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A symmetry-preserving truncation of the quantum field equations describing hadron properties
is used to deliver parameter-free predictions for all nucleon elastic electromagnetic form factors
and their flavour separation to large values of momentum transfer, Q2. The proton electric form
factor, Gp

E , possesses a zero, whereas that of the neutron, Gn
E , does not. The difference owes to the

behaviour of the Pauli form factor of the proton’s singly-represented valence d-quark. Consequently,
Gn

E > Gp
E on a material large-Q2 domain. These predictions can be tested in modern experiments.

1. Introduction—The proton is Nature’s most fundamen-
tal bound state. It is supposed to be described by
quantum chromodynamics (QCD), which is the Poincaré-
invariant quantum non-Abelian gauge field theory that
describes strong interactions within the Standard Model.
The QCD Lagrangian density is expressed in terms of
gluon and quark partons (and ghosts, too, in many
gauges) [1]. In these terms, the proton consists of three
valence-quark partons (u + u + d) and infinitely many
gluon and sea-quark partons – see Fig. 1. If science is to
claim an understanding of Nature, then it must deliver
a sound description of proton properties from QCD; not
just its mass, but also its entire array of structural prop-
erties [2–7].

The proton bound-state problem can be addressed in
any approach that provides access to the three-quark
six-point Schwinger function [8, 9]. Lattice-regularised
QCD (lQCD) provides one such framework [10]. Mod-
ern applications are sketched in Ref. [11, Sec. 10]. Con-
tinuum Schwinger function methods (CSMs) provide an-
other widely used approach to nucleon (proton, p, and
neutron, n) structure [12–16]. Many such studies use
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FIG. 1. Proton: two valence up (u) quark partons, one
valence down (d) quark parton, and infinitely many gluon and
sea-quark partons, drawn here as “springs” and closed loops,
respectively. The neutron is the proton’s isospin partner, two
d quark partons, one u quark parton, and glue and sea.

a quark + dynamical diquark picture of the nucleon be-
cause it vastly simplifies the problem [17]. Notwithstand-
ing that, the approximations implicit in the simplifica-
tion need checking and tighter links must be forged with
QCD. These things can be accomplished by beginning
with an explicitly symmetry-preserving truncation of all
quantum field equations (Dyson-Schwinger equations –
DSEs) relating to the nucleon bound-state problem. The
first studies of this type were reported in Refs. [18, 19].

A highlight of proton structure studies this century is
the collection of data that hints at the existence of a zero
in the proton elastic electric form factor [20–25]. This
is complemented by the discovery of marked differences
in the charge and magnetisation distributions of differ-
ent valence-quark flavours (u vs. d) within the proton
[26, 27]. Modern and foreseen facilities will both ob-
tain data that can check existing measurements and push
empirical knowledge of all nucleon form factors to mo-
mentum transfers Q2 > 10GeV2 [27, 28]. This prospect
challenges theory to deliver predictions for all such form
factors that extend far onto this domain in frameworks
with a traceable connection to QCD.

Herein, we approach this challenge by using a
symmetry-preserving leading-order (rainbow-ladder –
RL) truncation of all DSEs needed to calculate the seven-
point Schwinger function that defines the matrix ele-
ment from which nucleon elastic electromagnetic form
factors can be extracted [29, 30]. Existing algorithms
have limited the reach of such form factor calculations to
Q2 ≲ 4GeV2. We extend the results to Q2 ≳ 12GeV2

using the statistical Schlessinger point method (SPM)
[31–36], which may also be called a statistical multi-point
Padé approximant scheme. The SPM is grounded in ana-
lytic function theory. It is free from practitioner-induced
bias; hence, delivers objective analytic continuations.

2.Nucleon bound state—The RL truncation nucleon
Faddeev equation is drawn in Fig. 2. Discussions of the
formulation and solution of this linear, homogeneous in-
tegral equation are provided, e.g., in Refs. [37–39]. The
key element is the quark+quark scattering kernel, for
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FIG. 2. Faddeev equation. Filled circle: Faddeev ampli-
tude, Ψ, the matrix-valued solution, which involves 128 inde-
pendent scalar functions. Spring: dressed-gluon interaction
that mediates quark+quark scattering, Eqs. (1), (2). Solid
line: dressed-quark propagator, S, calculated from the rain-
bow gap equation. Lines not adorned with a shaded circle are
amputated. Isospin symmetry is assumed.

which the RL truncation is obtained by writing [40]:

K rs
tu(k) = Gµν(k)[iγµ

λa

2
]ts[iγν

λa

2
]ur , (1a)

Gµν(k) = G̃(y)Tµν(k) , (1b)

k2Tµν(k) = k2δµν − kµkν , y = k2. The tensor structure
specifies Landau gauge, used because it is a fixed point
of the renormalisation group and that gauge for which
corrections to RL truncation are least significant [41].
In Eq. (1), r, s, t, u represent colour, spinor, and flavour
matrix indices (as necessary).

A realistic form of Gµν(y) is explained in Refs. [44, 45]:

G̃(y) =
8π2

ω4
De−y/ω2

+
8π2γmF(y)

ln
[
τ + (1 + y/Λ2

QCD)
2
] , (2)

where γm = 12/25, ΛQCD = 0.234GeV, τ = e2 − 1, and
F(y) = {1− exp(−y/Λ2

I )}/y, ΛI = 1GeV. We employ a
mass-independent (chiral-limit) momentum-subtraction
renormalisation scheme [46].

Widespread use has shown [15] that interactions in
the class containing Eqs. (1), (2) can serve to unify the
properties of many systems. Contemporary studies em-
ploy ω = 0.8GeV [47, 48]. Then, with ωD = 0.8GeV3

and renormalisation point invariant quark current mass
m̂u = m̂d = 6.04MeV, which corresponds to a one-loop
mass at ζ = 2GeV of 4.19MeV, the following predic-
tions are obtained: pion mass mπ = 0.14GeV; nucleon
mass mN = 0.94GeV; and pion leptonic decay constant
fπ = 0.094GeV. These values align with experiment [49].
(See also Eq. (8) – supplementary material.) When the
product ωD is kept fixed, physical observables remain
practically unchanged under ω → (1± 0.2)ω [50].

All subsequent calculations are parameter-free. The
interaction involves one parameter and there is a single
quark current-mass. Both quantities are now fixed.

3.Nucleon electromagnetic current —Working with the
solution of the Faddeev equation in Fig. 2, the interac-
tion current drawn in Fig. 3 is necessary and sufficient

to deliver a photon+nucleon interaction that is consis-
tent with all relevant Ward-Green-Takahashi identities;
hence, inter alia, ensures electromagnetic current conser-
vation. The current can be written as follows (N = p, n):

JN
µ (Q) = ieΛ+(pf )[F

N
1 (Q2)γµ

+
1

2mN
σµνQνF

N
2 (Q2)]Λ+(pi) (3)

where e is the positron charge, the incoming and outgoing
nucleon momenta are pi,f , Q = pf − pi, Λ+(pi,f ) are
positive-energy nucleon-spinor projection operators, and
FN
1,2 are the Dirac and Pauli form factors. The charge and

magnetisation distributions are (τ = Q2/[4m2
N ]) [51]:

GN
E = FN

1 − τFN
2 , GN

M = FN
1 + FN

2 . (4)

Numerical methods for solving sets of coupled gap,
Bethe-Salpeter, and Faddeev equations are described,
e.g., in Refs. [37, 40, 52, 53]. Exploiting these schemes,
we solved all equations relevant to calculation of the cur-
rent in Eq. (3) and computed the current itself, thereby
arriving at predictions for the form factors in Eq. (4).
A technical remark is appropriate here. The Faddeev

equation solution depends on two relative momenta, p,
q, and the nucleon total momentum, P . This leads to
a dependence on three angular variables defined via the
inner products p · q, p · P , q · P . In solving the equation,
eight Chebyshev polynomials are used to express the de-
pendence on each angle [40]. This enables evaluation of
Ψ at any required integration point in either the Faddeev
equation or the current. P is a complex-valued (timelike)
vector, P 2 = −m2

N , whereas Q is spacelike. So, when
evaluating the current, the integrand sample points are
typically in the complex plane. This entails oscillations
whose amplitudes grow withQ2 [54]. Increasing the num-
ber of Chebyshev polynomials and quadrature points is
effective on Q2 ≲ 4GeV2. At larger Q2 values, however,
this brute force approach fails to deliver accurate results.
In order to obtain predictions on Q2 ≳ 4GeV2, we

extrapolate using the SPM, whose properties and accu-
racy are explained elsewhere [31–36]. The SPM is based
on the Padé approximant. It accurately reconstructs a
function in the complex plane within a radius of conver-
gence determined by that one of the function’s branch
points which lies closest to the real domain that provides
the sample points. Modern implementations introduce a
statistical element; so, the extrapolations come with an
objective and reliable estimate of uncertainty.

4.Nucleon form factors—Our predictions for nucleon
static properties are collected in Table I. In magnitude,
the magnetic moments are ∼ 25% too small. This is a
failing of RL truncation, which produces a photon+quark
vertex whose dressed-quark anomalous magnetic moment
term is too weak. It is corrected in higher-order trunca-
tions [55, 56]. Such corrections have been implemented
in studies of mesons [47]. It may be possible to adapt
this approach to baryons. Concerning the other entries
in Table I, the agreement with experiment is reasonable.
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FIG. 3. a = 3 spinor component of the nucleon electromagnetic current. δ, δ′ are spinor indices and n, n′ are isospin
indices. Γµ is the dressed-photon+quark vertex, which can be obtained, e.g., following Ref. [42]. As explained elsewhere [43,
Appendix B], the complete current has three terms: Jµ(Q) =

∑
a=1,2,3 J

a
µ(Q); but using symmetries, one can readily obtain

the a = 1, 2 components of the current once a = 3 is known.

Faddeev equation predictions for each nucleon form
factor agree well with data [59–73]. (See Figs. 6,
7 – supplementary material for confirmation.) Even
Gn

E(Q
2), which is difficult to explain because of its sensi-

tivity to details of the neutron wave function, especially
as expressed in Fn

1 – see, e.g., Refs. [12, 74]. Notably,
Gp,n

M (Q2)/µp,n agree well with experiment.
The last point is important in connection with the

prediction for µpG
p
E(Q

2)/Gp
M (Q2) drawn in Fig. 4A. Di-

rectly calculated Faddeev equation results are available
on Q2 ≲ 4GeV2. Thereafter, we calculate two sets of
SPM results: (I ) ratio formed from curves obtained via
independent SPM analyses of Gp

E,M ; (II ) SPM analysis

of the ratio µpG
p
E/G

p
M obtained on the directly acces-

sible domain. (A quantitative explanation of the SPM
characteristics is provided in the supplementary mate-
rial.) Both methods yield compatible results and agree
with all available data within mutual uncertainties. Sig-
nificantly, a zero is predicted in Gp

E :

SPM I: Q2
Gp

E−zero = 8.37+1.68
−0.81 GeV2 , (5a)

SPM II: Q2
Gp

E−zero = 9.59+2.09
−0.85 GeV2 . (5b)

Being compatible, they can be averaged, with the result:
Q2

Gp
E−zero

= 8.86+1.93
−0.86 GeV2.

TABLE I. Static properties: magnetic moments in nuclear
magnetons and radii-squared in fm2, calculated using conven-
tional definitions – Eq. (9) – supplementary material. Empiri-
cal values from Ref. [49, PDG]. The column “SPM” lists radii
extracted from experimental data using the SPM [57, 58].

herein Exp. SPM

µp 2.23 2.793

µn −1.33 −1.913

⟨r2E⟩p 0.788 0.7070(7) 0.717(14)

⟨r2E⟩n −0.0621 −0.1160(22)

⟨r2M ⟩p 0.672 0.72(4) 0.667(44)

⟨r2M ⟩n 0.661 0.75(2)

Notably, as suggested elsewhere [75, 76], we have con-
firmed that if the quark+quark interaction is modified
such that dressed quarks more rapidly become parton
like, then Q2

Gp
E−zero

is shifted to a larger value. The lo-

cation of the zero in Gp
E is thus confirmed to be a sen-

sitive expression of gauge sector dynamics and emergent
hadron mass [14–16].
We depict the Faddeev equation prediction for

µnG
n
E(Q

2)/Gn
M (Q2) in Fig. 4B. The agreement with data

is fair and the trend is correct. Given that our prediction
delivers a good description of Gn

M (Q2)/µn, the quantita-
tive mismatch owes to the imperfect description of Gn

E –
see Eq. (11) – supplementary material. No signal is found
for a zero in µnG

n
E(Q

2)/Gn
M (Q2). It follows that there

is a Q2 domain upon which the charge form factor of
the neutral neutron is larger than that of the positively
charged proton. It begins at Q2 = 4.66+0.18

−0.13GeV2.
At first glance, the absence of a zero in

µnG
n
E(Q

2)/Gn
M (Q2) conflicts with the other exist-

ing Poincaré-invariant study of nucleon form factors
at large Q2, which employs a quark+diquark ap-
proach [78]. However, that study locates the zero at
Q2

Gn
E−zero = 20.1+10.6

−3.5 GeV2, i.e., an uncertain location

beyond the range of foreseeable measurements. Looking
closer, the predictions herein and those in Ref. [78]
are largely in semiquantitative agreement. Apparently
minor differences, however, are amplified at large Q2.
Supposing one can neglect strange quark contributions

to nucleon form factors, which is a good approximation
[79], then a flavour separation is possible using the follow-
ing identities: Fu

i = 2F p
i +Fn

i , F
d
i = F p

i +2Fn
i , i = 1, 2.

Current conservation and valence-quark number entail
Fu
1 (Q

2 = 0) = 2, F d
1 (Q

2 = 0) = 1.
Our parameter-free predictions for these form factors

are drawn in Fig. 5. They deliver good qualitative and
fair quantitative agreement with available data. A zero
is projected in F d

1 at

Q2
Fd

1 −zero = 5.73+1.46
−0.49 GeV2. (6)

This matches the result obtained in the quark+diquark
picture [78]: Q2 = 7.0+1.1

−0.4 GeV2. No signal is found
for a zero in any other form factor in Fig. 5. The
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FIG. 4. Panel A: µpG
p
E/G

p
M . Panel B: µnG

n
E/G

n
M . SPM I –

dashed orange curve within like-coloured band; and SPM II
– solid red curve within like-coloured band. Data: proton –
Refs. [20–24]; and neutron – Refs. [68, 77].

quark+diquark picture produces an uncertain zero in F d
2

at very large momentum transfer: Q2 = 12.0+3.9
−1.7 GeV2.

As explained elsewhere [74], in the isospin symme-
try limit, the behaviours of µpG

p
E(Q

2)/Gp
M (Q2) and

µnG
n
E(Q

2)/Gn
M (Q2) are not independent. This is readily

seen by exploiting isospin symmetry in writing a flavour
separation of the charge and magnetisation form factors
(eu = 2/3, ed = −1/3):

Gp
E = euG

pu
E + edG

pd
E , Gn

E = euG
pd
E + edG

pu
E . (7)

Regarding these identities, we note that Gp
E possesses

a zero because, although remaining positive, Gpu
E /Gp

M

falls steadily with increasing Q2 whereas Gpd
E /Gp

M is pos-
itive and approximately constant. On the other hand
and consequently, Gn

E does not exhibit a zero because

eu > 0, Gpd
E /Gp

M is large and positive, and |edGpu
E | is

always less than euG
pd
E . These arguments are supported

by Fig. 8 – supplementary material.

The character of Gpd
E /Gp

M owes to the fact that F d
2 is

negative definite on the entire domain displayed in Fig. 5
andGd

E = F d
1 −(Q2/[4mN ]2])F d

2 , whereas F
d
1 falls toward

its zero. This is not the case for the quark+diquark cal-
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FIG. 5. Flavour separation: Q2F d,u
1 (Panel A); and Q2F d,u

2

(Panel B). Data: Ref. [26].

culation, in which F d
2 also exhibits a zero; so, at some Q2,

Gpd
E begins to diminish in magnitude – see, e.g., Ref. [80,

Fig. 7.3]. Plainly, the larger Q2 behaviour of F d
2 is key to

the existence/absence of a zero in Gn
E .

Notwithstanding these differences, it is clear that, as
in the quark+diquark picture [78], if the zero in Gp

E/G
p
M

moves to larger Q2, then Gn
E/G

n
M exhibits slower growth

on Q2 ≳ Q2
Fd

1 −zero
. This correlation is also consistent

with results obtained using lQCD [81].

5. Summary and Perspectives—Using a symmetry-
preserving truncation of the quantum field equations rel-
evant to calculation of hadron masses and interactions,
this study delivers parameter-free predictions for all nu-
cleon charge and magnetisation distributions and their
flavour separation. Each element in this analysis pos-
sesses an unambiguous link with analogous quantities in
quantum chromodynamics (QCD) and the study unifies
nucleon properties with those of numerous other hadrons
– see, e.g., Refs. [15, 82, 83]. These features provide sup-
port for the reliability of the results herein.
The proton electric form factor, Gp

E(Q
2), is predicted

to possess a zero at a Q2 location within reach of mod-
ern experiments. On the other hand, the neutron elec-
tric form factor, Gn

E , does not exhibit a zero. Conse-
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FIG. 6. Proton electromagnetic form factors: solid red line –
results obtained herein. Experimental data taken from com-
pilation in Ref. [59].

quently, anticipated experiments will see |Gn
E/G

p
E | > 1.

These outcomes rest with the behaviour of the proton’s
d-quark Pauli form factor and all are sensitive expressions
of emergent phenomena in QCD.

No material improvement of the analysis herein can be
anticipated before a way is found to include higher-order
truncations in the continuum baryon bound-state prob-
lem or lattice-regularised QCD produces precise results
on a similar domain to that discussed herein. Mean-
while, the framework used herein can be applied to other
high-profile challenges [2–7], e.g., prediction of baryon
electroweak form factors, nucleon-to-resonance transition
form factors, and nucleon gravitational form factors.
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FIG. 7. Neutron electromagnetic form factors. Solid red
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This material is included to demonstrate that our
parameter-free predictions for individual charge and
magnetisation form factors are in good agreement with
available data; and illustrate, exemplify and/or support
some other remarks in the main text.

Following Ref. [44], one may draw a connection be-
tween the interaction in Eq. (2) and QCD’s process-
independent effective charge, discussed in Refs. [85, 86].
That effective charge is characterised by an infrared cou-
pling value α̂(0)/π = 0.97(4) and a gluon mass-scale
m̂0 = 0.43(1)GeV. The following values are those of anal-
ogous quantities inferred from Eq. (2):

αG (0)/π = 1.45 , mG = 0.54GeV . (8)

They compare tolerably well with the QCD values, es-
pecially if one recalls that earlier versions of the RL in-
teraction yielded αG (0)/π ≈ 15, i.e., a value ten-times
larger [44].

The quantities in Table I were calculated using stan-
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FIG. 8. Flavour separation of the charge and magnetisation
form factors, with each function normalised by Gp

M in order
to highlight their differing Q2-dependence.

dard definitions: µN = GN
M (Q2 = 0) ;

⟨r2F ⟩N = −6
d lnGN

F (Q2)

dQ2

∣∣∣∣
Q2=0

, (9)

F = E, M , except ⟨r2E⟩n = −6Gn′
E (Q2)|Q2=0 because

Gn
E(0) = 0. It is worth highlighting the prediction

⟨r2E⟩p > ⟨r2M ⟩p, which accords with SPM analyses of ex-
isting form factor data [57, 58]. This ordering of radii is
responsible for the decay of µpG

p
E/G

p
M away from unity

on Q2 ≃ 0 that is apparent in Fig. 4A.
Our SPM extrapolations are developed as follows.

Step 1: For each function considered, we produce N =
40 directly calculated function values spaced evenly
on Q2 ≲ 4GeV2.

Step 2: From that set, M0 = 14 points are chosen at
random, the usual SPM continued fraction inter-
polation is constructed, and that function is ex-
trapolated onto Q2/GeV2 ∈ [4, 12]. The curve is
retained so long as it is singularity free.

Step 3: This is repeated with another set of M0 ran-
domly chosen points. Steps 2 and 3 admit ≈
5× 1010 independent extrapolations.

Step 4: One continues with 2 and 3 until nM0
= 500

smooth extrapolations are obtained.

Step 5: Steps 2 and 3 are repeated forM = {M0+2i|i =
1, . . . , 6}

Step 6: At this point, one has 3 000 statistically inde-
pendent extrapolations.

Working with these extrapolations, then at each value of
Q2, we record the mean value of all curves as the cen-
tral prediction and report as the uncertainty the function
range which contains 68% of all the extrapolations – this
is a 1σ band.
It is worth comparing the predictions in Figs. 6, 7 with

the parametrisations of data provided in Ref. [84, Kelly].
A useful quantitative measure is the relative L1 differ-
ence: ∆N

F = 2[δ−]NF /[δ+]
N
F , where

[δ∓]
N
F =

∫ 10GeV2

0

dQ2

|PredictionNF (Q2)∓KellyNF (Q2)| . (10)

The upper bound is that employed practically in Ref. [84].
The results are:

Gp
E Gp

M Gn
E Gn

M

∆N
F (%) 4.9 7.2 21 4.0

(11)

Evidently, the parameter-free Faddeev equation predic-
tions are practically indistinguishable from the data fits
[84], except in the case of Gn

E , which, in the mean, lies
systematically below the data by ≈ 20%. These features
are also illustrated in Figs. 6, 7. Regarding Gp

E , G
p
M/µp,

Gn
M/µn, within line width, the data parametrisations are

indistinguishable from our predictions – so, not drawn.
The parametrisation is drawn in Fig. 7A, making mani-
fest the ≈ 20% underestimate of Gn

E .
It is interesting to observe that, using the meson

bound-state analogue of the approach employed herein
[42], both the charged ρ - and K∗-meson electric form
factors are predicted to exhibit a zero, whereas no zero
is predicted in the neutral-K∗ form factor. The explana-
tion for the absence of a zero in the neutral-K∗ electric
form factor [42] is somewhat similar to that presented
for Gn

E . Notably, relocating the zero in Gρ
E by the ratio

m2
p/m

2
ρ, it is placed at 9.4(3)GeV2, within the domain

defined by Eqs. (5).
In supporting the argument associated with Eq. (7),

Fig. 8 is useful.
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