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Axion-like particles (ALPs) may undergo mixing with photons in the presence of astrophysical magnetic
fields, leading to alterations in the observed high energy y-ray spectra. In this study, we investigate the ALP-
photon oscillation effect using the spectra of the blazar Mrk 421 over 15 observation periods measured by Major
Atmospheric Gamma Imaging Cherenkov Telescopes (MAGIC) and Fermi Large Area Telescope (Fermi-LAT).
Compared with previous studies, we generate mock data under the ALP hypothesis and employ the CL method
to set constraints on the ALP parameters. This method is widely utilized in high energy experiments and
avoids the exclusion of specific parameter regions where distinguishing between the null and ALP hypotheses
is challenging. We find that the ALP-photon coupling g, is constrained to be smaller than ~ 2 x 107! GeV™!
for ALP masses ranging from 10~ eV to 1077 eV at the 95% confidence level. We also present the constraints
derived from the TS distribution under the null hypothesis, which is commonly utilized in previous astrophysical
ALP studies. Our results reveal that the combined constraints of all the periods obtained from both methods
are consistent. However, the CL; method remains effective in cases where the latter method fails to provide

constraints for specific observation periods.

I. INTRODUCTION

Axions are light pseudo scalar particles predicated by
the Peccei-Quinn mechanism, which can elegantly solve the
strong CP problem in the quantum chromodynamics [1-4].
More generally, various extensions of the standard model,
including string theory [5-7], predict the so-called axion-
like particles (ALPs), which are also light pseudo scalars but
do not necessarily solve the strong CP problem. The mass
and coupling of the quantum chromodynamics axion are re-
lated, but they are not necessarily related for ALPs [8]. This
means that ALPs have a broader parameter space and rich phe-
nomenology to be explored.

The interactions between the ALP and standard model par-
ticles are known to be very weak. One prominent interac-
tion is the vertex between one ALP and two photons, which
could lead to ALP-photon conversion in the presence of ex-
ternal magnetic or electric fields [9]. Experimental searches
for ALP typically fall into several categories, including light-
shining-through-the-wall experiments (such as ALPS [10]),
solar ALP helioscopes (such as CAST [11]), underground de-
tectors (such as CDEX [12] and XENONIT [13]), and halo-
scopes (for the ALP dark matter, such as ADMX [14]).

The oscillation between the ALP and photons can exert an
influence on the photon spectra of astrophysical sources and
has garnered significant research interest [15-40]. As pho-
tons propagate, they encounter a series of magnetic field envi-
ronments along the line of sight, leading to continuous ALP-
photon oscillation. The oscillation depends on the energy of
the photons and leads to irregularities in the observed spec-
trum. For extragalactic sources, emitted photons may convert
to ALPs efficiently in the ambient magnetic field of the source,
then travel unimpeded in interstellar space, and finally ALPs
can convert back to photons in the Galactic magnetic field.
This process reduces the absorption effect of the high-energy
photons from extragalactic sources induced by the extragalac-

tic background light (EBL). With the advancements in high-
energy astrophysical experiments, such as Fermi-LAT [41],
MAGIC [42], HAWC [43], Argo-YBJ [44], and LHAASO
[45], precise y-ray spectra of many extragalactic sources have
been measured. These observations provide an opportunity to
investigate the effects of ALP-photon oscillation.

Blazars are a type of active galactic nucleus that contains a
supermassive black hole surrounded by an accretion disk and
emits two jets perpendicular to the disk. Blazars have emerged
as particularly promising targets for investigating the ALP-
photon oscillation effect due to their brightness and dominant
presence in extragalactic y-ray emissions. Numerous studies
have been performed to set constraints on the ALP parameter
space in the literature [19-23, 25, 26, 30-32, 35-37].

In order to set constraints on the ALP parameters, one can
define the test statistic (TS) as the logarithmic ratio of the best-
fit likelihoods under the null hypothesis without ALP and the
alternative hypothesis with ALP. However, due to the nonlin-
ear relation between the ALP parameters and the modifica-
tions of the photon spectra, the commonly used Wilks’ theo-
rem [46] is not appropriately applied here [27]. Consequently,
the TS values would not follow the ordinary y? distribution.
Therefore, Monte Carlo simulations are necessary to obtain
the realistic TS distribution. In principle, the mock data is
required to be generated for each parameter point under the
alternative hypothesis [22, 38, 47]. However, for the sake of
saving time, many studies do not directly perform simulations
for the alternative hypothesis, and instead adopt the TS dis-
tribution under the null hypothesis in the statistical analysis
(referred to as the simplified method hereafter) [27, 33, 35—
37, 40, 48].

Note that when the signal is not sufficiently significant, the
TS distributions of the alternative and null hypotheses are not
well separated. This can lead to overly optimistic limits when
the data fluctuates from the prediction of the null hypothe-
sis. In order to address this issue, we simulate the mock data



for each ALP parameter point under the alternative hypothe-
sis and utilize the CLs method [49? , 50], which is widely
employed in high energy experiments, in the statistical anal-
ysis. This method avoids the exclusion of certain parameter
regions where distinguishing between the alternative and null
hypotheses is challenging., thus providing more conservative
constraints. For comparison, we also present the constraints
obtained from the simplified method.

In this study, we analyze the very high energy y-ray spectra
of Mrk 421 observed by MAGIC and Fermi-LAT during 2013
and 2014, which include a total of 15 observation periods [51].
Mrk 421 is the brightest extragalactic source with a redshift of
z = 0.031 and is classified as a high-frequency-peaked BL Lac
object. Due to its flaring nature, each of the 15 observation
periods can be treated as independent data sets, enabling us to
analyze them separately. Furthermore, combining the results
from these periods generally yield a more stringent constraint
on the ALP parameters.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we give a
brief introduction to the ALP-photon oscillation effect and the
astrophysical magnetic fields considered in the line of sight.
In Sec. III, we show the methods about the spectrum fitting
and statistical analysis on the ALP parameters . Next, in Sec.
IV, we give constraints on the ALP parameter plane. Lastly,
we give a summary in Sec. V.

II. ALP-PHOTON OSCILLATION IN THE MAGNETIC
FIELD

A. ALP-photon oscillation

The Lagrangian describing the interaction between the ALP
and photons is
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where g, denotes the coupling parameter, I denotes the elec-
tromagnetic field-strength tensor, a denotes the ALP field, E
represents the electric field, and B represents the magnetic
field. The ALP-photon conversion would occur in the pres-
ence of an external magnetic field. In order to describe the
propagating system along the direction of x3 = x; X x, we
utilize a state vector denoted as ¥ = (A, A,, a)”, where A;
and A, represent the two linear photon polarization amplitudes
along x; and x,, respectively.

The polarization state of the ALP-photon system can be
characterized by the density matrix p = ¥Y®%¥'. When the sys-
tem traverses through a homogeneous magnetic field, p obeys
the von Neumann-like commutator equation [15, 52]:
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where M is the mixing matrix including the interactions be-
tween photons and external magnetic field. If the transverse
magnetic field B, aligns with the direction x,, M can be writ-
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with A, = Apl+2AQED7 A” = Apl+7/2AQED’ A, = —mfl/(ZE),
and A,, = g4yB;/2. The diagonal element A, = —w,;/(2E)
describes the photon propagation effect in the plasma with
the typical frequency wp. Agep = @E/(457)(B./B.,)* is the
QED vacuum polarization term with « being the fine structure
constant and B, = mg /le|] being the critical magnetic field.
The off-diagonal element A,y = g4, B,/2 represents the ALP-
photon mixing effect.

The solution to Eq. 2 can be expressed as p(x3) =
T(x3)p(0)‘7“(x3)T, where p( represents the initial state of the
ALP-photon system, and 7 (x3) is the transfer matrix that de-
pends on the mixing matrix and the actual angle between B
and x;.

High energy photons emitted from extragalactic sources
traverse a series of astrophysical magnetic fields before reach-
ing the Earth. The entire path can be divided into many pieces,
with the magnetic field in each piece considered to be con-
stant. The survival probability of the photon is written as
[9, 18]:

Py, = Tr((p11 + p22) T (x3)p(O)T ' (x3)). @)

where 7 (x3) = H Ti(x3) is the total transferring matrix, and

T i(x3) is derived from the i-th piece along the path. As the
polarization of very high energy y-rays cannot be measured,
the y-ray photons emitted from the source are assumed to be
unpolarized and p(0) is taken to be diag(1/2, 1/2,0) here.

B. Astrophysical environments

In this study, we focus on analyzing the y-ray photons orig-
inating from the BL Lac type object Mrk 421. These photons
traverse various astrophysical environments before reaching
the Earth, including the broad line region, blazar jet, host
galaxy, galaxy cluster, extragalactic space, and Milky Way.
Our analysis specifically considers the ALP-photon oscilla-
tion effect in the blazar and the Milky Way. The previous re-
search has suggested that internal y-ray absorption and ALP-
photon oscillation within the broad line region can be disre-
garded for BL Lac type objects [24]. Although BL Lac ob-
jects are situated in elliptical galaxies with magnetic fields on
the order of ~ uG, the impact of ALP-photon oscillation can
still be neglected [25]. Additionally, there is no evidence to
suggest that Mrk 421 is located in a rich galaxy cluster with
a significant inter-cluster magnetic field, so we do not con-
sider the ALP-photon oscillation effect in this system. Finally,
as the magnetic field in the extragalactic space is not well-
determined and has only an upper limit on the order of 10~°
G [53-55], the ALP-photon oscillation effect in this region is
not taken into account in this study.

Below, we briefly describe the magnetic fields in the blazar
jet and Milky Way, and the EBL effect in the extragalactic



space. The jet magnetic field of the BL Lac object includes
both poloidal and toroidal components. At larger distances
from the central black hole, the toroidal component domi-
nates [56, 57], while the poloidal component can be safely
neglected. The distribution of the toroidal magnetic field and
electron density in the co-moving frame can be written as [56—
58]:

-1
Bje‘(r)zB’;t( ’ ) , )
I'VHE
. [ . " r 72
) =nJg( ) , ©)
I'VHE

where ryyg represents the distance between the photon emis-
sion site and central black hole, and B);' and 1, are the mag-
netic field and electron density at the emission site, respec-
tively. For Mrk 421, we set B)' = 0.1 G, n;" = 3000 cm™3,
and rygg = 10'7 cm [44, 59]. We conservatively assume that
there is no magnetic field beyond the maximum radius of the
jet magnetic field with r,.x = lkpc. The relation between
photon energies in the laboratory frame E; and the co-moving
frame E; is given by E; = E;/6p, where dp is the Doppler
factor and is set to be 25 for Mrk 421.

After leaving the extragalactic source, the high energy pho-
tons interact with the EBL photons through the pair produc-
tion, y + yggL — e + e7, resulting in a reduction of the ob-
served flux at high energies. If only the EBL absorption effect
is considered, the survival probability of the photon after prop-
agation is given by P,, = e~7, where 7, is the optical depth.
In this study, we adopt the EBL model provided in Ref. [60].
The ALP-photon oscillation would reduce this EBL absorp-
tion effect and affect the final photon spectra.

The magnetic field in the Milky Way is composed of a reg-
ular component and a small turbulent component. Because of
the small coherence length, the turbulent component can be
safely ignored in this study. Therefore, only the regular com-
ponent is considered here. The model for this component used
in this study is taken from Ref. [61].

The photon spectrum observed on the Earth is given by
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where P,, is the survival probability of photons including the
EBL absorption effect and ALP-photon oscillation in propa-
gation, and d®y, /dE is the intrinsic spectrum of the source.
The final transfer matrix 7 in Eq. 4 is expressed as 7 =
TmwTeBLT jet» Where Tvw, TEBL, and T are the transfer
functions in the Milky Way magnetic field, EBL, and blazar
jet magnetic field, respectively. In this study, we use the pack-
age gammaALPs [62] to calculate P,,.

III. METHOD

In this section, we describe the procedure for fitting the
spectrum and the statistical method used to derive constraints

on the ALP parameters. We utilize the very high energy -
ray spectra of Mrk 421 observed by MAGIC and Fermi-LAT,
which include a total of 15 observation periods [51].

A. Spectrum fitting

For the intrinsic blazar spectra, we consider four commonly
used forms: power law with exponential cut-off (EPWL),
power law with sub/super-exponential cut-off (SEPWL), log
parabola (LP), and log parabola with exponential cut-off
(ELP). These spectra contain three or four free parameters.
The corresponding expressions are given as follows:

e EPWL: Fo(E/Ey) e E/E:
o SEPWL: Fy(E/Eq) T eE/E)

o LP: Fy(E/Ey) " -Plos(E/Eo)

e ELP: Fy(E/Ey) " P108(E/Eo) p=E/Ec

where Fo, I, E., b, and d are free parameters, and E| is taken
to be 200 GeV. For each period, we perform fits with the four
intrinsic spectrum forms and choose the spectrum form using
the Akaike information criterion [64].

Taking into account the energy resolution of experiments,
the expected flux in an energy bin between E;| and E is given
by
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where E’ and E are the true energy and reconstruction en-
ergy of the photon, and S(E’, E) denotes the energy smearing
Gaussian function. The energy resolutions of MAGIC and
Fermi-LAT are adopted as 16% [42] and 15% [63], respec-
tively.

We consider the y?-function in the fitting for the observa-
tions of MAGIC and Fermi-LAT following Ref. [51]. In this
reference, the MAGIC collaboration analyzed the Fermi-LAT
results in the same operation periods and acquired the Fermi-
LAT data in the form of spectral bowties rather than individ-
ual data points. In this case, the y? in the fitting procedure
is predominantly influenced by the MAGIC data. The corre-
sponding y? is constructed as
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where N represents the number of energy bins in MAGIC ob-
servations, i denotes the i-th energy bin in MAGIC observa-
tions, and the subscript LAT stands for the Fermi-LAT ob-
servation at the decorrelation energy of the Fermi-LAT spec-
trum. %, %lobs’ and ¢ stand for the predicted value, ob-

served value, and experimental uncertainty of the photon flux,



respectively. I, ['Lar, and Al'par are the predicted value,
observed value, and experimental uncertainty of the spectral
index at the decorrelation energy for the Fermi-LAT observa-
tion, respectively.

B. Statistic method

Given a data sample and a parameter point (1, gqy), We
define the test statistic (TS) value as the logarithm of the like-
lihood ratio
LI(F07 f, ces Mg, gay)
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where L is likelihood under the null hypothesis, (F o,f, )
are the intrinsic spectrum parameters maximizing Ly, £ is
the likelihood function under the alternative hypothesis, and
(Fo,T,...) are the intrinsic spectrum parameters maximizing
L, for the given (m,, g4y). The likelihood function is given by

L(Fo,T, ...; My, 8ay) = eXp(=x*(Fo, T, ...imq, 84y)/2).  (11)

As the impact of the ALP parameters on the spectrum is non-
linear, and the commonly used Wilks’ theorem [46] is not ap-
propriate in this scenario [27]. Therefore, the TS value would
not obey a /\/2 distribution, and Monte Carlo simulations are
needed to derive the realistic TS distribution, which is neces-
sary for setting constraints on the ALP parameters.

Below, we outline the procedure for establishing excluded
regions in the ALP parameter space using the CL; method
[49? , 50]. We systematically scan the m, — g, plane and
assess whether each parameter point has been excluded by the
observations.

For example, we select a parameter point in the m, — gqy
plane. For this parameter point, with the actual observed data,
the best-fit spectrum is obtained by maximizing the likelihood
function in Eq. 11. Using this best-fit spectrum, we calcu-
late the predicted photon flux in an energy bin. Subsequently,
we randomly generate the photon flux for mock data with a
Gaussian distribution, where the mean value and deviation
are taken to be the predicted flux and the actual uncertainty,
respectively. This procedure is repeated for all energy bins
to derive a mock data sample, resulting in a TS value for this
sample through Eq. 10. We generate 1000 mock data samples,
and derive the TS distribution from all the samples, denoted as
{TS}s+b. Similarly, we obtain the TS distribution {TS};, based
on another 1000 mock data samples, which are generated with
the best-fit photon spectrum without ALPs.

The CL; method uses the CL value as a criterion to deter-
mine whether the selected parameter point is excluded. Given
the TS value obtained from the actual data, denoted as T'Sqps,
CL is defined as [49? ]

— CLs+b

CLS ’
CLy

(12)
where CLs, and CL;, denote the probabilities of obtaining the
TS values larger than TS, according to {TS}s and {TS}, re-
spectively. When the CL; value is smaller than a number «,

the selected parameter point is considered to be not compati-
ble with the observation at the 1 — a confidence level (C.L.).
For instance, we can take @ = 0.05 to determine whether the
the selected ALP parameter is excluded at the 95% C.L..

The TS distributions for three typical parameter points de-
rived from the joint analysis of all 15 periods are shown in
Fig. 1la, 1b, and 1c, where the corresponding CL values are
0.574, 0.056, and 0.0, respectively. These results indicate that
the third point can be excluded by the observations at the 95%
C.L., while the first two points are not excluded at the 95%
C.L.

For the traditional frequentist analysis, the constraint at the
1 — a C.L. is obtained by requiring CLsyp, < « based on
{TS}ssp. Therefore, the same confidence levels of the con-
straints derived from the CL; method and traditional frequen-
tist methods have different statistical meanings. If the TS dis-
tributions {TS}s;p, and {TS}, are well separated and TSy is
near to the left tail of the TS distribution {TS}, (see e.g. Fig.
1c), the constraints derived from the two methods would be
approximately equal. However, in some parameter regions,
the two TS distributions have large overlaps (see e.g. Fig. la
and 1b). This indicates that the experiment is not sensitive
to the signal and the two hypotheses are difficult to be dis-
tinguished. In this case, CL; is generally larger than CLgyy
due to the small CL,. A parameter point excluded by the
CLg,p < a criterion may be still allowed by the CLg criterion
with CL; > «. Therefore, the CL method sets a less radical
constraint compared with the traditional frequentist constraint
when the experiment is difficult to distinguish the null and al-
ternative hypotheses.

Due to the large parameter space in the scan and high com-
putational resource consumption, the size of our simulation
sample for each parameter point is limited to be 1000. This
would lead to some statistical errors in the tail of the TS dis-
tribution due to the fluctuation. Such statistical errors may sig-
nificantly affect the precision of the calculation of CL; when
CL; is very small, since the TS,ps would approach the tail of
the TS distribution in this case. In order to reduce such un-
certainties, we fit the two TS distributions using the Gaussian
function when CL; is near to 0.05 and derive CLg from these
fitting distributions (see e.g. Fig. 1b).

For each parameter point in the m, — g4, plane, we calculate
the CL value and evaluate whether it has been excluded at
the 95% C.L. following the above procedure. Subsequently,
the excluded regions consisting of the parameter points with
CL; < 0.05 can be directly established.

For comparison, we also calculate the result with the sim-
plified method. In this method, the TS distribution is derived
from the mock data samples generated with the best-fit photon
spectrum without ALPs, and is assumed to be valid under the
alternative hypothesis with ALPs. For each mock data sample,
TS is defined as

Li(Fo, Ty oy Bitgs 8ay)
Lo(Fo.T,..)

where (/f1,4, §4,) maximize L; in the whole m, — g, plane.
Subsequently, one can fit the TS distribution with a non-
central )(2 distribution, and determine the threshold value

TS =2In

, 13)
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FIG. 1: The TS distributions {TS}sy and {TS},, for three parameter points are shown in panels (a), (b), and (c). In these panels,
the vertical dashed lines represent the observed TS. The TS distribution under the null hypothesis derived with the simplified
method is shown in panel (d). In this panel, the vertical dashed lines represent the threshold TS value at the 95% C.L.. The
solid lines in panels (b) and (d) represent the TS distributions derived from fitting.

ATS, , which is the quantile of @’% in the TS distribution.
Finally, the excluded regions at the @’% C.L. are established
by determining the parameter points for the actual data with
Rie > Xer = Rappamin + ATSw, where 23, . denotes the
global best-fit y? value for the actual data in the m, — 8ay Plane.
For instance, the ALP parameter points yielding )Qin > /\735
is considered to be excluded at the 95% C.L.. In Fig. 1d,
we show the TS distribution and corresponding ATSgs derived
from the observations of 15 periods. This TS distribution can
be fitted with a non-central y? function with a degree of free-
dom of 4.95 and a non-centrality parameter A of 0.0. The
corresponding ATSgs is 10.95.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the constraints on the ALP pa-
rameters using the observations of Mrk 421 by MAGIC and
Fermi-LAT. The best-fit x> values under the null and alter-
native hypotheses for each period are listed in Table. 1. Our

results indicate that the null hypothesis provides a good fit to
the data for the majority of observation periods, with a X§u11
value per degree of freedom near or below than 1. The in-
clusion of ALP does not significantly improve the fit in these
cases. These results are illustrated in Fig. 2 depicting the
best-fit spectra under the null and alternative hypotheses for
the initial four periods. However, for the observation periods
20130414, 20130416, 20130417, and 20140426, the null hy-
pothesis does not fit the data very well, yielding a /\{iun value
per degree of freedom about 2. In these cases, the inclusion of
ALP slightly improve the fit, although the significance is not
very high.

In our analysis, we conduct a parameter scan within the
range of m, ~ 1071 = 107 eV and g,, ~ 1072 - 107
GeV~!, with a bin width of 0.1 in logarithmic space. The
heat maps of the y? values under the alternative hypothesis
for the actual data during 15 observation periods are shown
in Fig. 3. The black lines represent the constraints at the
95% C.L. obtained using the CL; method. Due to the time
variability of the photon flux emitted by Mrk 421, the obser-
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FIG. 2: The best-fit y-ray spectra of Mrk 421 in the periods 20130410, 20130411, 20130412, and 20130413a. The solid and
dashed lines represent the spectra under the null and alternative hypotheses, respectively. The red points and blue bow-ties
represent the results of MAGIC and Fermi-LAT, respectively [51].

vations from different periods are assumed to be independent,
resulting in varying constraints for different periods. Notably,
the constraints obtained from periods 20130410, 20130418,
and 20130419 are relatively weak, while those from periods
20130412, 20130414, and 20130416 are comparatively strin-
gent. Note that the constraints may depend sensitively on the
ALP parameters in some parameter regions, resulting in iso-
lated excluded regions. For instance, in addition to the pa-
rameter region between m, ~ 1078 — 1077 eV, there are small
regions with m, < 107 eV that can be excluded for period
20140426.

For comparison, the constraints at the 95% C.L. obtained
using the simplified method are also displayed in Fig. 3.
We observe that for the majority of observation periods, the
simplified method provides constraints that are comparable
to those obtained with the CL; method. This test confirms
the validity of the simplified method in the previous studies.
However, it is important to note that the simplified method is
unable to establish constraints for certain periods, specifically
20130414, 20130416, 20130417, and 20140426, as depicted
in Fig. 3. For these periods, the presence of ALPs can im-

prove fits in specific ALP parameter regions, resulting in much
smaller y? values compared to those under the null hypothesis.
Consequently, the corresponding )255 are close to )312%“, yield-
ing unreasonable constraints. However, the CL; is capable of
providing constraints for all periods, even when the ALP hy-
pothesis improves the fit in the periods 20130414, 20130416,
20130417, and 20140426. This is an advantage of using the
CL; method in ALP studies.

As the constraints are complementary in the parameter
space for the 15 periods, we derive the constraint from a joint
analysis and show the results in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4. The joint
x? is calculated as the sum of the y? values from all 15 peri-
ods. The corresponding best-fit x> values under the null and
alternative hypotheses are listed in Table. I. It can be seen
that the joint analysis significantly enhances the constraints.
The heat map of the CLg values from the joint analysis is
shown in Fig. 4. The excluded regions above the black solid
line consist of the parameter points excluded at the 95% C.L.
with CLgy < 0.05. In Fig. 5, we present the constraints set
by the joint analysis alongside those from other experiments,
including the CAST experiment (where g, > 6.6 x 107!
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FIG. 3: The heat maps of the x? values in the m, — g,, plane under the alternative hypothesis for the actual data during 15
observation periods. The solid black and red lines represent the constraints derived with the CL and simplified methods,
respectively. The results of the joint analysis is also shown in the right bottom panel.

GeV~! is excluded), Fermi-LAT observation for NGC 1275
[27], and H.E.S.S. observation for PKS 2155-304 [22]. Our
results show that the ALP-photon coupling g, is constrained
to be smaller than ~ 2x 107! GeV~! for ALP masses between
10~° eV and 1077 eV. These constraints are complementary to
those obtained from other experimental results in certain pa-
rameter regions.

Note that in our study, we have assumed that the intrinsic
spectra during different variability periods are independent.
Consequently, sources with observations of multiple variabil-
ity periods, which effectively expand the data samples, are
suitable for studying ALPs. This is the case for the blazar Mrk
421, which has been observed during multiple variability pe-
riods. However, if there are common underlying mechanisms
determining the variability of the source, the intrinsic spec-
tra of the source would not be independent. In the absence
of a standard variability model, one can reduce the number of
free parameters for the intrinsic spectra to account for such
a global impact. This may lead to greater difficulty in fitting
all the observations under the null hypothesis using fewer free
parameters. Consequently, the introduction of ALPs may im-
prove the fit and result in different constraints.

Finally, we emphasize that the constraints derived in this

analysis are subject to astrophysical uncertainties. The dom-
inant uncertainty arise from the blazar jet magnetic field
model. The impact of parameters such as By, dp, ng, and
rvue on the constraints has been discussed in Ref. [36]. It
has been shown that while the influence of §p and n are rela-
tively minor, the final results are substantially affected by the
strength of the blazar jet magnetic field, which is determined
by the two parameters By and ryyg. Specifically, the distance
of the emission region from the black hole ryyg cannot be
precisely determined. In Eq. 5, it is apparent that these two
parameters By and rygg appear as a product of them. Conse-
quently, we can effectively focus on the impact of the variation
of ryge. We replicate the full analyses for two additional val-
ues, 3 x 10'7 ¢cm and 3 x 10'° cm of rypg, and present the
constraints in Fig. 6. As shown in Fig. 6, the constraints be-
come more (less) stringent with increasing (decreasing) rvyg.

V. CONCLUSION

We investigate the impact of the ALP-photon oscillation ef-
fect on the y-ray spectra of the blazar Mrk 421, as measured
by MAGIC and Fermi-LAT during 15 observation periods.



TABLE I: The intrinsic spectrum forms, the best-fit X2 values
under the null and alternative hypotheses, and the threshold
TS values corresponding to 95% C.L. derived with the
simplify method for 15 observation periods are listed here.
The last row shows the results of the joint analysis.

period SED  xiu Xapmin ATSos
20130410 SEPWL 11.80 9.41 9.35
20130411 ELP 1640 10.51 10.58
20130412 ELP 9.53 7.00 11.01
20130413a ELP 1625 13.87 11.06
20130413b SEPWL 10.27 8.32 10.78
20130413¢ SEPWL 11.55 6.99 10.00
20130414 ELP 23.04 14.00 10.88
20130415a ELP 6.89 5.56 10.60
20130415b SEPWL 1326 940 11.19
20130415¢ SEPWL 498 3.77 10.88
20130416 SEPWL 33.24 2251 10.84
20130417 SEPWL 27.85 16.15 11.01

20130418 SEPWL 938 7.70 9.64
20130419 EPWL 4.18 231 796
20140426 ELP 24.07 1424 1041

Joint - 222.71 216.50 10.95
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FIG. 4: The heat map of the CL; values in the m, — g, plane

from the joint analysis. The excluded regions above the black

solid line consist of the parameter points excluded at the 95%
C.L. with CL < 0.05.

Our analysis takes into account the ALP-photon oscillation
in both the blazar jet and Galactic magnetic fields. The results
of our analysis indicate that, for the majority of observation
periods, the y-ray spectra can be well-fitted without ALPs.
However, for the periods 20130414, 20130416, 20130417,
and 20140426, the inclusion of ALP could improve the fit,
albeit not with high significance.

In this work, we use the CL; method to set constraints
on the ALP parameters for the first time. Combining the
data from all observation periods, we determine that the
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FIG. 5: The constraint in the m, — g4, plane from the Mrk
421 observation of MAGIC and Fermi-LAT, derived with the
CL; method at 95% C.L.. For comparison, the constraints set

by CAST (dark red contour) [11], the PKS 2155-304
observations of H.E.S.S. (green contour) [22], and the NGC

1275 observation of Fermi-LAT (orange contour) [27] are

also shown (see also [65]).
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FIG. 6: The constraints in the m, — g4, plane for three values
of ryye. The yellow, red, and green solid lines depict the
constraints corresponding to rygg values of 3 X 10'¢ cm, 107
cm, and 3 x 10'7 cm, respectively.

ALP-photon coupling g,, is constrained to be smaller than
~2x 107" GeV~! for ALP masses ranging from 10~ eV to
1077 eV at the 95% C.L.. Our results complement those from
other experiments in certain parameter spaces. For compari-
son, we also apply the simplified method that generates the TS
distribution based on the null hypothesis rather than the alter-
native hypothesis. This method is commonly used in previ-
ous studies. Our results demonstrate consistency between the
constraints obtained from the CL; method and the simplified
method for the majority of periods. However, for certain peri-
ods, such as 20130414, 20130416, 20130417, and 20140426,
the simplified method fails to provide reasonable constraints,
since the presence of the ALP could improve the fit compared



to the null hypothesis. In contrast, the CL; method remains
effective and is able to provide reasonable constraints in this
case. This is an advantage of using the CL; method in ALP
studies.

In the future, observations such as LHAASO [45] and CTA
[66] hold great potential for providing more precise measure-
ments of blazars in the domain of very high energy y-rays.
With improved sensitivity, these experiments will enable more
accurate assessments of the ALP-photon oscillation effect and
yield more stringent constraints on the ALP parameters.
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