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Abstract

We comment on the puzzling status of the proton magnetic radius determinations.

The electric radius, rE , and the magnetic radius, rM ,
of the proton are fundamental quantities of low-energy
QCD, as they are a measure of the probe-dependent size
of the proton. Both radii are defined by the slope of the
respective proton form factors GE(t) and GM(t) at zero
momentum transfer,

r2
E/M = −

6
GE/M(0)

dGE/M(Q2)
dQ2

∣∣∣∣
Q2=0
, (1)

with Q2 = −t > 0 the invariant four-momentum transfer
squared (defined to be positive for space-like momen-
tum transfer). The form factors GE(t) and GM(t) de-
scribe the structure of the proton as seen by an electro-
magnetic probe. Following the groundbreaking work of
Hofstadter and collaborators, the form factors and radii
have been measured in elastic electron scattering exper-
iments since the 1950’s. A second avenue to measure
the proton structure is provided by measurements of the
Lamb shift in hydrogen atoms, which is also sensitive
to the proton charge radius. Lamb shift experiments in
ordinary and muonic hydrogen have lead to very precise
determinations of the proton charge radius in the last 30
years [1].

While the electric radius of the proton has attracted
much attention in the last decade due to the so-called
“proton radius puzzle” (see, e.g., Refs. [2, 3] for recent
reviews)1, this is not true for its magnetic counterpart.
The magnetic radius is not probed directly in the Lamb

1It is worth emphasizing that within the framework of dispersion
relations, electron-proton scattering data always led to the so-called
small radius of about rE ≃ 0.84 fm [4], consistent with the Lamb shift
in muonic hydrogen.

shift in electronic or muonic hydrogen and thus all exist-
ing information comes from electron scattering experi-
ments. Note, however, that the ep cross section is dom-
inated by the electric form factor for small momentum
transfer. Thus the magnetic radius rM is more sensitive
to larger momentum transfers, and it is not known ex-
perimentally with the same precision as rE . Within dis-
persion relations, the value extracted for rM was always
bigger than 0.83 fm and slightly larger than rE , with the
most recent high-precision analysis including data from
the time-like region giving rM = 0.849+0.003

−0.003
+0.001
−0.004 fm [5]

where the first error is statistical (based on the bootstrap
procedure) and the second one is systematic (based on
the variations in the spectral functions). This value is
in stark contrast to the analysis of the A1 collabora-
tion [6], that led to the much smaller value of rM =

0.777(13)stat.(9)syst.(5)model(2)group fm, including in ad-
dition to statistical and systematic uncertainties also
some uncertainties from the fit model and differences
between the two model groups used in the analysis.
However, looking at the corresponding magnetic form
factor GM(Q2), it shows a pronounced bump-dip struc-
ture for momentum transfers 0 ≤ Q2 ≤ 0.3 GeV2. Such
a structure is at odds with unitarity and analyticity [7].

So is there other information available that could help
to clarify this issue? Indeed, lattice QCD calculations at
physical pion masses are available. Let us first concen-
trate on the isovector part of rM . This is free of the diffi-
cult to compute disconnected contributions and the per-
tinent results are given in Tab. 1, together with the cor-
responding isovector electric radii. We notice that there
is at least a three-sigma deviation in rV

M between the dis-
persive and the lattice results. This can also be seen in
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rV
E [fm] rV

M [fm]
Disp. rel. 0.900(2)(2) 0.854(1)(3)
PACS [9] 0.832(19)(70)(22) 0.771(64)(84)(10)
Mainz [8] 0.882(12)(15) 0.814(7)(5)
Cyprus [10] 0.920(19)(–) 0.742(27)(–)
Mainz [11] 0.894(14)(12) 0.813(18)(7)
PACS [12] 0.785(17)(21) 0.758(33)(286)

Table 1: Electric and magnetic isovector radii from lattice QCD.

the value for rM given in Ref. [8], rM = 0.8111(89) fm,
which roughly corresponds to a 4σ deviation from the
dispersive value. Note, however, that the electric radius
in that work comes out rather small, rE = 0.820(14) fm.
The recent results by the PACS collaboration which in-
clude finite lattice spacing effects [9] also feature a small
magnetic radius, but they have larger errors and are con-
sistent with the dispersive value.

So how could one resolve this discrepancy? The most
prominent way the magnetic radius enters in atomic
physics experiments is via the Zemach radius rZ , which
enters in the Lamb shift. The Zemach radius is given
by:

rZ = −
4
π

∫ ∞
0

dQ
Q2

[
GE(Q2)GM(Q2)

1 + κ
− 1
]
. (2)

To explore the relation between rZ and rM , we con-
sider two types of the proton form factors, the ones pa-
rameterized within the dispersion theoretical framework
comprehensively introduced in Ref. [4] and those using
generalized dipole form factors, that is

GD
E,M(Q2) =

GD
E,M(0)

(1 + Q2/Λ2
E,M)2

, (3)

with ΛE , ΛM . On the one hand, using generalized
dipole form factors allows for the analytical calculation
of the integral in Eq. (2). It reveals an approximate lin-
ear dependence on the magnetic radius within the range
of 1.01 fm to 1.06 fm [13] by setting the charge radius
to the PRad value of 0.83 fm [14], see the black line in
Fig. 1. On the other hand, fitting to the PRad data and
varying rZ with the dispersion theoretical parametriza-
tions, a shifted linear relationship between the Zemach
and the magnetic radius is indicated by the open cycles
in Fig. 1. Note that the charge radius is also fixed at the
value of 0.83 fm in these fits and the Zemach radius is
constrained in the range of 1.025 fm to 1.055 fm by the
PRad data. Furthermore, the linear relationship shifts
from left to right when increasing the value of the fixed
charge radius to 0.84 fm, as also shown in Fig. 1. The
latest LQCD determinations from Mainz [8, 15] and the
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Figure 1: Dependence of the Zemach radius rZ on rM . The black
line shows the relationship from the scenario of the generalized form
factors with rE = 0.83 fm. The open cycles show those by fitting to
the PRad data and allowing rZ to vary in the range shown within the
scenario of the dispersion theoretical form factors. The open square
and triangle denote the latest LQCD determination by Refs. [8, 15]
and the high-precision dispersive values [5], respectively.

high-precision dispersive values [5] are shown as the
open square and triangle points, respectively. As can
be seen quite clearly, the precision of the current LQCD
determinations of the proton form factors is still not suf-
ficient to resolve the puzzle.

We note that the high-precision dispersive analysis
[5] gives rZ = 1.054+0.003

−0.002
+0.000
−0.001 fm, consistent within 1σ

with the value extracted from muonic hydrogen spec-
troscopy, rZ = 1.082(37) fm [1], but a more precise
measurement would clearly be very useful in further
pinning down the proton magnetic radius. The recent
lattice determination of rZ [15] shows a clear deviation
from the experimental value, which can be traced back
to their small proton electric and magnetic radii.

To summarize, we have shown that there are a num-
ber of conflicting determinations of the proton magnetic
radius, which could be named as “the new proton radius
puzzle”. In fact, considering that the proton electric ra-
dius is known now, a very precise determination of the
Zemach radius would give another independent deter-
mination of rM . Furthermore, in the dispersive frame-
work the Zemach radius comes out on the large end
of the range consistent with the muonic hydrogen and
the PRad data and this leads to a large magnetic radius
rM = 0.85 fm.
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