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ABSTRACT

Theories of modified gravity generically violate the strong equivalence principle, so that the internal
dynamics of a self-gravitating system in free fall depends on the strength of the external gravitational
field (the external field effect). We fit rotation curves (RCs) from the SPARC database with a model
inspired by Milgromian dynamics (MOND), which relates the outer shape of a RC to the external
Newtonian field from the large-scale baryonic matter distribution through a dimensionless parameter
eN. We obtain a> 4σ statistical detection of the external field effect (i.e. eN > 0 on average), confirming
previous results. We then locate the SPARC galaxies in the cosmic web of the nearby Universe and
find a striking contrast in the fitted eN values for galaxies in underdense versus overdense regions.
Galaxies in an underdense region between 22 and 45 Mpc from the celestial axis in the northern sky
have RC fits consistent with eN ' 0, while those in overdense regions adjacent to the CfA2 great
wall and the Perseus-Pisces supercluster return eN that are a factor of two larger than the median for
SPARC galaxies. We also calculate independent estimates of eN from galaxy survey data and find that
they agree with the eN inferred from the RCs within the uncertainties, the chief uncertainty being the
spatial distribution of baryons not contained in galaxies or clusters.

Keywords: Non-standard theories of gravity (1118); Disk galaxies (391); Gravitation(661); Modified
Newtonian dynamics (1069)

1. INTRODUCTION

General relativity and its Newtonian limit are unique
in that the internal gravitational dynamics of a self-
gravitating system is unaffected by a constant external
gravitational field (Will 2014). This strong equivalence
principle (SEP) is generally violated by Milgromian dy-
namics (MOND; Milgrom 1983), which alters Newton’s
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laws at low accelerations to explain the dynamics of
galaxies without resorting to dark matter (DM). Specifi-
cally, MOND violates local position invariance for gravi-
tational experiments because it is non-linear even in the
non-relativistic regime, so an external acceleration is ex-
pected to affect the internal dynamics of a system. This
is known as the external field effect (EFE). The most
prominent observable consequence of the MOND EFE
is that, whereas isolated galaxies should have asymp-
totically flat rotation curves (RCs), galaxies in dense
environments should have declining RCs at large ra-
dius. Thus, the EFE produces a smoking gun signature
of MOND as contrasted with Newtonian dynamics plus
DM, as already emphasized in the first paper proposing
MOND (Milgrom 1983).

Non-relativistic field theories of gravity embodying
the MOND EFE include the AQUAdratic Lagrangian
(AQUAL) theory (Bekenstein & Milgrom 1984) and
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the quasi-linear MOND (QUMOND) theory (Milgrom
2010). Relativistic theories, which reduce to either
AQUAL or QUMOND in the non-relativistic limit, are
under active development (see Famaey & McGaugh
2012; Milgrom 2014 for reviews). In particular, the pro-
posal of Skordis & Zlośnik (2020) appears particularly
promising as it can reproduce the angular power spec-
trum of the cosmic microwave background as well as the
linear matter power spectrum.

There have been several attempts to test the EFE
empirically (McGaugh & Milgrom 2013a,b; Hees et al.
2016; Haghi et al. 2016; Wu & Kroupa 2015; Famaey et
al. 2018), all of which find better agreement with galaxy
dynamics when the EFE is included. Recently, (Chae et
al. 2020b, hereafter Paper I) studied the EFE in 153 ro-
tationally supported galaxies from the Spitzer Photom-
etry and Accurate Rotation Curves (SPARC) database
(Lelli, McGaugh & Schombert 2016). They presented
both individual and statistical EFE detections from fit-
ting RCs with an AQUAL-inspired function, which con-
tains the MOND external field strength ge as a free pa-
rameter (see also Chae et al. 2021). They also showed
that the median ge agrees with an independent estimate
of the external field strength from the galaxies’ large-
scale environments. This is a surprising result from the
DM perspective because the observed decline in the RCs
occurs well within the tidal radius. Paper I, however,
estimated the environmental external fields under the
Λ cold dark matter (CDM) paradigm using DM halos
as surrogates of the MOND effects; this was expedient
because ge from the large-scale environment cannot be
easily computed in AQUAL due to its non-linearity.

Here we use a formalism that quantitatively relates the
decline of a galaxy’s RC to the strength of the Newto-
nian external field gNe at its position. As gNe is sourced
linearly, it can be calculated by summing the Newtonian
fields from the large-scale distribution of baryons around
the galaxy. Thus, the EFE can be tested directly with
the observable Newtonian external field, and the bary-
onic content of the nearby Universe can be studied as
a byproduct. The detailed calculation of the Newto-
nian external gravitational field produced by the bary-
onic large scale structure, for direct comparison with
the fitted values, is the key advance of this work over
Paper I.

In Section 2 we describe our formalism and RC-fitting
method, with technical details given in Appendix A. In
Section 3 we describe our method for estimating the
environmental Newtonian fields, first with an approx-
imate all-sky calculation (Section 3.1) and then with
a more detailed calculation within the SDSS footprint
(Section 3.2). We present our results in Section 4 and
discuss their implications in Section 5. In Appendix B,
we provide tables of the fitted parameters and the esti-
mated Newtonian environmental field strengths.

2. FORMALISM AND FITTING METHOD

Our goal is to infer the external Newtonian field di-
rectly from the RCs of galaxies to compare it with the
Newtonian field estimated from their cosmic environ-
ment, so we need an EFE model that is parameterized
by eN ≡ gNe/a0, where a0 = 1.2 × 10−10 m s−2 is the
MOND acceleration scale (McGaugh, Lelli & Schombert
2016; Lelli et al. 2017; Li et al. 2018; Chae et al. 2020a;
Li et al. 2021). In Paper I we used an AQUAL-based
model that was parameterized by e ≡ ge/a0 where ge is
the MOND external field. In this model, the expected
acceleration of a test particle (V 2/R for circular motion)
is given by:

g = νe(gN/a0)gN, (1)

where gN is the Newtonian internal gravitational field
(sourced by the galaxy itself) and νe(y) is given by
Equation (6) of Paper I with y ≡ gN/a0 (see also Ap-
pendix A). This equation is based on the simple inter-
polating function (Famaey & Binney 2005; Chae et al.
2019) and the analytic solution of the AQUAL equations
in one dimension (Famaey & McGaugh 2012).

In the QUMOND formalism, one can analytically de-
rive the ratio g/gN as a function of eN in one dimension.
Incidentally, as shown in Appendix A, this ratio is equiv-
alent to Equation (6) of Paper I with e2/(1 + e) = eN

for non-negative values of eN. Thus, Equation (1) holds
with the replacement of νe(y) with the following

νeN(y) =
1

2
+

√
1

4
D2

eN(y) +
DeN(y)

y
− eN√

|eN|
CeN

y
, (2)

where CeN ≡
√

1 + |eN|/4 and DeN(y) ≡ 1 + |eN|/y.
Note that eN < 0 is unphysical (similarly to e < 0),
but we allow it because the measured RCs may pre-
fer negative values empirically. For typical eN < 0.01
and the acceleration range probed by galactic RCs, the
last term of Equation (2) mainly controls the EFE and

scales almost linearly with eN/
√
|eN|. Thus, we define

the fitting parameter ẽ ≡ eN/
√
|eN|. Our notations are

summarized in Table 1.
Values of ẽ for SPARC galaxies may be obtained sim-

ply from e of Paper I through an analytically extended
transformation such as ẽ = e/

√
1 + e to include negative

values. We prefer, however, to obtain values of ẽ directly
from fitting Equation (2) to the RCs. Our procedure of
obtaining probability density functions (PDFs) of ẽ and
galactic parameters is the same as that of Paper I. The
galactic parameters are mass-to-light ratio(s) of the disk
(and the bulge if present), total gas-to-hydrogen mass
ratio, distance to the galaxy normalized by the SPARC
reported value, and inclination of the disk.

We also revise our selection to maximise the sample
size. From the SPARC database of 175 rotationally-
supported galaxies within distance D . 120 Mpc, the
RCs of 163 galaxies have good or acceptable quality
(Q = 1 or 2). Out of these, 10 galaxies have low mea-
sured inclination angles of< 30◦. Paper I excluded these
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Table 1. Summary of notations

Notation Meaning

gNe Newtonian external field strength

gNe,fit gNe from fitting the RC

gNe,env gNe from the environment

eN gNe/a0

eN,fit gNe,fit/a0

eN,env gNe,env/a0

ẽ eN/
√
|eN|

ẽfit eN,fit/
√
|eN,fit|

ẽenv
√
eN,env

Note. (1) The subscript ‘fit’ or ‘env’ may be dropped when

it is obvious from the context.

(2) The RC-fitted quantities allow negative values.

low-inclination galaxies for their analysis following Mc-
Gaugh, Lelli & Schombert (2016) and thus used only 153
galaxies. Here we use all 163 galaxies including the low-
inclination ones for the purpose of enlarging the sample
and as our MCMC procedure allows the inclination an-
gle to vary freely. However, including or excluding low-
inclination galaxies does not affect our general results.

Examining all posterior PDFs, we find that for one
galaxy (UGC 06787) the PDFs are double-peaked and
the posterior distance is an order of magnitude larger
than the SPARC reported value (D = 21± 5 Mpc). Its
RC (from Noordermeer et al. 2007) has an unusual si-
nusoidal shape that is hard to fit in any context, either
with MOND (Li et al. 2018) or with DM halos (Li et
al. 2020). The galaxy has a strongly warped HI disk,
so the RC shape depends on the details of the warp
modeling (the adopted radial variation of position an-
gle and inclination). Considering the unreliable value of
the best-fit distance (and probably of ẽ), we drop this
galaxy because we aim to compare the external Newto-
nian field with the location of galaxies on the large-scale
structure of the Universe. Thus, our analysis is based
on a starting sample of 162 SPARC galaxies. As illus-
trated in Figure 4 of Paper I and discussed further in
Appendix B, only RCs that reach very low accelerations
can probe the EFE. We select 143 galaxies as described
in Appendix B. The fitted ẽ values of these galaxies are
compared with the cosmic large-scale structure.

Considering the equivalence of Equation (2) and
Equation (A2) with e/

√
1 + e = ẽ, we expect the fit-

ted value of ẽ from this work to agree with e/
√

1 + e
from Paper I. Figure 1 shows that there is a good match
between the two for all galaxies except some at large ẽ.

We stress that our work is not specific to a partic-
ular MOND theory because Equation (2) is valid in
both AQUAL and QUMOND for the idealized one-
dimensional case. In Appendix A, we show that Equa-

Figure 1. Fitted ẽ values based on Equation (2) from this

work are compared with e values based on Equation (A2)

from Paper I for 152 overlapping galaxies.

tion (2) is a good approximation to numerical calcula-
tions in the AQUAL context. More generally, Equa-
tion (2) can be viewed simply as a fitting function to
characterise non-flat outer RCs; then the extra free pa-
rameter eN is expected to be equal to the external New-
tonian gravitational field (in units of a0) only if the
MOND paradigm is essentially correct.

3. THE NEWTONIAN FIELD FROM BARYONIC
LARGE SCALE STRUCTURE

We estimate the environmental Newtonian field
gNe,env by summing the contributions from baryonic
mass in various forms in the nearby Universe. In
MOND, gravitational collapse is expected to become
strongly non-linear at high z (e.g. McGaugh 2015), so
the matter power spectrum at z ' 0 cannot be estimated
analytically; one would need large-scale hydrodynami-
cal simulations in a fully-fledged MOND cosmology. We
therefore compile a census of observed baryonic struc-
tures to estimate their Newtonian accelerations directly.
We use four main catalogues: the 2M++ galaxy cata-
logue (Lavaux & Hudson 2011), the MCXC galaxy clus-
ters catalogue (Piffaretti et al. 2011), the Karachentsev
galaxy catalogue (Karachentsev et al. 2018; Karachent-
sev & Kaisina 2019) and the NASA-Sloan Atlas (NSA)1

of galaxies. 2M++ and MCXC are used for the ap-
proximate all-sky calculation of gNe,env (Section 3.1)
while MCXC, Karachentsev and the NSA are used for

1 https://www.sdss.org/dr13/manga/manga-target-selection/
nsa/

https://www.sdss.org/dr13/manga/manga-target-selection/nsa/
https://www.sdss.org/dr13/manga/manga-target-selection/nsa/
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the more detailed calculation within the SDSS footprint
(Section 3.2).

3.1. An all-sky estimate of gNe,env

We begin with an approximate all-sky calculation of
gNe,env to give a sense of its magnitude and investigate
its angular variation. This is based primarily on 2M++
(Lavaux & Hudson 2011), an all-sky catalogue compris-
ing the Two-Micron-All-Sky-Survey (2MASS) Redshift
Survey (2MRS), the Six-Degree-Field Galaxy Redshift
Survey Data Release 3 (6dFGRS-DR3), and the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey Data Release 7 (SDSS-DR7). The
catalogue reaches a depth of KS ≤ 11.5 over the full
sky, and KS ≤ 12.5 in the 6dF and SDSS regions.
The Galactic plane Zone of Avoidance is populated with
mock galaxies by cloning large scale structure just out-
side the Zone to reproduce both 1- and 2-point statistics
of the density field. In view of the approximate nature of
this preliminary calculation, we estimate distances from
the galaxy’s recession velocity in the rest frame of the
Cosmic Microwave Background assuming a Hubble con-
stant of H0 = 73 km s−1 Mpc−1 (as assumed in SPARC,
Lelli, McGaugh & Schombert 2016). We estimate stellar
masses assuming a mass-to-light ratio of 0.64 in the KS

band (consistent with 0.5 in the Spitzer [3.6] band as
assumed in SPARC; McGaugh & Schombert 2014). We
follow the prescription of Lavaux & Hudson (2011) for
relating apparent and absolute magnitude. We remove
sources with KS > 11.5 which are preferentially seen in
the deeper 6dF and SDSS fields and cut the catalogue
at 200 Mpc. This leaves 54,483 galaxies out of 69,160 in
total.

3.1.1. Adding the intra-cluster medium

We also consider the hot intra-cluster medium of
galaxy clusters. MCXC is a meta-catalogue of 1743 X-
ray detected clusters from 12 separate catalogues, many
of which derive from the ROSAT satellite (Voges et al.
1999). The catalogue provides redshift, coordinates, X-
ray luminosity L500 in the range 0.1-2.4 keV standard-
ised between component catalogues at a critical overden-
sity of 500, and the total mass M500. This ΛCDM-based
mass is not suitable for our purposes here. In MOND,
the mass that sources gNe,env is simply the total bary-
onic mass. The observed baryonic masses of galaxy clus-
ters, however, systematically disagree with the MOND-
predicted total masses (from X-ray hydrostatic equilib-
rium) by a factor ∼2 (Sanders 1999). Recent X-ray data
show a smaller discrepancy (Ettori et al. 2019) but it re-
mains clear that MOND has a missing mass problem in
cluster centres. This discrepancy may be driven by un-
detected baryons (such as very cold gas, e.g. Milgrom
2008), massive sterile neutrinos (Angus et al. 2008) or a
gravitating scalar field (Skordis & Zlośnik 2020). In the
following, we will estimate the MOND dynamical mass
and use it to calculate gNe,env regardless of the nature
of the missing cluster mass.

We begin with a scaling relation between L500 and
the observed mass of X-ray-emitting gas (MX) from an
X-ray flux-limited sample of 62 clusters (HIFLUGCS;
Zhang et al. 2011):

MX =
1014M�

E(z)
10(log(L500/E(z))−A)/B , (3)

where A = 44.44, B = 1.11 and E(z) = 0.3(1+z)3 +0.7.
We then build a scaling relation between the observed
gas mass and the MOND dynamical mass (MMOND) us-
ing the results of the hydrostatic equilibrium analysis of
Angus et al. (2008) for 26 X-ray emitting clusters,

log(MMOND/M�) = C +D log(MX/M�), (4)

finding C = 3.814 and D = 0.728 to provide a good fit
to their data.

The results for the clusters’ masses and hence gNe,env

are not significantly altered if we use the L500−MX rela-
tion of Mantz et al. (2016) instead of Equation (3), or if
we use the results of Angus et al. (2008) to convert M500

from MCXC directly to MMOND. The latter approach
has two disadvantages: first it is more sensitive to the
ΛCDM-driven choice to measure the mass within a criti-
cal overdensity of 500, and second it involves an implicit
LX−M500 scaling relation assumed by the MCXC team.
MMOND is a factor of several lower than M500, so it is
important not to use M500 directly.

3.1.2. Total gravitational field

We calculate gNe,env by linearly summing the gNe val-
ues of each of the objects in the combined catalogue.
For galactic sources – and clusters beyond R500 – we
treat the sources as point objects because the distances
between the source and test points typically greatly ex-
ceed the dimensions of the source objects themselves. In
case a test point is a distance d < R500 from the centre
of a cluster, we scale the gNe,env contribution of the clus-
ter by a factor (d/R500)3, i.e. approximating the cluster
density as uniform. This does not appreciably affect the
results. As our primary interest here is in the angular
variation of gNe,env, we calculate it on a healpix (Górski
et al. 2005) grid of nside=54 (∆RA, ∆Dec ' 1 deg) ev-
ery 1.5 Mpc in line-of-sight distance out to 150 Mpc.
To remove numerical artifacts we exclude source objects
within 10 kpc of a test point when evaluating gNe,env at
that point.

As we discuss in detail below, many sources are ne-
glected in this method so that gNe,env is underestimated
on average. This underestimation is not however ex-
pected to be a strong function of sky position, so the
calculation should be sufficient to estimate the relative
variation of gNe,env with {RA, Dec}.

3.2. A more precise estimate within the SDSS footprint

We can calculate gNe,env in greater detail within the
SDSS footprint, where deeper photometry is available.
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For this purpose we use the NSA, a value added cat-
alogue based primarily on SDSS data. We calculate
gNe,env within two regions defined by {128 < RA/deg <
230, 0 < Dec/deg < 60} and {−25 < RA/deg <
25,−9 < Dec/deg < 30}. We use elpetro mass
to estimate stellar mass and zdist with H0 = 73
km s−1 Mpc−1 to estimate distances. We only cut
sources with D > 500 Mpc, to ensure that we include
sufficient long-range contributions to gNe,env. The intra-
cluster medium is added in the same way as in Sec-
tion 3.1.1. In addition, we develop a probabilistic Monte
Carlo framework to propagate uncertainties in various
input quantities into gNe,env, as described in more detail
below.

In the Local Volume (D < 11 Mpc), we replace the
NSA with the catalogue of Karachentsev et al. (2018)
which is complete above a B-band absolute magnitude
of about −12 mag and therefore contains fainter galaxies
across the sky. It also provides both K-band luminosi-
ties and HI masses. We estimate stellar masses from
K-band luminosities, again adopting M/L = 0.64, and
cold gas masses from HI masses using the molecular gas
correction of McGaugh et al. (2020):

log(Mgas/M�) = log(MHI/M�+0.07M∗/M�)+log(1.38).
(5)

If only an upper limit on MHI is recorded in the cata-
logue, then we estimate it from a scaling relation with
M? (see Section 3.2.2), with a cap at 0.8 MHI,max (this
choice does not affect gNe,env appreciably). The final
Karachentsev catalogue contains 1109 galaxies to a suf-
ficiently low mass that a correction for galaxies below
the completeness limit is unnecessary.

3.2.1. Adding galaxies below the SDSS detection limit

The SDSS is limited to mr < 17.77 (mr < 17.6 con-
servatively), so galaxies of increasing stellar mass are
progressively absent from the NSA at larger distances.
If not corrected for, this would cause the average value
of gNe,env to fall with distance. To mitigate this selec-
tion bias, we add mock galaxies too faint to be measured
by the survey. We use the triple-Schechter fit to the Li
& White (2009) stellar mass function (SMF)2 to model
stellar masses for mock galaxies. In particular, we take
80 logarithmically uniform bins in stellar mass M? be-
tween 105 and 1013M�, and 50 linear bins in distance
D between 11 and 500 Mpc. In each {M?, D} bin we
use the SMF to calculate the expected number of galax-
ies. We then assign absolute r-band magnitudes to these
mock galaxies using the scaling relation

Mr = E log(M?/M�) + F, (6)

with E = −1.991, F = −0.265 and a Gaussian scatter
in Mr of 0.385 dex, fitted directly from the NSA data,

2 This agrees well with the elliptical Petrosian stellar mass function
of the NSA (Stiskalek et al. 2021).

and convert to apparent magnitude in the same manner
as for 2M++. We conservatively consider the galax-
ies visible to SDSS to be those with mr < 17.6. This
lets us calculate the average fraction of the total stel-
lar mass that is included in each radial bin when using
the NSA catalogue directly; the remaining mass must
now be added back in so that gNe,env is not biased low
at large D. Ideally a similar completeness correction
would be applied to the galaxy cluster catalogue. We
do not attempt this here because the cluster mass func-
tion is not well characterised, but note that the higher
intrinsic brightness of galaxy clusters makes them visi-
ble to much larger distances than individual galaxies, so
we expect the problem to be less severe.

While the above calculates the 1-point function of the
missing mass, its 2-point function (i.e. clustering) is also
relevant to the gNe,env that it produces. To model this
we consider the two most extreme scenarios: we assume
either that the mock galaxies are randomly distributed
in space within each distance annulus (i.e. unclustered),
or that they are satellites of the galaxies included in the
NSA so that they may be considered coincident with
them (i.e. maximum clustering). These models bracket
the full range of possible clustering strengths; we will re-
fer to them as the “no clustering” and “max clustering”
models respectively.

For the “max clustering” method we multiply the
mass of each NSA galaxy by the reciprocal of the mass
fraction calculated above for the corresponding distance
bin, so that the correct total amount of mass is modelled
in each bin. For the “no clustering” method we explicitly
add mock galaxies with mr > 17.6 to our source cata-
logue before calculating gNe,env; this is done separately
for each mass and distance bin described above, and the
galaxies are given random positions within the bin. This
primarily increases the uncertainty in gNe,env when the
random positions of the mock galaxies are marginalised
over by Monte Carlo sampling, while the max clustering
method primarily boosts gNe,env. We find this boost to
gNe,env to be ∼0.1 dex, and hence not negligible. On
the other hand, altering the widths of the mass or dis-
tance bins, the functional form of the SMF (within rea-
sonable limits), or the minimum stellar mass down to
which mock galaxies are included has a negligible effect
on the results. Note that these methods for adding un-
detected galaxies preserve any over- or under-densities
in galaxy number counts within the NSA as a function
of distance, allowing them to manifest as a distance or
other environment-dependence of gNe,env.

3.2.2. Adding gas to galaxies

Galaxies contain appreciable amount of gas, either
“cold” (T . 104 K) gas, residing in star-forming atomic
or molecular disks, or “hot” (T & 105 K) gas, residing
in X-ray emitting ionised halos. The gas content de-
pends on both stellar mass and morphology, with low-
mass late-type galaxies having a larger fraction of cold
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gas and high-mass early-type galaxies having a larger
fraction of hot gas.

To model the gas content of our source galaxies, we
begin by estimating the galaxy type as a function of its
stellar mass. From Henriques et al. (2015), the early-
type fraction is given by fearly ' 0.28 log(M?/M�) −
2.12. We use this as a probability to assign an early-
type or late-type flag to each source galaxy, separately
within each Monte Carlo realisation of the model so that
the uncertainty it induces is naturally propagated into
gNe,env. For late-type galaxies, the gas mass is given by

Mg,cold = 11500 (M?/M�)0.54 + 0.07M? (7)

where the first and second terms in the sum consider, re-
spectively, atomic (Lelli, McGaugh & Schombert 2016)
and molecular (McGaugh et al. 2020) gas. For early-
type galaxies, the gas mass is instead given by

log(Mg,hot/M�) = 1.47 log(M?/M�)− 5.414. (8)

We derived this scaling relation considering 94 early-
type galaxies with hot gas masses from the Chandra X-
ray observatory (Babyk et al. 2018) and stellar masses
from our own WISE photometry (following the same
procedures as in Lelli, McGaugh & Schombert 2016),
adopting M?/LW1 = 0.7 as appropriate for early-type
galaxies (Schombert et al. 2019). We take a scatter in
both log(Mg,cold/M�) and log(Mg,hot/M�) of 0.2 dex,
and add gas masses in the same way to the faint mock
galaxies of Section 3.2.1.

3.2.3. Adding baryonic mass outside the SDSS footprint

Thus far, our catalogue of gNe,env sources is all-sky
within 11 Mpc but restricted to the SDSS footprint
beyond that. Since gravity is a long-range force, this
will lead to an underestimation of gNe,env on average at
D > 11 Mpc and a spurious dependence of gNe,env and
its direction on sky position within the NSA footprint.
To mitigate this effect, we add a uniform grid of mass
outside the SDSS footprint out to 500 Mpc. We calcu-
late the density of this grid by integrating the SMF over
all masses, including the corrections for cold and hot gas
as a function of stellar mass as described above, as well
as adding in the average density of cluster mass. This
gives ρtot = 108.549M� Mpc−3. We use a Cartesian grid
of spacing 5 Mpc in each direction, so that each grid cell
has a mass of 4.4× 1010M�. To soften its gNe contribu-
tion, we assume this mass to have a spherical Gaussian
density profile with width σ = 1.25 Mpc, so that the
gravitational field it sources at a displacement ~r from
its centre is

~gN(~r) = −GM
r2

(
erf

(
r√
2σ

)
−
√

2

π

r

σ
exp

(
− r2

2σ2

))
r̂

(9)
This can have a ∼0.2 dex effect on gNe,env and tends
to reduce variation in gNe,env with distance due to the

homogeneity of the grid mass. The result is not sig-
nificantly altered if the grid spacing is reduced to 2.5
Mpc, the SMF of Li & White (2009) is replaced by that
of Moffett et al. (2016) or Bernardi et al. (2013), or if
the grid cells are uniformly spaced in D2 rather than D
so that finer structure is resolved at smaller D. This
indicates that the manner in which mass is distributed
outside the SDSS footprint is not critical for the gravi-
tational field within it, although it is important that the
correct mass on average is modelled.

3.2.4. Adding cosmological missing baryons

The above method accounts for baryons in each of the
forms in which they are readily visible: stars, cold and
hot gas in galaxies, and an X-ray-emitting intra-cluster
medium. However, there may be “missing baryons” not
found in one of these forms. This is a necessity in ΛCDM
where Ωb is known precisely from the Cosmic Microwave
Background, but found to be much larger than that
implied by a census of visible mass locally (e.g. Shull
et al. 2012). The result for Ωb is likely to hold in a
MOND cosmology as well, where at early times (e.g.
during Big Bang Nucleosynthesis) the high average den-
sity of the Universe makes the MOND modification to
gravity ineffective. This is however subject to the con-
siderable uncertainty in MOND cosmology, stemming
largely from the unknown relativistic parent theory; see,
e.g., Famaey & McGaugh (2012). In the case of the rel-
ativistic MOND theory of Skordis & Zlośnik (2020), we
expect Big Bang Nucleosynthesis to work in MOND in
nearly the same way as in ΛCDM, so the missing baryons
problem should be analogous in both cosmologies.

We adopt the census of baryons from Shull et al.
(2012), who find that baryons in the forms we explic-
itly model amount to ∼ Ωb/8 (with Ωb ' 0.046; Mac-
quart et al. 2020), meaning that there are potentially
∼8× more baryons than we have included so far. As
an additional consistency check on our mass model, we
calculate that it produces total densities of all baryonic
component within the SDSS footprint that are approxi-
mately consistent with the results of Shull et al. (2012).
Similarly to our method for adding faint galaxies, we
consider two extreme clustering models for these missing
baryons: 1) they are completely unclustered (or equiv-
alently non-existent) so do not alter gNe,env, or 2) they
are maximally clustered with the structures we model
and equally distributed between them, causing a uni-
form increase in the magnitude of the gNe,env field by a
factor of 8.

Our assumption is that the cosmological missing
baryons are too far from the centres of galaxies and
clusters to appreciably alter their measured kinemat-
ics. This is reasonable even for the “max clustering”
model because the scales involved in calculating gNe,env

(& 10 Mpc) are much larger than those over which kine-
matics can be probed (<Mpc). These missing baryons
are therefore fully independent of those potentially in-
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voked in Sec. 3.1.1 to explain the dynamical masses of
clusters. Nevertheless it is possible that the potential
missing baryons inside clusters may account for some
fraction of the cosmological missing baryons, leading us
to overestimate gNe,env when multiplying by a factor of
8. This effect is however small (∼ 10%), and the max
clustering model is intended to give an upper bound on
plausible gNe,env values, so that it brackets the possible
range along with the “no clustering” model. In fact, the
difference between MX and MMOND in clusters may be
due to neutrinos or a massive scalar field rather than
dark baryons.

3.2.5. Modelling uncertainties

Finally, it is important to estimate the uncertainty in
gNe,env due to uncertainties in our baryonic mass model
of the Universe. This includes uncertainties in the scal-
ing relations that we use to determine gas and cluster
masses, the locations of mock galaxies above the magni-
tude limit of SDSS, and the basic properties of the source
objects themselves (e.g. distances and stellar masses).
Our Monte Carlo framework makes it easy to propa-
gate these uncertainties: at each test point we evaluate
gNe,env 2000 times, in each case randomly sampling from
the distributions describing the input variables. This is
a sufficient number for convergence of the gNe,env PDFs.

We use a 30% uncertainty in M? and MMOND, de-
scribing uncertainties in stellar mass-to-light ratios and
the calculation of the MOND dynamical mass of galaxy
clusters. We use a 0.2 dex scatter in cold and hot
gas masses of galaxies, and 0.4 dex in cluster masses
to account for the additional uncertainty in the conver-
sion from X-ray luminosity to hot gas mass. Following
Lelli, McGaugh & Schombert (2016), distance uncer-
tainties are based on the following scheme (suitable for
Hubble-flow distances): 30% for D < 20 Mpc, 25% for
20 ≤ D/Mpc < 40, 20% for 40 ≤ D/Mpc < 60, 15% for
60 ≤ D/Mpc < 80, and 10% for D > 80 Mpc.

The remaining uncertainties derive from the assign-
ment of an early-type/late-type flag to each galaxy, and
the distribution of faint mock galaxies within each dis-
tance bin in the “no clustering” model for filling in faint
galaxies. We note that the “no clustering” model for cos-
mic missing baryons is different to that for faint mock
galaxies in that it does not discretize the missing mass
and assign it a random position. The uncertainty in-
duced by cosmic missing baryons is therefore entirely
in the systematic difference between the no clustering
and max clustering models. We summarise the result-
ing gNe,env distribution over all Monte Carlo realisations
at each test point by its mean and standard deviation.

We evaluate gNe,env at the positions of the Karachent-
sev and NSA galaxies themselves out to 150 Mpc to as-
sess its trend with environment and distance, and at the
positions of the SPARC galaxies for a direct comparison
with gNe,fit. We exclude from the source catalogue the
test galaxy under consideration, either by simply mask-

ing out the corresponding galaxy from the source array
(for a Karachentsev or NSA galaxy), or, for a SPARC
galaxy, by using NED to determine if it is in the NSA
and an RA/Dec match with tolerance 0.1 deg to deter-
mine if it is in the Karachentsev catalogue.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Qualitative consistency with large-scale structure

We consider a cylindrical space of radius R = 150 Mpc
and height Z = 50 Mpc in the northern sky (declina-
tion δ > 0◦), where the vast majority of fitted galax-
ies (126) are located. In Figure 2, the SPARC galaxies
are projected on the equatorial plane of this cylindri-
cal space together with galaxies from the 2M++ cata-
log (Lavaux & Hudson 2011). At 22 . R/Mpc . 45,
there is an under-dense region in which SPARC galax-
ies tend to give lower ẽ values than the median. At
45 . R/Mpc . 100, instead, there are two massive
structures: the CfA2 great wall (Geller & Huchra 1989)
towards Right Ascension α ' 180◦ and the Perseus-
Pisces supercluster (Joeveer & Einasto 1978) towards
α ' 45◦. Several SPARC galaxies are located in these
over-dense structures and tend to give higher ẽ value
than the median. This seems qualitatively consistent
with an EFE interpretation of the ẽ values from RC fits.
The situation is more complex at R < 22 Mpc due to
a finger-like structure towards α = 190◦, which varies
with height and disappears at Z > 11 Mpc. The pre-
cise geometry of this structure may affect the ẽ values
in a way that cannot be simply inferred by looking at
projected maps. However, note that the two “golden
galaxies” NGC5033 and NGC5055 highlighted in Pa-
per I are near the Virgo supercluster, while the control
galaxy NGC6674 is in the underdense ring. The other
control galaxy NGC1090 is in the southern sky, so it is
not included in Figure 2.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of ẽ versus cylindrical
radius R for the 126 SPARC galaxies within the cylin-
drical space. It is evident that galaxies in the under-
dense region at 22 Mpc < R < 45 Mpc have low val-
ues of ẽ consistent with zero environmental fields. The
median value within this radial bin is 0.016+0.015

−0.027 (with
bootstrap uncertainties), thus consistent with no-EFE
detection as expected from the large-scale distribution
of galaxies. On the other hand, galaxies in a radial bin
at R > 45 Mpc, in which the CfA2 great wall and the
Persus-Pisces supercluster are located, display a median
value of ẽ = 0.103+0.030

−0.008, significantly different from zero
at ∼ 13σ. This shows a striking contrast with the mid-
dle bin. The majority of the galaxies in the third bin,
indeed, are associated with the CfA2 great wall or the
Perseus-Pisces supercluster.

These results demonstrate qualitative consistency be-
tween the Newtonian external field inferred from galac-
tic RCs and the large-scale galaxy distribution. To make
a more detailed comparison, Figure 4 shows a full-sky
Mollweide projection of the mean environmental field
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Figure 2. The top left panel shows a map of galaxies in a cylindrical space of the northern sky with a radius of 150 Mpc and

a height of 50 Mpc. Galaxies are taken from the 2M++ catalog (accepting only those brighter than 11.5 in K-magnitude to

prevent any direction bias) and the area of each point is proportional to the stellar mass of the galaxy. SPARC galaxies with

external Newtonian fields from RC fits are indicated by coloured points. External Newtonian fields higher and lower than the

median (ẽ = 0.053) are shown in red and blue respectively, and the opacity of the point is proportional to |ẽ−0.053|/(uncertainty

of ẽ). The central R < 45Mpc region is sliced and zoomed-in in the other panels. These panels show an overdensity-underdensity

contrast in the two opposite directions of RA α = 180◦ and 0◦. Two “golden” galaxies and one control galaxy from Paper I are

indicated. The first ring-like region with R = (22, 45) Mpc is relatively underdense and the fitted ẽ values are mostly lower in

this region. The second ring-like region of R = (45, 100) Mpc includes the CfA2 great wall and the Perseus-Pisces supercluster.

The fitted ẽ values are mostly higher in this region.
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Figure 3. RC-fitted values of ẽ versus the cylindrical radius defined in Figure 2 for 126 SPARC galaxies in the Northern

hemisphere. The size of a dot is inversely proportional to the uncertainty on ẽ. The light-red band shows the median value and

its uncertainty for all galaxies shown in Figure 12. The red bars show median values (black line) and their uncertainties in three

radial bins. The number of galaxies in each radial bin and their median values with bootstrap 1σ uncertainties are indicated at

the top. ẽ is systematically lower in the underdense second bin and higher in the third bin.
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Figure 4. All-sky distributions of the environmental field gNe,env from 2M++ galaxies and MCXC clusters in Mollweide

projection and equatorial coordinates averaged across various distance ranges. The location of SPARC galaxies with independent

estimates of gNe from RC-fits are shown: red and blue points indicate ẽfit ≥ 0.053 and ẽfit < 0.053, respectively; the opacity of

the point increases with |ẽfit − 0.053|/(uncertainty in ẽfit) as in Figure 2.

Figure 5. Variation of eN,envwith distance for the galaxies in

the NSA and Karachentsev catalogs. Individual galaxies are

colour-coded by Right Ascension (RA). The black lines show

the mean trend (solid) and standard deviation (dashed) in

bins of distance. This plot assumes the max clustering model

for the missing baryons (cf. Figure 6).

Figure 6. Variation of eN,envwith distance for the SPARC

galaxies within the NSA footprint. The “max clustering”

model (blue) assumes that missing baryons are effectively

coincident with observed structures, while the “no cluster-

ing” model (orange) distributes them uniformly in space. See

Section 3.2.1 for details.
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gNe,env from the 2M++ plus MCXC calculation (Sec-
tion 3.1) over different distance bins: 0 < D/Mpc < 11,
11 < D/Mpc < 30, 30 < D/Mpc < 60 and 60 <
D/Mpc < 120. These are chosen to represent (1) the Lo-
cal Volume, (2) the remainder of the overdense region we
identify in the SDSS footprint (see Section 4.2), (3) the
underdense region further out, and (4) the CfA2 great
wall and the Perseus-Pisces supercluster regions. Note
that here we use three-dimensional distance D from the
Milky Way, rather than cylindrical radius R, to provide
an alternative perspective. Again we find qualitative
agreement between the RC-fitted field gNe,fit and the
environmental field gNe,env in terms of their spatial vari-
ations. In particular, the Local Void (Tully et al. 2019)
is clearly visible as the blue regions with low values of
gNe,env at D < 11 Mpc; galaxies within the void tend to
have values of gNe,fit below the average, as expected.

4.2. Quantitative comparison in the SDSS footprint

We now consider a quantitative comparison of ẽ
with the environmental field estimated in Section 3.2.
To begin, we calculate gNe,env at the positions of the
Karachentsev and NSA galaxies themselves out to 150
Mpc. This provides a fair tracing of the gravitational
field over the nearby large scale structure. Figure 5 plots
the mean gNe,env values as a function of distance. We
use here the “max clustering” model, which we will find
below to match the fitted values better than the “no
clustering” case, although the qualitative trends are the
same. We see that gNe,env falls from D = 0 to D ' 50
Mpc, then rises again out to ∼100 Mpc before levelling
off. For both D < 40 Mpc and 80 < D/Mpc < 120,
gNe,env is significantly larger towards α ' 180◦ than
elsewhere, indicating excess structure in that direction.
This is largely due to the Virgo cluster at small dis-
tance and the CfA2 great wall at D ' 100 Mpc. The
part of the SDSS footprint in the Southern Galactic Cap
(−25◦ < α < 25◦,−9◦ < δ < 30◦) has a weaker field on
the whole, especially at D ' 20 Mpc where it can be
seen as a disjoint band of low-gNe,env points. Very sim-
ilar trends are seen if the distance D is replaced by the
cylindrical distance R adopted in Figures 2 and 3.

We now evaluate gNe,env at the positions of the SPARC
galaxies. Restricting to the SDSS footprint retains 109
SPARC galaxies, although only 90 of these have a mea-
sured ẽ satisfying the cut x0,3 < −10.6. Figure 6 shows
log(eN,env) for the SPARC galaxies as a function of dis-
tance, including their full uncertainties, for both the no
clustering and max clustering models. Although the sta-
tistical uncertainties are considerable, the distance trend
is still clearly visible, as is the factor ∼8 difference be-
tween the two clustering models driven by the influence
of baryons not found in stars, cold gas, or the ICM.

Figure 7 exhibits individual values of ẽfit against ẽenv

for the sample of 90 SPARC galaxies as a function of
distance. Remarkably, the median value of ẽfit from
rotation-curve fits is well within the allowed values from

the two clustering models. This is highly nontrivial
because, in a general DM context, ẽ is merely a fit-
ting parameter to describe the outer shapes of rotation
curves. It could have taken a value across orders of
magnitude, so there is no a priori reason why its me-
dian value should lie within the boundaries of the ẽenv

calculation from the large-scale distribution of baryonic
matter. Moreover, both ẽfit and ẽenv are lower than
average in the underdense region 30 < D/Mpc < 60
while clearly higher than average in the overdense re-
gion D > 60Mpc, consistent with the trend of ẽfit for
all 126 galaxies within Z < 50 Mpc in the northern sky
shown in Figure 3.

To check the agreement between ẽfit and ẽenv in more
detail, Figure 8 shows the distribution of their dif-
ferences. Remarkably, there is an excellent statistical
match between ẽfit and ẽenv of the max clustering case
while there is some tension with the no clustering case.
This result suggests that accounting for missing baryons
is important in MOND. Moreover, it agrees with previ-
ous indications that the missing baryons are likely signif-
icantly correlated with galaxies and groups (e.g. Nicas-
tro et al. 2018; Lim et al. 2020; Das et al. 2019, 2020).

Finally, we check directly the correlation between ẽenv

and ẽfit for the sample of 90 galaxies shown in Figures 7
and 8 using Pearson’s linear correlation coefficient r. Be-
cause ẽfit has a large uncertainty ranging from 0.004 to
0.194 with a median value of 0.047 for these galaxies,
we expect the correlation to be weak. In Figure 9 we
compare the measured correlation coefficient with the
expected distribution from a Monte Carlo simulation.
This simulation assumes that ẽfit=ẽenv fundamentally,
with ẽfit scattered by the error budgets of both quan-
tities. For ẽenv we use the mean of the max clustering
and no clustering values. For the uncertainty of ẽenv,
we take the average of the statistical errors of the max
and no clustering cases for the statistical error and one
half of the difference between the max and no cluster-
ing cases for the systematic error. For the uncertainty
of ẽfit, we take the measured values (see Appendix B)
for the statistical error and 0.02 for the systematic er-
ror of our model (see Sec. A.2). These errors are added
in quadrature for each galaxy, with the result used to
scatter ẽfit in each Monte Carlo realization.

We find the measured coefficient of r = 0.057 to
agree well with the distribution from the mock data,
with a 27% probability of a lower r under the hypoth-
esis ẽfit=ẽenv. The mock data have a RMS scatter of
0.077± 0.008 for ẽfit. This is about 3/5 of the measured
scatter for this sample, indicating that the uncertainties
of ẽfit and/or ẽenv may be somewhat underestimated.
Regardless of the precise error model, it is clear that the
theoretically expected correlation between ẽfit and ẽenv

values of individual galaxies cannot be directly inferred
given the current observational uncertainties. The ex-
isting data, however, are consistent with the existence
of an intrinsic correlation between ẽfit and ẽenv.
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Figure 7. The external Newtonian gravitational fields from RC-fits (dots with errorbars), parametrized by ẽ, are compared

with those from the large-scale distribution of baryonic matter (blue band) as a function of distance to 90 SPARC galaxies

that probe the low acceleration regime and are within the SDSS footprint. The size of each black dot is inversely proportional

to its statistical uncertainty. The median value of ẽfit and the associated uncertainty is represented by the light-salmon band.

The medians and associated bootstrap uncertainties in 4 distance bins are shown by red bars, with the values indicated at the

top. The blue band is obtained considering the “no clustering” (dashed line) and “max clustering” (solid line) models for the

missing baryons (see Section 3.2.1), interpolating between the ẽenv values recorded at the location of each SPARC galaxy. The

thin blue lines show the statistical 1σ uncertainty for each clustering model. The agreement of ẽenv with the median values of

ẽfit is remarkable and not expected a priori outside a MOND context.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Using a simple, generic fitting function (Equation 2)
we investigate the EFE in the RCs of 143 SPARC galax-
ies, using a dimensionless parameter ẽ related to the ex-
ternal Newtonian gravitational field. We find that ẽ is
well correlated with the observed large scale structure of
baryonic mass distribution (Figure 2). The fitted values
are consistent with zero in an underdense ring region at
cylindrical radii 22 Mpc < R < 45 Mpc, while they are
a factor of two higher than the average external field
at or near the CfA2 great wall and the Perseus-Pisces
supercluster (Figure 3). In this high density region the
EFE is statistically detected at ∼13σ. The correlation
between ẽfit and large-scale structure extends qualita-
tively across the whole sky (Figure 4).

Next, we compare the RC-fitted values of ẽ with fully
independent estimates of the Newtonian fields from the
baryonic mass distribution in the nearby Universe (us-
ing the 2M++, NSA, Karachentsev and MCXC cata-
logues). We include corrections for undetected galaxies
below the magnitude limits of the surveys, for cold and
hot gas in galaxies, for the intracluster medium, and for
the possible presence of “missing baryons” in the warm-
hot intergalactic medium, with full propagation of un-
certainties in a Monte Carlo framework. We find good
agreement between ẽfit with ẽenv values, both in their
distance dependence (Figure 7) and the average value of
the Newtonian field (Figure 8). In particular, ẽfit is well
matched with ẽenv when the missing baryons needed to
bring the local baryon density into agreement with Big
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Figure 8. Statistical comparison of ẽfit and ẽenv for the subsample of 90 SPARC galaxies shown in Figure 7. The max clustering

and no clustering cases (see Section 3) are considered. The excellent statistical match with the max clustering model indicates

that “missing” cosmic baryons are strongly correlated with observed structures.

Figure 9. Observed value of Pearson’s linear correlation

coefficient r between ẽenv and ẽfit for the sample shown in

Figures 7 and 8 (red line) and the expected probability dis-

tribution from many Monte Carlo realizations assuming ẽfit

= ẽenv and scattering by the measured uncertainties of both

quantities (histogram). For ẽenv we use the average of the

max clustering and no clustering cases.

Bang Nucleosynthesis (Ωbh
2 = 0.022, Cooke et al. 2018)

are strongly clustered with galaxies and galaxy clusters.
The qualitative correlation between ẽfit and ẽenv is

not very sensitive to the functional form assumed for
the EFE model (Equation 2) because the relative values
of inferred field strengths are similar for different mod-
els. However, the absolute value of ẽfit may vary, lead-
ing to systematically different mean and median values.
For example, we fitted RCs using an alternative func-
tion based on numerical simulations (Haghi et al. 2019)
and found a systematic shift of ∼0.02 in ẽ on average

(Figure 10). Until the fitted values of ẽ of Equation (2)
are thoroughly tested through realistic numerical simu-
lations of disk galaxies, systematic shifts of order ∼ 0.02
are possible. This could have implications for the abun-
dance and clustering of cosmic baryons. Our current
values of ẽfit are within the limits set by the “max clus-
tering” and “no clustering” models of missing baryons,
although the max clustering case is preferred (Figures 7
and 8).

It may be possible for gNe,env to exceed the prediction
of the max clustering model due to the gravitating scalar
fields present in some relativistic MOND theories, such
as that of Skordis & Zlośnik (2020). Indeed, the EFE
may manifest itself somewhat differently in this theory
than in AQUAL and QUMOND because the free func-
tion in the Lagrangian (which plays the role of the in-
terpolating function in AQUAL) has an oscillating piece
related to the time-variation of the scalar field as well
as a more traditional MOND term. It will therefore be
important to determine the exact behaviour of the EFE
in this and similar theories.

The agreement between the external fields from RC
fits and large-scale structure of baryonic matter that we
have discovered is predicted by MOND modified gravity
theories, supplementing the evidence for the EFE (and
a fortiori a violation of the SEP) presented in Paper I.
This correlation is nontrivial from the ΛCDM point of
view. It is not naturally expected that the density of the
cosmic web would affect the dynamics of the disk in the
inner region of the DM halo, never mind in a manner
mimicking the MOND EFE. We are not aware of any
ΛCDM simulations predicting that RCs in stronger-field
regions would tend to decline while those in low density
regions do not. This adds to the “small-scale problems”
with ΛCDM (Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017; Kroupa
2012). In this context, we note that challenges to ΛCDM
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cosmology have also been emphasized recently on the
scales of galaxy clusters and voids (Haslbauer et al. 2020;
Asencio et al. 2021).

The external Newtonian fields encapsulated in ẽ will
provide a benchmark for more detailed numerical stud-
ies of the MOND EFE, taking full account of the rel-
ative orientation of the external field and the three-
dimensional morphology and kinematics of galactic
disks. Various MOND theories may have different EFE
predictions for RCs of disk galaxies under the same
gNe,env. Although our fitted values of ẽ are model-
dependent, they are empirical in nature and may distin-
guish existing theories when accurate numerical results
become available. Here we used a fitting function that
approximately agrees with existing AQUAL simulations
(see Appendix A), so the agreement between gNe,fit and
gNe,env may indicate that AQUAL is close to the correct
nonrelativistic theory.

Besides distinguishing between MOND formulations,
our results may be used to infer the properties of “miss-
ing baryons” in a MOND context. Our preliminary re-
sult in this regard is that baryons in the warm-hot in-
tergalactic medium needed for Ωb ' 0.046 (Macquart et
al. 2020) are likely strongly clustered with galaxies and
clusters.

In summary, the agreement between our fit results and
the observed baryonic large-scale structure matches well
the MOND prediction and reinforces the detection of the
EFE in Paper I, pointing to a breakdown of the SEP.
These results support the modified gravity hypothesis
and reveal the possibility of using the internal dynamics
of galaxies to study the large-scale distribution of cosmic
baryons.
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APPENDIX

A. A SIMPLE ONE-DIMENSIONAL FORMALISM FOR THE EFE

In the MOND context, it is hard to quantify generally the effect of a constant external gravitational field on a
galaxy disk because, for a test particle along a given orbit, the angle between the internal acceleration and the
external gravitational field will vary continually, leading to a time-varying EFE. Broadly speaking, we expect that
the outermost orbits will become slightly non-circular and possibly tilted with respect to the inner galaxy plane.
Asymmetric, lopsided, and/or warped H I disks are frequently observed in nearby galaxies (e.g., Sancisi et al. 2008)
but their relation to the EFE can only be studied with detailed numerical simulations. For example, Brada & Milgrom
(2000) show that the asymmetric warp of the Milky Way may be induced by the EFE from the Magellanic Clouds,
while Banik et al. (2020) reproduce the dynamical properties of the Local-Group spiral galaxy M33 as the result of
the EFE from Andromeda. The main EFE, however, is a decrease in the circular velocity in the MOND regime.

In this work we are particularly interested in how the EFE depends on the external Newtonian field. Here we
describe a simple one-dimensional formalism to model the EFE-induced outer decline of RCs, neglecting higher order
effects due to the full three-dimensional nature of the problem, such as the development of non-circular motions, warps,
and asymmetries. Incidentally, this formalism turns out to be equivalent in AQUAL and QUMOND with a heuristic
MOND relation for the constant external field.

A.1. The EFE in AQUAL and QUMOND

If a system is freely falling under a constant MOND external field ge and we approximate the EFE by a one-
dimensional AQUAL equation (see Section 6.3 of Famaey & McGaugh 2012), the gravitational acceleration g of a test
particle within the system can be determined by

µ

(
g + ge

a0

)
g +

[
µ

(
g + ge

a0

)
− µ

(
ge

a0

)]
ge = gN, (A1)

where gN is the internal Newtonian field and µ(x) is the MOND interpolating function (IF). If we assume the simple
IF µ(x) = x/(1 + x), then the ratio g/gN is given by Equation (6) of Paper I as

νe(y) =
1

2
+

√(
1

2
− eAe

y

)2

+
Be

y
− eAe

y
, (A2)

where Ae = (1 + e/2)/(1 + e), which is redefined here so that its limit tends to 1, and Be = 1 + e. For typical values
e . 0.1 (Paper I) we have Ae ≈ Be ≈ 1. It is then apparent that the EFE-dominating last term scales approximately

linearly with e. For e → 0 (i.e., truly isolated galaxies), one recovers ν0(y) = 1/2 +
√

1/4 + 1/y which is the inverse
function of the simple IF.

If the external Newtonian field of the above system is gNe and we use the QUMOND formalism, g is given by

g = ν

(
gN + gNe

a0

)
gN +

[
ν

(
gN + gNe

a0

)
− ν

(
gNe

a0

)]
gNe, (A3)

where ν(y) = ν0(y). Then, the ratio g/gN is given by Equation (2). Although it is not obvious algebraically, one can
show that Equation (2) is equivalent to Equation (A2) for positive (physical) external field with the transformation
e2/(1 + e) = eN. This means that although Equation (2) is derived directly from Equation (A3), it is also consistent
with Equation (A1).

A.2. Comparison with the analytic point-mass weak-field limit and numerical simulations

Our fitting function (Equation (2)) is a heuristic first-order model of EFE that happens to be equivalent in AQUAL
and QUMOND with the correspondence ẽ = e/

√
1 + e. For general dynamical systems, for the same Newtonian

external field, these two Lagrangian theories predict different values of the ratio g/gN, which can be calculated only
through numerical methods. Here we compare Equation (2) with analytic solutions of a point mass in the deep-MOND
limit as well as previously published numerical results.

Far away from any finite mass distribution, the point-mass approximation will be valid regardless of the mass
distribution. For the QUMOND EFE limit, we start from Equation (60) by Milgrom (2010) that gives the approximate
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Figure 10. The one-dimensional EFE model from Equation (A2) (red dashed curve), or equivalently Equation (2) with

ẽ = e/
√

1 + e, is compared with the numerical simulation result by Haghi et al. (2019) (blue dashed curve). These are then

compared with the analytic point-mass weak-field limit for different values of e, considering an average angle of 60◦ between the

external field and the axis of a circular orbit. In the acceleration range probed by the SPARC RCs, the difference between our

model and the numerical result is relatively small in terms of e (or ẽ). See the text for further details.

analytic internal potential ψ for a point mass M under an external Newtonian field of strength gNe = eNa0. Taking
the gradient of ψ and considering an angle θ between ~gNe and the rotation axis of a test particle on a quasi-circular

orbit, the azimuthal average of the radial acceleration g = |r̂ · ~∇ψ| is given by

〈g〉QUMOND =
GM

r2
ν0(y)

(
1 +

ν̂0(y)

2

) (
1− ν̂0(y)

2 + ν̂0(y)

sin2 θ

2

)∣∣∣∣
y=eN

, (A4)

where ν0(y) = 1/2 +
√

1/4 + 1/y and ν̂0(y) ≡ d ln ν0(y)/d ln y which tends to −1/2 at large r. Thus, at large r the
two extreme cases θ = 0◦ and θ = 90◦ show a difference of just 1/6 of the value. In other words, the direction of
the external field has a minor effect. Similarly, for the AQUAL limit, we start from Equation (66) of Milgrom (2010)
considering the MOND external field ge = e a0 and obtain

〈g〉AQUAL =
GM

r2

1

µ0(x)
√

1 + L0(x)

(
1− L0(x)

1 + L0(x)

sin2 θ

2

)−1/2
∣∣∣∣∣
x=e

, (A5)

where µ0(x) = x/(1 + x) and L0(x) ≡ d lnµ0(x)/d lnx.
As for numerical results on the ratio g/gN, we consider a functional relation derived by Haghi et al. (2019) from

AQUAL-based numerical simulations of fully pressure-supported spherical systems. In a spherical shell of radius r of a
pressure-supported system, the measured velocity dispersion is a collective representation of various random orbits at
different angles with respect to the external field. In this sense the velocity dispersion may capture a direction-averaged
EFE. Then, for the case of an isotropic velocity distribution, the radial acceleration is given by g(r) = 3σ2/r, where σ
is the one-dimensional velocity dispersion. Thus, comparing σ with and without an external field, one can obtain an
EFE-dependent g(r)/gN(r). Haghi et al. (2019) used the so-called “standard” IF (e.g., Famaey & McGaugh 2012) for
their simulations, so we transform their result to that for the simple IF by multiplying the EFE-dependent g(r)/gN(r)
by the ratio of the simple IF to the standard IF.

In Figure 10 we compare our EFE model (Equation (A2), or equivalently Equation (2)) with the numerical result
by Haghi et al. (2019) and the weak-field analytic expectations of QUMOND (Equation (A4)) and AQUAL (Equa-
tion (A5)). We note that QUMOND predicts 7 percent higher g in the deep MOND limit. At log(gN/m s−2) ≈ −10.8
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our model matches the numerical result, but at higher (lower) accelerations our g is higher (lower) than the numerical
value. This means that for a declining RC covering the low acceleration range log(gN/m s−2) < −10.8, our model will
give a lower value of ẽ than the numerical model. For log(gN/m s−2) > −10.8 the opposite may occur occasionally.
In the weak-field limit, both our model and the numerical result give lower g than the point-mass expectation. Our
model function with e = 0.040 matches the AQUAL point-mass limit with e = 0.064, exhibiting a difference of 0.024,
whereas the numerical result exhibits a smaller difference of 0.004. Thus, the difference between our model and the
numerical result for log(gN/m s−2) < −10.8 is 0.020 in terms of the AQUAL point-mass limit. A similar median
difference of ∼ 0.02 in the fitted value of ẽ is found from fitting the observed RCs. This is smaller than the typical
individual uncertainties of ∼ 0.04 – 0.05 in ẽ.

B. FITTED VALUES OF THE PARAMETERS AND THE NEWTONIAN ENVIRONMENTAL FIELDS

Here we provide the fitted values of ẽ and galactic parameters for all 162 galaxies considered in this work. We also
describe how we select a statistical sample of 143 galaxies whose RCs reach low enough accelerations for the fitted ẽ
values to be meaningful. As illustrated in Figure 4 of Paper I only RCs that reach low enough accelerations can probe
the EFE from the large-scale distribution of cosmic mass. In other words, if we used only RCs in a high-acceleration
range, then the gN-g relation would have little sensitivity to ẽ (or e), and consequently the median of fitted ẽ (or e) for
such RCs will be biased towards zero. We therefore select the RCs that can probe a low acceleration regime. We use
the parameter x0 introduced in Paper I, which is obtained by projecting a point (log gbar, log gobs) (here gbar means
gN) to the curve corresponding to a flat RC (the red solid curve in Figure 10). An RC having low enough values of x0

is expected to have sensitivity to ẽ (or e), so we require a RC to have at least 3 data points (log gbar, log gobs) satisfying
x0 < x0,cut. Here we do this by x0,3 < x0,cut where x0,3 is the 3rd lowest value of x0. For the threshold we choose
x0,cut = −10.6, so that selected RCs have at least three values of 10x0 lower than 10−10.6 m s−2. Figure 11 shows that,
at a higher threshold than this value, the median of ẽ starts to decrease indicating that the selected sample starts to
be affected by about 20 RCs in a high acceleration range with little sensitivity to ẽ.

Because x0 is always on a flat RC by construction, when we select RCs by x0, there is no selection bias to a more
declining (or rising) RC. This can be seen clearly in Figure 11: as the threshold x0,cut decreases from −10.6, the
sample median of ẽ remains the same. However, if one selects RCs by requiring log gobs(R) to be lower than a certain
threshold, then the selection is biased in favor of more declining RCs. This is because for a given gbar(R), lower values
of gobs(R), thus declining RCs, are more likely to be selected by chance due to the unavoidable observational scatter
in gobs(R). Selection based on log gbar(R) is biased in the opposite sense. Namely, less declining RCs are more likely
to be selected by requiring a certain number of values of x to be lower than a certain threshold. This is because for a
given gobs(R), a more declining Newtonian RC gbar(R) is more likely to be selected by chance. Our selection based on
x0 is robust against possible bias.

Figure 11. Dependence of the sample median of ẽ on the sample selection cut. Each sample is selected by x0,3 < x0,cut

where x0,3 is the 3rd lowest value of x0 as defined in Paper I (see the text for the details). The vertical dashed line indicates

our selection. The errorbars indicate bootstrap uncertainties. As x0,cut increases, galaxies without enough low-acceleration RC

points start to be included in the sample so that 〈ẽ〉 is biased to a lower value.
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Figure 12. Distribution of the fitted values of ẽ. The left panel shows 162 SPARC galaxies with reliable RCs (Q < 3, see

Lelli, McGaugh & Schombert 2016), while the right panel shows our selected sample of 143 galaxies with RCs sensitive to the

EFE, as indicated in Figure 11. The errorbars on the histogram show Poissonian uncertainties
√
Nj , where Nj is the number

of galaxies in each bin. The red curve indicates a Gaussian fit whose rms width is ∼0.11. The uncertainty on the median or on

the Gaussian mean is estimated through a bootstrap method.

Figure 12 shows the distribution of the fitted ẽ values for the selected sample of 143 galaxies as well as for the
full sample. The median values for the samples are 〈ẽ〉 = 0.044+0.012

−0.009 (full sample) and 〈ẽ〉 = 0.053+0.008
−0.012 (selected

sample), the latter of which corresponds to 〈gNe〉 ' 0.0028a0. Here the uncertainty is estimated from the Monte Carlo
distribution of the medians of many bootstrap resamples of the data (this method is simply referred to as “bootstrap”
in this paper). This is a ∼4.4σ detection of positive ẽ. Also, from the histogram we have 97 cases of ẽ > 0 out of 143.
The null hypothesis that ẽ is as likely to be <0 as >0 is ruled out at 4.1σ confidence based on binomial statistics.
For the (contaminated) full sample the significance of ẽ > 0 is 3.5σ by binomial statistics. These results reinforce the
results by Paper I based on Equation (A2) and a different sample selection.

Table 2 lists the RC-fitted values of the model parameters for all 162 SPARC galaxies modeled through MCMC
simulations. Values of x0,3 (the 3rd lowest value of x0 as defined above) are given for the purpose of selecting galaxies
with x0,3 < −10.6 for statistical analyses. The fitted value and its uncertainty are derived from the 50 percentile and
the 15.9 and 84.1 percentiles of the posterior PDF respectively.

We assign four quality flags based on the shape of the ẽ posterior: P, A, B, C. In most cases the PDF is well
peaked and the 50 percentile agrees well with the best-fit. Those galaxies are assigned PDF-quality ‘P’. An example
(NGC 5055) is exhibited in Figure 13 (top-left panel). For the remaining 24 galaxies with quality flags A, B, or C,
the PDF of ẽ extends beyond the prior range −0.5 < ẽ < +0.5, and is not well peaked in some cases. For 9 galaxies
with PDF-quality ‘A’, the PDF is well peaked within or a little outside the prior limits. An example (F563-V2) for
this type is exhibited in Figure 13 (top-right panel). For 8 galaxies with PDF-quality ‘B’ the PDF has a peak with
a long tail in the positive direction of ẽ. An example (NGC 2976) for this type is exhibited in Figure 13 (bottom-left
panel). Finally, for 7 galaxies with PDF-quality ‘C’, the PDF is not well peaked but stays nearly flat as ẽ increases.
An example (F579-V1) for this type is exhibited in Figure 13 (bottom-right panel). For the galaxies with PDF-quality
of ‘A’, ‘B’, or ‘C’, the lower bound is still within the prior range. For those galaxies, the given value of ẽ in Table 2
may be considered as a lower bound within the prior range.

Table 3 lists the Newtonian environmental field strengths of 109 SPARC galaxies residing in the SDSS footprint for
the “max clustering” and “no clustering” cases as described in Section 3.2.

Tables are also provided at http://home.sejong.ac.kr/∼chae and http://astroweb.cwru.edu/SPARC/.

http://home.sejong.ac.kr/~chae
http://astroweb.cwru.edu/SPARC/.


20 Chae et al.

P A

B C

Figure 13. Examples showing the posterior PDFs of our model parameters for four types of PDF-quality described in the text

of the Appendix. For types A, B, and C, an extended prior range for ẽ ≡ eN/
√
|eN| is used to illustrate the behavior of its PDF.

Thus, the values of ẽ for these cases are different from those given in Table 2.
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Table 2. Fitted model parameters

galaxy PDF-quality x0,3 ẽ D [Mpc] i [◦] Υgas Υdisk Υbulge

CamB C −11.629 0.459+0.030
−0.055 3.12+0.22

−0.21 60.74+4.80
−4.67 1.28+0.12

−0.11 0.34+0.06
−0.05 —

D512-2 P −11.421 0.106+0.117
−0.081 15.94+4.82

−3.73 61.25+9.10
−9.10 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.52+0.13
−0.11 —

D564-8 P −11.987 0.064+0.026
−0.025 8.75+0.28

−0.27 61.38+7.48
−7.61 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.41+0.10
−0.08 —

D631-7 P −11.656 −0.089+0.017
−0.019 7.48+0.17

−0.17 38.72+2.36
−2.27 1.12+0.10

−0.09 0.26+0.05
−0.04 —

DDO064 P −11.113 0.053+0.110
−0.079 6.83+2.12

−1.50 63.19+4.68
−4.67 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.53+0.13
−0.10 —

DDO154 P −11.686 0.008+0.008
−0.008 3.86+0.17

−0.16 61.88+2.64
−2.55 1.42+0.12

−0.11 0.20+0.03
−0.03 —

DDO161 P −11.549 −0.045+0.010
−0.010 3.36+0.40

−0.30 73.87+8.01
−7.98 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.33+0.07
−0.06 —

DDO168 P −11.057 −0.212+0.053
−0.065 4.05+0.20

−0.19 35.60+3.72
−3.58 1.24+0.12

−0.11 0.44+0.11
−0.09 —

DDO170 P −11.545 0.037+0.020
−0.017 11.81+1.86

−1.50 66.27+6.65
−6.42 1.28+0.12

−0.11 0.67+0.14
−0.12 —

ESO079-G014 P −10.556 −0.031+0.057
−0.058 28.02+4.54

−3.88 79.98+4.55
−4.63 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.56+0.11
−0.09 —

ESO116-G012 P −10.999 −0.066+0.043
−0.044 13.40+2.45

−2.01 74.69+2.91
−2.92 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.46+0.10
−0.08 —

ESO444-G084 P −11.107 −0.095+0.030
−0.035 4.68+0.45

−0.41 33.05+3.02
−2.90 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.47+0.12
−0.09 —

ESO563-G021 P −10.569 −0.032+0.033
−0.035 66.25+8.04

−7.19 83.63+2.77
−2.82 1.45+0.14

−0.13 0.69+0.10
−0.09 —

F563-1 P −11.698 0.112+0.066
−0.052 53.07+10.20

−8.42 37.60+4.00
−3.86 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.61+0.12
−0.10 —

F563-V2 A −11.145 0.179+0.152
−0.124 63.34+11.89

−10.21 49.74+7.26
−7.16 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.64+0.15
−0.12 —

F565-V2 P −11.433 −0.016+0.047
−0.050 51.95+10.61

−8.86 65.71+8.93
−9.00 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.50+0.13
−0.10 —

F568-1 P −11.014 −0.033+0.100
−0.100 89.63+9.69

−8.74 32.63+4.65
−4.54 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.59+0.15
−0.12 —

F568-3 P −11.365 0.238+0.104
−0.081 84.40+8.27

−7.59 62.04+7.10
−6.94 1.42+0.13

−0.12 0.47+0.08
−0.07 —

F568-V1 P −11.227 0.098+0.066
−0.055 85.42+8.23

−7.47 64.08+6.73
−6.36 1.32+0.12

−0.11 0.81+0.16
−0.13 —

F571-8 A −11.087 −0.423+0.052
−0.047 28.31+3.66

−2.73 82.96+4.27
−5.09 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.23+0.04
−0.04 —

F571-V1 P −11.480 0.206+0.134
−0.108 80.24+7.94

−7.25 44.18+8.08
−8.24 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.47+0.11
−0.09 —

F574-1 P −11.170 0.079+0.048
−0.042 100.40+9.48

−8.66 75.12+7.08
−7.12 1.32+0.12

−0.11 0.78+0.14
−0.12 —

F579-V1 C −11.130 0.425+0.054
−0.089 87.49+8.38

−7.64 44.32+5.05
−4.59 1.32+0.12

−0.11 0.58+0.11
−0.09 —

F583-1 P −11.392 0.032+0.055
−0.051 35.78+8.42

−6.84 67.60+4.53
−4.46 1.24+0.11

−0.10 0.96+0.16
−0.15 —

F583-4 P −11.393 0.081+0.079
−0.062 52.51+10.61

−8.74 64.47+8.40
−8.26 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.49+0.12
−0.10 —

IC2574 P −11.599 0.072+0.016
−0.014 4.01+0.19

−0.18 81.40+4.56
−4.83 1.66+0.13

−0.12 0.19+0.03
−0.02 —

IC4202 P −10.370 0.169+0.053
−0.048 99.01+7.73

−7.19 89.33+0.47
−0.74 1.26+0.11

−0.11 0.90+0.09
−0.09 0.44+0.04

−0.04

KK98-251 P −11.418 0.269+0.125
−0.099 7.38+1.68

−1.52 62.87+4.56
−4.52 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.47+0.12
−0.09 —

NGC0024 P −10.977 −0.004+0.017
−0.016 7.47+0.35

−0.34 67.25+2.71
−2.70 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.99+0.11
−0.10 —

NGC0055 P −11.385 0.050+0.021
−0.019 1.94+0.09

−0.09 75.20+3.15
−3.11 1.33+0.12

−0.11 0.21+0.04
−0.03 —

NGC0100 P −11.304 −0.106+0.039
−0.044 9.64+1.88

−1.56 88.80+0.75
−0.91 1.39+0.14

−0.12 0.39+0.09
−0.07 —

NGC0247 P −11.096 0.182+0.056
−0.046 3.76+0.19

−0.18 75.58+2.82
−2.82 1.29+0.12

−0.11 1.03+0.12
−0.11 —

NGC0289 P −11.673 0.118+0.031
−0.026 19.90+3.16

−2.65 54.33+4.10
−4.00 1.43+0.13

−0.12 0.44+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC0300 P −11.496 −0.009+0.026
−0.026 2.03+0.10

−0.09 47.22+5.34
−4.57 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.40+0.08
−0.06 —

NGC0801 P −10.840 0.174+0.024
−0.023 68.41+6.50

−5.84 79.93+1.01
−1.00 1.44+0.14

−0.13 0.60+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC0891 P −10.407 −0.118+0.022
−0.022 9.83+0.46

−0.44 89.32+0.48
−0.73 1.34+0.13

−0.11 0.33+0.02
−0.02 0.52+0.06

−0.06

NGC1003 P −11.640 −0.056+0.008
−0.009 6.53+0.65

−0.58 70.19+4.53
−4.49 1.22+0.11

−0.10 0.77+0.11
−0.10 —

NGC1090 P −11.006 0.059+0.024
−0.023 31.86+4.65

−4.02 65.31+2.89
−2.87 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.52+0.09
−0.08 —

NGC2403 P −11.512 −0.019+0.005
−0.005 3.59+0.13

−0.13 72.06+2.27
−2.22 0.76+0.06

−0.05 0.39+0.02
−0.02 —

NGC2683 P −11.126 0.086+0.028
−0.025 9.88+0.47

−0.45 81.02+4.38
−4.53 1.41+0.14

−0.12 0.56+0.05
−0.05 0.69+0.17

−0.14

NGC2841 P −11.008 −0.028+0.013
−0.013 14.02+0.98

−0.91 82.96+4.46
−5.40 1.31+0.12

−0.11 0.91+0.10
−0.09 0.96+0.08

−0.07

NGC2903 P −11.325 0.040+0.008
−0.008 12.46+0.97

−0.88 69.16+2.76
−2.76 1.26+0.11

−0.10 0.18+0.02
−0.02 —

NGC2915 P −11.655 −0.053+0.013
−0.014 4.12+0.20

−0.19 62.27+3.41
−3.37 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.58+0.11
−0.09 —
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Table 2. (continued) Fitted model parameters

galaxy PDF-quality x0,3 ẽ D [Mpc] i [◦] Υgas Υdisk Υbulge

NGC2955 P −10.505 0.030+0.051
−0.050 90.28+8.10

−7.34 59.69+5.30
−4.86 1.43+0.14

−0.13 0.32+0.05
−0.04 0.72+0.09

−0.08

NGC2976 B −10.253 0.380+0.083
−0.112 3.62+0.18

−0.17 76.57+6.22
−6.12 1.44+0.13

−0.12 0.46+0.06
−0.06 —

NGC2998 P −10.813 0.103+0.029
−0.027 69.88+8.60

−7.57 58.67+1.94
−1.95 1.44+0.14

−0.13 0.54+0.09
−0.07 —

NGC3109 P −11.535 0.012+0.010
−0.010 1.40+0.07

−0.06 76.85+3.90
−3.81 1.68+0.14

−0.13 0.24+0.05
−0.04 —

NGC3198 P −11.532 0.055+0.012
−0.011 15.27+1.17

−1.08 75.62+2.73
−2.71 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.43+0.04
−0.04 —

NGC3521 P −10.304 −0.116+0.061
−0.067 6.59+1.11

−0.96 78.29+4.35
−4.36 1.42+0.14

−0.12 0.57+0.11
−0.09 —

NGC3726 P −11.048 −0.002+0.031
−0.031 14.33+1.54

−1.39 52.19+1.97
−1.95 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.44+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC3741 P −11.943 −0.016+0.009
−0.009 3.10+0.16

−0.15 69.51+3.92
−3.86 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.34+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC3769 P −11.675 0.021+0.019
−0.018 17.35+1.75

−1.59 70.20+1.98
−1.97 1.41+0.14

−0.12 0.38+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC3877 A −10.200 0.238+0.157
−0.155 17.45+2.06

−1.85 76.04+0.99
−1.00 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.50+0.08
−0.07 —

NGC3893 P −10.658 −0.032+0.048
−0.049 18.28+2.06

−1.86 49.70+1.91
−1.90 1.41+0.14

−0.12 0.45+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC3917 P −10.822 0.111+0.057
−0.050 19.37+2.30

−2.05 79.33+1.97
−1.96 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.61+0.10
−0.08 —

NGC3949 P −10.017 −0.024+0.216
−0.180 16.90+2.09

−1.85 54.98+1.98
−1.97 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.43+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC3953 B −10.070 0.390+0.077
−0.115 18.83+2.20

−1.97 62.12+1.00
−0.99 1.41+0.14

−0.12 0.60+0.08
−0.07 —

NGC3972 P −10.550 −0.096+0.075
−0.071 17.03+2.17

−1.92 77.01+1.00
−1.00 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.46+0.09
−0.08 —

NGC3992 P −10.731 0.095+0.030
−0.028 24.45+2.10

−1.94 56.74+1.92
−1.92 1.42+0.14

−0.12 0.68+0.09
−0.08 —

NGC4010 P −10.715 −0.057+0.051
−0.050 16.26+2.01

−1.80 88.80+0.75
−0.91 1.41+0.14

−0.13 0.36+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC4013 P −11.065 −0.047+0.015
−0.016 14.38+1.35

−1.24 88.80+0.75
−0.91 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.48+0.08
−0.07 0.82+0.20

−0.16

NGC4051 B −10.205 0.335+0.114
−0.150 17.29+2.08

−1.87 49.32+2.82
−2.80 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.48+0.08
−0.07 —

NGC4068 A −11.195 0.321+0.108
−0.109 4.37+0.22

−0.21 48.19+4.79
−4.97 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.43+0.10
−0.08 —

NGC4085 P −10.175 −0.170+0.114
−0.106 15.12+1.89

−1.67 81.87+2.01
−2.02 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.33+0.06
−0.05 —

NGC4088 P −10.621 0.041+0.049
−0.047 14.82+1.68

−1.50 68.71+1.99
−2.00 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.35+0.05
−0.05 —

NGC4100 P −10.925 0.087+0.026
−0.025 19.53+2.13

−1.92 73.69+1.95
−1.94 1.40+0.14

−0.12 0.57+0.08
−0.07 —

NGC4138 P −10.717 0.111+0.087
−0.073 18.72+2.11

−1.90 54.34+2.78
−2.77 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.56+0.11
−0.09 0.68+0.17

−0.14

NGC4157 P −10.880 −0.017+0.031
−0.031 15.20+1.61

−1.46 81.93+2.98
−3.02 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.42+0.06
−0.06 0.65+0.16

−0.13

NGC4183 P −11.314 0.108+0.034
−0.030 18.19+2.03

−1.80 82.23+1.96
−1.97 1.33+0.13

−0.11 0.69+0.11
−0.09 —

NGC4214 P −11.329 −0.036+0.034
−0.036 2.82+0.14

−0.13 18.24+1.63
−1.52 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.43+0.11
−0.08 —

NGC4217 P −10.604 −0.148+0.044
−0.046 15.46+1.53

−1.40 85.96+1.90
−1.97 1.41+0.14

−0.12 0.86+0.18
−0.15 0.23+0.03

−0.03

NGC4559 P −11.130 0.028+0.038
−0.036 7.42+1.25

−1.03 67.19+0.99
−0.99 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.46+0.09
−0.07 —

NGC5005 P −9.819 −0.121+0.243
−0.191 16.16+1.23

−1.15 68.15+1.98
−1.96 1.42+0.14

−0.12 0.49+0.08
−0.08 0.54+0.08

−0.07

NGC5033 P −11.306 0.098+0.012
−0.011 23.48+1.96

−1.82 66.26+0.99
−0.99 1.45+0.13

−0.12 0.43+0.06
−0.05 0.28+0.04

−0.04

NGC5055 P −11.416 0.053+0.004
−0.004 9.82+0.29

−0.28 59.40+2.38
−2.19 1.50+0.14

−0.12 0.31+0.02
−0.02 —

NGC5371 P −10.367 0.249+0.042
−0.043 16.44+2.49

−2.15 52.10+2.01
−1.99 1.36+0.13

−0.12 1.38+0.23
−0.20 —

NGC5585 P −11.208 −0.083+0.032
−0.033 5.00+0.81

−0.69 51.78+1.95
−1.95 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.36+0.07
−0.06 —

NGC5907 P −10.991 0.090+0.013
−0.013 16.08+0.80

−0.76 87.51+1.55
−1.88 1.31+0.12

−0.11 0.65+0.04
−0.04 —

NGC5985 P −10.685 0.174+0.032
−0.030 72.59+8.94

−8.01 62.13+1.89
−1.90 1.34+0.13

−0.11 0.43+0.07
−0.06 1.86+0.26

−0.23

NGC6015 P −10.872 −0.093+0.024
−0.026 8.05+0.86

−0.78 60.87+1.95
−1.93 1.37+0.13

−0.12 1.68+0.21
−0.18 —

NGC6195 P −10.479 −0.012+0.036
−0.036 110.16+9.46

−8.67 59.77+4.43
−4.21 1.46+0.14

−0.13 0.29+0.05
−0.04 0.81+0.09

−0.08

NGC6503 P −11.601 0.008+0.006
−0.006 6.79+0.29

−0.28 75.79+1.86
−1.84 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.41+0.03
−0.03 —

NGC6674 P −10.969 −0.016+0.020
−0.023 37.38+6.18

−5.29 52.20+5.50
−5.25 1.37+0.13

−0.12 1.08+0.33
−0.28 1.39+0.59

−0.41

NGC6789 A −10.592 −0.268+0.124
−0.127 3.52+0.18

−0.17 46.93+6.32
−5.60 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.51+0.13
−0.10 —

NGC6946 P −10.854 0.045+0.025
−0.027 4.25+0.55

−0.49 41.92+1.82
−1.81 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.49+0.07
−0.06 0.56+0.07

−0.06

NGC7331 P −10.758 −0.079+0.018
−0.020 12.26+0.89

−0.83 74.96+1.99
−1.98 1.34+0.12

−0.11 0.42+0.04
−0.04 0.63+0.14

−0.12
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Table 2. (continued) Fitted model parameters

galaxy PDF-quality x0,3 ẽ D [Mpc] i [◦] Υgas Υdisk Υbulge

NGC7793 P −10.944 0.233+0.069
−0.057 3.59+0.18

−0.17 69.18+6.00
−5.78 1.44+0.14

−0.13 0.33+0.04
−0.03 —

NGC7814 P −10.563 −0.110+0.020
−0.020 14.75+0.63

−0.61 89.33+0.47
−0.73 1.40+0.14

−0.12 0.83+0.13
−0.12 0.58+0.05

−0.05

UGC00128 P −11.681 0.016+0.007
−0.007 49.32+6.79

−5.77 52.54+5.71
−4.88 1.12+0.10

−0.09 1.78+0.21
−0.19 —

UGC00191 P −10.944 0.096+0.048
−0.038 16.10+3.27

−2.60 47.98+4.39
−4.24 1.28+0.12

−0.11 0.79+0.13
−0.11 —

UGC00634 P −11.179 0.028+0.032
−0.029 29.84+6.22

−5.01 41.35+5.35
−4.85 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.45+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC00731 P −11.203 −0.243+0.049
−0.056 4.39+0.85

−0.71 54.98+3.05
−3.04 1.22+0.12

−0.11 0.61+0.19
−0.14 —

UGC00891 P −11.216 −0.113+0.024
−0.028 5.43+0.90

−0.77 56.28+5.04
−4.91 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.42+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC01230 C −11.686 0.404+0.069
−0.100 49.83+9.02

−7.50 38.61+5.00
−4.63 1.32+0.12

−0.11 0.59+0.12
−0.10 —

UGC01281 P −11.411 0.014+0.019
−0.017 5.32+0.24

−0.23 89.33+0.47
−0.73 1.42+0.13

−0.12 0.45+0.09
−0.08 —

UGC02023 C −11.154 0.344+0.112
−0.178 8.88+2.51

−1.93 23.95+5.01
−4.72 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.45+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC02259 P −11.108 0.198+0.081
−0.060 15.96+3.34

−2.65 44.35+2.74
−2.72 1.30+0.12

−0.11 0.89+0.16
−0.13 —

UGC02487 P −11.058 0.095+0.011
−0.011 73.74+9.10

−8.02 46.16+3.58
−3.44 1.49+0.15

−0.13 0.58+0.12
−0.10 0.59+0.10

−0.09

UGC02885 P −10.968 0.009+0.025
−0.025 81.59+6.83

−6.33 66.66+3.63
−3.54 1.44+0.14

−0.13 0.44+0.06
−0.06 0.92+0.11

−0.10

UGC02916 P −10.824 0.258+0.074
−0.060 58.40+6.44

−5.72 58.57+3.95
−3.81 1.39+0.13

−0.12 1.10+0.15
−0.13 0.42+0.05

−0.04

UGC02953 P −11.147 −0.006+0.006
−0.006 13.51+0.87

−0.76 64.55+3.06
−3.02 1.51+0.15

−0.13 0.57+0.03
−0.02 0.58+0.02

−0.02

UGC03205 P −10.823 0.004+0.018
−0.019 42.35+4.52

−4.07 70.74+3.58
−3.55 1.33+0.12

−0.11 0.63+0.09
−0.08 1.30+0.14

−0.13

UGC03546 P −10.772 0.020+0.022
−0.023 24.33+3.31

−2.87 60.83+4.33
−4.21 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.58+0.10
−0.08 0.43+0.06

−0.05

UGC03580 P −11.295 −0.046+0.012
−0.012 15.17+1.38

−1.24 67.11+3.58
−3.55 1.51+0.14

−0.13 0.47+0.06
−0.05 0.15+0.02

−0.02

UGC04278 P −10.918 −0.181+0.039
−0.047 5.85+0.97

−0.89 88.01+1.40
−2.17 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.37+0.08
−0.07 —

UGC04325 B −10.700 0.340+0.105
−0.119 14.00+2.46

−2.13 44.10+2.74
−2.70 1.26+0.12

−0.11 1.09+0.20
−0.17 —

UGC04483 P −11.307 0.141+0.051
−0.043 3.36+0.31

−0.29 58.91+2.95
−2.94 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.48+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC04499 P −11.197 0.109+0.090
−0.069 13.25+3.54

−2.64 51.37+2.90
−2.89 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.49+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC05005 P −11.663 0.133+0.106
−0.078 51.40+10.78

−8.80 52.27+8.95
−8.81 1.42+0.14

−0.13 0.39+0.09
−0.07 —

UGC05253 P −11.332 0.056+0.008
−0.008 20.87+2.22

−1.95 52.13+3.07
−2.99 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.30+0.04
−0.03 0.39+0.03

−0.03

UGC05414 P −11.015 0.071+0.114
−0.090 8.84+2.72

−2.02 55.45+2.98
−2.96 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.42+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC05716 P −11.585 0.087+0.031
−0.026 22.14+3.76

−3.07 65.53+7.60
−7.04 1.25+0.11

−0.10 0.86+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC05721 P −11.391 0.046+0.032
−0.029 10.08+1.59

−1.36 67.73+4.26
−4.23 1.39+0.14

−0.12 0.51+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC05750 P −11.405 0.137+0.080
−0.059 62.33+12.27

−10.19 72.17+7.93
−7.99 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.55+0.13
−0.11 —

UGC05764 A −11.286 0.360+0.085
−0.082 15.34+2.27

−2.07 74.71+6.73
−6.66 1.11+0.10

−0.09 2.67+0.33
−0.29 —

UGC05829 B −11.254 0.115+0.237
−0.157 6.86+2.09

−1.70 41.85+9.75
−9.62 1.27+0.12

−0.11 0.69+0.18
−0.17 —

UGC05918 P −11.569 0.040+0.077
−0.062 7.36+2.40

−1.78 48.64+4.88
−4.87 1.32+0.13

−0.11 0.58+0.15
−0.12 —

UGC05986 P −11.159 −0.017+0.037
−0.037 12.80+2.32

−1.96 88.05+1.37
−2.12 1.49+0.15

−0.13 0.37+0.08
−0.06 —

UGC05999 B −11.309 0.093+0.241
−0.171 44.25+8.66

−7.24 24.99+8.98
−7.61 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.48+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC06399 P −11.074 −0.004+0.049
−0.045 18.50+2.51

−2.20 75.22+1.98
−1.98 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.54+0.12
−0.10 —

UGC06446 P −11.364 0.139+0.076
−0.059 17.29+3.79

−2.98 54.16+2.81
−2.77 1.28+0.12

−0.11 0.92+0.15
−0.13 —

UGC06614 P −11.009 −0.070+0.037
−0.040 82.52+8.17

−7.45 30.92+3.13
−2.83 1.42+0.14

−0.13 0.47+0.11
−0.09 0.57+0.13

−0.11

UGC06628 C −11.250 0.397+0.075
−0.129 11.46+3.33

−2.57 19.93+3.87
−3.43 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.48+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC06667 P −11.279 −0.125+0.025
−0.027 15.59+1.82

−1.66 88.80+0.75
−0.91 1.31+0.12

−0.11 0.52+0.14
−0.11 —

UGC06786 P −11.242 −0.029+0.012
−0.013 46.16+4.34

−4.00 68.02+2.73
−2.69 1.49+0.14

−0.13 0.36+0.05
−0.05 0.42+0.04

−0.04

UGC06818 P −11.254 −0.002+0.038
−0.035 15.66+2.21

−1.93 74.64+3.04
−3.04 1.42+0.14

−0.13 0.31+0.07
−0.06 —

UGC06917 P −10.966 −0.001+0.046
−0.044 17.93+2.22

−1.96 56.49+1.96
−1.95 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.55+0.09
−0.08 —

UGC06923 P −10.751 0.035+0.083
−0.071 17.20+2.35

−2.05 65.02+1.99
−2.00 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.44+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC06930 P −11.169 0.232+0.120
−0.092 18.37+2.41

−2.14 38.86+4.06
−3.91 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.58+0.11
−0.09 —



24 Chae et al.

Table 2. (continued) Fitted model parameters

galaxy PDF-quality x0,3 ẽ D [Mpc] i [◦] Υgas Υdisk Υbulge

UGC06983 P −11.198 0.056+0.037
−0.035 19.80+2.31

−2.06 49.43+0.98
−0.99 1.33+0.13

−0.11 0.77+0.12
−0.10 —

UGC07089 P −11.240 0.094+0.063
−0.051 17.02+2.43

−2.11 80.15+2.98
−2.98 1.40+0.14

−0.12 0.40+0.09
−0.07 —

UGC07125 P −11.509 0.122+0.063
−0.045 13.44+3.16

−2.28 87.98+1.42
−2.21 1.27+0.12

−0.11 0.69+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC07151 P −10.861 0.149+0.059
−0.049 6.96+0.34

−0.32 88.03+1.38
−2.15 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.71+0.09
−0.08 —

UGC07232 P −10.628 −0.033+0.099
−0.087 2.82+0.17

−0.16 59.23+5.01
−4.98 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.46+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC07261 B −11.157 0.242+0.153
−0.134 12.56+3.23

−2.60 42.29+7.11
−6.67 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.49+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC07323 P −10.849 0.131+0.167
−0.132 8.32+2.37

−1.96 48.51+2.91
−2.89 1.41+0.13

−0.12 0.43+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC07399 P −11.089 −0.026+0.041
−0.042 14.22+2.53

−2.14 57.54+2.81
−2.80 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.61+0.13
−0.11 —

UGC07524 P −11.216 0.154+0.052
−0.045 4.72+0.24

−0.22 49.72+2.78
−2.78 1.24+0.11

−0.10 0.90+0.13
−0.12 —

UGC07559 P −11.403 0.204+0.073
−0.055 4.98+0.25

−0.24 61.77+2.95
−2.97 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.48+0.12
−0.10 —

UGC07577 B −11.735 0.420+0.056
−0.082 2.56+0.13

−0.12 63.05+2.94
−2.92 1.33+0.12

−0.11 0.44+0.09
−0.08 —

UGC07603 P −11.259 −0.072+0.035
−0.038 4.66+0.80

−0.69 78.38+2.94
−2.93 1.39+0.13

−0.12 0.44+0.10
−0.08 —

UGC07608 A −11.489 0.185+0.160
−0.128 8.47+2.34

−1.94 42.61+7.61
−7.85 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.51+0.13
−0.10 —

UGC07690 P −10.968 0.224+0.126
−0.098 8.96+2.02

−1.65 45.36+4.35
−4.21 1.36+0.13

−0.12 0.53+0.12
−0.09 —

UGC07866 P −11.399 0.205+0.107
−0.080 4.58+0.23

−0.22 47.67+4.69
−4.75 1.35+0.13

−0.12 0.53+0.13
−0.11 —

UGC08286 P −11.135 0.021+0.015
−0.014 6.60+0.21

−0.20 88.10+1.34
−2.07 1.32+0.12

−0.11 1.14+0.09
−0.08 —

UGC08490 P −11.588 0.035+0.015
−0.015 5.20+0.47

−0.43 55.39+2.58
−2.52 1.37+0.13

−0.12 0.67+0.11
−0.09 —

UGC08550 P −11.388 0.002+0.027
−0.026 6.52+1.00

−0.86 88.00+1.40
−2.17 1.28+0.12

−0.11 0.72+0.13
−0.11 —

UGC08699 P −10.863 −0.011+0.023
−0.024 37.40+4.53

−4.04 80.73+5.31
−5.93 1.38+0.13

−0.12 0.63+0.12
−0.10 0.68+0.08

−0.07

UGC08837 P −11.286 0.216+0.063
−0.049 7.25+0.36

−0.34 80.74+4.47
−4.70 1.43+0.13

−0.12 0.40+0.08
−0.07 —

UGC09037 P −11.097 −0.014+0.038
−0.037 73.49+6.79

−6.18 63.78+4.87
−4.74 1.45+0.14

−0.13 0.22+0.03
−0.03 —

UGC09133 P −11.361 0.042+0.007
−0.007 35.41+3.58

−3.04 64.78+4.59
−4.44 1.50+0.15

−0.13 0.83+0.09
−0.09 0.72+0.04

−0.04

UGC09992 C −11.354 0.361+0.098
−0.138 9.52+2.53

−1.97 35.87+6.37
−5.88 1.34+0.13

−0.12 0.50+0.12
−0.10 —

UGC10310 A −11.125 0.270+0.142
−0.136 16.38+3.93

−3.31 40.81+4.88
−4.78 1.32+0.12

−0.11 0.66+0.14
−0.12 —

UGC11455 P −10.651 −0.035+0.025
−0.028 72.22+8.17

−7.36 89.33+0.47
−0.73 1.42+0.14

−0.12 0.46+0.07
−0.06 —

UGC11557 C −10.882 0.360+0.101
−0.168 18.22+4.20

−3.39 34.01+5.91
−5.55 1.40+0.13

−0.12 0.35+0.09
−0.07 —

UGC11820 P −11.301 −0.015+0.019
−0.019 12.15+3.03

−2.30 44.21+6.75
−5.90 1.20+0.11

−0.10 0.98+0.15
−0.13 —

UGC11914 A −9.760 −0.448+0.057
−0.037 9.50+1.32

−1.09 49.36+3.64
−3.52 1.42+0.14

−0.13 0.27+0.04
−0.04 0.81+0.06

−0.07

UGC12506 P −10.921 0.214+0.050
−0.044 117.01+10.55

−9.62 86.11+2.48
−3.10 1.43+0.14

−0.13 1.04+0.13
−0.11 —

UGC12632 P −11.405 0.249+0.114
−0.085 13.17+2.93

−2.49 49.21+2.79
−2.77 1.25+0.11

−0.11 1.05+0.16
−0.14 —

UGC12732 P −11.443 0.124+0.077
−0.055 13.11+3.32

−2.52 48.12+4.98
−4.79 1.26+0.12

−0.11 0.86+0.12
−0.10 —

UGCA442 P −11.393 −0.051+0.012
−0.013 4.20+0.21

−0.20 51.12+3.93
−3.59 1.29+0.12

−0.11 0.45+0.11
−0.09 —

UGCA444 P −11.550 0.061+0.024
−0.022 0.95+0.05

−0.05 78.76+3.83
−3.88 1.25+0.12

−0.11 0.56+0.15
−0.12 —
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Table 3. Newtonian environmental field strength log(eN,env)

galaxy max clustering no clustering

D512-2 −2.245± 0.261 −3.155± 0.285

D564-8 −2.283± 0.242 −3.178± 0.271

DDO064 −2.257± 0.299 −3.162± 0.317

DDO154 −2.166± 0.344 −3.052± 0.383

DDO168 −2.194± 0.287 −3.081± 0.319

DDO170 −1.915± 0.385 −2.825± 0.407

F563-1 −2.628± 0.127 −3.530± 0.138

F563-V1 −2.585± 0.139 −3.483± 0.126

F563-V2 −2.598± 0.110 −3.492± 0.115

F565-V2 −2.620± 0.124 −3.533± 0.126

F567-2 −2.505± 0.131 −3.412± 0.129

F568-1 −2.440± 0.134 −3.355± 0.128

F568-3 −2.459± 0.128 −3.368± 0.129

F568-V1 −2.380± 0.196 −3.289± 0.211

F571-8 −2.427± 0.240 −3.366± 0.259

F571-V1 −2.118± 0.340 −3.045± 0.340

F574-1 −2.217± 0.304 −3.169± 0.336

F574-2 −2.282± 0.417 −3.209± 0.441

F579-V1 −2.630± 0.207 −3.542± 0.218

IC4202 −1.942± 0.438 −2.858± 0.479

NGC0100 −2.667± 0.221 −3.561± 0.268

NGC2683 −2.362± 0.252 −3.207± 0.381

NGC2841 −2.395± 0.366 −3.288± 0.483

NGC2903 −2.300± 0.243 −3.208± 0.257

NGC2955 −2.520± 0.217 −3.425± 0.344

NGC2998 −2.542± 0.222 −3.451± 0.258

NGC3198 −2.335± 0.317 −3.248± 0.376

NGC3726 −2.242± 0.340 −3.159± 0.369

NGC3741 −2.307± 0.324 −3.195± 0.347

NGC3769 −2.322± 0.279 −3.252± 0.311

NGC3877 −2.331± 0.319 −3.266± 0.309

NGC3893 −2.344± 0.304 −3.272± 0.316

NGC3917 −2.396± 0.281 −3.325± 0.318

NGC3949 −2.320± 0.324 −3.256± 0.331

NGC3953 −2.382± 0.304 −3.306± 0.323

NGC3972 −2.333± 0.321 −3.268± 0.316

NGC3992 −2.540± 0.192 −3.479± 0.209

NGC4010 −2.307± 0.342 −3.242± 0.318

NGC4013 −2.215± 0.274 −3.142± 0.290

NGC4051 −2.271± 0.288 −3.196± 0.346

NGC4068 −2.272± 0.315 −3.157± 0.356

NGC4085 −2.253± 0.353 −3.196± 0.348

NGC4088 −2.235± 0.351 −3.175± 0.353
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Table 3. (continued) Newtonian environmental field strength log(eN,env)

galaxy max clustering no clustering

NGC4100 −2.382± 0.337 −3.322± 0.344

NGC4138 −2.278± 0.336 −3.218± 0.313

NGC4157 −2.266± 0.341 −3.207± 0.286

NGC4183 −2.280± 0.302 −3.217± 0.324

NGC4214 −2.263± 0.340 −3.149± 0.365

NGC4217 −2.285± 0.262 −3.213± 0.278

NGC4389 −2.316± 0.288 −3.243± 0.306

NGC4559 −2.036± 0.445 −2.938± 0.474

NGC5005 −2.132± 0.334 −3.032± 0.404

NGC5033 −2.381± 0.272 −3.324± 0.277

NGC5055 −2.155± 0.314 −3.064± 0.339

NGC5371 −2.268± 0.249 −3.191± 0.263

NGC5585 −2.264± 0.269 −3.149± 0.290

NGC5907 −2.395± 0.193 −3.322± 0.203

NGC7814 −2.670± 0.307 −3.560± 0.408

PGC51017 −2.261± 0.259 −3.172± 0.270

UGC00191 −2.713± 0.201 −3.620± 0.233

UGC00634 −2.714± 0.199 −3.623± 0.249

UGC00891 −2.590± 0.201 −3.487± 0.217

UGC04499 −2.470± 0.265 −3.391± 0.280

UGC05005 −2.619± 0.141 −3.522± 0.142

UGC05414 −2.277± 0.287 −3.187± 0.307

UGC05716 −2.378± 0.235 −3.303± 0.252

UGC05721 −2.126± 0.304 −3.030± 0.347

UGC05750 −2.561± 0.163 −3.468± 0.169

UGC05764 −2.232± 0.261 −3.149± 0.286

UGC05829 −2.189± 0.324 −3.091± 0.344

UGC05986 −2.163± 0.348 −3.087± 0.342

UGC05999 −2.601± 0.160 −3.512± 0.184

UGC06399 −2.412± 0.233 −3.337± 0.263

UGC06446 −2.394± 0.240 −3.327± 0.265

UGC06614 −2.011± 0.426 −2.954± 0.433

UGC06628 −2.291± 0.324 −3.217± 0.313

UGC06667 −2.322± 0.286 −3.248± 0.290

UGC06786 −2.649± 0.165 −3.587± 0.181

UGC06787 −2.416± 0.337 −3.353± 0.374

UGC06818 −2.289± 0.282 −3.209± 0.299

UGC06917 −2.364± 0.276 −3.300± 0.288

UGC06923 −2.359± 0.252 −3.294± 0.271

UGC06930 −2.377± 0.282 −3.314± 0.277

UGC06973 −2.286± 0.312 −3.215± 0.315

UGC06983 −2.414± 0.273 −3.361± 0.271

UGC07089 −2.234± 0.326 −3.160± 0.356
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Table 3. (continued) Newtonian environmental field strength log(eN,env)

galaxy max clustering no clustering

UGC07125 −2.117± 0.330 −3.031± 0.348

UGC07151 −2.081± 0.282 −2.965± 0.321

UGC07232 −2.202± 0.344 −3.090± 0.360

UGC07261 −1.741± 0.478 −2.650± 0.513

UGC07323 −2.164± 0.333 −3.065± 0.349

UGC07399 −2.236± 0.317 −3.165± 0.304

UGC07524 −2.210± 0.384 −3.088± 0.445

UGC07559 −2.228± 0.381 −3.107± 0.430

UGC07577 −2.301± 0.319 −3.192± 0.341

UGC07603 −2.145± 0.392 −3.030± 0.446

UGC07608 −2.172± 0.334 −3.078± 0.366

UGC07690 −2.143± 0.332 −3.043± 0.368

UGC07866 −2.299± 0.402 −3.187± 0.427

UGC08286 −2.173± 0.307 −3.071± 0.337

UGC08490 −2.270± 0.272 −3.147± 0.343

UGC08550 −2.125± 0.321 −3.014± 0.349

UGC08699 −2.579± 0.313 −3.524± 0.265

UGC08837 −2.108± 0.260 −3.004± 0.289

UGC09037 −2.719± 0.251 −3.603± 0.282

UGC09133 −2.676± 0.212 −3.603± 0.241

UGC12506 −2.567± 0.259 −3.511± 0.272

UGC12732 −2.667± 0.243 −3.577± 0.258

UGCA281 −2.206± 0.303 −3.097± 0.329
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