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ABSTRACT

We explore the predictions of Milgromian gravity (MOND) in the Local Universe by considering

the distribution of the ‘phantom’ dark matter (PDM) that would source the MOND gravitational

field in Newtonian gravity, allowing an easy comparison with the dark matter framework. For this,

we specifically deal with the quasi-linear version of MOND (QUMOND). We compute the ‘stellar-to-

(phantom)halo-mass relation’ (SHMR), a monotonically increasing power-law resembling the SHMR

observationally deduced from spiral galaxy rotation curves in the Newtonian context. We show that

the gas-to-(phantom)halo-mass relation is flat. We generate a map of the Local Volume in QUMOND,

highlighting the important influence of distant galaxy clusters, in particular Virgo. This allows us to

explore the scatter of the SHMR and the average density of PDM around galaxies in the Local Volume,

Ωpdm ≈ 0.1, below the average cold dark matter density in a ΛCDM Universe. We provide a model

of the Milky Way in its external field in the MOND context, which we compare to an observational

estimate of the escape velocity curve. Finally, we highlight the peculiar features related to the external

field effect in the form of negative PDM density zones in the outskirts of each galaxy, and test a new

analytic formula for computing galaxy rotation curves in the presence of an external field in QUMOND.

While we show that the negative PDM density zones would be difficult to detect dynamically, we

quantify the weak lensing signal they could produce for lenses at z ∼ 0.3.

Keywords: –

1. INTRODUCTION

The missing mass problem is one of the most press-

ing questions in present day (astro)physics. The cur-

rent dominant Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) paradigm

– while reproducing with impressive accuracy a large

number of observations on all scales – still has some

pending issues, both at cosmological scales (e.g., Riess

et al. 2019; Bowman et al. 2018) and on small scales

(e.g., Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017). This includes

challenges in explaining the diversity of galaxy rotation

curve shapes (e.g. Oman et al. 2015), the suprisingly low

scatter of the Baryonic Tully-Fisher Relation (BTFR,

McGaugh et al. 2000; Lelli et al. 2016a; Desmond 2017a;

Lelli et al. 2019), the high baryon fraction in massive

discs (e.g. Posti et al. 2019a; Marasco et al. 2020), the

planes of satellite galaxies problem (Pawlowski 2018), or

the prevalence of cold stellar kinematics and the absence

of bulges (or massive stellar halos) in most disc galaxies

(e.g., Peebles 2020). This justifies exploring alternative

frameworks, which can range from modifications of the

dark matter properties to radical modifications of grav-

ity.

In galaxies – especially rotationally-supported ones

– the observed dynamics can be predicted surprisingly

well based on the distribution of baryons alone, through

Milgrom’s law (Milgrom 1983) which is at the heart of

the Modified Newtonian Dynamics (MOND) paradigm

(Milgrom 1983; Famaey & McGaugh 2012). Milgrom’s
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law posits that gravitational accelerations below a0 '
10−10m s−2 approach (gNa0)1/2, where gN is the Newto-

nian gravitational attraction generated by the baryons.

In the case where g � a0, the dynamics is Newto-

nian (hence no dark matter-like effect is present), and

a smooth transition can be prescribed between the two

regimes.

This very simple law directly predicts the observed

slope and an effectively zero intrinsic scatter for the

BTFR, as well as the universal relation which is ob-

served between the baryonic and dynamical central sur-

face densities of disc galaxies (Lelli et al. 2016c; Milgrom

2016), and therefore also the diversity of rotation curve

shapes, driven by the different surface density of the

baryons in different galaxies (e.g., Ghari et al. 2019).

The universal relation predicted by MOND is one be-

tween the Newtonian gravitational acceleration gener-

ated by the baryons and the total one, a relation that is

now known as the Radial Acceleration Relation (RAR,

McGaugh et al. 2016; Lelli et al. 2017), which in the

ΛCDM context suggests a strong coupling between DM

and baryonic mass that has yet to find a fully satisfying

explanation. There have been multiple investigations of

the relation in the ΛCDM context, but while the gen-

eral shape of the relation can be accounted for indeed

(Di Cintio & Lelli 2016; Keller & Wadsley 2017; Navarro

et al. 2017; Ludlow et al. 2017), its normalization and

small scatter (Desmond 2017b), the latter being actually

accounted for solely by observational errors on the incli-

nation and distance of galaxies (Li et al. 2018), remain

puzzling.

With a suitable extension of gravity – either classical

(Bekenstein & Milgrom 1984; Milgrom 2010) or rela-

tivistic (e.g., Skordis & Zlosnik 2020) – giving rise to

Milgrom’s law in the weak-field limit1, no dark mat-

ter would then actually be needed in galaxies. More-

over, such a framework could avoid the over-formation

of bulges in disc galaxies compared to observations

(Combes 2014, 2016). In galaxy clusters, the situation

is however different (see, e.g., Angus et al. 2008; B́ılek

et al. 2019).

This is one of the most radical existing alternatives to

the whole Imago Mundi carried by the ΛCDM model:

it is actually so different that it is sometimes difficult

to even phrase the description of stellar systems in the

same way. However, despite fundamental differences in

the nature of its ingredients, it is useful to ask oneself

whether a MONDian Universe really would look so dif-

ferent from our current standard picture. It has for in-

1 exactly so in highly symmetric configurations, and approxi-
mately in more complex ones

stance been recently demonstrated by Skordis & Zlosnik

(2020) that matter power spectra on linear cosmological

scales could be very similar within the particular rela-

tivistic MOND theory considered by the authors. A lot

of work remains to be done in this context, to connect

these linear scales to the non-linear regime, and espe-

cially to understand whether the MOND “missing mass”

in galaxy clusters could be addressed naturally in such a

framework, without resorting to an additional dark mat-

ter component (beyond the k-essence scalar field play-

ing the role of dark matter on linear scales in that the-

ory). Here, rather than taking a top-down cosmolog-

ical approach, we will explore how our Local Volume

(within ∼ 11 Mpc) of the Universe looks in the context

of MOND. For this endeavour, we resort to the concept

of “Phantom Dark Matter” (PDM) introduced in, e.g.,

Milgrom (1986) in the context of the Bekenstein & Mil-

grom (1984) version of MOND. The PDM distribution

is the distribution of additional dark matter that would

give rise to the MOND gravitational field in Newtonian

gravity. This concept allows one to look at a MON-

Dian Universe with Newtonian eyes, which can ease the

comparisons with the standard picture. For instance,

relations between the stellar and (phantom) halo mass,

as well as between the gas and (phantom) halo mass can

then be explored in detail. While the PDM distribution

can be computed as ρPDM = ∆Φ/(4πG)− ρb (where ρb
is the baryonic density) in any MONDian framework,

it takes a central role within the quasi-linear version of

MOND (QUMOND Milgrom 2010) as it is there typi-

cally computed before the MONDian potential itself, as

we will detail in Sect. 2. All the investigations of the

present paper will be carried out in the QUMOND con-

text, which should qualitatively be generic but could

quantitatively deviate from other formulations such as

the Bekenstein & Milgrom (1984) version of MOND.

One fundamental aspect in the context of MOND is

that the strong equivalence principle must be broken,

meaning that the physics in a free-falling frame depends

on its gravitational environment. As shown early by,

e.g., Milgrom (1986), the PDM distribution in the out-

skirts of a galaxy is therefore heavily influenced by the

gravitational environment in which the galaxy resides,

and can even be negative in places. This is known as

the external field effect (EFE) of MOND: in Newtonian

dynamics, the internal dynamics of a system embedded

in a constant external field ge does not depend on that

field, but in the MOND paradigm it does, since the total

gravitational acceleration (including the external one) is

considered. In MOND, Milgrom’s law thus only applies

when the internal gravitational field is larger than the

external one, g � ge. If the situation is any different,
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the EFE has to be taken into account. This is why ultra-

diffuse galaxies embedded in an external field can lack

a dark matter-like effect in MOND (e.g., Famaey et al.

2018). This effect has also been used to predict the

velocity dispersions in pairs of photometrically indistin-

guishable dwarf satellites of Andromeda (McGaugh &

Milgrom 2013a,b, where the velocity dispersions of the

dwarfs And XIX, And XXI, and And XXV were pre-

dicted and verified (Collins et al. 2014)). More generally,

the gravity from surrounding structures should cause the

rotation curves of any galaxy to decline at large radii

(e.g., Hees et al. 2016; Chae et al. 2020, 2021), and this

decline should depend on the environment. Whether

this applies inside galaxy clusters, where the origin of

the “MOND missing mass” remains unclear, is still to

be investigated. But in the field, the EFE is an in-

evitable consequence of the MOND framework. Other

possible signatures of the EFE include effects on the

secular evolution of discs, including the evolution of bar

instabilities (Banik et al. 2020), warp formation (Brada

& Milgrom 2000), or asymmetries in tidal tails from dis-

rupting satellites (Thomas et al. 2018).

Maps of Newtonian potential and acceleration up to a

distance of 200 Mpc have been established by Desmond

et al. (2018), in which zones of exceptionally strong

external accelerations are highlighted as good testing

grounds to probe the EFE. However, high external ac-

celerations can also occur locally. With this in mind,

we aim herafter at computing the detailed PDM den-

sity distribution around galaxies in our Local Volume,

by rigorously taking into account the full non-linearity

of MOND. This exercise should both ease the compar-

ison with the standard picture, and help quantify and

locate the consequences of the EFE in MOND: zones

of negative PDM should actually arise perpendicular to

the external field direction (see e.g. Famaey & McGaugh

2012), and around the point where g and ge are equiv-

alent. When the escape speed curve of a galaxy can

be measured (which is essentially the case only in the

Milky Way today), its confrontation with MOND must

also take into account the EFE (Famaey et al. 2007; Wu

et al. 2008; Banik & Zhao 2018a), as without it no es-

cape would be possible at all due to a logarithmically

divergent potential.

For such an endeavour, we need, in principle, to

numerically solve the generalized Poisson equation of

MOND (Bekenstein & Milgrom 1984; Milgrom 2010).

Numerical solvers have been developed in the past, es-

pecially in the context of the development of MOND N -

body codes (Brada & Milgrom 1999; Tiret & Combes

2007; Llinares et al. 2008; Londrillo & Nipoti 2009; An-

gus et al. 2012; Candlish et al. 2015; Lüghausen et al.

2015). Hereafter, for the aforementioned purpose of

computing the PDM density distribution around galax-

ies in the Local Volume, we shall use our own solver,

following the approach of, e.g., Angus et al. (2012) and

Lüghausen et al. (2015), using the quasi-linear formu-

lation of MOND (Milgrom 2010) to directly compute

it. In this formulation, the non-linearity of MOND is

entirely contained within the computation of the PDM

density, and the Newtonian Poisson equation can then

be solved to compute the associated gravitational field.

We will first introduce in Section 2 some aspects of

MOND and its quasi-linear formulation, and start by

exploring some simple scaling relations between the stel-

lar, gas, and phantom halo masses in the case where no

EFE is present. In Section 3, we then make a full and

rigorous calculation of the PDM density in the Local

Volume, and present a map of the PDM density in the

Local Volume, allowing to explore the consequences of

the EFE on the scaling relations between the stellar and

halo masses. In Section 4, we take advantage of this

model of the Local Universe to present an up-to-date

fiducial MOND model of the Milky Way (MW) in its

environment. Finally, Section 5 illustrates the action of

the EFE on galaxies in a strong external field, where

we show that the negative PDM density zones could be

detected via gravitational lensing.

2. MOND AND PHANTOM HALOS

2.1. Quasi-linear MOND

The concept of the theoretical matter that would

source the MOND force field in Newtonian gravity, de-

noted as PDM, is particularly useful for comparisons

with various dark matter-based models, and also per-

mits to conceptually visualize some peculiar aspects of

MOND such as the external field effect (EFE). In the

quasi-linear formulation of MOND (QUMOND Milgrom

2010), the whole non-linearity of the framework is con-

tained within the computation of the PDM density, from

which one obtains the gravitational potential by solving

the Newtonian Poisson equation2.

Indeed, in QUMOND, the generalized Poisson equa-

tion takes the form (Milgrom 2010):

∆Φ = ∇ ·
[
ν

(
|∇ΦN |
a0

)
∇ΦN

]
(1)

where Φ is the MOND potential, ΦN is the Newtonian

potential, a0 is the critical acceleration constant men-

2 This version of MOND gravity differs slightly from other for-
mulations outside of spherical symmetry (Zhao & Famaey 2010),
which means that the EFE can also have a different quantitative
effect.
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tioned in Section 1, the value of which we fix hereafter

at 1.2 × 1010 m s−2 (e.g., Gentile et al. 2011), and ν is

the function allowing for a smooth transition between

the Newtonian and MOND regimes. In particular, this

ν function should verify

ν(x)→ 1 (x� 1) (2)

in order to agree with Newtonian dynamics (if the accel-

eration is much greater than a0, then Equation (1) tells

us that the MOND potential agrees with the Newtonian

one), and

ν(x)→ 1/
√
x (x� 1) (3)

giving the MOND regime for low accelerations. In this

paper we adopt the following ν function (Famaey & Bin-

ney 2005; Gentile et al. 2011; Famaey & McGaugh 2012;

Banik & Zhao 2018b):

ν : x 7→
(

1

4
+

1

x

)1/2

+
1

2
. (4)

This is very close to the interpolating function adopted

by McGaugh et al. (2016); Lelli et al. (2017); Li et al.

(2018) to describe empirically the relation between∇ΦN

and ∇Φ in galaxies (see Famaey & McGaugh 2012).

Note however that a modification is needed at the high

mass end to pass Solar System constraints (Hees et al.

2016), but this has no consequence for the study con-

ducted hereafter.

The above Poisson equation can also be recast as

∆Φ = 4πG(ρPDM + ρb) (5)

where G is the gravitational constant, ρPDM is the PDM

density, and ρb is the baryonic density. Combining

Equation (1) and Equation (5), we readily get a formula

for the PDM density:

ρPDM =
1

4πG
∇ ·
[
(ν

(
|∇ΦN |
a0

)
− 1)∇ΦN

]
. (6)

Numerically, this formula can be discretized and the

PDM density can be computed on a grid pattern us-

ing finite differences following, e.g., the method used in

Lüghausen et al. (2015). For the present work, we wrote

our own version of this method to compute the phantom

density. The value at the (i, j, k) vertex is given by:

ρPDM(i, j, k) = α[ν̃

(
|∇ΦN (i+ 1, j, k)|

a0

)
∂ΦN

∂x
(i+ 1, j, k)

− ν̃
(
|∇ΦN (i− 1, j, k)|

a0

)
∂ΦN

∂x
(i− 1, j, k)

+ ν̃

(
|∇ΦN (i, j + 1, k)|

a0

)
∂ΦN

∂y
(i, j + 1, k)

− ν̃
(
|∇ΦN (i, j − 1, k)|

a0

)
∂ΦN

∂y
(i, j − 1, k)

+ ν̃

(
|∇ΦN (i, j, k + 1)|

a0

)
∂ΦN

∂z
(i, j, k + 1)

− ν̃
(
|∇ΦN (i, j, k − 1)|

a0

)
∂ΦN

∂z
(i, j, k − 1)]

(7)

with α = 1/(8πGh) where h is the width of a cell, and

ν̃ = ν − 1. Notice that when ν = 1, i.e. when in the

Newtonian regime, ν̃ = 0 and thus there is no PDM.

Here the partial derivatives of ΦN are also computed

with finite differences. The formula for the x direction

reads

∂ΦN

∂x
(i, j, k) =

1

12h
[ΦN (i− 2, j, k)− 8ΦN ((i− 1, j, k)

+ 8ΦN (i+ 1, j, k)− ΦN (i+ 2, j, k)],
(8)

with the other directions being treated similarly. From

Equation (7), one can see that the only information

needed to compute ρPDM is thus the Newtonian poten-

tial ΦN . However, it is also clear that the PDM density

will depend on the gravitational environment of an ob-

ject, meaning that a rigorous exploration of the struc-

ture of phantom halos around galaxies needs to fully take

into account its environment. This is what we will ex-

plore in Section 3 for the Local Volume. However, before

delving into these detailed calculations which mostly af-

fect the outskirts of the PDM halos around galaxies, it

is useful to consider the expected relations between the

baryonic contents of a galaxy and its PDM halo in the

isolated case.

2.2. The SHMR and gas-to-halo mass relations in

isolated MOND

While the distribution of baryons alone (albeit with

an influence from baryons located far away) dictates the

gravitational field around galaxies in the MOND con-

text, this is not the case in the ΛCDM context where

dark matter is playing the key role. In the latter con-

text, the connection between galaxy and halo proper-

ties is of utmost importance, and the most explored bit

of this connection is the relation between galaxy stellar

mass and halo mass, the so-called stellar-to-halo-mass
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relation (SHMR). One key feature of ΛCDM is that the

halo mass function and the galaxy stellar mass func-

tions have very different shapes: matching the halo mass

function to the observed stellar mass function, known as

the “abundance matching” ansatz, then yields a charac-

teristic SHMR (Vale & Ostriker 2004; Kravtsov et al.

2004; Behroozi et al. 2013; Moster et al. 2013). This

SHMR is non-linear in a log-log plot, and displays a

break at around L∗ galaxies. While this break is ob-

served when considering early-type galaxies (mostly re-

siding in groups and clusters), this is not the case for spi-

rals in the field, which tend to display a monotonically

increasing power-law (e.g. Posti et al. 2019a,b; Posti &

Fall 2021).

It is therefore useful to ask what the SHMR would

look like in a MOND context (see also Wu & Kroupa

2015). While a detailed modelling of a large volume

around each galaxy is needed to assess in details the

effect of the external gravitational field, we can start

by considering the consequence of the isolated MOND

predictions on the SHMR. In MOND, the fundamental

relation is between the total amount of baryons and the

gravitational field, hence we first need to consider the

observed scaling between the gas and stellar mass in

spiral galaxies. For this, we can consider the scaling

relation found by Papastergis et al. (2012) between the

HI and stellar mass, with a typical scatter of 0.2 dex

log

(
MH

M?

)
= −0.43 log(M?) + 3.75. (9)

This, in turn, can be used to compute the total gas mass

for each galaxy using a multiplicative factor to account

for helium: Mgas = 1.4MH . This however neglects the

molecular gas component which should be small in spiral

galaxies.

In the standard context, a pure NFW (Navarro et al.
1997) profile extending to infinity would have an infinite

mass, but the virial mass is usually defined at a radius

r200 where the mean density is 200 times the critical

density of the Universe. Hence in MOND we can do

the same and integrate the PDM density profile up to

a radius r200. To do this we choose in agreement with

Karachentsev et al. (2013) the value ρcrit = 1.46 × 102

M�kpc−3 for said critical density. In a spherical case

(e.g. point mass approximation), the enclosed PDM

mass MPDM(r) at a radius r can be computed as

MPDM(r) = Mb ×
(
ν

(
GMb

r2a0

)
− 1

)
(10)

where Mb is the baryonic mass obtained from the stellar

mass via Eq (9), and ν is the interpolating function of

Eq (4). For a given stellar mass, applying this at r200
yields the isolated MOND M200 in terms of PDM.

We display the result on Figure 1, where it appears

clearly that the SHMR is monotonically increasing in

the isolated MOND case. The SHMR from Behroozi

et al. (2013) (for a redshift z ∼ 0.1) is plotted to high-

light the differences with the MOND case. While the

values are in good agreement for the range of halo mass

considered, the MOND curve shows a very linear be-

haviour and no break is predicted at high halo masses.

Interestingly, if we consider the gas-to-halo mass rela-

tion, we find an almost flat relation, meaning that the

MOND effect is quite precisely counterbalanced by the

observational scaling relation between the stellar and

gas mass of galaxies, so as to yield an almost constant

Mgas/MPDM ratio in the isolated MOND case. We will

now explore hereafter how a full treatment of the EFE

alters these results.

3. MAPPING THE PHANTOM DARK MATTER IN

THE LOCAL VOLUME

3.1. The Updated Nearby Galaxy Catalog (UNGC)

To explore numerically the structure of PDM halos

in MOND, galaxies cannot be treated in isolation, due

to the non-linearity of MOND and the EFE. We will

therefore now model the whole Local Volume, and even

take into account the effect of large structures outside

of it.

Throughout this article, we use a Galactic cartesian

coordinate system with the centre of the MW at (x =

0, y = 0, z = 0), with xy being the MW galactic plane.

The Local Volume is modeled in our code as a cube of

20 Mpc side length centred on the MW, comprising 800

identical cells in each dimension, giving a resolution of 25

kpc. In order to obtain a map of the PDM distribution

for this volume, we require the baryonic gravitational

potential.
We use the UNGC catalog from Karachentsev et al.

(2013) to get the position and mass (from the Ks band)

of 869 galaxies either at a distance less than 11 Mpc

from the MW or having a radial velocity with respect

to the Local Group inferior to 600 km s−1.

More than 50% of the stellar mass in the Local Volume

is contained in the 21 highest luminosity galaxies. Here,

for computational purposes, we first choose to only keep

galaxies with absolute magnitude MKs
in the Ks band

less than or equal to -19. Since we will be interested in

computing the ‘stellar to (phantom) halo mass relation’

in the MOND context and in assessing the gravitational

environment of the Milky Way in order to produce a

fiducial mass model of our Galaxy in MOND, we also in-

clude galaxies with apparent magnitude in the Ks band

less than or equal to 10 (in order to retain the smaller

galaxies in the nearby environment). This gave us a
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1010 1011 1012

MDM (M )

10 3

10 2

M
/M

D
M

M * /MPDM

M * /MCDM (Behroozi et al. 2013)
Mgas/MPDM

Mb/MPDM

Figure 1. Stellar, gas, and baryonic masses (respectively M∗, Mgas and Mb) over PDM mass MPDM at a computed r200 as a
function of MPDM in the isolated MOND case. The coloured areas represent the scatter of 0.2 dex in the HI to stellar mass
relation of Eq (9). As a means of comparison, the SHMR for ΛCDM of Behroozi et al. (2013) (for a redshift z ∼ 0.1) is also
plotted.

2 4 6 8 10
distance to MW (Mpc)

10 2

10 1

100

101 * (our sample)
pdm (our sample)
pdm (extrapolation)

mean *

Figure 2. Mean density of matter Ω as a function of distance to the MW. The dashed line is the mean stellar density of the
observable universe computed by Fukugita & Peebles (2004). The teal curve corresponds to the mean stellar density Ω∗ of our
sample. The orange curve correspond to the mean PDM density Ωpdm of our sample. The black curve corresponds to the same
value obtained by extrapolating our SHMR of Subsection 3.3 to the whole UNGC. The difference between the orange and black
curves is very small, which shows that the galaxies that did not make our cut do not contribute much to the mass of the Local
Universe. We notice a particularly good agreement with Karachentsev & Telikova (2018, Figure 2).

sample of 206 objects, which are listed in the Appendix (Table 1). The stellar mass m? in solar masses of a given
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galaxy was obtained from the following formula:

M? = 0.7× 10(3.27−MKs )/2.5 (11)

where 3.27 is the magnitude of the sun in the Ks band

(Willmer 2018), and we assume a 0.7 the mass-to-light

ratio for the Ks band. Our 206 galaxies comprise more

than 95% of the stellar mass of the whole UNGC. We

show on Figure 2, as in Karachentsev & Telikova (2018),

the mean stellar density Ω∗ (where the value of the crit-

ical density of the Universe is again ρcrit = 1.46 × 102

M�kpc−3) of our sample of galaxies as a function of

distance to the MW.

To compute the MONDian PDM, the whole baryonic

mass of galaxies needs to be estimated. We again fol-

low Papastergis et al. (2012) as in Eq (9) to estimate

the hydrogen mass mH for each system as a function of

their stellar mass, and the gas mass via a multiplicative

factor to account for helium: Mgas = 1.4MH . Note that

here we ignore the scatter of this relation, meaning that

our results involving stellar and gas masses of individual

galaxies will typically underestimate the scatter.

For computational reasons, each of the selected galax-

ies is added to the Newtonian potential as a point mass

with total mass M∗ + Mgas, with the exception of the

MW and M31 (and later on, NGC5055). M31 is modeled

as an exponential disk based on Equation (2.154) of Bin-

ney & Tremaine (2008) with scale radius 5.9 kpc, and a

Miyamoto-Nagai bulge (Miyamoto & Nagai 1975), with

density parameters adjusted for a total baryonic mass

of 1.03× 1011 M�.

As a first step, the MW is modeled with a Miyamoto-

Nagai bulge and disk with parameters from Table 3 of

Irrgang et al. (2013) adjusted for a baryonic mass of

7.5× 1010 M� of which 6.8× 1010 M� is in the disk and

7 × 109 M� is in the bulge. We choose to adopt the

above MW set-up for this first computation as it gives

an analytical expression for the baryonic gravitational

potential. However, we will then upgrade the model to

a more realistic configuration in Section 4.

3.2. Phantom dark matter maps

Equipped with the theoretical tools and catalogue de-

scribed in the previous sections, we can now use Equa-

tion (7) to compute the PDM density. The result of

this first computation is showcased in Figure 3 for plane

cuts of the MW disk plane (z=0) and the edge-on view

(y=0). Interestingly, zones of negative PDM density are

immediately apparent, mostly perpendicular, for each

galaxy, to the direction of the Local Group, which is

the dominant EFE source for most of the galaxies sam-

pled. In addition to the plane cuts shown in Figure 3,

we show in Figure 4 a capture of a 3D contour plot for

the PDM density obtained by using the Mayavi Python

package (Ramachandran & Varoquaux 2011). The 3D

visualization allows us to see the actual shape of the

negative PDM zones due to the EFE without projection

effects. Furthermore, it allows us to depict many more

interactions than would appear on the 2D plane cuts.

This first result however ignores the influence of larger

scales on the Local Volume, which we will now add to

highlight this peculiarity of MOND that larger scales

can never be ignored when modelling small ones.

Adding galaxy clusters—The dominant EFE inside the

Local Volume is indeed from the influence of sources lo-

cated outside it, such as galaxy clusters and superclus-

ters. To estimate their influence, we select the most im-

portant sources from Cosmicflows-3 (Tully et al. 2016)

in terms of Newtonian gravitational field at the MW.

Those sources located outside the Local Volume are in-

cluded as point masses to the computation. The chosen

sample can be found in Table 2. It has long been known

that in the MOND context, the dynamics of galaxy

clusters cannot be solely explained by their baryonic

content, and an extra source of mass is required (e.g.,

Sanders 1999; Angus et al. 2008). Various hypotheses

have been proposed for this residual missing mass, in-

cluding hot dark matter (Angus et al. 2010; Haslbauer

et al. 2020), baryonic dark matter in the form of cold

dense molecular clouds (Milgrom 2008), and massive

gravitating fields that give rise to MOND on small-scales

but could behave as DM both on the scale of the CMB

and on cluster scales (Skordis & Zlosnik 2020). Here

we thus estimate a MOND dynamical mass MMOND for

these clusters by assuming that at the virial radius, the

ΛCDM and MOND acceleration should coincide. In our

point mass approximation, this leads to

MMOND =
GM2

CDM

r2200a0
(12)

where G is the gravitational constant and r200 is used

as a substitute to the virial radius, and computed via3

r200 =

(
GMCDM

100H2
0

)1/3

(13)

where H0 is the Hubble constant. Table 2 then gives the

Newtonian acceleration gN generated byMMOND of each

cluster at their estimated r200. Note however that this

radius in principle does not play any specific role in the

MOND context. Therefore, we checked that our proce-

dure yields a reasonable lower bound on MMOND by con-

verting full NFW enclosed mass profiles to MMOND(r)

3 This is obtained by equalling 200ρcrit = 200 × 3H2
0/(8πG) to

ρ200 = 3M200/(4πr3200).
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Figure 3. PDM density map of the Local Volume centred on the MW at the position (x, y, z) = (0, 0, 0) kpc. Plane cuts. Left
panel: MW galactic plane z=0. Right panel: MW edge-on view y=0. White dots are the projections on the respective planes
of all the galaxies considered. M31 is at the position (x, y, z) = (−383, 619, 286) kpc.

profiles for the range of virial masses corresponding to

the clusters considered here. These MMOND(r) profiles

typically reach a maximum value of MMOND, which we

find to be systematically only 5%−15% higher than our

estimate of MMOND at r200. Our values of MMOND esti-

mated at r200 are therefore a reasonable (lower bound)

estimate, and the high values we obtain show that it

is very reasonable to assume that their enclosed mass

should not be significantly altered itself by an EFE from

large-scale structure. We also give in Table 2 the Newto-

nian acceleration gN generated by each of these sources

at the position of the MW. One can see that some clus-

ters generate a Newtonian acceleration of several times

10−4a0, whilst it had been estimated in Famaey et al.

(2007) that the external field caused by the Great At-

tractor on the MW is of the order of 0.01a0, i.e. that

the Newtonian gravitational field gN of the Great At-

tractor at the position of the MW is of the order of

10−4a0. Furthermore, we computed the Newtonian ac-

celeration at the MW for all the sources in the MCXC

(Piffaretti et al. 2011) catalog: while we cannot include

the whole catalog for computational reasons, we found

that all the top contributors (the Virgo, Perseus, Cen-

taurus and Coma clusters) are already in our sample

picked from Cosmicflows-3, and that the first source ab-

sent from our sample has a Newtonian gravitational field

one order of magnitude below that of Virgo.

With those new contributions, the PDM landscape

changes drastically as can be seen on the plane cuts on

Figure 5, or the 3D visualization in Figure 6. In this con-

figuration, the Virgo supercluster, of which we place the

centre at the position (375,2260,17600) kpc, is the dom-

inant EFE source and thus all negative zones of PDM

are perpendicular to its direction. Furthermore, this

influence brings much less diversity as a lot of galaxy-

galaxy interactions between sources in the Local Volume

observed on Figure 3 and Figure 4 are smoothed away.

Due to a stronger EFE, PDM halos do not extend as far

as in the previous case and are less massive, a point we

inspect further in the next subsection.

Let us note here that modeling things this way leads us

to having galaxy clusters as the only sources of gravity

outside the Local Volume. This could certainly be an

issue at the scale of the most distant clusters, in terms of

average density in particular, because underdensities are

de facto neglected: these could lower the EFE strength

and change its direction. However, with Virgo being by

far the dominating source of EFE for the Local Volume,

and with it being so close (17.8 Mpc), our assumptions

should cause no issue at the scale of the Local Volume.

Finally, as an interesting alternative possibility (if we

imagine for instance that the residual missing mass in

MONDian clusters does not contribute to the EFE),

we show the same computation when only the baryonic

mass from clusters is taken into account in the Appendix

(Figure 16). The EFE from distant sources still domi-

nates in this case, albeit less overwhelmingly.

3.3. SHMR

When a galaxy is embedded in an external field, its

total PDM mass is finite. If the external field is con-

stant over the size of the galaxy, the total mass is given

by equation (57) of Milgrom (2010). However, this does

not compare well to the virial mass of DM halos, usu-

ally defined at r200. Wu & Kroupa (2015) have com-

puted a SHMR for MOND, both isolated and with EFE,

using analytical formulas, and predict truncation radii

in PDM halos due to the EFE, leading to less enclosed

mass. We will also derive a SHMR based on our sample,

but our computation herafter will be purely numerical.
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Figure 4. Capture of a 3D contour plot of the PDM density of the Local Volume using only the Local Universe sources of
Table 1. The MW is the yellow ball at the center. The xy plane at z = 0 is the MW disk plane. Color bars are the same as in
Figure 3.

In order to compute the individual PDM mass within

r200 for galaxies in our sample, we make a zoomed com-

putation of the PDM density around each galaxy with

resolution 1 kpc by growing a sphere around it until a

mean density of 200ρcrit is reached. The result can be

found in the Appendix (Table 1). Some galaxies too

embedded into the halo of another neighbouring galaxy

for it to make sense to compute their PDM mass were

excluded from the computation. This includes mostly

small satellite galaxies of massive hosts, but also some

close systems such as M81 and M82. For this compu-

tation, the EFE from the distant sources of Table 2 is

correctly taken into account.

Figure 7 now shows the MOND “stellar-to-PDM” re-

lation where each galaxy of our catalogue is represented

by a dot coloured according to the Newtonian external

gravitational acceleration gNe at their location, and a

lower limit can be found as the red curve representing
the isolated MOND situation as in Subsection 2.2. The

broad range of external gravitational accelerations for

different galaxies has two effects compared to the iso-

lated MOND case: (i) it induces a PDM mass loss in

galaxies, with the effect being more pronounced in the

less massive ones, and (ii) it creates some scatter for a

given stellar mass, as can be seen by the vertical gra-

dient in colour representing gNe. Globally, the shape

of the SHMR is well represented by a single power-law

(hence a straight line in log-log) with scatter 0.14 dex.

Note that, since we neglected in this case the scatter on

the stellar-to-gas mass relation, the true scatter should

be larger. The single power-law behaviour is similar to

the behaviour of the SHMR that has been found for

disk galaxies in the ΛCDM context, in disagreement

with abundance matching expectations (e.g. Posti et al.
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Figure 5. PDM density map of the Local Volume centred on the MW at the position (x, y, z) = (0, 0, 0) kpc when massive
distant sources are added. Plane cuts. Left panel: MW galactic plane z=0. Right panel: MW edge-on view y=0. White dots
are the projections on the respective planes of all the galaxies considered. M31 is at the position (x, y, z) = (−383, 619, 286)
kpc. The Virgo supercluster, source of the dominating EFE in the Local Universe, is at the position (x, y, z) = (0.38, 2.26, 17.60)
Mpc.

2019a,b), and has been attributed to a morphologically-

dependent SHMR by Posti & Fall (2021). However, in

the MOND context, morphology should (in principle)

play no role in the shape of the SHMR, so the only expla-

nation in this case would be an environmental one, either

through varying degrees of EFE, or with a higher mass

discrepancy for early-type galaxies residing in groups

and clusters. Concerning massive late-type galaxies, we

show as an illustration in Figure 8 a zoom on our MON-

Dian SHMR for galaxies with stellar mass greater than

1010 M�, where a tension with abundance matching was

found in the standard context, and we compare them

with data from Figure 2 of Posti et al. (2019a). The

global agreement is striking.

We also find that both the MW and M31 have a dy-

namical mass below what is expected from a ΛCDM

stellar-to-halo mass relation, in agreement with Mc-
Gaugh & van Dokkum (2021). Indeed, we find PDM

halo masses at r200 of 1.39× 1012 M� for the MW and

1.88× 1012 M� for M31, while abundance matching in-

stead predicts a halo mass of approximately 2.5 × 1012

M� for our stellar mass of the MW (6.37 × 1010 M�)

and approximately 6 × 1012 M� for our stellar mass of

M31 (8.65 × 1010 M�), as can be seen on Figure 1 of

McGaugh & van Dokkum (2021).

Finally, we explore again the question of the gas-to-

halo mass relation in the case of an EFE, which was

found to be flat in the isolated MOND case. On Fig-

ure 9, we update this figure by using as a lower limit

the isolated MOND computation of Subsection 2.2 com-

bined with the lowest possible gas mass from Eq (9), and

as an upper limit, the PDM mass at r200 of test galaxies

of a range of stellar masses and the highest possible cor-

responding gas mass from Eq (9), under a gNe = 0.02

a0 EFE, which is the typical maximum EFE that can

be reached in the volume occupied by the SPARC (Lelli

et al. 2016b) galaxies, larger than the maximum EFE in

the Local Volume. As can be seen on this figure, the in-

clusion of the EFE has strongly increased the scatter of

the gas-to-halo mass relation predicted by MOND, but

the overall shape remains very flat.

3.4. The average PDM density in the Local Volume

Karachentsev & Telikova (2018) find, in the context of

ΛCDM, a total mass of 1014 M� for the volume enclosed

in a sphere of radius 11 Mpc centred on the MW. For

this, they simply add the halo masses expected from

the SHMR around all galaxies of the UNGC catalog.

On Figure 2, we add on the plot the mean PDM den-

sity as a function of distance to the MW for our sample

of galaxies (orange curve). We then extrapolate this to

the whole UNGC (black curve) by using a linear fit to

the SHMR of Figure 7 to obtain the PDM mass at r200
as a function of stellar mass of the rest of the galaxies

in the catalogue. Note that this indirectly includes a

gas component since the PDM mass of the galaxies in

our sample was computed with an added gas mass to the

stellar mass. The difference in Ωpdm between our sample

and the extrapolation to the whole UNGC is slim, show-

ing that the galaxies we did not select do not contribute

much mass to the Local Volume. For our 206 galaxies

in MOND, we find a total mass of 5.74 × 1013 M� for

PDM and of 6× 1013 M� when including baryons, cor-

responding to a mean PDM density (in galaxies only)

Ωpdm = 0.07. By extrapolating our SHMR of the previ-

ous subsection, knowing that it overestimates the PDM
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Figure 6. Capture of a 3D contour plot of the PDM density of the Local Volume when distant clusters from Table 2 are taken
into account. The MW is the yellow ball at the center. The xy plane at z = 0 is the MW disk plane. Color bars are the same
as in Figure 5. Because of projection effects, and because halos have less PDM at a given radius compared to the previous case
due to the stronger EFE, we see almost exclusively negative PDM zones on this capture (oriented towards Virgo, located at
(x, y, z) = (0.38, 2.26, 17.60) Mpc).

masses of galaxies which would reside in high external

field environments for which no PDM mass was com-

puted, we find an upper limit to the PDM mass enclosed

in galaxies of the Local Volume, Ωpdm = 0.078, hence

much lower than the average CDM density in a ΛCDM

Universe but close to the ΩDM ≈ 0.1 corresponding

to the mass of 1014 M� deduced by Karachentsev &

Telikova (2018).

4. A FIDUCIAL MOND MODEL FOR THE MILKY

WAY IN ITS ENVIRONMENT

This model of the Local Volume offers us a unique

opportunity to produce a fiducial MOND model of the

Milky Way when actually embedded in its gravitational

environment.

Solving the QUMOND Poisson equation in (5) with

appropriate boundary conditions gives us the MOND

potential. We do it here for a cube of 1 Mpc side length

centered on the MW, comprising 500 identical cells inc

each dimension, for a resolution of 2 kpc. Our Poisson

solver is based on a Gauss-Seidel iterative process with

acceleration by over relaxation (which introduces a re-

laxation parameter, making the Gauss-Seidel iterative

process converge faster). It operates on a grid with cells

of identical size (no adaptive refinement) and gives a

gravitational potential value for each vertex.
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Figure 7. Stellar mass over PDM mass (at a computed r200) as a function of stellar mass. Each coloured dot is a galaxy from
Table 1. The color bar indicates the Newtonian external gravitational acceleration gNe at the location of each galaxy in units
of a0. The MW is represented by a cross and M31 by a diamond. The red curve is the analytically computed PDM mass at
r200 for the isolated MOND case. We notice as expected because of the EFE a vertical gradient in terms of gNe, explaining the
scatter at a given stellar mass.

4.1. Computing the PDM density

The first step towards solving the QUMOND Pois-

son equation is to solve the baryonic Poisson equation

∆Φb = 4πGρb to obtain the baryonic potential Φb of the
MW, since we do not use an analytical potential. For

this computation, the MW is modeled as an exponential

disk galaxy following Section 2.7 of Binney & Tremaine

(2008), i.e. with density profiles for a bulge component,

for a thin and a thick disk, and for a gas corona. We

switch from the less realistic Miyamoto-Nagai profile of

Subsection 3.1 since an analytical formula is not required

anymore. The disks have a scale length of 2 kpc, and

scale heights of 0.3 kpc and 1 kpc for the thin and thick

disks respectively. The gas corona has a scale radius of 4

kpc, and a hole of 4 kpc radius at its center. The density

parameters have been chosen to numerically give a total

baryonic mass of 7.5 × 1010 M� for the MW, of which

6.37× 1010 M� is in the disk (including 1.13× 1010 M�
in gas), and 7 × 109 M� is in the bulge. The bound-

ary condition used for the baryonic Poisson equation is

−GMb/r where G is the gravitational constant, Mb is

the baryonic mass of the MW, and r is the distance from

the MW.

The second step towards solving the QUMOND Pois-

son equation is to compute the PDM density ρPDM,

which is done using Equation (7) as in Subsection 2.1.

The Newtonian potential ΦN used for this computa-

tion includes the baryonic potential of the MW obtained

from the previous Poisson integration above, as well as

the baryonic potential of all the sources used for the

PDM density computation in Section 3, i.e. M31, plus

all the Local Volume galaxies of Table 1, and all the

external sources from Table 2. The result can be seen

on Figure 10. The most notable features are the neg-

ative PDM areas. The large composite negative PDM

area on the xy plane is the consequence of the EFE

from M31 (at the position (x, y, z) = (−383, 619,−286)

kpc) and the EFE from the Virgo supercluster (at the

position (x, y, z) = (0.38, 2.26, 17.60) Mpc); the one on

the xz plane above the MW is the consequence of the

EFE from the Virgo supercluster. We note that those

negative PDM areas, which arise when the internal and
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Figure 8. Stellar mass over PDM mass (at a computed r200) divided by the cosmological baryon fraction fb = 0.188 as a
function of stellar mass. Zoom on the most massive galaxies. Each orange dot is a galaxy from Table 1. The MW and M31
from our computation are respectively the cross and the diamond. Star symbols represent fits of Posti et al. (2019a), in which
a halo mass is estimated in the ΛCDM context for SPARC galaxies (Lelli et al. 2016b).

external gravitational accelerations are comparable, are

far from the center of the MW. It would be extremely

interesting to be able to probe precisely those very outer

regions of the stellar halo near the virial radius of the

PDM halo, or to analyze the behaviour of what remains

of the hot gas corona in these outer regions.

Before computing the MOND potential, we run a

PDM density computation of the same volume without

including the baryonic potentials of the MW and the

LMC in order to obtain the background information.

The PDM density from this background is subtracted

from the full PDM density. This allows us to isolate the

PDM from the MW and from the LMC while still tak-

ing into account the background field they are in. Note

that this is not a perfect solution: negative PDM ar-

eas will be exacerbated by this process because we will

take away from them some positive background PDM

(since without the MW and the LMC, there is no neg-

ative PDM in the same area). We found however that

it is a reasonable solution to a problem that is hard to

solve because of its non-linearity.

This special treatment of the LMC is justified by its

importance in the MW system. It would not make much

sense to try to estimate its current PDM mass as it is

now embedded in the halo of the MW and under a very

strong EFE caused by its host. However, from its stel-

lar mass of 1.78 × 109 M� (derived from the UNGC

and our process of Subsection 3.1), we can estimate its

PDM mass prior to its infall into the MW. In the iso-

lated MOND case, we can use Eq (10), giving a PDM

mass of 1.95 × 1011 M�. More realistically, using an

extrapolation of our SHMR of Subsection 3.3 and thus

taking into account the EFE on the Local Universe, we

find a PDM mass of 8.14×1010 M� prior to infall. Such

a high PDM mass should have a noticeable effect in the

response of the stellar halo of the MW to the LMC infall

(Garavito-Camargo et al. 2019, see e.g.), in addition to

creating interesting negative PDM density zones at in-

fall. Studying the detailed response of the stellar halo of

the MW to the LMC infall in MOND will be the topic

of further work, using the fiducial model of the MW

presented here as a backbone.

4.2. Computing the MOND potential of the Milky Way

Equation (5) is solved with source terms ρb being the

sum of all the baryonic density profiles for the MW de-

scribed in Subsection 4.1, ρPDM being the PDM density

for the MW obtained after the background substrac-
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Figure 9. Gas mass over PDM mass (at a computed r200) as a function of PDM mass. The shaded area represents the expected
values, with the isolated MOND case combined with the lowest gas mass estimation from Eq (9) as a lower limit, and a strong
EFE induced by a gNe = 0.02 a0 combined with the highest gas mass estimation from Eq (9) as the upper limit. The gas-to-halo
mass relation predicted by MOND remains flat.

Figure 10. Phantom dark matter density map around the MW. Plane cuts. Left panel: galactic plane z=0. Zones of
negative PDM density due to M31 at the position (x, y, z) = (−383, 619,−286) kpc (top-left corner) and Virgo at the position
(x, y, z) = (0.38, 2.26, 17.60) Mpc (top-right corner). Right panel: edge-on view y=0. Zone of negative PDM density due to
Virgo.

tion described in Subsection 4.1, and with boundary

condition −GM/r where M is the sum of the bary-

onic and PDM masses for the MW obtained by numer-

ical integration of the density in our 1 Mpc side-length

box. As expected from the PDM density plot of Fig-

ure 10, no strong asymmetry is noticeable in the derived

QUMOND potential, a sign that the MW is not under

a strong EFE.

The escape speed vesc for the MW is computed from

the MOND potential Φ via the following formula:

vesc =
√

2(Φ∞ − Φ) (14)
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where Φ∞ is the weakest potential in our volume. The

result of this computation can be seen in Figure 11.

A zoom on the inner 20 kpc can be seen on the right

panel, showing a reasonable agreement with the data

from Monari et al. (2018). This is in line with our PDM

halo mass of 1.39× 1012 M�, similar to the estimate of

the total mass by Monari et al. (2018). Furthermore, we

compute the rotation curves for the MW in the isolated

MOND and EFE cases. The acceleration g is extracted

by taking the norm of the gradient of the MOND gravi-

tational potential. Then, the mean acceleration g(r) at

each radius r is computed. The circular velocity vrot at

a radius r is obtained via

vrot(r) =
√
g(r)r. (15)

The result can be seen on the left panel of Figure 11.

The change in curvature induced by the EFE on the blue

curve happens between 150 and 200 kpc and separates it

from its asymptotically flat isolated MOND counterpart

(red curve). As a comparison to observations, we add

data points from Xue et al. (2008) and Huang et al.

(2016). In Subsection 5.1, we take a look at this effect

on the rotation curve in a more drastic case, with a less

massive galaxy under a stronger EFE.

5. DYNAMICAL AND LENSING SIGNATURES IN

GALAXIES UNDER A STRONG EFE

5.1. NGC 5055: an archetypical galaxy

under a strong EFE

In a recent study, Chae et al. (2020) have found that

galaxy rotation curves in the SPARC database (Lelli

et al. 2016b) were significantly better fitted in MOND

when including a contribution from the EFE, which af-

fects the few outermost observed datapoints. While a

few extreme cases indicated that a stronger EFE was

needed in gravitational environments that are effectively

stronger, the global correlation was still weak. This

might be because it is difficult to translate the large-scale

gravitational accelerations expected in a ΛCDM Uni-

verse into those expected in a MOND Universe. There-

fore, using the QUMOND formulation would certainly

allow to probe more clearly the possible correlation be-

tween the EFE needed to fit galaxy rotation curves and

the true EFE in which galaxies reside.

In our sample, NGC5055 is a galaxy in the strong

gravitational influence of the Virgo supercluster with

gNe = 2.7×10−3 a0 at its location, and it is also present

in the SPARC database. It therefore represents an inter-

esting archetypical galaxy residing in a strong external

field.

We compute and compare the rotation curve of

NGC5055 both for the MOND isolated case, and for the

case where all the Local Volume sources from Table 1

and external sources from Table 2 are included and

cause an EFE. In our Local Volume cube, NGC5055

lies 8.99 Mpc away from the MW at the position

(−670, 2340, 8654) kpc. Among our selected galaxies,

it is one of the closest to the Virgo supercluster, and

thus one of the most affected by the EFE coming from

it.

The galaxy is modeled using an exponential disk pro-

file with an effective radius of 4.18 kpc, a disk scale

length of 3.2 kpc, and a baryonic mass of 5.48 × 1010

M�. Note that this is a mass close to that of the best

fitting model of Chae et al. (2020) which we use here

for the sake of comparison, although their mass is a bit

lower than the mass we obtain via the process detailed

in Subsection 3.1. This way, the model chosen here is

in principle guaranteed to give a good representation of

the data.

In order to recover the MOND potential in the case

where all sources are included, a first integration of

Equation (5) is done in a cube of 1 Mpc side length

centred on NGC5055 with a resolution of 2 kpc. The

boundary condition is −GM/r where G is the gravita-

tional constant, M is the sum of the baryonic and PDM

masses for NGC5055, and r is the distance to NGC5055.

The computed PDM mass in this volume is 1.43× 1012

M�. Then a refined integration of Equation (5) is done

in a smaller cube of 400 kpc side length with a resolu-

tion of 800 pc, with boundary condition extracted from

the bigger cube. The computed PDM mass in this vol-

ume is 9.08 × 1011 M�. The resulting potential can be

seen in Figure 12. The asymmetry caused by the strong

EFE can be seen on the xz plane cut. This potential

in the shape of an egg oriented in the direction of the

dominating EFE is typical, and already showcased in

e.g. Thomas et al. (2017, 2018) for the case of a satellite

under the EFE of its host. Similarly, lopsidedness of the

potential has been investigated by Wu et al. (2017) in

the case of galaxies in clusters. The effect is however

mild, and it is therefore not clear that a direct dynami-

cal detection of this asymmetric potential would ever be

possible for such a disk galaxy residing in a strong EFE.

Dynamically, the best we can probably hope to achieve

is the Keplerian decline of the rotation curve associated

to the EFE. With this in mind, we will now study in de-

tail a new formula proposed in Freundlich et al. (2021)

and compare it to our exact QUMOND calculations.

The rotation curves, computed as described in Sub-

section 4.2, are presented in Figure 13. The red and

blue curves, respectively of the isolated and EFE cases,

are extremely close up to a radius of approximately 55

kpc where a change of slope is noticeable, with the red
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Figure 11. Left panel: Escape speed and circular velocity as a function of radius for the MW in QUMOND. Black dots are our
escape speed computation. The vertical scatter, more pronounced after 200 kpc, is a consequence of the EFE. The red curve
is the rotation curve in the case of isolated MOND, and the blue curve is the rotation curve with EFE. Green points are from
Xue et al. (2008) and orange points are from Huang et al. (2016). Right panel: Zoom on the inner 20 kpc for the escape speed
computation. The bigger orange dots are data points from Monari et al. (2018).

curve of the isolated case staying more or less flat while

the EFE kicks in and brings the blue curve down.

We note that the rotation curve with EFE is very well

fit by the formula proposed by Freundlich et al. (2021),

approximating the average radial acceleration gr(r) over

a sphere at a given radius r in a constant external field

:

gr(r) =


ν

(
gNi(r)+

g2Ne
3gNi(r)

a0

)
gNi(r), if gNi(r) ≥ gNe

ν

(
gNe+

gNi(r)
2

3gNe

a0

)
gNi(r), if gNe ≥ gNi(r)

(16)

where ν is the transition function of Eq (4), gNi(r) is

the Newtonian internal acceleration at radius r from

the baryonic profile of the system studied, and gNe is

the (constant) Newtonian external acceleration. The

rotation curve obtained from this formula when applied

to NGC5055 with our parameters is the yellow dashed

curve on Figure 13, with the difference relative to the

EFE curve being shown in the inset panel. The descrip-

tion provided by this formula is impressive, and only

starts noticeably departing from the numerically com-

puted EFE curve at a radius of approximately 80 kpc,

where it starts to underestimate the EFE. We thus ad-

vocate to use this formula in future studies of the EFE

in a QUMOND context.

5.2. The concave-lens signature

of the negative PDM zones

We have seen that the gravitational potential of a

galaxy like NGC5055 under a strong EFE does display

an egg-shaped asymmetry. It is however not clear that it

would be easily detectable dynamically, and does not in

itself represent a smoking gun of negative PDM zones. A

perhaps better indicator could however be obtained via

gravitational lensing from a large amount of such galax-

ies located in strong gravitational field environments.

In order to investigate this, we computed the surface

density of NGC5055 seen from various angles, which we

show can be negative due to the EFE induced by the

Virgo supercluster. This is possible if we look at the

galaxy edge-on (i.e., observing it perpendicular the the

EFE direction) but not face on (i.e., observing it along

the EFE direction), in which case the PDM halo largely

outweighs the negative PDM density. We then artifi-

cially place this system at a redshift z = 0.3 and see if it

can act as a concave diverging lens for sources at z = 5.

We compute the convergence parameter

κ =
1

2
∇2Υ (17)

where Υ is the deflection potential, directly linked to

the surface density and the distances of the lens and the

source, as in Famaey & McGaugh (2012, equation 110).

The result of this computation can be seen in Figure 14.

The convergence parameter κ reaches negative values of

the order of −10−3 in this case. This plot also high-

lights the double-bottleneck shape of PDM around the
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Figure 12. QUMOND gravitational potential of NGC5055
in the case of an EFE, with the egg-shaped contours visible.
Plane cuts. Top panel: galactic plane z=0. Bottom panel:
edge-on view y=0. The values on the axes are still centered
on the MW position.

negative area which could already be noticed on the 3D

plots (Figure 4, Figure 6).

Keeping the same distances for lens and source, we

also considered a more extreme theoretical case of a

galaxy of baryonic mass 5 × 1010 M� under an EFE

of gNe = 0.02 a0, a high value that we already used in

Subsection 3.3 as an upper limit. We find in this config-

uration that the convergence parameter κ can reach neg-

ative values of −3 × 10−3. The phenomenon of lensing

with negative convergence parameter has already been

studied in e.g. Izumi et al. (2013) and Nakajima et al.

(2014), where it was argued that it should produce ra-

dially distorted images.

Here, from the convergence parameter, we compute

the shear γ = γ1 + iγ2 as in Hoekstra (2013, Eq. 13),

and plot the resulting shear amplitude |γ| =
√
γ21 + γ22

and shear angle Arg(γ) in Figure 15. We observe

a strong asymmetry on the shear amplitude follow-

ing the NGC5055-Virgo axis, with a feature around

(θx = 0, θz = 40) arcsec, the position (when placing the
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Figure 13. Computed rotation curves for NGC5055 with
or without external field effect. The isolated MOND case is
in red; the EFE case with all the sources from Table 1 and
Table 2 is in blue; the yellow dashed curve is the one given by
the analytical formula of Eq (16). Inset panel: difference be-
tween the blue curve of the EFE case and the yellow dashed
curve of the analytical formula of Eq (16).

Figure 14. Convergence parameter κ for an NGC5055-like
galaxy centred at θx = θz = 0 under the EFE of Virgo as in
our study, seen edge-on, used as a gravitational lens placed
at z = 0.3 for sources at z = 5.

galaxy at z = 0.3) of the peak intensity of the negative

PDM caused by the EFE. Perhaps more strikingly, the

shear angle map is heavily distorted at this same posi-

tion around (θx = 0, θz = 40) arcsec. As a means of com-

parison, we plot in Figure 17 (Appendix) the shear map

for the same configuration but in the isolated MOND

case (i.e. no EFE).

Such a negative PDM zone signature cannot in prin-

ciple be distinguished from the effect of a prominent

underdensity in the standard context, but a statistical

analysis correlating them with the direction of the ex-

pected EFE would be a smoking gun for MOND. This is

something that could potentially be detected only sta-



18 Oria et al.

tistically in weak galaxy-galaxy lensing. Stacking lenses

that are in strong EFE environments near large scale

structures or galaxy clusters could perhaps allow such

a detection: the correlation of the location of the drop

in κ with the large-scale environment would be the key.

We leave it to further work to develop mock catalogues

of negative convergence maps expected in MOND, their

associated shear, and whether this could be observable

with future space missions dedicated to weak-lensing

studies.

6. CONCLUSION

In this contribution we developed a grid-based poten-

tial solver for the quasi-linear formulation of MOND, in

order to explore how the potentials of galaxies in the

Local Volume out to ∼ 10 Mpc in Milgromian dynamics

are affected by other mass concentrations in the nearby

Universe. We solve for the PDM halo in MOND, which

in this theory is a convenient abstraction to allow one

to readily derive accelerations by using the Newtonian

formula. The corresponding ‘phantom’ density (PDM)

distribution then appears similar to a ΛCDM dark mat-

ter halo, although with the striking difference that it

may also display regions of negative density.

The concept of PDM is particularly useful as it allows

to re-express some predictions of MOND in a Newtonian

framework, in terms of relations between the baryonic

components of the galaxy and the (phantom) halo mass.

We show that MOND predicts a monotonically increas-

ing power-law for the stellar-to-(phantom)halo mass re-

lation (SHMR) and a flat gas-to-halo mass relation.

We show that the so-called External Field Effect

(EFE) of MOND can give rise to PDM densities with

surprisingly complex spatial distributions in some situa-

tions. However, we find that the dominance of the Virgo

supercluster tends to wash out most of these complexi-

ties in the Local Volume, generally giving rise to donut-

shaped regions of negative phantom density aligned with

the direction towards that mass concentration. We also

computed the average density of PDM residing around

galaxies in the Local Volume Ωpdm ≈ 0.1, below the

average cold dark matter (CDM) density in a ΛCDM

Universe but comparable to estimates of the DM mass

associated with galaxies in the standard context.

In the Milky-Way Andromeda binary system, we find

that a region of negative PDM should be located be-

tween the two galaxies, presumably affecting the shape

of the outskirts of their stellar halos or hot gas coro-

nae. We also found that the LMC PDM mass prior to

its current infall was of the order of 8× 1010M�, which

should be sufficient to affect the relax motion of the MW

and induce a signature in the stellar halo. However, the

LMC is “losing” PDM when it penetrates in the MW

halo, so that the signature would probably be weaker

than in the standard context. We leave to further work

a detailed modelling of the effect of the LMC on the

MW dynamics in the MOND context.

Finally, we show that probably the most promising

way to detect the negative PDM densities predicted by

Milgromian gravity would be through weak-lensing. By

placing a galaxy of baryonic mass 5 × 1010 M� under

an EFE of gNe = 0.02 a0, the gravitational lensing con-

vergence parameter κ can reach negative values of the

order of −3× 10−3.

We conclude that if the Local Universe is Milgromian,

looking at it with Newtonian eyes can give a broad

picture which is surprisingly similar to the standard

one. There are nevertheless some noticeable differences.

We for instance make for the first time the prediction

that the gas-to-(phantom)halo mass relation expected in

MOND should be roughly flat. This however, would not

necessarily be impossible to explain in the standard con-

text. We highlight that concave weak-lensing with nega-

tive convergence at specific locations correlated with the

large-scale environment would on the other hand be a

true smoking gun of MOND, which might be achievable

with future weak-lensing surveys.
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APPENDIX

A. LIST OF UNGC SOURCES

Table 1. List of sources extracted from Karachentsev et al. (2013) and
processed as explained in Subsection 3.1. Columns are galaxy name, dis-
tance to MW, baryonic mass, PDM mass computed numerically up to
r200 with EFE, associated r200, Newtonian external gravitational accel-
eration gNe in units of a0 at galaxy’s location, and PDM mass computed
numerically up to r200 without EFE. Bottom entries with N/A are galax-
ies too embedded in another galaxy’s PDM halo for it to make sense to
compute their PDM mass.

Galaxy d (kpc) Mb (M�) MPDM (M�)
(with EFE)

r200 (kpc)
(with EFE)

gNe/a0 MPDM (M�)
(no EFE)

MW 0 7.5e+10 1.39e+12 224.83 1.11e-03 1.88e+12

M31 770 1.03e+11 1.88e+12 248.63 1.08e-03 2.33e+12

WLM 970 1.87e+08 3.98e+09 31.93 1.28e-03 2.30e+10

NGC0024 9900 5.85e+09 1.75e+11 112.62 7.13e-04 2.97e+11

NGC0045 9200 4.69e+09 1.40e+11 104.65 7.22e-04 2.53e+11

NGC0055 2130 3.64e+09 9.34e+10 91.4 1.01e-03 2.10e+11

IC0010 660 5.20e+08 2.20e+10 56.45 1.01e-03 4.96e+10

NGC0185 610 4.52e+08 2.50e+10 58.87 2.78e-03 4.46e+10

MESSIER032 490 8.58e+08 1.93e+10 54.04 1.54e-03 7.21e+10

NGC0247 3650 3.61e+09 1.28e+11 101.6 4.85e-04 2.09e+11

NGC0253 3940 8.04e+10 1.50e+12 230.8 9.36e-04 1.98e+12

NGC0300 2150 3.35e+09 8.63e+10 89.01 1.00e-03 1.98e+11

IC1613 730 3.34e+08 6.63e+09 37.85 1.59e-03 3.55e+10

NGC0404 3050 2.51e+09 6.25e+10 79.96 1.05e-03 1.60e+11

MESSIER033 850 4.09e+09 1.08e+11 95.81 3.30e-03 2.29e+11

NGC0625 3890 1.38e+09 3.72e+10 67.24 9.30e-04 1.03e+11

NGC0628 7310 1.86e+10 5.01e+11 160.05 8.51e-04 6.85e+11

NGC0672 7200 4.86e+09 1.32e+11 102.64 8.78e-04 2.59e+11

Cas1 3300 8.03e+08 1.91e+10 53.82 1.13e-03 6.87e+10

NGC0855 9730 2.95e+09 8.22e+10 87.6 8.60e-04 1.80e+11

NGC0891 9770 6.78e+10 1.49e+12 229.9 8.77e-04 1.75e+12

NGC0925 9290 1.24e+10 3.34e+11 139.78 8.81e-04 5.11e+11

DDO024 9800 1.43e+09 3.56e+10 66.28 1.05e-03 1.05e+11

Maffei1 3010 1.12e+10 2.60e+11 128.56 1.37e-03 4.75e+11

ESO115-021 4990 9.61e+08 2.64e+10 59.99 8.82e-04 7.86e+10

ESO154-023 5550 1.26e+09 3.53e+10 66.11 8.48e-04 9.59e+10

NGC1156 7800 2.55e+09 7.00e+10 83.02 8.87e-04 1.62e+11

ESO300-014 9800 2.64e+09 7.68e+10 85.64 7.82e-04 1.66e+11

NGC1291 8800 7.09e+10 1.49e+12 230.12 7.34e-04 1.81e+12

NGC1313 4070 3.88e+09 1.04e+11 94.79 9.10e-04 2.20e+11

UGC02773 5400 1.24e+09 3.14e+10 63.59 1.03e-03 9.49e+10

NGC1400 24500 7.56e+10 1.55e+12 233.15 5.58e-04 1.89e+12

IC0342 3280 2.90e+10 6.99e+11 178.75 1.06e-03 9.46e+11

UGCA086 2960 1.52e+09 3.61e+10 66.58 1.19e-03 1.10e+11

IC2038 19200 1.79e+09 7.58e+10 85.27 1.23e-03 1.25e+11
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NGC1533 19400 5.71e+10 1.37e+12 223.97 5.70e-04 1.54e+12

NGC1569 3060 2.58e+09 6.09e+10 79.26 1.18e-03 1.63e+11

NGC1560 3450 9.04e+08 2.58e+10 59.54 8.80e-04 7.50e+10

NGC1637 9290 1.13e+10 3.21e+11 137.89 8.04e-04 4.79e+11

NGC1744 10000 3.20e+09 9.54e+10 92.05 7.48e-04 1.91e+11

NGC1800 8000 1.65e+09 4.76e+10 73.0 7.90e-04 1.18e+11

UGCA105 3150 1.64e+09 3.89e+10 68.26 1.14e-03 1.17e+11

ESO364-029 7590 1.46e+09 4.09e+10 69.42 8.54e-04 1.07e+11

NGC2188 7400 2.43e+09 6.85e+10 82.43 8.37e-04 1.56e+11

UGCA127 8500 7.49e+09 2.15e+11 120.69 9.99e-04 3.55e+11

WHIB0619-07 8400 2.95e+09 9.62e+10 92.31 5.07e-04 1.80e+11

CGMW1-260 10800 3.08e+09 8.81e+10 89.65 8.04e-04 1.86e+11

IC2171 9900 1.50e+09 4.09e+10 69.43 8.29e-04 1.09e+11

NGC2283 10000 6.58e+09 1.82e+11 114.09 8.83e-04 3.23e+11

ESO558-011 8400 1.79e+09 4.89e+10 73.66 8.77e-04 1.25e+11

NGC2337 7870 1.47e+09 3.52e+10 66.02 1.14e-03 1.08e+11

HIZSS008 7430 5.16e+09 1.37e+11 103.75 9.34e-04 2.71e+11

NGC2366 3190 8.74e+08 1.86e+10 53.39 1.33e-03 7.32e+10

HIZSS012 7200 3.36e+09 9.16e+10 90.82 9.02e-04 1.98e+11

NGC2403 3180 7.41e+09 1.66e+11 110.77 1.29e-03 3.52e+11

NGC2500 12400 6.67e+09 1.57e+11 108.74 1.17e-03 3.26e+11

NGC2537 12200 7.29e+09 1.71e+11 111.87 1.21e-03 3.48e+11

NGC2541 12400 3.60e+09 8.41e+10 88.26 1.23e-03 2.08e+11

HolmII 3390 2.11e+09 4.56e+10 71.97 1.51e-03 1.41e+11

NGC2552 12400 3.85e+09 9.32e+10 91.35 1.15e-03 2.19e+11

ESO495-021 7960 3.96e+09 1.03e+11 94.4 9.79e-04 2.23e+11

NGC2683 7730 3.16e+10 6.86e+11 177.67 1.35e-03 1.01e+12

UGC04787 20300 2.43e+09 6.53e+10 81.13 9.46e-04 1.56e+11

NGC2784 9820 4.90e+10 1.13e+12 209.65 1.02e-03 1.38e+12

UGCA153 21900 1.70e+09 5.19e+10 75.16 7.28e-04 1.20e+11

NGC2835 10300 1.43e+10 3.71e+11 144.76 9.46e-04 5.65e+11

NGC2787 7480 1.39e+10 2.98e+11 134.49 1.40e-03 5.54e+11

DDO062 18600 2.08e+09 6.13e+10 79.45 7.88e-04 1.39e+11

NGC2915 3780 7.69e+08 1.97e+10 54.44 1.00e-03 6.65e+10

NGC2903 8870 5.20e+10 1.07e+12 206.13 1.44e-03 1.44e+12

SexB 1360 2.15e+08 5.03e+09 34.51 1.12e-03 2.55e+10

NGC3109 1320 7.27e+08 1.77e+10 52.54 1.12e-03 6.38e+10

NGC3077 3820 4.22e+09 1.77e+11 113.16 1.38e-03 2.34e+11

NGC3104 16000 2.32e+09 4.58e+10 72.09 1.69e-03 1.51e+11

NGC3115 9680 7.02e+10 1.29e+12 219.12 1.27e-03 1.79e+12

LeoI 250 1.12e+08 2.60e+09 27.69 1.16e-03 1.57e+10

NGC3184 11120 2.88e+10 5.27e+11 162.73 1.95e-03 9.41e+11

NGC3239 7900 3.91e+09 7.86e+10 86.29 1.62e-03 2.21e+11

IC2574 4019 2.87e+09 8.84e+10 89.73 7.31e-04 1.76e+11

NGC3299 10400 1.45e+09 2.55e+10 59.26 2.11e-03 1.06e+11

NGC3344 6850 1.03e+10 2.04e+11 118.54 1.67e-03 4.47e+11

NGC3351 10050 3.84e+10 6.52e+11 174.73 2.24e-03 1.16e+12

NGC3368 10420 5.52e+10 9.86e+11 200.54 2.00e-03 1.51e+12
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NGC3377 10910 2.34e+10 4.41e+11 153.37 1.76e-03 8.09e+11

NGC3379 11120 6.50e+10 1.12e+12 209.25 2.26e-03 1.70e+12

NGC3384 11380 4.50e+10 8.66e+11 192.06 1.93e-03 1.30e+12

UGC05923 22300 3.35e+09 8.16e+10 87.39 1.11e-03 1.98e+11

NGC3412 10400 1.78e+10 3.73e+11 145.01 1.43e-03 6.63e+11

NGC3413 12020 2.80e+09 4.59e+10 72.12 2.47e-03 1.73e+11

NGC3432 9200 4.80e+09 8.47e+10 88.45 2.07e-03 2.57e+11

NGC3489 12080 2.98e+10 5.42e+11 164.27 2.00e-03 9.64e+11

NGC3521 10700 9.23e+10 1.44e+12 227.63 1.71e-03 2.19e+12

NGC3556 9900 2.74e+10 4.87e+11 158.55 2.05e-03 9.06e+11

LeoII 210 3.84e+07 1.41e+09 22.6 1.31e-03 7.24e+09

NGC3593 10800 2.34e+10 4.21e+11 150.94 2.01e-03 8.08e+11

NGC3621 6700 1.95e+10 4.61e+11 155.62 1.17e-03 7.10e+11

NGC3627 10280 7.85e+10 1.19e+12 213.64 2.11e-03 1.95e+12

NGC3738 4900 1.20e+09 2.48e+10 58.79 1.48e-03 9.25e+10

KDG082 16600 1.34e+09 1.14e+10 45.32 7.49e-03 1.01e+11

NGC3990 10300 3.99e+09 6.60e+10 81.43 2.37e-03 2.24e+11

NGC4080 15000 2.91e+09 2.73e+10 60.64 7.15e-03 1.78e+11

NGC4136 7900 3.10e+09 5.23e+10 75.33 2.29e-03 1.87e+11

NGC4144 7240 2.55e+09 4.42e+10 71.24 2.20e-03 1.62e+11

NGC4150 13740 9.98e+09 9.76e+10 92.74 6.78e-03 4.37e+11

NGC4204 8000 1.92e+09 3.21e+10 64.05 2.28e-03 1.31e+11

NGC4214 2940 1.54e+09 3.36e+10 65.01 1.35e-03 1.11e+11

NGC4236 4450 4.73e+09 1.05e+11 94.92 1.33e-03 2.54e+11

NGC4244 4490 4.07e+09 8.18e+10 87.45 1.61e-03 2.28e+11

NGC4242 7900 3.57e+09 5.72e+10 77.61 2.05e-03 2.07e+11

UGC7321 17200 3.97e+09 3.37e+10 65.08 8.34e-03 2.24e+11

IC3104 2270 4.98e+08 1.21e+10 46.28 1.05e-03 4.80e+10

NGC4258 7830 6.77e+10 1.11e+12 208.3 2.18e-03 1.75e+12

IC779 16670 1.67e+09 1.02e+10 43.7 1.38e-02 1.18e+11

NGC4308 14000 2.95e+09 2.51e+10 59.02 8.40e-03 1.80e+11

IC3247 24400 2.38e+09 3.55e+10 66.23 2.90e-03 1.54e+11

NGC4395 4610 3.44e+09 6.99e+10 82.97 1.60e-03 2.02e+11

NGC4449 4210 5.23e+09 1.06e+11 95.25 1.59e-03 2.73e+11

NGC4455 8400 1.40e+09 2.25e+10 56.86 2.48e-03 1.04e+11

NGC4460 9590 5.14e+09 7.77e+10 85.98 2.82e-03 2.70e+11

NGC4490 5800 8.30e+09 1.59e+11 109.24 1.77e-03 3.82e+11

NGC4517 9700 2.07e+10 3.75e+11 145.3 2.03e-03 7.42e+11

UGC07699 14500 2.12e+09 1.54e+10 50.09 1.08e-02 1.41e+11

NGC4559 8100 1.23e+10 2.02e+11 118.15 2.45e-03 5.09e+11

UGC07774 22600 4.45e+09 5.18e+10 75.09 4.72e-03 2.43e+11

NGC4594 9300 1.45e+11 2.20e+12 261.85 1.65e-03 3.05e+12

NGC4605 5470 5.47e+09 1.12e+11 97.02 1.55e-03 2.82e+11

NGC4600 7350 1.93e+09 3.59e+10 66.48 1.83e-03 1.32e+11

NGC4618 7900 5.06e+09 8.38e+10 88.14 2.33e-03 2.67e+11

NGC4631 7380 2.59e+10 4.38e+11 153.03 2.25e-03 8.70e+11

NGC4656 5400 4.46e+09 8.65e+10 89.1 1.74e-03 2.43e+11

NGC4736 4660 3.50e+10 7.03e+11 179.09 1.57e-03 1.08e+12
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NGC4765 9700 1.44e+09 2.40e+10 58.08 2.30e-03 1.06e+11

NGC4826 4370 2.59e+10 5.27e+11 162.76 1.56e-03 8.71e+11

NGC4945 3800 4.06e+10 8.69e+11 192.24 1.42e-03 1.21e+12

IC4182 4700 1.04e+09 2.01e+10 54.81 1.63e-03 8.35e+10

ESO269-058 3800 1.21e+09 3.82e+10 67.84 4.23e-04 9.33e+10

NGC5023 6610 1.72e+09 3.04e+10 62.9 2.03e-03 1.21e+11

NGC5055 8990 7.71e+10 1.11e+12 208.69 2.70e-03 1.92e+12

NGC5068 5450 6.39e+09 1.46e+11 106.17 1.26e-03 3.16e+11

NGC5102 3400 4.72e+09 1.25e+11 100.68 9.29e-04 2.54e+11

NGC5128 3750 6.33e+10 1.31e+12 220.22 9.64e-04 1.67e+12

CVnI 220 1.95e+07 9.27e+08 19.64 9.64e-04 4.57e+09

NGC5204 4660 1.19e+09 2.48e+10 58.73 1.50e-03 9.20e+10

NGC5194 8400 7.46e+10 1.13e+12 209.97 2.37e-03 1.88e+12

NGC5195 7660 3.33e+10 5.53e+11 165.35 2.33e-03 1.04e+12

NGC5206 3470 1.55e+09 3.31e+10 64.7 1.46e-03 1.12e+11

ESO270-017 3600 2.01e+09 4.55e+10 71.89 2.05e-03 1.36e+11

NGC5236 4920 5.86e+10 1.21e+12 214.54 1.21e-03 1.57e+12

NGC5237 3400 5.99e+08 1.35e+10 47.98 1.21e-03 5.51e+10

NGC5253 3560 1.85e+09 4.77e+10 73.07 1.01e-03 1.28e+11

NGC5264 4530 1.15e+09 2.52e+10 59.06 1.29e-03 8.96e+10

ESO383-087 3450 1.88e+09 4.69e+10 72.67 1.05e-03 1.29e+11

NGC5398 8100 1.54e+09 3.64e+10 66.75 1.20e-03 1.11e+11

MESSIER101 7380 5.81e+10 1.07e+12 206.09 1.96e-03 1.56e+12

NGC5474 7200 2.36e+09 4.54e+10 71.86 3.28e-03 1.53e+11

CIRCINUS 4200 2.51e+10 6.05e+11 170.42 1.10e-03 8.52e+11

NGC5585 5700 1.62e+09 3.17e+10 63.76 1.66e-03 1.16e+11

ESO273-014 9900 3.13e+09 8.29e+10 87.83 9.59e-04 1.88e+11

ESO223-009 6490 2.07e+09 5.20e+10 75.17 1.06e-03 1.39e+11

ESO274-001 3090 1.42e+09 3.44e+10 65.5 1.11e-03 1.05e+11

ESO137-018 6400 4.45e+09 1.17e+11 98.66 9.50e-04 2.43e+11

IC4662 2440 8.91e+08 2.20e+10 56.48 1.04e-03 7.42e+10

NGC6503 5270 7.33e+09 1.64e+11 110.18 1.31e-03 3.50e+11

IC4710 7940 2.60e+09 7.78e+10 85.98 7.61e-04 1.64e+11

NGC6684 8700 2.15e+10 5.71e+11 167.09 8.91e-04 7.61e+11

NGC6744 8300 5.01e+10 1.21e+12 214.85 7.92e-04 1.40e+12

NGC6822 500 4.90e+08 1.07e+10 44.38 1.33e-03 4.74e+10

NGC6946 5890 4.32e+10 9.85e+11 200.45 1.15e-03 1.26e+12

Cepheus1 6000 2.42e+09 5.44e+10 76.34 1.38e-03 1.56e+11

IC5052 6030 2.76e+09 7.71e+10 85.74 8.56e-04 1.72e+11

KKR59 5890 1.62e+09 3.58e+10 66.39 1.35e-03 1.16e+11

NGC7090 6700 5.64e+09 1.59e+11 109.16 8.28e-04 2.89e+11

IC5152 1970 9.50e+08 2.37e+10 57.87 1.04e-03 7.78e+10

IC5201 8800 1.02e+10 2.96e+11 134.29 7.54e-04 4.43e+11

NGC7462 10100 3.58e+09 1.09e+11 96.33 7.01e-04 2.08e+11

NGC7640 7900 5.29e+09 1.39e+11 104.33 9.32e-04 2.76e+11

CasdSph 790 1.63e+08 4.86e+09 34.11 2.05e-03 2.07e+10

Pegasus 760 8.29e+07 1.52e+09 23.14 1.73e-03 1.26e+10

DDO217 9700 3.48e+09 9.38e+10 91.53 9.12e-04 2.03e+11
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IC5332 7800 4.80e+09 1.40e+11 104.62 7.59e-04 2.57e+11

NGC7713 7800 3.30e+09 9.52e+10 91.97 7.93e-04 1.95e+11

PegdSph 820 9.43e+07 1.78e+09 24.43 2.53e-03 1.38e+10

NGC7793 3910 6.28e+09 1.66e+11 110.8 9.33e-04 3.13e+11

NGC0147 760 4.07e+08 N/A

NGC0205 820 1.32e+09 N/A

AndI 730 9.25e+07 N/A

SMC 60 1.11e+09 N/A

Sculptor 90 5.70e+07 N/A

IC1727 7200 3.44e+09 N/A

Fornax 140 1.54e+08 N/A

Maffei2 2800 2.31e+10 N/A

Dw1 2800 1.34e+10 N/A

LMC 50 3.26e+09 N/A

Carina 100 3.62e+07 N/A

IC2233 12200 2.14e+09 N/A

KK73 9800 1.69e+09 N/A

NGC2976 3560 3.22e+09 N/A

MESSIER081 3630 6.55e+10 N/A

MESSIER082 3530 3.05e+10 N/A

KKSG18 9700 2.50e+09 N/A

SexDSph 90 3.08e+07 N/A

NGC4625 7900 2.25e+09 N/A

NGC4627 7300 3.85e+09 N/A

BootesIII 50 7.28e+06 N/A

BootesI 70 6.04e+06 N/A

UMin 60 1.34e+07 N/A

Draco 80 3.20e+07 N/A

SagdSph 20 2.99e+08 N/A

B. LIST OF GALAXY CLUSTERS

Table 2. List of sources outside of the Local Volume. For galaxy clus-
ters, the given galaxy is the one chosen for the cluster center. Columns
are object name (cluster name), distance to MW, MOND mass, r200,
gN/a0 at the center of the MW, gN/a0 at the cluster’s r200.

Object d (kpc) MMOND (M�) r200 (kpc) gN/a0 at MW gN/a0 at r200

NGC4884 (Coma) 9.45e+04 8.19e+14 2.65e+03 1.07e-04 1.35e-01

N4472 (Virgo) 1.78e+04 1.71e+14 2.02e+03 6.30e-04 4.89e-02

N4696 (Centaurus) 4.39e+04 2.13e+14 2.33e+03 1.29e-04 4.56e-02

NGC6166 9.72e+04 8.58e+14 2.55e+03 1.05e-04 1.54e-01

NGC3842 (Leo) 8.22e+04 2.36e+14 1.85e+03 4.06e-05 8.02e-02

NGC3311 (Hydra) 4.32e+04 8.23e+13 1.73e+03 5.13e-05 3.21e-02

PGC056962 1.69e+05 2.53e+15 3.96e+03 1.02e-04 1.87e-01

ESO444-046 2.05e+05 9.12e+15 3.52e+03 2.52e-04 8.57e-01

NGC1275 (Perseus) 8.92e+04 5.15e+14 2.67e+03 7.52e-05 8.39e-02

IC4765 (PavoII) 7.85e+04 9.16e+13 1.50e+03 1.73e-05 4.73e-02

NGC0708 (Pisces) 6.51e+04 2.84e+14 2.01e+03 7.79e-05 8.16e-02
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PGC015524 1.42e+05 5.67e+14 2.00e+03 3.26e-05 1.64e-01

C. THE LOCAL UNIVERSE PDM MAP WITH EXCLUSIVELY BARYONIC GALAXY CLUSTERS

Figure 16. Phantom dark matter density map of the Local Volume centred on the MW (0,0,0). Plane cuts. Left panel: MW
galactic plane z=0. Right panel: MW edge-on view y=0. In this case, clusters are taken into account with their baryonic mass
only. This leads to an intermediate situation between those of Figure 3 and Figure 5, in which the most massive galaxies in
the Local Universe regain importance compared to the case where the clusters have their MONDian mass, but the clusters still
remain the most important sources of EFE.

D. SHEAR MAP IN THE ISOLATED MOND CASE

As a comparison to Fig. 15, we provide the shear map corresponding to the same galaxy in the isolated MOND case

in Fig. 17.

Figure 17. Shear vector γ for an NGC5055-like galaxy centred at θx = θz = 0 in the isolated MOND case (i.e. no EFE), used
as a gravitational lens at z = 0.3 for sources at z = 5. Left panel: shear amplitude |γ|. Right panel: shear angle Arg(γ).


