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Core-Halo Mass Relation in Scalar Field Dark Matter Models and its Consequences
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Scalar-field dark matter (SFDM) halos exhibit a core-envelope structure with soliton-like cores
and Cold Dark Matter (CDM)-like envelopes. Simulations without self-interaction (free-field case)
have reported a core-halo mass relation of the form M. x Mf, with either 8 =1/3 or 8 = 5/9. These
results can be understood if the core and halo follow some special energy or velocity scaling relations.
We extend these core-halo mass relations here to include the case of SFDM with self-interaction,
either repulsive or attractive, and investigate its implications for the possible gravitational instability
and collapse of solitonic cores, leading to the formation of supermassive black holes (SMBHs). Core
sizes are set by the larger of two length scales, the deBroglie wavelength (in free-field limit) or the
radius Rrr of the (n = 1)-polytrope for repulsive SFDM (in the Thomas-Fermi regime), depending
upon particle mass m and interaction strength A. For parameters selected by previous literature to
make ~ Kpc-sized cores and CDM-like structure formation on large scales but suppressed on small
scales, we find that cores are stable for all galactic halos of interest, from the free-field to the repulsive
TF limit. For attractive self-interaction in this regime, however, halos of mass Mj, ~ 10'° —10'? Mg
have cores that collapse to form seed SMBHs with Msypr ~ 10% — 108M@, as observations seem
to require, while smaller-mass halos have stable cores, for particle masses m = 2.14 x 10722 — 9.9 x
10729 eV/c?, if the free-field limit has 8 = 1/3, or m = 2.23 x 1072! = 1.7 x 1078 eV /c?, if B = 5/9.
We also place bounds on A for this case. For free-field and repulsive cases, if previous constraints
on particle parameters are relaxed to allow much smaller (sub-galactic scale) cores, then halos can
also form SMBHs, for the same range of halo and BH masses, as long as 8 = 5/9 is correct for the
free-field limit. In that case, structure formation in SFDM would be largely indistinguishable from
that in CDM. As such, while these SEDM models might not help to resolve the small-scale structure
problems of CDM, they would explain the formation of SMBHs quite naturally, which is otherwise
not a direct feature of CDM. Since CDM, itself, has not yet been ruled out, such SFDM models

must also be viable.

PACS numbers: 98.35.Jk, 98.80.-k, 95.35.4-d, 98.80.Cq

I. INTRODUCTION

Two of the greatest puzzles in contemporary cosmology
and fundamental physics are:

1. The nature and origin of cosmic dark matter (DM).

2. The origin of the SMBHs observed in galactic nu-
clei.

Regarding the first point, the cosmological standard
model ACDM suggests that DM is comprised of a nonrel-
ativistic, collisionless gas — CDM — and usually assumed
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to be a weakly-interacting massive particle (WIMP)
which originated as a thermal relic of the big bang [1, 2].
Although WIMP dark matter describes observations well
at cosmological scales, it is in apparent conflict with
some observations on small scales (e.g. the problem of
cuspy-core halo density profiles, overproduction of satel-
lite dwarfs within the Local Group, and others, see for ex-
ample [3-7]). In addition, all attempts to detect WIMPs
directly in the laboratory or indirectly by astronomical
signals from their decay or annihilation in distant objects
[8] have been unsuccessful, and a large range of parti-
cle parameters originally predicted to be detectable have
thereby been ruled out. For this reason, it seems nec-
essary to explore alternative models to standard ACDM
that help us to solve all these issues. With this in mind,
several models have been proposed, one of which con-
siders that the DM is composed of an ultra-light real or
complex scalar field, minimally coupled to gravity, and
interacting only gravitationally with the rest of the mat-
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ter as of a very early time in the cosmic evolution.

The main idea of scalar fields as the DM in the Uni-
verse originated about two decades ago [9-16], although
some hints can be traced further back in [17, 18]. Since
then the idea has been rediscovered by various authors
with different names, for example: SFDM [14], fuzzy DM
[11], wave DM [19], Bose-Einstein condensate DM [20] or
ultra-light axion DM [21] (see also [22]). However, its
first systematic study started in [23, 24]. In this work,
we choose to call the model “SFDM”.

In order for the scalar field to behave as a “cold” DM
candidate, it is necessary that its Lagrangian possesses a
quadratic term in the potential,

1 m?c?
Vip) = §?<P2a (1)

which gives rise to a pressureless fluid behavior in the
matter-dominated epoch of the Universe, where SFDM
dominates all other cosmic components.

The simplest models have only this term in the scalar
field potential, i.e. there is one tunable parameter
m, which is subject to constraints from observations,
as we will describe below. Such models are usually
termed “fuzzy dark matter” — we will often call it “free
SFDM /free field” or “free case” in this paper. However,
we are interested to study more varied models by consid-
ering the addition of a further term in the Lagrangian of
the form

V(e)st = frb )

Similarly to the quadratic term, this quartic term may
either stem directly from a fundamental particle descrip-
tion of SFDM, or it might result upon an expansion of
a fundamental (even) potential, as e.g the cosine-type of
“axion-like” particles. Self-interaction has been mostly
neglected in previous literature, because of the small-
ness of the respective coupling parameter A\. However,
it is only recently that the community has embarked on
studying models with self-interaction in more detail, be-
cause it turns out that self-interaction leads to qualitative
differences, compared to the free case.

The astrophysical motivation to consider SFDM as a
DM candidate has its root in the small-scale problems
of CDM mentioned in the beginning. In order to repro-
duce galactic cores of order 1 kpc for the free SFDM
case, the boson mass is typically assumed in the range of
m ~ 10722—-10720 eV /c2. However, once self-interaction
is included, the boson mass can be much higher than
those values, and yet produce large enough cores by tun-
ing the ratio of A\/m*. A re-assessment of the different
constraints in the literature, as well as including the im-
plications of our work here, will be presented in a later
section (for a review of SFDM, see [25-30]). Our work
will focus on certain dynamical aspects of SFDM struc-
ture formation, namely the structure of equilibrium halos
and possible implications for SMBH formation.

Simulations of SFDM cores without self-interaction
[19, 31-37] have shown that, upon multiple mergers,
SFDM leads to cored density profiles in the inner region
of galactic halos. These cores, referred to as “solitons”
in the literature [19, 35, 38—40], have been shown to have
a size of order of the de Broglie wavelength of individual
bosons,

1
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where v is the “virial velocity” of the bosons, a result ex-
pected from analytic calculations. However, these cores
have been found to be surrounded by an NFW-like en-
velope generated by quantum interference inherent to
SEDM, following a relation of the form:

M, o M}, (4)

where M. and M), are the total core and halo mass, re-
spectively. The particular value of this 8 parameter is
still under debate given that different authors have ob-
tained different results. On the one hand, in [19, 31]
it was found from their fully cosmological simulations
an expression that is well adjusted with a parameter
B = 1/3. On the other hand, by adopting more sim-
plified scenarios on galaxy formation but with better res-
olution, some authors [34, 36] have found that a parame-
ter 8 = 5/9 should describe correctly virialized core-halo
mass structures in this scenario of SFDM. This correla-
tion between the halo core and its “envelope” has not
been anticipated by early work, though it is possible to
understand the form of each correlation in an a posteri-
ori way, using analytic arguments. Indeed, the fact that
these correlations have been established by simulations,
offers a unique opportunity to understand and extend the
correlations by considering novel physical effects such as
the addition of self-interaction.

The core-envelope structure of SFDM halos with self-
interaction has not yet been established by 3D cosmo-
logical simulations, and yet we expect such a structure,
as well. Preliminary results of 1D simulations show that
a core-envelope structure also arises in the strongly self-
interacting regime of SFDM, the so-called Thomas-Fermi
(TF) regime (T.A.Dawoodbhoy, P.R.Shapiro, T.Rindler-
Daller, to be subm.). This is good news for SFDM, be-
cause the (quantum) cores alone cannot explain the big
range of galactic halo masses found in the Universe, and
it is this simple observation which “mandates” that cores
(with or without self-interaction) have to be enshrouded
by some envelopes, if SFDM is regarded as an alterna-
tive to CDM. Early indications of the problem of the
core-halo mass relationship and a toy model for the TF
regime of SFDM can be found in [30]. Those authors sug-
gested that the wave nature of SFDM would result in an
effective pressure support (reflecting random wave mo-
tions and the associated density inhomogeneity implied
on small scales) when averaged over scales larger than the
core, leading to virial equilibrium on scales well beyond
the size of the core, out to the same scales as in CDM



halos, in fact. Halo envelopes were later confirmed in the
fuzzy regime through simulations by [31] and follow-up
studies, as referenced above.

In the first part of this work, we will extend the
core-halo mass relation (4) to SFDM models with self-
interaction, using analytical calculations. As for the
fuzzy regime, the core mass increases with halo mass.
In the second part, we will apply our result to assess the
SFDM parameter space for which soliton cores eventually
become too massive to remain stable: beyond a critical
mass, which depends upon SFDM parameters, soliton
cores will collapse and can form black holes. In this way
SEFDM might provide a mechanism to form SMBHs in the
centers of halos as of an early time. However, it turns out
that it is very difficult to produce SMBHs with fiducial
values of SFDM in the fuzzy regime, while SMBH forma-
tion is much more feasible, once self-interaction is added,
as we will show.

There is a host of observations that indicate the ex-
istence of SMBHs — with masses ranging between 106 —
10'% Mg, placed in the center of most massive galax-
ies [41, 42]. The origin of SMBHs is still mysterious,
given their huge masses at the high redshifts (z > 5.6),
where they have been observed [43-56]. In order for stel-
lar BHs to become supermassive, they would need to ac-
crete large amounts of baryonic material and DM over a
short time, which is unfeasible even if accretion happens
at maximum Eddington rate. In addition to this puzzle
of high-z SMBHs, there is also a problem in understand-
ing why there seem to be no medium-sized black holes
with masses ~ 102 — 105My. Some standard scenarios
of the formation of SMBHs consider the following: like
stellar black holes (BH) which result from the collapse of
massive stars, SMBHs could be produced either by the
collapse of massive clouds of gas during the early stages
of formation of a galaxy [57], or by the collapse of su-
permassive Pop III stars'. Another suggestion considers
the formation of a cluster of stellar BHs, which eventu-
ally merge into a SMBH [60]. However, it seems that
these scenarios do not deliver a fully satisfactory expla-
nation for the formation and evolution of such SMBHs at
high redshifts. Additionally, observations show that the
masses Mgy gy of the central SMBHSs are correlated with
various global properties of their host galaxies. The most
important relationship concerns the mass of the SMBH
and the bulge mass, and an even tighter correlation with
the stellar velocity dispersion of the host galaxy bulge,
first reported by [61] and [62]. As a result, it has been
also suggested that the central SMBH mass is correlated
with the total mass of its host galaxy [63, 64].

I These scenarios are not to be confused with another (non-
standard) proposal to explain SMBHs, namely so-called super-
massive “dark stars”, primordial stars of supermassive size which
are powered by DM self-annihilation in models of WIMP and re-
lated dark matter, [58, 59]. Once dark stars collapse, they could
form seed black holes of about 10* — 10° M.

Observations might thus indicate that the formation
and growth of SMBHs over time could be related to the
DM-dominated galactic halos. With this in mind, [65]
studied the possibility that SMBHs might form by col-
lapse of all or part of gravitationally-bound equilibrium
objects made of SFDM, which are assumed to model nu-
clear galactic halos. Several earlier works have consid-
ered this scenario and studied its plausibility. Among
them, it was demonstrated that self-gravitating objects
comprised of free scalar field configurations with masses
larger than O.Gm;/m, where my; is the Planck mass, are
able to collapse and form a BH [66-72]. For the specific
case of a mass m ~ 10722 eV/c?, such configurations
have a critical mass of collapse of ~ 10'3M. On the
other hand, simulations in spherical symmetry demon-
strated that only a part of the scalar field collapses to
form a BH, while the remaining scalar field continues to
surround the resulting BH for a very long time (longer
than the age of the Universe), and can play the role of
the DM halo of the galaxy [69, 71, 72]. It is important
to mention that these studies conclude that most of the
scalar field configuration collapses into a BH, leaving only
a small scalar field remnant for the halo. However, these
analyses have been performed in spherical symmetry and
in a limited region of parameter space, corresponding to
typical systems known as boson stars (BS). Also, in these
studies, those BSs have been used to model the entire
SFDM halo, an unrealistic scenario, because simulations
by [19, 31-37] revealed that SFDM halos possess a more
complicated core-envelope structure (see equation (4)).
However, the above results are nevertheless useful, given
that such BSs represent very well the soliton profiles ob-
served in the central region of a galactic halo and then,
given the fact that we are interested in an extension of
the model to include self-interaction, simulations for the
case of a self-interacting BS should be also applicable to
the central soliton in halos. This case is of interest for
the issue of studying the possible collapse of the central
soliton in the most massive galactic halos (hosting the
most massive galaxies). In fact, this last scenario is one
of the main objectives of our study that will be analysed
in this work.

The paper is organised as follows: in section II we
review the basic equations necessary to describe the
self-interacting SFDM model: the Einstein-Klein-Gordon
(EKG) system for a general description and the Gross-
Pitaevskii-Poisson (GPP) system in the weak-field limit?.
In section III, we present a basic description of the SFDM
soliton profile, which is obtained as the minimum-energy,
coherent, quasi-stationary solution of the GPP. In the
same section, we consider a Gaussian ansatz to describe
the soliton in order to maintain some freedom in working
with the self-interaction parameter of the SFDM model.

2 In what follows, “weak field” refers to the regime of weak gravi-
tational fields, i.e. the Newtonian regime.



We show that, in general, this ansatz maintains practi-
cally all the relations that are found in the numerical de-
scription (the parameter dependence for the maximum
mass for collapse of the soliton, parameter dependence
in the TF regime, etc), even if relativistic corrections are
considered. This implies that the Gaussian ansatz rep-
resents a good approximation for the soliton. Also in
this section, we show that the results provided by this
ansatz can be easily obtained in the hydrodynamic rep-
resentation of the GPP system and by considering a sim-
ple dimensional argument, without the need of consid-
ering any functional form for the core profile. In sec-
tion IV, we extend the core-halo mass relation to self-
interacting SFDM by assuming that some energy rela-
tions that are fulfilled by core and halo quantities in the
simplest SFDM model remain valid in the self-interacting
scenario. Because two relations have been reported be-
tween the masses of the core and the halo, we decided
to extend both of them. In section V, we compare our
results with previous works, with the emphasis on the
implied constraints of the SFDM model parameters. For
this comparison, we focus on the core properties found
in the central region of SFDM halos. We find that for
a repulsive SFDM candidate, the central soliton remains
stable and should be represented in the TF regime, while
for attractive SFDM, we have scenarios where the soli-
ton can collapse and form a SMBH in the most massive
galacitc halos (hosting the most massive galaxies), while
the cores remain stable in those halos that host the least
massive galaxies. Finally, in section VI we present our
conclusions.

II. BASIC EQUATIONS FOR THE SCALAR
FIELD DARK MATTER MODEL

In this section, we review the basic equations neces-
sary to describe the dynamics of a scalar field minimally
coupled to gravity. We consider a complex field, given
that the case of a real field is easily derived from this
description.

A. The Einstein-Klein-Gordon system

The set of differential equations governing the dynam-
ics of a self-interacting scalar field minimally coupled to
gravity is described by the EKG system:
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c is the speed of light, # is the reduced Planck constant,
G is the gravitational constant, A is a self-interaction
parameter that can be positive (repulsive) or negative
(attractive), 0 = V,V* is the 4-D’Alembert operator,
¢ is the scalar field with units [vkg-m/s], gap is the
spacetime metric, R, (R) is the Ricci tensor (scalar)
and T, is the stress energy tensor which possesses all the
energy components that exist in the system. Particularly,
for the scalar field

1
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Here, Greek letters range from 0 to 3, denoting spacetime
indices.

B. The weak-field limit

Structure formation of halos in a matter-dominated
Universe can be well described within the weak-field
regime. In this regime, (5) is reduced to the Gross-
Pitaevskii-Poisson (GPP) system [73]

0 h?
maif =~V mPyglufy,  (Sa)

V2® = 4nGp, (8b)

where v is defined in terms of ¢ as

h —imc?t/h
t
—e Y(x,t), (9)

p(x,t) =
g = A3 /(2m2c), ® is the gravitational potential and p is
a cosmological overdensity that usually possesses contri-
butions from the DM and the baryonic components. If
we ignore the baryonic contribution (a limitation shared
with most of the simulation work [19, 31-35]), we have
p=mlp[*.
Observe that by using in (6) the new field ¢ defined in
(9) and the definition of g, we obtain

2
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which is the scalar field potential in standard physical
units.

Two important quantities that are necessary to de-
scribe SFDM halos are the total mass M; and total en-
ergy F; associated with the system:

M, = m/ [y|2dr, (11a)
v
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Observe that the total energy can be written in a very
instructive way

Ey=Ki+ W+ Usi, (12)
where
h2
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is the total kinetic energy,
W, = / |y [2dir, (13b)
v 2
is the total gravitational potential energy and
_ 91453
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is the total energy associated with the self-interaction.
This last way of writing each energy contribution is very
convenient, because they also appear in the scalar virial
theorem of an isolated mass distribution

2Ky + Wy +3Usrs = 0. (14)

On the other hand, notice that if we use the following
variables

N 4TGh? . mec <~ mc?
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(note: me/h is the inverse Compton length and mc?/h is
the bare angular frequency of the field) the GPP system
can be rewritten in a way where all the natural constants
disappear:

V2o = [, (16b)

Additionally, there is a re-scaling property for this GPP
system given by

{t.8,A,9,8} = {P98,7°A %),y (17)
where v > 0 is a scaling parameter. Then, the different

physical quantities defined in (11) and (13) are also re-
scaled with similar relations.

III. SOLITON PROPERTIES: GENERAL
CONSIDERATIONS

A. The weak-field limit

It is now accepted that at large time scales (struc-
ture formation time scales) the averaged density profile
of cores appearing in central regions of SFDM haloes can
be well fitted by coherent, quasi-stationary, ground-state
solutions of the GPP system. In this section, we review
different previous results which we will use in order to
extend the soliton description to self-interacting SFDM
particles.

Quasi-stationary states of (16) are described by dimen-
sionless wavefunctions of the form

b(E,§) = p(F)e ", fi,6 € R, (18)

where 7 is the dimensionless spherical radial coordinate
and fi, the dimensionless GPP chemical potential, should
be fixed by the conservation of particle number. In gen-
eral, the system (16) with the ansatz (18) has an infinite
number of different solutions that fulfill appropriate ini-
tial and boundary conditions [74, 75]°. Each of them
— usually called Newtonian boson stars (NBS) — can be

identified by the number of nodes of (Z), before the solu-
tion decays asymptotically. The solution without nodes
— the soliton — is considered the ground state of the GPP
system and it possesses the smallest value of ji, while
solutions with nodes are usually considered as excited
NBSs.

Observe that from (17) it is possible to construct differ-
ent solutions for the soliton, once one of them is known.
In fact, as explained in [75], in the free case it is possible
to construct all the ground state solutions for a given cen-
tral scalar field value, just by using the re-scaling prop-
erty in (17). On the other hand, in the self-interacting
case something similar occurs: once a ground state so-
lution is known for a given value of A, it is possible to
construct all the ground state solutions for different cen-
tral value of the scalar field and the same value of A,
just by using the re-scaling properties provided in (17).
However, if we were interested in finding a new soliton
with a different A, it would be necessary to solve the dif-
ferential equations (16) for such A again. Therefore, we
can see that once a self-interaction parameter is added to
the model, we do not have the same freedom in working
with the soliton solution, as in the free case. Neverthe-
less, as we shall see in this section, we can avoid this
problem, once a Gaussian approximation is adopted. In
fact, in this section we shall also show that the results
obtained from the Gaussian ansatz can be reconstructed
by considering a dimensional argument. To this end, let

3 The typical boundary conditions are given by regularity in the
origin ¢(# = 0) = ¢o, ¢'(7 = 0) = 0 and asymptotic vanishing

A(F — 00) = 0, (7 — 00) ~ —M/r2.



us continue to present some basic relations that will be
helpful for our later description, and apply them to the
case of the free field in order to compare with our Gaus-
sian ansatz later.

First of all, all soliton solutions are virialized structures
that fulfill equation (14).

Now, let us focus on the free case: Usually one solves
for that solution for which the central value ¢)(# = 0) = 1.
In this case, the numerical value of the dimensionless
chemical potential is 4 ~ —0.69. Such solution can be
used together with the re-scaling parameter v in (17) to
construct solitons with different masses by fixing the v
parameter as [76]:

7y = 3.6 x 10 5moo MY, (19)
where MC(77) = M /(10" M) and
mas = m/(10722eV/c?).

Notice that we have left explicitly the v dependence for
the numerical solution of the soliton.

Another important quantity is the radius that contains
99% of the soliton mass,
h2

Ry =99—
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(see for example [22]), or in fiducial notation

8.445 x 104

RY) ~ pc.
» (ma22)2MY)
Finally, the soliton fulfills the relations
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which was found by [76]. In the free case, it is equivalent

to
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which has been pointed out in [77].

Remark: We note that thanks to the re-scaling prop-
erty in the GPP system based upon the Newtonian ap-
proximation, the configuration does not admit an upper

critical mass. However, from general-relativistic calcu-
lations follows a limiting maximum mass beyond which
collapse to a BH occurs. On the other hand, if A < 0,
there is a maximum mass, even for a Newtonian soliton,
given by [78]

mpl

T

where we have decided to use A instead of A for simplicity
in the expression; the A dependence for the above critical
mass can be easily obtained from (15).

M, oz ~ 10.03

(24)

1. The Gaussian ansatz in the weak-field limit

Previous literature has made extensive use of two dif-
ferent analytic approximations for the numerical, exact
soliton profile of SFDM halos without self-interaction.
On the one hand, there is a rational function approxi-
mation, which was proposed in [19], and which is based
upon an empirical fit to the central region of simulated
halos. On the other hand, a Gaussian profile has been
used to approximate SFDM solitons in [38, 79]. The use
of a Gaussian is motivated by the fact that Gaussian
“wave packets” not only appear in many contexts of a
linear Schrédinger equation, it also constitutes a solution
for laboratory Bose-Einstein condensates without parti-
cle self-interaction, see e.g. [80]. In this work, we decided
to use the Gaussian approach, given its better physical
foundation and the fact that it is easier to find physi-
cal relations of interest from it, given the difficulties de-
scribed above with respect to the quasi-stationary states
of variable A. The difference between the two analytic
profiles can be seen in appendix A: the rational func-
tion description appears to match better the numerical
result for the soliton if 7 is small, while the Gaussian ap-
proach matches better the numerical solution at large 7.
However, what is more important in our context is the
fact that the Gaussian ansatz arrives at the same phys-
ical relationships than the numerical solution, only the
prefactors differ by factors of a few.

Now, the question arises to what extent the Gaussian
can be used, if self-interaction is included. In fact, [80]
already used a Gaussian ansatz as a trial function in
a variational analysis, in order to find modified physi-
cal relationships, valid when self-interaction is included.
The same approach was proposed in [38] in order to ex-
tend the modeling of the SFDM soliton profile with self-
interaction by considering the Gaussian density distribu-
tion

MC —T’z/RE,

P9 (r) = wR2)C (25)

where R, is a characteristic core radius associated with
the radius that contains 99% of the total mass of the



distribution® as Rgg = 2.38167R,.. For the sake of the
reader, let us quote some of the results which follow from
this approach: A mass-radius relation was found by way
of minimizing the energy”® functional (11b) or (12) and
considering the ansatz (25) as a trial function. That pro-
cedure yields

h2
M, = 3v/2r — e — om R (26)
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or equivalently,

10.076 x 10° R,
M22 R2 — 6A

Mc,? ~ (27)

which is plotted in figure 1 . We can solve this equation
for the radius, in turn,

R.
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For A = 0, we recover the mass-radius relationship in
the free case. On the other hand, when A > 0 and if
the second term in the square root dominates, we obtain
R, ~ RﬁTF) = \/67\, independent of M. . In physical
units, the radius in this regime of strong self-interaction
reads R. ~ 4/6g/(4m7Gm?), which recovers the form of
the so-called Thomas-Fermi radius

TF) _ g
RTH) =, /Famw (30)

which corresponds to the radius of an (n = 1)-polytrope
(see [81, 82])°.

By comparing figure 1 and the numerical solution (fig-
ure 1 in [75]), we can see that the relation (26) or (27)
maintains the same basic parameter dependence than the
numerical solution. For the attractive case (A < 0), this
means that there exists a maximum mass allowed by the
scalar field configuration given by

A 5.04 x 10°
Ro= 222
© Mermas

mpl

T

M mae = 7.70 (31)

4 This number follows simply by calculating the radius which in-
cludes 99%, i.e. 20 of the mass of the Gaussian distribution.

5 Notice that [38] uses an uncommon definition of W which differs
from equ.(13b) by a factor of 1/2.

6 We can compare the radius that contains 99% of the total
mass of the Gaussian ansatz and the radius obtained in the TF
regime: Considering that for the Gaussian ansatz [38] Rgg ~

2.38167RTT) ~ 5.834,/9/(4rGm?), we can see that both quan-
tities are close within a factor of 2 — 3.
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FIG. 1: Mass-radius relation of the soliton in self-interacting
SFDM models: we plot equ.(27) for ma2 = 1 and various
self-interaction strengths A.

(see also equation (24)), while in the repulsive and free
case (A > 0), there is no maximum mass for the soli-
ton (the mass is unbound). Another important prop-
erty that is also maintained is the fact that, the larger
the coefficient A, the more massive the equilibrium con-
figuration. Interestingly, the radius at which the at-
tractive case reaches its maximum mass is given by

Rc = Rc,min =
at which the repulsive case goes over to the TF regime.
Now, we can easily show that the different energies
defined in (12) and (13) are as follows for the SFDM
Gaussian ansatz with self-interaction:
5 3h2 M, gM.
c [4m2R3 2V/2m3/2m2R3 |

\/6]A|, which” is just the same radius

(32a)

3 R2M,

¢ Am2R2’ (32b)

GM?
2V2nR.’

gM.
4mr\/2nm2R3’

where in the expression for E. we have used the virial
theorem (14), applied to the core. Equation (32b) can be

re-arranged to
1 _2m (K i (33)
R.  Bh\M.)

W, =— (32)

Usic= (32d)

7 Notice that in refering to this radius we use the subscript “min”.
The reason we use this subscript is because, as we will see later,
this critical mass also corresponds to the minimum radius at
which these configurations remain stable (see also [38]).



Using the M, — R. relation (see equation (26)), we arrive

at
1/2
2 Kf>
M, ~ 8,682 (M” fe

™1 8h (K fe2

S

(34)

Observe that in the free case (A = 0) the above result
differs from the result of simulations in eqn. (23a) only
by a factor of 2. In a similar way, by interchanging K. —
—E. (by using the virial theorem in the free-field limit),
the above expression differs from (22a) by a factor of 2
as well.

We can re-express the energies in (32) per core mass
(i.e. specific energies), using the mass-radius relation
(26) as

Ec _ 1 GMC -1:|:l Rcm’t 2
Mc B 4\/ 2 Rc 3 Rc

K. 1 (GMC> [
Mc N 4\/27'(' Rc

We 1 (GMN [, 3 [ Reit)’ (350)
Mc B 4\/ 2 Rc * 2 Rc ’
USI c 1 (GMC) 1 (Rcrit)2
© +- . (35d
Mc 4\/ 2T Rc 6 Rc ( )

where the upper (lower) sign is for a repulsive (attractive)
self-interaction, and in the above expressions we have
defined Ryt = 1/6|g|/(4mrGm?2), in such a way that when

g > 0, Repip = RETF), whereas when g < 0, Rerip =
Rc,min'

Finally, observe that in the free case, we obtain from
(29), expressed in fiducial units

6.44 x 10*

R~ ———
(mao2)? M. 7

pe. (36)
The radius Rgg that contains 99% of the total mass of

the soliton is Rgg = 2.38167R,., which from the above
equation yields

15.34 x 10*

Rygg ~ ——5-—— DPC,
(mag)?M,. 7

(37)

as compared to the numerical result in (21).

Additionally, if we use equations (35a), (35b) and (35¢)
together with our mass-radius relation (26), we can ex-
press the core mass in the free-field limit as

1/3
M, ~ 4.22 ('EC) .

(G Jh)? (38a)

KC 1/3
N |WC| 1/3

Comparing (37) with the numerical result in (21), or (38)
with (22b) and (23b), we see that the difference between
the results from the Gaussian ansatz versus the exact
numerical solution are small, of factors of a few.

2. Understanding the mass-radius relation for the solitonic
core from the hydrodynamic representation of the GPP
system

Although the Gaussian ansatz has been extensively
used in the literature and is well motivated to represent
the numerical ground state solution of the GPP system,
we include another derivation in this subsection, indepen-
dent of the functional form of the “trial function”. For
that purpose, we use the hydrodynamic representation of
the GPP system.

By decomposing the wavefunction ¢ in polar form as

ol 1) = A grsten) (39)

and defining a velocity field as
h
v =—VS§, (40)
m

the GPP system is rewritten as an Euler and a continuity
equation given by

0v

i +p(v-V)o = —pVQ — pVP — VPgy, (41a)
dp _
L v ()= 41b
LV (o) =0, (41b)
where
h? V2 /p

_ 9 2
d Pgr=-—=p". 42
om2 /P an SI QmQP (42)

The term @ is known as the quantum potential which
arises from the quantum nature of SFDM, while Psj
can be interpreted as a pressure term that is generated
by the self-interaction between SFDM particles. In or-
der to understand the parameter dependence of the soli-
ton profile in the self-interacting SFDM model, we con-
sider the following simplification: soliton structures fulfil
0v/0t = 0 = v. Also, for simplicity we set V ~ 1/R.,
where R is the characteristic radius of the system, then

h? g9p°

~N —— P ~N ——=
Ve 2m2R3’ Vs 2m2R,.’



GM.
R2 "’

Vo ~ (43)

where we choose the sign in V Pgy in such a way that this
term correctly describes an attractive/repulsive pressure
term, which is also consistent with the Gaussian ansatz.
Using p ~ 3M./(47R?2), which is equivalent to saying
that the soliton profile possesses a nearly constant den-
sity, we obtain from (41)

K2 GM, 3gM.
TRz TOR,  Vsemers = O (442)
% =0, (44b)

where a and b are some constants that we introduced
to apply the summation in the above expression (i.e.
we are considering, for example, that VQ ~ const
B2 (2m2R3)).

First, equation (44b) reflects our assumption of a sta-
tionary solution, which is in agreement with (18). On
the other hand, from (44a) and considering that g > 0
we obtain

GM.  h? Ly 39
Re  2m2R2  8wm2R3’

a (45)

and so it is easy to see that solitons are produced by
the equilibrium between self-gravity (left-hand side in the
above expression) and the pressures due to quantum un-
certainty and self-interaction.

Two well studied limit cases are

e The fuzzy limit: This regime is obtained when
the second term on the right-hand side of equation
(45) can be ignored, and then the soliton is a result
of the equilibrium between quantum pressure and
gravity. In this limit, the M, — R, relation reads

1 h?

M'Rc = 5 5
¢ 2a Gm?

(46)

which maintains the same parameter dependence
found in the numerical treatment, see equation

(20).

e The Thomas-Fermi approximation: This
regime is obtained when the first term on the right-
hand side of equation (45) can be ignored, and then
the soliton results as an equilibrium between grav-
ity and the pressure due to self-interaction. In this
limit, the soliton fulfills the M. — R, relation

_.Jb 39
¢V 2a47rGm?2’

(47)

which also maintains the same parameter depen-
dence found by the exact solution, see equation
(30).

On the other hand, if g < 0 we have

(GM. _, 3glM. _ P
Re 8Tm2R3  2m2R2’

(48)

and then the soliton results as an equilibrium between
gravity plus self-interaction pressure and the repulsion
due to the quantum pressure. Observe that in this sce-
nario, we can also define a new limiting case

e The strong self-interaction regime in the at-
tractive scenario: This regime is obtained when
the first term on the left-hand side of equation (48)
can be ignored, and then the soliton can be under-
stood as the equilibrium between quantum pressure
and attractive self-interaction. In this limit, the
M. — R, relation is

Slgl &, (49)

Re = b47rh2 C'

These configurations correspond to soliton profiles
with radius smaller than the one with the maxi-
mum possible mass shown in figure 1. However, as
already mentioned in footnote 7, these configura-
tions turn out to be unstable.

Re-arranging equation (44a) we have

n?
1 Gm2R. (50)

c — b
201 — 5 oms
and it is easy to see that this relation is equivalent to the
one shown in (26) from the Gaussian ansatz.

At this point, we have not yet specified the numerical
values of a and b. In order to do so, we could proceed
in two different ways: First, we use the result from the
Gaussian ansatz and set R, = R.. In this case,

1
5 = 3v/2m, e =2 (51)
and the M.— R, relation is then given exactly by (26). On
the other hand, we could also fix the numerical values of
a and b by matching our result with the exact numerical
solution. For example, let us suppose that R is the radius
that contains 99% of the total mass of the configuration
and that such a radius can always be written as R =
const * R.. Then, from (50) we obtain

1 gz
M, =_—CmE 2
© 2q1_1b 39 (52)
2a 4rGm?2R?

where @ and b are new constants. By matching the last
expression with the result in the free case (20) and the
TF regime (30), respectively, we have

1 [ b



and the final M, — R relation should read

h2
— CmR_ (54)

M, = 9.9—Cuh
4rGm? R?

We stress that this way of obtaining the mass-radius re-
lations for the soliton is particularly interesting, because
the only thing we needed to do was to consider the char-
acteristic scales of the system. In all cases, this simple
analysis reproduces correctly the main features already
known from the numerical and analytical descriptions of
the soliton. The only differences which occur involve the
numerical values of the constants that accompany the pa-
rameter dependence of the different relations, and they
are all within factors of a few. Nevertheless, for the sake
of concreteness, we decided to continue to use the results
obtained from the Gaussian ansatz for the rest of this
work.

B. Implications from a general-relativistic
treatment

The analysis of the previous subsections was carried
out in the weak-field regime. This regime is a good
approximation, given that it is very well justified at
galactic scales. Yet, it leaves out an important physical
phenomenon, namely the fact that a limiting maximum
mass is predicted to exist for the soliton, once general-
relativistic effects are considered.

It is then natural to anticipate that for certain masses
of the soliton, a relativistic treatment should be impor-
tant — as it turns out, it is possible that some of the
cores of SFDM halos are not covered by the weak-field
limit, for example the cores of the most massive galax-
ies that possess the most massive solitons (see equation
(4) or the next section for the generalization to the self-
interacting case). In this circumstance, the correct way
to model such solitons should be in the general relativis-
tic scenario, i.e. by solving the EKG system (5). For
this reason, in this subsection we review an important
consequence obtained when relativistic effects are taken
into consideration: the maximum mass beyond which the
soliton will collapse to form a BH.

By analogy to the weak-field limit, we assume that the
core profiles in the central region of galactic halos made
of SFDM are given by the minimum-energy, coherent,
quasi-stationary solution of the EKG system (5). We can
obtain such solutions by demanding spherical symmetry.
In this case, the spacetime for the self-gravitating scalar
field can be well described by the metric

ds* = —a(r)?dt® + a(r)?dr® + r2d9Q?, (55)

where « and a are real metric functions, r is usually
called areal radius and dQ? = df? + sin? fd¢? is the solid
angle square differential. As it was shown in [66], after
considering a standard post-Newtonian treatment, the
EKG system (5), with a geometry defined by the above
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metric, is reduced to the GPP equations (16) in the weak-
field limit.

The set of equations (5) together with the metric (55)
have been extensively studied in the literature in the con-
text of boson stars (BS). The way to construct such solu-
tions is similar than in the Newtonian case (see [83] for a
review and references therein), i.e. a harmonic time de-
pendence for the scalar field is proposed, a central scalar
field value ¢(0) is specified and the same kind of bound-
ary conditions for the soliton solution than in the weak-
field limit are imposed. In doing so, the final configura-
tions that are obtained can be split into two regions —
a stable® and an unstable branch — divided by a maxi-
mum mass M mq, allowed by a BS made of scalar field”.
The stable branch is at higher radii (i.e. right side of
maximum mass), while the unstable branch is at the left
side of the maximum mass at smaller radii. For masses
bigger than M 1,44, stable BSs do not exist, and in such
a case, configurations with masses M > M, 4, should
collapse to form a BH. The parameter dependence of the
maximum mass in the free and repulsive self-interacting
scenarios are as follows:

e In the free case [66-72]:

m2
My maz ™ 0.633ﬁ. (56)

e In the case of a scalar field with repulsive interac-
tion, the maximum mass for stable configurations
is given by [84]

2
~m
M mas = 0.22\//7\?’”. (57)

Let us compare these results with ours from our ansatz.
We may assume that the Gaussian will collapse into
a BH, once Rg9 = 2.38167TR. ~ Rg.n, where Rgep, =
2M.G/c? is the Schwarzschild radius associated with the
soliton. By considering (29), expressing hat quantities
in terms of physical ones with (15) and equating Rgg =

8 The soliton profiles that are valid in the weak-field limit are part
of this branch. Although the Newtonian approximation makes
it appear as if it is possible to construct solitons with unlimited
mass, it is important to realize that, within the Newtonian de-
scription, there exists a critical value of the parameter v beyond
which it is not possible to construct solitons from the scaling
property (17).

9 The way to know if a configuration will have a given dynam-
ics proceeds by calculating the binding energy of the BS as
E, = Mpys(r — o0) — Nm, where Mg is the mass of the
BS enclosed within a given 7, defined in terms of the Misner-

a%(r)), and N is the total

number of bosons. It happens that when E, > 0, the system

has an excess of energy and will disperse. On the other hand, if

Ey < 0, the system is gravitationally bound and will collapse to

a BH, if it is in the unstable branch. Otherwise, it will remain

coherent, if it is in the stable branch.

Sharp mass function My s = 5 (1 -



Rsch, we obtain in the free case M maz = 2.11m12)l/m,
whereas in the strong, repulsive self-interaction regime

M maz = 3.57\/7\m§l/m. Note that in both cases the
same parameter dependence is maintained for M yqq as
for the general-relativistic results, with the only differ-
ence again in the numerical prefactors that accompany
each relation. Of course, the difference between these
prefactors is rooted in the fact that we are trying to
match a Newtonian ansatz with a general-relativistic re-
sult and, as expected, the critical masses from general
relativity are lower than the Newtonian analysis suggests.

IV. CORE-HALO STRUCTURE IN THE
SELF-INTERACTING SCENARIO

The numerical simulations performed by several au-
thors [19, 31-37] have revealed that halos made of SEDM
without self-interaction show a core-envelope structure,
where a central core transitions at a certain radius to an
“NFW-like” halo envelope.

Several attempts have been made to understand
whether there are global relationships that allow the
quantities of these central solitons to be related to prop-
erties of the halo. However, the correct way in which
they are related is not yet fully understood, as several of
these works have reported different functional relations
between the masses of these cores and the total halo.
For example, in [19, 31] it was reported from cosmolog-
ical simulations a core-halo mass relation which we can
write in a fiducial way as

1/3

M
M7~ 1.4 x 102212, (58)

ma2

where
My 10 = My /(10" My),

and the subindex h refers to halo quantities. Schive et al.
also showed that in all the galaxies that they simulated,
the final structures also fulfilled the energy relation

| En| M3
— . 59
M;, me (59)

M, ~4.3
Several authors (see for example [34, 85, 86]) have rea-
soned that the above core-halo mass relationship could
be explained, if the characteristic circular velocity at the
core radius is roughly the same order than that at the
halo radius (“velocity dispersion tracing”), i.e. that the
condition

GM. GM,
R, Ry’

Ve ~ UL = (60)
should be fulfilled. The physical meaning of this rela-
tion is that the size of the soliton matches the de Broglie
wavelength, expressed with the velocity dispersion o of

11

the halo, resulting in a nontrivial type of non-local un-
certainty principle; it has been also suggested that this
relation follows from an equilibrium between the virial
temperature of the core and the halo. On the other hand,
in [76] it was suggested that, for an isolated soliton whose
mass is written as equation (22a), and comparing with
the result of Schive et al. (59), the core-halo mass rela-
tion could be understood, if the specific energy for the
central soliton and for the host halo are the same, i.e. if
the condition

|Ec| ~ |Eh‘
Mc N J\Ih7

(61)
applies. Observe that, from the virial theorem for a free
SFDM candidate, the above condition also implies that

K. | Kn
MciMh.

(62)

In a more recent work, in [77] it was suggested that the
latter relation was better suited to reproduce core-halo
relations. However, so far, all of these three relations
are being used in the literature to explain the physical
nature of (58). This is because, in the free case, these
three expressions reduce to the same thing. This can be
easily seen as follows: suppose that the core is in virial
equilibrium, fulfilling

2K, + W, =0. (63)

Next, we assume that the halo itself also fulfils his own
virial equilibrium, i.e.

2K, + Wy, =0. (64)

Of course, we might question in which sense it is mean-
ingful to assume separate virial equilibrium, for the core
and for the halo. In practice, the above relationships will
only hold approximately, especially for the halo which
takes a longer time to virialize during which time the
core might have already virialized. From (63), we have

K, 1W,

M, oM, (65)
and (64) implies

K, 1 Wy,

Sho_ Tk 66

My, 2 Mp, (66)

Combining the above relationships, equation (62) and
using expressions for the potential energy,

2
W, = —cw GMi

GM?
W, = _C(C) < )
grav .

) 67
grav Rc ( )
with positive constants Céf«)av, Cgf-()w of order O(1) which
depend upon the core and halo profiles, respectively, this
yields

M,
~ ) —h (68)

M,
ol —< .
grav Rh

rav
g RC



Observe that the above expression is equivalent to (60).
Despite this ”coincidence”, we must emphasize that it
cannot be expected to be true more generally, once con-
tributions from extra terms (as is the case of a self-
interaction between particles) are added to the system
(compare (35a) or (35b) with v, in (60), for example).

On the other hand, in [34] a different result was re-
ported. In their simulations, non-cosmological but fully-
virialized, they obtain a core-halo mass relation in the
form

M, ~ M) (69)

[34] also reported an empirical relation for their results,
given by

1/3
M.~ 2.6 <w|gl/1|n>2> , (70)

which can be also re-expressed, using the virial theorem
(14) in the free case as

M, ~ 2.6 (mé(%)Q)l/g =26 (%)1/3. (71)

It is worth mentioning that these results have been re-
produced by more authors, even in a cosmological con-
text (see for example [36]), different from those reported
by Schive et al. However, as [76] realised, the finding
of Mocz et al. in equation (70) can be understood, if
the condition E. ~ Ej, applies (compare for example
equation (70) and (22b)), which from the virial theo-
rem in the free case should be equivalent to K; ~ K,
or Wy ~ W,.. This suggests that the halos generated in
Mocz’s et al. simulations were dominated by the cen-
tral soliton. Therefore, the most general scenario may
mandate a more general relation given by

Mv? ~ Myvi, (72)

or in other words, that the square of the circular velocity
at the core radius would differ by a factor of M} /M. from
the one that is measured at the halo radius. Notice that
this last consequence would not be limited to assuming
that the halos were mostly dominated by the soliton.

Now, in this section we are interested in extending
the core-halo mass relation to SFDM models with self-
interaction. A question that immediately arises before
we proceed concerns the correct relation upon which we
shall build our extension. Since it appears as if more sim-
ulation work will be required to settle this question, we
will go ahead and work out an extension for each of the
reported core-halo mass relation. This way, we can also
clearly see which analytic premises are the basis of each
relation, reported either in [19, 31] or [34].

To begin with, it is necessary to be able to obtain
quantities related to the entire halo. For our purposes
and the scales of interest, it is sufficient to assume a halo
with approximately constant density. In that case, all
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the energies defined in (11b) and (13) can be expressed
as:

Ki(R) = %MZR) - 83&9277 M;(gR), (73b)
Wi(R) = —% MZR) , (73c)
Us1(R) = 4:19% M;(SR), (73d)

where in the above expression we have integrated from 0
to a given R. If we use the definition of the virial mass
of the halo as M;, = 47rR2p200/3, where Ry, is the radius
at which the mean density psgp within such a radius is
200 times larger than the background density, from the
above expressions follows:

h = 130 G}f::t M+ iG};\f:th] . (T4a)

e 130 Glgf::t M % Gléi\f::t Mh]  (Tb)

W), = gGé\f::t M3 (T4e)

Usrn = %Gé\f;” My, (74d)

where we have defined the quantity Mg..; =

47 pago R2,.;;/3 and we have used again the critical radius
Rerit = 1/6lg|/(4mrGm?). From these last expressions we
can already begin to infer several possible consequences
regarding our possible extensions. On the one hand, we
can see that if the total halo is in the TF regime (K}, ~ 0),

from equation (74b) we arrive at R ~ R Of course,
this is unfavourable because it implies that we have one
size for all halos in the Universe, and halos would effec-
tively be limited to solitonic cores in the TF regime.
Therefore, any possible extension for models with self-
interaction that pretends to maintain a NFW-like asymp-
totic exterior would necessarily have to consider a ki-
netic term, different from zero, to describe the complete
halo. Since SFDM is expected to behave like CDM at
large scales (i.e. scales much larger than either the de
Broglie wavelength in the free case, or much larger than
the TF radius in the TF regime), it should be true that
at sufficiently large galactic scales, CDM should be re-
covered, suggesting that these NF'W envelopes should be



also found, even in the TF regime. On the other hand,
observe that the total energy of the halo can be expressed

as
B (2

so if we demand that R, > R, we can express the
total energy of the system as

R5 + R37'ItR?l) ) (75)

3 GMY 5
By~ 15 Rmtch/ . (76)

Notice that the above expression results in Ej, ~ W, ~
GM}? /Ry, even if self-interaction is allowed for the SFDM
particles. On the other hand, from (35a), the energy for
the soliton would be always in the range

1 [(GM? 1 GM2
- = | | ) g > 07
4+/27 R, 3\/

2 2
= (%) §|Ec|§1<GMC), g<0.
6v2r \ Re 421 \ R

and similar relations for W,, meaning that
|Ee| ~ |[We| ~ GM2/R, in all cases. With this simple
analysis we can conclude that the extensions that follow
from the relations (60) from the results of Schive et al., or
(72)'Y from the results of Mocz et al. should be sufficient
to capture realistic results for our self-interaction models.

Ezxtending the core-halo mass relation, wusing the

results of [19, 31]

Now, let us study the consequences arising once we
assume equation (60) as the correct extension for the
core-halo mass relation in SFDM. While this work was in
progress, an extension was also considered in [85], mod-
elling the total halo with a generalized GPP system [87],
obtaining that the total halo could be understood as a
central soliton with an effective isothermal exterior. Nev-
ertheless, we proceed to present here our own extension
by following the procedures that we have applied so far.
For this purpose, we assume that the core-halo mass re-
lation, that we seek, is based upon the condition

GM., GM,,
~ Dy, ,
Rc Rh
where Dy, is a constant that must be fixed by numerical
simulations. On the other hand, it is not difficult to
rewrite the M. — R, relation for the Gaussian ansatz as

(77)

GM

(za\f)l/2 iM 1+\/ZA(§;C). (78)

10 Observe that by adopting this relation we are also assuming that
the results obtained by Mocz et al. are general and apply in cases
for which the mass of the central soliton is much smaller than
the mass of the total halo.
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We can express the above equation in terms of halo quan-
tities using equation (77). If additionally we replace
Ry, = (3M), /47 pa00)'/?, we obtain that the mass of the
core can be expressed in terms of the mass of the com-
plete halo as:

m?2 . . 2. .
M, = —2 |3v2rxD,M}? (1 + \/>AD,LM,3/3 . (79)
m T

where in the above expression we have defined D), =
(47rp200D3G3/(30 ))Y/3. Finding the numerical value of
Dy, by matching the above expression with A = 0 and
the core-halo mass relation in the free case by Schive et
al. (58), we finally arrive at the core-halo mass relation
in fiducial units:

1.4 x 102M3

M 12\/1 +A(1.16 x 10-7M; 7).
(80)
To understand the consequences that follow from the
above result, we plot in figure 2 M, (top panel), R, (mid-
dle panel) and p. = 3M,./(47R3) (bottom panel) as a
function of M}, setting mos = 1. Observe that from this
extension we obtain that in the attractive scenario, there
is a critical halo mass:

4.29 x 108 32
crit) . X
MF(L712 = ( |A| ) ’ (81)

M, 7= p—
22

at which the central soliton arrives at its maximum pos-
sible mass
5

e _ 205 X 10° (52)

: Mmao| A|1/2
(red-square in the plot). It is not difficult to show that
the above expression coincides with (31) once rewritten
in appropriate units. On the other hand, when A > 0 and
A(1.16 x 10~ 7Mi/f’z) > 1, we arrive at the TF regime for
the central soliton proﬁle resulting in a core-halo mass
relation in the form:

\/X 2/3

M7~ 478 x 10~ 2m—Mh e (83)

This core-halo mass relation in the TF regime is in
agreement with the one obtained in [85].

Extending the core-halo mass relation, wusing the

results of [34]

For this extension we shall consider that the condition
that should correctly describe core-halo quantities is

GM? GM?
A Ch )
R, Ry
where, as before, C}, is a constant that must be fixed
by numerical results. Multiplying equation (78) by M.,

(84)
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FIG. 2: Mass, radius and mean density for a soliton in
self-interacting SFDM halos, in terms of total halo mass for our
Schive et al. extension. For the following cases: repulsive
self-interaction (A = 5 x 107; solid curves), attractive
self-interaction (A = —5 x 107; dot-dashed), and no
self-interaction (A = 0; dotted). The red-squares labelling the
attractive case curves correspond to M., mazx.

on both sides, using the above expression, and R, =
(3M, /4 pago) /3, it is easy to see that the core-halo mass
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relation in this approximation is given by the expression

2

m N AP
M? = sz 3V2rCy M/ (Mc + \/;AChM,f“),

(85)
where Cj, = (4mpaooCPG3/(3¢%))Y/3. Similarly than in
our extension above, we obtain the numerical value of éh
by matching the above expression with numerical simu-
lation results. In order to do so we will proceed using
equation (70) and noticing that once we use (74a) in the
free case, it can be rewritten as:

/3 1/3
m4 3 4 1/3 !
pl T P200 M}E:/S ) (86)

M, ~2.6 —
m2c? 10 3

If for consistency we use the current mean density of the
Universe pp = 1.5 x 107" Mgpc ™2, such as pago = 200pp,
we obtain that the core-halo mass relation obtained in
Mocz et al. simulations should be roughly given by

5/9

M,
75 (87)
Mag

M, 7 ~1.31x 10

Comparing this with (85) in the free case, we ob-
tain finally that the core-halo mass relation with self-
interaction corresponds in fiducial units to

49 s5/6
M2, ~ w\/ﬂ@7 +A(1.34 x 1072075,
ma2

(88)

Again, we plot M, (top panel), R. (middle panel) and

pe (bottom panel) as a function of Mj, 12 for this case in

figure 3. Observe that in all cases, this extension results

in larger masses for the central soliton than in the Schive

et al. extension. This conclusion was also pointed out by

Mocz et al. for their results of the free case. In addition,

similarly to the other extension, there is a critical total

halo mass for the attractive scenario at which the central
soliton arrives at its maximum possible mass:

ity 1.34x 101

= 89
h,12 (m22|A|3/2)3/57 ( )
(red-square in the plot). Of course, if we replace this
mass in equation (88), we arrive at the same result than
in equation (82), which, as we explained before, is just
the same as (31) but rewritten in our fiducial units. On
the other hand, when A > 0 and A(1.34 x 10_2M,?/132) >
M. 7, we arrive at the TF regime, in which the core-halo
mass relation in this limit is given by

— 1/2
A
M, 7 ~74.15 <f> MYS. (90)
ma2 ’
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FIG. 3: Same as Fig. 2, except for our Mocz etal. extension,
instead.

V. ASTROPHYSICAL CONSEQUENCES FOR
SFDM WITH SELF-INTERACTION

A fundamental question that arises in the SFDM
model concerns the values of its free parameters. Many
constraints have been derived already, using cosmologi-
cal and astrophysical data. In this section, we first re-
view some of the most representative results obtained in
the literature and apply them to our extensions, i.e. we
shall confront our extensions obtained, using the simu-
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lation results of Schive et al. and those of Mocz et al.,
respectively. The main way we decided to explore the
parameter space of SFDM and our core-halo mass ex-
tensions is by exploring the possible SMBH formation in
each scenario, although we will also comment on other
consequences that will arise once we confront the param-
eter region that has been studied by other observational
data.

As we already mentioned, SMBHs with masses in the
range Mgyrpr ~ 105 — 10° Mg have been found in al-
most all large massive galaxies, while this is not the case
for the smallest ones, like small dSphs. However, BHs
of masses around 10 M, have been found in some dwarf
galaxies, e.g. [88], while [89] have reported BHs in dwarf
galaxies with smaller masses, 10* — 10° My, albeit this
non-dynamical mass estimate is very much uncertain'!.
Thus, we could try to find scenarios in which the central
solitons reach their maximum possible mass only for the
most massive galactic halos (hosting the most massive
galaxies). However, it is unclear at this point whether the
core-halo mass relations found in current simulations of
free SFDM - on which we based our extensions - remain
valid for the most massive galactic-size halos, because
those simulations were limited to small volumes. There-
fore, it seems appropriate to apply the core-halo mass re-
lations to the question of SMBH formation in halos whose

critical mass for soliton collapse, M}, 12 = M, 2731)7 does
not exceed a certain limit, which we choose to set at 1
(in these units). We may think of these SMBHs as the
“seeds” for possibly even more massive black holes in the
centers of the most massive galaxies.

For consistency with observations, however, the mass
of these SMBH seeds would be expected to not exceed
the mass of the least massive SMBHs found in galax-
ies, as e.g. in our own Milky Way. We could also as-
sume that these SMBH seeds could be orders of mag-
nitude smaller, but that mass range would fall into the
so-called intermediate mass range, which is still under de-
bate, as mentioned above. Therefore, we will only focus
on SMBH seeds that are still in the supermassive range.
More precisely, we will consider a fiducial mass range of
such “seed” SMBHs, equivalently to consider a range for
the maximum mass of solitonic cores of M/'* ~ 0.1-10,
whose collapse is supposed to form these SMBHs. Sim-

ilarly, we need to take fiducial values for M, }(cht) such
that these SMBHs are not formed for the least massive
galaxies, such that they keep having a stable soliton core
in their centers, nor for very large galaxy/halo masses,
as explained above. In analogy to the above description,
we could expect that this critical mass of collapse corre-

11 Also, recently a black hole has been detected in the intermediate
mass range with a mass of ~ 150M, which would be generated
by the merger product of 2 smaller black holes [90]. Of course,
our intention in this work is only to explain the SMBHs within
galactic nuclei, so the formation of these objects is not covered
by our scenario.



sponds to the minimum mass of a galactic halo in whose
center the presence of a SMBH is expected, however, we
decided again to be flexible, and we adopted as a con-
servative criterion in which galactic halos with masses

in the range M}(Lclrgt) ~ 10=2 — 1 are the ones that will
“start” to possesé a SMBH at their centre. In what fol-
lows, we will call the combination of these two ranges of
fiducial parameters (when both are met simultaneously)
as our “ideal model”, where, of course, it is understood
that we refer to this ideal model only in the context of
the formation of these seeds in the supermassive range.

A. The free case (A = 0)

This is the best-studied case in the literature and for
this scenario there are several constraints that have been
found by different groups. We shall review only some
representative constraints that have been obtained for
this scenario.

Using the hydrodynamical representation of the SFDM
model, in [91] it was suggested that the quantum pressure
of SFDM explains the offset between DM and ordinary
matter in Abel 3827. For this purpose, they required a
mass Mgy ~ 2 x 1072, When the model is tested with
the dynamics of dSphs — Fornax and Sculpture —, in ref-
erence [92], a mass constraint of mes < 0.4 at 97.5% was
obtained. The constraints which follow when the survival
of the cold clump in Ursa Minor and the distribution of
globular clusters in Fornax is demanded, requires a mass
maz ~ 0.3 — 1 [93]. Explaining the half-light mass in the
ultra-faint dwarfs fits the mass to be maa ~ 3.7 — 5.6
[94]. The model has also been constrained by observa-
tions of the reionization process. In [95], using N-body
simulations and demanding an ionized fraction of HI of
50% by z = 8, mas > 0.26 was obtained. Finally, the
Lyman-« forest flux power spectrum demands that the
mass parameter fulfils mos > 20 — 30 [96, 97].

Now, we shall try to explain the formation of SMBHs
for free SFDM, in light of the discussion of the beginning
of this section. For this case, it is sufficient to apply the
results obtained by Schive et al. (58) and Mocz et al.
(87), respectively.

Observe that by equating the core-halo mass relation
(58) and the critical mass of collapse (56) for a soliton in
the free case, which in fiducial units reads:

8.46 x 104

maxr __
M7 =
ma2

: (91)
we should have that the maximum possible soliton mass
is reached for a critical halo mass of

M8 ~ 2.204 x 108 (92)

This value exceeds by many orders of magnitudes even
the halos around the most massive galaxies with M}, 12 ~
102. Therefore, for SFDM without self-interaction, soli-
tons will never collapse to form SMBHs. Interestingly,
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this result is independent of the mass of the SFDM par-
ticle. Therefore, we find that the core-halo mass relation
due to [19] implies that the formation of SMBHs by soli-
ton collapse is not possible.

On the other hand, we can proceed in the same way
with equation (87) and (91). In this case, we obtain that
the critical value at which the central soliton arrives at
its maximum possible mass would be given by

1.81 x 103

3/5
Maog

M) (93)

i.e. a different result than in the above procedure. In
fact, if we adopt the core-halo mass relation of [34] as the
correct one, we could have scenarios in which the central
soliton in galaxies can collapse and form a SMBH for
some values of the mass parameter of SFDM. In order to
highlight what the values for the mass parameter must be
in order to achieve soliton collapse, in figure 4 we plotted
M,(lcgt) (equation (93); left “y”-axis) and M[¥* (equa-
tion (91); right “y”-axis) with a dot-dashed black-line as
a function of moy. To understand better how this figure
should be read, let us focus on a special case, for exam-
ple the case for which mys; = 1. In figure 4 we plotted
this case with a red vertical line. Observe that in some
point this line intersects with the dot-dashed black line.

It is precisely at this intersection where we can talk about

the critical masses M,(fgt) and M7%* that corresponds

to this particular example To know exactly what these
masses are, the reader may just look at the horizontal
dashed red line and the point at which it intersects both

[399%)

y’-axes, i.e. for the special case of mss = 1 we obtain

that galaxies with a critical mass M}(l"fgw) = 1.81 x 103
should posses a soliton with a mass that equals its max-
imum possible mass M%** = 8.46 x 10%.

It is clear that this example is far away from belonging
to our ”ideal model”. For this reason, we draw in blue
and red the fiducial mass ranges of our "ideal model”,
Le. M7 = 0.1 —10 and M,(fgt) 10=2 — 1, respec-
tively. The first thing we can observe from these two re-
gions is that they only intersect for a small region, which
corresponds to having collapse with critical masses of

o = 0.31—0.1 once the mass of the galactic halo ex-

ceeds the corresponding critical values M ,Eclr;t) =1-0.5.
This intersection coincide with values of the mass param-
eter in the range moy = 2.69 x 10° — 8.46 x 10° (green
region in the plot). This implies that we could meet our
“ideal model” only for that range of parameters, implying
that if we were interested in explaining the possible for-
mation of SMBHs, the range mas = 2.69x 10° —8.46 x 10°
would be favoured. Let us explain in more detail why
we consider these masses as the ones that are favoured.
Suppose our “ideal model” is only partially fulfilled. For
example, if we try to meet the condition of obtaining col—
lapse, once we reach critical masses of M, }(Lclrgt) =10"2-1,
it would result in the formation of SMBH seeds with
masses of M™% ~ 1.46 x 10~* — 3.15 x 107!, so the
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FIG. 4: M<C”t) (left “y”-axis) and M"® (right “y”-axis) as a
function of ma2. The blue and red reglons correspond to our
fiducial values M7%® = 0.1 — 10 and M{Ts” = 1072 — 1,
respectively, whereas the green region represents the parameter
range in maog2 that fulfils the “ideal model”, i.e. as a result of the
above fiducial choice. We indicate in golden (upper part in plot)

the range M(C”t) > 102 of galactic halos whose mass range is

excluded by observations. (see the main text for more
information).

mass of most of these SMBH seeds would be well be-
low the mass of typical SMBHs found in galactic nuclei,
and instead they would correspond to intermediate mass
black holes. Since we do not consider the intermediate
mass range in our scenario, the only masses that could
account for such SMBH seeds would be the most mas-
sive ones, those that fall within the overlap region in our
“ideal model”. Similarly, if instead we require to meet
the condition of obtaining collapse for soliton masses

max

e = 0.1-10, the mass of the galactic halos for which

such collapse could be achieved is M f(LCgt) = 0.5 — 8.07,
leading to a correspondingly rather large range of galaxy
masses. Although these masses do exist in the Universe,
we discard the most massive of them (the ones that are
not covered by our “ideal model”), because SMBHs have
been seen even in less massive galaxies. So, if we ex-
pect to explain them through this mechanism, it would
be necessary for them to be formed from smallest critical
halo masses.

Finally, we should compare our estimates for the par-
ticle mass parameter with the constraints that have been
found by other groups. Once we make the comparison we
can observe that our range of preferred values are com-
pletely in disagreement with most of the previous stud-
ies. At best, the only agreement can be found with those
that follow from reionization and the Lyman-« forest flux
power spectrum. Despite this discrepancy, it should be
taken into account that adopting values for the particle
mass of SFDM that are as large as ours would imply
that our model increasingly resembles standard CDM, so
that the range of parameters that we are taking for our
“ideal model” can not be ruled out as of yet, if we ac-
cept the notion that CDM has not yet been ruled out.
In that case, of course, SFDM with such model parame-
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ters would not resolve the CDM small-scale crisis, either,
but instead, it could help to explain SMBH formation
(which CDM does not), which makes it attractive as an
alternative for the dark matter in the Universe. By the
same token, our model can help us to turn the question
around and demand to put some extra bounds on the
particle mass parameter of SFDM. It is clear that we
should avoid to make SMBHs of the wrong mass and/or
for the wrong halo masses. As we have mentioned be-
fore, if SMBHs with masses smaller than supermassive
were generated (in the intermediate range), there would
be a problem because these BH populations have not yet
been firmly detected. That way, we could partially dis-
card this parameter region (mag > 8.46 x 10°). On the
other hand, if we have soliton collapse for galactic halos
that are more massive than our fiducial model, we could
also rule out that parameter region since, as we men-
tioned earlier, this is not desirable if we want to use this
mechanism to explain the presence of SMBHs in galax-
ies with smaller masses. If we assume that typically the
most massive galactic halos have a mass of the order of
Mp 19 ~ 102, the above condition ruled out the region
mag = 1.25 x 102 —2.69 x 10°. Finally, the non-formation
of SMBHs by this mechanism would also give us a region

of allowed parameters for this model. If we demand that

(erit)
for a mass Mh 19

of the soliton has not yet been reached (we mark this
region in golden in figure 4), we would have that the
mass parameter of the model should meet the condition
mas < 1.25x 102, As such, this last constraint does agree
with all those that have been previously reported.

= 10? the critical mass for collapse

B. Repulsive case (A > 0)

This is a scenario that has been also extensively stud-
ied in the literature and its free parameters have been
fitted using different observations. Usually, the strong
self-interaction regime is considered, because of simplic-
ity, and in this case, it is the ratio g/(m?c?) which is
subject to constraints. Observe that from (15) we have

eV
cm3’

A =1.54m2, x 1037 ( g ) (94)

m2ct

ie. we can likewise constrain A. In this section we
shall use only the constraints that have been found in
the strong self-interaction regime, for one thing, because
the bounds are stronger and may hold for weak self-
interaction, as well. It is these bounds which will be
put into context to our results.

The first constraint, applicable to all candidates for
dark matter, refers to the fact that by the redshift of
radiation-matter equality z.q, they must all be non-
relativistic, i.e. behaving like a pressureless fluid. It
is well known that a scalar field with an arbitrary po-



tential V(p)'? will have a varied dynamics during its
cosmological evolution. In particular, the dynamics of
a self-interacting SFDM candidate with a repulsive self-
interaction has been studied previously and can be briefly
summarized as follows [9, 98, 99]: After inflation, the
SFDM energy density behaves either like a cosmologi-
cal constant (p, o a”), or a stiff fluid (p, x a=%), de-
pending upon whether SFDM is effectively a real or com-
plex field, respectively. This behavior of SFDM is rooted
in the slowly oscillating phase and is characterized by
w? =2c2dV/d|¢|? < H?. However, in its fast oscillating
regime (w? > H?), there are two possible branches for
SFDM [98, 100]: for weak self-interaction, SFDM transi-
tions from the stiff phase to the pressureless phase with-
out having a radiation-like behavior in between. This
happens, because the first term in the scalar field poten-
tial (6) dominates over the second term at the moment
of transition from slow to fast oscillation. On the other
hand, for strong self-interaction, SEDM transitions from
the stiff phase to a radiation-like phase, before behaving
like a pressureless fluid. Demanding that at z.q, SFDM
should be in its pressureless phase implies a constraint as
follows [98]:

A
—5- < 6.18 x 10%. (95)
mao

This result represents an upper bound for the self-
interaction parameter, including the weak self-interacting
regime. This last result is also independent of whether
SFDM is real or complex, given that the strong and the
weak regimes are applicable to both cases. Hence, the
above result is applicable to all self-interacting SFDM
models with a repulsive self-interaction.

On the other hand, the repulsive SFDM model has
been also probed by studying the effective number of
relativistic degrees of freedom during Big Bang nucle-
osynthesis (BBN), Nes¢ ppn [98]. The analysis was per-
formed in the strong self-interacting regime for a complex
SFDM candidate, and it was shown that this scenario can
be made in accordance with BBN bounds. Using the al-
lowed lo-band on N.fr ppn at that time, it was shown
that the ratio g/(m?c*) must fulfill an upper and a lower
bound. However, if the lower bound of the 1o-band on
Neyrr BN is relaxed, i.e. if BBN is considered in accor-
dance with the standard value of N.;¢ = 3.046, then the
ratio g/(m?c?) can be much smaller than the above up-
per bound suggests, as long as the boson mass m fulfils
a corresponding lower bound constraint, which ensures
that the stiff-like era ends at an early enough time. This
analysis has been extended in [101], to include a sce-
nario where the stochastic gravitational wave background
(SGWB) from inflation could be amplified, as a result of
the stiff-like behavior of SFDM in the very early Universe,

12 Here ¢ is the scalar-field that appears in the Klein-Gordon equa-
tion and is related to ¢ via equation (9).
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after reheating, when SFDM dominates the mean energy
density in the Universe. In this case both, SFDM and the
inflationary SGWB, contribute to N¢s¢ ppn. The mod-
ified bounds which result effectively shrink the available
parameter space of complex SFDM further, but in doing
so the SGWB is boosted to a level where it can be poten-
tially observed by LIGO (see [101]). However, if the stiff
phase ends early enough, such that the SGWB remains
negligible, the lower and upper bounds on g/(m?c?) are
determined basically again by demanding that SFDM ful-
fills BBN bounds. An updated value for Nes¢ ppn has
been used in [101] to derive newer bounds for this case,
as well. Using (94), the corresponding bounds read as

A
3.55 x 10" < —— < 6.33 x 10%°. (96)
Mg

Interestingly, if we use the above parameters in the TF
radius (30), it turns out to be of order R(TF) ~ kpc.

Similarly to the previous subsection, we will try to see
if it is possible to obtain scenarios for SMBH formation in
this case. For this, it will be necessary to use each of our
extensions of the core-halo mass relations that we derived
in the previous section, that is, we shall probe our exten-
sions (80) and (88), respectively. We will consider that
the central soliton reaches its maximum possible mass by
assuming the already known numerical result (57), which
in fiducial units reads

T =294 X 104ﬂ (97)
m22

On the other hand, it is not difficult to anticipate that
this result is valid for those solitons that are well within
the TF regime (as we analyzed when we compared our
Gaussian ansatz with the numerical results in section
III B). For this purpose, we will apply our extensions in
the TF limit, i.e. using equations (83) and (90).

Let us start by analyzing the extension that is based
upon the results from Schive et al. If we compare (83)
and (97), we find that the central soliton will collapse
above a critical halo mass:

M3 ~ 4.82 % 108, (98)

This is close to the one that we obtained in the free SFDM
case, (92), and just like there, this quantity does not
depend upon the free parameters of the SFDM particle,
m and A. Again, through this extension it is not possible
to form SMBHs via soliton collapse, for the critical halo
mass is many orders of magnitudes too high.

Now, let us study the extension that is based upon the
results which follow from Mocz et al. If we compare (90)
and (97) we obtain

\/X 3/5
M,Ef{;” ~1.31 x 103 () . (99)

ma2

In figure 5 we plotted M,sclr;t) (equation (99); left “y”-

axis) and M[¥* (equation (97); right “y’-axis) as a
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FIG. 5: M;LCI;t) and M"** as a function of [\/m%2 The blue,
red, golden and green regions indicate the same meaning as in in
figure 4.

function of A/m3,. Similarly than in the free case, we
draw in blue and red our choice of fiducial ranges of

mar = 0.1-10 and M3 = 10721, respectively. As
before, we end up with a small range of SFDM parame-
ters that can fulfil our “ideal model” (we marked them in
green), which are A/m32, = 1.16 x 10~ — 4.06 x 101,
Only this region of parameters would be favoured for
possible SMBH formation.

Finally, we need to confront our estimate for SMBH
formation and the previous constraints in the literature.
We can see that our estimate is in accordance with the
constraints in (95) but would be in disagreement with
BBN constraints, unless the latter are relaxed by consid-
ering the limit of very weak self-interaction. However,
somewhat similar to the free case, this scenario can not
be ruled out per se, since this region of parameters cor-
responds to having a small TF radius'?, meaning the
model resembles standard CDM. On the other hand, fol-
lowing the same description we did in the free case, we
can rule out the region of parameters that pertains to
A/m3, < 1.16 x 10~ to avoid the formation of small BH
seeds, and A /m32, = 4.06x107 1 —1.89x10~* to avoid the
formation of SMBHs for large halo masses. The require-
ment of non-formation of SMBHs imposes the condition
A/m3, > 1.89 x 107%. This last constraint is in agree-
ment with all the previous constraints that we reviewed.
If we were to adopt this constraint, SMBHs would not
form in this scenario, and the core-halo mass relation for
this model would be given by equations (83) or (90).

Remark: Observe that we require very small values
for A/m32, in order to explain the possible formation of
SMBHs in this model, so we might think that these values
should not necessarily be within the TF regime. How-

13 As we have seen in (IITA 1), the TF radius can be expressed,

using (15) in (30), as R(TF) m%7 i.e. a small value of the
22

ratio A/m%2 implies a small TF radius.
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ever, from equation (29) we know that the TF regime
is reached for 6A(MQ7m22/(5.038 x 105))2 > 1. If we
replace M. 7 by M**, this expression imposes the con-
dition: /

A 17.14
— > 5 (100)
Moo mao

As long as this condition is fulfilled, the model will be in
the TF regime.

C. Attractive case (A < 0)

This scenario is the least-studied in the literature in
the context of halo formation and dynamics, given that
the self-interaction term is so small that its contribution
is often ignored. Therefore, this scenario is usually mod-
elled effectively in the free-field regime, so the constraints
of the mass parameter that are obtained in the free-field
model are usually shared for this scenario as well. De-
spite that, there have been few works that have tried to
incorporate the effects of an attractive self-interaction, so
there are few observations that are used to put limits on
this parameter. The constraints that are found for the
self-interacting parameter are usually imposed on the pa-
rameter \, however, we can re-express them in terms of
A by using (15) as

A =5.93 x 1098%. (101)
Moy

In [102] it was studied the evolution of the background
Universe of this model. If the SFDM candidate is an
ultra-light axion-like particle (mg2 ~ 1) — a pseudo
Nambu-Goldstone boson generated by a spontaneously
broken global U (1) symmetry —, it was suggested in [103]
that these particles should be generated during the infla-
tionary epoch in order to avoid observational constraints
from Planck data, due to topological defects. In the
same work, it was argued that by demanding that the
total DM observed today is composed of these ultra-light
axions, they should have a self-interaction parameter'*
|A| ~ 5.93 x 10%, although, they also showed that the
value of this self-interaction term can increase as soon as
the value of the mass parameter also increases. These
axion-like particles have also been studied in the con-
text of type IIB orientifold compactifications in string
theories, resulting in the possibility of obtaining stronger
self-interactions |A| ~ 5.93 x 102 for the case maoy ~ 1
[104]'>. Astrophysical considerations can lead to further

14 The self-interaction parameter is obtained as A = m?2/f2, where
f is the axion-decay constant. For an ultra-light axion, the decay
constant is of order f ~ 1016GeV.

15 Notice that in terms of the parameter A, these values for the
self-interaction are extremely small, which corroborate the fact
that self-interaction is usually ignored.



novel constraints, e.g. the soliton with the maximum
mass and smallest radius was matched to the smallest
galaxy then known — Willman I — in [105]. By demand-
ing that the halo of Willman I is dominated by the self-
interacting soliton close to its maximum possible mass,
the SFDM parameters were constrained to be maa = 193
and |A] = 3.25 x 10%. In that case, the critical mass for
collapse of a soliton should be close to the Willman I
mass, l.e. M7 ~ 0.1, which is in agreement with one
of our requirements of our “ideal model” (namely the one
that requires collapse once the mass of the central soliton
exceeds M = 0.1 — 10). However, this estimate does
not fulfil the other condition of obtaining collapse once
MY =107% 1.

Now, in this subsection we shall proceed in the same
way as in the previous scenarios, i.e. we shall try to find
the region of parameters where our “ideal model” can be
fulfilled. The first thing we can see is that, different from
the previous cases, once we compare the critical mass
Mf(fgt) (81) or (89) and the maximum possible mass for
the soliton M[#* (82), the way each quantity depends
on the free parameters of the model is different. It is this
difference that can help us to fulfil our “ideal model”
more easily. Let us first consider the extension that is
based upon the results of Schive et al. In fact, using (81)
and (82), our “ideal model” works out, as long as the
SFDM parameters fulfil

|A| = 4.29 x 10° — 9.24 x 107, (102a)

mas A[Y/2 = 2.05 x 10* — 2.05 x 10°. (102b)
This region of parameters is shown in figure 6 (they are
marked in green in the upper and lower figures). We can
combine these two last expressions to obtain an estimate
for the mass parameter. For example, if we adopt the
value |A| = 4.29 x 10° (i.e. if we demand to obtain col-

lapse once M ,(lcgt) = 1), the particle mass should be in

the range maos = 9.90 —9.90 x 102 in order to fit our fidu-

cial choice of M"#* = 0.1 —10. If, on the other hand,
we adopt |A| = 9.24 x 107 (we demand to obtain collapse
once M}(Lclr;t) = 1072), we obtain magy = 2.14 —2.14 x 102.
Then, we can roughly estimate that the favoured mass

for SMBH formation should be in the range

Moo ~ 2.14 — 9.90 x 10%. (102c)

Now, we turn to the extension which is based upon
the results of Mocz et al., using (89) and (82). In this
case, our “ideal model” works out, as long as the SFDM
parameters fulfil

maa|A|P/? = 7.56 x 106 — 1.63 x 10'°, (103a)

mag|A|Y? = 2.05 x 10* — 2.05 x 10°. (103b)
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We have also shown this region of parameters in figure
6 (they are marked in green in the middle and bottom
figures). If we proceed to do a similar analysis than the
one we did to estimate (102c), we finally arrive at the
preferable parameters for SMBH formation:

|A| = 3.69 — 7.95 x 10°, (103c)



Moo = 22.99 — 1.7 x 10*. (103d)

Finally, we need to compare our estimates to previ-
ous constraints. This comparison is more difficult to do
since, as we mentioned earlier, the self-interaction sce-
nario has not been explored with much detail in this
context. However, we can see that our estimates of the
self-interaction term seem to be quite close to those re-
ported by other works. Thus, in this part we decided to
adopt our estimates as independent constraints for the
possible formation of SMBHs. On the other hand, the
region of parameters |A| > 9.24 x 107 for the Schive et
al. extension, or mas|A|3/2 > 1.63 x 10'° for our Mocz et
al. extension, respectively, should be ruled out in order
to avoid to form SMBHs for the lightest galactic halos
(e.g. those harboring small dSphs). The same happens
for the range of parameters |A| = 1.99 x 10° — 4.29 x 106
and mags|A[3/2 = 3.51 x 10® — 7.56 x 106, which is ruled
out in order to avoid collapse in galactic halos which are
too massive. Finally, the non-formation of SMBHs im-
pose the constraint |A| < 1.99 x 10°, using our Schive
et al. extension, and mag|A[3/2 < 3.51 x 103, using our
Mocz et al. extension, respectively, which is a region of
parameters that fits previous constraints.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the SFDM core-halo mass relations,
which have been reported in various previous simula-
tion papers. Our main objective was the extension of
these relations for SFDM models which include self-
interaction.  After presenting the basic equations used
to model SFDM, we adopted a Gaussian ansatz to de-
scribe typical core/soliton structures presented in this
model. We showed that this ansatz can correctly repro-
duce several of the numerical results that are well known
for these solitons, with a special emphasis on the question
beyond which critical mass those solitons will collapse.
This question is of immediate importance, once we realize
that the core-halo mass relations imply that such soliton
collapse could happen, once the mass of the halo itself
exceeds a certain threshold. This has implications for
SFDM with or without self-interaction. We showed how
the core-halo mass relation, typically found in numeri-
cal simulations of structure formation in the free SFDM
model, can be generalized to models with self-interaction.
Basically two different core-halo mass relations have been
reported in the literature for free SFDM, hence we de-
cided to extend both of them. Using our extendend core-
halo mass relations, we constrain the free parameters of
the SFDM model by exploring the possibility of SMBH
formation in the most massive galactic halos. Comparing
our findings with previous constraints reported by other
groups through different observational evidence — not re-
lated to the SMBH formation considered here —, we show
that soliton collapse to form SMBHs is neither favoured
in SEFDM models without self-interaction, nor in those
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with repulsive self-interaction. In these cases, the central
solitons will never get close to the critical mass of col-
lapse. However, if on the other hand we accept a range
of parameters that are beyond those commonly reported
for these two scenarios, i.e. if we adopted a much smaller
de Broglie wave length for the free-field SFDM model or
a much smaller (n=1)-polytrope radius for the repulsive
scenario, it turns out that it is possible to explain the for-
mation of SMBHs seeds with masses in the desired range
for one of the two core-halo mass relations we explored.
However, in adopting such a range, SFDM becomes indis-
tinguishable from CDM during structure formation, since
the scale of suppressing small-scale structure is greatly re-
duced for that range of parameters. However, this does
not mean that such a model of SFDM is not a viable
one for cosmic DM, since it would be hard to distinguish
it from CDM (except perhaps by direct detection or an-
nihilation effects of the latter), and that additionally it
would have a natural mechanism to explain the forma-
tion of SMBHs. To conclude with our study, we found
that in SFDM with attractive self-interaction, SMBH for-
mation is feasible more easily since it is possible to fulfil
our “ideal model” of SMBH formation completely and for
both core-halo mass extensions. Since not many studies
have been done that constrain the free parameters of this
scenario and that do not ignore the contribution of the
self-interaction term (usually, in the attractive scenario
it is assumed that the value of the self-interaction param-
eter must be extremely small, and then, this scenario is
modelled effectively as a free-field, i.e. it is usually as-
sumed that most of the constraints that are found in the
free-field model are also shared for this scenario), we de-
cided to elevate our results, that we obtained for this
case, as independent constraints for the model.

More simulation work will be required in order to set-
tle the question of which core-halo mass relation should
be expected in SFDM models with and without self-
interaction. In this work, we have built upon the existing
literature which presents us with two different exponents
for the core-halo mass relation in free SFDM models. We
have taken them at face value, performing analytic cal-
culations in order to show for each case which modified
relations are expected, once self-interaction is included.
This way, our work makes clean predictions which can
be compared to upcoming simulations of SFDM struc-
ture formation.
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Appendix A: Analytic approximations: Gaussian vs.
rational function

Previous literature has made extensive use of two
different analytic approaches for the central soliton in
SFDM halos without self-interaction (the free case). On

the one hand, there is a rational function density distri-

(p)

bution p¢’ given by [19]

(1 + 0.0;); ([6)2)87 Y

where pg is the central density of the soliton

PP (r) =

r

-4
po = 1.93 x 107m5 (lk;c> Mgkpe™®,  (A2)

and the core radius 7. is defined as the radius where the
mass density drops by a factor of 2 from its value at the
origin

2.27 x 10*

Te 7(m22)2Mc,7pC' (A3)

On the other hand, it has been noted that the soliton
profile can be well approximated by a Gaussian density

distribution p{) [38]

M 2 2
(9) (p) = c —r*/R;
Pe (’I") (WR%)?)/Q € ’ (A4)
where we take R, in such a way that the radius that
contains 99% of the mass of the Gaussian ansatz matches
with the numerical solution. Then,

3.54 x 10%

R,y —mFr+———
(me2)?M. 7

pe. (A5)

Observe from (17) that both cases, (Al) and (A4), fol-

low the same re-scaling dependence p((;p ), pég) o v74, as

expected.

We can compare the above analytic profiles with the
numerical solution. For that purpose, it is convenient
to rewrite each approximation in terms of dimensionless
variables (15), i.e. “hat” quantities, and by considering
the solution that has a central scalar field value equal to
1. In this manner, we can compare each approximation
with the numerical solution with v = 1. We notice that
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the analytic approach given in (A1) results in a better ap-
proximation for the soliton at small # than the Gaussian,
as can be seen from figure 7. In the top figure, we plot
the dimensionless squared wave solution )M |2, where
superscript 1 refers to v = 1, together with the Gaussian
and the rational function approximations. The middle
figure shows the relative error §; = |(p" — pi)/p"),
i = p,g, while the bottom figure shows the total error
A = \,5&1) - /SEZ)|, i = p, g for each approximation.
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