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Abstract

Fuzzy dark matter (FDM) granulations would drive orbital transport of stars in galactic disks, and
in particular would produce roughly equal amounts of radial heating and radial migration. However,
observations suggest that heating has been much less efficient than migration in our Galaxy. We
argue that this decreases the amount of radial heating, Hrpn, that can safely be attributed to FDM.
Consequently, lower bounds on the FDM particle mass m derived through Galactic disk kinematics
should be revised upwards; a rough estimate is m > 1.3 x 10~22eV x [(Hppm/H)/0.1]~ /2, where H

is the total observed radial heating.

1. INTRODUCTION

Fuzzy dark matter (FDM) is a dark matter candidate
that solves various small-scale problems often associated
with ACDM cosmology (Hui et al. 2017). It proposes
that the dark matter particle is of such low mass that
its de Broglie wavelength is comparable to the size of
galactic structures, typically ~ 0.1 — 1 kpc.

The wave interference fringes or ‘granulations’ that re-
sult from FDM would cause fluctuations in the gravita-
tional potential of galaxies, driving orbital heating of the
disk stars, i.e., increases in their radial actions Jr and
vertical actions J,. In particular, the smaller is the FDM
particle mass m, the more vigorous is the orbital heating
(Bar-Or et al. 2019). Recently Chiang et al. (2023); Yang
et al. (2024) used this fact to place a lower bound on m.
By assuming that all (vertical) heating of our Galaxy was
caused by FDM, they concluded m > 0.4 x 10722 eV.

However, little attention has been paid to the amount
of radial migration (change in guiding radius, or equiva-
lently orbital angular momentum J,) that would nat-
urally accompany this orbital heating. Frankel et al.
(2020) used GATIA/APOGEE data to measure the radial
migration M = rmsdJ, and radial heating H = rmsdJr
that has occurred across our Galactic disk over the last
6 Gyr.! They found that H/M =~ 0.1, i.e. migration
is an order of magnitude more efficient than heating.
Hamilton et al. (2024) (hereafter HMT) claimed that
such a small ratio could only be produced by a partic-
ular class of resonant spiral perturbations. By contrast,
FDM granulation-driven scattering is well-described as
a series of uncorrelated, impulsive kicks (Bar-Or et al.
2019; Yang et al. 2024; Zupancic and Widrow 2024), and
these would drive about as much heating as migration
(H/M ~ 1), a ratio far in excess of that observed.

Here we use this discrepancy to show that the amount
of allowed FDM-induced orbital heating in the Galaxy
may be much lower than previously assumed, and that
this could improve the (dynamical) lower bound on the
FDM particle mass. We present our calculation in §2 and
discuss the result in §3.
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1 Here, 0J, r is the value of a given star’s action J, r today
minus the value it had 6 Gyr ago. Then, rms 6.J, g is the root
mean square of the §.J, r values of all stars in the sample.

2. CALCULATION

HMT argued that heating and migration due to many
random, isotropic, impulsive kicks, of the sort provided
by FDM, would be related by the following formula:

Hepm = JLM%DM' (1)
)

Here J, is the angular momentum of a circular orbit
at the Galactocentric radius of interest, and f is a pure
number. Numerically, in a simple Solar-neighborhood-
like model of a disk subjected to white noise Gaussian
random fields we find f ~ 7£1, though the result we will
derive here is not too sensitive to f, as we will see. The
quadratic scaling in (1) arises because Jp is quadratic in
(radial) velocity while J, is linear in (azimuthal) velocity
(Binney and Lacey 1988).

On the other hand, HMT also showed that resonant
scattering by a particular class of transient spirals could
drive heating that scaled roughly linearly with migration:

Hres = ngesv (2)

where ¢ is another pure number. The linear scaling fol-
lows from the conservation of the Jacobi integral when a
star interacts resonantly with a rigidly-rotating pertur-
bation — see Sellwood and Binney (2002). HMT argued
that the observed H/M = 0.1 could only be explained
if the main driver of orbital transport was resonant scat-
tering following roughly the scaling (2), which obviously
requires g < 0.1. HMT found that a subset of reasonable
spirals were indeed able to reproduce g ~ 0.1, although
g < 0.1 was near-impossible achieve to except with very
contrived spirals.

We now wish to know what constraints these scalings
place on the FDM-driven heating. In order to be as gen-
erous as possible to FDM, we will allow it to be one of
only two mechanisms driving transport in the Galaxy,
the other being resonant spiral scattering following (2)
with a fixed ‘hotness’ g (so we are ignoring ISM clouds,
infalling satellites, etc.) Thus we write

M= MFDM + Mre57 (3)
H= HFDM + Hres~ (4)

Eliminating Mppy, Myes and Hyes from (1)-(4) gives a
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Fic. 1.— Plot of the maximum fraction of radial heating at-
tributable to FDM, Hrpwm/H (see equation (5)), as a function of
the ‘hotness’ of resonant spiral transport g (equation (2)). The
black solid curve is for the fiducial values J, = 1760 kpc km s— 1
M =619 kpc km s™!, H = 63 kpc km s~! and f = 7. The red
curves assume a reduced observed radial migration, M = 460 kpc
km s~!, and the dashed (dotted) curves assume f = 2 (12). Ver-
tical lines correspond to g = H/ M.

quadratic equation for Hgpy. The relevant solution is

2
J.
HFDMZH—gM+g2f¢
2 2 1/2
9°Jdo (97, B
+[ 57 (2f +2[H — g M| . (5)

(The other solution is nearly always unphysical because
it corresponds to negative Mppwm).

Equation (5) tells us the maximum amount of heating
that we may attribute to FDM before falling foul of the
observations. In Figure 1, with a black solid line we
plot the ratio Hppy/H from equation (5) as a function
of g, for fiducial Solar neighborhood values J, = 1760
kpc km s7!, M = 619 kpc km s~!, H = 63 kpc km
s~! (Frankel et al. 2020) and f = 7. The vertical black
line shows g = H/M = 0.102. We see that in the limit
g — 0, which corresponds to resonant transport that is
completely cold, the ratio Hppm/H — 1, i.e. FDM can
be responsible for all the observed heating. However, in
the much more realistic case that g approaches ~ 0.1,
the fraction of heating attributable to FDM decreases
significantly. For instance, g = 0.095 corresponds to a
maximum FDM heating fraction of Hrpym/H ~ 0.1.

The most uncertain parameters we used in this cal-
culation are the observed radial migration M (which is
difficult to measure accurately) and the dimensionless
number f (which is a theoretical fudge factor fit to sim-
plified simulations). To test the dependence of our re-
sults on these parameters, with the red curves in Figure
1 we show the results of reducing M by 25%, and with
the dashed (dotted) curves we perform the same calcu-
lations assuming f = 2 (f = 12). The reduction in M
in particular has a significant impact on the result: with
f =7 (red solid line), a g value of 0.095 now allows for

a FDM heating fraction as large as Hrpm/H =~ 0.45.

Interestingly, in all cases there are valid solutions
Hrpm/H for values of g slightly larger than H/M (see
the vertical lines in Figure 1). This would not be possi-
ble if 100% of transport was resonant scattering follow-
ing equation (2). It is possible here because the quadratic
scaling in equation (1) allows for small amounts of FDM-
driven migration without a significant price being paid
in terms of heating.

3. DISCUSSION

We can convert our result on the maximum FDM heat-
ing fraction into a rough lower bound on the FDM par-
ticle mass m as follows. First, Chiang et al. (2023);
Yang et al. (2024) found that FDM granulations heat
the Galactic disk wvertically at a rate proportional to
m~%; simple theory predicts a = 3, but simulations
show something closer to o = 2, and we will adopt the
latter here. Next, by assuming that 100% of observed
vertical heating was due to FDM, these authors con-
cluded m > 0.4 x 10722eV. Now, in the approxima-
tion of isotropic impulsive scattering, radial and vertical
heating rates should be proportional to each other; and
since the ratio of radial to vertical velocity dispersions
in the Galaxy is close to that expected from isotropic
impulsive scattering (Lacey and Ostriker 1985; Mack-
ereth et al. 2019; Ludlow et al. 2021), we can assume
that the results of Chiang et al. (2023); Yang et al.
(2024) correspond also to a radial heating fraction due
to FDM of 100%. With these assumptions we can write
Hrpm/H = [m/0.4 x 10722 eV]~2, which can be inverted
to give

HFDM/H>1/2

> 1.3 x 10722
m 2 1.3 x 10 er( 01

(6)
From Figure 1 we know that the ratio Hrppym/H depends
most strongly on the parameter g, which sets the hotness
of resonant spiral transport. While we do not know g
a priori, the simulations of HMT show that only very
contrived spirals are capable of producing g < 0.1. The
closer g is to 0.1, the less heating is attributable to FDM,
and the stronger is the lower bound on m. For example,
with fiducial parameters (solid black line in Figure 1),
g ~ 0.095 would give rise to m > 1.3x 10722 eV (equation
(6)), a factor ~ 3 higher than the bound from Chiang
et al. (2023); Yang et al. (2024).

We emphasize that stronger bounds on m have been
derived from, e.g., observations of the Lyman-alpha for-
est (Rogers and Peiris 2021) and ultra-faint dwarf galax-
ies (Dalal and Kravtsov 2022). However, all such bounds
are uncertain and necessarily model-dependent, and our
Galactic disk heating and migration study provides an in-
dependent bound. Also, our arguments have been rather
conservative, and including any additional physical in-
gredients in our model (such as gas clouds) would tend
to limit the FDM parameter space even further. We ex-
pect that our bound could be significantly improved by
extending the analysis (both theory and data) to the ver-
tical direction, by performing age- and radius-dependent
calculations (Lian et al. 2022), and/or by measuring mi-
gration and heating in other disk galaxies (Magrini et al.
2016). The arguments promoted here can also be used
to guide careful numerical simulations.
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