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Abstract.
We propose a parametric model for studying self-interacting dark matter (SIDM) halos.

The model uses an analytical density profile, calibrated using a controlled N-body SIDM sim-
ulation that covers the entire gravothermal evolution, including core-forming and -collapsing
phases. By normalizing the calibrated density profile, we obtain a universal description for
SIDM halos at any evolution phase. The model allows us to infer properties of SIDM halos
based on their cold dark matter (CDM) counterparts. As a basic application, we only require
two characteristic parameters of an isolated CDM halo at z = 0. We then extend the model
to incorporate effects induced by halo mass changes, such as major mergers or tidal stripping,
making it applicable to both isolated halos and subhalos. The parametric model is tested and
validated using cosmological zoom-in SIDM simulations available in the literature.
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In self-interacting dark matter (SIDM), dark matter particles can interact with each
other, in addition to their interactions through gravity; see refs. [1, 2] for reviews. The self-
interactions can thermalize the inner region of dark matter halos and modify its structure [3].
An SIDM halo could experience gravothermal core-forming and -collapsing phases sequen-
tially, and its inner density profile varies with time dynamically. Compared to collisionless
cold dark matter (CDM), SIDM predicts more diverse dark matter distributions in both iso-
lated halos and subhalos, see, e.g., [4, 5]. In particular, the phenomenon of gravothermal
collapse [6–8] could be probed using observations of the Milky Way satellite galaxies [4, 5, 9–
17] and strong gravitational lensing events [18–22]. The collapsed central halo could also
provide a seed for supermassive black holes [23–28].

Cosmological N-body simulations are essential for studying the formation and evolution
of SIDM halos in realistic environments, see, e.g., [29–39]. These simulations are often compu-
tationally expensive as they need a high resolution in order to resolve the central halo, where
the dark matter collision rate is the highest. In some cases, controlled high-resolution N-body
simulations can be used to study SIDM predictions, see, e.g., [40–47]. A conducting fluid
model is also broadly used [7–9, 25, 48–51], as it can resolve the central region of a collapsed
halo, but the model is based on an idealized setup. Another complication is that dark matter
self-scattering is generally angular- and velocity-dependent [52–62], and it is challenging to
directly use these simulation tools in the search for entire particle parameter space.

Ref. [63] introduced a semi-analytical model for inferring SIDM density profiles from their
CDM counterparts. It assumes that the dark matter distribution in the inner halo follows
an isothermal distribution, and determines the distribution parameters through a matching
procedure. The model has been tested and validated in both controlled and cosmological
SIDM simulations with and without baryons [40, 42, 64, 65]. It has been used to analyze the
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rotation curves of a large sample of spiral galaxies [66–69]. However, the basic version of this
model is only valid for isolated halos in the core-forming phase, but see [50].

In this work, we propose a parametric model that can “transfer” CDM halos into their
SIDM counterparts for both core-forming and -collapsing phases, and it works for isolated
halos and subhalos. Our model is based on two main observations. For velocity- and angular-
dependent dark matter self-scattering, there is a constant effective cross section [49, 61, 70]
that can dynamically incorporate the variation of the halo’s mass and concentration over
its evolution history. Furthermore, gravothermal evolution of an SIDM halo is largely self-
similar [6–8, 23, 48, 51, 70]. We will normalize halo evolution time with its collapse timescale;
see also [51, 70]. The rescaled evolution trajectories of characteristic halo parameters become
universal, as they do not have an explicit dependence on the cross section.

We will introduce an analytical density profile and calibrate it using a controlled N-
body SIDM simulation from ref. [61] for the entire evolution history. Then, we normalize the
calibrated density profile and obtain a universal description for SIDM halos. We consider
two approaches in applying the parametric model. In the basic application, we take density
parameters of an isolated CDM halo at z = 0 as input and reconstruct the evolution history
of its SIDM counterpart. We extend the model to incorporate effects induced by halo mass
changes, such as major mergers or tidal stripping, making it applicable to both isolated halos
and subhalos. We will validate the parametric model using the cosmological zoom-in SIDM
simulation of a Milky Way analog in ref. [5]. Since our model is accurate and computationally
inexpensive, it can be used to efficiently scan large parameter space of particle physics models
of SIDM. We will provide an example for such an exercise.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 1, we discuss the simulation
data used in this work. In Sec. 2, we introduce the universal density profile and calibrate
it with the controlled N-body SIDM simulation 2. In Sec. 3, we discuss applications of the
parametric model based on basic and integral approaches. We validate the parametric model
with isolated halos and subhalos from the cosmological zoom-in simulation, in Secs. 4 and
5, respectively. We present an example of using the parametric model to constrain particle
physics parameters of SIDM in Sec. 6 and conclude in Sec. 7.

1 Simulation data

In this study, we use two types of simulation datasets from the literature. We first take the
results from an isolated N-body SIDM simulation in ref. [61] to calibrate a universal density
profile over the course of gravothermal evolution, an essential ingredient of our parametric
model. Then, we apply the model to a large population of isolated halos and subhalos from
a cosmological zoom-in SIDM simulation of a Milky Way analog from ref. [5], and show the
parametric model can successfully predict their properties. Both simulations were performed
using the Gadget2 program [71], with an SIDM module that adopts similar techniques
described in refs. [30, 72].

For calibration, we take simulated halos from ref. [61] that have an NFW initial condition
with the scale density ρs = 2.74×108 M⊙/kpc

3 and scale density rs = 0.141 kpc. These halos
are collectively named as “BM2” in ref. [61], and we will follow the same naming convention
for convenience. The simulated halos contain four million particles, assuming various SIDM
scenarios, such as Rutherford- and Møller-like scatterings, both having novel angular- and
velocity-dependence, as well as isotropic scatterings with a constant cross section. Ref. [61]
proposed and tested a constant effective cross section to model the halo evolution for velocity-
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and angular-dependent SIDM interactions; see also refs. [49, 70]. For a differential cross
section of dσ/d cos θ, the effective cross section is evaluated as

σeff =
2
∫
dvd cos θ dσ

d cos θ sin
2 θv5fMB(v, νeff)∫

dvd cos θ sin2 θv5fMB(v, νeff)
(1.1)

=
1

512ν8eff

∫
dvd cos θ

dσ

d cos θ
v7 sin2 θ exp

[
− v2

4ν2eff

]
,

where we have assumed that dark matter particles follow a Maxwell-Boltzmann velocity
distribution

fMB(v, νeff) ∝ v2 exp

[
− v2

4ν2eff

]
, (1.2)

with νeff = 0.64Vmax,NFW ≈ 1.05reff
√
Gρeff being a characteristic velocity dispersion of dark

matter particles in the halo, v is the relative velocity between the two incoming parti-
cles, and θ the polar angle that takes values in [0, π]. We have used the relations ρeff =
(Vmax/(1.648reff))

2/G and reff = Rmax/2.1626, where Vmax is the maximal circular velocity
of a halo and Rmax its corresponding radius. For an NFW halo, reff and ρeff reduce to rs and
ρs, respectively. In cosmological simulations, Vmax and Rmax are more useful for specifying a
halo, as they do not rely on a specific form of density profiles. The kernel sin2 θv5 in eq. (1.1)
is motived by the evaluation of thermal conductivity in kinetic theory of a fluid in the short-
mean-free-path regime. Although for the bulk of SIDM evolution, the inner halo is not in
that regime, the kernel does provide an accurate weighting factor for velocity- and angular-
dependent dark matter self-interactions as demonstrated using simulations [49, 61, 70].

To be concrete, we will consider a Rutherford scattering benchmark in ref. [61], which
assumes the BM2 initial NFW condition and the following differential cross section

dσ

d cos θ
=

σ0w
4

2
[
w2 + v2 sin2(θ/2)

]2 , (1.3)

where σ0/m = 2.4 × 104 cm2/g and w = 1 km/s. The corresponding effective cross section
is σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g. Ref. [61] performed N-body simulations with the differential cross
section in eq. (1.3) and a constant cross section of σ/m = 10 cm2/g.1 It further rescaled the
simulation result of σ/m = 10 cm2/g and obtained the density profile at a given snapshot for
σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g. In this work, we will calibrate our parametric model using the density
profile of σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g from the rescaling, as well as the simulated one based on the
differential cross section in eq. (1.3), and show they agree with each other well. Then we take
the calibrated model and apply it to halos from cosmological simulations, as we discuss next.

The cosmological zoom-in simulation in ref. [5] contains a Milky Way analog and the
differential cross section is given in eq. (1.3), with σ0/m = 147.1 cm2/g and w = 24.33 km/s.
We consider simulated halos above a mass threshold of 108 M⊙/h and each halo contains
more than 3500 simulation particles. Applying this selection condition, we obtain 125 and
115 subhalos for CDM and SIDM, respectively. For isolated halos at z = 0, we further require
them to reside between 0.3–3 Mpc the center of the main halo so that these candidates
do not suffer from numerical contamination. There are 647 CDM and 626 SIDM isolated

1The simulations assume all particles participate in scattering. See the relevant discussion in ref. [61] for
a self-consistent interpretation in terms of quantum statistics.
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halos. Among them, some are slingshot and splashback halos, which have experienced close
encounters with other halos at low redshifts. In addition, 32 subhalos and 58 isolated halos
have their collapse timescale less than 10 Gyr [5].

2 A universal density profile

The underlying mechanism of our parametric model is that the evolution of SIDM halos
exhibits universality [51, 70], i.e., after proper normalization, the evolution of the density
profile does not explicitly depend on the initial condition and the self-scattering cross section,
unless its central region is deeply collapsed. In this section, we first introduce an analytical
density profile and determine its parameters by fitting to the simulated halo for a given
snapshot. We then propose accurate fitting functions to smoothly model the evolution of the
parameters. These functions are formulated without explicit dependence on the initial halo
condition and the cross section, and hence they represent a universal solution to gravothermal
evolution of dark matter halos.

In SIDM, a halo first develops a shallow density core, and then the core size shrinks and
central density increases. We introduce the following function to model the density profile of
an isolated halo over the course of gravothermal evolution,

ρSIDM(r) =
ρs(

rβ+rβc

)1/β

rs

(
1 + r

rs

)2 , (2.1)

where ρs and rs are scale density and radius, respectively, and rc is the core size. The
transition between inner core and outer NFW profile is controlled by β. We found that
increasing β from 1 to 4, the fit to the simulated halo can be improved significantly, and its
remains almost unchanged for β ≥ 4. We fix β = 4, as in ref. [57], where a similar trick was
applied for halos with a Hernquist density profile. In the limit rc → 0, eq. (2.1) smoothly
reduces to an NFW profile. The density profile in eq. (2.1) only applies to isolated halos. We
will discuss subhalos in Sec. 5. In Appendix A, we will discuss an alternative cored density
profile from refs. [73, 74], which works as well as the one in eq. (2.1).

To develop a universal solution for parameterizing SIDM halo evolution, we need to
use a dimensionless timescale and eliminate explicit dependence on the cross section. This
can be achieved by normalizing the evolution time with the collapse timescale tc, which is
approximately a fixed multiple of the relaxation time. We estimate tc as [7, 23, 48]

tc =
150

C

1

(σeff/m)ρeffreff

1√
4πGρeff

, (2.2)

where C is constant that can be calibrated with N-body simulations [8, 9, 48, 49], and we fix
C = 0.75. For the BM2 halo we consider, tc ≈ 28.7 Gyr for σeff = 7.1 cm2/g [61].

Figure 1 shows the simulated density profile of the BM2 halo at t/tc = 0, 0.09, 0.18, 0.25,
0.50, and 1 (σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g, dashed-red), as well as the one fitted using the density profile
in eq. (2.1) (solid-blue). Our fit is performed over the entire range, upper to the virial radius,
and the agreement is very good. Even at t/tc = 1, the agreement is within 10%. While
introducing additional parameters could further improve the fit, we prioritize simplicity over
sub-10% accuracy in our approach.

We further fit the density profile of the simulated BM2 halo at successive time intervals
of 0.2 Gyr, and obtain the evolution trajectories for rs, ρs and rc in eq. (2.1) over the
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Figure 1. Density profiles of the simulated BM2 halo at different times for an effective constant
cross section of σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g (dashed-red); data from ref. [61]. Each density profile is fitted
using the density profile in eq. (2.1) (solid-blue).

dimensionless time variable τ ≡ t/tc. They can be expressed as the following functions

ρs
ρs,0

= 2.033 + 0.7381τ + 7.264τ5 − 12.73τ7 + 9.915τ9 + (1− 2.033)(ln 0.001)−1 ln (τ + 0.001) ,

rs
rs,0

= 0.7178− 0.1026τ + 0.2474τ2 − 0.4079τ3 + (1− 0.7178)(ln 0.001)−1 ln (τ + 0.001) ,

rc
rs,0

= 2.555
√
τ − 3.632τ + 2.131τ2 − 1.415τ3 + 0.4683τ4, (2.3)

where the subscript “0” denotes the corresponding value of the initial NFW profile. To enforce
ρs/ρs,0 = 1 and rs/rs,0 = 1 at τ = 0, we have chosen a term of α+(1−α)(ln 0.001)−1 ln (τ + 0.001)
and α is the fitting parameter. The numerical factor 0.001 inside the logarithm is introduced
to avoid singularity at τ = 0. Although tc may vary slightly with a different calibration of
C, the functional forms in eq. (2.3), including the coefficients, are robust to this variation.
For the choice of terms in the fitting functions, we did it through trial and error with the
assumption that the three halo parameters can be expressed in terms of polynomials of the
normalized time, aside from the logarithmic term. We had included more terms with different
powers of time, and then dropped those with small coefficients before performing the final fit.
In this way, we achieve a balance between accuracy and simplicity of the fitting functions.

In figure 2, we present the evolution of ρs/ρs,0 (left), rs/rs,0 (middle), and rc/rc,0 (right).
Our fitting functions in eq. (2.3) (solid-blue) well describe the simulation results (σeff/m =
7.1 cm2/g, solid-red). We further show the results from the N-body simulation [61] with the
differential cross section (dσ/d cos θ, dotted-red), which agree with those from the simulation
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Figure 2. Evolution of normalized density parameters ρs/ρs,0 (left), rs/rs,0 (middle), and rc/rs,0
(right) from the calibrated functions in eq. (2.3) (solid-blue) and the N-body SIDM simulation with
the effective constant cross section σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g [61] (solid-red). For comparison, the SIDM
simulation [61] based on the differential scattering cross section dσ/d cos θ is also shown (dotted-red).

with the effective cross section σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g (solid-red), within ∼ 5%. The agreement
further confirms that the effective constant cross section can accurately capture the halo
evolution, setting the base for constructing a parametric model that can be applied to SIDM
models with velocity- and angular-dependent dark matter self-interactions, as we will discuss
later. Since ref. [61] has more extended snapshots for the BM2 halo using σeff/m (t ≈ 30 Gyr)
than the one using the differential cross section dσ/d cos θ (t ≈ 25 Gyr), we will present our
main results based on the parametric model calibrated with the former.

In figure 3, we show the density (left) and circular velocity (middle) profiles obtained
from the N-body simulation (dashed) and our model in eq. (2.3) (solid) at three representative
times, t/tc = 0, 0.18, and 1. The overall agreement is good, with only a minor discrepancy
at t/tc ≈ 1, which is expected from the fit shown in figure 1. Figure 3 (right) further shows
the evolution of central densities from the N-body simulation with the effective cross section
(σ/m = 7.1 cm2/g; solid-red) and the one with dσ/d cos θ (dotted-red), as well as that
obtained using eq. (2.3) (solid-blue). We see that they agree with each other very well up to
t/tc = 25/28.7 ≈ 0.87, beyond which eq. (2.3) underestimates the central density by ∼ 15%
at t/tc = 1.

We can use eq. (2.3) and obtain Vmax and Rmax from the reconstructed halo rotation
curve at each snapshot. For the BM2 halo with σ/m = 7.1 cm2/g, we find that the evolution
trajectories of Vmax and Rmax can be well fitted by

Vmax

Vmax,0
= 1 + 0.1777τ − 4.399τ3 + 16.66τ4 − 18.87τ5 + 9.077τ7 − 2.436τ9

Rmax

Rmax,0
= 1 + 0.007623τ − 0.7200τ2 + 0.3376τ3 − 0.1375τ4, (2.4)

where τ = t/tc and the subscript “0” denotes the corresponding value of the initial NFW
profile.

3 Transforming CDM halos into SIDM halos

To apply the functions in eq. (2.3) for halos in cosmological simulations, we need to determine
ρs,0, rs,0, tc, and evolution time after halo formation. In this section, we first introduce a
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Figure 3. Density (left) and circular velocity (middle) profiles from eq. (2.3) (solid) and the SIDM
simulation with the effective cross section σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g [61] (dashed) at t/tc = 0, 0.18 and
1. The evolution curves of the central dark matter density (right) from eq. (2.3) (solid-blue) and the
simulations [61] with σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g (solid-red) and dσ/d cos θ (dashed-red) are also shown.

basic approach for the parametric model that simply utilizes the corresponding CDM halo
parameters at z = 0 as input to make predictions for a given cross section specified in eq. (1.3).
We then present a more synthesized approach that makes use of the CDM halo properties over
the evolution history, yielding more detailed and reliable SIDM predictions. To demonstrate
the accuracy and effectiveness, we will take the CDM halos from the cosmological simulation
in ref. [5], use the parametric model to obtain their corresponding SIDM halos, which will be
further compared to the SIDM halos directly from the N-body simulation.

To facilitate discussion, we rank the simulated halos in ref. [5] by their masses in de-
scending order. We identify the corresponding CDM counterpart for each simulated SIDM
halo by examining the evolution history. We label these pairs as “Cosmo-#.” For example,
Cosmo-501 represents the halo ranked 501st from the top in terms of mass.

3.1 The basic approach

We propose to use the NFW halo parameters rs = Rmax/2.1626 and ρs = (Vmax/(1.648rs))
2/G

evaluated for simulated CDM halos at z = 0 as input for the functions in eq. (2.3). To justify
this approach, we show in figure 4 the evolution history of the density profile (left), scale
density (middle) and radius (right) for the Cosmo-501 CDM halo in physical coordinates.
For this halo, its inner NFW profile was established 10 Gyr ago and has remained largely
unchanged since then. In particular, ρs and rs are approximately constants after first 3 Gyr.

In general, isolated halos undergo exponential mass growth at high redshifts, during
which their inner density profiles are established. At later stages, minor mergers primarily
contribute mass to the outer regions, resulting in moderate mass increases, and the inner
density profile remains largely unchanged. Thus we can use the NFW halo parameters at
z = 0 for the functions in eq. (2.3) to make SIDM predictions, if we know the halo formation
time tf at which the ρs and rs become stable.

To estimate tf , we use the following relation [75],

zf = −0.0064

(
log10

(
Mvir,0

1010 M⊙

))2

− 0.1043 log10

(
Mvir,0

1010 M⊙

)
+ 1.4807 (3.1)

where zf is the redshift of halo formation and Mvir,0 is the halo mass at present. The
formation redshift is determined through the condition that at zf the halo mass is Mvir,0/q,
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Figure 4. Density profiles (left) of an isolated CDM halo at different lookback times, from the
cosmological zoom-in simulation [5]. For tL ≲ 0.2 Gyr, the halo density can be described by a single
NFW profile. Evolution of the NFW parameters ρs (middle) and rs (right) constructed from the
simulation [5]. The subscript “phys” denotes that the relevant quantities are evaluated in physical
coordinates.

where q ≈ 4.137z−0.9476
f [75]. The relation in eq. (3.1) is validated for halos in the mass range

108–1015 M⊙ [75], and it is applicable for our study as the halo masses of interest in the
cosmological simulation from ref. [5] are 108–1012 M⊙.

The corresponding lookback time is computed as tL(zf ) =
∫ zf
0 dz/(H × (1 + z)), where

H is the Hubble rate as a function of z. For the cosmology with h = 0.7, Ωm,0 = 0.286, and
ΩΛ0 = 0.714, as in ref. [76], the lookback time can be evaluated as

tL(z) = 13.647− 11.020 ln

(
1.5800

(1 + z)1.5
+

√
1 +

2.4965

(1 + z)3

)
Gyr. (3.2)

For convenience, we define tf = 13.647 Gyr − tL(zf ). For the Cosmo-501 isolated halo,
Mvir,0 = 1.81× 109 M⊙, we have zf ≈ 1.55 and tL(zf ) ≈ 9.48 Gyr estimated using eqs. (3.1)
and (3.2), respectively. This is well consistent with the evolution history shown in figure 4.

In short, we take the following steps for applying the parametric model with the basic
approach. For an isolated CDM halo, we take its NFW scale parameters at z = 0, i.e., ρs,0
and rs,0 in eq. (2.3), and calculate the virial mass and sequentially the formation time tL(zf )
using eqs. (3.1) and (3.2), which could also be obtained from halo catalogs if available. Then,
we evaluate the effective cross section eq. (1.1) and collapse time eq. (2.2) for a given particle
physics model of SIDM, see eq. (1.3). Lastly, we use the functions in eq. (2.3) and obtain ρs,
rs and rc as a function of time t, and reconstruct the density profile at t based on eq. (2.1). In
practice, we also incorporate a Gaussian scatter of 0.16 dex in log10(tL(zf )/Gyr) [77], when
applying to a population of halos. If tL(zf )/tc > 1, we truncate the halo’s evolution at tc
to avoid extrapolation. This truncation only affects the value of the central density of halos
that would be deeply collapsed.

3.2 The integral approach

The basic approach is straightforward, but it has limitations when applied to halos that
have undergone significant mass accretion or loss at relatively late times. Isolated halos, for
instance, can experience mass increases due to minor mergers, or mass loss due to slingshot
and splashback events, which cause spikes and valleys in Vmax and Rmax. Furthermore,
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subhalos evolve in the tidal field and lose mass. Here, we propose an extended approach that
can effectively “integrate” the SIDM effects over the period of mass growth or reduction.

We assume the mass accretion history in SIDM is similar to that in CDM. This is a
reasonable assumption for most cases, as the self-interactions mainly modify the inner halo
structure; we will discuss later about subhalos where the assumption is violated. Given the
evolution of Vmax,CDM and Rmax,CDM, we propose the following integral functions

Vmax(t) = Vmax,CDM(tf ) +

∫ t

tf

dt′
dVmax,CDM(t′)

dt′
+

∫ t

tf

dt′

tc(t′)

dVmax,Model(τ
′)

dτ ′

Rmax(t) = Rmax,CDM(tf ) +

∫ t

tf

dt′
dRmax,CDM(t′)

dt′
+

∫ t

tf

dt′

tc(t′)

dRmax,Model(τ
′)

dτ ′
, (3.3)

where τ ′ = t′/tc(t
′). The first integral on the right-hand side accommodates for the change

due to the evolution events, such as mergers and tidal mass loss, while the second integral
captures the SIDM effects by accounting for variations of the effective cross section and the
collapse timescale, resulting from the change in the halo properties. The dVmax,Model(τ)/dτ
and dRmax,Model(τ)/dτ terms are derivatives of the corresponding functions in eq. (2.4), i.e.,

1

Vmax,CDM(t)

dVmax,Model(τ)

dτ
= 0.1777− 13.20τ2 + 66.62τ3 − 94.34τ4 + 63.54τ6 − 21.93τ8

1

Rmax,CDM(t)

dRmax,Model(τ)

dτ
= 0.007623− 1.440τ + 1.013τ2 − 0.5502τ3,

where the Vmax,0 and Rmax,0 in eq. (2.4) have been replaced by Vmax,CDM(t) and Rmax,CDM(t),
respectively.

At each moment, the collapse time tc(t′) is computed using Vmax,CDM(t′) and Rmax,CDM(t′).
Once obtaining Vmax(t), Rmax(t) and τ = (tL(zf ) − tL(t))/tc(t), we further use eq. (2.4) to
solve for Vmax,0 and Rmax,0, which in turn give rise to ρs,0 and rs,0 assuming an NFW density
profile. In this way, we “construct” an isolated CDM halo at a given moment t, to which we
can apply the functions in eq. (2.3) for obtaining ρs, rs and rc. Note that in the integral
approach, ρs,0 and rs,0 in eq. (2.3) are not necessary their corresponding values found in the
simulation at z = 0. With the effects of mass changes incorporated, we can apply the model
to the halo earlier than the formation time used in the basic approach. For the integral ap-
proach, we take it to be half of 13.647 Gyr− tL(zf ), see eq. (3.2), although the difference is
small. In practice, we discretize the lookback time for a simulated halo into 1000 intervals
with equal spacing and obtain its Vmax and Rmax at all times incrementally. Then, we replace
the integrals in eq. (3.3) with discrete summation.

The proposed integrals in eq. (3.3) can be understood as follows. For a CDM halo,
at each small time interval, the change in the mass due to accretion or tidal stripping, is
reflected in the change of ρs and rs. The effective cross section eq. (1.1) with the velocity
dispersion νeff , as well as the collapse time tc, being computed using the obtained ρs and rs
values, effectively incorporates the SIDM effects during this time interval. Thus, the integral
approach in eq. (3.3) gives rise to the net change in Vmax and Rmax during the time interval.
If the evolution history of CDM halos is known, the integral approach is easy to implement
and it has broader applications than the basic approach.

We also note that the integral approach becomes the basic one in the limit that Vmax,CDM

and Rmax,CDM do not change after the halo formation time tf . From eq. (3.3), we see that in
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the limit the first integral vanishes, and the second integral simply reduces to two boundary
terms at t and tf as tc is a constant. The latter term carries a minus sign and it cancels the
first term in the right-hand side of eq. (3.3).

4 Modeling the evolution of SIDM isolated halos

We first consider a few representative halos from the cosmological simulation [5] that have
evolved into late stages; see table 1 for their characteristic properties. Among them, Cosmo-
26 and Cosmo-32 are core-forming, and both have tL(zf )/tc ≪ 0.2. All others are deeply
collapsed at z = 0, with tL(zf )/tc ≳ 1, and they will be truncated at tL(zf )/tc = 1. Cosmo-
796 and Cosmo-1128 have relatively complex accretion histories. The former had a late
merger and the latter experienced a splashback event (i.e., it passed through a larger halo
before z = 0).

Cosmo-ID Mvir,0 tL(zf ) tL(zf )/tc Vmax,SIDM,0 Rmax,SIDM,0 Vmax,Model,0 Rmax,Model,0

Isolated (108 M⊙) (Gyr) - (km/s) (kpc) (km/s) (kpc)

26 186 9.23 0.035 45.4 9.11 45.2 9.27
32 146 9.26 0.018 40.7 10.4 40.4 12.6
501 6.47 9.58 1.06 21.9 0.63 22.8 0.61
796 3.92 9.62 1.00 21.1 0.56 21.7 0.61
800 4.03 9.62 1.17 21.7 0.40 21.7 0.57
1128 2.64 9.65 1.27 19.6 0.60 20.9 0.53

Table 1. Characteristic properties of isolated halos at z = 0, selected from the cosmological zoom-in
SIDM simulation [5] for testing the parametric model. The virial mass, formation time, tL(zf )/tc,
Vmax and Rmax are reported for the halos. For comparison, their Vmax and Rmax values predicted in
the parametric model eq. (2.4) are also listed in the last two columns.

In figure 5, we show the Vmax (top) and Rmax (bottom) evolution of three halos: Cosmo-
32, Cosmo-501, and Cosmo-796. Both basic (solid-blue) and integral (solid-green) approaches
agree with the SIDM simulation (solid-magenta) within ∼ 10%. Compared to their CDM
counterparts (dashed-black), Cosmo-501 and Cosmo-796 have larger Vmax and smaller Rmax at
later stages due to core collapse. Although Cosmo-796 has a significant merger at tL ∼ 7 Gyr,
both approaches make similar predictions, and they agree with the simulation. For Cosmo-32,
the evolution is almost identical in SIDM and CDM. This halo is in the core-forming phase
over the entire evolution history, as it has a higher mass and a smaller effective cross section
accordingly. As a good approximation, dark matter self-interactions do not change Vmax and
Rmax (z = 0) for core-forming isolated SIDM halos [5].

In figure 6, we show density profiles of all isolated halos at z = 0 listed in table 1. We
again see that both basic (solid-blue) and integral (solid-green) approaches agree well with
the SIDM simulation (solid-magenta). Cosmo-26 and Cosmo-32 are in the core-forming phase
at z = 0 and they have a cored density profile. The four others are deeply collapsed, and
their central densities are higher compared to CDM (dashed-black).

We have tested both approaches with a sample of 647 isolated CDM halos resolved in the
simulation [5]. As discussed previously, the integral approach requires well-resolved evolution
history of a CDM halo, but numerical noise could be large for low-mass halos in the sample
that are close to the resolution limit. In addition, the basic and integral approaches agree
well for the representative examples shown in figures 5 and 6. Thus, we show the comparison
between N-body simulation and basic approach for the whole sample of simulated halos.
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Figure 5. Evolution of Vmax (top) and Rmax (bottom) for three isolated halos from the parametric
model with the basic (solid-blue) and integral (solid-green) approaches, as well as the N-body simu-
lation [5] (solid-magenta). Cosmo-32 is in the core-forming phase at z = 0, while the other two are
deeply collapsed. Cosmo-796 has a late major merger at tL ∼ 7 Gyr. The subscript “phys” denotes
that the relevant quantities are evaluated in physical coordinates.

Figure 7 (top) shows Rmax–Vmax and Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax distributions predicted using the
basic approach, where rfid = 2Vmax/(70 km/s) kpc and each halo is color coded according
to tL(zf )/tc. We see that the predicted distributions agree well with those directly from the
N-body SIDM simulation [5] as shown in figure 7 (bottom), where the simulated SIDM halo
is colored based on its effective concentration as in [5]. In particular, our parametric model
successfully reproduces halos that are deeply collapsed. These halos have the lowest Rmax

and highest Vcirc(rfid) values for given Vmax.

Properties CDM simulation SIDM simulation Model prediction
µ
(
log10

Rmax
Rmax,median

)
0.0144 -0.0763 -0.0918

σ
(
log10

Rmax
Rmax,median

)
0.173 0.224 0.272

µ (Vmax) (km/s) 15.9 16.9 16.7
σ (Vmax) (km/s) 7.40 7.75 7.46

µ (Vmax − Vcirc(rfid)) (km/s) 3.00 5.40 4.16
σ (Vmax − Vcirc(rfid)) (km/s) 2.32 3.74 3.90

Table 2. The mean and standard deviation of the log10(Rmax/Rmax,median), Vmax, and (Vmax −
Vcirc(rfid)) distributions.
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Figure 6. Density profiles of the isolated halos in table 1 from the parametric model with the basic
(solid-blue) and integral (solid-green) approaches, and the SIDM simulation [5] (solid-magenta), as
well as the CDM simulation (dashed-black) for comparison.

Figure 8 further shows the distribution of log10(Rmax/Rmax,median) (left), Vmax (middle),
and (Vmax−Vcirc(rfid)) (right) for the sample, from the parametric model (solid-blue), as well
as the N-body SIDM (solid-magenta) and CDM (dashed-black) simulations [5]. We see good
agreement between parametric model and simulation. In addition, compared to CDM, SIDM
predicts a higher population for log10(Rmax/Rmax,median) ≲ −0.5 due to core collapse, as well
as a higher population for (Vmax−Vcirc(rfid)) > 5 km/s because of core formation. For a more
quantitative comparison, we show the mean and standard deviation of the three distributions
in table 2.

5 Modeling the evolution of SIDM subhalos

Subhalos can be significantly affected by the host halo due to tidal interactions. As a result,
their density profiles are different from those of isolated halos. To account for the tidal effects,
we modify the density profile in eq. (2.1) as

ρtSIDM(r) =
ρs

(rβ+rβc )1/β

rs

(
1 + r

rs

)2(
1 +

(
r
rt

)2−u
)1+3u , (5.1)

where the additional parameters are the tidal radius rt and the numerical factor u controlling
the logarithmic slope of the truncated density profile in the outer region. We evaluate the
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Figure 7. The Rmax–Vmax (left) and Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax (right) distributions of isolated SIDM halos
at z = 0 predicted using the parametric model with the basic approach (top), where each halo
is color coded according to tL(zf )/tc. For comparison, the corresponding distributions from the
N-body SIDM simulation are also shown (bottom), and the color coding is based on the effective
concentration ceff = Rvir/(Rmax/2.1626); taken from [5]. As in [5], the median CDM isolated halo
Vmax–Rmax relation (solid-black) together with a ±0.6 dex band (dashed-black), and resolution limit
(gray-shaded) are shown in the left panel; the 1:1 relation (dashed-black) in the right panel.

tidal radius rt as [78, 79]

rt = d

(
Msub

Mhost(r < d)

)1/3

, (5.2)

where d is the distance of the subhalo from its host halo, Msub is the subhalo virial mass
and Mhost(r < d) is the host halo mass enclosed within d. We further take into account
the evolution of the tidal radius in our study. The smooth truncation is controlled by the
term 1/(1 + (r/rt)

2−u)1+3u, which falls off at large radii as r−2 at u = 0 and as r−4 at
u = 1, as in the case of a truncated NFW profile for CDM subhalos, see, e.g., [18, 80].
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Figure 8. The log10(Rmax/Rmax,median) (left), Vmax (middle), and (Vmax − Vcirc(rfid)) (right)
distributions for the sample of isolated halos from the parametric model (solid-blue), SIDM (solid-
magenta) and CDM (dashed-black) simulations [5].

In this work, we take u(ceff) = Min(1, 0.0004c2.2eff ), where ceff = Rvir/(Rmax/2.1626) is the
effective concentration [5], and the corresponding truncated profile in eq. (5.1) can fit both
core-forming and -collapsing subhalos. We have also checked that the SIDM evaporation
effect [81] is negligible for the subhalos in the simulation [5], although such an effect could be
incorporated using a semi-analytical method [82].

Since subhalos undergo tidal mass loss after falling into the host halo, the basic approach
is insufficient for modeling their evolution. However, the integral approach based on eq. (3.3)
still works. As a demonstration, we select 6 representative cases, ranging from core-forming
subhalos to deeply collapsing ones, as summarized in table 3. The evolution stage is quantified
by τ0 =

∫ t0
tf

dt/tc(t), where t0 = 13.647 Gyr and we take the formation time tf to be half
of 13.647 Gyr − tL(zf ), see eq. (3.2). In addition, the collapse time tc changes along with
tidal mass loss, and we use eq. (2.2) to evaluate it with ρeff = (Vmax,CDM/1.648reff)

2/G and
reff = (Rmax,CDM/2.1626) for a given moment.

Cosmo-ID Mvir,0 τ0 Vmax,SIDM,0 Rmax,SIDM,0 Vmax,Model,0 Rmax,Model,0

Subhalos (108 M⊙) - (km/s) (kpc) (km/s) (kpc)

71 57.1 0.092 44.6 4.93 43.0 5.60
186 20.7 0.27 34.4 2.46 31.4 2.00
567 6.04 0.85 31.7 0.58 30.3 0.82
665 4.61 0.12 13.7 3.72 13.6 3.43
945 3.92 1.10 38.8 0.24 38.3 0.045
1357 2.38 1.18 26.0 0.37 24.6 0.42

Table 3. Characteristic properties of subhalos at z = 0, selected from the cosmological zoom-in
SIDM simulation [5] for testing the parametric model. The virial mass, τ0 =

∫ t0
tf

dt/tc(t), Vmax and
Rmax are reported for the subhalos. For comparison, their Vmax and Rmax values predicted in the
parametric model with the integral approach are also listed in the last two columns; see the relevant
discussion after eq. (3.3).

Figure 9 shows the Vmax and Rmax evolution of three SIDM subhalos that are in the
collapse phase at z = 0 from the parametric model (solid-green) and the N-body simulation [5]
(solid-magenta), as well as their CDM counterparts (dashed-black). We see that the model
well reproduces the evolution history of Vmax and Rmax of the simulated SIDM subhalos, and
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Figure 9. The Vmax (top) and Rmax (bottom) evolution of three SIDM subhalos that are in the
deeply collapse phase at z = 0 from the parametric model with the integral approach (solid-green)
and the SIDM simulation [5] (solid-magenta), as well as their CDM counterparts (dashed-black).

the agreement is within 10%. For the SIDM subhalos, Vmax increases, while Rmax decreases
continuously for tL ≳ 6 Gyr, a significant deviation from CDM. In figure 11, we further
show the density profiles for all subhalos listed in table 3 at z = 0. We again see the
agreement between parametric model (solid-green) and simulation (solid-magenta) predictions
for both core-forming and -collapsing SIDM subhalos. Their density profiles different from
the corresponding CDM ones (dashed-black).
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Figure 10. The σeff/m, tc(t), and t/tc(t) evolution of the SIDM subhalos in table 3, where t is the
time duration the halo has evolved since its formation.

As discussed in Sec. 3.2, σeff/m and tc evolve with the mass change, which is captured
in the integral approach. Figure 10 shows the σeff/m, tc and t/tc evolution of the 6 subhalos
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listed in table 3. Apart from fluctuations, both σeff/m and tc(t) changed moderately on
average, within an order of magnitude. The ratio t/tc has large fluctuations but gradually
increases since the halo formation.
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Figure 11. Density profiles of core-collapsing (top) and -forming (bottom) SIDM subhalos at z = 0
from the parametric model with the integral approach (solid-green) and the SIDM simulation [5]
(solid-magenta), as well as their CDM counterparts [5] (dashed-black).

101 102

Vmax (km/s)

10-1

100

101

R
m

ax
(k

p
c)

Integral model prediction
Subhalos

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

t f
/t

c

101 102

Vmax (km/s)

10-1

100

101

R
m

ax
(k

p
c)

SIDM simulation
Subhalos

0

15

30

45

60

75

90

105

120

c e
ff

101 102

Vmax (km/s)

10-1

100

101

R
m

ax
(k

p
c)

CDM simulation
Subhalos

0

15

30

45

60

75

90

105

120

c e
ff

Figure 12. The Vmax–Rmax distribution of subhalos predicted using the parametric model with the
integral approach (left), where each subhalo is colored according to its tL(zf )/tc value. For comparison,
the distributions from the SIDM (middle) and CDM (right) simulations are shown; taken from ref. [5].
As in [5], the median CDM subhalo Vmax–Rmax relation (solid-black) together with a ±0.6 dex band
(dashed-black), and resolution limit (gray-shaded) are shown.

We have applied the parametric model to all 125 resolved CDM subhalos in the cos-
mological simulation of a Milky Way analog in ref. [5] and obtain their SIDM predictions in
the Rmax–Vmax plane. Since some of the low-mass simulated subhalos that undergo strong
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stripping may suffer from numerical artifacts, we set Vmax = 2 km/s and Rmax = 0.1 kpc, if
their values drop below the corresponding ones when performing the discrete summation in
eq. (3.3). With this condition, we avoid producing unphysical results while preserving the
numerical error in the same order as the numerical noise induced by the resolution limit.

Figure 12 shows the Rmax–Vmax distributions of the SIDM subhalos predicted using the
parametric model (left) and the N-body simulation [5] (middle), compared to the simulated
CDM subhalos [5] (right). We see that our model successfully reproduces the main trends
of the simulated SIDM subhalos, especially the spread towards the lower-right region in
the Rmax–Vmax plane, corresponding to a population of collapsed subhalos. In the upper-
left region, the model prediction misses a few subhalos with large Rmax seen in the SIDM
simulation. For these subhalos, the tidal mass loss is amplified due to SIDM core formation
and they become more diffuse, compared to CDM. Our current model does not capture this
effect, as we have assumed that the tidal mass loss rate of an SIDM subhalo is similar to
that of its CDM counterpart. The assumption could be violated in some extreme cases, see,
e.g., [5, 10, 44, 83, 84]. A dedicated study on this aspect is beyond the scope of this work,
and we leave it for future work.

6 Exploring SIDM parameter space using the parametric model

In Sec. 4, we applied the parametric model to the isolated CDM halos in ref. [5] and obtained
their SIDM counterparts, whose properties well agree with those from the cosmological N-
body simulation. The simulation in ref. [5] assumes σ0/m = 147.1 cm2/g and w = 24.33 km/s.
Since our model is flexible, it becomes possible to efficiently sample large parameter space of
σ0/m and w, which can be in turn mapped to fundamental particle physics parameters, such
as mediator mass and coupling constant; see ref. [61] for details. As a demonstration, we take
the 647 isolated CDM halos in [5] as input and apply the parametric model, while varying
σ0/m and w over a wide range.

We first consider four representative constant cross sections to gain insights: σ/m =
3 cm2/g, 10 cm2/g, 50 cm2/g, and 100 cm2/g. In figure 13, we show the Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax

distribution predicted using the parametric model with the basic approach (circle), where
each halo is colored according to its tL(zf )/tc value. For comparison, we also include observed
galaxies with data compiled in [68] (cross). For σ/m = 3 cm2/g, all halos are in the core-
forming phase, Vcirc(rfid) is systematically lower and its spread for fixed Vmax becomes larger,
compared to CDM [5]. As the cross section increases, the number of core-collapsing halos
increases accordingly. When σ/m = 50–100 cm2/g, a significant number of halos are in the
collapse phase and they have a high inner density, close to the 1:1 line in the Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax

plane. Meanwhile, the most diffused halos are still in the core-forming phase and remain far
off the 1:1 line, even for σ/m = 100 cm2/g. These halos could potentially host ultra-diffuse
galaxies in the field [85].

The deviation of the Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax distribution from the 1:1 line provides a useful
measure to characterize the SIDM effects. We fit the halos with a relation of Vcirc(rfid) =
b Vmax for the range of 15 km/s < Vmax < 50 km/s, consistent with that for observed galaxies
shown in figure 13, and minimize the absolute mean distance from the 1:1 line to determine
the parameter b; see figure 13 (solid-black line). Our fit tends to split the selected halos
into two equal halves on two sides of the fitted line. For the CDM counterparts, b = 0.82.
As the cross section increases, the b value decreases first as the core size increases for most
halos, but it increases again as more and more halos are collapsed. For σ/m = 100 cm2/g,
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b = 0.96. As a reference, b = 0.60 for the observed galaxies shown in figure 13. We expect
that there is significant coverage bias for the sample of observed galaxies, and hence it is
challenging to make a quantitative comparison between observations and SIDM predictions
based on the b value. Nevertheless, it is a useful indicator for the overall significance of dark
matter self-interactions over a population of halos.
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Figure 13. The Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax distribution of isolated halos predicted using the parametric model
with the basic approach for the constant cross sections σ/m = 3 cm2/g, 10 cm2/g, 50 cm2/g and
100 cm2/g (circle). Each halo is colored according to tL(zf )/tc. The Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax relation from fit-
ting to the halos in the range 15 km/s < Vmax < 50 km/s (solid-black), the 1:1 relation (dotted-black),
and the data points from observed galaxies compiled in [68] (red cross) are shown for comparison.

In figure 14, we show contours of the fitted b value based on a scan with a grid of
100 × 100 points in the w–σ0/m plane, where σ0/m is the overall normalization factor of
the cross section and w controls the velocity dependence. We see the distribution of b has
nontrivial features, including a valley (darker green) and a hill (darker pink). In the lower-
left region, the SIDM effect is small and the b value reduces to the CDM case around 0.82.
For w ∼ O(10) km/s, the increase of σ0/m first decreases b, enlarging the spread of halos
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Figure 14. Contours of the fitted b value in the w–σ0/m plane, where σ0/m is the overall
normalization factor of the self-scattering cross section and w controls the velocity dependence;
see eq. (1.3). The squares denote the two SIDM models on the same contour with b = 0.75:
(σ0/m,w) = (300 cm2/g, 8 km/s) (red) and (5 cm2/g, 65 km/s) (blue), which will be studied fur-
ther.

in the Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax from the 1:1 line. When σ0/m further increases, b increases as well
because more and more halos enter the collapse phase. These nontrivial features could help
us distinguish different particle physics models of SIDM.

To further disentangle the degeneracy effect associated with the parameter b, we select
two example velocity-dependent SIDM models that have the same b = 0.75 for a detailed
comparison: (σ0/m,w) = (300 cm2/g, 8 km/s) and (5 cm2/g, 65 km/s), denoted by the red
and blue squares in figure 14, respectively. Figure 15 shows the Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax distribution
for the two models. For 15 km/s < Vmax < 50 km/s, the distribution is similar for both
models as expected. Nevertheless, for the halos with Vmax ≲ 15 km/s, the model with
(σ0/m,w) = (300 cm2/g, 8 km/s) predicts much larger spread. The former has a much larger
effective cross section in the regime Vmax ≲ 15 km/s, as illustrated in figure 16 (left), and
hence halos are more cored or collapsed, resulting in a larger spread.

On the other hand, for more massive halos with Vmax ≫ 15 km/s, the effective cross
section of the (300 cm2/g, 8 km/s) model drops below that of the (5 cm2/g, 65 km/s) model,
while approaching the CDM limit for Vmax ≳ 100 km/s. Thus the former predicts smaller
cores and higher inner circular velocities than the latter model, as demonstrated in figure 16
(right), where we show the halo rotation curves in the two regimes 10 km/s < Vmax < 15 km/s
(solid) and Vmax > 50 km/s (dashed) for the models.

We have demonstrated it is possible to further break the degeneracy and distinguish
different SIDM models with similar b values by applying the parametric model to isolated
halos over a wide range of masses (and thus velocities). We can further extend the analysis
to satellite halos. For example, in the model with (σ0/m,w) = (300 cm2/g, 8 km/s), we
expect that most of the ultra-faint dwarf galaxies of the Milky Way would be in the collapse
phase, resulting in a dense core. In practice, it is important to take into account observational
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Figure 15. The Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax distribution of isolated halos predicted using the parametric model
with the basic approach for two SIDM models that have the same b value (b = 0.75): (σ0/m,w) =
(300 cm2/g, 8 km/s) (left) and (5 cm2/g, 65 km/s) (right). Each halo is colored according to tL(zf )/tc.
The Vcirc(rfid)–Vmax relation from fitting to the halos in the range 15 km/s < Vmax < 50 km/s (solid-
black), the 1:1 relation (dotted-black), and the data points from observed galaxies compiled in [68]
(red cross) are shown for comparison.
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Figure 16. The effective cross section per mass as a function of Vmax in CDM for the velocity-
dependent SIDM models (left): (σ0/m,w) = (300 cm2/g, 8 km/s) (red) and (5 cm2/g, 65 km/s)
(blue); their corresponding rotation curves (right) for isolate halos with 10 km/s < Vmax < 15 km/s
(solid) and Vmax > 50 km/s (dashed).
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uncertainties, baryonic contributions to the velocity of tracers, and selection bias of galaxy
samples. We will leave the application of the parametric model to observed galaxies for future
work.

7 Conclusions

In this work, we have proposed a parametric model to transfer CDM (sub)halos into their
SIDM counterparts. The model is based on an analytical universal density profile, which can
accurately describe the dark matter distribution of halos over the course of the evolution.
We calibrated the density profile using controlled N-body simulations of an isolated halo and
obtained a set of equations capturing the time evolution of the parameters of the density
profile. We then introduced two ways of applying the model. The basic approach uses
the scale radius and density of an isolated CDM halo (z = 0) as input and reconstructs the
halo’s evolution history in the presence of dark matter self-interactions. The integral approach
further extends the basic one to incorporate the mass change, and integrates the SIDM effects
along the evolution history. Thus it can be used to model gravothermal evolution of subhalos,
which suffer from tidal mass loss.

We have tested and validated the parametric model using zoom-in cosmological SIDM
simulations of a Milky Way analog for both isolated halos and subhalos. We further applied it
to map out the relevant parameter space for a particle physics model of SIDM. In the future,
we could apply the parametric model to state-of-the-art cosmological CDM simulations, e.g.,
FIRE2 [86, 87] and IllustrisTNG [88, 89], and transform existing CDM (sub)halo properties
into SIDM predictions. We could integrate the parametric model together with existing semi-
analytical models with halo merger trees [90–92] and subhalo evolution trajectories [93]. The
parametric model is flexible and it provides an efficient tool for identifying favored SIDM
parameter regions in light of latest observations of galactic systems, such as satellite galaxies
of the Milky Way and ultra-diffuse galaxies.

We could further improve the model. While this work focuses on the dark matter-only
case, it is crucial to include baryonic effects on gravothermal evolution in order to make
better connections with observations of galaxies whose baryon concentration is high. For the
integral approach, extra terms could be included to incorporate SIDM effects that couple to
mass changes. In addition, we use the collapse timescale as a normalization factor to derive
the universal density profile. It would be interesting to explore if there is a more accurate
way to estimate the timescale for halos in cosmological environments. We will leave these
interesting topics for future investigation.

We provide example scripts for applying the parametric model at: https://github.
com/DanengYang/parametricSIDM
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A The parametric model based on the Read profile
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Figure 17. Density profiles of the simulated BM2 halo at different times for an effective constant
cross section of σeff/m = 7.1 cm2/g (dashed-red); data from ref. [61]. Each simulated density profile
is fitted using the Read profile eq. (A.1) from refs. [73, 74] (solid-blue).

In this section, we show that the cored density (“Read”) profile proposed in refs. [73, 74]
can also be used to parametrize the evolution of the SIDM halo. The Read profile is formulated
based on the NFW profile,

ρRead(r) = fnρNFW +
nfn−1(1− f2)

4πr2rc
MNFW, (A.1)

where rc is the core radius, f(r) = tanh(r/rc), and n is a parameter in the range 0 < n ≤ 1.
The NFW density and mass profiles are

ρNFW(r) =
ρs

r
rs

(
1 + r

rs

)2 , MNFW(r) = 4πρsr
3
s

[
ln

(
1 +

r

rs

)
− r

r + rs

]
. (A.2)

The enclosed mass follows the relation MRead = fn(r)MNFW(r). For r ≫ rc, fn(r) = 1,
and MRead = MNFW(r). In the limit of rc → 0, f → 1 and ρRead(r) → ρ(r)NFW. In this
work, we fix n = 1, fit the profile in eq. (A.1) to the simulated BM2 halo, and determine the
parameters ρs, rs, and rc, accordingly.

Figure 17 shows the Read profile (solid-blue) fitted to the simulated density profile
(dashed-red) of the BM2 halo at t/tc = 0, 0.09, 0.18, 0.25, 0.50 and 1. We have checked that
the overall fit quality of the Read profile is similar to that of our cored profile in eq. (2.1); see
figure 1.
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Figure 18. Evolution of normalized density parameters ρs/ρs,0 (left), rs/rs,0 (middle), and rc/rs,0
(right) from the calibrated functions in eq. (A.3) for the Read profile (solid-blue) and the N-body
SIDM simulation with the effective constant cross section σ/m = 7.1 cm2/g [61] (solid-red).

As was done for the profile of eq. (2.1), we fit the Read profile to the simulated density one
of the BM2 halo at a successive time interval of 0.2 Gyr, and obtain the evolution trajectories
for the parameters ρs, rs, and rc,

ρs
ρs,0

= 1.335 + 0.7746τ + 8.042τ5 − 13.89τ7 + 10.18τ9 + (1− 1.335)(ln 0.001)−1 ln (τ + 0.001) ,

rs
rs,0

= 0.8771− 0.2372τ + 0.2216τ2 − 0.3868τ3 + (1− 0.8771)(ln 0.001)−1 ln (τ + 0.001) ,

rc
rs,0

= 3.324
√
τ − 4.897τ + 3.367τ2 − 2.512τ3 + 0.8699τ4, (A.3)

where the subscript “0” denotes the corresponding value of the initial NFW profile. We found
the same functional forms of eq. (2.3) work well for the Read profile, with the adjustment
of the coefficients; see figure 18. It is important to note that the fitted values of ρs, rs, and
rc of the Read profile are different from those of our cored profile in eq. (2.1). We have also
numerically checked Vmax and Rmax using the two fitted density profiles and found they agree
within 10%.
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