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Oscillations between axion-like particles (ALPs) and photons in astrophysical magnetic fields can lead to
irregularities in the high energy gamma ray spectra of blazars. The magnetic field within the blazar jet plays
a crucial role in shaping these effects, with its strength in the emission region being an important parameter
determined by multi-wavelength observations. However, the origin of the high energy bump observed in the
spectral energy distribution of some blazars is a topic of debate, with both leptonic and hadronic scenarios
providing plausible explanations that result in different magnetic field strengths in the emission region. In this
study, we investigate the impact of magnetic field configurations on the constraints of ALP parameters. We
consider both leptonic and hadronic emission scenarios for the blazar Mrk 501 and derive the corresponding jet
magnetic field strengths. Additionally, we explore two jet magnetic field models: one with a toroidal component
and the other with helical and tangled components. By analyzing the spectra of Mrk 501 observed by MAGIC
and Fermi-LAT from 2017-06-17 to 2019-07-23, which are well-described by both emission scenarios, we
derive constraints on the ALP parameters. Our results demonstrate that both the emission scenario and the
magnetic field structure play a significant role in deriving these constraints, with the hadronic model leading to
much more stringent limits compared to the leptonic model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Axion was originally proposed in connection with a solu-
tion to the strong CP problem in quantum chromodynamics
(QCD) [1–4]. Another type of pseudo scalar particle similar
to axions but with independent coupling and mass parame-
ters is known as Axion-Like Particles (ALPs) [5]. The exis-
tence of ALP has been predicted by theories beyond the Stan-
dard Model, such as string theory [6–8]. Compared to axions,
ALPs offer a broader parameter space for exploration.

The coupling between ALP and photon is extremely weak.
However, astrophysical observations provide an excellent op-
portunity to detect ALP effects due to the long propagation
distances involved. As photons travel through magnetic fields,
they can oscillate into ALPs and and back along their trajec-
tory [9]. This ALP-photon oscillation effect can induce spec-
tral irregularities that are potentially detectable by high energy
γ-ray detectors. With recent advancements, experiments such
as Fermi-LAT [10], MAGIC [11], HAWC [12], and LHAASO
[13], have achieved the capability to conduct precise measure-
ments of the spectral energy distribution (SED) from high en-
ergy astrophysical sources, providing important data for ALP
searches. Numerous studies have explored this phenomenon,
yielding a multitude of constraints on ALP parameters [14–
38].

Blazars, a subclass of active galactic nuclei (AGN), are
widely studied in ALP searches due to their prominence in
the high energy γ-ray extragalactic sky. These sources har-
bor supermassive black holes surrounded by accretion disks
and generate relativistic jets oriented towards Earth. Photons
emitted from the emission region of a blazar may undergo
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conversion into ALPs within the magnetic field of the jet and
potentially revert back into photons within the Galactic mag-
netic field. However, many astrophysical magnetic fields are
not precisely determined, leading to uncertainties in the con-
straints on ALP parameters.

In the case of blazars, the primary source of uncertainty lies
in the blazar jet magnetic field (BJMF). Many previous studies
have employed a BJMF model dominated by a toroidal field
[22, 24, 25, 29, 35, 39–41], where the field strength is propor-
tional to the magnetic field strength in the emission region,
denoted as B0, and inversely proportional to the distance from
the central black hole. Given that B0 is determined through
multi-wavelength spectral fitting and is correlated with other
parameters, such as the jet’s Doppler factor, it is essential to
simultaneously vary these parameters in the analysis.

The impact of variations in these parameters on ALP con-
straints is studied in Ref. [42], where the multi-wavelength
observations of Mrk 421, well-matched by the synchrotron
self-Compton (SSC) model, are considered. Within the lep-
tonic scenario [42–44], the high energy peak of the SED is
attributed to inverse Compton scattering. However, the ori-
gin of this high energy peak remains under debate for some
blazars, with hadronic models providing an alternative expla-
nation. In the hadronic scenario, the high energy component
can be attributed to proton synchrotron emission, or emissions
from secondary particles generated in photohadronic (pγ) and
hadronuclear (pp) interactions. Since leptonic and hadronic
models predict different values for the magnetic field strength
B0, this introduces additional uncertainty in ALP constraints.
Consequently, in this work, we aim to examine the differences
in constraints derived from the leptonic and hadronic models.

In this study, we utilize the high energy γ-ray spectrum of
Mrk 501 during its low-activity period, observed by Fermi-
LAT and MAGIC from 2017-06-17 to 2019-07-23, to investi-
gate the ALP-photon oscillation. Mrk 501, a blazar with a red-
shift of 0.034 [45], is classified as a high synchrotron peaked
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BL Lac object. A study conducted by the MAGIC Collabora-
tion in 2023 [46] on Mrk 501 indicated that both leptonic and
hadronic scenarios can adequately account for the data during
this period, rendering it a suitable target for our analysis. Fur-
thermore, we consider a different BJMF model as presented in
Ref. [47]. This model incorporates a tangled component and a
helical component that turns from poloidal (aligned along the
jet) to toroidal (transverse) as it propagates along the jet [47–
49]. The inclusion of these components would lead to differ-
ent constraints compared to the conventional toroidal BJMF
model.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce
ALP photon oscillations and the astrophysical context of γ-
ray photon propagation from Mrk 501. In Sec. III, we discuss
the milit-wavelength SED fitting. The research methodologies
utilized in this study is outlined in Sec. IV. Our results are
presented and elucidated in Sec. V. Finally, we summarize
our study in Sec. VI.

II. ALP-PHOTON OSCILLATIONS AND
ASTROPHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTS

In this section, we introduce the ALP-photon oscillation ef-
fect. We also introduce the astrophysical environment through
which γ-ray photons originating from Mrk 501 traverse dur-
ing their propagation.

A. ALP-photon oscillations

The ALP Lagrangian describing the interaction between the
ALP and photons can be written as

L =
1
2
∂µa∂µa −

1
2

m2
aa2 + gaγaE · B, (1)

where a denotes the ALP field, ma is the mass of the ALP,
gaγ is the coupling parameter between the ALP and photon,
E denotes the electric field, and B denotes the magnetic field.
In a reference frame where the photon propagation direction
is along the z-axis and the transverse magnetic field Bt aligns
with the y-axis, the propagation equation of the ALP-photon
beam with energy E ≫ ma can be expressed as(

i
d
dz
+ E +M0

)
Ψ(z) = 0, (2)

where Ψ(z) = (A1, A2, a)T represents the state vector of the
beam, A1 and A2 denote the amplitudes of the photon field
along the x-axis and y-axis, respectively. The mixing matrix
M0 is given by

M0 =

∆⊥ 0 0
0 ∆∥ ∆aγ
0 ∆aγ ∆a

 , (3)

with ∆⊥ = ∆pl+2∆QED, ∆∥ = ∆pl+7/2∆QED, ∆a = −m2
a/(2E),

and ∆aγ = gaγBt/2. Here, ∆pl = −ω
2
pl/(2E) represents

the plasma contribution, and the plasma frequency is ωpl =

(4πe2ne/me)1/2. The QED vacuum polarization is given by
∆QED = αE/(45π)(B⊥/Bcr)2, where Bcr is the critical mag-
netic field.

The probability that a photon polarized along the y axis con-
verts into an ALP after a propagation L in a constant magnetic
field can be explicitly given by

Pγ→a = sin2(2θ) sin2
(
∆oscL

2

)
, (4)

where θ represents the ALP-photon mixing angle

θ =
1
2

arctan
(

2∆aγ

∆∥ − ∆a

)
, (5)

and ∆osc represents the oscillation wave number

∆osc = [(∆∥ − ∆a)2 + 4∆2
aγ]

1/2. (6)

To obtain the exact state of the ALP-photon beam, we
should numerically solve the propagation equation Eq. 2. The
is equation can be rewritten as a Von Neumann-like equation
[14, 50]:

i
dρ
dz
= [ρ,M0], (7)

where ρ ≡ Ψ ⊗ Ψ† is the density matrix of the beam. The
solution to Eq. 7 can be expressed in terms of a transfer matrix
U(z, z0), determined by the eigenvalues of M0, as detailed
in Ref. [51]. Therefore, the beam state at position z can be
written as ρ = U(z, z0)ρ(z0)U†(z, z0). The probability for a
photon to transition from state ρ0 to state ρ1 is given by [51]

Pγγ = Tr
(
ρ1U(z, z0)ρ0U

†(z, z0)
)
. (8)

Considering the challenges in measuring the polarization
of high energy γ rays, it is common to assume that the high
energy γ rays emitted from the source are unpolarized. There-
fore, the initial state ρ0 is taken to be diag(1/2, 1/2, 0).

B. Astrophysical environments

High energy photons from the blazar are emitted from a
region close to the black hole at a distance rVHE. The mag-
netic field strength in this region is denoted by B0. The re-
lationship between the photon energy in the jet’s frame E j,
and the photon energy in the laboratory frame EL, is given by
E j = EL/δD, where δD is the Doppler factor. As these photons
traverse through the jet, the phenomenon of ALP-photon os-
cillations can occur within the BJMF. We consider two differ-
ent models for the BJMF to investigate the oscillation effects
and potential constraints on ALP parameters.

In the context of the first BJMF model (referred to as the
toroidal model), which has been widely utilized in previous
studies to investigate the ALP effects, the influence of the
poloidal magnetic field component diminishes as the distance
from the central black hole increases. This allows the toroidal
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magnetic field to emerge as the dominant component in the
jet environment [52, 53]. The toroidal magnetic field distri-
bution along with an electron density distribution [52–54] can
be described as

Bjet(r) = Bjet
0 (r/rVHE)−1, (9)

njet
el (r) = njet

0 (r/rVHE)−2, (10)

where rVHE represents the distance between the emission re-
gion and the central black hole, and njet

0 denote the electron
density in the emission region. The values of these parameters
can be determined through the subsequent multi-wavelength
SED fitting analyses.

The second model (referred to as the helical+tangled
model) incorporates both a helical component and a tangled
component [47]. The helical magnetic field transitions from
being aligned with the jet direction to a transverse orientation
as it propagates. The strength of this transverse magnetic field
diminishes with distance along the jet, and is characterized
by the relationship BT ∝ r−α. Due to uncertainties regarding
the precise rate of this transition, we simplify the analysis by
assuming that the helical magnetic field undergoes this tran-
sition at a specific distance denoted as rT . The relationship
between the strengths of the two components can be given by
[49]:

B2
tangled

B2
helical

=
f

1 − f
, (11)

where f represents the proportion of the tangled magnetic
field in the total magnetic energy density.

After high energy photons leave the jet region and the
host galaxy, they propagate into extragalactic space where the
magnetic field strength is relatively weak and not precisely
determined (typically ≲ 10−9 G) [55–57]. In this extragalac-
tic region, we do not consider ALP-photon oscillations. In-
stead, we focus on the absorption effects of the extragalac-
tic background light (EBL) on high energy photons. This ef-
fect is induced by the interaction process between high en-
ergy photons and EBL γ + γEBL → e+ + e−. When examining
the EBL absorption effects, we employ the model from Ref.
[46, 58]. Regarding the Milky Way’s magnetic field, there are
well-established models available. Given the small coherence
length of the Galactic magnetic field, we concentrate solely on
the regular component and do not consider the impact of tur-
bulence on our analysis. The model utilized for the Galactic
magnetic field in this study is based on the description out-
lined in Ref. [59].

Considering the combined effects of the various processes
discussed above, the observed energy spectrum of the target
source Φobs can be expressed as

Φobs = PγγΦin, (12)

where Φin is the intrinsic energy spectrum of the source, and
Pγγ represents the survival probability of high energy photons
reaching the Earth. In this study, we use the package gam-
maALPs [60] to calculate Pγγ.

FIG. 1: The multi-wavelength SED and fitting results. The
red solid line represents the best-fit result for the leptonic
scenario in our work. For comparison, the results for the
hadronic and leptonic scenarios in Ref. [46] are also shown.

III. MULTI-WAVELENGTH FITTING AND MAGNETIC
FIELD STRENGTH IN THE EMISSION REGION

The multi-wavelength SED of blazars commonly exhibits a
double-peak structure. The lower-energy peak is attributed to
synchrotron radiation emitted by relativistic electrons, while
the origin of the higher-energy peak remains a subject of on-
going research and debate. In the scenario where leptonic pro-
cesses dominate, the higher peak is ascribed to SSC emission.
This mechanism involves the upscattering of synchrotron pho-
tons by relativistic electrons through inverse Compton scat-
tering within the jet, leading to the production of high energy
photons.

On the other hand, in the hadronic scenario, the higher
peak is associated with processes involving relativistic pro-
tons. This can occur through synchrotron radiation emitted by
the protons themselves or through secondary particles gener-
ated by interactions between high energy protons and photons
within the jet. While hadronic models for luminous blazars
often require super-Eddington luminosities, which pose sig-
nificant energy constraints, this may not be the case for high-
synchrotron-peaked BL Lac objects, especially during low-
flux states. The hadronic emission mechanism may not ac-
count for the high variability observed in Mrk 501 [61]. How-
ever, in the low-activity phase under consideration, the low
flux variability still enables the hadronic emission mechanism
to explain the observation of Mrk 501.

Both leptonic and hadronic models are capable of effec-
tively describing the multi-wavelength SED of Mrk 501 dur-
ing its low-activity phase, from 2017-06-17 to 2019-07-23, as
observed by several experiments, including MAGIC, Fermi-
LAT, NuSTAR, Swift, GASP-WEBT, and OVRO [46]. Here,
we briefly introduce these two scenarios and present the fitting
results derived from their application.

In the one-zone SSC model, photons are emitted from a
compact, spherical region situated in the vicinity of the central
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black hole. This emission region, characterized by a radius R,
contains a population of relativistic electrons immersed in a
uniform magnetic field with strength B0. The energy distri-
bution of these relativistic electrons is described by a broken
power law

N(γ) =

N0 · γ
−α1 , if γmin < γ < γbreak

N0 · γ
−α2γα2−α1

break , if γbreak < γ < γmax,
(13)

where N0 is the normalization constant, and α1 and α2 rep-
resent the spectral indices below and above the break energy,
respectively. The parameters γmin, γbreak, and γmax denote the
minimum, break, and maximum Lorentz factors of the elec-
tron population, respectively.

The emission region moves along the jet with a bulk
Lorentz factor Γ. This motion establishes a connection be-
tween the photon energy in the frame of the emission region
and the energy observed in the laboratory frame, which is
characterized by the Doppler factor δD. This factor is given
by δD = [Γ(1 − β cos θ)]−1, where β represents the velocity of
the emission region. Assuming an angle θ = 1/Γ between the
jet axis and the line of sight, the expression for the Doppler
factor simplifies to δD = Γ.

In Ref. [46], the process of fitting the SED of Mrk 501
is conducted in two stages. Initially, the fitting is performed
using naima [62] for an initial assessment. This is followed
by a more refined fitting procedure using JetSet [63], where
B0 is held fixed. In our investigation, we utilize the packages
agnpy [64] and sherpa [65] for the SED fitting process, and al-
low the magnetic field strength to vary freely during the fitting
procedure. The values of the emission region radius R, mini-
mum Lorentz factor γmin, and Doppler factor δD are adopted
to be 1.14 × 1017 cm, 1000, and 11, respectively. Based on
the assumption rVHE = R/θ, it can be obtained that rVHE =

1.25 × 1018 cm. The resulting SED, represented by the red
solid line in Fig. 1 and characterized by the parameters de-
tailed in Tab. I, indicates that the leptonic scenario offers a
reliable explanation of the observational data. Our fitting re-
sults are in agreement with those reported in Ref. [46], as
demonstrated by the green solid line in Fig. 1.

In the hadronic scenario, the high energy emissions pri-
marily originate from relativistic protons rather than elec-
trons. These emissions can be attributed to two main mech-
anisms: synchrotron radiation emitted by protons in strong
magnetic fields, and interactions between protons and sur-
rounding photons, leading to the production of secondary par-
ticles, such as pions, which subsequently decay into photons.
In this scenario, the emission region consists of both relativis-
tic electrons and protons, each following simple power-law
distributions. The emission radius and Doppler factor remain
fixed, similar to the one-zone SSC model, while the minimum
Lorentz factors are set to be 400 for electrons and 1 for pro-
tons. The fitting results in the hadronic scenario, as detailed in
Ref. [46], are depicted by the blue solid line in Fig. 1. These
results underscore a satisfactory agreement with the observa-
tional data, with the corresponding parameter values outlined
in Tab. I.

The fitting spectra indicate that both the hadronic and lep-
tonic scenarios provide viable explanations for the SED of

TABLE I: The parameters for the leptonic and hadronic
emission scenarios adopted in our analysis. The parameter
values for the leptonic scenario are derived from the
multi-wavelength fitting using the package agnpy. The
parameter values for the hadronic scenario are taken from
Ref. [46].

parameter Leptonic Hadronic

B(G) 0.029 3

R(cm) 1.14 × 1017 1.14 × 1017

δD 11 11

αe,1 2.7 2.5

αe,2 3.6 -

αp - 2.2

γmin,e 1000 400

γbreak,e 2.4 × 105 -

γmax,e 1.2 × 106 3.5 × 104

γmin,p - 1

γmax,p - 1.1 × 1010

the source. However, a notable distinction arises in the es-
timated best-fit magnetic field strength B0, with the hadronic
scenario suggesting a value approximately two orders of mag-
nitude higher than that inferred from the leptonic model. This
discrepancy highlights the distinct characteristics of the two
scenarios in describing the emission processes of the blazar.
Currently, observational data do not definitively favor one
model over the other, underscoring the need for future neu-
trino observations, which have the potential to discriminate
the hadronic scenario from alternative scenarios.

IV. METHOD

This section outlines the methods used for fitting the energy
spectrum and the statistical procedures employed to constrain
the ALP parameters. We utilize high energy γ-ray spectra
observed from Mrk 501 by Fermi-LAT and MAGIC in the
analysis. We consider four intrinsic spectral forms for fit-
ting the SED: a power law with sub-/super-exponential cutoff
(SEPWL), a log-parabola (LP), a log-parabola with an expo-
nential cutoff (ELP), and a power law with an exponential cut-
off (EPWL). The selection of the spectral form is based on its
fitting performance, with the spectral free parameters denoted
as Θ. A χ2 fit is conducted using the spectral data obtained
from Fermi-LAT and MAGIC, where the χ2 structure is de-
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fined as

χ2(Θ; ma, gaγ) =
M∑

i=1

(Φ(Ei)|LAT − Φobs,i|LAT)2

δobs,i|
2
LAT

+

N∑
i=1

(Φ(Ei)|MAGIC − Φobs,i|MAGIC)2

δobs,i|
2
MAGIC

, (14)

where i represents the i-th energy bin, Φ(Ei) is the expected
average flux in the i-th energy bin, Φobs,i is the observed flux
value, and δobs,i is the flux uncertainty in the observation, and
M and N represent the number of data bins for Fermi-LAT
and MAGIC, respectively.

To constrain the ALP parameters, we define the test statistic
(TS) as the difference in χ2 values between the ALP hypothe-
sis and the null hypothesis:

TS(ma, gaγ) = χ2
ALP( ˆ̂Θ; ma, gaγ) − χ2

Null(Θ̂), (15)

where χ2
ALP( ˆ̂Θ; ma, gaγ) is the best-fit χ2 value under the ALP

hypothesis with parameters (ma, gaγ), χ2
Null is the best-fit χ2

value under the null hypothesis, and ˆ̂Θ and Θ̂ represent the
best-fit parameters of the intrinsic spectrum under the ALP
and null hypotheses, respectively. The non-linear relationship
between the ALP parameters and the modifications to the pho-
ton spectrum would result in the TS not following the standard
χ2 distribution. Consequently, the conventional Wilks’ theo-
rem [66] cannot be directly applied in this analysis [26]. To set
the constraints on ALP parameters by evaluating the TS dis-
tribution, we employ the CLs method [67–69]. This method
has been used in utilized in studies focusing on detecting ALP
effects in high energy γ−ray spectra in [41, 42, 70, 71], with a
detailed description referenced in Ref. [41].

V. RESULTS

In this section, we present the constraints on the ALP
parameters derived from the observations of Mrk 501 by
MAGIC and Fermi-LAT from 2017-06-17 to 2019-07-23. The
SED of Mrk 501 can be effectively explained by both lep-
tonic and hadronic emission scenarios, thus prompting us to
consider both scenarios in the analysis. Furthermore, we uti-
lize two BJMF models to investigate ALP-photon oscillations.
In the toroidal BJMF model, the parameters are set as dis-
cussed in Sec. III. In the helical+tangled BJMF model, three
additional parameters are introduced compared to the former
model, denoted as α, rT , and f . Previous simulation studies
on Mrk 501 suggest that the parameter α ranges from 0.2 to
1.5, rT ranges from 0.1 to 10 pc, and f ranges from 0 to 0.7
[47]. Given the uncertainty in precisely determining these pa-
rameters, we adopt specific values of α = 1, rT = 0.3 pc, and
f = 0.3, in alignment with the values used in Ref. [60]. In
this study, we consider four jet magnetic field configurations:
the value of B0 derived from leptonic or hadronic scenarios,
and either the toroidal or helical+tangled BJMF model. The
distributions of transverse magnetic field within the jet corre-
sponding to these four cases are displayed in Fig. 2.

FIG. 2: The transverse magnetic field distributions in the
blazar jet. The red and blue solid lines represent the two
BJMF configurations in the leptonic scenario, while the
purple and green solid lines correspond to the hadronic
scenario. The red (purple) and blue (green) lines represent
the distributions in toroidal and helical+tangled models,
respectively.

The selection of the intrinsic spectrum form is determined
by the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) [73], which is de-
fined as AIC = 2k − 2 ln L̂, where L̂ = exp

(
−χ2(Θ̂)/2

)
is the

maximized likelihood function, and k denotes the number of
free parameters. For the SEPWL, LP, ELP, and EPWL spec-
tral forms, the numbers of free parameters are 4, 3, 4, and 3,
respectively. The AIC values for the SEPWL, LP, ELP, and
EPWL spectral forms are 10.9, 10.4, 10.6, and 32.7, respec-
tively. Although the AIC values for the first three models are
comparable, the LP form is adopted in our analysis due to its
simplicity, requiring only three free parameters.

The fitting spectra under the null hypothesis align well with
the data, as shown in Fig. 3. We also present the fitting re-
sults for three benchmark parameter points under the ALP hy-
pothesis, with the corresponding results depicted by the or-
ange, green, and purple dashed lines in Fig. 3. Each of the
four subfigures corresponds to different magnetic field con-
figurations. We perform a scan across the parameter space
for the ALP mass ma ranging from 10−10 eV to 10−6 eV, and
the ALP-photon coupling constant gaγ ranging from 10−13 to
10−10 GeV−1, utilizing logarithmic binning at an interval of
0.1. Each parameter point of (ma, gaγ) undergoes evaluation
for exclusion based on the CLs method. The 95% confidence
level (C.L.) constraints on the parameter region are estab-
lished, with the resulting constraints depicted as black solid
lines in Fig. 4, superimposed on a color-coded heat map il-
lustrating the χ2 value for each parameter point of (ma, gaγ)
under the ALP hypothesis.

In comparison to the results in the leptonic scenario, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 4a and 4c, the hadronic scenario imposes sig-
nificantly more stringent constraints on the ALP parameters,
as evidenced in Fig. 4b and Fig. 4d. These discrepancies are
primarily attributed to the substantial difference in the mag-
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(a) Leptonic, Toroidal (b) Hadronic, Toroidal

(c) Leptonic, Helical+Tangled (d) Hadronic, Helical+Tangled

FIG. 3: The high energy γ−ray spectra under the null and ALP hypotheses. Four subfigures correspond to four magnetic field
cases. The red and blue points represent the spectrum data of Mrk 501 observed by MAGIC and Fermi-LAT from 2017-06-17
to 2019-07-23. The black solid line represents the best-fit spectrum under the null hypothesis. The orange, green, and purple
dashed lines represent best-fit spectra for three ALP parameter points.

netic field strength B0 between the two scenarios. The value of
B0 in the hadronic scenario is two orders of magnitude greater
than that in the leptonic scenario, as visually depicted by the
solid lines in Fig. 2. In the hadronic scenario and the toroidal
model, the constraints are most stringent, reaching approxi-
mately gaγ ∼ 2.5 × 10−13 GeV−1 for an ALP mass ma around
10−8 eV.

The two BJMF models exhibit different constraint regions,
where the toroidal model imposes more rigorous limits on gaγ
within the mass range of ma ∼ 10−7 − 10−6 eV. The differ-
ences in constraints between the two BJMF models can be
understood by comparing the transverse magnetic field distri-
butions within the jet, particularly for r > 1 pc, as depicted in
Fig. 2. The magnetic field strengths in the two BJMF models
for the same emission scenario exhibit a discrepancy of nearly
an order of magnitude, leading to variations in the resulting
constraints.

The complex behavior of the constraints in the hadronic
scenario can be understood by Eqs. 4, 5, and 6. In the hadronic
scenario involving a strong magnetic field strength, the QED
term ∆QED may exceed the ALP mass term ∆a in the mix-
ing matrix for small ALP masses below ∼ 10−9 eV. In such

cases, the ALP mass in ∆a would not significantly impact the
ALP-photon oscillation rate, as indicated by Eqs. 4, 5, and
6. This suggests that the constraints in this mass region are
not strongly dependent on the ALP mass. Furthermore, in this
mass region, the mixing term ∆aγ ∼ gaγB, which may be dom-
inant in the mixing matrix Eq. 3, could play a crucial role in
the oscillation probability. Consequently, the constraints on
gaγ would significantly change due to the oscillatory behavior
outlined in Eq. 4. When the ALP mass approaches ∼ 10−8 eV,
the situation becomes more complex. This complexity arises
as the contributions from ∆QED and ∆a may become compara-
ble, and these terms could become non-negligible compared
to ∆aγ for small gaγ. In such intricate cases, the constraints
exhibit a highly complex and nuanced behavior.

In Fig. 5, we present the 95% C.L. constraints derived from
the toroidal model under both the leptonic and hadronic sce-
narios. For comparison, we include notable constraints from
previous studies, such as the constraints from CAST [72], ob-
servations of NGC 1275 by Fermi-LAT [26], observations of
PG 1553+113 by H.E.S.S. II and Fermi-LAT [21], and obser-
vations of Mrk 421 by ARGO-YBJ and Fermi-LAT [40]. Our
results indicate that, for both the leptonic and hadronic sce-
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(a) Leptonic, Toroidal (b) Hadronic, Toroidal

(c) Leptonic, Helical+Tangled (d) Hadronic, Helical+Tangled

FIG. 4: The distribution of χ2 in the ma − gaγ plane for four magnetic field configurations. The black solid lines represent the
95% C.L. constraints derived in this study. The blue dashed line represents the CAST constraint [72].

narios, the derived constraints complement those from earlier
investigations in specific regions of the parameter space, with
a notable enhancement in the case of the hadronic scenario.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we investigate the ALP-photon oscillation
effect using the SED of Mrk 501, as observed by MAGIC
and Fermi-LAT during its low-activity period spanning from
2017-06-17 to 2019-07-23. We establish the constraints on
the ALP parameter space based on both leptonic and hadronic
emission scenarios for Mrk 501, and two BJMF models: a
toroidal model and a model incorporating both helical and tan-
gled components.

Our findings unveil notable disparities in the constraints de-
rived from the leptonic and hadronic scenarios, as well as be-
tween the two BJMF models. Specifically, the hadronic sce-
nario, characterized by a more strong magnetic field strength,
imposes stricter limitations on the ALP parameters. Further-
more, at distances exceeding 1 pc, the magnetic field strength
in the two BJMF models diverges by almost an order of mag-

nitude, thereby accounting for the observed variability in con-
straints. We compare our outcomes with those of prior studies,
revealing that our results complement earlier works, particu-
larly within the hadronic scenario.

Looking forward, experiments such as LHAASO [13] and
CTA [75], which promise more precise measurements of very
high energy γ-ray spectra, are expected to provide even more
stringent constraints on the ALP parameter space. Further-
more, while both the leptonic and hadronic scenarios could
explain the multi-wavelength observations, it is crucial to to
ascertain the veracity of one over the other. Neutrino obser-
vations could offer valuable insights in distinguishing between
these scenarios, thereby presenting a pivotal test for ALP stud-
ies.
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FIG. 5: The 95% C.L. constraints derived under the leptonic
(red contour) and hadronic (blue contour) scenarios for the
toroidal BJMF model in this study. Comparative results
include constraints from CAST (ochre contour) [72], NGC
1275 observations by Fermi-LAT (green line) [26], PG
1553+113 observations by H.E.S.S. II and Fermi-LAT
(purple line) [21], and Mrk 421 observations by ARGO-YBJ
and Fermi-LAT (orange line) [40] (see also [74]).
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[11] J. Aleksić et al. (MAGIC), Astropart. Phys. 72, 76 (2016),
1409.5594.

[12] A. Albert et al. (HAWC), Astrophys. J. 905, 76 (2020),
2007.08582.

[13] A. Addazi et al. (LHAASO), Chin. Phys. C 46, 035001 (2022),
1905.02773.

[14] A. De Angelis, M. Roncadelli, and O. Mansutti, Phys. Rev. D
76, 121301 (2007), 0707.4312.

[15] D. Hooper and P. D. Serpico, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 231102
(2007), 0706.3203.

[16] M. Simet, D. Hooper, and P. D. Serpico, Phys. Rev. D 77,
063001 (2008), 0712.2825.

[17] A. Mirizzi, G. G. Raffelt, and P. D. Serpico, Phys. Rev. D 76,
023001 (2007), 0704.3044.

[18] A. V. Belikov, L. Goodenough, and D. Hooper, Phys. Rev. D
83, 063005 (2011), 1007.4862.

[19] A. De Angelis, G. Galanti, and M. Roncadelli, Phys. Rev. D
84, 105030 (2011), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 87, 109903 (2013)],
1106.1132.

[20] D. Horns, L. Maccione, M. Meyer, A. Mirizzi, D. Mon-
tanino, and M. Roncadelli, Phys. Rev. D 86, 075024 (2012),

1207.0776.
[21] A. Abramowski et al. (H.E.S.S.), Phys. Rev. D 88, 102003

(2013), 1311.3148.
[22] M. Meyer, D. Horns, and M. Raue, Phys. Rev. D 87, 035027

(2013), 1302.1208.
[23] F. Tavecchio, M. Roncadelli, and G. Galanti, Phys. Lett. B 744,

375 (2015), 1406.2303.
[24] M. Meyer, D. Montanino, and J. Conrad, JCAP 09, 003 (2014),

1406.5972.
[25] M. Meyer and J. Conrad, JCAP 12, 016 (2014), 1410.1556.
[26] M. Ajello et al. (Fermi-LAT), Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 161101

(2016), 1603.06978.
[27] M. Meyer, M. Giannotti, A. Mirizzi, J. Conrad, and

M. A. Sánchez-Conde, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 011103 (2017),
1609.02350.

[28] B. Berenji, J. Gaskins, and M. Meyer, Phys. Rev. D 93, 045019
(2016), 1602.00091.

[29] G. Galanti, F. Tavecchio, M. Roncadelli, and C. Evoli, Mon.
Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 487, 123 (2019), 1811.03548.

[30] G. Galanti and M. Roncadelli, JHEAp 20, 1 (2018),
1805.12055.

[31] C. Zhang, Y.-F. Liang, S. Li, N.-H. Liao, L. Feng, Q. Yuan,
Y.-Z. Fan, and Z.-Z. Ren, Phys. Rev. D 97, 063009 (2018),
1802.08420.

[32] Y.-F. Liang, C. Zhang, Z.-Q. Xia, L. Feng, Q. Yuan, and Y.-Z.
Fan, JCAP 06, 042 (2019), 1804.07186.

[33] X.-J. Bi, Y. Gao, J. Guo, N. Houston, T. Li, F. Xu, and X. Zhang,
Phys. Rev. D 103, 043018 (2021), 2002.01796.

[34] J. Guo, H.-J. Li, X.-J. Bi, S.-J. Lin, and P.-F. Yin, Chin. Phys. C
45, 025105 (2021), 2002.07571.

[35] H.-J. Li, X.-J. Bi, and P.-F. Yin, Chin. Phys. C 46, 085105
(2022), 2110.13636.

[36] J.-G. Cheng, Y.-J. He, Y.-F. Liang, R.-J. Lu, and E.-W. Liang,
Phys. Lett. B 821, 136611 (2021), 2010.12396.



9

[37] Y.-F. Liang, X.-F. Zhang, J.-G. Cheng, H.-D. Zeng, Y.-Z. Fan,
and E.-W. Liang, JCAP 11, 030 (2021), 2012.15513.

[38] Z.-Q. Xia, C. Zhang, Y.-F. Liang, L. Feng, Q. Yuan, Y.-Z. Fan,
and J. Wu, Phys. Rev. D 97, 063003 (2018), 1801.01646.

[39] B. P. Pant, Sunanda, R. Moharana, and S. S., Phys. Rev. D 108,
023016 (2023), 2210.12652.

[40] H.-J. Li, J.-G. Guo, X.-J. Bi, S.-J. Lin, and P.-F. Yin, Phys. Rev.
D 103, 083003 (2021), 2008.09464.

[41] L.-Q. Gao, X.-J. Bi, J.-G. Guo, W. Lin, and P.-F. Yin, Phys. Rev.
D 109, 063003 (2024), 2309.02166.

[42] L.-Q. Gao, X.-J. Bi, J. Li, and P.-F. Yin (2024), 2407.20118.
[43] J. Bu and Y.-P. Li, Res. Astron. Astrophys. 19, 154 (2019),

1906.00357.
[44] G. Armando, P. Panci, J. Weiss, and R. Ziegler, Phys. Rev. D

109, 055029 (2024), 2310.05827.
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