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A global analysis of proton electric form factor experimental data from Rosenbluth separation
and low squared four-momentum transfer experiments is discussed for the evaluation of the spatial
moments of the proton charge density based on the recently published integral method [I]. Spe-
cific attention is paid to the evaluation of the systematic errors of the method, particularly the
sensitivity to the choice of the mathematical expression of the form factor fitting function. Within
this comprehensive analysis of proton electric form factor data, the moments of the proton charge
density are determined for integer order moments, particularly: (r?)=0.694(09)stq.(16)sys. fm?

<T3>:0870(46)Sta(80)5ys fm37 and <T4>:1-47(25)Sta.(45)Sys. fm4~

I. INTRODUCTION

Two experimental techniques have been proposed and
developed over decades of scientific research to determine
the charge radius of the proton R, (see Refs. [2] [3] for
recent reviews): the spectroscopy technique where R,
is determined from the hyperfine structure of hydrogen
atoms, and the scattering technique where R,, is deduced
from the cross section of elastic lepton scattering off a
proton target. By definition, R, is obtained from the
slope of the proton electric form factor Gg(k?) at zero
squared four-momentum transfer k2

= [

152 (1)

k2=0

which on the one hand is directly accessed from the
energy levels of hydrogen atoms, and on the other
hand is indirectly obtained from the measurements of
Gg(k?) [4H6]. Since lepton scattering cannot reach the
zero squared four-momentum transfer limit, the scatter-
ing technique relies on the zero extrapolation of G (k?)
and then strongly depends on the functional form as well
as on the data analysis method used for the extrapola-
tion. Consequently, the scattering technique is believed
to be intrinsically less accurate than the spectroscopy
one. Indeed, the most precise measurements from
muonic hydrogen spectroscopy 0.84184(67) fm [7] and
0.84087(39) [8] are more than ten times more accurate
than the best scattering measurements 0.879(8) fm [9] [T0]
and 0.831(14) fm [II]. This appears as a blatant limi-
tation of the scattering technique, particularly difficult
to overcome as proved by the many lepton scattering
projects that developed following the advent of the so-
called proton radius puzzle [12]. It also hampers any at-
tempt to determine higher-order moments of the proton
charge density through this approach, here-after referred
to as the derivative method.

The release of new hydrogen spectroscopy measure-
ments, two within a lo agreement [I3] [14] with muonic
hydrogen and one in 3.60 disagreement [I5], motivated
the 2018 CODATA evaluation of the proton radius to
include muonic atom data [I6]. The 2018 CODATA so
recommended the proton radius 0.8414(19) fm which was
further confirmed within 1.60 by a high precision mea-
surement of the 1S-3S transition [I7]. However the latest
result about the 25-8D transition, within a 3.1c disagree-
ment [I8] with CODATA, suggests that the issue is not
yet settled.

Addressing the determination of the proton charge ra-
dius from electron scattering data, we have recently pro-
posed a novel approach [I], referred to in the following
as the integral method, that enables the determination of
spatial moments of any real-valued order A > —3 through
integral forms of the Fourier transform of the probabil-
ity density function. Two techniques were proposed to
regularize the Fourier integrals. The weak limit one is
used here for its ability to deliver analytical expressions
of moments of integer order. In this approach, the A-
order moment of the proton charge spatial density pg(r)
is defined as

(rpp) = () = | d®rrpp(r) (2)
IR3
and can be expressed as
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and where the form factor and the density are related by
the Fourier transform

Gp(k?) = /IR3 ABre*Tpg(r). (5)



Data Number k?-range
Set | Year Authors Ref. of k2. k2,
Number data points  [fm ™2 [fm ™2
1 |1962 Lehmann et al. [19] 1 2.98 2.98
2 |1963 Dudelzak et al. [20] 4 0.30 2.00
3 |1963 Berkelman et al. [21] 3 25.0 35.0
4 1966 Frérejacque et al. [22] 4 0.98 1.76
5 1966 Chen et al. [23] 2 30.0 45.0
6 |1966 Janssens et al. [24] 20 4.00 22.0
7 1971 Berger et al. [25] 9 1.00 50.0
8 1973 Bartel et al. [26] 8 17.2 77.0
9 1975 Borkowski et al. 27 10 0.35 3.15
10 1994 Walker et al. 28] 4 25.7 77.0
11 1994 Andivahis et al. [29] 8 44.9 226.
12 |2004 Christy et al. [30] 7 16.7 133.
13 2005 Qattan et al. [31] 3 67.8 105.
14 |2014 Bernauer et al. [10] 7 0.39 14.2
15 [2019  Xiong et al. - 1.1 GeV  [IT] 33 5.51x107% 3.96x107*
16 [2019  Xiong et al. - 2.1 GeV  [II] 38 1.79x1072  1.49
17 2021 Mihovilovi¢ et al. - 195 MeV [32] 6 3.43x1072 6.99x1072
18 2021 Mihovilovi¢ et al. - 330 MeV [32] 11 4.69%x1072 2.00x107*
19 |2021 Mihovilovic et al. - 495 MeV [32] 8 1.57x107" 4.37x107!

Table I. Proton electric form factor data considered in the present study, as explained in the text.

The integral method overcomes the restriction of the
derivative method which is limited to moments of pos-
itive even orders. Each moment order of the charge den-
sity is of interest as it carries complementary informa-
tion on the charge distribution inside the proton. For
instance, the short-distance behaviour of the charge dis-
tribution is encoded in the negative order moments which
are particularly sensitive to the large k?-dependence of
G (k?), while the long-distance behaviour is encoded in
the high positive order moments sensitive to the low k-
dependence.

The integral method was demonstrated strictly equiva-
lent to the derivative method for positive even order mo-
ments (r?P) [I], even though basic concepts distinguish
them. While the derivative method crucially depends on
the way the form factor approaches its value at zero k2,
the integral method involves the full k? physics region
as expressed by the integral in Eq. . This concep-
tual change is of importance for the determination of the
functional form of Gg(k?) which can be expected more
precise, and similarly for the moments. In practice the
entire k2 physics region may be restricted as the high k-
region might not contribute significantly to the integral
of Eq. . This is particularly true for positive order
moments which, considering the k2-dependence of exper-
imental data, are dominated by the region k% < 2 GeV?
(51.4 fm~=2).

Hence, all available data should be considered for anal-
ysis when attempting evaluations of R, and more gener-
ally (r*). Following the formal demonstration of the in-
tegral method, the present study aims at the evaluation
of a selected set of A-order moments of the proton charge
density from proton electric form factor data, namely

odd and even orders in the range —2 < A < 7. The next
section describes the selection and the analysis of exper-
imental data. The determination of the charge density
moments and of their statistical significance is discussed
in a further section. A specific attention is then paid to
the evaluation of the systematic errors, and is followed by
a dedicated discussion on the determination of the proton
charge radius in the context of the integral method.

II. ANALYSIS OF Gp(k?) EXPERIMENTAL
DATA

The data inputs of the present work consist of pro-
ton electric form factor data G (k?) extracted from elec-
tron scattering experiments through a Rosenbluth sepa-
ration [33] or for kinematical conditions where the contri-
bution of the magnetic form factor (G7(k?)) to the cross
section is strongly suppressed, for instance at very low k2.
For the purposes of the present work aiming at a quanti-
tative evaluation of the merits of the integral method, ex-
periments measuring polarized lepton beam observables
are not considered. Consequently, G (k?) is overesti-
mated at large k2, that is in a region where it already
has a small magnitude. The list of experiments selected
according to the previous criteria is reported in Table [
by chronological order. While modern experiments after
the nineties are easily classified with respect to these cri-
teria, the selection appears more intricate for early elas-
tic scattering experiments where data analysis sometimes
involves the empirical scaling Gy (k?)=pGg(k?) of the
proton electromagnetic form factors, or where the Rosen-
bluth separation combines different experiments. Addi-



al b1 b2 b3
[x107" fm?]|[x107" fm?]|[x10~" fm*]|[x107* fm©]
8.8008 9.9570 1.0285 2.9252
(6al)Sta. (5b1)5ta,. (662)Sta. (5b3)Sta.
[x10~" fm?]|[x10"" fm?]|[x10~" fm*][[x10"% fm°]
0.0054 0.0113 0.0058 0.0666
(5al)Sys4 ((sbl)SysA (6b2)Sys. (5b3,)Sys.
[x107" fm?]|[x107" fm?]|[x10~" fm*][[x107* fm°]
0.0095 0.0019 0.0003 0.0219

Table II. Fit parameters of the Gz(k®) functional of Eq. (6)
with their associated statistical and systematic errors.

tionally, some analyses report negative or null squared
form factors indicating some experimental issues, mostly
related to a small € range in the Rosenbluth separation
where € is the so-called polarization of the virtual photon.
The reduction of the published data set following the pre-
vious criteria concerns Refs. [19, 23] [24], and specifically
Ref. [21] for the constraint ¢>0.1. Earlier experimental
data of Refs. [34] [35] were initially considered but finally
rejected because of their abnormal k2-dependence: an-
alyzing a data set including these experiments only de-
grades the fit quality while not significantly changing the
fit parameters. The relevant number of data points re-
ferring to a single experiment and passing the different
constraints mentioned above are indicated in the fifth col-
umn of Table [l The main differences between the data
sets, notably the investigated k2-range, are reported in
Table [ Note that the PRad (Proton Radius) [1I] and
ISR (Initial State Radiation) [32] experimental data are
separated in 2 (PRad) and 3 (ISR) distinct sets corre-
sponding to different beam energies and squared four-
momentum transfer domains where the G (k?) contri-
bution to the cross section is negligible.

In total, the experimental data set considered in the
present study consists of 19 single electric form factor
data sets up to k=226 fm~2 (8.8 GeV?). The complete
set is analyzed within a simultaneous fit approach requir-
ing the same k2-dependence for each of the experiments
and a separate normalization parameter factor for each
single data set. This is expressed in the polynomial ra-
tio [36]

1 + a1k2

GL(k%) =n, Ge(k?) = n;
w(k”) =1, Gp(k) ml—|—b1k2+b2k4+b3k6

(6)

where 7; is the normalization fit parameter of the data set
number i. Note that the use of a k?-constant normaliza-
tion parameter follows the analysis techniques of the most
recent experiments [10] 11, B2] and remains appropriate
even for high k? data. This k2?-region, which features
form factors of very small magnitude, is of importance for
the determination of negative order moments where sys-
tematic effects of the integral method dominate [I]. The
results of the best fit to experimental data are reported
in Tab. [[I and Tab. in terms of the (aq, b1, b2, bs) pa-
rameters of the form factor function and of the 7; normal-

Data Set (0mi)Sta. (0Mmi)sys.
Number | %] 7 (x1072) (x10°2)
T |[0]]0.993 3.020  9.922
2 |[20][0.982 0505  0.752
3 |[@1|2441 1587  12.20
4 |P21]0.991 0917 0208
5 |[23]0.922 3043  4.612
6 |[24][1.004 1.132  0.803
7 |25 [1.001 1.333  2.001
8 |[26][1.025 4490  1.077
9 |[P7(0.981 0254  1.766
10 |[28]|1.170 4.902  0.469
11 |B9|0.972 2144  6.812
12 |[30]|1.042 3513  0.506
13 |[BI]1.072 3509  0.584
14 |[101]0.991 0.083  0.993
15 |[I1]|1.000 0.022 0215
16 |[111]0.998 0.018  0.119
17 |[B21|1.001 0113 0370
18 |[32]/1.000 0.097  0.365
19 |[321/0.998 0.066  0.442

Table III. Normalization fit parameters corresponding to each
data set considered in this study, together with their statisti-
cal and systematic errors determined as explained in the text.

ization fit parameters, respectively. Statistical errors are
determined taking into account the correlations between
each parameter. Systematic errors of the fit parameters
reflect experimental data systematics.

The systematics are determined by shifting upwards
or downwards the data points of each data set with their
respective systematics. A total of 219 configurations were
considered, corresponding to each possible data set com-
bination. For each configuration, the data points of a
given data set are all shifted in the same direction while
each data set is independently shifted upwards or down-
wards. The systematics on each parameter is obtained
from the arithmetic average of the distribution of the
difference between the parameter values of the fit of the
shifted data and the ones of the reference fit in the first
line of Tab. [l

The deviation from 1 of the normalization fit param-
eters of most experiments is smaller than 3% and even
1% for recent experiments [I0, 1T}, [32] which have the
strongest statistical weight in the fitting procedure. The
renormalization of raw PRad- and Al-Rosenbluth data,
as obtained from the present simultaneous fit, corrects
for their incompatibility at the high k?-end of the PRad
set. A few experiments [23] 28] [31] feature larger devi-
ations up to 17%, still reasonable at large k? where the
contribution of the electric form factor to the cross sec-
tion is small. Solely the experiment of Ref. [2I] requires
abnormally large normalization fit parameter. No exper-
imental peculiarities have been found in this work, which
may explain such a large value, but the deviation of the
corresponding data points from the global trend of other
experiments is particularly striking in Fig. [T] which shows
the best fit (Tab. to experimental data.
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Figure 1. Simultaneous fit (black line) of normalized experi-
mental data (G%(k?)/n;) considered in Tab. using the poly-
nomial ratio function of Eq. . Experimental data are la-
belled according to the numbering of the data set (see Tab. .

This best fit accounts for a reduced x2 of 1.97, which is
reasonable considering the actual dispersion of data. The
residual deviation AG;(k?) of experimental data from the
data set i can be defined as

Gy (k?) — n,Gp(k?)
S (R)

AG;(K*) = (7)

where G%(k?) is the experimental data of the set i with
its corresponding statistical error G% (k%) and normal-
ization fit parameter 7;, and Gg(k?) is the fit predicted
value. The distribution of AG;(k?) (Fig.[2) appears con-
sistent with the obtained x?2 value, that is in the accept-
able £30G%;(k?) range.

III. DETERMINATION OF EXPERIMENTAL
MOMENTS

The spatial moments of the proton charge density are
determined from the form factor function using the in-
tegral method restricted to the measured physics region.
This is expressed in terms of truncated moments, where
the integral region of Eq. is limited to a finite upper
boundary @, that is

Q

(M = 2T +2) lim [ dkZa(k,€) Gu(k). (8)

™ £—0+ 0

The full or infinite moment of order \ can thus be for-
mally expressed as

<7"\) = lim <7“/\>Q . (9)

Q—o0

In the absence of experimental data at very large k2,
pertubative Quantum ChromoDynamics provides scaling
rules which predict a rapid decrease of Gg(k?) [37]. Thus,
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Figure 2. Residual deviations of experimental data with re-
spect to the fit predicted value considering their correspond-
ing normalization fit parameter, as defined in Eq. @ in units
of the statistical standard deviation of each data point. The
43 and +£5 standard deviation limits are indicated by hori-
zontal lines. Data labels are identical to Fig.

the effect of the truncation of the integral in Eq. can
be controlled. The integration cut-off Q=7.2 fm~" (cor-
responding to Q?=51.4 fm~2=2 GeV?) considered in the
present study was proven to only impact the evaluation
of negative order moments [I]. Assuming a physically
acceptable functional form, i.e. without any pole in the
physics region, the considered form factor parameteriza-
tion can be conveniently decomposed as a sum of complex
monopoles according to the expression

]. ]. + a1k2
k) = —
Gel) = 4 o - R =)
3
A,
— e 1
; K2 1 (ikn)? (10)
with
_ 2
An = _l 3 Lok, (11)
b3 Hm:l,m;ﬁn(k?l - k?n)

and where the k,,’s are the complex roots of the equation

1
(K*)® + b2 (k%)% + brjey Lo

=0. 12
b b b (12)

Correspondingly, the truncated moments can be written
as

3
(Pom) = =25 (Pomn),  (19)

where the density index R} denotes the form factor pa-
rameterization with which it is Fourier related (Eq. (5)),
i.e. R} stands for the ratio of a polynomial of order 1



Statistical Error
5[(7“A>Q] § [(r*")4] || Dat. | Int. | Fun. | Nor. | Mod.

Systematic Error

d

fm™ fm™ [fm ] [fm’\] [fmw [fm)‘] [fmk] [fmk] [fm’\] [fm’\]
-2116.5245(8.7226| — 0.0172 0.0106{2.1981{0.0001|0.0095|0.3731
-1//1.9681(2.0906| — 0.0024 0.0019{0.1225(0.0001 {0.0029|0.0278
1(/0.7206|0.7179| — 0.0020 — 0.0025{0.0027(0.0001{0.0011|0.0029
2110.6937]0.6937|0.6937|| 0.0094 0.0105 ||0.0111 0 10.0001{0.0010|0.0116
31/10.8697]0.8701| — 0.0457 0.0494{0.0004 [0.0007{0.0013|0.0633
4(/1.4728(1.4728(1.4728|| 0.2461 0.2365 [|0.2474] 0 |0.0065|0.0022|0.3805
5113.8139(3.8137| — 1.4822 1.4297/0.0002{0.0343 [0.0056 | 2.6276
61/16.405]16.405|16.405|| 10.058 10.839 ((9.4985| 0 ]0.1871|0.0240(21.531
711104.64]104.64| — 76.676 71.727(0.0001(2.8169(0.1528212.48

Table IV. Moments of the proton charge density as determined from the integral method and the derivative one for even
moments. The truncated moments of the second column are evaluated for the cut-off Q=52 fm~2 and the infinite moments
of the third column are similarly evaluated in the limit Q — oo, assuming that the large k?-dependence of the form factor
is described by Eq. @ Even moments obtained by the derivative method are presented in the fourth column with their
associated statistical errors in the sixth column. The different systematic error labels tag their origin: the data (Dat.), the
integral method (Int.), the functional form (Fun.), the data normalisation parameters (Nor.), and the fitting model (Mod.) as

described in the text.

with a polynomial of order 3 in k2, and M(ik,) for a
monopole with parameter ik, (prr(in,) = 1/(k — iky)).
The odd and even truncated monopole moments write

ik,)? ’
(r*Q,pM(ikn))Q = Tl (1 * (ign)2> )

2
_ 2 (2p)
(r2r 17pM(ikn))Q = Ty (15)
Q (=1)7 [ik, \ 7"
X Arctan(zkn ; 25 —1\ 0
(2p+1)!
(7’2p,pju(ikn))Q = (ik’n>2p (16)

The truncated moments corresponding to the form factor
function of Eq. @ are reported in Tab. together with
their asymptotic or so-called infinite value corresponding
to the limit @ — co. Note that the 0*"-order moment
is 1 by definition of the fit function. As expected, neg-
ative moments are the only ones to significantly suffer
from the truncation of the moment integral. Positive
even moments are also compared to their values as ob-
tained through the derivative method, determined from
the expression

(2p+1)! dPGg(k?)
p! d(k2)P g
As demonstrated in Ref. [I], the derivative and integral

determination of even moments must provide the same
value, that is

(r*)g = (-1)" (17)

(r??) = (r’) ;. (18)

This extends to truncated moments of any form factor

function through the relation
(ror) = (%)

Q (19)

valid for any @ # 0 (see Appendix . It is expressed in
Eq. ((16)) and numerically verified in Tab.

The statistical errors of the experimental moments
are determined from the propagation of the statistical
errors of the fit parameters taking into account their
correlations. The evaluation is based on the genera-
tion of 5x10* replica parameters P! = (a},bt, b, bi)
obtained from Gaussian distributions with mean values
= (a1,b1,b2,b3) and covariance matrix ¥ as given by
the fit of Gg(k?) experimental data. Each replica is built
from the relationship

P =C-Z'+pu (20)
where C' is the triangular matrix such that
»=cC-Cc? (21)

with C7 the transposed matrix, and Z* = (@i, bi, b, b})
is a random set of uncorrelated parameters obtained
from Gaussian distributions with unit variances and zero
means. The statistical errors reported in Tab. [[V] corre-
spond to the width of the distribution of replica moments.
The magnitude of the statistical error limits the signif-
icance of the moments determination to A < 6. This is
a consequence of the existing data set which lacks mea-
surements at ultra low k2. High order positive moments
indeed probe the long distance behaviour of the charge
density and are therefore specifically sensitive to this re-
gion. High accuracy measurements in this region are ex-
tremely challenging.
Concerning positive even moments, statistical errors of
truncated moments can also be compared to those of
the moments obtained from the derivative method. Con-
sidering the functional determined from the large data
set selected in this study, the derivative method provides
similar statistical errors as the integral method. As ex-
pected, the statistical uncertainty is obviously much bet-



ter than the one that could be obtained from one single
experiment.

IV. EVALUATION OF SYSTEMATIC ERRORS

The study developed hereafter intends to obtain as pre-
cise and realistic as possible the determination of sys-
tematic errors of the moments, a feature of upmost im-
portance especially in the context of the proton radius
determination. Five different sources of systematics are
considered: the one related to the systematic error of the
form factor measurements (Dat. in Tab. [[V]), the one re-
lated to the determination method of the moments (Int.
in Tab. [[V]), the one intrinsic to the fit function (Fun.
in Tab. [[V]), the one related to the data normalisation
parameters of the fit function (Nor. in Tab. [[V]), and a
last one attached to the choice of the fit function (Mod.
in Tab. .

The only experimental source of systematics corre-
sponds to the error on the moment originating from the
systematic errors of the measurements. It propagates to
the moments through the systematics of the fit parame-
ters and is determined by shifting upwards or downwards
each parameter value with its systematic error. This
leads to 2% possible shifted parameter configurations for
which the corresponding moments are determined and
compared to the unshifted reference value. The error re-
ported in the seventh column of Tab.[[V]is the arithmetic
average of the single difference evaluations.

The other systematics are specifically attached to the
integral method i.e. do not have an experimental ori-
gin per se. The first of them corresponds to the under-
or over-estimation of the moments due to the trunca-
tion of the form factor integral. It is obtained from the
comparison of the infinite (third column of Tab. [IV])) and
truncated moments (second column of Tab. [IV])) and is
reported in the eighth column of Tab. [[V]

The second is the error intrinsic to the fit function, that is
the bias generated on the fit parameters from the model
itself. The error evaluation method consists in generating
form-factor pseudo-data at the exact k2 of experimental
data but with a form factor value centered on the fit value
Gr(k?). Each pseudo-data is then distributed according
to a Gaussian with variance corresponding to the statis-
tical error of real data. The resulting pseudo-data set is
fitted with the function of Eq. (@ to provide new param-
eters that are used to compute truncated moments. The
procedure is repeated 5x10* times to generate the dis-
tributions of the moments from pseudo-data sets whose
mean values are compared to the real data moments to
yield the fit function systematics reported in the ninth
column of Tab. [Vl

The third source of non-purely experimental systematic
is attached to the normalization of experimental data
(Tab. . It corresponds to the bias induced by the hy-
pothesis that each data set may suffer from a global nor-
malization issue as expressed by the n; parameters. The

impact of this hypothesis on the determination of density
moments is evaluated by comparing the n-order reference
moments of the second column of Tab. (M, ;) with

the average of the moments of each original data set (M™)
defined as

19 _
Z i [(5771‘)?%1. + (5771)%33/5‘]
M7 =ML, =

(22)

19 -1
Zl |:(6ni)%ta. + (6771)2115]
i=

The difference |M"™ — M,Ii,f| is reported in the tenth col-
umn of Tab. [Vl

The last source of systematics originates from the fitting
model. The choice of the mathematical formulation of
the fit function has indeed an impact on the determina-
tion of the moments [38]. The evaluation of this system-
atics may however suffer from bias. One may try different
fit functions and select the one best reproducing the ex-
perimental data, in which case the model systematics is
zero independently of the bias in the definition of the best
fit. Another approach is followed here where a candidate
fit to experimental data is defined as any fit function fea-
turing x2 < 1.97, that is a x2 equivalent to that of the
reference fit. Several functional forms were investigated:
polynomial of different orders, inverse polynomial of dif-
ferent orders, ratio of polynomials of different orders, and
constant fraction expansion with different number of pa-
rameters. The only functions passing the selection cri-
teria are the inverse polynomial of order 2 in k2 and a
constant fraction expansion with 3 or 6 parameters. The
error reported in the eleventh column of Tab. [[V]is the
difference between the average moments extracted from
the functions passing the selection criteria and the refer-
ence moments (second column of Tab. .

Except for negative moments where truncation effects
are dominant, the model choice is a significant contribu-
tion to systematic errors of the integral method. It is
worth noticing that this error is sometimes omitted, par-
ticularly in some of the many analyses of experimental
data aimed at the determination of the charge radius of
the proton after the highlighting of the proton radius puz-
zle [12]. Using a mathematical function obtained from a
physics model is the only way to minimize this error.

V. DETERMINATION OF THE PROTON
CHARGE RADIUS

As stressed in Sec. [[T]] and experimentally verified in
Tab. the integral method is strictly equivalent to the
derivative method for even order moments. Particularly,
we have for the second order moment

dGg(k?)
2 2
roy ={(r =—6 23
) = %), e G
which, through the integral representation (Eq. (8))) of
the derivative, provides a novel way for the determina-
tion of the proton charge radius from experimental data.



Data set|] R, [(6Rp)sta.|(0Rp)sys.
Time period range [fm] [fm] [fm]
1962-1994 1-11 |{0.9081| 0.0178 0.1249
1962-2005 1-13 |/0.8813| 0.0191 0.1044
1962-2014 1-14 |{0.8837| 0.0148 0.0544
1962-2019 1-16 |/0.8329| 0.0057 0.0102
1962-2021 1-19 |{0.8329| 0.0056 0.0097

Table V. Evolution along the years of the proton charge radius
value as a function of the group of data sets considered for
each time period.

It is instructive to look at the evolution of the R, value
over the years. Different groups of data sets are con-
sidered for this purpose, starting from a reference group
gathering experimental data up to 1994 and then consti-
tuting new groups by successively adding new data sets.
These groups are specifically defined in Tab. [V] For each
of them, the complete fitting procedure previously de-
scribed is performed again, that is: determination of the
parameters of the function of Eq. @, evaluation of sta-
tistical and systematic errors of the parameters following
the method described in Sec. [[T, determination of the
2nd-order moment together with its statistical error and
systematics according to Sec. [[II] and [[V] respectively.
The corresponding proton radius values and errors are
reported in Tab. [V}

The analysis of form factor data up to 2014 provides
a proton charge radius in excellent agreement with the
A1 Collaboration result [9] and with the latest determi-
nation from the A1l cross section data only [39], however
with much larger systematics. It is only taking into ac-
count the PRad [I1] measurements that the same anal-
ysis method yields a result within a 20 agreement with
the measurements of muonic hydrogen [7, [§]. It is worth
noticing that all these evaluations of R,,, from early to the
most recent experiments, are consistent with each other
once systematic errors are taken into account.

The main sources of systematics are represented by
shaded bands in Fig. The choice of the form factor
function appears to be the essential contribution to R,-
systematic for the groups of measurements up to 2005.
Its magnitude was strongly reduced by the availability
of accurate low k% data in 2014. It is only with the
latest PRad data that systematics become dominated
by the component attached to experimental data. The
present study of elastic electron scattering data allows
the determination of R, with a 0.9% accuracy, a re-
markable number for electron scattering but still more
than ten times less accurate than muonic hydrogen spec-
troscopy. The consistency within error bars of the dif-
ferent evaluations of R, further suggests that an under-
estimation of the systematics in the previous determina-
tions of the proton charge radius is most likely respon-
sible for the reported disagreement of electron scatter-
ing and muonic atom spectroscopy. We finally note that

(fm)

—

0.9 } +

Total systematic error
Fitting model systematic ¥ #
Data systematic

0.85

0.8

0.75

0.7
by vy by b b Ly
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Figure 3. Evolution of the proton charge radius value as de-
termined with the integral method, considering the different
groups of data sets defined in Tab. M Each R, point is re-
ported at the publication year of the last data set. Error bars
are only statistical, and the magnitude of systematics is indi-
cated by the shaded bands.

the present analysis yields the proton charge radius value
0.8329+£0.0056+0.0097 fm in a 0.61¢ agreement with the
2018 CODATA value [16] from atomic spectroscopy and
with the latest dispersion analysis of the electromagnetic
form factors of the nucleon [40].

Whether R, could be interpreted as the true charge ra-
dius of the proton in a quantum sense is now a resolved
issue. While it has been established that the spectroscopy
and scattering techniques measure the same quantity in
terms of the derivative of Gg(k?) (Eq. (1)) [5], it is now
recognized that this quantity does not have a strict prob-
abilistic interpretation because of the relativistic nature
of the proton. It was further argued that for proton-
like objects, where the intrinsic size is comparable to the
associated Compton wavelength, a charge density dis-
tribution cannot be unambiguously defined [41]. Sev-
eral prescriptions have been suggested, like the infinite-
momentum approach showing that the Dirac form fac-
tor Fy(k?) might be more appropriate than Gg(k?) [5],
however assimilating the proton to a disk. Another ap-
proach proposing a new definition of the electromagnetic
spatial densities also prefers the use of F}(k?), however
quantitatively differing from the infinite-momentum ap-
proach [42]. A recent work demonstrated that an un-
ambiguous relativistic correction ([14 k%/4M?]~1/? with
M the nucleon mass) to the conventional Sachs distri-
butions should be considered to justify their interpre-
tation as rest-frame distributions, providing a natural
interpolation between the Breit frame and the infinite-
momentum frame distributions [6, [43]. This is con-
sistent with earlier work advocating the same Darwin-
Foldy correction 3/4M? in the determination of nuclear
sizes [44] [45]. Based on this relativistic correction, we
expressed in Appendix [B] the relativistic moments corre-
sponding to the Gg(k?) function of Eq. (10). We inciden-
tally note that the proton radius so obtained as y/(r?) is



0.852640.00561+0.0097 fm, where the first statistical er-
ror and the second systematic are determined following
the methods described in the previous sections and using

Eq. .

VI. CONCLUSION

Based on a comprehensive analysis of the proton elec-
tric form factor data obtained from Rosenbluth separa-
tion and low k2 measurements, the present work proposes
an evaluation of the spatial moments of the proton charge
density. A specific attention has been paid to the de-
termination of statistical errors taking into account the
correlations between the parameters of the form factor
data fit. The actual status of experimental data allows a
meaningful determination of the moments from A > —3
up to the fifth order.

Similarly, the designation of the different sources of
systematic errors and their evaluation are thoroughly
studied. Within the integral method evaluation of the
moments, the sensitivity to the specific mathematical
expression of the form factor fit function and the ac-
tual experiment systematics are found to be the most
significant contributions to the systematic error of the
moments. Taking into account the fit function sensitiv-
ity appears to reconciliate the different determinations
of the proton charge radius. In that respect, the integral
method approach yields the proton charge radius value
0.832940.0056+0.0097 fm. The current analysis suggests
that the precision of this result would be improved by en-
riching the electric form factor data set at very low k2 and
using form factor functions supported by physics models.
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Appendix A: Even truncated moments

In this Appendix, we will show that the even-order
moments do not depend on the truncation domain. The
moments of the density function f at any integer order
n>-2 can be expressed as [I]

(r", f) = %I‘(n+2) (A1)

k®n (k)

§~>0+ 0

with

and

f(k) = dBre T f(r).
RS

(A3)

In terms of the binomial coefficients C, Eq. (A2) can be
rewritten

®(, §)

n+2 i ] ]{1 ki
Sm ZeXp (zé) C) o (£> (A4)
§=0

k n+2
= Sm <1+i€) ] . (A5)
Reporting Eq. into Eq. , one obtains
2
(", f) = ZT(n+2) (46)
R k
Sm "2 i dk f(k) s
< om {7 i [ 000
which can also be expressed as
(7, ) = Jim (", ) (A7)
with
n 2
(" flg = =Tn+2) (48)
+2 © L7 k
& in ;
x Qm |i 51_1)I(r)1+/0 dk f (k) Ut a6

by inverting the @ and ¢ limits. The distribution
(k + i0)7"~2 is defined for positive real numbers as [46]

N\—n—2 _ 1.—m—2 _ - z (_)n—i—l (n+1)
(ko i0) ™2 = k2 =i S (k) (A9)

(n+1)!
where k;"‘Q is the wusual distribution as defined

in Ref. [46] and 6"+ is the (n + 1)™ derivative of
the §-distribution. Particularly,

(6(n+1),kf(k)) — (—1)nH <5, [kf(k)}(nﬂ)) (A10)

which inserted in Eq. (A8]) through Eq. (A9)) yields

(r*, f)o = ASm [i"T?] + BSm [i" '] (A11)
with
A= %F(n—&— 2) (A12)
@ kf(k) = F(k) * o F(k)
; VO an HOF® [ g FO
B = (k f(k))("H) -~ (A13)




where

(n—1)/2

Z 9 E2i+1

Jj=0

F(k) = (A14)

is the Mac Laurin development of the odd function & f (k).
It is obvious from Eq. that the A-term contributes
only to odd integer moments (n=2p-1) and that the 5-
term contributes solely to even integer moments (n=2p),
such that

- )(2P+1)

(%, f)o = (<17 (kF(k) (A1)

k=0

This last equation establishes that even truncated mo-
ments for Q70 are independent of the truncation cut-off,
and are consequently strictly equal to the infinite moment
(r?P, f) for any form factor function f(k).

Appendix B: Relativistic moments

According to the prescription of Ref. [43], the moments
of the nucleon charge density can be expressed in the
Breit frame considering the correction factor

K } o (B1)

f7el. |: +4M2

which takes into account the relativistic effects arising
form the nucleon motion, and yields the substitution

Gp(k?) = fra Gu(k?). (B2)

Particularly, the truncated moments of Eq. becomes

Q _
Ny = 2T+ 2) lim [ dkTa(k,€) Gu(k?). (B3)
7T £—0t 0

We denote
N2 2
T = Q°/AM (B4)
A = A?/4M3 (B5)
with
A =ik, (B6)

where k,, (n=1,2, 3) are the poles of the form factor func-
tion (Eq. ) Following the monopole decomposition

technique of Sec. Eqgs. — become
9 S
(T ) /)M(A))Q - QM
[1+7¢q 1
— :TA* +1n A
T 1
L+ 1—;\2 1= \/ T-7a

_ 2 (2p)! 1
(,',.217 17pM(A))Q = ; A2p_1 m (Bs)

Q [1—7a P (—1)71
xArctan(A e —&—\/1—&-7@; 5 — 1
ANZ! 3
X (Q) 2 Fy (1,1—];2—33—7'(2)

(B7)

X < In

2 _ (2p+ 1) 1
(r ,PM(A))Q (M) {m (B9)
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where 2 F1(a, b; ¢; 2) is the hypergeometric function.
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