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Abstract. We present the results from the analysis of galaxy rotation curves with
Verlinde’s emergent gravity. We use the data in the SPARC (Spitzer Photometry
and Accurate Rotation Curves) database, which contains a sample of 175 nearby
disk galaxies with 3.6 µm surface photometry and rotation curves. We compute the
gravitational acceleration at different galactocentric radii expected from the baryon
distribution of the galaxies with the emergent gravity, and compare it with the observed
gravitational acceleration derived from galactic rotation curves. The predicted and
observed accelerations agree well with a mean offset µ[log(gobs ) − log(gVer )] = −0.060±
0.004 and a scatter σ[log(gobs ) − log(gVer )] = 0.137 ± 0.004 by assuming a de Sitter
universe. These offset and scatter become smaller when we assume a more realistic
universe, quasi de Sitter universe, as µ = −0.027 ± 0.003 and σ = 0.129 ± 0.003. Our
results suggest that Verlinde’s emergent gravity could be a good solution to the missing
mass problem without introducing dark matter.

1. Introduction
The missing mass problem, first reported in the 1930s [1], is now very well established [2].
There have been two major approaches to solve this problem. The first one is dark
matter, which asserts that there is invisible extra matter. The second one is to assume
that the Newton-Einstein gravity theory is incorrect.
The first approach, most notably, Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) model achieved a
great success, despite some discrepancies [3] including the Hubble tension [4]. The
second approach has been less successful, but its most notable theory, Modified
Newtonian Dynamics (MOND) could explain a scaling relation for galaxies: e.g. TullyFisher relation, an empirical correlation between the intrinsic luminosity (or mass) of
a disk galaxy and the emission line width (i.e., rotation velocity) [5, 6]. On the other
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hand, the dark matter theory seems to have some difficulties in explaining the relation
quantitatively [7].
MOND has been used to successfully fit the galaxy rotation curves with a relatively
small scatter [8]. Considering relatively large observational errors for the gravitational
acceleration, it is a remarkable result [9]. Despite this success, MOND is not fully
satisfactory. This is because a free parameter called “Milgrom’s constant” should be
tuned to fit the rotation curves. Moreover, the function that fits the rotation curves
does not seem to have any good physical basis.
In this regard, the emergent gravity that Verlinde proposed looks more
promising [10]. There is no free parameter whose sole purpose is to fit the galaxy
rotation curves. Actually, there is a new parameter that is used to fit the rotation curves.
However, the parameter comes from the cosmological observations of the expansion of
the universe, which is independent of the rotation curve measurements. Moreover,
unlike MOND, the function that fits the rotation curves is naturally derived from
simple physical principles. Thus, Verlinde’s emergent gravity is advantageous over other
modified gravity theories whose Lagrangians are deliberately constructed to reproduce
the Tully-Fisher relation. Despite these advantages, it has been difficult to fit the
rotation curves with Verlinde’s emergent gravity because of the lack of its generalization
to the case of the absence of the spherical symmetry in the mass distribution. Recently,
there was a progress in this direction [11], which enabled this study. Therefore, in
this article, we will examine whether we can explain the galaxy rotation curves with
Verlinde’s emergent gravity without introducing dark matter.
The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we review the TullyFisher relation and illuminate how MOND explains it. In Section 3, we review the
emergent gravity to provide the background on the theory and the equations, which we
compare the galaxy rotation curves with. In Section 4, we explain the method we use
for the analysis of the data and analysis results. In Section 5, we discuss our results and
conclude our paper.
2. The Tully-Fisher relation and MOND
We first review how to explain the Tully-Fisher relation with MOND to better
understand why replacing the Newtonian gravity by another theory of gravity appears
more promising for explaining the galaxy rotation curves. The observed Tully-Fisher
relation suggests that the speed of the outermost stars orbiting around the center of
the galaxy (v) is proportional to the fourth root of the total mass of stars in the galaxy
(M ), and is independent of the distance from the center as long as they are far enough
from the center [5]. In other words, we have
v ∝ M 1/4 .

(1)

It is difficult to explain this relation with the Newtonian gravity without assuming
dark matter (i.e., assuming that only the baryonic (or visible) matter contributes to
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gravity) [12]. According to the Newtonian gravity, the rotation velocity is expected to
decrease as the star is farther from the center, and the rotation velocity is proportional
to M (r)1/2 as follows
s

GM (r)
,
(2)
r
where M (r) is an enclosed mass at radius r. This relation is different from the TullyFisher relation (1) in a sense that the velocity of outermost stars is proportional to
M 1/2 instead of M 1/4 , and decreases as r−1/2 when r is large enough to regard M (r) as
constant.
As an alternative to dark matter, Mordehai Milgrom proposed MOND [6], which can
explain the Tully-Fisher relation. In particular, he proposed the following modification
to Newton’s second law:
a2
for a  aM ,
(3)
F =m
aM
v=

where aM is Milgrom’s constant, known to be around 1.2 × 10−10 m s−2 . Then, we have
m

a2
GM (r)m
=
,
aM
r2

(4)

which yields
q

GM (r)aM

v2
.
(5)
r
r
This results in the Tully-Fisher relation, v = (GM aM )1/4 . Actually, the original
formulation of the Tully-Fisher relation is given by v ∝ L1/4 where L is the luminosity
of a galaxy. The luminosity of a galaxy is more or less proportional to the mass of
stars in a galaxy, thus we recover Eq. (1). However, stars are not the only constituents
of galaxies. This means that in light of MOND, the Tully-Fisher relation should hold
better if the total mass of baryons including stars and gas is plugged in the mass term
M of Eq. (1) rather than only the stellar mass. Indeed, this was confirmed in [13], which
is known as Baryonic Tully-Fisher relation.
If we denote the observed gravitational acceleration by gobs and the Newtonian
gravitational acceleration from baryons by gbar , Milgrom’s proposal can be rewritten as
a=

=

(

gobs = F(gbar ) =

gbar
√
gbar aM

(for gbar  aM )
(for gbar  aM ) .

(6)

The first condition is necessary because MOND must be reduced to the Newtonian
gravity in our daily life, while the second, to satisfy the Tully-Fisher relation. Note
that MOND does not predict the exact form of F(gbar ) other than these two limits.
Therefore, different arbitrary trials for F(gbar ) have to be made so that its prediction
can be compared with observational data. In Section 4.2, we will present the functional
form of F(gbar ) that is considered for the relation between gbar and gobs in Ref. [8].
There have been some attempts to understand the Tully-Fisher relation from
dark matter by making certain assumptions in galaxy formation scenarios [14, 15, 16].
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However, they all obtained β = 3 for v β ∝ M , which differs from the value from
observations, β ' 4. Some observations indeed reported lower values for β, but they
are mainly for dwarf galaxies [17, 18, 19, 20, 21]. This difference can be understood by
different gas fractions for dwarf galaxies, and can be removed if we replace the stellar
mass with total baryonic mass (i.e., stellar plus gas mass). However, there are still
problems remaining for dark matter, mainly for the scatter and slope of the Tully-Fisher
relation as highlighted in Refs. [12, 7].
On the other hand, despite the success of MOND in explaining the Tully-Fisher
relation, there have been some indications that MOND may not be the ultimate answer.
For example, the total dynamical mass estimate from Alzain’s version of MOND is
much smaller than the baryon mass in almost all galaxy clusters [22]. Otherwise,
a variant model of MOND is required with a value of aM two times smaller, which
could be problematic as aM is already fixed by the Tully-Fisher relation. Also, there is
indication that one still needs cold dark matter in the cosmological fluctuations, even
in the relativistic generalizations of MOND [23].
3. Verlinde’s Emergent Gravity
In 2011, Verlinde proposed entropic gravity [24]. He derived Newton’s universal
gravitation law and Einstein equations assuming that the entanglement entropy in a
gravitational system is given by the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, which follows the area
law. Then, the inverse square law follows from the fact that an area scales as distance
squared. In 2017, the proposal was developed to emergent gravity assuming an additional
volume contribution to the entanglement entropy [10]. Therefore, the emergent gravity
deviates from the Newtonian gravity at large distances, where the volume contribution
is non-negligible compared to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy. From this assumption,
Verlinde successfully derived the Tully-Fisher relation, including Milgrom’s constant.
The gravitational acceleration in the emergent gravity is given by [25]
gVer =

q

2
gB2 + gD
,

(7)

where gB is the Newtonian gravity from baryonic matter (i.e., gbar in Section 2) and
gD is the gravity from apparent dark matter. Apparent dark matter does not exist, but
Verlinde named it so because it plays the same role as what dark matter does in the
dark matter theory.
Actually, Verlinde suggested g = gB + gD in his original paper [10]. However, if
we consider the fact that the total gravitational energy is the sum of the one due to
Newtonian gravity gB and the one due to gD , we arrive at Eq. (7), as gravitational
energy is proportional to the gravitational field squared. Moreover, g = gB + gD is
already ruled out by the equivalence principle violation experiments [11].
The original formulation of Verlinde’s gravity is based on the case when there is
a spherical symmetry in the matter distribution. The formulation is extended for the
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general case [11], which can be summarized as
a0
2gB2
2
= (~n · ∇ΦB + 2gB ) ,
, gD
(8)
4πGρB + ~n · ∇gB
6
where ρB is the baryonic matter density, ~n is the direction of the Newtonian gravity,
and a0 = cH0 for de Sitter universe, which expands exponentially as follows‡:
ȧ
= H0 ,
a = eH0 t .
(9)
a
Here H0 is the Hubble parameter at the current epoch, which we will call the Hubble
constant. In galaxies, ~n is given by −r̂. Thus, we obtain
ΦB = −

a0
2gB2
2
= (2gB − ∂r ΦB ) .
, gD
(10)
4πGρB − ∂r gB
6
We then can have the Tully-Fisher relation as follows. When ρB = 0 and
gB = GM/r2 , it is easy to check that the above formulae reduce to
ΦB = −

a0
GM
GM
a0
2
, gD
=
(11)
ΦB = −
2gB − 2
= gB .
r
6
r
6
Thus, when gB  a0 /6, Eq. (7) becomes
r
a0
gVer ≈
gB .
(12)
6
This is exactly the second condition in Eq. (6) with the identification aM = a0 /6.
Plugging in gB = GM/r2 and gVer = v 2 /r, we obtain


v2
=
r

s

a0 GM
6 r2



(13)

which reduces to the Tully-Fisher relation. If we adopt H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 , we have
a0 /6 = cH0 /6 = 1.13 × 10−10 m s−2

(14)

which agrees with Milgrom’s constant within 10%. This means that Milgrom’s constant
can be derived from the Hubble constant in the context of Verlinde’s emergent gravity.
Note that the factor 1/6 is not arbitrary, but is derived from the theory of emergent
gravity.
On the other hand, the a0 value is based on the assumption that our universe is a
de Sitter one, which is however not true; we know that the Hubble parameter has not
been the same during the history of our universe. Therefore, the authors of Ref. [26]
considered what they called quasi de Sitter universe. The only difference is that they
considered the quasi de Sitter acceleration scale a0 = 5.41 × 10−10 m s−2 which comes
from current cosmological observations, instead of the acceleration scale a0 = cH0 , which
only de Sitter universe satisfies. Note that a0 /6 in Eq. (14) with this a0 deviates from
‡ Strictly speaking, even when we assume de Sitter universe, this formula is valid only in the case when
our universe is flat. However, it is still a good approximation because the curvature of our universe is
negligible. Instead of an exponential function, the scale function is cosh in case of the closed universe,
and sinh in case of the open universe. They are essentially the same as the exponential function for
the current curvature of our universe.
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Milgrom’s constant by 30%, which is bigger than the 10% deviation of de Sitter a0 value.
Thus, at first glance, the quasi de Sitter value may be worse than the de Sitter one.
However, we find later that this quasi de Sitter value of a0 fits the galaxy rotation curves
better than the a0 value of the de Sitter case.
4. Application to Galaxy Rotation Curves
4.1. Data
To examine the validity of Verlinde’s emergent gravity, we compare the observed
gravitational accelerations of galaxies with the predictions from the emergent gravity.
To do so, we have used the data in the Spitzer Photometry and Accurate Rotation
Curves (SPARC) database, which contains a sample of 175 nearby disk galaxies with
3.6 µm surface photometry and rotation curves [27]. The SPARC team also provides
mass models for all the galaxies along with the measured contribution of each component
(i.e., gas disk, stellar disk, and bulge) to the observed rotation curve. Among the 175
galaxies, we exclude 22 galaxies following the criteria of Ref. [9]: 10 face-on galaxies
with small inclination (i < 30◦ ) to minimize the effect of inclination correction on the
rotational velocities, and 12 galaxies that have asymmetric rotation curves (quality flag
Q = 3) which may not trace the equilibrium gravitational potential.
4.2. Results
For the remaining 153 galaxies, we first use their data to make a comparison between the
2
/R)
observed gravitational acceleration derived from galactic rotation curves (gobs = Vobs
and the Newtonian gravitational acceleration predicted from the baryon distribution
2
2
2
2
(gbar = Vbar
/R = (Vgas
+ Υdisk Vdisk
+ Υbul Vbul
)/R) as in Refs. [8, 9]. Here, Vobs is the
rotational velocity of galaxy at galactocentric radius R, and Vgas , Vdisk , and Vbul are
the Newtonian gravitational contributions of gas disk, stellar disk, and bulge to the
rotational velocity at the same galactocentric radius. Following Ref. [27], we adopt the
mass to light ratios for stellar disk and bulge as Υdisk(bul) = 0.5(0.7) M /L , respectively.
Fig. 1(a) shows this comparison. As already shown in Refs. [8, 9], the observed
and predicted gravitational accelerations are strongly correlated with a dispersion of
σ = 0.11 dex [see Fig. 2(a)]. The offset between the two increases as the Newtonian
gravitational acceleration from the baryon distribution decreases. We also show the
best-fit relation [8, 9] based on the fitting function suggested in Ref. [28]:
gbar
√
,
(15)
gobs = F(gbar ) =
1 − e− gbar /g†
where g† is a free parameter with the best-fit value of g† = 1.20 ± 0.02(random)± 0.24
(systematic)×10−10 m s−2 for the SPARC sample. The authors of Refs. [8, 9] considered
this function because it smoothly connects the Newtonian acceleration and the MOND
one in the two limits. In other words, it satisfies the conditions (6).
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Figure 1. [Top (a)] The observed gravitational acceleration derived from galactic
rotation curves (gobs ) as a function of the Newtonian gravitational acceleration from
baryon distribution (gbar ). The red box indicates the median of the data (black dots)
at each bin along with one sigma scatter denoted by upper and lower red dashed
lines. The cyan solid and green dashed lines represent the best-fit [8, 9] and one-toone relations, respectively. [Bottom (a)] The difference between the observed and the
Newtonian gravitational accelerations as a function of gbar . [(b)] Similar to (a), but
as a function of the Verlinde gravitational acceleration (gVer ) with a0 = cH0 (i.e., de
Sitter case). [(c)] Similar to (b), but with the quasi de Sitter value for a0 .

Figure 2. [(a)] Histogram of the logarithmic difference between the observed and the
predicted gravitational accelerations from the best-fit relation of Ref. [8, 9] as in the
top of Fig. 1(a). The dashed line shows the Gaussian fit to the histogram along with
the mean (µ) and the standard deviation (σ). [(b)] Similar to (a), but for the predicted
acceleration from the emergent gravity as in the top of Fig. 1(b) (i.e., de Sitter case
with a0 = cH0 ). [(c)] Similar to (b), but with the quasi de Sitter value for a0 .

In Fig. 1(b) and 1(c), we show the observed gravitational acceleration as a function
of the acceleration obtained from Verlinde’s emergent gravity with Eq. (10). Here,
we need a density profile of baryonic matter ρB and the radial gradients of baryonic
gravitational acceleration ∂r gB . The considered baryonic components in a galaxy
are stellar and gas disks along with bulge. For stellar and gas disks, we assume an
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exponential disk model of ρ(R, z) = ρ0 exp(−R/Rd )exp(− |z| /zd ) where Rd and zd are
scale length and height, respectively.§ We adopt the relevant parameters for stellar and
gas disks from the surface photometry data of Ref. [27]. The scale height along the
vertical distribution of the disk is assumed to be zd = 0.196Rd0.633 [30]. Unlike MOND,
which predicts convergent gravitational accelerations in the limit in which the width
of galaxy goes to zero, despite the divergence of the mass density, Verlinde’s emergent
gravity predicts divergent gravitational accelerations in such a case. Therefore, it is
necessary to introduce the width of galaxy in our analysis. Fig. 1(b) and 1(c) show
that the observed and predicted gravitational accelerations are tightly correlated as in
Fig. 1(a). In addition, the data follow the one-to-one relation with a small offset.
To make a quantitative comparison between the observed and the predicted
accelerations, we show histograms of the offsets for three predicted accelerations in
Fig. 2: (a) from the fitting function F(gbar ) [28] and (b, c) from the emergent gravity.
The dashed line in each panel is the best-fit Gaussian curve, which was derived from the
curve fit module in the PYTHON scipy.optimize package. The error for each parameter
is the square root of the corresponding element on the diagonal component of the
covariance matrix from the fit. Fig. 2(a) shows that the mean is consistent with zero
with a scatter of σ = 0.11, which agrees with the results of Refs. [8, 9]. Fig. 2(b) shows
a slightly larger residual, but still small with µ = −0.060 ± 0.004 and σ = 0.137 ± 0.004.
Note that this is for the emergent gravity with a0 = cH0 (de Sitter case).
As briefly explained at the end of Section 3, the quasi de Sitter case appears closer
to the real universe. Thus, we also show the results for this case in Figs. 1(c) and 2(c).
When we compare Fig. 2(b) and 2(c), the quasi de Sitter case shows a better agreement
with observations as expected. Not only the mean of the residuals in the quasi de Sitter
is closer to zero than that in the de Sitter (−0.027 dex vs −0.060 dex), but also the
standard deviation is smaller (0.129 dex vs 0.137 dex). The mean and the dispersion of
the residuals even in the quasi de Sitter appear slightly larger than those for the fitting
function of Ref. [28]. However, Eq. (15) is a simple empirical fitting function that does
not have any physical background. Moreover, our value a0 , whether it is de Sitter value
or quasi de Sitter one, is only an approximation, as we will explain in the next section.
Thus, a correct value of a0 has a possibility to yield different results.
5. Discussion and Conclusions
We have shown that Verlinde’s emergent gravity can explain the galaxy rotation curves
well. Considering the large errors from observations contributing to the residuals (0.12
dex, see Table 1 of Ref. [8]), our small residual (µ = −0.027 and σ = 0.129) for the
quasi de Sitter case is remarkable as most of the residuals could be explained with the
observational errors. Moreover, due to these large errors, it may be too premature to
judge that the observational data prefers the MOND scenario to the Verlinde quasi de
Sitter scenario with absolute certainty.
§ For more details, see Eq. (1.10) of Ref. [29].
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In any case, it is fair to say that the fitting function of Ref. [28] based on MOND
works equally well [8], but the function does not have any physical background as
mentioned earlier. On the other hand, Verlinde’s emergent gravity provides the physical
and conceptual contexts of the formulae that agree with the observational data of galaxy
rotation curves. In the emergent gravity, the constant that plays the role of Milgrom’s
constant is a0 /6 which is independently determined from the observations that have
nothing to do with the galaxy rotation curves. The simple assumption of an additional
volume contribution to the usual area law for the entanglement entropy explains the
galaxy rotation curves.
There was a study suggesting that the emergent gravity does not agree with
the rotation curves of dwarf galaxies [31], which could be due to misinterpretation
of ΦB in the emergent gravity. The ΦB in Verlinde’s work does not denote the
Newtonian potential, but a quantity that appears in the space-space components of
metric. However, only the time-time component of metric is related to the Newtonian
potential. Another study also claimed that the galaxy rotation curves do not match
with the emergent gravity [32]. However, they have used Verlinde’s formula, which is
correct only in the presence of spherical symmetry. Certainly, the matter distributions
in most galaxies lack spherical symmetry. In this regard, our study using formulae that
are also valid in the absence of spherical symmetry could be important.
There are also arguments that Verlinde’s emergent gravity is not consistent with
gravitational lensing data for galaxies or galaxy clusters [33, 34, 35, 36]. However, note
that the lensing data cannot be yet tested with the emergent gravity as its relativistic
version is not still formulated. Similarly, the emergent gravity still needs to pass other
critical tests such as the CMB (cosmic microwave background) anisotropy, which is
possible only when the relativistic version of the emergent gravity is formulated.
We also would like to remark that a0 in the quasi de Sitter model is based on the
ΛCDM model. Of course, if Verlinde’s emergent gravity is correct, we may not need
cold dark matter. However, at present, there is no other way to obtain a0 , unless we
assume that our universe is de Sitter, which is certainly not true; we need some kind
of model regarding the accelerated expansion of our universe. ΛCDM is so far the best
model regarding it. This is another reason why we need the relativistic formulation of
the emergent gravity. The quasi de Sitter model considered in Ref. [26] to calculate a0
is yet incomplete. If the final version of the emergent gravity is formulated, we will be
able to obtain the real a0 . The quasi de Sitter value for a0 is, at best, an approximation.
Aside from this determination of a0 based on the relativistic formulation of the
emergent gravity and cosmological observations, the measurement of the violation of
equivalence principle will be helpful for determining a0 . In Ref. [11], it was shown
that Verlinde’s emergent gravity predicts the violation of equivalence principle, and this
violation is proportional to a0 . As explained in Ref. [11], the gravitational acceleration
depends on the density of test particle, according to Verlinde’s emergent gravity.
However, experiments so far could not detect the violation of equivalence principle,
because they mainly concerned with the other criteria that may cause the difference
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in the gravitational acceleration. For example, the authors of Ref. [37] measured the
gravitational acceleration difference between beryllium and titanium, because their
baryon number difference is big. However, Ref. [11] indicates that the gravitational
acceleration difference between beryllium and gold is more than 60 times bigger than
the gravitational acceleration between beryllium and titanium. Thus, the gravitational
acceleration difference is big enough to be noticeable if the experiment in Ref. [37] is
performed again with beryllium and gold instead, at the same experimental sensitivity.
Currently, there is a broad consensus that many phenomena cannot be explained
without assuming the existence of dark matter. However, most, if not all, of them are
based on the assumption that Newton-Einstein theory of gravity is correct. Therefore,
it is important to look for a new theory of gravity that is also natural and conceptually
simple from physical point of view. Of course, Verlinde’s emergent gravity does not
explain many phenomena yet, except galaxy rotation curves, so further research is
necessary.
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