

×
(Q2 + 2Q2

0)T1(iQ0,Q
2) − (Q2 −Q2

0)T2(iQ0,Q
2)

Q4(Q4 + 4m2Q2
0)

,

(3)

with αem the fine structure constant, m the lepton mass
and ∣ϕn(0)∣

2
the square of the nS-state wave function

at the origin [6]. Similarly, T1,2(ν,Q) also appear in the
nucleon electromagnetic self-energy, involving an integral
of

δMγ
=
αem

2π2 ∫R
d4Q

−3Q2T1(iQ0,Q
2) +Q2T2(iQ0,Q

2)

Q4
.

(4)
The subscript R indicates that the integral has been
renormalized, as discussed in [18].

The scalar function T1,2(ν,Q
2) encapsulate the com-

plex structural information of the nucleon. They can be
determined using dispersion relations [32]

T1(ν,Q
2
) − T1(ν0,Q

2
)

= ∫

∞

ν2
el

dν′
2

π

(ν2 − ν20) ImT1(ν
′,Q2)

(ν′2 − ν2)(ν′2 − ν20)
,

T2(ν,Q
2
) = ∫

∞

ν2
el

dν′
2

π

ImT2(ν
′,Q2)

ν′2 − ν2
, (5)

where νel = Q
2/(2M). The imaginary parts of T1,2(ν,Q

2)

are related to the structure functions F1,2(ν,Q
2) as

ImT1(ν,Q
2
) =

1

4M
F1(ν,Q

2
),

ImT2(ν,Q
2
) =

1

4ν
F2(ν,Q

2
). (6)

F1,2(ν,Q
2) contain both elastic and inelastic contribu-

tions. The elastic part is described by the form factors

F el
1 (ν,Q

2
) =

1

2
G2

M(Q
2
)δ(1 − x)

F el
2 (ν,Q

2
) =

G2
E(Q

2) + τpG
2
M(Q

2)

1 + τp
δ(1 − x), (7)

where τp = Q
2/(4M2). The Bjorken variable is defined as

x ≡ Q2/(2Mν), so that δ(1−x) = νelδ(ν−νel). GE/M(Q
2)

represent the electric and magnetic form factors. For the
inelastic part, F inel

1,2 (ν,Q
2) are defined above the inelas-

tic threshold, νinel = mπ + (m
2
π +Q

2)/(2M), and can be
measured through electron or muon inelastic scattering.

In the dispersive framework, T1(ν0,Q
2) in Eq. (5) rep-

resents the so-called subtraction function, with ν0 being
the subtraction point, which is often chosen arbitrary. A
common choice is ν0 = 0, as adopted by CSSM-QCDSF-
UKQCD Collaboration in their exploratory lattice QCD
study using Wilson fermions, which was published in the
proceedings [33] and has recently appeared on arXiv [34].

Another subtraction point, ν0 =
i∣Q∣
2
, where ∣Q∣ denotes

the magnitude of the 4-vector Q, has been proposed for
the proton-neutron mass splitting [21, 22]. Recently, a
new subtraction point at ν0 = i∣Q∣ was suggested, which
has the advantage of minimizing the inelastic contri-
bution from the structure functions F1,2(ν,Q

2) to the
muonic hydrogen Lamb shift [35].
In this lattice QCD study, we find that choosing ν0 =

i∣Q∣ provides the most accurate estimate of the subtrac-
tion function. To illustrate this, we first introduced a
generalized subtraction point, ν0 = iξ∣Q∣, where the four-

momentum is specified as Q0 = ξ∣Q∣ and ∣Q∣ =
√
1 − ξ2∣Q∣.

Using this setup, we derive T1(iξ∣Q∣,Q
2) from Eq. (1)

T1(iξ∣Q∣,Q
2
) =

1

2
[

ξ2

1 − ξ2
T00 −∑

i

Tii]

=
1

16πM
∫
∣t∣<t0

d4xeiQ⋅x

×[
ξ2

1 − ξ2
H00(x) −∑

i

Hii(x)] ,(8)

where Hµν(x) = ⟨N ∣T [Jµ(x)Jν(0)]∣N⟩ and t0 repre-
sents the temporal truncation. According to the current
conservation and Ward identity, the hadronic function
Hµν(x) satisfies [3]

∫
∣t∣<t0

d4xH00(x) = 4Mt0G
2
E(0),

∫
∣t∣<t0

d4x∑
i

Hii(x) = 6G
2
E(0), (9)

where a sufficiently large t0 ensures the nucleon ground-

state dominance inH00(x)∣
t=t0

. These relations were also

numerically confirmed in our previous study [36].
We focus on T1(iξ∣Q∣,Q

2) at low Q2. However, as Q→
0, we encounter the divergence as t0 increases

T1(iξ∣Q∣,Q
2
)∣

Q=0
=

1

8πM
[

ξ2

1 − ξ2
2Mt0 − 3]G

2
E(0). (10)

The issue arises because the limit Q → 0 is taken be-
fore t0 →∞. To resolve this, t0 →∞ must be taken first.
Since lattice QCD data cannot access infinitely large time
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slices, we reconstruct the lattice data for ∣t∣ > t0 using
infinite-volume reconstruction method [37, 38], or equiv-
alently, replace the large-t contribution with the ground-
state contribution

T1(iξ∣Q∣,Q
2
) =

1

2
[

ξ2

1 − ξ2
(T00 − T

GS
00 ) −∑

i

(Tii − T
GS
ii )]

+
1

8πE
G2

E(Q
2
on), (11)

where Q2
on = 2M(E −M) and E =

√
M2 +Q2. Here,

T GS
µν denotes the ground-state contribution to Tµν . The

derivation of Eq. (11) is provided in the Supplemental
Material [39].

Although Eq. (11) allows for calculating the subtrac-
tion function at any subtraction point, the cancellation
between Tµν and T GS

µν introduces significant statistical
and systematic uncertainties. However, a special case
arises when ξ = 1, or equivalently ν0 = i∣Q∣, where the
expression of T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) simplifies to

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2
) = −

1

3
∑
i

Tii

= −
1

24πM
∫ dt cos(∣Q∣t)H(t). (12)

Here hadronic function H(t) is defined as H(t) ≡

∫ d
3x ∑iHii(x). The derivation of Eq. (12) is provided

in the Supplemental Material [39]. Compared to the pre-
vious formalism (11), this approach no longer requires
the subtraction of the ground-state contribution. From

Eq. (9), we know that limQ→0 T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) = −

G2
E(0)

4πM
.

Thus, we define T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) as

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2
) ≡ −

4παem

Q2
[T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2
) − lim

Q→0
T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2
)]

= −
αem

6M
∫ dt

1 − cos(∣Q∣t)

Q2
H(t) (13)

=
αem

6M
∫ dt

cos(∣Q∣t)

Q2
H(t) + α1. (14)

with α1 = −
αemG2

E(0)

MQ2 . Compared to T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2),

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) provides clearer insight into the low-Q2 be-

havior. Additionally, direct insertion of T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) into

Eq. (3) leads to infrared divergence, whereas T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2)

is the commonly used function for calculating the
Lamb shift [16, 17, 29]. Therefore, in this calculation,
T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) is our primary target. Once T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) is

determined, T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) is also known.

NUMERICAL RESULTS

We used two 2 + 1-flavor domain wall fermion ensem-
bles from the RBC-UKQCD Collaboration [40] near the
physical pion mass (142.6(3) MeV for 24D and 142.9(7)

MeV for 32Df [41]), with similar spatial volumes (L = 4.6
fm) but different lattice spacings (a−1 = 1.023(2) GeV
and 1.378(5) GeV). The hadronic functions Hµν(x) are
derived from the four-point correlation functions, in-
corporating both connected and disconnected diagrams.
For each configuration, we generate 1024 point-source
and 1024 smeared-source propagators at random spa-
tiotemporal locations to compute the correlation function
⟨ψp(tf)Jµ(x)Jν(y)ψ

†
p(ti)⟩, using the random sparsening-

field technique [42, 43]. Here, ψp and ψ†
p are the pro-

ton annihilation and creation operators with zero spa-
tial momentum. Additional details are provided in
Refs. [3, 36, 44].
As Q→ 0, α2 ≡ limQ→0 T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) is known as

α2 = −
αem

12M
∫ dt t2H(t)

= αE −
αem

M
(
G2

E(0) + κ
2

4M2
+
GE(0)⟨r

2
E⟩

3
) , (15)

where αE is the nucleon electric polarizability, κ is the
nucleon anomalous magnetic moment and ⟨r2E⟩ is the
squared charge radius. In Ref. [36], we confirmed that
lattice QCD results for α2 are consistent with the PDG
values [45]. To enhance the calculation, we can deter-
mine T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) by using experimental data for αE , κ
and ⟨r2E⟩ as input, and express T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) as

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2
) = −

αem

6M
∫ dt [

1 − cos(∣Q∣t)

Q2
−
1

2
t2]H(t)+α2.

(16)
This expression is similar to those used for calculating
hadronic vacuum polarization functions in muon g − 2
studies [46, 47]. When incorporating the experimental
input for α2, the uncertainty is predominantly driven by
αE .

c1

c2

1 - c1 - c2

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Q2 GeV2

Ens = 24D
c1

c2

1 - c1 - c2

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Q2 GeV2

Ens = 32Df

Figure 1. The parameters c1, c2 and the resulting 1− c1 − c2
as functions of Q2 for the proton subtraction function, using
both the 24D (left) and 32Df (right) ensembles.

Eq. (13) is the primary formula used to calculate

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2), denoted as T

(0)
1 . However, this method can

suffer from large uncertainties at both the low- and high-
Q2. At low Q2, Eq. (16) provides a more accurate esti-
mate of T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) for the proton, as the uncertainty is
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mainly determined by α2, which is well-constrained by
experimental data. At higher Q2, Eq. (14) yields better
results for T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) because the numerical integral is
suppressed by the weight function cos(∣Q∣t)/Q2, and the
remaining uncertainty from α1 is negligible. We define

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) from Eq. (14) as T

(1)
1 and from Eq. (16) as

T
(2)
1 . To take advantage of both approaches, we con-

struct a new expression for T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) by introducing

the parameters c1 and c2

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2
) = (1 − c1 − c2)T

(0)
1 + c1T

(1)
1 + c2T

(2)
1

= −
αem

6M
∫ dt [

1 − c1 − cos(∣Q∣t)

Q2
−
c2
2
t2]H(t)

+c1α1 + c2α2. (17)

To determine the optimal values for c1 and c2, we min-
imize the variance of the combined result T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2).
The values of c1 and c2 obtained through this minimiza-
tion process. Fig. 1 shows c1, c2 and 1−c1−c2 as functions
of Q2 for the case of the proton subtraction function.
The corresponding results for the neutron and isovector
subtraction functions are discussed in the Supplemental
Material [39]. We observe similar behavior in the 24D
and 32Df ensembles. Note that it is not necessary to fix
c1,2 for all ensembles. In principle, c1,2 can take arbitrary
values. The different choices of c1,2 may lead to varying
statistical and systematic effects, but the methodology
for determining T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) remains consistent. For the
proton, the PDG value for the electric polarizability is

α
(p)
E = 11.2(4) × 10−4 fm3, with a few-percent precision,

whereas uncertainties in the lattice results remain much
larger. Consequently, at low Q2, c2 is significantly larger
than both c1 and 1 − c1 − c2, indicating that T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2)

is primarily determined by T
(2)
1 . As Q2 increases, c2

decreases while c1 increases, causing T
(1)
1 to dominate.

However, this pattern is not universal. In the isovector
case, the disconnected diagrams in the lattice calculation
cancel out, and the lattice results become more accurate

as Q → 0. Thus, the pure lattice results, T
(0)
1 , dominate

at low Q2. Further details are available in the Supple-
mental Material [39].

In Eq. (17), the integral part

T lat
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2
) = −

αem

6M
∫ dt ω(Q2, t)H(t) (18)

with the weight function

ω(Q2, t) = [
1 − c1 − cos(∣Q∣t)

Q2
−
c2
2
t2] (19)

is influenced by the lattice input through H(t), while the
term of c1α1 + c2α2 is informed by experimental data.
In Fig. 2, using the 24D ensemble as an example, we
distinguish these two contributions. Across nearly the
entire region of Q2 ∈ [0,2] GeV2, the lattice QCD in-
put plays a significant role in determining T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2).

Total

Lat. input

Exp. input

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

-2

0

2

4

6

8

Q2 GeV2

T
1(p

)
i
Q
,
Q
2

1
0
-
4
fm

3


Figure 2. A comparison between the contributions to

T
(p)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q2

) from lattice QCD input and experimental in-
put, using the 24D proton subtraction function as an example.

The hadronic function H(t) is subject to various system-
atic effects, with temporal truncation effects and finite-
volume effects being the most significant in this study. To
mitigate these systematic effects, we compute the matrix
elements ⟨N ∣Ji(0)∣Nπ⟩ for the four lowest Nπ states in
the center-of-mass frame, with nucleon momenta reach-
ing up to ∼ 0.5 GeV. A detailed discussion on controlling
these systematic effects can be found in the Supplemental
Material [39].

24D

32Df

OPE

NLO ChPT + Born

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0

2

4

6

8

Q2 GeV2

T
1(p

)
i
Q
,
Q
2

1
0
-
4
fm

3


Figure 3. The lattice results of T
(p)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q2

) as functions
of Q2. These results are compared with ChPT at low Q2 [29]
and with the perturbative OPE results at high Q2 [17].

Fig. 3 shows the final results for T
(p)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2),

with the corresponding results for T
(n)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) and

T
(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) provided in the Supplemental Mate-

rial [39]. The lattice results of T
(p)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) are com-
pared with chiral perturbation theory (ChPT) predic-



5

tions at low Q2 [29], where the Born contribution

TB
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2
) = −

αem

MQ2
[
τpG

2
M(Q

2)

1 + τp
+G2

E(0)

−(
GE(Q

2) + τpGM(Q
2)

1 + τp
)
2

] (20)

has been subtracted. For comparison, we add back the
Born contribution using the form factors from Ref. [48].
The main uncertainty in the ChPT results arises from the
non-Born part. At large Q2, the lattice results are com-
pared with one-loop perturbative OPE predications [17].
The results show similar behavior to both ChPT at low
Q2 and OPE at high Q2, with smaller uncertainties at
low Q2 and providing new insights in the intermediate
region, which is not well-covered by either method.

APPLICATIONS OF SUBTRACTION FUNCTION

Although the TPE contribution to the Lamb shift
in Eq. (3) is infrared divergent, this divergence can
be eliminated by subtracting the contributions from a
pointlike term and the third Zemach moment [6]. For
the subtraction-function contribution, the infrared diver-
gence can be simply removed by performing the subtrac-
tion of T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2) − limQ→0 T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2). The contribu-

tion to the Lamb shift is then given by

∆Esub∣
Λ2
=

2mαem

π2
∣ϕn(0)∣

2

×∫
Q2<Λ2

d4Q

Q2

Q2 + 2Q2
0

Q4 + 4m2Q2
0

T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2
)

=
αem

m
∣ϕn(0)∣

2
∫

Λ2

0
dQ2 γ1(τ)√

τ
T1(i∣Q∣,Q

2
),

(21)

where γ1(τ) = (1 − 2τ) [(1 + τ)
1
2 − τ

1
2 ] + τ

1
2 and τ =

Q2/(4m2).
By substituting the lattice results of the subtraction

function T1(i∣Q∣,Q
2) into the integral and applying mo-

mentum cutoffs of Λ2 = 1 GeV2 and 2 GeV2, we ob-
tain for the following subtraction-function contributions
to the muonic hydrogen Lamb shift

∆E
(p)
sub∣

Λ2=1 GeV2
=

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

6.94(42)(54) µeV for 24D

7.15(70)(54) µeV for 32Df
,

∆E
(p)
sub∣

Λ2=2 GeV2
=

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

6.97(47)(56) µeV for 24D

7.22(81)(57) µeV for 32Df
.(22)

The first uncertainty is the lattice statistical error, and
the second is from experimental input. The results for
24D and 32Df are in very good agreement, and the re-
sults at Λ2 = 1 GeV2 and 2 GeV2 are nearly the same,

with only sub-percent changes. This is expected, as the
integral is ultraviolet finite and thus not sensitive to high-
momentum regions. The contribution above Λ2 can be
estimated using perturbative OPE, which is found to be
negligible.
For neutron subtraction function, its contribution to

the muonic-atom Lamb shift is

∆E
(n)
sub∣

Λ2=1 GeV2
=

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

10.49(90)(77) µeV for 24D

12.5(1.0)(1.0) µeV for 32Df
,

∆E
(n)
sub∣

Λ2=2 GeV2
=

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

10.60(96)(80) µeV for 24D

12.7(1.1)(1.1) µeV for 32Df
.(23)

Here, the wave function ∣ϕn(0)∣
2

is still taken from
muonic hydrogen [8]. When applying the neutron sub-
traction function to muonic atoms like muonic deuterium
and muonic helium, ∣ϕn(0)∣

2
needs to be rescaled [49–51].

Again, the results at Λ2 = 1 GeV2 and 2 GeV2 are consis-
tent and the 24D and 32Df results have a slight deviation
of ∼ 1.5 σ. While this deviation may stem from lattice
artifacts, it could also result from statistical fluctuations.
Further investigation of this effect using additional lat-
tice spacings would be an interesting avenue for future
study.

Note that to make a meaningful comparison with pre-
vious phenomenological work, such as Ref. [6], it is im-
portant to consider two factors: (1) the results are deter-
mined using a different subtraction point, and (2) they in-
clude both the Born and non-Born contributions. These
differences can be accounted for and compensated by us-
ing experimental data as input.

The subtraction-function contribution to the isovector
nucleon self-energy can be computed as

δM
γ,(v)
sub ∣

Λ2
= −

3αem

2
∫

Λ2

0
dQ2
T
(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q2

)

=
3

8π
∫

Λ2

0
dQ2
[Q2T

(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2
) +

αem

M
] .(24)

Using the isovector subtraction function as input, we ob-
tain the nucleon self-energy in MeV

δM
γ,(v)
sub ∣

Λ2=1 GeV2
=

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

−0.672(36)(04) + 0.928 for 24D

−0.648(46)(09) + 0.928 for 32Df
,

δM
γ,(v)
sub ∣

Λ2=2 GeV2
=

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

−1.643(54)(09) + 1.857 for 24D

−1.611(77)(17) + 1.857 for 32Df
.

(25)

The two terms arise from Q2T
(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) and αem/M ,
respectively. The nucleon self-energy computed here is
only meaningful when a momentum cutoff is applied, as
the integral is ultraviolet divergent. For each Λ2, the
24D and 32Df results show good agreement. By using
a consistent cutoff, the lattice results can be compared
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with or used in the dispersive analysis, where reducing
model dependence is crucial for obtaining a robust error
estimate.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we performed a detailed lattice QCD cal-
culation of the proton, neutron, and isovector subtraction
functions. The use of a new subtraction point allowed us
to reduce statistical and systematic uncertainties, partic-
ularly by avoiding the need for ground-state subtraction.
The use of two gauge ensembles near the physical pion
mass allowed us to obtain results very close to the phys-
ical point, but also introduced significant temporal trun-
cation and finite-volume effects. By calculating the Nπ-
state contributions with center-of-mass momentum up to
∼0.5 GeV, we were able to control both of these system-
atic effects. The final lattice results provide a valuable
comparison with previous theoretical predictions at low
and high Q2, while also offering novel insights in the in-
termediate momentum region.

We applied these subtraction functions to compute the
TPE contribution to the Lamb shift in muonic atom, as
well as the isovector nucleon self-energy. In all cases,
uncertainties were significantly reduced due to improved
knowledge of the structure function in the intermediate
momentum region and smaller uncertainties at low mo-
mentum.

Given the challenges associated with the physical pion
mass, performing the calculation at heavier pion masses,
as done by the CSSM-QCDSF-UKQCD Collaboration,
followed by a chiral extrapolation, is a promising alter-
native approach. It is worth noting that even at unphys-
ical pion masses, such as 300 MeV, controlling temporal
truncation and finite-volume effects remains crucial.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Derivation of Eq. (11) and (12)

If Q approaches zero first, the subtraction function
T (iξQ,Q2) defined in Eq. (8) encounters a linear diver-
gence as the temporal truncation parameter t0 increases.
To resolve this issue, we modify the expression as given
in Eq. (11). Below, we provide the derivations that leads
to Eq. (11).

The term T GS
µν accounts for the ground-state contri-

bution to Tµν . Before taking the limit Q → 0, we first
compute T GS

00 and ∑i T
GS
ii for non-zeo Q, using

T
GS
µν =

1

8πM
∫ d4xeiQ⋅xHGS

µν (x)

=
1

4πE

Q2
on

Q2
on + 4M

2Q2
0

Mµν(Q), (S 1)

where Q = (Q0,Q), E =
√
M2 +Q2, HGS

µν (x) is the
ground-state contribution to Hµν(x) and

Mµν(Q) ≡ ⟨N(0)∣Jµ(0)∣N(Q)⟩⟨N(Q)∣Jν(0)∣N(0)⟩.
(S 2)

The squared momentum Q2
on results from the momentum

transfer between two on-shell states and is proportional
to Q2

Q2
on = (iE − iM)

2
+Q2

= 2M(E −M) =
2M

E +M
Q2. (S 3)

By expressing ⟨N(0)∣Jµ(0)∣N(Q)⟩ in terms of form fac-
tors, we obtain

TGS
00 =

1

4πE

4M2Q2

Q4
on + 4M

2Q2
0

G2
E(Q

2
on),

∑
i

TGS
ii = −

1

4πE

Q4
on

Q4
on + 4M

2Q2
0

G2
E(Q

2
on), (S 4)

and their combination

1

2
[

ξ2

1 − ξ2
TGS
00 −∑

i

TGS
ii ] =

1

8πE
G2

E(Q
2
on). (S 5)

By combining Eq. (S 5) with Eq. (8), we immediately ar-
rive at Eq. (11). Since the combination of T00 −T

GS
00 and

Tii−T
GS
ii completely removes the long-distance contribu-

tion, the divergence issue is resolved. Therefore, Eq. (11)
remains valid even taking the limit Q→ 0 before t0 →∞.

The next task is to derive Eq. (12). Starting from
Eq. (1), we have

δµνTµν = T00 +∑
i

Tii = −3T1 + (1 − ξ
2
)T2

−
PµPν

M2
Tµν = T00 = −(1 − ξ

2
)T1 + (1 − ξ

2
)
2
T2 (S 6)

From the second equation, we otain

T1 = −
1

1 − ξ2
T00 + (1 − ξ

2
)T2. (S 7)

Substituting this into the first equation and imposing the

condition (1 − ξ2)T2∣
ξ=1
= 0, we obtain

∑
i

Tii∣
ξ=1
=
2 + ξ2

1 − ξ2
T00∣

ξ=1
= 3
T00

1 − ξ2
∣
ξ=1
. (S 8)

At ξ = 1, replacing ξ2

1−ξ2
T00∣

ξ=1
in Eq. (8) with 1

3 ∑i Tii∣
ξ=1

,

we arrive at Eq. (12).

Systematic effects
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Figure S 1. The hadronic function H(p)(t) from both the
24D and 32Df ensembles as a function of t. These results
are compared with the contributions from the four lowest Nπ
states, which are calculated using 24D ensemble.

In calculating T lat
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2), the lattice data for H(t)
become increasingly noisy as the time separation t be-
tween the two currents grows, due to the signal-to-noise
problem. To address this, a temporal truncation t0 is in-
troduced for the integral. As shown in Fig. S 1, clear
signals are observed at small t, but quickly drown in
noise. The data converge to 0 around 0.75 fm, so we
set t0 accordingly. However, this truncation introduces
significant systematic effects caused by Nπ intermediate
states, which we will correct, as discussed below.
At large time separation, H(t) is dominated by the

low-lying Nπ intermediate states

HNπ,n
(t) = ∑

i

⟨N ∣Ji∣Nπ,n⟩⟨Nπ,n∣Ji∣N⟩e
−(ENπ,n−M)∣t∣

= Ane
−∆En∣t∣, (S 9)

where ∣Nπ,n⟩ (with n = 0,1,2,3,⋯) represents the dis-
crete energy eigenstates, ordered from lowest to high-
est, and ENπ,n denotes their corresponding energies. Al-
though HNπ,n(t) are significantly smaller than the to-
tal H(t), which is extracted from four-point correlation
functions (as shown in Fig. S 1), they are amplified by
the weight function ω(Q2, t). In Fig. S 2, we demon-
strate that with t0 = 0.75 fm, the integral is far from
converged, as the integrand associated with the lowest
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4pt Nπ , n = 0 Nπ , n = 1 Nπ , n = 2 Nπ , n = 3
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Figure S 2. The product of the weight function ω(Q2, t) and

the hadronic function H(p)(t) as a function of t for Q2
= 0

GeV2, 0.1 GeV2, 1 GeV2 and 2 GeV2. These results are
compared with the contributions from the four lowest Nπ
states, using the 24D ensemble as an example.

Nπ state peaks at tpeak = 2-4 fm for Q2 = 0 GeV2, 0.1
GeV2, 1 GeV2 and 2 GeV2. At Q2 = 1-2 GeV2, the oscil-
latory behavior of ω(Q2, t)H(t) arises from the cos(∣Q∣t)
factor in ω(Q2, t). In the previous study [36], we calcu-
lated HNπ,n(t) for the four lowest states, which mitigate
the temporal truncation issue. However, direct summa-
tion over the discrete Nπ states still suffers from sig-
nificant finite-volume effects at L ≈ 4.6 fm. To address
both temporal truncation and finite-volume effects simul-
taneously, we replace the discrete finite-volume Nπ-state
summation that includes temporal truncation at t0

TNπ
1 (t0,Q

2, L) = −
αem

6M
∫
∣t∣<t0

dt ω(Q2, t) ∑
n≤3

Ane
−∆En∣t∣

(S 10)
with the infinite-volume Nπ-state integral, which does
not involve temporal truncation

TNπ
1 (Q2,∞) = −

αem

6M
∫ dt ω(Q2, t)

×∫
∣p∣<Λ

d3p

(2π)3
A∞(p

2
)e−∆E∣t∣(S 11)

where ∆E =
√
M2 + p2 +

√
M2

π + p
2 − M , with p be-

ing the nucleon’s momentum in the Nπ center-of-mass
frame. The quantity A∞ is converted from An by mul-

tiplying a conversion factor L3

νn
(with νn = 1,6,12,8 for

n = 0,1,2,3). This conversion factor is equivalent to the
Lellouch-Lüscher factor when Nπ-rescattering effects are

neglected. The p2-dependence of A∞(p
2) has been de-

termined in our previous study [36]. In relation to the
discrete states n = 0,1,2,3, we introduce the momentum
cutoff Λ0 as

Λ0 = (
2π

L
)((

3

∑
n=0

νn) /(
4

3
π))

1
3

≈ 0.5 GeV. (S 12)

In Fig. S 3, we compare TNπ
1 (Q2,∞) for the regions

∣p∣ < Λ0 and Λ0 < ∣p∣ < Λ1, where Λ1 = 1 GeV. We assume
that p2-dependence of A∞(p

2), determined for ∣p∣ < Λ0,
remains valid for Λ0 < ∣p∣ < Λ1. For ∣p∣ > Λ1, however,
the p2-dependence of A∞(p

2) is likely no longer appli-
cable. Nevertheless, the much smaller contribution from
the region Λ0 < ∣p∣ < Λ1 compared to ∣p∣ < Λ0 suggests
that the residual temporal truncation and finite-volume
effects associated with the higher states are no longer
significant.

p < Λ0

Λ0 < p < Λ1

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

-2.0

-1.5

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Q2 GeV2

T
1(p

),
N

π
Q
2
,
∞

1
0
-
4
fm

3


Figure S 3. Comparison of TNπ
1 (Q2,∞) for momentum re-

gions ∣p∣ < Λ0 and Λ0 < ∣p∣ < Λ1, with Λ0 defined in Eq. (S 12)
and Λ1 = 1 GeV. The contribution from the higher momentum
region Λ0 < ∣p∣ < Λ1 is substantially smaller than that from
the lower momentum region ∣p∣ < Λ0, suggesting that residual
temporal truncation and finite-volume effects associated with
higher states are no longer significant.

Numerical results for neutron and isovector
subtraction function

For the neutron subtraction function, the parameters
c1, c2 and 1 − c1 − c2 are shown in Fig. S 4. Since the

experimental measurements of α
(n)
E are not as precise as

those for α
(p)
E , the α2 term does not impose a strong

constraint at low Q2. We observe that as Q → 0, the
value of c2 deviates from 1 more significantly compared
to the proton case. Using c1 and c2 as inputs, the final

results for T
(n)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) are shown in Fig. S 5.
For the isovector subtraction function, the parameters

c1, c2 and 1 − c1 − c2 are shown in Fig. S 6. We assume
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Figure S 4. The parameters c1, c2 and 1−c1−c2 as functions
of Q2 for the neutron subtraction function, using both the
24D (left) and 32Df (right) ensembles.
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Figure S 5. The lattice results of T
(n)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q2

) as functions
of Q2.

that the experimental measurements of α
(p)
E and α

(n)
E

are uncorrelated, so the combined error is taken as the
square root of the sum of squares. In contrast, for the lat-
tice QCD input, the disconnected diagram cancels in the
isovector case, causing the lattice results to dominate the
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Figure S 6. The parameters c1, c2 and 1−c1−c2 as functions
of Q2 for the isovector subtraction function, using both the
24D (left) and 32Df (right) ensembles.

variance minimization process. Consequently, 1 − c1 − c2
is very close to 1. The final results for T

(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) are
presented in Fig. S 7. These results align with the com-

bination T
(p)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2) − T
(n)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2), with only slight

differences. This is because we determine T
(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2)

using the c1,2 values from the variance minimization pro-

cess, rather than relying on the inputs of T
(p)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2)

and T
(n)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2).
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Figure S 7. The lattice results of T
(v)
1 (i∣Q∣,Q

2
) as functions

of Q2.
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