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Using tellurium dioxide as a target, we calculate uncertainties on 90% upper confidence limits
of Galilean effective field theory (Galilean EFT) couplings to a WIMP dark matter particle due
to uncertainties in nuclear shell models. We find that these uncertainties in naturally-occurring
tellurium isotopes are comparable across the different Galilean EFT couplings to uncertainties in
xenon, with some reaching over 100%. We also consider the effect these nuclear uncertainties
have on estimates of the annual modulation of dark matter from these searches, finding that the
uncertainties in the modulation amplitude are proportional to the non-modulating upper confidence
limit uncertainties. We also show that the determination of the modulation phase is insensitive to
changes in the nuclear model for a given isotope.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the nature and form of dark matter
(DM) has been one of the most pursued tasks in physics
since the first concrete evidence of DM in galaxy clus-
ter kinematics and galactic rotation curves [1–3]. Many
experiments have looked for microscopic evidence of par-
ticle DM interacting with Standard Model (SM) particles
both directly and indirectly, with no unambiguous pos-
itive signal thus far [4–15]. Many major hurdles exist,
such as the apparently very small cross sections of DM-
SM interactions, our lack of theoretical understanding of
the form of the interaction, and the unknown character-
istics of the DM particle.

A promising candidate for the DM particle is the
Weakly Interacting Massive Particle (WIMP), which,
as the name implies, has a nonzero mass and partici-
pates in forces no stronger than the weak interaction.
In the past, interest in the WIMP was emboldened by
the so-called “WIMP miracle” of supersymmetry, which
predicted a stable, weakly-interacting particle with a
mass of 100 − 1000 GeV (though this range can be ex-
panded by assuming different interaction coupling con-
stants, see Ref. [16] for a review of WIMPs). Even in
searches for candidates from so-called “light dark mat-
ter” models probing the range below 10 GeV [17–20], re-
cent experiments have failed to find evidence for WIMPs.
Such light dark matter has gained interest in direct
detection searches in recent years as theoretical con-
straints relaxed [8, 21–24]. Until recently, analyses have
mostly assumed either a simple spin-independent or spin-
dependent DM-target interaction. Instead of making this
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assumption, a more general approach called Galilean ef-
fective field theory (Galilean EFT) considers all possible
nonrelativistic, Galilean-invariant elastic interactions be-
tween DM and a target [25] (for inelastic collisions, there
is Chiral EFT; see Ref. [26]). Galilean EFT was devel-
oped at the level of nucleon fields; other effective theories
start at quark and gluon fields and reduce to a bound,
nonrelativistic state [26–33], though both approaches de-
scribe the most general interaction in the energy regime
of interest for WIMP-nucleus scattering.

The experiments that could search for DM interac-
tions directly (both those designed explicitly for DM di-
rect detection and those with very low backgrounds, such
as neutrinoless double beta decay experiments) generally
choose large targets to maximize DM cross sections. For
example, XENON1T and its successor XENONnT not
surprisingly use xenon (Z = 54, N ≈ 75 − 80), while
CUORE uses the tellurium (Z = 52, N ≈ 70 − 78) in
TeO2 crystals [8, 26, 34]. Because these nuclei contain
many nucleons, they are themselves complicated quan-
tum systems that must be approximated with models.
For large nuclei, a popular approach is the configuration-
interaction in a nuclear shell model basis, where “va-
lence” nucleons fill valence energy and angular momen-
tum states above a static core of nucleons, in analogy
to atomic orbitals [35]. Calculating observable quantities
in this basis, while reduced greatly from a full, infinite-
dimensional configuration space, still consists of finding
eigenvalues and eigenstates of a system with dimensions
around and upward of tens of millions. These models
have tunable parameters that can be fit to experimen-
tal data, allowing more freedom in building a particu-
lar model. The model approximation, parameter space
truncation, and parameter tuning culminate in somewhat
substantial theoretical uncertainties in predicted observ-
ables, cross sections being but one example.

Quantifying these nuclear modeling uncertainties is
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thus necessary to understand how they affect uncertain-
ties of downstream calculations. Some of the current au-
thors showed in Ref. [36] how these nuclear modeling un-
certainties lead to sizeable uncertainties in the determina-
tion of upper confidence limits of Galilean EFT coupling
coefficients of WIMP-nucleus interactions for isotopes of
xenon in the XENON1T detector. We continue that work
in this paper by calculating these same uncertainties in
Galilean EFT couplings for tellurium and oxygen as in
the CUORE detector. Before providing the results of
that analysis in Sec. III, we present an overview the the-
oretical framework of Galilean EFT and the DM-target
interaction in Sec. II. In Sec. IV, we consider the impact
nuclear uncertainties have on determining parameters of
a DM annual modulation signature. We end with a gen-
eral discussion of the impact of this analysis in Sec. V and
conclusions and an outlook on future work in Sec. VI.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A. Nonrelativistic Effective Field Theory

Historically, dark matter experiments have considered
the simplest interactions between the DM particle and
their target in their data analysis: a spin-independent
density operator (1χ1N ) and a spin-dependent operator
(S⃗χ·S⃗N ), where χ denotes the DM particle and N denotes
the target nucleus. However, these are only two of the
many possible Hermitian interactions that obey Galilean
invariance (or Lorentz invariance for relativistic theories).
There has been a heightened interest recently in model-
ing DM-target interactions through effective field theories
(EFT), which take a model-agnostic approach by consid-
ering all couplings allowed by imposed symmetries.

One such EFT is the Galilean EFT described in
Ref. [25], which provides CP-conserving coupling oper-
ators built from four Hermitian quantities:

iq⃗, v⃗⊥, S⃗χ, S⃗N ,

where S⃗χ(S⃗N ) is the spin of the DM (target) particle,
q⃗ is the exchanged momentum, and v⃗⊥ ≡ v⃗ + q⃗/2µN , v⃗
being the relative incoming velocity of the DM particle.
Additionally, we use µN = mχmN/(mχ+mN ) to denote
the reduced mass of the interaction, with mN the nucleon

mass. The fifteen allowed operators Oi are

O1 = 1χ1N , (1a)

O2 = (v⊥)2 , (1b)

O3 = iS⃗N ·
(

q⃗

mN
× v⃗⊥

)
, (1c)

O4 = S⃗χ · S⃗N , (1d)

O5 = iS⃗χ ·
(

q⃗

mN
× v⃗⊥

)
, (1e)

O6 =

(
S⃗χ · q⃗

mN

)(
S⃗N · q⃗

mN

)
, (1f)

O7 = S⃗N · v⃗⊥ , (1g)

O8 = S⃗χ · v⃗⊥ , (1h)

O9 = iS⃗χ ·
(
S⃗N × q⃗

mN

)
, (1i)

O10 = iS⃗N · q⃗

mN
, (1j)

O11 = iS⃗χ · q⃗

mN
, (1k)

O12 = S⃗χ ·
(
S⃗N × v⃗⊥

)
, (1l)

O13 = i
(
S⃗χ · v⃗⊥

)(
S⃗N · q⃗

mN

)
, (1m)

O14 = i

(
S⃗χ · q⃗

mN

)(
S⃗N · v⃗⊥

)
, (1n)

O15 = −
(
S⃗χ · q⃗

mN

)[(
S⃗N × v⃗⊥

)
· q⃗

mN

]
, (1o)

up to factors of q2 (which, as a scale-invariant quantity,
allows q2nOi to be an operator as well). Then, the total
Hamiltonian will be

H =
∑

x=n,p

15∑
i=1

cxi Ox
i , (2)

where we now consider both protons and neutrons as
targets and the thirty coupling coefficients cxi are free
parameters of the interaction theory.

The EFT does not assume any characteristics about
the DM particle, other than requiring its interaction with
the target be nonrelativistic and mediated by a massive
spin-0 or spin-1 particle, e.g., a U(1) gauge boson A′

µ. For
this paper, we will consider a spin-1/2 weakly interacting
massive particle (WIMP) as our dark matter, and we will
assume its mass is within the range 10−103 GeV. In this
mass region the DM in our neighborhood of the galactic
halo will be nonrelativistic, and any nuclear recoils from
the DM will be O(100 keV) [37].

While the operators Eqs. (1) are constructed assuming
Galilean-invariance in the nonrelativistic regime, one can
in principle start with a Lorentz-invariant relativistic ef-
fective theory and carry out a nonrelativistic reduction.
This was done in Ref. [38] in the EFT framework; see
Sec. VI of Ref. [36] for a discussion of the reduction of
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relativistic couplings to the Galilean EFT operators or
Appendix A. in Ref. [32] for a comparison of Galilean
EFT and an effective theory derived from quark-WIMP
interactions.

B. Dark Matter Interaction

Deriving the differential event rate of DM-target inter-
actions from the nuclear model, DM model, and effective
theory is nontrivial. A thorough explanation of the pro-
cess is given in Sec. II B-C in Ref. [36]; here we give a
brief overview for readability of our analysis.

The DM-nucleus interaction cross section can be fac-
torized into nuclear response functions W x,x′

k and WIMP
response functions Rx,x′

k , where x, x′ ∈ {p, n} and k =
1, ..., 8 runs over the eight allowed combinations of elec-
troweak operators:

W x,x′

X =
∑
JT

⟨Ψf ||Xx
JT

||Ψi⟩⟨Ψi||Xx′

JT
||Ψf ⟩ . (3)

Here Ψi (Ψf ) is the initial (final) target wave function, JT
is the angular momentum rank of the operator, and ⟨||·||⟩
is the usual reduced matrix element. Since we assume the
DM to be heavy and nonrelativistic, very little energy
will be transferred to the nucleus (as mentioned in the
previous subsection). Thus, we can assume the final wave
function of the nucleus will be the same as the initial
wave function, i.e., the ground state, and we will make
this assumption in the rest of this paper. The WIMP
response functions, given in Eq. 38 of Ref. [25], group the
EFT operators for the corresponding nuclear response
functions and depend on the coupling coefficients cxi in
Eq. (2).

The matrix elements in Eq. (3) are calculated by sum-
ming over single particle orbitals in the nuclear model:

⟨Ψf ||Xx
JT

||Ψi⟩ =
∑
a,b

⟨a||Xx
JT

||b⟩ρfiJT
(a, b) . (4)

Here, the nuclear one-body density matrices are

ρfiJT
(a, b) =

1√
2JT + 1

⟨Ψf ||[ĉ†a ⊗ c̃b]JT
||Ψi⟩ , (5)

where ĉ†a and c̃b are the fermion creation and time-
reversed annihilation operators, respectively [39]. The
differential cross section is then [40]

dσ

dErec

(
v2, Erec

)
=

2mT

(2jT + 1)v2

∑
x,x′=p,n

8∑
i=1

Rx,x′

k W x,x′

k

(6)
where jT is the spin of the target nucleus (not to be
confused with JT , mentioned earlier) and v is the velocity
of the DM particle.

The differential event rate depends on the differential
cross section, DM velocity distribution f(v⃗), and detector

characteristics (c.f. [41]):

dR

dErec
(Erec) = ε(Erec)NTnχ

∫
dσ

dErec
f̃(v⃗)|v⃗|d3v⃗ . (7)

Here, ε(Erec) is the detector efficiency, NT is the num-
ber of target nuclei in the detector, nχ is the local DM
number density, and f̃(v⃗) is the DM velocity distribu-
tion boosted into the rest frame of the detector. For
the CUORE detector, we take a constant total efficiency
ε = 0.883 which is the product of the detector trigger ef-
ficiency (99%), data selection efficiency (90%), and anti-
coincidence selection efficiency (99.2%) as were the case
in Ref. [42].

III. UNCERTAINTY IN EFT COUPLING
UPPER LIMITS IN CUORE

Until a positive detection of dark matter occurs, exper-
iments can at best place upper limits on potential cou-
pling strengths between WIMP particles and ordinary
matter. Uncertainties on these upper limits come from
the same sources as would any observation, including the-
oretical uncertainties from the models used in analyses
of the data. Nuclear modeling uncertainties are known
to be significant, especially in large nuclei that are fre-
quently used in low-background, high-sensitivity detec-
tors, yet until recently this source was neglected or oth-
erwise crudely estimated. We show in this section how
the uncertainties in the nuclear shell models affect un-
certainties in the determination of the sensitivity of the
CUORE detector to different EFT interaction channels.
We focus mainly on tellurium, which dominates the nu-
clear mass of the TeO2 crystal in CUORE, although we
also briefly discuss the WIMP interaction with oxygen.

The Cryogenic Underground Observatory for Rare
Events (CUORE), located at Gran Sasso National Labo-
ratory, is a tonne scale bolometric experiment composed
of an array of 988 tellurium dioxide crystals. Each crys-
tal is 0.75 kg and 5 cubic centimeters. The crystal array
is cooled to ∼15 mK, and has currently collected over 2
tonne-years of TeO2 exposure. CUORE’s main focus is
searching for the neutrinoless double beta decay of 130Te
which would have an observable Q-value at 2527 keV.
CUORE uses Neutron Transmutation Doped (NTD) Ge
thermistors to detect thermal phonons generated from
energy depositions, including those from radioactive pro-
cesses, and is calibrated with a 232Th− 60Co source,
achieving a detector resolution of ∼7 keV in the region of
interest. While CUORE is intended to search for neutri-
noless double beta decay, its high sensitivity, low noise,
and large exposure make it a suitable detector to search
for WIMP like dark matter through nuclear recoil scat-
tering off the detector nuclei.

Before considering each element separately, we review
the calculation of the EFT coupling confidence limit and
its nuclear model-derived uncertainty. A more thorough
explanation can be found in Sec.V of Ref. [36]. The
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differential event rate of a proposed DM-target interac-
tion depends on the EFT coupling coefficients introduced
in Eq. (2) through the WIMP response functions Rx,x′

k .
More specifically, these response functions are quadratic
in the cxi ; in the case that only one such coupling is
nonzero and the coupling is independent of exchanged
momentum q, the differential event rate is proportional
to (cxi )

2 (by Eqs. (6-7)). We assume here the interaction
conserves isospin, so that Rx,x′

k = 0 for x ̸= x′, i.e., only
p → p and n → n interactions in the target occur, as is
the case for a ground state-to-ground state transition.

Assuming a Poissonian distribution for the number of
WIMP-target interaction events, an experiment needs a
total event rate of at least dRmin/dt = 2.3 events/ton yr
for a positive detection of a DM interaction event at a
90% confidence level [43]. (We neglect the background
rate of the detector in our analysis; a nonzero background
would increase dRmin/dt and consequently increase the
EFT coefficient upper limit, as shown below.) Because
of the quadratic dependence of the differential event rate
on the EFT coefficients, the 90% upper limit of a given
EFT coefficient, written cxi,min, can be calculated from a
single calculation of the total event rate dR0/dt in the
dmscatter code of Ref. [40] using a test value cxi,0 for the
EFT coupling:

cxi,min =

√
dRmin/dt

dR0/dt
cxi,0 . (8)

We calculate the uncertainties on cxi,min for tellurium
only, as it dominates the coupling upper limits and their
uncertainties over oxygen. We also determine the uncer-
tainties from oxygen qualitatively, as will be explained in
the following subsections.

A. Tellurium

The largest target component by mass in CUORE is
tellurium. As natural tellurium is composed of approxi-
mately 8% odd-mass isotopes with nonzero ground state
spin (namely, 123Te and 125Te, each spin-1/2), there is
sensitivity to all spin-dependent EFT interactions. This
is in contrast to oxygen, which is nearly entirely (99.8%)
16O, an even-even isotope with ground state spin zero.
Thus, tellurium is a relevant target for probing spin-
dependent WIMP interactions in CUORE. (Naturally oc-
curring xenon is nearly half odd-mass isotopes by abun-
dance; the contrast between xenon- and tellurium based
experiments could thus shed vital light on the nature of
WIMP-nucleus interactions.)

To determine uncertainties on the EFT coupling up-
per confidence limits for WIMP-nucleus interactions with
tellurium isotopes, we take the same approach as was
performed in Ref. [36] for xenon. Nuclear shell-model
configuration-interaction calculations of density matrices
are costly; to avoid performing many such calculations
we started with two different shell model Hamiltonians,

GCN [44, 45] and JJ55 [46] for tellurium, which are both
based on a CD-Bonn potential G-matrix [47, 48] but fit to
different experimental data sets. The original papers [44–
46] found good agreement with tellurium levels and tran-
sition probabilities, and in our more recent work [36] we
also found good agreement in xenon isotopes. The dif-
ference in observable values is derived from uncertainties
in fitting these Hamiltonians to experiment (and, more
generally, derived from the difficulty of modeling nuclei).

We constructed a Gaussian ensemble of one-body den-
sity matrices by taking the one-body density matrices
from each shell model, GCN and JJ55. We then cre-
ated a Gaussian probability distribution function (PDF)
using the two values for each matrix element to fix the
average and the width. Finally, we performed a Gaus-
sian ensemble Monte Carlo (MC) simulation on the one-
body nuclear density matrices (Eq. (5)); in each single
Monte Carlo run a value for each matrix element is ran-
domly selected from its associated PDF, and the result-
ing randomized one-body density matrix is used in the
dmscatter code to calculate a differential WIMP-nucleus
event rate (Eq. (7)). A total event rate is calculated
by integrating the differential event rate over recoil en-
ergy Erec, which we take to be in the range [1, 100] keV.
We ran N = 2500 Monte Carlo iterations for WIMP
masses in the range mχ ∈ [10, 1000] GeV and nine differ-
ent tellurium isotopes (the naturally-occurring Te-120,
122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 128, 130 and the unstable Te-
129). The best-fit 90% upper confidence limit on the
cxi are taken as the median value of the cxi,min calcu-
lated by Eq. (8) over all MC runs. The uncertainty on
the upper limit is calculated using the Feldman-Cousins
method [49] to bound 68.23% (1σ) of all run values; see
Sec. V and App. B in Ref. [36] for further discussion of
this method. Notably, this method produces separate
upper and lower uncertainties, which allows the determi-
nation of a “1σ" interval of a non-Gaussian distribution.

Fig. 1 shows the 90% upper confidence limits of the
WIMP-proton EFT coefficients cpi and their associated
uncertainties for 123Te, 125Te, and 130Te, assuming a
WIMP mass mχ = 69.5193 GeV. At the low end of our
WIMP mass region (∼10 GeV), there is a possibility that
the DM particle could excite the nucleus as the DM would
have a higher momentum (assuming fixed DM energy
density as we do here). This is especially pertinent for
125Te, which has a low-lying first excited state around
35 keV. Since Galilean EFT assumes elastic interactions,
we save this scenario for future work. Uncertainties are
negligible for couplings that are independent of nucleon
spin S⃗N , namely, O1, O2, O5, O8, and O11. Opera-
tors 3, 12, and 15 all have small (< 5%) uncertainties
and contain S⃗N × v⃗⊥. The remaining operators, being
nucleon spin-dependent, do not couple to the even-even
isotopes but have substantial uncertainties in the even-
odd isotopes, in some cases surpassing 100%. These EFT
channels also have some of the smallest event rates (and
thus the highest EFT upper confidence limits).

Fig. 2 provides the analogous 90% upper confi-
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FIG. 1. 90% upper confidence limits and uncertainties of Galilean EFT proton couplings for different isotopes of tellurium and
WIMP mass mχ = 69.5193 GeV.

dence limits for the WIMP-neutron couplings at mχ =
69.5193 GeV, with the addition of 129Te. The trends
in the upper limit uncertainties over the proton-coupled
EFT operators are also exhibited by the neutron cou-
plings. Nucleon spin-independent couplings have no sig-
nificant uncertainty while those depending on S⃗N do have
an appreciable uncertainty, reaching up to 25% for 123Te
across operators. We include 129Te in the neutron cou-
plings, despite it being radioactive and only found natu-
rally in trace amounts, to highlight the very large uncer-
tainty of the upper limit of cn13 in this isotope.

B. Oxygen

As the CUORE target is tellurium dioxide, we also
computed the WIMP scattering rates off 16O. We used
three different wave functions to generate our reference
one-body density matrices. The first and simplest is a
single Slater determinant with filled 0s and 0p shells.
We also computed no-core shell-model (NCSM) [50] wave
functions with two nucleon-nucleon interactions (fitted to
low-energy scattering and few-body systems), the Dae-

jeon16 interaction [51], as well as the Entem-Machleidt
interaction derived from chiral effective field theory at
next-to-next-to-next-to-leading-order (N3LO) [52], and
evolved by the similarity renormalization group [53] to
a resolution λ = 2.0 fm−1; for these calculations we used
an Nmax = 6 many-body truncation.

All three wave functions are constructed from har-
monic oscillator single-particle states. The only param-
eter for such harmonic oscillator states is the oscillator
length parameter b =

√
ℏ/MΩ where M is the nucleon

mass and Ω is the oscillator frequency. For Daejeon16
and the Entem-Machleidt N3LO interactions, we varied
b (or, alternately, ℏΩ) to minimize the ground state en-
ergy, at ℏΩ = 17.5 MeV (b = 1.540 fm) for Daejeon16
and ℏΩ = 24 MeV (b = 1.315 fm) for Entem-Machleidt
N3LO. (These calculations were not fully converged, es-
pecially as we left out the three-body forces needed for
accurate ground state energies using Entem-Machleidt,
but we believe they nonetheless provide a good estimate
of the oxygen response relative to tellurium.)

The oscillator parameter b sets the length scale of the
calculations, and it is thus natural to compare the cal-
culated root-mean-square radius against the experimen-



6

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Nonrelativistic EFT Operator

10 5

10 3

10 1

101

103
90

%
 C

L 
up

pe
r b

ou
nd

 cn i
m

2 v Te-123
Te-125

Te-129
Te-130

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

Re
la

tiv
e 

Un
ce

rta
in

ty

FIG. 2. 90% upper confidence limits and uncertainties of Galilean EFT neutron couplings for different isotopes of tellurium
and WIMP mass mχ = 69.5193 GeV. We include 129Te despite it not being a stable, naturally-produced isotope to highlight
both its very large uncertainty in operator 13 and the general trend of decreasing uncertainty with increased nucleon number.

tal value of 2.59(7) fm [54]. It is known, however, that
NCSM calculations struggle to reproduce experimental
radii [55, 56]. In order to investigate the sensitivity to the
length scale, we used different values of b in our calcu-
lations. For example, the phenomenological Blomqvist-
Molinari formula [57] for b in shell-model calculations
would give b = 1.726 fm. To match the experimental
radius, however, the simple closed-shell 0s0p model re-
quired b = 1.764 fm, while the Daejeon16 and Entem-
Machleidt calculations required b = 1.709 fm and 1.663
fm, respectively, to agree with experiment.

Fig. 3 shows the 90% upper confidence limits in 16O for
each of our three models: the closed-shell 0s0p cases, and
NCSM wave functions generated using Daejeon16 and
Entem-Machleidt N3LO, for four selected EFT couplings.
The results shown are typical of the remainder not shown.

The calculated DM response was not very sensitive to
these variations in b, even for different operators; a much
bigger variation was found between the three models. Be-
cause of this lack of sensitivity, we did not tune the value
of b for our tellurium results (nor for our previous xenon
calculations [36]).

As oxygen has nearly an order of magnitude fewer
nucleons than tellurium, it is not surprising to find
the WIMP upper confidence limits on oxygen is much
smaller. Comparing against the associated limits from
tellurium in Fig. 1, we see the oxygen limits are all at least
an order of magnitude higher which implies the event rate
dR0/dt (as in Eq. (8)) is almost two orders of magnitude
higher for tellurium. Because of the smaller 16O response,
we did not attempt the responses for 17,18O, which have
natural abundances of ≤ 0.2%.

IV. DM ANNUAL MODULATION

Assuming a simple, non-rotating galactic dark matter
halo, the motion of the solar system around the galactic
center produces a “dark matter wind” on Earth. The ap-
parent speed of this wind (and thus the relative kinetic
energy that it carries) depends on both the velocity of
the solar system as a whole and the velocity of Earth
relative to the Sun. When the Earth is moving in the
same direction as the Sun in the galactic frame (which
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FIG. 3. Comparison of 90% upper confidence limits of Galilean EFT couplings for three nuclear models of 16O as a function
of WIMP mass mχ. For two of the models, denoted Daejeon and N3LO, limits were calculated using two different values for
the harmonic oscillator length parameter b =

√
ℏ/MΩ where M is the nucleon mass and Ω is the oscillator frequency, which

(among other things) sets the expected radius of the nucleus. The resulting coupling limits are relatively insensitive to the
choice of b.

occurs around June) the average available energy in a po-
tential DM-target interaction is maximized. This higher
energy leads to more interactions occurring above detec-
tor thresholds, increasing the measured interaction rate.
Conversely, when the Earth is moving retrograde to the
Sun’s velocity, the interaction rate is minimized [41, 58].
Since the Earth takes one year to make a full orbit, the
period of any changes in the DM interaction rate should
be around one year.

We can model this annual modulation in the differen-
tial event rate as a Fourier series [58]:

dR

dErec
(vmin, t, t

′) = M0+

∞∑
n=1

An cos (nω(t− t′))

+

∞∑
n=1

Bn sin (nω(t− t′)) ,

(9)

where ω = 2π/(1 year) and the An and Bn are functions
of vmin, the minimum WIMP velocity that can produce
a recoil energy Erec. Setting t′ = 0, the dominant terms
of the sums are those with period one year, i.e., n = 1.
Rewriting A1 ≡ M1 and B1 ≡ M2, Eq. (9) becomes

dR

dErec
(Erec, t) = M0 +M1 cos (ωt) +M2 sin (ωt) , (10)

where we now consider dR/dErec , M1, and M2 as func-
tions of the recoil energy Erec. The total modulation
amplitude Mtot and phase t0 are then calculated from
M1 and M2:

Mtot =
√
M2

1 +M2
2 (11)

t0 = arctan

(
M2

M1

)
. (12)
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With the measured annual modulation signature in
DAMA/LIBRA persisting over 2.86 ton× year of expo-
sure [59], there has been considerable effort to reproduce
the result both in the same detector medium (namely,
NaI(Tl) crystal) [4] and in different materials [6]. Due
to CUORE’s underground location at LNGS, shielding,
and cryostat, the detector has very low backgrounds, al-
lowing the experiment to look for potential direct dark
matter interactions down to recoil energies of around 3
keV. In principle, CUORE can search for a dark matter
annual modulation in their TeO2 crystal as a test of the
DAMA/LIBRA result.

To test the response of the differential event rate of
DM-nucleus scattering and its nuclear model-induced un-
certainty in CUORE to the changing vearth through-
out the year, we performed the Gaussian ensemble un-
certainty quantification calculation described in Sec. II
for vearth = {216, 220, 224, 228, 232, 236, 240, 244} km/s
in 125Te. This isotope has an even-odd nucleus with
a nonzero ground state spin, allowing it to couple to
all fifteen EFT operators (see Fig. 1). We simulated
n = 1000 Monte Carlo nuclear density matrix inputs
and calculated the differential event rate at each vearth
for Erec ∈ [1, 100] keV and a selection of WIMP masses
mχ ∈ [10, 1000]GeV. Then, for each Monte Carlo run,
we fit the annual modulation model Eq. (10) with fixed
ω = 2π/year and free parameters {M0,M1,M2}.

We find that changes in nuclear shell model inputs do
not affect the parameter ratios M̃1 ≡ M1/M0 and M̃2 ≡
M2/M0. Thus, the phase t0 is insensitive to nuclear un-
certainties, as t0 = arctan (M2/M1) = arctan

(
M̃2/M̃1

)
.

We can similarly rewrite Mtot as

Mtot = M0

√
M̃2

1 + M̃2
2 ,

so the uncertainty in Mtot due to nuclear modeling is pro-
portional to the uncertainty in M0, the non-modulating
portion of the differential event rate. We find logM0 de-
creases linearly with increasing Erec for all WIMP masses
and EFT channels.

Fig. 4 shows the median value and uncertainty due
to nuclear model uncertainties of the DM annual modu-
lation amplitude Mtot in 125Te as a function of Erec for
the proton coupling coefficient of EFT operator O4, com-
monly called the spin-dependent coupling. For all mχ in
our range of interest, there is a Erec wherein Mtot dips
down near zero before rebounding, as can be best seen for
the yellow and green curves in Fig. 4. We show an exam-
ple of this phenomenon for O4 and mχ = 69.5193 GeV
in Fig. 5. At this critical value of Erec, both M1 and
M2 flip signs, causing the oscillatory signature to vanish.
Thus, in this Erec regime, the phase is poorly defined and
becomes discontinuous in the data before settling back
down near the expected value (approx. 150-200 days,
corresponding to a maximum event rate in the summer).
This phenomenon has been studied before, e.g., in Sec. III
of Ref. [60] where this crossover recoil energy (denoted
QC) is considered as a probe for WIMP mass.

V. DISCUSSION

The overall character of the upper limits of EFT cou-
plings and their uncertainties from tellurium in CUORE
closely resembles that of xenon in XENON1T, explored in
Ref. [36]. A quick comparison of Fig. 1 above and Fig. 4
in Ref. [36] shows strong similarities, from the relative
values of the different operator’s coupling limits to the
significant uncertainties on the spin-dependent couplings
that do not interact with even-even isotopes. A few dif-
ferences stand out, however, such as the much higher rel-
ative uncertainties on these spin-dependent couplings in
tellurium, with some exceeding 100% upper uncertainty.
Further, the coupling limits from tellurium are across all
operators approximately ten times higher than the limits
set by xenon. This result suggests that further exper-
imental and theoretical characterization of the nuclear
structure of tellurium would be beneficial for improving
the accuracy of bounds obtained using tellurium in DM
experiments.

In Fig. 2, we include EFT coupling limits to 129Te,
a radioactive isotope with half-life of approximately 70
minutes, despite no appreciable amount of the isotope ex-
isting in natural abundances. The relative uncertainty of
O13 for WIMP-neutron coupling in 129Te is much higher
than other isotopes across WIMP masses, while its total
event rate (which is inversely proportional to the cou-
pling limit, c.f. Eq. (8)) is also greater. Interestingly,
we see this same behavior in the neutron-coupled O13 of
131Xe, which has the same amount of neutrons (N = 77)
as 129Te. This is most likely due to their ground state
spin being 3/2 instead of 0 or 1/2 for the other even-even
and even-odd isotopes in this mass regime, respectively.
We do not know, however, why this behavior is only seen
in O13, especially because this operator is a product of
two others, O13 = O8O10, that do not have significantly
larger uncertainties in 129Te. Further, other operators
that contain both nucleon spin S⃗N and WIMP spin S⃗χ,
such as O14, behave normally. Regardless of the cause
of this result, 129Te is not found in the CUORE detec-
tor, so any conclusions about theoretical uncertainties in
CUORE dark matter search results will not be affected
by this anomaly.

We find in Sec. IV that the determination of the am-
plitude, but not the phase, of a DM annual modulation
curve is sensitive to nuclear modeling uncertainties. Fur-
ther, as Fig. 5 shows, outside of regions of (Erec,mχ) pa-
rameter space where the modulation amplitude is small
(e.g., near Erec = 12 − 15 keV for EFT coupling cp4 in
Fig. 5), the expected value of t0 is relatively constant.
The location of these regions depends on the isotope,
although the strength of the reduction in Mtot does not
depend on the nuclear model used (c.f. Fig. 4), especially
for couplings that do not have an appreciable uncertainty
due to nuclear modeling uncertainties (i.e., those with
negligible uncertainty in Figs. 1 or 2).

It is clear from Fig. 5 that Mtot is proportionally larger
than the background rate M0 at values of Erec further
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FIG. 4. Medians and uncertainties on the dark matter annual modulation amplitude Mtot as a function for Erec for the spin-
dependent proton coupling cp4 to Te-125. Multiple mχ values are plotted with varying colors.
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FIG. 5. Median annual modulation curve best fit parameters (c.f. Eqs. (10)–(12)) as a function of Erec over N = 1000 Monte
Carlo runs. Note that around Erec = 13.5 keV, Mtot goes to zero and t0 fluctuates wildly as both M1 and M2 go to zero.
Outside of this recoil energy region, the phase is in line with its expected value around 150–200 days, corresponding to a
maximum DM interaction rate in the summer months.

away from the low-modulation region. This presents an
interesting scenario if the WIMP mass is such that the
low-modulation region is within the range of interest for
an experiment. The DM modulation signature would be
suppressed in some Erec channels, and determining the

position of the dip could set bounds on the value of mχ.
Thus, it is of interest to look for DM modulation over a
wide range of Erec when detector sensitivity permits.

The ratio Mtot/M0 was the same for all Monte Carlo
runs in the Gaussian ensemble uncertainty quantification
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for a particular WIMP mass and Erec in all EFT chan-
nels. This implies that nuclear model-derived uncertain-
ties on the modulation amplitude Mtot are the same as
those on the background rate M0. Thus, both experi-
ments that search for modulation signatures and experi-
ments that search for the time-averaged DM interaction
rate are sensitive to changes in the nuclear model used
in their analyses.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown the effect that uncertainties of nuclear
modeling can have on dark matter direct detection ex-
periments, in particular on the CUORE detector which
uses an array of TeO2 crystals to search for nuclear re-
coils from WIMP-like dark matter interactions. Using
the Gaussian ensemble method, we have quantified the
uncertainties in determining upper limits on nonrelativis-
tic effective field theory (EFT) coefficients for different
isotopes of tellurium in CUORE due to differences in
nuclear shell models. We find that the size of the un-
certainty varies considerably across the EFT operators,
with the largest uncertainties belonging to those oper-
ators that depend on nucleon spin S⃗N . We have also
considered how these nuclear uncertainties affect WIMP-
oxygen interaction rates, finding that different models set

different upper limits for EFT couplings across WIMP
masses.

We have studied how changes in nuclear modeling
affects dark matter annual modulation analyses, find-
ing the modulation amplitude Mtot can have over 100%
uncertainties for nucleon spin-dependent EFT channels.
Moreover, the expected size of Mtot is dependent on the
WIMP mass and nuclear recoil energy, with prominent
dips in the amplitude at particular points in the param-
eter space. We also have found that the ratio Mtot/M0,
where M0 is the background differential event rate, and
the modulation phase t0 are independent of changes in
the nuclear model. In particular, this shows that un-
certainties from nuclear modeling in Mtot and M0 are
identical and thus impact both DM annual modulation
searches and background rate experiments equally.
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