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ABSTRACT
For a spherical dark matter halo with isotropic velocity distribution, the phase space distribution function (DF), the energy
distribution, and the density profile form a set of self-consistent description of its equilibrium state, and knowing one is sufficient
to determine the other two. The Navarro-Frenk-White density profile (NFW profile) is known to be a good approximation to the
spherically-averaged density distribution in simulated haloes. The DARKexp energy distribution is also known to compare well
with the simulated energy distribution. We present a quantitative assessment of the NFW and DARKexp fits to the simulated DF
and energy distribution for a wide range of haloes in a dark-matter-only simulation from the IllustrisTNG Project. As expected,
we find that the NFW fits work well except at low energy when the density at small radii deviates from the NFW profile. Further,
the NFW and DARKexp fits have comparable accuracy in the region where both fit well, but the DARKexp fits are better at low
energy because they require matching of the central gravitational potential. We also find an approximate relation between the
energy scale parameterizing the DARKexp energy distribution and that defined by the characteristic density and radius of the
NFW profile. This relation may be linked to the relaxation process during halo formation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

We present a quantitative assessment of two types of fits to the
phase space distribution function (DF) and the energy distribution of
dark matter particles in simulated haloes. The NFW fits are derived
from the Navarro-Frenk-White density profile (hereafter NFW pro-
file, Navarro et al. 1997), while the DARKexp fits are based on the
energy distribution proposed by Hjorth & Williams (2010).

It has been known for decades that dark matter constitutes the
best explanation for a number of astronomical observations. Notably,
flattening of galactic rotation curves at large radii shows that vis-
ible galaxies must be surrounded by a large dark matter halo (see
e.g., Salucci 2019 for a review of dark matter distribution in galax-
ies). As we have yet to observe dark matter directly, much of our
understanding of these haloes has come from N-body simulations.
While simulations are important, we also seek the theoretical in-
sight and practicality that a well-constructed model can provide. It is
well known that the NFW profile provides a good approximation to
the spherically-averaged density distributions of dark matter haloes.
However, there is still a lack of consensus on how the NFW profile
arises. In addition, this spherical density profile only represents one
component of the more fundamental DF. For a halo in equilibrium,
the DF provides a complete description because it also contains the
velocity distribution of the dark matter particles. As the key quantity
describing the dynamics of dark matter, the DF has been used for
example, to discuss the annihilation of dark matter particles when
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the cross section depends on their energy (e.g., Christy et al. 2023),
to study searches for dark matter particles (e.g., Lacroix et al. 2018;
Hryczuk et al. 2020), and to infer the halo mass from satellite kine-
matics (e.g., Little & Tremaine 1987; Kochanek 1996; Wilkinson &
Evans 1999; Sakamoto et al. 2003; Posti & Helmi 2019; Li et al.
2020).

Even for spherical haloes, it is very challenging to construct a DF
self-consistently for a given density profile when the velocity distri-
bution is anisotropic. It is therefore common to consider the simpler
case of an isotropic velocity distribution, for which the DF is solely
dependent on the energy and the corresponding energy distribution
can be obtained using the density of energy states in a straightfor-
ward manner. It is known that in general, the energy distribution is
mostly dependent on the density profile, with weak dependence on
the velocity anisotropy (Baes & Dejonghe 2021). Therefore, a study
of the isotropic energy distribution is very informative for the more
general case. In this paper, we focus on models of the DF and the
energy distribution for haloes with a spherical density profile and an
isotropic velocity distribution.

Despite many attempts (e.g., Cuddeford 1991; Evans & An 2006;
Posti et al. 2015; Williams & Evans 2015), an accurate and complete
form of the DF or the energy distribution for dark matter haloes re-
mains to be found. Given that the NFW profile is a good match to
the simulated density distribution, we expect that the corresponding
DF and energy distribution also match those obtained from simu-
lations. This comparison represents an important check on the self-
consistency of the NFW profile. While there have been studies of the
DF and the energy distribution for the NFW profile in the isotropic

© 2024 The Authors

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

02
74

0v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.C

O
] 

 2
4 

M
ar

 2
02

4

mailto:gros0408@umn.edu


2 Gross et al.

case (Widrow 2000; Hanyu & Habe 2001) and the more general
anisotropic case (Wojtak et al. 2008), there is a lack of detailed com-
parisons of these results with numerical simulations. For example,
Christy et al. (2023) compared the isotropic DF for a generalized
NFW profile with simulations, but their focus was on the inner re-
gions of a single simulated halo.

In this paper, we make detailed comparisons of the DF and the
energy distribution for the NFW profile with results for a wide range
of haloes in a dark-matter-only simulation from the IllustrisTNG
Project (Springel et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018; Nelson et al.
2018; Naiman et al. 2018; Marinacci et al. 2018). The NFW profile
is known to fit the spherically-averaged density distributions of sim-
ulated haloes very well between radii 𝑟 = 0.05𝑅vir and 𝑅vir, where
𝑅vir is the virial radius (see §3), but there can be significant deviations
outside this range (Schaller et al. 2015). Therefore, we expect similar
deviations in the DF and the energy distribution, which we seek to
quantify. We find that by matching the gravitational potential at 𝑅vir,
the energy distribution for a simulated halo can be well described by
that derived from the best-fit NFW profile. Deviations occur at low
energy when the NFW profile provides a poor fit for 𝑟 < 0.05𝑅vir.
The comparisons of the DFs are similar to those of energy distribu-
tions, but the DF derived from the best-fit NFW profile has somewhat
less accuracy because additional deviations are introduced through
the density of energy states. We also compare the NFW fits to the
simulated DFs and energy distributions with the DARKexp fits of
Hjorth & Williams (2010). We find that these fits have comparable
accuracy in the region where both fit well, and that there is an ap-
proximate relation between the energy scale of the DARKexp fits and
the energy scale defined by the characteristic density and radius of
the NFW profile. The DARKexp fits are better at low energy because
they require matching of the central gravitational potential.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In §2, we outline the
relationship among the DF, the energy distribution, and the density
profile. In §3, we describe the sample of simulated haloes, their best-
fit NFW profiles, and their energy distributions and DFs constructed
from simulations. In §4, we discuss the NFW fits to the simulated
energy distributions and DFs. In §5, we discuss the DARKexp fits to
the simulated energy distributions and compare the corresponding
density profiles and DFs with simulations and the NFW fits. We
summarize our results and give conclusions in §6.

2 DF, ENERGY DISTRIBUTION, AND DENSITY PROFILE

For a spherical halo with an isotropic velocity distribution, the DF
is a function of the energy per unit mass 𝐸 = 𝑣2/2 + Φ(𝑟) only,
where 𝑣 is the velocity and Φ(𝑟) is the gravitational potential as a
function of the radius 𝑟 . For convenience of presentation below, we
take Φ(𝑅vir) = 0. We consider the DF as a mass distribution in phase
space:

𝑓 (𝐸) = 𝑑6𝑀

𝑑3r𝑑3v
= 𝑚d

𝑑6𝑁

𝑑3r𝑑3v
, (1)

where 𝑚d is the mass of a dark matter particle. The corresponding
density profile is given by

𝜌(𝑟) =
∫

𝑑3v 𝑓 (𝐸) = 4𝜋
∫ Φ(∞)

Φ(𝑟 )
𝑑𝐸 𝑓 (𝐸)

√︁
2[𝐸 −Φ(𝑟)] . (2)

For consistency, Φ(𝑟) and 𝜌(𝑟) satisfy Poisson’s equation ∇2Φ(𝑟) =
4𝜋𝐺𝜌(𝑟), where 𝐺 is the gravitational constant. For the NFW profile

given by

𝜌(𝑟) = 𝜌s
(𝑟/𝑟s) (1 + 𝑟/𝑟s)2 , (3)

where 𝜌s and 𝑟s are the characteristic scales for density and radius,
respectively, the gravitational potential is

Φ(𝑟) = 𝑣2
s

[
ln(1 + 𝑅vir/𝑟s)

𝑅vir/𝑟s
− ln(1 + 𝑟/𝑟s)

𝑟/𝑟s

]
, (4)

where 𝑣s = 𝑟s
√︁

4𝜋𝐺𝜌s.
Using the well-known procedure first proposed by Eddington

(1916), we can invert Eq. (2) to obtain the DF for a given 𝜌(𝑟):

𝑓 (𝐸) = 1
𝜋2

√
8

𝑑

𝑑𝐸

∫ ∞

𝑟𝐸

𝑑𝑟√︁
Φ(𝑟) − 𝐸

𝑑𝜌

𝑑𝑟
, (5)

where 𝑟𝐸 corresponds to Φ(𝑟𝐸 ) = 𝐸 .
The energy distribution 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 can be obtained from the DF as

𝑑𝑀

𝑑𝐸
=

∫
𝑑3r𝑑3v 𝑓 (𝐸)𝛿

(
𝑣2

2
+Φ(𝑟) − 𝐸

)
= 𝑓 (𝐸)𝑔(𝐸), (6)

where

𝑔(𝐸) =
∫

𝑑3r𝑑3v 𝛿
(
𝑣2

2
+Φ(𝑟) − 𝐸

)
(7)

is the density of energy states. For simulated haloes, we will obtain
the energy distribution directly by counting the particles inside the
virial radius 𝑅vir. Therefore, for comparisons with the simulated
energy distribution, the density of energy states should be

𝑔(𝐸) = 16𝜋2
∫ 𝑟∗

𝐸

0
𝑑𝑟 𝑟2√︁2[𝐸 −Φ(𝑟)], (8)

where 𝑟∗
𝐸

= min(𝑟𝐸 , 𝑅vir). The generalization of 𝑔(𝐸) for other
outer boundary radii is straightforward.

From the above discussion, the DF 𝑓 (𝐸), the energy distribu-
tion 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 , and the density profile 𝜌(𝑟) are a set of self-consistent
description of a halo. In principle, knowing one is sufficient to deter-
mine the other two. Following the presentation of simulated haloes
in §3, we will obtain the energy distribution and the DF from the
best-fit NFW profile in §4. The procedure is evident from Eqs. (4),
(5), (6), and (8).

Based on tentative but intriguing arguments of equilibrium statis-
tical mechanics, Hjorth & Williams (2010) derived the DARKexp
energy distribution

𝑑𝑀

𝑑𝐸
= 𝐴

[
exp

(
𝐸 −Φ0
𝜎2

)
− 1

]
, (9)

where 𝐴 is a normalization factor, Φ0 is the central gravitational po-
tential, and 𝜎2 is the characteristic energy scale. It has been shown
that the above energy distribution and the associated density profile
match those obtained from simulations (Williams & Hjorth 2010;
Williams et al. 2010; Hjorth et al. 2015; Nolting et al. 2016). The
DARKexp density profile was also compared with lensing obser-
vations of galaxy clusters by Umetsu et al. (2016) and explored
theoretically by Destri (2018). We will describe the more compli-
cated procedure to obtain the density profile and the DF from the
DARKexp energy distribution in §5.

3 SIMULATED HALOES

We use the simulated haloes from the IllustrisTNG Project (Springel
et al. 2018; Pillepich et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Naiman et al.
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2018; Marinacci et al. 2018). Specifically, we select the TNG300-1-
Dark (hereafter TNG300) run for its better coverage of massive clus-
ters. We have confirmed that using the higher-resolution TNG100-
1-Dark run gives very similar results for the smaller (∼ 1012𝑀⊙)
haloes. The TNG300 run was carried out in a periodic box of size
𝐿 = 205ℎ−1Mpc with 25003 dark matter particles, each with a
mass 𝑚d = 7 × 107ℎ−1𝑀⊙ ; thus, a halo of 1012ℎ−1𝑀⊙ contains
≈ 1.4 × 104 particles. The simulations were performed with the
Planck Collaboration XIII (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016) cos-
mological parameters: Ωm = 0.3089, Ωb = 0.0486, ΩΛ = 0.6911,
ℎ = 0.6774, 𝑛s = 0.9667, and 𝜎8 = 0.8159.

We focus on isolated haloes with virial mass 𝑀vir ∈
[1012, 1014.5]ℎ−1𝑀⊙ . The virial mass and radius, 𝑀vir and 𝑅vir,
respectively, are defined such that the average density inside 𝑅vir
is equal to Δvir times the critical density of the Universe, where
Δvir = 18𝜋2 + 82(Ωm − 1) − 39(Ωm − 1)2 ≈ 102 is the virial factor
(Bryan & Norman 1998). We define an isolated halo by the following
criteria: its vicinity within 2.5𝑅vir does not contain any subhalo of
mass exceeding 0.1𝑀vir and does not overlap with the 2.5𝑅vir vicin-
ity of any halo of mass exceeding 0.5𝑀vir. This selection is not very
restrictive in that it removes ∼ 40% of the ∼ 33, 000 haloes with
𝑀vir > 1012ℎ−1𝑀⊙ .

From the above TNG300 sample, we randomly select 100 haloes
and check if they are in equilibrium to good approximation. We define
the relaxation level by the offset Δ𝑟 = |𝒓CoM − 𝒓MinPot | between the
center of mass and the location of the minimum potential. Applying
Δ𝑟 < 0.01𝑅vir removes 19 haloes. The above criterion is much more
stringent than some criteria proposed by others (e.g., Δ𝑟 < 0.07𝑅vir,
see Macciò et al. 2007; Neto et al. 2007), and the reason for its adop-
tion will be explained in §5.2. We remove another two haloes that are
insufficiently relaxed based on the NFW fits to their density profiles
(see §3.1). The remaining 79 haloes are studied in detail. Although
we show the results for only eight representative haloes in Figs. 1, 2,
3, and 4 below, these results should represent the general sample of
isolated and relaxed haloes with 𝑀vir ∈ [1012, 1014.5]ℎ−1𝑀⊙ .

The energy for constructing the energy distribution 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 and the
DF 𝑓 (𝐸) is very sensitive to the choice of reference frame. Guided
by Han et al. (2012), we use the mean values of the most bound
10% of the particles in a halo to define its position and velocity. This
choice mostly affects the energy of particles in the central region but
does not affect those in the outer halo significantly.

3.1 NFW Fit to Density Profile

For each halo, we calculate the spherically-averaged density profile,
and use the data in the radial range of [0.05, 1]𝑅vir to obtain the
parameters 𝜌s and 𝑟s for the NFW profile (Navarro et al. 1997),
which is known to accurately match simulations in the above region
(Schaller et al. 2015). The best-fit parameters are obtained with the
Python package lmfit (Newville et al. 2014) by minimizing the
mean square difference in log 𝜌 between the NFW fit and the data.
The root of the minimum mean square difference corresponding to
the best-fit NFW profile is denoted as 𝛿log 𝜌. The uncertainties in 𝜌s
and 𝑟s are estimated through inversion of the Hessian matrix, which
provides non-rigorous but usually reasonable estimates of errors.
We also calculate the concentration 𝑐 = 𝑅vir/𝑟s and estimate its
uncertainty via the propagation of errors. As mentioned above, two
haloes with (𝑐, 𝑀vir, 𝛿log 𝜌) = (2.9, 3.2 × 1013ℎ−1𝑀⊙ , 0.26) and
(4.4, 4.6 × 1013ℎ−1𝑀⊙ , 0.23) are removed because they are poorly
fitted by the NFW profile. Their low concentration suggests a late

formation time and insufficient relaxation (Zhao et al. 2009). The
remaining 79 haloes of our selected sample have an average 𝛿log 𝜌
value of 0.07 dex, which is ≈ 3.3–3.7 times smaller than those for
the two removed haloes.

We compare the best-fit NFW profiles with the data for eight rep-
resentative haloes in Fig. 1. As expected, the NFW profiles match
the data very well for 𝑟 ∈ [0.05, 1]𝑅vir. Typically, there are discrep-
ancies at 𝑟 < 0.05𝑅vir. In addition, most of the haloes show gradual
deviations from the NFW profile at 𝑟 > 𝑅vir and there is a change
in the slope at 𝑟 ≈ 2.5𝑅vir. This location can be identified as the
depletion radius, which separates a growing halo from its draining
environment (Fong & Han 2021). While the exact location of the
depletion radius depends on the formation history of the halo, its
typical value is ≈ 2.5𝑅vir (Fong & Han 2021; Gao et al. 2023).

3.2 Simulated Energy Distribution and DF

While the DF is more fundamental, to construct it directly from
current simulations is generally impractical because the number of
particles used is insufficient to sample the six-dimensional phase
space in detail (cf. Sharma & Steinmetz 2006). In contrast, current
simulations have a sufficient number of particles to give an accu-
rate description of the energy distribution 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 . Following e.g.,
Natarajan et al. (1997), we first construct 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 directly from sim-
ulations and then obtain the DF 𝑓 (𝐸) from Eq. (6) using the density
of energy states 𝑔(𝐸) in Eq. (8). Here we calculate 𝑔(𝐸) using the
Φ(𝑟) corresponding to the simulated 𝜌(𝑟). For each halo, we con-
struct 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 by counting particles inside the virial radius 𝑅vir and
calculating the energy of each particle. The simulated energy distri-
butions are shown in Fig. 2 for the eight representative haloes. The
corresponding DFs are shown in Fig. 3.

To confirm that the selected haloes are in equilibrium to good
approximation, we repeat the construction of 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 and 𝑓 (𝐸) by
counting particles inside 2.5𝑅vir. These DFs are also shown in Fig. 3
for the eight representative haloes. It can be seen that the simulated
DFs for particles inside 𝑅vir and 2.5𝑅vir are consistent up to 𝐸 ≈
Φ(2.5𝑅vir), which indicates that the selected haloes are relaxed up
to 2.5𝑅vir.

4 NFW FITS TO ENERGY DISTRIBUTION AND DF

In this section, we compare the energy distribution and the DF cal-
culated from the best-fit NFW profile for a halo with the simu-
lated results. Because the NFW potential in Eq. (4) tends to deviate
significantly from the simulated potential outside the radial range
[0.05𝑅vir, 2.5𝑅vir] (see Fig. 4), it is non-trivial to match the particle
energy in the NFW potential to that in the simulated halo. In view
of the differences between the NFW and simulated potentials at both
small and large radii, we choose to match the energy at 𝑅vir, which
is effectively accomplished by setting both potentials to zero at 𝑅vir
as we have done. With this prescription, for the same 𝐸 , particles in
the NFW and simulated potentials move in approximately the same
region for the majority of the energy range [Φ(0),Φ(2.5𝑅vir)]. For
convenience of comparing fits to energy distributions and DFs with
simulations, we use the energy range defined by the NFW potential
ΦNFW (𝑟).

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024)
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Figure 1. Comparison of density profiles for the representative sample of haloes. In each panel, the grey curve shows the spherically-averaged density profile
of a simulated halo, the purple curve shows the best-fit NFW profile, and the red curve shows the result for the best-fit DARKexp energy distribution. The blue
lines indicate 𝑟 = 0.05𝑅vir and 2.5𝑅vir. The parameter Φdiff (0) is in units of 𝑣2

s and refers to the difference ΦNFW (0) − Φsim (0) between the central potential
of the NFW fit and the simulated result.

4.1 Comparison of Fitted and Simulated Energy Distributions

As mentioned in §2, we use Eqs. (4), (5), (6), and (8) to calculate the
𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 from the best-fit NFW profile for each halo. We only count
particles inside 𝑅vir. The results are compared with the simulated
ones for the eight representative haloes in Fig. 2. It can be seen that
the NFW fits describe the simulated energy distributions very well
for the energy range [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir),ΦNFW (𝑅vir)]. Specifically,
the average root mean square error in log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸) is 𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 ) =
0.11 dex across our entire selected sample of 79 haloes. The error
slightly increases to 𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 ) = 0.14 dex for the somewhat wider
energy range [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir),ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir)] (see Fig. 5).

Because the NFW profile is no longer a good description of simu-
lated haloes at 𝑟 > 2.5𝑅vir, the NFW fits deviate from the simulated
energy distributions for 𝐸 ≳ ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir) (see Fig. 2). Similarly,
deviations occur for 𝐸 ≲ ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir), which can be traced to
differences between the NFW and simulated central potentials. The
difference Φdiff (0) = ΦNFW (0) −Φsim (0) is shown as a function of
the concentration 𝑐 and the virial mass 𝑀vir in Fig. 6. It can be seen
that Φdiff (0) tends to be larger for haloes with higher 𝑀vir and lower
𝑐, which typically form later (Zhao et al. 2009). This result suggests
that deviations from the NFW profile are largely due to insufficient
time for full relaxation. For haloes with large values ofΦdiff (0), Fig. 2
shows that the NFW fits to 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 fall off too steeply with decreasing
energy, which leads to large deviations from the simulated energy dis-
tributions for the most tightly-bound particles. This discrepancy can
be understood from the approximate relation 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 ∝ 𝑟𝐸 (Gross,
Li, Qian, in preparation). Recall that 𝑟𝐸 is the inverse function of
Φ(𝑟𝐸 ) = 𝐸 . The more slowly Φ(𝑟) decreases with decreasing 𝑟 , the
more steeply 𝑟𝐸 decreases with decreasing 𝐸 . Figure 4 shows that

the NFW potential tends to be flatter at small radii. Therefore, the
NFW fits to 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 should decrease more steeply with decreasing
energy than the simulated energy distributions.

There can be some (up to ∼ 10%) differences in the virial mass
between simulated haloes and their best-fit NFW profiles. For clarity,
we use the NFW virial mass 𝑀NFW

vir for the units of 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 and 𝑓 (𝐸)
in Figs. 2 and 3, respectively.

4.2 Comparison of Fitted and Simulated DFs

For simulated haloes, we construct the energy distributions directly
from simulations and then obtain the DFs from Eq. (6) using the
density of energy states (see §3.2). This procedure depends on the
outer boundary radius inside which particles are counted for the en-
ergy distribution. In contrast, for the NFW profile, we obtain the DF
directly from Eq. (5) without considering any outer boundary radius
for counting particles. We compare the NFW fits with the simulated
DFs for the eight representative haloes in Fig. 3. It can be seen that the
NFW fits describe the simulated DFs relatively well for the energy
range [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir),ΦNFW (2.5(𝑅vir)]. Specifically, the average
root mean square error in log 𝑓 (𝐸) is 𝛿log 𝑓 (𝐸 ) = 0.24 dex across
our entire selected sample of 79 haloes. This average error is larger
than that (0.14 dex) for the NFW fits to the energy distributions,
which can be understood from the relation 𝑓 (𝐸) = (𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸)/𝑔(𝐸).
Because the density of energy states 𝑔(𝐸) depends on the potential
[see Eq. (8)], the differences between the NFW and simulated poten-
tials introduce additional deviations through 𝑔(𝐸), thereby causing
𝛿log 𝑓 (𝐸 ) to exceed 𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 ) . As in the case of the energy distri-
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Figure 2. Comparison of energy distributions for the representative sample of haloes. In each panel, the grey curve shows the result from simulations, the
purple curve shows the result from the best-fit NFW profile, and the red curve shows the best-fit DARKexp energy distribution. The blue lines indicate
𝐸 = ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir ) and ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir ) . The energy distributions fall off at high energies because only particles inside 𝑅vir are counted. The parameter
Φdiff (0) = ΦNFW (0) − Φsim (0) is in units of 𝑣2

s .

butions, for haloes with large Φdiff (0), the NFW fits show significant
deviations from the simulated DFs at 𝐸 ≲ ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir).

5 DARKEXP FITS TO ENERGY DISTRIBUTION, DF, AND
DENSITY PROFILE

In this section, we discuss the DARKexp energy distributions (Hjorth
& Williams 2010). We also derive the corresponding DFs and den-
sity profiles, and compare them with simulations and the NFW fits.
Because the simulated energy distributions are constructed with par-
ticles inside 𝑅vir, for comparison, the original DARKexp energy
distribution should be modified to have a high-energy cutoff. For
simplicity, we adopt the following modified form:

𝑑𝑀

𝑑𝐸
=


𝐴

[
exp

(
𝐸 −Φ0
𝜎2

)
− 1

]
, 𝐸 ≤ 0,(

𝑑𝑀

𝑑𝐸

)
𝐸=0

(
1 − 𝐸

𝐸max

)
, 𝐸 > 0,

(10)

where (𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸)𝐸=0 = 𝐴[exp(−Φ0/𝜎2) − 1] is the value of 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸
at 𝐸 = Φ(𝑅vir) = 0. In fitting the above form to the simulated
𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 , we first obtain the best-fit parameters 𝐴 and 𝜎2 by taking
the central potential Φ0 = Φ(0) from the simulation and minimizing
the mean square difference in log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸) over the energy range
[Φ(0.05𝑅vir),Φ(𝑅vir)]. We then obtain the parameter 𝐸max by re-
quiring

∫ 𝐸max
Φ0

𝑑𝐸 (𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸) = 𝑀vir, where 𝑀vir is the virial mass of
the simulated halo.

5.1 Comparison of Fitted and Simulated Energy Distributions,
DFs, and Density Profiles

We compare the best-fit 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 in Eq. (10) with the simulated energy
distributions for the eight representative haloes in Fig. 2. It can be
seen that the DARKexp fits describe the simulated results very well
over the energy range [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir),ΦNFW (𝑅vir)]. Specifically,
the average root mean square error in log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸) is 𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 ) =
0.08 dex across our entire selected sample of 79 haloes. The error
increases to 𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 ) = 0.12 dex for the somewhat wider energy
range [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir),ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir)]. These errors are smaller
than but comparable to those (0.11 and 0.14 dex, respectively) for
the NFW fits. However, because the DARKexp fits use the simulated
central potentials Φ0 = Φ(0) as input, they describe the simulated
energy distributions at 𝐸 < ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir) much better than the
NFW fits for haloes with significant Φdiff (0) = ΦNFW (0) −Φ(0).

For the best-fit 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 in Eq. (10), we can determine the corre-
sponding 𝜌(𝑟) and 𝑓 (𝐸) from an iterative procedure (e.g., Binney
1982) using Eqs. (2) [with Φ(∞) replaced by 𝐸max], (6), and (8). We
focus on 𝜌(𝑟) for 𝑟 ∈ [0, 𝑅vir], which is sufficient to determine 𝑓 (𝐸)
for 𝐸 ∈ [Φ0, 𝐸max]. The converged 𝜌(𝑟) gives the correct central
potential Φ0 and the correct virial mass 𝑀vir. Note that although the
𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 in Eq. (10) is fitted to the simulated result using particles
inside 𝑅vir, it contains information about particles with 𝐸 > Φ(𝑅vir)
that can move outside 𝑅vir. The corresponding 𝜌(𝑟) and 𝑓 (𝐸) are
not sensitive to the selection of particles inside 𝑅vir, which mainly
affects the density of energy states [see Eq. (8)]. In other words,
had we fitted the DARKexp energy distribution using particles inside
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Figure 3. Comparison of DFs for the representative sample of haloes. In each panel, the grey and orange curves show the results from simulations using particles
inside 𝑅vir and 2.5𝑅vir, respectively, the purple curve shows the result from the best-fit NFW profile, and the red curve shows the result from the best-fit
DARKexp energy distribution. The blue lines indicate 𝐸 = ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir ) and ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir ) . The parameter Φdiff (0) = ΦNFW (0) −Φsim (0) is in units of
𝑣2
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Figure 4. Comparison of the potentials for the representative sample of haloes. In each panel, the grey curve shows the result from simulations, the purple
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Figure 6. Difference in the central potential Φdiff (0) = ΦNFW (0) −Φsim (0)
as a function of the concentration 𝑐 and the virial mass 𝑀vir. Each symbol
represents one of the 79 selected haloes.

e.g., 2.5𝑅vir, we would have obtained essentially the same 𝜌(𝑟) and
𝑓 (𝐸).

We compare the DARKexp fits to 𝜌(𝑟) with the simulated results
and the NFW fits in Fig. 1. It can be seen that for 𝑟 ∈ [0.05, 1]𝑅vir,
the DARKexp fits to 𝜌(𝑟) have the same quality as the NFW fits, with
an average root mean square error of 𝛿log 𝜌 = 0.07 dex across our
entire selected sample of 79 haloes. However, because the DARKexp
fits must reproduce the simulated central potentials, they are closer to
the simulated 𝜌(𝑟) at 𝑟 < 0.05𝑅vir for those haloes with significant
Φdiff (0) = ΦNFW (0) −Φsim (0). The comparison of Φ(𝑟) (Fig. 4) is
similar to that of 𝜌(𝑟). Likewise, the comparison of 𝑓 (𝐸) (Fig. 3) is
similar to that of 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 (Fig. 2). Table 1 summarizes the average
root mean square errors of the NFW and DARKexp fits to 𝜌(𝑟),
𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸 , and 𝑓 (𝐸) across our entire selected sample of 79 haloes.

Table 1. Average root mean square errors of the NFW and DARKexp fits to
𝜌(𝑟 ) , 𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸, and 𝑓 (𝐸 ) across the entire selected sample of 79 haloes.

Error Range NFW DARKexp

𝛿log𝜌 [0.05𝑅vir , 𝑅vir ] 0.07 0.07
𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸) [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir ) ,ΦNFW (𝑅vir ) ] 0.11 0.08
𝛿log(𝑑𝑀/𝑑𝐸) [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir ) ,ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir ) ] 0.14 0.12
𝛿log 𝑓 (𝐸) [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir ) ,ΦNFW (𝑅vir ) ] 0.24 0.15
𝛿log 𝑓 (𝐸) [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir ) ,ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir ) ] 0.24 0.17

5.2 Connection between DARKexp and NFW Energy Scales

The energy scale 𝜎2 for the DARKexp energy distribution can be
related to the energy scale 𝑣2

s = 4𝜋𝐺𝜌s𝑟2
s for the NFW profile of

the same halo. As shown in Fig. 7, the ratio 𝜎2/𝑣2
s depends on the

relaxation level of the halo. For offset of Δ𝑟 < 0.01𝑅vir between the
center of mass and the location of the minimum potential, 𝜎2/𝑣2

s
approximately stays around 0.25 and exhibits no clear trend with
Δ𝑟, the concentration 𝑐, or the virial mass 𝑀vir. In contrast, this
ratio systematically stays above 0.25 for Δ𝑟 > 0.01𝑅vir and reaches
large values with large errors at large Δ𝑟 . This behavior suggests
that 𝜎2/𝑣2

s ∼ 0.25 is established at the end of the relaxation pro-
cess, and that insufficiently-relaxed haloes have systematically larger
𝜎2/𝑣2

s with larger errors when NFW and DARKexp fits are used.
Therefore, we have only used haloes with Δ𝑟 < 0.01𝑅vir in the above
comparisons of NFW and DARKexp fits with the simulations.

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Using the best-fit NFW profile of a simulated halo obtained by min-
imizing the mean square difference in log 𝜌 for 𝑟 ∈ [0.05, 1]𝑅vir,
we have derived the corresponding DF and energy distribution. By
matching the NFW and simulated potentials at 𝑅vir, we find that
as expected, the NFW fits to the energy distributions and DFs are
close to the results for a wide range of haloes in a dark-matter-
only simulation (TNG300-1-Dark) from the IllustrisTNG Project
(Figs. 2 and 3). The average root mean square errors are 0.14
and 0.24 dex for energy distributions and DFs, respectively, for
𝐸 ∈ [ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir),ΦNFW (2.5𝑅vir)] across our selected sam-
ple of 79 haloes. Deviations occur at low energy when the NFW
profile provides a poor fit for 𝑟 < 0.05𝑅vir. The NFW fits to the DFs
have somewhat less accuracy than those to the energy distributions
because additional deviations are introduced through the density of
energy states.

We have also compared the NFW fits to the energy distributions
and DFs with the DARKexp fits of Hjorth & Williams (2010) (Figs. 2
and 3). We find that these fits have comparable accuracy in the
region where both fit well (Table 1), and that the energy scale for the
DARKexp energy distribution is 𝜎2 ∼ 0.25𝑣2

s (Fig. 7), where 𝑣2
s =

4𝜋𝐺𝜌s𝑟2
s is defined by the parameters 𝜌s and 𝑟s for the NFW profile.

The DARKexp fits are better at low energy because they require the
central potential as an input. The approximate relation 𝜎2 ∼ 0.25𝑣2

s
(or 𝜎2 ∼ 𝜋𝐺𝜌s𝑟2

s ) may be the end result of the relaxation process,
and suggests a relaxation criterion Δ𝑟 < 0.01𝑅vir (Fig. 7) for the
offset between the center of mass and the location of the minimum
potential. This criterion is more stringent than some criteria proposed
in the literature (e.g., Macciò et al. 2007; Neto et al. 2007). While the
choice of criterion should depend on the purpose, we propose that
𝜎2/𝑣2

s can serve as a novel indicator for the relaxation level.

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2024)



8 Gross et al.

10 3 10 2 10 1

rCoM MinPot /Rvir

0.15

0.25

0.35

0.45

0.55
2
/v

2 s

2 6 10 14
c

0.15

0.25

0.35

0.45

0.55

12

13

14

lo
g

(M
vi

r/
[h

1 M
])

12

13

14

lo
g

(M
vi

r/
[h

1 M
])

Figure 7. Left panel: Dependence of 𝜎2/𝑣2
s on the relaxation level as measured by the offset Δ𝑟 between the center of mass and the location of the minimum

potential. The parameter 𝜎2 is the energy scale for the DARKexp fit to the energy distribution, and 𝑣2
s = 4𝜋𝐺𝜌s𝑟

2
s is the energy scale for the best-fit NFW

profile of the same halo. Each symbol represents a randomly-selected isolated halo. Right panel: The ratio 𝜎2/𝑣2
s as a function of the concentration 𝑐 and the

virial mass 𝑀vir for isolated and relaxed haloes with Δ𝑟 < 0.01𝑅vir. Error bars are estimated from the fitting procedures.

In conclusion, we have studied two approximate methods to obtain
energy distributions and DFs of dark matter particles in isolated and
relaxed haloes with a wide range of mass. Based on our results, we
suggest that a convenient way of estimating the energy distribution
and DF of a halo is to derive them from the NFW profile specified
by the virial mass and concentration of the halo. While the results
at 𝐸 < ΦNFW (0.05𝑅vir) may have substantial errors, these errors
may not be pertinent in view of the influence of baryonic processes
in the central region of the halo. We have assumed that the energy
distribution and DF are functions of energy only, thereby ignoring the
anisotropy in the velocity distribution. In the future, we plan to take
the velocity anisotropy into account and derive the corresponding
energy distribution and DF from the NFW profile for comparison
with simulations.
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