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Quantum Scales of Galaxies from Self-interacting Ultralight Dark Matter
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We derive the characteristic scales for physical quantities of galaxies, such as mass, size, acceler-
ation, and angular momentum, within the self-interacting ultralight dark matter (ULDM) model.
Due to the small mass of ULDM, even minor self-interactions can drastically alter these scales in
the Thomas-Fermi limit. Even in this limit, the characteristic mass can be determined by quantum
pressure rather than by repulsive forces. We suggest that these characteristic scales are connected
to certain mysteries of observed galaxies such as the universal acceleration scale or the constant
surface density of galaxies. Oscillation of ULDM field can explain the current cosmological density
of dark matter. Many cosmological constraints imply the energy scale m of order of 10 eV and a
GUT scale phase transition related to ULDM.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ultralight dark matter (ULDM) model has emerged as a compelling alternative to cold dark matter (CDM),
in which dark matter particles have an exceptionally small mass m, typically on the order of 10722 eV, and exist
in a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC) state. (for a review, see [IH6]). This model is known by various other names,
including fuzzy DM, BEC DM, scalar field DM, ultra-light axion, and wave-i) DM [7H24]. The long de Broglie wave
length A\gg = h/mv ~ kpc of ULDM determines the typical size of galaxies, where v is the typical velocity of the
halo dark matter. This scale can give the size and mass of galaxies [25] [26] and resolve the small scale issues of
CDM including the core-cusp problem, the satellite galaxy plane problem and the missing satellite problem [27H3T].
ULDM has also been proposed to address the mysteries of black holes, including the M-sigma relation [32] and the
final parsec problem [33]. In Ref. B4 the characteristic scales of physical properties of galaxies, such as angular
momentum and acceleration, in the fuzzy DM model (i.e., without self-interaction) were studied and found to be
consistent with observations. In this model, quantum pressure arising from the uncertainty principle counteracts the
gravitational force. However, the fuzzy DM model with m ~ 10722 eV encounters some tensions with observations,
such as the Lyman-alpha forest [35], 36]. Introducing self-interaction in ULDM is one potential solution to address
these issues [9, B7]. In this case pressure from self-interaction counteracts the gravitational force. In [9], it was
proposed that incorporating self-interaction in ULDM drastically increases the length scale of the model and allows
for a wider range of dark matter masses. This model satisfies numerous cosmological constraints [38] [39].

In this paper, we derive a typical scales for physical quantities of galaxies in self-interacting ULDM model, which
are related to mysteries of galaxies. We demonstrate the scale differences between the two models and show that both
quantum pressure and interaction pressure are required to accurately explain the observed scales.

In the section IT we review the Jeans length of ULDM. In the section III the characteristic scales are derived for
fuzzy DM. In the section IV we consider the self-interacting case. In the section V we discuss the results.

II. JEANS LENGTH OF ULTRALIGHT DARK MATTER

The ULDM field can be a scalar field ¢ with an action
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where the potential for the field can be
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Here, A = 8rasmc/h and as = M\h/(8wmc) is a scattering length [4]. In the Newtonian limit, odd-power terms can
be ignored because they average out to zero over galactic time scales as the field rapidly oscillates with a frequency
of O(m). We adopt the quartic term with A > 0, which is the highest even power term that remains renormalizable.
We do not consider the cosine potential in this paper which gives an effective attractive quartic term. The evolution
of field is described by the following equation

dU
dlo|?

where O is the d’Alembertian. Since galaxies are non-relativistic, it is useful to define 9 as

Op+2——=¢ =0, (3)

1

2m

¢(t7 X) =

[e™"™ap(t,x) + e p* (¢, x)] . (4)

Then, |¢* = Jz |42,
In the Newtonian limit, the macroscopic wave function v satisfies the following nonlinear Schrddinger-Poisson
equation (SPE);
ihdy) = ,7v2¢,+ mV
V2V = 4nGp,

(5)

where the the DM mass density p = m|y|?, and V is the gravitational potential.
Cosmological structure formation is described by an equation for the density contrast § = dp/p = (p — p)/p =
>4 0ket " with a wave vector k of the perturbation,

d%5y,

W + [(03 + Cz)kQ — 47TGﬁ] O = 0, (6)

where p is the background density, ¢, = ik/2m is a quantum velocity and cs = \/4mash2p/m? = \/ h3)\p/ 2cm? is the
sound velocity from self-interaction. The Jeans length corresponds to the wave vector k; satisfying (c +c2)k?—4nGp =
0. The DM system becomes unstable to perturbations with k < kj, resulting in the formation of cosmic structures.

III. QUANTUM SCALES OF FUZZY DARK MATTER

In this section we review the case of the free field model (A = 0), i.e. fuzzy DM model [34]. From the condition
cgk2 = 47 Gp, one can obtain the quantum Jeans length scale [6 40] at a redshift z:

27 m3R2 174 Pb e 3/4
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where mgo = m/10722eV, the Hubble parameter h = 0.67, py, is the current matter density, and the matter density
parameter €2, = 0.31.

A different length scale, characterizing a galactic core, emerges from the equilibrium between the self-gravitational
force of a ULDM soliton with a mass M and quantum pressure;

A 10=22eV\ % 1080,
Rgg = x. = 9.95 <m> G = 549 kpe ( - ) T (8)

where Rgg is the radius containing 99% of the ULDM mass [41]. This scale is of order of the de Broglie wavelength
of the ULDM particles in the soliton.



The scales of ULDM systems are determined by two mass parameters m and M. From Ag the quantum Jeans mass
can be derived as

3
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which is the typical mass scale of dwarf galaxies.
Inserting M = Mg into Eq. gives
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The time scale relevant is

1
te ™ —=,
VGp

which is just the order of the Hubble time at the formation of soliton with mass M.
From these fundamental typical scales one can easily obtain other physical scales. The typical acceleration scale is
given by

s M N\  [h
e = T /t2 = 3.925 G3mA M3 /h* = 7.45 x 107 meter/s* (10—?2@V> <108M > ~ E(Gﬁ)B/‘l, (12)
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which is similar to the Modified Newtonian dynamics (MOND) scale ag = 1.2 x 10719 meter/s®. In Ref. 42| it is
suggested that MOND arises as an effective phenomenon of ULDM, with a. linked to the observed radial acceleration
relation. The typical velocity is

M m h
o = X, /t, = 3.925 GMm/h = 87.9 k ( ):,/7 5)1/4, 1
Ve =X/ 3.925 GMm/h = 87.9 m/s<108M®> =25y m(G,o) (13)
which is a typical velocity in a dwarf galaxy and leads to a typical angular momentum of galactic halos
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The typical density is
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The scale for the gravitational potential,
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becomes relativistic when M ~ 102 M, for m = 10722¢V. This mass M is similar to the maximum galaxy mass.

IV. SELF-INTERACTING CASE

In this section we consider the self-interacting case with a quartic potential U(¢) in Eq. with A > 0 [9]. In
the Thomas-Fermi (TF) limit, the kinetic term can be ignored and the physical quantities often depend on the single
parameter m = m/ A/4 which represents the typical energy scale of ¢.

An equation for the density contrast  is now

d?5y,
dt?

+ [(2)k* — 4nGp] 6 = 0. (17)
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FIG. 1:  The evolution of the typical length scales of galaxies versus redshift z. The upper two curves represent Ag for
Moo = m/107226V =1 and ma2 = 5, respectively, while the lower two curves represent the corresponding Rgg. The horizontal
line represents Rrr = Ay/2 in TF limit. Ao determines the galaxy mass, while Rrr and Rgg are associated with the final sizes
of stable dark matter halos.

From the equation one can obtain the Jeans length

as | mwh3\ mo\ 2
= 2 h [ = 2 = — . k 1
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which is time-independent, unlike the Aqg of fuzzy dark matter. Note that the Jeans wavelength does not depend on
the density.
In the TF limit, the exact ground state solution is given by [9] 43]

s [Y(0)]*Rrr r
o = O g (7)), (19)
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From \; we can obtain the Jeans mass
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Since the present value of p is about 107" My /pe3, M;(z = 0) is too small to explain the observed galaxy. This
discrepancy can be resolved once we realize that to calculate the typical mass M we should use Aqg instead of A;
when A\; < Ag, because the minimum spatial size of density perturbation starting overcoming any pressure is about
Ag in this case. (See Fig. ) Therefore, we can adopt Mg from Eq. @D as the mass scale M, rather than M, for
the high-z epoch during galaxy formation. Note that even though structure formation starts with Ag, the final size
of a stable galaxy is about Rrp = A;/2. Therefore, Mg defines the mass scale, while A; determines the length scale
of galaxies. Even when Rrp < Rgg, we select Rpp as the characteristic length scale for galaxies, as Rgg is inversely
proportional to the soliton mass, which is not typical in observed galactic cores. It seems that, to understand the
mass scales of actual galaxies, we must account for both quantum pressure and the pressure from self-interaction.
Now, it is natural to represent physical quantities with M = Mg and m.

. . 1 .
The dynamical time scale ¢, ~ oo s [44)

R%F 12 \/T 3/4 hg)\3 L/4 1 3
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We have the length scale . = Ry, the time scale t., and the mass scale M = Mg for the self-interacting ULDM,
from which we can derive the typical scales for various other physical quantities as follows. Since z., t. and M are
functions of \/m?*, we expect many derived quantities from them to have a dependency on \/m?.

where the soliton size is




The typical velocity is
1/4
ahn®? e 271 (Gt / oAV s
e = Xo/te = = VM =59.28 k — — 1+ 2)3/2 23
Ve = Xof /3 2174 m/3(108M@) (1oev>oc( 7 (@)
which is similar to the typical velocity dispersion in a dwarf galaxy. v, leads to a typical angular momentum in turn
39R5 1 13/2 /@ﬁ;’ 9 3¢\ 1/4 M 3/2 /4
Lo = Mx,v, — miT _ (BIGIAN T e g 575 10% 1 0V o (14 2)°72,
3362 cm 10°Mo

(24)

which is not of order of i(M/m) as in the fuzzy dark matter.
The typical acceleration scale is given by

m
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which is very similar to the MOND scale ag = 1.2 x 10710 meter/s>.
On the other hand, the wave function scales as
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which is not proportional to 5'/2? as naively expected. Then, the typical density p. = M /x3 is
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becomes relativistic when M ~ 106 M for m = 10 eV.
The typical surface density ¥ = M /a2 is
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which is very similar to the observed value ¥ = 75M, /pc?, while fuzzy dark matter has trouble explaining it [45].
In this sense, self-interacting ULDM provides a better explanation for observed galaxies. All physical scales above
indicates that m ~ 10 eV nicely fits with cosmological observations.

The self-interacting ULDM can be a pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson (pNGB) associated with a phase transition
[8]. For the fiducial values m = 10722 eV and /m ~ 10 eV, we obtain A = 10792, If we consider a broken phase with a
negative quadratic term in U(¢), these values can lead to a vacuum expectation value (@) ~ % ~ 10" GeV, which
is similar to the energy scale of Grand unified theories (GUT). We expect that for m ~ 10 eV the phase transition
temperature T, is [46)

m )\ —-1/2
T, ~ (¢) ~ 10°GeV (10722 eV> (1092) (30)

at which neutrinos can get their masses by interacting with ULDM. This scenario also provides a hint to resolving
the hierarchy problem as well [47].
To derive the dark matter density, we follow the arguments in Ref. [6. For A = 0, the field begins to oscillate

at ¢ = F when the Hubble parameter satisfies H ~ % = m, where Mp = 1/+/87G is the reduced Planck mass,
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FIG. 2: Cosmological constraints on the mass m and the coupling constant A of ULDM. The gray region represents the
parameter space disallowed by the constraint on 4. The red solid line represents the constraint from galaxy observations. The
vertical dotted lines represent m, corresponding to the typical galaxy mass scale Mg = 108M¢ and 108 Mg, respectively.

and T,sc = vmMp represents the temperature at that time. The typical energy density of ULDM at this time is
of order of F?m?. At the matter-radiation equality with the temperature T,, ~ leV the following relation holds,
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which indicates that the typical value of ¢ is on the order of the GUT scale. This fact again supports the idea that
ULDM is related to GUT. From the present Hubble parameter Hy and the temperature of the universe one can
estimate the density parameter today for ULDM [6],

F 2 m 1/2
Q, ~0.1 . 2
¢~ 0 (1017GeV> (1072%\/) (32)

For X\ # 0, the above logic used for the A = 0 case cannot be directly applied, as the equation of state for ¢ depends
on the field value [48]. To treat the oscillation of ¢ as cold dark matter, the quartic term in U(¢$) must be smaller
than the quadratic term, at least at the time when the temperature is T¢y. In other words, at this time, the field
value ¢ = ¢eq should be smaller than m/ V/A. Considering oscillation of the field one can obtain the present density
parameter

m* 82, <T )3 y 3
2 T m T,
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where T = 2.3 X 1074 is the current temperature of the universe and Q4 >~ 0.26.

Fig. [2|illustrates the allowed parameter regions that satisfy these constraints. The two vertical lines indicate the m
values corresponding to the mass scales Mg = 105M¢ and Mg = 108 Mg in Eq. @, respectively. The actual mass
scale of galactic cores is expected to lie within these vertical lines. From the figure, it seems that the cosmological
constraints favor the fiducial values (m ~ 10722 eV, A ~ 10792), although theoretical uncertainty still remains in ¢,
and consequently in the prediction of 4. It is worth studying scales from ultralight axions with a cosine potential
for future research.

V. DISCUSSIONS

Through the analysis of the SPE derived from ¢* scalar field theory, we have explained the characteristic scales of
physical quantities observed in galaxies for both the free (A = 0) and self-interacting (A > 0) ULDM scenarios. By
accounting for both quantum pressure and self-interaction pressure, the limitations of each model can be addressed.
For parameters consistent with observations, quantum pressure determines the mass of galaxies, while self-interaction
regulates their size. The density and typical field values of ULDM suggest that ULDM particles might be pNGBs
associated with some GUT-scale physics. To account for the typical mass of galaxies, the mass of self-interacting
ULDM should be close to that of fuzzy DM. This implies the existence of ULDM oscillations with a frequency
~ m ~ nHz, which could be detectable through pulsar timing array experiments [50], or atomic clock experiments
[51]. Future observations, including data from the James Webb Space Telescope, will provide new insights into galaxy
evolution, potentially validating these characteristic scales.
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