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Abstract
Typical weak signal search experiments rely on resonant ef-

fects, where the resonance frequency is scanned over a broad
range, resulting in significant time consumption. In this study,
we demonstrate an accelerated strategy that surpasses the typ-
ical resonance-bandwidth limited scan step without compro-
mising sensitivity. We apply this method to an alkali-noble-
gas spin system, achieving an approximately 30-fold increase
in scanning step size. Additionally, we obtain an ultrahigh
sensitivity of 1.29 fT ·Hz−1/2 at around 5 Hz, corresponding to
an energy resolution of approximately 1.8×10−23eV ·Hz−1/2,
which is among the highest quantum energy resolutions re-
ported. Furthermore, we use this sensor to search for axion-
like particles, setting stringent constraints on axion-like par-
ticles (ALPs) in the 4.5–15.5 Hz Compton-frequency range
coupling to neutrons and protons, improving on previous lim-
its by several-fold. This accelerated strategy has potential ap-
plications in other resonant search experiments.

Introduction
Precision measurements utilizing resonant effects, such as

those found in optical cavities [1], mechanical resonators [2],
and superconducting circuit resonances [3], are widely em-
ployed in detecting weak signals. Ultralight bosonic particles,
including axions and axion-like particles (ALPs), are viable
dark matter (DM) candidates that exist in galaxies as oscillat-
ing fields. These particles can couple with various standard
model particles, producing weak signals that motivate both
astrophysical and laboratory experiments [4–8]. In our Milky
Way galaxy, these particles are typically nonrelativistic with
a velocity dispersion of approximately 220km · s−1, leading
to a sharp energy spectrum with a spread of about 10−6 [9].
Consequently, experimental searches for ALPs often rely on
resonant effects [10] to identify a distinct bump-like signal
in the noise spectrum. However, when applying these tech-
niques to ultralight bosonic dark matter, the resonance fre-
quency must often be scanned due to the unknown mass of the
dark matter. This necessitates tuning the resonant frequency
over a wide range, which is both time-consuming and labor-
intensive [7]. Resonant experiments for dark matter detection
include those utilizing cavities [11–22] and nuclear magnetic

resonance (NMR) techniques [23–29]. In cavity experiments,
the resonance frequency corresponds to the cavity resonant
frequency, while in NMR experiments, it corresponds to the
Larmor frequency of nuclear spins.

Our current ChangE-NMR experiment employs ultrasen-
sitive atomic magnetometer, integral to precision measure-
ments and the exploration of physics beyond the Standard
Model [23–28]. The magnetometer is based on hybrid alkali-
noble-gas spin ensembles and operates close to the Spin-
Exchange Relaxation-Free (SERF) regime. The advantages
of our alkali-noble-gas spin sensor over other ultrasensitive
alkali-only magnetometer and K-3He magnetometer are the
fine noise suppression and the utilization of 21Ne spins, whose
gyromagnetic ratio is about three orders of magnitude lower
than alkali spin and about one order of magnitude lower than
3He respectively. Typically, comagnetometers such as the
self-compensation (SC) comagnetometer [30, 31] and clock-
comparison (CC) comagnetometer [32] are used to suppress
magnetic noise. However, ultrasensitive SC comagnetome-
ters are limited to a relatively low frequency range due to
the low resonance frequency of noble-gas nuclear spin; the
sensitivity of CC comagnetometers are not high enough for
our ALP searches. Thus, instead of working in the comag-
netometer regime, we use another approach to work in the
NMR mode by developing a ferrite magnetic shield with sub-
fT magnetic noise and successfully reduced magnetic noise
from heating [33].

By sweeping the external magnetic field to scan the res-
onant frequency, we record a time series of voltage read-
ings from the probe detector. Employing Fourier transforma-
tion, we derive the power spectral density (PSD) of the volt-
age within the frequency domain near the resonant frequency,
Fig. 1. The PSD typically exhibits a flat profile without the
manual injection of fabricated signals [27, 28], as the back-
ground noise is predominantly white. Nevertheless, our exper-
iment reveals a distinct peaked PSD. We categorize these two
situations as the flat and peaked regimes and provide analyti-
cal explanations for their unique characteristics. A similar fea-
ture was discussed in Refs. [34, 35] and used for DM search
projections [36–43]. In the peaked regime, the sensitivity is
limited by amplifiable noise, and the high amplification factor
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does not enhance the sensitivity. However, we discovered that,
with the high amplification factor, one can significantly extend
the bandwidth while maintaining similar sensitivity levels, be-
tween one and two orders of magnitude. We have developed
and experimentally verified an expression for this expanded
bandwidth. This approach is applicable to various types of
resonance experiments, effectively accelerating the scanning
process (see Refs. [44, 45] for different approaches).

We operate in the NMR mode corresponding to the peaked
regime. As a result, this regime results in an O(30) increase
in the full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the sensitivity
peak compared to the width of the spin resonance, thus accel-
erating scan speeds by the same factor, see the scan step boost
factor in Fig. 2. We incorporate the stochastic nature of ultra-
light axion DM into the sensitivity calculation, extending it to
the scenario with the magnetometer sensitive to the ALP-field
gradient (see below) along two transverse axes. With a scan
step of 0.25 Hz, much larger than the spin-resonance width of
about 0.006 Hz, our investigations yield improved limits for
axion-nucleon couplings within the 5–15 Hz frequency range,
see Fig. 3.

We achieve energy resolution of about 1.8×10−23 eV ·
Hz−1/2, which is about two orders of magnitude better than
the most sensitive alkali-spin magnetometer [46], and about
three times better than the most sensitive K-3He comag-
netometer [32]. Exploring sub-eV (< 1017 Hz) parameter
space for ultralight bosonic dark matter remains meaningful
and crucial due to the unknown DM mass, necessitating
comprehensive investigation. With our current setup, we
achieve optimal sensitivity around O(10) Hz, offering a
valuable window into the parameter space. However, the
vastness of this space presents exciting opportunities for
future exploration and discovery.

Results
Properties of Two Regimes. Given the sharp spectral peak
of the resonant signal, we confine our analysis to a fre-
quency band centered around the peak. Within this band, the
noises are flat and can be characterized as random Gaussian
white noise. We classify the noise into two categories: non-
amplifiable noise Nna (e.g., photon shot noise) and amplifiable
noise Na (e.g., magnetic noise).

We analyze the signal assuming amplification at the reso-
nant frequency f0 by the amplification factor q and Lorentzian
amplification function,

η( f ) =
q√

1+( f − f0)2/Γ2
, (1)

where Γ represents the width of the function. Due to the inde-
pendence between noise sources, the total noise variance Σ( f )
is

Σ( f ) = Σna +Σa [1+η( f )]2 +S( f ) , (2)

where Σna and Σa denote the variances for non-amplifiable and
amplifiable noise, respectively.

The variance of signal takes the form:

S( f ) = g2
s ×η( f )2, (3)

where gs signifies the signal strength. For simplicity, we as-
sume the measurement spans a coherence time [51–53] τa ∼
2h̄/(mav2

vir), with ma and vvir the mass and virial velocity of
the ALP, ensuring that the signal is confined to a single fre-
quency bin within the data. Consequently, confidence level
limits can be established at 95%, which yields the expression

g2
s ( f )≲ c0

[
Σa +

Σna

q2

(
1+

( f − f0)
2

Γ2

)]
, (4)

with c0 = 5.99 [54], the experimental premises of q ≫ 1 and
Σna ≫ Σa.

For a single measurement at a resonant frequency f0, the
best sensitivity gmin

s is achieved at f = f0 and follows a
Lorentzian profile. Additionally, we can establish the FWHM
Γsen

FWHM to characterize the sensitivity bandwidth, requiring
gs( f0 +Γsen

FWHM/2) = 2gmin
s . Therefore, we have

gmin
s =

√
c0Σa

√
1+κ−1, Γ

sen
FWHM ≈ 2

√
3Γ

√
1+κ , (5)

with κ ≡ q2Σa/Σna, reflecting the level of amplification.
In Fig. 1, we maintain constant noise variances, Σa and Σna,

while employing two amplification factors, q1,2 with q1 ≪ q2,
to illustrate the distinct regimes. Monte Carlo simulations
are utilized to generate PSD data for both regimes in the top
panel, with corresponding sensitivities presented in the bot-
tom panel. Note that experimentally, the value of q can be
controlled via changing the degree of polarization of the no-
ble gas and its coherence time as discussed below.

In the flat regime, κ ≪ 1, the peak sensitivity follows
gmin

s ≈
√

c0Σna/q, which can still be improved by increas-
ing the amplification factor or decreasing the non-amplifiable
noise, and it is not affected by the amplifiable noise. The
single scan of the experiment can effectively cover the re-
gion of Γsen

FWHM ≈ 2
√

3Γ which is not improved by increas-
ing κ . The characteristic of this regime is a flat PSD near the
resonant frequency, which is common in the previous cavity
experiments (e.g. ADMX [55–57], HAYSTAC [58], CAST-
CAPP [22] with flat excess PSD, even for Superconducting
Radiofrequency (SRF) cavity [59–61]) and magnetometer ex-
periments (e.g. Jiang et al. [27], NASDUCK [28]). In general,
for the flat regime, the scan step is taken to be the largest phys-
ical width, the cavity resonant linewidth for cavity, the nuclear
linewidth for NMR, and DM linewidth for SRF cavity.

Conversely, in the peaked regime (right panel of Fig. 1),
κ ≫ 1, the peak sensitivity is approximately gmin

s ≈
√

c0Σa,
entirely dictated by the amplifiable noise Σa. Reducing the
non-amplifiable noise Σna and increasing amplification can no
longer enhance sensitivity. However, adjusting these parame-
ters can augment the spectral width Γsen

FWHM ≈ 2
√

3Γ
√

κ by a
factor of

√
κ , see also Refs. [34, 35].

ALP Search Principle. We seek ALP DM that couples to nu-
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FIG. 1. Simulated power spectrum density(PSD) and signal sensitivities on gs for the flat and peaked regimes at f0 = 10 Hz. The
panels (a) and (b) illustrate the simulated PSD while the panels (c) and (d) show the corresponding signal sensitivities on gs for the flat and
peaked regimes at f0 = 10 Hz, respectively. In both panels, we fix Σa = 0.1 and Σna = 500. We set q =

√
500 in flat regime and q = 500 in

peaked regime, leading to different κ . The dotted blue lines, dashed lines and black solid lines represent the photon shot noise, magnetic noise
after amplification and the total noise. The gray line depicts the simulated total PSD. The bottom panel presents the sensitivity with respect to
the signal strength gs, showcasing spiky red lines from simulation and a solid thick line from the analytic calculation. The full width at half
maximum of sensitivity Γsen

FWHM and the optimal sensitivity gmin
s are illustrated.
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Apparatus AApparatus B

FIG. 2. Scan step boost factor
(√

1+κ
)

for 49 individual scans.
The results of Apparatus A is shown in red dots and the results of B
are shown in blue.

clei through the gradient interaction given by the Hamiltonian

H = gaNN∇∇∇a ·σσσN , (6)

where σσσN represents the nucleus spin, encompassing both
neutron and proton contributions, and gaNN signifies the ef-
fective axion-nucleus coupling. Consequently, the axion-
wind operator induces an anomalous magnetic field bbba ≡
gaNN∇∇∇a/γN, with γN denoting the nuclear gyromagnetic ratio.

We have employed the alkali-noble-gas magnetometer with
hybrid spins of 21Ne-Rb-K which are contained in a glass
vapor cell, as shown in Fig. 4 (a). Through spin-exchange
optical pumping, the pump light polarizes the alkali atoms,

which subsequently polarize the noble-gas nuclear spins via
spin-exchange interactions with alkali electronic spins. To en-
hance the polarization homogeneity and efficiency, hybrid op-
tical pumping is employed, following Ref. [62, 63]. When we
apply a bias field along the pump-light direction, the noble-
gas nuclear spins are resonant at the Larmor frequency. The
precession of polarized 21Ne nuclear spins occurs under the
influence of ALP fields. When the ALP-field frequency ap-
proaches the resonance frequency, the precession of 21Ne nu-
clear spins is maximized. While traditional methods employ
pick-up coils or extra magnetometers to read the dipole mag-
netic field due to the precession of noble-gas nuclear spins,
we utilize in-situ alkali spins for this purpose. The Fermi-
contact interaction between overlapping alkali and noble-gas
spins significantly augments this dipole magnetic field with
an amplification factor q. Therefore, the precession of noble-
gas spins due to the ALP field is amplified and read out by
in-situ alkali spins. In this Fermi-contact enhanced NMR, the
response to the ALP field is amplified by two factors: the reso-
nance of noble-gas spins and the Fermi-contact enhancement.
Finally, the precession of alkali spins is measured with lin-
early polarized probe light via optical rotation.

We employ magnetic fields for calibrating the sensor re-
sponse to ALP fields. The response to the ALP field, generally
different from that to a magnetic field [64–66], is determined
by relating the responses to magnetic and pseudo-magnetic
fields. Due to the pump-light alignment along the z direction,
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FIG. 3. The improved limits for neutron coupling gann and proton coupling gapp from the 49 individual scans. The red spiky line
indicates the 95%-confidence-level sensitivity for axion-neutron and axion-proton couplings gann, gapp, containing approximately 1.5 million
test axion-like particle(ALP) frequencies. These frequencies are separated by ∆ f = 1/(2τa), the coherent time τa ∼ 2h̄/(mav2

vir), with ma
and vvir the mass and virial velocity of the ALP. The complete dataset is available at [47]. The black line represents ±250 bins averaging of
the red line to guide the readers’ eye. The purple, green, cyan and blue colored lines are previous laboratory searches from Jiang et al. [27],
NASDUCK [28], K-3He [48], and ChangE-HSR [49] respectively, while NS is the astrophysics limit from the neutron star cooling [50].

the symmetry of the x and y components in the Bloch equation
causes a 90-degree phase difference between their respective
response phases. When nuclear spin precession frequency sig-
nificantly exceeds its relaxation rate, the nuclear spin projec-
tion shifts between x and y axis rapidly, making the projections
nearly equal, see Methods [67–70].

However, the lineshape of amplification for usual magnetic
field is not entirely symmetric due to the well-known Fano
resonance [71, 72], as illustrated in Fig. 4 (b). When both res-
onant (21Ne) and continuous-background (alkalis) transitions
coexist in a single system, their interplay results in Fano res-
onances. The amplification function, incorporating the Fano
effect, is described by

ηF( f ) =

√
Γ2 +(qΓ+ f0 − f )2

Γ2 +( f − f0)2 (7)

with the resonant frequency f0 and the relaxation rate Rn
2 =

(T2n)
−1 = 2πΓ. The amplification factor q is primarily deter-

mined by the nuclear spin coherence time T2n and the effective
magnetic field Bn

0, represented as q = 1
2 γNeBn

0T2n in Methods.
The magnitude of q determines the degree of asymmetry, with
a higher q indicating a more pronounced resonance. As q ap-

proaches infinity, the Fano lineshape transforms into a sym-
metric Lorentz lineshape in Eq. (1) as ηF( f )→ 1+η( f ).

In Fig. 4 (b), we set the resonance frequency to 4.98 Hz and
measure the q. We fit the measured q with Eq. (7) and find
it to be in good agreement with the experimental parameters
Bn

0 ≃ 250 nT and T2n ≃ 31 s. In Fig. 4 (c), we show the noise
spectrum with a Fano resonance seen. The Fano resonance
has minimal impact on sensitivity at the resonance frequency,
but significantly affects the non-resonance region. For a usual
magnetic field, Fano lineshape accurately describes the re-
sponse of the system. However, since we only consider the
ALP field coupling to the nuclear spins, the response is more
accurately described by a Lorentzian shape. A detailed analyt-
ical derivation and simulations for both usual magnetic fields
and ALP fields are provided in Methods.

The measured sensitivity is shown in Fig. 4 (c). The energy
resolution at 5.25 Hz reaches 1.8 × 10−23 eV · Hz−1/2. The
best sensitivity is achieved at the gain peak seen in Fig. 4 (b),
where the amplification exceeds 100-fold. Here, the sensi-
tivity is limited by the (amplified) magnetic noise. However,
the Fano effect arising from the interference between reso-
nant (21Ne) and continuous-background (alkali) transitions,
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FIG. 4. Principle illustration and measured results for the amplification factor and sensitivity. Panel (a): The principle of the axion-like
particles (ALPs) field search experiment. The ALPs field is experienced by the hybrid spin ensembles and the response to the ALPs field is
amplified by the resonance of noble-gas spins and the Fermi-contact enhancement. Panel (b): The amplification factor from Fermi-contact
interaction for 1 pT oscillating By field. The error bars from the standard deviation of three-time measurement are smaller than the data point
and are not shown. Panel (c): The sensitivity of magnetic field obtained with Fano lineshape with f0 = 5.25 Hz. The black dash curve is the
sensitivity curve and the red solid curve is 0.07 Hz averaged curve, while the yellow dot-dashed line comes from the probe noise.

renders a narrow region on the left side of the resonant peak
insensitive to signals (see also [72]). Analyzing the averaged
sensitivity curve reveals that beyond the resonant region, the
averaged sensitivity hovers around ∼ 1× 10−22 eV ·Hz−1/2,
influenced by non-amplifiable noise, probe background noise
(shown with dot-dashed line), which is close to the theoret-
ical value of photon shot noise. The sensitivity achieved is
below the spin projection noise and photon shot noise of the
alkali metal magnetometer utilizing Fermi contact amplifica-
tion [73].

ALP Search Results. We conducted 49 individual scans
within a step interval of approximately 0.25 Hz, chosen ac-
cording to Eq. (5), with a cumulative measurement duration of
1440 hours, over the frequency range of 5–15 Hz. Employing
frequency-domain analysis outlined in Ref. [48], we searched
for ALP signals taking in consideration the stochastic effects
[52]. It is important to note a distinction from Ref. [48]: while
their investigation involves a sole sensitive axis, our study in-
corporates both the x and y axes as sensitive directions in the
NMR mode. Consequently, we have adapted the algorithm
accordingly.

When compared to the previous simple estimation, the Fano
effect can significantly modify the response of the system to
magnetic fields, while having less impact on the response to
ALP. In Methods, we account for this effect and calculate the
sensitivity bandwidth and the best-sensitivity frequency,

ΓFWHM = 2
√

3Γ

√
1+κ

(
1− κ(κ +2q2)

(κ +q2)2

)
, (8)

f̃0 = f0 +Γ
κq

κ +q2 . (9)

Because Σna ≫ Σa we have q2 ≫ κ , thus Eq. (8) reverts to
Eq. (5).

In the experiment, we have two apparatus, denoted as A
and B in Methods, collecting the data. Apparatus A has |q| ∼

40−50 and κ in the range of 10–1000, while apparatus B has
|q| ∼ 100 and κ ranging between 400 and 1000. We obtain
the values of q, Γ from the calibration process and extract
κ from the data. Therefore, we can compute ΓFWHM and f̃0
and compare them with the experiment results. In Fig. 5, we
observe that the theory and experimental results are in good
agreement for ΓFWHM, differing by only 7%. Meanwhile, the
actual PSD and sensitivity are shown, confirming the shift of
f̃0 and the enhancement of ΓFWHM.
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FIG. 5. The matching between the model and the experiment.
Panel (a): Histogram of deviation between the analytic estimate and
the experimental value for ΓFWHM. A Gaussian fit indicates a dif-
ference between theory and experiment within 7%. A single mea-
surement with poor quality is omitted from the fitting process and
sensitivity calculation. Panels (b) and (c): The power spectrum
density(PSD) and sensitivity of the data from a resonance scan at
f0 = 7.98139 Hz are shown as black and red spiky lines, together
with brown and gray lines for their average. The blue dashed line
shows the theory prediction for gann.

After computing the sensitivity, we evaluate the ALP-field
nucleon couplings as illustrated in Fig. 3. The coupling con-
stants gann for neutrons and gapp for protons are derived fol-
lowing [49]. The sensitivity of every scan spans over a range
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of a few tenth of a hertz. Our sensitivity surpasses our prior
ChangE-HSR study by a few-fold in both couplings. Addi-
tionally, our results exceed the astrophysical bounds within
the frequency range of 4.6–6.6 Hz and around 7.5 Hz.

The goal of our investigation is detection of possible ALP-
dark-matter signals in our dataset. We undertake a post-
analysis to evaluate the significance of the best-fit signal in
comparison to the background-only model and to statisti-
cally assess data points surpassing the 5σ threshold [48, 49].
We found several candidates surpass the 5σ threshold of the
background-only hypothesis, with consideration for the look-
elsewhere effect. However, each of these candidate frequen-
cies can be tested by multiple adjacent individual scans. No-
tably, these 5σ peaks were not consistently present in other in-
dividual scans, implying potential transient background fluc-
tuations. Consequently, we conclude the absence of ALP DM
signals in our experiments.

In summary, we conducted a search for ultralight ALP
DM using a magnetometer operating in the Fermi-contact en-
hanced NMR mode. Our findings revealed that the experi-
ment operates in the “peaked” regime, dominated by mag-
netic noise. In this regime, we optimize the scanning speed by
choosing a step size exceeding the intrinsic NMR linewidth
by approximately a factor of 30, as determined by the ampli-
fication parameter and the noise level in the system. We an-
alytically elucidated the properties of this peaked regime and
found that the sensitivity bandwidth inferred from the param-
eters of the system agrees with experimental results at a 7%
level. Furthermore, we established stringent constraints on
the coupling of ALP to both neutrons and protons, surpassing
previous searches by a few-fold. Our laboratory results sur-
pass the astrophysical ones derived from neutron-star cooling
in the frequency range of 4.6–6.6 Hz and around 7.5 Hz.

Discussion
This search is rooted in the NMR regime, which di-

verges significantly from the previous self-compensation (SC)
regime [74, 75] and the hybrid-spin-resonance (HSR) regime
[49], despite their common basis in the K-Rb-21Ne spin en-
sembles. In the SC regime, the magnetization of noble-gas
nuclear spins compensates for low-frequency magnetic noise
under a certain external bias field, where the value equals the
sum of the Fermi-contact interaction fields of alkali spins and
noble-gas nuclear spins. There is no physical spin resonance
in the SC regime. In contrast, in the HSR regime, the alkali
spins and noble-gas nuclear spins are strongly coupled by set-
ting the bias field to a specific value, which decreases the total
magnetic field experienced by the alkali spins, distinguishing
it from the SC regime. Actually In the HSR regime, the dy-
namic performance of noble-gas nuclear spins is significantly
amplified by several orders of magnitude through coupling to
the highly dynamic alkali spins, resulting in resonance be-
tween noble-gas nuclear spins and alkali spins, where their
Zeeman splittings are similar to each other. However, in the
NMR regime, the bias magnetic field is tuned such that the
Zeeman splitting of the nuclear spin matches the dark matter

mass, enabling resonant absorption of the dark matter parti-
cles. To explore a wide range of dark matter masses, the bias
field has to be scanned. In this experiment, the resonance fre-
quencies of noble-gas nuclear spins and alkali spins are widely
separated by several kHz, unlike the HSR regime. More-
over, there is no compensation for magnetic noise compared
to the SC regime. Furthermore, in the NMR regime, the reso-
nance is asymmetric, with a profile significantly different from
the symmetric Lorentzian shape, attributed to the well-known
Fano resonance. Therefore, the NMR regime search differs
from searches conducted under the SC and HSR regimes.

In resonant dark matter search experiments, achieving both
high sensitivity and broad coverage is often challenging.
While maintaining world-leading sensitivity can be difficult,
achieving a wide search range is also not straightforward. In
cases where the measurement sensitivity is limited by ampli-
fiable noise, increasing the response amplitude (usually de-
noted as the amplification factor q) does not necessarily im-
prove the sensitivity. However, we found that increasing the
amplification factor can extend the measurement bandwidth.
We formulated expressions for the expanded bandwidths, de-
termined by the amplification factor and the ratio of ampli-
fiable noise to non-amplifiable noise. The validity of the
bandwidth-expansion method was verified using ultrasensitive
hybrid spin-based sensors. This approach can be applied also
to other types of resonance experiments to broaden the band-
width. The analysis will guide the design of future, higher-
sensitivity experiments.

The ADMX and CAPP experiments have achieved un-
precedented sensitivity in probing the Quantum chromody-
namics(QCD) axion region through their investigations of the
axion-photon coupling [76, 77]. Similarly, the JEDI Collab-
oration introduced a storage ring for pioneering axion dark
matter research [78]. These experiments may target vastly
disparate frequencies, resulting in varying coherence times for
ALP dark matter detection. For instance, our experiment tar-
gets frequencies around 10 Hz, whereas cavity experiments
often operate near 1 GHz. This discrepancy leads to eight or-
ders of magnitude differences in the coherent time. Addition-
ally, the scan step is influenced by experiment quality factors.
For experiments with quality factors lower than the dark mat-
ter’s ∼ 106, the scan step typically equals the measurement
width of the system. Conversely, experiments with higher
quality factors (e.g., superconducting cavities) often adopt
scan steps equivalent to the dark matter signal width. This
difference affects the number of data points measured and, in
conjunction with total measurement time, dictates search cov-
erage.

Methods
In Methods section, we begin by providing a detailed de-

scription of the experimental setup and its fundamental under-
lying principles. This includes a discussion on the manifesta-
tion of the Fano effect within our experiment and its impact
on our results. Subsequently, we delve into the stochastic na-
ture of ultralight axion DM and its implications. Finally, we
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explore the statistical methods employed to calculate signal
sensitivity and outline the post-analysis process for discrimi-
nating potential axion DM candidates.

Experiment Setup. The experimental setup for the axion DM
search is illustrated in Fig. 6. A spherical vapor cell with a di-
ameter of 12 mm containing alkali-metal atoms and noble-gas
atoms is at the center of the apparatus. The cell is heated
to 468 K with a several flexible heating films driven by AC
current. The films are arranged to compensate the magnetic
field produced by the heating current. The cell and oven are
inside a polyetheretherketone (PEEK) chamber, and a water-
cooling tube is wrapped around the PEEK chamber to prevent
the ferrite outside the chamber from heating up and gener-
ating thermo-magnetic noise. The geomagnetic environment
around the cell is shielded by a five-layer magnetic shield and
magnetic compensation coils wrapped on the PEEK chamber.
Atomic spins are polarized with circularly polarized pump
light tuned to the D1 line of K atoms propagating along the
z axis. Alkali-atom polarization is transferred to the noble-gas
nuclei in spin-exchange collisions. The precession informa-
tion is read out with a linearly polarized probe light propagat-
ing along x, which is detuned towards longer wavelengths by
0.5 nm from the D1 line of Rb atoms. In the presence of a
signal, which is rotation of the nuclear spins, the polarization
direction of the linearly polarized probe light is rotated upon
passing through the cell, and the optical rotation angle can be
read by detecting the transmitted light intensity. The probe
light polarization is modulated with a photoelastic modulator
(PEM) at a frequency of 50 kHz to suppress low-frequency
noise. The transmitted intensity detected with a photodiode
is demodulated with a lock-in amplifier. In order to suppress
low-frequency interference caused by air convection, the cell,
the magnetic shield system and the optical system are placed
in a water-cooling box (not shown in the figure).

FIG. 6. Experimental setup. PBS, polarizing beam splitter; PD,
photo-diode detector; PEM, photoelastic modulator.

The Responses to Magnetic Field and ALP Field. The spin

dynamics of the Fermi-contact enhanced spin resonator could
be described by the coupled Bloch equations [30, 66, 79]:

∂Pe

∂ t
=

γe

Q

(
B+λMn

0 Pn +β
e +Ω

Q
γe

)
×Pe

+
(Pe

z0ẑ−Pe){Re
1,R

e
2,R

e
2}

Q
,

∂Pn

∂ t
= γNe

(
B+λMe

0Pe +β
Ne +

Ω

γNe

)
×Pn

+(Pn
z0ẑ−Pn){Rn

1,R
n
2,R

n
2} , (10)

where γe and γNe are gyromagnetic ratios of electrons and
21Ne nucleons, respectively. Q is the slowing-down factor
arising from spin-exchange collisions and hyperfine interac-
tion, Pe and Pn are the spin polarizations of alkali electron
and 21Ne nucleons, respectively. B and Ω are external mag-
netic field and inertial rotation. β e and β Ne are ALP-fields
couplings to alkali electron spins and noble-gas nuclear spins,
respectively. Here we focus on the β Ne. The Fermi-contact
interaction between alkali atoms and 21Ne atoms can be de-
scribed by an effective magnetic field λMe,n

0 Pe,n, where Mn
0

(Me
0) is the maximum magnetization of 21Ne nucleon (al-

kali electron). For a uniformly spin polarized spherical cell,
λ = 8πκ0/3, where κ0 is the enhancement factor. Pe

z0 and Pn
z0

are steady electronic and nuclear spin polarization. Re
1 and Re

2
are the longitudinal and transverse relaxation rates for alkali
electron spin, respectively, and Rn

1 and Rn
2 are the longitudinal

and transverse relaxation rates for the 21Ne nucleon spin.
The response of the nuclear spin to the ALP field in the

rotating coordinate system can be obtained as

P̃n
⊥ =

iγNe Pn
z β̃ Ne

⊥
i(ωn −ω)−Rn

2
. (11)

Here, P̃n
⊥ = P̃n

x + iP̃n
y , β̃ Ne

⊥ = β̃ Ne
x + iβ̃ Ne

y , ωn =

γNe
(
Bz +λMe

0Pe
z0
)

is the Larmor frequency of nuclear spin,
and ω is the frequency of the ALP field. Rn

2 = (T2n)
−1. Then

the effective nuclear magnetic field arising in response to the
ALP field can be expressed as B̃eff

⊥ = λMn
0 P̃n

⊥. Thus, the re-
sponse of electronic spin induced by the nuclear response
magnetic field can be obtained as

P̃e
⊥ =

i γe
Q Pe

z B̃eff
⊥

i(ωe −ω)− Re
2

Q

,

=
−γNe

γe
Q Pe

z Bn
z β̃ Ne

⊥[
i(ωn −ω)−Rn

2

][
i(ωe −ω)− Re

2
Q

] , (12)

with ωe =
γe
Q (Bz +λMn

0 Pn
z0). It can be seen that the coeffi-

cients of β Ne
x and β Ne

y only differ by one imaginary unit, so
the x and y axes are symmetric, and the responses of nuclear
and electronic spins to the ALP fields in the x and y directions
differ by 90 degrees of phase.
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The ALP field is equivalent to an oscillating magnetic field
which couples to nuclear spins, so the possibility of using
the oscillating magnetic field to calibrate the ALP field is
analyzed. Magnetic or non-magnetic perturbations can be
expressed in a complex form. Based on the symmetry of
the x and y axes, the transverse input can be expressed as
B⊥ = Bx + iBy and β Ne

⊥ = β Ne
x + iβ Ne

y , respectively. Thus, the
response of the sensor corresponding to the two parts of the
signal can be calculated separately as Me

+ eiωt and Me
− e−iωt ,

where

Me
+ =

γe
Q Pe

z
[
(ω −ωn − iRn

2 −ωnn)B⊥−ωnnβ Ne
⊥

](
iω − iωe +

Re
2

Q

)(
iω − iωn +Rn

2

)
+ωenωne

,

Me
− =

γe
Q Pe

z
[
(−ω −ωn − iRn

2 −ωnn)B⊥−ωnnβ Ne
⊥

](
−iω − iωe +

Re
2

Q

)(
−iω − iωn +Rn

2

)
+ωenωne

.

(13)

Here, ωen =
γe
Q λMn

0 Pe
z0,ωne = γNeλMe

0Pn
z0,ωnn = γNeλMn

0 Pn
z0.

When the ALP field or the magnetic field is resonant with
the nuclear spins, the coefficients of responses to ALP field
and magnetic field are approximately equal (when Rn

2 ≪ ωnn).
Therefore, the ALP field can be calibrated with an oscillat-
ing magnetic field. Since the sensor detects the information
of the x-axis electron spin polarization, the x-direction infor-
mation can eventually be read by separating the real part as
Pe

x = Re
(
Me

+eiωt +Me
−e−iωt

)
. According to the solution, the

response to usual magnetic field and ALP field can be simu-
lated as shown in Fig. 7. It can be seen that the nuclear spin
resonance frequency is 16.38 Hz when a 5000 nT bias mag-
netic field is applied, and the response of the nuclear spin to
the usual magnetic field as well as the ALP field is almost
equal at the resonance. It is noteworthy that the response to
the usual magnetic field is asymmetric because both nuclear
and electronic spins respond to the usual magnetic field [72].
However, the response to ALP field is more symmetric be-
cause there is only discrete resonance (due to 21Ne) in the
system. Thus, the response to usual magnetic field is fitted
by Fano lineshape and the response to the ALP field is cali-
brated by the Lorentz lineshape in the small range around the
resonance peak.

FANO Effect and Its Response. The magnetic field response
can be used to calibrate the ALP field. In practice we find that
the exact lineshape of usual magnetic field amplification as a
function of the test frequency is asymmetric with the profile
significantly distorted compared to the symmetric Lorentzian
shape, consistent with the simulation in Fig. 7. This asymmet-
ric lineshape is caused by the well-known Fano resonance.
Specifically, Rb and 21Ne spins both experience the measured
oscillating usual magnetic field and both generate signatures
at the frequency of the measured field, and the asymmetric
shape is caused by the interference of the response of the two
spin ensembles as shown in Fig. 8. The resonance frequen-
cies of noble-gas and alkali-metal atoms are different, similar

FIG. 7. Responses to usual magnetic field and axion-like particles
(ALPs) field with a bias magnetic field of 5000 nT. The responses
at the resonance peak to both usual magnetic field and ALPs field are
equal.

FIG. 8. The illustration of how the Fano effect modifies the spec-
trum of the nuclear spin. The Fermi-contact interaction between
the nuclear and electronic spins are like a spring. The responses of
the spin ensembles mix and show a Fano effect.

to pendulums with two different oscillation periods. The res-
onance between the ALP field and noble-gas atoms causes a
significant oscillation of the “noble-gas pendulum”. Subse-
quently, due to the Fermi-contact coupling between the noble
gas and the alkali metal atoms (shown as a spring), the alkali
metal atoms are pulled to oscillate.

The Rb spins and noble gas 21Ne spins both react to the
oscillating usual magnetic field and generate their own re-
sponses. Unlike the case in the self-compensation comagne-
tometer, where the resonance frequencies of noble-gas atoms
and alkali atoms are close to each other in the near-zero field
condition, here, the bias field is large enough that noble-gas
atoms and alkali atoms are decoupled. In the 21Ne-Rb-K ex-
periment, due to the long coherence time of the 21Ne nuclear
spins (T2n ∼40 s), the 21Ne spins have a sharp resonance line
and therefore can be considered as having a discrete system.
The Rb-K spins have a shorter coherence time (T2e ∼1 ms),
and thus can be considered as having a continuous spectrum.
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Assuming the apparatus is sensitive in ŷ direction, we have
the result of output effective magnetic field

Beff
y =

1
2

γNeBn
0By

Rn
2 sin(ωt)− (ω −ω0)cos(ωt)

(Rn
2)

2 +(ω −ω0)2

+By cos(ωt) , (14)

with By being the measured magnetic field. Therefore the pro-
file of amplification reads

ηF( f )≡
∣∣Beff

y
∣∣∣∣By
∣∣ =

√
Γ2 +(qΓ+ f0 − f )2

Γ2 +( f − f0)2 , (15)

where f0 is the resonant frequency and the relations Rn
2 =

(T2n)
−1 = 2πΓ and amplification factor q = 1

2 γNeBn
0T2n have

been used.
ALP field β Ne

y couples only to noble-gas nuclear spins. The
resulting effective magnetic field β eff

y is similar to Eq. (14)
without the β Ne

y cosωt term. The amplification of the ALP
field reads

ηF( f )≡
∣∣β eff

y
∣∣∣∣β Ne

y
∣∣ =

√
q2Γ2

Γ2 +( f − f0)
2 , (16)

which is the same as the Lorentzian lineshape.
One can easily see that in the large-q limit the amplifica-

tion profile reduces to the Lorentzian shape. Using Bloch
equations we can obtain the responses to usual magnetic field
and ALP field coupling to noble-gas nuclear spins. We use
usual magnetic field to calibrate the response of the system.
The measured response to usual magnetic field is fitted with
Eq. (15). And then we substitute the measured parameters into
the response equation for ALP field coupling to noble-gas nu-
clear spins based on Eq. (16).

Stochastic Properties of the Signal. In this section, we im-
plement the gradient axion stochastic spectrum derived from
Ref. [48], while making minor adjustments to account for the
new response. In our NMR setup, the comagnetometer is si-
multaneously sensitive to the anomalous magnetic fields along
both x̂ and ŷ directions, which is different from Ref. [48] with
only one sensitive axis. Therefore, the calculation details need
to be adapted accordingly.

The gradient of the axion field within the Galactic halo is
assumed to be

∇∇∇a(t) = ∑
Ωp

√
ρDM f (p)(∆p)3

ωp
αp cos

(
p0t +Φp

)
p, (17)

≈ ∑
Ωp

√
ρDM f (v)(∆v)3 αv × cos

(
ma

(
1+

1
2

v2
)

t +Φv

)
v,

where ρDM = 0.4 GeV · cm−3 [67] represents the local DM
density. Here, ωp denotes the axion energy associated with

momentum p, αp follows standard Rayleigh distribution as a
random variable, and Φp is a random phase uniformly dis-
tributed within [0,2π]. The summation runs over all the in-
finitesimal momentum space Ωp domain.

The DM Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution in the Galactic
coordinate system is expressed as [48]

f (v)d3v =
1

(2πσ2
v )

3/2 exp
(
− (v+vE)

2

2σ2
v

)
d3v , (18)

where vE is the Earth velocity and v represent the DM ve-
locity in the lab frame, thus vE + v corresponds to the axion
DM velocity in the rest frame of the Galaxy. The parameter√

2σv ≈ 220km/s represents the virial velocity.
By choosing the Cartesian coordinate system {û, ν̂ , ŝ},

where ν̂ is parallel to vE and û and ŝ form the other orthonor-
mal basis vectors, and applying certain mathematical transfor-
mations, we can derive the expression as follows:

(∇∇∇a)i (t) = ∑
j

√
πρDM f j∆v v2

jεi, jαi, j cos(ω jt +φi, j), (19)

where j is the velocity index and f j ≡

(2πσ2
v )

−3/2 exp
[
− v2

j+v2
E

2σ2
v

]
. The detailed derivation and

the complex definition of εi, j are provided in Ref. [48].
A bias magnetic field is applied along the laboratory ẑ

axis (outward from the ground), and the response signal of
the alkali metal ensemble is detected along the x̂ axis (east-
westward). The response of the alkali atom Pe

x receives con-
tributions from the gradient axion field along the x̂− ŷ plane.
Based on the argument below Eq. (12), there exists a π/2
phase difference between the responses b0 · x̂ and b0 · ŷ, which
need to be addressed in the calculations of ALP signal re-
sponse variance.

For the case of ALP DM, we have bx
0 = ∇⃗a · m̂x and by

0 =

∇⃗a ·m̂y. The sensitive axes m̂x and m̂y in the Cartesian coordi-
nate system {u, v, s} during the experiment can be described
as follows:

m̂x
i (t) =C(1)

i cos
(

ωet +θ
(1)
i

)
+D(1)

i ,

m̂y
i (t) =C(2)

i cos
(

ωet +θ
(2)
i

)
+D(2)

i , (20)

where i ∈ {u, v, s}, ωE = 2π × 1.16 µHz is the Earth’s side-
real frequency, and the coefficients C(1)

i ,C(2)
i ,D(1)

i ,D(2)
i ,θ

(1)
i ,

and θ
(2)
i are determined through coordinate transformations

from the laboratory coordinate system to the celestial coordi-
nate system, and subsequently to the Galactic coordinate sys-
tem. These coefficients are calculated before each individual
scanning.

The Calculation for the Axion-Nucleon Coupling Sensitiv-
ity.

We conduct a profile analysis using the Log-Likelihood
Ratio (LLR) method based on the response power spectrum
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(V 2). In this experiment, we are in the peaked regime, in-
dicating that the power spectrum exhibits a peak at the reso-
nant frequency even without injecting a magnetic field in the
x− y plane. This phenomenon arises because the amplified
magnetic noise after amplification far surpasses the photon
shot noise, which cannot be amplified. Therefore, we cannot
assume that the background noise is frequency-independent
white noise within the narrow LLR frequency range (as as-
sumed in Refs. [27, 28, 48, 49]). Instead, we model the back-
ground noise as a sum of two zero-mean Gaussian compo-
nents: one being the non-amplifiable photon shot noise with
a variance of Σna, which remains constant in frequency, and
the other being the amplifiable magnetic noise with a variance
of Σa ·ηF( f )2, following the Fano profile. The axion signal is
modeled as a multivariate Gaussian distribution [28, 48], with
a variance of ΣA( fk, fr) = gcali( fk)gcali( fr)σA( fk, fr).

The calibration function gcali( f ) is the transfer function that
converts magnetic field strength in Tesla to the apparatus re-
sponse in Voltage at a given frequency f , which includes the
amplification function for the signal. We obtain this function
by injecting magnetic fields of known amplitude and varying
frequency along the sensitive axes, subsequently measuring
the apparatus response. We fit the obtained response using a
Fano lineshape given by Eq. (15). From the fit parameters q
and Γ, we can then derive the calibration function for the ALP
field, which is modeled by a Lorentzian lineshape. The com-
plete response of the ALP field is depicted in Fig. 7. For a
narrow band near the resonant frequency (e.g., f0 ±0.25 Hz),
the shape is accurately described by the Lorentzian function.
Lastly, the aforementioned calibration procedure is conducted
before each measurement.

The covariance matrix σA( fk, fr) is defined by Eqs. B33
and B34 in Ref. [48]:

σ(Ak,Ar) = 4πρDM

(
gaNN

T µNe

)2

∑
i

∫
∞

0
dv f (v)ε2

i (v)

× v4 [Eik(v)Eir(v)+Fik(v)Fir(v)] , (21)

σ(Ak,Br) = 4πρDM

(
gaNN

T µNe

)2

∑
i

∫
∞

0
dv f (v)ε2

i (v)

× v4 [Eik(v)Fir(v)−Fik(v)Eir(v)] , (22)

σ(Bk,Ar) =−σ(Ak,Br) = σ(Ar,Bk),

σ(Bk,Br) = σ(Ak,Ar).

where µNe = 2π × 3.36MHz ·T−1 is the 21Ne gyromagnetic
ratio and

Ak =
2
N

Re[β̃k] , Bk =− 2
N

Im[β̃k] , (23)

and β̃k is the discrete Fourier transform of obtained data time
series βn

β̃k =
N−1

∑
n=0

βn exp−iωkn∆t , ωk ≡
2πk
N∆t

. (24)

The definitions of Eik(v) and Fik(v) are slightly modified to
account for two sensitive axes and their π/2 relative phase in
the response of Pe

x :

Ei,k(v) =

sin
(

T ωE
2 + T ω

2 − T ωk
2

)
2(ωE +ω −ωk)

[
C(1)

i cos
(

T ωE

2
+

T ω

2
− T ωk

2
+θ

(1)
i

)
−C(2)

i sin
(

T ωE

2
+

T ω

2
− T ωk

2
+θ

(2)
i

)]

+
sin

(
T ω

2 − T ωk
2

)
ω −ωk

[
D(1)

i cos
(

T ω

2
− T ωk

2

)
−

D(2)
i sin

(
T ω

2
− T ωk

2

)]
−

sin
(

T ωE
2 − T ω

2 + T ωk
2

)
2(−ωE +ω −ωk)

[
C(1)

i cos
(

T ωE

2
− T ω

2
+

T ωk

2
+θ

(1)
i

)
+C(2)

i sin
(

T ωE

2
− T ω

2
+

T ωk

2
+θ

(2)
i

)]
, (25)

Fi,k(v) =

sin
(

T ωE
2 + T ω

2 − T ωk
2

)
2(ωE +ω −ωk)

[
−C(1)

i sin
(

T ωE

2
+

T ω

2
− T ωk

2
+θ

(1)
i

)
−C(2)

i cos
(

T ωE

2
+

T ω

2
− T ωk

2
+θ

(2)
i

)]

+
sin

(
T ω

2 − T ωk
2

)
ω −ωk

[
−D(1)

i sin
(

T ω

2
− T ωk

2

)
−

D(2)
i cos

(
T ω

2
− T ωk

2

)]
+

sin
(

T ωE
2 − T ω

2 + T ωk
2

)
2(−ωE +ω −ωk)

[
−C(1)

i sin
(

T ωE

2
− T ω

2
+

T ωk

2
+θ

(1)
i

)
+C(2)

i cos
(

T ωE

2
− T ω

2
+

T ωk

2
+θ

(2)
i

)]
(26)

with ω = ma(1+ 1
2 v2).

Since both the signal and the background are multivariate
Gaussian random variables, we can construct the likelihood
function as follows:

L(d|gaNN,Σna,Σa) =
1√

(2π)2Ndet(Σ)
exp

(
−1

2
dT

Σ
−1d

)
.

(27)

with vector d = {Ak,Bk} and variance matrix Σ = ΣA(gaNN)+
Σna ·1+diag(Σa ·η2

F( f ))
To set a quantitative limit, we use the LLR defined below

LLR(gaNN) =

{
−2log

[
L(gaNN,Σ̃a,Σ̃na)

L(ĝ,Σ̂a,Σ̂na)

]
, ĝ ≤ gaNN

0, ĝ > gaNN
(28)
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where we treat both Σa and Σna as nuisance parameters. Σ̃a
and Σ̃na maximizes the likelihood L for a fixed nucleus cou-
pling gaNN and Σ̂a, Σ̂na and ĝ are unconditional estimators that
maximize likelihood L for given d. In order to establish an up-
per limit, we set LLR = 0 if ĝ > gaNN. The defined LLR can
be asymptotically shown to follow half-χ2 distribution with
the cumulative distribution function [68]

Φ(LLR(gaNN)≤ y) =
1
2

[
1+ erf

(√
y
2

)]
, (29)

thus the 95% CL upper limits are determined by finding
the value of gaNN where LLR(gaNN) = 2.7055. The effec-
tive coupling between axions and the nucleus N is given by
gaNN = ξngann + ξpgapp, where ξ Ne

n = 0.58 and ξ Ne
p = 0.04

are the spin-polarization fractions for neutrons and protons in
21Ne [69, 70]. When setting limits on the coupling between
ALP and neutrons, we set gapp = 0. Similarly, when setting
the limits on the coupling of protons, we set gann = 0.

The Shape of the Sensitivity Curve. For measuring times
smaller or equal to the coherent time τa ∼ 2h̄/(mav2

vir) ∼
165 hours

(
Hz
fa

)
, the signal predominantly falls within a sin-

gle bin. As discussed in the main text, in this scenario, the
lineshape of the signal limit can be estimated.

In each single bin, both the signal and the background are
treated as the Gaussian variables in the frequency domain. To
establish the upper limit for the signal strength, we make the
assumption that the data consists only background with a cer-
tain variance. Therefore, the data power spectrum follows a
χ2 distribution with two degrees of freedom because the vari-
ance is complex. The corresponding cumulative distribution
function follows an exponential distribution [54],

P(Power( f )≤ y) = 1− e−y/2σ2
. (30)

Therefore, the 95% confidence level limit on the variance
contributed by the signal is y95% = 5.99 σ2. Consequently,
the signal coupling at the frequency bin f should satisfy:

5.99
[
ΣaηF( f )2 +Σna

]
= c1η( f )2

(
g95%

aNN( f )
)2

, (31)

Σa and Σna denote the variances of the amplifiable and non-
amplifiable background components, e.g. the magnetic noise
and the photon shot noise respectively. c1 represents the sig-
nal coefficient independent of f . ηF( f ) and η( f ) correspond
to the Fano profile and Lorentzian profiles, respectively. In
this paper, we assume that the axion DM-electron coupling is
negligible, resulting in no interference between alkali metal
and noble gas responses. Therefore, the signal profile can be
described by a Lorentzian shape at the leading order, which
is symmetric near the resonant frequency. As illustrated in
Fig. 7, the response to the ALP field does show a Lorentzian
shape and only deviates in the region far from the resonance,
which is different from the usual magnetic field. Since we are
primarily interested in a narrow band near the resonant fre-
quency, e.g., f0 ± 0.25 Hz, the Lorentzian profile is a good
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FIG. 9. The amplification factor q and amplification level κ . q
and κ were determined for the 49 individual scans, with red and blue
dots representing apparatus A and B, respectively. The values of q
and Γ were obtained from the calibration process, and the value of
κ was extracted from each experiment data. Apparatus A exhibited
|q| ∼ 40− 50 and κ ranging between 10–1000, while apparatus B
had |q| ∼ 100 and κ ranging between 400–1000.

description for the signal response. Following Eq. (31), we
can derive the sensitivity as a function of frequency gaNN( f )
and its FWHM for the signal as

g95%
aNN( f ) =

√
5.99Σa

c1

√
1+

1+∆2

κ
+

1+∆2 −2q∆

q2 , (32)

ΓFWHM = 2
√

3Γ

√
1+κ

(
1− κ(κ +2q2)

(κ +q2)2

)
, (33)

where ∆ ≡ ( f − f0)/Γ, q represents the amplification factor at
the Larmor frequency, and κ ≡ q2Σa/Σna is the amplification
level.

In practice, we obtain values for q and Γ from the calibra-
tion process, and κ from the experimental data. In Fig. 9, we
present the amplification factor q and the amplification level
κ for the 49 individual scans, represented by red and blue dots
for apparatus A and B, respectively. Apparatus A has an am-
plification factor of approximately −q ≈ 50, while Apparatus
B has a value of around 100. The amplification factor q is
negative because the dip, attributed to the Fano effect, appears
on the left side of the resonant frequency, see Fig. 7. As for
the amplification level κ , Apparatus B shows a range between
400–1000, whereas Apparatus A mostly falls within the range
of 100 and 1000. Since we have observed in the experiment
that the photon shot noise is much larger than the magnetic
noise (Σna ≫ Σa), we can make the approximation q2 ≫ κ , as
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supported by Fig. 9. Using this approximation, the sensitivity
g95%

aNN( f ) and its bandwidth ΓFWHM in Eqs. (32) and (33), will
revert to the simple Lorentzian expression.

Due to the Fano effect, there is another difference from the
simple Lorentzian case: the best sensitivity for g95%

aNN( f ) is not
achieved at the resonant frequency f0. Following Eq. (33), we
can determine that the best sensitivity g̃min

aNN ≡ g95%
aNN( f̃0) and its

corresponding frequency f̃0 are

g̃min
aNN =

√
5.99Σa

c1

√
1+κ−1 +

q2 +κ −q2κ

q2 (q2 +κ)
,

≈
√

5.99Σa

c1

√
1+κ−1, (34)

f̃0 = f0 +Γ
κq

κ +q2 . (35)

In the second line, the best sensitivity g̃min
aNN is very close to

the Lorentzian value when q2 ≫ κ . The frequency f̃0 deviates
from its Lorentzian value f0, which is significant and can be
observed.
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FIG. 10. The sensitivity curves. The curves were plotted for a total
of 49 individual experimental scans, each smoothed using a ±250
bins moving average.

In Fig. 10, we present a summary plot of the sensitiv-
ity curves for all 49 individual scans, each smoothed with
a ±250 bins moving average. Each sensitivity curve ex-
hibits a peak centered around its resonant frequency, but the
peaks vary in width, corresponding to their respective κ val-
ues. Their widths are clearly around 0.25 Hz, which are
much broader than the typical nuclear spin resonance width
for 21Ne. Specifically, there are four points for Apparatus A
with κ ∼ 10, which exactly match the sharp peaks in Fig. 10.
These points at around 6 Hz, 6.5 Hz, and 7.5 Hz are better than
the nearby scans, due to the suppression of the experimental
environmental noises.

In addition, our experiment operates within a frequency
range of 5-15 Hz. We maintained stable experimental con-
ditions throughout the measurements, allowing us to estimate
the measurement error of the transfer function gcali at key fre-
quency points (5 Hz, 10.75 Hz, 11.5 Hz, and 13.75 Hz). As-
suming the error trend follows a linear behavior across these
points, we extrapolate it to estimate the systematic error for
the entire range.

For each key frequency point, we performed three inde-
pendent measurements of gcali. The systematic error of our
measurements is defined as the error of gcali, and we use it to
calculate the standard deviation of neutron coupling gann. In
Fig. 11, we show the sensitivity with the error bands reflecting
systematic uncertainties from the calibration function.
The Scan Strategy. As discussed in Refs. [44, 45, 48], when
the transverse spin-relaxation time is significantly shorter than
both the ALP DM coherent time τa and the measurement time
T (as is the case in this experiment), the 95% upper limits
follow a power law of g ∝ T−1/2 and T−1/4 for T ≪ τa and
T ≫ τa, respectively. Since our experiment operates at low
frequencies, approximately on the order of O(10) Hz, the co-
herent time can extend up to around ∼ 30 hours. Therefore,
we choose the optimal measurement time as T ≃ τa for each
run, with a cumulative measurement duration of 1440 hours
for 49 individual scans.

As explained in the previous chapter, given that we are in
the magnetic-dominated regime, widening the scan step can
be considerably beneficial, potentially leading to a reduction
in the number of scans needed. In practice, we opt for a fre-
quency step of 0.25 Hz to scan the ALP frequency range be-
tween 5−15 Hz.

The Post-Analysis of Possible Candidates. Since the axion
mass is not known as a prior, one has to test all the frequencies
in a given range. We explore if there are possible axion DM
signal in the data that exclude the background-only hypothe-
sis. For a quantitative analysis of possible axion candidates,
we define the following test statistics to test the significance of
a best-fit signal compared to the background only model [48],

qD =

{
−2log

[
L(0,Σ̃a,Σ̃na)

L(ĝ,Σ̂a,Σ̂na)

]
, ĝ ≤ 0

0, ĝ > 0
(36)

where Σ̃a and Σ̃na are maximum LLR estimators for gaNN = 0,
while ĝ, Σ̂na and Σ̂a maximize the LLP across all parameter
spaces.

Since we need to test a large number of ALP candidate fre-
quencies within a given frequency range, we have to consider
the look-elsewhere effect. In the case of NF independent tests,
the global p-value, denoted as pglobal, is given by the formula:

pglobal = 1− (1− p)NF , (37)

where p is the p-value of a single measurement. For suffi-
ciently small p, we can approximate it as pglobal = 1−NF p.
Utilizing Eq. (29), we can calculate the corresponding qglobal
after accounting for the look-elsewhere effect:

qglobal = 2
[

erf−1
(

1−2
pglobal

NF

)]2

. (38)

To determine the number of independent tests, NF , for the
frequencies, we employ the method outlined in Ref. [48]. NF
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FIG. 11. The systematic uncertainty of sensitivity from gcali. The blue bands in the figure denote the sensitivity standard deviation from
systematic uncertainties from the calibration function gcali. Since experimental conditions are maintained stable throughout the measurements,
we estimate the measurement error of the transfer function gcali at several key frequency points then linearly extrapolate the values to estimate
the systematic error for the small frequency range of 5−15 Hz. The description of other elements are the same as Figure. 3.

is given by:

NF =
∫ log max(F)

log min(F)

1
α(v)v2

0
dv. (39)

where F represents the test frequency interval for ALP. The
function α(v) is determined through Monte-Carlo simula-
tions. Using the above equations, the 5σ threshold corre-
sponds to qglobal within the range [41.33, 47.36] for 49 in-
dividual measurements.

After analyzing all 49 individual scans, several frequency
candidates surpass the threshold of the background-only hy-
pothesis, LLRdiscovery = qglobal, signifying a 5σ significance
with consideration for the look-elsewhere effect. However,
each of these candidate frequencies can be tested by multiple
adjacent individual scans. Upon closer examination, we ob-
served that these 5σ anomalous peaks were not consistently
present in other individual scans, suggesting they may be tran-
sient background fluctuations. Therefore, we conclude that
there is no ALP signal in our experiments.

Data availability
All relevant data are available from the corresponding au-

thor upon request.
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