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Axion-like particles are a well-motivated candidate for ultralight dark matter. Because dark
matter must be non-relativistic, the effects of its scattering with Standard Model particles are
negligible and generally go unnoticed. However, due to the large occupation number of ultralight
dark matter, the sum of all scatterings leads to a classical field-like interaction with Standard Model
particles. In the case of an axion-like particle, this scattering imparts a parity violating effect. If this
collective scattering with axion-like particles is inserted into the one-loop quantum electrodynamics
diagram, the parity violation imparted by this scattering will convert the anomalous magnetic
moment contribution into an electric dipole moment. This contribution is quite large and leads
to a prediction inconsistent with precision measurements of the proton and electron electric dipole
moments, unless their couplings to the axion-like particles are very weak. As a result, the constraints
on the couplings of axion-like particle dark matter to the electron and proton are improved by as
much as eleven and six orders of magnitude, respectively.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the great puzzles of particle physics is the na-
ture of dark matter. As of yet, we know little about
its mass and couplings, and still do not even know if
it is bosonic or fermionic in nature. This lack of un-
derstanding about the nature of dark matter is further
exacerbated by the fact that theoretically motivated can-
didates, like the weakly interacting massive particle[1, 2],
have been challenged by experimental searches.

Other well motivated dark matter candidates[3–6], like
the QCD axion[7–11] , were conceived of several decades
ago but have evaded all our best experimental searches.
Although progress is being made and planned experi-
ments give us hope of reaching the predicted parameter
ranges, detection of QCD axion dark matter is still an
elusive quest.

Axion-like particles[12, 13], a generalization of the
QCD axion, are another dark matter candidate moti-
vated by string theory. While these types of particles
have less theoretically constrained couplings, much of
their parameter space is challenging to probe and re-
mains relatively unexplored by current experiments. In
fact, masses in the range O(10−20 eV ) − O(eV ), with
couplings as large as O(10−10), are still allowed.

In spite of the challenges, searches are on-going, with
many different experimental programs aimed at search-
ing for axion-like particles that couple to the Standard
Model. The current best constraints on these couplings
are mass dependent and come from a myriad of experi-
ments. The photon coupling to the axion is constrained
by many different experiments with the most signifi-
cant ones coming from ADMX[14], which can constrain
some of the QCD axion window. The strongest con-
straints on the axion-electron coupling come from red
giant observations[15]. If the axion-like particle (ALP) is
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dark matter, the electron ALP coupling is further con-
strained in the low mass range by ge−2 experiments, due
to the background enhanced propagation of the ALP [16–
18]. A small portion of the larger end of the mass range
is also constrained by either the XENON experiments
[19–21] or searches for anomalies in X-rays[22]. The
axion-proton coupling constraints come from SN1987
observations[23].
Searches for ultralight dark matter tend to be challeng-

ing, due to the tiny recoil energy of interactions with the
dark matter. For much of the viable parameter space, the
recoil energy is well below the energy resolution of cur-
rent experiments. However, the large occupation number
of an ultralight dark matter background tends to act like
a (quasi-)coherent state and collectively can lead to an
observable effect. Previous work has examined the ef-
fect of this (quasi-)coherent state on the electron electric
dipole moment (EDM). In [24–26], it was shown that the
axion-photon coupling induces an EDM for the electron
through a photon propagator 1. Work on examining the
effect of the ALP electron coupling on the electron EDM
was first done here [28], where, the non-relativistic limit
of the Dirac equation was taken for a non-derivative cou-
pling of the electron to the ALP. It was claimed that this
leads to a rather large EDM, which was further discussed
in [29–31]. However, several ensuing works [32, 33] have
since argued that this contribution is likely fictitious.
The key indicators of a fictitious contribution were a lack
of concordance between the results for the derivative and
non-derivative coupling, no higher order contributions in
the non-relativistic limit consistent with a relativistic ori-
gin, and lack of shift symmetry restoration in the limit
ma → 0 .
Here, the effects of scattering with an ALP background

are examined. It will be seen that the insertion of an

1 However, this paper’s results have faced significant skepticism
[27].
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FIG. 1. The Feynman diagrams of the apparent EDM.

axion-like particle scattering into the one-loop QED di-
agram will generate an apparent electric dipole moment
for the electron and proton. This scattering injects par-
ity violation into the diagram and converts the would-be
anomalous magnetic moment contribution into an EDM
contribution. Although the resulting contribution has
some similarities to that found in [28], it will not contain
any of the signs of a fictitious contribution [33]. While
this scattering induced contribution can be modeled by
an interaction with a classical background field, it will be
seen that the scattering picture will be crucial for vali-
dating this contribution2.

II. SCATTERING OF THE BACKGROUND

In this section, a missed scattering off an ALP dark
matter background is examined. The scattering diagrams
in Fig. (1) will be used to explore the connection between
scattering with a collection of particles and a classical
field background. This then makes it possible to interpret
scattering as an interaction with a classical background
field. With this understanding, the diagrams in Fig. (1)
can be interpreted as a time-dependent electric dipole
moment.

Since the diagrams in Fig. (1) involve a scattering
with an ultralight dark matter background, they can only
be interpreted as an EDM as long as the experiment is
unable to resolve the momentum transfer. Since it will
be found that this search method is only competitive for
ALP dark matter masses of order 10−10 eV or smaller,
and the electron and ALP are non-relativistic, the largest
possible energy transfer will be

∆Ee
Ee

≃ ma

me
≃ 2.0× 10−16 . (1)

Thus, to invalidate this search strategy, the ACME II
experiment would need to resolve the electron energy to

2 The origins of the EDM in [28] cannot be similarly interpreted
as a scattering, since this scattering would violate conservation
of momentum and energy.

better than about two parts in 1016, and even more pre-
cisely for lighter masses. Clearly, these scatterings will
be missed and the process in the diagrams found in Fig.
(1) has the potential to be interpreted as an EDM.
Scattering matrix elements are generally written in

terms of plane wave ingoing and outgoing states. For the
processes depicted in Fig.(1), this would take the form

⟨k̄ψ̄|S|kψ,∆kAµ , pa⟩ , (2)

where S is the scattering matrix and the k, p variables,
with the indicative subscripts, specify which particle mo-
menta they represent. The form of the S matrix for the
particular processes in Fig. (1) is

SEDM ⊃ T
4(−i)4

4!

(
e

∫
d4xψ̄iγµψiA

µ

)3

(3)

×
(∫

d4x′ḡiaaψ̄iiγ5ψi

)
,

where repeated indices are not summed and T is for time
ordering. Within the matrix element in Eq. (2) is con-
tained the following matrix element for the ALP

⟨0|a(x)|p⟩ = eipx . (4)

Since this matrix element assumes no background and
the particle is in a momentum eigenstate, it gives a plane
wave. For experiments that are unable to resolve the po-
sition of the ALP at the level of a de Broglie wavelength,
this plane wave approximation is justified, but is merely
an approximation to simplify calculations.
When considering matrix elements betweenN andN−

1 particle states, it is easier to use states composed of
wave packets3. The wave packet nature of the particle
can be incorporated into the scattering matrix element
by modifying the in-going state (or likewise an outgoing
state) as follows

|pi⟩ → |a⟩ = a†a|0⟩ =
∫

d3pi
(2π)3

ã(pi)√
2Epi

|pi⟩ , (5)

where

a†a =

∫
d3p

(2π)3
ã(p)a†(p) , (6)

a†(p) is the creation operator for the ALP, and ã(p) con-
tains the information about the momentum spread of the
particle. The function ã(p) must satisfy∫

d3p

(2π)3
|ã(p)|2 = 1 , (7)

3 Furthermore, since the process considered here is the scattering
of a fermion off a physical background particle, it must be a wave
packet and not the projection of a wave packet onto a plane wave.
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and, if it describes dark matter, is only non-trivial for
momentum of order p0 = mava, with va ≃ 10−3. The
normalization condition on ã(p) then imposes a scaling
behavior of

ã(p) ∼ 1

p
3/2
0

. (8)

With this generalization of the in-going ALP state, the
relevant matrix element for scattering off a single particle
becomes

⟨k̄ψ̄|SEDM |kψ,∆k, a⟩ , (9)

and the ALP portion of this matrix element is now

⟨0|a(x)|a⟩ =
∫

d3pi
(2π)3

ã(pi)√
2Epi

eipx = ā(x) . (10)

As is clear from this equation, the state has been modify
to the physical wave function of the particle. By exam-
ining the scaling behavior of ã(p) in Eq. (8), it becomes
clear that

ā(x) ∼ p
3/2
0

m
1/2
a

, (11)

if the particle is assumed to be non-relativistic. Since
p0 ∼ mava, ā(x) is proportional to ma and the scattering
amplitude vanishes in the limit ma → 0.
To discuss scattering off a background, the matrix el-

ement needs to be modified to a transition between N
and N − 1 particle states. This gives the modification

⟨k̄ψ̄|SEDM |kψ,∆k, a⟩ (12)

→ ⟨k̄ψ̄, a(N)|SEDM |kψ,∆k, a(N − 1)⟩

where

|a(N)⟩ =
[
a†a
]N

√
N !

|0⟩ . (13)

With this further generalization, the ALP matrix element
now takes the form,

⟨ai(Ni − 1)|a(x′)|ai(Ni)⟩ =
√
Niāi(x

′) , (14)

where Ni is the number of identical particles in the back-
ground.

Before addressing how to incorporate the quasi-
coherent nature of the ALP background, the scaling of
this scattering amplitude for ma → 0 is examined. If Ni
is fixed, this matrix element scales exactly the same as
the single particle scattering, Eq. (11), and decouples in
the ma → 0 limit. However, the scaling is modified for a
background with energy density fixed to the dark matter
measured value. For fixed energy density, the number of
particles, Ni, is roughly

N ≃ ρDM

ma

4π
3 p

3
0

(2π)3

. (15)

The important thing to note in this expression is that the
number of particles scales with m−4

a , since p0 = mava.
Combining this expression with that in Eq. (11), it is
seen that the total scaling of the ALP matrix element
with ma will be

ā(x)
√
Ni ∼

√
ρDM

ma
. (16)

This is consistent with the typical scaling found for the
classical field approximation of an ALP background, as
discussed below. Thus, although the decoupling of this
matrix element in the ma → 0 limit is obscured by the
occupation number scaling, it does exhibit decoupling.
The quasi-coherent nature of the background can now

be incorporated into this scattering calculation by pars-
ing the background into coherent states with Ni particles
and then summing over the scattering rate to each state.
This then gives a total ALP matrix element of∑

i

⟨ai(Ni − 1)|a(x′)|ai(Ni)⟩ (17)

=
∑
i

√
Niāi(x

′) = āT (x
′) .

Using ρDM = 1
2m

2
aa

0, the amplitude of the individual
oscillations of the axion fields can be approximated as[34]

āi(x) ≃
√

2ρDM/Na
ma

cos

[
ma

(
1 +

v2i
2

)
t+ ϕi

]
, (18)

If the different coherent states with Ni particles are prop-
erly summed over, it is found that [34]

āT (t) =
∑
i

αj

√
ρDM

ma

√
N j
a

Na
cos

[
ma

(
1 +

v2j
2

)
+ ϕj

]
, (19)

where αj is a random variable sampled from the Rayleigh
probability distribution 4.
Since the S matrix considered here only has a single

ALP in it, the operation of the S matrix on the N and
N − 1 states leads to an effective scattering matrix of

SEDM ⊃ T
1

3!

(
e

∫
d4xψ̄iγµψiA

µ

)3

(20)

×
(∫

d4x′ḡiaāT (x)ψ̄iiγ5ψi

)
.

Thus, the calculation of scattering is equivalent to scat-
tering of the quasi-coherent classical background field
found in Eq. (19).
The quasi-coherent nature of the ultralight dark mat-

ter background leads to fluctuations in the amplitude of
the ALP fields oscillation amplitude. This fluctuation
weakens ALP dark matter constraints as shown in [35].
Instead of performing a detailed analysis of this effect
here, the constraints are just divide by 2.7 for all bounds
as suggested in [35].

4 See [34] for more details.
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III. ELECTRIC DIPOLE MOMENT

Here, the diagrams in Fig. (1) are calculated using
on-shell renormalization scheme for the following set of
interactions,

LI =
gia
2mi

(∂µa) ψ̄iγ
µγ5ψi + ḡiaaψ̄iiγ5ψi , (21)

where ψi can be either the electron or the proton.
Initially, ḡia ̸= 0 and gia = 0 will be discussed. For this

choice of couplings, Fig (1b) and (1c) give a contribution
which is infrared divergent and of the form

iM(b+c)1 = F (mi,mγ)ū(k̄)γµγ5u(k) , (22)

where u(k) is the fermion spinor and F (mi,mγ) is a func-
tion of the fermion mass, mi, and photon mass, mγ ,
which is used to regulate the diagram. There is a nearly
identical contribution from diagrams with an ALP scat-
tering off the other fermion leg. These contributions dif-
fer only in the order of γ5 and γµ. The sum of these
contributions then vanish,

iM(b+c)tot = F (mi,mγ)ū(k̄) [γµγ5 + γ5γµ]u(k) = 0 .(23)

Importantly, this cancels the associated IR divergences.
Next, the diagrams in Fig. (1a), (1d), and (1e) are

calculated. These diagrams must be calculated together,
since separately they all diverge. To simplify the calcu-
lation, the diagram in Fig. (1d) is expanded in terms of
Fig. (1a) as follows,

iMd = iM ′
d − iMa +O(p) . (24)

where iMd is the full contribution from the diagram in
Fig. (1d) and iM ′

d is the remaining part after the contri-
bution in Fig. (1a) is removed. This means the diagram
in Fig. (1a) need not be calculated. The diagram in Fig.
(1e) contains the QED counter term. This QED counter
term can be found in many quantum field theory text
books and inserted into this diagram. The resulting con-
tribution of these three diagrams, to leading order in p,
is then

iMtot = ie
α

2π
ūi(k̄)

[
[∆/k, γµ] γ5

4m2
i

(25)

+
γ5/p [∆/k, γµ]

8k̄ · pmi
+

[∆/k, γµ] /pγ5

8k · pmi

]
ui(k)āT (p) ,

and āT (p) is the Fourier transform of Eq. (19) and
ū(k̄), u(k) are the fermion spinors of the in-going and out-
going states respectively. The terms in the second line
are ignored, since they only contribute to the off-diagonal
part of the Dirac equation and are highly suppressed in
the non-relativistic limit. The contribution from the first
line of Eq. (25) is then mapped back to a Lagrangian of
the form

L ⊃ e
α

2π

ḡiaāT (x)

4m2
i

ψ̄iσµνiγ5ψiF
µν . (26)

where α is the fine structure constant. Importantly, this
contribution to the EDM is relativistic, avoiding another
one of the indicators of a fictitious contribution to an
EDM.
Since the coupling ḡia can be rotated away (to leading

order) by taking the field redefinition ψ → e
iγ5ḡ

i
a

a(x)
2mi ψ,

the contribution in Eq. (26) can also be rotated away.
However, this rotation generates the coupling gia.
To be assured that the contribution in Eq.(25) is indeed

physical, the diagrams in Fig. (1) are recalculated with
gia ̸= 0 and ḡia = 0. In this form of the theory, the axion-
like particle’s coupling is proportional to its momentum
p. Naively, this makes it appear the EDM contribution is
suppressed by the axion-like particle’s momentum. How-
ever, this is only true for the diagram in Fig. (1a).
The remaining diagrams are not suppressed due to the

fermion propagator, which takes the following form,

/k ± /p+mi

(k ± p)2 −m2
i

=
/k +mi

±2k · p
+O(p0) , (27)

where k is the on-shell momentum of the fermion and
satisfies k2 − m2

i = 0. The O(p0) term to the right
of the equality can be neglected, since the momentum-
dependent coupling leads to additional p suppression,
making this contribution negligible. This greatly simpli-
fies the calculation, since the numerator of the propaga-
tor can be replaced by on-shell Dirac spinors that satisfy
the following relationship∑

us(k)ūs(k̄) = /k +mi . (28)

This allows the propagator in Eq. (27) to be written as∑
us(k)ūs(k)

±2p · k
. (29)

With this simplification, the loops of the remaining di-
agrams in Fig(1) have on-shell spinors for the in-going
and outgoing fermions. This means the quantum elec-
trodynamics (QED) loop-corrected vertex in Fig. (1d)
can be calculated independently of the rest of the dia-
gram and then inserted back into the diagram. This is
equivalent to replacing the QED corrected vertex with
the leading order contribution to the anomalous mag-
netic moment. The sum of the remaining diagrams, Fig.
(1b) and Fig. (1c), is found to vanish to leading order in
p. When summed up, this gives exactly the same contri-
bution as that found in Eq. (25). Thus, the contributions
to the electron and proton EDM from the couplings gia
and ḡia are identical.
If the derivative interaction, gia, had led to a suppressed

contribution, this would have cast doubt on whether the
calculated contribution involving the coupling ḡia was
indeed physical. However, since they are identical, it
strongly supports the conclusion that a missed fermion
scattering with a background axion-like particle results
in an apparent EDM. It has now been shown that this
contribution avoids all the telltale signs of a fictitious
contribution to an EDM.
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FIG. 2. The gray shaded region shows previous constraints
from red giant observations[15]. The green shaded region is
excluded by measurements of the anomalous magnetic mo-
ment [16, 17, 36]. The yellow shaded area is a very liberal
band for the QCD axion. The red shaded region is the new
constraints coming from ACME II’s measurement of the elec-
tron EDM, with de < 1.1×10−29 e cm [37] applied below 100
kHz. The blue shaded region is future prospects for detection
of ultralight dark matter by electron EDM experiments.

IV. RESULTING CONSTRAINTS

The correction to the Lagrangian found in Eq. (26)
gives an EDM of

di = e
α

2π

giaāT (t)

m2
i

. (30)

Due to the homogeneity of the dark matter background,
the space dependence of aT (x) has been ignored in the
above expression. As mentioned earlier, the stochastic
nature of the background field weakens the constraint by
about a factor of 2.7 compared to a completely coherent
background [35]. I will apply this factor to the predicted
value and consider the ALP field here to be effectively
coherent. In this case, the EDMs for the electron and
proton can then be approximated as

de = 7.03× 10−30(e cm)

(
gea

10−17

)
(31)(

10−10 eV

ma

)
cos(mat) ,

dP = 2.09× 10−25(e cm)

(
gPa

10−11

)
(32)(

10−15 eV

ma

)
cos(mat) , (33)

where the current upper bound is

de < 1.1× 10−29e cm , [37], (34)

dP < 2.1× 10−25e cm , [38] . (35)

For the electron EDM, which is measured very pre-
cisely in ACME II, a time-dependent EDM with a pe-
riod of order one second or longer can be measured with
roughly the same accuracy as a constant EDM. This
means that for ma < 6.58 × 10−16 eV Eq. (34) can be
applied. This allows us to take the coefficient of the time-
dependent electron EDM and compare it to Eq. (34) to
get

gea < 1.56× 10−27 ma

10−20 e cm
. (36)

This gives a constraint that is over eleven orders of
magnitude stronger than the anomalous magnetic mo-
ment constraints[16, 17] for ma = 10−20 eV. For ma >
6.58 × 10−16 eV, the constraint begins to weaken. Fur-
thermore, it is unlikely that the ACME II experiment
can constrain time-dependent EDMs with variations that
occur faster than 100 kHz5. Thus, the constraint com-
pletely disappears if ma ≳ 6.58 × 10−11 eV . At this
edge where sensitivity disappears, the constraint on the
electron EDM is taken to be two orders of magnitude
weaker than that shown in Eq. (34)6. To account for
this weakening, the constraint is given some mass de-
pendence to extrapolate from ma = 6.58 × 10−16 eV to
ma ∼ 6.58× 10−11 eV as follows

de = 1.1× 10−29 e cm

(
ma

6.58× 10−16 eV

)2/5

. (37)

This then leads to a constraint on the ALP coupling to
an electron of

gea < 1.85× 10−22
( ma

10−15 eV

) 6
5

, (38)

for ma ≳ 6.58× 10−16.
A figure with the new constraints on axion-like parti-

cles dark matter coupling to the electron and a compari-
son to previous constraints can be found in Fig. (2). As
is clearly seen from the red shaded region, this method
of searching for ALP dark matter vastly outperforms any
previous methods. The constraint is so strong that only
masses above aboutma = 10−15 eV are seen for the range
of gae presented in the figure. Unless the electron ALP
coupling is significantly smaller than (4π)2megaγγ , where
gaγγ is the ALP photon coupling, this red-shaded region
will exclude some of the preferred dark matter range for
axion-like particles with different early universe evolu-
tion [39, 40]. Furthermore, the sensitivity of these types
of experiments has the potential to be improved up to
six orders of magnitude [41–44] for a static EDM. In Fig.
(2), I have put the future prospects in blue where I have

5 From private discussion with ACME II experimentalist.
6 Where and how much the constraint weakens due to the time-
dependence of the EDM is currently under study by the ACME II
collaboration. Based on discussion with a member of the group,
the constraints placed in Fig. (2) are fairly conservative.
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assumed that the sensitivity of these experiments to time-
dependent EDMs is similar to the conservative estimates
for ACME II above. If the time dependence could be
probed beyond 10−10 eV, this method could potentially
probe the QCD axion.

Now, the proton EDM and its constraints on the pro-
ton coupling to the axion are considered in the light mass
range, where the calculated contribution can be consid-
ered static. The relevant limit comes from applying the
bound in Eq. (35) to the contribution in Eq. (30). This
leads to the following constraint

gPa < 1.01× 10−16
( ma

10−20 eV

)
. (39)

Since, the period of oscillation at the mass scale 10−20 eV
is of order a day, this should be a viable measurement at
this mass scale. The experiment takes measurements of
the Hg EDM over a period of one second. Thus, an oscil-
lation with a period of one day should be easily resolved7.
Since the current bound is gPa ≲ 6×10−10 [23], this is an
improvement of nearly seven orders of magnitude.

V. CONCLUSIONS

If dark matter is ultralight, its background occupation
number is enormous. With so many particles in the back-
ground, it is nearly impossible to avoid scattering with
dark matter. However, because the momentum transfer
of these scatterings is so small, the energy transfer of a
single scattering with the background will undoubtedly
be missed in any experimental setup. If the occupation

number of the background is large enough, like it is for
ultralight dark matter, the collective effect of scattering
off the background can be non-trivial. Here, it was shown
that one such effect is to inject parity violation creating
a time-dependent relativistic EDM for the electron and
proton. The total effect of this scattering process with
the background dark matter can be modeled by a classi-
cal background field. The resulting EDM is proportional
to this classical background field and is the same for
derivative and non-derivative couplings. The basis inde-
pendence of the result and the decoupling in the ma → 0
limit, for a fixed occupation number, strongly support
the physicality of this contribution.

The resulting EDM of the electron from scattering with
the background is so significant that it leads to new con-
straints in the mass range ma = 10−11 eV —10−20 eV,
which are as much as eleven orders of magnitude stronger
than previous constraints. The resulting EDM of the pro-
ton is also quite large, with the new constraints almost
seven orders of magnitude stronger than previous con-
straints for ma = 10−20 eV. Thus, the influence of scat-
tering with this ultralight particle background can have
a significant effect on precision measurements and leads
to new discover paths for ultralight dark matter.
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