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The light scalar field with a coupling to standard model particles provide a possible source
of the long-range Yukawa forces or violation of the weak equivalence principle, which can be
potentially explored by precision gravity experiments. We describe the searches for such light
scalar fields with the three types of gravity experiments, including the G-measurement experiments,
Inverse-Square Law (ISL) experiments, and equivalence principle experiments. We investigate the
potential influences of the scalar field as a function of its mass, and focus on the experimental
constraints from torsion-balance gravity experiments. HUST-18 G-measurement torsion-balance
experiments place bounds on the photon coupling and electron coupling at up to Λγ = 7 × 1017

GeV and Λe = 1× 1017 GeV in the mass ranges 10−9 − 10−4 eV. Results from the ISL experiments
by the Universities of Washington, Stanford, IUPUI, HUST, Colorado, Irvine, Yale and others
allow us to set limits on the photon coupling and electron coupling at up to Λγ = 5 × 1017 GeV
and Λe = 3 × 1016 GeV for scalar field mass ranges between 10−5 and 10−1 eV. Additionally, we
also discuss the limits from equivalence principle experiments, and MICROSCOPE final result
updates the constrains on the coupling parameters at up to Λγ = 7× 1022 GeV and Λe = 4× 1021

GeV for mass ranges . 10−13 eV. These results contribute experimental constraints to relatively
unexplored mass regions of light scalar field parameter space and improve upon previous limits in
some mass ranges. This work paves the way for long-range Yukawa forces mediated by light scalar
fields in future high-precision gravity experiments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of the dark matter (DM) in the Universe is mysterious, although the astrophysical and cosmological
observations have strong indirect evidences of DM existence [1, 2]. Many DM candidates and laboratory experiments
have been proposed to shed light on the nature of dark matter [3–10]. The class of DM candidates that has attracted
the most attention is weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs) [11–14]. Another very popular and novel class
of DM candidates is axion and axion-like particles [15–20], which motivate new ways for DM searches. To make
progress on the dark matter problem, current efforts emphasize experimental diversification, probing different models
over a wide mass range [21, 22]. The bosonic DM scenario is one of the most popular candidates, which can have a
sub-eV mass and behave more like a classical wave than a particle. Among the motivated candidates in this category,
QCD axion and axion-like particles mainly have derivative interaction with Standard Model (SM) particles, which are
parity-odd pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone bosons (PNGBs) [23–29]. For light, parity-even bosonic candidates, dilatons are
particularly prominent [30–32]. In those models, a light scalar field is introduced and coupled to standard-model fields.
Such scalar fields are ubiquitous in theories with high dimensions, such as the string theory [33, 34]. In addition, the
massive scalar fields also are introduced in the scalar-tensor theories.

The existence of a light scalar field implies some new physics beyond the general relativity or standard model. At the
low-energy region, coherent oscillations of fundamental constants of nature, long-range Yukawa forces and violations
of the equivalence principle (EP) are caused by dilaton scalar fields. This has motivated a multitude of experimental
searches in a wide mass range. These searches include experiments using the atomic clocks in the mass range of
10−24 − 10−14 eV [38–42], atom multigradiometry in the mass range of 10−17 − 10−14 eV [43], the comparisons by
various oscillators in the mass range of 10−19− 10−13 eV [44], EP violation tests like MICROSCOPE mission in the
mass range of 10−18− 10−11 eV [45], as well as experiments utilizing magnetometer, optical cavity, interferometer and
atomic spectroscopy in the mass range of 10−14−10−9 eV [46–48]. To explore the parameter space of scalar fields more
extensively, other experiments and proposals have been considered, including the gravitational-wave detectors [49–54],
resonant-mass detectors [55], alkali-atoms hyperfine transitions, capacitors [56–60], cosmological observations [61–64]
etc. For larger masses, laboratory gravity experiments, such as tests of the universality of free fall or Inverse-Square
Law (ISL) tests, become relevant. These gravity experiments are highly sensitive to the tests of fundamental physics,
such as Lorentz symmetry [65–67], chameleon model [68], and equivalence principle [69]. For example, the tests of
gravitational ISL have been performed by the University of Washington [70–73], Stanford [74, 75], IUPUI [76], HUST
[77–79], Colorado [80, 81], Irvine [82], Yale [83] among others, whose results can be used to place the constraints on the
scalar field couplings. In addition, we find that utilizing two or multiple G-measurement gravity experiments can be
proposed to constrain the scalar field couplings. The addition of G-measurement gravity experiments can contribute
to the diversity of experimental limits on scalar field coupling. In this paper, we present the searches for long-range
Yukawa forces mediated by light scalar fields with three types of gravity experiments including the G-measurement
experiments, Newton ISL experiments, and equivalence principle experiments, which can provide the constraints on
scalar field over a broad mass range.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec.II, we review the theory of dilaton scalar field and the theory
leads to a scalar Yukawa interaction. Then, the influences of scalar fields on the G-measurement, ISL test, and
equivalence principle test gravity experiments are discussed in sub-Sec.II.1, II.2 and II.3, respectively. In Sec.III, we
present the experimental constraints on scalar coupling parameter spaces by reanalyzing the results of the HUST-18
G-measurement experiment, HUST-20 ISL test experiments, and MICROSCOPE equivalence principle experiment.
The conclusion is given in Sec.IV. The Appendix A presents some calculation details for ISL test. The methods of
calculating the coupling parameter in the HUST-18 and HUST-20 experiments are given in Appendix B and Appendix
C, respectively.

II. A LIGHT SCALAR FIELD AND GRAVITY EFFECTS

The theory and general phenomenology of dilaton-like scalar field have been studied in, e.g., Refs. [32, 84]. In this
section, we focus on studying the gravity effects of such a scalar field coupled to the SM particles. We show that
G-value measurement, ISL test, and equivalence principle test experiments can be used to place the bounds on the
coupling parameters of scalar field. Considering the couplings between a scalar field φ and the SM particles and fields,
the φ-dependent action is parameterized as follows [32, 84]

Lφ = κφ
[ de
4e2

FµνF
µν − dgβ3

2g3
FA
µνF

Aµν −
∑

i=e,u,d

(dmi
+ γmi

dg)miΨ̄iΨi

]

, (1)
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where κ =
√
4π/MPl, g3 is the QCD gauge coupling, β3 is the QCD beta function, Fµν is the electromagnetic Faraday

tensor, FA
µν is the gluon strength tensor, γmi

are the anomalous dimensions of the electron, u quark and d quark, Ψi

denotes the fermion spinors, and da (a = g, e,mu,md,me) are the dimensionless coupling coefficients that describe the
coupling strength of scalar field to the SM particles. Note that these coupling coefficients sometimes are defined by
another convention with dimensional coefficients Λa, such as in the atomic clock experiments and interferometer-like
experiments, and the relation between two set coefficients is given by Λa = MPl/(

√
4πda).

For the relevant low-energy couplings, the coupling constants of the scalar field in the Lagrangian density will cause
a φ dependence in the fundamental constants of nature, as follows

Λ3(φ) = Λ3(1 + dgκφ)

α(φ) = α(1 + deκφ)

mi(φ) = mi(1 + dmi
κφ), (2)

where Λ3 is the QCD confinement scale and α is the fine structure constant. Considering the variations of the fine
structure constant and masses of proton and electron, it can lead to changes in the frequency of atomic clocks since
the quantum transition frequencies are dependent on the fine structure constant and proton-electron mass ratio.
This motivates many experimental searches involving various atomic clocks. Considering the variations of masses of
fundamental particles and fine structure constant, it can give rise to the violations of equivalence principle since the
body’s acceleration is dependent on the body composition in the presence of scalar field. In addition, the scalar field
may show up in current tests of the gravitational inverse-square law at sub-millimeter ranges. These facilitate the
gravity experimental searches, e.g., the universality of free fall tests and the ISL test experiments [45, 84–87].

Considering an atom, its mass can be decomposed as m(Z,N) = Zmp + Nmn + Zme + Ebinding, where Z is the
atomic number, N is the number of neutrons and Ebinding consists of strong interaction and electromagnetic binding
energies. From the scalar field couplings to the SM fields in the action (1), one deduces the variations in the fine
structure constant, the masses of quarks and electrons, and atomic binding energies, then obtains the total changes
of atom mass m(Z,N). In order to isolate EP violation, it is conventional to introduce the symmetric combination
m̂ = (md +mu)/2 and antisymmetric combination δm = md −mu of the quark masses, which depend on scalar field
φ as following form

m̂(φ) = m̂(1 + dm̂κφ),

δm(φ) = δm(1 + dδmκφ), (3)

where their dilaton-coupling coefficients are given by

dm̂ =
dmd

md + dmu
mu

md +mu

dδm =
dmd

md − dmu
mu

md −mu
, (4)

respectively. As a result of action (1), the existence of a scalar field φ modifies the gravity interaction between a point
mass mA and a point mass mB, which is given in the form of Yukawalike coupling [32, 84]

V (r) = −GmAmB

rAB

(

1 + αAαBe
−mφrAB

)

, (5)

where mφ is the mass of the scalar field φ, G is the Newton gravitational constant, rAB is the distance of point masses
mA and mB, and the unit system is natural unit. In Eq.(5), we assume that the Yukawa interaction is caused only
by the light scalar field. We focus on the long-range forces and gravity effects mediated the light scalar field. The
parameters αA and αB represent scalar field coupling strengths to masses A and B, which are dependent on the
components of point masses mA and mB. Here, to avoid confusion with the fine structure constant, the coupling
strengths in the potentials are denoted by the variable alpha with the corresponding subscript such as αb, and the
fine structure constant is represented by the α without subscript. The dimensionless coupling parameter αb can be
expressed as

αb =
∂ ln[κmb(κφ)]

∂κφ
= dg + ᾱb, (6)

where the parameter ᾱb is given by

ᾱb =
[

(dm̂ − dg)Qm̂ + (dδm − dg)Qδm + (dme
− dg)Qme

+ deQe

]

b
, (7)
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where the dilaton charges are Qe =
∂ lnmb

∂ lnα , Qme
= ∂ lnmb

∂ lnme
, Qm̂ = ∂ lnmb

∂ ln m̂ , and Qδm = ∂ lnmb

∂ ln δm that are given by

Qm̂ =

(

9.3− 3.6

A1/3
− 2

(A− 2Z)2

A2
− 1.4× 10−2Z(Z − 1)

A4/3

)

FA × 10−2, (8)

Qδm =

(

1.7
A− 2Z

A

)

FA × 10−3, (9)

Qme
=

(

5.5
Z

A

)

FA × 10−4, (10)

Qe =

(

−1.4 + 8.2
Z

A
+ 7.7

Z(Z − 1)

A4/3

)

FA × 10−4, (11)

where FA = Amu/mamu = 1+O(10−4), A is the mass number, Z is the atomic number, and mamu = 931 MeV is the
atomic mass unit, mb is the total mass of an atom. In the Newton ISL test experiments, one can detect the long-range
Yukawa forces by looking for a departure from r−1 in potential.

Considering the experiments of EP violation, it is convenient to decompose parameter αb into a composition-
independent part d∗g and a composition-dependent part ᾱ∗

b

αb = d∗g + ᾱ∗
b = d∗g +

[

(dm̂ − dg)Q
∗
m̂ + (dδm − dg)Q

∗
δm + (dme

− dg)Q
∗
me

+ deQ
∗
e

]

b
. (12)

This composition is based on the fact that for most elements, the mass number and atomic number satisfy relation
A ∼ 2Z. Then, the composition-independent part d∗g is given by

d∗g = dg + 0.093(dm̂ − dg) + [2.75(dme
− dg) + 2.7de]× 10−4, (13)

and the composition-dependent part ᾱ∗
b is characterized by new dilaton charges

Q∗
m̂ =

(

− 3.6

A1/3
− 2(A− 2Z)2

A2
− 0.014

Z(Z − 1)

A4/3

)

× 10−2, (14)

Q∗
δm = 1.7× 10−3A− 2Z

A
, (15)

Q∗
me

= −2.75× 10−4A− 2Z

A
, (16)

Q∗
e =

(

−4.1
A− 2Z

A
+ 7.7

Z(Z − 1)

A4/3

)

× 10−4. (17)

Clearly, the values of dilaton charges depend on only the composition of the considered object and these values are
non-zero for most bodies. Therefore, it leads to a violation of the equivalence principle. By combining materials and
dilaton charges of test masses, the existing experiments of testing equivalence principle can be used to place bounds
on the couplings of the scalar field φ.

II.1. G-measurement gravity experiments

In this subsection, we propose a search for long-range Yukawa forces mediated by light scalar fields with the G-
measurement gravity experiments. As the fundamental physical constant, G value has been measured by numerous
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gravity experiments, which are potential methods to explore the possible existence of the light scalar fields. From the
Yukawalike coupling (5), the scalar-field effect can be absorbed by the effective gravitational constant Geff

Geff = G0

(

1 + αAαBe
−mφrAB

)

, (18)

where G0 is the Newton gravitational constant. Obviously, in the presence of a scalar field, the measured value of
the G will depend on the experimental materials and setup, leading to different G-measurement values in different
experiments. However one measured value of the G can’t be used to detect the scalar-field effects. The difference of
G-value measurements performed by different experiments may reflect the influence of the scalar fields. By utilizing
various G-measurement experiments, it is possible to set constraint on the coupling parameters space. Considering
that two experiments 1 and 2 obtained the G-measurement values G1 and G2, the measurement values can be split
into the Newton gravitational constant part G0 and a corrected part induced by the scalar fields. From two G values,
we can structure a ratio

∣

∣

∣

∣

G1

G2
− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

= ∆G12 =

∣

∣

∣

∣

G0(1 +M1(mφ, di))

G0(1 +M2(mφ, di))
− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (19)

where ∆G12
is calculated parameter from the experimental measured values and corresponding uncertainties;

M1(mφ, di) and M2(mφ, di) represent the scalar-field influences in the G-measurement experiments 1 and 2, re-
spectively, which depend on the experimental materials and apparatus. Different G-measurement gravity experiments
have different values of parameter M(mφ, di). One can search for possible scalar-field effects by using two M(mφ, di)
and G-value measurements. Therefore, combining G-measurement values from multiple experiments can set con-
straint on the parameter spaces. Several G-value measurements with extremely high precision were reported by
the various gravity experiments[88], in which scalar-field effects were dependent on the corresponding experiment
apparatus. These G-measurement gravity experiments can diversify experimental searches for long-range Yukawa
forces mediated by light scalar fields. Based on two specific experiments, a experimental constraint can be presented
by using Eq.(19).

II.2. Inverse-Square Law test gravity experiments

In this subsection, we focus on the long-range Yukawa effects induced by light scalar fields with the Inverse-Square
Law test gravity experiments. For the small mass of scalar field, the Solar system planets motions and satellites orbits
can be used to place on the bounds of scalar field couplings. This scenario can be treated as a test body orbiting
the massive central body with the Kepler orbit r = a(1 − e2)/(1 + e cos f), where a is the semimajor axis, e is the
eccentricity, f is the true anomaly. The force induced by scalar field coupling can be considered a small perturbation
to the Newtonian gravity. Then, the perturbing force leads to changes in the Kepler orbital parameters. From the
Yukawa coupling (5), the acceleration is given by

a sf = −GMS

r3
αSαT I (mφrS) (1 +mφr) e

−mφrr (20)

with function

I(x) = 3
x coshx− sinhx

x3
, (21)

where αT is the coupling parameter of test body, αS is the coupling parameter of source body, MS is the mass of
source body, rS is the radius of the massive central body and r is the position vector pointing from the massive body
to the orbiting test body. From the disturbing acceleration (20), the Yukawa force has only the radial component
A affecting in-plane orbital motions. Thus, the orbital inclination i and longitude of the ascending node Ω are not
affected by perturbing force (see Appendix.A). The secular-variation Kepler parameters concentrates on the argument
of perigee ω, which is given by (see the Appendix.A)

〈

dω

dt

〉

=

〈

−
√
1− e2

nae
cos fA

〉

, (22)

where n =
√

GMS/a3 is Keplerian mean motion.
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In the case of 1/mφ ≫ a, the exponential term in the acceleration (20) can be approximated as e−mφr ≃ 1−mφr.
Inserting this approximation into the Gauss equations, one can obtain the long-term changes after the averaging over
an orbital period. For the order of e2, the secular variation of the argument of perigee ω is given by

〈

dω

dt

〉

= αSαT
n

(1 − e2)3/2
I(mφrS). (23)

In the case of 1/mφ ∼ a, we assume the relation 1/mφ & ae since the small eccentricity e. Considering the Kepler
orbit equation r = a(1− e cosE), the exponential term in the acceleration (20) can be approximated as

e−mφr ≃ e−mφa (1 +mφae cosE) (24)

where E is the eccentric anomaly of orbit. Inserting this approximation into the Gauss equations and averaging them
with respect to E, one can obtain the long-term changes for the Kepler parameters. For the order of e2, the secular
variation of the argument of perigee ω is given by [89]

〈

dω

dt

〉

= αSαT
n(mφa)

2

2
I(mφrS)e

−mφa (25)

In the case of 1/mφ ≪ a, the exponential term in the acceleration (20) tends to 0 and orbit motions are not
sensitive to the long-range forces induced by the scalar fields. The corresponding mass ranges can be neglected.
For the ISL test experiments, the formulas of Eqs.(23) and (25) are useful. They can be straightforwardly used to
constrain the parameter spaces of light scalar fields from the orbital measurements of the satellites, planets and other
celestial bodies. For example, considering the mass ranges mφ ≪ 10−18 eV, the precession of the longitude of the
perihelion of Saturn ∆̟ = −0.006 ± 0.002 arcsec/century can be considered as the bound for coupling parameter
α⊙αSat ≤ (13.8± 4.6)× 10−10, where α⊙ is the coupling parameter of the Sun and αSat is the coupling parameter of
the Saturn.

In addition, the observational accuracy of the perihelion precession of the planets is 10−4 − 10−3 arcsec/century.
For a pair of planets in the Solar System, we can use Eqs.(23) and (25) to give the equations

∆̟A −∆̟B = α⊙I(mφr⊙)

(

αAnA

(1 − e2A)
3/2

− αBnB

(1 − e2B)
3/2

)

, for 1/mφ ≫ a,

∆̟A −∆̟B = α⊙I(mφr⊙)

(

αAnA(mφaA)
2

2
e−mφaA − αBnB(mφaB)

2

2
e−mφaB

)

, for 1/mφ ∼ a. (26)

If the components of two planets are significantly different, such as Earth and Jupiter, Eq.(26) can be used to set
limits on the parameter space of the scalar field.

Another type of ISL test gravity experiments is the test of the gravitational inverse-square law in the laboratories.
In this type of gravity experiments, the torsion balance is a very powerful tool to test the gravitational ISL at short
ranges. By using the schemes of the separation modulation or rotation modulation, the Yukawa effects to be measured
are kept in the most sensitive direction of the pendulum. After compensating the Newtonian torque, the experiments
can obtain the limit of the Yukawa interaction from the residual torque. In the presence of Yukawa force induced by
the scalar fields, the motion equation of the torsion pendulum is characterized by

Iθ̈ + kθ = τ + τsf, (27)

where I is the inertial moment of the pendulum, θ is the twist angle of the pendulum, k is the spring constant, τ
represents torque in the Newtonian gravity frame, and τsf represents the torque signal of Yukawa interaction that is
given by the numerical integration

τsf(mφ) =
∂

∂θ

∫

Vi,Vj

Gρiρj
r

αiαje
−mφrd3rid

3rj , (28)

where ρi and ρj are, respectively, the densities of the components on the pendulum i and attractorj, r is the distance
between the volume element of the bodies i and j, αi and αj are the coupling parameters of the bodies i and j,
respectively. For the experimental pendulum and attractor, the coupling parameters αi and αj can be treated as the
constant given by Eq.(6). By using the compensation masses to compensate the Newtonian torque τ , the measurement
torque is sensitive to the torque induced by the scalar fields, which can be used to place the bounds on the coupling
parameter spaces. The torsion balance experiments with Eöt-Wash and HUST groups are highly sensitive to the
parameter spaces in the mass ranges of 10−7 − 10−2 eV.
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II.3. Equivalence principle gravity experiments

In this subsection, we consider a search for long-range Yukawa forces mediated by light scalar fields with the
equivalence principle experiments. The most precision tests of equivalence principle are to compare the accelerations
of two test bodies of different composition or internal structure in an external gravitational field. The violation of
equivalence principle is described by the Eötvös parameter, defined by

η = 2
|aA − aB|
|aA + aB|

, (29)

where aA and aB are the accelerations of the test bodies A and B relative to the central attractor, respectively.
As the existence of a light scalar field can induce the violation of the equivalence principle, Eq.(29) can be directly
translated into the constraints on coupling parameter spaces.

Most tests of equivalence principle experiments are based on the external gravitational field of the Earth or the
Sun. In this scenario, we assume that the external central body S is a spherically symmetric body with the radius
RS . Considering the Yukawalike coupling (5), the acceleration of the test body A is given by

aA = gS − αSαA

∫

S

GρS
r3

(1 +mφr) e
−mφrrd3rS , (30)

where the first term is the Newtonian gravity acceleration of source body S, and the second term is the acceleration
relevant to the material of test body and source body.

If the external source body is a uniform-density spherically body, the scalar-field part of acceleration becomes

aA,sf = αSαAI
(1) (mφRS) (1 +mφr) e

−mφrg , (31)

where the function I(1) (mφRS) = I (mφRS) represents uniform density for source body S. In the case where the
distance from the test body to the source body is much larger than the size RS of the source body, it is accurate
enough to use Eq.(31) for limiting the coupling parameter spaces, such as the test of weak equivalence principle with
Lunar Laser Ranging.

The assumption of uniform density for a source body S is too ideal. Especially for Earth, it’s interior contains
complex structures including the core, mantle, crust, etc. The density of the core, mantle, and crust is different. So
the Earth should be considered as a n-layers spherical body. We consider a model assuming that the source body
S is a spherically symmetric body composed of n layers, and each layer has its corresponding density. The gravity
acceleration is given by integrating over n layers of body S. In this n-layers model, the scalar-field acceleration of a
test mass A is given by

aA,sf = αSαAI
(n) (mφRS) (1 +mφr) e

−mφrg , (32)

with the function

I(n) (mφRS) =

n
∑

i

Mi

MS

R3
i I(mφRi)−R3

i−1I(mφRi−1)

R3
i −R3

i−1

(33)

where MS is the total mass of the source body S, Mi = 4πρi(R
3
i −R3

i−1)/3 is the mass of nth layer with density ρi,
Ri is the radius of the nth layer, R0 = 0 and Rn = RS . For the EP test experiments in the laboratory, Eq.(32) is
more accurate than Eq.(31) because the Earth is not a uniform-density body. To demonstrate the effect of n layers,
we assume that the apparatus performs the EP test above the Earth’s surface with height h = 1 m. We evaluated the

effective corrected factor I
(n)
eff = I(n) (RE/λφ) (1 +mφr) e

−(RE+h)/λφ for the Earth model with one (uniform density),
two and eleven layers, as shown in Fig.1. The uniform-density Earth is represented by the black line and the 11-layer
Earth is represented by the red line. For the ranges λφ > 106 m, different Earth models are consistent. For the ranges
λφ < 106 m, n-layers model is more accurate that is more suitable. For larger mass ranges, the n-layers effects are
more significant.

In the EP test experiments, the composition-independent part of the source body dominates over the composition-
dependent part, and the composition-dependent part of test bodies A and B dominate the violating effects. From
Eqs.(12)-(17) and (32), the Eötvös parameter defined by Eq.(29) becomes

η = ∆A,BαSI
(n)(mφRS)(1 +mφr)e

−mφr = ∆A,BαSI
(n)
eff (34)
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FIG. 1. The evaluation of the effective correction factor I
(n)
eff

for the Earth model. The black, orange, and red curves represent
the Earth model with 1 (uniform density), 2, and 11 layers.

with

∆A,BαS = (αA − αB)αS ≈ ∆Q∗
m̂Dm̂ +∆Q∗

δmDδm +∆Q∗
me

Dme
+∆Q∗

eDe (35)

where the parameters are defined as Dm̂ ≡ d∗g(dm̂−dg), Dδm ≡ d∗g(dδm−dg), Dme
≡ d∗g(dme

−dg), and De ≡ d∗gde. In
the typical experiments, it satisfies that ∆Q∗

m̂ ≫ ∆Q∗
δm and ∆Q∗

e ≫ ∆Q∗
me

so that the existing experimental bounds
on η can be used to constrain the parameter space (Dm̂, De,mφ) for a given mass of a scalar field. Moreover, assuming
only one nonvanishing coupling at a time, the experimental bound on η also can be translated into the limitation on
individual coupling parameter da

da =

√

η

∆QaQa,SI
(n)
eff (mφRS)

, (36)

where Qa,S is the dilaton charge of the source body.

III. THE PARAMETER CONSTRAINTS ON THE SCALAR FIELD COUPLING PARAMETERS

There are several coupling coefficients to be limited. Due to the combination of coefficients in measurements, it
is difficult to set the limits on the individual coupling coefficients. As the analyses in most papers of atomic sensors
[38, 39, 55, 90, 91] and MICROSCOPE experiment [45], the common method to obtain constraint on individual
coefficients is the method of the maximum reach analysis (MRA), in which one assumes that the scalar field in
question only couples to one SM sector (one coupling parameter) and other coupling parameters are kept equal to
zero, thus we can exclude one nonvanishing coupling coefficient at a time. More detailed information about this
method can be found in Refs.[92, 93].

III.1. Constraints from G-measurement experiments

Considering G-measurement gravity experiments with torsion pendulum, the scalar-field Yukawa force leads to
a variation in torque that is dependent on the scalar field mass mφ and experimental design. Then, we analyzed
the fluctuations of torque in the torsion pendulum experiments measuring the gravitational constant G. Huazhong
University of Science and Technology (HUST) group has reported the G measurements by two different methods
(HUST-18), the time-of-swing (TOS) method and angular-acceleration-feedback (AAF) method [94]. The two methods
obtained G values of 6.674184(78)× 10−11 m3kg−1s−2 and 6.674484(78)× 10−11 m3kg−1s−2. In the absence of a light
scalar field, the two measured values of gravitational constant G should be same or their ratio should be equal to
one. The insignificant difference between two G values measured in one laboratory may be caused by the couplings
of scalar field to the SM particles. By combining the Mi(mφ, di) in Eq.(19), we search the possible scalar-field signal
in these two experiments.
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TABLE I. The dilaton charges for the materials in this work.

Experiment’s Qm̂ Qδm Qme Qe

material ×10−2 ×10−4 ×10−4 ×10−4

Wolfram 8.5 3.3 2.2 42
Pendulum (SiO2) 8.0 0.02 2.8 15
Source mass (SS316) 8.3 1.2 2.6 26
Pt/Rh (9:1) 8.5 3.3 2.2 42
Ti/Al/V (90:6:4) 8.3 1.4 2.5 22
Pt 8.5 3.4 2.2 43
Cu 8.3 1.3 2.5 27
Al 8.1 0.6 2.6 17

In the TOS method, the experiment used pendulum to measure the changes in torsional oscillation frequency for
two different source-mass configurations: near position and far position (the experimental schematic diagram can be
found in Fig. 1 of Ref.[94]). The near configuration can speed up the oscillation and the far configuration can lead to
a slower oscillation. The Yukawa forces induced by the scalar fields can produce a variation in the changes in torsional
oscillation frequency for two configurations. Considering the interaction between the pendulum and source masses,
the corresponding torques of the TOS experiment can be written as

τn/f + τsfn/f = −k1n/fθ − k3n/fθ
3, (37)

where k1n/f = ∂2Vn/f (θ)/∂
2θ, k3n/f = ∂4Vn/f (θ)/6∂

4θ, Vn/f (θ, αp, αs) = −G
∫

[(1 + αpαse
−mφr)ρpρs/r]dVpdVs is

the gravitational potential energy between the pendulum and source masses that contains the scalar-field effects,
ρp is the mass distribution of pendulum, ρs is the distribution of source masses, the subscripts n and f represent
near and far source mass positions, respectively. Neglecting the nonlinear terms, the pendulum frequency squared
for two configurations is given by ω2

n/f = (kn/f + k1n/f (mφ, αp, αs))/I with I the inertial moment of pendulum. As

suggested in the TOS method [95–98], the term k1n/f (mφ, αp, αs)) can be treated as the effective gravitational torsion
constant, which can be written as the form G(Cgn/f + Csfn/f (mφ, αp, αs)), where Cgn/f and Csfn/f (mφ, αp, αs)) are
the calculated parameter functions determined by the mass distributions of the pendulum and source masses in the
apparatus. The TOS method gives

G(∆Cg +∆Csf(mφ, αp, αs)) = I∆ω2 −∆k, (38)

where αp is the scalar-field parameter of the pendulum, αs is the scalar-field parameter of the source mass, ∆k
represents the possible changes of spring constant for two configurations, the Newtonian gravity contribution is given
by

∆Cg = Cgn − Cgf = − ∂2

∂θ2

∫

n

ρpρs
r

d3rpdr
3
s +

∂2

∂θ2

∫

f

ρpρs
r

d3rpdr
3
s , (39)

the scalar-field contribution is

∆Csf = Csfn − Csff = − ∂2

∂θ2

∫

n

αpαsρpρs
r

e−mφrd3rpdr
3
s +

∂2

∂θ2

∫

f

αpαsρpρs
r

e−mφrd3rpdr
3
s . (40)

Based on the mass distributions of the pendulum and source masses, we can obtain the terms ∆Cg and ∆Csf by the
numerical integration in the laboratory coordinate system (see Appendix B).

The schematic diagram and basic information of the TOS experiment can be found in Ref.[94]. The main parameters
of the TOS experiment are listed in TABLE.II. The material of the pendulum is SiO2. The material of source masses
is SS316 stainless steel that is composed of a 62:18:14:3:2:1 ratio of Fe, Cr, Ni, Mo, Mn and Si numbers. The values
for the dilaton charges in the TOS method are given in Table. I. Using the Eq.(38), the TOS experiment can be used
to probe the possible Yukawa effects mediated by scalar fields. The gravitational constant G can be eliminated by
combining the measurement of AAF method.

In the AAF method, the experiment used two turntables to rotate the torsion pendulum coaxially and source masses
individually (the experimental schematic diagram can be found in Fig. 1 of Ref.[94] and the main parameters of the
AFF experiment are listed in TABLE.II). The pendulum experienced a sinusoidal torque caused by the interactions
of the source masses. A high-gain feedback control system was used to reduce the twist angle of the fiber to about
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zero. The resulting angular acceleration of the pendulum equals the angular acceleration of gravity and scalar-field
force generated by the source masses,

Iι(t) = (τ + τsf) sin(ωst), (41)

where ι(t) is the angular acceleration of the inner turntable and ωs is the signal frequency. Through Fourier transform
and considering the inertia torque in the signal frequency ωs, the corresponding torque is given by τ + τsf = Iι(ωs).
As suggested in the AAF method [99–101], the torque terms τ and τsf can be treated as the gravitational coupling
constants GDg and GDsf(mφ, αp, αs), which are determined by the mass distributions of the pendulum and source
masses in the AAF apparatus. The AAF method gives

G(Dg +Dsf(mφ, αp, αs)) = ι(ωs). (42)

In this equation, the Newtonian term is determined by

Dg =
−8π

I

∞
∑

l=2

1

2l+ 1

l
∑

m=0

mqlmQlm, (43)

where qlm =
∫

ρp(rp)Y
m∗
l (θp, ϕp)r

l
pd

3rp is the Newtonian multipole moments of pendulum, and Qlm =
∫

ρs(rs)×
Y m
l (θs, ϕs)r

−(l+1)
s d3rp is the Newtonian multipole moments of source mass. The scalar-field contribution is given by

using a similar calculation

Dsf(mφ, αp, αs) =
−8π

I

∞
∑

l=2

1

2l + 1

l
∑

m=0

mqsf
lmQsf

lm, (44)

where

qsf
lm = αp

∫

ρp(rp)
(2l+ 1)!!

(mφ)l
il(mφrp)Y

m∗
l (θp, ϕp)d

3rp (45)

is the mass multipole moments of the pendulum induced by the scalar fields, and

Qsf
lm = αs

∫

ρs(rs)
(mφ)

l+l

(2l − 1)!!
kl(mφrs)Y

m
l (θs, ϕs)d

3rs (46)

is the mass multipole moments of source mass induced by the scalar fields. il(mφrp) and kl(mφrs) are the spherical
modified Bessel functions. The terms Dg and Dsf(mφ, αp, αs) were calculated by the numerical integration in the
laboratory coordinate system (see Appendix B). The schematic diagram and main experimental information of the
AAF method can be found in Ref.[94]. The AAF experiment used the pendulums and source masses of the same
materials as the TOS experiment. The values of dilaton charges are the same as those of the TOS method.

The separations between the pendulum and source masses are different for AAF and TOS methods so they are
sensitive to different field masses. From the basic parameters of the experiments in TABLE.II, we can estimate the
effective separations for the two methods. The effective separation can be estimated from the experimental parameters,
which is slightly less than the separation between geometric centers (GCs) of source mass and pendulum or half the
separation between GCs of two source masses, and slightly greater than the separation between GC of source mass and
boundary of pendulum. Therefore, we can obtain the effective separations of the TOS and AFF experiments as about
5−8 cm and 10−20 cm, respectively. It demonstrates that the HUST G-measurement experiments are most sensitive
to the separation ranges of centimeters and decimeters. The ISL experiments are sensitive to the millimeter and
submillimeter ranges. The gravitational-wave interferometers are sensitive to ranges greater than 102 m. Therefore,
for the parameter constraints, the results of G-measurement experiments can complement that of ISL experiments
and gravitational-wave interferometers. Comparing these two measurements, one can obtain a Gvalue-independent
quantity

1 +Dsf/Dg

1 + ∆Csf/∆Cg
=

IAι(ωs)/Dg

(IT∆ω2 −∆k)/∆Cg
=

GAAF

GTOS

, (47)

where IA and IT are the inertial moments of the AAF and TOS pendulums, respectively. In the absence of the
scalar field, this equation recovers the results of experimental G measurements. The terms IAι(ωs)/Dg and (IT∆ω2−
∆k)/∆Cg are equal to the measurements of GAAF and GTOS, respectively. We consider the experiments of the
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FIG. 2. Constraints on the coupling parameters Λγ (upper) and Λe (lower) as a function of the mass of the scalar field mφ.
The colored regions represent the constraints on photon coupling Λγ and electron coupling Λe at the 95% confidence level. The
red region indicates the limited parameter spaces for the coupling parameters by our result in the HUST torsion pendulum
experiments. The blue excluded regions mark the parameter spaces from the first result [45] (MICROSCOPE17) and final
result (MICROSCOPE22) [102] of MICROSCOPE experiment. The green excluded regions are from the Eöt-Wash WEP
test [86, 103]. The gray excluded regions represent the short-range ISL experiments [70–83]. Other colored regions denote
parameter spaces excluded by the previous direct searches in experiments, including GEO600 interferometer (purple) [53],
Savalle et al. (brown) [46], Antypas et al. (cyan) [48], and Aiello et al. (yellow) [104].

AAF-II and TOS-I-Fibre 3 [94], where the G values are GAAF = 6.674375(164)× 10−11 m3kg−1s−2 and GTOS =
6.674269(183)× 10−11 m3kg−1s−2 with two standard deviations. Using the calculated parameters Dsf(mφ, di) and
∆Csf(mφ, di), the coupling coefficients can be limited from the Eq.(47).

Using MRA method, we use the HUST-18 experiment and Eq.(47) to set the constraints on the scalar-field coupling
parameters at a 95% confidence level (We focus on the constraint on the coefficients Λγ and Λe, and other coefficients
can be limited by the same way.). The electron coupling Λe and photon coupling Λγ parameters are constrained as a
function of the scalar field’s mass mφ (For a comparison with the previous results, the relation between the two sets of

coefficients is Λγ = MPl/(
√
4πde) and Λe = MPl/(

√
4πdme

)). The constraints in the mass range 10−9− 10−4 eV from
our analysis are plotted with orange excluded regions in Fig. 2, together with previously published upper limits. Up
to now, the most stringent constraints on the scalar-field coupling parameters with low masses ranges are given by the
MICROSCOPE experiment [45, 102] and Be/Ti torsion pendulum experiment of Eöt-Wash group [86, 103]. The
gravitational-wave detectors (or interferometers) have recently seen a strong surge thanks to their excellent sensitivity
at or beyond quantum limits. The gravitational-wave detectors GEO600, LIGO and Virgo set a strong limit on the
coupling coefficients Λe and Λγ for the masses range of 10−13−10−11 eV [53, 105, 106]. Larger masses of 10−12−10−7

eV were constrained by the interferometer experiments [46, 104]. HUST-18 experiments set new limits on coupling
coefficients at up to Λe = 1 × 1017 GeV and Λγ = 7 × 1017 GeV for mass between 10−9 and 10−4 eV. Compared
with the current limits in the mass range 10−9 − 10−7 eV from the interferometers, HUST-18 constraints improve by
more four orders of the magnitude. Different from Eöt-Wash EP experiments and MICROSCOPE experiment, our
results are more competitive for the scalar field masses larger than a few 10−6eV.
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III.2. Constraints from Inverse-Square Law test experiments

Here we consider the constraints on the scalar field parameter space from the short-range ISL experiments in
laboratory. HUST-20 ISL test experiment was the torsion balance experiments that tested Newton ISL in the ranges
of submillimeter. In this ISL test experiment, we analyzed fluctuations of the torque at a modulating signal frequency
of HUST-20 torsion pendulum experiment, and the schematic drawing of the experimental setup is shown in Fig.1
of Ref.[107]. The experiment adopted the dual-modulation method and dual-compensation technology. The dual-
modulation method was used to separate the signal and disturbance frequencies, and to reduce the torque noise.
The attractor was eightfold azimuth symmetrically distributed and rotated around a horizontal axis with the driving
frequency ωd = 1.634 mrad/s. The signal frequency was set at 8ωd, which effectively separates the disturbances of
the fundamental frequency. By adding corresponding compensation masses on both the pendulum and attractor, the
dual-compensation design can realize a null experiment for the Newtonian torque at 8ωd. Considering the exponential
force, this design does not suppress the changes in the Yukawa-like torque. Thus, the torque induced by scalar field
can be detected with the signal frequency 8ωd in the most sensitive direction of the torsion balance. More details
about the experimental setup can be in the Refs.[79, 107]. From the interaction of Eq.(5), the equation of motion for
the closed-loop torsion pendulum is given by

Iθ̈ + k(1 + i/Q)θ − keθ = τ + τsf − βU, (48)

where τsf(mφ, da) represents the torque signal of scalar fields that is given by

τsf(mφ, da) =
∂

∂θ

∫

Gρiρj
r

αAαBe
−mφrd3rid

3rj , (49)

I is the inertial moment of the pendulum, k is the spring constant, Q is the quality factor, ke is the negative spring
constant induced by the electrostatic interaction, τ represents torque in the Newtonian gravity frame, β is the ratio
of the control torque to feedback voltage U . The systematic uncertainty and errors can be found in the Ref.[107].

The experiments were performed at four separations, including 210, 230, 295, and 1095 µm. The residual Newtonian
torques are not more than 1.5× 10−17 Nm for these four measurements, which are considered in all experiments. The
measured data can be split into four data subsets. For constraining the coupling parameters of the scalar fields, the
maximum likelihood estimate method was used. The likelihood function is

P (τsf, τm, da,mφ) =
∏

i

1√
2πσi

e−[(τmi−τsfi)
2/2σ2

i ], (50)

where i denotes the different separation experiments, τm is the in-phase component of the measured torques, σi is the
total error of τm and τsf, and τsf(mφ, da) is the possible scalar-field torque at 8ωd, which is calculated by numerical
integration from the geometric parameters (see Appendix C). The experiments were performed with the tungsten test
mass and attractor. We have the parameter αW for the scalar-field torque (as shown in Table I). Combining four
data subsets, we use the likelihood function (50) to set the constraints on the coupling parameters as a function of
the mass of the field mφ. For the limits on the coupling parameters with 95% confidence level, the likelihood function
is characterized by (1/C)

∫

P (τsf, τm, da,mφ)dda = 95%, where C is the normalization coefficient.
Using the MRA method, we use the HUST-20 ISL test experiment to set the constraints on the electron coupling

Λe and photon coupling Λγ parameters as a function of the scalar field’s mass mφ. Our limits from the HUST-20 ISL
test experiment are plotted with red lines in Fig.2. HUST-18 experiments set the limits on coupling parameters at
up to Λe = 3× 1016 GeV and Λγ = 5× 1017 GeV for mass ranges between 10−5 and 10−1 eV. These results represent
an important contribution to a largely unexplored region of the scalar field parameter space. The short-range ISL
experiments in laboratories are sensitive to the mass range parameter spaces. The tests of gravitational ISL have
been performed by University of Washington, Stanford, IUPUI, HUST, Colorado, Irvine, Yale among others, and
many remarkable results have been reported these groups [70–83], which can translate into the constraints on the
scalar field parameter spaces. In fig.2, the gray excluded regions present the constrains from these short-range ISL
experiments. For example, Hoyle et al. high-precision tested the gravitational ISL at submillimeter ranges[70]. A
rough analysis demonstrates that this ISL experiment can set strong limits on the scalar field parameter spaces and
extend the limits slightly at the lighter mass region. Lee et al. reported a highly accurate test of the gravitational ISL
at separations down to 52 µm [73]. A rough analysis demonstrates that this experiment can set stringent constraints
on the scalar field parameter spaces and extend the limits slightly at the higher mass region. Other short-range ISL
experiments also can set strong excluded regions on the corresponding mass ranges. All these experimental bounds
complement each other and represent an important torsion-balance experiment contribution to the possible searches
of the long-range Yulawa forces mediated by scalar fields.
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FIG. 3. The nonMRA constraints on the photon coupling parameters |Λγ | as a function of the mass of the scalar field mφ. The
black line represents the limits from the combination of HUST-18 and HUST-20 experiments.
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FIG. 4. The nonMRA constraints on the electron coupling parameters |Λe| as a function of the mass of the scalar field mφ.

The MRA method obtains an idealistic estimate since it assumes that the experiment is sensitive to only one
coupling parameter. By using multiple sets of data with different combinations of the coupling coefficients, we can set
the constraints on the individual coefficients without the assumption that the values of other parameters are zero. In
the mass ranges 5×10−6−2×10−4 eV, HUST-18 and HUST-20 experiments are sensitive to the different combinations
of the coupling coefficients,

∆G18 = αsαp∆Gsf(mφ) =
M2

Pl

4π

(

1.5× 10−3

Λλ
+

2.8× 10−3

Λe

)(

2.6× 10−3

Λλ
+

2.6× 10−3

Λe

)

∆Gsf(mφ), (51)

τ20 = αWαW τsf(mφ) =
M2

Pl

4π

(

4.2× 10−3

Λλ
+

2.2× 10−3

Λe

)(

4.2× 10−3

Λλ
+

2.2× 10−3

Λe

)

τsf(mφ), (52)

where the ∆Gsf(mφ) and τsf(mφ) are the numerical results of scalar-field effects in the HUST-18 and HUST-20
experiments, respectively. By using two sets of HUST-18 and HUST-20 data, one can obtain the solutions (Λγ ,Λe)
for each value of mφ. Considering the max one of absolute values (|Λγ |, |Λe|), we can set final exclusion limits on the
|Λγ | and |Λe| at 95% confidence level, which does not rely on MRA method. Figures 3 and 4 present the excluded
regions for the photon coupling parameter Λγ and electron coupling parameter Λe, respectively. Although these limits
have less sensitivity than those gained by the MRA method, the results do not depend on the MRA assumption.
Better limits can be achieved by combining more G-measurement or ISL test experiments with different materials.

It is interesting to search in a mass range with multiple gravity experiments. The combination of multiple sets
of data can be used to constrain the coupling parameters without the MRA assumption. By reducing electrostatic
force, further improvements could be made in the HUST gravitational ISL experiment. The ISL test experiments
with different materials also can be performed to provide a new data set for constraining coupling parameters. And
more G-measurement experiments will be considered using Eq.(19) in future work. Combining multiple short-range
gravity experiments, we can obtain more stringent constraints on the coupling parameters in a larger mass range.
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FIG. 5. The constraints on the coupling parameter spaces (Dm̂, De,mφ) of the MICROSCOPE final result. The Blue, green,
yellow and red colors represent the allowed regions for the scalar field masses of 7× 10−13 eV, 5× 10−13 eV, 1× 10−13 eV and
1× 10−14 eV, respectively.

III.3. Constraints from equivalence principle experiments

Considering the measurements of the weak equivalence principle, the constraints on the Eötvös parameter can be
directly translated into the bounds on the coupling parameter spaces (Dm̂, De,mφ) or (da,mφ). Currently, the most
accurate measurement is given by the final result of the MICROSCOPE mission [102] η = (−1.5 ± 5.5) × 10−15

at a 2σ confidence level, which can provide stronger constraints than previous results on the the coupling parameter
spaces. From Eq.(34), the final result of the MICROSCOPE mission can be expressed as

η(Pt,Ti) = [Dm̂ (Q∗
m̂(Pt)−Q∗

m̂(Ti)) +De (Q
∗
e(Pt)−Q∗

e(Ti))] I
(n)
eff (mφ, RE) (53)

where the dilaton charges are given by Table.I. After giving the mass of a scalar field, it is convenient to obtain the
parameter spaces (Dm̂, De,mφ). Figure. 5 show the allowed (Dm̂, De,mφ) parameter space of the MICROSCOPE
final result. MICROSCOPE is sensitive to masses in the ranges mφ . 1 × 10−13 eV, and it loses some sensitivity
for larger masses ranges.

In addition, by using the MRA method, one can set the constraints on the individual coupling coefficients. Focusing
on the photon and electron couplings, one translates the constraints on the parameter η into bounds on the coupling
parameters Λγ and Λe. From Eq.(36), the final measurement of MICROSCOPE leads to the constraint on the
parameter Λa as

Λa = MPl

√

∆QaQa,EI
(n)
eff (mφRE)

4πη(Pt,Ti)
. (54)

In Fig.2, the blue regions represent the excluded parameter spaces on the coupling parameters Λγ and Λe from
the MICROSCOPE results. The blue dashed lines and solid lines are the parameter constraints through the first
result (MICROSCOPE17) and final result (MICROSCOPE22) of the MICROSCOPE mission, respectively. The
MICROSCOPE22 results set the constraints on coupling parameters at up to Λγ = 7× 1022 GeV and Λe = 4× 1021

GeV for the mass ranges mφ . 10−13 eV. It allows to exclude corresponding regions above |de| = 4 × 10−5 and
|dme

| = 8 × 10−4 for the mass ranges mφ . 10−13 eV. Considering WEP test instrument 1 m above the ground and
n-layers Earth model, the Eöt-Wash WEP test can be used to set stringent bounds on parameter spaces below the
mass ranges 10−7 eV [86, 103].

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have presented the searches for long-range Yukawa forces mediated by light scalar fields with three
types of gravity experiments: the big-G measurement experiments, Newton ISL test experiments, and equivalence
principle test experiments. By analyzing several existing gravity experiments using the MRA method, we have set
the experimental excluded regions for the scalar field coupling to the standard model particles within large mass
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ranges. In the G-measurement experiments, we proposed a method to constrain the scalar field by utilizing two or
multiple G-measurement experiments. With the two G-value measurements of HUST-18 G-measurement torsion-
balance experiments, we have placed the bounds on the coupling parameters at up to Λγ = 7 × 1017 GeV and
Λe = 1 × 1017 GeV in the mass range 10−9 − 10−4 eV. This result demonstrates a successful application of G-
measurement gravity experiments to bound the coupling parameters of the scalar fields. In the ISL experiments,
we studied the scalar-field influences in the orbital motions of planets or satellites, and the short-range ISL test
experiments. From the HUST-20 ISL test torsion-balance experiment, we have obtained limits on the photon coupling
and electron coupling at up to Λγ = 5× 1017 GeV and Λe = 3× 1016 GeV in the mass ranges 10−5 − 10−1 eV. These
results represent an experimental contribution to an unexplored mass region of the parameter space of light scalar
fields. In the equivalence principle experiments, a n-layers Earth model is developed to be used to set limits on the
parameter space from the measurements of Eötvös parameter. By analyzing the final result of MICROSCOPE
mission, we have updated the constraints on the coupling parameters at up to Λγ = 7× 1022 GeV and Λe = 4× 1021

GeV for mass ranges mφ . 10−13 eV, which updates the previous result of MICROSCOPE mission. Furthermore,
combining the HUST-18 and HUST-20 results, we also presented the non-MRA constraints on the photon coupling
and electron coupling parameters, which are not based on maximum reach analysis. At present, the G-measurement
experiments and ISL experiments are still ongoing in many groups, which may provide multiple sets of data. This
may not only improve the non-MRA constraints on Λγ and Λe, but also constrain multiple coefficients simultaneously
without the assumption other coefficients are suppressed.

The existence of a light scalar field provides a possible source for the violation of the weak equivalence principle or
dark matter. The long-range interactions medicated by the light scalar fields have been constrained by various exper-
iments and it is still important to diversify experimental efforts. The addition of G-measurement gravity experiments
to this field is valuable. The combined analysis of gravity experiments, such as G-measurement experiments, ISL test
experiments, or equivalence principle test experiments, may provide indispensable complementary information for
the scalar long-range forces. In the future, the improved limits on the scalar-field parameter space may be achieved
by improving the precision of the torsion pendulum experiments through reducing electrostatic force or using new
processing techniques, or by conducting the experiments with different materials of source masses since it can provide
different sensitivities to the coupling parameters.
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Appendix A: The effect of the scalar-field force on the orbit motion

We consider the Yukawa force induced by the light scalar fields as a perturbation to the orbit motion. The
unperturbed Kepler orbit is given by r = a(1− e2)/(1 + e cos f), where a is the semimajor axis, e is the eccentricity,
f is the true anomaly. To calculate the change of Kepler orbit, the disturbing acceleration is decomposed by the
projections of radial A, along-track B and cross-track directions C. By using the standard method of the Gauss
perturbation equations, the changes of Kepler parameters can be expressed in terms of the projections A, B and C.
The Gauss equations are expressed as [108]

da

dt
=

2

n
√
1− e2

[

e cos fA+
(p

r

)

B
]

(A1)

de

dt
=

√
1− e2

na

[

sin fA+

[

cos f +
1

e

(

a− r

a

)]

B
]

(A2)

di

dt
=

1

na
√
1− e2

r

a
cos (ω + f)C, (A3)

dΩ

dt
=

1

na sin i
√
1− e2

r

a
sin(ω + f)C (A4)
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dω

dt
=

√
1− e2

nae

[

− cos fA+

(

1 +
r

p

)

sin fB
]

− cos i
dΩ

dt
(A5)

dM

dt
= n− 2r

na2
−
√

1− e2
(

dω

dt
+ cos i

dΩ

dt

)

(A6)

where other Kepler parameters are given by the orbital inclination i, longitude of the ascending node Ω, argument
of perigee ω, mean anomaly M , orbit semi-latus rectum p = a(1 − e2) and Keplerian mean motion n =

√

GMS/a3.
The orbital evolutions can be derived from the above Gauss equations. From the disturbing acceleration (20), the
disturbing force has only the radial component A affecting in-plane orbital motions. Thus, the orbital inclination i
and the longitude of the ascending node Ω are not affected by the disturbing force. Generally, the actual observables
and measurements are from the long-term variations of the Kepler orbit parameter. By averaging the above Gauss
equations over an orbital evolution, the secular variations of Keplerian parameters can be obtained.

Appendix B: The calculation on scalar-field parameters for the HUST-18 torsion-pendulum experiment

In the TOS and AAF experiment, the source masses are the spherical stainless steel bodies, which can be treated
as uniform-density spherically symmetric bodies. For a uniform-density spherically symmetric body A with the mass
MA and radius RA, the integration from the Yukawa potential mediated by the scalar fields leads to [109]

Usf,A(x ) = αAI (mφRA)
GMA

r
e−mφr (B1)

with

I(x) = 3
x coshx− sinhx

x3
. (B2)

In order to calculate the terms ∆Cg and ∆Csf(mφ, αs, αp), we defines the laboratory coordinate system (X,Y, Z)
with the origin O at the center-of-mass (CM) of the pendulum system. The X axis points from the CM of source mass
no.2 to CM of no.4. The Z axis points along the torsion fiber, and Y axis is defined by the right-handed relation. The
pendulum’s attitude is described by the angles θX and θY about X axis and Y axis in the counterclockwise direction.
The more detailed information can be found in the Ref. [97]. In the laboratory coordinate system (X,Y, Z), the
Newtonian coupling coefficient Cg is given by

Cg = −M

∫

N(x, y, z,X2, Y2, Z2, ρp, θ)|θ=0dxdydz (B3)

with

N(x, y, z,X2, Y2, Z2, ρp, θ) =
∂2

∂2θ

[

ρp
√

(x−X2)2 + (y − Y2)2 + (z − Z2)2

]

, (B4)

and the coupling coefficient Csf(mφ, αs, αp) is similarly expressed as

Csf(mφ, αs, αp) = −αsMI(mφR)

∫

M(x, y, z,X2, Y2, Z2, ρp, θ,mφ, αp)|θ=0dxdydz (B5)

with

M(x, y, z,X2, Y2, Z2, ρp, θ,mφ, αp) =
∂2

∂2θ

[

αpρpe
−mφ

√
(x−X2)2+(y−Y2)2+(z−Z2)2

√

(x−X2)2 + (y − Y2)2 + (z − Z2)2

]

, (B6)

where M is the mass of sphere 2, (X2, Y2, Z2) is the coordinate of the center of source mass, (x, y, z) is coordinate of
point mass of pendulum.

For the convenience of calculation, we introduce the pendulum coordinate system (X0, Y0, Z0). Its origin O0 is at the
geometric center (GC) of the pendulum and the coordinate of O0 at the laboratory coordinate system is δX, δY, δZ.
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TABLE II. The main experimental parameters of the TOS experiment and AAF experiment [94].

Experimental parameters TOS values AAF values
Pendulum:

Length 91.0 mm 91.1 mm
Width 11.1 mm 4.0 mm
Height 30.7 mm 49.9 mm
Mass 68.1 g 40.0 g

Source Masses:
Mass of sphere no.2 778.2 g
Mass of sphere no.4 778.0 g
Diameter of sphere no.2 57.2 mm
Diameter of sphere no.4 57.2 mm
Horizontal distance of GCs 2-4 157.2 mm
Mass of sphere no.7 8543.6 g
Mass of sphere no.9 8541.4 g
Mass of sphere no.10 8540.5 g
Mass of sphere no.12 8541.7 g
Diameter of sphere no.7 127.0 mm
Diameter of sphere no.9 127.0 mm
Diameter of sphere no.10 127.0 mm
Diameter of sphere no.12 127.0 mm
Horizontal distance of GCs 7-9 342.3 mm
Horizontal distance of GCs 10-12 342.3 mm
Vertical distance of GCs 7-9 139.8 mm
Vertical distance of GCs 10-12 139.8 mm

Relative positions in the TOS experiment:
Centric height of pendulum 46.7 mm
Centric height of sphere no.2 46.7 mm
Centric height of sphere no.4 46.7 mm
Position of fiber in X axis 19 µm
Position of fiber in Y axis 11 µm

The X0 axis is along the pendulum-length direction and the Z0 points up along the height direction of the pendulum.
The Y0 axis is defined by the right-handed relationship. When the pendulum is rotated about the torsion fiber by an
angle θ, the coordinate transformation between two coordinate systems is given by





X0

Y0

Z0



 = R





X − δX
Y − δY
Z − δZ



 , (B7)

where the transformation matrix is

R =





cosβ cos θ cosβ sin θ − sinβ
sinα sinβ cos θ − cosα sin θ sinα sinβ sin θ + cosα cos θ sinα cosβ
cosα sinβ cos θ + sinα sin θ cosα sinβ sin θ − sinα cos θ cosα cosβ



 . (B8)

Then, we can transformN(x, y, z, ρp, θ) and M(x, y, z, ρp, θ,mφ, αp) into N(x0, y0, z0, ρp, θ) and M(x0, y0, z0, ρp, θ,mφ, αp)
by using the transformation matrix R. The Newtonian coupling coefficient Cg can be calculated by

Cg = −M

∫ L/2

−L/2

dx0

∫ W/2

−W/2

dy0

∫ H/2

−H/2

dz0N(x0, y0, z0, ρp, θ)|θ=0 ·
∣

∣

∣

∣

∂(X,Y, Z)

∂(X0, Y0, Z0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (B9)

where L, W , and H represent the length, width, and height of the pendulum, respectively. Similarly, the coupling
parameter Csf becomes

Csf = −αsMI(mφR)

∫ L/2

−L/2

dx0

∫ W/2

−W/2

dy0

∫ H/2

−H/2

dz0M(x0, y0, z0, ρp, θ,mφ, αp)|θ=0 ·
∣

∣

∣

∣

∂(X,Y, Z)

∂(X0, Y0, Z0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (B10)

Finally, the Newtonian term ∆Cg is given by ∆Cg =
∑

i (Cgn,i − Cgf,i), where the sum is over all the parts of
the pendulum system. And scalar field term ∆Csf is also given by ∆Csf =

∑

i (Csfn,i − Csff,i). All the parameters
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TABLE III. The main experimental parameters of the HUST-20 experiment [107].

Experimental parameters HUST-20 values
I-shaped Pendulum:

Tungsten test masses 14.6 × 0.2× 12.0 mm3

Compensation masses 14.6 × 0.3× 12.0 mm3

Attractor:
Tungsten source masses 17.6 × 0.2× 11.4 mm3

Compensation masses 17.6 × 0.2× 11.4 mm3
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FIG. 6. The calculated scalar-field torque for the separation 210 µm. The parameter αW is assumed to be 1.

are obtained by the numerical integration over all parts of the pendulum system. The main parameters are given in
Table. II. The Newtonian coefficient ∆Cg/I of the TOS-I-Fiber 3 is obtained 24911.71(22) kg·m−3 [94].

In the AAF experiments, the signal frequency ωs is at 2ωd with ωd the constant difference between the angular
velocities of the two turntables. Letting m = 2, the Newtonian term becomes

Dg =
−16π

I

∞
∑

l=2

1

2l+ 1
mqlmQlm, (B11)

and scalar field term is

Dsf(mφ, αp, αs) =
−16π

I

∞
∑

l=2

1

2l+ 1
mqsf

lmQsf
lm. (B12)

In order to calculate Eqs.(B11) and (B12), we use the same method as the TOS method. The integral functions
should also be calculated in the pendulum coordinate system. Since the twist angle of the AAF fiber is about zero in
the AAF experiment, the transformation matrix between the laboratory and pendulum coordinate systems is

R =





cosβ 0 − sinβ
sinα sinβ cosα sinα cosβ
cosα sinβ − sinα cosα cosβ



 . (B13)

Using this transformation matrix, the terms Dg, Dsf(mφ, αp, αs) and the corresponding uncertainties can be given by
the numerical integration over all parts of the pendulum system. The main parameters of the AAF experiment are
listed in Table. II. The Newtonian coefficient of the AAF-III is obtained as 6926.334(75) kg·m−3 [94].

Appendix C: The calculation on scalar-field parameters for the HUST-20 torsion-pendulum experiment

The schematic drawing of the experimental setup (HUST-20) is shown in Fig.1 of Ref. [107]. The main experimental
parameters are listed in Table. III, more detailed information can be found in Ref. [107]. The 8ωd measured torque at
210, 230, 295, and 1095 µm can be split into four data subsets, (a), (b), (c), and (d). For these four subsets, the mean
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values of the quadrature component and in-phase component are: (a) (-0.6,0.5)×10−17 Nm, (b) (-0.8,-0.6)×10−17

Nm, (c) (0.2,-0.5)×10−17 Nm, (d) (-0.6,-0.8)×10−17 Nm. Using the experimental parameters, the torques induced by
the scalar fields are obtained by the numerical integration

τsf(mφ, da, ϕn) =

∫

Vi

∫

Vj

∂

∂θ

(

Gρiρj
r

αiαje
−mφr

)

dxidyidzidxjdyjdzj|θ=0, (C1)

where ϕn is the rotation angle, and the integration is performed for all the parts of pendulum system. To calculate
this torque, we calculate the integral function in the pendulum coordinate system. The different coordinate systems
and the corresponding transformation matrix are similar to those in the Appendix.B. For a rotation angle ϕn, the
scalar field torque at 8ωs mainly comes from the component of sine

τsf(8ωs) =
2

N

∑

n

τsf(ϕn) sin(8ϕn). (C2)

where ϕn = 2πn/N , n = 0, 1, 2...N − 1, and the component of cosine is given by a substitution from sin(8ϕn) to
cos(8ϕn). Thus, the likelihood function is used to set constraints on the coupling coefficients. Assuming the parameter
αW = 1, for the experiment at separation 210 µm, Fig.6 shows the calculated scalar-field torques as a function of the
field mass mφ.
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