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In recent years, numerous experiments have been proposed and conducted to search for ultralight
bosonic dark matter (ULBDM). Signals from ULBDM in such experiments are characterized by
extremely narrow spectral widths. A near-optimal detection strategy is to divide the data based on
the signal coherence time and sum the power across these segments. However, the signal coherence
time can extend beyond a day, making it challenging to construct contiguous segments of such a
duration due to detector instabilities. In this work, we present a novel detection statistic that can
coherently extract ULBDM signals from segments of arbitrary durations. Our detection statistic,
which we refer to as coherent SNR, is a weighed sum of data correlations, whose weights are deter-
mined by the expected signal correlations. We demonstrate that coherent SNR achieves sensitivity
independent of segment duration and surpasses the performance of the conventional incoherent-sum
approach, through analytical arguments and numerical experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

The existence of dark matter (DM) is firmly estab-
lished by various observations, yet its origin and nature
still remain unknown. The allowed mass range of DM
particles spans many orders of magnitude: DM could
consist of ultralight bosons with masses as low as 10−22

eV or massive primordial black holes [1]. Many experi-
ments have been dedicated to searching for DM particles
in the mass range from 10GeV to 1TeV [2–5] as these
particles would have been naturally produced with the
observed abundance [6]. Despite the extensive efforts, no
conclusive evidence has been found so far, motivating us
to explore DM particles in a broader parameter space.

Recently there have been various proposals to search
for ultralight bosonic dark matter (ULBDM), whose mass
ranges from 10−22 eV to 1 eV [7]. ULBDM behaves as
classical waves in the Galaxy due to its large occupation
number. They are nearly monochromatic waves whose
spectra are concentrated around the Compton frequency
fb ≡ mb/(2π) with a spectral width of the order of
fbv

2
vir ∼ 10−6fb, where mb is the mass of the boson and

vvir is the virial velocity around the solar system [6, 8].
Throughout this paper, we apply the natural unit sys-
tem, ℏ = c = ε0 = 1.

For masses of 10−14–10−11 eV, their frequencies fall
within the sensitivity range of currently operating
ground-based gravitational wave (GW) detectors, such as

LIGO [9], Virgo [10], and KAGRA [11]. Hence, these de-
tectors can be sensitive to ULBDM as well as GWs. For
example, vector bosons such as dark photons can induce
oscillatory forces on test masses in GW detectors, poten-
tially leading to nearly monochromatic signals in their
outputs [12, 13]. Searches based on this concept have
already been conducted using data from LIGO, resulting
in upper bounds on their coupling constants [14, 15]. A
search using data from LISA Pathfinder [16, 17] has also
been conducted [18].

A similar search has been performed using data from
auxiliary channels of KAGRA [19]. The cryogenic mir-
rors and the other mirrors of KAGRA are made of sap-
phire and fused silica, respectively. Consequently, they
have different dark charges and experience varying accel-
erations from dark photons. While these differences in
acceleration are not detectable in the GW channel, they
can be measured in the auxiliary channels [20]. The pos-
sibility to perform a search using auxiliary channels of
LISA Pathfinder has also been discussed in [21].

Scalar bosons, such as dilaton-like particles, and tensor
bosons can also induce oscillatory forces on test masses,
and searches for these particles can be conducted using
GW detectors [22–25]. Dilaton-like particles, in partic-
ular, can cause oscillatory changes in the fine structure
constant and the electron rest mass, which can be in-
vestigated through various experiments and observations
[26–34]. Another type of scalar bosons, axions, can af-
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fect phase velocities of circularly polarized photons. Such
effects can be probed using existing GW detectors with
minor modifications [35, 36]. Additionally, optical cavi-
ties specifically designed for axion searches are currently
under development [37–40].

Due to the small but finite spectral width of a DM
field, the phase of signal slowly varies with time. The
variational time scale τc, called coherence time, is the in-
verse of the spectral width: τc = 1/(fbv

2
vir). Several data

analysis methods have been proposed and employed to
search for such a signal [14, 41]. In the previous stud-
ies, the authors employed an incoherent–sum approach,
where we divide data into segments with duration of τc,
apply a Fourier transform to each segment, and inco-
herently sum up the signal power from all the segments
[19, 42]. If segment durations are longer than τc, the
minimum detectable signal amplitude with this detec-
tion statistic, referred to as incoherent sum, decreases
with τc and the total observation time Ttot in proportion

to τ
−1/4
c T

−1/4
tot [23, 42].

On the other hand, detectors are not always operating
stably, and obtaining contiguous segments longer than τc
can be impractical. For example, the durations of con-
tiguous data segments of KAGRA in the LIGO-Virgo-
KAGRA’s third observing run were at most 7 hours [43]
while τc becomes around a day for fb = 10Hz. The co-
herence time becomes even longer at lower frequencies,
where space-based detectors such as LISA [44] and DE-
CIGO [45] are sensitive. Furthermore, even if contigu-
ous data of that duration are available, noise properties
generally vary with time, and they may not be treated
as stationary over a long segment. Analyzing segments
shorter than τc effectively reduces the coherence time,
degrading the sensitivity of incoherent sum.

In this paper, it is pointed out that a DM signal can
be optimally extracted from data segments of arbitrary
durations by exploiting expected signal correlations. The
proposed detection statistic, referred to as coherent SNR,
is a quadratic form of Fourier components of segments,
whose weights are computed with noise and signal corre-
lations. It is shown that the minimum detectable signal
amplitude with this method decreases in proportion to

τ
−1/4
c T

−1/4
tot when Ttot > τc and does not depend on the

segment lengths, resolving limitations caused by detector
instabilities or non-stationary instrumental noise. Our
arguments generally apply to ULBDM models in which
the field interacts linearly with detectors, encompassing
all the examples mentioned above.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, formula
for calculating signal correlations are derived and applied
to specific ULBDM models. In Sec. III, a novel detection
statistic is derived and the dependence of its sensitivity
is studied both with analytical arguments and numerical
simulations. In reality, the mass of DM particles is not
known a priori, and a search needs to be conducted over
a grid of DM mass values. In Sec. IV, a criterion for the
grid spacing is derived to ensure that any potential sig-
nals are captured. In Sec. V, the results are summarized

and future improvements of the method are discussed.

II. SIGNAL CORRELATION

Our optimal detection method requires a clear under-
standing of signal correlations across different data seg-
ments. Therefore, our goal in this section is to calcu-
late signal correlation between different data segments.
For simplicity, we focus exclusively on ULBDM mod-
els, where detectors are linearly correlated with ULBDM
fields and/or their spatial derivatives. We assume that
time-series data from a single or multiple detectors are
available and data from each detector are divided into
segments. Each segment is specified by a pair of indexes
S = (I, sI), where I indexes detectors and sI indexes
segments of the I–th detector. Start time and duration
of the segment S is denoted by tS and TS , respectively.
Each segment is multiplied by a window function w(t−

t̄S , S) and Fourier transformed. Here, w(t, S) is defined
for any real value of t and non-zero only in an interval
with the length of TS . w(t, S) is centered at t = 0 so that∫ ∞

−∞
dt tw(t, S) = 0, (1)

and t̄S is a time shift so that w(t− t̄S , S) is non-zero only
for tS ≤ t ≤ tS+TS . Each detector output contains signal
time series, h(t, I). The Fourier transform of h(t, I) for

the segment S is denoted by h̃(f, S):

h̃(f, S) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
dtw(t− t̄S , S)h(t, I)e

−2πif(t−tS). (2)

The target quantity we aim to calculate is the signal
correlation matrix H, whose component is given by

ϵ2HfS,f ′S′ ≡
〈
h̃(f, S)h̃∗(f ′, S′)

〉
. (3)

Here, the row or column of the matrix is specified by a
pair of frequency f and segment index S, and ϵ abstractly
represents the coupling constant of ULBDM. The angle
brackets denote an ensemble average over different signal

realizations. Since
〈
h̃(f, S)

〉
= 0, the correlation matrix

is the same as the covariance matrix.

A. Spectral densities and correlation functions

First, we calculate the spectral densities and correla-
tion functions of an ULBDM field, which will be defined
later. An ULBDM field at time t and spatial position
x⃗ within the Galaxy is modeled as a superposition of
N (≫ 1) particle waves:

E(t, x⃗) =

A√
N

N−1∑
n=0

en cos (2πfobs(vn)t− 2πfbv⃗n · x⃗+ θn) .
(4)
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E(t, x⃗) can represent a scalar, vector, or tensor field de-
pending on the ULBDM model being considered. A rep-
resents the overall amplitude, and en, v⃗n and θn represent
the polarization, velocity and phase of the n-th particle
respectively. Each θn is statistically independent and fol-
lows a uniform distribution in the interval [0, 2π). While
v⃗n is often assumed to follow the standard halo model
distribution, which is introduced later, we will consider
a general distribution for now. Each particle wave oscil-
lates at the frequency of fb = mb/(2π) in its rest frame,
and the frequency in the observer’s frame where it has
velocity v is given by

fobs(v) ≡ fb

(
1 +

v2

2

)
. (5)

In the following calculations, we set x⃗ = 0⃗ and omit x⃗
from the input of E(t, x⃗). This simplification is justified
by the following considerations: First, the wavelength of
an ULBDM field is typically much larger than the sep-
aration between different detectors. The wavelength is
roughly given by 1/(fbvvir) ∼ 3×106(100Hz/fb) km. For
example, it is much larger than the separation between
the two LIGO detectors, which is about 3 × 103 km, if
fb falls within the frequency range of LIGO. As a re-
sult, phase differences between signals at different detec-
tor locations are negligible, allowing us to treat all the
detectors as being at the same position.

Second, velocities of detectors are so small that their
positions can be considered constant over time. We de-
fine our coordinate system to be a rest frame of the Sun,
and velocities are measured relative to the Sun. The ve-
locity of a detector, vdet, is typically much smaller than
vvir, and the distance a detector travels over the coher-
ence time, τc = 1/(fbv

2
vir), is much smaller than the wave-

length of the ULBDM field: vdetτc ≪ 1/(fbvvir). Later
in this section, we will show that the signal correlation
between segments vanishes when their time separation is
much greater than τc. Since we do not need to accurately
calculate vanishing components of the signal covariance
matrix, we can approximate detectors’ positions as fixed
over time. Since a phase factor arising from a constant
detector position is canceled out in the following calcu-
lations, setting x⃗ = 0⃗ does not affect the results.
The Fourier transform of E(t) for a positive frequency

f is given by

Ẽ(f) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
dtE(t)e−2πift (6)

=
A

2
√
N

N−1∑
n=0

ene
iθnδ (f − fobs(vn)) , (7)

and its value for a negative frequency f can be obtained

by Ẽ(f) = Ẽ∗
(−f). Given each constant phase θn is sta-

tistically independent, the correlation of Ẽ(f) at different
frequencies, f and f ′, is given by〈

Ẽ(f)⊗ Ẽ∗
(f ′)

〉
= P (f)δ(f − f ′), (8)

where P (f) is the (two-sided) power spectral density
(PSD) of E(f) and can be calculated as follows,

P (f) =
A2

4N

N−1∑
n=0

en ⊗ enδ (|f | − fobs(vn)) , (9)

and X⊗Y denotes a tensor product of arbitrary tensors,
X and Y , whose components are given by the products of
their components, [X ⊗ Y ]ijk...abc... = [X]ijk... [Y ]abc....
In some ULBDM models, detectors are coupled with

spatial derivatives of E(t, x⃗). Let Ẽi0···iL−1
(f) denote the

Fourier transform of the L-th spatial derivative,

Ẽi0···iL−1
(f) ≡∫ ∞

−∞
dt∂i0 · · · ∂iL−1

E(t, x⃗)
∣∣∣∣
x⃗=0⃗

e−2πift.
(10)

Their correlation between different frequencies is given
by 〈

Ẽi0···iL−1
(f)⊗ Ẽ∗

j0···jM−1
(f ′)

〉
=

(−1)LPi0···iL−1j0···jM−1
(f)δ(f − f ′),

(11)

where Pi0···iL−1
(f) is the cross spectral density of Ẽ(f)

and Ẽi0···iL−1
(f) and can be computed as follows,

Pi0···iL−1
(f) =

A2

4N

(
2πifb

f

|f |

)L N−1∑
n=0

[
[v⃗n]i0 · · · [v⃗n]iL−1

en ⊗ enδ (|f | − fobs(vn))

]
.

(12)

P (f) and Pi0···iL−1
(f) are dependent on velocity dis-

tribution of ULBDM particles, denoted by p(v⃗), and the
expectation value of the tensor product of polarizations,
⟨e⊗ e⟩v⃗. The latter quantity can depend on velocity,
and hence it has a subscript v⃗. P (f) and Pi0···iL−1

(f)
can also be calculated with the following integrals,

P (f) =
A2

4
Θ(|f | − fb) (v(f))

2

∣∣∣∣dvdf
∣∣∣∣×∫

d2Ωˆ⃗vp
(
v(f)ˆ⃗v

)
⟨e⊗ e⟩v(f)ˆ⃗v ,

(13)

Pi0···iL−1
(f) =

A2

4
Θ(|f | − fb)

(
2πifb

f

|f |

)L

(v(f))
L+2

∣∣∣∣dvdf
∣∣∣∣×∫

d2Ωˆ⃗vp
(
v(f)ˆ⃗v

) [
ˆ⃗v
]
i0
· · ·

[
ˆ⃗v
]
iL−1

⟨e⊗ e⟩v(f)ˆ⃗v ,

(14)

where

v(f) =

√
2

( |f |
fb

− 1

)
, (15)

ˆ⃗v is a unit vector, and Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function.
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We consider a special case where ⟨e⊗ e⟩v⃗ is indepen-
dent of velocity, ⟨e⊗ e⟩v⃗ ≡ E, and velocities follow the
standard halo model distribution [6, 8],

pSHM(v⃗) =
1

(πv2vir)
3/2

e
− (v⃗+V⃗ )2

v2
vir . (16)

Here, V⃗ represents the velocity of the Sun relative to the
Galactic center. The assumption regarding polarizations
holds in the case of scalar particles, where E = 1. It also
applies to vector particles with an isotropic distribution
of polarizations, which was assumed, e.g., in Refs. [12,
14, 15, 19]. In this case, E is a unit 3 × 3 matrix. We
refer to this case as the standard-halo-model (SHM) case.

In the SHM case, P (f) and Pi0···iL−1
(f) can be calcu-

lated analytically. Let x(f) be defined as

x(f) ≡ 2V

v2vir
v(f), (17)

where V = |V⃗ |, and δ⊥ij represents a projection operator

orthogonal to V⃗ ,

δ⊥ij ≡ δij −
ViVj
V 2

, (18)

where δij represents the Kronecker delta. When calculat-
ing Pi0···iL−1

(f), it is helpful to observe that Pi0···iL−1
(f)

is a symmetric tensor constructed from δ⊥ij and Vi. The
analytical forms of P (f) and Pi0···iL−1

(f) are given as
follows:

P (f) =
A2v3vir
8
√
πV 3

Θ(|f | − fb)Ex

∣∣∣∣dxdf
∣∣∣∣ e− v2+V 2

v2
vir sinhx, (19)

Pi(f) = i

√
πA2fbv

5
vir

8V 4

f

|f |Θ(|f | − fb)Ex

∣∣∣∣dxdf
∣∣∣∣ e− v2+V 2

v2
vir (−x coshx+ sinhx)

Vi
V
, (20)

Pij(f) =
π

3
2A2f2bv

7
vir

8V 5
Θ(|f | − fb)Ex

∣∣∣∣dxdf
∣∣∣∣ e− v2+V 2

v2
vir

[
(−x coshx+ sinhx) δ⊥ij +

(
2x coshx− (2 + x2) sinhx

) ViVj
V 2

]
, (21)

Pijk(f) = i
π

5
2A2f3bv

9
vir

8V 6

f

|f |Θ(|f | − fb)Ex

∣∣∣∣dxdf
∣∣∣∣ e− v2+V 2

v2
vir

[
(
−3x coshx+ (3 + x2) sinhx

)(
δ⊥ij
Vk
V

+ δ⊥ik
Vj
V

+ δ⊥jk
Vi
V

)
+
(
x(6 + x2) coshx− 3(2 + x2) sinhx

) ViVjVk
V 3

]
, (22)

Pijkl(f) =
π

7
2A2f4bv

11
vir

8V 7
Θ(|f | − fb)Ex

∣∣∣∣dxdf
∣∣∣∣ e− v2+V 2

v2
vir

[
(
−3x coshx+ (3 + x2) sinhx

) (
δ⊥ijδ

⊥
kl + δ⊥ikδ

⊥
jl + δ⊥il δ

⊥
jk

)
+(

x(12 + x2) coshx− (12 + 5x2) sinhx
)(

δ⊥ij
VkVl
V 2

+ δ⊥ik
VjVl
V 2

+ δ⊥il
VjVk
V 2

+ δ⊥jk
ViVl
V 2

+ δ⊥jl
ViVk
V 2

+ δ⊥kl
ViVj
V 2

)
+

(
−4x(6 + x2) coshx+ (24 + 12x2 + x4) sinhx

) ViVjVkVl
V 4

]
. (23)

Here we consider spatial derivatives up to the fourth or-
der since they are sufficient for the models we consider
in this paper.

The auto-correlation function of E(t) and cross-
correlation function between E(t) and Ei0···iL−1

(t) are ob-
tained by taking the inverse Fourier transform of P (f)
and Pi0···iL−1

(f) respectively,

R(t) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
dfP (f)e2πift, (24)

Ri0···iL−1
(t) ≡

∫ ∞

−∞
dfPi0···iL−1

(f)e2πift. (25)

In addition, we define the following complex functions,

Rc(t) ≡
∫ ∞

0

dfP (f)e2πift, (26)

Rc
i0···iL−1

(t) ≡
∫ ∞

0

dfPi0···iL−1
(f)e2πift. (27)

Since P (−f) = P (f) and Pi0···iL−1
(−f) = P ∗

i0···iL−1
(f),

the correlation functions are related to these complex
functions as follows,

R(t) ≡ 2ℜ [Rc(t)] , (28)

Ri0···iL−1
(t) ≡ 2ℜ

[
Rc

i0···iL−1
(t)

]
. (29)
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In the SHM case, their analytical forms are given as follows:

Rc(t) =
A2v3vir
4V 3

Ee
− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifbt
y

3
2 ey, (30)

Rc
i (t) = −i

πA2fbv
5
vir

2V 4
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifbt
y

5
2 ey

Vi
V
, (31)

Rc
ij(t) = −π

2A2f2bv
7
vir

2V 5
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifbt
y

5
2 ey

[
δ⊥ij + (1 + 2y)

ViVj
V 2

]
, (32)

Rc
ijk(t) = i

π3A2f3bv
9
vir

V 6
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifbt
y

7
2 ey

[
δ⊥ij
Vk
V

+ δ⊥ik
Vj
V

+ δ⊥jk
Vi
V

+ (3 + 2y)
ViVjVk
V 3

]
, (33)

Rc
ijkl(t) =

π4A2f4bv
11
vir

V 7
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifbt
y

7
2 ey

[ (
δ⊥ijδ

⊥
kl + δ⊥ikδ

⊥
jl + δ⊥il δ

⊥
jk

)
+

(1 + 2y)

(
δ⊥ij
VkVl
V 2

+ δ⊥ik
VjVl
V 2

+ δ⊥il
VjVk
V 2

+ δ⊥jk
ViVl
V 2

+ δ⊥jl
ViVk
V 2

+ δ⊥kl
ViVj
V 2

)
+ (3 + 12y + 4y2)

ViVjVkVl
V 4

]
, (34)

where

y(t) ≡ V 2

v2vir(1− iπv2virfbt)
. (35)

Each function is proportional to a positive power of y(t),
and |y(t)| decays as ∝ τc/|t| for |t| ≫ τc. The timescale
for the decay of the correlation functions is approximately
∼ τc for general DM velocity distributions as long as the
distribution is concentrated within v ≲ vvir. Addition-
ally, it is evident that correlation functions with more
spatial derivatives involve higher powers of y(t) and de-
cay more rapidly for |t| ≫ τc. A spatial derivative cor-

responds to multiplying by 2πfbv(f)ˆ⃗v in the frequency
domain, which broadens the spectra and leads to faster
decay of the correlation functions.

B. Correlation between different segments

For models of our interest, the signal time series h(t)
is a linear combination of the field E and/or its spa-
tial derivatives, each of which is multiplied by a time-
dependent detector response factor. To simplify the cal-
culation of signal correlation, we assume that TS is much
shorter than the variational time scales of detector re-
sponses, and detector responses are approximated as con-
stants over each segment. For example, this assumption
is valid for ground-based GW detectors as long as seg-
ment lengths are much shorter than a day. Under this
assumption, h̃(f, S) is approximated as a linear combi-
nation of the following quantities,

Ẽ(f, S) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
dtw(t− t̄S , S)E(t)e−2πif(t−tS), (36)

Ẽi0···iL−1
(f, S) ≡

∫ ∞

−∞
dt

[
w(t− t̄S , S)∇i0 · · · ∇iL−1

E(t, x⃗)
∣∣∣∣
x⃗=0⃗

e−2πif(t−tS)

]
.

(37)

Let w̃(f, S) denote the Fourier transform of w(t, S),

w̃(f, S) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
dtw(t, S)e−2πift. (38)

Ẽ(f, S) and Ẽi0···iL−1
(f, S) are related to Ẽ(f) and

Ẽi0···iL−1
(f) as follows:

Ẽ(f, S) =

e−2πif(t̄S−tS)

∫ ∞

−∞
df ′w̃(f − f ′, S)Ẽ(f ′)e2πif

′ t̄S ,
(39)

Ẽi0···iL−1
(f, S) = e−2πif(t̄S−tS)×∫ ∞

−∞
df ′w̃(f − f ′, S)Ẽi0···iL−1

(f ′)e2πif
′ t̄S .

(40)

Then, HfS,f ′S′ is approximated as a linear combination
of the following quantities:

C(f, f ′, S, S′) ≡
e2πif(t̄S−tS)−2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )

〈
Ẽ(f, S)⊗ Ẽ∗

(f ′, S′)
〉
,
(41)

Ci0···iL−1
(f, f ′, S, S′) ≡ e2πif(t̄S−tS)−2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )×〈

Ẽ(f, S)⊗ Ẽ∗
i0···iL−1

(f ′, S′)
〉
, (42)

where the phase factor e2πif(t̄S−tS)−2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ ) is intro-
duced to cancel out trivial phase shifts. They are related



vi

to P (f) and Pi0···iL−1
(f) as follows:

C(f, f ′, S, S′) =

∫ ∞

−∞
df ′′

[
w̃(f − f ′′, S)w̃∗(f ′ − f ′′, S′)P (f ′′)e2πif

′′(t̄S−t̄S′ )

]
,

(43)

Ci0···iL−1
(f, f ′, S, S′) =

∫ ∞

−∞
df ′′w̃(f − f ′′, S)×

w̃∗(f ′ − f ′′, S′)Pi0···iL−1
(f ′′)e2πif

′′(t̄S−t̄S′ ).

(44)

Substituting (9) and (12) into Eqs. (43) and
(44), we obtain formulae to compute C(f, f ′, S, S′) and
Ci0···iL−1

(f, f ′, S, S′). If the spectral leakage between
positive and negative frequencies is negligible, their for-
mulae for f, f ′ > 0 are given as follows:

C(f, f ′, S, S′) =
A2

4N

N−1∑
n=0

[

w̃ (f − fobs(vn), S) w̃
∗ (f ′ − fobs(vn), S

′)×

en ⊗ ene
2πifobs(vn)(t̄S−t̄S′ )

]
, (45)

Ci0···iL−1
(f, f ′, S, S′) = (2πifb)

L A2

4N

N−1∑
n=0

[
w̃ (f − fobs(vn), S) w̃

∗ (f ′ − fobs(vn), S
′)×

[v⃗n]i0 · · · [v⃗n]iL−1
en ⊗ ene

2πifobs(vn)(t̄S−t̄S′ )

]
. (46)

They can be evaluated via a Monte Carlo method,
where we generate random velocities and polarizations
of ULBDM particles and numerically calculate the sums
over n.

In the SHM case, we can reduce them to one-
dimensional integrals by substituting Eqs. (19)–(23) into
Eqs. (43) and (44):

C(f, f ′, S, S′) =
A2v3vir
8
√
πV 3

Ee
− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifb(t̄S−t̄S′ )
C1, (47)

Ci(f, f
′, S, S′) = i

√
πA2fbv

5
vir

8V 4
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifb(t̄S−t̄S′ )
(C1 − C2)

Vi
V
, (48)

Cij(f, f
′, S, S′) =

π
3
2A2f2bv

7
vir

8V 5
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifb(t̄S−t̄S′ )
[
(C1 − C2)δ

⊥
ij + (2C2 − 2C1 − C3)

ViVj
V 2

]
, (49)

Cijk(f, f
′, S, S′) = i

π
5
2A2f3bv

9
vir

8V 6
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifb(t̄S−t̄S′ )
[

(C3 − 3C2 + 3C1)

(
δ⊥ij
Vk
V

+ δ⊥ik
Vj
V

+ δ⊥jk
Vi
V

)
+ (C4 − 3C3 + 6C2 − 6C1)

ViVjVk
V 3

]
, (50)

Cijkl(f, f
′, S, S′) =

π
7
2A2f4bv

11
vir

8V 7
Ee

− V 2

v2
vir

+2πifb(t̄S−t̄S′ )
[

(C3 − 3C2 + 3C1)
(
δ⊥ijδ

⊥
kl + δ⊥ikδ

⊥
jl + δ⊥il δ

⊥
jk

)
+

(C4 − 5C3 + 12C2 − 12C1)

(
δ⊥ij
VkVl
V 2

+ δ⊥ik
VjVl
V 2

+ δ⊥il
VjVk
V 2

+ δ⊥jk
ViVl
V 2

+ δ⊥jl
ViVk
V 2

+ δ⊥kl
ViVj
V 2

)
+

(C5 − 4C4 + 12C3 − 24C2 + 24C1)
ViVjVkVl

V 4

]
, (51)

where

C1 ≡
∫ ∞

0

dxw̃

(
f − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S

)
w̃∗

(
f ′ − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S′

)
e−x2/(4y(t̄S−t̄S′ ))x sinhx, (52)

C2 ≡
∫ ∞

0

dxw̃

(
f − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S

)
w̃∗

(
f ′ − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S′

)
e−x2/(4y(t̄S−t̄S′ ))x2 coshx, (53)

C3 ≡
∫ ∞

0

dxw̃

(
f − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S

)
w̃∗

(
f ′ − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S′

)
e−x2/(4y(t̄S−t̄S′ ))x3 sinhx, (54)

C4 ≡
∫ ∞

0

dxw̃

(
f − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S

)
w̃∗

(
f ′ − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S′

)
e−x2/(4y(t̄S−t̄S′ ))x4 coshx, (55)

C5 ≡
∫ ∞

0

dxw̃

(
f − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S

)
w̃∗

(
f ′ − fobs

(
v2vir
2V

x

)
, S′

)
e−x2/(4y(t̄S−t̄S′ ))x5 sinhx. (56)
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If TS , TS′ ≪ τc, the window functions are almost con-
stant in the frequency span where P (f) or Pi0···iL−1

(f)
is not negligible. In this limit, C(f, f ′, S, S′) and
Ci0···iL−1

(f, f ′, S, S′) for f, f ′ > 0 are related to the com-
plex correlation functions defined by Eqs. (26) and (27)
as follows,

C(f, f ′, S, S′) ≃
w̃(f − fb, S)w̃

∗(f ′ − fb, S
′)Rc(t̄S − t̄S′),

(57)

Ci0···iL−1
(f, f ′, S, S′) ≃

w̃(f − fb, S)w̃
∗(f ′ − fb, S

′)Rc
i0···iL−1

(t̄S − t̄S′).
(58)

Therefore, those quantities in the SHM case with
TS , TS′ ≪ τc can be analytically calculated with the
above relations and Eqs. (30)–(34).

In summary, C(f, f ′, S, S′) and Cij···(f, f
′, S, S′) are

calculated with one of the following methods: (1) For a
general distribution of velocities and polarizations, they
can be computed via a Monte Carlo method based on
Eqs. (45) and (46). (2) In the SHM case, they can be
calculated using Eqs. (47)–(51), with C1–C5 numerically
computed through Eqs. (52)–(56). (3) In the SHM case
with TS , TS′ ≪ τc, they can be calculated analytically
using Eqs. (30)–(34), (57), and (58).

C. Specific models

Once C(f, f ′, S, S′) and Cij···(f, f
′, S, S′) are com-

puted, the signal correlation matrix HfS,f ′S′ is obtained
as their linear combination, whose coefficients depend
on the detector responses. Here we consider specific
ULBDM models and present the formulas to calculate
HfS,f ′S′ using C(f, f ′, S, S′) and Cij···(f, f

′, S, S′). In
particular, we examine four ULBDM models: axion,
dilaton-like DM, dark photon, and spin-2 DM. For scalar
DM, C(f, f ′, S, S′) and Cij···(f, f

′, S, S′) are scalar quan-
tities, which we denote without boldface as C(f, f ′, S, S′)
and Cij···(f, f ′, S, S′). For vector or spin-2 DM, these co-
variance functions are tensor quantities, with their com-
ponents written as C|kl···(f, f ′, S, S′) ≡ [C(f, f ′, S, S′)]kl···
and Cij···|kl···(f, f ′, S, S′) ≡ [Cij···(f, f

′, S, S′)]kl···. For
models involving time-varying detector responses, we in-
troduce a reference time parameter, tdetS , at which the
detector responses are evaluated for the segment S.

1. Axion

Axion is a pseudo-scalar particle that couples to pho-
tons through the Chern-Simons interaction

L ⊃ gaγ
4
aFµν F̃

µν , (59)

where a(t, x⃗) is the axion field, Fµν is the electromagnetic

tensor, F̃µν ≡ ϵµνρσFρσ/2 is its dual defined with the
Levi-Civita antisymmetric tensor ϵµνρσ and gaγ is the

axion-photon coupling constant. In the background of
an axion field, phase velocities of left-handed and right-
handed photons with wave number k are modulated as
cL/R = 1∓ δc(t), where [46, 47]

δc =
gaγ∂ta

2k
. (60)

Suppose that we have time-series data containing δc,
that is, h(t, I) = δc, obtained from polarization measure-
ments of laser light in a GW detector [35, 36] or optical
cavities designed for axion search [37], HfS,f ′S′ is given
by

HfS,f ′S′ =

e−2πif(t̄S−tS)+2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )

(
πfb
k

)2

C(f, f ′, S, S′),
(61)

where we set ϵ = gaγ .

2. Dilaton-like DM

Dilaton-like DM is a scalar particle coupling to the
Standard Model particles. It is denoted by ϕ(t, x⃗) and
its interaction terms are given by [48]

L ⊃ κϕ

[
de
4e2

FµνF
µν − dgβ3

2g3
Ga

µνG
aµν

−
∑

i=e,u,d

(dmi + γmidg)miψ̄iψi

]
,

(62)

where κ ≡
√
4π/Mpl with Mpl representing the Planck

mass, e is the electron charge, g3 is the SU(3) gauge
coupling, β3 is the corresponding beta function, Ga

µν is
the gluon field strength, ψi represents the fields for elec-
trons or up/down quarks, mi represents their masses,
and γmi

are their anomalous dimensions. At low energy,
this scalar field changes the fine structure constant α and
fermion masses as

α(ϕ) = (1 + deκϕ)α, (63)

me(ϕ) = (1 + dme
κϕ)me, (64)

[mu,d(Λ3)] (ϕ) = (1 + dmu,d
κϕ)mu,d(Λ3), (65)

where Λ3 is the QCD scale.
In the literature, the interaction between this scalar

field and a GW interferometer was considered and clas-
sified into two different contributions. Refs. [26–28] fo-
cused on oscillatory changes in α(ϕ) and me(ϕ) that af-
fect the refractive indexes and the thicknesses of the mir-
rors. For a Michelson interferometer such as the GEO600
detector, the signal is given as [26, 27]

h(t, I) =

√
2

LI

(
nI −

1

2

)
lI(de + dme)κϕ, (66)

where nI and lI are the refractive index and the thickness
of the beamsplitter respectively, and LI represents the
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arm length. By setting ϵ = de+dme
, the signal covariance

is then given as

HfS,f ′S′ =e−2πif(t̄S−tS)+2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )×
2

LILI′

(
nI −

1

2

)
lI

(
nI′ − 1

2

)
lI′κ2C,

(67)

where, as in the following, we omit the argument of the
last term (f, f ′, S, S′).
On the other hand, Refs. [23, 24] focused on signal

caused by displacements of mirrors in a GW detector.
Let n̂i(t, I) and m̂i(t, I) denote unit vectors along the
arms of a GW detector I. We then define di(t, I) and
Dij(t, I) as follows,

di(t, I) ≡ n̂i(t, I)− m̂i(t, I), (68)

Dij(t, I) ≡ n̂i(t, I)n̂j(t, I)− m̂i(t, I)m̂j(t, I). (69)

The signal is given by [23]

h(t, I) =
d∗gκ

2

[
sin2(πfbLI)

π2f2bLI
di(t, I)∂iϕ+

1

2π2f2b
Dij(t, I)∂i∂jϕ

]
,

(70)

where d∗g denotes the coupling constant that is a linear
combination of dg, de and dmi . Note that dg dominantly
contributes to d∗g as the mass of nucleons is mainly de-
termined by the QCD interaction [48]. The first term
in Eq. (70) arises because mirrors oscillate while laser
light is traveling between the mirrors and it experiences
apparent length changes even if the mirrors oscillate in a
completely common way [13, 23]. We refer to this con-
tribution as the effects of finite light-traveling time. The
second term arises because the forces acting on mirrors
at different positions are slightly different and there are
actual length changes between them.

Setting ϵ = d∗g, we have

HfS,f ′S′ =
κ2

16π4f4b
e−2πif(t̄S−tS)+2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )

[
− 4 sin2 (πfbLI) sin

2 (πfbLI′)

LILI′
did′jCij−

2

(
sin2 (πfbLI)

LI
diD′jk − sin2 (πfbLI′)

LI′
d′iDjk

)
Cijk+

DijD′klCijkl
]
, (71)

where di, d′i, Dij , and D′ij represent di(tdetS , I),
di(tdetS′ , I ′), Dij(tdetS , I), and Dij(tdetS′ , I ′) respectively.

3. Dark photon

Dark photon is a vector particle, denoted by A⃗(t, x⃗),
which couples to the current of baryon number B or

baryon number minus lepton number B − L. The signal
in a GW channel, caused by the mirror displacements
induced by dark photon, is given by [13],

h(t, I) = ϵDe
QD

M

[
2 sin2 (πfbLI)

LI
di(t, I)Bi +Dij(t, I)∂iBj

]
,

(72)

where D = B or D = B − L depending on which model
we consider, ϵD represents the coupling constant of dark
photon normalized by the electron charge e, M and QD

represent the mass and dark charge of the mirrors respec-
tively, and

B⃗(t, x⃗) ≡
∫ t

dt′A⃗(t′, x⃗). (73)

The first and second terms in Eq. (72) represent the
effects of finite light-traveling time and a signal caused
by actual length changes respectively. Given that the
Fourier transform of Bi(t, x⃗) can be approximated as

Ãi(f)/(2πifb), HfS,f ′S′ is given by

HfS,f ′S′ =
e2

4π2f2b

(
QD

M

)2

e−2πif(t̄S−tS)+2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )

[
4 sin2 (πfbLI) sin

2 (πfbLI′)

LILI′
did′jC|ij+

2

(
sin2 (πfbLI)

LI
diD′jk − sin2 (πfbLI′)

LI′
d′iDjk

)
Cj|ik−

DijD′klCik|jl
]
, (74)

where we set ϵ = ϵD.
Signals are induced also in KAGRA’s auxiliary chan-

nels, such as its differential Michelson arm length
(MICH), power recycling cavity length (PRCL), and sig-
nal recycling cavity length (SRCL) channels. Let I label

these auxiliary channels, and ˆ⃗nK and ˆ⃗mK denote unit vec-
tors along the arms of KAGRA. We then define diaux(t, I)
as follows,

diaux(t, I) ≡{
n̂iK(t)− m̂i

K(t), (I = MICH),
1
2

(
n̂iK(t) + m̂i

K(t)
)
, (I ∈ {PRCL, SRCL}). (75)

The signal in the channel I is then given by [20],

h(t, I) = −ϵDe∆
(
QD

M

)
diaux(t, I)Bi(t, x⃗), (76)

where ∆(QD/M) is the difference of QD/M between sap-
phire and fused silica. HfS,f ′S′ is given by

HfS,f ′S′ =e−2πif(t̄S−tS)+2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )×(
e

2πfb
∆

(
QD

M

))2

diauxC|ijd′jaux,
(77)

where diaux = diaux(t
det
S , I) and d′iaux = diaux(t

det
S′ , I ′).
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FIG. 1. Normalized signal correlation, |HfS,fS′/HfS,fS |, as a
function of t̄S − t̄S′ , for the axion signal (blue), dilaton signal
in the KAGRA’s GW channel (orange), and dark-photon sig-
nals in the KAGRA’s MICH channel (green) and GW channel
(red). It is calculated with f = fb = 10Hz, and for the SHM
case in the limit of small segment durations, where Eqs. (30)–
(34), (57), and (58) are applicable.

4. Spin-2 DM

Spin-2 DM, denoted by Φij , is a tensor field that uni-
versally couples to the matter fields as [25, 49, 50],

L ⊃ − α

2MPl
ΦijT

ij , (78)

where α is a dimensionless constant. The signal in a
GW channel can be calculated using the same methods
applied to GWs (for example, see Sec. 9.1 of [51]), and
it is given by

h(t,D) =
α

2MPl

sin(2πfbL)

2πfbL
Dij(t, I)Φij . (79)

The response to GWs depends on their propagation di-
rection when their frequency is comparable to or exceeds
the inverse of the light travel time between the interfer-
ometer arms [52]. In contrast, the response to spin-2 DM
is direction-independent because of its non-relativistic
particle velocities. Setting ϵ = α, the signal correlation
can be expressed as

HfS,f ′S′ =e−2πif(t̄S−tS)+2πif ′(t̄S′−tS′ )×
1

4M2
Pl

(
sin(2πfbL)

2πfbL

)2

DijC|ijklD′kl.
(80)

Figure 1 shows the normalized signal correlation,
|HfS,fS′/HfS,fS |, as a function of t̄S − t̄S′ , for selected
DM models. It is calculated with f = fb = 10Hz, which
corresponds to τ ≃ 105 s ≃ 1.2 days. It is computed for
the SHM case, in the limit of small segment durations,
where Eqs. (30)–(34), (57), and (58) are applicable. For
dilaton-like DM, we consider the signal caused by the
displacements of the mirrors. The normalized correla-
tion for Eq. (67) is the same as that of the axion signal.

As seen in the figure, the correlation starts to vanish
when t̄S − t̄S′ gets comparable to τc. In addition, the
correlation decays more quickly for the dilaton and dark-
photon signals of the GW channel. At this frequency,
the terms proportional to Cijkl and Cik|jl are dominant
in Eqs. (71) and (74) respectively at t̄S − t̄S′ = 0, which
are proportional to Rc

ijkl(t̄S − t̄S′) and Rc
ik(t̄S − t̄S′) re-

spectively. On the other hand, the correlation for the
axion or dark-photon signal of the MICH channel is pro-
portional to Rc(t̄S − t̄S′), which decay more slowly than
Rc

ijkl(t̄S− t̄S′) and Rc
ik(t̄S− t̄S′), as explained below Eqs.

(30)–(34). For models except for the axion model, the
correlation function exhibits oscillations with the time
scale of a day due to the time-varying detector responses.

III. OPTIMAL DETECTION STATISTIC

In this section, we derive an optimal detection statis-
tic for an ULBDM signal, taking into account signal

correlations, and study its sensitivity. Let d⃗ be a vec-
tor of N Fourier data samples across different frequency

bins, data segments, and detectors. We model d⃗ as

the sum of noise n⃗ and signal h⃗, where n⃗ is assumed
to follow a circularly-symmetric Gaussian distribution
with zero mean. The noise’s covariance matrix is de-
noted by N . If the noise time series can be modeled
as a stationary random process with negligible corre-
lations across different segments or detectors, N is di-
agonal, NfS,f ′S′ = TSPn(f, S)δff ′δSS′ , where Pn(f, S)
represents the noise PSD and δff ′ (δSS′) is unity when
f = f ′ (S = S′) and zero otherwise.
An ULBDM signal is a sum of contributions from many

particle waves and, due to the central limit theorem, h⃗
approximately follows a circularly-symmetric Gaussian
distribution with zero mean and the covariance matrix of
ϵ2H. Under the assumption that noise and signal are sta-

tistically independent, d⃗ follows a circularly-symmetric
Gaussian distribution with zero mean and the covariance
matrix of Σ = N + ϵ2H:

p(d⃗) =
1

πN detΣ
e−d⃗†Σ−1d⃗. (81)

A. Derivation

We assume that an optimal detection statistic, denoted

by ρ, has a quadratic form of d⃗,

ρ = d⃗†Kd⃗+ ρ0, (82)

where K is an Hermitian matrix and ρ0 is a real constant.
This is a general quadratic form that is real and does not

depend on the overall phase of d⃗. The detection statistic
employed in our previous studies is given by [19, 42],

ρinc = 2d⃗†N−1d⃗, (83)
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which corresponds to K = 2N−1 and ρ0 = 0. This statis-
tic, referred to as incoherent sum, will be compared with
the new detection statistic derived in this section.

We determine K by maximizing the following signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR),

SNR ≡ ⟨ρ⟩ − ⟨ρ⟩ |ϵ=0√
Var[ρ]|ϵ=0

, (84)

where ⟨·⟩ and Var[·] represent the expectation value and
the variance respectively, and quantities subscripted by
ϵ = 0 are calculated under the assumption that data do
not contain any signals. ⟨ρ⟩ and Var[ρ] are given by

⟨ρ⟩ = Tr [KΣ] + ρ0, Var[ρ] = Tr [KΣKΣ] . (85)

Substituting them into Eq. (84), we obtain

SNR = ϵ2
Tr [KH]√
Tr [KNKN ]

(86)

= ϵ2
Tr

[
K′N− 1

2HN− 1
2

]
√
Tr

[
(K′)

2
] , (87)

where K′ ≡ N 1
2KN 1

2 .
Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can prove

that the SNR is bounded by

SNR ≤ ϵ2
√
Tr

[
(N−1H)

2
]
, (88)

and the equality holds when K′ ∝ N− 1
2HN− 1

2 or equiv-
alently K ∝ N−1HN−1. To make ρ directly comparable
to SNR, we determine K and ρ0 so that

ρ =
d⃗†N−1HN−1d⃗− Tr

[
N−1H

]√
Tr

[
(N−1H)

2
] , (89)

which satisfies ⟨ρ⟩ |ϵ=0 = 0 and Var[ρ]|ϵ=0 = 1. We refer
to this statistic as coherent SNR.

The same form of detection statistic was derived in the
context of stochastic GW signals in pulsar timing array
experiments [53–55]. In their studies, it was derived as
a log likelihood ratio in the limit of a weak signal. In
fact, the log likelihood ratio in the limit of small ϵ is
proportional to coherent SNR,

ln
p(d⃗|ϵ)

p(d⃗|ϵ = 0)
= ϵ2

√
Tr

[
(N−1H)

2
]
ρ+O(ϵ4). (90)

B. Threshold and upper bounds

The detection threshold for ρ, denoted by ρth, is de-
termined based on a pre-specified false alarm probability,
pFA. Let p(ρ|ϵ) represent the probability distribution of

ρ conditioned on the value of the coupling constant. The
relation between ρth and pFA is given as follows:

pFA ≡
∫ ∞

ρth

dρ p(ρ|ϵ = 0). (91)

On the other hand, given the observed value of ρ, denoted
by ρobs, the frequentist upper bound on ϵ with the con-
fidence level of pCL, denoted by ϵ100pCL %, is determined
by

1− pCL =

∫ ρobs

0

dρ p(ρ|ϵ100pCL %). (92)

One efficient approach to solve those equations is to ap-
proximate the distribution as Gaussian distribution [55],

p(ρ|ϵ) = 1√
2πσ2

e−
(ρ−µ)2

2σ2 , (93)

where

µ = ϵ2
√

Tr
[
(N−1H)

2
]
, (94)

σ2 =
Tr

[(
N−1HN−1Σ

)2]
Tr

[
(N−1H)

2
] . (95)

However, the Gaussian approximation is not necessarily
accurate enough and can significantly overestimate the
significance of detection [56].

In the numerical simulations presented in Sec. IIID,
we instead use a Monte-Carlo approach, similar to the
method employed in [19]. For computing the threshold,

we draw d⃗ from the Gaussian distribution with the co-
variance of N , compute ρ values with the simulated data,
and compute their 100(1− pFA)–th percentile. For com-

puting the upper bounds, we draw n⃗ and h⃗ from the
Gaussian distributions with the covariances of N and H
respectively, compute ρ values with d⃗ = n⃗+ ϵ⃗h for vary-
ing values of ϵ, and find out the value of ϵ that makes the
100(1− pCL)––th percentile of the ρ values equal to ρobs.

C. Sensitivity

In this section, we study how the sensitivity of ρ scales
with observation time and segment lengths. Here we as-
sume that the signal is detectable when ⟨ρ⟩ = 1 and esti-
mate the minimum value of ϵ that achieves it, as a mea-
sure of the sensitivity. We assume that the noise covari-
ance matrix is diagonal, NfS,f ′S′ = TSPn(f, S)δff ′δSS′ .
We also assume that the noise PSD is almost constant
in the frequency span where the signal is non-negligible
and over the observation time, and it depends only on
the detector index I, Pn(f, S) = Pn,I . Then, ⟨ρ⟩ =



xi

ϵ2
√

Tr
[
(N−1H)

2
]
, where

Tr
[(
N−1H

)2]
=∑

I,I′

1

Pn,IPn,I′

∑
sI ,s′I

1

TSTS′

∑
f,f ′

|HfS,f ′S′ |2 . (96)

The sum over f and f ′ is, in fact, taken over positive
frequency indexes, k and k′, where f = k/TS and f ′ =
k′/TS′ . Given H(−f)S,(−f ′)S′ = H∗

fS,f ′S′ , and assuming
the correlation between positive and negative frequencies
is negligible, we obtain

∑
f,f ′

|HfS,f ′S′ |2 =
1

2

∞∑
k=−∞

∞∑
k′=−∞

∣∣∣∣H k
TS

S, k′
T
S′

S′

∣∣∣∣2 . (97)

Substituting Eq. (2) into Eq. (3), we obtain

ϵ2HfS,f ′S′ =

∫ ∞

−∞
dtdt′

[
w(t− t̄S , S)w(t

′ − t̄S′ , S′) ⟨h(t, I)h(t′, I ′)⟩×

e−2πif(t−tS)+2πif ′(t′−tS′ )

]
.

(98)

By applying the Poisson summation formula,

∑
k

e
2πi kt

TS = TS

∞∑
n=−∞

δ (t− nTS) , (99)

we obtain

1

TSTS′

∑
f,f ′

|HfS,f ′S′ |2 =
1

2

∫ ∞

−∞
dtdt′

[

(w(t− t̄S, S))
2
(w(t′ − t̄S′ , S′))

2
(RII′(t, t′))

2
]
,

(100)

where RII′(t, t′) is the correlation function of the signal
with a unit coupling constant, h(t, I; ϵ = 1), defined by

RII′(t, t′) ≡ 1

ϵ2
⟨h(t, I)h(t′, I ′)⟩

= ⟨h(t, I; ϵ = 1)h(t′, I ′; ϵ = 1)⟩ . (101)

Under the assumption that the window function for
each segment is unity almost all over the segment, Eq.
(96) is reduced to

Tr
[(
N−1H

)2] ≃
1

2

∑
I,I′

1

Pn,IPn,I′

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′ (RII′(t, t′))
2
,

(102)

where TI represents the observation time span of the I-th
detector. Hence, the minimum value of ϵ that achieves

⟨ρ⟩ = 1 is given by

ϵth =∑
I,I′

1

2Pn,IPn,I′

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′ (RII′(t, t′))
2

− 1
4

.

(103)
Clearly, it does not depend on the choice of segment
lengths in contrast with incoherent sum, whose sensitiv-
ity gets worse as segments get shorter than τc.
To study how ϵth scales with observation time, we as-

sume that RII′(t, t′;mb) takes the following form,

RII′(t, t′) =

DI(t)DI′(t′)A(t′ − t) cos(mb(t
′ − t) + θ),

(104)

where DI(t) represents the detector response of the I–
th detector and A(t′ − t) cos(mb(t

′ − t) + θ) represents
the auto-correlation function of an ULBDM field or its
spatial derivative. As we have seen in Sec. II A, the non-
oscillating part of the correlation function, A(τ), variates
with the timescale of the signal coherence time τc and
vanishes for |τ | ≫ τc. It can be easily seen that this func-
tional form applies for the axion signal, the dark-photon
signal in a KAGRA’s auxiliary channel, and spin-2 DM.
For the dilaton or dark-photon signal in a GW chan-
nel, RII′(t, t′) contains the auto-correlations and cross-
correlations of the signals caused by finite light-traveling
time and actual length changes, and each of these terms
takes the functional form given in Eq. (104). The follow-
ing arguments also apply to such cases.
In the following discussions, we assume that all the de-

tectors are observing in a common time span, whose total
duration is Ttot, and Ttot is much larger than the varia-
tion time scale of DI(t). This is a valid assumption for
ground-based GW detectors such as LIGO and KAGRA,
where DI(t) varies on a timescale of a day, while Ttot
typically spans months to years. In addition, we assume
that the variation time scale of DI(t) is much larger than
2π/mb. This assumption also holds for ground-based
GW detectors, as their target frequency is higher than
O(1)Hz.
If Ttot ≪ τc, A(|t′ − t|) ≃ A(0) in the observation time

span, and the integral over t and t′ can be evaluated as
follows,∫

t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′ (RII′(t, t′))
2 ≃ 1

2
T 2
tot (A(0))

2
D̄2

ID̄
2
I′ ,

(105)
where

D̄2
I ≡ lim

T→∞

1

T

∫ T
2

−T
2

dt (DI(t))
2
. (106)

Substituting it into Eq. (103), we obtain

ϵth ≃ (Ttot)
− 1

2

(A(0))
2
∑
I,I′

D̄2
ID̄

2
I′

4Pn,IPn,I′

− 1
4

. (107)
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On the other hand, if Ttot ≫ τc, the integral over t and
t′ can be approximated as follows,∫

t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′ (RII′(t, t′))
2

≃
∫
t∈TI

dt

∫ ∞

−∞
dτ (RII′(t, t+ τ))

2

≃ 1

2
kII′Ttotτc (A(0))

2
D̄2

ID̄
2
I′ , (108)

where kII′ is an O(1) constant that depends on the func-
tional forms of A(τ) and DI(t). Substituting it into Eq.
(103), we obtain

ϵth = (Ttotτc)
− 1

4

(A(0))
2
∑
I,I′

kII′D̄2
ID̄

2
I′

4Pn,IPn,I′

− 1
4

. (109)

In summary, ϵth decreases as Ttot increases, with ϵth ∝
T

− 1
2

tot for Ttot ≪ τc and ϵth ∝ (Ttotτc)
− 1

4 for Ttot ≫ τc.
This scaling is achieved when signal coherence is max-
imally exploited, which shows that coherent SNR can
coherently extract an ULBDM signal from segments of
arbitrary lengths.

D. Numerical simulation

We also conduct numerical simulations to evaluate the
sensitivity of our detection statistic. Specifically, we sim-
ulate data for the KAGRA’s MICH channel, which con-
tains signals caused by a dark photon coupling to B−L.
To create these simulations, we generate 103 signal real-
izations assuming a unit coupling constant (ϵ = 1) and
the same number of independent noise realizations. We
assume the SHM distribution for velocities and polariza-
tions. The signal is then scaled by ϵ and added to the
noise to produce data realizations for varying values of
ϵ. The noise is generated with the KAGRA’s design sen-
sitivity presented in [20] and the signal frequency fb is
set to 100Hz. The duration of the data is 105 s, which is
much longer than the signal coherence time, τc ∼ 104 s.
For each realization, the data are divided into shorter

segments and coherent SNR ρ is computed. We then
evaluate the fraction of data realizations in which ρ ex-
ceeds the detection threshold at the false alarm probabil-
ity of 10−4. Figure 2 presents the detection fraction as a
function of ϵ, represented by the blue curves. The sim-
ulations are performed with the two choices of segment
duration, TS = 400 s and TS = 100 s, whose results are
presented as solid and dashed curves respectively. When
ρ is computed, the signal correlation matrix is evaluated
using Eqs. (57) and (30), which are valid as the segment
lengths are much shorter than τc ∼ 106/fb = 104 s. For
comparison, the detection fraction obtained using inco-
herent sum as a detection statistic is shown in orange.

As expected, the detection fraction increases with ϵ, re-
flecting the increasing signal amplitude. Notably, coher-
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FIG. 2. The fraction of data realizations in which coherent
SNR (blue) or incoherent sum (orange) exceeds the detection
threshold at the false alarm probability of 10−4. Solid and
dashed lines represent results for segment lengths of 400 s and
100 s respectively.

ent SNR achieves a transition from 0 to 1 at smaller val-
ues of ϵ, highlighting its superior sensitivity to ULBDM.
Furthermore, the detection fraction for coherent SNR re-
mains unaffected by the choice of TS , while that for in-
coherent sum decreases as TS gets smaller. These results
support the analytic arguments presented in the previous
section.
The value of ϵ at which the detection fraction reaches

0.5 is 2.1× 10−22 for coherent SNR, while the values for
incoherent sum are 3.6×10−22 and 5.2×10−22 with TS =
400 s and TS = 100 s respectively. This indicates that
coherent SNR achieves an improvement factor of 1.7 for
TS = 400 s and 2.5 for TS = 100 s. These improvement
factors roughly match the improvement factors expected
by the difference in the coherence time of the analysis,

(τc/TS)
1
4 ≃

(
104/400

) 1
4 ≃ 2.2 and

(
104/100

) 1
4 ≃ 3.2.

We also compute the upper bounds on ϵ with β = 0.95
using both coherent SNR and incoherent sum. They are
calculated with TS = 100 s. The results are shown in
Fig. 3, where the shaded regions represent the 1–σ ranges
of the bounds across all realizations, and the solid lines
represent the medians. Coherent SNR provides tighter
bounds for ϵ ≲ 10−22, where signals are not confidently
detected as shown in Fig. 2. This demonstrates that co-
herent SNR provides better constraints by leveraging sig-
nal correlations even when the signal is not detected. For
higher values of ϵ where signals are confidently detected
with either of the methods, the upper bounds become
comparable.

IV. BANK OF BOSON MASSES

In real experiments, the mass of the ULBDM is not
known a priori. Thus, the search is conducted over a
grid ofmb, where the grid resolution must be fine enough
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FIG. 3. Upper bounds on ϵ computed with coherent SNR
(blue) or incoherent sum (orange) at the confidence level of
0.95. The shaded regions represent the 1–σ ranges of the
bounds across all the data realizations, and the solid lines
represent the medians.

to ensure that any potential signal is not missed. This
challenge is analogous to constructing a template bank
in GW searches that rely on known waveforms [57, 58].

For this reason, we refer to the grid as a “mass bank”.
In this section, we derive the requirements for the mass
bank to ensure that the loss in coherent SNR due to its
incompleteness remains negligible.
Suppose that data contain an ULBDM signal with the

boson mass of mb while coherent SNR is computed as-
suming the boson mass of m′

b. The expectation value of
coherent SNR, ⟨ρ⟩, is maximized when m′

b = mb while
it diminishes when there is a mismatch, m′

b ̸= mb. The
fractional loss in ⟨ρ⟩ due to this mismatch is given by

L(mb,m
′
b) =

1− Tr
[
N−1H(mb)N−1H(m′

b)
]√

Tr
[
(N−1H(mb))

2
]√

Tr
[
(N−1H(m′

b))
2
] , (110)

where we explicitly show the dependence of the signal
correlation matrix H on the boson mass mb. To ensure
that the fractional loss is negligible for an arbitrary value
of mb, L(mb,m

′
b) ≪ 1 should be satisfied for any neigh-

boring masses in the mass bank.
By performing calculations similar to those done in

Sec. III C, we find that L(mb,m
′
b) can be written as

follows,

L(mb,m
′
b) ≃

1−
∑

I,I′
1

Pn,IPn,I′

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′RII′(t, t′;mb)RII′(t, t′;m′
b)√∑

I,I′
1

Pn,IPn,I′

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′ (RII′(t, t′;mb))
2
√∑

I,I′
1

Pn,IPn,I′

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′ (RII′(t, t′;m′
b))

2
,

(111)

where we write the correlation function as RII′(t, t′;mb)
to explicitly show its dependence on mb. Consequently,
the condition L(mb,m

′
b) ≪ 1 holds if the overlap integral

between RII′(t, t′;mb) and RII′(t, t′;m′
b) is close to its

value at mb = m′
b.

We again assume that all the detectors are observing in
a common time span, whose total observation time is Ttot
and also assume the functional form given in Eq. (104)
for RII′(t, t′;mb). With the new integration variable,
τ = t′−t, the overlap integral can be expressed as follows,

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdt′RII′(t, t′;mb)RII′(t, t′;m′
b)

=

∫
t∈TI ,t′∈TI′

dtdτ (DI(t))
2
(DI′(t+ τ))

2
A(τ ;mb)A(τ ;m

′
b) cos (mbτ + θ(mb)) cos (m

′
bτ + θ(m′

b)) ,

(112)

where the dependence of A(τ) and θ on mb is explic-
itly shown. We then approximate A(τ ;mb) as constant
for |τ | < τc and zero otherwise, that is, A(τ ;mb) =
A(0;mb)Θ (τc − |τ |). With this approximation, we can
easily see that the integral over τ starts to cancel when
|m′

b − mb| is on the order of 2π/τc if Ttot > τc, and
2π/Ttot if Ttot < τc.

Therefore, the condition L(mb,m
′
b) ≪ 1 is satisfied

when the following inequality holds,

|m′
b −mb| ≪

2π

min [2π/(mbv2vir), Ttot]
. (113)

A sufficiently fine mass bank can be constructed by plac-
ing grid points of mb such that the difference between
neighboring points satisfies Eq. (113).
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V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce a novel detection statis-
tic, coherent SNR, specifically designed for the ULBDM
signal. Unlike the incoherent sum method employed in
our previous studies, coherent SNR incorporates signal
correlations across different data segments, enabling co-
herent integration over these segments. In Sec. III, we
demonstrate, through analytical arguments and numer-
ical simulations, that the sensitivity of coherent SNR is
independent of segment lengths and that it can detect
weaker signals compared to incoherent sum. Addition-
ally, to make this method applicable to an ULBDM signal
with an unknown mass, we discuss the required resolution
of the mass grid to ensure no potential signal is missed
in Sec. IV. We argue that the grid spacing should satisfy
|m′

b −mb| ≪ 2π/min
[
2π/(mbv

2
vir), Ttot

]
to achieve this

goal.
In this work, we assume that instrumental noise can

be modeled as a stationary Gaussian random process.
However, in real experiments, non-Gaussian and non-
stationary noise can significantly amplify the detection
statistic, leading to numerous false detections. To im-
prove robustness against such strong noise disturbances,
the method proposed in [41] counts the number of seg-
ments where the power exceeds a predefined threshold,
rather than summing the power across all segments. Fur-
thermore, the signal correlation calculated in our study
can be useful for distinguishing between noise artifacts
and an ULBDM signal. Enhancing the robustness of the
search while fully exploiting the signal coherence is an
important direction for future work.

Beyond differentiating between noise artifacts and a
signal, some authors have explored methods to distin-
guish various types of DM by analyzing correlations be-
tween detectors and the shape of power spectra [50, 59].
The signal correlation presented here can also enhance
distinguishing capabilities in these contexts.
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[28] A. S. Göttel, A. Ejlli, K. Karan, S. M. Vermeulen,
L. Aiello, V. Raymond, and H. Grote, Phys. Rev. Lett.
133, 101001 (2024), arXiv:2401.18076 [astro-ph.CO].

[29] E. Savalle, A. Hees, F. Frank, E. Cantin, P.-E. Pottie,
B. M. Roberts, L. Cros, B. T. Mcallister, and P. Wolf,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 051301 (2021), arXiv:2006.07055
[gr-qc].

[30] E. Hall and N. Aggarwal, (2022), arXiv:2210.17487 [hep-
ex].

[31] Y. V. Stadnik and V. V. Flambaum, Phys. Rev. Lett.
114, 161301 (2015), arXiv:1412.7801 [hep-ph].

[32] Y. V. Stadnik and V. V. Flambaum, Phys. Rev. Lett.
115, 201301 (2015), arXiv:1503.08540 [astro-ph.CO].

[33] Y. V. Stadnik and V. V. Flambaum, Phys. Rev. A 93,
063630 (2016), arXiv:1511.00447 [physics.atom-ph].

[34] L. Aiello, J. W. Richardson, S. M. Vermeulen, H. Grote,
C. Hogan, O. Kwon, and C. Stoughton, Phys. Rev. Lett.
128, 121101 (2022), arXiv:2108.04746 [gr-qc].

[35] K. Nagano, T. Fujita, Y. Michimura, and I. Obata, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 123, 111301 (2019), arXiv:1903.02017 [hep-
ph].

[36] K. Nagano, H. Nakatsuka, S. Morisaki, T. Fujita,
Y. Michimura, and I. Obata, Phys. Rev. D 104, 062008
(2021), arXiv:2106.06800 [hep-ph].

[37] I. Obata, T. Fujita, and Y. Michimura, Phys. Rev. Lett.
121, 161301 (2018), arXiv:1805.11753 [astro-ph.CO].

[38] Y. Oshima, H. Fujimoto, J. Kume, S. Morisaki,
K. Nagano, T. Fujita, I. Obata, A. Nishizawa,
Y. Michimura, and M. Ando, Phys. Rev. D 108, 072005
(2023), arXiv:2303.03594 [hep-ex].

[39] J. Heinze, A. Gill, A. Dmitriev, J. Smetana, T. Yan,
V. Boyer, D. Martynov, and M. Evans, Phys. Rev. Lett.
132, 191002 (2024), arXiv:2307.01365 [astro-ph.CO].

[40] S. Pandey, E. D. Hall, and M. Evans, Phys. Rev. Lett.
133, 111003 (2024), arXiv:2404.12517 [hep-ex].

[41] A. L. Miller et al., Phys. Rev. D 103, 103002 (2021),
arXiv:2010.01925 [astro-ph.IM].

[42] H. Nakatsuka, S. Morisaki, T. Fujita, J. Kume,
Y. Michimura, K. Nagano, and I. Obata, Phys. Rev.
D 108, 092010 (2023), arXiv:2205.02960 [astro-ph.CO].

[43] H. Abe et al. (KAGRA), PTEP 2023, 10A101 (2023),
arXiv:2203.07011 [astro-ph.IM].

[44] P. Amaro-Seoane et al. (LISA), (2017), arXiv:1702.00786
[astro-ph.IM].

[45] S. Kawamura et al., PTEP 2021, 05A105 (2021),
arXiv:2006.13545 [gr-qc].

[46] S. M. Carroll, G. B. Field, and R. Jackiw, Phys. Rev. D
41, 1231 (1990).

[47] S. M. Carroll, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 3067 (1998),
arXiv:astro-ph/9806099.

[48] T. Damour and J. F. Donoghue, Phys. Rev. D 82, 084033
(2010), arXiv:1007.2792 [gr-qc].

[49] K. Aoki and S. Mukohyama, Phys. Rev. D 94, 024001
(2016), arXiv:1604.06704 [hep-th].

[50] Y. Manita, H. Takeda, K. Aoki, T. Fujita, and
S. Mukohyama, Phys. Rev. D 109, 095012 (2024),
arXiv:2310.10646 [hep-ph].

[51] M. Maggiore, Gravitational Waves. Vol. 1: Theory and Experiments
(Oxford University Press, 2007).

[52] M. Rakhmanov, J. D. Romano, and J. T. Whelan, Class.
Quant. Grav. 25, 184017 (2008), arXiv:0808.3805 [gr-qc].

[53] M. Anholm, S. Ballmer, J. D. E. Creighton, L. R.
Price, and X. Siemens, Phys. Rev. D 79, 084030 (2009),
arXiv:0809.0701 [gr-qc].

[54] J. A. Ellis, X. Siemens, and R. van Haasteren, Astrophys.
J. 769, 63 (2013), arXiv:1302.1903 [astro-ph.IM].

[55] S. J. Chamberlin, J. D. E. Creighton, X. Siemens, P. De-
morest, J. Ellis, L. R. Price, and J. D. Romano, Phys.
Rev. D 91, 044048 (2015), arXiv:1410.8256 [astro-ph.IM].

[56] J. S. Hazboun, P. M. Meyers, J. D. Romano, X. Siemens,
and A. M. Archibald, Phys. Rev. D 108, 104050 (2023),
arXiv:2305.01116 [gr-qc].

[57] B. S. Sathyaprakash and S. V. Dhurandhar, Phys. Rev.
D 44, 3819 (1991).

[58] B. J. Owen, Phys. Rev. D 53, 6749 (1996), arXiv:gr-
qc/9511032.

[59] A. L. Miller, F. Badaracco, and C. Palomba (LIGO
Scientific, Virgo, KAGRA), Phys. Rev. D 105, 103035
(2022), arXiv:2204.03814 [astro-ph.IM].

http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.05574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.061102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.061102
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.10161
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.103.L051702
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.03589
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s42005-019-0255-0
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s42005-019-0255-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.04316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.063030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.063030
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.13085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/25/11/114034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.231101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.063015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.063015
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.042001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.03004
http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.03004
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.102001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.02482
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138328
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.015015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.015015
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.2925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.123512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.123512
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.05003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.095054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.095054
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.13088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/04/053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/04/053
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.13997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033187
http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.06193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04031-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04031-y
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.03783
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.101001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.101001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.18076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.051301
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.07055
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.07055
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.17487
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.17487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.161301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.161301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.7801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.201301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.201301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.08540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.063630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.063630
http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.00447
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.121101
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.121101
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.04746
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.111301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.111301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.02017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.02017
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.104.062008
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.104.062008
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.06800
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.161301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.161301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.11753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.072005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.072005
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.03594
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.191002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.191002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.01365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.111003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.111003
http://arxiv.org/abs/2404.12517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.103002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.01925
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.108.092010
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.108.092010
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.02960
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1093/ptep/ptac093
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.07011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00786
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptab019
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.13545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.41.1231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.41.1231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.3067
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9806099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.084033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.084033
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.2792
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.024001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.024001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.06704
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.109.095012
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.10646
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198570745.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/25/18/184017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/25/18/184017
http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.3805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.084030
http://arxiv.org/abs/0809.0701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/769/1/63
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/769/1/63
http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.1903
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.91.044048
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.91.044048
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.8256
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.108.104050
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.01116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.44.3819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.44.3819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.53.6749
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9511032
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9511032
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.105.103035
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.105.103035
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.03814

	Enhancing the sensitivity to ultralight bosonic dark matter using signal correlations
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Signal correlation
	Spectral densities and correlation functions
	Correlation between different segments
	Specific models
	Axion
	Dilaton-like dm
	Dark photon
	Spin-2 dm


	Optimal detection statistic
	Derivation
	Threshold and upper bounds
	Sensitivity
	Numerical simulation

	Bank of boson masses
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement

	References

