arXiv:1506.00873v1l [nucl-ex] 2 Jun 2015

An examination of proton chargeradius extractions from e-p scattering data

John Arrington
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A detailed examination of issues associated with protoiusaextractions from elastic
electron-proton scattering experiments is presentedrc8swf systematic uncertainty and
model dependence in the extractions are discussed, wittmahasis on how these may
impact the proton charge and magnetic radii. A comparisaregEnt Mainz data to previous
world data is presented, highlighting the difference imtngent of systematic uncertainties
as well as tension between different data sets. We find dassugs that suggest that larger
uncertainties than previously quoted may be appropriatedb not find any corrections

which would resolve the proton radius puzzle.

PACS numbers: 13.40.Gp,13.40.Gp,14.20.Dh,25.30.Bf

. INTRODUCTION

Five years after the initial extraction of the proton radiesn muonic hydrogen [1], the “proton
radius puzzle” persists. Measurements based on muonioggditransitions [2] and those based
on electron transitions|[3] or electron scattering measerds [4-6] disagree at the Tevel, with
muonic hydrogen results yielding a radius near 0.84 fm aectein-based measurements yielding
rg ~ 0.88fm, as summarized in Figl 1. In light of this, a careful exaation of the details of these
extractions is clearly warranted. Here, we discuss seissaés relevant to determining the proton
radius from electron scattering data.

In examining extractions from electron scattering data,examine the Mainz datal[6] and
global analyses [4) 5] of world data (excluding Mainz) sepely. This is done because the Mainz
data presents the uncertainties in the data in a significalifferent way from most other ex-
periments, making it difficult to perform a meaningful comdx analysis. It is also beneficial
to perform independent analyses to examine consistenayebatthe Mainz data and other mea-
surements at the cross sections level, which can be overdbioka combined analysis. We also
discuss some preliminary results from a detailed examonaif both Mainz and world datal[8].

There are several issues that suggest that larger undessainan quoted in previous works are
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FIG. 1: Extractions of the proton charge radius from muonidrbgen measurements [1, 2], hydrogen
spectroscopy [3], electron scattering measurements ata\Véj| 7], and a global analysis of earlier world
data [4]. The direct average shown is compared to the COD2020 evaluation [3]. Figure courtesy of
Randolf Pohl.

warranted. While none of these appear likely to resolve éadibcrepancy with muonic hydrogen

measurements, some issues remain which deserve moredaetadmination.

II. GENERAL ISSUESIN THE EXTRACTION OF THE RADII

One obtains the charge and magnetic form fact6fs(Q?) and G, (Q?), from unpolarized
cross section measurements by performing a Rosenbluthasigma 9] which uses the angle-
dependence at fixe@? to separate the charge and magnetic contributions. The sexgion at
fixed Q* is proportional to the reduced’ cross sectiop = 7G5, + ¢G%, wherer = Q?/(4M17)
ande™! = [1 + 2(1 + 7) tan?(6/2)]. At low Q?, the magnetic contribution is strongly suppressed
except for very smalt values, corresponding to large scattering angle. Becautbe difficul-
ties in making very large angle scattering measurementsaf)f, a significant extrapolation to
¢ = 0 is required and even sub-percent uncertainties on the sext®ns can yield significant
uncertainties on small contribution fro6,; (Q?).

Because one often combines data from many experimentspéadiich has an uncertainty in
its normalization uncertainty, the normalizations fastof the limited number of large-angle data
sets have a great impact on the extractiortzgf. If these normalization factors are allowed to
vary in the fit, which is the most common approach, then a sshafl in normalization between
large and small angle data sets can yield a significant shéfirength betwee’; andG,, over
a range inQ? values. Polarization observables are sensitive to the €4i/ G, [10,111] and can

thus provide not only direct information on the form factdsat also improve the determination



of the relative normalization of different measurementsp@&ticular interest are data sets at low
Q? values|[4, 12—14] which provide improved extraction€hf and additional constraints on the
experimental normalizations.

Extraction of the charge radius from electron scatterimmires parameterizing the cross sec-
tions to obtain the slope of the form factor@t = 0. Many naive extractions use fit functions
which do not provide sufficient flexibility to accurately deibe the low¢)? data, and often do not
attempt to estimate the uncertainty associated with th&ehaf functional form used to fit the
data. For example, several early extractions were basddenr fits to lowQ? data. Such fits will
always give an underestimate of the radius, based on thevaspositive curvature of the form
factors at low®2. One would have to have extremely precise data at veryédor a linear fit to
be sufficient|[15, 16].

Simply increasing the number of parameters in a simple Tadpansion or similar fit function
provides greater flexibility. However, it also leads to E&@sed uncertainty in the extracted radius
as correlations between different parameters in the expaaliow the impact of variations in one
term of the expansion to be balanced by changes in other t@imsyields a rapid increase in the
extracted radius uncertainty as the number of parametarsresased. This may lead to a situation
where there is no region in which there are enough parametexrscurately reproduce the data
while still yielding an uncertainty small enough to providaiseful radius extraction![8]. Such
analyses must find a balance between fit flexibility and radiusertainty and, ideally, attempt
to estimate the error made when truncating the fit functiofi.oAthe extractions that we will
review in detail [4-6] examine the model dependence aswatigith the functional form used to
parameterize the data and include at least some estimdte associated uncertainty.

The factorr suppresses the magnetic contributionZs— 0, causing the uncertainties on
G (Q?) to increase rapidly as seen in Higl. 2. Because the radiusotitn is sensitive to the low-
Q? behavior ofG; and the most precise data are at higiiévalues, it is particularly difficult to
reliably extract the magnetic radius. In the analyses ofdwdata [4/ 5], the fits exclude high?
data to prevent these data from influencing the extractitimeo$lope. For the analysis of the Mainz
data [6], the data set extends@ ~ 1 Ge\?, but the bulk of the data belo@? = 0.5 Ge\? and
a more flexible fit function is used to provide greater flexipito fit cross section measurements
at both low and higlg)?.

Radiative corrections are another area requiring spettietéon. The largest contributions

to the radiative corrections can be calculated in a modi#pendent way, although there are



FIG. 2: Extractions of~,; and their uncertainties from direct Rosenbluth separationthe Mainz date [6]
(crosses) and from a global (pre-Mainz) analysis [17] (e8k

small variations between different prescriptions [18-Zlther terms, in particular the two-photon
exchange (TPE) contributions [22, 23], are model depenakittis necessary to account for the
possible hadronic states in between the two exchanged mpdhotithe world data analyses [4, 5]
include two-photon exchange corrections based on a céilmulan a hadronic basis including
only intermediate proton state [24], although estimatesxofted states [25, 26] suggest that their
contribution is very small at the releva@f values. The radiative correction uncertainties quoted
by the experiments used in these global analyses were tlypica.5%, and are assumed to be
sufficient after applying the calculate TPE corrections. e that the data of Simon, et al. [27,
28] did not include any uncertainty for radiative correnscand thus tend to have an artificially
enhanced impact on extractions of the form factors and sadiu the analysis of Ref. [4], and
additional radiative correction uncertainty was appliethie Simon data.

The primary result from the Mainz experiment [6] applies Td&Erections derived for a point
target [29] (the “Feshbach” correction). This correctisekact forQ? = 0 but has na)? depen-
dence. Because the radius is théslope of the form factors a? = 0, it seems unlikely that a
Q*-independent correction will be sufficient. The model-detent TPE calculations mentioned
above agree with the Feshbach correctio®at= 0, but asQ? increases they tend to decrease,
going to zero before changing sign and growing in magnitumwve@? ~ 0.3 GeV?. There are
several TPE calculations meant to be appropriate at()8vj24, 25, 30-34], and they are all in
good agreement at lo®? as shown in Ref, [35]. Very recently, this change of signtiedato
the ©Q? = 0 limit was confirmed by comparisons of electron-proton ansitpon-proton scattering
for Q? ~ 1 and 1.5 GeV [36,37]. This supports the idea that th8 = 0 calculation is not

appropriate and a more complete TPE correction is required.



The question of TPE corrections in the Mainz data was firstmexad in Refs. [[38, 39].
Ref. [39] shows a direct comparison of the extracted valug,6fz /G, with and without TPE
corrections from Ref| [32], which are expected to be valida@? ~ 0.1 GeV2. As noted inl[39],
the correction o, G /Gy is relatively small, below 1%. However, this correctionasger than
the linear sum of the statistical, systematic, and modeédamties. It is, therefore, a critical
correction for an extraction aimed at such high precisiowl, @early necessary for a precise ex-
traction of the charge and magnetic radii. Ref. [6] doesmduide any uncertainty associated with
TPE corrections, but does include an extraction of the gadfter applying hadronic corrections
with the proton intermediate state [24]. The change in treggdradius is 0.004 fm, roughly 1/3
of the total uncertainty |7], while the magnetic radius afpes by 0.022 fm, more than the total

guoted uncertainty.

1. EXAMINATION OF THE MAINZ ANALYSIS

As noted earlier, the extraction of the uncertainties as$ agethe breakdown of different types
of uncertainties in the recent Mainz data set is signifigadifferent from other experiments. We
describe the approach used in Ref. [6], and then discusetadtinplications on the uncertainties
of the extracted radii in the Mainz analysis, as well as irshglent fits to the Mainz cross section

data.

A. Uncorrelated systematic uncertainty

The uncorrelated systematic uncertainties were detedhbggerforming a fit to the full data
set using only the pure counting statistics for uncertamtirhe difference between the data and fit
for each subset (each independent energy-spectrometéirtation) was examined, and a scaling
factor was determined for each data set which, when appéiedsaale factor enhancement to the
uncertainties from the counting statistics on every daiatpgielded a scatter that was approx-
imately consistent with the enhanced statistical unaastaiThe goal is to provide a reduced
value closer to unity, with? ~ 1.14 for the final Mainz fit to the cross sections with the scaling
factors applied. This procedure yields the minimal uneetyanecessary to account for the non-
statistical scatter of the data, but is insensitive to anyrses of error which may be correlated

with the kinematics or operating conditions of the expenine.g. beam energy or spectrometer



angle offsets, approximations in the radiative correcpoocedures, or subtraction of target cell
wall contributions. In fact, because the final reduced cfuiased is still above one, the final un-
correlated systematic uncertainty is somewhat below themmuim necessary to account for the
observed scatter.

This rescaling procedure is relatively unusual; nearlyo#tlier experiment made direct esti-
mates of uncertainties or upper limits for various sourdasngertainty which may be treated as
uncorrelated in the fit. This uncorrelated systematic iemheined and added in quadrature to the
statistical uncertainty. If we convert the Mainz scalingtéas to independent systematic uncer-
tainties using this standard approach, they corresponadertainties that average 0.25%, but vary
from 0.02% to 2% with the smallest systematic uncertairgexserally being applied to the data

with smallest statistical uncertainties.

B. Correated systematic uncertainty

Most experiments provide relatively small data sets, @ihyctens of cross section measure-
ments covering a range 6f* ande< values. For such data sets, correlated errors, e.g. assibcia
with kinematic-dependent corrections, can be well repriegseby applying an additional uncor-
related uncertainty to each point. A modest 0.5% contrdouto the uncertainty on each cross
section provides flexibility to cover an arbitrary correldtuncertainty at the few tenths of a per-
cent level. For the Mainz measurement there are 1422 crasi®rsg 10-50 times more than
most experiments, so any limited kinematic region will havany more data points, reducing
the impact of the uncorrelated uncertainty by the squareabthe number of points. Thus, try-
ing to represent small correlated effects as uncorrelateédrtainties would require much larger
contributions.

This effect is made worse by the fact that of the 1422 datatpgdinere are only 638 indepen-
dent kinematic settings. In several cases, multiple repaeasurements were taken at the same
kinematic setting, one after the other. For the given pracedinflating the counting statistics by
a scaling factor intended to yield a reasonable chi-squareghch data set - it doesn’t matter that
there are multiple repeated measurements in the data setevdq using the more conventional
approach of applying a fixed systematic uncertainty to eachtpa set of NV repeated measure-
ments would artificially reduce the impact of the systematicertainty by a factor of/N for

this kinematic setting. If the data are rebinned into th88 hdependent points and a systematic
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FIG. 3: Size of the correlated systematic parametésr Spectrometer A (diamond), B (triangle), and C
(circle) for each beam energy setting of Ref. [6].

applied that yields a reduced chi-squared value near uh#yncertainties tend to increase more
where the scaled uncertainties were very small, i.e. thehigh statistics points or the kinematics

with small scaling factors. This ends up increasing the (@ndata uncertainties more and yields

a larger uncertainty on the extracted radius [8].

Because of the limitations of including only uncorrelatgdtematic uncertainties on such a
large data set, the A1l collaboration treated correlategsyatic uncertainties independently. They
separated the full data set into 18 subsets, each corregigotada single spectrometer and fixed
beam energy. They then simultaneously applied a corretdicior, proportional to the scattering
angle, to all points with each of these 18 subgroups and feditdata. The correction varied
from 0% at the smallest angle to a setting-dependent maxivalne at the largest angle for each
setting. The size of this maximum correction, the paranietefrom Ref. [6], is shown for all 18
spectrometer/energy combinations in [Eig. 3, with mostreggthaving a value between 0.1% and
0.25%. In addition, that there is also a separate correlgtsi@matic which accounts for variation
of the cross section with the elastic tail cut, which is ea#dd separately and then combined with
correlated systematic mentioned above. As this is the smadintribution, we focus here on the
correction that is taken to be lineardn

Note the in the supplemental material of Ref. [6], the syst#ncorrection does not go to zero
for the smallest scattering angle of each subset, but goesrtoatd = 0. If the normalization
factors of the data subgroups are allowed to vary, the twoqatares are equivalent. However, if
the normalizations are not allowed to vary, applying theactrons factors as published will yield

a much larger correlated error.



C. Normalization uncertainty

The combination of the uncorrelated and correlated unicéita applied to the Mainz data are
extremely small compared to other measurements and, bystiees, represent an incomplete
estimate of the experimental uncertainty. The data aredorak into 34 subgroups, each of which
has an independent, unconstrained normalization factbus,Tthe uncorrelated and correlated
systematic uncertainties described above need only atéouthe variation of any corrections
over the kinematics of the individual subgroups which csinsf between 18 and 68 independent
kinematics each (treating multiple runs at identical kiaéigs as single points), as the overall
normalization factor will account for any average correcti Note, however, that there are 34
different normalization subgroups while the correlatestsgnatic uncertainties are applied over
the 18 independent beam energy-spectrometer combinatiowsuld seem more consistent for
apply the correlated systematic over each of the 34 noratadiz subgroups, and the potential
impact of this, as well as the choice of functional form foe ttorrelated systematic, will be

discussed in the following section.

D. Treatment of theuncertainties

Because the uncertainties of the measurement are separatechcorrelated, correlated, and
normalization uncertainties, a proper evaluation of theius uncertainties must account for all
of these. Fits which take the Mainz cross section data aseduatd do not allow the normal-
ization factors to vary, e.g. as in Ref. [40], will yield didially small uncertainties in the radius
extractions, as discussed in Ref. [8].

In addition, questions have been raised about missingibatitns to the uncertainties. No
uncertainties associated with TPE corrections are induded there are additional uncertain-
ties associated with approximations made in radiativeeotion procedures. These are neglected
in [6], based on the assumption that these will be containetie small correlated systematic
uncertainties applied for other effects, but no argumentasle to support these uncertainties be-
ing negligible compared to the typical 0.1-0.2% correlatggtematic (Fig.13). They also quote
uncertainties on the knowledge of the beam energy and speeter scattering angles, but do not
account for these in the cross section uncertainties. Wihdampact of these kinematic uncer-

tainty on the cross sections is generally very small, theections for both energy and angle can



be as large as 0.2%, mainly at low energy and small scattarigte, and are strongly kinematic
dependent. Thus, it is not clear that they should be neglenteomparison to statistical uncer-
tainties at the 0.2% level and correlated systematics wdnielas low as 0.1% for some settings.

It has also been noted [5] that the target cell wall contrdng, subtracted from the data based
on a calculated spectrum, don’t match the observed cotitsiibuBased on the visible difference
between the data and simulated spectrum in the region betitheenuclear elastic and e-p elastic
peaks (Fig. 8b of Ref. [6]), it was estimated that this suttiod underestimates the cell con-
tributions by 1.2%![5]. This is a large effect, both compatedhe quoted uncertainties of the
measurement and to the size of the subtraction (below 4%dst settings [39]). While this is the
largest contribution to the correlated systematic unaastat is still taken to be roughly 0.1-0.2%
for nearly all settings. Any overall normalization errorusad by an underestimate of the back-
ground subtraction will be removed in the fit, but with the sabtion varying from a few percent
to nearly 10% for spectrometer B at forward angles [39],its$ clear that the kinematic variation
over each of the data subsets can be constrained to be bed@1t0.2% level.

In addition to noting that the correlated systematic urageties applied are very small and may
neglect important contributions, we also note that the ichpathese uncertainties on the extracted
form factors and radii are evaluated within a single modedhit of the cross sections which is
linear in® over each of the 18 spectrometer-beam energy combinafiakeng the correction to
scale with quantities other th@ncan yield larger or smaller corrections, with an increas# 50
more in some models where the correction is not linear ineaj&@j! Note that the procedure always
yields a fixed correction between the smallest and largagea®ttings of a given data subset, so
it is only the form of the variation over this subset that iseged in these tests. The impact of
the correlated systematic uncertainty is also signifigainitreased if it is taken as a correction
to each data set with independent normalization, which seemore consistent approach given
the breakdown of uncertainties into uncorrelated, cotedlaand normalization. Given the issues
with the size of the correlated systematics noted above ladnbdel dependence of converting
these systematic effects into an uncertainty on the exttlaetdius, a conservative approach would
appear to yield significantly larger radius uncertaintiesogiated with the correlated systematics.

Note that the detailed comparisons in Ref. [8] are perforfioedhe rebinned version of the
Mainz data. When examining the original analysis procefkisghe correlated systematic uncer-
tainty on the extracted radii is more sensitive to both theefional form chosen to represent the

correlated corrections and to the question of whether theection is applied to each normaliza-
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tion subgroup or each beam-spectrometer combination.

IV. FITTING WITH BOUNDED z EXPANSION

As noted earlier, it is important that the fit function be flaeienough to adequately reproduce
the data without being so flexible that it does not provide ameyful constraint on the extracted
radii. This is especially critical for the magnetic radiwghere the precise highp? data can in-
fluence the fit more than the lo@? data which are directly sensitive to the radius. Typicaly,
fit function is selected and the number of parameters is chtisbe as small as possible while
still providing a reduced chi-squared that is close to theimim value obtained for many pa-
rameters. In some cases, fit functions designed to help rizeithe impact of the higld?*> data
on the low«)? fit are chosen, e.g. spline functions [6] or continued facfits [15]. However, it
is still difficult to determine how many parameters are sigfic for a reliable fit. Figure 9.21 of
Ref. [41] shows the extracted charge and magnetic radinesnimber of parameters for a variety
of different functional forms. For the charge radius, theaoted radii are relatively consistent for
fits with 10-15 parameters, although there is a significareap & 0.02 fm) between the values
using different fit functions. For more than 16 parametérs spline fits yield much smaller radii,
but this is presumably in the region where the uncertaiftez®me very large and so the shift of
the central value may not be outside of the fit uncertainty. th® magnetic radius, the situation
is noticeably worse. There is a narrow window, 6-8 paramsetwhere the radii are relatively
stable and then by 10 parameters the different functiomah$oyield radius values differing by
nearly 0.2 fm. As noted in Ref. [42], some of this erratic babiais associated with fits that have
unphysical behavior, e.g. poles in the form factor and tzoity behavior of the proton charge
density,p(r) at very large values of.

One approach to this problem was presented in Refs. [5, 48rava parameterization was
chosen that constrains the larg&ehavior of the form factors. By including physical constta
on the behavior of the form factors, one can avoid the pdggilthhat insufficiently flexible fit
functions may yield a poor fit radius to better reproduce Hitfdata.

Another approach that can help address issues of over- @rdfitthg data is the use of the
bounded: expansion/[43]. In this method, the form factors are paranmdd as a polynomial in

z rather thar)?, where

o \/tcut —t— \/tcut - tO

z ta tcu 7t - )
( ’ O) \/tcut —1 + \/tcut - tO

(1)
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wheret.,, = 4m?2 andt, is a free parameter. The true form factor is guaranteed to teeispace
of this polynomial expansion for large enough number of paai@rs, and sum rules exist which
limit the size of the coefficients in the expansion. The detafithez expansion are discussed for
the proton charge and magnetic form factors in Refs. [8, 814

The constraints on the coefficients allow us to estimate dswvhich can be applied to the
individual fit coefficients. Applying such a bound to the fiepents the uncertainties from growing
out of control as more parameters are added, because it dampscillatory behavior that can
occur if each term cancels the error from the previous terite Bounded expansion provides
fits which are more stable in both the extracted radius andrteiaty as one increases the number
of fit parameters [8, 44, 45]. This allows the number of par@nseto be large enough that the
fit is not limited by the truncation of the Taylor series, vehdtill providing a meaningful, though
perhaps larger, uncertainty on the radii. It also helps twodple the parameters needed to fit
the low Q? data from those important at high?, making the fits somewhat more robust against
potential error in measurements at largervalues where the form factor has little sensitivity to
the radius. The estimate of the bounds, however, is modedraient|[8, 44, 45], and if the bound
applied it too tight, it can bias the extraction of the radius

The ability to bound the fit coefficients and go to high ordes i particularly useful when
comparing the analysis of Mainz data and the world data set,allows for the same functional
form and number of parameters to be used in both cases. Thgectadii extracted from the
Mainz datal[6] and world data|[4, 5] are in good agreement,thetmagnetic radii are signifi-
cantly different. The fact that these analyses use vergmifft fit functions and have to select a
range of parameters tailored to the size and precision ofiditee sets makes it difficult to deter-
mine the role of the model dependence of the fits. Withalexpansion, different data sets, as
well as different)? ranges of a single data set, can be examined in a way that im@smmodel
dependence associated with choosing different fit funstidndetailed analysis discussing the re-
maining model dependence associated withetbepansion fits and comparing consistent analyses
of Mainz and world data has been undertaken [8]. This cormparshows that the charge radius
from both Mainz and world data are still inconsistent withanic hydrogen results, and that the
discrepancy in magnetic radii extracted from the Mainz andavwdata persists.

Other analyses have used functions with fewer parameeggjring only that the number is
sufficient to provide an approximate plateau in the chi-sediaalue of the fit and the extracted

radii. This is done because the uncertainties grow sigmifigavith the number of parameters,
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and so fits are generally taken with the minimum number ofrpatars required to reasonably
fit the data. For the expansion, the results are independent of the number ofmadeas once

this becomes large, and so the most reliable approach isvi $everal more parameters than
IS necessary to obtain a reasonable chi-squared value,otd axader-fitting of the data. The

fit uncertainties thus tend to be somewhat larger than quotptevious results, especially when
taking conservative estimates of the coefficient boundsvever, the fits should yield more robust
estimates of the uncertainties as they avoid the large diepee of the uncertainty on the number

of parameters used in the fit.

V. CONSISTENCY BETWEEN MAINZ AND WORLD DATA

As noted earlier, there are significant tensions betweerMi@z data set and world data.
Figure 10 of Ref.|[6] compares the Mainz fit to previous worltad and shows a significant
disagreement between the Mainz measurement and nearigwalDt extractions ofG,,. The
disagreement irdx,, is roughly 3-4%, corresponding to an 6-8% cross sectiorewdfice if this
were explained entirely by normalization factors, as sstggein [6]. However, while the Mainz
analysis yields values dF,, that are several percent above world data, the Mainz refsults
are systematically below world data for2 < Q? < 0.8 GeV?. Thus, a simple normalization
correction cannot resolve the discrepancy. Note that thédvaata results do not have TPE cor-
rections applied, but at thegg’ values the corrections are relatively small and for a compar
to the Mainz result, the Feshbach correction should be usgulying this correction to the world
data would have a small effect that would decre@sge and increasé-, further increasing the
tension with the Mainz analysis. A recent analysis [47] exed both Mainz and world cross
section data, and extracted the TPE contribution using agrhenological approach. While the
exact TPE extracted at these I&W values may not be determined precisely, this procedure ap-
plies a consistent correction to both Mainz and world dathasignificant tension is observed, in
particular in the magnetic form factor.

One can also see the disagreement in Figure 19 of [6], whiolvskhe normalization factors
applied to previous measurements as determined from aldiol#dl of the world data sets shown
require an increase in their normalization, with roughlif bathese renormalized by 4% or more.
This includes several data sets which are shifted by 2-3stitheir quoted normalization uncer-

tainties. As noted earlier, the difference in the way theeutainties are separated in the Mainz
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data will lead to it receiving an artificially high weight ihé fit, but this analysis provides a di-
rect measure of the large relative renormalization fagtegsired to improve consistency between

Mainz and world data.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The large number of high-precision data points in the redéaihz experiment by the Al
collaboration requires special treatment of the uncelitssn The release of the data includes un-
correlated uncertainties (statistical and systematmyetated systematic uncertainties, and nor-
malization factors for 34 different subsets of the data.sTéads to two concerns with analyzing
these data. First, it is extremely important to account lasfahese uncertainties, in particular the
normalization factors and correlated systematic unadiés, in any extraction of the radius from
these data, as done in [6,/8) 46]. Second, a simple globayssalf the Mainz data with other
cross section or polarization observable measurementgmd too much weight to the Mainz
data, as the uncertainties given for each cross section mgresent only a small fraction of the
total uncertainty.

Given recent measurements supporting the importance dfation structure-dependent TPE
corrections|[36, 37], it is clear that@-independent TPE correction is not sufficient and that an
uncertainty associated with the model dependence of thecbREction needs to be included. We
note this and other contributions that are not includedéretvaluation of the correlated systematic
uncertainties, but which can have a significant impact orutieertainty of the extracted radius.
In addition, different assumptions about the kinematicethglence of these unknown systematic
corrections can noticeably increase the impact of thegectons on the extracted radii. Between
missing contributions to the total systematic uncertaséind the model dependence of evaluating
the impact of these corrections, it appears that the sysienmmacertainties associated with the
radius extraction of [6] are likely to be significant undemaates of the true uncertainty.

Evaluating the model dependence of such fits is importadtydnile one can select fit functions
and ranges of parameters which appear to yield good fits toataewith reasonable uncertainties,
it is difficult to cleanly determine if one is under-fitting overfitting the data, either of which can
significantly modify the extracted radius and uncertasitid/e argue for the use of the bounded
z expansion, which allows a large number of parameters witboacern about overfitting and

without the dramatic loss of precision that comes with umatad fits at high order. This procedure
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yields somewhat larger uncertainties, but yields a moiiabld determination of the uncertainty
in the extracted radius.

Initial results from bounded expansion fits to both the Mainz data and world data [8] yield
consistent charge radii which are still significantly higtlean the muonic hydrogen results. How-
ever, there are clearly inconsistencies between the Maite ahd other world data, both at the
cross section level and in the extraction of the magnetimsadvhere the Mainz data set yields
a much smaller magnetic radius. Without a better undersigraf the origin of the tension be-
tween the different data sets, it is difficult to make a cleat agorous statement about the present
uncertainty on the proton’s charge radius as derived frastiel electron scattering. Based on the
considerations presented here and other examinationg ehtidel dependence of the radius ex-
tractions|[5, 42], a recommendation for a radius and unicegythased on published fits to electron
scattering data [4+-6] is presented in Ref. [48].
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