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ABSTRACT
We present eight cosmological dark matter (DM)–only zoom-in simulations of a Milky Way-like system that

include suppression of the linear matter power spectrum P(k), and/or velocity-dependent DM self-interactions,
as the third installment of the COZMIC suite. We consider a model featuring a massive dark photon that
mediates DM self-interactions and decays into massless dark fermions. The dark photon and dark fermions
suppress linear matter perturbations, resulting in dark acoustic oscillations in P(k), which ultimately affect
dwarf galaxy scales. The model also features a velocity-dependent elastic self-interaction between DM particles
(SIDM), with a cross section that can alleviate small-scale structure anomalies. For the first time, our simulations
test the impact of P(k) suppression on gravothermal evolution in an SIDM scenario that leads to core collapse
in (sub)halos with present-day virial masses below ≈ 109 M⊙. In simulations with P(k) suppression and self-
interactions, the lack of low-mass (sub)halos and the delayed growth of structure reduce the fraction of core-
collapsed systems relative to SIDM simulations without P(k) suppression. In particular, P(k) suppression that
saturates current warm DM constraints almost entirely erases core collapse in isolated halos. Models with
less extreme P(k) suppression produce core collapse in ≈ 20% of subhalos and ≈ 5% of isolated halos above
108 M⊙, and also increase the abundance of extremely low-concentration isolated low-mass halos relative to
SIDM. These results reveal a complex interplay between early and late-universe DM physics, revealing new
discovery scenarios in the context of upcoming small-scale structure measurements.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Small-scale cosmic structure is a key probe of dark matter
(DM) physics, including its interactions (e.g., see Buckley
& Peter 2018 and Gluscevic et al. 2019 for reviews). Dif-
ferent kinds of DM physics beyond gravity—i.e., beyond the
cold, collisionless DM (CDM) paradigm—are often parame-
terized and modeled separately. For example, free-streaming
of warm DM particles (WDM; Bond & Szalay 1983; Bode
et al. 2001) imprints a small-scale cutoff in the linear matter
power spectrum P(k), which reduces low-mass halo and sub-
halo abundances relative to CDM. Meanwhile, interactions
within the dark sector, captured by self-interacting DM mod-
els (SIDM; Spergel & Steinhardt 2000), affect (sub)halos’
internal structure, including their density profiles and shapes.
These signatures are often intertwined; for example, SIDM
can suppress subhalo abundances through subhalo–host halo
interactions and enhanced stripping of cored halos (e.g., Vo-
gelsberger et al. 2012; Nadler et al. 2020a).
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P(k) suppression associated with WDM-like models is not
typically included when modeling SIDM. However, models
that feature DM interactions often affect P(k). This is well
known for DM that interacts with the Standard Model or dark
radiation (e.g., Boehm et al. 2001; Boehm & Schaeffer 2005;
Feng et al. 2009; van den Aarssen et al. 2012; Buckley et al.
2014). For example, Bœhm et al. (2002) show that DM–
Standard Model interactions can impact P(k) in a way that
mimics WDM (also see Nadler et al. 2019a). On the other
hand, DM self-interactions are inefficient until the high den-
sities at the centers of virialized halos are achieved. For this
reason, SIDM does not significantly alter large-scale struc-
ture observables relative to CDM (e.g., Rocha et al. 2013).

Although the direct impact of self-interactions on P(k) is
minor, favored SIDM models feature a velocity-dependent
cross section with a low-mass dark mediator (e.g., see Tulin
& Yu 2018 and Adhikari et al. 2022 for reviews); this medi-
ator, and other dark sector particles that accompany the self-
interactions, affect the growth of linear matter perturbations
and suppress P(k). These scenarios therefore lead to WDM-
like initial conditions, but also feature SIDM phenomenology
at late times; thus we refer to them as WSIDM.
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As a benchmark example of WSIDM, we consider a
model with an 0.1 GeV DM particle and a ∼ 10 keV
dark photon that mediates DM self-interactions (Huo et al.
2018). The mediator couples to a dark fermion, which in-
creases the effective number of relativistic species at early
times. We will show that (sub)halo abundances and den-
sity profiles are sensitive to both P(k) suppression and self-
interactions. Crucially, our WSIDM scenario features a
velocity-dependent SIDM cross section that can alleviate
small-scale structure anomalies by producing core-collapse
in low-mass (sub)halos (Balberg et al. 2002; Koda & Shapiro
2011; Essig et al. 2019). Furthermore, it produces P(k) cut-
offs tested by current small-scale structure data, allowing us
to assess detectability of WSIDM with upcoming data.

We note that the same combination of effects arises in
the Effective Theory of Structure Formation framework
(ETHOS; Cyr-Racine et al. 2016; Vogelsberger et al. 2016).
However, as we will demonstrate, P(k) suppression is so
strong in Vogelsberger et al. (2016) that core collapse is not
achieved. Thus, to date, no WSIDM simulations have been
performed which include P(k) suppression and capture the
full range of (sub)halos’ gravothermal evolution. It is critical
to understand the interplay between these effects.

Here, we perform the first WSIDM simulations that cap-
ture core collapse. The SIDM cross section we consider
(hereafter “MilkyWaySIDM”) was originally presented in
Yang et al. (2023) and is shown in the left panel of Figure 1.
This model is similar to those considered in Correa (2021)
and Turner et al. (2021), and is motivated as follows. At large
velocities, v ≈ 1000 km s−1, observations of galaxy clusters
and large elliptical galaxies place stringent upper limits on
the SIDM cross section of ≈ 0.1 to 1 cm2 g−1 (Kapling-
hat et al. 2016; Sagunski et al. 2021; Andrade et al. 2022;
Kong et al. 2024). Constraints are weaker at lower veloci-
ties, corresponding to galaxy group and Milky Way (MW)-
scales. At dwarf galaxy scales (v ≈ 10 km s−1) data rule
out a velocity-independent cross section above ≈ 5 cm2 g−1

(e.g., Correa 2021; Silverman et al. 2023). In particular, a
velocity-independent cross section on dwarf scales predicts
uniformly cored subhalos, which are challenging to recon-
cile with MW satellites’ observed inner densities and bright
dwarfs’ diverse rotation curves (e.g., Valli & Yu 2018; Read
et al. 2018; Zavala et al. 2019; Kim & Peter 2021; Silverman
et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023). This challenge is compounded
by the orbital properties of observed satellites (e.g., Kapling-
hat et al. 2019; Sameie et al. 2020; Slone et al. 2023).

On the other hand, the MilkyWaySIDM cross section pre-
dicts diverse (sub)halo density profiles due to core formation
and collapse. Strong, velocity-dependent SIDM models can
explain observations of very low-concentration ultra-diffuse
galaxies (e.g., Kong et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2024a), ex-
tremely concentrated strong-lensing substructure detected by
gravitational imaging (Minor et al. 2021a; Yang & Yu 2021;
Nadler et al. 2023a; Zeng et al. 2023), and the properties of
the GD-1 stellar stream perturber (Zhang et al. 2024b). These
scenarios can also be constrained with strong lensing flux ra-
tio statistics (Gilman et al. 2021, 2023; Tran et al. 2024).

Previous studies that simulated the MilkyWaySIDM cross
section or similar models all assumed CDM initial conditions
(ICs), with the exception of Vogelsberger et al. (2016). The
characteristic suppression scale in P(k) is determined by the
kinetic decoupling temperature of the dark fermion–DM in-
teraction, Tkd. In our scenario, Tkd is controlled by the DM
self-coupling, mediator mass, and dark fermion temperature
(Huo et al. 2018). We will show that natural values for
these parameters yield a P(k) cutoff on dwarf galaxy scales,
thereby affecting the formation and evolution of the same
(sub)halos that are impacted by self-interactions. In partic-
ular, we consider three P(k) cutoffs that are constrained by
current observations of the Lyman-α forest (Viel et al. 2013;
Iršič et al. 2017, 2024), MW satellites (Nadler et al. 2021b),
and strong gravitational lensing (Nadler et al. 2021a). The
corresponding transfer functions set the ICs for our simula-
tions and are shown in the right panel of Figure 1.

With these ingredients, we run eight new high-resolution
cosmological DM–only zoom-in simulations of a MW ana-
log from the Milky Way-est suite (Buch et al. 2024),
in WSIDM models.1 Our simulations are part of the
COsmological ZooM-in simulations with Initial Conditions
beyond CDM (COZMIC) suite, which includes over 100
beyond-CDM simulations with ICs for warm, fuzzy, and
baryon-scattering DM (Nadler et al. 2024a, hereafter Pa-
per I), and for models with a fractional non-CDM compo-
nent (Paper II; An et al. 2024). We show that the severity of
P(k) suppression influences whether SIDM core collapse oc-
curs or not. Thus, WSIDM can change predictions for SIDM
(sub)halo profiles and simultaneously affect (sub)halo abun-
dances. Combining upcoming observations of strong grav-
itational lenses, to probe (sub)halo density profiles (Minor
et al. 2021b; Despali et al. 2024), and the MW satellite pop-
ulation, to probe the subhalo mass function (SHMF; Nadler
et al. 2024b), will therefore test WSIDM.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we de-
scribe our WSIDM model and how it maps to both P(k)
and the SIDM cross section. In Section 3, we describe our
method for generating WSIDM ICs and performing zoom-
in simulations that include both suppressed ICs and self-
interactions. In Section 4, we present our results, focusing
on (S)HMFs and structural properties. In Section 5, we study
how P(k) suppression and gravothermal evolution interplay
using matched (sub)halos from our simulations; we make
predictions for dwarf galaxy density profiles in Section 6. We
discuss our results in Section 7 and conclude in Section 8.

We adopt the following cosmological parameters: h = 0.7,
Ωm = 0.286, Ωb = 0.049, ΩΛ = 0.714, σ8 = 0.82, and ns = 0.96
(Paper I; Hinshaw et al. 2013). Halo masses are defined via
the Bryan & Norman (1998) virial overdensity, which corre-
sponds to ∆vir ≈ 99× ρcrit in our cosmology, where ρcrit is
the critical density of the Universe at z = 0. We refer to halos
within the virial radius of our MW host as “subhalos,” and

1 We use “SIDM” for models with only self-interactions and no P(k) sup-
pression, i.e., SIDM that is cold on all scales relevant for our simulations.
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Figure 1. Left panel: Viscosity (solid) and momentum-transfer (dashed) self-interaction cross sections, which define our MilkyWaySIDM
model (Yang et al. 2023). Note that our SIDM implementation captures the velocity and angular dependence of the differential cross section
(see Section 3.2). Vertical dotted lines show maximum circular velocities of our MW–like host (Mvir = 1012 M⊙), LMC analog (Mvir = 1011 M⊙),
and halos expected to host bright (Mvir = 1010 M⊙), classical (Mvir = 109 M⊙), and ultra-faint (Mvir = 108 M⊙) dwarf galaxies. Right panel:
Ratio of the linear matter power spectrum for each model we simulate (colored lines) relative to CDM (horizontal dotted black line). Our SIDM
simulation (magenta) uses CDM initial conditions. We simulate Tkd = 0.72, 1.46, and 2.32 keV (lightest to darkest blue) with and without
self-interactions; we simulate WDM models with mWDM = 3.5, 6.5, and 10 keV without self-interactions (lightest to darkest red). Top ticks
show halo masses calculated in linear theory (Nadler et al. 2019a; Paper I). The largest scale shown roughly corresponds to the size of our
zoom-in regions, and the smallest to the Nyquist frequency of the high-resolution simulations used for our main analyses.

halos outside the virial radius of any larger halo as “isolated
halos.” We work in natural units with c = h̄ = 1.

2. WSIDM MODEL

We consider the interaction Lagrangian (Huo et al. 2018)

Lint = −igχχ̄γ
µχϕµ + mχχ̄χ+

1
2

m2
ϕϕ

µϕµ − ig f f̄γµ fϕµ, (1)

which contains an SIDM particle χ with mass mχ, a mass-
less dark fermion f , and an SIDM mediator ϕ with mass
mϕ. The coupling constants gχ (g f ) determine the strength of
DM self-interactions (dark fermion–mediator interactions);
we follow Huo et al. (2018) and set gχ = g f . Finally, ξ param-
eterizes the ratio of dark-to-visible sector temperature (Feng
et al. 2008). In this scenario, the DM relic abundance is
determined by annihilation of χ to ϕ in the early Universe.
Matching Ωm to the DM relic density thus imposes a relation
between gχ and mχ. Here, we fix mχ = 0.1 GeV, which de-
termines both gχ and mϕ based on the desired SIDM cross
section, as described below. We therefore remain agnostic
about the details of the underlying DM production mecha-
nism.

Meanwhile, the dark fermion contributes to the effective
number of relativistic degrees of freedom in the early Uni-
verse, Neff, with Neff = 3.046 +∆Neff = 3.046 + (11/4)4/3ξ4.
With mχ fixed and gχ and mϕ chosen to yield our desired
SIDM cross section, ξ is the only remaining parameter that

determines the cutoff scale in P(k). Below, we derive three
values of ξ that produce desired P(k) cutoff scales; all of these
are consistent with bounds from Planck on ∆Neff, which im-
ply ξ ≲ 0.5 (Archidiacono et al. 2017). Thus, our model
yields a DM relic abundance and expansion history consis-
tent with observations while producing a specific SIDM cross
section and desired P(k) cutoffs.

Specifically, to derive gχ and mϕ, we write the differential
SIDM cross section as (Yang & Yu 2022)

dσ
dcosθ

=
σ0w4

2
[
w2 + v2 sin2(θ/2)

]2 , (2)

where σ0 ≡ g4
χ/(4πm2

χw4) is the cross section amplitude,
w ≡ mϕ/mχ, v is the relative velocity of SIDM particles, and
θ is their scattering angle. We use the MilkyWaySIDM model
from Yang et al. (2023), which is similar to the models pro-
posed in Correa (2021) and Turner et al. (2021). In particular,
we set σ0 = 147.1 cm2 g−1 and w = 24.33 km s−1, which yields
gχ = 7.8×10−4 and mϕ = 8.11 keV given mχ = 0.1 GeV. Note
that g2

χ/w ≪ 1, so the Born approximation for dσ/dcosθ is
valid (Feng et al. 2010; Tulin et al. 2013). The left panel of
Figure 1 shows the momentum transfer and viscosity cross
sections, calculated following Yang & Yu (2022), Yang et al.
(2023), and Nadler et al. (2023a). Note that the viscosity
cross section effectively captures the full, angularly depen-
dent SIDM scattering (Yang & Yu 2022).
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The impact of this WSIDM model on P(k) is parameter-
ized by the temperature of the visible sector Tkd when DM
kinetically decouples with the dark fermion, given by (Huo
et al. 2018)

Tkd =
1.4 keV
√gχg f

( mχ

100 GeV

) 1
4
( mϕ

10 MeV

)( g∗
3.38

) 1
8
(

ξ

0.5

)−
3
2

= 0.26 keV×
(

ξ

0.5

)−
3
2

, (3)

where g∗ is the number of relativistic degrees of freedom
at the redshift of decoupling, which we always set to 3.38,
as kinetic decoupling occurs after electron–positron annihi-
lation in all models we consider. We choose values of ξ such
that the resulting half-mode wave number khm, defined by
P(khm)/PCDM(khm) ≡ 0.25 and returned by our P(k) calcu-
lations in Section 3.1, matches three benchmark models of
thermal-relic WDM: mWDM = 3.5, 6.5, and 10 keV. This
yields Tkd = 0.72, 1.46, and 2.32 keV, respectively. These
correspond to ξ = 0.25, 0.15, and 0.11, all of which are con-
sistent with the Planck constraint mentioned above.

The right panel of Figure 1 shows linear matter power
spectra normalized to CDM for these scenarios, calculated
using CLASS. The cutoff scales are respectively chosen to
saturate current WDM limits from the Lyman-α forest (Viel
et al. 2013; Iršič et al. 2017, 2024), the MW satellite pop-
ulation (Nadler et al. 2021b), and a combination of MW
satellites and strong gravitational lensing flux ratio statis-
tics (Nadler et al. 2021a). The 10 keV case is also com-
parable to the WDM sensitivity of upcoming dwarf galaxy
surveys (Nadler et al. 2024b). Our most suppressed sce-
nario, Tkd = 0.72 keV, is slightly colder than the ETHOS-2
(Tkd = 0.33 keV) and ETHOS-3 (Tkd = 0.51 keV) models from
Vogelsberger et al. (2016) and Sameie et al. (2019). The other
models have cutoffs on smaller scales and are less suppressed
than the Tkd = 1 keV model studied in Huo et al. (2018).

3. SIMULATIONS

We now describe our procedure for generating ICs (Sec-
tion 3.1) and running our zoom-in simulations (Section 3.2).

3.1. Initial Conditions

To generate transfer functions for our WSIDM zoom-in
simulations, we run a modified version of CAMB (Lewis &
Bridle 2002) developed by Cyr-Racine et al. (2016). We also
generate transfer functions for the benchmark WDM mod-
els discussed above using CLASS (Lesgourgues 2011; see
Paper I for details). The right panel of Figure 1 compares
all of the transfer functions we simulate. In addition to the
initial cutoff in P(k), our Tkd models feature dark acoustic os-
cillations (DAOs) on very small scales. Based on the results
from Paper I, we do not expect these low-amplitude DAOs
to significantly alter (sub)halo abundances compared to the
half-mode matched WDM models; we confirm and quantify
this statement in Section 4.2 and Appendix B.

Following Paper I, we input these transfer functions to
MUSIC (Hahn & Abel 2011) to generate ICs for one of

the MW-like hosts from Paper I, Halo004; CDM ICs were
originally drawn from the Milky Way-est suite (Buch et al.
2024). This host has a z = 0 virial mass of 1.03× 1012 M⊙,
contains a subhalo analogous to the LMC that accreted re-
cently, with a peak virial mass of 1.74 × 1011 M⊙, and
merges with an analog of Gaia–Sausage–Enceladus at z = 1.4
(Buch et al. 2024; Paper I). For our main analyses, we fo-
cus on “high-resolution” simulations initialized at z = 99 us-
ing five refinement regions, with a DM particle mass of
mpart = 5.0× 104 M⊙ and Plummer-equivalent gravitational
softening of ϵ = 80 pc h−1 in the highest-resolution region. In
Appendix A, we simulate the same models with one fewer
refinement region to assess convergence.

3.2. Zoom-in Simulations

We run COZMIC III simulations using a version of
GADGET-2 (Springel 2005) modified to include SIDM, with
other code settings identical to Paper I. We use the SIDM
implementation from Yang et al. (2023), with elastic self-
interactions modeled as described in Yang & Yu (2022). This
implementation captures the full velocity and angular de-
pendence of the differential SIDM scattering cross section
(Equation 2). We generate halo catalogs and merger trees
using ROCKSTAR and CONSISTENT-TREES (Behroozi et al.
2013a,b), and we analyze all simulations at z = 0. In each
simulation, we analyze all subhalos within the virial radius
of the MW host and all isolated halos within 3 Mpc of the
MW center, following Yang et al. (2023); the fraction of low-
resolution particles within this volume is negligible.

We simulate CDM, the three WDM models shown in the
right panel of Figure 1, the three Tkd models shown in the
same panel without self-interactions (hereafter “Tkd-only”
simulations), the same three Tkd models with self-interactions
(hereafter “WSIDM” simulations), and CDM ICs with our
self-interaction model (hereafter our “SIDM” simulation).
We have resimulated all cases at lower resolution (i.e., with
one fewer refinement level) and present a convergence test
in Appendix A. Note that our CDM, mWDM = 6.5 keV, and
mWDM = 10 keV simulations are the same as those presented
in Paper I; our SIDM, mWDM = 3.5 keV and Tkd-only and
WSIDM simulations are new. Thus, we present a total of
eight new high-resolution simulations in this work. Our
analysis is mainly based on the CDM, SIDM, Tkd-only, and
WSIDM simulations; we use the WDM simulations to isolate
the effects of P(k) suppression and test the impact of WSIDM
DAOs in Appendix B. We leave a detailed comparison be-
tween our WDM and other simulations to future work.

3.3. Analysis Procedures

We restrict our (sub)halo abundance measurements to ob-
jects with more than 300 particles at z = 0, i.e., with present-
day virial masses Mvir > 1.5×107 M⊙ (Nadler et al. 2023b).
When analyzing (sub)halo structural properties and density
profiles, we only consider objects with more than 2000 parti-
cles at z = 0, or Mvir > 108 M⊙, following Yang et al. (2023).
This roughly selects (sub)halos with present-day maximum
circular velocities Vmax ≳ 7 km s−1; we define Rmax as the ra-



COZMIC. III. 5

Table 1. Summary of COZMIC III Simulations

Model fiso,7 fiso,8 fsub,7 fsub,8 fcc,iso,8 fcc,sub,8 Color and Linestyle

CDM 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 – –

SIDM 0.98 0.99 0.83 0.97 0.13 0.19

mWDM = 3.5 keV 0.16 0.42 0.22 0.49 – –

mWDM = 6.5 keV 0.46 0.81 0.50 0.81 – –

mWDM = 10 keV 0.73 0.93 0.76 0.98 – –

Tkd = 0.72 keV 0.30 0.51 0.30 0.48 – –

Tkd = 1.46 keV 0.56 0.85 0.61 0.92 – –

Tkd = 2.32 keV 0.78 0.97 0.82 0.99 – –

Tkd = 0.72 keV + SIDM 0.30 0.51 0.25 0.46 0.02 0.02

Tkd = 1.46 keV + SIDM 0.55 0.84 0.49 0.89 0.02 0.08

Tkd = 2.32 keV + SIDM 0.77 0.96 0.72 0.96 0.04 0.17

NOTE—The first column lists the DM model. The second column lists the fraction of isolated halos with Mvir > 1.5×107 M⊙

(Mvir > 108 M⊙) relative to CDM, denoted fiso,7 ( fiso,8). Isolated halos must reside within 3 Mpc of the host center and cannot be within the
virial radius of any large halo. The third column lists the fraction of our MW host’s subhalos above the same mass cuts, denoted fsub,7 ( fsub,8).
The fourth (fifth) column lists the fraction of core-collapsed isolated halos (subhalos) with Mvir > 108 M⊙, denoted fcc,iso,8 ( fcc,sub,8). The
core-collapsed fraction is determined using the parametric SIDM model from Yang et al. (2024b,a); see Section 3.3. Note that there are 583
(100) subhalos and 3872 (759) isolated halos with Mvir > 1.5×107 M⊙ (Mvir > 108 M⊙) in our CDM simulation.

dius within each subhalo at which Vmax is achieved. Based on
Paper I, spurious (sub)halos formed through artificial frag-
mentation contribute negligibly to our WSIDM (sub)halo
populations above the present-day mass resolution limit.

Throughout, we use “peak” to denote the largest value of
a quantity achieved along a given (sub)halo’s main branch,
e.g., Mpeak is the largest value that a (sub)halo’s most mas-
sive progenitor achieves at any snapshot. Following Paper I,
we measure (S)HMFs using Mpeak because it more closely
relates to the comoving wave number that sources halos of
a given mass than present-day (stripped) mass, and is thus
easier to interpret, particularly for subhalos. Because Mpeak
functions converge slowly in the absence of a present-day
mass cut (e.g., Nadler et al. 2023b; Mansfield et al. 2024),
we always apply the Mvir(z = 0) cuts described above before
measuring (S)HMFs. Note that the WDM SHMF suppres-
sion models we compare to, from Paper I, were derived using
a similar set of cuts.

To model SIDM (sub)halos’ gravothermal evolution, we
apply the parametric model from Yang et al. (2024b,a) to
our simulations. This model analytically predicts SIDM den-
sity profile evolution based on CDM Vmax and Rmax histories.
Gravothermal evolution is parameterized by τ ≡ t/tc, where t
is the time since a (sub)halo formed and tc is the core-collapse
timescale (e.g., Essig et al. 2019). Specifically, we calculate

τ0 =
∫ t0

t f

dt
tc(t)

, (4)

where t0 = 13.6 Gyr is the age of the universe today, and t f
is computed for each (sub)halo using a universal halo mass–
formation time relation; see Yang et al. 2024b for details.

We apply the model to our CDM simulation in order to
predict SIDM (sub)halos’ τ0 values, and to each of our Tkd-
only simulations to predict WSIDM (sub)halos’ τ0 values.
As a result, only (sub)halos that are matched between our
CDM and SIDM or our Tkd-only and WSIDM simulations are
used. We discard a handful of (sub)halos with noisy Vmax and
Rmax histories that lead to undefined τ0 values, and clip the
predicted τ0 values to a maximum of 1.1, since the parametric
model has been validated against SIDM simulations up to
this point (Yang et al. 2024a). We define τ0 < 0.15 as the
core-forming regime, since τ0 = 0.15 corresponds to the time
when the lowest central density and maximum core size is
achieved, and τ0 > 0.75 as the core-collapsed regime, since
systems are rapidly collapsing at this point and have central
densities that exceed corresponding (sub)halos with no self-
interactions (e.g., see Roberts et al. 2024).

The parametric model accurately predicts (sub)halo Vmax,
Rmax, and density profile evolution histories, with an ≈ 10%
to 50% accuracy for (sub)halo density profiles when applied
to cosmological CDM simulations and compared to corre-
sponding SIDM simulations (Yang et al. 2024a). We find that
the parametric model’s accuracy is qualitatively similar when
applied to our simulations with only P(k) suppression and
compared to our WSIDM simulation results. Thus, we use
the parametric model to compare the τ0 distribution and frac-
tion of core-collapsed halos between our SIDM and WSIDM
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models. We leave detailed testing of the parametric model
using WSIDM simulations for future work.

4. RESULTS

We now present our simulation results, focusing on host
halo properties (Section 4.1), halo and subhalo mass func-
tion suppression relative to CDM (Section 4.2) and structural
properties, as encoded in the Rmax–Vmax relation (Section 4.3)
and core-collapsed fraction (Section 4.4). Key results from
the full set of high-resolution simulations are summarized
in Table 1, and the z = 0 snapshots of the CDM, SIDM,
Tkd = 0.72 keV-only, and Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM simulations
are visualized in Figure 2.

4.1. Host Halo Properties

The MW-like host’s mass accretion history is nearly iden-
tical to CDM in our simulations with self-interactions and/or
P(k) suppression, consistent with the results of Papers I and II
for models that suppress P(k). The SIDM and WSIDM sim-
ulations feature an O(kpc) core in the host’s density profile,
regardless of Tkd; we present the corresponding host density
profiles in Appendix E. Note that the P(k) suppression is neg-
ligible on the scale of the MW host and LMC analog, for all
models we simulate (see the right panel of Figure 1).

4.2. Mass Functions

In SIDM scenarios without small-scale P(k) suppression,
the isolated halo mass function is not significantly suppressed
relative to CDM, while the subhalo mass function is only
suppressed if the cross section is large at the subhalo infall
velocity scale (≈ 100 km s−1, for MW subhalos; Nadler et al.
2020a). Thus, it is often sufficient to model SIDM effects on
(sub)halo density profiles alone, without considering mass
functions. Indeed, (semi-)analytic models often use CDM
merger trees as a template for modeling SIDM physics (e.g.,
Yang et al. 2024b,a). However, in WSIDM, P(k) suppression
can significantly alter underlying (sub)halo abundances.

To demonstrate this, Figure 3 compares the isolated-halo
(left) and subhalo (right) cumulative peak-mass functions.
We find that SIDM alone does not affect isolated halo abun-
dances, consistent with the result from Yang et al. (2023).
A P(k) cutoff suppresses the isolated halo abundances, and
the magnitude of this suppression is not affected by the pres-
ence of self-interactions (compare the solid and dashed blue
lines in the left panel of Figure 3); thus, isolated-halo abun-
dances are solely determined by P(k). Specifically, compar-
ing WSIDM simulations with Tkd = 0.72, 1.46, and 2.32 keV,
to their CDM counterparts, we respectively find that 30%,
55%, and 77% of isolated halos with Mvir > 1.5× 107 M⊙
are still present; these differences are significant and larger
than the statistical uncertainty on the CDM mass function.

The right panel of Figure 3 shows that the cumulative
SHMF is suppressed by ≈ 20% down to Mvir = 1.5×107 M⊙
in the SIDM simulation, consistent with Yang et al. (2023);
also see Turner et al. (2021) and Lovell & Zavala (2023).
This suppression is due to a combination of SIDM evapora-
tion from subhalo–host halo interactions and enhanced tidal

disruption of subhalos featuring cored (rather than cuspy)
profiles (e.g., Vogelsberger et al. 2012; Nadler et al. 2020a).
Introducing a P(k) cutoff within WSIDM simulations further
enhances the suppression: only 25%, 49%, and 72% of sub-
halos with Mvir > 1.5×107 M⊙ remain, relative to CDM, in
the Tkd = 0.72, 1.46, and 2.32 keV cases, respectively; again,
these differences are significant, given the statistical uncer-
tainty on the CDM SHMF. Compared to our simulations with
P(k) suppression alone, WSIDM SHMFs are slightly more
suppressed, at the ≈ 5% level (compare the solid and dashed
lines in the bottom-right panel of Figure 3). Thus, SHMF
suppression is mainly determined by the P(k) cutoff, rather
than late-time self-interactions, for the models we simulate.

Our Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM SHMF suppression is weaker
than the simulation predictions for ETHOS-2 and ETHOS-
3 models in Vogelsberger et al. (2016), which included P(k)
suppression and an SIDM cross section comparable to our
WSIDM models. This is consistent with the slightly stronger
P(k) suppression in ETHOS-2 and ETHOS-3 models com-
pared to our Tkd = 0.72 keV case. In Section 5, we will
demonstrate that core-collapse is almost entirely avoided in
models with such extreme P(k) suppression. Thus, SHMF
suppression may also be more severe in Vogelsberger et al.
(2016) compared to our results because their subhalos are
uniformly cored, and thus more susceptible to tides than our
subhalo populations, which contain core-collapsed systems.

We compare our Tkd-only halo and SHMFs to our WDM
simulations in Appendix B, finding that the WDM models
yield ≈ 10% stronger suppression of (sub)halo abundances
at our resolution limit compared to half-mode matched Tkd
models. This is most likely due to the different slopes of
the P(k) suppression in WDM versus our WSIDM models.
The DAOs in our WSIDM ICs could also contribute to the
difference by slightly reducing halo and subhalo abundance
suppression relative to half mode-matched WDM models, al-
though we expect this effect to be small based on the results
in Paper I.

4.3. Rmax–Vmax Relations

The Rmax–Vmax relation encodes the structural properties
of halos without assuming a specific density profile, and has
thus been shown to effectively encode all stages of SIDM
gravothermal evolution (Yang et al. 2023, 2024b; Ando
et al. 2024). Figure 4 shows the isolated halo and subhalo
Rmax–Vmax relation in our CDM, SIDM, and Tkd = 1.46 keV
WSIDM simulations. The comparison between CDM and
SIDM in the top panels is consistent with the findings in Yang
et al. (2023): MilkyWaySIDM self-interactions shift a siz-
able fraction of low-mass isolated halos and subhalos toward
larger Vmax and smaller Rmax (≲ 1 kpc) compared to their
CDM counterparts, indicating core collapse.2 The remaining
core-forming systems shift toward larger Rmax than in CDM.
Note that low-Rmax systems form a larger fraction of the to-

2 The smallest values of Rmax we measure are comparable to the convergence
radius of our simulations, 2.8ϵ≈ 320 pc (Ludlow et al. 2019).
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CDM SIDM

Tkd = 0.72 keV Tkd = 0.72 keV + SIDM

Figure 2. Projected DM density maps for a subset of our simulations: CDM (top left), SIDM only (top right), Tkd = 0.72 keV P(k) suppression
only (bottom left), and Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM (bottom right). Each visualization is centered on the host halo and spans 1.5 times its virial
radius. Visualizations were created using MESHOID (https://github.com/mikegrudic/meshoid).

tal subhalo (versus isolated halo) population because tidal
stripping accelerates core collapse for the MilkyWaySIDM
cross section (Nishikawa et al. 2020; Kahlhoefer et al. 2019;
Sameie et al. 2020; Yang & Yu 2021; Zeng et al. 2022).

Introducing P(k) suppression significantly affects the
Rmax–Vmax relation. For example, the bottom panels of Fig-
ure 4 show that (sub)halos in our Tkd = 1.46 keV WSIDM
simulation are shifted toward larger Rmax than in SIDM. A
few isolated halos and a moderate number of subhalos with
small values of Rmax remain in this WSIDM scenario, but
they form a much smaller fraction of the total populations

than in SIDM. Figure 5 shows that there is a similar shift to-
ward larger Rmax for our Tkd = 0.72 keV and Tkd = 2.32 keV
WSIDM simulations. In the Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM simu-
lation, low-Rmax halos are almost entirely erased. Thus, the
shift toward larger Rmax is more pronounced for models with
more severe P(k) suppression (i.e., lower Tkd). In addition,
the suppression of the core-collapsed population is more sig-
nificant for isolated halos versus subhalos when P(k) sup-
pression is introduced.

Note that P(k) suppression alone contributes to the shift
toward larger values of Rmax due to the delayed formation

https://github.com/mikegrudic/meshoid
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Figure 3. Cumulative isolated (left) and subhalo (right) mass functions, measured using (sub)halo peak virial mass and subject to a cut on
present-day virial mass of Mvir > 1.5× 107 M⊙. We compare our CDM simulation result (black) to SIDM (magenta), WSIDM (light to dark
solid blue), and corresponding Tkd-only simulations (light to dark dashed blue). Bottom panels show ratios of cumulative subhalo abundances
relative to CDM. Markers indicate the half-mode masses of the Tkd = 0.72 and 1.46 keV models; the half-mode mass for Tkd = 2.32 keV is below
107 M⊙. Gray bands show the 1σ Poisson uncertainty on the mean cumulative CDM mass functions.

times and reduced concentrations of low-mass (sub)halos in
the presence of a cutoff. This effect persists and can even
be exacerbated when SIDM is included, since (sub)halos
with delayed formation times are more likely to be found
in the core-forming stage. This increased abundance of iso-
lated, high-Rmax halos may help to explain the extremely low
halo concentrations of gas-rich isolated ultra-diffuse galaxies
(Mancera Piña et al. 2019, 2020, 2022; Kong et al. 2022). We
leave this direction for future work.

4.4. Gravothermal Evolution Timescales

We now use the parametric model to predict gravother-
mal evolution timescales following the procedure described
in Section 3.3. For both isolated halos and subhalos, we ap-
ply a Mvir > 108 M⊙ cut to ensure that their profiles are well
resolved. Figure 6 shows the normalized cumulative τ0 distri-
bution for isolated halos (left) and subhalos (right). As P(k)
suppression is introduced and becomes more severe, the frac-
tion of core-forming isolated halos increases approximately
linearly across our models. The subhalo τ0 distribution is
affected in a less regular fashion, particularly when compar-
ing our SIDM, and Tkd = 1.46 and 2.32 keV WSIDM results.
This is consistent with the difference in Rmax–Vmax relations
we observed for subhalos versus isolated halos in Section 4.3,
and further confirms that linear P(k) suppression and nonlin-
ear subhalo evolution physics affect (sub)halos’ gravother-
mal evolution in a nontrivial manner; we study these coupled
effects further in Section 5.

The fraction of core-collapsed subhalos (isolated halos)
with Mvir > 108 M⊙ in our SIDM simulation is 18% (13%),
consistent with the results in Yang et al. (2023). The core-
collapsed fraction is expected to peak at roughly 108 M⊙,
which corresponds to the velocity scale w of the turnover in

the underlying SIDM cross section (Ando et al. 2024). In our
Tkd = 0.72, 1.46, and 2.32 keV models, we predict that these
subhalo (isolated halo) core-collapsed fractions become 2%
(2%), 8% (2%), and 17% (4%), respectively.

For isolated halos, these changes to the core-collapsed
fraction primarily probe suppression in halo growth histo-
ries (and thus concentrations) due to P(k). Since τ0 de-
pends strongly on halo concentration, even the Tkd = 2.32 keV
suppression is sufficient to delay core-collapse in nearly all
isolated halos we resolve. Meanwhile, the core-collapsed
fraction for subhalos is sensitive to the correlated effects of
growth history and tidal stripping. Since core-collapsed sub-
halos are more resistant to tidal disruption than cored sys-
tems, the subhalo core-collapsed fraction is less sensitive to
P(k) suppression for the coldest models we simulate.

5. THE INTERPLAY BETWEEN P(K) SUPPRESSION
AND GRAVOTHERMAL EVOLUTION

We now study the physical drivers of WSIDM (sub)halos’
gravothermal evolution. When comparing our WSIDM and
SIDM simulations, two main effects are at play:

1. Some low-mass (sub)halos that core collapse in SIDM
(without P(k) suppression) do not form in WSIDM;

2. Some (sub)halos that core collapse in SIDM have de-
layed and/or suppressed growth histories in WSIDM,
preventing core collapse.

To assess the impact of the first effect (i.e., the erasure
of low-mass (sub)halos), we fit “effective” WDM models
that match the total halo and subhalo abundances in our
Tkd-only simulations, using the WDM SHMF suppression fit
derived in Paper I (see Appendix B for details). For sim-
plicity, we assume this fit also applies to the isolated halo
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Figure 4. The relation between maximum circular velocity, Vmax, and the radius at which Vmax is achieved, Rmax, for isolated halos (left column)
and subhalos (right column). Results are shown for our CDM simulation (gray), our SIDM simulation with CDM ICs (magenta), and our SIDM
simulation with Tkd = 1.46 keV ICs (blue).

mass function suppression. We derive effective thermal-
relic WDM masses of mWDM = 4.2 (5.3), 6.9 (7.9), and 10.2
(11.3) keV for subhalos (isolated halos) in our Tkd = 0.72
and 1.46, and 2.32 keV simulations, respectively. These val-
ues are slightly larger than the masses of the corresponding
half-mode-matched WDM models due to differences in the
shape of the transfer function cutoff and/or the low-amplitude
DAOs in our Tkd models, as discussed in Section 4.2.

We apply this suppression to re-weight predicted τ0 dis-
tribution from our SIDM simulation, based on (sub)halos’
Mpeak values. These results, shown by the faint dashed lines
in Figure 6, are nearly identical to the SIDM (magenta) result
for isolated halos. Thus, the erasure of low-mass systems has
a minor effect on the τ0 distributions, consistent with our con-
clusion above that the isolated halo core-collapsed fraction is
primarily sensitive to halo growth histories. For subhalos,
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Figure 5. Same as Figure 4, for our WSIDM simulation with Tkd = 0.72 keV (top) and 2.32 keV (bottom); in addition, both panels show the
result for our SIDM simulation (magenta).

the erasure of low-mass systems explains about half of the
shift in the Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM τ0 distribution relative to
SIDM; the shift is smaller for Tkd = 1.46 and 2.32 keV.

To assess the impact of the second effect (delayed and sup-
pressed growth), we match subhalos between our simulations
based on their orbital and Vmax histories. Figure 7 illustrates
the evolution of three representative pairs of matched subha-
los from our CDM, SIDM, and Tkd = 1.46 keV simulations
with and without self-interactions:

• The high-mass subhalo (top row) has a slightly delayed
merger history and suppressed Vmax evolution in our
Tkd-only simulation, relative to CDM. In SIDM, its fi-
nal value of Vmax is slightly enhanced relative to CDM
and similar to the WSIDM result.

• The moderate-mass subhalo (middle row) is core-
collapsed in our SIDM simulation, signaled by its
steeply-rising Vmax evolution at late times relative to
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CDM. This subhalo is less collapsed in our WSIDM
simulation, while its Vmax history is suppressed in our
Tkd-only simulation. Mass loss rates in our SIDM and
WSIDM simulations are slightly enhanced relative to
CDM. In addition, its orbital phase shifts in the Tkd
simulations with and without self-interactions.

• The low-mass subhalo (bottom row) has a significantly
suppressed (and mildly delayed) Vmax evolution his-
tory in the Tkd = 1.46 keV-only WSIDM run rela-
tive to CDM. In SIDM, this subhalo is core-collapsed
(evidenced by its enhanced Vmax relative to CDM).
In WSIDM, its Vmax is suppressed at early times but
nearly catches up to CDM at late times, while the Tkd-
only version retains a lower Vmax throughout its history.

Thus, introducing P(k) suppression can delay or even erase
core collapse. In our Tkd = 1.46 keV WSIDM simulation,
this is mainly due to the reduced concentration of WSIDM
(sub)halos, which systematically achieve lower values of
Vpeak than in CDM. Crucially, (sub)halos’ early evolution his-
tories significantly affect their subsequent gravothermal evo-
lution, as the core-collapse timescale is extremely sensitive
to halo concentration (Essig et al. 2019; Nadler et al. 2023a).
As a result, two competing effects—core collapse driven by
SIDM and suppressed growth driven by P(k)—can roughly

cancel for some (sub)halos, resulting in present-day Vmax val-
ues similar to CDM.

We also show matched subhalo evolution histories for
Tkd = 0.72 and 2.32 keV in Appendix C. In the Tkd = 0.72 keV
case, WSIDM subhalo evolution histories are substantially
suppressed and delayed relative to SIDM. Thus, in addi-
tion to the effects of reduced concentration discussed above,
gravothermal evolution in models with extreme P(k) sup-
pression has less time to operate, further reducing the core-
collapsed fraction. Meanwhile, in the Tkd = 2.32 keV case,
the delay is negligible and the reduced halo concentration ef-
fect dominates over delayed growth. Beyond the examples
shown in Figure 7 and Appendix C, we have verified that
these conclusions are robust by inspecting the Vmax histories
of all matched subhalos above our resolution limit. In future
work, it will be important to study how the effects discussed
above propagate to (sub)halos’ full density profiles.

Finally, we note that the tidal evolution of WSIDM subha-
los can differ from that of matched SIDM subhalos; in turn,
this can alter their gravothermal evolution. In particular, tidal
evolution can be affected by changes to the host potential
and/or subhalo density profiles between SIDM and WSIDM
models. In Appendix E, we show that the MW host’s density
profile is nearly identical in our SIDM and WSIDM simula-
tions, indicating that the latter effect is more important given
our SIDM cross section.
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Figure 7. Evolution of maximum circular velocity Vmax (left), virial mass Mvir (middle), and distance from the host center r (right) versus scale
factor a for matched subhalos. Results for a high (top), medium (middle), and low-mass (bottom) subhalo are shown for CDM (black), SIDM
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6. PREDICTIONS FOR DWARF GALAXY SUBHALOS

We now study the density profiles (Section 6.1) and central
density–pericenter relation (Section 6.2) of subhalos that are
expected to host dwarf galaxies in our simulations. Through-
out this Section, we study the Tkd = 1.46 keV model because
it is closest to the current WDM constraint from MW satellite
galaxy population derived by Nadler et al. (2021b); we show
results for other Tkd models in Appendix D. We focus on sub-
halos, with an eye toward modeling MW satellite galaxies.

We use the abundance-matching model from Nadler et al.
(2019b, 2020b, 2024b), with best-fit parameters inferred
from Dark Energy Survey and Pan-STARRS1 MW satel-
lite observations (Drlica-Wagner et al. 2020; Nadler et al.
2020b), to predict the luminosity of the satellite galaxy
hosted by each subhalo as a function of its peak maximum
circular velocity, Vpeak. We measure Vpeak using only snap-
shots prior to infall, rather than all snapshots, to avoid in-
creases in predicted luminosity due to late-time increases in
Vmax for core-collapsed SIDM and WSIDM subhalos.
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Following Nadler et al. (2024b), we do not alter the
galaxy–halo connection model in our beyond-CDM simula-
tions. We leave a study of the coupling between P(k) sup-
pression, SIDM effects, and the galaxy–halo connection to
future work.

6.1. Subhalo Density Profiles

Figure 8 shows subhalo density profiles (left) and circular
velocity profiles (right) in our CDM (top), SIDM (middle),
and Tkd = 1.46 keV WSIDM (bottom) simulations. We re-
strict to the 30 highest-Vpeak subhalos because Vpeak correlates
with luminosity in our abundance-matching model; this cut
therefore roughly selects the most easily detectable systems.
We also impose Msub > 1.2×108 M⊙ at z = 0 before selecting
these 30 subhalos in each run. The colormap indicates the
abundance matching-predicted luminosity, and the magenta
line corresponds to the LMC analog in each simulation.

In CDM, we find a uniformly cuspy distribution of subhalo
density profile slopes, and a spread of O(1) dex about the
mean inner density profile amplitude. Density profile am-
plitudes at small radii (r ≲ 1 kpc) correlate with peak sub-
halo maximum circular velocity, and thus with luminosity
(which is set by Vpeak in our abundance-matching model). On
the other hand, in our SIDM simulation, high-mass subha-
los have O(kpc) density cores, while subhalos with Msub ≲
109 M⊙ (i.e., L ≲ 105 L⊙; Nadler et al. 2020b) have a range
of density profile shapes, ranging from large cores to very
cuspy inner profiles for core-collapsed objects. Thus, self-
interactions diversify subhalo density profile amplitudes and
slopes, thereby changing the relation between predicted den-
sities and expected dwarf galaxy luminosities.

The bottom row of Figure 8 shows that introducing P(k)
suppression at the level currently probed by MW satellite
abundances removes some of the lowest-mass subhalos that
core collapse in our SIDM simulation, and erases the core-
collapse signature in others. In addition, a few higher-mass
subhalos that did not collapse in our SIDM simulation have
very steep density profiles in our WSIDM run, indicating
that detailed changes to the merger and/or orbital histories
caused by altering the ICs can accelerate core collapse for
specific subhalos, even though it is inhibited in general for
WSIDM systems (see Section 5). Overall, the effect of P(k)
suppression on subhalo profiles is mild for the Tkd = 1.46 keV
model. We show the Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM result in Ap-
pendix D.1, which is more extreme and results in only a few
core-collapsed (sub)halos. Meanwhile, the distribution of
subhalo profiles in our Tkd = 2.32 keV WSIDM simulation
is very similar to that in SIDM.

These CDM, SIDM, and WSIDM results are reflected in
the corresponding circular velocity profiles and are consis-
tent with the CDM and SIDM results from Yang et al. (2023).
For reference, we show circular velocity measurements for
observed classical and ultra-faint MW satellites as compiled
by Silverman et al. (2023) in the circular velocity panels. The
data are generally consistent with the high-amplitude cuspy
profiles in our CDM simulation and the core-collapsed sub-
halos in our SIDM and WSIDM simulations. However, these

comparisons are qualitative, and detailed forward modeling
of satellites’ observed stellar velocity dispersions and sizes,
in the presence of a realistic MW disk potential, are needed
to quantitatively constrain SIDM and WSIDM models.

6.2. Central Density–Pericenter Relation

Tidal stripping can accelerate gravothermal evolution (e.g.,
Nishikawa et al. 2020; Sameie et al. 2020; Zeng et al. 2022).
Thus, it is important to consider the orbital properties of ob-
served satellites when interpreting their central densities in
the context of SIDM and WSIDM. For example, Kaplinghat
et al. (2019) and Andrade et al. (2024) reported an anticor-
relation between observed satellites’ orbital pericenters and
central densities (however, see Cardona-Barrero et al. 2023).
To evaluate this relation for subhalos in our simulations, we
measure ρ150—the central density at a radius of 150 pc from
each subhalo’s center—because many of the observed satel-
lites’ central densities have been measured at this radius (e.g.,
Pace et al. 2022). Although 150 pc is slightly below our
simulations’ formal convergence radius, our density profile
measurements in Figure 8 indicate that central densities do
not vary drastically for most subhalos between 150 pc and
2.8ϵ = 320 pc. We measure each subhalo’s pericenter, rperi, as
the smallest distance it achieves relative to the host across all
snapshots using a cubic spline fit to subhalo and host three-
dimensional positions. We again restrict to the 30 highest-
Vpeak subhalos with Mvir > 1.2×108 M⊙ in each simulation.

Figure 9 shows the ρ150–rperi relation in our CDM, SIDM,
and Tkd = 1.46 keV simulations with and without self-
interactions; we again restrict to the 30 highest-Vpeak subha-
los in each simulation. These quantities are not significantly
correlated in most of our runs. To quantify this, we calcu-
late Spearman rank correlation coefficients ρ and p-values;
the coefficient ρ measures the correlation strength between
ranked variables, with +1 (−1) representing perfect correla-
tion (anticorrelation). These tests yield p > 0.05 in all cases
except our Tkd = 0.72 and 1.46 keV WSIDM runs. In these
two WSIDM simulations, combining P(k) suppression and
self-interactions boosts the anticorrelation strength relative
to SIDM or Tkd-only runs, yielding a Spearman statistic of
ρ = −0.47 and p = 0.01 in both cases. This boost is due to
the presence of both core-forming and collapsing subhalos at
low rperi, as well as a population of extremely low-ρ150 sub-
halos with large rperi (see Section 7.3 for further discussion).
Similar results hold when comparing our CDM and SIDM
simulations (consistent with the findings of Yang et al. 2023)
and our other Tkd-only and WSIDM models, but our SIDM
and Tkd = 2.32 keV WSIDM simulations do not produce sta-
tistically significant anticorrelations. See Appendix D.2 for
Tkd = 0.72 and 2.32 keV results.

Figure 9 also shows observed classical and ultra-faint satel-
lites’ derived ρ150 and rperi values, as compiled in Kapling-
hat et al. (2019). Observed satellites with both high and
low central densities exist, particularly at small rperi; this
is even more noticeable when their density profiles are in-
ferred using an isothermal profile. SIDM and WSIDM qual-
itatively reproduce the observed central density diversity due
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Figure 8. Density profiles (left) and circular velocity profiles (right) of the 30 highest-Vpeak subhalos with Mvir > 1.2× 108 M⊙ in our CDM
(top), SIDM (middle), and Tkd = 1.46 keV WSIDM (bottom) simulations. Faint gray lines in the top, middle, and bottom rows respectively
show Tkd = 1.46 keV-only, CDM, and SIDM results. Subhalos are colored by the luminosities of the dwarf galaxies they are predicted to host
using the Nadler et al. (2020b) abundance-matching model. Lines transition to dashed below our convergence radius of 2.8ϵ = 320 pc. Vcirc

measurements at the half-light radius for observed MW satellites, as compiled in Silverman et al. (2023), are shown for the nine classical
satellites (L > 105 L⊙; solid error bars), and a subset of known ultra-faint dwarfs (L < 105 L⊙; dashed error bars).
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Figure 9. Distribution of central density evaluated at 150 pc, ρ150, versus pericentric distance, rperi, for the 30 highest-Vpeak subhalos with
Msub > 1.2× 108 M⊙ in our CDM (top left), SIDM (top right), Tkd = 1.46 keV-only (bottom left), and Tkd = 1.46 keV WSIDM (bottom right)
simulations. Open gray circles in the top right and bottom left panels (bottom right panel) show the CDM (SIDM) result. Subhalos are colored
by the luminosities of the dwarf galaxies they are predicted to host using the Nadler et al. (2020b) abundance-matching model. Derived ρ150

and rperi values for observed MW satellites, as compiled in Kaplinghat et al. (2019), are shown for the nine classical satellites (L > 105 L⊙;
solid error bars) and a subset of known ultra-faint dwarfs (L < 105 L⊙; dashed error bars). These central densities are derived assuming
Navarro–Frenk–White (NFW; Navarro et al. 1997) profiles appropriate for CDM and Tkd-only models in the left panels, and isothermal profiles
appropriate for SIDM and WSIDM models in the right panels.

to the existence of both cored and core-collapsed subha-
los. In contrast, Ebisu et al. (2022) show that velocity-
independent SIDM with σ0/mχ ∼ 1 to 3 cm2 g−1 uniformly
reduces subhalos’ central densities, rather than mimicking
the observed spread in the ρ150–rperi relation, because core
collapse does not occur in these scenarios. Similar to Fig-
ure 8, quantitative comparisons to our simulation predic-
tions will require forward modeling satellites’ velocity dis-
persions and orbits, including measurement systematics. In
parallel, it will be important to scrutinize our results using
improved subhalo finders that track highly stripped subha-
los (e.g., SYMFIND; Mansfield et al. 2024) and by running

SIDM and WSIDM extensions of embedded disk simulation
suites (e.g., EDEN; Wang et al. 2024). In particular, the MW
disk may disrupt core-forming subhalos with small pericen-
tric distances, thereby increasing the anti-correlation central
density–pericenter anti-correlation; we return to this point in
Section 7.3.

7. DISCUSSION

We now discuss our results, focusing on the implications
of P(k) suppression for core collapse in our WSIDM simula-
tions (Section 7.1), comparison to previous work and partic-
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ularly ETHOS simulations (Section 7.2), and areas for future
work associated with our setup and analyses (Section 7.3).

7.1. Core Collapse in WSIDM

Core collapse is a distinct signature of SIDM models. If
DM self-interactions significantly impact the inner density
profiles of subhalos that host MW satellite galaxies, core col-
lapse is needed in a significant fraction of these systems to
avoid under-predicting their central densities (e.g., Silverman
et al. 2023). As discussed in Section 6.2, this conclusion is
strengthened when considering the orbital properties of ob-
served MW satellites. In particular, SIDM models that uni-
formly core MW subhalos, rather than producing core col-
lapse in a fraction of these systems, yield subhalo populations
that are not sufficiently diverse to account for the observed
distribution of MW satellite central densities and pericenters
(e.g., Ebisu et al. 2022). This situation motivates a strong,
velocity-dependent cross section (Correa 2021; Yang et al.
2023). Similar conclusions hold when dwarfs’ stellar veloc-
ity dispersions are modeled directly (e.g., Kim & Peter 2021).

For a wide range of SIDM models encapsulated by Equa-
tion 1, the velocity-dependent cross sections with large
σ0/mχ needed to achieve core collapse are naturally accom-
panied by a cutoff in P(k). This cutoff affects the forma-
tion and evolution of low-mass (sub)halos, which are pre-
cisely the systems expected to core collapse in the absence
of P(k) suppression. By simulating three benchmark models
with varying levels of P(k) suppression, we find that WSIDM
(sub)halo population statistics vary depending on the ampli-
tude of P(k) suppression; furthermore, WSIDM can differen-
tially impact isolated halos versus subhalos relative to SIDM.
Focusing on the core-collapsed population, we highlight the
following conclusions from our results:

• In the model featuring the most extreme suppression
in the linear power spectrum (Tkd = 0.72 keV), roughly
half of the (sub)halos that collapse in our SIDM sim-
ulation never form (Figures 3 and 5); the remaining
systems’ growth histories are heavily delayed and sup-
pressed. These effects combine to nearly entirely re-
move the core-collapse signature.

• As the power spectrum cutoff moves to smaller scales
(Tkd = 1.46 keV), (S)HMF suppression weakens (Fig-
ure 3). However, the core-collapsed fraction is still
significantly reduced because low-mass (sub)halos’
growth is suppressed (and mildly delayed) relative to
simulations without a P(k) cutoff (Figures 6 and 7).

• For a P(k) cutoff at even smaller scales (Tkd =
2.32 keV), the (S)HMF is weakly suppressed (Fig-
ure 3) but the core-collapsed population is still mod-
erately suppressed relative to SIDM (Figure 6). This
illustrates the extreme sensitivity of gravothermal evo-
lution to (sub)halo growth histories.

In all cases, this reduction of the population of core-
collapsed systems is more severe for isolated halos com-

pared to subhalos (e.g., see Figure 6), likely because sub-
halos’ gravothermal evolution is accelerated by tidal strip-
ping whereas isolated halos’ gravothermal evolution is (to
first order) determined by their accretion of lower-mass ob-
jects, which probe P(k) on smaller scales.

7.2. Comparison to Previous Work

Several authors have considered the direct impact of DM
self-interactions on P(k). For example, early studies by
Atrio-Barandela & Davidson (1997); Hannestad & Scher-
rer (2000) found that certain SIDM models (e.g., involv-
ing a massive vector boson mediator) slightly reduce small-
scale P(k) suppression relative to a corresponding WDM
model (also see Atrio-Barandela & Davidson 2001). Recent
work that considers a wider range of SIDM models reach
similar conclusions in linear theory (e.g., Huo 2020; Yunis
et al. 2020, 2022; Egana-Ugrinovic et al. 2021; Garani et al.
2022). In our WSIDM models, power spectrum suppres-
sion is slightly steeper than in the corresponding thermal-
relic WDM models with equal half-mode scales, and there
are low-amplitude DAOs below the initial cutoff. Both fea-
tures are consistent with the general picture outlined by pre-
vious work.

To our knowledge, the only previous simulations that in-
clude both P(k) suppression and DM self-interactions were
also run in the ETHOS framework (Cyr-Racine et al. 2016).
We focus on comparing to Vogelsberger et al. (2016), since
their simulation resolution and zoom-in setup is broadly
similar to ours. These authors consider ETHOS models
that roughly match the half-mode scales of 1.89, 2.67, and
3.66 keV thermal-relic WDM, with SIDM cross sections that
are comparable to our MilkyWaySIDM model. Thus, their
least suppressed model is similar to our most suppressed
Tkd = 0.72 keV scenario, which is half-mode matched to
mWDM = 3.5 keV. As we have shown, P(k) suppression is
so strong in this model that core collapse is almost entirely
eliminated, even though it would be achieved with CDM
ICs. This is due to both the erasure of low-mass subhalos
and their delayed and suppressed growth. Subhalo maxi-
mum circular velocity functions in Vogelsberger et al. (2016)
are uniformly suppressed relative to a CDM simulation with-
out self-interactions, consistent with this interpretation. Our
study therefore complements Vogelsberger et al. (2016) by
including models with sufficiently mild P(k) suppression to
preserve core collapse.

7.3. Future Work

We have presented DM–only zoom-in simulations of a
MW analog in CDM, SIDM, and WSIDM. There are several
areas for future work and potential caveats: host-to-host vari-
ance, subhalo finding, convergence of (sub)halos’ gravother-
mal evolution, and the impact of baryons.

First, regarding host-to-host variance, we expect WSIDM
(S)HMF suppression relative to CDM to be similar across
MW zoom-in environments because it is determined by the
small-scale P(k) cutoff. For example, Paper I showed that
WDM SHMF suppression is consistent across three different
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MW hosts. Predictions for absolute (sub)halo abundances
depend on host mass, accretion history, and environment;
modeling WSIDM effects in large samples of MW analogs
will therefore be important. We note that Meshveliani et al.
(2024) measured an environmental dependence of WDM
halo mass function suppression across a cosmological vol-
ume that includes underdense regions, which our zoom-ins
avoid by construction. It will be interesting to model this ef-
fect in the Local Volume using constrained simulations (Car-
lesi et al. 2016; McAlpine et al. 2022; Wempe et al. 2024).

Second, regarding subhalo finding, we have used the
ROCKSTAR halo finder and CONSISTENT-TREES merger tree
codes (Behroozi et al. 2013a,b), which are known to prema-
turely lose track of certain subhalos in CDM. This effect is
most severe for highly-stripped subhalos near hosts’ centers,
but can persist even for (initially) massive systems (Mans-
field et al. 2024). In SIDM and WSIDM, many subhalos are
cored at infall, and it is possible for tides to completely un-
bind these systems (e.g., Errani et al. 2023). On the other
hand, it is more challenging to reliably identifying cored ver-
sus cuspy subhalos, although this has not been thoroughly
studied. Thus, it is possible that the O(10%) subhalo abun-
dance suppression we measure due to self-interactions (Fig-
ure 3, right panel) is partly due to incomplete subhalo finding.
Nonetheless, we demonstrate that our main results are con-
verged in Appendix A, and we have focused on comparisons
between SIDM and WSIDM that mitigate this systematic.

Third, regarding convergence of our SIDM and WSIDM
(sub)halo density profiles, recent studies highlight a set of
related challenges: finite particle resolution can add arti-
ficial scatter to predicted collapse times, extremely low-
concentration or core-collapsed subhalos can be systemati-
cally mis-modeled, and the self-interaction algorithm and/or
simulation parameters (e.g., time-stepping and softening) can
bias predictions (Zhong et al. 2023; Palubski et al. 2024;
Mace et al. 2024; Fischer et al. 2024). We find very few of
the extremely low-concentration (sub)halos that Mace et al.
(2024) show are particularly difficult to simulate; meanwhile,
our core-collapsed (sub)halos’ central densities are typically
enhanced relative to CDM by an O(1) factor, which implies
that these systems are not in the deeply core-collapsed phase
where simulations can fail to conserve energy (Palubski et al.
2024; Fischer et al. 2024). However, most (sub)halos in our
SIDM and WSIDM have a dimensionless scattering cross
section σ̂ ≡ (σ/mχ)ρsrs ≲ 0.1 (where ρs and rs are the scale
density and radius of the initial NFW profile; Mace et al.
2024), and are therefore in the long mean free path regime.
Furthermore, our SIDM scattering algorithm has been cali-
brated against high-resolution controlled simulations (Yang
& Yu 2022) and against halos with initial conditions drawn
from the cosmological parent box used to initialize our zoom-
in simulations (see Yang et al. 2023, Appendix B). Further-
more, we use a time-stepping parameter of η = 0.01, which
is conservative for cosmological simulations. Thus, we ex-
pect discreteness noise to be the dominant systematic for
our gravothermal evolution predictions, since we analyze
(sub)halo density profiles down to 2000 particles, whereas

Palubski et al. (2024) and Mace et al. (2024) show that scatter
can be inflated even at a resolution of ∼ 105 particles. It will
therefore be important to critically assess the scatter in our
(sub)halo density profiles predictions using higher-resolution
simulations and semi-analytic models.

Finally, we discuss the impact of baryons. In the pres-
ence of baryons (e.g., the MW disk), the cored host den-
sity profiles in our SIDM and WSIDM simulations (Ap-
pendix E) will transform into cusps (e.g., Kaplinghat et al.
2014; Sameie et al. 2018; Robles et al. 2019; Rose et al. 2023;
Correa et al. 2024), increasing the severity of tidal stripping
and disruption. Thus, our SIDM and WSIDM SHMF sup-
pression predictions in Figure 3 are likely underestimates.
The presence of a central galaxy also enhances tidal stripping
rates within a given DM model (Wang et al. 2024), which
may further diversify the profiles of SIDM and WSIDM
subhalos that orbit close to the host center. In particular,
low-density subhalos in our SIDM and WSIDM runs (see
Figures 8 and 9) may be disrupted by the disk, potentially
bringing our central density predictions into better agree-
ment with the data. Finally, baryons within (sub)halos may
alter their density profiles via repeated episodes of super-
nova feedback (e.g., Pontzen & Governato 2012; Read et al.
2019). This effect is thought to be negligible for ultra-faint
dwarfs, although it may alter the DM profiles of classical and
bright dwarfs, which have masses 109 ≲ Mvir/M⊙ ≲ 1011

(Tollet et al. 2016; Lazar et al. 2020). In the presence of
self-interactions, the DM distribution responds efficiently to
baryons, which changes the core-collapse timescale (e.g.,
Feng et al. 2021; Zhong et al. 2023; Yang 2024). Thus, it
is timely to develop hydrodynamic simulations of SIDM and
WSIDM (sub)halos that combine strong, velocity-dependent
self-interactions and stellar feedback.

8. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We have presented eight new cosmological zoom-in sim-
ulations of a MW analog, as the third installment of the
COZMIC suite. We focused on the combined effects of P(k)
suppression and DM self-interactions (Figure 1). For the first
time, our simulations capture the full range of (sub)halos’
gravothermal evolution, including core collapse. We found
that P(k) suppression and self-interactions predicted in realis-
tic SIDM particle models can simultaneously affect (sub)halo
abundances and density profiles. Jointly modeling these ef-
fects will therefore be critical for probing WSIDM models
with small-scale structure data.

Our main results are as follows:

1. (S)HMF suppression is determined by the suppres-
sion in the linear matter power spectrum P(k) used to
generate initial conditions, rather than late-time self-
interactions. The suppression is set by the kinetic de-
coupling temperature in our WSIDM model (Figure 3);

2. Power spectrum suppression reduces the SIDM core-
collapse signature. This reduction is more severe when
P(k) is more suppressed, and is more pronounced for
isolated halos versus subhalos (Figures 4 and 6);
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3. This reduction of the core-collapsed population is
mainly due to (sub)halos’ suppressed growth in
WSIDM, which lowers their initial concentrations and
increases their core-collapse timescales (Figure 7);

4. Subhalo density profiles are diversified by the strong,
velocity-dependent interactions within the SIDM
model we consider, but are not significantly affected
when additionally introducing P(k) suppression, where
the suppression is consistent with the current bounds
from MW satellite abundance (Figure 8).

5. WSIDM models with sufficiently mild P(k) suppres-
sion can produce a significant anti-correlation between
subhalo central density and pericentric distance due
to core collapse in subhalos with small pericenters
and core formation in low-density subhalos with large
pericenters (Figure 9); these models also increase
the abundance of extremely low-concentration isolated
low-mass halos, relative to SIDM-only models.

These results highlight the importance of combining dwarf
galaxy luminosity functions and density profile measure-
ments to simultaneously constrain early and late-time DM
physics. For example, WSIDM imply a possible new-physics
discovery scenario, which is not available within SIDM mod-
els without P(k) suppression. In the WSIDM case, P(k)
suppression is proportional to the SIDM coupling strength.
Thus, models with stronger self-interactions produce more
severe P(k) suppression, which partially or even entirely re-
moves the core-collapse signature, as we show in this study.
This degeneracy can be broken using observations that probe
the (S)HMF, which provides an independent constraint on
P(k) suppression. In other words, there is a finite range of
WSIDM parameter space where a sizable fraction of dwarf
galaxies both form and core collapse. Future efforts to map
out this parameter space can complement previous studies
that combine P(k) suppression and SIDM core formation
(Vogelsberger et al. 2016; Drlica-Wagner et al. 2019).

In the context of dwarf galaxies, these results imply that
both photometric surveys, which can probe dwarf galaxy
abundances throughout the Local Volume, and spectroscopic
facilities, which can probe the halo density profiles of faint
systems, are critical for testing DM self-interaction physics
(see Chakrabarti et al. 2022 for an overview of future ob-
servational facilities for studying DM). This synergy will be
important as the Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space

and Time (LSST; Ivezić et al. 2008) begins to discover large
numbers of faint dwarf galaxies in the coming years (Mutlu-
Pakdil et al. 2021; K. Tsiane et al., in preparation), increas-
ing the precision of P(k) constraints (Nadler et al. 2024b). In
parallel, combining dwarf galaxy data with independent ob-
servational probes of low-mass (sub)halos, including strong
gravitational lensing and stellar stream perturbations, will en-
able powerful tests of DM self-interactions.
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APPENDIX

A. CONVERGENCE TESTS

To assess convergence, we resimulate all models using
four MUSIC refinement regions, yielding a high-resolution
DM particle mass of 4 × 105 M⊙; we use a softening of
ϵ = 170 pc h−1 for these “low-resolution” (LR) runs. Note
that our LR runs have equivalent resolution the the “fiducial”
simulations in Paper I, while our fiducial-resolution simula-
tions have equivalent resolution to the “high-resolution” runs
in Paper I. Below, we compare our LR and fiducial-resolution
simulations to analyze (S)HMF (Appendix A.1) and Rmax–
Vmax relation (Appendix A.2) convergence.

A.1. Mass Functions

In Paper I, we showed that SHMF suppression is converged
across zoom-in hosts and beyond-CDM models for simula-
tions with identical settings to ours. Here, we repeat this
analysis for a single host, because we only simulate one MW-
like system in this work, and we focus on our SIDM and
WSIDM results because convergence of SHMF suppression
due to P(k) suppression alone was already demonstrated in
Paper I.

Figure 10 shows the isolated halo (left) and subhalo (right)
peak mass function in our LR and fiducial-resolution simula-
tions. We impose a present-day virial mass cut correspond-
ing to 300 LR particles and 2400 fiducial-resolution parti-
cles, i.e., Mvir > 1.2×108 M⊙. Isolated halo mass functions
are converged at the percent level above this threshold. Sub-
halo abundances are less well converged, but still only de-
viate from the fiducial-resolution result by at most ≈ 10%;
at high subhalo masses, Poisson uncertainties are large and
we sometimes observe enhancements in LR subhalo abun-
dances. Thus, our fiducial-resolution simulations resolve the
isolated halo and SHMF well for Mvir > 1.2×108 M⊙, which
is the cut we impose in our main analyses related to sub-
halo profiles. Convergence down to the 300-particle limit in
our fiducial-resolution simulations, i.e., Mvir > 1.5×107 M⊙,
will need to be tested using even higher-resolution simula-
tions in future work. However, none of our main conclusions
rely on (sub)halos in this regime.

A.2. Rmax–Vmax Relations

To assess convergence of Rmax and Vmax, Figure 11 shows
Rmax (left) and Vmax (right) distributions for isolated ha-
los. We impose a mass cut corresponding to 2000 LR par-
ticles and 16000 fiducial-resolution particles, i.e., Mvir >
8×108 M⊙; this yields too few subhalos to measure the dis-
tributions reliably, so we focus on isolated halos. All pairs of
LR and fiducial-resolution distributions are statistically con-
sistent: two-sample Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) tests yield
p ≫ 0.05 in all cases. The Vmax distributions are extremely
similar, with p > 0.99 from all two-sample KS tests, while
KS tests yield p ≈ 0.3 for all Rmax distribution comparisons.

Thus, our fiducial-resolution simulations resolve isolated
halo Rmax and Vmax distributions well for Mvir > 8×108 M⊙.
A larger simulation suite is needed to statistically assess con-
vergence for subhalos, and higher-resolution runs are needed
to assess convergence in the Mvir < 8 × 108 M⊙ regime.
Nonetheless, by inspecting Rmax and Vmax evolution histories
for individual pairs of (sub)halos matched between our LR
and fiducial-resolution runs, we do not find evidence that our
results are biased in this regime.

B. COMPARISON TO WDM (SUB)HALO MASS
FUNCTION SUPPRESSION

Figure 12 compares isolated halo and SHMFs in our
fiducial-resolution Tkd-only and half mode-matched WDM
simulations, using our usual Mvir > 1.5× 107 M⊙ cut in all
cases. The Tkd-only mass functions are less suppressed than
the half mode-matched WDM results. This is similar to our
comparison between DM–baryon scattering and WDM mod-
els in Paper I, where we showed that the reduction in SHMF
suppression for interacting DM models is largely due to the
difference in the shape of the initial P(k) cutoff rather than
DAOs. Thus, we expect the low-amplitude DAOs in our Tkd
models to have a small impact on (sub)halo abundances given
our Mvir cut, although we note that the difference between
our Tkd-only and half mode-matched WDM mass functions
is largest for our Tkd = 0.72 keV-only run, which has a DAO
that is fully resolved in our simulations when mapping wave
numbers to masses in linear theory (see the right panel of
Figure 1).

The bottom panels of Figure 12 show mass function ra-
tios relative to CDM for our Tkd-only and half mode-matched
WDM simulations; we also show results for the “effec-
tive” WDM models used to assess the impact of low-mass
(sub)halo erasure on gravothermal evolution in Section 5.
We derive these “effective” WDM models following the pro-
cedure for DM–baryon scattering simulations in Paper I. In
particular, we apply the best-fit WDM SHMF suppression
model derived in Paper I to our CDM simulations, and we
find the “effective” WDM mass, mWDM,eff, that matches the
total number of isolated halos (or subhalos) with Mvir >
1.5×107 M⊙ in each of our Tkd-only simulations. Thus, the
“effective” WDM curves in the bottom panels of Figure 12
closely match the Tkd-only results at Mpeak = 1.5× 107 M⊙
by construction, and the differences in the shape of the sup-
pression at higher (sub)halo masses reflect differences in the
underlying shapes of P(k).

C. MATCHED SUBHALO EVOLUTION

Figures 13 and 14 respectively show the evolution of
matched subhalos in our Tkd = 0.72 and 2.32 keV simula-
tions with and without self-interactions, in the same format
as Figure 7.
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Figure 11. Normalized distributions of Rmax (left) and Vmax (right) for isolated halos with Mvir > 8× 108 M⊙ in our CDM (black), SIDM
(magenta), and Tkd = 0.72, 1.46, and 2.32 keV WSIDM simulations (light to dark blue). Solid (dashed) lines show the fiducial-resolution
(low-resolution) result.

For the Tkd = 0.72 keV case, only the high-mass subhalo
(top row) matches the system shown in Figure 7; we cannot
identify the medium and low-mass systems shown in the mid-
dle and bottom rows of Figure 7 because they do not form in
the Tkd = 0.72 keV runs. Instead, the middle and bottom rows
of Figure 13 show subhalos with values of Vpeak,CDM compa-

rable to the medium and low-mass systems in Figure 7. We
draw the following conclusions from Figure 13:

• The high-mass subhalo (top row) has a significantly
suppressed growth history relative to its Tkd = 1.46 keV
counterpart in Figure 7. This difference is particu-
larly noticeable at late times, and tidal stripping of the
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Tkd = 0.72 keV subhalo is enhanced near pericenter rel-
ative to the CDM and SIDM versions of the subhalo,
regardless of whether self-interactions are included.

• The moderate-mass subhalo (middle row) is mildly
core-collapsed in our SIDM simulation, and its ac-
celerated gravothermal evolution appears to follow an
early major merger. This subhalo’s growth is severely
suppressed (and mildly delayed) in the Tkd = 0.72 keV
runs; its present-day Vmax is slightly enhanced in the
WSIDM simulation compared to the Tkd = 0.72 kev-
only case, but the difference is minor.

• The low-mass subhalo (bottom row) is again mildly
core-collapsed in our SIDM simulation, while its
growth is extremely suppressed and delayed in the
Tkd = 0.72 keV runs. In addition, its orbital phase
shifts after first pericenter in these runs, relative to the
CDM and SIDM versions of the system, which is likely
driven by differences in the subhalo’s density profile.
In Appendix E, we show that the host density profile
has a similar core in our SIDM and WSIDM simu-
lations and a similar cusp in our CDM and Tkd-only
simulations; thus, the orbital phase shift cannot be due
to differences in the host potential, since the phase is
similar in our CDM and SIDM simulations and in our
Tkd = 0.72 keV-only and WSIDM simulations.

For the Tkd = 2.32 keV case, we recover all three systems
shown in Figure 7, and plot them in the corresponding rows
of Figure 14. We draw the following conclusions from Fig-
ure 14:

• The high-mass subhalo (top row) behaves very sim-
ilarly to the Tkd = 1.46 keV case shown in Figure 7;
in the Tkd = 2.32 keV WSIDM run, its present-day

Vmax is slightly enhanced relative to SIDM and to the
Tkd = 1.46 keV simulation, but the difference is small.

• The moderate-mass subhalo (middle row) has its
gravothermal evolution accelerated in the Tkd =
2.32 keV WSIDM simulation, relative to both SIDM
and the Tkd = 1.46 keV case.

• The low-mass subhalo (bottom row) reaches a present-
day Vmax slightly above CDM in the Tkd = 2.32 keV
WSIDM simulation, in contrast to its slightly sup-
pressed Vmax in the Tkd = 1.46 keV WSIDM case.

Intriguingly, all three examples of Tkd = 2.32 keV WSIDM
subhalos have slightly enhanced Vmax histories relative to
both SIDM and our more extreme WSIDM simulations. This
contrasts our result in Figure 6, where the predicted τ0 distri-
butions of Tkd = 2.32 keV WSIDM (sub)halos were systemat-
ically shifted to lower τ0 compared to SIDM. However, the τ0
prediction is based on applying the parametric model to the
Tkd = 2.32 keV-only simulation, and it is possible that nonlin-
ear effects that are not captured by the parametric model af-
fect (sub)halos’ gravothermal evolution in our Tkd = 2.32 keV
WSIDM simulation. We leave a detailed exploration of these
results to future study.

D. DWARF GALAXY SUBHALOS

D.1. Subhalo Density Profiles

Figure 15 shows subhalo density profiles in our Tkd = 0.72
and 2.32 keV WSIDM simulations, analogous to Figure 8;
see Section 6.1 for a discussion of these results.

D.2. Central Density–Pericenter Relation

Figure 16 shows subhalo central density–pericenter rela-
tions for our Tkd = 0.72 and 2.32 keV simulations with and
without self-interactions; see Section 6.2 for a discussion of
these results.
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Figure 13. Same as Figure 7, for matched subhalos in our Tkd = 0.72 keV simulations. The high-mass subhalo (top row) is the same as
that in Figure 7, while the medium-mass (middle row) and low-mass (bottom row) subhalos are different systems than those shown in the
corresponding rows of Figure 7.

E. HOST HALO DENSITY PROFILES

Figure 17 shows the density profile of the MW-like host
halo in our CDM, SIDM, WSIDM, and Tkd-only simulations.
The host has a prominent kiloparsec-scale density core in
WSIDM simulations, independent of the Tkd model and con-
sistent with the core in our SIDM simulation. Note that the
SIDM host’s core size is similar to that found in Yang et al.
(2023). Meanwhile, in our Tkd-only simulations, the host’s
density profile is not significantly altered relative to CDM.
This is expected because P(k) suppression is negligible on

the scale of the host in our Tkd models (see the right panel of
Figure 1), and the host halo mass accretion history is nearly
identical in all cases.

As discussed in Section 7.3, we expect these differences
between SIDM and CDM (or WSIDM and Tkd-only) density
profiles to be erased in the presence of baryons (Kaplinghat
et al. 2014; Sameie et al. 2018; Robles et al. 2019; Rose et al.
2023; Correa et al. 2024).
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Figure 14. Same as Figure 7, for matched subhalos in our Tkd = 2.32 keV simulations. Each row shows the same system as the corresponding
row in Figure 7.
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Figure 15. Same as Figure 8, for our Tkd = 0.72 (top) and 2.32 keV (bottom) WSIDM simulations. Faint gray lines in both rows show the SIDM
result.



COZMIC. III. 27

Figure 16. Same as Figure 9, for our Tkd = 0.72 keV-only (top left), Tkd = 0.72 keV WSIDM (top right), Tkd = 2.32 keV-only (bottom left), and
Tkd = 2.32 keV WSIDM (bottom right) simulations. In the top left panel, open gray circles show the CDM result; in all other panels, they show
the SIDM result.
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Figure 17. Density profile of our MW-like host halo in CDM
(black), SIDM (magenta), and WSIDM models with Tkd = 0.72,
1.46, and 2.32 keV (lightest to darkest blue). Corresponding Tkd-
only simulations are shown by dashed lines. Dark (light) gray bands
show 1σ (2σ) Poisson uncertainties on the CDM measurement. The
minimum radius shown, 2.8ϵ = 320 pc corresponds to the conver-
gence radius of our simulations. For r ≳ 20 kpc, the profiles remain
identical out to the virial radius.


	Introduction
	WSIDM Model
	Simulations
	Initial Conditions
	Zoom-in Simulations
	Analysis Procedures

	Results
	Host Halo Properties
	Mass Functions
	Rmax–Vmax Relations
	Gravothermal Evolution Timescales

	The Interplay between P(k) Suppression and Gravothermal Evolution
	Predictions for Dwarf Galaxy Subhalos
	Subhalo Density Profiles
	Central Density–Pericenter Relation

	Discussion
	Core Collapse in WSIDM
	Comparison to Previous Work
	Future Work

	Summary and Outlook
	Convergence Tests
	Mass Functions
	Rmax–Vmax Relations

	Comparison to WDM (Sub)halo Mass Function Suppression
	Matched Subhalo Evolution
	Dwarf Galaxy Subhalos
	Subhalo Density Profiles
	Central Density–Pericenter Relation

	Host Halo Density Profiles

