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ABSTRACT

The ACDM concordance cosmological model is supported by a wedltbservational ev-
idence, particularly on large scales. At galactic scalesydver, the model is poorly con-
strained and recent observations suggest a more complaxibahin the dark sector than
may be accommodated by a single cold dark matter componerthéfmore, a modifica-
tion of the gravitational force in the very weak field regimayraccount for at least some of
the phenomenology of dark matter. A well-known example ahsan approach is MOdified
Newtonian Dynamics (MOND). While this idea has proven remahty successful in the con-
text of stellar dynamics in individual galaxies, the effeot such a modification of gravity on
galaxy interactions and environmental processes deskmther study. To explore this arena
we modify the parallel adaptive mesh refinement code RAMSES¢ two formulations of
MOND. We implement both the fully non-linear aquadratic tagian (AQUAL) formula-
tion as well as the simpler quasi-linear formulation (QUMDNThe relevant modifications
necessary for the Poisson solver in RAMSES are discussestail.dJsing idealised tests, in
both serial and parallel runs, we demonstrate the effewtis® of the code.

Key words: gravitation, methods: numerical, galaxies: kinematias @ynamics

1 INTRODUCTION tions with theory. Multiple examples exist in the literaufsee
the comprehensive review of Clifton et al. (2011)). The majo
ity of these theories are addressed towards the mysteryr&f da
energy, rather than attempting to replace dark matter. Ogle w
known exploration of the latter possibility, however, i® thlOd-
ified Newtonian Dynamics (MOND) first proposed by Milgrom
(1983), in which the standard Newtonian gravitational éois
enhanced once the accelerations drop below an empirically d

; - . termined value ofag ~ 1.2 x 107'° m/s’. Development of
2013), large-scale structure, gravitational lensing aodter dy- this idea to a full relativistic formulation, which is nesasy

namics (see e.g. Weinberg (2008)Lor Peellles (2012) for a MOTor the construction of a cosmological model, has been densi

recent review and references). Nonetheless, due to thenyi- ered byl Bekenstein (2004), Skofdis (2008) and Milgrom (3009

:EHOUS dna}tur?ro_f thtf darlﬁ {natterkltself, It 'f’ dlfflcdu_ltt_tonsmrzlg among many others (see_Famaey and McGaugh (2012) and ref-
€ model sutliciently well fo make concrele predictionsra erences therein). At this stage, however, there is still efind

scatlls s T.he.refore tthlfftre remrzllns set\r/]eral un;esolyed pn:::qmzh tive relativistic theory that reproduces the MOND phenoaten
as Iné missing satetlites probiem, the CUSP core 'sz]e. pre- ogy and does not exhibit any pathological or unwelcome hiebav
d'Ct.ed existence of satellite halos that are too big tg f(a; ke e.g. (see Bruneton and Esposito-Farése (2007) for a discusbmuch
We!nberg etal. (29'%3) for a recent'rewew of thgse 'SSI.JM).E'I problems). Preliminary numerical investigations of cokgg in
malns_to be_ seen_lf improved handling of baryonic physmsoufrc MOND (Knebe & Gibson 2004; Llinares etlal. 2008; Angus et al.
mological simulations can resolve any of these problems.dhti- 2013) suggest that structure formation begins at an eafiech

Eon, recgrtlt gt;setrr\]/atloqst (PaW|OfV\|IS|(I ettﬁ!' 410t12t:. Ibaégl. ;f(:;;) than inACDM and proceeds more rapidly, possibly producing too
ave pointed to the existence of farge thin rotating disksagel- much structure at late times. Completely consistent nuraksim-

lite galaxies around both the Milky Way and Andromeda, some- ulations of cosmology in MOND (i.e. utilising a full relatstic

:h Ing Wh';:h IS d'ﬁfg;\j incorporate into the heirarchidarma- formulation) are currently lacking, however, so no defugitstate-
lon mechanism o ' ments can yet be made.

The puzzles of the dark sector have provoked the consid- )
eration of modifying gravity in an attempt to reconcile ofvse Given the unresolved problems &fCDM at small scales,
the MOND paradigm remains an intriguing possibility for ayaf

dynamics, at the very least as a phenomenological modeleof th
* E-mail: gcandlish@astro-udec.cl behaviour of dark matter in galaxies. The success of thelsimp

For many years now the behaviour of dark matter has been-inten
sively studied, both observationally and using simulaianoross a
wide range of scales, leading to the development of the damhin
ACDM concordance cosmological model. Multiple lines of abse
vational evidence support the supposition that a cold daalten
component comprises around 27% of the energy budget of the
Universe. These include CMB observations (Planck collatia
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MOND scaling relation in modelling galaxy rotation curvasross

a wide range of mass scales, is certainly suggestive. Therfaps
exemplified most clearly in the case of the baryonic TullgHeirr re-
lation (McGaugh 2012), which seems to imply that galaxytiota
curves are remarkably insensitive to the details of the dsaiter
structure in their halos. Indeed, this relation implieg thare is a
significant “missing baryon” problem in galaxy mass dark terat
halos, while there is a similar such problem in galaxy clsste
MOND. Galaxy clusters may be considered as the environnment i

invoking the presence of an auxiliary acceleration fieldegpiv-
alently, an additional density component (often referrechs a
“phantom dark matter” distribution). For computationakposes,
this formulation therefore amounts to solving the Poissquraéion
twice, using the modified density distribution in the secsieb.
As this uses the usual linear Poisson equation, standarenium
cal techniques may be applied for this version of MOND, dlbei
with an additional step of calculating the density disttibo. In the
course of developing our code, Lighausen et al. (2014a)gneal

which MOND begins to show significant weaknesses as compareda description of their own modification of RAMSES to include a

to ACDM, as even with the modification of gravity there is still a
requirement for some kind of additional unseen matter istelts.
For an extensive review of the successes and failures of MOND
and possible future directions, see Famaey and McGaugh}201

As MOND does not obviate the need for an additional un-
seen matter component at cluster scales and beyond, it th-wor
while asking the question of exactly how well MOND perfornts a
galactic scales. It is not clear how the broader picture tdoga
dynamics behaves in a MOND universe, and whether it is consis
tent with observations. To investigate such questions weire nu-
merical simulations using a MOND gravitational solver.\Roes
work has laid the groundwork for the development of such spde
in particular the pioneering work of Brada and Milgiam (199@
Tiret and Combes (2007) a MOND N-body code was used to in-
vestigate the stability of MOND disks, as well as the behawio
of galaxy mergers. Llinares etlal. (2008) modified the cosgrol
ical N-body code AMIGA along similar lines. A publically ala
able code known as NMODY (Londrillo and Nipoti 2009) has been
available for some time, and has been used to investigateugar
aspects of stellar dynamics in MOND, such as galaxy mergets a
dynamical friction [(Nipoti et al. 2007, 2008). This code w®mon
a fixed spherical grid, however, making it cumbersome toquerf
simulations of systems that exhibit little symmetry.

To allow us to run simulations that cover wide ranges of
length scales (as necessary to consider satellite galaxiétng
around hosts, or galaxies falling into clusters, for exah@nd

to model gas physics, we have chosen to modify the powerful
N-body/hydrodynamics adaptive mesh refinement code RAMSES

(Teyssier 2002). Our aim is to explore MONDian galactic dyies

in more physically realistic settings, involving physigabcesses
such as galaxy mergers, ram-pressure stripping and tidjapisty.

In this paper we will describe the code itself, and demotestitze
performance of the code using simple idealised tests. tmduiub-
lications we will use the code to examine MONDian galaxy dy-
namics.

There are various possibilities for constructing a thetiat t
exhibits MOND phenomenology in weak accelerations, witb tw
broad classes that may be referred to as modified inertia dr mo
ified gravity (see Famaey and McGaugh (2012)). In this work we
will consider the modified gravity theories, which involvasnod-
ification of the standard Poisson equation for the graateti po-
tential. The “traditional” formulation of MOND in this veirs
that proposed in_Bekenstein and Milgiom (11984), referrecgo
the AQUAL formulation (due to the equation being derivednfro
an aquadratic Lagrangian). The non-linearity of this eiguatim-
its the numerical techniques that may be used in a compuotdtio
solver. The numerical scheme in RAMSES, however, is readily
adaptable to accommodate such a non-linear equation.

A more recent formulation of MOND, often referred to as
QUMOND, was presented in_Milgrom (2010). In this method, the
non-linearity of the original MOND equation was reduced to a
quasi-linearity, by maintaining the standard Poisson gomaand

QUMOND solver. To facilitate a comparison with the AQUAL for
mulation we have also incorporated a QUMOND solver into our
code.

One interesting consequence of introducing an acceleratio
scale in the modification of gravity is that the strong equiva
lence principle is no longer satisfied. This means that timtree
of-mass motion of a system has a direct effect on the inter-
nal accelerations of that system. This is known as the extern
field effect (EFE), and has been the subject of several iigaest
tions (Lighausen et al. 2014b; Wu et al. 2010; Blanchet angillo
2014; Derakhshani and Haghi 2014). This behaviour masifiest
self in different ways in the QUMOND and AQUAL formulations:
in the former the effect acts on the internal accelerationa di-
rection parallel to the Newtonian gravitational acceleratwhile
in the latter it is parallel to the MOND gravitational acasigon.

In general, these two vectors may not be aligned, giving tase
differently oriented torques acting on the stellar syst@ur code
facilitates a comparison of the EFE in these two formulation

The paper is organised as follows: in Secfidn 2 we describe
the modifications made to the RAMSES code to incorporatexhbe t
formulations of MOND; in Sectiofl3 we show the results of Ndppo
tests used to verify that the code is capturing the MOND dyoam
correctly; and finally we summarise and conclude in Seéfion 4

2 MODIFICATIONS TO RAMSES FOR THE MOND
CALCULATION

The technical details of the RAMSES code may be found in
Teyssier [(2002). In this section we will summarise the cleang
necessary to implement both the “classical” Bekensteilgidim
MOND theory given by Bekenstein and Milgrorn (1984), which
we will refer to as AQUAL throughout this paper, and the quasi
linear formulation of Milgrom |(2010), which we will refer tas
QUMOND.

RAMSES uses an iterative Gauss-Siedel solver accelerated
with a multigrid scheme to solve the Newtonian Poisson eqnat
In the AQUAL formulation, we must solve a non-linear Poisson
equation, given by

(1 (52 54) =t

wherep () is the interpolation function which allows the transition
between Newtonian and MONDian dynamics, apds the MOND
acceleration parameter. For systems whose acceleratenelaw
ao, the gravitational force will be enhanced beyond the exqabct
Newtonian force. The only constraints prare that it must satisfy
the following limits in order to produce MONDian enhancerneh
the accelerations in the weak gravity regime, and recovevtdie
nian gravity in the strong gravity regimg(z) — x forz < 1, and
pu(xz) — 1 for z > 1. Several interpolation functions have been
discussed in the literature, and it is a trivial matter to lienpent

@)
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Figure 1. 6-point stencil used in the Gauss-Siedel iterative sol¥estan-
dard RAMSES.

any of them in our code. For the moment we choose the simplest

function:

T

p(r) = 1+z

With this choice of interpolation function it is known that@ND
contradicts Solar System observatidns (Hees!|et al| 2044)jning
the use of a function which makes a more rapid transition fitoen
MONDian to the Newtonian regime. We will investigate thecets

of different choices of interpolation function in future o We set
ao = 1.2 x 107'° m/s throughout this paper. Note that this value
is user-defined within an input parameter file and so may big/eas
changed if required.

@)

2.1 The modified Poisson solver
2.1.1 AQUAL

The Gauss-Siedel solver in RAMSES uses a standard 7-peimt st
cil to update the value ap at the central grid point by the average
of ¢ on the six neighbouring grid points. This stencil is shown fo
comparison in Fid.]1.

We will follow the procedure of Brada and Milgrom (1999),
Tiret and Combes (2007) and Llinares €t al. (2008) by moadyi
the Gauss-Siedel solver used in RAMSES to use an extended ste
cil of points around each grid point in the calculationofis shown
in Fig[2. The updated value gf at each grid point is now given by

Gigik = (Bit1/2,5,kPit 1,5k + Hi1/2,5,kPi—1,5.k
Fhtijo1/2,kPii—1,k T i jr1/2,6Pi5+1,k

i g k—1/2P5,k—1 F i jkr1/2@6,5,k+1 3

_47rdx2pi7j7k) /Z LN
N

The subscripts on thg function denote that the function is to
be evaluated midway between the grid points, as indicateithdy
squares in FidJ2, and the denominator is the sum gvar all 6
neighbouring midway points. The evaluationiofequires a finite-
difference calculation of the gradient ¢fat the neighbouring grid
points, and this requires the extended stencil shown irFigs an
example, the gradients gfat thei + 1/2, j, k grid point (used in
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Figure 2. 18-point stencil used for the MOND solver. The squares Btgic
the locations where the function is evaluated.

the evaluation of. at that location) are calculated as follows:

< _ Pit14k — Pigik
(Vé)it1/2,56 = —ar
(V) Qi1 ki1 ek — i1k — Pi1-1k
i+1/2,5,k 4dx
@i g k1 + Pit1,jk+1 — Pijh—1 — Pi—1,j k-1
(Vo)it12,5k = = = Tdr o — .

4)
Similar expressions apply for the 5 other midway points attvjy
is evaluated. Clearly the dependenceuafn ¢ leads to ap depen-
dence in the coefficients used in the Gauss-Siedel solvethaisca
non-linear behaviour. We can easily see from[Eq. 3 that waverc
the Newtonian version of the Gauss-Siedel solver whesa 1, as
is the case whenever all accelerations in the system areah@lie
the MOND scale.

The extended stencil requires a modification of the RAMSES
code as we now requir@ values atdiagonal neighbours, such as
¢i+1,5+1,k- Rather than substantially revise the data structure used
in RAMSES to incorporate these new grid points as “neighbur
we choose to use the existing linked list architecture toagxthe
points we require. Specifically, we find the neighbours ofjhei
bours in order to reach the diagonal points.

At this point it is worth clarifying some terminology used in
the RAMSES code. The computational mesh is structured gidev
of refinement, the higher levels corresponding to more refarg
(i.e. a higher resolution mesh). At each level, the mesh garor
ised into “grids” and “cells.” The cells are subdivisionsafyrid,
such that each grid contains 8 cells in three dimensionsll¢lioe
two dimensions, and 2 cells in one dimension. A grid at onellev
corresponds to a cell at a lower level of refinement.

RAMSES uses a “Fully Threaded Tree” data structure
(Khokhlov|1998) in which the neighbourirgyids of a refinedcell
are referenced with pointers for each cell. The neighbguwéll is
then reached from its associated parent grid. In order tchrédze
diagonal point, we “leapfrog” from the first neighbouringlide
the relevant neighbour dhat cell. In the event that the first neigh-
bouring cell does not exist (i.e. the neighbouragrid exists, as this
is a cell at the next coarsest level, but that cell has not befamed
further) then we move througtwo levels of the mesh hierarchy
(instead of just one) to find the diagonal point. In the evkat the
diagonal cell does not exist, we interpolate thevalue from the
next coarsest level.
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The multigrid algorithm utilised in RAMSES may be sum-
marised in the following steps (more details may be found in
Trottenberg et al. 2001):

(i) A simple initial guess is given fop.

(i) The iterative solver updatesg on the fine mesh. This step
is referred to as “pre-smoothing” in the context of the nguld
technique.

(iif) The residual (or error) is calculated on the fine mesh.

(iv) The values of the residual are transferred to the coaesh.
This is known as the “restriction” step, and in RAMSES a sienpl
average of the fine grid point values that surround a coarise gr
point is assigned to the coarse grid point.

(v) Thecorrectionto the fine solution is calculated on the coarse
mesh, using the coarse version of the iterative solver. Natethe
correction is fixed to be zero in the boundary of the comporii
domain.

(vi) This coarse correction is then interpolated back tofthe
mesh and added to the fine solution.

(vii) The iterative solver then updates the new correcteel $io-
lution. This is known as “post-smoothing.”

This process may be represented symbolically as:
¢% smooth— ¢,

rr = fr — Lrog
restrict—

Residual calculation
TF rc
Lcec = re  Correction calculation
—, _
€F, (er = (er + €F

& smooth—  p

©)

ec interpolate—

where theC' and F' subscripts denote quantities on the fine and
coarse meshes respectively. The linear matrix operatorhen t
fine/coarse meshr, ¢ is, of course, the finite-difference version of
the differential operato¥? in the Poisson equation. The right-hand
side of the Poisson equation is denoted by while the residual

is 7r/c. Itis important to note that it is theorrectionto the fine
solution that is solved for on the coarse mesh, rather thendhrse
solution itself.

For the non-linear AQUAL formulation of MOND we must
modify the above multigrid algorithm, in addition to modify
ing the Gauss-Siedel solver. Several approaches are [ssib
choose the Full Approximation Storage scheme (for detaisesg.
Trottenberg et all (2001)). In essence this requires thatalmilate
the full solution to Eq[L on altoarselevels as well. This con-
trasts with the linear (Newtonian) case where only the ctioe is
calculated on the coarse levels.

For the non-linear equation, the multigrid scheme now pro-
ceeds as follows:

¢p restrict— ¢,

¢% smooth— ¢p,
re = fr — Nr(¢p)dp

rgp restrict— rco

Ne(e)po = re + Ne(¢o)de (6)
cc =vc —de

cc interpolate—  €r, Gp =y +€r

— =
¢p SmMooth—  ¢p.

The two main differences with the linear case are that we maist
strict the initial fine solution after smoothing, and that ezdculate
the full coarse solutiom ¢, using the restricted fine solution, rather

than just the correction. The restricted fine solution isnteab-
tracted from the coarse solution to find the correction. Astlie
linear Newtonian case, we recursively apply this algorithsing
the various levels of refinement.

2.1.2 QUMOND

The QUMOND version of the code does not require any modifica-
tions to the Gauss-Siedel solver, as this formulation weslsolv-

ing the standard Poisson equation, albeit twice, and witbdified
density field the second time. The calculation of the derfgtg,
however, makes use of the extended stencil. We must solelthe
lowing elliptic differential equation for the so-calledtfantom dark
matter” density of QUMOND:

’ 1 ~ |V¢N|

/= ma (7 (5 7o)
where the Newtonian potentigly is determined from a standard
pass through the RAMSES multigrid algorithm. The MOND inter
polation function used in this formulation is closely reldto the
inverse of that used in the AQUAL formulation, satisfying fim-
its 7(y) — 0 wheny > 1 andi(y) — y~ /2 wheny < 1, where
in this case the argument is the ratio of tewtoniangravitational
acceleration to the MOND scale. Thefunction corresponding to
our chosenu function is

1 4 1
Wiy o ®)

This is related ta/, the inverse of the function, byr = o + 1.

We can see that the functional form of E§. 7 is very similar to
Eq.[d, and so we use the finite-difference stencil describethk
AQUAL formulation to solve this equation. The differencethst
we can determing’ at each grid point using El 7 immediately: we
do not need to use an iterative scheme to converge to the.rasul
ter the additional density contribution has been calcdlate add
this to the real density field of the system, and solve thedstah
Poisson equation a second time to determine the MOND patenti

This formulation does not require any modifications to the
multigrid scheme. We must, however, make minor modification
to the sequence of execution through a time step used by RAMSE
in order to solve the Poisson equation with the appropriatesidy
field. In addition, we must introduce new arrays to store tH@N
Dian potential and the “phantom dark matter” density, iasiag
the memory usage of the code.

@)

2.2 Dealing with the boundaries

For points that lie outside the full computational domaiANRSES
uses a fixed analytic value of the gravitational potentigiravide

a boundary value. The default is to use= M/r (in three dimen-
sions, withG = 1): the potential sourced by a point mass at the
origin, where the mass is equal to the total mass in the stionla
This may be easily modified to use other choices.

The situation is more complicated in the case of boundaries
for an adaptive refined level, which typically is smallerrihthe
full computational domain. In this case the potential reegliat
the boundary is interpolated from the next lower level the.first
“coarse” level before the current level). This interpotht@lue is
then used to modify the right-hand side of the Poisson egjustiat
is used in the solver. The precise location of the boundagngt
particular level is determined using a masking proceduvethier
details may be found in Guillet and Teyssier (2011).
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As for the Newtonian code, we must supply an analytic es-
timate of the potential at the domain boundary. This is dawe f
both the AQUAL and QUMOND formulations using the asymp-
totic behaviour of the MOND potential sourced by an isolatgst
tem (Famaey and McGaugh 2012):

o(r) = VGMao In(r). 9)

The treatment of boundaries on adaptive mesh refinement
(AMR) levels is unchanged in the QUMOND formulation. We
must, however, modify this scheme for the AQUAL formulation
for the following reason. Firstly, recall that there are twesh
heirarchies in RAMSES: one is the set of levels used in theimul
grid acceleration of the iterative solver, the other is thieo§ AMR
levels used to obtain high resolution in regions of inter€ke first
set of levels is always a sub-set of the second set of levelhel
sense that the Poisson solver determipes each level, using all
coarser levels for the multigrid acceleration. In the staddNew-
tonian case, the iterative solver determinesdtreectionon all the
coarse levels in the multigrid scheme, not the full coardetien.
Therefore, the boundary condition on all the coarse legafnply
ec = 0, using the notation of Sectidn 2.1.1. Thus the boundary
treatment used in standard RAMSES is adapted to this scheme,
ing a masking procedure and a modification of the right-hael s
of the Poisson equation to ensure that this boundary condis
applied.

In our non-linear solver, we cannot alter the right-hanck sid
of Eq.[d with ¢-dependent terms. Therefore, for each fine AMR
level, we choose to find the boundary cells at the start of thigi-m
grid algorithm, determine the requiretlvalues in those cells by
interpolation from the next coarsest level, and store tiesa ar-
ray for use in the Gauss-Siedel solver. This introduces samer
additional memory overhead to the code.

2.3 Parallel computations

The modifications made to the multigrid algorithm for the AQIU
formulation require some minor modifications to the patisiégion

in RAMSES. The Full Approximation Storage scheme impliet th
we must communicate the fine resolution solutiondato all the
virtual boundaries of the CPUs. This is easily done usingdafi-a
tional call to the relevant communication subroutine algeianple-
mented in RAMSES. We have run tests using both the serial and
parallel versions of the code, and the results agree exactly

3 CODE TESTS
3.1 Analytic comparison

While analytic MOND potentials are generally difficult totan,

in the case of spherical symmetry the MOND gravitationakéae
ation gy, is straightforwardly related to the Newtonian acceleratio
gn using the scaling relation

gm = v(|gml|/ao0)gn, (10)

where we have used the inverse interpolating functiatiscussed
in Sectior 2Z.T.P (not to be confused with as we can easily obtain
the Newtonian acceleration analytically. Using this rielaghip we
can test our code by including an analytic density distidsup
describing a spherically symmetric system, and runningstieer
for one time step. For our analytic density distribution vwease a

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0Q, 000—-000
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with the parameters,; = 10 pc andM,,; = 10° Mg . The Newto-

nian radial gravitational acceleration for this profile is
GMr

(r2 +72)3/2

Plummer profile:

7_2

2
T

3My
P= a3
pl

(11)

gr = (12)
and the MONDian acceleration may be calculated from[Ed. 10.
The simulation box isl kpc, and the computational domain is
fully refined to level 6, giving a minimum resolution @5.63 pc,
with AMR refinement to level 10, giving a maximum resolu-
tion of 0.98 pc. The AMR refinement is specified using the
geometric criteria of RAMSES, where we specify refinement
within spherical regions centred at the origin, with diaenstof
0.3,0.15,0.1,0.05 kpc.

The results are shown in FIg. 4. The vertical dashed lineén th
figure indicates the cell size of our highest resolution .gvi can
see that the numerical solution agrees extremely well viighan-
alytic solution. It is worth noting that the AQUAL and QUMOND
formulations agree precisely in this spherically symneedistem.

Throughout the paper we use the standard RAMSES (i.e. the
usual 6-point stencil) for Newtonian comparisons. As a ¢éstur
modifications for the extended stencil, we run an analytst &s
above, but using the AQUAL code witty ~ 1073! m/s’. Set-
ting the MOND scale to such a small value ensures that thersyst
is entirely Newtonian, and we should therefore recover dsailt
from standard RAMSES. The comparison using the analytidtes
shown in Fig[B, where we can see that the numerical solut@n f
the AQUAL code for a fully Newtonian system is identical tath
of the standard 6-point stencil RAMSES.

3.2 N-body tests

3.2.1 Isolated Plummer spheres

We now test the code using a live N-body system, consistiray of
Plummer sphere with the same parameters as in Sdctibn 8.1, i.
rp = 10 pc andM,,;, = 10° M, in a simulation box with length
1 kpc. Again, the minimum level of the mesh is level 6, with refin
ment down to level 10, corresponding to minimum and maximum
resolutions oft5.63 pc and0.98 pc. Therefore, the Plummer radius
corresponds to approximately 10 high resolution cell wsdtfhe
chosen mass and scale radius ensure this Plummer spher# is we
inside the MONDian regime.

The initial conditions are generated using a setup code that
performs a numerical integration of the one-dimensionanse
equation to determine the radial velocity dispersion asnatfan

of radius:
()= = [ o) G5

This velocity dispersion is then used to randomly assigtragic
velocities. Due to the spherical symmetry and the fact thiatdal-
culation only requires the radial gravitational acceleratwe can
use Eq[ID with Ed. 13 to calculate (r) for a MOND Plummer
sphere. The Plummer sphere is generated with particles. We
should point out that the Plummer spheres generated by tup se
code begin slightly out-of-equilibrium, before quicklylaging to
an equilibrium state, withil — 4 crossing times in the Newtonian
case, an@ — 3 crossing times in the MONDian cases.

0'2. 1 dd)('l'/)

(13)
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Figure 5. The10%, 50% and70% Lagrange radii of the isolated Plummer
spheres, in the Newtonian, QUMOND and AQUAL runs. The two MDN
solvers give essentially identical results due to the sphlesymmetry of

the system.

The code is run for a Newtonian system, a QUMOND system
and an AQUAL system for approximatelp)0 Myr. The Lagrange
radii of the Plummer spheres are shown in Eig. 5. After ihis
cillations all the models quickly settle into equilibriu®ur setup
code generates Plummer spheres using a Gaussian distnilmiti
velocities at each radius, while the true velocity disttid in a
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Figure 6. Radial velocity dispersion of Newtonian, QUMOND and AQUAL
Plummers, at = 20 pc. Again the QUMOND and AQUAL lines are iden-

tical.

Plummer sphere is not exactly Gaussian. This approximéeimafs
to initial conditions that are slightly out of equilibriurRor this rea-
son there is some small disagreement between the Lagradije ra

for the MONDian and Newtonian systems, however the fact that

they are very similar tells us that the density distributiseffec-
tively the same in all three models.
The (total) velocity dispersions of the Newtonian and AQUAL

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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whereEy is the total energy at the start of the simulation; 0.
Furthermore, we also calculate the virial ratio at each ntiane
step:Q: = —K:/W;. The results for our isolated Plummer sphere
simulations are shown in Figsl 7 ahtl 8. All of the models begin
slightly out-of-equilibrium, as already discussed, anitkjy settle
to equilibrium,@ = 0.5. The energy conservation appears satis-
factory in all runs, with energy errors on the orderddt% in the
Newtonian case and slightlgssin the MONDian runs. The reason
for this behaviour is because of the larger total energiesied in
the MOND simulations. The standard deviation of the totargn
fluctuations are comparable in both the Newtonian and MONDia
runs, but when we normalise with the total energy we find d#iig
smaller fractional error for the MOND runs.

It is worth noting that the fractional energy conservatiomes
for the QUMOND POR code described in Lighausen et al. (2014a)
are larger in the MOND case than in the Newtonian case, while o
code shows the opposite behaviour: the MOND fractionaksiaice
smallerthan the Newtonian fractional errors. This is likely due to
the different numerical implementation (the stencil usethe POR
code differs from our stencil, for example) although the panson
is not exact as the test run used_in Lighauseniet al. (2014#) is
considerably higher resolution than the test case we hawersh
here.

3.2.2 Orbiting Plummer spheres

After discussing isolated Plummer spheres in the previeaSm,

we now wish to demonstrate the use of the code to evolve a sys-
tem of two orbiting Plummer spheres. The two-body problemofis
course, analytically solvable in Newtonian gravity, bustts not

the case in a MONDian system, except in the special caseaof-cir

lar orbits in the deep MOND regime (Zhao etlal. 2010). We set up
two equal mass Plummer spheres, with the parameters givar in

Figure 8. Energy conservation parameter for Newtonian, AQUAL and previous Section, and, by trial and error, give them tarigewiloc-

QUMOND Plummers. The energy conservation paraméterdefined as
0 = (B¢ — Et—1)/Eo whereEy; is the total energy at time stepWe can
see that the energy errors (after the initial relaxatiorhefgystem) are on
the order 00.2% or less.

ities to put them in approximately circular orbits aroundteather.
We placed the Plummer spherescat 0.5 kpc in the simulation
box (they are centred in thg and z directions) with velocities in
the y direction of £0.52 km/s for a comparison Newtonian case,
and+4.15 km/s in the MONDian cases. To speed up the orbital

systems are shown in Fig. 6. The QUMOND result is again essen- integration we chose to run these simulations on lower uéisol

tially identical to that of the AQUAL run. Clearly the MONDia
systems have a higher velocity dispersion than the Newtasya-

meshes, compared with those used in the isolated Plummer sim
lations. The highest level of refinement in these runs wasl &ya

tem, as expected. This demonstrates that our code is abl®to p maximum resolution of.95 pc).

duce a stable evolution of a dispersion-supported systéiOND
gravity.

The orbits of the centre-of-masses of the Plummer spheees ar
shown in Fig[® for the Newtonian run and the AQUAL run. The

To check energy conservation we follaw_Liighausen et al. Newtonian simulation was run for approximatelyr Gyr, while
(2014h) and modify the RAMSES code to calculate the potentia the AQUAL simulation was run for a shorter time of approxiedgt

energy at each time steés follows:

N
Wi = pida (& - @) (14)
i=1
whereN is the total number of refined cells and, for thth cell,
we have:dz; is the cell lengthZ; is the cell positiong; is the
acceleration due to gravity (gradient of the potential)Hattcell
andp; is the density in that cell. The total potential energy igouit
at each main time step, along with the total kinetic endkgy The
total energy at each main time step is then= K, + W;. The
fractional variation in energy, at each time step is then calculated
as

_ Ey—Ei
Lo

5 (15)

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000

770 Myr. The orbits are very close to circular in both cases, \gith
stronger deviation from circularity in the AQUAL case, dweuts-

ing a slightly incorrect initial velocity. In both cases ttveo Plum-
mer spheres have completed slightly more than a whole oghit,
turning to close to their starting positions. We can seerefioee,
that the orbital velocity in the MOND case is much larger than
the Newtonian case, as the Newtonian Plummer spheres take ov
5 Gyr to complete an orbit, while the AQUAL Plummer spheres
have done this in only arourid)0 Myr.

The Lagrange radii of the two orbiting Plummer spheres are
shown in Fig[ID. As these simulations were run with slighaiyer
resolution in order to speed up the orbital integration,Rhemmer
spheres are not quite as stable as in the isolated case:ishare
very gradual expansion of the Plummer spheres over timehwhi
clearer in the Newtonian case because of the much longesc¢aie



8 G. N. Candlish, R. Smith, M. Fellhauer

- -
; - -,
P

R4
04

-
-, -
S i -

0'6. 1‘.0 1‘.2 1‘.4 1.6

z (kpc)

06 08

1.6
e S .
1.4 o7 v, 1
R e
& “

12} e ‘\ ,
o X \
gl.of T 1
> £ ['

. s

0.8 Q» ’./

. "
.st., R4 4

0.6f h"“--..._,.._.;—“‘"“

082 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6

z (kpc)

Figure 9. Centre-of-mass trajectories for 2 orbiting Plummer sphexewtonian case on the left, AQUAL on the right. The trajeciof one Plummer sphere

is marked with a green dashed line, and the other with a blt:dakhed line.

0.06 T T
— Plummer 1, 10%
0.05f ——  Plummer 2, 10% |4
— Plummer 1, 50%
0.04} —  Plummer 2, 50% ||
v ' — Plummer 1, 70%
g— 0.03} Plummer 2, 70% | |
=~
0.02F — - - —_—
0.01f
0.00 L . L . .
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000

t (Myr)

0.06 : :
— Plummer 1, 10%
0.05f — Plummer 2, 10% |4
— Plummer 1, 50%
0.04+ —  Plummer 2, 50% ||
s — Plummer 1, 70%
S 0.03f Plummer 2, 70% ||
~
0.02} — — S -
0.01f
0.00 ; ! L . . . .
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800

t (Myr)

Figure 10. Lagrange radii for 2 orbiting Plummer spheres, Newtonigeaan the left, AQUAL on the right.

of the simulation. These test simulations demonstratediinatode

is able to evolve a stellar system in an orbit around another s
tem, either in the Newtonian or MONDian regimes. This sutgjes
that our code is conserving momentum, and the fact that tha-PI
mer spheres are essentially stable implies that we do net &xay
spurious numerical issues affecting the internal dynankiosther-
more, this provides an example of the usefulness of adaptash
refinement: we can model stable, compact stellar systenitsngrb
in a background potential, where we only need to apply thé hig
resolution mesh to the orbiting systems. Such configuratmo-
respond to simulations of satellite galaxies orbiting ithreist, or
large spirals in clusters.

3.2.3 Full galaxy model

We now move on to N-body tests of a galaxy model using both a
disk and a bulge component. We use the initial conditionsecod
GalactlCS (Kuijken & Dubinski [1995) to generate a Newtonian
disk and bulge inside a dark matter halo. We run a simulatfon o
this model as a control run using the normal Newtonian RAMSES
code. For the MOND runs, we simply remove the dark matter halo
particles from the initial conditions and run the disk antgeyar-
ticles only using RAYMOND. Fortuitously, this seems to riesu

a disk with a very similar rotation curve. Thinking of thisterms

of a “phantom dark matter” (PDM) halo, it appears that in tiise

the Newtonian halo corresponds closely with the PDM hala, bu
this may not generally be true.

MW-A model in|Kuijken & Dubinski (1995). The disk is modeled
as an exponential disk, with mads2 x 10'°M, scale radius
4.5 kpc, and scale heighi.43 kpc. The bulge is a King model,
with mass2.1 x 10'° M, and the halo uses a lowered Evans model
with mass2.7 x 10*! M, (see Kuijken & Dubinskil (1995) for the
full set of parameters used to initialise the model). We G0
particles in the disk30000 in the halo and 0000 in the bulge.

Snapshots of the Newtonian run viewed face-on and edge on
are shown in Fig_11. Although not clear in the plots, the diskns
weak spiral structure soon after the simulation startsjsciearly
globally stable, as expected due to the presence of the dattiem
halo. There is some disk thickening over time, as is standard
numerical disk simulations. The AQUAL run snapshots arewsho
in Fig.[I2. The disk forms more pronounced spiral structoaatin
the Newtonian case, but again exhibits no global instgbiitbar
instability does develop after arousdGyr of evolution. The disk
thickening is considerably less pronounced in this caskpadh
the bar becomes clearly visible ByGyr.

The average rotational velocities as a function of radiubén
disk are shown in Fid._13. The rotation curve at the beginmihg
the simulation (identical in both the Newtonian and AQUAIns
is shown as a black line, the Newtonian rotation curve aft€yr
is shown as a dashed blue line, while the AQUAL rotation curve
is shown as a solid green line. In the Newtonian case, thediat r
tation curve is evident due to the presence of the dark miadier
and it remains stable throughout the evolution. The AQUAIafo
tion curve remains effectively flat at large radii, entirellye to the

The parameters in the disk, bulge and halo are those of the MOND enhancement of the gravitational accelerations irdible,

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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Figure 13. Mean rotational (azimuthal) velocity of the Newtonian désid
bulge and the AQUAL disk and bulge at the beginning and encheif t
respective runs, in-bins of width200 pc. The black line denotes the initial
conditions of the simulations, the blue dashed line showsNbBwtonian
rotation curve after approximately Gyr, while the green solid line shows
the AQUAL rotation curve after the same time.

as there is no dark matter halo in this simulation. The MONEveu
is slightly lower than that of the Newtonian system aft&yr, and
the existence of the bar is evident in the dip in the rotatiowve at
small radii.

This test demonstrates that our code can evolve a rotalfenal
supported system over a significant timescale, and that aie c
may be used in the study of secular processes in MOND disks.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000

3.2.4 Comparing AQUAL and QUMOND

Although the differences between the two formulations of NID
utilised in our code are expected to be small, the differerbat
would build up over time between a QUMOND and an AQUAL
system may well be detectable.

As a basic illustration of the fact that the two formulatiatifs
fer, we place an analytic Plummer profile (again with = 10 pc
andM,; = 10°Myg) in the background field of an analytic expo-
nential disk model with a bulge. This disk ha&; = 5.4 x 109M@,

a scale radius di.3 kpc, and a scale height 6f23 kpc. The bulge

is modelled by a Hernquist sphere willf, = 1.68 x 10° M, and
scale radiu$).5 kpc. We place the Plummer sphere at the origin of
our computational domain, while the centre of the bulge efdisk
galaxy is located af = (10/+/3,10/+/3,10/+/3), i.e. at10 kpc
“diagonally” away from the Plummer sphere. In this way we can
examine the behaviour of the external field effect on therivate
accelerations of the Plummer sphere. As stated in the Inttazh,

the external field effect is known to differ in these two fotations

of MOND.

The accelerations throughout the system, at varying lesfels
refinement, are determined using a single time-step caicolaf
RAyMOND with a box length o650 kpc. We consider the difference
in the AQUAL and QUMOND accelerations along thelirection:

AQUAL QUMOND (16)

592’ =9 — 9z )
with z,y ~ 1.2 pc away from the origin (this is because the com-
putational mesh only samples certain points in the domdihg
differences at refinement level 11, corresponding to a eeljth
of 2.4 pc, are shown in Fid_14. The blue dashed line shows the
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galaxy model is not present, while the solid green line shibelifferences
in the presence of the background galaxy model.

differences when the background disk model is not presemnt, a
so there is no external field effect. There is a small diffeeem
the accelerations at the centre of the Plummer sphere, darecis
arising from the finite resolution of the grid. When the backod
galaxy model is present, however, the differences becommeso
what larger. Although a difference in the accelerations-af0~*°
km/s’ is rather small, this is on the order &% of the MOND
acceleration scaley. Furthermore, the cumulative effect of such
differences over significant timescales (such as duringtellisa
orbit over several Gyr) may well become substantial. Findllis
possible that in other systems the differences betweemitéotr-
mulations is larger than our purely illustrative examplevgh here.
We leave the investigation of such differences for futurekwo

3.3 Execution time analysis

Due to the extended stencil used in the iterative solver & th
AQUAL code, there aré@8 neighbouring grid points as opposed to
6 in standard RAMSES. Furthermore, the solver must evalimte t
6 neighbouringu values. In total, the AQUAL code performs calcu-
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120r == QUMOND|]|

100f 1

T
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Number of processors

40t

Poisson solver time (s)
0]
(=]
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Figure 15. Code timings for the isolated Plummer N-body simulations.

These are the average times between two main time stepsrjangaum-

bers of processors.
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Figure 16.The code timings of Fif.15 normalised by the time taken fa on
processor in each case. The parallelisation speed-updstesly identical
for all the versions of the code.

As expected, the AQUAL code is, on average, about four times
slower than the Newtonian code, while the QUMOND code is
about two times slower. The parallelisation speed-up istidal
in all three cases, showing that our modifications for the NDIDN

lations at24 points for each sweep through the iterative solver, and .5|culation have had no adverse effect.

thus we would expect that this code is at least four times edow

than the Newtonian code. The QUMOND code also uses an ex-

tended stencil, but this is only required for one pass thnating
mesh, when the additional density contribution is cal@adafThe

4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

main reason for slower execution of the QUMOND code is bezaus We have developed a modification of the N-body/hydrodynamic

we run the solver twice each time step. Therefore, we expatt t

code RAMSES that enables high resolution simulations using

the QUMOND code runs at least two times slower than the Newto- MOND gravity. The code utilises two formulations of MOND,

nian code.
We perform a simple timing analysis by running the iso-
lated Plummer model described in Secfion 3.2.1 for the Nelatg

known as AQUAL and QUMOND, allowing a direct compari-
son between them and the investigation of possible obsenaht
consequences from the different manifestations of MONQien

AQUAL and QUMOND codes, as serial runs, and as parallel runs haviour. The execution time of the code has also been denatedt

on 2 processors and on 4 processors. RAMSES calculatesrtbe ti
elapsed between each main time step, i.e. whenever theetdes
to the base level mesh that covers the entire computatia@maaih.
We use this time to compare the codes. The absolute timindises
are given in Fig_1b, while in Fi§. 16 we have normalised theet
by the time taken for a single processor. This allows us talkhe
that the speed-up from parallelisation is not adverselgcédid by
our modifications.

to be as fast as may be expected, considering the compleiity o
the MOND calculation. Furthermore, using idealised testhave
confirmed that the RAYMOND code is able to evolve dispersion-
supported and rotation-supported stellar systems in testamner
in a MOND gravitational potential. The code will soon be éaklie
on request and a freely available public release is planoethé
future.

One of the principal advantages of using RAMSES for this

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000



work is that the modular design of the code allowed us to nyodif
only the gravitational solver: we did not have to make anysidj
ments to the hydrodynamics solver. In addition, the hydnaatyics
solver simply uses whatever gravitational potential isdpiced by
that part of the code, meaning that our code is capable oblydr
namics simulations using MOND gravity.

As stated in the Introduction, the primary motivation foe th
development of this code was the study of how MOND may affect
the dynamics of galaxies in different environments, and sy
physical processes affecting galaxies in those enviroteneray
be modified. A specific example of this is the study of the cense
guences of the external field effect, and how a differencevéxent
the EFE in the two formulations of MOND may lead to observa-
tional differences between MOND theories, as well as stahda
ACDM predictions. Beyond the applications to galaxy dynamic
the code may also be used to further investigate the consegsief
MOND for cosmology. While still not a fully consistent trea¢nt
for cosmology (there is no relativistic formulation of MONB-
plemented for the behaviour of the Hubble flow) it may nonketbe
prove useful to compare and contrast the development aftateu
formation in the two MOND formulations.

There are, of course, many possible applications of our code

at galactic scales, including galaxy interactions, theabiur of
dwarf satellites, star cluster dynamics in the Milky-Wayl@o on.
Such studies of the effects of MOND gravity on galaxy dynamic
in various environments will be the subject of a series ofifeit
publications.

Through applications of MOND gravity to more complex cir-
cumstances of galaxy interactions and environmental tsffece
hope to more fully explore the consequences of this pergiste
idea. It may well be that within the domain of applicabilithere
MOND has historically performed very well, there are poiisibs
of finding conclusive observational signatures of MOND ttwt-
trast markedly to those ¢fCDM, and ultimately a route to improve
our understanding of dark matter, modified gravity, or both.
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