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We present dark matter (DM)-only simulations of halo formation and evolution in scalar field
dark matter (SFDM) cosmologies in the Thomas-Fermi regime, also known as “SFDM-TF”, where
a strong repulsive two-particle self-interaction (SI) is included. This model is a valuable alternative
to cold dark matter (CDM), with the potential to resolve the “cusp-core” problem of the latter. In
general, SFDM behaves like a quantum fluid. Previous literature has presented fluid approximations
for SFDM-TF in 1D and 3D, respectively, as well as numerical DM-only simulations of SFDM-TF
halo formation, whose results are in agreement with earlier analytic expectations, that a core-
envelope halo structure arises; a central region close to a (n = 1)-polytropic core, surrounded by
a CDM-like (i.e. Navarro–Frenk–White (NFW)-like) halo envelope. While those previous results
are generally in mutual agreement, discrepancies have been also reported. Therefore, we perform
dedicated 3D cosmological simulations of the halo infall problem for the SFDM-TF model, as well as
for CDM and its corresponding CDM fluid approximation, where we implement both previous fluid
approximations into the code RAMSES. We compare our findings with those previous simulations.
Our results are very well in accordance with previous works and extend upon them, in that we can
explain the reported discrepancies. They are not due to the different fluid approximations, nor the
geometry, but rather a result of different simulation setups. Moreover, we find some interesting
details, as follows. The evolution of both SFDM-TF and CDM halos follows a two-stage process.
In the early stage, the central density in the halo rises, its profile becomes close to a (n = 1.5)-
polytropic core being dominated by an “effective” velocity-dispersion pressure Pσ that stabilizes it
against gravity. In fact, this pressure stems from random orbital motion in CDM, but from random
wave motion in SFDM. Consecutively, for CDM halos, this core transitions into a steep central cusp
whose slope is almost the same as the outer density slope, which is close to ρ ∝ r−3 as expected
from NFW. Finally, however, the central profile makes another transition to a “shallower cusp”,
very close to the NFW behavior of ρ ∝ r−1. On the other hand, in the formation of the SFDM-TF
halo, the additional pressure PSI due to SI determines the second stage of the evolution. At the
end, PSI dominates in the central region, whose density follows closely a (n = 1)-polytropic core.
This core is enshrouded by a nearly isothermal envelope, i.e. the outskirts are similar to CDM at
this point. We also encounter a new effect in our simulations, namely a late-time expansion of both
polytropic core plus envelope, because the size of the almost isothermal halo envelope is affected by
the “external pressure”, which decreases with the expansion of the background universe. Hence, the
core size of SFDM-TF halos is not necessarily determined only by the parameters of the model, as
our simulations reveal that an initial primordial core of ∼ 100 pc – demanded by power spectrum
constraints – can evolve into a larger core of & 1 kpc, after all, during halo evolution, even without
feedback from baryons.

I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of the cosmological dark matter (DM) re-
mains an open problem in physics and astronomy. The
paradigm of collisionless, nonrelativistic – “cold” – dark
matter (CDM) has been a core feature of the cosmological
standard model for almost four decades, given its ability
to explain important astronomical observations, notably
on cosmological scales such as the cosmic web of struc-
ture, the matter power spectrum and the temperature
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anisotropies of the cosmic microwave background, as well
as the elemental abundances in the wake of big bang nu-
cleosynthesis. Nevertheless, the particle nature of CDM
has not yet been identified, despite ongoing efforts to de-
tect plausible candidates of CDM. These are foremost
“weakly interacting massive particles”, also known as
WIMPs, that need to be heavier than the proton, or the
QCD axion with a mass of about ∼ 10−5 eV/c2. The ob-
servation of the bullet cluster, which shows a clear spatial
separation of gas masses and sources of gravity, is a very
convincing indication that DM can be considered a parti-
cle (Clowe et al. [1]). This is one reason why the majority
of the research community favors the particle hypothesis
of DM.
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However, apart from the hitherto non-detection of DM
candidates, a closer analysis and comparison of theoret-
ical predictions of CDM structure and galaxy formation
to observations on scales of individual galaxies, notably
dwarfs, have revealed discrepancies. These fare under the
header of “CDM small-scale problems”, which combines
a set of different issues that are partly related to each
other. In light of the work of this paper, we are par-
ticularly interested to highlight the cusp-core problem,
which refers to the fact that observations of the central
regions of DM-dominated galaxies seem to prefer (nearly-
)constant density “cores” of ∼ kpc size, while CDM uni-
versally predicts density “cusps” of order ρ ∝ r−1. The
question remains open what the reasons for the discrep-
ancies are and explanations broadly include e.g. a lack
of proper modeling of the full complexities of galaxy as-
trophysics, or the various complications that arise when
data is compared to models. Yet, a large community in
the field pursues the more radical idea that CDM has to
be replaced by another DM model, altogether, supported
by the fact that particle physics models have continu-
ously come up with more and more candidates for DM,
in general.

In this paper, we will be concerned with a class of so-
called scalar field dark matter (SFDM) models, whose
constituents are bosons with masses m & 10−22 eV/c2,
i.e. typically much lower than the mass of the QCD
axion. More precisely, we will consider SFDM in the
Thomas-Fermi (TF) regime, where bosons interact via a
strong repulsive two-particle self-interaction (SI). This SI
is usually parametrized with a single coupling strength g
that describes the strength of the SI, and is a free pa-
rameter apart from m. However, the TF regime refers
to that parameter space (m, g), for which the pressure
due to the repulsive SI is the main source that stabilizes
a system in hydrostatic equilibrium against gravitational
collapse. This subclass of SFDMmodels has been dubbed
“SFDM-TF” in Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and Shapiro et al.

[3] (henceforth abbreviated SDR22), and we will use this
notation as well. On the other hand, the term “SIBEC-
DM” has been used in Hartman et al. [4] and Hartman
et al. [5] (henceforth abbreviated HWM22). Earlier liter-
ature on SFDM-TF, using various other names, include
the works of Peebles [6], Goodman [7], Böhmer and Harko
[8], Rindler-Daller and Shapiro [9], or Fan [10].

A much more extensively studied class of SFDM mod-
els, including various constraints already derived from
comparison to astronomical data, is “fuzzy dark matter
(FDM)”. Here, the particle mass is the only free parame-
ter, for SI is disregarded from the outset. Both FDM and
SFDM-TF can provide a cure to the small-scale problems
referred to above, because the characteristic length scale
of the models, related to their Jeans lengths, can be much
larger than for CDM, resulting in a stronger suppression
of structure formation in the former. Also, these length
scales help to provide central density cores in halos made

of FDM or SFDM-TF, respectively, possibly alleviating
the cusp-core problem. However, that “success” depends
on the choice of the corresponding free DM model param-
eters, and these are subject to observational constraints
on which we will elaborate shortly.

The reason why structure formation in SFDM differs
from that of collisionless CDM has its root in the fact
that the bosons of SFDM form a Bose-Einstein conden-
sate (BEC), such that SFDM has features similar to a
quantum superfluid, albeit these features are most im-
portant on sub-cosmological scales. In general and re-
gardless of the regime in SI, the set of equations of mo-
tion for nonrelativistic SFDM consists therefore of a non-
linear Schrödinger equation (NLSE) – also called Gross-
Pitaevskii (GP) equation –, and a Poisson (P) equation.
The NLSE is the evolution equation for the complex, so-
called “wave function of the condensate”, whose modu-
lus squared is proportional to the mass density of SFDM.
Simulations of SFDM structure and halo formation have
thus employed dedicated algorithms to solve the NLSE
as a wave equation, coupled to the Poisson equation,
and this has been the method of choice in simulations of
FDM, in particular. However, this approach is compu-
tationally very expensive, once expanding backgrounds
in cosmologically representative volumes are considered,
because it requires resolutions of the order of and below
the comoving Jeans length, which shrinks with cosmic
time [see Eqs. 65-71 in SDR22]. The proper de Broglie
length reads λdeB = h/mv, where v is a characteristic ve-
locity depending on the environment, and h is Planck’s
constant. Now, for ultralight bosons, λdeB . (1-2) kpc
is possible by the time a simulation run gets down to
redshifts of z . 6. As a result, 3D cosmological halo
formation simulations of “FDM-only” can often not be
performed up to the present, or simulations have to be
confined in “small” boxes of a few Mpc comoving on a
side. Such simulations of FDM have been performed no-
tably in the works by Schive et al. [11, 12] and Schwabe
et al. [13], while box sizes up to 10 Mpcs have been used
by May and Springel [14]. Baryons have been included
in the first realistic FDM galaxy formation simulations
of Mocz et al. [15], which are even more computation-
ally expensive, as a result, so their simulation is stopped
at z = 5.5. One of the most important results of these
simulations concerns the finding that forming FDM ha-
los establish a core-envelope structure early on in their
evolution, and this structure evolves but remains stable
over time. On the one hand, the “solitonic cores” of these
halos have features similar to the hydrostatic equilibrium
solutions of the equations of motion. The halo envelopes,
on the other hand, exemplify a highly dynamical behav-
ior which, however, has been found to be “close” to CDM
in an averaged sense. For example, by averaging over the
density in radial bins, in order to calculate radial den-
sity profiles, the exponents of that profile turn out to be
close to that of the NFW profile (Navarro et al. [16]) of
CDM halos. With respect to this overall halo structure,
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3D simulations of FDM have basically confirmed previ-
ous results of analytical calculations and 1D simulations
of FDM, see e.g. Guzmán and Ureña-López [17, 18], or
Zimmermann et al. [19].

In this paper, we study the opposite regime to FDM,
namely SFDM-TF, and the characteristic scale for these
models, which predominantly affects halo formation and
structure, is related to the TF radius to be introduced
in the next section. Suffice to say here that the proper
TF radius reads RTF ∝ g/m2, i.e. it is a fixed quan-
tity for given m and g, or rather for a given combina-
tion of g/m2. For SFDM-TF, RTF ≫ λdeB for given
m and g. Thus, if we require that RTF ∼ 1 kpc, as
the characteristic scale to help alleviate the small-scale
problems, and since simulations of SFDM-TF need to
resolve scales of order RTF, we see that resolving the
even smaller λdeB becomes a computationally impossi-
ble task to achieve, by using a brute-force calculation
of the cosmological NLSE+P (Gross-Pitaevskii-Poisson
(GPP)) system of equations. Therefore, a new approach
has been developed in Dawoodbhoy et al. [2], in an ef-
fort to overcome this issue, as follows. It has been re-
alized for a while that the NLSE+P (GPP) system of
equations can be reformulated into a set of (quantum)
hydrodynamical equations, in which the complex NLSE
transforms into two real equations, the continuity and the
momentum (Euler) equations (see next section). These
hydrodynamical equations have been used in some of the
cited literature above, especially in the study of SFDM-
TF halo structure. In fact, fluid approximations have
been also considered previously in other contexts, or for
different DM models. A fluid approach has been also
considered in the works by Chavanis [20, 21]. Inspired
by previous investigations, and in an attempt to model
halo formation in SFDM-TF, Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] have
derived a fluid formulation by starting from a statisti-
cal description based on an appropriate phase space for-
mulation of SFDM, in general. This way, the quantum
physics on scales of λdeB and below is “smoothed-over”
in a way that allows to model the large-scale effects due
to it, without having to resolve the (arbitrary) small de
Broglie scale λdeB itself. By focusing on the spherically
symmetric case, they were able to derive a set of fluid
equations that include the respective pressures that arise
from physics on scales of RTF due to SI, as well as that
due to “quantum pressure” on scales of λdeB. We will
summarize the most important equations in Sec. II. As a
result, hydro solvers can be used to model halo formation
and halo structure in SFDM-TF, for which this particu-
lar fluid approximation is valid. Using a 1D Lagrangian
hydro code in spherical symmetry, Dawoodbhoy et al. [2]
performed individual halo infall calculations for different
choice of RTF, in order to study halo formation and evo-
lution of halo structure over time. While the analysis in
Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] was limited to static backgrounds,
serving as a kind of proof-of-principle that the formalism
works, the extension towards halo formation and evolu-

tion in expanding backgrounds was presented in SDR22,
starting their simulations from redshifts z ∼ 3000. There,
a calculation of the linear regime of structure growth
in SFDM-TF was also carried out, in order to embed
and provide the necessary initial conditions for the sub-
sequent nonlinear halo evolution. Performing their sim-
ulations, both papers established for the first time that
a core-envelope halo structure also arises in SFDM-TF
models, confirming some analytical expectations of pre-
vious literature as e.g. expressed in Rindler-Daller and
Shapiro [22]. More precisely, the halo cores found were
similar to the hydrostatic equilibria of the correspond-
ing equations of motion for SFDM-TF (see next section),
with core radii close to RTF that are dominated by SI en-
ergy, while the halo envelopes were reminiscent of those
of CDM halos, grown either in static or expanding back-
grounds. The formalism laid out in Dawoodbhoy et al.

[2] and SDR22, and the analysis of the results, have re-
vealed that the “quantum pressure” (due to the inher-
ent quantum nature of SFDM) manifests itself as a kind
of internal phase-space velocity dispersion, which gives
rise to an effective velocity-dispersion pressure. It is this
pressure that supports virialized SFDM halos – FDM or
SFDM-TF alike – against gravitational collapse, in the
same manner as does the collective velocity-dispersion
pressure of collisionless particles of CDM in its fluid for-
malism. It is the common nature of this pressure that
explains why halo envelopes of SFDM as well as of CDM
share similar features, especially with respect to the over-
all density profiles. As will become clear in the forthcom-
ing, the energy due to this velocity-dispersion-mediated
pressure is formally close to the “thermal energy” of a
γ = 5/3 gas.

One might argue that 1D simulations lack realism and
miss out on important physical phenomena. However,
they provide unprecedented resolution, unattainable to
their counterparts in 3D. For example, halo cores RTF of
factors ∼ 10−3-10−2 smaller than the virial radius were
resolved by Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and SDR22. Such res-
olutions will not be achieved any time soon in 3D simula-
tions of SFDM in general nor of SFDM-TF in particular.
Hence, there is added value in performing 1D simulations,
despite the progress of newer 3D simulations, also carried
out in this paper, as will become clear in the forthcoming.

Indeed, the issue of resolution has actually become
more serious in light of some recent findings, as follows.
By extending the SFDM-TF halo formation studies of
Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and by performing their semi-
analytic linear structure formation calculation, SDR22
found that the (unconditional) halo mass function in
SFDM-TF exhibits a cutoff at a higher halo mass scale
than the corresponding one for FDM, albeit the sub-
sequent falloff toward smaller masses is much shallower
than for FDM. As a result, even the formation of SFDM-
TF halos of Milky-Way size is suppressed, compared to
CDM, if their primordial cores are large, RTF & 1 kpc.
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Thus, it strongly appears that the model favors sub-kpc
primordial cores, RTF . 0.1 kpc, questioning the ability
of SFDM-TF to resolve the small-scale problems men-
tioned earlier. These conclusions were confirmed sub-
sequently by Hartman et al. [4] and Foidl and Rindler-
Daller [23]. Recent works (e.g. Dave and Goswami [24],
Pils and Rindler-Daller [25]) found SFDM halo core sizes
> 1 kpc to be compatible with observed SPARC (Lelli
et al. [26]) rotation curves.

However, subsequently to Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and
SDR22, 3D simulations of SFDM-TF halo formation have
been performed in HWM22 (they call the model SIBEC-
DM), using the cosmological N-body and hydro code
RAMSES of Teyssier [27]. Inspired by the fluid approxi-
mation of Dawoodbhoy et al. [2], which is valid for (and
limited to) spherical symmetry, HWM22 used a simi-
lar set of hydrodynamical equations for SFDM-TF, but
applied in 3D. In doing so, however, some assumptions
from 1D were carried over to the 3D setting, such as e.g.
the skewlessness of the phase-space distribution function.
Normally, the N-body module in RAMSES takes care of
the collisionless CDM dynamics, while the hydro module
is used to evolve the baryons. Now, HWM22 modified
the hydro equations within RAMSES accordingly in or-
der to perform cosmological SFDM-TF halo formation
simulations, while disabling the N-body module.

Apart from 3D, the simulations of HWM22 are also
more realistic with respect to the larger box size and the
adopted initial conditions, enabling to form several halos,
of which some merge, and to follow their evolution over
time. The computational challenges are high and, as a
result, there are two shortcomings of these simulations.
First, they have to stop their runs at a redshift of z = 0.5,
thus final snapshots of their evolved halos refer to this
epoch. Second, and more severely, the chosen value for
RTF has to be larger than ∼ 1 kpc (they chose values
of 1, 3 and 10 kpc), despite the fact that such model
parameters have been ruled out by the previous work
just mentioned. Again, it is the demands on resolution
which required high enough RTF.

The simulations of both groups, Dawoodbhoy et al. [2],
SDR22 and HWM22, share the limitation that baryons
were not included. Thus, cosmological simulations of
SFDM-TF with baryons have yet to be carried out.

Despite the differences in the scope and implementa-
tion, HWM22 confirmed many of the results reported in
Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and SDR22, in that they confirm
the establishment of a core-envelope halo structure, with
core radii remaining close to RTF and a CDM-like/NFW-
like profile of the halo envelope. However, in contrast to
Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and SDR22, HWM22 find that
the cores, that are initially also dominated by SI energy,
eventually “thermalize”, such that the effective “ther-
mal energy” due to the quantum-pressure sourced large-
scale velocity-dispersion pressure will dominate through-

out the halos. The authors attribute this finding to the
possibility of mixing of fluids that are dynamically heated
during collapse, a phenomenon that the previous 1D sim-
ulations of spherical infall of mass shells were not able
to model correctly. Interestingly, though, the results
of HWM22 seem to fit better with the semi-analytical
double-polytrope model of Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and
SDR22, which was devised as a theoretical model to com-
pare to their 1D simulations.

This paper here was motivated by the question of
the origin of the discrepancies of the results reported
in HWM22 versus those in Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and
SDR22, because it had remained unclear whether these
discrepancies are due to the different geometry and sim-
ulation setup, or due to the underlying equations of mo-
tion, after all. Therefore, we took up the task of perform-
ing our own halo formation simulations using RAMSES
in order to gain more insight into this question. In doing
so, we implement both sets of equations into RAMSES,
which allows us to switch between them in carrying out
the simulations. Also, we probe realistic SFDM-TF pa-
rameters by choosing sub-kpc primordial core radii for
RTF. However, we do this at the expense of smaller box
sizes, which means that our simulations are limited to
single-halo collapse calculations, such as in Dawoodbhoy
et al. [2] and SDR22, albeit in 3D. While we can thus
study halo structure and evolution in detail, up to the
present, we cannot make any statements regarding halo
statistics nor the physics of major merging.

This paper is organized as follows: in Sec.II, we
briefly summarize the fundamental equations of motion
of SFDM, followed by an exposition of the fluid approxi-
mations with their respective equations, which are at the
heart of our approach in Sec. III. Section IV contains
a discussion of the implementation of the fluid approxi-
mations into the cosmological code RAMSES, while the
initial conditions (ICs) are described separately in Sec. V.
Since the fluid approximations include the CDM regime,
by neglecting the characteristic SI pressure of SFDM, we
devote Sec. VI to an analysis of CDM single-halo forma-
tion and evolution. The results of this section not only
serve as a cross-check to validate that our code imple-
mentations are correct, but also confirm earlier findings
in 1D pertaining to the CDM fluid approach, thus we
discuss the evolution of halo density and pressure pro-
files that we find, in detail. As such, this section should
be useful also to readers who are generally interested in
CDM dynamics, independent of SFDM as an alterna-
tive model. Finally, Sec. VII includes our main results
concerning SFDM single-halo formation and evolution,
in the TF regime, using the fluid approximations. We
detail the comparison between the approaches used by
SDR22 vs HWM22, and put our results into perspective
with theirs, as well as our explanations regarding the re-
ported discrepancies. Section VIII contains a brief report
on our simulation run that goes beyond the single-halo
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dynamics, which is also a cross-check of our implementa-
tions when compared to previous work. Our conclusions
and summary can be found in Sec. IX.

II. FUNDAMENTAL EQUATIONS

Before we introduce the fluid approximations in the
next section, which are at the core of our analysis here,
we briefly present the fundamental equations of motion
of SFDM which underlie these approximations. Regard-
less of SI regime, it is assumed that SFDM consists of a
single species of bosons with particle mass m, whose dy-
namics can be described by a complex function ψ(r, t),
which is basically the “wave function of the condensate”
of the BEC, formed by these bosons. As in standard
CDM, galactic SFDM halos are nonlinear overdensities,
compared to the background of a ΛSFDM universe which
is assumed to be homogeneous and isotropic, just as in
ΛCDM.

Individual SFDM halos in the nonrelativistic limit can
be described by a NLSE, the GP equation (see Gross
[28], Pitaevskii [29], and applied to gravity in Kaup [30],
Ruffini and Bonazzola [31]),

i~
∂ψ(r, t)

∂t
=− ~

2

2m
∆ψ(r, t) + (mΦ(r, t) +

g|ψ
(

r, t)|2
)

ψ(r, t),

(1)

which is coupled to the Poisson equation

∆Φ(r, t) = 4πGm|ψ(r, t)|2. (2)

The full system is called Gross-Pitaevskii-Poisson (GPP)
equations. The Born assignment is used, such that
|ψ(r, t)|2 = n(r, t) describes the number probability den-
sity of the bosons. The two-boson contact SI is modeled
as the third term on the right-hand side of (1), where g
is a constant coupling strength that determines whether
the bosons interact attractively (g < 0), or repulsively
(g > 0). Together with m, it is a free parameter of the
SFDM model. Φ is the gravitational potential of the self-
gravitating halo. In addition to the nonlinear SI term in
the GP equation, the full GPP equations are nonlinear
in any case due to their coupling, even if we set g = 0.
This case corresponds to FDM models, discussed in the
Introduction.

The assumption that all N bosons within a given halo
of volume V can be described by ψ then naturally leads
to the normalization condition,

∫

V

|ψ|2 = N. (3)

The literature has made extensive use of an equivalent
representation of GPP, (1) and (2), by transforming the

GP equation into quantum hydrodynamic equations, pi-
oneered in particularly by Bohm [32],[33] and Takabayasi
[34]. Using the polar decomposition or Madelung trans-
formation [35], the wave function is decomposed into its
phase and amplitude functions,

ψ(r, t) = |ψ(r, t)|eiS(r,t) =

√

ρ(r, t)

m
eiS(r,t). (4)

ρ(r, t) is identified as the SFDM halo mass density and
S(r, t) as the action (or phase) function. It is related to
the associated bulk velocity of the halo as follows,

v =
~

m
∇S. (5)

Making use of the “hydrodynamic variables” v and ρ,
the complex GP equation is transformed into two real
equations, which are interpreted as a continuity equation
and an Euler-like momentum equation,

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρv) = 0, (6)

∂v

∂t
+ (v · ∇)v = −∇Q−∇Φ− 1

ρ
∇PSI, (7)

∆Φ = 4πGρ. (8)

They are supplemented by the Poisson equation (8). The
involved quantities are well known in the field, namely
the so-called quantum or Bohm potential,

Q = − ~
2

2m2

∆
√
ρ

√
ρ
, (9)

and the SI pressure PSI, which is of polytropic form with
index[36] n = 1 and polytropic constant K = g/2m2,

PSI = Kρ1+1/n =
g

2m2
ρ2. (10)

We will also use the notation γ = 1+1/n, i.e. the (n = 1)-
polytrope is equivalent to γ = 2.

Now, let us consider the hydrostatic solution in the TF
regime, where we set ~ = 0 and v = 0 in (7), reducing it
to

−1

ρ
∇PSI = ∇Φ, (11)

i.e. only SI pressure balances gravity. In spherical
symmetry, it can be shown that this equation leads to
the well-known Lane-Emden equation for a (n = 1)-
polytrope, whose closed-form solution for the density pro-
file is given by

ρ(r) = ρ0
sin(πr/RTF)

πr/RTF
, (12)
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with central density ρ0, and RTF is the first zero of the
density profile, which serves as the radius of the poly-
trope, see Goodman [7] and Peebles [6]. This is the so-
called TF radius, which is given by

RTF = π

√

g

4πGm2
(13)

with the gravitational constant G. Despite the fact that
two DM model parameters come in, we see that in the TF
regime, the characteristic radius of interest is fully deter-
mined by a given choice of the single parameter combi-
nation g/m2. Also, the TF radius does not depend on
the total mass of the polytrope. That is, in the con-
text of SFDM-TF halos, where cores are close to these
polytropes, their size does not depend on their (core)
mass. Hence, once we specify a SFDM-TF model by fix-
ing g/m2, we get a fixed value for RTF, independent of
core mass. Generally, we stress that RTF is subject to
constraints from astronomical observations that are able
to determine (upper) bounds on that radius, constraining
SFDM-TF models, in turn. In practice, RTF will be a
free parameter in our simulations, though its choice will
be informed by constraints just mentioned. In terms of
RTF, we can rewrite the associated SI pressure in (10) as

PSI =
2G

π
R2

TFρ
2, (14)

which is the form that will be used in our simulations
to determine the halo SI pressure as a function of halo
density, for fixed RTF.

Whereas PSI turns out to be easily modeled, the nu-
merical treatment of the quantum potential Q, and its
corresponding quantum pressure, is much more difficult.
Therefore, it is useful to devise “effective” means to
model the physics of Q in a computationally feasible way.
One approach will be discussed in the next section.

III. FLUID APPROXIMATIONS FOR SFDM
HALOS

It has been long realized that fluid approximations of
DM dynamics constitute both, a helpful computational
methodology, as well as a contribution to our physical un-
derstanding and comparison between different DM mod-
els.

The idea of simulating collisionless CDM by means of
fluid equations has been recurring in the literature, and
was considered especially at earlier times when realistic
N-body simulations were a bigger computational chal-
lenge than they are today. For instance, halo infall cal-
culations in the fluid picture were presented by Teyssier
et al. [37]. If fluid approximations are limited to 1D (as
they often are), they have the advantage of providing
very high resolution at a much lower computational cost
than other approaches.

To derive a fluid approximation, one usually starts
with the equation of motion for the distribution func-
tion of the system. For CDM, a collisionless Boltzmann
equation for the phase-space distribution function is in-
tegrated to obtain a set of moment equations (momen-
tum moments of the Boltzmann equation). Collision-
less particles have an infinite set of moment equations,
the BBGKY hierarchy (see Binney and Tremaine [38]).
So, the hierarchy needs to be truncated at a certain or-
der. By adopting some assumptions, one ends up with a
closed set of fluid conservation equations for collisionless
systems[39] such as CDM, the “CDM fluid approxima-
tion”.

Alvarez et al. [40] have applied this formalism to study
CDM halo formation. Adopting the universal mass as-
sembly history (MAH) reported for CDM halos from N-
body simulations, found by Wechsler et al. [41], and ap-
plying their fluid approximation, they have shown that
the resulting shape of the equilibrium halo profile and its
evolution match those of CDM N-body simulations re-
markably well. We shall add that the notion of “orbital
crossing” in collisionless N-body simulations is replaced
by the appearance of a shock wave in the fluid picture
which, upon gravitational collapse, will eventually form
and propagate outward into the forming halo envelope.
As such, it separates the interior of the eventually viri-
alized halo from the material outside of the halo. This
way, the location of the shock boundary provides a phys-
ical explanation for and interpretation as the halo virial
radius.

Ahn and Shapiro [42] developed this model further in
order to study halo formation in CDM, as well as in
self-interacting DM (SIDM)[43] by adopting certain as-
sumptions, namely spherical symmetry, skew-free veloc-
ity distribution and isotropic velocity dispersion. More
precisely, Ahn and Shapiro [42] derived a fluid approxi-
mation for CDM halos in spherical symmetry from mo-
mentum moments 0, 1, 2 of the collisionless Boltzmann
equation, resulting in the following set of hydrodynami-
cal equations:

∂ρ

∂t
+

1

r2
∂(r2ρv)

∂r
= 0,

∂v

∂t
+ v

∂v

∂r
+

1

ρ

∂

∂r
(Pσ) +

∂Φ

∂r
= 0,

∂

∂t

(

3Pσ

2ρ

)

+ v
∂

∂r

(

3Pσ

2ρ

)

+
Pσ

ρr2
∂
(

r2v
)

∂r
= 0,

(15a)

(15b)

(15c)

with the density ρ, the velocity v, the gravitational po-
tential Φ, and a pressure called Pσ where σ stands for
velocity dispersion. It stems from the second moment
equation, where a non-vanishing velocity-dispersion ten-
sor gives rise to an overall pressure contribution Pσ in
the system. It is the only pressure contribution in a
spherical system of collisionless particles. In fact, this
set of equations has to be accompanied by an equation of
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state (EoS) which relates that pressure to density. Ahn
and Shapiro [42] found that the nature of the velocity-
dispersion pressure, under the assumed symmetries, de-
mands that Pσ ∝ ργ with γ = 5/3, valid for CDM
and SIDM, indeed. For formal analogy to gas dynam-
ics, we will often use the phrase “thermal pressure” for
Pσ, along with the corresponding “thermal energy” that
comes with it, which will be introduced below.

Performing simulations using a Lagrangian 1D hydro
code, Ahn and Shapiro [42] also confirmed that the CDM
fluid approximation can explain very well certain univer-
sal properties, as found by N-body simulations, such as
the NFW halo density profile, or temperature profiles of
baryons in galaxy clusters; we refer to the in-depth ac-
count of these and similar results by Shapiro et al. [44].
(A further comparison between fluid and N-body simula-
tion results has been also performed by Koda and Shapiro
[45], in the framework of SIDM.)

Inspired by this approach, Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] en-
gaged to derive a fluid approximation for SFDM in the
TF regime (SFDM-TF), in a similar manner by starting
from an equivalent equation of motion for the (quantum)
Wigner phase-space distribution function. In brief, it
is possible in this TF regime to coarse-grain the orig-
inal equations, using a smoothing scale that is much
larger than the de Broglie length scale λdeB , but smaller
than the characteristic structure formation scale of or-
der RTF. This is a valid approach in SFDM-TF, because
RTF ≫ λdeB . As a result, the dynamics need not be re-
solved at scales of order λdeB , which are the scales where
the quantum potential Q of Eq. (9) is at play. Pro-
moting its local effects to a quantum-pressure tensor, in
a similar form than what the velocity-dispersion tensor
does for the collisionless case, it is possible to encode
it through a macroscopic pressure contribution which is
isotropic, if the same assumptions are adopted as before
(sphericity, isotropy and skewless velocity distribution).
The remarkable thing is that the so-encountered pres-
sure has the same mathematical form as Pσ above, i.e.
the macroscopic velocity dispersion due to the presence
of the quantum potential in SFDM is also modeled in
this case via a γ = 5/3 law for Pσ.

Using their equations, Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] performed
halo formation simulations using their amended version
of said 1D Lagrangian hydro code. Their analysis was
restricted to simulations of single halos in a static back-
ground universe, whereas such single-halo infall simu-
lations were subsequently extended to expanding back-
grounds in SDR22; we display their Eqs. (22)–(24) here,

using the same notation as before:

∂ρ

∂t
+

1

r2
∂(r2ρv)

∂r
= 0,

∂v

∂t
+ v

∂v

∂r
+

1

ρ

∂

∂r
(Pσ + PSI) +

∂Φ

∂r
= 0,

∂

∂t

(

3Pσ

2ρ

)

+ v
∂

∂r

(

3Pσ

2ρ

)

+
Pσ

ρr2
∂
(

r2v
)

∂r
= 0.

(16a)

(16b)

(16c)

Different from the CDM equations in (15), we have in
the momentum equation (16b), apart from Pσ, the addi-
tional pressure PSI from (14), which originates from the
repulsive SI of SFDM-TF. However, PSI does not con-
tribute to the energy equation (16c), which is the same
as for CDM.

Although the respective sets of equations for CDM vs
SFDM-TF are derived from different equations of motion,
the fluid approximations look very similar. This can be
attributed to the same approximations on symmetry and
EoS that enter in both approaches. We also stress again
that the fluid approximation for SFDM-TF is especially
helpful, given the severe resolution issues pointed out in
the Introduction, which we face in modeling SFDM-TF
halo formation, particularly if sub-kpc core sizes are ex-
pected.

Now, Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and SDR22 used an
amended 1D Lagrangian code, which was previously used
by Ahn and Shapiro [42] for CDM and SIDM simulations
of halo spherical infall and collapse, in order to calculate
the formation of SFDM-TF halos and to investigate their
structure, using the above set of fluid equations (16).
In accordance with previous analytical calculations, they
found that halos formed with a core close to a (n = 1)-
polytrope, surrounded by a halo envelope. Unsurpris-
ingly, the characteristic transition and slope of the latter
differed, depending on whether halos formed in static or
expanding backgrounds; however, in each case the halo
envelopes would be close to those found in the CDM fluid
approximation, i.e. “CDM-like”. In fact, generically, the
SI pressure PSI dominated in the core, whereas Pσ domi-
nated in the envelope. At a radius of approximately RTF

both pressures were nearly equal.

Soon after the work of SDR22, HWM22 performed 3D
simulations of halo formation in SFDM-TF. Given the
same computational difficulties that prompted Dawoodb-
hoy et al. [2] to come up with the fluid approximation in
the first place, HWM22 used a fluid approximation, as
well. However, they used a different set of 3D fluid equa-
tions [their Eqs. (15)–(17)], which we display here as
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follows:

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · j = 0,

∂j

∂t
+∇ (Pσ + PSI) + ρ (v · ∇)v +

v (∇ · ρv) = −ρ∇Φ,

∂E

∂t
+∇ · [(E + Pσ + PSI)v] = −j · ∇Φ.

(17a)

(17b)

(17c)

Note that HWM22 uses the notation P , instead of Pσ,
and φ, instead of Φ, while j is the 3D current. Compar-
ing this set of equations with those in (16), we see that
the SI pressure PSI appears not only in the momentum
equation, but also in the energy equation, because the
latter includes the total energy E, not just the “thermal
energy” due to Pσ. Furthermore, the momentum and the
energy equation have a source term due to gravity on the
right-hand side, different from Eqs. (16). Later in this
paper, we will see that these differences in the fluid equa-
tions make no difference in the results, concerning halo
evolution and halo structure. The form of the 3D equa-
tions in (17) is motivated by their close resemblance to
the general fluid equations, which are implemented into
the cosmological code RAMSES that is used by HWM22
to perform their simulations. Yet, we stress that the form
of (17) still assumes that the momentum distribution of
the phase-space distribution function is isotropic, an as-
sumption which is not valid in 3D in all phases of halo
evolution. By enforcing spherical symmetry, rewriting of
the energy equation in terms of the “thermal pressure”
only, and neglecting the source terms on the right-hand
side, Eqs. (17) reduce to Eqs. (16).

Finally, we comment that in the 1D simulations by
SDR22, the effect of Hubble expansion is taken into ac-
count via appropriate initial conditions, while the 3D
simulations in RAMSES of HWM22 and our own take ad-
vantage of a prior transformation of the fluid equations,
using super-comoving coordinates which were introduced
by Martel and Shapiro [46]; we refer to this paper and
HWM22 for more details.

In accordance with the previous 1D results mentioned
earlier, HWM22 also found a core-envelope structure of
SFDM-TF halos, but with different characteristics; in
fact they report discrepancies compared to the results of
SDR22, as follows:

• SDR22 found a clear dominance of the SI pressure
PSI in the core, throughout the entire simulation
time of any given halo, whereas HWM22 found that
PSI eventually does not dominate over Pσ in the
cores of the halos in their simulations.

• The final core radii in HWM22 are larger than the
primordial value given by RTF.

The authors of HWM22 suggest the following main rea-

sons for the discrepancies:

• There are naturally asymmetries in the 3D environ-
ment, while the 1D simulations cannot account for
these.

• The cores get dynamically heated from the en-
velopes, due to some equilibration and mixing pro-
cesses (e.g. infall of lobes of collapsing material),
which lead to a higher Pσ and thus prevents the
dominance of PSI in the cores, in turn.

Our main goal in this paper consists in determining the
nature of the reported discrepancies by performing our
own 3D simulations, using both sets of fluid equations
for the sake of a consistent comparison.

IV. IMPLEMENTING FLUID
APPROXIMATIONS OF SFDM-TF INTO

RAMSES

The scope of our investigation demands that we im-
plement both sets of equations (16) and (17) into a cos-
mological code and perform 3D halo formation simula-
tions, in order to shed light onto the discrepancies be-
tween these previous papers. Since HWM22 used RAM-
SES for their simulations, we will also use this code for
this comparison. Furthermore, we investigate the im-
plications for small-scale structure which is relevant for
observations and models.

A. Implementation by HWM22

In order to perform their 3D simulations, HWM22 used
an amended version of RAMSES, an adaptive mesh re-
finement (AMR) based code by Teyssier [27] [47]. More-
over, they used the code MUSIC by Hahn and Abel [48]
[49], to generate the initial conditions (ICs). This way,
they were able to form several halos within a 3D cosmo-
logical box with periodic boundary conditions. Several
simulations were performed with different box sizes: one
with box size of 2 Mpc, four simulations with box size of
5 Mpc and one simulation with box size of 15 Mpc.

All simulation runs were started at an initial redshift
of zini = 50, a choice which is typical for CDM cos-
mological simulations. As we will see, this is a short-
coming with respect to SFDM cosmologies, because it
means that HWM22 were restricted to models that have
RTF & 1 kpc.

Finally, the properties of the formed halos were ana-
lyzed at a lowest redshift of z = 0.5, because the demands
on CPU time prevented simulation runs up to the present
z = 0. In fact, the computational challenges with respect
to resolution increase even more, the closer the evolution
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gets to the present time.

In contrast, the simulations in SDR22 of 1D halo in-
fall were not limited as much by resolution, though their
shortcoming is a less realistic environment, for only one
single halo at a time was simulated. Their simulations
started at matter-radiation equality zeq ∼ 3000 (or in
terms of scale factor aeq), right in order to account for
the effects of early suppression of small-scale structure
that were found from the linear growth regime of struc-
ture formation in ΛSFDM universes in SDR22, Hartman
et al. [4] and Foidl and Rindler-Daller [23]. Sufficient spa-
tial resolution was attained by using around 1000 mass
shells in their Lagrangian code; yet halos with sub-kpc
cores could be analyzed. The analysis of halo structure
was carried out at the so-called formation time af (re-
spectively zf) of halos; the definition of formation time
can be found in their Eqs. (38) and (39). It is used to
determine the earliest redshift at which the collapse of a
halo of given mass shall occur, in accordance with Klypin
et al. [50].

B. Our implementation

As in HWM22, we perform SFDM-only cosmological
3D simulations using RAMSES, where we likewise mod-
ify and adapt the in-built RAMSES hydro module, which
is usually used to model the baryons in cosmological sim-
ulations, in order now to calculate the SFDM-TF fluid
dynamics, instead. At the same time, we disable the
RAMSES N-body solver that would usually calculate the
CDM dynamics. In modifying RAMSES, we also adapted
the 1D Riemann solver in the RAMSES hydro module,
for both sets of fluid approximations, such that we could
switch between them accordingly.

More precisely, RAMSES is an AMR code that applies
the Godunov method (Godunov and Bohachevsky [51])
to solve the hydrodynamic equations in conservative form
[see Eqs. (8)–(10) in Teyssier [27]], which we display as
follows:

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρu) = 0,

∂

∂t
(ρu) +∇ · (ρu⊗ u) +∇p = −ρ∇Φ,

∂

∂t
(ρe) +∇ · [ρu (e+ p/ρ)] = −ρu · ∇Φ,

(18a)

(18b)

(18c)

with ρ the density, u the velocity vector, e the specific
total energy, p the specific pressure (which, in non-SFDM
applications, is usually the thermal pressure of the bary-
onic gas), and Φ the gravitational potential (again, we
use the notation Φ, instead of φ). Furthermore, RAM-
SES uses the second order MUSCL scheme (van Leer
[52]) to enable 3D simulations that utilize a 1D Riemann
solver for Eqs. (18), which effectively reduces them to
1D. RAMSES provides a number of different Riemann

approximations and an exact Riemann solver for con-
figuration purpose. We adapted the HLLC Riemann
approximation[53] to reflect the necessary modifications
to Eqs. (18), in order to implement both sets of equa-
tions: the 3D version of (16) from SDR22 and (17) from
HWM22. To this end, we introduced two additional vari-
ables in the state vector: first, pSI which is the specific
form of the SI pressure defined in (14), and the second
variable pσ, the specific “thermal pressure” due to the
(quantum) velocity dispersion, according to

pσ = (γ − 1)ρ(e− 1

2
u− eSI). (19)

Here, eSI represents the specific energy contribution orig-
inating from SI, while the overall expression within the
second bracket then represents the specific internal en-
ergy; it is this energy that enters in the default caloric
EoS which is used in RAMSES. Because pSI does not ap-
pear in the energy equation of (16), eSI is set to zero for
this set of equations.

The analysis of the simulation data as well as part of
the plots were done using the software package yt (Turk
et al. [54])[55].

C. Verifying the CDM fluid approximation

The implementation of the SFDM-TF fluid approxima-
tion into RAMSES lends itself to a comparison of a fluid
vs an N-body cosmological simulation within the CDM
framework first, as follows. The CDM fluid approxima-
tion, as derived by Ahn and Shapiro [42], is recovered
from Eqs. (16), if we set RTF = 0 which implies PSI = 0.
In this case, only the velocity-dispersion pressure Pσ re-
mains in the equations. Thus, the cosmological simula-
tion of halo formation in the CDM fluid picture uses this
set of fluid equations, whereas the comparison CDM sim-
ulation uses the standard N-body solver of RAMSES. For
this comparison, we generated the ICs with MUSIC and
applied the same cosmological parameters as those used
for our forthcoming simulations, summarized in Table I.

Figure 1 displays the results, where we compare the
cosmological structure formation of CDM halos using the
fluid approximation (left-hand panel) versus the N-body
solver (right-hand panel), in a comoving box of 1 Mpc size
with periodic boundary conditions (BCs). In general, we
can see that the overall structures and spatial extent of
DM halos match quite well between both kinds of sim-
ulations, though there seems to be more substructure in
the right-hand panel. Compared to this density field in
the N-body case that shows individual DM particles, the
smeared-out impression of the density field in the case of
the fluid approximation comes about due to the different
post-processing of the AMR grid, as the plot is built by
individual AMR cells, i.e. it shows the projected average
density in the cells, resulting in an overall lower spatial
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FIG. 1. Evolution of ΛCDM halos in the fluid approximation (left-hand panel) vs an N-body simulation (right-
hand panel). Each simulation starts at zini = 600; shown are the snapshots at the present z = 0. The left-hand panel
indicates the color-coded projected density distribution. The spatial resolution is determined by the AMR refinements, where
every cell holds the average density of the spatial region. The right-hand panel displays the projected mass of the DM particles,
where the location of the individual particles is not limited to the spatial resolution of the AMR grid. Owing to the periodic
boundary conditions (BCs), the halo at the bottom of the plot coincides with that at the top, in each panel.

resolution. Apart from this reason, we cannot exclude
the possibility that there is a genuine, physical “wash-
out” effect that is inherent in the fluid approximation
itself.

To our knowledge, this is the first side-by-side compar-
ison of a 3D cosmological simulation of CDM-only struc-
ture formation between the fluid picture and the N-body
approach. Of course, a thorough quantitative comparison
would be required to investigate the similarities and dis-
crepancies between fluid and N-body simulation results of
CDM, and there are only few such comparisons in the lit-
erature (see also previous citations to references, but they
are mostly limited to the 1D fluid case). Since we focus
in this paper on the single-halo infall problem in SFDM-
TF, such a dedicated methodological comparison in the
CDM regime is beyond the scope of this paper. Nev-
ertheless, we feel safe to conclude that the implemented
fluid approximation yields reasonable results in the CDM
case, which makes us confident that the implementation
works correctly. (We note that the same applies to the
implementation by HWM22; setting the SI pressure to
zero, PSI = 0, leads to the same CDM fluid approxima-
tion). In fact, we do present a detailed analysis of CDM
single-halo evolution in Sec.VI. But first, we dedicate the
next section to details concerning initial conditions.

V. ICS FOR HALO FORMATION

We performed SFDM-only cosmological simulations
with the same set of cosmic parameters as used in our

preceding work Foidl and Rindler-Daller [23], determined
by Planck-Collaboration [56], shown in Table I.

TABLE I. Cosmological parameters from Planck 2018

Parameter Value Comment
H0 67.556
TCMB [K] 2.7255
Nur 3.046
Ωγ 5.41867×10−5 derived from TCMB

Ων 3.74847×10−5 derived from Nur

Ωb 0.0482754
ΩSFDM 0.263771
ΩΛ 0.687762
Ωk 0
τreio 0.0925
As 2.3×10−9

ns 0.9619 adiabatic ICs

We provide this table for the sake of completeness. Not
all parameters are relevant for the generation of ICs and
the run-time configuration of RAMSES.

A. ICs for the cosmological box

We generated the initial conditions (ICs) such that a
perturbation overdensity is placed in the center of a cos-
mological box, whose size is sufficiently large to contain
the matter to build up the halo of given (final) mass.
We performed simulation runs in order to study the for-
mation, evolution and structure of a halo of Milky-Way
size with 1012 M⊙, as well as a dwarf-galactic-size halo
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of 109 M⊙. In all simulations, we chose a fixed value
of the primordial core radius of RTF = 110 pc, i.e. the
SFDM-TF model parameters are the same in each sim-
ulation (see Foidl and Rindler-Daller [23] for constraints
on SFDM-TF parameters). This way, we can investigate
whether a given primordial core affects halos of various
final mass and size over the course of their evolution dif-
ferently. To fix the starting point of our simulations, we
used Eqs. (38) and (39) of SDR22 to determine the
earliest redshift at which the collapse could occur. Yet,
we also performed simulations with a range of starting
redshifts, zini = 3400; 1000; 600; 200; 50 in order to inves-
tigate the impact of this choice for zini. It turned out
that zini = 600 is roughly the latest possible time of col-
lapse to form halos of the above mass, in accordance with
Klypin et al. [50]. In the consecutive simulations, we used
thus zini = 600 as the fiducial starting redshift to com-
pare our results, based on the different sets of equations
that we implemented. In fact, our results do not change
if we choose an earlier redshift than 600, except for the
higher demands on computation time.

The size of the simulation box is set to 4 Mpc co-
moving on a side, applying periodic boundary conditions
(BCs). The initial spatial resolution, sufficient for the ini-
tial density profile, was set to ∼ 25 kpc comoving, which
is increased dynamically by the AMR mechanism down
to ∼ 0.1 kpc comoving, in regions where necessary. The
spatial resolution of the AMR grid, described as comov-
ing, has to do with the fact that it is related to the scale
factor, i.e. in the early stages of the evolution, where
the spatial resolution is very important, it is significantly
larger than in the late stages (see the fluctuations de-
picted in Figs. 6, 9 and 10). We first present and focus
mostly on the results for the Milky-Way-type halo, while
the results of and comparison with the dwarf-galactic-
type halo is presented afterwards. This way, we can also
put our results better into perspective in terms of RTF.

B. Initial density profiles

In SDR22, the choice of the initial density profile was
crucial, because it determined the MAH of the (single)
halo, which was the key to correctly model the cosmo-
logical environment. In contrast to that, RAMSES im-
plements the cosmological environment “for free”, so to
speak. However, we wanted to investigate the potential
influence of the initial density profile onto the final halo
structure. Therefore, we tested several IC density pro-
files to this end. We chose (i) a tophat profile, which
is often used in the literature to model halo infall; (ii) a
linear density profile; (iii) and an (ǫ = 1/6) profile, which
corresponds to a scale-free, spherical, linear perturbation
with a growth rate of dM/M ∝ M−1/6 (see SDR22 and
references therein). Figure 2 displays the results of the
impact of the different chosen initial density profiles onto
the evolution of a SFDM-TF halo. Here and in the fig-
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FIG. 2. SFDM-TF halo evolution for different choice
of initial density profiles. The solid lines display the den-
sity profile of a halo during its evolution, color-coded by red-
shift but note the different z-range between panels! Each
panel displays halo density profiles over time, initiated by a
tophat profile (top panel), a linear profile (middle panel), and
a scale-free, spherical perturbation (bottom panel). In each
case, we see that the halo density builds up smoothly but
quickly toward the center, while a clear core-envelope halo
structure evolves. The consecutive shock wave (recognizable
as the steep gradient that forms after z ∼ 10) propagates out-
ward, transporting excess material from the inner regions to
the outskirts of the halo.

ures that follow, we normalize the halo density over the
critical background density of the universe, denoted as
ρc. The initial profiles were built with the same amount
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of overdensity at the center of the box and filling the box
to its boundaries. We can see that the shape of the final
halo profiles differ somewhat, for different initial profiles.
Still, in each case we see a pileup of material in the halo
center, which is separated from a milder decline in density
in the halo outskirts. This pileup is initially extremely
pronounced for the tophat profile, compared to the linear
profile and the spherical perturbation. When the outer
boundary of the tophat profile, at z ∼ 3, reaches the
pileup of matter in the center, the infall of matter ceases
and the profile develops an inner and an outer part with
a milder decline there. The linear profile displays a much
milder growth of the central pileup of matter and we can
see the formation of a shock front moving outward. Such
a shock front is also seen in the profile with the spherical
initial perturbation. However, no shock front is formed
in the case with the initial tophat profile. After the rapid
increase of the density in the center (for the linear profile
and the spherical perturbation), the consecutive shock
wave transports excess material from the inner regions to
the outskirts of the halo. The shock front is recognizable
as the steep density gradient that emerges at redshifts
lower than z ∼ 10, which itself propagates outward.

In the subsequent simulations, the location of this
shock front at the present time, z = 0, serves as a phys-
ical approximation for the halo virial radius, assuming
such virialization is (approximately) achieved.

In SDR22, the shape of the initial profile served as
a way to provide a realistic expanding background for
their 1D simulations, especially in terms of mass infall.
Our experiments here show that the cosmological envi-
ronment of RAMSES is very robust in that we need not
construct an “artificial” mass assembly history, from the
chosen profile. However, as the (ǫ = 1/6) profile is the
most realistic IC, in terms of the expanding cosmological
background, we decided to use this profile in the subse-
quent simulations. In fact, this choice of initial profile
leads to a clear core-envelope halo structure (see Fig. 2),
which was also found in the simulations of SDR22 and
HWM22, respectively.

Before we leave this section, we like to point out that
the format of the IC files which RAMSES uses has no
place to specify an initial pressure. Instead, RAMSES
uses an approximation of the average temperature (nor-
mally due to the presence of baryons) to compute the
initial pressure. We adopt this default behavior of RAM-
SES, in that we assign Pσ to RAMSES’ thermal pressure
of Eq. (19) (since formally it is the same), while PSI is
determined according to (14). In contrast, HWM22 in-
troduced a free parameter ζ, which is the ratio of Pσ

over PSI at zini and is supposed to be much smaller than
one, in order to specify the initial value of their pres-
sure. However, they find that their simulation results
are rather insensitive to this parameter, a finding that is
also in accordance with our comparison to their results.

VI. FORMATION AND EVOLUTION OF CDM
HALOS

We start our series of simulations by studying first the
formation of CDM halos in the CDM fluid approxima-
tion, where we set RTF = 0, implying PSI = 0, in our
SFDM-TF fluid equations, which implies standard CDM
behavior. This way, we can also convince ourselves that
the fluid approximation gives reasonable results when ap-
plied to the CDM regime, before we move on to the study
of SFDM-TF halo formation.

A. The properties of the shock wave in CDM halos

In Sec. VB we investigated the impact of the initial
density profile on the structure of the forming halo. We
could see that the collapsing matter concentrates in the
center of the forming halo, where a shock wave builds
up and transports excess material to the outskirts of the
halo. As a result of this process, a nearly isothermal halo
envelope forms.

It is interesting to see that this isothermal structure
forms immediately when the shock front moves outward,
starting at z ∼ 25, and is not a result of a relaxation
following the formation process. So, we now take a look
at the properties of the shock wave as it moves outward
during the formation of the halo, as depicted in Fig. 3.

The well-known Rankine-Hugoniot conditions (Mac-
quorn Rankine [57] and Hugoniot [58]) in (20) relate hy-
drodynamic and thermodynamic quantities in front (sub-
scripts 0) and behind a shock front (subscripts 1):

ρ1
ρ0

=
γ + 1

γ − 1

T1
T0

=
γ − 1

γ + 1

P1

P0
,

(20a)

(20b)

where we use the general notation P for the pressure
and T for the temperature. For CDM, P corresponds to
Pσ, in fact. The adopted fluid approximation demands
γ = 5/3 for CDM, and the same is true for SFDM-TF,
or SIDM, concerning this effective pressure contribution
from velocity dispersion; see Sec III. By (20a), this im-
plies that the passing of the shock front leads to an in-
crease in density by a factor of 4 across the shock.

However, the derivation of the Rankine-Hugoniot con-
ditions assumes a shock front of zero thickness, which is
clearly a simplification of reality. Indeed, in simulations
such shock fronts have always finite size, and we can also
see this in our simulations. In the example of Fig. 3
(top panel), the shock front extents to almost 1 kpc.
As mentioned already, we recognize that an isothermal
halo envelope builds up, as soon as the shock front has
moved through the forming halo. Hence, we can assume
that T1 = T0. Indeed, the actual shock front is close to
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FIG. 3. Shock front in CDM halo formation. The top
panel displays the density profile during the formation of a
CDM halo, shown at z ∼ 19. The shock front is located be-
tween ∼ 2-3 kpc. We see that immediately with the outward
moving shock front an isothermal envelope establishes with
a slope of −2; the shock is “isothermal”. The inner region
has the shape of a (n = 1.5)-polytrope. The bottom panel
displays the corresponding pressure profile of the halo at the
same redshift. For CDM, Pσ is the only pressure contribu-
tion. Outside the shock front, Pσ displays a steep falloff, as
there is no significant velocity dispersion left.

an “isothermal shock”, corresponding rather to the limit
case γ = 1, as seen in the bottom panel of Fig. 3, where
the pressure across the shock changes by a large factor
of ∼ 400.

This means that the envelope is left in an isothermal
state as the shock wave moves outward, prior to going
through a phase of virialization. This confirms the re-
sults found by Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] (see their Fig. 4)
and SDR22 (see their Fig. 2). This is remarkable, as
they use a 1D Lagrangian code with artificial viscosity
to handle the shock waves, in contrast to our 3D simu-
lations which apply the Godunov method based on the
Riemann problem. So, we have two different method-
ologies to model shocks which yield compatible results.

Although artificial viscosity leads to a “smearing out” of
the shock front in the 1D simulations, this effect is com-
pensated by the high spatial resolution attained in 1D.
As a result, the spatial resolution of the shock front is
comparable to the one gained from the AMR mechanism
in our 3D simulations. However, we stress that the inner
region of the halo is better spatially resolved in the 1D
simulations.

Moreover, we recognize in Fig. 3 (top panel) the for-
mation of a core which is close to a (n = 1.5)-polytrope.
For this and later comparisons, we plot polytropes of dif-
ferent index n in Fig. 4, as an illustration.
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FIG. 4. Density profiles of Lane-Emden polytropes.
The left-hand panel displays polytropes in linear scale; the
right-hand panel displays polytropes on log-log scale. Both
panels display exemplary solutions to the Lane-Emden equa-
tion, with indices indicated in the legends. The x-axes display
the dimensionless radius ξ and the y-axes the dimensionless
density θ, with the same central density for each polytrope.
The radius of the polytrope grows with increasing n.

More precisely, in the early stages of CDM halo for-
mation (z ∼ 19), the inner region is close to a (n = 1.5)-
polytrope (corresponding to γ = 5/3), which balances
the gravity of the accumulated matter that falls onto the
halo. At z ≈ 7.5, Pσ is not sufficient to balance that
gravity anymore and mass continues to pile up in the
central region, steepening the slope of the density pro-
file. Eventually, a cusp-like feature emerges similar to
NFW profiles and expected for CDM halos, which we
discuss in Sec. VI B.

We also show the corresponding pressure profiles Pσ

within the CDM halo in the bottom panels of Fig. 3 at
z ∼ 19, and in Fig.5 at z ∼ 7.5, respectively. For CDM,
Pσ is the only pressure contribution. At both redshifts,
we see a steep falloff of this pressure outside the respec-
tive shock front, as a result of the corresponding drop in
the velocity dispersion.

To put these results into perspective, we note already
here that in the formation of a SFDM-TF halo, the ad-
ditional pressure component PSI related to γ = 2 plays
an important role and changes the outcome as follows.
PSI builds up comparatively more slowly, but eventually
dominates over Pσ in the later stages of the evolution
(see Sec. VII C). As a result, this pressure component is
able to balance gravity through the entire evolution of the
halo, such that a halo core forms not only temporarily
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but remains in place and finally acquires a shape close to
a (n = 1)-polytrope (corresponding to γ = 2), in contrast
to the cusp in CDM halos. We discuss these findings in
Sec. VII.

B. CDM halo profiles

In this subsection, we draw our attention to the den-
sity and pressure profiles as the CDM halo forms and
evolves up to the present. In Fig. 5, we show a halo
of mass 1012 M⊙ at its formation time z ∼ 7.5 (this is
the same halo as shown in Fig. 3 at an earlier redshift).
At this formation time, we can see that the earlier in-
ner (n = 1.5)-polytropic core – which we see in Fig. 3
– has transitioned into a steep cusp, because of the con-
tinuous pileup of matter in the center. Its slope is close
to ρ ∝ r−2.7 (see also Fig. 6 for this same snapshot in
redshift), and is just as steep as the outer slope of the
envelope! That outer slope is already close to the char-
acteristic NFW behavior of ρ ∝ r−3.

In the bottom panel of Fig. 5, the corresponding pres-
sure profile Pσ of the same halo at the same redshift
is shown. We stress again that the pressure drops off
steeply, as a result of the shock front, as outside of it
there is no significant velocity dispersion left. In fact,
this finding has been also reported for CDM halos in the
fluid approximation by Ahn and Shapiro [42].

As time progresses, the central region of the CDM
halo makes another transition back to a shallower pro-
file, which can be best seen in Fig. 6, which shows the
evolution of the halo density profiles all the way down to
z = 0. As of z ∼ 0.9, we see a flattening of the central
profile, and at z = 0 the central profile goes, indeed, like
ρ ∝ r−1.15, thus very similar to the characteristic NFW
cusp of ρ ∝ r−1. In fact, this transition from the steeper
cusp to the shallower ∼ r−1 cusp can be also inferred by
looking at Fig. 1 of SDR22: at the halo formation time
(a = af ; a being the scale factor), the profile is steeper
than at the later time of 5af , also shown in that figure.
We should also stress that the “would-be bump” in the
density in the inner region of the CDM halo is the result
of a mere dynamical fluctuation, i.e. it is temporary and
not a persistent feature.

Figure 6 now clearly displays how the collapse of the
initial (ǫ = 1/6) profile is followed by an increase in den-
sity in the center with time, establishing a cuspy profile.
Once the density and pressure are high enough to with-
stand the pressure of the infalling matter, it is reflected
and a shock wave forms, which moves outward and trans-
ports material back into the outskirts of the halo. This
shock front then separates the halo from the surround-
ing environment, providing a proxy for the virial radius
of the halo. At the final snapshot z = 0, its location is
around 300 kpc, i.e. a reasonable number for the virial

radius of this halo of 1012 M⊙.
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FIG. 5. Formation of a CDM halo of mass 1012 M⊙.
Top panel: density profile at the formation time (z ∼ 7.5).
Toward the center the density profile develops a steep slope,
i.e. a cusp, which is a characteristic feature of CDM halos. In
the outskirts, the profile transforms to that of a nearly NFW-
like envelope, with a slope of ρ ∝ r−2.7; its boundary is set
by the outward moving shock front. Bottom panel: pressure
profile Pσ for the same halo at the same redshift as in the top
panel.

Overall, our findings confirm previous results by Ahn
and Shapiro [42], Dawoodbhoy et al. [2] and SDR22 for
the CDM regime, in terms of halo structure. This way,
our 3D fluid simulations of CDM in RAMSES also con-
firm the usefulness and robustness of previous results ob-
tained for 1D. Finally, our fluid approximation reveals
present-day CDM halo density profiles which are in good
accordance with the analytic NFW profile, originally de-
vised from fits to CDM N-body simulation data.
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FIG. 6. Evolution of a CDM halo of mass 1012 M⊙. The
color-coded solid lines display the evolution of the halo density
profile, beginning with the collapse of the initial (ǫ = 1/6)
profile all the way to the present at z = 0. We can see a
constantly rising density in the central region. At z ∼ 25, the
shock wave begins to form and moves outward. After the halo
formation time at z ∼ 7.5, the inner (n = 1.5)-polytropic core
of the halo transitions to a cusp, steepening to ρ ∝ r−2.7. As
time progresses, the halo keeps growing in mass by accreting
further material from the surroundings. By z = 0 the inner
profile has flattened to ρ ∝ r−1.15, i.e. very similar to a NFW
cusp of r−1.

VII. FORMATION AND EVOLUTION OF
SFDM-TF HALOS

A. Comparing the two fluid approximations

In the first step of our SFDM-TF halo simulations, we
compare both sets of fluid approximations, the 3D version
of Eqs. (16) from SDR22 versus Eqs. (17) from HWM22.
In the forthcoming, we call the simulations based on
SDR22 as “Var1” (“variant 1”). Remember that in these
equations, the pressure PSI appears only in the momen-
tum equation, but not in the energy equation which deals
solely with Pσ. Also, the source terms from self-gravity
of the fluid are ignored. On the other hand, we call the
simulations based on HWM22 as “Var2” (“variant 2”).
Here, PSI contributes to the momentum equation and to
the energy equation. Moreover, the source terms due to
gravity are not neglected.

We followed the procedure described in SDR22 and
simulated the collapse of a single SFDM-TF halo with
an initial, spherically symmetric (ǫ = 1/6) profile, placed
in the center of the box. However, whereas SDR22 estab-
lished their cosmological environment in their 1D simu-
lations by adopting the universal CDM MAH found by
Wechsler et al. [41], our RAMSES simulations apply ICs
according to the description in Sec. VA; the cosmologi-
cal environment (i.e. the expanding background universe,
etc.) is handled by RAMSES in a standard way. On the

other hand, the RAMSES simulations by HWM22 were
not initialized from a spherical infall model, but their ICs
were generated with MUSIC. As a result, when HWM22
analyzed their halos at their final snapshot of z = 0.5,
these halos have undergone minor and major mergers.

We show the results for the density and pressure pro-
files of our simulated halo of mass 1012 M⊙, at its for-
mation time of z ∼ 8 in Fig. 7 for Var1, and at z ∼ 9 in
Fig. 8 for Var2, respectively. This difference in formation
time amounts to less than ∼ 10 % of the cosmic time. We
think it stems from the numerical resolution issues that
arise in Var1, as discussed shortly.

The left-hand panel of Fig. 7 displays the density pro-
file of the SFDM-TF halo at formation time, which is also
the time when the shock front has moved outward, sep-
arating the almost isothermal envelope of the halo from
that region, where infall of DM onto the newly formed
halo is taking place. Toward the center, the density pro-
file develops a close resemblance to a (n = 1)-polytrope.
The right-hand panel displays both pressure contribu-
tions: the red solid line shows PSI and the blue solid line
Pσ. Within the core, PSI dominates over Pσ, whereas
at the edge of the core both pressures are nearly equal.
The fluctuations of Pσ in the center of the core are artifi-
cial and caused by the AMR mechanism, in combination
with the chosen spatial resolution of the simulation. As
a result of this limited resolution, the core size exceeds
the expected RTF predicted by the (n = 1)-polytrope.
We tolerated this behavior in our comparison, because
our main interest was to clarify the characteristics of
the pressure contributions. Otherwise, the CPU require-
ments would have been too demanding, an issue that was
also pointed out in HWM22.

The results of Fig. 7 using Var1 basically confirm the
earlier finding in 1D presented by SDR22, concerning the
core-envelope structure and the dominance of PSI in the
core.

Figure 8 displays the results of Var2 at the formation
time of the SFDM-TF halo. Remember, in this variant
PSI contributes to both momentum equation and energy
equation. Again, the left-hand panel displays the den-
sity profile. In contrast to Var1, we see less fluctuations
in the central region. This difference in the resolution
between Var1 and Var2 is caused by the fact that the
modified gradients in the energy equation of Var2 force
the AMR mechanism to create a higher spatial resolution
in the early stage of halo formation; this effect is also no-
ticeable by the significantly increased CPU resources for
Var2. In other words, the spatial (and time) resolution
in Var2 is higher than in Var1, because the additional
gradient of the former – thanks to the additional pres-
sure term in the energy equation – leads to an enforced
better resolution in the AMR mechanism. As a result,
the artificial fluctuations in the density as well as in the
pressures go away when Var2 is used. Therefore, the core
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FIG. 7. Formation of a SFDM-TF halo of mass 1012 M⊙ using Var1. The left-hand panel displays the density profile
of the halo at its formation time (z ∼ 8), using the 3D version of the fluid approximation of SDR22; we call it Var1. The
central profile is similar to a (n = 1)-polytropic core. At the edge of this core occurs a transition to a nearly isothermal profile,
which is terminated by the outward moving shock front, formed by the external pressure of the accreting DM and background
pressure. The right-hand panel displays the two pressure contributions, PSI (red solid line) and Pσ (blue solid line), again at
the formation time. We can see that PSI dominates in the core by a factor of ∼ 5, whereas Pσ dominates in the envelope
by ∼ 3 orders of magnitude. At the edge of the core, the pressures are nearly equal. The central fluctuations in the density
and pressures are a numerical artifact, caused by limited spatial resolution in the central region in the AMR mechanism of
RAMSES. As a result, at this redshift the core size exceeds RTF by a factor of ∼ 3. (However, this “core expansion” must not
be confused with the expansion of halos, and their cores described in Sec. VIIB.)
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FIG. 8. Formation of a SFDM-TF halo of mass 1012 M⊙ using Var2. The left-hand panel displays the density profile
of the halo at its formation time (z ∼ 9), using the equations of HWM22; we call it Var2. We recognize a similar establishment
of a core-envelope structure, with the same characteristics as in Fig. 7 (see caption there). However, in contrast to the case of
Var1, the core density is very close to a (n = 1)-polytrope, with a radius close to RTF, as well. This difference has to do with
resolution issues in Var1, discussed in the main text. The right-hand panel displays the profiles of the pressures, PSI (red solid
line) and Pσ (blue solid line), again at the formation time. We see the same features as in the Var1 run: PSI dominates in the
core by a factor of ∼ 3, whereas Pσ dominates in the envelope by ∼ 3 orders of magnitude. The pressures are nearly equal at
the edge of the core. Hence, we conclude that the use of the different set of fluid equations, Var1 vs Var2, is not the reason for
the discrepancies between the results in SDR22 vs those in HWM22, concerning the pressure profiles.

size is also smaller than its counterpart in Var1, and the
core density now follows very closely a (n = 1)-polytrope,
in terms of slope and radius RTF. On the other hand,
the envelope displays the same nearly isothermal profile,
ending at the shock front, which isolates the halo from
the infalling background matter. However, due to the

numerical fluctuations in Var1, the pressures stabilize at
a later time for this case, which we think explains the
small difference in the formation time/redshift of the ha-
los between Var1 and Var2.

Now interestingly, in the right-hand panel of Fig. 8, we
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can see that PSI also dominates over Pσ within the core
and out to the edge of it, using Var2. Therefore, we con-
clude that the use of the different set of fluid equations,
Var1 vs Var2, is not the reason for the discrepancies be-
tween the results in SDR22 vs those reported in HWM22
concerning the overall run of the pressure profiles. We
will get back to this point in the next subsections.

In Sec. VIA we discussed the properties of shock waves
in the formation of a CDM halo. In the early stages of
the formation of the CDM halo, a similar core-envelope
structure, as seen in the formation of the SFDM-TF halos
in Figs. 7 and 8, is present in the CDM halo; see Fig. 3.
However, while CDM halos eventually develop a cen-
tral cusp, SFDM-TF halos preserve their core-envelope
structure over time. Here, PSI balances gravity, as PSI

dominates over Pσ in the core, during the late phases
of the evolution of the SFDM-TF halo, which is in ac-
cordance with SDR22. On the other hand, Pσ domi-
nates over PSI in the envelope, which is also consistent
with SDR22. The findings of Sec. VIA can be applied
to SFDM-TF halos, as well, but have to be seen in the
context of the mutual effect of the two contributions to
the pressure, Pσ and PSI. In the very early stages of halo
collapse, Pσ dominates while the polytropic core is about
to build up. Once this process is completed, the shock
front forms and begins to move outward, which can be
seen in Fig. 9, where the shock front appears at z ∼ 20
(see also Sec. VIIC).

In contrast, HWM22 report a similar resulting core-
envelope halo structure, but they find that the cores, too,
are dominated by Pσ by the time of their final shapshots.
The authors interpret this difference to SDR22 as a con-
sequence of mixing, which leads to a dynamical heating
of the core as the shock-heated outer layers mix with the
core. Since the spherically symmetric 1D simulations of
SDR22 are blind to such mixing effects, it can explain
the discrepancies.

However, we have seen that our 3D simulations pro-
duce similar results between Var1 and Var2, thus mixing
may not be the final explanation for the differing results.
We will discuss this in more detail in the next subsec-
tions, but we should stress that, unfortunately, the y-axis
of Fig. 5 in HWM22, which is comparable to our Figs. 7
and 8, does not extend all the way down to lower num-
bers, in order to reveal the location of the shock front at
larger halo-centric distance. At least in the late stages of
halo evolution, there should be a shock front, and these
outer regions are too far away from the core in order to
mix with the matter in the core. In fact, as we will see
shortly, we attribute the difference in the results between
HWM22 vs SDR22 and ours here to the limited simula-
tion run-time of HWM22, i.e. they start their simulations
much too late in terms of zini. Also, they analyze their
halos at a snapshot quite earlier than z = 0.

B. Evolution of SFDM-TF halos

In Sec. IVA we already noted the differences in the
simulation setup of SDR22 vs HWM22, where we empha-
sized that SDR22 analyzed the structure of their SFDM-
TF halos at the formation time, whereas HWM22 ana-
lyzed their halos at a final snapshot at redshift z = 0.5.

In the last subsection, we focused on the density and
pressure profiles of our simulated halos, which resulted
from different fluid approximations, Var1 and Var2, re-
spectively, at their formation time. Now, we show the
overall evolution of these halos, from the initial collapse
redshift of zini = 600 all the way to redshift z = 0. We
display the results in Fig. 9.

Comparing our results for Var1 and Var2, we see no
substantial differences between them. We can see that
our forming halos conform to the results of SDR22.
Moreover, we can see the transformation from the (n =
1.5)-polytropic core, in the early stages of the evolution,
to the final (n = 1)-polytropic core, beginning at z ∼ 20.
After some period of almost constant size, the polytropic
core flattens out and both core and envelope expand. We
interpret this effect to be a consequence of the expansion
of the background universe, as follows. It is a well-known
fact that the size of an isothermal sphere is determined
by the surrounding pressure. This external pressure has
two contributions: the density of the background uni-
verse and the pressure of the infalling matter. As the
density of the background universe decreases with its ex-
pansion, the envelope grows and consecutively the core
also expands. We will put this result into perspective
in Sec. IX. Furthermore, we can see that the density at
the outer edge of the shock front steadily decreases from
ρ/ρc ∼ 102, beginning with the formation of the shock
front at z ∼ 24, to ρ/ρc ∼ 3 at z ∼ 4. Subsequently,
the density at the outer edge of the shock front remains
constant.

Given the fact that only the density of the background
universe seems to determine the size of the envelope, we
think that there is no pressure originating from the infall
of matter onto the halo anymore by and after the time
of about z ∼ 4. In contrast, the simulations of SDR22
enforce their adopted MAH throughout their entire sim-
ulation, and they do not see an expansion of core nor
envelope. Given this difference, we conclude that at the
time when the halo begins to expand and the density at
the outer edge of the shock front remains constant, there
is not enough matter left in our simulation box, thus the
infall of matter onto the halo ceases. In order to test
this assumption, we repeat the simulation of the same
SFDM-TF halo but in a 12 Mpc simulation box with
an accordingly increased spatial resolution. Also, we use
Var2 for this simulation, because of its better overall res-
olution characteristics. The result is shown in Fig. 10.
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FIG. 9. Evolution of a SFDM-TF halo of mass 1012 M⊙

from zini = 600 to z = 0. The color-coded solid lines display
the evolution of the density profile, beginning with the col-
lapse of the initial (ǫ = 1/6) profile down to z = 0 within
a 4 Mpc simulation box (top panel: Var1; bottom panel:
Var2). The halo density continuously grows in the center and
at z ∼ 24 the shock wave forms and begins to move outward,
establishing a clear core-envelope structure. The core is close
to a (n = 1)-polytrope at the formation time (z ∼ 8 in the
top panel, z ∼ 9 in the bottom panel), surrounded by a nearly
isothermal envelope. After the formation of the halo, the halo
keeps growing in mass and size. Eventually, the core expands
and flattens out by z ∼ 4, losing its polytropic shape. There
are no substantial differences in the results between Var1 and
Var2.

We can see that the overall evolution of the halo den-
sity follows the same pattern as in the previous case with
the smaller simulation box. However, in contrast to the
smaller box, where the density of the polytropic core de-
creases abruptly (z ∼ 7), and envelope and core begin
to expand, this transition proceeds more smoothly in the
larger box. The reason is as follows: in the smaller box,
the infall of matter stops more or less abruptly, which
leads to a sudden expansion of the envelope, as a re-
action to the decreased pressure and the expansion of
the background universe. On the contrary, in the larger
box the infall of matter diminishes more slowly, as the
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FIG. 10. Evolution of a SFDM-TF halo of mass
1012 M⊙ from zini = 600 to z = 0, using Var2 and a
12 Mpc simulation box. The color-coded solid lines dis-
play the evolution of the density profile, beginning with the
collapse of the initial (ǫ = 1/6) profile down to z = 0 in
a 12 Mpc box. The overall evolution of the density follows
the same pattern as in the case shown in Fig.9 (see caption
there). Likewise, as seen in Fig. 9, we recognize an expanding
envelope and core. But in contrast to the 4 Mpc box, the
transition seen here, from the polytropic core to the extended
core, does not happen as abruptly as before. Instead, there is
a smooth transition beginning at z ∼ 4.

density decreases more slowly with the expansion of the
background universe. It seems that by redshift z ∼ 4 the
infall of matter does not anymore dominate the “exter-
nal pressure” exposed on the isothermal halo envelope.
Finally, at z = 0, the location of the shock front is at
∼ 300 kpc, which is a reasonable value for the virial ra-
dius of the halo. A similar value was found in the CDM
case in the previous section. In fact, this size of the halo
agrees well with observations; e.g. Posti and Helmi [59]
found Rvir = 287+22

−25 kpc for the Milky Way.

We note that this whole evolutionary trend in the sim-
ulations remains the same, if we pick different initial red-
shifts of zini = 3400; 1000. There are differences, how-
ever, if halo collapse is initiated at substantially later
zini, as seen in Fig. 15 to be discussed later.

Now, we finally turn our attention to the simulation of
a lower-mass halo, where we choose 109 M⊙ as a typical
host halo for ultra-faint dwarf galaxies. These constitute
the smallest galaxies known, and are DM-dominated sys-
tems. We use again the fluid approximation of Var2 for
its better resolution characteristics in the central region.
Also, we pick the same value for RTF = 110 pc, as before.

The results for the density and pressure profiles at the
halo formation time are shown in Fig. 11, whereas Fig. 12
displays the evolution of the density profiles over the en-
tire simulation run.
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ρ∝ r−2.3
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FIG. 11. Formation of a SFDM-TF halo of mass
109 M⊙ using Var2. The top panel displays the density
profile at the formation time z = 2.8; it shows the same char-
acteristic shape as the previous case of the Milky-Way-sized
halo (see Figs. 7 and 8). The core follows closely a (n = 1)-
polytrope, in terms of shape and size RTF. The shock front
separates the halo from the background environment. The
bottom panel displays the pressures, PSI (red solid line) and
Pσ (blue solid line), respectively. They also show the same
features as seen in Figs. 7 and 8, and are equal at approxi-
mately the radius RTF.

In order to provide the necessary spatial resolution
for the lower-mass halo, we reduced the size of the box
to 2 Mpc and adapted the ICs accordingly. Although
smaller halos form typically at earlier times than larger
halos, we initiated our simulation at the same zini = 600,
as in our previous runs, in order to get comparable re-
sults. In fact, this choice of zini is consistent for both
halo masses, according to Klypin et al. [50]. Neverthe-
less, the mass infall onto the lower-mass halo is slower,
given the lower mass-accretion rates, hence the forma-
tion of the lower-mass halo is delayed compared to its
more massive brethren, and its formation redshift is at
z ∼ 3. Likewise, the development of the shock front[60]
also happens later (z ∼ 6) compared to the higher-mass
halo.
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FIG. 12. Evolution of a SFDM-TF halo of mass 109 M⊙

from zini = 600 to z = 0, using Var2 and a 2 Mpc simu-
lation box. The color-coded solid lines display the evolution
of the density profiles. Their shapes are very similar to the
halo profiles shown in Fig. 10.

Apart from the later formation time, the formation
of the halo with mass 109 M⊙ shows, however, the same
characteristic properties as the Milky-Way-size halo with
mass 1012 M⊙, see Fig. 11. The central core profile dis-
plays a shape close to a (n = 1)-polytrope. It is en-
shrouded by a nearly isothermal envelope, which is sepa-
rated from the background environment by a shock front;
however, the envelope profile is now not as close to the
isothermal sphere as for the larger halo before. But as
previously, PSI dominates in the core, here by a factor of
∼ 2 to ∼ 3 over Pσ, and at the core radius close to RTF

both pressure contributions are nearly equal. Again, in
the envelope, Pσ dominates over PSI, here by ∼ 2 or-
ders of magnitude. Overall, the central densities and
hence the pressures (due to the polytropic equation of
states P ∝ ργ) are significantly lower for the lower-mass
halo than for the Milky-Way-sized halo. The main rea-
son is the later formation time of the lower-mass halo,
which forms at a time when the background density has
reduced, compared to the epoch when the higher-mass
halo formed.

Furthermore, we show the evolution of the density pro-
file in Fig. 12. Again, we recognize a similar behavior as
reported before: while the central density of the halo
increases over time, at some point the core will expand
beyond the polytropic shape that it acquired during the
evolution. However, the central pileup of density during
the evolution is not as pronounced, as in the previous
cases for the higher-mass halo. Although we reduced the
size of the box, we can see the same smooth decrease in
density in the core, as indicated in Fig. 10 before which
showed the re-simulation of the 1012 M⊙ halo in a 12 Mpc
box. This similarity in the outcome is explained by the
fact that the mass is reduced by 3 orders of magnitude,
whereas the volume of the box has been reduced by a
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factor of 8.

C. Evolution of pressure

In light of the reported differences in the pressure runs
within halos in HWM22, compared to SDR22, we ex-
plore in more detail the evolution of the pressure contri-
butions PSI and Pσ, following the formation of the halo
of 1012 M⊙. We show their profiles in Fig. 13.
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FIG. 13. Evolution of pressure. The panels shown in
this figure display the evolution of the pressure contributions
of the SFDM-TF halo of Fig. 8, PSI (red solid line) and Pσ

(blue solid line). Panels (a),(b),(c) and (d) display their evo-
lution at the respective redshifts of z ∼ 20; 7; 2.7; 0 from the
top left-hand panel to the bottom right-hand panel. Panel
(a) displays the very early stages of the evolution, where Pσ

dominates the (n = 1.5)-polytropic core. Around the forma-
tion time (z ∼ 9; see Fig. 8), PSI dominates in the core. This
is followed by a short period of fluctuations in the central re-
gion. Panel (b) displays the situation at z ∼ 7, where PSI

has decreased significantly, which coincides with the decrease
of density in the core, seen in the bottom panel of Fig. 9.
At z ∼ 3 displayed in panel (c), PSI begins to increase again
and eventually dominates over Pσ, until z = 0, displayed in
panel (d). We can see that the importance of PSI is steadily
increasing with time. This can be also seen in the shape of
the density profile of the bottom panel of Fig. 9, where the
central density profile evolves into a shape close to a (n = 1)-
polytrope at the formation time, followed by an expansion of
the core thereafter.

In the early evolutionary stages of the SFDM-TF halo,
depicted in panel (a), the density in the central region
is low and, therefore, the repulsive SI is not significant.
This can be seen by the fact that PSI is lower than Pσ,
although its polytropic exponent γ is higher than that of
Pσ. In this stage, the central structure of the halo has
a shape close to a (n = 1.5)-polytrope, stabilized by Pσ.
We find thus the same behavior as in the CDM case, re-
ported in the previous section. Once the density increases
sufficiently, it reaches a point where Pσ cannot balance
gravity anymore and the central structure transitions into
a core described by a higher polytropic exponent γ, i.e.

PSI becomes dominant in the core. Because of this pres-
sure, the evolution differs now from the CDM regime.
This increasing importance of PSI is accompanied by a
short period of fluctuations in the central region, during
which the central density decreases and Pσ temporarily
reaches the magnitude of PSI. In panel (b) we see this
decrease of pressure compared to the pressure seen in the
right-hand panel of Fig. 8. This is approximately at the
time when the density of both the envelope and the core
starts to decrease[61] at redshift z ∼ 7. During the sub-
sequent evolution, the importance of PSI rises again in
the core, and it gets finally dominant again by redshift
z ∼ 2.7 [panel (c)]. This increase in PSI then continues
to redshift z = 0, where we see a clear dominance of
PSI in the core [panel (d)]. This evolution of pressures is
accompanied by the central density profile establishing
a shape close to a (n = 1)-polytrope at the formation
time. We interpret this evolution as a consequence of
establishing a new equilibrium of the halo, after the in-
fall of matter has stopped in our simulations, and as a
result of the decrease of external pressure due to Hubble
expansion; an effect that we have also seen in the larger
box of Fig. 10. In contrast, the dominance of PSI is main-
tained throughout the entire simulation in scenarios with
ongoing mass accretion, which is the case of the choice
of MAH in SDR22. However, the fact that we find the
central dominance of PSI established at late times in the
evolution of the halo, especially at z = 0, which conforms
to the results of SDR22, we conclude that their interpre-
tation is correct, after all, namely that PSI dominates
over Pσ in the cores of virialized SFDM-TF halos.

D. Importance of the time of collapse

The conclusion of the last subsection, however, stands
in contrast to the conclusion of HWM22, who do not
find that PSI dominates in their halo cores at z = 0.5.
We think that their halos have not yet established the
(n = 1)-polytropic core, due to the deferred collapse as
their simulations start at zini = 50. It seems the halos
are rather in the stage, where the (n = 1.5)-polytropic
core is still in place, thus prior to the point when the halo
core is finally dominated by PSI. This could also explain
why the core radii in HWM22 are rather large, showing
a correlation with the halo mass and the halo central
density, in a way seen in their Fig. 5. Unfortunately, we
cannot quite make a one-to-one comparison between our
halo density profiles and the profiles in HWM22, because
the segment of the y-axis displayed in their Fig. 5 is too
short to include the location of the expected shock front
at larger halo-centric radius – and there ought to be a
shock front in their halos, as well!

Therefore, we performed a comparison simulation,
where we re-simulated the Milky-Way-size halo of
1012 M⊙ using Var2, but choose the same “late” initial
redshift of zini = 50 for our ICs as in HWM22. We show



21

our results in Figs. 14 and 15.
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FIG. 14. Evolution of a SFDM-TF halo of 1012 M⊙

using Var2, but initializing the simulation at zini =
50. Shown are the pressure profiles, PSI (red solid line) and
Pσ (blue solid line), at z = 0.5 (top panel) and at z = 0.0
(bottom panel). We can see that at z = 0.5 the halo is still
in the stage of formation, prior to the point where PSI gets
dominant when the formation is completed.

Figure 14 displays the profiles of the two pressure
contributions, PSI and Pσ, at z = 0.5 (top panel) and
at z = 0 (bottom panel). At z = 0.5 the halo is still
in the stage of formation, see also Fig. 15, prior to the
point where PSI becomes dominant in the core, once the
formation is complete. Even at z = 0, the halo had not
enough time to completely evolve to its final stage, and
PSI is just about to get the dominant contribution to the
pressure in the core (compare also to Fig. 13). In this
sense, our result is in agreement with HWM22, where
PSI is not dominant in the core at z = 0.5. However,
since our results show that PSI should dominate in the
later stages of the evolution, we conclude that the halos in
HWM22 did not have enough time to evolve, given the
late zini = 50, and so the transition to PSI-dominated
cores has not yet taken place.
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FIG. 15. Evolution of a SFDM-TF halo of 1012 M⊙ us-
ing Var2, from zini = 50 to z = 0. The color-coded solid
lines display the evolution of the density profiles, beginning
with the collapse of the initial (ǫ = 1/6) profile until z = 0
in a 4 Mpc box. We can see a steadily growing density in
the center. Around z ∼ 10, the core begins to build up with
almost equal contributions from PSI and Pσ. At z = 0.4, the
formation of the envelope begins, where Pσ dominates over
PSI, and a shock front forms which moves outward. The re-
maining time until z = 0 is not sufficient to establish a clear
core-envelope structure.

VIII. SFDM-TF HALOS FROM
COSMOLOGICAL ICS

In Sec. IVC, we compared the fluid approximation for
CDM to an N-body simulation of cosmological structure
formation. We used MUSIC to create our ICs in order
to provide a realistic background environment. On the
other hand, in our simulations of the single-halo infall
problem in SFDM-TF in the previous section, we placed
a single spherical perturbation in the center of a box and
investigated the formation and evolution of the halo that
results upon the almost spherical infall of matter onto it.
However, the simulations run by HWM22 formed halos
out of cosmologically realistic ICs generated with MU-
SIC. To test this scenario with our own modified version
of RAMSES, we add in this section a proof-of-concept
simulation, using also ICs generated by MUSIC, in a co-
moving box of 1 Mpc. Thereby, we also confirm that our
implementation yields comparable outcomes to HWM22,
in the sense that our fluid implementation also produces
a cosmic-web-like structure for SFDM-TF. The difference
here is the smaller box size that we use, in order to show
a less computationally expensive simulation, than those
performed in HWM22. Our results are shown in Fig. 16.

We can see that, in the beginning, the evolution of
halos is dominated by nearly spherical infall of matter.
Soon after, the typical filamentary structure of the cosmic
web forms, where the infall of matter onto the collapsed
halos is mostly via the filaments. In the box, a number
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FIG. 16. Mergers of SFDM-TF halos. SFDM-TF halo formation from ICs generated with MUSIC. In the first stage, a
number of halos form from nearly spherical infall of matter. Soon after, the regions between halos show the typical filamentary
structure of the cosmic web (see top left-hand panel). The infall of matter proceeds then mainly via the filaments. The top
right-hand panel illustrates an evolutionary stage, where some halos have already merged, with a dynamically dominant massive
halo that affects the motions of the smaller halos around it. In the bottom left-hand panel, only one massive halo is left, with
some matter being expelled again, but which spherically falls back onto the halo consecutively. A small halo starts to merge
with the massive halo. Finally, the bottom right-hand panel displays a stage where a single halo remains in a nearly virialized
state. (Owing to the periodic BCs, the halo at the bottom of the box coincides with the one at the top.)

of halos have formed which enter a stage dominated by
mergers. In this stage, a significant amount of matter is
expelled from halos, but matter falls back predominantly
onto the dominant halo in a nearly spherical manner,
i.e. the late stage of halo mass accretion is yet again
similar to spherical infall. Hence, we conclude that the
results of the single-halo infall calculations are a good
approximation to the more complicated reality.

IX. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we studied SFDM in the Thomas-Fermi
regime, also known as “SFDM-TF”, as a valuable alter-
native model to CDM. We were particularly motivated
by the cusp-core problem of CDM, which describes the
discrepancy between predicted central density cusps in
halos vs the more core-like profiles determined from ob-
servations of DM-dominated dwarf galaxies. The novel
dynamics of SFDM as a quantum fluid poses challenges
to realistic structure formation simulations in SFDM.
Although much progress has been made over the past
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years, numerical simulations still lack resolution and/or
sufficiently long run-times in order to make a fair com-
parison with observations of galaxies. This problem is
exacerbated for SFDM-TF which has basically two im-
portant length scales, the TF radius RTF and the de
Broglie length λdeB where RTF ≫ λdeB. While the char-
acteristic SI pressure of SFDM-TF is at play on scales of
RTF, the genuine quantum dynamics acts at scales down
to λdeB. Therefore, it is useful to find computational
approaches which average over the dynamics on these
very small scales, without neglecting its physical effects
on macroscopic scales. Appropriate fluid approximations
suggest themselves as a way to accomplish this, and pre-
vious literature has come up with solutions. Dawoodbhoy
et al. [2] and SDR22 have devised a fluid approximation
for SFDM-TF and performed singe-halo infall calcula-
tions using a 1D Lagrangian fluid code, in order to in-
vestigate the formation and evolution of such halos. The
results agreed with earlier analytic expectations, in that
such halos form a core-envelope structure, with a central
core close to a (n = 1)-polytrope with radius RTF, sur-
rounded by a CDM-like (i.e. NFW-like) halo envelope.
Within the cores, the SI pressure, PSI ∝ R2

TFρ
2, domi-

nated, whereas the envelope was stabilized by an “effec-
tive” velocity-dispersion pressure due to the small-scale
quantum dynamics, Pσ ∝ ρ5/3.

Subsequently, HWM22 have performed 3D structure
formation simulations of SFDM-TF with the cosmologi-
cal code RAMSES, using a somewhat different fluid ap-
proximation in 3D. They confirmed many of the previ-
ous results of SDR22, but also reported discrepancies,
notably that the cores of their halos would not be dom-
inated by PSI. Instead, the two pressure contributions,
PSI and Pσ, were roughly equal in the core, whereas Pσ

dominated in the envelope. They attributed this differ-
ence to the possibility of mixing and energy exchange
between inner and outer halo parts in 3D, a phenomenon
that the previous 1D simulations could not model.

Our aim in this paper was to settle this issue by
performing more dedicated 3D cosmological simulations
and to compare our findings with those of SDR22 and
HWM22. Like in these papers, we neglect baryons in our
simulations.

In order to make a fair comparison, we also used RAM-
SES and modified it such that we implemented both ver-
sions of fluid approximations, the 3D version of SDR22
(we call it Var1) and the version by HWM22 (we call it
Var2). In contrast to Var1, the fluid equations of Var2
contain the source terms due to self-gravity of the SFDM
fluid. Also, Var1 includes the SI pressure PSI in the mo-
mentum equation, but not in the energy equation. On
the other hand, in Var2 the pressure PSI appears in both
momentum and energy equation.

We performed proof-of-concept structure formation
simulations in a box of comoving 1 Mpc, using initial

conditions from MUSIC, in order to convince ourselves
that our implementation worked correctly. Our results
agreed with those of HWM22, in that we also see the
formation of a cosmic web in SFDM-TF. In the process
of this test, we also studied the CDM regime, setting
PSI = 0 which reduces the equations to those of the
“CDM fluid approximation”. We compared our result
with a standard N-body structure formation simulation
of CDM, both calculated with RAMSES, and found very
good overall agreement.

However, since our focus was the infall problem of
single-halo formation, we did tests of halo collapse, us-
ing several initial density profiles as input. We found no
significant impact onto the formed halo, and decided to
generate the initial conditions for our forthcoming simu-
lations with the (ǫ = 1/6) profile of a scale-free, spherical
perturbation; also in order to compare to the results of
SDR22. Apart from some test cases, we always chose an
initial redshift of zini = 600.

Most results in this paper concern halo hosts of Milky-
Way mass of 1012 M⊙, but we also simulated a 109 M⊙

halo which is a typical host mass for ultra-faint galax-
ies. In all simulations of SFDM-TF, we used the same
choice of RTF = 110 pc. While this core size seems too
small to resolve the cusp-core problem (or other “small-
scale structure problems” for that matter), it is moti-
vated by the findings of SDR22, Foidl and Rindler-Daller
[23] and Hartman et al. [4]. It was shown in these pa-
pers that linear structure growth constrains the allowed
parameter space of SFDM-TF more severely than previ-
ously thought. As a result, associated RTF of kpc size
and beyond are highly disfavored, because such a choice
would suppress structure formation on too large scales,
in conflict with observations.

Now, in order to test our code modifications, and for
the sake of our understanding, we first performed 3D
single-halo infall simulations in the CDM regime, where
PSI = 0 = RTF, using a comoving 4 Mpc cosmologi-
cal box with periodic boundary conditions. In the CDM
regime, the only pressure contribution that helps CDM
to oppose gravitational collapse is the pressure due to the
random motion of collisionless CDM particles. This pres-
sure is formally the same as Pσ above, never mind that it
derives from a different phase-space averaging procedure.

While our results for CDM halo formation and evolu-
tion conform very well with previous works that inves-
tigated the CDM fluid approximation, we found some
interesting details, as follows. We were able to follow the
evolution of the halo density and pressure profiles over
time, including the development of the expected shock
front in CDM halos. In the fluid picture, the location of
this shock front at z = 0 is a good proxy for the virial
radius of the halo, because it separates the inner evolved
part from the outer low-density background. In fact, at
the present it is located at ∼ 300 kpc for the CDM halo
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of 1012 M⊙, in good agreement with estimates of the size
of the Milky Way.

During its evolution, the central density in the CDM
halo rises, but in its early stage it follows a (n = 1.5)-
polytropic core. By the formation time of the halo, this
core has transitioned into a steep central cusp whose
slope is almost the same as the outer density slope, which
is close to ρ ∝ r−3 as expected from NFW. Finally, the
central profile makes another transition to a “shallower
cusp”, very close to the NFW behavior of ρ ∝ r−1, which
remains in place until z = 0. These transitions have to do
with the respective search for equilibrium between grav-
ity and pressure.

Next, we performed 3D simulations of the formation
of a single SFDM-TF halo, again using a 4 Mpc cosmo-
logical box with periodic boundary conditions. The first
simulation was configured to use the fluid approximation
of SDR22, i.e. Var1, where we could confirm their results
concerning the core-envelope structure as well as the runs
of the pressures PSI and Pσ within the halo, at the for-
mation time of the SFDM-TF halo, i.e. at the same time
snapshot as in SDR22. However, since we calculated the
entire evolution down to z = 0, we encounter a new effect
in our simulation, namely the polytropic core and the en-
velope both start to expand at some point. In the second
simulation, we used the fluid approximation of HWM22,
i.e. Var2. We found that our results in this case also

agreed with those of SDR22 at the formation time of the
halo, although the same phenomenon of “core/envelope
expansion” occurs as in the previous case. In any case,
we found no significant discrepancy in the results between
Var1 and Var2, except for the fact that Var2 exhibits bet-
ter resolution characteristics. As such, a choice of Var2
is preferred over Var1. Furthermore, for both Var1 and
Var2, we found that the evolution of SFDM-TF halos
goes through a two-stage process, where the central pro-
file at early times is close to a (n = 1.5)-polytrope, which
only later transitions to a (n = 1)-polytrope when PSI fi-
nally dominates in the halo core. On the other hand, the
halo envelopes show the same characteristics as CDM
halos.

Before we discuss the comparison between SDR22 and
HWM22 in more detail, let us elaborate on the “core ex-
pansion” that we see in our simulations, as follows. As
the envelope of the SFDM-TF halo is almost isothermal,
the size of the halo is determined by the external pres-
sure, which has two contributions: the pressure of the
infalling matter and the density of the background uni-
verse. For the simulations in a 4 Mpc box, we saw a
rapid decrease in the density of the core at z ∼ 7 and a
consecutive expansion of the envelope starting at z ∼ 4.
Therefore, we performed a further simulation, using a
12 Mpc box with accordingly increased spatial resolu-
tion. In this case, we found that the transition from the
polytropic core to the expanded core is much smoother in

the larger box than in the smaller box. We explain this
behavior with the smooth decrease in the infall of matter
onto the halo caused by the expansion of the background
universe, compared to the immediate stop of the infall
due to the lack of matter in the smaller box.

Now, with respect to the discrepancies in the results
of SDR22 and HWM22, concerning the pressure runs,
we explain them as a result of systematic differences in
the setup of the simulations. The most significant differ-
ence is that SDR22 analyzes the structure of SFDM-TF
halos at the formation time of the halo, and they start
their simulations at zini = zeq ∼ 3000, whereas HWM22
start their simulations at zini = 50 and do the analysis
of halo structure at a redshift of z = 0.5, i.e. later than
the formation time. So, the main issue is the fact that
in HWM22 the collapse of the halo takes place too late,
thus it had not enough time to form and virialize. Our
assessment is confirmed by a test simulation that we per-
formed, where we also used a late zini = 50, in order to
show the incomplete evolution of the halo.

A further difference is as follows. SDR22 investigate
the formation of SFDM halos by spherical infall in a cos-
mological environment that maintains a predefined MAH
according to Wechsler et al. [41], whereas HWM22 use
MUSIC in their simulations, where a number of several
halos collapse and form over time. The MAH for each in-
dividual halo in the simulations by HWM22 is not main-
tained throughout the entire simulation for the following
reason: after the first stage of halo collapse with spheri-
cal infall, filaments form rapidly and the infall onto halos
goes via these filaments; the remaining 3D space in the
vicinity of the halos is diluted dramatically; but the shock
waves following mergers transport a significant part of
the material into the outskirts of the halo; at the final
stages, the material falls back onto the halo in a nearly
spherical manner.

To re-iterate: in our 3D simulations of the formation
and evolution of SFDM-TF halos, we have seen that both
fluid approximations in SDR22 vs HWM22 reveal results
with no significant differences. With regard to the evo-
lution of SFDM-TF halos we identified two important
processes: the MAH that is determined by the amount
of matter in the vicinity of the halo and the expansion
of the background universe. The amount of matter de-
termines how “fast” the transition from the polytropic
core to the expanded core evolves. This could imply that
the core size of a halo might be impacted by its environ-
ment, as it determines the MAH onto the halo. This is
an interesting finding, because it implies that core size is
not necessarily determined only by the parameters of the
DM model. Even without the inclusion of baryons and
feedback effects, our simulations reveal that an initial pri-
mordial DM core of sub-kpc size, ∼ 100 pc – demanded
by power spectrum constraints from linear theory – can
evolve into a larger core of & 1 kpc, after all, during
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DM-only halo evolution.

In fact, in HWM22 a similar, but less pronounced, ef-
fect is mentioned and seen in their Figs. 3 and 5, where
they display halos with masses between 107 and 1011 M⊙.
Their halo cores extend to a radius beyond RTF = 1 kpc,
where more massive halos display a more pronounced ef-
fect than the less massive halos. This effect supports
the aforementioned argument, that their halos are in an
early stage of formation, where Pσ is still dominant and
responsible for the central density that follows closely a
(n = 1.5)-polytrope, which extends beyond the (n = 1)-
polytrope. These findings agree with ours, as more mas-
sive halos are impacted stronger from the lack of outer
pressure onto the terminating shock front of the halos’s
envelope. Again, given that HWM22 started their sim-
ulations at zini = 50 and stopped them at z = 0.5 may
explain why the effect is less pronounced compared to
our simulations that started at zini = 600 and ended at
z = 0.

Of course, future simulations should include baryons
and should be preferably performed in larger cosmologi-
cal volumes with realistic initial conditions. The great
computational challenge of such simulations has pre-
vented faster progress in this field so far. We expect
that baryons will modify previous and our own results
here, in that their presence will lead to multiple feed-
back processes that affect central halo densities and the
size of cores. While previous constraints from linear the-
ory have shown that cores in SFDM-TF should be of
sub-kpc size, our results here have shown that primor-
dial cores can expand upon halo evolution, independent
of baryonic feedback.

The amount of expansion depends on the mass of the
halo, and the latter is predefined in our ICs (i.e. in

the chosen mass of the initial overdensity), which is a
good approximation for low-mass halos, but less so for
massive halos of Milky-Way size which are believed to
acquire much of their mass by multiple mergers during
their lifetime. Now, using a primordial core radius of
RTF = 110 pc, we find that the core of the 109 M⊙

low-mass halo expands up to a radius of ∼ 2 kpc by
z = 0, which is a value that is still in accordance with
observations of ultra-faint galaxies; see e.g. Bernal et al.
[62], Martinez-Medina and Matos [63] for a comparison.
On the other hand, for the 1012 M⊙ Milky-Way-like halo,
that same primordial core expands up to a radius of
∼ 20 kpc by z = 0, and this value also depends more
strongly on the box size of the simulation, given its im-
pact onto the mass accretion history. Such large cores
might be in conflict with observations of galaxies, which
are dominated by baryons in the central regions such as
the Milky Way, M31 or similar galaxies. However, there
are massive low-surface-brightness spiral galaxies which
do have large cores of & 10 kpc, and these cores might
be possibly explained by expanding DM-only primordial
cores. In any case, the astrophysics of baryons impacts
the appearance of galaxies on various scales. Hence, fu-
ture work is desired, especially with respect to the inclu-
sion of baryons, in order to determine whether SFDM in
general, or SFDM-TF in particular, may yet resolve the
“cusp-core problem”, after all.
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