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Ultralight axions (ULAs) are promising dark matter candidates that can have a distinct impact
on the formation and evolution of structure on nonlinear scales relative to the cold, collisionless
dark matter (CDM) paradigm. However, most studies of structure formation in ULA models do
not include the effects of self-interactions, which are expected to arise generically. Here, we study
how the tidal evolution of solitons is affected by ULA self-interaction strength and sign. Specifically,
using the pseudospectral solver UltraDark.jl, we simulate the tidal disruption of self-interacting
solitonic cores as they orbit a 1011 M Navarro-Frenk-White CDM host halo potential for a range
of orbital parameters, assuming a fiducial ULA particle mass of 10−22 eV. We find that repulsive
(attractive) self-interactions significantly accelerate (decelerate) soliton tidal disruption. We also
identify a degeneracy between the self-interaction strength and soliton mass that determines the
efficiency of tidal disruption, such that disruption timescales are affected at the ∼ 50% level for
variations in the dimensionless ULA self-coupling from λ = −10−92 to λ = 10−92 .

I.

INTRODUCTION

Evidence from the cosmic microwave background
(CMB), galactic rotation curves, galaxy clustering, the
Lyman-α forest, and gravitational lensing indicates that
the majority of matter in the universe is dark [1–5]. Dark
matter is usually assumed to be cold and collisionless
(CDM; [6, 7]). However, an enormous range of particle dark matter models that are compatible with current
cosmological, collider, and direct detection experiments
break these assumptions in detail, yielding unique astrophysical signatures that will be probed by upcoming
observational facilities [8–11].
An increasingly popular class of dark matter models
feature scalar fields with a shift symmetry [12–14]. This
class of models includes candidates like the QCD axion,
which was originally theorized to solve the Strong CP
Problem [15], and ultralight axions (ULAs), which have
masses on the order of ∼ 10−22 eV or smaller. Axionlike particle (ALP) models that are motivated by string
theory suggest there may be many different axion particles with a wide range of masses. For example, the axiverse hypothesis suggests that there may be many ALPs
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with different masses in decades from ∼ 1 eV down to
10−33 eV [16, 17]. In ULA models, the particles are
bosonic and under certain circumstances can behave coherently as a Bose–Einstein condensate (BEC) due to
their extremely high occupation numbers [18–22]. Meanwhile, the de Broglie wavelength for ULAs is roughly on
the kiloparsec scale [23], and the clustering of these particles is suppressed on smaller scales. This leads to a
cutoff in the halo mass function and yields dark matter
cores rather than cusps on scales corresponding to dwarf
galaxies [24–32]. Thus, the existence of ULA fields with
conspicuous astrophysical signatures is theoretically motivated.
Below the QCD scale, the potential for axion or axionlike particles often takes the form


V (φ) = Λ4 1 − cos φ/fa .
(1)
Here, φ is the axion field, Λ ≈ 0.1 GeV, and fa is the
Peccei–Quinn symmetry breaking scale or axion decay
constant [17, 33]. By expanding the potential, we see that
axions generically undergo self-interactions, with leading
order term φ4 . It is important to account for this term
because, as shown in [34, 35], even small self-interactions
can have large effects on the the dynamics of ULA dark
matter. Many axion-like dark matter models ignore potential self-interactions because they are constrained to
be very small [34, 36]. For example, ULA models in the
free-field limit are sometimes referred to as fuzzy dark
matter (FDM) models [24, 32]. Although there are a variety of astrophysical constraints on the FDM mass (e.g.,
[37–44]), none of these analyses incorporate the effects
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of potential ULA self-interactions.1 However, as seen in
prior work, even a small self-interaction can greatly impact the resulting dynamics because axion-like particle
densities can be very large [34, 48, 49]. For example, any
attractive self-interaction ensures that there is a maximum mass that a bound dark matter state (or “soliton”)
can have before collapsing into a black hole, and also allows for oscillating or exploding solitons [34, 35]. There
are are also compelling reasons to study ULAs with repulsive self-interactions [36].
The tidal evolution of gravitationally bound dark matter subhalos as they orbit within a larger host halo dictates the properties of small-scale structure at late times.
In turn, this physics has important consequences for the
interpretation of observational probes of low-mass subhalos. In particular, studies leveraging strong gravitational
lensing [50], the Milky Way satellite galaxy population
[51], and stellar stream perturbations [52] have recently
gained sensitivity to subhalos as small as ∼ 108 M . At
fixed particle mass, characteristic ULA effects including
soliton sizes [25] and gravitational heating due to wave
interference [23, 53] become larger with decreasing subhalo mass and velocity dispersion. Precise theoretical
predictions for the evolution of these systems in realistic ULA models, including self-interactions, are therefore
timely.
Several previous studies have considered the tidal evolution of ULA subhalos and solitons. Specifically, [54]
simulates a soliton orbiting a central potential using a
pseudospectral solver to evolve the Schrödinger-Poisson
equation. In the absence of self-interactions, these authors find that, once the soliton drops below a critical fraction of the host’s average density within the orbital radius, tidal stripping results in runaway disruption.
Meanwhile, [55] show that the presence of an outer CDMlike halo profile surrounding the soliton can make the soliton significantly more resilient to tidal disruption, and
[56] propose that an eigenmode analysis provides insight
into this process. None of these studies consider the coupled effects of ULA self-interactions and tidal stripping,
motivating our study. Furthermore, cosmological simulations of ULAs (e.g., [24, 30, 31, 57, 58]) currently lack
the resolution to resolve solitons’ detailed tidal evolution
within larger host halos, and no cosmological simulations
to date include the effects of ULA self-interactions.
Here, we present simulations of ULA dark matter using a version of UltraDark.jl [59], which is capable of
accounting for self-interactions. We attempt to characterize the effects of self-interactions on ULA dark matter
as it tidally disrupts. We find that there is a degeneracy
between the self-interaction strength and soliton mass in
determining the disruption time. This work extends ear-
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However, see [45, 46] for analytic studies and idealized simulations of ULAs with repulsive self-interactions in the ThomasFermi regime, and see [47] for joint constraints on the ULA mass
and self-coupling from the enclosed mass profile of M87.

lier results looking at tidal disruption in ULA dark matter [54], introducing the possibility of self-interactions
and showing that they can have a significant impact on
the disruption times of solitons.
This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we
present our ULA model and the physical setup we implement in our soliton simulations. In Section III, we
estimate the tidal radii of the solitons considered in our
simulations to qualitatively assess how efficiently these
systems will tidally disrupt. In Section IV, we discuss the pseudospectral solver used for our simulations,
UltraDark.jl, and the initial conditions for our simulations. In Section V, we discuss the results of our simulations, including how soliton disruption time depends on
self-interaction strength and sign, soliton mass, and orbital parameters. We show that self-interaction strength
and sign and soliton mass influence the disruption time
in a degenerate fashion. In Section VI, we discuss the
importance of our work and its main caveats. Lastly, in
Section VII, we summarize our results. Throughout, we
work in units with c = G = 1.

II.

ULTRALIGHT AXION MODEL AND
PHYSICAL SETUP

Our ULA model consists of a classical field minimally
coupled to gravity. Considering only the leading order
self-interaction term from Eq. 1, the action takes the form


Z
√
1
1
λ
S = d4 x −g g µν ∂µ φ∂ν φ − m2 φ2 − φ4 . (2)
2
2
4
Here, φ is the scalar field, m is the mass of the field,
and λ is the dimensionless self-coupling. We obtain the
equations of motion by writing the real scalar field φ in
terms of a complex field ψ,
φ= √


~  −imt/~
ψe
+ ψ ∗ eimt/~ .
2m

(3)

The equations of motion in the Newtonian gauge are the
Gross-Pitaevskii-Poisson (GPP) equations,
i~ψ̇ = −

~3 λ 2
~2 2
∇ ψ + mΦψ +
|ψ| ψ
2m
2m3

(4)

and
2

∇2 Φ = 4πGm|ψ| .

(5)

Here, Φ is the gravitational potential and ψ is the ULA
field. A more detailed derivation of the equations of motion can be found in [60]. In the following analysis, using
a particle mass of m = 10−22 eV, the self-interaction
strength is parameterized by a dimensionless variable κ̃,
defined as
κ̃ ≡ 2.1 × 1092 λ

(6)
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Table I details the relevant units and ranges of ULA parameter values in our study.
There are different approaches to constraining the selfinteraction strength of ULAs [34, 36, 61]. Different methods can lead to constraints that have large order of magnitude differences. Here, we use a dimensionless coupling
on the order of O(10−92 ) that falls within the bounds
found in [61]. Although the self-interaction strength
is predicted to be very small, the effects of the selfinteractions are governed by the self-interaction strength
times the phase-space density of axions in the region of
interest [49]. In particular, the non-linear self-interaction
term in the adimensional GPP equations (see Eq. 4) is
2
2
given by λ|ψ| ψ; since the density is given by ρ = m|ψ| ,
the non-linear term is proportional to λρψ. Since the
denisty of ULAs can be very large in the inner regions
of solitons, the non-linear effects of the self-interactions
may be important despite the self-interaction strengths
being small. In this work, we consider attractive and repulsive self-interactions with similar magnitudes because
there are numerical difficulties when self-interactions are
large.
The term soliton refers in this work to the localized
dark matter that is a Bose–Einstein condensate. In ULA
models, dark matter halos are composed of a solitonic
core with an NFW outer region [24, 26]. In our simulations, we consider a soliton orbiting a more massive host
to mimic the central region of a dwarf galaxy falling into
a larger system. For most of this work, we simulate the
solitonic core being tidally disrupted without the NFW
region in order to isolate the effects of self-interactions
on the core disruption time. We assume a fiducial ULA
mass of 10−22 eV.
III.

ANALYTIC ESTIMATES OF SOLITON
TIDAL RADII

In this Section, we use the physical setup described
in Section II to estimate the tidal radii of solitons orbiting a host halo. The tidal radius represents the distance within which the soliton’s gravity dominates over
the host’s tides, and thus provides an estimate of which
regions are protected from tidal disruption. Note that,
due to the wave-like nature of ULAs, all regions of the
soliton can potentially be tidally stripped regardless of
the tidal radius [23, 56]. However, the tidal radius still
provides a useful means to qualitatively assess how efficiently disruption can proceed for a given solitonic and
orbital configuration.
We estimate the tidal radii of solitons in circular orbits
using several related definitions presented in [62]. First,
consider the tidal radius rt,1 [62],
"

rt,1

m(rt,1 )/M (R)
=R
M
2 − ddln
ln R |R

#1/3
,

(7)

where R is the separation between the centers of the soli-

ton and the host, m(rt,1 ) is the mass of the soliton, and
M (R) is the mass of the host within the orbital radius.
This result only assumes that the soliton and host have
extended mass profiles, and ignores effects like centrifugal force. The host mass within the orbital radius can be
found using
" 
#

R
+
R
R
s
s
M (R) = 4πρ0 Rs3 ln
+
−1
(8)
Rs
Rs + R
where ρ0 is a density parameter and Rs is the scale
radius of the central NFW potential. In our simulations, we adopt c = 20, rvir = 95 kpc, and M (rvir ) =
1011 M . This gives a density parameter of ρ0 =
3.5 × 107 M /kpc3 . Across the range of values of M and
R we consider, d ln M/d ln R is roughly constant, with
a typical value of about 0.46. According to Eq. 8, our
solitons’ tidal radii are then on the order of 8 kpc.
We can alternatively define the tidal radius as [62]
"

rt,2

m(rt,2 )/M (R)
=R
M
3 − ddln
ln R |R

#1/3
,

(9)

which accounts for centrifugal force, or using

rt,3 = R

m(rt )
M (R)

1/3
,

(10)

which corresponds to the radius where the frequency of
tidal forces applied by the host matches the internal motion of the soliton. These definitions satisfy rt,2 < rt,1 <
rt,3 for the configurations we simulate, implying that
rt,1 ≈ 8kpc remains a reasonable estimate.
The solitons we initialize have core radii of roughly
2 kpc. This is smaller than the tidal radius by a factor of
a few, indicating that tidal disruption will not occur immediately, but that it can plausibly occur once the core
radius expands sufficiently due to tidal stripping. Importantly, self-interactions influence the dynamical evolution
of our solitons in a manner that is not easily captured by
tidal radius calculations. Qualitatively, we expect attractive (repulsive) self-interactions to make solitons less
susceptible (more susceptible) to disruption and therefore to effectively increase (decrease) the tidal radius, but
the extent to which the tidal radius alone can accurately
characterize the disruption of self-interacting solitons is
unclear. Our simulations are therefore crucial to quantify
how self-interactions affect tidal disruption.
We note that, in a previous study of soliton tidal disruption without self-interactions, [54] found that the tidal
radius of a soliton depends only on the ratio of its core
density to the average density of the host within the soliton’s orbit. These authors found that if this ratio is less
than 4.5, the tidal radius of the soliton is smaller than
its core radius, leading to rapid disruption: as the core
loses mass, its density drops and it expands further in
a runaway process. In most of our simulations, the initial density ratio is ≈ 50, which ensures that > 95% of

4
the soliton’s mass is contained within the tidal radius at
first [54], protecting the soliton from immediate runaway
disruption due to the host’s tides. The sharp transition
to runaway disruption at low density ratios motivates our
choice to simulate a narrow range of soliton masses with
initial density ratios above the critical threshold.

IV.

SIMULATION DESCRIPTION
A.

Numerical Methods

We perform our simulations using UltraDark.jl, a
code that can be used to simulate ultralight dark matter [59], with modifications to allow for self-interactions.
UltraDark.jl uses a pseudospectral method to solve the
GPP equations (Eq. 4–5), similar to PyUltraLight and
PySiUltraLight [35, 63]. This means that the linear and
nonlinear operators in Eq. 4 are computed in Fourier
space and configuration space respectively. In particular, a single step in the evolution with self-interactions is
given by


ih
ψ(~x, t + h) = exp − Φ(~x, t + h)
2


ihκ
2
× exp −
ψ(~x, t + h)
2




ih 2
ih
−1
× F exp − k F exp − Φ(~x, t)
2
2


ihκ
2
× exp −
ψ(~x, t) ψ(~x, t),
2
(11)
where h is a small time step, F is the Fourier transform,
F −1 is the inverse Fourier transform, k is the wavenumber in Fourier space, ψ(~x, ti ) is the field at the half step.
The gravitational potential is updated in phase space,


1
2
−1
Φ(~x, t + h) = F
− 2 F4π ψ(~x, ti ) + Φext , (12)
k
and a fixed background gravitational field Φext is added.
A detailed description of how the ULA field with
self-interactions and an external gravitational potential
evolves over time can be found in [35].
There are some computational limitations associated
with this method. The primary constraint we encountered came from the so-called “maximum velocity criterion.” Specifically, when recasting the GPP to the
Madelung equations, it is apparent that the velocity of
the field is equal to the gradient of its phase [64]
v=

~
∇ arg(ψ) .
m

(13)

However, information about this phase gradient is lost
when ψ is represented on a grid with finite resolution; the

phase difference between neighboring cells is only known
modulo π and so the velocity is represented modulo
vmax =

~ π
,
m ∆x

(14)

where ∆x is the grid point spacing, set by the size of
the simulation box and the resolution of the simulation.
Attempts to simulate velocities greater than vmax result
in unphysical numerical artifacts and so UltraDark.jl
terminates if velocities exceed vmx /4.
Since we use an FFT-based method to solve the equations of motion, it is natural to adopt periodic boundary
conditions for our simulations, meaning that the simulation box is topologically equivalent to a torus. This implies that angular momentum is not necessarily conserved
if matter crosses the boundary of the box. This issue is
mitigated simply by minimizing the amount of matter
that crosses the boundary. We therefore use a box size
that is large enough to comfortably encompass our solitons’ orbits and stripped material, and small enough to
yield reasonable maximum velocity criteria for these systems. To balance these factors, we use a box length that
is about 320% larger than the host’s virial radius. We
found that this box size does not compromise the maximum velocity criteria for any of our simulations while
preventing a significant amount of matter from crossing
the boundary of the box.

B.

Physical Setup

We consider solitons on circular orbits around a central halo, which we model using a static, external gravitational potential corresponding to an Navarro-FrenkWhite (NFW; [65]) halo,
Φext (r) = −

r
ln(1 + chost rvir
)
Mhost
chost ,
r ln(1 + chost ) − 1+c
host

(15)

where Φext is the gravitational potential, chost is the
host concentration, Mhost is the host mass, and rvir is
the viral radius of the host. We simulate a host with
mass Mhost = 1011 M and concentration chost = 20,
roughly corresponding to the properties of halos that host
the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC) [66, 67] and similar
galaxies. The LMC is known to host faint satellite galaxies (e.g., [68]), which would be affected by ULA physics
given our fiducial particle mass of 10−22 eV model (e.g.,
[23]), adding to the astrophysical relevance of our simulations.
Our simulations use a fiducial box length of 306 kpc
and resolution of 512 grid points per side. They are initialized with a soliton, specified by its mass, position,
velocity, phase, and density profile. The position and velocity are derived from the orbital energy xc and orbital
circularity η, following [69]. Specifically, these parame-
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Range

ma
κ̃
xc
rcir
η
Mhost
Msol
chost

−22

Definition

10
eV
Particle mass
-5–5
Self-coupling strength
0.7–1.1
Orbital energy
67–105 kpc
Orbital radius
1.0
Circularity
1011 M
Host mass
1.04–1.13 × 108 M
Soliton mass
20
Host concentration

TABLE I: The definitions and values of the parameters
that enter our simulations. Orbital energy (xc ) and
circularity (η) are defined according to Eq. 16–17.

ters are defined as [69]
rc (E)
,
rvir
L
η≡
.
Lc (E)

xc ≡

(16)
(17)

Thus, xc corresponds to radius of a circular orbit with total energy E, in units of the host’s virial radius, and η is
the ratio of the orbital angular momentum L to that for a
circular orbit of total energy E. Thus, η = 0 (η = 1) corresponds to a radial (circular) orbit; throughout, we simulate solitons on circular orbits to minimize the impact
of the maximum velocity criterion. Given this assumption, xc effectively parameterizes the soliton’s distance
from the host center, which we often quote in units of
the host halo’s virial radius. We summarize the range of
xc we use, which avoids violating the maximum velocity
criterion (Eq. 14), in Table I.
We initialize our solitons by assuming an equilibrium
configuration without self-interactions, with an initial
profile following [63] (also see [35]). Note that, in models
with nonzero self-interactions, the solitons do not start
in equilibrium; however, for the range of self-interaction
models we simulate, oscillations about the equilibrium
state are small for isolated versions of our solitons. These
small non-equilibrium oscillations do not significantly impact our results. Note that we simulate the evolution of
“bare” soliton profiles rather than include an outer NFW
component of the density profile past some transition radius. We discuss this choice further in Section V.
We simulate bare solitons with initial masses ranging
from 1.04 × 108 M to 1.13 × 108 M , well below the host
halo mass of 1011 M . This allows us to neglect the effects of dynamical friction, which is expected to differ in
ULA models relative to CDM (e.g., [70]). Within the
narrow range of soliton masses that we simulate, bare
solitons survive long enough to complete several orbits,
which allows to characterize their disruption timescales
accurately, and short enough to disrupt on the order of
a Hubble time (see Section III). We also used a range
of values for xc from 0.7 to 1.1 and a range of λ from
−2.4 × 10−92 to 2.4 × 10−92 (κ̃ = -5.0 to 5.0). A summary of our simulation parameters is provided in Table I.

Ideally, we would run simulations with more massive
hosts in order to model the effects of tidal stripping of
solitons within the Milky Way; however, this is more challenging computationally because the maximum velocity
criterion is more easily violated as host mass increases
for a given set of orbital parameters. In particular, we
use our fiducial box length and grid resolution to calculate the velocity of the orbit based on the host mass
and concentration to identify the accessible region of orbital parameter space shown in Fig. 1. We observe that,
as the host mass decreases or the host concentration increases, our simulations are able to access more of the
orbital parameter space. This follows because, for any
given set of orbital parameters, decreasing the host mass
or increasing the host concentration reduces the velocity of the orbit, and therefore makes it less likely that
the maximum velocity criterion is violated. Based on
Fig. 1, our simulations can robustly probe subhalos of
LMC-mass hosts on nearly circular orbits. Subhalos of
more massive hosts like the Milky Way, and subhalos on
more radial orbits around hosts of mass, remain difficult
to simulate robustly given our setup.

Mh = 1012M
Mh = 1012M
Mh = 1011M
Mh = 1011M

103
102

xc

Parameter

ch = 10
ch = 20
ch = 10
ch = 20

101
100

10

1

Typical Satellite Parameters
0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

FIG. 1: The orbital parameter range, specified by
orbital energy xc and orbit circularity η, accessible for
soliton evolution given our simulations’ fiducial box size
and resolution and the maximum velocity criterion
(Eq. 14). The black shaded region is typical of CDM
subhalos (e.g., see [69]). The pseudospectral solver we
employ, UltraDark.jl, is able to accurately simulate
orbits in the regions above the solid lines at our fiducial
resolution of 512 grid cells per side and box length of
306 kpc. These accessible regions depend on the mass
and concentration of the host halo, as indicated in the
legend. The simulations we run in this work all use
η = 1 (i.e., circular orbits) and xc ∈ [0.7, 1.1] (see
Eq. 16–17), corresponding to orbital radii between
0.7rvir to 1.1rvir (67 kpc to 105 kpc). The small cyan
region represents the region of parameter space we
simulate.
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FIG. 2: Projected density distributions in the orbital plane from representative simulations where a soliton is tidally
disrupted in the presence of attractive self-interactions with κ̃ = −5.0 (left) and repulsive self-interactions with
κ̃ = 5.0 (right). In these simulations, the soliton mass is 1.13 × 108 M and xc = 0.8. The visualized region is
approximately 300 kpc long in the x and y directions. Tidal stripping is noticeably more efficient in the case with
repulsive self-interactions. An animation can be found at https://bit.ly/3wzgBQw.
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FIG. 3: Evolution of the peak density (left panel) and core radius (right panel) for the solitons shown in Fig. 2, for
the repulsive (green) and attractive (blue) self-interaction cases. Before tidal disruption sets in, the peak density
corresponds to the soliton’s core density. The left (right) dashed vertical line represents the 50% (5%) density
threshold relative to the initial peak density for each self-interaction model, and the region between the dashed and
dot-dashed lines corresponds to the disruption phase. Note that the peak density after the disruption phase is not
necessarily located at the center of the remaining soliton core. In the right panel, the shaded bands represent the
maximum uncertainty in the core radius given our spatial resolution and interpolation scheme. The core radius
expands as the soliton is tidally disrupted.

V.

SIMULATION RESULTS

We now present the our key results. We begin by
briefly describing our initial attempts at simulations,
which motivated the choice of soliton masses and orbital
configurations presented here. Next, we describe representative examples of simulations with different selfinteraction strengths and signs, and we compare the evolution of the respective solitons as they orbit the central potential. We then summarize how soliton disruption times depend on soliton mass and self-interaction
strength and sign. Lastly, we identify a degeneracy between self-interaction strength and soliton mass when calculating the disruption time of solitons.
We reiterate that the simulations we present in this section only include solitonic profiles for the orbiting satellites. In particular, we do not include an outer NFW component of the density profile past some transition radius,
which is expected for subhalos in ULA models formed in
a cosmological context [25]. This choice allows us to isolate the effects of self-interactions on the disruption time
of bare solitons, which disrupt on timescales comparable
to the dynamical time set by the central potential (and,
thus, on timescales comparable to the Hubble time).
We perform and discuss a limited number of simulations
where an NFW profile is smoothly added to the soliton in
Appendix B. These simulations indicate that adding an
outer NFW component allows solitons to survive significantly longer, which is expected due to the “outside-in”
nature of tidal stripping [62] and is consistent with previous ULA studies without self-interactions [55]. Nonetheless, we find that the general relation of disruption time

dependence on self-interactions that we focus on here is
qualitatively unaffected in these scenarios.
In our initial simulations, we used less massive solitons that disrupted nearly instantaneously. An explanation for this can be found in [54]. Briefly, the ratio
of the soliton core density to the average host density
within the soliton’s orbit is approximately 1. According
to [54], solitons should disrupt very quickly if the ratio
is below 4.5 since this would mean the soliton’s core radius is larger than the tidal radius. We then chose to
use higher mass solitons to allow the solitons to survive
on cosmological timescales. Thus, our initial tests confirm that bare solitons with low masses are difficult to
observe today because they disrupt quickly. Because of
this rapid disruption, self-interaction strength and sign
had little effect on the results of these simulations. This
motivates the range of soliton masses we consider, 1.04 to
1.13 × 108 M , which yield density ratios relative to the
host of roughly 50 within the orbital radii we consider,
allowing us to study their tidal evolution for significantly
longer and to highlight the effects of self-interactions.
A.

Examples of Soliton Evolution in the Presence
of Self-Interactions

Two example simulations are shown in Fig. 2. In these
simulations, the soliton mass is set to 1.13 × 108 M
and xc = 0.8, corresponding to an orbital radius of
0.8rvir ≈ 75 kpc. The only difference is that the plots
on the left have an attractive coupling of κ̃ = −5.0 and
the plots on the right have a repulsive coupling of κ̃ = 5.0.
In these examples, we can see that the solitonic core is
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FIG. 4: The spherically averaged density profile centered on the soliton, for the simulations in Fig. 2. The left plot
shows the density profile of a soliton where the self-interaction is attractive and κ̃ = −5.0. The right plot shows the
case where the self-interaction is repulsive and κ̃ = 5.0. We see that the peak density falls faster with time for the
simulation where the self-interaction is repulsive. We also see that, when there are repulsive self-interactions, the
overall density profile has more mass in the outer regions at early times. This demonstrates how matter is stripped
more quickly in the presence of repulsive self-interactions.

disrupted less quickly (more quickly) in the case with attractive (repulsive) self-interactions. Specifically, Fig. 3
shows the evolution of the peak density and core radius
of the solitons from Fig. 2, where the core radius is defined as the distance at which the density drops to 50%
of the central density.
The core expands rapidly at late times as the soliton
loses mass (recall that soliton size is inversely proportional to soliton mass). In particular, the hatched regions between the vertical lines in Fig. 3 represent the
period during which the soliton rapidly disrupts. During this phase, the central density decreases and that
the core radius expands less quickly (more quickly) in
the case with attractive (repulsive) self-interactions. We
study these trends in detail for a range of soliton masses,
self-interaction models, and orbital parameters in Section V B.
Finally, Fig. 4 shows the spherically averaged density
profiles of the two solitons, demonstrating that mass is
removed from the central regions more quickly in the case
with repulsive self-interactions. This qualitatively explains the differences among the tidal tails in these cases
observed in Fig. 2—namely, in the case with attractive
self-interactions, the tidal tails are more compact than in
the case with repulsive self-interactions; we explore this
effect in Appendix C.

B.

Disruption Timescale

We quantify the disruption timescale of each simulated
soliton by calculating how long it takes for the soliton’s
peak density to drop to some percentage of its initial

value. The peak density is the maximum density found
in any grid cell. We used different thresholds for calculating the disruption timescale, corresponding to when
the peak density dropped to 50%, 25%, 10%, and 5%
of its initial value. These thresholds are somewhat arbitrary, and are in fact rather extreme in comparison to
disruption thresholds typically assumed for CDM subhalos, which lose roughly 99% of their mass once their
central density drops by a factor of two [71]. Practically, if the threshold is too small, the soliton is no longer
well defined when the threshold is reached, such that the
peak density over all grid cells no longer corresponds to
the center of a coherent object. We have verified that,
for the density thresholds we consider, the peak density
over all grid cells correctly represents the peak density of
the soliton. We measure the disruption timescale using
the number of orbits elapsed until the density threshold
is reached due to the limited temporal resolution of our
simulations.
We find that the relationship between soliton mass and
the number of orbits elapsed until disruption is welldescribed by an exponential relation. A similar relation describes the relationship between the disruption
timescale and self-interaction strength. We therefore fit
the time elapsed until disruption as a function of initial
soliton mass M0 and κ̃ according to
h
i
S(M, κ̃) = a exp (bM̃0 + cκ̃0 )/102 Gyr,

(18)

where M̃0 ≡ M0 /106 M , and a, b, and c are dimension-
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102
Survival Time (Gyr)

= -5.0
= -2.5
= 0.0
= 2.5
= 5.0

101

1.04

1.06
1.08
1.10
Soliton Mass/(108 M )

1.12

FIG. 5: Dependence of disruption time of a soliton on
the soliton mass and self-interaction strength, κ̃. Here,
the density cutoff used to determine the disruption time
is 50%, and we assume an orbit where xc = 0.9. Points
of the same color correspond to a specific value of the
self-interaction strength, κ̃, with solid lines indicating
the best fits to these data using Eq. 18. The dashed
lines are the extrapolated extensions of the best-fit lines
into a region where it is difficult to measure the
disruption time accurately. The error bars represent the
maximum uncertainty in survival time measurements
given our temporal resolution. The black horizontal line
indicates the Hubble time. Increasing the soliton mass
and making the self-interaction more attractive both
cause the soliton to survive longer.

tio (see Section III). We leave a detailed exploration of
this dependence across a wider range of soliton masses
and self-interaction strengths, and including NFW outskirts (see Appendix B), to future work. Similarly, Fig. 6
shows how the self-interaction strength affects the disruption timescale for a given soliton mass. Going from
κ̃ = 5 to κ̃ = −5 (getting more attractive), the disruption time increases up to 100% depending on xc and the
density cutoff. Both sets of results indicate that Eq. 18
is a reasonable fit to our simulation results.
These results suggest that there is a degeneracy between soliton mass and self-interaction strength when
determining soliton disruption timescales. In order to
gain intuition for this degeneracy, note that attractive
(repulsive) self-interactions work to enhance (diminish)
the effects of the soliton’s own gravity. In this way, the
same disruption timescale can be achieved by making
self-interactions more attractive and reducing the soliton
mass, or vice versa. Fig. 7 illustrates how different combinations of soliton mass and self-interaction strength can
yield the same disruption timescale. The points in Fig. 7
are extracted from our simulations, while the contours
correspond to the best fit surface generated using Eq. 18.
Based on Eq. 18, we can estimate the size of the degeneracy between soliton mass and self-interaction strength
by requiring that
bM̃0,1 + cκ̃1 = bM̃0,2 + cκ̃2 ,
which leads to
r≡

2

Although this functional form fits our simulation results well, it
is not obviously physically motivated. For example, a powerlaw relation also describes the results of our simulations reasonably well. Regardless of the fitting function, the degeneracy between self-interaction strength and soliton mass that we present
is largely unaffected.

b
κ̃2 − κ̃1
=
.
c
M̃0,1 − M̃0,2

xc = 1.0

Survival Time (Gyr)

less constants.2
Using Eq. 18, we determined the best fit parameters,
a, b, and c, that fit our data for different combinations of
xc and density cutoff. The parameter a, can be thought
of as the amplitude of the disruption time for our fitting function. The ratio of parameters b to c describes
the degeneracy. We find that: (1) a becomes larger with
decreasing xc and increasing density thresholds, (2) b becomes larger with increasing xc and decreases density
thresholds, and (3) c becomes more negative with increasing xc and decreasing density thresholds.
To quantify how the disruption timescale depends on
the soliton mass, Fig. 5 shows the best fit lines using
Eq. 18 for specific values of κ̃. Over the range of masses
and xc we use, a 9% increase in soliton mass can increase
the disruption time by up to a factor of 4.5 depending
on the value of xc and the density cutoff. This strong
dependence on soliton mass results from the sharp transition to runaway disruption below a critical density ra-

(19)

xc = 0.9

(20)

xc = 0.8

102

101

5.0

2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

FIG. 6: Dependence of disruption time on
self-interaction strength and orbital radius. Here the
soliton mass is 1.08 × 108 M . The density cutoff in this
plot is 50%. Points of the same color represent orbits
with the same orbital radius. The error bars represent
the maximum uncertainty in survival time given our
temporal resolution. The black line represents the
Hubble time. Making the self-interaction more
attractive and extending the orbital radius both make
the soliton more difficult to disrupt.
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fect the soliton mass–self-interaction degeneracy reported
above.

Survival Time (Gyr)

80

VI.
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1.12
1.10 8 M )
1.08
2.5
1.06 s / (10
5.0 1.021.04 Mas
ton
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FIG. 7: Disruption time as a function of soliton mass
and self-interaction strength. Here the orbital energy is
xc = 0.9 and the density cutoff is 50%. The points on
the plot represent results from indivudual simulations.
The best-fit surface given by Eq. 18 is shown, where the
color represents the disruption time. This demonstrates
the degeneracy between different combinations of κ̃ and
the soliton mass that give the same disruption time.

The parameter, r, becomes more negative with increasing xc and increasing density cutoff but has little variation overall. In particular, r approaches −2.4 as the
measured disruption time increases (either by extending
the density cutoff or increasing xc ). This dependence diminishes as xc increases. A summary of these results are
found in Table II.
Breaking this degeneracy is important in order to facilitate robust constraints on ULA dark matter, including
its potential self-interactions, using observations of smallscale structure at late times. At fixed ULA particle mass,
the simplest way to isolate the effects of self-interactions
on solitons’ orbital evolution would be to measure the
masses of these solitons, or, alternatively, properties of
solitons that correlate with soliton mass such as the soliton radius or central density. On the other hand, given a
measurement of the self-interaction strength, the soliton
mass could be inferred from observational estimates of
the disruption timescale for low-mass solitons.
Note that the ULA particle mass can be adjusted independently of soliton mass and self-interaction strength.
Thus, we performed several simulations with a particle
mass of m = 2 × 10−22 eV (recall that our fiducial simulations assume m = 10−22 eV). We find that, for a fixed
soliton mass, increasing the particle mass increases the
disruption timescale coherently across all self-interaction
strengths. This is to be expected as the soliton’s central
density increases with particle mass, making the soliton
more difficult to disrupt. This does not significantly af-

DISCUSSION

This work serves as a first step toward a systematic
study of subhalo and soliton evolution in ULA cosmologies. We now discuss various aspects of this first study
that need to be addressed to enable more robust predictions. First, we have mainly considered isolated solitonic
profiles herein; as discussed above, a more realistic scenario will be to initialize the central soliton in an extended NFW profile. As indicated by the results in Appendix B, the presence of additional matter in the outskirts delays the disruption of the central soliton. However, since the self-interactions are most important in the
central regions of solitons, the trend with self-interaction
strength is likely more robust; we plan to quantify this
in detail in future work.
Second, we have not included baryons (or gravitational
potentials representing baryonic components) in our simulations, which must be incorporated in a more complete
analysis. Baryonic physics could manifest in multiple
ways in such a study; for example, the presence of a
non-negligible baryonic component can lead to adiabatic
contraction in the solitons themselves, potentially making them more resilient to tidal disruption. In analogy
to the response of self-interacting dark matter halos to
baryons [72–74], this effect may be enhanced in the presence of ULA self-interactions. The presence of a central
baryonic disk in the host halo can also have important
effects on disruption times, as has been demonstrated in
CDM and SIDM simulations [75–77].
For a full characterization of ULA subhalo and soliton
populations in a cosmological context, it is also crucial
to sample the evolution and disruption of these systems
over the full parameter space of possible orbits, which we
were not able to achieve in this study due to resolution
limitations (see Fig. 1). Note that this is an issue for
xc

Density Cutoff

r

0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9

0.50
0.25
0.10
0.05
0.50
0.25
0.10
0.05
0.50
0.25
0.10
0.05

-1.5
-1.9
-2.1
-2.0
-2.0
-2.2
-2.3
-2.3
-2.3
-2.4
-2.4
-2.4

TABLE II: Dependence of the degeneracy parameter
(Eq. 20) on the density cutoff and xc . The ratio r of
parameters b to c remains fairly constant.

11
all solvers of this type, rather than a limitation specific
to UltraDark.jl. There are multiple distinct possible
paths forward. One is to continue using static, isolated
hosts, while varying the masses and trajectories of the
infalling subhalos, as in done in, e.g., [62, 69]. Such an
approach is the most straightforward generalization of
this study, but to do so, the numerical issues that have
been highlighted in Sec. IV must be addressed so that
subhalos on orbits with small pericenters can be faithfully modeled. The other approach is to use simulations
with cosmological initial conditions, where the evolution
of both the host and the infalling subhalos are consistently tracked over the entire history. Within such an
approach, it is possible to either zoom in on the evolution
of particular hosts with very high resolution, or consider
the (lower-resolution) subhalo populations of all hosts in
a chosen mass range within the simulation volume. We
will address these issues in future work.
One of the central results of the present work is characterizing the degeneracy between the soliton mass and
the self-interaction strength of the ULA in terms of disruption time in a central potential. This has deep implications for the use of the subhalo populations as a
probe of ultralight dark matter. In particular, analyzing data without accounting for the possible presence of
self-interactions can bias inferences about the mass of the
central soliton, and in turn the particle mass of an ULA
dark matter candidate. Further, this suggests that to
disentangle the effects of the soliton mass and the selfinteraction strength, we need to consider—in addition to
subhalo abundances and density profiles—other observables that do not share the same degeneracy direction.
For example, self-interactions may affect structure formation at early times, as encoded in the linear matter
power spectrum (e.g., [45]), relative to a corresponding
ULA model with the same particle mass but without selfinteractions. Complementary cosmological observables
including the small-scale matter power spectrum, cluster mergers [36], the expansion history and number of
relativistic degrees of freedom in the early universe [61],
and the primordial gravitational wave background [78]
may further differentiate ULA models with and without
self-interactions.
VII.

CONCLUSION

In this work, we have shown how self-interactions in
an ultralight dark matter model are capable of affecting
soliton disruption times. We have done this by running
simulations in UltraDark.jl that models a ≈ 108 M
soliton in a circular orbit around a 1011 M host. Our
results indicate that self-interactions can significantly impact soliton disruption timescales at fixed ultra-light axion (ULA) particle mass and soliton mass for astrophysically relevant orbital configurations. Our main results
are summarized below.
• We find that ULA self-interaction strength and sign

affect soliton disruption, such that solitons disrupt
more (less) efficiently for repulsive (attractive) selfinteractions.
• For plausible variations in the dimensionless
ULA self-coupling κ̃, soliton disruption timescales
change by about 30% at fixed soliton mass and orbtal configuration.
• We identify a degeneracy between the selfinteraction strength and the soliton mass in determining the disruption time.
• Bare solitons with a central density below a certain threshold of the host halo’s density within the
orbital radius disrupt in  1 Gyr, even with relatively strong attractive self-interactions, corroborating previous results (e.g., [54]).
Our results indicate that the effects of ULA selfinteractions should be accounted for to accurately model
solitons’ nonlinear evolution within larger host halos.
Conversely, neglecting the effects of self-interactions may
lead to biased inferences on the properties of solitons and
on the ULA mass. Joint inferences of the ULA particle
mass and self-interactions therefore represent an important area for future work. Furthermore, our results qualitatively suggest that the internal structure of surviving
solitons can be affected by self-interactions, which may
alter the density profiles and core–halo mass relations assumed when fitting inferred dwarf galaxy density profiles
(e.g., [79, 80])
These considerations are particularly important given
imminent advances in the precision of small-scale structure measurements. For example, over the next two
decades, the Vera C. Rubin Observatory and the Nancy
Grace Roman Space Telescope are expected to dramatically expand the populations of stellar streams, ultrafaint dwarf galaxies, and strong gravitational lenses available for detailed follow-up studies. In this way, these facilities will precisely measure the abundance and properties of small halos and subhalos on scales that originally
motivated ULA dark matter [8–10, 81, 82]. Our work
takes a new step towards constructing a robust model
of small-scale structure in realistic ULA particle models,
which will be necessary to interpret these exciting observations.
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Appendix A: Resolution Tests

In order to verify that the disruption times we calculated do not change significantly at resolutions higher
than our fiducial choice of 512 grid cells per side, we performed several simulations at varying resolutions. For
these tests, we adopt a soliton mass of 1.13 × 108 M ,
xc = 0.8, and two self-interaction models: κ̃ = −2.5 and
κ̃ = −5. We chose these parameters because the disruption times at our fiducial resolution were relatively short.
In particular, since the simulation run time scales as the
number of grid cells per side cubed, simulations with very
large disruption times take an infeasible amount of computing resources for very high-resolution runs.
We tested these simulations at resolutions of 384, 512,
640, an 768 grid cells per side. At a resolution of 384, the
maximum velocity criterion (Eq. 14) was violated and no

FIG. 8: The evolution of soliton peak density for
different simulation resolutions, labeled by the number
of grid cells per side. All simulation shown here use
Msol = 1.13 × 108 M , xc = 0.8, and κ̃ = −5.0. The
disruption times calculated at our fiducial resolution of
512 grid cells per side are stable at the 1% level for
higher-resolution runs. Note that the peak density
cannot be calculated meaningfully at a resolution of 384
grid cells per side because the maximum velocity
criterion (Eq. 14) is violated for this soliton and orbital
configuration.

meaningful disruption timescale could be calculated. At
resolutions of 512 and above, we found that the calculated disruption time differed by at most 1%. Fig. 8
demonstrates this by showing the evolution of soliton
peak density for the resolutions we tested. Thus, we conclude that our fiducial results are not significantly impact
by resolution.
Appendix B: Adding an NFW Region

In cosmological simulations of ULAs, subhalos are expected to form with a solitonic core and an NFW outer
region [24, 26]. Previous studies indicate that adding
an outer NFW region around a central soliton causes a
tidally evolving soliton to survive for significantly longer
than “bare” solitons [55]. We test this in our simulations by adding an outer profile to our solitons using the
density profile
ρ0

ρNFW (r) =
r
rs



1+

r
rs

2 .

(B1)

Here, rs is the scale radius of the NFW profile and ρ0 is
given by

2
rt
rt
ρ0 = ρsol (rt )
1+
,
(B2)
rs
rs
where rt is the transition radius and ρsol is the soliton’s
density at the transition radius.

FIG. 9: The evolution of the peak density for a
combined soliton-NFW profile in the presence of
attractive (blue) versus repulsive (green)
self-interactinos. These simulations use xc = 0.8 and a
soltion mass of 5.5 × 107 M . The dashed (dot-dashed)
vertical line represents the 50% (5%) density threshold
relative to the initial peak density. For each
self-interaction model, the region between the dashed
and dot-dashed lines corresponds to the disruption
phase.

13

FIG. 10: Projected density distributions in the orbital plane from simulations where a soliton is tidally disrupted in
the presence of attractive self-interactions with κ̃ = −5.0 (left) and κ̃ = −2.5 (center), and with no self-interactions
(right) Note that the second density peak (i.e., the tidal tail of the stripped soliton) is increasingly coherent for
stronger attractive self-interactions. In each simulation, the soliton mass is 1.13 × 108 M and xc = 0.8.

We added this profile to the solitonic profile two different ways. First, we added the profiles together in a
piecewise fashion, with a transition from soliton to NFW
profiles at rt . Adding the profiles in this way created
a discontinuity in the slope of the density profile at the
transition radius. As a result of this discontinuity, the
NFW region in these simulations appeared to separate
from the soliton. To alleviate this effect, we performed
another set of simulations where the soliton and NFW
profiles were simply added together. In this case, the inner regions are dominated by the soliton profile and the
outer regions are dominated by the NFW profile. This
method created a smooth profile while increasing the total mass in the inner regions.
We ran several simulations with this combined profile with different self-interactions and found that adding
the NFW region increased the lifetimes of the solitons in
each scenario. We also found that the qualitative effects
of self-interactions on soliton’s disruption times remained
unchanged. In particular, at fixed soliton mass and orbital parameters, we find the solitons survive longer in
the presence of attractive self-interactions in comparison
to models with with repulsive self-interactions even when
an outer NFW region is included in our simulations.
As an example, the evolution of the peak density for a
set of sample simulation is in Fig. 9. Note that in these
simulations, we use a smaller soliton mass to reduce the
disruption time because adding the NFW region extends
the soliton lifetime significantly. In this example simulation, we find that disruption timescales are increased
by ∼ 50% for ULA models with attractive versus repulsive self-interactions. In comparison, our fiducial simula-
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P. di Stefano, and Y. Copin (2009) pp. 113–126,
arXiv:0812.4005 [astro-ph].
[5] S. Chabanier, M. Millea, and N. Palanque-Delabrouille,
Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 489, 2247 (2019),
arXiv:1905.08103 [astro-ph.CO].
[6] M. R. Buckley and A. H. G. Peter, Phys. Rept. 761, 1
(2018), arXiv:1712.06615 [astro-ph.CO].
[7] C. Armendariz-Picon and J. T. Neelakanta, JCAP 03,
049 (2014), arXiv:1309.6971 [astro-ph.CO].
[8] A.
Drlica-Wagner
et al.,
arXiv
e-prints
,
arXiv:1902.01055 (2019), arXiv:1902.01055 [astroph.CO].
[9] K. Bechtol et al., Bulletin of the AAS 51, 207 (2019),
arXiv:1903.04425 [astro-ph.CO].
[10] S. Gezari et al., (2022), arXiv:2202.12311 [astro-ph.IM].
[11] M. Valluri et al., (2022), arXiv:2203.07491 [astroph.CO].
[12] T. Braine et al. (ADMX), Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 101303
(2020), arXiv:1910.08638 [hep-ex].
[13] J. L. Ouellet et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 121802 (2019).
[14] S. Chaudhuri, K. Irwin, P. W. Graham,
and
J. Mardon, arXiv e-prints , arXiv:1803.01627 (2018),
arXiv:1803.01627 [hep-ph].
[15] R. D. Peccei and H. R. Quinn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 38, 1440
(1977).
[16] A. Arvanitaki, S. Dimopoulos, S. Dubovsky, N. Kaloper,
and J. March-Russell, Phys. Rev. D 81, 123530 (2010),
arXiv:0905.4720 [hep-th].
[17] D. J. E. Marsh, Phys. Rept. 643, 1 (2016),
arXiv:1510.07633 [astro-ph.CO].
[18] E. Seidel and W.-M. Suen, Phys. Rev. D 42, 384 (1990).
[19] E. W. Kolb and I. I. Tkachev, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 3051
(1993), arXiv:hep-ph/9303313.
[20] E. W. Kolb and I. I. Tkachev, in International Conference
on Unified Symmetry - in the Small and in the Large
(1994) pp. 95–112.
[21] P. Sikivie and Q. Yang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 111301
(2009), arXiv:0901.1106 [hep-ph].
[22] A. H. Guth, M. P. Hertzberg, and C. Prescod-Weinstein,
Phys. Rev. D 92, 103513 (2015), arXiv:1412.5930 [astroph.CO].
[23] L. Hui, J. P. Ostriker, S. Tremaine, and E. Witten,
Phys. Rev. D 95, 043541 (2017), arXiv:1610.08297 [astroph.CO].
[24] H.-Y. Schive, T. Chiueh, and T. Broadhurst, Nature
Phys. 10, 496 (2014), arXiv:1406.6586 [astro-ph.GA].
[25] H.-Y. Schive, M.-H. Liao, T.-P. Woo, S.-K. Wong, T. Chiueh, T. Broadhurst, and W. Y. P. Hwang, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 113, 261302 (2014), arXiv:1407.7762 [astro-ph.GA].
[26] D. J. E. Marsh and A.-R. Pop, Monthly Notices of the
Royal Astronomical Society 451, 2479–2492 (2015).
[27] P. Mocz, M. Vogelsberger, V. Robles, J. Zavala,
M. Boylan-Kolchin, A. Fialkov, and L. Hernquist,
Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 471
(2017).
[28] J. Veltmaat, B. Schwabe, and J. C. Niemeyer, Phys. Rev.
D 101, 083518 (2020), arXiv:1911.09614 [astro-ph.CO].
[29] B. Schwabe, J. C. Niemeyer, and J. F. Engels, Phys. Rev.
D 94, 043513 (2016), arXiv:1606.05151 [astro-ph.CO].

[30] B. Schwabe, M. Gosenca, C. Behrens, J. C. Niemeyer,
and R. Easther, Phys. Rev. D 102, 083518 (2020),
arXiv:2007.08256 [astro-ph.CO].
[31] B. Schwabe and J. C. Niemeyer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128,
181301 (2022), arXiv:2110.09145 [astro-ph.CO].
[32] W. Hu, R. Barkana, and A. Gruzinov, Phys. Rev. Lett.
85, 1158 (2000).
[33] M. Dine and W. Fischler, Phys. Lett. B 120, 137 (1983).
[34] P.-H. Chavanis, Phys. Rev. D94, 083007 (2016),
arXiv:1604.05904 [astro-ph.CO].
[35] N. Glennon and C. Prescod-Weinstein, Phys. Rev. D 104,
083532 (2021), arXiv:2011.09510 [astro-ph.CO].
[36] J. Fan, Phys. Dark Univ. 14, 84 (2016), arXiv:1603.06580
[hep-ph].
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