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Abstract

We review the status of baryon form factors with a special focus on the nucleon electromagnetic form factors which are known best.
First, we give an introduction into the dispersive analyses and emphasize the role of unitarity and analyticity in the construction of
the isoscalar and isovector spectral functions. Second, we present the state of the art in our understanding of nucleon form factors and
radii including reliable uncertainty estimates from bootstrap and Bayesian methods. Third, we discuss the physics of the time-like
form factors and point out further issues to be addressed in this framework. Finally, we review the status of hyperon form factors and
comment on the pion cloud.
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1 Introduction

Baryons are composite particles made of three valence quarks bound together by the strong force. Understanding their structure and
interactions is crucial for unraveling the complexities of quantum chromodynamics (QCD) [1, 2], the fundamental theory describing strong
interactions in terms of quarks and gluons [3]. One of the key concepts for describing the internal structure of baryons and other strongly
interacting particles (hadrons) are form factors. The form factors characterize how the response of composite objects to external probes
differs from point particles. They describe the distribution of properties like charge, current, and spin within hadrons. Form factors are
typically studied through scattering experiments, where a lepton interacts with a baryon via the exchange of a photon or a weak gauge boson.
A theoretical discussion of the structure of baryons from the perspective of chiral perturbation theory and Schwinger-Dyson equations can,
e.g., be found in Refs. [4] and [5], respectively.

In this chapter, we focus primarily on the electromagnetic (EM) form factors of the nucleon from the viewpoint of dispersion theory
[6]. The nucleon (N) form factors are best understood experimentally and theoretically. They play a fundamental role since protons (p)
and neutrons (n) essentially account for all the mass of everyday matter. The EM form factors of the nucleon describe the structure of the
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2 Baryon Form Factors

nucleon as seen by an electromagnetic probe. As such, they provide a window on the strong interaction dynamics in the nucleon from
large to small distances. At small momentum transfers, they probe the large-distance properties of the nucleon like the charge and magnetic
moment, while the quark substructure of the nucleon determines the behavior at large momentum transfer. For recent reviews on the form
factors see, e.g. Refs. [6–9]. The form factors enter in the description of a wide range of physical quantities ranging from the Lamb shift in
atomic physics [10–13] over the strangeness content of the nucleon [14, 15] to the EM structure and reactions of atomic nuclei [16–18].

In contrast to the nucleon case, the experimental knowledge of the electromagnetic structure of other baryons and, in particular, of those
with strangeness (the hyperons) is scarce due to absence of stable targets. So far, only the charge radius of the Σ−, among all hyperons,
has been measured to be 0.78(10) fm using a Σ− beam at a mean energy of 610 GeV [19]. A new experimental approach to access the
charge radii of charged hyperons was recently proposed by Ref. [20]. This technique extracts the low-t electromagnetic form factors in
the unphysical region from the radiative Dalitz decay of charmonium, ψ(2S )→ YȲe+e−. The main source of information on Λ hyperon
EM form factors in the time-like region are measurements of the reaction e+e− → ΛΛ̄ (see Ref. [21] for a review). A recent improvement
of the data base for this reaction is provided by cross sections in the center-of-mass energy region from 3.51 to 4.6 GeV by the BESIII
Collaboration [22], since previous measurements only covered the near-threshold region.

2 Basics

2.1 Definitions
The EM nucleon form factors and radii are determined by the matrix element of the electromagnetic current operator jEM

µ (x) in the nucleon.
Denoting a nucleon state with four-momentum p and spin s as |N(p, s)⟩, this matrix element can be expressed as,

⟨N(p′, s′)| jEM
µ (0)|N(p, s)⟩ = ū(p′, s′)

[
F1(t)γµ + i

F2(t)
2m

σµνqν
]

u(p, s) (1)

where m is the nucleon mass and t = (p′ − p)2 the four-momentum transfer squared. For space-like momentum transfer t < 0, it is convenient
to use the variable Q2 = −t > 0. The scalar functions F1(t) and F2(t) are the Dirac and Pauli form factors, respectively. Their normalization
at t = 0 is determined by the charges and anomalous magnetic moments of the nucleon,

F p
1 (0) = 1 , Fn

1(0) = 0 , F p
2 (0) = κp , Fn

2(0) = κn , (2)

with κp = 1.793 and κn = −1.913 given in units of the nuclear magneton, µN = e/(2m). The magnetic moments of the proton and the neutron
are thus given by µp = 1 + κp and µn = κn, respectively.

For the dispersion-theoretical analysis, it is convenient to work in the isospin basis and to decompose the form factors into isoscalar (s)
and isovector (v) parts,

F s
i =

1
2

(F p
i + Fn

i ) , Fv
i =

1
2

(F p
i − Fn

i ) , i = 1, 2 . (3)

The experimental data are usually given in terms of the Sachs form factors,

GE(t) = F1(t) − τF2(t) , GM(t) = F1(t) + F2(t) , where τ = −t/(4m2) , (4)

because the differential cross sections have a simple dependence on the Sachs form factors (see below). Their definition, Eq. (4), implies
that GE = GM at the nucleon-antinucleon threshold, t = 4m2. In the Breit frame, where the electromagnetic current transfers only three-
momentum but no energy, the Sachs form factors GE and GM may be interpreted as the Fourier transforms of the charge and magnetization
distributions, respectively. Note, however, that it has been repeatedly pointed out that the identification of spatial density distributions with
the Fourier transform of the corresponding form factors in the Breit frame is problematic, see e.g. Refs. [23–25], and much work has been
done to interpret the spatial density distributions of matrix elements of local operators [26–32].

The nucleon root mean square radii (loosely called radii), r ≡
√
⟨r2⟩, are defined via the expansion of the form factors around zero

momentum transfer,

F(t)
F(0)

= 1 + t
⟨r2⟩

6
+ . . . , (5)

where F(t) is a generic form factor. In the case of the electric and Dirac form factors of the neutron, Gn
E and Fn

1 , the expansion starts with
the term linear in t and the normalization factor F(0) is dropped. In the space-like momentum transfer region, t < 0, the form factors are
real valued quantities. In the time-like region, t > 0, the form factors are complex valued above the two-pion threshold at t = 4M2

π and thus
throughout the physical region of the process e+e− → N̄N.

In Fig. 1, we sketch Gp
E(t) and of Gp

M(t) as examples. More precisely, the moduli of these form factors is depicted. For the space-
like region, the physical threshold is located at t = 0, whereas the corresponding threshold in the time-like region is t = 4m2. In between
these two thresholds, the various vector meson poles (plus continua) build up the spectral function to be discussed in detail below. This
region cannot be observed. We note that for the form factors in the time-like region, an additional complication arises due to the strong
near-threshold nucleon-antinucleon interactions.
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Fig. 1: The moduli of Gp
E (left panel) and Gp

M (right-panel) for space- and time-like momentum transfers based on a recent dispersion-
theoretical analysis of form factor data [33]. The colored area between the two dashed lines at t = 0 and t = 4m2 is the unphysical region
where the form factor cannot be observed.

2.2 Experimental Observables
We start by discussing how the nucleon EM form factors can be accessed in experiment.

2.2.1 Space-like region
The space-like form factors (FFs) can be measured in elastic electron scattering. We consider for definiteness electron-proton (ep) scattering,

e (p1) + p (p2)→ e (p3) + p (p4) , (6)

where the four-momenta pi are subject to the constraint p1 + p2 = p3 + p4. At first order in the EM fine-structure constant α, i.e. in the
one-photon exchange approximation, the differential cross section can be expressed through the Sachs FFs as

dσ
dΩ
=

(
dσ
dΩ

)
Mott

1
ϵ(1 + τ)

[
τG2

M(Q2) + ϵG2
E(Q2)

]
=

(
dσ
dΩ

)
Mott

σR

ϵ(1 + τ)
, (7)

where ϵ = [1 + 2(1 + τ) tan2(θ/2)]−1 with 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ 1 is the virtual photon polarization, θ is the electron scattering angle in the laboratory
frame, and (dσ/dΩ)Mott is the Mott cross section. The latter corresponds to scattering off a point-like nucleon,(

dσ
dΩ

)
Mott
=

α2 cos2(θ/2)
4E2

1 sin4(θ/2)
E3

E1
, (8)

where E1 (E3) is the energy of the incoming (outgoing) electron, related via 1/E3 = 1/E1 + (2/m) sin2(θ/2). Two quantities out of the
energies, momenta and angles suffice to determine this cross section and are related for such an elastic process. Specifically, in the laboratory
frame with the initial nucleon at rest and neglecting the electron mass, we can write the four-momentum transfer

Q2 ≈ 4E1E3 sin2 (θ/2) . (9)

In experiment, the differential cross section is usually given for a fixed total energy as a function of the scattering angle, so that a small
scattering angle corresponds to a small momentum transfer. This is exactly the reason why a precise determination of the EM radii is so
difficult. At large momentum transfer, the contribution from the magnetic form factor dominates the cross section. The contribution from
the electric and the magnetic form factor can be read off form the reduced cross section σR defined in Eq. (7). The reduced cross section σR

depends linearly on ϵ for a given Q2, with slope G2
E(Q2) and intercept τG2

M(Q2). This is called the Rosenbluth separation [34]. Two-photon
corrections to this cross section need to be accounted when analyzing the real experimental data of the elastic electron-proton scattering,
see Refs. [6, 35–38] for more details. Also, to investigate the neutron form factors, one measures electron scattering of a light nucleus like
deuterium or 3He. This requires, however, an accurate few-body calculation to disentangle the neutron FF contribution from the nuclear
scattering cross section, as discussed briefly in Ref. [6].

In early ep scattering experiments, it was found that the form factors could be well approximated by the dipole form, Gdip(Q2),

Gp
E(Q2) ≃

Gp
M(Q2)
µp

≃
Gn

M(Q2)
µn

≃ Gdip(Q2) =
(
1 + Q2/M2

dip

)−2
, (10)

with M2
dip = 0.71 GeV2 the dipole mass. Moreover, Gn

E(Q2) = 0 in this approximation. Employing these dipole FFs in the integrated cross
section Eq. (7) defines the so-called dipole cross section, σdip. Often, the form factors or the measured cross sections are given relative to
Gdip(Q2) and σdip, respectively.

A method to directly measure the form factor ratio GE/GM in polarized electron scattering off the proton, #»e p→ #»e p (or similarly
for scattering off the deuteron or 3He), was proposed in Refs. [39, 40]. A simultaneous measurement of the two recoil polarizations
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(longitudinal, Pl, and transverse, Pt) allows one to measure directly the ratio

Rp ≡ µp
Gp

E

Gp
M

= −µp

√
τ(1 + ϵ)

2ϵ
Pt

Pl
. (11)

While this only determines the form factor ratio (and not the individual FFs), many systematic uncertainties cancel out and make this
observable an important benchmark for any theoretical form factor calculation.

2.2.2 Time-like region
We now turn to the determination of the form factors in the time-like region. Here one needs a reaction in which a nucleon-antinucleon
pair is produced electromagnetically. The FFs can, e.g., be extracted from the cross section data e+e− ↔ p̄p and e+e− → n̄n for the proton
and the neutron, respectively. As only very few differential cross section data exist in the time-like region, a separation of GE and GM is
often not possible. One either makes an assumption like GE = GM in the analysis of the data or one extracts the effective form factor |Geff |,
discussed below. For a review on the nucleon EM form factors in the time-like region, see Ref. [7]. Let us consider the process

e+ (p1) + e− (p2)→ p (p3) + p̄ (p4) , (12)

in more detail. In the center-of-mass (CM) frame, we have p1,2 = (E,±ke) and p3,4 = (E,±kp). The photon momentum q then determines
the center-of-mass energy by q2 = (p1 + p2)2 = t = E2

CM = (2E)2. Time-like q implies positive q2 in our metric. The three-momenta ke and
kp enter in the phase-space factor β = kp/ke, which in the limit of neglecting the electron mass yields

β ≈ kp/E =
√

1 − 4m2
p/q2 , (13)

the velocity of the proton, and mp is the proton mass. Denoting the emission angle of the proton by θ, the differential cross section in the
one-photon-exchange approximation is

dσ
dΩ
=
α2β

4q2 C(q2)
[
(1 + cos2 θ)|GM(q2)|2 +

4m2
p

q2 sin2 θ|GE(q2)|2
]
, (14)

where C(q2) is the Sommerfeld-Gamow factor that accounts for the Coulomb interaction between the final-state particles

C(q2) =
y

1 − e−y , y =
παmp

kp
. (15)

Integrating over the full angular distribution gives the total cross section

σe+e−→pp̄(q2) =
4πα2β

3q2 C(q2)

|GM(q2)|2 +
2m2

p

q2 |GE(q2)|2
 ≡ 4πα2β

3q2 C(q2)

1 + 2m2
p

q2

 |Gp
eff(q2)|2. (16)

which defines the effective form factor Geff . For neutrons, the formulas are equivalent except for the Sommerfeld-Gamow factor which is not
present in that case. Beyond the Coulomb final-state interactions, higher order QED corrections are usually neglected. For the time-reversed
process, the phase space factor is inverted:

σ(e+e− → pp̄) = β2 σ(pp̄→ e+e−) . (17)

Polarization effects in e+e− → NN̄ are studied e.g. in Ref. [41].

2.3 Spectral Decomposition and Dispersion Relations
Dispersive methods provide a powerful tool to extract the form factors from experimental data. Dispersion relations (DRs) are based on
unitarity and general analyticity properties of the form factors. Analog to the Kramers-Kronig relations from classical electrodynamics [42],
they relate the real and imaginary parts of the form factors.

The imaginary part Im F of a form factor F can be obtained from a spectral decomposition [43, 44]. For this purpose, we consider
the electromagnetic current matrix element in the time-like region (t > 0), which is related to the space-like region (t < 0) via crossing
symmetry. This matrix element is given by

Jµ = ⟨N(p3) N̄(p4)| jEM
µ (0)|0⟩ = ū(p3)

[
F1(t)γµ + i

F2(t)
2m

σµν(p3 + p4)ν
]

v(p4) , (18)

where p3 and p4 are the momenta of the nucleon and antinucleon created by the current jEM
µ , respectively. For ease of notation, we have

suppressed the corresponding spin indices. The four-momentum transfer squared in the time-like region is t = (p3 + p4)2.
Using the LSZ reduction formalism, the imaginary part of the form factors is obtained by inserting a complete set of intermediate states

[43, 44] as illustrated in Fig. 2,

Im Jµ =
π

Z
(2π)3/2N

∑
n

⟨N(p3)|J̄N (0)|n⟩⟨n| jEM
µ (0)|0⟩ v(p4) δ(4)(p3 + p4 − pn) , (19)
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Fig. 2: Spectral decomposition of the matrix element of the electromagnetic current jEM
µ in the nucleon. The intermediate states are denoted

|n⟩.

where N is a nucleon spinor normalization factor, Z is the nucleon wave function renormalization, and J̄N (x) = J†N (x)γ0 with JN (x) a
nucleon source. It relates the spectral function to on-shell matrix elements of other processes, as detailed below.

The intermediate states |n⟩ are asymptotic (observable) states of total four-momentum pn. They carry the same quantum numbers as the
current jEM

µ :

IG(JPC) = 0−(1−−) for the isoscalar component ,

IG(JPC) = 1+(1−−) for the isovector component , (20)

of the current jEM
µ . Here, I and J denote the isospin I = 0, 1 and the angular momentum J = 1 of the photon, whereas G, P and C give the

G-parity, parity and charge conjugation quantum number, respectively. Furthermore, these currents have zero net baryon number. Because
of G-parity, states with an odd number of pions only contribute to the isoscalar part, while states with an even number contribute to the
isovector part. For the isoscalar part the lowest mass states are:

3π, 5π, . . . ,KK̄,KK̄π, . . . , (21)

and for the isovector part they are:

2π, 4π, . . .KK̄, . . . . (22)

Associated with each intermediate state is a cut starting at the corresponding threshold in t and running to infinity. As a consequence, the
spectral function Im F(t) is different from zero along the cut from t0 to∞, with t0 = 4 (9) M2

π for the isovector (isoscalar) case.
The spectral functions are the central quantities in the dispersion-theoretical approach. Using Eqs. (18) and (19), they can in principle

be obtained from experimental data. In practice, this program can only be carried out for the lightest two-particle intermediate states. The
full structure of the spectral functions for the EM form factors of the nucleon is discussed in more detail below.

The typical singularity structure of a form factor F resulting from the spectral decomposition, Eq. (19), is shown in Fig. 3. We use
Cauchy’s theorem for F with the integration contour indicated in blue to obtain an unsubtracted dispersion relation of the form

F(t) =
1
π

∫ ∞

t0

Im F(t′)
t′ − t − iϵ

dt′ , (23)

where t0 is the threshold of the lowest cut of F(t) and the iϵ defines the integral for values of t on the cut. The convergence of an unsubtracted
dispersion relation for the form factors has been assumed. For proofs of such a representation in perturbation theory, see Ref. [45] (and
references therein). One could also use a once-subtracted dispersion relation, since the normalization of the form factors at t = 0 is known.
However, in what follows, we will only employ the unsubtracted form given in Eq. (23). For the parametrization of the spectral functions
used below, the unsubtracted dispersion relations converge by construction. Consequently, by Eq. (23) the electromagnetic structure of the
nucleon can be related to its absorptive behavior.

3 Spectral Function and Constraints

We continue to discuss the structure of the spectral function and constraints from theory and other processes.

3.1 Structure of the spectral functions
The longest-range and therefore at low momentum transfer most important continuum contribution comes from the 2π intermediate state
which contributes to the isovector form factors [46]. A novel and very precise calculation of this contribution has recently been performed in
Ref. [47] including the state-of-the-art pion-nucleon scattering amplitudes from dispersion theory. The resulting spectral functions exhibit
the ρ-resonance at

√
t = 0.77 GeV as well as an enhancement on the left shoulder of the resonance. This confirms that the ρ is generated

by unitarity [48] and no explicit ρ-meson is required in the isovector spectral function. The enhancement on the left shoulder of the ρ can
be traced back to the fact that the partial wave amplitudes f 1

± (t) have a singularity on the second Riemann sheet [49] (originating from the
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Im t

Re t

t t0

Fig. 3: Analytic structure of a typical form factor in the complex plane. The start of the lowest continuum cut is indicated by t0. The
integration contour for the application of Cauchy’s theorem to calculate the form factor F(t) is shown in blue.

projection of the nucleon pole terms in the invariant pion-nucleon scattering amplitudes) located at

tc = 4M2
π −

M4
π

m2 ≈ 3.98 M2
π , (24)

very close to the physical threshold at t0 = 4M2
π .

Based on the DR, Eq. (23), it is straightforward to derive sum rules for the normalizations and radii of the isovector form factors. These
were first considered in Ref. [46] for the various nucleon radii, see also [47],

1
2

(rv
E)2 =

6
π

∞∫
4M2

π

dt
Im Gv

E(t)
t2 =

1
2

[
(rp

E)2 − (rn
E)2

]
,

µv(rv
M)2 =

6
π

∞∫
4M2

π

dt
Im Gv

M(t)
t2 =

1
2

[
(1 + κp)(rp

M)2 − κn(rn
M)2

]
, (25)

where µv = (1 + κp − κn)/2 ≃ 2.353 is the isovector magnetic moment of the nucleon. Note that the sum rules for the radii remain unchanged
if a once-subtracted dispersion relation is used instead of the unsubtracted one. Cutting the integrals off at Λ = 2m, one finds

1
2

(rv
E)2 = 0.405(36) fm2 and µv(rv

M)2 = 1.81(11) fm2 . (26)

It is remarkable that using a simple ρ-exchange with a Breit-Wigner or a Gounaris-Sakurai form [50], the corresponding isovector radii
would be underestimated by about 40%. Thus, any dispersive analysis that does not include the full two-pion continuum but only the
ρ-resonance in the isovector spectral function below 1 GeV will simply miss this important piece of physics.

The lowest isoscalar continuum is given by three-pion exchange. An analysis based on unitarity alone of this contribution does not exist,
but it has been shown in chiral perturbation theory at leading [51] and subleading [52] orders, that there is no enhancement on the left wing
of the ω resonance. Thus, in contrast to the ρ, the inclusion of the ω as a vector meson pole is justified. The first significant continuum
contribution to the isoscalar spectral function is due to KK̄ and ρπ intermediate states. The contributions from the KK̄ [53, 54] and ρπ [55]
were first included in the dispersive analysis of the EM form factors in Ref. [56]. For recent work on the isoscalar spectral functions in
baryon chiral perturbation theory with explicit vector mesons, that strengthens the findings of these earlier works, see Ref. [57]. A more
detailed discussion of these continua can be found in Ref. [6].

The remaining contributions to the spectral function can be parameterized by vector meson poles. On the one hand, the lower mass poles
can be identified with physical vector mesons such as the ω and the ϕ. The higher mass poles on the other hand, are simply an effective
way to parameterize higher mass strength in the spectral function. These effective poles at higher momentum transfers appear in both the
isoscalar and isovector channels. Note that the contributions from the continua and the poles are sometimes strongly intertwined, e.g. the
ρ-meson pole is indeed generated as part of the 2π-continuum, as known since long [48, 58, 59]. It should also be noted that we are dealing
with an ill-posed problem [60, 61]. This implies that increasing the number of poles will from some point on not improve the description of
the data. Therefore, the strategy has always been to use as few poles as possible. We come back to this issue in Sec. 4. The (isoscalar and
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Fig. 4: Illustration of the isoscalar (left) and isovector (right) spectral function in terms of continua and (effective) vector meson poles. The
vertical dashed line separates the well-constrained low-mass region from the high-mass region which is parameterized by narrow and broad
effective poles, indicated by lower and upper case letters respectively.

isovector) spectral functions thus take the from

Im F s
i (t) = Im F(s,KK̄)

i (t) + Im F(s,ρπ)
i (t) +

∑
V=ω,ϕ,s1 ,...

πaV
i δ(M2

V − t) +
∑

V=S 1 ,...

Im F(s,V)
i (t) , (27)

Im Fv
i (t) = Im F(v,2π)

i (t) +
∑

V=v1 ,...

πaV
i δ(M2

V − t) +
∑

V=V1 ,...

Im F(v,V)
i (t) , (28)

where i = 1, 2 and the broad effective poles are parameterized by a Breit-Wigner form. The masses of all effective poles and the widths
of the broad poles are fitted to the data. Moreover, all vector meson coupling constants are fitted. A cartoon of these spectral functions
is shown in Fig. 4. The vertical dashed line separates the phenomenologically well-constrained low-mass region from the effective vector
meson poles at higher masses. Here, we allow a variable nonzero width for certain effective poles to mimic the imaginary part of the form
factors in the higher-t time-like region, as was done in Ref. [56].

3.2 Constraints
The number of parameters in the spectral function (i.e. the various meson couplings aV

i (i = 1, 2), the masses and widths of the effective
poles) is reduced by enforcing various constraints.

The first set of constraints concerns the low-t behavior of the form factors. We enforce the correct normalization of the form factors as
given in Eq. (2). The nucleon radii, however, are not included as a constraint. The exception to this is the squared neutron charge radius,
which in some dispersive fits has been constrained to the value from low-energy neutron-atom scattering experiments [62, 63]. In the new
fits discussed later, we implement this constraint using the high-precision determination of the neutron charge radius squared based on a
chiral effective field theory analysis of electron-deuteron scattering [64, 65],

⟨r2
n⟩ = −0.105+0.005

−0.006 fm2 . (29)

Another set of constraints arises at large momentum transfers. Perturbative QCD (pQCD) constrains the behavior of the nucleon
electromagnetic form factors for large momentum transfer. Brodsky and Lepage [66] worked out the behavior for Q2 → ∞,

Fi(t)→
1

Q2(i+1)

ln  Q2

Λ2
QCD

−γ , i = 1, 2 , (30)

where γ = 2 + 4/(3β) is an anomalous dimension and β = 11 − 2N f /3 the leading order QCD β-function. The anomalous dimension γ ≈ 2
depends weakly on the number of flavors, N f [66]. The power behavior of the form factors at large Q2 can be easily understood from
perturbative gluon exchange. In order to distribute the momentum transfer from the virtual photon to all three quarks in the nucleon, at
least two massless gluons have to be exchanged. Since each of the gluons has a propagator ∼ 1/Q2, the form factor has to fall off as 1/Q4.
In the case of F2, there is additional suppression by 1/Q2 since a quark spin has to be flipped. The analytic continuation of the logarithm
in Eq. (30) to time-like momentum transfers −Q2 ≡ t > 0 yields an additional term, ln(−t/Λ2) = ln(t/Λ2) − iπ for t > Λ2. The Phragmen-
Lindeloef theorem [49] therefore stipulates that the imaginary part has to vanish in the asymptotic limit. Taking these facts into account,
the proton effective FF can be described for large time-like momentum transfer t by [67]

|Gp
eff(t)| =

A

t2(ln2(t/Λ2) + π2)
, (31)

with the parameters from a fit to data prior to the 2013 measurement by the BaBar collaboration [68], given as A = 72 GeV−4 and Λ =
0.52 GeV.
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Enforcing the power law behavior of the form factors in the dispersion relation, Eq. (23), leads to superconvergence relations of the form∫ ∞

t0
Im Fi(t) tndt = 0 , i = 1, 2 , (32)

with n = 0 for F1 and n = 0, 1 for F2. These will be employed in the current analysis. In earlier DR analyses, modifications of the
superconvergence relations were used including e.g. some higher order corrections. These should, however, be abandoned as the data are
simply not sensitive to such corrections. We note that these superconvergence relations have already been used in Ref. [69], i.e. before the
pQCD analysis [66].

Consequently, the number of effective poles is determined by the stability criterion mentioned before, that is, we take the minimum
number of poles necessary to fit the data. The number of free parameters is then strongly reduced by the various constraints (unitarity,
normalizations, superconvergence relations). These constraints can be implemented as what is called “hard constraints” or “soft constraints”,
respectively. In the former case, one solves a system of algebraic equations relating the various parameters (couplings, masses), thus
reducing the number of free parameters in the fit (for an explicit representation, see e.g. [70]). In the latter case, the χ2 is augmented by a
Lagrange multiplier enforcing the corresponding constraints, see Sec. 4. Both options are viable and have been used.

It is straightforward to enumerate the number of fit parameters, which is given by the couplings and masses of the vector meson, NV =

4 + 3(Ns + Nv) + 4(NS + NV ), with Ns/v(NS/V ) the number of the effective narrow (broad) isoscalar/isovector poles and the 4 represents the
ω and ϕ couplings, minus the number of constraints, given by NC = 4 + 6 + 1, referring to the low-t, the high-t constraints and the neutron
charge radius squared, respectively. If the latter in not included, NC = 10. Putting pieces together, we have in total NF = NV − NC =

3(Ns + Nv) + 4(NS + NV ) − 7 or NF = 3(Ns + Nv) + 4(NS + NV ) − 6 fit parameters (including or excluding the (rn
E)2-constraint).

4 Data Analysis and Uncertainties

In this section, we briefly describe how the fits of the spectral functions to data are performed and how the statistical and systematic errors
can be determined.

First, the quality of the fits is measured by means of two different χ2 functions, χ2
1 and χ2

2, which are defined as

χ2
1 =

∑
i

∑
k

(nkCi −C(ti, θi,p ))2

(σi + νi)2 , (33)

χ2
2 =

∑
i, j

∑
k

(nkCi −C(ti, θi,p ))[V−1]i j(nkC j −C(t j, θ j,p )) , (34)

where the Ci are the experimental data at the points ti, θi and the C(ti, θi,p ) are the theoretical values for a given FF parametrization for
the parameter values contained in p. For total cross sections and form factor data the dependence on θi is dropped. Moreover, the nk are
normalization coefficients for the various data sets (labeled by the integer k and only used in the fits to the differential cross section data in
the spacelike region), while σi and νi are their statistical and systematical errors, respectively. The covariance matrix Vi j = σiσ jδi j + νiν j.
χ2

2 is used for those experimental data where statistical and systematical errors are given separately, otherwise χ2
1 is adopted. Furthermore,

the χ2 of each data set is normalized by the number of data points in order to weight the various data sets without bias.
One also considers the reduced χ2, which is given by:

χ2
red =

χ2
i

ND − NF
, i = 1, 2 , (35)

with ND the number of fitted data points and NF the number of independent fit parameters, see Sec. 3.2.
As noted in Sec. 3.2 the various constraints on the form factors can be implemented algebraically (hard constraints) or by modifying the

χ2 (soft constraints). The latter type of constraints are implemented as additive terms to the total χ2 of the following form

χ2
add. = p [x − ⟨x⟩]2 exp

(
p [x − ⟨x⟩]2

)
, (36)

where ⟨x⟩ is the desired value and p is a strength parameter, which regulates the steepness of the exponential well and helps to stabilize the
fits [56, 71]. The fits are performed with MINUIT [72] in Fortran.

We now turn to the estimation of uncertainty. One method to estimate the fit (statistical) errors is the bootstrap procedure, see e.g.
Ref. [73]. One simulates a large number of data sets compared to the number of data points by randomly varying the points in the original
set within the given errors assuming their normal distribution. Let us consider the radius extraction. In that case, one fits to each of these data
sets separately, extracts the radius from each fit and consider the distribution of these radius values, which is sometimes denoted as bootstrap
distribution. The artificial data sets represent many real samples. Therefore, this radius distribution emulates the probability distribution
that one would get from fits to data from a high number of measurements. The precondition for using this method are independent and
identically distributed data points. This is fulfilled when the χ2 sum does not depend on the sequential order of the contributing points. For
n simulated data sets, the errors thus scale with 1/

√
n. However, to get a more realistic uncertainty, we exclude one percent of the data

points from the sample and so can determine the lowest and highest value of the extracted radius. The same procedure can, of course, also
be applied to the full form factors.



Baryon Form Factors 9

eff. poles tot. χ2 red. χ2 rp
E [fm] rn

M [fm]

2s + 2v* 88.5046 1.321 0.829 0.843

3s + 2v 88.5159 1.383 0.829 0.861

3s + 3v 88.5051 1.451 0.828 0.848

4s + 3v 88.5037 1.526 0.829 0.843

4s + 4v 88.5046 1.609 0.829 0.845

5s + 4v 88.5027 1.702 0.829 0.837

5s + 5v 88.5043 1.806 0.828 0.861

Table 1: Fit to the PRad data with varying numbers of isoscalar (s) and isovector (v) effective poles. Given are the total and the reduced χ2

and the resulting values for the proton radii. The * marks the best solution which defines the central values for the radii.

Another statistical tool to estimate the error intervals of our model parameters is the Bayesian approach, see e.g. Ref. [74] and references
therein. In contrast to the interpretation of probabilities in the classical (also called frequentist) approach, where the probability is the
frequency of an event to occur over a large number of repeated trials, the Bayesian method uses probabilities to express the current state
of knowledge about the unknown parameters. This approach enables dynamic updates to parameter estimates, accounting for both the
parameter value and its associated uncertainty in a unified probabilistic framework. The key ingredients to a Bayesian analysis are the
prior distribution, which quantifies what is known about the model parameters prior to data being observed, and the likelihood function,
which describes information about the parameters contained in the data. The prior distribution and likelihood can be combined to derive the
posterior distribution by means of Bayes’ theorem:

P(paras|data) =
P(paras)P(data|paras)

P(data)
, (37)

where “paras” denotes the parameters and P(a|b) is the conditional probability that a happens given b.
It is the main goal of a Bayesian statistical analysis to obtain the posterior distribution of the model parameters. The posterior distribution

contains the total knowledge about the model parameters after the data have been observed. From a Bayesian perspective, any statistical
inference of interest can be obtained through an appropriate analysis of the posterior distribution. For example, point estimates of parameters
are commonly computed as the mean of the posterior distribution and interval estimates can be calculated by producing the end points of
an interval that correspond with specified percentiles of the posterior distribution. A powerful and easy-to-implement method to access the
posterior distribution is the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm. A systematic illustration of Bayesian analysis applications can
be found in Ref. [75]. The analysis in [6] demonstrated that both bootstrap sampling and Bayesian simulation yield equivalent statistical
errors for the form factors and radii. In the following, we will use the bootstrap procedure, as it is easier to implement for large data sets
with a greater number of fit parameters.

Next, we discuss the extraction of the systematic uncertainties, which is always the most difficult task. Our strategy is similar to what
was already done in Ref. [69], namely to vary the number of isoscalar and isovector poles around the values corresponding to the best
solution, where the total χ2 does not change by more than 1%. An example of this is given in Tab. 1 taken from Ref. [76] where only the
PRad data [77] are considered. The best fit corresponds to 2 isoscalar and 2 isovector poles and the systematic errors in this case can be
read off as [76]

δ(rp
E)syst. = ±0.001 fm , δ(rp

M) = +0.018
−0.012 fm . (38)

While the absolute χ2 does not change, the reduced one worsens as the number of fit parameter increases. As expected, the systematic error
is larger for the magnetic radius as the electric FF dominates at low Q2.

5 Nucleon Form Factor Results

In this section, we present a variety of physics results based on a recent state-of-the-art dispersion theoretical analysis of the world data
set [33]. Specifically, we discuss fits that include the differential cross section from the electron-proton elastic scattering, the proton FF
ratio from the polarization transfer experiments and neutron FF data in the space-like region, as well as the effective FF for both the proton
and neutron, and the proton FF ratio in the time-like region. The data base fitted in Ref. [33] is presented in Tab. 2. The best fit is found to
consist of 3 narrow poles in the isoscalar channel (s) and 5 narrow poles in the isovector channel (v) below the nucleon-nucleon threshold
and 3s + 3v broad poles above the threshold, that is, Ns = 3, Nv = 5 and NS = NV = 3. χ2/d.o.f = 1.223 is obtained for this best fit with the
(rn

E)2-constraint included. Note that there are 33 additional normalization constants for the MAMI and PRad data in the spacelike region.
These are discussed in detail in Ref. [6]. We remark that fits with fixed normalizations lead to the same results but larger χ2/dof. The vector
meson parameters for the best fit can be found in the supplemental materials of Ref. [33].
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Experimental data
Region Observables Souce |t| GeV2 number References

spacelike t < 0

dσ/dΩ
MAMI 0.00384-0.977 1422 [78]
PRad 0.000215-0.058 71 [77]

µpGp
E/G

p
M JLab 1.18-8.49 16 [79–82]

µnGn
E/G

n
M world 1.58-3.41 4 [56]

Gn
E world 0.14-3.41 29 [56, 83]

Gn
M world 0.071-10.0 49 [56]

timelike t > 0

|Gp
eff | world 3.52-20.25 153 [68, 84–89]
|Gn

eff | world 3.52-9.49 32 [90, 91]
|Gp

E/G
p
M | BaBar 3.52-9.0 6 [84]

dσ/dΩ BESIII 3.52-3.8 10 [68]

Table 2: Data base used in the dispersion-theoretical fits.

5.1 Spacelike Form Factors
In Fig. 5, we show our best fit compared to the experimental data for the ep cross section data from PRad (left upper panel) and MAMI
(left lower panel), µpGp

E/G
p
M from JLab (right top panel), the neutron electric form factor (right middle panel) and the neutron magnetic

form factor (right bottom panel) at spacelike momentum transfer. Note that for the proton case, we fit to the ep cross section data with
Q2 < 1 GeV2, incorporating with the proton form factor ratio data with Q2 > 1 GeV2. As in earlier fits [36, 76], the data for the proton
form factor ratio µPGp

E/G
p
M for Q2 < 1 GeV2, which do not participate in the fit, are well described, see the inset in the right top panel in

Fig. 5. This points towards consistency between the two-photon corrected cross section data and the ratio data, that are not affected by such
corrections.

Moreover, a decreasing behavior of Gn
M/(µnGdip) and µpGp

E/G
p
M at large |t| in the spacelike region is explicitly enforced in order to get

a good description over the full range of momentum transfers. It turns out that a zero crossing of µpGp
E/G

p
M is disfavored by the combined

analysis of space- and timelike data, while some measurements suggest a zero crossing of this ratio around t ≈ −10 GeV2 [92]. Thus, data
at higher momentum transfer than shown in the figure are required to settle this issue. We further remark that as in the earlier fits to the
spacelike data only, the onset of perturbative QCD barely sets in at the highest momentum transfers probed.

Another facet of the spacelike FFs is the long-range part of the Breit-frame charge and magnetization distributions that follows from the
Sachs form factors and can be interpreted in terms of a “pion cloud” and some additional short-range contributions from the ρ and other
short-ranged physics. However, we emphasize that this separation is scale-dependent and thus not unique [93, 94]. We will come back to
this issue in Sec. 5.4.

5.2 Nucleon Radii
Now, let us move to the nucleon radii. The radii extracted from the combined fits in [33] are

rp
E = 0.840+0.003

−0.002
+0.002
−0.002 fm, rp

M = 0.849+0.003
−0.003

+0.001
−0.004 fm, rn

M = 0.864+0.004
−0.004

+0.006
−0.001 fm, (39)

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). These values are in good agreement with previous high-precision analyses of spacelike data alone [6, 76] and have comparable
errors.

Alternative information on the proton charge radius can be obtained from Lamb shift measurements in electronic as well as muonic
hydrogen, see e.g. the reviews [95–97]. The proton radius puzzle—marked by a striking discrepancy between the proton charge ra-
dius extracted from muonic hydrogen spectroscopy [10, 98] and the value averaged from electron scattering and ordinary hydrogen spec-
troscopy [99] has driven extensive experimental efforts in elastic electron-proton scattering over the past decade.

For the proton charge radius rp
E , we compare various dispersion-theoretical extractions from a historical perspective in Fig. 6. Note

that here we only consider those dispersion-theoretical analyses that include the two-pion continuum explicitly in their spectral functions
that is found to play a crucial role in the nucleon isovector form factors, see Refs. [6] for the details. It is remarkable that the dispersion-
theoretical analyses always provided a consistent and robust proton charge radius in agreement with the spectroscopic values from muonic
hydrogen [10, 98]. In Fig. 7, we list the most recent experimental determinations of the proton electric radius. Agreement on the proton
charge radius has been achieved by the measurements from ep scattering, ep spectroscopy and the µp spectroscopy. As a consequence,
the value collected in CODATA was updated in 2018 and the 2022 value is 0.84075(64) fm [100, 101] which agrees quite well with the
dispersion theoretical determination of Ref. [33]. Moreover, the Zemach radius [102]

rZ = −
4
π

∫ ∞

0

dQ
Q2

[
GE(Q2)GM(Q2)

1 + κ
− 1

]
, (40)

and the third Zemach moment ⟨r3⟩(2), are obtained as

rz = 1.054+0.003
−0.002

+0.000
−0.001 fm, ⟨r3⟩(2) = 2.310+0.022

−0.018
+0.014
−0.015 fm3. (41)
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Fig. 5: Complete fit to space- and timelike data with bootstrap error (shaded band) compared to the ep cross section data from PRad (left
upper panel) and MAMI (left lower panel), the JLab data for µpGp

E/G
p
M(right top panel), the neutron electric form factor data (right middle

panel) and the neutron magnetic form factor data (right bottom panel) at spacelike momentum transfer. Fitted data are depicted by closed
symbols. The data for |t| < 1 GeV2 (open symbols, see also the inset) are shown for comparison only. The colored bands give the uncertainty
due to the bootstrap procedure. Systematical uncertainties are not shown.

These values are in good agreement with Lamb shift and hyperfine splittings in muonic hydrogen [98].
While the electric radius of the proton has attracted much attention in the last decade, this is not true for its magnetic counterpart.

The magnetic radius is not probed directly in the Lamb shift in electronic or muonic hydrogen and thus all existing information comes
from electron scattering experiments. The ep cross section, however, is dominated by the electric form factor for small momentum trans-
fer. Thus the magnetic radius rM is more sensitive to larger momentum transfers, and it is not known experimentally with the same
precision as rE . The dispersion-theoretical values of the proton magnetic radius rp

M were consistently bigger than 0.83 fm and slightly
larger than rp

E , as seen in Fig. 6. In stark contrast, the analysis of the A1 collaboration [103] yielded a significantly smaller value of
rM = 0.777(13)stat.(9)syst.(5)model(2)group fm, including in addition 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 structure for momentum transfers 0 ≤ Q2 ≤ 0.3 GeV2. Such a structure is at odds with unitarity
and analyticity [71, 94]. So is there other information available that could help to clarify this issue? Indeed, lattice QCD calculations at
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Fig. 6: Comparison of the proton electric (left) and magnetic (right) radii determined by various dispersion-theoretical extractions. The
y-axis represents the date and first author of the corresponding work, see Ref. [6] for the relevant references. The orange band shows the
latest radius extraction from the muonic hydrogen [98].
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Fig. 7: Comparison of the proton charge radius extracted in Ref. [33] and other recent determinations. The y-axis indicates the process in
which the proton charge radius was extracted as well as the date and first author of the corresponding work, see Ref. [6] for the relevant
references.

physical pion masses are available. The latest lattice value for rM given in Ref. [104], rM = 0.8111(89) fm, roughly corresponds to a 4σ
deviation from the dispersive value. Note, however, that the electric radius in that work also comes out rather small, rE = 0.820(14) fm. The
recent results by the PACS collaboration which include finite lattice spacing effects [105] also feature a small magnetic radius, but they have
larger errors and are consistent with the dispersive value. These conflicting determinations of the proton magnetic radius appear to reveal
a ”new proton radius puzzle” [106]. Assuming that the proton electric radius is known now, a very precise determination of the Zemach
radius, Eq. (40), which also enters into the Lamb shift, would give another independent determination of rM that could help to clarify this
issue.

5.3 Timelike Form Factors
In Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, we show our best fit compared to the experimental data for |Geff | of the proton and the neutron, respectively. We obtain
a good description of the timelike data for |Geff |. With 3s + 5v below-threshold narrow poles and 3s + 3v above-threshold broad poles, we
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were able to reproduce both the visible near-threshold enhancement of the proton and the neutron timelike form factor (after subtraction
of the electromagnetic final-state interaction in the proton case), first seen by the PS170 collaboration at LEAR [107], and the prominent
oscillations in |Geff | between the threshold at t = 4m2 and t ≈ 6 GeV2. These poles also generate the imaginary part of the form factors
in the physical region. Alternatively, these structures can also be generated by including contributions from triangle diagrams with ∆∆̄
and (∆N̄ + h.c.) intermediate states, see, e.g., Ref. [108]. In principle, these contributions are fixed. However, the corresponding coupling
constants are poorly known and a perturbative treatment of these contributions is questionable. For further discussion, see Ref. [67].
Alternative interpretations of the oscillatory behavior of the timelike FFs of the nucleon are given in Refs. [109–112].
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Fig. 8: Complete fit to space- and timelike data with bootstrap error (shaded band) compared to data for |Geff | of the proton (left panel)
and the oscillatory behavior in detail (right panel). Fitted data are depicted by closed symbols; data given by open symbols are shown
for comparison only (see Ref. [33] for explicit references).
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smooth = A exp(−Bp) cos(Cp + D) proposed in

Ref. [67]. Here, p is the relative momentum of the proton.
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comparison only (see Ref. [33] for explicit references).
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∣∣∣
smooth = 4.87/(1 + t/14.8)/(1 − t/0.71)2 [90]. The black dashed line in the

right plot show the phenomenological fit to BESIII data with the formula [67] Fn ≡
∣∣∣Gn

eff

∣∣∣ − ∣∣∣Gn
eff

∣∣∣
smooth = A exp(−Bp) cos(Cp + D), with p

is the relative momentum of the neutron.

5.4 Remarks on the Pion Cloud
In the discussion of hadron properties the role of the pion cloud is frequently discussed. Long before the discovery of QCD, it was realized
that pion-nucleon scattering data require a large coupling constant. As a consequence of this strong coupling, many virtual mesons –
Yukawa’s pions – were expected to be associated with the nucleon, the pion cloud [113]. Many of these ideas have survived until today,
but now we know that low-energy QCD is governed by the spontaneous breakdown of its chiral symmetry (for the light quarks) with the
pion taking over a special role as a (Pseudo-)Goldstone boson. In this context, the pionic contribution to the nucleon (or more generally
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baryon) structure, is called ”pion cloud”. While it is an important part of nucleon structure, in general it is not possible to uniquely and
unambiguously define the contribution of the pion cloud to a given observable. An evaluation of the two-pion contribution to the nucleon
electromagnetic form factors by use of dispersion relations and chiral perturbation theory to underline this point was given in Ref. [93].

Here we discuss the resolution dependence of the pion cloud in the framework of chiral perturbation theory (ChPT) [94]. To be precise,
we consider a single nucleon. In baryon ChPT a nucleon typically emits a pion, this energetically forbidden πN intermediate state lives for
a short while before the pion is reabsorbed by the nucleon, in accordance with the uncertainty principle. This mechanism generates the pion
cloud of the nucleon, which in ChPT can be put on the firm ground of field theoretical principles. However, such loop contributions are in
general scale-dependent, such that it is not possible to unambiguously define the pion cloud. As a consequence, the the concept of the pion
cloud is resolution dependent.

To illustrate this fact, we consider the isovector Dirac radius of the proton as an example [114]. The first loop contributions appear at
third order in the chiral expansion, leading to

⟨r2⟩v1 =
[
0.68 − (0.47 GeV2)d̄(µ) + 0.52 ln(µ/GeV)

]
fm2 , (42)

where d̄(µ) is a pion-nucleon low-energy constant that parameterizes the nucleon core contribution. We emphasize that infinitely many
combinations of (µ, d̄(µ)) reproduce the empirical result ⟨r2⟩v1 = 0.585 fm2 [56], e.g. (1 GeV, 0.20 GeV−2), (0.835 GeV, 0.0 GeV−2), and
(0.6 GeV, −0.37 GeV−2). Even the sign of the core contribution to the radius can change within a reasonable range typically used for the
scale µ. Physical intuition tells us that the value for the coupling d should be negative such that the nucleon core gives a positive contribution
to the isovector Dirac radius, but field theory shows that for (not unreasonable) regularization scales above µ = 835 MeV this need not be
the case. In essence, only the sum of the core and the cloud contribution constitutes a meaningful quantity that should be discussed. This
observation holds for any observable - not just for the isovector Dirac radius discussed here. Consequently, an unambiguous extraction of
the pion cloud contribution is not possible.

6 Hyperon form factors

The successful dispersive treatment of the nucleon EMFFs also holds much promise for a model-independent description of the electro-
magnetic structure of hyperon states. These form factors are much less well-known compared to the nucleon case and experimental data are
only available in the timelike region [115], for a recent short review, see Ref. [116]. The authors of Ref. [117] considered once-subtracted
dispersion relations for the electromagnetic Sigma-to-Lambda transition form factors and expressed these in terms of the pion EMFF and
the two-pion-Sigma-Lambda scattering amplitudes. They predicted the electromagnetic Sigma-to-Lambda transition form factors and in-
vestigated the role of pion rescattering and the role of the explicit inclusion of the decuplet baryons in three-flavor chiral perturbation theory
(ChPT). In [118], the dispersion theoretical determination of the electromagnetic Sigma-to-Lambda transition form factors was extended to
include the KK̄ intermediate state in ππ − KK̄ coupled-channel treatment in SU(3) ChPT. This resulted in a shift of the electric Sigma-to-
Lambda transition form factor GE , while the magnetic form factor GM stays essentially unchanged. At present, the dispersion theoretical
determination of electromagnetic Sigma-to-Lambda transition form factors suffers from sizeable uncertainties due to the poor knowledge
of certain low-energy constants in SU(3) ChPT. The precise determination of this three-flavor LEC from the future experiments will be
helpful to pin down the transition form factor. The electromagnetic form factors of the transition from the spin-3/2 Σ to the Λ hyperon were
considered in Ref. [119]. Moreover, dispersion theory has been used to analyze the full set of cross section data for the reaction e+e− → ΛΛ̄
[120]. As more experimental data on the hyperon electromagnetic structure become available, dispersion theoretical methods provide a
powerful tool to analyze these data and to predict space-like form factors from experimental data in the time-like region. They also provide
valuable insights in the underlying mechanisms.

7 Conclusions

This chapter reviews the status of baryon form factors with a special focus on the nucleon EM form factors which are known best. In
particular, we discuss the dispersion-theoretical approach to the nucleon EM form factors as well as radii and highlight recent progress in
the field. We emphasize that this approach has matured and become a precision tool to analyze electron scattering and form factor ratio
data. We stress that DRs have consistently found a small proton charge radius, rp

E ≃ 0.84 fm, with a slightly larger proton magnetic radius,
rp

M ≃ 0.85 fm. Regarding the latter, we point out that there are a number of conflicting determinations, which could be regarded as a new
”proton radius puzzle”. We have also discuss our present understanding of the physics in both the space- and time-like regions. Firstly,
the combined analysis of space- and timelike data disfavors a zero crossing for the proton FF ratio µpGp

E/G
p
M at spacelike momentum

transfer. Secondly, both the strong near-threshold enhancement and the prominent oscillations in |Geff | between the threshold at t = 4m2 and
t ≈ 6 GeV2 can be described after introducing a certain number of broad poles above threshold in the spectral functions. These poles also
generate the imaginary part of the form factors in the physical region. Finally, we review the status of hyperon form factors and comment
on the scale-dependence of the pion cloud.

We close with some open questions related to baryon form factors that require more data and/or further investigations:
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• For the neutron data basis, a thorough analysis of the existing electron-deuteron and electron-3He scattering data based on chiral effective
field theory and including two-photon corrections should be performed. This would allow to consistently analyze the proton and neutron
form factors based on the dispersive approach applied directly to cross section data.

• Data on ep scattering or the polarization transfer at Q2 ≫ 10 GeV2 are urgently needed to investigate the onset of perturbative QCD. It
will also be interesting to find out whether the form factor ratio really crosses zero as the present data seem to indicate.

• The precise experimental determination of the proton magnetic radius is urgently required to figure out whether a new ”proton radius
puzzle” exists.

• The current dispersion theoretical analysis of the nucleon electromagnetic form factor need to be expanded to incorporate the upcoming
muon-proton scattering data from the MUSE [121] and AMBER [122], aiming to definitively resolve the proton radius.

• In the case of the hyperon form factors, the data basis in the timelike region is slowly increasing, mostly through measurements from
the BESIII collaboration. Here, the interplay of final-state interactions in the proton-antiproton system and of genuine resonance
contributions is an important ingredient, but at present the main unresolved problems and challenges reside on the experimental side. In
particular, more differential cross section data are urgently required.
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