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We present weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs) search results performed using two
approaches of effective field theory from the China Dark Matter Experiment (CDEX), based on
the data from both CDEX-1B and CDEX-10 stages. In the nonrelativistic effective field theory
approach, both time-integrated and annual modulation analyses were used to set new limits for
the coupling of WIMP-nucleon effective operators at 90% confidence level (C.L.) and improve over
the current bounds in the low mχ region. In the chiral effective field theory approach, data from
CDEX-10 were used to set an upper limit on WIMP-pion coupling at 90% C.L. We for the first time
extended the limit to the mχ < 6 GeV/c2 region.

PACS numbers: 95.35.+d, 29.40.-n, 98.70.Vc

INTRODUCTION

Throughout past decades, compelling evidence from
astroparticle physics and cosmology has indicated the
existence of dark matter (DM) [1]. The leading can-
didates for cold DM, weakly interacting massive parti-
cles (WIMPs, denoted as χ) have been actively searched
via spin-independent (SI) and spin-dependent (SD) elas-
tic scattering with normal matter in underground direct
detection experiments [2–12]. However, the standard
SI and SD scattering calculations are derived from the
leading-order terms in WIMP-nucleon effective field the-
ory (EFT) with ordinary treatment of nuclear structure
[13–15]. To explore different possible WIMP-nucleus in-
teractions, two alternative schemes of EFT, nonrelativis-
tic effective field theory (NREFT) [16–19], and chiral ef-
fective field theory (ChEFT) [20–22]have been proposed,

and the consequences have been examined by several di-
rect detection experiments [23–27].

The China Dark Matter Experiment (CDEX) [8, 28–
36], aiming at the direct detection of light DM with p-
type point contact germanium (PPCGe) detectors, has
finished two phases of data taking–namely CDEX-1(A,
B) and CDEX-10. The energy threshold of 160 eV was
achieved in CDEX-1B [33] and CDEX-10 [8], which en-
hanced sensitivities for light DM. In this letter, we re-
port the results of EFT analysis based on the data from
CDEX-1B [33, 34] and CDEX-10 [8, 36]. In addition,
the long-duration data and stable running conditions of
CDEX-1B[34] allow annual modulation (AM) analysis to
be performed as a new aspect of EFT studies.
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EFT APPROACHES

NREFT framework

The standard SI and SD analysis only includes the
leading-order terms in WIMP-nucleon EFT, which may
disappear or be suppressed in newer theories. In
the NREFT approach, all leading-order and next-to-
leading order operators maintaining Galilean-invariance
are taken into consideration [16–19]. Because we are in-
terested in elastic scattering direct detection, the am-
plitude can be calculated by modeling each scatter as
a four-particle contact interaction with the Lagrangian
density:

Lint = χ̄OχχN̄ONN ≡ Oχ̄χN̄N, (1)

where χ and N are nonrelativistic fields denoting the
incident WIMP and target nucleon respectively. As
shown in Eq. (2), this approach introduces 14 operators,
Oi(i = 1, 3-15) [19], which rely on different types of nu-
clear responses. It is clear that operators O1 and O4 cor-
respond to typical SI and SD interactions, respectively,
which are considered in most direct detection. In some
new models without typical interactions, new types of
interactions become important, such as parity-violating
interaction iχγ5χNN , the nonrelativistic analog of which
is O11. These operators explicitly depend on WIMP and
nucleon spins, ~Sχ and ~SN , relative perpendicular velocity
between the WIMP and nucleon, ~v⊥, in addition to the
momentum transfer ~q. Of note, O2 is not considered here
because it cannot be obtained from a relativistic operator
at the leading order [18, 19].

O1 = 1χ1N , O9 = i~Sχ · [~SN ×
~q

mN
],

O3 = i~SN · [
~q

mN
× ~v⊥], O10 = i~SN ·

~q

mN
,

O4 = ~Sχ · ~SN , O11 = i~Sχ ·
~q

mN
,

O5 = i~Sχ · [
~q

mN
× ~v⊥], O12 = ~Sχ · [~SN × ~v⊥],

O6 = [~Sχ ·
~q

mN
] · [~SN ·

~q

mN
], O13 = i[~Sχ · ~v⊥][~SN ·

~q

mN
],

O7 = ~SN · ~v⊥, O14 = i[~Sχ ·
~q

mN
][~SN · ~v⊥],

O8 = ~Sχ · ~v⊥, O15 = −[~Sχ ·
~q

mN
][(~SN × ~v⊥) · ~q

mN
].

(2)

Each operator listed in Eq. (2) has distinct couplings
ci to protons and neutrons with coefficients cpi and cni , re-
spectively. Thus, the NREFT interaction takes the form:∑

α=n,p

15∑
i=1

cαi Oαi , cα2 ≡ 0. (3)

The differential scattering rate with respect to nuclear
recoil energy in direct detection is generally given by:

dR

dER
=

ρ

mχmA

∫
vmin(ER)

vf(v)
dσ

dER
d3v, (4)

where ρ = 0.3 GeV/(c2 cm3) is the local DM density; mχ

and mA are the masses of the WIMP and target nucleus,
respectively; v is the relative velocity of WIMP in the
lab-frame; vmin is the minimal WIMP velocity that can
induce a nuclear recoil for a given energy ER, and f(v) is
a Maxwellian velocity distribution with a most probable
speed of v0 = 220 km/s and a galactic escape velocity
of vesc = 544 km/s.

As discussed in Ref. [19], the details of particle physics
arising from NREFT are contained in the differential
cross section dσ/dER, which is associated with 14 space-
spin operators, that are distinctly coupled to protons
and neutrons. Considering the isoscalar case, where the
operators (Oi) are equally coupled to protons and neu-
trons, the strength of the NREFT interaction is param-
eterized by coefficients c0i = 1

2 (cpi + cni ) (0 denotes the
“isoscalar” case), that have dimensions of 1/energy2 such
that they are multiplied by weak mass scale (mW =246.2
GeV/c2) to be dimensionless. The results of NREFT
framework presented in this letter are based on pure-
isoscalar couplings. The expected recoil energy spectra
of each WIMP mass for each EFT operator are calculated
by aMathematica script introduced in Ref. [18, 19]. The
spectra of O1, O5, O6 and O15 are shown in Fig. 1. The
different dependence on momentum transfer of these op-
erators results in different suppression of event rates at
low energies in the corresponding spectra.

It is known that Earth’s velocity relative to the galac-
tic WIMP halo is time-varying with a period of one
year and can be expressed as vE(t) = {232 + 30 ×
0.51cos2π(t− φ)/T} km/s, where T is 365.25 days, and
φ is 152.5 days from January 1st. Positive observations
of AM provide smoking-gun signatures for WIMP-nuclei
scattering rates, as shown in Fig. 2, and the modula-
tion amplitudes are proportional to isoscalar coefficients
(c0i )

2. As discussed in Ref. [19], these operators are clas-
sified as leading order, next-to-leading order and next-
to-next-to-leading order, depending on the total number
of momenta and velocities involved. The cross sections
of different operators are scaled by (v2)α, where α is the
total number of momenta and velocities in these opera-
tors. Compared to O1, where the cross section is scaled
by v0, the modulation amplitude of O8 is larger because
its cross section is scaled by v2.
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FIG. 1. Expected recoil spectra of isoscalar operator O1, O5,
O6 and O15 for elastic scattering of 8 GeV/c2 and 10 GeV/c2

WIMPs on germanium nuclei, with c0i = 1. The event rates
of O5,6,15 are suppressed at low energies because they depend
on the momentum transfer with the form of ∼ q2, q4 and q6

respectively.
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FIG. 2. Modulated event rates of O1 and O8 in the energy bin
of 0.25−0.30 keV. The mass of WIMPs was set to 5 GeV/c2,
and c01,8 = 1 .

ChEFT framework

ChEFT is a low energy effective theory of quantum
chromodynamics (QCD) that preserves QCD symmetries
[20–22]. At low momentum scales on the order of pion
mass, which is similar to the typical momentum trans-
forms involved in WIMP scattering off nuclei, ChEFT
predicts that pions can emerge as explicit degrees of free-
dom in addition to nucleons and reveals a new class of
contributions referred to as two-body currents [37]. Such
two-body contributions occur, e.g., when WIMP couples
to a virtual pion that is exchanged between two nucleons
[20–22]. The ChEFT approach can be mapped onto the
single-nucleon couplings of NREFT, and the relation of
these two approaches has been discussed in Ref. [38, 39].
In this study, the two frameworks are independently an-
alyzed.

The two-body currents of the SI channel involve a new

combination of hadronic matrix elements and Wilson co-
efficients and constitute the most important coherent cor-
rections [38–46]. Among these two-body currents, the
scalar pion-exchange currents enter at the same order
in the ChEFT power counting as momentum-suppressed
single-nucleon currents, and new coefficient cπ can give
rise to WIMP scattering by pion-exchange between two
nucleons [37, 38] with cross section denoted by σscalar

χπ . In
scenarios where the leading SI contribution vanishes, the
scalar WIMP-pion scattering becomes important. There-
fore, this study focuses on ChFET in the SI channel with
only WIMP-pion coupling, which is similar to what is
adopted in Ref. [37]. The inclusion of leading two-body
currents in the SD channel is a correction to the standard
response and is expected to have a considerable effect on
SD search [47–51]. However, the abovementioned study
is beyond the scope of this work.

With only scalar WIMP-pion coupling, the WIMP-
nucleus (χ-N ) cross sections can be expressed in terms of
the scalar WIMP-pion cross section σscalar

χπ and WIMP-
pion reduced mass µπ:

dσSI
χN

dq2
=
σscalar
χπ

µ2
πv

2
|Fπ(q2)|2, σscalar

χN =
µ2
π

4π
|cπ|2, (5)

where q is momentum transfer and Fπ is the nuclear
structure factor. The calculation of structure factor
Fπ has been discussed in detail in Ref. [38]. For a
given WIMP mass mχ, the differential event rate for the
WIMP-pion coupling can be written as

dR

dER
=

2ρσscalar
χπ

mχµ2
π

× |Fπ(q2)|2 ×
∫
vmin(ER)

f(v)

v
d3v. (6)

The spectra of WIMP-pion scattering are shown in
Fig. 3. Based on Eq. (6), we can derive the limits
for σscalar

χπ as a function of the WIMP mass mχ. The
coupling of WIMP to pion is estimated from nuclear
structure factors. Through calculation, it is determined
that the scaling of structure facture is approximately
(mπ/Λχ)3A, with nucleon number A ∼ 70 for germa-
nium, pion mass mπ ∼ 135MeV, and ChEFT breakdown
scale Λχ ∼ 500 − 600 MeV. It is sub-leading compared
to SI (O(A)) but dominant compared to SD (O(1)) scat-
tering [37].

EXPERIMENT AND DATA ANALYSIS

For the future ton-scale DM experiment, two genera-
tion experiments of CDEX have been designed for the
direct detection of low-mass WIMPs with p-type point
contact germanium detectors (PPCGe) at China Jin-
ping Underground Laboratory [52]. In the first gener-
ation CDEX-1A and CDEX-1B experiments [29–31, 33],
1-kg-scale single-element PPCGes cooled by a cold finger
were used; while the second generation, CDEX-10 [8, 53],
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was composed of three triple-element PPCGe strings that
were directly immersed in liquid nitrogen. Owing to the
problems of detector faults, seven elements of the CDEX-
10 detector array are not working, while the other two
in different strings named C10-B1 and C10-C1 are put
into operation. The schematic diagrams of electronics
and data acquisition (DAQ) system for CDEX-1B and
CDEX-10 are shown in Ref. [33, 53].
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FIG. 3. Differential recoil spectrum for WIMP-pion (red) and
SI WIMP-nucleon (blue) interactions at masses of 5 GeV/c2

and 10 GeV/c2 respectively, with the cross sections of 1 ×
10−46 cm2.

As discussed in Ref. [33, 36, 53], the data used in this
analysis are obtained through careful selection and the
bulk/surface (BS) discriminations [54]. Owing to higher
energy threshold and background level, the data from
C10-C1 are not taken into consideration in this analy-
sis. The energy spectra of bulk events after all selec-
tions, together with the combined selection efficiencies
are shown in Fig. 4 and are based on the exposures of
737.1 kg-days (CDEX-1B) and 205.4 kg-days (C10-B1).
The analysis thresholds are both lowered to 160 eV for
the CDEX-1B and C10-B1. The uncertainties are mainly
from statistics for high energy bins, while the systematic
errors originating from the BS discrimination dominate
at the low energy range. The details of the BS anal-
ysis and uncertainty derivations can be found in Ref.
[8, 33]. Different from CDEX-10, the spectrum from
CDEX-1B has an anomalous rising profile below 2 keV,
which currently cannot be explained well. Several can-
didate sources (including cosmic rays, neutrons and tri-
tium) were examined but all fail to explain these anoma-
lous events [33]. To further understand this anomaly,
more detailed knowledge of material components near
the germanium crystal is needed. Research on this is-
sue is ongoing and not within the discussion scope of this
article.

The data shown in Fig. 4 are used in time-integrated
(TI) analysis. For AM analysis, the requirement for data
is to have stable background with time; CDEX-1B, which

has been running stably for approximately 4.2 years, sat-
isfies this requirement. There were two stages during
the entire running time of CDEX-1B. Run 1 was from
September 27, 2014 until August 2, 2017, when the tar-
get was enclosed by an NaI(Tl) anti-Compton detector;
Run 2 was from August 4, 2017 until December 2, 2018,
when the NaI(Tl) was replaced by passive copper shield-
ing. Of onte, the total exposure is 1107.5 kg-day within
the total time span of 1527 calendar days, and the data
used in TI analysis are only derived from Run 1. The
data obtained after the selection of three different energy
bins are shown in Fig. 5.
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RESULT OF NREFT

Both time-integrated (TI) and AM analyses are ap-
plied in this analysis using the data from CDEX-1B and
CDEX-10.

In TI analysis, the final constraints on the operators
Oi are calculated independently and are based on two
different datasets from CDEX-1B and CDEX-10 with the
exposures of 737.1 kg-day and 205.4 kg-day, respectively.
The data used in this analysis were selected based on a
series of criteria [8, 33] and the data of CDEX-10 are
only from the detector with the best performance, i.e.,
C10-B1 [36].

For the CDEX-10 data, the minimum-χ2 analysis [30]
and unified approach [55] are applied to the residual
spectrum from which the contributions of L/M -shell X-
ray peaks have been subtracted by fitting corresponding
K-shell X-ray peaks, as shown in Fig. 6. However, for
CDEX-1B, the background of unknown origin at low en-
ergy region below 2 keV makes the minimum-χ2 analysis
inapplicable and the Binned Poisson method is used as a
substitute [56]. For both CDEX-10 and CDEX-1B, a 10%
systematic error is adopted for the quenching factor cal-
culated by the TRIM package [57–60]. The upper limits
at 90% confidence level (C.L.) on 14 different operators
based on CDEX-1B and CDEX-10 are shown Fig. 7, in
which the results of SuperCDMS [23], XENON100 [24]
and CRESST-II [25] are superimposed for comparison.
Of note, PandaX-II [26] and LUX [27] have also released
results on EFT studies but with relativistic EFT or pure-
proton/neutron framework. The direct comparisons of
both results is not feasible. It is observed that CDEX-10
data provide more stringent constraints over the current
bounds in the mχ range from 2.5 up to several GeV/c2 in
all operators studied as a consequence of the low physics
analysis threshold.

In the AM analysis, data from CDEX-1B at 0.25−5.80
keV are analyzed using the same procedure in Ref [34].
On request of statistical accuracy in B/S correction, the
energy bin sizes are set to be 0.05, 0.1, and 0.2 keV for
measured energy at < 0.8, 0.8-1.6, and > 1.6 keV, respec-
tively. The corrected counts of bulk events are denoted
by nijk with i = 1-40 for energy bins, j = 1-35 for time
bins, and k = 2 for Runs 1 and Run 2. Of note, the
data in time bins k = 1-21 belong to Run 1, and the
rest of the data belong to Run 2. For each energy bin,
a minimum-χ2 analysis [34] is performed simultaneously
with

χ2
i =

2∑
k∈Run

N∑
j∈Time

[nijk − Pijk −Bik −Aicos(
2π(tj−Φ)

T )]2

∆2
ijk

,

(7)
where Φ and T are the modulation phase and period
fixed at 152.5 day and 365.25 day, respectively. Pijk is
the time-varying background contributions of the L-shell

X-rays from cosmogenic isotopes such as 68Ge, 68Ga,
and 65Zn, the intensities of which are fixed by the mea-
sured K-shell X-rays at 8.5–10.8 keV. Bik is the time-
independent background level and ∆2

ijk are the combined
statistical and systematic errors dominated by the B/S
correction [54]. Ai is the modulation amplitude; it is left
unconstrained in the fitting procedure.
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are the expected χ-N spectra owing to WIMP-pion scattering
at mχ equal to 5 GeV/c2 and 10 GeV/c2 respectively, at cross
section corresponding to the upper limits at 90% C.L., derived
from the CDEX-10 dataset [36].

Amplitudes Ai are proportional to isoscalar coefficients
(c0)2 in the form of Ai = (c0)2 · f(Ei; δEi;mx), where f
is a known function of energy Ei, energy bin size δEi,
and WIMP mass mχ. Thus, the best-fit values of (c0)2

are then evaluated by minimizing
∑
χ2
i of Eq. (7), and

the upper limits of (c0)2 at different mχ are set by uni-
fied approach [55]. The results of AM analysis are shown
in Fig. 7 together with the results of TI analysis. The
operators with a higher order of velocity dependence (all
except O1,4) give larger AM amplitudes. Accordingly, as
indicated in Fig. 7, for a similar CDEX-1B data set, the
AM analysis for these operators can give more stringent
constraints on coupling coefficients than the TI analysis
in the mχ region above several GeV/c2. This behav-
ior differs from the standard AM/TI analysis in the SI
channel [34], in which the constraints with TI are more
stringent than those of AM over the entire range of mχ.
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FIG. 7. The 90% C.L. upper limits of CDEX-10 and CDEX-
1B on isoscalar dimensionless coupling for all NREFT oper-
ators. The TI results of CDEX-10 and CDEX-1B are indi-
cated in solid red and green respectively, while the AM results
of CDEX-1B are presented as pink dashes. The limits from
superCDMS [23], XENON100 [24] and CRESST-II [25] are
indicated in solid black, blue, and magenta respectively.

RESULTS OF WIMP-PION SCATTERING IN
CHEFT

The WIMP-pion interaction is independent of mo-
mentum transfer ~q and velocity ~v⊥ such that the AM
analysis cannot improve sensitivity. Accordingly, the
TI analysis through minimum-χ2 is applied only to the
data of CDEX-10, which has lowest background below
2 keV among the CDEX data sets. The fit results at
mχ = 5GeV/c2 and mχ = 10GeV/c2 are shown in Fig. 6.
The exclusion plot of scalar WIMP-pion coupling at 90%
C.L. is shown in Fig. 8 and superimposed with the results
given by XENON1T [37]. The low energy threshold of
CDEX-10 produces improved sensitivities for low-mass
WIMPs and results in new constraints on the WIMP-
pion cross section at mχ < 6 GeV/c2.

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
)2 (GeV/cχm
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38−10

)2
 (

cm
sc
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πχσ

CDEX-10 (this work)
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projected CDEX

100 kg-yr; 0.01 cpkkd; energy threshold: 100eV

FIG. 8. Upper limit at 90% C.L. for the WIMP-pion cou-
pling as a function of WIMP mass for CDEX-10 (red), su-
perimposed with the results (blue) of the XENON1T exper-
iment [37]. The potential reach of target sensitivities with
a 100-eV threshold at 0.01-counts kg−1keV−1day−1 (cpkkd)
background level for 100-kg-year exposure is also shown.

SUMMARY

Because the allowed regions of standard SI and SD
are further probed and excluded by various direct de-
tection experiments [9–12], the analyses of new channels,
such as NREFT operators and WIMP-pion coupling from
ChEFT, are motivating new directions for DM direct de-
tection experiments. By incorporating NREFT into the
analysis of the CDEX data, the upper limits on isoscalar
coupling are set by both TI and AM analyses at 2.5−20
GeV/c2 of mχ, and new parameter spaces are excluded at
90% C.L. For WIMP-pion coupling, CDEX-10 provides
new constraints on WIMP-pion cross section at mχ < 6
GeV/c2. Further improvement in detector performance
and background suppression in CDEX-10 and next gen-
eration ton-scale experiment [61] will provide more strin-
gent on constraints to WIMP coupling in the EFT frame-
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work.
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