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ABSTRACT
We explore the impact of spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2 Ultra-Light Dark Matter (ULDM) on small scales by numerically solving the
Schrödinger-Poisson system using the time-split method. We perform simulations of ULDM for each spin, starting with different
numbers of identical initial solitons and analyse the properties of the resulting halos after they merge and relax in a steady-state.
Our findings reveal that higher spin values lead to broader, less dense final halo with more prominent Navarro-Frenk-White
(NFW) tails, a characteristic that persists regardless of the number of initial solitons involved. We identify scaling relations that
describe the density profile, core and NFW tail of spin 𝑠 ULDM halos as a function of the number of initial solitons 𝑁sol. These
relations allow us to construct equivalent halos based on average density or total mass, for arbitrarily large 𝑁sol, without having
to simulate those systems. We simulate the orbit of a ULDM satellite in a constructed halo treated as an external potential, and
find that for host halos having the same average density, the orbital decay time of the satellite is as predicted for uniform sphere
host halo regardless of the spin. However, satellites orbiting haloes having the same mass for each spin, result in faster disruption
in the case of spin 0, while satellites orbiting haloes having the same core size result in faster disruption in the case of spin 2.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Ultra-light dark matter (ULDM), namely bosonic dark matter par-
ticles whose mass is of order 10−22 eV, has been established as a
viable and phenomenologically rich candidate for the observed cos-
mological dark matter (Niemeyer 2020). ULDM is modelled as an
oscillating classical field minimally coupled to gravity, existing as a
superposition of nearly coherent waves, with spin 0 (scalar field) (Fer-
reira 2021; Hu et al. 2000; Matos et al. 2000), spin 1 (vector field) or
spin 2 (tensor field) (Jain & Amin 2022; Alexander et al. 2021). In
these models, provided the mass is sufficiently small, the de Broglie
wavelength is of the order of kiloparsecs, the typical size of observ-
able galaxies in the Universe. The result is an effective ’quantum
pressure’ that counteracts gravitational attraction which then has an
impact on the formation and distribution of structures at small scales.

ULDM may be compared to Cold Dark Matter (CDM) which
is a collision-less cold fluid that forms self-bound, virialised units
called halos through a hierarchical process. Both ULDM and CDM
predict the formation of large-scale structures in the Universe in
concordance with observations from cosmological surveys at large
scales. However, ULDM may have an edge when confronted with
observations at small scales, where CDM predictions seem to be in
tension with the data (Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017; Del Popolo
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& Le Delliou 2017)—see also Feng (2010); Bertone & Tait (2018);
Tulin & Yu (2018) for an overview of the alternatives.

While spin 0 ULDM has been the subject of investigation over the
last two decades, the study of higher spin ULDM using both analytic
and numerical methods is more recent. Small-scale simulations of
solitonic configurations for spin 0 and spin 1 ULDM were contrasted
in Amin et al. (2022), where it was shown that the central region of
solitons in spin 1 ULDM is less dense and has a smoother transition
as the radius increases compared to the spin 0 case. Additionally, it
was found that solitons for spin 1 and spin 2 are formed later than
for the spin 0 case, that is, the higher the spin, the larger the soliton
condensation time (Jain et al. 2023). In all cases, the solitons are
surrounded by a Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) envelope connected to
other filamentary structures (Gorghetto et al. 2022; Jain et al. 2023;
Chen et al. 2023). These results show differences between each model
in simple configuration ensembles, which can give rise to significant
observable effects. Two such effects concern the dynamics of satellite
subhalo systems within a host halo, specifically, their tidal disruption
and the effect of dynamical friction.

The tidal disruption of subhalos has been extensively explored
only in the case of spin 0 ULDM. In Hui et al. (2017), the tidal radius
of a spin 0 ULDM satellite was estimated using a spherically sym-
metric tidal potential ∝ 𝑟2 (centred around the satellite) using the
time-independent Schrödinger-Poisson system (SP). It was shown
that spin 0 ULDM within the tidal radius can escape to infinity by
tunnelling through the potential barrier at the tidal radius, implying
that all systems subjected to an external tidal field will eventually be
disrupted. The survival time of a satellite subhalo depends on the
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ratio of its central density to the average density of host halo over
the orbital radius of the satellite. It was found that larger such ratios
result in more circular orbits before disruption happens. The time-
independent approximation to the SP system was questioned in Du
et al. (2018) where it was seen to be valid only for small enough times.
Considering time dependence and still within the ∝ 𝑟2 tidal poten-
tial model, it was found that the core loses mass faster and becomes
increasingly susceptible to tidal effects, leading to faster disruption
times. Increasing the model complexity, Du et al. (2018) also per-
formed full three-dimensional numerical simulations for determining
the time-dependent profile of a spin 0 ULDM satellite moving in a
host halo modelled as a uniform sphere with a fixed mass and treated
as an external potential. In this case, the satellite loses mass gradually
and quickly relaxes to a less compact configuration, which can be
described by a new soliton with lower central density. Using their
numerical simulations, Du et al. (2018) then estimated the survival
time of satellite galaxies in the Milky Way.

The dynamical friction acting on satellites traversing a host halo in
spin 0 ULDM has been studied in Hui et al. (2017) to address the puz-
zling existence of globular clusters in the Fornax dwarf spheroidal
satellite of the Milky Way. In the case of CDM, considering the
model’s predictions due to dynamical friction, it is unexpected to
have long orbital decay times since the system mergers quickly to
the center. However, when taking satellites as point masses mov-
ing within an ULDM halo, the authors estimated that their orbital
decay time is always longer than in the case of CDM, thus offer-
ing a possible resolution. However, in ULDM the satellite profile
can be important as dynamical friction receives contributions from
scales comparable to the solitonic core (Hui et al. 2017). A thorough
exploration of dynamical friction in spin 0 ULDM was performed
in Lancaster et al. (2020), where apart from a point-mass, the case
of an extended satellite profile described by a Plummer sphere was
considered and further placed within an ULDM halo with velocity
dispersion. They showed that overdensities in the ULDM condensate
disrupt the gravitational wake, decreasing the effect of dynamical
friction compared to setups without velocity dispersion. In another
study, Vitsos & Gourgouliatos (2023) considered satellites in a spin 0
ULDM halo described again by an external potential but which de-
part from spherical symmetry, inspired by the fact that satellites do
not necessarily have perfectly spherical profiles in the observable
Universe. They reported that the shape of the wake that the satellite
creates on the host halo depends strongly on the satellite’s ellipticity
and direction of motion.

The study of the dynamics between satellite galaxies and their
host halos within alternative dark matter models and examining their
effects on survival time, structural configurations and mass transfer,
can reveal significant differences that can be compared with obser-
vational data. Specifically, one may ask how the satellite dynamics
changes for ULDM models with different spin 𝑠. In this work, we
investigate the properties of halos formed through the mergers of
soliton configurations, characterising their density profiles using uni-
versal scaling relations. We then apply these findings to model the
dynamics of a satellite within a realistic external potential that we
numerically compute for a spin 𝑠 ULDM halo using the SP system.
By considering spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2 ULDM, we aim to distin-
guish the effects specifically attributed to having additional degrees
of freedom arising from the different ULDM spins.

The paper is organised as follows: in Section 2, we discuss the non-
relativistic modelling of ULDM, focussing on the multi-component
Schrödinger-Poisson system for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2. Section 3
provides a brief overview of the numerical methods employed to
evolve the system of equations in each model. In Section 4 we report

on the results of multiple soliton mergers of each spin 𝑠model in order
to explore the evolution and properties of the resultant halo, including
the density profile, total energy and spin density. In section 5, we
identify scaling relations between the initial density profile of the
solitons and the density profile of the final soliton, corresponding to
a final halo profile, created through their merging. This allows us to
construct ULDM halos with the equivalent properties for each model.
In section 6, we apply the resultant dark matter profiles to use them
as host halos of satellite systems. In this case, the host halo is made
of spin 0, spin 1 or spin 2 and is considered an external potential. We
summarise our conclusions in Section 7.

2 NON-RELATIVISTIC APPROACH FOR SPIN 𝑆 ULDM

A spin 𝑠 massive field in the non-relativistic limit can be described
by the multiple-component SP system (Jain & Amin 2022; Adshead
& Lozanov 2021)

𝑖ℏ
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝚿 = − ℏ2

2𝑚𝑠
∇2𝚿 + 𝑚𝑠Φ𝚿,

∇2Φ = 4𝜋𝐺𝜌0 (Tr[𝚿†𝚿] − 1),
(1)

where ℏ stands for the reduced Planck constant,𝐺 is the gravitational
constant, 𝑚𝑠 is the mass of the ULDM particle and 𝜌0 is the mean
density of the simulation. We have normalised the wavefunction to
the mean density on the simulation so that ⟨Tr[𝚿†𝚿]⟩ = 1 and
Tr[𝚿†𝚿] is the probability density of occupation. Throughout this
section, we use the notation in Jain & Amin (2022) to construct the
initial conditions of the simulations. Then, the field is expressed as a
function of the spin as follows:

𝜓 = [𝚿] spin 0,
𝜓𝑖 = [𝚿]𝑖 spin 1,
𝜓𝑖 𝑗 = [𝚿]𝑖 𝑗 spin 2.

(2)

The trace is defined as Tr[𝚿𝚿†] = 𝜓𝑖𝜓†𝑖 and Tr[𝚿𝚿†] = 𝜓𝑖 𝑗𝜓†𝑗𝑖
for spin 1 and spin 2, respectively. A massive spin s field admits 2𝑠+1
spin configurations characterised by the orthogonal set {𝝐 (𝑝) }, where
𝑝 ∈ {−𝑠, . . . , 𝑠} is the polarisation. Then, the spin 𝑠 wave function
can be decomposed as

𝚿(𝑡, 𝒙) =
∑︁
𝑝

𝜓𝑝 (𝑡, 𝒙)𝝐 (𝑝) , (3)

where 𝜓𝑝 is the field with polarisation 𝑝.
In what follows we are interested in setting up the system as being

composed of multiple spin 𝑠 solitons in the ground state, and letting
them evolve in time according to (1). For the spin 0 case, the ground
state 𝜓sol is a real function that satisfies the time-independent SP
system (Guzmán & Ureña López 2004), as described in Appendix A.
Without loss of generality, for higher spins we may take the ground-
state of each soliton at the initial time 𝑡 = 0 to be as in the spin 0
case equal to 𝜓sol, multiplied by a real coefficient 𝑐𝑝 and a phase 𝜃𝑝 ,
such that

𝜓𝑝 (𝑡 = 0, 𝒙) = 𝜓sol (𝒙) 𝑐𝑝e−𝑖 𝜃𝑝 . (4)

We assign the coefficients 𝑐𝑝 , which determine the mixing amongst
the 2𝑠 + 1 spin configurations and satisfy

∑
𝑝 𝑐

2
𝑝 = 1, and the phase

𝜃𝑝 ∈ [0, 2𝜋), randomly for each soliton. A detailed description of
how to compute the spherical ground state solution 𝜓sol can be found
in Appendix A.
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Spin 0

This case is the simplest, and the field is defined by 𝜓𝑝 in equation
(4) with 𝑐𝑝 = 1:

𝜓0 = 𝜓sole−𝑖 𝜃0 . (5)

Spin 1

The basis is represented by the following set of orthonormal vectors,
associated with three polarisation states ±1 and 0 (Jain & Amin
2022):

𝝐 (±1) ≡ 1
√

2

©«
1
±𝑖
0

ª®®¬ ; 𝝐 (0) ≡
©«
0
0
1

ª®®¬ . (6)

We assign the two 𝑐𝑝 coefficients randomly and determine the third
using

∑
𝑝 𝑐

2
𝑝 = 1 for each constructed soliton according to (4). This

is equivalent to constructing orthogonal random vectors.

Spin 2

In this case, five independent states are defined by the polarisation
±2,±1 and 0. The maximally polarised orthonormal tensors can be
written in terms of the following orthogonal and traceless matrices

𝝐 (±2) ≡ 1
2

©«
1 ±𝑖 0
±𝑖 −1 0
0 0 0

ª®®¬ ,
𝝐 (±1) ≡ 1

2
©«
0 0 1
0 0 ±𝑖
1 ±𝑖 0

ª®®¬ ,
𝝐 (0) ≡ 1

√
6

©«
−1 0 0
0 −1 0
0 0 2

ª®®¬ .
(7)

This case has five 𝑐𝑝 elements which are again assigned randomly
subject to

∑
𝑝 𝑐

2
𝑝 = 1 for each soliton.

3 NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION

We have developed a new numerical code in C++ which solves the
SP system (1) using a time-splitting pseudospectral method. For the
systems under study, Fourier methods perform better than numeri-
cal local methods since the complexity is of the order of 𝑁log2𝑁 ,
whereas the Finite Difference Method or the Finite Element Method
has a complexity of the order of 𝑁2, being 𝑁 the total number of
operations required for each time-step (Press et al. 2007). This nu-
merical technique has also been implemented in other works to study
the evolution of the scalar field, such as Edwards et al. (2018); May
& Springel (2021).

In this method, the time step Δ𝑡 is expressed as a combination of
operations in configuration and in Fourier space, which are applied
to each component of the spin 𝑠 system (2), considering that there
are three and five independent terms for spin 1 and spin 2, respec-
tively. Specifically, starting from the wavefunction 𝜓𝑝 (𝑡, x) for each
component 𝑝 at time 𝑡, we first compute the 𝜓𝑝

(
𝑡 + Δ𝑡/2, x

)
for each

𝑝 at the half time-step Δ𝑡/2. All wavefunction components are then
used for evaluating the potential Φ(𝑡 + Δ𝑡) by solving the Poisson

𝐿 [Mpc] 𝑚𝑠 = 2.5 × 10−22 eV 𝑚𝑠 = 1.75 × 10−23 eV

0.1 ≳ 4153 ≳ 303

1 ≳ 41503 ≳ 2903

10 ≳ 415003 ≳ 29003

Table 1. Minimum required number of mesh grid points 𝑁3 for various
simulation box lengths 𝐿 according to (9). The estimates are shown for two
scalar field masses, 𝑚𝑠 = 2.5 × 10−22 eV and 𝑚𝑠 = 1.75 × 10−23 eV, with
the maximum velocity 𝑣max set to 100km/s consistent with typical values in
cosmological N-body simulations.

equation. We finally combine both steps to evaluate the wavefunction
𝜓𝑝 (𝑡 + Δ𝑡, x), as is captured by the following set of equations

𝜓𝑝

(
𝑡 + Δ𝑡/2

)
=F −1

[
e−

𝑖Δ𝑡ℏ̃𝒌2
2𝑚𝑠 F

(
e−

𝑖Δ𝑡Φ(𝑡 )
2ℏ̃ 𝜓𝑝 (𝑡)

)]
, (8a)

Φ (𝑡 + Δ𝑡) =F −1
[
− 1
𝒌2 F

(
4𝜋𝐺𝜌0 (Tr[𝚿†𝚿] − 1)

)]
, (8b)

𝜓𝑝 (𝑡 + Δ𝑡) =e−
𝑖Δ𝑡Φ(𝑡+Δ𝑡 )

2ℏ̃ 𝜓𝑝

(
𝑡 + Δ𝑡/2

)
, (8c)

where 𝒌 is the spatial frequency domain, F and F −1 respectively
stand for the Discrete Fourier Transformation and its inverse, and
Tr[𝚿†𝚿] =

∑
𝑝 𝜓𝑝𝜓

†
𝑝 , evaluated at 𝑡 + Δ𝑡/2. This works because

from (8c) we have that |𝜓𝑝 (𝑡 + Δ𝑡) |2 = |𝜓𝑝 (𝑡 + Δ𝑡/2) |2 so that (8b)
can be consistently used. The error associated with this numerical
approach is of order O(Δ𝑡3) Glennon & Prescod-Weinstein (2021).

To obtain a robust numerical solution it is necessary to resolve

the structures on the scale of the de Broglie wavelength 𝜆dB =
ℏ̃

𝑣

where ℏ̃ =
ℏ

𝑚𝑠
and 𝑣 is an estimate of the velocity of an ULDM fluid

packet. We can obtain 𝑣 by appealing to the Madelung representation
which gives 𝑣 = ℏ̃ |∇𝛼 |, where 𝛼 is the phase of the wave function
𝜓 and ranges between [0, 2𝜋]. Assuming a half-step approximation
for the spatial derivative, the maximum velocity that this method can

resolve is estimated as 𝑣max ∼ 𝜋ℏ̃

Δ𝑥
(May & Springel 2021), leading

to the resolution criterion

Δ𝑥 <
𝜋ℏ̃

𝑣max
. (9)

Then, following the Courant-Friedrich-Lewy condition Courant et al.
(1928) for parabolic equations and considering that the phase of the
wave function expressed in (8) should be smaller than 2𝜋, Δ𝑡 must
fulfil the condition

Δ𝑡 < min

(
4Δ𝑥2

3𝜋ℏ̃
,

2𝜋ℏ̃
|Φ|max

)
. (10)

In cosmological N-body simulations ∼ 99% of particles typically
have velocities 𝑣 < 𝑣max = 100 km/s (May & Springel 2021). Taking
this bound at face value, we display the allowed numerical resolution
considering different box sizes and two different ULDM particle
masses 𝑚s in Table 1. As we see in the table, the computational
power required to run large-scale simulations becomes evident.

All our simulations were performed in a cubic box of 𝐿 = 100kpc.
To ensure good convergence we used a mesh of 𝑁grid = 5123 grid
points in the case of spin 1 and spin 2 to be within the bounds of
Table 1, corresponding to a spatial resolution of Δ𝑥 = 0.195 kpc,
and 𝑣max ∼ 123km/s, as given by (9). However, as we discuss in
appendices C and D, we found that when merging a large number
of initial solitons this is not sufficient in the spin 0 case, but using

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2025)



4 López-Sánchez et al.

𝑁grid = 10243 convergence was indeed reached (corresponding to
Δ𝑥 = 0.098kpc and 𝑣max ∼ 247km/s). This is because the density in
the spin 0 case is typically higher and thus closer to the resolution
limit compared to spin 1 and spin 2 cases where the density is dis-
tributed across two and five independent components, respectively.
An analysis of the stability criteria of these configurations using
different resolutions is provided in Appendix C.

Finally, we accelerated our simulations using the Fast Fourier
Transformation library implemented in CUDA (cuFFT1) for general
computing on graphical processing units (GPUs). In Appendix B, we
discuss briefly the performance enhancement when using GPUs.

4 MULTIPLE SOLITON MERGER

We explore the merging of an initial number of soliton configura-
tions 𝑁sol in spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2 ULDM models with otherwise
equivalent initial conditions, to compare the differences they create
in the resultant halo. Our methodology is generally similar to that
described in Jain & Amin (2022).

4.1 Initial conditions

We ran 24 simulations for each spin 𝑠 ULDM model, varying the
number of solitons, 𝑁sol, in steps of 5, starting from 5 up to 120. The
solitons were initially positioned randomly within the subdomain
[10, 90] kpc, so they were sufficiently far from the boundaries, and
with zero linear momentum. Each soliton configuration was gen-
erated numerically following the procedure outlined in Appendix
A, with a fixed scaling factor 𝜆 = 1000 and a scalar field mass
𝑚𝑠 = 2.5 × 10−22eV. In the spin 0 case, each soliton is described
as in (5) with the phase assigned randomly. For spin 1 and spin 2,
each soliton is partially polarised through the linear combination
given by (3) in terms of the set of maximally polarised basis de-
fined by (6) and (7), respectively. The coefficients 𝑐𝑝 have been
assigned randomly for each soliton following (4). The mass of the
soliton was computed in terms of the integrated density out to infin-
ity, 𝑀 =

∫
𝑉
𝜌𝑑𝑉 , in isolation. Thus, all solitons have the same mass

𝑀sol = 5.31 × 107𝑀⊙ , but different polarisations 𝑐𝑝 and phases 𝜃𝑝
in their wavefunction.

4.2 Evolution

4.2.1 Choosing the stopping time

For studying the final steady-state configurations, the system was al-
lowed to evolve until a final time of 𝑡 𝑓 = 20𝜏dyn, where the dynamical
time 𝜏dyn is defined as

𝜏dyn =
1√︁
𝐺𝜌0

. (11)

and denotes the typical timescale that a system needs to relax to an
equilibrium configuration when collapsing under gravity. We show
in section 4.2.2 that the system virialises after 𝑡 ∼ 2𝜏dyn for each
model and so taking the final configuration at 𝑡 𝑓 = 20𝜏dyn is justified
as it is more probable to lead to a stable and virialised system.

If the initial number of solitons is smaller than𝑁sol < 5 then 𝜏dyn >
30 Gyr which makes the simulations computationally demanding, as
we verified explicitly. We thus focus our analysis to 𝑁sol ≥ 10.

1 https://docs.nvidia.com/cuda/cufft/index.html

Figure 1. Evolution of the ratio 𝑊/|𝐸 | as a function of 𝑡/𝜏dyn for spin 0,
spin 1 and spin 2 models with 𝑁sol = 25.

Moreover, if 𝑁sol > 120, then the spatial resolution and box size we
use would not be enough, which sets our choice of 𝑁sol ≤ 120.

4.2.2 Energy evolution

The stability criterion of the final halo configuration in each model
can be studied using the quotient 𝑊/|𝐸 |, where 𝐸 = 𝑊 + 𝐾 is the
total energy of the system, 𝐾 the kinetic energy and𝑊 the potential
energy, defined as (Jain et al. 2023)

𝐾 =
ℏ̃2

2

∫
𝑉
𝑑𝑉Tr[∇𝚿† · ∇𝚿], (12)

𝑊 =
1
2

∫
𝑉
𝑑𝑉ΦTr[𝚿†𝚿] . (13)

Fig. 1 (upper panel) shows the evolution of 𝑊/|𝐸 | as a function of
𝑡/𝜏dyn for each spin with 𝑁sol = 25, chosen without loss of generality.
The residuals with respect to the mean value of 𝑊/|𝐸 |, computed
as a moving average, are displayed in the lower panel of the same
figure. The figure displays the evolution for 𝑡 < 5𝜏dyn in order to
zoom-in and emphasise the initial energy fluctuations, particularly
around 𝑡/𝜏dyn ∼ 1 − 2. However, the relaxation process can last for
hundreds of 𝜏dyn. We observe that before the merger, the potential
energy dominates, reaching a maximum value when the collision
starts. After that, the three spin 𝑠 models converge to a roughly con-
stant value, with spin 0 having a slight slope. This plot demonstrates
that the system slowly stabilises to a specific value of 𝑊/|𝐸 | which
then remains approximately constant over time. We checked that the
remaining simulations with different 𝑁sol exhibit similar behaviour.
We note that the asymptotic value of𝑊/|𝐸 | depends also on the spin
content of the initial solitons and so nothing can be said about the
hierarchy observed in Fig. 1 between the three spins. Indeed, in other
case of 𝑁sol we have found a different hierarchy.

4.3 Properties of the resulting profiles

4.3.1 Resulting density profile

If the halo resulting from the soliton mergers is approximately spher-
ically symmetric, we can average its density over concentric spheres.
These spherical averages are shown on the left panel of Fig. 2. We
then fit these averages into template functions adopting the prescrip-
tion of spin 0 ULDM dark matter halos as in Schive et al. (2014a,b),

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2025)
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Figure 2. Left panel. Density profiles for each type of spin 𝑠 simulation in the range 10 < 𝑁sol ≤ 120, constructed via spherical averaging. The thin curves
denote the density profile for a given 𝑁sol for spin 0 (blue), spin 1 (red) and spin 2 (green), while the thick lines represent the average for each spin case.
The vertical black dashed line represents the spatial resolution. The mass of the ULDM particles is 𝑚𝑠 = 2.5 × 10−22 eV, and the mass of each soliton is
𝑀 = 5.31 × 107𝑀⊙ . Right panel. Density profile normalised by the maximum density value 𝜌

𝑓
𝑐 as a function of the radius normalised by 𝑟

𝑓
𝑐 . The soliton

configuration (using 𝑟𝑐 = 𝜌𝑐 = 1 in (14)) is displayed for all models.

𝜌halo (𝑟) = Θ(𝑟𝜖 − 𝑟)𝜌sol (𝑟) + Θ(𝑟 − 𝑟𝜖 )𝜌NFW (𝑟), (14)

to fit the halo density profile in each spin 𝑠 model and final soliton
configuration. Here, Θ is the step function, and 𝑟𝜖 is the transition
radius between the soliton and the NFW tail, which are described by
the following expressions

𝜌sol (𝑟) =
𝜌𝑐[

1 + 𝛼(𝑟/𝑟𝑐)2]8 , (15)

𝜌NFW (𝑟) = 𝜌𝑠(
𝑟/𝑟𝑠

) (
1 + 𝑟/𝑟𝑠

)2 , (16)

respectively, where 𝛼 = 0.091 was fixed as in Schive et al. (2014b).
We defined the centre of the final solitonic core as the point with
the maximum density, and used this density as the parameter 𝜌 𝑓

𝑐 ,
where the superscript 𝑓 denotes “final soliton”. The parameter 𝜌𝑠 is
determined through 𝜌sol (𝑟𝜖 ) = 𝜌NFW (𝑟𝜖 ), so we are left with three
parameters to fit: 𝑟𝜖 , 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 and 𝑟𝑠 . However, naively doing this does not
take into account the abrupt change from a core to an NFW profile
which occurs at 𝑟𝜖 . This creates a strong degeneracy between 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 and
𝑟𝜖 leading to best fits which under or over-predict the profile for a
range of radii in the immediate neighbourhood of 𝑟𝜖 and which are
visibly distinguishable from the averaged profile. Thus our strategy
was to first fit the final solitonic core (by cutting off the NFW tail)
to (15) with a single parameter 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 , and only then fit the total profile
by varying only 𝑟𝜖 and 𝑟𝑠 . For our fits, we run Monte Carlo Markov
Chain chains using the Affine Invariant Ensemble Sampler (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2013). The fits for the cases of 𝑁sol = 5 and 𝑁sol = 120
are shown in Fig. 3.

In Fig. 2 (left panel) we display the set of final halo density profiles
for spin 0 (in blue), spin 1 (in red) and spin 2 (in green). The thin
lines depict the density profile from simulations with different 𝑁sol,
the thick lines mark the average profile for each spin, and the vertical
black dashed line denotes the numerical resolution. We observe that,
within our chosen range of solitons 10 < 𝑁sol ≤ 120 the profiles
corresponding to each model exhibit similar behaviour, which can
be effectively described by the average profile, a fact which has

potential use in observational comparisons. A noticeable difference
in the shape of the profiles is observed in the central regions between
spin 0 and spin 1, consistent with the findings of Amin et al. (2022).
In contrast, the difference in central density between spin 1 and spin 2
is less pronounced. Increasing the spin leads to less pronounced
interference patterns (see section 2.2 of Amin et al. (2022)) since
the probability of constructive interference decreases with higher
spin.2 As the radius increases, spin 1 and spin 2 exhibit a smoother
transition than the spin 0 case and the density profiles for all spins
converge together at larger radii, as expected.

In Fig. 2 (right panel) we show the final density normalised with the
maximum density value 𝜌 𝑓

𝑐 , as a function of the radius normalised
with 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 . Once more, the thin lines represent the scaled densities
from the simulations within the set 10 < 𝑁sol ≤ 120, while the
dark lines mark the average density for each spin. The differences in
the density profile tails are now more pronounced, with the transi-
tion from the soliton to the NFW tail being sharper for spin 0 and
becoming increasingly smoother with increasing spin. We observe
that the transition radius 𝑟𝜖 for these final haloes lies in the range
𝑟𝜖 = [2.5, 5] × 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 represented by the blue, red and green shaded
bands for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2, respectively. The former exhibits
the highest values for this quantity. The black dashed line corre-
sponds to 𝑟𝜖 ∼ 3.5𝑟 𝑓𝑐 , reported in Amin et al. (2022). We observe
in both panels of Fig. 2 that the NFW tails for spin 0 have a wider
variation around the mean than for the other spins. This occurs be-
cause the scalar field concentrates more mass in the central soliton,
leading to a lower probability of occupational density in the outer
regions. As a result, the tails become more diverse as the number of
solitons changes. This behaviour is less pronounced in the spin 1 and
spin 2 cases due to smaller interference patterns in the outer regions,
leading to a smoother transition between the core and the tail, which
becomes closer to the average profile regardless of the number of
initial solitons.

2 This is akin to what is observed in the spin 0 multi-field case, see Gosenca
et al. (2023)
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Figure 3. The solid lines represent the density of dark matter computed
directly from simulations. The dashed lines shows the best fits obtained
from (15) and (16) and the scaling relations discussed in section 5. For
this plot, we considered two sets of simulations for 𝑁sol = 5 and 𝑁sol = 120.

In Fig. 3 we compare the spherically averaged halo density ob-
tained directly from the simulations (Fig. 2) and the fits using (14).
Without loss of generality, we only show the result for the lowest
and highest value of the number of solitons, that is 𝑁sol = 5 and
𝑁sol = 120, since the rest of the simulations display a similar be-
haviour. We can observe a good match for both the core and the tail
for simulations and fits.

4.3.2 Spin scaling relation

The spin density is defined as in Jain et al. (2023)

𝒔𝑖 = 𝑖ℏ𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑘 [𝚿𝚿†] 𝑗𝑘 , (17)

where [𝚿𝚿†] 𝑗𝑘 = 𝚿𝑖𝚿
†
𝑗

and [𝚿𝚿†] 𝑗𝑘 = 𝚿𝑖𝑘𝚿
†
𝑘 𝑗

for spin 1 and
spin 2 respectively. The spin angular momentum is a conserved quan-
tity, obtained as the integral of the spin density over the volume

𝑺𝑖 = 𝑖ℏ

∫
vol
𝜖𝑖 𝑗𝑘 [𝚿𝚿†] 𝑗𝑘𝑑𝑉. (18)

Since 𝑺𝑖 is conserved, its integral over the whole box, |𝑺tot |, should
be the same before and after the merger.

We computed the spin density for spin 1 and spin 2 models, finding
that in both cases the solitonic core is polarised, that is, 𝒔𝑖 points to a
specific direction. However, in the outer regions away from the core,
𝒔𝑖 is randomly oriented from point to point. This agrees with and
extends the results of Amin et al. (2022), which focussed on spin 1.
Fig. 4 shows the relation between the spin density in the solitonic core
|𝑺core |, defined using (18) within a spherical volume of radius 2𝑟𝑐 ,
and the total spin |𝑺tot | defined from (18) over the whole simulation
volume. We normalised |𝑺core | and |𝑺tot | to the total number of
particles 𝑁core ≡ 𝑀core/𝑚𝑠 of the core and 𝑁tot ≡ 𝑀tot/𝑚𝑠 of the
whole simulation box, respectively. We divided the 𝑆tot/𝑁tot axis
into 40 equal bins of width 0.025 each, and determined the average
value of 𝑺core/𝑁core in each bin, depicted by the red and green dots,
as well as the standard deviation depicted by the error bars.

We observe a rough correlation between the core 𝑺core/𝑁core and
the total 𝑺tot/𝑁tot for both cases, with spin 1 reaching higher values
of |𝑆core | per particle. The initial assignment of spin to solitons is
random and due to conservation of 𝑺𝑖 this is reflected in the final
𝑺tot/𝑁tot. For simulations with larger 𝑁sol there is more freedom to
average out the total spin angular momentum and so those typically
correspond to smaller 𝑺tot/𝑁tot. The case of spin 2 has more spin

Figure 4. The normalised core spin 𝑺core/𝑁core versus normalised total spin
𝑺tot/𝑁tot. The bars indicate the standard deviation for all the simulations, and
the points represent the binned average data.

configurations per initial soliton than the case of spin 1, resulting
in additional compactness in 𝑺tot/𝑁tot. The solid line represents the
ideal case where the spin per particle in the core is the same as the
total spin and since spin 1 has denser cores than spin 2, it generally
leads to higher 𝑺core/𝑁core reflecting a higher degree of polarisation
of the final soliton.

4.3.3 Granularities

The velocity dispersion 𝜎𝑣 of a galactic halo provides insights into
the study of the substructure and gravitational perturbations pro-
duced by dark matter density fluctuations. This phenomenon, known
as dynamical heating, has been widely studied for stellar popula-
tions of galactic disks. In ULDM models, heating mechanisms can
be related to subhalo perturbations or to time-dependent fluctuating
substructure due to interference patterns cause by the wave nature of
ULDM (Church et al. 2019). This has been particularly explored in
the case of spin 0 ULDM, showing that the quantum interference pat-
terns can be an efficient source of heating of galactic disks (Chowd-
hury et al. 2023; Kawai et al. 2022; Dalal & Kravtsov 2022). In
higher spin ULDM models, the interference patterns are in general
different, a fact which can then impact the velocity dispersion of the
halo.

To study the dynamical heating process in the spin 𝑠 models, we
consider an idealised system of 2560 orbiting test particles repre-
senting stars orbiting inside the final halo configuration for each spin
focussing on the 𝑁sol = 25 simulation. This allows us to monitor the
perturbations of the ULDM density as they impact the test particle
velocities through time up to a final time of 𝑡 𝑓 = 10Gyr. Each star
was initially placed along the 𝑥-axis (at 𝑧 = 𝑦 = 0) at different dis-
tances 𝑟𝑥 from the centre, while having an initial velocity along the
𝑦-axis corresponding to the orbital velocity defined by

𝑣𝑦,orbit (𝑟𝑥) =

√︄
𝐺𝑀host (𝑟𝑥)

𝑟𝑥
, (19)

where𝑀host is the enclosed mass of the ULDM host halo as a function
of the radius.

The resulting 𝜎𝑣 of the stars for each model is shown in Fig. 5
(upper panel). To obtain the 𝜎𝑣 profile, the radius 𝑟 was divided into
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Figure 5. Upper panel. From left to right: evolution of 𝜎𝑣 corresponding to the 2560 point masses orbiting the host halo made of spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2,
respectively. The black dashed lines show the temporal mean value of the velocity dispersion for all simulations in the innermost region for each model. Bottom
panel. From left to right: The ratio 𝜎𝑣/𝜌(𝑟 ) corresponding to the same particles as above and compared to the dark matter profiles for 𝑁𝑠 = 25 solitons for
spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2. The vertical orange dashed lines mark the transition radius 𝑟𝜖 from the cored to NFW profile. The values 𝑟 , 𝜎𝑣 and 𝜎𝑣/𝜌(𝑟 ) have
been plotted on logarithmic scales. The colour maps for the different spins indicate how the velocity dispersion evolves, with darker colours representing later
times.

bins and the average velocity dispersion was computed considering
all points within each bin. The dashed lines represent the mean
value of the velocity dispersion �̄�𝑣 in the inner core the ULDM
halo, for each spin 𝑠 model. We observe that the particles exhibit
distinct evolution for each spin due to constructive and destructive
interference leading to varying perturbations in their velocity. The
spin 0 case displays larger 𝜎𝑣 for smaller radii, which suggests that
perturbations are more prominent in the central regions of the halo,
consistent with it having a denser core than the other spin models; the
spin 1 and spin 2 cases have hierarchically lower �̄�𝑣 corresponding
to their hierarchically lower inner core density as in Fig. 2.

The general trend in the 𝑟-dependence of the 𝜎𝑣 profile follows
the same trend as for halo density profile within the core, that is, for
𝑟 < 𝑟𝜖 it is steeper when the spin is smaller. Fluctuations become
more suppressed at later times in the inner part as the collection of
test particles relaxes to a steady state such that 𝜎𝑣 starts to follow
a tighter profile with distance. This profile persists also at 𝑟 > 𝑟𝜖 ,
however, are larger distances there are large fluctuations which are
likely to be numerical noise.

In the lower panel of Fig. 5 we show the ratio between the test par-
ticle velocity dispersion and the host halo density profile, 𝜎𝑣/𝜌(𝑟).
Here, we can observe that this ratio increases as a function of the
radius and then has a transition at 𝑟𝜖 , see (14), denoted by the orange
dashed lines in each model. In the spin 0 case this ratio flattens out at
𝑟 > 𝑟𝜖 , while for higher spins there is a steep rise to larger distances,
until the large (possibly due to noise) fluctuations spoil any visible
trend. We plan to continue exploring the dynamical heating in ULDM

models in the future, in more realistic setups to get a better insight
into the substructure and granularities of the ULDM configurations
for each spin model, and get a better understanding on what happens
at larger radii.

5 UNIVERSAL RELATIONS FOR DENSITY PROFILES OF
ULDM HALOS

The SP system allows the rescaling of soliton solutions {𝑀,𝑚𝑠} →
{𝜆𝑀, 𝛽𝑚𝑠} as{
𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜓, 𝜌

}
→

{
𝜆−2𝛽−3𝑡, 𝜆−1𝛽−2𝑥, 𝜆2𝛽3𝜓, 𝜆4𝛽6𝜌

}
, (20)

leaving the system unchanged, see (A7) in Appendix A. This leads
to scaling relations which we investigate in this section, particularly
their time dependence as the system relaxes towards equilibrium. For
this, we use the same set of 24 simulations as in section 4. Our aim
is to be able to infer the final state of the merger of an initial number
of solitons, 𝑁sol, using such scaling relations.

5.1 Scaling relations for central solitons

As discussed in Appendix A, the scaling symmetries of the SP system
allow the rescaling of soliton solutions, in particular, a single soliton
mass follows the relation𝑀sol → 𝜆𝑀sol. Amin et al. (2022) argue of a
relation𝑀 𝑓

sol ∝ 𝑁sol𝑀
𝑖
sol and demonstrate a tight correlation between

𝑀core/𝑀tot and a measure of the total energy of the system. We take
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Figure 6. Time evolution of 𝜆𝜌 for 𝑁sol = 25 until 𝑡 = 20𝜏dyn. Black
curves show the best fit according to (22). Dots, crosses and triangles denote
data points for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2, respectively. The horizontal dashed
lines mark the 𝜆∞𝜌 saturation limit, assuming convergence. The value for 𝜏99,
denoting the number of dynamical times required to achieve 99% of the value
of 𝜆∞𝜌 is also displayed.

this idea further and investigate the existence of similar relations
between the characteristic parameters 𝑟𝑖𝑐 and 𝜌𝑖𝑐 that describe the
initial solitons with 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 and 𝜌 𝑓

𝑐 that describe the final ULDM core,
and their dependency on time until asymptotic relaxation. We focus
on 𝜆𝜌 given by

𝜆𝜌 =

(
𝜌
𝑓
𝑐

𝜌𝑖𝑐

)1/4

, (21)

which contains information about the halo’s characteristic maximum
density.

As mergers undergo a relaxation process before forming the final
halo, 𝜆𝜌 will evolve until it reaches a saturation value which is when
the system is fully stabilised. We calculate 𝜆𝜌 from our simulations
by tracing the maximum density in the box to define 𝜌 𝑓

𝑐 (𝑡) at time 𝑡
and use it in (21) along with 𝜌𝑖𝑐 . We do this for all our 24 simulations
indexed by 𝑁sol and the spin. Fig. 6 displays the evolution of 𝜆𝜌 as
a function of 𝑡/𝜏dyn for the case 𝑁sol = 25. The solid lines (blue
for spin 0, red for spin 1 and green for spin 2) indicate the smoothed
mean value of the 𝜆𝜌 parameter from the simulations. The dark and
light-shaded regions represent 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 deviations, respectively.
The black solid curve corresponds to the best fit using the saturation
function

𝜆𝜌 (𝑡) = 𝑎 +
𝑏𝑡

1 + 𝑐𝑡 . (22)

The saturation value 𝜆∞𝜌 , displayed in the figure, is marked for each
spin case as horizontal dashed lines. We also show 𝜏99, defined as
the value of 𝑡/𝜏dyn where 𝜆𝜌 reaches 99% of its saturation value.
Appendix D displays the evolution of 𝜆𝜌 for different spatial res-
olutions concerning the spin 0 model. This is a consistency test to
complement the discussion shown in Appendix C.

The spin 0 case has more interference patterns resulting in a higher
value for 𝜆∞𝜌 , consistent with having higher central density as in
Fig. 2. This leads to a larger saturation value 𝜆∞𝜌 with a steeper initial
slope to reach it. This is less so for spin 1 and even less so for the
spin 2 case. We also observe that the relaxation time 𝜏99 shows a
hierarchical behaviour, wherein the spin 0 case has the largest value,

Figure 7. The scaling of 𝜆20
𝜌 with 𝑁sol for all simulations in each spin 𝑠

model. The black line corresponds to the best fit, and the dark-shaded (light-
shaded) band represents the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) standard deviation away from the best
fit. The best fit relations are also depicted in the figure.

followed by the spin 1 and then spin 2 cases. This is verified for any
number of initial solitons, not only for 𝑁sol = 25, see Appendix E.

Additionally, we observe a monotonic increasing relation between
𝜆𝜌 (𝑡) and 𝑁sol as a function of the dynamical time 𝜏dyn when the
densities 𝜌 𝑓

𝑐 and 𝜌𝑖𝑐 were computed. In fact, if the system evolves
over longer dynamical times, the mergers with higher 𝑁sol will result
in higher values of 𝜆𝜏dyn

𝜌 ≡ 𝜆𝜌 (𝑡 = 𝜏dyn); moreover, the larger the
dynamical time, the larger the density ratio 𝜆𝜏dyn

𝜌 . In Appendix E, we
analyse the behaviour of 𝜆𝜏dyn

𝜌 as a function of 𝑁sol across various
dynamical times. We observe a clear trend of convergence toward
the asymptotic curve 𝜆∞𝜌 . For simplicity, we will focus on 𝜆20

𝜌 , in the
subsequent sections.

We found that the relation of 𝜆20
𝜌 as a function of the number of

initial solitons 𝑁sol can be fit by the following power law

𝜆20
𝜌 (𝑁sol) = 𝐴𝜆𝑁𝐵𝜆

sol (23)

with 𝐴𝜆 = {1.27, 1.53, 1.67} and 𝐵𝜆 = {0.30, 0.16, 0.10} for spin 0,
spin 1 and spin 2, respectively. This is displayed in Fig. 7 for all
three spin models. The blue points, red crosses, and green triangles
represent the value of 𝜆20

𝜌 for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2, for each
simulation indexed by 𝑁sol. The black lines represent the best fit for
each model with the fitting function displayed on the figure, assuming
𝜆𝜌 depends only on 𝑁sol. The dark and light-shaded regions represent
the 1𝜎 and 2𝜎 standard deviations away from the best fit. We observe
a hierarchy in the slope of the best fit between the spins, with spin 0
being the steepest. This is consistent with our findings of section 4.3.1
which indicates that the lower the spin, the more compact halos with
higher central densities form by the merger of the same number of
solitons.

Given the relation for 𝜆20
𝜌 just found and that 𝑁sol is related to

the total mass of the system, we may determine a scaling relation
between the initial and final mass of the soliton configurations as

𝑀
𝑓
𝑐 = 𝜆20

𝜌 (𝑁sol)𝑀𝑖
𝑐 . (24)

This has the advantage being able to characterise the resulting soliton
after several 𝜏dyn of evolution without the need to run the simulations.
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Figure 8. The scaling of 𝑟𝑠/𝑟 𝑓
𝑐 with 𝑁sol for all simulations in each spin 𝑠

model, computed at 𝑡 = 20𝜏dyn. The black line corresponds to the best fit,
and the dark-shaded (light-shaded) band represents the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) standard
deviation away from the best fit. The best fit relations are also shown.

5.2 Scaling relations for the NFW-tail

The outer regions of halos are characterised by an NFW tail described
in (16). We explored the evolution of 𝑟𝜖 and 𝑟𝑠 as a function of
𝑁sol, evaluated at 𝑡 = 20𝜏dyn, using the simulations of section 4.3.1.
For this analysis, we fit first the core of the halo and then use the
corresponding 𝑟 𝑓𝑐 (𝜏dyn = 20) value to normalise the parameters that
characterise the tail, 𝑟𝑠 and 𝑟𝜖 .

We find that 𝑟𝑠/𝑟 𝑓𝑐 is well fitted with the same functional form
as in (23), that is, 𝑟𝑠/𝑟 𝑓𝑐 = 𝐴𝑠𝑁

𝐵𝑠

sol , with the following values 𝐴𝑠 =

{15.14, 14.18, 9.9} and 𝐵𝑠 = {0.22, 0.05, 0.04} for spin 0, spin 1
and spin 2, respectively. The result is graphically displayed in Fig. 8,
where we see that spin 0 requires a significantly higher value for 𝑟𝑠
than spin 1, which is marginally higher than the spin 2 model. This
implies that mergers with the same number of solitons result in less
steep tails for spin 0 compared to either spin 1 or spin 2.

Finally, 𝑟𝜖 /𝑟 𝑓𝑐 is once more fitted with the same functional form as
in (23), that is, 𝑟𝜖 /𝑟 𝑓𝑐 = 𝐴𝜖 𝑁

𝐵𝜖

sol , with the fitting parameters taking
values in 𝐴𝜖 = {4.94, 5.35, 5.54} and 𝐵𝜖 = {−0.05,−0.013,−0.17}
for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2 respectively; see Fig. 9. We see that 𝑟𝜖 is
larger in the spin 0 model, followed by spin 1 and spin 2 respectively,
meaning that spin 0 transitions more slowly from the solitonic core
to the NFW tail.

The main conclusion from Figs. 7, 8 and 9 is that spin 0 configu-
rations produce more compact solitons with higher central densities.
These solitons enclose more mass than spin 1 and spin 2 configu-
rations, as the transition from the soliton to the NFW tail occurs at
larger radii in spin 0 models. Indeed, the lines for 𝜆20

𝜌 , 𝑟𝑠 and 𝑟𝜖 do
not intersect for positive values of 𝑁sol, indicating that this behaviour
remains consistent regardless of the number of initial configurations.
Specifically, each model has distinct regions for 𝑟𝜖 , as shown by
the shaded bands in Fig. 2. This suggests that the density profiles
for each model display distinct characteristics that can be contrasted
with observations.

Using this information, the density profile of each model can be
characterised by the halo’s central density and the number of initial
soliton configurations, which can even be non-integer values. In this
sense, we can create equivalent halos with the same mass and corre-
sponding density profile for each spin 𝑠 model. This will be applied

Figure 9. The scaling of 𝑟𝜖 /𝑟 𝑓
𝑐 with 𝑁sol for all simulations in each spin 𝑠

model, computed at 𝑡 = 20𝜏dyn. The black line corresponds to the best fit,
and the dark-shaded (light-shaded) band represents the 1𝜎 (2𝜎) standard
deviation away from the best fit. The best fit relations are also shown.

in the following section, using an equivalent host halo for spin 0,
spin 1 and spin 2 configurations.

6 SOLITON CORES AS SATELLITE HALOS

We now turn to the question of having a satellite ULDM subhalo
orbiting a host ULDM halo and consider the effects of spin on the
tidal disruption of the satellite.

6.1 Constructing the system under study: host halo and satellite

To simplify our analysis we represent the host halo as an external
potential calculated from the fitted ULDM profile of (14) for each
spin and solve the SP system for the satellite as it interacts with
this external potential. We make the additional assumption that the
satellite is in a state of extreme polarisation by setting, without loss of
generality, 𝑐𝑝 = 𝛿0𝑝 in (4). That is, we are reducing the dynamics of
the satellite by rotating its spin to a single relevant component. This
amounts to having the satellite being described by a spin 0 ULDM
soliton and this approximation is valid as long as the satellite remains
isolated. Our approach is justified because as we have discussed in
section 4.3.2 the halos resulting from multiple soliton mergers are
highly polarised in their cores with negligible random spin density
in their outer regions. Thus, the effects of spin are encapsulated in
the (spin-dependent) density profile 𝜌halo of the host halo according
to (14). In all cases, we model the satellite as a spin 0 soliton with
initial central density 𝜌sat

𝑐,0 = 1.37 × 107𝑀⊙/kpc3.
The dynamics of the satellite-host halo system is governed by the

set of equations

𝑖ℏ
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝜓 = − ℏ2

2𝑚𝑠
∇2𝜓 + 𝑚𝑠 (Φ +Φext)𝜓,

∇2Φ = 4𝜋𝐺𝜌0 (𝜓∗𝜓 − 1),
(25)

where Φext is the external potential that defines the host halo. This
approach has been studied analytically in Hui et al. (2017) for the
spin 0 case using a simplified quadratic external potential with spher-
ical symmetry. This was further explored through three-dimensional
simulations in Du et al. (2018) solving (25) but by assuming thatΦext
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Figure 10. The dimensionless effective density parameter𝜇eff as a function
of the number of solitons 𝑁sol for each spin 𝑠 model. In this case, 𝜌sat

𝑐,0 =

1.37 × 107𝑀⊙/kpc3 and 𝑟sat = 25 kpc are fixed.

is that of a uniform sphere with mass 𝑀halo rather than a realistic
ULDM profile that we use here.

We assume that host halos are described by the scaling relations
described in section 5.1 along with the characterisation of the NFW
tail described in section 5.2. We define the effective mean density (Du
et al. 2018) of the host halo as

�̄�eff = �̄�halo (𝑟sat) − 𝜌halo (𝑟sat), (26)

where �̄�halo (𝑟sat) is the average density of the halo computed until 𝑟sat
and use this to define the dimensionless effective density parameter
𝜇eff. This is the ratio between the initial central density of the satellite
𝜌sat
𝑐,0 given by (15), and �̄�eff as above, defined by

𝜇eff ≡
𝜌sat
𝑐,0
�̄�eff

. (27)

We constructed the host halos such that 𝜇eff is the same for each spin,
trading 𝑁sol with 𝜇eff since for a specific value of 𝑁sol, and given the
spin, this completely fixes the halo profile for fixed𝑚𝑠 and 𝑀sol. The
parameter 𝜇eff may be considered as a proxy for how much denser
the satellite centre is compared to the halo density at that distance
from the halo centre: larger 𝜇eff corresponds to denser satellites.

Fig. 10 shows the relation between 𝜇eff and 𝑁sol. We observe a
hierarchical behaviour across the three cases, with spin 0 exhibiting
the highest value. In fact, spin 1 and spin 2 show closer values to each
other compared to the first case. This is because lower spin generates
denser halos, requiring fewer solitons to achieve the desired density,
as explained in the previous section. Additionally, since the relations
shown in section 5 are hierarchical over the simulated domain, we
expect that this behaviour remains the same as 𝑁sol increases, leading
to a hierarchical behaviour for 𝜇eff as well. In this sense, it is possi-
ble to extrapolate this functional form to characterise more massive
halos.

In Fig. 11 we show the density profiles of the host halos, 𝜌host,
for 𝜇eff in the range [30, 70], reconstructed using the scaling rela-
tions from Figures 7, 9 and 8. The lowest boundary of the shaded
band represents 𝜇eff = 70, the solid line at the centre corresponds
to 𝜇eff = 50 and the upper boundary refers to 𝜇eff = 30. The main

Figure 11. Density profile of the host halo reconstructed given a value of 𝜇eff
in the range 30 to 70. The upper boundary of each shaded band represents
𝜇eff = 30 while the lower boundary refers to 𝜇eff = 70. In all cases, the
initial central density of the satellite is 𝜌sat

𝑐,0 = 1.37 × 107𝑀⊙/kpc3. The
arrow indicates the satellite’s position relative to the centre of the halo and
the horizontal back dashed line shows the value of 𝜌sat

𝑐,0.

difference in these profiles lies in the halo central densities and the
transition between the core and the NFW tail. Recall that the den-
sity profile for spin 0 exhibits the most pronounced transition, more
closely resembling the density of a uniform sphere, characterised by
a step function with an average density �̄�eff for 𝑟 ≤ 𝑟∗, where 𝑟∗ is
the radius of the sphere.

6.2 Satellite mass-loss rate

6.2.1 Initial setup

In all cases, the satellite is described by a spin 0 soliton configuration.
The only difference remains in the description of the host halo made
of spin 0, spin 1 or spin 2 ULDM. We placed the satellite at a distance
𝑟sat = 25 kpc from the centre of the host halo, represented by the
arrow in Fig. 11. The coordinates are centred in the host halo, and
the satellite is on the 𝑥-axis. The box size is 𝐿 = 100 kpc with a
mesh grid of 𝑁 = 5123. The evolution time for each simulation is
determined in terms of the orbital time

𝜏orbit =
2𝜋𝑟sat
𝑣orbit

, 𝑣orbit =

√︄
𝐺𝑀halo (𝑟 < 𝑟sat)

𝑟sat
, (28)

We estimate this quantity based on Appendix C of Hui et al. (2017),
where the authors estimate the number of orbits 𝜏 = 𝑡disruption/𝜏orbit
as a function of the ratio between the satellite density and the host
halo. For the values of 𝜇eff in this work, the time of evolution lies
within one and hundreds of orbital times. The initial velocity for the
satellite is given by ®𝑣 = (0, 𝑣orbit, 0), so that its orbit stays on the 𝑥𝑦
plane.

6.2.2 Orbital decay time

We compared the orbital time of each model to that of a uniformly

dense sphere with density 𝜌halo, such that 𝜇0 =
𝜌sat
𝑐

�̄�halo
, following

the approach of Du et al. (2018). Fig. 12 displays the evolution of
𝜌sat
𝑐 , normalised by the initial density as a function of the number of

orbits. It is evident that all models reproduce the same behaviour as
the uniform sphere for a given value of 𝜇eff. It is important to highlight
that these results are displayed when the host halo is considered as
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Figure 12. Evolution of the central density normalised to the initial value
for 𝜇0 = 30 and 𝜇0 = 50 as a function of the number of orbits for spin 0
(blue), spin 1 (red) and spin 2 (green) for 𝜇eff = 30 and 𝜇eff = 50. The case of
uniform sphere is shown in black. The black dashed horizontal line shows the
difference in the initial value of the density. The yellow horizontal line shows
the threshold we used to estimate the parameter 𝜏 as in Hui et al. (2017).

an external potential, this means that neither the granularities nor
the direct dynamics between the host and the satellite are taken into
account.

For the idealised analytical case described by Hui et al. (2017),
a monotonically increasing relationship has been reported between
𝜇eff and the number of orbits before the disruption of the satel-
lite 𝜏, expressed as 𝜏 ∼ 𝑒𝜇eff . This result was corroborated by Du
et al. (2018) through 3D simulations considering the uniform sphere
model mentioned earlier. Our findings demonstrate that for the case
of spin-𝑠 ULDM, we can replicate the uniform sphere scenario and,
consequently, the analytical result. That is, the satellite is embedded
in an external potential that can be approximated by an NFW-like
profile, given that most of the mass is predominantly distributed in
the outer regions of the halo, making the core effects negligible.3

Given the relation between 𝜇eff and 𝑁sol (see Fig. 10), we can
determine the orbital decay time of a soliton surrounding an ULDM
halo which can be characterised through the number of initial soli-
tons. In fact, for the same 𝑁sol the predicted orbital decay time varies
depending on the model.

6.3 Equivalent astrophysical systems

In this section, we consider variations in the total mass of the halo
and the fundamental mass of the ULDM theories, 𝑚𝑠 . This allows
us to analyse the dynamics of the satellite considering equivalent
systems in terms of a given parameter. We will refer to the mass of
the system as 𝑀200 = 𝑀 (𝑟 < 𝑟200) where 𝑟200 is the radius at which
the halo’s density is 200𝜌crit, with 𝜌crit = 127.05𝑀⊙/kpc3.

6.3.1 Case 1: Same core size

Our purpose here is to examine ULDM halos whose core has the
same radius 𝑟𝑐 in all cases. Although the central regions of galaxies
are not yet well characterised by observations, some surveys aim to
obtain more accurate measurements Hunter et al. (2012). In order

3 Indeed, Du et al. (2018) also showed that a NFW halo gives the same result
as a uniform sphere.

Figure 13. Relation between 𝜇eff and 𝑟sat when the scaling radius is fixed
to 𝑟𝑐 = 0.15 kpc, which implies that the mass of the scalar field has to be
modified in each case by a factor of 𝛽 = {1.03, 1.25, 1.38}. We show the
dashed vertical line at 𝑟sat = 25 kpc to compare the different values of 𝜇eff
for each model at the position of the satellite.

to keep the same value of 𝑟𝑐 = 0.15 kpc in all models, we consid-
ered the scaling relation 𝑚ULDM → 𝛽𝑚ULDM (see Appendix A).
The mass of the system is 𝑀 = {2.60, 3.29, 3.46} × 109𝑀⊙ and
𝛽 = {1.03, 1.25, 1.38} for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2, respectively. In
Fig. 13, the relation between 𝜇eff and the distance to the satellite 𝑟sat
is shown. We observe that 𝜇eff and thus the orbital decay time fol-
lows a hierarchical behaviour, being spin 0 the model with the largest
value. Moreover, spin 1 and spin 2 show more similar values of 𝜇eff
over the entire domain. This means that in this case, the satellite will
survive longer orbiting a halo made of spin 0 ULDM compared to a
halo with the same core size but different ULDM spin.

6.3.2 Case 2: Same 𝑀200

In this case we instead rescale𝑀200 of the ULDM halo so that it is the
same across all models. This approach can be applied to astrophys-
ical systems, where the halo mass has been inferred by considering
precise measurements of the galactic components. The scaling re-
lation to consider is 𝑀200 → 𝜆𝑀200, with 𝜆 = {0.38, 0.30, 0.29}
for spin 0, 1 and 2, respectively. The initial mass for each halo are
𝑀200 = {2.60, 3.29, 3.46}×109𝑀⊙ , giving a mass of𝑀 = 1×109𝑀⊙
after the transformation. Fig. 14 shows the relation between 𝜇eff and
the distance to the satellite within the same range as in case 1). Here,
we observe an inverted hierarchy where 𝜇eff become more similar
as 𝑟sat increases. In this case, spin 2 shows the highest value of the
orbital decay time.

7 CONCLUSION

We performed numerical simulations for spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2
ULDM models, finding important differences between them for viri-
alised systems. First, the resulting halos from merging multiple soli-
tons exhibit notable variations in the density profiles. The spin 0
model always produces denser, more compact cores with a more
prominent transition between the soliton and the NFW-tails. In con-
trast, the halos formed in the spin 1 and spin 2 models share more
similarities, featuring less dense central cores and less extended en-
velopes with smoother transitions. This is attributed to interference
effects, as higher spin values reduce the probability of having fully
constructive or destructive interference. Indeed, these similarities
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Figure 14. Relation between 𝜇eff and 𝑟sat when 𝑀200 = 1 × 109𝑀⊙ is fixed
for all models for the same range as in Fig. 13. In this case the halos must
be rescaled by a factor of 𝜆 = {0.38, 0.30, 0.29}. The dashed black line
represent the position of the satellite.

persist across all the scaling relations observed for the density pro-
file parameters: spin 0 consistently differs significantly from spin 1
and spin 2. The general shape of the halos remains consistent re-
gardless of the number of solitons involved in the merger. These
distinct characteristics allow for clear differentiation between the
spin 𝑠 models, providing a valuable framework for comparison with
observational data. Notice that in this work we have limited ourselves
ULDM without self-interactions. We expect that the introduction of
the self-interactions will make the differences between spins more
prominent, because different polarisations in the SP system (1) will
couple to each other directly, rather than simply through the common
gravitational potential Φ. We leave this possibility for future work.

The resultant halos have been used to study the inner substructure
and granularities of the DM configurations in each model through
the velocity dispersion of test particles orbiting through the system.
We found that the velocity dispersion decreases for larger spin since
the central density for spin 0 is lower than spin 1 and spin 2, and
the interference patterns are fewer for spin 1 and spin 2 than in the
spin 0 case. This result might relax the constraints on the mass of
the ULDM candidates arising from the dynamical heating of stellar
systems. Indeed, for the spin 0 case, it has been argued that for masses
below ∼ 10−19 the dynamical heating would increase the velocity
dispersion in ultra-light dwarf galaxies to values much larger than
what is observed (Chowdhury et al. 2023; Dalal & Kravtsov 2022).
This limit could be alleviated for ULDM with higher spin. In order
to test this effect, we plan to perform more realistic simulations
considering a galactic disk in future works.

By varying the parameters of our simulations, we identified uni-
versal scaling relations that characterise both the central core and the
external envelope of the resulting halos based on the initial solitons
involved in the merger. These relations are expressed as a function of
the number of solitons, which may be non-integer. Using this infor-
mation, it is possible to determine the free parameters of the ULDM
halo profile for a fixed halo mass, including the characteristic core
radius 𝑟𝑐 , the transition parameter 𝑟𝜖 , the envelope radius 𝑟𝑠 and
maximum density 𝜌𝑐 . This allows for the generation of equivalent
configurations for the three models in terms of mass or average den-
sity, which is valuable for comparative analysis. Additionally, these
parametric relations can be used to characterise profiles at different
simulation stages, helping reduce computational costs. For example,
running cosmological simulations up to a high redshift, such as 𝑧 > 3,
can be computationally efficient. From there, the profile parameters

can be determined by extrapolation, allowing further analysis without
requiring extensive simulation time. In the near future we will ex-
tend this framework by conducting simulations within an expanding
Universe.

Thanks to the scaling relations we identified, we constructed equiv-
alent host halos for each spin 𝑠model and considered them as external
potentials to study the dynamics of solitonic satellites. The most re-
markable finding is that the satellite dynamics is invariant to the spin
of the ULDM candidate provided the average density of the halo is
identical across all models. As a result, the orbital decay time is the
same in all cases. Additionally, when considering equivalent ULDM
halos with the same core size, we find that the orbital decay time is
longer for spin 0. However, when fixing the total mass of the halo,
the satellite survives longer for the spin 2 model. These findings are
relevant in order to observationally discriminate between models.
Consider for instance the so-called timing problem of some dwarf
satellite galaxies such as Fornax, which hosts several globular clus-
ters. In CDM models a prominent dark matter halo can cause such
globular clusters to experience significant dynamical friction, lead-
ing them to spiral inwards and eventually merge with the galaxy’s
centre over time. Therefore, the survival time of these systems is
much shorter than the proposed age of the galaxy. Implementing
ULDM models with different spin present a wide phenomenology
for the satellite systems by allowing differences in the number of or-
bits before being disrupted. For the particular case with the same core
size we observe that higher spins are not favoured since they show
lower orbital decay times. On the other hand, if we consider the same
total mass, then spin 2 shows a higher value for the time which could
relax the tension. Therefore, to draw more accurate conclusions it is
necessary to identify observables which allow us to characterise dark
matter halos to construct systems in each model that are equivalent
in terms of these observables.

In summary, spin 1 and spin 2 ULDM models can help resolve
some of the problems that have been discussed for spin 0 ULDM
simulations. The first concerns the cores of halos observed in some
galactic systems. While all three models form a core, in the spin 0
case the core has higher central densities. Veltmaat et al. (2020)
demonstrated that including baryons leads to cuspy scalar dark mat-
ter profiles, thereby reintroducing the tension with observational data
that ULDM was thought to cure. This problem can be relaxed if the
resultant halos have lower central densities, as seen in the spin 1
and spin 2 models. The second problem is related to the discrep-
ancy between the predicted velocity dispersion in spin 0 models and
observations. Higher-spin models could help resolve this tension by
predicting lower values for this quantity. Finally, in the case of satellite
systems, spin ULDM models may predict longer orbital decay times,
depending on the specific characteristics of the host halo, which can
be contrasted with observations of dwarf spheroidal galaxies.
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APPENDIX A: GROUND STATE SOLITON

For spin 0 particles, the system of equations (1) is reduced to the
well-known Schrödinger-Poisson system

𝑖ℏ
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝜓 = − ℏ2

2𝑚𝑠
∇2𝜓 + 𝑚𝑠Φ𝜓

∇2Φ = 4𝜋𝐺
��𝜓��2 . (A1)

In spherical coordinates, the Laplacian can be expressed as

∇2 𝑓 =

(
𝜕2

𝜕𝑟2 + 2
𝑟

𝜕

𝜕𝑟

)
𝑓 + 1
𝑟2 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

(
sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

)
𝑓 + 1
𝑟2 sin2 𝜃

𝜕2

𝜕𝜑2 𝑓 ,

where 𝜃 and 𝜑 are the polar and azimuthal angles. After assuming
spherical symmetry, we can drop the angular dependency. Then, the
Schrödinger-Poisson system takes the form

ℏ2

2𝑚𝑠

𝜕2

𝜕𝑟2 (𝑟𝜓sol) = 𝑟𝜓sol (𝑚𝑠Φ − 𝜇𝑐2), (A2)

𝜕2

𝜕𝑟2 (𝑟Φ) = 4𝜋𝐺𝑟𝜓2
sol. (A3)

It is convenient to rewrite the system of equations using the fol-

lowing transformations �̂�sol =

√
𝐺

ℏ̃
𝜓sol and Φ̂ =

Φ

ℏ̃2 . Then, we have

1
2
𝜕2

𝜕𝑟2 (𝑟�̂�sol) = 𝑟�̂�sol (Φ̂ − �̂�), (A4)

𝜕2

𝜕𝑟2 (𝑟Φ̂) = 4𝜋𝑟�̂�sol, (A5)

where ℏ̃ =
ℏ

𝑚𝑠
and �̂� =

𝑚𝑠𝜇𝑐
2

ℏ2 is a constant which corresponds to the
eigenvalue of the system (A4). Since we are looking for equilibrium
configurations, we consider the following conditions

�̂�sol (𝑟 → ∞) → 0, Φ̂(𝑟 → ∞) = −𝐺𝑀
ℏ̃2𝑟

,

�̂�(𝑟 → 0) = 1,
𝜕Φ̂

𝜕𝑟

����
0
→ 0,

𝜕�̂�

𝜕𝑟

����
0
→ 0,

𝜕�̂�

𝜕𝑟

����
𝑟→∞

→ 0,

(A6)

with 𝑀 (𝑟) =
∫
𝜌𝑑𝑉 = 4𝜋

∫
𝜌(𝑟)𝑟2𝑑𝑟 is the enclosed mass at radius

𝑟 and 𝜌/𝜌0 =
��𝜓��2. By setting these conditions, there are unique

values of 𝜇 and Φ(0) for which the boundary conditions are fulfilled.
Also, the SP system is invariant under the rescaling relations given
by {𝑀,𝑚ULDM} → {𝜆𝑀, 𝛽𝑚ULDM}{
𝑡, 𝑥, 𝜓, 𝜌

}
→

{
𝜆−2𝛽−3𝑡, 𝜆−1𝛽−2𝑥, 𝜆2𝛽3𝜓, 𝜆4𝛽6𝜌

}
. (A7)

We can find solutions for this system for a fixed value of the ULDM
mass, as shown in Fig A1. See Amin et al. (2022); Guzmán & Ureña-
López (2003) for further details.
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Figure A1. Ground state solution for the time-independent SP system con-
sidering 𝑚 = 2.5 × 10−22 eV. The different colours show different values for
the scaling parameter 𝜆 to highlight the differences in the central and outer
regions described in equation (A7). In this paper we fixed 𝜆 = 1000 for all
the solitonic configurations used.

APPENDIX B: PERFORMANCE OF THE CODE

To test the efficiency of the code, we have performed 1000 Fourier
transformations using different mesh sizes to compare the execution
time for two methods. The first one uses FFTW-MPI with differ-
ent numbers of cores (2, 32, 256 and 1024), while the second one
uses cuFFT on a single Nvidia A100 GPU with 80GB of memory.
Fig. B1 shows the speedup of each method, defined as the ratio of
its execution time to the execution time when using a single CPU.
Theoretically, the speedup is expected to match the number of cores
used. However, the process is inefficient due to communication be-
tween cores and memory allocation. The remarkable improvement
the GPU provides becomes evident as the number of mesh grid points
increases, significantly benefitting the type of simulations conducted
in this work. The GPU performance is one order of magnitude larger
than the MPI version.

One disadvantage of GPUs is their limited memory, whereas
FFTW-MPI depends on RAM for memory allocation, which is usu-
ally larger than GPUs. We thus plan to use the MPI version of cuFFT
(cuFFTMp) to increase allocation capacity in a future work.4 Addi-
tionally, it is worth mentioning that we have parallelised the FFTW-
MPI library for only one axis. Further improvements could involve
parallelising in two dimensions, leading to better performance. There
are publicly available tools, like 2decomp-fft, that can be used for
this purpose.5

APPENDIX C: STABILITY CRITERION FOR THE GPP
SYSTEM (CONSERVATION OF ENERGY)

In Fig. C1, the evolution of the ratio Δ𝐸/𝐸0 over time is shown for
20 solitons, where Δ𝐸 = 𝐸 (𝑡) −𝐸0 with 𝐸0 the energy at 𝑡 = 0. Here
𝐸 = 𝐾 + 𝑊 , where the kinetic and potential energies are defined
in (12) and (13), respectively. This is presented for two different
spatial resolutions, 𝑁grid = 2563 and 𝑁grid = 5123, for spin 0 (blue
line), spin 1 (green line) and spin 2 (red line). The algorithm we apply,
also known as a kick-drift-kick method, has second-order error𝑂 (2)
for the temporal step. Ideally, the energy should remain constant, with

4 https://docs.nvidia.com/hpc-sdk/cufftmp/index.html
5 https://github.com/2decomp-fft/2decomp-fft

Figure B1. Comparison of the performance between the Fastest Fourier Trans-
form in the West (FFTW) library using MPI with 2, 32, 256 and 1024 cores,
and CUDA FFT (cuFFT) library on a single CPU. In all cases, the speed
was computed relative to the performance of a single core. Horizontal dashed
lines indicate the expected ideal performance for MPI.

Δ𝐸 = 0. However, some errors arise due to the finite approximation
of the wave function. Our code demonstrates convergence as we
increase the spatial resolution from 2563 (dashed lines) to 5123

(solid lines), with an exponential decrease in error. The spin 0 case
(blue) exhibits the most significant error propagation, primarily due
to denser and narrower structures forming, which will require much
more resolution than in the other models. In contrast, the spin 2 case
(red) shows lower error propagation, given that the central density of
these halos is smaller. As expected, all three spin 𝑠 ULDM models
converge to zero at the highest resolution. This works as a consistency
test of the conservation of energy, with better convergence for lower
resolutions in the case of higher spin, since constructive interference
becomes less likely. Consequently, the spin 0 model will require
higher resolution than spin 1 and spin 2, and the effects of varying
resolutions will be more pronounced in the first case. The behaviour
for a different number of solitons is similar.

Additionally, we tested the energy stability of the system by fol-
lowing the ratio𝑊/|𝐸 | over time. We considered two different mesh
resolutions 5123 and 10243. Fig. C2 shows the 𝑊/|𝐸 | ratio using
𝑁grid = 5123 for the three models and 𝑁grid = 10243 for spin 0
only. In all cases, 𝑁sol = 55 was considered. We found that, while
for spin 0 there is a break in the curve due to the resolution, spin 1
and spin 2 show well-defined convergence behaviour. This becomes
more evident for larger values of 𝑁sol. In fact, we can reproduce
the same behaviour using both resolutions for spin 0 if 𝑁sol < 30.
That is, below this threshold it is valid to use both spatial resolutions
for the three models. As mentioned in section 4.1, the spin 0 model
requires higher resolution because it has only one component for the
density, which could lead to larger values near the resolution limit.
This issue is not present in the other models, where the wavefunction
can be split into more components. Therefore, using 𝑁grid = 512
for spin 1 and 2 is sufficient, and increasing the resolution would be
unnecessarily computationally expensive.

APPENDIX D: RESOLUTION TESTS FOR 𝜆𝜌

As a complement of Appendix C, we compare the evolution of 𝜆𝜌
as a function of 𝜏dyn using both resolutions for the spin 0 model
with 𝑁sol = 25. This value of 𝑁sol lies within the range where both
resolutions, 𝑁grid = 5123 and 𝑁grid = 10243, converge and satisfy
the stability criterion. (see Appendix C) . In Fig. D1, we present 𝜆𝜌
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Figure C1. Energy variation as a function of time for spin 0 (top, blue), spin 1
(middle, green) and spin 2 (bottom, red) considering a merger of 𝑁sol = 20,
without loss of generality.

for both cases, showing a similar behaviour for both scenarios. The
corresponding values of 𝜆∞𝜌 for each case are also included. Beyond
𝑁sol > 30, there is no convergence for 𝜆𝜌 with 𝑁grid = 5123.

APPENDIX E: CONVERGENCE RATE FOR 𝜆∞𝜌

This section presents the evolution of 𝜆𝜌 as a function of 𝑁sol for
different dynamical times. In Fig. D2, we observe the curves for this
quantity at 𝑡 = {5, 20,∞}𝜏dyn, for the spin-0 (left), spin 1 (centre)
and spin 2 (right) models. We found that the larger the dynamical
time at which the densities from (21) were computed, the greater the
corresponding value of 𝜆𝜌 for the same 𝑁sol. The saturation value
is reached when 𝑡 → ∞. Due to computational limitations, in this
work, we limit the simulations to 20𝜏dyn to perform the fits discussed
in Sec. 5. Additionally, we considered more than 5𝜏dyn, since for the
larger 𝑁sol, the systems show that they satisfy the energy relaxation
criteria, but some solitons still stay in orbit. On the other hand, we
also observe that, for the same dynamical time, 𝜆𝜌 is higher the lower
the spin, due to the prominent cores for the spin 0 model, showing a
very defined hierarchical evolution for this quantity.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.

Figure C2. Evolution of the ratio 𝑊/|𝐸 | as a function of 𝑡/𝜏dyn for spin 0,
spin 1 and spin 2 models with 𝑁sol = 55 (within the range where the stability
criteria is not fulfilled for 𝑁grid = 5123). The blue, red and green lines
corresponds to spin 0, spin 1 and spin 2 with a resolution of 𝑁grid = 5123.
The black lines refers to the spin 0 model with 𝑁grid = 10243.

Figure D1. Evolution of 𝜆𝜌 as a function of 𝜏dyn for spin 0 considering two
different resolutions for the simulation, 5123 and 10243 for 𝑁sol = 25 (within
the range where the stability criteria of energy is fulfilled for both resolutions).
The convergence value at infinity is also shown for both cases.

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2025)
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Figure D2. From top to bottom: Evolution of 𝜆𝜌 for different 𝑁sol for 𝑡 = {5, 20,∞}𝜏dyn for spin 0 (left), spin 1 (centre) and spin 2 (right).
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