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Dark-matter-dominated dwarf galaxies provide an excellent laboratory for testing dark matter models at
small scale and, in particular, the ultralight dark matter (ULDM) class of models. Within the framework of
self-interacting bosonic dark matter, we use the observed velocity-dispersion profiles of seven dwarf
spheroidal galaxies to constrain the parameters of ULDM. In our modeling, we account for the impact of
the baryonic component on the velocity dispersion and ULDM halo structure. We find that the repulsive
self-interaction of ULDM, which fits the observations, is almost negligible, consistent with noninteracting
ULDM with a boson mass of approximately 1.6 × 10−22 eV. In contrast, for attractively interacting
ULDM, the best fit corresponds to a smaller boson mass of about 1.3 × 10−22 eV, with self-interaction
playing a significant role in shaping the dark-matter halo and thereby influencing the interpretation of
observations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of dark matter (DM) has been an intriguing
mystery for astrophysics, cosmology, and particle physics
for nearly a century now [1]. Its existence has been
predicted from astrophysical observations and modeled
using different theoretical assumptions about its nature.
Usually, it is assumed that DM is a nonrelativistic colli-
sionless fluid, which gives rise to a cold dark matter (CDM)
model [2]. While this model explains many of the observed
astrophysical phenomena, it encounters a few challenges,
such as cusp-core tension [3,4]. One way to resolve them is
to improve the modeling of galaxies by accounting for the
baryonic component, the presence of black holes, and other
relevant physical processes [5]. Another possible solution is
to assume that the dark matter has some small-scale
structure being composed of ultralight bosons in the mass

range m∈ ½10−18; 10−24� eV and constituting the ultralight
dark matter (ULDM) class of models [6–8].
The properties of an ULDM halo are very sensitive to the

boson mass. For instance, the ULDM with m≳ 10−20 eV
behaves similarly to standard CDM on galactic scales with
pronounced wavelike behavior only in a small inner region
of the halo [6]. This regime has been previously considered
for the noninteracting ULDM (sometimes referred to as
fuzzy DM) [9–12], aiming to constrain the boson mass
from the observations of stellar dynamics. In particular,
using the velocity dispersion measurements in Fornax,
Sculptor, Draco, Sextans, Ursa Minor, and Carina dwarf
galaxies, it was concluded that the mass of fuzzy bosonic
DM particle should be larger than 10−20 eV [9]. While for
the boson mass ∼10−20 eV the DM halo has the wavelike
coherent structure within the coherent length smaller than
∼kpc, for a boson of smaller mass ∼10−22 eV, the coherent
length can be of the order of kpc. Such ULDM introduces
wavelike behavior on the galactic scales and, therefore,
addresses small-scale challenges of CDM [6,13]. In this
study, we use the velocity dispersion profile of a set of
dwarf galaxies to put constraints on the wavelike ultralight
dark matter and its properties. Since the velocity dispersion
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curves have been proven to be an efficient tool to constrain
noninteracting ULDM, in the present study, we investigate
the more general case of self-interacting ULDM [6,13,14].
In this case, the local self-interaction of ultralight bosons
may significantly modify the properties of an ULDM
halo [15].
For the boson mass m ∼ 10−22 eV, we can consider

ULDM to be in the state of Bose-Einstein condensate
(BEC), implying that the density distribution of DM halo
is given by the solution of the Gross-Pitaevskii-Poisson
system of equations. The latter equations define the shape
and radiusR of ULDMhalo of given massMDM and ULDM
model parameters [15].We focus on theground state solution
given by a solitonic core, which is believed to be a good
model for ultracompact halos [13]. Thus, for given ULDM
parameters, we determine the halo density profile, which
defines thegravitational potential and thevelocity dispersion,
assuming the system to be at Jeans equilibrium. We fit this
theoretical prediction to the observable line-of-sight velocity
dispersion for seven Milky Way dwarf spheroidal (dSph)
galaxies [16,17]. These galaxies are particularly convenient
targets to investigate the properties of DM since they are
known to be DM dominated [18]. They are characterized by
the close-to-flat velocity dispersion curves and are supposed
to have total gravitational masses of the order of 108−9M⊙
[17]. In our analysis, we use these observations to fit not only
the masses of the dwarf DM halos but also to put constraints
on the particle mass and the strength of self-interactions
in ULDM.
The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we

recapitulate the density and gravitational potential of the
baryonic component of the dSphs and introduce ULDM for
the modeling of DM component. In Sec. III, we describe
the theoretical model for the velocity dispersion and the
fitting procedure. Our first results are shown in Sec. IV,
where we investigate the fitting of theory to observations
while neglecting the gravitational potential of a small
baryonic matter component. In Sec. V, we self-consistently
account for the baryonic gravitational potential, which
contributes to the velocity dispersion and modifies the
shape of the ULDM halo. Our results for the fitted ULDM
density profiles in the seven dSphs are shown and discussed
in Sec. VI, where we also analyze the role of the baryonic
matter and ULDM self-interactions in our analysis. Our
conclusions are made in Sec. VII.

II. MATTER CONTENT OF A DWARF GALAXY

In this section, we briefly recapitulate the main features
of ULDM models and of baryonic matter in a spherically
symmetric galaxy. We focus on the sample of seven
dSphs [17].

A. Baryonic matter content of dwarf galaxies

A simple model for the baryonic density and gravitational
potential in dwarf galaxies is the Plummer sphere [19].

It determines the density ρbðrÞ and the gravitational potential
ΦbðrÞ of baryons as

ρbðrÞ ¼
3b2Mb

4πðr2 þ b2Þ5=2 ; ð1Þ

ΦbðrÞ ¼ −
GMbffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
r2 þ b2

p ð2Þ

and is characterized by the two parameters: mass Mb and
Plummer radius b, where 1.3b is the half-mass radius [20].
For the considered seven dwarf spheroidals, orbiting

MilkyWay, the parameters of baryonic matter are presented
in Table I. These parameters come from the observed stellar
luminosity profiles, and we use these data from Table I as a
model-independent observational input.

B. Ultralight dark matter

By assuming ULDM class of models, we consider the
DM density profiles, which correspond to the wave
function ψ of the ULDM. The wave function ψ obeys
the Gross-Pitaevskii-Poisson (GPP) equations

iℏ
∂ψ

∂t
¼
�
−
ℏ2

2m
∇2 þ gNjψ j2 þmðΦDM þΦbÞ

�
ψ ; ð3Þ

∇2ΦDM ¼ 4πGMDMjψ j2; ð4Þ

where m stands for the boson mass, N is the number of
bosons, and MDM ¼ Nm is the total ULDM mass. Here,
g ¼ 4πasℏ2=m is the coupling strength of the local self-
interaction, and as is the s-wave scattering length which
together with m fully determines the considered ULDM
model. The long-range interactions are defined by the
gravitational potential of baryons (2) and the self-induced
ULDM gravitational potential ΦDM. The latter is related
to the ULDM density ρDM ¼ MDMjψ j2 via the Poisson
equation (4).

TABLE I. Parameters of baryonic matter, the total stellar mass
Mb and Plummer radius b entering the Plummer distribution (1),
in dwarf spheroidals inferred from observations (see Ref. [20] for
an overview) as given in Refs. [21,22] for Fornax, Ref. [23] for
Carina, Refs. [24,25] for Draco, Ref. [26] for Leo I, Ref. [27] for
Leo II, Ref. [28] for Sculptor and Ref. [29] for Sextans.

Galaxy Mb=M⊙ b=pc

Carina 1.07 × 106 241
Draco 2.9 × 105 196
Fornax 3 × 107 668
Leo I 5.5 × 106 246
Leo II 1.7 × 106 151
Sculptor 3 × 107 260
Sextans 4.1 × 105 682
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In the paper, we assume the virialized equilibrium
ULDM configuration, which corresponds to the ground
state solution of GPP equations and can be well approxi-
mated with the Gaussian ansatz [30,31]. The corresponding
Gaussian density profile ρDMðrÞ and the gravitational
potential ΦDMðrÞ read

ρDMðrÞ ¼ MDM

�
1

πR2

�
3=2

e−r
2=R2

; ð5Þ

ΦDMðrÞ ¼ −GMDM
erfðr=RÞ

r
; ð6Þ

where R defines the length scale of ULDM halo. The size of
the halo, where 99% of the ULDM mass is contained, can
then be found as R99 ¼ 2.38R [30]. Equations (5) and (6)
provide a good approximation to the exact solitonic solu-
tion of GPP equations if the condition GM2

DMmjasj=ℏ2 ≲ 1

holds [30]. This is always the case for attractively interact-
ing ULDM as < 0 and is fulfilled for as > 0 if moderate
interaction strengths are considered [30].
As shown in Ref. [30], the total energyE ¼ ΘQ þ U þW

corresponding to this solution consists of the three compo-
nents: quantum kinetic energyΘQ, internal energyU (due to
self-interaction), and gravitational energy W, which read

ΘQ ¼ 3

4

ℏ2MDM

m2R2
; U ¼ asℏ2M2

DMffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p
m3R3

; W ¼ −
GM2

DMffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p
R
:

ð7Þ
Imposing the condition that the energy E of the ground state
ULDM soliton has to be minimized, one can find a cor-
responding mass-radius relation [31]. In the absence of self-
interaction as ¼ 0, the hydrostatic equilibrium is achieved
for R¼ 3

ffiffiffi
π

p
RQ=

ffiffiffi
2

p
, where RQ ¼ ℏ2=ðGMDMm2Þ [30],

while accounting for as ≠ 0 one obtains R ¼ RDM,

RDM ¼ 3
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p

4
RQ

 
1þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1þ 8

3π

MDM

m
as
RQ

s !
: ð8Þ

In Ref. [31], an additional negative branch of the mass-radius
relation for as < 0 is also discussed. However, it corresponds
to the unstable maximum of the soliton energy E and,
therefore, will not be considered in what follows.
Note that if one accounts for the gravitational potential

Φb induced by baryonic matter and given by Eq. (2), the
total energy of ULDM acquires an additional component:

Wb ¼ 4π

Z þ∞

0

drr2ρDMðrÞΦbðrÞ ð9Þ

¼ −
4GMDMMbffiffiffi

π
p

R

Z þ∞

0

dx
x2e−x

2ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
x2 þ ðb=RÞ2

p : ð10Þ

Due to this energy term, the BEC deforms, and, therefore,
the mass-radius relation (8) changes to

R ¼ 3
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p

4
R̃Q

 
1þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1þ 8

3π

MDM

m
as
R̃Q

s !
; ð11Þ

R̃Q ¼ RQ

1þMb=MDM × fðb=RDMÞ
; ð12Þ

where R̃Q is given by RQ modified due to the presence
of baryonic matter. We see that, due to additional gravi-
tational attraction of baryonic matter, the size R of ULDM
decreases compared to the unperturbed case RDM (8). The
modification is defined by the ratio Mb=MDM between
the masses of baryonic and DM components and also
depends on the ratio of their sizes b=RDM via the function
fðb=RDMÞ,

f

�
b

RDM

�
¼ 3

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p

2
U

�
3=2; 0;

�
b

RDM

�
2
�
;

Uðα; β; zÞ ¼ 1

ΓðαÞ
Z þ∞

0

dte−zttα−1ð1þ tÞβ−α−1; ð13Þ

where Uðα; β; zÞ is the confluent hypergeometric function
and fðb=RDMÞ is illustrated in Fig. 1. The derivation of
results (11)–(13) is given in Appendix A.
Note that we model an ULDM halo as a coherent BEC

soliton (5) and neglect the possible presence of the density
tail, which is expected to appear on the outskirts of the
virialized solution of the GPP equations [32]. It forms
an isothermal envelope around the BEC core and can be
described by the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) density
profile [13,32]. This isothermal envelope is believed
to be negligibly small for the considered dSphs because
they are ultracompact according to the classification of
Ref. [13], i.e., have masses ∼108M⊙ and radii ∼1 kpc.
Moreover, the isothermal envelopes of dwarfs, if present,

FIG. 1. The function of b=RDM which defines the relative
contribution of baryonic matter in Eq. (11).
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would be hardly distinguishable from the isothermal
envelope of the host Milky Way halo. The latter is believed
to have most of its DM mass in the envelope and a
rather small ∼1 kpc core in the very center [13]. Further
analysis in this direction would require a complex modeling
of the system of the host halo and the satellite halos,
cf. Refs. [33,34], and goes beyond the scope of the
present study.

III. VELOCITY DISPERSION AND FITTING
PROCEDURE

A. Velocity dispersion

Let us consider the observed dynamics of baryonic
matter with density ρbðrÞ in the gravitational field ΦðrÞ
of the matter content of a galaxy: ULDM and baryonic
matter. In a galaxy, stars are described by a probability to be
found in the infinitesimal space ½x; xþ dx� and velocity
½v; vþ dv� intervals. Assuming the system to be collision-
less, this probability obeys the collisionless Boltzmann
equation [35]. If the system is at equilibrium, one can
derive the Jeans equations for the radial velocity dispersion

v2r ¼
1

ρbðrÞ
Z

∞

r
dr0ρbðr0Þ

dΦ
dr0

; ð14Þ

where the ergodic distribution function was assumed,
implying that the velocity dispersion is isotropic, i.e.,

v2θ ¼ v2ϕ ¼ v2r . The observed velocity dispersion of the
seven dSphs can be either isotropic or have a small
anisotropy (see cored fit of the dSphs in Ref. [36]); in
what follows, we will focus on the isotropic case given
by Eq. (14).
In Eq. (14), the baryonic matter density ρbðrÞ and the

total gravitational potential ΦðrÞ ¼ ΦDMðrÞ þΦbðrÞ enter.
The density ρbðrÞ of the baryonic matter can be inferred
from the observed stellar light profile (see Sec. II A), while
ρDMðrÞ for the dark matter part is model dependent. In what
follows, we will assume the ULDM class of models for
ρDMðrÞ and ΦDMðrÞ (see Sec. II B) and calculate the
corresponding velocity dispersion (14).

B. Observations and fitting procedure

Following Ref. [17], we consider a sample of seven
spheroidal dwarf galaxies orbiting the Milky Way, whose
velocity dispersion is known from observations. The
observable velocity profile vobsðrÞ is compared with the

calculated dispersion vðrÞ ¼
ffiffiffiffiffi
v2r

q
from Eq. (14) using

the χ2 fit

χ2 ¼
XN g

j¼1

XNj

i¼1

½vjðriÞ − vjobsðriÞ�2
σ2jðriÞ

: ð15Þ

Here, the outer sum (j ¼ ½1;N g�) goes over the N g ¼ 7

considered galaxies; for each jth galaxy, the inner sum
(i ¼ ½1; Nj�) goes over the number Nj of the observed
values vobsj ðriÞ of the velocity dispersion. The σj is the
uncertainty of the observations as given in Ref. [17]. The
theoretical prediction vjðriÞ for the velocity dispersion is
defined by Eq. (14) and depends on the unknown ULDM
gravitational potential ΦDMðrÞ. Equation (6) implies that
ΦDMðrÞ is a function of the ULDM mass MDM and size R,
where the latter is determined by MDM and ULDM model
parameters fm; asg [see the mass-radius relations (8) and
(11)]. Thus, we end up with vðrÞ, which is a function of the
halo mass MDM, m, and as.

Then, the minimum of χ2 ¼ χ2ðM1
DM;…;M

N g

DM; m; asÞ in
the parameter space of the seven halo masses Mj

DM, the
boson mass m, and the scattering length as corresponds to
the best fit of the velocity dispersion observations. The
velocity dispersion fits and the observed data are illustrated
by the two examples in Fig. 2; other fits as well as the
approach used to find the uncertainty of the fit can be found
in the Supplemental Material [16]. Our results are given in
Sec. IV where, for simplicity, we neglect the gravitational
potential of a small baryonic component. The full problem
accounting for the gravitational potential of baryonic matter
is discussed in Sec. V.

FIG. 2. Examples of the velocity dispersion fit for Draco (top)
and Sextans (bottom) in the case of attractively interacting
ULDM accounting for baryonic matter gravitational potential
(see details in Sec. V B). Here, the solid line with the error bars
shows the observed velocity dispersion vobs from Ref. [17], while
the dashed line is our fit v.
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IV. VELOCITY DISPERSION FIT NEGLECTING
THE BARYONIC COMPONENT

Since the considered dwarf spheroidals are DM domi-
nated, we start our discussion by first neglecting the
baryonic contribution to the gravitational potential, i.e.,
ΦðrÞ ¼ ΦDMðrÞ. In this case, a solution of the GPP
equations can be approximated by the Gaussian ansatz
(5) and (6) with the unperturbed mass-radius relation
R ¼ RDM (8). Substituting the ULDM gravitational
potential (6) into Eq. (14), we can find the velocity
dispersion (see Appendix B). In what follows, we sepa-
rately investigate the regimes of repulsively as > 0 and
attractively as < 0 interacting ULDM.

A. Repulsive interaction

We start our discussion with the repulsively inter-
acting ULDM as > 0 in the mass-radius relation (8),
illustrated in Fig. 3. In this case, the best fit to the obser-
vations is given by the boson mass m ¼ 1.902 × 10−22 eV

(in the range m∈ ½1.897; 1.911� × 10−22 eV) and the
scattering length as ¼ 1.45 × 10−85 m (in the range
as ∈ ½0; 10−79� m).
Let us analyze the role of the self-interaction by

comparing their contribution to the halo energy U and
energy due to the self-gravity W [see Eq. (7)]. We find
that for the best fit parameters given in Table II their ratio is
of the order of U=W ∼ 10−9 for all seven ULDM halos.
Thus, we conclude that the local self-interaction plays a
negligibly small role in this case, and ULDM behaves in the
same way as the noninteracting fuzzy DM.

FIG. 3. The mass-radius relation for repulsively interacting
ULDM. The black solid line shows the best fit, corresponding to
the minimum of χ2 error, while the gray shaded region depicts
MDM − R relations within confidence intervals for m and as.
Colorful points show dSphs with the error bars corresponding to
the confidence intervals for halo masses MDM.

TABLE II. Best fit masses and radii of the ULDM halos in
repulsively interacting ULDM.

Galaxy MDM=ð108M⊙Þ R=pc

Carina 1.277þ0.005
−0.009 695

Draco 1.728þ0.010
−0.010 514

Fornax 1.344þ0.006
−0.007 660

Leo I 1.476þ0.008
−0.008 602

Leo II 1.448þ0.010
−0.008 613

Sculptor 1.519þ0.006
−0.010 584

Sextans 0.969þ0.003
−0.008 916

FIG. 4. The mass-radius relation for attractively interacting
ULDM. The black solid line shows the best fit, corresponding to
the minimum of χ2 error, while the gray shaded region depicts
MDM − R relations within confidence intervals for m and as.
Colorful points show dSphs with the error bars corresponding to
the confidence intervals for halo masses MDM.

FIG. 5. The mass-radius relation for repulsively interacting
ULDM. The solid lines show the best fits for different baryonic
matter parameters Mb and b, while the gray shaded regions
correspond to MDM − R relations within confidence intervals for
m and as. Colorful points depict dSphs with the error bars
corresponding to the confidence intervals for halo masses MDM.
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B. Attractive interaction

Now, we consider the attractively interacting ULDM
as < 0 in the mass-radius relation (8), illustrated in Fig. 4.
In this case, we find that the best fit to the observations is
given by the boson mass m ¼ 1.522 × 10−22 eV (in the
range m∈ ½1.513; 1.532� × 10−22 eV) and the scattering
length as ¼ −8.66 × 10−78 m (in the range as ∈ ½−8.73;
−8.52� × 10−76 m).
In contrast to the case of the repulsively interacting

ULDM, the interactions play an important role for as < 0.
One can see this directly by comparing the internal energy
U with the gravitational energyW. Their ratioU=W ¼ 0.33
is the biggest for Draco, which is evident from Fig. 4, where
the corresponding point fMDM; Rg is the closest to the
maximum mass Mmax ≈ 1.45M⊙, beyond which the BEC
collapses and no stationary state is possible. For the least
massive Sextans, this ratio is the smallest U=W ¼ 0.08,
while for other halos, it ranges from 0.16 to 0.24.

V. ACCOUNTING FOR BARYONIC MATTER
GRAVITATIONAL POTENTIAL

In this section, we investigate the influence of the
baryonic gravitational potential Φb on the velocity
dispersion. Accounting for its contribution in (14), we find

v2r ¼
1

ρbðrÞ
Z

∞

r
dr0ρbðr0Þ

d
dr0

ðΦDMðr0Þ þΦbðr0ÞÞ: ð16Þ

The result of the integration is lengthy and can be found in
Appendix B. Furthermore, the gravitational potential of
baryons affects the shape of the ULDM according to
Eqs. (11) and (12). The mass-radius relation (11), (12)
accounts for the shrinking of the ULDM size due to the

gravitational attraction from baryonic matter. Note that this
new mass-radius relation now depends not only on m and
as but also on the Plummer radius b and the mass Mb and,
therefore, is different for each considered dwarf galaxy
with given baryonic matter parameters (see Table I).

A. Repulsive interaction

In the as > 0 case, we find that the best fit to the
observations is given by the boson mass m ¼ 1.584 ×
10−22 eV (in the range m∈ ½1.562; 1.596� × 10−22 eV) and
the scattering length as ¼ 10−84 m (in the range as ∈
½0; 4.72 × 10−80� m), as shown in Fig. 5.
We note that in this case the interactions are very

small. Their relative contribution compared to the gravita-
tional energy is of the order of U=W ∼ 10−8 for the seven
considered galaxies. This agrees with the result from
Sec. IVA, where this contribution was also found to be
negligibly small. Thus, we conclude that the repulsive self-
interaction, if present, is very weak and does not noticeably
affect the shape of the ULDM halos.

B. Attractive interaction

Now, we consider the attractively interacting ULDM
as < 0 in the mass-radius relation (11), illustrated by
Fig. 6. In this case, we find that the best fit to the
observations is given by the boson mass m ¼ 1.321 ×
10−22 eV (in the range m∈ ½1.314; 1.327� × 10−22 eV) and
the scattering length as ¼ −6.74 × 10−78 m (in the range
as ∈ ½6.72; 6.85� × 10−78 m).
We see that, unlike in the case of repulsively interacting

dark matter, the attractive interaction plays an important
role in establishing the hydrostatic equilibrium of the BEC.
Its contribution is the most prominent for Draco U=W ¼
0.33 and the smallest for Sextans U=W ¼ 0.08, while for
the other five ULDM halos U=W it is in the range [0.13,
0.20] similar to the results obtained in Sec. IV B, where the
gravitational potential of baryonic matter was neglected.

VI. ULDM DENSITY AND DISCUSSION

A. ULDM density

Let us first compare our results from Secs. IV and V in
order to see how strongly the gravitational potential ΦbðrÞ
of the baryonic component affects our results. The fits
without ΦbðrÞ presented in Tables II and III and the fits
which take into account ΦbðrÞ in Tables IVand V do differ.
The impact of baryonic matter potential is thus as important
as the role of the self-interactions in the ULDM for the
fitting of the velocity dispersion. In what follows, we
discuss in more detail the results of Sec. V, where the
baryonic matter potential is accounted for.
We illustrate our findings by plotting the density dis-

tributions of ULDM in Figs. 7 and 8, resulting from the fits
of Sec. V. We see that, while the masses and radii of the
ULDM halos in Tables IVand V differ, the density profiles

FIG. 6. The mass-radius relation for attractively interacting
ULDM. The solid lines show the best fits for different baryonic
matter parameters Mb and b, while the gray shaded regions
correspond to M − R relations within confidence intervals for m
and as. Colorful points depict dSphs with the error bars
corresponding to the confidence intervals for halo masses M.
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in Figs. 7 and 8 almost resemble each other. This is not
surprising since the two fits for repulsively and attractively
interacting ULDM reproduce the same observed velocity
dispersion data.
Let us discuss the correspondence between our results

and the standard CDMmodel illustrated for Draco in Fig. 9.
The key difference between CDM and ULDM is that, while
the former predicts a cuspy density profile in the central
region of a DM halo, the latter gives a core with slowly
varying density [6]. For instance, in Ref. [17], the same
observations were modeled with NFW density profiles
assuming CDM. It was concluded that the seven dwarf
galaxies are supposed to have masses of the order of

108M⊙ − 109M⊙, which also holds in our ULDM model-
ing (see Tables II–V). The CDM modeling of the velocity
dispersion in dwarf galaxies has been also done in
Ref. [37], where it is shown that for the seven dwarfs
the DM density is cuspy in the center and tends to a core
profile on the outskirts. At distance r ¼ 150 pc, the DM
density is of the order of 0.1M⊙=pc3, ranging from
0.05M⊙=pc3 for Sextans to 0.26M⊙=pc3 for Leo I.
These densities by the order of magnitude agree with the
central densities predicted by the ULDM modeling in
Figs. 7 and 8. This can be explained by the fact that both
the CDM and ULDM models were fitted to the same
observed data. Similarly as in Ref. [37], our findings
predict that Leo I and Draco have the highest DM density
in the central region, while Sextans has the smallest.
In Fig. 9, we also show the ULDM density for the smaller

TABLE IV. Best fit masses and radii of the ULDM halos in
repulsive ULDM in the presence of baryonic gravitational
potential.

Galaxy MDM=ð108M⊙Þ R=pc

Carina 1.602þ0.036
−0.014 788

Draco 2.223þ0.050
−0.016 574

Fornax 1.356þ0.031
−0.009 745

Leo I 1.720þ0.037
−0.016 699

Leo II 1.723þ0.046
−0.011 726

Sculptor 0.910þ0.036
−0.010 779

Sextans 1.243þ0.027
−0.011 1025

TABLE V. Best fit masses and radii of the ULDM halos in
attractive ULDM in the presence of baryonic gravitational
potential.

Galaxy MDM=ð108M⊙Þ R=pc

Carina 1.611þ0.010
−0.012 787

Draco 1.765þ0.007
−0.017 520

Fornax 1.374þ0.010
−0.011 753

Leo I 1.636þ0.008
−0.013 679

Leo II 1.661þ0.008
−0.013 708

Sculptor 1.052þ0.009
−0.010 832

Sextans 1.384þ0.010
−0.010 1073

FIG. 7. The ULDM density in dSphs as a function of distance
for repulsive ULDM whose parameters are given in Table IV
(accounting for baryonic component).

TABLE III. Best fit masses and radii of ULDM halos in
attractively interacting ULDM.

Galaxy MDM=ð108M⊙Þ R=pc

Carina 1.346þ0.014
−0.008 709

Draco 1.453þ0.018
−0.007 477

Fornax 1.372þ0.014
−0.008 672

Leo I 1.423þ0.015
−0.008 587

Leo II 1.416þ0.015
−0.008 600

Sculptor 1.432þ0.015
−0.008 567

Sextans 1.141þ0.012
−0.007 984

FIG. 8. The ULDM density in dSphs as a function of distance
for attractive ULDM whose parameters are given in Table V
(accounting for baryonic component).
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boson mass m ¼ 10−20 eV=c2, discussed by Goldstein
et al. [9] to fit the velocity dispersion observations. In this
case, the DM halo mass 109.5M⊙ is distributed over an
inner coherent core within r < 30.7 pc and the NFW
density tail for r > 30.7 pc. Since the coherent core
constitutes only ∼0.1% mass of the halo, we see that the
ULDM is similar to the standard CDM except for the
presence of a small core in the center.

B. Discussion

In this subsection, we discuss the physical implications
and limitations of the fitted ULDM models, comparing our
results with existing astrophysical constraints and evaluat-
ing their consistency with previous studies. We note that the
model of self-interacting ULDM with the boson mass
∼10−22 eV may face some challenges other than the
considered fitting of velocity dispersion observations.
For instance, ULDM has its own velocity disper-

sion vDM and the corresponding de Broglie wavelength
λdB ¼ ℏ=ðmvDMÞ. The expression for vDM can be found
in Appendix B. In our further considerations, we take

vDM ∼ 10 km=s (in the range between 12 and 20 km=s
for different ULDM halos and different models) as an
estimate of the velocity dispersion in the central region
of the halo. For this value and m ∼ 10−22 eV, we find
λdB ∼ 103 kpc, which is 103–104 times bigger than the
ULDM halo size R. For ultrafaint dwarf galaxies, which
are smaller than the considered seven dSphs, with a typical
size 50 pc and velocity dispersion v ∼ 5 km=s, one obtains
the ratio λdB=R ¼ 105–106 [10].
The aforementioned ratio λdB=R plays an important role

in the dynamics of an ULDM halo, since it sets the rela-
tive length scale where the density fluctuations of BEC
occur [12]. These fluctuations in a BEC core can be
triggered by a range of astrophysical processes, altering
the ULDM density distribution on gigayear timescales
[38,39]. These density fluctuations produce gravitational
perturbations which affect the dynamics of stars in the
galaxy and lead to dynamical heating [10–12,38,39].
According to the findings of Refs. [10–12], the dynamical
heating of stars becomes critical for λdB=R≳ 102 when
density fluctuations exhibit sufficiently long-range coher-
ence compared to the halo size. The requirement λdB=R≳
102 sets the limit on ULDM mass, which was found in
Ref. [10] to be m > 5 × 10−21 eV. Even more severe con-
straints m > 3 × 10−19 eV and m > 8 × 10−18 eV can be
obtained from the analysis of the ultrafaint dwarf galaxies
[11,12]. Therefore, this argument could exclude the con-
sidered model of ULDM boson with mass m ∼ 10−22 eV
based on the observations of both dwarf and ultrafaint
dwarf galaxies. However, we note that the recent spectro-
scopic analysis of Ursa Major III/UNIONS 1 by Cerny
et al. [40] suggests that this system may be a dark-matter-
free star cluster rather than a dark-matter-dominated galaxy
as assumed by May et al. [12]. Consequently, the stringent
ULDM particle mass limits (m > 8 × 10−18 eV) derived
from this object are now debated, as their validity depends
on the still-uncertain nature of Ursa Major III/UNIONS 1.
The constraints obtained in Refs. [10–12] are based on the

model of fuzzy DM, i.e., ULDM in the absence of short-
range interactions. In the case of repulsively interacting
ULDM, our findings show that the interactions are negligibly
small and the same limits for the boson mass should apply.
Attractive self-interactions (see Sec. V B), which produce
effects comparable to the self-gravity, could influence these
constraints [12]. We note that for the two fitted ULDM
models fm; asg in the two cases of as > 0 and as < 0 (see
Tables IV and V, respectively) the velocity dispersion vDM
does not differ significantly, and, therefore, the short-range
self-interaction cannot resolve this tension.We also note that
the model of as < 0may contradict with the Lyman α forest
observations [41]. The short-range interactions, considered in
Sec. V B, are characterized by the ratio λ ¼ 16π=3 × as=λc ∼
10−91 of the s-wave scattering length as and the Compton
wavelength λc ¼ ℏ=ðmcÞ, which is too big to explain the
small-scale power spectrum of ultrafaint galaxies [12].

FIG. 9. The DM density ρDMðrÞ (a) and the cumulative mass
MDMðrÞ=M⊙ (b) in Draco as functions of distance r for the four
different DM models. The solid green and dashed orange lines
show our fits for the repulsively and attractively interacting
ULDM with the boson mass ∼10−22 eV=c2. The gray dashed line
is the NFW fit from Ref. [17] assuming standard CDM. The black
dot-dashed line shows the combined density of the inner soliton
(for r < 30.7 pc) and the outer NFW tail (for r > 30.7 pc)
obtained in Ref. [9].
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We see that, while the velocity dispersion observations
favor ULDM with mass ∼10−22 eV, some other observa-
tions exclude this possibility. In order to strengthen this
conclusion and fully exclude the ULDM model, one
would need to provide a detailed modeling of baryonic
component, incoherent structures in ULDM [42,43], black
holes, and other relevant effects for a realistic galaxy,
which poses a challenging task [5]. For instance, if an
ultrafaint dwarf would host a black hole (BH), the latter
would produce additional gravitational attraction, thus
decreasing λdB. This possibility cannot be excluded for the
observed ultrafaint galaxies so far, since not all such BHs
would produce the requisite accretion signatures to be
detected [44]. For example, the observed stellar dynamics
in the ultrafaint dwarf Segue I favors the presence of a
supermassive BH [45], which was not accounted for by
Dalal and Kravtsov [11] to constrain ULDM. This was not
considered in the present study and in the constraints
obtained in Refs. [10–12], while it can have an important
impact on the modeling of ULDM halos [46].
Moreover, in Refs. [10–12], it is assumed that ULDM is

described by a fully coherent wave function which satisfies
the GPP equations (3) and (4). Hence, the limitations for
boson mass, that come from the appearance of ULDM
density fluctuations on the λdB scale, rely on the assumption
that this coherence is dynamically preserved in the whole
simulated volume. This is not necessarily the case, having
that the correlations in the self-gravitating BEC [42,43]
drop with distance and on the outskirts the ULDM is in a
turbulent, rather than a coherent, state. In addition, unlike
CDM, ULDM can form stable vortex structures with
quantized superfluid flow [47], which may noticeably
influence the DM density distribution and dynamics of
stars in a dwarf galaxy [46,48].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Investigating velocity dispersion curves of seven dwarf
spheroidals in the context of the ULDM class of models
with local self-interaction, we found that the velocity
dispersion in these galaxies is determined mainly by the
dominating ULDM gravitational potential and, therefore,
allows us to efficiently constrain the mass and shape of
DM halos. For the considered seven galaxies, this fixes the
mass-radius relation, which uniquely determines the
corresponding boson mass m and its s-wave scattering
length as. This approach made it possible to deduce the
most optimal ULDM halo masses, radii, and parameters
fm; asg by fitting the data from observations. We also find
that the gravitational attraction of the baryonic component
in each dwarf galaxy makes the solitonic ULDM halo
more compact and modifies the ULDM mass-radius
relation. Accounting for this effect as well as the con-
tribution of the baryonic potential to the velocity
dispersion, we consider the role of the baryonic compo-
nent in Secs. IV and V.

We conclude that the velocity dispersion observations
in the dwarf galaxies are compatible with the ULDM
models considered here and, in particular, the dynamics
imposed by a soliton. The main results of our work are
parameters of ULDM models and masses of ULDM halos
presented in Tables II–IV. We see that the masses, radii, and
relations between them for the dwarf spheroidals depend on
whether ULDM interacts repulsively or attractively. Our
results suggest that only a very weak repulsive interaction
as ≲ 10−80 m is in agreement with the velocity dispersion
observations allowing for noninteracting ULDM with
m ≈ 1.6 × 10−22 eV. In contrast, if the self-interaction in
ULDM is attractive, as ∼ −10−78 m, then we have a
smaller boson mass m ≈ 1.3 × 10−22 eV and a completely
different mass-radius relation. These results imply that the
presence of self-interactions in ULDM plays a significant
role in the modeling of observations. Our results for
densities of the seven dSphs show qualitative agreement
with Refs. [17,37], where the velocity dispersion of the
dwarf galaxies was fitted by CDM. The CDM density
profiles have a cusp in the center and at larger distances
∼150 pc tend to a corelike profile with densities similar to
those we find.
Our findings predict that the ULDM halos of dwarf

galaxies have ULDM velocity dispersion ∼10 km=s, which
implies that the corresponding de Broglie wavelength is
103–104 times larger than the size of the halo. In this case,
the density fluctuations of BEC lead to the dynamical
heating of the baryonic component that contradicts obser-
vations [10–12]. Moreover, the stars kinematics in Leo II
implies the constraint m > 2.2 × 10−21 eV on the boson
mass [49]. This is indirectly supported by our results
because we found the biggest disagreement between the
ULDM fit and the observable velocity dispersion in Leo II.
This hints that Leo II may be an optimal candidate to
exclude ULDM from the stellar kinematics perspective.
Our results clarify the role of the self-interaction and

baryonic matter in fitting of the velocity dispersion obser-
vations of dwarf galaxies. This contributes to the previous
research [6,9–12,49,50], which focused on the observatio-
nally based constraints on ULDM models. While these
findings so far exclude ULDM, still, they do not account for
all the possible effects, which may play role in a realistic
scenario. The realistic modeling of a galaxy is a computa-
tionally challenging task and would require a detailed
dynamical modeling of baryonic matter, collective excita-
tions, black holes, tidal stripping, superfluid flows, and
NFW tails. This poses an open question for our analysis
and should be further addressed to provide more insight in
the small-scale nature of DM.
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APPENDIX A: MASS-RADIUS RELATION
WITH GRAVITATIONAL POTENTIAL

OF ULDM AND BARYONS

In Ref. [31], it was found that the mass-radius relation
RðMÞ for an ULDM soliton is given by Eq. (8). In this
Appendix, we discuss how this mass-radius relation
is modified in the case when ULDM is subject to the
additional gravitational potential of the baryonic matter (2).
Following Ref. [31], we find the energy of ULDM,

E ¼ 3

4

ℏ2MDM

m2R2
þ asℏ2M2

DMffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p
m3R3

−
GM2

DMffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p
R

−
4GMDMMbffiffiffi

π
p

R

Z þ∞

0

dx
x2e−x

2ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
x2 þ ðb=RÞ2

p ; ðA1Þ

where the last term is the energy
R
ρDMðrÞΦbðrÞdr of the

gravitational interaction between ULDM and baryonic
matter. The mass radius relation is then determined by

∂E
∂R

¼ −
3

2

ℏ2MDM

m2R3
−
3asℏ2M2

DMffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p
m3R4

þ GM2
DMffiffiffiffiffiffi

2π
p

R2

þ 3GMDMMb

2R2
U

�
3

2
; 0;

�
b
R

�
2
�
¼ 0; ðA2Þ

where U[x, y, z] stands for the Tricomi confluent hyper-
geometric function (13). The latter equation can be solved
in the general case only numerically; however, in the
regime Mb ≪ MDM, one can obtain an approximate ana-
lytical solution. Indeed, in this case, the perturbed size of
ULDM only slightly differs from the unperturbed result (8),
which we denote as RDM. This allows us to approximate R
by RDM in the argument of U function in the last term of
Eq. (A2) and obtain the solution

R ¼ 3
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
2π

p

4
R̃Q

 
1�

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1þ 8

3π

MDM

m
as
R̃Q

s !

R̃Q ¼ RQ

ð1þMb=MDM × fðb=RDMÞÞ
;

where the radius R is now defined by a new length scale
R̃Q, which in the absence of baryonic matter equals RQ as
given by Eq. (8). We see that the latter result shows
the decrease of the ULDM radius due to gravitational
attraction from the baryonic matter. This approximation
quantitatively agrees within 1% difference compared to
the numerical solution to Eq. (A2) and is used in our
calculations.

APPENDIX B: VELOCITY DISPERSION
FOR ULDM AND BARYONS

We can write down the expression for velocity dispersion
(16) as a sum of two integrals,

v2rðrÞ ¼
IDMðrÞ þ IbðrÞ

ρbðrÞ
; ðB1Þ

where the integrals IDM and Ib above are the functions of
the BEC size R, distance y ¼ r=R, and Plummer radius
β ¼ b=R in the units of R. The functions

Ib ¼
Z

∞

r
dr0ρbðr0Þ

dΦb

dr0
¼ GM2

bβ
2

8πR4

1

u6

describes the contribution of baryons and

IDM ¼
Z

∞

r
dr0ρbðr0Þ
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dr0
¼ GMDMMb

4π3=2β4R4

e−y
2

yu3

× ½−4 ffiffiffi
π

p ðβ4 − 2β2 þ 2Þeu2u3yerfðuÞ
þ ffiffiffi

π
p

ey
2

erfðyÞð3β4 þ 8y4 þ 12β2y2Þ
þ 2yð−2β6 þ 5β4 − 4
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2
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þ 4

ffiffiffi
π
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eu

2

u3 − 2ðβ2 − 2Þβ2y2Þ�

is the contribution due to the ULDM gravitational potential.
Here, we also introduced notation u ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
y2 þ β2

p
for

brevity. The expressions above determine our theoretical
prediction for the velocity dispersion of baryons.

While the velocity dispersion of DM vDM ¼ ðv2DMÞ1=2 is
not directly observable, it is relevant in the analysis of such
properties of a halo as its effective temperature and de
Broglie length [12,13]. It can be evaluated as

v2DM ¼ 1

ρDMðrÞ
Z

∞

r
dr0ρDMðr0Þ

dΦDM

dr0
¼ GMDM

×

�
erf½r=R�

r
þ

ffiffiffi
π

p
2R

er
2=R2ð−1þ ðerf½r=R�Þ2Þ

�
:

ðB2Þ

K. KORSHYNSKA et al. PHYS. REV. D 113, 063006 (2026)

063006-10



[1] G. Bertone and D. Hooper, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 045002
(2018).

[2] G. R. Blumenthal, S. Faber, J. R. Primack, and M. J. Rees,
Nature (London) 311, 517 (1984).

[3] D. H. Weinberg, J. S. Bullock, F. Governato, R. Kuzio de
Naray, and A. H. Peter, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 112,
12249 (2015).

[4] W. J. G. deBlok,Adv.Astron., 10.1155/2010/789293 (2009).
[5] L. V. Sales, A. Wetzel, and A. Fattahi, Nat. Astron. 6, 897

(2022).
[6] E. G. M. Ferreira, Astron. Astrophys. Rev. 29, 7 (2021).
[7] D. F. Jackson Kimball and K. Van Bibber, The Search for

Ultralight Bosonic Dark Matter (Springer Nature, Cham,
2023), 10.1007/978-3-030-95852-7.

[8] H.-Y. Schive, arXiv:2509.23231.
[9] I. S. Goldstein, S. M. Koushiappas, and M. G. Walker, Phys.

Rev. D 106, 063010 (2022).
[10] L. Teodori, A. Caputo, and K. Blum, Phys. Rev. D 113,

023055 (2026).
[11] N. Dalal and A. Kravtsov, Phys. Rev. D 106, 063517 (2022).
[12] S. May, N. Dalal, and A. Kravtsov, arXiv:2509.02781.
[13] P.-H. Chavanis, Phys. Rev. D 100, 083022 (2019).
[14] J.-w. Lee and I.-g. Koh, Phys. Rev. D 53, 2236 (1996).
[15] P.-H. Chavanis, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 134, 352 (2019).
[16] See Supplemental Material at http://link.aps.org/

supplemental/10.1103/7fp7-klxf for velocity dispersion fits,
also can be accessed via https://zenodo.org/records/
18538840.

[17] M. G. Walker, M. Mateo, E. W. Olszewski, O. Y. Gnedin, X.
Wang, B. Sen, and M. Woodroofe, Astrophys. J. 667, L53
(2007).

[18] R. Pascale, C. Nipoti, F. Calura, and A. Della Croce, Astron.
Astrophys. 700, A77 (2025).

[19] H. C. Plummer, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 71, 460 (1911).
[20] A. O. Hodson, A. Diaferio, and L. Ostorero, Astron. As-

trophys. 640, A26 (2020).
[21] M. Cappellari, R. Bacon, M. Bureau, M. Damen, R. L.

Davies, P. T. De Zeeuw, E. Emsellem, J. Falcón-Barroso, D.
Krajnovic, H. Kuntschner et al., Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
366, 1126 (2006).

[22] K. Kowalczyk, A. del Pino, E. L. Łokas, and M. Valluri,
Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 482, 5241 (2019).

[23] T. De Boer, E. Tolstoy, B. Lemasle, A. Saha, E. Olszewski,
M. Mateo, M. Irwin, and G. Battaglia, Astron. Astrophys.
572, A10 (2014).

[24] D. Massari, A. Helmi, A. Mucciarelli, L. V. Sales, L. Spina,
and E. Tolstoy, Astron. Astrophys. 633, A36 (2020).

[25] J. Read, M. G. Walker, and P. Steger, Mon. Not. R. Astron.
Soc. 481, 860 (2018).

[26] R. Pascale, C. Nipoti, F. Calura, and A. D. Croce, Astron.
Astrophys. 700, A77 (2025).

[27] A. Koch, J. T. Kleyna, M. I. Wilkinson, E. K. Grebel, G. F.
Gilmore, N. W. Evans, R. F. G. Wyse, and D. R. Harbeck,
Astron. J. 134, 566 (2007).

[28] G. Battaglia, A. Helmi, E. Tolstoy, M. Irwin, V. Hill, and P.
Jablonka, Astrophys. J. 681, L13 (2008).

[29] G. Battaglia, E. Tolstoy, A. Helmi, M. Irwin, P. Parisi, V.
Hill, and P. Jablonka, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 411, 1013
(2011).

[30] P.-H. Chavanis, in Quantum Aspects of Black Holes
(Springer, New York, 2014), pp. 151–194.

[31] P.-H. Chavanis, Phys. Rev. D 84, 043531 (2011).
[32] H.-Y. Schive, M.-H. Liao, T.-P. Woo, S.-K. Wong, T.

Chiueh, T. Broadhurst, and W. P. Hwang, Phys. Rev. Lett.
113, 261302 (2014).

[33] V. M. Gorkavenko, A. I. Yakymenko, A. O.
Zaporozhchenko, and E. V. Gorbar, Phys. Scr. 100,
075039 (2025).

[34] V. Gorkavenko, O. Barabash, T. Gorkavenko, O. Teslyk, A.
Zaporozhchenko, J. Jia, A. Yakimenko, and E. Gorbar,
Classical Quantum Gravity 41, 235013 (2024).

[35] J. Binney and S. Tremaine, Galactic Dynamics (Princeton
University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2011), Vol. 13.

[36] M. G. Walker, M. Mateo, E. W. Olszewski, J. Penarrubia,
N.W. Evans, and G. Gilmore, Astrophys. J. 704, 1274
(2009).

[37] K. Hayashi, M. Chiba, and T. Ishiyama, Astrophys. J. 904,
45 (2020).

[38] L. Salasnich and A. Yakimenko, Phys. Dark Universe 49,
101973 (2025).

[39] X. Li, L. Hui, and T. D. Yavetz, Phys. Rev. D 103, 023508
(2021).

[40] W. Cerny, D. Bissonette, A. P. Ji, M. Geha, A. Chiti, S. E.
Smith, J. D. Simon, A. B. Pace, E. N. Kirby, K. A. Venn
et al., arXiv:2510.02431.

[41] V. Iršič, M. Viel, M. G. Haehnelt, J. S. Bolton, M. Molaro,
E. Puchwein, E. Boera, G. D. Becker, P. Gaikwad, L. C.
Keating et al., Phys. Rev. D 109, 043511 (2024).

[42] I.-K. Liu, N. P. Proukakis, and G. Rigopoulos, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 521, 3625 (2023).

[43] M. Indjin, N. Keepfer, I. Liu, N. P. Proukakis, and
G. Rigopoulos, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 545, staf2046
(2025).

[44] A. E. Reines, Nat. Astron. 6, 26 (2022).
[45] N. Lujan, K. Gebhardt, R. Anantua, O. Chase, M. H.

Debski, C. Finley, L. V. Gomez, O. Gupta, A. J. Lawson,
I. Marron et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 992, L25 (2025).

[46] K. Korshynska, O. O. Prykhodko, E. V. Gorbar, J. Jia, and
A. I. Yakimenko, Phys. Rev. D 111, 023006 (2025).

[47] Y. Nikolaieva, A. Olashyn, Y. Kuriatnikov, S. Vilchynskii,
and A. Yakimenko, Low Temp. Phys. 47, 684 (2021).

[48] Y. O. Nikolaieva, Y. M. Bidasyuk, K. Korshynska, E. V.
Gorbar, J. Jia, and A. I. Yakimenko, Phys. Rev. D 108,
023503 (2023).

[49] T. Zimmermann, J. Alvey, D. J. Marsh, M. Fairbairn, and
J. I. Read, Phys. Rev. Lett. 134, 151001 (2025).

[50] E. Calabrese and D. N. Spergel, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
460, 4397 (2016).

VELOCITY DISPERSION PROFILES OF DWARF SPHEROIDAL … PHYS. REV. D 113, 063006 (2026)

063006-11

https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.045002
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.045002
https://doi.org/10.1038/311517a0
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1308716112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1308716112
https://doi.org/10.1155/2010/789293
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-022-01689-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-022-01689-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00159-021-00135-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-95852-7
https://arXiv.org/abs/2509.23231
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.063010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.063010
https://doi.org/10.1103/jc6p-rlvh
https://doi.org/10.1103/jc6p-rlvh
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.063517
https://arXiv.org/abs/2509.02781
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.083022
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.53.2236
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjp/i2019-12734-7
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/7fp7-klxf
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/7fp7-klxf
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/7fp7-klxf
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/7fp7-klxf
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/7fp7-klxf
https://zenodo.org/records/18538840
https://zenodo.org/records/18538840
https://doi.org/10.1086/521998
https://doi.org/10.1086/521998
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202555004
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202555004
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/71.5.460
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202037634
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202037634
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09981.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.09981.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty3100
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201424119
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201424119
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201935613
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2286
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2286
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202555004
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202555004
https://doi.org/10.1086/519380
https://doi.org/10.1086/590179
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17745.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17745.x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.84.043531
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.261302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.261302
https://doi.org/10.1088/1402-4896/adebb7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1402-4896/adebb7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ad8a11
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/704/2/1274
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/704/2/1274
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abbe0a
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abbe0a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2025.101973
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2025.101973
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.023508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.023508
https://arXiv.org/abs/2510.02431
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.043511
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad591
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad591
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staf2046
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staf2046
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-021-01556-0
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ae0b4f
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.111.023006
https://doi.org/10.1063/10.0005557
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.023503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.023503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.134.151001
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1256
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1256

	Velocity dispersion profiles of dwarf spheroidal galaxies with self-interacting ultralight dark matter
	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. MATTER CONTENT OF A DWARF GALAXY
	A. Baryonic matter content of dwarf galaxies
	B. Ultralight dark matter

	III. VELOCITY DISPERSION AND FITTING PROCEDURE
	A. Velocity dispersion
	B. Observations and fitting procedure

	IV. VELOCITY DISPERSION FIT NEGLECTING THE BARYONIC COMPONENT
	A. Repulsive interaction
	B. Attractive interaction

	V. ACCOUNTING FOR BARYONIC MATTER GRAVITATIONAL POTENTIAL
	A. Repulsive interaction
	B. Attractive interaction

	VI. ULDM DENSITY AND DISCUSSION
	A. ULDM density
	B. Discussion

	VII. CONCLUSIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY
	APPENDIX A: MASS-RADIUS RELATION WITH GRAVITATIONAL POTENTIAL OF ULDM AND BARYONS
	APPENDIX B: VELOCITY DISPERSION FOR ULDM AND BARYONS
	References


